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PLANNING COMMISSION 
Meeting of December 8, 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, December 8, 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, Allison Hale, Konrad Lee      
 
Staff Present:  Glen Goins, Russ Holley, Kristen Clifford, Paul Taylor, Kymber Housley, Craig 
Humphreys, Debbie Zilles  
 
Minutes as written and recorded from the November 10, 2011 meeting were reviewed by the 
Commission.  Commissioner Kerr moved that the minutes be approved as submitted. Commissioner 
Lee seconded the motion.  The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
Public Hearings 
 
PC 11-038 Independence Student Living.  (continued from October 13 meeting) Design Review & 
Conditional Use Permit. John Brandley/Gary Etherington, authorized agent/owner, request a 
residential building, with ground floor commercial, located on the north side of 1000 North at 
approximately 650 East. The total project site is approximately 2.72 acres in size. A total of 108 
condominium dwelling units are proposed. The building footprint is approximately 55,000 square feet 
(SF) in size. The building has two (2) lower levels of parking and five (5) levels of residential space 
above. The footprint of the parking structure is larger than the building footprint, creating common 
outdoor spaces and landscaped courtyards.  The Land Development Code (LDC) §17.13.040 requires 
a Conditional Use Permit in the Campus Residential (CR) zone for a commercial use exceeding 3,000 
SF of ground floor area, while limiting commercial uses to 25% of the total first floor area. The 
proposed area for the ground floor commercial is approximately 12,000 SF (25% of the first floor area) 
at 600 East 1000 North in the Campus Residential (CR) zone;  
TIN #05-028-0006,0007,0008,0009,0010,0011.  
  
STAFF:  Ms. Clifford reviewed the Staff Report as written, outlining the changes from the original 
proposal, recommending approval.  
 
InterPlan Transportation Planning Firm, was hired to evaluate the traffic operations of the proposed 
developments - Blue Square and Independence Student Living.  The overall purpose of the study was 
to identify planning related issues associated with the initial design in order to mitigate any 
transportation related concerns as well as evaluate proposed alternatives for a roundabout or 
signalization of the intersection of East 1000 North.  Mr. Rob Eldredge explained (via phone) that data 
was collected November 8-11, 2011.  Peak period traffic and pedestrian counts were collected on 
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Wednesday, November 9, during the evening peak hours of 4-6PM and Thursday, November 10 
during the morning peak hours of 7-8 AM.  Data collection occurred at the major intersections of 1000 
North/600 East, 1000 North/800 East, 1400 North/600 East, and 1400 North/800 East.  Logan City 
conducted 24-hour turn movement counts at three of these intersections from Tuesday, November 8 – 
Friday, November 11, 2011.  Limited period traffic counts were also conducted at other minor streets 
and access points.  For purposes of evaluation and planning, transportation engineers defined a unit 
of measure as a vehicle trip.  Based upon the analysis, representing a conservative estimate of the 
number of trips – based upon the number of occupants rather than the number of dwelling units or 
parking spaces resulting in a higher number of vehicle trips - all the intersections currently operate on 
an acceptable level of service (LOS).  The LOS grading system is A-F and all intersections operate at 
a LOS “C” or better. Increased traffic from the development will result in a degradation in LOS at 600 
East/1000 North to LOS “D” and LOS “E” by 2016.  However, the intersection is anticipated to function 
at LOS “F” by 2035 even without the planned development.  To mitigate the poor level of service the 
Firm reviewed two proposed alternatives – roundabout and realigned signalization of the intersection.  
Both alternatives will improve the level of service.  In the near-term the roundabout has less delay but 
by 2035 higher traffic volumes result in the signalized intersection alternative having less delay and 
better level of service.   The proposed developments will result in additional minor delay for the cross 
street movements but all movements will function at an acceptable level of service.  
 
PROPONENT:  John Brandley, the developer, distributed photo renderings of the project to the 
Commission. He advised that he and his family live in Logan and he believes there is a need for better 
student housing options.  This property would be perfect for this project due to the proximity to USU 
and the ability to provide walkable access.  Mr. Brandley introduced his design team.  He explained 
that even though the project is eligible for bonus densities, after the public open house, the project 
was voluntarily reduced to address some of the citizen concerns – i.e. reducing the parking terrace 
from 20’ exposed down to 8’, and reduced height by 23’ on the west side of the building.  The project 
has since changed many times to address the concerns of the neighboring residents.   He explained 
that the properties on 1000 North were purchased to increase parking, help with height transition and 
reduce the impact on traffic.  He pointed out that traffic has been a problem in that area for many 
years and they are trying to help with safety.  The retail aspect is a key component to help promote 
walkability.  Because this is a condominium project, owners will be vested in the property.  Mr. 
Brandley plans on owning 40% of the units and will have onsite management.  A HOA will be 
established to help maintain the property, as well as a student moral code, restricting smoking, 
alcohol and drug use (to included in the CCR’s).  
 
Mr. Brandley reiterated the fact that the traffic problems have existed for years and are not a direct 
issue created by this proposal.  The Joy School has been located on this busy street for over 25 years 
and will benefit from the future road realignment by gaining a larger buffer from the street – which will 
include trees, grass and other landscaping.  Mr. Brandley said he met with Dwight Davis, VP of USU.  
The University is remaining neutral on parking but he was informed that parking on campus will be 
reduced due to new buildings that are being constructed. Mr. Brandley has not asked USU for 
parking.  USU has 8,100 permit parking spaces currently on campus.  Mr. Brandley stated that this 
infill development is a good project near a University that continues to grow.  
 
