

Logan Municipal Council

     Logan, Utah

     January 21, 2014

Minutes of the meeting of the Logan Municipal Council convened in regular session on Tuesday, January 21, 2014 at 5:30 p.m. in the Logan City Municipal Council Chamber, 290 North 100 West, Logan, Utah.  Chairman Karl B. Ward conducting.

Council members present at the beginning of the meeting: Chairman Karl B. Ward, Vice-Chairman Jeannie F. Simmonds, Councilmember S. Eugene Needham, Councilmember Herm Olsen and Councilmember Holly H. Daines.  Administration present:  Mayor H. Craig Petersen, Finance Director Richard Anderson, Public Works Director Mark Nielsen, City Attorney Kymber Housley and City Recorder Teresa Harris. 
Chairman Ward announced that Action Item E, Ordinance 14-02 regarding a proposed zone change at the Northeast corner of 1000 North 600 East has been continued until the May 6, 2014 Council meeting.   
Vice Chairman Simmonds asked why the zone change is being continued.

Community Development Mike DeSimone responded that on January 10, 2014, John Brandley submitted a complete building permit application. Continuing this until May 6 will give the Building Department time to review and issue a building permit but will still keep the property under the pending ordinance rule which would prevent another project to slip in under the current Campus Residential Zoning designation. If for some reason the building permit is not issued and the project does not proceed, the Council can take action on May 6. If the building permit is issued and the project commences we will withdraw the application on May 6.

OPENING CEREMONY. 

Logan City Economic Development Director Kirk Jensen gave the opening prayer and led the audience in the pledge of allegiance.   
Chairman Ward welcomed those present. There were approximately 54 citizens in the audience at the beginning of the meeting. 


Meeting Minutes.  Minutes of the Council meeting from January 7, 2014 were reviewed and approved with minor changes. 
ACTION. Motion by Councilmember Daines seconded by Vice Chairman Simmonds to approve the January 7, 2014 minutes as amended and approve tonight’s agenda. Motion carried unanimously.

  
Meeting Agenda.  Chairman Ward announced there will be seven public hearings at tonight’s Council meeting.  
Meeting Schedule.  Chairman Ward 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, February 4, 2014. 
QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS FOR MAYOR AND COUNCIL.
No questions or comments for the Mayor and Council from the audience. 
MAYOR/ STAFF REPORTS.
Board appointment – Mayor Craig Petersen.
Mayor H. Craig Petersen asked the Council for ratification of the appointment of Susan Kadlec to serve on the Logan Library Board which is a three year term.  
ACTION. Motion by Councilmember Daines seconded by Councilmember Olsen to approve ratification as presented. Motion carried unanimously.

Logan City Police Department Accreditation – Police Chief Wade Carpenter, Park City. 

Chief Gary Jensen introduced Park City Police Chief Wade Carpenter. 
Chief Carpenter addressed the Council and said he is pleased to present the Logan City Police Department with their first ever department accreditation. He read a citation and presented a plaque to Logan City Police Chief Gary Jensen. The accreditation is for a five year time period and can be renewed at that time.  
Chief Jensen accepted the award and thanked all those involved in helping with this accreditation achievement.  
COUNCIL BUSINESS.

ACTION ITEMS. 

PUBLIC HEARING - Budget Adjustment FY 2013-2014 appropriating: $1,600 donated funds for the Employee City Santa Program – Resolution 14-07.

At the January 7, 2014 Council meeting, Finance Director Richard Anderson addressed the Council and explained the proposed budget adjustment. These are donated funds from City employee’s paychecks for the purpose of the City Santa Program. 
Chairman Ward opened the meeting to a public hearing.

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

ACTION.  Motion by Councilmember Daines seconded by Vice Chairman Simmonds to approve Res. 14-07 as presented.   Motion carried unanimously
PUBLIC HEARING – Consideration or a proposed resolution adding an Emergency Communication Charge as part of the Refuse Collection Fee – Resolution 13-83. 

At the November 19, 2013 Council meeting, Logan City 911 Coordinator Randy Auman addressed the Council regarding the proposed resolution.  Mr. Auman said he went to 16 different cities to get support for the proposed resolution and everyone signed except for Providence City.  He said there is a need for high quality interoperable radio service for the citizens of the City of Logan. The Logan City Police Department provides dispatch service, commonly referred to as “911 service” for all emergency services in Cache County per the existing interlocal agreements and there is a need to provide for the funding to pay for the ongoing cost of a countywide radio system. The proposed resolution before the Council adds an emergency communication charge as part of the refuse collection fee in the amount of $1.00 effective July 1, 2014.  This is not for the 911 Dispatch Center, it will be used for radio users only and will be kept separate from other Dispatch Center fees.

Mr. Auman addressed the Council and recognized those in the audience from several different law enforcement and fire service agencies in Cache County who all support the proposed resolution and fee increase. The goal is to have a consolidated system and to have interoperability between all agencies in Cache County. 

Chairman Ward opened the meeting to a public hearing.

There were no public comments and Chairman Ward closed the public hearing. 
Councilmember Olsen said he supports the $1.00 communication fee increase. He did have concerns that there are other potential fee increases in the near future and he wanted to see a comprehensive overview of all potential fee increases. He talked with Finance Director Rich Anderson and is satisfied with the proposed resolution. He feels we need to be watchful and mindful that there will always be someone who will have a difficult time when it comes to a fee increase such as those on a fixed income and the elderly.   

Chairman Ward said at some point we may want to look at another way to fund this proposed fee increase but for now we need to do something.   

ACTION.  Motion by Vice Chairman Simmonds  seconded by Councilmember Needham to approve Res. 13-83 as presented.   Motion carried unanimously
PUBLIC HEARING - Consideration of a proposed resolution supporting Long-Term Evaluation of One-Way Couplets – Resolution 14-06. 

At the January 7, 2014 Council meeting, Public Works Director Mark Nielsen addressed the Council regarding the proposed resolution. He said the City of Logan and the Cache Metropolitan Planning Organization (CMPO) has performed a feasibility study of one-way couplets in Logan and the study recommends a one-way couplet system may be beneficial in moving traffic through Logan in the future. The implementation of a one-way couplet system required regional coordination with the Utah Department of Transportation and other cities. The implementation of 100 East and 200 East as a one-way couplet does not provide mobility advantages over a roundabout at 500 North for the next 15 to 20 years. He asked that the Council further evaluate the one-way couplet system through the CMPO long range planning process in the future and the proposed roundabout at 500 North should be implemented as part of the 200 East project. Each council member was given a copy of the One-Way Couplet Feasibility Study prepared by Stanley Consultants. 

Mr. Brad Humphries with Stanley Consultants also addressed the Council at the January 7, 2014 Council meeting.  Mr. Humphries stated that a public open house was held on July 17, 2013. The project team received eight comments and of these comments three were positive, four were negative and one was neutral. In addition, the Herald Journal published two editorials on the project during the month of July. Comments on these editorials were added to the comment summary in order to capture the input of community members. 

Logan City is studying the feasibility of converting from a two-way road system to a one-way couplet system, for either a portion or the entire length of the Main Street corridor. The intent of this study is to determine the feasibility of one-way couplet scenarios for meeting the future traffic capacity requirements of the Main Street corridor. This study evaluated the five couplet scenarios identified in the Transportation Master Plan (2011) in greater detail to determine which, if any, are feasible and beneficial to the city. This study also evaluates traditional two-way street options and the improvements, planned as part of the 2040 Regional Transportation Plan projects, to compare the potential solutions for addressing future congestion. The study area, including the Main Street corridor, begins near the “Y” intersection of Highways 165 and 89-91 to 1500 North between 300 East and 300 West. 

The findings of this feasibility study conclude that Scenario E, three lanes should be retained as the best performing scenario. This alternative best meets the project goals and objectives with good congestion relief and a small impact to the neighborhood and environmental resources. Input from public involvement activities indicated that the community is concerned about additional traffic on 100 West, project cost, and which amenities would be incorporated into a new Main Street design. 

