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Logan Municipal Council       Logan, Utah           August 21, 2012 

 

 Minutes of the meeting of the Logan Municipal Council convened in regular 

session on Tuesday, August 21, 2012 at 5:30 p.m. in the Logan City Municipal Council 

Chamber, 290 North 100 West, Logan, Utah. Chairman Dean Quayle conducting. 

 

 Council members present at the beginning of the meeting: Chairman Dean 

Quayle, Vice Chairman Holly Daines, Councilmember Herm Olsen, Councilmember 

Karl B. Ward and Councilmember Tom Jensen. Administration present: Mayor Randy 

Watts, City Attorney Kymber Housley, Finance Director Richard Anderson and City 

Recorder Teresa Harris.   

 

 OPENING CEREMONY.  
 

Kathy Chudoba from St. Thomas Aquinas gave the opening thought and led the audience 

in the pledge of allegiance.  

 

Chairman Quayle welcomed those present. There were approximately 65 citizens in the 

audience at the beginning of the meeting.  

 

 Meeting Minutes.  Minutes of the council meeting from August 7, 2012 were 

reviewed and approved with minor changes.   

 

   Meeting Agenda.  Chairman Quayle announced at tonight’s meeting there would 

be four public hearings.  

 

Meeting Schedule.  Chairman Quayle announced that regular council meetings 

would be held the first and third Tuesdays of the month at 5:30 p.m. The next regular 

council meeting is Tuesday, September 4, 2012.  

 

QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS FOR MAYOR AND COUNCIL.  

 

Logan resident Gary Joy, 496 East 100 South. He is concerned about the parking at the 

Gardner’s Market which is located at Merlin Olsen Park on 200 East 100 South.  The 

merchants that are part of the Market do not park parallel or angled but they park straight 

in which causes problems for pedestrians and those on bicycles because it makes the road 

very narrow.  

 

Chairman Quayle responded that the Logan Police Department will look at this area and 

will respond back to Mr. Joy regarding his parking concerns.   

 

Jordan Cloward resident of Grantsville, Utah.  Mr. Cloward is attending USU and lives at 

710 North 700 East. On 700 North 800 East there is an area that is zoned multi use and he 

is interested in placing a beverage cart in this area and would like to know if this area can 

be used for a temporary business.  

 

Chairman Quayle responded that Community Development Director Mike DeSimone can 

address questions regarding zoning.  
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 MAYOR/ STAFF REPORTS. 

 

Board Appointment – Mayor Randy Watts. 

 

Mayor Watts asked the Council for ratification of James Liddle to serve as the Chair of 

the Bridger Neighborhood Council for a term of three years.   

 

ACTION.  Motion by Councilmember Quayle seconded by Councilmember Olsen to 

approve and ratify James Liddle to serve as Chair of the Bridger Neighborhood Council 

as presented. Motion carried unanimously. 

 

Parking Enforcement Update – Lt. Jeff Simmons.  

 

Logan City Police Lt. Jeff Simmons gave an update on the parking changes and new 

restrictions throughout Logan City.   

 

Parking Enforcement is now using a 2000 Jeep Cherokee for parking enforcement. They 

are also using bicycles and a Segway i2 Patroller. There are part time parking 

enforcement officers. They are using the VELOSUM System which takes a picture of the 

parking violation with a phone. The citation is written with Anoto Digital Pen and it 

automatically uploads to the VELOSUM via pen/phone connection. Parking tickets can 

be paid via credit card at www.loganpoliceparking.com. Tickets can also be paid with 

cash or check at the Logan City Police Department. Parking tickets can be appealed and 

there is an independent Appeals Board composed of 5 community members.  

 

 The majority of changes are on the Federal and Church Block going from 2 hour to 3 

hour parking. Parking behind the Logan Fire Station is now unrestricted. Parking behind 

the Emporium is still 2 hour parking. There will be 8 hour parking on the 

North/Southside of the Tabernacle from 2 hour parking. There will be 30 minute parking 

on 100 North in front of Zion’s Bank. The Ellen Eccles Theatre parking will remain the 

same as posted.  

 

Lt. Simmons stated not all parking signage is completed but will be coming in the coming 

weeks.  

 

USU Campus Area Changes are the following: 

700 East & 800 East changed from unrestricted to 3 hour restricted parking. 

900 North and Evergreen Drive is now changed to 3 hour parking from unrestricted on 

non-residential sides of the roadway. People will need a residential permit to park in this 

area. The reason for the change in this area is due to congestion and will encourage 

people to purchase a residential parking permit. Advisories and warnings are being issued 

for people who are currently parking in these areas to advise them that changes are 

coming.  

 

Councilmember Ward said he would be interested in knowing what the problems were to 

change the parking around USU. 

 

http://www.loganpoliceparking.com/
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Mayor Watts said the reason for the parking change is to make it fair for everyone and is 

not money generated.  

 

Lt. Simmons responded he will get back to Councilmember Ward with an answer to his 

question.  He said they are trying to be very reasonable with parking enforcement and 

will work with people as they go. 

 

Canal Update – Mark Nielsen.  

 

Public Works Director Mark Nielsen gave an update on the canal project which is in final 

design. The project has been divided into five sections for construction. First, is the 

Logan Canyon segment which is the diversion from the Logan River to the mouth of the 

Canyon to the Logan Golf and Country Club. Construction is scheduled to begin October 

1, 2012 on this section. The intent is that by May of 2013 the project can deliver water to 

the canal company their full shares of water. Second, is the Valley segment from the 

mouth of Logan Canyon on the Logan, Hyde Park, Smithfield Canal to 1500 North which 

is also scheduled to begin October 1, 2012.  Third, is the 1500 North segment from the 

Logan, Hyde Park  Smithfield Canal down to the Logan Northern Canal along 1500 

North and construction started today on this segment. This pipe carries the Logan 

Northern water from the upper canal to the Logan Northern Canal and water will go to 

the North and South, the pipe will eventually be invisible. Fourth, is the Logan and 

Northern segment taking water from 1500 North on the Logan Northern Canal back to 

400 North and is a small pipe that will deliver water to the South going out to the 

shareholders. Fifth, is the Canyon Road segment. A pipe will be installed in Canyon 

Road from the diversion at First Dam to the Laub diversion and will service those 

shareholders. Construction on all of these segments will begin October 1, 2012 with an 

estimated completion date of May 2013. 