PUBLIC:  Earl DeVasher, 1147 North 600 East, advised his wife has almost been hit twice and asked 
if the intersection could be fixed at the same time as the development.  Bill Young, the City Engineer, 
advised that improvements will have to be made to the intersection with this development and future 
planned growth.  Currently there is a tentative verbal agreement between some of the property 
owners - whose property needs to be acquired in order to begin making improvements – and the City, 
however the timeline may not coincide with the development of this project, therefore, there may be 
some lag time.  This development will bring the intersection down to a LOS “D”, which is not great but 
is acceptable by traffic engineering standards. 
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Earl Stone, 1188 North 600 East, questioned why an already congested area would be made to be 
more congested.  
 
Dixie Crook, 556 North 500 East, asked if the proposed mitigation involved imminent domain.  Mr. 
Young said it did not; the City has met with the property owners and obtained a tentative verbal 
agreement.  The consulting firm has provided recommendations for mitigation and the City is planning 
on realignment and signalization in the future.  Ms. Crook said she has not heard safety issues being 
addressed.  
 
Frank Stewart, 1146 North 600 East, asked why Sunday and/or event days were not included in the 
study and asked what the term “conservative” in the study meant.  Mr. Eldredge explained that the 
study was based on 624 occupants, resulting in 216 trips in the AM peak hours and approximately 
393 in the PM peak hours.  Conservative meant that typical reductions were not taken (i.e. fewer trips 
for a mixed use development, as well not considering the number of parking stalls) therefore the 
results represent the highest range for trip generation.  Although Sunday traffic is a consideration, the 
data was collected during periods when this particular development would have the highest impact on 
traffic.  Sunday statistics were not included once it was determined that mitigation would be necessary 
for this intersection regardless of this development and would not have changed or altered the overall 
conclusion. 
 
Burt Lamborn, 940 North 500 East, met with Staff on October 24, 2011, after the last meeting, and 
was provided a written response to some of the concerns raised.  Within the response was 
confirmation that the Planning Commission cannot approve this project unless found that it is 
compatible with the surrounding area and “neighborhood compatibility is a requirement of the 
Planning Commission”.  Therefore, just because the proponent meets Code requirements, does not 
mean that there is an obligation to approve it if it does not provide compatibility with surrounding area.  
At the last meeting, data was presented regarding the percentage of current tenants needing parking.  
He recapped that two nearby complexes were contacted and the average was a 77% need for 
parking.  Another nearby complex sells 85% parking permits to their tenants.  The current plan has 
323 parking spaces for a maximum occupancy of 624 students; the percentage (53%) although 
increased from the original proposal is still a far cry from what is necessary.  The shortage in parking 
will create overflow parking in the surrounding neighborhood, which will adversely affect the character 
of the area.  Mr. Lamborn suggested reducing the maximum occupancy.    
 
Ted Nyman, 524 East 1100 North, expressed serious concerns regarding traffic.  Even without data 
during the highest peak times (Sunday and USU event days) the traffic study indicates that the 
intersection at 600 East 1000 North is expected to operate at an unacceptable level of service and will 
require mitigation to function at an acceptable level during the weekday.  He recommended that the 
City take the time to do it right the first time and realign and signalize the road.  He also suggested 
that the development be drastically scaled down not allowed to progress until all necessary 
infrastructure changes have been completed. 
 
Mary Fisk, 1026 North 600 East, lives in house closest to the project.  She has lived there for 39 
years.  She is sad to see what is happening in the community, trying to add high density apartment 
complexes throughout the area.  She said the relaxed atmosphere is delightful.  Progress has to take 
place, but not his way.  She said the City Code should protect her view of the mountains which would 
be blocked by this project.  There are too many problems to consider letting this development 
continue. 
 
Natalee Champlin, 546 East 1100 North, lives one block away from the proposed complex. With dual 
degrees, she said that she has valuable insight into the need for proper planning of the complex. LDC 
17.47.050(A) reads “The Commission may approve a subdivision when it is able to substantiate the 
following findings:  The subdivision lots maintain or enhance the neighborhood character”.  There are 
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many reasons this development will not enhance the neighborhood.  Without a realistic assessment of 
the effects of the proposed apartment complex on traffic and overflow parking, the City would be 
making a premature decision to approve any type of permit to the developer.   The traffic study needs 
to address and model the intersection for impacts with the current road configuration.  If and when the 
road is straightened out, the study will likely show there will still be too much traffic to accommodate 
an outlet from the complex along 600 East.  She expressed concerns relating to guest and retail 
parking and the safety for children in the area.  She pointed out that the mission statement for Logan 
City is “to sustain and enhance the quality of life for the citizens of Logan”.  History suggests that it is 
unrealistic for the developer to assume that less than 70% of tenants will need parking.  As submitted, 
this project has effects that are intolerable for the surrounding areas.  A scaled-down project must be 
considered.  The traffic study was inadequate and the Commission should not make any decisions 
until the study has been sufficient.  The Commission should substantiate how the complex will 
enhance, let alone maintain, the neighborhood’s character.  
 
Ron Godfrey, 717 East 1200 North, advised that this development is not good for this area and seems 
to be an exercise in futility.  The developer has addressed items that meet the Code, but what should 
be done has not been addressed.  This development will drive families away from the area and will 
degrade the neighborhood and schools.  High-density housing should not be located next to 
residential areas.  This development is incompatible with the vision of Logan and the residents in the 
area.  
 
