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     PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
                Meeting of November 14, 2013

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

Minutes of the meeting for the Logan City Planning Commission convened in regular session
Thursday, November 14, 2013.  Chairman Lee called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m.

Planning Commissioners Present:  Amanda Davis, Konrad Lee, Garrett Smith, Steve Stokes   

Planning Commissioners Absent:   David Adams, Angela Fonnesbeck, Russ Price

Staff Present:  Mike DeSimone, Russ Holley, Amber Reeder, Kymber Housley, Bill Young, 
Craig Humphreys, Debbie Zilles

Minutes as written and recorded from the October 24, 2013 meeting were reviewed.  Commissioner Stokes moved that the minutes be approved as submitted. Commissioner Davis seconded the motion.  The motion was unanimously approved.   

PUBLIC HEARING

PC 13-045  Champlin 1000 N Retirement Community  (continued from October 24, 2013) Subdivision Permit.  Turner Design Engineering/Champlin Development, authorized agent/owner, request a 46-lot subdivision for a single-family residential development at the northwest corner of 400 East and 1000 North in the in the Neighborhood Residential Outer Core (NROC) zone; 
TIN 05-020-0020;0021;0022.

STAFF:   Ms. Reeder explained that the three (3) properties included in this request were part of a proposal in March of 2012 for a rezone.  The project included rezoning the properties from Neighborhood Residential Outer Core (NROC) to Mixed Residential Medium (MRM) and Commercial (COM) to allow for a multi-family apartment, 44 single-family residences, and a commercial area at the corner of 400 East and 1000 North.  The Planning Commission recommended denial of the project as it was not consistent with the General Plan designation of detached residential and incompatible with the surrounding neighborhood uses and character.  A work session with the City Council was held on April 3, 2012, but the project was withdrawn prior to a public hearing. 

The west 1.32 acres of the subject property were proposed to be rezoned to Mixed Residential Medium (MRM) to allow for an assisted living facility.  The Planning Commission recommended denial on August 22, 2013 and the City Council denied the request on October 1, 2013. The Planning Commission continued the current subdivision request at its August 22nd and October 24th meetings to allow for some requested items to be addressed.

The revised subdivision submission includes 39 single-family building lots, tracts for detention, open space, and the private roads.  The 1.32 acres on the west side of the canal will be left as a remainder parcel at this time.  The general concept of the subdivision is for a single family retirement community with private alleys accessing the garages and the front of the homes facing open courtyard spaces.

The courtyard concept is most apparent in the area in the center section of the loop where two rows of homes face each other with a shared open space.  The northern row of houses in the subdivision will face to the north or the side of a residential lot the borders the development.  A setback and open space easement of at least 25’ will separate the residence from the property to the north and the only development on that lot is a residence at the far east end of the lot.  While the orientation is not typical, there should be little impact on the adjacent property.

The orientation along 1000 North is an ideal way to handle the busy road.  The homes will be facing 1000 North with a landscaped setback but the vehicle access is all from the private alley. This minimizes the points of conflict for possible traffic on the minor arterial road but provides for a positive pedestrian environment.

The 400 East road should receive a similar treatment.  Accesses to individual lots should be off the alley roadway but the homes should be oriented to face 400 East.  Staff recommends a condition noting this orientation requirement on the plat.

The proponent is proposing to pipe the Logan-Hyde Park Canal and provide open space across the easement.  The canal company will have to review and approve the proposal and construction.

PROPONENT:  Craig Champlin thinks the access on 350 East is better than having cars cross 300 East.  He answered for Commissioner Davis that a paved parking pad will be provided on each lot, adjacent to the garage.

PUBLIC:  Tammy Pettigrew, 338 East 1140 North, likes the plan and the fact that she will be facing front yards.  She was concerned about continued access to her irrigation water. She asked when the Traffic Impact Study was completed and whether construction affected the outcome.  Bill Young, the City Engineer, explained that the firm that conducted the study was furnished data from 2008 to 2012, and therefore was not affected by any recent road closures or construction. The report was completed October 24, 2013 and concluded that traffic increase from the project would be minimal and impact to adjacent streets was negligible. 

