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     PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 
              Meeting of July 13, 2017 

 
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, July 13, 2017.  Chairman Price called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m. 
 

Commissioners Present:  Regina Dickinson, Sandi Goodlander, Dave Newman, Tony Nielson, 
Eduardo Ortiz, Russ Price  
 

Commissioners Excused: David Butterfield   
 

Staff Present:  Russ Holley, Amber Pollan, Bill Young, Paul Taylor, Craig Humphreys, Craig 
Carlston, Debbie Zilles, Jeannie Simmonds (Municipal Council liaison) 
 
The oath of office was administered to new Commissioner Sandi Goodlander by City Recorder, 
Teresa Harris. 
 

Minutes from the June 22, 2017 meeting were reviewed. Commissioner Ortiz moved that the 
minutes be approved as submitted. Commissioner Nielson seconded the motion. The motion was 
unanimously approved.    
 

PUBLIC HEARING 
 
PC 17-027 Meadow Valley Phase 2 [Design Review Permit] – continued from June 8, 2017  
Rich Champlin/CH Champlin LLC, authorized agent/owner, requesting the second phase (55 
attached senior housing units) of the Meadow Valley Senior Living development located at 200 
West 1600 North; TIN 04-082-0006. 
 
STAFF: Mr. Holley briefly reviewed the history of the project site. In 2008, Logan City approved the 
Meadow Valley project that consisted of two phases and 75 single-family homes. The zoning at 
that time was Single Family Residential Planned Development (SFR-PD) which allowed clustering 
and reduced road requirements in exchange for additional open space. Phase 1 was constructed 
with 30 single-family homes. Phase 2 was never constructed and has since expired.  
 
The applicant is proposing to construct 52 attached single-level dwelling units. The side-by-side 
attached structures consist of unit counts between 3-6 and is planned to be a 55+ retirement 
community with each condominium unit sold individually. The units will have a front porch, double 
car garage and small private back patio area. The remainder of the property is planned as common 
open area. The looping street pattern will have two connections onto 1600 North and one 
emergency connection through The Family Place project onto 200 West.   
 
The majority of the structures in the area are either commercial or multi-family with the exception of 
Meadow Valley Phase 1. The matter of land use compatibility is an issue for the City as there have 
been numerous attempts to reduce the number of multi-family developments in the neighborhood 
in order to bring a better balance to the housing stock, however, a 55+ community with individual 
ownership will be similar to a single-family project.  
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At the June 8 meeting, the Commission asked for additional information on two specific areas 
regarding the road cross section and landscape buffer for the outer perimeter area.  Mr. Holley 
explained that the original submittal proposed a 20’ street with sidewalk proposed on one side.  For 
subdivisions of this size, the Commission typically requires roads to be at least 28’ wide with 
sidewalks on both sides of the street, which would provide enough room for two travel lanes and 
on-street parking.  The applicant has presented two new options.   
 
The first option proposes a 35’ road section with 25’ of asphalt with curb and gutter and an integral 
sidewalk on both sides of the street (no park strip).  As part of this option, the applicant has added 
numerous pull-off parking areas (identified on site plan) and provided 30 additional parking stalls.  
This plan reduces the amount of pavement, which will allow storm water runoff to be easier to 
manage.  Some of the concerns with this plan include the fact that parking areas require a 10’ 
setback from the road, which is not met with this design.  Parking lot ingress/egress is general 
forward facing and this option requires vehicles to back out into a travel lane.  
 
The second option proposes a 43’ road section (the width the Commission had requested).  
Because of the design of the twin homes and the amount of driveways located next to one another, 
there are limited areas to park along the street. This layout allows for easier garbage pickup.  The 
concern with this plan relates to setbacks. The northeast corner does not meet the rear yard 
requirement of 6’, nor does it account for the area needed for landscape buffers.  
 
