
 

Posted and emailed to the State of Utah Public Notice Website on February 5, 2021. 
The undersigned, duly appointed city recorder, does hereby certify that a copy of the above notice and agenda was posted in three public places with the 
South Ogden City limits on February 5, 2021. These public places being City Hall (1st and 2nd floors), the city website (www.southogdencity.com), and 
emailed to the Standard-Examiner.  Copies were also mailed to each commissioner. 
         Leesa Kapetanov, City Recorder 
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special accommodations, including auxiliary communicative aids and services 
during the meeting should notify Leesa Kapetanov at 801-622-2709 at least 48 hours in advance.  

 
 
 
 

 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Notice is hereby given that the South Ogden City Planning Commission will hold a meeting on, February 11, 2021, beginning at 
6:15 p.m. in the Council Chambers located at 3950 Adams Avenue, South Ogden, Utah. The meeting is open to the public; however, 
the city will abide by all COVID-19 restrictions in place at the time of the meeting, including social distancing and number of people 
allowed to gather at one time.  Some members of the planning commission may be attending the meeting electronically. 

     
A briefing session will be held at 5:30 pm in the conference room and is open to the public. 

 
 
     

I. C AL L  T O  OR D E R  AN D  OV ER V I EW O F  M E ET I N G  P R O C ED U R ES  - Chairman John Bradley 
 

 
I I .  P UB L I C  H E AR I N G  

To Receive and Consider Comments on Amendments to the Fence Ordinance, Including 
Requiring a Land Use Permit to Install a Fence 
 
 

I I I .  Z ON IN G  I T EM S  
Discussion and Recommendation on Amendments to the Fence Ordinance 
 
 

I V .  S P EC I AL  I T E M S  
A. Discussion on Affordable/Moderate Income Housing in South Ogden 
B. Update on General Plan 

 
 

V .  OT HER  B U S IN E SS  
      

 
V I .  AP P R OV A L  O F  M IN UT ES  O F  P R EV IO U S  M E ET IN G  

Approval of January 14, 2021 PC Minutes 
 
 

V I I .  P UB L I C  C O MM EN T S  
 
 

V I I I .  ADJ OUR N  
 

NOTICE AND AGENDA 
S O U T H  O G D E N  C I T Y  P L A N N I N G  C O M M I S S I O N  M E E T I N G  
T H U R S D A Y ,  F E B R U A R Y  1 1 ,  2 0 2 1  
 

http://www.southogdencity.com/


9-1-2: PERMIT, FEE REQUIRED: 
   A.   It shall be unlawful to commence construction of any structure, including fences, without having 
first secured a permit and paid the fee as set forth in the City's consolidated fee schedule. 
   B.   Where the City collects a fee for the inspection of a construction project, the City shall ensure that 
the construction project receives a prompt inspection, as set out in section 9-1-3 of this chapter. 
   C.   The City may not enforce a requirement to have an initial plan reviewed by the City if: 
      1.   The City does not complete the initial plan review within the applicable time periods described 
above; and, 
      2.   The plan is stamped by a licensed architect or structural engineer. (Ord. 17-15, 6-20-2017, eff. 6-
20-2017) 
 
 
 
 
10-2-1: DEFINITIONS: 
FENCE: A tangible barrier or obstruction of any material, with the purpose or intent of preventing 
passage or view across the fence line. It includes hedges and walls. 
 
FENCE, OPEN: A fence that is at least seventy-five percent (75%) open and which does not present a 
visual barrier/hazard for pedestrians or drivers. 
 
 
 
 
10-14-8: FENCE HEIGHT REGULATIONS: 

A. Land Use Permit Required: No fence shall be constructed, erected or installed without first 
obtaining a land use permit from the city. The legislative body shall establish the fee for a land use 
permit. 

   AB.   Maximum Specified: No fence or other similar structure may be erected in any required front yard 
of a dwelling to a height in excess of four feet (4') and must be an open fence as described in 10-2-1 of 
this title; nor shall any fence or other similar structure be erected in any side or rear yard to a height in 
excess of six feet (6'). 
   BC.   Corner Lots: On corner lots, no fence or other similar structure may be erected in any yard 
bordering a street or front yard of an adjoining lot to a height in excess of four feet (4'), except a six foot 
(6') high fence may be placed not less than ten feet (10') away from the property's side yard property line, 
with said fence not to extend further toward the front of the property than a point equal to the front line of 
the house. From the rear of the house to the front of the house a fence shall: 
      1.   Be made of a permanent material such as wrought iron or vinyl, excluding wood. 
      2.   The stiles of the fence shall not be greater than three- fourths inch (3/

4") wide. 
      3.   The stiles of the fence shall be placed four inches (4") apart. 
      4.   The fence shall be clear view. No vegetation or materials may obstruct the view at any time. 
Provided, however, that the Hearing Officer may grant special exceptions as provided for in subsection 
10-4-6B of this title, to allow fence types and fence heights of up to six feet (6') in height for public and 

https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/southogdenut/latest/southogden_ut/0-0-0-4118#JD_9-1-3
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/southogdenut/latest/southogden_ut/0-0-0-4653#JD_10-4-6


semipublic buildings, including schools and churches, where the Hearing Officer finds: 1) the fence 
height is necessary for protection or safety of persons or property; 2) no significant adverse effect will be 
suffered by any surrounding property; and 3) the requirements of section 10-14-14 of this chapter are 
maintained. 
   CD.   Difference In Elevation: Where a fence is erected upon a retaining wall or where for other reasons 
there is a difference in the elevation of the surface of the land on either side of a fence, height of the fence 
will be measured from a point halfway between the top of the retaining wall and the land on the lower 
side, or from the average elevation of the surface of the land on either side of the fence, but nothing herein 
contained will be construed to restrict a fence to less than four feet (4') in height measured from the 
surface of the land on the side having the highest elevation. 
   DE.   Exceptions: The provisions of this section shall not apply to fences required by State law to 
enclose public utility installations and public schools. (Ord. 17-23, 11-21-2017, eff. 11-21-2017) 
 
 
10-14-14: CLEAR VIEW OF INTERSECTING STREETS: 
In any zones R-1, R-2, R-3 and their subzones, which require a front yard, no obstruction to view insight 
obscuring objects in excess of three and one-half feet (31/2'3’) in height, except a chainlink fence of not 
more than forty two inches (42") in height shall be placed on a corner lot within a triangular area formed 
by the street curb lines and a line connecting them at points forty feet (40') from the intersection of the 
back of the curbs. except Exceptions: a reasonable number of trees pruned high enough to permit 
unobstructed vision to automobile drivers; an open fence four feet (4’) or less in height, pole and pedestal 
type identification signs that do not obstruct vision to automobile drivers as determined by the City 
Engineer. (Ord. 17-23, 11-21-2017, eff. 11-21-2017) 

https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/southogdenut/latest/southogden_ut/0-0-0-9864#JD_10-14-14
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S U B J E C T :   Continued Discussions on Affordable Housing, 

Micro-housing Units and Accessory Dwelling Units 
(ADUs) in South Ogden City  

A U T H O R :    Mark Vlasic 
D E P A R T M E N T :  City Planner   
D A T E :     February 11, 2021 
 
 
 
 
B A C K G R O U N D  
This item has been continued by the Planning Commission Since the November 2020 meeting. 
 
