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     PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 
                Meeting of March 14, 2013 

 
City Hall Council Chambers  *  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, March 14, 2013.  Chairman Simmonds called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m. 
 
Planning Commissioners Present:  David Adams, Amanda Davis, Russ Price, Jeannie Simmonds 
 
Planning Commissioners Absent:   Heather, Hall, John Kerr, Konrad Lee 
 
Staff Present:  Mike DeSimone, Russ Holley, Amber Reeder, Lee Edwards, Paul Taylor, Bill Young, 
Debbie Zilles, Craig Humphreys   
 
Minutes as written and recorded from the February 14, 2013 meeting were reviewed by the 
Commission.  Commissioner Davis moved that the minutes be approved as submitted.  
Commissioner Price seconded the motion.  The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
 
PC 13-002  Sportsman’s Warehouse  Design Review Permit. Black Sheep LLC/Woodbury Corp., 
authorized agent/owner, request demolition of the existing northeast strip mall-style commercial area 
and construction of approximately 40,000 SF of new commercial space.  Sportsman’s Warehouse 
retailer would be a 30,482 SF building and 9,240 SF would be provided as leasable tenant space on 
the northeast portion of the 10.4 acre Pinecrest Shopping Center at the corner of 1400 North Main in 
the Commercial (COM) zone; TIN 04-085-0040. 
 
STAFF:  Ms. Reeder reviewed the Staff Report as written, recommending approval. 
 
PROPONENT:  Jeff Stokes, representing Woodbury Corporation, advised that they would be using 
the existing parking lot lights.  He expressed concern with the transparency requirement, specifically 
relating to the east elevation, as this will be used as a service side.  He said they want to improve and 
enhance the area and asked if additional landscaping (screening) along the east side would be 
adequate.  
 
Lee Edwards, the City Attorney, advised that if there is a mandate in the Land Development Code, it 
needs to be followed.  Mr. DeSimone explained that it is important to have transparency and 
architectural features that wrap around to the east side.  Mr. Stokes said the applicant is concerned 
with transparency on the east side due to security with firearms and other valuable items.  Mr. 
DeSimone said that windows can be put in higher than street level.  Mr. Stokes said they hoped to just 
screen the east side. 
 
Commissioner Price advised that his was not in favor of using just plant materials along the east side 
because it is an exposed elevation and there is an expectation of articulation. 
 
Mr. Stokes asked if the east side was required to have both articulation and transparency.  He was 
concerned that the transparency would invite an opportunity for vandalism and theft.  
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Mr. Holley advised that LDC §17.19.070 mandates 30% transparency on all ground floor exposed 
sides; therefore the question is whether this is considered an exposed side.  Commissioner Price 
advised that in his mind there is no question that this (east) elevation is exposed. 
 
Glenn Anderson, the project architect, pointed out that the color scheme will be a little different than 
the printed drawings.  The maroon color of the band and arches will be green (as seen in other 
Sportsman’s Warehouse stores).  He said they will be bringing a bronze statue to this location 
(distributed photos).  Mr. Anderson voiced concern with transparency due to the firearms that are sold 
in the store.  The cost of transparency on the east side may turn the deal upside down financially.  Mr. 
DeSimone said that 30% transparency is a requirement which must be met.  He advised Mr. 
Anderson that he could request an amendment to the Land Development Code and/or take this issue 
to the Board of Adjustments.   
 
Commissioner Davis asked if there were specific requirements for what transparency could be.  Mr. 
DeSimone advised that the Code only calls for transparency but does not define it.  He counseled the 
Commission that if they find that there is a safety concern regarding glass, an alternative design which 
meets the intent of the requirement could be a solution. 
 
Commissioner Davis said the main concern is the breakup/fenestration of the east elevation. 
Commissioner Adams agreed and supported the idea of continuing the architectural detail on the 
south façade to the east facade.   
 
PUBLIC:  Steven Taylor said there are many different definitions for transparency and they might not 
always be translucent.  
 
