
Ogden City 
 
City Council  
April 12, 2016 
City Council Chambers 
Municipal Building – Third Floor 
2549 Washington Boulevard, Ogden, Utah 84401 

 
 

3:30 p.m. Joint Work Session 
Redevelopment Agency and City Council 

City Council Work Room 
 

The purpose of the joint work session includes presentations and discussions regarding: 
Redevelopment Agency: 

 Proposed Oak Den Urban Renewal Area Blight Study; and 
 Board Business.  

 
City Council:  

 Transit System Update;  
 Grant Avenue Rezones; and 
 Council Business. 

 
Any items not fully addressed prior to the Special City Council meeting, which begins at 6:00 p.m.,  

may be addressed immediately following that meeting. 
 

 
Regular Redevelopment Agency Meeting – CANCELLED 

 
6:00 p.m. Special City Council Meeting 

Council Chambers 
 

1. Roll Call.   
 
2. Pledge of Allegiance. 

 
3. Moment of Silence. 

 
4. Request to be on the Agenda: 

a. Envision Utah. Presentation by Betsy Byrne entitled “How We Grow Matters.”  
b. Christmas Village Committee.  Presentation of the annual sunset report and proposed Ordinance 2016-

24 amending the sunset provision for the Christmas Village Committee to April 1, 2019.  (Adopt/not adopt 
ordinance – roll call vote) 

 
5. Common Consent (Voice vote): 

a. Christmas Village Committee.  Consideration of the reappointments of Brenda Burrup, Cindi Hellewell, 
Diane Nelson, Lou Ann Kamigaki, and Nicole Lovell; and the appointment of Stephanie Grundie to the 
Christmas Village Committee.  (Approve reappointments/appointment)  

b. FY2016 Budget Amendment – Grants and Miscellaneous Revenues.  Proposed Ordinance 2016-21 
amending the budget for the Fiscal Year July 1, 2015 to June 30, 2016 by increasing the anticipated 
revenues for a gross increase of $1,484,705.  (Set public hearing for April 26, 2016) 

 
6. Reports from the Administration: 

a. Arts Ordinances – Public Arts Program:   
i. Presentation. 
ii. Public Input. 
iii. Actions: 
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1. Proposed Ordinance 2016-22 amending the Ogden Municipal Code by amending Title 4 by 
repealing Article C Percent for Art; and by amending Title 4 by adopting a new Article C to establish 
the Public Art Program.  (Adopt/not adopt ordinance – roll call vote)   

2. Proposed Ordinance 2016-23 amending the Ogden Municipal Code by amending Sections 2-4-
13, 3-16-6, 4-1B-1, and Subsections 4-3A-7.H, 9-1-6.J, and 9-5-3.B to revise provisions regarding 
public arts projects.  (Adopt/not adopt ordinance – roll call vote) 

 
7. Public Comments. This is an opportunity to address the Council regarding concerns or ideas on any topic.  To 

be considerate of everyone at this meeting, public comments will be limited to three minutes per 
person.  Participants are to state their name and address for the record. Comments which cannot be made 
within these limits should be submitted in writing to the City Council Office (citycouncil@ogdencity.com).  

 
The Council encourages civil discourse for everyone who participates in our meetings. Comments pertaining to 
an agenda item that includes a public hearing or public input should be given during the meeting as that item is 
discussed. 

 
8. Comments: 

a. Mayor. 
b. Council Members. 
 

9. Closed Executive Session.  Consideration of adjourning into a Closed Executive Session pursuant to one or 
more of the provisions of Section 52-4-205(1) of the Open and Public Meetings Law: 
a. Discussion of the character, professional competence, or physical or mental health of an individual 
b. Strategy session to discuss collective bargaining 
c. Strategy session to discuss pending or reasonably imminent litigation 
d. Strategy session to discuss the purchase, exchange, or lease of real property 
e. Strategy session to discuss the sale of real property 
f. Discussion regarding deployment of security personnel, devices, or systems 
g. Investigative proceedings regarding allegations of criminal misconduct.   
(Adjourn/not adjourn into closed session – roll call vote)  
 

10. Adjournment. 
 

Continuation of Joint Work Session if Necessary 
 
 

Public meetings may be held electronically in accordance with Utah Code Annotated 52-4-207 to allow Council members to 
participate via teleconference.  The anchor location for the meeting shall be on the 3rd Floor of the Ogden Municipal Building, 
2549 Washington Blvd., Ogden Utah.   
 
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, persons needing auxiliary communicative aids and services for this 
meeting should contact the Management Services Department at 629-8701 (TDD # 629-8949) or by email: 
ADACompliance@ci.ogden.ut.us at least 48 hours in advance of the meeting. 
 

CERTIFICATE OF POSTING 
 
The undersigned, duly appointed City Recorder, does hereby certify that the above notice and/or agenda was posted in three 
public places within the Ogden City Limits on this 8th day of April, 2016.  These public places being: 1) City Recorder’s Office 
on the 2nd floor of the Municipal Building; 2) 2nd floor foyer of the Municipal Building; and 3) the Weber County Library. A copy 
was posted to the Utah State Public Notice Website and the Ogden City Website, as well as provided to the Standard-Examiner. 
 

TRACY HANSEN, MMC 
  OGDEN CITY RECORDER 
 
 
Visit the City Council Meetings page at:  councilmeetings.ogdencity.com 
Ogden City Council Agenda Information Line – 801-629-8159 
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PROPOSED OAK DEN URBAN RENEWAL AREA  
- Blight Study Results  

 

PURPOSE OF  
WORK SESSION:  To Review and Discuss the Blight Study Completed for 

the Proposed Oak Den Urban Renewal Area   
 

Executive 
Summary The Administration will present the results of the blight study 

completed for the proposed Oak Den Urban Renewal Area. 

 
Background Title 17 C Limited Purpose Local Government Entities - 

Community Development and Renewal Agencies Act 
 Title 17C of the Utah State Code sets forth the regulations for 

establishing a community development and renewal agency, and 
outlines an agency’s authority regarding eminent domain, bonding, 
use of tax increment and sales tax, budgeting, and other related 
administrative issues.  The Ogden City Redevelopment Agency 
was established under a predecessor of this statute.  Title 17C also 
provides for the establishment of three different types of 
redevelopment areas: 

 Urban Renewal Area (URA) 

 Economic Development Area (EDA) 

 Community Development Area (CDA) 
 

Title 17C was significantly amended during the 2016 Legislative 
General Session.  The 2016 amendments do not apply to the 
proposed Oak Den URA as the process for establishing the Oak 
Den URA began before April 1.  However, the process must be 
completed before September 1, 2016 or the new provisions will 
apply.   
 
Additional information regarding the changes in state statute will 
be addressed in discussion related to future project areas as 
applicable.  
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URA Blight Study Requirement 
The Urban Renewal Area is the most intensive of the three types of 
redevelopment areas and the only one to allow eminent domain 
under certain circumstances.  Before a URA can be created, the 
agency must complete a parcel by parcel blight study of the survey 
area to determine if the area being considered for a redevelopment 
project area meets the blight criteria as set forth in state code. 
Those criteria are as follows: 

 Consists predominantly of non-greenfield parcels 

 Currently zoned for urban purposes and served by utilities  

 At least 50% of the parcels are used or intended for 
residential, commercial, industrial, or other urban purposes, 
or any combination of those uses 

 The present condition or use substantially impairs the 
sound growth of the municipality, retards the provision of 
housing accommodations, or constitutes an economic 
liability or is detrimental to the public health, safety, or 
welfare, as shown by the existence within the proposed 
project area of at least four of the following factors:   
o substantial physical dilapidation, deterioration or 

defective construction of buildings or infrastructure, or 
significant noncompliance with current building code, 
safety code, health code, or fire code requirements or 
local ordinances  

o unsanitary or unsafe conditions that threaten the health, 
safety, or welfare of the community  

o environmental hazards that require remediation as a 
condition for current or future use and development  

o excessive vacancy, abandoned buildings, or vacant lots  
o abandoned or outdated facilities that pose a threat to 

public health, safety, or welfare  
o criminal activity higher than that of comparable non-

blighted areas in the municipality or county   
o defective or unusual conditions of title rendering the 

title non-marketable  
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 At least 50% of the privately-owned parcels must be 
blighted  

 Blighted parcels must comprise at least 66% of the 
privately-owned acreage  
 

 Process for Adopting an Urban Renewal Project Area Plan 
 (Official Actions Highlighted) 

Completing a blight study is just one of the first steps required to 
create an Urban Renewal Area. A summary of the entire process 
follows:  
 
RDA  

1)  Adopt a resolution designating a survey area and 
authorizing a blight study.  (Completed September 8, 
2015) 

   2)  Complete a blight study. (Completed March 4, 2016) 
* 3) Set a hearing on the blight study.  Provide 30-day notice 

to property owners. (Proposed for April 19, 2016) 
4) Hold a hearing on the blight study to consider whether 

there is evidence of blight and whether adoption of an 
urban renewal project area plan should be pursued. 
(Proposed for May 24, 2016) 

5) Adopt a resolution making a finding regarding the 
existence of blight in the proposed urban renewal 
project area and authorizing the preparation of a draft 
project area plan and budget. (Proposed for May 24, 
2016) 

6) Prepare a draft project area plan and budget.   
7) Planning Commission reviews for consistency with General 

Plan. 
8) Set hearing on the draft project area plan and budget.  

(Draft project area plan and budget must be made available 
to the public at the Agency's offices during normal business 
hours for 30 days.) 

 9) Prior to hearing provide an opportunity for the Taxing 
Entity Committee to review and consult with the agency 
regarding the draft project area plan and budget. 
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10) Taxing entity committee must approve the finding of blight 

and the draft budget via Resolution. 
11) Hold a public hearing on the draft project area plan 

and budget.  Allow public comment regarding whether 
the draft plan and budget should be revised, approved, 
or rejected.   

  Note:  If forty percent (40%) of the property owners object 
in writing, voter approval is required. If sixty-six percent 
(66%) of the property owners object in writing, the Urban 
Renewal area cannot be created or considered again for 
three (3) years. 

