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JOINT CITY COUNCIL AND PLANNING COMMISSION
WORK MEETING AGENDA OF LAYTON, UTAH

PUBLIC NOTICE is hereby given that the City Council of Layton, Utah, will hold a regular public meeting in the Council Conference 
Room in the City Center Building, 437 North Wasatch Drive, Layton, Utah, commencing at 5:30 PM on November 19, 2015.

Item:

1. Amendment to Title 13 of the Layton Municipal Code - Ordinance 15-34

2. Draft Updates - Layton City Parks, Recreation, Trails, Open Space & Cultural Facilities Master Plan 

3. Draft Updates - Layton City Draft Impact Fee Analysis Parks, Trails and Recreation and Layton City Draft Impact Fee Facilities 
Plan Parks, Trails and Recreation

4. City Council and Planning Commission Discussion Regarding HOA'S

5. Mayor's Report



LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING
AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 

  
Item Number:  1.
   
Subject:  
Amendment to Title 13 of the Layton Municipal Code - Ordinance 15-34
   
Background:  
This is the recodification of Title 13 of the Layton Municipal Code.  As the Council is aware, the different 
titles of the Code undergo a comprehensive review.  Upon a completion of that review a determination is 
made as to the process to be used in making any needed amendments.  On occasion there are minor 
amendments to a few chapters or sections within a title.  In this instance there were enough changes to 
include the entire title.  While the majority of changes are stylistic, grammatical, or simply updating terms or 
definitions, there are other changes of substance.  Each will be explained herein by chapter.

Chapter 13.04 - Definitions.  The amendments to this Chapter are the updating or clarifying of existing 
definitions.

Chapter 13.06 - Control of Backflow and Cross Connections.  Other than a minor font change the only 
amendment is the clarification of the financial responsibility for the installation of a backflow prevention 
device, in Section 13.06.030(3).

Chapter 13.08 - Culinary Water System.  The proposed amendments in Section 13.08.020 include the 
detailed clarification of the process of obtaining utility services during the construction phase of a 
development and how the responsibility therefore is transferred to the eventual occupant.  The need for a 
notarized statement for a landlord is eliminated and the City's agreement for the landlord-tenant situation is 
referenced.  In Section 13.08.021, two Subsections can be eliminated by referring to the City's Consolidated 
Fee Schedule for utility security deposits.  The other two Subsections proposed to be eliminated reflect 
processes no longer utilized.

Section 13.08.023 contains, among other provisions, the priority in which the monies received in a partial 
payment will be applied to the overall amount owing.  The amendment would include the storm water fee 
and the street lighting fee into those priorities.

Section 13.08.025 is a new section.  When customers have concerns regarding entries on their utility billing, 
they present those in the utility billing office.  Their request is reviewed, information is exchanged, and 
generally an amicable resolution is reached.  While it is expected that this cordial and informal process will 
continue and resolve the vast majority of issues, it is appropriate to establish a formal process for those rare 
situations in which a mutually satisfying resolution cannot initially be reached.

The proposed ordinance creates such a process with defined time lines to ensure a prompt resolution.  It also 
establishes a standard of review to provide consistency and reliability.

Section 13.08.030 is amended to clarify the responsibility of developers in the installation of culinary water 



services, while explaining the City's maintenance obligations.

Sections 13.08.090 through 13.08.170 are amended with updated terminology and grammatical changes.

Section 13.08.180 is replaced with language that adopts the design standards approved by the Public Works 
Director and the City Engineer.  This will alleviate the need for an ordinance amendment each time standards 
change.

Chapter 13.10 - Fire Flow.  Two sections in this Chapter have minor amendments.  In Section 13.10.060 the 
reference to a publication regarding peak water demands is replaced by referencing the City's water model.  
The proposed amendments in Section 13.10.070 are stylistic in nature, providing clarification and more 
expansive terminology.

Chapter 13.11 - Drinking Water Source Protection.  There are two amendments in Section 13.11.104, 
changing the abbreviations for the terminology used in these regulations.  In Section 13.11.200, the date of 
completion of the Drinking Water Source Protection Zone Map is eliminated, as this would confuse the 
validity of subsequent updates to that Map.

Section 13.11.503 is amended by the removal of an unneeded sentence.

Chapter 13.12 - Sanitary Sewer System.  Section 13.12.010 is amended by including the Public Works 
Department as an option for one seeking a permit under this Chapter.

Section 13.12.080 is amended by correcting the sewer district's name.

Section 13.12.130 is amended by reducing the distance between clean out access points.

Section 13.12.140 is amended by clarifying the need for gravity flow in conjunction with any pressurized 
sanitary sewer lateral.

Section 13.12.170 is amended by removing an inflexible requirement and replacing it with language referring 
to the City's development guidelines and standards.

Section 13.12.180 is amended by allowing the Public Works Department as an option for inspections.

Sections 13.12.250 and 13.12.260 are amended by placing the North Davis Sewer District as the approving 
entity.

Sections 13.12.380 and 13.17.400 are amended with updated terminology.

Chapter 13.13 - Irrigation Ditches, Canals, Pipelines.  The only proposed amendment in this Chapter is in 
Section 13.13.030 by removing the initial date for reports, as these are required annually.

Chapter 13.14 - Notice and Civil Liability.  The proposed amendments to Sections 13.14.010 and 
13.14.020 include an update of the reference to other Code sections, and clarifying that the remedies 



provided therein are not exclusive.

Chapter 13.15 - Storm Drain Utility.  The first proposed change to this Chapter is an updated terminology 
in Section 13.15.030.

Section 13.15.070 is amended to clarify the process for any appeals to the charges for this utility.  The time 
frames for appeals and reviews are specified, as is the standard for review.

Chapter 13.16 - Illicit Discharge and Erosion Control Administration and Enforcement.  Section 
13.16.020 is amended by the addition of three terms (Notice of Intent, Notice of Termination, and UPDES) 
and their respective definitions, and the elimination of one term (Storm Drain) and its definition.

Section 13.16.070 is proposed to be amended by updating the list for exemptions to the regulations for the 
discharge of water.

The proposed amendments to Section 13.16.080 are due to a change in State law, changing the name of its 
permit and the Internet address for that permit.  Provisions are also to be added to address emergency 
situations and the permit process.
  
Alternatives:  
Alternatives are to 1) Adopt Ordinance 15-34 amending Title 13 of the Layton Municipal Code; 2) Adopt 
Ordinance 15-34 with any amendments the Council deems appropriate; or 3) Not adopt Ordinance 15-34 and 
remand to Staff with directions.
  
Recommendation:  
Staff recommends the Council adopt Ordinance 15-34 amending Title 13 of the Layton Municipal Code.
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LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING
AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 

  
Item Number:  2.
   
Subject:  
Draft Updates - Layton City Parks, Recreation, Trails, Open Space & Cultural Facilities Master Plan 
   
Background:  
Mark Vlasic from Landmark Design will update Council on the Layton City Parks, Recreation, Trails, Open 
Space & Cultural Facilities Master Plan draft.
  
Alternatives:  
N/A
  
Recommendation:  
N/A
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1-INTRODUCTION 
The Layton City Parks, Recreation, Trails, Open Space & Cultural Facilities Master Plan (2015 - 2025) is an update to 

the original Layton City Parks and Recreation Plan, which was created more than 30 years ago in 1982. The updated 

master plan builds upon an outline developed by Layton Parks and Recreation Department staff in 2010, addressing 

the role of open space, trails and cultural facilities in addition to parks and recreation facilities. The new plan 

presents current community goals and objectives in addition to specific, measurable, prioritized implementation 

strategies. It is intended to provide policy direction for the effective and equitable planning and development of 

parks, recreation facilities, trails, open space and cultural facilities during a ten-year planning horizon (5-10 years) 

and beyond. 

 

The Master Plan is comprehensive, addressing existing conditions and future needs, priorities, levels of service, goals 

and objectives and other components of the parks system. It also analyzes and assesses the full range of park, open 

space, recreation, trail and cultural facilities to meet future needs, and provides a clear vision and implementable 

policies that reflect the City's commitment to serve the community with parks and related services and amenities.  

 

Finally, the Master Plan is intended to serve as a supplement and complimentary document for the Layton City 

General Plan, which addresses parks and open space only in the broadest of terms (existing acreage), and does not 

specifically mention recreational facilities, trails or cultural facilities as part of the planning dialogue for the City.   

 

ORGANIZATION OF THE PLAN  
 

The Layton City Parks, Recreation, Trails, Open Space & Cultural Facilities Master Plan (2015 - 2025) is organized into 

six chapters, as follow: 

 

Chapter 1 - Introduction provides background and baseline data, demographic projections and a summary of the 

planning process and purpose of the plan. 

 

Chapter 2 - Parks and Open Space addresses existing and future park needs, beginning with an analysis of existing 

park conditions, and followed by an analysis of need, a determination of level of service (LOS) for the current 

population and the projected future population in 2025, and a discussion of future priorities, standards and 

approaches. The chapter also addresses open spaces, albeit on a simpler level. The chapter includes a range of maps 

and tables, and concludes with a discussion of park amenities recommended now and in the future.   

 

Chapter 3 - Recreation & Cultural Facilities addresses existing and future recreational and cultural facilities not 

located in parks and open spaces. The chapter begins with documentation of existing facilities and an analysis of 

needs and priorities, concluding with ideas for meeting future needs during the ten-year planning period and 

beyond.  

 

Chapter 4 -  Trails addresses existing and future trail needs, including bicycle paths and routes. This chapter 

addresses existing conditions and analyzes need, discusses trail types including paved and non-paved trails, and 

identifies standards and priorities, in light of the fact that trails were the highest-supported amenity in the needs 

survey.  

 

Chapter 5 – Acquisition and  Construction Costs estimates and prioritizes probable costs to acquire and construct 

new parks, recreation, trails and cultural facilities, and to upgrade existing facilities to meet City standards. 

Chapter 6– Goals and Policies provides priorities and direction for future parks, recreation facilities, open spaces, 

trails and cultural facilities. 

 

LAYTON CITY PROFILE 
 

In order to develop a Parks Master Plan that responds to future needs and desires, the establishment of an accurate 

baseline of demographics and projections is essential. Population and household data are the key demographic 

conditions for projecting future park needs. Data and projections were provided by the Layton City Planning Division 

of the Community & Economic Development Department, which were originally released by the Wasatch Front 

Regional Council. The 2010 Census serves as the basis for these projections. 

 

Population Projections 

Layton is the most populous city in Davis County, and is expected to maintain this status through buildout. According 

to the 2010 U.S. Census, Layton City had a 2010 population of 67,311, which increased to approximately 71,300 in 

2014. The 2015 population is estimated to be 72,500, which serves as the baseline for this master plan. The 

population is projected to increase by nearly 11,750 people by 2025, with a population of 84,243. The ten year 

planning horizon extends from 2015 to 2025.  Longer-term projections are less certain, although the on-going 

Envision Layton planning process anticipates that the City will reach a buildout population of approximately 97,000 

by 2050.  

  

Household and Age Characteristics 

The U.S. Census Quickfacts for Layton indicates that the 2013 average Layton household size of 3.13 persons is 

nearly identical to the state average, and slightly lower than the Davis County average of 3.25. The 2013 median age 

in Layton was 29.2, which is slightly lower than the Davis County average of 30.2 but matches the state average. This 

is a near perfect reflection of a fast-growing and youthful state and region, which places greater demands on the 

City's park and recreation resources - a trend that is likely to remain high throughout the 2025 planning horizon.  As 

the population matures and the community fills in, different demographic demands are likely to arise that will 

require a more balanced, diverse and adaptable range of park and recreation facilities to meet changing needs, in 

particular those of the fast-rising retirement ages. 

 

Other Demographic characteristics 

In 2010 the population density was 2,823.9 people or 924.6 housing units per square mile. Nearly half of all 

households had children less than 18 years of age, and only fifteen-percent were composed of a single individual. 
  

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT IN THE PLANNING PROCESS 
 

A -LAYTON CITY PARKS AND RECREATION NEEDS ASSESSMENT SURVEY 
Layton City commissioned the Layton City Parks and Recreation Needs Assessment Survey, which was completed on 

February 20, 2014 by Stanley M. Guy of Utah State University Extension. The purpose of the survey was to 

determine priorities and satisfaction levels of Layton City residents regarding City parks, recreation programs and 

services.The survey was developed by representatives of Layton City Parks and Recreation, the Layton City Parks 

Board, other City staff, and Utah State University Extension. The survey’s eight sections contained questions on 

Layton City parks, youth recreation programs, adult recreation programs, recreation services, special events and 
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programs, potential actions for Layton City Parks and Recreation, recreation organizations used by households, and 

household demographics. The survey was mailed to 1,800 random residential household addresses, of which 245 

were returned, representing a 13% rate of return and a level of confidence in excess of 95 percent. 

 

Summary of Results 

Most respondents use a car to travel to parks, even though two thirds of respondents live within a 15-20 minutes 

walking distance of a park.  A vast majority visit Layton City parks, and are positive about the overall physical 

conditions of the parks visited.  They are satisfied with park maintenance, the overall value and customer service 

they receive from Layton City Parks and Recreation. Other recreation organizations used by a majority of 

respondents and their households include state parks, national parks/national forests, religious institutions, and 

local schools.  

 

Understanding what park amenities are important to households was one objective of the survey.  It was found that  

un-programmed and open grass areas, group pavilion/picnic areas in parks and traditional children’s playgrounds 

represent the top three amenities that are important to households. Sports amenities important to households 

include soccer/football/rugby fields, little league baseball diamonds and outdoor basketball courts. Important 

recreation amenities include walking/running/biking trails, indoor and outdoor swimming pools, indoor 

exercise/fitness/wateraerobics, and natural areas/wildlife. 

 

Youth recreation programs important to households include youth learn-to-swim, youth athletics, and youth fitness 

and wellness programs.  Important adult recreation programs are adult continuing education, senior activities and 

adult organized athletics. Other recreation services and programs important to households include farmers markets, 

volunteer opportunities, community events and after school programs. 

 

Another objective of the needs assessment was to understand where the Layton City Parks and Recreation 

Department should focus their future efforts.  Priority areas follow, listed in order of support: 

 

• Build new walking, hiking and biking trails; 

• Purchase land for parks; 

• Higher level of park maintenance; 

• Improve regional trails, higher level of building maintenance; 

• Higher level of natural-area maintenance; 

• Purchase land to preserve natural areas and open space; 

• Purchase land for regional trails; 

• Build new passive-use parks;  

• Higher level of sports field maintenance; 

• Build new swimming pools; 

• Light more sports fields/courts; 

• Build new outdoor special event venues; and  

• Build new athletic fields.   

 

The most important park and recreation priority to households was to build walking, hiking and biking trails. 

 

Layton City Parks and Recreation programs and activities are maintained using taxes, user fees or a combination of 

both. None of the programs and services had a majority of respondents who felt they should be maintained only 

with taxes.  

 

The following programs or services had a majority of respondents saying they should be maintained with a 

combination of taxes and user fees:  

 

• nature programs/environmental education;  

• programs for teens, senior fitness, youth scholarship programs, youth athletics, community events, 

• programs for people with disabilities, youth fitness and wellness; and  

• youth arts and crafts, dance, and performing arts.   

 

Programs where a majority of respondents felt that user fees should pay for program maintenance include adult 

organized athletics, adult art, dance, performing arts, indoor space for small events, adult continuing education, and 

school break programs.  The farmers market and before/after school programs had no majority of respondents who  

believe that maintenance should be allocated to user fees, taxes, or a combination of taxes and user fees.  

 

Another objective of the survey was to determine what barriers, if any, prevented people from using Layton City 

Parks and Recreation facilities and programs. While no single reason emerged as  a barrier for a majority of 

respondents, the number one reason for not using facilities and programs was that people do not know what is 

being offered. This is followed by a lack of interest, the  program or facility is not offered, and program times not 

convenient.   

 

The vast majority of respondents indicated that having Layton City Parks and Recreation facilities and programs 

makes Layton City a better place to live. It was also indicated that the existing facilities and parks improves physical 

health and wellness, preserve open space, increase property values in surrounding areas, improve mental health 

and reduces stress. They also help teach and socialize youth, protect the environment, increase cultural and 

community interaction, help reduce neighborhood crime, protect historical assets of the City, attract new residents 

and promote tourism to the County.  

 

 THE MOST IMPORTANT BENEFIT OF HAVING ACCESS TO LAYTON'S RECREATION  

        FACILITIES AND PROGRAMS IS THAT THEY MAKE LAYTON CITY A BETTER  

      PLACE TO LIVE, IMPROVE PHYSICAL HEALTH AND WELLNESS, AND PRESERVE OPEN SPACE. 

 
The majority of respondents have lived in Layton City for more than ten years, with twenty-eight percent having 

lived locally for more than thirty years. Fifty-four percent of the respondents were female and 46% were male.  

Thirteen percent said they or someone in their household had a cognitive or physical disability. Forty-six percent 

own a dog. A copy of the complete survey and results is provided in Appendix A. 

 

B – ENVISION LAYTON PUBLIC INPUT – PRELIMINARY RESULTS 
As detailed in Appendix B, preliminary results from the Envision Layton planning process indicate strong and broad 

support for parks, recreation and trails by local residents. This supports the findings of the needs assessment and 

public input conducted as part of preparing this Master Plan. 
 

C - PROJECT WEB PAGE/SOCIAL MEDIA  
A project web page was hosted on the Landmark Design website (http://www.ldi-ut.com/layton.html) for the 

duration of the project. The web page was established to announce meetings, to keep the public informed of 

progress on the plan, to provide access to planning data and information, and to provide feedback and ideas 
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throughout the planning process. Key reports and information, including results from the 2014 survey, were 

available for review and download early in the planning process, and the Layton City Facebook page and Twitter 

account were linked to the web page, providing additional opportunities for public participation and input. 

 

D - PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING – SUMMARY OF INPUT RECEIVED 
A Public Scoping Meeting was held on April 

21, 2015 at Central Davis Junior High School 

gymnasium. The purpose of the meeting was 

to provide an opportunity for the public to 

express their ideas and concerns regarding 

parks, recreation facilities, trails, open space 

and cultural facilities. Approximately 35 

people attended the early evening meeting, 

providing comments directly. Additional 

comments were also received by email and 

through the on-line comment system 

embedded in the project web page.  

 

Verbatim  comments are available in 

Appendix C. The following is a summary key 

of issues, ideas and questions that were 

provided during this meeting, sorted by 

general category or topic. 

 

1. Parks and Amenities 

• The proposed Boynton Park should have a variety of uses that appeal to both younger and older youth alike. 

It should have uses similar to those at Andy Adams Park.   

• Neighborhood parks should have multi-use courts so a variety of sports can be played in a moderately sized 

park. 

• There is a high demand for splash pads, which should be built in areas that can handle the traffic demands 

due to their popularity. 

• Residents want to review the proposed park designs before they are built.  

• Impact fees are the primary way of funding new parks and recreational facilities.  

• The Surf and Swim indoor pool is losing a lot of money in the winter because of the cover/heating needs 

(approximately $400,000) and fewer users, but it does service sport teams and seniors. 

• There should be garbage cans placed throughout the Layton Duck Park (Commons Park). 

• Respondents would like more parks with swings and play areas that are more suitable and accessible for 

young children. There are not enough parks in the east side of the community.  

 

2. Recreation Centers and Public/ Private Cooperative Partnerships  

• There should be an additional recreation center that is centrally-located. The county can often build the 

biggest recreation centers depending on the system. 

• Establishing cooperative partnerships with private and public entities is encouraged to help provide more 

recreation opportunities, programming etc.  Central Davis Junior High is a good example of this principle in 

action, as the City and the school system each paid two million dollars toward the construction of the school 

gymnasium which is used by both to help fill recreational needs. 

3. Trails  

• The roads in Layton need sidewalks so that walkers and runners are safe. 

• There should be good trails that connect with the parks since many people like to bike or walk from their 

homes. 

• A walking track running the perimeter of a park would be well-used and would also keep good surveillance 

on the park which would reduce vandalism and undesired uses. 

• The Legacy Highway alignment should be researched and connected to the trail system shown on the trails 

map. 

• The proposed bike route on Gentile Street between Fairfield Road and Highway 89 is not sufficient for the 

amount of use the area experiences.  A separate lane on the north side of the road would be greatly used 

and should be a top priority.   

• A designated pedestrian/bicycle trail should be established on the north side of Oak Hills Drive/SR 109 from 

the intersection of Oak Hills Drive and U.S. 89 west to the intersection with Oak Hills Drive/SR 109 and East 

Gentile Street. This area is dangerous and hazardous to bicycle riders and runners, particularly at the guard 

rail areas. 

 

4. Road Crossings 

• Highway 89 is in desperate need of additional pedestrian road crossings. Even the traffic light crossings are 

dangerous.   

• Two pedestrian overpasses are proposed by UDOT to facilitate safe crossings. 

• Highway 89 is a state road, making it critical that the City work closely with UDOT to ensure road crossings 

are adequately addressed.   

• A pedestrian overpass is required at Gentile Street and Highway 89, as it is extremely unsafe to cross. 

• The existing and proposed UDOT concrete barriers that are replacing fences are a big issue in regards to 

crossing Highway 89 and accessing the Bonneville Shoreline Trail safely and efficiently. 

• A pedestrian/bicycle overpass or underpass should be provided at the intersection of Oak Hills Drive and 

U.S. 89.  

 

5. Access 

• Traffic is a concern around Boynton Park, as there are only small residential streets to access it at present. 

• Access is an important consideration, requiring a better balance between neighborhood and community 

needs.  Larger sports parks should only be located on arterial roads so that the traffic does not affect the 

quiet residential streets. 

• Highway 89 is a massive barrier to accessing the Bonneville Shoreline Trail. 

 

6. Cultural Amenities 

• City staff should regularly visit high school civics classes to find out their needs, and to receive input, 

suggestions and feedback.  

• More nightlife is needed in the City. 

 

7. Miscellaneous/ General Comments 

• The young demographics of Layton should be taken into consideration regarding the changing needs of the 

residents. 

• Layton’s money is well spent in relation to the Police and Fire departments, and the Parks and Recreation 

facilities are available.   

• There should be facilities to accommodate more passive activities too. 



