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Chair Todd Heslop, Commissioners John Bradley, Raymond Rounds, Jerry Jones, 

Susan Stewart, and Mike Layton 

 
 

City Planner Mark Vlasic, Assistant to the City Manager Doug Gailey, and City 

Recorder Leesa Kapetanov 

 
 

The briefing meeting began at 5:31 pm.  Chair Todd Heslop welcomed new planning 

commissioner Jerry Jones.  Mr. Jones gave a brief summary of his history and experience as an 

architect and said he was happy to be back in the area.   

Chair Heslop began discussion on the first item on the agenda, the request for a rezone.  City 

Planner Mark Vlasic pointed out the general plan did not call for the area to be residential; 

however, it did call for the area to use office and light commercial as a transition between 

heavier commercial and the nearby single family homes.  He recommended that high-density 

residential be used as a transition instead, as the location did not support commercial uses.  He 

also pointed out the city council had recently approved the rezone request for the parcels directly 

to the north of the one being considered that evening.   

Commissioner Jones said he felt the highest and best use of the property was high-density 

residential.  He also asked if there were any design standards in place in the area.  Mr. Vlasic 

said there was not, but a form based code was being considered for the area.  There was 

discussion on how soon the form based code for the area would be ready to adopt.  They also 

reviewed the uses allowed in an R-5B zone.  Commissioner Bradley said he liked some of the 

uses allowed in the R-5B zone, but felt there was too much high density housing in the area 

already.    

Chair Heslop then opened discussion concerning proximity requirements.  City Recorder 

Kapetanov said during the meeting she would pull up the county’s website and use it to show 

how the different proximities affected noticing.   

The commission next discussed compensation for the planning commission.  They reviewed the 

list of compensations for planning commissions in other cities.  Chair Heslop pointed out the 

city council had given more authority to the planning commission.  City Recorder Kapetanov 

said that was true, however it did not give them more work; it simply meant that the planning 

commission would be the final say on items that previously had gone to the city council for final 

approval.  Chair Heslop agreed, but pointed out that when the city council gave final approval it 

 



 

Planning Commission Briefing Meeting Minutes June 9, 2016     page 2 

  

took some of the heat off of the planning commission.  Commissioner Rounds stated he had 

been on the city council in the 90’s, and it appeared the planning commission then had spent a 

lot less time fulfilling their responsibilities than the planning commission now was spending.  

The planning commission had done a lot of work and taken a lot of heat in the past few years 

because of things like the Form Based Code (FBC) and monastery property.  The City was now 

looking at implementing another FBC which would take a lot of work.  Commissioner Rounds 

had looked at the comparisons from other cities and felt they would be within the general 

parameters of other cities if they received $25 per month and $50 per meeting.  He recognized 

that the planning commission was more of a voluntary position, but they were having a hard 

time keeping commissioners, due in part to the amount of time and effort it took.   

Chair Heslop then turned discussion to the General Plan update.  Planner Vlasic said the new 

map had been completed and staff was now looking at writing the land use chapter.   

The city was way overdue for a general plan update if one was to look at the typical standards; 

however, at 97% build out, there was a debate as to whether a complete general plan update was 

worth the cost.  Mr. Vlasic stated the one thing lacking in the general plan was the ability to 

point someone to a single map or chapter for land use; they had to look at three different general 

plans.  The commission discussed the General Plan, with Mr. Vlasic explaining that the various 

updates only changed specific parts of the original 1997 General Plan.  He also explained there 

were two questions concerning the General Plan:  1) if the city should simply update the map 

and land use chapter and how much, if any, public involvement should take place with that, and 

2) if the City should look at doing a complete General Plan update.   

Chair Heslop noted the other item on the agenda was the nomination and election of a new chair.  

He then concluded the briefing meeting.  
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Chair Todd Heslop, Commissioners John Bradley, Jerry Jones, Raymond Rounds, 
Susan Stewart, and Mike Layton 
 

Steve Pruess 
 

City Planner Mark Vlasic, Assistant to the City Manager Doug Gailey and City 
Recorder Leesa Kapetanov 
 

Jeff Turner, Walt Bausman, Jerry Cottrell, Robert & Kristi Lucero, Kurt Halverson, 
Matt Lowe, David Rice 

 
 

 

Chair Todd Heslop began the meeting at 6:18 pm. He welcomed those present and called for a 

motion to open the meeting.   

 

Commissioner Bradley moved to open the meeting, followed by a second from Commissioner 

Rounds.  Commissioners Stewart, Layton, Bradley, Jones, and Rounds all voted aye.   

