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       PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 

Meeting of May 14, 2020 
 

     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 in session via electronic 
format on Thursday, May 14, 2020.  Vice-Chair Dickinson called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m. 
 

Commissioners Present: Roylan Croshaw, Regina Dickinson, Sandi Goodlander, Jessica Lucero, 
Dave Newman, Tony Nielson, Eduardo Ortiz  
 

Commissioners Excused: Tony Nielson 
 

Staff Present: Mike DeSimone, Russ Holley, Aaron Smith, Debbie Zilles, Kymber Housley, Bill 
Young, Jeannie Simmonds (City Council)    
 

Commissioner Goodlander moved to approve the minutes from the April 23, 2020 meeting as 
submitted. Motion seconded by Commissioner Croshaw.  Approved unanimously.  
 

PUBLIC HEARING  
 

  
 
STAFF:  Mr. Holley reviewed the request for a two-story 8,400 SF building addition. CAPSA is a 
non-profit local community organization that provides support services for victims impacted by all 
types of abuse. Originally approved in 2000, after considerable neighbor scrutiny, the 1.75-acre 
property was developed and built-in 2003 and has been essentially unchanged since that time. 
 
The Conditional Use Permit (CUP) process provides a system for discretionary consideration for 
applications that are not typically associated with the zoning district or considered conditional. 
Conditional Use Permit approvals should preserve and enhance neighborhood character and 
protect public health, safety, and general welfare. LDC 17.52.050 states that the expansion of a 
nonconforming use must first obtain a CUP. Table 17.08.040 states that a Residential Treatment 
Program, which is defined as providing shelter, personal care, and counseling services for 
qualifying individuals and/or individuals with special needs, are not permitted in the NR-6 zone 
unless federal law pre-empts local zoning. In 2000, CAPSA received a CUP for this use and 
location. This application is for an expansion of the already-established land use and should focus 
on the impacts of this proposal only. Below are the criteria for CUP approvals: 
 
LDC §17.42.050 Planning Commission Action 

 The Commission may approve or conditionally approve a conditional use permit only upon 
substantiating the following findings: 

A. The maximum established density has not been exceeded unless a density bonus has been 
approved in conformance with the General Plan policy and City ordinance. 

B. The proposed use conforms to the requirements of Title 17 of the Logan Municipal Code and 
is listed as a conditional use in the Use Table. 

C. The use is compatible with surrounding land uses and will not interfere with the use and 
enjoyment of adjoining or area properties. 

PC 20-026 CAPSA Addition [Design Review & Conditional Use Permit] Joseph Beck/CAPSA, 
authorized agent/owner, request a 2-story (4,229 SF per story) addition to the existing CAPSA 
main structure located on 1.75 acres at 308 West 1000 North in the Neighborhood Residential 
(NR-6) zone; TIN 05-115-0001.    
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D. The streets providing access and other infrastructure to the subject property have adequate 
capacities or a suitable level of service for the conditional use. 

E. The proposed use is compatible with neighborhood uses and character while preserving and 
enhancing the character of the neighborhood. 

F. Access to adjoining streets is designed to be constructed in conformance with City standards 
and specifications. Where adjoining streets are regulated by the Utah Department of 
Transportation, access to the street(s) shall conform to the requirements of the Cache 
Access Management Plan. 

G. The proposed use provides adequate off-street parking in conformance with this Title. 
H. The project provides open space and landscaping in conformance with this Title. 

  
When approving a CUP, the Planning Commission must substantiate the above-listed criteria. Most 
of the list are quantifiable such as density, parking, open space, and street 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”. These discretionary issues need to be viewed from a broad perspective to 
ensure overall neighborhood harmony. The surrounding residential neighborhood is low-to-medium 
density housing consisting mainly of single and two-story structures built circa 1975-2005.  
 
Building massing, placement, heights, colors, materials, and parking lot locations should all be 
considered to achieve surrounding neighborhood compatibility. The existing building and parking 
lot is near the center of the property with areas of articulation to break up mass and bulk. 
 
