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   SOUTH OGDEN CITY  
PLANNING COMMISSION BRIEFING MEETING MINUTES 

 
May 8, 2014 

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

 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEMBERS PRESENT 
Vice Chair Todd Heslop, Shannon Sebahar, Steve Pruess and Mike Layton 
 
STAFF PRESENT 
Planner Mark Vlasic and City Recorder Leesa Kapetanov 
 
OTHERS PRESENT 
Walt Bausman, Brent Strate and Gerald Cottrell 
 
 
The briefing session began at 5:41 p.m.  
  
Vice Chair Todd Heslop called for a motion to begin the briefing meeting.  Commissioner 
Pruess moved to open the briefing meeting, followed by a second from Commissioner 
Sebahar.   
Mr. Heslop opened discussion with the first item on the agenda, adding “educational 
institution” as a permitted use in R-1 zones.  City Planner Mark Vlasic explained that as 
staff was working with the zoning ordinance, they had discovered an error; although all 
schools in the city were located in R-1 zones, “educational institution” was not included as 
a permitted use in R-1 zones.  The use was permitted in all other residential zones in the 
city.  Typically, all residential zones allow schools to be built as permitted uses.  Mr. Vlasic 
said this action was a formality to correct an error in the zoning ordinance.   
Vice Chair Heslop then opened discussion for the conditional use application.  Planner 
Mark Vlasic reminded the commissioners that the requirements for allowing a home 
occupation in this zone was basically that the business could not cause a nuisance to 
neighbors.  After reviewing the application, he recommended the conditional use be 
allowed.   
Mr. Heslop then moved to the “overview of planning projects” part of the agenda.  Mr. 
Vlasic said he wanted to give the commissioners an update of where staff was on some 
projects and get some clear direction as to what the commission wanted in the future.  He 
reminded the commission that the urban design for the 40th  Street Project had been 
completed and would be used as a guideline when the city received the funding for the 
project.   The water wise ordinance was near completion, and would then need to go 
through the formal process for adoption.  This was a project he wanted direction on; did 
the commission want him to complete the water wise ordinance, or put his efforts 
somewhere else?   He said some projects were put on hold as the city waited to see if it 
had received a grant to re-do the commercial part of the ordinance to a form based code.  
The city had recently heard that it had been awarded the grant.  They could now see how 
the water wise ordinance would fit in with the new code.   
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Mr. Vlasic then talked about the mixed use code he had worked on.  The commission had 
determined it liked Ogden City’s mixed use ordinance and wanted to use it as a guideline to 
develop its own.   After taking the recommendation to the council, the council had said it 
would like staff to look at using a form based code, and staff had found out about the 
grant.   
He had also completed the Bike Route Master Plan, making some suggested changes put 
forth by the city council.  The plan just needed to be formally adopted.   
The sign ordinance also needed to be revised, but staff had been waiting to see if the form 
based zoning grant was received; the sign ordinance would be part of the revamping of the 
commercial form based code.   
Mr. Vlasic said he would also like to see the city adopt a general plan map.  Currently he 
had to look at three different maps to get a clear picture of what the general plan for the 
city was.  He felt it would be a relatively easy process to come up with one map, but the 
adoption process would be quite lengthy.   
City Planner Vlasic then said he would like to get direction from the commission as to 
which projects he should focus his attention on.  Commissioner Pruess requested that the 
commission see the different maps and be shown how Mr. Vlasic proposed combining 
them.  He also said if there were other things the commission felt he should be working on, 
they should let him know.   
Vice Chair Heslop then called for a motion to close the briefing meeting.  Commissioner 
Layton moved to close the briefing meeting, followed by a second from Commissioner 
Pruess. The briefing meeting concluded at 6:00 pm. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true, accurate and complete record of the South Ogden City 
Planning Commission Briefing Meeting held Thursday, May 8, 2014. 
 
_______________________________ 
Leesa Kapetanov, City Recorder 
 
Date Approved by the Planning Commission ______June 12, 2014_______ 



 

May 8, 2014 Planning Commission Meeting Page 1 

 

MINUTES OF THE 
SOUTH OGDEN CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

Council Chambers, City Hall 
Thursday, May 8, 2014 – 6:15 p.m. 