 

Mr. Nielsen stated based on the canal breech and landslide in 2009, he NRCS with its 

emergency watershed protection monies said they would provide 25 million dollars for 

restoration of getting water to shareholders. That is the goal of the project that has been 

carried on by the canal companies and Cache County. JUB is the project manager and 

Cache County is managing the project and is the sponsor.  An Environmental Impact 

Study (EIS) was completed and it was recommended that an alignment combine the 

Logan Northern and Logan, Hyde Park Canal from the diversion in the Logan Canyon to 

1500 North at 1500 North a pipe. Taking the water down the Logan Northern going to the 

North and a smaller pipe going South. The County has selected Whitaker Construction 

for the work on the canal. The four city’s (Smithfield, Hyde Park, Logan and North 

Logan) have entered into a cost participation agreement with the County and the canal 

companies that based on the benefits to the four Cities for storm water capacity and other 

things the City’s have contributed a piece of the construction. The NRCS covers 75% of 

the cost and there is a match of 25%. The canal company has a loan from the State of 

Utah to cover the 25% match and the Cities’ participate with the portion that was earlier 

calculated. 

 

Mark introduced Zan Murray and Andy Neff from JUB who are in attendance at tonight’s 

meeting to answer any questions the Council has regarding the canal project.  

 



 

 

4 | P a g e  

Logan Municipal Council ~ Logan, Utah ~ August 21, 2012 

 Councilmember Daines said she has concerns that the canal project has “morphed” into 

something different than what the Council approved. She referred to the Cost 

Participation Agreement which the City signed when we agreed to participate in the canal 

project.  All throughout the EIS and on Page 2 of the Cost Participation Agreement it 

refers to a “box culvert” which is something that was always discussed with the goal that 

it would eventually become a public trail. She is now hearing there is a pipe that will 

protrude 3-5 feet above the surface in some areas. This is not what was in the EIS, or the 

hearings and not what she personally voted to support. She asked when did the plans 

change from a box culvert design to a pipe design. 

 

Mr. Murray responded the EIS goes through the concept design and presents several 

different ideas. The design that went forward during the EIS presentation created several 

different sizes of box culverts that were preliminary planned to carry water from the point 

of diversion and further down. Those boxes have decreased in size to make it less 

impactive to the area and reduce costs. In looking at the segment and constructability of 

the project, a future trail and storm water they felt that a pipe could accomplish several of 

these things. He referred to a website rendering at cachewater.com which shows the 

project details. He showed the renderings of the canal and pipe located in the existing 

canal bed that can be used as a future trail, with maintenance access and on the upstream 

side and there is a water feature for drainage. The intent is to cover the area so the pipe is 

not exposed and there will be some open areas for access points.  He said the pipe in the 

box is 66 inches in diameter approximately 5 feet tall. In order to enclose the pipe they 

need to go to a larger conduit. Pipe is economical and they will do their best to lower the 

pipe and reduce visibility.  

 

Councilmember Daines asked about the flow through a water feature so it does not 

become a mosquito trap. 

 

Mr. Murray said the project is to restore the amenity that was there before and 

functionality to get water to the shareholders of the Logan Northern Canal. This channel 

is designed to carry storm water and in order to enhance the area, there have been 

discussions where people are willing to contribute and divert water shares into this 

feature. This will be allowed to a certain point but will still need to function as a storm 

water channel.   

 

Councilmember Daines said again she understood the grade would stay flat and it would 

not be a raised berm.  

 

Mr. Murray said he would need to go back and review the EIS. A box culvert would need 

to be pressurized and sealed and is one of the reasons why the channel was shifted to the 

East and was also for cost effectiveness. He realizes this is higher from the ground than 

was presented and is different from what the Council understood it would be. The height 

will vary at points on the size depending on the hydraulics and the way the pipe line 

grades. Depending on the size of the box culvert it could be different heights. There is a 

lot of engineering that goes into a project like this and the goal is to get water to the 

shareholders.  
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Councilmember Olsen asked if trees along the canal will die due to the loss of water 

flow. 

 

Mr. Murray responded that there will be impacts to vegetation. There are ways that 

Logan City and others can maintain this area and can help in regards to vegetation.  He 

said there is nothing in the plan that prohibits irrigation or planting of trees on the outside 

and inside the easement as much as they can.   

 

Councilmember Daines feels they need to go back to what is stated in the EIS and what 

the public hearings were held on and what was planned. She anticipated that the box 

culverts would be flat and at the same grade they are now.  

 

Mr. Murray said unfortunately the box culvert was the original design and it cannot go 

deep enough to create what was shown in the original plan.  

 

Councilmember Daines said that is what the Council based their decision on, what the 

Council and public planned on and haven’t had an opportunity to address the changes. 

She feels JUB needs to do what they said they were going to do.  

 

Councilmember Daines asked if JUB gets to change their plans, does Logan City get to 

change their participation.   

 

Mr. Murray stated there is a group of four entities that meet to review the process and is 

the project management team.  There is a representative from JUB, Public Works 

Director Mark Nielsen from Logan City, Jim Huppi from the canal companies and Bob 

Fotheringham from Cache County. They are working together to meet all of the needs 

and represent all interests.    

 

Chairman Quayle asked when did this change, this is a surprise to the Council and the 

neighborhood involved.   

 

Councilmember Daines said the concern is the pipe is higher above ground and the 

ground will not be level for a future trail and will significantly impact people’s 

backyards. The pipe needs to be buried deep enough so it doesn’t change the grade. 

 

Mr. Murray responded the design team came to the conclusion to move forward with a 

pipe design. He said at the EIS level the size of conduits is not known and it’s difficult at 

that point in design to know how high the pipe will be. They are well into the final design 

right now but it’s important to know at the EIS level the plan is conceptual and is 

challenging because the Council relies on this information as decision makers. As they 

get into final design it’s hard to meet those and they work within the EIS, but there are 

limitations and do the best they can.  

 

Councilmember Daines said they had over a year to do the EIS and that is what the 

Council based their decision on and now things have been changed. She doesn’t find this 

acceptable.  
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Chairman Quayle stated the City Council is not in a position to change anything; it would 

have to go to Cache County.  

