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PLANNING COMMISSION 
Meeting of November 10, 2011 

 

M I N U T E S  
 

Council Chambers  City Hall  290 North 100 West  Logan, UT 84321  www.loganutah.org 
 

Minutes of the meeting for the Logan City Planning Commission convened in regular session  
Thursday, November 10, 2011.  Chairman Simmonds called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m. 
 
Planning Commissioners Present:  Jeannie Simmonds, John Kerr, David Adams, Amanda Davis, 
Heather Hall, Konrad Lee      
 
Historic Preservation Committee Present: Keith Mott, David Lewis, Amy Hochberg, Viola Goodwin, 
Tom Graham, Christian Wilson 
 
Planning Commissioners Absent:  Allison Hale   
 
Staff Present:  Mike DeSimone, Glen Goins, Russ Holley, Kristen Clifford, Paul Taylor, Kymber 
Housley, Debbie Zilles  
 
Minutes as written and recorded from the October 17, 2011 meeting were reviewed by the 
Commission.  Commissioner Davis moved that the minutes be approved as submitted with a minor 
change on the last page. Commissioner Hall seconded the motion.  The motion was unanimously 
approved. 
 
Public Hearings 
 
PC 11-037 LDC Text Amendment (continued from the October 27 meeting) City of Logan, 
authorized agent/owner, requests amendments to the Definitions Section §17.62 of the Land 
Development Code (LDC).  
  
STAFF:   Mr. Holley provided an overview of the changes being proposed. He informed the 
Commission because the sections of this project (Definitions, Temporary Signage and EMD) are 
being reviewed independently, they have the discretion to forward each as a separate ordinance; or 
after reviewing all the sections, forward to the Council as one ordinance.  
 
PUBLIC:   None 
 
COMMISSION:  Kymber Housley, the City Attorney, asked Mr. Holley if the definitions were needed 
for other sections within the Code and would need to be approved soon. The Definitions section is 
independent enough that it could be forwarded to the Council separately.  Mr. Holley said that there 
may be some questions with additional definitions for the Electronic Message Display (EMD) section.   
 

http://www.loganutah.org/
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Commissioner Kerr remarked that his preference would be to review the sections separately, 
however, forward as one complete package to the Municipal Council.  Commissioner Lee also favored 
that approach. 
 
Chairman Simmonds said the challenge would be any definitions being changed that apply to other 
sections of the Code would not be able to be implemented until passed by the Municipal Council.   
 
Commissioner Hall noted that many of the new definitions apply to the EMD section and asked if any 
are restrictive.  Mr. Holley said that they only define the term(s). Mr. Housley counseled that if any 
restrictions are found when reviewing this section, they need to be removed, as this section is only for 
definition of terms.  
 
Commissioner Adams pointed out a couple of grammatical changes; on page 62-43 under 
Restaurant-Cafeteria, there is an extra “where” in the sentence.  Page 62-56 under Amateur Radio 
Tower, the word typically is misspelled.   
 
Commissioner Hall said it would make sense to break it up into sections for the Council, so that is not 
so overwhelming.   
 
Commissioner Lee asked about the basis for the definition of Restaurant Brew, page 62-43, and 
whether it came from a State statue.  Mr. Housley explained that it is not a land use State definition; it 
comes from Utah Code Title 32A – Alcoholic Beverage Control Act. 
 
Commissioner Lee noted that in the Religious Institutions section on page 62-36, the reference 
“designed for prayer” seemed wordy and more inclusive than it needed to be and thought it could be 
more generic such as “designed for religious purposes.”   
 
Chairman Simmonds said in this case it does need to specifically reference “the institution where 
worship happens” not just a place where a particular church might hold other types of activities.  
 
Commissioner Lee recommended that it read “A special purpose building that is architecturally 
designed and particularly adapted for the primary use of formal religious services.” 
 
Mike DeSimone, the Community Development Director, said that it should also include “structure or 
place” otherwise, questioned whether it would preclude worship services from being able to happen in 
a retail space built primarily as a commercial space. 
 