 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEMBERS PRESENT 
Vice Chair Todd Heslop, Commissioners Steve Pruess, Shannon Sebahar 
and Mike Layton 
 

 
OTHERS PRESENT 
Jerry Cottrell, Randall Parkinson, Laurel DeGroot, Nancy Fagg, Kim Didier, Merlin Bingham, Joe 
Holden, Bonnie Rembaz, Troy Larkin, Walt Bausman 

 
 
I. CALL TO ORDER AND PROCEDURAL STATEMENT 

Vice Chair Todd Heslop called the meeting to order at 6:17pm and called for a motion to open. 
  
Commissioner Pruess moved to open the meeting, with a second from Commissioner Sebahar.  
All present voted aye.   
 
Vice Chair Heslop explained he was sitting in for Chairman Hansen, who was excused.  He then 
reviewed the procedures for a public hearing and then called for a motion to open the public 
hearing. 
 
Commissioner Pruess moved to open the public hearing.  Commissioner Sebahar seconded 
the motion. Commissioners Heslop, Layton, Pruess and Sebahar all voted aye. 
 

II. ZONING HEARINGS 
A. To Receive and Consider Comments on Adding “Educational Institution” as a 

Permitted Use in R-1 Zones 
Vice Chair Heslop asked City Planner Vlasic to give an overview of the reason for the 
public hearing.  Mr. Vlasic explained that it had come to the attention of staff that 
“educational institution” was not a permitted use in the R-1 zone, but was allowed in all 
other residential zones.  This was despite the fact that all schools in the city were 
located in R-1 zones.  Generally, from a planning perspective, schools and churches are 
allowed and even encouraged to locate in residential areas.  The city attorney also 
agreed that not allowing the use in the R-1 zones was an oversight and should be 
corrected.  Staff recommended allowing the use.  Vice Chair Heslop then opened 
comment to the public. 
 
Walter Bausman, 5792 S 1075 E – Mr. Bausman had prepared written comments for the 
commissioners (see Attachment A).  He read through his written statement and 
concluded his comments.   
Gary Gibson, 5742 S 1075 E – Mr. Gibson said he didn’t have a problem with allowing 
the use in the R-1 zones, except for the R-1-10 zone.  He felt it was the most restrictive 
zone for housing; it protected their homes.  He said he was on the planning 
commission for nineteen years, and they never considered changing R-1-10 to allow 
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schools.  He felt the R-1-10 zone should be left as is; if educational institutions were 
allowed, what would keep people from having daycare education in their homes.  He 
felt the planning commission should not allow the use in R-1-10 zones.   
Gerald Cottrell, 5765 S 1075 E – Mr. Cottrell stated he was at the meeting a year ago 
where the opposition to any change in zoning was overwhelming.  He reminded the 
commissioners there were three main objections to changing the zoning: Quality of life, 
property value and public safety.  He said there was already a problem with ingress 
and egress on the monastery property, and to place a school on the property would 
generate more traffic than the existing roads could handle.  He was stunned to hear 
that allowing this use was on oversight.  He did not believe it was an oversight; he felt 
that R-1-10 was never intended to include schools.  Allowing a school in the area 
would cause problems.   
Randall Parkinson, 1085 E 5950 S – Said the area had been protected and he did not 
understand why there was interest in re-zoning that piece of property before there was 
someone to purchase it.  Mr. Parkinson was very much opposed to seeing any change 
in the zoning.  He wondered why they should be made to suffer because things did not 
work out for the sisters at the monastery.  He felt the road in the area would not be 
conducive to a lot of traffic.  He was opposed to any change in zoning; it should remain 
an R-1-10 zone.  
Merlin Bingham, 5772 S 1075 E – Mr. Bingham asked for a definition of an educational 
institution.  City Recorder Leesa Kapetanov read the definition from the zoning 
ordinance.  Mr. Bingham then stated he was against any rezoning.   
Joe Holden, 6023 Park Vista Drive – Said in his eighteen years in real estate, he had 
never seen a city help try and sell a property.  He had heard from his neighbors that 
South Ogden wants to rezone the property to help the monastery try and sell it.  He 
thought that if the city was willing to do it for one, it should do it for everyone.  He said 
when the city built the junior high it impacted the property value of the homes in the 
area.   
Gary Gibson, 5742 S 1075 E – Said he did not have a problem with putting it in an R 
zone, but an R-1-10 zone was a very special zone.  It should not allow an educational 
institution or anything other than just housing.   
Brent Strate, 5993 Park Vista Drive – said if education institutions were allowed in these 
zones, anyone could turn their house into a school.  Instead of visiting with a neighbor 
over a fence, there would be balls coming over the fence into his yard and baseballs 
going into his windows.  By allowing it, the city was opening it up to anyone and 
anything.   
 
