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     PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 
                Meeting of May 22, 2014 

 
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, May 22, 2014.  Chairman Davis called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m. 
 
Planning Commissioners Present:  David Adams, Amanda Davis, Angela Fonnesbeck, Russ Price, 
Sara Sinclair, Garrett Smith   
 
Staff Present:  Mike DeSimone, Russ Holley, Amber Reeder, Kymber Housley, Bill Young, Craig 
Humphreys, Paul Taylor, Debbie Zilles 
 
Minutes as written and recorded from the April 10, 2014 meeting were reviewed.  Commissioner 
Sinclair moved that the minutes be approved as submitted.  Commissioner Price seconded the 
motion.  The motion was unanimously approved.    
 
Note: The May 8, 2014 meeting was cancelled due to lack of a quorum, no minutes were taken. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
 
PC 14-010  Champlin Assisted Living Code Amendment 17.13.040 (continued from May 8, 2014)  
Code Amendment. Ryan Reeves/Craig Champlin, authorized agent/owner, request an amendment 
to the Land Development Code §17.13.040 to allow for an assisted living center as a conditional 
use in the Neighborhood Residential (NR-6) zone.   
 
STAFF:  Ms. Reeder reviewed the Staff Report as written. The Commission received an overall 
summary from the neighborhood meetings held in April.  Based on the attendance, the results of 
discussions resulted in approximately 40% opposed to changing the Code and 60% in favor of 
allowing for assisted living in the single family zones with provisions.  The discussion in opposition 
to a Code change had relevant points such as wanting to protect single family zones for families.  
 
PROPONENT:  Craig Champlin explained the motivation behind this proposal is the desire to build 
an assisted living center near the adult living development recently approved at the corner of 400 
East 1000 North.  There has been quite a bit of opposition from the Adams neighborhood and 
concern that this could potentially become commercial sprawl.  Mr. Champlin advised that there 
would be no ability for that to happen with this type of project.  Providence has a similar 
development which is very successful.  There are several examples of this type of project in Cache 
Valley, i.e. Sunshine Terrace and Williamsburg, which are both located in residential areas.  
Assisted living centers provide service opportunities within the community.  Mr. Champlin has been 
building these types of developments for 30 years and has seen many benefits.  He has no 
objections to the conditions of approval, as long as they are reasonable.  
 
Commissioner Price asked whether Mr. Champlin has combined assisted living centers with any of 
his other adult living developments.  Mr. Champlin said they had a feasibility study completed and 
a similar project was recently approved in Hyrum.  These types of facilities (30 or less beds) 
provide a less-institutionalized environment and he believes adult living centers near adult living 
communities work well together.  

http://www.loganutah.org/
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Commissioner Price asked about specific statistics and/or data from the feasibility study regarding 
the need for this type of facility.  Mr. Champlin said he did not have any figures on hand, but would 
be happy to provide the Commission with a copy of the study.  He said it was determined that there 
is a demand and he believes that it would be successful.  He also noted that he does not believe 
that it is the Commission’s responsibility to determine whether a business will be successful or not.   
 
Commissioner Adams asked what type of staff would be required for a facility with 30-35 
occupants.  Mr. Champlin said he would not run the assisted living center and did not have the 
exact figures; a company would be hired to manage the facility.   
 
PUBLIC:  An email from Bonnie & Paul Hoth, outlining concerns and encouraging the Commission 
to deny the request, was received and distributed to the Commission prior to the meeting. 
 
Steven Lucherini lives within a block of this potential project and he never envisioned a building 
with a parking lot located there.  Several homes have been removed from the area for the road and 
it would be nice to put single-family homes back in.  There are already a number of apartments and 
an assisted living center in the area.  Logan is becoming a transient area and he believes the high-
density needs to stop. 
 
Marilyn Griffin spoke with an individual who attended all the neighborhood meetings and it was 
their opinion that most residents are not particularly excited about this prospect. She encouraged 
the Commission to seriously consider whether a Code amendment would benefit the entire City.  
There are some developments which should never have happened and it is difficult to “go back” 
after something is approved.  She has a friend who lives in the Adams area and it is their opinion 
that Sunshine Terrace has negatively impacted that neighborhood. The center in Providence is not 
full and she questioned the need for another facility.  Adams neighborhood is not in favor of this 
amendment.  If this is approved, it would be beneficial to have a less intrusive type of facility (like 
the Beehive House) with the number of occupants limited and a specific distance between 
facilities.  She agreed with Mr. Lucherini’s remarks and encouraged the Commission to protect the 
neighborhoods.   
 
