
ADJOURN: 
Notice is hereby given that:
 A Work Meeting will be held at 5:30 p.m. to discuss miscellaneous matters.
 In the event of an absence of a full quorum, agenda items will be continued to the next regularly scheduled meeting.
 This meeting may involve the use of electronic communications for some of the members of this public body.  The anchor location for the 

meeting shall be the Layton City Council Chambers, 437 North Wasatch Drive, Layton City.  Members at remote locations may be 
connected to the meeting telephonically.

 By motion of the Layton City Council, pursuant to Title 52, Chapter 4 of the Utah Code, the City Council may vote to hold a closed 
meeting for any of the purposes identified in that chapter.

Date: ___________________________________________     By: ____________________________________________________
                                                                                                                 Thieda Wellman, City Recorder

LAYTON CITY does not discriminate on the basis of race, color, national origin, sex, religion, age or disability in the employment or the provision of services.  If you 
are planning to attend this public meeting and, due to a disability, need assistance in understanding or participating in the meeting, please notify Layton City eight or 
more hours in advance of the meeting.  Please contact Kiley Day at 437 North Wasatch Drive, Layton, Utah 84041, 801.336.3825 or 801.336.3820.

REGULAR MEETING AGENDA OF THE
CITY COUNCIL OF LAYTON, UTAH

PUBLIC NOTICE is hereby given that the City Council of Layton, Utah, will hold a regular public meeting in the Council Chambers 
in the City Center Building, 437 North Wasatch Drive, Layton, Utah, commencing at 7:00 PM on December 4, 2014.

AGENDA ITEMS:

1. CALL TO ORDER, PLEDGE, OPENING CEREMONY, RECOGNITION, APPROVAL OF MINUTES:
  A. Minutes of the Layton City Council Strategic Planning Work Meeting - October 23, 2014

2. MUNICIPAL EVENT ANNOUNCEMENTS:

3. CITIZEN COMMENTS:

4. VERBAL PETITIONS AND PRESENTATIONS:

5. CONSENT ITEMS:(These items are considered by the City Council to be routine and will be enacted by a single motion. If discussion is 
desired on any particular consent item, that item may be removed from the consent agenda and considered separately.)

  A. 2014 Comprehensive Annual Finance Report (CAFR) and Audit Reports

  B. Authorize the Execution of an Addendum to an Agreement Between Layton City and Harris ERP for the Innoprise Financial 
System - Resolution 14-74

  C. Amend the Consolidated Fee Schedule – Ordinance 14-25

  D. Amend Title 16, Section 16.04.010, Amend the 2012 Edition of the International Fire Code to Require Businesses in Layton 
City to Submit Fire and Life Safety Inspection, Testing and Maintenance Paperwork Electronically - Ordinance 14-27

6. PUBLIC HEARINGS:

7. PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS:

8. NEW BUSINESS:

9. UNFINISHED BUSINESS:

10. SPECIAL REPORTS:



 
 
 
 

Citizen Comment Guidelines 
 

For the benefit of all who participate in a PUBLIC HEARING or in giving PUBLIC COMMENT during 
a City Council meeting, we respectfully request that the following procedures be observed so that all 
concerned individuals may have an opportunity to speak. 
 
Electronic Information:  An electronic or hard copy of any electronic information presented to the City Council 
must be submitted to the City Recorder by the end of the meeting.  
 
Time: If you are giving public input on any item on the agenda, please limit comments to three (3) minutes. 
If greater time is necessary to discuss the item, the matter may, upon request, be placed on a future City Council 
agenda for further discussion. 
 
New Information: Please limit comments to new information only to avoid repeating the same information 
multiple times. 
 
Spokesperson: Please, if you are part of a large group, select a spokesperson for the group. 
 
Courtesy: Please be courteous to those making comments by avoiding applauding or verbal outbursts either 
in favor of or against what is being said. 
 
Comments: Your comments are important. To give order to the meeting, please direct comments to and 
through the person conducting the meeting. 
 
Thank you. 
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MINUTES OF LAYTON CITY 

COUNCIL STRATEGIC PLANNING  

WORK MEETING     OCTOBER 23, 2014; 5:15 P.M. 
 