 
 
A N A L Y S I S  

1) Review of Previous Discussions. 
 
In December 2020, the Planning Commission requested clarification from staff on the following 
items related to the topics. During the January 2021 meeting staff presented information on four 
of the requested items,  which resulted in a wide-ranging and engaging discussion by 
commission members. The following are notes of the key points and ideas that were generated. 
 

 
Q1 What are the pros and cons of ADU’s 

o Concerned that if we don’t act the state will. Mind has changed a lot in recent year, 
but is primarily concerned about lack of parking, change to neighborhood. 

o Idea has existed in South Ogden since after WWII (non-owner occupied, though); 
they declined after just a few years, and many in the city were happy to see Costco 
built, taking many of those units out. Thinks they will be a drag now as well. They are 
impossible to enforce.  

o Many are buying homes now with the intent of building an ADU or converting homes 
to include an ADU, and are surprised they cannot do it.  

o Don’t think we can blanket say no; don’t like the detached units but thinks that units 
inside of an existing dwelling being converted or added on to is probably OK. 
Concerned about utilities to free-standing, plus parking issues. Thinks it doesn’t work 
with many South Ogden lots which are small, they would need to be larger (min ½ 
acre). Would need a method of controlling occupancy in the structure. 

o City has a program in place that tracks renters, so the ADU landlord would have to 
take part and indicate how many live there. City has the ability to record the ADU  
 

STAFF REPORT 
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units, and the new owner should know if it is allowed or not. Also has the ability to 
track and control. (Check with Leesa).   

o Can we charge an enforcement fee to fund the management of it? 
 

Q2 What are the pros and cons of the specific types of ADU’s 
o Think interior conversions or additions are probably the best option. Stand-alone units 

would probably only work on half-acre minimum lots, which might not be conducive 
considering the need for utilities, etc.  

o How much do building licenses cost? It is currently based on the number of units and 
checked with the zoning ordinance to make sure it is meeting requirements such as 
parking, etc. Putting limitations on building license approval could help control.  

 
Q3 Where would micro units best fit in South Ogden? 

o They are already allowed, but doubt they will emerge in SO as there is little or no 
demand.  

o Micro-townhomes – let the market drive it. 
 

Q4 Where and how would other types of affordable/low income housing fit in the city.  
Can we spread it out so one area does not become overloaded? 

o High density housing in theory could work but it hasn’t proven so yet. Strategies for high 
density and incentives might possibly work. 
 

2) Discussion Topics to Consider This Evening 
 
Other identified questions/topics to be addressed follow.  Staff has highlighted each with 
pros/cons and specific questions to help lead discussions.  
 

1. What are some good ways to use the Olene Walker funds ($80,000) for providing 
affordable housing?   
 
Background 
The Olene Walker Housing Loan Fund (OWHLF) is a revolving loan fund overseen by Utah 
Housing and Community Development. As of 2014, the Fund had $120 million in total assets. 
Money from the fund is generally loaned to first time homebuyers, rural homeowners, builders, 
and developers. For multifamily projects, $15 is leveraged from federal and other sources for 
each dollar contributed by the state. All projects funded by the OWHLF are expected to be 
ENERGY STAR-compliant or use a comparable energy saving threshold.  
 
The Olene Walker Housing Loan Fund (OWHLF) supports quality affordable housing options 
that meet the needs of Utah's individuals and families. The program is intended to provide 
housing that is affordable for very low-income, low-income and moderate-income persons as 
defined by the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). HUD updates program 
rent and income limits annually. 
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OWHLF Programs Most Applicable to South Ogden  
 
Multi-Family Program 
The Multi-family program is most applicable to South Ogden, providing financial assistance for 
the acquisition, construction, or rehabilitation of affordable rental housing of five or more units. 
 
Single-Family Programs 
The Single Family Rehabilitation & Reconstructions Program (SFRRP) offers financial 
assistance to low-income homeowners whose homes are in need of rehabilitation or replacement. 
The program targets rural communities in Utah, so is less applicable to the South Ogden 
situation.  
 
HomeChoice 
The Home Choice program is designed to provide financial assistance and mortgage assistance 
for low-income persons with disabilities. 
 
Individual Development Accounts 
The OWHLF supports savers participating in Individual Development Accounts with AAA Fair 
Credit. Savers receive federal and state matching funds for use in down payments and closing 
costs.  
 
Due to the acute demand for assistance, the funds have been over-extended in recent years. 
According to a 2019 Salt Lake Tribune report, the funds were running low, reflecting increasing 
demand for less expensive apartments in a state where rents in many areas continue to climb. 
According to one of the fund’s top managers, it’s also being driven by rising construction costs 
and a shifting picture for other subsidies that has more developers seeking loans to make their 
projects pencil. 
 
The fund is known  or gap financing, providing loans of up to $1 million helping low-income 
housing projects survive small shortfalls. The fund has contributed to the construction of 19,286 
residential units in Utah since it was created in 1992, according to state financial reports. 
Along with money from repaid loans, the Olene Walker fund draws its cash from periodic 
contributions by the Utah Legislature. However, legislative inputs were significantly lower than 
requests in recent years, further limiting the effective use of the fund.  
 
It should be noted that there are numerous other potential funding options available, as indicated 
in the handout provided in December.  
 
PROS 
a. A long-running program that can provide assistance for low-income housing projects. 
b. Funding is made directly to projects, not cities.  

 
CONS 
a. Finding capacity decreases. 
b. Increasing demand 
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What do you think?  Does this cover all of the pros and cons? Should we investigate other 
potential funding programs? What can South Ogden do to facilitate use of this fund and 
other funding opportunities? 
 
 

2. How have other cities funded affordable or low income housing?  (Bonding, CDBG?) 
The following is a description of some of the key tools available. Utah examples are 
Highlighted in red text. 

 
Federal Programs 
 
1. Federal Housing Tax Credits 
The federal government uses various tax credit programs to incentivize the construction and 
rehabilitation of low-income housing. The Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) and 
the Historic Tax Credit (HTC) are the most commonly used programs for the creation of 
affordable housing units. LIHTC supports the majority (approximately 90%) of all affordable 
rental housing in the United States.6 Aside from the federal program, some states also have 
their own version of a low-income housing tax credit. LIHTC is typically used for the 
production or the rehabilitation of multi-family housing developments. The sale of tax credits 
leads to the reduction of the property’s mortgage which consequently lets the property owner 
offer affordable housing at a lower rent level. 
 
