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     PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 
                Meeting of January 22, 2015 

 
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, January 22, 2015.  Chairman Davis called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m. 
 
Planning Commissioners Present:  Amanda Davis, Tom Jensen, Russ Price, Maybell Romero, 
Sara Sinclair   
 
Planning Commissioners Absent:   David Adams, David Butterfield 
 
Staff Present:  Mike DeSimone, Russ Holley, Amber Reeder, Lee Edwards, Bill Young    
 
Minutes as written and recorded from the January 8, 2015 meeting were reviewed. Commissioner 
Romero moved that the minutes be approved as submitted with minor revisions in wording.  
Commissioner Jensen seconded the motion.  The motion was unanimously approved.    
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
 
PC 15-001 LDC Amendment – 17.14 Residential Development Standards [Code Amendment] 
Logan City requests to clarify residential standards outlined in Land Development Code §17.14. 
 
STAFF:  Mr. DeSimone reviewed the request which included the addition of a graphic to explain 
the residential parking and driveway standards.  
 
PUBLIC:   None 
 
COMMISSION:  Commissioner Jensen asked if a person could park in the area noted as “driveway 
expansion”.   Mr. DeSimone said they could, provided that a pad is put in.  Parking in the front 
setback is only permitted on a driveway. The goal is to provide residents with a single-car garage 
more parking. 
 
Commissioner Jensen asked if parking was allowed anywhere there was pavement.  Mr. 
DeSimone said not necessarily; in the graphic example provided in the proposal, there would be 
enough room to put in a pad on the side of the garage because of the driveway expansion.   
 
Commissioner Price asked if there were a minimum width for a parking area.  Mr. DeSimone said 
there is no minimum or maximum requirement. A separation between the pavement and the 
adjoining property line is required.  
 
Commissioner Price asked what would happen if the driveway was 2’ from property line, but the 
vehicle was not.  Mr. DeSimone said that would be an enforcement issue. 
 
Commissioner Jensen asked if there were any concerns about limiting the size of a driveway 
expansion.  Mr. DeSimone explained that reality will dictate that if an individual has a single-car 
garage and needs additional parking for another vehicle, or recreation craft, the amount of 
concrete added will typically be just enough to provide for the parking need.   
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The intent for this proposal is in response to the problems the City deals with during the winter 
months when on-street parking is prohibited.  Mr. DeSimone said generally in developed areas 
there is not enough room for extensive concrete. 
 
Mr. Holley noted that with the curb cut being limited to 22’, it would be unlikely that too much 
parking could be added. 
 
Commissioner Romero believes that most people will be reasonable with the amount of concrete 
they add.   
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Sinclair moved to recommend approval to the Municipal Council for an 
amendment to the Land Development Code Section 17.14 (General Development Standards: 
Residential Zones) as outlined in PC 15-001. Commissioner Romero seconded the motion. 
 
FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL 
1. Utah state law authorizes local planning commissions to recommend ordinance changes to the 

legislative body (Municipal Council).   
2. The amendment is in conformance with the requirements of Logan Municipal Code Title 17.51.  
3. The amendment clarifies the applicability of driveway and parking standards enumerated in 

Chapter 17.14 for residential zones.       
4. The provisions for the amendment are consistent with the overall goals and objectives of the 

Logan General Plan. 
5. No public comment has been received regarding the proposed amendment. 

 
[Moved: Commissioner Sinclair   Seconded: Commissioner Romero    Passed: 5-0] 
Yea: A. Davis, T. Jensen, R. Price, M. Romero, S. Sinclair        Nay:     Abstain: 
 
PC 15-002 LDC Amendment – 17.19 Town Center Development Standards [Code Amendment] 
Logan City requests to clarify Town Center building standards in Land Development Code §17.19.  
 
STAFF:  Mr. DeSimone reviewed the request which includes modifying the minimum building 
height in the Town Center (TC) zone from 3 stories/38’ to 2 stories/24’, increasing the maximum 
building height on side streets from 40’ to 42’, eliminating the requirement to have one entrance 
per 40’ of frontage and adding clarifying language regarding building placement and orientation.   
 