Gary Carlston, 631 East 1150 North, asked Ms. Clifford to clarify the 600 East access.  She advised it 
is proposed to be approximately 43’ in total width, running along the north property line.  The south 
portion of the access is a 23’ wide ramp that slopes upward to a 26’ wide Fire Access Lane.  The Fire 
Access Lane runs the entire length of the north property line (approximately 580’) and becomes level 
with the main floor of the building where 37 parking stalls are located. Mr. Carlston asked what will 
prevent two-way traffic from using the one-way entrance.  Ms. Clifford said it will be posted as 
“entrance only” with a width of 12’.  Mr. Carlston said that it is still a concern and still creates a safety 
issue.  There is also a concern that the traffic study did not take into account the residential 
neighborhoods.  Regardless of the potential realignment of the road, cars will travel through the 
neighborhood.  There is no prescribed distance from an intersection to an access, therefore, it 
becomes an issue of judgment and within the Commission’s discretion whether or not this access 
should be allowed.  He advised the Commission to take if from the residents in the area that this 
project will add to the congestion.  The development would be much more neighborhood friendly if the 
height is reduced. 
 
Suzanne Erickson, 1025 North 600 East, owner of the Joy School advised that additional traffic on 
this street will impact her business.  Her desire is for the Commission and the developer to listen to 
the concerns of the citizens and the hope that the development will be reduced. 
 
Gayle Whitteker, 694 East 1150 North, advised that in the LDC 17.12.010 is reads “Logan seeks to 
maintain or enhance neighborhood integrity, identity and character to make neighborhoods more 
desirable and help stabilize and improve property values”. This project is proposed adjacent to a 
single-family neighborhood zone and will have a great impact. This will be a large building with no 
central management and a written HOA will do little. The neighborhood already struggles with over-
occupancy violations.  The character of the neighborhood is made up of single and 2-story homes to 
the west and north, and 2-story apartments to the east and south.  This proposed 68’ building cannot 
be considered as “maintaining the integrity, identity and character” of this type of area. Property 
values for homes in the area will decline and even the minimum limits of 38’ would not “stabilize and 
improve property values”.   Allowing more commercial space into an area that has very limited 
commercial space will destroy the character of the neighborhood.  Ms. Whitteker said “the integrity of 
this Commission and Logan’s Development and Building Codes are at stake”.  
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Amy Horsley, 707 East 1150 North, disagreed that the developer has met, or exceeded, the 
requirements of the parking ordinance by providing 3 stalls/unit, or a parking stall ratio of 0.51 
stalls/bed.  In LDC 17.11.150 it reads “to ensure that new developments have adequate parking for 
automobiles”.   In LDC 17.11.150(A) it reads “the standards are designed to limit spillover parking into 
neighborhoods”, therefore, adequate parking, at a minimum, would limit spillover parking into 
neighborhoods.  The facts are that the project includes 108 units, with a 648 maximum occupancy 
and the developer is proposing 331 parking stalls, which equals 0.51 stalls/bed – which is not 
adequate.  If the USU standard is used, the developer’s proposed parking plan is 36% less than 
adequate.  Similar developments include Old Farm at 0.85 actual demand and USU at 0.80 actual 
demand.  The LDC 17.15.090 parking provision is 240% less than adequate and would result in 
spillover into the neighborhood of approximately 302 cars, therefore, the provisions contained in LDC 
17.15.090 are in direct conflict with the parking requirements of LDC 17.11.150 and will result in less 
than adequate parking and unaccepted spillover.   
 
Brock Champlin, 546 East 1100 North, advised that the current maximum parking allowed in the 
Campus Residential (CR) zone is 2.0 stalls/unit.  Based on the USU model, 80% of students have a 
vehicle, which translates to 4.8 stalls/unit and thus should be the minimum parking standard.  With a 
projected spillover of approximately 302 cars, it would fill the entire church parking lot located north of 
the proposed site.   To put that number in context with the neighborhood, there are 178 homes 
between 400-600 East and 1000-1200 North; 302 cars parked on the streets in that neighborhood 
would result in almost two cars in front of every home.  The developer’s proposed increase from 2.0 to 
3.0 stalls/unit would result in spillover of 187 cars that would result in more than one car in front of 
every home.  Zero spillover into the neighborhood should be the objective, which would require the 
developer to provide 4.8 stalls/unit.  
 
Kensie Hansen, 956 North 500 East, advised that the developer assumes that there will be a 
maximum of 648 residents in 108 units but this project is not a typical student housing project.  It will 
not be under single management, where unit occupancies are publicly advertised and centrally 
managed.  Each unit will be privately owned, resulting in a diversity of ownership interests and 
management styles.  The proposed project includes 370 bedrooms which could comfortably house 
740 beds.  Any increase in occupancy would exacerbate the problems related to parking.  While the 
developer may claim that such an increase will not happen, it would be unrealistic to expect that the 
developer will have any control once a unit is sold.  The growing trend is homeowners who rent to 
more students than permitted by ordinance.  It is a complex issue, for which Logan City has no 
effective long-term answer. 
 
Frank Stewart, 1146 North 680 East, expressed concern with safety, traffic, and preservation of the 
character of the neighborhood.  He advised that student encroachment into neighborhoods is not, in 
most cases, positive.  Renters general do not take ownership, do not maintain yards, and create 
parking problems.  He shared a few experiences in working with Logan City Neighborhood 
Improvement.   He asked the Commission to stand up for the residents and make the right decision to 
reduce this project to a reasonable level.   
 
