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       PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 

Meeting of January 28, 2021 
 

     Logan City Council Chambers (290 N 100 W Logan, UT 84321) www.loganutah.org 
 

Minutes of the meeting for the Logan City Planning Commission convened via electronic session 
on Thursday, January 28, 2021.  Chairperson Dickinson called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m. 

  
Commissioners Present: Roylan Croshaw, Regina Dickinson, Sandi Goodlander, Jessica Lucero, 
Tony Nielson, Dave Newman, Eduardo Ortiz  
 
Staff Present: Mike DeSimone, Russ Holley, Tanya Rice, Debbie Zilles, Kymber Housley, Bill 
Young, Paul Taylor, Craig Humphreys, Jeannie Simmonds (City Council) 
 
Commissioner Nielson moved to approve the minutes from the January 14, 2021 meeting as 
submitted. Motion seconded by Commissioner Newman. The motion was approved unanimously.  
 
PUBLIC HEARING  
 

 
 
STAFF:  Mr. Holley reviewed the request to expand the existing Riverside Recreational Vehicle 
(RV) Park. Currently, the 4.7-acre property contains 20 permitted RV sites. Originally established 
and developed in 1988 with 15 sites, the park was expanded in 1995 with five (5) additional sites. 
This request includes 43 additional RV sites and the expansion of driveway access and utility 
hookups. The request includes a variety of different sized new RV sites. Eight (8) sites are being 
requested with no occupancy limits for five (5) family members and three (3) employees. The 
unique and naturally vegetated site fronts the Blacksmith Fork river on three sides and 1700 South 
on the southern border. The site is relatively flat and experiences flooding in times of high water 
and spring runoff.  
 
When approving a Conditional Use Permit (CUP), the Planning Commission must substantiate a 
list of criteria. Most of the list is quantifiable standards such as density, parking, open space, and 
access. The more difficult parts of CUP approvals include substantiating the “preservation and 
enhancement of neighborhood character” and “compatibility and interference with use and 
enjoyment of neighboring properties”. RV Parks are conditionally permitted within the Recreation 
(REC) zone. Expansions to existing conditional uses require a new CUP. All discretionary issues 
need to be considered by the Commission to ensure overall neighborhood harmony. This is a 
mixed and varied neighborhood with a diverse character that includes single-family homes to the 
north, recreational areas to the east, and commercial and industrial areas to the south and west. 
 
The current Riverside RV Park is underdeveloped as per the Land Development Code (LDC) REC 
land development limitations. The setbacks from the river, streets, and surrounding property lines 
will ensure a less impactful and more compatible development. With flooding issues and native 
riparian habitats, the river setback and buffer are critical. With occasional flooding and the ability to 
quickly evacuate the RV’s, this land use is well suited to the low-lying piece of REC property.  
 

PC 21-004 Riverside RV Park [Conditional Use Permit] Jay Gibbons/Rex Peterson, authorized 
agent/owner, request a conditional use permit for 30 additional RV sites with a 30-day stay 
limitation and 8 additional sites with no stay limitation located at 447 West 1700 South in the 
Recreation (REC) zone; TIN 02-089-0028.    
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The staff does not agree with the proposed eight (8) RV sites having unlimited stay durations. 
Property owners are subject to the same land-use regulation as tenants and renters. With the 43 
RV site expansion of the RV Park, one full-time on-site caretaker/manager is a reasonable request. 
Staff argues that an RV Park of this size could be sufficiently managed with one on-site manager. 
As in the case of commercial storage units, one on-site manager is assigned to hundreds of units. 
Property maintenance and yard care do not require an on-site location; those types of tasks can be 
performed by people that live elsewhere.  
 
PROPONENT:  Chase Morris, legal counsel for the applicant, said they are excited about this 
project and are willing to meet the conditions of approval.  The applicants are purchasing the 
property from the current owner, Rex Peterson, and are trying to meet all the due diligent 
deadlines. During the next phase of construction, many of the conditions can be ironed out.  The 
request is for a total of 63 pads, 20 are legally existing spaces that have been grandfathered in.  
Five additional existing spaces are addressed in meeting minutes from the 1980s that indicated the 
owner was approved to build up to 30 pads, however, he only put in 25.  They are trying to get 
approval for as many spaces as possible to capture the “snowbird” market, which is why the 
request has been structured the way it has. The owner-occupied lots are not necessarily being 
requested for family members. Five members of the LLC, involved in the purchase and 
development, live out of town and will need to travel and be on-site during the construction phase.  
There are provisions within the Land Development Code that allow for managers/caretakers to be 
permanent residents. They feel that more than one space is needed to help manage and supervise 
a development of this size and scope, so they are requesting three (3) sites without time 
restrictions.   
 
