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Animal Care of Davis County

South Weber Council Presentation
September 22, 2026

PARTNERING FOR ANIMAL SAFETY & COMMUNITY CARE



Our Core Community Services

4

Pet Adoption

Matching homeless pets with loving families
Adoption comes with medical checks, spay/neuter,
microchip, vaccinations, and one-year license.

%)
Volunteer & Foster

Empowering local volunteers and foster families to
provide extra care and temporary shelter homes.

2]

Owner Surrenders
Compassionate resources and owner intake support
when residents can no longer care for their pets.

Community Cat Program

Helps reduce the stray and feral cat population, and
improves the health and well-being of these
animals.

Animals

Field Enforcement
Humane animal control officers responding 24/7 to
stray, bite, nuisance, and neglect concerns.

O

Emergency Readiness
County-wide emergency animal sheltering and crisis
response during disasters.
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Animals

Community Pet Support

Pet Food Pantry: Emergency food and essential supplies for

residents experiencing financial hardship.

@, Lost & Found Resources: Real-time online stray directory and

neighborhood tools to quickly reunite lost pets with families.

%5 County Emergency Management: Disaster readiness, temporary

emergency sheltering, and animal rescue during local crises.

%: Visit daviscountyutah.gov/animalcare
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ANIMAL CARE OF DAVIS COUNTY — CITY SERVICES REPORT Animals

South Weber City vs. County Service Distribution

Data between January - June of 2026

Moderate Footprint, High Access South Weber % Share of Total Davis County Volume
South Weber benefits directly from dedicated

2026 Call & Case Data

county field enforcement, 24/7 dispatch, and Park Patrols

full shelter access. South Weber population is 4.7% (9/190)
2.17% of Davis County as a whole. Nuisance Calls 2.4% (12/500)
Share of County Field Volume Communtty Gats 1.9% (4/209)
1 07% 42 out o 2,508 tota ield cals courtywide n Strays Handled 1.4% (13/962)
Adoptions 1.3% (7/529)

@& Park Patrols (4.7%) and Nuisance Calls (2.4%) Animal vs Animal

account for South Weber's highest relative proportion 1.1% (1/89)
of countywide field responses.

Owner Surrenders 1.0% (4/398)

Bite Investigations 0.8% (2/243)

Wellness Checks 0.5% (1/214)

Agency Assist 0.0% (0/51)
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Park Signage Recommendations

While doing Park Patrols in South Weber, we identified key areas
where dog rules and waste signage should be implemented or
improved:

® Central Park: Features general leash law signage near the
south parking area, but completely lacks pet waste stations.
Waste stations should be installed at main entry points.

@ Veterans Memorial & Cedar Loop Parks: These locations
currently lack visible regulatory signage or waste stations
referencing leash rules or pet waste.

; DOGS MUST
Canyon Meadows & Cherry Farms Parks: Only contain a el
single sign near main bowery/parking areas; additional o | AFeRvooReer

signage and waste stations are recommended along
perimeter walkways.

*Note: Multiple South Weber parks feature minimal or missing pet waste
infrastructure. We recommend standardizing leash law postings and waste
stations across all municipal sites.

Animals
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Animals

City Events & Employee Engagement
[

Z%s South Weber Community Events
Invite Animal Care of Davis County to Founders Day, city celebrations, or
park gatherings! We bring educational booths, pet safety information, and

friendly shelter dogs and maybe some cats for residents to meet.

¢ Employee "Snuggle Time"
Boost staff morale at City Hall! Invite us to bring adoptable puppies or
kittens for a staff wellness break. It provides essential socialization for

shelter pets while bringing joy to your municipal team.
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In 2025, South Weber residents are active participants in our volunteer "

programs, contributing over 70 hours of service.

10 74.82

Dedicated Volunteers Volunteer Hours
Strong engagement from Clinton residents participating in our Dedicated hours contributed directly supporting critical shelter
essential animal care initiatives. operations and municipal animal welfare.