There were no more comments from the public. 
 
Vice Chair Heslop called for a motion to close the public hearing. 
 
Commissioner Sebahar moved to close the public hearing.  The motion was seconded 
by Commissioner Pruess.  All present voted aye. 
  
 

III. ZONING ACTIONS 
A. Consideration of Adding “Educational Institution” as a Permitted Use in R-1 Zones 

Vice Chair Heslop asked City Planner Vlasic to comment.  Mr. Vlasic said the matter 
was a point of legal procedure.  Schools and churches are normally allowed in any 
residential zones.  The basis was that these uses should be close to the people who use 
them; it was part of creating a good community.  He said he was unsure of what was 
allowed or mandated by the State of Utah concerning educational institutions or how 
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much latitude a community had in determining where they could or could not go; he 
thought that staff and the commission needed more information.  He suggested that 
the commission table the item.  Mr. Vlasic wanted to emphasize that they were not 
talking about a specific zone or a specific site, they were talking about residential zones 
in general.   
Commissioner Sebahar pointed out that according to the zoning ordinance, South Junior 
High should never have been built.  She also commented she was taken aback, as the 
comments seemed to be about one specific piece of property, when all the information 
the commissioners had received had been that the inclusion of educational institution in 
the R-1 zones had been an oversight.  In addition, all current schools were built in R-1 
zones.  It was her understanding that people wanted their schools close to their 
neighborhood, however, based on the public comment, that did not appear to be the 
case.  The commission needed to consider whether any more schools should be built in 
the community and see if there were legal ramifications for not allowing them.  She 
said there had been no intent to do anything behind closed doors.   
Vice Chair Heslop said the greatest concerns from the citizens who had commented 
seemed to be an increase in traffic and a decrease in safety.  He said there had never 
been mention of a specific property until the public hearing that evening; he wanted to 
do the right thing for the community.   
 
Commissioner Sebahar moved to table any decision until further information or need.  
The motion was seconded by Commissioner Pruess.  Commissioners Layton, Sebahar, 
Pruess and Heslop all voted aye.    
 
The item was tabled.   

 
IV. CONDITIONAL USE APPLICATIONS 

A. Consideration of Petition to Allow a Home Occupation Business at 6045 Ridgeline Dr., 
#F308 
City Planner Vlasic gave an overview of the application, pointing out the address was at 
the Falls Apartments.  The application was for a cleaning business and according to the 
applicant, there would be no storage of chemicals at the residence.  He reminded the 
commissioners they had changed the zoning a year ago to allow home businesses in this 
zone as conditional uses.  They were done as a conditional uses so the commission 
could review each application to ensure that there were no adverse impacts on the 
neighbors.  Having reviewed the application, Mr. Vlasic recommended approval. 
There were no comments or questions from the commission, so the vice chair called for 
a motion. 
 
Commissioner Sebahar stated that since the application was for a multi-family 
dwelling but would not have any disruptive effect on neighbors, she moved to allow 
the home occupation business at 6045 Ridgeline Dr. #F308.  Commissioner Pruess 
seconded the motion.  Vice Chair Heslop then called the vote: 
 
   Commissioner Sebahar- Aye 
   Commissioner Heslop-  Aye 
   Commissioner Layton-  Aye 
   Commissioner Pruess-  Aye 
 
The conditional use application was approved. 
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V. OTHER BUSINESS 
A. Review and Overview of Planning Projects 

Vice Chair Heslop turned the time to City Planner Vlasic for this portion of the meeting.  
Mr. Vlasic reminded the commission that several projects had been started last year, 
and he wanted to give an update on them.  He also would like to get input and advice 
on where staff should be spending their efforts. 
Mr. Vlasic then reported on several items: 