COMMISSION: Commissioner Adams asked about the height of the existing parking lot lights and 
how much they exceed the required 18’.  Ms. Reeder said they are approximately 30-35’ in height.  
When the west portion was repaved, the lights were not taken down and no new poles were installed.   
 
Ms. Reeder clarified for Commissioner Davis (regarding condition 2) that there is a requirement in the 
Code for pedestrian connectivity; the current proposal does not have a clear path from 1400 North to 
the Sportsman’s Warehouse building.  This condition is to ensure that a walkway is provided.   
 
Commissioner Price asked about parking.  Ms. Reeder said that 320 stalls would be added with this 
phase, providing 618 overall parking spaces.  Based on the square footage of existing retail space 
and classification, there are 517 stalls required.  Commissioner Price noted that there would be some 
leeway for landscaping and open space.  Ms. Reeder agreed.  
 
Chairman Simmonds asked about transparency on the east elevation.  Ms. Reeder explained that the 
Code requires “30% ground floor transparency on street facing facades”.   
 
Commissioner Adams asked about the grassy strip between Walmart and this project.  Ms. Reeder 
advised that it is a retention area used by Walmart.   
 
Mr. Edwards advised that an amendment to condition 5 giving Staff discretion to determine the 
articulation on the east elevation would be satisfactory.  
 

MOTION:  Commissioner Davis moved that the Commission conditionally approve PC 13-002 for a 

Design Review Permit with the amended conditions of approval and findings listed below including 
30% transparency on south elevation, and due to security reasons, transparency on the east elevation 
may be replaced with architectural elements as approved by Staff.  Commissioner Price seconded the 
motion. 
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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 continuous pedestrian walkway shall be provided from 1400 North to this project phase.  The 

walkway should include markings in the drive aisles, a 6” raised sidewalk, be at least 4’ wide and 
meet all ADA accessibility requirements. 

3. 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) Open space (landscaped) areas and useable outdoor space shall consist of a minimum of 
20% of the total site.   

b) 84 trees and 209 shrubs/perennials/ornamental grasses shall be planted throughout the 
property (25% shall be evergreen) as per LDC §17.39.050.   

c) Vertical landscape shall be provided in bermed areas to visually screen parking areas. Plant 
species should vary and provide visual interest year round.   

4. Pedestrian entrances shall have weather protection (awnings, canopies, building overhangs, 
etc.) as required in LDC §17.15.090. 

5. A minimum of 30% transparency shall be provided on the ground floor frontage of the front 
(south) and side (east) facades of the building.  Due to findings based on security, transparency 
on the east elevation may be replaced with architectural elements as approved by Staff. 

6. All rooftop mechanical equipment shall be screened from adjacent public rights-of-way view. 
7. Lockable bicycle racks to be provided throughout the site that can accommodate a minimum of 

sixteen (16) bikes shall be installed as per LDC §17.38.040.   
8. All exterior lighting shall be down-lit concealed source lighting. Exterior building lights shall be 

mounted 6-14’ above the adjacent grade, as per LDC §17.11.140. Existing light poles in the 
parking area may be reused and any replacement poles may not exceed the height of existing 
poles. 

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

10. 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  
i. The front-load dumpster enclosure should be angled to the northwest so the collection vehicle 

has a minimum of 60’ of straight on access. An enclosure is not required at this location 
because it can interfere with collection efficiency and dumpster options for the customer. There 
is also the potential that the dumpsters may be shared with adjacent businesses. 

b. Engineering  
i. Based on a letter from the Logan City Engineer (dated 3/27/09) the owner/developer was 

notified that redevelopment would require compliance with current City storm water design 
standards.  The City has worked with the developer/owner in the three (3) previous phases 
to meet this requirement. This phase will essentially complete a full redevelopment of the 
site and therefore a complete storm water system.  Compliance with current City standards 
shall be provided for the entire site with this phase of construction. 

ii. Site is located in a well source protection zone and therefore underground discharge 
(Class V Injection well) of storm water is not allowed. 

iii. Any storm water discharged to drainage systems in other City, property, or canal/ditches 
shall have written approval from appropriate entity. 

iv. A storm water and private water utility agreement is necessary for the entire site. 
v. Existing water line for fire, domestic and irrigation along the east and north side of the 

property needs to be replaced and upsized to meet required flows (8” min. per state code). 
c. Building Safety   

i. A soils report is required as part of building permit review. 
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FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL  
1. The proposed building is compatible with surrounding land uses of the Commercial (COM) zone 

and will not interfere with the use and enjoyment of adjoining or area properties because of the 
building design, landscaping, and setbacks are consistent with area properties. 

