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     PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 
              Meeting of February 8, 2018 

 
Logan City 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 on 
Thursday, February 8, 2018.  Chairman Price called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m. 
 

Commissioners Present:  David Butterfield, Regina Dickinson, Sandi Goodlander, Dave 
Newman, Tony Nielson, Eduardo Ortiz, Russ Price, Jeannie Simmonds (Council Liaison) 
 

Staff Present: Russ Holley, Amber Pollan, Kymber Housley, Bill Young, Kirk Jensen, Debbie Zilles 
 

Minutes from the January 11 and January 25, 2018 meetings were reviewed. Commissioner 
Goodlander moved that the minutes be approved as submitted. Commissioner Dickinson 
seconded the motion. The motion was unanimously approved.    
 

PUBLIC HEARING 
 

 

MOTION: Commissioner Butterfield moved to continue PC 18-004 to the February 22, 2018 
meeting. Commissioner Newman seconded the motion. 
 

Moved: Commissioner Butterfield   Seconded: Commissioner Newman    Approved: 7-0 
Yea:  Butterfield, Dickinson, Goodlander, Newman, Nielson, Ortiz, Price   Nay:    Abstain:   
 

 

STAFF: Mr. Holley reviewed the request to rezone approximately 14.66 acres from Airport (AP) to 
Industrial Park (IP), with the intention of developing single-story commercial storage units.  The 
property is currently vacant with approximately 650’ feet of frontage along 600 West. The grassy 
and generally flat area is predominately vacant, except for a concrete batch plant to the south and 
a couple of existing commercial storage facilities to the north and east.   
 
The property is directly south of the main runway at the Logan-Cache Airport. New development is 
required to coordinate with the Airport Authority for flight pattern approach and building height.  The 
Logan City boundary runs along the property’s western edge.  
 
The AP zone is described as specifically intended to promote and support the development of the 
Airport. The Airport Park includes business, research, and industrial activities and creates a bridge 
between the Innovation Campus of Utah State University and the Logan Airport.  

PC 18-004 Land Development Code – 2018 Update - continued from Jan 25, 2018  
Logan City requests to amend the Logan Land Development Code: delete Chapters 17.07-
17.11; re-number 17.12-17.61; consolidate 17.12 & 17.15; consolidate 17.16 & 17.19; divide 
Town Center Zone into TC-1 & TC-2 and add TC-1/TC-2 language into 17.10-17.12; amend 
17.09 & 17.12 to add building orientation, massing, length and articulation standards; update 
17.36 Home Occupations; minor grammatical corrections throughout the entire document. 

PC 18-005 Safe & Sound Storage Rezone [Zone Change] Nick Thompson/Jeff Ballard, 
authorized agent/owner, request to rezone 14.66 acres from Airport (AP) to Industrial Park (IP) 
for proposed storage units located at 2325 North 600 West. 
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Airport uses include commercial that typically support airports (e.g., hotels, restaurants), as well as 
offices and industrial uses that rely on proximity to an airport, or are compatible with airport-related 
activities. Although warehousing and freight movement land uses are permitted, commercial self-
storage uses are currently not permitted in the AP zone. 
 
The IP zone is described as supporting employment and production uses with related offices, 
services, and storage. Industrial developments will have large, well-designed buildings and 
attractive landscaping, particularly where viewed from public roads. Adjacent uses will be buffered 
from potential negative impacts (yard storage, heavy equipment, noise, lights) through careful site 
planning, screening, landscaping, and building design. 
 
Although the Future Land Use Plan (FLUP) indicates this area as AP, commercial storage facilities 
are an acceptable development. The City has made a concerted effort to move commercial storage 
uses off Main Street and out of commercial areas into the industrial areas to the north and west. 
With low-flying planes approaching overhead on a regular basis, a heavily occupied structure like a 
hotel or an office would be more dangerous. 
 

PROPONENT: Nick Thompson said this is a good opportunity for a suitable use of the property 
and there is a need for additional storage units.  The owner has a buyer who is interested and this 
is a good time to move ahead and clean up the property. Commissioner Newman asked how many 
units are planned.  Mr. Thompson said that will be determined when a conceptual plan is 
completed and all applicable requirements are met.  
 
Jeff Ballard, the owner of the property, explained that the Airport has never purchased this land, 
and this project will be a safe use for the property.  
 