40th Street Design – Staff had prepared an urban design study and presented it to the 
commission and city council.  It would serve as a guideline for the upcoming 40th Street 
Project.  Though the work was completed, the commission and staff needed to be 
diligent to ensure the expectations of the city were met by the contractor doing the 
work.  Commissioner Sebahar asked how the city’s portion of funding would be 
reached.  City Recorder Leesa Kapetanov said a line item had been created in the 
budget and the council had started adding money to it to meet their portion of the 
funding.  They had also applied and received some grant money that would go toward 
their portion of the funding.   

Water Wise Landscape Ordinance – Staff had investigated other water wise ordinances 
as well as a model ordinance developed by Weber Basin Water.  After presenting the 
alternatives to the commission, it was determined that the Weber Basin model would 
work best for the city; it was not too onerous.  Staff had then held back completing the 
ordinance in anticipation of making it a part of the form based commercial ordinance 
the city had hoped to develop.   

Mixed Use Ordinance – Staff had been moving in the direction of developing a 
mixed-use ordinance, but when it was presented to the council, they asked that staff 
look at developing a form based mixed-use ordinance.  At that point, staff sought a 
grant to help in developing a form based code.  The city had just been notified it had 
received the grant, and would now be looking for qualified individuals to help in creating 
a form based commercial code. The water wise ordinance may or may not be a part of 
this new code; however, signage would be addressed in the new code.  Mr. Vlasic 
reminded the commissioners that revising the sign ordinance had been on the list of 
upcoming projects and he felt that incorporating it into the form based code would 
make it much better.   

Bicycle Master Plan – this project was finished and had been presented to the city 
council.  They had suggested some changes and the plan now just had to go through a 
formal adoption process.   

General Plan Map – currently the general plan referenced three different maps; one 
from 1997, and two updates since then.  Mr. Vlasic found the three maps difficult to 
work with and could not refer people to one comprehensive map.  He felt it was time 
to update the general plan, if only the map itself, to create one map.  The process of 
amending the general plan was not an easy one, and he would like some direction from 
the commission as to whether they would like to proceed with it and how much priority 
it should have.  The question that needed to be answered was if only the map should 
be updated, or more of the general plan as well.   

Commissioner Pruess asked Mr. Vlasic to put together arguments for and against a more 
comprehensive update of the general plan to present to the commission.  
Commissioner Sebahar said regardless, updating the map should be a priority; the city 
looked unprofessional without it.  She also felt the sign ordinance should have some 
priority as well.  Mr. Vlasic said his thoughts were that staff should do some 
preliminary work on the sign ordinance but seek advice from the form based code 
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consultant as whether the sign code could be integrated with that process.   

All commissioners agreed that the general plan map and the sign ordinance should be 
priorities.    

 
 

VI. APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING 
A. Approval of March 13, 2014 Briefing Meeting Minutes 

Vice Chair Heslop asked if there was a motion concerning the minutes. 
 
Commissioner Sebahar moved to approve the Planning Commission Briefing Meeting 
Minutes from March 13, 2014, with a second from Commissioner Pruess.  
Commissioners Pruess, Layton, Heslop and Sebahar all voted aye. 

 
B. Approval of March 13, 2014 Planning Meeting Minutes 

 
Commissioner Pruess moved to approve the Planning Commission Meeting Minutes 
for March 13, 2014.  Commissioner Sebahar seconded the motion.  Commissioners 
Heslop, Layton, Sebahar and Pruess all voted aye. 
 
All minutes were approved. 

 
 
 

VII. PUBLIC COMMENTS 
There were no comments from the public. 
 
Vice Chair Heslop called for a motion to adjourn. 
 
 

VIII. ADJOURN 

Commissioner Pruess moved to adjourn, followed by a second from Commissioner Sebahar.  
All present voted aye.   
 
The meeting adjourned at 7:10 pm. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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

Meeting held Thursday, May 8, 2014. 

 

______________________________________                            ______________June 12, 2014___________ 

Leesa Kapetanov, City Recorder                                        Date Approved by the Planning Commission 
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