Jim Whitteker, 694 East 1150 North, advised that in LDC 17.38.040 “The number of parking spaces 
specified shall not be exceeded by an amount of more than 25% of the maximum”.  Since the 
maximum parking permitted in the Campus Residential zone is 2 stalls/unit, the permitted 25% 
increase would result in 2.5 stalls/unit.  Nevertheless, in LDC 17.38.050 it states that “off-site parking 
cannot be used to satisfy the parking standards for residential uses, except for guest parking”.  The 
conclusion is that the maximum parking ratio permitted by the statue is 2.5 stalls/unit, all of which 
must be provided on-site.  No more than 50% of the required parking is permitted to be surface 
parking; the other 50% must be on-site structured parking.  If the Commission is permitted to over-ride 
the statue by allowing 3 stalls/unit, he suggested that the ratio should be 4.8 stalls/unit as the 
minimum, which equates to the USU demand of 0.8 stalls/bed. 
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Tony Wegener, 255 South 300 West, said that it is incredible that the City knows best how much 
parking will make a student housing project marketable and financially sustainable.  It is also 
incredible that the Commission may increase the required 2.0 stalls/unit by only 25% and even then 
there are three specific issues which must be substantiated before the 25% may be approved.  The 
first issue is demand.  “The developer must show that the demand for excess parking is ongoing and 
not based on peak day, holiday or seasonal events”.  This is easy to substantiate because the 
demand at USU is 0.80 stalls/bed – a credible and defensible demand standard.  The second 
condition is unique parking needs.  “The developer must show that unique parking needs do allow 
necessary parking to be reasonably provided based on the requirements of this section”.  The 2.0 
stalls/unit, as required by the Code, represents only 41% of the stalls required to meet the parking 
demand.  Most USU students need to work part-time and will have need for a vehicle.  Alternative 
transportation modes such as bicycles, transit and walking are not generally acceptable alternatives at 
USU.  Students prefer to drive their own vehicles, especially in the winter months and many students 
choose to drive home on weekends and holidays.  These unique requirements essentially demand a 
240% increase in parking over the provisions in the Code.  The third issue is Performance Landscape 
Plan.  “The developer will need to demonstrate that the site can accommodate additional landscaping 
to compensate for and mitigate the impact from additional stalls”. Mr. Wegener suggested that any 
additional parking stalls required to achieve an adequate level of parking be provided as structured 
parking, or the number of units should be reduced accordingly.  
 
Jan Nyman, 524 East 1100 North, advised that residents in the area were blindsided by this proposed 
development; however, they have come together as a proactive group, interested in what happens in 
the neighborhood.  She asked that the Commission take time to consider all the facts and to use 
common sense and logic in making decision.  She urged the Commission to preserve this part of 
Logan and consider the future residents of this area.  She quoted the mission statement of the City 
“To sustain and enhance the quality of life for the citizens of Logan”.  
 
Gary Etherington, the owner of the property for this proposed project, addressed growth and change.   
He advised that USU continues to grow whether we like it or.  The increase in student population 
creates the need for more places to live and shop.  USU is a major economic influence in the 
community and as it grows the City needs to expand services to support it.  He noted that this is not 
the only place where change has not been wanted and cited the recent 1000 West renovation and 
how it impacted residents in that area.  Most projects have some negative impacts, but benefit the 
community as a whole.  
 
Mark Lunt encouraged citizens to participate in the Citizens Academy.  He also noted that there has 
been a committee established focusing on more effective ways to provide communication to the public 
and make recommendations on improvement.  He encouraged citizens to become involved regarding 
ways to improve the process, especially as the population grows.  
 
Steven Brandley said the City has done a good job in trying to mitigate the problems caused by 
having a major University in their midst.  This zoning structure will help many people.  Mr. Brandley 
has nephews who attend school but have to travel because of the 98% filled housing around the 
University.  Projects like this will provide a great benefit to the community and the students.  This 
project fits with the requirements of the zone and has been well thought out.  
 
Jed Clark, 675 East 1000 North, owns a home that will be taken over by this project.  He advised that 
the home was built in 1961.  In 1963, recognizing USU’s potential growth, the home was turned into a 
triplex (later grandfathered).  USU will continue to increase in size and student housing is needed, 
otherwise students will move into the neighborhoods.  High-density housing projects like this make 
sense and will enhance the area.  There is other student housing in the area and so to claim that this 
project is incompatible does not make sense.  Mr. Clark said he understands the parking concerns 
that are already there, however, this is a good project which will help long-term.  
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David Brandley is a homeowner who has students living on both sides of him.  He believes this project 
will give students a good place to live near USU.  It will help with traffic and parking by moving 
students closer to campus.  He likes the fact that this development will push the changes to the 
intersection forward.   Although there might be some traffic overflow, this is something happening now 
with students who cannot find housing and have to drive to school.  He also likes the moral 
requirements that will be established. 
 
Celeste Brandley served in leadership positions at USU for many years and worked with housing and 
parking communities.  USU is the largest residential campus in Utah and funding is based off student 
head count.  Over 17,000 students live on campus and this development will help with the continued 
student growth.   
 
Jakob Brandley provided a visual of the surrounding areas by presenting photos taken from the 
proposed site.  The community needs to recognize that there will be continued growth and 
adjustments need to be made to accommodate that growth.    
 
Este Hunt advised that as a neighborhood, there is an understanding for the need for change, 
however, this type of development will not necessary enhance the neighborhood.  Traffic flows 
through this neighborhood for downtown events.  She advised that many students will continue to 
occupy residential homes, as it is often cheaper than a student housing.  The heights of the buildings 
in the area illustrate the difference between what is there and what is being proposed.   
 