MAYOR AND COUNCILMEMBERS 

PRESENT:     MAYOR BOB STEVENSON, JOYCE BROWN, 

SCOTT FREITAG AND JOY PETRO 

 

ABSENT:     TOM DAY AND JORY FRANCIS 

 

PLANNING COMMISSION MEMBERS 

PRESENT:     DAWN FITZPATRICK, ROBERT VAN DRUNEN, 

GERALD GILBERT, L.T. WEESE AND DAVID 

WEAVER 

 

 

STAFF PRESENT:    ALEX JENSEN, GARY CRANE, JIM MASON, 

TRACY PROBERT, BILL WRIGHT, KENT 

ANDERSEN, PETER MATSON, AND THIEDA 

WELLMAN 
 

 

The meeting was held in the Council Conference Room of the Layton City Center. 

 

Mayor Stevenson opened the meeting and turned the time over to Staff. 

 

DISCUSSION – EMPLOYEE HEALTH INSURANCE BENEFIT 

 

Alex Jensen, City Manager, recognized Jim Mason, Assistant City Manager, and Tracy Probert, Finance 

Director. He said Staff wanted to present information about a mid-year adjustment to how the health 

insurance was being funded. Alex said time was of the essence because in order for a mid-year adjustment 

in premiums and benefits to be allowed, it had to take place as of January 1st per the City’s agreement 

with Select Health. He said because of federal regulations, employees had to be notified at least 60 days 

prior to any changes, which was November 1st.  

 

Alex said as the numbers over the last several months had trickled in, Staff had become more and more 

concerned. He said Staff had been having discussions with Select Health and Fringe Benefit Analysts, 

which was Don Deru’s firm, about what adjustments made sense. Alex said Staff had all of that analysis 

to review with the Council. He said Staff’s recommendation was to make the mid-year adjustments, and 

felt that it would bring about the necessary changes.  
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Tracy Probert said the City’s policy was to keep the reserve at 1.5 million dollars, which was about 6 

months worth of claims. He said the 1.5 million dollars sat in an account that claims were paid out of and 

premiums went into. Tracy said for many years through 2011 that reserve went up and down a little, but 

basically stayed near 1.5 million dollars. He said there had been a few times when a dividend had been 

given back to the City and employees. 

 

Tracy said in 2012 the reserve ended the calendar year at 1.38 million dollars, and in 2013 it was at 1.1 

million dollars. He said at that time it was determined to make an adjustment and effective July 1, 2014, a 

$15 per pay period increase of premium was made for employees, and an increase of $26.32 for the City’s 

portion, which would equate to an additional $300,000 per year into the reserve. Tracy said this brought 

the employees’ premium from $72.74 per pay period to $87.74. Tracy said with this adjustment, it 

brought the employees’ portion of the premium to 18% and the City’s portion to 82%. He said the goal 

set several years ago was to get that to 20% for employees and 80% for the City. Tracy said at that point 

the average monthly claims were about $240,000. He said in the last three to four months that average had 

spiked up to about $280,000 per month.  

 

Tracy said the recommendation for the January 1, 2015, adjustment was to increase the premium for 

employees by $18 per month, which would bring the per pay period cost to $105.74; the City’s portion 

would be an increase of $22.83 per pay period for a total of $420.27 per pay period. He said this 

adjustment would bring the employees total portion to 20% and the City’s portion to 80%. Tracy said the 

hope was that this additional amount would keep the reserve fund at the current $700,000 amount.  

 

Alex said the rate increase was part of a two pronged approach. He said Staff recommended that the 

benefits also be changed to help cut costs.  

 

Tracy said the second part of the adjustment was to change the benefits to try and help the employees be a 

little bit better consumers of healthcare.  

 

Jim Mason said the changes really weren’t drastic changes; it was still a very rich plan. He said the City 

had always had a very good plan, which played a key role in retaining good employees. Jim said the 

recommendation was to change to a different network. He said currently the City had Select Care Plus, 

which was the richest network that Select Health provided. Jim said the recommendation was to go to the 
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Select Med network. He said Select Med was by no means a cheap network. Jim said in comparing the 

Select Care Plus and Select Med physicians, the main difference was that Tanner Clinic doctors were not 

on Select Med, and some University of Utah doctors were not on Select Med.  