The use of this property has been legally established. This permit must focus on the physical 
changes and impacts of this proposal from a design, layout, and configuration standpoint. 
Maintaining or enhancing neighborhood character is the most difficult part of CUP approval. Often 
difficult to quantify or measure, what could potentially compromise or burden the neighborhood 
from a proposal like this. Traffic, density, noise, hours of operations, and physical configuration or 
design layout are the main issues associated with this proposal. Noise and hours of operation will 
remain at, or near, current levels. 1000 North is categorized as a higher-capacity street and can 
accommodate increased traffic. Traffic will likely increase, but traffic demand for this use is 
generated from actions occurring outside these property boundaries and out of control of the 
applicant. The applicant does control how to better mitigate that demand, and employee traffic 
demand, through less impactful alternatives. Traffic impacts are both a neighborhood and city-wide 
issue that affects public infrastructure and citizens on different levels. The applicant has not 
provided any strategy or detailed plan to minimize their traffic impacts on the neighborhood as 
outlined in the LDC Alternative Parking Plan section.  
 
Parking areas, something directly related to traffic, will proportionately increase with this proposal, 
without a measured effort to mitigate and minimize this impact on the neighborhood. New parking 
areas have been pushed to the very minimum setbacks, which for typical NR-6 developments 
work, but with atypical development, additional buffers are warranted for compatibility.  
 
Physical building mass and placement is an issue that places further burden and compromised 
compatibility, especially along the east boundary. Logan City typically does not see buildings of this 
size and mass in the NR-6 zone. The existing building is placed well beyond minimum setbacks 
with massive articulations that seemingly breaks the building into two smaller sections and thus 
minimizing impacts on the adjoining neighbors. This proposal pushes the entire 132’ building mass 
to the minimum setback line without any significant breaks in the massing. In Staff’s view, this 
proposal compromises compatibility and character. As conditioned, with additional buffering, 
articulations, and setbacks for the proposed building addition and parking areas, the project meets 
the CUP code section for neighborhood character and compatibility.  
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PROPONENT:  Joe Beck, the project architect, explained the mission of CAPSA and the services 
they offer.  This project allows for quality improvements to the current facility and site including 
enhanced security by adding more cameras, access control, improved parking, stormwater 
retention, fire sprinkling for both the new building and the existing building, and improved and 
refreshed landscaping.  The site has limited space for growth, the plan utilizes the area to the north 
and the east of the existing building. The goal is to be sensitive to the neighborhood with an 
aesthetically pleasing design that matches the area.  Any loss of vegetation will be replaced with 
new plantings. The building setback on the east elevation is at 8’, which is the minimum, and he 
would like to change that to 10’.  
 
Mr. Beck confirmed for Commissioner Newman that the windows on the second story can be 
adjusted higher and smaller to help maintain the privacy of adjacent properties. They are not 
required for egress, only for natural light and ventilation. 
 
Mr. Beck addressed the impacts requiring a 20’ setback would have for Commissioner Goodlander.   
The plan would have to be re-designed and it would impact the programs of what CAPSA is trying 
to achieve by 25-30% of their essential programs, including the counseling areas and one main 
secure entry.  
 
Mr. Beck explained for Commissioner Ortiz that existing parking is based on a ratio of 1 parking 
stall per 300 SF of building. This proposal would maintain that ratio.  In office-type uses, which 
much of the building will be used for, the ratio is 1 stall for every 250 SF. Some employees and 
consumers use alternative means of transportation. 
 
PUBLIC: One phone comment was received from Carol Sherwood (neighbor to the east) 
expressing concerns with the building being placed too close to the property line and with upper-
story windows, privacy may be compromised for her and her neighbors.  
 
Pat Terletzky asked if the parking stalls meet the requirement.  Mr. Holley said the Land 
Development Code requires 1 parking stall for every 300 SF of office space; the applicant is 
proposing 29 new stalls and the Code would require 26.  Ms. Terletzky wanted to make sure that 
the windows on the second floor are office space and would not have to be considered, formulated, 
or designed as emergency exits. She does not think traffic will necessarily increase because it is 
not a flow-through street, it is only a parking lot.  It seems like one of the biggest concerns is the 
setback distance, however, she questioned the setbacks of the home and duplex to the east 
because it does not appear that they are at a 20’ setback. 
 
Ronda Callister said the potential value that this addition will add to the services that CAPSA offers 
will be valuable for the community.  There are tremendous benefits that can be reached with this 
addition.  The concern about moving the building will affect parking and the functionality of having 
one secure entrance.  She strongly encouraged the approval of the project as proposed.  
 
COMMISSION: Commissioner Croshaw asked if they need to have access out of the back of the 
building.  Mr. Holley said they do have emergency doors; however, the goal is to have one point of 
access for security. 
 
