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     PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 
                Meeting of March 28, 2013 

 
City Hall Council Chambers  *  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, March 28, 2013.  Chairman Simmonds called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m. 
 
Planning Commissioners Present:   Amanda Davis, Heather Hall, John Kerr, Konrad Lee, Russ Price, 
Jeannie Simmonds 
 
Planning Commissioners Absent:    David Adams 
 
Staff Present:  Mike DeSimone, Russ Holley, Amber Reeder, Kymber Housley, Paul Taylor, Bill 
Young, Debbie Zilles, Craig Humphreys   
 
Minutes as written and recorded from the March 14, 2013 meeting were reviewed by the Commission.  
Commissioner Davis moved that the minutes be approved as submitted. Commissioner Price 
seconded the motion.  The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
 
PC 13-004  Hidden Pines Subdivision  Subdivision Permit. Steven Taylor/Taylor REI Mgmt. Inc, 
authorized agent/owner, request a 4-lot subdivision at 812 Canyon Road in the Neighborhood 
Residential Core (NRC) zone; TIN 06-079-0029. 
 
STAFF:   Mr. Holley reviewed the Staff Report as written, recommending approval.  The Land 
Development Code (LDC) permits subdivisions within the NRC zone at a density of six (6) units to the 
acre and minimum lots sizes at 6,000 SF. The LDC sets minimum lot widths at 60’. The proposed 
subdivision meets minimum lot widths, minimum lot sizes and gross-acreage density allowances. The 
proposal is consistent with the Logan City General Plan which indentifies the area as Neighborhood 
Residential; suitable for detached single-family homes.  
 
Mr. Holley noted concern with the distance between the existing home and the proposed shared 
access driveway.  The driveway is proposed to come within 3’ of the home at 812 Canyon Road.  The 
two homes are approximately 40’ apart and Staff feels that splitting the distance equally between the 
homes would be a more optimal situation. 
 
Mr. DeSimone pointed out LDC 17.36.080 which requires “Landscaping shall be required in a planting 
strip not less than two feet wide between the edge of the driveway and the adjoining property line” and 
questioned the applicability to this project.  Mr. Holley said typically with a shared driveway this is not 
required.  Mr. DeSimone noted LDC 17.14.020 which requires a “variety of lot width on frontages”.  
Mr. Holley said that these lots were interpreted as flag lots, which do not have to front onto a public 
street; therefore, this requirement would not apply. 
   
PROPONENT:  Justin Taylor explained that after the pre-development meeting, it was determined 
that the fire flow was inadequate to current hydrants on Canyon Road.  It was decided that rather than 
adding a hydrant, the developer would increase the size of the line, which will also increase flow to 
many homes in the area.  The parking stalls are for the home that is not part of this subdivision but is 
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agreeing to the shared access.  Mr. Taylor said the placement for the access can be adjusted but has 
been situated at the request of the current homeowner.  The homes are slated to be 2-stories and will 
include 2-car garages.  The only difference between the current Code and the proposed changes 
would possibly change the length of the driveways.  Mr. Taylor said this is a great subdivision, with lot 
sizes greater than the 6,000 SF minimum.  He compared this proposed project to the Sierra Estates 
subdivision in the Adams neighborhood.  He said these homes are not anticipated to be rental 
properties.  The lots were adjusted to save a large grove of trees.  The road will slope (2%) toward the 
proposed project and runoff will flow onto the new lots.  
 
Commissioner Kerr asked about the recommendation to shift the shared access. Mr. Taylor said the 
agreement with the homeowner was to hold the easement as close to the house at 812 Canyon Road 
as possible; however, there is some flexibility.   Commissioner Lee asked about the resident’s 
concerns related to property values decreasing.  Mr. Taylor said the value for the proposed homes will 
be between $160,000-180,000; which is in line with other homes in the area.  
 
Steven Taylor explained that the road will be built to the same standards as other City roads.  
 
PUBLIC:  Numerous written comments opposed to the project were received prior to the meeting and 
distributed to the Commission members. 
 
Russ Akina, 868 Canyon Road, lives just east of the proposal, referenced LDC 17.12.010 pertaining 
to the NR zones “To maintain, and enhance neighborhood integrity, identity and character to make 
neighborhoods more desirable and help stabilize and improve property values”.  He said, 
understanding that this is only a proposal to subdivide; he is opposed to the project. He said he would 
like to see the developer come back with another plan; four homes on that lot is too dense and would 
be contrary to what is described in the Land Development Code “..to allow infill development that is 
consistent with the neighborhood’s existing forms”.  There is some question in terms of what is trying 
to be achieved in this particular area.   
 
