FARMINGTON 160 SOUTH MAIN

FARMINGTON, UT 84025

CITY COUNCIL MEETING NOTICE AND AGENDA

Notice is given that the Farmington City Council will hold a regular meeting on Tuesday, September
1, 2026 at City Hall 160 South Main, Farmington, Utah. A work session will be held at 6:00 pm in
Conference Room 3 followed by the regular session at 7:.00 pm in the Council Chambers. The link to
listen to the regular meeting live and to comment electronically can be found on the Farmington
City website https://farmington.utah.gov/city-government/city-council/city-council-meetings/. If
you wish to email a comment for any of the listed public hearings, you may do so to
dcarlile@farmington.utah.gov

COMBINED WORK SESSION WITH PLANNING COMMISSION - 6:00 p.m.

e Land Use Training presented by Attorney Steve Noel
e Discussion of regular session items upon request
e Mayor Anderson & City Council Reports

REGULAR SESSION - 7:00 p.m.
CALL TO ORDER:

e |nvocation - Kristen Sherlock, Councilmember
e Pledge of Allegiance - Roger Child, Councilmember

BUSINESS:

e Culinary Water Restrictions and Proposed Fee Schedule Change 4

e Rezone from the AA (Agriculture) zone to the LR (Large Residential) zone and consideration
of Schematic Subdivision and Preliminary PUD (Planned Unit Development) Master Plan for
the Avocet Subdivision 15

¢  Amendment to the ordinance vacating a certain portion of the Glovers Lane right-of-way 56

e Consideration for acceptance of South Davis Greenway Final Report 63

e Zone Text Amendment - Section 11-14-050 and 11-14-060: BP Zoning District setback and
height allowances 143

e Multiple Amendments to Title 11, Planning and Zoning, to remove reference to the SPARC
(Site Plan Architecture Review Committee), modify requirements for posting a bond in
relation to a demolition, and update provisions related to the Planning Commission based on
state law requirements 151

SUMMARY ACTION LIST: 184

—_

Consideration of Interlocal Agreement with Davis County Storm Water Coalition 185

2. Interlocal Agreement with Davis County for provision of Fire/EMS services to abutting
unincorporated county areas 192

3. Minutes approval for July 21, 2026, August 4, 2026 and August 18, 2026 204, 212, 218

4. Monthly Financial Report for July 2026 222

GOVERNING BODY REPORTS:

e City Manager Report
e Mayor Anderson & City Council Reports

ADJOURN

CLOSED SESSION - Minute motion adjourning to closed session, for reasons permitted by law.


https://farmington.utah.gov/city-government/city-council/city-council-meetings/
mailto:dcarlile@farmington.utah.gov

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special accommodations
due to a disability, please contact DeAnn Carlile, City recorder at 801-939-9206 at least 24 hours in

advance of the meeting.

| hereby certify that | posted a copy of the foregoing Notice and Agenda at Farmington City Hall,
Farmington City website www.farmington.utah.gov and the Utah Public Notice website at
www.utah.gov/pmn. Posted on August 27, 2026

DeAnn Carlile, City Recorder



http://www.farmington.utah.gov/
https://draper.novusagenda.com/Agendapublic/www.utah.gov/pmn

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA

BUSINESS

AGENDA TITLE: Culinary Water Restrictions and Proposed Fee
Schedule Change

PRESENTED BY: Larry Famuliner, Public Works Director

MEETING DATE: September 1, 2026



FARMINGTON e AR

MORE TIME FOR LIVING

CITY COUNCIL STAFF REPORT

To: Mayor and City Council
From: Larry Famuliner, Public Works Director
Date: September 1, 2026

Subject: Culinary Water Restrictions & Proposed Fee Schedule Change

The attached draft includes proposed changes to our City code governing the use of
culinary water during periods of water restrictions. The code amendments introduce
specific penalties for repeat offenders. The draft also recommends a drastic increase
for the fee charged for culinary residential water connections above 20,000 gallons
within a month, for inclusion in a future consolidated fee schedule amendment.

RECOMMENDATION(S)
Approve the draft changes or provide feedback to staff.

Motion Language: “I move that the City adopt the ordinance amending sections of
the Farmington City Code concerning the use of culinary water during water
shortages and cross-connections.”

BACKGROUND

At the beginning of the watering season, we met with the Council in work session
and received policy guidance regarding culinary water restrictions during periods of
water shortage. This year has been acutely dry, particularly in the snowpack we all
rely upon for both culinary and secondary water. And although we'd love to rely on
hope that this Winter will produce plentiful precipitation, a more pragmatic
approach seems necessary.

The proposed amendments affect two areas: (1) codifying a prior non-codified
ordinance previously adopted by the Council, and making changes for automatic
triggering of levels, and (2) ensuring it is clear to all residents that cross-connections
between culinary and secondary lines are illegal, and only permitting a culinary line
to be used for irrigation under certain circumstances and subject to backflow-
prevention.



We are also seeking input from the Council on whether a fee schedule change
increasing the fee for the highest category of residential water users meets the
council's expectations. If so, it will be included during the next amendment to the
consolidated fee schedule.

Curtailment of Culinary Water Use

Using Ordinance 2021-19 as a template, the code amendment proposes codifying
that ordinance for ready access and reference by the public. It is difficult for the
residents to find non-codified ordinances, so we hope this will be an improvement.

The 3-tier system is retained in this amendment; however, under the 2021 ordinance
the City Council was required to sign off on any level of restriction, including Tier 1.
The proposed amendment instead attaches the first two tiers of reaction to the
Weber Basin Water Conservancy District's actions. This agency provides much of the
secondary water service directly to our residents, and also provides water for the
Benchland Water District later in the season. Restrictions for water use by that body
are generally applied to all users, as is the cut-off date for irrigation.

Tier 1does not involve actual restrictions at all, and is limited to an authorization for
the city to expend resources in increasing commmunity awareness and encouraging
voluntary reduction in water use. It is triggered if Weber Basin indicates that water
shortages or reduced allocations are likely to occur. We get this sort of information in
the first few months of the year, once the snowpack levels are well-established.

Tier 2 introduces the first level of punishable restrictions and prohibits the outdoor
use of culinary water. It will be triggered at the end of every watering season, when
secondary water is turned off. And it will be triggered during the watering season if
Weber Basin reduces allocations for secondary water by 20% or greater. The annual
trigger is necessary because some residents may be tempted to illegally cross-
connect their culinary water lines into their secondary water lines. Alternatively, they
may begin to use hoses supplied by culinary water to irrigate their lawns on a
regular basis, thus straining our already scarce culinary water system.

Exceptions to the Tier 2 restrictions include: (1) those who lack access to a secondary
water main (which applies in a few areas of the city), but who will be subject to the
same ratio of water reduction as the secondary water users (i.e. 20%, 30%, etc); (2)
hand-held hose-watering, which requires a person to be physically present during
the watering; (3) government use of water; and (4) use of recirculated water for
public and quasi-public pools and splash pads.

Tier 3 restrictions will be rarely implemented, if at all, and the City Council will need
to convene and enact those restrictions. These restrictions are limited to natural



disasters, water contamination or well failures. Such restrictions will be extreme, and
residents’ failure to abide by them would be disastrous to our water supply. The
extent of restrictions will vary depending upon the specific circumstances, but the
code indicates that culinary water use will be limited to essential health and safety
functions.

Penalties

Warnings are standard for first offenses, followed up by a $200 citation for a second
offense. From there, penalties get more severe, and the use of culinary water in
violation of these restrictions will be considered unauthorized use of water utilities,
which unlocks our ability to disconnect water for those users. On a fourth offense,
the property owner is guilty of a Class B Misdemeanor.

Warnings and citations are issued to the property owner under the draft before the
Council. There is a realistic chance that a tenant might, against the property owner’s
wishes, engage in unlawful conduct. But the reality is that in a landlord-tenant
situation, both parties will simply point at the other for blame. So we opted to draft
language to enforce the code against the one with ultimate control over the
property —the property owner. If the Council would prefer to alter this to apply to
tenants, we could make that alteration — although proving which tenant actually
turned on the water (if they don't just blame the landlord) could prove difficult. The
code also provides that a misdemeanor offense involves strict liability — meaning that
the intent of the offender is not a question that bears on guilt.

Appeals

Where turning off water is concerned, it is important to provide a mechanism for the
innocent to seek administrative relief. A property owner who can demonstrate that
they did not violate the water restrictions by a preponderance of evidence, may keep
their water turned on during their appeal of the citation or the criminal proceedings.
If the citation is upheld or conviction entered, then the temporary disconnection of
water may proceed due to it being considered unauthorized use.

Civil citations are ultimately heard by the Administrative Hearing Officer, and
criminal citations would be referred for prosecution in the Justice Court.

Cross-Connections

The amendment also clarifies the code provisions surrounding cross-connections,
where an individual connects a secondary system to a culinary water system. This



can result in the contamination of the culinary water system and significant harm to
the community.

The code changes adopt a definition of “cross connection” and calls out the
prohibition explicitly. For those rare homes that lack secondary water infrastructure
near their residence, culinary water may be used for irrigation, but all of those users
are required to install an air gap or backflow prevention device to prevent
contamination.

Possible Fee Schedule Change

We usually amend the fee schedule as a stand-alone item, with multiple fees being
addressed at the same time, and conduct a public hearing before changing the rate.
We would like your input as to whether to include this change during the next
consolidated fee schedule amendment.

The purpose of this increased fee would be to make very-high water users pay
significantly more if they use greater than 20,000 gallons of water in a given month.
This would likely impact those using culinary water to irrigate (whether legally or
illegally) or supplement their watering through hose-watering, those who engage in
extreme water waste, and those with leaks in their system.

Usage Charges:

Residential 0-5,000 Minimum Base Rate
5,001-10,000 $3.70 per 1000 gal
10,001 -20,000 $4.00 per 1000 gal
20,001 & above $4-4612.00 per 1000 gal
Commercial $3.10 per 1000 gal
Respectfully submitted, Review and concur,
Larry Famuliner Brigham Mellor

Public Works Director City Manager



ORDINANCE NO: 2026 -__

AN ORDINANCE OF THE FARMINGTON CITY COUNCIL AMENDING
PROVISIONS OF CHAPTER 9-1 OF THE FARMINGTON CITY MUNICIPAL CODE
RELATED TO CULINARY WATER SUPPLY SHORTAGE AND DROUGHT
CONDITION MEASURES

WHEREAS, the City of Farmington and State of Utah are consistently and predictably
facing water shortages during irrigation seasons due to extreme drought conditions: and

WHEREAS, the City currently requires the installation of secondary water systems for
outdoor watering, which encourages the preservation of culinary water supply sources; and

WHEREAS, the City Council has been provided information demonstrating that the
supply of culinary water for which the City has rights to use is insufficient to supplement or
replace secondary water during periods of scarcity, disconnection or end-of-season
discontinuance; and

WHEREAS, the City finds that its supply of culinary water is an essential resource for
the public health and safety of Farmington City; and

WHEREAS, the City Council has determined that to protect the public health and safety,
restrictions during periods of scarcity are appropriately implemented through the changes in this
ordinance.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF
FARMINGTON CITY, STATE OF UTAH, AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1: Amendment. Sections 9-1-080 and 9-1-310 are amended as provided in the
attached Exhibit A.

Section 2: Severability. If any section, clause, or provision of this Ordinance is declared
invalid by a court of competent jurisdiction, the remainder shall not be affected thereby and shall
remain in full force and effect.

Section 3: Effective Date. This Ordinance shall become effective immediately upon its
passage.

PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF FARMINGTON CITY,
STATE OF UTAH, THIS 1ST DAY OF SEPTEMBER 2026.

ATTEST: FARMINGTON CITY

DeAnn Carlile, City Recorder Brett Anderson, Mayor



9-1-080: CURTAILMENT OF USAGE — RESTRICTIONS AND PENALTIES:

A. The city council may by+esetattier-regulate, restrict or limit the use of
water during water shortage periods and shall have the power to take all
necessary means and make-ary-uRfecessary-meansand-make any
necessary regulations as circumstances require to protect the users of
the city water.

B. The following shall apply to the city culinary water system when specific

circumstances are present:

i

Level 1 (Advisory): When potential water shortages are identified by

the Weber Basin Water Conservancy District, staff may engage in
increasing community awareness of potential water shortages.
City resources may be dedicated to conveying this information,
even if limited to secondary water usage only, and encouraging
voluntary reduction in water use.

Level 2 (Moderate Restrictions): When either: (i) Weber Basin Water

Conservancy District implements allocation reductions for
secondary water of twenty percent (20%) or greater, or (ii) Weber
Basin Water Conservancy District's secondary water system is
depressurized for the season, then outdoor use of culinary water is
prohibited without prior City Council approval, except in the
following circumstances:

a. The home lacks access to a secondary water main because
there is no main in an abutting right-of-way or abutting
public utility easement. In such cases, the user shall be
required to reduce their outdoor watering in a percentage
equal to that required by Weber Basin Water Conservancy
District, and shall cease irrigation watering on the same date
on which the District’'s watering season ends:

b. Hand-held hose-watering of planter boxes, trees and
gardens, with a person physically present and overseeing
watering;

c. Water use by government entities for public safety or public
welfare; and

d. The use of recirculated and treated water for public or quasi-
public swimming pools and splash pads.




3. Level 3 (Critical Restrictions): When the water system experiences

extreme circumstances such as natural disaster, extreme drought,

contamination or well failures, the City shall prohibit all outdoor

use of culinary water and limit culinary water use to essential

health and safety functions. The City Council must authorize the

imposition of this restriction by resolution.

C. Notice of Level 2 and Level 3 Restrictions shall be posted on the city

website, posted in a prominent location at the Farmington City

Municipal Building, and shared on the city's social media accounts, prior

to enforcement of penalties under those restrictions.

D. Violations of restrictions posted in compliance with subsection C of this

code, on a property owner's land within the same calendar vear,

constitutes the unauthorized use and diversion of residential culinary

water service. Enforcement against the property owner shall follow the

process established in chapter 1-6 of this code, and violations are

punishable by the following:

1.

For a first offense, a warning may be issued to the property owner

by an individual authorized by the city;
For a second offense occurring more than twenty-four (24) hours

after the first offense, a civil citation accompanied by a fine of
$200.00 shall be issued to the property owner:
For a third offense occurring more than twenty-four (24) hours

after the second offense, a civil citation accompanied by a fine of
$400.00 shall be issued to the property owner, and culinary water
shall be disconnected for one (1) day after all fines and
reconnection fees have been paid:; and

For each offense occurring more than twenty-four hours following

a citation issued pursuant to subsection (D)(3), the owner of the
property is guilty of a Class B misdemeanor and a minimum fine
of $600.00, and culinary water shall be disconnected from the
offending property for a minimum of two (2) days. A citation issued
under subsection (D)(3) which has not been administratively
overturned serves as valid proof of the prior offenses, and the City
is not required to prove each prior offense as part of a criminal
prosecution under this subsection. A violation of this subsection is
a strict liability offense.

E. An informal hearing is available to property owners prior to

disconnection under subsection (D)(3) and (D)(4) of this section. Such an




appeal must be requested by the property owner by filing a written

request with the City Recorder before disconnection takes place.

1.

The pre-disconnection hearing shall be conducted by the City

Manaager or a designee, within two business days of receiving the

appeal.
The appellant shall be permitted to present evidence and guestion

any city witnesses.
The disconnection shall only be overridden in cases where it is

established by a preponderance of evidence that the violation did
not occur.
A disconnection shall not be overridden based upon lack of intent,

the owner’s absence from the property, extenuating
circumstances unrelated to water usage, or requests for leniency.
Overriding a disconnection shall not result in a civil or criminal

citation being dismissed; an appealed citation must be resolved
via an administrative hearing as provided in subsection (F) of this
section, or via criminal prosecution.

If a violation is ultimately upheld by the administrative hearing

officer following an administrative hearing under subsection (F) of
this section, the property owner is convicted of the violation, or if
the property owner fails to timely appeal a civil citation within the
timeline established in Chapter 3-7 of this Code, then the water
disconnection shall be re-authorized as a penalty for the

unauthorized use.

F. All other appeals shall be undertaken by filing a written notice of appeal

with the City Recorder, as provided in Chapter 3-7 of this Code.

9-1-310: CROSS CONNECTIONS:

A. Title And Purpose: This section shall be known as the FARMINGTON CITY
CROSS CONNECTION ORDINANCE, and may be so cited. The purpose of
this section is to protect the public potable water supply from
contamination or pollution by isolating within its customers' internal
distribution system(s) or its customers' private water system(s) such
contaminants or pollutants which could backflow or back siphon into
the public potable water supply system. This section is adopted pursuant



to section R309+462-5-105-12 of the Utah safe drinking water rules and
regulations.

B. Definition of Cross Connection: For purposes of this section, “cross
connection” means a physical link between the city's culinary water
system and a contaminated or non-potable source, such as a secondary
water system or private well.

AC. Prohibition: All cross connections between a culinary and
secondary water system are absolutely prohibited within the city,
regardless of when such cross connection was established.

B8:-D. Requirements: No water service connection to any premises
within Farmington City shall be installed or maintained unless the water
supply is protected Hrpretected-erosseonnectionrsshattrotbeanr
ttegralpartefany-consurmerswatersystem-withirFarrrirgten-Ciey If
culinary water is used for irrigation in a residential setting due to the
absence of an available connection to the secondary water system
within an abutting right-of-way or public utility easement, then athe
eventa-crossconhectHon-canhotbe-ehminated—tthe water supply must
be protected by the installation of an air gap or approved backflow
prevention assembly/device in accordance with the provisions set forth
herein.

&E. Responsibilities: It shall be the responsibility of the consumer to
purchase, install or cause to be installed, test and maintain any backflow
prevention assembly/device required herein. It shall be the responsibility
of the city public works and building departments to administer and
enforce the provisions of this section to ensure compliance herewith.

BE. Compliance: All connections to the Farmington City potable water
system and backflow prevention devices required herein shall conform
to the provisions of this section, the international plumbing code as
adopted by the city, the Utah safe drinking water act, and other relevant
provisions of Utah Code Annotated, as amended.

£C. Enforcement: Service of water to any building or location, in the
discretion of Farmington City, may be discontinued if a backflow
prevention assembly required by this section is not installed, tested and
maintained, if a backflow prevention assembly has been removed or
bypassed, or if aparpretected cross connection exists at the building or
location. In addition, water service may be terminated to any building or
location when the public works director or building official determines
that the service connection's water usage constitutes a sufficient hazard




or risk to the water supply or to the city water system. The city shall give
reasonable notice to the customer and/or owner of the building or
location of the termination of water service to a building or location, and
where the consumer could not reasonably be so notified before
termination, then notice shall be given promptly afterwards. Service will
not be restored until such conditions or defects are corrected to the
requirement of this section and the satisfaction of the city.

=H. Recordkeeping: Officers and employees of the public works
department and the building department shall report all installations of
backflow prevention devices, assemblies and methods of cross
connection correction installed by or communicated to them to the
public works director. The public works director shall maintain or cause
to be maintained an inventory of all said assemblies, as well as test and
repair records on all such assemblies, and shall be responsible for
notifying customers of annual testing requirements or other
enforcement requirements.

&-1.Omission Not Waiver: The omission to specify or enumerate in this
section those provisions of general law applicable to all cities shall not be
construed as a waiver of the benefits of any such provisions.



CITY COUNCIL AGENDA

BUSINESS

AGENDA TITLE: Rezone from the AA (Agriculture) zone to the LR
(Large Residential) zone and Consideration of
Schematic Subdivision and Preliminary PUD (Planned
Unit Development) Master Plan for the Avocet
Subdivision

PRESENTED BY: Lyle Gibson, Community Development Director

MEETING DATE: September 1, 2026



FARMINGTON 100 A ah 84025

CITY COUNCIL STAFF REPORT

To: Mayor and City Council
From: Lyle Gibson —-Community Development Director
Date: 9/1/2026

Subject: Rezone from the AA (Agriculture) zone to the LR (Large
Residential) zone and Consideration of Schematic Subdivision
and Preliminary PUD (Planned Unit Development) Master Plan
for the Avocet Subdivision at 44 W 1600 S and 1575 S Frontage
Road for applicant Cole West.

RECOMMENDED MOTION

Motion to approve the requested rezone to the LR district, PUD Overlay, Schematic Subdivision
Plan, and Development Agreement as included with this report.

Findings:

The requested zoning and PUD overlay creates development which is consistent with the
city’s adopted General Plan and which is appropriate at the subject property in relation to
its surroundings.

BACKGROUND
The subject property is undeveloped land just east of I-15 adjacent to the frontage road and the
northbound flyover from I-15 to the West Davis Corridor.

The AA zoning currently applies to this and a handful of nearby properties to the north and south.
The requested LR zone can be found to the east and south with some higher density R and R-2
zoning in neighborhoods to the north near the park.

Development of the property is highly limited under the current zoning. The applicant is seeking a
rezone to the LR district to develop single family lots. The 20,000 square foot conventional lot size
found in the LR zone would yield a subdivision of 5 total lots.



(Yield Plan)

LE ZOHE YIELD PLEN

Most of the development in the area includes homes on lots of approximately 10,000 square feet in
size having used the Alternative standards found in the LR district by providing open space.
Rather than providing open space within the project area, the current proposal includes a
development agreement which established the parameters for the purchase of TDR (Transfer of
Development Right) lots. The TDR concept is specifically outlined as an option within the LR
zoning district. The use of TDR lots allows for the consideration of adding additional lots into a
project. In the case of this proposal the applicant is seeking to purchase 10 TDR lots from the city
to bring the total number of lots to 15. The TDR purchase supports open space off site and if
accepted would allow for lots of 5,500 square feet in size or larger as proposed, a nearby example
of lots of this nature can be found on the south side of 1700 South in Centerville’s Woods Park
Subdivision.

The project includes a single larger lot that fronts 1600 South Street and 14 smaller single family
home lots along a private drive accessed from the frontage road. A schematic plan has been
provided along with example architecture to be used in the construction of homes.

The project as proposed includes a private street along with a request to use setbacks which vary
from the standards of the LR zone. As such a PUD (Planned Unit Development) overlay is being
requested and the provisions accounting for the requested deviations are found in the included
development agreement. Notably the applicant is seeking approval of the lot sizes and reduced
setbacks in the side, front, and rear yards.

Together with the rezone request the applicant has submitted a schematic subdivision design. The
Development Review Committee (DRC) has undertaken an initial review of the design and
generally recognizes the ability to serve the project as proposed. There are known questions or
issues to be fully resolved related to storm water management, flood plain alteration, and wetland
delineation. Should the City grant approvals of the current request, the applicant would be
required to do more extensive design and engineering and provide proof of resolution related to
all applicable requirements including any documentation needed resolving water related
concerns or issues from applicable entities such as FEMA or the Army Corp of Engineers.

The Planning Commission’s recommendation for this project was divided. The recommendation to
approve the 15 lot concept included with this report won the majority vote, the descending votes



were in favor of a rezone but thought that additional homes as was originally presented by the
applicant was more desirable for the location.

The City Council has broad discretion in whether or not it wishes to grant the rezone and approve

the proposed PUD and Development Agreement. If the zoning and PUD are desirable, then the
schematic subdivision should be approved.

Respectfully submitted, Review and concur,

e
//‘5'

Lyle Gibson Brigham Mellor
Community Development Director City Manager

Supplemental Information
1. General Plan Future Land Use Maps
2. Current Zoning Map
3. Vicinity Map
4. Enabling Ordinance for Rezone
5. Development Agreement / Schematic Plan




GENERAL PLAN

11.8 Future Land Use Map

\ -

The Neighborhood Residential
areas of Farmington offer
opportunities for conventional
residential neighborhoods. These
areas include medium-to-large
residential lots and may also
include clustered developments
with smaller lots that offer shared
open spaces and/or protect
sensitive areas.




GENERAL PLAN - FUTURE LAND USE MAP - AREA CLOSEUP

Yellow = Neighborhood Residential

Green = Community and Recreation (Park / Trail)
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FARMINGTON, UTAH
ORDINANCE NO. 2026 -

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE ZONING MAP TO SHOW A CHANGE
OF ZONE FOR PROPERTY LOCATED AT 44 W 1600 S AND 1575 S
FRONTAGE ROAD FROM AA TO LR-PUD (26-17).

WHEREAS, the Farmington City Planning Commission has held a public hearing and
reviewed and made a recommendation to the City Council concerning the proposed Zoning Map
amendment from AA (Heavy Agriculture) to LR (Large Residential) to include the PUD
(Planned Unit Development) overlay, pursuant to State Law and the Farmington City Zoning
Ordinance; and

WHEREAS, the City Council of Farmington City finds that such Zoning Map
amendment should be made;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Farmington City,
Utah:

Section 1. Zone Change. The property described as 44 W 1600 S and 1575 S Frontage
Road all totaled being approximately 2.8 acres in size, is hereby reclassified from zone AA to LR
(PUD) said property being more particularly described/illustrated as set forth in Exhibit A attached

hereto and by the referenced made a part hereof.

Section 2. Zoning Map Amendment. The Farmington City Zoning Map shall be amended
to show the change.

Section 3. Effective Date. This ordinance shall take effect immediately upon final passage
by the City Council.

DATED this 1* day of September, 2026.

FARMINGTON CITY

ATTEST: Brett Anderson, Mayor

DeAnn Carlile, City Recorder



EXHIBIT “A”
Parcel ID 07-070-0168

Legal Description

A PART OF THE NW 1/4 OF SEC 31-T3N-R1E, SLB&M, DESC AS FOLLOWS: BEG AT A
PT, SD PT LIES S 0071520" W 1550.17 FT & N 89744'40" W 1685.67 FT FR THE N 1/4 COR
OF SD SEC 31; TH W 465.50 FT TO THE E LINE OF PPTY CONV IN WARRANTY DEED
RECORDED 11/10/2021 AS E# 3434349 BK 7884 PG 1208; TH ALG SD PPTY THE
FOLLOWING TWO COURSES: N'LY ALG THE ARC OF A 16220.92 FT RADIUS CURVE
TO THE LEFT AN ARC LENGTH OF 217.70 FT (LC BEARS N 00"24'06" W 217.70 FT) &
N'LY ALG THE ARC OF A 1853.50 FT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT 32.31 FT (LC
BEARS N 01717'08" W 32.31 FT); TH E 411.13 FT; TH S 12745'42" E 256.33 FT TO THE
POB. (NOTE: ROTATE ABOVE BEARINGS 00719'39" CLOCKWISE TO EQUAL
HIGHWAY BEARINGS.) CONT. 2.514 ACRES LESS & EXCEPT THAT PPTY CONV TO
UDOT IN WARRANTY DEED RECORDED 07/30/2025 AS E# 3627354 BK 8800 PG 261
DESC AS FOLLOWS: A PARCEL OF LAND IN FEE FOR THE WIDENING OF THE
EXISTING I-15 KNOWN AS PROJECT NO. S-R199(343), BEING PART OF AN ENTIRE
TRACT OF LAND, SIT IN LOT 2 & IN LOT 1 OF SEC 31-T3N-R1E, SLB&M, THE BNDRY
OF SD PARCEL OF LAND ARE DESC AS FOLLOWS: BEG AT A PT IN THE EXISTING
E'LY FRONTAGE ROAD R/W LINE OF THE I-15 FRONTAGE ROAD (800 WEST STR),
SD PT IS 1456.85 FT S 00715'20" W ALG THE CENTER 1/4 SEC LINE & 2151.84 FT W, FR
THE N 1/4 COR OF SD SEC 31, AT A PT IN THE ARC OF A 16,249.03 FT RADIUS
(16,220.92 FT RADIUS BY RECORD) NON-TANGENT CURVE TO THE LEFT (NOTE:
RADIUS BEARS S §9740'42" W) AT A PT APPROXIMATELY 37.50 FT PERP'LY
DISTANT E'LY FR THE I-15 FRONTAGE ROAD (800 WEST STR) CONTROL LINE
OPPOSITE APPROXIMATE ENGINEER STATION 143+00.35; & RUN THN'LY 131.53 FT
ALG THE ARC OF SD CURVE THROUGH A DELTA OF 00727'50" (NOTE: CHORD TO
SD CURVE BEARS N 00"33'13" W FOR A DIST OF 131.53 FT), TO A PT IN A 1,853.70 FT
RADIUS (1,853.50 FT RADIUS BY RECORD) NON-TANGENT CURVE TO THE LEFT
(NOTE: RADIUS BEARS S 89712'49" W); THN'LY 32.31 FT ALG THE ARC OF SD
CURVE THROUGH A DELTA OF 00759'55" (NOTE: CHORD TO SD CURVE BEARS N
01717'08" W FOR A DIST OF 32.31 FT), TO THE NW COR OF SD ENTIRE TRACT, AT A
PT OF NON-TANGENCY; TH E 4.58 FT ALG THE N'LY LINE OF SD ENTIRE TRACT, TO
A PTIN A 1537.50 FT RADIUS NON-TANGENT CURVE TO THE RIGHT (NOTE: RADIUS
BEARS N 89707'46" W); TH S'LY 0.84 FT ALG THE ARC OF SD CURVE THROUGH A
DELTA OF 00701'53" (NOTE: CHORD TO SD CURVE BEARS S 00753'11" W FOR A DIST
OF 0.84 FT), TO A PT 37.50 FT RADIALLY DISTANT E'LY FR SD CONTROL LINE
OPPOSITE ENGINEER STATION 144+63.36; TH S 00754'08" W 163.01 FT TO THE POB.
(NOTE: ROTATE ALL BEARINGS IN THE ABOVE DESCRIPTION 00"06'12" COUNTER-
CLOCKWISE TO OBTAIN NAD83 HWY BEARINGS.)

CONT. 0.008 ACRES TOTAL ACREAGE 2.506 ACRES



Parcel 07-070-0125

A PARCEL OF LAND BEING PART OF THE NW 1/4 OF SEC 31-T3N-R1E, SLB&M,
MORE PART'LY DESC AS FOLLOWS: BEG AT A PT ON THE N'LY BNDRY LINE OF
TUSCANY VILLAGE PUD RECORDED AS E# 2417499 BK 4697 PG 262 & THE W'LY
LINE OF THE FORMER BAMBERGER ELECTRIC RAILROAD (BERR) R/W, SD POB
BEING S 00714'41" W 1550.17 FT ALG THE E LINE OF SD NW 1/4 & N 89745'19" W
1685.67 FT FR THE N 1/4 COR OF SD SEC 31; & RUN TH ALG SD W'LY LINE OF BERR
R/W N 12746'21" W 41.01 FT TO THE S LINE OF THE PPTY DESC IN THAT SPECIAL
WARRANTY DEED, RECORDED AS E# 2848717 BK 6205 PG 885; TH ALG SD SLINE N
89759'47" E 67.67 FT TO THE E'LY LINE OF SD BERR R/W; TH ALG SD E'LY LINE S
12746'21" E 41.00 FT TO SD N'LY BNDRY LINE OF SD TUSCANY VILLAGE PUD; TH
ALG SD N'LY BNDRY LINE S 8975921" W 67.67 FT TO THE POB.

CONT. 0.063 ACRES.

Parcel 07-272-0041

ALL OF LOT 41, TUSCANY VILLAGE PUD.
CONT. 0.24000 ACRES.

Parcel 07-272-0050

BEG AT THE SE COR OF LOT 41 OF TUSCANY VILLAGE PUD, & RUN TH N 89726'37"
E 30.46 FT ALG THE S BNDRY OF PARCEL B OF SD TUSCANY VILLAGE PUD; THN
12742' W 144.81 FT ALG THE E LINE OF THE FORMER BAMBERGER RR R/W TO THE
NE COR OF SD LOT 41; TH S 0033'23" E 141.57 FT ALG THE E BNDRY OF SD LOT 41
TO THE POB.

CONT. 0.05 ACRES



After recording, please send to:
Farmington City

Attn: City Recorder

160 S. Main Street

Farmington, Utah 84025

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT

This Development Agreement (this “Agreement”) is made and entered into as of the Effective
Date (defined below), by and between CW Avocet, LLC, a Utah limited liability company
(“Developer”), and Farmington City, a municipality and political subdivision of the State of Utah (the
“City”). This Agreement is approved by current property owner The George K. Fadel Trust dated
December 29, 1975 (the “Property Owner”), through its trustee. City and Developer are jointly
referred to as the “Parties” and each individually as a “Party.”

RECITALS:

A. Property Owner owns the land abutting the east 1-15 frontage road and 1600 South
Street, identified in Davis County Recorder Records as parcel ID numbers 07-070-0168, 07-070-
0125, 07-272-0041 and 07-272-0050, together with any other property described on Exhibit A
attached hereto, more particularly described on Exhibit A attached hereto (the “Property”). Developer
has the Property under contract from the Property Owner.

B. The Developer desires to establish a planned unit development (PUD) on the Property
and seeks City approvals to do so.

C. The Parties desire to enter into this development agreement to establish parameters
and conditions necessary for such approval.

D. By this Agreement, the City and Developer confirm the Property’s vested entitlements
for development of the Project (defined below). The City has determined that entering into this
Agreement furthers the purposes Title 10, Chapter 20 of the Utah Code, the Utah Municipal Land
Use, Development, and Management Act; the City’s General Plan; and the City’s land use ordinances.
As a result of such determination, the City has elected to move forward with the approvals necessary
to approve the development of the Project (defined below) in accordance with the terms and
provisions of this Agreement and the Preliminary PUD Master Plan. This Agreement is a
“development agreement” within the meaning of and entered into pursuant to the terms of Utah Code
Ann. 810-20-102(18).

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants contained herein and other

good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which is hereby acknowledged,
Developer and the City hereby agree to the following:

4862-9317-1290

4909-6785-9631



1. Recitals; Definitions.

1.1. Recitals. The Recitals set forth above are incorporated herein by this reference.

1.2. Defined Terms. Unless the context requires a different meaning, any term or
phrase used in this Agreement that has its first letter capitalized has the meaning given to it
by this Agreement. Certain terms and phrases are referenced below; others are defined where
they appear in the text of this Agreement, including the exhibits. Any capitalized term used
but not otherwise defined in this Agreement shall have the meaning ascribed to such term in
the City Code.

1.2.1. “Agreement” means this Agreement including all of its exhibits.
1.2.2. “Applicable Law” has the meaning set forth in Subsection 15.1.

1.2.3. “City” means the City of Farmington, and includes, unless otherwise
provided, any and all of the City’s agencies, departments, officials, employees or
agents.

1.2.4. “City Code” means the Farmington City Code in effect as of Effective
Date.

1.2.5. “City Council” means the city council of the City.

1.2.6. “Effective Date” has the meaning set forth in the Section 2 below.

1.2.7. “Future Law” means the laws, ordinances, policies, standards,
guidelines, directives, procedures, and processing fee schedules of the City which may
be in effect in the future at any time when a Land Use Application is submitted and

which may or may not apply to the Project based upon the terms of this Agreement.

1.2.8. “Land Use Application” means an application required by Title 11 of
the City Code that is required to develop land and construct improvements thereon.

1.2.9. “Lot(s)” means a tract of land that is created by and shown on a
subdivision plat approved by the City and recorded with the Davis County Recorder’s
Office.

1.2.10. “Preliminary PUD Master Plan” means the development plan for the
Property attached hereto as Exhibit B.

1.2.11. “Project” means the development to be constructed by Developer on
the Property in accordance with the Preliminary PUD Master Plan.

1.2.12. “Term” has the meaning set forth in Subsection 15.2 below.



2. Effective Date. This Agreement is effective as of the date it has been fully executed
by the Parties and Property Owner (the “Effective Date”).

3. Vested Rights. As of the Effective Date, Developer has the vested right to proceed
with application for preliminary and final plat approval for the Project in accordance with the
Preliminary PUD Master Plan, with the maximum of fifteen (15) lots for the Property, subject
to Developer’s compliance with the express obligations under this Agreement.

4. Zoning; Deviations. Developer shall develop the Property in a manner that is
consistent with the uses allowed by this Agreement.

4.1.  Zoning. The Project will be developed in accordance with (i) this Agreement,
(ii) the Preliminary PUD Master Plan, and (iii) the requirements of the underlying zone, except
as modified by this Agreement.

4.2. Maximum Lots Permitted. The Project shall be allowed to proceed with a
maximum lot number of fifteen (15) lots, as provided on the Preliminary PUD Master Plan
and conditioned upon the Developer completing its obligations under this Agreement.

4.3. Layout; Circulation and Connectivity. Developer is entitled to develop the
Project in accordance with the dimensional requirements and development standards allowed
by this Agreement and the Preliminary PUD Master Plan.

4.4. Deviations from_ Underlying Zone Requirements. Notwithstanding the
requirements of the underlying zone, Developer shall be allowed the following modifications
from the underlying zone standards:

4.4.1. Side yard setback. The required setback for side yards shall be reduced
from ten feet (10°) to seven feet (7).

4.4.2. Lot width. Lot widths within the Project may be fifty-four feet wide
(54°), reduced from eighty-five feet (85).

4.4.3. Lot Size. Lots shall be allowed to include a minimum of 5,550 square
feet in area.

4.4.4. Side corner setback. The required side corner setback for the Project
shall be reduced from twenty feet (20) to fifteen feet (15).

4.4.5. Front and Rear Setback. The required front and rear setback for the
Project shall be reduced to twenty feet (20°).



5. Developer Obligations.

5.1.

Preliminary PUD Master Plan. Developer agrees to be bound by the

Preliminary PUD Master Plan and to develop in conformance with it. Minor adjustments to
the plan required by engineering and practical difficulties that arise during further study may
be approved by City staff. Major adjustments will require the City Council to approve an
amendment to this Agreement and approval of a modified Preliminary PUD Master Plan.
Major adjustments include, but are not limited to, increasing the number of lots or requesting
additional deviations from the underlying zone requirements.

5.2.

5.3.

Transfer of Development Rights.

5.2.1. Prior to the execution of this Agreement, the City created a sending
zone on property owned by the City at the location of its Regional Park at
approximately 200 South 650 West enabling the exchange of TDR lots,
and the receiving zone is the Property referenced herein.

5.2.2. The value of each TDR is nine-thousand dollars ($9,000.00), and the
total value of all TDR’s for this project is ninety thousand dollars
($90,000.00) (the “TDR Amount”). The Developer must pay the TDR
Amount to the City prior to recordation of the final plat (the “Final Plat”)
of the Project. Notwithstanding any other provision of Utah or Farmington
codes, and to the extent permitted by Applicable Law, the Developer
agrees that City may withhold plat recordation until the undisputed TDR
Amount then due is paid.

Conservation Easement. The Preliminary PUD Master Plan includes a
notation indicating that a conservation easement associated with Parcel ID #
07-272-0050 must be vacated. Developer is responsible to seek all legal
approvals related to the vacation of the applicable portion of the conservation
easement. The City shall reasonably cooperate with Developer, at no cost to
the City, in connection with any application, consent, document, approval, or
other action within the City’s authority that is reasonably necessary to obtain
such vacation or to otherwise clear, modify, relocate, or address the
conservation easement so that the Project may be developed in accordance with
the Preliminary PUD Master Plan and the maximum lot number allowed under
this Agreement. If such approvals are not obtained after Developer’s
commercially reasonable efforts, Developer may submit an amendment to the
Preliminary PUD Master Plan to address the conservation easement, and the
City shall review such amendment in accordance with this Agreement,
Applicable Law, and the vested rights recognized herein. This Agreement does
not, by itself, vacate any portion of the conservation easement; such approval
and vacation must occur separately.