Marilyn Griffin, 630 North 200 East, said this is an improvement from the original submittal.  She questioned whether the 6,000 SF lot size could include open space.  Ms. Reeder explained that the courtyard areas are included in the lots of this development, which is how the developer is choosing to manage the space. All the lots all meet the minimum requirements.

COMMISSION:  Commissioner Smith asked about the access onto 350 East as opposed to 300 East.  Ms. Reeder explained that it is preferable to only have one access onto 1000 North and the developer preferred 350 East.  Commissioner Smith said 350 East seems too close to 400 East.  Ms. Reeder pointed out that this was addressed within the Traffic Impact Study, which determined the number of vehicles to be negligible and therefore would not significantly impact the intersection. 

Commissioner Davis was concerned with the homes facing north.  Ms. Reeder explained that this development allows an alley access for the homes to back onto.  Commissioner Davis said she thought the preference was for homes to front the street.  Ms. Reeder agreed, however, there is an allowance for alley access in this development.  The homes will face an interior courtyard and there will be a 25’ setback from the property line.  An open space/pedestrian easement covers the courtyard area to allow for common use and a sidewalk path through the development.   Commissioner Davis asked if open space could be used in determining lot size.  Ms. Reeder explained that open space is a separate issue. The concept in this project is for a courtyard area with an easement and shared access.  Ms. Reeder answered for Commissioner Smith that the maintenance of the easement is noted on the plat.  

Commissioner Stokes asked about the serpentine design of the sidewalks.  Ms. Reeder explained that it was part of the developer’s courtyard concept.

Chairman Lee said the courtyard concept seems to be a great way to give it an open space feel.

Commissioner Davis asked about fencing.  Ms. Reeder said it is not allowed.

MOTION:  Commissioner Stokes moved to conditionally approve a Subdivision Permit for 
PC 13-045 with the conditions of approval as listed below.  Commissioner Davis seconded the motion.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
1. All standard conditions of approval are recorded and available in the Community Development Department.
2. Thirty-nine (39) building lots are approved with this subdivision. 
3. The following notes to be included on the final plat:
· Lots adjacent to 400 East, access shall be from the private alley.  Houses will be oriented with the front facing 400 East.
· A paved parking pad will be provided on each lot adjacent to the garage.
· Street trees are required at minimum 30’ centers in the park strip on 1000 North and 400 East. Tree species to be approved by City Forester.
4. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the Director of Community Development shall receive a written memorandum from each of the following departments or agencies indicating that their requirements have been satisfied:
a. Environmental  
i. The single-family homes will use residential cans. 
b. Water  
i. Consider bringing water to 1000 North to provide water when one or the other streets are turned off.
ii. All homes/buildings will be required to have a separate water meter.
iii. Public/private water utility easement agreement will be required.
c. Water/Cross Connection  
i. Water service at 300 East 1000 North is said to remain; verify what it is going to be used for.
d.  Engineering  
i. Right-of-way on 1000 North to be dedicated for 50’ from center line of road.
ii. Subject to final technical review and requirements of the Engineering Department.

FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL   
1. The subdivision is compatible with surrounding land uses and will not interfere with the use and enjoyment of adjacent properties because the subdivision meets the minimum lot sizes and is under the maximum densities for the Neighborhood Residential Outer Core (NROC) zone. 
2. The project conforms to the requirements of Title 17.47 concerning hearings, procedures, application requirements and plat preparations.
3. The project meets the goals and objectives of the NR zoning designations within the Logan General Plan by providing residential opportunities in core areas with existing services, recreational opportunities and infrastructure already in place.