12) Adopt the plan by resolution after all appropriate 
changes have been made.  Resolution must include, 
among other things, findings of the following: 

 There is a public purpose for creating the area 

 It is economically sound and feasible to create the area 

 Carrying out the project area plan will promote the 
public peace, health, safety, and welfare of the 
community 
 

City Council  
Adopt the urban renewal project area plan and budget by 
ordinance. Give notice and allow a 30-day contest period.  

 
Lester Park RDA 
The proposed Oak Den URA overlaps the existing Lester Park 
RDA.  State law does allow overlap of redevelopment areas.  
However tax increment derived from the overlapping areas cannot 
exceed 100%--in other words tax increment cannot be collected 
twice.  The financial obligations of the Lester Park RDA extend 
through 2018.  Those financial obligations must be covered either 
by the new URA if Lester Park is dissolved or by the existing 
Lester Park RDA with a reduction in tax increment going to the 
new URA.   
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 July 7, 2015 
 The RDA Office received an Administrative Transmittal 

requesting that the Board designate a survey area for the Oak Den 
Urban Renewal Project Area and authorize a study to examine the 
extent of blight conditions within the survey area.   

 
 September 8, 2015 
 The Council adopted Resolution 2015-13 designating the Oak Den 

Survey Area.  Boundaries for Survey Area were designated as 23rd 
to 26th Street and Madison to Jackson Avenues.  The Resolution 
also authorized and directed the Administration to complete a 
blight study as required by state law and report the findings to the 
Board.   

 
 March 15, 2016 
 The Board Offices received an Administrative Transmittal 

including a blight study completed by Bonneville Research and 
requesting that the Board set a public hearing on a proposed 
Resolution finding the proposed Oak Den URA blighted. 

 

Proposal The Administration is requesting the Board adopt a Resolution 
making a finding of blight in the proposed Oak Den Urban 
Renewal Project Area.   

 
 The Administration contracted with Bonneville Research to 

conduct the study.   The findings of the study are summarized as 
follows: 

 
 Proposed Oak Den URA 

 Contains 84.24 acres divided into 413 parcels 

 Survey Area is predominately on-greenfield parcels  
o 0 greenfield parcels 

 Survey Area is zoned for urban purposes and served by 
utilities  

o R-3EC, R-2 EC, NC-2, PI 
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 At least 50% of the parcels are intended for residential, 
commercial industrial, or other urban purposes  

o 413 of 413 (100%) parcels contain buildings or 
improvements for urban purposes 

 The present condition of the properties impairs the growth 
of the city, retards the provision of housing 
accommodations, or constitutes an economic liability to the 
City  

o 328 of 413 (79%) were dilapidated 
o 332 of 413 (80%) did not meet current building, 

safety, health or fire code requirements or local 
ordinances 

o 363 of 413 (88%) unsanitary or unsafe conditions 
o 8 of 413 (2%) had environmental hazards 
o 74 of 413 (18%) (23% total acreage) had excessive 

vacancy abandoned buildings or vacant lots 
o 171 of 413 (41%) had abandoned or outdated 

facilities that pose a threat to public health, safety, 
or welfare 

o Criminal activity is 216% higher than comparable 
non-blighted areas 

o 0 – 413 (0%) had defective title 

 100% of the parcels exhibit four or more of designated 
“blight” factors as identified in state code 

 The proposed Oak Den URA project area meets, in all 
respects, the requirements for blight under state code  
 

Based on the statutory requirements stated above, the 
Administration is requesting the Council set a public hearing to 
consider whether a finding of blight should be made for the Oak 
Den Urban Renewal Area.  If after the public hearing, the Board 
approves the Resolution finding blight, the Board would also 
consider a Resolution directing the completion of a Draft Plan and 
Budget. 
 
As noted in the process above, the proposed schedule is as follows: 
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Set Public Hearing April 19, 2016 
Hold Public Hearing May 24, 2016 
Consider Resolution Making  

 a Finding of Blight May 24, 2016 
Consider Resolution directing 
 Creation of Draft Plan and Budget May 24, 2016 

 

Questions 1. Please review the blight study including methodology, findings, 
recommendations, etc. 

 
 2. How have members of the taxing entity committee responded to 

initial information about creation of the proposed Oak Den? 
 
 3. When will the Taxing Entity Committee meeting be held? 
 
 4. Please review how the Administration will be addressing the 

Lester Park RDA and how the financial obligations will be 
handled. 

 
  
Council Staff Contact:  Janene Eller-Smith, (801)629-8165 
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 170 South Main Street Suite 775 
Salt Lake City • Utah • 84101  
801-364-5300 
 

 
BONNEVILLE RESEARCH • 2016 

- 1 - 

 March 14, 2016 
Jonnalyne Walker 
Senior Project Coordinator 
Ogden City Business Development 
2549 Washington Blvd, Suite 420 
Ogden, Utah  84401 
 

 
Re: Blight Study for Oak Den Urban Renewal Area 
 
This information is intended to provide Ogden City (the “City”) the information to assist the City in 
making a technically sound determination of whether or not blighted conditions are present in the 
Oak Den Urban Renewal Survey Area (“Survey Area”). 
 
Oak Den Urban Renewal Survey Area Findings: 
 The Oak Den Urban Renewal Survey Area contains 84.24 acres +/- of real property divided into 413 
parcels.   
 
The Oak Den Urban Renewal Survey Area does meet the following tests: 
 

1. The Survey Area consists predominantly of non-greenfield parcels;  
 
2. The Survey Area is currently zoned for urban purposes and generally served by utilities; 

zoned for urban purposes - Restricted to certain uses and development, such as industrial, 
commercial and residential.  

 
3. At least 50% of the parcels within the Survey Area contain nonagricultural or non-accessory 

buildings or improvements used or intended for residential, commercial, industrial, or other 
urban purposes, or any combination of those uses. 

 
4. The present condition or use of the Survey Area substantially impairs the sound growth of the 

municipality, retards the provision of housing accommodations, or constitutes an economic 
liability or is detrimental to the public health, safety or welfare, as shown by the existence of 
at least four of the statutory factors of blight, leading to the cumulative conclusion of blighted 
conditions in the Survey Area and Survey Area.  Four hundred thirteen (413) of the total four 
hundred thirteen (413) or 100% of the number of parcels for a total of 84.24 +/- acres or 
100% of the total Oak Den Urban Renewal Survey Area exhibit four or more of the legislated 
"blight" factors. 
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 As a result of our survey, and the additional information presented it is our opinion that the Oak Den 
Urban Renewal Survey Area is a "blighted area" in conformity with Sections 17C-2-301 and 17C-2-
303 Utah Code Annotated 1953, as amended, the renewal of which is necessary to effectuate a public 
purpose. 
 
   Sincerely, 
 
 
   Bonneville Research 
   Jonathan L. Springmeyer
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BLIGHT ANALYSIS SURVEY OBJECTIVES AND SUMMARY 
 
The term "blight" describes a wide range of problems ranging from the physical deterioration of 
buildings to the presence of health and social problems of the survey population. The Utah 
“Community Development and Renewal Agencies Act” requires the collection of technical 
documentation, which could be considered by the legislative body in supporting a legislative 
finding of blight.  
 
To examine this requirement, Bonneville Research undertook the collection of technical 
documentation which could be considered by the Redevelopment Agency and the legislative body 
in supporting a finding of blight, as defined and determined by Sections 17C-2-301 and 17C-2-303 
Utah Code Annotated 1953, as amended.  
 
For this report the definition of "blight", and the technical process followed to determine the 
presence of blight, is specific to Sections 17C-2-301 and particularly 17C-2-303 Utah Code 
Annotated 1953, as amended, which defines the existence of blight and the "factors" which 
contribute to blight. 
 
Legislative "Blight" Factors: 
 
 (a)  (i) the Survey Area consists predominantly of non-greenfield parcels;  

(ii) the Survey Area is currently zoned for urban purposes and generally served by 
utilities;  
(iii) at least 50% of the parcels within the Survey Area contain nonagricultural or non-
accessory buildings or improvements used or intended for residential, commercial, 
industrial, or other urban purposes, or any combination of those uses; 
(iv) the present condition or use of the Survey Area 
 
 substantially impairs the sound growth of the municipality,  
 retards the provision of housing accommodations, or  
 constitutes an economic liability or is detrimental to the public health, safety, or 

welfare, as shown by the existence within the Survey Area of at least four of the 
following factors: 

 
1. One of the following, although sometimes interspersed with well maintained 

buildings and infrastructure: 
a. substantial physical dilapidation, deterioration, or defective construction of 

buildings or infrastructure; or 
b. significant noncompliance with current building code, safety code, health 

code or fire code requirements or local ordinances; 
2. Unsanitary or unsafe conditions in the Survey Area that threaten the health, 

safety or welfare of the community; 
3. Environmental hazards, as defined in state or federal law, that require 

remediation as a condition for current or future use and development; 
4. Excessive vacancy, abandoned buildings, or vacant lots within an area zoned for 

urban use and served by utilities; 
5. Abandoned or out-dated facilities that pose a threat to public health, safety, or 

welfare; 
6. Criminal activity in the project area, higher than that of comparable non-blighted 

areas in the municipality or county; 
7. Defective or unusual conditions of title rendering the title non-marketable; 

 
(v) (A) at least 50% of the parcels within the Survey Area are affected by at least one of 
the factors, but not necessarily the same factor, listed in Subsection (1)(a)(iv); and 
     (B) the affected parcels comprise at least 66% of the acreage of the Survey Area; 
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Key Elements of “Community Development and Renewal Agencies Act”: 
 
The “Community Development and Renewal Agencies Act” requires the assembly of a substantial 
body of information on a wide range of physical conditions in the Survey Area. The data must 
exhibit the characteristics of detail and reliability in measuring the characteristics enumerated in 
the before quoted statutes. Further, the data collected must be supported by a methodologically 
sound procedure, carried out by experienced professionals. 
 
It is important to note the finding of blight is a cumulative conclusion attributable to the presence 
of a number of blighting factors.  
 

 No single factor may be authoritatively cited as a "cause" of blight.  
 

 It is a function of the presence of several physical or environmental factors, which, in 
combination produce the phenomenon known as blight.  

 
The goal of the proven Bonneville Research approach has been to formulate a broad range of 
measurable indices capable of measuring the presence or lack of presence of the physical and 
environmental factors set forth in the “Community Development and Renewal Agencies Act”, as 
amended. 
 