 

Jim said by moving to the Select Med network, the City would save about 5% of the claims. He said with 

claims at about 3.5 million dollars, 5% would be a substantial amount of money. Jim said the 

underwriters estimate was that by implementing the recommended changes it would reduce claims by 

11.27%, which was an anticipated annual contribution to the plan of $394,450.  

 

Jim said the second adjustment to the plan had to do with deductibles. He said in the past, the deductible 

was $100 per person for medical and $50 per person for prescriptions. The recommendation was to 

increase that to $250 per person for medical and $100 per person for prescriptions. Jim said inpatient and 

outpatient services were previously covered at 100%; those would be reduced to 95%. He said with the 

out of pocket maximum, employees would still be limited to $2,000 out of pocket.  

 

Councilmember Brown said if they chose to stay with a Tanner Clinic provider it would go up slightly. 

 

Jim said that was correct; it was a different benefit structure if it was with a non participating provider.  

 

Alex said this was still a very rich plan compared to what others had. He said Layton had a plan that 

didn’t exist anywhere else. Alex said he didn’t think the City paid any more money for this rich plan than 

other cities paid for their plans because it was a self funded plan. He said under traditional insurance you 

were lumped in and averaged with everyone that the insurer was covering. That wasn’t the case with the 

City; if the insurance was used the City paid for it, if it wasn’t used it wasn’t paid for. Alex said in the last 

16 years there had been 3 increases in premiums to the City and employees because of the structure of the 

plan.  

 

Councilmember Brown said most people saw an increase every year. 

 

Alex said the City had a very good plan compared to what others had for the money that was spent. He 

said Staff felt that was very positive in helping to retain and maintain the City’s most important asset; the 

employees. Alex said the City wasn’t in a crisis; the plane wasn’t crashing, but Staff felt that it was wise 

to be prudent and proactive, and make the adjustments that would keep the plan strong.  
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Mayor Stevenson said he felt that the adjustments needed to be made. He said as we moved into the new 

year, the City needed to see if there was a way to incentivize employees to use the plan wisely. 

 

Councilmember Brown asked if Davis Hospital was still in the plan. 

 

Alex said all of the existing hospitals that were currently in the plan would remain in the plan. The change 

was to doctors and clinics. Alex said Staff felt that it would affect roughly 20% of the employees that may 

have to make an adjustment in their doctors, or choose to pay an additional $50 to go out of network.  

 

Councilmember Freitag said by looking at the numbers he wouldn’t paint this as a rosy picture; the sky 

was falling if the reserve had fallen to 50% of target with declines over the last 6 straight years. He said 

that was a big change. 

 

Alex said the fund had been declining since 2011, which was a little expected as there was a dividend 

given in 2010. He said it had stayed within $200,000 of the 1.5 million dollar target. Alex said Staff had 

always tried to be sensitive to both the City’s money and employees’ money. He said Staff felt that the 

City started to run into issues in 2013, which was why the adjustment was made July 1st.  

 

Councilmember Freitag said this year 3 adjustments were being made; two premium adjustments and one 

plan adjustment. 

 

Alex said that was correct. 

 

Councilmember Freitag said that was pretty significant. 

 

Councilmember Petro said from her perspective it might not be enough. 

 

Tracy said the premium adjustment would bring an additional $300,000 to the plan, and the coverage 

adjustment would bring an additional $300,000 to the plan. He said it would take 2 to 3 years to bring the 

reserve back to 1.5 million dollars. Tracy said at the same time, Staff wasn’t positive that the City just 

wasn’t experiencing a spike in claims that couldn’t level off. He said looking at long term trends it 

appeared to be a spike, but it could be a new normal. Tracy said the change was significant for employees. 
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Councilmember Freitag said it was a $15 change plus an $18 change, plus the deductibles about doubled. 

He said that was a big deal. Councilmember Freitag asked what Select Health was saying about the 

claims; where was the City seeing increases.  

 

Alex said there had been an increase in the number of claims and an increase in the cost of claims. He 

said in 2012, in the $10,000 to $20,000 range, there were 14 cases; in 2013 there were 26 cases.  