The Historic Tax Credit (HTC) is another tax credit enacted in 1981 for restoring historic 
structures. HTC can help current private property owners or new developers finance the 
rehabilitation and re-use of historic structures with a 20 percent tax credit for qualified 
expenses. HTC’s can help to increase or preserve a community’s housing stock and foster the 
redevelopment of older neighborhoods which also tend to be mixed-use and walkable. 
 
2. Housing Choice Voucher Program (Section 8) 
 
The Housing Choice Voucher Program (HCVP), often known as Section 8, is a rental 
assistance program by the federal government which was created in the 1970s for increasing 
affordable, decent, safe and sanitary housing for low-income people. Since its creation, it has 
been one of the main ways that low-income families with children, the elderly, and people 
with disabilities can obtain housing stability. 
 
This program helps families or individuals afford privately-owned rental housing of their 
choice. Vouchers are either tenant-based, meaning they are given to families or individuals, 
or project-based, meaning they are tied to a unit or housing complex. For tenant-based 
vouchers, program participants have to find units that accept vouchers and meet the 
program’s health, safety and other physical condition requirements within sixty days of 
receiving the voucher. The unit owner also must agree to rent under the program’s 
guidelines. Usually 30 percent of the rent is paid by the tenant and the rest is paid by the local 
public housing agency that manages the household’s voucher. 
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U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) provides the local public 
housing agencies with federal funding for the program based on the estimated cost of 
vouchers in use and the administrative costs of the agencies. The agencies then distribute the 
vouchers to those who apply. Around 2,600 state, regional, and local housing agencies are 
administering HCVP. 
 
Many cities in Utah, like Provo, West Valley City, and Ogden, have created housing agencies 
that offer HCVP. The West Valley City Housing Authority administers the HCVP in West 
Valley City. Through a jurisdictional agreement with the other two housing authorities in the 
county, the program allows the participants to reside any place within the Salt Lake County 
boundaries. The housing authority has been operating on a budget below the amount that is 
demanded for several years which makes the waiting time for applicants very long, 
approximately 3 to 5 years. 
 
3. Community Development Block Grants (CDBG) 
Community Development Block Grants (CDBG) were enacted in 1974 with the goal of 
providing funds to cities and counties to tackle the unique challenges they face in their 
regions. The funds are provided by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD) to meet challenges of affordable housing, infrastructure programs, job and business 
creation, and other community development activities. There are different forms of CDBG 
programs. The CDBG Entitlement Program allocates federal funds directly to cities and 
counties based on population estimates, poverty rates, housing overcrowding, age of housing 
and other measures. The program aims to offer housing opportunities to low- and moderate-
income earning individuals. According to HUD’s guidelines, eligible grantees on an annual 
basis include: (1) Main cities with populations of at least 50,000 in Metropolitan Statistical 
Areas (referred to as Entitlement Cities), (2) cities that are not in an MSA but with 
populations of at least 50,000, and (3) qualified urban counties with populations of at least 
200,000. To qualify cities and counties need to submit to HUD a Consolidated Plan, among 
other documentation. Once granted CDBG funds, awardees need to comply with the 
requirements such as making sure that there is community participation and that the funds are 
spent in a timely manner and reach the most critical needs and populations 
of the community. 
 
4. Public Housing 
Public Housing is one of the oldest affordable housing strategies in the United States aimed 
for providing decent and safe rental housing for low-income households. This subsidized 
assistance is available for eligible households at rents below the market rate, where the tenant 
pays 30 percent of income for housing and utilities. Local housing authorities administer and 
manage public housing in respective regions with funding from HUD. 
Public housing is allocated to applicants based on income eligibility. For developments built 
or acquired before 1981, the income is to be at or below 80 percent of the Area Median 
Income (AMI) and for developments built or acquired after 1981, the income is to be at or 
below 50% of the Area Median Income (AMI). 
 
In Provo, public housing is managed by the Provo City Housing Authority (PCHA). PCHA 
owns and manages 248 units of Public Housing. The units are of different sizes located at 26  
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different sites, with 140 units provided  for families and 108 earmarked for older adults, 62 
years or older. The rent is determined based on 30 percent of the gross adjusted household 
income. 
 
Many public housing developments have been demolished and substituted for less dense- 
mixed income and mixed-use development. The federal government, where the funding for 
public housing is coming from, has diverted funds into programs such as the Housing Choice 
Voucher Program. 
 
Local Programs 
 
1. Financial Tools 
 

a. Waiving/Reducing Impact Fees, which is a one-time developer fee that 
municipalities can apply to help fund the cost of public goods and services. 
 
South Salt Lake’s 2010 General Plan recommended that impact fees be waived on 
a case-by- case basis to promote affordable housing. While the City has not 
formalized this practice, it is considering waiving “the parks impact fee if a 
developer of affordable housing commits to provide an equivalent value of project 
open space above what is required by the ordinance.” Another possible approach 
listed is rebating required impact fees in Urban Renewal Areas in order to meet 
the City’s Redevelopment Agency participation requirements. This is another way 
the City is enabling the production of affordable housing in redevelopment areas.  
 
Salt Lake City waives these fees if they can verify that they have a deed 
restriction/LURA and have the budget for it.  
 
Park City also waives fees for affordable housing. 
 
Outside of our region, Santa Fe, NM, offers impact fee waivers for development 
in which at least 25 percent of the units are affordable for low-income households. 
Once the developer confirms the sales specifications meet affordable housing 
standards, the City reimburses the fees. 
 

b. Tax Abatement and Tax Increment Financing (TIF) Reimbursements 
Tax abatements reduce or entirely eliminate property taxes to developers who 
incorporate affordable housing within their projects. TIFs are a widely utilized 
tool where bonds can be issued to fund the redevelopment of a designated TIF 
district, usually a low-income and high poverty area. Although traditionally it has 
been used for economic development purposes, some cities, towns, and counties 
are starting to see the value of using TIF as an instrument to build affordable 
housing. 
 
 



7 
 

 
 
 
 
In Utah, the State needs to approve tax abatements. State law does not authorize 
localities to use this tool. Therefore, none of the 10 Utah jurisdictions featured in 
this report reduces or waives property taxes for affordable housing. 
 
New York City has a robust tax abatement program for multifamily buildings that 
are renovated or rehabilitated and follow specific affordable housing 
requirements. The program also extends to buildings that are converted from 
nonresidential uses. Affordable housing projects can qualify for a 34-year 
exemption on higher taxes that result from improvements. This tax break makes it 
possible for owners to recover funds from the costs of renovations.  
 

c. Tax Increment Financing 
Tax increment financing (TIF) is a popular mechanism for addressing housing 
needs, revitalizing blighted neighborhoods, improving infrastructure and utilities, 
boosting economic development, commercial activity and job creation. Usually, 
an area is designated as eligible for TIF funds when there is little chance of 
development without government intervention in that area. The area can be a 
blighted neighborhood or an underdeveloped one. 
 