The new landscape standard, adopted a few years ago, requires additional landscaping/buffering if 
the rear of the home fronts a major street.  There are three options for this type of orientation, 
based on location, which include: 10-20’ from the road requires trees every 20’, buffer shrubs every 
10’ and a 3’ tall minimum berm; 21-35’ from the road requires trees every 30’ and shrubs ever 20’; 
36-50’ from the road requires trees every 40’ and shrubs every 30’.  The closer the homes are 
located to the street, the denser the landscaping would need to be.  The applicant has not 
submitted specific plans for landscaping.  This situation is unique in respect to the canal which runs 
adjacent to the 200 West sidewalk and is located inside the right-of-way.  Staff is comfortable with 
including the canal space as part of the measurement from the road, however, it would not negate 
less dense landscaping.  The Code requires the landscape buffer area to be separate property so 
as to be maintained by an HOA and provide for uniform screening. 
 
Mr. Holley pointed out that these items have been included in the report as conditions of approval. 
“Unless otherwise approved by the Planning Commission, the internal streets shall have a 
minimum of two vehicular travel lanes, one parallel parking lane, sidewalks on both sides of the 
street and street trees either in a park strip or adjacent to the sidewalk.”  “A minimum 10’ wide 
landscape buffer area adjacent to the 1600 North and 200 West right-of-way shall be established 
on a separate parcel from the residential structures which will be landscaped in accordance to LDC 
§17.14.020.C.6 and maintained by the HOA.  Building setbacks shall account for, and be 
measured from, the landscape buffer property lines.” 
 
Mr. Holley was informed by the City Engineer that the Federal Highway Administration (FHA) 
requires an additional 2’ on integral sidewalks.  The options submitted by the applicant indicate a 4’ 
sidewalk, which would have to be amended to 6’ (increased by 2’ on both sides of the street) to 
meet this requirement. 
 
PROPONENT:  Dan Turner, from Turner Design Engineering, explained that this project was 
originally designed around the definition that interior roads in an MR zone would be privately-
owned and serve as an access between buildings, which would be different than a City road. The 
project layout is based on a 35’ private street with park strip or 31’ without a park strip. He advised 
that it seems as if there is some confusion as to whether this will be a full-functioning street or a 
private road. Having done many of these projects, the amount of traffic will be minimal.  A wide 
road is sometimes good, however, he believes that often narrow roads are better because they 
typically slow down traffic speed, increase awareness, provide more open space and increase 
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buffer areas.  Landscaping is tied to the street section; until a road is defined, it is difficult to design 
the landscaping, however, it will meet all appropriate requirements.  The developer has included 
additional parking, above and beyond the two (2) per unit that is required.  Each unit will have a 2-
car garage as well as the ability to park additional vehicles in the driveway.  Greater road width 
impacts setbacks. The developer would like to have a landscaping berm and fencing – similar to 
what has been done in other projects.  Smaller roads have worked very well in other, similarly-
designed projects.  
 
Craig Champlin advised that he has been developing 55+ projects for 30 years. In an MR-12 zone 
roads are not City streets; they are similar to what is allowed in apartment projects. The City roads, 
in his opinion, are 1600 North and 200 West, however, he pointed out that 200 West is not even 
adjacent to this property because it is on the other side of the canal.  He provided a brief history of 
the widening of the road which included his donation of property. As part of that agreement, the 
City agreed to take possession of all the ground east of the canal and be responsible for 
landscaping, maintenance and any improvements.  He said he has no anticipation for any of the 
roads in this complex being dedicated to the City at any point in the future. There is no zone in the 
City that a project like this can be done without “jumping through so many hoops to get it to work”.  
From the beginning, the intention of this project has been to provide homes at a more affordable 
price point (higher density attached homes) and there is no other place in Logan to do this. He is 
trying to create a good development that will meet a need that is currently not being met. He would 
like to have smaller roads, which will allow for more open space and larger rear yards.  The 
additional parking stalls will back into a private access.  He expressed frustration because he has 
chosen a zone where this type of project can be developed, however, he is “being treated like he is 
in a single-family zone”.  
 