Short term decisions to make are the following:

· Roundabout at 500 North or one-way couplet?

· Main Street and 100 West one-way system is 10 to 15 years out at the earliest.

· 100 East and 200 East one-way system could be implemented within one year.

· Staff is concerned about an isolated limited extent one-way system for 100 East/200 East rather than a roundabout. 

The next steps are the following:

· Regional extent of couplets needs to be evaluated.

· If one-way couplet benefits region, push project to the CMPO Long Range Planning.

· A National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analysis is needed.

· Economic evaluation of potential impact to downtown businesses.

· Micro simulation analysis of the preferred couplet scenario.

· Signal warrant studies for 100 East and 200 East.

· Public Outreach. 

Vice Chairman Simmonds said the one-way couplet study moves traffic but what does it do to the vitality of the Downtown and the Downtown Specific Plan and how will that be incorporated into the study. 
Mr. Nielsen responded that is all part of the future steps that need to be addressed for both the residential and commercial area of Downtown. This will require further studies and that is the process that will take the next 15 years to get through. The one-way couplet moves traffic very well but it does have disadvantages and those things need further study to see how they will affect the Downtown. 

Councilmember Olsen read a summary that Mr. Nielsen prepared on what the one-way study provides.  “The couplet study recommended Option E which is 100 West as a major one-way road going South and Main Street is the major one-way road going North. Also, 100 East would be one-way South from 800 North to 300 South and 200 East would be one-way going North for this same extent.”
Councilmember Olsen also asked Mr. Nielsen does it make sense to spend money implementing the roundabout that we had discussed on 500 North and 200 East. Mark responded, “Because the couplet study could take 15-20 years to implement we should proceed with the 500 North roundabout because it will benefit us before any implementation of the one-way couplet.”   
Councilmember Needham asked why a roundabout.

Mr. Nielsen responded a roundabout moves traffic very well; it slows traffic down and allows pedestrian movement across a shorter distance. This would be a single lane roundabout with flashing pedestrian lights. 

Councilmember Needham said when he traveled in Europe he used roundabouts and the yield was to the pedestrian on the right and it made him nervous to cross. 
Mr. Nielsen said it does take time to get used to a roundabout and there will be a training and education process to go through. 

Vice Chairman Simmonds said the Council has been asked to support the 500 North roundabout is that wording included in the proposed resolution.
Chairman Ward responded yes, that wording is included in the resolution. 

Chairman Ward opened the meeting to a public hearing.

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

ACTION.  Motion by Vice Chairman Simmonds  seconded by Councilmember Daines to approve Res. 14-06 as presented.   Motion carried unanimously
PUBLIC HEARING - Consideration of proposed fee adjustments in the Parks & Recreation Department (City Park Field Use Fee, Cemetery Deed Transfer Fee and Golf Course Green Fee – Resolution 14-01. 

At the January 7, 2014 Council meeting, Parks and Recreation Director Russ Akina addressed the Council and explained the proposed resolution. He stated that the City of Logan owns and operates public facilities where fees for services are charged by the Parks and Recreation Department, specifically field use fees in City parks; a fee for requests to transfer deed ownership of plots at the City Cemetery; and a greens fees and golf passes at the Logan River Golf Course as proposed. He provided the following comparisons to the Council.

City Park Field Use Fee
Soccer Field/Day

$60.00 – Current $39.00

Soccer Field/ Block

$40.00/4-Hour Block 

Soccer Field Practice

$10.00/Hour – Practice Only
Baseball Field/Day

$60.00 – Current $39.00

Baseball Field/ Block
$40.00/4-Hour Block

Baseball Field Practice
$10.00/Hour – Practice Only
Softball Field/Block

$40.00/4-Hour Block

Softball Field Practice
$10.00/Hour – Practice Only
Cemetery Fee
Deed Transfer

$50.00/Request – New fee

Golf Course
Adult 18-Hole Greens Fee
$28.00 – Current $26.00
Adult 9-Hole Greens Fee
$14.00 – Current $13.00

Adult Punch Pass

$235.00 – Current $220
Adult Season Pass

$830.00 – Current $800.00
Senior 18-Hole Greens Fee
$22.00 – Current $20.00
Senior 9-Hole Greens Fee
$11.00 – Current $10.00
Senior Punch Pass

$195.00 – Current $185.00
Senior Season Pass

$775.00 – Current 725.00
Junior 18-Hole Greens Fee
$18.00 – Current $16.00
Junior 9-Hole Greens Fee
$9.00 – Current $8.00
Junior Punch Pass

$150.00 – Current $140.00
Junior Season Pass

$300.00 – Current $275.00

The Parks and Recreation Department has presented the proposed fees respectively to the Parks & Recreation Advisory Board and the Golf Advisory Board and periodic fee adjustments are deemed necessary for the continued operation and maintenance of these facilities and the services desired by the patrons. Mr. Akina proposed that if approved by Council, the adjustment of fees as stated would go into effect beginning April 1, 2014. 

Mr. Akina said the Council had several questions from the January 7 Council Workshop regarding the proposed fees which he addressed in a memo to the Council. 
Councilmember Olsen said he would like to see funding allocated towards the repair of roads within the cemetery. 
Mr. Akina responded the Parks & Recreation Department will prepare a recommendation tied to the necessary improvements for the Cemetery such as an irrigation overhaul, auto controlled sprinklers and the replacement of the service roads. This will happen during the Fiscal Year 2015 budget review with the Council. 

Vice Chairman Simmonds said she recently attended a Golf Course Advisory Board meeting and the Board does not believe that we are at a “tipping point”   to require different fees based on tee times. Right now they can manage what is coming in the door and they don’t want to discourage people and they don't want to deal with issuing a punch pass. They want to increase usage at the golf course with improved maintenance of the course and right now they feel strongly that the way it’s structured is working.  
Councilmember Olsen was hoping to attract people back that are going to the Birch Creek Golf Course. 
Vice Chairman Simmonds said she was impressed by the Golf Course Advisory Board’s passion and their interest in having the very best golf course in the area. They are very knowledgeable and want the course to succeed and feels their recommendation for the golf course is right on track. 
Chairman Ward opened the meeting to a public hearing.

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

ACTION.  Motion by Councilmember Daines seconded by Councilmember Olsen to approve Res. 14-01 as presented.   Motion carried unanimously.

PUBLIC HEARING - Consideration of a proposed zone change. Logan City requests to rezone eight properties located at the northeast corner of 1000 North 600 East from Campus Residential (CR) to Mixed Residential Low (MR-12); TIN 05-028-0005, 05-028-0001, 05-028-0007, 05-028-0008, 05-028-0010, 05-028-0009, 05-028-0011, 05-028-0006 – Ordinance 14-02.

Chairman Ward announced at the beginning of this meeting that Action Item E, Ordinance 14-02 regarding a proposed zone change  at the Northeast corner of 1000 North 600 East has been continued until the May 6, 2014 Council meeting.   

PUBLIC HEARING - Consideration of a proposed zone change. Request to rezone two (2) parcels totaling approximately 20 acres along 1200 East 1250 North from Mixed Residential Medium (MR-20) to a mixture of eight (8) acres of MR-20 and twelve (12) acres of NR-6. The proposed rezone would retain the current multi-family zoning (MR-20) and density on the westerly eight (8) acres with a maximum density of 20 units per acre, while changing the zoning and density on the easterly 12 acres to a single family residential (NR-6) with a maximum density of 6 units per acre. This rezone request is a result of the 20125 citywide zoning project. TIN 05-011-0004; 0005 – Ordinance 14-03.

