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   SOUTH OGDEN CITY  
PLANNING COMMISSION BRIEFING MEETING MINUTES 

 
April 11, 2013 

Small Conference Room, City Hall 
5:30 P.M. 

 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEMBERS PRESENT 
Chris Hansen, Shannon Sebahar, Steve Pruess, Todd Heslop, Dax Gurr and Jonathan Wright 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEMBERS EXCUSED 
Mike Layton 
 
STAFF PRESENT 
Jan Striefel, Building Official Jeff Barfuss and City Recorder Leesa Kapetanov 
 
OTHERS PRESENT 
Walt Bausman, Al Hawkins, Azim Abdur Rahim 
 
The briefing session began at 5:36 p.m.  
  
Jan Striefel, an associate of City Planner Mark Vlasic, was present because Mr. Vlasic was 
unable to be at the meeting.   
 
Chairman Chris Hansen went through the items as they appeared on the agenda, beginning 
with ratifying the city council’s moratorium on short term lending businesses.  City 
Recorder Leesa Kapetanov explained the council had placed a moratorium on accepting 
business license applications from short term lenders.  The recommendation to place a 
moratorium should have originated with the planning commission, so it was recommended 
that the commission ratify the action taken by the council.  The moratorium was for 90 
days and began on April 2, 2013.  The commissioners discussed how they were justified in 
limiting the number of short term lending businesses.  Ms. Striefel explained the city could 
limit the number of these types of businesses just as it could density in a residential zone or 
the state could limit the number of liquor stores.  The city couldn’t justify not allowing 
short term lending businesses at all, but they could determine where in the community 
they would allow them and how many to have.  Commissioner Gurr said he thought the 
market would dictate how many should be allowed.  The point was then made that since 
neighboring cities had limited the number of short term lenders allowed in them, many of 
the businesses may end up in South Ogden.  Ms. Striefel advised the commissioners it was 
their job to discuss the issue and make a recommendation to the city council, and that they 
could advise either way; to limit short term lending businesses, or allow them.   
The commissioners then discussed allowing home occupations in the R-5zc zones.  Ms. 
Striefel explained the added wording to section 10-19-3(I), would further clarify what 
businesses and activities would not be allowed in multi-family dwellings.  She also pointed 
out that home occupations were being allowed as conditional uses in the R-5zc zones, as 
they were in other residential zc zones.  This would allow the planning commission to have 
oversight and make sure there would not be impacts to the neighborhood.   
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The commissioners then moved on to discuss the Mount Benedict Monastery.    
Commissioner Wright asked if they needed to address both parcels.  Ms. Striefel said the 
undeveloped parcel might have some soil issues, but that was for a developer to figure out. 
She did say that the commission should address the whole property; it would give 
developers the options of what they could do and give the planning commission the ability 
to study what impacts there would be on the surrounding neighborhood.  They talked 
about the traffic in the neighborhood already generated by the Ogden Athletic Club and 
the Nature Park.  Ms. Striefel pointed out the commission could require a developer to do a 
traffic study, a slope study or provide any other information  relevant to helping the 
commission make a good decision.  She stated that the city could require them to prove 
they had a viable project.   
Ms. Striefel noted some of the uses the city had been approached about for the property; 
they included a cemetery, assisted living, long-term care, hospice, and professional retreat.  
The commission might need to consider if they would allow boarding or not.  Ms. Striefel 
commented much depended on what a developer’s proposal was.   
City Recorder Leesa Kapetanov pointed out the city had wanted to be pro-active with the 
property, to decide ahead of time what uses it would allow, while taking in to account the 
surrounding neighborhood.  Ms. Striefel said she was not sure the city could come up with 
all the uses that might work.  It could list some uses it thought may be appropriate, and 
then if a developer came up with something different,  he would have to convince the 
commission it would be an appropriate use for that location.  Commissioner Sebahar 
suggested also coming up with a list of things that would be inappropriate for the location.     
Ms. Striefel said in conversations with Mark Vlasic, the city planner, he had indicated his 
belief that the best way to handle the zoning for the property was to create a unique zone 
specific to the property.  She also mentioned that the planning commission might be able 
to reserve the right and have the flexibility to review each proposal as to its compatibility 
with the neighborhood; this was a unique property and might need to be handled in a 
unique manner.  She said the city should check with its attorney and get his opinion on 
what could be done.  Ms. Striefel stated there had been five to six developers already who 
had approached the city concerning the Mount Benedict property; she felt they should 
have to “jump through some hoops”, such as provide a traffic study, do a soils study, etc.  
She felt it would weed out those who were not serious and make them prove that their 
project was viable.   
City Recorder Leesa Kapetanov said a public hearing on the property was scheduled for 
next month’s planning commission meeting; if the city held a public hearing, it needed to 
be able to give notice of what it intended to do with the property.   
Commissioner Sebahar stated she did not feel comfortable changing the zone without 
working with the property owner.   
Ms. Striefel said it was her understanding the owners and their real estate representative 
wanted the property rezoned because it would be one less thing a developer would have 
to take care of.  Another option would be to leave the property as is, and a developer who 
is serious would apply for a rezone; the planning commission could make the rezone 
conditional on the actual development of the property.   
The commissioners discussed whether it was better to be proactive in rezoning or not, but 
had to end the discussion to go into the regular meeting. 
 