Jan Nyman expressed concern that a facility could possibly convert into apartments in the future, 
should an assisted living center not work out.  She has talked with several neighborhood 
representatives who do not support this amendment.  This request has been denied twice in the 
past.  Mr. Champlin was aware of the residential zoning when the property was purchased.   
 
Brenda Smith is not in favor of assisted living centers allowed as a conditional use.  She is in favor 
of having them in residential areas; however, she would like to see more regulation.  She does not 
understand the need to marginalize people who need assistance; it is a good idea to allow citizens 
to stay in and near residential areas. She has reviewed other ordinances within the state and felt 
that Farr West seemed to have a good policy which allows centers to be located in residential 
zones; however, they have to meet the same guidelines and code requirements as single-family 
dwellings.   
 
COMMISSION: Chairman Davis clarified that this amendment would be approving assisted living 
centers in the Neighborhood Residential (NR-6) zones as a conditional use.  
 
At the request of Commissioner Price, Ms. Reeder reviewed the feedback received from the 
neighborhood meetings held in April.  Some of the provisions discussed were limiting the height to 
a single story, the desire for the facility to be consistent with the look of a residence, limiting the 
number of residents (most were comfortable with an 8-12 bed range), residential-type of 
landscaping and parking and a definition specific enough to preclude other uses such as 
rehabilitation and/or treatment.  
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Mr. Housley, the City Attorney, clarified at Commissioner Sinclair’s request, that a conditional use 
is a permitted use, with conditions, in a particular zoning area.  Specific conditions and regulations 
can be placed on the use to ensure that any detrimental impacts are mitigated.   
 
Commissioner Adams said the Commission has heard loud and clear the neighborhood’s 
opposition.  Although he is not opposed to this particular project, there is a responsibility to protect 
residential areas and he is not in favor of this amendment.   
 
Commissioner Fonnesbeck advised that she grew up and currently lives in the Ellis area and 
believes that Sunshine Terrace does not fit in with the neighborhood.  She is not opposed to 
having assisted living centers in residential areas; however, she is concerned that a conditional 
use permit may not be the appropriate way to control compatibility.   
 
Commissioner Smith noted that his grandmother is in the Providence facility and feels that there is 
merit in having assisted living centers located next to, or near, adult living developments, however, 
in this case there seems to be too many “loose ends”.  
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Fonnesbeck moved to recommend denial to the Municipal Council for 
an amendment to the Land Development Code (LDC) §17.13.040 as outlined in PC 14-010 to 
allow for an assisted living center as a conditional use in the Neighborhood Residential (NR-6) 
zone.  Commissioner Adams seconded the motion. 
 
[Moved: Commissioner Fonnesbeck   Seconded: Commissioner Adams   Denied: 6-0] 
 Yea: D. Adams, A. Davis, A. Fonnesbeck, R. Price, S. Sinclair, G. Smith      Nay:     Abstain:   
 

The overall consensus from the Commission was for Staff to do some additional research and 
possibly workshop some alternative ideas (based on a small-scale facility) at a future meeting. 
 

PC 14-018  Pizza Hut Addition - Withdrawn 
 
PC 14-019  Logan Self Storage – EMD Amendment  (continued from May 8, 2014) Code 
Amendment & Design Review Permit.  YESCO/Logan Self Storage, authorized agent/owner, 
request an amendment to the Land Development Code (LDC) allowing Electronic Message 
Displays signs within 300’ of residential zones if the sign is turned off at night (from the hours 
of 10:00 PM to 6:00 AM) and a request for a 23 SF EMD monument sign located at 1095 North 
600 West in the Industrial Park (IP) zone; TIN 05-050-0018. 
 
STAFF:  Mr. Holley reviewed the Staff Report as written, recommending denial.  EMD signs are 
becoming more prevalent as technology advances and pricing becomes more obtainable. 
Commercial developments and businesses will most likely continue to utilize EMD signage in their 
efforts to attract more attention. The City has debated the appropriate level of regulation for EMD 
signs over the last few years.  A committee was specially formed in August 2012. The outcome of 
this committee has merit because it illustrates how interest groups with differing agendas came 
together and reached a compromise that became the accepted standard. By amending the EMD 
sign code as requested now, it in some ways undermines the efforts of that committee.  
 
