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     PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 
                    Meeting of June 28, 2012 

 
Council Chambers � City Hall � 290 North 100 West � Logan, UT 84321 � www.loganutah.org 

 

Minutes of the meeting for the Logan City Planning Commission convened in regular session 
Thursday, June 28, 2012.  Chairman Simmonds called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m. 
 
Planning Commissioners Present:  David Adams, Amanda Davis, Allison Hale, Heather Hall, 
John Kerr, Jeannie Simmonds 
 
Planning Commissioners Absent:   Konrad Lee 
 
Staff Present:  Russ Holley, Amber Reeder, Kymber Housley, Paul Taylor, Bill Young, Mark 
Nielsen, Debbie Zilles  
 
Minutes as written and recorded from the June 14, 2012 meeting were reviewed by the 
Commission.  Commissioner Davis moved that the minutes be approved as submitted. 
Commissioner Hall seconded the motion.  The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
Public Hearings 
 
PC 12-027 Logan Hospital Parking Terrace Design Review Permit.  Stephen Dibble/IHC Health 
Services, authorized owner/agent, request additional 18’ tall exterior lighting fixtures for the parking 
terrace rooftop elevation at 500 East 1400 North in the University Corridor (UC) zone; TIN 05-016-
0043;0111. 

STAFF:  Mr. Holley reviewed the specifics of this project and briefly reviewed the original approval 
for the parking terrace. The request is for additional exterior lighting fixtures on the rooftop parking 
elevation.  Mr. Holley reviewed the proposed elevations, landscaping plan, and Land Development 
Code requirements regarding exterior lighting (Sections 17.11, 17.18 & 17.36).  
 
PROPONENT:  Stephen Dibble, IHC Director of Facility Planning, explained that this parking 
structure is critical to both the hospital and the community. He presented a picture of a similar 
project located in Salt Lake and pointed out the subtle light levels along the perimeter.  He advised 
that the lights will have a louvered grill which will help to diminish glare. With respect to the 
suggestion of having the lighting placed lower, research has determined that it would not be 
effective because of the glare from behind the vehicles creating a safety hazard.  It is important to 
have a good quality of light on this project.  The LED fixtures which will be used are new; they use 
less energy and can be stepped easily, allowing the light level to be reduced during night hours.  
Mr. Dibble said the residents near the facility in Salt Lake have been pleased with the project.  He 
explained that the 42” safety barrier will conceal the lights from vehicles. 
 
Chairman Simmonds asked if the lights would be on all the time.  Mr. Dibble advised they will be 
adjustable, with different intensity levels, and can be tied to motion sensors.   
 
Commissioner Kerr expressed concern that the picture of the Salt Lake project is viewed from 
above, which is not representative of the concern. Mr. Dibble explained that he chose that photo 
because it illustrates the drop-off of intensity along the property line.  He advised that the lights in 
this project will have more louvers than the lights shown in the picture.  
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Chairman Simmonds asked if there was a reason the lights have to be located on the edge of the 
structure.  Mr. Dibble said that it if they were moved it would become more difficult to park.  
 
Steve McCallum, one of the architects of the project, explained that the lighting levels are cut off at 
the wall on the south side of the property.  The louvers inside the fixtures do not allow any 
measurable light levels to reach the adjacent homes.  He pointed out that the setback is 33-37’ 
away from the property line (the allowable setback is 10’), allowing a larger landscape buffer to 
help reduce lighting from spilling over to the adjoining properties. 
 
Commissioner Adams asked about the glow which will surround the structure.  Mr. McCallum 
explained that the lighting levels are engineered to be contained on the surface of the structure.   
 
Commissioner Kerr noted that the photograph presented shows illumination of the surrounding 
homes.  The cross-section illustration shows something different than the other submitted drawing. 
Mr. McCallum advised that the diagrams prepared by the engineer are the most accurate.   
 
Mr. McCallum clarified that there is no lighting required in the landscaping area because there will 
be no traffic and there are no walkways.   There will be only be down lit sconces on the north and 
west (entry to parking) facades.   
 
In answer to Commissioner Adams’ question about adjusting the angle of the lights, Mr. McCallum 
said that they can be adjusted, however, the louver inside the fixture would lose its function and the 
lighting levels would be impacted.   
 
Shane Swenson, the electrical engineer, explained that the cutoff attachment on the fixtures blocks 
the light.  If the fixtures are adjusted, dark spots would be created. If the lights were tilted up, the 
night-sky ordinance would be violated.  The shield being used is the actual model that 
manufacturers have generated by measuring light levels from the fixtures and where the light will 
be dispersed.  The shown cutoff is a measured and documented reference point.  
 