Commissioner Lucero said if the building had to be shifted to the west, it would also have to move 
to the north.  Mr. Holley said there is a bit of overlap, but that would be correct. He clarified that an 
alternative parking plan can include other modes of transportation (e.g. a bus stop nearby) to 
reduce and be more efficient with parking, especially in this setting (within a residential area).  The 
goal of the plan is to mitigate the impact on the area. 
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Commissioner Newman suggested moving the second story windows higher and/or making them 
smaller to address concerns related to the privacy of the neighbors.  Mr. Holley said that could be a 
solution if they met the building requirements. 
 
Mr. Holley confirmed for Commissioner Goodlander that the addition will be connecting to the 
existing building.  If it is determined that the building needs to be shifted, they would have to find an 
alternate solution.  The goal is for the buildings to connect for security and privacy reasons. 
Commissioner Lucero asked about the properties on 300 West; Mr. Holley said there are single-
family homes and twin-homes, with some 4-plexes nearby. 
 
Commissioner Ortiz asked if the proposed parking will be enough.  Mr. Holley said it would depend 
on the alternative parking plan, which can allow up to a 15% reduction.  
 
Commissioner Goodlander appreciated Mr. Beck’s idea of changing to a 10’ setback (rather than 
8’) and adding enhanced landscaping.  Making the windows smaller and higher addresses privacy 
concerns.  Commissioners Croshaw, Lucero, and Ortiz all agreed with the adjustments. 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Goodlander moved to conditionally approve a Design Review Permit as 
outlined in PC 20-019 with the amended findings as listed below. Commissioner Ortiz seconded 
the motion.   
 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
1. All standard conditions of approval are recorded and available in the Community Development 

Department. 
2. The proposed building addition shall shift to a 10’ setback along the east property line and 

contain an articulation in the wall.  The windows shall be reduced in size and raised up on the 
east facade.   

3. The addition shall match the proposed material and colors as shown on the submitted plans.    
4. An alternative parking plan, as per the LDC, shall be provided and approved that details 

strategies on how this project will minimize the impacts of parking and traffic through alternative 
methods. The required number of stalls will be determined in the plan as per LDC section 
allowances.  

5. New parking lot border landscaping shall match the type “B” buffer for front yards and the type 
“C” for side yards to minimize a parking area of this size in the NR-6. 

6. A pedestrian connection/sidewalk shall be provided from the building to 1000 North for 
alternative modes of transportation.  

7. Additional vertical dense landscaping containing both trees and shrubs shall be provided 
between the proposed building addition and the east property line.   

8. Access and utilities will be provided by the 1000 North public right-of-way.  
9. 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. Provide a fire sprinkler system and extend it to the existing building.  Provide fire 

hydrant within 100’ of the Fire Department connection location and extend the existing 
fire alarm system into the addition. 

b. Water  
i. Fire suppression systems connected to Logan City water (with no added chemicals) 

must have minimum DC (ASSE1015) installed and tested. 
ii. The water main feeding the building(s) must have proper rated backflow assembly 

installed and tested as it enters the (new or existing) building from the meter and before 
any branch offs or connections.  Containment protection only. 
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iii. Landscape irrigation backflow assembly must be updated to meet high-hazard rating, 
such as RP or PVB, and be tested 

iv. All guidelines are based on the 2018 IPC and Utah State Amendments. 
c. Engineering   

i. No site plans provided, cannot determine if new water or service services are being 
requested, or if existing lines will be used.  These issues will be addressed during 
building permit review to ensure compliance. 

ii. Prove stormwater detention/retention for new development to meet current City 
standards.  This includes retention of the 90% storm through the use of Low Impact 
Design Standards and applies to the newly-developed areas. 
 

FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL 
1. The project, as conditioned, is compatible with surrounding land uses and will not interfere 

with the use and/or enjoyment of adjacent properties due to site layout, landscaping, and 
setbacks. 

2. The project conforms to the requirements of Logan Municipal Code Title 17. 
3. The project provides open and usable outdoor space in conformance with Title 17. 
4. The project provides off-street parking in compliance with the Land Development Code 

(LDC). 
5. The project met the minimum public notice requirements of the LDC and Municipal Code. 
6. 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: S. Goodlander    Seconded:  E. Ortiz     Approved: 6-0 
Yea:  Croshaw, Dickinson, Goodlander, Lucero, Newman, Ortiz        Nay:        Abstain: 
 

 
 
STAFF:  Mr. Holley reviewed the request and the follow-up regarding some of the questions, 
concerns, and issues from the last meeting. 
 