 

Chair Heslop read through the items on the agenda.  He then called for a motion to close the public 

meeting and enter into a public hearing.   

 

Commissioner Rounds moved to open the public hearing for consideration of the zone 

changes.  The motion was seconded by Commissioner Bradley.  The vote was unanimous to 

open the public hearing.   

 
  

  

A. To Receive and Consider Comments on an Application for a Zoning Map 

Amendment to Parcels 07-69-7002 and 07-69-7004, Located at Approximately 1894 

Skyline Drive, From R-5A to R-5B 

The chair asked City Planner Mark Vlasic to give an overview of the item to be discussed 

for the public hearing.  Mr. Vlasic explained some of the differences between the current 

zoning and the proposed zoning and stated that the commission should look at whether the 
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uses allowed in the R-5B zone were appropriate for the area.  Staff was of the opinion that 

the area was not well suited for commercial uses and felt that other transitional uses such as 

high-density residential would be better.  Mr. Vlasic noted the General Plan did not 

foresee residential uses in the area, however, the area had developed in a different way than 

anticipated, making the General Plan inconsistent not only where this property was 

concerned, but also other properties in the area.   

Chair Heslop then invited anyone who wished to speak on the item to come forward. 

Matt Lowe, applicant, 6028 Ridgeline Dr. – Mr. Lowe said he had previously owned this 

property but had sold it to the current owners.  The current owners had planned to develop 

the property as senior housing, but had scrapped those plans due to market saturation.  Mr. 

Lowe was now purchasing the property back in hopes of developing it along with the 

property to the north which had just been rezoned to R-5B.   

Kurt Halverson, son of property owner in the area – said he had talked with his father’s 

realtor concerning his father’s property.  The realtor had said there was no interest in the 

property that had been on the market for 8 years and was currently zoned C-2.  Anyone 

who had shown interest in the property had said Wasatch Drive was not a good location for 

commercial.  Mr. Halverson said he and the property owner next to him would also seek to 

get their properties rezoned and then sell to Mr. Lowe.  Mr. Halverson had spoken to Mr. 

Lowe after the meeting last month, and after discussing the properties and Mr. Lowe’s 

plans, he felt this was the best thing for the area.  It would be much better than storage 

units or an auto body shop.   

Kristy Lucero, 6032 S. Wasatch Drive – voiced her concerns to the change in the 

neighborhood the rezone would cause.  The street had always been quiet, and with 

apartments it would not be quiet anymore.  She felt the change would be a detriment to the 

value of her home.   

David Rice, 5920 Wasatch Drive – said he was not opposed to high density multi-family 

housing, however he was concerned with the increased traffic and crime rates that came 

with it. He asked that if the multi-family housing was allowed, it be kept to a high standard.   

Jeff Turner, 2001 Highland Springs Road – stated that no one in the area wanted low 

income housing because of the impact it had on the community.  He asked that the 

commission consider cautiously the rezone and the impact it would have.   

 

There were no further comments concerning the rezone.  Chair Heslop called for a motion 

to close the public hearing. 

 

Commissioner Rounds moved to close the public hearing and enter back into a public 

meeting.  The motion was seconded by Commissioner Stewart.  All present voted 

aye.   

 
 

 - Legislative
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The chair opened the floor for discussion on the rezone.  Commissioner Rounds pointed 

out no one knew yet what any development on the parcels would look like and it did not 

make sense to deny a rezone based on potential development they did not know about.  He 

felt it made sense to rezone it as a transition to the single family homes that already existed 

in the area.  He felt they should forward a recommendation to approve the rezone to the 

City Council.   

Commissioner Bradley stated it was his intent to vote against the rezone, but he wanted to 

explain the reason.  It was not because he had any interest in keeping the property 

commercial, it was because the change in zoning would allow high-density multi-family 

housing; in this case up to one hundred units.  Mr. Bradley felt there was already too much 

multi-family high-density housing in the area and went on to name them all. He stated that 

high-density housing placed a huge burden on the neighborhood it was in; more services, 

more crime and more traffic.  Commissioner Bradley felt the area would be well suited for 

patio or twin homes, but he had no control over that.  His only control was whether to 

change the zone or not; therefore, he intended to vote against the rezone.   

Chair Heslop noted that last month Mr. Halverson had spoken against the zone change, but 

after speaking with Mr. Lowe, was now for it.  Mr. Heslop said they all had the same 

concerns about traffic, crime, and property values.  

Commissioner Jones said he agreed that something needed to happen in the area other than 

commercial.  If he lived in the neighborhood, he would be happier with any type of 

residential development rather than commercial.  Commercial development increased 

crime and traffic as well, not to mention the aesthetics of all the different commercial uses.  