2. The Design Review Permit conforms to the requirements of Logan Municipal Code Title 17. 
3. The proposed uses are compatible with the surrounding neighborhood character as this is a 

commercial area and the project will bring more customer traffic into the area and enhance 
commercial activity for surrounding properties.  

4. The proposed use provides adequate off-street parking in conformance with Title 17. 
5. The project, as conditioned, conforms to landscaping requirements in Title 17. 
6. The project meets the goals and objectives of the Commercial Zoning designation within the 

Logan General Plan by providing commercial services along high capacity roads.  
7. The project met the minimum public noticing requirements of the Land Development Code and the 

Municipal Code. 
 
 [Moved: Commissioner Davis   Seconded: Commissioner Price   Passed: 3,0] 
 Yea: D. Adams, A. Davis, R. Price         Nay:           Abstain: 

 
PC 13-003  Freedom Landing  Subdivision Permit. Kim Datwyler/Neighborhood Nonprofit Housing 
Corp., authorized agent/owner, requests the creation of a five (5) lot subdivision with lots ranging in 
size from 6,006 – 7,306 SF to be used for the development of single family housing opportunities for 
veterans of the Armed Forces.  The lots are aligned from west to east with the proposed lot #5 directly 
adjacent to Crockett Ave.  This project is located at 131 Crockett Avenue in the Neighborhood 
Residential Core (NRC) zone; TIN 06-079-0013.  
 
STAFF:  Mr. Holley reviewed the Staff Report as written, recommending approval. The Land 
Development Code (LDC) permits subdivisions within the NRC zone at a density of six (6) units to the 
acre and minimum lots sizes at 6,000 SF. The LDC sets minimum lot widths at 60’. The proposed 
subdivision meets minimum lot widths, minimum lot sizes and gross acreage density allowances.  
 
PROPONENT:  Jake Young, from Civil Solutions, said several alternatives regarding fire access 
were explored and the hammerhead turnaround was the only option that worked.  He explained that 
lot 5 will have the garage off 240 North with the front of the home facing Crockett Avenue 
 
Benjamin Farnsworth, from Neighborhood Nonprofit Housing Corporation (NNHC), provided a brief 
history of the project.  CDBG funds were given to NNHC to purchase land with the intent of creating 
housing opportunities for veterans with earnings below 80% of the area median income.   
 
Commissioner Adams asked whether there would be a future requirement that the property owner 
would have to sell to another qualified veteran.  Mr. Farnsworth said the plan is to keep the same 
format for future owners who would need to qualify for a VA loan.   
 
PUBLIC:  Val Campbell, 784 East 200 North, questioned the design of the homes, especially the 
sizes.  Mr. Young advised that the homes have not been designed.  Chairman Simmonds explained 
that the size of the home(s) will be self-determined by the size of the lot, the required setbacks, etc.  
Mr. Campbell thought this project had been zoned for four units.  Chairman Simmonds explained that 
in 2007 the Planning Commission approved a 4-lot subdivision; however, the permit has since lapsed.  
In December 2010 the property was purchased by NNHC and they are now requesting this 5-lot 
subdivision.  Mr. Holley pointed out that this area is currently approved for 6 units/acre.  Mr. Campbell 
expressed concern regarding the dimension of the hammerhead turnaround and the parking situation.  
He also asked how wide 240 North would be.  Mr. Holley answered that the road is approximately 33’ 
total, 20’ of asphalt with curb, gutter, park strip and sidewalk.  Mr. Campbell asked about the right-of-
way on the north side.  Mr. Holley advised that it will become a utility easement and will no longer be 
an access right-of-way.  
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Jeannette Campbell asked if a fence would be installed from Crockett Avenue to the end (on the 
south end).  Chairman Simmonds explained that a fence is not required.  Mr. Holley advised that a 
fence permit has not been applied for.  Ms. Campbell asked if the homes would be built all at one 
time.  Mr. Farnsworth said the plan is to pre-qualify all the applicants and build at the same time.  Ms. 
Campbell asked why the applicant is requesting five lots instead of four.  Mr. Farnsworth advised that 
NNHC is trying to keep homes in an affordable mortgage range for buyers that would be in an 80% or 
lower median income level.  Ms. Campbell also expressed concern regarding the parking.  
 
