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     PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 
                Meeting of April 25, 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, April 25, 2013.  Chairman Simmonds called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m. 
 
Planning Commissioners Present:  David Adams, Amanda Davis, Angela Fonnesbeck, Konrad Lee, 
Russ Price, Jeannie Simmonds  
 
Planning Commissioners Absent:   Heather Hall   
 
Staff Present:  Mike DeSimone, Russ Holley, Amber Reeder, Kymber Housley, Paul Taylor, Bill 
Young, Debbie Zilles, Craig Humphreys   
 
Minutes as written and recorded from the April 11, 2013 meeting were reviewed.  Commissioner 
Davis moved that the minutes be approved as submitted. Commissioner Adams seconded the motion.  
The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
 
PC 13-009 Tandoori Oven Expansion  (continued from April 11, 2013) Conditional Use Permit, Design 
Review Permit & Code Amendment.  Jatin/Sham Arora, authorized agent/owner, request an 
approximately 1,000 SF expansion/addition to the existing structure; a Conditional Use Permit 
requested to increase the square footage above 3,000 but not to exceed 5,000 at 720 East 1000 
North in the Neighborhood Center (NC) zone; TIN 05-032-0017. 
 
STAFF/COMMISSION:   Mr. DeSimone, the Community Development Director, explained that this 
project has a number of different components.  The question at hand is whether this expansion can 
take place.  The Neighborhood Center zone needs to be more specific regarding whether there is a 
5,000 SF threshold “per center (zone)” or “per parcel”.  Currently in PC 12-058 LDC §17.12.120 there 
is a proposal to change the language to read “Ground floor (building(s) footprint) commercial areas 
shall be limited to 3,000 square feet per parcel within the Neighborhood Center and the City may 
authorize up to 5,000 square feet per parcel within the Neighborhood Center with a Conditional Use 
Permit.”    
 
Chairman Simmonds expressed concern with potential commercial sprawl in these neighborhoods if 
changed to per parcel rather than per zone. Mr. DeSimone explained that with the per parcel option, 
there is the potential of having 5,000 SF buildings on more than one parcel, however, there are a 
number of controls in place (i.e. parking, landscaping, building design, setbacks) to help mitigate 
potential problems.  There are currently only four areas in the City that are zoned Neighborhood 
Center (this location, Island Market, Fredrico’s and Herm’s Inn) and it is a discretionary decision to 
place this zoning anywhere else within the City.  The intent of the Neighborhood Center is to serve a 
very narrow market.  
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Commissioner Davis noted that although this particular project is not in the middle of a single-family 
zone, there are potential problems with possible commercial sprawl in other locations closer to 
residential areas.  These areas should have a different zoning designation, other than Neighborhood 
Center, and she is not comfortable with the notion of “per parcel”.  She felt the zone should not be 
changed for this project when it may not be appropriate in other Neighborhood Centers. 
 
Mr. DeSimone advised that in other commercial zones, one parcel is not restricted by anything on an 
adjacent parcel; allowing each parcel to develop under the commercial guidelines. He explained that 
the commercial zones will be updated later this year to help address these types of situations.   
 
Mr. DeSimone confirmed for Commissioner Fonnesbeck that this proposed change would not limit the 
total square footage in the Neighborhood Center itself, it would be site specific parcel driven. 
 
Chairman Simmonds asked if there was any option for this project to continue without amending this 
specific section of the Code.  Mr. Housley, the City Attorney, said the only alternative would be for the 
applicant to request a zone change. 
 
Commissioner Davis questioned the timeline for changes to the commercial zones and whether it 
would be beneficial to continue this project to that time.  Mr. DeSimone said it is anticipated to be 
completed by the end of the year.  He said a decision on this project should be made at this time.  
 
Commissioner Lee said he was pleased with the discretionary language of “may authorize” which 
allows room for discretion. 
 
Commissioner Fonnesbeck said that this proposal does not mandate that all parcels expand to the 
allowable size; therefore, she is not concerned about other Neighborhood Center zones becoming 
problematic. 
 
Mr. Housley clarified that there is no discretion in the Code as to each parcel having a minimum of 
3,000 SF, the discretion would be whether up to 5,000 SF would be allowed.   
 
Commissioner Price asked about height restrictions in this zone.  Mr. DeSimone said there are 
transitions in place and projects could go up to approximately 35’. 
 