PUBLIC:  Suzanne Thorpe, Meadow Valley Phase 1 HOA President, said she is a proponent of 
having one sidewalk.  Phase I was designed with a sidewalk on one side of the street and they 
have managed fine because there is generally less traffic.  She likes the fact that this will be a 55+ 
community.  Her only request/concern is for there to be at least a 15’ rear yard setback to allow for 
privacy on behalf of the current residents.  
 
COMMISSION:  Chairman Price asked about the canal along the sidewalk on 200 West.  Mr. 
Holley advised that all the safety requirements were met when the sidewalk was installed.  
 
Chairman Price expressed concern regarding how a 35’ road would impact snow removal and 
streetscape. The City has endeavored to limit the amount of parking that takes place along the 
street, however, he noted the counterpoint that cars parked in the right-of-way decrease the 
amount of street that a pedestrian would have to cross safely.  Mr. Holley said staff shares the 
same concerns. 
 
Commissioner Nielson asked how the additional 4’ requirement on integral sidewalks would impact 
the setbacks.  Mr. Holley said it makes them much more difficult to meet unless the floorplans and 
building depths are adjusted.   
 
At Chairman Price’s request, Mr. Holley reviewed the proposed building layout design. 
 
Commissioner Newman pointed out that the General Plan (page 1-5) under General Plan Actions 
(3b) reads “Ensure that all residential streets are complete streets with attractive and well-
maintained pavement, curbs, gutters, park strips with street trees, sidewalks, and bike lanes 
(where designated)”.  The Commission is obligated to ensure that streets and streetscapes are 
complete.  Mr. Holley advised that the City has adopted a wide range of street cross sections that 
may be applicable in different situations; the Commission has the responsibility to determine the 
appropriate cross section in specific situations.   
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Chairman Price noted that the new land use laws call for more specificity and less flexibility.  One 
of the drivers for the Commission will be to look at projects, where in the past, it may have been 
that “we were unable to provide good infrastructure because there was too much flexibility”.  He 
wanted to draw this fact to the Commission’s attention as items are discussed. 
 
Chairman Price noted that since no landscaping details were submitted for review, the bulk of the 
discussion and consideration will the road issue. 
 
Mr. Holley, at Chairman Price’s request for guidance on what would be allowed in an MR-12 zone, 
explained that the applicant provides a fair argument that if this were an apartment complex, the 
road standards would be different.  Mr. Holley does not anticipate any problems, the 2-car garage 
and driveways are more than adequate for this type of development.  The Commission has 
discretion regarding the appropriate choice for the design and layout of the project and how it will fit 
into the specific area.  Regardless of the road cross section that is chosen, landscaping 
requirements will need to be met, which will be reviewed and enforced.  The rear yard minimum 
setback is 10’; the Commission does not have the authority to require it to be 15’ in this case, 
however, the developer can choose 15’.  Mr. Holley pointed out that the landscape buffer is 
separate, and in addition to, the backyard setback on homes fronting 200 West and 1600 North. 
 
Craig Carlston, the City Attorney, advised that the Code, by having a choice of road cross sections, 
is allowing for the Commission to have discretion in determining the most compatible design. 
 
Chairman Price asked how the road would be determined if this were a single-family development.  
Mr. Holley advised that roads would be identified within the Master Transportation Plan, usually 
requiring a 60-66’ right-of-way with a high-back curb, gutter, park strip and sidewalk.  This request 
falls in between a single-family development and an apartment complex. 
 
Chairman Price asked about road design standards within an MR zone. Mr. Holley called attention 
to LDC §17.36.120 “All privately-owned streets and utilities shall be designed, built and maintained 
to the same standard as public streets and utilities”.  Ms. Pollan pointed out that in subdivisions, 
there is generally a consideration to work with the City grid network, however, there are no future 
connections associated in this area. LDC §17.36.130 indicates that “private drives are reserved” so 
the challenge is to determine whether this is a road or a private drive. 
 
Commissioner Ortiz asked about past experience with traffic in 55+ communities.  Mr. Holley said, 
as pointed out by Ms. Thorpe, there is typically less traffic in these developments; there are no 
traffic or parking issues anticipated.  
 