 

Councilmember Freitag said he didn’t know how the City could come up with an incentive program until 

you knew what people were suffering from.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said he agreed; it was something that needed to be looked at. 

 

Council and Staff discussed various aspects of the Affordable Care Act that were impacting costs.  

 

Alex said he was confident that employees would accept the changes and respond to them positively. 

Employees recognized that this was a great benefit.  

 

Alex said the idea was that the Summary of Benefits changes would be presented to the employees by 

November 1st. 

 

Councilmember Freitag asked how often the plan was reviewed. 

 

Jim said every year; he explained the review process.  

 

JOINT DISCUSSION WITH PLANNING COMMISSION – LAND USE AND HOUSING 

POLICIES, GENERAL PLAN – COUNCIL RESOLUTION ON MULTI-FAMILY 

DEVELOPMENT 

 

Mayor Stevenson welcomed the Planning Commission.  

 

Peter Matson, City Planner, said this was a review about multi-family housing data, the General Plan 

multi-family housing policies, and the growth scenarios and visioning project that would be starting very 
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soon. He displayed 2010 census information about the percentages of various housing types; 78% to 80% 

of the City’s housing stock was single family.  

 

Peter displayed information about building permits over the last few years for single family and multi-

family units. 

 

Councilmember Brown said the majority of the multi-family permits in 2014 were the Legacy Cottages. 

She said that wouldn’t necessarily be included in the apartment category because it was senior living. 

 

Peter said that was correct. 

 

Peter reviewed trends in residential permits from 1980 to 2014. He said the trends in the City were similar 

to State trends. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said in 1983, 1984 and 1986 whoever was on the Council authorized a lot of 

apartments.  

 

Peter said that was correct.  

 

Council and Staff discussed things that impacted housing trends. 

 

Commissioner Gilbert asked how many units were in the Stimson property project and the one on Hill 

Field Road.  

 

Peter said there were 140 units on the Stimson property and 180 on Hill Field Road. 

 

Mayor Stevenson asked about single family permits this year. 

 

Bill Wright, Community and Economic Development Director, said there were about 250 so far this year. 

He said there had been good subdivision development making lots available.  

 

There was discussion about what was considered multi-family; townhomes, duplexes, condominiums, etc. 

 



D  R  A  F  T 
 

 

Minutes of Layton City Council Strategic Planning Work Meeting, October 23, 2011 
7

Peter indicated that vacancy rates for rental units in Davis County and Layton City were 3% to 5 %, 

which was considered fully rented. With move-ins and move-outs, a 3% to 5% vacancy was very low.  

 

Councilmember Brown asked about vacancy rates in Kays Creek.  

 

Kent Andersen, Deputy Director of Community and Economic Development, said he understood that they 

were at 5%. 

 

Peter said 650 of the new 900 units in Layton were considered Class “A” units. 

 

Council and Staff discussed renting trends. 

 

Peter displayed a map of the vacant multi-family zoned property in the City. He indicated that there was 

very little property left that a large apartment complex could build on, other than the downtown area.  

 

Peter indicated that development on the Beecher Adams property had changed slightly; they were 

changing several multi-family units to cottage style single family units.  

 

Councilmember Petro asked what the status of that development was. 

 

Peter said they had been to the Design Review Committee and preliminary plat approval would be the 

next step in the process.  

 

Councilmember Petro asked if the City would have any risk, similar to North Salt Lake. 

 

Bill said there would be a tremendous amount of geotechnical work done before anything could be built. 

He said they could re-grade the entire site and let it sit for a year or two, and then come back for approval. 

Bill said they were now looking at the opportunity for phasing the re-grading and phasing the 

development. He said they were also lowering the total number of units. Bill said the situation in North 

Salt Lake was a little bit different; that property had been a gravel pit. He said the City went with the best 

engineering available; there were reviews by 3 different engineering groups. 

 

Gary Crane, City Attorney, said the City required that the developer do a study, the City did an 
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independent study, and a third outside review was done of both studies.  

 

Commissioner Fitzpatrick asked if any new traffic studies would be done since Antelope Drive was being 

connected to Highway 89.  

 

Gary said yes; new studies would have to be done.  

 

Peter displayed a map of multi-family development relative to the street network; multi-family 

development was allowed along arterial streets.  