At the January 7, 2014 Council meeting, Community Development Director Mike DeSimone addressed the Council regarding the proposed ordinance and zone change at 1250 North 1200 East.  On December 12, 2013, the Planning Commission, recommended that the Municipal Council deny a request to rezone a 20 acre site into approximately 12 acres of Neighborhood Residential (NR-6) and 8 acres Mixed Residential Medium (MR-20), and instead recommended the entire 20 acres be rezoned to Neighborhood Residential (NR-6). The proposal, as submitted by Logan City, was to rezone the site into two zoning designations: NR-6 on the easterly 12 acres and MR-20 on the westerly 8 acres. This proposal was generated from the working group comprised of members from the City Council, Planning Commission, staff, neighborhood representatives, and the landowner. This group was put together by the City to evaluate the zoning on this site in response to uses and concerns raised by the neighborhood and the landowner during the 2012 Zoning Project, and to develop a consensus based solution. The working group recommended a 12/8 zoning split while the landowner’s representative prepared a project comprised of single family residential on the easterly, 12 acres and multi-family housing on the westerly 8 acres reflective of that split. The proposed project was presented to the Hillcrest Neighborhood in September of 2012. Sometime in 2013, we were made aware that the current developer has pulled out and the conceptual project was not moving forward. Regardless of the specific project plans, the zoning had not yet been changed and it’s still Mixed Residential (20 units per acre). Staff felt that it was important to continue with rezoning the site as agreed upon by the working committee and submitted for the rezone. 

The Planning Commission Members who recommended denial of the rezone as submitted and approval of the alternative rezone: Amanda Davis, Angela Fonnesbeck, and Garrett Smith. Recommended approval of the rezone as submitted: Russ Price. Abstained: Steve Stokes. 

Chairman Ward said there has been a lot of discussion about the proposed zone change and there are several in the audience tonight that are here for this item. Because this can be an emotional item for some he would hope that everyone can look at this from a pragmatic standpoint and use common sense and to make a decision that is best for the community as a whole, for the neighborhood, and also for the property owner. 
Mr. DeSimone said at this time there is not a planned project for this property. 
Chairman Ward clarified the City Council approves or disapproves any zone changes regardless of what the Planning Commission does. The Planning Commission gives a recommendation and the Planning Commission’s recommendation was only based on the proposal that is before the Council tonight.  The Council cannot make a decision to change the zoning to all single family residential without going through the proper public noticing. He asked for clarification from City Attorney Kymber Housley that the only thing the Council can make a decision on tonight is what is being presented; he asked is there any latitude at all in what the Council decides. 
Logan City Attorney Kymber Housley responded there is always some latitude, the test is, were people placed on fair notice that this potentially could happen. If the boundary is “tweaked” he feels that people had sufficient notice and that would not catch anyone off guard. If the Council were to zone to Commercial or all Single Family it would have to be renoticed and go through the process again. 
Vice Chairman Simmonds asked Mr. Housley to explain the fact that the Planning Commission did not recommend approve or recommend denial to the Council but changed it. 

Mr. Housley said the Planning Commission’s action speak for themselves. There were three who were not in favor of the proposal and recommended that it all be zoned Single Family. One abstained, one voted in favor of the proposal and the Chair did not vote. In order for there to be a motion to carry there needed to be four votes. There was no recommendation that came with a majority vote. The Council has this information and should decide what weight to give the Planning Commission vote along with public comment or any other comments the Council has received to this point to make a decision.  The Planning Commission is a recommending body. The standard for zoning is reasonably debatable to support a decision and this is a legislative decision.   

Vice Chairman Simmonds said when she served on the Planning Commission she felt strongly that their role was to review zone requests either from the property owner or from the City and make a recommendation to the City Council yes or no. The Planning Commission did not do that in this case, is that correct? She asked why it comes before the City Council without the recommendation from the Planning Commission.
Mr. Housley said the Planning Commission did not have the votes to carry the motion. They are only required to have that opportunity and we cannot force them to make that decision. It’s up to each individual Council Member to vote their conscience. The Planning Commission is only a recommending body and the Council may or may not agree with their recommendations.  

Chairman Ward opened the meeting to a public hearing.

Property owner Dick Sackett addressed the Council. He referred to a letter from Salt Lake Attorney Stephen R. Sloan whose firm represents Carrie J. Fullen and Max L. Johnson, Jr. in their capacity as Trustees of the Max L. Johnson Trust. The letter states that the property owned by the Trustee Laree K. Johnson Family L.L.C., the Janice J. Sackett Trust, and the Trust, as tenants in common. The Trustees stated in the letter that they do not oppose the City’s proposal to retain the current MR-20 zoning on the westerly eight acres and to rezone the easterly twelve acres to NR-6. However, it’s the trustees’ understanding that the City has been communicating with the property owners exclusively through Richard (Dick) Sackett as their “authorized agent/owner.” They advise that Mr. Sackett is not authorized to act on behalf of the Trust or to represent the Trust with respect to the property. In the future, they ask to please include the Trust in all communications involving the property. 

Mr. Sackett continued that the family is in favor of going through with the recommended proposal from the study committee of 12 acres of residential and 8 acres of high density housing. He also committed that the height limit would not be more than 35 feet to help give added protection on sight distance and he would be willing to sign an agreement stating this height requirement. That is what the study committee consisting of Mayor Craig Petersen and others proposed and that is what he would like to see happen.  

Logan resident Andrea Nye addressed the Council. She participated on the study committee regarding this property and to come up with a compromise for this zone. At first the intent was to keep as single family and the committee could not come to an agreement. They were told a compromise had to be made or the zoning would be left as changed, mixed residential high. She felt the study committee “strong armed” and that no matter how much they fought they could not change the zoning back to what it had been for years. As Chairman Ward just stated again the residents are feeling that they either have to accept this compromise or keep as residential high. Again they are feeling the “strong arm” and if they don’t accept the compromise they have no recourse. The Planning and Zoning Commission has twice recommended the zoning go back to single family with the latest recommendation being December 12, 2013. Someone should have been at the last Planning and Zoning meeting to tell them four votes were needed. What is the use of the Planning Commission if their recommendation is not heard by the City Council.  A citizen committee was formed to look at the possibility of an improper relationship between the developer and Staff and the adoption of the Land Development Code that was adopted on February 1, 2011. This property as well as the Pat Hancey property was changed from single family to multifamily high. Ms. Nye read from the Report of the Citizens Commission to Review the Adoption of Logan City’s Land Development Code and Zoning Map dated January 3, 2012 which states in Finding 14. “This Commission has found no improper relationship between the developer of the property in question and the City’s Planning Staff or the Planning Commission.” She also read Finding 12. “Although the required legal notices for adoption of the Code and Map were given, it was the consensus of virtually all persons interviewed that adopting the Code and Map in combination was too large an undertaking for a project as significant as this and that more specific notice of the zone changes should have been given to affected residents.” She said from the standpoint of a home buyer, homes built back to back next to a multi housing area will have a very hard time selling their property. She personally has nothing to gain or lose reading this rezone, she lives far enough away that it won’t affect her but it will affect the neighborhood.  
Vice Chairman Simmonds said she was on the study committee with Andrea Nye and when the split proposal, as the Council is reviewing tonight was presented to the study committee and the neighborhood was there a positive or negative response. 
Ms. Nye responded it was presented to the committee as its being presented tonight that this is the best we could come up with because there are no other alternatives. There were several on the committee that did not like what was being proposed but were convinced this was the best option. It’s better than having high density in your backyard and the better of two evils.  
Chairman Ward clarified the Council is not saying this is the only option but it is the only thing they can vote on tonight. If approved it can be changed/rezoned again. If the City or land owner came back with a zone change it would again go through the process of the Planning Commission and the City Council. The Council cannot change what is before them tonight to vote on.  

Benjamin George, Hillcrest Neighborhood Council Representative addressed the Council. He said the neighborhood feels very strongly about this issue and it’s unfortunate that we are in this situation. The response two years ago should have been to rezone and put things back they way they were. He said whatever the Council decides tonight they should immediately direct Community Development Director Mike DeSimone to file to change to 20 acres of single family residential. 