William Hochstedler, 242 East 100 South, has been involved in real estate for over 8 years.  He 
supports the General Plan’s goal for building density through inner block development; however, this 
is not a well-conceived plan.  He said there are other areas that can be developed with better 
connectivity.  This project seems to compromise the ability to do something more substantial in the 
future.  There are many lots in Logan that are not selling.  He said he would like to see a more holistic 
design plan, rather than chopping up a single property.  There are other possibilities more in line with 
the General Plan.  He encouraged Staff to help get the existing street facing properties cleaned up. 
 
James McWhorter, 769 Canyon Road, expressed opposition to the project.  He said that green space 
needs to be maintained wherever possible.    
 
Jon Gudmundson, 800 Canyon Road, lives just west of the proposed project.  The four homes would 
be located on his property line.  He said there seems to be a violation of the Code.  LDC 17.12.010 
states “The City seeks to return traditional community building principals of interconnected roads”.  
The construction of a road to nowhere that will age and degrade over time without benefit of 
maintenance by the City does not accomplish that purpose. He expressed concern with decreasing 
property values.  The Adams Specific Plan states “Flag lot homes are simply less desirable and less 
valuable than homes that line the street.  Flag lot subdivisions should be extremely limited and require 
additional setbacks and buffer zones to increase compatibility with existing residential dwellings”.  He 
asked how “opting for the least desirable option” would raise property values in the area.  He also 
expressed concerns with safety, snow removal, and the addition of up to 15 more recycling bins along 
Canyon Road.  He asked whether the park strip would be affected if the shoulder of the road was 
widened.  LDC 12.12.040 calls for “development of interior block areas to be controlled for 
compatibility with established residences”.  Mr. Gudmundson measured the height of homes in the 
area, with the tallest being 21’, the Code allows up to 35’.  The proposed 2-story style of homes will 
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not be compatible with existing homes in the area.  He encouraged the Commission to consider the 
many concerns.  He does not want the City to encourage short-term financial gains for absentee 
landlords and profiteers at the expense of citizens who actually live in the NRC neighborhoods. 
 
Emily Malik, 110 Canyon Cove, expressed opposition to the project. She said she has had three 
floods in her basement since the purchase of the home and there is a long history of ground water 
issues in the area; adding more asphalt will only exacerbate the problem.  A 20’ road does not seem 
wide enough and she questioned where snow removal would be put.  The project lacks attention and 
the plan looks sloppy and thrown together.  The many letters of opposition confirm that this project is 
not in the spirit of the Wilson neighborhood.  Decisions should be based on more than just lot sizes.  
Infill subdivisions come with many problems, particularly maintenance.    
 
Elsa Akina said she and her husband recently drove through the Sierra Subdivision.  The lots 
appeared to be more like box lots than flag lots.  She said the neighbors have concerns with the 
existing home that is dilapidated, the proposed narrow road, traffic congestion and parking.  
 
Tim Long, 822 Canyon Road, recently moved to the area and he and his wife are renting a home. He 
said that Russ Akina’s property is beautiful and if this subdivision goes in, he will lose much of his 
view.  He said Logan is a unique area with a stability that is difficult to find.  This proposal is a 
disruption of the quality of life that is currently there.  The aesthetics will change the area for the 
worse.  He recommended other configurations/plans that would be far less caustic in impact to the 
neighborhood.   
 
Maureen Killila, 800 Canyon Road, advised that there were many reasons why she personally 
opposes this project.  She said she has sympathy for the situation of the Commission; there is a 
dynamic tension that needs to be resolved. The tension is a broader issue that affects the entire City 
and the question is “whether we are going to pay attention to quantitative measurements and 
regulations and apply them in only that fashion; or are we going to look at the broader qualitative 
implications that the quantitative analyses were designed to address.”  She said that losing the spirit 
of the Code by only focusing on the legality is not what it was intended for.  She reminded the 
Commission that it is their job to serve the citizens of Logan. 
 
Aubrey Gudmundson, 800 Canyon Road, lives on campus but has looked in the area for rentals.  She 
said there were not very many nice places, which was very sad. 
 
