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   SOUTH OGDEN CITY  
PLANNING COMMISSION BRIEFING MEETING MINUTES 

 
February 11, 2016 

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

 
 

PLANNING COMMISSION MEMBERS PRESENT 
Chair Todd Heslop, Commissioners Mike Layton, Steve Pruess, Raymond Rounds, Susan 
Stewart, and John Bradley  
 
 
STAFF PRESENT 
City Planner Mark Vlasic and City Recorder Leesa Kapetanov 
 
The briefing meeting began at 5:34 pm.  Chair Todd Heslop reviewed the agenda.  He also 
informed those present that Commissioner Hansen had sent a letter of resignation effective 
immediately.   Mr. Heslop then turned the time to City Planner Mark Vlasic. 

Mr. Vlasic began by discussing his staff report for the Form Based Code.  He said he had 
reviewed the minutes from the last meeting and tried to answer the key questions put forth 
by the public.  He went through the report with the planning commissioners, explaining in 
more detail his answers.  He said his recommendation was that the general commercial uses 
be eliminated from the 40th Street General Zone.   City Recorder Leesa Kapetanov pointed 
out that as per Mr. Vlasic’s recommendation, liquor stores would be removed as a use in the 
40th Street General Zone, however beer sales would be still be allowed in small retail stores.   

City Planner Vlasic then reviewed the changes staff was proposing for the General Plan.  
They mostly consisted of combining the three existing maps into one map for the sake of 
ease of use for staff and the public.  Some of the language also needed to updated to clarify 
and eliminate confusion.  He said the whole plan should probably be updated as it had been 
so long since the last update, however it was very expensive.  Combining the maps and 
adding some clarifying language would be a good stop gap measure until the City could 
update the whole General Plan. 

There was no more discussion.  The briefing meeting was concluded.   

 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true, accurate and complete record of the South Ogden City 
Planning Commission Briefing Meeting held Thursday, February 11, 2016. 
 
_______________________________                                ____________March 10, 2016___________ 
Leesa Kapetanov, City Recorder                 Date Approved by the Planning Commission 
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MINUTES OF THE 
SOUTH OGDEN CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

Council Chambers, City Hall 
Thursday, February 11, 2016 – 6:15 p.m. 

 
 

PLANNING COMMISSION MEMBERS PRESENT 
Chair Todd Heslop, Commissioners Mike Layton, Steve Pruess, Raymond Rounds, 
Susan Stewart and John Bradley  
  
STAFF PRESENT 
City Manager Matt Dixon, City Planner Mark Vlasic and City Recorder Leesa 
Kapetanov 
 
OTHERS PRESENT 
Ramona Kiernan, Dori Clark, Arthur D. Richards, Earl Clark, Paul D. Nelson, Amber 
Fisher, Reginald Fisher, Jeff Morrell, Mark Taylor, Genevieve Romero, Wesley 
Stewart, Sharol Dolan, Sandra Ropelato, Shanna Brown, Kyler Weston, Carter Shupe, 
Porter Mitchell, Jay Sjoberg, Todd Weston, Steve Johnson, Joe Chadburn, Gabe 
Dwaileebe, Brigham Gold, Michael Bart Brown, Robert Wukenski, Debbie Walker, 
Angie Davis, Robert Hoggan, Barry Bigler, Charles C. Maxfield, Jerry Cottrell, Walt 
Bausman, Jennifer Wilson, Kirt Freeland, Nick Branz, Gailen Lundell, Susan Lundell, 
Amy Halverson, Peggy Muro, Amy Stegen, Kenny Buckway, Jeri Whitehead, Josh 
Payne, Ben Fuentes, Robert Higgs, Ilona Adams, Aaron Roane, Elida Henriquez, 
Jaime Henriquez 

 
 

I. CALL TO ORDER AND OVERVIEW OF MEETING PROCEDURES 

Chair Todd Heslop began the meeting at 6:16 pm and welcomed those present.  He reviewed 
the agenda, asking that due to the large number of people present, everyone keep their 
comments to three minutes during the public hearing.  Mr. Heslop then entertained a motion 
to open the meeting. 
 
Commissioner Bradley moved to convene as the South Ogden City Planning Commission, 
followed by a second from Commissioner Rounds.  Commissioners Layton, Bradley, Stewart, 
Rounds and Pruess all voted aye.   

 
Chair Heslop then called for a motion to close the public meeting and open a public hearing. 
 
Commissioner Rounds moved to enter into a public hearing regarding the Form Based Code.  
Commissioner Pruess seconded the motion.  The voice vote was unanimous to open the 
public hearing. 
 