The Commission voted to forward a positive recommendation to the City Council regarding the 
proposed change to this section of PC 12-058 (see motion below). 
 
STAFF:  Ms. Reeder reviewed the Staff Report regarding the Design Review and Conditional Use 
portion of the project.  
 
PROPONENT:  Jatin Arora explained that the requested setback amendment is due to the size of the 
refrigeration system that is required.  He advised that any change in the setback would help, even if it 
is not the requested 6’ setback.   
 
PUBLIC:  Stuart Petty, 562 W. Center St., is a student at USU.  He said he would like to see the 
business do well so they can continue to help within the community and at USU. 
 
Marilyn Griffin asked for clarification regarding the amendment.  Chairman Simmonds explained that 
the setback is currently 10’ in the Neighborhood Center zone.  The proponent is requesting a change 
to 6’; if approved it would change in all the Neighborhood Center zones.  Ms. Griffin said that she 
believes it should remain at 10’ so that it does not become problematic in other areas. 
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Jon Gudmundson asked if there were any alternatives for this project without changing the setbacks 
in all the Neighborhood Center zones.  Mr. Housley said that it could be possible to craft an ordinance 
giving the Planning Commission full discretion; however, the question would then be determining who 
gets what.  Currently the setback is 10’ with no discretion.  He said this is a difficult situation and 
explained that the Industrial zone allows for more discretion than the Neighborhood Center zone.  
 
Tony Nielson asked how this would affect Island Market if they decided to expand.  Mr. DeSimone 
explained that if the setback were reduced, it would apply to all Neighborhood Center zones, this 
request would not be specific to this location.  Staff is recommending the setbacks remain at 10’. 
 
COMMISSION: Commissioner Lee asked if it made any difference if the Neighborhood Center were 
located in a Campus Residential zone rather than in a Neighborhood Residential zone.  Ms. Reeder 
explained that there is a distinction in the Code regarding setbacks that are adjacent to different 
density zones; i.e. there is a 25’ setback if it is a Neighborhood Residential zone, whereas, this is a 
10’ setback due to the Campus Residential zone.  
 
Commissioner Price asked if the gas pump canopy was in compliance with the current regulation.  
Ms. Reeder said it is not, however, it was approved under a previous Code and is grandfathered. 
 
Commissioner Davis said the reduced setback is not consistent with the Code and she would like to 
see the current 10’ standard kept.  
 
Chairman Simmonds asked for clarification on the setbacks.  Ms. Reeder explained that the request is 
for a change only to the front setback.  The setback from 700 East is considered a corner setback 
rather than a side or rear setback.   
 
As per Commissioner Lee’s request, Ms. Reeder explained that a corner setback (as defined in LDC 
17.62) means the distance from the street side property line not designated as a ‘front setback’ to the 
closest distance a structure may be located from property line. Corner lot line means any lot lines that 
abut a street on a corner lot.  
 
Commissioner Lee asked if there was any discretion to declare 700 East a side setback rather than a 
corner setback.  Mr. Housley said that it is clearly defined as a corner lot.  There is discretion to 
change the definition of a corner lot but reminded the Commission that changes need to be applicable 
for all situations. 
 

MOTION:  Commissioner Price moved that the Commission forward a positive recommendation 
regarding PC 12-058 for an amendment to the LDC Section 17.12.020 and 17.15.080 regarding the 
Neighborhood Center proposed change as recommended by Staff.  Commissioner Fonnesbeck 
seconded the motion. 
 
 [Moved: Commissioner Price   Seconded: Commissioner Fonnesbeck  Passed: 4-1] 
 Yea: D. Adams, A. Fonnesbeck, K. Lee, R. Price         Nay: A. Davis         Abstain: 

 

MOTION:  Commissioner Lee moved that the Commission conditionally approve PC 13-009 for a 
Design Review Permit and Conditional Use Permit with the conditions of approval listed below and 
recommend denial for the proposed Code Amendment to setbacks in the Neighborhood Center zone.  
Commissioner Davis 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. All building setbacks will meet the requirements of the Neighborhood Center zone §17.15.080. 
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3. Landscaped plantings shall be provided along the west side of the property between the addition 
and property line. 

