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     PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 
              Meeting of October 11, 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, October 11, 2018. Chairman Butterfield called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m. 
 

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

Staff Present: Mike DeSimone, Russ Holley, Amber Pollan, Kymber Housley, Debbie Zilles, Bill 
Young, Jeannie Simmonds (Council liaison)  
 

Minutes from the September 27, 2018 meeting were reviewed. Commissioner Newman moved that 
the minutes be approved as submitted; seconded by Commissioner Goodlander and approved 
unanimously.  
 

PUBLIC HEARING 

 
STAFF:  Mr. Holley reviewed the request to subdivide and develop 150 townhomes on a 16.69-
acre property. The property is currently vacant and fronts onto 1800 South and 1100 West along 
the north and east side of the parcel. The generally flat property has a canal that bisects the site 
along with an area of standing water, currently being considered for wetland mitigation, near the 
south border. 1800 South and 1100 West do not have curb, gutter and sidewalk along the property 
frontage. The property has primarily been used for agricultural and grazing purposes in the past.  
 
He pointed out specific issues associated with this project site, including the street grid layout, 
wetland areas and adjacent land uses. Additional street grid connectivity should be considered, 
especially where adjacent vacant future growth areas will be limited by this project. Once the 
streets are established, building orientation, alleyway alignment, front-facing garage door width, 
setbacks and facade variation become interconnected. Staff finds that full Code compliance with 
building orientation may be difficult given the shape of the wetlands and location of the 1280 West 
intersection near the corner of the project site. More could be done to better prioritize street-facing 
building orientation in the site layout. Numerous buildings orient to the street and the layout 
struggles with a design balance between front-facing garage units and alleyway accessed units. 
Front-facing garage doors on such narrow townhome structures make compliance with garage 
width almost impossible and create driveway groupings onto a street that are unsafe and visually 
dominate, something the Code discourages. With townhome structures, wall breaks can be 
created along unit lines. Open space and amenities, except for the tot-lot area, are scattered into 
numerous smaller spaces throughout the project. Staff contemplates whether they would be better 
utilized and more meaningful to the residents if they were consolidated into fewer larger areas. The 
Planning Commission can utilize the discretional authority given to the decision-making body as 
per LDC §17. 43.080 for limited adjustments to the requirements of this project. The Commission 
needs to thoroughly justify any adjustments with unique findings for overall fairness and 
consistency for future community development projects.   

PC 18-034 Woodmoore Point [Subdivision & Design Review Permit] Sterling Land Holdings, 
LLC/Wesethel, LLC, authorized agent/owner, request a 150-unit subdivision on 16.69 acres 
located at 1800 South 1100 West in the Mixed Residential (MR-9) zone; TIN 03-005-0003 
(Woodruff Neighborhood). 
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This is the reference used during the following discussions.  Note: the letter on the building 
corresponds to a building design.  
 
PROPOPENT:  Jeff Jackson, from Visionary Homes, is working with the property owner to the 
south about extending 1280 West to the end of the property. There are only 3 acres of property to 
the south and only .5 acres that could ever be developed. They have delineated the wetland 
boundaries and have submitted them to the Army Corps of Engineers for federal approval.  The 
objective is to not disturb any wetland area. Units along 1850 and 1900 South will be redesigned 
and will no longer be front-loaded. The units on 1280 West would still be front-loaded and he asked 
for consideration because they are unable to move 1280 West over to put in an alley behind those 
units without causing intersection problems.  If building ‘FBBF’ on the southwest side of the project, 
is considered as a whole rather than individual units, it makes the garage width ratio 49% (within 
the Code requirement).  The 6-plex structure on the west side will be redesigned with different end 
units to meet the variation requirement. The 4-plex on the northwest is over the 50% allowance, it 
is difficult to find a way to make this meet the requirement. Shifting doors and creating side 
porches can be done. He is concerned with requiring an 8’ deep building break on buildings 100’ or 
longer.  Because of the design, this would result in a reduction in parking. There are other ways to 
break up the façade, such as varying roof lines. Townhome projects have the property line as the 
footprint of the unit.  The area outside of the unit is a commonly maintained area. The idea of large 
setbacks on privately owned units can create problems. Mr. Holley said setbacks are typically 
measured from a fee-titled property line; in this case it could be considered the sidewalk or 
adjacent building. There can be confusion between a condominium subdivision versus a fee-title 
subdivision. Condo lines do not need to adhere to building setbacks.  A fee-title property line 
(which is what the applicant is requesting) requires building setbacks and adequate fire openings.  
Paul Taylor, the Chief Building Official was not in attendance at the meeting to provide further 
information.   
 