Commissioner Ortiz asked about the differences between a private drive and a private street.  Mr. 
Holley explained that a drive is usually an entrance and/or drive aisle through a surface parking lot 
of a multi-family development, whereas, a street is much more delineated with sidewalks, curbs, 
gutters, etc. Commissioner Ortiz asked who, in this case, would determine what the streets should 
be.  Mr. Holley explained that the Commission has the discretion to make the appropriate 
determination based on the specific development and neighborhood.  
 
Commissioner Newman pointed out that garbage collection should be considered in the 
determination, individual cans located on the street versus a dumpster would make a difference.  
 
Commissioner Goodlander asked if there have been other developments approved with the type of 
roads that are proposed.  Mr. Holley said there are many examples, both good and bad.  The City 
used to permit Planned Unit Developments (PUD) which allowed latitude in exchange for better 
open space.  Many of the projects ended up with substandard roads and problems so the City 
discontinued the PUD option.  
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Commissioner Nielson prefers the 43’ road option, especially considering individual garbage cans.  
He would like to see more specifics on a project with this requirement and suggested a 
continuance to allow the applicant to make the appropriate adjustments to the design.   
 
Commissioner Dickinson agreed and expressed concern about meeting the required setbacks. 
 
Chairman Price said the parking, provided in the 35’ cross section, is not necessary and it might 
work out better by removing it.  He also noted that in addition to the idea that more pavement can 
affect the buffer area, reducing the number of units is also an option. 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Nielson moved to continue PC 17-027 to the July 27, 2017 meeting with 
the request that the applicant provide specific information regarding landscaping and road cross 
sections based upon a 43’ street requirement. Commissioner Newman seconded the motion.  
 
Moved: Commissioner Nielson   Seconded: Commissioner Newman   Approved: 6-0 
Yea:  Dickinson, Goodlander, Ortiz, Price, Newman, Nielson     Nay:      Abstain: 
  
PC 17-029 Hillcrest 1200 East Rezone [Zone Change] – Logan City request to rezone the 
eastern 11 acres of parcel(s) 05-011-0004;-0005 (Johnson Family LLC) from Neighborhood 
Resident NR-6 to NR-4 and rezone parcel 05-011-0015 (LDS Church) from NR-6 to NR-4.  This 
rezone contains approximately 21 acres located at 1100-1250 North 1200 East in the Hillcrest 
Neighborhood.  
 
STAFF:  Mr. Holley reviewed the request to request is to rezone approximately 21 acres in the 
Hillcrest neighborhood from the current zoning designation of Traditional Neighborhood Residential 
(NR-6) to Suburban Neighborhood Residential (NR-4). 
 
This area is the recently approved Logan Station single-family subdivision (32 lots) and the two (2) 
LDS Church student chapels located adjacent to 1100 North. The area is surrounded by NR-4 
zoning to the north and east, Public (PUB) zoning to the south and MR-20 zoning to the west. 
Aside from the LDS Church sites, the land is vacant and undeveloped. The area was formerly used 
for gravel and rock extraction and processing. 
 
Based on recent neighborhood planning and feedback efforts, staff has received requests to 
change some the few remaining open parcels in these areas and review the existing lower-density 
neighborhoods and assign a zoning district that best reflects the existing densities of the area. The 
areas surrounding this site, for the most part, are developed in the manner closer to that of the NR-
4 zoning district.  
 
PUBLIC:  None 
 
COMMISSION: Commissioner Goodlander asked why the LDS church would need to be rezoned 
to NR-4.  Mr. Holley explained that religious institutions are allowed in both NR zones, this change 
will match up the area rather than creating an island of NR-6.  
 
Mr. Holley clarified for Commissioner Ortiz that this request is a follow-up to the Logan Station 
project; in the event that project fails or expires, any new proposals would be required to adhere to 
the NR-4 standards.   
 
