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MEETING NOTICE AND AGENDA
AMENDED

Notice is hereby given that the Kaysville City Council will hold a regular council meeting on Thursday, October 16, 2025,
starting at 7:00 PM in the Council Chambers in Kaysville City Hall at 23 East Center Street, Kaysville, UT. The meeting will be
streamed on YouTube, and the link to the meeting will be posted on www.KaysvilleLive.com.

Public comments during the meeting are only taken for Action Items, “Call to the Public”, or public hearings. Those wishing to
speak during these times must sign up in person before the meeting begins. Comments may also be submitted to the City
Council via email to publiccomment@kaysville.gov. Emailed comments will NOT be read aloud at the meeting.

CITY COUNCIL Q&A - 6:30 PM
The City Council will be available to answer questions or discuss any matters the public may have.

CITY COUNCIL MEETING —7:00 PM
The agenda shall be as follows:

1) OPENING

a) Presented by Council Member John Adams

2) CALLTO THE PUBLIC (3 MINUTE LIMIT, MUST SIGN UP IN PERSON)

3) PRESENTATIONS AND AWARDS

a) Proclamation declaring October 2025 as PTA Month in celebration of 100 years of service and advocacy
b) Annual Fraud Risk Assessment Report - Maryn Nelson, Finance Director

c) Power Department Annual Report - Brian Johnson, Power Director

4) DECLARATION OF ANY CONFLICTS OF INTEREST

5) CONSENT ITEMS

a) Appointment of Jeramy Berkenshaw as Planning Commission Member

6) ACTION ITEMS

a) Request to rezone 1.6 acres of property at 80 East Center Street from A-1 (Light Agricultural) to CC (Central
Commercial), with a Mixed Use Overlay for Jacob Williams

7)  WORKITEMS
a) Discussion of Electric Vehicle Charging Stations and Rates

b) Discussion of Massage Establishment Ordinance

8) COUNCIL MEMBERS REPORTS

9) CITY MANAGER REPORT

10) ADJOURNMENT
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https://www.kaysvillelive.com/
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Kaysville City is dedicated to a policy of non-discrimination in admission to, access to, or operations of its programs, services,
or activities. If you need special assistance due to a disability, please contact the Kaysville City Offices at (801) 546-1235 at
least 24 hours in advance of the meeting to be held.

| hereby certify that | posted a copy of the foregoing Notice and Agenda at Kaysville City Hall, Kaysville City website
at www.kaysville.gov, and the Utah Public Notice website at www.utah.gov/pmn. Posted on October 15, 2025.

WAy A

Annemarie Plaizier
City Recorder
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Proclamation declaring October at PTA Month
in celebration of 100 years of service and advocacy

WHEREAS, the Utah Parent Teacher Association (Utah PTA) is proudly celebrating 100
years of service and advocacy for children, families, schools, and communities across the
State of Utah; and

WHEREAS, since its founding in 1925, Utah PTA has worked hand in hand with parents,
educators, and community leaders to ensure that every child has the opportunity to reach
their full potential; and

WHEREAS, the mission of Utah PTA — to make every child’s potential a reality by
engaging and empowering families and communities to advocate for all children — has
guided a century of dedication and volunteerism across Utah; and

WHEREAS, for 100 years, Utah PTA has played a critical role in shaping public education
in Utah by serving as a strong watchdog for Utah’s School Trust Lands, advocating for
stable and sufficient education funding, and ensuring that every student has access to
quality learning opportunities; and

WHEREAS, local PTAs serving Kaysville schools continue this proud tradition of
leadership, service, and collaboration by supporting teachers and administrators,
strengthening family involvement, and promoting student success and well-being; and

WHEREAS, Kaysville City gratefully recognizes the many parents, educators, and
community members who volunteer their time and energy through PTA to enrich the lives
of children and strengthen the fabric of our community.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that I, Tamara Tran, Mayor of Kaysville City,
along with the Kaysville City Council, do hereby proclaim October 2025 as

Parent Teacher Association Month

in Kaysville City and encourage all residents to join in celebrating the 100th Anniversary of
Utah PTA, honoring its century of service, and supporting continued efforts to make every
child’s potential a reality.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and caused the Seal of the
Kaysville City to be affixed on this 16t day of October 2025.

i
Mayor Tamara Tran Hl-hl—l
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CITY COUNCIL STAFF REPORT @g.‘ﬁ;
City

MEETING DATE: October 16, 2025
TYPE OF ITEM: Presentations & Awards

PRESENTED BY: Maryn Nelson, Finance Director

SUBJECT/AGENDA TITLE: Annual Fraud Risk Assessment Report - Maryn Nelson, Finance Director

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

The Utah State Auditor has developed a tool for local governments to evaluate internal controls and
assessment of financial risk.

The Utah State Compliance Audit Guide requires that the City complete the Fraud Risk Assessment and
present it to the Council during a public meeting on an annual basis.

The Assessment is included herein for review. The Assessment measured a low risk.

Areas where the City excel include separation of duties, adopted written policies in multiple areas,
annual ethics training, and continued training for staff.

Areas of recommendation include having a licensed or certified finance professional in Management
and an internal audit function.

Management shifted in July with the retirement of Dean Storey, so the new Finance Director will work
to complete the CGFM certification. The new Deputy is halfway through the CPA exams. We anticipate
that next year the City will fulfill this recommendation.

The State Auditor’s recommendation is a full-time internal auditor or contracted internal audit
independent of Management and the Finance Department. Staff believe costs are not justified and the
annual comprehensive audit serves much of this purpose.

City Council Options:
N/A

Staff Recommendation:
N/A

Fiscal Impact:
N/A
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ATTACHMENTS:
1. Fraud Risk Assesment FY25
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Fraud Risk Assessment

Continued
*Total Points Earned: 335 /395 *Risk Level: NSRS

low  [Moderate
>355 316-355 276-315

< 200

e e e e L es RIS

1. Does the entity have adequate basic separation of duties or mitigating controls as 0 200
outlined in the attached Basic Separation of Duties Questionnaire? (e

2. Does the entity have governing body adopted written policies in the following areas:

a. Conflict of interest? 5 5
b. Procurement? 5 5
¢. Ethical behavior? 5 5
d. Reporting fraud and abuse? 5 5
e. Travel? 5 5
f. Credit/Purchasing cards (where applicable)? ) 5
g. Personal use of entity assets? = 5
h. IT and computer security? = 5
i. Cash receipting and deposits? = 5

3. Does the entity have a licensed or certified (CPA, CGFM, CMA, CIA, CFE, CGAP, .| 20

CPFO) expert as part of its management team?

a. Do any members of the management team have at least a bachelor's degree in D 10
accounting? [

4. Are employees and elected officials required to annually commit in writing to abide by a 20 20

statement of ethical behavior? ‘

5. Have all governing body members completed entity specific (District Board Member 20
Training for local/special service districts & interlocal entities, Introductory Training for 20
Municipal Officials for cities & towns, etc.) online training (training.auditor.utah.gov)
within four years of term appointment/election date?

6. Regardless of license or formal education, does at least one member of the 20
management team receive at least 40 hours of formal training related to accounting, 70
budgeting, or other financial areas each year?

7. Does the entity have or promote a fraud hotline? 70 | 20

8. Does the entity have a formal internal audit function? — 20

9. Does the entity have a formal audit committee? 70 20

*Entity Name:

*Completed for Fiscal Year Ending: 2025

*CAO Name:

*CAO Signature:

\L—ou{f)\f\“ 3 C\JN

*Completion Date:

*CFO Name:

*CFO Signature:

*Required




Basic Separation of Duties

See the following page for instructions and definitions.

No

1,

Does the entity have a board chair, clerk,.and treasurer who are three
separate people?

. Are all the people who are able to receive cash or check payments different

from all of the people who are able to make general ledger entries?

. Are all the people who are able to collect cash or check payments different

from all the people who are able to adjust customer accounts? If no customer
accounts, check “N/A”.

. Are all the people who have access to blank checks different from those who

are authorized signers?

. Does someone other than the clerk and treasurer reconcile all bank accounts

OR are original bank statements reviewed by a person other than the clerk to
detect unauthorized disbursements?

. Does someone other than the clerk review periodic reports of all general

ledger accounts to identify unauthorized payments recorded in those
accounts?

. Are original credit/purchase card statements received directly from the card
company by someone other than the card holder? If no credit/purchase cards,

check “N/A”.

MC* | NIA

. Does someone other than the credit/purchase card holder ensure that all card

purchases are supported with receipts or other supporting documentahon’? If
no credit/purchase cards, check “N/A”.

NSNNNNNENE

. Does someone who is not a subordinate of the credit/purchase card holder

review all card purchases for appropriateness (including the chief
administrative officer and board members if they have a card)? If no
credit/purchase cards, check “N/A”.

10.

Does the person who authorizes payment for goods or services, who is not
the clerk, verify the receipt of goods or services?

11.

Does someone authorize payroll payments who is separate from the person
who prepares payroll payments? If no W-2 employees, check “N/A”,

12.

Does someone review all payroll payments who is separate from the person
who prepares payroll payments? If no W-2 employees, check “N/A".

NENEANER

* MC = Mitigating Control
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CITY COUNCIL STAFF REPORT @g.‘ﬁ;
City

MEETING DATE: October 16, 2025
TYPE OF ITEM: Action Item

PRESENTED BY: Anne McNamara, Senior Planner/ Code Enforcement

SUBJECT/AGENDA TITLE: Request to rezone 1.6 acres of property at 80 East Center Street from A-1
(Light Agricultural) to CC (Central Commercial), with a Mixed Use Overlay for Jacob Williams

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

Jake Williams applied for a Central Commercial and Mixed Use Overlay rezone of the property at 80
East Center Street. The Mixed Use Zoning District Overlay application requires a fully vetted project to
be submitted and must be approved through development agreement. The proposed project would
convert the historic Presbyterian church to a single family residence, where the Williams family would
reside, and add 23 townhomes, for a total of 24 dwellings. Townhomes that front Center Street and
the neighboring parcel to the west would have commercial storefronts on the ground floor. Interior
townhomes would also have ground floor space that would be used as commercial space or a
live/work space.

This item was before the Planning Commission on August 14, 2025, where a public hearing was held. It
was a lengthy public hearing with most people opposing the project, although there were several
comments supporting Mr. Williams’ proposal. After the public hearing was closed, the Planning
Commission discussed the proposal and concluded it needed additional open space and fewer
dwellings. They directed Mr. Williams to revise the proposal and return with a project that was better
suited for the site.

Mr. Williams revised the proposal, and the Planning Commission discussed the updated project at the
September 11, 2025, meeting. Changes to the proposal included:

e Removing three townhomes, reducing the overall dwelling count from 27 to 24.
e Increasing the amount of open space and amenity offerings.
e Decreasing the ground floor ceiling height from 12 feet to 9 feet on all interior townhomes.

It is important to note that KCC 17-27-7 Mixed Use Zoning District Overlay sets standards or
benchmarks that are ideal to meet, but the nature of mixed-use projects is hugely dependent on each
site and the merits of the unique location of the proposed project. That section of code specifies: “The
following shall be the base standard for review of any project. Variations to the standards outlined may
be altered by specific approval of the City Council in a Development Agreement when demonstrated
that alternate standards are superior to those listed within this Chapter.” That said, the proposed
project has some unique considerations for the Council to discuss, including but not limited to:
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The value of preserving the historic Presbyterian church building.

e How preservation of the church creates constraints on an ideal layout or use of the site.

e Location and proximity to historic downtown Kaysville.

e Adjacency of the commercial and residential uses and how the project may impact the
existing uses.

e The percentage of commercial space is half of what the standards suggest (15% as opposed
to 30%). However, no commercial space currently exists on the property.

e Viability and practicality of the proposed commercial spaces.

e Addition of housing to the downtown area, which will facilitate vibrancy and revitalization of
the area.

e The applicant has committed to the same owner occupancy requirements recently approved
by the Council for the 950 North R-M rezone, as specified in the development agreement.

e The density of the site as proposed is 15 units per acre, and as a comparison, the City’s R-M

zone is 15.6 units per acre.

After concluding their discussion on the proposed rezone, the Planning Commission issued a
recommendation of approval for the project, voting unanimously (4-0) for the positive
recommendation.

Staff reports from both Planning Commission meetings are attached and contain additional project
details and how the 2022 General Plan provides adequate support for the proposed rezone. Also
attached to the staff report are meeting minutes from both Planning Commission meetings where the
project was discussed and all the public comments received through the Planning Commission portal or
via email.

City Council Options:

1. Approve the rezone of 1.6 acres of property at 80 East Center Street from A-1 (Light
Agricultural) to CC (Central Commercial), with a Mixed Use Overlay.

2. Deny the rezone request.

3. Request the applicant make modifications to the project and return with an updated project at
a future meeting date.

Staff Recommendation:

Based on the recommendation of approval from the Planning Commission, staff recommends the City
Council approve the rezone of 1.6 acres of property at 80 East Center Street from A-1 (Light
Agricultural) to CC (Central Commercial), with a Mixed Use Overlay.

Fiscal Impact:
N/A

ATTACHMENTS:
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1. Hazel Commons Write Up

2. PC 80 East Center Street CC MU 8.14.25

3. PC 80 East Center Street CC MU 9.11.25

4. Ordinance 80 E Center Street MU CC RZN 10162025

5. Development Agreement 80 E Center Street MU - CC 10162025
6. Combined Redecated Public Comments 80 E Center CC MU Rezone_Redacted
7. EXCERPT PC Minutes August 14, 2025

8. EXCERPT PC Minutes September 11, 2025

9. Hazel Commons Slte Plan & Concept Renderings PC 09.11.25
10. Traffic Impact Analysis 80 E Center Street

11. Hazel Commons Combined Mood Boards for CC 10162025
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Hazel Commons

The Hazel Commons is the perfect new addition to our beloved historic Kaysville
downtown. It draws its name sake from the long-time steward of this special piece
of Kaysville history Hazel and Alpheus Harvey who purchased the chapel and its
associated land in 1930.

We are proposing for sale fee simple live/work townhomes along with a historic
renovation and adaptive reuse of the historic Presbyterian church which will be
restored on the outside and turned into our family home on the inside.

The two main focuses of this infill redevelopment community are;

1. Preserve and Restore the Historic 1888 Presbyterian Church ensuring it stays
as a part of the Kaysville story.
2. Participate in and contribute to the ongoing activation of Main Street.

My kids represent a 4th generation Kaysville family and have grown up with stories
of what Kaysville main street used to be. My grandma appears as a child in pictures
of Bowman’s market when it was on main. It has been a life-long dream of wife and
| to live in a historic church and reimagine it as our family home. For multiple years
we have talked about what old Kaysville main street could be and we feel privileged
to be able to participate in its continued revitalization.

Hazel commons will be made up of 26 live/work townhomes that have two car alley
load garages and a flex/commercial storefront on the first floor with living space and
three bedrooms on floors 2 and 3. We envision these spaces as boutique shops,
bookstores, salons, or home offices. All vehicle access remains separate from the
pedestrian storefronts through the alley access. The project connects all storefronts
to center street through landscaped plazas and paseos. These plazas can be used to
extend retail spaces and connect them to the pedestrian experience through rolling
bookshelves, retail racks, and or bistro tables.

The church will be thoughtfully connected to our family storefront spaces along with
our bedrooms and garage through a hallway that will thoughtfully connect to the
back side of the church and allow the church to sit separate from the new
construction. This design also allows us to save the majority of the healthy old
growth trees. We will also be adding a 1.5 story detached barn behind the church
that when paired with the nearly half an acre of lot around the church will the
perfectly buffer the bulk of the new development from existing neighborhood. The
scale and design of this project will create a smooth transition from the action of
main street, to more traditional housing to the east. It bears mentioning that our
immediate neighbors include office, multi-family housing, and for rent single family
home.

We meet all zoning requirements of the cc zone and MU overlay districts other than
two minor exceptions. The exceptions we are requesting are as follows;

e The MU zone requires, “Adequate commercial space within the project shall
be provided. The final proportion of commercial square footage and

Page 11 of 248



residential square footage will be determined based on specific
characteristics of the project site and shall be approved by the city council in
a DA. Minimum guideline for commercial space include:

1. Ground floor commercial is required on buildings which front
arterial and collector streets.

2. A minimum of 30% of the combined total of the square footage
for all buildings in the project shall be commercial space.

3. Parking shall not be counted towards commercial space
requirement”

We meet all of these guidelines other than the minimum of 30% of the total
combined square footage. We believe as demonstrated by the remaining
narrative that we meet every City stated goal for the city center reactivation
and easily justify the waiver of this guideline. Which is allowed as stated in
the description of the guideline.

e MU zone also requires that, “No building which is exclusively or primarily for
residential use shall exceed thirty-five feet (35') in height, subject to the
following exceptions:

1. Elements that meet exceptions found in KCC 17-25-2.

2. Any portion of a building within fifty feet (50') of a residential
dwelling shall not exceed thirty feet (30') in height excepting if
there is a public road between the residential district and the
building.

3. No accessory building, including any detached accessory
dwelling shall exceed the height of the main dwellings(s) on the
property.

No main building shall be less than thirteen (13') feet in height.

No accessory building shall be less than ten (10') feet in height.

Buildings which are exclusively used for commercial purposes

shall not exceed four (4) stories and shall not exceed fifty (50')

feet in height.”

oA

We meet all of these stated requirements except for item 2. We have two
townhomes within 50’ of the duplex next door to the South that are over 30’ tall.
All buildings are 34 feet tall to the top of roof with a 3" parapet wall projecting up
to 37’ in order to hide the homes mechanical equipment as allowed by code
section 17-25-2 Height Limit Exceptions.

We are asking for this exception to be able to maintain a cohesive look and feel
of our development and include the 12' commercial store fronts facing all public
rights of way. The new units will be separated from the existing duplexes by a
17’ tree lined walkway. There is also an existing setback of 6.5’ on the
neighbor’s sideyard which puts our new townhomes 23.5" away from the duplex.

The next portion of our narrative we have pulled the applicable city stated goals and
objectives from the general plan along with the applicable zoning ordinances in order
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to demonstrate how we meet both the goals and requirements of Kaysville city. Our
description of how we met each item is written in green typography.

Our project is included in all of the city center maps from the general plan as a part
of the Historic Mainstreet/City Center area and represents one of the last parcels
remaining to meet these city center specific goals:

COMMERCIAL/RESIDENTIAL MIXED USE

The Commercial/Residential Mixed-Use Character Area is a new land use type for
Kaysville as part of the City Center. It is intended to mix both small-scale commercial
and multifamily residential uses in creating a vibrant downtown destination district
and is specifically targeted to the downtown area. This City Center character area is
further detailed in the Kaysville City Center section.

COMMERCIAL

Commercial Character Areas in Kaysville are the economic lifeblood of the city.
While some existing commercial uses are envisioned to be redeveloped within the
City Center, many will be maintained, including those along 200 North, Historic Main
Street and Deseret Drive. As the West Davis Corridor and Shepard Lane Expansion
projects are completed, small neighborhood-scale commercial nodes located near
highway exits could provide essential services and help draw visitors to the city.

Downtown Kaysville is a place where the history and tradition meets new and
emerging uses, where long established traditions and activities thrive and new
ideas and undertakings are given opportunity to take root and grow. Events such as
Stroll Kaysville have been developed to introduce people to the businesses on Main
Street while providing opportunities for the community to gather and enjoy an
evening out with friends and family. One can eat at Orlando’s Mexican Restaurant,
watch a movie at the Kaysville Theater, or attend a class at the Parks and
Recreation Center, all within walking distance of City Hall.

In addition, there are a range of parks and open spaces in the area that, with a few
tweaks and changes, could help make Downtown Kaysville into a more active and
vibrant “24/7"” destination.

MIXED USE - COMMERCIAL/RESIDENTIAL

These areas are envisioned to encompass a wide range of commercial and residential
uses that will help transform the City Center to a true live/work place. These are
transitional uses that purposefully blur the line between residences and business.
Specific buildings and uses are envisioned to be similar in scale and height to those
in Commercial/Office areas. The mix of uses should be primarily vertical within
buildings, although the inclusion of standalone commercial and residential buildings
is also anticipated.
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URBAN DESIGN DETAILS

A number of physical enhancements are proposed to help transform City Center into
a unified and discernible place. These focus on new streets, greenways and trails to
facilitate pedestrian movement, the introduction of a community hub as a focus of
movement and interaction, and the inclusion of new parks and streetscape
enhancements to make City Center a more attractive and inviting place in the city.
Transportation connections to the area should reflect the scale of the development
and the types of uses and users. Historic Main Street is also envisioned to be a catalyst
for the transformation of under-realized areas to the north and to the west, where
redevelopment is envisioned to be much less restrained. Main Street North and the
areas around Flint Street and Deseret Drive will include a number of bold actions,
including the introduction of new land uses and the replacement of car-oriented
roadways with a new pattern of streets, and the addition of greenways, corridors and
trails that are part of pedestrian-friendly, multi-modal and mixed use neighborhoods.
Together, these areas will form a singular City Center that builds on established
strengths and patterns. It will carefully stitch together the old, the new and everything
in-between, merging seemingly disparate uses and districts into a thriving Kaysville
City Center.

WALKABLE MIXED-USE STREETS

As the area transitions, the design of the streets themselves should transform to
cater to pedestrians. While the area’s streets will balance all the modes - driving,
bicycling, transit, freight - their foundational design characteristic will need to be a
human scale that is comfortable and safe to walk along.

Key aspects of the future walkable street profile for the Barnes Park and North Main
Street areas are:

e A heavier emphasis on person space than vehicular space

e High quality pedestrian realm - wide sidewalks and furnishings area
e Regqular street trees

e Streetscape amenities

High-quality relationship with development sites - frequent direct
building/site entries to the sidewalk, building transparency, and active yard
spaces

Streetscapes

There are numerous opportunities for making streets more people friendly that
extend beyond the road and pathways. By adding amenities to the street
environment, such as street trees and landscaping, human scale lighting, benches
and street furnishings, and traffic calming features, the

Page 14 of 248



We again clearly meet these requirements with all vehicular traffic pushed to our
private alley way and all buildings pedestrian entrances either opening directly onto
a public right of way or a pedestrian plaza.

We have also included street way amenities, regular street trees, and will also
include the same street lights with the same spacing as found on historic main
street. We have a storefront or residential entrance at least every 15 feet and
ample glass along the pedestrian walkway. Wider sidewalk/patios will allow for
storefront owners to add furnishings, planter boxes, and retail racks to extend their
shops to the new pedestrian plazas and connect to center street and 100 E.

D
Y

e

Historic Preservation

Placemaking is enhanced by preserving our historic built environment. Kaysville has
an excellent stock of historic buildings, both within Historic Main Street and the
residential neighborhoods surrounding it. Care should be exercised by the City to
preserve these historic neighborhoods, areas and building. Ordinances may need to
be revisited to ensure that any future infill development is consistent with the
neighborhood character. Possible impacts from public works and utility projects
should be considered so projects remain respectful of historic neighborhood
identity.

As stated in our original project goals preserving the 1888 Presbyterian church was
the #1 goal of taking on this development and we are ecstatic to be able to keep
this historic treasure alive for the years to come.

Public Space Design within Private Development

Many of the benefits of public spaces can be incorporated into the site design of
private development. Creating quality spaces is not limited to setting aside land for
parks, nor is it limited to purely green landscaping. Well-designed, dynamic spaces
play an integral role in community placemaking.
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When space is limited within a development site, the benefits of public parks can
still be obtained at a small scale through the creative design of building forms and
the spaces between them. Human-scale building design can create small gathering
places, beautiful landscapes, and whimsical spaces for play. When designed
properly, they reinforce a strong sense that people are valued as residents of a
place, not merely consumers of products.

As the City progresses toward achieving the City Center concept, the City should
gradually raise the standards for development to include the provision of plazas, al
fresco dining, and other gathering spaces and landscapes. These could be
incorporated into form-based codes for mixed use areas. These enhancements
should be viewed as investments by property owners and developers. They will
bolster economic activity and enhance the vibrancy of the area, strengthening the
sense of place and yielding increased returns to owners.

Public art offers an opportunity for beauty and expression on a scale that reaches
everyone. Many communities feature public art installations, ranging from
temporary to rotating to permanent features. These installations enliven public
spaces and create an identity for the area. It is recommended that Kaysville add
more public art installations throughout the community, particularly in the City
Center and Historic Main Street. These works could be sponsored by the City,
private development or grassroots organizations or local artists.

GOAL 1: PRESERVE AND PROTECT KAYSVILLE'’S “SMALL TOWN”
ATMOSPHERE BY LIMITING CHANGE IN FUNCTIONING NEIGHBORHOODS
AND DISTRICTS

Objective 1.1: Preserve single-family neighborhoods by restricting
development to models that it the existing character of the neighborhood.

Implementation Measure: Preserve existing ordinances and codes that support
single-family dwellings in established neighborhoods.

Implementation Measure: Establish detailed guidelines and educational
information regarding the benefits of new residential models, including the benefits
of Open Space Subdivisions/Clustered Development and infill, as the city reaches
buildout.
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Objective 1.2: Preserve Historic Main Street as the heart of the
community.

Implementation Measure: Protect historic structures in order to maintain the
sense of history and special qualities of the historic core. Facilitate small-scale
changes in the historic core where needed in a manner that respects existing
patterns and structures. This can help ensure that a better mix of uses is achieved
while improving the overall function and appearance of the area.

Implementation Measure: Make streetscape and parking improvements to
Historic Main Street to better activate the space and accommodate visitors.

Implementation Measure: Follow the recommendations of the 2022 Kaysville
Main Street Vision in partnership with UDOT.’

GOAL 2: MAKE KAYSVILLE CITY CENTER DISTINCT AND IDENTIFIABLE FROM
ADJACENT NEIGHBORHOODS AND SURROUNDING CITIES

Objective 2.1: Improve commercial Frontage and streetscapes along key
corridors such as Main Street and 200 North.

Implementation Measure: Preserve the best of what exists and develop new
commercial and mixed-use buildings to create a “street edge” along the major
corridors.

Implementation Measure: South Main Street should continue to focus on
vehicular access and movements, while Historic and North Main Street are
envisioned to be pedestrian-friendly corridors that support city center activities and
uses.

Objective 2.2: Create a distinct city center and expand the “heart of the
community” to include areas beyond the historic core.

Implementation Measure: Modify existing ordinances and codes to allow for
mixed-use development in the Main Street North and Barnes Park neighborhood
areas, as detailed in the Placemaking Plan. Consider the implementation of a form-
based code to guide future development in achieving a form, scale and style that
are appropriate for Kaysville.

Implementation Measure: Create new streets and renovate existing ones into
pedestrian-friendly, walkable places. Incorporate traffic-calming and similar
techniques to reduce speed in the core of the district while not impacting necessary
vehicular access and traffic flow. Provide enhanced street crossings and unified
streetscape treatments that help reduce pedestrian crossing distances and slow
traffic.
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Objective 2.3: Carefully integrate new development with existing uses in
established neighborhoods.

Implementation Measure: Protect historic structures in order to maintain the
sense of history and special qualities of the historic core.

Implementation Measure: Protect good housing. Well maintained homes within
and along the edges of the City Center should maintained. Preserving such
structures can help provide a feeling of stability amidst change as other less
attractive structures and areas are redeveloped.

Implementation Measure: Respect the unique character and context of each City
Center neighborhood. Redevelopment should be sensitively designed and located,
particularly when incorporating parking and in proximity to adjacent established
residential neighborhoods. Appropriate placement of uses and the provision of
aesthetically-appealing buffers between differing uses are tools for consideration.

Implementation Measure: Reuse existing buildings where possible. Retrofit and
repurpose rather than replacing older structures, particularly in areas with unique
vibes such as the historic core and Flint Street. This provides stability and
connections with the past, particularly in areas undergoing significant new
development and change.

GOAL 7: ENSURE LAND USES ARE COMPATIBLE AND/OR UTILIZE ADEQUATE
BUFFERS TO ENHANCE COMPATIBILITY

Objective 2.4: Create Places for the community to gather and events to
draw users and visitors.

Implementation Measure: Develop the Community Hub into the most active
place in the CityCenter. Incorporate small plazas, streetscape enhancements and
transportation improvements that clearly indicate the importance of this site to the
city. Further express the importance of the site by including specific civic functions
and community events.

COMPATIBILITY

Objective 7.1: Provide land use transitions and development buffers
between incompatible land uses.
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Implementation Measure: Buffer residential uses from commercial and similar
uses through the use of transitional land uses and/or physical buffers (tree rows,
walls, fences, berms, etc.).

Implementation Measure: Ensure commercial uses that are in proximity to
residential zones are incidental to the primary use and do not negatively impact
existing character and qualities.

Objective 6.1: Continue the established focus on single-family residential
uses.

Implementation Measure: Establish transitional and mixed use districts as
needed to provide buffers between incompatible land uses.

Implementation Measure: Prohibit high density land uses in areas established for
lower density residential uses. Higher density land uses are generally limited to the
City Center and similar areas to help meet long-term placemaking goals.

GOAL 8: PROVIDE A RANGE OF HOUSING OPTIONS AND PRICE POINTS THAT
HELP ENSURE KAYSVILLE IS AN AFFORDABLE PLACE TO LIVE

Objective 8.1: Coordinate and align Land Use and Housing Policies

Implementation Measure: Allow and encourage new residential development
models that meet the future needs of the community.

Implementation Measure: Modify existing ordinances and codes to facilitate
Conservation Subdivisions.

Implementation Measure: Ensure land use standards address affordable housing
needs.

GOAL 9: ENCOURAGE DIVERSECOMMERCIAL USES TO MEET THE NEEDSOF
THE COMMUNITY AND VISITORS

Objective 9.1: Focus primary commercial uses in the City Center and
secondary uses in smaller existing/future nodes.

Implementation Measure: Limit commercial acreage to the amount required for
market needs.

Implementation Measure: Encourage mixed use and flex development in the City
Center.
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Objective 9.2: Ensure appropriate land use transitions between
commercial uses and surrounding land uses.

Implementation Measure: Ensure uses adjacent to commercial uses are
compatible when possible.

Implementation Measure: Require physical buffers (trees, shrubs, walls, fences
and berms) between commercial uses and adjacent residential neighborhoods.

HISTORIC MAIN STREET

The 2019 Main Street Vision provides the foundation for the concept for this
segment of Main Street from 200 North to 50 West. Priorities include serving a
walkable downtown with local businesses and events and that reflects the city’s
heritage and character. As an implementation measure contained in the document,
Kaysville City and UDOT are currently collaborating on an approach to this segment
of Main Street / S.R. 273 that balances the priorities of all stakeholders.

The 2019 Main Street Vision includes ideas that will transform Historic Main Street
to be more walkable and to embody Kaysville’s identity and character to a higher
degree. The city is closely cooperating with the Utah Department of Transportation
to implement the Main Street Vision, which is also referred to as S.R. 273, and is
managed by UDOT.

GOAL 1: PROMOTE KAYSVILLE CITY CENTER REDEVELOPMENT TO
STRENGTHEN COMMERCIAL AREAS

Objective 1.1: Allow for greater densities in Kaysville City Center to generate an
increase in buying power and capture rates.

Objective 1.2: Focus on small scale and local services to meet public requests and
provide local growth.

GOAL 3: ALLOW FOR MIXED USE DEVELOPMENT IN IDENTIFIED AREAS TO
GENERATE MORE ROOFTOPS AND PREVENT SALES LEAKAGE
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Zoning Regulations

Chapter 20 CC Central Commercial District

17-20-1 Purpose

To retain and promote the scale and character of the town site business
district. The regulations are intended to allow those uses that will be
appropriate and compatible with a service commercial area.

We meet this requirement as we meet or exceed the height and setbacks
required by the zone and have taken design inspiration from the original
main street which is just steps away.

17-20-2 Site Plan Review

A site plan review is required and a site plan shall be submitted for all
permitted and conditional uses. (Consult KCC 18-4.)

17-20-3 Permitted Uses

1. Offices.

2. Retail sales and services, not including storage services, sale of beer
for consumption on the premises, sale of liquor for consumption on the
premises and conditional uses in KCC 17-20-4.

3. Government offices and services.

17-20-4 Conditional Uses

Compliance with standards shall be determined by the Planning Commission
by reference to KCC 17-30.

Theaters.

Motels or hotels.

Light industry/research uses subject to the provisions of KCC 17-23.
Social halls, lodges, fraternal organizations.

Amusement arcades.

Public utility substations.

Sale of beer for consumption on the premises of a full-service
restaurant, limited-service restaurant, beer-only restaurant, banquet or
reception center.

NoukwNH
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8. Sale of liquor for consumption on the premises of a full-service
restaurant, limited-service restaurant, banquet or reception center.

HISTORY

Amended by Ord. 18-9-01 on 1/3/2019
Amended by Ord. 23-01-01 on 1/5/2023
Amended by Ord. 23-08-01 on 8/3/2023
Amended by Ord. 24-05-01 on 5/2/2024

17-20-5 Special Provisions

1. The design of off-street parking facilities shall assure compatibility of
vehicular and pedestrian circulation. Site plan drawings prepared for
site plan review shall illustrate clearly all existing and proposed
vehicular and pedestrian paths.

We included a transportation and parking demand study with our
submission. We are not asking for any reduction in parking but are
asking for a waiver of some of the off-street parking and asking that
the angled parking along center street be counted towards our total
parking requirement. All parking is consolidated to one driveway which
allows for right and left in or out allowing traffic to disperse either
north or south. The parking requirements according to the MU over lay
would be as follows:

Unit Grid

Per Unit Total Parking Residential Total Commercial/ Parking per Commercial  Total
Unit Type Unit Count  Residential SF Residential Per Unit  Parking Flex SF Per Unit Total Commercial/Flex 1000 SF Parking Parking
MU 3 Bedroom Towne 26 1740 45240 2.5 65 260 6760 3 20.28 85.28]
MU Single Family (church) 1 7501 8000 2.5 2.5 1132 1132 3 3.396 5.896
Total 27 53240 67.5 7892 23.676  91.176
Less 10% For Transit 82.06 Total Required By Code

Parking Provided
On Site 69
Angled Existing 19

Sub Total 88
Proposed Angled on 100 E 6
Total Proposed 94 Total Proposed

It bears noting that the MU overlay is the only district that requires more than
2 stalls per 3-bedroom unit.

2. Within the CC district, off-street parking requirements may be waived
by special approval of the Planning Commission to allow off-premises
space that is within six hundred feet (600') of the site .

See Response above.

17-20-6 Height Regulations

1. No building shall exceed thirty-five feet (35') in height, except as
pursuant to KCC 17-25-2.
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2. No building shall be less than ten feet (10') in height.

17-20-7 Area, Lot Coverage And Yard Requirements
There are no lot size or yard requirements.

17-20-8 Prohibited Uses

NA
Adopted by Ord. 23-08-01 on 8/3/2023

17-20-9 Grandfathered Dwellings

Chapter 27 Mixed Use Zoning District Overlay

Amended by Ord. Mixed Use Zoning District Overlay on 8/19/2021

17-27-1 Purpose

The purpose of the Mixed Use (MU) zoning district is to facilitate the
integration of diverse but compatible uses into a single development, with
the goal of creating a community with more diverse development types
providing a broader range in residential and commercial choices. Developers
are encouraged to offer ownership potential such as a condominiums for
both commercial and residential uses. The MU zoning district shall be applied
as an overlay zone in the R-M, GC, CC, and LI zoning district where
specifically approved. The uses permitted in the underlying district shall be a
priority. Where the use of this district is desired in a location that is not
zoned R-M, GC, CC, or LI, a rezone of the underlying zone to a qualifying
district must accompany the request for the use of this overlay. The
flexibility in use provided by this zone should help promote "live, work, and
play" opportunities within the city while creating an appropriate transition
from surrounding development. A mixed use project can utilize ‘horizontal
mixed use where commercial, office and residential uses are designed as a
single project yet constructed in phases for separate and distinct building
footprints. A mixed use project may also employ ‘vertical’ design strategies
where commercial, clean industrial, office and residential uses are designed
as a single project and constructed within the same footprint.
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We are proposing for sale fee simple live/work townhomes and thus meet
this stated purpose of the code. As stated in our initial narrative one of the
stated coals of this community is to help to activate and extend the
Mainstreet and its associated live, work, and play opportunity. This parcel is
one of one in Kaysville and the last remaining meaningful option to meet this
stated goal of the Mixed-Use zone. We believe this project will contribute to
the continued revitalization of main street and are so excited to be a part of
the next chapter of Kaysville History.

HISTORY

Adopted by Ord. Mixed Use Zoning District Overlay on 8/19/2021

Amended by Ord. 23-03-01 on 3/2/2023

17-27-2 Project Evaluation / Review Process

All applications and project proposals to include a property within the MU

zone shall be submitted with information and a written narrative indicating

compatibility with:

. The Kaysville City General Plan

The Kaysville City Zoning Ordinances

. The purpose of the MU Zone

Sound planning practices

Surrounding land-uses

. All other City-approved studies and plans

All prOJects within the MU zone shall be approved through a Development

Agreement (DA) with sufficient project details to show compatibility with the

items above by providing at a minimum:

1. Asite plan - Included
2. A landscape plan - Included
3. An amenities plan - Included (Hammocking Area, Bocce Ball, Dog Run,

Landscaped Walking Loop)

Conceptual building elevations and design schemes - Included

Streetscape and building setback diagrams - Included

A traffic study as required by the Public Works Department - Included

A circulation plan and parking study as required by the Public Works

Department justifying the amount of off-street parking being provided

if shared parking or parking reduction are proposed. - NA - We are not

proposing a reduction in parking we actually have more than required
by Kaysville code as addressed earlier. We are simply asking that the

angled parking on center street be counted toward our parking for a

portion of our parking. We have 2.55 stalls per unit on site.

8. The number, unit types, and general land use categories of building
square footage proposed in the mixed-use project shall be specified
and enumerated in the site and concept plans shall accompany the
Development Agreement. The City may deny any zone map
amendment or development proposal that does not comply with any of
these criteria. Included

OUAWN K
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HISTORY

Adopted by Ord. Mixed Use Zoning District Overlay on 8/19/2021
Amended by Ord. 23-03-01 on 3/2/2023

17-27-3 Allowed Uses

The allowed uses within a project are as follows:
2. When applied with the GC and CC zoning districts:

1. The following shall be considered Permitted Uses:

1. Multiple dwellings with no maximum residential density
prescribed. Instead building form, height, site envelope,
yards, open space standards and parking ratios will
determine the number of residential units allowed.

Retail sales and services.

Offices.

Motels and hotels.

Sale of beer for consumption on the premises of a full-

service restaurant, limited-service restaurant, banquet or

reception center.

Sale of liquor for consumption on the premises of a full-

service restaurant, limited-service restaurant, banquet or

reception center.

Amusement and entertainment facilities

Minor home occupations as specified in KCC 17-26.

Major Home Occupation'C' as specified in KCC 17-26.
Private swimming pools as specified in KCC 17-31-9.
Accessory uses and accessory buildings customarily

appurtenant to a permitted use as specified in KCC 17-31-

2.
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Commercial uses will be limited to these permitted
according to our HOA documents.

2. Adequate commercial space within the project shall be provided.
The final proportion of commercial square footage and
residential square footage will be determined based on the
specific characteristics of the project site and shall be approved
by the city council in a DA. Minimum guidelines for commercial
space include:

1. Ground floor commercial is required on buildings which
front arterial and collector streets.

2. A minimum of 30% of the combined total of the square
footage for all buildings in the project shall be commercial
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space.