 [Moved: Commissioner Stokes    Seconded: Commissioner Davis    Passed: 4-0]
 Yea:  A. Davis, K. Lee, G. Smith, S. Stokes          Nay:        Abstain:



PC 13-069  LDC Amendment – Community Commercial  Logan City requests to amend the Land Development Code Sections 17.16 (Districts & Corridors), 17.17 (Uses), 17.18 (General Development Standards) and 17.19 (Specific Development Standards) to include a Community Commercial  (CC) zoning designation, remove the University Corridor and Gateway designations and include minor text changes to clarify meaning and intent.  Amend the Zoning Map to include Community Commercial (CC) zoning designation and rezone parcels 07-007-0030-0033 from Neighborhood Center (NC) to Community Commercial (CC), rezone parcel 06-023-0029 from Neighborhood Resident Center Street (NRCS) to Community Commercial (CC) and remove the University Corridor and Gateway designations.

STAFF:   Mr. DeSimone outlined the three (3) components to this proposal:  

· Amend Sections 17.16, 17.17, 17.18 and 17.19 of the Land Development Code to create a Community Commercial zoning designation, remove the University Corridor zoning designation, modify the Gateway zoning designation and make minor text changes to clarify meaning and intent.

· Amend the Logan City Zoning Map to include the Community Commercial zoning designation and remove the University Corridor zoning designation.

· Rezone the five (5) parcels referenced above to Community Commercial.  The 07-007-0030 – 0034 are the parcels that contain Fredrico’s Pizza, Beaver Mountain, and the two (2) vacant commercial buildings west and north of Fredrico’s on 700 North.  TIN 06-023-0029 is the parcel containing the old LDS Bishop’s Storehouse building currently housing the Utah Festival Opera Co. located on 200 West between Center and 100 North.    

The purpose of the Community Commercial zoning designation is to fill the commercial niche between the Neighborhood Center designation, which is designed to be small with a limited range of uses and serving its immediate neighborhood, and the Commercial Districts which permit a very broad range of commercial and residential uses.  The intent is to allow for a wider range of small retail and professional office space located around the edges of downtown or even within existing buildings elsewhere in the City, especially in those areas where existing residential structure have been converted into other uses, where existing commercial buildings are located, or where small scale commercial would be deemed compatible with the existing neighborhood fabric.

The Community Commercial designation is intended to help existing, underutilized or vacant commercial buildings remain commercially viable, while ensuring the anticipated uses are compatible with neighboring areas.  It can also be an important tool in preserving historic structures by promoting the adaptive re-use of existing historical structures.  The proposed approach is to utilize the Conditional Use Permitting process to review proposed projects/uses in order to ensure compatibility with neighboring properties.

This specific amendment includes rezoning (5) parcels to Community Commercial in order to allow for a wider range of commercial activity than what is currently allowed in the underlying zone.  The first site is the Fredrico’s Pizza and the Beaver Mountain office complex which also includes the vacant Hillcrest Cleaners building and the vacant bookstore building.  The City recognized that the current zoning designation, Neighborhood Center, limits the ability of the current owners to utilize the vacant structures for a wider range of uses which would help to ensure their continued viability.  The second site is the old Bishop’s Storehouse building currently used by the Utah Festival Opera for storage.  The City has been in discussions with a prospective purchaser of the property regarding a proposal to convert the building into a dance studio and a day care center, both of which would serve not only the immediate neighborhood but a broader community.     

The Planning Commission will need to make a decision based on the merits of the rezone request (after deciding on the Community Commercial concept) and determine whether the range of uses potentially available in the proposed zone are consistent with the General Plan and compatible with the neighboring area.  

PUBLIC:   Chris McGinty, 250 West 100 North, owns property adjacent to the old Bishop’s Storehouse building.  He appreciated Commissioner Davis sticking up for the neighborhoods.  This area is in a beautiful part of the Historic District.  There is currently a daycare in the area which generates a fair amount of traffic.  He thought this parcel would be a good location for a community garden; he is hopeful that whatever is decided will suit the nature of the environment.  Commissioner Davis asked Mr. McGinty if he was comfortable, based on what has been discussed, with small-scale commercial on that property.  He said he was, and referenced Crumb Bros. which seemed to clean up that corner of town.  