Mr. Housley suggested taking the more broad definition of the first sentence excluding the special 
purpose language.  “A structure or place that primarily provides a meeting area for religious activities.”  
 
Chairman Simmonds advised that she believed the definition should include “where a particular 
system of beliefs are held” if Religious Institutions have special exclusions within the Code. There 
should be enough definition to preclude someone claiming their private home is a religious institution. 
Mr. Housley agreed and advised that the operative wording in the first sentence is “primary purpose”. 
  
Commissioner Lee pointed out that there are a few churches that hold services in retail buildings 
within the City and this would require that it be “architecturally designed and particularly adapted”, so 
they would be nonconforming by this definition.   He stated that “used for prayer”, “architecturally 
designed” and “like-minded” all seemed like irrelevant terms.  
 
Commissioner Hall suggested using “facility that is used for conducting formal religious services on a 
regular basis” as it should be something that happens regularly. 
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It was decided the definition would read “A structure, place or other facility that is used for formal 
religious services on a regular basis”. 
 
Commissioner Hall asked if Sign – Off-Premise on page 62-52 was a new definition and if so asked 
about the basis for the creation since it is prohibited.  Mr. Housley explained that off-premise signage 
has always been prohibited; however, there has never been a formal definition. 
 
Commissioner Adams asked how signs on vehicles are addressed.  Mr. Housley explained that it is 
not defined as a sign because the primary purpose is the vehicle; however that does not mean that a 
vehicle could not be turned into a billboard when it is parked, in which case it is enforced through the 
parking regulations.  Mr. Holley pointed out that there is a prohibited section in §17.40 that addresses 
signs that are attached and/or towed behind vehicles.   
 
MOTION: Commissioner Kerr moved that the Planning Commission recommend approval to 
Definitions Section §17.62 as modified and forward a positive recommendation to the Municipal 
Council.  Commissioner Lee seconded the motion.   
 
[Moved: Commissioner Kerr   Seconded: Commissioner Lee   Passed: 5,0] 
 Yea: D. Adams, A. Davis, H. Hall, J. Kerr, K. Lee        Nay:      Abstain:   

 
PC 11-046 AT&T Cell Facility  Design Review & Conditional Use Permit.  Jared White/The Main 
Place LLC, authorized agent/owner, request a new 48’ wireless telecommunications monopole, with 
antenna and support structure at 650 North Main in the Commercial (COM) zone; TIN #05-026-0005. 

STAFF:  Mr. Goins reviewed the Staff Report, recommending approval. 
 
PROPONENT:  David Carter, representing AT&T, advised that this location was chosen to provide 
more capacity for the wireless network. With more customers, there is a need to split existing cells 
and add more capacity.  The location is screened well by the trees on both the west and east sides of 
the proposed lease area.  Mr. Carter advised that no trees would be removed.  The equipment shelter 
is 10’ tall and would be tucked under the trees on the east.  The pole location was chosen for the west 
side so the trees would not be removed (part of negotiations and signed lease for the location).  In 
trying to work with the needs AT&T has for propagating (sending/receiving signal) along with the 
design of the Code which calls for the potential for future co-location, pole height of 75’ is needed.  
The minimum height that AT&T needs to propagate and clear the canopy of the trees and buildings is 
60’, so the goal is to seek approval from the Planning Commission for the maximum height allowed 
and then go forward to the Board of Adjustments to seek, ideally, a minimum of 60’.  At 60’ a pole can 
be constructed that is structurally strong enough to accommodate co-locators, however, because of 
the canopy of trees no one would want to co-locate on the pole.  The goal is to clear the canopy.  If 
unable to attain a height greater than 48’, radio design engineers would not allow the pole to be built. 
 
Mr. Housley asked if the canopy could be trimmed down as an alternative to making the pole higher.  
Mr. Carter said that is possible, however, it is not the desire of the property owner as the trees to the 
east provide screening to the residential area. The building to the southwest also has to be cleared so 
it is not blocking the signal. 
 