 

Logan resident Tony Wegener, 1766 East 1140 North. Last week he visited the County 

Recorder. He owns property through which the Logan-Benson canal runs. He asked the 

County who owns the land under the canal bed and the County responded you do. That is 

Mr. Wegener owns the land on both sides of the canal and the canal bed itself. He also 

owns the residential lots in the McKinnon subdivision. He owns 200 feet of frontage 

along the Logan, Hyde Park, Smithfield canal. He asked the County to review those legal 

descriptions and the County stated that he owned up to the canal company’s easement or 

right of way. Mr. Wegener asked who owns the canal bed and was told the County quit 

claimed the property to itself but doesn’t know who the legal owner is. Mr. Wegener said 

there is a legal owner and it is not the County and there is a legal chain of ownership. One 

option is that the McKinnon family owns the canal bed at his lots. Their orchard property 

extended to both sides of the canal, they owned the canal bed subject to the canal 

company’s right of way. Another option is that he, along with all other residents along 

the canal, owns the canal bed. For example the surveyors who created the McKinnon 

subdivision, incorrectly identified the residential property lines as the edge of the right of 

way, instead of the more common approach, which is to the middle of the canal. He feels 

that Logan City and the Count Recorder failed in their duty to create a chain of ownership 

for all properties within the subdivision. He feels that he has better claim to the canal 

property than the County and he has maintained his 200 feet of canal property for 32 

years to keep it open to the public. A few years ago he had an experience where a large 

tree on the east side of the canal fell across the canal and into his yard. It destroyed a 

section of wrought iron fence and blocked the public thoroughfare. Because it was an 

accident waiting to happen, joggers and bikers could run into the tangle of limbs in the 

dark and he called the canal company. He explained the situation and the liability. The 

canal company refused any liability on the basis that they did not own the property, or the 

trees and they offered no assistance. He called Logan City, who have an interest in public 

safety but they also declined for the same reason. Logan City was kind enough to put him 

in contact with a tree removal company. He and his neighbor paid the bill and he paid the 

$1,800 to repair the fence. Apparently, he was responsible for maintenance and public 

safety on 200 feet of the Logan, Hyde Park, Smithfield canal public thoroughfare and he 

has been responsible for 32 years. He suggested that his claim would be easier to prove in 

court than the County’s. The County quit claimed the property to themselves because that 

was easier than researching the legal owners. But by law their quit claim deed does not 

translate into ownership for at least 7 years. The project which the Planning Commission 

is reviewing has no legal basis. The bottom line is he would appreciate the Council’s help 

to defend Logan’s Heritage canals. However, he along with his neighbors intend to assert 

and defend their legal rights. They intend to create a quit claim to themselves in 

competition to the County's spurious claim and they intend to take adverse possession of 

the canal with or with the Council’s help.  

 

Logan resident Sherry Nielsen. She is concerned about the safety of the canal project and 

referred to the landslide that occurred and new pipe and the materials used for the pipe 

that will go down 1500 North. She said enclosing the canal will take away the beauty for 

the residents who live there and those who golf at the Logan Country Club.  
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Logan resident Jack Peterson. He said the best comment he has heard tonight was from 

Councilmember Daines who stated this has “morphed into something that we did not 

expect”. He feels we have taken the landslide disaster and have shifted the potential risk 

and safety issues to another neighborhood. The neighborhood has been told several 

different things and he hopes that someone has the courage to say this is not right and this 

project should be stopped until everything is known regarding the entire project. He feels 

we don’t know enough about the project to move forward. He feels the Nielsen’s have 

been mistreated by Logan City regarding the road on 1500 North and the City is dumping 

a drainage ditch on their property. He feels there are certain injustices that are being done 

and the Mayor, City Legal Council and the City Council need to stand up and represent 

the citizens. He also feels the 3 minute time limit for comments to the Mayor and Council 

is not enough time for the citizens. He would ask for a cease and desist and would ask the 

council to stand up and say this is not right. The frustration is mounting and asked the 

Council to say no this project.  

 

Logan resident Tony Nielsen.  He appreciates the concerns brought forward from 

Councilmember Daines and Mayor Watts. He is trying to be honest and does not feel he 

should be told that he doesn’t know what he’s talking about. The people on 1500 North 

were never notified. There are 150 people on 1500 North and for a cost of $3.00 these 

people could have been notified with a certified letter. He questioned the engineer about 

the notification process and was told the opposite of what the neighbors were telling him.  

Down 1500 North 1200 East, he asked why does the County deed give one property line 

and a farm plot another. Also, why if there is a 66 ft right of way on 1500 North were 

there 5 power lines placed in a 33 ft expansion of the 66 ft road. He said, “ if there is a 66 

ft right of way, why are the power lines in the middle of the road and why wasn’t this 

surveyed to determine who owned what property?”  “Why when coming down 1500 

North has that road been bermed and who gave this approval?”  He went through his 

neighborhood with a survey and contacted 66 people asking for their name, if they 

received notification the first or second time and if they support the canal. Some of the 

questions coming from the neighborhood. “Am I below grade of the flow, where can I 

read a report, what about property values, what about flood insurance, is there a risk 

management plan, why did the City chip and seal the road just to dig it up.” He asked 

why are we covering the canal and can it be used as a fire break and could the water be 

used if there is a fire on the hillside. He asked the Mayor and Council to stop this project 

and do whatever they can to make this happen and find a way to protect the canal.  

 

Logan resident Marlowe Goble, 1125 Cedar Heights Drive.  With the issues the canal 

project has brought forward, he feels we need to decide as a City what we want to have in 

the future.  He feels that Logan will be faced with many decisions and asked the Council 

and Mayor to consider a broad policy for the City to decide if they want to retain a free, 

clear running stream. We need to have a long range view. Both canals are servicing 

deserving farmers that have water rights.  He proposed the Council look at a policy based 

upon the citizenry desires whether to retain the water surface feature. He feels this should 

be a citywide decision and suggested the Council look at a policy of whether they want to 

keep this water on the surface or do something different.  
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Logan resident Susan McGregor. She said the canal doesn’t run in her backyard but she 

presented a visual aid of the size of the proposed pipe/berm and how it would look in 

relation to a 6 ft. man.   

 

Logan resident Deb Thornley. She lives on Canyon Road and said this area is not the 

same without the canal running through since the 2009 canal break. She asked about the 

possibility of repairing the canal break on Canyon Road. She said it has become a mossy, 

mosquito trap. They get a small amount of water once a week and when it dries up it 

starts to smell. Another concern is there is a lot of spring water and something needs to be 

done to capture this water and the trees are not as healthy without the canal.  She said the 

City has been purchasing homes along Canyon Road because of liability and with the 

homes being removed can the City look at keeping the upper canal and going back to the 

way it used to be. She said most of the landslides occur in the summer and are caused by 

irrigation. There is also spring water but most comes from irrigation.  

