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     PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 
                    Meeting of August 9, 2012 

 
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, August 9, 2012.  Chairman Simmonds called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m. 
 
Planning Commissioners Present:  David Adams, Amanda Davis, Allison Hale, John Kerr, 
Konrad Lee, Jeannie Simmonds 
 
Planning Commissioners Absent:   Heather Hall 
 
Staff Present:  Mike DeSimone, Russ Holley, Amber Reeder, Paul Taylor, Justin Maughan,  
Craig Humphreys, Kymber Housley, Debbie Zilles  
 
Minutes as written and recorded from July 26, 2012 were reviewed by the Commission.  
Commissioner Kerr moved that the minutes be approved as submitted. Commissioner Davis 
seconded the motion.  The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
 
PC 12-038  1000 N & 600 E Rezone   Zone Change.  Logan City requests to rezone eight (8) 
parcels, consisting of approximately 3.2 acres, northeast of the 600 East and 1000 North 
intersection. The two (2) parcels located directly adjacent to 600 East at 1010 & 1026 North are 
proposed to be rezoned from Campus Residential (CR) to Neighborhood Residential Outer Core 
(NROC). The remaining six (6) parcels, located north of 1000 North are proposed to be rezoned 
from Campus Residential (CR) to Mixed Residential Medium (MRM). Currently, the only vacant 
parcel is the large, middle-of-the-block, 1.7 acre property. The remaining seven (7) parcels all 
currently have residential structures, ranging from single-family homes to fourplexes, on them.   
TIN #05-028-0005, 0001, 0007, 0008, 0009, 0010, 0011, 0006. 
 
STAFF:  Mr. Holley reviewed the Staff Report as written. Because the project site is located off 600 
East, which is the boundary between student housing and single family residential to the south, 
and because there is such a broad mix of land uses immediately adjacent, purely single family 
zoning is not viable. Furthermore, because of its location, the project site could be considered a 
transition area between high density to the east and single family to the west, making the proposed 
MRM zone a viable option. With the medium densities, lower allowed building heights and greater 
setbacks required by the MRM zone, negative impacts to adjacent single family neighborhoods 
should be minimized.  
 
PUBLIC:  One written comment in support of the rezone had been received.  
 
Bill Kramer, 556 East 100 North, agreed with the reasons for this proposed rezone and asked the 
Commission to recommend approval to the Municipal Council.  If the Independence Student Living 
project is not built, it is essential that this rezone take place as soon as practical so that any 
potential future applications would have to comply with the recommended rezone. 
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Gary Etherington, 1775 East 1350 North, owns the vacant parcel in this area.  He noted that if the 
Independence Student Living project proceeds as approved, this rezone is a mute point, and he is 
confused why it is being proposed now.  He also said he has concerns with the proposed Mixed 
Residential Medium (MRM) zone relative to his property.  In LDC §17.12.050 it states “All new 
residential developments must create a traditional neighborhood character with the entrances of 
home oriented towards public streets, garages setback behind the front façade of the home, and 
street trees and front porches that dominate the view down the street.  Streets will be laid out 
similarly to the traditional block pattern that is present in the older districts of Logan.” LDC 
§17.15.060 “For projects adjacent to, or across the street from a neighborhood residential zone 
consisting of five or more dwelling units, at least 20% of the use and structure type shall be front 
yard house detached, and shall be located along the public street. For ten or more dwelling units, 
an additional 20% shall be front yard house detached.”  Mr. Etherington pointed out that there are 
no public streets on his property.  With the proposed MRM zone, it would make it impossible to 
market this property, which will have a huge impact on his future plans to sell.  He asked the 
Commission to reject the current proposal and leave the area zoned as Campus Residential (CR) 
based mostly on the fact that there is an approved project pending; otherwise he suggested 
postponing this proposal until after the project expires. If that is not possible, he asked about an 
exception for his property eliminating the need to “face a public street”. Mr. Housley noted that the 
parcel could be developed under the MRM zone.  The regulations could impact how a 
development is sited; however, the ordinances do not prevent inner block development.  
 
