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   SOUTH OGDEN CITY  
PLANNING COMMISSION BRIEFING MEETING MINUTES 

 
November 13, 2014 

Council Chambers, City Hall 
5:30 P.M. 

 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEMBERS PRESENT 
Chairman Todd Heslop, Commissioners Chris Hansen, Shannon Sebahar, Steve Pruess, Dax Gurr and 
Mike Layton 
 
STAFF PRESENT 
City Manager Matt Dixon, City Planner Mark Vlasic and City Recorder Leesa Kapetanov 

 
OTHERS PRESENT 
Jerry Cottrell and Walt Bausman 

 
The briefing session began at 5:44 p.m.  
  
Chairman Heslop called for a motion to open the briefing meeting.   
 
Commissioner Layton moved to open the briefing meeting, followed by a second from 
Commissioner Hansen. 
 
Mr. Heslop reviewed the items on the agenda and asked if there were any questions.  
Commissioner Layton asked about the letter sent to the commissioners from a resident concerned 
with the color of the new car wash on 1550 East and the brightness of its electronic sign.   City 
Recorder Leesa Kapetanov said the letter was for informational purposes only; the planning 
commission had no jurisdiction over paint colors for buildings, and the brightness of the sign was 
regulated by the state.   
Chairman Heslop then asked City Planner Mark Vlasic if he had any comments for this meeting 
concerning the review of residential uses.   Mr. Vlasic said since he had not been able to attend the 
previous meeting where the commission had discussed this same topic, he had based his staff 
report on the minutes of the meeting and discussion with City Manager Matt Dixon and City 
Recorder Leesa Kapetanov.   He had focused on educational institutions, golf courses, PRUD’s/ 
cluster subdivisions.   Mr. Vlasic said many cities were creating a specific zone for educational uses; 
if someone wanted to build a school, they would have to ask for a change of zoning for the 
property where the school was proposed.   He suggested creating a public institution zone which 
would allow schools, churches and public buildings such as city hall.   He also suggested changing 
the zoning for the areas where these types of uses were already located so the zoning map would 
accurately reflect what was on the ground.  He suggested the same things for parks; creating an 
open space zone and then changing the properties where the parks were located to that zone.   
City Manager Dixon said a drawback to making people rezone for an educational use would be the 
challenge to treat every request fairly and consistently the same.   It could make it a 
legislative/political decision rather than an administrative decision.  Mark Vlasic suggested they 
contact different school districts to see if the current trend was affecting them.  He also said the 
city should look toward the future and plan accordingly, instead of just having a knee-jerk reaction 
to a certain problem.    
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Commissioner Sebahar said she too was concerned that making a school rezone could open the 
decision to bias; for example if the request was for a parochial school, to deny a rezone might look 
as if the city was discriminating based on what religion the school was from.  Mr. Vlasic said the 
definition for educational institutions needed to be well defined beforehand so there were no 
issues.   
Mr. Dixon also pointed out this method would require a charter school to rezone, but because the 
state allowed charter schools virtually anywhere, if may put the city in an awkward position to have 
to allow it when they have a public hearing and the community is saying it shouldn’t.   
The commission discussed for a few more minutes the pros and cons of having educational uses as 
permitted or conditional in residential zones or creating a zone specific to the use and requiring 
that someone wanting to put a school in request a rezone.  The point was also made that it needed 
to be clear that no schools should allow boarding.   It was then time to prepare for the planning 
commission meeting.  There was no more discussion.   
Chairman Heslop called for a motion to close the briefing meeting.   
 
Commissioner Pruess moved to adjourn the briefing meeting.  Commissioner Layton seconded 
the motion.  All present voted aye.  The briefing meeting ended at 6:10 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, November 13, 2014. 
 
_______________________________ 
Leesa Kapetanov, City Recorder 
 
Date Approved by the Planning Commission ____December 4, 2013_____ 
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MINUTES OF THE 
SOUTH OGDEN CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

Council Chambers, City Hall 
Thursday, November 13, 2014 – 6:15 p.m. 