Mr. DeSimone advised that the prospective buyer of the old Bishop’s Storehouse property was encouraged to speak with the neighbors to determine whether there was any interest in exchanging/selling property to adjacent owners to enlarge their lots.  Because of the overlay, there cannot be any subdividing; however there can be adjustments made to the boundary line.  

Deandra Harps, 38 North 300 West, was concerned about a daycare, especially with one already in the area.  Mr. DeSimone said the application that has been submitted does not indicate a daycare component, only a dance studio.  She is concerned about additional parking and traffic.  Mr. Holley explained that the proponent is Dance Illusions which is currently located on South Main. He advised that there are quite a few elements which can be conditioned to mitigate any potential problems.  

Jan Nyman, 524 East 1100 North, noted that zoning is in place to protect citizens and asked the Commission to review projects carefully and be sensitive to the needs of the adjacent residents. 

Maurine Burt, 152 W. Center Street, asked the Commission to take the expansion of Logan High School into consideration.  This project will bring additional traffic along 200 West and into the existing neighborhoods.

Geraldine Niederhauser, 1474 Maple Dr., asked about the Fredrico’s location and if a zone change is approved she wanted to ensure there would be no commercial creep into the neighborhood.  Mr. DeSimone said he does not anticipate commercial going further than what is there currently.  She asked why a commercial component was not included with the recently approved Champlin Retirement Community.  Mr. DeSimone explained that the City did not feel it was an appropriate use of that property and the neighbors were not in favor of it.  Ms. Niederhauser said it is smart to have small commercial interspersed throughout the City.

COMMISSION:  Chairman Lee questioned whether expanding the uses in the Neighborhood Center (NC) zone might meet this need without violating the spirit of the neighborhoods.  Mr. DeSimone said Staff feels this will allow more options and is the best solution.

Chairman Lee asked what could be done on the property if the old Bishop’s Storehouse burned down.  Mr. DeSimone said they would have to meet what is currently allowable in the existing zone, i.e. one residential home on the entire site, or they could request a rezone of the parcel.  The Historic District overlay prevents subdividing property in that area. 

Mr. Holley pointed out that the current 1/4 mile offset from an adjacent commercial area (in the NC zone), becomes quite limiting.  For example, the old Bishop’s Storehouse could not be rezoned to Neighborhood Center because of its proximity to the downtown commercial area. 
Commissioner Smith asked if this might be a situation that could fall under the Mixed Use zone as opposed to creating a new zone.  Mr. DeSimone explained that Mixed Use is a broad zone designed to capture a mixture of uses and is usually fairly high in density.  This proposed zone is designed to capture those properties which are uniquely commercial on a much smaller scale. 

Chairman Lee said he understands the reasoning for this zone; however, it seems like “spot zoning”.  An expansion of the current Neighborhood Center (NC) language, allowing for more discretion, might be a better approach.  Mr. DeSimone said that idea had been discussed; however, there are many limitations in the Neighborhood Center designed to prohibit proliferation of commercial uses in a residential area.  There are a number of commercial uses on the east and west sides of Main Street zoned residential which should probably be zone commercial, however, the range of uses in the Commercial zone are so broad that they need to be limited.  Staff’s hope is that this will allow some of the older homes in the area which have been, or may be, converted to a smaller scale commercial use appropriate for the area.   

Commissioner Davis encouraged cautiousness in the neighborhoods.  Residents want to feel comfortable that the area will stay residential and many are worried about “commercial creep”.  Mr. DeSimone agreed and explained that is why the range of uses proposed is limited and would require a Conditional Use Permit to ensure that the character of the neighborhood is protected.

Commissioner Smith asked if there were other areas in the City where this zone might be applicable.  Mr. DeSimone pointed out Tandoori Oven and USU Credit Union on 1000 North would be an appropriate site, especially if they desire any expansion.  

Commissioner Davis noted the recent change to the Neighborhood Center zone which would allow a certain square footage ‘per parcel’ rather than ‘per project’. She proposed reverting back to the old language if this zone is adopted.  Neighborhood Centers should be primarily neighborhood serving.  Mr. DeSimone said when a rezone request is reviewed; it is context specific; the reality is that most commercial activities cannot survive serving only to the immediate neighborhood.  