Community involvement is essential to the success of our animal care initiatives. In 2025, we saw strong engagement from South Weber
residents, with 10 dedicated volunteers participating in our programs. These individuals contributed a total of 74.82 volunteer hours
to support shelter operations and animal welfare. We encourage continued partnership to expand our foster networks and volunteer
base within the city. This does not include our Sniff ABouts, Weekend Wags, or our Foster program.
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Animals

Short-Term Foster: Sniffabouts & Weekend Wags
[

" Sniffabouts (Day-Out Program)
Pick up between 10am - 4pm, drop off by 5pm!

e Outing Ideas: Bonneville Shoreline Trail, Adams Canyon, or local parks.

e Shopping: C-A-L Ranch, PetSmart, Home Depot, Lowe's.

#®, Weekend Wags (Weekend Getaway)
Pick up Friday 4-5pm, drop off Monday 10-11am.

e Activities: Relax on the couch, watch movies, go on a scenic drive or hike!

e Requirement: Must be 18+ with valid ID. All food & supplies provided!
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Questions & Discussion

Thank you Clearfield City!

0

Shelter Location

1422 E. 600 North
Fruit Heights, UT 84037

.

Phone & Dispatch

(801) 444-2200
Press 6 for Field Dispatch

Animals

/N
amE
w

Online Resources

daviscountyutah.gov/animalcare
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Wellbeing in
South Weber

AWELLBEING

A SURVEY

Nicolas Holden

September 22, 2026




Wellbeing Survey Goals

1. To provide Utah city and town
leaders with information on the
wellbeing and perspectives of
residents to inform local planning
processes and decision making.

2. To support comparative
research on community wellbeing.

3. To support statewide and
regional policy and planning
efforts with data representing the
lives of Utahns.

% Utah Wellbeing
Survey
O .. 2026 Participating Cities
, O Manila.
Wendaover '
@]
Vemal
° A .
O
Nephi Helper
5] *'®
Delta
@ Orangeville _ Castle Dale
Fillmore
@
Richfield
4 Moab
oa
O
Torrey
Enoch
Cedar City Blanding
é ®
' Bluff
II%?EMHE. .Springdale @)
) La Verkin

Data Credits: Utah Geospatial Portal, ESR!

Produced by B. Holdaway (2026)

Well Being
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City Reports Are Online Now!

www.usu.edu/utah-wellbeing-project/



http://www.usu.edu/utah-wellbeing-project/
http://www.usu.edu/utah-wellbeing-project/
http://www.usu.edu/utah-wellbeing-project/
http://www.usu.edu/utah-wellbeing-project/
http://www.usu.edu/utah-wellbeing-project/

* Online Qualtrics Survey:
Conducted in Spring 2026

South |
 Survey recruitment led by
Weber South Weber

Wellbeing
Survey

Participation

2026: 287 responses received

2023: 298 responses received




Demographics

99.3% Full-Time
Residents

Length of Residence:
0.5-80 years

17.4% Lived in South
Weber 5 Years or Less

Survey underrepresents:
« Age 18-29
* No College Degree

Survey overrepresents:
College degree (4-year)
Married

Well Being

South Weber 2026 Demographics

American Community Survey
Census Estimates 2020-2024

® Utah Wellbeing Survey Estimates
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Age 18-29 @@
Age 30-39 @
Age 40-49 O
Age 50-59 o9
Age 60-69 0@
Age 70 or Over - @8

Adult Female oD

Adult Male o0

Adult non-conforming Oly
non-binary

No College Degree & &
College degree (4-year) ® ®

Married L @

Children under 18 in
household

Hispanic/Latino @®

Nonwhite @@
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Income under $25 00089

Income $25,000 to $49,99%08

Income $50,000 to $74,999 @9

Income $75,000 to $99,999 - @9
Income $100,000 to $149,999 ® @

Income $150,000 or over 20

Employed L
Qut of work and looking for work®

Other L

Rent home/Renter occupied/Other @

Own home/Owner occupied ®

Disability™ ®
Chronic Condition™ &

Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day
Saints*

Other Religion™ - @

Agnostic/Atheist/No Religious ®
Preference/Spiritual but Not Religious™

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

* Mo estimate available from census data
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Personal
Wellbeing in

South Weber

Percent of Respondents

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Personal Wellbeing in South Weber

How would you rate your overall permng?