 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEMBERS PRESENT 
Chairman Todd Heslop, Commissioners Shannon Sebahar, Steve Pruess, Mike Layton, Chris 
Hansen 
 
STAFF PRESENT 
City Manager Matt Dixon, City Planner Mark Vlasic and City Recorder Leesa Kapetanov 
 
OTHERS PRESENT 
Walt Bausman and Jerry Cottrell 

 
 
I. CALL TO ORDER AND OVERVIEW OF MEETING PROCEDURES 

Chairman Todd Heslop called the meeting to order at 6:17 pm and called for a motion to open. 
 
Commissioner Hansen moved to open the meeting, with a second from Commissioner Pruess.  
All present voted aye.  
 
Chairman Heslop reviewed the agenda for the evening. 
 
Commissioner Sebahar suggested they move public comments from the last part of the agenda 
to now, so if anyone wanted to make a comment they would not have to wait until the end of 
the meeting.  She made a motion to do so.  Commissioner Pruess seconded the motion.  
The vote was unanimous to amend the agenda. 
 
Chairman Heslop invited anyone who wished to make comment. 
  

 
II. PUBLIC COMMENTS 

Jerry Cottrell, 5765 S 1075 E – Mr. Cottrell quoted City Attorney Ken Bradshaw saying “If 
it’s a permitted use, it’s permitted.  If it’s a conditional use, it’s permitted”.  He thought 
the intent of having conditional use permits was to have “some teeth”, but has since 
learned that is not the case, since a conditional use was permitted.  He suggested the 
city get rid of conditional uses altogether, as some other Utah cities had done.  Mr. 
Cottrell said he was trying to protect everyone’s neighborhood.  
Walt Bausman, 5792 S 1075 E – agreed that conditional uses should be done away with.  
The reason for a conditional use permit was that one person got that use.  Had the 
monastery been a conditional use permit instead of a permitted use, there wouldn’t have 
been a problem.  The next person would have to apply for a conditional use permit all 
over again.  You didn’t get to have the same use without going through the process 
again.  It would have been a barrier.    
He then said he hoped there would be public hearing on the rezoning matters because it 
was required by state law.  He thought the entire city needed to know what they were 
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planning because it was required by law.  There had been citizen advisory committees 
for the update of the general plan in 2008; Mr. Bausman wished they would consider the 
same thing for this. 
 
There were no more public comments. 

 
 