3. Parking shall not be counted towards commercial space
requirement.

3. As determined in a DA, commercial buildings may be required to be
built before or at the same time as residential development.

4. Phasing shall be determined by the Development Agreement but

generally required commercial space will be constructed before or at
the time as residential space.

HISTORY

Adopted by Ord. Mixed Use Zoning District Overlay on 8/19/2021
Amended by Ord. 23-01-01 on 1/5/2023

Amended by Ord. 23-03-01 on 3/2/2023

17-27-4 Prohibited Uses

To be applied to all underlying zoning districts: Unless expressly permitted,
all other uses that are incompatible with this purpose of this chapter,
including short term rentals (occupancy of residential unit for less than 30
days), public utility substations not owned by the city and storage units are
not allowed. Detached, single-family dwellings are not allowed. Sexually
oriented businesses are prohibited.

HISTORY

Adopted by Ord. Mixed Use Zoning District Overlay on 8/19/2021

Amended by Ord. 23-03-01 on 3/2/2023

17-27-5 Height Regulation
1. The following shall apply in lieu of the height restrictions of the
underlying zoning district.
1. The main floor of any building fronting an arterial tor collector
street shall have a minimum ceiling height of twelve feet (12').

2. No building which is exclusively or primarily for residential use
shall exceed thirty-five feet (35') in height, subject to the
following exceptions:
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. Elements that meet exceptions found in KCC 17-25-2.

. Any portion of a building within fifty feet (50') of a
residential dwelling shall not exceed thirty feet (30') in
height excepting if there is a public road between the
residential district and the building.

3. No accessory building, including any detached accessory
dwelling shall exceed the height of the main dwellings(s)
on the property.

4. No main building shall be less than thirteen (13') feet in
height.

5. No accessory building shall be less than ten (10') feet in
height.

6. Buildings which are exclusively used for commercial

purposes shall not exceed four (4) stories and shall not

exceed fifty (50') feet in height.

N B

HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. Mixed Use Zoning District Overlay on 8/19/2021
Amended by Ord. 23-03-01 on 3/2/2023

17-27-6 Area, Lot Coverage, And Yard Requirement
The lot and yard requirements shall be those of the underlying zoning

district. However, variations to setbacks may be determined through
the DA. Generally, setbacks are to be determined based on the use of
the building.

2. Commercial buildings shall have the setbacks set forth in the GC or CC
zone.
3. Industrial buildings shall have the setbacks required in the LI zone.
4. Flag lots are not permitted.
HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. Mixed Use Zoning District Overlay on 8/19/2021
Amended by Ord. 23-03-01 on 3/2/2023

17-27-7 Development Standards

The following shall be the base standard for review of any project. Variations

to the standards outlined may be altered by specific approval of the City

Council in a Development Agreement when demonstrated that alternate

standards are superior to those listed within this chapter.

1. Compatibility And Review:

All uses and structures shall be sited and designed to be
compatible with one another and surrounding development. To
determine compatibility, a review, including, but not limited to,
the following characteristics of the uses and structures shall be
conducted by Community Development Department staff relative
to other affected uses and structures: location, orientation,
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operation, architecture, massing, scale, and visual and sound
privacy.

We used historic main street as our design inspiration for look feel
and scale of our new buildings and we used the existing church and
majority of the old growth trees to act as a buffer between the
smaller scale multi-family units in our immediate vicinity moving
east.

2. Building Placement and Orientation Standards:

1. Itis the intent of this section to ensure that new development is
pleasant and inviting to pedestrians by placing buildings closer
to the street and where primary building entrances are visually
prominent and easily accessible. Developments shall
demonstrate best practices in urban design principles by
enhancing the streetscape consistent with the General Plan and
any small area plans specific to the proposed location.

Every home has two primary entrances one for the residential
portion of the home and one for the commercial storefront. We
used horizontal brakes in the facades with varied architectural
cornices to create a more human scale and better pedestrian
experience. We also created plazas and patios which can create
more engagement with the street and the public and private
rights of way. All vehicle traffic remains separate from the
pedestrian experience with alley load garages included with all
units.

2. In cases where it is not practical or possible to orient buildings to
streets, the intent of these standards is to use a combination of
setbacks, low-level screening and building materials and design
variation to soften the visual impact of side or rear facing
facades and to create street frontages that are inviting and
pleasant for residents and passersby.

We have tried to use strategic landscaping and trees to further
along with changes in facade material and colors to create a
varied and interesting pedestrian experience that will be unique
to Kaysville at this time.

3. Buildings and their primary entrances shall be oriented to streets

or common courtyards unless prohibited by unique site
conditions.
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4. No more than thirty percent (30%) of the frontage of any lot shall
be occupied by any combination of parking, driveways and lanes.
The predominant visible development from the street shall be
buildings or landscaping.

1. Side yards unoccupied by that exceed fifteen feet (15') in
width located adjacent to another side yard that exceeds
fifteen feet (15') in width should be avoided unless the
areas are to be used as a unified public gathering area or
courtyard;

2. The percentage of building frontage required along the lot
width may be reduced to accommodate site plan approved
pedestrian plazas located between buildings;

3. Building Design Criteria:

1. Where applicable, such as the GC and CC zoning districts, the
following shall apply in addition to the Kaysville City Commercial
Building Design requirements of KCC 18-5. The following are also
applicable for projects in the R-M zone.

1. Entrances shall be accessible to the public as a regular
building entry from the public sidewalk.

2. The street level floor elevation should match the elevation
of the sidewalk at the front of the building as closely as
possible to facilitate accessibility and primary street
orientation.

3. Detailing at intervals of thirty feet (30') shall be provided to
break up expanses of blank walls with no openings.
Additionally, walls with no openings shall be set back from
the public right-of-way a minimum of fifteen feet (15') and
buffered with landscaping. Landscaping shall include trees
spaced at thirty foot (30') intervals and at least one row of
additional plants and/or shrubs. For every seventy-five feet
(75") in building length along the street frontage or
adjoining a Residential Zone, the design shall include at
least one significant break in the vertical wall plane with a
minimum depth of at least five feet (5'), a minimum length
of at least twenty feet (20'), and running the full height of
the building.

4. Fenestration:

1. A minimum of fifty percent (50%) fenestration is
required on the street level of all street facing
facades. Street level is considered to be between two
feet (2') and ten feet (10') on these street types.
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Upper stories shall have a minimum of thirty percent
(30%) fenestration for each story; We comply
2. Windows of tinted or reflective glass may not be
located between two feet (2') and eight feet (8')
above the sidewalk grade on street facing
facades; NA
4. Open Space Requirements and Amenities:

1. To support the residential component of each project, there shall
be provided amenities that are commensurate with the type of
development and scale of project being proposed. The developer
shall demonstrate how the proposed amenities meet the needs
of residents and how they will be maintained. We have included
landscaped plazas and paseos connecting all of the units to the
public righe of way along with a “hammocking” area, bocce ball
court, and dog run. All of these areas will be maintained through
the communities HOA which will contract with a landscaping
company to maintain the area.

2. Functional, improved open space shall be provided within each
development as required by the DA. Open space can include
such things as plazas, paseos, walking trails, amphitheaters,
community gardens, water features, playgrounds, seating areas,
pavilions, etc. See response 1 from this section

3. The use of front yard areas for buildings that have nonresidential
uses on the ground floor shall be oriented toward the pedestrian
and shall include related amenities such as entrance walks,
stairs, ramps, plazas, benches, bike racks, raised flower boxes or
other such features. All of these features are included in our
public right of way improvements and planter boxes will be
encouraged for each of the commercial frontages.

5. Parking And Circulation:

1. Projects shall provide safe and attractive pedestrian and bicycle
connections to building entries and public sidewalks; This has
been mentioned before but we made a concerted effort to keep
all pedestrian entrances separate from the vehicle access and
where necessary pedestrian crossings within the development
will include a change in material in order to maintain auto
awareness of the potential pedestrian crossing. All but four units
can be accessed without crossing any drive aisles.

2. Off street parking for vehicles shall not occupy any space located
between the building and the primary street and the secondary
street where applicable for a corner lot. Parking areas located to
the side of structures shall be located a minimum of ten feet
(10') back from the back of the adjacent sidewalk. The space
between the parking and the walk in this instance shall be
landscaped to help screen the parking area. The closest parking
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3. The site shall be configured and landscaping provided so as to
minimize the visual impacts of parking areas, parking structures
and residential garages on streets, open spaces and adjoining
developments;

Where an off street parking lot is visible from the street in
a side yard, it shall be screened by either a two foot (2')
tall screen wall or eighteen inch (18") seat wall located
between the parking lot and the sidewalk. Where a parking
lot is adjacent to a residential use, a three foot (3') screen
wall and landscaping, sufficient to screen up to the
headlight level of vehicles, shall be located between the
residential use and the parking lot.

4. Amount of Parking Required:

1. Commercial Parking Requirements:

1. Minimum number of stalls based on use type.

2. Residential Parking Requirements:

Studio Units - 1 parking stall/unit

One Bedroom Units - 1.5 parking stalls/unit

. Two Bedroom Units - 2 parking stalls/unit

. Three Bedroom or larger Units - 2.5 parking
stalls/unit

3. Parking Reductions:

1. Shared Parking: The city may allow for shared
parking and time of use parking scenarios to count
towards required parking stalls. Parking reduction
and shared parking requests shall be accompanied
by a parking analysis and parking proposal provided
by the developer.

2. Transit Based Parking Reductions: The number of
parking stalls may be reduced by up to ten percent
(10%). Reduction requests shall be accompanied by
a parking analysis for the development and shall
include information specific to the proposed uses in
the development. The study shall include ridership
information for the relevant transit stop including
boarding and alighting data.

1. 10% within 1/8 mile of transit stop.

2. 5% within 1/4 mile of transit stop.

3. Additional reduction up to two (2) stalls for
including bike racks, board, scooter, drone
pads, or motorcycle stalls on site for use of

PwWN e

Page 31 of 248



residents and the public.

Unit Grid

Per Unit Total Parking Residential Total Commercial/ Parking per Commercial  Total
Unit Type Unit Count Residential SF Residential Per Unit  Parking Flex SF Per Unit Total Commercial/Flex 1000 SF Parking Parking
MU 3 Bedroom Towne 26 1740 45240 25 65 260 6760 3 20.28 85.28|
MU Single Family (church) 1 7501 8000 2.5 2.5 1132 1132 3 3.396 5.896
Total 27 53240 67.5 7892 23.676  91.176|
Less 10% For Transit 82.06 Total Required By Code
Parking Provided
On Site 69
Angled Existing 19
Sub Total 88
Proposed Angled on 100 E 6
Total Proposed 94 Total Proposed

6. Curb Management:

1. Projects shall include a sufficient plan and appropriate curb
management facilities to accommodate delivery vehicles and
trucks, ride share access, moving trucks and postal delivery. We
were not sure what the calculation for this requirement would be,
but we would propose using one of the onsite parallel parking
stalls for loading and unloading. Or perhaps the restricted area in
front of the angled parking on the street.

7. Connectivity:

1. Connectivity throughout the area is critical for the mixed use
nature of the area to function as a pedestrian oriented
environment. Connectivity will be evaluated for multiple modes
of travel, including pedestrian and bicycle.

The pedestrian experience was the primary focus of our design.
We want each of our tenants engaging with the public right of
way and we want the public feeling invited into the heart of the
community. We believe we have accomplished this through the
use of timeless storefront design.

8. Traffic Access and Management Analysis Study:

1. A traffic study shall be provided demonstrating safe ingress and
egress to the proposed project and identifying measures or
improvements to mitigate impact on traffic and adjacent
properties.

Traffic study was completed and included with our application.

9. Sidewalks:
1. Sidewalks shall be provided on both sides of each motorized
street unless otherwise approved by the Public Works
Department.
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10.

11.

Existing sidewalks will be maintained and or repaired where tree
or construction damage occurs.

Alleys:

. Alleys are allowed in any mixed use district in this chapter to

minimize curb cuts and provide common access to parking and
service areas behind buildings. Alleys should be generally
oriented so that they are parallel to the primary street to which
they serve. Alleys may be incorporated as drive aisles for rear
parking lots or as a fire access. However, alleys shall not be
considered a fire access unless specifically approved as such by
the City Fire Department and the pavement width and
durability/longevity design meets city standards.

Alleys were used as a part of our design and only the first 150’ is
to be used as a fire lane.

Signs:

. Signs within the mixed use district shall comply with other city

sign standards and any applicable rules of the underlying zoning
district.

. In addition to signs permitted in the R-M zone by KCC 17-33, wall

signs not to exceed 15% of the facade of a building are
permitted. EMC signs are prohibited.
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PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT

To: Kaysville City Planning Commission
From: Anne McNamara, Senior Planner
Date: August 5, 2025

Agenda Item #6: Rezone request and public hearing for 80 Easter Center Street from A-1 Light
Agricultural to CC Central Commercial with a Mixed Use Overlay

| Meeting Date | August 14, 2025

| Application Type | Rezone

| Applicant | Owner | Jacob Williams | Chapel School LLC

| Address | Parcel ID Number | 80 East Center Street | 111-08-0021

' Lot Size | 1.6 acres | 69,696 ft2

| Current Use | Religious Institution/Single Family Home

| Current Zoning | A-1 Light Agricultural District

| Density Entitlement | 1 dwelling unit

| Requested Zoning | CC Central Commercial with a MU Mixed Use Overlay
| Density Entitlement | Density Approved Through Development Agreement

1. BACKGROUND

Jake Williams submitted an application to rezone property
located at 94 East center Street from A-1 Light Agriculture
to CC Central Commercial with a MU Mixed Use Overlay.
The property has an existing single family home in the
back portion of the site, as well as a historic Presbyterian
church which the applicant plans to convert into a single
family home for personal use.

A mixed-use overlay allows residential uses to be added
to the Central Commercial (CC) zone. All MU projects
require a development agreement upfront to solidify
details of the intended project, phasing and other details.

2. SURROUNDING LAND USE AND ZONING
Adjacent — Directly adjacent to the property is the Zion’s Bank site, Kaysville City offices, and the
Autumn Glow Senior Center
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North — to the north of the site are properties
zoned Public Use as well as a large segment of
Central Commercial properties.

South — to the south of the site are primarily single
family residential R-D zoned properties, as well as
several zoned for Central Commercial.

East — to the east of the site is a large section of R-
D zoned single family homes.

West — to the west of the site are the properties
along Main Street that are zoned Central
Commercial.

3. 2022 GENERAL PLAN - : —
k. nw

A. FUTURE LAND USE MAP

Chapter 1 of the 2022 General Plan, which '._,3‘ -'ﬂl

covers Land Use and Placemaking includes (D. By ] Resdertel
the Future Land Use Map. This map shows QY =M I :;‘:ZS‘“L":‘I
land use designations for areas across the _:E y;dER:';%ht:
city, as envisioned through public input. For U)j . :5:::::@{
this property the Future Land Use Map C: [ o PR
indicates that the property is designated for = pen
religious uses. In the Character Areas section (U! o

of Chapter 1, the plan describes the Civic, Z I s s
Education, Health Care, and Religious :*‘ "" i
Facilities. This section points out that the lack -’Q Gty Boundary

of available land in city limits where these kinds of institutions can be located, suggesting that
these areas are “already established and should be maintained into the future.” This rezone
application is not supported by this particular element of the 2022 General Plan.

B. GUIDING PRINCIPLES
In examining the guiding principles 2022 General Plan, we see the rezone application and
proposed project is supported by two of the five guiding principles, including:

Enrich our city center and downtown - We will enhance our city center with commercial and
mixed-use development and investing in streetscape and parking.

The project is located in the city center area, is a mixed use project and will provide
opportunities for added commercial storefronts as well as new housing types in the form of
live/work townhomes.

Provide diverse housing options - We will work to preserve our existing neighborhoods
while accommodating a full range of housing opportunities to meet the economic, lifestyle
and life-cycle needs of our residents.
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The project includes 26 live/work townhome units which will provide diversity to the housing
stock in the City Center area, which currently is dominated by single family detached homes on
larger lots. The incorporation of the townhomes with the commercial spaces and the
preservation of the historic church allows for this shift in housing options while also preserving
Kaysville’s historic features.

C. GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES

The 2022 General Plan has a section of goals, objectives and implementation measures at the
end of each chapter. Staff have reviewed these sections to determine if there is adequate
support for the rezone request.

i. Chapter 1 Land Use & Placemaking Plan outlines Goals 2 and 8 which support the
rezone request.

Goal 2: Make Kaysville City Center distinct and identifiable from adjacent neighborhoods
and surrounding cities. The existing conditions of the Kaysville City Center lack a distinct
identity beyond the individual storefronts on the historic portion of Main Street, leaving
opportunities to help refine and distinguish an identity for the City Center area through
thoughtful redevelopment. The proposed project includes a mix of live/work townhomes
that compliment the existing balance of single family homes and commercial businesses
that already exist in the downtown City Center area. The project further helps to keep the
area distinct because of the adaptive reuse and preservation of the historic Presbyterian
church.

Objective 2.2: Create a distinct city center and expand the “heart of the community” to
include areas beyond the historic core. The proposed mixed use project allows for
incorporation of elements found on Main Street, such as historic architectural styles or
buildings into the surrounding neighborhood beyond parcels directly fronting onto Main
Street. The preservation of the existing Presbyterian Church on the project site will allow for
the historic identity of Main Street to be complemented in neighboring areas of the City
Center and enhance the cultural identity of the City Center as a whole.

Objective 2.3: Carefully integrate new development with existing uses in established
neighborhoods. While the City does not currently have any ordinances that require
preservation of historic properties, or outline requirements for doing so, the proposed
preservation of the existing Presbyterian church on the subject property as included with
this rezone request would directly address one of the implementation measures provided
under this objective. The implementation measure advises that the city should “protect
historic structures in order to maintain the sense of history and special qualities of the
historic core.” The rezone of the property would facilitate the incorporation of this historic
structure into the proposed mixed use project, while preserving the historic features of the
church that tie it to the surrounding neighborhoods.
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Goal 8: Provide a range of housing options and price points that help ensure Kaysville is an
affordable place to live. A rezone of this property to allow for the proposed townhomes
would provide a new housing type in the City Center which does not currently exist. The site
is largely surrounding by single family homes, and the incorporation of townhomes would
allow for redevelopment of an existing underutilized lot in a way that provides new housing
types while also aligning with the implementation measure that encourages new residential
development models that meet the future needs of the community.

ii. Chapter 3: Housing and Neighborhoods outlines Goal 1 which supports the rezone
request.

The General Plan was amended in November of 2022 to account for the State’s
requirements which are designed to increase the production of moderate income housing.
Kaysville is one of the cities subject to this law and we must include moderate income
housing goals in general plans. Given the State’s requirement, stringent reporting and
compliance reviews, and penalties for non-compliance, City Staff advises that the following
goals and objectives should hold a greater weight than goals and objectives in other
chapters which are unchecked by the State.

Goal 1: Provide a full range of housing opportunities to meet economic, lifestyle, and
lifecycle needs and expectations for residents. A rezone of this property from A-1 to
commercial with a mixed use overlay allows for the existing lot to be used for a significantly
larger number of units than the existing agricultural zoning would allow. By approving the
proposed rezone for townhomes, it would allow for a moderate increase in density in the
city center, where there is largely single family dwellings at present.

Objective 1.3: Rezone for densities necessary to facilitate the production of moderate
income housing. By rezoning the property to allow for increased density with the proposed
townhomes, the available housing supply within the City will increase, and provide
additional supply that could be utilized in the future for moderate income housing.

Objective 1.4: (F) Zone or rezone for higher density or moderate income residential
development in commercial or mixed-use zones near major transit investment corridors,
commercial centers, or employment centers. The proposed site is located within a half mile
of one of the existing UTA bus stops that are maintained on Main Street, which is a major
corridor for the city and provides crucial north to south connectivity for travelers coming off
the interstate or other major corridors like 200 North. The location is further tied into the
existing commercial corridor of the historic downtown area.

iii. Chapter 5: Economic Development & Prosperity outlines Goals 1 which supports the
rezone request.

Goal 1: Promote Kaysville City Center redevelopment to strengthen commercial areas.
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The proposed storefronts on Center Street will allow for better integration between the
adjoining businesses, particularly the Zion’s Bank property. The project will also serve as an
extension of current commercial activity on Main Street, to help enliven the Historic Main
Street corridor and keep retail tax dollars within Kaysville City limits.

Objective 1.1: Allow for greater densities in Kaysville City Center to generate an increase
in buying power and capture rates. The applicant’s intention to incorporate commercial
services into the proposed townhome development allows for additional residential density
without precluding redevelopment of a parcel that sits adjacent to a major commercial
corridor on Main Street. The proposed storefronts on Center Street will increase activation
on the neighboring parcels to allow for better integration between the adjoining businesses,
particularly the Zion’s Bank property. While no current plans exist for the Zions Bank site,
Staff believes there is potential to redevelop in the future after ongoing site improvements
for the new tenants are completed.

Objective 1.2: Focus on small scale and local services to meet public requests and provide
local growth. The incorporation of 26 live/work units into this property allows the city to
expand its commercial base in the City Center, without compromising the potential for
increased housing density. The smaller scale of the units compared to traditional retail
allows for incremental commercial growth without overwhelming the smaller local
neighborhood streets that surround the proposed development.

4, MIXED USE ZONING DISTRICT OVERLAY

KCC 17-27-2 Project Evaluation/Review Process requires a number of documents and details to be
submitted with the application. Jacob Williams has submitted all the required items and those are
attached to this Staff report.

The Mixed Use Zoning District Overlay also requires a development agreement (DA) to be
accompanied with the zone change application, and that agreement is attached to this report.
The purpose statement of the MU overlay zoning code says the district is designed:

“...to facilitate the integration of diverse but compatible uses into a single development, with
the goal of creating a community with more diverse development types providing a broader
range in residential and commercial choice.”

The proposed project is a horizontal mixed use project, as allowed by the MU zone. The MU overlay
zone allows for offices, retail services and sales. The proposed project will provide a mixed of
residential as well as office and retail space.

KCC 17-27-7 Development Standards creates a base for project standards, but realizing the unique
characteristics that each mixed use project has, the code allows for some variations through the
DA. One variation requested with this project is in regard to the height of the proposed
townhomes. The applicant is proposing that all buildings will be 34 feet tall to the top of roof with a
3’ parapet wall projecting up to 37’ in order to hide the homes mechanical equipment. The height
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limits in the Central Commercial zone are 35 feet, and the proposed parapet wall to mask the roof
equipment would be allowed by code section 17-25-2 Height Limit Exceptions.

The additional variation requested for the site is the percentage of commercial square footage
required under the MU zone. Section 27-3-2(b)ii requires a minimum of 30 percent of the
combined square footage of the project be commercial building space. Per the term of the
Development Agreement, the project will provide roughly 8,000 square feet of commercial square
footage, approximately 15 percent of the project’s square footage, despite the requirements of the
MU zone.

While the MU code sets a suggested standard of 30 percent of the project square footage to be
commercial, the adoption of a development agreement with the project allows for the City Council
to veer from those standards and therefore evaluate each project on its own merits. A breakdown
of the square footage of the project is listed in the following table.

Building Square Footage # Units |Square Footage/Unit| Total

Townhomes 26 1,740 45,240
Single Family (Historic Church) 1 7,501 7,501
Total Square Footage 52,741
Commercial Square Footage # Units  |Square Footage/Unit| Total

Townhome Commercial 26 260 6,760
Single Family Commercial 1 1,132 1,132
Total Commecial Square Footage 7,892
Percent Square Footage Total

Percent Residential/TownhomeUnit 15%
Percent Single Family 15%
Total Percent Commercial 15%

Staff believes the rezone request and proposed project meet the stated purpose and intent of the
Mixed Use Zoning District Overlay.

5. PROJECT SPECIFICS AND DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT DETAILS

The full site plan, concept and building renderings are attached as well as the development
agreement, and the traffic impact study. Per the requirements of the MU zone, a draft
development agreement has been created to solidify the details of the project should the City
Council elect to approve the rezone.

A. Preservation of the Presbyterian Church: To uphold the historic nature of the existing
church, the development agreement will require the applicant save, preserve, renovate and
refurbish the existing historic Presbyterian church. It will be adapted for use as a single
family residence as well as creating over 1,100 square feet of commercial space. Historic
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preservation projects are difficult and costly to undertake. The preservation of the historic
Presbyterian church is perhaps the biggest consideration for approving the project.

. Number of Units: A total of 27 residential dwelling units are included in the project, 26
which will be townhomes with dedicated workspace on the ground level and one single
family residence. Per the development agreement, the overall residential unit count will not
exceed 27 units. This project would be considered a medium density project, with the
allowance of about 16.8 units per acre. By comparison, the City’s R-M zone allows about
15.5 units per acre, putting the overall density of the proposed project at 1.3 more units per
acre.

. Parking: The MU zone requires 2.5 parking spots per 3-bed unit. Each townhome will
include a 2-car garage, and the single family home includes a 4-car garage. In addition to the
garages, the developer is providing 13 unassigned onsite parking stalls. A total of 69 onsite
parking stalls will be provided, including the garages and the 13 unassigned stalls.

With nearly 8,000 square feet of commercial space, KCC 17-32 Off-Street Parking and
Loading would require a total of 12 parking stalls. The MU code allows for parking
reductions based on proximity to transit locations. Given the UTA bus stop on Main Street,
this project is eligible for, and the developer is requesting a ten percent parking reduction.
The Developer is further requesting to allow the existing angled parking stalls on Center
Street to qualify for 3 parking stalls in order to meet the commercial parking requirements.
As part of future efforts to improve connectivity and the fact that on street parking is
currently allowed, city staff are amenable to this arrangement. If this parking reduction is
approved, the City will be able to positively report this allowance in the 2026 Moderate
Income Housing report as on ongoing measure to the city’s inclusion of “Objective 1.2: (H)
Amend land use regulations to eliminate or reduce parking requirements for residential
development where a resident is less likely to rely on the resident's own vehicle, such as
residential development near major transit investment corridors or senior living facilities” in
the 2022 General Plan.

To mitigate conflict between the residential and commercial parking, the developer has
agreed to include in the “CC&Rs” recorded against the Project that the development’s
residents will be prohibited from utilizing the existing on street parking on Center Street.
This should help to ensure sufficient parking for proposed commercial tenants and

prohibit overnight on street parking for any vehicles. “No overnight on street parking” signs
will be installed by the developer at multiple locations behind the sidewalk along the public
streets adjacent to the project.

The parking requirements as well as the parking provided are laid out in the chart on the
next page. This information is also itemized in the development agreement.
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Parking

Residential
Units Number units |# Spaces/Unit|KCC Requires
3 bedroom + 27 2.5 68
Residential Total 27 68

Commercial
Classification S.F. Commercial| # Spaces/S.F. |KCC Requires
Less Intensive Commercial 8,000 1.5/1,000 S.F. 12
Commercial Total 12
Total (Residential & Commercial) 80
10% Transit Reduction 8
Total w/ Parking Reduction 72
On-Site Parking Provided 69
On-Street Parking Allowance 3
Total Parking Provided 72

D. Building Heights: Building height is defined as the vertical distance from grade plane to the
average height of the highest roof structure. To accommodate three stories, buildings will
not be more than 34’ with a 3’ parapet wall extending to 37’ as allowed by code to hide
rooftop maintenance equipment.

6. PusLic NOTICE

In accordance with Utah State Law, a public hearing notice regarding the rezone has been posted. A
total of 44 public notices were mailed to property owners within 630’ of the subject property, and
a sign was placed on the property on Thursday, August 8, 2025. As of the date of this report, the
city has not received any calls or comments.

7. RECOMMENDATION

The General Plan does not speak in detail in regard to the placement of housing or mixed use
projects in respect to existing religious institution sites. While the General Plan speaks to the
importance of preserving religious uses in a city that is already largely built out, it does not instruct
these religious uses to be replaced entirely in an effort to meet other needs.

Chapter 1, which contains the Land Use and Placemaking plan, encourages the concentration of
both redevelopment and newer commercial uses in the vicinity of the City Center, a goal which this
project addresses on both counts. Similarly, the goals in Chapter 3 on Housing and Neighborhoods
instructs for a variety of housing types to be incorporated into existing neighborhoods to allow for
opportunities to meet a range of housing needs. This call for diversified housing is further
intensified by the mandates found in the Moderate Income Housing reporting structure instituted
by the State, which requires cities to develop and implement strategies to add more housing types
for populations falling within the moderate income housing bracket. To a lesser extent, Chapter 5
of the 2022 General Plan on Economic Development and Prosperity encourages the strengthening
of existing commercial areas in the City Center through increased housing densities and small-scale
commercial redevelopment.
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While the Future Land Use map supports a long-term vision for the city at a high level, in this
instance it provides somewhat conflicting information that makes determining the compatibility of
this rezone problematic. The Future Land Use map shows the subject property as being intended
for “Religious” uses despite no zoning designation existing in Kaysville City Code that addresses
religious uses specifically. This conflict created by a mismatch between the Future Land Use map
and the General Plan is an anomaly that presents a challenge to both Staff and decision-making
bodies. However, due to the ample support provided by the General Plan in both the placement of
and mixing of residential uses with commercial spaces, Staff finds that this application has a strong
foundation of support in the planning principles envisioned by the General Plan and encouraged by
the strategies and implementation measures it contains.

Based on the components Staff has outlined in this report regarding the strong support provided by
General Plan, Staff recommends approval of the proposed zone change from A-1 to CC with an MU
overlay. As such, based on the findings outlined in this Staff report, Staff recommends the Planning
Commission Commission forward a recommendation of approval to the City Council for the
development agreement and the rezone of 80 East Center Street from A-1 Light Agriculture to CC
Central Commercial with a MU Mixed Use Overlay.

Findings for a recommendation of approval include:
a. The projectis in keeping with the following two of the Guiding Principles of the 2022
General Plan.
b. Chapters 1, 3 and 5 of the 2022 General Plan contain multiple goals, policy objectives and
implementation measures which support approval of the rezone request.
c. With the addition of 27 housing units, the rezone approval would allow the city to account
for positive progress to the State for the 2026 Moderate Income Housing reporting.
d. The transit based parking reduction will allow the city to account for positive progress to
the State for the 2026 Moderate Income Housing reporting.
e. The design of the project as outlined in the site plan and development agreement should
not negatively impact the character of the area.
f. The project would diversify the housing product available in Kaysville and provide
opportunities for a live-work environment in the City Center.
The project will preserve a significant and meaningful historic building.
Staff review has found the project to be compliant with 17-27 Mixed Use Zoning Overlay
purpose statement and code requirements.
i. The adoption of the project through a development agreement tool will ensure the project
is completed as approved.

= @
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PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT

To: Kaysville City Planning Commission
From: Anne McNamara, Senior Planner
Date: September 4, 2025

Agenda Item #4: Rezone request for 80 Easter Center Street from A-1 Light Agricultural to CC
Central Commercial with a Mixed Use Overlay (Continued from August 14, 2025)

| Meeting Date | September 11, 2025

| Application Type | Rezone

| Applicant | Owner | Jacob Williams | Chapel School LLC

| Address | Parcel ID Number | 80 East Center Street | 111-08-0021

' Lot Size | 1.6 acres | 69,696 ft2

| Current Use | Religious Institution/Single Family Home

| Current Zoning | A-1 Light Agricultural District

| Density Entitlement | 1 dwelling unit

| Requested Zoning | CC Central Commercial with a MU Mixed Use Overlay
Density Entitlement Density Approved Through Development Agreement — 24 units

requested
1. BACKGROUND

This item was continued from the August 14, 2025,
Planning Commission meeting. The Planning Commission
requested the applicant and staff to work together to
draft an updated site plan showing a higher proportion of
green space, evaluate the requested number of dwellings
as well as the incorporation of a mixed use overlay given
the potential issues with commercial space feasibility.

To address the concerns mentioned in the previous
meeting, the applicant has removed 3 townhomes to
increase the amount of open space. The applicant is now
seeking a total of 24 dwellings, reduced from the previous : - 3 o
number of 27. The applicant chose to remove the three townhomes on the southeast boundary of
the project which are closest to the existing twin homes at 62 and 68 South 100 East.
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2. ZONING & DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT

KCC 17-27-2 Project Evaluation/Review Process requires a number of documents and details to be
submitted with the application. Jacob Williams has submitted all the required items and those are
attached to this staff report as they were for the previous meeting.

The Mixed Use Zoning District Overlay also requires a development agreement (DA) to be
accompanied with the zone change application, and that agreement is attached to this report.
The purpose statement of the MU overlay zoning code says the district is designed:

“...to facilitate the integration of diverse but compatible uses into a single development, with
the goal of creating a community with more diverse development types providing a broader
range in residential and commercial choice.”

The proposed project is a horizontal mixed use project, as allowed by the MU zone. The MU overlay
zone allows for offices, retail services and sales. The proposed project will provide a mixture of
residential as well as office and retail space.

KCC 17-27-7 Development Standards creates a base for project standards, but the ordinance also
realizes the unique characteristics that each mixed use project has, so the ordinance allows for
some variation through the DA.

The additional variation requested for the site is the percentage of commercial square footage
required under the MU zone. Section 27-3-2(b)ii sets a benchmark of 30 percent of the combined
square footage of the project be commercial building space. Per the terms of the Development
Agreement, the project will provide roughly 7,200 square feet of commercial square footage. This is
approximately 15 percent of the project’s overall square footage, so this is half of the desired
benchmark. If the historic Presbyterian Church were to be demolished, meeting the 30 percent
threshold would be much easier. The Planning Commission may want to give consideration for the
preservation of the historic presbyterian church in exchange for the reduction in the commercial
space benchmark.

Building Square Footage # Units [Square Footage/Unit | Total
Townhomes 23 1,740 | 40,020
Single Family (Historic Church) 1 7,501 | 7,501
Total Square Footage 47,521
Commercial Square Footage # Units [Square Footage/Unit | Total
Townhome Commercial 23 260| 5,980
Single Family Commercial 1 1,132 1,132
Total Commecial Square Footage 7,112
Percent Square Footage Total
Percent Residential/TownhomeUnit 15%
Percent Single Family 15%
Total Percent Commercial 15%
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Staff believes the rezone request and proposed project meet the stated purpose and intent of the
Mixed Use Zoning District Overlay.

Development Agreement

During the August 14, 2025, Planning Commission meeting, Commissioner Sommerkorn made a
motion to continue the item to the September 11t meeting, to allow the developer to meet
requests from the Commission regarding the details of the application. These changes were
requested to provide the clarity the Commission felt necessary, before providing a positive
recommendation to City Council. On a procedural level, the Planning Commission is providing a
recommendation on all aspects of the zoning change, including the development agreement as well
as the site plan.

A. Number of Dwellings: A total of 24 residential dwelling units are included in the project, 23
which will be townhomes. Thirteen of these townhomes will include dedicated workspace
on the ground level with a 12’ ceiling height on the ground floor. The remaining ten
townhomes, located on the interior of the lot, will also include commercial space but would
have a 9’ ceiling height on the ground floor. Per the development agreement, the overall
residential unit count will not exceed 24 units. This project would be considered a medium
density project, with the allowance of about 15 units per acre. By comparison, the City’s R-
M zone allows about 15.5 units per acre, putting the overall density of the proposed project
at 0.5 less units per acre.

B. Parking: The MU zone requires 2.5 parking spots per 3-bed dwelling. Each townhome will
include a 2-car garage, and the single family home includes a 4-car garage. In addition to the
garages, the developer is providing 13 unassigned onsite parking stalls. A total of 63 onsite
parking stalls will be provided, including the garages and the 13 unassigned stalls.

With approximately 7,200 square feet of commercial space, KCC 17-32 Off-Street Parking
and Loading would require a total of 12 parking stalls. The MU code allows for parking
reductions based on proximity to transit locations. Given the UTA bus stop on Main Street,
this project is eligible for, and the developer is requesting a ten percent parking reduction,
which is a reduction of seven stalls. Two additional on-street parking stalls are being
requested to meet the total requirement of 65 parking stalls.

The parking requirements as well as the parking provided are laid out in the chart below.
This information is also itemized in the development agreement.
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Parking

Residential
Units Number units |# Spaces/Unit|KCC Requires
3 bedroom + 24 2.5 60
Residential Total 24 60

Commercial
Classification S.F. Commercial| # Spaces/S.F. |KCC Requires
Less Intensive Commercial 7,112 1.5/1,000 S.F. 12
Commercial Total 12
Total Required (Residential & Commercial) 72
10% Transit Reduction 7
Total w/ Parking Reduction 65
On-Site Parking Provided 63
On-Street Parking Allowance 2
Total Parking Provided 65

C. Building Height: Building height is defined as the vertical distance from grade plane to the
average height of the highest roof structure.

After hearing concerns from the public and the Planning Commission, the applicant is
requesting a different variation to height regulations for the ten interior townhomes and is
requesting the height on the ground floor be nine feet (as opposed to 12 feet), allowing the
overall height on these ten units to be reduced to the standard height of 30 feet which is
found in all the city’s residential zones. This softens the impact on the neighboring
residential uses to the south of the subject parcel as it buffers them with open space. These
ten units would still include the ground floor space that could be dedicated to a commercial
use or a home office.

The height for the remaining 13 townhomes lining the western property line (bordering the
Zion’s Bank property) and the units along Center Street would still be 34 feet tall to the top
of the roof with a 3 foot parapet wall projecting to a total overall height of 37 feet, allowing
the parapet wall to hide mechanical equipment. The units along Center Street and the
western property line will be the live/work units with a 12 foot ground floor height as
originally proposed. The height limits in the Central Commercial zone are 35 feet, and the
proposed parapet wall to mask the roof equipment would be allowed by code section 17-
25-2 Height Limit Exceptions.

D. Open Space: The project site will have 16,407 square feet of open space dedicated for the
townhome units with a total of 29,300 square feet of green space for the total project area.
This brings the percentage of green space for the townhome land only to be 33.3% of the
total, and the percentage of green space for the total project to be 42%.

3. RECOMMENDATION
Based on the factors Staff has outlined in the prior report for the August 14, 2025 Planning
Commission meeting regarding the support provided by General Plan, staff recommends the
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Planning Commission forward a recommendation of approval of the proposed zone change from A-
1 to CC with an MU overlay.

The Planning Commission may make a recommendation to the City Council to approve or deny the
rezone request, as well as ask for additional changes to the proposed project.
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ORDINANCE NO. 25-XX-XX

AN ORDINANCE REZONING PROPERTY LOCATED AT 80 EAST CENTER STREET, A CERTAIN 1.6
ACRE PORTION OF KAYSVILLE CITY KNOWN BY PARCEL ID 11-108-0021 TO THE CC CENTRAL
COMMERCIAL DISTRICT WITH A MU MIXED USE ZONING OVERLAY; HEREINAFTER FULLY
DESCRIBED APPROVING A DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT; AND PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE
DATE

WHEREAS, on August 14, 24, 2025 and September 11, 2025, the Kaysville City Planning
Commission, after notice and public hearing as required by law, reviewed a proposal to rezone
1.6 acres located at 80 East Center Street and known as Parcel ID 11-108-0021 from A-1 Light
Agricultural District to CC Central Commercial District with a MU Mixed Use District Overlay
subject to a proposed development agreement; and

WHEREAS, the on September 11, 2025, the Planning Commission voted 4-0 to recommend
approval of the rezone to the City Council; and

WHEREAS, the Kaysville City Council has concluded it is in the best interest of the City that said
CC Central Commercial District with a Mixed Use District Overlay rezone subject to the attached
development agreement be approved;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF KAYSVILLE CITY, UTAH:

SECTION I: Rezone. The real property at approximately 80 East Center Street, and known by
Parcel Identification Number 11-108-0021, containing 1.6 acres of land, shall be rezoned and the
Zoning Map amended to CC Central Commercial with a MU Mixed Use District overlay; and

SECTION II: Development Agreement. The attached development agreement hereby states
appropriate standards and allowed uses for the development. The Development Agreement
and project approved in conjunction with this rezone ordinance shall become zoning legislation
and as specified, will replace, augment or supersede existing regulations and requirements for
the project.

