
 
 
 
 
 

NORTH OGDEN PLANNING COMMISSION 
 

MEETING MINUTES 
 

April 5, 2017 
 
The North Ogden Planning Commission convened in a regular meeting on April 5, 2017 at 6:30 
p.m. in the North Ogden City Municipal Building, 505 E. 2600 N. North Ogden, Utah.  Notice of 
time, place and agenda of the meeting was furnished to each member of the Planning 
Commission, posted on the bulletin board at the municipal office and posted to the Utah State 
Website on March 31th, 2017. Notice of the annual meeting schedule was published in the 
Standard-Examiner on January 1, 2017. 
 
COMMISSIONERS: 
 
Don Waite Chairman    
Eric Thomas (Excused)     
Brandon Mason (Excused)    
Steven Prisbrey Commissioner        
Nicole Nancarrow Commissioner 
Blake Cevering Commissioner  
Scott Barker Commissioner  
 
STAFF: 
 
Rob Scott City Planner 
Brandon Bell  Planner 1  
Monalisa Wald Planning Assistant 
Gary Kerr Building Official 
 
VISITORS: 
 
Shane Norris Chase Freebairn  Tom Sawyer  Eric Sarat  
Michelle Merrill Cuck Merrill  
 
REGULAR MEETING 
 
Chairman Waite called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. Commissioner Cevering offered the 
invocation and Chairman Waite led the audience in the Pledge of Allegiance.   
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1. ROLL CALL 
 
Chairman Waite conducted roll call and indicated Vice Chair Thomas and Commissioner 
Mason have been excused from the meeting.  
 
 

2.       MINUTES APPROVAL 
 

Commissioner Prisbrey made a motion to approve the minutes of the March 1, 2017 
meeting. Commissioner Nancarrow seconded the motion.  
 
          Voting on the motion: 
 

Commissioner Cevering  yes 
Chairman Waite   yes 
Commissioner Nancarrow  yes 
Commissioner Prisbrey  yes 
Commissioner Barker  yes 

 
The motion carried.   

  
 
3.       OPENING MEETING STATEMENT 
 

City Planner Scott read the open meeting statement as approved by the Planning 
Commission prior to commencing discussion of administrative and legislative items. 

 
4.        EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS OR CONFLICTS OF INTEREST TO 
 DISCLOSE 
   

Chairman Waite asked if any member needs to declare a conflict of interest or disclose 
any ex parte communications in which they have engaged. Commissioner Nancarrow 
stated she owns property adjacent to the property that will be discussed under item 6a – 
Oakmont Estates Subdivision. She stated that she had an opportunity to read through the 
staff report, development plan, and consult with the City Attorney to determine if it 
would be a conflict of interest for her to vote on the application. The City Attorney 
indicated that given the fact that she does not stand to gain financially from the 
development, there is no conflict of interest related to her voting on the matter and she 
plans to participate in discussion and action regarding the application this evening. She 
noted that she did receive one phone call from a neighbor after public notification of the 
application was given; the neighbor inquired as to her knowledge of the application and 
she explained to him that she could not discuss it and she referred him to the City’s 
website for more information.  
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5. PUBLIC COMMENTS FOR ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
           

Shane Norris, 2662 N. 250 E., stated that he attended a meeting on December 2, 2015 to 
discuss building an accessory building on his property; during that meeting, there was 
discussion regarding the ordinance that requires a 20-foot setback from property lines, 
which would result in him being required to construct the building in the middle of his 
backyard and render it unusable. He stated there was a discussion about a special 
exceptions clause for the construction, but he did not proceed with pursuing such an 
exception at that time. He is now ready to construct his building and when he spoke with 
Building Official Kerr about the matter he was informed that there was no such clause as 
the ordinance was never amended. He referenced the minutes of the December 2, 2015 
meeting and indicated that all Commissioners agreed that it would be appropriate to 
provide a special exception clause for this type of issue and he would like for the Planning 
Commission to consider it so that he can proceed with his project.  
 