Chairman Lee was concerned that this type of zone would bring a larger constituency into residential areas.  Mr. DeSimone agreed and said this would not be applicable city-wide and the Conditional Use Permit would allow implementation of parameters to negate any possible adverse impacts.  

Commissioner Stokes asked how a property, such as the old Bishop’s Storehouse, would be utilized if purchased by a new owner.  Mr. DeSimone advised that in this case specifically, they have a legal nonconforming use for warehouse storage which can continue even if the property changes hands.  The only way that use would not be allowed is if it were abandoned for twelve (12) consecutive months. 

Commissioner Smith asked about the motivation for this zone request.  Mr. DeSimone explained that Staff considered proposing another commercial designation that captures this type of essence; a little larger than Neighborhood Center but smaller and more contained than Commercial.  Mr. Housley, the City Attorney, advised that there have been roadblocks in the past with owners trying to refurbish buildings, which has helped propel this concept. 

Commissioner Davis asked if there were a formal definition for a “transitional area”.  Mr. DeSimone said there is not.  Commissioner Davis expressed concern that this type of zone is only allowed in appropriate places and would like to see more specific language added.  Mr. DeSimone explained that the idea behind “transitional areas” are those properties just off Main (i.e. 100 East, 100 West) where it is currently zoned Town Center (TC) zone.  The goal is to avoid “commercial creep” but also recognize that there are older homes that have been, and/or have the potential to be, turned into office space or small retail. 
Commissioner Smith agreed with Commissioner Davis.  This zone should only be applied in appropriate locations and he is concerned that the current language is too general.

Commissioner Davis said she would like to see “transitional areas” spelled out more specifically.

Mr. DeSimone explained that the intent, regardless of specific geographic locations, is to capture areas around downtown.  He pointed out the first paragraph on pg 16-6 “Community Commercial areas are intended for small retail and professional offices in transitional areas located around the edges of the downtown area or even with existing buildings elsewhere in the City”.  The objective is for this zone to be designed to provide more flexibility for a landowner who has a property where Commercial and Neighborhood Center zoning might not be the most effective. 

Mr. Housley advised that this is one tool in an entire toolbox and there will never be an occasion where it is applied somewhere it is not intended to be as it will be reviewed and approved at the discretion of the Planning Commission and Municipal Council.   

Commissioner Stokes asked why this zone would be necessary if uses are already grandfathered.  Mr. DeSimone explained that, in the Bishop’s Storehouse case, it is only grandfathered for warehouse storage.  If a new owner purchased the property and wanted to use it for something else, it would not be allowed.  This new zoning designation would allow a broader range of uses.

Commissioner Smith asked whether this zone would affect parking.  Mr. DeSimone said this zone would not negate parking or other required standards.  The intended purpose of this zone is to recognize existing and future commercial uses in transitional areas by providing a range of uses compatible with surrounding residential areas and tempered by a Use Chart.  

Commissioner Stokes noted that it is a challenge to try and maintain the integrity of a central downtown area that has a “turn-of-the-century” flavor; with the inclination to push it more to the north and south.  He questioned the preferential language of Mixed Use, i.e. “the preferred pattern for residential development within the commercial zone is designing residential living space above commercial space” and asked why this is the pattern that should be established.  Mr. DeSimone explained that the Commercial zone is intended for commercial uses, a residential component, when desired, is encouraged when it is integrated into the overall design and function of the project.  Staff would like to see these types of projects done properly and encourage developers to take advantage of developing vertically rather than horizontally.   Commissioner Stokes noted that even if it is practical, it is very difficult in this climate to have vertical commercial. Downtown Logan has no national tenants and questioned whether the goal is for a vibrant downtown or a desire to keep Logan a bedroom community.  Mr. DeSimone said one intent is not better than another; if a developer wants residential as part of an overall project, it is better to design it vertically, however, there are many cases where this would not be suitable.  Commissioner Stokes agreed with the philosophy.