6. City’s Obligations.

6.1. Conditions of Approval. The City shall (a) promptly review, consider and
execute all consents, submittals or other documents as may be required in connection with any
Land Use Application, or other required governmental approvals; and (b) promptly meet and
consider such actions as required by Title 10, Chapter 20 of the Utah Code, the Utah Municipal
Land Use, Development, and Management Act, and applicable City ordinances to provide all
appropriate consents, approvals, and opinions as requested by Developer from time to time.
The City shall cooperate with Developer and contractors working on the Project in their
endeavors to obtain any other permits and approvals as may be required from other
governmental or quasi-governmental agencies having jurisdiction over the Property or
portions thereof (such as, by way of example, public utilities or utility districts or agencies)
and, at the request of Developer, in the execution of such permit applications and agreements
as may be required to be entered into with such other agencies, which request shall not be
unreasonably denied.

6.2. Dedication of Right of Way or Easements. Developer shall be required to
dedicate property, and the City shall accept Developer’s dedication of any right-of-way, only
to the extent shown on the Preliminary PUD Master Plan or otherwise required as a condition
of approval consistent with this Agreement and Applicable Law, to ensure the property line
goes to the back of curb for existing street improvements. Developer shall also be required to
dedicate Public Utility and Access Easements where applicable, only to the extent shown on
the Preliminary PUD Master Plan or otherwise required as a condition of approval consistent
with this Agreement and Applicable Law, for the purpose of facilitating space for utilities
needed to service the Property and nearby properties as well as grant permission for the use
of sidewalk adjacent to the street improvements as shown in the included Preliminary PUD
Master Plan, so long as it is constructed to the City’s standards and specifications. Acceptance
of dedication associated with this development shall conform to all standard City practices,
including applicable warranty periods and bond retention.

6.3.  System Improvements. The City shall not require Developer to construct or
upsize any System Improvement, unless the City and Developer execute a reimbursement
agreement on terms acceptable to Developer.

7. Future Approvals. Developer is required to submit Land Use Applications through
the regular land development process and such Land Use Applications shall be reviewed by the City’s
staff. The City’s staff shall approve a Land Use Application if the Land Use Applications complies
with this Agreement and the applicable provisions of the City Code. All future Land Use Application
approvals will be reviewed in accordance with the vested rights referenced in Section 3.1 of the
Agreement.

8. Wetlands. Developer shall preserve and not develop upon any delineated wetlands
within the Project unless any such development complies with the wetland requirements of the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers or other applicable governmental agency.



9. Assignment. Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in this Agreement, the rights
and responsibilities of Developer under this Agreement may be assigned in whole or in part by
Developer without the consent of the City where such assignment is to an affiliate, to an entity
controlled or owned by Developer, to any successor owner of all or any portion of the Property, to
any purchaser of one or more Lots, or to any lender or other financing party as collateral for financing
of the Project. All other assignments shall require the consent of the City as provided herein.

9.1. Notice. Developer shall give notice in accordance with Section 13 of this
Agreement to the City of any proposed assignment requiring the City’s consent and provide
such information regarding the proposed assignee that the City may reasonably request in
making the evaluation permitted under this Section 9. Such notice shall include providing the
City with all necessary contact information for the proposed assignee. For any assignment that
does not require the City’s consent, Developer shall provide notice to the City within a
reasonable time after the assignment.

9.2. Partial Assignment. If any proposed assignment is for less than all of
Developer’s rights and responsibilities, then the assignee shall be responsible for the
performance of each of the obligations contained in this Agreement to which the assignee
succeeds. Upon any such partial assignment, Developer shall be released from any future
obligations as to those obligations which are assigned but shall remain responsible for the
performance of any obligations that were not assigned.

9.3.  Grounds for Denying Assignment. The City may only withhold its consent
to an assignment requiring consent if the City is not reasonably satisfied of the assignee’s
reasonable financial ability to perform the obligations of Developer proposed to be assigned.

9.4. Assignee Bound by this Agreement. Any assignee shall consent in writing to
be bound by the assigned terms and conditions of this Agreement as a condition precedent to
the effectiveness of the assignment.

10. Integration. This Development Agreement contains the entire Agreement with
respect to the subject matter hereof and integrates all prior conversations, discussions, or
understandings of whatever kind or nature between the Parties and may only be modified by a
subsequent writing duly executed by the Parties hereto.

11.  Severability. If any part or provision of the Agreement shall be adjudged
unconstitutional, invalid, or unenforceable by a court of competent jurisdiction, then such a decision
shall not affect any other part or provision of this Agreement except that specific part or provision
determined to be unconstitutional, invalid, or unenforceable. If any condition, covenant, or other
provision of this Agreement shall be deemed invalid due to its scope or breadth, such provision shall
be deemed valid to the extent of the scope or breadth permitted by law.

12.  Leogal Rights. The Developer is represented by counsel and has had an opportunity
to receive advice from counsel on this matter. The Developer agrees that any obligation entered into
in this Development Agreement that may be construed as a restriction of the Developer’s rights under



clearly established state law, then its inclusion in this written agreement constitutes adequate
disclosure under section 10-20-508 of the Utah Code. Subject to the City’s performance of this
Agreement and compliance with Applicable Law, the Developer agrees that it will not attempt to void
any obligation expressly identified in this Development Agreement solely on the basis of the
disclosure requirements under section 10-20-508 of the Utah Code, and agrees to waive any objection
to a condition of this Development Agreement pursuant to that subsection of Utah law; provided,
however, that nothing in this Section shall waive, limit, or release Developer’s right to enforce this
Agreement, object to any condition not expressly set forth in this Agreement, challenge any unlawful
or ultra vires action, or assert any right or remedy arising from the City’s breach of this Agreement
or violation of Applicable Law.

13. Notices.

Any notices, requests and demands required or desired to be given hereunder shall be in
writing and shall be (a) served personally upon the party for whom intended, (b) sent by nationally
recognized express delivery service, or (c) if mailed, be by certified mail, return receipt requested,
postage prepaid, to such party at its address shown below. Additionally, any such notices, requests
and demands may be sent by electronic mail, so long as such notice is also delivered by one of the
methods described above. Notice shall be deemed given upon personal delivery, one (1) business day
after deposit with a nationally recognized express delivery service, three (3) business days after
deposit in the United States mail as provided above, or upon transmission by electronic mail if
transmitted before 5:00 p.m. Mountain Time on a business day and followed by delivery by one of
the other methods described above.

To Developer:
CW Avocet, LLC

Attn: Ethen Weaver
610 North 800 West
Centerville, Utah 84014
ethen@colewest.com

With a copy to:

Cole West, LLC

Attn: Quin Stephens
610 North 800 West
Centerville, Utah 84014
quin@colewest.com

and

To the City:
Farmington City

Attn: City Attorney

160 S. Main Street

Farmington, Utah 84025

Email: proberts@farmington.utah.gov



With a copy to:

Farmington City Manager

160 S. Main Street

Farmington, Utah 84025
Email:bmellor@farmington.utah.gov

Any party may change its address or notice by giving written notice to the other party in
accordance with the provisions of this section.

14.  Amendment.
The Parties or their successors in interest may, by written agreement, choose to amend this
Agreement at any time. Any amendment must be recorded in the Davis County Recorder’s Office to

be effective.

15. General Terms and Conditions.

15.1. Applicable Law. This Agreement is entered into under and pursuant to, and is
to be construed and enforceable in accordance with, the rules, regulations, official policies,
standards, and specifications applicable to the development of the Project in effect on the
Effective Date (the “Applicable Law”), including the applicable City Code, resolutions, state
law, and federal law.

15.2. Termination of Agreement. The term of this Agreement shall commence on
the Effective Date of this Agreement and shall continue in full force and effect until the earlier
of the following events: (i) certificates of occupancy have been issued for all buildings within
the Project, or (ii) ten (10) years from the date on which this Agreement is recorded with the
Davis County Recorder’s Office; provided, however, that if Developer is not in breach of any
material provisions of this Agreement when said 10-year period expires, and any portions of
the Project have not been completely built-out, then this Agreement shall automatically be
extended for an additional period of five (5) years (as applicable, the “Term”).

15.3. Run with the Land. This Agreement shall be recorded against the Project.
The agreements, benefits, burdens, rights, and responsibilities contained herein shall be
deemed to run with the land and shall be binding on and shall inure to the benefit of all
successors in ownership of the Project, or portion thereof, as applicable, with respect to that
portion of the Project owned by such successors in ownership.

15.4. Default & Remedies. If either Developer or the City fails to perform their
respective obligations under the terms of this Agreement (as applicable, the “Defaulting
Party”), the non-defaulting party shall provide written notice to the Defaulting Party
specifically identifying the claimed event of default and the applicable provisions of this
Agreement claimed to be in default. The Defaulting Party shall immediately proceed to cure
or remedy such default or breach within sixty (60) calendar days after receipt of such notice;




provided, however, that if any non-monetary default cannot reasonably be cured within such
sixty (60) calendar day period, the Defaulting Party shall not be in default so long as it
commences cure within such period and thereafter diligently prosecutes the cure to
completion. The Parties shall meet and confer in an attempt to resolve the default but, in the
event they are not able to do so, the Parties shall have the rights and remedies available at law
and in equity, including injunctive relief or specific performance, but excluding the award or
recovery of any damages, except to the extent arising from bad faith or willful misconduct in
a case in which a court has determined that specific performance is not an available remedy
to the non-defaulting Party. Any delay by a Party in instituting or prosecuting any such actions
or proceedings or otherwise asserting its rights under this Article shall not operate as a waiver
of such rights. If the City elects to consider terminating this Agreement due to an uncured
default by Developer, then the City shall give to Developer written notice of the City’s intent
to terminate this Agreement and the matter shall be scheduled for consideration and review
by the City’s legislative body at a duly noticed public meeting. Developer shall have the right
to offer written and oral evidence prior to, or at the time of, said public meeting. If the City’s
legislative body determines that a material uncured Default has occurred and is continuing,
the City may thereafter pursue the remedy of termination.

15.5. Non-liability of City Officials or Employees. No officer, representative,
agent, or employee of the City shall be personally liable to Developer or any successor-in-
interest or assignee of Developer, in the event of any default or breach by the City or for any
amount which may become due, Developer, or its successors or assignee, for any obligation
arising out of the terms of this Agreement.

15.6. Referendum or Challenge. Both Parties understand that any legislative action
by the City Council is subject to referral or challenge by individuals or groups of citizens,
including approval of development agreements and a rezone of the Property. If a referendum
or challenge relates to the City Council’s approval of this Agreement, then Developer may,
by written notice to the City, suspend its performance obligations and all applicable deadlines
under this Agreement during the pendency of such referendum or challenge. If a referendum
or challenge relates to the City Council’s approval of this Agreement and the referendum or
challenge is submitted to a vote of the people pursuant to Utah Code Ann. § 20A-7-601, then
Developer may deliver a notice of rescission to the City to terminate this Agreement. Upon
Developer’s delivery of a notice of rescission pursuant to this Subsection 15.6, this Agreement
shall automatically terminate whereupon the Parties shall have no further rights or obligations
under this Agreement. If the referendum or a legal challenge is successful in overturning,
invalidating, or materially impairing the approval of this Agreement or the vested rights
recognized herein, then either party may terminate this Agreement by delivery of notice of
rescission, whereupon this Agreement shall automatically terminate, and the Parties shall have
no further rights or obligations under this Agreement.

15.7. Ethical Standards. Developer represents that it has not: (a) provided an illegal
gift or payoff to any officer or employee of the City, or former officer or employee of the City,
or to any relative or business entity of an officer or employee of the City; (b) retained any
person to solicit or secure this contract upon an agreement or understanding for a commission,




percentage, brokerage, or contingent fee, other than bona fide employees of bona fide
commercial agencies established for the purpose of securing business; (c) breached any of the
ethical standards set forth in Utah Code Ann. § 10-3-1301, et seq. and/or 67-16-3, et seq.; or
(d) knowingly influenced, and hereby promises that it will not knowingly influence, any
officer or employee of the City or former officer or employee of the City to breach any of the
ethical standards set forth in the Utah Code or City Code.

15.8. No Officer or Employee Interest. It is agreed that no officer or employee of
the City has, or shall have, any pecuniary interest, direct or indirect, in this Agreement or the
proceeds resulting from the performance of this Agreement. No officer, manager, employee,
or member of Developer, or any member of any such persons’ families, shall serve on any
City board or committee or hold any such position which, by rule, practice, or action,
nominates, recommends, supervises Developer’s operations under this Agreement, or
authorizes funding or payments to Developer, in each case to the extent such service would
create a conflict of interest under Applicable Law. This section does not apply to elected
offices.

15.9. Performance. Each Party, person, and/or entity governed by this Agreement
shall perform its respective obligations under this Agreement in a manner that will not
unreasonably or materially delay, disrupt, or inconvenience any other Party, person, and/or
entity governed by this Agreement, the development of any portion of the Property, or the
issuance of final plats, certificates of occupancy, or other approvals associated therewith. This
section shall not be construed to require a Party or its representatives to provide an approval
contrary to Applicable Law, regulations, or this Agreement.

15.10. Governing Law & Venue. This Agreement and the performance hereunder
shall be governed by the laws of the State of Utah. Any action taken to enforce the provisions
of this Agreement shall have exclusive venue in the Second Judicial District Court of the State
of Utah, Farmington Division.

15.11. Third Party Rights. The Parties to this Agreement are Developer and the City.
There are no intended third-party beneficiaries of this Agreement. The Parties acknowledge
that this Agreement refers to a private development and that the City has no interest in,
responsibility for, or duty to any third parties concerning any improvements to the Property.

15.12. Further Documentation. This Agreement is entered into by the Parties with
the recognition and anticipation that subsequent agreements, plans, profiles, engineering, and
other documentation implementing and carrying out the provisions of this Agreement may be
necessary. The Parties agree to negotiate and act in good faith with respect to all such future
items.

15.13. Force Majeure. Any prevention, delay, or stoppage of the performance of any
obligation under this Agreement which is due to strikes; labor disputes; inability to obtain
labor, materials, equipment or reasonable substitutes therefore; acts of nature; governmental
restrictions, regulations or controls; judicial orders; enemy or hostile government actions;
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wars or civil commotions; pandemics; fires or other casualties; or other causes beyond the
reasonable control of the Party obligated to perform hereunder shall excuse performance of
the obligation by that Party for a period equal to the duration of that prevention, delay, or
stoppage.

15.14. Relationship of Parties. This Agreement does not create any joint venture,
partnership, undertaking, business arrangement, or fiduciary relationship between the City and
Developer.

15.15. Headings. The headings contained in this Agreement are intended for
convenience only and are in no way to be used to construe or limit the text herein.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties hereto have executed this Agreement by and through
their respective duly authorized representatives as of the day and year first written above.
DEVELOPER:
CW Avocet, LLC
By:

Name: Darlene Carter
Its: Chief Executive Officer

STATE OF UTAH )
: SS.
COUNTY OF DAVIS )
On this day of , 2026, personally appeared before me

Darlene Carter, the Chief Executive Officer of CW Avocet, LLC a Utah limited liability company,
whose identity is personally known to me, or proven on the basis of satisfactory evidence, to be the
person who executed the Development Agreement on behalf of said company and who duly
acknowledged to me that he/she executed the same for the purposes therein stated.

Notary Public
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FARMINGTON CITY

By:
Name:
Its:
Attest:
DeAnn Carlile
City Recorder
STATE OF UTAH )
: SS.
COUNTY OF DAVIS )
On this day of , 2026, personally appeared before me

, the authorized signer of Farmington City, whose identity is personally known
to me, to be the person who executed the Development Agreement on behalf of Farmington City, and
who duly acknowledged to me that he executed the same for the purposes therein stated.

Notary Public

Approved as to Form:

Paul Roberts
City Attorney

12



PROPERTY OWNER

The George K. Fadel Trust dated December 29,

1975
By:
Name:
Its:
STATE OF UTAH )
: SS.
COUNTY OF DAVIS )
On this day of , 2026, personally appeared before me

, whose identity is personally known to me, to be the person who executed the
Development Agreement as trustee of The George K. Fadel Trust dated December 29, 1975, and who
duly acknowledged to me that they executed the same for the purposes therein stated.

Notary Public

13



EXHIBIT A

Legal Description Parcels

Davis County Parcel ID #: 07-070-0168:

A PART OF THE NW 1/4 OF SEC 31-T3N-R1E, SLB&M, DESC AS FOLLOWS: BEG AT A PT,
SD PT LIES S 00715'20" W 1550.17 FT & N 89744'40" W 1685.67 FT FR THE N 1/4 COR OF
SD SEC 31; TH W 465.50 FT TO THE E LINE OF PPTY CONV IN WARRANTY DEED
RECORDED 11/10/2021 AS E# 3434349 BK 7884 PG 1208; TH ALG SD PPTY THE
FOLLOWING TWO COURSES: N'LY ALG THE ARC OF A 16220.92 FT RADIUS CURVE TO
THE LEFT AN ARC LENGTH OF 217.70 FT (LC BEARS N 00724'06" W 217.70 FT) & N'LY
ALG THE ARC OF A 1853.50 FT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT 32.31 FT (LC BEARS N
01M17'08" W 32.31 FT); TH E411.13 FT; TH S 12745'42" E 256.33 FT TO THE POB. (NOTE:
ROTATE ABOVE BEARINGS 00719'39" CLOCKWISE TO EQUAL HIGHWAY BEARINGS.)
CONT. 2,514 ACRES LESS & EXCEPT THAT PPTY CONV TO UDOT IN WARRANTY
DEED RECORDED 07/30/2025 AS E# 3627354 BK 8800 PG 261 DESC AS FOLLOWS: A
PARCEL OF LAND IN FEE FOR THE WIDENING OF THE EXISTING 1-15 KNOWN AS
PROJECT NO. S-R199(343), BEING PART OF AN ENTIRE TRACT OF LAND, SIT IN LOT 2
& IN LOT 1 OF SEC 31-T3N-R1E, SLB&M, THE BNDRY OF SD PARCEL OF LAND ARE
DESC AS FOLLOWS: BEG AT APT IN THE EXISTING E'LY FRONTAGE ROAD R/W LINE
OF THE I-15 FRONTAGE ROAD (800 WEST STR), SD PT IS 1456.85 FT S 00"15'20" W ALG
THE CENTER 1/4 SEC LINE & 2151.84 FT W, FR THE N 1/4 COR OF SD SEC 31, AT APT IN
THE ARC OF A 16,249.03 FT RADIUS (16,220.92 FT RADIUS BY RECORD) NON-TANGENT
CURVE TO THE LEFT (NOTE: RADIUS BEARS S 89740'42" W) AT A PT APPROXIMATELY
37.50 FT PERP'LY DISTANT E'LY FR THE I-15 FRONTAGE ROAD (800 WEST STR)
CONTROL LINE OPPOSITE APPROXIMATE ENGINEER STATION 143+00.35; & RUN TH
N'LY 131.53 FT ALG THE ARC OF SD CURVE THROUGH A DELTA OF 00727'50" (NOTE:
CHORD TO SD CURVE BEARS N 00733'13" W FOR A DIST OF 131.53 FT), TOAPTIN A
1,853.70 FT RADIUS (1,853.50 FT RADIUS BY RECORD) NON-TANGENT CURVE TO THE
LEFT (NOTE: RADIUS BEARS S 89"12'49" W); TH N'LY 32.31 FT ALG THE ARC OF SD
CURVE THROUGH A DELTA OF 00759'55" (NOTE: CHORD TO SD CURVE BEARS N
01717'08" W FOR A DIST OF 32.31 FT), TO THE NW COR OF SD ENTIRE TRACT, AT APT
OF NON-TANGENCY; TH E4.58 FT ALG THE N'LY LINE OF SD ENTIRE TRACT, TO APT
IN A 1537.50 FT RADIUS NON-TANGENT CURVE TO THE RIGHT (NOTE: RADIUS BEARS
N 89707'46" W); TH S'LY 0.84 FT ALG THE ARC OF SD CURVE THROUGH A DELTA OF
00701'53" (NOTE: CHORD TO SD CURVE BEARS S 00"53'11" W FOR A DIST OF 0.84 FT),
TO APT 37.50 FT RADIALLY DISTANT E'LY FR SD CONTROL LINE OPPOSITE
ENGINEER STATION 144+63.36; TH S 0054'08" W 163.01 FT TO THE POB. (NOTE:
ROTATE ALL BEARINGS IN THE ABOVE DESCRIPTION 00706'12" COUNTER-
CLOCKWISE TO OBTAIN NAD83 HWY BEARINGS.) CONT. 0.008 ACRES

TOTAL ACREAGE 2.506 ACRES
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Davis County Parcel ID #: 07-272-0041:

ALL OF LOT 41, TUSCANY VILLAGE PUD.

CONT. 0.24000 ACRES.

Davis County Parcel ID #: 07-272-0050:

BEG AT THE SE COR OF LOT 41 OF TUSCANY VILLAGE PUD, & RUN TH N 89726'37" E
30.46 FT ALG THE S BNDRY OF PARCEL B OF SD TUSCANY VILLAGE PUD; TH N 12742’
W 144.81 FT ALG THE E LINE OF THE FORMER BAMBERGER RR R/W TO THE NE COR
OF SD LOT 41; TH S 0"33'23" E 141.57 FT ALG THE E BNDRY OF SD LOT 41 TO THE POB.

CONT. 0.05 ACRES

Visual Depiction of all parcels:
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Avocet PUD
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EXHIBIT B

Preliminary PUD Master Plan
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Avocet

‘ Lot Count ‘ Density (units/acre) Tc:-tal Acres: 286 ﬁ_\cres
Unit Count: 15 Units
E 52 Home Width:  Mixof 40'&50'W

Avocet is a proposed single-family residential development located near 1600 South and
Frontage Road in Farmington. The surrounding area is predominantly residential, and Avocet
is designed to complement the existing neighborhood fabric by introducing a home product
not currently well-represented in the immediate community.

The development targets move-up buyers — households seeking more space or anewer
home while remaining within an attainable price range.

The lot sizes balance functionality and livability for growing families without the premium cost
of larger-lot alternatives.

This product type serves animportant role in the local housing continuum. By giving growing
families a realistic path to move up from their entry-level homes, Avocet helps free up that
starter inventory for first-time buyers — supporting housing mobility throughout Farmington
rather than adding pressure at a single price point.

Toachieve the density necessary to deliver this product, Cole West North has agreed to
purchase Transferable Development Rights (TDRs) from Farmington City, with proceeds
directed to the city’s parks fund — adirect community benefit tied to the project’s approval.

COLE WEST Executive Summary 4



Lotoizes

Smallest Lot Size (Sq. Ft.): Largest Lot Size (Sq. Ft.):

5,662 3,068

Average Lot Size (Sq. Ft.):

6,423

Large Lot on1600 S (Sq Ft)

15,639



COLE WEST Aerial Rendering 8



Lot Detall

SLATE
40'X 57" HOME

Zﬂ'ﬂeaJBackyard}

31 Deep Backyard

COLE WEST

GEORGIA
50'X52' HOME

31 Deep Backyard

36’ DeepBackyard

Lot & Home Detail

Lot Size Range™
5,562-8,068 SF

*Lot10is 15,639 5q. Ft.

Proposed Home Square Footage

1,850-3,185



Setback Exhibit
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Slate Exterior Elevations

COLE WEST Exterior Elevations 2



Slate | Floor Plan
01 1748 SaFt. 02 613 SaFt.

Slate |

3 Beds

3 Baths

2 Car Garage

2361 Finished SqFt.
Renderings may depict concaphusl color schemes, adaditic and optional f H:hrnayn:iu:t—buanenul Emited to-window color, front door styles, germpe door styles, and additional window placement{=). Cole West reserves fhe right to change elevafions, speciications, materials and pricas without notica or obligation.
Al square footages and room dimensions shown are approdmate. Wind ations, porches, g heights and rooem dimensions vary per elevation. The avallabiity of certain opfions is subject to-consin ction stahus and schedule. Optional fsahmes mey be predetermined and inchwded at an addiional cost on select homes.

COLE WEST Floor Plans 13



Slate |l Floor Plan

Slatell

3 Beds

25 Baths

2 Car Garage

2368 Finished SaFt.
Randerings may depict concapiual color schemes, addionsl fodures and b bt are not Emited to-window cobor, front door styles, garage door styles, and additiona window piacement(s). Code West reserves the right Iuchmgealawm speciications, materisls and prices wihoul nolice or ohiigation.
All square fookages and room dimensions shown are approdmate. Window locations, porches, ceiling heighis and room dimensions vary per elevalion. The avallabiity of certain opfions is subject fo construc! 5 andd schedule. Opi B be predatermined snd incuded at an addiional cost on select homes.

COLE WEST Floor Plans 1



Slate lll Floor Plan
01 1,347 SqFt. 02 1,367 SaFt.

Slatelll

3 Beds

25 Baths

2 Car Garage
274 Finished SaFt.

Rendarings may depict concapbusl color schemes, additional fistures and oplional fastures which may indude but are not Bmiledo: window color, front door styles, garge door styles, and additional window piacament{s). Cole West reserves the right to change elevations, spacifications, materials snd prices without nofice or obligation.
Al sepuene footages and noom dimensions shown s spprodmate. Window locations, porches, caiing heights and room dimensions vary par elevation. The svallablity of certein options is subject to consinuction stetus snd schedule. Opfional feahures may be predetermined and inchuded at an additional cost on select homes.

COLEWEST Floor Plans 5



Georgial Floor Plan

Georgial

3 Beds

25 Baths

2 Car Garage
1850 Finished SgFt.

COLE WEST

O 1 1850 SaFt.

l 1 |M'§m:.9\nl Floor Plan

Floor Plans
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Georgia ll Floor Plan

Georgiall

3 Beds

25 Baths

2 Car Garage
2560 Finished SaFt.

COLE WEST

@)

Dning Room Great Room

.| Flex f omes = "5 Bedroom #3

: Main Level Fioor Plan
S

[q Jueper Level Fioor Plan
L Mo

Floor Plans 17



Georgialll Floor Plan

Georgialll

4 Beds

35 Baths

2 Car Garage
2893 Finished SgFt.

COLEWEST

@) 02 o

Great Room

Bedroom 84 .

) g
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Al

Flex [ Office
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1 Main Level Floor Plan
C 3

|1—L_.g§r Level Floor Plan

Furare

Floor Plans 18



CITY COUNCIL AGENDA

BUSINESS

AGENDA TITLE: Amendment to the ordinance vacating a certain
portion of the Glovers Lane right-of-way

PRESENTED BY: Lyle Gibson, Community Development Director

MEETING DATE: September 1, 2026



FARMINGTON Lo N ah 84025

CITY COUNCIL STAFF REPORT

To: Mayor and City Council

From: Lyle Gibson - Community Development Director

Date: 09/01/2026

Subject: Amendment to the ordinance vacating a certain portion of the

Glovers Lane right-of-way (STR-4-24).

RECOMMENDED MOTION

Move that the City Council approve the proposed ordinance vacating a certain
portion of the north side of the Glovers Lane right-of-way located between 925
West Street and the West Davis Corridor subject to the following conditions:

1. The vacation shall include a remnant portion of right-of-way created after the
realignment of Glovers Lane on the north side as illustrated on the enclosed
vicinity map;

Findings:

1. The vacation does not interrupt the access or service of the general public
or property owner.

2. The vacation of the right-of-way as identified creates makes for better use
of the property and will reduce the maintenance burden of the City.

3. The City’s Development Review Committee (DRC) has reviewed and is
alright if the City vacates the proposed portion of the Glovers Lane right-
of-way provided easements are put in place to account for utility
infrastructure.

BACKGROUND

In April of 2026 the City Council held a hearing and approved an ordinance to
accomplish this vacation. Deeds had been prepared for review of the city council
which indicated that certain easements would be left on the subject property for
utilities. In effort to record the documentation thought needed to put this order
into effect, it was determined by the County that the deeds are not the
appropriate method, rather the easements would be addressed with an

1



amended subdivision plat which has been prepared, approved, and signed ready
to be recorded.

According to the County Recorder’s office, before recording the amended plat,
the language of the Street Vacation ordinance needs to be modified to account
for how the property is being given. This item is looking for approval of an
updated ordinance with modified language to accomplish the same thing that
was originally approved, but with the verbiage needed by the county.

The adjacent owners have pursued the requested survey work and legal
descriptions noted in the original approval.

Original Report:
The construction of the West Davis Corridor caused a realignment in a section of

Glovers Lane that has created a fairly large remnant property that adjacent
residents have interest in using and maintaining while the City's use for this
portion of the right-of-way if for utility functions only.

This proposed street vacation would give each resident adjacent to the old
street a portion of the property which they would then maintain while leaving
easements in place to account for the interests of the city or other utility
entities.

Supplemental Information
a. Vacation Ordinance

Respectfully submitted, Review and concur,
Lyle Gibson Brigham Mellor

Community Development Director City Manager



FARMINGTON CITY, UTAH
ORDINANCE NO. 2026-

AN ORDINANCE VACATING A CERTAIN PORTION OF THE GLOVERS LANE
PUBLIC RIGHT OF WAY BETWEEN 925 WEST AND THE WEST DAVIS
CORRIDOR WITHIN FARMINGTON CITY, STATE OF UTAH.

WHEREAS, said request is for the vacation of a portion of the Glovers Lane public right-of-
way approximately four hundred and thirty feet (430°) by sixty-six feet (66°); and

WHEREAS, the governing body of Farmington City has determined that there is good cause
for the requested vacation and it will not be detrimental to the general interest of the public to grant
the same; and

WHEREAS, the Farmington City Council has caused all required public notices to be given,
and has held all appropriate public hearing regarding such vacation;

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

Section 1. Street Vacation. The City Council of Farmington City hereby declares that
a portion of the Glovers Lane right-of-way as more particularly described in Exhibit “A,” attached
hereto and incorporated herein, is hereby vacated and granted to the adjacent owners of Davis
County Parcel ID #s 08-562-0119, 08-584-0308, 08-584-0309, and 08-584-0310 respectively
matching widths of each parcel extending across the right-of-way being vacated as shown in
Exhibit “B”.

Section 2. Rights not Affected. The action of the City Council vacating a portion of
the public right-of-way provided herein shall operate as a relinquishment of the City’s fee therein,
provided that nothing herein shall be construed to vacate, impair or otherwise affect any real
property interest, easement, right-of-way, holding or franchise right therein of any public utility or
other property owner, governmental or private.

Section 3. Recorded. A certified copy of this Ordinance shall be recorded in the
office of the Davis County recorder, State of Utah, and the necessary changes made on the official
plats and records of the County to accomplish the purpose thereof.

Section 3. Effective Date. This ordinance shall take effect immediately upon
publication or posting or 30 days after passage by the City Council, whichever comes first.



PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of Farmington City, State of Utah, on this 1%
day of September 2026.

FARMINGTON CITY

Brett Anderson, Mayor
ATTEST:

DeAnn Carlile, City Recorder



Exhibit “A”

Legal Description:

PART OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 25, TOWNSHIP 3 NORTH, RANGE
| WEST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN, U.S. SURVEY. MORE PARTICULARLY
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT A POINT BEING 693.45 FEET NORTH 89°55'05" EAST ALONG THE
SECTION LINE AND 2766.74 FEET SOUTH 00°04'55" EAST FROM THE NORTHWEST
CORNER. OF SAID SECTION 25 (SAID NORTHWEST CORNER BEING SOUTH 89°55'05"
WEST 2642.32 FEET FROM THE NORTH QUARTER CORNER OF SAID SECTION 25);
THEMNCE SOUTH 29°47'47" EAST 427.62 FEET TO THE WESTERLY RIGHT OF WAY
LINE OF 925 WEST STREET; THENCE ALONG SAID WESTERLY LINE THE
FOLLOWING TWO COURSES: (1) SOUTH 00°19'00" EAST 23.33 FEET (2) ALONG A
TANGENT CURVE TURNING TO THE RIGHT WITH A RADIUS OF 30.00 FEET, AN ARC
LENGTH OF 39.45 FEET, A DELTA ANGLE OF 75°20'51", A CHORD BEARING OF
SOUTH 37°21'"26" WEST, AND A CHORD LENGTH OF 36.67 FEET TO THE NORTHERLY
RIGHT OF WAY OF GLOVERS LANE; THENCE SOUTH 75°01'51" WEST 10524 FEET
ALONG SAID NORTHERLY LINE: THENCE NORTH 89°47'47" WEST 183.02 FEET TO
THE NORTHERLY RIGHT OF WAY OF GLOVERS LANE: THENCE ALONG A NON-
TANGENT CURVE TURNING TO THE RIGHT WITH A RADIUS OF 320,00 FEET, AN
ARC LENGTH OF 139.52 FEET, A DELTA ANGLE OF 24°58'53", A CHORD BEARING OF
NORTH 60°4324" WEST, AND A CHORD LENGTH OF 138.42 FEET: THENCE

NORTH 00°1900" WEST 12.84 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

CONTAINING 28,716 SQUARE FEET OR 0.659 ACRES.




Exhibit “B”
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CITY COUNCIL AGENDA

BUSINESS

AGENDA TITLE: Consideration for acceptance of South Davis
Greenway Final Report

MEETING DATE: September 1, 2026
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South Davis Greenway: Final Report

Prepared by: Prepared for:

Kimley»Horn

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

Davi & WA Keeping Utah Moving
111 East Broadway = e

Suite 600
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111

In association with: “A|

BOUNTIFUL NORT CITY OF

» Township+Range EST 1847 H SALT LAKE
» Dig Studio UTAH

7< CENTERVILLE

FARMINGTON

MORE TIME FOR LIVING

WASATCH FRONT REGIONAL COUNCIL

Statutory Notice:

23 U.S.C. 8 407: US Code - Section 407: Discovery and admission as evidence of certain reports
and surveys

Notwithstanding any other provision of law, reports, surveys, schedules, lists, or data compiled
or collected for the purpose of identifying, evaluating, or planning the safety enhancement of
potential accident sites, hazardous roadway conditions, or railway-highway crossings, pursuant
to sections 130, 144 and 148 of this title or for the purpose of developing any highway safety
construction improvement project which may be implemented utilizing Federal-aid highway
funds shall not be subject to discovery or admitted into evidence in a Federal or State court
proceeding or considered for other purposes in any action for damages arising from any
occurrence at a location mentioned or addressed in such reports, surveys, schedules, lists, or
data.
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INTRODUCTION

The communities of Bountiful, Centerville, Farmington, and North Salt Lake, along with Davis The proposed 10.8-mile trail begins at the intersection of Highway 89 and Eagle Ridge Drive in
County, and Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) collaborated to prepare the South Davis North Salt Lake and extends north to Farmington. The route follows Orchard Drive in North Salt
Greenway Feasibility Study. This study evaluates the feasibility of a new shared-use side path Lake, 200 West in Bountiful, 400 West in Centerville, the I-15 Frontage Road through Centerville
connecting North Salt Lake to Farmington. and Farmington, and 200 West in Farmington. The proposed alignment is shown in Figure 1, and

trail lengths by segment are summarized in Table 1.
The South Davis Greenway will serve people walking, biking, and rolling, whether for commuting & yseg

or recreation, and fills a critical gap on the east side of I-15 in south Davis County, where no TABLE 1. SOUTH DAVIS GREENWAY MILEAGE BY JURISDICTION
such facility currently exists, while connecting communities to the statewide Utah trail network. ’

This study is funded through a grant from the WFRC Transportation and Land Use Connection m Trail Length

(TLC) Program. Partner cities worked together to identify a preferred alignment and developed a ,
basic concept design for a continuous route. North Salt Lake  1.59 Miles

Bountiful 3.96 Miles

The preferred alignment was selected because it connects key community destinations,
including parks and schools, while following streets that already serve as important walking
routes. The planned facility is a 12-foot-wide side path with a landscaped buffer separating trail
users from adjacent traffic. The greenway will provide a comfortable and safe facility for families, Farmington 2.01 Miles
commuters, and recreational users. The alighnment can be constructed largely within existing

public right-of-way, while minimizing impacts to adjacent properties, with many segments Total 10.8 Miles
incorporating existing wide paved shoulders and sidewalks, such as the example shown in the

photo to the right.

Centerville 3.23 Miles

25 s
(-. %, go

Trail
to SLC/new
Beck Street
Shared Use
Path

WEST BOUNTIFUL

NORTH

SALT LAKE R

FRONTAGE RD.

200 WEST 400 WEST

Greenway
Alignment

Future
N Exiension

BOUNTIFUL CENTERVILLE FARMINGTON

FIGURE 1. SOUTH DAVIS GREENWAY PROPOSED ALIGNMENT
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STUDY GOALS

The goals for the South Davis Greenway Feasibility Study were developed in collaboration with
participating municipalities through a series of stakeholder meetings and are organized around

four key themes.

Together, these goals guide the development of a connected, safe, inclusive, family-friendly,
and high-quality greenway that strengthens regional connectivity, improves access to key
destinations, and integrates seamlessly with existing and planned trail networks.

NETWORK

» Connectivity for walking, biking,
and rolling: Address the lack of active
transportation options in southern Davis
County by creating a north-south “spine”
supported by east-west connections.

» Access to downtowns and destinations:
Improve biking and walking access to
each community’s downtown and key
destinations, supporting walkable, less
auto-dependent activity centers.

» Enhanced trails and recreation: Connect
to existing and planned trail networks in
cities that lead to mountains, waterways,
and wetlands, leveraging strong community
interest in trails.

GREENWAY DESIGN

» High-quality design: Optimize width,
separation, amenities, and landscaping
to create a cohesive experience, adapting
design for different segments as needed.

» Practical and cost-effective: Develop a
fiscally responsible project that considers
long-term maintenance, traffic impacts, and
acceptable trade-offs within street ROW.

OUTCOMES

» Family-friendly: Create a safe pathway
experience attractive for multiple
generations that families can enjoy together
and use both to recreate and to access
destinations.

» Well-used community asset: Design
an amenity that attracts range of user
types, that the community is proud of, and
positively impacts quality of life.

PLANNING PROCESS

» Broad stakeholders buy-in: Engage city
leadership, incorporate perspectives and
needs from a range of City departments,
align with General Plans and policies,
and build community support through
clear communication of the South Davis
Greenway vision and its benefits.

» Funding and construction: Create a plan
that will attract funding and enable timely
construction.

( WALK BIKE ROLL CONNECT

ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION FACILITY DEFINITIONS

BIKE LANES

Bike lanes are a designated on-street space
for bicycles, typically 4-7 feet wide, marked
with 6-inch striping and bike lane symbols.
Bike lanes feel comfortable only for confident
cyclists, unless they are located on low-speed,
low-volume streets.

SHARED USE PATHS

Shared use paths (SUPs) are paved off-

street paths, usually 10-12 feet wide, made

of asphalt or concrete, accommodating
pedestrians, bicyclists, and other non-
motorized users. Sometimes called “trails,” but
distinct from natural surface trails.