Logan resident Tony Nielsen addressed the Council representing himself and his family. He said the Council asked for neighborhood support and the challenge was given to the Hillcrest Neighborhood that if they cared they should come and they should have the chance to be heard. This property was purchased in 1960 and has been single family for 51 years and something else since 2011 and in limbo for two years. He supports the Planning Commission and feels it’s not right that the Planning Commission is only an advisory board and their recommendation on this property should be heard. It seems to him the decision on this property has a lot of emotion and why can’t we go above and beyond and build something to be proud of. Family builds a community and why can’t we build something unique with this development and others.  The neighborhood signed a petition with over 534 signatures and he feels the Council should recognize this and stand together to strengthen and beautify our City.  He feels this property has historical value and when it’s gone it’s gone and we should not compromise. 
Logan resident Reed Geertsen addressed the Council. He said this property has a lengthy history and there is a crisis of confidence in Logan City that this was passed without any input from the neighborhood. It’s viewed in the neighborhood as being a “left hand move”. The Council should look at the history in the community. He feels the City Council has the opportunity to correct the zoning that was done without any input from the neighborhood. 

Logan resident Brent Caruth addressed the Council. He stated that on February 23, 2012 the Logan Planning Commission heard comments from multiple people indicating the lack of need for high density housing in the Hillcrest Neighborhood. Statements were heard from several people at that time. The Planning Commission unanimously recommended the property be rezoned to Neighborhood Residential. Four months later in June 2012 the Logan Municipal Council met and without even considering the Planning Commission’s recommendation, Councilmember Tom Jensen proposed the present zoning idea. In July 2013 the Planning Commission postponed this rezone to September 26, 2013 and again was postponed to December 2013 and again heard public comment that there was no need for high residential zoning. The Planning Commission voted 3-1 which to his surprise was not sufficient to send to the City Council. There was a petition of 534 signatures from the neighborhood that oppose this zoning and it was presented to the Council.  He asked that the Council instruct Mike DeSimone to look at the neighborhood residential zoning once again.  
Logan resident Greg Lambert addressed the Council. He asked when this property was first purchased how it was zoned at that time.  
Mr. Sackett responded it was owned by Cache County. 

Mr. Lambert said he has noticed a change in his neighborhood. Students are being bused in from other areas to attend Hillcrest Elementary. The neighborhood is becoming an older more mature neighborhood and the City has the chance to bring in young families to this area. He is also associated with the students at USU and he has noticed over the last two-three years that non USU housing is not occupied as it has been in the past. He feels we should not trade in valuable housing and feels this property should remain single family.  
Logan resident Morris Poole addressed the Council. He feels very badly about this zoning issue and said this particular zoning before the City Council tonight was not discussed at the last Planning Commission meeting and there was no direction given from that meeting. He said this is a beautiful piece of property and several people have owned this property. He feels that Mr. Sackett has been put in a position that he is fighting the neighborhood and the neighborhood feels they are fighting Mr. Sackett. The problem really becomes a City Council problem and he feels the Council has to decide how they are going to correct this problem and if they don’t Mr.  Sackett will be really unhappy or the neighborhood will be really unhappy and the word will be out that the City Council cannot make a decision. He feels the City Council got all of us into this mess and the City Council needs to get us out.  He feels we are not being governed very well by the City Council and said there has been no cooperation on anyone’s part only arguments because somebody wanted to rezone the entire City. There are other areas such as 1000 North that is travesty when it comes to zoning. He hopes that whatever the Council decides to do that it can be worked out and the Sackett's and the Hancey's can get together and it can be a real plus for the community. This will be an entrance to USU and he would like North Logan to look at this property and say they want to live there rather than people leaving Logan and moving to North Logan because that is what is happening. He is concerned about the future of this City and how we go about conducting City business.   


Logan resident and Woodruff Neighborhood Council Representative Carrie Hathaway addressed the Council. She is concerned about how things go through the City Council when it comes to development. She supports the Hillcrest Neighborhood on this issue even thought she doesn’t live in this neighborhood and she feels the residents should have a say on what goes on in their neighborhood. She said residents not being heard has happened more than once in her area and that is not okay with her and she wants the Council to listen to the concerns of the neighborhoods.
Logan resident Jeff Clark addressed the Council.  He feels that Mr. Sackett has done everything he can to try and compromise and the citizens seem to think that is not possible and they were coerced into a compromise. Mr. Sackett has rights as a landowner on what he wants to do with his property.  Property rights are the responsibility of the Council to protect. Mr. Sackett’s property rights are being trampled on by the majority.  

Logan resident Kathy Elliott addressed the Council. She said it still baffles her that there is so much support from the neighborhood and she believes in compromise but she also believes in majority. The Council needs to listen to the majority and no one is listening to the Planning Commission and what is their purpose if we don’t listen to them. She said Logan has a lot of available places for families, mostly apartments. She wants Logan to stay desirable and for people to stay here and live. She feels there is enough student housing and people don’t want to live next to high density student housing. She would like the zoning to go back the way it was. 

Logan resident Kent Field addressed the Council. He does not feel it would be the worst thing in the world to have some of this property not be single family homes. He is not opposed to a mix of apartments, condos and also single family. He feels the 8/12 should be reversed or go back to the original zone. If this happened he would not be offended and would not move out of the area. He asked where are people going to live that cannot afford a $200,000 home. 

Logan resident Stan Kane addressed the Council. He referenced former Community Development Director Jay Nielsen and former Council Member Tom Jensen who created this zoning problem.  He appealed to the Council to reject the proposal before the Council tonight because it will affect people’s lives and there cannot be a successful design by committee and the City Council is a committee. If this ground were to be zoned back to single family residential it would be possible  for a mixed use development to come forward and be approved in that zone on its merits. The Council appears to want to “ramrod” this zoning without knowing what it will look like and he feels that is why the neighborhood is so upset and they are feeling a lack of confidence in the City Council.  

Mr. Sackett again addressed the Council. He said it’s not much fun sitting here tonight representing the ownership. He feels there are property rights with property ownership. He has tried to go through and put together a project the neighborhood will be proud of and not affect the neighborhood. He feels he has gone overboard and they will not even see the apartments with the way it will be developed. During the last two years there hasn’t been anyone come forward and try and purchase this property, they want what they want and it’s not fair because he is trying to work through all of the issues with the neighborhood and what he is asking for should be approved.  
Logan resident Ray Elliott addressed the Council and asked for clarification. If the Council approves the zoning tonight the zoning will change to what the compromise has indicated. If the Council votes it down it will go back to the previous zoning which is high density. If the Council votes to approve the zoning it will change to what the compromise has indicated and the Sackett's will have to go through the process and get their design approved. If the Council votes down the proposal can someone else come in and at a higher density start the process for development. 
Councilmember Daines said she spoke with Mr. DeSimone about this issue and he stated if the Council were to vote against the proposed zoning tonight they can send it back to Staff for a recommendation to zone it back to single family.   
Mr. Elliott asked if the Council votes against the proposed zoning at tonight’s meeting will they consider a recommendation of zoning it back to single family.
Councilmember Daines said if the Council votes against the proposed zoning tonight she would request that single family zoning be considered. 
Mr. Elliott asked the Council to consider what happened in 2012 when the zoning changed and asked if the Council votes down the proposal to take steps immediately to make a better change then what is in place now.  
Mayor Petersen said when the Council considered this last time they sent it back for reconsideration and that was the past history, that they didn’t act on the motion before them and sent it back. He asked Mr. Housley if he concurs because this is such an important issue.

Mr. Housley said the Council has the option to continue for further discussion and the Council can direct Staff to start another application for a different type of zone. This does not need to be remanded back to the Planning Commission. 

Mr. Elliott said he was under the impression that the high density zoning had a moratorium in place.

Mr. DeSimone said there is no moratorium in place on the previous zone. It this is denied tonight then the default zone goes back to MR-20. 