Based on feedback at the April 23, 2020 meeting and a series of emails from Planning 
Commission members, the following summarized comments and issues were given to the 
applicant. The applicant has responded to these comments in red ink below: 
 

  Fencing/barrier around the project for safety, security, and buffering. Western and eastern border 
in particular. What is the appropriate material, design etc. We have discussed several options for 
fencing. There is a firm belief that we would want something that is a visual barrier on the West 
side of the property.   There is discussion as to placing a non-visible barrier on the East side as we 
have been requested by some representatives of Logan city to allow for visualization of our project 
from 6th west. 
  

  Street connectivity through the project site vs parking lot connectivity through the site. Tradeoffs 
for both options, why is one better than the other?  Which is better can be debated, but our 
management team likes how we have set it up as is allowing for the additional overflow 
stalls.  They are willing to place speed barriers and other things through the site to help with any 
safety concerns. 
  

PC 20-019 Homestead – continued from the April 23, 2020 meeting - [Design Review Permit] 
Brent Skinner/200 North Land Holdings LLC, authorized agent/owner request a mixed-use 
development on 23.90 acres comprised of 476 housing units and 7,900 SF of commercial space 
located at 607 West 200 North in the Mixed-Use zone; TIN 05-062-0033;-0032;-0031;-0029;-
0008;-0007.   
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  Pedestrian walkability/safety throughout the entire project site We are and will work with city staff 
on safe crossings.  We feel very comfortable with the walkability within each area and are working 
to address parking lot crossing. 
  

  Is a Traffic Impact Study needed? Has UDOT or Logan City prescribed one? UDOT is not 
requesting a study and they have verbally agreed to the location and separation of the entry. 
 

   For project approval, multiple owners/partners are not prohibited by code, but what makes this 
one project and not four different projects. Can tenants from phase 2 access the open space and 
amenities in phase 1? Is every phase going to be named Homestead or will different names be 
proposed later? Building designs are different, but what unifies this into one overall project. Should 
this be proposed as four different projects? This project is much like the Riverwoods.   Having said 
that, we may call the senior project the “Silo at the Homestead”  like we have “the Falls at the 
Riverwoods”  Having different ownership groups within a master project is typical of any master-
planned project,  once again if we go to the Riverwoods every building has a different owner and 
are all a part of the Master HOA so that it can and is managed. This contains 4 different uses of the 
housing allowing for mobility. And the retail will benefit all tenants and vice versa. Open space will 
be available to all, the pools and some exterior items will be contained to those who live in the 
complex for safety reasons. 
  

  Multiple phases are common for projects this big, but why isn’t the phasing geographically 
sequential. The phases jump around, and again, what unifies all the phases together into 
seamlessly in the end.  Phasing is not geographical due to the nature of the phases.  This needs to 
be looked at as a master-planned mix-use, not a housing development. Phase 2 happens in its 
sequence based on it not being similar use and can be completed in conjunction.  Phase 1 and 3 
are geographically sequenced as they will follow each other. 
  

  The applicant’s proposal to run a sidewalk along the future 400 North alignment has some 
issues. That was a theory thrown out based on the neighbor’s comments. The railroad spur 
property, as currently configured, does not align with where the new road/sidewalk should go and 
would require immediate property purchases from Spendlove/mobile home park to align with the 
existing 400 North intersection position and future 400 N extension. The intersection at 400 N 600 
W would require extensive upgrades (ADA, curb, gutter, new crosswalks, etc.) to be done 
immediately. Who pays for all this right now to do it correctly or is this a sidewalk that weaves out 
of alignment with temp crossing improvements (not safe with liability issues) that will be all torn up 
in a few years when the 400 N extension project is fully funded and completed?  
  

 The 200 North 600 West intersection is the only viable pedestrian link to the existing 
neighborhood. What improvements are needed to make this safe and convenient? How do the 
interior building tenants conveniently access this southeast corner of the project site? We are 
working with UDOT, Bill Young, and the railroad to determine the crossing requirements.  
  

  A 300 North RR crossing is not feasible currently (maybe sometime in the future so maybe don't 
block this future opportunity with a building). We would welcome that crossing if it were to come. 
  