Mark Merritt, owns the fourplex on 651 East 1000 North, asked how this proposed rezone would 
affect his property.  Mr. Housley advised that it would not impact anything that is currently 
operating; it would only impact new development.  He advised Mr. Merritt that he could be 
grandfathered for his current occupancy if the zone is changed.    
 
Jakob Brandley recently purchased two properties with Michael Bybee to rent to students (637 & 
665 East 1000 North).  The proposed rezone limits future developmental possibilities.  He asked 
the Commission to deny the proposed rezone.  He submitted a written letter.  
 
Natalee Champlin, 546 East 1100 North, supports the proposed rezone request.  
 
Jed Clark, 675 East 1000 North, has owned the triplex next to the ditch for 36 years. The triplex 
was built in 1962 when the area was zoned multi-family due to the proximity to USU.  He said he 
understands the residents to the north want a buffer zone, but the University cannot be moved, and 
there is a need for housing near the campus.  
 
Barbara Kramer, 556 East 1100 North, is in favor of this proposed rezone because it is important to 
maintain the character of the neighborhood and a transitional area is needed between single-family 
and campus residential zones.  
 
John Brandley purchased the properties for the Independence Student Living project at top market 
value based on the Campus Residential zoning.  He said he would like to see all the current uses 
all be grandfathered (in writing) if the zoning does change.  Mr. Housley noted that the owner(s) 
can make application for grandfathering if/when the zone changes.  Mr. Brandley pointed out other 
high-density projects located in the area.  This proposed zone change will impact income, 
livelihood and future developmental potential.   He expressed frustration with the fact that the plans 
for his project have changed numerous times to meet the City’s requests and requirements.  This 
new zone will affect the ability to finance the project.  He suggested leaving the zoning as it is 
currently.  Mr. Brandley said he feels this property has been handled in “a malicious and prejudiced 
manner”.  He said they have been very accommodating with the City and the Commission to find 
solutions.  He asked for the Commission’s good faith, common sense and reasoning and keep the 
area as Campus Residential.  
 



 

Planning Commission Meeting Minutes – August 9, 2012                                                           3 | Page 
 

Marilyn Griffin, 630 North 200 East, believes this is a good solution to create a transition area. 
 
Peggy Elwood, 455 East 1150 North, is in favor of the proposed rezone.  She said 1000 North is a 
natural boundary and zoning this area Campus Residential does not seem logical.  She walks 
along 1000 North daily and recommended something be done to encourage property owners to 
take pride in maintaining their properties.  
 
Suzanne Erickson, 1025 North 600 East, owns the Joy Preschool and believes that between 1000 
North and 1400 North is a family area and the natural boundary is 1000 North.  Families have been 
there for generations and should have some rights.  This proposal seems like a compromise.  She 
said that “people and families count” and that there will still be plenty of space for students to live.  
 
Burt Lamborn, 940 North 500 East, is in favor of the proposal and believes this helps “undo the 
past zoning mistakes”.   
 
COMMISSION: Commissioner Kerr questioned the rationale for the two properties proposed to be 
rezoned to Neighborhood Residential (05-028-0005, 05-028-0001). Mr. Holley explained that it is 
consistent with the zoning to the north, which is residential.  Commissioner Kerr asked if the two 
parcels were anticipated to be demolished with the Independence Student Living project.  Mr. 
Holley said that was correct and that the future realignment of the intersection will also change the 
configuration of the property, with the entire area mostly likely absorbed into the MRM zone.   
 
Commissioner Kerr said he is sympathetic to the notion of having some type of buffer/transition 
area.  He advised that he does not like the MRM zone requiring 20% single-family as that seems 
impractical for smaller parcels.  He said he also does not see the rationale for the two parcels on 
600 East to be rezoned to Neighborhood Residential and cannot support either of the proposals. 
Commissioner Kerr also noted that related to the comments about “enough student rentals” he 
pointed out that USU projections (approx 2% growth) translate into the need for an additional 100 
apartments each year that will have to be built, to accommodate such growth.  
 