 
Legislative Criteria - Methodology or Index 
 
(a)  (i) the Survey Area consists predominantly of non-greenfield parcels;  

 
(ii) the Survey Area is currently zoned for urban purposes and generally served by utilities; 
 
(iii) at least 50% of the parcels within the Survey Area contain nonagricultural or nonaccessory 
buildings or improvements used or intended for residential, commercial, industrial, or other urban 
purposes, or any combination of those uses; 
 
(iv) the present condition or use of the Survey Area substantially impairs the sound growth of the 
municipality, retards the provision of housing accommodations, or constitutes an economic liability 
or is detrimental to the public health, safety, or welfare, as shown by the existence within the 
Survey Area of at least four of the following factors: 
 
(A(1)) Substantial physical dilapidation, deterioration, or defective construction of  
  buildings or infrastructure 

  Detailed survey of the building conditions, environmental deficiencies, and land use.  
 o Needs maintenance o Needs rehab o Needs major repair o Needs removal 

  Building, Electrical, Fire, Energy, Seismic, and ADA Codes; Structural deficiencies, 
significant lack of code compliance, the nature and quality of landscaping, building 
facade conditions, the condition of paving, street and sidewalk conditions. 

  Infrastructure - Aging, obsolete, broken infrastructure. 
  Land Use Configurations - The design, layout and use of areas including access, 

parking, visibility, and other factors which impact on vacant and underutilized 
buildings.  Poor, awkward or now illegal plot plans and property dimensions.  Inability 
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to create workable land assemblies or reuses without intervention.  Inadequate public 
r-o-w and public purpose easements. 

 OR 
 

(A(2)) Significant noncompliance with current building code, safety code, health code or 
fire code requirements or local ordinances. 

  Building, Electrical, Fire, Energy, Seismic, and ADA Codes; Structural deficiencies, 
significant lack of code compliance, the nature and quality of landscaping, building 
facade conditions, the condition of paving, street and sidewalk conditions. 

 
 

 (B)  Unsanitary or unsafe conditions in the Survey Area that threaten    
 the health, safety or welfare of the community; 

   Detailed survey of public health, social, facilities and economic problems. 
 Excessive Fire Danger 
 FEMA flood zone 
 Geocoding of public health, social, facilities and economic problems. 

 
 (C) Environmental hazards, as defined in state or federal law, that require   
  remediation as a condition for current or future use and development; 

 
Detailed survey of environmental deficiencies, and land use.  
   CERCLIS, LUST & UST computer search of Utah State files. 
 Field survey of potential environmental problems, including asbestos construction, 

petroleum storage, and other hazardous waste problems. 
 
 (D) Excessive vacancy, abandoned buildings, or vacant lots within an area zoned  
  for urban use and served by utilities; 

  Location of vacant, boarded or empty structures, properties for sale, and non-owner 
occupied residences and properties. 

  Detailed survey of trash and debris, overgrown weeds, vacant and boarded 
structures. 

  Economic trends as indicated by retail sales, number and quality of retail 
establishments, and employment. 

  Declines in property values. 
  

(E) Abandoned or out-dated facilities that pose a threat to public health, safety, or 
welfare; 

  Lack of adequate public infrastructure. 
 Building built prior to the state enactment of a Seismic code. 

  Obsolete, vacant, structures, properties for sale, and non-owner occupied residences 
and properties. 
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 Detailed survey of the building conditions, environmental deficiencies, land use, age, 
incompatibility, and assessed valuation. 

  Geocoding of environmental and economic problems. 
 Detailed survey of trash and debris, overgrown weeds, vacant and boarded 

structures. 
  Economic trends as indicated by retail sales, number and quality of retail 

establishments, and employment. 
  Declines in property values. 

 
(F) Criminal activity in the project area, higher than that of comparable non-blighted 

areas in the municipality or county; 
  Geocoding of calls for service, criminal activity, social and economic problems. 
 

(G) Defective or unusual conditions of title rendering the title non-marketable; 
 Ongoing foreclosures, lease defaults, tax defaults, multiple liens 
 Improper, dangerous site access or accessibility.   

The finding of blight is a cumulative conclusion attributable to not one, but several physical and 
environmental factors. No single factor should be cited as a cause of blight. Indeed, blight is 
attributable to a multiplicity of influences, which, in combination, produce the phenomenon of 
“Blight”. 
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SURVEY AREA FINDINGS 
 

 Under terms of the contract with the Agency, the Bonneville Research project team performed a 
field survey and analysis of conditions relating to blight in the Oak Den Urban Renewal Survey 
Area, as defined by the “Community Development and Renewal Agencies Act”, and specifically 
Sections 17C-2-301 and 17C-2-303 Utah Code Annotated, 1953, as amended. The survey and 
analysis was performed from January 2016 to current to collect the physical data pertaining to 
conditions enumerated in the completed blight study. 
 

 The Oak Den Urban Renewal Survey Area comprises the following: 
    

 Total Acreage in the Survey Area:  84.24 
 Number of Parcels in the Survey Area: 413 
 Acreage in the Survey Area with Buildings  

or Improvements 84.24 
 

 Number of Parcels with Buildings or Improvements: 413 
 

 Therefore, as a result of the field survey and analysis of conditions relating to blight in the Oak 
Den Urban Renewal Survey Area and recommendations by Bonneville Research, the following 
Oak Den Urban Renewal Project Area is proposed: 

  
Proposed Ogden City Oak Den Urban Renewal Project Area: 

 Total Acreage in proposed Project Area:  84.24
 Number of Parcels in Proposed Project Area: 413 
 Acreage in Proposed Project Area with  84.24 
 Buildings or Improvements  
  Number of Parcels with Buildings or Improvements: 413 
 % of the number of Parcels with Buildings or Improvements: 100% 
 % of the total Acreage with Buildings or Improvements: 100% 
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Blight Findings: 
 

Oak Den Urban Renewal Survey Area: 
 
1. The Survey Area consists predominantly of non-greenfield parcels. 

  "Greenfield" means land not developed beyond agricultural or forestry use  The Survey Area contains no greenfield parcels. 
 
2. The Survey Area is currently zoned for urban purposes and generally served by utilities; 

zoned for urban purposes - Restricted to certain uses and development, such as industrial, 
commercial and residential:  

  The Survey Area is served by Electric, Water/Sewer, and Gas utilities, and is served by 
roads.  The Survey Area is zoned R-3EC, R-2EC, NC-2 or PI in its entirety.  

 
3. At least 50% of the parcels within the Survey Area contain nonagricultural or non-accessory 

buildings or improvements used or intended for residential, commercial, industrial, or other 
urban purposes, or any combination of those uses: 

  413 of the 413 parcels in the Survey Area contain buildings or improvements used or 
intended for residential, commercial, industrial, or other urban purposes.    The parcels containing buildings or improvements represent 100% of the total parcels in 
the Survey Area  The parcels containing buildings or improvements represent 100% of the acreage in the 
Survey Area. 

 
4. The present condition or use of the Survey Area: 

 substantially impairs the sound growth of the municipality,  
 retards the provision of housing accommodations, or  
 constitutes an economic liability or is detrimental to the public health, safety, or welfare, 

as shown by the existence within the Survey Area of at least four of the following factors: 
A. One of the following, although sometimes interspersed with well maintained buildings 

and infrastructure: 
1. substantial physical dilapidation, deterioration, or defective construction of 

buildings or infrastructure; or 
Three Hundred Twenty-Eight (328) of the Four Hundred Thirteen (413) or 
Seventy-Nine (79%) of the parcels met this blight factor.  The affected 
parcels represented Seventy-Three percent (73%) of the total acreage.  
Some of the conditions exhibited are: substantial physical dilapidation, 
deterioration, or defective construction of buildings or infrastructure, 
inadequate streets and sidewalks, and inadequate storm drainage. 
 

2. Significant noncompliance with current building code, safety code, health code or 
fire code requirements or local ordinances; 
Three Hundred Thirty-Two (332) of the Four Hundred Thirteen (413) or 
Eighty percent (80%) of the parcels met this blight factor.  The affected 
parcels represented Seventy-Five percent (75%) of the total acreage.  Some 
of the conditions exhibited are: noncompliance with current building code, 
safety code, health code and fire code requirements or local ordinances.  
 

B. Unsanitary or unsafe conditions in the Survey Area that threaten the health, safety or 
welfare of the community; 
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Three Hundred Sixty-Three (363) of the Four Hundred Thirteen (413) or 
Eighty-Eight percent (88%) of the parcels met this blight factor.  The 
affected parcels represented Eighty-Four percent (84%) of the total acreage.  
Some of the conditions exhibited are: likely asbestos, open outside storage 
of used materials, and abandoned vehicles. 
 
Due to the number of affected parcels and the area-wide nature of this 
blight factor, this blight condition is determined to be an AREA WIDE 
FINDING. 
 

 
C. Environmental hazards, as defined in state or federal law, that require remediation as 

a condition for current or future use and development; 
Eight (8) of Four Hundred Thirteen (413) or two percent (2%) of the parcels 
met this blight factor.  The affected parcels represented three percent (3%) 
of the total acreage.  Some of the conditions exhibited are: CERCLA Site 
and Closed LUST Sites. 

 
D. Excessive vacancy, abandoned buildings, or vacant lots within an area zoned for 

urban use and served by utilities; 
Seventy-Four (74) of the Four Hundred Thirteen (413) or eighteen percent 
(18%) of the parcels met this blight factor.  The affected parcels 
represented Twenty-Three percent (23%) of the total acreage.  Some of the 
conditions exhibited are: excessive vacancy, abandoned buildings, or 
vacant lots within an area zoned for urban use and served by utilities.   
 
The residential vacancy rate for this area is:  5.63%. 
The retail vacancy rate for this area is:  12.5% 
The commercial vacancy rate for this area is: 6.4% 
 
Due to the number of affected parcels and the area-wide nature of this 
blight factor, this blight condition is determined to be an AREA WIDE 
FINDING. 
 