Commissioner Kerr asked if the parking spots in the middle of the south lane would be in total 
darkness because it is exactly the same light level as what is represented outside the structure.  
Mr. Swenson explained that a more accurate representation is the actual foot-candle diagram. (Foot-
candles (fc) are measures of illumination - the amount of light falling on an object per unit area)  The fixtures drop-off, 
illustrated by the two lines on the diagram, represent light levels of .5 fc and .25 fc, which does 
allow some distribution past that point, picking up the dead spot(s). 
 
Commissioner Adams asked if changing the height of the poles to 15’ would affect the design.  Mr. 
Swenson said that it would impact the lighting substantially.   He explained that they explored 
several different renditions, beginning with just fixtures in the center, and the only way to reach the 
minimum lighting level and uniformity throughout the entire structure was to raise the poles to 
approximately 28’.  Dropping them to the proposed 18’ required adding fixtures along the 
perimeter.  Changing them to 15’ would create patches that fall below the recommended lighting 
levels.  One of the recommendations is a 10-1 max/min ratio of light for uniformity  effective 
adaptation.  If the pole height is reduced, the intensities end up with a 25-1 max/min ratio. 
 
Commissioner Kerr asked how binding the proposed representation would be if approved by the 
Commission.  The proponent is proposing 0.0 fc south of the fence and .01 fc at the fence (grade 
level).  Mr. Housley, the City Attorney, explained that specific conditions of approval could be 
strengthened; however, there is no question that the representation of the plan would be 
enforceable. 
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Mr. Holley advised the Commission that the City has purchased a light meter to measure lighting 
levels.  Mr. Swenson pointed out that the levels listed on the drawings are from the contribution of 
the structure only (does not include light received from other sources).  To get an accurate 
representation using the light meter, readings would need to be taken over a period of time with 
similar conditions.  
 
Mr. McCallum said they have no problem making adjustments to comply with the requirements. 
 
Mr. Swenson explained the numbering system used on the diagram for Chairman Simmonds.  The 
letter “p” represents a pole fixture, followed by the optical distribution number.  The numbers 2 and 
4 indicate how the fixture is crafted to disperse light patterns.  The fixtures along the perimeter are 
type 2.  Type 4 lighting is mostly directed out to the front.  The next numbers represent the quantity 
of heads on the pole (for example the poles in the center have 4 heads and the poles around the 
perimeter are single-headed).  The last two numbers listed represent the wattage of each head.   
 
Commissioner Adams asked whether dimming the lights would be more effective than turning them 
off when not in use.  Mr. Swenson advised that it would come down to personal preference.  It 
would be more energy efficient to keep the light levels low. 
 
PUBLIC:  Jo Leary, 505 East 1200 North, advised that the neighborhood currently has no 
overhead lights, only lamp posts.  She said that at 2:00 p.m. today, during peak hospital/clinic 
hours, she looked over her fence and there were 150 empty parking spaces.  She said she can’t 
foresee the top level of the parking structure being used much at night when the accessory 
facilities are closed.  She sent an email to the Commission, which she reviewed.  She suggested 
the possibility of using solar panels.  She said she has the same concerns that she spoke of at the 
April 26 meeting.  The developer has indicated that some of the concerns cannot be addressed 
because they would be “prohibitively expensive”.  She considers this lighting an unnecessary 
expense.  
 
Dennis Welker, 517 East 1200 North, said that the representatives from IHC tonight have 
acknowledged that there will be light trespass.  He stated that the diagrams that have been 
presented may not be an adequate representation of the location of the houses relative to the 
lighting structures.  He urged the Commission to request a lower height for the light poles. 
 
Marilyn Griffin, 630 North 200 East, appreciated the fact that the Commission seems to be aware 
of the concerns of the residents in the area.  She said she is concerned with the fact that the 
hospital is trying to justify why they would put those lights there.  Everything possible needs to be 
done to minimize any impact to the adjoining homeowners. 
 
COMMISSION: Mr. Holley clarified that the proposed lighting is 18’.  The design, as submitted, 
does meet the requirements within the Code.  The residents to the south will not be directly lit. 
 
Commissioner Kerr asked if it could be conceivable that the arm of the pole be a longer length so 
that the indicated cross-section might be totally contained within the structure itself and not have 
any spillover.  Mr. McCallum explained that an extension would actually reduce lighting levels 
along the perimeter of the structure and would not meet regulations, thus requiring additional light 
to be thrown back.  
 
