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Logan Municipal Council       Logan, Utah       September 4, 2012 

 

 Minutes of the meeting of the Logan Municipal Council convened in regular 

session on Tuesday, September 4, 2012 at 5:30 p.m. in the Logan City Municipal Council 

Chamber, 290 North 100 West, Logan, Utah. Chairman Dean Quayle conducting. 

 

 Council members present at the beginning of the meeting: Chairman Dean 

Quayle, Vice Chairman Holly Daines, Councilmember Herm Olsen, Councilmember 

Karl B. Ward and Councilmember Tom Jensen. Administration present:  City Attorney 

Kymber Housley, Finance Director Richard Anderson, Acting Mayor Mark Nielsen and 

City Recorder Teresa Harris.  Excused: Mayor Randy Watts. 

 

 OPENING CEREMONY.  
 

Chairman Quayle introduced Richard West, Utah North Public Affairs Council for the 

Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints and also a member of Cache Community 

Connections. Mr. West gave the opening prayer and led the audience in the pledge of 

allegiance. Mr. West also read the following letter from Cache Community Connections. 
 

An Open letter to the community of Cache Valley, Utah 

From Cache Community Connections –  

a civic and interfaith council formed in the wake of 9/11. 

To each and every resident of Cache Valley, Utah, 

We send you an invitation. 

Eleven years ago on September 11, 2001, forces of hate and violence committed a crime 

against humanity. On this anniversary of 9/11, we remember those who lost their lives in 

New York, the Pentagon, and Pennsylvania. We remember the heroism and sacrifice of 

ordinary citizens, first responders, and communities that came together to save lives, 

comfort, and heal. In the years since, the memories and grief have continued to make 

their mark.  

But this is not the end of the story.  

Out of those ashes, something new arose. In our response, we gained a renewed sense of 

what is good in us as human beings, what is resilient, what runs deeper than anything 

else.  We were reminded of that which binds us together as a human family– hospitality, 

freedom, justice, equality, compassion and love.  

In celebration of these things, we would like to invite every person in our community–

through your own community of faith, a service organization, or the Cache Valley 

Volunteer Center (www.cachevolunteercenter.org)–to participate in an act of service, to meet 

and greet someone you don’t yet know with a smile, and to hug someone you love. In 

such simple acts of community, we stand against all forces that seek to divide. The forces 

of hate and violence seek to break the better and deeper parts of our nature, but we invite 

the entire Cache valley community to stand up and say, “We will not let them!” 
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We value each and every person regardless of the color of their skin, religious creed, 

political persuasion, or social or economic status. We learn from each other. We stand for 

the celebration of diversity grounded in the unity of the human family.  

We work for a day when love and hope fill every heart, and the voices of hate, fear, and 

exclusion are silenced. Let’s make today such a day. 

Sincerely, Members of Cache Community Connections.  

Chairman Quayle welcomed those present. There were approximately 68 citizens in the 

audience at the beginning of the meeting.  

 

 Meeting Minutes.  Minutes of the council meeting from August 21, 2012 were 

reviewed and approved with minor changes.   

 

   Meeting Agenda.  Chairman Quayle announced at tonight’s meeting there would 

be five public hearings.  

 

Meeting Schedule.  Chairman Quayle announced that regular council meetings 

would be held the first and third Tuesdays of the month at 5:30 p.m. The next regular 

council meeting is Tuesday, September 18, 2012.  

 

QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS FOR MAYOR AND COUNCIL.  

 

No comments for the Mayor or Council were brought forward.  

 

MAYOR/ STAFF REPORTS. 

 

200 East Comment Review – Mark Nielsen, Logan City Public Works Director. 

 

Public Works Director Mark Nielsen addressed the Council regarding 200 East. He stated 

that JUB Engineering will give a presentation at tonight’s Council meeting and a public 

hearing will be held on September 18, 2012 regarding 200 East. He introduced John 

Powell and Sam Powell from JUB Engineering. 

 

Mr. John Powell addressed the Council regarding the 200 East project. The key factors 

for improvements on 200 East include increased safety for pedestrians and vehicles, 

minimize right-of-way impacts, air quality/vehicle emissions, maintain neighborhood 

feel, maintain traffic mobility, costs, and accommodate emergency vehicles and buses.  

 

He stated that approximately one out of five accidents at signalized intersections involve 

a turning vehicle hitting a pedestrian. The split between left turning and right turning 

accidents is about 60/40. The general measures to reduce pedestrian accidents are to 

modify traffic signal operations, signing and pavement markings, medians, bulbouts, 

lighting, flashing lights, education, enforcement and separation of sidewalk and the 

roadway (park strips). Regarding roundabouts, he stated that although the number of 

conflicts increases at multilane roundabouts when compared to single-lane roundabouts, 

the overall severity (and often number) of conflicts is typically less than other 

intersection alternatives.  
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500 North – The citizen safety concerns at the 500 North intersections are visually 

impaired individuals, elderly, disabled, volume of pedestrians (school children and 

shoppers), vehicles backed up from 400 North and CVTD Buses. Pedestrian volume from 

4:00 to 5:00 pm at 500 North is 51 which include all crossings and directions. The 

proposed roundabout at 500 North will have rectangular Rapid Response Flashing 

Beacon (RRFB) which are pedestrian activated. School crossings would be marked and 

would have school speed zones.  

 

700 North – The citizen safety concerns at the 700 North intersections are pedestrian 

crossings, turning radius and turning movements. Suggested improvements for the 700 

North intersections are a raised crosswalk, colored crosswalks and bulbouts. Pedestrian 

volume from 4:00 to 5:00 pm is 29 which includes all crossings and directions.  

 

900 North and Mount Logan Middle School – The citizen safety concerns at 900 North 

are the loss of on-street parking, the inability for residents to get out of their driveway 

and school faculty parking (citizen concern, not school). The preferred alternative for this 

area is to eliminate on-street parking for 3 homes that face 200 East, help prevent 

jaywalking by eliminating drop-off locations, provide a turn lane for school buses and 

provide a refuge island. The alternative with parking would be to maintain parking on the 

East side between 870 North and 970 North, bulbouts placed at 900 North to minimize 

length of crossing and eliminate turn lane for buses.  

 

1000 North and 200 East – The citizen safety concerns in this area are 2-lane roundabouts 

pedestraian safety, individuals with disabilities including visually impaired individuals, 

school children, no similar applications, gaps, accidents and pedestrian volumes. The 

options being considered for this area are double-lane roundabouts and a traffic signal. 