PUBLIC:   None 
 
COMMISSION: Commissioner Price noted that 3-story buildings with cornices are a predominate 
part of the historic fabric of the area (especially near Center Street) and is generally consistent with 
other historic areas built about the same time.  He recommended preserving historic downtown.  
 
Mr. DeSimone pointed out that there are quite a few 2-story buildings along Main Street.  Most of 
the 3-story buildings are located at Center Street (viewed the area on google maps). 
 
Commissioner Price asked about preserving/protecting the current 3-story buildings.  Because the 
Land Development Code is not ‘form-based’ there are no standards to require developers to build 
the type of buildings that will preserve the historic fabric currently there.  
 
Mr. DeSimone pointed out that the question is whether 2-story buildings will stimulate development 
along Main Street and whether 3-story buildings will remain vacant. 
 
Commissioner Price asked about limiting the design and noted that the Commission has limited 
input in reference to design.  Chairman Davis pointed out that if there is a desire to change/alter 
design standards, it would need to be through an amendment to the Code.   
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Commissioner Jensen understood Commissioner Price’s concerns about compromising the 
integrity of the geometric mass of the downtown area; however, requiring 3-stories does not 
necessarily work.  There is a need to create consistency and mass density.  
 
Mr. DeSimone explained that the 2-story height could be changed and/or increased if the 
Commission felt that the proposed 24’ is not right.  Chairman Davis noted that additional height 
standards could help new development be compatible with existing buildings.  
 
Commissioner Jensen suggested creating a proposal that is closer to a form-base to help protect 
the geometric mass of the area.  The Chamber of Commerce, Needham Jewelers and Zions Bank 
are all good examples of 2-story buildings with large floor heights and interesting architecture.    
 
Commissioner Sinclair suggesting requiring a certain amount of feet, rather than the number of 
stories. 
 
Commissioner Jensen advised that this will tie in with the economic development of the area.  The 
goal is to incentivize downtown without inhibiting development or compromising the integrity of 
what is there.  
 
Mr. DeSimone said he would make some adjustments to the proposal and bring it back before the 
Commission for further review.  
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Jensen moved to continue PC 15-002 to the February 12, 2015 
meeting.  Commissioner Price seconded the motion. 
 
[Moved: Commissioner Jensen    Seconded: Commissioner Price   Passed: 5-0] 
Yea: A. Davis, T. Jensen, R. Price, M. Romero, S. Sinclair        Nay:     Abstain: 
 
PC 15-003 LDC Amendment – 17.38 Parking  [Code Amendment]  Logan City requests to 
include compact parking stall standards, clarify structured parking requirements in the Campus 
Residential zone and refine other language outlined in the Land Development Code §17.38. 
 
STAFF:  Mr. DeSimone reviewed the request which included eliminating the covered parking 
requirement and increasing the unit count threshold where structured parking becomes a 
requirement from 10 units to 20 units; adding compact parking stall standards and minor clean-up 
language changes. 
 
PUBLIC:   Tony Nielson is concerned with parking, especially how compact stalls will be used.  He 
believes students will park larger cars in them if there are no other spaces available.  He agrees 
with the 1:1 parking ratio.  He has seen many difficult situations regarding parking, especially when 
a new tenant moves into a structure that has been grandfathered and does not have adequate 
parking available.  Parking seems to be second to development and he is not sure that smaller 
stalls help with the overall situation.  
 
Jan Nyman agreed with Mr. Nielson.  The Adams neighborhood worked hard to get the 1:1 parking 
ratio.  There are always problems with over-occupancy and parking (especially in the area around 
600 East 1000 North) where vehicles park along the streets rather than in parking lots.  
 
COMMISSION: Chairman Davis asked what type of car would fit in a compact parking stall.  
Commissioner Jensen advised that the standard car width is a little over 6’.  Mr. Holley said that a 
full-size sedan or an SUV would not fit into a compact stall; the standard parking stall is 9’x18’.  
 