Commissioner Lucero asked if all the 20 grandfathered spots are occupied.  Mr. Morris said they 
are all full at this time and the additional five spaces have been being used as extended 
stay/permanent occupancy.  He outlined the spaces on the map for the Commission. 
 
Jay Gibbons, part of the family trust purchasing the park, said the disposition of the five lots (on the 
west side of the property) has been used as long-term units for well over 25 years.  They were 
developed in the 1990s and have been occupied ever since. Authorization for these sites was 
approved at a Planning Commission meeting on May 12, 1988.  At that hearing, Mr. Peterson (the 
owner) was approved for “Fifteen (15) first phase sites, with 30 or more to follow”.  Given this 
information, he encouraged the Commission to confirm and recognize the sites.  He said it will take 
more than one onsite employee to manage and maintain this park. 
 
PUBLIC:  Ashley Northam is one of the five equity partners involved in the purchase of this site. 
Many improvements need to be made. She said they would require a written contract from renters 
that would dictate the age of the RV and other requirements.  The hope is to bring the condition of 
the site up to an aesthetically pleasing standard.  This will require a lot of work and the partners are 
fully invested in doing so. 
 
Jeannie Simmonds said it appears that the applicant is requesting eight (8) additional long-term 
sites as well as the five sites that may have been permitted at some point in time.  She pointed out 
that a permit allows up to a year to finish a project, after which the permit expires.  She does not 
understand why the use would be expanded beyond the grandfathered, permitted use.   
 
Brent Parker, a realtor with Dwell Realty, said the community is growing and the demand for land 
and homes is skyrocketing.  There is also a need for recreational spaces, Logan need spots like 
this, especially with the year-round amenities that bring tourists to the community.  This is a good 
economic mechanism.  
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COMMISSION:  Mr. Holley clarified for Commissioner Goodlander that the request is for 63 total 
pad sites.  She asked where the other five sites (not grandfathered) are located and whether they 
were appropriately setback from the river.  Mr. Holley said the additional five sites (grandfathered in 
1995) are located on the left side of the site plan (indicated in blue on the plan).  They did not 
require a 25’ setback, however, there is more room on that side of the property.  Commissioner 
Goodlander asked about the Engineering condition “No construction will be allowed in the 
designated Floodway shown on the Flood Insurance Rate Maps”.  Mr. Holley said there are 
floodplains and floodways, which are usually closer to the river and considered a more intense 
flood area.  No permanent structures can be built in an identified floodway.  Structures can be built 
within a floodplain with specific guidelines.  Bill Young, the City Attorney said the flood maps can 
be found on the City’s website under the Engineering Department page. 
 
Commissioner Goodlander asked how wide the current drive is; Mr. Holley said it is between 15-18’ 
wide.  She asked if making it compliant to 20’ would affect the setbacks.  Mr. Holley said there is 
enough room to make it work.  
 
Commissioner Lucero asked about emergency vehicle access/radius.  Mr. Holley said there could 
be some adjustments made around pad #19 and #25, the other turning radiuses are fine and have 
been approved by the Fire Department.  
 
Commissioner Croshaw asked about the maximum established density.  Mr. Holley said the 
Recreation (REC) zone does not have a density assignment, but rather an occupancy assignment, 
which is a 50% maximum. 
 
Commissioner Nielson asked about the access road to pad sites 1-5, and 13-14. The site plan 
does not show the driveway or the turnaround. 
 
Commissioner Nielson asked about sewer displacement.  Mr. Young, the City Engineer, said all 
utility connections in a floodplain, by FEMA regulations, require connections need to be 1’ above 
the base flood elevation.  All federal code requirements will have to be met. Commissioner Nielson 
asked who enforces the requirements. Mr. Young said he is the floodplain administrator and other 
regulations will be handled through the Code Enforcement division. 
 