Before the investment takes place in this area, the base tax rate is assessed. After 
the development takes place, the property tax in the TIF area increases. This 
increment in tax revenue goes into a local government or development authority 
fund that reinvests it in the same area. Local governments can provide financial 
assistance to affordable housing developers through the increased property taxes 
attributable to the new real estate development. These funds have also been used 
to support public-private partnerships, pay for costs associated with construction 
and development, land acquisition, site improvements, and environmental 
remediation. 
 
Many Utah cities use TIFs because an affordable housing 10% set aside is a 
required component for RDAs and CRAs. In Salt Lake City, TIFs only get 
applied in Community Redevelopment Areas (CRAs), unless the project type is 
affordable housing which can be financed anywhere in the city. For example, the 
RDA just designated the Northwest Quadrant as a Community Redevelopment 
Area where TIF is authorized. The RDA will retain 75 percent of the City’s 
portion of TIF funds from this project, and will use 10% for affordable housing 
projects throughout the city. 
 
The City of Chicago promotes public and private TIF investments across the city. 
Funds are used for a variety of purposes—from building and repairing roads and 
infrastructure to cleaning brown fields to developing affordable housing projects. 
An affordable rental housing development was recently approved for $4.2 million 
in TIF for artists earning up to 60 percent of area median income.11 
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d. Local Rent Supplement/Assistance Programs (LRSPs) and the Home Purchase 

Assistance Programs (HPAPs)  
A LRSP provides monthly rental subsidies to extremely low-income individuals 
and families—with incomes below 30 percent of AMI. HPAP usually provides 
down-payment assistance to moderate or low-income first-time home buyers, 
although some programs aid repeat buyers. 
 
While federal subsidies are responsible for the majority of rental assistance 
programs and are administered through local housing authorities, some local 
governments also provide their own form of rental assistance to low-income 
families. Short term programs are most common, vary in duration, and can be 
used for emergency housing. They provide critical assistance during periods of 
unemployment or other unexpected difficulties. 
 

Local Rent Supplement/Assistance Programs can be funded in many ways. They 
are established at various jurisdictional levels and geographic scales (towns/cities, 
counties/regions, states, etc.). There is considerable variation among them since 
different jurisdictions have different target populations, different policies 
governing funding sources, and different organizational structures. In all cases, 
however, they serve as a vehicle to produce new and/or maintain existing 
affordable housing resources. The enabling legislation or ordinance establishes a 
broad set of rules to govern the use and operation of funds and provides guidance 
on the types of activities covered. 
 
While some housing authorities administer federally funded rental assistance 
programs in the ten cities we researched, no Utah city operates its own local 
program. Cities may not have a process for providing rental assistance and many 
would argue that the role of local government is to plan for housing but not pay 
for housing. 
 
Frederick County, Maryland has a Rental Allowance Program (RAP), which 
provides rental assistance payments to low-income families during critical or 
emergency times. The assistance can last up to six months and the goal of the 
program is to help people move into self-sufficiency during transitional periods. 
 
Home Purchase Assistance Program 
Home ownership is one of the greatest wealth growth assets people will have in 
their lifetimes. Home purchase assistance programs are designed to make home 
ownership a reality for lower- income people. These programs provide interest-
free or low-interest loans available to qualified low- and moderate-income 
homebuyers. To qualify, homebuyers often need to be a first-time homeowner, 
have low to moderate income levels based on the local AMI, and intend to use the 
home as a primary residence for a certain number of years. These loans can be 
used for down payments or closing costs. Some programs even make the loan 
forgivable if the property remains the primary residence over a number of years.  
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These programs can be location-specific, for example, available only to those near 
transit stations. 
 
There are several ways in which this strategy can be implemented, managed, and 
funded. States, cities, districts, other municipalities or specific employers can 
provide housing funds. They can do this either independently or as a joint 
venture/partner with other employers to create a shared program. States and local 
governments often help fund these programs through tax credits, direct financing, 
loans, or a combination of these. 
 
Salt Lake City, Provo, Park City, Ogden, Sandy, West Jordan and Lehi (a member 
of the Utah Valley HOME Consortium) have Home Purchase programs. Provo 
City Redevelopment Agency is offering a mortgage loan product to assist income- 
eligible families to become homeowners called “Home Purchase Plus.” The down 
payment, deferral assistance program started in 2000 and is supported by private, 
state, and federal funds. It is administered through Provo’s Redevelopment 
Agency and provides zero-interest loans up to $10,000 to first-time home buyers. 
Buyers must also contribute $1,000 of their own money. Buyers do not need to 
pay back the loans until the home is no longer their primary residence. If this 
happens within two years of purchase, they must pay a $5,000 pre-payment 
penalty. 
 
The Portland Housing Bureau (PHB) Home Purchase Assistance Program 
(HPAP) allows approved mortgage lenders the ability to offer home buyers 
financial assistance that can be used for down payments, closing costs, and 
prepaid mortgage insurance in exchange for charging an increased interest rate on 
their 30-year mortgage. The City will act as a sponsor for lenders who wish to 
offer this product to their buyers. This is a Freddie Mac pilot product only offered 
to lenders who partner with a Housing Finance Agency (HFA), which is a 
government authority established to help meet the affordable housing needs of the 
residents in its jurisdiction. PHB was selected as one of five initial HFAs to 
sponsor this program. 

 
e. Housing Trust Funds (HTFs) and Community Land Trusts (CLTs).  

These are established by a state or local jurisdiction. They are highly flexible, 
meaning that they can be used for rental housing, rehabs, homeownership 
programs etc. Each jurisdiction establishes their priorities as well as how to fund 
them. For example, a state or local jurisdiction might dedicate one cent from gas 
or cigarette taxes, capture a percentage of funding from gambling or rely on real 
estate fees each time that a house is sold. CLTs create homeownership 
opportunities for moderate to low-income households. Under this model the 
household owns the housing structure, but not the land, making the home more 
affordable—given that land cost averages about 20 percent of the property value. 
Usually, the land is owned by a non-profit corporation (sometimes it can be 
owned by the city) which also stipulates in a covenant that when the home is re- 
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sold it needs to be maintained affordable. Owners gain limited equity, allowing 
the home to be maintained affordable for the next homeowner. 
 
Among the most powerful tools for affordable housing are housing trust funds 
(HTFs). HTFs can be operated at the city, county, or state level. They secure 
ongoing dedicated public funds for critical housing needs. While there were only 
a handful in the late 1970s, the number grew significantly in the 1990s when 
federal funds for affordable housing began to shrink. The number doubled in the 
seven years between 2000 and 2007, and almost tripled by December 2011, 
reaching to 719. At the national level, a HTF was created by Congress in 2008 to 
complement existing federal, state, and local efforts to preserve and produce 
affordable housing. 
 