PUBLIC: Steven Karran thought this area used to be a salvage yard and wondered how the 
environmental requirements would be fulfilled.  Mr. Holley said this location was not part of a 
former salvage yard and all environmental issues will go through the engineering process for 
review and approval.  He reminded Mr. Karran that this is only a request for a zone change. 
 
Kyle Livingston, agent with Century 21 Realty, has been helping Mr. Ballard try and sell the 
property for years.  Most of the interested buyers want to use the area for storage.  In his opinion, 
there is a need for this type of use and they have a willing buyer and seller.  
 
Jack Nixon agrees with what has been said. It is the proper time to sell this land and allow for a 
productive use which will provide property taxes to the City.  He encouraged the rezone.  
 
COMMISSION: Chairman Price noted that uses in an AP zone are quite different than uses 
allowed in the IP zone. If this area is needed for airport use at some point, there would be an 
expectation to change it back to an AP designation, which seems to be “backwards” from a 
planning standpoint.  Mr. Holley explained that for the last 20 years, the Airport has concentrated 
its development onsite (runways, terminals, etc.).  Growth has been somewhat stagnant.  There 
are several privately-owned hangars but no airport-related commercial services. There is plenty of 
space on the Airport property for more development.  The City is encouraging moving storage units 
off main streets and into industrial areas, which this project would do. Chairman Price advised that 
if the long-term plan is not what was been anticipated, it should be reviewed from a broader scope. 
 
Commissioner Newman suggested including the allowance for storage units in the AP zone rather 
than changing this property. Mr. Holley explained that staff discussed that option, however, this is 
the request.  Commercial storage is not associated with typical airport uses, nevertheless, the use 
can be added if the Commission desires. Commissioner Dickinson thought that would be a better 
idea, rather than “piece-meal zoning”.  This area was zoned AP for a reason and she does not 
believe parcels of land should be rezoned when they are sold to meet an immediate need, rather 
than considering the long-term plan for the area. 
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Commissioner Goodlander suggested changing the entire section to IP for consistency; changing 
only this property seems to be “opening a whole can of worms”.  Chairman Price agreed, especially 
since the property is in the approach to the Airport.   
 
Commissioner Butterfield said he was not initially convinced that a zone change was the correct 
decision and wondered if it might be better to keep that area protected.  He was surprised, 
however, that no one from the Airport has shown an interest in preserving that area. Based on the 
lack of opposition, his opinion is to approve the request.  
 
MOTION: Commissioner Butterfield moved to forward a recommendation for approval to the 
Municipal Council for a zone change as outlined in PC 18-005 based on the findings for approval 
as listed below. Commissioner Goodlander seconded the motion. 
 

FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL  
1. The location of the property is compatible in land use with the surrounding areas to the north 

and Industrial Park (IP) areas to the east.  
2. The property can fulfill the purpose of the General Plan and Land Development Code by 

providing appropriate land uses near the Airport.   
3.  The property is surrounded by streets and infrastructure that can handle IP developments.  
4.  The IP zone is regulated adequately enough to provide compatible development with the Airport 

and surrounding areas.  
 

Moved: Commissioner Butterfield   Seconded: Commissioner Goodlander    Approved: 5-2 
Yea:  Butterfield, Goodlander, Nielson, Ortiz, Price    Nay: Dickinson, Newman   Abstain:   
 

 

STAFF: Mr. Holley briefly reviewed the proposal. In 2008 the idea to consider inward growth rather 
than continuing the suburban sprawl pattern began. Suburban growth is not sustainable in terms of 
traffic, infrastructure, utilities, and street maintenance.  The further growth moves away from the 
center of town, vehicles and miles traveled increases. The trend is to widen roads, which provides 
a temporary fix for traffic, however, streets then become busier.  Curbing suburban growth can be 
accomplished by an urban growth boundary - there are many positives with this idea, however, it 
generally forces real estate costs to increase because the housing supply is manipulated.  He cited 
Boulder, Colorado as an example where a boundary policy was adopted. They have beautiful 
mountains and open areas, however, the cost to live in the City is outrageous.  The tendency in 
Utah is for children to grow up and live in the same area near family.  Utah is very “pro-property”.  
Logan is unique because of regional and local transportation with no easy access to a major 
freeway.  The City needs to begin thinking about better pedestrian walkability design. 
 