4.45e|vins

Cluster Average |
\./ 4.34eUintah City

4.268Providence

'+ 4.208South W:eber

» 4.19¢Kamas |

.+ 4.19@Kaysville:

4.16@Hyde Park

4.16eBluffdale

4.08#Enoch
4.08®Herriman
4 04e\Wellsville
4.00eMapleton:
3.97eGrantsville |
3.95eSaratoga Springs

3.92eEagle Mountain
3.88eLehi ;

Rapid Growth Cities

3.6

3.6

4.0 4.2
Average Score

4.4

Well Being
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Well Being

Community Wellbeing in South Weber

How would you rate overall wellbeing in South Weber?

60% N

Community
Wellbeing in
South Weber

5
Excellent

Clustar Avarage :V| 4.13eUintah City
.03eProvidence
| 4.00@lvins
; 3.95eKaysville
: 3.938Wellsville
. 3.84eHyde Park |
- 3.?’8§B|uli_’1fﬁleb | f |
/HeSout eber - "
3.7 1#Mapleton Rapid Growth Cities
3.69®Enoch '
J.66®Herriman
3.56eLehi
3.00eKamas |
3.38eS8aratoga Springs
_ 3.29¢Eagle Mountain
3.08eGrantsville : ;
2.8 3.0 3.2 3.4 3.6 3.8 4.0 4.2 4.4

Average Score
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® Well Bein

Change Over Time

Average Rating of Personal and Community Wellbeing
Over Time in South Weber

(Wellbeing is rated on a scale from 1=Poor to 5=Excellent)

5 I [
e .20 Since 2023
o ®
4 | | : .
i H Personal Wellbeing remained
£ 3.72 3.75 nearly the same
= i i
& S : :
o ; ; Community Wellbeing remained
< | |
; ; nearly the same
2 : :
1 2623 2&26
Year

@® Personal Wellbeing B Community Wellbeing
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Most Important Domains

« Mental Health

« Safety & Security
« Physical Health

« Family Life

Highest Rated Domains
« Safety & Security
« Family Life

 Living Standards
« Mental Health

"Red Zone"
e Connection w/ Nature
 Local Environmental

Quality

5.0

4.5

Rating Average
N o o o
on o an o

N
o

1.5

1.0

SOUth Webel’ We”belng Matnx Well Being
Overall Average
HIGH RATING HIGH RATING
LOWER IMPORTANCE HIGH IMPORTANCE
Family Life
o
Transportation . Safety and Security
x\“ . ‘ \
vl : : Y . Mental Health
Average Social Connections — ¢ Q NN
| s "'-.\\t ‘-h.xx \"-.__.1 ™, .
Education \ \ \\___.._.Physmal Health
.\ NN
Cultural = \ \ Living Standards
Opportunities A\ \
\ \_ Leisure Time
|, Connection with

1.0 15 20 25 30 35

Importance Average

1 Nature

Lr::rc:al Environmental
Quality

LOWER RATING
HIGH IMPORTANCE

40 45 5.0
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Average Rating

Family Life

Transportation

2023

2026

Wellbeing Domain Ratings Over Time in South Weber

(Wellbeing is rated on a scale from 1=Poor to 5=Excellent)

Safety and Security Living Standards
®

Connection with

Social Connections
Nature

2023 2026 2023 2026
—» Decreased

Mental Health

Education

o

\‘.