COMMISSION: Mr. Holley confirmed for Chairman Simmonds that this request is for a subdivision 
permit only.   
 
Chairman Simmonds asked about the frontage widths for each lot.  Mr. Holley advised that the 
proposed measurements are: lot 1 – 73.5’, lot 2 – 68.75’, lot 3 – 60’, lot 4 – 60’, lot 5 (corner lot) will 
be 74’ on the south and 98’ on the east.  Chairman Simmonds asked if these dimensions included the 
hammerhead turnaround.  Mr. Holley said that they did not.  The turnaround will be located between 
lots 1 and 2 and an easement will be required.  Chairman Simmonds questioned whether lot 3 would 
be wide enough to meet the minimum lot size requirement with the turnaround.  Mr. Holley said that 
according to boundary lines it meets the requirement.  The hammerhead turnaround could 
theoretically be used as a driveway approach; however, it would need to stay clear of parked cars.   
 
Mr. Holley advised that the street (240 N) will be dedicated to, and maintained by, the City. There will 
be curb, gutter, sidewalk and park strip on the north side.  
 
Commissioner Adams agreed with the necessity for a turnaround, however, he questioned whether it 
would be practical with this plan, and how difficult it will be to control parking.   
 
Craig Humphreys, the Fire Marshall, explained that similar turnarounds have been successful in other 
developments (i.e. Sierra Subdivision).  Parking can be problematic and signage will have to be put in.  
Commissioner Adams asked what the preferred method would be.  Mr. Humphreys said the best 
option would be connectivity, however, the most important consideration is to ensure that fire 
apparatus can get in and out.   
 
Commissioner Price asked about the possibility of 240 North connecting with another street in the 
future.  He said he is concerned about having no parking on the street.  Mr. Holley advised that the 
road could potentially loop to the north and connect with 275 North, or with 200 North to the south; it 
would depend on future property owners.   No street parking is a product of the width of the road, 
overflow and/or additional parking would have to be located on Crockett Avenue.    
 
Commissioner Adams asked about drainage.  Bill Young, the City Engineer, advised that there are 
requirements for the developer to provide for storm water detention/retention.  At this stage, there are 
no detailed drawings or plans; however the City requirements and design standards will have to be 
met and will be examined during the design review phase to ensure compliance.   
 
Commissioner Adams expressed concern with the parking situation.  Mr. Holley explained that it will 
depend on how the homes are designed and whether there will be adequate garage and/or driveway 
space.  Crockett Avenue can be used for overflow parking.  He also clarified for Commissioner Adams 
that the City will take care of snow removal on 240 North.  
 
Commissioner Davis noted that the Commission seems to be continuously running into concerns 
regarding lot size, parking and units per acre, however, the Land Development Code needs to be 
followed if projects meet all the requirements.  
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MOTION:  Commissioner Davis moved that the Commission conditionally approve PC 13-003 for a 

Subdivision Permit with the conditions and findings of approval as listed below.   Commissioner 
Adams seconded the motion. 
 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
1. All standard conditions of approval will be recorded with the Subdivision Permit and are 

available in the Community Development Department. 
2. Five (5) lots are approved with this subdivision.  
3. The final plat shall have a note that requiring the home located on lot #5 be addressed off of, 

and oriented toward, Crockett Avenue. 
4. Logan City standard public utility easements shall be shown along property lines. 
5. 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. Provide storm water detention/retention in accordance with current City design standards. 
ii. Hammer head for turn around outside the public right-of-way shall be provided with a public 

easement/right-of-way. 
iii. Hammer head turn around outside of public right-of-way shall be signed as a fire lane/no 

parking area.  This restriction will be added to the final plat. 
iv. The public road shall be signed as fire lane/no parking area and added to the final plat. 
v. Provide 10’ public utility easement on all frontage, back and side subdivision property lines, 5’ 