Commissioner Lee expressed concern with the process.  He felt that this issue isn’t ready for this 
Commission to consider as there is currently an approved project pending.  Approval of a zone 
change would be engaging in an idle act, which seems out of order. Notwithstanding the merits of 
the request for rezone, it seems to put a cloud over the development. Commissioner Lee said the 
City should act in good faith and let the developer work with what has already been approved; and 
if/when that does not happen, a rezone could be reviewed. He noted that because extension(s) for 
the project would have to be approved by the Community Development Director, there could be an 
argument that it could be influenced by the proposed rezone and the City should not put itself in 
that type of position. Commissioner Adams concurred with Commissioner Lee. 
 
Mr. DeSimone, the Community Development Director, pointed out that this is being considered 
because the Municipal Council recognized the contentious nature of this site and directed Staff to 
consider a possible zone change to a category more appropriate for the area.  The Council felt that 
Campus Residential might be too dense, based on public comments they had received.  
 
Mr. Housley confirmed for Commissioner Davis that the Municipal Council will have the final 
decision regarding this matter; however, they will take into consideration the recommendation from 
the Planning Commission.   
 
Commissioner Kerr remarked that this is “the wrong proposal at the wrong time”.  
 
Commissioner Adams asked what the developer would be able to do if he is not able to complete 
his project after all extensions have expired.  Mr. Housley said the approval runs with the property, 
therefore, if it is sold, the new owner would be under the same time constraints and regulations. 
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MOTION: Commissioner Kerr moved that the Planning Commission forward a negative 
recommendation for the requested zone change to the Municipal Council.   Commissioner Lee 
seconded the motion. 
 
 [Moved: Commissioner Kerr   Seconded: Commissioner Lee   Passed: 3,2] 
 Yea: D. Adams, J. Kerr, K. Lee         Nay:  A. Davis, A. Hale      Abstain:   
 
PC 12-039  LDC Text Amendment – CR Setbacks   Text Amendment.  Logan City requests to 
amend the Land Development Code (LDC) §17.15.090 (Campus Residential Development 
Standards) to require a minimum setback of 25’ on projects within the Campus Residential District 
that are adjacent to Neighborhood Residential zones.  This amendment is in response to a few 
projects recently constructed, or currently under construction, in the Adam’s neighborhood.  The 
current setback of 0’ – 10’ is an urban standard that seems to be contrary to the “character” of the 
setting within which these buildings have been located, especially when a project is adjacent to a 
Neighborhood Residential area.  The purpose of the increased setback is to ensure that the 
integrity of the neighboring residential properties is not compromised with a large building placed 
immediately adjacent to their common property line.  These enhanced setback requirements will 
work in conjunction with recently amended height transition standards to provide a broader level of 
compatibility with existing residential areas adjacent to the Campus Residential (CR) zone.  
 
STAFF:  Mr. DeSimone reviewed the Staff Report. The proposed amendment will help ensure that 
new development is compatible with existing neighborhoods by establishing additional building 
setback requirements for new construction in the Campus Residential (CR) zone when adjacent to 
Neighborhood Residential zones.       
  
PUBLIC:  Burt Lamborn, 940 North 500 East, is in favor of this proposal. He said he does not like 
the 0-10’ setback and suggested changing it to 5-10’.   
 
Bill Kramer, 556 East 1100 North, said he agrees with this proposal and does not think a 0’ setback 
is reasonable; he would like to see it changed to a 10’ minimum.  
 
Tony Nielson, 1393 Boxwood, suggested reviewing and possibly adjusting the setbacks in the 
Mixed Residential High (MRH) zone as well.   
 