 

II. PUBLIC HEARING 
To Receive and Consider Comments on the following items: 

A. Adopting the Form Based Code and Amending the Zoning Map 
The Chair turned the time to Planner Vlasic for a presentation on the Form Based Code 
(see Attachment A).  Mr. Vlasic went through the presentation, explaining what the 
Form Based Code was and reasons the City was proposing adopting it. 
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Planner Vlasic then read through his staff report (see Attachment B), addressing the 
most frequently asked questions from the previous meeting.   
The Chair then invited those who wished to speak to the Form Based Code to come 
forward, stating their name and address for the record.   
 
Ilona Adams, 3751 Ogden Ave. – Ms. Adams said she would like a pet chicken and asked 
if it had something to do with zoning.  Commissioner Pruess said it did have to do with 
zoning, but today’s focus was on the Form Based Code. 
Ms. Adams then said she and her neighbors were hoping that more townhomes would 
be built in their area and wondered if the Form Based Code would encourage it.  
Planner Vlasic said townhomes would be allowed, but it would be up to a developer to 
decide what types of permitted uses he wanted to do.  There might be a chance that a 
developer would want to buy large areas of land to develop, and may approach 
individual home owners in the area to sell.  It would be up to each individual to decide 
if they wanted to stay where they were or sell.   
 
City Manager Dixon asked Chair Heslop if he wanted staff to respond to each question 
as it was asked, or if they should wait until the public was through commenting and then 
address the questions at the end.  Mr. Heslop said he felt it would be better to record 
the questions and respond later in the meeting.       
 
Jeri Whitehead, 330 39th – Ms. Whitehead said she was concerned with the timeline.  
Would they have to move?  
 
Amy Stegen, 815 40th – asked what a rezoning typically did to property values.   
 
Robert Higgs, owner of Burch Creek Mercantile, 3920 Washington Blvd. and resident 
of 3881 Ogden Ave. – was concerned that a developer would not offer enough money 
for the properties he had invested a lot of money in.   
 
Jimmy Luiz, friend of resident living at 36 Sylvia – asked if the City knew of a big project 
coming and was rezoning the area in response.  Would they also look at making 39th 
and 40th a two-way street? 
 
Sandra Ropelato, 535 40th – Ms. Ropelato pointed out the area between Adams and 
Porter was already commercial.  The new zoning seemed more restrictive and she 
wondered what the benefit would be.  She also asked if there was an alley between 
Adams and Porter.     
 
Aaron Roane, Chimes View Drive – also wondered what the zoning would do to his 
property value.  He also asked when the new zoning would take effect and would it 
allow his home to become a duplex or four-plex.      
 
Genevieve Romero, 302 Chimes View, owner of a child care business – wanted to know 
how the rezoning would affect her business.  Would she be required to add more 
parking?  
 
Mark Taylor, owner of business at 422 39th – said it would seem more appropriate to 
split the project into the 40th Street project and the Washington Boulevard project in 
order to give people more time to address the issues.  He also asked if they chose not 
to sell their businesses if eminent domain would take effect.   
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Josh Payne, 3796 Porter – felt that the requirement of a quarter acre park for a 5 acre 
development didn’t seem large enough to be called a park.  He also felt that even 
though his home was not in the area being proposed for a rezone, it would still affect his 
family; mixing commercial and residential would cause traffic to increase no matter 
what.  He also asked why this area was designated as the City Center, since it was not 
in the center of the city but far north.  He agreed the area needed to be improved, but 
he did not want to see his neighborhood ruined.     
 
Paul Nelson, 3829 Adams – said he bought his house in South Ogden because he liked 
the neighborhood.  He did not like the type of housing the City was proposing.  He 
wanted a family based community and wondered what would stop the City from 
expanding the commercial areas further in the future.   
 
Cindy Taylor, wife of owner of the Service Bureau – asked if the City developed the 
area if owners would be given the opportunity to bring their buildings into compliance 
with the zoning ordinance and who would pay for it?  She also wanted to know if 
someone purchased their property and developed it, if they would have the opportunity 
to have a space in the new development.   
 
Michael Bart Brown, 3732 Ogden – asked what the likelihood was and timeline for 
someone wanting to purchase his home. 
 
Ramona Kiernan, 3985 Raymond – wanted to know if the current homeowners would 
be expected to change their homes or would they be able to stay the same? 
 
Note: See all written comments submitted for the public hearing under Attachment C.   
 
There were no more comments from the public concerning the Form Based Code. 
Chair Todd Heslop called for a motion to close the public hearing.   
 
Commissioner Rounds moved to close the public hearing and return to the Planning 
Commission Meeting, followed by a second from Commissioner Pruess.  The voice 
vote was unanimous in favor of the motion. 