2023

—» Increased

2026

Leisure Time

Local Environmental
Quality

2023 2026

2023

Physical Health

Cultural
Opportunities

2026

Since 2023

Safety & Security

Mental Health
Leisure Time
Local

Environmental

Quality

 Education




Comparing Community Connection Across Cities
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Well Being
Comparing Overall Wellbeing and Community Connection in

South Weber

# Responses

(Excellent) 5 43% 57% 86

4 61% 132

Community
Connection

3 B85% 26

40%

(Poor) 1, 2 60%
100% 80%  60%  40% 20% 0%  20%

and Personal om0 2T
Wellbeing - —
4 5

40% 60% 80% 100%

How would you rate your
overall personal wellbeing?

How connected do you feel 1 2 3
to South Weber as a community?  Not At A Great
All Deal

Comparing Mental Health Rating and Community Connection
in South Weber

E # Responses|
A Lo (Excellent) 5 43% 57% 90
' ' l I ' ‘ 0=
-
ConneCtion lé% 3 3% 2% 33
g £ (Poor)1, 2 75% 25% 8
an d M en t a I T 100% 80% 60% 40% 20% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Percent of Respondents

Health - —

How connected do you feel 1 2 3
to South Weber as a community?  Not At A Great
All Deal
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Well Being

Community Connection by Religion

# Responses| ®
Church of Jesus Christof, | = 45% - =Py N N
Latter-day Saints v

Other RE”QiDI‘I .................... B b L U R U R (RN PR SRR £ [

®
Agnostic/Atheist/No Religious
Preference/Spiritual but Not-——~ FP% - R 230 [ B2
Religious | |
100% 80% 60% 40% 20% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
D h I

Percent of Respondents

How connected do you 1 5
feel to South Weber as a Not At 2z 3 4 A Great
community? All Deal

Community Connection by Age Community Connection by Marital Status

[# Respanses

I [# Respanses|
Age 70 or Over 36':}{': 649% 39 |
Age 60-69 ' 46% | 54% 35 Married 55% 45% 199
Age 50-59 - 56*’:{; 44% 66
|

Age 40-49 67%

Age 30-39 . By e B Not Married

Age 18-29 57%

100% 80% 60%  40% 20% 0%  20% 40% 60%  80%  100%
Percent of Respondents

100% 80% 60% 40% 20% 0%  20% 40% 60%  80%  100%
Percent of Respondents

How connected do you 1 5 How connected do you 1 5
feel to South Weber as a Not At 2 3 4 A Great feel to South Weber as a Not At 2 3 4 A Great
community’? All Deal community? All Deal




Well Being

Overall Personal Wellbeing by Disability

[# Responses

Personal
Wellbeing and
Demographics

No Disability -+l - B8%

Disability

100%  80%  60%  40%  20% 0%  20%  40%  60%  80%  100%

Percent of Respondents

How would you rate ’ 5
I | I I I
o harergtpersonal 1 pogr 112 13 W 4 M Excellent

Overall Personal Wellbeing by Chronic Condition Overall Personal Wellbeing by Marital Status

[# Respanses|

[# Respanses|

....................................................................... . Bgﬂ' - MarriEd e e e - . J—

Chronic Condition Mot Married

20%, 0% 20%  40%  B0%  80%  100%

FPercent of Respondents

How would you rate 1 5
o 11
o oyergttpersonal - poor 112 [ 3 M 4 M Excellent

100% 80% 60% 40% 20% 0%  20% 40% 60%  80% 100%

Percent of Respondents

How would you rate ’ 5
e 1-1-8
o orergtpersonal 1 poor 112 13 M 4 M Excellent

100%  80% 60% 40%




Well Being

Recreational Activities

Correlated with higher:

Frequent Recreational Activities in South Weber

ty
n

How often have you participated in any of E £ %% 5 3
the following activities over the past year? 2 E § E § E
Walking or biking in your neighborhood orcity 1 12% 88% ke
Gardeningathome | 16% BAYy
Recreating in parks in your city | | 37% 83%
Using trails in or near your city | 39% 61%
Non-motorized recreation on public lands or waters in Utah| 46% 54%
Buying food from a farmer's market 56% 44%
Community events| 57% 43% | *
City recreation programs. 63% 37% | *
Motorized recreation on public lands or waters in Utah - 70% 30%

100% 80% 60% 40% 20% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Percent of Respondents

Never Rarely I Sometimes I Regularly I Often
(a few times per year) (about once a month) (about once per week) (more than once per week)
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Worth the investment!