Logan resident Richard Hopkins addressed the Council. His concern is that two wrongs don’t make a right. He feels the problem comes from the 2011-2012 map issue where the neighborhood felt that an “end around” was taken. The recent voting that occurred in the Planning Commission meeting again made the neighborhood feel that an ‘end around” occurred and he feels this is two wrongs. The neighborhood feels it would be better to go back to the Planning Commission for a true vote before the City Council votes on the zoning.  
Logan resident Mr. Geertsen again addressed the Council. He asked wouldn’t it be possible to approve the 12 acres and send the other 8 acres back to the Planning Commission for review contingent on reviewing a plan design. Zoning is the only protection people have and once its rezoned anything can happen and that is the concern of the neighborhood. If single family homes were there it would create a different climate than high density housing. 

Logan resident Jeff Clark again addressed the Council. He said once again the Council is rejecting compromise and saying they want single family. Mr. Sackett has spent time and money and the Council needs to make a decision tonight. 
Logan resident James Nye addressed the Council. This property has been residential for 50 years prior to the City Council’s decision changing it to high density. Mr. Sackett essentially had a wind fall, money making piece of property. Mr. Sackett loses nothing as a property owner that he didn’t have before 2011 and it’s exactly the way it is before he purchased it.  

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

Mayor Petersen said he can’t conceive of a circumstance during his time as Mayor that he will be put in a more conflicted position as this one. He appreciates Chairman Ward for extending the public hearing and hearing all comments and even though it takes a long time he feels it’s important to let it run its course. He has felt in past City Council meetings the public hearings have been restricted and it’s not fair to the public. He said it’s been identified that in this process there have been procedural errors, one with the citywide zoning which was done inappropriately. He attended the last Planning Commission meeting and they could have been given better instructions in terms of their options. Things could have turned out better and we could be in a slightly different circumstance today.  The bylaws of the Planning Commission will be reviewed and changed in terms of the voting and he is committed to try harder and not make these same procedural errors in the future.  He said this zoning impacts him personally and is literally in his backyard. His first choice would be to keep the property as open space. His second preference would be to leave as all residential but as Mayor he has to look at this differently. Andrea Nye has commented twice that she felt “strong armed” and he thought about this comment as the study committee met. The only concrete proposal, which came from Tom Jensen was to zone three acres of residential and 17 of mixed family. He felt a compulsion at that time to try and do better than that. He said coming out of those meetings, he felt it ended up better than he expected and he didn’t expect the division that we have now. He feels it’s unrealistic to assume the portion of this property on 1200 East can be successfully marketed as single family and ultimately some part of this property will end up being multifamily. He appreciates Mr. Sackett's willingness to mitigate one of the neighbors concerns regarding height and Mr. Sackett has made a voluntary agreement to limit the housing height to 35 feet.  That along with the ability of the Planning Commission to mitigate some decisions regarding design review such as moving parking to the North so the buildings will not overlook the Hancey property. This is not a perfect proposal but the reality is that at some point 1200 East probably is more suited for multifamily housing. 
Councilmember Needham read a written statement addressed to the Mayor, Council Members, Community Development Department and the general public. 
I feel that single-dwelling neighborhoods are the most important entities in Logan. Home ownership and family life lie at the core of our well-being. While renters may be equally good people, they often do not have the same long-term vested interest in where they live. I am most interested in satisfying home owners while shoring up and supporting better rental housing as much as possible. Logan’s single-dwelling neighborhood citizens deserve to have their home investment as secure as possible. 

Single-family neighborhoods, particularly in the Adams School District, have unwittingly been taken over by the investment market. Rental housing in single-dwelling homes brings blight to Logan as it does in all other cities so affected. If should not only be stopped, but reversed. In the last forty or so years, quality housing has become more affordable than ever. In the last twenty years, the best of housing has been spreading to areas outside of Logan. Tax revenues have been lost. Importantly, some of Cache Valley’s strongest contributing citizens live outside of Logan. The preponderance of Cache Valley’s lower-income families now live in Logan and fill our schools.

Without annexing more land, Logan’s space for a new housing is limited. I spoke with the head of housing at Utah State University. He feels that for the University, investment growth in apartments is getting out of hand. Like other property owners, the University also has rent expectations to meet to pay their way. The USU housing director indicated that a national investment firm came and studied Logan. They found that we have the lowest rents in the country. They decided not to invest in Logan. The party that decided not to put new units along 1200 East decided to do so, I suspect, because it owns other very new properties and senses that now is not the time for more units. But, what about less savvy investors, what stops them from going too far?

In the last year, in speaking with a realtor, I was struck when he said that “Logan was an apartment city.” I have found there are 8,000 apartments in Logan. When will we have enough apartments? Who is minding apartment growth? Is there no end to how many apartments we should have? Sometimes, there is a high vacancy factor. If we would sympathize with people who would like to start new apartment investment, should we not also have empathy for those who own older properties?
We need more specific data on what we are doing as a city. We need to see where our city is going and what is really valuable that will generate general good will and have us present ourselves in the best possible ways. Forty years ago, I heard Disneyland had a very high maintenance ethic; they held themselves to high standards of spit and polish. Rather than add more housing, should we not be interested in cleaning up the housing we have and not leave it less than wholesome?

For the next while, until I know more, I plan to vote for single-dwelling housing interests. We have now a band of single-dwelling housing along the East sweeping North from Logan to North Logan, Hyde Park up to Smithfield. On the South, we go from Providence, Nibley, Millville to Hyrum. This upper reach offer valuable vistas.

We have the possibility of second home housing in Logan as there is in Park City. If we boost our economy with substantial people moving into live with us, Logan will be able to offer better opportunities to lower-income people. In the mean time, it is up to the City to see what can be done to make things better for all levels of income earners, including the most wealthy. We must secure good housing opportunities to the wealthy as well as to the less wealthy.  

Councilmember Needham said he sympathizes with the neighborhood who have come here tonight and he feels the Council should listen to them.
Councilmember Daines said she was on the Council when the rezone happened and it was a flawed process and we need to fix it. There are a number of factors that she feels combined together could make this a successful single family development and she personally would like this voted down and immediately remanded back for single family consideration.  She feels that with both properties the Hancey property to the North being rezoned single family and tonight’s proposal to the South, could create a critical mass that could be successful. She feels that 1200 East could be a successful dividing line between the higher density at the University. She feels there are very few lots left for single family in Logan City and the Logan City School District needs them and we don’t have a lot of room to grow. The USU Masterplan has changed their focus on where they are putting high density housing. The property South of the Sackett property is now being designated as recreational and there are also some churches in this area. She met with the Neighborhood Councils and there have been many discussions regarding this property. The neighbors have given a lot of input and she personally feels we need to fix the mistake that was made a few years ago. Mr. Sackett did have a brief windfall with the property going to a higher density but she feels he would revert back to what is was zoned a few years ago. 
Chairman Ward said the issue most pressing to him is the property owner is being held hostage by people around him. When he served on the Planning Commission he dealt with similar issues such as this one. He said if someone wants to preserve their view they need to buy the lot that will impair their view but not create a situation where a property owner can’t do what he is legally entitled to do with his property. In some respects he feels there isn’t anyone on the Council that is more concerned with preserving single family neighborhoods than he is and he has tried hard to see that we increase families moving into our community and not become a rental community. He is 100% in support of single family but at the same time there are property rights involved and he’s not quite sure how to merge the two.
Councilmember Daines asked, didn't the original property owners also have the right to be part of the process and would the change have ever made if they were involved.  
Chairman Ward responded not necessarily, there is nothing that would have prevented the property owner from coming back and requesting a zone change. They could still come back in even if it were single family and ask for a change. He is struggling with property rights and he also feels that we have made a lot of mistakes in the past and the Adam and Bridger Neighborhood has been the recipient of those mistakes. He feels we have become a city of apartments. If we are going to have students living and attending Utah State where is the logical place for them to live whether it’s now or in the future. Is it West of Logan or near the University. These are all questions that need to be answered.   