 

III. ZONING ACTIONS – Legislative 
A. Discussion and Recommendation on Adoption of the Form Based Code 

The chair indicated it was time to answer questions posed by the public.  Commissioner 
Bradley said he would address some of the questions.  He began by saying there was no 
timeline; the City was just trying to adopt a Form Based Code.  There were no developers 
who had approached the City with a proposal, however the Form Based Code would put a 
standard in place so when a developer did come to the City, the City could say what the 
development should look like and make sure it fit within the uses defined.  Development 
would happen over a long period of time and according to developer interest.  
Commissioner Bradley also pointed out that existing homes and businesses would not be 
required to adjust their homes or improve their businesses to make it fit within the new 
zoning ordinance.  However, if they made extensive changes (more than 25%), they 
would have then have to conform to the Form Based Code.   
Mr. Bradley then addressed what the benefit of a Form Based Code was.  He said the 
new code was meant to facilitate development, but would also clarify what uses were 
allowed.  There were some drawbacks to the code and the proposed rezoning, and the 
Commission recognized that.  He also pointed out that, like it or not, the population 
along the Wasatch Front would double by 2040; that meant developers would come, 
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whether the City was ready or not.  The Form Based Code would allow development to 
happen the way the City wanted it to.   
Commissioner Bradley next answered why the city center was at the north end of the city. 
He said the city center had been in the General Plan since at least 1997 for the reason that 
this is where the center of the City started, where City Hall had always been and 
everything in South Ogden developed from here out.  Mr. Bradley concluded his 
comments by saying the city council had also given direction that they wanted the area to 
be a walkable, usable, neighborhood friendly place and wanted to keep it vibrant and 
alive.   
Commissioner Heslop then answered the question concerning if a developer had 
approached the City and if that is why they were proposing the zoning changes.  He said 
no one had approached the City but that the planning commission had been discussing 
the Form Based Code for over a year.   
Commissioner Bradley commented that there had been many questions concerning 
eminent domain.  He said theoretically it was a possibility the City could use eminent 
domain, but the law was very restrictive as to when a city could use it; taking a property to 
allow another business use was probably not within the allowed parameters.  
Commissioner Rounds added that the Form Based Code was developed to deal with 
developers who come to the city and want to do something.  The City was not in the 
business of buying property, taking people’s property or forcing them out of their houses.  
A developer would have to approach property owners to ask them to sell.  The owners 
had a choice to sell or not sell.   
Planner Vlasic agreed with everything that had been said, saying that the Form Based 
Code was to facilitate better development.   He added that the code would also 
facilitate how development would happen if, for example, if a transit line came up 40th 
Street.  The code would facilitate an orderly transformation that was likely to come 
whether the City adopted the Form Based Code or not.  The City was being pro-active in 
the matter and had sought and received matching funding to develop the Form Based 
Code.   
Mr. Vlasic next addressed the question of property values.  He said in general the Form  
Based Code allowed more latitude on the types of uses allowed, however values would 
not change overnight.  He thought the change would come as development started to 
take place, which in turn would spark interest for more development.   
He then answered the question concerning if someone could turn his home into a duplex 
or four-plex; the answer was yes, as long as the owner could meet the requirements set 
out in the Code.  As to the observation that a quarter acre park was very small for a 5 
acre development, he agreed it was. However, the hope would be that a developer would 
want to add value to his development by exceeding what the minimum requirement was.  
City Manager Dixon commented that the Form Based Code would put the City “in the 
driver’s seat” when it came to development.  He pointed out how different Washington 
Boulevard would have developed had the City had something like the Form Based Code in 
place 30 or 40 years ago.  He emphasized that the Code was a planning document that 
would be driven by private interest.  He also explained that the new Code would require 
extensive buffering between commercial and residential uses.   
Mr. Dixon added that if anyone had further questions, staff was always available and 
would be happy to meet with them.   
Commissioner Rounds informed the public that it would be the City Council that would 
make the final decision on the adoption of the Form Based Code, however there were 
some things the Planning Commission should do before they forwarded their 
recommendation to the Council.  First was the removal of some uses along the 40th 
Street corridor and the possible addition of “family oriented” language to the introduction 
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of the Code if approved by the city attorney.  He recommended the Commission table it 
and get the changes made.   
Commissioner Stewart asked if they had looked at every chapter in the Code, as she was 
new to the Commission and hadn’t been there through the whole process.  
Commissioner Rounds said they had been looking at it for a year, and felt that they had 
addressed the main concerns.  City Manager Dixon said that the Planning Commission 
could take as long as they wanted on the Code, and if they wanted to direct staff to 
address any other points, staff was happy to do so.   
Commissioner Rounds suggested they withhold any recommendation to the City Council; 
it would give the city attorney a chance to vet some of the language and Commissioner 
Stewart the opportunity to review the Form Based Code more thoroughly.  
Commissioner Stewart asked if staff could also look at the excluding of the use of check 
cashing stores from the neighborhood general.  Mr. Vlasic said they would do so. 
 