Mr. Carter said they are trying to accommodate the design guidelines of the Code with smaller 
antennas that are located closer to the pole, however this restricts the viability of the site and some of 
the diversity and capability of the signal is lost.   
 
Chairman Simmonds asked if there was a reason this particular site was chosen.  Mr. Carter 
explained that it was chosen to be able to offload other existing sites in the area and split the 
coverage area in order to level the growing load demand. 
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Chairman Simmonds asked if there was greater height availability in another zone.  Mr. Goins said 
that all zones can be approved for 10’ above the maximum allowed, and there are zones that begin in 
the 40’s and could be approved up to the 50’s.  He said a question has been raised about how poles 
adjacent to this property were approved at a greater height.  Mr. Goins explained that it used to be a 
conditional use-administrative remedy that was available to the Commission, however that no longer 
exists.   
 
Mr. Carter advised that AT&T is not trying to skirt the height issue, they are trying to be very upfront 
about the need, and the option of going to the Board of Adjustment simply seems to be the most 
logical way to get to the next step in the process.  
 
Mr. Goins noted that there was one public letter received expressing concern for the site (distributed 
as part of the packet mailed to the Commission).  
 
PUBLIC:  Penny Bagley, owns property across the street from the proposed site, advised that she is 
not only concerned with the height as much as the fact that Logan City is a beautiful area and she is 
worried that this place (along Main Street) is not the right location for cell towers.  She said that trees 
do not always screen this type of poles. 
 
COMMISSION: Commissioner Adams asked about the condition requiring the fence enclosure to be 
black vinyl-clad.  Mr. Goins explained that this is required to help with screening as well as the 
addition of a landscaping perimeter to reduce the visual impact.  Commissioner Adams asked about 
the type of landscaping.  Mr. Goins explained that the proponent is required to submit a plant species 
list which Staff will review and approve based on location and type.  
 
Commissioner Hall asked whether the closest residential homes would be the ones on 100 East, with 
the yards backing onto this location.  Mr. Goins said that was correct and the distance is more than 
adequate to meet the minimum requirements of the Code. 
 
Commissioner Kerr asked if there was any indication that any trees would be removed.  Mr. Goins 
explained that the trees are outside the lease property so the property owner would have to agree to 
any removal, however, there is no indication that any trees will be impacted. 
 
Commissioner Lee pointed out that the project description indicates that a height much lower than 75’ 
would not effectuate the purpose of having the pole, yet the proponent is moving forward for 
permission for a 48’ pole, therefore the Commission’s issue is not to be concerned with whether or not 
the applicant will be successful in getting a taller pole, but whether this current proposal meets the 
requirements within the Code.  Mr. Goins agreed.  
 
Mr. Goins confirmed for Commissioner Lee that the Planning Commission has no discretion to 
authorize or approve anything above the allowable 48’ height. 
 
Commissioner Lee noted that this proposal is conforming; the bigger question is whether there should 
be areas in the City created that are free from these types of towers.  He noted that this is something 
that should be examined in the future, as this is a valid concern.   
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Commissioner Kerr asked which zone(s) these type of facilities are permitted.  Mr. Goins answered 
that they are currently permitted in every zone.  Mr. Housley advised that the City is bound by Federal 
Communications Law and must allow the possibility of a conditional use within every zone, although 
stealth design and co-locating issues can be addressed in the design review process.  He explained 
there is constant debate as to whether clustering is less visibly intrusive than spreading the poles 
evenly throughout the City.  Mr. Goins advised that stealth is a requirement in certain situations, i.e. 
when attached to a building, roof or other structure.  Monopoles are more difficult and the City 
encourages co-location whenever possible.  Mr. DeSimone called attention to LDC §17.45.050 “In 
order to approve a design review, the Design Review Committee shall find that the proposed facility 
employs stealth design”, therefore requiring stealth design for approval. Mr. Housley noted the 
recently approved pole at Logan High School which was designed to look like a field light. 
 
Mr. Goins pointed out that the Commission is charged with determining if the use is allowed in the 
zone and the minimum requirements are met and that is why Staff has recommended approval for a 
48’ pole.  
 