This proposal will not change everything overnight, it will be a long process. Logan is facing 
competition with surrounding suburban areas, especially outside commercial developments 
competing with downtown merchants. One element of a vibrant downtown is housing.  The 
Downtown Specific Plan, adopted in 2012, is an aggressive strategy that calls for housing and 
vertical mixed use.  Downtown has good structure, it just needs improvement.  Open space, 
cultural uses, restaurants and housing all provide a healthy balance.   
 
Last year a “Town Center Working Group” was formed which included Chairman Price, 
Commissioner Newman, Commissioner Nielson, Councilmember Simmonds and Councilmember 
Daines (now Mayor Daines). Efforts began with an Open House where numerous comments and 
suggestions were received.  Two additional meetings followed, resulting in this proposal.   
 

PC 18-003 Town Center Rezone – continued from Jan 25, 2018 Logan City requests to rezone 
multiple parcels on approximately 173 acres from Town Center (TC), Neighborhood Residential 
(NR-6) and Public (PUB) to Town Center 1 (TC-1), Town Center 2 (TC-2), Public (PUB) and 
Recreation (REC). 
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The Town Center (TC) zone was created 10 years ago.  It is an intense zone that allows up to 70 
units/acre, a maximum height of 68’ and a 0’ setback to allow for development of a dense, urban 
area, however, there has been little development over the years. TC-2 is being proposed to help 
lure housing to the area – which is in higher demand than commercial. The concept for TC-2 is to 
help provide a better transition between downtown commercial and neighborhoods. TC-1 requires 
a main floor commercial element and is essentially the same as the current TC zone. The TC-2 
zone requires a front setback.  TC-1 has an established pattern of 0’ setback for commercial 
buildings and the proposal is to keep that the same, however, require a 10’ setback for residential 
development (which seems more appropriate).  
 
There are four churches within the proposed area that should be zoned the same (NR-6 or TC).   
 
This proposal does not change the boundary or review process within the Historic District.  The 
Historic Preservation Committee (HPC) reviews applications regarding aesthetic compatibility from 
a design standpoint and all appropriate standards and requirements will remain.  
 
Town Center areas that border residential areas have adopted height setbacks and transition 
requirements that will not change with this proposal. 
 
Staff believes that 15’ for ground floor commercial in the TC-1 zone is appropriate, however, that 
can be modified on specific projects during the Design Review Permit process. 
 
Mr. Holley presented visual examples from projects located in Provo, Ogden and Logan.  
 
PUBLIC: Numerous emails were received and distributed to Commission members prior to the 
meeting. (Note: all written correspondence becomes a permanent part of the project file).  
 
Gary Saxton, representing the Logan Downtown Alliance (LDA) agrees that a townhome 
development should have a 10’ setback, however, none of the examples presented had exterior 
doors or entrances.  There is a low inventory of housing downtown and he understands the vision 
for requiring a commercial component on new development, however, he does not believe Logan 
is ready for that.  Although he agrees with the 15’ ground floor height, it might be too much if 
parking is needed. Vertical mixed use is going to be difficult for successful economic development 
to occur. He encouraged the Commission to vote for a successful and competitive downtown. 
 
Gail B. Yost represents many of the neighbors. If the General Plan does not fit with the citizen’s 
ideas, then it should be changed. The residents are the primary stakeholders of the City and 
should be the ones driving the conversations and decisions. A democratic republic has officials 
who represent the desires of the citizens; it should not be about developer’s wishes.  The area 
does not need high-density housing, especially the way TC-2 is laid out.  Churches should be 
given a separate zoning designation. Residents do not mind townhomes, or up to a 2 or 3-story 
building if it is not high-density. The historic character should be preserved. 
 
Mark Lunt thanked residents for being in attendance because it shows that they care deeply about 
the community.  Cache Valley is growing fast and a decision needs to be made about whether 
growth will be in, up or out.  One option could be changing the rule from 3 unrelated individuals 
allowed in a home to 4. There is a need for better jobs in the Valley.  Change can be hard but the 
future depends on correct decisions.  He encouraged the Commission to review the Master Plan 
and the Envision Cache Valley.  Vibrant downtowns provide more money through taxes, which in 
turn helps local school districts.  
 
LuAnn Harris believes this change would add to traffic and parking problems. Parking seems to be 
the last consideration and there is need for more downtown parking.  She wants the Commission 
to listen to the concerns of the citizens.  Downtown should not be changed and housing along the 
back of the tabernacle makes no sense.  
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Tom Jensen explained that this does not have to be an “either/or scenario”.  If development is 
properly designed it can become an asset to a neighborhood.  There are many ingredients needed 
for a good downtown and two different communities need to be considered – the business 
community and the residential community.  Change and growth are occurring and something must 
be done.  Downtown used to be a vital retail center and the lifeblood of the community, however, 
there are now many vacancies.  Currently downtown has only 35% of the key ingredients needed 
for success.  Residential drives retail. Ogden’s crime rate decreased with redevelopment. 
 