Chairman Davis questioned whether “a maximum of 25% of the total parking requirement may be 
utilized as compact parking.” (as noted in §17.38.090-8c) was appropriate. 
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Commissioner Price noted that the reality is that students will park in compact stalls regardless of 
vehicle size and he does not see the benefit of the requirement.  Mr. DeSimone pointed out that 
this will be a city-wide requirement and there are other jurisdictions that have had similar 
requirements.  
 
Commissioner Jensen asked what was driving the proposal.  Mr. DeSimone explained that this 
creates a wider range of parking options for developers and helps meet the objective of reducing 
on-street parking.  This does not affect the number of minimum stalls that are required or the 1:1 
ratio, it only allows a percentage of the stalls to be smaller. 
 
Commissioner Jensen asked how the 25% was established.  Mr. DeSimone said it seemed to be 
an acceptable percentage; some jurisdictions have more, some have less.  There are large 
projects and industrial areas where this can be quite a benefit.   
 
Commissioner Price asked about enforcement.  Mr. DeSimone explained that this is a behavioral 
issue and much like other enforcement issues, the City will respond on a complaint basis.  
Commissioner Price said he would like to see this become a disincentive to not park on the street. 
 
Commissioner Price asked about the change in §17.38.0800-4 from 10 to 20 units (requiring at 
least 50% of required parking to be structured).  Mr. DeSimone said this applies to the Campus 
Residential (CR) zone where the goal is densification.    
 
Commissioner Jensen noted that requiring structured parking for less than 12 units is economically 
unfeasible.  
 
Commissioner Price is concerned that this seems like a “first step” and questioned the justification 
for the increase. He would like to see more research and data before a decision is made. 
 
Commissioner Price questioned the change in §17.38.090-3 “In the Town Center (TC) zone, for 
projects requiring 100 or more parking stalls, not more than 50% of the required parking is 
allowed as surface parking.  The remaining 50% of the required parking shall be provided as 
structured parking.”  He asked whether structured parking is ultimately desired for downtown; the 
change to 100 or more still allows for quite of bit of surface parking.  Mr. DeSimone explained that 
structured parking is intended for larger projects.  For example, a building with 7 stalls would 
require 3 of the stalls to be structured, which would not be economically feasible.  
 
Commissioner Jensen said there are many progressive cities that cannot have parking with every 
building.  He would like to see structures built for multiples buildings to share.  
Mr. DeSimone explained that a parking study was completed with the Downtown Specific Plan 
which identified sufficient parking in the downtown area.  This proposal will give projects some 
latitude to develop surface parking for smaller projects. 100 parking stalls equates to 0.8 acres.  
Mr. DeSimone felt this was a good ‘starting point’.   Commissioner Price said he was not 
comfortable with 100 and would like to see aspirational peer data research with cities of 
comparable size. Commissioner Jensen agreed. 
 
Commissioner Jensen suggested having a contribution (similar to wetland or parks) as part of a 
development fee.  Mr. DeSimone said this is a good idea, a park fund is an impact fee that is 
statutorily authorized by state law; parking would not have the same latitude.  Mr. Edwards, the 
City Attorney, said he would have to do some research into this idea. 
 
Commissioner Price noted his desire for incentives to get people downtown without driving.  Mr. 
DeSimone agreed, however, pointed out that the reality is that most people travel by car (most in 
attendance tonight came by car).  Economic development will require the ability for the developer 
to provide parking at a reasonable cost.   
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The consensus of the Commission was to leave §17.38.080-4 at 10 rather than change to 20. 
 
Mr. DeSimone will provide more research and continue this discussion to the next meeting.   
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Price moved to continue PC 15-003 to the February 12, 2105 meeting.  
Commissioner Romero seconded the motion. 
 