Walking or biking in your neighborhood or ity

Recreating in parks in your city

Using trails in or near your city

Non-motorized recreation on public lands or waters in Utah|

Buying food from a farmer's market

Community events

City recreation programs

Motorized recreation on public lands or waters in Utah

Rarely

Never (a few times per year)

Frequent Recreational Activities in South Weber

How often have you participated in any of
the following activities over the past year?

190
o 1B%
37% 63%
39% 61%
46% 54%
56% 44%
57% 43%
63% 37%
70% 30%

100% 80% 60% 40% 20% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

Percent of Respondents

Sometimes I Regularly I Often
(about once a month) (about once per week)

Well Being

Recreational Activities

Correlated with higher:

Y
n

Personal
Wellbeing
Community
Wellbeing
Communit
Connectio

188w oo

*

B

100%

(more than once per week)
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Percent of Respondents

Population Growth oo

Population Growth in South Weber Population Growth for Rapid Growth Cities

How would you descri_b:—:- the current rate of population growth % with
How would you describe the current rate of in your city/town’? rio opinion
population growth in South Weber? Saratoga Springs. || 0% I os% 2%
0, |
70% 66% Grantsville 0% | I ©1% 1%
|
. Ivins 0% | IR so% 2%
|
o0% Eagle Mountain 19 | I s
|
I S e e e 1o oG 5 <
50% | |
Horriman 196 oG =3 5
|
40% Mapleton b 4% [ 13%0 I 80% 4%
(o] |
Kamas| 4% [ 18% [N 76% 2%
|
30% 28% Enoch 2% [ 19% [N 74% | 5%
|
Providence 0% 25% N 67% 7%
20% South Weber -} | o U‘ilf‘b 28:% _-66:%--- ------ 6%
Kaysville|---—-—-- oot oo f oo foeoee 2% | 28% :
|
10% 6% Blufidale 3% | 26%
|
Wellsville| | 0% 35%
0% Uintah City 0% 54%
|

Too Slow  Just Right Too Fast No Opinion
" Too slow Just right M Too fast

66% said

too fast
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Change In
Population
Growth
Perception

Since 2023
e +5% Too fast

Percent

100%

75%

50%

25%

0%

South Weber Change in Perceptions
of Rate of Population Growth

(Remaining Percentage Each Year is No Opinion)

66%
61% -@
o
32%
@- 28%
_.
2023 20206

Too slow -@ Justright ® Too fast

Well Being
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Percent of Respondents

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Economic Development in South Weber

Well Being

Economic Development

Economic Development for Rapid Growth Cities

How would you describe the current pace of
economic development in South Weber?

24%

Too Slow

40%

Just Right

26%

Too Fast

40% said

just right

10%

No Opinion

Lehi

Saratoga Springs

Grantsville
Kamas
Mapleton
Providence
Enoch

South Weber
Herriman
Wellsville
Kaysville

Eagle Mountain

Bluffdale
Uintah City

How would you describe the current pace of economic % with
development in your city/town? ne opinion

------------------------------------------------------ 12% 21% O 61% | 5%

15% 23% I 5% 4%

20% 27% D 48% 4%

55% | I 34% 3%

--------------------------------------- 35% 27% B 330 oo oo 5%

-------------------------------------- 39% 20% L e L

---------------------------------------------- 14% 44% B 30% - 12%

29% 38% I 26% 7%

24% 40% I 26% 10%

37% 34% B 25% 3%

27% 1% T 24% 8%

--------------------------------------- 27% 1% B 2201t 10%

------------------------------ 50% 25% B 220 |- e e 3%

33% 42% I 22% 4%

9% 65:% N 16% 9%

Too slow Just right M Too fast
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Change In
Economic
Development
Perception

Since 2023
e -6% Too fast

Percent

100%

5%

50%

25%

0%

South Weber Change in Perceptions
of Pace of Economic Development

(Remaining Percentage Each Year is No Opinion)

40%

32%

40%
Qo

26%

2023

2026

Too slow -@ Justright ® Too fast

Well Being
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Well Being

Cost of Living in South Weber

How EASY or DIFFICULT is it for your household
to COVER EXPENSES related to the following?

