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     PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 
                    Meeting of September 27, 2012 

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

 

Minutes of the meeting for the Logan City Planning Commission convened in regular session 
Thursday, September 27, 2012.  Chairman Simmonds called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m. 
 
Planning Commissioners Present:  David Adams, Amanda Davis, Heather Hall, Konrad Lee, 
Jeannie Simmonds 
 
Planning Commissioners Absent:   Allison Hale, John Kerr 
 
Staff Present:  Mike DeSimone, Russ Holley, Amber Reeder, Paul Taylor, Bill Young,  
Craig Humphreys, Kymber Housley, Nicole Simpson  
 
Minutes as written and recorded from September 13, 2012 were reviewed by the Commission.  
Commissioner Lee moved that the minutes be approved as submitted. Commissioner Adams 
seconded the motion.  The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
 
PC 12-048  McKee Subdivision  Subdivision Permit (continued from Sept. 13)  Kris 
Kvarfordt/Mike McKee, authorized agent/owner, request a five (5) lot subdivision. With two (2) 
existing primary structures on the property, the subdivision will create three (3) new building lots. 
The three (3) new building lots are proposed to be located behind the existing home that fronts 
1000 South and could be considered infill. The three building lots range between 10,847-12,238 
SF in size. The proposed lot 5 contains an originally built large accessory building that has been 
converted to a primary residence over the past several years. The lot sizes and configuration meet 
the minimum requirements of the Land Development Code (LDC) as proposed. The project is 
located at 845 West 100 South in the Neighborhood Residential Outer Core (NROC) zone; TIN 02-
167-0138. 

STAFF:  The proponent requested this project be continued to the October 11, 2012 meeting. 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Davis moved that PC 12-048 be continued to the October 11, 2012 
meeting.  Commissioner Hall seconded the motion. 
 
 [Moved: Commissioner Davis   Seconded: Commissioner Hall   Passed: 4,0] 
 Yea: D. Adams, A. Davis, H. Hall, K. Lee         Nay:         Abstain: 

 
 
PC 12-052  The Factory Apts.  Design Review Permit.  Upwall Design/Nelson Bros, authorized 
agent/owner, request to demolish an existing, dilapidated apartment building and construct a new 
5-story, 84-unit student housing building with a parking garage (374 parking stalls; sufficent to 
provide 90% of the parking for the project) at 890 N 600 E and 648 E 900 N in the Campus 
Residential (CR) zone; TIN #05-034-0014;0015. 

STAFF:  Mr. Holley reviewed the Staff Report as written, recommending approval. 
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PROPONENT:  Michael Upwall, the architect for this project, expressed his excitement about the 
Factory Apartments.  The Nelson Brothers (project owners) have a strong belief that this type of 
structure will fit really well into the community.  He pointed out the green space that will be 
available for students to gather, play, hang out, etc.  Parking is tucked behind the building, hidden 
away.  Mr. Upwall noted that the Nelson brothers have spent a significant amount of money to 
make sure there is more than the required amount of parking.  The façade on 600 E is a very 
important part of their design process – they want to make sure they take advantage of the 25-foot 
setback.  They plan to give that 25 feet green belt a “park-like” feel, building it up with flowering 
trees.  The roof top on the first area of the structure will also be a “green roof” with tall grasses to 
soften the transition into the neighborhood.  They want the materials to look like the building has 
been here for some time with a city loft type feel, not like a brand new building.  The sky bridge will 
connect the two structures (the parking structure and the apartment building), celebrating 
pedestrian access to this space.  They hope to create a natural flow of traffic into the green space.  
The smoke stacks on the top of the building do not serve a purpose at this time, but later on they 
may be used as ventilation or solar tubes. 
 
Chairman Simmonds asked how far the bump out on the north side of the building sticks out.  Mr. 
Upwall explained that it comes off the side of the building approximately 2 feet.  Chairman 
Simmonds reminded Mr. Upwall of the 10-foot setback for that side of the building.  Mr. Holley 
noted that the setback is static from 0-10 feet. 
 
Commissioner Davis stated that she is not comfortable approving “fluid” statements about the 
setbacks and design.  She asked for definitive answers.  Mr. Upwall confirmed that there will be 
smoke stacks on the top of the building and they will comply with the 10-foot setback requirement.  
Commissioner Davis noted that if the design changes, the proponents will need to bring the new 
design back to the Commission.  
 