  Phase 2 appears denser but is less dense. Because of the footprint size per unit compared to 
other building types, it is approx. 17 units per acre. Phase 1, by comparison, is approx. 23 units per 
acre. Phase 2 lacks comparable open space and amenities. There are no real outdoor gatherings 
or recreational opportunities in phase 2. No convenient or safe pedestrian connections from phase 
2 to the rest of the project site.  A crosswalk (800) should be discussed and instructed by the City. 
  

  Phase 3 building orientation focuses inward with the façade along the street lacking some 
architectural features. Four-sided architecture needs to be reviewed.  This will be addressed. 
  

  MU zoning emphasizes walkability and reduced vehicle trips. This approach should be evident in 
the context of the project. I feel that it is addressed with the sidewalks and paths. 
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  Commercial components should be completed in a reasonable timeline. What assurance does 
the City need for the commercial space to be built? The assurance is in the C of O requirements for 
Phase 4 and that we are required to begin each phase within 2 years of the previous phase 
completion. 
 

UDOT has confirmed that the applicant has made contact regarding the 200 North access, but they 
cannot approve new accesses until a formal CAMP meeting is conducted.  
 
PROPONENT:  Bracken Atkinson, from Wasatch Development Group, said fencing will be part of 
the project, a few neighbors to the east suggested being able to see through the fence, he is fine 
with any type.  He will work with staff to ensure all connections meet the applicable requirements.  
The Traffic Impact Study (TIS) must go through Cache Area Metropolitan Planning (CAMP).  They 
have had an initial meeting with UDOT, however, the variance cannot be requested until the 
construction documents are submitted, which requires Planning Commission approval.  There is 
400’ between the entrance and Castalite Tile & Masonry and 450’ between the entrance and the 
railroad (typically the requirement is 200’ between accesses). The commercial element is important 
to the walkability, residents want neighborhood-serving commercial uses.  Putting the uses into the 
buildings helps them manage compatibility with the area.  24 acres is a large site, but there will be 
plenty of sidewalks.  Phase 2, although it may appear dense, is half of the allowed density. Phase 
1 will typically take 14-24 months, Phase 2 will begin in the first 12 months, Phase 3 another 6-8 
months and Phase 4 would be 20-24 months, based on experience.  27 additional parking stalls 
have been added and a large open space area has been left for flexibility purposes if necessary.  
The right-of-way of the road is 100’ so it will be designed as a 5-lane road when completed, in 
Phase 2 (which will start simultaneously with Phase 1) improvements to the centerline will be 
completed, which could allow up to three lanes. The Fire Department access will be paved back to 
the new 400 North half-road, so residents will have the option of using 200 North or 400 North. 
This project will change the west side of Logan, Wasatch has a good track record of quality 
projects.  Once construction begins, the railroad has an imminent problem that they will have to 
work with the developer and the City on resolving safety issues.  
 
PUBLIC:  Sue Sorenson, the Ellis Neighborhood Chair, said she still has the same concerns 
regarding safety, specifically in getting children to Ellis Elementary.  She would like to see more 
green space in Phase 2.  She is anxious to have a TIS completed and hopes it will address 
potential impacts on the neighborhood.   
 
Jeannie Simmonds asked for clarification that the Commission will be approving the concept plan 
and site plan for all phases.  Mr. DeSimone advised that the review is for all four phases, which 
can be constructed over several years. 
 
COMMISSION: Commissioner Croshaw asked how the phasing timeline would be regulated. Mr. 
Holley explained that the project must begin within one year after the approval, each subsequent 
phase would begin one year after the previous one.  The Community Development Director has 
the discretion to allow an extension of up to two years based on a written request from the 
applicant. The extension request cannot be for financial reasons. Commissioner Croshaw pointed 
out that this could take between 4-8 years to complete, depending on extensions.  Mr. Holley said 
that could be the case, however, the market demand can also affect the timeline.  
 
Commissioner Goodlander asked about the applicant’s comment in bullet point 1 “There is 
discussion as to placing a non-visible barrier on the east side as we have been requested by some 
representatives of Logan city to allow for visualization of our project from 6th West.”  Mr. Holley said 
during the last meeting there were several public comments about connecting the project to the 
neighborhood, with one comment about visual connection.    
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Commissioner Goodlander asked how parking would be accounted for with the commercial 
component outlined in Phase 4.  Mr. Holley said parking will be based on the type of commercial 
use and can be provided in adjacent parking lots with signage.  The building design includes extra 
transparency (storefront glass) which differentiates commercial from residential. The commercial 
uses will likely be neighborhood-serving. 
 