 

Logan resident Dennis Hassan.  He said one of the main reasons he purchased his home 

in the Lundstrom area was because of the canal in the backyard. He said the canal 

provides a pathway and a community for the residents which is used for walking and 

enjoying time with family.  He and his wife have reviewed all of the public opinion 

meetings and have seen a lot of good information but public opinion was always cut 

short. The earliest he heard about this was just a few weeks ago.  He said there was a 

grievous outcry and no one thought this was a good idea and yet meetings were held and 

the information did not get back to the Council. He feels the process has been very 

deceptive and what the Council is looking at is a ditch that might not be full and is a great 

loss to the community and is not necessary. What was presented to the shareholders of 

the canal is a box culvert with a smaller canal on top and the Council voted in favor of 

this. Now they are coming back with a ditch which is not acceptable. He feels it should 

be left open and there is no reason to cover the canal.  The neighborhoods only recourse 

is to come before the Council to stop this from happening.  

 

Logan resident Pat (?) lives at 1448 North 1800 East. She thanked the Council for 

listening and being patient through this process. She does not own water shares but likes 

having the canal in her backyard. As a homeowner she will lose this attribute of her 

property if the canal is piped. Open canals are part of the valley’s unique character and is 

something to be proud of and support and not something to cover over.  

 

Logan resident Polly Richmond, 1203 Aspen Drive. She said the canal provides 

aesthetics to the community. She said the particular portion of the canal that is being 

discussed is very valuable to those in the area and if covered it will be missed. The 

proposed pipe with a small ditch beside it is the wrong choice and feels this will be a real 

public shame.  

 

Logan resident Abhay Baji, 1525 East 1500 North. He became a citizen of the United 

States in 1977 and since that time his family calls Cache Valley “Little Switzerland”. He 

said the Council has the challenge to make the right decision regarding the canal. He said 

water is the main thing in American History and the canal is the heritage of Cache 

Valley. He enjoys the environment the canal provides. He said the decision is in the 

Council’s hands and they have the power to stop this from happening. He feels this is all 
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about money and asked the Council to think about their duty to the residents of Cache 

Valley.  

 

Logan resident Kevin Broller, 130 Bristol Road. He deals with water issues and flooding 

on Bristol Road. The City has installed a sump pump but they still have flooding issues. 

He was told the life expectancy of the pipe is 20 years and the average homeowner is in 

their home for 30 years. He is worried about this and feels that a risk management 

assessment should be done and look at the materials used for the pipe so the homeowner 

is aware if there is a potential problem. He would like to see a listing of the materials and 

feels this is his legal right to know what the risk management is for the flow going down 

his street.  

 

Logan resident Steven Paul Woods, 1480 North 1525 East. He is two houses South of 

1500 North. His concern is that he has talked with a mortgage company and has been told 

that he might need to purchase flood insurance. He asked if the canal company is willing 

to reimburse him for the cost of flood insurance.  

 

Councilmember Olsen stated there have been a lot of valuable comments made tonight. 

He feels it appropriate that the Council should reevaluate their position on this based on 

the changed contract from what the Council was originally told. He doesn’t think there 

will ever be a way that water will go back in the old canal even though the closest thing 

we would do is put water along the creek where the canal ended and where the island was 

or along Canyon Road which he thought was the most appropriate option. He didn’t like 

the configuration a year ago that is before us now because he was concerned about the 

loss of hydro power. He said the Council was assured many times that the long term 

benefit to Logan exceeded any of the other options that were presented.  He is willing to 

review this again based on what may be a changed position than the Council was advised 

of a year ago. He wished the public comments that were heard tonight were heard a year 

ago when this was first discussed.  He is willing to explore the potential of going back 

and looking at other options.  

 

Councilmember Ward said when the options were presented he asked why can’t the 

existing canal be dredged and he did not receive an answer. This is a project that we are 

not the proponent of and asked what options the City Council has to make any changes.   

 

Logan City Attorney Kymber Housley responded he can look at the contract which, again 

he reminded the Council is only a funding agreement. The best case scenario, based on 

what the Council is stating is a changed design. The Council can terminate the funding 

agreement but the funding agreement and their ability to pipe the canal are two different 

issues. The reality is this is a private water corporation that owns the canal and they have 

the right to pipe the canal and that is coming from the Supreme Court of Utah. Whether 

they go forward without our funding participation is another issue. He does not recall the 

funding being based on a certain design and he will need to look at the terms of the 

agreement. He said the best approach would be going back to the NRCS, which is the 

funding entity and express these concerns and let them know the Council wants to see if 

something different and see is they can lower the height. From the very beginning it was 

always presented as being enclosed and not just in public hearings or in the newspaper. 

He doesn’t think anyone can say they didn’t know it would be enclosed.  The issue is the 
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pipe being enclosed at an elevated level and that can be addressed and might take care of 

some of the concerns. His legal opinion is the canal company has a prescriptive easement 

that has been in place for 100 years and they have a right to pipe the canal if they so 

choose.  

 

Councilmember Olsen said the physical location of 1500 North and the configuration of 

where the pipe would go and the City’s inadvertent placement of the road and the pipe 

needs to be addressed. 

 

Mr. Housley said 1500 North was platted in the original map of Logan City and this is on 

the map on the original land grant and was never owned by a private citizen, always a 

platted right of way.  It cannot be disputed that 1500 North is a platted right of way and 

the poles are within the right of way. The question is how far into the center lane the 

poles are located. He spoke with Mark Nielsen who indicated this would be a narrow 

road but in the right of way.  Mr. Jack Peterson spoke how Logan City is being unfair to 

Tony Nielsen but Mr. Housley feels that Mr. Peterson is being unfair to the City because 

it was Mr. Peterson who complained about the gravel plant and the City took the 

initiative to shut the gravel plant down and gave the Nielsen's five years to close it and 

that is where a lot of the animosity comes, is from that transaction.   

 

Councilmember Ward asked if the Council can pass a resolution in opposition of the 

design of the canal at this time. 

 

Mr. Housley said the canal company can decide if they want to stop construction. A 

resolution has no legal impact on the project.  

 

Councilmember Jensen said he is not comfortable moving forward with the project but 

there is equipment on site ready to go. He supports holding back for now until these 

concerns can be addressed.  

 

Mark Nielsen said the equipment on site does not belong to Logan City and is part of the 

NRCS project.  He can go back to the NRCS regarding lowering the pipe but he has 

talked with the NRCS and the attorney for the canal company they are prepared to move 

ahead.   

 

Councilmember Olsen suggested the Council empower Mayor Watts, Mark Nielsen and 

Kymber Housley to make the contacts with the NRCS and express the concerns from the 

Council and the residents.   