Chairman Waite stated the body cannot act on the issue this evening. City Planner Scott 
added that following the December 2, 2015 discussion, there was extensive discussion 
about all accessory building standards in the City and the Commission settled upon some 
standards and made a recommendation to the City Council. He stated that the ordinance 
was modified slightly, but not substantially. He stated he can research the issue and it may 
be appropriate for the Planning Commission to consider the issue during a future meeting. 
Chairman Waite stated that he would like for a future agenda to include an item allowing 
for further discussion of the issue.  
 
Commissioner Cevering asked if there are any easements on the property that would 
prevent the building from being moved closer to a property line. Mr. Norris answered no; 
he stated that his property is fronted on both sides by 200 East and 250 East streets, but his 
backyard is inaccessible from 200 East because of a five-foot rock wall and six-foot vinyl 
fence that was installed by the City. The only access to his backyard is to the west and he 
wants to locate the building as close to that property line as possible to make it more 
accessible. He stated that he is not aware of any public utility easements on his property. 
Mr. Scott stated that there are no easement issues on Mr. Norris’s property and the 
setbacks are a result of the size of the building that Mr. Norris wanted to construct.  
 
Commissioner Nancarrow asked if Mr. Norris ever requested a variance for the project. 
Mr. Norris stated that he considered requesting a variance, but the first criteria that must 
be met in order for a variance to be granted is that the hardship cannot be self-imposed. He 
stated that he was told that his desire to move the building to an area of his property not 
allowed by City Code is considered a self-imposed hardship. The Planning Commission 
briefly discussed the issue and indicated they would like to consider the ordinance as well 
as Mr. Norris’s property, which abuts commercial property.  
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6.  ADMINISTRATIVE ITEMS: 
 

a. SUB 2016-20 Consideration and action on an administrative application for 
preliminary approval of the Oakmont Estates Subdivision (34 lots). 

 
A staff memo from City Planner Bell explained when the Planning Commission is acting 
as a land use authority, it is acting in an administrative capacity and has a limited degree 
of discretion. Examples of administrative applications are conditional use permits, design 
reviews, and subdivisions. Administrative applications must be approved by the Planning 
Commission if the application demonstrates compliance with the approval criteria. 

 
The applicant is requesting preliminary approval of the Oakmont Estates subdivision, a 34 
lot subdivision located at approximately 1200 East 2750 North. The property is currently 
vacant and is surrounded on three sides by property that is in use as single family 
residential. The property to the west side of the subdivision is vacant, but an application 
which proposes to develop that property as a single family residential subdivision is in the 
process of being reviewed by staff, and being prepared for review by the Planning 
Commission. The property for this proposed subdivision is located on 14.018 acres and is 
in the R-1-10 zone. The R-1-10 zone requires a minimum lot size of 10,000 square feet for 
interior lots and 11,000 square feet for corner lots, with a lot width requirement of 90 feet. 

 
A Technical Review Committee meeting was held on January 6, 2017. The City Engineer 
has submitted a report dated March 27, 2017 that summarizes the Technical Review 
Committee meeting comments as well as the status of the fulfillment of the requirements 
listed in that report by the applicant (See Exhibits C and D). The applicant has provided a 
geotechnical report for this subdivision. However, a will-serve letter for secondary 
irrigation needs to be provided for this property prior to final approval of the subdivision. 
 
The proposed lots have been verified to meet the lot width and size requirements, with one 
exception. Lot 24 does not meet the required 10,000 square feet for interior lots. The 
applicant needs to adjust Lot 24 to meet the square footage requirements without causing 
any of the other lots to not meet the lot width or square footage requirements. 
Additionally, the applicant needs to provide the bearings (the angles) of all side lot 
boundaries, prior to consideration for final approval. 