SECTION llI: Effective Date. This Ordinance shall take effect upon execution of the ordinance.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of Kaysville City, Utah, this , 2025.

SIGNATURES ON NEXT PAGE
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ORDINANCE NO. 25-XX-XX

Tamara Tran
Mayor

ATTEST:

Annemarie Plaizier
City Recorder
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When recorded return to:
Kaysville City

23 East Center Street
Kaysville, UT 84087

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT FOR
PARCEL ID 11-108-0021 AT 80 EAST CENTER
AND CONSISTING OF 1.6 ACRES FOR CC CENTRAL COMMERCIAL
WITH A MU MIXED USE ZONING DISTRICT OVERLAY

THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into this __ day of , 2025 by and between
Kaysville City, a municipal corporation organized and existing under the laws of the State of
Utah (hereinafter the “City”) and Jacob Williams (hereinafter the “Developer”).

RECITALS

WHEREAS, Developer is desirous of rezoning and redeveloping the property as Central
Commercial with a MU Mixed Use Zoning District Overlay consisting of residential townhomes
and live/work units as well as one single family home (the “Project”) on certain real property
located at 80 East Center, in the City of Kaysville, County of Davis, State of Utah and more
particularly described as parcel number 11-108-0021 which is 1.6 acres in size; and

WHERAS, the Property Location Map is attached hereto as Exhibit A and the legal
description is attached as Exhibit B; and

WHEREAS, the purpose of this Agreement is to define development standards,
conditions and improvements for the Project as well as other terms and conditions pursuant to
which the Project proposed by Developer shall be developed within the City; and

WHEREAS, the City granted a rezone to Central Commercial with a MU Mixed Use
Zoning District Overlay of the property and authorize the development of the Project proposed
by Developer in conformance with this Agreement, City Ordinances, and applicable Utah law;

WHEREAS, after a review and recommendation from the Planning Commission which
included a public hearing, the Kaysville City Council granted the rezone and approves this
Development Agreement as part of their legislative authority in accordance with Utah State
Code 10-9a-532;

NOW, THEREFORE, in acknowledgement of the mutual covenants and conditions set
forth herein, and other good and valuable consideration, the sufficiency of which is hereby
acknowledged, the parties agree as follows:

AGREEMENT
1. GENERAL DESCRIPTION
A. Area Description.
i. The property upon which the Project shall be developed (the “Property”) is

located as shown on the Property Location Map, a copy of which is attached as
Exhibit A hereto and incorporated by reference herein.
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ii. The property is located at 80 East Center Street, City of Kaysville, County of
Davis, State of Utah and is further described in a legal description in Exhibit B,
and more particularly described as parcel number 11-108-0021 is 1.6 acres in
size.

B. Project Description. The Project proposed is a Central Commercial with a Mixed Use
Overlay development as shown in Exhibit C (the “Site Plan”) and shall include no more
than 23 live/work townhomes units and shall be constructed in substantial conformance
to this agreement, and the attached concept site plan and renderings. The project also
includes the preservation of the historic Presbyterian Church building, which will be
refurbished to function as one single-family home, with commercial storefront space
along Center Street. In total, the project includes 24 dwellings. The project further
includes community amenities, onsite open space and a designated parking area.

C. Substantial Conformance. Developer shall complete project as approved and authorized
by this agreement and agrees to substantially conform to exhibits, requirements and
details in this agreement. Substantial Conformance shall mean and includes minimal
fluctuations in overall project layout, which is subject to final design.

a. Areduction in the number of residential units may be approved by Community
Development Director. If the number of units are reduced, applicable and
proportionate reductions on parking and open space may be approved by
Community Development Director so long as reductions comply with applicable
city ordinances.

b. Changes or substitutions to promised amenities are allowed so long as open
space requirements are met and the Community Development Director
authorizes the changes to be an improvement or like substitution to amenities.

c. Other changes to the project shall be approved by the City Council through an
amendment to this agreement, including but not limited to an increase in the
number of dwelling units or a reduction of commercial space.

2. DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES

A. Adoption of Development Standards. The City hereby adopts, as the development
standards, regulations and guidelines for the Project (the “Development Standards”),
the following standards in addition to all other applicable City Ordinances, standards
and guidelines:

i. Compliance with Approved Site Plans. Developer shall develop the site in general
conformance with the concept site plan outlined in section 1.B and attached to this
Agreement as Exhibit C.

ii.  Historic Building Preservation. Developer shall save, preserve, renovate and
refurbish the existing historic Presbyterian church and repurpose the use to a single-
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Vii.

family home. Historic building renovations shall ensure historical architecture
elements of the building are preserved and maintained.

Architecture. Developer shall construct the Project in substantial compliance and
conformance with the architectural style, renderings and color and materials shown
in Exhibit E.

Building Height. Building height is defined as the vertical distance from grade plane

to the average height of the highest roof structure. To accommodate three stories,
the 13 commercial storefront townhomes buildings located along Center Street and
adjacent to parcel 11-108-0123 shall not be more than 34’ with a 3’ parapet wall
extending to 37’ as allowed by code to hide rooftop maintenance equipment. The
ground floor level shall have a 12 foot ceiling height. The remaining ten interior
townhomes shall have a nine foot ground floor ceiling height and be no more than
30 feet in height.

Setbacks. The MU overlay allows for variations in setback regulations. The
underlying CC zone does not have setback requirements; therefore, the setbacks will
be determined according to the information provided by the Developer on the Site
Plan. Setbacks shall meet the following minimum standards.

S0 Qa0 oo

Rear setbacks on all driveways/garage shall be a minimum of 20 feet.
Setbacks between the sides of buildings shall be a minimum of 8 feet.
Setbacks between the south property line shall be a minimum of 20 feet.
Setbacks between the east property line shall be a minimum of 17 feet.
Setbacks between the west property line shall be a minimum of 13 feet.
Setbacks between the north property line shall be a minimum of 9 feet.

vi.  Open Space & Amenities Plan. Open space is defined as usable, functional open

Parking.

space for outdoor leisure and does not include planting strips.
a. Amenities shall include:

vi.
Vii.

Walking path around the perimeter of the property.

Pedestrian plazas incorporated into the storefronts of the ground
level commercial space.

Internal courtyard to the rear of the storefronts along Center Street
to allow for gathering space.

Hammocking Area.

Bocce Ball Court.

Dog Run.

Playground Area.
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Viii.

a.

Required Parking. Calculations for required commercial parking are based on

the currently adopted Kaysville City Code 17-32 Off-Street Parking and
Loading while residential parking is regulated by Kaysville City Code 17-27
Mixed Use Zoning District Overlay.

Parking Reduction. Per 17-27-7-5(3)ii Developer is requesting, and
City agrees to grant a 10% parking reduction based on Project being
within 1/8 mile of the transit stop at Main Street and Center Street.
Prior to the parking reduction being calculated, the total required
parking for the overall project is 72 stalls. The transit based parking
reduction reduces the parking requirement by 10% or 7 stalls, with
the project requiring 65 parking stalls after the application of the
parking reduction.

Developer shall provide 65 on-site parking stalls as indicated in the

site plan.

Residential Parking. Per 17-27 Mixed Use Zoning District Overlay, a

total of 60 parking stalls are required for the residential uses.

Developer shall provide:

1. Atwo-car garage for each of the 23 townhomes, for a total of
46 parking stalls.
2. Afour-car garage for the single-family home, for a total of four
parking stalls.

An additional 13 parking stalls on site.

4. Commercial Parking. Per 17-32 Off Street Parking and
Loading, City is classifying uses as “less intensive commercial”
which requires 1.5 spaces for each 1,000 square feet of
business area. A total of 12 parking stalls are required for
approximately 7,200 square feet of commercial space.
Developer is requesting and city agrees to allow the existing
angled parking stalls on Center Street to qualify for 2 of the
commercial parking stalls.

5. The remaining parking needs must be met with the on-site
parking noted in 2.A.v.ii above.

w

b. Parking Restrictions. The Declaration of Covenants, Conditions, and

Restrictions (the “CC&Rs”) recorded against the Project shall restrict
residents from utilizing existing on street parking on Center Street or 100
East to ensure sufficient parking for proposed commercial tenants and
prohibit overnight on-street parking. “No overnight parking signs” shall be

installed by the developer at multiple locations behind the sidewalk along
the public streets adjacent to the project.

Allowed Dwellings. Developer may construct up to 24 residential dwelling units

within Project, 23 which will be townhomes. Ten of the interior townhome units will
be traditional style residential townhome dwellings and 13 of the townhomes will be
storefront style, including dedicated commercial space on the ground level with a 12

4
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Xi.

Xii.

foot ceiling height. There will also be one single family dwelling which will entail the
existing historic presbyterian church which will be repurposed to a residence. The
overall residential unit count shall not exceed 24 units. In consideration of the
existing historic conditions of the site and the Developer’s intent to preserve these
historic characteristics, the single-family home shown on site with added
commercial storefront is considered a permitted use.

Ownership of Dwellings. The Developer affirms that the Project is intended to be a
for-sale residential community, primarily for owner-occupants. The Declaration of
Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions (the “CC&Rs”) recorded against the Project
shall include occupancy and rental restrictions expressly prohibiting the bulk
purchase or ownership of three (3) or more units in the Project by an institutional
investor, corporate entity, or individual. In addition to the purchase restriction, the
CC&Rs shall include a provision requiring that at least sixty percent (60%) of the
Dwellings in the Project must be Owner Occupied. These restrictions shall also be
consistent with Kaysville City Code 17-31-3 and any other applicable municipal
regulations governing residential rental properties.

Landscaping. Developer agrees to plant vegetation and trees throughout the Project
as approved with the landscape plan outlined in Exhibit D. Additionally, Developer:
a. Shall not install turf or grass in park strips, areas less than 8’ wide or
landscaping in parking lot areas.
b. Agrees to use turf only in active recreation areas for the Project as defined in
Kaysville City Code 17-5 Water Efficient Landscape Standards.
c. Agrees to use water wise vegetation and materials in all common
landscaping areas where reasonable.
d. Agrees to maintain an adequate visibility triangle per AASHTO sight distance
requirements at the intersection of Center Street and 100 East.

Fencing. Developer shall install a 6-foot-tall vinyl fence if none exists and maintain
any existing 6-foot-tall vinyl fence along the southern border of the project, ensuring
a 6-foot vinyl fence exists along the existing residential lots that abut the subject
property to the south. Developer is not precluded from fencing the entire Project if
they choose. All fencing must meet fencing and visibility requirements as adopted in
Kaysville City Code.

Subdivision for Townhomes. Development of the Project shall require a subdivision
of the Property for the purposes of individually owned townhomes. The future
subdivision shall be processed as City Code requires.

a. Developer has the right to construct 24 residential units but acknowledges
and understands that the plans submitted with this agreement shall be
subject to the subdivision code existing when those plans are submitted for
subdivision approval. In other words, this agreement shall not be deemed to
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entitle this property to rights under the current zoning and building codes
unless specifically stated herein. While neither party anticipates a material
change to the code, the parties acknowledge that the attached site plan may
not necessarily meet the code existing when applied for. This may require
resizing of building size (and consequently the number of allowed dwellings)
relocation of buildings, roads, parking, open space or otherwise based on
requirements and approved civil engineering plans in order to meet city code
and adopted standards or standards as required in this agreement.

B. Findings of Compatibility. In adopting the Development Standards identified in Section
2, the City hereby expressly finds that the development of the Project, in conformance
with the Development Standards and this Agreement, promotes the creation of a
desirable residential Project in an appropriate location and is in harmony with the 2022
General Plan. The City further finds that the development of the Project, in conformance
with the Development Standards and this Agreement, will not violate the general
purpose, goals and objectives of the City Ordinances and any plans adopted by the
Planning Commission and City Council.

Subject to the Developer’s performance and compliance with the terms of this
Agreement and City Ordinances in effect on the date of this Agreement, Developer’s
rights to develop the Project in accordance with the approved site plan, construction
drawings and building plans are vested.

3. MAINTENANCE AND CARE OF THE PROJECT AND PROPERTY
Developer agrees to keep property, grounds and buildings in good condition, maintaining,
repairing, replacing, etc. all commonly owned roads, alleys, ground, property, amenities,
landscaped areas, parking areas, driveways, sidewalks, park strips, lighting, benches, etc.
Developer agrees to remain in compliance with Kaysville City code.

Developer shall create a Homeowners Association (HOA) for the project. The HOA shall own
and adequately maintain all common areas, open space, amenities, park strips, private
roadways, alleys, landscaping, etc.

4. APPLICABILITY AND AMENDMENTS
This agreement runs with the land and shall be considered a master plan for all properties
outlined in Section 1A and is applicable and enforceable in perpetuity. Any substantial or
significant changes to the Project outside of those defined in this agreement shall be
approved by the City Council in an amendment to this agreement.

5. ON-SITE PROJECT IMPROVEMENTS
Developer shall construct and install all site improvements, including utilities, required for
the Project, as determined through the subdivision process current to the date of the
subdivision application. Developer shall construct all improvements at Developer’s sole cost
and expense, in compliance with approvals, and all applicable ordinances, regulations,
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10.

11.

12.

standards as approved by the City, the secondary water provider, Central Davis Sewer
District, other providers and the State of Utah.

. OFF-SITE PROJECT IMPROVEMENTS

In accordance with applicable standards and subject to the design approval of the City
Engineer, Developer shall construct and install street improvements, sidewalks, utilities, and
drainage improvements, with the construction of the on-site improvements based on
adopted city standards at the time of the subdivision application.

. REPRESENTATIONS OF DEVELOPER

A. Authority. Developer hereby represents that Developer has authority to proceed with
the Project.

B. Ability. Developer represents that it has the ability to timely proceed with the
development and construction of the Project. Developer agrees to complete the
subdivision process with platting, bonding and recordation by December 31, 2028.

. ASSIGNMENT

Developer may assign this Agreement to any other third party provided that the City
consents to such assignment, which consent shall not be unreasonably withheld, upon a
showing to the satisfaction of the City that such third party has the financial ability to
perform Developer’s obligations hereunder.

. BINDING EFFECT

This Agreement shall be binding upon and inure to the benefit of the parties hereto and their
respective successors and assigns.

ATTORNEY’S FEES

In the event that this Agreement or any provision hereof shall be enforced by an attorney
retained by a party hereto, whether by suit or otherwise, the fees and costs of such attorney
shall be paid by the party who breaches or defaults hereunder, including fees and costs
incurred upon appeal or in bankruptcy court.

SEVERABILITY

If any term or provision of this Agreement shall, to any extent, be determined by a court of
competent jurisdiction to be void, voidable, or unenforceable, such void, voidable or
unenforceable term or provision shall not affect the enforceability of any other term or
provision of this Agreement.

CAPTIONS

The section and paragraph headings contained in this Agreement are for the purposes of
reference only and shall not limit, expand or otherwise affect the construction of any
provisions hereof.
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13. GOVERNING LAW
This Agreement and all matters relating hereto, shall be governed by, construed and
interpreted in accordance with the laws of the State of Utah.

14. ENTIRE AGREEMENT
This Agreement, together with the exhibits attached hereto, constitutes the entire
understanding and agreement by and among the parties hereto, and supersedes all prior
agreements, representations or understandings by and among them, whether written or
oral, pertaining to the subject matter hereof.

15. AUTHORIZATION OF EXECUTION
A. City. The execution of this Agreement by the City has been authorized by the City
Council of Kaysville City at a regularly scheduled meeting of that body, pursuant to the
notice.

B. Developer. The execution of this Agreement has been duly authorized by the Developer.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Agreement as of the day and year
first above written.

[Signatures on next page.]
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Owner: Jacob Williams

By:

Title

Attest: Kaysville City

By:

Annemarie Plaizier Tamara Tran
City Recorder Mayor

On the day of , 2025, personally appeared before me
TAMARA TRAN, and ANNEMARIE PLAIZIER, who being by me duly sworn did say, each for
himself and herself that he, the said TAMARA TRAN, is the Mayor of Kaysville City, Davis
County, State of Utah and that she, the said ANNEMARIE PLAIZIER, is the City Recorder of
Kaysville City, and that the within and foregoing instrument was signed on behalf of the said
Kaysville City by authority of the City Council of Kaysville City and said TAMARA TRAN and
ANNEMARIE PLAIZIER, each duly acknowledged to me that the said Kaysville City executed the
same and that the seal affixed is the seal of the said Kaysville City.

NOTARY PUBLIC
(SEAL)

STATE OF UTAH )
. SS.
COUNTY OF DAVIS )
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On the day of , 2025, personally appeared before me,

, the signer of the foregoing Development Agreement

for , who duly acknowledged to me that he executed the same for and
on behalf of Jacob Williams.

NOTARY PUBLIC

(SEAL)
STATE OF UTAH )

. SS.
COUNTY OF DAVIS )

10
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When recorded return to:
Kaysville City

23 East Center Street
Kaysville, UT 84087

Exhibit A — Property Location Map
80 East Center Street, Kaysville UT 84037
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Exhibit B — Legal Description of the Project property
Tax Parcel ID 11-108-0021

ALL OF LOT 7 & 8, BLK 6, PLAT A, KAYSVILLE TS SURVEY. CONT. 1.60 ACRES
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Exhibit C — Site Plan
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Exhibit D — Amenity & Landscape Plan
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Exhibit E — Architectural Renderings
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Exhibit G — Applicable Ordinances

Chapter 20 Central Commercial District
Chapter 27 Mixed Use Zoning District Overlay
Chapter 32 Off-Street Parking And Loading
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From: noreply@civicplus.com
Sent: Monday, August 18, 2025 11:43 AM

To: Melinda Greenwood; Mindi Edstrom;
o ————————————————————————————————
L ——————
Anne McNamara; I

Subject: Online Form Submittal: Contact the Planning Commission

Contact the Planning Commission

Have a question or comment? Want to contact the Planning Commission about an
upcoming item on a meeting? Please fill out the form below and an e-mail will be
sent to all of the Planning Commission members. You can also contact the
Community Development office at 801-546-1241.

Name

Email Address
Address

City

State

Zip Code
Phone Number

Your Message

Upload an Attachment

Upload an Attachment

Esther Daines
]
|
Kaysville Utah

uT

84037

There are too many homes, we need businesses, and a
swimming pool. The schools are packed already. No more
townhomes please. We need cool things like, an ice ribbon like
the one in bountiful that you can use for a splash pad/skate
park in the Summer. A community swimming pool for swim
lessons and other aquatic activities. We need Trader Joe's, or
other businesses to increase revenue not taxing more town folk
and the cost of living. People like Kaysville for the Single
Resident homes/country feel.

Field not completed.

Field not completed.
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Upload an Attachment Field not completed.

Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.
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From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

noreply@civicplus.com
Tuesday, August 12, 2025 11:25 PM

Melinda Greenwood; Mindi Edstrom;

o ————————————————————————————————
L ——————
Anne McNamara; I

Online Form Submittal: Contact the Planning Commission

Contact the Planning Commission

Have a question or comment? Want to contact the Planning Commission about an
upcoming item on a meeting? Please fill out the form below and an e-mail will be
sent to all of the Planning Commission members. You can also contact the
Community Development office at 801-546-1241.

Name

Email Address
Address

City

State

Zip Code
Phone Number

Your Message

Kacey Hui
|
|
Kaysville/Fruit Heights

uT

84037

To Whom it May Concern,

| am writing in my support for the zone change requested by
Jake Williams of the old church/lot on 80 E Center Street. After
seeing the design and plans it could not be more in line with
the city's goals. The website describing the new city center
plans states their goal will be to "foster social connection,
support economic growth, and strengthen Kaysville's unique
identity, while balancing historic preservation with appropriately
scaled commercial and residential development." This project
meets almost every single one of the goals and doesn't use the
allotted budget for the new city center plans. To me it sounds
like a win-win situation. What a great way to enhance our Main
Street area! | hope this will be approved and see it as a great
asset to the community! We drive down old main almost daily
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and would love to have more opportunities there for local and
small businesses as well as the charm the townhomes will
bring with the preserved church building!

Upload an Attachment Field not completed.
Upload an Attachment Field not completed.

Upload an Attachment Field not completed.

Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.
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From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

noreply@civicplus.com
Tuesday, August 12, 2025 11:04 AM

Melinda Greenwood; Mindi Edstrom;

o ————————————————————————————————
L ——————
Anne McNamara; I

Online Form Submittal: Contact the Planning Commission

Contact the Planning Commission

Have a question or comment? Want to contact the Planning Commission about an
upcoming item on a meeting? Please fill out the form below and an e-mail will be
sent to all of the Planning Commission members. You can also contact the
Community Development office at 801-546-1241.

Name

Email Address
Address

City

State

Zip Code
Phone Number

Your Message

Robert Dunford
I
[

Kaysville

uT

84037

Dear Planning Commission Members, | live very close to the
property of 94 East Center Street ([ ) \here a
zone change is being proposed. As | am unable to attend the
meeting on Thursday, Aug 14, 2025, | respectfully submit the
following items for your thoughtful consideration:

Main concerns:

1. What is the maximum number of mixed use units that
potentially could be approved for this 1.6 acre parcel and how
is the final number determined?

2. What provisions would be required to address increased
parking on neighborhood streets of adjoining private
residences to minimize the impact on neighbors?

3. What provisions would be required to address increased
noise, traffic congestion and safety concerns?
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4. What is the review and approval process for potential
businesses within the proposed 26 live/work units?

5. What does the planning commission believe will be the
potential impact on adjoining property values where existing
single-family residential zoning currently exists if this zoning
change is approved?

Additional detail regarding concerns noted above:

(#2) How will parking needs be determined for 26 live/work
units? In previous planning commission meetings parking has
been a significant concern regarding the potential impact on
the neighboring area and the number of parking spaces the
requesting business is required to provide.

-How will parking needs be accurately determined now and in
the future without information regarding the type of business,
hours of operation, the number and pattern of customers, etc.

(#3) What is the potential impact of this type of mixed use
development on Kaysville Elementary school? Have any
studies been made for potential impacts? How will any
potential impact be accurately determined based upon 26
unknown businesses?

-Are there any other mixed use developments similar to this
one that have been successful in a city with demographics
similar to Kaysville?

(#4) What is the review process for each business that might
purchase space in this proposed 26 unit live/work townhome
development to determine that proper codes and city
ordinances will be met? Will the potential buyer be informed of
all requirements before purchasing the space?

-Are there any restrictions on the type of business activities that
might occur, particularly businesses that neighbor an
elementary school, senior center and residential
neighborhoods?

-Are the business codes and city ordinances the same for
mixed use live/work units as they are for at home businesses?
If not, what are any differences?

Other (Historic)

Regarding the historic Presbyterian church, | believe it is
important for Kaysville to preserve our unique community and
religious history, particularly when it is outside of the
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predominant LDS history. | recommend considering options
that would preserve the church in ways that would provide
public access versus a private residence.

Thank you for your consideration of these items. | appreciate
your time and commitment to helping our community of

Kaysville continue to grow and develop in meaningful and
appropriate ways.

Sincerely, Bob Dunford
Upload an Attachment Field not completed.
Upload an Attachment Field not completed.

Upload an Attachment Field not completed.
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From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

noreply@civicplus.com
Thursday, August 14, 2025 6:09 PM

Melinda Greenwood; Mindi Edstrom;

o ————————————————————————————————
L ——————
Anne McNamara; I

Online Form Submittal: Contact the Planning Commission

Contact the Planning Commission

Have a question or comment? Want to contact the Planning Commission about an
upcoming item on a meeting? Please fill out the form below and an e-mail will be
sent to all of the Planning Commission members. You can also contact the
Community Development office at 801-546-1241.

Name

Email Address
Address

City

State

Zip Code
Phone Number

Your Message

Andrea

Field not completed.
Field not completed.
Field not completed.
uTt

Field not completed.

I’'m so glad Jake and Jentrie have the passion for hometown
Kaysville to spend TONS of money to fix up the very old and
broken down church, bring life to downtown Kaysville with an
updated yet hometown feel while adding wonderful, new
people to the community. There is nothing that stops them from
just bulldozing down the church except for their love of
Kaysville and desire to find a way to preserve it. This
development paves the way to do that. This block is also the
perfect place for townhomes as there are barely any single
dwelling homes anywhere on that side of 1st East. This is
private property, not city property. | am 62 years old and |
learned long ago that if | want to save my view, | have to buy
the property myself. | am glad that someone is developing this
piece that actually cares about the community, about the look
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and feel of our downtown area and preserving some history.
My mom and grandparents lived in Kaysville when the
Bamberger Train went right down the middle of first East. The
land they farmed now has hundreds of homes on it. Can we
please be a community that welcomes others, even those that
live differently than us. Can we be open minded enough to at
least listen to the idea before we breathe out hate and disgust
and assumption of bad motives towards those who truly want
to preserve some history on their own dime and will upkeep it
on their own dime? | so appreciate the calm discussions with
differing points of view from people that don’t spew out
personal attacks. This is a beautiful, very well thought out
development that will surely add to Kaysville’s downtown. The
economics of our day have changed and we must realize that
as well, and accept change that meets the needs of so many.
This development is the perfect compromise and will bless our
community.

Field not completed.
Field not completed.

Field not completed.
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From: PublicComment

Sent: Friday, August 15, 2025 9:40 PM

To: Melinda Greenwood; Anne McNamara; Mindi Edstrom
Cc: Everyone-CityCouncil; Jaysen Christensen

Subject: FW: Comment Application for 80 E Center St

From: Andrew Holbrook I
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2025 8:02 PM

To: PublicComment <
Subject: Comment Application for 80 E Center St

You don't often get email from || <2~ v this is important

Three comments for main areas of the rezoning of 80 E Center St:

Overall Kaysville Impact

The general context of the proposed project does not comment or address the already
unknown impact to the residential areas affected Kaysville City Center Reinvestment Area.
The Kaysville City Center Reinvestment Area proposed by the city (Dec 2024) already
encroaches on residential areas, growth and impact clearly unknown as this city
objective appears already set aside for increased development. The 80-E project does not
fall within the proposed CRA project area boundary and concern from residents is that this
waterfall effect is already beginning before city maturation in advance of an already "big for
us" (KSL article Dec 15, 2024) comment regarding growth for the city by city officials. If
boundaries reported by the city are accurate, this project appears masked as part of CRA
through language by the builder/owner.

Parking (17-20-5 Special Provisions)

The parking has been identified by the builder in this case, already "asking for a waiver of
some of the off-street parking and asking that the angled parking along center street be
counted towards our total parking requirement (Hazel Commons Writeup, page 12 of 23)
and appears to account for residents and commercial and not employee or patronage. The
intent is unclear due to statements already made of meeting a minimum for Kaysville
Code. It may not be the intention, but parking is likely to be overcome by residents of the
proposed location and prematurely highlights future impacts to business workforce and its
patrons. If this waiver is accepted, it will have an impact on the proposed business fronts
(all future conditional uses) and a direct impact to the surrounding constituents.
Unfamiliar with commercial versus mixed use; the parking plan and description omits
details which appear flawed due to unknown future business and type. With the current
request of additional angled spaces, it is unclear because the parking required will include
potential business ventures. This information package contains significant and impactful
errors or disjoint due to design renderings (2 cars per unit), the commercial code
"minimum number of stalls based use type" requirements for unknown business
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types. There are inconsistencies within three different submittals Hazel Commons
Writeup, CC MU, and East Center TIA. The renderings make the 2.5 parkings locations
per unit appear unfeasible.

Traffic Study

The traffic study conducted provides context viewed as inaccurate though omission of
actual traffic quantity and patterns; foundational numbers and assumptions as
presented are false and as a basis make the projections invalid.

The conducted traffic study does not reflect the significant amount of traffic due to, and
during activity of, the Kaysville Elementary school year. The traffic study was conducted
May 28-29, 2025 when schools, specifically Kaysville Elementary, already released or
"last day of school" for the year was one week prior; May 22, 2025.

Thank you,
Andrew H.
Electrical Engineer B.S.
Systems Engineer M.S.
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From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

noreply@civicplus.com
Wednesday, August 13, 2025 12:01 AM

Melinda Greenwood; Mindi Edstrom;

o ————————————————————————————————
e —————
Anne McNamara; I

Online Form Submittal: Contact the Planning Commission

Contact the Planning Commission

Have a question or comment? Want to contact the Planning Commission about an
upcoming item on a meeting? Please fill out the form below and an e-mail will be
sent to all of the Planning Commission members. You can also contact the
Community Development office at 801-546-1241.

Name

Email Address
Address

City

State

Zip Code
Phone Number

Your Message

Angie Williams
|
[ ]

Kaysville

uT

84037

| am writing to express my full support for the Hazel project
proposal on Center Street by Jake Williams. After reviewing the
documents posted on the city’s website, | believe this
development will be a valuable addition to our community.

As a lifelong Kaysville resident, I've seen this area remain
underutilized and, frankly, an eyesore for far too long. This
project feels like a natural extension of our historic Main Street,
with the potential to revitalize and enhance the downtown area.
| appreciate that the developer has a thoughtful vision that not
only improves the space but also aligns with the character of
our community.

I’'m especially encouraged by the inclusion of more affordable
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housing options in a city where demand is high and where
many who grew up here hope to return. This location is ideal,
situated just around the corner from existing duplex and
townhome units. It represents a thoughtful approach that meets
real needs while preserving and enhancing the character of our
community.

| encourage the city to move forward with this proposal and
look forward to seeing the positive impact it will bring.

Field not completed.
Field not completed.

Field not completed.
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From: noreply@civicplus.com
Sent: Saturday, August 16, 2025 5:32 PM

To: Melinda Greenwood; Mindi Edstrom;

N
Anne McNamara; [

Subject: Online Form Submittal: Contact the Planning Commission

Contact the Planning Commission

Have a question or comment? Want to contact the Planning Commission about an
upcoming item on a meeting? Please fill out the form below and an e-mail will be
sent to all of the Planning Commission members. You can also contact the
Community Development office at 801-546-1241.

Name Austin Stevens

Email Address I

Address I

City Kaysville

State uT

Zip Code 84037

Phone Number I

Your Message Hi, I'm writing a brief message in support of the presbyterian

church development that has been proposed. | have strong
feelings about developments going in places where they
belong. For example, when the corner lot at 475 S main was
proposed to have 8+ units in the middle of a single family home
neighborhood, | was opposed. In this instance, the proposed
development is located in an ideal part of town for mixed use
commercial/residential zoning. We need more housing (in the
right places), and more commercial properties. | completely
support, with the proper studies and oversight occuring from
the city.

Upload an Attachment Field not completed.
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From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

noreply@civicplus.com
Thursday, August 14, 2025 12:10 PM

Melinda Greenwood; Mindi Edstrom;

o ————————————————————————————————
L ——————
Anne McNamara; I

Online Form Submittal: Contact the Planning Commission

Contact the Planning Commission

Have a question or comment? Want to contact the Planning Commission about an
upcoming item on a meeting? Please fill out the form below and an e-mail will be
sent to all of the Planning Commission members. You can also contact the
Community Development office at 801-546-1241.

Name

Email Address
Address

City

State

Zip Code
Phone Number

Your Message

Braden Hess
]
[

Kaysville

Utah

84037

There is a lot of hate and people are attempting to stop the
development project near Kaysville El. The fact of the matter is
we need more housing. Houses cost way too much. The
younger generations cant afford homes. If we increase the
housing supply, we decrease the cost of housing. Simple.

I love Kaysville. | loved growing up here. That said, we cant
expect our state and city's population to grow as it is and not
allow these kinds of housing developments. This is necessary
and the developers obviously did a lot of work to make it tactful.
Please allow this development.

Our children need homes to live in or more and more will move
out of state.

We cant expect Kaysville to stay the same as it was when we
were kids. It certainly isnt the same as when our parents or
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grandparents were kids.
We need development.

Upload an Attachment Field not completed.
Upload an Attachment Field not completed.
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From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

noreply@civicplus.com
Thursday, August 14, 2025 12:41 PM

Melinda Greenwood; Mindi Edstrom;

N
Anne McNamara; [

Online Form Submittal: Contact the Planning Commission

Contact the Planning Commission

Have a question or comment? Want to contact the Planning Commission about an
upcoming item on a meeting? Please fill out the form below and an e-mail will be
sent to all of the Planning Commission members. You can also contact the
Community Development office at 801-546-1241.

Name

Email Address
Address

City

State

Zip Code
Phone Number

Your Message

Gay M Stenquist
|
I

Kaysville

uT

84037

| am totally opposed to putting in 26 housing units on a 1.6 acre
lot on the block east of Zion's Bank! That is way to many units
in that small of space. The units would be so small that they
wouldn't be able to fit their belongings in them and so their
garages would be full of stuff and there would be a big parking
problem. Also, the intersection at Davis High School and Main
street is already crazy when school is on and that would add a
lot more traffic. Please keep downtown Kaysville and it's
surrounding neighborhoods quaint and charming. Six patio
homes would be about right. Or a town square and park would
be lovely. The people that want to put in dense housing are just
trying to make the most money they can get. Please don't ruin
our neighborhood.
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From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

noreply@civicplus.com
Thursday, August 14, 2025 12:29 PM

Melinda Greenwood; Mindi Edstrom;

o ————————————————————————————————
e —————
Anne McNamara; I

Online Form Submittal: Contact the Planning Commission

Contact the Planning Commission

Have a question or comment? Want to contact the Planning Commission about an
upcoming item on a meeting? Please fill out the form below and an e-mail will be
sent to all of the Planning Commission members. You can also contact the
Community Development office at 801-546-1241.

Name

Email Address
Address

City

State

Zip Code
Phone Number

Your Message

Jason Hansen
Kaysville

Utah

84037

Dear Members of the Planning Commission,

I live one block to the east of piece of land where the proposed
zoning change is being requested. | have done so for roughly
27 years now and | enjoy many things about living where | do.
Unlike some of my neighbors, | am writing you in the hopes of
encouraging your approval for the proposed zoning change. |
strongly believe this will benefit what is currently a largely a
neglected and deteriorating property and area as a whole.

| need not point out to you the numerous concerns raised by
those against this zoning change. Personally, | believe most of
these are trumped up and exaggerated by those whose
ultimate goal is to unrealistically keep the area the same. This
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overall goal in and of itself is reliant on a number of false
precepts. Chief among these is the foolish belief that *anything*
can ever remain the same. In real estate and community
development, this is doubly true. | get the nostalgic love people
have for Kaysville or any number of other places currently
facing big community changes along the Wasatch Front and
Back. | am a lifelong resident of Davis County, growing up in
what was first Unincorporated Davis County and later
incorporated into Layton on its southwest border. It breaks my
heart to see places | knew and loved change from how | knew
them. However, I'm realistic enough to know that although such
feelings will always be cherished by me, they are mine and are
in the past. | have no right to limit or prevent the lawful and
positive ambitions of others, just because | don’t want to let go
of my past.

In summary, | believe it is imperative that any government
entity conduct itself in such a way as to have as little effect on
private citizens and their business as possible. | just finished a
career of 20+ years in public service and public safety for the
State of Utah. | believe in the role of government. As
mentioned, government ought to allow for the free will of its
citizens, except when such a will impedes or threatens the life,
liberty, and pursuit of happiness or others. This is clearly not
the case in the present issue before the planning commission.
Therefore, it is not only justified but | believe is the morally right
thing to do, to change the zoning to allow this project to go
forward. | have seen plans for the project and I think it will only
add to the overall value of this area. But even if | did not, my
dislike is not justifiable grounds for limiting what another person
wants to do with what they lawfully own.

Thank you for you attention,
Jason Hansen. August 14, 2025
Field not completed.
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From
Sent:
To:

Subject:

: noreply@civicplus.com
Tuesday, August 12, 2025 7:06 PM

Melinda Greenwood; Mindi Edstrom;

o ————————————————————————————————
L ——————
Anne McNamara; I

Online Form Submittal: Contact the Planning Commission

Contact the Planning Commission

Have a question or comment? Want to contact the Planning Commission about an
upcoming item on a meeting? Please fill out the form below and an e-mail will be
sent to all of the Planning Commission members. You can also contact the
Community Development office at 801-546-1241.

Name

Email Address
Address

City

State

Zip Code
Phone Number

Your Message

Upload an Attachment
Upload an Attachment
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Jaycie Allen
|
|
Kaysville

uT

84037

| am excited about the proposed downtown church home
development. | have seen the energy that the creamery has
brought to Main Street. We need some fun shops and | love the
combination with the townhomes. | am so happy they plan to
keep the church. | know change is hard, but it is necessary in
this situation. That space needs a face lift!
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From
Sent:
To:

Subject:

: noreply@civicplus.com
Wednesday, August 13, 2025 1:40 PM

Melinda Greenwood; Mindi Edstrom;

Anne McNamara; [

Online Form Submittal: Contact the Planning Commission

Contact the Planning Commission

Have a question or comment? Want to contact the Planning Commission about an
upcoming item on a meeting? Please fill out the form below and an e-mail will be
sent to all of the Planning Commission members. You can also contact the
Community Development office at 801-546-1241.

Name

Email Address
Address

City

State

Zip Code
Phone Number

Your Message

Upload an Attachment
Upload an Attachment

Upload an Attachment

Leanne Paulsen
]
|
Kaysville

ut

84037

Please vote against the rezoning of 80 E Center Street in
Kaysville. The amount of housing is WAY TOO HIGH! The road
and area there are not designed for such a high number of
people and traffic. Single family homes on 1/4 acres would be
much better. Thank you.
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From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

noreply@civicplus.com
Thursday, August 14, 2025 12:57 PM

Melinda Greenwood; Mindi Edstrom;

o ————————————————————————————————
L ——————
Anne McNamara; I

Online Form Submittal: Contact the Planning Commission

Contact the Planning Commission

Have a question or comment? Want to contact the Planning Commission about an
upcoming item on a meeting? Please fill out the form below and an e-mail will be
sent to all of the Planning Commission members. You can also contact the
Community Development office at 801-546-1241.

Name

Email Address
Address

City

State

Zip Code
Phone Number

Your Message

Megan Brady

Field not completed.
Field not completed.
Field not completed.