The applicant has indicated that the negative impacts will be mitigated by turning the sign off 
during the hours of 10:00 PM and 6:00 AM, but darkness in winter months falls around 6:00 PM. 
Even during daylight hours, the idea of an EMD sign animating, scrolling and flashing within sight 
of a home challenges one’s quality of life. Over the past several years, Staff has worked on better 
buffering and transition techniques to minimize the negative impacts of commercial and high-
density development from adjacent lower-density residential uses. EMD signage should factor into 
this effort because of its more aggressive style of advertisement and attention getting movements. 
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Staff’s recommendation is that traditional residential properties, those that are not developed in a 
vertical mixed-use pattern, should not have to be subjected to the visual impacts of EMD signage.    
 
PROPONENT:  Ben Olson, from YESCO, understands the concerns, however, advised that 
electronic signs have come a long way, especially the ability to regulate the lighting levels.  The 
International Sign Association has completed studies indicating that there are no safety concerns 
with these types of signs.  He pointed out the limitation on the hours of operation.   
 
Jacob Larsen, from Logan Self Storage, said he does not want to create any conflict or disruption 
with the local residents.  He is very mindful of this issue and he used to live across the street. The 
usage time has been limited and he pointed out that the sign does not directly shine into any 
residences.      
 
PUBLIC:  None 
 
COMMISSION: Commissioner Smith asked about the 300’ from residential guideline.  Mr. Holley 
said this dimension was based on ½ block distance which seemed reasonable.   
 
Commissioner Price noted that this request would change the ordinance throughout the City and 
although this particular project may not have any significant impacts; that may not be the case in 
other areas or situations.   
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Price moved to recommend denial to the Municipal Council for an 
amendment to the Land Development Code as outlined in PC 14-019. Commissioner Sinclair 
seconded the motion. 
 
FINDINGS FOR DENIAL  
1. Even with the signage turned off between the hours of 10:00 PM and 6:00 AM, the EMD sign 

will negatively impact residential homes during the daytime and evening hours within sight and 
in proximity of 300’ from the sign because of brightness levels, animation, scrolling and other 
movement allowances.   

2. The project negatively impacts adjacent residential neighbors and does not sufficiently buffer or 
transition Industrial uses because light movement reflecting onto residential structures and into 
windows will be a nuisance to the occupants inside the home as well as areas in their yards.   

3. The project is not compatible with existing land uses and zoning regulations and contradicts the 
outcome and Code adoption of the EMD steering committees’ effort in August of 2012. 

 
[Moved: Commissioner Price   Seconded: Commissioner Sinclair   Denied: 6-0] 
 Yea: D. Adams, A. Davis, A. Fonnesbeck, R. Price, S. Sinclair, G. Smith     Nay:     Abstain:   
 
PC 14-020  Grease Monkey EMD Sign  (continued from May 8, 2014) Design Review Permit.  Allied 
Electric Sign, authorized agent/owner, request an electronic message center (EMD) sign on .77 
acres at 1175 South 100 West in the Commercial (COM) zone; TIN 02-218-0003. 
 
STAFF:  Mr. Holley reviewed the Staff Report as written, recommending approval. 
 
PROPONENT:  None 
 
PUBLIC:  None 
 
COMMISSION: None 
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MOTION:  Commissioner Sinclair moved to conditionally approve PC 14-020 for a Design 
Review Permit with the conditions of approval as listed below. Commissioner Fonnesbeck 
seconded the motion. 
 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
1. All standard conditions of approval are recorded and available in the Community Development 

Department. 
2. The monument sign shall be no taller than 8’ in height.  
3. The EMD portion of the monument sign is approved at 22 SF. 
4. The sign shall be placed outside the site distance triangle as defined in LDC §17.62. 
5. No off-premise advertising shall occur on any portion of the sign. 
6. The EMD sign transitions, frame effects, dwell time and operational characteristics shall comply 

with LDC §17.40.160. 
7. The following transitional effects are prohibited: flashing, blank white transitions, blinking, 

starbursts and any frame effect not listed as permitted in LDC §17.40.160.C. 
8. Each message/advertisement (spot) displayed on the EMD shall have a dwell time of a 

minimum of three (3) seconds.  
9. Brightness levels shall not exceed the illumination standards indicated in LDC §17.40.160.C.6. 
10. This EMD sign and any other permanent commercial signage proposed on this property shall 

obtain a sign permit from the Department of Community Development prior to installation. 
Exact sign measurements, both existing and proposed shall be reviewed and deemed 
compliant. The sign permit shall be issued as per LDC 17.40. 

11. Any proposed exterior lighting intended to illuminate signage on this property shall be down lit 
and have a concealed lighting source. 