Commissioner Goodlander said reducing lot sizes was discussed during the MR-9 zoning 
designation conversation and questioned whether that would be different because of HOA 
involvement.  Mr. Holley said lot sizes are only associated with a detached, single-family homes; 
setbacks have always been addressed.  
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Mr. Housley suggested following up with Mr. Taylor for clarification, however, this item should not 
preclude the Commission from a decision. 
 
PUBLIC: None 
   
COMMISSION: Chairman Butterfield noted that as an officer at USU and Goldenwest Credit 
Unions, they do business with Visionary Homes, however, he stands to receive no financial gain 
from this relationship and no recusal is needed.  

 
Commissioner Croshaw asked why UDOT would not consider putting in another traffic light.  Mr. 
Holley said it is too close to the new 1000 West intersection. Based upon the categorization of the 
highway, signal lights are allowed at specified distances to allow for the speed of traffic.  
 
Commissioner Croshaw asked about figuring out the wetlands. Mr. Holley explained that the 
proposal does not plan to touch any of the currently designated areas. If areas are not disturbed, 
there is no need to replace them. If a wetland is disturbed, it would have to be mitigated through 
new wetlands, either somewhere else on the site or in the same watershed. Mitigation is a system 
devised to ensure that ecological loss, especially to wetlands and streams resulting from various 
development work, is compensated for by the preservation and restoration of wetlands, natural 
habitats, streams, etc. in other areas, so that there is no net loss to the environment. To mitigate 
means to reduce the severity of something, in this case, the damage caused to the environment. 
Depending on the classification of the wetland, it might require a 2-1 or 3-1 replacement ratio.  The 
boundaries are currently being reviewed by the Army Corps of Engineers for approval.   
 
Commissioner Croshaw asked how the impervious surfaces are counted.  Mr. Holley said they are 
counted for in terms of runoff and requiring a developer to maintain the amount of runoff on site.  
 
Mr. Holley clarified for Commissioner Goodlander that the canal is proposed to be piped. 
 
Commissioner Nielson asked about the rear setbacks near the flag lot.  Mr. Holley said they 
comply and noted that a sewer line runs through that area and the easement would remain.  
 
Commissioner Ortiz asked about the nearest school and park. Mr. Holley said Woodruff 
Elementary is twelve blocks to the north and the closest park would be Trapper Trails Park at 1800 
South 1600 West. There is also a spur from the Logan River Trail that runs between the mobile 
home park and the duplexes.  
 
Chairman Butterfield asked for clarification from the staff report regarding “Staff finds that the 
Planning Commission could utilize discretional authority given to the decision-making body as per 
LDC 17.43.080 for limited adjustments to the requirements of this project, but cautions the 
Commission to thoroughly justify any adjustments with unique findings for overall fairness and 
consistency for future community development projects”.  Mr. Holley explained that the Code 
allows the Commission discretion in making design adjustments, which sets up two different types 
of criteria, a 10% allowance based on a numerical standard and the other is unlimited discretion for 
certain design issues if there are substantiated findings.  
 
Commissioner Goodlander said the west side front-loaded garage widths seem to be a big 
variance from the allowance.  Mr. Holley said the D buildings would be 64%, however, the F 
buildings are 49%. Using the entire building to base the garage widths from is a fair interpretation.   
 