Layton City Parks, Recreation, Trails, Open Space & Cultural Facilities Master Plan (2015 - 2025) 

 

 Page 6  DRAFT - November 19, 2015 

 

• What is the City's parks and recreation philosophy?  Every community is different in relation to prioritization 

and focus. 

 

E - LAYTON PARKS, RECREATION, TRIALS, OPEN SPACE & CULTURAL FACILITIES  

       MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE 
A Management Committee composed of the Parks and Recreation Commission, City Staff and representatives of the 

Planning Commission and City Council was established at the beginning of the process. The Committee met on three 

occasions, including just prior to and following the release of the Draft Master Plan. The Committee’s role is 

overseeing progress on the plan and providing direction and advice to the Planning Team. 

 

F - CITY STAFF MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE 
The Planning Team met with key Layton City Staff on several occasions, receiving input and direction throughout the 

process. Legal staff provided additional input as part of a special meeting related to park impact fees, which also 

included input by economic consultants. 

 

G - LAYTON CITY PARKS & RECREATION DEPARTMENT MEETINGS 
The preparation of this plan was led by the Layton City Parks & Recreation Department. The mission of the 

Department is to provide a variety of enjoyable, attractive, accessible and safe leisure opportunities to enhance the 

quality of life for the citizens of Layton. As highlighted in the list of key department objectives below, the 

Department is tasked with providing parks and recreation services that enhance the social and economic well-being 

of the community by: 

 

• Developing and maintaining facilities and open spaces for recreational purposes; 

• Providing leadership and organization for outdoor and indoor activities; 

• Encouraging participation in park and recreation programs; and  

• Encouraging and considering recommendations from citizens that will improve these services. 

 

H - DRAFT PLAN OPEN HOUSE 
A draft plan Open House took place on July 21, 2015, prior to the commencement of the plan adoption process.  The 

open house meeting included a summary display of the draft plan, with Landmark Design and City staff available to 

answer questions and discuss ideas and options.  Approximately 25 individuals attended the meeting to review the 

displays and leave their comments. Generally, those attending the Open House indicated a need for more and safer 

crossings along Highway 193 for pedestrians and bicycles, trail connections to South Weber trails, Pickleball Courts 

particularly in Chapel Park, and a Frisbee golf course.  Complete notes from the meeting are found in Appendix C. 

   

I - PUBLIC HEARINGS AND PLAN ADOPTION 
The Final Draft Layton City Parks, Recreation, Trails, Open Space & Cultural Facilities Master Plan (2015 - 2025) will 

be presented to the Layton Planning Commission, Parks Commission and City Council as part of the formal adoption 

process, which is anticipated to commence in November 2015. 

 

 

 

 

A NOTE ABOUT LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) 
 

The LOS discussion in this document is related specifically to planning for future parks. The intent is to understand 

the level of service currently existing in the community, and to determine the means for maintaining that level of 

service (or another more appropriate level of service) into the future. LOS is based on a quantity (acres, miles, 

numbers) per a determined number of persons (population), and results in a ratio of facilities to population. For 

example, the parks ratio is typically expressed as a number of acres of park land per 1,000 persons.   

 

It is important to distiguish this discussion of LOS for planning purposes from the LOS typically used in determining 

impact fees. Impact fees are a means of charging new development its proportionate share of the cost of providing 

the service.  While a LOS for planning is used to establish a standard or guideline for future facility development, an 

impact fee is used to assess new development for the actual cost of providing the service.  For example, if there are 

five acres of parks in Layton City for each 1,000 residents at the current time, new development cannot be charged 

to provide 10 acres of park land for each 1,000 residents. Layton City may elect to provide a higher LOS in the future 

because its current residents desire a higher level of service, but it cannot require new development to pay for the 

higher LOS.   

 

Utah law clearly states the following: 

 

"A local political subdivision or private entity may not impose an impact fee to raise the established level of service of 

a public facility serving existing development."  UC11-36-202(1)(a)(ii). 
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2-PARKS & OPEN SPACE 

This chapter focuses on Parks and Open Spaces, proposing specific, measurable, prioritized implementation 

strategies and policy direction for the effective and equitable planning and development of these amenities and 

facilities in the short through long terms. 

 

The approach is comprehensive, addressing existing conditions and future needs, priorities, levels of service, goals 

and objectives. The section assesses the full range of parks and open space required to meet future needs, providing 

a clear vision and implementable policies that reflects the City's commitment to serve the community with those 

services and amenities. The chapter begins by assessing parks and open spaces, and concludes with an analysis of 

the City's existing and future recreation facilities and needs. Specific policies and cost implications are addressed in 

Chapters Five and Six.   

 

EXISTING PARKS 
 

Layton City is fortunate to have a range of parks and recreation facilities to help meet existing and future park and 

recreation needs. Map 1 indicates the type, size and location of the City's existing parks and open space - both public 

and private. The map also illustrates the location of existing public school fields and church fields, in addition to 

existing trails, trailheads, bike lanes and bike routes, which are specifically addressed in Chapter Four.   

 

Map 2 illustrates the distribution of existing and proposed parks, reflecting the service area for all parks and fields. 

Existing private parks, public school fields and private church fields are also considered here, since they often help 

meet the recreational needs of the neighborhoods where they are located. This is an important consideration, 

particularly if the surrounding area is underserved by public parks. However, it should be noted that such facilities 

are not generally availble for the general use of Layton residents and are normally beyond the control of the City, 

making their public impact difficult and tenuous to rely on for meeting long-term goals. 

  

The following is a summary description of the City's existing parks and open spaces. The descriptions begin with the 

largest park type Regional/Community Parks, continuing with the medium sized Neighborhood Parks and Special 

Use Parks (which are not necessarily classified by size), followed by the smaller Pocket Parks and conclude by 

addressing Public Open Space. A summary of all existin and proposed public parks and open space is provided in 

Table 1 on the following page. 

 

A - REGIONAL/COMMUNITY PARKS 
Regional/Community Parks serve the City and region with special amenities and features. Typical amenities include a 

restroom or restrooms, sports fields, active and passive recreation areas, picnic facilities, playgrounds, gathering 

areas, and special facilities such as swimming pools, cultural facilities, places to host special events, skate parks, 

tennis courts, basketball courts, volleyball courts and other recreation facilities. Community Parks generally have a 

service area of one-mile and are 15 acres in size or larger. The two existing Community Parks in Layton are Ellison 

Park (61.0 acres, developed and undeveloped) and Layton Commons Park (44.8 acres.) Together they encompass a 

total 105.8 acres.  

 

B - NEIGHBORHOOD PARKS 
Neighborhood Parks serve neighborhoods with large amenities or local amenities that reflect the specific 

demographics and interests of the neighborhood. More typical amenities include grassy play areas, restroom, 

pavilions, playgrounds, sport courts (basketball, volleyball and tennis), sports fields (baseball, soccer, football and 

similar sports), picnic areas and seating, walking paths, and perimeter trails. Neighborhood Parks in Layton have 

been assigned a service area of 3/4 mile, and are generally three to 15 acres in size. As illustrated in Map 1 and 2 and 

described in Table 1, there are currently nine Neighborhood Parks in Layton, totaling 80.5 acres.  

 

C - SPECIAL USE PARKS 

Special Use Parks tend to vary greatly in extent, from small to large acreage. They tend to serve a special interest or 

are a non-traditional park. As illustrated in Maps 1 and 2 and described in Table 1, three of Layton's four Special Use 

Parks are part of the City's reservoir system (Adams Reservoir, Hobbs Reservoir and Holmes Reservoir), and each 

includes limited perimeter trails that provide access to fishing and canoeing activities. The other site is a long and 

linear parkway/open space located aong the north and south forks of Kays Creek Parkway that include trails and 

access points to adjacent natural areas. Together these parks total nearly 161 acres of land.  

 

D – POCKET PARKS 
Pocket Parks are typically less than three acres in size and have some improved amenities, but no restrooms.  They 

usually serve a small residential area creating value when larger Neighborhood and Regional Parks are not possible.   

Three Pocket Parks make up a total of 6.9 acres. 

 

E – IMPROVED DETENTION BASINS 
Detention Basins are primarily a flood control mechanism, however, they are small open spaces that can serve a 

park function.  Typically, they include areas of grass and irrigation, but are not programed for recreational activities 

and include no other amenities.  While they do serve a limited recreation function, the City has no intention to 

increase the number of these facilities or to make additional improvements. They are not considered when 

calculating Level of Service.   

 

F - SUMMARY OF EXISTING PUBLIC PARKS 
All existing Parks are summarized in Table 1. As indicated, they total just over 354 acres of land, with the four Special 

Use Parks representing slightly more than half of the total acres.  

 

PROPOSED PUBLIC PARKS 
 

As illustrated in Maps 1 through 3 and detailed in Table 2,  nine new parks are currently proposed for future 

development in Layton, encompassing over 115 acres of land. These include three Regional/Community Parks 

totaling 67 acres (Ellison East Extension Park, Kays Creek Estates Park and Power Corridor Park); four Neighborhood 

Parks covering 32.7 acres, and an undeveloped open space of 16 acres which will be a Special Use Park. Five of these 

parks are located west of I-15, which is less well-served by parks at present.       

 

The City owns the land for Boynton Park, Ellison East Extension Park, Kays Creek Estates Park, Snow Canyon Park, 

and Gordon Avenue Detention Basin.  Harmony Place Park is jointly owned by the City and the School District; Power 

Corridor Park is under a recreation easement from Rocky Mountain Power; and the Weber State University park 

land is under a committed agreement.  
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Table 1:  

Existing Public Parks 
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REGIONAL/ COMMUNITY PARK (15+ acres)       

1 Ellison Park 55.02 1 2 2 6 2 1 2 2 8 Yes Splash Pad, Skate Park 

2 Layton Commons Park 44.80 2 2 4 14 2 1 Yes Amphitheater, Museum,  Surf 'N' Swim

Subtotal 99.82

NEIGHBORHOOD PARK (approximately 3 -15 acres)

3 Andy Adams Park 9.08 1 1 1 2 2 No

4 Chapel St. Park 7.63 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 Yes  

5 Chelsie Meadows Park 7.39 1 2 1 2 1 2 Yes  

6 Greyhawk Park 10.02 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 Yes 2 Pickleball Courts

7 Legacy Park 7.01 2 1 1 2 4 Yes

8 Oak Forest Park 10.12 1 1 1 2 2 1 No Pickleball optional at multi-purpose courts

9 Sandridge Park 10.10 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 Yes

10 Vae View Park 7.55 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 Yes

11 Woodward Park 11.58 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 Yes Cricket Pitch 

Subtotal 80.49  

POCKET PARK (approximately 0 - 3  acres)

12 Camelot Park 2.52 1 No

13 Veterans Park 1.48 No 3 picnic tables

14 Whispering Willow Park 2.93 1 No

Subtotal 6.93

SPECIAL USE  (size varies)

15 Adams Reservoir 23.60 1* Half Fishing, Canoeing, *Pit Restroom

16 Hobbs Reservoir 18.40 Half Fishing, Canoeing

17 Holmes Reservoir 17.20 No Fishing, Canoeing

18 Kays Creek Parkway 101.67 Yes

Subtotal 160.87

TOTAL ALL PARKS 348.10

AMENITIES

EXISTING PUBLIC PARKS/ OPEN SPACE



Layton City Parks, Recreation, Trails, Open Space & Cultural Facilities Master Plan (2015 - 2025) 

 

 Page 9  DRAFT - November 19, 2015 

 

 



Layton City Parks, Recreation, Trails, Open Space & Cultural Facilities Master Plan (2015 - 2025) 

 

 Page 10  DRAFT - November 19, 2015 

 

 



Layton City Parks, Recreation, Trails, Open Space & Cultural Facilities Master Plan (2015 - 2025) 

 

 Page 11  DRAFT - November 19, 2015 

 

 



Layton City Parks, Recreation, Trails, Open Space & Cultural Facilities Master Plan (2015 - 2025) 

 

 Page 12  DRAFT - November 19, 2015 

 

Table 2: Proposed Public Parks 

 
 

LEVEL OF SERVICE AND PARK NEEDS ANALYSIS 
 

Communities vary dramatically in the Level of Service (LOS) for parks that are provided for city residents. This is not 

surprising, as no two communities are alike. In the past, standards developed by the National Recreation and Parks 

Association (NRPA) were used  to establish unified guidelines for LOS.  This approach has fallen out of favor since it 

has proven difficult to address the unique qualities of an individual community when using this model. In addition to 

local demographic differences and unique community characteristics, other unique factors that may affect LOS and 

access to rereational opportunities include the proximity to recreational resources on public land (the Wasatch 

Mountains, nearby canyons and the Great Salt Lake shorelands, for example), private parks and recreation facilities, 

and the preferences and unique needs of residents that require specific resources.  

 

A - EXISTING LEVEL OF SERVICE FOR PARKS 
The current Level of Service (LOS) for Layton was 

determined by dividing the acreage of existing public 

parks (348) by the 2015 population (72,500), which 

was then multiplied by 1,000 to reflect the number of 

acres of park land currently provided for every 1,000 

residents.  The resulting level of service is 4.8  acres 

per 1,000 population (348/72,500) x 1,000 = 4.9).   

 

B - DESIRED LEVEL OF SERVICE FOR PARKS 
Based on a review of the existing distribution of parks 

and areas with distribution gaps, the existing LOS of 

4.8 acres generally meets the need for public parkland, 

with seven exceptions. As illustrated in Map 3, most of 

these are small gaps which can be overcome through 

small adjustments. However, the area with the largest 

deficiency - Gap #6 – is significant enough to support the acquistion of ten additional acres of parkland in order to 

meet future needs. Assuming that ten additional acres will be acquired to meet this need, the Level of Service 

increases slight to 4.94 [(348 + 10 = 358/72,500) x 1000 = 4.94)]. As a result, this figure was ultimately selected as 

the desired LOS.   

 

Applying this standard to future park needs, a total of 416 acres of developed public park land is necessary to meet 

the desired LOS of 4.94 through the 2025 planning horizon (84,250/1,000 x 4.94 = 416). Subtracting 348 acres of 

existing public park land from this figure (Table 1), and assuming that the ten acre parkland deficit in Gap # 6 is 

acquired (Map 3), 58 acres of parks are necessary to meet the projected need by the end of the ten-year planning 

horizon (416 - 348 – 10 = 58). Since 122 acres of proposed park land are currently available for future development 

(see Table 2), no new park land is required to meet the need for developed parks in 2025. Furthermore, 64 acres of 

the current proposed park land will be available beyond 2025 to meet longer-term park needs (122 – 58 = 64). 

 

THE ROLE OF PRIVATE PARKS, CHURCH FIELDS & DETENTION BASINS FOR MEETING THE 

DESIRED LOS  
 

As illustrated on  Maps 1 and 2, six unnamed Private Parks are currently located in Layton, encompassing nearly 20 

acres of land. All of these parks are six acres or less in size, and are typically not accessible by the general population, 

which is why they were not included when calculating the LOS. Likewise, acreage related to private church fields (9.6 

acres) and detention basins (8.89 acres) were also omitted when calculating the existing LOS, since it is assumed 

such facilities are not generally available for public use, are too small, or are maintained in a manner that makes 

them marginal for use as parks. There is, however, a possibility that all of these facilities might help meet park needs 

in areas with gaps where additional park land is not readily available.  

 

IMPLICATIONS OF THE DESIRED LOS AND CURRENTLY PROPOSED PARKS 

 

Additional park land will be required to meet the needs of Layton at build-out, which is projected to occur by 2050. 

The projected buildout population is 97,000, which requires a total of 479 acres of park land to meet the desired LOS 

(97,000/1000 x 4.94 = 479 acres total). This is a projected increase of 63 acres beyond 2025 projections (479  - 416 = 

63 acres), assuming the LOS of 4.94 remains stable during the next 35 years, that all currently proposed parks are 

implemented, and that ten acres of parkland is secured within Service Area Gap #6. Since 64 acres of currently 

proposed park land is projected to be available beyond 2025, no additional acreage is required to meet the need for 

park land at build-out 

 

PARK SERVICE AREA AND DISTRIBUTION ANALYSIS 
 

The need for parks was also analyzed based on park distribution. As illustrated in Maps 2 and 3, service areas are 

portrayed as circles and arcs, with the radii of the circles corresponding to the service areas of each park type.  

According to this analysis, Community Parks and Special Use parks serve areas within a one-mile radius of the park, 

and Neighborhood Parks serve an area within 3/4 mile and Pocket Parks serve an areas within a quarter mile. 

Existing public school fields and church fields were also illustrated, with elementary school fields and church fields 

serving areas within a quarter mile, and junior high/high school fields serving areas within 3/4 mile. Nearby parks in 

surrounding communities were also accounted for, as they are generally available for use by Layton residents 

despite being located in an adjacent community. It should be noted that park radii were not extended across 

freeways and rail lines as they are physical barriers that limit access to the parks.  

 

PROPOSED PUBLIC PARKS/ OPEN SPACE  

A Boynton Park 8.00

B Ellison East Extension Park 35.18

C Gordon Avenue Detention Basin 6.64

D Harmony Place Park 7.00

E Kays Creek Estates Park 16.51

F Power Corridor Park 22.00

G Snow Canyon Park 3.10

H WSU Park 7.30

SPECIAL USE  

I South Fork Open Space 16.00

TOTAL 121.73
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SERVICE AREA GAPS  
 

As discussed briefly in the preceding discussion on level of service, there are seven areas where gaps exist (see Map 

3). In order to ensure that access to parks is equitable, attempts should be made to "fill the gaps" by providing 

additional parks in the underserved areas or through other methods that address the shortfall. Specific approaches 

for each “gap” is described below: 

 

• Gaps 1 and 7 are relatively small and could easily be overcome through the addition of a strategically-

located small park or playfield.  

• Gap 2 is located in an area with challenging site conditions and limited opportunities for a new park or 

playfield development. Providing a trail connection with neighborhoods to the east would greatly improve 

access by linking the neighborhood to Greyhawk Park and playfields at Mountain View Elementary School.  

• Gaps 3, 4 and 5 are located on the eastern edges of the community adjacent to the Bonneville Shoreline 

Trail and public lands managed by the U.S. Forest Service. Access to these unique recreational features 

mitigates the lack of access to more traditional parks and fields.  

• Gap 6 is the largest. In order to provide adequate access, at least ten acres of additional park land should be 

located here, either at a single site or in two or more sites. 

 

This plan supports Neighborhood Parks and Regional/Community Parks as the primary types of parks for future 

development; such facilities tend to serve the community better by offering a greater number and range of facilities 

and recreational opportunities.This is supported by the public comments received through the survey and the Public 

Scoping Meeting, which indicate that larger Neighborhood and Regional/Community parks are preferred over 

smaller parks. Adjustments to this model may be necessary in areas where park land acquisition opportunities are 

limited.  

 

OPEN SPACE NEEDS ANALYSIS 
 

There is no standard or Level of Service (LOS) for open space 

development in Layton. Large tracts of land have been secured 

in an opportunistic fashion over the years, primarily along key 

drainages such as Kays Creek. The resulting open spaces have 

been generally maintained in their natural conditons, with trails, 

trailheads and pathways provided where feasible. While there is 

no need for additional open land, the City should continue to 

exploit opportunites to acquire open space as they arise, 

particularly in areas that contribute to the creation of a large 

open space system that connect parks and community 

destinations with trails and pathways. This approach supports a 

quality of life that is highly valued by Layton residents.   
 

DEVELOPMENT PRIORITIES 
 

In order to meet future park needs through buildout, gaps should be filled and future parks developed. This includes 

the 122 acres of proposed park land already obtained, and ten acres in Service Area Gap #6. Providing ten acres in 

Service Area Gap #6 should have the highest immediate priority.   

 

MINIMUM PARK STANDARDS 
 

In order to ensure existing and future parks meet community needs, minimum standards should be established for 

the two primary park types in Layton. These should reflect the needs and expectations of the public, as contained in 

the 2014 Park Survey and from the input received during the Public Scoping Meeting held in April 2014. The 

following is a summary of proposed minimum standards that reflect this input: 

 

Regional/Community Parks should include, space permitting, at least the following amenities: 

• All of the amenities found in Neighborhood Parks (see below), and 

• Specialty regional complexes or features, such as swimming pools, splash pads or sports complexes  

 

Neighborhood Parks should include, space permitting, at least the following amenities. 

• Trees 

• Picnic tables and benches 

• Drinking fountain 

• Grassy play areas 

• Playgrounds 

• Pavilions 

• Restrooms 

• Sport courts (basketball, volleyball, pickleball and tennis) 

• Sports fields (baseball, soccer, football and similar sports) 

• Connections to other trails and open space, provided through either multi-purpose trails, bike lanes, or 

bike route connections 

• Interior perimeter walking trails in parks 

 

All existing parks should be upgraded as necessary to meet the minimum requirements for amenities and features 

in parks. Future Parks should be designed and developed from the outset with amenities and features that meet the 

standard. Pocket parks vary greatly and should include some kind of amenity that is desired by the local community. 

 

PARK FACILITIES AND AMENITIES  
 

In order to help determine whether or not there are 

sufficient numbers of park amenities to provide the 

desired recreational opportunities expected by the 

public, the current facility numbers are compared to 

current population in Table 3.  Once the current ratio 

of facility to population was computed, City staff and 

recreation service providers reviewed the ratio and 

provided input on whether or not facilities were 

crowded, if there were times when activities could 

not be accommodated, and took into consideration 

input from residents and program providers.   

 

Based on that community-specific information, 

recommended service levels for amenities were 

developed.  In Table 3, the fifth column from the left 
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indicates the ratio of the number of facilities to the current population of 72,500, and the sixth column represents 

the Recommended Level of Service for Amenities as reflected by City staff and resident input.   

 

It should be noted that amenities that are available for public use at schools and private parks have been added to 

those available at public parks, as this combination is generally a better reflection of what is currently used by the 

public.  

 

Table 3: 

Exisiting and Recommended Amenity Service Levels 

 
 

 

 

The highest priorities for recreation amenities are trails for walking/hiking/biking and indoor swimming pools.  

Therefore, it appears that the development of additional swimming pools, and perhaps other water-related facilities 

including splash pads is in-line with the community’s expressed needs, and is reflected in Table 3. Other needs 

include additional softball and baseball fields and soccer/football/LaCrosse fields.    

To summarize, Layton is not a typical community, as demonstrated by the young age profile and large family size. 