SIDE PATHS

Side paths are shared-use paths that run
parallel or adjacent to a roadway, serving both
pedestrians and bicyclists off-street. Side paths
present unique challenges such as driveway
crossings, intersections, and adjacent land
uses. When designed well, they provide a
comfortable alternative for users who prefer
not to ride on-street.
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EXISTING PLANS

UTAH TRAIL NETWORK

The Utah Trail Network (UTN) is a statewide initiative led by UDOT
to develop a connected system of paved active transportation
facilities serving communities across Utah. The UTN is envisioned
as a backbone network that expands transportation choices by
providing safe, comfortable, and accessible routes for users of all

ages and abilities.

The UTN is intended to support both transportation and recreation by improving connections

UTAH

Awaa A UDOT PROGRAM

to employment centers, schools, commercial areas, transit, and regional destinations. By

enhancing regional connectivity and closing key network gaps, the UTN advances statewide goals
related to mobility, safety, public health, air quality, and quality of life, while supporting active

transportation as a viable travel option.

In fall 2025, the UTN Master Plan was released. The plan identifies the locations of future UTN

projects and highlights existing trails that may be incorporated into the network to serve the
transportation needs of travelers throughout Utah.

The South Davis Greenway is included in this statewide vision, accessible at https://gis.udot.utah.

gov/utn-viewer, through the projects listed in Table 2.

Utah Trail
Network
Project ID

R1-093

R1-069

The South Davis Greenway Feasibility Study is funded through a grant from the Wasatch Front

TABLE 2. SOUTH DAVIS GREENWAY 7/ UTN SEGMENTS

Project Name

US-89; North Salt Lake to
Bountiful Trail Gap

SR-106; Bountiful to
Farmington Trail Gap

Description

The US-89; North Salt Lake to Bountiful Trail Gap is

2.9 miles long and is located in UDOT Region 1. Itis a

Proposed Base Network trail project.

The SR-106; Bountiful to Farmington Trail Gap is 9.0
miles long and is located in UDOT Region 1. Itis a
Proposed Gap Closure trail project.

Regional Council (WFRC)'s Transportation and Land Use Connections program. This funding
supports the feasibility study only. There is currently no funding allocated for design or

construction; however, because the project is included in the UTN Master Plan Map, it is eligible

for consideration for state funding. The South Davis Greenway advances a long-standing trail
connection envisioned by local communities for years as shown in the following plans.

TRAIL___
NETWORK

UDOT I-15 RECONSTRUCTION
PROJECT, FARMINGTON TO
SALT LAKE CITY

UDOT is preparing to improve I-15 from Salt
Lake City to Farmington. The project includes
reconstruction of sidewalks along impacted
roadways including the I-15 Frontage Road.
The partner cities have been in communication
with the I-15 design team to include the
segments of the South Davis Greenway that
are within the I-15 project limits, into the I-15
project.

Figure 2 shows where planned improvements
overlap with the South Davis Greenway in a
dotted white line. The entire plan is accessible

at: https://i15eis.udot.utah.gov/.

DAVIS COUNTY ACTIVE
TRANSPORTATION PLAN
(2024)

The South Davis Active Transportation Plan,
updated in 2024, establishes a vision for

a connected, safe, and comfortable active
transportation network throughout Davis
County.

The plan identifies 39 regional active
transportation routes that improve
connectivity between communities and key
destinations. Many of these identified regional
routes overlap with the South Davis Greenway
Corridor including:

» Route ID 9: 200 W from 2600 S to Frontage
Road/1500S.

» Route ID 11: Orchard Drive/400 E from
North Canyon Road to Chase Lane

» Route ID 37: Highway 89 from Center
Street (NSL) to Salt Lake County Line

» Route ID 39: 500 West/Orchard Lane from
Eagle Ridge Drive/Highway 89 to 1500 S/
200 W
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SOUTH DAVIS ACTIVE
TRANSPORTATION PLAN
(NOVEMBER 2019)

The South Davis Active Transportation Plan
was prepared collaboratively by Bountiful,
Centerville, and North Salt Lake. The plan
established a Project Vision:

Bountiful, Centerville, and North Salt Lake

will work together to improve quality of life,
community health, and recreational access in
South Davis County by connecting neighborhoods
and destinations through safe walking and
bicycling facilities.

Recommendations specific to each partner
community, as it pertains to the South Davis
Greenway Feasibility Study are:

» Bountiful: Proposes a buffered bike lane
on Orchard Drive south of 2600 South, and
on 200 West.

» Centerville: Continues the buffered bike
lane on 400 West.

» North Salt Lake: Proposes a shared-use
path along US-89, and a separated bike
lane on Orchard Drive.


https://i15eis.udot.utah.gov/
https://gis.udot.utah.gov/utn-viewer
https://gis.udot.utah.gov/utn-viewer
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BOUNTIFUL CITY

The Bountiful by Design General Plan
(Adopted December 9, 2025) identifies

a connected, multimodal transportation
system as a key component of the City's
long-term vision. The South Davis Greenway
directly supports the Plan by improving
regional bicycle and pedestrian connectivity,
expanding active transportation opportunities,
and strengthening connections between
neighborhoods, parks, schools, commercial
areas, and neighboring communities.

Guiding Principles, Goals, and Actions in the
Plan include

A Connected Community with Complete
Networks for Pedestrians, Bicycles, Transit,
And Vehicles

» Goal 1: Balance travel modes to move
people safely and efficiently throughout the
city.

» Goal 2: Enhance access to and connectivity
of non-motorized travel options.

» Goal 3: Consider future multimodal
transportation projects and initiatives in an
updated transportation master plan.

» Action 1: Work with neighboring
municipalities and regional partners to
identify an active transportation corridor
between communities.

CENTERVILLE CITY

The Centerville General Plan references the
South Davis Active Transportation Plan. The
Plan identifies priority projects from the ATP
including the 400 West buffered bike lanes.
The plan states that implementation of these
priority projects will help create continuous,
safe corridors for cyclists and pedestrians
throughout the region.

FARMINGTON CITY

The Farmington General Plan references the
Farmington Active Transportation Plan (2016).
The plan also includes a new shared-use path
along the I-15 Frontage Road south of Glovers
Lane, buffered bike lanes along the I-15
Frontage Road between Glovers Lane and 200
West, and bike lanes and a shared-use path
along 200 West from the I-15 Frontage Road to
State Street.

CITY OF NORTH SALT LAKE

The North Salt Lake General Plan (2013)

is currently being updated in the ongoing
Imagine NSL 2046. The General Plan
emphasizes active transportation and
includes provisions for shared-use paths as
part of its Parks, Trails, and Recreation and

Transportation chapters. Key elements include:

» Adopted the South Davis Active
Transportation Plan as an update to the
General Plan in 2020, including a shared-
use path connection to the Beck Street Trail
at the intersection of Highway 89 and Eagle
Ridge Drive.

Town Center and Highway 89 Corridor
(Chapter 7) and the subsequent Town
Center Master Plan (2016) envision

a multi-modal street network with
sidewalks, pathways, and mixed-use
paths to create a pedestrian- and bicycle-
friendly environment. A shared-use path
is proposed along US-89 and within the
Town Center to support walkability and
connectivity.

P

2
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Public engagement for the on-going
General Plan update, named Imagine NSL
2046, highlights strong community interest
in trail connectivity and enhancements,
addressing gaps in bike and pedestrian
infrastructure and improving east-west
connections across barriers like I-15 and
rail lines.
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FARMINGTON
200 West (Farmington)

Portion of South Davis
Greenway that will be
constructed with the

I-15 Widening Project.

IJ:.I CENTERVILLE
Parrish Lane (Centerville)

WEST Greenway Alignment
BOUNTIFUL 400 North (Bountiful)
BOUNTIFUL 500 South (Bountiful)

2600 South (Bountiful)

NORTH
New Beck JATLAKE canter Street (North Salt Lake)

Street Trail to
I-215/US-89 (Salt Lake City)

be constructed
with I-15
Widening

Project. Beck Street (Salt Lake City)

Warm Springs Road (Salt Lake City)

1000 North (Salt Lake City)
600 North (Salt Lake City)

SALT LAKE
ary 400 South (Salt Lake City)

FIGURE 2. I-15
IMPROVEMENTS AND
OVERLAP WITH SOUTH
DAVIS GREENWAY
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COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT

The project was guided by a Steering Committee that included elected officials, city staff,
and representatives from Davis County, UDOT, and WFRC. Community feedback gathered
throughout the engagement process also informed project decisions and recommendations.

At the beginning of the project, the project team met with each participating municipality to hear
about their current perspectives and receive input on their vision for the South Davis Greenway
as well as potential alignment options, opportunities, and constraints.

STEERING COMMITTEE

The Steering Committee convened four times throughout the project to participate in workshops
and provide feedback at key milestones. Their input and direction helped guide the project.
Workshop summaries are provided below:

» Steering Committee Workshop #1
was held on November 10, 2025, at the
Bountiful Recreation Center in Bountiful
Utah. During the workshop, the Steering
Committee reviewed and refined the
study goals and discussed the desired
outcomes of the proposed trail. Committee
members also evaluated potential trail
alignments and amenities, providing
feedback on opportunities, constraints,
and key considerations. This input helped
establish the project’s vision and guided
development of the preferred trail
alignment.

p

4

Steering Committee Workshop #2 was
held on January 19, 2026, at Bountiful City
Hall. During the meeting, the project team
shared preliminary trail design criteria

that align with the Utah Trail Network
(UTN) trail design criteria. During breakout
groups, steering committee members
discussed potential alignment conflicts such
as right-of-way (ROW) or utility conflicts.
Additionally, Steering Committee members
provided location-specific suggestions

for greenway amenity opportunities,
helping refine the initial alignment, identify
feasibility considerations, and inform future
public outreach efforts.

» Steering Committee Workshop #3 was
held on April 15, 2026, at Bountiful City
Hall. The Steering Committee received an
update on the revised corridor concept,
which incorporated feedback from the
previous workshop, as well as a preview
of upcoming public engagement activities.
The primary focus of the workshop was to
discuss implementation topics, including
maintenance responsibilities, landscaping
approaches, funding opportunities, and
project phasing. The discussion helped
identify key implementation considerations
and informed development of the South
Davis Greenway's implementation strategy.

P

X

Steering Committee Workshop #4 was
held on May 27, 2026, at Bountiful City
Hall. During the workshop, the project
team presented the proposed phasing
plan, trail segments, and estimated
construction costs for each segment.
The Steering Committee also discussed
upcoming public engagement activities
and strategies for advancing the South
Davis Greenway toward implementation.
Feedback received during the workshop
helped refine the recommended phasing
plan, funding strategy, and maintenance
approach, and informed the study's final
recommendations and implementation
framework.
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PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Public involvement strategies were used to introduce the South Davis Greenway concept,
educate about greenways, share the planned alignment, and explain how a greenway may
benefit community members in the four partnering municipalities.

Public involvement activities focused on online content such as short videos on the project
website, and social media posts delivered through City communication channels, encouraging
the public to provide comment on the draft alignment concept. In addition, yard signs were
posted within each community, and pavement stencils placed on the proposed South Davis
Greenway alignment roadway shoulder.

Public Engagement Phase 1, conducted from January 2026 to April 2026, included the elements
as illustrated below, in Table 3.

TABLE 3. PHASE 1 PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT

» Study website: southdavisgreenway.org

Introducing the
project:

» Information mailed to stakeholders along the planned alignment
» Onsite decals and signs/displays

» Video: longer and shorter versions

» City communications and leadership presentations

» Indoor display in South Davis Recreation Center

Getting » Website comment box

feedback: » Project email

» Short online survey

You are Standing on the Future

/ SOUTH
DAVIS

(€



https://www.southdavisgreenway.org/
https://www.southdavisgreenway.org/
https://www.southdavisgreenway.org/
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WHAT DID THE COMMUNITY SAY?

=~ r-*'-‘tw--*:-ﬂ.-n--?.- T
Based on Phase 1 outreach, the study team .

received 119 survey responses, 45 comments
submitted on the website, and 7 emails.

SOUTH DAVIS GREENWAY P ¥L?ﬂ,?3:m?;§5 A " SOUTH DAVIS GREENWAY B
» 45% of comments received expressed support Potental Greenay Concepi Foule S i
for the project. R T _ I | e SO .
- . : B ” et !
» 19% of comments received expressed X e ﬁ?ﬂ 3ﬁ g Lt jef e
opposition or concern for the project. fl H ‘I " ' -ﬁ . i g
Voices of Support from Survey i N e R e e ]
Responses And Comments: gl

| b 12 Vv pareed pathomiy batacd |
it i |< v lirdscie, gk

» “Love this idea.”

» This is “a key element missing from our
community.”

|‘dn"-ﬂ'\’-| 7 s IR WA SIS Bervemat 18 57 el ek b
AL I b ML LT 1010 L v g o A pla o pa-.g g

» “A reliable safe bike route through Davis

COU nty." E 3 - e Tl Ty - Wi of ety pi
g k -ﬁ-« @ R I. S WALK (£ ROLL® CONMECT - southdavisgreenway.org WALK ROLL  COMMECT - southelavisgrecnway.org
» “Great way to connect the cities and encourage AT S mﬁ';j"c'd'm‘;ar '
community!” e :

» “How can | help make it happen?”

Q Voices of Concern from Survey
Responses and Comments:

» “I do not support any tax funds going towards
this. There are plenty of road and safety needs
already not addressed.”

» Prevents “me from being able to park in front of
my house.”

» “This project is not needed. Just west is a green
trail for biking, hiking, and walking.”

A summary of comments by theme area is presented in
Figure 3, on page 19.

OPEN HOUSE PROJECT INFORMATION BOARDS
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HOW PUBLIC FEEDBACK SHAPED THE STUDY

Feedback received through the survey, project website, emails, stakeholder outreach, and
public engagement activities generally affirmed the project’s goals and overall vision for

the South Davis Greenway. Community members expressed support for a safe, family-

friendly facility that improves connectivity between neighborhoods, parks, schools, and other
destinations throughout southern Davis County. Participants also emphasized the importance
of landscaping, separation from traffic, and enhanced roadway crossings, which are reflected in
the recommended design guidance and corridor concept presented in this report.

Comments related to parking, roadway operations, property impacts, maintenance
responsibilities, and alternative routing options helped inform the evaluation of alignment
alternatives and identify corridor constraints and implementation considerations.

DEMONSTRATION OF THE WIDTH AND LOCATION OF THE SOUTH DAVIS
GREENWAY ON 200 WEST ADJACENT TO BOUNTIFUL CITY PARK.
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PHASE 2 PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT AND DEMONSTRATION EVENT

On June 26, 2026, the project team hosted a public open house and temporary greenway
demonstration project in conjunction with a Bountiful City concert at Bountiful City Park.
Community members were invited to review the proposed alignment, view project renderings,
discuss the project with team members, and experience a temporary installation demonstrating
the proposed 12-foot-wide trail and landscaped buffer.

Approximately 50 to 60 people attended the event, and 27 comment cards were submitted.
Nearly two-thirds (63%) of comments expressed support for the project. Common themes
included improving safety, creating family-friendly active transportation opportunities,
enhancing connectivity between communities and destinations, strengthening connections to
east-side trail networks, and incorporating
landscaping and other aesthetic
improvements along the corridor.

Community feedback also identified concerns
with the proposed alignment along the south
side of Chase Lane in Centerville. In response,
the alignment was revised to the north side
of Chase Lane between the I-15 Frontage
Road and 400 West. This is reflected in the
Recommended Alignment described in page
28 of this report. Additional outreach during
final design is recommended to continue
coordination with adjacent property owners
and stakeholders and to address site-specific
concerns.

DEMONSTRATION ACTIVITY IN JUNE 2026
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SURVEY RESPONSES GREENWAY VISION THEMES

CONNECTION

Connection among
communities (longer
distance, regional route)

Walkability

Bike-friendly

ACCESS

Transportation
Alternatives

Access community
downtowns and
destinations

Commute to SLC

Integration with
public transit

Convenient / easy

TRAILS

Recreation /
exercise

Beautiful

Trees/
Landscaping

Water-wise

Nature

Calming,
relaxing, mental
health

COST
EFFECTIVE

Commitment of
cities

Implementable

Cost-effective

Adds to
property values

Start with
temporary
improvements

FAMILY
FRIENDLY

Family-friendly

Safe active
transportation
route

Safe intersections

FIGURE 3.
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COMMUNITY
PRIDE

Authentic sense
of place

Enhance sense
of community

Amenities/enjoy
able to use

Walkable
zoning/development

Used frequently

= 1 survey response

OTHER

Consider/manage
all users

Well-lit

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC INPUT, ROUND 1
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RECOMMENDATIONS

DESIGN CRITERIA TYPICAL SECTIONS
Trail design criteria were established using AASHTO's Fifth Edition Guide for the Development - i ;
of Bicycle Facilities, 2024 and the UTN Quick Reference Design Guide (revised 6/9/2025) as 2-Lane conflguratlon
summarized in Table 4. For much of the southern portion of the alignment, the South Davis Greenway runs alongside

: o . . : a two-lane road with travel in both directions, as shown below. This condition is seen along N
The recommendations presented in this study are planning-level concepts intended to guide Orchard Road, where UTA Bus Route 455 operates. This configuration includes a 6' park strip
future project development. Final dimensions, design treatments, and engineering details will be buffer between the 12 trail and roadway. Vegetation must meet utility clearance requirements
refined during subsequent design and engineering phases. and maintain access to equipment.

Trail design will reflect context-sensitive conditions, opportunities, and constraints. Where
existing sidewalks are replaced, intersections and crossings will be upgraded to meet current
ADA accessibility requirements. As a potential trail adopted into the Utah Trail Network, the
South Davis Greenway will be a paved, separated side path that meets established safety and
comfort expectations for users of all ages and abilities, including children and older adults.

The trail is recommended to be 12-feet wide, consistent with UTN guidance and comparable
UDOT facilities. A 12-foot-wide trail can accommodate maintenance vehicles, drive crossings,
and comfortably supports:

» Lateral separation between opposing users.  » Reduced need for users to leave the paved

surface during passing events.
» Room for passing of different user groups. 5P 5

. ) » Improved comfort for families, children,
» Greater shy distance from edges, signs,

railings, or vertical elements. and older adults.

25 11-12 11-12 2.5 6' 12¢
C&G C&G buffer ‘ trail ‘

varies

The design criteria reflect nationally recognized best practices, established engineering
guidance, and stakeholder feedback. As UTN standards continue to be refined, the most current
approved UTN guidance should be used, and project designs shall conform to those standards
during subsequent phases of design.

existing conditions travel lane travel lane

FIGURE 4. TYPICAL SECTION: 2-LANE CONFIGURATION

TABLE 4. SOUTH DAVIS GREENWAY DESIGN CRITERIA

Total Trail Width 12 ft

Stabilized Shoulder Width 5 ft recommended: 2 ft practical minimum
Park Strip/Buffer 6 ft*

Shy Distance (Continuous Vertical Elements) 2 ft- 3 ft recommended*

. . . 2 ft- 3 ft recommended; post-mounted signs must
Shy Distance (Intermittent Vertical Elements) meet 2 ft clearance minirF:wm* &

*Right-of-way limitations may alter the length of shy distances and the width of the park strip in constrained areas. These
locations are noted in the concept exhibits in Appendix A.

Vertical Clearance from Overhead Elements 10 ft preferred; 8 ft minimum
(e.g. Trees, Tunnels, Signs) '
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3-Lane configuration

In much of the central portion of the
alignment, the South Davis Greenway
travels alongside a three-lane road,
containing a center turn lane, as shown
to the right. This condition is seen on a
majority of 200 W/400W between 400
N and 850 S. This configuration allows
for a 6" park strip buffer between the
12" trail and roadway. Vegetation must
meet utility clearance requirements
and maintain access to equipment

varies 2.5 11-12 11-12' 11-12 25 6’ 12
existing conditions | C&G travel lane center turn lane travel lane C&G buffer trail ‘
O FIGURE 5. TYPICAL SECTION: 3-LANE CONFIGURATION

4-Lane configuration with
parking

In the northern portion of the
alignment, the South Davis Greenway
travels alongside a four-lane road,
with space for parallel parking on
both sides, as shown to the right. This
condition is seen on 200 W between
200 S and State Street. In the next
phase of design, narrowing the park
strip along portions of the trail by
1-2" may allow the trail to tie into the
existing curb and gutter to save on
cost. This configuration maintains the

existing travel lanes, reducing overall
Oosts: FIGURE 6. TYPICAL SECTION: 4-LANE CONFIGURATION WITH PARKING

varies 2.5 12 12 12 12 12' 8’ 25 3 12
existing conditions

C&G | parking travel lane travel lane center turn lane travel lane Parking ’C&G buffer trail
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LANDSCAPE GUIDANCE

Landscape treatments along the South Davis Greenway should support community identity,
long-term sustainability, and operational feasibility, while reinforcing the South Davis
Greenway's role as both a transportation and recreational facility.

The following checklist establishes overarching landscape expectations to guide future
design and construction. These guidelines are intended to identify priorities, constraints, and
coordination needs rather than prescribe final designs.

Community Character and Identity

» Landscape concepts should reflect individual city identity while contributing to a cohesive
regional South Davis Greenway experience.

» Local variation is encouraged; uniform landscaping across all cities is not required.

» Identity should be conveyed through plant palettes, materials, and character elements, not
high-maintenance features.

Park Strip

» A minimum 6-foot landscaped park strip between curb and trail is a desired condition where
right-of-way allows. Park strips should function as:

* A buffer between trail users and traffic.
* A space for low-water, salt-tolerant landscaping.

» In constrained areas, alternative buffer strategies may be evaluated, but the loss of a
landscaped buffer should be clearly identified as a tradeoff.

Water-Wise Landscaping

» Turf grass between the trail and curb should be avoided due to irrigation consumption and
maintenance concerns.

» Landscaping should align with Weber Basin/“Flip your Strip” principles where feasible.
Priority should be given to:

* Drought-tolerant species.
* Salt-tolerant species.

» Low-maintenance ground covers and shrubs.

Salt, Snow, and Roadway Impacts

» Salt exposure should be assumed in roadway-adjacent segments and addressed through
plant selection and layout.

» Landscape concepts should anticipate winter maintenance impacts and avoid sensitive
planting in high-salt zones.
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Irrigation Strategy

All cities along the South Davis Greenway are encouraged to collaborate and identify an
irrigation approach, while avoiding mandates that limit local discretion. Future design and
implementation efforts should also evaluate the need for dedicated irrigation meters, water
service connections, and other supporting infrastructure required to maintain landscape
improvements along the corridor. Observations made by the Steering Committee during
discussion of irrigation concepts include:

» A 'single irrigation system across the corridor is not feasible or required.
» Irrigation approaches may vary by city and by segment.
» Areas with more intensive landscaping may warrant dedicated irrigation systems.

» Tying into residential irrigation systems may present operational challenges and should be
evaluated cautiously.

» Irrigation feasibility, including potential meter and service connection requirements, and risks
(e.g., winterization, system failures) should be clearly identified.

Utility Coordination

Concept design exhibits identify above-ground utility conflicts with utility poles to the

extent feasible within this study. Additional above-ground and below-ground utility conflict
identification is required during final design, including water meters, fire hydrants, valve boxes,
manholes, storm drainage facilities, communication/fiber infrastructure, transformers, and
other utility appurtenances.
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MAINTENANCE OPTIONS

Long-term maintenance considerations are central to success of the South Davis Greenway.
Decisions related to design, amenities, and landscape treatments should be informed by
clear expectations for ownership, operations, and ongoing maintenance across the corridor.
Establishing a realistic and coordinated maintenance framework early can help avoid deferred
upkeep, inconsistent conditions, or system failures experienced in past multi-jurisdictional
projects. Cities will be responsible for trail maintenance, including surface asphalt, vegetation

management, irrigation, and snow removal.

Maintenance responsibilities for landscaped park strips, trees, irrigation systems, and

other landscape improvements should be clearly established during future design and
implementation phases. While participating jurisdictions are anticipated to maintain facilities
within their respective boundaries, alternative maintenance arrangements may be considered

where appropriate.

Long-term success will also depend on each jurisdiction’s ability to plan and budget for future
rehabilitation and replacement costs, including pavement resurfacing, irrigation system
replacement, landscape renewal, and other capital reinvestments that will be required over the

life of the facility.

Maintenance & Management
Considerations

A comprehensive approach to maintenance
and management, should be identified and
documented including:

» Clearly defined ownership and maintenance
responsibility by segment, facility type, or
jurisdiction.

» An agreed-upon approach to system
management and oversight to ensure
continuity and accountability over time.

» Early identification of long-term operational
needs associated with the South Davis
Greenway, beyond initial construction or
capital investment.

» Consideration of lifecycle costs and future
capital needs, including rehabilitation,
replacement, and major maintenance
required to sustain the facility over time.

Design decisions, including amenities,
pavement markings, landscape treatments,
and supporting infrastructure, should align
with realistic municipal maintenance capacity
and available resources to support consistent
care over the life of the facility.
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Multi-Jurisdictional Coordination

Given that the South Davis Greenway spans
multiple cities, coordination on maintenance
and management approaches can provide
efficiencies while allowing flexibility where
local conditions differ. Cities are encouraged
to collaborate in identifying where shared
approaches add value, while avoiding
mandates that limit local discretion. This
coordination may include, but is not limited to,
alignment on:

» General maintenance expectations and
service levels along the corridor.

» Irrigation and utility operations where
applicable.

» Assumptions related to upkeep,
replacement cycles, and staffing or
contractor support.

» Assumptions related to maintenance of
landscaped buffers, irrigation systems, and
other South Davis Greenway landscape
features.

CONCEPTUAL ALIGNMENT
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With the completion of UDOT's Beck Street Trail in Salt Lake City, the South Davis Greenway will
complete a safe and comfortable path from Farmington to downtown Salt Lake City. A potential
future extension through Farmington was also identified to connect the trail to Fruit Heights.

Concept plan sheets are included in Appendix A.

RECOMMENDED ALIGNMENT

The recommended alignment is approximately
10.8 miles long, beginning at the terminus

of the Beck Street Trail in North Salt Lake on
the south side of Eagle Ridge Drive. The trail
heads north along the west side of Orchard
Drive to the Center Street intersection, where
it crosses to the east side of Orchard Drive.

It continues north along Orchard Drive/200
West for approximately 2.6 miles to the Five

Points Roundabout in Bountiful, then proceeds

through the roundabout and continues north
on 200 West/400 West for just over 3 miles to
Parrish Lane. At that point, the trail crosses
to the west side of 200 West/400 West at
CenterPoint Theater, where it remains until
Chase Lane.

At Chase Lane, the trail turns west and follows
the north side of Chase Lane to I-15 Frontage
Road. From there, it continues along the east
side of Frontage Road, for approximately 3.1
miles to 200 West, where it turns north and
continues along the east side of 200 West until
terminating at State Street in Farmington.

FUTURE EXTENSIONS

The current study area and South Davis
Greenway alignment terminates at State
Street in Farmington. A future extension

was identified during discussions with City
of Farmington, to extend the South Davis
Greenway north of State Street and towards
Fruit Heights. While Farmington city staff
have a general vision for how the trail should
continue through their city before connecting
to Fruit Heights, the exact alignment has not
yet been determined.

The city's initial alignment for the future
extension would continue along the east side
of Lagoon Drive. Beyond Lagoon, the city has
identified two alternatives.

» Alternative A would cross Lagoon Drive
via a new pedestrian bridge, then continue
north to the I-15 off-ramp and pass under
Park Lane via a potential tunnel (see
Appendix A, Sheets 38 - 40).

» Alternative B would follow Lagoon Drive
and 950 North until reconnecting with
Frontage Road (see Appendix A, Sheets
38-40).

The trail continues north along Frontage Road
for about 900 feet before two alternatives are
considered.

» Alternative C continues north along
Frontage Road and turns east at Shepard
Lane, crossing north at Foxglove Road (see
Appendix A, Sheets 40 and 41).

» Alternative D shows the trail passing
through Farmington City Park and along
700 West before turning west on Shepard
Lane and crossing north at Foxglove Road
(see Appendix A, Sheets 40 and 41). From
Foxglove Road, both alternatives would
continue north past Smith’s Grocery Store,
turn west on Creek Lane, and proceed
north along Frontage Road until reaching
Fruit Heights.
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1-15 COORDINATION

The recommended trail alignment follows

I-15 Frontage Road through Centerville and
Farmington. In 2024, UDOT published the

[-15 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS),
which identifies impacts to Frontage Road and
adjacent properties. As part of the Frontage
Road reconstruction, UDOT committed to
replacing the existing sidewalk trail (8 feet in
most locations) and closing trail gaps within
the project area.

This commitment presents a partnership
opportunity to coordinate with UDOT on
upgrading the existing Frontage Road
sidewalk/trail to meet the proposed South
Davis Greenway design standard of a 12-foot-
wide path, consistent with UDOT's Utah Trail
Network design guidelines.

The project team and affected communities
have engaged UDOT in discussions to increase
the trail width currently proposed in the EIS

to 12 feet, encouraging a consistent cross-
section along the entire South Davis Greenway
corridor.

POCKET PARK OPPORTUNITIES

KEY CONSTRAINTS

Several limitations exist throughout the South
Davis Greenway corridor leading to deviations
in the design through constrained areas.
These locations are annotated on concept plan
sheets in Appendix A.

These constraints include:

» Utility Poles: Impacted utility poles are
called out in pink through the alignment
sheets.

» Street Crossings: There are several street
crossings along the corridor. The locations
for potential future pedestrian bridges or
tunnels are also called out in the sheets.

» Right-of-way considerations: These
are noted through the plans, including
impacts requiring retaining walls, fencing,
or relocation.

Elements of the design and key features of
each segment such as roadway crossings,
utility conflicts, and opportunity areas are
noted in the concept plan sheets, Appendix A.

Throughout the South Davis Greenway alignment corridor, there are opportunities for pocket
parks (also known as parkettes or mini-parks). These are small-scale green spaces that are
publicly accessible and integrated into the surrounding neighborhood fabric.

Pocket parks can be strategically located where the South Davis Greenway intersects residential
areas, commercial districts, trailheads, or underutilized parcels. Potential locations for pocket
parks and trail amenities have are identified in the concept plan sheets in Appendix A.

Pocket parks represent a meaningful opportunity to enhance the value of the South Davis
Greenway for surrounding communities. By providing places to pause, gather, and engage

with the landscape, these spaces can serve as informal neighborhood destinations along the
corridor. Even modest interventions, such as seating, shade, native landscaping, public art, or
interpretive elements, can transform residual or overlooked spaces into welcoming community

assets.
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From a community perspective, pocket parks can:
» Expand access to green space in areas that may lack larger parks.

» Support everyday use of the South Davis Greenway by offering rest areas and social spaces
for walkers, cyclists, and families.

» Create flexible plazas or micro-destinations that can reflect local character and neighborhood
identity.

» Improve the overall comfort and appeal of the corridor, encouraging repeat use and
stewardship.

Because pocket parks are small and adaptable, they can be phased over time and tailored to
site-specific constraints, partnership opportunities, and community priorities. When thoughtfully
designed, they offer a high-impact, low-footprint way to deliver visible benefits to neighborhoods
while reinforcing the South Davis Greenway as a shared community space rather than solely a
pass-through trail.

PROMISE PARK ALONG PARLEY’S TRAIL IN SALT LAKE CITY
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CURRENT AND PROPOSED CONDITIONS
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PROPOSED: CENTERVILLE NEXT TO PORTER-WALTON PARK PROPOSED: FARMINGTON ACROSS FROM FARMINGTON JR. HIGH SCHOOL
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PROJECT PHASING

The South Davis Greenway will be constructed in phased segments, based on funding
availability. Segments can be implemented individually or combined to support flexible
funding, prioritization, and delivery. The recommended phasing sequence was developed to
prioritize segments that connect to planned I-15 improvements, create logical and usable trail
connections, capitalize on near-term implementation opportunities, and deliver meaningful
benefits to the community as early as possible. Recommended implementation segments
consider construction complexity, logical termini, and the ability to deliver clearly defined,
constructible segments.

Table 5 describes the five proposed construction segments, labeled A-E, and their corresponding
jurisdictions. Phase “0” will be constructed with the current I-15 widening project. Funding needs
to be identified and secured for Phases 1, 2, and 3.

TABLE 5. PROJECT SEGMENTS

. |Beginning Juris-
STA Begin Point STA End diction
US-89/Eagle North Salt -3
M Ridge Drive 120700 2600 227 Lake/Bountiful 2 Tl
B 120+00 2600 S 249+00 North of 400 N 2.44 Bountiful =
Jifjur e
BN o0 NEonoms ., (EElwel R -
Recreation Road g : Centerville 7 -
Center)
D  381+00 Cane/i15 555+50 N T Centerville,
Frontage Road Frontage Road Farmington
200 W/I-15
E  555+50 Frontage Road 571+00 coovistate g9 Farmington

to State Street
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RECOMMENDED PHASING

The following is the recommended phasing program for South Davis Greenway implementation.

Phasez:

» Segment D: I-15, Farmington to Salt Lake » Segment C: 400 N/South Davis Recreation
City Reconstruction project. Center to Chase Lane/I-15.

» Segment A: US-89/Eagle Ridge Drive to » Segment B: 2600 S to 400 N/South Davis
2600 South. Recreation Center.

» Segment E: Farmington 200 W/I-15
Frontage Road to State Street.

New Beck Street Trail will be constructed as part of the I-15 Widening
Project. New trail will be constructed adjacent to Beck Street/Highway 89
Trail j

from North Salt Lake to 200 W south of Victory Road in Salt Lake City.
toSLC

o WOODS
>
"oop

NORTH *
SALT LAKE FPhaser

B

(8

CROSS WEST BOUNTIFUL

Phase 3 @\ \15/
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Early phases prioritize segments that connect to I-15 improvements, either to the I-15 Frontage
Road segment of the South Davis Greenway, or to the new Beck Street Shared Use Path which
will also be constructed as part of the I-15 project.

Figure 7 illustrates the phasing approach to the five proposed segments.

Future Extension
to Fruit Heights

Phase 0 (Segment D) will be
constructed with I-15 Widening Project,
Farmington to Salt Lake City.

FRONTAGE RD.
400 WEST

Phase O

[ |
Phase 1 —
]

FARMINGTON  Phase2
CENTERVILLE Phase 3

|
Segment @

FIGURE 7. RECOMMENDED PHASING
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ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COST

A preliminary, planning-level construction cost estimate was developed for the recommended
alignment, consistent with the level of detail appropriate for a feasibility study. The estimate
includes major construction elements such as a 12-foot-wide paved side path, 6-foot-wide park
strip, roadway reconstruction, driveway connections, retaining walls, and utility relocations.

This estimate provides an initial assessment of potential construction costs and is based on
limited design information. As such, it will be refined as survey, engineering, right-of-way,
environmental review, and coordination efforts are completed. Actual project costs may vary
based on final design, permitting requirements, market conditions, and construction phasing.

The estimate does not include all project elements. Key cost components requiring further
evaluation in subsequent phases include drainage design, utility relocations, signage and
wayfinding, right-of-way acquisition (beyond preliminary assumptions), and potential
environmental mitigation. These elements will be further defined during future design phases

and may affect the overall project cost.

The total estimated cost of the trail from North Salt Lake to Centerville, encompassing Segments
1,2,3,and 5, is $42.8 million (2026 dollars). Table 6 summarizes costs by segment, and detailed
cost estimate worksheets for each segment are provided in Appendix B.

TABLE 6. SEGMENT COSTS (2026 AND 2031)

Segment |STA Begin

A 00+00

B 120+00
C 249+00
D 381+00
E 555+50

Total Construction/Design

US-89/Eagle
Ridge Drive

2600 S

North

of 400 N
(South Davis
Recreation
Center)

Chase
Lane/I-15
Frontage
Road

200 W/I-15
Frontage
Road to
State Street

120+00

249+00

381+00

555+50

571+00

2600 S

North

of 400 N
(South Davis
Recreation
Center)

Chase
Lane /I-15
Frontage
Road

200 W/I-15
Frontage
Road

200 W/State
Street

Estimated Estimated
Cost (2026) |Cost (2031)

$13,110,000 $15,388,000
$13,072,000 $15,332,000
$15,296,000 $17,951,000

Included with I-15
Reconstruction; separate cost
estimate was not prepared.

$1,314,000 $1,543,000

$42.8M $50.2M
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PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COST BY JURISDICTION

The communities of Bountiful, Centerville, Farmington, North Salt Lake, and Davis County will
collaborate to complete construction of the South Davis Greenway Feasibility Study. Table 7
and Table 8 describe the segment cost by jurisdiction for 2026 and 2031, respectively. The cost
by phase and jurisdiction is provided to support grant applications to local, state, and federal
funding programs. More information about potential funding sources is included in the next
section. The South Davis Greenway is well-positioned for state funding since it is part of the
Utah Trail Network.

TABLE 7. COST BY PHASE AND JURISDICTION (2026)
Segment Cost by Jurisdiction(2026)

Seg- Total
megnt Construction .
Cost (2026) Farmington

Phase0 D Phase 0 will be constructed with I-15 Widening Project, Farmington to Salt Lake City
Phase 1 A $13,110,000 $9,182,775  $3,927,225 - -

E $1,314,000 - - - $1,314,000
Phase2 C $15,296,000 - $5,180,903 $10,115,097 -
Phase3 B $13,072,000 - $13,072,000 - -
Total $42,792,000.00 $9,182,775 $22,180,128 $10,115,097 $1,314,000

TABLE 8. COST BY PHASE AND JURISDICTION (2031)

Total Segment Cost by Jurisdiction(2031)

Construction :
Cost (2031) |NSL  |Bountiful |centerville |Farmington

Phase0 D Phase 0 will be constructed with I-15 Widening Project, Farmington to Salt Lake City
A $15,338,000 $10,743,357  $4,594,643 - -
Phase 1
E $1,543,000 = = = $1,543,000
Phase2 C $17,951,000 - $6,080,177 $11,870,823 -
Phase3 B $15,332,000 = $15,332,000 - -
Total $50,164,000 $10,743,357 $26,006,821 $11,870,823 $ 1,543,000

Cost Estimate Major Cost Components:
» 1.5" Mill and Fill
» Storm drain and drainage improvements

Cost Estimate Key Assumptions:
» ltems not Estimated - 25% of Construction Cost

» Mobilization - 8% of Construction Cost

» Construction easements » Traffic Control - 7% of Construction Cost
» Pedestrian ramps _— . : .

) » Preliminary Engineering/Design - 12% of
» Removal and reconstruction of concrete pavement Construction, Utilities and ROW

» Undergrounding utilities (selected segments) » Construction Engineering - 12% of Construction,

» Relocate signal pole and equipment Utilities
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NEXT STEPS

The following next steps outline the actions needed to advance the South Davis Greenway from

planning into implementation.

COUNCIL ADOPTION

It is recommended that each participating
community formally accept the South Davis
Greenway Feasibility Study through a council
action. Formal acceptance will demonstrate
unified local support and strengthen the
project's competitiveness as UDOT considers
future implementation funding through the
Utah Trail Network.

SOUTH DAVIS GREENWAY
COORDINATING COMMITTEE

To sustain project momentum and ensure
effective cross-jurisdictional coordination, the
four partner communities should establish

a South Davis Greenway Coordinating
Committee, with representation from each
city. This committee will serve as the primary
forum for collaboration, coordination,

and advancement of the project, helping
ensure that implementation reflects shared
regional priorities while recognizing that each
participating jurisdiction retains authority over
funding, project prioritization, design, and
implementation within its own boundaries.