Vice Chairman Simmonds said she finds herself of two minds. She read through all the Planning Commission minutes and their challenge was they did not have a project to look at and they felt they could not rezone without a project. She is also concerned that the will of the neighborhood is so strong that if it were rezoned to single family and no matter what the project looked like there would be opposition to any kind of change, although she does not know this for a fact. We have a compromise zoning proposal and she is torn because the compromise allows for something to happen that is not single family and the owner has promised that he will not build higher than 35 feet but there are still issues such as connectivity and roads that she has not resolved for herself but those are project based. She hates to take away the opportunity for us to have both in this area. She is torn between the two and while we want more single family we also need to provide services for the students unless we want them to drive across town. She feels we need mixture in this area. 
Councilmember Daines responded we also need to remember that in our zoning changes there is Campus Residential  zoning area all along the West side of the University from 600 East to 400 North. We have made a significant area for higher density student oriented housing and she feels we have plenty for some time to come. 
Councilmember Olsen said Greg Lambert who spoke earlier, mentioned there has been a change in our neighborhood and he thinks he is right. He has felt there has been an invasion of single family homes by rentals particularly in the South part of the Hillcrest area to create de facto duplexes or triplexes and he feels this is dangerous. He would urge everyone to be watchful that your neighbors don’t allow their properties to be used in a way that violates the City ordinances by having too many people  in there and creating  degradation  in ways that have hurt those neighborhoods. He knows that at one point some opponents to this proposal have said, “We don’t want high density it might bring in poor people and Mexicans to our neighborhoods and we don’t want that.” Well, it might also bring in some wonderful people and frankly, he expects that is what would happen. He received an email this afternoon from a fellow that lives in the Bridger area who said, he “hopes the Tom Jensen compromise will stay in place and to him it makes perfect sense to have high density development near the University rather than have it on the West side where students have to drive through town to get to the University and balanced development is needed.”

Councilmember Olsen said that frankly, he is quite concerned about the Hancey property, He is anxious about that because its single family and we rezoned it to 30 acres of single family and they don’t want even a 35 ft building on the brow of the hill peering over the edge and down into the single family backyards that may be built there. He believes that part of the compromise discussion was to make sure that any higher density building be placed on the Southwest portion of that property to make sure there is open space between those buildings and the Hancey property to eliminate that risk. Frankly, he doesn’t know that we couldn’t “tweak the boundary” as Kymber stated and ensure that protection without diminishing the rights of Mr. Sackett to develop higher density on the Southwest by creating an open space on the Northern portion of those eight acres to protect the Hancey property.

He continued that he too has felt the disappointment of having his view taken and the use of his own backyard. When he first bought where he lives today 34 years ago, the back area behind his home was dirt hills and his kids played there, they had fun there, they could see the Wellsville’s, they could see sunsets and one day it all disappeared and it became a parking lot in his backyard and no more sunsets, no more Wellsville's but he couldn’t complain because he didn’t own the property. The people that owned it made the decision and he understood that because he didn’t own it and property rights do have certain integrity in our system and property rights mean something. It doesn't mean in his view that the property owner gets to do anything he wants but it does mean something.  Nothing is worth the anguish and the pressure he has felt because most of the neighborhood people the Council has heard from are his neighbors, friends and people he goes to church with and it’s not fun but the Council has to make a decision. In saying that, he feels the study committee that was formulated acted in good faith, met in good faith, negotiated in good faith and came to some good faith conclusions and therefore, he supports the Staff and committee recommendation. 

Chairman Ward said if a motion is made to not approve the rezone as presented then we can instruct Staff to go back and come up with something different. As he understands it doing this means that because there is an action pending that someone could not come in and develop a high rise student housing project. 
Mr. Housley said the Council would need to give specific instruction to Staff on what they want to see and how they want it noticed.  He is not worried that someone will come in tomorrow and submit an application for a project but they could come in a few weeks and Council needs to decide what they want to do. 

ACTION.  Motion by Councilmember Daines seconded by Councilmember Needham to deny the proposed rezone compromise and remand it back to the Planning Commission with a recommendation that it be zoned Single Family.
Motion failed (3-2). 

Daines – yes to deny

Simmonds – no to deny

Ward – no to deny

Needham - yes to deny

Olsen – no to deny

ACTION.  Motion by Councilmember Olsen seconded by Vice Chairman Simmonds to adopt Ord. 14-03 as presented.  Motion carried (3-2).
Daines – no to adopt 

Simmonds – yes to adopt

Ward – yes to adopt

Needham - no to adopt

Olsen – yes to adopt

Mayor Petersen said that Mr. Sackett indicated a willingness to have a deed/height restriction of 35 ft. and what happens if Mr. Sackett decides not to do this.  
Councilmember Olsen said he made the motion to adopt the rezone with the 35 ft. height restriction and if it did not happen he would move to reconsider and would oppose the rezone. 
Chairman Ward addressed Mr. Sackett and said the rezone was approved based on the premise that he would agree to limit the building height to 35 ft. 

Mr. Sackett indicated that he will not start any development until the deed restriction is in place. 

Mr. Housley said he will work with Mr. Sackett and his attorney on the deed restriction agreement. 

Logan resident Tony Nielsen addressed the Council. He stated that he knows this is out of order but he would like to clarify that he does appreciate the 35 ft reduction but he doesn’t know where it came from that the neighborhood would not be happy with anything lower than 12 ft. He said that did not come from him, his wife or his mother-in-law or anybody in the neighborhood.  If he put that out there it was totally on his own but he and others are fine with the 35 ft. He knows that is the minimum standard and he appreciates it and he doesn’t know where the other statement came from but it’s not his point of view. 

Councilmember Olsen asked if he said 12 ft?

Mr. Nielsen responded no, Councilmember Olsen said anything lower than 35 ft or something like that, he doesn’t remember. He and others understand that 35 ft is the minimum and they weren’t expecting anything less than that. He, his wife and his mother-in-law understand that and they don’t want the Council to think they were suggesting that they weren’t happy with the height restriction of 35 ft.
PUBLIC HEARING - Consideration of a proposed code amendment. Logan City Development Standards; Residential) to amend the lot variety standards – Ordinance 14-04.

At the January 7, 2014 Council meeting, Community Development Director Mike DeSimone addressed the Council regarding the proposed ordinance which is initiated by Staff. This proposed text amendment to the Land Development Code eliminates the lot width variety requirement contained in Section 17.14.020.C.1.

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission recommend approval to the Municipal Council for the following amendment to the Land Development Code, Section 17.14.

On December 12, 2013, the Planning Commission recommended that the Municipal Council approve a request to amend the Land Development Code, Section 17.14.020, General Development Standards, to eliminate the lot width variety standard for residential subdivisions. This is a challenge to meet because it results in depths that are not consistent.

Vice Chairman Simmonds said she does not like this code amendment at all.

Chairman Ward opened the meeting to a public hearing.

Logan resident Tony Nielsen addressed the Council and said if he could see somewhere what the lot size would look like it would help but he doesn't know how six homes can go on an acre. 
There were no further public comments and Chairman Ward closed the public hearing.  

Vice Chairman Simmonds said she feels our ordinances were structured so we had 6 units to the acre but they could be larger than that and the way we did that was to have them of varying widths so that everyone in the subdivision didn’t have exactly the same 6,000 sq. ft. lot. She does not like the regimentation of everyone having the exact same size lot. 
Chairman Ward said what is being proposed is to take the lot variety portion out of the ordinance. 
Mr. DeSimone said that each specific residential zone sets a minimum lot size and a minimum lot frontage. What this does is to vary the lot frontage every 10 feet. The depths are all static. What they are finding is that people have a narrow frontage and a deeper lot. The idea was to create some diversity in the neighborhoods.  

Councilmember Daines asked how people would react if we went to larger lot sizes. 