This distinction is reflected in how recreation amenities have been prioritized and provided to date. Areas of the 

expressed desires of the community that are not currently being met should be improved to better address the 

current need and those in 2025 – most specifically swimming pools and water related activities and sports fields.   

 

Adjusting the types of amenities provided in the upcoming years is even more important when considering the fact 

that Layton is aging and maturing in-line with national trends, making the provision of recreational opportunities for 

older users increasingly important moving into the future.   

 

1 2 3 4 5 7 8 10

Facility

Public 

Quantity

School or 

Private 

Facility 

with 

Public Use

Total 

Supply

Current 

Layton 

City Level 

of Service 

by 

Amenity

Recomme

nded 

Level of 

Service for 

Amenities

2015 

Excess or 

Deficit                                   

(Plus or 

Minus)

2025 

Excess or 

Deficit                        

(Plus or 

Minus)

Softball/Baseball fields 16 15 31 2,339 2,200 -2 -7

Soccer/Football/LaCrosse 13 28 41 1,768 1,575 -5 -12

Basketball (Outdoor) 14 35 49 1,480 1,500 1 -7

Tennis 16 0 16 4,531 5,000 2 -1

Volleyball (Sand) 6 0 6 12,083 12,500 0 -1

Playgrounds 16 20 36 2,014 2,500 7 2

Swimming Pools 2 0 2 36,250 25,000 -1 -1

Splash Pad 1 0 1 72,500 25,000 -1 -2

Skate Park 1 0 1 72,500 40,000 0 -1

Pavilions 11 3 14 5,179 5,000 0 -2
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3-RECREATION & CULTURAL FACILITIES  
This chapter focuses on non-park1 Recreation Facilities and Cultural Facilities. Beginning with documentation and 

analysis of existing amenities, and followed by a review of events and programs currently available in the City. The 

chapter concludes with implementation priorities for future non-park recreational amenities, and options for 

enhancing cultural amenities and activities that build on strong traditions already established. Specific policies and 

cost implications are addressed in Chapters Five and Six.   

 

EXISTING PUBLIC RECREATION FACILITIES 
 

As described in greater detail in this chapter, Layton's existing non-park recreation facilities currently include the 

Surf n' Swim and the Gymnasiums at Legacy and Central Davis Junior High Schools. As mentioned previously, Layton 

City has strong cooperative agreements with the local school district which have helped to off-set costs and improve 

services.  A detailed description of the facilities and programs follows.   

 

SURF 'N SWIM 
This facility is owned by Layton City and is operated/managed through the Parks and Recreation Department. Surf 'n 

Swim is highlighted by a large wave pool/swimming pool that offers year round swimming opportunities, utilizing a 

removable "bubble" that is installed during winter months. The facility offers a wide range of activities, including 

"open wave", open swim, water aerobics and other programs, as detailed below: 

 

Open Wave: Public swim hours with waves. 

 

Open Swim: Public swim hours during the fall and winter months. Open swim allows students, school groups, teams 

and citizens an opportunity to splash, play and workout. 

  

Lap Swim - This program is offered on a daily basis and is 

geared toward all levels of swimmers interested in a great 

aquatic workout. The wave pool has an eight-lane lap 

swimming area that accommodates a large number of lap 

swimmers to take part during a single session. 

 

Water Aerobics - Offered year round, co-ed classes allow 

participants of all levels to take part and stay in shape. 

 

Deep Water Aerobics - This program involves water 

aerobics in deep water with the aid of a hydro-belt. 

Classes are held in the morning and evenings. 

 

Senior Water Exercise - This co-ed program is held in the morning hours to accommodate the needs of senior 

athletes, who are encouraged to work out at their own pace. 

 

                                                
1
 Amenities located in public parks and on school grounds are discussed in Chapter 2. 

Swimming Lessons - Red Cross certified classes are provided for swimmers of all ages and abilities, including Parent-

Tot up to Water Safety Instructor. Classes are offered throughout the year with weekday, weekend and year-round 

school programs available. 

 

Youth Swim Team (The Layton Surfers) – This U.S.A. Swimming sanctioned program is geared toward youth who are 

interested in a being part of a competitive swim club. The team ranges from age five to nineteen, and travels to 

many different locations to compete.  

 

High School Swim Teams – Local High Schools use of the facility for its swim team helps to offset the costs of 

maintaining the facility.   

 

Boy Scout Merit Badge Program – Taught during the fall and winter months, allowing local scouts to fulfill their 

merit badge requirements. 

 

In addition to water-based sports, the facility also offers the following activities and programs:   

 

Racquetball - Players of all ages can take part in lessons and tournaments throughout the year.  

 

Wallyball - a winter and spring league program for aficionados of this exciting sport that combines the best of 

volleyball and racquetball skills in a fast paced game.  

 

Sand Volleyball - Open play and tournaments are offered during summer months.  

 

American Red Cross Lifeguarding and Water Safety Instructor (WSI) Classes – Offered in the winter and spring. 

These classes certify individuals seeking to become lifeguards and/or swimming instructors.  
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Surf 'n Swim is essentially an outdoor water facility that has been modified to full-season operations through the use 

of the bubble. While this provides a great asset to the community, concern has been expressed regarding the 

sustainability of the bubble, and the high cost of heating the pool and spaces enclosed by the bubble during frigid 

winter months. Other concerns expressed include safety during acute wind and storm events, long-term efficacy of 

maintaining the aging facility in the long-term, and over-crowding of certain programs during peak use time (i.e. 

swim lessons, swim teams and morning lap swim.). 

 

JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL FACILITIES AND GYMNASIUMS 

An extension to Central Davis Junior High and Legacy Junior High School was implemented in 2002 and 2012 with 

the help of Layton City funding, resulting in the two largest school gymnasiums  in Davis County. Costing over $4 

million, these facilities are now used for both boys and girls gym classes during school hours, with a range of City-

sponsored athletic and sports programs available after hours. The joint-funding and maintentance provided by 

Layton City reflects the cooperative/shared use approach that has dominated recreation facility development by 

providing cost-effective access to recreational amenities and facilities that might otherwise be out of reach of the 

community.   

 

 

 

EXISTING PUBLIC RECREATION EVENTS, ACTIVITIES AND PROGRAMS 
 

In addition to the recreational facilities described above, Layton City hosts and sponsors a wide range of recreational 

events, activities and programs, many of which utilize existing facilities, most particularly various sports fields 

located in City parks and on public school grounds. Lacking a dedicated recreation center, indoor activities are 

hosted where best-suited and available, including the Surf 'n Swim/ Parks and Recreation Department offices, the 

shared City/school gymnasiums located at both Legacy Junior High and Central Davis Junior High, as well as various 

public buildings, school facilities and community sites and structures as appropriate and available. 

 

RECREATION PROGRAMS 
Layton City maintains the largest youth recreation programs in Davis County. A 

wide range of recreation activities are available for youth (boys/girls/coed) and 

adults (women/men/coed), as indicated in the accompanying list. Most of these 

activities are organized and coordinated by Layton City Parks and Recreation 

Department, with the exception of soccer, which is managed by local leagues 

such as the Layton AYSO and Utah Youth Soccer Association (UYSA), as they do 

an excellent job with those efforts.  Table 4 identifies the range of 

activities/events provided. 

 

This approach has worked fairly well to date, but there is some indication that 

public support for the establishment of one or more major public recreation 

facilities is rising, in part to stay abreast of the recreation services provided by 

other communities.  

 

 

 

 

 

Table 4: 

Summary of Existing Youth/Adult Recreation Programs and Special Events/Tournaments 

 
 

 

FAMILY RECREATION EVENTS AND ACTIVITIES  
The City's Parks and Recreation Department offers a range of frequent Family Recreation events, many on a 

recurring, annual basis. These community-wide events are intended to support families, promote community values, 

and encourage healthy lifestyles, complementing the range of other activities and programs offered at City parks 

and recreation facilities. The program is based on the age-tested notion that "the family that plays together stays 

together". A small sampling of some of the fun and light-hearted events that are offered follow: 

Youth Recreation Adult Recreation Special Events/Tournament/Leagues

Arts in the Park Hunter Safety All-Poly Football Camp

Babysitter Training Men’s Basketball Classic Race

Boys Baseball Softball Competition Baseball League

Cross Country Tennis Competition Baseball Tournaments

Fishing Club Volleyball Competition Basketball League

Flag Football Water Aerobics Competition Basketball Tournaments

Girls Softball Competition Soccer Tournaments

Gymnastics G.O. ‘n Play

Hunter Education Layton Marathon

Junior Jazz Basketball Liberty Days Fun Run

Skateboarding

Swimming

Tackle Football

Volleyball

Wrestling
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• Halloween Bash 

• Valentines Dance 

• Family Hay Rides 

• Turkey Bowl 

• Family Movie Night in the Park  

 

SPECIAL AMENITIES AND FACILITIES  
In addition to facilities and programs directly related to recreation and physical activities, other amenities are 

available that support public health and the well-being of the community. These include Central Branch Library, 

which is a Davis County owned and operated facility that opened in 1988 just south of Layton High School. The 

library is a full service facility with books, audio books, films, music, magazines, computer access and wi-fi. The Val A. 

and Edith D. Green Young Reader's Area is designed as a space where a child's imagination can take flight, 

encompassing a talking display case, copper birds and a large balloon mobile. A large adult area offers both work 

stations with electrical access and comfortable reading areas. Two conference rooms and a small auditorium are 

available. 

 

Although there are no senior centers in Layton, two facilities are located nearby in Clearfield and Kaysville, helping 

to meet the needs of Layton. Built in 1991, the Autumn Glow Senior Activity Center began serving seniors in the 

Layton, Kaysville, Fruit Heights, Farmington, and Centerville areas. Autumn Glow serves hot meals and more than 

120 home delivered meals each week day. The facility also offers a variety of classes, trips, activities, volunteer 

opportunities, entertainment and physical activities. The North Davis Senior Activity Center in Clearfield serves 

seniors in Clearfield, northern Layton, South Weber, Syracuse, Clinton, Sunset, and West Point, offering daily 

lunches, exercise, recreation, transportation, health screenings, nutritional supplements, and social services. There 

has been some interest in a new senior center to be developed in Layton, although such a decision ultimately rests 

with Davis County, which owns and supports most public senior centers. 

  

EXISTING POLICY – JOINT EFFORTS AND SHARED OPERATIONS 
Encouraging private organizations to provide market-rate recreational services exemplifies Layton City policy to 

date, which defers to private organizations and services whenever possible. This approach embraces the belief that 

private operators are well positioned to provide most services, saving municipal costs and reducing taxation in the 

process. Joint efforts with other public entities are preferred when public facilities are required, as exemplified by 

the positive relationships that have been formed with the Davis School District and the Davis Arts Council for 

providing key recreational and cultural amenities and programs. If public options are not available, joint efforts and 

shared operations with private operators are encouraged.  

 

EXISTING PRIVATE RECREATION FACILITIES 
 

Over 35 privately owned and managed gymnasiums and fitness clubs are located in Davis County, and at least eight 

are located in Layton City.  These provide for a range of workout and fitness opportunities, primarily for adults. 

There are also facilities specifically targeted for children.  Additionally, there are at least four gymnastics studios in 

the County.   

 

Three private golf courses serve the community:  Swan Lake Golf Course (9 holes), and two 18-hole courses at Sun 

Hill Golf Course and Valley View Golf Course.   

EXISTING CULTURAL FACILITIES AND PROGRAMS   
 

Layton City boasts a vibrant arts community. The City not only supports the arts, it is proactive in offering arts 

experiences and opportunities to a range of citizens and allied entities and organizations. For example, since 1995 

the City has donated the use of a municipally-owned building to house the Davis Arts Council offices, highlighting 

the collaborative spirit that has existed between these two groups since the Edward A. Kenley Centennial 

Amphitheater was built in Layton Commons Park. Each summer Davis Arts Council presents the “Summer Nights 

with the Stars”, providing a season of music, theatre, and dance through an eclectic mix of local, national, and 

international performers. The Arts Council also provides free programs and services, including the “Sunday Night 

Concert Series” at the amphitheater which is the largest running free concert series in the State. 

 

Existing Cultural Programs include: 

 

• Liberty Days  

• Layton FEST 

• Sounds of Freedom 

• Taste of the Town 

• Veteran’s Days Commemoration 

• Voices of Liberty  

• Pioneer Day Concert 

 

The City understands the importance of 

the arts and culture to the City's economic 

health and development, doing its fair 

share to ensure that new business is 

attracted to the City through consistent 

cultural programming at the amphitheater, 

by providing support for student 

productions and community festivals, and 

through the backing of visual art exhibits at the City's Heritage Museum.  

 

Layton City also recognizes the important role that arts and culture play in the "high quality life" of the community, 

making Layton a more energetic and enriching community in the process. As the City matures, arts and culture are 

likely to become even more important. 

 

The following is a list of some of the key cultural and arts facilities currently located within or in close proximity to 

the City. 

 

EDWARD A. KENLEY CENTENNIAL AMPHITHEATER 
In 1995, the Davis Arts Council partnered with Layton City, and corporate and private sponsors to build the beautiful 

Ed Kenley Centennial Amphitheater, which has hosted a multitude of arts events and performances ever since. The 

theater seats several hundred in reserved seats, in additon to many additional seats on the general admission lawn 

area at the upper reaches of the theater grounds. 
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HERITAGE MUSEUM OF LAYTON 
In 1972 a group of citizens formed a non-profit corporation to raise funds to establish a heritage museum, which 

was opened to the general public in August of 1980 at its current location in Layton Commons Park.  During the 

ensuing 35 years, the museum has been visited by thousands, with the heritage collection growing to include nearly 

3,000 artifacts, 4,000 historical photographs, 3,000 archival documents and numerous books. The museum currently 

sponsers school outreach programs and lectures of cultural importance. 

 

DAVIS ARTS COUNCIL  
As a strong partner of the Davis Arts Council, Layton City should continue to foster the established relationship. 

Cultural programming offered by the Davis Arts Council includes:   

 

• Performing Arts 

• School Outreach  

• Community Chamber Music  

 

Another idea is to focus on the community-based, grass-roots efforts such as Arts-in-the-Park and the Heritage 

Museum, taking these programs from low-cost/high impact programs to become iconic cultural programs that might 

serve the greater region.  

 

RECREATION AND CULTURAL NEEDS AND PRIORITIES  
 

One of the main objectives of the needs assessment is to understand where Layton City Parks and Recreation 

Department should focus their efforts. There appears to be a need for new or improved indoor and outdoor special 

event facilities, as indicted by public comments supporting a new, centralized recreation center. The public also 

supports the continued cooperative partnerships with private entities, citing Central Davis and Legacy Junior High 

Schools as good examples of minimizing costs and saving taxes while providing necessary recreation services.  

 

Recommended Recreation and Cultural Needs and Priorities focuses on an expanded scope of programming to 

include: 

• Non-sport Recreational Activities 

• Expanded Programming for Different Ages 

• Expanded Recreation Sports Programming 

• Senior Programs and Senior Fitness 

• Nature Programs/Environmental Education 

• Programs for Teens 

• Programs for People with Disabilities 

• Youth/Adult Arts and Crafts, Dance and Performing Arts 

• Arts Education & Learning 

• Community Arts 

• Folk & Traditional Arts 

• Literary Arts 

• Visual & Public Arts 

 

FUNDING RECREATION PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES 
 

None of the survey respondents indicated that facilities and programs should be maintained only with taxes, and 

that higher user fees and other funding options might be considered. It was also felt that user fees alone should pay 

for program maintenance of adult organized athletics, adult art, dance, performing arts, indoor space for small 

events, adult continuing education, and school break programs. Farmers markets and before-and-after school 

programs were also supported, although there was no clear indication of whether fees, taxes, or a combination of 

taxes and user fees should be used.  

 

Survey respondents indicated the highest service priorities should include programs for persons with disabilities, 

farmers markets, after school programs, volunteer opportunities, water fitness programs during school breaks, 

special athletic events, and community events among others.  

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

The City is interested in expanding and encouraging a wider range of arts and cultural events for the community.  

These might include traveling shows, arts festivals and events, the expansion of “Layton FEST”, development of 

sculpture and memorial gardens such as the recently designed “Vietnam Wall”.  The creation of an Arts Task Force 

that includes representatives from all of the arts and cultural interests could initiate a charrette or workshop to 

brain-storm ideas including potential programs and facilities, funding opportunities, partnerships, and to explore 

means of achieving the community’s desires and needs.  

 

Additional funding options should continue to be pursued, including the options listed in Chapter Five. Otherwise, 

the City should continue to build upon the long-standing and successful approach of cooperation, collaboration and 

cost-sharing with public and private partners to help meet future recreation and cultural amenity needs.  
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4-TRAILS 

Trails are an important part of the community and are highly desired by residents. They serve a broad public, 

including recreational walkers, joggers, and bicyclists, and those who use bicycles as a form of transportation to and 

from work, shopping, and school. Trails are also an important element of "Safe Routes to Schools" and connect 

neighborhoods to schools, park and recreation facilities, and other desired destinations. 

 

EXISTING TRAILS AND BIKE LANES/ROUTES 
 

Layton's system includes trails which are paved or unpaved, and are typically found in open spaces, parks, and 

undeveloped natural areas.  The other component of the system are bike lanes and routes that are either striped on 

the roadway or signed for joint vehicle and bicycle use.   

 

As illustrated in Table 5, there are over 115 miles  of trails, bike lanes and bike routes in Layton at present or 

proposed. Approximately one-quarter of these facilities currently exist, with the remaining 75 percent  proposed for 

future development.  About 35 percent of the proposed Layton trail and bike system will be multi-use paved trails, 

and 64 percent of new trails is dedicated to on-road bike routes and lanes. The remaining one percent adds an 

additional mile to the unpaved Bonneville Shoreline Trail. Existing and proposed trails are indicated on all of the 

maps. 

 

Table 5: 

Exisiting and Proposed Trails and Bike Routes 

 
 

 

 

 

TRAIL TYPES 
 

As described in the following list, three types of trails facilities serve specific roles within the Layton City trail system: 

 

MULTI-USE PAVED TRAILS 
• Linked trails for both recreation and transportation. 

• Support biking, walking, skateboards/rollerblades, and equestrian use where appropriate. Motorized use is 

not permitted.  

• Provide safe routes to schools, employment areas and commercial centers. 

• Enhanced with landscaping, fences, signs, benches and other features for comfort and safety. 

• Publicly owned and permanently protected.  

• Paved trail with shoulders, separated from adjacent roads. 

• Ramps, mild grades and other features designed for maximum accessibility.   

• Typical 10’ minimum width with 2 foot wide road base shoulder on each side. 

 

UNPAVED TRAILS 

• Trails for recreation, may connect to major trail systems, depending on location. 

• Support hiking, mountain biking, and equestrian use where appropriate. Motorized use is not permitted. 

• Minimal enhancements except to protect the natural resource. 

• Publicly owned and permanently protected.  

• Unpaved, often rugged trail through open space areas. 

• Regional connectors, typically. 

• May contain elements and slopes that hinder accessibility. 

• Minimum 2’ width when single-track, size and siting vary by location and topography. 

 

BIKE LANES AND ROUTES 

• On-Street Striped Bicycle Lanes – paved, striped bicycle lane adjacent to the traffic lane on the roadway, a 

minimum of 4' in width, designed to meet AASHTO standards. 

• On-Street Signed Bicycle Routes – paved travel path on the existing roadway which is signed for joint use, 

but has no designated use area.  Bicyclists travel with vehicular traffic and share the roadway. 

 

SURVEY RESULTS & SCOPING MEETING INPUT – RESIDENT USE & SUPPORT FOR TRAILS 
 

According to the survey, the most important recreation amenities are walking/running and biking trails. The majority 

of respondents prioritized the construction of new walking, hiking and biking trails and the purchase of land for 

regional trails. The first, second, and third most important actions for households was the construction of new 

walking, hiking and biking trails. This was supported by the public comment received during the scoping meeting, 

which focused on pedestrian safety and safe crossings.   

 

Pedestrian crossing at Highway 89 was mentioned in particular, as even traffic light crossings are perceived as 

dangerous by many residents.  It was noted that UDOT has proposed three pedestrian overpasses along the highway 

route, in order to overcome the long fence on the east side of Highway 89, making it easier to access the Bonneville 

Shoreline Trail further to the east.  

EXISTING TRAILS AND BIKE LANES/ROUTES MILES

Existing Multi-Use Paved Trails 13.24

Existing UnpavedTrails 6.86

Existing Bike Lanes 2.91

Existing Bike Routes 4.09

Subtotal 27.10

PROPOSED TRAILS AND BIKE LANES/ROUTES MILES

Proposed Multi-Use Paved Trails 31.81

Proposed Unpaved Trails 0.91

Proposed Bike Lanes 30.68

Proposed Bike Routes 24.85

Subtotal 88.25

TOTAL MILES 115.35
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Additional priority crossings mentioned by the public include Hobbs Creek, Gentile Street and Oak Hills Drive at 

Highway 89.  Existing and proposed concrete barriers that are replacing the fences along Highway 89 are also 

concerns, with many expressing the desire for a grade-separated crossing at such locations. The establishment of 

pedestrian overpasses or underpasses could increase the safety of pedestrians and bikers while providing direct 

access to Bonneville Shoreline Trail at established trailheads, effectively linking the City trail system on both sides of 

the heavily-trafficked highway. 

 

TRAIL SYSTEM CONCEPT – A TEN YEAR PRIORITY 
 

According to the Draft Parks and 

Recreation Element of the Layton City 

General Plan 2010, a clear concept of 

the trails network exists, dating back to 

the 1970 Davis County Layton City 

Master Plan, which recommended the 

addition of a linear park and trails 

along Kay's Creek to link Layton 

Commons Park to the nearby Civic 

Center complex. Since that time the 

trail vision has expanded, which now 

envisions a comprehensive system that 

connects the City's neighborhoods and 

which offers new dimensions in 

mobility that are both affordable and 

convenient.  

 

In addition to the 114 miles of existing and proposed trails and bike lanes/routes already identified, five additonal 

miles of trails are located within existing parks and open space sites, bringing the total of existing and proposed 

trails and bike routes to nearly 120 miles.  

 

PRIORITY TRAILS 

In order to help ensure that the vision for a comprehensive system is fullfilled, the missing trail segments have been 

identified as a Priority Trail System. As illustrated in Map 4, the priority trails are subdivided into three sub-

categories, each reflecting the primary trail function the missing segments will provide, as follow: 

 

• Regional Transportation Trails 

• Recreatonal Trials 

• Inner-City Connecting Trails. 