Commissioner Croshaw is concerned about the number of units that may be approved in 
conjunction to the leeway regarding wetlands.  If the design is rearranged, there may have to be 
units eliminated and questioned whether that would still follow the zoning.  Mr. Holley said the 
project will be required to maintain compliance with the zone.  
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Commissioner Ortiz said he would like to see 1280 West continued further south for connectivity. 
 
Commissioner Newman asked about the garage ratio of Plan D.  Mr. Holley said that would not be 
applicable because the buildings that contain Design D are loaded from the alleyway.  
 
Chairman Butterfield said the ‘FBBF’ building on the southwest side of the development may not 
allow an alley to be put in due to the wetland boundaries, which, if the case, he believes it would be 
fine to allow for an exception to that building.  
 
Chairman Butterfield suggested allowing the ‘AAAA’ building near the wetland border to exceed the 
maximum 50% garage door width.  Mr. Jackson said there are minimum setbacks between the 
buildings, an alley may be able to be run along the west side of the building through the green 
space, which would make it a moot point because it would then be rear loaded.  If the buildings 
need to be moved there may not be enough room.  The F and E designs are single-story (E are 
rear load and F are front load).  On the west buildings, there may be enough space to put the F 
design on the ends. The 50% maximum requirement is very difficult to meet on the 6-plexes.  He 
noted that if 1280 West is extended and becomes a City road, both the buildings on the south end 
will become problematic for the same reason. He asked for a few units that could exceed the 50% 
requirement that they could use strategically in the overall design.  
 
Commissioner Goodlander said another way would be to consider 10% on the total number of 
units. Chairman Butterfield said the Commission is considering the structures rather than individual 
units. Commissioner Dickinson said if Design A and B were lined up in a row, it would just be 
garage doors, which is not aesthetically pleasing.  She said the regulations were put in place for 
these reasons and is concerned that if this allowed, it will have to be allowed for other projects. 
Chairman Butterfield wondered whether a few structures (out of the 37 proposed) would be 
amenable for a variance. Every project is reviewed on its own merits and each has variables and 
mitigating factors that can be taken into consideration.  
 
Mr. Holley pointed out that the conditions of approval set the outer perimeter of the project. The 
developer will have to determine how to design the project to meet the regulations.  
 
Chairman Butterfield said there might be some discretion that can be given due to mitigating 
factors (such as parking).  
 

MOTION: Commissioner Newman moved to amend condition 9 to read “Forward-facing garage 
door widths along street frontages shall not exceed 50% of the overall building width except for 
up to three (3) buildings, not adjacent to one another, may have garage door width ratios of 
up to 64%”.  Commissioner Croshaw seconded the motion.   
 

Moved: Commissioner Newman    Seconded: Commissioner Croshaw    Approved: 7-0 
Yea: Butterfield, Croshaw, Dickinson, Goodlander, Newman, Nielson, Ortiz    Nay:      Abstain: 
 
Mr. Jackson pointed out that on the D Design, the garage doors are 9’, not 16’.  
 
MOTION: Commissioner Newman moved to amend condition 9 to read “Forward-facing garage 
door widths along street frontages shall not exceed 50% of the overall building width except for 
up to three (3) buildings, not adjacent to one another, may have garage door width ratios of 
up to 64%”.  Commissioner Croshaw seconded the motion.   
 

Moved: Commissioner Newman    Seconded: Commissioner Dickinson    Approved: 7-0 
Yea: Butterfield, Croshaw, Dickinson, Goodlander, Newman, Nielson, Ortiz    Nay:      Abstain: 
 
Chairman Butterfield advised that he does not think an 8’ deep wall break is worth the possibility of 
losing parking, especially since the applicant has varied other elements such as roof lines.  



 

Planning Commission Meeting Minutes for October 11, 2018                                                        5 | Page 

 

Commissioner Newman said in this situation, allowing the roof variations and keeping parking is 
certainly a benefit. Commissioner Dickinson agreed that roof heights help break up the articulation. 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Goodlander moved to amend condition 10 to read “For every 100’ of a 
two (2)-story building length along a public street, there shall be one (1) significant wall break that 
is at least 8’ in depth and 20’ in width and continue the entire height of the building.”  
Commissioner Croshaw seconded the motion.   
 