[Moved: Commissioner Price    Seconded: Commissioner Romero   Passed: 5-0] 
Yea: A. Davis, T. Jensen, R. Price, M. Romero, S. Sinclair        Nay:     Abstain: 
 
PC 15-004 LDC Amendment – 17.15, 17.36 & 17.37 [Code Amendment] Logan City requests to 
eliminate §17.36.080; amend §17.37.100-140 regarding fences and walls; §17.37.160.B clarify 
road extension requirements; §17.15 regarding setback language and re-number applicable 
sections in the Land Development Code. 
 
STAFF:  Mr. DeSimone reviewed the request which included changing fence heights in all zones 
and providing additional clarifying language and graphics, and modifying fence provisions to be 
consistent with amendments in 17.37. 
 
PUBLIC:  Tony Nielson asked for clarification.  Mr. Holley displayed/discussed the graphic.  Mr. 
Nielson questioned the setback from the property line, specifically regarding the enforcement of 
landscaping issues and fence maintenance.   
 
Bill Bower asked for clarification regarding sloped property (i.e. along the canal) and whether there 
could be possible allowances for certain unique situations.     
  
COMMISSION: Chairman Davis questioned a possible topography scenario with an adjacent 
property and whether a 6’ fence would allow for privacy.  Mr. DeSimone pointed out that this would 
be covered within §17.37.110G “the combined height of a fence and a retaining wall shall not 
exceed ten (10) feet in height as measured from the bottom of the wall (6 feet max fence height 
and 4 feet max retaining wall height)” which could offer one solution.  
 
Chairman Davis asked if the 1’ setback from the sidewalk would cause any landscaping concerns.  
Mr. Holley agreed that it could but that is typically where the property line is located and the 
setback is required to assist with sidewalk upkeep and maintenance.   
 
Mr. Holley clarified for Commissioner Sinclair that a fence replacement of the same height and 
configuration would not require a new permit.   
 
Mr. DeSimone noted for Commissioner Price that one of the biggest changes was the allowance 
for a 6’ fence in the side yard of a corner lot. 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Romero moved to recommend approval to the Municipal Council for an 
amendment to the Land Development Code Section 17.36 (Standards, Specifications and 
Improvements), 17.37 (Supplementation Development Standards), and 17.15 (Specific 
Development Standards: Residential Zones) as outlined in PC 15-004. Commissioner Sinclair 
seconded the motion. 
 
FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL 
1. Utah state law authorizes local planning commissions to recommend ordinance changes to the 

legislative body (Municipal Council).   
2. The amendment is in conformance with the requirements of Logan Municipal Code Title 17.51.  
3. The amendment modifies minimum fencing standards and eliminates confusing and/or 

inconsistent language. 
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4. The provisions for the amendment are consistent with the overall goals and objectives of the 
Logan General Plan. 
 

[Moved: Commissioner Romero    Seconded: Commissioner Sinclair  Passed: 5-0] 
Yea: A. Davis, T. Jensen, R. Price, M. Romero, S. Sinclair        Nay:     Abstain: 
 
PC 15-005 LDC Amendment – Land Use Appeal Board  [Code Amendment]  Logan City 
requests to amend the Land Development Code Sections 17.01, 17.24, 17.46, 17.50, 17.53, 17.55 
& 17.57 to replace the Board of Adjustment and Board of Appeals with a Land Use Appeal Board. 
 
STAFF:  Mr. DeSimone reviewed the request and explained this proposal is to replace two existing 
boards (Board of Adjustment & Board of Appeals) with a single Land Use Appeal Board.  The 
purpose of this action is to simplify the appeals process, reduce the expenses associated with 
having two separate appeals boards, and help the City in recruiting and retaining members willing 
to sit on an appeals board that meets relatively infrequently throughout the year.   
 
The amendment to §17.57 establishes the mechanics of the Land Use Appeal Board including how 
it is established, how it will function, how it will issue decisions and the standard for review. 
 
The other amendments are generally language changes where references to either the Board of 
Adjustment or the Board of Appeals are replaced by Land Use Appeal Board.   
 
PUBLIC:   None 
 
COMMISSION: Commissioner Sinclair asked if the “approval criteria” was listed.  Mr. DeSimone 
said that it is found in the Utah state law. 
 