COMMISSION: Mr. Holley outlined the property lines and explained the request to have the easement 
shifted equally between the homes is a discretionary design decision to help with compatibility.  Both 
existing homes will remain.   
   
Chairman Simmonds asked about the three parking stalls in the back.  Mr. Holley said there would 
have to be some adjustments made, but there is room.  Commissioner Hall asked if the three stalls 
were required with the project.  Mr. Holley explained that only two stalls per home are required.  
 
Chairman Simmonds questioned the size of the driveway, specifically the smaller end on the other 
side of the hammerhead turnaround.  Mr. Holley advised that fire apparatus does not require the 
additional width, therefore with a single driveway access, it can be a minimum of 12’.  Chairman 
Simmonds said she thought private roads had to be 20’.  Mr. Holley explained that this is a driveway 
not a private road.  
 
Commissioner Lee asked about the concern from residents about current water flows not being 
sufficient for fire suppression.  Mr. Holley explained that there are several options that can be 
explored to meet the Fire Code requirement.  This requirement will be reviewed and approved prior to 
final recordation.  
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Chairman Simmonds asked about the water table.  Mr. Holley said the table would dictate if and how 
deep a basement could be established.  
 
Chairman Simmonds asked about flooding concerns.  Mr. Housley, the City Attorney, pointed out that 
this would be handled at the building stage; this proposal is only a request to subdivide the property.   
 
Commissioner Hall asked about Canyon Road needing to be widened for the placement of recycling  
carts.  Mr. Holley explained that this would be done at the expense of the developer.  
 
Commissioner Lee noted that many of the written comments expressed concern with higher density 
and asked Mr. Holley if this infill request met the strategy of the Land Development Code.  Mr. Holley 
explained that the General Plan establishes the need for infill.  This proposal meets the current 
density and does satisfy the General Plan’s goal for inner block development. 
 
Commissioner Davis asked about the LDC Code Amendment that is currently being reviewed  
(PC 12-058) and how and/or if this may affect this project.  Mr. Housley explained that the proposed 
Code changes deal with setbacks, which could possibly impact this project; however, at the 
subdivision stage setbacks are not set; they become applicable at the building permit stage.  There 
are no proposed provisions or changes that would make this project illegal or not allowable. 
 
Chairman Simmonds asked about the difference between a private road and a driveway.  Bill Young, 
the City Engineer, explained that flag lot roads are driven by a couple of things; the 10’ minimum width 
of a travel lane and Fire Codes which require a minimum 20’ access.  On a private development there 
is no distinction as to whether it is called a road, a driveway or a shared access. 
 
Mr. Housley advised that if it is a private road, it is required to be built to City specifications.  There is 
a specific provision dealing with inner block flag lots for a private driveway, which is what this project 
includes. 
 
Mr. Holley said the Land Development Code defines a private driveway as “hardened surface 12-25’ 
wide”.  A City road has a series of cross sections that include curb, gutter, sidewalk and park strip. 
 
Chairman Simmonds asked if the trees would remain.  Mr. Holley said some would need to be 
removed; however, he is unsure exactly which ones.  
 
Mr. Holley clarified for Commissioner Price that the developer can voluntarily dedicate a road to the 
City (as in the recent Freedom Landing project).  This is usually done when the developer does not 
want to maintain the road.   
 
Commissioner Price expressed concern that with this private road, there will be four owners who will 
have to coordinate the maintenance and 20’ roads are already difficult.  Mr. Housley agreed and 
suggested a recommended change to the LDC; however, the Code currently allows it.  
 
Mr. Housley explained it is perfectly understandable that as residents read the Code, some aspects of 
this project may not seem to be in compliance, however, it is important to understand the way the 
Code is structured.  In LDC 12.12.010; 040 (which were both referenced) there are purpose 
statements that define the intent, with regulations that follow.  There is certainly valid disagreement on 
whether or not the current regulations carry out the intent (a policy decision for the Commission and 
Council to make).  The sections dealing with neighborhood compatibility have specific regulations.  
Whether or not quantitative regulations satisfy that may be subject to debate, however, in order to 
have an objective standard, quantitative regulations are used; which is not unique to Logan, but is 
land use policy nationwide.   When it comes to inner block development the question is whether the 
current standards have been met.  
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Commissioner Kerr asked about the Adams Specific Plan.  Mr. Holley said it is currently in draft stage 
and has not been formally adopted.   
 