Moved: Commissioner Goodlander   Seconded: Commissioner Croshaw    Approved: 7-0 
Yea: Butterfield, Croshaw, Dickinson, Goodlander, Newman, Nielson, Ortiz    Nay:      Abstain: 
 
Commissioner Ortiz said it is important to look at the context of connectivity, which is a City goal. 
He would like to see 1280 West to extend to the south.  Mr. Holley said the applicant is negotiating 
with the property owner to the south, there is not much land that is developable.  Currently it is 
slated as a 20’ wide alley, if it is changed to a City street, it would require a 60’ to 66’ wide right-of-
way.  The Public Works could consider a modified cross section since it will be such a small 
service area. Mr. Housley noted that because three accesses are required (this would be 
considered a fourth) that it should be encouraged rather than required.   
 
MOTION: Commissioner Ortiz moved to amend condition 7 to read “A minimum of three (3) street 
connections shall be provided for neighborhood and street grid connectivity. A fourth connection, 
if possible, will connect the property to the south via 1280 West and may have a modified 
cross section because of the limited development potential to the south.”  Commissioner 
Dickinson seconded the motion.   
 

Moved: Commissioner Ortiz   Seconded: Commissioner Dickinson   Approved: 7-0 
Yea: Butterfield, Croshaw, Dickinson, Goodlander, Newman, Nielson, Ortiz    Nay:      Abstain: 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Nielson moved to amend condition 4 to read “Building setbacks shall be 
reviewed and approved on an individual building basis and comply with the MR-9 requirements of 
15’ front yard, 8’ side yard, 0’ common wall side and 10’ rear yard.”  Commissioner Goodlander 
seconded the motion.   
 

Moved: Commissioner Nielson   Seconded: Commissioner Goodlander    Approved: 7-0 
Yea: Butterfield, Croshaw, Dickinson, Goodlander, Newman, Nielson, Ortiz    Nay:      Abstain: 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Newman moved to approve a Subdivision & Design Review Permit for  
PC 18-034 with the amended conditions and findings for approval as listed below. Commissioner 
Dickinson seconded the motion.  
 

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

Department. 
2. 150 building lots and remainder open space is approved with this subdivision. The areas 

labeled as remainder and/or open space shall be listed as non-buildable and only contain 
landscaping or accessory subdivision amenities. 

3. The final plat for the subdivision shall be recorded within one year unless an extension of time 
is granted as per the Land Development Code (LDC). The subdivision may be phased as per 
LDC regulations. 

4. Building setbacks shall be reviewed and approved on an individual lot basis and comply with 
the MR-9 requirements of 15’ front yard, 8’ side yard, 0’ common wall side and 10’ rear yard.   

5. Townhome buildings in the MR-9 zone shall have a maximum occupancy of one family or no 
more than three (3) unrelated people within each dwelling unit. 

6. Buildings adjacent to NR zones shall be limited to 150’ in length and all buildings shall not 
exceed 200’ in length. 
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7. A minimum of three (3) street connections shall be provided for neighborhood and street grid 
connectivity. A fourth connection, if possible, will connect the property to the south via 1280 
West and may have a modified cross section because of the limited development potential to 
the south. 

8. Buildings placed adjacent to streets shall be oriented with primary entrances and front facades 
oriented towards the street.  

9. Forward-facing garage door widths along street frontages shall not exceed 50% of the overall 
building width, except for up to three (3) buildings, not adjacent to one another, may have 
garage door width ratios of up to 64%.  

10. For every 100’ of a two-story building length along a public street, there shall be one (1) 
significant wall break that is at least 8’ in depth and 20’ in width and continue the entire height 
of the building.  

11. No two adjacent buildings shall have the same street facing facade design and must vary at 
least four (4) out of the eight (8) design categories listed in the LDC 17.09.040.  