 

Mr. Nielsen reviewed the concerns that have been stated tonight.  

 

- Delay the 1500 North Pipeline construction until the Council is comfortable with the 

project. 

- Prepare a brief synopsis of the 42-inch pipe design that addresses the projected life of 

the pipe, the working pressures versus the pipe allowable pressures, and the safety of the 

surrounding residents should the pipe ever burst. 

- Is there any chance mortgage companies would require homes along the 1500 North 

pipeline to purchase flood insurance? 
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- Lower the pipe in the Logan, Hyde Park, Smithfield Canal so it does not stick up above 

the existing bank or change to a box culvert that does not stick up above the existing 

bank. 

- What will be the response of the parties if Logan wishes to withdraw from the project 

and get out of the cost participation agreement. 

 - Provide documentation regarding the 1500 North right of way along the Hancey 

property.  

 

Mayor Watts said he has received several phone calls. In 2009 he dealt with the hardest 

thing as Mayor which was the landslide and he was careful not to point fingers at that 

time. There are a lot of issues such as storm water and he won’t get sideways with the 

canal company, he has to find a medium with them.  Dewitt Springs brings approximately 

85% of culinary water to the citizens and we need to replenish what is put in those lines 

to the canal.  He will do the best he can to evaluate the questions that have been raised 

tonight and to see what can be done. 

 

Mr. Nielsen stated he should have an answer from the NRCS by end of day tomorrow. He 

will get information out to the Council at that time and also to the residents either through 

email or media.  

 

Mandatory Sewer Connections within Logan City – Mark Nielsen.  

 

Mr. Nielsen has identified 7 locations/ residents in Logan City that will receive notice 

that their property is not connected to the City Sewer Collection System. The compliance 

request letter will inform the resident they have been afforded a 5-year grace period to 

address connection of their home to the City sewer system. The specific code reference is 

13.12.130: Septic Tanks; Unlawful when: “It is unlawful for the owner or other person 

having charge of or occupying any property upon which a building shall have been or is 

being constructed for residential, commercial or industrial use, any part of which building 

is within two hundred feet (200’) of any street, alley or what in which a public sewer is 

then in existence and used in the city, to construct or permit to be constructed or to use, or 

to permit to be used, any privy vault, septic tank or cesspool connected with such 

building. Each owner or other person shall, within sixty (60) days after having been given 

notice by the city that an accepted public sewer is ready to receive connections, cause 

such building to be connected with the sewer.” 

 

Mr. Nielsen said some of these residents, because of how a septic tank is configured in 

comparison to a sewer line, will need to install a pump; this will depend on site specific 

characteristics.   

 

Councilmember Olsen said he is the one that suggested we notify property owners that 

they need to connect because he thought it was the right thing to do. He didn’t realize 

there would be a pump involved. He asked are we better off not making the demand they 

connect at all.  

 

Councilmember Ward asked are there health issues or other concerns involved of why we 

want people to connect.  
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Mr. Nielsen said there isn’t a health issue. Some might be septic tanks and some might be 

cesspools. The cesspools are a safety concern and are addressed through the Bear River 

Health Department.  He feels there are some on the list that should connect and he will 

work with the Health Department to make this determination.   

 

Councilmember Daines suggested we review our code to be in line with the State Code 

and their standards.  

 

Councilmember Ward agreed we should be in line with the State Code and at this time 

send a letter to the residents informing them of the possible future problems they will 

have if they are not connected and then provide a window of time to get the connection 

completed.  

 

Councilmember Daines asked if through some of our different grants that are available 

through the City, we can suggest programs or resources that are available.   

 

COUNCIL BUSINESS.  

 

No council business at this time.  

 

ACTION ITEMS. 

 

PUBLIC HEARING – Budget Adjustment FY 2012-13 appropriating:  For the 

purchase of Union Pacific properties: $681,978 with impact fees and $92,180 with 

road funds; $7,200 for a State grant for upgrading equipment at the Justice Court; 

$11,000 for the awarded EMPG Grant which will assist in covering expenses for 

emergency management programs; $100,000 for the awarded JAG Grant which 

provides resources to reduce and prevent drug use; $193,000 for the Youth 

Connections Grant that has been awarded for the creation, expansion and support 

of out-of-school programs – Resolution 12-55. 

 

Chairman Quayle opened the meeting to a public hearing. 

 

There were no comments and Chairman Quayle closed the public hearing. 

 

ACTION.  Motion by Councilmember Olsen seconded by Councilmember Jensen to 

approve Res. 12-55 as presented. Motion carried unanimously.  

 

PUBLIC HEARING – Consideration of a proposed resolution supporting the 2013 

Freedom Fire Budget – Resolution 12-56.  

 

Parks and Recreation Director Russ Akina addressed the Council and stated the Freedom 

Fire Steering Committee met this afternoon to discuss the 2013 budget. There could be 

impacts in terms of how a show for next year might come about and he wanted to make 

sure the Council has this information such as whether the show should stay at the stadium 

or do something different such as fireworks at Willow Park. He said there are concerns 

every year if the show will make revenue, tickets sales, if there will be good weather and 

RAPZ funding. He said if RAPZ became a part of the revenue projection for 2013 or 
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beyond it will always be subject to approval which is outside the committee’s control. 

One concern is the  Caine College of the Arts has done a lot work with USU in terms of 

cost of the stadium and the cost of the stadium has gone up in the past two years because 

two days are needed to set up for the show. If USU were not part of a 2013 show and we 

stayed at the stadium we might not get the same level of expense that we are getting now. 

We would still have the concerns about the risks such as ticket sales, weather and 

sponsorship. The committee looked at ways to lower the risk such as a change in location 

if things didn’t work out at USU. He said Provo City makes a contribution in the amount 

of $75,000 to a nonprofit organization that runs Stadium of Fire. There is a form of 

funding to the event but Provo City has no direct involvement and is a line item in their 

budget.  

 

Councilmember Daines added that Provo City is not the producer and they are not taking 

on any additional risk and have a set amount. When this started we were going to be a 

cosponsor of something that would break even and the numbers have been “soft” 

numbers. She feels we should simplify the event. The 24
th

 of July event is free and there 

is no cost and anyone can attend. Its $15,000 out of the budget is well attended and a 

smaller way to celebrate but it’s not a large amount coming out of the budget.  

 

Mr. Akina stated USU also has costs that are not included and there are other associated 

costs that are not being account for in the budget.   