 
The briefing meeting ended at 7:07 p.m. 
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I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true, accurate and complete record of the South Ogden City 
Planning Commission Briefing Meeting held Thursday, April 11, 2013. 
 
_______________________________ 
Leesa Kapetanov, City Recorder 
 
 
Date Approved by the Planning Commission __May 9, 2013__ 
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MINUTES OF THE 

SOUTH OGDEN CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
Council Chambers, City Hall 

Thursday, April 11, 2013 – 6:00 p.m. 
 

 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEMBERS PRESENT 
Chris Hansen, Shannon Sebahar, Todd Heslop, Jonathan Wright, Dax Gurr and Steve Pruess 

 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEMBERS EXCUSED 
Mike Layton 
 
STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT 
Planning Representative Jan Striefel, Building Official Jeff Barfuss, City Recorder Leesa 
Kapetanov 
 
OTHERS PRESENT 
Walt Bausman, Robin Holley, Amanda Czarny, Tessa Padgett, Al Hawkins, Azim Abdur Rahim 

 
 

I. CALL TO ORDER AND PROCEDURAL STATEMENT 

The meeting began at 6:13 p.m.  Chairman Hansen began by calling for a motion to open the 
meeting. 
 
Commissioner Sebahar moved to open the meeting, with a second from Commissioner Pruess.  
All present voted aye.   
 
Chairman Hansen then read over the procedures of the planning commission meeting and 
moved to the next item on the agenda.  

 
II. SPECIAL ITEMS 

A. Ratify City Council’s Moratorium on Short Term Loan Businesses 
City Recorder Leesa Kapetanov explained this was a housekeeping item.  The 
recommendation to set a moratorium should have originated with the planning 
commission, but since it hadn’t, the planning commission needed to ratify the action by 
the city council to correct the oversight.  She explained the moratorium was for 90 
days, but could be extended if necessary.   
 
Commissioner Gurr moved to ratify the city council’s moratorium on short term 
lending businesses for 90 days.  The motion was seconded by Commissioner Wright.  
There was no discussion on the motion, so Chairman Hansen called the vote: 
 
   Commissioner Sebahar- Yes 
   Commissioner Wright-  Yes 
   Commissioner Pruess-  Yes 
   Commissioner Heslop-  Yes 
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The moratorium was ratified. 
 
Chairman Hansen then moved to the public hearing portion of the meeting by calling for 
a motion to open the public hearings.   
 
Commissioner Pruess moved to open the public hearing, followed by a second from 
Commissioner Sebahar.  All present voted aye. 
 