84037

| am writing in to express my support for the zone change
requested by Jake Williams. | love that his plan is to bring
some more little shops to our cute town. His vision shows us
that he truly wants to keep the charm that our kaysville city has.
I love how he has plans to keep the original church and the big
mature trees that reside on the property. | also love that from
center street you will have that look and feel that continues on
from Main Street with the store front shops. | also love that
from 1st east you will only see that one set of town homes and
the rest are “hidden.” It's also a bonus for parking that they
have the two car garages but those are also around back so
not seen from center or 1st. | think it's awesome that he is
wanting to keep the historic building the church is, unlike any of
the other buyers who I'm sure just want to tear it down. There
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are other duplexes right on that block so | think his proposal
and re-zoning fit right in with that area! Let’s let kaysville keep
its hometown small town feeling. This allows more people and
businesses to have the opportunity to love this city but also lets
us keep the charm as well! Good luck to Jake and his plans
going forward.
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From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

noreply@civicplus.com
Wednesday, August 13, 2025 12:15 PM

Melinda Greenwood; Mindi Edstrom;

o ————————————————————————————————
L ——————
Anne McNamara; I

Online Form Submittal: Contact the Planning Commission

Contact the Planning Commission

Have a question or comment? Want to contact the Planning Commission about an
upcoming item on a meeting? Please fill out the form below and an e-mail will be
sent to all of the Planning Commission members. You can also contact the
Community Development office at 801-546-1241.

Name

Email Address
Address

City

State

Zip Code
Phone Number

Your Message

T Jay Frazier
|
|
Kaysville

uT

84037-2016

Hello, | am not able to attend the meeting tomorrow night due
to the DHS football game @ Brighton HS at the same time but |
wanted to share my concerns with the proposed rezoning. We
are longtime Kaysville residents; we live near the Elementary
School. We purchased an old home there many years ago and
worked hard to save enough money to, eventually, build our
own home on that same lot. We could have done what so
many others are trying to do...stack homes in small places, but
our goal was to preserve the integrity of the neighborhood and
not overcrowd the neighborhood and old city streets. We are all
for new homes in our area, we openly welcome single family
dwellings and smaller homes that are "more affordable”, but to
add 20+ townhouse style homes on a one way street across
from an already busy Elementary school doesn't seem to make
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sense to me at all. Admittedly, | am not as connected to the
church as others may be, but a few single family homes could
make our neighborhood so great and beautiful. I, personally,
am not opposed to new homes, but | am opposed to the type
and number of proposed dwellings. The proposed 27 units
would drastically increase the number of cars and drivers in the
area. One thing to consider is also the traffic in the
neighborhood; the only way for these people to go south on
Main street will be to drive up to 200 East, since it was decided
several years ago to take away the left turn off of 100 south.
This plan just simply doesn't work in the proposed spot, but | do
think there are options that would fit and | hope the planning
commission takes the current residents feedback seriously.
This topic has the most comments on the Kaysville Facebook
page that any other post. This should tell you all how seriously
we are taking this as it's in our neighborhood. Thanks for your
time, | appreciate all that you do and | know you have tough
jobs and make decisions that not everyone is happy with. -T
Jay Frazier
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To: Kaysville City Planning Commission

From: Sabra Ferre

Date: August 31, 2025

Subject: Mixed-Use and High-Density Housing

A petition was recently shared with me to sign in opposition of a project being considered for 80
East Center Street.

| am writing in support of the Planning Commission considering such projects in Kaysville. Based
on the petition, | understand the opposition is due to concerns of increased traffic, parking
problems, proximity to schools, safety, destroying historic character of the area, and setting a
dangerous precedent. | believe the Planning Commission can address each of the concerns and
still move forward with a mixed-used and high-density model.

There are many reasons to support such models. | am going to focus on just a couple: affordable
housing and conservation.

Affordable Housing. We cannot continue to complain about the lack of affordable housing and
then do nothing about it, or pull the “not in my backyard” card. Affordable housing is complex
and yet it really boils down to supply and demand. The demand in our state is not going down;
we need to increase supply. We can do this with high density housing. | believe there are
concerns with this model of housing that are largely based on bias and misperceptions. Use
social science data to support going this direction. For example...Family size is going down.
Marriage age is going up. The white picket fence is not necessarily the ideal. Older citizens are
looking to downsize and need more accessible living arrangements. The generations coming up
are not as fond of driving as older generations.

Having lived in high-density housing many years ago, | understand the traffic and parking
problem. Developers often try to cram as many dwellings in the space and sacrifice parking and
gathering spaces. Ensuring the developer plans for adequate parking, a playground perhaps,
and walking trails to business and community centers is important. Ensuring the city plans for
increased traffic as well as connecting trails to shops, library, restaurants and so on is also
important. Luckily Kaysville has wide streets in this neighborhood that could potentially be
redesigned for parking, walkability, and traffic. | think connecting to a day care center, perhaps
planning for a community garden, and ensuring there are EV charging stations would also be
great forward-thinking ideas to consider.

Regarding some of the other problems, | think it’s a good thing that it is walkable to all three
schools. The city would certainly need to mitigate any safety issues that would arise as a result
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of the new development. And the Planning Commission could ensure a design that integrates
the look and feel of the neighborhood.

Conservation. We must save water. High-density housing uses less water than large lot homes
for the same space. The Planning Commission must ensure the developer installs a water-wise
landscape and builds water and energy-wise structures. A walkable community also saves
energy and encourages more physical activity and community gathering. We need more of all
these things.

And coming back to the EV Charging stations, the city should plan for more of these generally. |
own an electric vehicle and we spend money every place we have to charge on long road trips.
Having restaurants, boutiques, dessert shops, and so forth near an EV charging hub could
generate some revenue for the city.

| highly encourage the Planning Commission to consider forward thinking ideas. While | value
tradition, | also love innovation and moving with time rather than fighting it.
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MINUTE EXCERPT

Kaysville City Planning Commission Meeting Minutes
August 14, 2025

The Planning Commission meeting was held on Thursday, August 14, 2025, at 7:00 p.m. in the
Kaysville City Hall located at 23 East Center Street.

Planning Commission Members in Attendance: Chair Mike Packer, Commissioners Wilf
Sommerkorn, Erin Young, David Moore, Rachel Lott and Paul Toller

Planning Commissioners Absent: Commissioners Paul Allred and Katie Ellis

Public Attendees: City Councilmember Abbi Hunt, Paul Stenquist, Austin Ested, Tucker
Hunsaker, Gary McBride, Josh McBride, Maggie McBride, Val Starkey, J&J Clarkson, Mailyn
Schenks, Jentri Williams, Jake Williams, McKenzie Randall, Andrew Lloyd, Maureen Laser, Bruce
Laser, Rayne Moore, Cutler Moore, Jane Dunford, Liz Sanders Marsha Cook, Lisa Jacobsen,
Cindy Woodward, Scott Woodward, Jill Dredge, Emma West, Michael Larsen, Jenny Meese,
Matt Meese, Mike Bryant, John McCleary, Pam Hunsaker, Darlene Davis, Doug Dredge, Judy
Ure, Tom Kerr, Cindy Kerr, Treva Hacking, Nephi Harvey, Lori Noorlander, and Max Patterson

6- PUBLIC HERAING FOR A REZONE REQUEST FOR 80 EAST CENTER STREET FROM A-1 LIGHT
AGRICULTURAL TO CC CENTRAL COMMERCIAL WITH A MIXED-USE OVERLAY

Anne McNamara presented a proposed rezone application, explaining its consistency with the
2022 General Plan. As part of the standard review process, she assessed the application against
the five guiding principles outlined in the General Plan. Of these, two were found to be
applicable. The first guiding principle, “Enriching the City Center and Downtown,” is supported
by the project’s location in the city center and its proposed mixed-use format, which includes
both commercial storefronts and new housing types. Ms. McNamara determined this
combination supports the city’s vision of a vibrant and integrated downtown area. The second
applicable principle, “Provide Diverse Housing Options,” is addressed by the inclusion of live-
work town homes in the project. These units offer an alternative housing type to the area’s
prevailing single-family homes. If approved, the proposed development would facilitate the
preservation of a historic church on the property, further aligning with the city’s goals.

Ms. McNamara then reviewed the application in the context of three specific chapters of the
General Plan. Chapter One, “Land Use and Placemaking,” contains two goals relevant to the
project. Goal 2 encourages making the Kaysville city center distinct and identifiable from
surrounding areas. Supporting objectives include the creation of a distinct city center that
expands beyond the historic core (Objective 2.2), and the careful integration of new
development with existing uses and neighborhoods (Objective 2.3). The latter includes an
implementation measure calling for the protection of historic structures to maintain the
character of the city center. Additionally, Goal 8 under this chapter promotes providing a range
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of housing options and price points to ensure that Kaysville remains an affordable place to live.

Chapter Three, “Housing and Neighborhoods,” was also discussed, with Ms. McNamara
emphasizing its increased relevance due to the 2022 General Plan update, which incorporated
state mandates for moderate-income housing. She indicated this chapter should be weighted
more heavily when evaluating applicable projects because the State evaluates a city’s
compliance based on annual reports they are required to submit. Under this chapter, Goal 1
calls for a full range of housing opportunities that meet the economic, lifestyle, and lifecycle
needs of residents. Objective 1.1 supports rezoning to facilitate the production of moderate-
income housing, while Objective 1.4 advocates for zoning or rezoning to allow higher-density or
moderate-income residential development within Commercial or Mixed-Use zones. Both
objectives were found to align with the proposed project.

Finally, Ms. McNamara addressed Chapter Five, “Economic Development and Prosperity.” Goal
1 in this chapter calls for promoting the redevelopment of the Kaysville city center to
strengthen commercial areas. Relevant objectives include encouraging greater residential
density in the city center to improve economic capture rates and prioritizing small-scale, locally
oriented services to meet public needs and stimulate local economic growth. The proposed
project’s inclusion of both housing and commercial components was seen as supportive of
these objectives.

In addition to reviewing the application’s alignment with the General Plan, Ms. McNamara
discussed the applicant’s request for a Mixed-Use Zoning District Overlay. This overlay requires
a Development Agreement at the time of application and sets out base project standards while
allowing for variations to accommodate unique characteristics. The applicant is requesting two
such variations. First, while the code requires that 30% of the combined square footage of all
buildings be allocated to commercial uses (per Section 17-27-3), the applicant is requesting a
reduction to 15% commercial square footage. Second, the code limits building height to 30 feet
for structures located within 50 feet of a residential dwelling unless separated by a public road.
Two of the proposed townhome units would exceed this height limitation and are close enough
to an adjacent residential parcel that the standard would not be met unless changes are made
to the design. Ms. McNamara noted this height variation as a potential topic for further
discussion among the Commissioners.

Commissioner Toller raised a question regarding building height limitations within the Mixed-
Use Zone. He sought clarification on whether a parapet wall, used to screen rooftop mechanical
equipment, would be considered within the height limit. In response, Ms. McNamara explained
that the base building height limit in the Mixed-Use zone is 35 feet; however, variations are
allowed for architectural features such as roof peaks. It was confirmed that while most
buildings in the proposed project will be approximately 34 feet in height, only two specific units
exceed the 30 foot height threshold in a way that may conflict with code due to their proximity
to adjacent residential parcels.

Ms. McNamara clarified that the issue arises from these two southernmost units, which are
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near a neighboring twin home or duplex. These two units would surpass the allowable height
by approximately four feet and would not qualify for the general exception provisions related
to parapet walls because the concern is based on proximity to an adjacent dwelling. The other
units on the site do not pose this issue because they are not located close enough to other
residential parcels to trigger the height restriction.

Commissioner Toller acknowledged the clarification and confirmed that only the two southern
units were of concern. Ms. Greenwood noted that the city's existing height exception provisions
specifically exclude parapet walls from being counted, reaffirming that the height concern lies
solely with those two residential structures.

Ms. Greenwood continued the presentation by discussing the traffic impacts associated with
the proposed project. She explained that under the requirements of the Mixed-Use Zone, a
Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) is mandatory for developments of this nature. Ms. Greenwood
clarified a common public misconception, noting that a traffic study does not determine
whether a project may proceed or not. Instead, the TIA evaluates changes in the Level of
Service (LOS) on nearby roads and intersections. LOS is a traffic engineering measure that
grades roadway efficiency on a scale from A to F, where “A” indicates free-flowing traffic
conditions, like those found on rural roads with minimal congestion, and “F” represents heavily
congested or gridlocked conditions.

Ms. Greenwood presented a graphic to illustrate this LOS scale and explained that LOS reflects
convenience and delay time rather than road safety or legality of the project. According to the
submitted traffic analysis, the intersections reviewed specifically, Center Street and Main Street
and Center Street and 100 East, are currently operating at a LOS of A, and the analysis
concluded they would continue to operate at LOS A after the project is fully built. Ms.
Greenwood stated that both the City Engineer and the Public Works Director, who is also a
licensed engineer, reviewed the findings and expressed no concerns about the project’s impact
on traffic.

As for mitigation measures, the only recommendation in the traffic study was to ensure that
the primary ingress and egress point on 100 East be clearly signed to support proper circulation.
Ms. Greenwood reiterated that there was no anticipated traffic issues based on the analysis.

Ms. Greenwood concluded her remarks with a brief educational explanation for the public
regarding residential density classifications. She displayed a graphic showing low, medium, and
high-density housing types. Low density typically refers to single-family residential homes.
Medium density, which applies to the proposed project, includes town homes and similar
dwellings. High density is associated with larger-scale developments such as multi-story
apartment complexes.

Ms. McNamara resumed the presentation to introduce the visual renderings submitted by the
applicant to help illustrate the design intent of the proposed project. She explained that the
first two slides featured images reflecting the aesthetic inspiration for the town homes,
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showcasing the architectural style and design elements the applicant hopes to emulate.
Subsequent slides included proposed elevations and architectural renderings, offering a more
concrete depiction of the planned structures. These visual materials included a streetscape
rendering, front elevations, and a black-and-white elevation drawing intended to provide a
more technical perspective on the expected final appearance of the project.

Ms. McNamara then transitioned into a summary of the staff’s findings and recommendation.
She reiterated that the project aligns with two of the guiding principles in the General Plan and
is supported by various goals, policies, objectives, and implementation measures found in
Chapters One (Land Use and Placemaking), Three (Housing and Neighborhoods), and Five
(Economic Development and Prosperity). The proposal includes the construction of 27 new
housing units, which would contribute positively to the city’s compliance with state moderate-
income housing reporting requirements, specifically in the upcoming 2026 reporting period.
Additionally, Ms. McNamara highlighted that the site's proximity to a bus stop on Main Street
gualifies the project for a transit-based parking reduction, further supporting its alignment with
the city’s moderate-income housing goals. From a design standpoint, the project is not
expected to negatively affect the character of the area. It introduces a diversified housing
product to the city center and preserves a significant historic building; a church located on the
site. The applicant plans to restore and adapt the church for continued use as a single-family
residence, preserving both its form and function in a meaningful way.

Finally, Ms. McNamara determined that the project is compliant with the Mixed-Use Zoning
Overlay, and that the adoption of the accompanying development agreement would ensure the
project could proceed as presented. Based on these findings, staff formally recommended
approval of the project, urging the Planning Commission to forward a favorable
recommendation to the City Council for the proposed rezone of 80 East Center Street from A-1
(Light Agriculture) to CC (Central Commercial) with a Mixed-Use Overlay, citing strong
consistency with the General Plan.

Chair Packer invited the applicant to come up to answer any questions the Commissioners
have.

Jake Williams, the applicant for the proposed rezone and development, addressed the Planning
Commission to provide personal context and insight into the project’s origin, intent, and values.
He began by thanking the Planning Commission and staff for their service and support
throughout the process.

Mr. Williams shared that he is a longtime resident of Kaysville, born and raised in the city, and
described the proposal as a “Yes In My Backyard” project, noting that his family intends to live
in the development rather than act as traditional absentee developers. He explained that the
idea initially made his wife nervous, as it involved town homes, but through conversations, site
tours, and a detailed review of the city’s General Plan, they both grew enthusiastic about how
the project could contribute to the revitalization of Main Street and the broader vision for the
city center.
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Mr. Williams described how the couple became interested in preserving a historic church on
the property and how a chance visit to the property led to a relationship with the Harvey and
Parish families, who have owned the church for nearly 100 years. He explained that the families
had not profited from the property, instead renting it out to various churches over the years.
Mr. Williams expressed appreciation for the trust placed in him by the property owner,
Rebecca, to carry out a redevelopment that would respect the site’s historical legacy. He noted
that while she could not attend the meeting, the project was deeply personal for her as well,
especially given her current responsibilities caring for her aging father and the recent loss of her
mother.

The applicant outlined two primary goals guiding the proposal: preserving the historic church
and maximizing land value for the longtime owners in a way that would allow them to benefit
meaningfully. He acknowledged that the project involves significant change and may not
receive unanimous public support but emphasized the intention to balance competing priorities
thoughtfully and responsibly.

Mr. Williams also touched on specific aspects of the project that relate to the city code and the
General Plan. He noted that the request for a height exception stems from a conflict between
Mixed-Use Zoning requirements: while the Commercial Zone calls for 12-foot ceilings on the
main floor, this raises the overall building height, thereby complicating compliance with the 30-
foot height restriction near residential parcels. He expressed openness to potential
compromises, including limiting commercial space on certain units near existing homes to
lower building height in those areas. However, he advocated for retaining ground-floor
commercial elements in units facing Center Street and Zions Bank, where visibility and
walkability support the city’s goals for the downtown area.

Mr. Williams affirmed that a third-party traffic study had been conducted and submitted with
the application, and that the project would limit residential parking to on-site spaces only to
reduce impacts on surrounding neighborhoods. He added that some on-street parking on
Center Street could be used for daytime visitors to the small-scale commercial units, which are
generally envisioned as home offices or boutique businesses, rather than large retail shops. He
emphasized the walkability of the area and explained that their intention is to create a
neighborhood where future residents, like his own family, can walk to nearby schools and
shops, thereby limiting vehicle traffic.

Throughout his remarks, Mr. Williams reinforced that the project was designed with specific
goals from the General Plan in mind, including preserving historic character, supporting small-
scale commercial uses, and introducing diverse housing options. He concluded by
acknowledging that not all residents would agree with the proposal but expressed hope that
the Commission could recognize the effort to create a thoughtful, community-centered project
that honors the past and contributes meaningfully to Kaysville’s future. He offered to answer
any additional questions the Commission might have.
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Commissioner Sommerkorn initiated a discussion about the location and accessibility of the
proposed commercial units within the development. He asked whether the commercial space
would be located on the ground floor of all townhome units.

Mr. Williams confirmed that the current proposal includes commercial space on the ground
floor throughout but explained that it is subject to refinement. He acknowledged that balancing
the 30% commercial space requirement set by code has been a challenge, especially given that
the percentage is calculated based on the total gross square footage of all buildings, including
upper floors. This makes achieving the required commercial proportion difficult, particularly in
a primarily residential project.

Mr. Williams stated that while all units are currently planned with ground floor commercial, he
is open to excluding commercial space from the interior units and those facing 100 South, if
that adjustment would be preferred by the Planning Commission and City Council. He
expressed a strong preference for retaining the commercial components in units facing Center
Street and Zions Bank, as these locations offer visibility and natural pedestrian flow, enhancing
the integration with Main Street’s commercial corridor. He also mentioned reaching out to the
new owners of the Zions Bank property to explore potential future synergies in development or
shared pedestrian experiences.

In addressing other development-related challenges, Mr. Williams noted that burying existing
overhead power lines on the site would incur significant costs estimated in the hundreds of
thousands of dollars. Additionally, restoring the historic brick church has proven to be as
expensive as constructing new buildings of equivalent square footage. He highlighted these
costs as part of the broader balancing act required to develop the project responsibly, noting
that despite common public perceptions of developers, this is not a high-profit venture but
rather a project intended to minimize neighborhood disruption while contributing positively to
Main Street.

Commissioner Sommerkorn focused on access to the interior commercial units. Mr. Williams
explained that these units would front onto a landscaped interior courtyard. The design
includes a tree-lined pedestrian pathway, patios for each unit, and a walkable connection
extending from Center Street through the site. He described plans for incorporating twinkle
lights, a mural on a rear-facing barn, and other aesthetic elements to create a courtyard
atmosphere that is urban yet inviting, allowing both visual and physical access from multiple
directions, including 100 South.

Commissioner Sommerkorn confirmed that the applicant was requesting a reduction in the
required commercial space from 30% to 15% and asked if the primary reason was the
calculation method. Mr. Williams agreed, explaining that since the 30% is calculated using the
total gross square footage of all floors, not just the ground floor, it creates an obstacle for
projects like his that incorporate both residential and small-scale commercial spaces. He noted
that in other municipalities, the calculation is often based on a percentage of the ground floor
only, which is more feasible for mixed-use residential developments. Mr. Williams stated that
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this approach would better align with the intent of the General Plan, even if the numerical
threshold is not met, and emphasized the desire to still deliver a walkable, vibrant, mixed-use
project.

Mr. Williams continued by describing additional site amenities and design features
incorporated into the proposed development to enhance livability and integration with the
surrounding neighborhood. He explained that along one side of the project, the plan includes
recreational elements such as a bocce ball court and a dog run, as well as a hammocking area.
These elements are intended to promote community interaction and create usable outdoor
space for residents.

Regarding the preservation and adaptive reuse of the historic church, Mr. Williams elaborated
on his design approach. The residential living space for his family would be constructed above a
garage, with a glass walkway connecting it to the church structure. This design preserves the
visual prominence and standalone appearance of the church on the corner lot, respecting its
historic character and ensuring it remains a focal point of the property. Mr. Williams
emphasized that the goal is for the church to continue to feel like a distinct and iconic structure,
rather than being visually consumed by the new development.

He also addressed landscaping and tree preservation, stating that efforts are being made to
retain as many of the existing mature trees as possible, particularly along the rear of the site. In
one case, Mr. Williams noted that they plan to bridge over the root system of a tree near the
edge of the proposed construction to avoid damaging it, reflecting a thoughtful effort to
maintain the existing natural buffer.

Regarding neighborhood compatibility, Mr. Williams explained that the historic church and
existing mature trees on the site would help to create a buffer between the new development
and the more traditional residential properties located to the east. He stated the new
structures directly fronting 100 East would be a three-unit townhome, which he felt would
blend well given the existing residential density in the immediate area. He noted that across the
street from the site is a four-plex, with additional duplexes and other multi-family dwellings
surrounding the area, suggesting that the proposed development would be contextually
appropriate and not significantly different from what is already present along the corridor.

Mr. Williams responded by confirming that the first several feet of the connection between the
new structure and the historic church would be made of glass, specifically to maintain the
appearance that the church stands alone. He clarified that this design choice is intentional to
avoid the perception of simply adding onto the church. The church will remain visually distinct,
preserving its historic character. He explained that the new structure would include a garage
and mudroom on the ground floor, along with two small commercial spaces, one of which his
wife envisions using for art classes or creative activities. The bedrooms and living space for their
family would be located upstairs, fully detached from the church interior.

Commissioner Toller continued asking questions to clarify details of the project layout. He
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referred to the area south of the planned glass hallway connection and asked whether the
section beneath the trees was existing or new construction.

Mr. Williams explained that it was not a building, but rather a deck they planned to add behind
the house. He confirmed that the only existing structure is the original church building, and the
only connection would be a small opening where one of the rear windows is located to link it to
the new structure.

Commissioner Toller asked whether all 26 proposed town home units include 12-foot ceilings
on the first floor, and Mr. Williams confirmed they do under the current design, though they
are open to adjusting that, if necessary, based on Commission feedback. Commissioner Toller
also asked about parking, and Mr. Williams explained that each unit would have 2.5 parking
stalls, a two-car garage plus an additional half-stall allocated for guest parking.

The discussion continued with questions about unit size. Mr. Williams stated that each unit is
approximately 1,700 square feet of living space, and when including the commercial portion,
the total is about 2,000 square feet. The commercial component on the ground floor of each
unit is relatively small, around 200 square feet.

Commissioner Toller’s final question was whether the units would be for sale or for rent. Mr.
Williams confirmed that the town homes are intended to be for sale, and this is reflected in the
development agreement. He noted that this aligns with their vision for the project and
referenced a recent townhome project discussed in a prior meeting.

Ms. Greenwood clarified that the Development Agreement for the proposed project includes a
provision requiring that at least 60% of the townhome units be owner-occupied. She explained
that this language is the same as what was used in a prior project developed by Mr. Holland,
referencing a recent townhome development in west Kaysville. Commissioner Toller confirmed
that the same percentage applied, and Ms. Greenwood affirmed that the 60% requirement is
consistent across both projects.

Regarding parking requirements, Ms. Greenwood explained that most zones allowing for town
homes typically require only two parking stalls per unit. However, for this proposed
development, the applicant has included 2.5 stalls per unit to go beyond the minimum standard
and address one of the community’s primary concerns adequate parking.

Chair Packer opened the Public Hearing.

Paul Stenquist asked two questions about the proposed project. First, he raised a concern
about access, noting that with the number of housing units being proposed, he believed there
should be two access points for vehicles to enter and exit the site, but he only observed one.
Second, out of curiosity, he asked if anyone knew the anticipated sale price of the units once
completed.

Aaron West, began by addressing the applicant directly, stating that while he is not convinced
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the proposed development is a good fit for the neighborhood, he appreciates the applicant’s
thoughtful approach and emphasized that his comments were not meant to be against the
applicant or the property owners.

Mr. West took issue with a staff statement that the neighborhood is "dominated by single-
family dwellings." He pointed out that there are at least 60 moderate-income, medium-density
multifamily units within a few blocks of the proposed site. While those may be older and less
modern, he emphasized that the area already accommodates a range of housing types.

He then posed a general question about the state requirements that have been mentioned
throughout the meeting. Mr. West expressed interest in learning more about what the state
requires from cities regarding moderate-income housing, as well as what incentives might be
tied to those requirements. He acknowledged that staff likely couldn’t answer immediately but
encouraged that the information be addressed at a later point for the public’s understanding.

Larry Jensen, a property owner which directly borders the south side of the proposed
development, shared several concerns. First, he noted that the multi-story design of the town
homes with many stairs would not be suitable for senior citizens, who he believed would not
live in the units but might instead purchase them as investment rentals. Second, he raised
concerns about increased traffic, estimating the addition of 52 cars in a small area near both a
grade school and a senior center, which he believed could create safety and congestion issues.

Third, Mr. Jensen argued that there is insufficient parking for the proposed commercial spaces.
He claimed that visitors would have to park a block or more away and noted that Kaysville’s
Main Street is not currently a retail destination, but rather a place where people come for
single purpose errands and leave quickly. In his view, the project would not change that
pattern.

Fourth, he expressed concern about the lack of play space for children in the development. He
suggested that the units would likely be rented by young families or couples, but there would
be nowhere for children to play, since the nearby school property isn’t fully accessible to the
public. As a result, he predicted high turnover rates and eventual vacancies, which he felt could
lead to safety concerns associated with unoccupied units.

John McClurg Jr., a lifelong Kaysville resident and property owner, spoke in opposition to the
proposed development. He noted that he owns a duplex adjacent to the project, placing him
within the 50-foot proximity affected by the proposed height variance. Mr. McClurg began by
qguoting Kaysville’s official slogan “Preserving our historic past, progressing into the future” and
expressed concern that this project does not reflect those values. He emphasized Kaysville’s
traditional, community-oriented character, and said that despite the applicant's impressive
presentation and visuals, the real-life impacts were being overlooked.

Mr. McClurg questioned the practicality of parking for the development, especially given the
presence of 26 commercial units and the nearby elementary school. Drawing on his experience
as a commercial property owner with nine tenants and hundreds of parking stalls (which are
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often full), he argued that the proposed project does not realistically accommodate parking
needs. He estimated that, based on what was presented, the site could generate over 100
vehicle trips per day, creating congestion and safety hazards especially for children walking to
and from school. He emphasized that there is no convenient or safe access in or out of the area
without passing by the school, raising serious safety concerns.

Mr. McClurg also argued that it is unrealistic to assume residents and visitors will only park on
site. He stated that people will inevitably have guests and multiple vehicles, and that without
adequate off-street parking, the overflow would impact surrounding neighborhoods. He
stressed that this project is not about opposing growth, but about ensuring development is
responsible and well-fitted to the area. While he acknowledged that the Parish family had
already sold the property and been compensated, he said the current proposal tries to fit too
much density both residential and commercial onto 1.6 acres, which he believes is
inappropriate for the community.

He suggested that a smaller scale proposal, such as an 8-plex or a standalone commercial
development, might be more reasonable. Mr. McClurg also challenged the claim that the
development contributes to affordable housing, stating that nothing in Kaysville is affordable,
and that the proposed 1,700 square foot units are unlikely to qualify as affordable options.
While he acknowledged that the higher price point might alleviate concerns about transient
renters, he believes the project’s size, density, and parking limitations make it a poor fit. He
concluded by urging the Commission to “do the right thing” for the neighborhood.

Braeden Hess spoke in support of the proposed project and encouraged the Planning
Commission to give it a favorable recommendation to the City Council. He shared his personal
experience of facing limited housing options and noted that many in his generation have been
forced to move further south or out of state due to a lack of affordable housing in Kaysville.
While he was fortunate to find a single family home, he stated that many of his peers were not
as lucky.

Mr. Hess described the proposal as a well-thought-out plan that would add value to the
community. He responded to earlier concerns about children having nowhere to play, pointing
out that there are multiple recreational options nearby, including the elementary school, the
city park, and areas near the library. He also addressed concerns about stairs and senior living,
stating that whether a unit suits a senior is ultimately a personal decision, not a flaw in the
development.

He closed by emphasizing the importance of expanding housing options in Kaysville so more
people, especially those who grew up in the city can afford to stay and contribute to the
community. Mr. Hess stated that Kaysville is defined by its people, not just its land or open
space, and that increasing housing availability helps preserve that character.

Doug Dredge, a Kaysville resident, shared his concern about the timing of the proposed
development. He pointed out that the city is currently in the process of creating a
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comprehensive plan for the downtown and Main Street areas, but that plan has not yet been
finalized. Mr. Dredge cautioned that approving a project like this before the plan is complete
may be premature, as it's unclear whether the proposed 26 units would ultimately align with
the city's long-term vision for the area. He suggested that the city might be “putting the cart

before the horse” by moving forward without first confirming how this development fits into
the broader downtown strategy.

Cindy Woodward, a resident who lives just a few houses away from the proposed development
on Center Street, expressed appreciation for the applicant’s presentation but shared several
concerns based on her firsthand experience living in the area. She questioned where snow
removal would be handled, noting there is no visible space on the site for snow storage. She
also raised safety concerns, given the project's proximity to the police and fire stations and said
the narrow drive lanes in the proposal appear too small for two-way traffic, let alone access for
emergency vehicles. She stated that, as a resident, she has already had trouble navigating the
area, particularly since one of the nearby streets was recently converted to one-way traffic.

Ms. Woodward also voiced skepticism about the results of the third-party traffic study, stating
that, it is already difficult to get onto Main Street, especially during school drop-off and pick-up
hours, when Center Street becomes heavily congested. She described repeated instances of
people blocking her driveway, making it difficult to come and go from her home.

In addition, she raised concern about the impact on local schools, especially the high school,
which she believes is already overcrowded. Adding new families through this development, she
argued, would increase pressure on school infrastructure and teachers an issue that has not yet
been fully evaluated. Ms. Woodward urged the Planning Commission to consider the needs of
existing residents and the strain on city services and infrastructure, concluding that the project,
as currently proposed, is too dense and would worsen already difficult conditions in the
neighborhood.

Tucker Hunsaker, a nearby resident, spoke against the project and shared concerns from
neighbors who couldn’t attend. He questioned the accuracy of the traffic study, noting it was
done after schools were out for summer and doesn’t reflect the heavy traffic during school
drop-off and pick-up. He also worried that the study may not account for future downtown
revitalization plans, which could further increase congestion.

Mr. Hunsaker raised parking concerns, explaining that in many townhome communities,
garages are often used for storage, meaning more cars end up parked on the street. He also
guestioned where employees of the commercial units would park and noted that limited
enforcement of overnight parking on Center Street and 100 East could worsen the issue,
especially with children in the area.

He pointed out that the project appears to have only one vehicle entrance, forcing all traffic
onto 100 East, which could become overcrowded. To show community opposition, Mr.
Hunsaker shared that he started a petition just 36 hours earlier and had already collected 493
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signatures from residents concerned about the project’s impact. He concluded by saying the
proposal doesn’t align with Kaysville’s small-town character and urged the Commission to
consider the concerns of existing families.

Casey Quaid, a Kaysville resident, spoke in support of the proposed project. She acknowledged
the parking concerns raised by others but said the development appears designed to promote
walkability rather than relying heavily on cars. Ms. Quaid shared that she drives past Old Main
Street daily with her young family and often wishes there were more destinations and shops to
make it worth visiting. She felt this project would help create a walkable, vibrant area where
families could gather and enjoy local businesses.

Regarding school capacity, Ms. Quaid noted that Kaysville Elementary currently hosts the
district’s gifted program because it has the space to accommodate more students, suggesting
that school overcrowding may not be as significant an issue as some fear.

She also cited language from the city’s General Plan, which highlights goals such as fostering
social connection, supporting economic growth, strengthening Kaysville’s identity, and
balancing historic preservation with appropriately scaled development. Ms. Quaid said she
believes the project aligns with these goals by preserving the historic church, supporting small
businesses, and creating opportunities for residents to connect and engage. She concluded by
stating that the proposal would enhance Kaysville’s charm, benefit nearby Main Street
businesses, and create a stronger sense of community.

Maggie McBride, a Kaysville resident, real estate broker, and property owner, shared a mixed
perspective on the proposed development. While she praised the renderings and overall
presentation and acknowledged there are positives to the plan, she raised several significant
concerns based on her professional experience.

Her primary concern was parking, noting that similar developments she has worked with often
face serious parking shortages. She referenced a nearby project with a similar number of units
where residents regularly park off-site due to insufficient parking, creating ongoing challenges
for the neighborhood. Ms. McBride also expressed concern about the lack of green space in the
proposal, explaining that developments with little or no shared outdoor areas tend to
experience high turnover rates, especially among families.

She also highlighted challenges related to small commercial units in Kaysville, stating that the
city already struggles to retain small businesses. With the proposed 300-square-foot
commercial spaces, she worried many units could remain vacant and become eyesores if
demand doesn’t match the supply. Additionally, she raised financial concerns, noting that small
mixed-use units typically appreciate more slowly and, in the event of an economic downturn,
are among the first to depreciate or face foreclosure.

Ms. McBride pointed out that traffic and parking issues are already significant in the area,
especially at the nearby elementary school, where she volunteers and often must park up the
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street due to overcrowding. She also referenced parking problems at her own rental properties
nearby, where enforcement has been inconsistent despite repeated requests to the city.

She concluded by urging the Planning Commission to conduct more due diligence before
making any decision, stressing that these issues should be carefully addressed to avoid long-
term problems for the neighborhood.

Darlene Carter, a Kaysville resident and longtime real estate professional, spoke in support of
the proposed project. She shared her personal connection with the community, explaining that
her husband grew up in Kaysville and that raising their family here has been an important part
of their lives. Ms. Carter emphasized the broader housing shortage in Utah, noting that the
state is currently the ninth most expensive in the country. She argued that the only way to
address the issue is to build more housing, and that medium-density town homes are among
the most attainable options for families right now.

Ms. Carter also supported the applicant’s request to reduce the required commercial space,
addressing concerns about traffic and parking. She pointed out that under the city’s code, the
300-square-foot commercial spaces could be used as home offices rather than customer-facing
businesses, meaning they may not generate significant additional traffic. Examples included
accountants, real estate agents, or other professionals working from home, which she believes
aligns with modern work trends.

Responding to earlier claims that developments like this tend to depreciate or create financial
risk, Ms. Carter disagreed based on her 20 years of experience in real estate. She argued that
providing flexible-use spaces that allow residents to both live and work increases property
value and makes the homes more desirable. She concluded by expressing her strong support
for the project and emphasized the need for more housing options in both Kaysville and across
Utah to help future generations remain close to their families.

Joyce Clarkson, a resident living near the proposed development at 100 South and 100 East,
shared her perspective as someone who has lived in her home for over 35 years. She explained
that her home, built in the 1870s, predates the historic church on the property and has
witnessed significant changes in the area over time. Ms. Clarkson emphasized that she is not
opposed to development in general and has met the applicants, whom she described as a
“great couple.”

However, she expressed concern about the scale of the project, stating that placing what feels
like “three blocks” worth of homes” on such a small corner lot is overwhelming for the
neighborhood. Ms. Clarkson encouraged the Commission to consider the perspective of nearby
residents and ask themselves whether they would want a project of this size directly in their
backyard. While acknowledging that the property has been an empty field she has enjoyed, she
stressed the importance of maintaining a sense of security and livability for existing
homeowners.

Pam Hunsaker, a Kaysville resident, expressed opposition to the proposed development,
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focusing on density, precedent, and traffic impacts. She warned that approving a project of this
size could set a precedent, allowing other property owners to pursue similarly dense
developments with mixed residential and commercial uses, potentially changing the character
of Kaysville over time.

Ms. Hunsaker also raised concerns about traffic and parking, arguing that while the project is
intended to be walkable, people will still drive to the area and need somewhere to park. If the
development is successful in attracting visitors, she cautioned, the resulting increase in vehicle
traffic could strain existing infrastructure and worsen congestion.

Additionally, she questioned the scale of the project, noting that 26 three-story town homes on
approximately 1.6 acres feel too dense for the neighborhood. She also asked whether the
planned green space would be available to the public or just residents, as this had not been
clarified.

Ms. Hunsaker expressed concerns about the commercial component, questioning how the city
would regulate the types of businesses permitted. She worried about high-turnover uses, such
as nail salons, massage therapists, or other businesses generating frequent visitors, which could
increase traffic further. Finally, she argued that residents who want a home office do not
necessarily need designated commercial space to achieve that purpose, suggesting that the
mixed-use requirement may be unnecessary.

Gary McBride, a longtime Kaysville resident, said he is not opposed to downtown development
but raised concerns about the scale and infrastructure demands of the proposed project. He
guestioned whether the city has the infrastructure to support 26 new town homes in this
location and whether installing the necessary utilities would require tearing up roads in the
area, potentially causing further disruption.

Mr. McBride also asked whether the impact fees collected by the city would be assessed per
townhome and, if so, whether they would adequately cover the strain on city services and
infrastructure. Finally, he challenged the claim that the project would provide affordable
housing, estimating that each unit would likely cost over $500,000, which he argued does not
meet affordability standards for Kaysville residents.

Austin Ested, a resident living at 5 South, directly next to the historic church and the proposed
development site, spoke in opposition to the project. He clarified that he has nothing against
the applicant or their family but expressed significant concerns about safety and traffic.

Mr. Ested explained that he has two young children who attend the nearby school and
described how congested the area already becomes during school drop-off and pick-up times.
He said cars frequently block his driveway, and he often must walk through traffic just to reach
his own front door. Mr. Ested warned that adding 26 or 27 new town homes plus additional
vehicles from residents, visitors, and family members would worsen congestion and create
serious safety risks for children walking in the area.
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He concluded by emphasizing that, from his perspective as the closest neighbor to the site, the
proposal would make an already overcrowded area unsafe.

Matt Meese, a resident living one block east of the proposed development, shared a balanced
perspective. He began by praising the applicant’s creativity and expressed enthusiasm about
the plan to restore and maintain the historic chapel, which he said adds to the charm of
Kaysville’s older neighborhoods. However, he raised several concerns about the scale and
viability of the project.

Mr. Meese questioned the economic sustainability of the proposed small commercial spaces,
pointing out that there is already vacant commercial property next to the nearby Kaysville
Creamery, as well as additional unused space above it. He suggested that if there was
significant demand for commercial uses, the city should focus on investing in and revitalizing
existing Main Street properties rather than adding more small units nearby.

