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MINUTES OF THE 
SOUTH OGDEN CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

Council Chambers, City Hall 
Thursday, January 16, 2014 – 6:00 p.m. 

 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEMBERS PRESENT 
Chair Chris Hansen, Commissioners Todd Heslop, Shannon Sebahar, Steve Pruess, Dax Gurr and 
Mike Layton 

 
STAFF PRESENT 
Planner Mark Vlasic and City Recorder Leesa Kapetanov 
 
OTHERS PRESENT 
Thomas Hart, Darci & Tim Brown 

 
 
I. CALL TO ORDER AND PROCEDURAL STATEMENT 

Chairman Chris Hansen called the meeting to order at 6:16 pm and called for a motion to open. 
  
Commissioner Sebahar moved to open the meeting, with a second from Commissioner 
Heslop.  All present voted aye.   
 
Chairman Hansen reviewed the agenda and asked staff to speak concerning the first item, the 
conditional use application. 
 

II. CONDITIONAL USE APPLICATIONS 
A. Consideration of Conditional Use Application for Beauty Culture School Located at 

1682 E 5600 S in a C-2 Zone 
City Planner Mark Vlasic explained the proposed location is part of a complex of ten 
buildings that share parking.  According to information provided, there was a total of 
18,300 square feet for all of the buildings.  The application was for the largest of those 
buildings, which was 3,500 square feet, or 19% of the total.  Mr. Vlasic said because he 
was unable to contact the applicant for more information to calculate the parking, he 
had based it on the square footage of the building and the existing parking; he had since 
found out there was additional parking available on the north side of the building.  The 
parking should be calculated based on two parking spaces for every three students and 
one parking space per instructor.  Based on the square footage calculation and the 93 
existing parking spaces on the south side of the building, he had come up with 18 
parking spaces for the beauty school; 18 was 19% of 93.   
Mr. Vlasic hoped to receive more information from the applicant concerning the 
number of students and staff. 
Chairman Hansen asked if the applicant could come forward to answer questions.  Mr. 
Hart, the applicant, deferred to the owner of the beauty school, stating she would be 
able to answer the questions better than he.  
Darci Brown, 7959 S 2100 E, South Weber, came forward.  She informed the 
commissioners they had determined they had room for 27 stations.  The students 
would not all be there at the same time.  There was a schedule of shifts; 9 am to 1 pm, 
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1 pm to 5 pm, and 5 pm to 9 pm.  Some of the students would be at the stations during 
that time, while others would be in a classroom setting.  There would be two 
instructors there most of the time.  The state required that there be one instructor per 
twenty students; they hoped to have one per ten.  Ms. Brown hoped they could have 
twenty students on the floor and five waiting in the classroom.  They could have a total 
of 60 students enrolled at one time, but only about 20-25 there at any one given time.   
Commissioner Heslop asked if there would also be clients coming.  Ms. Brown 
answered that only a small percentage would have clients come; most of the time they 
would be working on mannequin heads.  The commissioners asked Ms. Brown what 
the highest number of people would be at the school at any one time.  She said that 
forty would probably be the highest.  Mr. Vlasic pointed out to the commissioners that 
the parking requirement was based on number of students, and available parking met 
that requirement;  however, the commission had discretion as to what they felt was 
right.   
Tom Hart, representing the applicant and owner of the complex, Moyes Investments, 
came forward.  He pointed out the last thing the owner wanted to do was bring a 
business in that would cause parking problems and drive other tenants out.  He 
reviewed the current tenants in the complex, and said the aerial view of the parking lot 
showed the typical number of cars in the parking lot at any given time.  He stated they 
were planning on designating the 24 parking stalls on the very southernmost side of the 
lot for the use of the beauty school students; they would paint them a different color to 
set them apart.  They would also paint some additional stalls right next to the unit of 
the beauty school a different color so they could be used as well.  They felt there was 
plenty of parking so as not to affect the other tenants.   
Chairman Hansen asked if there were any other issues besides parking the commission 
should look at.  No one came forward with other issues.  Chairman Hansen called for 
a motion. 
 
Commissioner Gurr moved to allow the cosmetology school located at 1682 E 5600 S 
as a conditional use.  Commissioner Sebahar seconded the motion.  Commissioner 
Pruess asked if they needed to specify a percentage of parking or a specific number in 
the motion.  Commissioner Sebahar said they met the parking requirement set forth in 
the zoning ordinance, and she didn’t see an issue.   City Planner Vlasic said either way 
the parking was calculated, whether by square footage or per student, the parking 
requirement was met.  Chairman Hansen then made a roll call vote.   
 
   Commissioner Gurr-  Aye 
   Commissioner Sebahar- Aye 
   Commissioner Layton-  Aye 
   Commissioner Heslop-  Aye 
   Commissioner Pruess-  Aye 
 
The conditional use was granted. 
 