 
FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL    
1. The project has been revised and amended by the conditions of approval to address the issues 

and concerns raised within the public and administrative records. 
2. The project has been revised and amended by the conditions of approval to conform to the 

requirements of the Logan Municipal Code Title 17, the City of Logan Public Works Standards 
and Specifications, and the requirements of various departments and agencies. 

3. The project is compatible with existing land uses and zoning regulations for Commercial zones. 
 
[Moved: Commissioner Sinclair   Seconded: Commissioner Fonnesbeck   Passed: 6-0] 
 Yea: D. Adams, A. Davis, A. Fonnesbeck, R. Price, S. Sinclair, G. Smith     Nay:     Abstain:   
 

PC 14-021  Gray Cliff Apartments  Design Review Permit. Don Call/Gray Cliff Apartments LLC, 
authorized agent/owner, request a 4-plex apartment building on 1.52 acres located at 217 North 
600 East in the Mixed Residential (MR-20) zone; TIN 06-075-0007. 
 
STAFF:  Mr. Holley reviewed the Staff Report as written, recommending approval. He explained 
that the proposal is to build a sixth 4-plex in the vacant area near the northeast corner of the 
property that mirrors the layout of the adjacent 4-plexes and matches the existing building’s 
architecture and design. The parking lot and perimeter landscaping is proposed to be completed 
and improved. The proposed building is configured with two units above and the units below 
halfway submerged into the ground, creating a split level. The building is proposed to orient toward 
the parking lot with the right side elevation facing the adjacent street (600 East). 
 
PROPONENT:  Don Call provided a brief history of the property and project. He indicated the 
desire to match the existing buildings.  A south side entrance is more favorable to residents than 
an east entrance.  He pointed out that the space between the buildings is used by the tenants for 
recreation purposes and pushing the building back would limit this area.   
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PUBLIC:  Tony Nielson grew up blocks from this development and has worked for Mr. Call on the 
existing buildings.  He can vouch for this being a good project.  The proposed layout makes sense 
and the buildings provide a shaded area for the tenants to use.   
 
COMMISSION: Mr. Holley clarified the proposed setbacks (if the building orientation is not 
modified). 
 
Chairman Davis asked about the 25’ front setback (in condition #4).  Mr. Holley advised that the 
parking lot is half built, so the dimension from the first stall to the property line is 25’.  
 
Chairman Davis asked if the parking on the south met the 25’ setback.  Mr. Holley explained that is 
a different scenario because it is already built.  The 25’ setback is required because of the 
residential zone located across the street.  The Code allows a 10’ parking setback, with parking 
located to the side or rear of the building.  The southern side setback is about 15’ and was built 
under previous Code requirements.   
 
Chairman Davis asked about the Commission’s leeway regarding additions to existing 
development.  Mr. DeSimone cited Approval Criteria listed under LDC §17.50.080.C.5 
“Adjustments to height, bulk, open space, landscaping, setbacks, lot coverage and floor area 
requirements may be approved provided that the adjustment does not exceed 10% of the base 
standard.  Adjustment to design standards and guidelines such as a building placement, building 
orientation, form, materials, fenestration, articulation, wall planes or façade variation may be 
approved by the Commission with findings that demonstrated the proposed design changes are 
not due to financial considerations on behalf of the project proponent, are consistent with 
surrounding land use patterns and community design, will not compromise future projects or 
design, and any deviations reflect the City’s desire to encourage and permit development that has 
lasting value to the community.” 
 
Commissioner Sinclair asked about adding windows or a door on the end of the façade, rather than 
changing the orientation of the building.  Mr. Call said that would disrupt the interior design and he 
is not in favor of that recommendation.   
 
Commissioner Adams suggested removing condition #2 regarding the additional windows and 
porch/entry stoop on the east facade and allowing it to line up with the existing buildings.   
 
Mr. DeSimone explained that the 10% discretion allowance could allow the setback to be changed 
from 25’ to 22’.  
 
Commissioner Price disagreed with Commissioner Adam’s assessment that this project would be 
nicer with the east façade being left blank.  There have been quite a few improvements in 
maintaining streetscape and it would be his preference to reorient the building.   
 
Chairman Davis agreed that there have been improvements made, however, the original project 
was approved in 1993 and this last complex should be allowed to be completed in a similar 
fashion.   
 
Commissioner Fonnesbeck said that this structure would look strange if it differed from the existing 
buildings.   
 