 

In order to ensure the vision is realized, the missing segments should be implemented as soon as possible. Critical 

bridges/underpasses at Highway 89 and new trailheads/access points are essential elements of the system, and 

shouldbe developed by UDOT, which is responsible for improvements to Highway 89. 

 

As illustrated in Map 4, Kay's Creek Trail forms the east/west spine of the Layton trail system, connecting other trails 

along the route, including the Bonneville Shoreline Trail to the east with the Great Salt Lake Shorelands Trail to the 

west. The Davis Weber Canal trail joins Kay’s Creek Trail near Fairfield Road and the Utah Power and Light Corridor 

Trail links with it near the southwestern edge of the City, both providing critical regional transoportation 

connections with other trails to the north and south. The Priority Trail system also includes bike lanes along Sun Hills 

Trail, which will help link the surrounding isolated neighborhood with nearby parks and recreation amenities; the 

Heritage Urban Trail, the East Gordon Trail, the Andy Adams Reservoir Trail, 2700 Boulevard Trail, East Gate Trail, 

Layton Hills Trail, the Holmes Creek Reservoir Trail, and an additional proposed park perimeter trail at Adams 

Reservoir. The total length of this system is 32 miles.  

 

There are also over 86 miles of bicycle 

lanes and routes planned within the City. 

These facilities generally meet the needs 

of a growing population through 2025 , 

and should be developed as envisioned, 

thus representing a more connected and 

complete trail and bicycle system for the 

future. 
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5-ACQUISITION AND CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
 

Several priorities have been identified in this plan, which now need to be refined and ranked in order of importance 

so projects can begin as soon as possible.  The specific development priorities identified in this plan are restated 

below. 

 

PARK AND OPEN SPACE DEVELOPMENT PRIORITIES 
 

1. Meeting 2015 Park Needs:   

 Acquire and Develop 10 Acres of Park Land in Gap Area #6.   

• This can consist of a single, minimum 10-acre park site, or 2-3 smaller parks, depending on the availability of 

land.  

 

2. Meeting 2025 Park Needs:   

 To meet the desired level of service outlined we would need to develop 58 acres of the 122 acres of currently 

proposed park land. 

 

3. Meeting Needs at Buildout in 2050: 

 To meet the desired level of service outlined we would need to develop 63 acres of 122 acres of park land 

currently proposed for development. In other words, currently proposed park land is adequate for meeting 

the long-term needs of the city. 

 

4. Minimum Park Standards 

 In order to ensure that existing and future parks meet community needs, minimum standards should be 

established for the two park types, as follow: 

 

 Regional/Community Parks should include, space permitting, at least the following amenities. 

• All of the amenities found in Neighborhood Parks (see below). 

• Specialty regional complexes or features, such as swimming pools, splash pads or sports complexes  

 

 Neighborhood Parks should include, space permitting, at least the following amenities. 

• Trees. 

• Picnic tables and benches. 

• Drinking fountain 

• Grassy play areas 

• Playgrounds 

• Other small scale amenities such as pavilions and shade structures 

• Restrooms 

• Sport courts (basketball, volleyball and tennis) 

• Sports fields (baseball, soccer, football and similar sports) 

• Connections to other trails, open space, and regional trails provided through either multi-trails, bike 

lanes, or bike route connections. 

• Interior perimeter walking trails in parks. 

 

5. Upgrade Existing Parks to Meet Minimum Requirements for Amenities and Features in Parks.  

 

6. Design and Develop Future Parks from the outset with amenities and features that meet the established 

standard, and consult local neighborhoods on desired amenities. 

 

7.  Continue to provide for Maintenance and Equipment Replacement at Existing Parks. 

 

RECREATION AND CULTURAL FACILITIES DEVELOPMENT PRIORITIES 

The City should continue to build upon the long-standing and successful approach of cooperation, collaboration and 

cost-sharing with the public and private partners for meeting the future recreation and cultural amenity needs. 

Additional funding and a variety of funding options should continue to be explored and aggressively pursued. 

Immediate priority areas for recreation and cultural programs and facilities are listed below. 

 

• Senior programming / center 

• Community center  

• Athletic fields / complex 

• Swimming pool / lane space 

• Gymnasium (indoor courts) 

• Fieldhouse (indoor fields) 

• Indoor theater 

 

TRAILS AND BIKE LANE/ROUTE DEVELOPMENT PRIORITIES 
 

Trail and bike lane/route priorities include the following : 

 

1. Implement the Layton Trail Concept as illustrated in Map 4 and consisting of 32 miles which includes various 

trailheads, access points and roadway bridges.  

 

2. Implement all 55.53 miles of proposed bicycle lanes and routes that are curently proposed by 2025.  

 

3. Develop trails as opportunities present themselves. 

 

 

DEVELOPMENT AND FUNDING PRIORITIES 
 

UPGRADING EXISTING PARKS 
Many existing parks in Layton do not meet the recommended standards for amenities.  While it is not practical to 

completely realize gaps in certain amenties and facilities, an annual budget should be initiated to facilitate essential 

improvements during the next 10 years. Key amenites to be addressed and preliminary costs are indicated in Table 

6. The estimated cost to upgrade existing parks is $330,000 dollars. In order to accomplish the improvements within 

10 years, an approximate annual budget amount of $33,500 is required, in 2015 dollars. 
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DEVELOPING NEW NEIGHBORHOOD AND COMMUNITY PARKS 
 

In order to meet the proposed LOS 4.94, the costs of land acquisition and development need to considered. The 

following is an assessment of these needs today (2015), in ten years (2025) and at projected build-out (2050). 

 

To Meet the The Existing Need in 2015 

To meet the need in 2015, ten acres of park land are required to fill Gap #6 (see Map 3). Attempts should be taken 

to identify a single, minimum 10-acre park, as desired by the community.  

 

Estimated acquisition costs in 2015 dollars is $120,000 per acre, or $1.2 million dollars. An average per-acre cost of 

$140,000 per acre for park development was applied, resulting in estimated development costs of $1.4 million 

dollars. All estimates are in 2015 dollars.  

 

To Maintain the Proposed LOS from 2015 to 2025 

To meet the need in 2025, 58-acres of park land is currently available. Using $140,000 per acre cost to develop those 

parks, approximately $8.1 million is required, in 2015 dollars.. 

 

To Maintain the Proposed LOS Standard to Projected Build-out (2050) 

Sixty three acres of park land are currently available to meet long-term needs in 2050. Using $140,000 per acre for 

development, approximately $8.8 million dollars will be required, in 2015 dollars. 

 

COSTS TO UPGRADE EXISTING PARKS AND DEVELOP NEW  PARKS 
Table 6 provides more detail on the facilities within existing parks that are needed to bring those parks up to 

minimum standard, which is estimated at $335,000 in 2015 dollars. 

 

As illustrated in Table 7, the total cost to upgrade existing parks, to purchase land and develop a new 10-acre park in 

Service Gap #6, and to develop park land required to maintain the desired LOS through 2025 is approximately eleven 

million dollars at today’s rates. Costs through buildout in 2050 raise the total figure to approximately twenty million 

dollars at 2015 values. 

 

Table 6:  Upgrading Existing Parks to Minimum Standards  

 
 

Table 7:  Total Cost to Upgrade Existing Community Parks 

and Develop New Parks  

 
 

DEVELOPING NEW TRAILS AND BIKE LANES/ROUTES 
 

In order for the proposed trail concept to become a reality, Layton City will need to add about 31 miles of paved 

trails. Since the route types have not been determined, the estimated cost of $20,000 per mile has been used for 

determining costs.  One mile of Bonneville Shoreline Trail (unpaved) is also planned.  

 

A total of 13 new trailheads are also assumed, which should be developed as soon as possible. Trailhead costs 

shown assume parking and signing as a standard, with restrooms being added to two of the planned trailheads. 

 

COSTS TO DEVELOP NEW TRAILS AND TRAILHEADS 
As illustrated in Table 8, the estimated cost to develop the proposed trails and trailheads is approximately $3.7 

million dollars. The estimated cost for developing 53 miles of bike lanes and routes is an additional $1.1 million 

dollars, although this figure was not included in the total, as such facilities are often jointly funded in partnership 

with other agencies.  

 

Table 8:  Cost to Develop New Trails & Trailheads 

 
 

COST TO MAINTAIN PARKS AND REPLACE MAINTENANCE EQUIPMENT  
 

In the 2014 Needs Assessment Survey, City residents made it clear that park maintenance is a high priority. They 

value their parks and recreation facilities and strongly desire amenities that are well maintained. In an effort to meet 

these expectations, the Parks and Recreation Department is continuously searching for better ways to more 

effectively maintain these facilities, through increased efficiencies, implementation of new and cost-effective 

technologies, and through better utilization of existing capital resources.  

 

As illustrated in Table 9, there is particular need to replace aged and failing playground equipment and parking lots, 

and to upgrade maintenance equipment to help stay abreast of future needs. The table provides an estimate for 

achieving this goal over a ten year period (2015 to 2025) at approximately $1.6 million dollars in 2015 dollars, which 

PARK UPGRADE  UPGRADE COST

Athletic Field Basketball Open Play Area Park Furnishings Pavilion Playground Restroom Tennis Trees Volleyball Walking Trail

REGIONAL/COMMUNITY PARK

Ellison Park No $0.00 No No No No  No No No No No No No

Layton Commons Park No $0.00 No No No No No No No No* No No No

NEIGHBORHOOD PARK

Andy Adams Park Yes $140,000.00 No Yes No No No No No No No Yes Yes

Chapel St. Park No $0.00 No No No No No No No No No No No

Chelsie Meadows Park No $0.00 No No No No No No No No No No No

Greyhawk Park No $0.00 No No No No No No No No No No No

Legacy Park Yes $25,000.00 No No No No No No No No No Yes No

Oak Forest Park Yes $140,000.00 No Yes No No No No No No No Yes Yes

Sandridge Park Yes $5,000.00 No No No Yes No No No No No No No

Vae View Park Yes $25,000.00 No No No No No No No No No Yes No

Woodward Park No $0.00 No No No No No No No No No No No

POCKET PARK

Camelot Park No $0.00 No No No No No No No No No No No

Veterans Park No $0.00 No No No No No No No No No No No

Whispering Willow Park No $0.00 No No No No No No No No No No No

TOTAL AMOUNTS NEEDED $335,000.00 1 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 4 2

* School Field Accessible 

UPGRADING EXISTING PUBLIC PARKS TO MINIMUM STANDARDS 

BASIC AMENITIES NEEDED

Cost to Upgrade Existing Parks $335,000

Cost to Develop one new 10-acre park $1,400,000

Cost to Purchase land for one new 10-acre park $1,200,000

Cost to Develop New Parks to Desired LOS $8,120,000

TOTAL COST $11,055,000

TYPE UNIT COST QTY. TOTAL

Trail - Paved (10' wide + 2' wide shoulders) Mile ($24 / linear foot) $130,000.00 13 $1,690,000.00

Trail - Unpaved (5' wide) Mile ($15 / linear foot) $80,000.00 1 $80,000.00

Trailhead w/ Bathroom Each $150,000.00 2 $300,000.00

Trailhead Each $150,000.00 11 $1,650,000.00

TOTAL $3,720,000.00

Bike Lane/Route* Each $20,000.00 53 $1,060,000.00

*These costs are shared with other agencies and are therefore not included in total costs above
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is at an annual cost will range from approximately $45,000 to $250,000. Securing these funds is a priority of this 

plan, as it will help ensure that existing parks and recreation facilities meet an acceptable operational standard. 

 

Table 9:  Cost to Maintain Parks and Replace Maintenance Equipment 

 

 

ESTABLISHING PRIORITIES FOR FUNDING 
 

Determining priorities for funding is always a challenge for communities with limited resources and diverse 

community-identified needs.  Some considerations in making priorities should include: 

 

• Concerns for life and safety,  

• On-going maintenance of existing facilities to protect the City’s investments, and 

• New development needs. 

 

 

 

EXISTING FUNDING SOURCES 

 
The following are funding sources currently available for implementing the plan recommendations: 

 

• General Funds = funds that come through government taxes such as property, sales, and utilities that is 

divided up as the City see fit. 

• Park Improvement Funds = fess assessed with new development to provide same level of service in 

parks as the City grows. 

• Enterprise Funds = mechanism where governments charges fees for programs and services and then 

uses the money to pay for those services. 

 

FUNDING OPTIONS AND OPPORTUNITIES FOR LARGE PROJECTS 
 

GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS 
Overview of General Obligation Bonds 

 

The lowest interest cost financing for any local government is typically through the levying of taxes for issuance of 

General Obligation Bonds.  General Obligation Bonds, commonly referred to as “G.O. Bonds,” are secured by the 

unlimited pledge of the taxing ability of the District, sometimes called a “full faith and credit” pledge. Because G.O. 

bonds are secured by and repaid from property taxes, they are generally viewed as the lowest credit risk to bond 

investors.  This low risk usually translates into the lowest interest rates of any municipal bond structure. 

 

Under the Utah State Constitution, any bonded indebtedness secured by property tax levies must be approved by a 

majority of voters in a bond election called for that purpose.  Currently, bond elections may only be held twice each 

year; either on the third Tuesday following the third Monday in June (the date of any primary elections) or on the 

November general election date. 

 

If the recreation improvements being considered for funding through a G.O. bond has broad appeal to the public 

and proponents are willing to assist in the promotional efforts, G.O. bonds for recreation projects can meet with 

public approval. However, since some constituents may not view them as essential-purpose facilities for a local 

government or may view the government as competing with the private sector, obtaining positive voter approval 

may be a challenge. 

 

It should also be noted that a G.O. bond election, if successful, would only cover the financing of capital 

expenditures for the facility. Facility revenues and/or other City funds would still be needed to pay for the operation 

and maintenance expenses of the facilities. 

 

State law limitations on the amount of General Obligation indebtedness for this type of facility are quite high with 

the limit being four percent of a City’s taxable value.  Pursuant to state law the debt must be structured to mature in 

forty years or less, but practically the City would not want to structure the debt to exceed the useful life of the 

facility. 

 

Advantages of G.O. bonds: 

• Lowest interest rates  

• Lowest bond issuance costs 

                     YEAR

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 T0TAL

PLAYGROUND REPLACEMENT

Layton Commons Park (Large playground) $0 $0 $130,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $130,000

Layton Commons Park (Small playground) $0 $0 $0 $0 $40,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $40,000

Chapel Street Park $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $130,000 $0 $0 $0 $130,000

Woodward Park $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $120,000 $0 $0 $120,000

Oak Forest Park $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Camelot Park $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Chelsie Meadows Park $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Vae View Park $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Sandridge Park $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Andy Adams Park $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Legacy Park $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Greyhawk Park $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Ellison Park $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Sub-total $0 $0 $130,000 $0 $40,000 $0 $130,000 $120,000 $0 $0 $420,000

PARKING LOT MAINTENANCE

Oak Forest Park $0 $60,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $60,000

Vae View Park $0 $0 $0 $35,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $35,000

Chapel Street Park $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $35,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $35,000

Andy Adams Park $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $35,000 $0 $0 $35,000

Layton Commons Park $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $35,000 $35,000

Chelsie Meadows Park $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Woodward Park $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Sandridge Park $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Ellison Park $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Greyhawk Park $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Camelot Park $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Legacy Park $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Sub-total $0 $60,000 $0 $35,000 $0 $35,000 $0 $35,000 $0 $35,000 $200,000

EQUIPMENT REPLACEMENT

Pickup Truck $0 $45,250 $45,250 $45,250 $45,250 $45,250 $45,250 $45,250 $45,250 $45,250 $407,250

Large Mower $0 $85,000 $0 $85,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $170,000

Dump Truck $0 $0 $110,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $110,000

Small Mower $0 $14,000 $0 $14,000 $0 $14,000 $0 $14,000 $0 $14,000 $70,000

Backhoe $0 $0 $0 $0 $53,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $53,000

Bucket Truck $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $100,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $100,000

Sand Pro $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $17,000 $0 $0 $0 $17,000

Mini Excavator $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $49,550 $0 $0 $49,550

Sub-total $0 $204,250 $155,250 $179,250 $98,250 $194,250 $62,250 $143,800 $45,250 $94,250 $976,800

TOTAL BY YEAR $0 $264,250 $285,250 $214,250 $138,250 $229,250 $192,250 $298,800 $45,250 $129,250

GRAND TOTAL $1,596,800
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• If approved, a new ‘revenue’ is identified to pay for the capital cost 

 

Disadvantages of G.O. bonds: 

• Timing issues; limited dates to hold required G.O. election 

• Risk of a “no” vote while still incurring costs of holding a bond election 

• Can only raise taxes to finance bonds through election process to pay for physical facilities, not ongoing or 

additional operation and maintenance expense.  This would have to be done through a separate truth-in-

taxation tax increase. 

 

SALES TAX REVENUE BONDS 
Overview of Sales Tax Revenue Bonds 

Several years ago Utah state law was amended to allow municipalities to issue debt secured by a pledge of their 

sales tax receipts.  Sales tax revenue bonds have been well received in the markets and may be used for a wide 

variety of municipal capital projects, including recreation facilities.  State law limits the amount of sales tax revenue 

bonds that may be issued by a community.  Under current law, the total annual debt service on all sales tax revenue 

bonds issued by a City may not exceed 80 percent of the sales tax revenues received by the City in the preceding 

fiscal year.  Also, due to the facts that (1) most cities rely heavily on their sales tax revenues for their operations; and 

(2) local governments have very little control over the sales tax revenue source; the financial markets will typically 

only allow an issuer to utilize approximately one-half of the revenues available as a pledge toward debt service as 

they require minimum debt service coverage covenants of two times revenues to debt costs. 

 

Additionally, due to most Cities’ reliance on sales tax revenues for general operations, unless the City has additional 

revenue sources that can be devoted to repayment of the bonds, or is anticipating a spike in sales tax revenues due 

to new large retail businesses locating in the City, existing sales tax revenues would have to be diverted to repay the 

bonds.   

 

Utah local government sales tax revenue bonds are very well regarded in the bond market and will generally trade 

within five to fifteen basis points of where the City’s General Obligation Bond debt would price.  

 

Advantages of Sales Tax Revenue Bonds: 

• Relatively low interest rates  

• No vote required  

 

Disadvantages of Sales Tax Revenue Bonds: 

• Utilizes existing City funds with no new revenue source identified 

• Somewhat higher financing costs than G.O. Bonds 

 

SPECIAL ASSESSMENT AREAS 
Overview of Special Assessment Areas (SAA) 

Formerly known as Special Improvement Districts or (SIDs), a Special Assessment Area (SAA) provides a means for a 

local government to designate an area as benefited by an improvement and levy an assessment to pay for the 

improvements.  The assessment levy is then pledged to retire the debt incurred in constructing the project.   

 

While not subject to a bond election as General Obligation bonds require, SAAs may not, as a matter of law, be 

created if 50 percent or more of the property owners subject to the assessment, weighted by method of 

assessment, within the proposed SAA, protest its creation.  Politically, most City Councils would find it difficult to 

create an SAA if even 20-30 percent of property owners oppose the SAA.  If created, the City’s ability to levy an 

assessment within the SAA provides a sound method of financing although it will be at interest rates higher than 

other types of debt that the City could consider issuing.  

The underlying rationale of an SAA is that those who benefit from the improvements will be assessed for the costs.  

For a project such as a recreation facility, which by definition is intended to serve all residents of the community, 

and in this case possibly serve multiple communities, it would be difficult to make a case for excluding any 

residential properties from being assessed, although commercial property would have to be evaluated with bond 

counsel.  The ongoing annual administrative obligations related to an SAA would be formidable even though state 

law allows the City to assess a fee to cover such administrative costs.  Special Assessment notices are mailed out by 

the entity creating the assessment area and are not included as part of the annual tax notice and collection process 

conducted by the County. 

 

If an SAA is used, the City would have to decide on a method of assessment (i.e. per residence, per acre, by front-

footage, etc.) which is fair and equitable to both residential and commercial property owners. 

 

This ability to utilize this mechanism by cities joined together under an inter-local cooperative would need to be 

explored with legal counsel.  There are a number of issues that would need to be considered such as ownership of 

the facility and a local government can only assess property owners within its proper legal boundaries. 

 

Advantages of SAA Bonds: 

• Assessments provide a ‘new’ revenue source to pay for the capital expense  

• No general vote required (but those assessed can challenge the creation) 

Disadvantages of SAA Bonds: 

• Higher financing costs 

• Significant administration costs for a City-Wide Assessment area  

 

Note – Due to the costs of administering a City-Wide SAA and given that special assessments cannot be deducted 

from income taxes, but property taxes can, it seems more rational to seek for G.O. election approval rather than form 

a City-Wide SAA. 

 

LEASE REVENUE BONDS 
Overview of Lease Revenue Bonds 

One financing option which, until the advent of sales tax revenue bonds, was frequently used to finance recreation 

facilities is a Lease Revenue Bond issued by the Local Building Authority (formerly Municipal Building Authority) of 

the City.  This type of bond would be secured by the recreation center property and facility itself, not unlike real 

property serving as the security for a home mortgage.  Lease revenue bonds are repaid by an annual appropriation 

of the lease payment by the City Council.  Generally this financing method works best when used for an essential 

public facility such as City halls, police stations and fire stations.  Interest rates on a lease revenue bond would likely 

be 15 to 30 basis points higher than on sales tax revenue bonds depending on the market’s assessment of the 

“essentiality” of the facility. 

 

Financial markets generally limit the final maturity on this type of issue to the useful life of the facility and state law 

limits the term of the debt to a maximum of forty years.  As the City is responsible to make the lease payments, the 

financial markets determine the perceived willingness and ability of the City to make those payments by a thorough 

review of the City’s General Fund monies.   

 

As this type of bond financing does not generate any new revenue source, the City Council will still need to identify 

revenue sources sufficient to make the lease payments to cover the debt service.   
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Creative use of this option could be made with multiple local governments, each of which could finance their portion 

through different means – one could use sales tax, another could issue G.O. bonds, etc. 