Ms. Reeder pointed out that residential is not a required component of a commercial development.  Commissioner Stokes agreed but said the language seems to spin it in that direction.  He questioned some of the requirements listed on pg 16-5, specifically “J. Vertical mixed use project along Main Street integrating a residential component into the overall design and function of the project” which makes it seem mandatory.  Mr. DeSimone suggested adding “where applicable” to the sentence.  The Commission decided to remove the sentence.  

Commissioner Stokes pointed out that line of sight is a critical aspect for retailers and there must be a balance between the beautiful aesthetics of the valley and the ability to create a vital retail industry.  Mr. DeSimone agreed and explained that there are required design elements which can help create and maintain both.   

Commissioner Smith asked why some of the language on pg 16-1 was being removed, specifically, “The City seeks to return to traditional community building principles of: Interconnected roads; Square blocks surrounded by public streets; Pedestrian sidewalks; Park strips with street trees”.  Mr. DeSimone explained that it is covered in other sections.

Commissioner Davis asked that Bed and Breakfast be changed from permitted to conditional. 

Chairman Lee asked about “Amusement, commercial indoor” listed on pg 17-5.  Mr. DeSimone said it could be something like an arcade, a miniature golf or bowling alley, which would not be appropriate in a smaller commercial zone.  

Commissioner Stokes questioned the required fenestration (pg. 19-6), specifically 30% transparency.  He is concerned with such a high percentage, specifically with retail and industrial buildings where one of the main objectives is keeping utility costs down.  Retailers are concerned about theft and often put merchandise against the walls, which makes the requirement of so much transparency difficult.  Mr. DeSimone agreed that this can be a challenge for some projects.  The desire is to find a balance between utilization and aesthetics.  The Commission has been given some discretionary tools to allow for some latitude.  Commissioner Stokes agreed but wondered whether 30% is too high of a starting point.  Mr. DeSimone said Staff could complete comparable research. 

Commissioner Smith asked about the Community Commercial Development Standards §17.19.090 on pg. 19-13.  Mr. DeSimone explained that the Neighborhood Center (NC) zone was used as a template to create this section with the objective to limit the commercial footprint per parcel to 10,000 SF (which fills the gap between Neighborhood Center and Commercial General).  

Commissioner Smith asked about the old Bishop’s Storehouse location.  Mr. DeSimone explained that the main factor with this location is that it is located too close to other commercial uses (1/4 mile as regulated in the NC zone) and therefore cannot be used commercially. 

Chairman Lee asked if the purpose could be accomplished by allowing some discretion on the 1/4 mile restriction within the Neighborhood Center (NC) zone.  Mr. DeSimone advised that the removal and/or modification of this restriction becomes contrary to intent of the Neighborhood Center.  The idea of the Community Commercial zone is to capture buildings in transitional areas that can be put to better use as small commercial projects.

Commissioner Davis felt that this is “too big, too fast” in residential zones.  Mr. DeSimone advised that these are commercial areas, not residential areas.  Commissioner Davis pointed out that putting a dance studio in the middle of any residential area is a huge impact.  Mr. DeSimone agreed that this is a difficult challenge and reminded Commissioner Davis that there is additional scrutiny (by the Conditional Use Permit review and requirements) provided for extra protection. 

Chairman Lee said he feels like there is something “uncomfortable” with this request.  Commissioner Davis agreed and said she did not think this is “where we should be yet”.  Mr. Housley advised that the zoning designation could be passed, but no particular areas be rezoned at this time.  Commissioner Davis said that there are many areas in the City which could “fit the bill” but they are close to neighborhoods and her concern is that even though there are protections, they have to be more specific to be able to handle future decisions.

MOTION:  Commissioner Stokes moved to continue PC 13-069 to the January 9, 2014 to review and refine the language and provide more research.  Commissioner Davis seconded the motion.