Vice Chairman Simmonds said the developers would not like it. She said varying widths were her only hope that they would not all be 6,000 sq. ft. The thing she worries about is we keep building entry level housing and we don’t build anything else. The Adams Neighborhood is full of entry level housing but nobody is using it for that reason, they are renting because they can buy something new on a 6,000 square lot.
Mr. DeSimone said there is not a lot of building lots left in Logan City. On the West side of Logan there is entry level housing but there are also larger lots and newer subdivisions and some with varying lot sizes.  
Vice Chairman Simmonds said when she served on the Planning Commission she was told that we would address different areas of the City with different minimum lot sizes. We have now simplified the zoning but its all the same small lots and new zoning has been added but it hasn’t been implemented anywhere in the City and she is anxious to see this happen somewhere. 
Chairman Ward said he does not disagree in creating lots that are of sufficient size where people will build a home and stay. He feels we desperately need to have families move into the community. 
Mr. DeSimone said he agrees but there are a lot of challenges. The only way for Logan to grow is to go out from the Southwest or the Northwest areas of Logan and if that’s what the Council wants to see is 1/3 acre lots then we’ll have to deal with the ramifications.
Councilmember Olsen said to avoid sprawl you need to build up and fill in and that will minimize sprawl.  

Vice Chairman Simmonds said she looks at the Adams Neighborhood and there are small homes on small lots and small homes on larger lots and some have the potential that the home could be torn down and something larger could be built. She wants the Council to be in a position that the City has pride in itself. People feel that multifamily is a bad thing and that’s not always the case but it might be the case if we always have the lowest rents. She asked does the proposed ordinance have anything to do with 1000 North 400 East. 
Mr.  DeSimone responded no but that is an example of where the standard was applied. In a standard residential neighborhood there will be a fence line in the back that jogs so the property owner will not know where their property line is. If we want larger lots we need to set the standard but this is something that people don’t want. If want to create larger lots then let’s just do it. 
Vice Chairman Simmonds said she would like to see NR-5 lots as a minimum. She does not like the street where all the homes look the same and are uniform. 
Mr. Housley said creating the NR-5 is easy; the challenge is where to put the NR-5.

Mr. DeSimone said we have NR-4 and NR-5 but have not had time to implement them. He is finishing up on other code amendments and will then go back and look at the zoning map and bring to the Council. 
Vice Chairman Simmonds said the way it sits now we are sitting with the NR-6 zone and people will continue to build small homes on small lots.
Mr. DeSimone said people have been doing this for 20 years now and this is an issue. There is not a lot of vacant ground to develop in Logan and we can look at changing the NR-6 to 5 units per acre if the Council wants to go this direction.

Councilmember Olsen asked is there a way to leave at NR-6 but eliminate the “cookie cutter” approval of every house looking the same.  
Mr. DeSimone said this is already being done when the project goes through the design process.  

Vice Chairman Simmons said she would like the Community Development Department to work hard on finding applications for all the zoning and start looking at the overlay so we have some sense of where the core of the City is going in terms of zoning. 
Councilmember Needham said when he tried to find a reason of why he should run for office, one thing that occurred to him with his experience was if neighborhoods could have one or two larger homes along the block along with smaller homes it would attract a mixture of people and that is an idea that has stayed with him. 
Mr. DeSimone said we do not dictate the size of the home. When someone buys in a neighborhood they typically want to build what is similar to the homes around them. 
ACTION.  Motion by Vice Chairman Simmonds seconded by Councilmember Olsen to adopt Ord. 14-04 as presented.   Motion carried unanimously

WORKSHOP ITEMS:
Budget Adjustment FY 2013-2014 appropriating: $68,506 for the Logan Police Alcohol Enforcement Program received from the State of Utah; $630 donated for the Coats for Christmas Program; $2,786,220 Federal Grant funds for the Logan River NRCS Project; $141,151 for the design of  1000 North Storm Water improvements from restricted impact fee revenue – Resolution 14-11 – Richard Anderson. 

Finance Director Richard Anderson explained the proposed budget adjustments.

The proposed resolution will be an action item and public hearing at the February 4, 2014 Council Meeting. 

Consideration of a proposed amendment to 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 Commercial (CC) zoning designation and rezone parcel 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 – Ordinance 14-08 - Mike DeSimone, Community Development Director. 
Community Development Mike DeSimone addressed the Council regarding the proposed amendment. The project application includes a Land Development Code amendment creating a Community Commercial zoning designation, a Zoning map amendment, and  site specific rezone request for five individual properties on two sites and the Fredrico’s/Beaver Mountain Complex. The request to rezone the “Bishop’s Storehouse Building” was pulled from consideration. He showed a series of photos identifying a number of different properties in Logan that are representative of the scale and scope of the proposed Community Commercial Zone were presented. While most of these sites are not included in the specific rezone request, they are indicative of the types of uses, the sizes of buildings, and the general locations for a Community Commercial type of zone. These sites are zoned Residential, Town Center, or Neighborhood Center, and because of their size, location, or existing building type, seem to be conducive to a Commercial Zone that is broader than the NC zone, yet less comprehensive than the General Commercial Zone. Many of these sites are either existing, commercial buildings in residential areas or commercial areas, or they are older, residential structures that have been converted into commercial uses but still contribute to the feel and charter of their respective neighborhoods. 
On January 9, 2014, the Planning Commission recommended that the Municipal Council approve a request to amend the Land Development Code, Sections 17.116 (District and Corridors); 17.17 (District and Corridor uses); 17.18 (General Development Standards; District and Corridors); 17.19 (Specific Development Standards: District and Corridors), amend the Logan City Zoning Map, and approved the request to rezone the above referenced parcels to Community Commercial. The vote was (4-1) with Commissioner Steve Stokes recommending denial. 

Councilmember Needham asked is there any plan where we will not be going beyond 100 West or beyond 100 East with Community Commercial. 
Mr. DeSimone responded the Downtown Zoning currently goes to 100 East and 100 West but in the Downtown it actually goes to 200 East. The maps have been adjusted so it won’t go any further East or West than where it is now. 
The proposed ordinance will be an action item and public hearing at the February 4, 2014 Council Meeting. 

Consideration of a proposed amendment to the Land Development Code. Logan City request to amend Section 17.35 to clarify Open Space standards and requirements – Ordinance 14-09 – Mike DeSimone. 

Mr. DeSimone addressed the Council regarding the proposed amendment. He stated there were a range of issues discussed during the Planning Commission hearing on January 9, 2014 which included a discussion on whether Logan City’s Open Space requirements were too stringent or restrictive, and whether the “Open Space” chapter should in fact be labeled as “Landscaping Requirements” rather than “Open Space.” A complete comparison with a number of other jurisdictions demonstrated that Logan City’s open space and landscaping requirements are similar with other jurisdictions. Also decided was that once the Open Space Plan is completed, Section 17.35 will be modified to separate open space and landscaping requirements and include sections for both.

On January 9, 2014, the Planning Commission recommended that the Municipal Council approve a request to amend the Land Development Code, Chapter 17.35 – Open Space. The vote was (4-0) with Commissioner Steve Stokes recommending denial. 


The proposed ordinance will be an action item and public hearing at the February 4, 2014 Council Meeting. 

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS. 
Chairman Ward addressed the issue of an Ipad/tablet for the Council and using them to view the Council agenda and packet. He added up the cost of copies from just tonight’s Council meeting and the total for 141 color and 105 black and white copies in each packet was $28 and a total of $144 for all Council Members just for copies for one meeting. For the entire year the cost is approximately $3,331 which equates to $666 per Council Member per year.   He proposed that City Recorder Teresa Harris begin emailing the February 4 Council agenda and packet and also post on the City website for those who want to download the Council meeting information.  

Councilmember Daines proposed that each council member should also provide their own tablet to use.
Chairman Ward said he is not opposed to allowing up to $400 for each Council Member to purchase a tablet. 

Vice Chairman Simmonds agreed that Council Members should supply their own tablet. 

Councilmember Olsen said he prefers hard copies but he will make it work.