Regarding housing density, Mr. Meese said he might support a smaller-scale proposal around
12 units instead of 26 which he felt would be more compatible with the neighborhood. He also
challenged the argument that this project addresses affordable housing needs, noting that
there are already at least 60 rental units in the surrounding 10-block area and several modest
single-family homes nearby that can be purchased for prices comparable to the proposed town
homes.

Finally, Mr. Meese expressed concerns about the precedent this development could set.
Allowing such a high-density, mixed-use project could encourage other nearby homeowners to
redevelop their properties in a similar way, which he feared could erode the neighborhood’s
character over time. While he welcomed the applicant’s creative vision, he concluded that the
current proposal feels too dense and suggested scaling it back to 12 units or fewer.

Jenny Meese, a nearby resident, raised concerns about the layout and functionality of the
proposed development. Referring to the site renderings, she questioned how vehicles would
maneuver within the property, particularly around the T-shaped intersection shown in the
plans. Ms. Meese worried that cars might need to reverse long distances past other homes just
to exit, calling the internal traffic flow “chaotic.”

She also expressed doubt about the viability of small commercial spaces, noting that Main
Street businesses already struggle due to limited parking. Using the example of the Kaysville
Creamery, she explained that the city had to create additional parking nearby just to support
one small business, raising questions about how this project would handle its commercial
component.

Ms. Meese concluded by saying that the project feels too dense and poorly designed for the
area but indicated she and other residents might be more open to the development if the
number of units were reduced.
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Michael Larsen spoke in support of the proposed development. He acknowledged that his
opinion might be less popular but emphasized the importance of property rights, stating that
landowners should have the ability to make reasonable decisions about how their property is
used, within the limits of zoning laws.

Mr. Larsen noted that Kaysville is no longer a farming community but rather a suburban area
within a growing metropolitan region along the Wasatch Front. Given Utah’s limited available
land and severe housing shortage, he argued that higher-density housing like this project is
becoming necessary to meet demand.

He also highlighted the benefits of the project, including the renovation of the historic church,
which he felt would preserve local character while revitalizing the area. Additionally, Mr. Larsen
pointed out the potential for economic benefits, as the development could support nearby
Main Street businesses and create momentum to activate currently vacant property.

He concluded by stating that while some nearby residents oppose the project, others in the
community would welcome it and see it as a positive contribution to Kaysville’s growth.

Emma West, a resident living near 200 South and 200 East, expressed opposition to the
proposed development. She began by agreeing on the importance of preserving historic
properties and thoughtfully planning the city’s future growth but said she believes this project
is premature. Since the downtown and retail plans are still being developed, she argued it’s too
early to approve a project of this scale without knowing how it fits into the city’s long-term
vision.

Ms. West suggested that retail uses would be better suited farther west, closer to existing
commercial properties such as Zions Bank, the gas station, and other city-owned parcels, rather
than pushing them deeper into residential neighborhoods. While she said she supports higher-
density housing in general, she felt that the proposed level of density is excessive for this
location.

She also raised concerns about infrastructure limitations, snow removal, and traffic flow, as
well as the potential for high turnover among residents. Citing her experience living near a
rental property that was intended to be owner-occupied but has not been for some time, Ms.
West questioned the long-term stability of the neighborhood if projects like this move forward.
She concluded by urging the city to take more time before approving projects of this scale,
warning that introducing dense mixed-use development into primarily residential areas could
have unintended consequences.

Andrew Lloyd expressed support for the proposed development. Recently returning to
Kaysville, he reflected on how many people he grew up with now live in West Kaysville and

guestioned where the next generation will be able to afford to live.

As a loan officer and realtor who works from home, Mr. Lloyd highlighted the benefit of the
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project’s small commercial spaces, explaining that for professionals like him, they could
function as home offices with minimal foot traffic. He said this flexibility is ideal for many
modern workers and aligns with current housing trends.

Mr. Lloyd described the proposed town homes as an affordable, future-focused housing option,
arguing that medium-density housing is necessary to meet Utah’s growing demand. He
concluded by stating that he fully supports the project and sees it as a positive step forward for
Kaysville.

No other speakers came forward, so Chair Packer closed the Public Hearing.

Before moving into Commission discussion, Commissioner Wilf Sommerkorn requested that the
applicant, Jake Williams, return to answer a few additional questions.

Commissioner Sommerkorn first confirmed that the commercial spaces within the town homes
would not be centrally leased but rather sold with each unit, meaning the homeowner would
also own the commercial space. Mr. Williams confirmed this, clarifying that the units are not
structured as condominiums.

Commissioner Sommerkorn then asked about the anticipated price range of the units. Mr.
Williams estimated they would likely be priced around $500,000 or higher, acknowledging that
this is not affordable by traditional standards but reflects current market conditions. He added
that the inclusion of small commercial spaces could provide homeowners an opportunity to
generate supplemental income by using the space for a home business or leasing it out
potentially offsetting some mortgage costs and making the units slightly more attainable.

Commissioner Sommerkorn also inquired whether there would be a deed restriction preventing
the ground-floor commercial spaces from being converted into residential use. Mr. Williams
explained that the current development agreement does not include such a restriction,
meaning homeowners would have flexibility to use the space as light retail, a home office, or
even an additional bedroom. Ms. Greenwood confirmed that this topic is not addressed in the
current agreement but could be added if the Planning Commission recommends it.

Commissioner Toller asked the applicant, Jake Williams, additional questions regarding the
project design, access, and common space. Commissioner Toller first clarified Mr. Williams’
earlier comments about being “malleable” and asked whether the project truly required 12-
foot commercial ceilings on the ground floor to be financially viable. Mr. Williams responded
that taller ceilings are not necessary and make construction more expensive. He explained that
the amount of commercial space proposed was primarily an effort to comply with zoning
requirements and align with the city’s General Plan. Mr. Williams also noted that Center Street
frontage is ideal for commercial uses and expressed hope that the project could help revitalize
Main Street by attracting more activity and encouraging turnover of nearby vacant spaces.

Commissioner Toller next addressed access concerns raised during public comment. Using the
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site plan, Mr. Williams explained that the single vehicle entrance is located on 100 East, where
fire truck access and staging would also occur. He clarified that the design meets building code
requirements by ensuring every unit is within 150 feet of fire access. Internal circulation is
designed so that driveways are accessed from rear alleyways, while pedestrian access is
focused on the front-facing landscaped areas and walkways, separating foot traffic from cars.
Regarding common areas, Mr. Williams explained that the project includes a south-side yard
with plans for amenities like a playground, hammock area, or bocce ball court. He noted that
since the school playground and city park are nearby, the open space design focuses more on
landscaping and tree preservation rather than creating large play areas. The space around the
historic church would remain private, serving as a buffer between the new development and
neighboring properties.

Mr. Williams confirmed that the homes would be alley loaded, meaning driveways and garages
are accessed from behind, which allows the front of the homes to maintain a pedestrian-
friendly streetscape.

Ms. Greenwood addressed several questions raised during the public hearing. First, she clarified
that under fire code, a secondary access point is not required for this development because the
threshold is 30 units. With 26 proposed units, the project meets code by providing only one
entrance and exit.

Ms. Greenwood then explained the relationship between the city and the state’s moderate-
income housing requirements, calling it a complex but important issue. She noted that because
cities are political subdivisions of the state, the state legislature has the authority to impose
requirements, including those related to land use and housing policy. Over the last decade, the
state has increasingly mandated cities to plan for and report on moderate-income housing.

Kaysville’s General Plan includes a moderate-income housing section based on a state-
mandated “menu” of strategies cities can choose from. Some options on the list, like those tied
to fixed transit systems, don’t apply to Kaysville because the city lacks those resources.
However, Kaysville has selected strategies such as rezoning near commercial and employment
centers and allowing for densities that may produce moderate-income housing criteria this
proposed project satisfies.

Ms. Greenwood stated that the city is required to submit an annual report to the state outlining
its actions to support moderate-income housing goals. For example, outcomes on this rezone
application would be included in next year’s report, which she will submit by August 1, 2026.
She also warned that noncompliance carries serious consequences, including daily fines,
potential loss of state funding (such as road funds from the gas tax), and restrictions on
applying for certain grants.

She concluded by emphasizing that Kaysville is one of 92 Utah cities required to comply with
these state reporting requirements and that decisions like this project directly affect the city’s
ability to remain in good standing with the state.
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Commissioner Lott asked how noncompliance with state moderate-income housing
requirements would affect Kaysville. Ms. Greenwood explained that the state distributes gas
tax funding for road maintenance using a formula based on population and road miles. If
Kaysville fails to comply, the state could withhold road funding, meaning either projects
wouldn’t happen, or the costs would fall directly to Kaysville taxpayers. The city could also lose
eligibility for grants and could face daily fines of $500 for violations.

Chair Packer clarified that the city does not actively seek development or pressure property
owners to propose certain projects or densities. Instead, the city processes applications as they
are submitted and evaluates them individually against existing zoning and planning
requirements. Ms. Greenwood added that the city does not generally initiate rezoning on
properties unless it owns the land.

Ms. Greenwood stated that there is sufficient capacity for water, sewer, and power to support
the proposed project, based on conversations with the Sewer District and other utility
providers. She also clarified a misconception raised during public comments about parking near
the Kaysville Creamery: the additional parking on Center Street was created as part of a
collaborative effort between the city, UDOT, and local businesses to support all Main Street
businesses, and was not specifically done for one single business.

Ms. Greenwood also addressed concerns about school capacity, explaining that the Davis
School District uses a formula to estimate the number of students generated by new housing.
Under that formula, townhome units produce an average of 0.25 students per unit, meaning
this 26-unit project would likely add about seven or eight elementary-aged students. She
further noted school enrollment numbers are declining in several areas of the City because
housing prices are too high for many young families.

Chair Packer asked Ms. Greenwood about the occupancy rate for commercial spaces in
Kaysville, expressing concern about the amount of commercial space included in the project
and whether there would be sufficient demand to fill it.

Ms. Greenwood explained that, as part of the City Center Smal Area Plan project, a market
analysis was conducted by the consultant team. The study found that Kaysville’s commercial
vacancy rate is extremely low, indicating a high demand for retail and commercial space. She
noted that many of the proposed units would likely function as live-work spaces, where
residents use the lower-level commercial areas as private offices, meaning they would not
generate significant customer traffic or place a heavy demand on parking.

Commissioner Toller asked staff for clarification regarding the zoning designation of the
property and the process for considering a rezone request. Ms. McNamara explained that the

current application seeks to rezone the property from Agricultural (A-1) to Central Commercial
(CC) with a Mixed-Use Overlay.
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Commissioner Toller pointed out that the Future Land Use Map shows the site categorized as
“religious” because of the existing church. Ms. McNamara clarified that Kaysville does not have
a specific zoning designation for religious uses in the city code. Instead, the religious category
on the Future Land Use Map reflects historical usage.

Commissioner Toller then asked whether the property must be rezoned to central commercial
or if other zoning categories, such as Mixed-Use Commercial, could be considered. Ms.
McNamara explained that staff evaluates rezones based on the Future Land Use Map, which
provides a high-level vision of expected land uses and the city’s General Plan, which outlines
the long-term goals and guiding principles for development.

Ms. McNamara emphasized that in Utah General Plans are advisory, not mandatory, meaning
the city is not legally required to rezone properties exactly according to the Future Land Use
Map or any other portion of the General Plan. If a proposal aligns strongly with the General
Plan’s objectives, staff can recommend approval even if the map’s designation differs from the
proposed zoning.

Mr. Williams explained the reasoning behind the zoning request, the unit count, and the
project’s financial considerations. He stated that he and his team worked closely with city staff
to determine the best zoning fit based on surrounding properties and the General Plan. Since
the area north of the site including Zions Bank and most of Main Street is already zoned Central
Commercial (CC), they determined that pairing a CC designation with a Mixed-Use overlay
would align with nearby land uses and the city’s long-term vision.

Mr. Williams addressed concerns about the number of proposed units, explaining that it was
not arbitrarily selected. He currently has the property is currently under contract with the
Parish family, and the unit count was calculated backwards from the sale price to determine
how many dwellings would be necessary to make the project financially viable. He stressed that
reducing the number of units would reduce the land value, making it unlikely that the Parish
family would proceed with the sale.

Regarding the commercial space requirement, Mr. Williams noted they are flexible. While the
proposal includes 15% commercial space, they are open to reducing it if the City Council feels
strongly, if it still meets financing and zoning needs.

Mr. Williams emphasized that this project is personal, as his family plans to live on the site. He
described it as a “dream project,” not one designed for maximum profit, but said the financing
and contract terms ultimately require a certain unit density to make the project feasible. He
concluded by noting that some form of rezoning is necessary regardless of the proposal, since
the current agricultural designation limits the property’s future use.

Commissioner Sommerkorn added that the “religious” designation likely reflects the fact that a
church existed there historically, not an intent to limit future development. Since circumstances
have changed, alternative land uses can be considered appropriate.
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Commissioner Wilf Sommerkorn opened the Commission’s deliberation by reflecting on his 40-
year career as an Urban Planner and providing context on growth and change in cities. He
noted that new development proposals are often met with community resistance but
emphasized that cities are not static and must adapt to demand and growth. Commissioner
Sommerkorn stressed that Kaysville, like many communities, needs to accommodate future
generations while balancing thoughtful planning.

Turning to the proposed project, Commissioner Sommerkorn acknowledged its proximity to
Main Street, Zions Bank, Center Street, and City Hall, stating that the location makes higher
density housing reasonable. He pointed out that multi-family and medium-density
developments already exist nearby, meaning the character of the area would not drastically
change. However, he raised several concerns, primarily related to the Mixed-Use overlay and
ground-level commercial spaces.

Commissioner Sommerkorn explained that mandatory commercial requirements in mixed-use
projects can lead to vacant storefronts if there isn’t sufficient market demand. While this
proposal differs because the commercial spaces would be sold with the residential units,
making them live-work opportunities, he questioned whether buyers would ultimately convert
them into residential use. Since the Development Agreement does not prohibit that conversion,
he worried the project may function as a residential development than a true Mixed-Use zone.

Commissioner Sommerkorn also discussed density considerations. Kaysville’s highest existing
residential zone allows approximately 15.5 units per acre, while this project proposes 16.8 units
per acre, placing it above the city’s typical thresholds. He suggested it may be more appropriate
to treat the site as high-density residential rather than forcing a Mixed-Use designation that
might not be fully utilized as intended.

Commissioner Sommerkorn noted concerns about the limited green space within the project.
While nearby parks and schools could provide recreational options, the on-site open space
appeared minimal, which he viewed as less desirable for long-term livability.

Commissioner Toller questioned whether the proposed zoning designation and density are
appropriate for the site, expressing concern that the current plan may not balance practicality
with intended land use goals.

He noted that the proposal appears to include seven to ten commercial units along the
project’s perimeter, which might be feasible given their visibility and accessibility. However, he
raised doubts about the viability of commercial spaces located within the interior portions of
the development, referring to them as being effectively on “alley-like” access points.

Drawing on his professional experience as a commercial lender, Commissioner Toller explained
that he would struggle to justify the financial feasibility of these interior commercial units. He
suggested that the Commission should carefully consider whether the Mixed-Use overlay is the
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best fit for this site or whether a different approach to zoning and density would make the
development more functional and marketable.

Commissioner Young expressed support for the Mixed-Use zoning designation, emphasizing its
flexibility and potential benefits to the community. She stated that there is no guarantee that
all proposed commercial spaces would be filled with active businesses, providing the
opportunity for viable commercial uses near Center Street and Main Street could strengthen
the area’s walkability and create charming, boutique-style destinations.

Commissioner Young acknowledged that many of the commercial spaces would likely function
as home offices, but she viewed that flexibility as a positive feature rather than a drawback. By
allowing a mix of residential, office, and potential retail, the project could adapt to market
demand while still enhancing the architectural character of the downtown area. She concluded
by noting that this location is well-suited for slightly higher density and varied housing options.
In her view, the project’s design quality and integration with surrounding development make it
a thoughtful plan, and she expressed that she would welcome it as a neighbor.

Chair Packer shared his perspective on the proposal, agreeing with several points raised by
other Commissioners while highlighting key considerations. He supported the idea of having
commercial uses along Center Street, noting that Mixed-Use zoning can provide a softer
transition between fully commercial areas like Main Street and surrounding residential
neighborhoods.

Chair Packer acknowledged concerns about the interior commercial spaces, questioning their
long-term viability and whether they would realistically function as active retail or become
home offices. He stressed the importance of maintaining some level of commercial frontage,
particularly along Center Street, to support walkability and strengthen nearby business activity.
He also addressed density concerns, recognizing that the proposal’s 16.8 units per acre exceeds
Kaysville’s current highest residential density zone (RM), which allows 15.5 units per acre, but
only slightly. Chair Packer explained that similar levels of density already exist elsewhere in
Kaysville, often without noticeable impact on surrounding neighborhoods. He argued that
higher density near Main Street is beneficial for sustaining local businesses, as it places
residents within walking distance of shops and services.

Regarding traffic and school safety, Chair Packer said he reviewed other elementary schools in
the area and found that several are located on busier streets and surrounded by higher-density
housing than what is proposed here, yet they continue to operate successfully. While he
acknowledged the community’s concerns, he suggested that the practical impact might be less
dramatic than many fear it will be.

Chair Packer expressed support for limiting the height of the two southernmost units near

adjacent single-family homes to ease the transition into the surrounding neighborhood. He also
noted that the proposed 26-unit count is comparable to nearby blocks, which already have 23—
24 units, indicating that the project would not dramatically alter the overall density of the area.
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Commissioner Sommerkorn highlighted the state’s housing crisis and noted that the Utah
Legislature has been pressuring cities to increase housing supply to address affordability
concerns. While he acknowledged that this specific project may not provide truly affordable
housing, he stressed that adding more housing options overall could help ease pricing pressures
in the long term.

Commissioner Sommerkorn clarified that he would not support this level of density everywhere
in Kaysville, but he felt this location was appropriate because of its proximity to Main Street, its
adjacency to existing commercial properties, and its connection to major roads. In his view,
these characteristics make the site a logical place for higher density development.

However, he raised several design-related concerns. He stated that he would like to see revised
architectural renderings to ensure the buildings—particularly those fronting the street—are
designed to blend with the surrounding neighborhood and maintain visual harmony.

Additionally, Commissioner Sommerkorn emphasized the need for more green space within the
project to improve livability. He suggested that this could require reducing the total number of
units, even though that might affect the project’s density goals.

Finally, Commissioner Sommerkorn reminded the Commission that because the project
involves a Development Agreement, the city has the ability to negotiate conditions before
granting the rezone request. He recommended using this process to address concerns related
to design, green space, and overall integration with the neighborhood.

Chair Packer emphasized that the location of the proposed project makes it suitable for higher
density development. He noted that the site is immediately adjacent to commercial areas, with
no residential housing to the north, and is close to public transportation options. He also
highlighted that, thanks to the historic Bamberger rail line, the surrounding streets are
exceptionally wide compared to typical city streets, which helps create a smoother transition
between higher density uses and surrounding residential areas.

Chair Packer also discussed parking considerations, pointing out that the block to the north
successfully accommodates angled parking on both sides of the street while still maintaining a
wider driving lane than what is typical on streets with parallel parking. He suggested that the
existing street layout could help mitigate traffic and parking concerns associated with the
project.

Commissioner Lott spoke in favor of addressing the city’s need for denser housing, citing
regional growth pressures. She highlighted that Kaysville is geographically situated between
Salt Lake City and Ogden—two of Utah’s largest cities—and is also larger in population than
nearby Farmington. Given Kaysville’s location and size, Commissioner Lott said it is unrealistic
to believe the city can remain a “sleepy town” without facing financial and other challenges.
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Commissioner Lott acknowledged having some concerns about the number of proposed units
but emphasized that the city must confront the inevitability of growth. She urged the
Commission to consider where higher-density projects should be located if not here, stressing
that this site is a strong candidate due to its proximity to Main Street, public transportation,
and other commercial areas.

Chair Packer reflected on the challenges of balancing growth with community concerns and
property rights. He noted that, as Commissioners and Kaysville residents, they often consider
how each proposal would impact their own neighborhoods, acknowledging that development is
inevitable in many areas.

Chair Packer emphasized the need to respect the rights of private property owners to develop
their land while ensuring that projects comply with city zoning standards. He pointed out that
the proposed building heights are consistent with surrounding zoning—most nearby areas
allow up to 30 feet, while the Main Street Commercial District allows 35 feet.

Chair Packer said the project offers two-car garages for each unit, which is more than many
nearby town homes and duplexes, where single-car garages are common. He also addressed
concerns about affordability, noting that it would be unrealistic to expect developers to
propose units priced at $200,000-5300,000, as such price points are simply not feasible in
today’s housing market.

Commissioner Sommerkorn raised concerns about whether granting the Mixed-Use overlay in
its proposed form would undermine the original intent of the city’s Mixed-Use zoning
regulations. He explained that the overlay was created to encourage developments that
integrate residential and commercial uses, supporting a more walkable, vibrant city center.
However, the applicant is requesting to reduce the required commercial space from the 30%
minimum to 15%. Commissioner Sommerkorn cautioned that if the city does not impose
restrictions preventing these ground-level spaces from being converted into residential uses,
the actual commercial component could end up being significantly lower than 15%.

While he acknowledged there may be some benefit to maintaining commercial options
especially for the units fronting Center Street he questioned whether the project, as proposed,
would truly fulfill the purpose of the Mixed-Use zone. He expressed concern that the
development could effectively function as a high-density residential project rather than a true
Mixed-Use development, potentially falling short of the city’s long-term goals for commercial
activation in the area.

Chairman Packer agreed with Commissioner Sommerkorn’s concerns about the 15%
commercial space proposal, noting that while the reduction might make the project more
compatible with surrounding neighborhoods, it could also undermine the purpose of the
Mixed-Use overlay.

Commissioner Lott asked whether it might make more sense to zone the property RM (high-
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density residential) instead of Mixed-Use. Commissioner Sommerkorn explained that RM
zoning would better reflect the likely use of the property if most of the ground-level spaces
ultimately become residential. However, he expressed hesitation about that approach, noting
that it would eliminate flexibility for owners who might want to use their ground-level spaces
commercially.

Chair Packer added that part of the appeal of the project lies in its flexibility and creativity,
which could be lost under RM zoning. Commissioner Lott then questioned whether RM zoning
would reduce traffic impacts compared to Mixed-Use. Commissioner Sommerkorn clarified
that, in general, commercial uses tend to generate more traffic than residential, but the small
size of the proposed commercial spaces makes their overall impact likely minimal.

Commissioner Sommerkorn made a motion to continue the application rather than making an
immediate recommendation. He explained that additional time was needed to address two
main concerns:

1. Green Space — Commissioner Sommerkorn emphasized the need for more open and
shared green space within the project, noting that this would likely require reducing the
number of proposed units to create a better balance between density and livability.

2. Commercial Space Considerations — He also called for further review of how the
commercial component should be handled. This includes evaluating whether the
proposed Mixed-Use (MU) zoning is appropriate or whether high-density residential
(RM) zoning would better align with the project’s actual intended use, given the limited
size of the commercial spaces and the possibility that many could become residential or
home office spaces.

Commissioner Toller seconded the motion.

Commissioner Sommerkorn amended his motion to continue the application to a specific date
so the public would know when to return for further discussion. After input from Ms.
Greenwood, it was agreed that the item would be continued to the September 11 meeting
rather than the next scheduled meeting.

Commissioner Paul Toller confirmed his second on the motion with the updated date. This
continuation allows time for staff and the applicant to address the Commission’s primary
concerns of adding more green space and potentially reducing unit count and reevaluating the
commercial space requirements and whether Mixed-Use zoning or high-density residential
zoning is more appropriate. The vote was unanimous in favor of the motion (6-0).

Commissioner Packer: Yay
Commissioner Young: Yay
Commissioner Moore: Yay
Commissioner Sommerkorn: Yay
Commissioner Toller: Yay
Commissioner Lott: Yay
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MINUTE EXCERPT

Kaysville City Planning Commission Meeting Minutes
September 11, 2025

The Planning Commission meeting was held on Thursday, September 11, 2025, at 7:00 p.m. in
the Kaysville City Hall located at 23 East Center Street.

Planning Commission Members in Attendance: Vice Chair Erin Young, David Moore, Paul Toller
and Megan Sevy

Planning Commissioners Absent: Commissioners Mike Packer and Wilf Sommerkorn
Staff Present: Mindi Edstrom, Melinda Greenwood and Anne McNamara

Public Attendees: City Councilmember Abbi Hunt, Doug Dredge, Jill Dredge, Josh McBride, Val
Starkey, Jake Williams, Maureen Laser, Nephi Harvey, Tucker Hunsaker, Pamela Hunsaker,
Bruce Laser, and Jane Dunford

5- REZONE REQUEST FOR 80 EAST CENTER STREET GROM A-1 LIGHT AGRICULTURAL TO CC
CENTRAL COMMERCIAL WITH A MIXED USE OVERLAY CONTINUES FROM AUGUST 14, 2025
Ms. McNamara explained that this item was continued from the August 14, 2025 Planning
Commission meeting, when Commissioners asked the applicant to revise the site plan to show
more green space, reconsider the total number of dwellings, and incorporate elements of a
mixed-use overlay.

She reviewed the applicant’s updated site plan, noting that three townhomes along the
southern border, adjacent to existing twin homes, had been removed and replaced with
additional amenities, and the size of the dog run had been increased, thereby creating more
usable open space. The revisions reduced the total dwelling count from 27 to 24, consisting of
23 townhomes and one single-family home that incorporates the historic church. In response to
prior concerns about the commercial viability of the project, the applicant maintained the
storefront townhomes along Center Street and the Zions Bank property line, which include
ground-floor commercial space with 12 foot tall ceilings and the residential units above the
storefront. Although these live-work units retain the commercial component, they will not have
the higher 12-foot ceiling heights initially proposed. With these adjustments, staff determined
that the applicant had addressed the Commission’s concerns and recommended approval of
the project as presented, pending Commissioner questions and discussion.

Vice-Chair Young invited the applicant to come up to answer questions from the
Commissioners.

Jake Williams, the applicant, explained that the updated plan includes more open space, with
the central green area now envisioned as a children’s play area. He noted that the revisions
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reflect the maximum concessions the applicant could make while still honoring the purchase
price agreed upon with the landowner.

Addressing the live-work units, Mr. Williams clarified that the outward-facing townhomes along
Zions Bank and Center Street will retain higher 12 foot tall ceilings and a storefront appearance
to encourage commercial use, while the internal units are more flexible, suitable for home
offices or other purposes. He emphasized efforts to compromise with the neighborhood,
pointing out that units facing 100 East are limited to duplexes, which align with existing housing
types nearby, such as a duplex and fourplex across the street. He also highlighted that parking
has been improved to exceed the minimum requirement, now providing over 2.5 stalls per unit,
and that green space has been increased. Mr. Williams stressed that the unit reduction brings
the project into alignment with the city’s maximum allowable multifamily density, ensuring
compliance while still preserving the historic church and providing a viable development for the
landowner. He framed the revisions as a balanced compromise between neighborhood
concerns and project feasibility.

Commissioner Toller asked Jake Williams to clarify how many units had been reduced in height
and where those changes were located.

Mr. Williams explained that all the internal units, along with six units on the front corner and
four interior units, had been lowered by about four feet as part of the revisions. While these
buildings will still include parapet walls to screen rooftop mechanical equipment, their overall
height is reduced.

Commissioner Toller confirmed his understanding that the taller buildings will be limited to
those fronting 100 South and facing Zions Bank, while the others will reflect the reduced height.

Commissioner Sevy, who had reviewed the prior meeting recordings, asked about the home
located next to the historic church.

Mr. Williams clarified that while the church would be preserved and renovated, the adjacent
home would be demolished and replaced with new construction. The new structure would
include a breezeway connection to the church, allowing the church to maintain its stand-alone
appearance on the corner while integrating into the project.

Commissioner Sevy also asked about the mixed-use concept for residents, such as incorporating
art studios or similar uses, and Mr. Williams confirmed that the intent is to provide flexible
ground-floor spaces in line with the storefront-style design while ensuring the church remains a
central preserved feature.

Commissioner Toller asked for clarification regarding an existing older home located near the
project site, noting its position in front of the planned development area. He wanted to know
whether that home was part of the proposal and if it would remain.

Mr. Williams confirmed that the home is included within the project boundaries and will be
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demolished as part of the redevelopment.
Commissioner Sevy asked for clarification on the layout, asking which street is which.

Mr. Williams confirmed that Center Street runs diagonally, while the street lined with additional
green space and neighborhood is 100 East. He then clarified that the taller buildings are
planned for the outer perimeter of the project, while the interior buildings will have reduced
height.

Mr. Williams invited a representative of the landowner’s family to share their perspective and
support for the project. Mr.

Nephi Harvey introduced himself to the Commission, noting his deep family ties to Kaysville and
the property in question. His family homesteaded in Fruit Heights in the 1850s, and his
grandparents lived in the home on the site that is now slated for demolition. While he has no
financial interest in the property, he explained his personal and familial connection,
emphasizing that his main concern is preserving the historic church, which was built in 1888
and stands as a community landmark.

Mr. Harvey acknowledged that the church requires extensive restoration likely over a million
dollars to address issues with the bricks, roof, foundation, and seismic safety. He said his late
Aunt Hazel invested heavily in cosmetic improvements, but much more is needed. He stressed
that the proposed project by Mr. Williams offers a rare opportunity to save the church, and the
required density is likely the only way to generate the funds necessary for such a restoration.
He acknowledged the community’s concerns about density but argued that, realistically, open
space cannot be preserved indefinitely, and development will occur. Mr. Harvey also clarified
that contrary to public perception, the property owners, the Parish family, have not already
received their money. The sale is contingent on a rezone, and any buyer would need such
approval to move forward. He praised Mr. Williams for being a developer who not only plans to
build but also wants to live in the community and take on the costly preservation of the church,
calling it a rare “lightning strike” opportunity. He concluded by stressing the importance of
keeping the church as the focal point of the project while recognizing that the old home next to
it is beyond saving, unlike the church, which still has a chance if resources are made available.

Vice-Chair Young began by sharing her general impressions of the project. She agreed with Mr.
Harvey’s remarks, calling the proposal an important opportunity to preserve the historic
church, which she said many residents of Kaysville would like to see saved because of its history
and unique architecture. She acknowledged the challenges of making the building habitable
and safe, as well as the significant financial hurdles involved. Beyond preservation, she
expressed enthusiasm about the project’s potential to enhance Kaysville’s Main Street area.

Vice-Chair Young noted that the current Main Street is limited—essentially one small stretch of
roadway, much of which is not retail-oriented, making it difficult to create a true “main street
feel” where people want to walk, linger, and gather. She said this project could bring more
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vibrancy and opportunity to the area while also introducing additional housing density in what
she believes is a very appropriate location. Concluding, she invited her fellow Commissioners to
share their own thoughts, questions, or concerns.

Commissioner Moore voiced his support for the project, echoing the chairwoman’s
appreciation for preserving historic buildings whenever possible. He commended the applicant
for the adjustments made to the proposal and noted that he could sense some hesitation when
the applicant presented, as though he hoped the changes would be enough to gain approval.

Commissioner Moore’s main question was whether there was a contingency plan if, after
approval, it turned out the church could not be saved.

In response, applicant Jake Williams stated that he felt confident the church could be
preserved. He explained that structural engineers and brick specialists had already reviewed
the building and, while the costs were higher than he originally estimated, the church remained
salvageable. Mr. Williams acknowledged that reducing the number of units impacted the
financial balance of the project, as the additional units would have helped offset restoration
costs. Still, he emphasized that he was committed to preserving the church regardless, even if it
meant the restoration process would take longer or require changes to its intended use. He
clarified that while some seismic or structural modifications might influence whether the
building became a “family room” as originally envisioned, the church itself would remain
standing and preserved.

Commissioner Sevy followed up on issues raised during the prior meeting regarding the mixed-
use overlay and concerns about whether the retail portion of the project would be practical.
She asked if the applicant had resolved those concerns and whether the retail spaces would be
utilized.

Applicant Jake Williams explained that the design intentionally allows flexibility, so future
townhome owners could choose how to use the ground-floor space—whether as retail, a home
office, or even a bedroom if needed. He emphasized that the units would be owner-occupied,
which he felt increased the likelihood that the spaces would remain active and well-used.

Mr. Williams noted that, from a financial standpoint, the value of each townhome would not be
affected by whether the lower level was used commercially or residentially, since the square
footage remained the same. The added ceiling height of twelve feet, however, would give the
units a more commercial feel and better accommodate retail, like mixed-use developments in
other cities. Ultimately, the goal was to create flexibility so the use could evolve with the
neighborhood over time.

Commissioner Sevy also asked about the architectural style, noting that earlier presentations
included both modern and more traditional inspiration images.

Mr. Williams clarified that the project would move forward with a more traditional and
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“quaint” design. He described storefronts with historic detailing such as cornices and trim work,
modeled after other restored Main Street buildings in Kaysville, to reinforce the historic
character and blend appropriately with the preserved church building.

Vice-Chair Young revisited an earlier concern raised by Commissioner Sommerkorn, who had
guestioned whether a flexible mixed-use model might result in fewer retail opportunities than
intended. She noted that the approach essentially leaves it to market demand: if there is
demand, the ground-floor units could function as retail, but if not, they would still serve as
residential space rather than sitting vacant.

Mr. Williams agreed, explaining that in his experience working with Commissioner Sommerkorn
on projects in Salt Lake City, strict commercial requirements often left ground-floor units empty
in neighborhoods where retail demand didn’t exist. By allowing flexibility, the market could
determine the best use, ensuring the spaces would remain occupied and productive.

Commissioner Sevy added that she liked the idea, especially since the ground-floor commercial
spaces were relatively small at around 250 square feet. She felt that including architectural
details would make the spaces attractive not only to potential buyers but also to the
surrounding neighborhood. Vice-Chair Young emphasized the importance of cohesion with
Kaysville’s downtown character, noting that architectural consistency would strengthen the
project’s contribution to Main Street’s appeal.

Commissioner Sevy pointed to specific inspiration images from the applicant’s presentation,
highlighting two that she felt worked well with Kaysville’s existing Main Street aesthetic.

Mr. Williams acknowledged that some of the examples, particularly one modern white facade
didn’t fully reflect the project’s intent but reiterated that the vision was to create a more
traditional look with appropriate trim work, symmetry, and textures. Mr. Williams assured the
Commission that the final design would emphasize traditional materials and detailing to fit
seamlessly with the community.

Commissioner Toller raised concerns about the project’s architectural details, noting that the
latest imagery differed significantly from what was presented at the August 14 meeting. He
asked Mr. Williams about the stage of planning, specifically whether the project had been
formally bid or priced. Mr. Williams explained that only rough concept bids had been prepared
at this point.

Commissioner Toller then asked staff whether the Development Agreement would require
storefront designs to reflect specific architectural styles. Ms. Greenwood clarified that the
Development Agreement was intended to capture the applicant’s commitment to traditional
styles. She noted that some of the images presented were not meant as final design examples
but rather to illustrate how a more traditional townhome appearance—without extensive glass
storefronts—might look.

Mr. Williams added that the intent was to maintain cohesion with earlier renderings while
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refining the scale and style. Instead of large, modern glass facades, the design would
incorporate more traditional features such as vertical entryways and bay windows to reduce
the overall height and maintain a historic look.

Vice-Chair Young expressed concern about ensuring the project retains its special architectural
character. She observed that projects sometimes lose key design details as costs increase and
construction progresses, and she emphasized the importance of preserving the design quality
shown in the initial renderings.

Mr. Williams responded that it was his intent to stay true to the designs presented and include
the architectural features as envisioned.

Commissioner Toller emphasized that any motion to rezone the property from A-1 to CC with
the MU (Mixed Use) overlay should also include a requirement for architectural design
standards. He stressed the need to ensure the project’s design remains consistent with what
the commission and public expect, noting that the development should harmonize with the
existing character of Kaysville rather than introduce incongruent modern elements.

Ms. Greenwood responded that the Development Agreement already contains a section
outlining development standards and guidelines, including requirements for architectural style.
She explained that the drawings presented during the meeting would be attached to the
agreement. If approved, city staff would ensure the building permit plans were substantially
conforming to those attached designs. While colors might vary slightly, for example, different
shades of green or tan architectural styling and materials would need to remain consistent with
what was presented.

Ms. Greenwood noted that the development agreement would give the city the authority to
hold the project to those design standards.

Mr. Williams added that while his wife would make final decisions on colors, he would remain
focused on ensuring the trim and detailing aligned with the traditional look shown.

Vice-Chair Young recommended that special attention be placed on the architectural
component within the Development Agreement to safeguard the design vision.

Commissioner Toller then asked staff to clarify whether the updated site plan had reduced
reliance on street parking.

Ms. Greenwood confirmed that it had, though the change was modest. The removal of three
townhomes reduced the overall number of required residential parking stalls, while the
commercial reduction of approximately 800 square feet did not significantly affect the parking
calculation because commercial requirements are based on increments of 1,000 square feet.
Ultimately, only one street parking stall was reduced, though the overall parking ratio was
improved due to the decrease in dwelling units.
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Commissioner Sevy asked about the additional green space and whether it could accommodate
a small playground.

Mr. Williams explained that the increase in green space increase came primarily from
expanding the dog run area and retaining features like the bocce ball court. Because the project
design uses rear-loaded garages, most of the green space appears in strips along the front
walkways and between buildings. These landscaped areas, defined in code as patios and
courtyards, are included in the green space calculation. Although the requested zone does not
require a minimum percentage of open space, Mr. Williams stated that the project’s design
aimed to exceed standards used in other nearby town-home developments. Specifically, the
town-home parcel alone exceeds 33% open space, while the inclusion of the corner lot with the
preserved church raises the total to approximately 45%, helping buffer the project against the
surrounding neighborhood.

Ms. Greenwood explained that if the project were rezoned to RM, the required open space
would total 15,600 square feet. In contrast, the proposed plan provides approximately 42,000
square feet of open space overall nearly three times the RM standard demonstrating that the
applicant exceeds minimum requirements.

Vice-Chair Young thanked applicant Mr. Williams for his efforts, and Commissioner Sevy added

that while she appreciated the modifications, she still questioned whether the removal of just a
few units was sufficient, noting she might need more information to feel fully comfortable with
the tradeoff.

Ms. Greenwood clarified that the removal of three townhomes along the southern boundary
not only increased green space but also provided a buffer to the neighboring twin home. She
noted that the original request had required a height waiver, but with the new design and
additional separation of over 50 feet, that waiver was no longer needed. The redesign also
created an opportunity to incorporate a small play area or tot lot that previously was not
possible. In addition, the expanded plan enhanced the dog run while maintaining other
amenities like the bocce court and hammock area.

Commissioner Sevy confirmed this addressed her concerns, acknowledging that the increased
open space now allowed for more meaningful amenities. With questions resolved, Vice-Chair
Young asked if any Commissioner was ready to put forward a motion.