Commissioner Newman said this seems to be a wise move and he is in favor of this request. 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Newman moved to forward a recommendation of approval to the 
Municipal Council for a zone change as outlined in PC 17-029 with the findings for approval as 
listed below. Commissioner Ortiz seconded the motion.  
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FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL 
1. The rezone is consistent with the existing neighborhood development pattern.   
2. The rezone is compatible with the General Plan and Future Land Use Plan (FLUP) because 

these areas are identified as Detached Residential (DR).  
3. The rezone will ensure new development is done in a more compatible manner to that of the 

surrounding neighborhoods.   
4. The streets and infrastructure servicing these areas are sufficient in size and capacity to 

support NR-4 land uses. 
 
Moved: Commissioner Newman    Seconded: Commissioner Ortiz    Approved: 6-0 
Yea:  Dickinson, Goodlander, Ortiz, Price, Newman, Nielson   Nay:      Abstain: 
  
PC 17-030 LDC Amendment – 17.17 District & Corridor Uses [Code Amendment] – Logan City 
requests an amendment to the Land Development Code Chapter 17.17 District & Corridor Uses to 
update Table 17.17.030 (Allowed Uses). 
 
STAFF:  Ms. Pollan reviewed the request for modifications to LDC§17.17 to alter the formatting of 
some categories and use allowances in the Residential Uses section and make modifications to 
use allowances in some zones for eleven (11) use categories.   
 
Residential Uses 
The current format of the Residential Uses section includes a footnote (1) that clarifies the 
Residential occupancy land use category.  Staff is proposing to move the footnote language to the 
Land Use description box as it applies to all District & Corridor zones.  The category will now read: 
“Residential occupancy of a dwelling unit by a family, or no more than three unrelated individuals.  
The residential units shall be accessory to the primary commercial use(s) and shall be contained 
within the walls of the primary structure (e.g., mixture of uses within the same building).”  This use 
will still be permitted in the TC, COM, MU, and CC zones. 
 

 
 
This Land Use category has an asterisk that provides further regulation for caretaker apartments.  
This use will be moved to its own Land Use Category and allowed by Conditional Use Permit in the 
CS and IP zones.  This change is also to clarify the formatting to make it more legible in the Code. 
 
The Residential Use change is allowance for Dormitories, Fraternities, and Sororities.  They have 
been allowed by Conditional Use Permit in the TC, COM, and MU zones in the current Code since 
2011 and there were allowances in the previous Code.  No student housing, fraternities or 
sororities have been proposed in the TC, COM, or MU zones so there has not been a need to 
provide for them in these areas and it would be appropriate to limit them to the Campus 
Residential, CR-40, zone where they are allowed by Conditional Use Permit currently. 
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Commercial Uses 
 

 

 

One modification is proposed in the Commercial Uses category.  “Bank, savings and loans, or 
credit union facilities” are proposed to change from “N”- not permitted in the Gateway-GW zone to 
a “P”- permitted use.  The only area that the City currently has GW zoned property is on the 
northwest part of town along 2500 North and approximately 1200-1400 West.  The GW zone has 
been replaced in all other areas with an overlay zone.  There are no proposed developments for 
this area, this is a consideration that it is a use that would be appropriate in a GW zone. 
 
Sales and Service 
Six (6) categories are proposed to have modified allowances. 
 

 
 
A “hardware store and a studio, photographer, artist, music, dance, and drama” are currently not 
permitted in the Industrial Park (IP) zone.  There are similar uses in the IP zone, such as contractor 
supply stores that are permitted and a number of similar existing businesses in the IP area that it 
seemed appropriate to adjust this category.  The studio change is proposed as there may be an 
artist or dance facility that may be interested in spaces that the IP zone provides.  A change was 
made to the “studio, health and fitness” category to allow it in the IP zone in 2013 as some 
industrial spaces were attractive to businesses like cross-fit studios.  This is a similar nature where 
other studio-type uses may be looking for industrial spaces to meet their needs. 
 
“ATVs, motorcycle, and snowmobile sales and rental” is proposed to be moved from not permitted 
in the Commercial (COM) zone to allowed by Conditional Use Permit (C).  Auto sales are allowed 
by conditional use in the COM zone and this use and impacts are similar in nature.   
 