Improvements to enhance pedestrian safety include signage, splitter/refuge islands, 

separation of pedestrians from roundabouts, smooth curb ramps, adequate visibility, 

lighting, crossing guards and flashing lights. 

 

Concurrent projects include a one-way couplet study, 200 East through Center Street to 

300 South and 200 East through 1400 North to 3700 North (North Logan to Hyde Park).  

 

Recommendations are the following: 

 

500 North – Single Lane roundabout with flashing lights for pedestrians. 

700 North – Bulbouts with colored/textured crosswalks. 

900 North – Refuge Island without parking.  

1000 North – Double-lane roundabout with flashing lights for pedestrians or a traffic 

signal.  

 

Mr. Nielsen stated the one-way couplet study will be completed by the end of this year. A 

one-way couplet would eliminate a roundabout.  

 

Councilmember Jensen said some of the residents he has talked with who live along 200 

East have a concern about the organization of traffic on the school side with dropping off 

and picking up students. 
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Mr. Powell responded the median should help with this problem eliminating a left hand 

turn and will only be a right hand turn onto 200 East exiting the school. JUB has visited 

with the school and the school district and are encouraging parents to drop off their 

children in back of the school, traveling on 800 North. 

 

Councilmember Ward asked if the couplet study indicated that 200 East would remain a 

double direction street, he feels it would be very helpful to understand the basis for that 

recommendation and other things such as safety, cost and the real benefits for a 

roundabout versus a signalized traffic light. He asked for a tabulated format with pros and 

cons and what the recommendation is based on so he can make an informed decision.  

 

Councilmember Olsen said in the near future he would like input from Logan Police 

Chief Gary Jensen and Logan School Superintendant Marshal Garrett on the proposed 

200 East changes. 

 

Mr. Nielsen said those living in the area of 200 East have been very good to work with on 

the 200 East project. One of the main concerns is the 1000 North intersection with 

pedestrian safety in a double-lane roundabout.  

 

Chairman Quayle said at the 1000 North intersection he hasn’t seen a lot of information 

on the safety of the double-lane roundabouts versus the single lane roundabouts and 

asked if JUB could provide this information before the September 18 Council meeting.  

 

This will be a public hearing at the Tuesday, September 18 Council meeting. 

 

COUNCIL BUSINESS.  

 

Canal Discussion – Chairman Dean Quayle (not a public hearing).  

 

Chairman Quayle stated that two weeks ago the Council saw a significant difference in 

the design of the canal with the size and grade of the pipe. On Tuesday, August 28, 2012 

Logan City Council met in a joint Council meeting with the Cache County Council and 

were presented with a new concept (Alternative 4 – lower pipe) that changed the 

appearance of the piped canal thru the eastside neighborhood. No above grade pipe and a 

10 ft. wide flowing stream of water (10 cfs), buried storm water pipe and a turn out pipe 

were also included. This was a significant change from what was presented to the 

Council on August 7, 2012 with a 66” pipe protruding well above the existing grade. The 

alternative appears to take away the adverse effects at the golf course (Logan Golf & 

Country Club) and does provide flowing water through the area.  

 

Mr. Nielsen addressed the Council regarding their questions on the canal project. 

 

- What will the flowing stream look like? How can the affected residents along 

the canal have input on this stream bed and who will maintain it? 

This is the storm water channel and Logan City is currently working to get 10 cfs 

of water through water shares. Logan City owns 75 shares and Mayor Watts is 

working with Utah State to get more shares and also with Jim Gass from 

Smithfield City. Logan City is also working with the canal companies to see if 
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they have shares that can be leased from people who can’t use them. The ditch is 

designed to have a membrane of black plastic that will be covered with cobble or 

rock and the water flow will be approximately 5-13 cfs. Mr. Nielsen stated that 4-

5 residents in this area are welcome to give input on the design board and work 

with JUB. This would need to be done quickly because construction is scheduled 

to begin October 1, 2012.  

 

Chairman Quayle invited resident Dennis Hassan to participate on the citizen 

input committee and work with JUB and the landscape architect.   

 

Mr. Nielsen stated that Logan City will do the maintenance of the storm water 

channel. During a storm event there is a SCADA system that will control the flow 

levels and will shut off the flow if needed, this is electronically controlled. The 

additional cost of the storm water channel would be labor and time and will be 

Logan City crews working on this and hiring additional personnel for 

maintenance is not needed.   

 

- What can be done to support the existing vegetation along the existing canal 

bed?  
The canal company and the NRCS will restore with some type of grass. With the 

canal going in a pipe, trees along the canal are at risk. The irrigation system will 

be maintained by Logan City and the current plan is to use City water shares out 

of the storm water feature or out of the pipe to supply the irrigation. 

 

Councilmember Daines suggested that we start talking about costs for these 

features which are betterments for Logan City and would allow us to put in trees 

and landscaping working with the Parks and Recreation Department. 

 

- Will pressurized water be available for Lundstrom Park? 

There will be a diversion from the upper canal from Lundstrom Park but at the 

high end, Lundstrom Park does not generate any pressure. Typically, we would 

install a pump to get the pressure. Lundstrom Park is currently being watered 

through a culinary water system which is pressurized.  

 

- The 1500 North pipe needs to be discussed. What pressure is expected in that 

pipe? Safety factors and life expectancy and is flood insurance an issue?  

Operating pressures in the pipe are 90 psi maximum which is at the Logan 

Northern Canal. The allowable pressure of the pipe is 165 psi. The typical design 

life of piping is 50 years and is expected to last longer. There is a potential for 

hydro generation in the future. In talking with the Logan Light and Power  

Department they are not interested at this time and there are other sources of 

increasing  power generation that are more cost effective than a micro turbine. 

The canal company has said they will also work with Logan City in the future in 

regards to hydro generation. The National Flood Insurance Program is based on 

flood maps and 1500 North is not in a flood plain area. If  a resident went to their 

mortgage company and said there is a large, pressurized pipe going in front of the 

their home and if it breaks will the mortgage company cover this and they would 

likely say no. Insurance companies can cover this with additional costs and it 



 

 

6 | P a g e  

Logan Municipal Council ~ Logan, Utah ~ September 4, 2012 

would not be mandatory but would be up to each resident in this area to decide 

what to do. Typically, insurance does not cover water entering in from the outside 

into the house coming from other sources.  

 

City Attorney Kymber Housley stated all liability is based on negligence. It’s not 

going to be Logan City because it’s not our pipe and we don’t maintain it. 

Arguably it would be the canal company if the pipe on 1500 North were to break. 

He assumes that regular inspections will be done on the pipe by the canal 

company.  