The Steering Committee established for this
project should continue to serve as the South
Davis Greenway Coordinating Committee. The
City of North Salt Lake will take a leadership
role to convene the committee on a regular
basis.

The Coordinating Committee should focus

on securing funding for the South Davis
Greenway. The South Davis Greenway is

well positioned for consideration in the 2027
UTN programming cycle. This would provide
funding for design, State Environmental Study,
and construction.
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POTENTIAL FUNDING
SOURCES

With coordinated local commitment, the
South Davis Greenway is well-positioned to

be competitive UTAH

the 2027 tah TRAIL
NETWORK

Trail Network

and subsequent

programming Ay /\ UDOT PROGRAM
cycles. Recent

funding awards further demonstrate local
readiness and the ability to leverage state
programs. For example, North Salt Lake
received a 3rd Quarter award of $196,000 for a
new trail and buffered bike lane along Orchard
Drive, with an additional $49,000 locally
committed match, representing a $245,000
funding allocation toward the southernmost
section of the South Davis Greenway. To
support this effort, partner communities
should:

» Coordinate local funding commitments and
identify matching funds to strengthen grant
applications.

» Continue coordination with UDOT and
WEFRC to ensure the project reflects regional
priorities and programming timelines.

Early and sustained coordination through
the South Davis Greenway Coordinating
Committee will demonstrate regional
consensus, project readiness, and the ability
to deliver, each of which are key factors in
securing state and regional implementation
funding. In addition to Utah Trail Network
funding, the project may pursue federal,
state, and local funding sources, including
competitive grant programs such as BUILD and
CMAQ.

Table 9 on the next page summarizes potential
funding sources including the Utah Trail Network.

1-15 COORDINATION

A near-term priority is continued coordination
with UDOT to include the South Davis
Greenway within the I-15 Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) project area. This
represents a critical opportunity to deliver

a substantial portion of the South Davis
Greenway through Farmington and Centerville
as part of a larger transportation investment.

Coordination began during the Feasibility
Study in partnership with Centerville City and
Farmington City and should continue as the
I-15 project advances. Ongoing coordination
will help ensure the South Davis Greenway

is integrated into project design, maintains
continuity of the regional corridor, and
leverages construction efficiencies associated
with the I-15 improvements.

IMPLEMENTATION
RESPONSIBILITIES

Advancing the South Davis Greenway will
require coordinated, sustained action across
all jurisdictions along the corridor. Each city
will play a key role in championing the project
within its boundaries, preserving right-of-way,
integrating the South Davis Greenway into
local plans, and securing matching funds to
position each phase for implementation.

UDQT is a critical partner given the South Davis

Greenway's relationship to the I-15 corridor
and its designation within the Utah Trail
Network.

The South Davis Greenway Coordinating
Committee will oversee a unified phasing and
funding strategy, including a proposal to the
Utah Trail Network team for consideration in
2027 programming cycle, and pursuit of other
state and local grants. The project should be
proposed to be included in WFRC plans and
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project lists.

POTENTIAL NORTHBOUND
EXTENSION

While this planning study established

the recommended alignment and design
framework for the South Davis Greenway,
additional studies will further advance the
project. A future extension alignment study

is needed to evaluate alignment alternatives
north of Lagoon and select a preferred
alignment through Farmington to Fruit Heights.
This segment may include a new tunnel at Park
Lane; detailed feasibility analysis is required.

Farmington may consider requesting WFRC
Transportation and Land Use Connections
program funds to prepare a feasibility study

to extend the South Davis Greenway to Fruit
Heights. Fruit Heights should be considered as
a project partner.

.
\ | ‘
E Ey

STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING
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TABLE 9. FUNDING OPTIONS
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Eligible Activities Match Required Eligible Applicants

State of Utah and UDOT Programs

Utah Trail Network (UTN)

TTIF - First/Last Mile (TTIF-FLM)

TIF-Active Transportation

Utah Outdoor Recreation (Tier 1 and
Regional Asset Tier) Grants

The Transportation Investment Fund allocates $45 million annually to support the Utah Trail Network;
trail projects are run through a prioritization model and reviewed before recommending for funding.

Active transportation projects that make direct connections or improve connections to transit stops.

Supports construction of bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure such as trails, shared-use paths, bike
lanes, and enhanced crossings.

The Utah Outdoor Recreation Grant is for new outdoor recreation infrastructure projects and helps
communities build recreation amenities that support local economic development, tourism, and quality
of life improvements for Utah's residents. Funding Amounts: Regional Asset Tier - $500,001 - $1,000,000.

No match required.

30%

40%

All UORG programs use a Suggested
County Based Sliding Scale
(minimum 20%). Federal and State
entities require a 50/50 match.

UDOT, reviews projects with local
communities

Transit districts, cities, counties

Cities, counties

Municipalities, state agencies,

federal agencies, public educational

institutions, non-profits and tribal
governments

Surface Transportation Block Grant
(STBG)

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality
Improvement (CMAQ) Program

Transportation Alternatives Program
(TAP)

Carbon Reduction Program (CRP)

WEFRC Transportation and Land Use
Connection (TLC) Program Grants

Wasatch Front Regional Council - Programmed Federal Funds

Flexible funding for roadway, bridge, transit, and bike/ped improvements on Federal-Aid eligible routes,
13.5% local match

Funds projects that reduce transportation-related emissions and improve air quality. Includes bike/ped
commuter infrastructure

Funds planning and construction of bicycle and pedestrian facilities, ADA upgrades, Safe Routes to School
infrastructure, traffic calming, and nonmotorized trail projects

Funds low-emission transportation projects such as EV charging stations, bike/ped infrastructure,
micromobility programs, and smart traffic systems that reduce greenhouse gas emissions

For extension alignment studies (e.g. Farmington extension to Fruit Heights)

Davis County Programs

6.77%

6.77%

6.77%

6.77%

6.77% min; higher match is
generally provided to improve
competitiveness.

WEFRC, cities

Cities, UTA

Cities, UDOT

WEFRC, cities

Cities, counties

Davis County Prop 1 “3rd Quarter”
Sales Tax Transportation Grant

Davis County Prop 1 “4th Quarter”
Sales Tax Active Transportation
Funding

This grant has an annual cycle and cam be be used for mobility projects on collector and arterial
roadways.

This funding is available for building regional active transportation facilities.

20%

20-50%

Cities, Davis County

Cities, Davis County

Better Utilizing Investments to
Leverage Development (BUILD) Grant
Program

Congressionally Directed Spending
(CDS)

Recreational Trails Program

Federal Discretionary Grant Programs

Funds multimodal surface transportation projects that improve safety, accessibility, environmental
sustainability, and quality of life. Eligible uses include complete streets, transit stations, rail
improvements, bicycle and pedestrian improvements and intermodal connections.

Federally earmarked funding through annual appropriations bills for specific projects identified by
members of Congress.

The Recreational Trails Program (RTP) provides federal funding for the construction, restoration, and
educational promotion of motorized, non-motorized, and diverse-use trails and trailside facilities, funding
amount of $10,000 - $200,000. Program is administered by State of Utah, Division of Outdoor Recreation.

20%

Typically none (varies by year and
project)

To be determined; contact Division
of Outdoor Recreation.

Public agencies

Public agencies via Congressional
delegation

Municipalities, state agencies,
federal agencies, non-profits and
tribal governments
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WALK BIKE ROLL CONNECT

Recommended Alighment - Sheet 3
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MATCHLINE SHEET 2

® Minor street tie-in to be designed in future design phase
® Driveway tie-in to be designed in future design phase
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WALK BIKE ROLL CONNECT

Recommended Alignment - Sheet 6

MATCHLINE SHEET 5

(! Shared-use path
section shall be deS|gned
to accommodate heavy
vehicle loading.

® Minor street tie-in to be designed in future design phase

® Driveway tie-in to be designed in future design phase
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WALK BIKE ROLL CONNECT
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MATCHLINE SHEET 6

(} Shared-use path section shall be
designed to accommodate heavy
vehicle loading.

® Minor street tie-in to be designed in future design phase
® Driveway tie-in to be designed in future design phase
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WALK BIKE ROLL CONNECT

Recommended Alignment - Sheet 8

€ Owned by Weber
Basin Water Conservancy |
District. Potential future
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turn lane.
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® Minor street tie-in to be designed in future design phase
® Driveway tie-in to be designed in future design phase
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(! Shared-use path section shall be

@ Future detention | | @ Alignment avoids impact to power poles. [ e | designed to accommodate heavy
basin. Potential ¥ & | Additional coordination with Bountiful ~ | vehicle loading.
future pocket park. A e City Power and Light required to confirm

maintenance access requirements.
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® Driveway tie-in to be designed in future design phase
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WALK BIKE ROLL CONNECT

MATCHLINE SHEET 10

Shared-use path section shall be
designed to accommodate heavy

vehicle loading.

Minor street tie-in to be designed in future design phase

Driveway tie-in to be designed in future design phase
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| © Potenial future e QEnhance park/ m "ﬁ'
pocket park. N

(' Shared-use path section shall be
designed to accommodate heavy

vehicle loading.  © Enhancepark/

| green space.

MATCHLINE SHEET 11
MATCHLINE SHEET 13

® Driveway tie-in to be designed in future design phase
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WALK BIKE ROLL CONNECT

MATCHLINE SHEET 12

MATCHLINE SHEET 14
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| @ Landscape buffer between travel lanes , ¥ _ o
| and greenway is eliminated due to limited | ' Alignment avoids impact to power
| ROW and to avoid utility impacts. Evaluate poles. Additional coordination with

need for barrier and/or a reduced shared- | * | Bountiful City Power and Light
use path width of 10.5 feet. ____l required to confirm maintenance

| access requirements.

Minor street tie-in to be designed in future design phase
Driveway tie-in to be designed in future design phase
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Recommended Alignment - Sheet 14

MATCHLINE SHEET 13

WALK BIKE ROLL CONNECT
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® Minor street tie-in to be designed in future design phase

Driveway tie-in to be designed in future design phase
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WALK BIKE ROLL CONNECT

Recommended Alignment - Sheet 15

(! Shared-use path section shall be T A :
| designed to accommodate heavy e B | " Alignment avoids impact to power
4 vehicle loading. S 1 | “| poles. Additional coordination with

| Bountiful City Power and Light
required to confirm maintenance
| access requirements.
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® Minor street tie-in to be designed in future design phase
® Driveway tie-in to be designed in future design phase
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WALK BIKE ROLL CONNECT

Recommended Alignment - Sheet 16

=100

(I Shared-use path section shall be

7 Alignment avoids impact to power & pam _ designed to accommodate heavy
g o vehicle loading.

poles. Additional coordination with : ! et B o';'untifurlij__"City
Bountiful City Power and Light s - " Park
required to confirm maintenance A :
access requirements.
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CENTER ST
",
Sr

B SHARED-USE PATH US-g9 "
m==== PARK STRIP g _ z
5 ['4
CURB AND GUTTER 4 = g
®  NON-IMPACTED UTILITY POLE North sow g 2 2 E : 3 i - - GRAPHIC SCALE IN FEET
<6' FROM EDGE OF PATH SatiLake | o = 8 3 g T T 3 T s & i
$ E N : & ! o g 3 0 50 100 200
° NON-IMPACTED UTILITY POLE & ® 2000 & § =
>6' FROM EDGE OF PATH & Bountiful Centerville 2 Farmington




WALK BIKE ROLL CONNECT
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(! Relocate — — 0 Utility poles are | @ Relocate traffic | | @ Utility poles are
overhead powerand  [& = ¥ Alignment avoids impact to power impacted so as to | signal cabinet and - | impacted so as to
communication utilities | oE e poles. Additional coordination with » | maintain left turn lane. .| power service. ‘ || maintain two-way center
| underground. ' Bountiful City Power and Light — : : E— ot ol o | left turn lane.
- - ___ | required to confirm maintenance ¥ } iy - -
access requirements.
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® Minor street tie-in to be designed in future design phase
® Driveway tie-in to be designed in future design phase
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MATCHLINE SHEET 17

WALK BIKE ROLL CONNECT

18

= |

1 Utility poles are : : : ,

impacted so as to — € g B Relocate ' . —

maintain leftturnlane. | = ' e R _ ' | overhead power and L 7 Alignment avoids impact to power
y | | ‘ g i By ®..| poles. Additional coordination with
\Viewmon " e w3 - | Rocky Mountain Power is required
HiGNESCE N0 N B — 43 _ _ to confirm maintenance access
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; ‘ _. _ 3 0 Utility poles are

(7 Relocate traffic | : ¥l 9 & -' impacted so as to
signal pole, cabinet . A s K o { ety @ Ny = | maintain left turn lane.
and lighting equipment. : - ' - '
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® Minor street tie-in to be designed in future design phase
® Driveway tie-in to be designed in future design phase
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WALK BIKE ROLL CONNECT

MATCHLINE SHEET 19

1 Utility poles are
impacted so as to
| maintain left turn lane.

Minor street tie-in to be designed in future design phase
Driveway tie-in to be designed in future design phase
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WALK BIKE ROLL CONNECT

MATCHLINE SHEET 20
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WALK BIKE ROLL CONNECT

Recommended Alighment - Sheet 23

CREERVIEW ROAD

MATCHLINE SHEET 22

® Minor street tie-in to be designed in future design phase
® Driveway tie-in to be designed in future design phase
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Recommended Alignment - Sheet 24

MATCHLINE SHEET 25

South Davis Greenway along I-15
Frontage Road will be constructed by
I-15 Farmington to Salt Lake City project.
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Cost estimate Cost excludes segment along
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WALK BIKE ROLL CONNECT

Recommended Alignment - Sheet 25
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WALK BIKE ROLL CONNECT

MATCHLINE SHEET 26
MATCHLINE SHEET 28

(7 South Davis Greenway along I-15
Frontage Road will be constructed by
ake City project.
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(7 South Davis Greenway along I-15

Frontage Road will be constructed by
[-15 Farmington to Salt Lake City project.
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WALK BIKE ROLL CONNECT

Recommended Alighment - Sheet 29

MATCHLINE SHEET 28

(7 South Davis Greenway along I-15
Frontage Road will be constructed by
[-15 Farmington to Salt Lake City project.

® Driveway tie-in to be designed in future design phase
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WALK BIKE ROLL CONNECT

MATCHLINE SHEET 29

! South Davis Greenway along I-15

Frontage Road will be constructed by
[-15 Farmington to Salt Lake City project.
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WALK BIKE ROLL CONNECT

Recommended Alignment - Sheet 31

MATCHLINE SHEET 32

(7 South Davis Greenway along I-15
Frontage Road will be constructed by
I-15 Farmington to Salt Lake City project.

@ Potential futur
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benches and wayfinding
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WALK BIKE ROLL CONNECT

515 FRONTAGE ROAD—
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(1 South Davis Greenway along I-15
Frontage Road will be constructed by
I-15 Farmington to Salt Lake City project.
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WALK BIKE ROLL CONNECT

Recommended Alighment - Sheet 33
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" @ Potential future trail
amenities including
_ benches

7 South Davis Greenway along I-15
Frontage Road will be constructed by
I-15 Farmington to Salt Lake City project.
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WALK BIKE ROLL CONNECT Sgy\}g
GREEN
WAY

(7 South Davis Greenway along I-15
Frontage Road will be constructed by
I-15 Farmington to Salt Lake City project.

i

® Driveway tie-in to be designed in future design phase
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WALK BIKE ROLL CONNECT

Recommended Alignment - Sheet 35

| @ Cost excludes segment along S gl | LB AN L M
I-15 Frontage Road from Chase | :
J Lane to 200 W in Farmington.
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MATCHLINE SHEET 36

(7 South Davis Greenway from 200 W to
= - State Street is outside of I-15 improvements
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MATCHLINE SHEET 34

(7 South Davis Greenway along I-15
Frontage Road will be constructed by
[-15 Farmington to Salt Lake City project.

® Driveway tie-in to be designed in future design phase
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WALK BIKE ROLL CONNECT

FEMINCION Jic
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| € Future extension

7 No impacts to parking on 200 W adjacent _
| alignment.

@ Potential bike repair | = to Farmington Junior High School.
| station

'MATCHLINE SHEET 35
"MATCHLINE SHEET 37

® Minor street tie-in to be designed in future design phase
® Driveway tie-in to be designed in future design phase
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WALK BIKE ROLL CONNECT

MATCHLINE SHEET 38

Ky W

LEarming

Lo
i ile’  okis " SENE

@ Future extension ) i
alignment. ' :

> | € Potential trailhead §
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WALK BIKE ROLL CONNECT

€ Consider grade separated
| crossing of Lagoon Drive.

€ Consider grade separated
crossing of Park Lane, through a
tunnel or a pedestrian overpass.

MATCHLINE SHEET 37
MATCHLINE SHEET 40
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SOUTH
WALK BIKE ROLL CONNECT DAVIS

Recommended Alignment - Sheet 39 GREEN
WAY

MATCHLINE SHEET 40
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@ Future extension
alignment option.
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WALK BIKE ROLL CONNECT

@ Future extension
alignment.
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[ @ Future extension
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WALK BIKE ROLL CONNECT

TACE ROAD
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4 © Future extension |
- | alignment.

¥ | © consider Pedestrian
Hybrid Beacon (PHB) to

@ Future extension -
alignment option.

MATCHLINE SHEET 40
MATCHLINE SHEET 42
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WALK BIKE ROLL CONNECT

MATCHLINE SHEET 41

@ Future extension |
| alignment.
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South Davis Greenway: Appendix B [ WALK BIKE ROLL CONNECT

SEGMENT A - CONCEPT LEVEL COST ESTIMATE

PROJECT NAME: South Davis Greenway - Segment A
Segment Limits: US-89/Main Street to 2600 South
Cost Estimate - Concept Level

P d By: Brent Crowth Dat 5/30/2026 .
ropared Byr em onne e Roadway and Drainage

P d Project S : Construct new paved shared use path.
opoSer Tolee oowe e e PROJECT NAME: South Davis Greenway - Segment A

Station (BEGIN) = 00+00 | (END)= 120+00 Item # Item Quantity | Units Price Cost Remarks
Pfellongn 273 ks 12000% Roadway
Assumed Construction Year = 2031 015017010 Mobilization 1 Lump $750,000.00 $750,000.00]|Usually 7-10% of construction
Construction Items Inflation Factor = 116 5 yrs for inflation 015547005 Traffic Control 1 Lump $650,000.00 $650,000.00|Usually 3-5% of construction
Assumed Yearly Inflation for Engineering Services (PE and CE) (%/yr) = 4.0% 017217010 Survey 1 Lump $90,000.00 $90,000.00Usually 1% of construction
Assumed Yearly Inflation for Right of Way (%/yr) = 4.0% 020567015 Granular Borrow (Plan Quantity) 1,821 cu yd $65.00 $118,365.00
items not Estimated (% of Constriction) = 25.0% 029617025___|Rotomilling - 1 1/2 inch 36,377 sqyd $3.00] __ $109,130.00
022217110 Remove Concrete Sidewalk 3,880 sq yd $15.00 $58,200.00
022217125 Remove Concrete Curb and Gutter 12,200 ft $12.00 $146,400.00
Construction Items Cost 022217165 Remove Asphalt Pavement 25,157 sq yd $14.00 $352,202.67
- - - 023167020 Roadway Excavation (Plan Quantity) 9,563 cu yd $45.00 $430,335.00
Public Information Services $25,000 027217020 Untreated Base Course (Plan Quantity) 1,118 cu yd $75.00 $83,850.00
Roadway and Drainage $5,592,919 027767040 Concrete Flatwork, 6 inch Thick 22,800 sq ft $15.00 $342,000.00[76 driveways, 20'x15'
Traffic and Safety $548,000 027417050 HMA - 1/2 Inch 8,791 Ton $130.00 $1,142,830.00
Structures $78,000 027767025 Concrete Curb and Gutter Type B1 12,200 ft $42.00 $512,400.00
Environmental Mitigation $931,250
ITS $0| Roadway Subtotal $4,785,713
Subtotal $7,175,169 Drainage
ltems not Estimated  (25%) $1,793,792 #N/A Drainage 1 Lump $807,206.49 $807,206.49
Construction Subtotal $8,968,961 =
P.E. Cost PE Subtotal] __ $1,187,520 Drainage Subtotal $807,206
C.E. Cost C.E. Subtotal $1,076,280 PI
Right of Way Right of Way Subtotal 927,000 015407010 __|Public Information Services 1 Lump $25,000.00 $25,000]Usually 0.25% of construction
Utilities Utilities Subtotal m
Incentives Incentives Subtotal $70,402|
Miscellaneous Miscellaneous Subtotal $0 . . . . . . .. .
Cost estimate includes an “ltems not Estimated” line item of 25% of construction cost. This line item
accounts for variation in minor street and driveway tie-ins, drainage modifications and other items
Cost Estimate (ePM screen 505) 2026 2031 H il H ihili
== STTE5.006 STIIET00 not evaluated in detail in this feasibility studly.
Right of Way $927,000 $1,128,000|
Utilities $0 $0
Construction $8,969,000 $10,404,000
C.E. $1,076,000 $1,309,000
Incentives $70,000 $81,000
Aesthetics 0.75% $67,000 $78,000
Change Order Contingency 9.00% $813,000 $943,000
UDOT Oversight $0 $0
Miscellaneous $0 $0
TOTAL $13,110,000] TOTAL $15,388,000
| PROPOSED COMMISSION REQUEST] TOTAL $13,110,000] TOTAL  $15,388,000]

Project Assumptions/Risks

1 Trail section - 8" UTBC, 4" HMA 8
2 Roadway Section - 12" GB, 8" UTBC, 7" HMA 9
3 Assumes 1.5" mill and fill. 10
Drainage 9% of construction to account for new inlets, laterals to 11
trunkline, bringing manholes to grade
Potential underground utility relocations (fiber, sanitary sewer,
. ; L . 12
culinary water) included in items not estimated
6 13




( WALK BIKEROLL CONNECT

Traffic, Safety & ITS Structures
PROJECT NAME: South Davis Greenway - Segment A PROJECT NAME: South Davis Greenway - Segment A
Item # Item Quantity [ Units Price Cost Remarks Item # Item Quantity | Units Price Cost Remarks
Traffic _ _ Bridges
Signing and Striping 1 Lump $300,000.00 $300,000.00 Ped/Bike Bridge Lump $378,000.00

027657050 |Pavement Marking Paint gal $100.00

028447030 [Cast-In-Place Concrete Constant Slope Barrier - 42 Inch ft $275.00 Wall

028437005 |Crash Cushion Type A Each $20,000.00 alls _

027717058 _|Single Diagonal Corner Pedestrian Access Ramp 31 Each $8,000.00 $248,000.00 Retaining Cut Wall sq ft $230.00 Assumed LxH (wall area)

: Retaining Fill Wall 390 sqft $200.00 $78,000.00|Near home on Orchard Dr
Signals 65'x6
Lighting Sign Structures
Traffic and Safety Subtotal $548,000 Hydraulics
ITS Geotech
JiTs subtotal $0 Structures Subtotal $78,000




South Davis Greenway: Appendix B

Environmental and Landscaping
PROJECT NAME: South Davis Greenway - Segment A

[ WALK BIKE ROLL CONNECT

Item # Item Quantity | Units Price Cost Remarks
Environmental
Temporary Erosion Control
Landscaping
Park Strip 93,125 Sq ft $10.00 $931,250.00
Environmental Mitigation Subtotal $931,250
Utilities, Right of Way, and Incentives
PROJECT NAME: South Davis Greenway - Segment A
Item # Item Quantity Units Price Cost Remarks
Utilities Relocate Utility Pole
Utilities Subtotal $0
Right-of-way
Temporary Construction Easement 92,700 Sq ft $10.00 $927,000.00 22;?;5;;?;;;%? titedstg;r\;v:r{f plus 5" the
Right-of-Way Subtotal $927,000
Incentives
Incentives Subtotal $70,402




South Davis Greenway: Appendix B

SEGMENT B - CONCEPT LEVEL COST ESTIMATE

Segment Limits: 2600 South to North of 400 North (South Davis Recreation Center)
Cost Estimate - Concept Level

Prepared By: Brent Crowther Date 5/30/2026
Proposed Project Scope: Construct new paved shared use path.
Station (BEGIN) = 120+00 | (END)= 249+00
Project Length = 2.443 miles 12,900 ft
Current Year = 2026
Assumed Construction Year = 2031
Construction Items Inflation Factor = 1.16 5 yrs for inflation
Assumed Yearly Inflation for Engineering Services (PE and CE) (%/yr) = 4.0%
Assumed Yearly Inflation for Right of Way (%/yr) = 4.0%
Items not Estimated (% of Construction) = 25.0%
Construction Items Cost
Public Information Services $25,000
Roadway and Drainage $5,835,750
Traffic and Safety $748,000
Structures $0
Environmental Mitigation $674,000
ITS $0
Subtotal $7,282,750
Items not Estimated  (25%) $1,820,688
Construction Subtotal $9,103,438
P.E. Cost P.E. Subtotal $1,180,800
C.E. Cost C.E. Subtotal $1,094,760
Right of Way Right of Way Subtotal $716,500
Utilities Utilities Subtotal $20,000
Incentives Incentives Subtotal $63,395
Miscellaneous Miscellaneous Subtotal $0
Cost Estimate (ePM screen 505) 2026 | 2031
P.E. $1,181,000 $1,437,000
Right of Way $717,000 $872,000
Utilities $20,000 $23,000
Construction $9,103,000 $10,559,000
C.E. $1,095,000 $1,332,000
Incentives $63,000 $73,000
Aesthetics 0.75% $68,000 $79,000
Change Order Contingency 9.00% $825,000 $957,000
UDOT Oversight $0 $0
Miscellaneous $0 $0
TOTAL $13,072,000] TOTAL $15,332,000
| PROPOSED COMMISSION REQUESTl TOTAL $1 3,072,000| TOTAL $1 5,332,000|

Project Assumptions/Risks

1 Trail section - 8" UTBC, 4" HMA 8
2 Roadway Section - 12" GB, 8" UTBC, 7" HMA 9
3 Assumes 1.5" mill and fill. 10
Drainage 9% of construction to account for new inlets, laterals to 11
trunkline, bringing manholes to grade
Potential underground utility relocations (fiber, sanitary sewer,
) ; L . 12
culinary water) included in items not estimated
6 13
7 14

[ WALK BIKE ROLL CONNECT

Roadway and Drainage
Segment Limits: 2600 South to North of 400 North (South Davis Recreation Center)

Item # Item Quantity | Units Price Cost Remarks
Roadway
015017010 Mobilization 1 Lump $750,000.00 $750,000.00|Usually 7-10% of construction
015547005 Traffic Control 1 Lump $650,000.00 $650,000.00{Usually 3-5% of construction
017217010 Survey 1 Lump $90,000.00 $90,000.00{Usually 1% of construction
020567015 Granular Borrow (Plan Quantity) 1,917 cu yd $65.00 $124,605.00
029617025 Rotomilling - 1 1/2 inch 22,167 sq yd $3.00 $66,500.00
022217110 Remove Concrete Sidewalk 5,702 sq yd $15.00 $85,533.33
022217125 Remove Concrete Curb and Gutter 12,830 ft $12.00 $153,960.00
022217150 Remove Concrete Pavement 9,711 sq yd $25.00 $242,777.78
022217165 Remove Asphalt Pavement 27,759 sq yd $14.00 $388,624.44
023167020 Roadway Excavation (Plan Quantity) 8,402 cu yd $45.00 $378,090.00
027217020 Untreated Base Course (Plan Quantity) 1,168 cu yd $75.00 $87,600.00
027527010 Portland Cement Concrete Pavement 9 inch Thick 2,142 sq yd $180.00 $385,560.00
027767040 Concrete Flatwork, 6 inch Thick 10,600 sq ft $15.00 $159,000.00
027417050 HMA - 1/2 Inch 7,041 Ton $130.00 $915,330.00
027767025 Concrete Curb and Gutter Type B1 12,830 ft $42.00 $538,860.00
Roadway Subtotal $5,016,441
Drainage
#N/A Drainage 1 Lump $819,309.42 $819,309.42
Drainage Subtotal $819,309
PI
015407010 Public Information Services 1 Lump $25,000.00 $25,000|Usually 0.25% of construction

Cost estimate includes an “Items not Estimated” line item of 25% of construction cost. This line item
accounts for variation in minor street and driveway tie-ins, drainage modifications and other items

not evaluated in detail in this feasibility study.




( WALK BIKEROLL CONNECT

Traffic, Safety & ITS Structures
Segment Limits: 2600 South to North of 400 North (South Davis Recreation Center) Segment Limits: 2600 South to North of 400 North (South Davis Recreation Center)
ltem # ltem Quantity | Units Price Cost Remarks Item # Item Quantity | Units Price Cost Remarks
Traffic -
— — Bridges
Signing and Striping 1 Lump $300,000.00 $300,000.00 - -
027657050 |Pavement Marking Paint gal $100.00 Ped/Bike Bridge Lump $378,000.00
028447030 [Cast-In-Place Concrete Constant Slope Barrier - 42 Inch ft $275.00
028437005 |Crash Cushion Type A Each $20,000.00 Walls
027717058 |Single Diagonal Corner Pedestrian Access Ramp 56 Each $8,000.00 $448,000.00 Retaining Cut Wall sq ft $230.00 Assumed LxH (wall area)
Retaining Fill Wall sq ft $200.00
Signals
Sign Structures
Lighting
Hydraulics
Traffic and Safety Subtotal $748,000
Geotech
ITS
Structures Subtotal $0
JiTs Subtotal $0




South Davis Greenway: Appendix B

B-11

Environmental and Landscaping

Segment Limits: 2600 South to North of 400 North (South Davis Recreation Center)

[ WALK BIKE ROLL CONNECT

Item # Item Quantity | Units Price Cost Remarks
Environmental
Temporary Erosion Control
Landscaping
Park Strip 67,400 Sq ft $10.00 $674,000.00
Environmental Mitigation Subtotal $674,000
Utilities, Right of Way, and Incentives
Segment Limits: 2600 South to North of 400 North (South Davis Recreation Center)
Item # Item Quantity Units Price Cost Remarks
Utilities
Relocate Utility Pole Each $20,000.00 $20,000.00{At Roundabout
Utilities Subtotal $20,000
Right-of-way
Temporary Construction Easement Sq ft $10.00 $716,500.00
Right-of-Way Subtotal $716,500
Incentives
Incentives Subtotal $63,395

B-12



South Davis Greenway: Appendix B

[ WALK BIKE ROLL CONNECT

SEGMENT C - CONCEPT LEVEL COST ESTIMATE

Segment Limits: 400 N (South Davis Rec. Center) to Chase Ln/I-15 Frontage Rd
Cost Estimate - Concept Level

Prepared By: Brent Crowther Date 7/29/2026 Roadway and Dralnage
Proposed Project Scope: Construct new paved shared use path. PROJECT NAME: South Davis Greenway - Segment C
Station (BEGIN) = 249+00 | (END)= 381+00 Item # Item Quantity| Units Price Cost Remarks
Project Length = 2.500 miles 13,200 ft Roadway
Currgnt Yearf 2026 015017010 Mobilization 1 Lump $790,000.00 $790,000.00|Usually 7-10% of construction
— tr’“;“:ﬁdr?‘l‘:f‘lr“tf‘fp‘ia:: 21013(: e 015547005 __ |Traffic Control 1 Lump $685,000.00 $685,000.00|Usually 3-5% of construction
= : __—-onstruction fems niatlon actor = — yrs for Infatio 017217010 Survey 1 Lump $100,000.00 $100,000.00{Usually 1% of construction
ssumed Yearly Inflation for Engineering Services (PE and CE) (%l/yr) = 4.0% 020567015 G arB Plan Q it 2552 q $65.00 $166.010.00
Assumed Yearly Inflation for Right of Way (%/yr) = 4.0% ranu ar orrow (| i an Quantity) , Cu y . X .
ltems not Estimated (% of Construction) = 25.0% 029617025 Rotomilling - 1 /2 inch 32,562 sq yd $3.00 $97,685.00
022217110 Remove Concrete Sidewalk 5,556 sq yd $15.00 $83,333.33
022217125 Remove Concrete Curb and Gutter 12,500 ft $12.00 $150,000.00
" 022217150 Remove Concrete Pavement 7,867 sq yd $25.00 $196,666.67
g°t':|,s"|”ft'°" ',temss : C°52ts 555 022217165 __|Remove Asphalt Pavement 18,511 sq yd $14.00] __ $259,155.56
ublic Information Services $25, 023167020 Roadway Excavation (Plan Quantity) 9,030 cu yd $45.00 $406,350.00
Roadway and Drainage $6,365,916 027217020 __|Untreated Base Course (Plan Quantity) 1,298 cu yd $75.00 $97,350.00
Traffic and Safety $456,000 027527010 Portland Cement Concrete Pavement 9 inch Thick 3,496 sq yd $180.00 $629,280.00
Structures $0 027767040 Concrete Flatwork, 6 inch Thick 16,700 sq ft $15.00 $250,500.00
Environmental Mitigation $757,750 027417050 HMA - 1/2 Inch 8,262 Ton $130.00 $1,074,060.00
ITS $0 027767025 Concrete Curb and Gutter Type B1 12,500 ft $42.00 $525,000.00
Subtotal $7.604,666 Roadway Subtotal $5,510,391
ltems not Estimated  (25%) $1,901,167
Construction Subtotal $9,505,833 Drainage
P.E. Cost P.E. Subtotal $1,397,280 #N/A Drainage 1 Lump $855,524.97 $855,524.97
C.E. Cost C.E. Subtotal $1,279,920
Right of Way Right of Way Subtotal $978,000 Drainage Subtotal $855,525
Utilities Utilities Subtotal $1,160,000
Incentives Incentives Subtotal $42,136 Pl
Miscellaneous Miscellaneous Subtotal $0 015407010 Public Information Services 1 Lump $25,000.00 $25,000|Usually 0.25% of construction
Cost Estimate (ePM screen 505) 2026 | 2031 |
Riont of Way Ml AN Cost estimate includes an “Items not Estimated” line item of 25% of construction cost. This line item
Utilities $1,160,000 $1,346,000 accounts for variation in minor street and driveway tie-ins, drainage modifications and other items
Construction $9,506,000 $11,027,000 ' oo ; il
oF £1.280,000 $1/557.000 not evaluated in detail in this feasibility study.
Incentives $42,000 $49,000
Aesthetics 0.75% $71,000 $82,000
Change Order Contingency 9.00% $862,000 $1,000,000
UDOT Oversight $0 $0
Miscellaneous $0 $0
TOTAL $15,296,000] TOTAL $17,951,000]
| PROPOSED COMMISSION REQUEST] TOTAL  $15,296,000] TOTAL  $17,951,000]

Project Assumptions/Risks

1 Trail section - 8" UTBC, 4" HMA 8
2 Roadway Section - 12" GB, 8" UTBC, 7" HMA 9
3 Assumes 1.5" mill and fill. 10

Drainage 9% of construction to account for new inlets, laterals to

trunkline, bringing manholes to grade "
Potential underground utility relocations (fiber, sanitary sewer,
. ; o ; 12
culinary water) included in items not estimated
6 13
7 14

B-13 B-14



( WALK BIKEROLL CONNECT

Traffic, Safety & ITS Structures
PROJECT NAME: South Davis Greenway - Segment C PROJECT NAME: South Davis Greenway - Segment C
ltem # Item Quantity | Units Price Cost Remarks Item # Item Quantity| Units Price Cost Remarks
Traffic Brid
Signing and Striping 1 Lump $300,000.00 $300,000.00 ridges —
027657050 |Pavement Marking Paint gal $100.00 Ped/Bike Bridge Lump $378,000.00
028447030 [Cast-In-Place Concrete Constant Slope Barrier - 42 Inch ft $275.00
028437005 [Crash Cushion Type A Each $20,000.00 Walls
027717058 |Single Diagonal Corner Pedestrian Access Ramp 57 Each $8,000.00 $456,000.00 Retaining Cut Wall sq ft $230.00 Assumed LxH (wall area)
Retaining Fill Wall sq ft $200.00
Signals
Sign Structures
Lighting
Hydraulics
Traffic and Safety Subtotal $456,000
Geotech
ITS
Structures Subtotal 0
JiTs subtotal $0 3




South Davis Greenway: Appendix B

B-17

Environmental and Landscaping

PROJECT NAME: South Davis Greenway - Segment C

[ WALK BIKE ROLL CONNECT

Item # Item Quantity | Units Price Cost Remarks
Environmental
I
Temporary Erosion Control
Landscaping
Park Strip 75,775 Sq ft $10.00 $757,750.00
Environmental Mitigation Subtotal $757,750
Utilities, Right of Way, and Incentives
PROJECT NAME: South Davis Greenway - Segment C
Item # Item Quantity Units Price Cost Remarks
Utilities
Relocate Overhead Utilities 1 Lump $120,000.00 $120,000.00|6 poles on Chase Lane
Underground Overhead Utilities 1 Lump $1,040,000.00 $1,040,000.00
Utilities Subtotal $1,160,000
Right-of-way
Urban/Suburban Commercial 1,600 sq ft $80.00 $128,000.00|Chipotle Drive Thru
Temporary Construction Easement 85,000 sq ft $10.00 $850,000.00
Right-of-Way Subtotal $978,000
Incentives
Incentives Subtotal $42,136

B-18
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SEGMENT E - CONCEPT LEVEL COST ESTIMATE

Segment Limits: 200 W/I-15 Frontage Road to 200 W/State Street
Cost Estimate - Concept Level

[ WALK BIKE ROLL CONNECT

Roadway and Drainage

PROJECT NAME: South Davis Greenway - Segment E

Item # Item Quantity | Units Price Cost Remarks
Roadway
015017010 Mobilization 1 Lump $75,000.00 $75,000.00|Usually 7-10% of construction
015547005 Traffic Control 1 Lump $60,000.00 $60,000.00|Usually 3-5% of construction
01557001* Maintenance of Traffic 1 lump $9,000.00 $9,000.00|{Usually 1% of construction
017217010 Survey 1 Lump $10,000.00 $10,000.00
020567015 Granular Borrow (Plan Quantity) 244 cu yd $65.00 $15,860.00
022217110 Remove Concrete Sidewalk 656 sq yd $15.00 $9,833.33
022217125 Remove Concrete Curb and Gutter 1,540 ft $12.00 $18,480.00
022217165 Remove Asphalt Pavement 1,356 sq yd $14.00 $18,977.78
023167020 Roadway Excavation (Plan Quantity) 1,230 cu yd $45.00 $55,350.00
027217020 Untreated Base Course (Plan Quantity) 142 cu yd $75.00 $10,650.00
027767040 Concrete Flatwork, 6 inch Thick 2,400 sq ft $15.00 $36,000.00
027417050 HMA - 1/2 Inch 738 Ton $130.00 $95,940.00
027767025 Concrete Curb and Gutter Type B1 1,540 ft $42.00 $64,680.00
Roadway Subtotal $479,771
Drainage
#N/A Drainage 1 Lump $77,383.71 $77,383.71
Drainage Subtotal $77,384
PI
015407010 Public Information Services 1 Lump $2,000.00 $2,000{Usually 0.25% of construction

Prepared By: Brent Crowther Date 5/30/2026
Proposed Project Scope: Construct new paved shared use path.
Station (BEGIN) = 555+50 | (END) = 571+00
Project Length = 0.294 miles 1,550 ft
Current Year = 2026
Assumed Construction Year = 2031
Construction Items Inflation Factor = 1.16 5 yrs for inflation
Assumed Yearly Inflation for Engineering Services (PE and CE) (%/yr) = 4.0%
Assumed Yearly Inflation for Right of Way (%l/yr) = 4.0%
Items not Estimated (% of Construction) = 25.0%
Construction Items Cost |
Public Information Services $2,000]
Roadway and Drainage $557,155]
Traffic and Safety $85,500]
Structures $ol
Environmental Mitigation $43.200]
ITS $0|
Subtotal $687,855
ltems not Estimated  (25%) $171,964
Construction Subtotal $859,819
P.E. Cost P.E. Subtotal $120,360
C.E. Cost C.E. Subtotal $106,800
Right of Way Right of Way Subtotal $113,000]
Utilities Utilities Subtotal $30,000]
Incentives Incentives Subtotal 30|
Miscellaneous Miscellaneous Subtotal $0]
Cost Estimate (ePM screen 505) 2026 2031
P.E. $120,000 $146,000
Right of Way $113,000 $137,000
Utilities $30,000 $35,000
Construction $860,000 $998,000
C.E. $107,000 $130,000
Incentives $0 $0
Aesthetics 0.75% $6,000 $7,000
Change Order Contingency 9.00% $78,000 $90,000
UDOT Oversight $0 $0
Miscellaneous $0 $0
TOTAL $1,314,000] TOTAL $1,543,000]
| PROPOSED COMMISSION REQUESTl TOTAL $1 ,314,000| TOTAL $1,543,000|

Project Assumptions/Risks

1 Trail section - 8" UTBC, 4" HMA 8

2 Roadway Section - 12" GB, 8" UTBC, 7" HMA 9
Assumes relocation of mid-block signal pole and associated 10
equipment

4 Relocate mid-block crossing signal, cabinet, meter, and boxes 11
Drainage 9% of construction to account for new inlets, laterals to 12
trunkline, bringing manholes to grade
Potential underground utility relocations (fiber, sanitary sewer, 13
culinary water) included in items not estimated

7 14
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Cost estimate includes an “Items not Estimated” line item of 25% of construction cost. This line item
accounts for variation in minor street and driveway tie-ins, drainage modifications and other items
not evaluated in detail in this feasibility study.