Commissioner Rounds moved to table their recommendation until the next month in 
order to make sure they got everything right.  The motion was seconded by 
Commissioner Layton.  Chair Heslop asked if there were further discussion.  Planner 
Vlasic asked if one of the changes staff should look at was requiring a traffic study.  Mr. 
Rounds said it was.  The chair asked if everything had been covered.  City Recorder 
Leesa Kapetanov remarked that if the Commission found other things that needed to be 
changed next month, they could vote to table it again to get the new changes made.  
The chair then called a voice vote which was unanimous in favor of tabling. 
 

B. Proposed Amendment to the Zoning Map as Set Out in the Form Based Code 
This item was not discussed seeing as the previous discussion item was tabled.   
   

 
IV. SPECIAL ITEMS 

A. Discussion on Amendments To General Plan 
City Planner Vlasic said it had been difficult to direct the public to one clear map for the 
General Plan and to clear definitions.  The General Plan had been created in 1997, but 
several updates had occurred since then; however, the updates had not included an 
updated land use chapter or land use map.  Mr. Vlasic said that when considering any 
land use issues, he had had to refer to 3 separate maps that sometimes contained 
conflicts; in such cases he had used what the most recent map specified.  He proposed 
that the Land Use Chapter of the 1997 plan be updated and that all three general plan 
maps be consolidated into one map.  This would make it much easier for the public to 
refer to and understand.  He had actually started on the changes a year ago, but due to 
other pressing items, it had not gone further. 
At this point in the meeting, a member of the public came to the podium and said his 
question as to the timeline of the adoption of the Form Based Code had not been 
answered.  Staff said it could be anywhere between 3 to 6 months. 
Mr. Vlasic then reviewed the 4 different maps that had been included in the packet, 
noting the differences and what he proposed doing with them.  The Commission 
directed Mr. Vlasic to move forward with the changes to the General Plan.     

 
 

V. OTHER BUSINESS 
A. Discussion on Whether to Change Date of March Meeting 

The need to change the meeting date no longer existed, so this item was not discussed. 
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VI. APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETINGS 
A. Approval of January 14, 2016 Briefing Meeting Minutes 

Chair Heslop called for a motion concerning the minutes. 
 
Commissioner Rounds moved to approve the January 14, 2016 briefing meeting 
minutes.  Commissioner Layton seconded the motion.  All present voted aye.   
 

B. Approval of January 14, 2016 Meeting Minutes 
Commissioner Rounds moved to approve the January 14, 2016 meeting minutes, 
followed by a second from Commissioner Bradley.  The vote was unanimous to 
approve the minutes. 

 
VII. PUBLIC COMMENTS 

The Chair invited those who wanted to come forward and speak to items other than what had 
been covered by the public hearing to do so. 
 
Wes Stewart, 3625 Jefferson – said he had missed the public hearing that evening but wanted 
to submit some written notes.  He also submitted a letter from another resident.   
 
Ramona Kiernan, 3985 Raymond – asked what the 40th Street project was going to look like. 
City Manager Dixon reported the engineer was in the process of designing the street, including 
the upgrading of underground utilities.  The plan was to update all the utilities during the 
upcoming construction season, and look at acquiring the necessary properties and rights-of-way 
needed to widen the street during the upcoming summer and fall.  They wanted to be ready to 
begin construction in the spring of 2017.  He also noted that the process had been delayed a 
year because of talks with UTA concerning transit options; they did not want to have to come 
back and widen the street again because of added transit corridors.  After all the studies had 
been looked at, the Council had determined that the width of the right-of-way for 40th Street 
should be 84 feet.   
 
Wes Stewart, 3625 Jefferson – was concerned with the General Plan.  He asked if the General 
Plan could be changed.  He lived in an area that was listed as a future re-development area, 
which had been designated as such because of the poor property values.  He had done some 
recent research and had determined that the R-2 homes had increased the most in value in 
recent years.  He did not think it was fair that the residents in his area were “getting the boot” 
because some people did not like their houses and neighborhoods.   
He then commented the Affordable Housing Report on the website was out of date, but 
affordable housing was very important.   
 
Commissioner Layton commented that members of the Planning Commission were residents of 
the City and impacted by what happened as well.  They also felt it was important to adhere to 
state and local statutes.  They did not want to be perceived as uncaring, but it was important 
that discussion items for a public hearing only be discussed during the public hearing.   
 

VIII. ADJOURN 

Chair Heslop called for a motion to adjourn. 
 
Commissioner Rounds moved to adjourn, followed by a second from Commissioner Pruess.  
All present voted aye.  
  
The meeting ended at 8:22 pm. 
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I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true, accurate and complete record of the South Ogden City Planning Commission 

Meeting held Thursday, February 11, 2016. 

 

______________________________________                            ____________March 10, 2016____________ 

Leesa Kapetanov, City Recorder                                        Date Approved by the Planning Commission 
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Planner Staff Report 
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Written Comments Submitted for Public Hearing 
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