 

Mr. Nielsen stated the pipe will be buried 2-3 ft. minimum and will vary in depth 

along the way.  

 

- What about the quit claim deed issues that were raised? It was always 

assumed that the canal company owned and had the right to access the canal 

via easement, maintain the canal and so forth. A homeowner on the banks of 

the canal has no ownership into the canal bed? 

Mr. Housley responded as far as the quit claim deed issue goes, that is a County 

issue and the canal company is not proceeding under any rights of a quit claim 

deed.  When you quit claim property all you can give is any rights you have and if 

you have no rights that quit claim deed doesn’t transfer any rights.  He is leaving 

this issue to the Canal Company and the County and they are proceeding under 

the prescriptive easement. A majority of that stretch of property shows no 

recorded owner. It can run on the property as a water conveyance easement of the 

property line and could go to the center or bank of the canal.  The canal is based 

on a prescriptive easement to transfer water and the right to convey water and that 

is what the Canal Company is proceeding under. Any quit claim questions should 

be directed to the Cache County Attorney’s Office. The Canal Company and 

Logan City are not making any claim under the quit claim deed.  

 

Councilmember Jensen said some have asked can we go back to other options of 

the canal project such as the “yellow option”. His understanding is that time has 

passed and we are moving forward.  

 

Mr. Nielsen responded and said the record of decision goes through the NRCS 

decision process and how they arrived at that decision.  Everything we have heard 

in comments goes back to the Environmental Impact Study (EIS) and there is no 

new information that would change that decision. There was opposition then to 

piping or boxing the canal and looking at other options. The bottom line is the 

selected alternative was the least cost option and met the purpose of the project. In 

his opinion the NRCS will not consider other options at this point.  

 

Councilmember Olsen asked if there were an injunction brought forward and 

granted by the Court and the NRCS wanted to discontinue the entire project, is 

there a possibly that it could go back to the beginning. 

 

Mr. Housley responded going that direction would be decided in court.  
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Councilmember Ward said it would be helpful to see what the conclusions were 

and what drove the decision to divert all the water into the upper canal rather than 

rebuild the canal along Canyon Road.  He feels a lot of questions would be 

answered if people could see the pros and cons and why the decisions were made 

of the option selected. He would like to see a clear report on why the decisions 

were made.  

 

Mr. Nielsen said in the Record of Decision that information is available to the 

public online at the NRCS Utah website.  This was completed approximately 

October 1, 2011.  

 

- Please explain in detail the aspects of the pipeline bringing water South from 

1500 North to 400 North in the failed canal bed. What will be the impact on 

property owners along the way? Will they know when and what is coming 

and how it will affect their property? 
Mr. Nielsen responded by showing photos of this area of the canal. The biggest 

issue is to get a pipe line to run from 1500 North to 400 North 600 East and the 

pipeline varies in size from 16 to 10 inches. It will be intrusive to install a pipe 

through this area and they will need to remove trees to get the pipe installed. In 

some areas there is the option to put the pipe in the channel or in the berm. He 

prefers the berm because crews will need to maintain the storm water channel. 

The trees are in the prescriptive easement and where they are taking trees away, 

new trees will be planted along the way but warned it will be intrusive to residents 

living along this area. JUB has tried to talk with most residents along the route 

and he has also received calls where the areas are very narrow and people are 

concerned. There will be a path cleared on the West side of the canal that will 

allow access for a dump truck and back hoe to keep this channel clean and clear.    

 

- Will this pipeline provide pressurized water to Adams Park, to water share 

holders on the canal and if so, how will this be done? 
Mr. Nielsen said the canal will replace all the existing connections with a turnout. 

If people want to take advantage of the pressurized water they will need to get 

some kind of system to the pressure turnout and this will be the homeowner’s 

responsibility and expense. The project will start on 1500 North and work South 

and could also have multiple crews working at different points. This is scheduled 

to begin October 1, 2012.  

 

Zan Murray with JUB Engineering said they will go door to door contacting 

homeowners about impacts to their property and answering their questions 

individually. Flyers have gone out regarding the project and they will also send 

certified letters to property owners because there are several rental homes that 

need to be contacted. Along 1500 North they distributed 55 flyers and talked to 

over 20 people in person. They will log each contact they make and everyone will 

either be sent certified mail or contact will be made in person. They will consider 

input from the residents on the restoration of landscaping around their home.   
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If the homeowners in the Adam’s Park Neighborhood want to install their pipe to 

the pressurized pipe they can do this at their expense. Logan City might need to 

purchase shares to make this happen.  

 

- What will take place along Canyon Road to restore water to shareholders on 

that portion of the canal? 

Mr. Nielsen explained on Canyon Road a pipe will run from the diversion just 

below First Dam that will go up through the existing canal channel. There are two 

different sections One is concrete lined and the other is earth and channel pieces. 

Doing this will not address the standing water odor that residents have noticed, 

the NRCS has said this is a pre-existing condition and is not part of the project 

and is seepage issue from the hillside. Logan City is considering the installation of 

a drain pipe and backfilling the entire canal so the water does not stay in the 

canal. Logan City is currently getting a cost for slope stability and what the 

impact of filling in the canal might have on safety for the area. Another option is a 

concrete box that will install a pipe in the existing berm and connect to the Laub 

diversion. Any excess will flow into the Laub diversion and residents will take 

from this rather than the open canal. Water coming from the springs along the 

hillside and the NRCS will not fix this problem.  

 

- What has been done to control and divert spring water in the areas that are 

in the canal bed? When will the connection of the service road be repaired to 

allow foot traffic and service traffic to traverse the area of the washout? 

Mr. Nielsen responded this is another part of the geotechnical survey for this area 

and the study should be completed by Spring 2013.  

 

Councilmember Ward asked will there be a time when water shareholders along 

the Canyon Road area will continue to be without water? 

 

Mr. Nielsen said the full water allotments will be available in the Spring 2013 and 

they will get this from the irrigation pipe. 

 

- Early the Council was presented with a cost benefit to the City on the 

advantages of having the canal water on high ground. Chairman Quayle feels 

these needs to be reiterated so all can understand why the Council consented 

to proceed with the chosen alternative. Also, how hydro losses are 

compensated with culinary water rights? 
Mr. Nielsen responded with a list of the advantages of having the canal water on 

high ground.  

Storm water capacity.  

Continued growth and need for future water. 

Green power generation, available in the future. Currently not cost 

effective.  

Trails along the canal.  

Water conservation and savings from infiltration. 

Homes along Canyon Road removed due to the possibility of future slides. 