Commissioner Nielson asked how this is different from a subdivision that requires three accesses 
for more than 20 homes, this will have 63 units with only two access points.  Mr. Holley explained 
the difference is this is a commercial hospitality use; these pad sites are not considered “dwelling 
units” and so this would not require a third access. 
 
Commissioner Goodlander said there are a lot of ambiguities with the presented plan. She 
questioned who determines the riverbank.  She would be more comfortable seeing a plan with the 
riverbank and the roads more clearly defined.  She would prefer to review a more finalized plan 
before she is comfortable making a decision. Commissioner Nielson agreed.  He agrees with one 
long-term employee site and is concerned with the floodplain and incomplete site plan.  He would 
like to see the exact river boundaries and is concerned with how the enforcement will be 
performed. 
 
Commissioner Croshaw agreed that he would like to see a clear and complete site plan. He is 
concerned because this area has flooded many times.  He asked if liability and insurance are the 
responsibility of the property owner or the resident. Mr. Young said typically in a floodplain, 
insurance is required by the lending institution – it would not be a City requirement.  
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Commissioner Lucero appreciates the applicant’s timeline for due diligence, however, there is not 
enough detail provided to be able to make a clear and accurate decision.  She would like to see all 
the issues better clarified, especially the 20 grandfathered sites and the other 5 sites. Mr. Holley 
said grandfathering issues are determined/decided by staff.  There is an appeal period, if an 
applicant files an appeal of a decision, it would go to the Land Use Appeal Board.  Commissioner 
Lucero is not convinced with the justification for eight (8) long-term sites. They would not be tied to 
the family trust, in which case, they could be used by anyone.  Mr. Holley agreed that would be 
very difficult to enforce.  
 
Commissioner Ortiz shared the concerns that have been expressed by other Commissioners.  He 
is also concerned with the pads that do not comply with the setbacks.  Mr. Holley said they will 
have to come into compliance before any new permits are issued.  Mr. Housley, the City Attorney, 
said the City can serve a notice of violation if necessary. 
 
Mr. Gibbons said he can get a civil engineer to do complete a final drawing but would request at 
least 30 days.  
 
MOTION: Commissioner Newman moved to continue PC 21-004 to the March 11, 2021 meeting. 
Commissioner Goodlander seconded the motion.   
 
Moved: D. Newman     Seconded:  S. Goodlander      Approved: 7-0 
Yea:  Croshaw, Dickinson, Goodlander, Lucero, Ortiz, Newman, Nielson     Nay:     Abstain: 
 

 
 
STAFF: Mr. Holley reviewed the request to construct three new retail/restaurant pad-site buildings 
on 1.66 acres along Main Street at the Logan Gateway project. The single-story buildings are 
proposed along the west side of Main Street and east of the newly constructed 4-story office 
building. Additional surface parking lots, landscaping, and outdoor patios are included with the 
proposal. The identical two southern buildings are proposed as mirror images of one another. The 
larger north building is similar in design and proposed at 5,395 SF in size. The buildings orient 
sideways to the street with primary entrances facing adjacent parking areas. The two southern 
buildings are proposed with drive-thru lanes circulating counterclockwise around the perimeter of 
the building.  Architectural features wrap all building facades for curb appeal and transparency. A 
property line adjustment has been submitted to establish four separate properties along Main 
Street for each individual pad-site building. A fourth, future, building adjacent to the Logan River 
and north of these buildings is anticipated for future review and approval.  
 
With the large office building setback so far from the street, staff finds that the retail/restaurant pad-
site development will bring architectural massing and a better sense of scale to this project site. 
The proposed architectural designs compliment the rear office building with similar colors and 
textures while providing flexibility for future businesses with unique branding opportunities. Ideally, 
the pad site buildings would rotate 90 degrees and fully orient to the street for better curb appeal 
and additional building frontage/width, but storefronts and adjacent parking stalls are practicality 
priorities for some business models. The previously approved pad site project at this location 
showed the same building orientation but added trellis features to the building mass for increased 
building frontage/width. The Commission may use their discretionary authority and approve the 
45% building frontage as proposed. The Commission will also need to contemplate the drive-thru 
stacking dilemma. Some businesses need significantly more than the minimum required 8 stacking 

PC 21-002 Logan Gateway Retail Development – continued from January 14, 2021 [Design 
Review Permit] Scott Hamblin/87 West Partners, LLC, authorized agent/owner, request a retail 
development at the Logan Gateway Office building site located at 701 South Main in the 
Commercial (COM) zone; TIN 02-063-0011;-0012;-0013;-0016.  
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spaces, while others seem to function smoothly with less stacking. Longer drive-thru lanes would 
result in wrapping the buildings along three sides of the facade leading to building orientation 
changes, access limitations, reduced parking stall counts, and worsening pedestrian circulation.  
 