Utah’s state housing trust fund is the Olene Walker Housing Loan Fund. The fund 
is used to develop housing for very low-income, low-income, and moderate-
income people. In 2018 the fund assisted in the development of 864 units. Cities 
can also administer housing trust funds, and in 2018, revenue generated by city 
HTFs exceeded one billion dollars. Developer fees are the most common revenue 
source collected, but revenue can also come from penalties on late payments of 
real estate taxes and some portion of the local real estate transfer tax.15 The 
governing body of each housing trust fund makes decisions on how to spend the 
funds. For example, some boards favor subsidizing home purchase down 
payments for low to moderate income residents. There are also interest-free loans 
and gap financing which are intended to create and preserve affordable housing. 
 
Good to know that, at least half of the HTFs resources must be used to serve 
households with “extremely low incomes,” at or below 30 percent of the median 
income in their geographic area. At least 40 percent of the funds must go toward 
housing assistance in small cities and rural areas. 
 
There are HTFs in every single state, and they rely on a wide range of funding 
sources. The National Housing Trust Fund, created in 2008, can support 
numerous state-level housing activities if Congress appropriates funding for it.  
 
Most states also fund their own HTFs. Some state trust funds depend on annual 
legislative appropriations, but many of the most effective ones have a dedicated 
revenue source, according to the Center for Community Change. In many states, 
that source is the real estate transfer tax.16 
Other funding options are possible as well. Some states fund housing activities 
through unclaimed property tax refunds or with interest earnings on escrow 
accounts. The HTF law does not specify a particular revenue source, so state 
lawmakers have wide discretion on future funding sources. 
 
Salt Lake City’s Housing Trust Fund has been around since 2000. It provides 
loans to housing sponsors and developers for affordable and special needs  
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housing in Salt Lake City. Ownership units are built by local nonprofits such as 
Mountain-Lands Community Housing Trust and Habitat for Humanity. Housing 
Resolution Housing Obligations (HRHO) units are privately financed and have 
produced both long-term rentals and owner-occupied units. The Salt Lake City 
Housing Trust Fund isn’t actually a Housing Trust Fund in the usual sense. They 
just named their program that. But it is not subject to the rules and regulations that 
apply to HUD-funded trust funds. Lehi city has also recently started looking into 
creating a housing trust fund, but they haven’t finalized any kind of agreement 
yet. 
 
One of the housing loan funds for nonprofit and for-profit affordable housing 
developers in the Washington Region is WAHTF. These loans have a 
substantially below-market interest rate. Since June 2005, the WAHTF has funded 
646 units with a total amount of loans of $925,000 for housing construction or 
preservation. The focus of funding activities in WAHTF is mostly in providing 
loans for several projects in the following areas: Northern Virginia, District of 
Columbia, and suburban Maryland. Maryland’s Affordable Housing Trust 
(MAHT) uses an innovative source of funding to generate needed resources for 
affordable housing. New Hampshire has a similar fund that provides construction 
and permanent loans to Great Bridge Properties in Dover, New Hampshire. 
Financing is available through the New Hampshire Housing Finance Authority 
(NHHFA) The last example but not the least is Alabama, where the Alabama 
Housing Finance Authority (AHFA) has helped create thousands of rental units 
for low-income Alabamians by harnessing the federal Low Income Housing Tax 
Credit and federal HOME Investment Partnerships Program funds. 
 
Community Land Trust (CLT) 

 
One of the most common ways of creating permanent affordable housing is a 
community land trust (CLT). Founders of the Institute for Community Economics 
developed the Community Land Trust model in the 1960s. The first CLT in the 
United States, New Communities, Inc. was established in 1968 in Georgia. 
Funding in the trust is used to acquire and retain land that is to be set aside for 
affordable housing. Land bought by the trust is kept affordable and sheltered from 
rising land prices in the market. Qualified low-income homeowners own title to 
the house, but typically have a renewable long-term ground lease. 
 
Local government, foundations, or corporations often provide start-up funds and 
operating support. Several organizations, including the Institute for Community 
Economics, the National Community Land Trust Network, and the Champlain 
Housing Trust provide technical assistance to communities establishing CLTs. 
CLTs are generally member organizations with a board of directors elected by the 
members. CLTs sometimes purchase the property on the open market. As tax-
exempt organizations, they also sometimes receive gifts of property from 
individuals or corporations and acquire city or county-owned property from local  
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governments, sometimes constructing the housing units held in the land trust or 
even renting property, often with renewable 99-year-leases. 
 
Salt Lake City has a Community Land Trust. Utah County is in the process of 
setting one up. Provo is reviewing programs for setting up/working with a land 
trust to purchase properties. 
 
Chapel Hill in North Carolina set up a CLT in 2000 and has funded more than 230 
homes with it. Homeowners accrue limited appreciation year over year, 
preserving the home’s affordability, but also enabling them to earn equity. 
Homeowners have almost all the expected rights of homeownership with a few 
exceptions. They may pass the home onto their heirs, but it must serve as a 
primary residence. They may also resell the home, but it must be to a buyer that 
qualifies for ownership through the Trust. 
 
The Champlain Housing Trust in Burlington, VT, created in 1984, is the largest in 
the nation, The Durham Community Land Trust, in Durham, NC, the Sawmill 
Community Land Trust in Albuquerque, and the Bahama Conch Community 
Land Trust of Key West, Florida are other examples. 
 

f. Preservation of Long-Term Affordable Housing/Housing Rehabilitation 
Programs. This tool focuses on maintaining affordability of subsidized projects 
(e.g., LIHTC with a 15-year expiration date) as well as Naturally Occurring 
Affordable Housing (NOAH), by providing loans and grants to rehabilitate and 
repair the existing affordable housing stock. 
 
Preserving or rehabilitating existing affordable housing is equally as important as 
producing new affordable units, and often less expensive since the housing has 
already been built. Since most subsidized affordable housing projects are 
implemented for a limited period, an expiration of those affordability restriction 
results in rent increases to market levels. Unsubsidized units are also at risk of no 
longer being affordable for many reasons, such as a faster increase in housing 
prices than incomes for low-income households and neglected housing 
maintenance on low-rent units.1 Housing rehabilitation programs are often 
operated by cities in the form of loans to homeowners that may not be able to pay 
for repairs, maintenance, and upkeep of their homes otherwise. These loans can 
fund everything from plumbing repair to correcting health and safety issues to 
increasing energy efficiency. 

 
Although preserving and rehabilitating existing affordable housing inventory may 
require changes in zoning, it will be a big challenge for many municipalities to 
comply with the existing code. To allow flexibility in zoning and building codes, 
cities can consider creating mixed-use zones or form-based codes. States can 
adopt smart building codes with relaxed standards relative to new construction.  
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Potential sources of financing include federal Low-Income Housing Tax Credits 
and state and federal historic tax credits. 
 