Commissioner Lee remarked that it would seem better suited to locate these types of facilities in the 
Industrial Zone.  Mr. Goins advised that the capabilities of these towers are based on other poles in 
their particular service/coverage area(s).  Locations on the interior of blocks and near mature trees 
are good locations.  Most people are unhappy wherever they are located; nevertheless, the City tries 
to mitigate visual impact. 
 
Mr. Carter explained that one of the greatest challenges is the demand for customers to be able to 
use their phones and applications wherever they are.  Because each wireless carrier operates on a 
different frequency, network designs do not match each other and will depend on where other similar 
facilities are located.  In the Telecommunications Act of 1996, the Federal Government chose to no 
longer lease frequencies, but to auction them off to wireless carriers, therefore, all carries have paid 
millions of dollars to the FCC to be able to build out wireless networks in specific geographical 
locations.  The Act also has federally mandated the ability for carries to go out and deploy networks to 
meet the demands of customers, especially those who no longer have landlines and use cell phones 
for emergencies. 
 
Commissioner Adams noted that as the demand/need for these facilities increase, the City should be 
cautious that they are not located on every block.  Commissioner Lee agreed.  Mr. Goins pointed out 
that there is no proximity rule now. 
 
Mr. DeSimone advised that in LDC §17.45.090 “Monopoles are only permitted in the Commercial 
Service (CS) and Industrial Park (IP) zones.”  Mr. Goins explained that the Code was revised to allow 
them in every zone; the Use Table is what has been followed in the past.  The Federal 
Communications Law precludes our Code thereby allowing them in all zones.  Mr. Housley clarified 
that the law does not preclude the Code; the City has to allow for some type of use.   
 
Commissioner Lee asked if there was a conflict between the Use Table and the language in the Land 
Development Code.  Mr. Goins said that before the Federal Law, monopoles were only allowed in 
certain zones.  Mr. Housley said that he cannot verify that federal law requires a specific type of pole 
in all zones, just the possibility of capability in all zones.  There is a conflict in the Code and what 
needs to be verified is what the federal preemption is.   
 
Commissioner Lee advised there needs to be clarification between federal law and the Code before a 
decision should be made. 
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Commissioner Davis asked if this were something that the Code could further restrict, Mr. Housley 
said he would need to verify the specifics. 
 
Commissioner Kerr noted that in Definitions a monopole means “a single, self-supporting, cylinder 
pole constructed without guy wires or ground anchors that acts as the support structure for antennas” 
and if it is not a monopole than it will be something more; monopole is generally considered the least 
intrusive.  Mr. Housley advised that the idea behind it is try and use existing infrastructure to co-locate 
(i.e. chimney or building).  The regulation may need to be refined better but that is the intent. 
 
Mr. Housley advised that the specific language is clear in Title 47 Section 332 of the United States 
Code which allows for local zoning authority, however, prevents local authority from unreasonably 
discriminating among providers, and regulation cannot prohibit or have the affect of prohibiting the 
provision of personal wireless service.  There cannot be any type of blanket prohibition and capability 
needs to be allowed in all zones in some context; however, there is nothing saying that a specific type 
of monopole or tower must be allowed.  There is the ability to prohibit monopoles in certain areas if 
the Commission feels it is critical, however, the problem with general land use law is whenever there 
is an ambiguity, it is always interpreted in favor of the proponent.   
 
MOTION: Commissioner Davis moved that the Planning Commission continue this project to the 
December 8, 2011meeting pending resolution of conflicts within the Land Development Code. 
Commissioner Adams seconded the motion.   
 
[Moved: Commissioner Davis  Seconded: Commissioner Adams   Passed: 5,0] 
 Yea: D. Adams, A. Davis, H. Hall, J. Kerr, K. Lee        Nay:      Abstain:   

 
PC 11-047 Next Audio/Video Storage Garage Design Review & Conditional Use Permit.  Dave 
Jensen, authorized agent/owner, request a conditional use permit to expand a non-conforming use 
and a new garage/storage for expanded use of the existing business on .26 acres at 437 North 100 
West in the Mixed Residential Medium (MRM) zone; TIN 05-080-0005. 
 