( WALK BIKEROLL CONNECT

Traffic, Safety & ITS Structures
PROJECT NAME: South Davis Greenway - Segment E PROJECT NAME: South Davis Greenway - Segment E
Item # Item Quantity | Units Price Cost Remarks Item # Item Quantity | Units Price Cost Remarks
Traffic Bridges
Signing and Striping 1 Lump $37,500.00 $37,500.00 Ped/Bike Bridge Lump $378,000.00
027657050 |Pavement Marking Paint gal $100.00
028447030 |Cast-In-Place Concrete Constant Slope Barrier - 42 Inch ft $275.00 Walls
028437005 |Crash Cushion Type A Each $20,000.00 —
027717058 _|Single Diagonal Corner Pedestrian Access Ramp 6 Each $8,000.00 $48,000.00 Retaining Cut Wall sq ft $230.00 Assumed LxH (wall area)
Retaining Fill Wall sq ft $200.00
Signals -
Sign Structures
Lighting
Hydraulics
Traffic and Safety Subtotal $85,500
Geotech
ITS
Structures Subtotal $0

JiTs Subtotal $0
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Environmental and Landscaping
PROJECT NAME: South Davis Greenway - Segment E

[ WALK BIKE ROLL CONNECT

Item # Item Quantity | Units Price Cost Remarks

Environmental

I
Temporary Erosion Control
Landscaping

Park Strip 4,320 Sq ft $10.00 $43,200.00
Environmental Mitigation Subtotal $43,200
Utilities, Right of Way, and Incentives
PROJECT NAME: South Davis Greenway - Segment E
Item # Item Quantity Units Price Cost Remarks

Utilities

Relocate Water/Irrigation/Sewer Lines 1 Lump

Relocate Gas Line 1 Lump

Relocate Power Line 1 Lump

Relocate Fiber Optic 1 Lump

Relocate Phone 1 Lump

Relocate Ped Signal System 1 Lump $30,000.00 $30,000.00(Includes signal, meter, cabinet, junction boxes
Utilities Subtotal $30,000
Right-of-way

Temporary Construction Easement 11,300 Sq ft $10.00 $113,000.00
Right-of-Way Subtotal $113,000
Incentives

Incentives Subtotal




CITY COUNCIL AGENDA

BUSINESS
AGENDA TITLE: Zone Text Amendment - Section 11-14-050 and 11-14-
060: BP Zoning District setback and height
allowances
PRESENTED BY: Lyle Gibson, Community Development Director

MEETING DATE: September 1, 2026



FARMINGTON 00 M ah 84025

CITY COUNCIL STAFF REPORT

To: Mayor and City Council
From: Lyle Gibson - Community Development Director
Date: 09/01/2026

Subject: Zone Text Amendment - Section 11-14-050 and 11-14-060: BP
Zoning District setback and height allowances.

RECOMMENDED MOTION
Move that the City Council approve the zone text amendment as included with
this report.

Finding:

1. The amendments allow for more flexibility in site planning within the BP
district and give the city by way of the Planning Commission the ability to
consider whether additional height is appropriate or not.

BACKGROUND
There are currently just a couple of areas within the city which are governed by the BP
zoning district.

The regulations of the BP district are found in Chapter 11-14 of the city’'s code.

11-14-010: “The purpose of this zone is to provide areas primarily for planned general
office and business park developments and related services which will be compatible
with, and serve as a transition to, nearby residential areas and will promote a quiet, clean
environment. In certain unique locations, residential planned unit developments may
also be appropriate to provide this transition. Development in this zone should
emphasize a high level of architectural and landscape excellence. These zone districts
will generally be established along high volume arterial streets in order to buffer the
impacts of these streets from less intensive land uses. The intent is to create an
attractive environment that will complement, and serve as a transition to, surrounding
land uses.”

Most sites within this district are currently developed, this includes the property around
the jail and Utah Justice Complex as well as commercial properties along 200 West
Street just off of I-15. While it is important to consider how this will impact new


https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/farmingtonut/latest/farmington_ut/0-0-0-16247

construction, it is important to note that any redevelopment or changes to existing
developed sites would also be subject to the proposed changes.

Current BP Zoning District Designations:

e

200435 U

For some time now one property within the BP district has been listed for sale. As staff
has worked with potential builders for this site, interested users have run into conflict
with the requirements of the zone on potentially desirable uses for the city.

The proposed text amendment caters better to a taller building by not pushing it further
back from the street and allowing the Planning Commission to consider a special
exception for additional height. The current height allowance accounts for a 3 story
building, the proposed amendments keep the 3 story height limit in effect but would
allow for the planning commission to grant potentially as much as 9 extra feet of height
to account for architecture. Staff is in support of this consideration as expectations of
ceiling height in modern office buildings has increased. The amendment will allow for
the consideration of higher value space and potentially improved architecture.



Recently 2 office buildings have been erected in the mixed-use zoning districts which do
not have a height limit, only a limit to the number of stories on a building. Each of these
buildings exceed 45 ft. in height.

HBME building - currently under construction ... Height 148’
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Supplemental Information
1. Enabling Ordinance with proposed zone text language

Respectfully submitted, Review and,concur,
e

Lyle Gibson Brigham Mellor

Community Development Director City Manager



FARMINGTON CITY, UTAH
ORDINANCE NO. 2026 -

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTIONS 11-14-050 AND 11-14-060 OF TITLE 11,
PLANNING AND ZONING, TO UPDATE SETBACK AND HIEGHT
ALLOWANCES FOR BUILDINGS IN THE BP (BUSINESS PARK) ZONING
DISTRICT.

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing in which the text changes
proposed to the Zoning Ordinance were thoroughly reviewed and recommended that this ordinance
be approved by the City Council; and

WHEREAS, the Farmington City Council has also reviewed the proposed amendment and

deems it to be in the best interest of the health, safety, and general welfare of the citizens of
Farmington to make the changes proposed;

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

Section 1. Amendment. The specific sections identified in Exhibit A attached hereto
are amended as identified

Section 2. Severability. If any provision of this ordinance is declared invalid by a
court of competent jurisdiction, the remainder shall not be affected thereby.

Section 3. Effective Date. This ordinance shall take effect immediately upon passage
by the City Council.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of Farmington City, State of Utah, on this
1°" day of September, 2026.

FARMINGTON CITY

Brett Anderson, Mayor
ATTEST:

DeAnn Carlile, City Recorder



Exhibit A



11-14-050: MINIMUM LOT AND SETBACK STANDARDS:

A. Setback From Streets: The minimum setback from public or private streets shall be twenty

feet (20 )—ﬁe#buﬂdmg&er—s#uetwes—twenty—feet—%%less—mheg—ht —Bu-l-l-dmg-s—e{—s#uet-u-l:es
. The

minimum side-and-+rear-setback from streets may be reduced through Planning Commission

review and approval in conjunction with a conditional use and site plan application. Parking lots
shall not be permitted within the minimum required street setback(s).

B. Commercial Side And Rear Setbacks: The minimum side and-+rearsetbacks from property
lines shall be twenty feet (20 )—ﬁe#ba#dmg&and—s#&etu%es—h#e#ﬁy—feet—&@%#ess—m—h&ght

(—]:O—)—(%O—ﬁeet—teta—l—)The rear setback shall be thirty feet (30’). If the area of the side or rear
setback is used for parking or as a service area, a landscaped strip, not less than ten feet (10') in

width, shall be maintained along the property lines. The minimum side and rear setback for
commercial buildings and structures may be reduced through Planning Commission review and
approval in conjunction with a conditional use and site plan application.

11-14-060: HEIGHT STANDARDS:

Nonresidential buildings or structures in a BP Zone shall not exceed forty five feet (45') in height
and three (3) stories, except accessory buildings, which shall not exceed fifteen feet (15') in
height. The Planning Commission may approve additional height for non-residential buildings in

this zoning district-unless-appreoved-otherwise as a special exception. Residential main buildings
and accessory buildings shall not exceed thirty feet (30') in height.




CITY COUNCIL AGENDA

BUSINESS

AGENDA TITLE: Multiple Amendments to Title 11, Planning and Zoning,
to remove reference to the SPARC (Site Plan
Architecture Review Committee), modify
requirements for posting a bond in relation to a
demolition, and update provisions related to the
Planning Commission based on state law requirements

PRESENTED BY: Lyle Gibson, Community Development Director

MEETING DATE: September 1, 2026



FARMINGTON o0 o ah 84025

CITY COUNCIL STAFF REPORT

To: Mayor and City Council

From: Lyle Gibson - Community Development Director

Date: 09/01/2026

Subject: Multiple Amendments to Title 11, Planning and Zoning, to

remove reference to the SPARC (Site Plan Architecture Review
Committee), modify requirements for posting a bond in
relation to a demolition, and update provisions related to the
Planning Commission based on state law requirements.

RECOMMENDED MOTION
Move that the City Council approve the zone text amendment as included with
this report.

Finding:

1. The amendments create compliance, improved clarity, and more fair
regulation.

2. The amendments bring the code into alignment with actual practice as it
relates to the SPARC.

BACKGROUND
The included amendments seek to accomplish a variety of things to improve the city’s
codes including:

- Compliance with state law

- Removal of overburdensome demolition regulations.

- Reflect actual status of a long defunct and unused SPARC
- Clarity on other provisions.

Apart from addressing recent mandates with State requirements, the items in this
ordinance are driven by issues identified by staff. The Planning Commission formed an
ad-hoc committee to discuss and improve on the code originally drafted by city staff and
the Planning Commission after holding a public hearing has unanimously recommended
the included ordinance.



Supplemental Information
1. Enabling Ordinance with proposed zone text language

Respectfully submitted, Review and concur,
e
Lyle Gibson Brigham Mellor

Community Development Director City Manager



FARMINGTON CITY, UTAH
ORDINANCE NO. 2026 -

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING MULTIPLE SECTIONS OF TITLE 11, PLANNING
AND ZONING, TO REMOVE REFERENCE TO THE SPARC (SITE PLAN
ARCHITECTURE REVIEW COMMITTEE), MODIFY REQUIREMENTS FOR
POSTING A BOND IN RELATION TO A DEMOLITION, AND UPDATE
PROVISIONS RELATED TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION BASED ON STATE
LAW REQUIREMENTS.

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing in which the text changes
proposed to the Zoning Ordinance were thoroughly reviewed and recommended that this ordinance
be approved by the City Council; and

WHEREAS, the Farmington City Council has also reviewed the proposed amendment and

deems it to be in the best interest of the health, safety, and general welfare of the citizens of
Farmington to make the changes proposed;

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

Section 1. Amendment. The specific sections identified in Exhibit A attached hereto
are amended as identified

Section 2. Severability. If any provision of this ordinance is declared invalid by a
court of competent jurisdiction, the remainder shall not be affected thereby.

Section 3. Effective Date. This ordinance shall take effect immediately upon passage
by the City Council.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of Farmington City, State of Utah, on this
Ist day of September, 2026.

FARMINGTON CITY

Brett Anderson, Mayor
ATTEST:

DeAnn Carlile, City Recorder
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11-3-010: PLANNING COMMISSION:

There is hereby created, pursuant to Utah Code Annotated sections 10-20-301 et seq., as
amended, a planning commission of the city to recommend and monitor the planning and
development of the city, whose primary duty shall be to act as an advisory commission to the
city council on all matters pertaining to planning and zoning. The planning commission shall be
known and may be referred to as the Farmington City planning commission.

11-3-020: MEMBERS:

A. —A—Number: The planning commission shall be comprised of seven (7) members, who
shall be appointed by the mayor with the advice and consent of the city council.
A-B. Appointment Procedure: The Mayor shall submit the name of a candidate to the city

council for their consideration and consent.

-BC. Terms: The members shall be appointed to staggered terms of four (4) years; provided,
that members may be appointed to terms shorter than four (4) years when necessary to provide
for staggered terms and efficient operation of the commission. Typically members serve 1 term;;
however,; Mmembers may be reappointed for suecessive-terms:-1 successive term.

€D. Alternate Members: Two (2) alternate members may be appointed by the mayor, with
the advice and consent of the city council. An alternate member may take the place and serve in
the same capacity as a regular member in the event that a regular member is absent from a
meeting. Alternate members shall serve for terms of one year, which may be renewed annually
at the discretion of the mayor, with the advice and consent of the city council.

DE. Removal: The members shall serve at the pleasure of the city council, and the mayercity

council may remove any member of the planning commission-upen-majerity-vete-ofthecity
couneil-with-orwithout-cause for any reason, including the following:-

i Cause:

a. using public funds for a political purpose under Title 20A, Chapter 11, Part 12,
Political Activities of Public Entities Act;

b. violating a provision of Title 10, Chapter 3, Part 13, Municipal Officers' and
Employees' Ethics Act; andor

c. acting with the intent to influence a land use decision or an appeal of a pending

land use application in a manner that creates actual impermissible bias or an

unacceptable risk of impermissible bias in the planning commission member's

administrative or quasi-judicial duties;

d. A finding of censure by the Commission.

ii. Exception:




a. aA planning commission member is not subject to removal due to deliberating

about a specific pending land use application in a planning commission meeting
with municipal staff, an elected official, or the land use applicantisretcausefor

F. Recusal: Members of the Planning Commission shall recuse themselves from deliberating or

voting on land use applications when:

i. the application poses a conflict of interest for that Planning Commission member of

sufficient magnitude that a reasonable person’s decision on the application would be influenced

by the conflict-with-thatmemberofthe Planning Commission.

EG. Vacancy: A vacancy occurring on the planning commission by reason of death,
resignation, removal or disqualification, shall be promptly filled by a replacement appointed by
the mayor, with the advice and consent of the city council, for the unexpired term of the
replaced member.

EH. Compensation: The city council may fix per diem compensation for the members of the
planning commission, based upon necessary and reasonable expenses and on meetings actually
attended by the members.

G|, Status: The members shall be deemed "volunteers" for purposes of city ordinances, rules,
regulations and policies concerning personnel; provided, however, they shall be included in the
definition of "employee" for purposes of the Utah governmental immunity act as set forth in
Utah Code Annotated section 63G-7-101 et seq., as amended.

11-3-030: ORGANIZATION AND PROCEDURE:
The planning commission shall be organized and exercise its powers and duties as follows:

A. Chair: The planning commission shall elect one of its members as chair to oversee the
proceedings and activities of the planning commission and one of its members to act as vice
chair to assist the chair and to act as chair in the event the chair is unable to attend a meeting
or act for any reason. The chair and vice chair shall serve for a term of one year. The chair or
vice chair acting as the chair shall have the power to vote on all matters. The chair and vice chair
may be elected for successive terms.

B. Rules: The Planning Commission may adopt reasonable policies and procedures for
governing the conduct of its meetings, the processing of applications, and for any other
purposes considered necessary for the functioning of the Planning Commission. Such policies
and procedures shall be approved by the City Council before taking effect.



C. Meetings: The Planning Commission shall generally meet in person but may conduct an
electronic meeting on the first and third Thursday of each month at the hour of seven o'clock
(7:00) P.M., and/or such other times as deemed necessary by the Chair, City Manager or City
Council. All meetings shall be properly noticed and held in accordance with the Open Meetings
Law set forth in Utah Code Annotated title 52, chapter 4, as amended. Written minutes of all
meetings of the Planning Commission shall be prepared and filed in the Office of the City
Recorder for review and access by the public in accordance with the City government records
access and management ordinance.

D. Quorum: No official business shall be conducted by the Planning Commission unless a
quorum of the members is present. Four (4) members or alternate member of the Planning

Commission shall constitute a quorum. While participation in person is preferred, members may
also participate remotely via electronic communication as necessary. Unless otherwise provided
by law or City ordinance, the minimum number of yes votes required for the Planning
Commission to take action on any matter shall be by majority vote of the members of the
qguorum present. The concurring vote of four (4) members is necessary to reverse any order,
requirement, decision or determination of any administrative official or agency or to decide in
favor of the appellant.

11-3-040: FUNCTIONS AND DUTIES:

It shall be the function of the Planning Commission to oversee the proper development of
property within the City in accordance with pertinent City ordinances and provisions of Utah
Code Annotated title 10, chapter 9a, as amended. The duties of the Planning Commission shall
include, but shall not be limited to, the following:

A. Prepare and recommend a General Plan, street plan, zoning map, zoning ordinances, and
any other relevant proposals or recommendations to the City Council for the proper
development of property within the City;

B. Prepare and recommend any additions, changes or amendments to the City's General
Plan, street plan, zoning map, zoning ordinances or other relevant items to the City Council for
the proper development of the City;

C. Administer the provisions of the zoning ordinances;

D. Recommend subdivision ordinances and regulations and amendments thereto to the City
Council;

E. Review non-conventional subdivision applications;

F. Advise the City Council on matters requested by the City Council;



G. Hear or decide any matter that the City Council designates, including the approval or
denial of, or recommendations to approve or deny, conditional use permits;

H. Prepare and recommend programs for public improvements and the financing thereof to
the City Council; and

I. Exercise any other powers that are necessary to enable the Planning Commission to
perform its function or that are delegated to it by the City Council.

11-3-060: RULES OF ORDER

These rules are for the order and convenience of the Planning Commission and shall not be

interpreted to provide an independent basis for invalidating or in any way altering a final

decision of the Commission unless otherwise provided by City Ordinance or State Code. All

regular meetings of the Farmington City Planning Commission shall be conducted according to
these rules where these rules so provide.

L. GENERAL PROVISIONS

1. Basic Principles

a. Equality of Members — As the Planning Commission conducts its affairs in

accordance with these rules, each member has the same rights. privileges,
and duties as any other member.

b. Freedom of Discussion — The right to be heard and to hear what others
have to say about a motion before voting on it is basic to intelligent group
action.

c. One Main Motion — Only one main motion may be considered at any
given time.

d. Members Right to Know — Members have a right to know at all times
what the immediately pending motion is and to have it restated before any
vote is taken.

e. Meeting Properly Called — The Planning Commission may take official
action only in meetings properly called and with a quorum of members

present.

f. Actions Must Be Lawful — Actions taken by the Planning Commission
must be in accord with City Ordinance and State and Federal Law

2. Seconding Motions




All motions of the Commission shall require the second except:

a. A motion to amend the amendment;

b. A motion to adjourn; or

c. A motion to withdraw.

3. General Consent

A formal vote shall be taken on all main motions. The formal vote shall include a

second (when required), the polling of each eligible member, and the recording of

votes by the secretary. For all motions other than a main motion, at the discretion of
the Chair, the Chair may call for approval of the Commission by verbally polling the

Commission for any objections. If there is an objection from any member of the
Commission, the motion shall be put to a formal vote.

4. Making the Motion

A motion may be made by any member of the Commission except the Chair or, in
his/her absence, the Vice-Chair. Each motion proposed must be recognized by the
Chair.

5. Debate on a Motion

Except as otherwise provided by these rules, all motions shall be subject to debate by

the Commission only after a second to the motion has been made and accepted by the
Chair (where a second is required). Where no second is required. debate on the

motion may begin immediately after the motion is accepted by the Chair.

6. Duties of the Chair

a. The Chair shall conduct all meetings of the Commission and shall have the
power to administer the rules at each meeting of the Commission in a
manner not inconsistent with these Rules, City Ordinance, or State Law.

b. The Chair should, to the extent practical, remain impartial.

c. Whenever the Chair rules a motion out of order, he or she should explain
why it is out of order and advise the mover when it would be in order, or
how the mover’s intent, if known, might be accomplished by use of
another procedure. “Out of Order shall mean any motion that does not
comply with these rules and Roberts Rules of Order as incorporated herein

by reference.




d. No member of the Commission, applicant, witness, or any other individual
should speak in an open meeting of the Commission without first being
recognized by the Chair. This rule may be specifically set aside by the
Chair as the circumstances may require.

7. Disciplinary Measures

a. Disturbance by Parties other the Commissioners. If, during any meeting of
the Commission any party other than a Commission causes any
disturbance so as to upset the orderly conduct of the business of the
Commission, the Chair shall invite the offending party(s), after
appropriate warning, to leave the meeting. “Appropriate Warning” should
include a clear statement to the offending party(s) indicating that they are
“out of order,” stating the specific reason why they are out of order, and
specifically what they may do to bring their actions into order. If the
offending party(s) continue the disturbance, the Chair shall invite the
offender(s) to cease and be seated or to leave the meeting, depending on
the seriousness of the disturbance. If the offender(s) refuse to leave, the
Chair may order the person(s) removed by the Police Department.

b. Appealef Order of Expulsion — The Action to expel any individual is a
ruling from the Chair and may only be appealed by only by a _any-member
of the Commission. butnetby-thenen-Commission-member. [f an appeal
1s not called for, or if the decision of the Chair to expel the offender is
upheld by the Commission, the person may be properly excluded from the
meeting and in addition be charged with violation of the law where

applicable.

c.  Motion to Appeal an Order of Expulsion: — A motion to appeal an order of
expulsion shall subject the ruling of the Chair to examination- discussion
and debate by the other members of the Commission to secure their
support for reversal of the ruling. A motion to appeal is debatable and may
not be amended or postponed.

d. Disturbance by Commission Members — Commission members who
demand the floor after exhausting their right to debate or who continue to
talk without being recognized by the Chair may be dealt with in the
following manner.

1. A warning from the Chair;

ii. A second warning from the Chair;




I1.

i1i. The Chair may invite a motion to censure the offending
Commission member and or a motion to expel the offending
Commissioner. The Chair shall advise that a vote of censure is
considered cause for removal from the Commission by the City
Council and that it by-explaining thatthis becomes a matter of
record in the minutes of the Commission. The offending member
shall be permitted to speak in his/her own defense. and-the
secretary-may becalled toread examplesof offensive remarks that
helshe-had-directedto-therecord-durinethe proccedings: Members
excluded from a meeting by a vote of the Commission, but who
refuse to leave, may invite more serious action such as eviction by
a police officer and possible criminal charges.

MOTIONS

Main Motion — A Main Motion is the statement of request for action, an idea for

evaluation, or the introduction of a resolution stating the Commission’s position on a
subject. Main Motions should be clear and concise and should be accompanied by
specific facts that support the motion. If the motion is to be based on the requirements of
an ordinance, each of the requirements of the ordinance should be addressed in the
motion and supported by facts.

Motion for Continuance or Tabling — A motion for continuance shall be considered a

motion to table and vice versa and removes the subject from consideration until a future
time or meeting. A motion for continuance may be made by either continuing the matter
to a time certain or indefinitely. A continuance to a time certain is preferred since all
parties are given actual notice of the time and date that the matter will be heard next. A
continuance to an indefinite time in the future would require re-advertising of the matter
in order to ensure that all interested parties are informed of the date and time that the
matter will be heard again. Any motion for continuance should be accompanied by
specific reasons for continuing the matter.

Motion to Withdraw a Motion — A motion is required to remove a motion which is

before the Commission. The member who has made a motion pending before the
Commission may move to withdraw that motion at any time prior to the Chair putting the
motion to a vote of the Commission. Withdrawal of a second is not necessary. Any
member may move to withdraw a motion pending before the Commission prior to the
Chair putting the motion to a vote unless there is an objection from any other member of
the Commission, in which case the withdrawal of the motion shall be put to a vote.

Motion to Amend a Motion — A motion may be made to change the wording of a motion

pending in order to make it express more accurately what the majority wants it to say.
When a motion is pending before the Commission, any member may amend the motion




at any time prior to the Chair putting the motion to a vote provided the motion to amend
receives a second and an affirmative vote of the Commission.

5. Motion to Amend the Amendment — A motion may be made to change the wording of a
proposed amendment to a pending motion. This may be done by motion, no second
required, and the Chair may merely ask if there is any opposition. Only if there is
opposition does the amendment to the amendment need to be put to a formal vote.

6. Motion to Rescind — A motion is required to cancel or make void, the results of a motion
passed. A prior motion may only be rescinded when the applicant and other persons
directly affected by the motion have not materially changed their position in reliance on
the Commission’s action on the motion.

7. Motion to Reconsider — A motion is required to call back for further consideration by
the Commission any action taken in the same meeting, or in the immediately preceding
meeting, for the purpose of reconsidering a motion. If it is determined by the Commission
that the motion should stand as previously approved, no formal vote is necessary. If the
former motion is to be amended or rescinded, the motion shall be put to a formal vote of
the Commission.

8. Motion to Recess — A motion to recess may be made to break for a specific purpose
while also stipulating a time to reconvene the meeting. The time to reconvene must be
during the same day as the meeting in which the motion to recess was made.

III. VOTING

An affirmative vote of a majority of the members of a quorum shall decide any matter under
consideration in accordance with Section 11-3-030(d) of the Farmington City Zoning

Ordinance.
1. Decisions

Decisions of the Commission which are not recommendations to the City Council and for

which approval or ratification are required shall be considered final, for the purposes of any
appeal. at the end of the meeting at which the matter is heard and a decision rendered. The

Zoning Administrator shall send a written notification or email of the decision to the

applicant within a reasonable time after the date such decision was made. Such notification
shall include the reasons for the Commission’s decision.

2. Re-Hearing

The Commission may re-hear an application upon written request by the applicant and a
showing that there is substantial new evidence that was unavailable at the time of the original

hearing through no fault on the part of the applicant. The Commission shall, by majority




vote, make a determination as to whether or not to reconsider its prior decision. In the event a

re-hearing is approved, the matter shall be considered only after notice has been given in the

same manner as was given for the original application. The applicant shall pay any costs

incurred in re-advertising the hearing.

3. Tie Vote

In the event of a tie vote on any decision before the Commission, the motion shall fail and

the Chair  may ask for another motion. If no other motion is made, or in the event the

second motion also ends in a tie vote, the matter shall be continued until the next regular

meeting of the Commission. In the event that a final decision is not made at the next meeting,
the application shall be deemed denied and the applicant shall have a right to appeal as
provided in the Farmington City Code.

IV. ADJOURNMENT

Any mecting of the Commission may be adjourned by a motion from any member and an
affirmative vote of the Commission. The Chair shall also have the power to adjourn a
meeting where there is no objection from any other member and where all business items and
orders of the day have been completed.

11-3-070 POLICIES AND PROCEDURES

FARMINGTON PLANNING COMMISSION
POLICIES AND PROCEDURES

L. PURPOSE

These policies and procedures are designed and adopted for the purpose of providing

guidance and direction to the members of the Farmington Planning Commission in the

performance of their duties. The Planning Commission shall be governed by the provisions
of all applicable State Statutes, City Ordinances, and these policies. Nothing in these policies
shall be interpreted to provide an independent basis for the invalidation or alteration of a final
decision of the Commission unless otherwise provided by City Ordinance or State Law.

IL. OFFICERS AND DUTIES

Election of Officers — The Planning Commission shall annually elect a Chair, Vice-Chair, and
representative-to-the Board of Adjustment-at its last meeting of the calendar year. The officers
and Board Member shall be elected from the duly appointed members of the Commission by
a majority of the total membership and may be elected for subsequent terms. Terms of office
shall be from January 1% to December 31 of the year following the election.




The Chair shall preside over all meetings and hearings. The Chair shall have the same rights,
privileges, and duties as any other member, including the right to vote on any matter before
the Commission. The term “Chair,” as used throughout this document, shall mean the Chair

of the Planning Commission, or in the absence or incapacity of the Chair, the Vice-Chair
unless otherwise designated. In the event that the Chair is only able to participate remotely,
the Vice-Chair shall preside over meetings unless all meeting participation is conducted
remotely. In the event the Planning Commission is scheduled to meet and the Chair or Vice-

Chair is unable to conduct the meeting, the meeting may continue with the presence of a

quorum who shall elect a Chair Pro-Temp to preside over that meeting. Selection of a Chair

Pro-Temp requires a nomination and a simple majority vote.

The Chair shall execute official documents and letters on behalf of the Commission. In the

absence of the Chair, the Vice-Chair may fill this role. The Community Development
Director or designee may execute time sensitive documents on behalf of the Planning

Commission to formalize an action taken in a public meeting.

III.  MEETINGS

1. Time and Place of Meetings — Regular public meetings of the Planning Commission
will generally be held on the first and third Thursday of each month at 7:00 p.m. in
accordance with Farmington City Code Section 11-3-030 (C). In person meetings will be
held in the City Offices located at 160 South Main Street when there is business to
conduct unless otherwise noted on the agenda. A preparation meeting may be held prior
to regular meetings, typically starting at 6:30 p.m. This preparation meeting is still a
public meeting and the start time of the preparation meeting must also be published on
the agenda. As determined by the Chair or City Staff, meetings may be held to facilitate
participation either entirely or partially via remote electronic means.

2. Special meetings may be called by the Chair, or upon an affirmative authorization of at
least four members of the Commission.

3. Open to the Public — All meetings of the Planning Commission are open to the public
unless closed pursuant to law.

4. Public Comment. - Any person wishing to address the Commission for items listed
as Public Hearings will be recognized when the Public Hearing for such agenda item

is opened. At such time, any person, as recognized by the Chair, may address the
Commission regarding the agenda item. Each person will have up to three (3)
minutes. The Chair, in its sole discretion, may reduce the speaker time limit
uniformly to accommodate a large number of speakers. The Chair, in its sole and
absolute discretion, may allow additional time to any speaker should it be deemed
reasonable to do so. The allotted time for each individual for public comment is
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personal to each such individual and may not be ceded, aggregated or shared with
any other individual.

Order of Business — Applications submitted to the Planning Commission shall appear on

the agenda in such order as City staff may deem appropriate giving due consideration for
the amount of time each item is anticipated to require. The following are examples of
items that my appear on the Commission’s agenda. This list is not exclusive:

a. Approval of Minutes;

City Council Report

Subdivision and Planned Unit Development applications — hearings and
decisions;

Master Plan and Zoning Amendment applications — hearings and decisions;
Conditional Use / Site Plan review applications — hearings and decisions.
Annexation applications;

Zoning Text Changes — hearings and decisions;

Other Business;

Adjournment.

e

5 e (e

—

The Chair may change the order of business or consider matters out of order if there is no
objection from any member of the Commission, or by majority vote of the Commission.

Presentation of Application — Staff shall present the application. The applicant is then

invited to offer written or oral comments and clarification if needed. An applicant may
represent themselves in person or remotely, and is not subject to three-minute time limits
imposed on members of the public. The applicant may also choose to be represented by
an attorney or other authorized agent at any meeting of the Commission, and the
representing party may participate in person or remotely.

Order of Procedure — Except as otherwise provided in these rules, the order of

procedure in the hearing of each application shall be as follows:

Staff makes presentation;

Applicant offers written or oral comments and clarification if needed;
Public provides comments;

Applicant given opportunity to answer comments and provide additional
information;

Public hearing is closed by the Chair.

Discussion by the Commission

[~ 12 |= @

o

The Chair may change the order of procedure if there is no objection from any member of

the Commission or by majority vote of the Commission.
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IV. NOTICE

In order to make residents of the City more aware of the various hearings conducted by the
Planning Commission, and particularly those residents or businesses which may be affected
by changes in land use, procedures are established below for notification of affected property
owners. These notice provisions are provided as a courtesy to these property owners and are
not intended to subject the City to a greater notice requirement than required by Federal or
State Law. Failure of any person to receive notice shall not invalidate, or serve as basis for

appeal. of any Planning Commission decision.

1. Meetings — The Planning Commission shall give public notice at least once each year of
its schedule for all regular meetings scheduled for that year specifying the date, time, and
place of such meetings. In addition to public notice of the Planning Commission’s annual
meeting schedule, the Planning Commission shall give not less than 24 hours’ public
notice of the agenda, date, time, and place of each of its public meetings. Public notice
shall be provided by:

a. Posting written notice:
i. _at the Farmington City Offices, 160 South Main Street; and
ii. _on the City’s website; and
iii. on the Utah Public Notice Website (www.pmn.utah.gov); and
b. In addition to the required notice above, reasonable effort shall be made to
provide notice via relevant social media platforms such as (e.g. Facebook,

Instagram).

2. Special Emergency Meetings — When, because of unforeseen circumstances, it is
necessary for the Planning Commission to hold an emergency meeting to consider
matters of an urgent nature, the notice requirements as listed above may be disregarded
and the best notice practicable given. No such emergency meeting of the Planning
Commission shall be held unless an attempt has been made to notify all of its members
and a majority votes in the affirmative to hold the meeting. (Utah Code Ann. 52-4)

3. Legislative Consideration (Recommendations to the City Council) —
Example Items: Planned Unit Developments and Zoning Map Amendments
a. Applications for items which are legislative in nature and require a
recommendation from the Planning Commission to the City Council shall be
noticed prior to the meeting in the following manner:

i. Applications shall be identified by name on the Planning Commission
agenda;

ii. Zoning Map Amendments/Planned Unit Developments
The City Planner shall notify all property owners within 300 feet from the
boundaries of the affected property, by mail, of any meeting where a
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public hearing is required by state law or local ordinance. At the discretion
of the City Planner, and with the concurrence of the Chair, the mailing
area may be extended beyond 300 feet from the subject property in order
to notify additional parties. The mailing area may also be extended by a
majority vote of the Commission;

iii. Ordinance Amendments
The City Planner shall cause that notice be posted in accordance with
applicable state law and local ordinances.

1iv. _General Plan Amendments
The Planning Commission shall prepare and/or review all proposed
amendments to the City General Plan and shall hold a public hearing on
such proposed amendments. After the public hearing, the Planning
Commission shall make any changes to the proposed amended Plan and
forward its recommendations regarding the same to the City Council for
its consideration. Notice of the public hearing before the Planning
Commission on the proposed amended General Plan amendments shall be
provided in accordance with City Ordinances and State Law regarding the
same.

b. Other meetings at which a legislative matter will be considered need not be
noticed by individual mailing, but shall be identified by name on the agenda;
1. More than one public hearing for the same item may be required when
determined to be appropriate by majority vote of the Commission.
1. Significant alteration of an application may also merit an additional
hearing(s) as determined by the City Planner, and with the concurrence of
the Chair or by majority vote of the Commission:

c. The City Planner shall send a letter or email to the applicant within a reasonable
time after the final recommendation of the Planning Commission indicating the
action taken on the application.

4. Administrative Consideration—
a. Applications which are considered administrative in nature including Conditional
Use approval, Subdivisions, and Special Exceptions, shall be noticed prior to the
meeting in the following manner when city code requires that a public hearing is

applicable:

1. Applications shall be identified by name on the Planning Commission
agenda;
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11. The City Planner shall notify all property owners within 300 feet from the
boundaries of the affected property, by mail, of the meeting at which the
application will be considered. At the discretion of the City Planner, and
with the concurrence of the Chair, the mailing area may be extended
beyond 300 feet from the subject property in order to notify additional
parties. The mailing area may also be extended by a majority vote of the
Commission;

b. The City Planner shall send a letter or email to the applicant within a reasonable
time after the final decision of the Planning Commission indicating the action
taken on the application.

C.
Permit. Revocation of any Conditional Use: Noticing requirements for
Revocation of Conditional use shall be the same as for those required to grant a
Conditional Use.

5. Other

a. Street Dedication, or Major Street Plan Amendment — Notice shall be
provided in the following manner:

1. An application for a street name change, Major Street Plan change. or
street dedication shall be identified by name on the Planning Commission

agenda.

ii. The City Planner shall notify all affected utilities of the date of the hearing
and the proposed change:

iii. The City Planner shall mail notice to all owners-of-record of land abutting
the street on which the change or dedication is proposed and may also
publish such notice on the City’s webpage and the Utah Public Meeting
Notice website within a reasonable time prior to the meeting date.

b. Vacation of Alleys or Streets — No requirement exists in State Law for sending
street and alley vacations to the Planning Commission for a recommendation. If
the City Council determines that a recommendation from the Commission is
desirable, then notice shall be given in the following manner:

1. An application for a street or alley vacation shall be identified by name on
the Planning Commission agenda;
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ii. The City Planner shall notify all affected utilities of the date of the hearing
and the proposed change:

iii. The City Planner shall mail notice to all owners-of-record of land abutting
the street on which the change is proposed and may also publish such
notice on the City’s webpage and the Utah Public Meeting Notice website
within a reasonable time prior to the meeting date.

1v. At the discretion of the City Planner, and with the concurrence of the
Chair, the mailing area may be extended in order to notify additional
parties. The mailing area may also be extended by a majority vote of the

V. APPLICATION REQUIRED

An application for approval of any land use as provided in the City Code and for which
Planning Commission approval is required may not be heard by the Planning Commission
unless an application form is  adequately filled out and accompanied by the appropriate
fee and required plans drawn to scale with dimensions clearly indicated and with sufficient
detail and clarity to show what is being requested. Applications must be received at least

two weeks prior to the meeting at which they will be considered.

VI. RECORDS

1. Written Minutes — Written minutes shall be kept of all Planning Commission meetings.
Such minutes shall include:

a. The date, time, and place of the meeting;
The names of members present and absent;

c. The substance of all matters proposed, discussed, or decided, and a record, by
individual member, of the votes taken.