 
E. Abandoned or out-dated facilities that pose a threat to public health, safety, or 

welfare; 
One Hundred Seventy-One (171) of the Four Hundred Thirteen (413) or 
Forty-One percent (41%) of the parcels met this blight factor.  The affected 
parcels represented Thirty-Seven percent (37%) of the total acreage..  Some 
of the conditions exhibited are: buildings built prior to the enactment of a 
State Seismic Code, illegal dumping, and roofs and/or masonry in need of 
replacement or significant maintenance. 
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F. Criminal activity in the project area, higher than that of comparable non-blighted areas 
in the municipality or county; and 

Criminal activity in the Survey Area was 216% higher than that of 
comparable non-blighted areas in the municipality.  
 

Ogden City Police Department       
Calls for Police Service - Oak Den URA Survey Area       
Jan 1, 2015 - Dec 31, 2015       
        
  Calls for Service Acres Calls per Acre 
Oak Den 2641 90 29.34 
Commercial Comp 1 140 10 14.00 
Residential Comp 2 136 10 13.60 

 
  
Therefore, this blight factor is attributed to all of the parcels in the Survey 
Area and is determined to be an AREA WIDE FINDING. 
 

 
G. Defective or unusual conditions of title rendering the title non-marketable;  

Zero (0) of Four Hundred Thirteen (413) or zero percent (0%) of the parcels 
exhibit defective or unusual conditions of title rendering the title non-
marketable. 
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Oak Den Urban Renewal Survey Area:  
 FINDING A.  

1. The Oak Den Urban Renewal Survey Area contains 84.24 +/- acres of real property. 
 
2. The Oak Den Urban Renewal Survey Area does meet the following tests: 

 
 The Survey Area consists predominantly of non-greenfield parcels;  

 
 The Survey Area is currently zoned for urban purposes and generally served by utilities. 

 
 At least 50% of the parcels within the Survey Area contain nonagricultural or 

nonaccessory buildings or improvements used or intended for residential, commercial, 
industrial, or other urban purposes, or any combination of those uses 

 
 At least 50% of the parcels within the Survey Area are affected by at least one of the 

blight factors, but not necessarily the same factor. 
 
 The affected parcels comprise at least 66% of the acreage of the Survey Area 
 

FINDING B.  
 Four Hundred Thirteen (413) of the total Four Hundred Thirteen (413) or 100% of the 

number of parcels for a total of 84.24 +/- acres or 100% of the total Oak Den Urban 
Renewal Survey Area exhibit four or more of the legislated "blight" factors. 

FINDING C.  
 The Oak Den Urban Renewal Survey Area is a blighted area, the renewal of which is 

necessary to effectuate a public purpose.  Evidence of "blight" conditions or indicators 
was found in the Survey Area, sufficient to be determined to be present area wide, and 
therefore leads to the cumulative conclusion of blighted conditions in the Oak Den Urban 
Renewal Survey Area. 
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OGDEN TRANSIT PROJECT 
 
PURPOSE OF  
WORK SESSION: To receive an update on the progress of the transit 

project from representatives of Utah Transit Authority 
 
 

Background On July 28, 2015, the Council and Mayor approved a joint resolution 
identifying the City’s locally preferred alternative, or LPA, for a transit 
system connecting the intermodal hub with Weber State University and 
McKay-Dee Hospital.  The establishment of an LPA is an important step 
in the development process.  Once an LPA is established, engineering and 
design work can begin in anticipation of applying for federal funds for the 
development of a transit system.  Since the time the LPA was established, 
UTA, along with its consultants, have been working on the design and 
preliminary engineering phase of the project.  Jim McNulty and Hal 
Johnson from UTA will be providing the Council with an update on the 
project.    

 

Timeline 

November 4, 2004 

   The Ogden/Weber State Transit Corridor Study began. 
 
   October 2005 

The Ogden/Weber State Transit Corridor Study was completed by 
Michael Baker Jr., Inc. 

 
October 18, 2007 

The Administration provided a document that briefly described eight (8) 
transit corridor options: The Hub, WSU, BDO, Ogden Canyon, Ogden 
Airport, Newgate Mall, CBD Loop, and Cross-Country.  These options 
were discussed at the work session.  A map was provided that highlights 
each option. 
 

November 6, 2007 

The voters approved a Weber County quarter cent local option sales tax 
for transportation purposes. 
 

May 15, 2008 

A work session was held to receive a presentation regarding the Planning 
Commission’s recommendations, to receive information regarding the 
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downtown loop and feasibility of a local streetcar system, and to discuss 
the results of the prioritization process. 
 
The Council and Mayor agreed that the preferred corridor should begin at 
the Intermodal hub and end at McKay-Dee Hospital.  The Council had 
prioritized the 13 options being discussed with the 26th Street corridor 
being the preferred alternative.  The Mayor proposed that the Washington 
to 30th and/or 36th Streets to McKay-Dee Hospital be added as options.  
The Council and Mayor agreed to proceed with an alternatives analysis 
and national environmental policy act review for the three corridors.  
 

June 10, 2008 

The Council adopted the following legislative intent in the FY2009 
budget: 
 

Transit Corridor Alternatives Analysis.  It is the intent of the City 
Council to support and be an active participant in a partnership to pursue a 
combined alternatives analysis and environmental impact study that could 
expedite the City’s ability to determine a preferred transit route and mode 
of transportation from the three identified options on which we agreed 
jointly with the Mayor.  The three routes begin at the Intermodal Hub (23rd 
and Wall) and run east to Washington Boulevard, then south on 
Washington Boulevard to either 26th Street, 30th Street or 36th Street, then 
east on either of those streets to Harrison Boulevard and on to Weber State 
University and McKay Dee Hospital.  This combined study would result 
in a Record of Decision that is required to enable the City to apply for 
funding from the Federal Transit Administration. 
  
September 2, 2008 

A joint resolution adopting the interlocal agreement was approved by the 
Council.  The agreement included: 
 
- Ogden City contribution of $290,000 
- Creation of two committees - policy committee and project 

management committee 
- Establishes Utah Transit Authority and the Wasatch Front Regional 

Council and joint project managers. 
- Establishes the Utah Transit Authority as the local lead agency. 
- Defines the alignments to be studied – Intermodal hub to McKay-Dee 

Hospital via 26th Street, 30th Street and 36th Street.       
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December 16, 2008 

The Council adopted a joint resolution that includes the updated interlocal 
agreement that amends the previously approved scope of work for the 
alternatives analysis. 

 
June 24th and 26th, 2009 

Public scoping meetings were held regarding the proposed Ogden-Weber 
State University Transit Corridor Alternatives Analysis and Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement.  
 

 September 8, 2010 

 On this date the City Council and Mayor jointly sent a letter to Andrew 
Gruber – Wasatch Front Regional Council and Jason Davis – Utah 
Department of Transportation Region 1 indicating their concern with the 
possible widening of Harrison Blvd. 

 
 October 4, 2010 

 The Draft 2040 Regional Transportation Plan was presented to the Weber 
Area Council of Governments.  The draft plan does not include the 
widening of Harrison Blvd. from 20th to 40th.  However, it includes 
widening from 40th to SR-89.  It also includes projects to the north of the 
City that may impact the traffic demands and patterns on Harrison Blvd. 
and/or Monroe Blvd.  The plan also includes two major transit projects 
within Ogden – the Ogden-Weber State University streetcar project, and 
the Ogden circulator. 

 
 October 5, 2010 

A presentation was given by the Trolley District Community Advisory 
Network regarding the transit alternatives analysis.  Dialogue with the 
Council regarding alternatives occurred. 
 
November 1, 2010 

 The Weber Area Council of Governments adopted the proposed Draft 
2040 Regional Transportation Plan with amendments. 

 

February 14, 2011 

 As follow-up to the January 13, 2011 work session the Council sent a 
letter to the Wasatch Front Regional Council, Utah Transit Authority, and 
the Utah Department of Transportation regarding the potential widening of 
Harrison Blvd. and other regional transportation issues.   
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March 29, 2011 

The Council unanimously concluded that the preferred alternative is a 
streetcar from 23rd Street to Washington, Washington to 25th Street, 25th 
Street to Harrison, and Harrison to WSU and McKay-Dee Hospital. 
 
June 8, 2011 

At the Policy Committee on this date the City Council requested a pause 
in the finalization of the Ogden/Weber State University transit alternatives 
analysis.  All seven Council members signed the letter requesting the 
pause.  The Council also requested that UTA consider an express bus 
route from the Intermodal Hub to Weber State University and McKay-Dee 
Hospital. 
 
The committee agreed to the pause on the project but requested that a 
report be provided within one month to outline what will occur during the 
pause.  City Council representatives agreed to facilitate the development 
of the report. 
 
July 15, 2011 

As requested by the Policy Committee a report was published.  The report 
answers five questions and provides the next steps for the project. 
 

January 10, 2012 

A fact-finding work session was held on this date regarding the Ogden 
Streetcar Project.  GB Arrington presented his report entitled “Ogden 
Streetcar: Peer review and Next steps.”  Representatives from UTA 
provided an update on the project and an overview of the commuter rail 
project from Ogden to Brigham City.  Representatives from Weber State 
University, The Trolley District, and the Sierra Club made presentations.  
The public was also invited to share their views on the project. 

 
April 2, 2012 

A meeting was held for representatives of the City Council, Mayor’s 
Office, UDOT, Wasatch Front Regional Council, and UTA to discuss the 
transit project.  Each group agreed to specific action steps.  
 
July 20, 2012 

A local TOD tour was conducted in the Salt Lake City area.  The tour 
included the University of Utah and West Valley’s Fairbourne Station and 
MAX line. 
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July 25/26, 2012 

A tour of the Portland, OR streetcar and Eugene, OR bus rapid transit 
system occurred.    
 
September 11, 2012 

A presentation was given to the Council regarding the Portland streetcar 
and Eugene BRT. 
 
December 18, 2012 

A work session will be held on this date to provide the City Council with 
an update on the project.  Mayor Caldwell requested a scope of work 
related to the NEPA and conceptual engineering for the project. 
 

February 6, 2013 

On this date UTA provided a draft scope of work for the NEPA and 
conceptual engineering with an estimated cost of $745,410.  The costs 
would be split between UTA, UDOT, Weber State University and the 
City. 