Currently we have culinary water exchanges with several canal companies 

and we have Dewitt Springs in exchange for more water in exchange for 
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payment or water from one of our other wells.  We have very large pumps 

that use a lot of power and the demand charge is very high. The more 

water we can take by gravity from Dewitt Springs the better because this 

is free water. In the future other cities can utilize this water to help offset 

their costs.  

 

Councilmember Olsen commended JUB for the improved proposal from the last few 

weeks and feels this shows they are being responsive. He asked what are the contractual 

protections we have in place for cost overruns on the project?   

 

Mr. Housley responded he hasn’t reviewed the contract recently but feels there are 

contractual limitations and our commitment is what we entered into in the cost 

participation agreement. Anything beyond this would need to come back to the Council 

for approval.  

 

Councilmember Olsen said his concern is additional costs of the project. If there are 

going to be additional costs it’s not going to be between the Country Club and 1500 North 

it will be between the Country Club and Dewitt Springs, expanding the water channel.  

 

Mr. Murray responded they know the cost of the project between Dewitt Springs and the 

Country Club and this is not a concern at this time.  The engineering has been completed  

and the price has been received from the contractor. They plan to sign the contract this 

week and it’s within budget. The further they move along with the project the fewer 

“surprises” there will be and he does not anticipate any additional costs. There will not be 

any blasting and will be built within in the existing channel. He said the construction 

project will have several crews working simultaneously working along 1500 North and 

the Valley section. They could be running up to 10 crews simultaneously on this project. 

Concerns about going over budget are minimal.  

 

Councilmember Olsen asked if there are cost overruns, where does the money come 

from? 

 

Mr. Murray responded if there are cost overruns and as the project manager, there is a 

strict charge for him to maintain the budget. He is comfortable with the budget and 

contingencies are built in. They are making decisions jointly with the County. The 

contractor is on board with a guaranteed maximum price and will not exceed that price 

unless something in the scope changes. In December they will have their last guaranteed 

maximum price and can make changes if needed at that time which he does not 

anticipate.  

 

Mr. Nielsen said this has been a good process to have all of these questions answered. It 

will be an improved project and would not have happened without public comments and 

concerns.  

 

Community Development Director Mike DeSimome stated with the redesign of the 

project it will come off the Planning Commission agenda and a public meeting is 

scheduled for Wednesday, September 12 at 5:30 pm in the Council Chambers. The 
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meeting will discuss the storm water conveyance system and landscaping. The actual 

project itself will not be discussed.  

 

Councilmember Daines said the Council would like to hear from the residents living 

along the canal to give their input and comments at the September 12, 2012 meeting. 

 

Councilmember Jensen said he is happy with Alternative #4 and the redesign of the canal 

project and complimented JUB and Mr. Nielsen for their work on the project.  

 

Councilmember Olsen said there are deep rooted feelings regarding the process of the 

canal project and there are several who feel their voice was not heard, the four 

alternatives were not given fair evaluation and he said that that may or may not be true. 

We are now in a position and are so far down the road with this project that we cannot go 

back. The project is moving forward and we now need to really advantage ourselves of 

some really wonderful benefits of the project to Logan and other cities.  The project we 

have now can always be improved but with the assurances the Council has been given 

with costs and other things, he feels we need to move forward with the project.    

 

Motion by Councilmember Daines to move forward with Alternative #4 of the canal 

project. Seconded by Councilmember Ward. Motion carried unanimously.  

 

ACTION ITEMS. 

 

PUBLIC HEARING - Consideration of a proposed resolution approving the 

Program Year 2011 Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation Report 

(CAPER) in accordance with the entitlement community requirements of the U.S. 

Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) for the receipt of 

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Funds – Resolution 12-60. 

 

Chairman Quayle opened the meeting to a public hearing. 

 

There were no comments and Chairman Quayle closed the public hearing. 

 

ACTION.  Motion by Councilmember Olsen seconded by Councilmember Daines to 

approve Res. 12-60 as presented. Motion carried unanimously.  

 

PUBLIC HEARING - Consideration of a proposed Zone Change at 1000 North 600 

East. Logan City requests that eight (8) properties at the northeast corner of 1000 

North 600 East be rezoned from Campus Residential (CR) to Neighborhood 

Residential Eastside (NRE) and Mixed Residential Medium (MRM); TIN: 06-028-

0001; 05-028-0005-0009; 05-028-0009; 05-028-0011 – Ordinance 12-57.  

 

This request is to rezone eight (8) parcels, consisting of approximately 3.2 acres, 

northeast of the 600 East and 1000 North intersection. The two (2) parcels located 

directly adjacent to 600 East at 1010 & 1026 North are proposed to be rezoned from 

Campus Residential (CR) to Neighborhood Residential Outer Core (NROC). The 

remaining six (6) parcels, located north of 1000 North are proposed to be rezoned from 

CR to MRM. Currently, the only vacant parcel is the large middle-of-the-block 1.7 acre 



 

 

11 | P a g e  

Logan Municipal Council ~ Logan, Utah ~ September 4, 2012 

property. The remaining seven (7) parcels all currently have residential structures, 

ranging from single family homes to four-plexes, on them. On January 12, 2012 the 

Logan City Planning Commission conditionally approved a Design Review and 

Conditional Use Permit for the Independence Student Living project. The project consists 

of 108 dwelling-unit apartment building, structured parking garage and 11,000 SF of 

commercial space on the first floor. These permits will expire on January 12, 2013 unless 

an extension of time as per the Land Development Code 17.58 is granted. Staff finds that 

because the project site is located East of 600 East, which is the boundary between 

student housing and single family to the South, and has such a broad mix of land-uses 

immediately adjacent, that purely single family zoning is not viable. Furthermore, 

because of its location, the project site could be considered a transition area between high 

density to the East and single family to the West, making the proposed MRM zone a 

viable option. With the medium densities, lower allocated building heights and greater 

setbacks required by the MRM zone, negative impacts to the adjacent single family 

neighborhoods should be minimized. Staff recommends that the Planning Commission 

recommend approval to the Municipal Council for this Rezone. On August 9, 2012 the 

Planning Commission, by majority vote (3-2) recommended that the Municipal Council 

Deny a Rezone from Campus Residential (CR) to Neighborhood Residential Outer Core 

(NROC) & Mixed Residential Medium (MRM).  

 

Chairman Quayle opened the meeting to a public hearing. 