A “welding or machine shop” is being proposed to change from a permitted use to requiring a 
Conditional Use Permit.  As most of the COM-zoned areas are along major roads in the City, this 
would allow the Planning Commission to review the use for potential impacts prior to operation in 
these corridors. 
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“Gasoline, petroleum products storage (home heating exempt)” is being proposed to change from 
permitted in the COM zone to requiring a Conditional Use Permit.  The CS zone would change 
from being not permitted to allowed with a Conditional Use Permit.  The storage may include above 
ground or below ground tanks and the Conditional Use Permit allows for the site design and 
storage to be reviewed by the Planning Commission to mitigate any potential impacts. 
 
Industrial Uses 
Four (4) categories are proposed to have modified allowances. 
 

 
 
“Contractor supply store” is proposed to change from not permitted to permitted by Conditional Use 
Permit in the COM zone.  The COM zone allows uses such as a hardware store as a permitted use 
and this use is similar in nature and impact but would allow for review and noticing with a 
Conditional Use Permit. 
 
The CS zone is designated to fill the need between Industrial and Commercial land uses.  It is to 
provide alternative locations for light manufacturing and warehouse uses to support construction 
and manufacturing trades.  Presently, “warehousing and contractor’s storage yard of heavy 
equipment” are not permitted when they may be appropriate in certain locations and at certain 
scales. The City is proposing to modify them from not permitted to permitted by Conditional Use.   
 
Staff does not believe that “enclosed wrecking or salvage facilities” would be appropriate in the 
Commercial zone or meet the intent of the zone and is proposing that they no longer be permitted. 
 
PUBLIC: None 
 
COMMISSION: Chairman Price asked about ATV/Recreational Vehicle repair allowances.  Ms. 
Pollan said there are two categories – Auto Service and Auto Repair.  Auto Service is usually 
performed onsite (i.e. lube, tire or oil change, quick service) and Auto Repair is more extensive (i.e. 
a body shop) and is only allowed in the Commercial Services (CS) and Industrial (IP) zones.  Auto 
Service is permitted in the Commercial (COM) zone.  Chairman Price noted that often locations 
that sell ATV’s also do repairs.   
 
Chairman Price questioned the wording in the Industrial Uses section (page 3 of the report) 
“Presently, warehousing and contractor’s storage yard of heavy equipment are not permitted when 
they may be appropriate in certain locations and at certain scales” which prohibits any possible 
control. He would prefer to see this wording removed and reviewed.  
 
Commissioner Newman asked if quick check cashing services were differentiated from banks, 
savings and loans, or credit unions.  Ms. Pollan explained that are classified under different uses.  
She also noted that the City regulates and limits check cashing services based upon population.  
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Chairman Price expressed concern with allowing dance studios in the Industrial zone.  It is allowed 
because there are large enough buildings to accommodate that type of use, however, it is not the 
best use for that zone and there is concern for the safety of children getting in and out of vehicles.  
Commissioner Nielson agreed.   
 
Commissioner Nielson said the wording “certain locations and certain scale” is confusing and can 
create debate.  Chairman Price agreed and noted that if a use is allowable then it must be 
approved and there should be a way to differentiate where uses might be appropriate.  He believes 
this wording is too broad in regards to this particular issue. 
 
Commissioner Goodlander asked if making it a conditional use would solve the problem.  
Chairman Price said a conditional use has to be allowed if it is a permissible use, however, the 
Commission can require mitigating conditions. 
 
Commissioner Ortiz commended the change to limiting dormitories, fraternities and sororities to the 
Campus Residential (CR) zone, near the University.  Chairman Price noted that USU is not the 
only educational institution and asked how this might impact other facilities.  Ms. Pollan explained 
that it is only permitted as a conditional use in the CR zone.  Chairman Price agreed that it is a 
good idea to keep student resources close to the University.  
 
