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Meeting of August 27, 2009 

 
 

 M I N U T E S  
 

Municipal Council Chambers  City Hall  290 North 100 West  Logan, UT 84321 
 
Minutes of the meeting for the Logan City Planning Commission convened in regular session on 
Thursday, August 27, 2009.  The Chair, John Kerr, called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m. 
 
Planning Commissioners Present:  Doug Blaser, Jeannie Simmonds, Karl Ward, John Kerr, 
Ray Robison, Leo Bravo, John Wuthrich  
 
Planning Commissioners Absent:    None 
 
Staff Present: Jay Nielson, Glen Goins, Russ Holley, Kristen Clifford, Paul Taylor, Bill Young,  
Kymber Housley. 
 
Minutes as written and recorded from the August 13, 2009 meeting were reviewed by the 
Commission.  Commissioner Simmonds motioned that the minutes be approved as submitted.  
Commissioner Blaser seconded the motion.  The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
Public Hearings 
 
09-036   DT&G Building #3.  Design Review.  Scott Galbraith/DT&G Holdings, authorized 
agent/owner, request a permit for a warehouse/office building (22,245 SF) on the north side of 
1700 North at 1189 West.  The proposed building will be the third located on the site, which 
consists of 4.73 acres.  The warehouse portion of the building contains 20,437 SF of space and 
the office portion contains 1,808 SF in the Industrial (IND) zone; TIN#04-154-0005. 
 
STAFF:    Mr. Goins reviewed the Staff Report as written. 
 
PROPONENT:   None 
 
PUBLIC:  None 
   
COMMISSION:  Commissioner Simmonds questioned the width representation of the green 
strip (west side) and was advised by Mr. Goins that it was 25 ft.  Commissioner Simmonds 
referenced the trees that wrap around the property and asked if they would be extended and 
how they affect the setback.  Mr. Goins advised it is a City standard that street trees are 
installed along all newly-developed frontages.  He advised that the green area is proposed as a 



Planning Commission Minutes  August 27, 2009 
 

Page 2 of 9 

property line setback which typically occurs 1ft. inside the sidewalk, so the addition of trees 
would be in the public right-of-way and would add another 8 ft. of green space. 

 
MOTION: Commissioner Ward moved that the Planning Commission conditionally approve PC 
09-036 for a Design Review Permit for the property located at 1189 West 1700 North.  
Commissioner Bravo seconded the motion. 
 
[Moved:  Commissioner Ward   Seconded: Commissioner Bravo     Passed: 6, 0] 
Yea:  D. Blaser, J. Simmonds, K. Ward, R. Robison, L. Bravo, J. Wuthrich        Nay:     Abstain:   
 
09-037   Amber Fields.  Design Review, Subdivision, Zone Change.  Kristofor Kvarfordt/Tim 
Gibbons, authorized agent/owner, propose a planned development subdivision arranged around 
3 large open space areas providing a total of 189,133 SF of usable space for 98 new residents.  
A zone change is requested from AG on the west portion of the property and SFT on the east 
portion to SFR-PD (Single-Family Residential – Planned Development).  Each of the 6 house 
plans have been specifically design within the parameters of the lots to create a unified 
development at 200 South 1200 West in the Single-Family Traditional (SFT) zone; TIN#02-066-
0036. 
 
STAFF:    Mr. Holley reviewed the Staff Report as written. 
 
PROPONENT:   Mr. Kris Kvarfordt, a landscape architect with Cache-Landmark Engineering, 
assisted in the design layout of this project.  He advised that that they take exception with some 
of the recommendations for approval.   
 
Mr. Kvarfordt said that the performance landscape plan is required to be submitted to the 
Community Development Department prior to the issuance of the first building permit (as listed 
in condition #3) and indicated that they had already started that process to a certain degree.  He 
advised that the Commission had a copy of the conceptual landscape plan which would be 
solidified per phase in which the proposed species of ground cover and vegetation would be 
called out.  With that being said, he advised that he felt that condition #4 stating in a prescriptive 
manner how the trees and shrubs shall be planted, especially along 200 South, contradicts the 
idea of a performance landscape plan.  As a landscape professional he assured the 
Commission that he is concerned with issues such as streetscape and visual appearance.  He 
advised that he would like to stand by the performance landscape plan which would include the 
buffer strip, landscaping, and a fence.  He detailed the conceptual plan and explained that 200 
South was designed with careful consideration.   
 