Ron Rhees, 624 East 1150 North, explained that the residents are not against USU or the students.  
He pointed out that the suggestion has been for a downgrade, especially on the west end.  He asked 
for clarification on the 600 East entrance and asked if there was anything blocking the fire lane.  Ms. 
Clifford advised that it is open to 600 East and is also providing parking.  Mr. Rhees clarified that the 
only choice for drivers will be to exit onto 1000 North.  A left-hand turn will be required if going to the 
University and he expressed concern for safety. He said that students may try to exit to 600 East even 
if it is posted as an entrance only and suggested installing tire shredders to force traffic out the correct 
exit.   
 
Kent Field owns the property to the south facing the proposed project and is in favor of the 
development.  He bought property close to the University because of strong property values.  He said 
he is surprised this has not been developed sooner.  If the project is reduced, others will have to be 
built.   He believes many students will walk and that this is the best use for this property.   
 
Keith Hansen, the architectural designer of the project, advised that all the public comments have 
been taken into account.  The developer is trying to create a nice high-end development.  The reason 
for a mixed-use project is to encourage reduced traffic and provide a walkable community.  The 
commercial aspect will help with that goal.  The project meets all the Code requirements and will work 
well in the community.  Commissioner Lee asked about the height transition and if there was a 
feasible way to keep the integrity of the project and reduce the west side, making the transition 
smoother.  Mr. Hansen explained that it has been reduced two stories from the initial application, in 
order for the project to be feasible it needs to be 4-stories high.  He pointed out that the west end is 
20’ below the allowable height limit already and the buffer is more than what the Code requires and 
sufficient for the transition.  He pointed out that the Joy School will benefit from the future 600 East 
alignment with a 20’ landscaped buffer from the road.  
 
Kurt Johnson, 558 Douglas Dr., pointed out that the sidewalks along the way to Lee’s Marketplace are 
not complete and not a viable pedestrian option.  He expressed concern with snow removal and 
advised that on 1000 North the snow is piled on the corner blocking the sidewalk that leads to the 
CVTD bus stop.   
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COMMISSION: Chairman Simmonds pointed out that the traffic study was based on 624 occupants; 
however, the application lists 648 occupants.  She asked Mr. Eldredge if this would change any of the 
results.  Mr. Eldredge said that trip generation would be increased slightly but overall will not change 
the conclusion that mitigation is necessary. 
 
Ms. Clifford reviewed the setbacks for Commissioner Kerr.  She advised that the main setbacks are 
measured from either the parking structure or the building footprint that exceeds the structure.   
 
Chairman Simmonds asked about the proposed setback for the entire south portion.  Ms. Clifford 
explained that areas where the parking structure is exposed would have a 0’ setback because it is 
considered a structure/building, however, it may need to change with the required landscape buffer.  
Ms. Clifford described the layout of the parking design.  
 
Commissioner Adams asked about the 0’ setback.  Ms. Clifford explained that it would actually be 
approximately 1’ from the sidewalk as property lines typically begin 12’’ from public sidewalks. 
 
Commissioner Lee asked for clarification about the south access lane.  Ms. Clifford explained LDC 
17.36.270 requires any single lane one-way travel access to be 12’ maximum in width.  It was 
originally proposed to be 20’ so it will be required to be reduced.   Ms. Clifford clarified for 
Commissioner Davis that the 8’ difference will be additional landscaping on the south.  
 
Commissioner Davis asked if the parking decisions were a development choice or whether the 
decision was influenced by the water table.  Mr. Brandley explained that the design is intended to 
meet the requested transition issues and it was lowered as much as possible to provide for screening 
and landscaping.  
 
Mr. Brandley confirmed for Chairman Simmonds that the 4-story west side of the project has one level 
of underground parking proposed due to the 11’ water table.  Chairman Simmonds asked about retail 
delivery and service traffic.  Mr. Brandley said that unloading will occur either on 1000 North during off 
hours or in the fire lane.  There will also be public parking available for the retail space.   
 
Commissioner Adams asked how realistic landscaping in the 1’ setback would be. Mr. Hansen, the 
architect, advised that that the setback would be 1-2’ depending on the flow of the sidewalk and that 
there are many species which can do well in smaller areas.  
 
Commissioner Hale asked about the possibility for signage prohibiting overflow parking.  Ms. Clifford 
said that is certainly an option managed through the police department and would require a Council 
action to implement.  
 
Commissioner Lee asked about the property (duplex) northwest of the site.  Ms. Clifford said that it is 
a grandfathered duplex, zoned single-family, however she does not know what the owner’s future 
intent is.   
 
Commissioner Adams asked about potential safety concerns related to traffic along 1000 North, 
specifically a blind spot near USU Credit Union.  Mr. Young said that the Engineering Department can 
take a look at that area and any concerns could be mitigated through improved site distances and 
traffic speed control.   
 