Commercial Lucero asked about the outlook and potential timeline of 400 North becoming a 
connector and whether a difference in the sequence of phases could speed up that process.  Mr. 
Holley outlined the section the developer will be responsible to improve, and which section is the 
City’s responsibility.  The City’s portion is going through a capital improvement process to acquire 
property, design, and build.  The completion date is unknown at this point.  The right-of-way 
acquisition is a little bit wider, however, it is slated to be a local road initially.  Some property is 
being kept in reserve for future improvements.  Mr. DeSimone pointed out that part of the process 
is getting approval from the railroad to put in a crossing at 400 North.  The City is proposing to give 
up the property where snow is stored (toward 200 North) and the commercial building will give up 
their access.  The requirement is to give up two accesses to gain one, however, that will take time.  
Commissioner Lucero asked if eventually there will be two access (200 North and 400 North).  Mr. 
DeSimone said it is a process and will take several years to budget.  The City is trying to get a 
Council of Governments (COG) grant.  The entire process will likely be 3-7 years.    
 
Commissioner Dickinson asked what phase will take 400 North through to 1000 West.  Mr. Holley 
explained Phase 2 and Phase 4 will construct to the centerline all along their frontage.   
 
Commissioner Goodlander asked about improvements to the centerline and whether that would be 
only a 1-lane road.  Mr. Holley advised that it will be a minimum 20’ paved cross-section, which 
would allow for 2 lanes.  Commissioner Goodlander asked about only one entrance, from 200 
North, into Phase 1, and questioned whether there will be a second emergency access. Mr. Holley 
said 30 units require a second egress. 
 
Commissioner Goodlander asked how the phasing would be similar to the Riverwoods project.  Mr. 
Holley said there are several differences to the Mixed-Use Code section now than when 
Riverwoods was initially implemented.  Riverwoods was implemented over a decade under 
different zones and was permitted under several different permits. The residential along 100 East 
was implemented under the old Mixed-Use Code, however, the commercial element was 
calculated into that approval. It’s difficult to draw a comparison between that project and the 
phasing of this project.  Riverwoods was not a master-planned development as one project.  
 
Mr. Holley outlined the sidewalks for Commissioner Ortiz; overall staff is pleased with the 
connections.  There are a couple of areas that may need minor improvements.  
 
Commissioner Goodlander said this is a beautiful project on a unique piece of property that has 
some design challenges. Her concern is with the phasing, it seems far-reaching to approve a 
project that may not be done for many years.  She is inclined to approve Phase 1 and 2.  She 
suggested a fence be placed on the west side as soon as construction begins (recommended at 
least a 6’).  She appreciates the walkability and green space.  
 
Mr. Housley, the City Attorney, noted Utah Municipal Code (10-9a-306) Effective 5/9/2017 
10-9a-306.  Land use authority requirements -- Nature of land use decision. 
  (1) A land use authority shall apply the plain language of land use regulations. 
  (2) If a land use regulation does not plainly restrict a land use application, the land use authority 
shall interpret and apply the land use regulation to favor the land use application. 
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Concerns need to be pointed to a specific regulation.  Decisions cannot be made because 
someone is “not comfortable”.  The Commission would have to demonstrate why an applicant is 
not entitled to a request. Phasing is allowed, if the timeline is not met, they will have to have it re-
permitted.  He is not aware of anything in the Code that would allow the Commission to determine 
that a project is “too big” to approve.  Mr. DeSimone agreed that nothing limits the size of a project.  
The applicant has asked for the entire project to be reviewed and the Commission has to respond 
to the application.  Mr. Holley pointed out that each phase will be approved for compliance at the 
building permit stage.  
 
Commissioner Croshaw likes the overall layout, traffic flow pattern, and walkability and thinks this 
is a good project for the west side of Logan. 
 
Commissioner Newman said concerns have been carefully vetted.  His opinion is that Wasatch 
Development has shown social responsibility, they have been quick and responsive to questions, 
and they have a good background and history.  Nothing is ever perfect; however, he thinks this will 
be a good project.  
 