STAFF:  Mr. Holley reviewed the Staff Report, recommending approval. 
 
PROPONENT:  Dave Jensen explained that this proposed addition is back off the main street and the 
desire is to match the existing building materials.  Commissioner Simmonds asked about future 
residential space.  Mr. Jensen advised that potentially the area above the garage could be converted 
into an apartment; however, it is currently being used as storage. Mr. Holley said that 1-unit 
occupancy is permitted in this zone and utilities would be stubbed accordingly.  
 
PUBLIC:  None 
 
COMMISSION:  Commissioner Davis asked if there is a percentage base regarding accent material.  
Mr. Holley said there is no specific measurement.  
 
Commissioner Adams asked if the 1:12 roof pitch would be within acceptable limits if a parapet were 
added to the front façade.  Mr. Holley said the addition of a parapet would categorize that as a flat roof 
which would be acceptable. 
 
Commissioner Adams asked if part of the structure were converted to an apartment whether it would 
still meet the parking requirement.  Mr. Holley said it would; two (2) stalls would have to be dedicated 
to the residential unit and the others for the business.  
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Commissioner Hall said she understood the reason for not wanting vinyl as a primary material in the 
zone; however, this is an existing area with many different building materials.  This proposal is located 
off the main road and she is not sure it is necessary to enforce that vinyl only be permitted as an 
accent material on this particular project.  Mr. Holley pointed out that this requirement is a city-wide 
zone requirement.  
 
Commissioner Lee asked if the Code addresses aesthetics and continuity.  Mr. Housley advised that 
there is some language that refers to additions being consistent with the existing buildings.   
 
MOTION: Commissioner Kerr moved that the Planning Commission conditionally approve  
PC 11-047 for a Design Review & Conditional Use Permit with the amended conditions as listed 
below.  Commissioner Hall seconded the motion.   
 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
This project is subject to the proponent or property owner agreeing to comply with the following 
conditions as written, or as may be amended by the Planning Commission. 

1. All standard conditions of approval will be recorded with the Design Review and are available 
in the Community Development Department. 

2. The sloped roof must be a minimum 5:12 pitch or a parapet be added to the front façade to 
categorize the roof as flat. 

3. Two (2) parking stalls shall be dedicated to the residential unit when established.  
4. A performance landscaping plan, prepared in accordance with §17.39 of the LDC shall be 

submitted for approval to the Community Development Department prior to the issuance of the 
building permit. The plan shall detail all areas impacted by the proposed building. 

5. All exterior lighting shall be down-lit concealed source lighting. Exterior building lights shall be 
mounted between 6-14 feet above adjacent grade. 

6. No signs are approved with this project. All signs must be approved through the Sign Permit 
process. 

7. 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 (Waste Management)  

1. Will use existing residential cans. 
b. Engineering  

1.  Must comply with City design/construction standards and specifications.   
2.  Development for future apartment must address installation if City utilities and required water 

rights/fees. 
c. Fire  

1. Fire hydrants are adequate at 450 North 100 West.  Access is inadequate.  IFC 503.1.1 states 
that ”fire apparatus access shall extend to within 150 feet of all portions of the facility and all 
portions of the exterior walls of the first story of the building as measured by an approved routes 
around the exterior of the building”.  A fire access lane with a width of 20 is required to a point of 
150 ft measured around the building.  

 

FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL FOR DESIGN REVIEW & CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 
The Planning Commission bases its decisions on the following findings supported in the 
administrative record for this project: 
1. The proposed use is compatible with surrounding land uses and will not interfere with the use and 

enjoyment of adjoining or area properties because of the building design, landscaping, and 
setbacks are consistent with adjacent properties and provide buffers sufficient for the levels traffic 
impacting the adjacent neighborhood. 
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2. The Design Review and Conditional Use Permit conform to the requirements of Title 17 of the 
Logan Municipal Code by allowing the expansion of a legally existing nonconforming land use as 
per LDC 17.59 and adhering to the site and building design standards in Title 17.  