(total easement of 10’) public utility easement on all interior property lines of the subdivision. 
b. Fire   

i. The access road (240 North) is longer than the 150’ allowed for dead end roads.  A fire 
apparatus turn around will be required. 

ii. The proposed hydrant at the end of the line is convenient for flushing purposes, but not 
conducive for approaching fire apparatus.  The Fire Department is requesting another 
hydrant near Crockett Ave which would be along the path of approaching fire apparatus.  

c. Environmental   
i. Residents will bring refuse and recycling carts to Crockett Ave for Friday collection. 

d. Water   
i. A private utility easement agreement document needs to be created and signed 

(agreement in the Engineering Department). Sewer connection on main not manhole. 
Existing sewer lateral size needs to be verified; also a digital video of its condition. 

ii. Coordinate water tap with the Water Department - MPR 2-15-2013. 
 

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

use and enjoyment of adjacent properties because the subdivision meets the minimum lot sizes 
and as is under the maximum densities for the Neighborhood Residential Core (NRC) zone.  

2. The Subdivision Permit conforms to the requirements of Title 17.47 concerning hearings, 
procedures, application requirements and plat preparations. 

3. The project meets the goals and objectives of the NR zoning designations within the Logan 
General Plan by providing residential opportunities in core areas with existing services, 
recreational opportunities and infrastructure already in place.  

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

5. The submitted access to the site from Crockett Avenue is adequate in size and location to 
sufficiently handle traffic related to residential land uses. 

 
 [Moved: Commissioner Davis    Seconded: Commissioner Adams   Passed: 3,0] 
 Yea: D. Adams, A. Davis, R. Price         Nay:           Abstain: 
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PC 12-058  LDC Text Amendment  (continued from November 8, 2012) Amend sections 17.04-17.08 
redefine the residential zones and densities in Logan City; 17.12 redefine residential zones; 17.13 
amend residential use table; 17.14 clarify general residential development standards; 17.15 clarify 
specific residential development standards; 17.62 definitions. 
 
STAFF:  Mr. DeSimone reviewed the draft of amendments. Staff finds that the proposed amendments 
will help ensure new development is compatible with Logan’s existing neighborhoods by establishing 
appropriate residential densities and development standards applicable throughout the City.         
 
PUBLIC:  Steven Taylor explained that he helped with the General Plan.  He stated that there are 242 
acres of infill potential in Logan which equates to about 10,500,000 square feet of space.  If 20% of 
that is taken out for development standards (i.e. open space, driveways, etc) there is potential for 
1,297 building lots (between 6,500 and 7,500 SF).  Mr. Taylor expressed concern with increasing the 
setbacks on flag lots (pg. 15-1 §17.15.010).  He distributed a packet of pictures to the Commission.  
He noted that the Lundstrom Park area has a very low turnover in homes and many have setbacks of 
16’ or less.  The Cliffside area has some homes 6-7’ apart. He pointed out many areas/examples 
where there is potential for infill.  He stated that infill projects do not promote misuse, there are some 
great opportunities, such as Sierra Estates.  Ordinances are in place for protection.  Mr. Taylor asked 
the Commission to consider revising the setbacks back to the standard that developers are used to. 
The General Plan promotes the center block concept and the City should do all it can to make it work. 
 
Justin Taylor said (regarding infill setbacks) that the proposed side setbacks would reduce the 
buildable envelope.  They are proposed to change from 8’ on each side to 4’ on each side. Even with 
a 7,000 SF lot, the building envelope becomes approximately 20x50’.  This does not allow house 
plans to be cost effective or affordable for the end user.  He asked the Commission to consider the 
side setbacks for infill projects.  To promote good growth, there needs to be an adequate end product.     
 