 

Council and Staff discussed the development agreement attached to the Adams commercial property on 

2200 West and Hill Field Road, which did not include a multi-family housing component. 

 

Mayor Stevenson asked about the East Gate area; would it allow for a mixed use zone that would allow 

for apartments. 

 

Peter said the conceptual plan discussed some housing in the area. He said the recommendation was to try 

and keep residential on the east side of 1700 East and not let it creep further to the west where it would be 

impacted by noise from the Base.  

 

Mayor Stevenson asked if there would be some area available where Gordon Avenue would eventually tie 

into Highway 89; could it be mixed use to allow for residential. 

 

Peter said the General Plan was fairly broad in that area identifying it as a feature center, probably some 

type of commercial node that may have some mixed use aspect to it. 

 

There was discussion about various areas of the City that had potential for mixed use, and walkable areas. 

 

Peter indicated that the General Plan recommendation was to have not more that 15% of housing stock in 

multi-family units, but the General Plan did not give a real definition of what multi-family was. Did it 

include a twin home in Peacefield, a condominium on south Main Street, or a typical walkup at East 

Gate? He said the General Plan also recommended no more that 5% in the R-H zone, which was the high 

density zone for typical walk-ups; the Seasons of Layton was an R-H zone. Peter said with single-family 
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permits that had come in, the City was just under the 5% recommendation.  

 

Council and Staff discussed the missing middle, including twin homes, mansion homes, bungalow court 

homes, etc. He displayed photos of these types of developments in other areas of the State. Peter said the 

real key in policies and directives moving forward into the future was determining what the mechanism or 

implementation tool was to see that they happened and that they happened in the right place. He said the 

visioning process could really be an assistance with this. 

 

Peter said in previous discussions, the recommendation was single family at 73%, but having more detail 

to include typical single family homes, bungalow homes, patio homes, etc. He displayed various styles of 

single family and multi-family housing. Peter provided information about other types of housing such as 

Legacy Village. He said the recommended breakdown was 73% single family, 20% multi-family and 7% 

existing mobile homes. Peter discussed live/work developments; Kays Creek was the only work/live 

development in Layton at this time, but there were many in Salt Lake City.  

 

Commissioner Gilbert asked if there were builders that were interested in all of the various types of 

developments; where did the builder want to be.  

 

Peter said in general the City still saw that the majority of builders looked at a large piece of property and 

thought apartment complexes, or the smaller pieces maybe townhomes. He said the City tried to 

encourage builders to consider other housing types. 

 

Mayor Stevenson asked if the City had the ability to fairly force people to do something on a specific 

piece of property.  

 

Bill said absolutely; it was all about form and format.  

 

Council and Staff discussed the trend of smaller lot sizes and walkable urban areas; there had been a shift 

in what people were wanting. 

 

Peter said the Planning Commission and Council would be contacted to be part of the stakeholder group 

for the growth scenarios and visioning project.  
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Mayor Stevenson asked if the City would be wise to refine this so that there was a good understanding of 

what the City wanted and how to do it. 

 

Bill said there were a couple of approaches, one being to weave some or all of this study into the 

visioning project. He said he felt that it would be important to incorporate what had already been done 

into the visioning project. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said he would agree with that.  

 

Peter said the visioning project would provide some implementation tools that would help target those 

types of housing at specific locations.  

 

Council and Staff discussed involvement of the stakeholder group as part of the visioning project.  

 

The meeting adjourned at 6:32 p.m. 

 

 

 

__________________________________ 

Thieda Wellman, City Recorder 

 



LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING
AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 

  
Item Number:  5.A.
   
Subject:  
2014 Comprehensive Annual Finance Report (CAFR) and Audit Reports
   
Background:  
State statute requires an annual audit of the financial records by a qualified certified public accountant.  
Federal regulations require an audit under the “Single Audit Act” when $500,000 or more of Federal grant 
money is expended in the year.  The City did not have grant expenditure over $500,000 this year and a single 
audit was not performed.  Hansen, Bradshaw, Malmrose and Erickson, P.C. was engaged to perform these 
audits and has completed the work fulfilling the requirements.  Their opinion and reports are included within 
the CAFR.  
 