Commissioner Toller made a motion recommending that the Planning Commission forward

approval to the City Council for the rezoning of the property from A-1 to CC with a Mixed-Use

Overlay. His motion included the condition that a Development Agreement be prepared, and

that the agreement incorporate as an exhibit the architectural elevation labeled “South

Elevation,” which was included in the Planning Commission packet. Commissioner Moore

seconded the motion, and the vote was unanimous in favor of the motion (4-0).
Commissioner Young: Yay
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Commissioner Moore: Yay
Commissioner Allred: Yay
Commissioner Sevy: Yay
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1.0 Executive Summary

1.1 DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

This report presents the results of a traffic impact analysis for the 80 East & Center Street
Development, located in Kaysville, Utah. The 80 East & Center Street Development is
planned for 1 single-family home, 26 townhomes, and 7,300-SF of Retail Plaza. The
proposed site is planned with one Main Access. The Main Access is located east of the
development connecting onto 100 East. All traffic entering and exiting the proposed
development will utilize the Main Access.

The proposed parcel of land for the 80 East & Center Street Development currently
consists of a church, a residential home, and undeveloped land. This development is
surrounded by a senior activity center, Kaysville Elementary School, and Kaysville City Hall
to the north. To the east and south of the development are residential neighborhoods
and to the west are commercial properties. Figure 1 illustrates the Vicinity Map and the
location of this development in relation to the adjacent roadway network.

For purposes of this study, and following Kaysville City's guidelines for a traffic impact
study, the analysis will consist of the following intersections:

e Main Street & Center Street
e 100 East & Center Street
e 100 East & 100 South

The Main Access to the development is also included in the analysis. The proposed
developmentis planned to be built out by the end of 2026. Refer to Figure 2 for the overall
site plan of the 80 East & Center Street Development and the proposed access location.

The ftraffic associated with this development is generated using the Trip Generation
Manuals published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE). The 80 East & Center
Street Development will generate 36 AM peak hour trips (17 entering the site and 19
exiting the site) and 78 PM peak hour trips (41 entering the site and 37 exiting the site) on
an average weekday, with an Average Daily Traffic (AADT) volume of 740 trips
generated on an average day.

1.2 FINDINGS

Following Kaysville City guidelines, the Existing Year, Opening Year, and Future Year (five
years after Opening Year) are all scenarios analyzed in this study. Based on the analysis
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performed in this traffic impact study, the following tables present the findings under the

study scenarios for the 2025 Existing, 2026 Opening Year, 2031 Future Year scenarios.

Table E1 - Existing, Opening & Future Year Level of Service

EXISTING, OPENING & FUTURE LEVEL OF SERVICE

INTERSECTION 2025 EXISTING YEAR | 2026 OPENING YEAR | 2031 FUTURE YEAR
AM PM AM PM AM PM
Main Street & Center Street a(9.3) b(11.9) a(9.4) b(12.1) a(?.8) b(13.1)
100 East & Center Street A(6.9) A(7.2) A(6.9) A(7.2) A(7.0) A(7.2)
100 East & 100 South a(8.6) a(8.9) a(8.6) a(8.9) a(8.7) a(?.0)
*Values represent the overall LOS for all signalized intersections (uppercase letters) and
the worst movement for all unsignalized intersections (lowercase letters)

As illustrated in Table ET, all intfersections currently function with a level of service (LOS) B
or better. With the projected growth of 2% in this area for the 2026 Opening Year and

2031 Future Year scenarios, all intersections will continue to function with similar levels of
service.

With the addition of the 80 East and Center Street Development, the following table
illustrates the levels of service at the study area intersection and the proposed access.

Table E2 - Opening & Future Year with Project Level of Service

OPENING & FUTURE YEAR W/ PROJECT LEVEL OF

SERVICE
INTERSECTION

2026 OPENING w/ PROJ 2031 FUTURE w/ PROJ
AM PM AM PM
Main Street & Center Street a(9.4) b(12.1) a(9.8) b(13.1)
100 East & Center Street A(7.0) A(7.3) A(7.0) A(7.3)
100 East & 100 South a(8.7) a(9.1) a(8.7) a(?.1)
100 East & Main Access a(8.7) a(8.9) a(8.7) a(?.0)
*Values represent the overall LOS for all signalized intersections (uppercase letters)
and the worst movement for all unsignalized intersections (lowercase letters)

As seen in Table E2, with the addition of the traffic generated by the 80 East & Center
Street Development at full build-out, all intersections will function at acceptable levels of

service C or better under the 2026 Opening Year and 2031 Future Year with Project
scenarios.
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1.3 RECOMMENDATIONS

Using the existing and projected traffic volumes at each of the study area intersections,
both with and without the 80 East & Center Street Development traffic, the following are
the recommendations to improve the flow of traffic.

2025 Existing Scenario

All intersections currently function with an acceptable level of service in all approaches.
No mitigations are needed.

2026 Opening Year Scenario

With the projected growth within this study area all intersections will continue to function
at acceptable levels of service. No mitigations are needed.

2026 Opening Year w/ Project Scenario

With the full build-out of the 80 East and Center Street Development by 2026, all
intersections within the study area are anticipated to continue to function at acceptable
levels of service.

The proposed Main Access onfo 100 East from this development will function with
acceptable levels of service. It is recommended the Main Access be constructed with
the appropriate signing and striping to meet Kaysville City standards. The Main Access
will function with eastbound stop-controlled movements and traffic along 100 East will
remain free-flowing.

2031 Future Year Scenario

Following Kaysville City's guidelines and analyzing 5 years beyond full build-out of the 80
East and Center Street Development, all intersections will continue to function at
acceptable levels of service. No mitigations are needed.

2031 Future Year w/Project Scenario

With the full build-out of the 80 East & Center Street Development under the 2031 Future
Year with Project scenario, all intersections within the study area are anticipated to
continue to function at acceptable levels of service. No additional mitigations are
needed.

FOCUS ENGINEERING & SURVEYING 80 EAST & CENTER STREET DEVELOPMENT TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY
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2.0 Introduction

2.1 DEVELOPMENT DESCRIPTION

The proposed 80 East & Center Street Development is situated on roughly 1.6 acres of
land located on the southwest corner of 100 East and Center Street in Kaysville, Utah. This
proposed development will consist of 1 single-family home, 26 townhomes, and 7,300-SF
of Retail Plaza, expected to be completed by 2026.

The 80 East & Center Street Development is planned for one Main Access. The Main
Access is located east of the development and connects to 100 East. The Main Access
will be used for all vehicles accessing the site.

Refer to the Vicinity Map and Site Plan in Figures 1 and 2, respectively, for the location of
the new development, the layout of the site and the locations of the proposed accesses.
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3.0 Existing Conditions

3.1 ROADWAYS

Main Street (SR-273): Main Street is a roadway that is owned and maintained by Utah
Department of Transportation (UDOT). Main Street runs north and south and provides
connection onto 200 North to the north and [-89 to the south. Within this study area, Main
Street consists of two lanes in either direction with a shared two-way left-turn lane. The
posted speed limit within the study area is 35 mph.

Center Street: Center Street is a roadway that is owned and maintained by Kaysville City.
Center Streetruns east and west and provides connectivity for local residents exiting Main
Street. West of 100 East, Center Street is a one-way road with a single lane in the
eastbound direction. East of 100 East, Center Street consists of a single lane in the
eastbound direction and a single lane in the westbound direction. Center Street does
not have a posted speed limit; it is assumed to be 25 mph.

100 East: 100 East is a roadway that is owned and maintained by Kaysville City. 100 East
runs north and south and provides connection onto 200 North for local residents. Within
this study area, 100 East consists of a single lane in the northbound direction and a single
lane in the southbound direction. 100 East does not have a posted speed limit; it is
assumed to be 25 mph.

100 South: 100 South is a roadway that is owned and maintained by Kaysville City. 100
South runs east and west and provides connection onto Main Street for local residents.
Within this study area, 100 South consists of a single lane in the eastbound direction and
a single lane in the westbound direction. The posted speed limit within the study area is
25 mph.

3.2 EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Using Kaysville's traffic study guidelines, it was determined existing traffic counts would
be collected at the following intersections:

e Main Street & Center Street
e 100 East & Center Street
e 100 East & 100 South

Existing AM and PM peak hour fraffic counts were collected between 7 AM and 9 AM
and 4 PM and é PM af the study area intersections on May 28, 2025 and May 29, 2025,

FOCUS ENGINEERING & SURVEYING 80 EAST & CENTER STREET DEVELOPMENT TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY
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respectively. From the existing counts that were collected, it was determined the peak
hours at these intersections are from 7:45 AM to 8:45 AM and from 4:45 PM to 5:45 PM.
These peak hours represent the peak hours for a residential development as this is the

time people are traveling to and from work and school. These volumes are illustrated in
Figure 3.
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4.0 Opening and Future Year Traffic Conditions

Opening Year traffic, also known as Background traffic, is the traffic that is on the
roadways within the study area regardless if the proposed development is constructed
or not. These traffic volumes are a projection of growth within the study area based on
current land available and opportunities for future development within this area. To our
knowledge, there are no planned developments surrounding the 80 East & Center Street
Development area. Therefore, it is assumed an average growth of 2% will occur within
this study area from 2025 to 2031. Applying the assumed growth rate to the existing traffic
volumes, the projected traffic volumes for the 2026 Opening Year fraffic volumes are
illustrated in Figure 4.

Following Kaysville City's traffic impact study guidelines, this analysis also looked at five
years after Opening Year. Applying the growth rate described above to the Existing and
Opening Year traffic volumes, the 2031 Future Year traffic volumes are generated. These
volumes can be found in Figure 5.
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5.0 Trip Generation and Trip Distribution

The full build-out of the proposed 80 East & Center Street Development will consist of 1
single-family home, 26 townhomes, and 7,300-SF of Retail Plaza. Using land use code 210
for Single-Family Detached Housing, 215 for Single-Family Attached Housing, and 822 for
Strip Retail Plaza (<40k), trip generation rates were determined using the 11t Edition of
the Trip Generation Manual. This manual is an ITE information report, published by the
Institute of Transportation Engineers. Trips generated by the proposed development
which will occur during the peak hours of the proposed development were used for the
analysis. The Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic rates are used to generate the AM and
PM peak hour volumes based on the number of dwelling units and estimated square
footage of building space. The trips generated from the 80 East & Center Street
Development are presented in Table 1.

Table 1 - Trip Generation

ITE Land Daily Trip Generation Trip Gene‘raiion
Use Land Use D":;l: Ui?cem Size (AM (PM
Code P (AADT) Enter Exit Enter Exit
Single-
Family Dwelling
210 Detached Units ] 15 0 ] ] 0
Housing
Single-
215 Family Dwelling 2% 187 3 9 9 6
Attached Units
Housing
Strip Retail
822 Plaza ]OO((BJLS,S Ft 7.3 538 14 9 31 31
(<40k)
Total 740 17 19 41 37

5.1 SITE TRAFFIC DISTRIBUTION

Site ingress/egress traffic at the proposed Main Access were distributed based on the
anficipated direction vehicles would be coming from or going to. Directional distribution
was estimated based on current traffic patterns and current land uses within the proximity
of the proposed development, primarily access to highways, employment districts,
shopping area, schools, etc. Figure 6 illustrates the site traffic distribution percentages
throughout the study area.
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Using the distribution percentages along with the projected traffic volumes outlined in
Table 1, Figure 7 illustrates the site fraffic volumes anticipated at the study area
intersections.
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6.0 Opening and Future Year with Project Traffic Conditions

The 2026 Opening and 2031 Future Year scenarios with Project traffic volumes represent
the traffic that will be added to the study area with the addition of the 80 East & Center
Street Development. Using the 2026 Opening Year traffic volumes (Figure 4) and the site
generated traffic volumes (Figure 7), the 2026 Opening Year with Project fraffic volumes
are generated. Per the developer’s schedule, it is anticipated the 80 East & Center Street
Development will be built out in 2026. The 2026 Opening Year with Project traffic volumes,
which illustrates the full build-out of the development, are illustrated in Figure 8.

Applying this same approach, using the 2031 Future Year traffic volumes (Figure 5) and
the site generated traffic volumes (Figure 7), the 2031 Future Year with Project traffic
volumes are generated. These volumes are found in Figure 9.
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7.0 Capacity Analysis

Intersection capacity analysis was performed at the study area intersections and the
proposed accesses to the 80 East & Center Street Development. Synchro® Version 11 was
used to analyze the study intersections for the proposed trip conditions according to
methods put forth by the Transportation Research Board's Highway Capacity Manual
(HCM 6™ Edition).

The Level of Service (LOS) of an intersection range from A to F, where LOS A has a low
vehicular delay indicating smooth free-flowing traffic. LOS F has a high vehicular delay
and indicates the worst-case scenario with high congestion and a complete breakdown
of traffic flow. Although LOS A through C are the desired levels, LOS D is considered
acceptable in urban conditions. Traffic conditions with LOS of E or F are generally
deemed unacceptable and represent significant travel delay, increased accident
potential, and inefficient motor vehicle operation. Table 4 shows the relation between
LOS and vehicular delay for signalized and unsignalized intersections.

Table 2 - Signalized and Unsignalized intersection LOS and Delay Parameters

Level of Service Vehicular Delay (seconds/vehicle)
(LOS) Signalized Intersection Stop Controlled Approach
A 0.0<10.0 0.0<10.0
B >10.0<20.0 >10.0<150
C >20.0<35.0 >15.0<250
D >35.0<55.0 >25.0<350
E >55.0<80.0 >35.0<500
F >80.0 > 50.0

The 2025 Existing traffic volumes at the study area intersections were analyzed using
Synchro. The levels of service at each of the turning movements can be seen in the
following table.

FOCUS ENGINEERING & SURVEYING 80 EAST & CENTER STREET DEVELOPMENT TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY
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Table 3 - 2025 Existing Traffic LOS

2025 Existing Traffic LOS(Delay)

Intersection Overall

LOS Northbound

Southbound Eastbound Westbound

1: Main Street & Center Street

AM Peak Hour - A(9.1) A(9.3) - -
PM Peak Hour - B(11.9) B(10.8) - -
2: 100 East & Center Sireet

AM Peak Hour A(6.9) A(0.0) A(7.0) A(6.9) A(7.1)
PM Peak Hour A(7.2) A(7.0) A(7.2) A(7.2) A(7.0)
3: 100 East & 100 South

AM Peak Hour - A(8.4) A(8.6) A(0.0) A(0.0)
PM Peak Hour - A(8.8) A(8.9) A(3.0) A(0.3)

As can be seenin Table 5, under the existing fraffic conditions, allmovements at the study
ared intersections function with acceptable levels of service B or better.

With the projected 2% growth to the Opening Year of 2026 and the Future Years of 2031,
the following tables illustrate the LOS for the study area intersections under these
scenarios.

Table 4 - 2026 Opening Year Traffic LOS
2026 Opening Year Traffic LOS(Delay)

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

LOS

Intersection Overall

1: Main Street & Center Street

AM Peak Hour - A(9.1) A(9.4) - -
PM Peak Hour - B(12.1) B(11.0) - -
2: 100 East & Center Street

AM Pecak Hour A(6.9) A(0.0) A(7.0) A(6.9) A(7.1)
PM Peak Hour A(7.2) A(7.0) A(7.3) A(7.2) A(7.0)
3: 100 East & 100 South

AM Peak Hour - A(8.4) A(8.6) A(0.0) A(0.0)
PM Peak Hour - A(8.8) A(8.9) A(3.0) A(0.3)
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Table 5 - 2031 Future Year Traffic LOS

2031 Future Year Traffic LOS(Delay)

infersection O:grsall Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
1: Main Street & Center Street
AM Peak Hour - A(9.4) A(?.8) - -
PM Peak Hour - B(13.1) B(11.7) - -
2: 100 East & Center Sireet
AM Peak Hour A(7.0) A(0.0) A(7.0) A(7.0) A(7.1)
PM Peak Hour A(7.2) A(7.0) A(7.3) A(7.2) A(7.1)
3: 100 East & 100 South
AM Peak Hour - A(8.4) A(8.7) A(0.0) A(0.0)
PM Peak Hour - A(8.9) A(%2.0) A(3.0) A(0.3)

As seen in Tables 6 and 7, the fraffic movements at both intersections will continue to
function with similar levels of services as under the Existing Year conditions.

With the addition of the 80 East & Center Street Development within this study area, the
following tables illustrates the projected levels of service at the study area intersections
under the 2030 Opening Year with Project and the 2035 Future Year with Project
scenarios.
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Table 6 — 2026 Opening Year w/ Project LOS
2026 Opening Year w/ Project Traffic LOS(Delay)

Intersection

Overall

Northbound

Southbound

Eastbound

Westbound

LOS

1: Main Street & Center Street

AM Peak Hour - A(9.1) A(9.4) - -
PM Peak Hour - B(12.1) B(11.1) - -
2: 100 East & Center Street

AM Peak Hour A(7.0) A(7.0) A(7.1) A(7.0) A(7.2)
PM Peak Hour A(7.3) A(7.2) A(7.3) A(7.3) A(7.3)
3: 100 East & 100 South

AM Peak Hour - A(8.4) A(8.7) A(1.7) A(0.0)
PM Peak Hour - A(9.1) A(%.0) A(4.6) A(0.3)
4: 100 East & Main Access

AM Peak Hour - A(7.3) A(0.0) A(8.7) -
PM Peak Hour - A(4.7) A(0.0) A(8.9) -

Table 7 — 2031 Future Year w/ Project LOS
2031 Future Year w/ Project Traffic LOS(Delay)

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Intersection Overall
LOS

1: Main Street & Center Street

AM Peak Hour - A(9.4) A(9.8) - -
PM Peak Hour - B(13.1) B(11.8) - -
2: 100 East & Center Street

AM Peak Hour A(7.0) A(7.0) A(7.1) A(7.0) A(7.1)
PM Peak Hour A(7.3) A(7.2) A(7.4) A(7.3) A(7.3)
3: 100 East & 100 South

AM Peak Hour - A(8.4) A(8.7) A(1.6) A(0.0)
PM Peak Hour - A(9.1) A(%2.0) A(4.5) A(0.2)
4: 100 East & Main Access

AM Peak Hour - A(7.3) A(0.0) A(8.7) -
PM Peak Hour - A(4.5) A(0.0) A(9.0) -

With the addition of the 80 East & Center Street Development, traffic movements will
continue to function with acceptable levels of service.
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8.0 Parking Generation

In order to generate the anticipated number of parking stalls needed for the 80 East and
Center Street Development, Kaysville City Code 17-27-7 and 17-32-5 were used and can
be found in the appendix. The full build-out of the proposed 80 East & Center Street
Development will consist of 1 single-family home, 26 townhomes, and 7,300-SF of Retail
Plaza. Table 2 illustrates the number of parking stalls needed for this development using
the average rates available from the Kaysville City Code.

Table 8 - Parking Generation

. Parking Parking
Lee RS Requirement Stalls
Residential - Three Bedroom or 57 2.5 per unit 48
Larger Units
Rentable Commercial Space 7.3 3.5 per 2,000-SF 13

Transit Based Reductions (within 1/8 mile)

Bike Rack Reductions
Total 71

As seen in Table 2, the number of parking stalls needed for the 80 East & Center Street
Developmentis 71 parking stalls during a typical day. These calculations are assuming full
occupancy of both the strip retail plaza and the residential units. The proposed site plan
provides a total of 61 parking stalls for the residential units of this development. An
additional 18 on-street angled parking stalls are available along 100 East and up to 10
on-street parallel parking stalls are available along Center Street, for a total of 89 parking
stalls. This is 18 parking stalls more than the calculated number of occupied stalls per
Kaysville City Code. This also assumes the maximum amount of parking stalls are needed
for both the residential homes and commercial space at the same time.

As the proposed development is located within 1/8 mile of the Main St @ 50 S (Kaysville)
bus stop, Kaysville City Code 17-27-7 allows for a 10% parking reduction based on project
location proximity to a bus stop. From 2020 to 2025, the Main St @ 50 S (Kaysville) bus stop
averaged 3.4 boardings on an average weekday and 2.6 boardings on an average
weekend. The average boarding for the bus stop are 4.0 for a weekday and 3.0 for a
weekend. As the proposed development is planned for bike racks for use of residents
and the public, Kaysville City Code 17-27-7 allows for an additional two stall reduction
seen in Table 2 above.
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9.0 Recommendations

Based on the information and findings presented in this report, the following
recommendations are proposed under the different study scenarios.

2025 Existing Scenario

All intersections currently function with an acceptable level of service in all approaches.
No mitigations are needed.

2026 Opening Year Scenario

With the projected growth within this study area all intersections will continue to function
at acceptable levels of service. No mitigations are needed.

2026 Opening Year w/ Project Scenario

With the full build-out of the 80 East and Center Street Development by 2026, all
intersections within the study area are anticipated to continue to function at acceptable
levels of service.

The proposed Main Access onto 100 East from this development will function with
acceptable levels of service. It is recommended the Main Access be constructed with
the appropriate signing and striping to meet Kaysville City standards. The Main Access
will function with eastbound stop-controlled movements and traffic along 100 East will
remain free-flowing.

2031 Future Year Scenario

Following Kaysville City's guidelines and analyzing 5 years beyond full build-out of the 80
East and Center Street Development, all intersections will continue to function at
acceptable levels of service. No mitigations are needed.

2031 Future Year w/Project Scenario

With the full build-out of the 80 East & Center Street Development under the 2031 Future
Year with Project scenario, all intersections within the study area are anticipated to
continue to function at acceptable levels of service. No additional mitigations are
needed.

FOCUS ENGINEERING & SURVEYING 80 EAST & CENTER STREET DEVELOPMENT TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY




FaCUS

ENGINEERING & SURVEYING, LLC

Appendix
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Kaysville City Code 17-27-7
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17-27-7 Development Standards

The following shall be the base standard for review of any project. Variations to the standards outlined
may be altered by specific approval of the City Council in a Development Agreement when
demonstrated that alternate standards are superior to those listed within this chapter.

1. Compatibility And Review:

a. All uses and structures shall be sited and designed to be compatible with one another
and surrounding development. To determine compatibility, a review, including, but not
limited to, the following characteristics of the uses and structures shall be conducted by
Community Development Department staff relative to other affected uses and structures:
location, orientation, operation, architecture, massing, scale, and visual and sound
privacy.

2. Building Placement and Orientation Standards:

a. It is the intent of this section to ensure that new development is pleasant and inviting to
pedestrians by placing buildings closer to the street and where primary building
entrances are visually prominent and easily accessible. Developments shall demonstrate
best practices in urban design principles by enhancing the streetscape consistent with
the General Plan and any small area plans specific to the proposed location.

b. In cases where it is not practical or possible to orient buildings to streets, the intent of
these standards is to use a combination of setbacks, low-level screening and building
materials and design variation to soften the visual impact of side or rear facing facades
and to create street frontages that are inviting and pleasant for residents and passersby.

c. Buildings and their primary entrances shall be oriented to streets or common courtyards
unless prohibited by unique site conditions.

d. No more than thirty percent (30%) of the frontage of any lot shall be occupied by any
combination of parking, driveways and lanes. The predominant visible development from
the street shall be buildings or landscaping.

i. Side yards unoccupied by that exceed fifteen feet (15') in width located adjacent
to another side yard that exceeds fifteen feet (15') in width should be avoided
unless the areas are to be used as a unified public gathering area or courtyard;

ii. The percentage of building frontage required along the lot width may be reduced
to accommodate site plan approved pedestrian plazas located between buildings;

3. Building Design Criteria:

a. Where applicable, such as the GC and CC zoning districts, the following shall apply in
addition to the Kaysville City Commercial Building Design requirements of KCC 18-5.
The following are also applicable for projects in the R-M zone.

i. Entrances shall be accessible to the public as a regular building entry from the
public sidewalk.

ii. The street level floor elevation should match the elevation of the sidewalk at the
front of the building as closely as possible to facilitate accessibility and primary
street orientation.

iii. Detailing at intervals of thirty feet (30') shall be provided to break up expanses of
blank walls with no openings. Additionally, walls with no openings shall be set
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back from the public right-of-way a minimum of fifteen feet (15') and buffered with
landscaping. Landscaping shall include trees spaced at thirty foot (30') intervals
and at least one row of additional plants and/or shrubs. For every seventy-five
feet (75") in building length along the street frontage or adjoining a Residential
Zone, the design shall include at least one significant break in the vertical wall
plane with a minimum depth of at least five feet (5'), a minimum length of at least
twenty feet (20'), and running the full height of the building.

iv. Fenestration:

(1) A minimum of fifty percent (50%) fenestration is required on the street
level of all street facing facades. Street level is considered to be between
two feet (2') and ten feet (10') on these street types. Upper stories shall
have a minimum of thirty percent (30%) fenestration for each story;

(2) Windows of tinted or reflective glass may not be located between two feet
(2') and eight feet (8') above the sidewalk grade on street facing facades;

4. Open Space Requirements and Amenities:

a. To support the residential component of each project, there shall be provided amenities
that are commensurate with the type of development and scale of project being
proposed. The developer shall demonstrate how the proposed amenities meet the needs
of residents and how they will be maintained.

b. Functional, improved open space shall be provided within each development as required
by the DA. Open space can include such things as plazas, paseos, walking trails,
amphitheaters, community gardens, water features, playgrounds, seating areas,
pavilions, etc.

c. The use of front yard areas for buildings that have nonresidential uses on the ground
floor shall be oriented toward the pedestrian and shall include related amenities such as
entrance walks, stairs, ramps, plazas, benches, bike racks, raised flower boxes or other
such features.

5. Parking And Circulation:

a. Projects shall provide safe and attractive pedestrian and bicycle connections to building
entries and public sidewalks;

b. Off street parking for vehicles shall not occupy any space located between the building
and the primary street and the secondary street where applicable for a corner lot.
Parking areas located to the side of structures shall be located a minimum of ten feet
(10") back from the back of the adjacent sidewalk. The space between the parking and
the walk in this instance shall be landscaped to help screen the parking area.

c. The site shall be configured and landscaping provided so as to minimize the visual
impacts of parking areas, parking structures and residential garages on streets, open
spaces and adjoining developments;

i. Where an off street parking lot is visible from the street in a side yard, it shall be
screened by either a two foot (2') tall screen wall or eighteen inch (18") seat wall
located between the parking lot and the sidewalk. Where a parking lot is adjacent
to a residential use, a three foot (3') screen wall and landscaping, sufficient to
screen up to the headlight level of vehicles, shall be located between the
residential use and the parking lot.
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d. Amount of Parking Required:
i. Commercial Parking Requirements:

(1) Minimum number of stalls based on use type.

ii. Residential Parking Requirements:
(1) Studio Units - 1 parking stall/unit
(2) One Bedroom Units — 1.5 parking stalls/unit
(3) Two Bedroom Units — 2 parking stalls/unit

(4) Three Bedroom or larger Units - 2.5 parking stalls/unit

iii. Parking Reductions:

(1) Shared Parking: The city may allow for shared parking and time of use
parking scenarios to count towards required parking stalls. Parking
reduction and shared parking requests shall be accompanied by a parking
analysis and parking proposal provided by the developer.

(2) Transit Based Parking Reductions: The number of parking stalls may be
reduced by up to ten percent (10%). Reduction requests shall be
accompanied by a parking analysis for the development and shall include
information specific to the proposed uses in the development. The study
shall include ridership information for the relevant transit stop including
boarding and alighting data.

(A) 10% within 1/8 mile of transit stop.
(B) 5% within 1/4 mile of transit stop.

(C) Additional reduction up to two (2) stalls for including bike racks,
board, scooter, drone pads, or motorcycle stalls on site for use of
residents and the public.

6. Curb Management:

a. Projects shall include a sufficient plan and appropriate curb management facilities to
accommodate delivery vehicles and trucks, ride share access, moving trucks and postal
delivery.

7. Connectivity:

a. Connectivity throughout the area is critical for the mixed use nature of the area to
function as a pedestrian oriented environment. Connectivity will be evaluated for multiple
modes of travel, including pedestrian and bicycle.

8. Traffic Access and Management Analysis Study:

a. A traffic study shall be provided demonstrating safe ingress and egress to the proposed
project and identifying measures or improvements to mitigate impact on traffic and
adjacent properties.

9. Sidewalks:
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a. Sidewalks shall be provided on both sides of each motorized street unless otherwise
approved by the Public Works Department.

10. Alleys:

a. Alleys are allowed in any mixed use district in this chapter to minimize curb cuts and
provide common access to parking and service areas behind buildings. Alleys should be
generally oriented so that they are parallel to the primary street to which they serve.
Alleys may be incorporated as drive aisles for rear parking lots or as a fire access.
However, alleys shall not be considered a fire access unless specifically approved as
such by the City Fire Department and the pavement width and durability/longevity design
meets city standards.

11. Signs:

a. Signs within the mixed use district shall comply with other city sign standards and any
applicable rules of the underlying zoning district.

b. In addition to signs permitted in the R-M zone by KCC 17-33, wall signs not to exceed
15% of the fagade of a building are permitted. EMC signs are prohibited.

HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. Mixed Use Zoning District Overlay on 8/19/2021
Amended by Ord. 23-03-01 on 3/2/2023
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2. Each loading space shall be not less than fourteen feet (14') in width, twenty-five feet (25") in
length, and fifteen feet (15') in height.

3. Such space may occupy any required yard or court except that if it shall be located closer than
fifty feet (50') to any lot in any R-District, it shall be enclosed by a brick or stone wall or
landscaping not less than six feet (6') in height.

17-32-4 Other Access And Parking-Related Provisions

1. Lanes for drive-through windows shall be at least twelve feet (12') wide.

2. Garages for storage of automobiles and commercial parking lots shall be permitted in the CC
Central Commercial District, as provided in KCC 17-20.

17-32-5 Number Of Parking Spaces Required

1. Except as may be provided elsewhere in this Title, there shall be provided at the time of erection
of any building or at the time any main building is enlarged or increased in capacity, minimum
off-street parking space with adequate provisions for ingress and egress by standard-sized
automobiles. If any land, structure, or use is changed from one use to another which requires
more off-street parking spaces as specified in Subsection (2), there shall be provided such

additional off-street parking for the new use as is required by this chapter.

2. Specific Requirement for Each Land Use. Required off-street parking shall be provided for
each use as listed below. Requirements calculated on floor areas shall be based upon KCC 17-
32-2(4). Parking for uses not specifically listed below shall be provided in the same ratio as the
use most nearly approximating the characteristics of the unlisted use, as determined by the
Planning Commission. Parking shall be provided as follows, with spaces based upon one or a

combination of uses listed:

Use

Parking Requirement

Residential

Single-unit Dwelling

Two Parking Spaces

Two-unit Dwelling

Two Parking Spaces Per Unit

Three-unit Dwelling

Two Parking Spaces Per Unit

Four-unit Dwelling

Two Parking Spaces Per Unit

Multi-unit Dwelling

Minimum of eight (8) spaces, with 1.5 spaces for each

additional unit over five (5)

Apartment House

Minimum of eight (8) spaces, with 1.5 spaces for each

additional unit over five (5)

Golf courses, tennis courts
and similar recreation areas

Determined by specific review by Planning Commission

Hotel, motel and lodge

One space per each one and one-half (1.5) rental units, plus
one space per 200 square feet of assembly, banquet, and

restaurant area

Intensive retail commercial

3.5 spaces fr each 1,000 square feet of shops selling directly

to the floor area public
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Less intensive commercial

1.5 spaces for each 1,000 square feet of business as
furniture, appliance floor area and lumber sales

assembly halls, theaters

Offices
Pers_onal services including Two (2) spaces for each 1,000 square feet of floor area plus
medical and dental :
o one (1) space for each employee per shift
clinics
Business 3.5 spaces for each 1,000 square feet of floor area
Restaurants,  bars,  dining One (1) space for every four (4) seats
rooms
Churches, auditoriums,

One (1) space for every five (5) seats

Bowling alleys, skating rinks

Two (2) spaces for every 1,000 square feet of floor area

Industrial and wholesale

1.2 spaces for each employee per shift establishments

One (1) space for every three hundred (300) square feet of

commercial space

Mortuary floor area

Ho_sp_|tals, schools, CVIC | Determined by specific review by Planning Commission
buildings

Shopping centers, Tl At least three and one-half (3.5) spaces per 2,000 square feet
complexes, or rentable

of floor area

TABLE OF PARKING LOT DIMENSIONS
(Letters refer to the diagram below)

Parking Angle

45° 60° |90°
Offset A|18 11" [1'6"
Car Space (B |12 10" | 8'7"
Stall Depth |C | 16 18' |[18'6"
Stall Depth |D | 18" 19" (19
Overhang |E |2 2'3" |2'9"
Driveway |F |13 17'6" [ 25'
Turnaround |G [ 17" 14' |14
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Single-Family Detached Housing
(210)

Vehicle Trip Ends vs:
On a:

Setting/Location:

Number of Studies:
Avg. Num. of Dwelling Units:
Directional Distribution:

Dwelling Units
Weekday

General Urban/Suburban

174
246
50% entering, 50% exiting

Vehicle Trip Generation per Dwelling Unit

Average Rate

Range of Rates

Standard Deviation

9.43 4.45 - 22.61 213
Data Plot and Equation
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Single-Family Detached Housing
(210)

Vehicle Trip Ends vs: Dwelling Units
On a: Weekday,
Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic,
One Hour Between 7 and 9 a.m.
Setting/Location: General Urban/Suburban
Number of Studies: 192

Avg. Num. of Dwelling Units: 226
Directional Distribution: 25% entering, 75% exiting

Vehicle Trip Generation per Dwelling Unit
Average Rate Range of Rates Standard Deviation

0.70 0.27 -2.27 0.24

Data Plot and Equation
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Fitted Curve Equation: Ln(T) = 0.91 Ln(X) + 0.12 R?=0.90
Trip Gen Manual, 11th Edition o |Institute of Transportation Engineers

https://www.itetripgen.org/query/PrintGraph2?code=210&ivlabel=UNITS210&timeperiod=TASIDE&x=1&edition=685&locationCode=General ‘gg)galﬁlsl of 2@8



5/28/25, 2:45 PM itetripgen.org/query/PrintGraph2?code=210&ivlabel=UNITS210&timeperiod=TPSIDE&x=1&edition=685&locationCode=General Ur...