 
     

III. SPECIAL ITEMS 
A. Review and Discussion of CDRA Housing Plan 

Commissioner Sebahar began the discussion by saying she agreed with Planner Vlasic’s 
recommendation that the improvements allowed in the CDRA Housing Program not 
include landscaping.  Commissioner Gurr agreed, but said landscaping such as concrete 
repair should be allowed; however, it should only include repairing existing concrete, 
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not pouring new.  He also thought sprinkling systems should be allowed.  The 
commissioners discussed water-wise landscaping, and whether it should be allowed as 
an acceptable use of a CDRA grant or loan.   
They then discussed the council’s term of curb appeal, which seemed to only focus on 
improvements to the front of the house.  Chairman Pruess commented there was too 
much on a house that worked together; i.e. one normally wouldn’t just replace the 
windows or siding on the front of house, but on the whole house.  He suggested using 
wording that would specify improvements had to start with the front of the house, but 
could continue with the sides and rear as well.  Commissioner Sebahar suggested other 
wording besides “curb appeal” be used.  The commissioners determined the word 
“exterior” or “exterior envelope” would be better.  They then looked at the list of 
items under “Property Improvements”.  They discussed how strict or precise the 
guidelines should be for some of the items.  Questions were raised whether they 
should restrict paint or stucco colors.  Planner Vlasic said it had been his experience 
that the fewer restrictions the better.  The commissioners agreed.   
Commissioner Sebahar suggested staff get examples of other programs from other cities 
to see how they handled the restrictions and guidelines.   
Chairman Hansen asked if the applications were going to be first come, first served, or if 
there was going to be an application deadline where everyone would be considered at 
once.  The commissioners agreed that there should be a deadline and all applications 
be considered together.  They also agreed that any type of landscaping should not be 
included.  City Recorder Kapetanov reviewed what she had written down as far as 
changes: landscaping should not be included as an acceptable project; existing concrete 
could only be repaired or replaced, no new could be added.  Commissioner Sebahar 
said fencing should not be allowed either.  
The commission then discussed the cost of projects and the amount of money available.  
Commissioner Sebahar stated they could limit the project to one type of improvement, 
such as roofs, and still use all the money up quickly, if only $50,000 were available.  
The commissioners looked at the lending parameters and criteria.  The suggestion was 
offered that the loan maximum be decreased to $10,000 so more people could take 
advantage of the program.  They also asked who would pay for the appraisal after the 
rehabilitation was done (as per the Loan to Value Ratio row in the chart).  Other 
questions arose such as would the city allow a homeowner to do their own work, who 
would oversee that the work was completed, and what would the city do if the work 
wasn’t completed.  Chairman Hansen said it was his understanding that in other 
programs, the homeowner had to submit bids from contractors with their applications, 
and then the city worked with the contractors.  Commissioner Sebahar asked staff to 
find information from other city’s programs to see how they were run.  The point was 
also made that with only $50,000 available, perhaps the program should be limited to 
disabled people only.  If there was more money available, the program could be 
expanded to not only providing grants and loans, but to actually have the city buy 
properties, fix them up, and then resell them, as Ogden City did.  Chairman Hansen 
commented Weber County Housing also had a program that made money available for 
improvements.  The discussion was then concluded. 

 
IV. APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING 

A. Approval of December 12, 2013 Briefing Meeting Minutes 
Chairman Hansen asked if there were any edits or comments on the minutes, and seeing 
none, called for a motion.  
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Commissioner Sebahar moved to approve the December 12, 2013 Briefing Meeting 
Minutes.  The motion was seconded by Commissioner Pruess.  In a voice vote, 
Commissioners Pruess, Heslop, Layton, Gurr, and Sebahar all voted aye. 
 

B. Approval of December 12, 2013 Meeting Minutes 
Mr. Hansen then called for a motion concerning the December 12, 2013 Meeting 
Minutes.   
 
Commissioner Sebahar moved to approve the December 12, 2013 Meeting Minutes, 
followed by a second from Commissioner Heslop.  A voice vote was called.  
Commissioners Heslop, Layton, Pruess, Sebahar and Gurr all voted aye. 
 
All minutes were approved. 
 

 
V. PUBLIC COMMENTS 

There were no comments from the public. Chairman Hansen called for a motion to adjourn. 
 
 
 

VI. ADJOURN 

Commissioner Sebahar moved to adjourn, followed by a second from Commissioner Heslop.  
All present voted aye.  The meeting adjourned at 7:22 pm.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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

Meeting held Thursday, January 16, 2014. 

 

______________________________________                            __________February 13, 2014____________ 
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