The minutes are public records and shall be available within a reasonable time after the

meeting. An official copy of the minutes shall not be made available until after formal

approval by the Commission.

2. Recording — All proceedings of the Planning Commission shall be electronically
recorded and the audio recording retained in the office of the City Planner for a minimum
of six months following the meeting at which the recording was made. Such recordings
may be used in the event a Commission Member misses a meeting and wishes to qualify
to vote on a particular item, or if it is necessary to produce a verbatim transcript of all, or
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part, of a meeting.

3 A No recording of all or any part of a Planning Commission Meeting may be made by
any person other than the official recording referenced above.inattendance provided that
| ine d ) : il | al -

VIiI. RULES OF ETHICAL CONDUCT

1. Definitions — The following definitions shall apply to this section:

a. Assist means to act, offer, or agree to act, in such a way as to help, represent, aid,
advise, furnish information to, or otherwise provide assistance to a person or
business entity.

b. Business Entity means a sole proprietorship, firm, partnership, association, joint
venture, trust, corporation, foundation, or other organization or entity used in
carrying on a business.

c. Compensation means anything of economic value which is paid, loaned, granted,
given, donated, or transferred to any person or business entity for, or in
consideration of, personal services, materials, property, or any other thing
whatsoever.

d. Substantial interest means ownership, either legal or equitable, by an individual,
a spouse, or minor children, of at least 10% of the outstanding shares of a
corporation or a 10% interest in any other business entity.

2. A Commission member shall not:

a. Disclose confidential information acquired by reason of his/her official position or
use such information to secure special privileges or exemptions for him/herself or
others;

b. Use, or attempt to use, his/her official position to secure special privileges for
him/herself or others:

c. Knowingly receive, accept, take, seek, or solicit, directly or indirectly, any gift or
loan for him/herself, or another, if the gift or loan tends to influence him/her in the
discharge of his/her official duties, except for:

i. An occasional nonpecuniary gift having a value of less than $50.00;
1. An award presented publicly:
1ii. Any bona-fide loan made in the ordinary course of business:
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1v. Political campaign contributions actually used in a political campaign.

d. Participate in any Commission action which may result in a private benefit:

1. The private benefit may be direct or indirect, create a material, personal
gain, or provide an advantage to relations, friends, groups, or associations
which hold some share of a person’s loyalty. However, mere membership
in a group or organization shall not be considered a conflict of interest
unless a reasonable person would conclude that such membership in itself
would prevent an objective consideration of an issue.

1. A Commission member experiencing, in his/her opinion, a conflict of
interest, shall declare this interest publicly, abstain from voting on the
action, and shall be excused from his/her seat on the Commission during
consideration of the action. He/she should not discuss the matter privately
or publicly with any other Commission member. The vote of a
Commission member experiencing a conflict of interest who fails to
disqualify oneself shall be disallowed.

1. A conflict of interest may exist under these rules even though a
Commission member may not believe he/she has an actual conflict. A
Commission member who has a question as to whether a conflict exists
should raise the matter with the other members and the City Attorney in
order that a determination may be made.

3. Compensation — a. A Commission member shall not receive or agree to receive
compensation for assisting any person or business entity in any transaction connected
with an action being considered by the Commission or which may come before the
Commission.

b. Any Commission member who is an officer, director, agent, employee, or owner of a
substantial interest in any business entity which does, or anticipates doing business with
the City shall disclose the nature of his/her interests in that business entity prior to any
discussion by the Commission of any matter concerning such business entity.

c. Any personal investment by a Commission member which creates a substantial conflict
between the Member’s personal interests and his/her public duties shall be fully
disclosed.

11-4-050: DUTIES OF THE ZONING ADMINISTRATOR:
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F. Administrative Determination For Uses Not Listed: Determination as to the classification of
uses not specifically listed in chapters 10 through 26 of this title may be made by the zoning
administrator:

1. An application requesting such determination shall be filed with the zoning administrator.
The application shall include a detailed description of the use and other such information as
may be required.

2. The zoning administrator shall make such investigations as are deemed necessary to
compare the nature and characteristics of the proposed use with those of uses specifically listed
in this title and shall make a determination of its classification based on his investigations. The
determination shall state the zone classification(s) in which the use will be allowed and whether
the use will be a permitted use or a conditional use in the zone(s).

3. The determination and all information pertaining to it shall be assigned a file number
classifying it as an administrative determination and shall become a permanent public record in
the office of the planning and zoning department.

4. For a use which is determined by the zoning administrator to be a new or unlisted business

use which-the zoning administraterdeterminesnottothat cannot be classifyied as a permitted

or conditional use based on similarity to existing uses identified in a zoning district, an applicant

may submit an application for review by the City Council requesting that a land use ordinance

be adopted which permits the new or unlisted business as a permitted or conditional use. The

City Council’s consideration and determination of this application shall comply with the
provisions of section 10-20-507(2) of the Utah Code. This type-efapplication shall not be
brought beforepresented to the Planning Commission for a consideration or recommendation.

11-6-050:-REQUIRED-COMMENCEMENT-OF-CONSTRUCHONRESERVED:
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11-10-010: PURPOSE:

D. All lands within agricultural zones are intended, to some extent, for either private or
commercial agricultural production, farming, protection of environmentally sensitive areas
and/or open space. Owners, occupants and users of these properties, or neighboring
properties, may be subjected to inconvenience, discomfort and the possibility of injury to
property and health arising from normal and accepted agricultural practices and operations,
including, but not limited to, noise, odors, dust, the operation of machinery, including crop
dusting aircraft, the storage and disposal of manure, and the application of fertilizers, soil
amendments, herbicides and pesticides. Owners, occupants and users of these properties, or
neighboring properties, should be prepared to accept such inconveniences, discomfort and
possibility of injury from normal agricultural operations and are hereby put on official notice
that Utah Code Annotated section 78B-6a-40478B-6-1104, as amended, may bar them from
obtaining a legal judgment against such normal agricultural operations.

11-18-070: DEVELOPMENT REVIEW PLAN:

B. 4. Review, Recommendation Decision And Time Frames: Review shall comply with the terms
and conditions of the PMP and applicable city ordinances in accordance with the site
development review process set forth in chapter 7 of this title and the following standards and
criteria. Notwithstanding this, the city planner/zoning administrator, and the site plan and
architectural review committee (SPARC) will review all applications in the mixed use districts.
After adequate review, the SPARC will provide recommendations to the city planner/zoning
administrator and an application, or particular phase of review, may be approved, approved
with conditions, continued for further study, or disapproved. The SPARC will also provide
recommendations to the planning commission for applications that are forwarded to them for
review and approval. Appeals of any such decision may be submitted as set forth in this title.

a. Applications that meet one or all of the following conditions will be forwarded to the
planning commission for review and approval:

(1) The application includes a structure that exceeds thirty thousand (30,000) square
feet in size;

19



(2) The application is asking for flexibility with the design criteria and development
standards of this section, while still meeting the intents and purposes of said criteria and
standards;

(3) The application is a planned development area (in excess of 5 acres in size);
(4) The application includes a use or element that requires a special review process.

b. Review at the schematic design phase shall be completed within thirty (30) days after
the submission of a complete application to the community development department. The
planning office, or the SPARC, shall consider any written comments received and make a
determination of consistency of the application with adopted plans, the standards and criteria
and any applicable rules and regulations and guidelines and shall identify additional design
issues to be addressed in the design development phase. After adequate review, the application
may proceed to the design development phase of the development plan review process.

c. Review by the community development department at the design development phase
shall be completed within thirty (30) days after the submission of a complete application. The
planning office shall make a determination of consistency of the application with the adopted
plans, standards and criteria and any applicable rules and regulations and guidelines and shall
make a recommendation to the city planner/zoning administrator or the SPARC. The city
planner/zoning administrator shall have fifteen (15) days to approve, approve with conditions,
continue for further study, or deny the application; or determine if review by the planning
commission is necessary according to the conditions stated above.

d. Review periods may be extended by an amount of time equal to any delay caused by
the applicant or by failure of the applicant to obtain comments from related reviewing entities
and delivering these comments to the community development department, or with the
applicant’s consent.

e. Any person or entity with standing aggrieved by the decision of the city planner/zoning
administrator and/or the planning commission in the administration of this development plan
review process may appeal such decision as provided in chapter 3-7 of this code.

11-27-090: FINAL PUD MASTER PLAN:

A. Submittal: Following the public hearing on a preliminary PUD Master Plan and prior to
designation of a planned unit development, in combination with an underlying zone, the final
PUD Master Plan shall be submitted to the City Planner. Any failure to submit a final PUD Master
Plan on the proposed planned unit development or any portion thereof within one year of the
approval of the planned unit development designation and the preliminary PUD Master Plan

20



shall terminate all proceedings and render the proposed planned unit development null and
void. Termination of proceedings and expiration of the preliminary PUD Master Plan shall take

effect only if the requirements related thereto have changed during the year following its

approval, otherwise the PUD Master Plan shall remain valid for a period of 3 years.

11-27B-020: STANDARDS AND REQUIREMENTS:

C. AppheablezZoning regulations of the underlying zone shall apply except as otherwise set

forth in an AP District, which shall be as established by the General Development Plan and
Development Agreement and may include:

2. Minimum development area or lot size,which-may-netbelessthanalowedinthe
wnderlying-zone;

11-27B-060: TIME LIMIT:

Unless there is substantial action leading toward completion of an AP District or an approved
phase thereof within a period of twelve (12) months from the date of approval, as-determined
by-the City-Counecilexcept as otherwise established by the development agreement, such
approval shall expire, unless, after reconsideration of the progress of the project, an extension is

approved by the City Council.

11-28-120: TEMPORARY USE OF LAND AND STRUCTURES:
D. Administrative Review Process:
1. Uses: The following uses may be reviewed and approved by the city planner:
a. Christmas tree lots;
b. Construction trailers;
c. Fireworks stands;
——d—Meodel-homeshows:
ed. Temporary offices;
fe. Uses related to natural disasters;

gf. Warehouse sales.
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11-28-170: PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS REQUIRED:

No building, electrical or plumbing permit shall be issued for any building or structure, and no
conditional use permit or site plan approval shall be given, if the property in question abuts a
public street, unless one of the following three{3}-alternative requirements is satisfied with
respect to the property in question. Which of the alternatives is selected for specific property
shall be decided by the city administration, after the owner or developer of the property in
guestion has received an opportunity to express their preference. For purposes of this section,
the “property in question” includes all real property adjacent to the site to be developed, which
is owned by the same person, or by a corporation or other entity in which that person has an
interest, or by a relative, partner, agent or trustee of that person. The alternative requirements
are as follows:

A. Alternative A: The property in question has curb, gutter and sidewalk along the full length
of the side abutting the public street.

B. Alternative B: The property owner in question agrees in writing to provide curb, gutter and
sidewalk along the full length of the side abutting the public street, and that agreement is
secured by a deposit in a Utah bank, which deposit the city may withdraw in the event of a
default by the owner or developer. The amount of the deposit shall equal the city engineer's
estimate of the cost of installing curb, gutter and sidewalk as required, together with an
additional ten percent (10%) of that amount to cover contingencies. The agreement and deposit
shall be substantially similar to the agreements and deposits used by the city for subdivision

improvements.

11-28-230: DEMOLITIONS:
D. Issuance Of Demolition Permit For A Main Building:

1. Except as otherwise provided in subsection D4 of this section, a demolition permit shall
be issued only upon compliance with subsections D2 and D3 of this section, if applicable, and if:
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City mustreceives a cash, letter of credit, escrow, or property performance bond in a form

acceptable to the City equal in amount to the valuation, as determined by the building official,
of the replacementbuildingcosts associated with clearing debris from the demolition site and

rendering the site safe after demolition;-exceptforproperty-bonds-which-must-beatleastequal

11-33-100: EXCEPTIONS:

In cases where unusual topographical or other exceptional conditions exist which qualify for a
variance, variatons-and-exceptionsfromthischaptermay be made by the Farmin i

eouneilsuch a variance may be reviewed as provided in section 11-5-080 of this Code. Prierte

11-35-020: LICENSE REQUIRED:

A. Unless otherwise provided for a low-impact home occupation, it shall be unlawful for any

person or entity to engage in a home occupation in any agricultural or residential zone without
first obtaining a home occupation business license to do so from the City Recorder. The
procedure to be followed and applicable fees for a home occupation business license are set
forth in the business licensing regulations, title 6 of this Code.

B. A low-impact home occupation is a business whose Businesses-that-de-nrethave-combined
offsite impacts of the home based business and the primary residential use that-do not exceed

the impact of the residential use alone. Low-impact home occupation businesses are not

required to obtain a license. The city may issue a low-impact home occupation business license

to one that-but-whe voluntarily seeks alicenseit, in which case the business shall pay a licensing

fee to cover the cost of issuing the license, as set forth in the City's consolidated fee schedule.
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11-36-030: PERMITS:

E. Appeal: Any person whose application for a permit under this chapter has been denied

may appeal that denial as provided in chapter 3-7 of this Code.requestand-shaltbegranteda

11-36-040: LICENSES:

E. Appeal: Any person whose application for a license under this chapter has been denied

may appeal that denial as provided in chapter 3-7 of this Code.requestand-shallbegranteda

11-18-070: DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW:

2. Application, How Filed And Noticed: All applications shall be filed with the community
development department. Such applications shall be reviewed for completeness and, if found to
be complete, shall be transmitted to the planning office for review. The community
development department shall notify members of the city council and the planning commission
of all applications received for the schematic review phase for developments on sites equal to
or larger than thirty thousand (30,000) square feet. Such council or commission member may
request additional information and may submit written comments to the planning office within

is sent. Afteran-initialreview by-thecityplanningofficefor

twenty (20) days after notice

Plans and any accompanying information for each phase of the development plan review
process shall be delivered by the applicant to such city departments, special districts,
governmental boards, bureaus, utility companies and other agencies, which will need to provide
facilities and services to the site, which together constitute the city's development review
committee (DRC), for information and comment. The community development department is
responsible for coordinating the comments received from all public and private entities, and
shall decide which agencies to refer site plans to, but the applicant is responsible for obtaining
the comments back from these entities within a reasonable time in a manner and/or form as
prescribed by the community development department.

3. Application, Contents: Applications shall contain the following information:
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a. Schematic (Concept) Design Phase: Site plan and context photos of the site and
immediately adjacent properties, building elevations and other supporting information as
requested;

b. Design Development Phase: All information set forth in chapter 7 of this title, except as
otherwise provided in this chapter, including, but not limited to, such things as landscaping,
lighting, screening and sign requirements, and all items required to make a determination of
consistency for the schematic design phase, and other supporting information as requested.

4. Review, Recommendation Decision And Time Frames: Review shall comply with the
terms and conditions of the PMP and applicable city ordinances in accordance with the site
development review process set forth in chapter 7 of this title and the following standards and
criteria. Notwithstanding this, the city planner/zoning administrator ~and-thesite plan-and
a#ehrteetwal—mwem%emmﬁte&%@)—wﬂl review all appllcatlons in the mixed use districts.

After adequate review,

administraterand-an application, or particular phase of review, may be approved, approved
with conditions, continued for further study, or dlsapproved lheéPAR@w—l-l—aLse—p#ewde

review-and-approval-Appeals of any such decision may be submitted as set forth in this title.

a. Applications that meet one or all of the following conditions will be forwarded to the
planning commission for review and approval:

(1) The application includes a structure that exceeds thirty thousand (30,000) square
feet in size;

(2) The application is asking for flexibility with the design criteria and development
standards of this section, while still meeting the intents and purposes of said criteria and
standards;

(3) The application is a planned development area (in excess of 5 acres in size);
(4) The application includes a use or element that requires a special review process.

b. Review at the schematic design phase shall be completed within thirty (30) days after
the submission of a complete application to the community development department. The
planning office, erthe-SPARCshall consider any written comments received and make a
determination of consistency of the application with adopted plans, the standards and criteria
and any applicable rules and regulations and guidelines and shall identify additional design
issues to be addressed in the design development phase. After adequate review, the application
may proceed to the design development phase of the development plan review process.
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c. Review by the community development department at the design development phase
shall be completed within thirty (30) days after the submission of a complete application. The
planning office shall make a determination of consistency of the application with the adopted
plans, standards and criteria and any applicable rules and regulations and guidelines and shall
make a recommendation to the city planner/zoning administrator-erthe SPARC. The city
planner/zoning administrator shall have fifteen (15) days to approve, approve with conditions,
continue for further study, or deny the application; or determine if review by the planning
commission is necessary according to the conditions stated above.

d. Review periods may be extended by an amount of time equal to any delay caused by
the applicant or by failure of the applicant to obtain comments from related reviewing entities
and delivering these comments to the community development department, or with the
applicant’s consent.

e. Any person or entity aggrieved by the decision of the city planner/zoning administrator
and/or the planning commission in the administration of this development plan review process
may appeal such decision as provided in chapter 3-7 of this code.

f. If the applicant does not obtain and maintain a current building permit within six (6)
months of any development plan approval, such approval shall be null and void. This time
period may be extended for additional six (6) month periods by the community development
director if he or she finds it is the best interest of the city and there are compelling reasons to
do so. The applicant must petition for an extension, prior to the expiration of the original six (6)
months, or an extension previously granted. An extension may be granted only if it is
determined that it will not be detrimental to the city. If any of the fees charged as a condition of
approval, including, but not limited to, inspection fees, impact fees, as well as the amounts the
city uses to estimate bonds to ensure completion of improvements, have increased, the
community development director, after receiving approval from the city manager may require
that the bond estimate be recalculated and that the applicant pay any applicable fee increases
as a condition of granting the extension.

5. Standards And Criteria: Development plan review shall be based on the following
building and site design standards and criteria, which are formulated to achieve the intents and
purposes of the mixed use districts in the short and long term. These standards and criteria shall
be met unless an acceptable alternative is proposed that, upon review by the-cityand-the
SPARE, better meets the intents and purposes of the area:

11-18-080: PROJECT MASTER PLAN:
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C. Application And Submittal: The PMP shall be submitted to the community development
department for review by the DRC-and-the-SPARC.

D. PMP Requirements: In addition to the submittal requirements set forth in any PMP rules
and regulations adopted by the city, all PMPs shall include the following information:

3. Development Standards And Design Guidelines: Development standards and design
guidelines shall be required for development in the mixed use districts. Fhese-will-bereviewed
~The PMP may be approved

without development standards and design guidelines, but these shall be approved prior to
development plan approval for any development project within the PMP area.

F. Review Of PMP: Upon receiving a complete PMP application and pursuant to the
distribution process set forth in the development plan review section of this chapter, the
applicant shall deliver such applications and obtain comments from the DRC. Fhe-community

G. Recommendations: The DRC ard-SPARC-shall prepare recommendations regarding the
PMP based on criteria set forth herein and in the PMP rules and regulations. In response to a
recommendation from any member of the-BREe+SPARE, the applicant may revise and resubmit
the PMP to the DRC-erthe-city-ifthe recommendationsarefrom-the SPARC. The community
development department shall obtain recommendations as set forth in the development plan
review section of this chapter.

K. Major And Minor Amendments: An approved PMP may be amended at any time using the
process set out herein, and may be amended simultaneously with the processing of a site plan
application or a site plan amendment. The city planner/zoning administrator shall determine
whether a proposed amendment is a "major" or "minor" amendment-ard-may-seeka
recommendationby-the SPARCto-make such-determination. In order to initiate an amendment,
the applicant shall submit to the city planner those PMP submission items that would change if
the proposed amendment were approved. Review of applications for amendment shall be
governed by those criteria set forth for a PMP. Approved amendments shall be recorded as set
forth for a PMP.

1. Major Amendments: Major amendments shall be reviewed by the city-ard-the- SPARC
and approved by the planning commission. Changes of the following types shall define an
amendment as major:

a. To significantly modify or reallocate the allowable height, mix of uses or density of a
development;
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b. To significantly alter the location or amount of land dedicated to parks, trails, open
space, natural areas or public facilities;

c. To significantly change the location of land use areas as shown on the original PMP;

d. Any change from, or addition to, the PMP of a type that would require a PMP in a non-
TMU district; or

e. Modify any other aspect of the PMP that would significantly change its character.

2. Minor Amendments: Amendments that are not major amendments shall be termed
"minor amendments" and shall be referred to the city planner/zoning administrator for review,
who may also refer the application to the-SPARCand-other departments or agencies for
comment using the process set out in this section. The city planner/zoning administrator shall
approve, approve with conditions, or deny such amendment within twenty (20) calendar days
after the date of applicant's submission of a complete application for amendment. Any person
or entity aggrieved by the decision of the city planner/zoning administrator may appeal such
decision as set forth in the development plan review section of this chapter.

H. Planning Commission Public Hearing: Upon receipt of a recommendation from the DRC, the
planning commission shall hold a public hearing on the proposed project master plan. The
planning commission shall approve, approve with conditions, continue the application for
further study, or deny the PMP. For applications where the PMP is part of a Development

Agreement, the Planning Commission shall make a recommendation to be forwarded to the City

Council for review where an official approval or denial will be determined.

11-18-120: MASTER DEVELOPMENT GUIDELINES:

A. Requirements: The developer of each area of land that is designated and mapped on the
Farmington City zoning map as a TOD mixed use districts shall prepare and submit master
development guidelines (MDG) to be recorded against the property, which MDG shall define the
standards for design within the district for architectural controls, open space, buildings,
structures, landscaping, lighting, signs and similar external improvements. It is specifically
contemplated that development throughout the entire TOD mixed use districts will meet certain
development standards that are determined and adopted by the city to assure compatible, high
guality development within the TOD mixed use districts, especially in regard to streetscape and
landscaping elements, and that such development standards will be incorporated into the
master development guidelines for each project. In addition to any other notice provisions set
forth in the city ordinances or state law, the city shall be required to provide notice of all
pending PMP approvals within a TOD mixed use district area to all property owners within the
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same contiguous TOD mixed use district area or within the TMU area identified in the land use
master plan to allow comment from such property owners regarding the consistency of any
proposed project or master development guidelines with those development standards
determined by the City to be applicable to all development within the TOD Mixed Use Districts.

B. Preparation; Submittal: The MDG shall be prepared by the developer and in all cases
submitted to the City for review and comment by-the-SPARC-before the City shall grant any
approval for any improvements within any mapped zone district under the TOD Mixed Use
Districts regulations. All construction in the TOD Mixed Use Districts shall comply with
applicable MDGs and common area management plan (CAMP). The MDG and/or CAMP may
contain specific lien and other enforcement provisions to ensure adequate compliance. Any
requirement of an MDG or CAMP may be more restrictive or require a higher standard or
quality than the TOD Mixed Use Districts regulations or development standards determined by
the City to be applicable to all development within the TOD Mixed Use Districts.

CHAPTER 29 ANIMALS AND FOWL

11-29-030: GENERAL PROVISIONS:
E. LocationOf Aceessoery-Structures:

i. Animals must be kept within an enclosed area or structure sufficient to contain the

animals on site.

Fii. No animal shelter, hay barn, silo, equipment shed, storage building and similar
accessory buildings to the agricultural use of land may be located closer than ten
feet (10') to any side or rear boundary line.
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CITY COUNCIL AGENDA

SUMMARY ACTION

1. Consideration of Interlocal Agreement with Davis County Storm Water
Coalition

2. Interlocal Agreement with Davis County for provision of Fire/EMS
services to abutting unincorporated county areas

3. Approval of Minutes
o July 21, 2026,
o August 4, 2026
o August 18, 2026

4. Monthly Financial Report for July 2026



FARMINGTON Earnilngon Litamg4025

CITY COUNCIL STAFF REPORT

To: Mayor and City Council

From: Brent White - Storm Water Official
Date: September 1, 2026

Subject: Interlocal Agreement DCSWC.

RECOMMENDED MOTION
Move that the City Council approve the Interlocal Agreement with Davis County Relating to
the Davis County Storm Water Coalition (DCSWC) thru May 11, 2031.

Findings:

1. Farmington City has been a contributing member of the Davis County Storm Water
Coalition since it was formed in 2003 .

2. Every city is required by the federal government to create a storm water
management plan to obtain a permit that covers all storm water activities within the
city. This is called a Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System(MS4) permit. This
interlocal agreement allows cities throughout Davis County to collaborate in their
efforts in meeting the requirements of the MS4 permit.

3. Theinterlocal agreement forming the Coalition expires every five years, and the
participating cities all agree that it should be renewed and effective until May 11" of
2031

BACKGROUND

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) implemented the clean water act
in 1972. As part of this act the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) was
implemented. As part of this program in 2003 Farmington City was required to obtain an
MS4 permit to discharge storm water into waters of the State of Utah (all creeks, lakes, ponds
in Farmington). There are six minimum control measures as part of the MS4 permit and
DCSWC helps Farmington keep in compliance with a lot of those control measures. Some of
the activities coordinated by the Coalition include: sending a storm water teacher to every 5™
grade classroom in the county, holding a 4™ grade water fair each year, producing
educational materials for businesses and the public alike, offering contractor trainings, etc.
The expenses of the coalition are shared based upon the census population data. Farmington
City's obligation for FY2025-2026 was $3,629. The Coalition dues has been budgeted in the
storm water fund.

Respectfully submitted,

A b ot

Chad Boshell 5t
Assistant City Manager / City Engineer City Manager

Review

.//

concur,

Supplemental Information
1. Interlocal Agreement.




2026 INTERLOCAL COOPERATION AGREEMENT
BETWEEN DAVIS COUNTY CITIES AND
DAVIS COUNTY
FOR
UPDES GENERAL PERMIT

THIS AGREEMENT (Agreement) is entered into this 8th dayof September. 2026,
by and between the following parties: DAVIS COUNTY, a body corporate and politic of the
State of Utah, and the following cities, each of which is a municipal corporation of the State of
Utah: BOUNTIFUL, CENTERVILLE, CLEARFIELD, CLINTON, FARMINGTON, FRUIT
HEIGHTS, KAYSVILLE, LAYTON, NORTH SALT LAKE, SOUTH WEBER, SUNSET,
SYRACUSE. WEST BOUNTIFUL, WEST POINT and WOODS CROSS (Parties).

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, the parties are "public agencies," and are authorized by the Utah Interlocal
Cooperation Act, §11-13-101, et seq., Utah Code Annotated, to enter into agreements with each
other for joint or cooperative action; and

WHEREAS, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has published its "Final Rule"
setting forth the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit application
rules and regulations for stormwater discharges to municipal separate storm sewer systems; and

WHEREAS, the State of Utah, through its Department of Environmental Quality,
Division of Water Quality (DWQ), has statutory rulemaking authority and authority to issue
pollutant discharge elimination system permits within the State of Utah pursuant to the rules and
regulations of the Utah Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (UPDES); and

WHEREAS, the State of Utah has issued a General Permit for Discharges from Small
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems, Permit No. UTR 090000 (Permit), to each party of

this Agreement, which Permit is incorporated herein by this reference; and
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WHEREAS, the rules and regulations provide that more than one entity may jointly
implement activities to comply with UPDES permit requirements under Section 4.3 of the
Permit; and

WHEREAS, the parties are willing to jointly implement activities to fulfill a portion of
the UPDES permit requirements; and

WHEREAS the parties desire to enter into this Agreement setting forth their present
understanding as to their respective responsibilities with regard to their participation as
permittees under their Permit.

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual promises set forth herein, the parties
agree as follows:

1. Compliance with Permit. As permittees, the parties agree to jointly implement
and enforce within their own jurisdictions, their respective responsibilities for complying with
the Permit requirements including but not limited to, those responsibilities and requirements set
forth in Parts 4.0, 5.0, and 6.0 of the Permit.

2. Administration of Agreement. The administration of this Agreement shall be
done by the public works directors of each party, or their official designee, constituting the Davis
County Storm Water Coalition (Coalition). Each party will have one voting right. No separate

legal entity is created by the terms of this Agreement.

3. Costs. The parties agree that each party shall be responsible to pay for those costs

relating to their own stormwater systems, and that the parties shall reimburse each other for
expenses incurred in providing services for each other as may be agreed by the parties
concerning the various tasks and responsibilities required under the Permit.

4. Joint Cooperation. Asreasonably necessary, the parties agree té) assist each other in

providing and sharing information, drawings, plans, data, etc., which are required to comply

2
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with the requirements set forth in the Permit. The specific activities that the parties agree to
assist each other in are set forth as follows:
a. Jointly purchase educational and training materials, as determined by the
Coalition, for distribution to:
1. Residents.
ii. Institutions, industrial and commercial facilities.
iit Developers and contractors (construction); and
iti. Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) owned or operated
facilities.
b. Use the Coalition as a county-wide committee to:
1. Train personnel.
ii. Create partnerships; and

iii. Obtain input and feedback from special interest groups.

c. Annually contribute updated storm drain system information for county-wide
mapping purposes.

d. Jointly prepare and promote model ordinances, updates and standards that
address:

1. Illicit discharges.
ii. Construction site storm water runoff; and
iii. Long-term storm water management.
e. Jointly arrange for and provide education about hydrologic methods and criteria

for selecting and sizing post-construction BMPs.

f. Jointly participate to develop draft Standard Operating Procedures.
g. Jointly evaluate, identify, target and provide educational materials and
3
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outreach to address the reduction of water quality impacts associated with nitrogen and

phosphorus in discharges.

5. Term of Agreement. The parties agree that the duration of this Agreement shall
commence upon entry and shall continue in effect for the term of the Permit (which expires at
midnight, May 11, 2031) and for an additional 120 days from the effective date of the renewal of
the Permit by DWQ.

6. Property. In the event that any property is acquired by the parties jointly for the
undertaking, and paid for by them, then it shall be divided as the parties' representatives shall
agree, or if no agreement is reached, then it shall be divided according to their respective
payments for property, or if it cannot be practically divided, then the property shall be sold and
the proceeds divided according to the parties' proportionate share of the purchase of the item of
property. If property is purchased at one party's sole expense in connection with this
Agreement, then the property so purchased shall be and remain the property of the party which
purchased it.

7. Entire Agreement. This Agreement embodies the entire agreement between the
parties, and it cannot be altered except in a written amendment which is signed by the parties.

8. Governmental Immunity. The parties recognize and acknowledge that each party
is covered by the Utah Governmental Immunity Act, as set forth in Utah Code Ann. § 63G-7-
101, et seq., as amended, and nothing herein is intended to waive or modify any and all rights,
defenses or provisions provided therein. Officers and employees performing services pursuant to
this Agreement shall be deemed officers and employees of the party employing their services,
even if performing functions outside of the ter%'itorial limits of such party, and shall be deemed
officers and employees of such party under the provisions of the Utah Governmental Immunity

Act. Each party shall be responsible and shall defend the action of its own employees, negligent
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or otherwise, performed pursuant to the provisions of this Agreement.

9. No Third-Party Benefits. This Agreement is not intended to benefit any
person or entity not named as a party hereto.

10.  Severability. If any provision of this Agreement is determined by a court to
be invalid or unenforceable, such determination shall not affect any other provision hereof,
each of which shall be construed and enforced as if the invalid or unenforceable portion
were not contained herein. Such invalidity or unenforceability shall not affect any valid and
enforceable application thereof, and each such provision shall be deemed to be effective,
operative and entered into in the manner and to the full extent permitted by applicable law.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Agreement to be

effective as of the day and year first above written.

[Signature Pages to Follow]
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Approval of
Interlocal Cooperation Agreement between
Davis County and Davis County Cities for
UPDES General Permit

Date

CITY OF FARMINGTON

By:

Mayor

ATTEST:

City Recorder

Approved as to Form:

City Attorney
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FARMINGTON o e Utah 84025

CITY COUNCIL STAFF REPORT

To: Mayor and City Council

From: Shelby Willis, Fire Chief

Date: Sept 1, 2026

Subject: Interlocal Agreement with Davis County for provision of Fire/EMS

services to abutting unincorporated county areas

An interlocal agreement with Davis County that governs their payment for fire and
EMS service in unincorporated areas is presented for your approval.

RECOMMENDATION(S)
Approve the agreement and pass the resolution authorizing the Mayor to execute it.

Proposed Motion Language: “I move that the Council approve of the Interlocal
Cooperation Agreement for Fire Services, and authorize the Mayor to execute the
agreement.”

BACKGROUND

If you remember such events as the end of the Iran Hostage Crisis, the marriage of
Prince Charles and Lady Diana Spencer, or the launch of MTV, you'll have a frame of
reference for the length of the interlocal agreement we are proposing to replace
tonight. Farmington (and other municipalities in Davis County) have provided fire
service for unincorporated areas of Davis County under an interlocal agreement
entered into in 1981. And while it has largely been effective at maintaining fire
services for our neighbors in unincorporated areas, even the best of agreements
need to be dusted off and updated occasionally.

The County has worked with all of the Davis County municipalities and fire districts
to draft new interlocal agreements governing the fire and EMS service for
perpetually shrinking unincorporated areas of Davis County. The draft before you is
the culmination of that work.



In summary, the agreement obligates us to provide fire, hydrant maintenance, fire
inspections, fire investigations and EMS service to all unincorporated areas within
the areas listed in the agreement, which border both Farmington and Fruit Heights.
Standards for firefighters and medics are established, and the agreement
anticipates that other entities will need to respond on an auto aid basis on occasion.
Compensation is determined by taking the taxable property value of the land
serviced, and annually charging $11.35 per $10,000 of the combined value of
unincorporated land served by the City. The agreement anticipates annual fee
adjustments that will vary depending upon inflation and reductions in areas served
due to annexation. It is a five-year agreement.

Respectfully submitted, Review and concuir,
Shelby Willis Brigham Mellor

Fire Chief, Farmington City City Manager



RESOLUTION NO: 2026-

A RESOLUTION APPROVING AN INTERLOCAL COOPERATION AGREEMENT
BETWEEN DAVIS COUNTY AND FARMINGTON CITY FOR FIRE SERVICES

WHEREAS, Farmington City and Davis County have the authority to enter into
agreements for interlocal cooperation, pursuant to chapter 11-13 of the Utah Code: and

WHEREAS, Farmington City has historically provided fire services to unincorporated
portions of Davis County under a prior agreement; and

WHEREAS, Davis County and Farmington City are willing to enter into a new interlocal
cooperation agreement governing the provision of Fire and EMS services to unincorporated areas
surrounding Farmington City and Fruit Heights City; and

WHEREAS, the attached Interlocal Agreement will govern the provision of such
services; and

WHEREAS, the Council finds that the proposed agreement is acceptable and in the best
interest of the City,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF
FARMINGTON CITY, STATE OF UTAH, AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1: Approval. The City Council hereby approves the Interlocal Cooperation
Agreement for Fire Services, attached to this Resolution as Exhibit A. The Mayor is authorized
to execute the agreement.

Section 2: Severability. If any section, clause, or provision of this Resolution is declared
invalid by a court of competent jurisdiction, the remainder shall not be affected thereby and shall
remain in full force and effect.

Section 3: Effective Date This Resolution shall become effective immediately upon its
passage.

PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF FARMINGTON CITY,
STATE OF UTAH, THIS 1ST DAY OF SEPTEMBER 2026.

ATTEST: FARMINGTON CITY

DeAnn Carlile, City Recorder Brett Anderson, Mayor



INTERLOCAL COOPERATION AGREEMENT FOR FIRE SERVICES

This Interlocal Cooperation Agreement for Fire Services (this “Agreement”) is between Davis County, a
body corporate and politic and a legal subdivision of the State of Utah (the “County”), and Farmington City, a
municipal corporation of the State of Utah (the “City”), each individually a “Party” and collectively the “Parties.”

WHEREAS, the Parties are authorized to enter into this Agreement, pursuant to Utah’s Interlocal
Cooperation Act, which is codified at Title 11, Chapter 13 of the Utah Code (the “Act”), Subsections 11-7-1(2)(c)
and (2)(d) of the Utah Code (2017), and Subsection 65A-8-202(4) of the Utah Code (2017);

WHEREAS, the County desires to contract with the City to receive fire services from the City as set forth
in this Agreement; and

WHEREAS, the City desires to contract with the County to furnish fire services to the County as set forth
in this Agreement.

Now, therefore, the Parties mutually agree as follows:

1. Purposes. The purposes of this Agreement include, but are not limited to, the following:

1.1. To memorialize the agreement between the City and the County relating:

1.1.1.

primarily to fire services for the properties identified in Attachment 1 of this Agreement, which
is incorporated into this Agreement by this reference (the “Unincorporated Fire Service Area”);
and

secondarily to fire services outside of the Unincorporated Fire Service Area in situations and
under circumstances such as those contemplated by Subsections 2.1.2, 2.1.8, or 2.4 of this
Agreement;

1.2. To set forth in detail the extent of the fire services to be afforded by the City to the County under this
Agreement; and

1.3. To set forth in detail the amount and method of payment to be made by the County to the City for the
fire services under this Agreement.

2. Services.

2.1. Fire Services. The City, acting through the City’s Fire Department, agrees to satisfy the County’s fire
duties governed by the following laws and agreements primarily for the Unincorporated Fire Service

Area:
2.1.1.

2.1.2.

Subsection 11-7-1(1)(a) of the Utah Code (2017), as amended, requiring the County to provide
adequate fire protection within the County’s territorial limits;

Subsection 11-7-1(1)(b) of the Utah Code (2017), as amended, requiring the County to cooperate
with all contiguous counties, municipal corporations, private corporations, fire districts, state
agencies, or federal governmental agencies to maintain adequate fire protection within their
territorial limits;

Subsection 17-72-301(1)(m) of the Utah Code (2026), as amended, requiring the County to
extinguish fires occurring in the undergrowth, trees, or wooded areas on the public land within
Davis County;

Section 53-7-210 of the Utah Code (2001), as amended, requiring the County to, among other
duties, investigate the cause, origin, and circumstances of each fire occurring in the County’s
jurisdiction when property has been destroyed or damaged;

Subsection 53-7-211(2) of the Utah Code (2025), as amended, requiring the County fire chief or
fire marshal to cooperate in every possible way with the state fire marshal, the state fire marshal's
deputy, and the state fire marshal's representative to further the purpose of the investigation;

Version 8.12.2026

Interlocal Cooperation Agreement for Fire Services Page 1 of 5
(Farmington City)



2.1.6. Subsection 65A-8-202(1) of the Utah Code (2017), as amended, requiring the County to abate
the public nuisance caused by wildfire on unincorporated, privately owned or County owned
forest, range, watershed, and wildland urban interface lands within the County’s boundaries;

2.1.7. Subsection 65A-8-202(3)(b) of the Utah Code (2017), as amended, requiring the County to
ensure effective wildfire initial attack on unincorporated privately owned and County owned
forest, range, watershed, and wildland urban interface land within the County’s boundaries; and

2.1.8. cooperative or mutual aid agreements between the County and contiguous counties, municipal
corporations, private corporates, fire districts, state agencies, or federal governmental agencies
to perform fire services within their territorial limits, including, but not limited to, the current

cooperative agreement between the County and the Utah Division of Forestry, Fire and State
Lands (“FFSL”).

Notwithstanding anything in this Agreement to the contrary, the City, acting through the City’s Fire
Department, agrees to perform fire services under this Agreement, but outside of the Unincorporated
Fire Service Area, in situations and under circumstances such as those contemplated by Subsections
2.1.2,2.1.8, or 2.4 of this Agreement.