 

April 9, 3013 

On this date a work session was held with the City Council and Mayor to 
allow them to provide direction regarding the project.  Direction was given 
to draft a joint resolution agreeing to proceed with the project subject to 
the City’s portion of the funding being provided from quarter cent sales 
tax as approved by the Weber Area Council of Governments.  Two routes 
will be included in the study:  1) 23rd Street to Washington, Washington to 
25th Street, 25th Street to Harrison, and Harrison to WSU and McKay-Dee 
Hospital, and 2) 23rd Street to Washington, Washington to 30th Street, 30th 
Street to Harrison, Harrison to WSU and McKay-Dee Hospital.  The 
Mayor expressed that a streetcar is likely too expensive.  He wants to 
determine what is reasonable given the uncertainty of receiving Federal 
funds and to look at new technologies for such systems; and  
 
May 15, 2013 

On this date, representatives from Ogden City, Utah Transit Authority, 
Wasatch Front Regional Council, Utah Department of Transportation, 
Weber County, Ogden-Weber Chamber of Commerce, Weber State 
University, and McKay-Dee Hospital met to discuss the status of the 
project.  It was determined that the changes in route agreed upon by the 
City Council and Mayor on April 9, 2013 will require an increase of 
$100,000 to the cost of the study.  The new estimated total cost of the 
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study is $845,410.  The draft joint resolution will be discussed with the 
City Council and Mayor at the May 21, 2013 work session.       
 

May 21, 2013 

On this date the Council and Mayor discussed the draft joint resolution, 
and the draft stakeholder letter of support.  Direction was given to place 
the joint resolution on the May 28, 2013 City Council agenda for 
consideration. 
 

May 28, 2013 

On this date joint resolution 2013-10 was adopted authorizing a transit 
system study between the Intermodal Hub and Weber State University – 
McKay-Dee Hospital that includes Architectural/ Engineering design 
work and environmental review in accordance with NEPA and USDOT 
requirements.   
 
The study included two routes:   
 
1) 23rd Street to Washington, Washington to 25th Street, 25th Street to 
Harrison, and Harrison to Weber State University and McKay-Dee 
Hospital;  
 
2)  23rd to Washington, Washington to 30th Street, 30th Street to Harrison, 
and Harrison to Weber State University and McKay-Dee Hospital. The 
mode alternatives will be evaluated in the study.   
 
It is estimated that the study will cost $845,410.  Funding of the study will 
be shared between UTA ($422,705), UDOT ($50,000), Weber State 
University ($100,000), McKay-Dee Hospital ($20,000) and Ogden City 
($252,705).  WFRC will contribute travel model support.   
 
Support by the City is contingent upon receipt of the City’s portion of the 
funding from quarter cent sales tax as approved by the Weber Area 
Council of Governments.   
 
Weber State University’s financial support is contingent upon one route 
being determined after the public process for the study is completed.   
 
September 9, 2013 

On this date the Weber Area Council of Governments approved the 
funding request for the Ogden/Weber State University Transit Project 
Study. 
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October 29, 2013 

On this date the Weber County Commission approved the appropriation of 
funds for the transit study. 
 

November 19, 2013 

On this date the Council adopted joint resolution 2013-19 approving the 
Ogden/Weber State University Transit Project Study interlocal agreement. 
 

May 14, 2014 

On this date UTA began a feasibility study of a transit project connecting 
Ogden’s Intermodal Hub with WSU and McKay-Dee Hospital as 
identified in joint resolution 2013-19.   
 

June 14, 2014 

On this date the first of three open houses was held by UTA on the transit 
study.  This open house was held at Ogden High School. 
 
October 14, 2014 

On this date the second open house was held by UTA on the transit study.  
This open house was held at Weber State University. 
 
January 15, 2015 

On this date the third open house was held by UTA and was held at James 
Madison Elementary.  This open house also included participation from 
the Latino community and materials for the open house were provided in 
both English and Spanish. 
 
June 23, 2015 

On this date the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) met and provided 
a recommendation to the Policy Committee on the locally preferred 
alternative. 
 
June 23, 2015 

On this date the Policy Committee met and forwarded its recommendation 
to the Mayor and Council for the locally preferred alternative.  The LPA 
recommended by the TAC and the Policy Committee was a BRT on the 
25th Street route with the BRT running with mixed traffic on Harrison 
between 25th and 30th and in an exclusive lane from 30th to the WSU 
campus. 
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July 7, 2015 

On this date UTA held another open house on the third floor of the 
Municipal Building and the Council received a presentation from UTA on 
the LPA and received public input. 
 
July 28, 2015 

On July 28, 2015, a joint resolution was adopted establishing the Locally 
Preferred Alternative, or LPA, for the transit project. 

 
The LPA identified in the joint resolution is as follows: 
 
Route. Beginning at the Intermodal Hub, the route is 23rd Street to 
Washington Blvd., Washington Blvd. to 25th Street, 25th Street to Harrison 
Blvd. in mixed flow traffic, Harrison Blvd. from 25th Street to 30th Street 
in mixed flow traffic, Harrison Blvd. from 30th Street to the campus of 
WSU in an exclusive lane, through the campus of WSU as set forth on the 
WSU campus master plan, and from the WSU campus to its terminus on 
the McKay-Dee Hospital campus in an exclusive lane.  
 
Mode. The mode included in the LPA recommendation is a modern Bus 
Rapid Transit system. 
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REVIEW OF A PROPOSED REZONES ON GRANT AVENUE BETWEEN 
28TH AND 30TH  
 
PURPOSE OF  
WORK SESSION: To review the proposed rezones 
 
Planning Commission 
Recommendation Approval of the rezones (5-2) 
 
 

Executive Summary 
 As part of the continued implementation of the Jefferson Community Plan 

adopted in 2013, the City’s Planning Department is proposing to rezone 
property along Grant Avenue between 28th Street and 30th Street.  The 
proposal would rezone all of the residential properties on those two blocks 
from the current CP-3 (Regional Commercial) zone to R-4 (Residential 
Multi-family) zone.  The properties were zoned CP-3 around 30 years ago 
with the anticipation that the character and uses of the area would turn 
from residential to commercial.  This has not taken place and the proposed 
rezone would return the parcels with residential uses back to a zoning 
designation that is more consistent with the actual land use.  One 
additional parcel on the southeast corner of 28th and Grant Avenue is 
proposed to be rezoned from CP-3 to NC-1 (Neighborhood Commercial) 
as proposed in the Jefferson Community Plan.  A copy of the plan can be 
found here, or at www.ogdencity.com under the Community Planning tab.   

 
Background In the 1980s, it was thought that the Grant Avenue corridor between 27th 

and 30th would eventually change over from its predominately residential 
nature to a commercial nature.  In anticipation of this, many of the 
properties with frontage on Grant Avenue through this corridor were 
rezoned from residential to commercial.  Since that time very few 
additional properties through this corridor have converted to commercial 
uses.  Because of this, when an update to the Jefferson Community Plan 
was developed in 2011 and 2012 a vision strategy was included in the plan 
to rezone residential properties back to a residential designation.  The area 
does host a number of commercial and manufacturing uses that are 
consistent with the commercial zoning; however, the residential uses do 
not reflect the current CP-3 zoning.  The proposed rezone would realign 
the zoning and the land use for properties on Grant Avenue between 28th 
and 30th.  
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 The Jefferson Community Plan was developed by the Planning Staff and 
Planning Commission in 2011 and 2012 and was adopted by the Council 
in February 2013.  The plan covers the area from 27th Street to 36th Street, 
and farther to the south west of Wall Avenue in order to incorporate the 
Newgate Mall area, and between Washington Boulevard on the east to the 
railroad tracks on the west. Vision Strategy 1.B of the plan specifically 
calls for the rezoning of existing homes on Grant Avenue from CP-3 to R-
4.  Vision Strategy 1.L also calls for the consideration of appropriate 
locations on key corners throughout the area for the NC-1, or 
Neighborhood Commercial, zone.  The plan includes an analysis of the 
existing land uses in the area as well as the current zoning.    

 
Current Proposal The current proposal is to rezone properties along Grant Avenue between 

28th and 30th which are residential uses from the current CP-3 zoning to 
the R-4 zoning.  In addition, the property located at the southeast corner of 
28th and Grant Avenue is proposed to be rezoned from CP-3 to NC-1.  The 
existing commercial buildings through the corridor, including the 
Richard’s Sign Company building, the Ben Lomond printing building, the 
self-storage facilities, and other commercial buildings, are proposed to 
remain zoned CP-3.   

 
There are two non-residential uses proposed for rezone.  One is the Give 
Me A Chance Learning Center at the corner of 29th and Grant Avenue and 
the other is the Antiques, Etc. building at the corner of 30th and Grant 
Avenue.  Any existing uses on these properties that are not consistent with 
the R-4 zone would be deemed legal nonconforming uses and would be 
allowed to continue to operate under that status until such time as the use 
is abandoned or changed by the owner. 

 
Planning Commission  

The Planning Commission reviewed the proposal at the meeting of 
December 2, 2015 and forwarded a recommendation of approval to the 
Council.  The recommendation was made with a 5-2 vote with the finding 
that the proposed rezones are consistent with the Jefferson Community 
Plan and policies outlined in the General Plan.  The motion was made with 
the condition that all residential dwellings be rezoned to R-4 and that all 
commercial businesses remain zoned CP-3 with the exception of the 
property on the corner of 28th and Grant Avenue that is to be rezoned to 
NC-1. 
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The two commissioners voting against the recommendation did so 
indicating that they felt that residential uses are the long-term intent of the 
area and that commercial zoning is not a viable use in this area. 

 
Public Input Two individuals spoke at the meeting.  Paul Nanney, owner of Ben 

Lomond Printing, expressed concern about the impact of residential 
zoning on commercial buildings.  Sue Warnes, owner of Richards Sign 
Company, expressed concern about the City’s decision to pick which 
properties would be residential and which would be commercial.  She 
indicated that a residential zoning designation would hurt the value of the 
commercial uses.  

 
Attachments 

1. Transmittal 
2. Ordinance  
3. Planning Commission Report 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Memos Prepared By: Administrative Contact:  Greg Montgomery, 629-8931 

    Council Staff   Glenn Symes, 629-8164 
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ENVISION UTAH PRESENTATION 
 
COUNCIL STAFF REVIEW 

 
 
ACTION:  None 

 
 
 
Background Envision Utah has requested the opportunity to make a presentation to the 

City Council.  Betsy Byrne, Envision Utah Lead Planner, will be in 
attendance to make this presentation. 