Mr. Kvarfordt distributed some additional packets showing the proximity of the development and 
pointed out that the precedent for backing houses along the road had already been set. He also 
explained that the homes have been specifically designed to fit the lots, and have been partly 
modeled after the Rosewood Village project.  He advised that Rosewood Village is the only 
development which has no issues in the park strip, and the open space and common areas are 
completely installed, maintained, and used.  He illustrated many positive comparisons between 
Rosewood Village and this project.   
 
Mr. Kvarfordt explained that one reason they chose to back the lots against 200 South is that 
there is a commercial industrial park across the street with many trucks making deliveries.  A 
conscientious effort was made to focus this project around the neighborhood, afford open 
space, and provide a 12 ft buffer from the back of the sidewalk to the property line.  He advised 
that they take exception to the 20 ft. buffer that Staff is recommending since they are already 
providing 12 ft.  They are open to comments relative to fencing and architectural features on the 
rear of the homes and landscaping within the 12 ft. buffer – all as a part of the landscape 
performance plan.  He encouraged the Commission to “stick to the performance plan” and let 
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that meet the guidelines and conditions that are set forth.  He said that he did not agree with, 
and would steer clear of, planting trees 15 ft. on center as he felt that would be “overkill”. 
 
Mr. Kvarfordt informed the Commission that the initial plan had a meandering sidewalk which 
would have had some additional landscaping and berming while still maintaining the 30 ft. trees 
on center and would unify the streetscape.  Currently on 200 South there is no uniform 
sidewalk, landscaping or parkstrip.  He advised that they are working closely with an architect 
and building designer. 
 
Mr. Kvarfordt pointed out that on Site plan 1.1 it states “all open space areas are to be 
maintained by Homeowner’s Association including buffer and park strip along 200 South” and 
assured the Commission that these areas would be well taken care of.     
 
Mr. Kvarfordt addressed condition #5 relative to sidewalks on both sides of the road.  He 
reported that they already have a sidewalk on one side of the road, it is a private street profile 
which meets the standards, and he does not see the need to have it on both sides.  Mr. Reeder 
agreed and advised that he was also strongly opposed and felt it to be extra cost and burden on 
their end and the added concrete would take away from the greenscape.   
 
Commissioner Simmonds expressed her concern with the white garage doors.  Mr. Kvarfordt 
said that the color could be adjusted if the Commission so desired.   
 
Mr. Kvarfodt clarified for the Commission that the fence is part of the proposal and is specified 
on Site Plan 1.1. 
 
Mr. Kvarfordt explained that the developer has a proven track record relative to open space 
landscaping being completely installed per phase.  In this economy the incentive is to sell 
homes so making the project visually appealing is certainly a priority.  Mr. Reeder agreed and 
explained that parks are very important in all of their projects and are one of the first things to be 
developed and maintained. 
 
In reference to wetland mitigation, Mr. Kvarfordt pointed out that wetland issues are being 
resolved.  In answer to a question posed by the Water Department, they are planning on using 
culinary water for landscape irrigation.  He also advised that they are working with the Fire 
Marshall in reference to the access concerns. 
 
Mark Reeder, owner of Cache-Landmark Company and developer of this project, commented 
about condition #4 and he said that in his mind there was no way the City would allow driveways 
onto 200 South because eventually that road would become a collector or artery.  The decision 
was made to back the homes along 200 South for safety, especially with the commercial lot 
across the street, and being a second entrance to the landfill.  
 
Mr. Reeder answered Commissioner Blaser’s question about the mailbox and advised that it 
would be a cluster box. 
 
In reference to the request from the Engineering Department to extend the water line on 200 
South and connect to 350 South along 1200 West, Mr. Reeder advised that he had spoken with 
Bill Young, the City Engineer, who committed to having that completed by the end of phase 2.  
Mr. Reeder reiterated that this specific condition falls under the Engineering purview and will be 
the City’s responsibility, not the developer.   
 