[Moved: Commissioner Stokes     Seconded: Commissioner Davis    Passed: 4-0]
 Yea:  A. Davis, K. Lee, G. Smith, S. Stokes          Nay:        Abstain:

PC 13-066  LDC Amendment – 17.24, 17.25, 17.26, 17.29  Logan City requests to amend the Land Development Code Sections 17.24 (Airport), 17.25 (Aquifer/Wellhead Protection), 17.26 (Historic Landmark), and 17.29 (Greenfield) to clarify overlay zone standards and requirements.

STAFF:   Mr. DeSimone outlined the proposed text amendment to the Land Development Code, which amends the above referenced overlay zones and consists of general clean-up modifications.  

Modifications to Chapter 17.24 (Airport Limitation Overlay) include clarifying the applicability of this overlay, clarifying the list of permitted uses, removing the reference to the conditional use permitting process and clarifying the regulation section.   

Modifications to Chapter 17.25 (Aquifer/Wellhead Protection Overlay) added clarifying language.  Label 17.25.020 as “Applicability” rather than “Introduction”.

Modifications to Chapter 17.26 (Historic Landmark Overlay) added clarifying language.

Modifications to Chapter 17.29 (Greenfield Overlay) include clarifying the applicability, intent, application and requirements of this overlay.   

PUBLIC:  None

COMMISSION: Commissioner Smith asked about “adjacent to the airport” in LDC §17.24.020.  Mr. DeSimone said it means the general proximity to the airport.

Commissioner Smith asked if there was a reference map for §17.25 Drinking Water Source Protection.  Mr. DeSimone said he was not aware of any but would check with the Engineering Department.  

Mr. DeSimone noted that the change to the 4-zone system (§17.25.020) had been reviewed and approved by the Water Department. 

Chairman Lee questioned the removal of §17.26.020(3) “The structure was originally constructed for a non-residential use which would no longer be permitted under its current zoning designation”.  Mr. DeSimone explained that if an older residential home could be used for office space, there is no reason to preclude the use of the structure for commercial use.  

The Commission suggested leaving in the wording “each of” under §17.26.020 to read “This overlay zone may be applied in any zoning district if each of the following criteria are met”. 

Commissioner Stokes asked if there are any areas with parcels larger than 40 acres.  Mr. DeSimone pointed out the Promenade (Kartchner) project by the airport. 

Commissioner Stokes suggested removing the word “existing” from §17.29.040(H) “The protection, restoration and enhancement of existing environmental resources, such as wetlands”. 

MOTION:  Commissioner Davis moved to forward a recommendation for approval to the Municipal Council for an amendment to the Land Development Code (LDC) Sections 17.24, 17.25, 17.26 and 17.29 as outlined in PC 13-066.  Commissioner Stokes 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. Code Amendments are done in conformance with the requirements of Title 17.51 of the Logan Municipal Code.
3. Code Amendments are generally administrative in nature as they remove redundant language, clarify intent and application, and streamline the overall section.  
4. The provisions of the Airport, Aquifer/Wellhead Protection, Historic Landmark and Greenfield Overlay Zones 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 Davis     Seconded: Commissioner Stokes    Passed: 4-0]
 Yea:  A. Davis, K. Lee, G. Smith, S. Stokes          Nay:        Abstain:

PC 13-067  LDC Amendment – 17.35  Logan City requests to amend the Land Development Code Section 17.35 to clarify Open Space standards and requirements. 

STAFF:   Mr. DeSimone explained that this proposed text amendment amends the Open Space Standards contained in Chapter 17.35 and is generally clean-up in nature; clarifying the purpose and intent, the applicability and the general open space standards.  This amendment also attempts to provide a clearer distinction between “open space” and “useable outdoor space” and includes critical lands as open space whereas the current code does not.  This proposal does not modify the expectations about ownership and/or management of any open space required under this Chapter.

PUBLIC:   None

COMMISSION:  Commissioner Davis asked if “usable outdoor space” meant permanent items.  Mr. DeSimone said that could be reviewed through the design review process.  Mr. Holley said it would also be addressed with the building permit to ensure that all the requirements are met.  This is generally reviewed by square footage on a site plan rather than specific fixtures.