 
Staff also recommends, as a condition of approval, that the applicant needs to provide 
either an additional road through the west side of the subdivision, or a walkway 
somewhere between lots 2 and 6, for the sake of shortening the block length and 
increasing connectivity through the property, based on the following ordinance provisions: 

12-6-3 (B) (1) 
“In order to accommodate prospective traffic, streets should be of suitable 
location, width and improvement to afford satisfactory access to police, 
firefighting, snow removal, sanitation and street maintenance equipment, 
and to coordinate streets so as to compose a convenient system and avoid 
undue hardships to adjoining properties. Design standards for streets shall 
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be as outlined in the city public works standards for rights of way, 
travelled width, grade minimum, radius of curves and design speed.” 

12-6-3 (A) (4) (c) 
“In long blocks, the planning commission may require the reservation of 
an easement through the block to accommodate utilities, drainage facilities 
or pedestrian traffic. 
 
Pedestrian ways or crosswalks, not less than six feet (6') wide, may be 
required by the planning commission through the center of blocks more 
than eight hundred feet (800') long where deemed essential to provide 
circulation or access to schools, playgrounds, shopping centers, 
transportation or other community facilities. Blocks designed for industrial 
uses shall be of such length and width as may be determined suitable by 
the planning commission for prospective use.” 

 
The Public Works Standards require that the walkway be paved with asphalt and a 
minimum of 6’ wide (See Sheet 21 of the North Ogden City Public Works Standards). 
The Parks and Recreation Department Director has requested that the easement, or 
dedicated right-of-way, for the walkway be at least 10’ in width. 

 
Also, on a related note, the Parks and Recreation Director has requested a single 
connection to the Cherry Way Trail (the Canal Trail) between any of the following lots: 
11, 12, 13, 14 or 15, while still meeting the lot width requirements for those lots, or 
between the eastern boundary of the subdivision and lot 15. This walkway is requested to 
be 6’ wide at minimum and paved with asphalt, and within a 10’ easement or dedicated 
right-of-way. 

 
With regards to parks, the Parks and Recreation Department Director has specified that 
she is not interested in requiring a park in this location due to the proximity of other 
parks, but she has noted that the City is interested in having an aesthetically pleasing 
detention basin which includes a playground, aesthetically pleasing landscaping, or 
another usable feature, which is attractive to the neighborhood and easy to maintain. Staff 
has provided some examples of detention basin designs, for reference for the developer. 
Staff requests that the developer include a detention basin modeled to some degree after 
the designs in the exhibit with regards to the included elements and landscaping, and 
which includes a usable feature such as an amphitheater formed by the grading of the soil 
and landscaping elements, or another usable feature; a playground being another 
example. The developer may refer to the exhibit for more detail. 

 
The memo offered the following summary of potential Planning Commission 
considerations:  

• Does the proposed subdivision meet the requirements of the applicable City 
subdivision and zoning ordinances? 
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The proposed subdivision meets the requirements of applicable North Ogden City 
ordinances and conforms to the North Ogden City General Plan. The General Plan map 
calls for this property to be developed as low density residential. 

 
Recommended conditions of approval include:  

• Meeting the requirements of the North Ogden City Engineer’s Report 
• Meeting the requirements of the TRC Meeting Notes 
• Meeting the requirements listed in this Staff Report 

The memo concluded staff recommends preliminary approval of the Oakmont Estates 
subdivision subject to the requirements of the City Engineer’s report, Technical Review 
Committee meeting, and this Staff Report. 

 
  Mr. Bell reviewed his staff memo.  
 

Commissioner Barker referenced the recommended condition of approval for an 
additional road through the west side of the subdivision or a walkway for the sake of 
shortening the block length and increase connectivity to the property. He expressed 
concern that a six-foot walkway would not provide emergency access to the development. 
Mr. Bell confirmed a walkway would not be intended for emergency vehicle access; rather 
it would provide access and circulation to residents living on the block. Discussion briefly 
centered on the potential to adjust lot sizes or boundaries to accommodate a six-foot 
walkway, with Mr. Bell noting that would not be necessary. He added that the City will 
assume responsibility for the walkway after it is constructed and will perform regular 
maintenance, such as snow removal and weed control.  
 