3. The proposed uses are compatible with building heights of the surrounding neighborhood.  
4. The proposed use provides adequate off-street parking for both the existing commercial use and 

the potential future residential use in conformance with Title 17 
5. The project conforms to landscaping and minimum open space requirements in Title 17. 
6. The project met the minimum public noticing requirements of the Land Development Code and the 

Municipal Code. 
 
[Moved: Commissioner Kerr   Seconded: Commissioner Hall   Passed: 5,0] 
 Yea: D. Adams, A. Davis, H. Hall, J. Kerr, K. Lee        Nay:      Abstain:   

 
Logan Downtown Specific Plan 
 
STAFF:  Mr. Goins asked the Planning Commission for comments.  He distributed a letter of 
recommendation for approval from the Logan Downtown Alliance.  
 
PUBLIC:  None 
 
COMMISSION: Chairman Simmonds asked about the specifically defined Town Center (TC) 
boundaries.  Mr. Goins advised that Towne Center encompasses the original boundaries as approved 
in February. 
 
Commissioner Hall expressed concern with the proposal of 1-way streets and the Plan did not seem 
to address the intersection of 200 East & Center Street.  Mr. Goins said there would still need to be a 
significant amount of public input to have that issue considered and funded.  The Plan was directed to 
research and examine the possibility of couplets and determine if it was a feasible option. 
 
Commissioner Hall applauded the ambitious ideas contained in the Plan and would like to see many 
of those implemented.   Mr. Goins agreed and said that the Logan Downtown Alliance is working to 
implement some of the ideas.  
 
Commissioner Adams asked about the progress of the Cowboy Partners project.  Mr. Goins advised 
that the project has not been sidelined; Staff is waiting to receive a site plan to move ahead.   
 
Mr. Goins asked Commissioners to send recommendations in as soon as possible so that a written 
outline can be sent out with the packets for review prior to the next meeting.  
 
MOTION: Commissioner Lee moved that the Planning Commission continue the discussion to the 
December 8, 2011 meeting.  Commissioner Adams seconded the motion.   
 
[Moved: Commissioner Lee   Seconded: Commissioner Adams   Passed: 5,0] 
 Yea: D. Adams, A. Davis, H. Hall, J. Kerr, K. Lee        Nay:      Abstain:   
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4.  OTHER BUSINESS 

A 2011 Reconnaissance Level Survey (RLS)* was conducted at the request of the City of Logan 
Planning Division and the City of Logan Historic Preservation Committee. This survey is an effort to 
update the 1999 RLS in addition to enabling a boundary increase of the Center Street Historic District, 
or creating a new Historic District, as recommended. The survey identifies not only historic and non-
historic buildings, but historic structures, sites, and objects, that may be worthy of preservation. Korral 
Broschinsky, of Preservation Documentation Resource, presented the results of this survey and 
highlighted specific recommendations and next steps for historic preservation efforts.   
*(Power point slides will be included with the minutes) 
 
Regarding the establishment of research committees, Amanda Davis volunteered to serve on the 
Committee examining EMD signs and Heather Hall volunteered to serve on the Committee studying 
Temporary Signage.  
 
Workshop Item(s) for December 8, 2011:  
 PC 11-038 Independence Student Living 
 PC 11-037 Sign Amendment (Temporary Signs) 
 PC 11-048 RSM Food Service 

 
Meeting adjourned 8:17 p.m. 
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Minutes approved as written and digitally recorded at the Logan City Planning Commission meeting  
of November 10, 2011. 
 
 
 
 
___________________________________  ___________________________________ 
Michael A. DeSimone     Jeannie Simmonds 
Community Development Director   2011 Planning Commission Chair 
 
 
 
 
___________________________________  ___________________________________ 
Glen Goins      Russ Holley  
Planning Manager     Senior Planner  
 
 
 
 
___________________________________  ___________________________________ 
Kristen Clifford     Debbie Zilles  
Planner II      Administrative Secretary 
 
 
 
 
 