 

Logan resident Gary Etherington addressed the Council regarding the proposed 

ordinance. When he was originally contacted about selling his property he was interested 

and was told it was already zoned Campus Residential and he was not aware of the 

zoning change. He feels this is the best use of this property and is the proper zoning. He 

now feels the developer is being penalized for acting on an existing zoning and trying to 

move it back at this point.  He knows Mr. Brandley has already lost one investor due to 

the zoning issue. He feels Mr. Brandley has put a lot of time and money towards this 

project and requested the Council hold off making a decision until Mr. Brandley decides 

not to proceed with this project or the time limit expires to where it can’t be developed.  

 

Logan resident Marilyn Griffin addressed the Council regarding the proposed ordinance. 

She is disappointed with the lack of regard for the residents who live in this area and even 

the City Council was unaware of the rezone. The rezone to Campus Residential became a 

reality and the residents in this area are the ones that have to bear the brunt of this change 

but the Council can rectify the situation. She feels when decisions in design are made the 

impact on the residents need to be included. She supports the rezone and asked the 

Council to also support.   

 

Jakob Brandley, developer of the property addressed the Council.  He owns two of the 

properties that were down zoned and his family lives on 300 East. He feels if the Council 

wants a place for families they need to densify and feels the zoning is correct for this 

area. He feels there should be six students per unit and this area should be more densified 

and not go on the West side.  

 

There were no further comments and Chairman Quayle closed the public hearing. 
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Councilmember Daines said whatever is done will be grandfathered in and if the current 

project goes forward it has the legal right to do so. If this project doesn't happen, it should 

go back to a compromise that will work better for the neighborhood.  

 

Mr. DeSimone stated one of the concerns from Mr. Etherington about going to Mixed 

Residential Medium is the issue of single family residential and he feels most can agree 

the area is not suitable for single family. One option is to amend the code and put in a 

threshold for the size of parcel and that may lessen the impact. The other issue is 

occupancy which he would not recommend. 

 

Chairman Quayle said this is not an area for single family homes and he is still concerned 

about the ethical issues of the project. He recommended the Council table the proposed 

ordinance at this time.  

 

Councilmember Daines said she would like it to go back to the Medium Density but she 

is willing to table and work on a compromise to take out the single family component 

which doesn’t seem to work.  She would like to try and fix what has happened regarding 

zoning and feels it was a mistake and she would be willing to table at this time.  

 

Councilmember Jensen suggested this be tabled until the first of the year. He doesn't feel 

if should go forward under the current zoning although it has the legal right. He feels 

there should be a greater transition between single family and this and some of that has 

been accomplished. We need to work toward something that is not an encumbrance on a 

small property owner and he also wants to protect the neighborhood.  

 

Mr. Housley said if a new owner comes in and wants to propose a new project under the 

existing zoning it’s still a Campus Residential zone. If it continues with a pending 

ordinance they could not build beyond the pending ordinance. It might be helpful for the 

developer to hear that if indeed he comes forward and develops this property within the 

deadline the Council would not change the zoning so it’s not a non-conforming use and 

he could obtain funding.   

 

Councilmember Ward said he did some research and found that if zoning were changed it 

would not have an impact on financing. It might have an impact on investors with equity 

and cash. He feels if we are talking about a potential or pending zone change that proves 

adequate protection from something that might change with the project and he agreed to 

table at this time.   

 

Councilmember Olsen said we all recognize the process was flawed due to the lack of 

information to the public and was no fault of Mr. Brandley or the neighborhood. He 

reviewed the minutes from the Planning and zoning during this time and there were a lot 

of good comments. There are two issues one; it wasn’t fair to the residents in the way it 

was zoned and the absence of their input but it was  also not fair to the developers of the 

project that the zoning was in place and is now a blockage to their financing. He feels to 

table the rezone is a reasonable option. 
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Mr. Housley stated under the court case of Western Equities vs. Logan City, we have a 

pending ordinance that can be tabled until January 2013 while we address the single 

family component.  

 

ACTION.  Motion by Councilmember Jensen seconded by Councilmember Ward to 

table Ord. 12-57  until January 2013. Also, that Mr. DeSimone will in a separate text 

amendment come back with a modification of the 20% single family component. Motion 

carried unanimously. 

 

PUBLIC HEARING - Consideration of a proposed Zone Change and Design 

Review Permit (Logan Gateway II). Richard Reeve/Mountainland Developers LLC, 

authorized agent/owner, requests a zone change from Mixed Residential Medium 

(MRM) to Mixed Residential High (MRH) at 1600 North 400 West; TIN: 04-081-

0014-15 – Ordinance 12-54. 

 

Community Development Planner II Amber Reeder addressed the Council regarding the 

proposed zone change.  The request is to rezone two (2) parcels totaling 9.2 acres at the 

northwest corner of the intersection of 400 West and 1600 North from Mixed Residential 

Medium (MRM) to Mixed Residential High (MRH). The property is currently vacant but 

there are some above ground and below-ground improvements such as paving and 

utilities. The property is adjacent to a multi-family housing development to the North, 

East and South. To the West there is a railroad spur line with commercial/industrial 

development on the other side. Staff recommends that the Planning Commission 

recommend approval to the Municipal Council. On July 26, 2012, the Planning 

Commission voted unanimously to recommend approval for the Logan Gateway II 

proposed rezone. These changes are requested in order for the proponent to continue with 

a mixed residential development that was originally proposed in 2006 and partially 

developed in 2008. The zoning stayed Agricultural until 2001 when it was changed to 

Mixed Residential High (MRH). On October 26, 2006, the Planning Commission 

conditionally approved a Design Review Permit for the initial Logan Gateway project to 

be developed. It included sixteen (16) townhome-style buildings with four (4), five (5), or 

twelve (12) units per building for a total of 128 residential units. The project density was 

approximately fourteen (14) units per acre. The property changed ownership and the 

Design Review Permit was extended through October 2008.  

 

Chairman Quayle opened the meeting to a public hearing. 

 

Richard Reeve, legal counsel for Mountainland Developers addressed the Council. Mr. 

Reeve stated he has a deed restriction that the developers have signed and City Attorney 

Kymber Housley has reviewed, which the developer is willing to voluntarily limit the 

amount of units per acre to 14.  The guiding document is the City’s General Plan and he 

has heard concerns about the density in this area from the Council and residents. In 

looking at the General Plan this area has been adopted as Mixed Residential and has a 

density of 15-30 units per acre. Also, he stated the Council should be aware this is on 

litigation footing and his firm was in the process of filing a law suit against Logan City. 

Based on a recommendation from Mr. Housley, he suggested going through the process 

of meeting with the Planning Commission and the City Council.  The only reason the 

development did not go through was due to the economy and funds were frozen and did 
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not become available again until June 2012 when the funds were released. He also said 

property notice was not given to his client but rather to a former developer. At the 

September 13, 2012 Planning Commission meeting they will hear a new updated building 

design.   