All the cities investigated in Utah, except Orem, have programs for preserving or 
rehabilitating affordable housing. Salt Lake City purchases existing multi-family 
structures, such as hotels, motels, or apartment complexes, and redevelops those 
units as affordable housing while operating structural renovation programs to 
reduce utility, energy, and maintenance costs. In Park City, 122 units were 
rehabilitated and upgraded using gap loans from the City and federal low-income 
housing tax credits. 
 
Prince George’s County in Maryland operates a Single-Family Housing 
Rehabilitation Loan Assistance Program that provides financing to low-income 
individuals to upgrade aging and substandard homes to current minimum property 
standards.21 The program is funded through federal Community Development 
Block Grants. The financial and construction management is offered by the 
County’s Housing Development department. At least two states, New Jersey and 
Maryland, have adopted “smart codes” that apply relaxed standards to existing 
buildings as compared to new construction. 

 
PROS 

a. There are many potential tools for South Ogden to investigate and implement 
 
CONS 

a. It is unclear which are most applicable to our needs 
 

What do you think?  Are any of these tools applicable for use in South Ogden?  If so, would you 
like more information on any specific tools? 
 
5. Can we legally limit the number of people living in ADUs or total # people on 

property where ADUs are allowed? 
Enacted in 2012, Utah Code § 10-9a-505.5 prevents local governments from adopting excessive 
limits on the numbers of unrelated persons that can occupy a single residential unit in a single 
family zone. The minimum number is 4 unrelated persons in most areas, and 3 in cities that 
contain a university. 
 
The South Ogden City Code includes the following definitions: 
 
FAMILY: 
A.   One person living alone. 
B.   Two (2) or more persons, related by blood, marriage, or adoption and foster children, living 

together as a single housekeeping unit; and up to two (2) other persons hired for domestic 
help residing on the same premises where the housekeeping unit is located, or 

C.   Not more than four (4) unrelated persons living together as a single, nonprofit housekeeping 
unit. 
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DWELLING UNIT: One or more rooms in a dwelling, apartment, hotel or apartment hotel 
designed for or occupied by one family for living, sleeping and eating purposes. A dwelling unit 
may contain more than one set of kitchen facilities, whether temporary or permanent, provided 
they are used only by members of the family occupying the dwelling unit or their nonpaying 
guests. A dwelling unit may include up to two (2) persons per unit to whom rooms are rented in 
addition to a family related by blood, marriage or adoption, but if the number of such additional 
persons exceeds two (2) or if they use or are furnished separate cooking facilities, whether 
temporary or permanent, such additional persons shall be considered a separate family. 
 
What do you think?  Should the number of people of occupants of an ADU be limited to a greater 
degree than other housing types? Do established local planning definitions and/or state law 
prohibit special limitations for small homes? Does size of a small home on its own accord 
control the number of occupants? Can parking on other limitations control the number of 
potential ADU/tiny home occupants.   
 
6. How do cities get the “teeth” to make/require developers to make a certain 

percentage of units as affordable/subsidized housing? 
The significant housing problem facing our country, our state and South Ogden is compelling us  
to rethink how we address the issue, and to adapt our relationships with one another to meet the 
scale of the challenge. South Ogden has identified three main strategies for meeting this need, 
and can certainly take a number of other steps to achieve the careful balance of local flexibility 
and mutual housing affordability goals, such as the following: 
  
• Review, strengthen and update low-hanging fruit tools. 

Nearly all cities have control over local planning, zoning and development regulations and 
can carefully examine these tools to improve housing options across income 
levels. For example, cities can relax density requirements in areas designated as single 
family, modify parking requirements and streamline development processes for projects with 
an affordability component.  
 

• Proactively engage state partners. 
Utah has been noted on a national level for the manner in which cities have been working 
with the state legislature and state Commission on Housing Affordability to craft a bill that 
not only accelerates affordability in regional housing markets across the state, but also offers 
cities flexibility to do so in ways that meet their unique needs.  

 
• Leverage State Programs for Local Investment Leverage state programs for local 

investment, such as state tax credits and state housing trust funds. 
No matter the solution, the plan or the type of city, a productive local-state relationship is at 
the heart of providing housing opportunities for people across the income spectrum. After all, 
ensuring everyone has a place to call home is a priority for all cities and states.  
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What do you think?  What is the role of the Planning Commission in helping to assure affordable 
housing options are found to meet existing and future needs. Are you prepared to make any 
recommendations, or do you need additional time and information. Can staff be of assistance to 
help develop specific goals, ideas and options? 
 

TWO RECENT ARTICLES CONERNING ADU’s: 
 
Utah bill to break barriers for basement apartments sparks local control debate 
Deseret News  
By Katie McKellar@KatieMcKellar1  Feb 1, 2021 
 
SALT LAKE CITY — It’s a classic debate about private property rights and local control — and at what 
point, if any, should the state step in to play referee. At the center of it all? Accessory dwelling units, 
more common called mother-in-law apartments.  
 
A Utah bill seeking to remove barriers for these units has the weight of legislative leaders behind it, but it 
may be watered down before it can clear its first hurdle. In its current form, Rep. Ray 
Ward’s HB82 would prohibit Utah cities and towns from setting what Ray called too many “roadblocks” 
in the way of Utahns wanting to rent out their own basements. It’s an issue that Ray and other lawmakers 
argue is overcomplicating less-expensive living options while the state’s housing crunch continues to 
blast home prices sky high. 
 
The bill is only looking to deal with internal accessory dwelling units, or apartments that would exist 
inside the existing footprint of a single family home, such as a basement. It wouldn’t touch cities’ 
regulations on detached dwellings or home additions. The bill would permit these internal accessory 
dwelling units anywhere cities currently allow them. It would require cities and counties to classify 
certain units as a permitted land use, and would prohibit municipalities from establishing restrictions or 
requirements for the construction of the internal apartments.  
 
Additionally, Ward’s bill would require the state’s Olene Walker Housing Loan Fund to start a program 
to provide low-interest loans to help finance construction or rental of the internal units.  
The Bountiful Republican’s bill has caught the attention of House Speaker Brad Wilson, R-Kaysville, and 
House Majority Whip Mike Schultz, R-Hooper, who have thrown their support behind the bill’s concept 
as a “free-market” approach to tackling at least part of Utah’s affordable housing crisis.  
 
But the bill was held in a House committee Friday after Schultz, who is also a homebuilder, sought more 
time to work through some proposed changes that would allow cities to regulate certain aspects of these 
basement apartments, such as limiting the number of bedrooms to two, a parking space requirement and 
more.  
 
“This is one of the most important things and biggest things I think we can do to help address the 
(housing crisis),” Schultz said after about an hourlong public hearing on the bill, which drew proponents 
and critics to testify in front of the House Business and Labor Committee on Friday. 
 