Commissioner Barker asked who would be responsible to maintain any playground 
equipment to be installed in the detention pond. Mr. Bell stated that once the property is 
dedicated to the City, the City would be responsible for any ongoing maintenance.  
 
Chairman Waite then referenced the request for a connection to the Cherry Way Trail and 
noted there is an existing connection in the subdivision to the east and he wondered if the 
requirement would result in two train connections just a few houses apart from one 
another. Mr. Bell stated he was not aware of the existing trail connection, but he will 
confer with the Parks and Recreation Director about the issue as she requested the 
connection on the subject property. He added that the request for the trail is not a 
condition of approval. Commissioner Nancarrow asked if the Planning Commission could 
make it a condition of approval. Mr. Bell stated he does not believe there is basis for such 
a condition in the General Plan. Mr. Scott added that the only way the Planning 
Commission could make the trail connection a condition of approval is if the applicant 
were willing to agree to provide the connection. Staff and the Planning Commission 
reviewed an aerial image for the subject property and surrounding neighborhoods to 
identify the location of the existing trail connection and the location of the additional 
connection requested by the Parks and Recreation Director.  
 
Commissioner Nancarrow then indicated that there is an error on the plat for the 
development; it cites 2950 North, but the roadway is actually 2850 North.  
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Chase Freebairn, 978 E. Woodoak Lane, Salt Lake City, stated he is representing the 
development. He indicated he does not have much to add to Mr. Bell’s staff report, but 
noted that he is willing to cooperate to provide pedestrian access as required and is willing 
to consider the recommendations from the Parks and Recreation Director relative to a 
connection to the Cherry Way Trail and amenities for the detention pond.  
 
Mr. Bell stated the accessway staff is recommending as a condition of approval could be 
located within an easement east of lot 11 on the plat; this would not impact the buildable 
area of the lots.  
 
Chairman Waite invited public input.  
 
Chuck Merrill, 2843 N. 1225 E., commented on the detention pond; he stated that one 
possible alteration may be to relocate the pond nearby the property upon which the trail 
easement would be placed to make the properties to be maintained by the City more 
accessible and easier to perform snow removal and weed control. Commissioner Prisbrey 
indicated the purpose of the detention pond is to detail the runoff from the subdivision and 
that is why it is located at the bottom of the property. Mr. Merrill stated that he 
understands that, but noted the pond could be moved to the north to catch 90 percent of 
the water that would be captured on the southern end of the property, but save costs and 
reduce burdens associated with maintenance of the properties.  
 
Douglas Young, 1165 E. 2925 N., asked if the Fire Department has provided a positive 
recommendation relative to the application. Chairman Waite stated the staff report 
indicates that the Fire Department has assessed the location of fire hydrants and evaluated 
fire flow and has offered their consent for the development to proceed. Mr. Young asked if 
the Fire Department addressed access to the development. Mr. Bell stated the Fire 
Department has reviewed the development plan and they have not registered any 
objections. Mr. Young stated that the development seems to be very large for having just 
one access; he would ask the Commission to consider requiring another access point into 
the development to provide for emergency access to the homes to be constructed.  
 
Tom Sawyer, 1106 E. 2925 N., used the aid of the aerial view of the subject property to 
illustrate road configuration and connectivity of existing development in the area. He 
stated that he is concerned about high traffic volumes associated with the increase of 
homes in the area; there is currently a high level of traffic in the area and good entrances 
and exits are needed to reduce the burden on existing streets. He stated he would like the 
Planning Commission and City Council to consider these issues.  
 