Mr. DeSimone pointed out the difference in the height; 55’ maximum in the Campus Residential 
and 45’ maximum in the Mixed Residential High. 
 
COMMISSION: Chairman Simmonds asked why 25’ was chosen for the minimum setback.  Mr. 
DeSimone explained that it was consistent with other residential setback standards. He noted that 
there is a building on 600 East which is pushed all the way out to the sidewalk; this change would 
help the development pattern be more consistent.  
 
Commissioner Lee questioned the need for a setback change along the east side of 600 East, 
which already has substantial park strips.  He said he does not see the need to encumber 
properties unnecessarily.  Mr. DeSimone explained that the goal is to create a permanent 
symmetry and equalize the setback along the entire street length. 
 
Commissioner Adams said he struggles with the 0-10’ setback and suggested a change to 5-10’.  
Mr. DeSimone explained that the original crafters of the Code thought that 0-10’ was appropriate to 
create an urban feel, however, it is certainly within the Commission’s purview to change. 
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Commissioner Davis noted that she would like to see the setback in the Campus Residential zone 
start at 10’.  Mr. DeSimone advised that there is often a challenge with many of these properties 
related to size and parking requirements.  
 
Commissioner Lee cautioned that prohibitive setbacks within a Campus Residential zone can 
destroy the intent of the original zone.  
 
Commissioner Davis moved that the Planning Commission forward a positive recommendation to 
the Municipal Council for this proposed text amendment with the addition that the front setback be 
changed to 5-10’ throughout the entire Campus Residential (CR) zone.  Commissioner Kerr 
seconded the motion.  Prior to a vote, Mr. Housley informed the Commission that because this 
change would apply to the entire zone and not to just projects adjacent to Neighborhood 
Residential zones, it should be legally re-noticed. 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Kerr moved that the Planning Commission continue this project to include 
changes to the setback(s) within the entire Campus Residential zone.  Commissioner Lee 
seconded the motion.   
 
 [Moved: Commissioner Kerr   Seconded: Commissioner Lee    Passed: 5,0] 
 Yea: D. Adams, A. Davis, A. Hale, J. Kerr, K. Lee         Nay:        Abstain:   
 
PC 12-041  Carlson Home 4950’ Design Review Permit.  Monte/Denise Carlson, authorized 
agent/owner, is requesting a 4950’ Elevation Design Review Permit approval for a single family 
home. The building site consists of the former lot #17 & #18 in the Deer Crest Subdivision, located 
in the Northeast corner of Logan City near the edge of the Bear River Mountain Range. A 
boundary line adjustment was recently completed with the City Engineer that combined lot#17 & 
#18 into one 0.91 acre (39,691 SF) building lot at 1425 Stonecrest Lane in the Neighborhood 
Residential Eastside (NRE) zone; TIN 05-109-0017-18. 
 
STAFF:  Mr. Holley reviewed the Staff Report as written. The project meets density (6 units per 
acre) and minimum lot sizes (6,000 SF) for the NRE zoning district. As submitted, the project 
meets the minimum required setbacks and lot standards. 
 
PROPONENT:  Denise Carlson said she felt caught between the City and the developer.  They 
have spent over two years and $20,000 on house plans that cannot be adjusted or moved.  They 
were not aware of these requirements (water pressure and fire sprinklers) when the property was 
purchased.  She and her husband have been in contact with the attorney for the developer who 
has advised that everything was done legally.  She asked the Commission to consider their 
feelings and the work and money that has been put into the project. 
 
PUBLIC:  None 
 
COMMISSION: Commissioner Adams asked for clarification on the turnaround.  Mr. Holley 
explained that when a home is more than 150’ from a public street, access is required for fire 
apparatus to turn around (as conditioned in 7-C-1).   
 
Craig Humphreys, the Fire Marshall, explained that when the subdivision was originally approved, 
because of all the private roads, it was conditioned that as development occurred, turnaround 
issues would need to be addressed. There are several options within the Fire Code (cul-de-sac,  
l-shaped, y-shaped or hammerhead turnaround).    
 