Commissioner Adams pointed out that there are some large trees which help provide screening.  
He also suggested possibly adding articulation with a brick design.  
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MOTION:  Commissioner Adams moved to conditionally approve PC 14-021 for a Design 
Review Permit with the amended conditions of approval (removal of condition #2 and change 
condition #3 and #4 to reflect a 22’ setback). Commissioner Fonnesbeck seconded the motion. 
 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
1. All standard conditions of approval are recorded and are available in the Community 

Development Department. 
2. Since there is Neighborhood Residential (NR) zoning opposite to the site, across 600 East, the 

building shall be setback 22’ from the front property line.  
3. The parking lot shall maintain a 22’ front yard setback.   
4. A Performance Landscaping Plan, prepared in accordance with LDC §17.39, shall be 

submitted for approval to the Community Development Department prior to the issuance of the 
building permit. The plan shall include the following: 

a. Street trees along 600 East, adjacent to the proposed building, every 30’ on center. 
b. New landscaping areas shall total a minimum of 2,200 SF and contain at least five (5) 

trees and 12 shrubs.  
c. Dense landscaping shall be planted around the dumpster area to visually screen the 

dumpster from view along the sidewalk and street.  
d. Trees planted around perimeter of the parking lot to help buffer and shade asphalt areas.  
e. Varieties and sizes of all plant material shall be specified on the plan and plant quantities 

shall be per LDC §17.39.050 and include a minimum of 25% evergreen varieties for year-
round visual interest.  

5. The dumpster shall be setback at least 10’ from the property line along 600 East and have a 
minimum 60’ run-up for truck maneuverability. 

6. Exterior lighting shall be concealed source, down-cast and reviewed and approved prior to the 
issuance of a building permit and shall comply with current LDC regulations. 

7. No fences are approved with this project. All fences shall be approved and permitted by staff in 
accordance with the Land Development Code.   

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. Sewer clean-outs and water valves/lines cannot be in same vault/manhole.  Correct 

existing potential cross connection situation on project site to City standards. 
ii. Provide separate water meter to each individual unit in proposed 4-plex being constructed 

with this permit. 
iii. Provide separate sewer lateral from each unit to private 8” sewer main on 06-075-0007. 
iv. Provide storm water detention/retention for project area (proposed 4-plex, parking and 

landscape areas). 
v. Provide updated site and utility drawing(s). 

b. Environmental  
i. According to the site plan, the current location of the recycle and trash dumpsters will 

become parking so another accessible location for the dumpsters will need to be 
provided. Minimum 60’ straight on access with a 12’ wide X 10’ deep space required 
for each container or they can be placed side-by-side in a 22’ wide X 10’ deep pad. 

c. Fire   
i. International Fire Code 903.2.8 requires a residential fire sprinkler system. 
ii. A fire alarm is required to provide each apartment with fire alarm notification and monitor 

the fire sprinkler system. 
iii. Fire apparatus access approved.  
iv. A 4,200 SF building of Type V-B Construction requires 1,700 gpm of fire flow.  Current 

available fire flow at fire hydrant #1047 located at 205 North 600 East is 7,321 gpm @ 20 
psi.  Fire flow is adequate.  
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d. Water  
i. Show location of landscape irrigation connection and backflow preventer details. 
ii. Building will need separate water service. 

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

enjoyment of adjacent properties because of the building design, landscaping, and setbacks 
adjacent to residential development.  

2. The project conforms to the requirements of the Logan Municipal Code Title 17 and functionally 
and aesthetically relates to the existing complex.  The building oriented similar to the rest of the 
buildings achieves greater compatibility.  

3. The project provides adequate off-street parking in conformance with Title 17. 
4. The project meets the goals and objectives of the MR-20 zoning designation within the Logan 

General Plan by providing high-quality housing in core urban areas. 
5. 200 North and 600 East provide access and are adequate in size and design to sufficiently 

handle traffic related to the land use. 
 

[Moved: Commissioner Adams   Seconded: Commissioner Fonnesbeck   Passed: 5-1] 
 Yea: D. Adams, A. Davis, A. Fonnesbeck, S. Sinclair, G. Smith     Nay: R. Price    Abstain:   
 

PC 14-022  LDC – 17.40 & 17.50  Code Amendment.  Logan City requests to amend the Land 
Development Code Sections 17.40 & 17.50 to modify the Electronic Message Display (EMD) 
review process and instead utilize the staff-level sign permitting process to review/permit EMD 
signs. 
 