2.2. Changes to the Unincorporated Fire Service Area.

2.2.1. The County and the City acknowledge and agree that during the term of this Agreement the
properties identified in Attachment 1 to this Agreement may change for several possible reasons,
including, but not limited to, because one or more properties is annexed to the City or an adjacent
or nearby municipality or fire district.

2.2.2. The County, at least annually and with the reasonable assistance of the City, shall amend the
properties identified in Attachment 1 to this Agreement, but only if changes to the
Unincorporated Fire Service Area have recently taken place and are not accounted for under the
most current version of Attachment 1 to this Agreement.

2.2.3. In conjunction with the County’s actions under Subsection 2.2.2 of this Agreement, the County
shall, with the reasonable assistance of the City, coordinate with the applicable dispatch center
operating in Davis County (“Dispatch Center”) to ensure: (1) the Unincorporated Fire Service
Area is accurately identified within dispatch, mapping, and computer-aided dispatch systems;
and (2) the applicable Dispatch Center dispatches the City’s Fire Department, as the primary
responding fire department, to incidents occurring within the Unincorporated Fire Service Area.

2.3. Response to Dispatched Fire Incident. The City, acting through the City’s Fire Department, agrees to
promptly respond to a fire, and provide the fire services identified in Subsection 2.1 of this Agreement,
upon being notified of such fire by the applicable Dispatch Center.

2.4. Inability to Respond to Dispatched Fire Incident. The County and the City acknowledge that there may
be situations when the City’s Fire Department is unable to respond, after being contacted by a Dispatch
Center, to a fire within the unincorporated area of Davis County because the City’s Fire Department is
already performing, or has already been requested to perform, fire services or other emergency services
within the City’s boundaries or possibly another municipality or county’s boundaries. Notwithstanding
Subsection 2.3 of this Agreement, the County and the City agree in these situations that the City will
perform fire services or other emergency services within the City’s boundaries or possibly another
municipality or county’s boundaries, and the applicable Dispatch Center will contact the next
recommended fire department or fire district to respond to the fire, and provide fire services, within the
unincorporated area of Davis County.

2.5. Specific Wildland Training and Certification. The City agrees that the individuals performing services
under this Agreement will satisfy the minimum standards for wildland fire training, certification, and
suppression equipment based upon nationally accepted standards, as determined by FFSL, including,
but not limited to, NWCG S130 Firefighter Training, S190 Introduction to Wildland Fire Behavior, and
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RT130 Annual Fireline Safety Refresher Training. In cases of newly hired firefighters, the City agrees
that those individuals will satisty these standards within one (1) year of hire.

2.6. Specific Wildland Fire Equipment Standards. The City agrees that its fire engines, water tenders, hand
tools, and water handling equipment, which may be used in response to a wildland fire, meet the National
Wildfire Coordinating Group standards and, if applicable, the FFSL Fire Department Manual standards.

2.7. Fire Hydrant Maintenance. The City, acting through the City’s Fire Department, agrees to maintain in
working condition all fire hydrants that are located within the unincorporated area of Davis County and
served by the City’s Fire Department under this Agreement.

2.8. Reporting Fires to the Davis County Fire Marshal; Meeting with the Davis County Commission. The
City shall provide quarterly reports to the Davis County Fire Marshal regarding incidents occurring
within the Unincorporated Fire Service Area. Upon reasonable request, City representatives may meet
with the Davis County Commission, or its designee, to discuss services provided under this Agreement.

3. Specific Statutory Privileges, Immunities, and Provisions.

3.1. The Parties acknowledge and agree that, pursuant to Section 11-7-3 of the Utah Code (1957), “[A]ll the
privileges and immunities from liability which surround the activities of any county or municipal
corporation fire-fighting force or fire department when performing its functions within the governmental
unit's territorial limits shall apply to the activities of that governmental unit's fire-fighting force or
department while furnishing fire protection outside its territorial limits under any contract pursuant to
Section 11-7-1.”

3.2. The Parties acknowledge and agree that, pursuant to Section 11-7-4 of the Utah Code (2024), “[T]he
effect of the death or injury of any firefighter who is killed or injured outside the territorial limits of the
county or municipality where the firefighter is a member of the fire-fighting force or fire department
and while that force or department is functioning pursuant to any contract made under Section 11-7-1
shall be the same as if the firefighter were killed or injured while that force or department was
functioning within its own territorial limits, and the firefighter's death shall be considered in the line of
duty.”

4. Compensation. The County agrees to pay the City an annual fee for the services performed under this
Agreement. The initial annual fee is based on a flat rate of $11.35 per $10,000.00 of unincorporated taxable
property value serviced under this Agreement. Each subsequent year, the annual fee will be adjusted to reflect
the following two factors: (1) inflation; and (2) land annexation. First, the annual fee will be adjusted for
inflation using the CPI-U West Region index to account for rising costs. Second, if any portion of the
unincorporated area serviced under this Agreement is annexed or incorporated into a municipality or fire
district, the annual fee will be reduced by a corresponding percentage, based on unincorporated taxable
property value. To illustrate the application of this formula, assume the unincorporated area serviced under
this Agreement has an annual fee of $50,656. If, in the following year, the CPI-U West Region index reflects
3% inflation and 2% of the unincorporated taxable property value is removed due to municipal or fire district
land annexation, the new annual fee would be calculated as follows: ($50,656 x 103% x 98%) = $51,132.

5. Effective and Termination Dates. This Agreement is effective as of July 1, 2026. This Agreement terminates
on June 30, 2031.

6. Early Termination of Agreement.

6.1. The Parties may mutually terminate this Agreement at any time. This termination may be accomplished
through a written termination of this Agreement signed by an authorized representative of each of the
Parties. The effective date of this termination is the latest date that the applicable written termination is
signed by an authorized representative of each of the Parties.

6.2. Either Party may terminate this Agreement for convenience. This termination may be accomplished by
one Party sending a written notice of termination of this Agreement to the other Party. The Agreement
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10.

11.

12.

will terminate 180 days after the applicable written notice of termination of this Agreement is effective
under the notice provisions of this Agreement.

6.3. Either Party may terminate this Agreement after: (1) a material breach of this Agreement by the other
Party; and (2) the other Party’s failure to cure a material breach of this Agreement within 30 days after
the applicable written notice of termination of this Agreement is effective. This termination may be
accomplished by one Party sending a written notice of termination of this Agreement to the other Party.
The Agreement will terminate 30 days after the appliable written notice of termination of this Agreement
is effective under the notice provisions of this Agreement, but only if the breaching Party failed to cure
a material breach of this Agreement within 30 days after the applicable written notice of termination of
this Agreement is effective.

Indemnity. The Parties to this Agreement are Utah governmental entities as defined in the Utah Governmental
Immunity Act found in Title 63G, Chapter 7 of the Utah Code (the “Immunity Act”). Nothing in this
Agreement shall be construed as either: (1) a waiver by either or both Parties of any rights, limits, protections
or defenses provided by the Immunity Act; or (2) a waiver, with respect to third parties, of any governmental
immunity to which a Party to this Agreement is otherwise entitled. Subject to and consistent with the Immunity
Act, each Party shall be responsible for its own actions or negligence and will defend against any claims or
lawsuit brought against it. There are no indemnity obligations between the Parties under this Agreement.

Recovery of Costs. Nothing in this Agreement shall prohibit the City or the County from pursuing recovery
of firefighting, suppression, investigation, cleanup, or related fire service costs from any person or entity
whose negligent, reckless, unlawful, or intentional conduct causes or contributes to a fire incident, to the
extent Permitted by Utah law.

Notices. All notices under this Agreement must be in writing and must be delivered personally, by a nationally
recognized overnight courier, or by United States mail, postage prepaid, and addressed to the Parties at their
respective addresses set forth below (or to such other address that may be designated by a Party in accordance
with this section), and the same shall be effective upon receipt, if delivered personally, on the next business
day, if sent by overnight courier, or three business days after deposit in the United States mail, if mailed. The
initial addresses of the Parties shall be:

Davis County Farmington City

Attn: Fire Marshal/Emergency Manager Attn: Fire Chief

851 W Clark Ln 82N 100 E

PO Box 618 Farmington, UT 84025
Farmington, UT 84025

Approval. This Agreement shall be submitted to the authorized attorney for each Party for review as to proper
form and compliance with applicable law pursuant to Section 11-13-202.5 of the Act. This Agreement shall
be approved by the legislative body of each Party pursuant to Section 11-13-202.5 of the Act. This Agreement
shall be filed with the keeper of records of each Party pursuant to Section 11-13-209 of the Act.

Interlocal Agreement Provisions. This Agreement does not create an interlocal entity. There is no separate
legal entity created by this Agreement to carry out its provisions, and, to the extent that this Agreement
requires administration other than as is set forth herein, it shall be administered by the governing bodies of
the Parties acting as a joint board. There shall be no real or personal property acquired jointly by the Parties
as a result of this Agreement. This Agreement does not relieve any Party of obligations or responsibilities
imposed upon that Party by law.

Employment Status. Employees of the respective Parties remain the employees of that Party and do not
acquire from any other Party any employment status, other employment right, or claim for wages or other
benefits, including, without limitation, workers' compensation.
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Assignment Restricted. This Agreement may only be assigned by a written instrument that is signed by
authorized representatives of the Parties. Any purported assignment of this Agreement that is in violation of
this section is void.

Waiver. A right, remedy, power, privilege or otherwise under this Agreement is not waived by a Party unless
such waiver is in writing and signed by an authorized representative of the Party granting the waiver.

Entire Agreement. This Agreement, including all attachments, if any, and any other documents referenced
in this Agreement or incorporated into this Agreement by this reference, if any, constitutes the entire
understanding between, and agreement of, the Parties with respect to the subject matter in this Agreement.
Unless otherwise set forth in this Agreement, this Agreement supersedes all prior and contemporaneous
understandings and agreements, whether written or oral, between the Parties with respect to the subject matter
in this Agreement.

Amendment. This Agreement may only be amended by a written instrument that is signed by authorized
representatives of the Parties. Any purported amendment of this Agreement that is in violation of this section
is void.

Governing Law; Exclusive Jurisdiction. This Agreement is governed by and construed in accordance with
the laws of the State of Utah without giving effect to any choice or conflict of law provision that would require
or permit the application of the laws of any jurisdiction other than those of the State of Utah. Each Party
irrevocably and unconditionally agrees that it may only commence an action, litigation, or proceeding of any
kind against any other Party, which arises from or relates in any way to this Agreement, in the Second Judicial
District Court in and for the State of Utah located in Farmington City, Utah. Each Party irrevocably and
unconditionally submits to the exclusive jurisdiction of such court.

Severability. If the Second Judicial District Court in and for the State of Utah located in Farmington City,
Utah finds that one or more sections, subsections, sentences, or parts of a sentence of this Agreement is
prohibited or unenforceable, then that or those specific section(s), subsection(s), sentence(s) or part(s) of a
sentence is void. All sections, subsections, sentences, or parts of a sentence of this Agreement that are not
found by such court to be prohibited or unenforceable, shall remain in full force and effect.

Counterparts. This Agreement may be signed in any number of counterparts, and, if such is the case, each
counterpart that is signed and delivered, will be deemed an original and all such counterparts together will
constitute one agreement.

The Parties have signed and dated this Agreement on the dates listed below.

DAvVIS COUNTY FARMINGTON CITY
By:

Bob J Stevenson Print Name:

Chair, Davis County Board of County Commissioners | Title:

Date: Date:

ATTEST: ATTEST:

Brian McKenzie, Davis County Clerk Farmington City Recorder

Date: Date:

REVIEWED AS TO PROPER FORM AND REVIEWED AS TO PROPER FORM AND

COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE LAW: COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE LAW:

Authorized Attorney for Davis County Authorized Attorney for Farmington City
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ATTACHMENT 1

Properties within the Unincorporated
Fire Service Area

# | ParcelTaxID | TaxDistrict TaxValue TotValue Acreage | ExmptSt
1 70150029 90 1 TAXED
5,000.00 5,000.00
2 70150034 90 0.31 TAXED
1,782.00 1,782.00
3 70150035 77 0.51 TAXED
2,763.00 2,763.00
4 70150036 90 5.92 TAXED
23,954.00 23,954.00
5 70150037 77 15.359 TAXED
55,482.00 55,482.00
6 70150039 77 36.79 | EXEMPT
- 119,778.00
7 70360004 90 5.91 TAXED
145,099.00 145,099.00
8 70360011 90 591 TAXED
23,919.00 23,919.00
9 70370001 77 120 EXEMPT
- 339,413.00
10 70580001 90 0.36 TAXED
2,033.00 2,033.00
11 70580032 77 7.25 TAXED
28,637.00 28,637.00
12 70580033 77 8 TAXED
31,231.00 31,231.00
13 70580034 77 8 TAXED
31,231.00 31,231.00
14 70580035 77 8 TAXED
31,231.00 31,231.00
15 70580036 77 8 TAXED
31,231.00 31,231.00
16 70580037 77 8 TAXED
31,231.00 31,231.00
17 70580049 90 0.36 EXEMPT
- 91,078.00
18 70580051 77 14.95 TAXED
54,179.00 54,179.00
19 70580052 77 14.98 TAXED
54,275.00 54,275.00
20 70580058 90 6.04 TAXED
24,382.00 24,382.00
21 70580069 90 2.21 TAXED
10,055.00 10,055.00
22 70580070 77 12.59 TAXED
46,569.00 46,569.00
23 70580071 90 3.88 TAXED
16,509.00 16,509.00
24 70580072 77 6.07 TAXED
24.488.00 24,488.00

Version 8.12.2026

Attachment 1 to Interlocal Cooperation Agreement for Fire Services

(Farmington City)

Page 1 of 4



# | ParcelTaxID | TaxDistrict TaxValue TotValue Acreage | ExmptSt
25 70580074 90 1.29 TAXED
6,257.00 6,257.00
26 70580076 90 0.12 EXEMPT
- 772.00
27 70580080 90 8.284 TAXED
32,206.00 32,206.00
28 70580082 90 0.156 | EXEMPT
- 973.00
29 70710022 77 1.3875 TAXED
6,672.00 6,672.00
30 70710024 77 4 TAXED
16,958.00 16,958.00
31 70710032 77 2 TAXED
9,208.00 9,208.00
32 70710033 77 2 TAXED
9,208.00 9,208.00
33 70710038 77 1.8 TAXED
8,392.00 8,392.00
34 70710039 77 0.2 TAXED
1,211.00 1,211.00
35 70710070 77 15.39 TAXED
55,581.00 55,581.00
36 70710074 77 0.25 TAXED
1,474.00 1,474.00
37 70710075 77 26.3 TAXED
89,115.00 89,115.00
38 70710095 77 40.938 TAXED
131,599.00 131,599.00
39 70710096 77 3.485 TAXED
15,019.00 15,019.00
40 70830002 90 28.68 | EXEMPT
- 96,183.00
41 80790028 77 44701 | EXEMPT
- 3,461,430.00
42 80790033 77 1.087 TAXED
172,120.00 552,340.00
43 80790034 77 0.055 EXEMPT
- 18,303.00
44 80790035 77 0.087 | EXEMPT
- 21,897.00
45 80790036 77 4296 | EXEMPT
- 471,460.00
46 80790038 77 0.63 EXEMPT
- 1.00
47 80790039 77 3.132 | EXEMPT
- 1.00
48 80790041 77 1.373 EXEMPT
- 3,570.00
49 80790047 77 5.2558 TAXED
73,034.00 954,473.00
50 80790049 77 1.869 TAXED
312,540.00 312,540.00
51 80790054 77 1.436 TAXED
284,642.00 284,642.00
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# | ParcelTaxID | TaxDistrict TaxValue TotValue Acreage | ExmptSt
52 80790055 77 0.481 EXEMPT
- 1.00
53 80790057 77 34.082 | EXEMPT
- 2,274,281.00
54 80790059 77 22.055 | EXEMPT
- 1,423,961.00
55 80810016 77 6 EXEMPT
- 149,389.00
56 80810025 77 3.7 TAXED
961,552.00 961,552.00
57 80810026 88 5.8 STATE
- 1,114,522.00
58 80810047 88 46.68 STATE
- 66,144.00
59 80810048 77 2.2 TAXED
330,300.00 330,300.00
60 80810049 77 1.5 TAXED
525,654.00 909,000.00
61 80810053 77 60.72 | EXEMPT
- 626,209.00
62 80810060 77 0.93 EXEMPT
- 229,938.00
63 80810061 77 233.59 | EXEMPT
- 389,395.00
64 80810088 77 1.292 TAXED
782.00 2,154.00
65 80810089 77 31.015 TAXED
154,277.00 2,586,706.00
66 80810090 77 12.09 | EXEMPT
- 2,227,460.00
67 80810097 77 5 EXEMPT
- 445,023.00
68 80810109 77 38.47 TAXED
125,180.00 7,602,747.00
69 80810110 77 5.247 | EXEMPT
- 1.00
70 80810116 77 0.176 | EXEMPT
- 28,842.00
71 80810117 77 9.86 TAXED
229,464.00 899,144.00
72 80810118 77 0.435 EXEMPT
- 1.00
73 80810119 77 1,233,925.00 4.582 TAXED
1,233,925.00
74 80810121 77 8.897 TAXED
5,383.00 1,319,393.00
75 80810127 77 1.242 | EXEMPT
- 245,464.00
76 80810129 77 0.749 | EXEMPT
- 50,810.00
77 80840001 88 1.86 EXEMPT
- 37,200.00
78 80840002 77 83.2 EXEMPT
- 275,823.00
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# | ParcelTaxID | TaxDistrict TaxValue TotValue Acreage | ExmptSt
79 80840004 88 63.96 | EXEMPT
- 106,621.00
80 80850002 77 0.05 EXEMPT
- 1.00
81 80850008 77 43706 | EXEMPT
- 72,858.00
82 80850030 88 8.896 STATE
- 12,606.00
83 80850037 88 67.157 | EXEMPT
- 111,951.00
84 80850047 77 8.397 | EXEMPT
- 1.00
85 80850048 77 3.074 | EXEMPT
- 1.00
86 80850049 77 0.24 EXEMPT
- 1.00
87 80850050 77 0.601 EXEMPT
- 1.00
88 80850061 77 6.326 | EXEMPT
- 1.00
89 80850062 77 2.32 EXEMPT
- 1.00
90 80850076 77 85.723 TAXED
1,034.00 557,200.00
91 80850077 77 0.28 EXEMPT
- 1.00
92 80850078 77 1.436 | EXEMPT
- 64,955.00
93 111160054 77 0.19 TAXED
21,574.00 39,226.00
94 111160055 77 0.09 TAXED
15,989.00 29,070.00
95 111160056 77 0.19 TAXED
21,574.00 39,226.00
96 111160078 77 0.45 TAXED
127,792.00 232,350.00
97 111170030 77 16.7 EXEMPT
- 9,363,000.00
98 111170031 77 9 EXEMPT
- 6,351,000.00
Total: 5,654,997.00
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DRAFT FARMINGTON CITY - CITY COUNCIL MINUTES

July 21, 2026
WORK SESSION
Present:
Mayor Brett Anderson, City Attorney Paul Roberts,
City Manager Brigham Mellor, City Recorder DeAnn Carlile,
Mayor Pro Tempore/Councilmember Amy Recording Secretary Deanne Chaston,
Shumway, City Planner/GIS Specialist Shannon
Councilmember Roger Child, Hansell, and
Councilmember Scott Isaacson, Assistant City Manager/City Engineer Chad
Councilmember Melissa Layton, Boshell.

Councilmember Kristen Sherlock,

Mayor Brett Anderson called the work session to order at 6:04 p.m. Brant Shumway, a local
high school student specializing in high quality drone footage, presented a video of Farmington
City.

ANDREW HILLIER BUILDING ON 200 WEST DISCUSSION

City Manager Brigham Mellor mentioned that land near Horizon Credit Union and Farmington
Elementary School is under contract with Andrew Hillier, who would like to proceed with
development. The property is zoned Business Park (BP) for office space. A doctor’s office,
reception center, and outpatient surgical center were mentioned.

City Planner/GIS Specialist Shannon Hansell said buildings could be pulled closer to the street.
The zone allows for parking between the building and the street. Because it is over 30,000 square
feet, the Planning Commission would have to review the site plan. The 51-foot height of the
building is another element to consider, as the maximum height in that zone is 45 feet. A special
exception may be needed for the height, in addition to a conditional approval for parking
setback.

Mellor said 200 West will not be widened as previously considered, and this proposal will never
need a Right of Way on the west. He said the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) is not
going out of its way to sell or vacate that Right of Way. Councilmember Amy Shumway said
the greenway may come through and use part of that Right of Way.

Councilmember Scott Isaacson said he likes the proposed building, and the property across the
street is in the same zone. Hansell mentioned that the Cubiscan building and Horizon Credit
Union are comparable in height to the proposed building. Isaacson said if the 45-foot height
limit can’t be justified, the ordinance should be changed, especially if many seek an exception to
the rule.

Councilmember Roger Child said height is stated in order to accomplish a level of density and
construction of use. Since there are already buildings of this nature in the City, height is more
about the parapet on top of the building as opposed to additional floors. He inquired about the
parking ratio, light pollution to the east, and a towering feeling near residential if the building
were pushed to the street. Besides that, he doesn’t have a problem with the proposed building.
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Hansell said the ordinance is not taking into account how wide the right of way is. The proposal
has 120 parking stalls but is required to have 98. This is the last lot in the BP Zone that will be
developed, unless future lots come up for redevelopment. Over the years, Mellor has heard of
only two other competing interests for this site including a two-story dental office and County
affordable housing.

INTERSTATE 15 (I-15) WIDENING GREENWAY DISCUSSION

Mellor said UDOT has recently asked for direction from the City Council on the use of Wasatch
Front Regional Council funds. He would like to keep the north-south greenway connection
vision alive. The 12-foot widening of Lagoon Drive is a precursor to the I-15 widening project,
and other disjointed elements are to come. The trail on the outside of Boyer’s Brickmoor project
is the starting point of A trail system that is contemplated to gO all the way to Fruit Heights.

Assistant City Manager/City Engineer Chad Boshell said this is a design-build project with
UDOT, who creates the narrative of what the project should be before selecting a design-builder
for the I-15 widening project. UDOT would like the project to be under construction next spring.
Contractors are bidding a full reconstruction of the frontage road from South Park to 200 West
complete with a lineal detention basin. Farmington would like a 12-foot wide sidewalk instead of
8 feet. UDOT is willing to design a narrower road with no on street parking in order for
Farmington to get its path, as it would be more pedestrian-friendly and result in less road UDOT
would have to build. The path could be finished all the way to Glovers Lane in the future using
grants. Hansell said the Utah Trail Network standard is a minimum of 12 feet wide. A feasibility
study showing detailed drawings until State Street and a line on the map after that should be
done by the end of the summer. It will go to the Planning Commission before coming to the City
Council for approval.

MAYOR AND COUNCILMEMBER REPORTS

Isaacson asked about the necessity of taking out trees for the sidewalk project on 500 South. He
dislikes removing trees and hopes the City doesn’t have to pay for trees that don’t end up being
removed. Boshell replied that they are removing some trees on the east side that was expanded to
include a lot split on 200 East, but ensured that the City won’t pay for work that wasn’t done.
The project will not go through the Bangerter’s property at this time. He will make a site visit
and avoid removing any trees unnecessarily.

Isaacson said he would like to keep an eye on Stack’s contract, especially since deadlines are
passing. He would like an update and said the City likely won’t be unreasonable. Mellor said
due to the adjustment affecting the jurisdiction of the Housing and Transit Reinvestment Zone
(HTRZ), Stack would need to come back to renegotiate with the City Council. The tax increment
deal does not exist anymore. He is aware of plans for a gas station and some restaurant pads,
although he is not sure which restaurants they would be. The City should be choosy with which
restaurants would be worthy of tax increment funding. He does not want Stack using tax
increment money to go towards apartments going in on Wasatch’s property.
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REGULAR SESSION

Present:

Mayor Brett Anderson, City Attorney Paul Roberts,

City Manager Brigham Mellor, City Recorder DeAnn Carlile,

Mayor Pro Tempore/Councilmember Amy Recording Secretary Deanne Chaston,
Shumway, City Planner/GIS Specialist Shannon
Councilmember Roger Child, Hansell,

Councilmember Scott Isaacson, Fire Chief Shelby Willis, and
Councilmember Melissa Layton, Youth City Councilmembers Taylor Meyers
Councilmember Kristen Sherlock, and Kiley Kunz.

CALL TO ORDER:

Mayor Brett Anderson called the meeting to order at 7:07 p.m. Councilmember Scott Isaacson
offered the invocation, and the Pledge of Allegiance was led by Councilmember Amy
Shumway. Isaacson mentioned the Davis Journal article about the Farmington Youth City
Council. Festival Days was a success, including the fireworks. Mayor Anderson mentioned that
starting the parade at 9 a.m. instead of 10 a.m. may be desirable in the future in order to avoid the
heat of the day.

BUSINESS:

Amendments to Title 10, Building Regulations, enacting standards related to fire sprinkler
systems in single family dwellings

City Planner/GIS Specialist Shannon Hansell presented this agenda item. This ordinance is in
response to last year’s State of Utah requirement for automatic fire sprinkler systems in homes
under certain conditions. Prior to this, sprinklers were required in commercial buildings
according to International Building Code, but sprinklers were not required in residential
properties. With the help of the Fire Department and City Attorney, the Community
Development and Building Department came up with two situations where sprinklers are
required. Based on allowances or limitations identified in House Bill 48, Staff is recommending
approval of the proposed ordinance that requires dwellings of any size built in high-risk areas
(identified on the map in zones 5 or 6) or any new dwellings exceeding 10,000 square feet in
total floor area (anywhere in Farmington City) to be built with an automatic sprinkler system.
These are basically wildland interface areas in the foothills with high exposure areas. The Utah
Division of Forestry, Fire & State Lands established the map and zones, identifying areas of high
exposure for fire risk.

City Manager Brigham Mellor said that insurance companies threatened to stop insuring
properties without such a change. Fire Chief Shelby Willis said some homes in Farmington are
over 17,000 square feet in size. It takes 3,000 gallons of water per minute to fight a 6,000 square
foot fire, and Farmington doesn’t have enough water to handle things over that. Sprinklers help
keep the fire to one area in order to allow people to evacuate.

Regarding an addition to an older home that doesn’t have residential fire sprinklers, City
Attorney Paul Roberts said sprinklers would only need to be in areas of expansion, not the older
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part of the home. Willis said the State mentioned 50 feet of defensible space in lieu of a
residential sprinkler system.

Councilmember Roger Child said he feels the requirement to put sprinkling systems in homes
over 10,000 square feet, or in Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) withing 50 feet of a fire
hydrant, is excessive. He is more worried about fire dangers near Interstate 15 (I-15), power
poles, and train tracks. The proposed regulations would apply to his neighborhood, and he
doesn’t predict any development going further up the east bench, since most of it is already built
out. He doesn’t want residents penalized for not putting fire sprinklers in an ADU or an addition
above a garage, especially since doing so would affect housing affordability. If this is adopted,
there would need to be an exception for ADUs. He would like to see the regulations consider
distance from a Right of Way and fire hydrant.

Shumway said an ADU could catch the main dwelling on fire, or even a whole hillside on fire.
Isaacson said Farmington should rely on the experts at Forestry, Fire & State Lands to identify
high-risk areas. Councilmember Melissa Layton said that in a time when insurance companies
have dropped insurance for several of her neighbors, this ordinance can help residents have
access to insurance again. Councilmember Kristen Sherlock said there is a ripple effect when a
home doesn’t have insurance. Mayor Anderson mentioned that those who have a permit to
build are already grandfathered in and don’t have to follow this new language.

Child asked for exceptions based on physical criterion. Willis said fire hoses can reach 200 feet
from a fire hydrant. Isaacson mentioned that the recent fires in California were spread by the
wind blowing embers into other properties.

Mellor said these issues had already been considered, including complaints from a builder
association lobbyist, before coming to an agreement. He pointed out that the City’s building
official used to be a fire fighter. Councilmembers should defer to the expertise on Staff, relying
heavily on firefighters and the Chief who have done the training and are up to speed on all
dangers. The fuel element is very real, as is the strength of the wind, particularly in Farmington.
The lines on the map are not arbitrary; science went into it and the City does not have the
resources to redraw the map. The Council could get into trouble if they set arbitrary rules. Willis
said she does not want the authority to set the map, as it would put her in a dangerous position.
Roberts said exceptions should be protected by facts.

Layton said that while this map gives the City tools to deal with just one area of town, there are
other areas that are likewise high risk that should not be overlooked. Child said cottonwood tree
seedlings in the spring time, trees in canyons, and wooded areas behind homes could cause more
fire hazard than barren hillsides. In his own area, he is more worried about the possibility of
flooding.

Youth City Councilmembers said it is better safe than sorry, and mitigation efforts should be
embraced. Safety is more important than money.

Isaacson said he respects Child’s opinion and concerns that affect his whole neighborhood. He
would like to ask the Fire Department to investigate risks in other areas of the City such as
Woodland Park. He agrees that power line areas should be considered, as should trees lining
creek beds. He would like to know if his home were at high risk for fire.
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Roberts said one area missing from the ordinance is designation of the five areas of the higher-
risk interface areas for purposes of the City sprinkler section. There is a sixth area outside of the
City boundaries.

Motion:

Child moved that the City Council approve the proposed enabling ordinance enacting the
proposed text amendment related to fire sprinkler systems including Findings 1 and 2, with the
exclusion of being within 200 feet of a paved right of way, applicable to a structure of 2,200
square feet and less.

Findings 1-2:

1. The amendment sets a clear standard and requirement for when automatic sprinkler
systems are required within the bounds and parameters identified by state statute.
2. The ordinance will provide additional protection for life and property within the City.

The motion died for lack of a second.

Shumway said there are a lot of houses surrounded by trees, especially along Sunset Drive, and
she is not convinced that ADUs and garages should not have sprinklers. She mentioned fuel in
garages. Sherlock mentioned grenades stored next to diesel fuel in West Bountiful. Mayor
Anderson said he was familiar with a home storing rocket fuel from Thiokol in their garage,
which triggered a three-block evacuation.

Child mentioned that the biggest fire in Farmington was on the west side with phragmites, so
maybe this should be enacted city-wide. Isaacson said it is city-wide for homes over 10,000
square feet. The Councilmembers should base their decisions on the professionals’ designations
of higher risk. The Chief has identified that a sprinkler system handles a public safety issue,
making it so people have a chance to evacuate and fire fighters have a higher chance of getting
into a building while it is on fire.

Motion:

Isaacson moved that the City Council approve the proposed enabling ordinance enacting the
proposed text amendment related to fire sprinkler systems, incorporating Findings 1-2,
designating areas 5 and 6 high-exposure areas are considered wildland urban interface area for
purposes of the sprinkler ordinance, and striking the extraneous bracket of material in the
ordinance.

Findings 1-2:

1. The amendment sets a clear standard and requirement for when automatic sprinkler
systems are required within the bounds and parameters identified by state statute.
2. The ordinance will provide additional protection for life and property within the City.

Amended Motion:

Child proposed an amendment to Isaacson’s motion including an addition that other areas of the
City need to be addressed, not isolating a few neighborhoods. Other areas outside these zones
need to be studied and addressed, including recommendations to improve fire safety throughout
the City. Shumway said specific attention should be paid to creek areas such as Shepard Creek
and Davis Creek.
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Shumway seconded the amendment to the motion, encouraging Staff to look at other potential
dangers throughout the City, especially the creek areas and Woodland Park, and come with a
recommendation on proposed sprinkler areas. Mayor Anderson said a penalty should also be
considered. Sherlock said she would like to table the issue and take more time on it.

Mayor Pro Tempore/Councilmember Amy Shumway X Aye  Nay
Councilmember Roger Child X Aye  Nay
Councilmember Scott Isaacson __Aye X Nay
Councilmember Melissa Layton X Aye Nay
Councilmember Kristen Sherlock __Aye X Nay

The Motion to amend Isaacson’s original motion passed with a 3-2 vote.
Motion:

Layton seconded Issacson’s original amendment, including Child’s amendment.

Mayor Pro Tempore/Councilmember Amy Shumway X Aye  Nay
Councilmember Roger Child Aye  Nay
Councilmember Scott Isaacson X Aye  Nay
Councilmember Melissa Layton X Aye  Nay
Councilmember Kristen Sherlock X Aye  Nay

The motion plus the amendment passed with a 4-1 vote.

Mellor said the State set these boundaries. He advised the Council that upcoming discussions
may be more impassioned and heated when the City sets their own guidelines separate from the
State. Roberts said there was already tension and passion when the proposed language was
prepared for the Council.

Shumway said she is reminded of the quote used by the Utah League of Cities and Towns that
“one size misfits all.”

Sidewalk Maintenance ordinance update

Hansell presented this agenda item adding some clarification text to Title 8 to support code
enforcement efforts. Property owners must keep sidewalks abutting their property clear of
anything that would obstruct pedestrian passage.

Motion:
Shumway moved that the City Council approve the proposed text amendment.
Finding 1:

1. This proposed text clarifies that a sidewalk must remain unobstructed and will aid in
keeping the City’s sidewalks clear for pedestrian use.

Layton seconded the motion. All Councilmembers voted in favor, as there was no opposing

vote.

Mayor Pro Tempore/Councilmember Amy Shumway X Aye Nay
Councilmember Roger Child X Aye Nay
Councilmember Scott Isaacson X Aye Nay
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Councilmember Melissa Layton X Aye Nay
Councilmember Kristen Sherlock X Aye Nay

SUMMARY ACTION:

Minute Motion Approving Summary Action List

The Council considered the Summary Action List including:

e Item 1: Surplus Property including a 2011 Ford F150.

e Item 2: Monthly Financial Report. Isaason noticed that the new park is at 116% of its
budget. Mellor said that not including the cost of the land, the park expenses are at $15
million, which was paid for from proceeds on the sale of City property off Glovers. He
said $3.3 million went toward the actual ground. This leaves $1.5 million in cash left over
that is supposed to be spent specifically on that park. Parks, storm water, and
transportation impact fees were also applied. Some State transportation appropriations
helped build sidewalks around the property. No Transfer of Development Rights (TDRs)
or Recreation, Arts, and Parks (RAP) tax money was used. Every dime of the $5.5
million of UDOT settlement money was used except for the $1 million reserved for
betterments, or trees along back yards. About $1 million was used from the General
Fund, but money paid from Rocky Mountain Power helped fill that gap. Farmington
spent the entire contingency to finish the bridge going south as well as change out the
pavers.

e Item 3: Approval of the City Council minutes for June 16, 2026

Motion:
Sherlock moved to approve the Summary Action list Items 1-3 as noted in the Staff Report.

Layton seconded the motion. All Council members voted in favor, as there was no opposing
vote.

Mayor Pro Tempore/Councilmember Amy Shumway X Aye  Nay
Councilmember Roger Child X Aye  Nay
Councilmember Scott Isaacson X Aye  Nay
Councilmember Melissa Layton X Aye  Nay
Councilmember Kristen Sherlock X Aye  Nay

GOVERNING BODY REPORTS:

City Manager Report

Mellor mentioned the Fire Department’s invitation to climb to Cannibal on Sept. 11 to compare
it to the height of the Twin Towers. Truth in Taxation will be held Aug. 18, and the Appreciation
Dinner will be held Aug. 3. He noted recently meeting with Davis County Commissioner John
Crofts.

Mavor Anderson and City Council Reports

Layton said Festival Days went well. She mentioned that the crosswalks along Maker Way are
not lit. Mellor said he would look into it.
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Isaacson said that while visiting the new park, he noticed a muskrat swimming. He wondered if
something could be done to invite the public to identify and interact more with the nature and
wildlife on that side of the park.

Child said some parents are concerned with additional traffic and the lack of crossing guards
with the new interchange coming through west of Knowlton. Shumway said that since Park
Lane is now open, traffic will diminish greatly. In addition, students under the underpass are
bussed to school, so they don’t have to walk home. Child said that due to lack of bus drivers,
that route will take an additional 30 minutes and many students will not want to wait that long.

Shumway noted the confusion with bike lanes where two vehicular lanes at Shepard Lane turn
north onto North Station going north on I-15. The bike lane may need to be fixed and painted
green for better visibility. Mellor said some striping tweaks are needed there like they were on
Park Lane.

Sherlock mentioned a section of road lacking sidewalks on 1525 West where it bends into Cook
near the trail. Children of the Spring Meadow neighborhood have to walk in the street on the
west side of the Denver and Rio Grande Western (D&RGW) Rail Trail. Mellor said it is unusual
topography there, and the City has hired an engineer. They are now waiting on final drawings
and budgeted $70,000 to do the sidewalk, so it is funded and will be finished before next
summer. The power line and guide wire need to be worked around.

Mellor also mentioned that Farmington is waiting for funding and the finalized park design
before putting landscaping along the back of the houses and in the roundabout near the future All
Wheels Park. UDOT is still finalizing funding sources, and the City doesn’t have construction
drawings yet. The School District is on board with the parking lot change, but wants to ensure
fencing is put in the correct spot.

ADJOURNMENT

Motion:
Shumway made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 8:55 p.m.

Layton seconded the motion. All Council members voted in favor, as there was no opposing

vote.

Mayor Pro Tempore/Councilmember Amy Shumway X Aye  Nay
Councilmember Roger Child X Aye  Nay
Councilmember Scott [saacson X Aye  Nay
Councilmember Melissa Layton X Aye  Nay
Councilmember Kristen Sherlock X Aye  Nay

DeAnn Carlile, Recorder
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DRAFT FARMINGTON CITY - CITY COUNCIL MINUTES

August 4, 2026
WORK SESSION
Present:
Mayor Brett Anderson, City Recorder DeAnn Carlile,
City Manager Brigham Mellor, Recording Secretary Deanne Chaston,
Mayor Pro Tempore/Councilmember Amy Community Development Director Lyle
Shumway, Gibson,
Councilmember Roger Child, City Planner/GIS Specialist Shannon
Councilmember Scott Isaacson, Hansell, and
Councilmember Melissa Layton, Assistant City Manager/City Engineer Chad
Councilmember Kristen Sherlock, Boshell.

City Attorney Paul Roberts,

Mayor Brett Anderson called the work session to order at 6:00 p.m.
DEVELOPMENT CONCEPT DISCUSSION WITH OVATION HOMESL

City Manager Brigham Mellor introduced Craig Jacobson, president of Ovation Homes, who
described an active adult 55+ home project he would like to bring to Farmington. Ten years ago,
they developed the property north of Oakridge off north frontage road and they have been
looking to develop another similar community ever since. After going through every document
from prior years, they met and spoke separately with Councilmembers to get feedback, which
eventually sent them back to the drawing board to produce half-acre lots, larger than previously
contemplated. Councilmember Roger Child had suggested a road next to the existing large
estate lots should they choose to subdivide in the future. The result is a reduction in density with
1.76 units per acre, which would create less traffic and eliminate commercial activity for good,
subject to a Development Agreement.