III. SPECIAL ITEMS 

A. Continuation of Review and Discussion on Permitted and Conditional Uses In Residential 
Zones 
Chairman Heslop reminded the commission they had gotten through the first two zones at 
the last meeting and would continue from there at this meeting.  City Planner Mark 
Vlasic then went over some questions the commissioners wanted answered from the 
previous meeting.  The first concerned educational institutions; how was it defined?  
Did it include public and private uses, charter schools, trade schools, higher educational 
uses, etc.? He read the current definition for educational use, stating that charter schools 
needed to be added to the definition, as well as making it clear that boarding would not 
be allowed at any school.  The commissioners had also asked how other cities dealt with 
educational uses as well as how they dealt with golf courses.  Mr. Vlasic had researched 
both, using Ogden, Holliday, Salt Lake City, and Draper.  He showed that Ogden City had 
rezoned all their parks, golf courses, etc. as a separate zone, so it showed up on the zoning 
map.  If a private golf course wanted to sell the land, then they would have to make 
application to re-zone the property.  The use would have to be supported in the general 
plan.  Mr. Vlasic then referred to the Holliday zoning map; Holliday had created a “P” 
zone, which was created for parks, schools, churches, and public office buildings.  Salt 
Lake had created an institutional district and an open space district.  Draper had created 
two types of public institution zones; one dealt with very large institutions such as 
stadiums and the other was an open space zone.  The open space zoned dealt with 
facilities owned by public and quasi-public entities that utilized large areas of land.  
Typical uses in the zone were golf courses, cemeteries, hospitals, open-air theaters, public 
parks, public schools and public utilities.   
Mr. Vlasic said his recommendation was that they create a new zone that allowed golf 
courses, parks, cemeteries, and similar uses and that existing uses of this type be re-zoned 
accordingly.  Anyone wanting this use somewhere else would file a re-zone application.  
He also recommended that a new zone be created that allowed schools, churches, public 
offices and similar public institutions.  Existing uses of this type should be re-zoned to 
the new zone, and future requests would be considered as part of a re-zone application.  
City Planner Vlasic then discussed PRUD’s and cluster subdivisions.  He said a PRUD was 
a use within a zone that allowed developers to be more creative with the design and use 
of open space within the PRUD, and then be rewarded with higher density.  A cluster 
subdivision loosened the requirements of a subdivision, including allowing one third of the 
site to be open space.  It was created to overcome site restrictions due to topography or 
other problems.  He also said they were meant to be in single family zones rather than 
multi-family zones.   
The commissioners discussed some PRUD’s that had fallen into disrepair because the 
HOA’s had dissolved or other issues.  The same happened with golf courses around 
which homes had been developed; the golf courses became bankrupt and often cities had 
to take them over.  Mr. Vlasic said planning commissions should have some fore-thought 
on such developments to make sure provisions were in place to such circumstances.  City 
Manager Dixon said one thing cities could do was to require all roads and infrastructure 
were built to the city’s standards, whether they were private or not; that way, if the city 
were forced to take them over, they would not be inferior in quality. 
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City Planner Vlasic then said he thought that PRUD’s and cluster subdivisions should be 
conditional uses.  The conditions are what gave the city a tool for negotiating; however, 
the conditions would need to be well defined.  City Manager Dixon said a 
recommendation had been to reduce the number of conditional uses, but the ones that 
remained would have to be very well-defined.  He said it made sense to get rid of the 
conditional uses that were problematic, but those that remained should have specific 
conditions.   
Mr. Dixon asked if the planning commission was ready to give some direction to staff.  
The commission discussed creating two new zones; an open space zone that would 
include parks, golf courses and cemeteries, and a public/institution zone that would 
include schools, government buildings and churches.  There was some discussion on 
schools; if they would be allowed in commercial zones, and how to better define them. 
They also discussed whether churches should be included in a special zone or if they 
should be included as a use in all the zones.  There did not seem to be an issue with 
churches, and the commission thought they should leave them as they are in the 
ordinance.  They also determined that the two zones should be created as in staff’s 
recommendation, other than leaving churches as they are now in the ordinance.  Staff 
should create the zones and definitions and bring them back for the commissioners to 
review.   
The commission then discussed cluster subdivisions.  The recommendation was that they 
remain conditional uses so there would be some give and take with the developer.  The 
commissioners agreed with the recommendation.  They also determined that both 
cluster and PRUD subdivisions should be required to build streets and infrastructure to the 
city’s standards, whether they were to be private or not.  They should also be more 
clearly defined and consistent in the different zones.   There was also a 
recommendation that other uses in the ordinance be updated, e.g. the terms “bachelor 
and bachelorette” dwellings should be changed.   
Mr. Vlasic then explained to the planning commissioners that the R-3 zone on became 
transition zones between residential and commercial zones; they added more uses and 
allowed higher density housing.  He said he would take the chart listing the allowed uses 
for these zones and make some recommendations.  He then explained the zc zones were 
usually created to allow one specific type of use, such as senior housing and uses 
conducive to it.  It was determined that the zc zones should be renamed either as special 
use zones or for what they were created for.   
City Manager Dixon then reviewed the approval process for the suggested changes and 
the time left remaining on the moratorium created to facilitate making the changes.  
Commissioner Sebahar said she did not see that any large changes had been made.  Mr. 
Dixon replied the decision to place schools in their own zone was quite significant; it 
would require anyone contemplating an educational use to apply for a rezone.  
However, if the planning commission felt that educational institutions made sense in 
residential zones, they should just leave it as is.  Creating a new zone for educational 
uses would make the process more political, as it would require not only planning 
commission approval, but city council approval as well.  Ms. Sebahar asked if that were 
wise as pertaining to charter schools.  State law mandated that charter schools be 
allowed in any zone, yet the city would be requiring them to go through a re-zone process.  
The community might be against the school, come to meetings to protest it, yet not 
realize that they had no say in the matter.  She also pointed out that since it was highly 
unlikely that any more public schools would be added to the city, the only type of school 
left would be parochial schools that would be asking for a rezone.  Ms. Sebahar said she 
was very uncomfortable with that, as it was like putting different religions “on trial”; only 
the religious schools would be “politicized”.  If a parochial school was denied a rezone, 
the question of why it was denied would be asked and the idea that it was because of 
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what type of religion was asking for the school would come into play.  It would be very 
awkward.  Commissioner Pruess suggested that City Attorney Bradshaw attend the next 
meeting to answer some of the questions put forth.  Mr. Vlasic also suggested staff do 
more research to see what the real implications were.   
The commissioners determined that they would probably need an extra meeting to work 
through all the issues.  They decided to meet on December 4, 2014 at 5:30 with no 
briefing meeting beforehand.  They would also have their regular meeting on December 
11, 2014. 
There was some more discussion on educational institutions, and whether they should be 
kept as allowed or conditional uses and therefore remain an administrative decision, or 
whether they should be put into a zone of their own and be required to go through a 
zoning change process, which would make the approval a legislative decision by the city 
council.  It was determined that staff would work on a better definition of educational 
institutions, as well as look at the implications of putting them in their own zones.   
City Manager Dixon then updated the planning commission on the topic of annexation.  
He said a city council member had asked that it be placed on the agenda for the council’s 
discussion.  Staff had told the council the planning commission was waiting for a report 
from the engineer on the Uintah Highlands area, but based on minutes of planning 
commission meetings, the commission was not going to recommend that the city move 
forward with annexation of the area south of the junior high.  The council had 
determined that since the commission was not going to recommend it, they would like to 
have a work meeting to discuss the matter.  They may request that the matter go 
through the process of adding the area to the annexation plan, even if the planning 
commission was not recommending it.  That way, the decision would be the council’s to 
make.  The planning commission discussed the issue more fully, bringing up some points 
in favor of adding it to the annexation plan and asking questions.  Mr. Dixon told them of 
an interlocal agreement entered into with Washington Terrace concerning the properties 
south of the junior high and who would provide services to them; it was entered into at 
the time the junior high was built.  In essence, it drew the lines in the sand; Washington 
Terrace gave some things up to allow South Ogden to annex the property so the junior 
high would be in South Ogden, and South Ogden gave up some things to Washington 
Terrace as well.  The question became how much time and money did the city want to 
spend on studying the annexation, when at the end of the day, Washington Terrace would 
most likely protest our adding it to our annexation plan, it would go before a boundary 
commission, and based on the interlocal agreement, the boundary commission would rule 
in favor of the Terrace because they had already put in the infrastructure based on the 
interlocal agreement and that the area would be annexed into Washington Terrace.  
City Manager Dixon said if the planning commission wanted to change their 
recommendation in favor of adding the area south of the junior high to the annexation 
plan, they should do so now.  No one spoke in favor of changing the recommendation to 
not add the area to the annexation plan. 
There was no more discussion.  
 