Commissioner Adams asked about discussion at the last meeting regarding the wall on the top 
level being 6’ in height.  Mr. Holley explained that he has reviewed the minutes and audio from the 
April 26, 2012 meeting and the motion by Commissioner Lee did not include a requirement for the 
wall to be 6’.  The 42” guardrail height is what was proposed.   
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Commissioner Adams asked about the depth from the rear of the homes to the property line.  Mr. 
Holley said that it varies quite a bit, however 50’ would be a safe average.  
 
Mr. Housley pointed out the recently amended section of the Land Development Code.  Some of 
the frustration in the past has been attributed to lack of flexibility.  Section 17.50.080.C: “Where an 
adjustment to a provision of Title 17 is requested as part of the design review application, the 
following criteria shall apply: The adjustment is consistent with the purpose and intent of the zoning 
district in which the project is located; The adjustment is consistent with the purpose of the 
standard for which the adjustment is requested.”  It also specifically states that “adjustments to 
height, bulk parking, and landscaping (including setbacks, lot coverage, buffering, parking ration, 
and floor area may be approved provided that the adjustment does not exceed ten (10) percent of 
the base standard”.  In this case the base standard is 48’, therefore, 10% of that would give them 
the additional ft. to reach the proposed 18’ if the Commission is so inclined.  
  
Commissioner Kerr suggested that a motion address light trespass and include the submitted foot-
candle chart. He advised that he is sensitive the concerns of the neighbors.  The ability to vary the 
speed at which the lights dim/turn on will help reduce the impact. 
 
Mr. Dibble confirmed for Commissioner Hall that if no vehicles are on the top floor, there would be 
no lights on. Commissioner Hall suggested that fact be contained within a motion. 
 
Mr. Swenson said all the fixtures will be equipped with motion sensors, which will be circuited into 
specific zones. 
 
Commissioner Davis asked how long it would take the lights to reach the security capacity.  Mr. 
Swenson said it would depend on the fade rate.   
 
Commissioner Kerr noted that the area of particular concern (the south side) is the furthest from 
the elevator and stairwell and will presumably be less busy, therefore, those lights will not turn on 
unless there is activity in that area.  Mr. Swenson said this was correct.   
 
MOTION: Commissioner Kerr moved that the Planning Commission conditionally approve PC  
12-027 with amended conditions listed below (specifically 6:a-c).  Commissioner Adams seconded 
the motion. 
 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL: 
1. All standard conditions of approval will be recorded with the Design Review and are available 

in the Community Development Department. 
2. A boundary line adjustment shall submitted to the City Engineer that either eliminates or 

adjusts the property line currently bisecting the proposed terrace prior the issuance of a 
building permit.  

3. Based on a net gain of 450 parking stalls, 22 lockable bike parking stalls be provided and 
approved by the Community Development Department prior to the issuance of a building 
permit.  

4. A performance landscaping plan, prepared in accordance with §17.39 of the LDC, shall be 
submitted for approval to the Community Development Department prior to the issuance of 
the building permit. The plan shall include the following: 
i. Open Space (landscaped) areas shall match the proposed plans. Varieties and sizes of 
all plant material shall be specified on the plan.  

ii. Vertical or climbing landscape shall be provided at every trellis.  
iii. Large deciduous and evergreen trees shall be planted along the entire south side of the 

parking terrace that creates a solid screen for the adjacent residences.   
iv. Plant species should vary to provide visual interest and annual screening. 

5. Building facades shall match the submitted plans. 
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6. All exterior lighting shall be down-lit concealed source lighting. Exterior building lights shall be 
mounted between 6-14 feet above adjacent grade and freestanding luminaries shall not 
exceed eighteen (18) feet in height above the top parking deck surface. 
a. As per §17.11.140 and §17.36.210 No unshielded or clear glass luminaries are permitted. 

All light sources shall be shielded from view from adjacent properties to minimize light 
trespass. 

b. The light foot candle chart submitted and reviewed at the June 28th 2012 Planning 
Commission meeting shall be adopted and adhered to. A copy will remain in the project 
file and if complaints are received, measurements will be taken and compliance to the 
plan will be required.  

c. The operational lighting scheme for the top deck of the structure shall slowly fade on and 
off as activated by motion. North areas near the stairwells shall be designated as default 
primary use zones and the south sides of the structure shall remain un-lit unless motion is 
sensed on the south side.  