4. One street tree, species determined by the City Forester, shall be provided along 700 East. 
5. Transparency on the north and west elevations of the building shall be a minimum of 50% of the 

ground floor frontage areas. 
6. Prior to issuance of a building permit, a parking plan providing for 18 total parking spaces 

through on-site and off-site parking shall be approved. 
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. The proposal is to switch to residential carts from the 6 yd frontload dumpster they are 
currently using. The driver has confirmed that this dumpster is full once every week so it 
would require at least 12 residential carts to handle the existing volume, without taking 
into consideration any increase in volume related to the expansion.  There is a question 
as to whether there is enough available curb space to line up that many carts up without 
interfering with parking in the area. The driver also confirmed that a high percentage of 
this volume is recyclable cardboard, which is difficult to fit into residential carts. They are 
extremely limited on space and this is one of the reasons they currently don’t have a 
cardboard recycle dumpster in addition to their refuse dumpster. This expansion will 
eliminate the current dumpster location and there is not another good location on site.  
One option might be to widen the south parking stall on the east side, nearest the picnic 
table, for the dumpster to be located; a space of 12’x10’ wide space would be required.  
Another option would be to work out an agreement to place their dumpster in the parking 
lot and/or share the dumpsters of the apartment complex next door. If they can place a 
cardboard recycler somewhere, it would lower refuse volume and save money. Multiple 
residential carts for a commercial business are not a recommended solution for this 
expansion.  

b. Engineering  
i. With site redevelopment, City storm water design standards and the City’s MS4 permit require 
that onsite detention and/or retention be constructed.  Compliance will be required. 

ii. Remove and replace curb and gutter on both 1000 North and 700 East to allow one access 
on each street to meet the current widths allowed by Code.  Locate as far to the east and 
south of intersection as possible.  Reconstruct all sidewalks as required to ensure compliance 
with Logan City standards. 

c. Water/Cross Connection   
i. Plans for remodel will need to show culinary piping, both existing and new.  The culinary 
water system will need to meet current code and policy. 

ii. If installing an irrigation system, show landscape irrigation plans. 
 

FINDINGS OF APPROVAL   
1. The proposed building is compatible with surrounding land uses of the NC 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 conforms to the requirements of Title 17 of the Logan Municipal Code. 
3. The proposed uses are compatible with the surrounding neighborhood character as this is a 

Neighborhood Center commercial use.  
4. The proposed use shall have adequate off-street parking in conformance with Title 17. 
5. The project, as conditioned, conforms to landscaping requirements in Title 17. 
6. The project met the minimum public noticing requirements of the Land Development Code and the 

Municipal Code. 
7. The project has been amended to meet the requirements of Code and conditions of approval by 

City Departments. 
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FINDINGS FOR DENIAL OF CODE AMENDMENT REQUEST 
1. The proposed amendment of a minimum 6’ setback is not consistent with other Neighborhood 

Center zone setbacks. 
2. It has been found that a front yard and corner-side yard setback of a minimum of 10’ is consistent 

and appropriate for the Neighborhood Center zone. 
 
 [Moved: Commissioner Lee   Seconded: Commissioner Davis   Passed: 5-0] 
 Yea: D. Adams, A. Davis, A. Fonnesbeck, K. Lee, R. Price         Nay:           Abstain: 

 
PC 12-058  LDC Text Amendment  (continued from previous meetings) 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/COMMISSION DISCUSSION:   Mr. Holley reviewed infill and flag lot development. Staff has 
identified three categories for infill: 4 (<) or less lots, 5-12 lots, 13 (>) or more lots.  He outlined each 
category. 
 
Chairman Simmonds asked about the private drive/road in the 4< category.  Mr. Holley explained that 
it would be a shared driveway.  An access road, containing two travel lanes and one lane of parking 
with a 28’ minimum paved surface would be included in the 5-12 category. 
 
Commissioner Davis asked about any incentives to help improve inner block connectivity.  Mr. 
Housley pointed out that the General Plan’s goal of connectivity is based on the block grid, infill is 
quite unique. 
 
Commissioner Price said he would like to see something that can be codified that would incentivize 
aggregation.  Chairman Simmonds agreed and said the desire is for rational development of interior 
blocks rather than “hodgepodge flag lots”.  Mr. DeSimone explained that the underlying problem is 
these 10 acre plots were platted in the late 1800’s and are not uniform in size, shape or configuration 
and therefore cannot be carved up into a uniformed block pattern.  Mr. Housley pointed out that the 
biggest challenge is acquiring property; not everyone will sell at the same time and owners have 
different ideas for what they want done with their land.   
 