 

Advantages of Lease Revenue Bonds: 

• No general vote required 

• No specific revenue pledge required   

 

Disadvantages of Lease Revenue Bonds: 

• Higher financing costs than some other alternatives 

• No ‘new’ revenue source identified to make up the use of general fund monies that will be utilized to make 

the debt service payment  

 

CREATION OF A SPECIAL SERVICE DISTRICT 
Recreation Special Service District 

A City, or several cities via inter-local agreement, can create a Recreation District charged with providing certain 

services to residents of the area covered by the District.  A Special District has the ability to levy a property tax 

assessment on residents of the District to pay for both the bond debt service and O&M.  It should be noted that the 

City already has the ability to levy, subject to a bond election and/or the truth-in-taxation process, property taxes.  

The creation of a Recreation Special Service District serves to separate its designated functions from those of the 

City by creating a separate entity with its own governing body.  However, an additional layer of government may not 

be the most cost effective. 

  
“Creative Financings”:  Non-traditional sources of funding may be used in order to minimize the amount that needs 

to be financed via the issuance of debt.  The City’s approach should be to utilize community support for fund-raising 

efforts, innovative sources of grants, utilization of naming rights/donations, partnership opportunities involving 

other communities and the private sector, together with cost-sharing arrangements with school districts.  To the 

extent debt must be incurred to complete the financing package, alternative bonding structures, as discussed above, 

should be evaluated in order to find the optimal structure based on the financial resources of the City.      

 

FUNDING OPTIONS AND OPPORTUNITIES FOR SMALLER PROJECTS 
 

PRIVATE FUNDS 
Private and Public Partnerships 

The Parks and Recreation Department or a group of communities acting cooperatively, and a private developer or other 

government or quasi-government agency may often cooperate on a facility that services the public, yet is also attractive 

to an entrepreneur or another partner.  These partnerships can be effective funding opportunities for special use sports 

facilities like baseball complexes or soccer complexes; however, they generally are not feasible when the objective is to 

develop community parks that provide facilities such as playgrounds, informal playing fields, and other recreational 

opportunities that are generally available to the public free of charge.   A recreation center, community center, or 

swimming/water park is also potentially attractive as a private or public partnership. 

 

Private Fundraising 

While not addressed as a specific strategy for individual recreation facilities, it is not uncommon for public monies to be 

leveraged with private donations.  Private funds will most likely be attracted to high-profile facilities such as a swimming 

complex or sports complex, and generally require aggressive promotion and management on behalf of the park and 

recreation department or City administration. 

 

Service Organization Partners  

Many service organizations and corporations have funds available for park and recreation facilities.  Local Rotary Clubs, 

Kiwanis Clubs, and other service organizations often combine resources to develop park and recreation facilities.  Other 

for-profit organizations such as Home Depot and Lowes are often willing to partner with local communities in the 

development of playground and other park and recreation equipment and facilities. Again, the key is a motivated 

individual or group who can garner the support and funding desired. 

 

Joint Development Partnerships 

Joint development opportunities may also occur between municipalities and among agencies or departments within a 

municipality.   Cooperative relationships between cities and counties are not uncommon, nor are partnerships between 

cities and school districts.  Often, small cities in a region are able to cooperate and pool resources for recreation projects.  

There may be other opportunities as well which should be explored whenever possible in order to maximize recreation 

opportunities and minimize costs.  In order to make these kinds of opportunities happen, there must be on-going and 

constant communication between residents, governments, business interests, and others. 

 

LOCAL FUNDING SOURCES 
RAMP Taxes 

Many communities or counties have initiated and voted in favor of Recreation, Arts, Museum & Parks taxes which have 

been very effective in raising funds in initiating and completing recreation, trails, and arts projects.  They are generally 

administered by a municipality or county, which receives one penny for every $10.00 purchase, and redistributes 

the funds to qualified parks, recreation cultural organizations and events, which illustrates the types of uses that 

have been funded by RAMP Taxes in Davis County in recent years: 

 
- Playing Fields 

- Walking, biking, equestrian and cross-country trails 

- Neighborhood parks and pathways 

- Swimming pools and aquatic centers 

- Community recreation centers 

- Multi-cultural and arts festivals 

- Dance, theatre and music activities and performances 

- Literary outreach programs 

- Publicly owned tennis, basketball and skating facilities 

 
A RAMP tax is not something the City Council can enact. It has to be voted on by the citizens of the community.  At 

present Layton City does not have a RAMP Tax in place, although a RAMP Tax initiative is slated to be placed on the 

ballot in November 2015.  If the RAMP tax is approved this fall, Layton residents would not see projects started until 

about a year after the election, once enough revenues have accrued. 

 

Park and Recreation Impact Fees 

The City has an impact fee program for park and recreation projects which is being updated. Impact fees can be used by 

communities to offset the cost of public parks and facilities needed to serve future residents and new development.   
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Impact fees are especially useful in areas of rapid growth.  They help the community to maintain a current level of 

service as new development puts strain on existing facilities.  It assures that new development pays its proportionate 

share to maintain quality of life expectations for its residents. 

 

Dedications and Development Agreements 

The dedication of land for parks, and park development agreements has long been an accepted development 

requirement and is another valuable tool for implementing parks.  The City can require the dedication of park land 

through review of projects such as Planned Unit Developments (PUDs).  Layton City has received park dedications and 

trails easements in the past and should continue the practice. 

 

Special Taxes or Fees 

Tax revenue collected for special purposes may be earmarked for park development.  For instance, the room tax applied 

to hotel and motel rooms in the City could be earmarked for parks, recreation, and trails development but is generally 

earmarked for tourism-related projects.   

 

Community Development Block Grants 

Community Development Block Grants (CDBG) can be used for park development in areas of the City that qualify as low 

and moderate income areas. CDBG funds may be used to upgrade parks, purchase new park equipment, and improve 

accessibility (Americans with Disabilities Act).  Additionally, CDBG funds may be used for projects that remove barriers to 

access for the elderly and for persons with severe disabilities. 

User Fees  

User fees may be charged for reserved rentals on park pavilions and for recreation programs.  These fees should be 

evaluated to determine whether or not they are appropriate.  A feasibility study may be needed to acquire the 

appropriate information before making decisions and changes.  

 

Redevelopment Agency Funds 

Generally, Redevelopment Agency (RDA) Funds are available for use in redevelopment areas.  As new RDA areas are 

identified and developed, tax increment funds generated can, at the discretion of the City, be used to fund park 

acquisition and development. 

 

STATE AND FEDERAL PROGRAMS 
The availability of these funds may change annually depending on budget allocations at the state or federal level.  It 

is important to check with local representatives and administering agencies to find out the current status of funding.  

Many of these programs are funded by the Federal government and administered by local State agencies.   

 

Land and Water Conservation Fund  

This Federal money is made available to States, and in Utah is administered by the Utah State Division of Parks and 

Recreation.  Funds are matched with local funds for acquisition of park and recreation lands, redevelopment of older 

recreation facilities, trails, accessibility improvements, and other recreation programs /facilities that provide close-

to-home recreation opportunities for youth, adults, senior citizens, and persons with physical and mental 

disabilities.   

 

 

 

 

MAP-21 Current (Replaces SAFETEA-LU)2 

The recently enacted Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21) includes a number of substantial 

changes to the transportation enhancement (TE) activities defined in Title 23. The activities are now termed 

“transportation alternatives,” (TAs). 

Under SAFETEA-LU, there were twelve eligible enhancement activities. Under MAP-21 there are nine eligible TAs. 

The overall theme of the revisions is to expand the eligibilities from strictly enhancing the transportation system to 

include planning, construction, and design related to compliance with existing federal regulations. Previously, the 

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Guidance on Transportation Enhancement Activities prohibited the use of 

TE funds for “project elements or mitigation that normally would be required in a regular highway project.” This 

included project elements and costs associated with meeting the requirements of laws such as the Americans with 

Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990, the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) of 1969, the National Historic 

Preservation Act of 1966, and the Department of Transportation Act of 1966. New regulatory guidance from FHWA 

will be required to clarify exactly how changes in the legal definitions will impact eligibility. 

To qualify for funding all projects must fit into one of the following nine federally designated categories.   

1. Construction, planning, and design of facilities for pedestrians, bicyclists, compliance with Americans with 

Disabilities Act. 

2. Safe routes for non-drivers to access daily needs. 

3. Conversion and use of abandoned railroad corridors for trails. 

4. Construction of turnouts, overlooks, and viewing areas. 

5. Community improvements, including 

� Inventory, control, or removal of outdoor advertising 

� Historic preservation and rehabilitation of historic transportation facilities; 

� Archaeological activities relating to impacts from implementation of transportation project eligible 

under this title. 

6. Any Environmental mitigation activity. 

� Address storm water management, control, and water pollution prevention or abatement related to 

highway construction or due to highway runoff..; or 

� Reduced vehicle-caused wildlife mortality or to restore and maintain connectivity among terrestrial or 

aquatic habitats. 

7. The Recreation Trails Program under section 206. 

8. Safe Routes to Schools under section 1404 of SAFETEA-LU. 

9. Planning, designing, or constructing boulevards and other roadways largely in the right-of-way of former 

Interstate System routes or divided highways.  

Federal Recreational Trails Program 

The Utah Department of Natural Resources, Parks and Recreation Division administers these Federal funds.  The 

funds are available for motorized and non-motorized trail development and maintenance projects, educational 

programs to promote trail safety, and trail related environmental protection projects.  The match is 50 percent, and 

grants may range from $10,000 to $200,000.  Projects are awarded in August each year.   

 

 

 

                                                
2 http://www.udot.utah.gov/main/f?p=100:pg:0::::V,T:,192 
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Utah Trails and Pathways / Non-Motorized Trails Program 

Funds are available for planning, acquisition, and development of recreational trails. The program is administered by 

the Board of Utah State Parks and Recreation, which awards grants at its fall meeting based on recommendations of 

the Recreation Trails Advisory Council and Utah State Parks and Recreation.  The match is 50 percent, and grants 

may range from $5,000 to $100,000.    

 

LeRay McAllister Critical Land Conservation Fund 

The fund was administered by the Utah Quality Growth Commission and provided funds each year to preserve or 

restore critical open or agricultural lands in Utah, and targeted lands deemed important to the community such as 

agricultural lands, wildlife habitat, watershed protection, and other culturally or historically unique landscapes. In 

the 2011 session, Utah lawmakers cut off all financing to the fund eliminating the state’s only source that qualifies 

for federal conservation monies. The LeRay McAllister Fund has preserved about 80,000 acres of land, most of it 

agricultural as well as recreational and archaeological sites. For 10 years, the state pitched in $20 million that was 

matched by $110 million from the federal government and other sources.  Though the program has not recently 

been funded, it is hoped that it can ultimately be reinstated.  Contact the Utah Quality Growth Commission for 

current information regarding programs and funding. 

In-Kind and Donated Services or Funds 

Several options for local initiatives are possible to further the implementation of the parks, recreation, and trails 

plan.  These kinds of programs would require the City to implement a proactive recruiting initiative to generate 

interest and sponsorship, and may include: 

• Adopt-a-park or adopt-a-trail, whereby a service organization or group either raises funds or constructs a 

given facility with in-kind services; 

• Corporate sponsorships, whereby businesses or large corporations provide funding for a particular facility, 

similar to adopt-a–trail or adopt-a-park; or 

• Public trail and park facility construction programs, in which local citizens donate their time and effort to 

planning and implementing trail projects and park improvements. 
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6-GOALS AND POLICIES 
 

GOALS AND POLICIES FOR PARKS AND OPEN SPACES 

 
Goal 1.0: Assure that residents of Layton City have access to adequate parks and park facilities.  

 

Policy 1.1: Maintain the desired level of service for parks at 4.94 of land per 1,000 population. When new parks 

are planned and developed they should be Neighborhood or Regional/Community Parks that are 

generally of a larger size to accommodate the desired sports fields and other intensive activities. 

 

a. Implementation Measure:  Update the Impact Fee Study as needed, including the acquisition of 

property and rights-of-way, if possible. 

 

b. Implementation Measure: Upgrade existing parks to meet the minimum requirements for 

amenities and features in parks, as possible.  

 

c. Implementation Measure: Acquire and develop ten acres of park land in Gap Area #6.  This can 

consist of a single, minimum 10-acre park site, or two to three smaller parks, depending on 

availability.  

 

d. Implementation Measure: As the community grows be sure that the LOS is maintained or 

exceeded and that parks are readily accessible to residents.  

 

e. Implementation Measure: Develop 58 acres of 122 total acres currently proposed for future 

development within the 2025 Planning Horizon. 

 

f. Implementation Measure: Develop 63 acres of land remaining from the 122 acres currently 

proposed for future development to accommodate park needs by projected buildout in 2050.  

 

g. Implementation Measure: Adopt the minimum standards for Regional/ Community, 

Neighborhood and Pocket Parks as detailed in the master plan. 

 

h. Implementation Measure: Design and Develop Future Parks from the outset with amenities and 

features that meet the established standard, and allow public input on the design. 

 

i. Implementation Measure:  Assure that residents have access to information regarding parks, 

recreation programs and facilities, trails and cultural facilities/activities by providing maps, 

webpage information, and other means of assuring that residents are better informed.   

 

Goal 2.0: Improve maintenance and operations in parks. 

 

Policy 2.1: Continue best management practices for maintenance scheduling and use of parks to protect the 

City’s investment and success of the park environment. 

   

Policy 2.2: Provide an annual budget allocation for park improvements and upgrades.   

 

a. Implementation Measure:  Inventory all parks and park facilities and document needed 

improvements and upgrades. 

 

b. Implementation Measure:  Maintain design standards that reduce maintenance requirements 

and costs, and assure the long-term usefulness of facilities. 

  

c. Implementation Measure:  Install adequate facilities for residents to “self-maintain” parks and 

park facilities, i.e. trash receptacles, animal waste containers, hose bibs, pet clean-up stations, 

etc. 

 

GOALS AND POLICIES FOR RECREATION & CULTURAL FACILITIES  
 

Goal 3.0: Assure that residents of Layton City have access to high quality recreation and cultural programs 

and facilities. 

 

Policy 3.1: Coordinate with Parks Division to ensure park space and park growth and development meets 

recreation program needs for athletic fields and/or athletic complex. 

 

Policy 3.2: Continue to evaluate existing and proposed programs to offer a variety of recreation and cultural 

programs, events and activities. 

 

Policy 3.3 Continue, and build on, the long-standing and successful approach of cooperation, collaboration and 

cost-sharing with public and private partners to meet future recreation experience and cultural 

amenity needs.  This includes the long standing partnerships with Davis School District to add 

needed gymnasium/court space as new schools are built within Layton City. 

 

 Goal 4.0: Build a Layton City Community Center facility to house both recreational and cultural indoor 

activities and events. 

 

Goal 5.0 Build additional aquatic spaces with dedicated pool areas for fitness and lap swimming as well as 

play spaces for recreational and leisure usage. 

 

 

GOALS AND POLICIES FOR TRAILS AND BIKE PATHS/ROUTES 
  

Goal 4.0: Assure that residents of Layton City have access to trails that provide links between 

neighborhoods and important destinations and attractions. 

 

Policy 4.1: Adopt the Layton City Trail Concept to guide the development of a comprehensive trail system 

through 2025. 

 

Policy 4.2: Work with engineering to implement all 55 miles of proposed bicycle lanes and routes that are 

currently proposed by 2025.  

 

a. Assure they are included in the Transportation Master Plan.  
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Policy 4.3: Require trail master planning as part of the City’s development review process. The master plan 

should clearly address the development of trailheads and access to trails. 

 

a. Implementation Measure:  Include system-wide trails development in  any future planning 

initiatives, focusing on closing gaps in trails, developing trailheads, and connecting existing and 

future neighborhoods to downtown, parks and recreation facilities, public transit and community 

destinations. 

 

b. Implementation Measure:  Maintain trails in a safe and useable condition by controlling weeds, 

particularly thorny weeds, removing trash and debris, and where possible select some trails to be 

plowed of snow in the winter. 

 

c. Implementation Measure:  Initiate an “Adopt a Trail” program to encourage users as care-takers 

of the trail system.  Encourage participants to become involved in all aspects of trails planning, 

development, maintenance, and improvement. 

 

d. Implementation Measure:  Develop a trail and bike path/route signing program that provides 

clear information to users about how to access trails and proper trail behavior.  Make trail and bike 

path maps available to the public. 

 

Goal 5.0 Assure that trails are safe. 

 

Policy 5.1: Safe Routes to Schools is an on-going concern regarding trails. 

   

  a. Implementation Measure: Work with the Davis School District, police authorities, local  

  developers, and local neighborhoods to identify and clearly mark appropriate routes. 

 

OTHER GOALS AND POLICIES  
 

Goal 6.0: Promote water conservation and sustainable practices in parks and recreation facilities. 

 

Policy 6.1:  As new parks are developed, utilize the most up-to-date technologies to conserve water resources 

in public parks and facilities.   

 

 a. Implementation Measure:  Utilize water conserving technologies such as drip irrigation, moisture 

sensors, central control systems, and select plant materials appropriate to the soil and water 

conditions in Layton City.   

 

Goal 7:  Maintain critical open spaces, habitat areas and natural features. 

 

Policy 7.1 Regulate future development on steep slopes, water ways and open land. 

 

a. Implementation Measure:  Ensure that environmental protection is adequately addressed in the 

development review process. 

 

b. Implementation Measure: Enforce ordinances requiring development setbacks along creek 

corridors and drainages. . 

 

c. Implementation Measure:  Work closely with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and other 

responsible agencies to ensure that any wetlands within the City are protected and maintained.  

 

d. Implementation Measure:  Work with Davis County and the State of Utah to ensure that City, 

county and state statutes are consistent. 
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A - LAYTON CITY PARKS AND RECREATION NEEDS ASSESSMENT SURVEY (2/20/2014) 

 
UTAH STATE UNIVERSITY 

Layton City Parks and Recreation 

Needs Assessment Survey 
 

Stanley M. Guy 

2/20/2014 

 

 

 
 

Utah State University is committed to providing an environment free from harassment and other forms of illegal discrimination 

based on race, color, religion, sex, national origin, age (40 and older), disability, and veteran’s status. USU’s policy also prohibits 

discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation in employment and academic related practices and decisions. 

 

            Utah State University employees and students cannot, because of race, color, religion, sex, national origin, age, disability, 

or veteran’s status, refuse to hire; discharge; promote; demote; terminate; discriminate in compensation; or discriminate 

regarding terms, privileges, or conditions of employment, against any person otherwise qualified. Employees and students also 

cannot discriminate in the classroom, residence halls, or in on/off campus, USU-sponsored events and activities. 

 

            This publication is issued in furtherance of Cooperative Extension work, acts of May 8 and June 30, 1914, in cooperation 

with the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Ken White, Vice President for Extension and Agriculture, Utah State University. 

 

 

 
Layton City Parks and Recreation 

Needs Assessment Survey 
 

Stanley M. Guy 
Utah State University Extension 

 
Sponsored by Layton City Parks and Recreation 

 
February 20, 2014 

 

Executive Summary 

 
Survey Objectives 

 
 The purpose of the survey was to determine priority and satisfaction levels of Layton City residents on Layton 
City Parks and Recreation parks, programs, and services. 
 
Procedures 
 
 The survey was developed by team participants representing Layton City Parks and Recreation Division 
advisory board members, staff, and Utah State University Extension.  The survey’s eight sections contained questions 
on Layton City parks, youth recreation programs, adult recreation programs, recreation services, special events and 
programs, potential actions for Layton City Parks and Recreation, recreation organizations used by households, and 
household demographics. 
 
Survey Implementation 
 
 The survey and a Layton City Parks and Recreation Director’s cover letter was printed, stuffed along with a 
Layton City business reply envelope and mailed to 1,800 random residential household addresses provided by Layton 
City.  Layton City received back 245 business reply letters.  This number gives a 13% rate of return.  These un-opened 
business reply envelopes were then delivered to Utah State University Extension and opened.   Due to usability of 
returned surveys and contract constraints, 244 surveys were tabulated. 
 
Results 
 
 Most respondents use a car to travel to parks, even though two thirds of respondents live within a 15-20 
minutes walking distance of a park.  A vast majority visit Layton City parks, and they are positive about the overall 
physical conditions of parks visited.    They are satisfied with park maintenance, the overall value and customer 
service they receive from Layton City Parks and Recreation.   Other recreation organizations used by a majority of 
respondents and their households include state parks, national parks/national forests, religious, and local schools.  
 
 Understanding what park amenities are important to households was one objective of the survey.  We found 
that grass areas open un-programmed, group pavilion/picnic areas in parks, traditional children’s playgrounds, are 
important to households.  Sports amenities important to households are soccer/football/rugby fields, little league 
baseball diamonds and outdoor basketball courts.  Important recreation amenities are walking/running, biking trails, 
indoor and outdoor swimming pools, indoor exercise/fitness/water aerobics, and natural areas/wildlife. 

Results of the Layton City Parks and Recreation self-administered mail survey conducted January 2014, to be used 

to establish priorities for future development of parks, recreation, golf facilities, programs and services within 

Layton City. 
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Youth recreation programs important to households are youth learn to swim, youth athletics, and youth fitness and 
wellness.  Important adult recreation programs are adult continuing education, senior activities, and adult organized 
athletics.  Other recreation services and programs important to households are farmers markets, volunteer 
opportunities, community events, and after school programs. 
 
 Another objective of the needs assessment was to understand where the Layton City Parks and Recreation 
Department should focus their efforts.  Majorities of respondents priority’ areas included: build new walking, hiking 
and biking trails, purchase land for parks, higher level of park maintenance, improve regional trails, higher level of 
building  maintenance, higher level of natural-area maintenance, purchase land to preserve natural areas, open space, 
purchase land for regional trails, build new passive-use parks, higher level of sports field maintenance, build new 
swimming pools, light more sports fields/courts, build new outdoor special event venues, and build new athletic fields.  
The most important area to households was to build walking, hiking and biking trails. 
 
 Layton City Parks and Recreation programs and activities are maintained using taxes and user fees or a 
combination of both.  None of the programs and services had a majority of respondents who felt they should be 
maintained only with taxes.  The following programs or services had a majority of respondents saying they should be 
maintained with a combination of taxes and user fees: nature programs/environmental education, programs for teens, 
senior fitness, youth scholarship programs, youth athletics, community events, programs for people with disabilities, 
youth fitness and wellness, and youth arts and crafts, dance, and performing arts.  Programs where a majority of 
respondents felt that user fees should pay for program maintenance included adult organized athletics, adult art, dance, 
performing arts, indoor space for small events, adult continuing education, school break programs.  Farmers market 
and before and after school programs had no majority of respondents saying maintenance should be allocated to user 
fees, taxes, or a combination of taxes and user fees.  
 