Mr. DeSimone advised that this is a technical issue that will need to be resolved before a building 
permit will be granted.  
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Commissioner Kerr noted that there will be other parcels within this development which will have 
the same problem.  Mr. Humphreys agreed.  
 
Mr. Humphreys clarified that one solution could be modifying the proposed hammerhead 
turnaround at the end of the driveway to accommodate fire apparatus; however, the home would 
have to be adjusted.  
 
Mr. Humphreys explained that the City conducted a water model.  The fire hydrant at the corner of 
Aspen & Stonecrest has a flow of 1,540 gpm.  An analysis is done when a structure is proposed 
and is based on the size/type of the structure.  This project will require 2,500 gpm.  The 
homeowner can either provide a water tank or install residential fire sprinklers to satisfy this 
requirement.  
 
Commissioner Lee asked Mr. Humphreys where he thought the turnaround should be located.  Mr. 
Humphreys said shared accesses and driveways are always encouraged; however, it is up the 
homeowner.   
 
Commissioner Adams asked about the steepness of the grade.  Mr. Humphreys explained that the 
Fire Code maximum is a 10% slope, however, a short turnaround could allow for a 12% slope.  
 
Mr. Housley confirmed for Commissioner Kerr that the Commission only had purview over 
guidelines related to design and can offer no relief on Fire Code regulations.  
 
MOTION: Commissioner Lee moved that the Planning Commission conditionally approve  
PC 12-041 for a Design Review Permit based on the conditions and findings as listed below.  
Commissioner Davis seconded the motion. 
 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
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 §17.39 of the Land 

Development Code (LDC), shall be submitted for approval to the Community Development 
Department, prior to the issuance of the building permit. The plan shall include the following: 

a) Street trees in park-strips at 30’ centers along all public rights-of-way.  
b) Disturbed native slopes shall be stabilized and re-vegetated with plant material that will 

reduce soil erosion and slope failures.  
c) Plant material shall be used in and around retaining walls to help blend walls into the 

surrounding environment. 
3. A boundary line adjustment shall be submitted and approved showing the abandonment of 

approximately 25’ at the south end of Stonecrest Lane that squares off the building lot and will 
conform to minimum side setbacks. 

4. All retaining walls shall be reduced to a maximum of 4’ tall. Terraced slopes shall not exceed 
one (1) vertical foot to one (1) horizontal foot ratio, to reduce the risk of erosion, slope failure 
and visual impacts to the natural slopes.  

5. All exterior lighting shall be down-lit concealed source lighting. Exterior building lights shall be 
mounted between 6-14’ above adjacent grade and freestanding luminaries shall not exceed 
12’ in height, as per LDC §17.11.140 and §17.36.210.  

6. All fences planned for the property shall receive a fence permit from the Department of 
Community Development prior to installation.  

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)  

i. Residential cans will need to be placed on Stonecrest Lane for Wednesday collection. 
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b. Engineering  
i. Provide erosion and sediment control plan for construction, and permanent storm water best 

management practices for the lot to be approved by Public Works prior to issuance of a 
building permit. 

ii. The intent of the original subdivision was not to have steep driveways from each lot accessing 
the residential collector road (Aspen Drive).  Public Works is opposed to allowing a drive 
access to Aspen Drive due the excessive grades, safety issues of accessing Aspen Drive 
during inclement weather, and runoff onto Aspen Drive. 

iii. Verify, and correct if necessary, the exact location of the property line at the end of Stonecrest 
Lane.    

c. Fire   
i. An approved Fire apparatus turnaround shall be provided. 
ii. Fire hydrant located at Aspen and Stonecrest Lane is within adequate distance. 

iii. Fire flow requirements for 7,900 SF type VB (wood frame) building is 2,500 gpm. The 
current available fire flow the City system can provide is 1,560 gpm (at the hydrant, as 
per City model) at the minimum 20psi.  The fire flow is insufficient for a building of this 
size and construction type.  Provisions shall be provided to address the insufficient 
available fire flow prior to obtaining a building permit. 

d. Water / Cross Connections    
i. Backflow prevention will be required on main culinary supply line and fire sprinkler system. 