Single-Family Detached Housing
(210)

Vehicle Trip Ends vs: Dwelling Units
On a: Weekday,
Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic,
One Hour Between 4 and 6 p.m.
Setting/Location: General Urban/Suburban
Number of Studies: 208

Avg. Num. of Dwelling Units: 248
Directional Distribution: 63% entering, 37% exiting

Vehicle Trip Generation per Dwelling Unit
Average Rate Range of Rates Standard Deviation

0.94 0.35-2.98 0.31

Data Plot and Equation
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Fitted Curve Equation: Ln(T) = 0.94 Ln(X) + 0.27 R?=0.92
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Single-Family Attached Housing
(215)

Vehicle Trip Ends vs: Dwelling Units
On a: Weekday

Setting/Location: General Urban/Suburban

Number of Studies: 22

Avg. Num. of Dwelling Units: 120
Directional Distribution: 50% entering, 50% exiting

Vehicle Trip Generation per Dwelling Unit
Average Rate Range of Rates Standard Deviation

7.20 4.70-10.97 1.61

Data Plot and Equation
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Fitted Curve Equation: T = 7.62(X) - 50.48 R?=0.94
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Single-Family Attached Housing
(215)

Vehicle Trip Ends vs: Dwelling Units
On a: Weekday,
Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic,
One Hour Between 7 and 9 a.m.
Setting/Location: General Urban/Suburban
Number of Studies: 46

Avg. Num. of Dwelling Units: 135
Directional Distribution: 25% entering, 75% exiting

Vehicle Trip Generation per Dwelling Unit
Average Rate Range of Rates Standard Deviation

0.48 0.12-0.74 0.14

Data Plot and Equation
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Fitted Curve Equation: T = 0.52(X) - 5.70 R?=0.92
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Single-Family Attached Housing
(215)

Vehicle Trip Ends vs: Dwelling Units
On a: Weekday,
Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic,
One Hour Between 4 and 6 p.m.
Setting/Location: General Urban/Suburban
Number of Studies: 51

Avg. Num. of Dwelling Units: 136
Directional Distribution: 59% entering, 41% exiting

Vehicle Trip Generation per Dwelling Unit
Average Rate Range of Rates Standard Deviation

0.57 0.17-1.25 0.18

Data Plot and Equation
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Fitted Curve Equation: T = 0.60(X) - 3.93 R?=0.91
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Strip Retail Plaza (<40k)
(822)

Vehicle Trip Ends vs:
On a:

Setting/Location:

1000 Sq. Ft. GLA
Weekday

General Urban/Suburban

Number of Studies: 4
Avg. 1000 Sq. Ft. GLA: 19
Directional Distribution: 50% entering, 50% exiting
Vehicle Trip Generation per 1000 Sq. Ft. GLA

Average Rate

Range of Rates

Standard Deviation

54.45 47.86 - 65.07 7.81
Data Plot and Equation Caution — Small Sample Size
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Strip Retail Plaza (<40k)
(822)

Vehicle Trip Ends vs: 1000 Sq. Ft. GLA
On a: Weekday,
Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic,
One Hour Between 7 and 9 a.m.
Setting/Location: General Urban/Suburban
Number of Studies: 5

Avg. 1000 Sq. Ft. GLA: 18
Directional Distribution: 60% entering, 40% exiting

Vehicle Trip Generation per 1000 Sq. Ft. GLA

Average Rate Range of Rates Standard Deviation
2.36 1.60-3.73 0.94
Data Plot and Equation Caution — Small Sample Size
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Fitted Curve Equation: Ln(T) = 0.66 Ln(X) + 1.84 R?=0.57
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Strip Retail Plaza (<40k)
(822)

Vehicle Trip Ends vs:
On a:

Setting/Location:

Number of Studies:
Avg. 1000 Sq. Ft. GLA:
Directional Distribution:

1000 Sq. Ft. GLA

Weekday,

Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic,
One Hour Between 4 and 6 p.m.
General Urban/Suburban

25
21
50% entering, 50% exiting

Vehicle Trip Generation per 1000 Sq. Ft. GLA

Average Rate

Range of Rates

Standard Deviation

6.59 2.81-15.20 2.94
Data Plot and Equation
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2025 Existing AM

1: Main Street & Center Street 80 East & Center Street Development
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations LT LT

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 678 12 25 634 6

Future Volume (Veh/h) 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 678 12 25 634 6

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 092 09 092 092 092 092 092 092

Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 737 13 27 689 7

Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (ft/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type TWLTL TWLTL

Median storage veh) 2 2

Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1131 1512 348 1158 1510 375 696 750
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 746 746 760 760

vC2, stage 2 conf vol 384 766 398 750

vCu, unblocked vol 1131 1512 348 1158 1510 375 696 750
tC, single (s) 75 6.5 6.9 75 6.5 6.9 4.1 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s) 6.5 55 6.5 5.5

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 22 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 100 100 100 100 100 99 97
cM capacity (veh/h) 323 292 648 322 299 623 896 855
Direction, Lane # NB1 NB2 NB3 SB1 SB2 SB3

Volume Total 8 491 259 27 459 237

Volume Left 8 0 0 27 0 0

Volume Right 0 0 13 0 0 7

cSH 896 1700 1700 855 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.01 029 015 003 027 0.14

Queue Length 95th (ft) 1 0 0 2 0 0

Control Delay (s) 9.1 0.0 0.0 9.3 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS A A

Approach Delay (s) 0.1 0.3

Approach LOS

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.2

Intersection Capacity Utilization 24.1% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15

Synchro 11 Report
Page 1
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HCM 6th AWSC 2025 Existing AM

2: 100 East & Center Street 80 East & Center Street Development
Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh 6.9

Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations & % if T )

Traffic Vol, veh/h 4 10 10 3 0 4 0 0 0 0 2 0
Future Vol, veh/h 4 10 10 3 0 4 0 0 0 0 2 0
Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 4 11 11 3 0 4 0 0 0 0 2 0
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0
Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 2 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 1 2
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 2 1

HCM Control Delay 6.9 7.1 0 7
HCMLOS A A - A

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 WBLn1 WBLn2 SBLn1

Vol Left, % 0% 17% 100% 0% 0%

Vol Thru, % 100%  42% 0% 0% 100%

Vol Right, % 0%  42% 0% 100% 0%

Sign Control Stop Stop Stop  Stop  Stop

Traffic Vol by Lane 0 24 3 4 2

LT Vol 0 4 3 0 0

Through Vol 0 10 0 0 2

RT Vol 0 10 0 4 0

Lane Flow Rate 0 26 3 4 2

Geometry Grp 2 4a 5 5 2

Degree of Util (X) 0 0.028 0.005 0.005 0.002

Departure Headway (Hd) 3.994 3827 505 385 3.992

Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Cap 0 941 712 934 898

Service Time 2.009 1.829 2753 1.553 2.007

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0 0.028 0.004 0.004 0.002

HCM Control Delay 7 6.9 7.8 6.6 7

HCM Lane LOS N A A A A

HCM 95th-tile Q 0 0.1 0 0 0
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HCM 6th TWSC

3: 100 East & 100 South

2025 Existing AM

80 East & Center Street Development

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 2.8

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations Fi oS Fi 8 Fi 8 Py

Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 16 3 0 22 0 0 0 4 5 1 10

Future Vol, veh/h 0 16 3 0 22 0 0 0 4 5 1 10

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop

RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None

Storage Length - - - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - 0 0 - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92

Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Mvmt Flow 0 17 3 0 24 0 0 0 4 5 1 11

Major/Minor Maijor1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2

Conflicting Flow All 24 0 0 20 0 0 49 43 19 45 44 24
Stage 1 - - - 19 19 24 24 -
Stage 2 - - - - 30 24 -2 20 -

Critical Hdwy 4.12 - 412 - 712 652 622 712 6.52 6.22

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - 6.12 552 6.12 552 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 6.12 5.52 6.12 552 -

Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - 2218 - 3518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1591 - 1596 - 951 849 1059 957 848 1052
Stage 1 - - - 1000 880 - 994 875 -
Stage 2 - - - - 987 875 998 879 -

Platoon blocked, % - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1591 - 1596 - 941 849 1059 953 848 1052

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - 941 849 - 953 848 -
Stage 1 - - - - 1000 880 994 875 -
Stage 2 - 976 875 994 879

Approach EB WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 8.4 8.6

HCM LOS A A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1

Capacity (veh/h) 1059 1591 - - 1596 - - 1004

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.004 - - - - - 0.017

HCM Control Delay (s) 8.4 0 - 0 - 86

HCM Lane LOS A A A - - A

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 0 - 0 - 041
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2025 Existing PM

1: Main Street & Center Street 80 E Center Street
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations LT LT

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 0 0 0 43 955 3 44 1007 117

Future Volume (Veh/h) 0 0 0 0 0 0 43 955 3 44 1007 17

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 092 09 092 092 092 092 092 092

Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 47 1038 3 43 1095 127

Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (ft/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type TWLTL TWLTL

Median storage veh) 2 2

Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1868 2390 611 1777 2452 520 1222 1041
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 1254 1254 1134 1134

vC2, stage 2 conf vol 613 1135 644 1318

vCu, unblocked vol 1868 2390 611 1777 2452 520 1222 1041
tC, single (s) 75 6.5 6.9 75 6.5 6.9 4.1 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s) 6.5 55 6.5 5.5

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 22 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 100 100 100 100 100 92 93
cM capacity (veh/h) 152 148 437 172 134 501 566 664
Direction, Lane # NB1 NB2 NB3 SB1 SB2 SB3

Volume Total 47 692 349 48 730 492

Volume Left 47 0 0 48 0 0

Volume Right 0 0 3 0 0 127

cSH 566 1700 1700 664 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.08 041 0.21 007 043 029

Queue Length 95th (ft) 7 0 0 6 0 0

Control Delay (s) 11.9 0.0 0.0 10.8 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS B B

Approach Delay (s) 0.5 0.4

Approach LOS

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 39.9% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM 6th AWSC

2025 Existing PM

2: 100 East & Center Street 80 E Center Street
Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh 7.2

Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations & % if T )

Traffic Vol, veh/h 8 25 13 3 0 6 0 7 2 7 7 0
Future Vol, veh/h 8 25 13 3 0 6 0 7 2 7 7 0
Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 092 092 09 09 09 092 092 09
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 9 27 14 3 0 7 0 8 2 8 8 0
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0
Approach EB WB NB SB

Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB

Opposing Lanes 2 1 1 1

Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB

Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 1 2

Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB

Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 2 1

HCM Control Delay 7.2 7 7 7.2

HCMLOS A A A A

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 WBLn1 WBLn2 SBLn1

Vol Left, % 0% 17% 100% 0%  50%

Vol Thru, % 78%  54% 0% 0%  50%

Vol Right, % 22%  28% 0% 100% 0%

Sign Control Stop Stop Stop  Stop  Stop

Traffic Vol by Lane 9 46 3 6 14

LT Vol 0 8 3 0 7

Through Vol 7 25 0 0 7

RT Vol 2 13 0 6 0

Lane Flow Rate 10 50 3 7 15

Geometry Grp 2 4a 5 5 2

Degree of Util (X) 0.011 0.055 0.005 0.007 0.018

Departure Headway (Hd) 3.915 3952 5104 3903 4.144

Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Cap 913 908 703 918 863

Service Time 1945 1966 2822 1.621 2173

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.011 0.055 0.004 0.008 0.017

HCM Control Delay 7 7.2 7.8 6.6 7.2

HCM Lane LOS A A A A A

HCM 95th-tile Q 0 0.2 0 0 0.1
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HCM 6th TWSC

3: 100 East & 100 South

2025 Existing PM

80 E Center Street

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 41

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations Fi oS Fi 8 Fi 8 Py

Traffic Vol, veh/h 10 9 5 1 24 1 5 0 2 1M 3 6

Future Vol, veh/h 10 9 5 1 24 1 5 0 2 11 3 6

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop

RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None

Storage Length - - - - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - 0 0 - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 9

Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Mvmt Flow 11 10 5 1 26 1 5 0 2 12 3 7

Major/Minor Maijor1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2

Conflicting Flow All 27 0 0 15 0 0 69 64 13 65 66 27
Stage 1 - - - - 35 35 29 29 -
Stage 2 - - 34 29 - 36 37 -

Critical Hdwy 4.12 - 412 - 712 652 622 712 6.52 6.22

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - 6.12 552 6.12 552 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 6.12 5.52 6.12 552 -

Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - 2218 - 3518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1587 - 1603 - - 923 827 1067 929 825 1048
Stage 1 - - - 981 866 - 988 871 -
Stage 2 - - - 982 871 980 864 -

Platoon blocked, % -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1587 - 1603 - 909 820 1067 922 818 1048

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - 909 820 - 922 818 -
Stage 1 - - - 974 860 981 870 -
Stage 2 - 971 870 971 858

Approach EB WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 3 0.3 8.8 8.9

HCM LOS A A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1

Capacity (veh/h) 949 1587 - 1603 - 938

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.008 0.007 - - 0.001 - - 0.023

HCM Control Delay (s) 88 73 0 - 712 0 - 89

HCM Lane LOS A A A - A A - A

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 0 - - 0 - - 041
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FACUS

ENGINEERING & SURVEYING, LLC

2026 Opening Year Traffic Analysis

FOCUS ENGINEERING & SURVEYING 80 EAST & CENTER STREET DEVELOPMENT TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY




HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2026 Opening Year AM

1: Main Street & Center Street 80 East & Center Street Development
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations LT LT

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 692 12 26 647 6

Future Volume (Veh/h) 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 692 12 26 647 6

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 092 09 092 092 092 092 092 092

Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 752 13 28 703 7

Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (ft/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type TWLTL TWLTL

Median storage veh) 2 2

Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1154 1544 355 1182 1540 382 710 765
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 762 762 774 774

vC2, stage 2 conf vol 392 781 408 766

vCu, unblocked vol 1154 1544 355 1182 1540 382 710 765
tC, single (s) 75 6.5 6.9 75 6.5 6.9 4.1 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s) 6.5 55 6.5 5.5

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 22 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 100 100 100 100 100 99 97
cM capacity (veh/h) 316 285 641 315 293 616 885 844
Direction, Lane # NB1 NB2 NB3 SB1 SB2 SB3

Volume Total 8 501 264 28 469 241

Volume Left 8 0 0 28 0 0

Volume Right 0 0 13 0 0 7

cSH 885 1700 1700 844 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.01 029 016 003 028 0.14

Queue Length 95th (ft) 1 0 0 3 0 0

Control Delay (s) 9.1 0.0 0.0 9.4 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS A A

Approach Delay (s) 0.1 0.4

Approach LOS

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.2

Intersection Capacity Utilization 24.9% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM 6th AWSC 2026 Opening Year AM

2: 100 East & Center Street 80 East & Center Street Development
Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh 6.9

Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations & % if T )

Traffic Vol, veh/h 4 10 10 3 0 4 0 0 0 0 2 0
Future Vol, veh/h 4 10 10 3 0 4 0 0 0 0 2 0
Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 4 11 11 3 0 4 0 0 0 0 2 0
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0
Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 2 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 1 2
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 2 1

HCM Control Delay 6.9 7.1 0 7
HCMLOS A A - A

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 WBLn1 WBLn2 SBLn1

Vol Left, % 0% 17% 100% 0% 0%

Vol Thru, % 100%  42% 0% 0% 100%

Vol Right, % 0%  42% 0% 100% 0%

Sign Control Stop Stop Stop  Stop  Stop

Traffic Vol by Lane 0 24 3 4 2

LT Vol 0 4 3 0 0

Through Vol 0 10 0 0 2

RT Vol 0 10 0 4 0

Lane Flow Rate 0 26 3 4 2

Geometry Grp 2 4a 5 5 2

Degree of Util (X) 0 0.028 0.005 0.005 0.002

Departure Headway (Hd) 3.994 3827 505 385 3.992

Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Cap 0 941 712 934 898

Service Time 2.009 1.829 2753 1.553 2.007

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0 0.028 0.004 0.004 0.002

HCM Control Delay 7 6.9 7.8 6.6 7

HCM Lane LOS N A A A A

HCM 95th-tile Q 0 0.1 0 0 0

Synchro 11 Report
Page 3

Page 199 of 248



HCM 6th TWSC

3: 100 East & 100 South

2026 Opening Year AM
80 East & Center Street Development

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 2.8

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations Fi oS Fi 8 Fi 8 Py

Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 16 3 0 22 0 0 0 4 5 1 10

Future Vol, veh/h 0 16 3 0 22 0 0 0 4 5 1 10

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop

RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None

Storage Length - - - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - 0 0 - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92

Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Mvmt Flow 0 17 3 0 24 0 0 0 4 5 1 11

Major/Minor Maijor1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2

Conflicting Flow All 24 0 0 20 0 0 49 43 19 45 44 24
Stage 1 - - - 19 19 24 24 -
Stage 2 - - - - 30 24 -2 20 -

Critical Hdwy 4.12 - 412 - 712 652 622 712 6.52 6.22

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - 6.12 552 6.12 552 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 6.12 5.52 6.12 552 -

Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - 2218 - 3518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1591 - 1596 - 951 849 1059 957 848 1052
Stage 1 - - - 1000 880 - 994 875 -
Stage 2 - - - - 987 875 998 879 -

Platoon blocked, % - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1591 - 1596 - 941 849 1059 953 848 1052

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - 941 849 - 953 848 -
Stage 1 - - - - 1000 880 994 875 -
Stage 2 - 976 875 994 879

Approach EB WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 8.4 8.6

HCM LOS A A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1

Capacity (veh/h) 1059 1591 - - 1596 - - 1004

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.004 - - - - - 0.017

HCM Control Delay (s) 8.4 0 - 0 - 86

HCM Lane LOS A A A - - A

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 0 - 0 - 041
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2026 Opening Year PM

1: Main Street & Center Street 80 E Center Street
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations LT LT

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 0 0 0 44 974 3 45 1027 119

Future Volume (Veh/h) 0 0 0 0 0 0 44 974 3 45 1027 119

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 092 09 092 092 092 092 092 092

Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 43 1059 3 49 1116 129

Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (ft/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type TWLTL TWLTL

Median storage veh) 2 2

Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1904 2436 622 1812 2500 531 1245 1062
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 1278 1278 1156 1156

vC2, stage 2 conf vol 626 1158 656 1343

vCu, unblocked vol 1904 2436 622 1812 2500 531 1245 1062
tC, single (s) 75 6.5 6.9 75 6.5 6.9 4.1 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s) 6.5 55 6.5 5.5

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 22 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 100 100 100 100 100 91 92
cM capacity (veh/h) 146 143 429 166 128 493 555 652
Direction, Lane # NB1 NB2 NB3 SB1 SB2 SB3

Volume Total 48 706 356 49 744 501

Volume Left 48 0 0 49 0 0

Volume Right 0 0 3 0 0 129

cSH 555 1700 1700 652 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 009 042 0.21 008 044 029

Queue Length 95th (ft) 7 0 0 6 0 0

Control Delay (s) 12.1 0.0 0.0 11.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS B B

Approach Delay (s) 0.5 0.4

Approach LOS

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 40.7% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM 6th AWSC

2026 Opening Year PM

2: 100 East & Center Street 80 E Center Street
Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh 7.2

Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations & % if T )

Traffic Vol, veh/h 8 26 13 3 0 6 0 7 2 7 7 0
Future Vol, veh/h 8 26 13 3 0 6 0 7 2 7 7 0
Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 9 28 14 3 0 7 0 8 2 8 8 0
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0
Approach EB WB NB SB

Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB

Opposing Lanes 2 1 1 1

Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB

Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 1 2

Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB

Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 2 1

HCM Control Delay 7.2 7 7 7.3

HCM LOS A A A A

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 WBLn1 WBLn2 SBLn1

Vol Left, % 0% 17% 100% 0%  50%

Vol Thru, % 78%  55% 0% 0%  50%

Vol Right, % 22%  28% 0% 100% 0%

Sign Control Stop Stop Stop  Stop  Stop

Traffic Vol by Lane 9 47 3 6 14

LT Vol 0 8 3 0 7

Through Vol 7 26 0 0 7

RT Vol 2 13 0 6 0

Lane Flow Rate 10 51 3 7 15

Geometry Grp 2 4a 5 5 2

Degree of Util (X) 0.011 0.056 0.005 0.007 0.018

Departure Headway (Hd) 3917 3955 5105 3.904 4.146

Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Cap 912 908 703 918 863

Service Time 1947 1969 2823 1.622 2175

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.011 0.056 0.004 0.008 0.017

HCM Control Delay 7 7.2 7.8 6.6 7.3

HCM Lane LOS A A A A A

HCM 95th-tile Q 0 0.2 0 0 0.1
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HCM 6th TWSC

3: 100 East & 100 South

2026 Opening Year PM

80 E Center Street

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 41

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations Fi oS Fi 8 Fi 8 Py

Traffic Vol, veh/h 10 9 5 1 24 1 5 0 2 1M 3 6

Future Vol, veh/h 10 9 5 1 24 1 5 0 2 11 3 6

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop

RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None

Storage Length - - - - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - 0 0 - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 9

Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Mvmt Flow 11 10 5 1 26 1 5 0 2 12 3 7

Major/Minor Maijor1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2

Conflicting Flow All 27 0 0 15 0 0 69 64 13 65 66 27
Stage 1 - - - - 35 35 29 29 -
Stage 2 - - 34 29 - 36 37 -

Critical Hdwy 4.12 - 412 - 712 652 622 712 6.52 6.22

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - 6.12 552 6.12 552 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 6.12 5.52 6.12 552 -

Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - 2218 - 3518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1587 - 1603 - - 923 827 1067 929 825 1048
Stage 1 - - - 981 866 - 988 871 -
Stage 2 - - - 982 871 980 864 -

Platoon blocked, % -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1587 - 1603 - 909 820 1067 922 818 1048

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - 909 820 - 922 818 -
Stage 1 - - - 974 860 981 870 -
Stage 2 - 971 870 971 858

Approach EB WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 3 0.3 8.8 8.9

HCM LOS A A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1

Capacity (veh/h) 949 1587 - 1603 - 938

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.008 0.007 - - 0.001 - - 0.023

HCM Control Delay (s) 88 73 0 - 712 0 - 89

HCM Lane LOS A A A - A A - A

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 0 - - 0 - - 041
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F3CUS

ENGINEERING & SURVEYING, LLC

2026 Opening Year with Project Traffic Analysis

FOCUS ENGINEERING & SURVEYING 80 EAST & CENTER STREET DEVELOPMENT TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY




HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2026 Opening Year w Project AM

1: Main Street & Center Street 80 East & Center Street Development
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations LT LT

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 692 12 29 647 6

Future Volume (Veh/h) 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 692 12 29 647 6

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 092 09 092 092 092 092 092 092

Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 752 13 32 703 7

Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (ft/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type TWLTL TWLTL

Median storage veh) 2 2

Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1162 1552 355 1190 1548 382 710 765
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 770 770 774 774

vC2, stage 2 conf vol 392 781 416 774

vCu, unblocked vol 1162 1552 355 1190 1548 382 710 765
tC, single (s) 75 6.5 6.9 75 6.5 6.9 4.1 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s) 6.5 55 6.5 5.5

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 22 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 100 100 100 100 100 99 96
cM capacity (veh/h) 311 282 641 314 290 616 885 844
Direction, Lane # NB1 NB2 NB3 SB1 SB2 SB3

Volume Total 8 501 264 32 469 241

Volume Left 8 0 0 32 0 0

Volume Right 0 0 13 0 0 7

cSH 885 1700 1700 844 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.01 029 016 004 028 0.14

Queue Length 95th (ft) 1 0 0 3 0 0

Control Delay (s) 9.1 0.0 0.0 9.4 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS A A

Approach Delay (s) 0.1 0.4

Approach LOS

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.2

Intersection Capacity Utilization 27.4% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM 6th AWSC

2: 100 East & Center Street

2026 Opening Year w Project AM
80 East & Center Street Development

Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh 7

Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations & % if T )

Traffic Vol, veh/h 4 10 13 4 0 4 0 10 1 0 8 0
Future Vol, veh/h 4 10 13 4 0 4 0 10 1 0 8 0
Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 4 11 14 4 0 4 0 11 1 0 9 0
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0
Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 2 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 1 2
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 2 1

HCM Control Delay 7 7.2 7 7.1

HCM LOS A A A A

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 WBLn1 WBLn2 SBLn1

Vol Left, % 0%  15% 100% 0% 0%

Vol Thru, % 91%  37% 0% 0% 100%

Vol Right, % 9%  48% 0% 100% 0%

Sign Control Stop Stop Stop  Stop  Stop

Traffic Vol by Lane 11 27 4 4 8

LT Vol 0 4 4 0 0

Through Vol 10 10 0 0 8

RT Vol 1 13 0 4 0

Lane Flow Rate 12 29 4 4 9

Geometry Grp 2 4a 5 5 2

Degree of Util (X) 0.013 0.031 0.006 0.005 0.01

Departure Headway (Hd) 3.952 3819 5086 3.885 4.009

Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Cap 907 941 706 924 894

Service Time 1969 1.829 2797 1596 2.026

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.013 0.031 0.006 0.004 0.01

HCM Control Delay 7 7 7.8 6.6 7.1

HCM Lane LOS A A A A A

HCM 95th-tile Q 0 0.1 0 0 0
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HCM 6th TWSC

3: 100 East & 100 South

2026 Opening Year w Project AM
80 East & Center Street Development

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 3.7

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations Fi oS Fi 8 Fi 8 Py

Traffic Vol, veh/h 6 16 3 0 22 1 0 0 4 6 1 17

Future Vol, veh/h 6 16 3 0 22 1 0 0 4 6 1 17

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop

RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None

Storage Length - - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - 0 0 - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - 0 - - 0

Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 9

Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Mvmt Flow 717 3 0 24 1 0 0 4 7 1 18

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2

Conflicting Flow All 25 0 0 20 0 0 67 58 19 60 59 25
Stage 1 - - - - 33 33 25 25 -
Stage 2 - - - - 34 25 - 3% 34 -

Critical Hdwy 412 - 412 - 712 652 622 712 652 6.22

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - 6.12 5.52 6.12 5.52 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - 612 552 6.12 5.52 -

Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - 2.218 - - 3518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1589 - 1596 - 926 833 1059 936 832 1051
Stage 1 - - - - 983 868 - 993 874 -
Stage 2 - - - - 982 874 981 867 -

Platoon blocked, % - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1589 - 1596 - 906 830 1059 929 829 1051

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - 906 830 - 929 829 -
Stage 1 - - - - 979 865 989 874 -
Stage 2 - 964 874 973 864 -

Approach EB WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 1.7 0 8.4 8.7

HCM LOS A A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1

Capacity (veh/h) 1059 1589 - 1596 - 1007

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.004 0.004 - - - - 0.026

HCM Control Delay (s) 84 73 0 - 0 - 87

HCM Lane LOS A A A - A - A

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 0 - - 0 - 041

Synchro 11 Report
Page 5

Page 207 of 248



HCM 6th TWSC

4: 100 East & Main Access

2026 Opening Year w Project AM
80 East & Center Street Development

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 4.2
Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations L d P
Traffic Vol, veh/h 11 8 7 0 15 10
Future Vol, veh/h 11 8 7 0 15 10
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 0
Grade, % 0 - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 12 9 8 0 16 N
Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 38 22 27 0 - 0
Stage 1 22 - - - - -
Stage 2 16 - -
Critical Hdwy 642 622 4.12 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.42 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.42 - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 3.318 2.218
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 974 1055 1587 -
Stage 1 1001 - -
Stage 2 1007 - -
Platoon blocked, %
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 969 1055 1587 -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 969 - -
Stage 1 996 - -
Stage 2 1007
Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay,s 8.7 7.3 0
HCM LOS A
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBTEBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1587 - 1003 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.005 - 0.021
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.3 0 87 -
HCM Lane LOS A A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 041 -
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2026 Opening Year w Project PM

1: Main Street & Center Street 80 E Center Street
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations LT LT

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 0 0 0 44 974 3 53 1027 119

Future Volume (Veh/h) 0 0 0 0 0 0 44 974 3 53 1027 119

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 092 09 092 092 092 092 092 092

Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 43 1059 3 58 1116 129

Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (ft/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type TWLTL TWLTL

Median storage veh) 2 2

Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1922 2454 622 1830 2518 531 1245 1062
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 1296 1296 1156 1156

vC2, stage 2 conf vol 626 1158 674 1361

vCu, unblocked vol 1922 2454 622 1830 2518 531 1245 1062
tC, single (s) 75 6.5 6.9 75 6.5 6.9 4.1 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s) 6.5 55 6.5 5.5

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 22 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 100 100 100 100 100 91 91
cM capacity (veh/h) 141 137 429 164 124 493 555 652
Direction, Lane # NB1 NB2 NB3 SB1 SB2 SB3

Volume Total 48 706 356 58 744 501

Volume Left 48 0 0 58 0 0

Volume Right 0 0 3 0 0 129

cSH 555 1700 1700 652 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 009 042 0.21 009 044 029

Queue Length 95th (ft) 7 0 0 7 0 0

Control Delay (s) 12.1 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS B B

Approach Delay (s) 0.5 0.5

Approach LOS

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 42.2% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM 6th AWSC

2026 Opening Year w Project PM

2: 100 East & Center Street 80 E Center Street
Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh 7.3

Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations & 1|'i i 2 4

Traffic Vol, veh/h 8 26 21 5 0 6 0 27 4 7 22 0
Future Vol, veh/h 8 26 21 5 0 6 0 27 4 7 22 0
Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 09 09 09 09 09 09 092 092 09
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 9 28 23 5 0 7 0 29 4 8 24 0
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0
Approach EB WB NB SB

Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB

Opposing Lanes 2 1 1 1

Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB

Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 1 2

Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB

Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 2 1

HCM Control Delay 7.3 7.3 7.2 7.3

HCMLOS A A A A

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 WBLn1 WBLn2 SBLn1

Vol Left, % 0%  15% 100% 0%  24%

Vol Thru, % 87%  47% 0% 0%  76%

Vol Right, % 13%  38% 0% 100% 0%

Sign Control Stop Stop Stop  Stop  Stop

Traffic Vol by Lane 31 55 5 6 29

LT Vol 0 8 5 0 7

Through Vol 27 26 0 0 22

RT Vol 4 21 0 6 0

Lane Flow Rate 34 60 5 7 32

Geometry Grp 2 4a 5 5 2

Degree of Util (X) 0.037 0.066 0.008 0.007 0.036

Departure Headway (Hd) 4004 3.957 5179 3977 4132

Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Cap 891 903 690 897 864

Service Time 2.044 199 2917 1715 2171

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.038 0.066 0.007 0.008 0.037

HCM Control Delay 7.2 7.3 8 6.7 7.3

HCM Lane LOS A A A A A

HCM 95th-tile Q 0.1 0.2 0 0 0.1
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HCM 6th TWSC

3: 100 East & 100 South

2026 Opening Year w Project PM

80 E Center Street

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 5.2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations Fi oS Fi 8 Fi 8 Py

Traffic Vol, veh/h 24 9 5 1 24 3 5 0 2 13 3 19

Future Vol, veh/h 24 9 5 1 24 3 5 0 2 13 3 19

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop

RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None

Storage Length - - - - - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - 0 0 - - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 9

Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Mvmt Flow 26 10 5 1 26 3 5 0 2 14 3 2

Major/Minor Maijor1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2

Conflicting Flow All 29 0 0 15 0 0 107 9% 13 9% 97 28
Stage 1 - - - - 65 65 - 30 30 -
Stage 2 - - 42 3 - 66 67 -

Critical Hdwy 4.12 - 412 - 712 652 622 712 6.52 6.22

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - 6.12 552 6.12 552 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 6.12 5.52 6.12 552 -

Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - 2218 - 3518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1584 - 1603 - - 872 794 1067 887 793 1047
Stage 1 - - - 946 841 - 987 870 -
Stage 2 - - - 972 869 945 839 -

Platoon blocked, % -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1584 - 1603 - 841 780 1067 873 779 1047

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - 841 780 - 873 779 -
Stage 1 - - - 930 827 970 869 -
Stage 2 - 948 868 927 825 -

Approach EB WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay,s 4.6 0.3 9.1 9

HCM LOS A A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1

Capacity (veh/h) 895 1584 - 1603 - 949

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.009 0.016 - - 0.001 - 0.04

HCM Control Delay (s) 91 73 0 - 12 0 - 9

HCM Lane LOS A A A - A A - A

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 01 - - 0 - - 041
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HCM 6th TWSC

4: 100 East & Main Access

2026 Opening Year w Project PM

80 E Center Street

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 41
Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations L d P
Traffic Vol, veh/h 22 15 16 9 23 25
Future Vol, veh/h 22 15 16 9 23 25
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 : 0 0
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 24 16 17 10 25 27
Major/Minor Minor2 Maijor1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 8 39 52 0 - 0
Stage 1 39 - - - - -
Stage 2 44 - -
Critical Hdwy 642 622 4.12 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.42 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.42 - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 3.318 2.218
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 919 1033 1554 -
Stage 1 983 - -
Stage 2 978 - -
Platoon blocked, %
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 909 1033 1554 -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 909 - -
Stage 1 972 - -
Stage 2 978
Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay,s 8.9 4.7 0
HCM LOS A
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBTEBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1554 - 955 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.011 - 0.042
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.3 0 89 -
HCM Lane LOS A A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 041 -
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2031 Future Year AM

1: Main Street & Center Street 80 East & Center Street Development
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations LT LT

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 764 14 28 714 7

Future Volume (Veh/h) 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 764 14 28 714 7

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 092 09 092 092 092 092 092 092

Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 830 15 30 776 8

Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (ft/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type TWLTL TWLTL

Median storage veh) 2 2

Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1273 1703 392 1304 1700 422 784 845
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 840 840 856 856

vC2, stage 2 conf vol 433 863 448 844

vCu, unblocked vol 1273 1703 392 1304 1700 422 784 845
tC, single (s) 75 6.5 6.9 75 6.5 6.9 4.1 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s) 6.5 55 6.5 5.5

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 22 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 100 100 100 100 100 99 96
cM capacity (veh/h) 282 255 607 281 263 580 830 787
Direction, Lane # NB1 NB2 NB3 SB1 SB2 SB3

Volume Total 9 553 292 30 517 267

Volume Left 9 0 0 30 0 0

Volume Right 0 0 15 0 0 8

cSH 830 1700 1700 787 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.01 033 017 004 030 0.16

Queue Length 95th (ft) 1 0 0 3 0 0

Control Delay (s) 9.4 0.0 0.0 9.8 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS A A

Approach Delay (s) 0.1 0.4

Approach LOS

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.2

Intersection Capacity Utilization 26.6% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15

Synchro 11 Report
Page 1

Page 214 of 248



HCM 6th AWSC 2031 Future Year AM

2: 100 East & Center Street 80 East & Center Street Development
Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh 7

Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations & % if T )

Traffic Vol, veh/h 5 11 11 3 0 5 0 0 0 0 2 0
Future Vol, veh/h 5 11 11 3 0 5 0 0 0 0 2 0
Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 5 12 12 3 0 5 0 0 0 0 2 0
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0
Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 2 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 1 2
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 2 1

HCM Control Delay 7 7.1 0 7
HCMLOS A A - A

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 WBLn1 WBLn2 SBLn1

Vol Left, % 0%  19% 100% 0% 0%

Vol Thru, % 100%  41% 0% 0% 100%

Vol Right, % 0%  41% 0% 100% 0%

Sign Control Stop Stop Stop  Stop  Stop

Traffic Vol by Lane 0 27 3 5 2

LT Vol 0 5 3 0 0

Through Vol 0 11 0 0 2

RT Vol 0 11 0 5 0

Lane Flow Rate 0 29 3 5 2

Geometry Grp 2 4a 5 5 2

Degree of Util (X) 0 0.031 0.005 0.006 0.002

Departure Headway (Hd) 4001 3.837 5052 3.852 3.999

Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Cap 0 938 712 934 897

Service Time 2017 184 2755 1554 2.015

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0 0.031 0.004 0.005 0.002

HCM Control Delay 7 7 7.8 6.6 7

HCM Lane LOS N A A A A

HCM 95th-tile Q 0 0.1 0 0 0
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HCM 6th TWSC

3: 100 East & 100 South

2031 Future Year AM
80 East & Center Street Development

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 29

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations Fi oS Fi 8 Fi 8 Py

Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 18 3 0 25 0 0 0 5 6 1 11

Future Vol, veh/h 0 18 3 0 25 0 0 0 5 6 1 11

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop

RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None

Storage Length - - - - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - 0 0 - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 - 0 0 - - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 9

Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Mvmt Flow 0 20 3 0 27 0 0 0 5 7 1 12

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2

Conflicting Flow All 27 0 0 23 0 0 56 49 22 51 50 27
Stage 1 - - - - 2 22 21 271 -
Stage 2 - - - 4 27 - 24 23 -

Critical Hdwy 4.12 - 412 - 712 652 622 712 6.52 6.22

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - 6.12 5.52 6.12 5.52 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 6.12 5.52 6.12 552 -

Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - 2218 - 3518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1587 - 1592 - - 941 843 1055 948 841 1048
Stage 1 - - - 99%6 877 - 990 873 -
Stage 2 - - - 982 873 994 876 -

Platoon blocked, % -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1587 - 1592 - 930 843 1055 943 841 1048

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - 930 843 - 943 841 -
Stage 1 - - - 99%6 877 990 873 -
Stage 2 - 970 873 989 876

Approach EB WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 8.4 8.7

HCM LOS A A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1

Capacity (veh/h) 1055 1587 - 1592 - 997

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.005 - - 0.02

HCM Control Delay (s) 8.4 0 - 0 - 87

HCM Lane LOS A A A A

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 0 - 0 - 041
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2031 Future Year PM

1: Main Street & Center Street 80 E Center Street
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations LT LT

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 0 0 0 43 1075 3 50 1134 132

Future Volume (Veh/h) 0 0 0 0 0 0 43 1075 3 50 1134 132

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 092 09 092 092 092 092 092 092

Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 52 1168 3 54 1233 143

Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (ft/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type TWLTL TWLTL

Median storage veh) 2 2

Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 2100 2688 688 1998 2758 586 1376 1171
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 1412 1412 1274 1274

vC2, stage 2 conf vol 688 1275 724 1484

vCu, unblocked vol 2100 2688 688 1998 2758 586 1376 1171
tC, single (s) 75 6.5 6.9 75 6.5 6.9 4.1 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s) 6.5 55 6.5 5.5

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 22 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 100 100 100 100 100 89 91
cM capacity (veh/h) 119 116 389 138 100 454 494 592
Direction, Lane # NB1 NB2 NB3 SB1 SB2 SB3

Volume Total 52 779 392 54 822 554

Volume Left 52 0 0 54 0 0

Volume Right 0 0 3 0 0 143

cSH 494 1700 1700 592 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.11 046 023 009 048 0.33

Queue Length 95th (ft) 9 0 0 7 0 0

Control Delay (s) 13.1 0.0 0.0 11.7 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS B B

Approach Delay (s) 0.6 0.4

Approach LOS

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 44.9% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM 6th AWSC

2031 Future Year PM

2: 100 East & Center Street 80 E Center Street
Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh 7.2

Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations & 1|'i i 2 4

Traffic Vol, veh/h 9 28 15 3 0 7 0 8 2 8 8 0
Future Vol, veh/h 9 28 15 3 0 7 0 8 2 8 8 0
Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 10 30 16 3 0 8 0 9 2 9 9 0
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0
Approach EB WB NB SB

Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB

Opposing Lanes 2 1 1 1

Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB

Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 1 2

Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB

Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 2 1

HCM Control Delay 7.2 7.1 7 7.3

HCMLOS A A A A

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 WBLn1 WBLn2 SBLn1

Vol Left, % 0% 17% 100% 0%  50%

Vol Thru, % 80%  54% 0% 0%  50%

Vol Right, % 20%  29% 0% 100% 0%

Sign Control Stop Stop Stop  Stop  Stop

Traffic Vol by Lane 10 52 3 7 16

LT Vol 0 9 3 0 8

Through Vol 8 28 0 0 8

RT Vol 2 15 0 7 0

Lane Flow Rate 1 57 3 8 17

Geometry Grp 2 4a 5 5 2

Degree of Util (X) 0.012 0.062 0.005 0.008 0.02

Departure Headway (Hd) 3.943 3953 5.111 391 4.158

Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Cap 906 908 702 916 860

Service Time 1976 1969 2832 1.631 2189

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.012 0.063 0.004 0.009 0.02

HCM Control Delay 7 7.2 7.9 6.7 7.3

HCM Lane LOS A A A A A

HCM 95th-tile Q 0 0.2 0 0 0.1
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HCM 6th TWSC

3: 100 East & 100 South

2031 Future Year PM

80 E Center Street

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 4.2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations Fi oS Fi 8 Fi 8 Py

Traffic Vol, veh/h 11 10 6 1 27 1 6 0 2 12 3 7

Future Vol, veh/h 11 10 6 1 27 1 6 0 2 12 3 7

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop

RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None

Storage Length - - - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - 0 0 - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 9

Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Mvmt Flow 12 11 7 1 29 1 7 0 2 13 3 8

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2

Conflicting Flow All 30 0 0 18 0 0 76 71 15 72 74 30
Stage 1 - - - - 39 39 32 32 -
Stage 2 - - 37 32 - 40 42 -

Critical Hdwy 4.12 - 412 - 712 652 622 712 6.52 6.22

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - 6.12 5.52 6.12 5.52 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - 612 552 6.12 5.52 -

Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - 2.218 - 3518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1583 - 1599 - 914 819 1065 919 816 1044
Stage 1 - - - 976 862 - 984 868 -
Stage 2 - - - 978 868 975 860 -

Platoon blocked, % -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1583 - 1599 - 898 812 1065 911 809 1044

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - 898 812 - 911 809 -
Stage 1 - - - 968 855 976 867 -
Stage 2 - 966 867 965 853

Approach EB WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 3 0.3 8.9 9

HCM LOS A A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1

Capacity (veh/h) 935 1583 - 1599 - 933

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.009 0.008 - - 0.001 - - 0.026

HCM Control Delay (s) 89 73 0 - 73 0 - 9

HCM Lane LOS A A A A A - A

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 0 - - 0 - - 041
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2031 Future Year w Project AM

1: Main Street & Center Street 80 East & Center Street Development
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations LT LT

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 764 14 31 714 7

Future Volume (Veh/h) 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 764 14 31 714 7

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 092 09 092 092 092 092 092 092

Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 830 15 34 776 8

Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (ft/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type TWLTL TWLTL

Median storage veh) 2 2

Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1281 1711 392 1312 1708 422 784 845
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 848 848 856 856

vC2, stage 2 conf vol 433 863 456 852

vCu, unblocked vol 1281 1711 392 1312 1708 422 784 845
tC, single (s) 75 6.5 6.9 75 6.5 6.9 4.1 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s) 6.5 55 6.5 5.5

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 22 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 100 100 100 100 100 99 96
cM capacity (veh/h) 277 252 607 280 261 580 830 787
Direction, Lane # NB1 NB2 NB3 SB1 SB2 SB3

Volume Total 9 553 292 34 517 267

Volume Left 9 0 0 34 0 0

Volume Right 0 0 15 0 0 8

cSH 830 1700 1700 787 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.01 033 017 004 030 0.16

Queue Length 95th (ft) 1 0 0 3 0 0

Control Delay (s) 9.4 0.0 0.0 9.8 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS A A

Approach Delay (s) 0.1 0.4

Approach LOS

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.2

Intersection Capacity Utilization 29.1% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM 6th AWSC

2: 100 East & Center Street

2031 Future Year w Project AM

80 East & Center Street Development

Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh 7

Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations & % if T )

Traffic Vol, veh/h 5 11 14 4 0 5 0 10 1 0 8 0
Future Vol, veh/h 5 11 14 4 0 5 0 10 1 0 8 0
Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 5 12 15 4 0 5 0 11 1 0 9 0
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0
Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 2 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 1 2
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 2 1

HCM Control Delay 7 7.1 7 7.1

HCM LOS A A A A

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 WBLn1 WBLn2 SBLn1

Vol Left, % 0% 17% 100% 0% 0%

Vol Thru, % 91%  37% 0% 0% 100%

Vol Right, % 9%  47% 0% 100% 0%

Sign Control Stop Stop Stop  Stop  Stop

Traffic Vol by Lane 11 30 4 5 8

LT Vol 0 5 4 0 0

Through Vol 10 11 0 0 8

RT Vol 1 14 0 5 0

Lane Flow Rate 12 33 4 5 9

Geometry Grp 2 4a 5 5 2

Degree of Util (X) 0.013 0.035 0.006 0.006 0.01

Departure Headway (Hd) 3.96 3832 5088 3.887 4.017

Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Cap 905 938 706 924 892

Service Time 1979 1842 2799 1598 2.036

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.013 0.035 0.006 0.005 0.01

HCM Control Delay 7 7 7.8 6.6 7.1

HCM Lane LOS A A A A A

HCM 95th-tile Q 0 0.1 0 0 0
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HCM 6th TWSC