Mr. Housley pointed out the importance that the Commission not base decisions on public clamor.  
Once regulations are passed, the Commission determines whether projects meet the requirements. 
 
Chairman Simmonds, in regard to encouraging connectivity and the development quality of an inner 
block, asked at what point a determination could be made that a subdivision have future connectivity.  
Mr. Housley said that would be through the Master Transportation Plan.  In this particular case, this is 
a private developer and the City has no legal authority to require that this become a through street.  
 
Commissioner Price asked if the City has implemented incentives for builders to consider connectivity.  
Mr. Housley said there are some incentives, in the sense that the City allows for variances (based on 
certain criteria).     
 
Commissioner Kerr advised that the Commission has to rule based on the objective guidelines of the 
Code.  At the beginning of each of the planning documents there is a policy statement which indicates 
the type of action.  The action for this application is quasi-judicial, which means the Commission has 
to judge the project, based on the Code - specifically whether or not the application meets the 
standards.  The Commission is concerned with accessibility and meeting the minimum standards of 
the Code.  Commissioner Kerr said he agrees with many of the citizen’s comments; however he has 
yet to hear that this project does not meet the requirements within the Land Development Code.  
Based on the recommended conditions of approval, there is no basis found to not approve the project.  
Commission members have to carefully quiet personal tastes and preferences and look at the judicial 
responsibility of measuring an application against the specifics of the Code.   
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Kerr moved that the Commission conditionally approve PC 13-004 for a 
Subdivision Permit with the amended conditions of approval listed below.  Commissioner Price 
seconded the motion. 
 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
1. All standard conditions of approval will be recorded with the Subdivision Permit and are 

available in the Community Development Department. 
2. Four (4) lots are approved with this subdivision.  
3. A minimum 20’ wide cross-access easement shall be recorded between 812 and 822 Canyon 

Road prior to the recordation of the subdivision. 
4. The 20’ wide cross-access easement shall be recorded between 812 and 822 Canyon Road 

prior to the recordation of the subdivision.  
5. Setbacks for building lots 2-4 shall meet applicable setback regulations and be reviewed and 

approved at the time of the building permit application.  
6. The shared driveway shall have a minimum 2’ setback in lots 2-4 for storm water runoff and 

landscaping buffers. 
7. Any fences or walls shall be reviewed and approved by Staff prior to installation.  
8. Exterior lighting associated with the shared drive shall be down-lit and concealed source.  
9. Logan City standard public utility easements shall be shown along property lines. 
10. 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. The existing City water system cannot provide the required fire flows for this subdivision.   
This issue must be resolved before any development can begin on this parcel. 

ii. Provide documentation that necessary easements have been obtained from 812 Canyon 
Road for access, utilities and parking. 
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iii. Provide a 10’ minimum Public Utility Easement around the entire subdivision boundaries and 
a 5’ Public Utility Easement on all interior lot lines. 

iv. Access road is considered a fire lane and shall be signed as such, along with no parking. 
b. Fire   

i. Access is approved if the width is 20’and a height of 13’ 6” is provided and includes a 
turnaround. 

ii. Fire hydrant locations shall be within 600’ of all portions of buildings as measured by an 
approved route around the exterior of the building.  

iii. Water supply analysis provided by the Engineering Department indicates an existing fire flow 
from the hydrant located at Crockett Avenue and Canyon Road on a 4” line and has a fire flow 
of 761 gpm.  The minimum fire flow required for residential construction is 1,000 gpm up to 
3,600 SF. Residential buildings greater than 3,600 SF shall follow Table B105.1 for fire flow 
requirements:   
⋅ B105.1 One- and two-family dwellings.  The minimum fire flow and flow duration 
requirements for 1 and 2 family dwellings have a fire-flow calculation area that does 
not exceed 3,600 SF; shall be 1,000 gallons per minute for one hour.  Fire flow and 
flow duration for dwellings having a fire flow calculation area in excess of 3,600 SF 
shall not be less than that specified in Table B105.1. 

c. Environmental   
i. Residents will bring their recycling and refuse carts to Canyon Road for Friday collection.  
The shoulder of the road will need to be widened to allow for placement. 

d. Water   
i. Connecting to a 4’’ water main; will need to make sure it meets flows. 
ii. Fire hydrant at the end of the water main will be required for drinking water quality flushing. 
 

FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL    
1. The proposed subdivision is compatible with surrounding land uses and will not interfere with the 

use and enjoyment of adjacent properties because the subdivision meets the minimum lot sizes 
and as is under the maximum densities for the NRC zone.  