Tim Gibbons, the owner of the property and part-owner of Cache-Landmark, said that while 
developing the Rosewood Village project years ago, they appeared before the Planning 
Commission and were told that homes could not be fronted on 200 South.  As this property was 
being considered, facing homes along 200 South was not planned, especially with the 
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commercial property located across the street.  He believes the planned layout is the most 
desirable and lends itself to making the development feel more like a neighborhood.   Mr. 
Kvarfordt agreed and said that if the homes faced 200 South, they would be isolated them from 
the rest of the development. 
 
PUBLIC:  Janis Siggard, lives on 350 South, advised that she is happy to hear that 1200 West 
will be opened up to 200 South.  She pointed out the great variance in the width of the roads 
and asked that consideration be given in to the roadways in these new developments.  She 
feels that 200 South is currently too narrow and is concerned for safety.   
 
Sharlene Moe, resides at 60 Thomas Court (south side of the project), asked how the canal on 
the south side would be handled. Mr. Gibbons advised that it would be addressed in the 
landscape performance plan.  Chairman Kerr advised that it can’t be restricted and ultimately 
the canal company will be responsible, regardless of whose property it runs through.   Ms. Moe 
asked about the elevation and indicated that the water table in that area is quite low.  Chairman 
Kerr advised her that concern was outside the scope of this meeting, which only addresses 
design items.  Ms. Moe asked what the comparison of lot sizes were between this project and 
Rosewood Village.  Mr. Reeder answered that the lot sizes overall are larger than in Rosewood 
Village.  Ms. Moe was concerned with the traffic issues relating to the proposed joining of 350 
South and 200 South and the 1000 West UDOT project and advised that corridor traffic issues 
would increase significantly and the ability to go from 350 South to 200 South would become 
much more imperative for the whole area, and wanted this concern taken into consideration.  
She agreed that homes fronting 200 South would pose a danger.  
 
COMMISSION:  Commissioner Blaser referenced conditions #4 and #10 and asked if there was 
going to be a fence along 200 South.  Mr. Holley advised that the proponent has indicated that a 
6 ft. solid fence would be put up in that area. Commissioner Blaser expressed his concern 
relative to guarding against any indication of “no man’s land” referring to the unsightly area 
between the sidewalk and the fence where garbage often collects, and asked if the Commission 
had authority to make the HOA responsible for the upkeep.  He indicated that it would be his 
preference to see a berm there and expressed his desire to at least have it be considered in the 
management of the project.  Mr. Holley advised that within the CCR’s of the development, the 
maintenance of that area would be addressed; however, it is within the Planning Commission’s 
purview to add conditions to specifically address that concern.  Mr. Holley also advised that the 
proponent has already indicated that he plans on maintaining that area.  Commissioner Blaser 
said he would like to see it in writing and added as a specific condition of approval.  
Commissioner Robinson shared Commissioner Blaser’s concern about the fences and would 
like to see some way to make them look nicer. 
 
Commissioner Simmonds asked about the impact if the Commission were to require 60 ft. lot 
sizes.  Mr. Holley advised that there would obviously be fewer lots, larger side setbacks, and 
possibly wider homes.  Commissioner Simmonds asked Mr. Holley if he knew how many fewer 
homes there would be and he answered that it would be contingent upon the layout design, but 
could possibly be as much as a 12% decrease.  He advised that there could be a possibility that 
if they widen the lots they could dig into some of their open space reserves.  Mr. Kvarfordt 
pointed out that the extra open space is disproportionate due to the fact that that the northwest 
corner (about 1/3 of the open space) lot is restricted and unbuildable due to landfill regulations 
prohibiting development within ¼ mile.  If the lots were made bigger, it would encroach upon 
that area and would harm the development. 
  
Commissioner Simmonds and Chairman Kerr asked Mr. Holley to review condition #4 listed in 
the Staff Report.  Mr. Holley advised that landscaping would be in addition to any proposed 
fencing.  Fences are part of the overall planned development and the Commission may want to 
add a stipulation specifically addressing fencing.  The condition also provides an option to either 
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front homes onto the street (200 South), or have a landscape buffer, as well as additional 
architectural features on the rear of the homes. 
 