Jan Nyman said that LDC Chapter 17.12 states “Logan seeks to maintain or enhance neighborhood 
integrity, identity and character to make neighborhoods more desirable and help stabilize and improve 
property values.  To maintain itself as a community of stable neighborhoods that families can enjoy in 
comfort and where children can play in safety.  The City supports preserving and restoring the 
character of the neighborhoods, particularly older neighborhoods.”   Ms. Nyman said her 
neighborhood in the Adams area has many older homes. She hopes that the words in the Code are 
not just idle words, but are meant to enhance and protect established neighborhoods.   She said 
increasing density in the Neighborhood Residential zones would have the opposite effect.  She would 
like to see fewer Mixed Residential zones.  Over the last few years there have been outcries from 
every neighborhood to stop the density push.  She is not in favor of the proposed MR-9 zone and 
believes it should be located outside the current neighborhood residential (NR) zones.  The Adams 
Plan is almost complete and she believes it should be given time to revitalize and achieve the goals 
that have been set.  She encouraged the Commission to preserve and enhance the neighborhoods.  
 
Tony Nielsen said that none of the residents are in favor of higher density.  People are tired of the 
constant zoning changes.  The Land Development Code needs to simplified.  He hopes something is 
developed to provide incentive for developers to come forward with quality projects.    
 
COMMISSION:  Commissioner Davis advised that (in reference to pg 12-3 “Promote transportation 
efficiency by encouraging small-scale, neighborhood-serving commercial services in designated 
areas”) there are many neighborhoods already in close proximity to commercial centers and those do 
not need more “neighborhood commercial services”.  Mr. DeSimone agreed that Neighborhood 
Centers are not appropriate in some locations, however, they are in others.  The General Plan calls 
for development that encourages walkability; which is what that generalized statement refers to.  He 
used the example of the Woodruff neighborhood which has no close commercial services.  He said 
that is the reason that “Qand where appropriate” was added to that statement.  He said there will be 
future discussions as to what the role of Neighborhood Center means and where it fits in. 
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Commissioner Davis said that she does not agree with the NR-6 zone, which seems too high, 
particularly with 6,000 SF lots, which are too small.  She recommended increasing the lot size and the 
unit(s) per acre requirements.  Mr. DeSimone explained that the challenge is the fact that the Land 
Development Code went through a very lengthy process when it was adopted in 2008, at which time  
6 units/acre was sanctioned as the most appropriate for neighborhoods.   The current pattern in the 
Adams neighborhood is 4-5 units/acre.  
 
Commissioner Price advised that it is largely a question of how infill can be achieved. He does not 
have a problem with 6 units/acre; however, with the design standards (which are the same as other 
densities) it does not work.  If there were areas where smaller homes or townhouse-style 
developments could occur there would be a better chance of getting a good development with 6 
units/acre.  Mr. DeSimone explained that the challenge is with the land constraints within the existing 
built-out neighborhoods.  Commissioner Price agreed that this is primarily what the City is dealing with 
as there are few areas available for new development.  Mr. DeSimone noted that there is available 
land on the west side of the City.  Commissioner Price said “if that is the case, than you have to look 
at the multi-cultural backdrop and think about it differently” than other neighborhoods. 
 
Mr. DeSimone explained that the initial Code was form-based, it had defined zoning by geographical 
character (i.e. westside, eastside, inner/outer core).  Commissioner Price said that overall he does not 
see the transect concept being brought into the zoning.  Mr. DeSimone explained that the City is not 
prepared to use a transect-based system.  He said he thinks people need to have the ability to choose 
how to build.  The idea is capture the essence or character of a neighborhood.  The key is to figure 
out how to develop the inner blocks. 
 
Chairman Simmonds pointed out that there is a lot of talk about connectivity being a priority, however, 
continuing to develop based on historic patterns does not provide connectivity and does not enhance 
or further the goals of the General Plan.  Mr. DeSimone agreed that connectivity is a priority, however, 
there are challenges with regards to infill. 
 