7. No signs are approved with this Design Review Permit. All signs must be approved through the 
Sign Permit process. 

8. Prior to issuance of a Building Permit, the Director of Community Development shall receive a 
written memorandum from each of the following departments or agencies indicating that their 
requirements have been satisfied: 

a. Engineering    
i. Comply with City design/Standards & Specifications 
ii. Upgrade storm water detention/retention for construction area to comply with current design 

standards 
iii. Provide erosion and sediment erosion control plan.  If disturbance greater than 1 acre comply 

with state storm water discharge permit requirements. 
iv. Private water line maintenance agreement submitted to City. 

b. Fire 
i. A water supply analysis is needed to determine adequate water supply for fire protection.  
ii. IFC 507.5.1 requires hydrants within 400 ft. of all portions of a building as measured by an 

approved route around the exterior of the building.   A fire hydrant shall be located within 100 ft. 
of all Fire Department Connections. 

iii. IFC 905.3.1 standpipe systems required where the floor level of the highest story is located more 
than 30 ft above the lowest level of fire department vehicle access.  Class I manual dry 
standpipes are allowed in open parking garages that are subject to freezing temperatures 
provided that the hose connections are located as required for Class II standpipes in accordance 
to Section 905.5. 

 
FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL: 
1. The proposed parking terrace is compatible with surrounding land uses and will not interfere 

with the use and enjoyment of adjacent properties because of the building design, blocking of 
headlight trespass, landscaping, and setbacks on the south and east sides adjacent to 
residential development.  

2. The Design Review Permit conforms to the requirements of Title 17 of the Logan Municipal 
Code. 

3. The proposed project provides adequate off-street parking in conformance with Title 17. 
4. The project meets the goals and objectives of the UC zoning designation within the Logan 

General Plan by providing commercial and service oriented facilities along high capacity roads.  
5. The project met the minimum public noticing requirements of the Land Development Code and 

the Municipal Code. 
6. Accesses to the site from 1400 North and 400 East are adequate in size and location to 

sufficiently handle both automobile and truck traffic related to manufacturing and shipping. 
 
[Moved: Commissioner Kerr    Seconded: Commissioner Adams  Passed: 5,0] 
 Yea: D. Adams, A. Davis, A. Hale, H. Hall, J. Kerr         Nay:        Abstain:   
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PC 12-036 200 East Minor Arterial Design Review Permit.  Logan City/Bill Young, authorized 
agent/owner, request a roadway construction project consisting of widening, resurfacing and re-
striping 200 East between Center Street and 300 South, a new traffic signal at the intersection of 
Center Street and 200 East, two pedestrian trail underpasses, terminating Pioneer Avenue into a 
cul-de-sac, constructing a 660 foot elevated block-ramp between Center Street and 100 South and 
Demolishing nine (9) homes along the east side of 200 East between 200 South and 300 South. 
 
Mr. Holley advised that the applicant for this project has requested continuation to the July 26, 
2012 meeting. 
 
4.  Workshop Item(s) for July 26, 2012:     JULY 12 Meeting is cancelled 

� 12-037  46k Transmission Replacement 
� 12-038  1000 N 600 E Zone Change 
� 12-039  LDC Amendment – CR Setbacks 
� 12-040  Ellis Neighborhood 600 W Rezone 
� 12-041  Carlson Home (4950’ Design Review) 
� 12-042  Riverside Apartments Expansion 
� 12-043  Elwood Subdivision 
� 12-044  Logan Gateway II Rezone 

 
5.  Other Business:  
The Commission requested that some of the projects scheduled for the July 26 meeting be moved 
to the August meeting. 
 
The Commission requested that PC 12-036 be re-noticed publicly and legally for the July 26 
meeting.  
 
There was a request from the Commission that the City Engineer provide planned drawings for the 
proposed cul-de-sac, additional parking, proposed trails, impacts, and other specifics for the entire 
project related to PC 12-036.   
 
Mr. Young briefly reviewed explained the scaling on some of the diagrams related to PC 12-036. 
 
Mr. Young pointed out that enhancements or upgrades are considered “betterment” to the project 
and any associated costs would be incurred by the City.  What is being proposed and considered 
by the Commission is the federally funded portion of the project.  There may be issues, such as 
connectivity, which would be handled by the City at a later date.     

 
Meeting adjourned 7:08 p.m. 
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Minutes approved as written and digitally recorded at the Logan City Planning Commission  
meeting of June 28, 2012. 
 
 
 
 
___________________________________  ___________________________________ 
Michael A. DeSimone     Jeannie Simmonds 
Community Development Director   Planning Commission Chairman 
 
 
 
 
___________________________________  ___________________________________ 
Russ Holley      Amber Reeder  
Senior Planner      Planner II  
 
 
 
 
___________________________________    
Debbie Zilles        
Administrative Assistant         
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