Commissioner Ward asked about the footprint size of the homes, the building land ratio on each 
lot, and whether they would have basements.  Mr. Holley advised that there would be no 
basements and the homes would be 38 ft. wide with depths varying from 50-60 ft.  
Commissioner Simmonds verified that they would still maintain the required amount of open 
space.  Mr. Holley advised that the 1,386 SF (per lot) requirement would be reviewed with every 
home as building permits are applied for. 
  
Chairman Kerr questioned the practicality of condition #9 and advised that there have been 
projects in the past, similar in nature, that tend to “stutter and bog down” and it seemed to be a 
trigger for the common area landscaping on the last lot to be somewhat problematic – if things 
were to slow down, conceivably one orphan lot could remain and no common area would ever 
required be completed.  Chairman Kerr questioned whether the Commission should consider a 
different trigger to have the landscaping of the open area completed.  Mr. Holley pointed out the 
2nd sentence in condition #9 “no building permits in a new phase will be issued until all common 
area landscaping in the prior phase has been completed”.  Commissioner Ward advised that the 
phases would have to be clearly defined.  Mr. Holley agreed and detailed the 4 phases in the 
engineering plan, the upper right quadrant being phase 1, the bottom right phase 2, and 
continuing in a clockwise rotation. 
 
Commissioner Blaser concurred with Chairman Kerr’s concern relative to open space and would 
like to see the entire perimeter landscaped before the project is completed.   
 
Commissioner Simmonds asked Staff about the minimum front width on the lots.   Mr. Holley 
answered that all the lots on the straight street are 50 ft. or more (measured from the front 
setback), however, the ones on the corner are smaller.   
 
Commissioner Simmonds asked for clarification about the plans for 200 South and whether the 
project impacts any right-of-way.  Mr. Holley advised that the applicant will be required to 
complete the road cross section, which includes additional pavement, curb and gutter, and 
street trees in the parkstrip.  Commissioner Simmonds asked if it would be appropriate to fence 
or would it be preferable to berm or landscape.  Commissioner Ward pointed out that the 
proponent has indicated fencing and in reference to the safety issue which has been presented, 
he agreed that a fence would be the better alternative.   Commissioner Simmonds, although not 
opposed, expressed her concern with “miles of white fencing”.  Commissioner Wuthrich felt that 
there could be landscaping around the fence.  Chairman Kerr agreed and advised that it could 
be included in the performance landscape plan and “we can get any particular guidance 
regarding what we expect to see in the plan”.   Relative to condition #4, Chairman Kerr advised 
that the Commission needed to “get a feel for whether or not the proposed 12 ft. from property 
line to the fence as the proponent has suggested is adequate, or if there is significant gain by 
increasing it to 20 ft. as Staff has recommended.  In that context we ought to look at whether, as 
Mr. Kvarfordt suggests, the arbitrarily indicating 15 ft. on center might be better handled as part 
of the performance landscape plan, and at that time Staff can determine whether or not the 
fence is adequately broken up with plant materials”. 
 
Commissioner Simmonds mentioned that in previous planned developments sidewalks have 
been required on both sides of a private road and felt that it added to the livability of the 
community.   Commissioner Ward called attention to the fact that if the setback were to be 
increased form 12 to 20 ft., and a 5 ft. sidewalk added, it would substantially compress the area 
along 200 South.  He felt that if they were mutually exclusive decisions, he would rather see a 
sidewalk on both sides and allow the 12 ft. buffer.  Commissioner Simmonds said she was 
amenable to that suggestion and would also prefer the sidewalks.   
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Chairman Kerr asked the Staff to explain the choice of rectilinear sidewalks versus the 
artistically curved sidewalks.  Mr. Holley advised that the standard is an 8 ft. park strip with a 4 
ft. sidewalk and curvilinear paths start to encroach into the 8 ft. park strip as well as the impinge 
on the spacing of where trees might be planted.  It is the standard on City roads to have a 
uniformed sidewalk and park strip. 
  