The Audit Committee has met with the auditors and reviewed the financial report, audit findings and reports 
on compliance.  The City has received a favorable opinion on the financial statements contained in the 
CAFR.  This means that the financial statements present fairly, in all material respects, the financial position 
of the City at June 30, 2014.
 
Tracy Probert, Finance Director, will make a few comments about the financial report and answer any 
questions.  Mr. Ed Erickson, Partner and Mr. Robert Wood, principal, in the certified public accounting firm 
of Hansen, Bradshaw, Malmrose and Erickson, P.C. will present a brief report on the audit and will respond 
to questions, if any.
  
Alternatives:  
Alternatives are to 1) Accept the audit reports and the financial report by passing a motion to that affect; 
or 2) Request additional information from the auditor or Staff.
  
Recommendation:  
The Audit Committee and Staff recommend that the Council pass a motion accepting the audit reports 
and financial report as presented.
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AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 

  
Item Number:  5.B.
   
Subject:  
Authorize the Execution of an Addendum to an Agreement Between Layton City and Harris ERP for the 
Innoprise Financial System - Resolution 14-74
   
Background:  
In October 1997, Layton City entered into a contract with Systems Consulting Inc., now Harris ERP to 
provide a financial system to the City.  The proposed addendum is for installation and training on a new 
financial system called Innoprise.  The addendum will allow the City to take advantage of their software-for-
life guarantee and discounts.  The list price for the above mentioned software modules is $280,709.  The 
City's software-for-life discount reduces that one-time cost for software by $242,934 to $37,775.  The cost of 
professional services are included in the addendum at $213,000, which includes all the necessary hours of 
service and training to convert from one system to the other.  This system will integrate the GEMS 
financial/payroll system and the Diamond utility billing system into one system. 
  
Alternatives:  
Alternatives are to 1) Adopt Resolution 14-74 approving the addendum to the agreement between Layton 
City and Harris ERP; 2) Adopt Resolution 14-74 with any amendments the Council deems appropriate; or 3) 
Not adopt Resolution 14-74 and remand to Staff with directions.
  
Recommendation:  
Staff recommends the Council adopt Resolution 14-74 approving the addendum to the agreement between 
Layton City and Harris ERP and authorize the Mayor to sign the necessary documents.
  













LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING
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Item Number:  5.C.
   
Subject:  
Amend the Consolidated Fee Schedule – Ordinance 14-25
   
Background:  
The City has consolidated most fees and charges into one place within the Municipal Code, which is adopted 
and amended by ordinance.  As a result of a comprehensive staff review of the Business License and Fire 
Inspection procedures, processes and fees, an amendment to the Consolidated Fee Schedule is necessary.  
See attached changes.
  
Alternatives:  
Alternatives are to 1) Adopt Ordinance 14-25 amending the Consolidated Fee Schedule as proposed; 2) 
Adopt Ordinance 14-25 with modifications; 3) Not adopt Ordinance 14-25 and remand to Staff with 
directions.
  
Recommendation:  
Staff recommends the Council adopt Ordinance 14-25 amending the Consolidated Fee Schedule as 
proposed. 
  



Proposed Consolidated Fee Schedule Changes

Fees/Permits/Inspections Current Fee Proposed Fee
1. Home Occupation Base Fee $40 $60
2. Home Occupation Inspection Fee $26.50 $50
3. Business License Inspection Fee $47 $50
4. Building Permit Inspection Fee $47 $50
5. Fireworks Sales Permit Fee $300 $500
6. Fireworks Sales Permit – Refundable Deposit $150 $500
7. Alarms: Responsible Party Non-response Fee $25 $100
8. Fire Department – Commercial/Non-

Residential False Alarm Fees
$50, $75, $100 $250, $350, $450

9. Fire Re-inspection Fee $0 $100

Explanations Below

1. Home Occupation Base Fee
Staff proposes an increase to the base fee for Home Occupations from $40 to $60 to better cover Staff 
costs for regulating home occupation businesses.  A survey of 15 Utah cities revealed the average fee 
charged is approximately $65.  Staff recommends maintaining the renewal fee at $40.  Home occupation 
fees have not been modified since 1996.  