Mr. Housley, the City Attorney, addressed some of the issues brought up relating to the Code.  
Specific ordinances should be consistent with a purpose statement.  He referenced a Utah Court of 
Appeals Case - Brown vs. Sandy City (case No. 970156-CA). In summary; some east bench some 
residents were leasing their homes to skiers in the winter; neighbors did not like it and went to the City 
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who advised that it was a violation of their Code.  The renters appealed the City’s decision and the 
Board of Adjustment upheld the City’s decision that it was a violation of the ordinance.  The case was 
then taken to the Court of Appeals.  A general principal regarding Land Use Code “In interpreting the 
meaning of ordinance(s), we are guided by the standard rules of statutory construction.  However, 
because zoning ordinances are in derogation of a property owner’s common-law right to unrestricted 
use of his or her property, provisions therein restricting property uses should be strictly construed, and 
provisions permitting property uses should be liberally construed in favor of the property owner”.  If an 
issue is ambiguous, it will always be in the favor of the property owner.  In this particular case, it is 
exactly what has been brought up today.  The argument that this is not consistent with, or will 
enhance the neighborhood could be made and the residents can claim that the Code must be upheld 
and the project denied.  The Court has addressed this issue “by satisfying the actual regulations 
enumerating in the Land Use Code, the use of the properties have met the legal requirements of 
those sections, and thus met the general purpose of the statute.  Although we recognize that short-
term leases may disrupt the residential environment of a neighborhood in some instances, by failing to 
prohibit short-term leases, Sandy City has implicitly determined that such practices are conducive to a 
residential environment.  In others words; we will not find a violation of law simply because the 
permitted use may appear inconsistent with the general intent statement when the use is in 
compliance with the substantive provisions of the ordinance.”  Mr. Housley said that he is not 
defending the 2 parking stalls/unit; however, that is what was passed.  If that appears to be 
inconsistent with the purpose statement, the Courts have advised they will consider the specific 
provision.  The City’s Code is very specific on the point of parking, therefore, the developer is 
proposing 3 stalls/unit; however, the Code maximum is 2 stalls/unit and if challenged it is possible that 
he may be required to reduce the parking, which from a practical standpoint is not what the 
neighborhood wants.   
 
Commissioner Davis asked if the Commission had any latitude regarding parking through the Design 
Review process.  Mr. Housley advised that because there is a specific provision for parking, the 
Commission can only work within that range.  The Commission is given parameters for decisions 
within the approved ordinance(s).  In LDC 17.50.090 “In reviewing an application for a Design Review 
Permit the decision-making body may modify the project or impose conditions concerning site 
development, site design and building design features to ensure conformance to the applicable 
development design standards”.  Mr. Housley advised that in reference to parking, the Commission 
cannot force the developer to increase parking, as the proposal is already above the maximum 
allowed in the Code; however, there is some flexibility in design standards.  Whenever there are 
variances they have to be defended with a standard of substantial evidence. 
 
Commissioner Adams asked if it were possible to limit the amount of actual residents with vehicles.  
Mr. Housley advised that the condition requires a certain amount of dedicated stalls per unit, but it 
becomes difficult to tell property owners how many cars they can have. They can, however, be told 
that they cannot park off-site but practically that becomes difficult to enforce.  
 
Mr. Housley said the idea of a mixed-use development is to encourage people not to have cars so 
that is the reason for the reduced parking requirement.  The Commission can only limit the parking 
stalls and cannot condition an owner to the specific number of vehicles they can have.   
 
Mr. Whitteker noted that in the Code, the building could be built from 38’ to 68’ and asked Mr. Housley 
if the Commission could restrict the height based on impact to the neighborhood.  Mr. Housley said 
the Commission can consider that, however, the neighborhood has to be defined as the entire area 
and not just the residential homes closest to the project.   
 
Commissioner Adams expressed his concerns with parking and the height transition on 600 East. 
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Commissioner Hale said she believes the height (600 East) does not fit in with the character of the 
neighborhood as a whole. 
 
Commissioner Adams said the project will enhance the intersection and asked how the alignment of 
the road will impact the Joy School parking.  Commissioner Lee pointed out that City issues cannot be 
solved by the Commission and the focus should be on approving the specific project presented. 
 
Chairman Simmonds remarked that she is worried that the impact of the project and future 
intersection construction will make that already congested area more difficult. 
 
Commissioner Lee suggested continuing the decision to the next meeting in order to digest the 
information presented.  Mr. Housley said that the Commission should be prepared to make a decision 
within the next 45 days. 
 
Commissioner Kerr expressed concern with trying to “design the project on the fly” because there are 
many different things that each member of the Commission would like to see changed. 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Lee moved that the Planning Commission continue PC 11-038 to the 
January 12, 2012 meeting with no further public discussion.  Commissioner Kerr seconded the 
motion.   
 
[Moved: Commissioner Lee  Seconded: Commissioner Kerr   Passed: 6,0] 
 Yea: D. Adams, A. Davis, A. Hale, H. Hall, J. Kerr, K. Lee        Nay:      Abstain:   
 

PC 11-046 AT&T Cell Facility  (continued from November 10 meeting) 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 located on the property at 650 
North Main in the Commercial (COM) zone; TIN #05-026-0005. 

 

STAFF: Glen Goins reviewed the Staff Report as written, clarifying the conflict in the Land 
Development Code that was identified at the last meeting.  The LDC contains a definite and direct 
conflict, both allowing monopoles as a permitted use and restricting them to the Industrial Park (IP) 
and Commercial Service (CS) zones.  Both Code references are binding and substantive.  There is no 
issue of one provision being “more restrictive” than the other.  Therefore, the choice which most 
liberally construes a right in favor of the property owner would be to recognize monopoles as a 
permitted use in the Commercial (COM) zone, wherein the subject property resides, until the conflict 
is resolved procedurally through a Code Amendment.  Staff is recommending approval.  
 
PRO:  Jared White, representative from AT&T, said that they recognize that 48’ is what the 
Commission has the ability to approve.  48’ will not be sufficient meet the coverage needs and 
advised that they will have to submit application to the Board of Adjustment requesting a variance in 
height.   
 