Commissioner Nielson asked about the difference between a dormitory and a student housing 
development.  Mr. Holley said it relates to the floorplan, layout and amenities.  More modern 
dormitories are moving toward apartment-style design.  
 
MOTION: Commissioner Nielson moved to forward a recommendation of approval to the 
Municipal Council for an amendment to the Land Development Code as outlined in PC 17-030 with 
the findings for approval as listed below with consideration regarding the uses allowed within the 
Industrial Park (IP) zone (i.e. studios) and wording, specifically under the CS zone. Commissioner 
Newman seconded the motion.  
 
FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL 
1. Utah State Law authorizes local Planning Commissions to recommend ordinance changes to 

the legislative body (Municipal Council).   
2. The amendment is in conformance with the requirements of Logan Municipal Code Title 17.51. 
3. The amendment provides clarification to the formatting and intent of residential uses in the 

District & Corridor zones. 
4. The amendment is minor in nature and consistent with the intent and impacts associated with 

the land use zones.          
5. The provisions of the amendment are consistent with the overall goals and objectives of the 

Logan General Plan. 
6. No public comment has been received regarding the amendment. 
 
Moved: Commissioner Nielson    Seconded: Commissioner Newman    Approved: 6-0 
Yea:  Dickinson, Goodlander, Ortiz, Price, Newman, Nielson   Nay:      Abstain: 
  
PC 17-031 LDC Amendment – MR Zone Development Standards [Code Amendment] – Logan 
City requests an amendment to the Land Development Code Chapter 17.13 Neighborhood 
Residential Zone Structure Type (Table 17.13.030); amend Chapter 17.15 Specific Development 
Standards Residential Zones Section(s) 17.15.080 (MR-9), 17.15.090 (MR-12), and 17.15.110 
(MR-30) to clarify the specific development standards in the MR-9 and MR-12 zones and establish 
building length and mass standards in all the Mixed Residential (MR) zones. 
 
STAFF:  Mr. Holley reviewed the request for modification to Section 17.13.030 (Structure Type 
Table) of the Land Development Code for allowance of townhomes and attached multi-dwelling 
units (4-plex or smaller) in the MR-9 zoning district.  
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The proposal includes modifications to §17.15 (Mixed Residential Development Standards) 
concerning lot size in the MR-9 zone and building length and mass in all MR zones. 
 
Staff considers townhomes, duplexes, triplexes and 4-plexes appropriate structure types in the 
MR-9 zone, if enough density and acreage is acquired because of the relatively smaller scale of 
these structures as compared to larger multi-family structure types. The MR-9 is the only zoning 
district that has minimum lot size requirements. Minimum lots sizes make subdividing problematic 
when dealing with townhome or twin-home projects. Some of the new language recently adopted 
concerning building length and mass for the CR zone is now proposed to carry throughout the rest 
of the MR zoning districts with shorter lengths for the lower-density MR zones. The significant 
breaks (large areas of articulation) are now being proposed for all MR zones to help break up the 
overall building mass.  
 
PUBLIC:  Jeannie Simmonds was a member of the Planning Commission when the MR-9 zone 
was established.  The intent was for it to serve as a transition between a residential and a higher 
occupied zone.  This zone can be an important tool if used judiciously, however, she is unsure of 
all the changes being proposed, especially allowance for long stretches of buildings.  It is important 
to consider the visual impacts that that building lengths and setbacks will have.  There is a 
requirement for most commercial uses to have parking located in the rear and she wondered if this 
would be appropriate in MR developments.  
 
April Mortensen encouraged the Commission, when considering protections between NR and MR 
zones, that it also be applied to residential areas that border Town Center (TC).     
 
COMMISSION:  Commissioner Nielson expressed concern with the proposed wording in LDC 
§17.15.090 “The length of a building, regardless of building type, along a street frontage or a 
common property boundary adjacent to a Neighborhood Residential zone, shall not exceed 175 
feet in length and for every 100 feet of building length, shall include at least one significant break in 
the vertical wall plan with a minimum depth of at least 8 feet, a minimum length of at least 20 feet 
and running the full height of the building.”  Chairman Price noted that this is due to the fact that 
architects and developers do not like to have to put in multiple elevators and the requirement for 
jogs in the building can provide for more internal connections.  
 