 

III. PUBLIC HEARINGS 
To Receive and Consider Comments on the Following Items: 
 

A. Whether to Allow A Home Occupation Business as a Conditional Use in the R-5zc(C) 
Zone 
Chairman Hansen asked staff to give their recommendation for this item.  Ms. Striefel 
said it was staff’s recommendation to allow home occupations in the R-5zc(C) and 
R-5zc(A&B) and modify the wording in 10-19-3(I) to ensure that multi-family home 
occupations be limited to internet, online or similar impact uses.   
Chairman Hansen then called for public comments concerning this item.  No one came 
forward to comment, so Mr. Hansen moved to the next item for public hearing. 
 

B. Whether to Limit the Number of Short Term Lending Businesses in South Ogden City 
Ms. Striefel pointed out the background information the commissioners had received in 
their packets.  She said staff’s recommendation was to limit short term lenders.  
Because surrounding cities had decided to limit these types of businesses, South Ogden 
City was at risk for being the go-to destination in the region for these types of lenders.  
Five short term lending businesses already had licenses in the city, with a sixth being 
processed, thus exceeding by far the limits per capita that Ogden and Riverdale had 
already put in place.  The recommendation for the ordinance was to define short term 
lenders and then restrict them by proximity and population (1 per 5600 people), as well 
as restricting them to Washington Boulevard.  
Chairman Hansen asked if there were anyone present to speak concerning this item.  
No one came forward.  He then moved to the next topic for the public hearing. 
 

C. Whether to Change the Set Back Requirements for Fences on Corner Lots 
City Building Official Jeff Barfuss gave some background information on this item.  He 
pointed out that most corner lots have very shallow rear yards, and wider side yards.  
Because of the way the ordinance is written, if a property owner of a corner lot wants to 
have privacy with a six foot fence, he must give up approximately ten feet of his yard to 
do so.  He also said when the fence gets moved in ten feet, the yard outside the fence 
tends to become unkempt.  He said the ordinance was very difficult to enforce.  
Commissioner Pruess gave some background on the reason for the current ordinance.  
He said years ago, when much development was occurring, Planner Ken Jones brought 
to their attention the fact that when driving through a community, seeing fences built 
right up to the sidewalk created an unfriendly, closed in environment.   They changed 
the ordinance creating the wider setback at that time.  Commissioner Pruess said 
many homeowners had complied with the ordinance and felt it made the city look 
better.  He said perhaps the planning commission could review requests for corner lot 
fences on a case by case basis.   
The commissioners then discussed the safety issues of allowing a fence closer to the 
property line and how the clear-view ordinance worked.  Commissioner Sebahar 
commented she had seen many corner lots where the fence cut off much of the usable 
area; she was in favor of changing the ordinance.   
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City Recorder Kapetanov reminded the commissioners this time was actually set aside 
for the public hearing and the commissioners should have their discussion later in the 
meeting. 
Chairman Hansen asked if there were anyone in the audience so speak to the issue.  
 
Robin Holley, 886 E 4500 S -- Mr. Holley commented he lived on a corner lot and he felt 
his privacy was compromised by not being able to have a six foot fence unless it was set 
back ten feet.   
 
The commissioners looked at some pictures provided by Mr. Barfuss (see Attachment A) 
showing Mr. Holley’s fence.  Mr. Barfuss said the fence violated two set-back 
requirements; one, it was only nine feet from the property line, and two, it was six feet 
high from the rear of the house to the front of the house and it should only be four feet 
high.  
Mr. Holley stated he had a large picture window on that side of his house, and he was 
worried someone might break it or shoot at it, so he had brought the six foot fence to 
the front of the house.   
Mr. Barfuss pointed out the current ordinance allows six foot fences to the front of the 
house on interior lots, but not on corner lots.   
Chairman Hansen asked if anyone else would like to speak to the issue.  No one else 
came forward so Chairman Hansen called for a motion to end the public hearing. 
 
Commissioner Sebahar moved to close the public hearing, with a second from 
Commissioner Pruess.  Commissioners Heslop, Pruess, Sebahar, and Gurr all voted 
aye. 
  