PROPONENT:  Braden Moore, with Big D Construction representing the owner, agrees with the 
parking modifications as discussed. Signage will be a big part of the solution; they do not want 
customers getting frustrated. To get tenants, especially during the pandemic, drive-thru’s are 
necessary.  There are a few tenants who have expressed interest and require a drive-thru. 
 
PUBLIC:  Jeannie Simmonds asked about the billboard sign.  Mr. Holley said that is in the bermed 
area to the south and will remain.  It is leased and associated with the property owner. 
 
COMMISSION:  Commissioner Newman asked about the walkway/trail along the north side of the 
river. Mr. Holley said the City is working on an underpass to connect this trail with the Riverwoods 
trail across the street.  This trail will also eventually be connected to the Logan River trail.  Mr. 
Housley pointed out that the trail was not part of the Planning Commission’s approval, it was part 
of the RDA incentive.    
  
Commissioner Goodlander asked if the four parking spaces are removed, that create the dead-end 
parking area, would there be enough room between the parked cars on both sides for two vehicles 
to pass.  Mr. Holley said there would be enough space, hatch marks can be added to help better 
circulate traffic.  
 
Commissioner Ortiz asked about the condition requiring that the project provide 50% building 
frontage along Main Street and whether 45% would be acceptable. Mr. Moore said they want to 
meet all the requirements, the request for 45% provides the most efficient structure for future 
tenants.  They could add awnings and/or trellises, however, they will comply with the Commission’s 
decision.  Commissioner Nielson would prefer it to be at 50%, he would also like to see different 
architecture, he does not like similar buildings. 
 
Commissioner Newman asked about the condition that convenient pedestrian walkways shall be 
provided along Main Street and throughout the entire Logan Gateway project site and whether that 
will be difficult because so much is proposed to be a parking lot.  Mr. Holley said they have 
included good pedestrian connectivity throughout the site. Sidewalk connections have been added 
around all three buildings.  He is pleased with the changes made.    
 
Commissioner Nielson asked if the sidewalks that have been added will be through the drive-thru 
areas.  Mr. Holley said there is one located after the drive-thru window and the other near the start 
of the drive-thru because they were the best location to align with the front entrance.  Other 
businesses have similar situations that seem to work well. 
 
Commissioner Goodlander asked about parking in the front and whether this meets the Code or is 
a variance.  Mr. Holley said the parking will be to the side of the buildings and as proposed is 
compliant.  
 
Commissioner Newman said other projects have been required to have the 50% frontage, and 
unless there is a compelling reason to deviate, he agrees with requiring 50%. Commissioner 
Goodlander agreed that holding them to 50% might make it less safe and would tend to be fine 
with 45% especially if trellises are added. Commissioner Croshaw and Commissioner Lucero 
agreed with requiring 50%.  
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MOTION: Commissioner Newman moved to conditionally approve a Design Review Permit as 
outlined in PC 21-002 with the findings for approval as listed below. Commissioner Lucero 
seconded the motion.   
 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
1. All standard conditions of approval are recorded and available in the Community Development 

Department. 
2. The project shall provide 64 parking stalls for all three buildings. Individual businesses will be 

reviewed and approved for parking stall code compliance at the time of business license 
submittal. Bike racks shall be installed for bicycle parking. 

3. Drive-thru lanes shall contain at least 8 stacking positions measured from the order box. A flow 
pattern design shall be included in the building permit package detailing drive-thru lane flow 
and circulation.  