Commissioner Hall questioned if the north elevation on the west is a patio.  Mr. Upwall explained 
that the roof on that section of the building will only be used for a green room and will only be 
accessible for maintenance.   
 
Commissioner Hall also asked whether it would be possible to bring the parking terrace down 3 
feet to meet the 55-foot height maximum.  Mr. Upwall mentioned that the most recent soils report 
they received will allow for them to lower that part of the building another 3 feet to meet the 
requirement mentioned. 
 
Commissioner Adams asked if the green roof will be able to support trees and other shrubbery 
types.  Mr. Upwall responded that they plan to build planting boxes around the perimeter of that 
roof section.  The grasses used will be tall, wild grasses visible from the ground. 
 
Commissioner Davis questioned whether the roof top equipment will be hidden.  Mr. Upwall is 
comfortable screening the mechanical equipment, stating that it will still meet the 55-foot maximum 
height requirement.  He intends to make the equipment invisible to the public. 
 
Commissioner Adams expressed concern with vehicles parking on 600 E.  He stated that the 
parking is adequate for all the tenants, but visitors of the tenants needs to be taken into 
consideration.  He asked if the architect has planned any parking for visitors.  Mr. Upwall proposed 
using the west parking lot (10 parking stalls) as visitor parking, encouraging vehicles off the street.  
They also want to encourage bicycles and pedestrians through the area.   
 
Mr. Holley pointed out that the small parking lot in question will require a 10-foot setback. 
 
Commissioner Adams repeated his concern with on street parking in the area, expressing that 
there needs to be a lot of planning for parking with this project.  He worries that there will not be an 
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adequate amount of parking.  Mr. Holley pointed out that 600 E is a wide road, approximately 60 
feet of pavement.  Commissioner Adams believes there will be problems with on street parking at 
night and problems with pedestrians attempting to cross that road. 
 
Pat Nelson, project owner, explained that the Nelson Brothers’ vision is to bring a “cool” apartment 
building to Logan, while working with the university and the local neighborhoods.  He noted that 
they will have a full-time apartment manager in the building office.  This manager will be able to 
monitor the parking.  Mr. Nelson does not anticipate every car to be in the parking structure 100% 
of the time.  The university will let them lease parking spots at the stadium for students that don’t 
use their cars daily.  It is possible to put approximately 25-30 visitor parking spots on the bottom 
floor of the parking structure and still have up to 350 stalls for the students.  The building design is 
focused inward like its own “community,” thus preventing people from hanging out by the street.  
Mr. Nelson also suggested putting up no parking signs along the street.  He believes they will have 
plenty of parking with the parking garage. 
 
Mike Culwell mentioned the access from the west side of the building will have pedestrian access.  
Most traffic flow will be coming from the university, thus the 900 N entrance.  He doesn’t foresee a 
lot of traffic on the west side of the building aside from the bus stop.  Mr. Holley reminded the 
proponents the building breaks need to be every 120 feet, and that the parking garage does need 
to be lowered by 3 feet. 
 
Commissioner Adams asked if the building breaks need to be complete separations or if it could be 
an opening such as a breezeway.  Mr. Holley replied that the code states 20-foot breaks between 
buildings; therefore, the definition is up for interpretation with the Commission.  Mr. DeSimone 
remarked that the Community Development Department interpreted the code as distinct building 
separation.  Mr. DeSimone mentioned that the Fire Department does have the entrance on the 
south side for emergency access.  He suggested the southern portion of the building move 
southward, creating a break for the fire entrance between the two buildings.   
 
Commissioner Hall commented that shifting the building would break up the green area. 
 
Mr. Upwall believes they can achieve the intent of the code.  He doesn’t think the code states that 
buildings are limited to being 120 feet long.  He feels that some kind of visible break would comply 
with code.  The ribbons of glass will provide the rhythm of distinct buildings, which are located 
more often than 120 feet.  Like a tunnel, you would be able to walk through the building to the inner 
“community.”  Mr. Upwall believes that the breaks they have currently designed creates 4 buildings, 
complying with code.   
 