Among respondents for whom each expense was relevant; ‘Not relevant’ shown separately. % Not Relevant
[

Childcare 43% S 57% 79%

Healthcare 69% l 31% 1%

Housing 71% [ : 29% 5%

Utilities 30% N 20% 2%

Food 83% 17% 2%

Transportation options 86% [ l 14% 13%

| | 1 | . | . | r | |
100% 80% 60% 40% 20% 0% 20% 40% 60% 380% 100%

Percent of Respondents

I 5 Very easy I 4 Easy 3 Just 2 Difficult 1 Very difficult
to afford to afford affordable to afford to afford
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South
Weber's

Top

Concerns

1. Air Quality

2. Water Supply

3. Open Space/Green
Space

4. Great Salt Lake

—
Air Quality

Water Supply
Open Space/Green Space
Great Salt Lake

Affordable Housing

Water Quality

Traffic

Wildfire

Public Safety

Trails & Paths

Climate Change

~ 7 7 7 7 7 7 Opportunities for Youth|
Recreation Opportunities

Access to Healthy/Quality Food
Homelessness

Employment Opportunities

Suicide

Shopping Opportunities

Access to Mental Health Care
Access to Health Care

Accessible Transportation

Social and Emotional Support
Access to Culturally Appropriate Food
Substance Use

Access to Substance Use Treatment

Not A Concern At All

- e as o»r or o o e a» o

Concerns in South Weber

As you look to the future of South Weber, how much of a

concern are the following issues?

21%
21%
27%
30%
35%
37%
38%
42%
47%
49%
49%
53%
56%
66%
68%
70%
70%
72%
7%
80%
81%
81%
86%
89%
89%

100% 80% 60% 40% 20% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

79%
79%
73%
70%
65%
63%
62%
58%
53%
51%
51%
47%
44%
34%
32%
30%
30%
28%
23%
20%
19%
19%
14%
11%
11%

Percent of Respondents

Well Bei

% changez

a"’é from 2023

-3%

+4%

-15%

0%
-4%
-8%

-16%

-1%
-15%
-4%
-9%
-14%

-14%

-20%

Slight Concern W Moderate Concern Il Major Concern
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Well Being

What do people value about South Weber?

.friend| hb rhood
recreatlon yneig

Iarger cltlesmajor pr XI m Ityurban
a I I co m m u n Ity frlendlmess

ami y

community.” il towﬁ"" féel, A

rural feel II:”:“’ sense
ITe
trafﬁc acce € sivility
els

“Quiet & serene with lovely mountain views.” °°é‘3n5¥qUIEtC|0535 opping
locationMOuntyjjieliving

bigger cmesWebe Caref t%wns
Z ' : friendly pCople L ccese™
Location - easy access to local shopping, nun, SRV

medical care, and recreational activities.”

“The safety of a small community that looks
after each other.”




Il Being

What would improve wellbeing in South Weber?

“Taking action on air quality in regards to the gravel pit..."

“More nature parkways, bike trails and walk trails.”

“Improved planning on traffic to accommodate for the growth in the community.”
“As South Weber continues to grow, it will be important to ensure that
infrastructure keeps pace with development. Thoughtful development that
preserves open space, manages traffic, and protects the small-town feel of the

community should remain a priority.”

“Get a road built connecting South Weber to Layton for safety!”



Thank Youl!

Questions?
Comments?
Feedback?

Contact
Dr. Courtney Flint
courtney.flint@usu.edu
435-797-8635
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