 

Councilmember Ward asked are the current owners the same that owned the project when 

it was initially approved? 

 

Mr. Reeve responded yes, when the  design review permit was initially approved it was a 

different developer and at the end of the design review permit  the project was sold to 

Mountainland Developers and the prior developers received an extension of the design 

review permit and his client worked with Logan City to begin infrastructure. The current 

owners installed the infrastructure and that has not changed.  

 

Logan resident Ann Geary addressed the Council and said she has concerns about the 

proposed zoning. As a poll worker in this area, the voting precinct is 1,000 registered 

voters and only 17 of those voters live in the 10 homes in the area. They do not want 

more density and plead with the Council for stability in the neighborhood; they already 

have more density than any other area in Logan.  

 

Superintendant Marshall Garrett, Logan City School District addressed the Council.  He 

stated the children in this area go to Bridgerland Elementary and the area has very few 

single family residents. There are a lot of transient residents and this has increased 

tremendously. The density is a concern for stability and to have a strong school they need 

a strong environment. The majority of these residents are not buying, they are renting and 

the school district wants stability and lower density.   

 

Logan resident John Hansen addressed the Council and lives in the area of the proposed 

rezone. His concerns are traffic which is a problem on the narrow roads on 400 West.  

The developers of this area don’t care what happens. There are a lot of gang issues and 

the area has a high police response of incidents that occur. He feels that nobody enforces 

the occupancy issues and feels there is enough density. 

 

Mr.  Reeve stated he is not aware if these are town homes that will be sold or if they will 

be rental units. The intent is to follow the original plan. 

 

Amber Reeder, Planner with Logan City Community Development responded there will 

be a total of 128 units that would be allowed for the 14 units per acre. The proposal 

would involve 9 town home units and 7, 12-plex apartment complexes. It could be a 

mixture of owned and rental properties.   

 

Mr. Hansen said people are buying the townhomes and cannot sell them so they are 

renting them and they are not being maintained. There is no parking and no allowances 

for parking. Residents park on the street and it makes the road extremely narrow which 

causes safety concerns.   

 

There were no further comments and Chairman Quayle closed the public hearing. 
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Mr. Housley said the threat of litigation should not sway the Council and they should do 

what they feel is right. The permit clearly expired and the time requirements to file a 

lawsuit have expired. He is confident this is not a risk to the City. Mr. Reeve does raise a 

good point regarding the General Plan and our decisions on zoning should always be 

consistent with the General Plan.   

 

Councilmember Ward said this is difficult for him and if we did not approve the 

downzone, more of the buildings would have to be townhomes instead of apartments and 

the footprint changed. Townhomes would be more stable as far as residents living in this 

area.  

 

Councilmember Olsen said the Council’s obligation is to be fair and as he heard the 

comments, he feels there is unfairness to the developer investing money into the project, 

the change occurred and they were unaware. He feels very anxious to honor the concerns 

expressed by the residents living in this area.  He agrees this area has the highest density 

in Logan City but Councilmember Olsen also reminded the Council that some say that 

Lundstrom has higher density due to students. He encouraged the residents to file 

complaints on occupancy and we need to bring landlords and owners to a sharp and 

painful awareness that they will be accountable. It is time for the City to review the 

penalty component of rental and landlords that violate occupancy issues and it doesn’t 

matter what area whether it be in Lundstrom or another area of Logan City. We don’t hire 

enough enforcers to help with this process and we rely on neighbors to voice these 

concerns. The Council should look at imposing more stringent penalties for those who are 

found in violation of occupancy. 

 

Councilmember Ward said one of the problems with a development like this is there 

aren’t neighbors close by who really care if there are occupancy issues and it’s very 

difficult to identify and report violations.  

 

ACTION.  Motion by Councilmember Olsen seconded by Councilmember Daines to 

adopt Ord. 12-54 as amended with the deed restriction in place of 14 units per acre. 

Motion carried 3-2 (Quayle and Jensen voted nay). 

 

PUBLIC HEARING – Consideration of a proposed resolution designating a 

Downtown Assessment Area 02, City of Logan, Cache County Utah – Resolution 12-

61.  

 

The proposal to establish an Assessment Area for the purposes of funding economic 

promotion for a portion of the City of Logan’s downtown defined as the Commercial 

Business District between 600 North and 300 South and 100 West and 100 East (and to 

200 East along the 400 North corridor), to include properties located on both sides of the 

aforementioned roads. Such assessment shall be levied on the basis of taxable value of 

each business property in the Assessment Area set forth in the Notice of Proposed 

Assessment Area Designation and will be for a period of five years.  

 

Chairman Quayle opened the meeting to a public hearing. 
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Superintendant Marshal Garrett, Logan City School District. He feels a vibrant 

downtown helps the community and also helps the School District to be stronger. He is a 

member of the Downtown Alliance and feels this will allow a continued focus on the 

downtown. It is important that Logan has a strong and vibrant downtown. He supports the 

assessment and asked the Council to also support the assessment.  

 

Logan resident and homeowner Roger Yost. He is opposed to the assessment and asked 

what the affect will be on the homeowners in this area and will they be financially 

affected by the assessment. He does not see what benefit it would have to a homeowner.  

 

Mr. Housley said residential properties are not included in the assessment area.  

 

Logan resident and homeowner Corey Yeates. His property is currently zoned as 

commercial and he asked the Council to include in their motion of the assessment area 

that residential homes/properties are not included in the assessment.  He said it was also 

unclear the purpose of the assessment area. He feels this is another cost of doing business 

and a difficult situation for some businesses who are trying to keep prices low. He asked 

the Council to be considerate of those businesses who are not currently participating in 

the Downtown Alliance and may be struggling. His concern is that currently it’s 

voluntary to participate in the Downtown Alliance and if adopted if would become 

mandatory. 

 

Chairman Quayle asked Mr. Housley to clarify that the proposed assessment area is not a 

City imposed tax and this is a fee imposed by the Downtown Alliance and the City is 

only the mechanism to bring it forth. 

 

Mr. Housley stated that is correct. It does require the City to bring forward an ordinance 

for the Council to adopt.  

 

Logan resident Dr. Gail Yost lives within this area. She said the assessment is upsetting 

and feels residents are being squeezed out of neighborhoods and into commercial areas. 

She would like her neighborhood to be taken out of the assessment area. 