 
 
Council Staff Contact:  Janene Eller-Smith, (801)629-8165 
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YOUR UTAH. YOUR FUTURE.
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YOUR UTAH. YOUR FUTURE.

Founded in 1997 by concerned citizens

Nonprofit, nonpartisan, voluntary

Partnership of business, government, community

Help Utahns look ahead to solve future challenges 
and create the communities they want.
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YOUR UTAH. YOUR FUTURE.

Utahns’ ValuesStakeholdersScenariosPublic InputVision
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YOUR UTAH. YOUR FUTURE.

Utahns’ 
Values

Stakeholders Scenarios Public 
Input

Vision

Packet Page 58 of 154



Packet Page 59 of 154



How do we keep life along the Wasatch Front . . . 

. . . convenient? 

. . . affordable? 

. . . enjoyable? 

How do we ensure that our children can stay in Utah and live 
in communities with good quality of life?

THE CHALLENGE OF GROWTH
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YO U R  U TA H ,  YO U R  F U T U R E
VISION FOR 2050
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YOUR UTAH. YOUR FUTURE.

“In Utah, we don’t believe in sitting back 
and seeing where growth will take us. We 
seek to be visionary and to actively secure 
our future. Together, we will develop a 
voluntary, locally-implemented, market-
driven vision to help keep Utah beautiful, 
prosperous, healthy and neighborly for 
current residents and future generations.”

Governor Gary R. Herbert,
honorary co-chair of Envision Utah
October 29, 2013
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11 issues that affect the future of Utah

400 Utah experts brought together to develop choices for 2050

52,845 Utahns responded to the survey

WHAT WE WERE ABLE TO DO

The best understanding ever of what 
Utahns want for the future.

The largest statistical database Dan Jones/Cicero has ever gathered 
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T R A N S P O R TAT I O N  &  C O M M U N I T I E S
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Variables:
• Housing mix
• Organizat ion of  centers

Growth Scenarios

Current Trend
Accidental, 

Opportunistic Centers
Deliberate, Organized 

Pattern of Centers
Large Urban Centers; 
Center-less Suburbia
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To ta l  N e w  D e v e l o p e d  A c re s

S U M M A R Y  O F  S C E N A R I O S

Pe rc e n t  o f  H o u s e h o l d s  
w i t h i n  O n e  M i l e  o f  a  

C e n t e r  w i t h  D a i l y  S e r v i c e s
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L o c a l  I n f ra st r u c t u re  C o st s
I n  B i l l i o n s  o f  D o l l a r s

S U M M A R Y  O F  S C E N A R I O S
N e w  D e v e l o p m e n t  H o u s i n g  M i x
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OUTREACH
n = 52,845

T R A N S P O R T A T I O N  A N D  C O M M U N I T I E S  R E S U L T S :

S C E N A R I O  C H O I C E S
S T A T E W I D E

Source: Survey – Select your favorite transportation and communities outcome(s) from 
the 4 presented below for Utah in 2050. Consider infrastructure costs, amount of land 
developed, and access to public transportation/services/jobs/amenities.

% ‘Favorite’ Selections, n=18,867

6%

6%

8%

82%
Communities designed for walking, 

transit, short drives, and housing variety

Communities not designed for walking, 
transit; average  drives;  housing variety

Mostly single-family homes and long 
driving distances

High rises in downtowns; single-family 
homes and long commutes in suburbs

(QUAKING ASPEN & SEGO LILY)

(SEAGULL)

(ALLOSAURUS)

(BONNEVILLE TROUT)
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OUTREACH
n = 52,845

T R A N S P O R T A T I O N  A N D  C O M M U N I T I E S  R E S U L T S :

S C E N A R I O  C H O I C E S
O G D E N

Communities designed for walking, 
transit, short drives, and housing variety

Communities not designed for walking, 
transit; average  drives;  housing variety

Mostly single-family homes and long 
driving distances

High rises in downtowns; single-family 
homes and long commutes in suburbs

(QUAKING ASPEN & SEGO LILY)

(SEAGULL)

(ALLOSAURUS)

(BONNEVILLE TROUT)

Source: Survey – Select your favorite transportation and communities outcome(s) from 
the 4 presented below for Utah in 2050. Consider infrastructure costs, amount of land 
developed, and access to public transportation/services/jobs/amenities.

% ‘Favorite’ Selections, n=460

6%

6%

9%

79%
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• Growth guided by market, and cities 
plan and cooperate together 

• There is a focus on creating many 
mixed-use centers close to households

• Variety of housing in most 
communities

• Good match to housing needs

• Most communities designed for 
walkability, convenience, and shorter 
car trips

Deliberate, Organized 
Pattern of Centers
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Y O U R  U T A H ,  Y O U R  F U T U R E  V I S I O N :

A  PAT T E R N  O F  C E N T E R S
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NEIGHBORHOOD CENTERS

TOWN CENTERS URBAN CENTERS

VILLAGE CENTERS

COMMUNITY 
CENTERS

• Range  of  centers  
at  d i f ferent  sca les

• Mixed  uses

• Close  to  where  
peop le  l i ve
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WHAT UTAHNS WANT FROM CENTERS

• Walkable/bikeable
• Access to public transportation
• Variety of housing types
• Mixed use
• Networks of parks and trails
• Better air quality
• Lower infrastructure costs
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VS.

• Grid network
• Mixed uses
• Main streets/town 

centers
• Front doors on streets

• Disconnected streets
• Separated uses
• Strip commercial
• Larger, fewer centers
• Front doors on parking lots

HISTORIC VS.  AUTO-ORIENTED PATTERNS

Packet Page 79 of 154



Examples of Historic Mixed-Use Centers
BRIGHAM CITY PROVO

OGDEN PARK CITYPacket Page 80 of 154



Examples of New Mixed-Use Centers
FARMINGTON STATION

RIVERWOODSGATEWAY

DAYBREAK
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Examples of Revitalized Mixed-Use Centers

9th AND 9thHOLLADAY

SUGAR HOUSECITY CREEK
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Y O U R  U T A H ,  Y O U R  F U T U R E  V I S I O N :

T H E  O P P O R T U N I T Y
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B E C A U S E  O F  O N L I N E  S H O P P I N G ,  
W E ’ L L  N E E D  L E S S  R E TA I L  S PA C E
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CENTERS  +  MIX  
OF  HOUSING

Lots are gett ing 
smal ler  across the 

Wasatch Front

AVERAGE SINGLE-FAMILY LOT SIZE IN SALT LAKE COUNTY
(In Square Feet)
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Permits for single-family units have declined while 
permits for multi-family units have increased. 

69%
71% 70%

75%

79%

74%
77%

75%
77% 75%

78%
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Potential Mixed-Use Center – Magna Main Street
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Potential Mixed-Use Center – Magna Main Street
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Potential Mixed-Use Center – Meadowbrook Station
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Potential Mixed-Use Center – Meadowbrook Station
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Potential Mixed-Use Center – SLC Depot District
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Potential Mixed-Use Center – SLC Depot District
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WASATCH FRONT CENTERS VISION
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• A transportation and centers strategy 
for the Greater Wasatch Area

• Integrates land use and 
transportation

• Leads to the next Regional 
Transportation Plans

IMPLEMENTING THE VISION
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Additional questions?
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SUNSET REVIEW OF THE CHRISTMAS VILLAGE COMMITTEE 
 
COUNCIL STAFF REVIEW 
 
ACTION:  -    Receive Sunset report from Committee 

- Adopt or not adopt the ordinance to extend the sunset provision 
for the Christmas Village Committee 

 
 
Background 
 
  Sunset Provision 

City advisory committees have sunset provisions in their enabling 
ordinances which terminate their existence on a certain date, unless re-
authorized by the City Council. The Council Orientation Notebook 
describes the rationale as follows: 

 
Sunset Provisions Purpose. A formal sunset provision exists for all committees 
(not boards and Commissions which have regulatory responsibilities).  Sunset 
provisions are a good way to review the needs or continuing effectiveness of 
advisory bodies.  The sunset provisions are applied across-the-board rather than 
approaching it on a case-by-case basis, in order to avoid the impression that a 
sunset provision was adopted because the City currently questions the viability of 
any particular advisory body. 

 
The Christmas Village Committee will sunset on April 1, 2016. If extended, 
the new sunset date for the committee would be extended three years to 
April 1, 2019. 
 
Council Staff has contacted Perry Huffaker, Public Ways and Parks 
Manager, to invite the Committee to this meeting to report to the Council 
the highlights and activities over the last three years and to outline the 
program for the committee for the next three years. Committee Chair Lou 
Ann Kamigaki will make the presentation. 
 
A written report from the committee has been attached for the Council’s 
review. The Administration is recommending the committee be extended 
for another three years.  
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Also attached is the current roster for the Council’s reference. You will 
also be approving committee appointments and re-appointments this 
evening. 
 
Comments from the Committee: 
 
Council staff has called individual committee members to interview them 
concerning their perceptions of how the committee is doing and what, if 
any, changes need to be made in the future. We were able to make 
contact and receive input from five of the thirteen members. A list of 
questions asked and a summary of comments received are listed below.  
 
How are things going with the committee? 

  
Overall things are going good with the committee and all the members are 
very hardworking. 

  
  Do you have any suggestions for making the committee better? 
 

The committee as a whole is very good at addressing their own issues, 
but there are a few suggestions that were brought up such as making the 
committee itself a little smaller and creating subcommittees to help with 
voting issues. 
 
What can the city do to help the committee? 
 
The committee members really appreciate the help that the city has given 
up to this point, but do have a few suggestions they would appreciate the 
City’s help with:  
• A larger budget to help buy new displays.  
• There have been a few issues with the Jupiter train: 

o The train did not show up during the storytelling.  
o Hire a driver with a flexible schedule.  
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How do you feel the staff support has been? 
 
The general consciences about the staff support is that it is great. The 
committee has become much more diverse and welcomes its younger 
members, their fresh ideas, and they have the ambition to not only bring 
their ideas but take action to make their ideas a reality.   
 
What do you see the committee accomplishing in the next three 
years? 
 
The general response is that this tradition continues and continues to 
amaze an audience for years to come.  
 
• More sales in the store. They may need to reevaluate merchandise.  
• They are working on getting a 20 foot computerized tree to be 

programmed and light up to music.   
• Bring back breakfast with Santa. If this came to fruition, they would 

seek sponsors so those who are less fortunate would be able to attend 
this event.  