STAFF:  Mr. DeSimone reviewed the Staff Report as written. This proposed text amendment would 
amend both the Sign standards contained in Chapter 17.40 and the Design Review Permitting 
standards contained in Chapter 17.50. The purpose is to move the review and permitting process 
for EMD’s from the design review process to the administrative sign permitting process.  The 
rational for this change is to make EMD reviews consistent with the City’s review and permitting 
process for other sign types. 
 
PUBLIC:  None 
 
COMMISSION: Mr. Housley clarified that this would only be applicable for requests that meet all 
the requirements.  If there are any variations, the project would come before the Commission. 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Sinclair moved to recommend approval to the Municipal Council for an 
amendment to the Land Development Code (LDC) §17.40 & 17.50 as outlined in PC 14-022. 
Commissioner Adams seconded the motion. 
 
FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL 
1. Utah state law authorizes a Planning Commission to recommend ordinance changes to the 

legislative body (Municipal Council).   
2. The amendment is in conformance with the requirements of Logan Municipal Code Title 17.51. 
3. The amendment is administrative in nature to streamline the EMD sign review process. 
4. The general language amendments elsewhere are minor in nature.   
5. The provisions of the Sign Standards and the Design Review Permit Standards are consistent 

with the overall goals and objectives of the Logan General Plan. 
6. No public comment has been received regarding the proposed amendment. 
 
[Moved: Commissioner Sinclair   Seconded: Commissioner Adams   Passed: 6-0] 
 Yea: D. Adams, A. Davis, A. Fonnesbeck, R. Price, S. Sinclair, G. Smith     Nay:     Abstain:   
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PC 14-023  LDC – 17.47 & 17.58  Code Amendment.  Logan City requests to amend the Land 
Development Code Sections 17.47 & 17.58 to clarify subdivision application, phasing recordation 
requirements and procedures for permit expiration and extensions of time. 
 
STAFF:  Staff is requesting that the Commission continue this item until the June 12, 2014 meeting 
date.  The Public Works staff had some additional language that needed to be inserted into 
Chapter 17.47 in order to make our subdivision regulations consistent with changes to state law.   
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Price moved to continue PC 14-023 to the June 12, 2014 meeting. 
Commissioner Sinclair seconded the motion. 
 
[Moved: Commissioner Price   Seconded: Commissioner Sinclair   Passed: 6-0] 
 Yea: D. Adams, A. Davis, A. Fonnesbeck, R. Price, S. Sinclair, G. Smith     Nay:     Abstain:   
 
PC 14-024  LDC – 17.54  Code Amendment.  Logan City requests to amend the Land 
Development Code §17.54 to include procedures for processing Track 1 project applications.  
 
STAFF:  Mr. DeSimone reviewed the Staff Report as written. This proposed amendment clarifies 
the review process for those projects suitable for the Track I process.  
 
PUBLIC:  None 
 
COMMISSION: Chairman Davis suggested amending the wording in 17.54.030.A to read “…is 
determined to be complete by meeting the following:” 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Fonnesbeck moved to recommend approval to the Municipal Council 
for an amendment to the Land Development Code §17.54 as outlined in PC 14-024. Commissioner 
Sinclair seconded the motion. 
 
FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL 
1. Utah state law authorizes a Planning Commission to recommend ordinance changes to the 

legislative body (Municipal Council).   
2. The amendment is in conformance with the requirements of Logan Municipal Code Title 17.51. 
3. The amendment delineates the specific Track 1 review process.   
4. The provisions of the amendment are consistent with the overall goals and objectives of the 

Logan General Plan. 
5. No public comment has been received regarding the proposed amendment. 
 
[Moved: Commissioner Fonnesbeck   Seconded: Commissioner Sinclair   Passed: 6-0] 
 Yea: D. Adams, A. Davis, A. Fonnesbeck, R. Price, S. Sinclair, G. Smith     Nay:     Abstain:   
 
PC 14-025  LDC – 17.59  Code Amendment.  Logan City requests to amend the Land  
Development Code Section 17.59 to clarify the nonconforming policies, procedures and standards. 
 
STAFF:  Mr. DeSimone reviewed the Staff Report as written. This proposed text amendment would 
amend the nonconformity standards in Chapter 17.59, specifically to clarify language and the intent 
of minor repair and normal maintenance.   
 