Discussion centered on the potential for development of vacant ground to the west; Mr. 
Bell stated that staff has received application for development of that property that would 
be very similar to the development proposed for the subject property; there will be 
connectivity between the two developments from north to south. He reiterated his staff 
report indicates that the application meets the requirements of the City’s development 
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ordinances and the Planning Commission must consider those ordinances when 
determining the appropriate action for the application.  
 
There was no additional public input.  
 
Chairman Waite then stated that the Fire Marshall was very much involved in review of 
this development application.  
 
High level discussion centered on traffic flows in the area, with a focus on future road 
improvement projects planned to address high traffic volume.  
 
Commissioner Nancarrow asked if the Planning Commission would like for the 
connection to Cherry Way Trail to be a condition of approval. Commissioner Barker 
asked Mr. Freebairn his feelings on the matter. Mr. Freebairn reiterated he is open to 
considering the train connection, but he cannot consent to a condition of approval at this 
time until his engineer has had an opportunity to determine the impact the connection 
would have on the layout of the subdivision and lot sizes. Mr. Scott stated the record will 
reflect that the applicant is willing to consider the request and report back to the City. 
Commissioner Cevering stated that he would like the record to reflect that the Planning 
Commission strongly recommends that the applicant provide the trail connection.  

 
Commissioner Nancarrow moved to grant preliminary approval for SUB 2016-20, 
administrative application for Oakmont Estates Subdivision (34 lots), subject to the 
requirements of the City Engineer’s report, Technical Review Committee report, the 
staff report and the following: 

• Provision of either an additional road through the west side of the subdivision 
or a walkway somewhere between lots 2 and 6 for the sake of shortening the 
block length and increasing connectivity through the property; it is suggested 
the applicant coordinate this additional road or walkway with the developer 
of the vacant property to the west. 

• Strong recommendation that the developer consider the requests from the 
Parks and Recreation Director for a connection to the Cherry Way Trail 
between lots, 11, 12, 13, 14, or 15 or between the eastern boundary of the 
subdivision and lot 15.  

• Correct the error on the plat from 2950 North to 2850 North.  
Commissioner Barker seconded the motion. 

 
          Voting on the motion: 
 

Commissioner Cevering  yes 
Chairman Waite   yes 
Commissioner Nancarrow  yes 
Commissioner Prisbrey  yes 
Commissioner Barker  yes 

 
The motion carried.   
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7.  PUBLIC COMMENTS FOR ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
 

 There were no public comments.  
 

 
8. REMARKS FROM PLANNING COMMISSIONERS 
 

There were no additional comments from the Planning Commissioners.  
  

 
9.  REPORT OF THE CITY PLANNER 
 

Mr. Scott reminded the Planning Commission of a joint meeting with the City Council 
scheduled for April 11, 2017; the purpose of the joint meeting is to consider an additional 
amendment to the development plan for the Village at Prominence Point development. 
An additional joint meeting with the City Council will be scheduled for May 2 to discuss 
the implications of legislation that came out of the 2017 Legislative Session that will 
impact the City’s land use ordinances. 
 
Mr. Scott then reminded the Planning Commission of the American Planning Association 
(APA) conference to be held next week in Brigham City.  
 
Mr. Bell provided the Planning Commission with an update on the project to develop a 
form based code; there are 10 chapters and staff has reviewed six of the chapters to this 
point. Staff will work through the remaining chapters with the intent of working with the 
consultant to make any needed revisions before a final product is provided to the 
Planning Commission and City Council in the fall of 2017.  
 
Chairman Waite inquired as to when the Ace Hardware project will commence. Mr. Scott 
stated he is unsure; the Building Official is currently evaluating the building permit 
application for that project.  
 

 
10.  REMARKS FROM CITY ATTORNEY 
   
  The City Attorney was not present.   
 
 
11. ADJOURNMENT 
  

Commissioner Cevering moved to adjourn the meeting. Commissioner Barker 
seconded the motion.  

 
Voting on the motion: 
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