Affordable housing advocates support the bill as one that would help expand housing options and act as a 
step toward addressing housing affordability in Utah. But detractors, including some local mayors and 
city council members, worried it would strip cities of their regulatory powers to protect neighborhoods 
from negative impacts. 

https://www.deseret.com/authors/katie-mckellar
https://www.deseret.com/authors/katie-mckellar
https://le.utah.gov/%7E2021/bills/static/HB0082.html
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Victoria Ashby, director of government relations for the Utah League of Cities and Towns, said it’s a 
“difficult bill” because her organization representing Utah’s 248 cities and towns agrees on the need to 
expand affordable housing options but disagrees “on the course and solutions to take.”  
 
“Our biggest issue with this bill is the one-size-fits-all,” Ashby said. “Different communities are different. 
... Think about communities that have universities or historic districts. How are those cities going to 
handle the extra capacity brought to them?”  
Ashby said the Utah League of Cities and Towns isn’t “opposed to internal (accessory dwelling units),” 
pointing out that over 60 cities have recently adopted ordinances for them on top of the cities that already 
had them. The issue, she said, is local control.  
 
“I really think the bottom line is to understand the mandate in this bill is treating all those cities the 
same,” she said. “And when our mayors and city councils ... sit down and look at these policies, they’re 
trying to balance the interests of everyone living in these communities and the issues that they’re facing 
when they’re bringing in more capacity.”  
 
Provo City Councilwoman Shannon Ellsworth said she wasn’t opposed to renters or accessory dwelling 
units, but she urged lawmakers not to pass the bill, saying it would “sink Provo city.” She said more than 
80% of her constituents told her along the campaign trail they had issues with parking or rentals. Even 
today, Ellsworth said, city officials aren’t “keeping up with code complaints.”  
 
“I support (accessory dwelling units) in Provo and have been working proactively to loosen our 
restrictions and reduce barriers,” she said. “We’ll do this on our own because it’s the right thing to do, 
but we need to do it at the local level to be successful.”  
 
Ward, who discussed his bill with reporters in a media availability with the House speaker earlier Friday, 
acknowledged city officials usually balk when the state tries to “meddle” in their local affairs. But he 
argued in some situations the state needs to step in.  
 
“Letting cities be the only ones to do it brings up a very fundamental unfairness,” Ward said. “And that 
is cities respond to the needs and complaints of the people who already live there. So the ones who are 
already in the neighborhood, who don’t want any change, they get all voice and all the vote.”  
For the people who currently don’t have a place to live, Ward said, “they don’t know which city council 
to go beg for help from. They don’t get any vote.”  
 
“Look, we’re not trying to stomp all over what the cities do, but there needs to be somebody who 
considers both of those two groups ... and sets a basic ground rule,” Ward said. 
 
Ward said current local regulations — some of which place caps on square footage — make it too 
difficult for the average Utahn to navigate rules to build a mother-in-law apartment in their basement 
legally. And, he said, many are already being built, just illegally.  
 
According to a summer survey conducted by the Utah League of Cities and Towns, Ward said only 10 of 
Utah’s cities and towns responded they have permitted more than 25 accessory dwelling units. 
Wilson, a powerful lawmaker on Utah’s Capitol Hill, backed Ward, saying in some circumstances it’s 
appropriate for the state to step in on local issues like accessory apartments. 
 
“Local control and allowing cities to manage issue at a local level makes sense almost all of the time,” 
Wilson said. “You do have rare circumstances, though, when there is a statewide interest. And our 
housing crisis, which, let’s not kid ourselves, is becoming that if it’s not that already, is a statewide 
interest and we need a statewide solution.”  
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Tara Rollins, executive director of the Utah Housing Coalition, said she was glad when Ward brought his 
bill forward.  “We’re very excited to see somebody really taking a chance,” she said. “We would like to 
bring it to the finish line. We realize there’s maybe some tweaking that needs to be done, but we think it’s 
a good bill. It’s not the solution for all affordable housing that’s needed, but it’s a portion of it. So we 
need to have as many solutions on the table to address this need.” 
 
Calling for the bill to be held in committee to work through a substitute bill, Schultz said lawmakers will 
work with Ward — who welcomed the extra time in committee — to find a solution.  
To calls that the state put more resources into affordable housing, including more money for rental 
assistance, Schultz said it’s an argument he’s heard “time and time again” but one that simply pumps 
more money into housing and “compounds the problem.”  
 
“This is a free market approach,” Schultz said of Ward’s bill. “This is something that I think we can do 
that makes a significant difference in the problem we have. It’s not going to solve the problem, but it 
really is the single biggest thing we can do to truly make a difference.”  
 
 
 
Utah lawmaker sees a way to boost housing: Make mother-in-law apartments easier to build 
Bountiful lawmaker laments the “thicket” of barriers, but cities may push back against the state 
dictating permits 
Salt Lake Tribune 
By Tony Semerad Jan. 6, 2021, 7:00 a.m. 
 
 
In their quest to bring in more moderately priced housing, more than half of Utah’s largest cities 
have given a nod to so-called mother-in-law apartments. From self-contained living spaces in 
basements and above garages to stand-alone backyard homes, allowing these accessory dwelling 
units has become a go-to strategy for cities wanting to bolster housing, especially as Utah home 
prices and rents keep rising. 
 
The idea is, ADUs are generally less expensive and easier to build, appeal to many 
socioeconomic walks of life and tend to blend in better with existing neighborhoods. But a Utah 
lawmaker argues that while cities say they want more of these dwellings, they’re instead creating 
too many bureaucratic barriers for property owners to build ADUs within their existing homes, 
even while the state fights an ongoing housing shortage. 
 
“It’s like a thicket of obstacles,” said Rep. Ray Ward, R-Bountiful. “And if we have 10,000 
regulations at the city and county levels — which we do — that restricts supply, and we 
shouldn’t be surprised that supply and demand keep getting further and further out of line.” 
Ward has a bill awaiting the 2021 Utah Legislature, which convenes Jan. 19, that would wipe 
away key city powers for regulating these dwellings when they’re constructed inside a single-
family residence, including controls on their size, the number of devoted parking spaces 
required, and how the units face the street. 
HB82 would permit these in-home dwellings anywhere cities currently allow ADUs. The 
measure also tweaks building codes to eliminate rules that ADUs have their own additional 
utilities such as heating and cooling, electrical and sewer lines. 

https://www.sltrib.com/author/tsemerad
https://www.sltrib.com/author/tsemerad
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The bill would create a system of state-backed grants intended to foster loans to homeowners for 
ADU construction. The hope, Ward said, is that state support will encourage reluctant banks and 
other lenders to finance what can often be costly in-home projects. Homeowners who funded 
their ADUs this way would, in turn, be required to lease the units at slightly below market rents. 
 
HB82 is written narrowly to cover ADUs only in owner-occupied homes, with the intention of 
limiting their use as short-term rentals, including on online platforms such as Airbnb. Still, the 
measure is certain to meet pushback on Capitol Hill from cities hoping to preserve their ability 
to regulate these forms of housing. 
 