PUBLIC:  None 
 
COMMISSION: Commissioner Adams asked about the ability to substantiate a nonconforming use 
as listed in 17.50.030.C.3.  Mr. DeSimone pointed out that this would be addressed within the 
grandfathering process and is not applicable to this change.   
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Commissioner Smith asked about the wording “through actions other than neglect” in 17.50.050.D.  
Mr. DeSimone explained that if there is a nonconforming use, it is the in the owner’s best interest 
to reasonably maintain it.     
 
In reference to a question regarding nonconforming uses vs. structures posed by Chairman Davis 
(17.59.030.D) Mr. Housley clarified the difference between “not used” and “abandoned”.  A 
structure, if left vacant, does not meet the definition of abandonment – as it would for a use.   
 
Mr. Housley suggested added the wording “intentional demolition” in 17.59.050.D and 17.59.060.D   
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Price moved to recommend approval to the Municipal Council for an 
amendment to the Land Development Code §17.59 as outlined in PC 14-025. Commissioner 
Sinclair seconded the motion. 
 
Commissioner Adams made a friendly amendment to the motion to include the changes in wording 
as discussed, Commissioner Price accepted the amendment.  Commissioner Sinclair seconded 
the motion with friendly amendment.   
 
FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL 
1. Utah state law authorizes a Planning Commission to recommend ordinance changes to the 

legislative body (Municipal Council).   
2. The amendment is in conformance with the requirements of Logan Municipal Code Title 17.51. 
3. The amendment clarifies the intent of the repair and maintenance provisions within §17.59.   
4. The provisions of the amendment are consistent with the overall goals and objectives of the 

Logan General Plan. 
5. No public comment has been received regarding the proposed amendment. 
 
[Moved: Commissioner Price   Seconded: Commissioner Sinclair   Passed: 6-0] 
 Yea: D. Adams, A. Davis, A. Fonnesbeck, R. Price, S. Sinclair, G. Smith     Nay:     Abstain:   
 

PC 14-026  LDC – 17.18  Code Amendment.  Logan City requests to amend the Land 
Development Code Sections 17.18 to clarify the distinction between Commercial and Industrial 
design and development and to clarify the Industrial building design requirements and include 
standards for food grade manufacturing and processing facilities.   
 
STAFF:  Mr. DeSimone reviewed the Staff Report as written. The proposed text amendment to the 
Land Development Code is broken down as follows:   
 
17.18.020 – add language to clarify how the design standards of 17.18 are applied.  The heading 
lists this section as the Building Design Standards for Commercial and Mixed Use Development.  
The purpose of the new language in subsection B is to clarify that industrial projects in the 
Industrial and Commercial Services zones are subject to 17.18.060 and not 17.18.020. 
 
17.18.060 – eliminate redundant and confusing language.  Add a clarifier regarding facades 
adjacent to public streets rather than just visible from public streets. Part of this is rooted in the 
complaints received regarding the applicability of “Main Street” design standards on industrial 
buildings and the conflict between design and functionality. 
 
17.18.060.C.2 – add language specific to food grade manufacturing facilities in response to 
conflicting requirements between Logan City and the USDA or FDA facility requirements. 
 
PUBLIC:  None 
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COMMISSION: Mr. DeSimone confirmed that if a project is governed by federal regulations, those 
regulatory documents and standards will need to be submitted and reviewed.   
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Sinclair moved to recommend approval to the Municipal Council for an 
amendment to the Land Development Code §17.18 as outlined in PC 14-026. Commissioner Price 
seconded the motion. 
 
FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL 
1. Utah state law authorizes a Planning Commission to recommend ordinance changes to the 

legislative body (Municipal Council).   
2. The amendment is in conformance with the requirements of Logan Municipal Code Title 17.51. 
3. The amendment clarifies the applicability of design standards enumerating in §17.18 for 

industrial projects in the Industrial and Commercial Services zones.  The amendment will also 
provide for additional review flexibility when Logan City standards conflict with USDA or FDA 
facility requirements. 

4. The provisions of the amendment are consistent with the overall goals and objectives of the 
Logan General Plan. 

5. No public comment has been received regarding the proposed amendment. 
 
[Moved: Commissioner Sinclair   Seconded: Commissioner Price   Passed: 6-0] 
 Yea: D. Adams, A. Davis, A. Fonnesbeck, R. Price, S. Sinclair, G. Smith     Nay:     Abstain:   
 
PC 14-027  LDC – 17.37  Code Amendment. Logan City requests an amendment to the Land 
Development Code §17.37 to clarify minimum connectivity standards and requirements.                                               
 
STAFF:  Mr. DeSimone reviewed the Staff Report as written. This proposed language clarifies that 
while the stubbing of future roadways in new subdivisions may be permitted, the City may look at 
the future implications of the specific design, anticipated road connections, future timelines and the 
number of new and existing structures to be served by the existing and proposed roadways in 
determining whether full public roadway connectivity may be required regardless of a proposed 
phasing plan being put forth with a project.     
 