Commissioner Adams agreed with the notion of lower density and remarked that the Freedom 
Landing project would have been a much nicer project with one less lot.   
 
Commissioner Davis noted the difficulty with the General Plan recommending one thing and citizens 
disagreeing and suggesting something else.  The General Plan calls for infill; however, there are 
many residents who do not want it.  It is important to determine a direction and move forward.  
 
Mr. DeSimone remarked that although 6,000 SF lots may seem small, it is a common urban style of 
development.  The challenge is the inner block(s) in the core areas of Logan. If infill is needed, there 
can be ways to strategize and best accomplish that goal. 
 
Mr. DeSimone reminded the Commission that these proposed amendments do not change the current 
zoning.  He also advised that there are neighborhood plans in the works to subset the General Plan 
and provide guidance regarding implementation on a more specific level. 
 
Commissioner Davis said she would like to see some area specific requirements regarding residential 
infill (setbacks, lot sizes, density). 
 
Chairman Simmonds noted the necessity of maintaining the value of the neighborhoods, especially 
relating to thoughtful infill preserving the character and vitality of neighborhoods.   On pg. 12-11 of the 
proposal (17.12.050) it states “Promote the infill of block interiors at a lower density to ensure 
neighborhood compatibility with existing development.”  This same statement should be listed under 
the NR-6 section.    
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Commissioner Price remarked that the neighborhood feeling is different than what the General Plan 
calls for regarding infill.  He suggested concentrating more on open areas being developed and 
ensuring that they are done correctly from the outset.  
 
Commissioner Davis asked if NR-6 was appropriate in new development or infill, or both.  
Commissioner Price remarked that NR-6 is a stretch, unless there are other options such as semi-
detached or multiple-types of housing.   
 
Chairman Simmonds and Commissioner Davis both agreed that NR-6 was appropriate for new 
development but at times becomes problematic with infill projects.  
 
Chairman Simmonds suggested that the transitional MR-9 zone have more emphasis on open space.  
Mr. DeSimone said that 30% is required to be open space. 
 
Commissioner Price suggested possibility incentivizing higher densities.  Mr. DeSimone explained 
that when the Code was initially adopted it contained density bonuses; however, the Commission 
decided they were not right.   
 
Commissioner Davis questioned pg. 12-17 §17.12.110, the Campus Residential section regarding 
commercial uses “Qnegatively impact adjoining residential uses”.  Mr. DeSimone explained that it 
gives the City the ability to determine the compatibility and/or impact of the use with the adjacent 
neighborhood.   
 
Commissioner Davis requested that on pg. 12-21 §17.12.120 removing 400 North as a pedestrian 
barrier.  She walks that route several times a week, there are crosswalks at every light and she does 
not feel like that should be considered a barrier.   
 
Commissioner Price asked about future development on the west side with regards to people who are 
less mobile.  Mr. DeSimone said that there are Mixed Use and/or Community Commercial zones that 
would allow commercial services close to residential development.  
 
Commissioner Davis said she was not comfortable with the “per parcel” clause in the Neighborhood 
Center (pg. 12-22) section because a project could potentially become much too large for the area.  
 

MOTION:  Commissioner Davis moved to continue the discussion regarding PC 12-058 to the 

meeting of March 28, 2013.  Commissioner Price seconded the motion. 
 
[Moved: Commissioner Davis    Seconded: Commissioner Price   Passed: 3,0] 
 Yea: D. Adams, A. Davis, R. Price         Nay:           Abstain: 

 
 
  WORKSHOP ITEMS FOR March 28, 2012:      
 - PC 13-004  Hidden Pines Subdivision 
 - PC 13-005  Safeguard Self Storage 
 
Meeting adjourned at 9:02 p.m. 
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Minutes approved as written and digitally recorded at the Logan City Planning Commission  
meeting of March 14, 2013. 
 
 
 
 
___________________________________  ___________________________________ 
Michael A. DeSimone     Jeannie Simmonds 
Community Development Director   Planning Commission Chairman 
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Russ Holley      Amber Reeder  
Senior Planner      Planner II  
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Debbie Zilles        
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