Roger Johnson appreciates the consideration for parking, however, there is no place for people to 
walk downtown and nothing to attract them to the area.  This proposal may be “putting the cart 
before horse”.  He questioned whether potential housing would be “high-quality high-density or 
low-income high-density” because they are not the same and will have different effects on the 
community.  Zoning can be a tool to help entice and maintain quality employment.   
 
Ted Wilson has owned property downtown for over 50 years.  He does not understand putting a 
parking lot in a TC-2 zone.  Years ago, the City Council stripped the east side of 100 East of old 
buildings and created parking which helped save downtown.  TC-2 on the east side of 100 West 
and 100 East will create more parking problems.  A high-water table will not allow underground 
parking.  One reason the mall is located on the north end of town is because of limited parking. 
 
LaDonna Connors said the statement regarding social problems and obesity in suburban areas is 
not entirely true, there are many issues associated with high-density housing as well.  She would 
like to see the skyline preserved. A 3-story building is high enough and parking is an issue.  Single-
bedroom apartments equal student housing and this area is more family-oriented.  There is no 
active nightlife downtown that might attract the younger generation. Families desire more open 
space. She suggested beginning on a smaller scale. 
 
Andrea McCullogh thinks this type of rezoning, done properly, has merit.  She looked at purchasing 
property downtown years ago, however, affordability and parking were challenging. Sensitivity to 
design and function are important when considering opportunities for a vital downtown and should 
be done with a thoughtful approach. The challenge downtown merchants are having needs to be 
addressed and can be done in way that most concerns can be met.  Redevelopment done right 
can encourage reinvestment from private owners. 
 
Mark Fjelsted has owned/operated a business downtown for many years.  He has seen hundreds 
of thousands of dollars spent on plans for downtown, most recently the Downtown Specific Plan, 
which the downtown merchants support. Empty stalls are the biggest parking problem.  There have 
been too many businesses relocate elsewhere, the City “needs to do something”.  
 
Jack Nixon is in favor of this proposal. Evolution will not happen quickly and “the demand drives 
the dollar”. 
 
April Mortensen said one of the biggest issues is parking.  Boise, Idaho planned well for a 
walkable/pedestrian-friendly downtown with parking and open space.  The last element they 
included was housing.  During peak seasons, parking by her home is completely full. She believes 
it does not need to be an “either/or” scenario, but can be a “win-win” for business owners and 
residents. Churches should be zoned NR-6 rather than TC-2. 
 
Janice Bird noted that many objections have been received because residents are upset over the 
proposal. She is opposed to the TC-2 zone and does not want high-density development, which 
will likely not be up to market value.  Many young professionals move out of the area for higher 
paying jobs.  Families want yards and gardens and this plan seems to be intruding on the historic 
aspects that the residents hold dear.  
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Trent Cragun, a downtown business owner, envisions a downtown with a movie theater, food alley, 
major retail and entertainment.  The apartment project he is considering, compared with the 2010 
census information, would bring 1.5 million dollars of annual spending.  The comments about 
employment are not necessarily true, USU has one of the best engineering programs in the region 
and there are ways to keep technical jobs in the Valley.  The younger generation has a desire to 
live differently and the City needs to accept and provide for that reality. 
 
COMMISSION:  Commissioner Ortiz asked if the proposed changes are in line with the General 
Plan and the Downtown Specific Plan. Mr. Holley said the objective of both plans is to create a 
more dense, urban, and vibrant downtown and this proposal is a good step in that direction.  
 
Chairman Price noted that the Downtown Plan aligns with the General Plan, so seemingly, this 
proposal would support both plans. Mr. Holley agreed and noted that the Downtown Specific Plan 
is more detailed and specific.  
 
Commissioner Butterfield questioned setbacks. Mr. Holley explained that there are many existing 
commercial buildings at a 0’ setback so providing future development the same allowance would 
be consistent with the character of the area. Residential development would be better designed 
with a 10’ setback from the property line to provide a clear distinction for private space. 
 
