MINUTES FOR OGDEN VALLEY PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING & MEETING
 
Tuesday, August 25, 2026, 6:00 p.m.  
Huntsville Town Hall, Council Chambers 
7474 East 200 South, Huntsville, Utah  
	Name 
	Title 
	Status 

	Lisa Arbogast 
	Planning Commission Chair 
	Present 

	Angela Dean 
	Planning Commission Vice Chair 
	Present via Zoom

	Fred Blickle 
	Planning Commission Member 
	Present via Zoom

	Tyson Lloyd 
	Planning Commission Member 
	Absent

	Erin Shaffer 
	Planning Commission Member 
	Absent 

	Teri Zenger 
	Planning Commission Member 
	Absent

	Jim Morgan 
	Planning Commission Member 
	Present

	Brian Carver 
	City Planner 
	Present  

	Shannon Smith 
	Volunteer IT Support 
	Present 

	Sharon Robbins 
	OVC Recorder 
	Present 



REGULAR BUSINESS
1. Call to Order - Chair Lisa Arbogast opened the meeting at approximately 6:00 p.m. Due to the absence of a quorum, the meeting could not immediately proceed. Commissioner Fred Blickle joined the meeting via Zoom shortly thereafter, establishing a quorum. The meeting was formally called to order at 6:09 p.m
a. Roll Call – Lisa Arbogast, Jim Morgan, Fred Blickle, Angela Dean in attendance. Erin Shaffer, Tyson Lloyd, and Terry Zenger missing. 
b. Pledge of Allegiance led by Lisa Argogast
c. Moment of Silence for approximately one minute
2. Approval of Minutes for June 9, 2026 
Commissioner Morgan moved to approve the June 9, 2026 meeting minutes. Commissioner Dean seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously (4-0).

PUBLIC HEARING 
3. Review and provide a recommendation to City Council on amendments to 104-10 Shoreline Zone S-1.
a. Discussion of the Code Text Amendment
City Planner Brian Carver presented the proposed amendment to the Shoreline Zone (S-1). He explained that current code limits the maximum height of a primary dwelling to 25 feet. The proposed amendment would restore the maximum building height to 35 feet, providing consistency with other residential zones throughout Ogden Valley City.
b. Public Hearing
Brian Judd spoke in favor of restoring the 35-foot height limit. He described his family's efforts to construct a home on their 26-acre farm property and noted that the height restriction changed during their permitting process. He stated that neighboring homes were built at approximately 35 feet and argued that restoring the previous standard would be fair and consistent with existing development patterns. 

Ron Gleason supported returning to the historical 35-foot height standard. He indicated that most shoreline properties are already developed and stated that the 25-foot height limit appeared to be an unintended result of the broader code revision process. 

Leah Miller supported the proposed amendment. She stated that returning to the 35-foot height limit would better accommodate residential construction while preserving the overall character of the valley. She also noted that existing setback and spacing requirements already help protect viewsheds. 

James Burke opposed increasing the height limit. Through photographs and visual examples, he argued that taller structures can obstruct views of Pineview Reservoir and diminish important community viewsheds. He encouraged the Commission to retain the 25-foot limit and consider additional view corridor protections. 

Jes Slama supported restoring the 35-foot height limit. He noted inconsistencies between primary structure and accessory structure height standards and stated that a 25-foot limit creates design challenges for traditional mountain architecture. 

Robert Fuller spoke in favor of the amendment. He argued that a 25-foot height limit is impractical for many home designs, imposes unnecessary limitations on shoreline property owners, and is inconsistent with standards applied elsewhere in the valley. He questioned whether a compelling public interest justified reducing private property rights in the S-1 zone. 

Leah Miller provided an additional comment, stating that density and setbacks have a greater effect on view preservation than building height alone. She encouraged the Commission to restore the 35-foot standard. 

Planner Carver read two written comments submitted prior to the meeting:
· Neil Bailey expressed support for restoring the 35-foot height standard, noting that many existing homes were built at that height and arguing that a 10-foot difference would have little impact on views. 
· Clay Christensen also supported returning to the 35-foot limit, stating that the change would maintain consistency among shoreline properties and would not significantly affect views due to substantial setbacks from the roadway and reservoir. 

c. Discussion and Recommendation to the City Council
Commissioners discussed the public comments and the rationale behind the original reduction from 35 feet to 25 feet during the city's code revision process.

Commissioner Blickle noted that while a 25-foot home can be built successfully, restoring the 35-foot limit would provide greater architectural flexibility and align with historical development patterns. 

Commissioner Morgan observed that many shoreline properties are set back significant distances from the reservoir and public roads, reducing the visual impact of taller structures. He expressed support for the 35-foot height limit. 

Commissioner Dean reviewed the General Plan's emphasis on protecting Pineview Reservoir viewsheds and preserving community character. She expressed concern about the cumulative impacts of taller structures but also acknowledged the concerns raised by property owners regarding consistency and fairness. She suggested alternative approaches, such as setback adjustments or view corridor protections, to address viewshed concerns. 

Chair Arbogast stated that the Commission's earlier recommendation to reduce the height limit was based upon available information and General Plan policies at the time. She noted that the Commission received substantially more public input during the current process and emphasized the importance of continued community participation. She observed that many shoreline properties are situated in locations where restoring the 35-foot limit would have minimal impact on views. 

At the Commission's request, Planner Carver explained how building height is measured under city code and clarified that certain architectural features, such as chimneys, are excluded from height calculations. He also discussed potential planning tools that could be used to preserve viewsheds, including increased setbacks, building massing standards, and view analysis requirements. 

After discussion, the Commission expressed general support for restoring the maximum building height in the Shoreline Zone to 35 feet while recognizing that additional tools may be available in the future to address specific viewshed concerns. 

Commissioner Blickle moved to recommend that the City Council amend Section 104-10 of the Shoreline Zone (S-1) and restore the maximum building height for primary dwellings from 25 feet to 35 feet. Commissioner Morgan seconded the motion. Motion passed unanimously (4-0).

OTHER BUSINESS
4. Staff Update
Planner Carver briefly discussed upcoming planning items and ongoing code implementation work. He indicated there may be zone amendments and/or conditional use permits ready for Planning Commission review in late September. 

5. Future Planning Priorities
The Commissioners briefly discussed future land use and planning priorities to be addressed at upcoming meetings. Commission member Dean indicated the Planning Commission be ready to discuss: TDRs, STRs, Village zone, Conditional Use, Natural Hazards, Outdoor Lighting, Design Standards (such as fencing).  She indicated the City just received a grant to revise the General Plan, so that should not be on the Planning Commissions list for now. 

The Commissioners discussed what meetings to utilize if there is only one meeting for the month.  The preference is to establish the 4th Tuesday of each month as the primary meeting.  The 2nd Tuesday can be scheduled, if there is additional business or as a work session. 

6. Adjournment

Commissioner Morgan moved to adjourn the meeting. Commissioner Dean seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously (4-0).  The meeting adjourned at approximately 7:15 p.m.