The Commission discussed and clarified the wording on §17.57.080 to be consistent with 
§17.57.060b. 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Sinclair moved to recommend approval to the Municipal Council for an 
amendment to the Land Development Code Sections: 17.01 (General), 17.24 (Airport Limitations 
Overlay Zone), 17.46 (Permit Authority), 17.50 (Design Review), 17.53 (Variances), 17.55 
(Procedures for Processing Project Applications), and 17.57 (Appeals) as outlined in PC 15-005. 
Commissioner Romero seconded the motion. 
 
FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL 
1. Utah state law authorizes local planning commissions to recommend ordinance changes to the 

legislative body (Municipal Council).   
2. The amendment is in conformance with the requirements of Logan Municipal Code Title 17.51.  
3. The amendment simplifies the appeals process by consolidating two separate appeals boards 

into a single land use appeal authority and is consistent with local and state law.  The appeals 
process will remain relatively unchanged as this amendment does not remove or eliminate the 
ability of an individual to appeal a specific decision as permitted under Title 17. 

4. The provisions for the amendment are consistent with the overall goals and objectives of the 
Logan General Plan. 

5. No public comment has been received regarding the proposed amendment. 
 

[Moved: Commissioner Sinclair    Seconded: Commissioner Romero  Passed: 5-0] 
Yea: A. Davis, T. Jensen, R. Price, M. Romero, S. Sinclair       Nay:     Abstain: 
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PC 15-006 LDC Amendment – 17.62 Definitions [Code Amendment] Logan City requests to 
amend Land Development Code §17.62 regarding definitions.   
 
STAFF:  Mr. DeSimone reviewed the request which included replacing the Board of Adjustment & 
Board of Appeals with the single Land Use Appeal Board.   
 
PUBLIC:   None 
 
COMMISSION:  None 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Sinclair moved to recommend approval to the Municipal Council for an 
amendment to the Land Development Code Section 17.62 (Definitions) as outlined in PC 15-006. 
Commissioner Romero seconded the motion. 
 
FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL 
1. Utah state law authorizes local planning commissions to recommend ordinance changes to the 

legislative body (Municipal Council).   
2. The amendment is in conformance with the requirements of Logan Municipal Code Title 17.51.  
3. The amendment clarifies the definitions and helps simplify the administration and 

implementation of the Land Development Code. 
4. The provisions are consistent with the overall goals and objectives of the Logan General Plan. 
5. No public comment has been received regarding the proposed amendment. 

 
[Moved: Commissioner Sinclair   Seconded: Commissioner Romero  Passed: 5-0] 
Yea: A. Davis, T. Jensen, R. Price, M. Romero, S. Sinclair       Nay:     Abstain: 
 
PC 15-007 LDC Amendment – 17.40 Signs [Code Amendment] Logan City requests to amend 
Land Development Code §17.40 regarding signs.   
 
STAFF:  Mr. DeSimone reviewed the request which included amending the placement 
requirements for monument signs, adding a graphic for Sight Distance Triangle at driveway 
entrances, adjusting the timing limitations for open house signage and adding a new category for 
“Temporary Event Banners”.   
 
The City was approached by the Downtown Alliance, the Eccles Center and some of the art/dance 
companies in regards to permitting additional signage in the downtown area promoting seasonal 
events such as the Nutcracker. They expressed a desire to be able to install large vertical banners 
on the front of the Eccles Building promoting a specific event on a short-term basis. This is similar 
to other metropolitan areas that allow for this type of event promotion.  
 
The intent behind the proposed language is to permit signage that promotes seasonal events. 
While the message and content of the banner are not regulated, the specific language included in 
the amendment identifies that the purpose is to permit signage promoting a unique event, is short 
term in duration, provides both minimum and maximums regarding sign sizing, and limits the 
numbers of days per year.  While this will help limit this type of signage to appropriate areas or 
buildings, the decision-making body needs to recognize that this type of signage may be used in 
other areas of the Town Center zone depending upon the specific building and site configuration. 
 