 

IV. Zoning Decisions 

Chairman Hansen informed the commission they would be discussing item C, concerning fences, 
before items A and B, and called for discussion on corner lot fences. 

C. Consideration of Amending the Fence Ordinance for Corner Lots 
Commissioner Pruess and Heslop put forth the idea of making the setback dependent 
on lot size.  They asked Building Official Barfuss what he thought of it.  Mr. Barfuss 
said he didn’t think it was a good idea.   
Commissioner Sebahar commented she felt the ten foot set-back was a hardship on 
owners of corner lots.  Mr. Barfuss added that often owners don’t maintain the ten 
foot area outside the fence.  
The commission reviewed the current ordinance and what was allowed.  They also 
discussed the clear-view area, and how it related to the fence ordinance.  (Note: 
Commissioner Wright left the meeting at this point, approximately 6:47 p.m.)  
Commissioner Pruess stated he was not in favor of changing the ordinance as suggested, 
i.e. removing all the restrictions.  City Recorder Kapetanov asked the commissioners to 
view the current ordinance while she read the suggested changes so they could see 
what the difference was.   
Commissioner Gurr moved to change the corner lot fence ordinance according to the 
building official’s recommendation.  Commissioner Sebahar seconded the motion. 
Chairman Hansen asked if there were any discussion.  Commissioner Heslop asked if 
they should add a condition that fence applications for corner lots be added to the 
motion.  The consensus was that they should not.  Chairman Hansen called the vote: 
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   Commissioner Sebahar- Yes 
   Commissioner Pruess-  No 
   Commissioner Heslop-  Yes 
   Commissioner Gurr-  Yes 
 
The motion passed.   

 
 

A. Consideration of Allowing A Home Occupation Business as a Conditional Use in the 

R-5zc(C) Zone 

Chairman Hansen asked if the commission would like to discuss this item further.  
Commissioner Sebahar said she agreed with this change; the previous ordinance was 
very outdated.  She also liked the fact that the wording had been changed to limit 
home occupation businesses from having employees congregate or materials stored at 
multi-family dwellings.  This would still allow internet type businesses to operate 
there.   
 
Commissioner Sebahar moved to allow home occupation businesses as a conditional 
use in the R-5zc(C) and R-5zc(AB) zones.  The motion was seconded by Commissioner 
Pruess.  Chairman Hansen asked if there were further discussion.  There was no 
discussion and the vote was called: 
 
   Commissioner Sebahar- Yes 
   Commissioner Pruess-  Yes 
   Commissioner Heslop-  Yes 
   Commissioner Gurr-  Yes 
 
The motion passed. 
 

 

B. Consideration of Limiting the Number of Short Term Lending Businesses in South 

Ogden City 

Chairman Hansen opened this item to discussion.  Commissioner Pruess asked how 
many short term lending businesses there were in the city.  City Recorder Kapetanov 
stated there were five, with one application in process, so there would be six.  She said 
she had done some research to see when the businesses had come to the city.  The 
first had come in 2002, the next in 2005, and the next in 2009.  Ogden City had passed 
its limit on short term lenders in 2010, and Riverdale had limited theirs in June of 2012.  
In 2012, two more short term lenders had come to South Ogden.  The latest applicant 
had lost their lease in Riverdale, and was told by Riverdale City they could not relocate 
there due to the restriction.  The business then found a location in our city.   
The commissioners discussed different reasons for limiting these types of businesses, 
including the economic drain they can be on a community, and the fact that other 
businesses don’t like to locate near them.  Chairman Hansen said there seemed to be a 
cluster of them along Washington Boulevard.  Ms. Kapetanov reminded the 
commissioners of some conversations they had had with the city council concerning 
Washington Boulevard and the desire of the city to “clean-up” and redevelop 
Washington between 36th and 40th Streets.   
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Commissioner Sebahar asked what the recommended limitation of short term lenders 
to three was based on.  Ms. Striefel said it was based on allowing one per 5600 people; 
the population of South Ogden City was 16,500.   
Commissioner Gurr said he felt that limiting the number of businesses would allow them 
to be able to raise their rates, as there would be fewer of them, and it was a service that 
people used.   
Commissioner Sebahar said she would not normally worry about limiting short term 
lenders, but since surrounding cities had done so, she did not want South Ogden to 
suffer the residual effects.  She also said she did not agree with the recommendation 
to limit them to Washington Boulevard, as the city was looking toward redevelopment 
in the area.   
The commission discussed the different ways of limiting short term lenders; both by 
number and distance from each other.   
Commissioner Sebahar mentioned there were other businesses with similar tactics as 
short term lenders, such as tax companies who gave high interest “anticipation” loans 
on tax returns.  
Commissioner Gurr said he felt the city should not try to limit business; we would 
actually be helping the short term lenders already here by eliminating their competition.   
Commissioner Pruess stated it was the planning commissions business to make sure the 
city was a desirable place to live, and allowing a high number of short term lenders in 
the city would not make the city a desirable place.   
The commissioners discussed the issue further, covering points both in favor and against 
limiting short term lenders.  Commissioner Sebahar asked whether they could table 
the item, and the consensus was the planning commission would like further time to 
think about the issue. 
 