The Fire Code has certain requirements for additional road connectivity to ensure safe 
ingress/egress within a subdivision.  The incremental nature of subdivisions makes it challenging to 
adequately plan for future road connectivity.  The proposed language provides the City with the 
ability to look beyond just a specific phasing plan to ensure secondary and multiple points of 
access are provided where deemed necessary. 
  
PUBLIC:  None  
 
COMMISSION: Commissioner Price said he would like to see some type of standard.  Mr. 
DeSimone explained that the Fire Code does have certain requirements/expectations.   
 
Mr. DeSimone clarified for Commissioner Adams that this amendment addresses the challenge for 
adequately planning for future connectivity.  Projects will be reviewed for impacts created by 
incremental growth including an analysis of the impacts on future connectivity and compliance with 
minimum fire access requirement, and in some instances stubbing out a road for future connection 
to an adjoining parcel may be determined to be inadequate.  The City may require that a second 
point of access be confirmed and validated before the project may be approved and/or continue.   
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Adams moved to recommend approval to the Municipal Council for an 
amendment to the Land Development Code §17.37 as outlined in PC 14-027. Commissioner 
Fonnesbeck seconded the motion. 
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FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL 
1. Utah state law authorizes a Planning Commission to recommend ordinance changes to the 

legislative body (Municipal Council).   
2. The amendment is in conformance with the requirements of Logan Municipal Code Title 17.51. 
3. The amendment includes new language in §17.37 that permits the City to require roadway 

interconnectivity when deemed necessary. 
4. The provisions of the amendment are consistent with the overall goals and objectives of the 

Logan General Plan. 
5. No public comment has been received regarding the proposed amendment. 
 
[Moved: Commissioner Adams   Seconded: Commissioner Fonnesbeck   Passed: 6-0] 
 Yea: D. Adams, A. Davis, A. Fonnesbeck, R. Price, S. Sinclair, G. Smith     Nay:     Abstain:   
 

OTHER BUSINESS 
 
Bylaw Amendment 
 
Mr. Housley explained that the Mayor had received some complaints about the harsh wording in 
the bylaws.  The proposed changes are to soften the language without changing the overall 
substance.  The desire is not to discourage anyone from offering public comment. 
 
Commissioner Fonnesbeck expressed concern about removing the time limits as this can be an 
effective tool for the Chair to maintain the meeting time. Mr. Housley explained that the intent is not 
to take this ability away; the Chair will still be allowed the option to impose a time limit as 
necessary. 
 
Commissioner Smith felt that the wording under B.4(c) “…comments about an agenda item spoken 
out of turn” should remain.  Mr. Housley said the change has been made to make the rule less 
offensive.  Outbursts (in general) will continue to be prohibited.   
 
Chairman Davis felt that the addition of explanatory language “ …as they may discourage those 
with opposing view from speaking” in B.4(c) is not appropriate and would prefer this language be 
stricken.  Mr. Housley said the idea is to let citizens know that the City is not trying to discourage 
their right to speak.   
 
Mr. Housley explained this is a policy issue.  The goal is to provide clarity and justification for 
citizens who may not be familiar with the process.  
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Adams moved to amend the bylaws as presented. Commissioner Price 
seconded the motion. 
  
 [Moved: Commissioner Adams    Seconded: Commissioner Price    Passed: 6-0] 
 Yea: D. Adams, A. Davis, A. Fonnesbeck, R. Price, S. Sinclair, G. Smith     Nay:     Abstain:   

 
WORKSHOP ITEM(S) for June 12, 2014 meeting 

 PC 14-028  Bishop’s Storehouse Subdivision  
 PC 14-029  Taco Bell 

 
Meeting adjourned at 7:40 p.m. 
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Minutes approved as written and digitally recorded for the Logan City Planning Commission 
meeting of May 22, 2014. 
 
 
 
 
___________________________________  ___________________________________ 
Michael A. DeSimone     Amanda Davis 
Community Development Director   Planning Commission Chairman   
 
 
 
 
___________________________________  ___________________________________ 
Russ Holley      Amber Reeder  
Senior Planner      Planner II  
 
 
 
 
___________________________________    
Debbie Zilles        
Administrative Assistant         
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