PUBLIC:  None 
 
COMMISSION:  Commissioner Price noted that these types of temporary banners are permissive, 
however, a building owner would not be obligated to display one.  Mr. DeSimone agreed and said 
that they would have to follow and adhere to the established guidelines.  He also noted that the 
event advertised must be held on-site, there can be no off-site advertising.  
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Chairman Davis asked about securing the banners.  Mr. DeSimone pointed out that this would be 
covered in §17.140.120-A.   
  
Commissioner Jensen asked about bushes that obscure the view of oncoming traffic (in relation to 
the sight distance triangle diagram - pg. 40-5).  Mr. DeSimone explained that this section only 
addresses sign placement.  Other concerns are addressed elsewhere in the Code.  Mr. Holley 
pointed out that the City can trim trees/bushes located in the City right-of-way. 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Jensen moved to recommend approval to the Municipal Council for an 
amendment to the Land Development Code Section 17.40 as outlined in PC 15-007. 
Commissioner Price seconded the motion. 
 
FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL 
1. Utah state law authorizes local planning commissions to recommend ordinance changes to the 

legislative body (Municipal Council).   
2. The amendment is in conformance with the requirements of Logan Municipal Code Title 17.51.  
3. The amendment clarifies sight distance triangles around driveway entrances, clarifies sighting 

standards for monument signs and permits additional large temporary event banners in the 
downtown area with the intended purpose of promoting temporary and/or short-term events. 

4. The provisions for the amendment are consistent with the overall goals and objectives of the 
Logan General Plan. 

5. No public comment has been received regarding the proposed amendment. 
 

[Moved: Commissioner Jensen    Seconded: Commissioner Price    Passed: 5-0] 
Yea: A. Davis, T. Jensen, R. Price, M. Romero, S. Sinclair       Nay:     Abstain: 
 
PC 15-012 Bridge Plumbing [Design Review Permit] Doug Bird/Vrugg Holdings LLC, authorized 
agent/owner, request a 9,600 SF plumbing shop at the northeast corner of 1200 West 130 South in 
the Commercial Services (CS) zone; TIN 05-064-0027. 
 
STAFF:  Ms. Reeder requested that this project discussion be continued to the next meeting. 
 
MOTION:  Commissioner Sinclair moved to continue PC 14-037 to the February 12, 2015 
meeting.  Commissioner Romero seconded the motion. 
 
[Moved: Commissioner Sinclair    Seconded: Commissioner Romero   Passed: 5-0] 
Yea: A. Davis, T. Jensen, R. Price, M. Romero, S. Sinclair        Nay:      Abstain: 
 
WORKSHOP ITEMS for February 12, 2015: 

� PC 15-013 Mortensen Apts. Zone Change 
 
OTHER BUSINESS  
Ms. Reeder explained that the proponent of The Factory (PC 12-052 – originally approved 9/27/12) 
has requested changes to exterior façade materials (updated drawings distributed for Commission 
review).  No structural changes are being made.  The request includes less metal, with a vertical 
siding stucco finish (that replicates brick).  Ms. Reeder explained that the Campus Residential (CR) 
requirements have a range of permitted materials, with no more than a variation of three (3) 
different materials. Staff suggested retaining the metal element as initially proposed.  The 
Commission determined that the amount of metal/brick should remain the same, however, agreed 
that using the stucco-type material to represent brick would be considered substantial compliance.   
 
Meeting adjourned at 7:43 p.m. 
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Minutes approved as written and digitally recorded for the Logan City Planning Commission 
meeting of January 22, 2015. 
 
 
 
 
___________________________________  ___________________________________ 
Michael A. DeSimone     Amanda Davis 
Community Development Director   2015 Planning Commission Chair   
 
 
 
 
___________________________________  ___________________________________ 
Russ Holley      Amber Reeder  
Senior Planner      Planner II  
 
 
 
 
___________________________________    
Debbie Zilles        
Administrative Assistant         
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