 

Downtown business owner Vint Larsen with Al’s Trophies and Frames addressed the 

Council. He is opposed to the assessment and feels this should be choice of what the 

business owner wants in the downtown. For the Downtown Alliance and the City to just 

assume that everyone wants the assessment is wrong and just because opposition wasn’t 

sent, doesn’t mean they are in support. He commended the Alliance for the good they are 

doing in the downtown and this is a volunteer organization. But when the Alliance is 

pushing something that is detrimental to his business, he withdraws his support. As a 

business owner there should be a choice. The Alliance is trying to unite everyone 

together but then they do something like the assessment area, which doesn’t give the 

business owner the choice and he feels this is wrong. Logan has a full time economic and 

community development department and doesn’t feel we need another level of someone 

taking money from the business owners. He asked the Council to vote no to the 

downtown assessment area.  
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Curt Webb commercial property owner in the downtown area addressed the Council. He 

has questions about structure and asked who will make the decision of how much will be 

taxed.  

 

Mr. Housley responded this proposal was brought from the Downtown Business Alliance 

and the final decision is made by the Council if there is an assessment. State law 

establishes the process and the amount can be lowered over the next five years but it 

cannot be raised. At the end of five years if they want to continue the assessment, they 

will need to go through this process again.   

 

Louise Brown, owner of two four-plexes on 100 East addressed the Council. She opposes 

the assessment and asked the Council to exempt residential rental properties.  

Parking was removed at her four-plexes and has left her tenants no parking other than to 

park on the street. If she were able to get parking for her tenants she might be interested 

in the assessment. Residents are a critical element to the prosperity of the community and 

a downtown is vital to the success of the community. She also recommended that those 

who own property in this area and live outside of Logan be notified of a proposed 

assessment. 

 

Mr. Housley stated that residential rental properties are not included in the assessment. 

Notice was sent to those who were included in the proposed assessment area and notice 

was not sent to those not included. Even though the area includes residential, the only 

area not assessed will be residential properties.  

 

Logan resident Mrs. Bird addressed the Council. She is concerned about the implication 

of the Central Business District in the Historic District area. Her biggest concern is what 

might happen across from her home such as a business coming in and feels this would be 

detrimental to the historic area where homes are located.  

 

Bryan Smith owner of Edward’s Furniture in downtown Logan.  He is concerned of 

whether or not this ordinance would be construed as Logan City’s efforts to implement 

this plan and if they go in a different direction would they be able to convince the 

business owner that more is necessary. He asked, is this the best effort of Logan to move 

us forward and closer to that vision plan. He participated in the formation of the 

Downtown Alliance, but is this in the City’s best interest in moving forward. He would 

like the City to move forward with this vision and the objectives but wants to make sure 

we are doing enough to get us there.  

 

Business owner Norm Thompson 550 North Main. He is opposed to the assessment and 

does not feel the Downtown Alliance will help his area at all. He feels Home Depot and 

Lowe’s are taking business from the downtown.  

 

Kent Glenn owner of Glenn’s Electric 550 North Main. He appreciates the comments 

made tonight but he is opposed to the assessment. Whether voluntary or mandatory the 

amount will not decrease it will increase. He feels that downtown is the Tabernacle area. 

The area of 500 North and North from there has been a blighted area and he has never 

been able to get any redevelopment monies to make improvements. The Clock Tower 
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Plaza improvements were voluntary not mandatory. He has been on Main Street for 28 

years and feels he is being singled out and he cannot compete with the “big box” stores.  

 

Cody Reeder owner of the Clock Tower Plaza at 550 North Main. He is opposed to the 

assessment. He did not like the notification process and is concerned about the perception 

of those who didn’t file a protest are in favor.  He feels the boundary of downtown should 

end at 400 North and in some ways he feels it should end at 200 North. He is concerned 

about the boundary of the assessment area and the businesses that are included which he 

feels do not fit the downtown area. He does not consider the Clock Tower Plaza as part of 

downtown. With the economy he had to lower rent and lock rent so he can keep tenants 

in his building.  If approved he will not pass this onto his tenants and will pay himself 

which will be a hardship.  

 

Whitney Milligan owns a home in the Central Business District. She is concerned about 

the assessment area and said there was confusion as to whether her home is included or 

not. She is opposed to a downtown assessment.  

 

Randy Wirth lives and works in the Historic District and he supports the assessment. He 

is frustrated as a working member of the Downtown Alliance and feels they work with 

meager resources to provide a viable downtown. He also feels we should have a full time 

person who can promote the interests of Historic downtown Logan.     

 

Business owner Kaelyn Beecher represents Baugh Brother Investments which includes 

several businesses in the downtown area. They are just finishing paying a five year 

assessment for the sidewalk project. Renters of her properties are always concerned if 

they can afford to stay or if they will have to move somewhere else. She is opposed to the 

assessment and requests that membership in the Downtown Alliance be voluntary and not 

mandatory.  

 

Reed Brower lives in the proposed assessment area and he is opposed to the assessment.  

 

John Coppin part owner of Coppins Hallmark on Main Street in Downtown Logan. He is 

the current president of the Downtown Alliance and feels there are very legitimate 

concerns that have been brought forward tonight. He feels the assessment will raise 

property values for downtown business owners and residents if they were to be included. 

The assessment is in part to fund the Downtown manager’s position but only a portion is 

for this purpose. Much of what the Downtown Alliance does is to bring focus of the City, 

interested developers and business owners to increase their economic stability. The 

boundaries have been a concern and 500 to 600 North were not initially included but 

some in this area came forward and asked to be included. The Council can change the 

boundaries if needed. The assessment is proposed by the Downtown Alliance and is part 

of the Logan City Downtown Specific Plan that started in 2010.  The City Council 

approved the Downtown Specific Plan and without a funding mechanism they cannot 

implement parts of the Plan. He is open to the Council making the entire City as part of 

the assessment area. Even with the assessment area in place they will still need funding 

from the City to continue with their plans. Being involved with the Downtown Alliance 

has been voluntarily funded. To judge the future potential of the Alliance based on the 

people that have contributed in the past would be an unfair judgment. There are benefits 
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that come to everyone whether they contribute or not. The Alliance continues to work 

with the Council on projects to beautify and increase the value of properties.  The 

Alliance plays a key role in parking and meets often to make improvements in different 

areas for the needs of the business owners. There are several promotional events that 

happen in the downtown which affect retail shops, restaurants and hotels. All of these 

things bring economic vitality to the downtown and benefit the business owners. They are 

requesting $50 per $100,000 worth of assessed value. He recognizes any amount can be 

hard for a business that is struggling but he feels the amounts that are being assessed are 

fair and should not be a hardship for most.  

 

Jared Nielsen remodeled the property on 400 North Main. He is opposed to the 

assessment and has not been given any legitimate reason on what he will receive if the 

assessment is approved.   