 Another objective of the survey was to determine what barriers, if any, prevented people from using Layton 
City Parks and Recreation facilities and programs.  While no reason listed was a barrier for a majority of respondents, 
the number one reason for not using facilities and programs was people do not know what is being offered, followed 
by not interested, program or facility not offered, and program times not convenient.   
 
 The vast majority of respondents agreed having Layton City Parks and Recreation facilities and programs 
makes Layton City a better place to live, improves physical health and wellness, preserves open space, increases 
property values in surrounding areas, improves mental health and reduces stress,  helps teach and socialize youth, 
protects the environment, increases cultural and community interaction, helps reduce neighborhood crime, protects 
historical assets of the city, attracts new residents, and promotes tourism to the County. The most important benefits to 
households of having Layton City Parks and Recreation facilities and programs are makes Layton City a better place 
to live, improves physical health and wellness, and preserves open space. 
 
 The majority of respondents have lived in Layton City for over ten years, including twenty-eight percent for 
more than thirty years.  Fifty-four percent of the respondents were female and 46% were male.  Thirteen percent said 
they or someone in their household had a cognitive or physical disability.  Forty-six percent own a dog. 
 
Survey Limitations 

 
 The survey provides detailed opinions on Layton City Parks and Recreation parks, programs, and services from 
those who responded to the survey.  Comments or interpretations of survey results should be restricted to completed 
survey respondents and not extrapolated to Layton City as a whole 
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Layton City Parks and Recreation 

Needs Assessment Survey 

 

Stanley M. Guy, Community Development Educator 

Utah State University Extension 

 

February 20, 2014 
 

 Layton City Parks and Recreation conducted a Parks and Recreation Needs Assessment Survey to help 
establish priorities for future development of parks, recreation, golf facilities, programs and services within Layton 
City.  The recreation issues contained in the survey were developed by the Layton City Parks and Recreation Advisory 
Board and Department staff.  USU Extension refined and finalized the survey and participated in conducting, 
gathering, and tabulating the results. 
 
 This report highlights some of the findings from the survey and includes the survey instrument with 
frequencies of responses.  There is also a section containing charts which graphically display the responses for most 
questions.  In January 2014, eighteen hundred randomly selected Layton City households were mailed the survey with 
postage paid return envelopes.  There were 244 surveys returned for a 13% response rate.  For a more in-depth 
understanding, readers should review the survey instrument and charts contained in this report. 

Rating Overall Physical Conditions for Parks Visited 
 
 A vast majority of survey respondents (95%) said they or members of their household visited Layton City 
Parks during the past year.  Of those who visited Layton City Parks ninety-four percent rated the overall physical 
conditions of parks as “excellent” or “good”.  This frequency is based on those who rated the parks as excellent, good, 
fair, or poor. 

Access to Parks 
 
 Sixty-seven percent of survey respondents said there are parks within 10-15 minutes walking distance from 
their residence.  Most people travel to parks and recreation facilities by car (90%) and walking (46%).  Twenty-three 
percent said they have gone to parks or recreation facilities by biking. 

Priority Park Amenities 
  

 In question 5 we asked what priority should be given to twelve Layton City Park amenities.  Frequencies were 
based on those who prioritized amenities as Not a Priority, Lowest Priority, Medium Priority, or Highest Priority.   
Majorities of households said grass area un-programmed (91%); children’s playground, traditional (91%); group 
pavilion/picnic area (91%);  children’s playground, nature (84%) grass area programmed, sports fields (78%); access 
to facilities for the disabled (74%); and leashed dogs in park (59%) had medium and high priorities.  The amenity that 
was most and second most important to households was traditional children’s playgrounds.  The third most important 
amenity was group pavilion/picnic area. 

Priority Sports Amenities  
 

 We asked people what priority should be given to different sports amenities in parks.  Soccer/football/rugby 
had the most people (69%) who gave this a medium or high priority.  This was followed by medium and high priority 
for little league baseball diamond (68%), outdoor basketball court (67%), outdoor tennis court (63%), softball diamond 
(62%).  Full size baseball diamond (60%) sand volleyball court (54%), and backstop for pickup baseball games (52%) 
rounded out the sports amenities receiving a majority of medium and high priorities.  The three sports amenities 
respondents said are most, second most, or third most important to households are soccer/football/rugby fields, little 
league baseball diamond, and outdoor basketball court.  

Priority Recreation Amenities  
 
 Question 9 covered 13 recreation amenities.  Ten of the thirteen recreation amenities received medium and 
high priorities from a majority of survey respondents. Trails, walking/running, biking (94%); indoor swimming pool 
(86%), outdoor swimming pool (81%), indoor exercise/fitness, water aerobics (80%) all received medium and high 
priorities.  The next tier priorities are natural areas/wildlife habitat (79%), water play/splash pad (75%), gymnasium 
(65%), and indoor small events space (59%) are the final amenities having a majority of respondents rating a medium 
and high priority.  The recreation amenity respondents said was most and third most important to households was 
trails, walking/running.  The second most important amenity was indoor swimming pool. 

Priority Youth Recreation Programs 
 
 Question 11 covered 8 youth recreation programs.  All programs received medium and high priorities from a 
majority of survey respondents. Youth learn to swim (89%), youth athletics (89%), youth fitness and wellness (82%), 
programs for teens (76%) are programs where the most respondents said they are medium and high priorities.  Youth 
scholarships (71%), youth arts and crafts, dance, performing arts (70%), youth gymnastics (64%) and youth learn to 
ice skate (56%) rounded up the youth programs with medium and high priority levels.  The three youth recreation 
programs respondents said are most, second most, and third most important to households are youth learn to swim, 
youth athletics, and youth fitness and wellness. 

Priority Adult Recreation Programs 
 
 The next section of the survey covered adult recreation programs.  Four out of six adult recreation programs 
received medium and high priorities from a majority of survey respondents.  These four included adult continuing 
education (82%), senior activities (74%), adult organized athletics (59%), adult art, dance, performing arts (56%)  
Adult learn to swim (46%) and adult learn to ice skate (25%) had less than a majority of respondents saying these were 
a medium and high priority.  The adult recreation program respondents said is most and second most important was 
adult continuing education.  Senior activities were the third most important adult recreation program. 

Priorities of Recreation Services and Programs 
 

 Question 15 covered thirteen recreation services and programs.  Ten of the thirteen services and programs had 
medium and high priorities from a majority of respondents.  Farmers market (86%), volunteer opportunities (76%), 
community events (75%), after school programs (72%), athletic special events (71%), and  programs for people with 
disabilities (70%) had the highest number of respondents giving these medium and high priority levels.  The next tier 
had nature/environmental education (69%), water fitness (64%), long term fitness challenge (63%), and school break 
(67%) with medium and high priorities.  Tennis lessons and leagues (49%), before school programs (38%), and 
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programs with your pets (35%) had medium and high priority levels.  The most, second most, and third most important 
service was Farmer’s markets. 

Recreation Programs and Special Events 
 
 Only 49% of respondents indicated they or members of their household participated in recreational programs 
or special events such as Family Recreation, 5K races, holiday events offered by Layton City Parks and Recreation in 
the last year.  Of those respondents who said they or members of their household participated in such events forty-one 
percent participated in two or three programs.  Twenty-three percent participated in one program, 9% in four to six 
programs, and 2% in seven or more programs.  Eighty-nine percent rated the overall quality of the programs or events 
as good (68%) and excellent (21%).   

Priority Actions for Layton City Parks and Recreation 
 
 Question 20 listed eight actions for existing parks and recreation facilities and eight actions towards new parks 
and recreation facilities and asked respondents to give a priority level on each action.  Frequencies were based on those 
who prioritized amenities as Not a Priority, Lowest Priority, Medium Priority, or Highest Priority.   For existing 
facilities, medium and high priority level actions included higher level of park maintenance (81%), improve regional 
trails (80%), higher level of building maintenance (77%), natural area maintenance (72%), and sports field 
maintenance (66%).  Fifty-seven percent of respondents gave medium and high priority levels to lighting more sports 
fields.  Less than half of respondents said higher level of gymnasium maintenance (48%) and convert natural turf grass 
sports field to synthetic turf (24%) had medium and high priority. 
 
 Medium and high priority levels were given by a majority of respondents to seven of the eight actions for new 
facilities.  Building new walking, hiking, and biking trails had the most respondents (85%) saying this is a medium and 
high priority.  Other high ranking actions included purchasing land for parks (84%), purchase land to preserve natural 
open areas, open space (72%), and purchase land for regional trails (70%).  Building new passive use parks (69%), 
building a new swimming pool (63%), build new outdoor special event venues (53%) and building new athletic fields 
(51%) were the other actions where a majority of respondents rated these medium or high priorities.   
 
 The first, second, and third most important action to households was build new walking, hiking and biking 
trails.  

Taxes and User Fees 
 

 Question 22 showed that a majority of respondents agreed tax dollars should be used to support parks (93%), 
Recreation center (82%), Youth recreation (82%), Arts (72%) and Adult recreation (52%).   The first and second most 
important area for tax dollar support was for parks.  The third most important area was the recreation center. 
 
 Question 24 showed support for raising taxes for new park facilities (58%) and new recreation facilities (54%).  
Only thirty-four percent support raising taxes for new art facilities. 
 
 Question 25 listed sixteen recreation programs and services where Layton City Parks and Recreation uses 
taxes, user fees, or a combination of taxes and user fees to maintain.  None of the programs and services had a majority 
of respondents who felt they should be maintained only with taxes.  The following programs or services had a majority 
of respondents saying they should be maintained with a combination of taxes and user fees: nature 
programs/environmental education (59%), programs for teens (55%), senior fitness (55%), youth scholarship programs 

(54%), youth athletics (52%), community events (52%), programs for people with disabilities (52%), youth fitness and 
wellness (51%), and youth arts and crafts, dance, performing arts (51%). 
 
 Programs where a majority of respondents felt that user fees should pay for program maintenance included 
adult organized athletics (76%), adult art, dance, performing arts (73%), indoor space for small events (62%), adult 
continuing education (57%), and school break programs (51%). 
 
 Farmers market and before and after school programs had no majority of respondents saying maintenance 
should be allocated to user fees, taxes, or a combination of taxes and user fees.  

Reasons for not using Layton City Parks & Recreation Facilities and Programs 
 

 Question 26 listed reasons that prevent respondents from using Layton City Parks & Recreation facilities and 
programs.  The number one reason is people do not know what is being offered (56%), not interested (35%), and 
program or facility not offered (31%).  Twenty-two percent of respondents said program times are not convenient and 
twenty-one percent said too far from our residence and fees are too high.  Other reasons for not using Layton City 
Parks and Recreation are lack quality programs (20%), use facilities in other cities/counties (20%), do not know 
locations of facilities (19%), classes full (18%), lack of parking nearby (18%), operating hours not convenient (17%), 
facilities are not well maintained (14%), poor customer service by staff (12%), facilities lack proper equipment (11%), 
difficult registration process (10%), insufficient security (6%), and not accessible for people with disabilities (4%) 
made up the rest of the reasons for not using Layton City Parks and Recreation facilities and programs. 

Services Satisfaction Levels 
 
 Satisfaction levels on thirteen services in Layton City Parks and Recreation were measured using the following 
scale: Very Dissatisfied, Dissatisfied, Satisfied, Very Satisfied, and Undecided or unsure.  All of the services had 
majorities of respondents saying they are very satisfied and satisfied with the service.  Maintenance of parks (91%), 
overall value received (87%), overall level of customer service (80%), security in parks (76%), fees charged for 
programs/facilities (71%), quality of programs for families with children (70%), number of parks (69%), ease of 
registration for classes/programs (67%), variety of programs (64%), availability of information about programs and 
facilities (62%), quality of programs for adults (61%), user friendliness of Parks and Recreation website (61%) ease of 
renting/reserving a facility (55%) are satisfied and very satisfied with these services.   

Benefits of Layton City Parks & Recreation Facilities and Programs 
 

 Benefits of having parks and recreation facilities and programs were explored in question 28.  Respondents 
were asked the extent they agreed or disagreed with stated benefits of parks and recreation facilities and programs.  
Frequencies were based on strongly agree, agree, undecided or unsure, mildly disagree, and strongly disagree.  All 
twelve of the benefits had a majority of responders strongly agree or agree with each benefit statement.  Following are 
the benefit statements and percentage of respondents who strongly agreed and agreed with the statement: Makes 
Layton City a better place to live (98%), improves physical health and wellness (95%), preserves open space (94%), 
increases property values in surrounding areas (91%),improves mental health and reduces stress (91%), helps teach 
and socialize youth (91%), protects the environment (90%), increases cultural and community interaction (90%), helps 
reduce neighborhood crime (85%), protects historical assets of the city (83%), attracts new residents (80%), and 
promotes tourism to the county (73%).   The most important benefits to households are improve physical health and 
wellness, makes Layton City a better place to live, and preserves open space.   
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Use of Recreation Organizations 
 

 Eighty-one percent of all respondents or members of their households use Layton City Parks & Recreation for 
recreation activities.  Other recreation organizations used by a majority of respondents and their households are state 
parks (69%) and national park/national forest (67%), religious affiliated facility (55%), and local schools (52%).  
Recreation organizations used less include private gym (37%) neighboring counties (42%), tennis, golf, and other 
private clubs (9%), homeowner association/apartment complexes (9%), special recreation district (3%), YMCA (1%), 
and Boys and Girls Club (1%).   

Respondents Demographics 
 

 The majority of respondents (68%) have lived in Layton City for over ten years including 28% for more than 
thirty years.  Sixty percent of the respondents were 45 or older.  Forty percent were 18 – 44 years old.  Composition of 
households showed 26% of household had 5 or younger, 27% had 6-9 year olds, 25% had 15-19 year olds, 51% had 20 
– 40 year olds, 60% had 41 – 65 year olds, and 22% had members over 65 years old. Fifty-four percent of the 
respondents were female and 46% were male.  Fifty-six percent of the respondents had incomes of $75,000 or more.  
Thirteen percent said they or someone in their household has a cognitive or physical disability.  Forty-six percent of 
respondents own a dog. 
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Layton City Parks & Recreation Survey 
 

Layton City Parks & Recreation Department would like your input to help determine recreational facilities, park, open space, and program priorities for our community. This 

two page survey will take approximately 30 minutes to complete. When you are finished, please return your survey in the postage-paid, return-reply envelope.  

*IN ORDER TO REMAIN ANONYMOUS PLEASE DO NOT WRITE YOUR NAME ON THIS FORM* 

 

FIRST, WE WOULD LIKE TO KNOW YOUR OPINIONS ON LAYTON 

CITY PARKS 

1 Have you or members of your household visited Layton City parks during the past year? (Circle your answer.) 
 
5% No (skip to question 3) 

95% Yes 

2 If YES, how would you rate the physical conditions overall for parks you visited? (Circle answer.) 
---  Poor 

6% Fair 
64% Good 
30% Excellent 

3 Is there a park within 10-15 minutes walking distance of your residence? (Circle answer.) 
33% No 

67% Yes 

4 How do you travel to parks and recreation facilities? (Circle all that apply.) 
-- I do not travel to parks and recreation facilities 

90% Car 
23% Bike 
46% Walk 

-- Use public transportation 
1% Other (please list ________________________________________) 

5 How would you rate the following park amenities? 
 Not a 

Priori

ty 

Lowe
st 

Priorit
y 

Mediu
m 

Priorit
y 

Highe
st 

Priorit
y 

a. Grass area, un-programmed.  3% 6% 49% 42% 

b. Grass area, programmed (sports fields). . 8% 14% 46% 32% 
c. Group pavilion/picnic area .    2% 7% 41% 50% 
d. Children’s playground (traditional) . . . .   5% 4% 32% 59% 

e. Children’s playground (nature area). . . .  7% 9% 42% 42% 
f. Horseshoe pit. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  38% 40% 18% 4% 
g. Skate park . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34% 32% 25% 9% 

h. Fishing pond . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24% 30% 29% 17% 
i. Disc golf course . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 32% 37% 23% 8% 
j. Leashed dogs in parks . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24% 17% 22% 37% 

k. Off leash dog park, fenced . . . . . . . . . . . 41% 21% 19% 19% 
l. Access to facilities for the disabled. . . . .  16% 10% 37% 37% 

 

6. Of the amenities listed in question 5, which do you feel are the most important to your household? Please write in the amenity letter from question 5 in the 

appropriate space. 
__d___ First __d____ Second ___c___ Third 

7 How would you rate the following sports amenities? 
 Not a 

Priority 
Lowest 
Priority 

Medi
um 

Priorit
y 

Hig
hest 

Prio
rity 

a. Soccer/Football/Rugby field . . . . . . . . . . . .  17% 14% 37% 32% 

b. Lacrosse/Field hockey field  . . . . . . . . . . . . 36% 34% 27% 3% 
c. Little league baseball diamond. . . . . . . . . . .  17% 15% 38% 30% 
d. Full size baseball diamond  . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19% 21% 35% 25% 

e. Softball diamond . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  18% 20% 40% 22% 
f.  Backstop, for pickup baseball games. . . . . . 21% 26% 37% 15% 
g. Basketball court, outdoor. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17% 16% 44% 23% 

h. Sand volleyball court . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18% 28% 39% 15% 
i. Tennis court, outdoor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19% 18% 34% 29% 
j. Pickleball. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  45% 30% 17% 7% 

 

8 Of the amenities listed in question 7, which do you feel are the most important to your household? Please write in the amenity letter from question 7 in the 

appropriate space. 

__a___ First ___c___ Second __g____ Third 

9 How would you rate the following recreation amenities? 
 Not a 

Priorit
Lowe

st 
Mediu

m 
Highe

st 

y Priorit
y 

Priorit
y 

Priorit
y 

a. Trail, walking/running/bike. . . . . . . . . .  3% 3% 21% 73% 
b. Trail, horse, equestrian. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 46% 37% 13% 4% 
c. Natural areas/wildlife habitat. . . . . . . . .  8% 13% 36% 43% 
d. Natural education facilities. . . . . . . . . .  11% 25% 44% 20% 

e. Community garden. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23% 29% 32% 16% 
f. Indoor exercise/fitness/water aerobics . . 6% 14% 35% 45% 
g. Indoor small events space (parties, etc.) 15% 26% 42% 17% 

h. Gymnasium. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  13% 22% 43% 22% 
i. Racquetball/squash courts. . . . . . . . . . .  20% 33% 32% 15% 
j. Swimming pool, indoors. . . . . . . . . . . . 6% 8% 30% 56% 

k. Swimming pool, outdoor. . . . . . . . . . . .  7% 12% 34% 47% 
l. Water play splash pad . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  9% 16% 35% 40% 
m. Outdoor events space. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8% 15% 44% 34% 

n. Other__________________________ 61% 12% 10% 17% 

 

10 Of the programs listed in question 9 which do you feel are the most important to your household? Please write in the amenity letter from question 9 in the 

appropriate space. 