12. All buildings placed adjacent to streets shall have convenient and delineated sidewalks 
connecting the building to the street. Pedestrian circulation shall be provided throughout open 
space and amenity areas of the project. 

13. Alleyways do not require sidewalks, with the one exception of the central north/south alley 
aligning with the intersection of 1800 South and Emme Street.  

14. A minimum of two (2) parking stalls per unit shall be provided. If intended for parking, 
driveways shall be a minimum of 20’ in length.  

15. A Performance Landscaping Plan, prepared in accordance with LDC §17.32, be submitted for 
approval to the Community Development Department prior to the issuance of the building 
permit. The plan shall include the following: 

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

b. Open and usable outdoor areas shall total a minimum of 218,104 SF.   
c. A total number 333 trees and 834 shrubs, perennials and grasses shall be provided. 

25% of the trees shall be evergreen. 
16. All dumpsters shall be placed outside of front setbacks and visually screened or buffered 

from public streets by using fencing, walls and landscaping. Dumpsters should be placed 
adjacent to alleyways where possible in accordance with Environmental Department 
requirements. 

17. Storm-water retention/detention surface ponds or basins shall be positioned outside of the 
front setback and screen with dense vegetation from street views.  

18. All streets adjacent to or within the development shall be improved to current city standards 
and specifications.   

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

20. Exterior lighting, including gas canopy lighting, shall be concealed source, down-cast and 
shall not illuminate or cast light onto adjacent properties.   

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

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

23. Prior to 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. Environmental  

i. Provide approximately 10-12 different double front-load dumpster sites. 
ii. A minimum 60’ straight on access to the dumpsters is required.  
iii. Minimum inside measurement of a double enclosure is 22’ wide x 10’ deep. No gates 

required. 
iv. Place bollards in the back and on the corners to protect the walls. 
v. Any distance requiring the trucks to back up over 150 feet will need a turnaround at the end.  
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b. Water  
i. All landscape irrigation connected to Logan City water must have high-hazard backflow 

protection and be tested. 
ii. All points of water use must comply with 2015 IPC and Utah amendments during and after 

construction. 
iii. Water meter setters must meet current Logan City standards. 

c. Engineering   
i. City will perform a traffic impact study of development impacts to 1800 South with primary 

focus at access points to 1800 South from the development.  The study will also require a 
UDOT Level III traffic impact study for the intersection of 1800 South and SR-252 (1000 
West).  This impact study will be done by the City but will paid by the developer. 

ii. 1850/1900 South shall be considered a Minor Collector per Master Plan and shall be a 66’ 
right-of-way.  

iii. Plat has indicated that there are wetlands per the National Wetland Inventory. Developer 
shall conduct a wetland delineation of site with US Army Corps approval. Any wetlands in 
right of way to deeded to City shall be mitigated as approved by the US Army Corps prior to 
plat recording. 

iv. Provide water shares for increased demand to City system for both indoor and outdoor uses 
per Utah Administrative Code R309-510-7. 

v. Storm Water shall be designed and constructed per Logan City Standards. This shall include 
Low Impact Design features for onsite containment throughout the development for the 90% 
storm event. 

vi. Provide CC&R’s for a Home Owners Association to maintain storm water onsite post 
construction Best Management Practices and all common areas. 

vii. Lane offsets on 1200 West through 1800 South shall not exceed 2’ 
viii. All utilities/infrastructure shall be designed and constructed per City Standards 
ix. Geotech report shall be done and provide as a minimum the California Bearing Ratio (CBR) 

of the road pavement subgrade and the historical high-water table.  The minimum pavement 
section of all public roads shall be 3”-asphalt, 4” untreated base course, and 12” granular 
borrow.  Pavement section may be greater if in the determination the Geotech Engineer the 
subgrade CBR dictates a greater pavement section. 