2. The Subdivision Permit conforms to the requirements of Title 17.47 concerning hearings, 
procedures, application requirements and plat preparations. 

3. The project meets the goals and objectives of the NR zoning designations within the Logan 
General Plan by providing residential opportunities in core areas with existing services, 
recreational opportunities and infrastructure already in place.  

4. The project met the minimum public noticing requirements of the LDC and the Municipal Code. 
5. The submitted access to the site from Canyon Road is adequate in size and location to sufficiently 

handle traffic related to this residential land use. 
 
 [Moved: Commissioner Kerr    Seconded: Commissioner Price   Passed: 3,2] 
 Yea: J. Kerr, K. Lee, R. Price         Nay:  A. Davis, H. Hall         Abstain: 
 
PC 13-005  Safeguard Self Storage  Design Review, Conditional Use, Subdivision Permit.  Matt 
Thompson/PAW Enterprises LLC, authorized agent/owner, request 258 storage units; one (1) 
residential (care taker) unit; office/commercial building with truck storage on 3.38 acres at 
approximately 743 West 1400 North in the Industrial Park (IP) zone; TIN 04-081-0005. 
 
STAFF:   Ms. Reeder asked to continue this project to the April 11, 2013 meeting.  
 

MOTION:  Commissioner Lee moved that the Commission continue PC 13-005 to the meeting of April 
11, 2013.  Commissioner Hall seconded the motion. 
 
 [Moved: Commissioner Lee   Seconded: Commissioner Hall   Passed: 5,0] 
 Yea: A. Davis, H. Hall, J. Kerr, K. Lee, R. Price         Nay:           Abstain: 
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PC 12-058  LDC Text Amendment  (discussion continued from March 14, 2013)  Amend sections 
17.04-17.08 redefine the residential zones and densities in Logan City; 17.12 redefine residential 
zones; 17.13 amend residential use table; 17.14 clarify general residential development standards; 
17.15 clarify specific residential development standards; 17.62 definitions. 
 
PUBLIC:  Jon Gudmundson advised that in regards to compatibility, the broad guideline in LDC 
17.12.040 states “The NRC development regulations are intended to preserve and enhance historic 
development patterns and forms, where most residences are oriented along block perimeters and 
development of interior block areas is control for compatibility with established residences”.  If every 
house in the area is approximately 15’ tall and homes on an infill subdivision are built at 35’; that is not 
compatible with established residences.  As a concerned citizen he questioned why the policy 
statements are in the Code if they are not going to be addressed.  There should be a way for the spirit 
of the Code to be applied and find ways to reasonably reflect the policy statements.   
 
Mr. DeSimone explained that there needs to be a quantifiable standard.  The bigger question is what 
does compatibility mean to the neighborhood, is it only height; or are there other concerns.  The Code 
contains developed quantifiable guidelines.   
 
Tim Long advised that there is a community standard and homeowners can be impacted, which 
needs to be taken into consideration. 
 
Jacelyn Auman has lived in a cul-de-sac on a private road for 31 years.  She advised that there has 
been a continuous problem with parking.  She would like to see the City get away from the 20’ private 
roads. 
 
Maureen Killila has lived in multiple places over the years. She said she cares about where she lives 
and does not expect everyone to have the same standard.  Land owners do have freedoms and rights 
to their property, however, residents who live nearby are directly impacted by the decisions of the 
owner.  Putting expectations on aesthetics does not infringe on anyone’s rights.   
 
Emily Malik expressed frustration with the policy statements of the Land Development Code and 
suggested getting rid of them if they are just “fluff” and there are no quantitative rules to guide them.  
 
COMMISSION: Mr. Holley outlined some ideas that have been discussed internally.  Singular flag lots 
should be treated differently and setbacks should be measured from the property line.  Flag lots with 
2-4 lots should have additional setbacks and lot size requirements.  Projects with 5 or more lots would 
be considered a ‘standard subdivision’, which would require a standard road (at least a 28’ wide cross 
section to accommodate on-street parking with curb, gutter sidewalk and park strip).  Mr. DeSimone 
said there needs to be a decision made as to whether they should be public roads or a combination of 
public and private roads.  Mr. Holley said subdivisions with 12 or more lots would need at least two 
through streets.  Projects with 5-12 lots could have a single connection.  Commissioner Hall asked 
how the cutoff number for flag lots was established.  Mr. DeSimone said this is a similar standard to 
what other jurisdictions have   
 