Mr. Holley outlined the current MR-9 areas on the zoning map.  The zone was established in 2013 
with no specific areas designated as such.  The intent was to provide zoning options for various 
projects (I.e. Rosehill and Sugar Plum Townhomes).  The total area zoned MR-9 at this time totals 
15 acres.  The impetus for creation of the zone was to provide a balance between a Neighborhood 
Residential zone and the MR-12 zone and provide more flexibility within the MR areas.  
 
Chairman Price pointed out that this is a broadly drafted change (changes from MR-9 to MR-30 
areas).  He would like to see more thought put forward regarding some of the details.  
 
Commissioner Nielson said he is uncomfortable with the building length that would be allowed; it 
could be almost the entire length of a block, and what the impacts to the adjacent neighbors might 
be.  He prefers visible separation between buildings and is worried about the ambiguity trying to 
meet the intent might create.   
 
Commissioner Newman asked if there have been any interest or requests, outside of the Campus 
Residential zone, for long stretches of buildings.  He agrees that the length seems too long and 
could change the neighborhood, traffic and pedestrian movement and Logan’s current “down 
home” feel.  Mr. Holly said there are occasional requests and pointed out an example of 13 
townhomes (250’ long) in the area adjacent to the golf course (directly south of the road).   
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Chairman Price said locations that are currently identified as MR-9 are probably the only areas that 
will have this zone, however, this could be used as a transitional area in the future.  He is worried 
that applicants will choose the MR-12 zone rather than the MR-9 zone because they have basically 
the same requirements.  Going from an NR zone to an MR-12 zone will have an impact and there 
needs to be a better transition.  He is not willing to move forward with MR zones until there is a 
better idea as to how they will effectively function.  He understands the intent of the language that 
a private street should meet the requirements of a public road, however, that has not been 
challenged in a way that the City can foresee the possible outcome.  There is a need for better 
understanding regarding how circulation will be carried out.  The MR-30 zone is only different from 
the CR zone in the aspect that it requires some commercial.  There needs to be sensitivity afforded 
to residents with concerns.  He would like to see standards set that are more restrictive and 
provide incentives and opportunities for proponents to go above and beyond the minimum 
standards.  There is a need, based on land use law, to move in a direction where there is more 
control and suggested input from some of the working committees to move forward in a more 
thoughtful direction. 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Newman moved to continue discussion of PC 17-031 to the September 
28, 2017 meeting. Commissioner Ortiz seconded the motion.  
 
Moved: Commissioner Newman    Seconded: Commissioner Ortiz    Approved: 6-0 
Yea:  Dickinson, Goodlander, Ortiz, Price, Newman, Nielson    Nay:      Abstain: 
  
PC 17-032 Ms. Heather’s Home Daycare [Conditional Use Permit] Heather Bubel/Adam Kropf, 
authorized agent/owner, request an in-home daycare for up to 15 children and two additional 
employees to operate between 7:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. with staggered drop-off and pick-up times 
located at 122 East 200 South in the Neighborhood Residential (NR-6) zone; TIN 02-012-0021. 
 
STAFF:  Ms. Pollan advised that the applicant had withdrawn the request. 
 
WORKSHOP ITEMS for July 27, 2017   

� PC 17-034 400 N. 100 W. Rezone 
 
Meeting adjourned at 7:52 p.m. 
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Minutes approved as written and digitally recorded for the Logan City Planning Commission 
meeting of July 13, 2017. 
 
 
 
 
___________________________________  ___________________________________ 
Michael A. DeSimone     Russ Price 
Community Development Director   Planning Commission Chairman   
 
 
 
 
___________________________________  ___________________________________ 
Russ Holley      Amber Pollan 
Senior Planner      Senior Planner  
 
 
 
 
___________________________________    
Debbie Zilles        
Administrative Assistant         
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