d. Fire   
i. Install fire apparatus turnarounds on all dead-end roads and driveways longer than 150’ from 

a fire apparatus access point, (which is within 150’ of all points on buildings as measured by 
an approved route around the exterior). Provide site plan. IFC 503 

ii. Install all fire apparatus access roads to accommodate the following fire apparatus 
specifications: Inside turn 17’, curb to curb 32’, wall to wall 36’.  Provide CAD drawing 
indicating two tracks. IFC 503 

iii. All roads shall be maintained with 20’ clear with for emergency apparatus access.  Roads 
without sufficient width to allow parking shall be signed “No Parking”. IFC 503 

iv. Install fire hydrants such that all points of buildings, as measured by an approved route 
around the exterior is within 600’ of a fire hydrant. Provide site plan. IFC 507 

v. Provide a completed fire flow water supply analysis.   
 

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

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

2. The project conforms to the requirements of Logan Municipal Code Title 17. 
3. The Commission did not consider the building adjacent to the street, along 1300 East, because 

of the larger setback. 
4. The project provides adequate open and usable outdoor space in conformance with Title 17. 
5. The project provides off-street parking in compliance with the Land Development Code. 
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6. The project meets the goals and objectives of the MR-20 zoning designation within the General 
Plan by providing high-quality projects designed in a way for easy circulation of both pedestrians 
and vehicles.  

7. The project complies with the maximum height, density and building design standards and is in 
conformance with Title 17. 

8. The project met the minimum public noticing requirements of the LDC and Municipal Code. 
9. The surrounding streets provide access, utilities and are adequate in size and design to 

sufficiently handle all traffic modes and infrastructure related to the land use.  
 

Moved: Commissioner Newman    Seconded: Commissioner Dickinson    Approved: 7-0 
Yea: Butterfield, Croshaw, Dickinson, Goodlander, Newman, Nielson, Ortiz    Nay:      Abstain: 
 
WORKSHOP ITEMS FOR OCTOBER 25, 2018  

 PC 18-035 Michael Cooper Building (Design Review) 
 PC 18-036 Denik-Vooray Building (Design Review) 
 PC 18-037 Gossner Warehouse Addition (Design Review) 
 PC 18-038 Amber Fields Phase 3 Rezone (Zone Change) 
 PC 18-039 Calvary Church Relocation (Conditional Use)  

 

Commercial/Industrial Fence Standards – Code Amendment 
Mr. DeSimone explained that there has been a request to consider a Code amendment to the 
Commercial & Industrial Fence standards to allow for a 6’ high fence in the front yard. Prior to 
processing a formal application, he wanted the Commission’s input on the topic. Currently, a 4’ 
high fence is allowed in the front yard (within front setback) or a 6’ high fence is permitted behind 
the front yard setback (Industrial front setback - 20’). The request to change the standard is based 
on the belief that industrial property owners are losing valuable land within the 20’ setback area 
that could be used for storage, processing, parking, or some other ancillary type of use, and a 4’ 
high fence is inadequate in securing their property.  
 

The existing Code language is as follows: 
§17.30.120 Fences and Walls – Commercial & Industrial Standards 

A. Front Yards.  
Fences and walls are allowed in the front yard provided they do not exceed a 
maximum height of four (4) feet.     

B. Side and Rear Yards. 
Fences and wall are allowed in the side and rear yard provided they do not exceed a 
maximum height of eight (8) feet.   

C. Corner Lots.   
1. Any fence or wall within the front yard shall not exceed four (4) feet in height.   
2. In the side yard fronting on a street, a fence or wall located within the side setback is 

permitted provided the fence or wall does not exceed a maximum height of six (6) 
feet, shall be located outside of the minimum 40’ sight distance triangle and is 
located behind the front plane of the building.       

D. Lots with Multiple Frontages.    
1. Any fence or wall within the rear yard setback shall not exceed six (6) feet in height.  

Fences or walls outside of the rear yard setback and outside the 40’ sight distance 
triangle shall not exceed eight (8) feet in height.   

2. The yard area located between the fence and public sidewalk shall be landscaped 
and maintained by the property owner.    