Commissioner Lucero is impressed with the design, there are constraints with the property and the 
railroad, this seems the best that it can be given all the limitations.  The entirety of the project does 
seem to be somewhat overwhelming. She thanked Mr. Atkinson for collaborating with the 
neighbors.  
 
Commissioner Ortiz thinks this is an important project, it has improved from the initial application 
and complies with connectivity.  He suggested including the timeline requirements in the conditions 
of approval.    
 
Commissioner Dickinson asked about requiring a fence on the west side.  Mr. Holley said the 
Commission can make a finding that a fence is necessary. Mr. Atkinson asked that a permanent 
fence be required in Phase 3 with a construction fence put up in the meantime for construction 
purposes (added into Condition #19).   
 
Commissioner Dickinson asked if Logan City has any plans for the safety of school children, such 
as a crosswalk and/or crossing guard.  Mr. DeSimone said there are probably dozens of unsafe 
intersections in the City, so it becomes a fine line between what is required by private developers, 
within the boundaries of their projects, and what the City is obligated to provide.  The City is aware 
of the need to provide a crossing at 600 West 200 North.  As Mr. Atkinson has stated, once the 
railroad is notified that residential development is going in, they will be more inclined to participate 
in discussions.  Improving the intersection is noted and will take time to get done.  Bill Young, the 
City Engineer, advised that, according to Chapter 7 of the Uniform Manual of Traffic Control 
Devices, the need for crossing guards requires a warrant study.  If it is determined that a crossing 
guard is needed, the City will provide one.  
 
MOTION: Commissioner Newman moved to conditionally approve a Design Review Permit as 
outlined in PC 20-019 with the amended findings as listed below. Commissioner Goodlander 
seconded the motion.   
 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
1. All standard conditions of approval are recorded and available in the Community Development 

Department. 
2. This permit authorizes 479 residential dwelling units and 7,900 SF of commercial space located 

in four phases of the 23.90-acre Homestead project site.  
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3. Each phase shall provide 1.5 parking stalls per studio/one-bedroom units and 2.0 parking stalls 
per every two-bedroom or larger unit. Bike racks shall be provided for multi-family residential 
buildings at one slot per every two bedrooms. 

4. Surface parking lots cannot contain more than 20 stalls in a row without a landscape or 
sidewalk break as per LDC 17.31.140. 

5. Parking lot intersections shall have four-way pedestrian crosswalks with adequate parking stall 
setbacks for visibility safety.   

6. Sidewalk connections shall be made from all areas of the project to 200 North and 400 North 
for neighborhood walkability.  

7. To connect Phase 2 to the rest of the project site, crosswalks shall be included in the 400 North 
street crossings.  

8. The 7,900 SF of commercial space shall be provided before any final certificates of occupancy 
in Phase 4. 

9. Open space shall be designed to take advantage of the native wetland areas as an overall 
project amenity. Stormwater basins in these areas should be designed to blend in seamlessly 
and become part of the amenity. 

10. Open space shall be provided and completed proportionately per every phase and landscape 
design and long-term maintenance shall have continuity throughout all phases with similar plant 
palates and amenities for overall project continuity.  

11. The Phase 3 (60-plex) building south elevation shall mimic the north (primary entrance) facade 
for building orientation compliance with the LDC. 

12. Building materials and compositions shall match the submitted elevations and the Phase-2 
townhomes shall have fiber cement board in areas labeled as “lap siding” 

13. The required amount of open space and landscaping for each phase shall be completed or 
bonded before the beginning of the next phase.  

14. A performance landscaping plan, prepared in accordance with LDC §17.39, shall be submitted 
for approval to the Community Development Department before the issuance of the building 
permit. The plan shall include the following: 

a. Open and usable outdoor areas shall total a minimum of 10% and 10% for the gross 
project areas with at least 20 trees and 50 shrubs/perennials per acre of land.   

b. 18 SF of interior parking lot landscaping shall be provided per parking stall contained 
within the surface parking area as per LDC. 

c. The landscaping plan shall include long-term maintenance programs that brings 
continuity to all four phases 

d. Street trees shall be provided where they currently do not exist at every 30’ on center. 
The City Forrester will determine tree species.   

15. All dumpsters shall be visually screened or buffered from public streets by using fencing, 
walls, and landscaping. 

16. Rooftop mechanical and/or building wall mechanical equipment shall be placed out of view 
from the street or screen from view from the street.  