 
__a____ First __j____ Second __a___ Third 

NEXT WE WOULD LIKE TO KNOW YOUR OPINIONS ON YOUTH 

RECREATION PROGRAMS 

11 How would you rate the following youth programs? 
 

Not a 

Priorit
y 

Lowest 
Priority 

Medi
um 

Priorit
y 

Highes
t 

Priorit
y 

a. Youth learn to swim. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8% 3% 28% 61% 
b. Youth athletics. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8% 3% 32% 57% 
c. Youth fitness and wellness. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8% 10% 39% 43% 
d. Youth gymnastics . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  10% 26% 46% 18% 

e. Youth arts & crafts, dance, performing arts. . 10% 20% 45% 25% 
f. Youth scholarships. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12% 17% 40% 31% 
g. Youth learn to ice skate. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  15% 29% 42% 14% 

h. Programs for teens. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11% 13% 42% 34% 
i. Other_______________________________ 73% 9% 12% 6% 

12 Of the programs listed in question 11 which do you feel are the most important to your household? Please write in the program letter from question 11 in the 

appropriate space. 
__a___ First __b____ Second ___c___ Third 

NOW WE WOULD LIKE TO KNOW YOUR OPINIONS ON ADULT 

RECREATION PROGRAMS 

13 How would you rate the following adult programs? 
 Not a 

Priorit
y 

Lowest 
Priorit

y 

Mediu
m 

Priorit

y 

Highes
t 

Priority 

a. Adult learn to swim. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  25% 29% 32% 14% 

b. Adult learn to ice skate. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37% 38% 19% 6% 
c. Adult art, dance, performing arts . . . . . . . .  18% 26% 35% 21% 
d. Adult organized athletics . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  17% 24% 37% 22% 

e. Adult continuing education. . . . . . . . . . . . .  7% 11% 28% 54% 
f. Seniors activities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12% 14% 36% 38% 
g. Other_____________________________ 0 1 2 3 
 

14 Of the programs listed in question 13 which do you feel are the most important to your household? Please write in the program letter from question 13 in the 

appropriate space. 
__e___ First ___e___ Second ___f___ Third 
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NEXT WE WOULD LIKE TO KNOW YOUR OPINION ON OTHER 

RECREATION SERVICES AND PROGRAMS 

15 How would you rate the following services? 
 Not a 

Priorit
y 

Lowest 
Priorit

y 

Mediu
m 

Priorit

y 

Highes
t 

Priority 

a. Before school programs. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  30% 32% 29% 9% 
b. After school programs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15% 13% 39% 33% 

c. School break (fall, winter, etc.) . . . . . . . . . 14% 19% 42% 25% 
d. Tennis lessons and leagues. . . . . . . . . . . . . 20% 31% 33% 16% 
e. Water fitness. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12% 24% 44% 20% 

f. Programs for people with disabilities . . . . . 14% 16% 43% 27% 
g. Community events (Easter egg hunts, 
    holiday celebrations, Halloween carnivals) 11% 14% 38% 37% 

h. Athletic special events (5k races, etc.). . . .  10% 19% 44% 27% 
i. Nature/environmental education. . . . . . . . . 8% 23% 44% 25% 
j. Farmers markets. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5% 9% 33% 53% 

k. Programs w/your pets . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37% 28% 19% 16% 
l. Volunteer opportunities. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8% 16% 52% 24% 
m. Long term fitness challenges. . . . . . . . . . . 10% 27% 39% 24% 

n. Other_____________________________  64% 4% 16% 16% 
o. Other_____________________________ 80% 5% 15%  
     

16 Of the programs listed in question 15 which do you feel are the most important to your household? Please write in the program letter from question 15 in the 

appropriate space. 
___j__ First __j____ Second ___j___ Third 

NEXT WE WANT TO ASK YOU ABOUT RECREATION PROGRAMS AND/OR SPECIAL EVENTS PROVIDED BY LAYTON PARKS & 

RECREATION 

17 Have you or other members of your household participated in 

recreational programs and/or special events such as Family Recreation, 5K races, holiday events offered by Layton Parks & Recreation during the past year? 
51%. No 

49%. Yes 

18 If YES, approximately how many different programs and/or special events have you or members of your household participated in over the last year? 
25% None 

23% One Program 
41% Two or three programs 
9%  Four to six programs 

1%  Seven to ten programs 
1%. More than ten programs 

19 How do you rate the overall quality of the programs and/or events in which you or members of your household have participated? 
--- Poor 
11% Fair 

68% Good 
21% Excellent 

WE WILL NOW ASK SOME QUESTIONS ON POTENTIAL ACTIONS 

FOR LAYTON CITY PARKS AND RECREATION 

20 Following is a list of POTENTIAL actions that Layton City Parks and 

Recreation could take to improve recreation, parks, and community 

activities. 
 Not a 

Prior
ity 

Lowe

st 
Priorit

y 

Mediu

m 
Priorit

y 

Highe

st 
Priorit

y 

a. Higher level of park maintenance. . . . . .  6% 13% 52% 29% 
b. Higher level of building  maintenance . . 6% 17% 62% 15% 
c. Higher level of sports field maintenance 10% 24% 46% 20% 

d. Higher level of natural-area  
    maintenance. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  6% 22% 47% 25% 
e. Improve regional trails. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5% 15% 35% 45% 

f.  Light more sports fields/courts. . . . . . .  20% 23% 39% 18% 
g. Convert natural turf grass sports fields 
    to synthetic turf. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  49% 27% 18% 6% 

h. Higher level of gymnasium 
    maintenance. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  20% 32% 41% 7% 

New Parks and Recreation Facilities     

i. Purchase land for regional trails. . . . . . . 12% 17% 28% 42% 
j. Purchase land to preserve natural 11% 17% 25% 47% 

    areas, open space. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

k. Purchase land for parks. . . . . . . . . . . . . 8% 8% 36% 48% 
l.  Build new passive-use parks. . . . . . . . . 13% 18% 42% 27% 
m. Build new athletic fields. . . . . . . . . . . . 21% 28% 38% 13% 

n. Build new swimming pools. . . . . . . . . . 13% 24% 34% 29% 
o. Build new walking, hiking and 
    biking trails. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5% 10% 30% 55% 

p. Build new outdoor special event 
    venues. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

19% 28% 35% 18% 

 

21 Of the actions listed in question 20 which do you feel are the most important to your household? Please write in the action letter from question 20 in the appropriate 

space. 
__o___ First ___o___ Second ___o___ Third 

22 Should tax dollars be used to 

support the following: 

Strongl
y 

Disagre
e 

Mildly 
Disagre

e 

Mild
ly 

Agre
e 

Strong
ly 

Agree 

a. Youth Recreation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8% 9% 35% 47% 

b. Adult Recreation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  22% 26% 36% 16% 
c. Parks. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3% 4% 29% 64% 
d. Arts. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8% 20% 47% 25% 

e. Recreation Center. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7% 11% 40% 42% 
 

23 Of the actions listed in question 22 which do you feel are the most important to your household? Please write in the action letter from question 22 in the appropriate 

space. 
__c___ First __c____ Second ___e___ Third 

24 Should taxes be raised to support 

the following: 

Strongl

y 
Disagre

e 

Mildly 

Disagre
e 

Mild

ly 
Agre

e 

Strongl

y Agree 

a. New recreation facilities. . . . . . . . . . .  28% 18% 36% 18% 
b. New park facilities. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .   27% 15% 38% 20% 

c. New art facilities. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  39% 27% 25% 9% 
 

25 Listed below are some activities and recreation 

programs. Please indicate whether you feel the cost to run 

each program should be paid by TAXES, user FEES, or a 

COMBINATION of taxes and user fees. 

T
ax

es
 

C
o

m
b

in
at

io
n

 o
f 

T
ax

es
/F

ee
s  

U
se

r 
F

ee
s  

a. Youth fitness and wellness. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7

% 

51% 42

% 
b. Youth athletics. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4

% 
52% 44

% 

c. Youth arts & crafts, dance, performing arts. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2
% 

51% 47
% 

d. Youth scholarship programs. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1

4
% 

54% 32

% 

e. Programs for teens. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1

0
% 

55% 35

% 

f. Before and after school programs. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1

4
% 

46% 40

% 

g. School break programs (fall, summer, etc.). . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8

% 

41% 51

% 
h. Adult organized athletics. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3

% 
21% 76

% 

i. Adult art, dance, performing arts. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2
% 

25% 73
% 

j. Adult continuing education. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3

% 

40% 57

% 
k. Senior fitness. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7

% 
55% 38

% 
l. Community events (Easter egg hunts, holiday celebrations, 

   Halloween carnivals, etc.). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

1

8
% 52% 

30
% 

m. Nature programs/environmental education. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1

5

59% 26

% 
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% 

n. Programs for people with disabilities. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3
0
% 

52% 18
% 

o. Indoor space for small events (parties, meetings). . . . . . . . .  3
% 

35% 62
% 

p. Farmers market. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  9

% 

41% 50

% 
q. Other ___________________________________________ 9

% 
41% 50

% 

    

 

26 Listed below are reasons that may prevent people from using Layton City 

Parks & Recreation facilities and programs. (Please circle the letter(s) of ALL 
reasons that have/would prevent you or members of your household from using 
Layton Parks & Recreation facilities and programs.) 

 
35%  Not interested 
31%  Program or facility not offered 

10% Difficult registration process 
14% Facilities are not well maintained 

6%  Security is insufficient 11% Facilities lack proper equipment 
21%  Too far from our residence 20% Lack of quality programs 
22%  Program times not convenient 18% Class full 

21%  Fees are too high 
19%  Do not know locations of  
    facilities 

20% Use facility(s) in other 
city(s)/county(s) 
12%  Poor customer service by staff 

4%  Not accessible for the disabled 
56%  Do not know what is being  
    offered 

18% Lack of parking nearby 
9% Facilities aren’t available often 

17%  Operating hours not convenient 
 

6% __________________________ 
 

27 Listed below are some services of the Layton 

Parks & Recreation Department.  Please 

indicate the extent you are satisfied or 

dissatisfied with each of the following services 

by using the scale below: 

V
er

y
 

D
is

sa
ti

sf
ie

d
 

D
is

sa
ti

sf
ie

d
 

S
at

is
fi

ed
 

V
er

y
 

S
at

is
f i

ed
 

U
n

d
ec

id
ed

 o
r 

u
n

su
re

 

a. Overall value your household receives from 

    Layton Parks & Recreation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .   

%        

1 

%   

7 

% 

56 

%  

31 

%          

5 
b. Maintenance of parks. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 5 56 35 3 
c. Number of parks. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

3 
2

3 
50 19 5 

d. Security in parks. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
2 

1
1 

62 14 11 

e. Availability of information about programs and 
    facilities. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .   3 

3
2 43 19 3 

f. Quality of programs for families with children. .   
1 

1

3 
51 19 16 

g. Quality of programs for adults. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
2 

1
2 

47 14 25 

h. User friendliness of Parks & Recreation website  
2 

1
2 

47 14 25 

i. Variety of programs. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .   
3 

1

8 
50 14 15 

j. Ease of registration for classes/programs. . . . . . .   3 9 51 16 21 
k. Ease of renting/reserving a facility . . . . . . . . . . .  2 7 44 11 36 

l. Fees charged for programs/facilities . . . . . . . . . .  1 8 53 18 20 
m. Overall level of customer service. . . . . . . . . . . .   1 6 53 27 13 
n. Other__________________________________  

16 
1

6 
36 20 12 

      

28 Listed below are benefits from having Layton City Parks & Recreation facilities and programs. Please indicate the extent you agree with each of the following 

benefits using the scale below:  Strongly   Mildly       Mildly Strongly 
 Disag

ree 
Disagre

e 
Agr
ee 

 Agree 

a. Improves physical health and wellness. . . . . .   1% 3% 43% 52% 
b. Helps reduce neighborhood crime. . . . . . . . . .  1% 13% 53% 32% 
c. Makes Layton City a better place to live. . . . .  1% 1% 31% 67% 

d. Preserves open space. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1% 5% 41% 53% 
e. Protects the environment. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2% 8% 46% 44% 
f. Increases property values in surrounding areas 2% 7% 43% 48% 

g. Improves mental health and reduces stress . . .  1% 7% 44% 47% 
h. Increases cultural and community interaction  1% 9% 47% 43% 

i. Helps teach and socialize youth. . . . . . . . . . . .  2% 7% 50% 41% 

j. Attracts new residents. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3% 17% 47% 33% 
k. Protects historical assets of the City . . . . . . . .  3% 14% 55% 28% 
l. Promotes tourism to the County. . . . . . . . . . . .  6% 21% 50% 23% 

     

29 Of the benefits in question 28 which is most important to your household. Please write the action letter from question 28 in the appropriate space. 
__a___ First __c____ Second __d____ Third 

WE WOULD NOW LIKE TO LEARN MORE ABOUT RECREATION 

ORGANIZATIONS YOU AND YOUR HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS USE 

30 Please circle ALL the organizations that you and members of your household 

have used for recreation activities during the last year. 
1% YMCA 81% Layton City Parks & Recreation 

55%  Religious 67%  National Park/National Forest 
52% Local Schools 42%  Neighboring Counties 

69% State Parks 

9% Private Club (Tennis, Golf, etc.) 

9%  Homeowner Association/ Apartment 

    Complex 
37% Private Gym 1%  Boys and Girls Club 
5% Special Recreation District 8%. __________________________ 

31 Of the organizations listed in question 30, which were used most by household members.  (Write in the organization number in the appropriate space) 
Layton City - First          Layton City – Second        National Park -  Third 

FINALLY, WE WOULD LIKE TO ASK YOU ABOUT YOUR HOUSEHOLD 

32 How many years have you lived in Layton City? 
1%  Less than a year 

10% 1 - 2 years 23%  11 – 20 years 
 9%  3 - 5 years 15%  21 – 30 years 
14%  6 - 10 years 28%  More than 30 years 

33 Which category best describes your age? 
2%  18 - 24 17%  45 – 54 

13%  25 - 34 25%  55 – 64 
25%  35 - 44 18% 65 or older 

 

 

34 Please circle the number of persons, including yourself, in your household 

     for each of the following age categories.  
AGE  NUMBER IN HOUSEHOLD IN EACH AGE CATEGORY 

a. 5 and younger .  0-74% 1-14% 2- 10% 3-2% 4 5 or more 

b. 6 – 9 years. . . .  0-73% 1-18% 2-8% 3-1% 4 5 or more 
c. 10 – 14 years. .  0-75% 1-12% 2-11% 3-2% 4 5 or more 
d. 15 – 19 years. .  0-76% 1-17% 2-6% 3-1% 4 5 or more 

e. 20 – 40 years. .  0-49% 1-17% 2-34% 3 4 5 or more 
f. 41 – 65 years. .  0-40% 1-17% 2-43% 3 4 5 or more 
g. Over 65 years. 0-78% 1-11% 2-11% 3 4 5 or more 

 

35 Are you male or female? 
46%  Male 

54%  Female 

 

36 Which of the following best describes your gross household income 

during the last year? 
--- Less than $10,000 12%  $35,000-$49,999 

1%  $10,000-$14,999 25%  $50,000-$74,999 
2%  $15,000-$24,999 24%  $75,000-$99,999 

4%  $25,000-$34,999 32%. $100,000+ 

37 Do you or someone in your household have a cognitive or physical  

disability? 
87%   No 
13%  Yes 

38 Are you a dog owner? 
54%  No 

46% Yes
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Charts of Layton City Parks & Recreation Needs Assessment Survey 
 

Figure 1. Travel to parks and recreation facilities. 

 

 

Figure 2. Park amenity priority levels. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3. Sports amenity priority levels. 

 
Figure 4. Recreation amenity priority levels. 
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Figure 5. Youth programs priority levels. 

 

Figure 6. Adult programs priority levels. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7. Services priority levels. 
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Figure 8. Actions priority levels. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 9. Pay program costs with taxes, combination, or fees. 
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Figure 8. Reasons that prevent people using facilities and programs. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 9. Services satisfaction levels. 
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Figure 10. Benefits from Layton City Parks & Recreation facilities and programs. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 11. Organizations used by households. 

 

 
 

Figure 14. Years lived in Layton City 
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Figure 12. Ages of respondents. 

 
 

Figure 13. Households with Members in Age Category 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 14. Gender of respondents. 
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B – ENVISION LAYTON PUBLIC INPUT – PRELIMINARY RESULTS 

Envision Layton is a community-driven effort to help identify and develop a “vision” for the future of Layton City for 

the next 35 years. Partners who are supporting this effort to Envision Layton include Layton City, Envision Utah, and 

Wasatch Front Regional Council Local Planning Resource Program. The Executive Committee council is the governing 

body for Envision Layton and operates under the support of Layton City Council and the Planning Commission. The 

Executive Committee includes Kristin Elinkowski (Co-Chair); Brett Nilsson, Planning Commission (Co-Chair); Joyce 

Brown, City Council; Preston Cox; Jewel Lee Kenley; Robert J. Stevenson, Mayor; Joy Petro, City Council; Dave 

Weaver, Planning Commission; and Spencer Young.      

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Questions that have been a driving point of the visioning process include:  

• How can Layton develop jobs that will improve and keep our community viable for the long term?  
• How will Layton’s transportation system need to evolve to maintain or reduce travel times throughout the 

community?  

• How does Layton keep housing attainable for their children and grandchildren?  
• How does Layton maintain and improve open space and recreation opportunities? 
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C - SCOPING MEETING NOTES 
 

LAYTON PARKS, 

RECREATION, TRAILS,  

OPEN SPACE AND 

CULTURAL FACILITIES   

MASTER PLAN UPDATE 
 

THE FOLLOWING ARE 

COMMENTS PROVIDED DURING 

THE PUBLIC OPEN HOUSE ON 

JULY 21st AT THE LAYTON CITY 

COMMUNITY BUILDING.  

COMMENTS AND INPUT ARE 

ORGANIZED BY GENERAL TOPIC: 

 

PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING 

April 21, 2015 

 

COMMENTS/FEEDBACK: 
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PARKS AND AMENITIES 

 

o The proposed Boynton Park on the central southern edge of the city (see map links on webpage) should 

have a variety of uses that appeal to both younger children (i.e playgrounds, splash pad) and older youth (i.e 

sport fields etc.).   

o The neighborhood parks should have multi-use courts so a variety of sports can be played in a moderately 

sized park. 

o There is a high demand for splash pads and should be built in areas that can handle the traffic demands due 

to their popularity. 

o The residents want to see the proposed park designs before they get built.  When the development is 

getting closer, the City will reach out to the residents for feedback on the park design.  This will help 

determine what amenities actually go in the park. 

o Boynton Park should have similar uses to Andy Adams Park.  The residents want tennis, pickleball, a 

playground, open space and a splash pad. 

o The City works with neighborhoods to create unique features for each new park. 

o Splash Pads are a big need in Layton, a regional draw should be considered. 

o Impact fees are put into a central account and are used throughout the city, but only for new facilities. 

o How does the City determine when the parks get built?  The timing is based on impact fees and 

development.  Then the City Council approves the projects, this is a good time to get involved in knowing 

more about the proposed parks. 

o The indoor Surf and Swim indoor pool is losing a lot of money in the winter because of the cover/heating 

needs (approximately half a million) and fewer users but it does service sport teams and seniors. 

 

From Webpage: 

o There should be garbage cans placed throughout the Layton Duck Park (Commons Park). I was appalled on 

Easter Sunday when my family went for a walk at how much trash people leave behind. We picked up trash 

that day as I was taught to leave it better than you found it and always take my trash with me. It is not that 

hard to take it out if you pack it in, but apparently a lot of people think that there are workers that will do it. 

It shouldn't be that way. Maybe if there were cans placed throughout then they would use them. 

o I cannot attend the meeting but would really love to see more parks with swings and play areas a little more 

suitable and accessible for young children. It is difficult as a parent to keep a toddler safe on a playground 

you can barely get on with them and that is really designed for older children. 

o I have lived in the east part of Layton for 25 years and have always been frustrated that there are not 

enough parks in our area. There is a park at the top of Oak Hills Drive that has been abandoned. I hope we 

can remedy this situation. 

o I visit only Layton Commons Park. The other parks just don't seem as nice. I believe Layton city could use a 

nicer park in the East Layton area. 

o There are some lots across from my home that could use some attention. I live in a subdivision where I have 

to cross Antelope to play at a park. By park I mean Lincoln Elementary which I cannot use during school. It is 

not very practical for mothers with small children. The lot across from us is oddly shaped. In speaking with 

nearby home owners surrounding the odd lots most are receptive to some type of park. We all understand it 

would just be a small park but it would be something. I would be happy to provide any additional 

information and perhaps, if needed volunteer my time, to help get something started. Any feedback would 

be very much appreciated. 

o We frequently visit the main Layton City Park near LHS, Surf N Swim, and Andy Adams Park, since those are 

the closest to us. Also enjoy tennis courts at SandRidge Park near Hwy 193. Looking forward to future Snow 

Canyon Park, but have concerns that it not become a major hub for visitors to the nearby trails, mainly due 

to disrespect of current trails shown by patrons in recent years. Our concern is that the same treatment 

might be shown to a park in the area. The future park land is bordered by homes to the East. We like the 

quiet mountain feel of the area and would love to maintain that somehow. 

 

RECREATION CENTERS AND PUBLIC/PRIVATE COOPERATIVE PARTNERSHIPS 

 

o There should be a recreation center that is centralized.  There is an upcoming proposed RAMP (Recreation, 

Arts, Museum and Parks) tax that will help make this more of a reality.   

o The county can often build the biggest recreation centers depending on the system. 

o A cooperative partnership with private entities is encouraged by the city in relationship to recreation 

programming etc.  Central Davis Junior High is a good example of how well this worked when both the City 

and the school system each paid two million for the gymnasium where the school has day use and the city 

programs it at night. 

o This public and private partnership will help minimize costs and help the residents save tax money. 

 

From Webpage: 

o We do not use any recreation programs except AYSO. Our city could definitely use a nicer pool and 

recreation facility. My family travels to Bountiful to use their recreation center and pool. I'd much rather 

stay in Layton. 

 

TRAILS  

 

o The roads in Layton need sidewalks so that walkers and runners are safe. 

o There should be good trails that connect with the parks since many people like to bike or walk from their 

homes. 

o A walking track running the perimeter of a park would get well used and would also keep good surveillance 

on the park which would help keep undesired uses out. 

o The Legacy Highway alignment should be researched and connected to the trail system shown on the trails 

map. 

o The proposed bike route on Gentile Street between Fairfield Avenue and Highway 89 is not sufficient 

enough for the amount of use this area experiences.  A separate lane on the north side of the road here 

would be greatly used and should be a top priority.  There is a proposed paved trail about a quarter mile 

north that would parallel this section that runs through open space just south of the Valley View golf course 

and then south of Holmes reservoir but would it be plowed in the winter? 

o A designated pedestrian/bicycle trail should be established on the north side of Oak Hills Drive/SR 109 from 

the intersection of Oak Hills Drive and U.S. 89 west to the intersection with Oak Hills Drive/SR 109 and East 

Gentile Street. This area is dangerous and hazardous to bicycle riders and runners, particularly at the guard 

rail areas. 

o I use Kays Creek parkway for a trail. We bike on Legacy Parkway, but can't access that from Layton. We need 

a LOT more easily accessible walking trails in Layton, especially in East Layton. We could also use some 

biking trails. There is not a great place to access the Rail Trail and park your car, since we'd have to drive to 

that trail first to use it. Please add more bike trails in East Layton as well. 

o The proposed trails that are shown to the north of Layton Commons that would run all the way to Kays 

Creek Parkway will be difficult to implement because the property is not available. 

o Does the Hobbs Reservoir trail link shown that makes a small/uphill connection to 3025 North really exist?  

(It may be dashed b/c it is such a small section).  If not, it would be a great way for residents to access the 

reservoir.  

 

From Webpage: 
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o Our family used Bonneville Shoreline trail & Adams Canyon trail frequently in the past. Those are the closest 

recreation areas to our neighborhood, since we live East of Hwy 89. The trails need some kind of up-

keep/monitoring or no dogs allowed policy, because lately pet owners do not clean up after their dogs. So 

the trails are not very family/children friendly anymore. 

 

ROAD CROSSINGS 

 

o Highway 89 is in desperate need of road crossing in between the sparse traffic light crossings.  Even the 

traffic light crossings feel dangerous but many residents have to sprint across because the BST (Bonneville 

Shoreline Trail) is right near their homes but there are no nearby crossings to the trail.   

o UDOT has two proposed highway 89 overpasses that will be added to the trail map in order to see how 

much this helps. 

o There is a very long fence on the east side of highway 89 that has no gaps or openings which makes it very 

hard to access the BST.   

o Highway 89 is a state road so it is very important that the community works with them in collaboration to 

work on the crossing and fence issues.  A policy should be created in this plan that advises the City to have a 

close relationship with the state in regards to highway 89. 

o Hobbs Creek at Highway 89 needs a crossing, the cow fence here also presents a trail safety issue. 

o There should be a broad look at the trails and getting around communities in relation to highway 89 safety, 

traffic and timing. 

o A pedestrian overpass is needed at Gentile Street and Highway 89.  It is extremely unsafe to cross here. 

o The existing and proposed UDOT concrete barriers that are replacing the fences are a big issue in regards to 

crossing Highway 89 and accessing the BST safely/efficiently. 