PUBLIC: None 
 
COMMISSION: None 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Lee moved that the Planning Commission conditionally approve  
PC 11-048 for a Design Review Permit with the conditions as listed below.  Commissioner Hall 
seconded the motion.   
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
This project is subject to the proponent or property owner agreeing to comply with the following site 
specific 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 Permit and are 
available in the Community Development Department. 

2. Monopoles are recognized as a “Permitted Use” in the Commercial Zone, Table 17.17.030. 
3. The Planning Commission does not approve the proposed height of 75 feet. 
4. The height of the monopole may be approved at, and shall not exceed 48 feet, as measured from 

ground level. 
5. The proposed chain link fence enclosure shall be a black vinyl-clad fence. 
6. Any associated mechanical or electrical equipment shall be completely screened from view from 

public rights-of-way and adjacent properties with a solid screen and/or landscaping. 
7. Future co-location of any antenna array(s) shall be reviewed and approved separately. 
8. A performance landscaping plan, prepared in accordance with LDC §17.39 shall be submitted for 

approval to the Community Development Department prior to the issuance of the building permit. 
Varieties and sizes of all plant material shall be specified on the plan.  

 
FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL 
The Planning Commission bases its decisions on the following findings supported in the 
administrative record for this project:  
 
1. The project has been revised and amended by the conditions of project approval to address the 

issues and concerns raised within the public and administrative records. 
2. The project has been revised and amended by the conditions of project approval to conform to the 

requirements of Title 17 of the Logan Municipal Code, the City of Logan Public Works Standards 
and Specifications, and the requirements of various departments and agencies. 

3. The project is a recognized as “Permitted Use” in accordance with Table 17.17.030 of the Land 
Development Code. 

4. The application has been duly processed in accordance with Chapter 17.55 of the Land 
Development Code, “Procedures for Processing Project Applications.” 

5. The infrastructure providing access and utility services to the subject property have adequate 
capacities or a suitable level of service for the permitted use. 

6. The Design Review Permit is issued in conformance with the requirements of Title 17.45 of the 
Logan Municipal Code, and meets the requirements for land use and site plan approval, including 
security, screening and, as conditioned, height. 

7. The project is compatible with surrounding land uses and will not interfere with the use and 
enjoyment of adjoining or area properties if constructed at 48 feet in height. Also, given the tertiary 
location, set back behind the frontage uses, as well as being contained within the mature tree 
canopies surrounding the site, this project will be less visible from the surrounding streets. 
 

[Moved: Commissioner Lee   Seconded: Commissioner Hall   Passed: 6,0] 
 Yea: D. Adams, A. Davis, A. Hale, H. Hall, J. Kerr, K. Lee        Nay:      Abstain:   
  

PC 11-048  RSM Food Service.  Design Review.  John Tippetts, authorized agent/owner, is 
proposing an approximate 3,040 square foot (SF) single-story sales and office addition to the site of 
the existing RSM Food Service warehouse facility. The property is approximately 1.52 acres in size. 
The proposed expansion is on the south side of the existing facility, and will extend the building 
approximately 38 feet to the south and will be 80 feet wide. The width of the existing warehouse 
façade is approximately 200 feet, so this addition will not extend beyond the existing building in any 
other direction. The site is located at 1480 North 200 West in the Mixed Use zone; TIN #04-082-0065. 
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STAFF:  Mr. Goins reviewed the Staff Report as written, recommending approval. He noted that 
Chapter 17.16.040(C) and 17.19.080 of the Land Development Code (LDC) require a minimum 
residential component of 4 dwelling units with Mixed Use development projects. Because this project 
is not new development on a vacant lot, but an addition to an existing commercial facility, staff finds 
that the location is not conducive to residential development. The site is surrounded by newer, large-
scale retail developments which are not ready for redevelopment. The addition is minimal to the 
overall site. The site is almost entirely concreted except for landscaping on the developed site. All of 
these factors support the finding that a residential component with this project is not appropriate for 
this area. 

 
PROPONENT: John Tippetts, the owner, explained that his family has owned this business for over 
20 years and are hoping to expand the facility by moving the entire operation to this location. 
 
PUBLIC:   None 
 
COMMISSION:  Chairman Simmonds asked about the landscaping.  Mr. Goins said what is shown on 
the renderings is immediately surrounding the proposed addition, landscaping around the perimeter 
already exists. 
 
Commissioner Adams asked about an agreement with the adjacent business owner for additional 
parking.  Mr. Goins clarified that it was for an access easement provided with the subdivision. He also 
advised that there is ample parking on site.   
 
Mr. Goins advised that since the pre-development meeting, the condition regarding storm water 
detention has been satisfied.   
 
MOTION: Commissioner Davis moved that the Planning Commission conditionally approve  
PC 11-048 for a Design Review Permit with the conditions as listed below.  Commissioner Hale 
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 Permit and are 

available in the Community Development Department. 
2. A performance landscaping plan, prepared in accordance with LDC §17.39, shall be submitted for 

approval to the Community Development Department prior to the issuance of a building permit. 
The plan shall include additional vertical landscaping along the perimeter of the addition (as 
approved by the Planning Commission). Varieties and sizes of all plant material shall be specified 
on the plan.  

3. Twelve (12) additional parking stalls shall be provided on-site. A total of 16 on-site parking stalls 
shall be indicated on a revised site plan prior to the issuance of a building permit.  

4. All exterior lighting shall be designed and installed as per LDC §17.36.210 so that luminaries are 
shielded and downcast to minimize light trespass, glare and sky glow.   