 

Councilmember Daines said USU’s net risk is a $10,000 contribution and no additional 

risk due to weather or ticket sales. Logan City is assuming a tremendous amount of risk 

and the City should not be a production company. She feels we should invest the money 

in something that will be there year after year.   

 

Mr. Akina said the steering committee is looking for direction from the Council regarding 

the budget. The City’s portion is $47,000 and the committee has looked at ways they can 

reduce the budget in the amount by possibly $18,000, part of which is reducing the 

fireworks by $10,000. The committee feels strongly that no one act works on its own in 

terms of the success of the show.  

 

Councilmember Jensen clarified the risks include weather, ticket sales, RAPZ funding 

and sponsorship. We cannot control the weather.  

 

Mr. Akina said the liability insurance covers items that are not weather related.  The only 

option for weather on the night of the show would be to delay the show and hope the 

weather clears. He spoke with the Cruise-In organizers and the makeup of their event is it 

happens on a three day period and is critical to where the weekend is and the holiday 

falls. Those dates would need to line up and this would happen in certain years but not 

every year. 

 

Chairman Quayle opened the meeting to a public hearing. 

 

Logan resident Deb Thornley said she really enjoys the 4
th

 of July fireworks program and 

she would like to keep the event. She enjoys the headliner but it does not impact whether 
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she would attend or not but feels it does bring more people into the stadium. She does 

wish that more people on the outside of the stadium would come inside and see the show. 

 

Logan resident Gary Joy said he feels this is a great program. He is not sure the headliner 

is a big draw to get people to attend; the main thing is the fireworks. There are always 

people who sit on the outside of the stadium. He would say don’t stop the firework 

program and we need a good show but maybe not a large, expensive headliner.   

 

There were no further comments and Chairman Quayle closed the public hearing. 

 

Councilmember Olsen said he received three calls from people stating they would like to 

keep the firework program.  

 

Councilmember Daines asked is the cost worth one night and shouldn’t we use this 

money towards other projects in the City such as trails. 

 

Chairman Quayle said this is a community event that Logan City provides each year and 

we need to press for more RAPZ funding. He is more than willing to see the fireworks 

program go forth for another year.  

 

Councilmember Daines said this money isn’t in the budget at this time. 

 

Councilmember Ward said we should look at what Provo City does and make this a line 

item in the budget. Put the risk on a nonprofit organization so our risk is limited. 

 

Finance Director Richard Anderson said the budget for the event as proposed will result 

in a cut from what was proposed this year. The Council asked his opinion when it was 

originally passed and he said it was worth a try. He is now saying, in his opinion, it is not 

worth the risk to the City.   

 

Councilmember Jensen said he would like to keep the fireworks and said any type of 

performance event is over, you see it and it’s gone. You keep these things in your head, 

memory and your heart.  He proposed we reduce the budget by $20,000, $30,000 or 

$40,000. He is concerned that the RAPZ funding amount and asked can a budget be done 

with different scenarios.  

 

Dr. Bankhead addressed the Council and said they can make changes while waiting for 

the RAPZ funding. They are being very frugal with their costs but they don’t want to go 

back to the show we had three years ago. This has more to do with what we are as a City 

and American citizens.  

 

Councilmember Daines asked if Mr. Akina should come back at a future Council meeting 

with a proposal of what he would like to cut for $47,000 to make the firework budget.  

 

Mr. Akina said if they had to cut the budget now they could not stay at the stadium. His 

desire is that in 2013 he would like the budget to come in positive and not negative.  
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ACTION.  Motion by Councilmember Olsen seconded by Councilmember Ward to 

approve Res. 12-56 as presented. Motion carried (4-1) Daines voted nay. 

 

PUBLIC HEARING - Consideration of a proposed request to rezone (Ellis 

Neighborhood) none (9) parcels along 600 West between 200 North and 100 South 

from Neighborhood Residential (NRC) and Neighborhood Residential Center Street 

(NRCS) to Commercial Services (CS). This rezone is a result of the 2012 Citywide 

Zoning Project. TIN: 06-004-006-0011; 06-010-007-0009 – Ordinance 12-53. 

 

Mr. DeSimone said the proposed request is to rezone nine (9) parcels on the East side of 

600 West from Neighborhood Residential to Commercial Services. This request is a 

follow-up to the 2012 Zoning Map Project recently completed by the City. The majority 

of the East side lots fronting 600 from 200 North to 200 South were rezoned Commercial 

Services. These nine lots were left out of the Planning Commission recommendation 

based on early mapping conducted by staff. During their public hearing, the City Council 

considered additional public testimony regarding these remaining nine parcels and 

directed staff to initiate a rezone from Neighborhood Residential to Commercial Services. 

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission recommend approval to the Municipal 

Council for a Rezone of the nine (9) parcels. On July 26, 2012, the Planning 

Commission, by unanimous vote, recommended that the Municipal Council approve a 

Rezone Request for nine (9) parcels in the Ellis Neighborhood, located on the East side of 

600 West between 200 North and 100 South.  

 

Chairman Quayle opened the meeting to a public hearing. 

 

There were no comments and Chairman Quayle closed the public hearing. 

 

ACTION.  Motion by Councilmember Jensen seconded by Councilmember Ward to 

adopt Ord. 12-53 as presented. Motion carried unanimously. 

 

PUBLIC HEARING - Consideration of a proposed Zone Change and Design 

Review Permit (Logan Gateway II). Richard Reeve/Mountainland Developers LLC, 

authorized agent/owner, requests a zone change from Mixed Residential Medium 

(MRM) to Mixed Residential High (MRH) at 1600 North 400 West; TIN: 04-081-

0014-15 – Ordinance 12-54. 

 

Community Development Planner II Amber Reeder addressed the Council regarding the 

proposed zone change.  The request is to rezone two (2) parcels totaling 9.2 acres at the 

northwest corner of the intersection of 400 West and 1600 North from Mixed Residential 

Medium (MRM) to Mixed Residential High (MRH). The property is currently vacant but 

there are some above ground and below-ground improvements such as paving and 

utilities. The property is adjacent to a multi-family housing development to the North, 

East and South. To the West there is a railroad spur line with commercial/industrial 

development on the other side. Staff recommends that the Planning Commission 

recommend approval to the Municipal Council. On July 26, 2012, the Planning 

Commission voted unanimously to recommend approval for the Logan Gateway II 

proposed rezone. These changes are requested in order for the proponent to continue with 

a mixed residential development that was originally proposed in 2006 and partially 
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developed in 2008. The zoning stayed Agricultural until 2001 when it was changed to 

Mixed Residential High (MRH). On October 26, 2006, the Planning Commission 

conditionally approved a Design Review Permit for the initial Logan Gateway project to 

be developed. It included sixteen (16) townhome-style buildings with four (4), five (5), or 

twelve (12) units per building for a total of 128 residential units. The project density was 

approximately fourteen (14) units per acre. The property changed ownership and the 

Design Review Permit was extended through October 2008.  