Mr. Housley, the City Attorney, pointed out that the General Plan and current Land Development 
Code were drafted before the most recent legislation. To restrict a property owner’s rights, there 
must be specific regulations.  The Commission should not feel “handcuffed”; if the General Plan 
needs to be modified it can be.    
 
Commissioner Newman understands both the neighborhood’s opinion and the needs of a 
developer and would like to see a viable outcome.  Building height and number of units are 
intertwined. He suggested maximum building heights in specific areas, with bonus incentives 
available. 
 
Commissioner Goodlander noted that components of the proposal will affect areas differently. 
 
Chairman Price said some of the density examples presented looked out of scale as to what might 
be developed here. 
 
Commissioner Butterfield said the ground level height for parking might need to be adjusted and 
would naturally be limited.  All factors considered, if height were assigned, he suggested that it be 
a maximum amount.  Other elements are the real governors of a project.  
 
Chairman Price said all issues are interrelated and will require coordination with government, 
merchants, and business owners to work effectively. He pointed out that Commission members are 
appointed to serve and not elected officials. The final determination will be made by the Municipal 
Council (who are elected to serve).   
 
Commissioner Butterfield asked what prerogative the Commission would have regarding building 
height.  Mr. Housley said a minimum height could be established and then based upon pre-defined 
criteria/amenities, qualifications for additional height could be allowed as applicable. 
 
Chairman Price advised standards are used broadly in other municipalities to help with guidance. 
LEED ND (Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design – Neighborhood Development) 
provides a scoring system, the higher a score, the more a developer would be able to build under 
alternate standards.  There are other frameworks that can provide possible approaches to 
encouraging high-quality development. 
 
Commissioner Ortiz suggested including open space as a qualifying category for an incentive.  



 

Planning Commission Meeting Minutes for February 8, 2018                                                        7 | Page 

 

Commissioner Newman pointed out that parking is a concern and the required ratio should be on 
the higher end of the scale, however, more parking equates to less open space area.  
 
Commissioner Butterfield recommended providing incentive for the provision of parking within the 
footprint of a project rather than additional surface parking.  Commissioner Dickinson agreed.  
 
Chairman Price said parking is going to be very difficult.  One of the main objectives is to provide a 
walkable and transit-oriented environment. He encouraged the idea of possibly developing a 
public/private partnership parking structure that would eventually become self-sustaining.    
 
Commissioner Dickinson is concerned about the commercial component in the TC-2 zone and 
whether it will be a true commercial element or something like a “vending machine” to meet the 
requirement.  A developer will generally choose the less expensive option and asked if the wording 
should be adjusted.  Chairman Price recommended adopting bonus standards that are better 
defined and tied to architectural character/structure.  Mr. Housley cautioned that design standards 
can be regulated, but the commercial market cannot be controlled. A better option, from an 
ordinance standpoint, would be to focus on the quality of construction.  The type of business can 
be transitory; however, the emphasis can be on quality building designs and standards.   
 
Commissioner Newman suggested having setbacks be site specific.  Chairman Price would like 
more specificity about the type of residential that might be considered.  Mr. Holly asked the 
Commission to consider the open space area for a residential development.  Chairman Price said 
open space would likely be in the rear of the project.  Commissioner Butterfield agreed that there 
could be some nuances with the specific type of residential.  Mr. Holley said a range could be 
considered on a case-by-case basis.  Mr. Housley advised that in the current statutory climate, if 
there is going to be a range, it will require standards as to when/how it will be applied.  
 
Chairman Price would like to have an online interactive forum to solicit feedback and suggestions.  
Staff said the Information Technology Department would have to assess that possibility.  
 
Commissioner Nielson noticed that most of the businesses on Main Street have landscaping/patio 
area in the front, which provides a more pedestrian-friendly environment.  His preference would be 
to allow for a buffer.  Commissioner Dickinson agreed and said a 0’ setback makes walkability 
more difficult and prohibits the opportunity to widen roads if necessary. Mr. Housley said there are 
many existing businesses already at a 0’ setback.  Commissioner Butterfield said there are some 
buildings along the property line that look nice and it could work either way.  Mr. Holley advised 
that TC-1 has a maximum setback of 5’ and TC-2 is being proposed at a minimum setback.  
Commissioner Butterfield suggested taking a closer look at this issue.  
 
Chairman Price said the 0’ setback was thought out for a reason, however, some of the outer 
peripheral areas could be more flexible.  Mr. Housley said within the TC-1 zone it could be 
established with street boundaries mandated at 0’ to capture the “core area” and then allow for 
some flexibility outside of those street coordinates. 
 