5. No signs are approved with this Design Review Permit. All signs must be approved through the 
Sign Permit process. 

6. 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. Water  
1.   From main in street to the meter in the parking strip will be a minimum of 1’’. That is the 

smallest the city will give. 
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b. Water/Cross Connection  
1. Main Culinary Water line will be required to have Backflow Protection after it enters Building 

but before any Branch connections. 
2. Point of use Culinary water Connections maybe required to have Backflow Protection , this will 

be determined upon the hazard of the  water using equipment. 
c. Engineering  

1. Comply with the requirements of the 2009 Quiglie Subdivision engineering requirements. 
2. Must have separate water service connection. 
3. Must have separate sewer connection. 
4. Comply with all City design and construction standards, specifications and codes. 
5. Have City perform a water model of the existing system to verify adequate domestic and fire 

flows to project. 
6. Record with City a Storm Water Maintenance agreement 

 
FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL FOR THE DESIGN REVIEW PERMIT 
The Planning Commission bases its decisions on the following findings supported in the 
administrative record for this project: 
1. The proposed project has been revised and amended by the conditions of project approval to 

address the issues and concerns raised within the public and administrative records. 
2. The proposed use is compatible with surrounding land uses of the MU zone and will not interfere 

with the use and enjoyment of adjoining or area properties because the project is an extension of 
an existing use and the amount of open space and landscaped area provided meets the LDC 
requirements. 

3. The residential component required by Chapters §17.16.040(C) and §17.19.080 of the LDC is not 
practical for this site because the addition is not new development on a vacant lot, the location is 
not conducive to residential development, is surrounded by newer, large-scale retail development 
which is not ready for redevelopment, is de minimis to the overall site, and the site is almost 
entirely concreted. 

4. The new addition meets the setbacks required by Chapter §17.19.080 of the LDC. 
5. The buildings on the site, including the addition, do not exceed 60% of the total lot area. 
6. The building frontage requirement as required by Chapter §17.19.080 of the LDC does not apply 

because the property has no direct frontage onto 200 West. 
7. The proposed uses provide adequate off-street parking in conformance with Table §17.38.040 of 

the LDC, by providing the required minimum of one (1) parking stall per 250 SF of building area for 
the addition, in the form of 16 parking stalls for the overall site (4 for the warehouse and 12 for the 
addition). 

8. The project exceeds the minimum Land Set Aside as required by Chapter §17.19.120 of the LDC. 
9. The project exceeds the minimum perimeter landscaping as required by Chapter §17.39.050 of 

the LDC. 
10. Chapter §17.18.020.C.2(f) requirements for façade components have been met through the use of 

a mixture of stone and stucco, appropriately-scaled fenestration with trim accents and the use of 
columns to highlight the new entrance. 

11. The requirement of Chapters §17.16.040(C) and §17.19.080 of the LDC of a minimum height of 28 
feet and a minimum of two stories will be out of character with the existing building, and should not 
be required. 

12. The project meets the minimum requirements of Chapter §17.19.080 of the LDC for transparency 
by providing at least 60% front and 20% side wall transparency. 

13. The project meets the requirements of Chapter §17.19.080 of the LDC for entrances because the 
project contains no frontage and the new entrance provided is of sufficient size and scale to meet 
the intent of the LDC. 

14. The requirements of Chapter §17.19.080 of the LDC regarding elevations have been met through 
the use of appropriately-scaled fenestration, modulation of the building wall through a horizontal 
break using stone, stucco and stucco window accents, with complimentary color changes. 
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15. The requirements of Chapter §17.19.080 of the LDC regarding weather protection have been met 
through the use of a mix of building overhang and columns. 

16. The Design Review Permit substantially conforms to the requirements of Title 17 of the Logan 
Municipal Code. 

17. 200 West, which provides access and other infrastructure to the subject property, has adequate 
capacity and/or a suitable level of service for the project.  

18. The proposed building design and land uses are compatible with surrounding neighborhood 
character because it is surrounded by existing commercial uses. 

 
[Moved: Commissioner Davis  Seconded: Commissioner Hale  Passed: 6,0] 
 Yea: D. Adams, A. Davis, A. Hale, H. Hall, J. Kerr, K. Lee        Nay:      Abstain:   
  

Logan Downtown Specific Plan 
 
STAFF:  Mr. Goins  
 
PUBLIC:  None  
 
COMMISSION: Commissioner Kerr expressed concern with some of the circulation pattern 
recommendations.   Mr. Goins explained that when the scope of the plan was crafted, the one-way 
couplets shown on the draft illustrative plan was intended to show them only as a feasible option, not 
as an intended declaration.  Commissioner Hall noted that it is listed as #1 on the action plan which 
creates the assumption that it will happen.  Commissioner Kerr agreed that it reads more as a driving 
force than an option. 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Adams moved that the Planning Commission continue the Logan Specific 
Downtown Plan to the January 12, 2012 meeting.  Commissioner Lee seconded the motion.   
 
[Moved: Commissioner Adams   Seconded: Commissioner Lee   Passed: 6,0] 
 Yea: D. Adams, A. Davis, A. Hale, H. Hall, J. Kerr, K. Lee        Nay:      Abstain:   
 

PC 11-037 Sign Code Amendment. (Withdrawn) City of Logan, authorized agent/owner, request 
amendments to the Temporary Signs sections in the Land Development Code §17.40. 
 

STAFF: Mr. Holley advised the Commission that the project has been withdrawn at this time. 
 

4.  Workshop Item(s) for January 12, 2012:  
 PC 12-001   200 West Mixed Use Rezone 
 PC 12-002   Home Daycare / Preschool LDC Amendment 

 
Meeting adjourned 9:46 p.m. 
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