 

Liz Maughan, Best Western Baugh Motel. She is opposed to the assessment and feels the 

Downtown Alliance is a good organization but she does not agree with the assessment 

and feels it should not be forced and should be voluntary.   

 

There were no further comments and Chairman Quayle closed the public hearing. 

 

Logan Economic Development Director Kirk Jensen addressed the Council and stated 

that 46 letters of protest were received, 19 of which are residential properties. Taking 

those out of the equation there are 27 non residential properties who filed a protest 

representing $22.9 million dollars and the total collective property value in the district, 

excluding residential property is $118.4 million dollars which represents 19% of the 

commercial properties that have filed a formal written protest.  

 

Mr. Coppin stated if the assessment is approved it would take the place of the current fees 

for the Downtown Alliance.  

 

Councilmember Ward said there is no question we want to promote a vibrant downtown 

but he has a hard time assessing a tax other than a voluntary tax. A lot of small businesses 

operate very close to the line and even a small amount of increased cost is a severe 

burden and a volunteer contribution to the Alliance can even be hard to afford. He has a 

hard time doing something that is a forced assessment and would like to find other ways 

to provide funding for the Downtown Alliance which is a valuable tool but he is 

uncomfortable making this mandated especially with businesses that are clearly outside 

of the downtown area and they don’t benefit. He is opposed to the assessment.  

 

Councilmember Jensen said he is in support of the assessment and has seen this work in 

other communities where there was blight. This is not a government initiated tax but is 

businesses initiated. There are a lot of things we as citizens pay for and we don’t use and 

we need to do something in the downtown to make it vibrant. There will not be a 

Downtown Alliance on a volunteer basis and without a vibrant downtown the community 

will suffer. He believes with good management on the part of Downtown Manager Gary 

Saxton this can happen. He knows people that were against the downtown sidewalk 

renovation project and that was an assessment. Now those against it are happy and enjoy 

how it looks. Residential properties should not be included in the assessment and the 
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boundary could be changed. This has a sunset of five years and he stands strongly behind 

approving the assessment.  

 

Councilmember Olsen stated that we as a community cannot afford to lose our downtown 

because once lost it would be hard to get back and this has been seen in other 

communities.  He commends the Downtown Alliance for their investment to preserve 

downtown Logan. He suggested a friendly amendment to the motion to change the 

boundary of the assessment. He also suggested that we defer approval of the assessment 

for one month for those who have raised concerns to come up with a solution and 

improvements and come back to the Council.   

 

Councilmember Ward said the biggest problem he has is the highest assessments are 

going to occur on properties that will receive the least benefit such as the Baugh Motel. 

Activities in the downtown do not benefit businesses beyond 400 North and the largest 

assessment is on these businesses. He agrees with delaying approval for one month. 

 

Kirk Jensen stated there were a total of 4 letters of support but the notice that went out 

was for a protest period.  

 

Councilmember Jensen said those in support of the assessment were not asked to send in 

a letter, there was no invitation or request to do so. State law indicates only those in 

opposition are required to send it written notice.   

 

Chairman Quayle said the emotion of those who are protesting the assessment is what 

bothers him and there are some that will be levied that really don’t benefit. He would like 

to table approval and have a better proposal brought forward. It has great benefit for 

downtown but there are those that don’t benefit.   

 

Mr. Housley said the cost to notice the assessment was just over $5,000 and the Council 

can start over with the process but it would have to be renoticed. The Council can only 

decrease the boundary, lower the amount but cannot raise the amount without renoticing 

and starting the process over.   

 

ACTION.  Motion by Councilmember Jensen seconded by Councilmember Olsen to 

table Res. 12-61 until the October 2, 2012 Council meeting. Motion carried unanimously. 

 

Councilmember Ward said there would need to be significant changes for him to approve 

the assessment.  

 

PUBLIC HEARING - Carry Forwards – Budget Adjustment FY 2012-13 

appropriating: $1,057,231 200 E Center to 300 South and 1000 West  Frontage Road 

Micro Seal; $82,000 Alcohol Enforcement; $129,082 1000 N: 300 W to 550 W and 

700 E Sidewalks; 600 N to 700 N Bin Walls; $36,645 Logan River City match; 

$26,580 Smithfield Lift Station;  $88,446 River Park Well; $80,117 River Park Well; 

$33,347 Crockett Discharge Line; $38,000 Remote Disconnect Equipment; $83,000 

Hydro SCADA Upgrade; $41,774 Self Supporting Poles; $11,272,775 Environmental 

Building; $13,423 Crockett Discharge Line; $21,365 Blacksmith/Logan River Study;  

$318,416 CDBG Grant; $5,000 EMPG Grant; $5,168 Youth Alcohol Grant; $15,027 
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Distracted Driving Grant; $109,936 Hazard Mitigation (FEMA); $812,630 Canyon 

Road Grant (ARRA); $12,546 21
st
 Century Grant #69; $167,878 County Road Tax 

Grant: 200 East, 400 North; $1,387,077 County Tax Grant: 200 East, 1000 North; 

$407,785 RAPZ  1000 W Trail, Jones Park, Majestic  Park, 1700 S Park, Bridger 

Park, Logan Canyon Trail, Bonneville, Aquatic  Center;  $8,020 RAPZ 09 Deer Pen 

Property – Resolution 12-59. 

 

Finance Director Richard Anderson addressed the Council regarding the proposed 

resolutions which are Carry Forwards from prior year appropriations that were not 

completed last year. They include broad categories such as restricted funds, general 

charges for services, general taxes, enterprise funds, federal, local and State grants. 

 

Chairman Quayle opened the meeting to a public hearing. 

 

There were no comments and Chairman Quayle closed the public hearing. 

 

ACTION.  Motion by Councilmember Olsen seconded by Councilmember Ward to 

approve Res. 12-59 as presented. Motion carried unanimously 

 

WORKSHOP ITEM.  

 

Budget Adjustment FY 2012-13 appropriating: $21,071 for contributions from the 

Logan School District for the replacement of the tennis court $3,900,000 for the 

NRCS Logan River Dredging Project; $549 for the awarded EMS Grant to be used 

for certification, training, and continuing medical education for the Communication 

Center – Resolution 12-62 – Richard Anderson.  

 

This will be a public hearing and action item at the September 18, 2012 council meeting.  

 

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS. 

 

 No other considerations were brought forward by the Council.  

 

ADJOURN.  

 

There being no further business to come before the Council, meeting adjourned at 10:25 

p.m. 

 

 

 

Teresa Harris, City Recorder 