Mr. Housley reminded the Commission that the flexibility is in drafting the Code, once it is adopted 
it must be followed.  There is a provision for up to a 10% allowance of some standards, however, 
the objective is to draft what the expectation will be.  Establishment of rules is at the regulation 
stage of the process, not on a project-by-project basis.  
 
Commissioner Butterfield reviewed the proposed TC-2 boundaries and questioned whether some 
areas should remain TC-1 to allow for more appropriate, and possibly larger, development.  Mr. 
Holley explained that TC-1 requires vertical mixed use, which might hinder some commercial 
development, whereas, TC-2 allows the option of either commercial, mixed use, or residential.   
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Chairman Price quoted from an article that was sent to the Commission by Mike DeSimone, the 
Community Development Director, “… there has to be enough market demand for builders to be 
interested in reshaping large sections of property”.  If the property is zoned TC-2, an allowance for 
an incentive could be that it could become TC-1 if it is a large enough aggregated property, and the 
development meets all applicable requirements.  Commissioner Butterfield agreed and does not 
want to dissuade a large project from being developed. Commissioner Newman said a developer 
always has the option to request a zone change.  
 
Commissioner Newman said transition areas from residential to TC-2 need to be palatable and 
economically feasible which could mean a deeper setback and/or greater height restriction. 
 
Chairman Price said 70 units/acre feels out of scale and he would like to review some data 
regarding density and bonuses and whether they are realistic for this area. Mr. Holley explained 
that originally TC was zoned at 40 units/acre and raised to 70 units/acre years ago for a specific 
project that never came to fruition.  Chairman Price said it feels arbitrary.  Mr. Holley said unit size 
makes the biggest difference; smaller and/or single-bedroom units is the trend as household size 
decreases.  Ms. Pollan said some cities are moving away from a density requirement, if a building 
meets the appropriate standards the developer can work out the layout and number of units. 
 
Commissioner Butterfield suggested designating the Tabernacle block as Recreation (REC) to 
adequately represent what is there.  Mr. Holley said Recreation implies that it is public property and 
recommended NR-6 if the Commission is not comfortable with a TC zone.   
 
Chairman Price questioned whether the Garff Garden area would be better slated for an MR zone 
rather than TC-2 (100 East from 100-200 South), which would still allow for a higher density and 
might be more in line with the adjacent neighborhood. It does not seem appropriate to leave as 
NR-6. He asked staff to consider options and provide a comparison regarding the type of density 
that could be established within different zones.  
 
Commissioner Newman asked about construction cost data.  Mr. Housley explained that it is 
difficult to determine what may, or may not, be economically viable. Mr. Holley agreed and advised 
that construction costs are variable.  
 
Commissioner Goodlander assured the public that the Commission is very concerned about 
making the correct decision and is listening to, and considering, all the input and suggestions. 
 
Chairman Price reminded the Commission that this proposal will not change the historic district 
boundaries or change the way the Historic Preservation Committee operates.   
 
Chairman Price asked staff for visualization examples of how possible new construction will 
complement the existing character of the area and recommended continuing the discussion. 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Butterfield moved to continue discussion for PC 18-003 to the February 
22, 2018 meeting. Commissioner Nielson seconded the motion. 
 

Moved: Commissioner Butterfield    Seconded: Commissioner Nielson    Approved: 7-0 
Yea:  Butterfield, Dickinson, Goodlander, Newman, Nielson, Ortiz, Price    Nay:     Abstain:   
 
WORKSHOP ITEMS for February 22, 2018   

 PC 18-006 Lulu’s Daycare [Conditional Use Permit] 
 PC 18-007 Sugar Plum Townhomes [Subdivision] 
 PC 18-008 Verizon Cell Tower [Design Review & Conditional Use Permit] 
 PC 18-009 Saddleback Harley-Davidson [Design Review & Conditional Use Permit] 

 
Meeting adjourned 8:35 p.m.  
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Minutes approved as written and digitally recorded for the Logan City Planning Commission 
meeting of February 8, 2018. 
 
 
 
___________________________________  ___________________________________ 
Michael A. DeSimone     David Butterfield 
Community Development Director   Planning Commission Vice-Chairman   
 
 
 
___________________________________  ___________________________________ 
Russ Holley      Amber Pollan 
Senior Planner      Senior Planner  
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Debbie Zilles 
Administrative Assistant        
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