 

Chairman Quayle opened the meeting to a public hearing. 

 

Logan resident Marilyn Griffin addressed the Council in behalf of Mr. James Liddle who 

is the Bridger Neighborhood Council Chair and had to leave the meeting. He would like 

the Council to know that he is against the proposed ordinance. He feels there is too much 

density in the area and would like to keep this Mixed Residential Medium to relieve some 

of the density issues.  

 

Attorney Richard Reeve represents the proponent and owner of the property. He feels this 

is a return to the zoning that was in place and the developer went forward putting in 

infrastructure. He said the issue is his client invested in the infrastructure needed for the 

high density and with the change that occurred this is money that didn’t need to be spent.  

Underground utilities are in but have not been completed above ground. His 

understanding is that it was modeled at 14 units per acre and that is what the current plan 

indicates. It would impact the profitability if this were not approved and would cause the 

end of the project.  

 

Councilmember Ward said we don’t have a specific zone to address the 14 units per acre 

which is what the proposal is at this time. By changing the zoning we are going from 11 

units per acre to 20 units per acre.  

 

Mr. Housley stated the Council can use the Greenfield Overlay Zone and tie it to a 

specific project if the Council wants to consider this option and that would change the 

zone with the overlay and limit to 14 units per acre.  

 

There were no additional comments and Chairman Quayle closed the public hearing. 

 

Chairman Quayle said he adamantly opposes any further high density housing in the 

Bridger Neighborhood area; they have all the high density housing they need. All traffic 

would come out on 400 West and development is still going in on the South of the project 

and is fully built on the North and East side. He feels badly for the developer but he 

cannot support this project. He has fought against every one of the high development 

projects in this area and he is frustrated with the situation.   

 

Councilmember Olsen said he is sympathetic to Chairman Quayle’s feelings but he is 

also guilt ridden that the developer undertook this project with the higher density in place 

and due to the lower density being approved he invested money into the project. He feels 

a certain sense of duty that we not “cheat” the developer with no fault on the part of the 

developer.   
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Mr. Housley stated right now this can be developed at 11 units per acre and they are 

requesting 14 units per acre.  

 

Chairman Quayle said the additional units will add more traffic, more children going to 

the elementary school and more turnover. Logan City School Superintendent Marshal 

Garrett has spoken about his concern of Bridger Elementary and the high turnover at the 

school.  

 

Councilmember Ward said serious errors were made when planning occurred in this area 

and a decision was made to concentrate all of the multi housing development in one area 

of the City. It was wrong and now the citizens in that neighborhood are paying the price. 

He doesn’t know if there will be a big difference between 11 to 14 units per acre and 

wishes it were all single family but it’s not. He doesn’t want to open the door to 20 units 

per acre. 

 

Mr. Housley stated the design review will have to go back to the Planning Commission 

and with the overlay zone it would be reviewed and would come back to the Council and 

they would see exactly what is being proposed. The Council can continue this ordinance 

if they desire. 

 

Mr. Reeve stated the construction financing is held up at this time. They can get money 

freed up if there is a density decision and the proponent is fine with the 14 units per acre 

but would like the density in place to move forward.  They are planning on 14 units per 

acre and his client would not have any issues with this amount.  

 

Mr. Housley suggested a deed restriction be submitted from the proponent.  

 

ACTION.  Motion by Councilmember Olsen seconded by Councilmember Jensen to 

continue Ord. 12-54 as presented until the September 4, 2012 Council meeting.  Motion 

carried unanimously. 

 

Consideration of a proposed resolution of the Logan Municipal Council of Logan 

City, Utah authorizing the issuance and sale of not more than $2,000,000 aggregate 

principal amount of Storm Water Revenue Refunding Bonds, Series 2012; and 

related matters – Resolution 12-58.  

 

Mr. Matt Dugdale, First Vice President with George K. Baum addressed the Council. He 

complimented the Logan City Finance Department on their bond portfolio and how well 

they are doing with their bonds. The Bonds are being issued to refunding the City’s 

outstanding Series 2007 Storm Drain Revenue Bonds. Payments for the Bonds will be 

secure by the net revenues of the City’s Storm Water Management Fund.  A total of 7 

bids were received back and they are analyzing these bids at this time with the intent of 

selecting the lowest bid taking into account overall cost of capital, bid terms and 

conditions and financing structure. The winning bid will be asked to sign a traditional 

investor letter.  

 

ACTION.  Motion by Councilmember Olsen seconded by Councilmember Daines to 

approve Res. 12-58 as presented. Motion carried unanimously.  
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 WORKSHOP ITEMS.  

 

Carry Forwards – Budget Adjustment FY 2012-13 appropriating: $1,057,231 200 E 

Center to 300 South and 1000 West  Frontage Road Micro Seal; $82,000 Alcohol 

Enforcement; $129,082 1000 N: 300 W to 550 W and 700 E Sidewalks; 600 N to 700 

N Bin Walls; $36,645 Logan River City match; $26,580 Smithfield Lift Station;  

$88,446 River Park Well; $80,117 River Park Well; $33,347 Crockett Discharge 

Line; $38,000 Remote Disconnect Equipment; $83,000 Hydro SCADA Upgrade; 

$41,774 Self Supporting Poles; $11,272,775 Environmental Building; $55,665 

Crockett Discharge Line; $21,365 Blacksmith/Logan River Study;  $318,416 CDBG 

Grant; $5,000 EMPG Grant; $5,168 Youth Alcohol Grant; $15,027 Distracted 

Driving Grant; $109,936 Hazard Mitigation (FEMA); $812,630 Canyon Road Grant 

(ARRA); $12,546 21
st
 Century Grant #69; $167,878 County Road Tax Grant: 200 

East, 400 North; $1,387,077 County Tax Grant: 200 East, 1000 North; $407,785 

RAPZ  1000 W Trail, Jones Park, Majestic  Park, 1700 S Park, Bridger Park, Logan 

Canyon Trail, Bonneville, Aquatic  Center;  $8,020 RAPZ 09 Deer Pen Property – 

Resolution 12-59 – Richard Anderson.  