Any other comments you wish to offer? 
 
• The members of the committee feel honored to serve and that it is a 

labor of love. Also, it has been mentioned that Christmas village is the 
only light display and event of its size that is free.  

Memos prepared by –  Administrative Staff:   Stacey Olsen, (801) 629-8214  
    Council Staff:   Mavis Hawley, (801) 629-8166  
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City of Ogden

Christmas Village Committee

Nominated By

Term Expires

April 1

Brenda Burrup

3175 North 1000 East

North Ogden, Utah 84414

Assumed Office:  11/19/2013

2016

Cindi Hellewell

288 West 1600 North

Harrisville, UT 84404

Assumed Office:  10/16/2007

Last Appointment:  08/20/2013

[H] 801-737-0475 2016

Ernie Terrazas

513 4th Street

Ogden, UT 84401

Assumed Office:  04/06/2010

Last Appointment:  04/01/2014

[C] 801-940-0455 2017

Jo Packham

215 Historic 25th Street

Ogden, Utah 84401

Assumed Office:  08/06/2002

Last Appointment:  08/20/2013

[B] 801-334-7829

[H] 801-394-3285

[C] 801-621-2777

2016

Diane Nelson

8858 E. Pineview Drive

Huntsville, Utah  84317

Assumed Office:  11/25/2014

2016

Alene Evans

618 East 1050 North

Ogden, UT  84401

Assumed Office:  06/02/2015

[H] 801-309-9377 2016

Sherry Ferrin

1522 Alta Vista Circle

Ogden, UT  84404

Assumed Office:  08/20/2013

[H] 801-476-3176 2016

Nikki Lovell

1842 28th Street

Ogden, UT 84403

Assumed Office:  04/03/2007

Last Appointment:  04/01/2014

Chair

[B] 801-399-5584

[H] 801-394-2885

[C] 801-710-1986

2017

* Bev Rudd

4287 Harrison Blvd. #6-204

Ogden, UT  84403

Assumed Office:  07/07/2015

Last Appointment:  07/07/2015

[H] 801-663-6135 2017

* Revised 07/13/2015 I.25.001
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City of Ogden

Christmas Village Committee

Nominated By

Term Expires

April 1

Craig Bielik

910 E. 1775 N.

No. Ogden, UT 84414

Assumed Office:  07/15/2008

Last Appointment:  04/01/2014

[B] 801-479-2591

[H] 801-782-4090

2017

Lou Ann Kamigaki

2540 Pierce Avenue

Ogden, UT 84401

Assumed Office:  09/16/2003

Last Appointment:  08/20/2013

Vice Chair

[H] 801-392-4869

[C] 801-710-8432

2016

Nicole Lovell

1712 Shadow Valley Drive

Ogden, Utah  84403

Assumed Office:  11/25/2014

2016

Ashley Wilson

10931 Anderson Way

Thatcher, UT 84337

Assumed Office:  08/16/2011

Last Appointment:  04/01/2014

[B] 801-629-8720 2017

Dan Musgrave

2380 Washington Blvd., #270

Ogden, UT 84401

Assumed Office:  08/16/2011

Last Appointment:  08/20/2013

[H] 801-731-4399

[C] 801-564-1606

2016

Perry Huffaker

133 West 29th Street

Ogden, UT 84401

Contact

[B] 801-629-8420

Administrative Support:

  Stacey Olsen

  801-629-8214

Sunset date:  04/01/2016

* Revised 07/13/2015 I.25.002
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ORDINANCE NO.  
 
AN ORDINANCE OF OGDEN CITY, UTAH, AMENDING SECTION 3-11-6 OF THE 
OGDEN MUNICIPAL CODE TO EXTEND THE SUNSET PROVISION FOR THE 
CHRISTMAS VILLAGE COMMITTEE TO APRIL 1, 2019; AND BY PROVIDING 
THAT THIS ORDINANCE SHALL BECOME EFFECTIVE IMMEDIATELY UPON 
POSTING AFTER FINAL PASSAGE. 

 The Council of Ogden City hereby ordains: 

 SECTION 1. Section amended.  Section 3-11-6 of the Ogden Municipal 

Code is hereby amended to read and provide as follows: 

 3-11-6: [SUNSET PROVISION:]  
 
Unless subsequently extended by appropriate action, the term of the Christmas 
Village committee shall sunset and expire on April 1, 201[6]9. 
 

  SECTION 2.  Effective date.  This ordinance shall be effective immediately 

upon posting after final passage. 

 PASSED, ADOPTED AND ORDERED POSTED by the Council 

of Ogden City, Utah this          day of                     , 2016. 

 
 

    ________________________________  
    CHAIR 

 
 
ATTEST: 
 
___________________________                                               
CITY RECORDER 
 
TRANSMITTED TO THE MAYOR ON: ________ 
 
MAYOR'S ACTION:   � Approved    � Vetoed 
 
 
___________________________ 
MAYOR 
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ATTEST: 
 
 
___________________________ 
CITY RECORDER 
 
POSTING DATE: ________________ 
 
EFFECTIVE DATE:      ________________ 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: _MAB        3/11/16_                                      
                    Legal            Date 

* The headings, catchlines or catchwords suggested for use in the 
Ogden Municipal Code and which are bracketed at the beginning of 
sections or subsections, shall not be considered to be a part of the 
ordinance adopted herein. 
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FY2016 BUDGET AMENDMENT ($1,484,705) 
- Recognize and Appropriate Loan Proceeds from Symphony Bank (Asset 

Area Control Program Revolving Loan (Major Grants - $1,200,000) 

- Recognize and Appropriate Additional Various Revenues (Grants, 

Interfund Transfers, Credit Card Rebates, etc. - General Fund - $131,025) 

- Recognize and Appropriate Revenue from UDOT Grant for Sidewalk and 

Bus Stop Pads (CIP Fund- $103,680) 

- Recognize and Appropriate Revenue from National Endowment for the 

Arts Grant (Misc. Grants Fund - $50,000) 
 
DETERMINATION:   Set or Not Set Public Hearing for April 26, 2016 
 
 
Executive 

Summary The Council will consider a Resolution approving an FY2016 Budget 
Amendment.  

 

Background During the fiscal year, the Council considers proposals for budget 
adjustments to allow for the following: 

 
1. Entering grant or other special purpose revenues into the budget 

prior to expenditure. 
2. Making mid-course corrections to avoid budget overruns. 
3. Forwarding encumbrances from the previous fiscal year. 
4. Other items dealing with special circumstances or opportunities. 

 
The Uniform Fiscal Procedures Act for Utah Cities requires that a public 
hearing be held on all budget adjustments where the budget of one or more 
funds is increased. (Utah Code Ann. §10-6-127.)   Notice of the public 
hearing must be given seven (7) days prior to the hearing. (Utah Code 
Ann. §10-6-113.)   

 
 March 8, 2016 

The Administration transmitted a request to amend the FY2016 Budget to 
recognize and appropriate proceeds from various sources.  The proposed 
amendment also transfers funds within the CIP Fund.    
 

Packet Page 112 of 154



 
April 5, 2016 
The Council held a work session to review and discuss the proposed 
FY2016 Budget Amendment. 

 
Proposal The proposed FY2016 Budget Amendment is summarized as follows: 
 

Revenue Amount Appropriations 
General Fund     
Fire Federal Grant  $      10,000  Shelter at Marshall White Center 
Fund Balance  $      17,500  Emergency Management Supplies 
Transfer from CIP  $      17,850  Repairs at Dino Park 
Grant Revenues - State of Utah   $        1,000  Special Projects (Volunteer Supplies) 
Credit Card Rebate  $        5,000  Increasing budget to match revenue  
Building Permits  $      31,825  Credit card fees now expensed to Treasury 
Civil Citations  $        2,500  Credit card fees now expensed to Treasury 
Golden Hours Rentals  $           275  Credit card fees now expensed to Treasury 
Court Fines & Forfeitures  $      23,225  Credit card fees now expensed to Treasury 
Police Report Fees  $        1,425  Credit card fees now expensed to Treasury 
Parks  $        1,650  Credit card fees now expensed to Treasury 
Business Licenses  $      17,600  Credit card fees now expensed to Treasury 
Animal Licenses  $        1,175  Credit card fees now expensed to Treasury 

Sub Total - General Fund  $    131,025    
CIP Fund     

UDOT Grant  $    103,680  
Sidewalks/Bus Stops (Washington Boulevard North 
of 2nd St.) 

Sub Total - CIP  $    103,680    
Miscellaneous Grants     
National Endowment - Arts Grant  $      50,000  Ogden Arts Hub 

Sub Total - Misc. Grants  $       50,000    
Major Grants Fund     
Symphony Bank Line of Credit  $ 1,200,000  Asset Control Program  

Sub Total - Major Grants  $ 1,200,000    
TOTAL  $ 1,484,705  
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Transfers in General Fund     
General Fund Contingency   $        5,000  Fence at Jefferson Park 
Juvenile Court Graffiti Program  $        5,000  Fence at Jefferson Park 

TOTAL  $      10,000  
  

Questions Please review the proposed budget amendment. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Council Staff Contact:  Janene Eller-Smith, (801)629-8165 
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OGDEN CITY TRANSMITTAL 
 
 
Date:  March 4, 2016 
To:  Ogden City Council 
From:  Lisa Stout, Comptroller 
RE:  BUDGET OPENING ‐ FY 2016 UDOT GRANT, NEA GRANT, ACA BUDGET AND VARIOUS 
 
Staff Contact:  Lisa Stout, Comptroller, ext. 8713 
Recommendation:  Set public hearing and adopt ordinance 
Documents:  ‐ Ordinance 

‐ Schedule A (Revenue) 
‐ Revenue Detail Schedule 
‐ Schedule B (Appropriations) 
‐ Appropriation Detail Schedule 

 
Executive Summary 
 
This proposed action is to recognize the appropriations of new revenue or expected activities by Ogden 
City. 
 
The City has been awarded an Emergency Management Performance Grant from the Utah Division of Public 
Safety in the amount of $10,000 for emergency sheltering at the MWC.  Additionally, the City has received 
grants in the amounts of $17,500 to cover the wages of the emergency preparedness fire personnel.  Due to 
this grant, which will now cover wages, the City is proposing an increase to the emergency supplies budget 
because funds are freed up as a result of the grant covering wages. 
 