3: 100 East & 100 South

2031 Future Year w Project AM
80 East & Center Street Development

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 3.7

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations Fi oS Fi 8 Fi 8 Py

Traffic Vol, veh/h 6 18 3 0 25 1 0 0 5 7 1 18

Future Vol, veh/h 6 18 3 0 25 1 0 0 5 7 1 18

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop

RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None

Storage Length - - - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - 0 0 - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 - 0 0 - - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 9

Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Mvmt Flow 7 20 3 0 27 1 0 0 5 8 1 20

Major/Minor Maijor1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2

Conflicting Flow All 28 0 0 23 0 0 74 64 22 66 65 28
Stage 1 - - - 36 36 28 28 -
Stage 2 - - - - 38 28 - 38 37 -

Critical Hdwy 4.12 - 412 - 712 652 622 712 6.52 6.22

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - 6.12 552 6.12 552 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 6.12 5.52 6.12 552 -

Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - 2218 - 3518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1585 - 1592 - - 916 827 1055 927 826 1047
Stage 1 - - - - 980 865 - 989 872 -
Stage 2 - - - - 977 872 977 864 -

Platoon blocked, % - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1585 - 1592 - 895 824 1055 920 823 1047

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - 895 824 - 920 823 -
Stage 1 - - - - 976 862 985 872 -
Stage 2 - 958 872 968 861

Approach EB WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay,s 1.6 0 8.4 8.7

HCM LOS A A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1

Capacity (veh/h) 1055 1585 - - 1592 - 999

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.005 0.004 - - - - 0.028

HCM Control Delay (s) 84 73 0 - 0 - 87

HCM Lane LOS A A A - A - A

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 0 - - 0 - 041
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HCM 6th TWSC

4: 100 East & Main Access

2031 Future Year w Project AM
80 East & Center Street Development

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 4.2
Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations L d P
Traffic Vol, veh/h 11 8 7 0 16 10
Future Vol, veh/h 11 8 7 0 16 10
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 : 0 0
Grade, % 0 - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 12 9 8 0o 17 1"
Major/Minor Minor2 Maijor1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 39 23 28 0 - 0
Stage 1 23 - - - - -
Stage 2 16 - -
Critical Hdwy 642 622 4.12 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.42 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.42 - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 3.318 2.218
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 973 1054 1585 -
Stage 1 1000 - -
Stage 2 1007 - -
Platoon blocked, %
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 968 1054 1585 -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 968 - -
Stage 1 995 - -
Stage 2 1007
Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay,s 8.7 7.3 0
HCM LOS A
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBTEBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1585 - 1002 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.005 - 0.021
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.3 0 87 -
HCM Lane LOS A A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 041 -
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2031 Future Year w Project PM

1: Main Street & Center Street 80 E Center Street
A ey ¢ ANt 2 M4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations LT LT

Traffic Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 0 0 0 43 1075 3 58 1134 132

Future Volume (Veh/h) 0 0 0 0 0 0 43 1075 3 58 1134 132

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 092 09 092 092 092 092 092 092

Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 0 0 0 0 52 1168 3 63 1233 143

Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (ft/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type TWLTL TWLTL

Median storage veh) 2 2

Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 2118 2706 688 2016 2776 586 1376 1171
vC1, stage 1 conf vol 1430 1430 1274 1274

vC2, stage 2 conf vol 688 1275 742 1502

vCu, unblocked vol 2118 2706 688 2016 2776 586 1376 1171
tC, single (s) 75 6.5 6.9 75 6.5 6.9 4.1 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s) 6.5 55 6.5 5.5

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 22 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 100 100 100 100 100 89 89
cM capacity (veh/h) 114 110 389 136 96 454 494 592
Direction, Lane # NB1 NB2 NB3 SB1 SB2 SB3

Volume Total 52 779 392 63 822 554

Volume Left 52 0 0 63 0 0

Volume Right 0 0 3 0 0 143

cSH 494 1700 1700 592 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.11 046 023 0.11 048  0.33

Queue Length 95th (ft) 9 0 0 9 0 0

Control Delay (s) 13.1 0.0 0.0 11.8 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS B B

Approach Delay (s) 0.6 0.5

Approach LOS

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 45.6% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM 6th AWSC

2031 Future Year w Project PM

2: 100 East & Center Street 80 E Center Street
Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh 7.3

Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations & % if T )

Traffic Vol, veh/h 9 28 23 5 0 7 0 28 4 8 23 0
Future Vol, veh/h 9 28 23 5 0 7 0 28 4 8 23 0
Peak Hour Factor 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092 092
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 10 30 25 5 0 8 0 30 4 9 25 0
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0
Approach EB WB NB SB

Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB

Opposing Lanes 2 1 1 1

Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB

Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 1 2

Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB

Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 2 1

HCM Control Delay 7.3 7.3 7.2 74

HCMLOS A A A A

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 WBLn1 WBLn2 SBLn1

Vol Left, % 0%  15% 100% 0%  26%

Vol Thru, % 88%  47% 0% 0%  74%

Vol Right, % 12%  38% 0% 100% 0%

Sign Control Stop Stop Stop  Stop  Stop

Traffic Vol by Lane 32 60 5 7 31

LT Vol 0 9 5 0 8

Through Vol 28 28 0 0 23

RT Vol 4 23 0 7 0

Lane Flow Rate 35 65 5 8 34

Geometry Grp 2 4a 5 5 2

Degree of Util (X) 0.039 0.072 0.008 0.008 0.039

Departure Headway (Hd) 402 3964 5183 3986 4.147

Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Cap 887 901 688 894 860

Service Time 2.062 2 2931 1728 2189

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.039 0.072 0.007 0.009 0.04

HCM Control Delay 7.2 7.3 8 6.8 74

HCM Lane LOS A A A A A

HCM 95th-tile Q 0.1 0.2 0 0 0.1
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HCM 6th TWSC

3: 100 East & 100 South

2031 Future Year w Project PM

80 E Center Street

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 5.1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations Fi oS Fi 8 Fi 8 Py

Traffic Vol, veh/h 25 10 6 1 27 3 6 0 2 14 3 2

Future Vol, veh/h 25 10 6 1 27 3 6 0 2 14 3 2

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop

RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None

Storage Length - - - - - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - 0 0 - - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 - - 0

Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 9

Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Mvmt Flow 21 1 7 1 29 3 7 0 2 15 3 22

Major/Minor Maijor1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2

Conflicting Flow All 32 0 0 18 0 0 114 103 15 103 105 31
Stage 1 - - - - 69 69 - 33 33 -
Stage 2 - - - 45 34 - 70 72 -

Critical Hdwy 4.12 - 412 - 712 652 622 712 6.52 6.22

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - 6.12 5.52 6.12 5.52 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - 612 552 6.12 5.52 -

Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - 2.218 - - 3518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1580 - 1599 - 863 787 1065 877 785 1043
Stage 1 - - - - 941 837 - 983 868 -
Stage 2 - - - 969 867 940 835 -

Platoon blocked, % - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1580 - 1599 - 831 773 1065 863 771 1043

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - 831 773 - 863 7M1 -
Stage 1 - - - 925 823 966 867 -
Stage 2 - 944 866 922 821 -

Approach EB WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay,s 4.5 0.2 9.1 9

HCM LOS A A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1

Capacity (veh/h) 879 1580 - 1599 - 942

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.01 0.017 - 0.001 - - 0.043

HCM Control Delay (s) 91 73 0 - 73 0 - 9

HCM Lane LOS A A A - A A - A

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 0.1 - 0 - - 041
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HCM 6th TWSC

4: 100 East & Main Access

2031 Future Year w Project PM

80 E Center Street

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 3.9
Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations L d P
Traffic Vol, veh/h 2 15 16 10 26 25
Future Vol, veh/h 22 15 16 10 26 25
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 0
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 24 16 17 11 28 27
Major/Minor Minor2 Maijor1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 87 42 55 0 - 0
Stage 1 42 - - - - -
Stage 2 45 - -
Critical Hdwy 642 622 4.12 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.42 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.42 - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 3.318 2.218
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 914 1029 1550 -
Stage 1 980 - -
Stage 2 977 - -
Platoon blocked, %
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 904 1029 1550 -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 904 - -
Stage 1 969 - -
Stage 2 977
Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 9 45 0
HCM LOS A
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBTEBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h)

HCM Lane V/C Ratio
HCM Control Delay (s)
HCM Lane LOS

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh)

1550 - 951 :
0.011 - 0.042 -
7.3 0 9 =
A A A -

0 - 04 -
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R
CITY COUNCIL STAFF REPORT @g.‘ﬁ;
City

MEETING DATE: October 16, 2025
TYPE OF ITEM: Work Items

PRESENTED BY: Brian Johnson, Power Director

SUBJECT/AGENDA TITLE: Discussion of Electric Vehicle Charging Stations and Rates

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

Kaysville City has 16 Level 2 Electric Vehicle (EV) charging stations open to the public: four at Barnes
Park, four at Heritage Park, and eight at City Hall. These stations were originally installed using grant
funds. Up until August 2025, the costs were covered by the grant. The City of Kaysville is now
responsible for the operating costs of the charging stations, as well as the ChargePoint subscription for
the monitoring software.

The state average for a Level 2 charging station is $0.22-50.27 per kWh. Staff is proposing a minimum
per-session charge of $1.30 and a rate of $0.20 per kWh. As an incentive to remove vehicles from the

charging station once the vehicle is at full charge, staff also recommends an additional $2 per hour fee
that would begin one hour after the EV has reached a full charge.

Staff is seeking the Council’s approval to move this forward as an action item to establish an ordinance
and rate schedule for public vehicle charging stations. The proposed rate will cover the costs of the
software, ChargePoint fees, required maintenance, as well as the public and city usage.

City Council Options:
1) Move to an Action Item, 2) Table

Staff Recommendation:
Move to an Action Item

Fiscal Impact:
N/A

ATTACHMENTS:
1. Proposed_Public Electric Vehicle Charging Stations and Rates
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PUBLIC ELECTRIC VEHICLE CHARGING STATIONS AND RATES:

A. Purpose: To set the policies and procedures for charging station rates relating to the use
of City electric vehicle ("EV") charging station facilities ("charging stations") owned and operated
the City and managed by the Power Department.

B. Terms and Rules for Charging Station Use:

1. Rates Established: The rates and charges for charging stations furnished by the City to
users and consumers shall be established as set forth in this Chapter.

2. Financial Transactions: All charging station financial transactions and payments for
vehicles charging at a charging station shall be wholly managed and handled by a third-party
vendor (Charge Point). The third-party vender(s) shall receive a percentage of all fees collected
at the individual charging stations.

C. Charging Station Access:
1. Charging stations may be used by any member of the public.

2. Charging stations located within City Parks shall be unavailable for use during the hours
of eleven o’clock (11:00) P.M. to six o’clock (6:00) A.M. when the parks are closed for public
use.

3. Vehicles parked at a charging station must be connected to the charging station and in
the process of charging.

D. Charging Station Time Limits and Fees: Charging stations may have limits on the length
of time a charging customer ("Customer") may charge an EV in a certain parking space. Each
parking space at a charging station shall have charging requirements clearly posted indicating
the charging time limits for that specific charging station. It is the responsibility of the customer
to adhere to the charging requirements and time limits as posted.

1. Fees: If the charging and time requirements for a charging station are violated,
customers may be subject to a fee (assessed at the time of use) for non-compliance with the
posted requirements.

E. EV Charging Station Rates: Charging station rates assessed by the City shall be cost-
based and designed to recoup the capital and operating costs of the charging equipment, plus
the cost of electricity as determined by the relevant retail rate, plus taxes and overhead costs.
The total rate charged shall include the electricity charges, operating costs, and any applicable
third-party vendor fees, charging station rates will be posted on each charging station.

1. EV Charging Station Rates Schedule: Charging station customers will be charged per
kWh for electricity consumed based on the following rates:

EV Charging Station Rate — Level 2 Chargers $0.20/kwh
Minimum Charge / Session $1.30
Charge Time Limit fee — Starts 1 hour after EV has a full charge $2.00/hr
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R
CITY COUNCIL STAFF REPORT @g.‘ﬁ;
City

MEETING DATE: October 16, 2025
TYPE OF ITEM: Work Items

PRESENTED BY: Katie Ellis, Asst. City Attorney

SUBJECT/AGENDA TITLE: Discussion of Massage Establishment Ordinance

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

Kaysville City currently licenses various businesses under Title 16 of the City Code. However, the
existing code does not comprehensively regulate massage establishments, and its provisions regarding
business license revocation appeals is inconsistent with other city appeals.

The proposed ordinance amends Section 16-1-18 to update business license revocation appeal
procedures and creates a new Chapter 15, Massage Establishments, to establish consistent licensing,
operation, and inspection standards for massage businesses within the City.

The purpose of this amendment is to promote public health, safety, and welfare by preventing misuse
of massage therapy businesses as fronts for illegal activity such as prostitution or human trafficking,
while continuing to facilitate legitimate therapeutic massage services.

The ordinance does not apply to sole practitioners. There are approximately five massage
establishments in the city that would be required to comply with this ordinance. Key provisions
include:

e Requiring massage practitioners to hold valid state licenses from the Utah Division of
Occupational and Professional Licensing (DOPL) and all establishments to be registered with
DOPL.

e Requiring a city business license specific to massage establishments.

e Requiring property owners to sign an affidavit accepting responsibility for illegal activity.

e Setting operational and facility standards (e.g., hours of operation, display of licenses, draping
and conduct requirements).

e Establishing procedures for inspections, license denial, suspension, and revocation.

e Establishing due process and appeal rights for licensees.

This ordinance aligns local regulation with the Utah Massage Therapy Practice Act (UCA 58-47b) and
enhances the City’s ability to prevent unlawful conduct while protecting legitimate practitioners and
patrons.

Adoption of this ordinance will also require an amendment to the fee schedule to create a new fee for
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massage establishment business licenses, which will require more administrative review time.

City Council Options:

1) Move to Action as presented, 2) Amend ordinance, 3) Table the item for further discussion or
review, 4) Take no action

Staff Recommendation:
The Community Development, Police, and Legal Departments recommend approval.

Fiscal Impact:

Adoption of this ordinance is not expected to have a significant fiscal impact. Any administrative costs
associated with licensing or inspection will be covered by the existing business license fee structure
(with expected amendments specific to massage licenses). Adoption of this ordinance may reduce
future law enforcement costs by preventing illicit massage establishments within the city.

ATTACHMENTS:
1. Massage Establishments Ordinance
2. Business license fee resolution
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ORDINANCE 25- -

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING TITLE 16, CHAPTER 1, SECTION 18 REGARDING
BUSINESS LICENSE REVOCATION APPEALS; ADOPTING A NEW CHAPTER 15
INTO TITLE 16; PROVIDING FOR REPEALER; PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY;
AND PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE

WHEREAS, Kaysville City desires to allow hearings for business license revocations to meet all
constitutional due process requirements; and

WHEREAS, Kaysville City also desires to provide for the orderly regulation of certain
businesses providing massage therapy services, and

WHEREAS, Kaysville City also desires to prevent and discourage the misuse of massage
therapy as a front for human trafficking, prostitution, and related activities in violation of law by
establishing operation standards for such businesses and application review procedures with minimum
qualifications for operators and practitioners; and

WHEREAS, the Kaysville City Council finds that enacting the ordinance outlined below will
promote public health, safety, and welfare.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF KAYSVILLE,
UTAH:

SECTION I: Repealer. If any provisions of the City's Code previously adopted are inconsistent
herewith they are hereby repealed.

SECTION 1II: Amendment. Title 16, Chapter 1, Section 18 shall be amended to read as
follows:

16-1-18 Appeal.

A Llcensee whose license has been revoked shall have the right to appeal to the City-Ceuneil-or-its
city appeals authority. Any appeal must be submitted by either the Licensee
or legal counsel. The following procedures and requirements shall apply:

1. Any appeal must be submitted in writing to the City Recorder with a copy to the License Officer
within ten (10} business days of the decision from which the appeal is taken. Such appeal shall
describe in detail the nature of the appeal, the action complained of, and the grounds for
appeal.

2. Upon the request of the Licensee, within + three business days, the City will make available any
information upon which it relied in making the determination to revoke the license-

3. The Appeals Authorlty shall %e%ée—neve—aﬂ—w&&e&mfe%m&&en—s&b%m&ed—b%e—&ea&see
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54. After the ruling of the Appeals Authority, the Licensee is deemed to have exhausted all
administrative remedies with the City.

SECTION III: Enactment. Title 16, Chapter 15 shall be enacted to read as follows:

Chapter 15 — Massage Establishments

16-15-1: Findings and Purpose.

In enacting this chapter, the city recognizes that massage therapy is a professional pursuit which can offer
the public valuable health and therapeutic services, but that unless properly regulated, the practice of
massage therapy and the operation of massage businesses may be associated with unlawful activity and
pose a threat to the quality of life in the local community. It is the purpose and intent of this chapter to
provide for the orderly regulation of massage establishments and to prevent and discourage the misuse of
massage therapy as a front for human trafficking, prostitution, and related activities in violation of law, all
in the interests of the public health, safety, and welfare, by providing certain minimum building,
sanitation, and operation standards for such businesses, and by requiring certain minimum qualifications
for operators and practitioners. It is the further intent of this chapter to streamline massage business
license procedures, while still facilitating and advancing the ethical practice of massage therapy, by
relying upon the uniform statewide regulations in the Massage Therapy Practice Act in Utah Code
Annotated Title 58, Chapter 47b, as amended, and by restricting the commercial practice of massage in
the city to those persons duly licensed to practice by DOPL pursuant to that act.

16-15-2: Definitions.
The following definitions apply in this chapter:
Authorized Massage Professional -- A DOPL-licensed massage professional who is identified in a license

issued pursuant to this chapter as a person employed or retained by a massage establishment to practice
massage.

Compensation -- The payment, loan, advance, donation, contribution, deposit, exchange, or gift of money
or anything of value.

DOPL -- The Utah Division of Occupational and Professional Licensing, which is included within the
Utah Department of Commerce and is legislatively charged to administer and enforce specific laws and
regulations related to the licensing of certain occupations and professions, including massage.

DOPL-Licensed Massage Professional -- Any person currently licensed by DOPL as a massage therapist,
massage apprentice, massage assistant, or massage assistant-in-training pursuant to the Massage Therapy
Practice Act in Utah Code Annotated Title 58, Chapter 47b, as amended.

Inspector — Any law enforcement officer or city employee responsible for conducting business license
inspections.
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License Officer — The employee within the Department of Community Development that is responsible
for processing business license applications.

Massage — Has the same definition as both “massage therapy” and “bodywork™ as defined in the Massage
Therapy Practice Act in Utah Code Annotated Title 58, Chapter 47b, as amended.

Massage Establishment -- Has the same definition as found in the Massage Therapy Practice Act in Utah
Code Annotated Title 58, Chapter 47b, as amended.

Establishment Owner -- any of the following persons:

1. Any general partner of a general or limited partnership that owns a massage establishment.

2. Any person who has a ten percent or greater ownership interest in a corporation that owns a
massage establishment.

3. Any person who is a member of a limited liability company that owns a massage establishment.

Operator or Massage Establishment Operator -- Any person who is an owner or manager of a massage
establishment.

Patron -- An individual on the premises of a massage establishment for the purpose of receiving massage
therapy.

Property Owner -- The person or entity holding legal title to the real property on which a massage
establishment is located. This includes individuals, partnerships, corporations, trusts, or other entities
listed as the owner in the official records of the county recorder’s office.

Reception and Waiting Area -- An area immediately inside the main entry door of the massage
establishment dedicated to the reception and waiting of patrons or visitors of the massage establishment
and which is not a massage therapy room or otherwise used for the provision of massage therapy services.

Visitor -- Any individual not retained or employed by the massage establishment and not receiving or
waiting to receive massage therapy services, excluding law enforcement personnel or governmental
officials performing governmental business.

16-15-3: Other Permits and Authorizations Required.

The requirements of this chapter are in addition to any permits or authorizations that may be required
under other applicable laws including building, fire, zoning, and health regulations.

16-15-4: Exemptions.

1. Any individuals exempted from licensing under the Massage Therapy Practice Act in Utah Code
Annotated Title 58, Chapter 47b, as amended, shall also be exempt from the licensing
requirements of this chapter.

2. Any massage establishment exempted from registering under the Massage Therapy Practice Act
in Utah Code Annotated Title 58, Chapter 47b, as amended, shall also be exempt from the
licensing requirements of this chapter

16-15-5: DOPL License and Registration Required.

It is unlawful for any individual to practice massage therapy for compensation within the city unless that
individual is a DOPL-licensed massage professional. It is unlawful for any massage establishment to
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operate within the city unless that massage establishment has registered as a massage establishment with
DOPL.

16-15-6: Massage Business License Required—Prohibited Conduct.

1. It shall be unlawful for any establishment owner to operate that massage establishment at any
location in the city without first obtaining a massage business license. It is unlawful for a massage
establishment operator to employ or retain any person to practice massage for compensation, or to
allow any person to perform massage for compensation on the premises of a massage
establishment, unless that person is a DOPL-licensed massage professional and is identified as an
authorized massage professional on the business license application or through the notice
described in Section 16-15-10.

2. Itis unlawful for a massage establishment to operate under any name or conduct business under
any designation not specified in the massage business license issued pursuant to this chapter.

3. Itis unlawful for a massage establishment to continue to operate following the sale or transfer of
any interest in the massage establishment to a person who was not identified as an establishment
owner in the massage business license application.

16-15-7: Business License Application.

The establishment owners shall file an application for a business license on a form provided by the license
officer. The application shall be accompanied by a fee established by the city's fee schedule. The
application shall include the following information:

1. The name, address, and telephone number of the massage establishment.
2. The name, residence address, and telephone number of each establishment operator.

3. The form of business under which the applicant will be conducting the massage establishment,
i.e., corporation, general or limited partnership, limited liability company, or other form. If the
applicant is a corporation, the name of the corporation shall be set forth exactly as shown in its
articles of incorporation, together with the names and residence addresses of each of its officers,
directors, and each shareholders holding more than ten percent of the stock of the corporation. If
the applicant is a general or limited partnership, the application shall set forth the name and
residence address of each of the partners, including limited partners. If one or more of the
partners is a corporation, the provisions of this section pertaining to a corporate applicant shall
apply. If the applicant is a limited liability company, the application shall set forth the name and
residence address of each of the members. If one or more of the members is a partnership, limited
liability company, or corporation, the provisions of this section pertaining to a partnership,
limited liability company, or corporate applicant shall apply, as applicable.

4. The name, address, and telephone number of the property owner.

5. A notarized acknowledgment, on a form provided by the license officer, signed by the property
owner stating that:

a. The owner is aware a massage business is applying for a massage establishment license
on the property;

b. The owner has a duty to exercise reasonable oversight to prevent criminal activity on the
property; and
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10.

11.

12.

c. The owner may be subject to civil or criminal penalties, including a prohibition on
operating massage establishments at the property, if criminal activity occurs there.

A business plan for the proposed massage establishment, including the type of treatments to be
administered.

A copy of the client intake sheet template that will be used at the business that includes, at a
minimum, client contact information, relevant medical history, and the client’s consent and
acknowledgement.

The name of each individual who the massage establishment employs or retains to perform
massage therapy for compensation.

The name of each individual who is regularly employed or retained by the massage establishment
to perform services on the premises other than massage therapy, and the nature of their services.

For each individual who the massage establishment does or will employ or retain to perform
massage, a copy of that individual's current license from DOPL as a massage therapist, massage
apprentice, massage assistant, or massage assistant-in-training.

For each establishment operator who is a DOPL-licensed massage professional, a copy of a
current license from DOPL.

Such other information as may be required by the license officer to determine compliance with
any other eligibility requirements for issuance of the massage business license as specified by
federal, state, or local law.

16-15-8: License Issuance.

1.

The license officer shall issue a massage business license if the applicant meets the requirements
of this chapter and no grounds for denial exist under Section 16-15-9. The license officer may
impose conditions on the massage business license consistent with this chapter and applicable
law.

A massage business license issued pursuant to the terms of this chapter shall be issued for a term
not to exceed one calendar year and shall expire at midnight on the 31% day of December in the
year issued.

16-15-9: License Denial.

The license officer may deny an application for a massage business license on any of the following
grounds:

1.

The massage establishment, as proposed by the applicant, would not comply with the
requirements of this chapter.

The massage establishment, as proposed by the applicant, would not comply with any applicable
law, including building, fire, zoning, and health regulations.

The applicant has knowingly made any false, misleading or fraudulent statement of material fact
in the massage business license application.
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4. Any establishment owner, within five years immediately preceding the date of filing of the
application, has had a permit or license to practice massage or to own and/or operate a massage
establishment revoked or denied in any jurisdiction.

5. Any establishment owner who currently owns or operates a massage establishment in the city that
is not in good standing due to the existence of uncorrected violations or unpaid fines or fees
related to the property.

16-15-10: Amendments to Massage Business License.

1. Licensees must notify the license officer of new DOPL-licensed massage professionals that are
not listed on the business license application or renewal within 10 business days of the new
DOPL-licensed massage professional’s start date along with proof of the professional’s current
DOPL license.

2. Except as provided in Subsection 16-15-10.1, whenever the information provided in the
application for a massage business license on file with the city changes, the operator shall file an
application to amend the massage business license to reflect such change on a form provided by
the license officer. The application shall be accompanied by the fee established by the city's fee
schedule.

3. The application shall not be approved unless the license officer determines that the terms of the
amended massage business license comply with all requirements of this chapter and all other
local, state, and federal laws, and the massage establishment has no outstanding violations or
unpaid citations or fees. Inspection of the massage establishment may be required prior to
approval of the amendment.

4. An amendment shall not be used to change the location or establishment owner. A new massage
business license application is required for a change in location or establishment owner.

16-15-11: Referral of Massage Establishment to other Departments; Police Department
Notification.

1. Code Review: The license officer shall refer a massage establishment business license application
to the building inspection, planning, police, and fire departments within 14 calendar days of
receiving the application for review.

2. Law Enforcement: The license officer shall notify the Police Department of all approved and
denied massage business license applications.

16-16-12: Requirements for all Massage Establishment Facilities and Operations.

1. Except as otherwise specifically provided in this chapter, the following operational requirements shall
be applicable to all massage establishments located within the city:

a. No massage establishment shall be kept open for business between the hours of 10 p.m. of
one day and 8 a.m. of the following day. A massage begun any time before 10 p.m. must

nevertheless terminate at 10 p.m.

b. The hours of operation of the massage establishment shall be displayed in a front window
clearly visible from outside of the massage establishment.

c. Patrons and visitors shall only be permitted in the massage establishment during the hours of
operation.
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During the posted hours of operation, patrons shall be permitted in massage therapy rooms
only if at least one authorized massage professional is present on the premises of the massage
establishment. Patrons shall not be permitted in any employee break room on the premises.

During the hours of operation, visitors shall not be permitted in massage therapy rooms
except as follows:

i. The parents or guardian of a patron who is a minor child may be present in the
massage therapy room with that minor child,

ii. The minor child of a patron may be present in the massage therapy room with the
patron when necessary for the supervision of the child; or

iii. The conservator, aid, or other caretaker of a patron who is elderly or disabled may be
present in the massage therapy room with that elderly or disabled person.

During the hours of operation, except as otherwise provided herein, no visitors shall be
permitted in massage therapy rooms, break rooms, dressing rooms, showers, or any other
room or part of the massage establishment premises other than the reception and waiting area
or toilet rooms.

A list of services available and the cost of such services shall be posted in an open and
conspicuous public place on the premises. The services shall be described in English and may
also be described in such other languages as may be convenient. No massage establishment
operator shall permit, and no person employed or retained by the massage establishment shall
offer to perform any services or request or demand fees other than those posted.

The massage establishment shall keep on the premises a complete and current roster of all
establishment operators, all authorized massage professionals, and other persons employed or
retained by the massage establishment. The roster shall include the name, residence address,
and phone number of each individual. The roster shall be available for inspection by city
officials charged with the enforcement of this chapter.

Patrons' genitals and female patrons' breasts must be fully draped at all times while any
individual employed or retained by the massage establishment is in the massage room or
cubicle with the patron. No massage shall be provided to a patron that results in intentional
contact, or occasional and repetitive contact, with the genitals or anal region of a patron, or of
a female patron's breasts without the written consent of the person receiving the massage and
a referral from a licensed health care provider.

No alcoholic beverages shall be sold, served, or furnished to any patron; nor shall any
alcoholic beverages be kept or possessed on the premises of a massage establishment.

Except for a patron who is inside a massage therapy room for the purpose of receiving a
massage, massage practitioners and massage establishment employees shall remain fully
clothed. Attire shall not include lingerie, swim attire, or any attire that is transparent, see-
through or substantially exposes the individual's undergarments, breasts, buttocks, or genitals:

The DOPL issued massage establishment registration and the city issued massage business
license shall be displayed in an open and conspicuous place on the premises visible from the

reception and waiting area of the massage establishment.

. Each authorized massage professional shall display a valid current photograph-bearing
identification card issued to that employee by the license officer. A copy of each
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identification card and the person's original DOPL license shall also be displayed in an open
and conspicuous place visible from the reception and waiting area of the massage
establishment. The home address of any employee need not be displayed.

n. Human Trafficking Information Notices: Massage establishments must post in a conspicuous
place near the public entrance of the massage establishment or in another conspicuous
location in clear view of the public and employees, the following notice provided by the city:

"If you or someone you know is being forced to engage in any activity and cannot
leave-whether it is commercial sex, housework, farm work, construction, factory,
retail, or restaurant work, or any other activity-text 233733 (Be Free) or call the
National Human Trafficking Hotline at 1-888-373-7888 or the Utah Human
Trafficking Tipline at 801-200-3443 to access help and services.”

2. Except as otherwise specifically provided in this chapter, the following physical facility and building
code requirements shall be applicable to all massage establishments located within the city:

a. Main entry door and reception and waiting area required. One main entry door shall be
provided for patron entry to the massage establishment, which shall open to an interior patron
reception and waiting area immediately. Except in emergencies, all patrons and any persons
other than individuals employed or retained by the massage establishment shall be required to
enter and exit through the main entry door. The main entry door shall be unlocked at all times
during business hours.

b. All interior doors, including massage therapy rooms or cubicles, but excluding individual
dressing rooms, showers, and toilet rooms, shall be incapable of being locked and shall not be
blocked to prevent opening. Draw drapes, curtain enclosures, or accordion-pleated closures in
lieu of doors are acceptable on all inner massage therapy rooms or cubicles.

c. A massage table or professional massage chair specifically designed for seated massage shall
be used for all massage, with the exception of "Thai," "Shiatsu," and similar forms of
massage, which may be provided on a padded mat on the floor, provided the patron is fully
attired in loose clothing, pajamas, scrubs, or similar style of garment.

d. Beds, mattresses, and camping mats are not permitted on the premises of the massage
establishment, and no massage establishment shall be used for residential or sleeping
purposes, which may be shown by circumstantial evidence such as the presence of bedding,
pillows, sleeping bags, suitcases, clothing, toiletries or other personal belongings, cooking
appliances, utensils or food in excess of a business establishment's normal requirements.

e. The massage establishment shall comply with all applicable state and local building and fire
codes.

16-15-13: Massage Establishment Inspections.

1.

An inspector shall have the right to enter any massage establishment during regular business
hours, without a search or inspection warrant, to make reasonable inspection to ascertain whether
there is compliance with the provisions of this chapter or for the purpose of providing educational
materials to employees of the massage establishment in culturally and linguistically appropriate
languages regarding employee rights and information on a variety of resources, including linkage
to health care services, victim services, and emergency numbers and hotlines to call for
information and assistance.
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2. The massage establishment operator shall take immediate action to correct each violation noted
by the inspector. The inspector shall perform a reinspection to ensure that each violation has been
corrected.

16-15-14: Violations.

1. For the purpose of enforcing the requirements of this chapter, all establishment operators shall be
jointly and severally responsible for the conduct of all massage establishment employees, agents,
independent contractors, or other representatives while such persons are on the premises of the
massage establishment.

2. Any person violating any of the provisions of this chapter shall be guilty of a class B
misdemeanor, unless a different penalty is provided under state law. Each day’s violation shall be
deemed a separate offense.

3. In addition to any other remedy available to the city under applicable law, a massage business
license may be revoked as provided in KCC 16-1-17. Upon revocation, the massage
establishment shall immediately cease operation, and no other massage establishment shall be
permitted to operate at that location by any person for three years ("the moratorium period"). If
the operator is not also the property owner, notice of such revocation and the three-year
prohibition shall be provided by the license officer to the property owner, and the prohibition
shall apply to all property owned by that property owner at that location.

4. In addition to any other remedy available to the city under applicable law, a massage business
license may not be renewed or amended unless and until all due and unpaid citations issued
pursuant to this chapter are paid in full, and all outstanding violations have been corrected.

5. Notwithstanding any other provision of this chapter, where a business license has been revoked
pursuant to KCC 16-1-17, the license officer shall not process or grant an application for a
massage business license for a new massage establishment at the same premises unless and until a
final determination is made pursuant to that chapter that the current operator's massage business
license is not or should not be revoked; or any moratorium period imposed pursuant to this
chapter has expired.

16-15-15: Revocation Or Suspension.

All massage establishment operators shall be deemed to know and understand the requirements and
prohibitions of this chapter. Any massage business license issued pursuant to this chapter may be revoked
pursuant to KCC 16-1-17 where the license officer finds that any of the following have occurred on even
a single occasion:

1. The licensee or any person employed or retained by the massage establishment has violated any
provision of this chapter including refusal to permit an inspection authorized by Section 16-15-13
or interfering with an inspector by threatening them, touching them, or intentionally delaying
their entry into the massage establishment.

2. The licensee has engaged in unlawful conduct or unprofessional conduct as defined in the
Massage Therapy Practice Act in Utah Code Annotated Title 58, Chapter 47b, as amended

3. The licensee has been subject to a permanent injunction against the conducting or maintaining of
a nuisance pursuant to this code.

4. The licensee or any person employed or retained by the massage establishment has engaged in

fraud or misrepresentation or has knowingly made a misstatement of material fact while working
in or for the massage establishment.
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5. The licensee has continued to operate the massage establishment after the massage business
license has been revoked.

6. Massage has been performed on the premises of the massage establishment, with or without the
licensee’s actual knowledge, by any person who is not an authorized massage professional.

7. The licensee or any person employed or retained by the massage establishment or any other
person on the premises of the massage establishment has engaged in conduct or committed acts
that a reasonable person in the patron's position would understand as an offer to perform or
engage in acts that are sexual in nature or that involve touching of genitals, the anal region, or
female breasts.

8. The use or possession of adult-oriented merchandise is found at the massage establishment.

9. The licensee or any person employed or retained by the massage establishment has engaged in
sexually suggestive advertising related to massage services on the premises of the massage
establishment, including displaying photographs of individuals clothed in lingerie, swim attire, or
any attire that is transparent, see-through or substantially exposes the individual's undergarments,
breasts, buttocks, or genitals; describing the massage services as "erotic," "sensual" or similarly
sexual in nature; being listed in adult media or a sexually oriented website; or describing the
appearance or age of massage providers.

10. If the licensee has failed to comply with a final court order or administrative action of an
investigatory agency finding a violation of applicable federal, state, and local wage and hour
laws, including, the Federal Fair Labor Standards Act. For purposes of this subsection, a final
court order or administrative action is one in which there is no pending appeal and the time for
filing an appeal has passed.

16-15-16: Appeals.

If the license is denied or revoked, the applicant or licensee may file an appeal. The appeal shall be
processed in accordance with the procedures set forth in KCC 16-1-18, as amended.

16-15-17: Undertaking for the General Welfare.

In regulating massage establishments and massage services as provided in this chapter, the city is
assuming an undertaking only to promote the general welfare. It is not assuming, nor is it imposing on its
officers and employees, an obligation for breach of which it is liable in money damages to any person
who claims that such breach proximately caused injury.

16-15-18: Severability.

If any of the provisions of this chapter or the application thereof to any person or circumstance is held
invalid, the remainder of this chapter, including the application of such part or provisions to persons or
circumstances other than those to which it is held invalid, shall not be affected thereby and shall continue
in full force and effect. To this end, the provisions of this chapter are severable.

16-15-19: No Conflict with State or Federal Law.

Nothing in this chapter shall be interpreted or applied to create any requirement, power, or duty in conflict
with any federal or state law.
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Section I'V: Severability. If any section, subsection, sentence, clause or phrase of this ordinance
is declared invalid or unconstitutional by a court of competent jurisdiction, said portion shall be severed
and such declaration shall not affect the validity of the remainder of this ordinance.

SECTION V: Effective Date. This ordinance being necessary for the peace, health and safety
of the City, shall become effective immediately upon posting.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of Kaysville, Utah, this day of
,20 .

Tamara Tran, Mayor
ATTEST:

Annemarie Plaizier, City Recorder
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RESOLUTION

A RESOLUTION AMENDING THE KAYSVILLE CITY CONSOLIDATED FEE
SCHEDULE FOR FISCAL YEA

2026

ESTABLISHMENT BUSINESS LICENSE FEES

RELATED TO MASSAGE

WHEREAS, the Kaysville City Council, passed an ordinance related to business licenses for

massage establishments; and

WHEREAS, massage establishment business licenses will require more processing than other

commercial business licenses; and

WHEREAS, the Kaysville City Council has adopted a FY 26 Consolidated Fee Schedule with

fees for business licenses; and

WHEREAS, the Kaysville City Council feels that it is advisable to amend the fees.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF KAYSVILE,

UTAH:

1. AMENDMENT. The “Business License Fees” section of the consolidated fee schedule is

amended as follows:

BUSINESS LICENSE FEES
Account reopening fee - Failure to renew $150.00
Agricultural Home Occupation $65.00
Amusement device (Class A) (per machine) $25.00
Amusement device (Class B) $75.00
Bond $300.00
Carnival/circus First Day $80.00
Each additional day $15.00
Commercial $80.00

Delinquent fee

First month - $50.00
Second Month - $100.00

Food Truck/Trailer $100.00
Instructional Home Occupation $65.00

Fireworks stand s Bond $300.00
Identification badge $10

Internal Accessory Dwelling Unit $65.00

Mailing labels $9.00

Major home occupation $65.00
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Massage establishment $150.00

Minor home occupation $30.00

Off premise beer $75.00

On premise beer/alcohol $200.00

Residential Child Care $65.00

SOB Application & Investigation Fee $500.00

SOB License Fee year $500.00

Secondary license $45.00

Set up fee (charged once for initial business license

application) $15.00

Solicitors Application & Certificate $100.00

Special Event Permit - Profitable Event $65.00

Special Event Permit - Non-Profitable Event $25.00

Temporary Merchant Bond $100.00

Transfer/modify fee $10.00

Vending machine per machine $15.00

Vending kiosk per machine $45.00
2. EFFECTIVE DATE. The effective date of this resolution shall be Jan 1, 2026.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of Kaysville, Utah, this

,20 .

ATTEST:

Annemarie Plaizier, City Recorder

day of

Tamara Tran, Mayor
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APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Nicholas C. Mills, City Attorney
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