Commissioner Stokes asked for clarification on “Useable outdoors space shall not include required setbacks, parking and/or driveways”.  Mr. DeSimone explained that “required setbacks” were removed to allow setbacks to be used as outdoor space.  Commissioner Stokes asked if stormwater facilities would qualify.  Mr. DeSimone said that the developer should be given the ability to use a detention/retention area if it meets all the necessary requirements.  This will be dependent upon the design and layout of the project and allows the Commission some discretion.

Commissioner Stokes said he understands the application of open space in residential areas, however, he does not understand the required percentage on industrial sites. Mr. DeSimone said the challenge is the aesthetic argument.  Commissioner Stokes said landscaping is different than open space.  Mr. DeSimone said things such as pedestrian walkways, landscape and grassy areas could count toward open space.  Commissioner Stokes said it seems like a high percentage for an industrial application.  Mr. Holley said it can also be used to help create a buffer.  Mr. DeSimone explained that of the 20% required, 10% must be useable open space.  Commissioner Smith asked where the figures came from.  Mr. Holley said they were adopted in the Land Development Code in 2011.  Mr. DeSimone suggested that Staff could do some comparable research.  Commissioner Stokes agreed that would be a good idea.

Commissioner Davis asked how accessory structures could be used for useable outdoor space.  Mr. DeSimone provided examples such as a pool house, a tennis court, a shed etc.    

MOTION:  Commissioner Stokes moved to continue PC 13-067 to the January 9, 2014 meeting.  Commissioner Davis seconded the motion.

 [Moved: Commissioner Stokes    Seconded: Commissioner Davis   Passed: 4-0]
 Yea:  A. Davis, K. Lee, G. Smith, S. Stokes          Nay:        Abstain:

PC 13-068  LDC Amendment – 17.20, 17.21, 17.22  Logan City requests to amend the Land Development Code Sections 17.20 (Public Zones), 17.21 (Uses), and 17.22 (Development Standards) to clarify language within the Code.

STAFF:   Mr. DeSimone explained that this proposed text amendment amends the three LDC Chapters dealing with Public Zones (17.20), Uses (17.21) and Development Standards (17.22).

The changes in 17.20 and 17.22 are generally clean-up in nature.  The changes in 17.21 streamlines the list of uses by limiting the table to those uses most appropriate in the Public zone and removing others.  
  
PUBLIC:   None

COMMISSION: None

MOTION:  Commissioner Davis moved to forward a recommendation for approval to the Municipal Council for an amendment to the Land Development Code (LDC) Sections 17.20, 17.21 and 17.22 as outlined in PC 13-068.  Commissioner Smith 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 Code Amendment is in conformance with the requirements of Title 17.51 of the Logan Municipal Code.
3.	Code Amendments are generally administrative in nature as they remove redundant language, clarify intent and application, and streamline the overall sections.  
4.	The provisions of the Public Sections 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 Davis     Seconded: Commissioner Smith   Passed: 4-0]
 Yea:  A. Davis, K. Lee, G. Smith, S. Stokes          Nay:        Abstain:

WORKSHOP ITEM(S) for December 12, 2013 meeting 
· PC 13-025  1200 E. Rezone
· PC 13-070  1000 N. 600 E. Rezone
· PC 13-071  LDC Amendment 17.14 Lot Variety
· PC 13-072  Dance Illusion
· PC 13-073  Aggie Flats Clubhouse Addition
· PC 13-074  Hilco Plumbing & Heating
· PC 13-075  North Commerce Center (subdivision)

Meeting adjourned at 7:52 p.m.





Minutes approved as written and digitally recorded for the Logan City Planning Commission meeting of November 14, 2013.




___________________________________		___________________________________
Michael A. DeSimone					Konrad Lee
Community Development Director			Planning Commission Chairman




___________________________________		___________________________________
Russ Holley						Amber Reeder 
Senior Planner				 	Planner II 




___________________________________		 
Debbie Zilles					  
Administrative Assistant				 	  
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