Mr. Holley referenced the code, explaining that blank (brick/metal) walls need breaks.  Front and 
side elevations must be divided into distinct planes of 500 feet or less.  The code referencing the 
20-foot breaks for pedestrian access also says buildings will not exceed 120 feet without breaks 
providing pedestrian access.  Mr. Holley mentioned that the conditions that reference these code 
sections are conditions 6 and 10.   
 
Commissioner Lee pointed out that 2 of those 3 requirements have been met.  Mr. Holley indicated 
that some areas of the buildings have met the requirement, but the 20-foot pedestrian break 
requirements have not been met as designed.  The distance to the sky bridge is 170 feet, 
exceeding the 20-foot requirement on the west side of the building.  
 
Commissioner Hall believes that the pedestrian access currently in the building design are 
compliant with the code sections Mr. Holley previously stated.  Mr. DeSimone said the Commission 
needs to decide the interpretation of the code for the breaks, and whether this design meets the 
intention of the code. 
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Mr. Nelson explained that if there is a distinct opening between buildings on the west side, there 
will be more open traffic moving through the complex.  The idea of the project is to keep the 
students inside this community and toward the college.  Mr. Nelson also explained that there is a 
line of trees separating the property to the south from this property. 
 
Commissioner Adams asked if there will be a screen of trees to the east to separate the buildings 
from the east neighbors.  Mr. Upwall noted that a column of trees (approximately 20-foot high 
trees) will be planted along the east side of the parking structure as a barrier/screen.   
 
Chairman Simmonds asked for clarification about the overhang on the side of the building along 
600 E, and the driveway that appears to go across the property line.  Mr. Upwall explained the 
overhang is the upper-level apartment wing.  The high water table doesn’t allow units all the way 
back along the property line.  Therefore, this section of building steps up and the second floor in 
that part of the building is really the first floor.  He also stated that the property jaunts outward 
along the driveway.   
 
Commissioner Lee noted that the 250 feet of building along the west would comply with code if one 
of the entrances along the west side was moved to the middle of the building.  Mr. Upwall 
commented that he believes he will meet the intent of the code in a more pleasing way than just 
separating the building into two separate buildings. 
 
PUBLIC:   Nathan Friedli lives on 900 N.  He feels there is already a parking problem in this area 
along both sides of the street.  The 3-story building on the south is near the road with parking in the 
back, but the tenants do not use the designated parking lot; the tenants would rather park on the 
street.  He stated that there is a lot of traffic on 600 E, which presents a great amount of danger for 
pedestrians attempting to cross the street in this area.  Mr. Friedli suggested putting a stoplight at 
the intersection of 600 E and 900 N because of the amount of pedestrian and vehicular traffic.  He 
also feels concerned about waking up next to a 5-story building. 
 
Marilyn Griffin felt disappointed in the notification process for this project.  She feels that a large 
project such as this needed more time to be reported to the public.  She noted that there were 
changes presented to the Commission that were not a part of the original proposal.   She believes 
that these type of issues need to be addressed before the public hearing.  Ms. Griffin suggested  
that all the conditions for approval be met prior to approval by the Commission.  She would also 
like the project’s proposal to prove that it will meet code. 
 
Larry Seeley manages properties located east of this project.  He seconds the recommendation 
about putting the additional material every 30-40 feet to make the parking structure look more 
aesthetically pleasing.  He asked if the proponents could put in lights along the east side of the 
parking structure so that the building is well-lit at night.  He believes that having an apartment 
building such as this will prevent students from migrating down into residential areas.  He also 
commended the proponents for having 90% parking included.  Mr. Seeley asked for clarification on 
the setback on the east side of the property by the entryway.  Mr. Holley confirmed the 10-foot 
setback. 
 
Jan Nyman lives near the area.  She questioned whether the green space on the roof would be 
available to the public/students.  Chairman Simmonds clarified that it would only be available for 
maintenance.  Ms. Nyman asked the Commission to be strict with code requirements regarding 
setbacks and height requirements.  She also feels that 10 visitor parking spaces isn’t enough for 
the amount of visitors she foresees.  She indicated that noise in her neighborhood is also a 
problem coming from university students.  Ms. Nyman pointed out that there are no bike racks 
presented in the proposal.  She mentioned a recent traffic study that seemed biased (only a few 
hours tested), and she recommends a more intense traffic study for this project.  She also asked 
that the Water Department work on ensuring less water breaks in the area.  Ms. Nyman asked 
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about the 120-foot break requirement.  Mr. DeSimone explained that this code requirement is still 
up for interpretation by the Commission on whether the “break” needs to be a complete building 
break, or simply an architectural break in design.  Ms. Nyman then asked who will be inspecting 
the building, trees, landscaping, etc.  Mr. DeSimone explained Logan City’s Building Department 
will inspect the building, but the Planning and Zoning Department will be in charge of verifying any 
landscaping requirements. 
 