E. Fence Posts, Gate Posts, Pillars, and Support Columns.  
Such structures may extend 12 inches above the maximum fence height when 
separated by at least six (6) linear feet of fencing. 

F. Measurement of Fence Height.  
The fence height shall be measured from the highest existing grade within a ten (10) 
foot radius of the proposed fence location. It is prohibited to build grade up to a higher 
level to increase the height of a fence.   
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G. Measurement of Fence Height on top of a retaining wall. 
The combined height of a fence and a retaining wall shall not exceed ten (10) feet in 
height as measured from the bottom of the wall (6’ max fence height and 4’ max 
retaining wall height).     

H. Prohibited Fences. 
1. Razor wire;  
2. Electrically charged fencing, unless associated with an agricultural operation; 
3. Highly reflective or metallic fencing or wall materials;  
4. Tarps, stacked debris or similar materials are not permitted as fencing or wall 

material; or 
5. No fences are allowed within 15’ of the top of canal bank unless written approval is 

granted by the canal company. 
 

There are some challenges with modifying the fencing standard to allow a 6’ high instead of a 4’ 
high fence in the front yard of the industrial zone, with the purpose of allowing for additional 
storage, parking, etc. 
 

First, outdoor storage in the front yard is only permitted up to the front setback line and not all the 
way out to the street (17.62).  
 

“Storage (Outdoor)” means the use of open areas of the lot (except the front yard) for 
storage of items used for non-retail or industrial trade, merchandise inventory, bulk 
materials such as sand, gravel, building materials, and landscaping materials.  Outdoor 
storage shall also include contractors’ yards or recycling areas.  

 

Second, parking in the Industrial zone is only permitted behind the front setback line and not all the 
way out to the street (17.31.150).  
 

Third, the front yard, regardless of fence height and/or location, is required to be landscaped 
(17.32.040 & 17.32.070). 
 

Regardless of fence height and/or fence location in the front yard in the industrial zone, the area in 
question (area between front property line and 20’ setback line), is not permitted for outdoor 
storage, is not permitted for parking, and is required to be landscaped. In addition to these practical 
considerations, there is also the overall aesthetic consideration of the Industrial Code language. 
The intent behind these regulations is to encourage a beautification of commercial and industrial 
areas (see intent language below): 
 

17.10.130: Industrial (I) Development Standards  
The Industrial (I) designation supports 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. Industrial areas are not 
intended for residential development. 

 

One alternative is to modify the standard to allow for a 6’ high fence at 10’ and require landscaping, 
but the problem with this is that the Code already requires the landscaping and still limits the use of 
the property. Changing the fence standards requires the other standards to be amended as well.  
 
Staff presented photos of existing areas for the Commission to review.  Mr. DeSimone said that 
staff’s position is to keep the existing rules in place. There are good examples as to where/how it 
has been applied. 
 
Commissioner Nielson if the fence is brought out the curb, then more stuff could be stored closer to 
the curb.  He prefers that it be kept the way it is.   
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Mr. Holley pointed out that 20% open space is required so landscaping is required somewhere on 
the project.  
 
Commissioner Newman said a fence next to the sidewalk is the same feeling as having a wall 
there.  Chairman Butterfield agreed.  
 
Commissioner Neilson questioned where snow removal would be put if a fence came all the way to 
the sidewalk.  
 
Chairman Butterfield said there are areas within the Industrial Park zone that look quite nice, he is 
in favor of keeping the standard the same and is not inclined to changing it.  
 
Commissioner Ortiz asked about the safety aspect.  Mr. Holley said a solid 6’ fence limits site 
visibility of vehicles or machinery that may be pulling into/out of the property.  
 
Mr. DeSimone said currently a 4’ fence can be put out to the property line, which would still allow 
for visibility.  A 6’ fence has to be pushed back 20’.  The Code was written with the idea the City 
wants to see more interplay in these types of areas, rather than a walled off corridor.  
 
The Commission was in favor of keeping the standard the same.   
 
Meeting adjourned:  7:29 p.m.  
 