17. Exterior lighting shall be concealed source, down-cast, and shall not illuminate or cast light 
onto adjacent properties.   

18. No signs are approved with this permit. All signage shall be approved and permitted by staff 
in accordance with the Land Development Code. 

19. Fencing, by Phase 3, shall be provided along the east and west borders for safety and 
buffering purposes. 

20. Surface storm-water retention and detention facilities shall be located at least 20’ away from 
public streets and buffered from view.   

21. 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  
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i. Fire sprinklers and fire alarms are required in 24-plex buildings and Senior Housing. Fire 
hydrants will be required within 400’ of all points around the exterior of commercial and R-2 
buildings and 600’ around the exterior of R-3 building.  Fire hydrants are required within 100’ 
of all fire department connections (FDC). 

b. Engineering   
i. Provide water shares or in-leu fee for water shares 
ii. Provide stormwater detention/retention of stormwater per Logan City stormwater design 

standards. This shall include the onsite retention of the 90% storm event utilizing Low Impact 
Design Methods. This includes all necessary permits from the State and City and a 
stormwater maintenance agreement. 

iii. Provide an Army Corps approved Wetland Delineation and mitigation plan for all right-of-way 
owned by Logan City before any road construction activities 

iv. The west access to 400 North from the south is not acceptable as shown.  This needs to 
align with 800 West from the north or be shifted approximately 200 feet further to the east. 

v. The accesses from the north and south developments to 400 North shall align with each 
other at 400 North. 

vi. Provide private water utility agreement for all interior water main lines and sewer lines. 
vii. Provide City with UDOT/CAMP approval for new access onto 200 North (SR-30) 
viii. There are 3 underground water rights shown by the Utah Division of Water Rights within the 

proposed construction of 800 West. Two of these rights are owned by Logan City and the 
other by the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints.  Coordinate with each of these 
entities to cap and divert these rights before road construction. 

ix. Based on the recent transfer of property and property line modifications, there may need to 
be property line adjustments made before the issuance of building permits. Developer to 
address this issue. 

x. Provide a geotechnical report for soils in 400 North. This report shall, at a minimum, address 
historical high groundwater depths and a CBR at subgrade elevation of proposed road 
pavement section and potential collapsible soils.  The minimum pavement section for 400 
North shall be 6” asphalt, 8” untreated base course, and 12’ granular borrow.  If subgrade 
CBR is 5 or less or if groundwater will impact the minimum pavement section, the 
geotechnical engineer shall provide an engineered pavement section that will support 
anticipated equivalent axle loads for the design life of the pavement section.  These same 
requirements apply to 800 West except the minimum pavement section shall be 5” asphalt, 
4” untreated base course, and 12” granular borrow. 

xi. Townhome driveway on 800 West nearest to the 400 North intersection; the City reserves 
the right to make a right-in/right-out only. 

xii. Maintain all existing irrigation and stormwater drainage paths through new development. 
c. Water   

i. All landscape irrigation connected to Logan City water must have high-hazard backflow 
protection. 

ii. Any fire suppression systems connected to Logan City water must have proper backflow 
protection. 

iii. All commercial building's water mains must have high-hazard backflow protection for 
containment. 

iv. Any residential buildings that are three stories high or higher above finish grade (low point) 
must have minimum DC (ASSE1020) backflow assembly installed and tested on the water 
mains. 

v. All backflow rules for water must be followed during and after construction. 
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FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL   
1. The conditioned project will not interfere with the use and enjoyment of adjacent properties 

because of the building design, site layout, materials, landscaping, and setbacks.  
2. The project conforms to the requirements of Title 17 of the Logan Municipal Code. 
3. The conditioned project provides the required off-street parking.  
4. The project meets the goals and objectives of the MU designation within the Logan General 

Plan by providing services near high capacity roadways and is designed in a way for easy 
circulation of both pedestrians and vehicles.   

5. The conditioned project complies with a maximum height, density, and building design, 
open space 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. 200 North and 400 North are adequate in size and design to sufficiently handle infrastructure 
related to the land use.  

  
Moved: D. Newman    Seconded:  S. Goodlander     Approved: 6-0 
Yea:  Croshaw, Dickinson, Goodlander, Lucero, Newman, Ortiz        Nay:        Abstain: 
 
 
Meeting adjourned at 7:35 p.m.  