Jack Peterson also lives in the neighborhood of this project.  He wondered how much green space 
will be provided with this project.  Mr. Holley answered there will be approximately ½ acre green 
space for  the interior courtyard.  Mr. Peterson feels ½ acre is not sufficient enough space for 400 
students.  He believes parking will also be an issue with this project; there needs to be more than 
90% covered parking.  Mr. Peterson also supports the maximum setback requirements.  He 
believes a 120-foot long building is an extremely large plane without a physical break.  He thinks 
the code requires a physical space between buildings.   
 
Tony Nelson expressed concern with parking at this address.  He stated that 442 beds with 10 
visitor parking stalls is not a sufficient number of stalls; visitors will park along the streets.  He 
believes the street lined with cars is a nuisance.  He doesn’t believe leasing stalls from Romney 
Stadium is a good concept because of the 2-block distance from these apartments to the stadium.  
Mr. Nelson thinks the maximum height requirement should be strict at the number set in code (55 
feet), regardless of the high water table problem.   
 
Doris McGonagill supports high-density housing, but she feels the location of this project is very 
impractical.  There are not enough busses that pass this property, the streets lack a bicycle lane, 
and more parking will be necessary.  She suggested a financial incentive to students who do not 
own a vehicle to relieve traffic pressure on the neighborhood.  Ms. McGonagill felt that putting 
restaurants and stores in the area will attract students without vehicles.  She also expressed 
concern for crosswalks across the streets at this project.   
 
Tony Tran lives across the street from this project at 859 N 600 E.  He thinks a 5-story building 
across the street will look like mountains were put in front of his house, damaging his view.  He is 
worried that this building will block the sun to his house in the mornings.  Mr. Tran mentioned that 
he plans to retire soon and he wants to spend more time at home.  If this project goes through, he 
will be disappointed about not being able to watch the sun rise.  He is now thinking about selling 
his home.  He indicated that if he does sell his home, the value of his property will go down 
significantly because of the proximity to this project.  He is also concerned about traffic and parking 
along 600 E.  Mr. Tran believes there will be more accidents in this area because of increased 
parking problems.  He asked that the building obey the setback and height restrictions. 
 
Kimball Fife owns the property to the south of this project.  He questioned the bus stop on 600 E, 
pointing out that the bus stop will need to be moved because of the driveway being installed for this 
project.  He believes that people will always park along the street.  The tenants in the building to 
the south of this project have assigned parking, but they still park on the street for convenience.  
He predicts there will always be parking problems along these streets.  Mr. Fife is in favor of the 
project.  He stated that the design and the function meets planning and zoning code.  He thinks it 
will relieve some of the occupancy pressure in the residential neighborhoods.   
 
Lance Parker is a real estate agent in the area.  He thinks the City has been taking away multi-
family status from Logan City homes.  He stated that the university has an enrollment growth of 3% 
each year and those students have to go somewhere.  Mr. Parker believes the proponent has gone 
above and beyond the requirements for parking.  He is in favor of the center courtyard, and he 
admires the planning and design of the project. 
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COMMISSION: Commissioner Davis asked of what materials the parking structure will be 
composed.  Mr. Holley explained that the materials will be reddish-brown brick with gray concrete 
finish.   
 
Chairman Simmonds questioned whether the courtyard will be completely paved.  Mr. Holley 
indicated that the plan calls for paved patio and green space, anticipating turf grass or other like 
material to accommodate high traffic.   
 
Chairman Simmonds then asked about the 20-foot break requirement for every 120 linear feet of 
building.  Mr. Holley explained that the code calls for a separation in the building that allows for 
separation for visual/pedestrian connection, allowing for open space opportunity.  He believes that 
the intent of this code section is to create gaps/breaks in the building wall.  Russ read code section 
17.15.090 to the Commission. 
 