These systems might need booster pumps which could require specific design for the 
installation of the backflow preventers. 

ii. Booster pumps can only be allowed if they do not lower the water main pressure below 20psi 
at peak system demand (DDW rule). Possible water pressure issues. 

 
FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL  
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 and will not interfere with the use 

and enjoyment of adjoining or area properties because the use as residential is compatible to 
the existing residential uses to the north and south.  

3. The permit conforms to the requirements of Title 17 of the Logan Municipal Code.  
4. The proposed use provides adequate off-street parking in conformance with Title 17 of the 

Municipal Code. 
5. The project complies with landscaping requirements in conformance with the General Plan and 

Title 17. 
6. The project met the minimum public noticing requirements of the Land Development Code and 

the Municipal Code. 
7. Access to adjoining streets is designed to be constructed in conformance with City standards 

and specifications.  
8. The building lot conforms to the requirements of Title 17 of the Logan Municipal Code in terms 

of lot size, width, and depth.  
9. Each lot has access to a street or easements to provide for connection to sewer service, water 

service, and other public utilities. 
 
 [Moved: Commissioner Lee    Seconded: Commissioner Davis    Passed: 5,0] 
 Yea: D. Adams, A. Davis, A. Hale, J. Kerr, K. Lee         Nay:        Abstain:   
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PC 12-042 Riverside Apartment Addition Design Review Permit.  Darren Child/Riverside Apts, 
authorized agent/owner, requests demolition of the existing home located at the south end of the 
apartment complex and construction of a new 12-unit apartment building in its place. The proposed 
4-story building will have two levels of structured parking, one being below grade, with three stories 
of residential units above. Each residential floor will have four (4) apartments with four (4) or six (6) 
bedrooms in each apartment. The 1.25 acre complex contains three (3) additional existing 
apartment buildings with a total of 14 dwelling units. The complex is currently divided into three (3) 
parcels at 1251 North 800 East in the Campus Residential (CR) zone; TIN 05-016-0019; 05-016-
0030-31. 
 
STAFF:  Mr. Holley reviewed the Staff Report as written, including the newly submitted elevations, 
recommending approval.  
 
PROPONENT:  Darrin Child said they have attempted to address items of concern from the July 26 
meeting.  He said there are additional exterior elements introduced and changes made to the east 
elevation to make it more appealing.  
 
PUBLIC:  None 
 
COMMISSION:  Commissioner Kerr asked about the walkway. Mr. Holley advised that there was 
(shown on site plan) and contained in Condition #5 “Additional pedestrian sidewalks shall be added 
to safely and conveniently accommodate pedestrian traffic separate from vehicular traffic”.  
 
Mr. Holley explained for Chairman Simmonds that there is a north door that can be accessed from 
the surface parking lot.  The interior parking has a stairwell/elevator.   
 
Commissioner Lee expressed concern about the large wall on the east elevation. Mr. Child 
indicated that although it’s difficult to see, there are windows on that side.  The windows would 
have been larger, however, they were restricted due to the interior design of the apartments. 
 
Mr. Child confirmed for Chairman Simmonds that the east elevation is 6’ from the property line; the 
cantilevers are approximately 18”-2’, and the balconies are flush.  All measurements comply with 
the setback requirements.  
 
Commissioner Adams asked if larger/mature trees could be place on the east side to help with 
screening.  Mr. Holley said there are some species which can grow quite tall (25-30’) and can be 
strategically placed.  
 
Commissioner Davis asked why there was no park strip.  Mr. Holley said it was due to the previous 
design and layout of the road. 
  