 

Finance Director Richard Anderson addressed the Council regarding the proposed 

resolution which are Carry Forwards from prior year appropriations that were not 

completed last year. They include broad categories such as restricted funds, general 

charges for services, general taxes, enterprise funds, federal, local and State grants. 

 

This will be a public hearing and action item at the September 4, 2012 council meeting.  

 

Consideration of a proposed resolution approving the Program Year 2011 

Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation Report (CAPER) in accordance 

with the entitlement community requirements of the U.S. Department of Housing 

and Urban Development (HUD) for the receipt of Community Development Block 

Grant (CDBG) Funds – Resolution 12-60 – James Olson.  

 

CDBG Coordinator James Olsen addressed the Council regarding the proposed 

resolution. This is an accounting of where CDBG funds are distributed and this report is 

sent to HUD. The complete report is available for viewing at www.loganutah.org. 

 

This will be a public hearing and action item at the September 4, 2012 council meeting.  

 

Consideration of a proposed Zone Change at 1000 North 600 East. Logan City 

requests that eight (8) properties at the northeast corner of 1000 North 600 East be 

rezoned from Campus Residential (CR) to Neighborhood Residential Eastside 

(NRE) and Mixed Residential Medium (MRM); TIN: 06-028-0001; 05-028-0005-

0009; 05-028-0009; 05-028-0011 – Ordinance 12-57 – Russ Holley.  

 

This request is to rezone eight (8) parcels, consisting of approximately 3.2 acres, 

northeast of the 600 East and 1000 North intersection. The two (2) parcels located 

directly adjacent to 600 East at 1010 & 1026 North are proposed to be rezoned from 

Campus Residential (CR) to Neighborhood Residential Outer Core (NROC). The 
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remaining six (6) parcels, located north of 1000 North are proposed to be rezoned from 

CR to MRM. Currently, the only vacant parcel is the large middle-of-the-block 1.7 acre 

property. The remaining seven (7) parcels all currently have residential structures, 

ranging from single family homes to four-plexes, on them. On January 12, 2012 the 

Logan City Planning Commission conditionally approved a Design Review and 

Conditional Use Permit for the Independence Student Living project. The project consists 

of 108 dwelling-unit apartment building, structured parking garage and 11,000 SF of 

commercial space on the first floor. These permits will expire on January 12, 2013 unless 

an extension of time as per the Land Development Code 17.58 is granted. Staff finds that 

because the project site is located East of 600 East, which is the boundary between 

student housing and single family to the South, and has such a broad mix of land-uses 

immediately adjacent, that purely single family zoning is not viable. Furthermore, 

because of its location, the project site could be considered a transition area between high 

density to the East and single family to the West, making the proposed MRM zone a 

viable option. With the medium densities, lower allocated building heights and greater 

setbacks required by the MRM zone, negative impacts to the adjacent single family 

neighborhoods should be minimized. Staff recommends that the Planning Commission 

recommend approval to the Municipal Council for this Rezone. On August 9, 2012 the 

Planning Commission, by majority vote (3-2) recommended that the Municipal Council 

Deny a Rezone from Campus Residential (CR) to Neighborhood Residential Outer Core 

(NROC) & Mixed Residential Medium (MRM).  

 

Councilmember Quayle asked is there some indication that the Independent Student 

Living Project won’t go forward. 

 

Councilmember Daines responded because zoning was a mistake, we are trying to fix it 

in the event the project doesn’t go forward. The permit would expire January 2013 and 

they can file an extension. If they go forward its perfectly legal but if not then the Council 

can correct the error made in zoning.  

 

Councilmember Olsen said a comment he received was that to do anything now while 

there is already an approval to proceed sends the message that the City doesn't support 

the project and that message is inappropriate. If the project doesn’t move forward then 

after the time period ends the City can consider alternative zoning.  

 

Councilmember Daines said if the property is sold and another permit is requested under 

the current zoning then we are in the same situation.  The project might go forward but 

it’s an attempt to fix a mistake.  

 

Mr. Housley said the permit runs with the land and a new owner could still develop the 

approved project. If the property is sold and the new owner wanted to apply for 

something different we could argue it’s a pending ordinance under the Western Equities 

case and it could be held up pending that ordinance. The approved project has the highest 

density he could develop and if something new came in it would be lower than it is 

currently.  

 

This will be a public hearing and action item at the September 4, 2012 council meeting.  
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Presentation: 2012 Impact Fees – Mark Nielsen.  

 

Representative from Lewis Young Robertson & Burningham, Inc. addressed the Council 

regarding impact fees.  

 

They looked at Culinary Water, Wastewater, Transportation, Fire, Parks and Power 

impact fees. Police and storm drain facilities were not reviewed. IFFP and IFA 

Methodology was to determine demand created by development activity, provide 

inventory of existing facilities, establish existing and future level of service, identify 

existing and future capital facilities necessary to serve new growth and they considered 

all revenue resources to finance system improvements.  The total combined of percent 

change would be 58% without parks which is a 22% increase. This is a preliminary 

number and the next step in this process is that a report will be given to the Council with 

all fees and schedules. The Council can provide feedback of the draft fees and once they 

are completed they will move forward with a public hearing for the adoption of the 

documents. On a comparative analysis the proposed fees for Logan are still lower than 

surrounding communities and the comparisons come down to level of service. 

 

The proposed fee per residential dwelling are the following and are based on a Single 

Family Unit. 

 

Illustration of Fee Per Residential Unit Proposed Fee  Existing Fee 

Parks      $1,085   $0 

Fire      $56   $118 

Police      $34   $34 

Water      $1,738   $258 

Wastewater     $884   $935 

Storm Water     $0   $306 

Power      $317   $721 

Transportation     $677   $669 

Total Combined    $4,790   $3,041 

Percent Change*       58% 

 

Councilmember Jensen said during Envision Cache Valley they talked about trying to 

create more compact communities which will keep the costs down. 

 

Draft documents will be provided to the Council and they will have time to review this 

information. There will be a 10 day noticing before a public hearing is held. The public 

hearing is held.  

 

Mr. Nielsen said if the Council wants to move forward from here he will distribute draft 

reports. The proposed fees are on a typical single family dwelling unit and the actual 

reports will show a breakout of industrial, commercial and single family development. 

Each are separate and there are considerations that can be made on each proposed fee.  
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OTHER CONSIDERATIONS. 

 

 No other considerations were discussed by the Council.  

 

ADJOURN.  

 

There being no further business to come before the Council, meeting adjourned at 9:40 

p.m. 

 

 

 

Teresa Harris, City Recorder 