Commissioner Adams asked about the vertical pipes on the tops of the buildings.  Mr. Holley 
clarified that the architect created the roof pipes for visual effect.  Mr. Holley also noted that roof-
top equipment is exempt from height requirements. 
 
Commissioner Hall asked about the difference in height on the parking structure that exceeds 55 
feet.  Mr. Holley indicated that the height of the specified area is an extra 3 feet high. 
 
Commissioner Lee pointed out that the recommended finding for approval item 8 (the intersection 
of 600 E and 900 N is adequate in size and design to handle automobile traffic) is not possible for 
the Commission if the Condition of Approval item 15.A.7 (traffic impact study to be conducted) has 
not been completed.  Mr. Holley noted that Finding 8 is conditioned upon the traffic study being 
successful. 
 
Commissioner Lee mentioned that the Environmental Department’s condition for additional parking 
be provided on site because of current access problems should not be a concern for the 
Commission to approve this project.  He felt that the Environmental Department’s concern for more 
parking would be an unnecessary burden for this project since the proponent has already met their 
parking requirements, and the statement was simply a general comment by that department. 
 
Michael Upwall, the architect for this project, explained to the Commission that the dumpsters will 
be located on the south side of the east building.  There will be a trash receptacle shelter located 
on the north side of the 900 N easement.  Mr. Upwall also indicated that there will be a 60-foot 
straight-on access to those receptacles.  
 
Commissioner Davis asked Mr. Holley if he had any suggestions for the measurement of the 
material break ups on the parking structure for his additional condition for approval.  Mr. Holley 
suggested every 30 feet, where the building’s columns are located.   
 
Commissioner Lee questioned whether there was a code section supporting Mr. Holley’s additional 
condition of approval.  Mr. Holley explained it was part of the section of code for blank elevation, 
and they are looking for vertical breaks. The step/terrace will be considered a wall plane break.  
The large wall areas are the main point for concern. 
 
Commissioner Davis feels there are missing components to the project that renders her unable to 
comfortably approve the project.  She asked that the proponents come back with new designs 
regarding the 120-foot break requirements and a completed traffic study.   
 
Commissioner Adams asked Bill Young, City Engineer, if the traffic impact study will take into 
consideration the project proposed for the intersection at 600 E and 1000 N.  Mr. Young verified 
that the impact study will be done by the same company for both projects; the traffic study for this 
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project will be a continuation/addition to the impact study at 600 E and 1000 N.  The two projects 
will be looked at simultaneously.   
 
Commissioner Davis stated that bringing back the project with the 120-foot breaks will substantially 
change the structure and design of the project.  Mr. Housley confirmed that the code does require 
a 20-foot break every 120 horizontal feet of building to provide pedestrian and common open 
space, but it is up to the Commission to determine how severe the break needs to be.  Mr. Housley 
also cautioned that ambiguities with code interpretations tend to side with the proponents.   
 
Chairman Simmonds agreed with Commissioner Davis that it’s hard to approve this project without 
knowing how those 20-foot breaks will look.  Mr. Housley stated that he believes the proponent in 
this case is able to meet this code requirement without having an entire vertical break for 20 feet.  
Mr. Housley reminded the Commission that the conditions of approval require 100% code 
compliance (height, vertical breaks, etc).  The traffic study is not required prior to approval of 
projects.  He explained that people don’t want to spend a lot of money developing a project just to 
get the project denied, hence the reason for conditional approval.  He suggested letting the 
proponents know exact details on what to bring back to Commission on a later date. 
 
Commissioner Lee feels the code has already decided that this type of building shall be built in the 
Campus Residential Zone.  He also stated that the parking for this project meets code 
requirements.  If amendments need to be made to the code regarding the parking requirement, 
that needs to be addressed separately.  Commissioner Lee noted that condition 10 does need to 
be defined for the wall breaks; the length of the breaks is not ambiguous in the code.  Given the 
current approvals for other similar projects in the area, he feels the Commission needs to take a 
careful look at the traffic study for this project once it has been completed.  Commissioner Lee 
agreed with Commissioner Davis that he cannot make a decision on a project this size without 
seeing the results of an impact study. 
 
Chairman Simmonds questioned whether the City of Logan consults with Cache Valley Transit 
District when projects like this come to Planning Commission.  Mr. Holley confirmed Cache Valley 
Transit District does get notification of each project, but the Planning & Zoning Department has not 
received any feedback from them about this project.   
 