Commissioner Sebahar moved to table this item, with a second from Commissioner 
Pruess.  The commissioners discussed the item a little further, to see if they could 
make a recommendation.  The motion stood; Chairman Hansen called the vote: 
 
   Commissioner Sebahar- Yes 
   Commissioner Pruess-  Yes 
   Commissioner Heslop-  Yes 
   Commissioner Gurr-  Yes 
 
The item was tabled.   
 

  

V. OTHER BUSINESS 
 

A. Discussion on Appropriate Zoning for Mount Benedict Monastery Located at 6000 S 
1075 E 
Ms. Striefel read some background information on the monastery and the 
recommendation of staff.  She pointed out some questions that should be asked, and 
the many alternatives that could be used to zone the property appropriately.   
Commissioner Gurr asked what the property owner wanted; Ms. Striefel said it was her 
understanding the owners wanted to be able to market the property more effectively, 
which they were unable to do with its current zoning.  Mr. Gurr said he felt the owner 
should petition the city to rezone it.  
Ms. Striefel said she had some ideas base on the earlier discussion of the commission; 
one idea was that the city could create a special use or overlay zone on the property, 
then list the things the commission would absolutely not allow in that zone and some of 
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the reasonable uses that might be allowed.  That type of zoning would also allow 
developers to come forward with other options not listed, and convince the commission 
that their proposed use would be appropriate for the neighborhood.  The zone could 
also have special conditions for the site plan review process, such as providing certain 
information, i.e. a traffic study, what the buildable area was based on soil and slope, 
creating a buffer between the property and the existing neighborhood according to the 
proposed use, etc.    
Commissioner Sebahar asked how an overlay zone differed from just creating a new 
zone.  Ms. Striefel gave an example of a large residential zone, of which a small portion 
may be historical homes; an overlay zone would be created for that small area, with 
additional zoning, so that it could be treated differently.  Commissioner Sebahar asked 
if, in the big picture of things, a zone needed to be changed or created; she felt the 
commission simply needed to give some guidance.  Perhaps the commission could 
make a list of things they would not allow, but leave the things they would allow 
open-ended, because the commission may not be able to list everything that may work 
for the property.   
Ms. Striefel pointed out the commission could be pro-active, discuss what they want, 
and make their best effort at what they want on the site, or they could do nothing and 
wait for a developer to come to them to petition for a rezone according to what they 
wanted.   
Commissioner Sebahar stated she was not willing to re-zone the property without a 
request from the owner.  Commissioner Pruess asked if she would be willing to give 
some ideas of what may work at the property.  Ms. Sebahar stated she thought that 
would be a good idea, so as not to waste anyone’s time with something the planning 
commission would clearly not allow.  She wanted to have clear communication with 
everyone involved.   
Ms. Striefel suggested the minutes of this meeting could serve as direction for those 
interested in developing the property; the planning commission could get as specific as 
possible about what they would allow and what they would not allow.   
Commissioner Pruess pointed out that in his feedback concerning the property, no one 
seemed to want a use such as a drug rehab.  Things that appeared acceptable were an 
assisted living center, or a hospice facility.  Other acceptable uses brought forth from 
other planning commission members were a cemetery or a corporate or religious 
retreat.  The commissioners then discussed the fact that any use which generated high 
traffic would probably not be allowed.  City Recorder Kapetanov said someone had 
approached her asking if the property could be used as a church as it was now, but with 
a school attached as well.  She pointed out that schools were currently only allowed in 
zones R-2 and higher.  The commissioners said a school would most likely generate too 
much traffic.   
They then reiterated the fact that they would just as soon leave the zoning as is, until 
the owner or a developer approached them with a request.   
City Recorder Kapetanov then clarified that there would not be a public hearing until a 
request was received.  Ms. Striefel said it may be a good idea as a courtesy to the 
neighborhood to have a public open house where they could give their input.   
 