MOTION: Commissioner Adams moved that the Planning Commission conditionally approve  
PC 12-042 for a Design Review permit with the conditions and findings as listed below. 
Commissioner Hale seconded the motion. 
 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
1. All standard conditions of approval will be recorded with the Design Review and are available 

in the Community Development Department. 
2. A boundary line adjustment shall be completed that at least adjusts the north property line to 

comply with side building setbacks of 5’. 
3. 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. The plan shall include the following: 
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a) Mature street trees shall be provided inside of the sidewalk along 800 East, spaced 
every 30’. Species and sizes shall be approved by the Logan City Forrester.  

4. Building elevations shall match floor plans and additional windows shall be placed on the east 
and north facades in the areas that have large blank walls.  

5. Additional pedestrian sidewalks shall be added to safely and conveniently accommodate 
pedestrian traffic to and from the site.  

6. All exterior lighting shall be down-lit concealed source lighting. Exterior building lights shall be 
mounted between 6-14’ above adjacent grade and freestanding luminaries shall not exceed 
12’ in height, as per LDC §17.11.140 and §17.36.210.  

7. No signs are approved with this permit. Signs must be approved through the Sign Permit 
process. 

8. 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. Engineering   
i. A boundary line adjustment will need to be completed for this project. 
ii. Comply with City standards for design and construction. 
iii. Compliance with existing City Storm Water Design Standards. 
iv. Provide a maintenance access along canal bank in accordance with the City’s Land 

Development Code. 
v. Remove and repair curb, gutter and sidewalk for existing south entrance to development. 

b. Fire  
i. Fire sprinkler system, fire alarm system, fire access key box required. 
ii. Fire hydrant needed within 100’ of fire sprinkler Fire Department Connection (FDC). 
iii. Access from 800 East.  If the building exceeds 30’ aerial apparatus access shall be 

evaluated on site plan.  
iv. If the floor level of the highest story is more than 30’ above the lowest level of the fire 

department vehicle access a standpipe are required. 
c. Water  

i. Backflow prevention will be required on main culinary water line, recommend in utility closet 
with main water shut off. 

ii. Landscape Irrigation system for the entire complex appears to be changing, this will require 
current code backflow protection for that system. 

d. Environmental  
i. Leave room at the current container location to add another dumpster to handle the 

extra volume. 

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

use and enjoyment of adjacent properties because of the building design, landscaping, and 
setbacks to adjacent development.  

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

3. The proposed project provides adequate off-street parking in conformance with Title 17. 
4. The project meets the goals and objectives of the CR zoning designation within the Logan 

General Plan by providing high-density student housing near the university, thus reducing 
vehicle miles traveled and the unnecessary burden to city-wide infrastructure.    

5. The project met the minimum public noticing requirements of the Land Development Code and 
the Municipal Code. 

6. 800 East Street provides access and is adequate in size and design to sufficiently handle 
automobile traffic related to the land use. 

 
 [Moved: Commissioner Adams    Seconded: Commissioner Hale  Passed: 5,0] 
 Yea: D. Adams, A. Davis, A. Hale, J. Kerr, K. Lee         Nay:        Abstain:   
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4.  WORKSHOP ITEM(s) FOR: August 23, 2012:       

� PC 12-045 Logan Specialty Grocer 
� PC 12-046 Nyman Mortuary 
� PC 12-047 Cache Water Restoration Project  

 
 

Meeting adjourned at 7:49 p.m. 
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Minutes approved as written and digitally recorded at the Logan City Planning Commission  
meeting of August 9, 2012. 
 
 
 
 
___________________________________  ___________________________________ 
Michael A. DeSimone     Jeannie Simmonds 
Community Development Director   Planning Commission Chairman 
 
 
 
 
___________________________________  ___________________________________ 
Russ Holley      Amber Reeder  
Senior Planner      Planner II  
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Debbie Zilles        
Administrative Assistant         
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