Commissioner Hall asked the Commission for thoughts on the code section for the wall breaks.  
Mr. Holley clarified that there is no definition for “break” in the code.  Commissioner Davis believes 
the code gave two mandatory conditions for that wall break code section: there must be a 20-foot 
break every 120 feet of building, and it must be designed to create pedestrian access and common 
open space.   
 
Commissioner Lee stated that he feels the code requirement can be met without a complete break 
in the structure.  He thinks the intent of this code section is to provide pedestrian access, 
completely through the building horizontally.  Mr. Holley indicated that a breezeway-type break in 
the structure would be considered open space.   
 
Commissioner Hall expressed concern with the weather, asking if the proponents close the 
breezeway for weather protection with doors, would the breezeway still be considered a break.  Mr. 
DeSimone believes the architect will be able to meet the intent of the code that is a 20-foot break 
every 120 feet, providing pedestrian access, and tying in to the bus stop.  He also indicated that 
the question is whether the break has to be a physical break between buildings, or meet the 
pedestrian access intent from the code.   
 
Commissioner Lee asked Mr. Upwall how many apartments would be lost because of the 20-foot 
break.  Mr. Upwall explained that creating a glass corridor as pedestrian access will invite more 
people into the area and keep noise down into neighboring areas.  He also mentioned that they are 
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willing to work with Logan City to make street parking in this area permit-parking only.  He 
requested Logan City also put in a bike lane along these streets.  Mr. Housley explained that 
residential parking programs are driven by the request of neighborhoods.  He noted that bike lane 
installation will have to be addressed with the city engineers. 
 
Mr. Nelson noted that his grandmother lived by Westminster college.  When they changed on 
street parking to permit parking only, the problem with people parking on the street was completely 
eliminated.  Mr. Nelson believes the students will want to park in the covered parking structure 
during the winter and will not want to park on the street.  He explained that the proponents will be 
managing this property, they are not simply developing the project and then moving on.   
 
Commissioner Adams expressed that putting doors on both sides of the break does not qualify as 
a “break” in the building.  He feels the break needs to be left open as a breezeway.  He agrees with 
Commissioner Davis that the developers need to come back with another proposal. 
 
Motion: Commissioner Davis moved that PC 12-052 be continued to the October 11, 2012 
meeting, with the architect and developer addressing conditions 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12 in the 
new proposal and the condition added by Mr. Holley regarding the break up in material for the 
parking structure (condition 16).  Commissioner Adams seconded the motion. 
 
Mr. DeSimone noted that if the traffic study shows deficiencies with traffic control created by the 
impact of this project, the deficiencies will need to be fixed.  There is no bearing on the project 
whether it gets delayed and wait for a completed traffic study or if the Commission conditionally 
approves the project subject to the completion of the traffic study.  He suggested the new proposal 
also address the roof top equipment heights and screens.   
 
Commissioner Lee amended the motion to eliminate the Environmental Department’s condition 
15.C.3 regarding additional parking.   
 
Commissioner Hall questioned why the proponents need to address condition 8.  Commissioner 
Davis responded that it is a suggestion for the proponents to bring back with the new proposal, 
addressing that condition.   
 
Mr. Upwall asked if a canopy entrance (overhanging the entrance) covers condition 8.  Mr. Holley 
confirmed this type of design would meet the code requirement. 
 
 [Moved: Commissioner Davis  Seconded: Commissioner Adams Passed: 4,0] 
 Yea: D. Adams, A. Davis, H. Hall, K. Lee         Nay:         Abstain: 

 
 
 
 4.  WORKSHOP ITEM FOR October 11, 2012:       

 PC 12-053 LDC Text Amendment 
 

Meeting adjourned at 8:07 p.m. 
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Minutes approved as written and digitally recorded at the Logan City Planning Commission  
meeting of September 27, 2012. 
 
 
 
 
___________________________________  ___________________________________ 
Michael A. DeSimone     Jeannie Simmonds 
Community Development Director   Planning Commission Chairman 
 
 
 
 
___________________________________  ___________________________________ 
Russ Holley      Amber Reeder  
Senior Planner      Planner II  
 
 
 
 
___________________________________    
Nicole Simpson 
Administrative Assistant 