Commissioner Simmonds discussed the challenges within the planned developments of 
garages in the front and she thought the 25 ft. setback listed in condition #6 appropriate.   She 
advised that measuring from the garage door to the sidewalk edge and saying no car will be 
longer than that is not really accurate, as people almost never pull all the way up to their garage 
door.  The 25 ft. setback allows for cars in the garage as well as guest vehicles to be parked in 
the driveway. 
 
Commissioner Blaser asked Staff to define condition #1 “no construction activities or staging 
shall occur within a public right-of-way”. Mr. Holley advised that neither building equipment nor 
material can be stored along 1200 West or 200 South.  Commissioner Blaser then asked if that 
meant that they “couldn’t show commitment to this project by putting in the buffer strip”.  Mr. 
Holley answered that they could install the strip, but would not be allowed to store any 
construction material along a public street.  Commissioner Blaser wanted to make sure that if 
the proponent was willing to commit to the 200 South buffer strip he would like them to be able 
to accomplish it.  He further indicated that in reference to condition #3, he agreed with the 
proponent that the performance landscape plan should rule, and that he fully entrusts Staff to 
oversee it. He advised that it is duplicitous when it comes to condition #4 and said that he would 
eliminate the landscaping portion within that condition, but would maintain the paragraph 
dealing with architectural features.  He also expressed his belief that one sidewalk on one side 
of the road in this type of community is adequate.  He advised that he was very pleased with the 
colors and styles submitted.  In reference to condition #10, he felt that would fit in with the 
performance landscape plan and seconded the notion that he does not like the idea of 6 ft. 
white vinyl fence 2 blocks long, but feels like the proponent has expressed that they are 
amenable to make whatever adjustments are necessary and the fence would not necessary 
have to be a full 6 ft. high to address safety concerns.   
 
Commissioner Ward liked the statement “garage doors will be subdued and blend into the front 
façade”.  He advised he thought it appropriate to also try to make sure that the fencing not be all 
white and be part of the Commission’s approval.  
 
Chairman Kerr and Commissioner Blaser discussed the proponent’s request for a 12 ft. setback 
versus Staff’s recommendation for 20 ft.  It was clarified that it would be 12 ft. to the property 
line, and than an additional 1 ft. to the inside of the sidewalk, and then 8 ft. to the back curb from 
that point.  Commissioner Blaser said he was in favor of the proponent’s 12 ft. proposal.  
 
Condition #4 was clarified to read “for all homes that rear onto 200 South additional architectural 
features shall be added on the rear elevations similar to that found on the front elevations, 
including gables, roofline variations, additional windows, shutters, horizontal and vertical wall 
plane breaks and a mix of materials and textures and shall be approved by the Community 
Development staff prior to issuance of the building permit for each home rearing onto 200 
South”.   
 
Chairman Kerr advised that the fencing and additional landscaping issues would be covered 
within the landscape performance plan and the Staff has great latitude on what they require 
within the plan and are in a position of negotiating with the proponent relative to the 12 ft. buffer.   
 
Commissioner Blaser indicated that he would like to add that “once agreed upon between the 
City and the proponent, implementation on 200 South would occur prior to any other 
development or activity”.  Chairman Kerr advised that adding that stipulation would be 
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problematic as that would mean it would have to go in before water, sewer, gutter, streets, and 
other critical services.  Commissioner Blaser said he did not want to interfere with the 
development or create any problems; he just wanted to ensure that 200 South gets landscaped. 
 
Commissioner Simmonds asked if it would be appropriate to declare that “once the performance 
landscape plan is submitted for approval to the Community Development Department prior to 
the issuance of the first building permit – (add) priority will be mandated that 200 South be the 
first area to be completed”.  Chairman Kerr said that there is a practical problem with how that is 
stated because landscaping cannot occur until curb, gutter, and sidewalks are in place.  
Commissioner Blaser agreed but wanted to receive some type of commitment to the 
neighborhood before the project continued.  Chairman Kerr clarified that Commissioner Blaser 
was asking that “curb, gutter, all right-of-way and private land development on 200 South would 
take place prior to the issuing of any building permit”.   Commissioner Blaser agreed.  Chairman 
Kerr asked if Commissioner Wuthrich wanted to call for a vote on that stipulation.  
Commissioner Wuthrich said that he agreed that it made it “more of a commitment” and he was 
fine with adding that amendment into his motion to approve.   
 