Finance Director Rich Anderson also said the City IT Department can help with any training on the tablet the Council might need. 
ADJOURN to meeting of the Logan Redevelopment Agency. 
ACTION ITEM. 

PUBLIC HEARING - Consideration of a proposed resolution approving Agency assistance for a road median landscaping project in the South Main Redevelopment Project Area (RDA) – Resolution 14-05.
At the January 7, 2014 Council meeting, Mr. Jensen addressed the Council regarding the proposed resolution. The property is located at the “Y” on Main Street at the juncture of Highway 89/91 and S.R. 165. The proposed project will beautify the median by replacing the existing asphalt with low maintenance plant material that confirms with UDOT safety standards and will be maintained by Logan City Parks & Recreation Department subsequent to an initial maintenance period of two to three years during which time the maintenance will be performance by a landscape contractor. The landscape includes ornamental grasses, dwarf mugo pines and other small plants. It was suggested that the bark mulch ground cover be replaced with a colored gravel ground cover that wouldn’t be blown away by wind.  The estimated costs for the project are $25,000 for project construction to include site preparation, topsoil, installation of irrigation, plant and other landscape materials; $3,600, or $1,200 per year for maintenance services to be provided by a landscape contractor for up to a three year period; $3,000-$4,000 for the preparation of construction drawings related to this project.  The Economic Development Committee has reviewed the project and recommends approval. 

Subsequently, Logan City Senior Planner, Russ Holley, is proposed the addition of some sculpture to enhance the South Main median planting and has come up with a concept showing trout swimming in a river bed. The metal would need to be steel or something similar so that it wouldn’t be stolen. UDOT seems to be okay with the concept. They may need to have breakaway bases or equivalent. Mr. Jensen said that he personally liked the idea and would prefer the fish to be brown as to the block color. The additional cost would be around $2,500 or maybe a little more depending on the bases required.

Mr. Jensen provided the Council with a rendering of both a black and brown fish option. If the sculpture were included, it would adjust the estimated total cost to about $35,000. 
Councilmember Daines said she likes the fish idea and Chairman Ward agreed.

Councilmember Needham said he prefers grass. 

Mayor Petersen commented that he looked at the value versus cost and he feels this is overpriced for what we are getting. He feels the fish look silly and they will be subject to vandalism. He suggested grass be planted and feels we are not getting our value at $30,000 out of this project. 
Councilmember Olsen said he does not want it to look like weeds in this area and appearance makes a difference. He feels this is worth doing and making a statement for Logan.

Councilmember Daines said this is the gateway into Logan and the median improvements will attract people and businesses and will make a statement. 
Vice Chairman Simmonds said our challenge is UDOT and their requirements. 
Mr. DeSimone said the idea is to make an improvement in this area and make it better than we have now. The concern with the fish is vandalism and people stealing the fish. 

The Council asked to see a prototype of the fish before they make a decision. The Council will also send ideas they might have to Mr. DeSimone.  

Councilmember Needham suggested something dignified such as a statue of some kind. 

Chairman Ward opened the meeting to a public hearing.

Logan resident Preston Parker said he would like to see something that introduces people to Logan, something they will talk about and something to be proud of when they see it.  

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

Mayor Petersen said given what is proposed he cannot equate that it would cost that much for this proposal. 

Economic Development Director Kirk Jensen said this is a long median area and that adds to the cost. 
ACTION.  Motion by Councilmember Olsen seconded by Councilmember Daines to continue Res. 14-05 RDA to the February 4, 2014 Council meeting as presented.   Motion carried unanimously

WORKSHOP ITEM.

Consideration of a proposed resolution approving Agency Assistance to the Logan Downtown Alliance in the Downtown Redevelopment Project Area – Resolution 14-10 RDA – Kirk Jensen, Economic Development Director. 

Mr. Jensen addressed the Council regarding the proposed resolution. He stated the Redevelopment Agency has adopted a Downtown Redevelopment Project Area Plan which includes as one of its primary purposes to enhance the economic base of the community by means of revitalization activities carried out in Downtown Logan. The Redevelopment Agency recognizes the value in partnering with the Logan Downtown Alliance to achieve this goal and has done so historically and continues to do so. The Downtown Alliance continues to grow its voluntary assessment base and its promotional revenues. It is recognized that in order for the Alliance to effectively carry out its responsibilities as identified in the Downtown Specific Plan and to more generally work towards the continued betterment of Downtown Logan, financial assistance from the Redevelopment Agency is needed. The Economic Development Committee has reviewed the proposed investment and recommends approval of the following financial commitment.
During fiscal year 2015, the Agency will make quarterly disbursements to the Alliance for the purpose of funding its operations equivalent to 150% of the Alliance’s annual earned revenues, prorated on a quarterly basis and not to exceed a quarterly amount of $12,500 or an annual amount of $50,000. Prior to any disbursement, the Alliance will submit to the Agency financial statements summarizing operations for the previous four quarters to allow for calculation of the quarterly distribution. The Agency will be expected to make an annual report to the Agency at the end of calendar year 2014, summarizing its operations, successes and financial condition, at which time it may also request continued funding from the Agency. 

Logan Downtown Alliance Manager Gary Saxton addressed the Council. He said the Alliance was established in 2003 with the dedicated purpose to preserving downtown’s unique commerce and culture. The desire has always been that the Alliance would become self funded. The mission of the Alliance is to strengthen existing establishments, attract new businesses, and safeguard the cultural and heritage assets in the downtown commercial district or project area. The Alliance used the National Trust’s Four Point Main Street Approach as a framework to organize actions. The Alliance is made of 4 development committees (Economic, Design, Organization, Market) and a board consisting of volunteer leading business people, civic organizations, city and county government officials, local residents, and Logan City merchants and professionals. The Alliance receives funds through Voluntary Assessments to property owners in the project area, Promotional Events, and the Downtown Redevelopment Project Area. Funds are used to support a full-time manager and promote economic activities. Operational Activities are listed as the following. 

Operational Activities

· Collaborate on behalf of property owners in the Downtown Project Area, with Logan City for the planning and development of improvements to streetscape, façade renovation, way-finding, and transportation.
· Advocate on behalf of property owners in the Downtown Project Area, with Logan City’s Community Development regarding ordinances and zoning.
· Advocate, on behalf of property owners in the Downtown Project Area, with Logan City’s Public Works, Police, Environmental, Fire, Light & Power Departments regarding sanitation, public safety, and parking for a clean, safe and accessible downtown. 

Promotional Activities

· Promote Downtown entertainment, arts, retail, and eating establishments.

· Promote Downtown professional services.

· Promote Downtown properties available for sale or lease.

· Promote Downtown as the center of activities and events for the entire community.

· Attract people to Downtown through comprehensive promotional events:

Logan Film Festival

Summer Noon Music Series at the Logan Tabernacle

Summer Sidewalk Sale, Outdoor Recreation Show

Street Dances/Concerts

USU Taste of Logan “Welcome Back Party”

Historic Downtown Building Tour
USU Homecoming Parade

Teton Gravity Research Ski Film Utah Premiere

Halloween Treat Walk

Zombie Walk for the Cache Community Food Pantry

Historic Downtown Ghost tour

Shop Small Saturday

Parade of Gingerbread Homes

Horse Drawn Carriage Rides

Public Art

· Use of website, social media, email marketing, banners, radio and newspaper. 

Councilmember Daines said in the Economic Development Committee meeting, Staff said how helpful Mr. Saxton has been in working out the different issues and projects that are going on in the Downtown. 
Vice Chairman Simmonds asked if the Gardener’s Market can be moved back to the Downtown area. She also suggested a mid-week Gardner’s Market.

Mr. Saxton responded he is trying to make this happen in 2015 and he is looking at the area of 100 North and blocking off the street for this event. 

The proposed resolution will be an action item and public hearing at the February 4, 2014 Council Meeting. 

There being no further business to come before the Council, the meeting adjourned at 9:00 p.m.
Teresa Harris, City Recorder
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