Commissioner Price said that many of the infill lots are unacceptable and something must be done. 
He would like to see the capability for infill and densification that would be appropriate for the area. 
 
Chairman Simmonds expressed concern that this does not meet the connectivity goals of the General 
Plan.  Mr. Housley said that connectivity does not necessarily apply to the smaller flag lots, which will 
never have the desired connectivity.  
 
Commissioner Price said he would prefer to see no more than two lots with a 20’ drive.  Three or 
more lots should require a 28’ road and anything beyond that should require additional connectivity. 
 
Commissioner Lee suggested revisiting the whole idea of flag lots and infill in general and would like 
the Commission to develop a proactive strategy.  
 
Chairman Simmonds asked if the Commission could continue this discussion to ensure that the Land 
Development Code and the General Plan ideas coincide.  Mr. DeSimone advised that this discussion 
is scheduled to continue on May 23 meeting, with a work session on May 9. 
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Chairman Simmonds asked about a moratorium on infill development until a decision can be made for 
the best possible solution.  Mr. Housley said the Commission could recommend a moratorium to the 
City Council.  Commissioner Lee agreed with the idea of a moratorium on infill development to allow 
more time to develop a plan. He also noted his desire for the Commission to move expeditiously on 
this issue.  
 
Commissioner Adams asked if other communities face similar issues.  Mr. DeSimone said that most 
capitalize on infill; larger jurisdictions desire densification.  The challenge is that not all blocks in 
Logan are appropriate for development.  Commissioner Price agreed that many areas have physical 
constraints (especially in the Island area).  
 
Commissioner Lee asked about using impact fees as a type of incentive.  Mr. Housley said that 
infrastructure is generally in place with infill development.  Impact fees are rarely waived because they 
have to be paid by someone.   
 
Commissioner Price asked about communication between Commission members outside of 
meetings.  Mr. Housley said that this subject is a legislative issue and members can communicate, 
however, not in a quorum.  
  
PUBLIC:  Jon Gudmundson expressed concern with the compatibility regarding home heights.  (An 
email was received by the Commission prior to the meeting).  
 
Tim Long was concerned with damage on Canyon Road.  He was advised to contact the Public 
Works Department.  
  
Marilyn Griffin said that in the recent neighborhood meetings the question of “who decides residential 
zoning” came up. The answer was “you do”.  She said that citizens have been specific about their 
desires and urged the Commission to keep those in mind.  She said she is pleased with the 
suggested moratorium.  
 
Emily Malik thanked the Commission for considering and revisiting many of these issues. 
 

MOTION:  Commissioner Lee moved that the Commission forward a recommendation to the 
Municipal Council for a temporary moratorium on Infill and Flag Lot development.  Commissioner 
Price seconded the motion. 
 
 [Moved: Commissioner Lee    Seconded: Commissioner Price   Passed: 5-0] 
 Yea: D. Adams, A. Davis, A. Fonnesbeck, K. Lee, R. Price         Nay:           Abstain: 
 

MOTION:  Commissioner Lee moved that the Commission continue PC 12-058 to the May 23, 2013 
meeting.  Commissioner Davis seconded the motion. 
 
 [Moved: Commissioner Lee    Seconded: Commissioner Davis   Passed: 5-0] 
 Yea: D. Adams, A. Davis, A. Fonnesbeck, K. Lee, R. Price         Nay:           Abstain: 

 
Training   
Discussion included general information, powers and duties, due process, open meetings, 
administrative records, findings of facts, conflicts of interest and Connect 4 communication program.   
 
 WORKSHOP ITEMS FOR May 9, 2012     

� PC 13-007  Commercial Zone Code Amendment 
� PC 13-011  Austin Ridge Meadows   

 
Meeting adjourned at 8:10 p.m. 
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Minutes approved as written and digitally recorded at the Logan City Planning Commission meeting  
of April 25, 2013. 
 
 
 
 
___________________________________  ___________________________________ 
Michael A. DeSimone     Jeannie Simmonds 
Community Development Director   Planning Commission Chairman 
 
 
 
 
___________________________________  ___________________________________ 
Russ Holley      Amber Reeder  
Senior Planner      Planner II  
 
 
 
 
___________________________________    
Debbie Zilles        
Administrative Assistant         
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