2. Home Occupation Inspection Fee
With certain home occupation classifications, a $26.50 inspection fee is currently required.  To better 
cover costs, Staff proposes that this fee is raised to $50.  Staff also recommends that the one-time 
inspection fee be expanded to include occupations where customers come to the home to receive a service 
or when the business has outdoor storage of vehicles, potential for noise, odors, hazards, etc.

3. Business License Inspection Fee
With certain business classifications, an inspection fee of $47 is required.  It is recommended that an 
initial one-time inspection be conducted by the Fire Department on all Commercial businesses.   Staff 
also recommends the inspection fee be established at $50.

4. Building Permit Inspection Fees
To be consistent with inspection fees for business licenses and better cover costs, it is recommended that 
all building inspection fees be changed to $50.  The permit inspection fee amount has not changed since 
the Consolidated Fee Schedule was adopted in1994.  

5. Fireworks Sales Permit Fee
The fireworks permit fee has been $300 for the past 18 years.  Due to changes in the State Code in 2011 
for the sale of fireworks, significantly more staff time is required to regulate the sales of fireworks.  
The increase in this fee offsets city costs for the increased number of inspections at individual sales 
locations.

6. Fireworks Sales Permit – Refundable Deposit
The current refundable deposit that is charged for the clean-up of outdoor fireworks sales sites is $150.  
The current deposit would not cover the costs of clearing the site.  To cover costs, Staff proposes 
increasing this deposit to $500.  The proposed deposit increase is based on an equipped fire engine with a 
four person company for two hours. The deposit would be refunded after any cost incurred by the city is 
subtracted.  This deposit has not increased in 20 years.



7. Alarms: Responsible Party Non-response Fee 
The proposed changes separate Residential and Commercial/Non-residential fees.  Under the current fee 
structure, it is less expensive for a business to pay $25, rather than respond to the alarm as required.  
Therefore, Staff proposes a new Commercial/Non-residential fee to be $100.  Residential fee would 
remain the same at $25.  

8. Fire Department - Commercial/Non-residential False Alarm Fees  
Current fees that are charged for the third, fourth, and fifth false alarm per quarter are appropriate for 
residential alarms.  However, the fees for a commercial false alarm are insufficient to persuade a business 
owner to repair their alarm system.  The purpose of these revised fees is to motivate the business/building 
owner to repair and maintain their alarm system.  The proposed fee amount is the cost for the engine 
company to respond, investigate, and help correct the immediate problem with the system.  The 
incremental increases are to further motivate the owner to correct the problem long-term.

9. Fire Re-inspection Fee
An initial Fire inspection and one re-inspection for a business/building are provided annually at no 
charge.  The Fire Prevention Division is experiencing an increasing number of businesses that require 
additional re-inspections due to the business owner failing to comply with fire code violations.  Staff must 
return to the business for these additional re-inspections.  This fee is necessary to cover the staff and 
equipment cost for a re-inspection.  Each re-inspection performed beyond the initial re-inspection would 
be charged $100.
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Item Number:  5.D.
   
Subject:  
Amend Title 16, Section 16.04.010, Amend the 2012 Edition of the International Fire Code to Require 
Businesses in Layton City to Submit Fire and Life Safety Inspection, Testing and Maintenance Paperwork 
Electronically - Ordinance 14-27
   
Background:  
Layton City has maintained a Fire Department whose purpose is to protect life and property within Layton 
City from fires and dangers.  Layton City has previously adopted and utilized the 2012 edition of the 
International Fire Code with amendments.

The Fire Department is proposing an amendment to Title 16, Chapter 16.04 and an additional amendment to 
the International Fire Code, 2012 edition.  The proposed amendment will require that businesses conducting 
required inspections, tests, and maintenance on fire and life safety systems throughout the city submit their 
documentation to the Fire Department electronically in the manner, format, and timeline that is acceptable to 
the Fire Department.
  
Alternatives:  
Alternatives are to 1) Adopt Ordinance 14-27 approving the amendments to Title 16 and to the 2012 edition 
of the International Fire Code; or 2) Not adopt Ordinance 14-27 and remand to Staff with directions.
  
Recommendation:  
Staff recommends the Council adopt Ordinance 14-27 approving the amendments to Title 16 and to the 2012 
edition of the International Fire Code.
  