Chairman Kerr requested to go on record with his concern that the amendment regarding the 
development along 200 South was problematic. 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Wuthrich moved that the Planning Commission approve PC 09-037 for 
a Design Review and Subdivision Permit with the performance landscape plan covering the 
necessary details in the requested 12 ft. setback, the architectural features remain in as called 
out in condition #4, the 200 South right-of-way streetscape shall be developed prior to the 
issuance of building permits for the first home, and other items would remain as listed in the 
Staff Report, and to also approve a motion to recommend approval to the Logan Municipal 
Council for a zone change from SFT & AG to SFR-PD for the property located at 1200 West 200 
South.  Commissioner Bravo seconded the motion. 
 
[Moved:  Commissioner Wuthrich   Seconded: Commissioner Bravo   Passed: 6, 1] 
Yea:  D. Blaser, J. Simmonds, K. Ward, R. Robison, L. Bravo, J. Wuthrich        Nay:  J. Kerr   Abstain:   
 
09-038   Lynn & Merle Olsen Park.  Design Review.  Russ Akina/Logan City, authorized 
agent/owner, request to install a new public park located on the corner of Canyon Road and 
Center Street.  The proposed park is approximately 16,580 SF in size and will include benches, 
flower beds, trees and foot paths.  The main purpose of the park is for visual interest, with the 
pedestrian in mind at 300 East Center Street in the Single-Family Residential (SFR) zone; TIN 
06-070-0011. 
 
STAFF:    Ms. Clifford reviewed the Staff Report as written. 
 
PROPONENT:   Mr. Russ Akina, Logan Parks & Recreation Director, was on hand to answer 
questions from the Commission. 
 
Mr. Akina advised there would be no fencing in answer to a question posed by Commissioner 
Blaser. 
 
Commissioner Simmonds thought this park was a great idea for a neighborhood park.  
 
Commissioner Wuthrich asked about BBQ pits and Mr. Akina advised there would be none; this 
would be a passive park composed of primarily green space.  
 
PUBLIC:  None 
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COMMISSION:  Commissioner Simmonds asked about a possible crosswalk between this park 
and Merlin Olsen Central Park.  Mr. Akina advised that in following the City’s crosswalk 
regulations, typically corners are considered for crosswalk locations, however, they have 
considered looking at possibly having to go further east (300 East).  City Engineers have not 
been approached at this time in regards to painting a crosswalk. 
  
MOTION: Commissioner Simmonds moved that the Planning Commission approve PC 09-038 
for a Design Review Permit for a new public park located at 300 East Center Street.  
Commissioner Ward seconded the motion. 
 
[Moved:  Commissioner Simmonds   Seconded: Commissioner Ward     Passed: 6, 0] 
Yea:  D. Blaser, J. Simmonds, K. Ward, R. Robison, L. Bravo, J. Wuthrich        Nay:     Abstain:   
 
Staff and the Planning Commission reviewed the agenda for the meeting of September 10, 
2009 in a workshop setting. 
 

• 09-039   Main Street Market 
• 09-040  SDL Airport Hangar 

 
Meeting adjourned at 7:27 p.m. 
 
 



Planning Commission Minutes  August 27, 2009 
 

Page 9 of 9 

. 
 
 
Minutes approved as written and digitally recorded at the Logan City Planning Commission 
meeting of August 27, 2009. 
 
 
 
 
___________________________________  ___________________________________ 
Jay Nielson      Jeannie Simmonds 
Director of Community Development   Vice-Chair 
 
 
 
 
 
 
___________________________________  ___________________________________ 
Debbie Zilles      Glen Goins  
Administrative Secretary    Planning Manager  
 
 
 
 
 
 
___________________________________  ___________________________________ 
Russ Holley      Kristen Clifford 
Planner II      Planner I  
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 