Mr. Jones pointed out that it wasn’t known yet whether high-density residential 

development would increase or decrease residential property values in the area, but 

commercial development would certainly decrease it.   

The chair entertained a motion concerning the rezone. 

Commissioner Rounds moved to recommend to the City Council approval of the 

application to rezone parcels 07-69-7002 and 07-69-7004, at approximately 1894 

Skyline Drive from R-5A to R-5B.  Commissioner Jones seconded the motion.  

Chair Heslop asked if there were further discussion, and seeing none, he made a roll 

call vote: 

   Commissioner Layton-  Yes 

   Commissioner Jones-  Yes 

   Commissioner Bradley- No 

   Commissioner Stewart- Yes 

   Commissioner Rounds- Yes 

The motion stood. 
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City Recorder Leesa Kapetanov spoke to this item.  She stated the only proximity 

requirements for noticing were in the newly adopted Subdivision Ordinance and were set at 

300 feet.  She then used Weber County’s website to show the Commission what various 

distant requirements looked like and how many properties they took in.   

Commissioner Rounds reminded everyone that they often heard people complain that they 

didn’t know that something was happening.  He felt they should “throw out the biggest net” 

they could to inform as many people as possible, therefore 500 feet seemed to be the best 

choice.  Commissioner Bradley agreed; the cost to the City was negligible to inform more 

people.   

Recorder Kapetanov then asked if the Commission would like to make a distinction 

between notices for conditional use applications when and if the planning commission 

wanted to call a public hearing for one.  The Commission felt there should not be a 

distinction.  Notices for conditional use public hearings should be sent out to those within 

500 feet.  Commissioner Layton asked if the notices had to go to people who did not live 

within the City.  Ms. Kapetanov said they had for the rezone as a matter of courtesy, but it 

was not required.  Staff could put language into the code that would require it.  The 

Commission agreed the language should be added.  Ms. Kapetanov said staff would 

present the changes to the code at the next meeting. 

 

B. Discussion on Planning Commission Compensation 

Commissioner Rounds stated he had been on the City Council in the 90’s and had now 

served on the Planning Commission for two years.  The City Council had originally been 

paid a very low compensation for their service and it had become a problem, so they 

surveyed other cities, took an average and increased the Council’s pay.  Mr. Rounds 

pointed out the Planning Commission had had quite a bit of turnover lately, and wondered if 

it had to do with the pay.  The Commission had also been involved in matters such as the 

monastery and Form Based Code, things that took up much more time than anyone had 

anticipated.  He recognized the commissioners were not there to make a living, however, 

with the added work load they had dealt with and the continued workload they anticipated, 

combined with the amount of time it took to fulfill their responsibilities, he felt they should 

receive more compensation. Commissioner Rounds suggested they receive $25 per month 

and $50 per meeting; this amount was within the average parameters for which other cities 

compensated their planning commissioners.   

Commissioner Layton said it would be impossible to compensate any of the Commission 

members for their experience and hours, and felt that any payment received was more of an 

honorarium or token of appreciation.  He cited nearby cities where the commissioners were 

not receiving any compensation.  He felt the position was more of a service to the City.  

Commissioner Bradley noted South Ogden was unique in that it gave a steady compensation 

of $25 per month and then another $25 per meeting attended.  He felt the payment method 

was insightful, and no matter what, wanted to keep it in the same form.  He added that he 

had been surprised at the amount of work it took to be on the planning commission in the 

short time he had been a member; it was comparable to what he had done as a city council 

member.  Mr. Bradley agreed that none of them were there for the pay.  There was no 
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more discussion.  City Recorder Kapetanov said it was unclear as to whether there was a 

consensus among the commissioners to forward the request for an increase to the City 

Council.  She requested that a vote be taken.    

 

Commissioner Rounds moved to recommend to the City Council that the 

compensation for the South Ogden City Planning Commission be increased to $25 per 

month and $50 for each meeting attended.  Commissioner Bradley seconded the 

motion.  In a voice vote, Commissioners Rounds, Stewart, Bradley, and Jones voted 

aye, with Commissioner Layton voting nay. 

 

The motion passed.     