Commissioner Heslop moved to have a public neighborhood meeting, presenting a list 
of acceptable uses the commission is considering, and those it will not consider; and 
allow input from neighbors.  Commissioner Sebahar seconded the motion.  
Commissioner Gurr asked when and how the neighborhood meeting would take place.  
They discussed sending notices out to people within 500 feet or within a natural 
boundary of the neighborhood.  It was also suggested that the meeting be held at city 
hall.  The commissioners discussed having the meeting be informal.  They then 
agreed the meeting should be held on May 16, 2013.  Commissioners Gurr, Heslop, 
Pruess, and Sebahar all voted aye.  
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Chairman Hansen then moved to the next item on the agenda.   
   

VI. Approval Of Minutes Of Previous Meeting 
A. Approval of the February 21, 2013 Special Meeting Briefing Minutes 

Chairman Hansen asked if anyone had corrections or comments concerning the 
minutes. 
 
Commissioner Pruess moved to approve the February 21, 2013 special meeting 
briefing minutes, with a second from Commissioner Sebahar.  Commissioners 
Heslop, Gurr, Pruess and Sebahar all voted aye 

 
B. Approval of the February 21, 2013 Special Meeting Minutes 

Chairman Hansen asked if there were any corrections or motions concerning the 
February 21, 2013 meeting minutes. 

 
Commissioner Pruess moved to approve the February 21, 2013 special meeting 
minutes. Commissioner Gurr seconded the motion.  Commissioners Sebahar, Heslop, 
Pruess and Gurr all voted aye.   
 

C. Approval of the March 14, 2013 Briefing Meeting Minutes 
Chairman Hansen called for a motion concerning the March 14th briefing meeting 
minutes. 
 
Commissioner Sebahar moved to approve the March 14th briefing meeting minutes, 
followed by a second from Commissioner Pruess.  Commissioners Heslop, Pruess, 
Sebahar and Gurr all voted aye. 
 

D. Approval of the March 14, 2013 Meeting Minutes 
Chairman Hansen called for any corrections or comments for the March 14th meeting 
minutes. Seeing none, he called for a motion. 
 
Commissioner Pruess moved to approve the March 14th meeting minutes.  
Commissioner Heslop seconded the motion.  Commissioners Sebahar, Gurr, Pruess 
and Heslop all voted aye. 
 
 

VII. ADJOURN 

Chairman Hansen then called for a motion to adjourn. 

 

Commissioner Pruess moved to adjourn, followed by a second from Commissioner Sebahar.  
All present voted aye.  The meeting was adjourned at 7:53 p.m.  

 

 

 

 

I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true, accurate and complete record of the South Ogden City Planning Commission 

Meeting held Thursday, April 11, 2013. 

 

______________________________________                             ______________May 9, 2013___________ 

Leesa Kapetanov, City Recorder                                        Date Approved by the Planning Commission 
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