Commissioner Davis questioned the difference between a driveway and road.  Mr. Holley explained 
that a driveway is hardened surface (asphalt or concrete) 12-22’ wide which does not require curb, 
gutter, sidewalk and park strip.  A road can be anywhere from an alley, which is 16’ wide to a 5-lane 
arterial.  The main difference is the curb, gutter, sidewalk, and park strip.  Commissioner Davis asked 
who determines the type of road or driveway.  Mr. DeSimone said that those terms need to be 
strengthened within the Code (currently the terms are interchanged).  Commissioner Hall felt that it 
should be determined on the number of homes using it.  Commissioner Lee agreed and thought a 
driveway would serve two and a road would be three or more.  Mr. Housley suggested writing 
standards with more limitations, currently the option is given to the developer.   
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Commissioner Price said he would like to see roads wide enough to allow parking. Commissioner Lee 
asked if the City had a preference regarding roads.  Mr. DeSimone said that the ideal is that all roads 
would all be constructed to meet the City standards.   
 
Commissioner Hall said the difficulty is not wanting to change the flavor of a neighborhood, however, 
she feels that homeowners should not be told what to do with their own property.  
 
Chairman Simmonds asked the Commission for a consensus regarding road widths.  Commissioner 
Price said his preference would be for a 28’ roadway.  Commissioner Lee said he would like to view 
some sample illustrations.  Mr. DeSimone said Staff would put some together. 
 
Chairman Simmonds expressed concern that the General Plan calls for increasing density by infill, but 
does not define it.  Mr. DeSimone explained that the General Plan does indicate the need for infill, the 
City has adopted a Land Development Code that outlines minimum base densities. 
 
Mr. DeSimone asked if there were any issues or concerns from the Commission regarding structure 
heights.  Commissioner Davis advised that there needs to be some sensitivity regarding aesthetics 
with new developments relative to the existing neighborhood standard and character.  Commissioner 
Hall disagreed, having different styles promotes character.  Commissioner Lee asked if the different 
setbacks in flag lots helped with this concern.  Mr. DeSimone pointed out that if the road standard(s) 
are changed, technically flag lot homes would be fronting onto a public road, which would then require 
setbacks the same as in a standard subdivision.  Mr. DeSimone cautioned the Commission about any 
deviation from the 35’ maximum height of residential structures without adequate justification.  
 
Commissioner Price reintroduced the idea of forms. If there was a standard that included a set of 
forms that actually reflected what was built in that environment, then a proposal that fit within the 
forms allowed in that zone would be acceptable.   Mr. DeSimone said the Land Development Code is 
form based, however, “we are going away from that idea with the notion that new construction could 
be tailored to match what currently exists in the area; the difficulty is with the variety of housing in all 
neighborhoods, there is not one distinct element that it can be tied to”.  Commissioner Price agreed 
that the theory is not wrong, the application might be. The argument is that the City does not want to 
tell citizens what to build, however, that is done by providing design guidance (what can and cannot 
be done).  The Code could be based around form without telling someone exactly what to build.  Mr. 
DeSimone said that in a true form based system, uses are secondary to a structure’s appearance. 
  
Commissioner Lee cautioned that the fundamental liberties of the land owner must be considered.  
There is an overarching goal to meet the needs of the City and maintain a nice community, however, 
the land owner has taken a risk by purchasing the property and should have as much freedom from 
regulation as possible 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Davis moved that the Commission continue this discussion to April 25, 
2013.   Commissioner Hall seconded the motion. 
 

 [Moved: Commissioner Davis    Seconded: Commissioner Price   Passed: 5,0] 
 Yea: A. Davis, H. Hall, J. Kerr, K. Lee, R. Price         Nay:           Abstain: 
 
  WORKSHOP ITEMS FOR April 11, 2012      

� PC 13-006  Factory Apts. Code Amendment 
� PC 13-007  Commercial Zone Code Amendment 
� PC 13-008  South Corridor Development Plan Adoption 
� PC 13-009  Tandoori Oven Expansion 
� PC 13-010  Bridgerland Square 

 
Meeting adjourned at 8:20 p.m. 
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Minutes approved as written and digitally recorded at the Logan City Planning Commission  
meeting of March 28, 2013. 
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Michael A. DeSimone     Jeannie Simmonds 
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