Jacobson said there are only 3,000 acres of developable land left in Davis County, and this
would represent 51 of those acres. These would be homes valued at over $1 million, something
that would not devalue the surrounding neighborhood. He said an active adult community
typically has less traffic than other types of development. The Fair Housing Act allows
discrimination to sell communities to ages 55 and older as long as certain statute requirements
are met. He said age-restricted communities are legally allowable, and it is how his company has
operated for 30 years. He believes the demand for an active adult community would be high in
Farmington.

Mellor said all lots would be over 1/3 of an acre. Community Development Director Lyle
Gibson said this is 90 units, while an earlier rendition from Cole West for this same property
was 180 units (or four units per acre).

Councilmember Scott Isaacson said he agrees that eliminating commercial is beneficial in that
area. He mentioned the ground water issue in the area, and advised Jacobson to be prepared for
comments about this from the neighbors. The North Davis Corridor has created a dike, so ground
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water tends to pool in that area, and the developer has to be prepared with solutions. CW’s
density was too high, and Isaacson likes this proposal better.

Jacobson said the homes would be slab on grade with no basements.

Councilmember Kristen Sherlock said she lives in this area, and her neighbors want their aging
parents to move closer to them. Therefore, this is a good fit for the area. Councilmember Amy
Shumway said this is a product missing in Farmington, and she predicts people will want it.

Child advised the developer to visit with his neighbors in an effort to appease them with an
opportunity to stub a road at an affordable price. Isaacson said he is surprised that the neighbors
don’t seem to be interested yet in the proposed rear road.

NOISE ORDINANCE REVISIONS

City Attorney Paul Roberts presented this agenda item, saying he and the police chief often get
calls about noise from animals such as roosters, peacocks, and dogs, as well as habitual partyers
up until 2 a.m. These complaints are hard to manage with an ordinance that is hard to enforce.
Measuring noise with decibels is hard to prove in court. Some cities have detailed noise
ordinances but lack the equipment to actually measure noise.

Therefore, Roberts is proposing changes to Farmington’s ordinance to make it easier for officers
to enforce. He has proposed creating standards such as what a standard person would think about
noise that is audible at the property line.

However, dog noise is something that is more difficult and something he has been dealing with
his whole career. You have to catch the dog barking, record it, and keep a log, which tends to
make dog owners angry and complainers feel the City has done nothing about it. Animal control
calls the County to investigate dog barking.

Roberts said noise is subjective and if there are complaints about stereo noise through a shared
wall, the City isn’t going to get involved. The apartment manager, landlord, or Homeowner’s
Association can handle it instead. State codes addressing disturbing the peace, disorderly
conduct, and domestic violence may be better ways of enforcing certain noise complaints. He
said it may be helpful to define excessive noise and the hours when such shouldn’t occur.

Councilmembers agreed to take animals out of the City’s noise ordinance for now, because the
code can always be changed in the future. Roberts said he will present a draft to the Planning
Commission and have this item back before the City Council in a few months.

DISCUSSION OF REGULAR SESSION ITEMS UPON REQUEST

Mellor said the City didn’t budget for the Farmington Creek Trail project, so it will have to be
addressed through a budget amendment since Farmington is on the hook to match half the grant.
Money spent on design can go toward the City’s contribution. Farmington should expect to
spend $108,000, or as much as $120,000 including the bridge, payable out of the General Fund.
Gibson said he would guess that only $70,000 would come out of Farmington’s pocket.

Isaacson said he has some non-substantive technical corrections to the contract, which he will
send to Assistant City Manager/City Engineer Chad Boshell. This includes $500 a day in
liquidated damages, which is rather high for a contract this small. Boshell said the contract needs
corrections to the time frame.
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MAYOR ANDERSON & CITY COUNCIL REPORTS

Councilmember Melissa Layton said that the Communities That Care will come during a work
session in September.

Councilmembers discussed an email from a resident concerned with the lack of police presence
to monitor vehicle use of the canyon, as well as Davis Behavioral Health wanting a venue for an
after-school program encouraging youth to get in the outdoors. Mellor suggested using the Rock
Mill area instead of the requested Woodland Park.

REGULAR SESSION

Present:

Mayor Brett Anderson, City Attorney Paul Roberts,

City Manager Brigham Mellor, City Recorder DeAnn Carlile,

Mayor Pro Tempore/Councilmember Amy Recording Secretary Deanne Chaston,
Shumway, Community Development Director Lyle
Councilmember Roger Child, Gibson, Police Chief Austin Anderson, and
Councilmember Scott Isaacson, Assistant City Manager/City Engineer Chad
Councilmember Melissa Layton, Boshell.

Councilmember Kristen Sherlock,

CALL TO ORDER:

Mayor Brett Anderson called the meeting to order at 7:07 p.m. Councilmember Mayor
Anderson offered the invocation, and the Pledge of Allegiance was led by Councilmember
Kristen Sherlock.

PRESENTATION:

Police Department Advancement Recognition

Police Chief Austin Anderson said there are benefits to the recent restructuring approved by the
City Council. The restructuring presented opportunities for promotion. He presented Assistant
Chief Brian Cooper who introduced the advanced officers.

Lieutenant Adam Hansen lives in Farmington, said he lost both sleep and weight during the
rigorous advancement process. He grew up in Farmington and is now raising his children here.

Lieutenant Cameron Fairchild had been a captain in Louisiana before coming to Farmington.
During his 20 years in law enforcement, he worked 15 years in Louisiana, followed by Layton
and then Farmington.

Sergeant Chris Flitton was an acting sergeant for 9 months, after which his promotion was

natural and obvious. He was in investigations, internet crimes against children, and human

trafficking before supervising other detectives. His parents live in Farmington, where he has
worked for 10 years.

Before coming to Farmington two years ago, Sergeant Chandler Poulsen worked for the busiest
precinct in Ogden for five years. He brings a unique set of skills and talent. He was hired into
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investigations, where he proved his work ethic and drive, taking special care for sensitive cases.
Through the testing process, he showed his desire to be named sergeant.

BUSINESS:

Consider MC Green and Sons, Inc. for the lower Farmington Creek Trail Project

Assistant City Manager/City Engineer Chad Boshell presented this agenda item, a grant to build
the lower trail to Farmington Creek. Hiccups with DOGE stalled this for a long time. While two
grants equal almost $250,000, Farmington is obligated to a 50% match that has not yet been
budgeted. It would require a $120,000 budget amendment, which may be partially covered with
a grant. MC Green has experience with federal projects and has built other improvements in
town. Councilmember Amy Shumway promised that this portion of the trail will get used a lot.

Motion:

Shumway moved that the City Council approve contract and the bid from MC Green and Sons,
Inc. for the construction of the Lower Farmington Creek Trail in the amount of $166,216.68,
With the option of constructing a bridge in the amount of $52,500.70, totalling $218,717.38.

Councilmember Melissa Layton seconded the motion. All Councilmembers voted in favor, as
there was no opposing vote.

Mayor Pro Tempore/Councilmember Amy Shumway X Aye  Nay
Councilmember Roger Child X Aye  Nay
Councilmember Scott [saacson X Aye  Nay
Councilmember Melissa Layton X Aye  Nay
Councilmember Kristen Sherlock X Aye  Nay

Enactment of Modreate Income Housing Report Requirements

The Planning Commission recommended approval of this agenda item presented by Community
Development Director Lyle Gibson. Farmington is starting to get things built that require
moderate income housing, and the City needs a place to receive data and follow through with it.
While the City has been doing this through agreement so far, it is good to codify the
requirements for easy reference. This would require annual developer reports and could result in
penalties if they are not done. Deed restrictions are timed for 30 years. The 30 unit at The Trail
apartment project will be deed restricted.

Layton said this makes a lot of sense, and Shumway said she likes that the City doesn’t have to
go and ask, but rather expect the developer/owner to come to the City each year. She said it
would be wise to report the number of years they have left each year. Gibson said a form could
be created and maintained in City files, complete with number of year left.

Motion:

Councilmember Roger Child moved that the City Council approve the proposed enabling
ordinance enacting the proposed text amendment related to moderate income housing reporting
requirements.

Finding 1:
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1. The additional code clarifies the reporting process and establishes uniform
expectations for all development.

Sherlock seconded the motion. All Councilmembers voted in favor, as there was no opposing
vote.

Mayor Pro Tempore/Councilmember Amy Shumway X Aye  Nay
Councilmember Roger Child X Aye  Nay
Councilmember Scott Isaacson X Aye  Nay
Councilmember Melissa Layton X Aye  Nay
Councilmember Kristen Sherlock X Aye  Nay

Resolution for the sale of UDOT parcels 2876, 2892. 2902, 2919, 2958. 2992. and 3134 right-
of-wayv needed for the expansion of I-15

City Manager Brigham Mellor presented this agenda item featuring parcels/little strips of land
along the frontage road that are being impacted by the widening of Interstate 15. It involves the
purchase of the property, buying trees, and paying for landscaping and irrigation lines. The
improvements for the impacted park are not included. UDOT acquiesced to the $1 million
Farmington asked for. Two large lights meant to illuminate the whole field at night were
replaced for a total of $300,000. UDOT is willing to do greenway improvements, give the City
the $1 million previously mentioned, as well as 15 acres of land out west.

Motion:

Isaacson moved that the City Council approve resolution for sale of UDOT parcels 2876, 2892,
2902 & 2919 (these two are in the same contract), 2958, 2992, and 3134 as references in the
contract legal descriptions for right-of-way and easements needed for the expansion of I-15.

Child seconded the motion. All Councilmembers voted in favor, as there was no opposing vote.

Mayor Pro Tempore/Councilmember Amy Shumway X Aye  Nay
Councilmember Roger Child X Aye  Nay
Councilmember Scott [saacson X Aye  Nay
Councilmember Melissa Layton X Aye  Nay
Councilmember Kristen Sherlock X Aye  Nayy

GOVERNING BODY REPORTS:

City Manager Report

Mellor said during a recent work session regarding the fifth fifth local option sales tax with the
Davis County Commissioners, it was presented that cities could get 0.05% of the sales tax to
benefit transportation. Weber and Salt Lake Counties have already approved it. This means
Farmington could receive $328,000 based on $1.49 million in taxable sales in 2025.
Farmington’s third quarter money is paying for Main Street, the connector road between I-15 and
West Davis Corridor, and roads in West Farmington. The next application is for Glovers Lane.

Mellor would like to send a message to the Commissioners that Farmington supports increasing
the sales tax. The City is interested in paying for public safety, especially at Lagoon where many
come to visit but don’t contribute to the tax base that would usually provide revenue for public
safety. This could be leverage with all who visit Lagoon to help pay for Farmington roads.
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Mellor said this may help reduce Farmington’s transportation utility fee. Councilmembers
expressed support of drafting a letter expressing Farmington’s support.

ADJOURNMENT

Motion:
Child made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 7:47 p.m.

Sherlock seconded the motion. All Council members voted in favor, as there was no opposing
vote.

Mayor Pro Tempore/Councilmember Amy Shumway X Aye  Nay
Councilmember Roger Child X Aye  Nay
Councilmember Scott [saacson X Aye  Nay
Councilmember Melissa Layton X Aye  Nay
Councilmember Kristen Sherlock X Aye  Nay

DeAnn Carlile, Recorder
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DRAFT FARMINGTON CITY - CITY COUNCIL MINUTES
held via Zoom and at City Hall, 160 S. Main, Farmington, Utah

August 18, 2026
REGULAR SESSION
Present:
Mayor Brett Anderson, City Attorney Paul Roberts,
City Manager Brigham Mellor, City Recorder DeAnn Carlile,
Mayor Pro Tempore/Councilmember Amy Recording Secretary Deanne Chaston,
Shumway, Finance Director Levi Ball,
Councilmember Roger Child, Assistant City Manager/City Engineer Chad
Councilmember Scott Isaacson, Boshell, and
Councilmember Melissa Layton, Youth City Councilmembers Traden Buchi
Councilmember Kristen Sherlock, and Emma Barber.
CALL TO ORDER:

Mayor Brett Anderson called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. City Manager Brigham Mellor
offered the invocation, and the Pledge of Allegiance was led by Councilmember Melissa
Layton.

PUBLIC HEARING:

Public hearing regarding the proposed FY 2027 property tax increase

Finance Director Levi Ball presented this agenda item. Truth in Taxation is simple by design, so
there will be no other items on the agenda. The budget process started in January, and now is the
community’s opportunity to speak to their concerns about the proposed tax increase. The
proposed 4.99% property tax increase would generate $285,108 in new revenue to pay for three
firefighters, which would fulfill a huge need the City has as it grows further west across the
freeway. It will cost the owner of an average $790,000 home an additional $32.58 annually, and
the owner of a $790,000 business an additional $59.25 annually. Farmington is proposing the
second lowest tax rate in Davis County.

Mayor Anderson opened the Public Hearing at 7:04 p.m.

Olivia King has lived in Farmington for 50 years. She is being priced out of paradise after being
an active part of the community. She said it is difficult living on Social Security, and she wishes
there was something to help senior citizens. She said the write-up in the newsletter was well
done, but it didn’t catch enough people’s attention.

Helen Perkins has lived in Farmington for 70 years and wanted to know what this increase
would go towards. Mayor Anderson said we used to have 29 police officers in the City, but now
it only has 27.

Jeff Tolman said he has lived in the City for 39 years and wondered how many calls Farmington
police respond to at Lagoon. Farmington residents on tight budgets don’t want to suffer because
of the tourists coming into the City. He asked if taxes are reduced when bonds retire.
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Kevin Tolman asked about the allocation of fire fighters in Farmington, especially because
Farmington has a lot of county facilities, the Western Sports Park, and Lagoon. Is there a long-
term plan for how to pay for services to these non-City facilities?

Mayor Anderson closed the Public Hearing at 7:11 p.m.

Mayor Anderson said that Lagoon is Farmington’s single highest paying taxpayer. The City has
an agreement with Lagoon that the amusement park pays for an officer year-round even though
they only use those services half of the year. Therefore, Farmington is the beneficiary of that
contractual agreement. Lagoon is not a disproportionate user of City fire and paramedic services.

Mellor said Farmington collects for ambulance services if they transport anyone, including from
Lagoon. The reality is that only 50% of ambulance bills get paid after collecting from insurance.

Mayor Anderson said that in cooperating for mutual aid with surrounding cities, Centerville and
Kaysville help Farmington more than Farmington helps them. It is unfair to the citizens of those
cities to have Farmington freeload off their services. It is anticipated that the commercial and
office growth north of Cabela’s will generate enough property tax revenue to continue to support
the fire station. The City is in the process of purchasing a new fire truck, and it is shocking how
expensive they are and how long they take to order. Expenditures are getting larger and must be
dealt with in continual small steps.

Layton said City Staff has done a deep dive into budgetary line items to try to save the City
money. The practice of sending City employees to the prison to do blood draws they don’t get
paid for has now stopped. Farmington now charges for this, and the demand has since greatly
reduced. The new Fire Chief has been very proactive in protecting City resources.

Mellor said that after a year of monitoring, the WSP doesn’t call upon City emergency services
very often. The most frequent call is for keys locked in a car. However, Staff will continue
monitoring the situation.

Councilmember Roger Child said it is a serious issue when residents feel that they are getting
priced out of their homes. Neighborhoods like his own are growing older, and people feel locked
into their homes without the ability to downsize. Therefore, they have to maintain large homes
on fixed incomes while still continuing to pay property taxes. The County offers a tax deferral
solution that is recorded against title deeds, which ensures the property taxes will get paid for
once it is sold. He encouraged people to apply for this tax deferral.

Councilmember Kristen Sherlock encouraged residents over the age of 62 to apply for the
Circuit Breaker program. This provides a better tax rate until their home is sold. City Attorney
Paul Roberts said there is a Circuit Breaker program on both the City and County levels.

Mayor Anderson said that he recently learned that Utah is one of only eight states that taxes
Social Security and Veterans Affairs (VA) benefits, something the State Legislature is
considering doing away with. He encouraged residents to reach out to their legislators about this
issue.

Councilmember Scott Isaacson said fire fighters don’t just put out fires, but they are also
emergency medical providers. The City keeps statistics on how long response times are, and they
need to improve in Farmington.
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Not all bonds are the same, as some are associated with a certain revenue stream. Ball said the
City has had two bonds drop off lately, leaving only the bond for the gym with its own separate
line item, tax rate, and $394,000 bond payment.

Youth City Councilmember Traden Buchi said the City should support the fire fighters. With
calls coming in from Lagoon and the WSP, it is difficult, especially with the City moving further
out west. There is a lot of ground to cover. Youth City Councilmember Emma Barber agreed,
saying the City is expanding and therefore has more emergencies.

Mayor Anderson said there has historically been a lot of burden placed on Farmington for
services needed by the entire County. For example, there used to be a receiving center next to the
junior high where police and fire were often called to in order to transport those needing
emergency services. This would result in 200 calls per year. It can be a curse being the County
seat. Farmington is managing with being stretched thin, but this tax increase will help them
better manage.

Mellor said every year or two, an insurance company actuary will conduct an insurance audit,
considering police, building, and fire department response times and success in recovering stolen
property. The results determine homeowners’ insurance for that City. Property taxes provide a
constant revenue, which is directed to police. Farmington pays into an insurance pool that
provides resources to pay for unexpected incidents. If the City does not keep up to certain
expected standards, the insurance pool will deny coverage. So, it is paid for one way or another:
quality service or insurance and liability losses.

Child said Farmington is conservative and well managed, boasting a perfect bond rating of A+.
This rating is very favorable when considering loans. A large daily population comes through
Farmington, which is between three freeways, two interchanges, and a light rail station.

Mayor Anderson said Lagoon can have up to 20,000 people daily, and Station Park and the
WSP also bring in people, which can result in up to 35,000 extra people in the City on a given
day. So, Farmington is more than just a city of 28,000. He hopes the future development of
Station Park and the office park will create property tax revenue to pay for Farmington’s needs.
The budget process starts at the beginning of the year when departments make funding requests,
at least half of which are usually denied. He said departments make due with what they have.
Layton said the fire department puts up and paints their own walls.

BUSINESS:

Consider Resolution Adopting the Final Tax Rate

Ball said that the new legislation suggested that two different resolutions be adopted by the City
Council.

Motion:

Issacson moved that the City Council approve a resolution (PT-800) to formally adopt the
certified tax rate of 0.001581 as shown in the Staff Report.

Child seconded the motion. All Councilmembers voted in favor, as there was no opposing vote.

Mayor Pro Tempore/Councilmember Amy Shumway X Aye Nay Excused
Councilmember Roger Child X Aye Nay Excused
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Councilmember Scott [saacson X Aye Nay Excused
Councilmember Melissa Layton X Aye Nay Excused
Councilmember Kristen Sherlock X Aye Nay Excused

Consider Resolution Adopting the Final Budget

Motion:

Isaacson moved that the City Council approve a Resolution to Adopt the Fiscal Year 2027 Final
Municipal Budget presented in the schedules (attached to Staff Report) which include an
additional $285,108 of property tax revenue generated from a property tax increase.

Layton seconded the motion. All Councilmembers voted in favor, as there was no opposing

vote.

Mayor Pro Tempore/Councilmember Amy Shumway X Aye Nay Excused
Councilmember Roger Child X Aye Nay Excused
Councilmember Scott [saacson X Aye Nay Excused
Councilmember Melissa Layton X Aye Nay Excused
Councilmember Kristen Sherlock X Aye Nay Excused
ADJOURNMENT

Motion:

Child made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 8:01 p.m.

Mayor Pro Tempore/Councilmember Amy Shumway X Aye Nay Excused
Councilmember Roger Child X Aye Nay Excused
Councilmember Scott [saacson X Aye Nay Excused
Councilmember Melissa Layton X Aye Nay Excused
Councilmember Kristen Sherlock X Aye Nay Excused

DeAnn Carlile, Recorder
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FARMINGTON Lo S M ah 84025

City Council Staff Report

To: Honorable Mayor and City Council
From: Levi Ball, Finance Director
Date: September 1, 2026

SUBJECT:  JULY 2026 MONTHLY FINANCIAL REPORT

RECOMMENDATION

Review the monthly financial report included in the packet. As always, staff is ready
and willing to discuss any questions you may have.

BACKGROUND

The Uniform Fiscal Procedures Act for Utah Cities in Utah State code 10-6-148
requires that monthly summary financial reports be presented to the governing
body.

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION

1. Farmington City Monthly Financial Report

Respectfully submitted, Review and concur,
Levi Ball Brigham Mellor
Finance Director City Manager
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Monthly Financial Report - FY27 Through July 2026
Payroll includes 3 out of 26 pay periods - About 11.5%

Budget as
YTD Amount Amended % of Budget Comments
GENERAL FUND
General Fund Revenues
REVENUE
Taxes Received - Sales Tax 641,700 8,075,000 8% 1 out of 12 months included
Taxes Received - Property Tax 26,688 5,834,277 0% The majority of property tax is received in December
Taxes Received - Various Other 219,636 2,270,000 10%
Charges for Services Revenue 15,740 446,200 4%
Cost Sharing, Contributions Received 16,689 227,000 7%
Financing Proceeds - - 0%
Intergovernmental 135 560,309 0%
Licenses, Permits, Fees Received 80,929 1,017,100 8%
Misc Revenue 10,478 225,878 5%
Interest Earnings 4,582 175,200 3%
Investment Fair Value Adjustments - 50,000 0%
Transfers In - 280,000 0%
General Fund Revenues Total 1,016,577 19,160,964 5%

GF - Administrative Department

EXPENDITURE
Payroll (75,650) (556,893) 14%
Supplies & Services (223,184) (811,354) 28%
Capital Outlay - (6,000) 0%
Debt Service, Lease Payments (33,577) (108,600) 31%
Transfers Out - (2,402,000) 0% $1.8m Recreation; $450k Equipment; $152k Street
Grants, Contributions by City - - 0%
GF - Administrative Department Total (332,411) (3,884,847) 9%
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Monthly Financial Report - FY27 Through July 2026
Payroll includes 3 out of 26 pay periods - About 11.5%

Budget as
YTD Amount Amended % of Budget
GF - City Manager & Econ. Dev.
EXPENDITURE
Payroll (42,108) (338,262) 12%
Supplies & Services (2,000) (64,810) 2%
Capital Outlay - - 0%
GF - City Manager & Econ. Dev. Total (43,108) (403,072) 11%
GF - Community Development Department
EXPENDITURE
Payroll (112,982) (905,296) 12%
Supplies & Services (20,109) (362,535) 6%
Capital Outlay - - 0%
GF - Community Development Department Total (133,091) (1,267,831) 10%
GF - Engineering Department
EXPENDITURE
Payroll (24,341) (256,185) 10%
Supplies & Services (5,328) (52,450) 10%
Capital Outlay - - 0%
GF - Engineering Department Total (29,668) (308,635) 10%
GF - Fire Department
EXPENDITURE
Payroll (359,936) (3,074,398) 12%
Supplies & Services (21,719) (429,811) 5%
Capital Outlay - (30,000) 0%
GF - Fire Department Total (381,655) (3,534,209) 11%
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Monthly Financial Report - FY27 Through July 2026
Payroll includes 3 out of 26 pay periods - About 11.5%

Budget as
YTD Amount Amended % of Budget Comments
GF - Legal
EXPENDITURE
Payroll (47,285) (360,704) 13%
Supplies & Services (21,121) (172,570) 12%
Capital Outlay - - 0%
GF - Legal Total (68,406) (533,274) 13%
GF - Legislative Department
EXPENDITURE
Payroll (7,597) (91,122) 8%
Supplies & Services (22,023) (74,000) 30%
GF - Legislative Department Total (29,619) (165,122) 18%
GF - Parks & Cemetery Department
EXPENDITURE
Payroll (164,789) (1,158,255) 14%
Supplies & Services (29,555) (573,150) 5%
Capital Outlay - (15,000) 0%
GF - Parks & Cemetery Department Total (194,344) (1,746,405) 11%
GF - Police Department
EXPENDITURE
Payroll (613,371) (5,312,594) 12%
Supplies & Services (95,978) (950,432) 10%
Capital Outlay - - 0%
GF - Police Department Total (709,348) (6,263,026) 11%
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Monthly Financial Report - FY27 Through July 2026

Payroll includes 3 out of 26 pay periods - About 11.5%

Budget as
YTD Amount Amended % of Budget
GF - Streets Department
EXPENDITURE

Payroll (105,887) (782,931) 14%
Supplies & Services (14,339) (352,410) 4%
Capital Outlay - (10,000) 0%

(120,226) (1,145,341) 10%

GF - Streets Department Total

Page 4 of 15
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Monthly Financial Report - FY27 Through July 2026
Payroll includes 3 out of 26 pay periods - About 11.5%
Budget as
YTD Amount Amended % of Budget
20 - US89 RDA
REVENUE
Taxes Received - Property Tax - - 0%
Sale of Assets - - 0%
Interest Earnings - 7,500 0%
Investment Fair Value Adjustments - - 0%
Transfers In - - 0%
REVENUE Total - 7,500 0%
EXPENDITURE
Payroll - - 0%
Supplies & Services (1,000) (37,000) 3%
Capital Outlay - - 0%
Debt Service, Lease Payments - - 0%
Transfers Out - - 0%
EXPENDITURE Total (1,000) (37,000) 3%
20 - US89 RDA Total (1,000) (29,500) 3%
22 - Station Park RDA
REVENUE
Taxes Received - Property Tax - - 0%
Interest Earnings - 7,500 0%
Investment Fair Value Adjustments - - 0%
REVENUE Total - 7,500 0%
EXPENDITURE
Supplies & Services - - 0%
Capital Outlay - (3,000) 0%
Transfers Out - - 0%
Grants, Contributions by City - - 0%
EXPENDITURE Total - (3,000) 0%
22 - Station Park RDA Total - 4,500 0%

8/27/2026
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Monthly Financial Report - FY27
Payroll includes 3 out of 26 pay periods - About 11.5%

Through July 2026

Budget as

YTD Amount Amended % of Budget

DEBT SERVICE FUNDS

30 - RAP Tax Bond
REVENUE

Comments

0% GO Bond debt service for Gym/Park - Ends 2035

Taxes Received 62,400 740,000 8%
Interest Earnings - - 0%
Investment Fair Value Adjustments - - 0%
REVENUE Total 62,400 740,000 8%
EXPENDITURE
Supplies & Services - - 0%
Debt Service, Lease Payments - - 0%
Transfers Out - (737,250) 0%
EXPENDITURE Total - (737,250) 0%
30 - RAP Tax Bond Total 62,400 2,750 2269%
35 - Park G.O. Bond
REVENUE
Taxes Received - Property Tax 3,992 409,000 1%
Interest Earnings 2 - 0%
Investment Fair Value Adjustments - - 0%
REVENUE Total 3,993 409,000 1%
EXPENDITURE
Supplies & Services - (1,137) 0%
Debt Service, Lease Payments - (407,863)
Transfers Out - - 0%
EXPENDITURE Total - (409,000) 0%
35 - Park G.O. Bond Total 3,993 - 0%

8/27/2026
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Monthly Financial Report - FY27 Through July 2026

Payroll includes 3 out of 26 pay periods - About 11.5%

YTD Amount

Budget as
Amended

% of Budget

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT FUNDS

11 - Class C Roads

REVENUE
Taxes Received 58,500 750,000 8%
Charges for Services Revenue - - 0%
Financing Proceeds - - 0%
Intergovernmental - 1,310,000 0%
Interest Earnings - 40,000 0%
Investment Fair Value Adjustments - - 0%
REVENUE Total 58,500 2,100,000 3%
EXPENDITURE
Payroll (11,578) (79,229) 15%
Supplies & Services (403) (347,000) 0%
Capital Outlay - (1,247,000) 0%
Transfers Out - - 0%
EXPENDITURE Total (11,981) (1,673,229) 1%
11 - Class C Roads Total 46,519 426,771 11%
37 - Capital Improvement - Gov Buildings
REVENUE
Charges for Services Revenue - - 0%
Devel/Impact Fees Received 39,853 583,006 7%
Financing Proceeds - - 0%
Misc Revenue - - 0%
Interest Earnings - 70,000 0%
Investment Fair Value Adjustments - - 0%
Transfers In - 22,500 0%
REVENUE Total 39,853 675,506 6%
EXPENDITURE
Supplies & Services - - 0%
Capital Outlay - (459,000) 0%
Transfers Out - - 0%
EXPENDITURE Total - (459,000) 0%
37 - Capital Improvement - Gov Buildings Total 39,853 216,506 18%

8/27/2026
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Comments

Local Option Transportation Sales Tax

Class C Road funds from UDOT

S1m Road Overlays; $220k Routine Street Maintenance

Police Impact Fees
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Monthly Financial Report - FY27 Through July 2026
Payroll includes 3 out of 26 pay periods - About 11.5%

Budget as
YTD Amount Amended % of Budget
38 - Capital Improvement - Streets
REVENUE
Charges for Services Revenue - - 0%
Cost Sharing, Contributions Received - 350,000 0%
Devel/Impact Fees Received 89,615 1,855,407 5%
Financing Proceeds - - 0%
Misc Revenue - - 0%
Sale of Assets - - 0%
Interest Earnings - 94,200 0%
Investment Fair Value Adjustments - - 0%
Transfers In - 152,000 0%
REVENUE Total 89,615 2,451,607 4%
EXPENDITURE
Supplies & Services - (133,000) 0%
Capital Outlay (341,649) (120,000) 285%
Debt Service, Lease Payments - - 0%
Transfers Out - (600,000) 0%
EXPENDITURE Total (341,649) (853,000) 40%
38 - Capital Improvement - Streets Total (252,034) 1,598,607 -16%
39 - Capital Equipment Fund
REVENUE
Financing Proceeds - - 0%
Sale of Assets - 63,500 0%
Interest Earnings - 26,500 0%
Investment Fair Value Adjustments - - 0%
Transfers In - 796,700 0%
REVENUE Total - 886,700 0%
EXPENDITURE
Capital Outlay (35,206) (926,700) 4%
Debt Service, Lease Payments - - 0%
EXPENDITURE Total (35,206) (926,700) 4%
39 - Capital Equipment Fund Total (35,206) (40,000) 88%
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West Davis Corridor betterment money from UDOT
Transportation Impact Fees

Transfer in from GF to cover ongoing budgeted expenses

Transfer to Park Improvement Fund for All Wheels Park

Sale of vehicles

Funding from General Fund

New city vehicles
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Monthly Financial Report - FY27 Through July 2026
Payroll includes 3 out of 26 pay periods - About 11.5%
Budget as
YTD Amount Amended % of Budget
40 - Real Estate Fund
REVENUE
Cost Sharing, Contributions Received - - 0%
Sale of Assets - - 0%
Interest Earnings - 10,000 0%
Investment Fair Value Adjustments - - 0%
Transfers In - - 0%
REVENUE Total - 10,000 0%
EXPENDITURE
Capital Outlay - - 0%
Transfers Out - - 0%
EXPENDITURE Total - - 0%
40 - Real Estate Fund Total = 10,000 0%
42 - Capital Improvements - Parks
REVENUE
Charges for Services Revenue - - 0%
Cost Sharing, Contributions Received - - 0%
Devel/Impact Fees Received 281,720 3,402,152 8%
Financing Proceeds - - 0%
Intergovernmental - - 0%
Misc Revenue - - 0%
Interest Earnings - - 0%
Investment Fair Value Adjustments - - 0%
Transfers In - 634,000 0%
REVENUE Total 281,720 4,036,152 7%
EXPENDITURE
Supplies & Services - - 0%
Capital Outlay (107,756) (89,000) 121%
Debt Service, Lease Payments - - 0%
Transfers Out - - 0%
EXPENDITURE Total (107,756) (89,000) 121%
42 - Capital Improvements - Parks Total 173,964 3,947,152 4%

8/27/2026
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Park Impact Fees

$600k for All Wheel Park; $34k transfer from RAP Tax
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Monthly Financial Report - FY27 Through July 2026
Payroll includes 3 out of 26 pay periods - About 11.5%

Budget as
YTD Amount Amended % of Budget Comments
43 - Capital Fire
REVENUE
Devel/Impact Fees Received 54,981 772,440 7% Fire Impact Fees - Both Facility and Equipment
Financing Proceeds - - 0%
Interest Earnings - 25,000 0%
Investment Fair Value Adjustments - - 0%
Transfers In - - 0%
REVENUE Total 54,981 797,440 7%
EXPENDITURE
Supplies & Services - - 0%
Capital Outlay - - 0%
Debt Service, Lease Payments - (459,228) 0% Debt Service for 2025 Sales Tax Bond for New Fire Station
EXPENDITURE Total - (459,228) 0%
43 - Capital Fire Total 54,981 338,212 16%
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Monthly Financial Report - FY27 Through July 2026

Payroll includes 3 out of 26 pay periods - About 11.5%

YTD Amount

48 - Cemetery Perpetual Fund

Budget as

Amended % of Budget

PERMANENT FUND

REVENUE
Charges for Services Revenue 50 26,500 0%
Interest Earnings - 2,700 0%
Investment Fair Value Adjustments - - 0%
REVENUE Total 50 29,200 0%
EXPENDITURE
Supplies & Services - (17,000) 0
Capital Outlay - - 0%
Transfers Out - - 0%
EXPENDITURE Total - (17,000) 0%
48 - Cemetery Perpetual Fund Total 50 12,200 0%

8/27/2026
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Monthly Financial Report - FY27 Through July 2026
Payroll includes 3 out of 26 pay periods - About 11.5%

Budget as
YTD Amount Amended % of Budget Comments

ENTERPRISE FUNDS

51 - Water Fund

REVENUE
Charges for Services Revenue 302,878 3,569,000 8% Water Utility Fees
Devel/Impact Fees Received 140,000 3,141,818 4% Water Impact Fees
Developer Contributions of Infrastructure - - 0%
Financing Proceeds - - 0%
Misc Revenue 10,972 5,000 219% Fire hydrant rental revenue
Sale of Assets - 10,000 0%
Interest Earnings - 95,500 0%
Investment Fair Value Adjustments - - 0%
Interest Earnings on Water Bond Proceeds - - 0%

REVENUE Total 453,850 6,821,318 7%

EXPENDITURE
Payroll (150,663) (1,440,219) 10%
Supplies & Services (62,608) (1,163,200) 5%
Capital Outlay (61,988) (606,000) 10% Large water projects funded by 2022 $7M bond
Debt Service, Lease Payments - (537,156) 0%

EXPENDITURE Total (275,259) (3,746,575) 7%

51 - Water Fund Total 178,591 3,074,743 6%

52 - Sewer Fund

REVENUE
Charges for Services Revenue 364,605 4,298,000 8% We act as the billing company for Central Davis Sewer District
Misc Revenue - - 0%
Interest Earnings - 7,500 0%
Investment Fair Value Adjustments - - 0%

REVENUE Total 364,605 4,305,500 8%

EXPENDITURE
Payroll (6,232) (67,215) 9%
Supplies & Services (554) (4,130,350) 0% Mostly payments to sewer district for fees collected
Capital Outlay - (100,000) 0% Raising and lowering of manholes on road overlay projects
Transfers Out - - 0%

EXPENDITURE Total (6,786) (4,297,565) 0%

52 - Sewer Fund Total 357,819 7,935 4510%
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Monthly Financial Report - FY27 Through July 2026
Payroll includes 3 out of 26 pay periods - About 11.5%

Budget as
YTD Amount Amended % of Budget Comments
53 - Garbage Fund
REVENUE
Charges for Services Revenue 245,483 2,655,100 9% Garbage, recycling, and green waste fees
Misc Revenue - - 0%
Interest Earnings - 13,500 0%
Investment Fair Value Adjustments - - 0%
REVENUE Total 245,483 2,668,600 9%
EXPENDITURE
Payroll (24,426) (237,289) 10%
Supplies & Services (1,748) (1,910,456) 0% Mostly payments to garbage hauler and Wasatch Waste
Capital Outlay - (224,750) 0% Vehicle and can purchases
EXPENDITURE Total (26,174) (2,372,495) 1%
53 - Garbage Fund Total 219,309 296,105 74%
54 - Storm Water Fund
REVENUE
Charges for Services Revenue 102,226 1,223,600 8% Storm Water Utility Fees
Cost Sharing, Contributions Received - - 0%
Devel/Impact Fees Received 72,772 1,327,780 5% Storm Water Impact Fees
Financing Proceeds - - 0%
Licenses, Permits, Fees Received - 5,000 0%
Misc Revenue - - 0%
Sale of Assets - 10,000 0%
Interest Earnings - 65,500 0%
Investment Fair Value Adjustments - - 0%
REVENUE Total 174,998 2,631,880 7%
EXPENDITURE
Payroll (112,715) (899,219) 13%
Supplies & Services (10,918) (304,838) 4%
Capital Outlay (250,658) (510,000) 49% Multiple projects, studies, and equipment
Debt Service, Lease Payments - - 0%
Transfers Out - (30,000) 0% Transfer to GF for parks maintenance around storm drains
EXPENDITURE Total (374,291) (1,744,057) 21%
54 - Storm Water Fund Total (199,293) 887,823 -22%
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Monthly Financial Report - FY27
Payroll includes 3 out of 26 pay periods - About 11.5%

Through July 2026

Budget as
YTD Amount Amended % of Budget
55 - Ambulance Fund
REVENUE
Charges for Services Revenue (8,374) 810,000 -1%
Intergovernmental - - 0%
Misc Revenue - 117,252 0%
Sale of Assets - 10,000 0%
Interest Earnings - 35,600 0%
Investment Fair Value Adjustments - - 0%
REVENUE Total (8,374) 972,852 -1%
EXPENDITURE
Payroll (98,439) (1,066,642) 9%
Supplies & Services (8,798) (460,692) 2%
Capital Outlay - (199,500) 0%
EXPENDITURE Total (107,237) (1,726,834) 6%
55 - Ambulance Fund Total (115,611) (753,982) 15%
56 - Transportation Utility Fund
REVENUE
Charges for Services Revenue 72,206 862,000 8%
Misc Revenue - - 0%
Interest Earnings - 10,700 0%
Investment Fair Value Adjustments - - 0%
REVENUE Total 72,206 872,700 8%
EXPENDITURE
Supplies & Services (9,986) (135,200) 7%
Capital Outlay (4,328) (748,000) 1%
EXPENDITURE Total (14,314) (883,200) 2%
56 - Transportation Utility Fund Total 57,892 (10,500) -551%

8/27/2026
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25% of firefighter wages and benefits are allocated to this fund

Transportation Utility Fees
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Monthly Financial Report - FY27 Through July 2026
Payroll includes 3 out of 26 pay periods - About 11.5%
Budget as
YTD Amount Amended % of Budget
60,67 - Recreation and Special Events
REVENUE
Charges for Services Revenue 177,137 1,064,289 17%
Cost Sharing, Contributions Received 1,193 10,000 12%
Misc Revenue 750 12,000 6%
Sale of Assets 114 7,000 2%
Interest Earnings - 21,300 0%
Investment Fair Value Adjustments - - 0%
Transfers In - 1,884,050 0%
REVENUE Total 179,194 2,998,639 6%
EXPENDITURE
Payroll (316,216) (1,984,392) 16%
Supplies & Services (79,113) (1,144,915) 7%
Capital Outlay - (76,450) 0%
EXPENDITURE Total (395,329) (3,205,757) 12%
60,67 - Recreation and Special Events Total (216,135) (207,118) 104%
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$1.8m General Fund Subsidy; $84k Transfer from RAP Tax
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