 
IV. OTHER BUSINESS 

Mr. Dixon made the point that the commissioners had amended the agenda the last two times 
to allow public comment at the beginning of the meeting; he wondered if they would like to 
make the change permanently in their rules of procedure.  The commissioners discussed the 
matter, determining that it should be put on the agenda at the next meeting for further 
discussion. 
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V. APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING 
A. Approval of October 9, 2014 Briefing Minutes 

Chairman Heslop called for a motion to approve the October 9,2014 Briefing Meeting 
minutes.  
 
Commissioner Layton moved to approve the October 9, 2014 Briefing Meeting 
minutes, followed by a second from Commissioner Hansen.  The vote was 
unanimous to approve the minutes.  
 

B. Approval of the October 9, 2014 Meeting Minutes 
The chair then called for a motion concerning the October 9, 2014 meeting minutes.  
Commissioner Pruess said a change needed to be made in the minutes.  The change 
was on line 80 where he requested that the minutes read “At this point in the meeting, 
Commissioner Pruess noticed Parks and Public Works Director Jon Andersen enter the 
room”.   

 
Commissioner Layton moved to approve the October 9, 2014 meeting minutes with 
the suggested change, followed by a second from Commissioner Pruess.  The vote 
was unanimous in favor of the motion. 

 
 

All minutes were approved. 
 

 

Chairman Heslop then called for a motion to adjourn. 
 
 

VI. ADJOURN 

Commissioner Sebahar moved to adjourn, followed by a second from Commissioner Hansen.  
All present voted aye.   
 
The meeting adjourned at 8:50 pm. 
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Leesa Kapetanov, City Recorder                                        Date Approved by the Planning Commission 