4. The project shall provide 50% building frontage along Main Street.  
5. Enhanced landscaping that matches “Type B” in LDC 17.32.070 shall be placed in the areas 

between Main Street and the parking lots to help screen those areas.  
6. Convenient pedestrian walkways shall be provided along Main Street and throughout the entire 

Logan Gateway project site.    
7. A performance landscaping plan, prepared per LDC §17.32, shall be submitted for approval to 

the Community Development Department before the issuance of the building permit. The 
plan shall include the following: 

a. Street trees along all adjacent streets provided every thirty (30) feet on center unless 
otherwise noted by the City Forrester. 

b. Open/usable outdoor areas shall total a minimum of 20% of the project site (14,461 SF).   
c. A total number of 33 trees per acre and 83 shrubs/perennials per acre of the final project 

site shall be provided.  
8. All dumpsters shall be placed outside of front setbacks and visually screened or buffered from 

public streets by using fencing, walls, and landscaping. 
9. Parking lot designs shall not have dead-end or back-out only circulation patterns. 
10. Storm-water retention/detention surface ponds or basins shall be positioned outside of the front 

setback and screened with dense vegetation from adjacent public street views.  
11. All streets adjacent to or within the development shall be improved to current city standards 

and specifications.   
12. Rooftop mechanical and building wall mechanical equipment shall be placed out of view and 

screened from adjacent streets.  
13. Exterior lighting shall be concealed source, down-cast, and shall not illuminate or cast light onto 

adjacent properties.   
14. No signs are approved with this permit. All signage shall be approved and permitted by staff 

per the Land Development Code. 
15. No fences are approved with this permit. All fences shall be approved and permitted by staff 

per the Land Development Code. 
16. Before 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. Fire  
i. Fire hydrants, fire sprinklers, fire alarms, etc. will be determined at the time of plans 

submittal for building permits.  
b. Water  

i. All buildings water mains must have an RP (ASSE1013) as it enters the buildings before any 
branch offs or connections. Separate tenants' water mains with their own shutoffs and 
backflow assemblies to prevent cross-contamination between tenants. 
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ii. All fire suppression systems connected to Logan City water must have a minimum DC 
(ASSE1015) installed and tested. 

iii. Any landscape irrigation connected to Logan City water must have high hazard backflow 
assembly installed and tested. 

iv. All points of use of water must comply with current IPC and Utah state amendments for 
backflow during and after construction. 

         c. Environmental   
i. Minimum 60’ straight on access required. The approach must be level, with no down or 

uphill slopes. 
ii. The minimum inside measurement for a double enclosure is 24’ wide x 10’ deep. The 

minimum inside measurement for a single enclosure is 12’ wide x 10’ deep. 
iii. Place bollards in the back of the enclosure to protect walls. 
iv. Gates are not required, however, if desired, they must be designed to stay open during the 

collection process.  
v. Barrel hinges are suggested for the gates. Need 12’ clearance so gates must be designed to 

open completely.  
d. Engineering   

i. Provide water shares or in-lieu fees for increased water demand to the City system. 
ii. There are numerous parcels along the Main Street frontage that need to be combined or 

modified based on the current development configuration. All new buildings must meet all 
required setbacks from existing property lines, or the property lines must be modified.   

iii. Parcels 02-063-0017 and 02-063-0019 were combined into one (1) lot in January 2020 with 
a Quit Claim Deed, however, this combining of lots was never approved by the Land Use 
Authority via a Property Line Adjustment or a Subdivision. 

iv. The city will review as part of the Building Permit Plans any modifications needed to the 
existing infrastructure based on the pad sites proposed. 

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

enjoyment of adjacent properties because of the conditioned building design, site layout, 
materials, landscaping, building orientation, heights, and setbacks.  

2. The project conforms to the requirements of Title 17 of the Logan Municipal Code. 
3. The project provides adequate open and useable outdoor space in conformance with Title 17. 
4. The project provides off-street parking in compliance with the Land Development Code.  
5. The project complies with maximum height, density, and building design standards and is in 

conformance with Title 17.  
6. The project met the minimum public noticing requirements of the Land Development Code and 

the Municipal Code. 
7. The surrounding streets provide access, utilities and are adequate in size and design to 

sufficiently handle all traffic modes and infrastructure related to the land use. 
 
Moved: D. Newman     Seconded:  J. Lucero      Approved: 6-1 
Yea: Croshaw, Dickinson, Goodlander, Lucero, Ortiz, Newman   Nay: Nielson   Abstain: 
 
Meeting adjourned at 7:36 p.m.  
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