 

C. Update on General Plan Land Use Chapter 

City Planner Vlasic reminded the commission there were currently 3 general plans; the 

original 1997 version and 2 updates.   The updates were not complete rewrites of the 

original plan.  They simply looked at specific issues at the time and addressed them. They 

were adopted as addendums to the original plan.  Mr. Vlasic said it had been a challenge to 

have a clear vision for any given area, because he had always had to refer to three separate 

plans.  He had slowly been working on an update to the land use chapter and land use map 

of the original general plan.  He and his staff had identified conflicts in the land use map 

and were working on a proposed map to make corrections.  They were also working on the 

text of the land use chapter.  The intent of this update was to keep it on a small scale; it was 

never meant to be a rewrite of the general plan.  However, it had ended up being more work 

than what he had originally thought.  Whether the City should update the whole general 

plan was a separate discussion that had come up at other meetings. As a nearly built out 

community, it was not necessary to update the general plan as often as other cities.  Mr. 

Vlasic said it was his intent to have the new map and text available for consideration at the 

September meeting.   

Commissioner Stewart said that even though the City was 97% built out, it still needed a 

plan of where it wanted to go in terms of redevelopment.  The commission discussed the 

process and timeline of completely updating the general plan.  City Recorder Kapetanov 

suggested the commission review what Mr. Vlasic presented in September and also have a 

discussion on updating the whole General Plan once they saw what he had come up with. 

They would also know if staff should start looking for grants to update the General Plan.  

There was no more discussion. 

 

Chair Heslop then noted he had forgotten to excuse Commissioner Pruess who had been 

unable to attend the meeting.  He also welcomed Commissioner Jones as the newest 

planning commissioner and then moved to the next item on the agenda.  

 

 

A. Nomination and Election of Planning Commission Chair 
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Commissioner Layton nominated Commissioner Rounds as the planning commission chair 

and Commissioner Bradley as the vice chair.   

Commissioner Rounds then nominated Commissioner Pruess as the chair and 

Commissioner Stewart at the vice chair.   

Chair Heslop called for a second on the nomination of Rounds and Bradley.  Commissioner 

Stewart seconded the nomination. 

The chair then called for a second on the nomination of Commissioners Pruess and Stewart.  

There was no second.   

Chair Heslop then made a roll call vote on the nomination of Commissioners Rounds 

and Bradley: 

    Commissioner Layton-   Aye 

    Commissioner Jones-  Aye 

    Commissioner Bradley- Aye 

    Commissioner Stewart- Aye 

    Commissioner Rounds- Nay 

 

Commissioner Rounds was elected as the chair and Commissioner Bradley as the vice chair. 

Commissioner Layton praised Chair Heslop for the great job he had done especially in his 

interaction with the community.  Chair Heslop was respectful to all those who spoke and 

acknowledged each person by name.   

City Recorder Kapetanov then informed the Commission that Planner Vlasic would not be 

in attendance for the next meeting.  Staff had discussed not having a meeting, but was now 

anticipating a site plan application.  She said they could have a meeting if the application 

was received, or cancel it if it was not, but wanted direction from the Commission.  The 

consensus was that if the application was received, they would have a meeting; if not, they 

would cancel the meeting.   

  

 

A. Approval of May 12, 2016 Briefing Meeting Minutes 

Chair Heslop called for a motion concerning the May 12 briefing and meeting minutes. 

 

Commissioner Layton moved to approve the briefing and meeting minutes of May 12, 

2016.  The motion was seconded by Commissioner Stewart.  The voice vote was 

unanimous in favor of the motion, with Commissioners Rounds and Bradley 

abstaining as they were not present at the meeting.   

 

B. Approval of May 12, 2016 Meeting Minutes 

See motion above. 
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The Chair invited anyone who wished to come forward to comment. 

Jerry Cottrell, 5765 S 1075 E – speaking as a taxpayer, Mr. Cottrell said he supported 

Commissioner Rounds proposal for higher compensation.  Mr. Cottrell also wanted to 

acknowledge Chair Heslop for his consistent respectfulness to everyone.  He was a model of 

decorum.   

Mr. Cottrell stated he had also found Mr. Bradley’s remarks concerning the rezone persuasive and 

then praised all the commission for going to the more inclusive 500 foot radius for notifications 

whether property owners were in the City or not.   

   

Walt Bausman, 5792 S 1075 E – agreed with the statements of Mr. Cottrell.  He also voiced his 

respect for the Planning Commission.  He did not always agree with their decisions, but he 

respected them.  He also thought they should receive more compensation than that suggested by 

Commissioner Rounds.   

Mr. Bausman then commented that if the City decided to do a substantial update to the General 

Plan, they should involve a citizen’s advisory committee. 

 

There were no more public comments.   

 
 

 

Chair Heslop called for a motion to adjourn. 

 

Commissioner Rounds moved to adjourn, followed by a second from Commissioner Layton.  

All present voted aye.  

  

The meeting ended at 7:49 pm. 
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