The City is also proposing a transfer from the Critical Contingency account in the CIP fund of $17,850, to 
help cover necessary repairs to the Dino Park Education Building that resulted from water damage.  
Expenses exceeded the insurance payment for the damage. 
 
The City has been awarded a grant of $1,000 for a spontaneous volunteer program.  The City is proposing 
appropriating this grant in the general fund to the special department supplies account in public services. 
 
The City is proposing appropriating $10,000 from the Non‐Departmental budget to Public Services to help 
cover the cost of installing a security fence between Jefferson Park and Odyssey Elementary School on 
Grant Avenue and 33rd Street.  
 
When the City pays vendors with the City credit card, it may earn a rebate for those transactions.  Initially 
the City budgeted $50,000 for this revenue in FY2016.  When the rebate was received by the City, it was 
$57,000.  The City is proposing an increase to the credit card rebate revenue account of $5,000 to help 
cover the cost associated with a recent computer security audit, software and equipment, to improve 
controls and infrastructure necessary for computer security.  
 
The City accepts credit cards for the payment of multiple types of revenue.  In prior periods the City has 
paid the credit card processing fees out of the revenue accounts associated with accepting credit cards, 
which reduced the revenue recognized by the City in the amount of the credit card processing fees.  The 
City now recognizes credit card processing fees as an expense paid by the Treasury division.  The revenue 
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increase proposed in various revenue accounts, totaling $79,675 represents the amount of the processing 
fees expected in FY2016.   
 
The City is proposing the recognition of an award from Utah Department of Transportation to help construct 
sidewalks and bus pads that currently don't exist, north of 2nd Street on Washington Boulevard.  Matching 
funds of $25,920 are budgeted in the City Sidewalk funds. 
 
The City is proposing an appropriation for a National Endowment for the Arts Award intended to support the 
development of the Ogden Arts Hub.  This grant will require a cash match of $2,500 and in kind match of 
$51,500.  The cash match will come from existing arts budget and the in kind contribution will come from 
donated hours and wages. 
 
The Asset Area Control records activities with HUD rehabilitated homes and construction in approved areas.  
The revenue account for investments into these properties through loan funds and cash receipts from the 
sale of these properties.  During FY 2016 the City has two development areas, the Oak Den and Lincoln 
Cottages.  The activity in the ACA program had grown significantly due to the additional development.  The 
City is proposing an increase to this budget to allow for the increased activity with these construction costs 
and sales proceeds. 
 
Background 
 
Council action is required to appropriate. 

 
Proposal 
 
Review and adopt ordinance. 

 
Fiscal Impact 

 

An increase to the City Budget of $1,484,705. 
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PUBLIC ARTS PROGRAM  

 - Repealing Percent for Arts Program 

 - Adopting New Public Arts Program 

- Amending Various Ordinances to Align with New Public Arts Program 
 

DETERMINATION:    

 
Executive 

Summary The Council will consider two Ordinances that repeal the existing Percent 
for Arts Ordinance, adopt a new Public Arts Program Ordinance, and 
amend various related ordinances to align with the New Public Art 
Program Ordinance. 

 

Background  Percent for Arts Program 

   March 4, 1997 

 The City Council adopted Ordinance 97-18 establishing a new city code 
section requiring that one percent (1%) of the City’s construction projects 
be set aside for art.  Art funds were to be expended based on Art Advisory 
Committee recommendations. Responsibility for management of the arts 
program was placed with the Management Services Director. 

 
 October 2000 

 The City’s first Arts Master Plan was completed by Jerry Allen and 
Associates, a consultant hired to complete the work. 

 
 April 3, 2001 

 The City Council adopted Ordinance 2001-24 which made amendments to 
the Percent for Arts Ordinance to clarify definitions, provide for pooled 
funds, and implement portions of the Arts Master Plan.  

 
 2002-2007 

 The Percent for Arts Ordinance was amended four times between 2002 
and 2007 with various amendments, including transferring management 
responsibilities to Public Services and exempting BDO from the Percent 
for Arts requirements.  The Percent for Arts Ordinance had a sunset date 
of February 1, 2010. 
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   January 2014 

 Representatives from CED and the City Attorney’s Office, met with 
Council staff to discuss proposed changes that would be recommended 
with the FY2015 Budget.  The Administration indicated it was their intent 
to terminate the outside contract with Ogden City Arts and reestablish 
management and oversight of City art programs under CED.  CED 
outlined the intent to revamp the program to bring it back into alignment 
with City goals and objectives.  After some discussion, the group outlined 
several action items:  

1. Arts Grants  
a. Review and revise the arts grants process 
b. Align the recommendations from arts committee and 

administration 
c. Complete funding for FY2014 projects 

2. Arts Committee  
a. Reestablish City management/oversight 
b. Establish clear policies, procedures and expectations 
c. Amend current committee ordinance 
d. Begin work on Arts Master Plan  

3. CIP/Percent for Arts Ordinance  
a. Review existing policies and procedures 
b. Amend ordinance 

i. Align with existing practices/procedures (or change to 
preferred practices/procedures) 

ii. Clarify policy issues 
1. What’s the appropriate level of funding 
2. What is funding source(s) 
3. Should there be limits on funding amounts 
4. Consider separating “building” projects from “pooled-

fund” projects 
iii. Review funding levels, applications 
iv. Review funding process 
v. Review Council approval process, incorporating Arts Master 

Plan 
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 September 1, 2015 

 The Council adopted Ordinance 2015-41 which amended Title 3 Chapter 
16 of the Ogden Municipal Code to reflect changes in the governance of 
the City’s arts programs.  Among other things, the amendments clarified 
the role of the Arts Committee, modified the arts grants funding process, 
and outlining a new process for identifying and appropriating funds for 
Percent for Arts projects. (These changes addressed the first two items 
listed above.) 

 
 March 9, 2016 

 The Council Office received an Administrative Transmittal requesting the 
Council adopt changes to the City’s art program and other related 
ordinances. 

 
 April 5, 2015 

 The Council held a work session to review and discuss the proposed 
changes to ordinances relating to the new Public Arts Program. 

 
Proposal The Administration is proposing repealing the existing Title 4 Chapter 1C 

of the Ogden Municipal Code and replacing it with a new Title 4 Chapter 
1C to reflect changes in the City’s Public Arts Program.     

 
 The Administration is also proposing changes to various other sections of 

the Ogden Municipal Code to reflect changes in management 
responsibilities, reporting requirements, and funding sources for the Public 
Arts Program.  

 
 A summary of the proposed Title 4 Chapter 1C follows: 
 
 4-1C-1 Purpose 

 Sets forth the purposes of the ordinance: 
 To public art for Ogden citizens 
 To promote economic benefits through enhanced public spaces 
 To implement the new Master Plan for Arts and Culture 
 To foster a thriving arts environment 
 To support the urban design quality of the City 
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4-1C-2 Definitions 

 Sets forth various definitions used in the ordinance including: 
 Art (all forms of original artistic creations) 
 Artist (person or entity paid with public art funds) 
 Ephemeral Art (temporary) 
 Major Public Project (construction project with structural or 

landscaping components with notable visual impact) 
 Ogden City Arts (Advisory Committee) 
 Public Arts Project (Art funded with public funds) 

  
 4-1C-3 Public Arts Projects 

Identifies source of funds for public arts projects. 
 
 4-1C-4 Public Arts Fund 

 Established a specific account for public arts funds, including 
maintenance. 

 
 4-1C-5 Encumbering the Public Arts Fund 

 Establishes a process for funding public arts projects.   
 Arts projects will be proposed with the annual Capital 

Improvement Plan and include  
 A project description with map 
 A description of how the goals and objectives of the City’s 

Master Plan for Arts and Culture is accomplished 
 A Schedule 
 Costs 
 Other information as needed 
 Ability of the project to be relocated, if necessary 
 City contact 

 Planning Commission will review  
 Consistency with City General Plan 
 Site Plan 
 Any interference with existing easements, utilities, etc. 

 Planning Commission will report its recommendations to the City 
Council 
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4-1C-6 Limitations on Arts Projects Development 

 Proposed Arts Projects will be submitted to the Council in January 
for consideration in the annual budget process 

 Mayor may recommend projects throughout the year 
 City Council must approve arts fund expenditures or expenditures 

for private donors 
 Art projects over $5,000 from Private donors must provide a 

statement 
 Identifying the project and purpose of the donation 
 Identifying the total value of the donation 
 Identifying date and good or services being donated 
 Certifying the donation is voluntary 
 Certifying the donation is made without condition 

 
4-1C-7 Section and Placement of Art 

 All public arts must be placed on City or RDA property 
 Mayor has final decision on selection of artists, art and placement  
 Council receives notice of selected artist and art  

  
 A summary of the proposed changes to other related titles follows: 
 

2-4-13 Department of Community and Economic Development 

 Places responsibility for arts advisory committee and the Public 
Arts Program in CED 
 

3-16-6 Public Arts Program Administration 
 Changes name from “Percent for Art” to “Public Arts Program” 
 Requires annual report to Council by November 1 
 Defines Ogden City Arts Advisory Committee responsibilities 

regarding art projects 
  
4-1B-1 Definitions 

 Clarifies that Public Arts Projects are not capital improvement 
projects 
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4-3A-7.H Real Property; Conveyance of DDOU Property 

 Provides $35,000 annual contribution of DDOU (BDO) Lease 
Revenue for funding art projects 

 
 9-1-6.J Water Use and Services: Rates and Billing 

 Provides $40,000 annual contribution from Water Utility 
 
 9-5-3.B Sewer Fees and Charges: Rates and Charges 

 Provides $15,000 annual contribution from Sanitary Sewer Utility 
 Provides $10,000 annual contribution from Storm Sewer Utility 

 
In additions to the proposed Ordinance changes, the Administration will 
adopt an Administrative policy to implement the Public Arts Program. 
 

Questions   
1. Please explain the purpose for the proposed ordinance changes. 

 
2. Please review the major changes in each of the proposed ordinances. 

 
3. Please review the process for funding art projects in the FY2017 

budget, and then the process for future budgets. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Board Staff Contact:  Janene Eller-Smith, (801)629-8165 
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