The bill doesn’t take aim at detached dwellings such as smaller homes built in backyards, only 
what it calls “internal ADUs” such as basement apartments. Ward estimated those units make 
up 90% of all ADUs in Utah. 
 
The Bountiful lawmaker and family physician said his proposal seeks to address a basic 
imbalance in city government, where elected leaders are predisposed to protect the interests of 
existing residents while neglecting the needs of those wanting to move into their communities. 
“It’s not surprising that time after time after time, city councils make rules to satisfy the one 
group and ignore the other group,” Ward said. “That’s just fundamentally unfair.” 
A draft version of HB82 is circulating just as dozens of local governments in Utah are changing 
their approaches to ADUs in light of the housing crisis. 
 
A state law passed in 2019 has forced Utah counties, cities and towns to adopt new policies to 
promote more moderately priced home construction — or risk giving up crucial state money for 
their transportation needs. 
 
A spokesman for the Utah League of Cities and Towns said cities welcomed Ward’s ideas on 
state financing for ADUs through the Olene Walker Housing Loan Fund and on updating 
building codes, but the league’s policy committee sees major problems with other portions of the 
bill, particularly on parking. 
 
“The idea of the state stepping in and essentially dictating parking standards for every 
community, every neighborhood and every piece of property in the state is concerning,” said the 
league’s executive director, Cameron Diehl. More basically, he said, cities want to tailor ADU 
rules to the needs, character and city service levels of their distinct neighborhoods. 
City officials, he said, “know their needs better than anybody else. The concern is when the state 
steps in, you get a one-size-fits-all approach that doesn’t acknowledge that the ADU situation is 
different in different cities.” 
Statewide, current estimates are that after almost a decade of demand outpacing homebuilding, 
Utah has a gap of about 53,000 homes, particularly at more affordable prices. Meanwhile, 
prices and rents keep climbing at record rates, and many families are doubled up in the same 
home or struggling with housing costs. 
 
Given nearly two dozen separate policy moves they can take under state law to promote more 
housing, most cities have chosen to pursue accessory dwellings, research shows. Seventeen of 20  
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municipalities in Salt Lake County alone have opted to allow ADUs in some form as one of their 
moderate-housing strategies.  
 
That could change if Ward’s bill passes, said Diehl. Cities may balk at allowing any ADUs in 
residential zones — if it means basement apartments automatically will be permitted under state 
law with limits on local control. 
 
Salt Lake County itself is only the latest local government to debate new rules to allow ADUs, 
after several public hearings and input from its townships and community councils. The county’s 
draft ordinance would authorize the extra dwellings across several residential zones, saying 
ADUs are “an important tool” in its overall housing plan. Its rules permit ADUs for single-
family homes with a minimum lot size of 5,000 square feet or 12,000 where the add-on dwellings 
are detached. ADUs can be no more than 1,000 square feet or 40% of the existing home’s square 
footage and require two parking spaces per unit. The county ordinance would require that 
owners get a business license and seek to bar ADU use for short-term rentals, requiring leases of 
at least 30 days. 
 
A spokesman for the county’s regional planning and transportation office said a final vote on the 
new ordinance, previously set for Tuesday, had been delayed to allow for further discussion 
among newly elected County Council members. 
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 10 

P L A N N I N G  C O M M I S S I O N  M E M B E R S  P R E S E N T  11 
Chair John Bradley, Commissioners Scott Amos, Jeremy Howe, Mike Layton, Steve 12 
Pruess, Jerry Jones, and Raymond Rounds   Note: Commissioners Jones and Amos 13 
attended via the Microsoft Teams meeting app. 14 

 15 
 16 

S T A F F  P R E S E N T  17 
Assistant City Manager Doug Gailey, Planner Mark Vlasic, and Recorder Leesa 18 
Kapetanov   Note: Planner Vlasic and Recorder Kapetanov attended the meeting via 19 
Microsoft Teams.   20 
 21 
 22 
C I T I Z E N S  P R E S E N T  23 
No one else attended this meeting  24 

 25 
 26 
Note:  The time stamps indicated in blue correspond to the audio recording of 27 
this meeting, which can be found at:  28 
https://www.southogdencity.gov/document_center/Sound%20Files/2021/PC210114_1814.mp3     29 
or requested from the office of the South Ogden City Recorder. 30 
 31 
There was no briefing session before this meeting. 32 

 33 
 34 

I .  C A L L  T O  O R D E R  A N D  O V E R V I E W  O F  M E E T I N G  P R O C E D U R E S  35 
• Chair John Bradley began the meeting at 6:15 pm by calling for a motion to convene. 36 

 00:00:20 37 
 38 
Commissioner Pruess moved to open the planning commission meeting. The motion was 39 
seconded by Commissioner Layton.  Commissioners Amos, Jones, Pruess, Layton, and 40 
Rounds all voted aye. 41 
Note: Commissioner Howe was not present for the vote, but entered the meeting shortly after. 42 

 43 
 44 
 45 
 46 

MINUTES OF  THE  SOUTH OGDEN C ITY 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEET ING 
T H U R S D A Y ,  J A N U A R Y  1 4 ,  2 0 2 1  
C O U N C I L  C H A M B E R S ,  C I T Y  H A L L  – 6 : 1 5  p m  
 

https://www.southogdencity.gov/document_center/Sound%20Files/2021/PC210114_1814.mp3
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  47 
I I .  S P E C I A L  I T E M S  48 

A. Discussion on Affordable/Moderate Income Housing in South Ogden City 49 
• Staff overview 00:00:45 50 
• Discussion  00:13:22 51 

 52 
 53 
I I I .  O T H E R  B U S I N E S S  54 

• Commissioners had questions about several projects in the city 55 
 01:32:30 56 

  57 
 58 
 59 
I V .  A P P R O V A L  O F  M I N U T E S  O F  P R E V I O U S  M E E T I N G  60 

Approval of December 10, 2020 PC Minutes 61 
• Motion 01:34:18 62 

 63 
Commissioner Jones moved to approve the minutes of December 10, 2020.  64 
Commissioner Amos seconded the motion.  All present voted in favor of the motion. 65 

 66 
 67 
 68 

 69 
V .  P U B L I C  C O M M E N T S  70 

• There was no one present at the meeting; there were also no online comments. 71 
 72 

 73 
V I .  A D J O U R N   74 

Commissioner Howe moved to adjourn, followed by a second from Commissioner Rounds.  75 
The voice vote was unanimous in favor of the motion. 76 
 01:34:34 77 
 78 
The meeting ended at 7:50 pm. 79 
  80 

 81 
 82 
 83 
 84 
I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true, accurate and complete record of the South Ogden City Planning Commission Meeting 85 
held Thursday, January 14, 2021. 86 
 87 
______________________________________                                                                           88 
Leesa Kapetanov, City Recorder                                         Date Approved by the Planning Commission 89 
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