 

From Webpage: 

o A pedestrian/bicycle overpass or underpass should be established at the intersection of Oak Hills Drive and 

U.S. 89. Currently, there is no safe way for bicycle riders or runners to safely cross U.S. 89 and access the 

frontage roads or Bonneville shoreline trail. Establishment of the pedestrian overpass or underpass would 

increase the safety of runners and bikers, and would provide a direct access to the Bonneville Shoreline 

Trailhead, thus linking trail systems on the east side of U.S. 89 with those to the west of the highway. 

 

ACCESS 

 

o There is a concern over traffic issues at Boynton Park because there are only small residential streets to 

access it currently. 

o Access is an important consideration in general and should have a balance between neighborhood and 

community needs.  Larger sports parks should only be on arterial roads so that the traffic does not affect the 

quiet residential streets. 

o A transportation map could be good that shows the hierarchy of street types in relation to types of parks 

proposed etc.  Knowing the road classifications should help determine which parks should have which (high 

demand) amenities etc... 

o A community park should be located on major/arterial streets so the traffic impact is minimal, whereas 

neighborhood parks could be on smaller (but not tiny) streets. 

o Highway 89 is a massive barrier for connecting to the BST from the east and also when getting to parks that 

are on the west side if you live on the BST side. 

 

CULTURAL AMENITIES 

 

o One way to get ideas for new cultural elements in Layton would be to visit the high school civics classes, give 

them a presentation on the Parks, Recreation, Trails, Open Space & Cultural Facilities Master Plan, and then 

ask the students for their input, suggestions and feedback.  

 

From Webpage: 

o We spend all our time in Station Park in Farmington which offers classes, recreation and music in addition to 

shopping/dining. Layton could really use a place like that! Our businesses are all leaving to relocate there 

and our only "exciting" plans are to include a Winco which we are so not happy about them coming to town. 

We need some nightlife around here! 

 

MISCELLANEOUS/GENERAL COMMENTS 

 

o The demographics are young here and should be taken into consideration for the changing needs of the 

residents. 

o Layton’s money is well spent in relation to the Police department, Fire department, and Parks and 

Recreation.  They are good about reaching out to the public. 

o What can the community do to get involved with the parks, recreation and trails etc.?  They can attend the 

city council/planning commission meetings and stay up to date on any other planning meetings that are 

posted on the city’s website and Facebook page. 

o This plan will likely be adopted sometime during August which will mean changes, improvements and 

enhancements to facilities. 

o There should be facilities to accommodate more passive activities too. 

o What is the philosophy of Layton?  Every community is different in relation to prioritization and focus. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

D - DRAFT PLAN OPEN HOUSE MEETING NOTES 
 

LAYTON PARKS, RECREATION, TRAILS,  

OPEN SPACE AND CULTURAL FACILITIES   

MASTER PLAN UPDATE 

 
THE FOLLOWING ARE COMMENTS PROVIDED DURING THE PUBLIC OPEN HOUSE ON JULY 21st AT THE 

LAYTON CITY COMMUNITY BUILDING.  COMMENTS AND INPUT ARE ORGANIZED BY GENERAL TOPIC: 

 

 

PUBLIC OPEN HOUSE 

July 21, 2015 

 

COMMENTS/FEEDBACK: 
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Parks   

 

o There is a very keen interest in having Boynton Park built soon (3 people). 

 

o Greyhawk Park sounds like an exciting new park that we are looking forward to because it’s in our 

neighborhood. 

 

o I mostly use Commons Park, but it would be nice to have a playground closer to the Flint / Gentile 

area (or clarify if it is OK to use the elementary school playground).  

 

o The City should be sure to check in with the surrounding neighborhoods of these proposed parks 

before they are built in order to get feedback on the design and amenities. 

 

 

Amenities 

 

o We need enough pickleball courts to be able to hold tournaments which would be a complex of 10-

12 courts. 

 

o Please put in pickleball courts! If you wonder about their use, visit the ones in Ogden, i.e Mt. Ogden 

park and Monroe park. They are always full! 

 

o I would like to see Pickle ball courts somewhere in Layton. Either new courts or existing tennis 

courts converted to Pickle Ball. Most tennis courts seem underutilized. Pickle Ball is becoming very 

popular and Layton City should have courts. 

 

o I would enjoy a disc golf location closer than Riverdale (possibly partner with WSU-Davis). 

 

 

 

Trails  

 

o Please finish the Kays Creek Trail in the Northeast and make a connection and crossing with 

Highway 89. 

 

o Separate paved and dirt paths are preferable to striped bike lanes on the street.  It is unfortunate 

that so many drivers meander onto the shoulder and bike lanes.  But that’s a driver education issue 

that won’t be solved here; maybe not ever. 

 

o A comment from a skinny tire road biker.  Busy highway shoulders have a lot of tire puncturing 

debris.  Cars going close by at 60 mph is disconcerting for all of us shoulder hopping users.  I’m 

referring to the section of Hwy 193 between Hwy 89 and I-15.  The master plan map shows a bike 

lane.  What do you think about a widened sidewalk or separate path there.  Especially between 

Church Street and Hillfield Road.  The existing dirt use trail doesn’t cut it.  Pedestrians, runners and 

bikers would be better off for it.  It would have to be kept clear in the winter.  If it needs to be just a 

striped bike lane, how about running a street sweeper by once in a while so we pedal bikers can 

hug the curb. 

 

o My guess is that funding constraints and especially private property issues make it difficult for 

separate paths to happen. 

 

o I don’t suppose a loop trail all the way around Hobbs Pond is feasible.  But then, that might backfire 

and make the area too popular.  Residents of 3025 N might object.  

 

o I concur with your website Map 4 trail priorities. 

 

o The internet is a nice invention, but I also like paper maps for reference.  Trail maps should be 

readily available in all bike shops and other shops like Striders. 

 

o The rail trail between Hill Field and Kaysville, and connecting sections near Layton Parkway should 

be finished. Hopefully bike lanes are part of the Hill Field / Main Street construction. Please keep 

enough space around the new WinCo for extra car lanes and bike lanes. 

 

o The trails priorities map is awesome and very exciting to ponder all of the possible connections, 

recreation and fun that will be had when it’s all built! 

 

Road Crossings/ Access 

 

o I’m all in favor of pedestrian bridges over Hwy 89 to connect with the east bench. 

 

o The three UDOT proposed crossing over Highway 89 are so critical for safety. 

 

o 2400 East on Highway 193 needs a pedestrian cross light because the new light does not help the 

safety of walkers etc...  It is very automobile focused. 

 

o Is anything being done to help connect those of us just on the west side of Hwy 89 to the trails (i.e., 

Bonneville Shoreline & Great Western) via Fernwood Rec Area? 

 

o There are many of us who live close to the new Antelope Interchange that had been crossing 89 

and using the easement directly across from Oak Lane to access Fernwood for trail running and 

mountain biking. Now the interchange has blocked our access to cross there, and we are forced to 

use the more dangerous option at the light so we can bypass the barbed wire. 

 

o I had heard there would be access points (maybe in the form of pedestrian walkways or something) 

made to cross 89 at Adams Canyon and 193, but there are plenty of us right in the middle who 

would love to access Fernwood that way. 
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Cultural Amenities 

 

o There should be a summer community theater that uses high schools while school is out. 

 

o More visual art, murals and farmers/craft market type elements would be great in Layton. 

 

 

Miscellaneous/ General Comments 

 

o The proposed master plan is exciting to me and will help make Layton an example of a good quality 

of life.  Well worth the effort and investment.  Look out Ogden and Weber Pathways!  Or better 

yet, let’s hook up with them and the rest of Davis County. 

 

o Please coordinate with WSU-Davis for programs related to college age activities. 

 

o It would be great to see some money directed towards a nice Recreation Center for the City. 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING
AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 

  
Item Number:  3.
   
Subject:  
Draft Updates - Layton City Draft Impact Fee Analysis Parks, Trails and Recreation and Layton City Draft 
Impact Fee Facilities Plan Parks, Trails and Recreation
   
Background:  
Susan Becker with Zion's Bank will update the Council and Planning Commission on the drafts for the 
Layton City Draft Impact Fee Analysis Parks, Trails and Recreation and the Layton City Draft Impact Fee 
Facilities Plan Parks, Trails and Recreation.
  
Alternatives:  
N/A
  
Recommendation:  
N/A
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Summary of Impact Fee Analysis (IFA) 
 
Utah Code allows cities to include only system-wide parks for the purpose of calculating impact 
fees. Project-wide parks cannot be used to establish levels of service eligible to be maintained 
through impact fees. Based on input from Layton City and the consultants, a system-wide park is 
defined as a park that serves more than one local development area.  System-wide parks in Layton 
include neighborhood, community and regional parks.  After consideration, the City has deter-
mined that there is one geographic service area citywide for the purpose of providing parks and 
recreation services and facilities. 
 
This IFA is organized based on the legal requirements of Utah Code 11-36a-304. 
 
Impact on Consumption of Existing Capacity - Utah Code 11-36a-304(1)(a) 
 

Based on information provided in the City’s Parks, Recreation and Trails Master Plan completed in 
October 2015, Layton City had a 2010 population of 72,500 persons.  The City’s population is 
projected to add 11,743 residents between 2015 and 2025, growing to 84,243 residents at that 
time.  
 
Existing service levels are based on the current (2015) levels of service in the City for parks and 
trails which is 4.71park acres per 1,000 persons.1  The City feels a need to increase its park acre-
age slightly, to a service level of 5.02 acres per 1,000 persons, in order to cover some “gaps” in 
geographic location of parks in the current park system.  Because park improvements, mowed 
acres and parking are all proportionately related to the amount of park land, the proposed service 
level for these amenities will also increase slightly as shown in Table 1 below. 
 
Paved trail miles also have a higher proposed service level than the existing service level and ac-
companying trail structures are related to trail miles, so the proposed service level for trail struc-
tures is also higher than the existing service level.  The service level for unpaved trail miles is slated 
to decline, but only slightly, in the future. 
 
TABLE 1: SUMMARY OF EXISTING SERVICE LEVELS, PROPOSED SERVICE LEVELS AND EXCESS CAPACITY 

Category Existing LOS* Proposed LOS Excess Capacity 

Park Land - Acres per 1,000 4.71  5.02               (0.31) 

Park Improvements - per Capita $100.60 $107.32 ($6.72) 

Park Mowed Acres  - per 1,000 1.27  1.36              (0.08) 

Parking - SF per Capita 4.12  4.40                 (0.28) 
Paved Trail Miles - Miles per 
1,000 0.18  0.53  (0.35) 
Unpaved Trail Miles – Miles per 
1,000 

                                
0.095  

                                
0.092  

                                
0.002  

Trail Structures - per Capita $31.03  $70.19  ($39.15) 

*Level of Service    
 

1 Calculated by dividing the 341.17 system park acres by the 2015 population of 72,500, divided by 1,000. 
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The service levels shown in Table 1 are then converted to an equivalent service level per capita for 
ease in calculating fees and to demonstrate that parks, recreation and trails work together to cre-
ate one complete system of facilities. 
 
TABLE 2: SUMMARY OF EXISTING SERVICE LEVELS, PROPOSED SERVICE LEVELS AND EXCESS CAPACITY 

LOS Summary Table Existing LOS* per 
Capita 

Proposed LOS 
LOS per Capita 

Excess Capacity 
per Capita 

Park Land $470.58 $502.00 ($31.42) 

Park Improvements $100.60 $107.32 ($6.72) 

Park Mowed Acres $89.15 $95.10 ($5.95) 

Parking $11.87 $12.66 ($0.79) 

Paved Trail Miles $23.14  $67.77  ($44.62) 

Unpaved Trail Miles $7.49  $7.30  $0.19  

Trail Structures $31.03  $70.19  ($39.15) 

*Level of Service    
 
Parks 
If no new system park facilities are added, the park level of service2 for park land will decline from 
the existing service level of $470.58 per capita to $404.98 in 2025, creating an even greater defi-
ciency in park land than currently exists.3  The proposed service level is 5.02 acres per 1,000 per-
sons, or $502.00 per capita.   
 
The level of service for park improvements will decline from $100.60 per capita in 2015 to $86.58 
in 2025, which is less than the proposed service level of $107.32 per capita, creating an even 
greater deficiency in park improvements than currently exists. These declining service levels are 
attributable to new development and population growth in Layton City, which is estimated to be an 
increase of 11,743 persons between 2015 and 2025. 
 
The level of service for park mowed acres will decline from $89.15 per capita in 2015 to $76.72 in 
2025, which is less than the proposed service level of $95.10 per capita.  The level of service for 
parking will decline from $11.87 per capita in 2015 (existing level of service) to $10.22 in 2025.  
The proposed service level is $12.66 per capita. 
 
Trails 
If no new paved trails are constructed, the trails level of service will decline from the existing $23.14 
per capita to $19.92 by 2025.  This is significantly less than the proposed service level for trails of 
$67.77 per capita.  
 
If no new unpaved trails are constructed, the trails level of service will decline from the existing 0.09 
trail miles per 1,000 population to 0.08 trail miles per 1,000 population.  This results in a decline 
from the existing $7.49 per capita to $6.45 per capita from 2015 to 2025.  While there is a small 
amount of excess capacity in unpaved trails, this excess capacity will be consumed by 2017. The 
proposed service level for unpaved trails is $7.30 per capita. 
 

2 Does not include gifted acres. 
3 Calculations are explained in detail in the body of this report. 
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Trail structure development is closely correlated with the development of trails. As new trail miles 
are built, new trail structures must be built to accompany them.  If no new trail structures are built, 
the trail structures level of service will decline from the existing $31.03 per capita to $26.71 by 
2025.  This is less than the proposed service level for trail structures of $70.19 per capita.  
 
 
Impact on System Improvements by Anticipated Development Activity - Utah Code 11-
36a-304(1)(b) 
 

Parks 
The City will need to acquire additional park land, park improvements, mowed acres and parking 
spaces in order to maintain its existing service levels and to reach its proposed level of service 
through 2025. Park service levels will decline, as a result of population growth, unless new park 
improvements are constructed or acquired.   
 
Park improvements can be acquired for an estimated cost of $100,000 per acre; park improve-
ments (given the existing mix of park improvements) will cost approximately $21,377.91 per acre; 
mowed acres will cost roughly $70,131.60 per acre (based on a cost of $1.61 per square foot for 
sod and irrigation); parking costs are estimated at $2.88 per square foot; paved trail miles cost 
$24.00 per linear foot; unpaved trails cost $15.00 per linear foot, and trail structures average 
$150,000 each. 
 
The City will need to spend the following amounts just to maintain existing service levels.  Reaching 
proposed service levels will incur additional costs to those shown in Table 3 below.   
 
TABLE 3: SUMMARY OF PARK IMPROVEMENT COSTS NECESSITATED BY NEW DEVELOPMENT, 2015 - 2025 

Summary of Increased Improvement Costs, 2015-20254  
Park Land $5,526,013 

Park Improvements $1,181,346 

Mowed Acres $1,046,904 

Parking $139,410 

Total Park Improvements $7,893,672 

 
 
Trails 
The City will also need to maintain service levels for trails.  The City currently has 13.24 paved trail 
miles, resulting in a service level of 0.18 paved trail miles per 1,000 persons.  The City desires to 
have 45.05 paved trail miles by 2025, thus increasing the service level to 0.53 paved miles per 
1,000 persons.   
 
The City currently has 6.86 unpaved trail miles, resulting in a service level of 0.095 unpaved trail 
miles per 1,000 persons.  The city desires to have 7.77 unpaved trail miles by 2025, resulting in a 
proposed service level of 0.092 unpaved miles per 1,000 residents.  The proposed service level for 
unpaved trails is therefore a slight decrease from the existing service level. 
 

4 All impact fees collected must be spent within a six-year period from when they are collected. 
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The City will also need to construct additional trail structures in order to maintain desired service 
levels. Currently the City has 15 trailheads and a level of service of $31.03 per capita.  The City de-
sires to keep the ratio of trail structures consistent with trail miles (paved and unpaved) and desires 
to increase this service level to $70.19 per capita by 2025. 
 
 
Relationship of Anticipated Impacts to Anticipated Development Activity - Utah Code 11-
36a-304(1)(c) 
 

The demand placed on existing public park facilities by new development activity is attributed to 
population growth.  Layton City has a 2015 population of 72,500 persons and as a result of antici-
pated development activity will grow to a projected 84,243 persons by 2025 – an increase of 
11,743 persons.  As growth occurs as a result of increased development activity, more parks and 
trails are needed to maintain existing service levels and to reach proposed service levels. 

 
Proportionate Share Analysis - Utah Code 11-36a-304(1)(d)(i)(ii)  
 

Costs Reasonably Related to New Development Activity 
The costs of new system improvements required to maintain the service levels related to new de-
velopment activity are based on the costs of system-wide park facilities, the consultant fees for the 
preparation of the Impact Fee Facilities Plan and the Impact Fee Analysis, and any impact fee fund 
balance.  

 

The total maximum allowable Parks, Recreation and Trails Impact Fee is $1,900.11 per residential 
unit.  
 
TABLE 4: MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE IMPACT FEE 
Description Amount 

Park Land $470.58  

Park Improvements $100.60 

Mowed Acres $89.15  

Parking $11.87  

Paved Trails $23.14  

Unpaved Trails $6.14  

Trail Structures $31.03  

Consultant Fees $0.68 

Impact Fee Fund Balance ($129.99) 

Total Per Capita $603.21  

TOTAL per Capita $1,183.78  

Household Size 3.15 

Fee per Household $1,900.11  
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Manner of Financing - Utah Code 11-36a-304(2)(c)(d)(e)(f)(g)(h:  
 

An impact fee is a one-time fee that is implemented by a local government on new development to 
help fund and pay for all or a portion of the costs of public facilities that are needed to serve new 
development. Additionally, impact fees allow new growth to share in the cost of existing facilities 
that have excess capacity. 
 
Impact Fee Credits 
The Impact Fees Act requires credits to be paid back to development for future fees that may be 
paid to fund system improvements found in the IFFP so that new development is not charged 
twice.   
 
Extraordinary Costs and Time Price Differential  
It is not anticipated that there will be any extraordinary costs in servicing newly-developed park 
properties. To account for the time-price differential inherent in fair comparisons of amounts paid at 
different times, actual costs have been used to compute buy-in costs to public facilities with ex-
cess capacity and current costs have been used to compute impacts on system improvements 
required by anticipated development activity to maintain the established level of service for each 
public facility. 
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Utah Code 11-36a 
 
Preparation of Impact Fee Analysis.  Utah Code requires that “each local political subdivision… 
intending to impose an impact fee shall prepare a written analysis (Impact Fee Analysis or IFA) of 
each impact fee” (Utah Code 11-36a-303).  This IFA follows all legal requirements as outlined be-
low. Layton City has retained Zions Bank Public Finance (ZBPF) to prepare this Impact Fee Analy-
sis in accordance with legal requirements. 
 
Section 11-36a-304 of the Utah Code outlines the requirements of an impact fee analysis which is 
required to identify the following: 
 

 anticipated impact on or consumption of any existing capacity of a public facility by the an-
ticipated development activity; 

 anticipated impact on system improvements required by the anticipated development ac-
tivity to maintain the established level of service for each public facility; 

 how anticipated impacts are reasonably related to the anticipated development activity 
 the proportionate share of: 

o costs for existing capacity that will be recouped; and 
o costs of impacts on system improvement that are reasonably related to the new 

development activity; and  
 how the impact fee was calculated. 

 
Further, in analyzing whether or not the proportionate share of the costs of public facilities are rea-
sonably related to the new development activity, the local political subdivision or private entity, as 
the case may be, shall identify, if applicable: 
 

 the cost of each existing public facility that has excess capacity to serve the anticipated de-
velopment resulting from the new development activity; 

 the cost of system improvements for each public facility; 
 other than impact fees, the manner of financing for each public facility such as user charg-

es, special assessments, bonded indebtedness, general taxes, or federal grants; 
 the relative extent to which development activity will contribute to financing the excess ca-

pacity of and system improvements for each existing public facility, by means such as user 
charges, special assessments, or payment from the proceeds of general taxes; 

 the relative extent to which development activity will contribute to the cost of existing public 
facilities and system improvements in the future; 

 the extent to which the development activity is entitled to a credit against impact fees be-
cause the development activity will dedicate system improvements or public facilities that 
will offset the demand for system improvements, inside or outside the proposed develop-
ment;  

 extraordinary costs, if any in servicing the newly developed properties; and 
 the time-price differential inherent in fair comparisons of amounts paid at different times. 

 
Calculating Impact Fees.  Utah Code 11-36a-305 states that for purposes of calculating an im-
pact fee, a local political subdivision or private entity may include the following: 
 
 construction contract price; 
 cost of acquiring land, improvements, materials, and fixtures; 
 cost for planning, surveying, and engineering fees for services provided for and directly re-

lated to the construction of the system improvements; and 
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 for a political subdivision, debt service charges if the political subdivision might use impact 
fees as a  revenue stream to pay the principal and interest on bonds, notes or other obliga-
tions issued to finance the costs of the system improvements. 

 
Additionally, the Code states that each political subdivision or private entity shall base impact fee 
amounts on realistic estimates and the assumptions underlying those estimates shall be disclosed 
in the impact fee analysis. 
 
Certification of Impact Fee Analysis. Utah Code 11-36a-306 states that an impact fee analysis 
shall include a written certification from the person or entity that prepares the impact fee analysis. 
This certification is included at the conclusion of this analysis. 
 
Impact Fee Enactment.  Utah Code 11-36a-202 states that a local political subdivision or private 
entity wishing to impose impact fees shall pass an impact fee enactment in accordance with Sec-
tion 11-36a-402.  Additionally, an impact fee imposed by an impact fee enactment may not ex-
ceed the highest fee justified by the impact fee analysts. An impact fee enactment may not take 
effect until 90 days after the day on which the impact fee enactment is approved.  
 
Notice of Intent to Prepare Impact Fee Analysis. A local political subdivision must provide written 
notice of its intent to prepare an IFA before preparing the Analysis (Utah Code 11-36a-503(1)).  
This notice must be posted on the Utah Public Notice website.  Layton City has complied with this 
noticing requirement for the IFA by posting notice on ________________.  A copy of the notice is 
included in Appendix A. 
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Impact Fee Analysis 
 
Utah Code allows cities to include only system-wide parks for the purpose of calculating impact 
fees. Project-wide parks cannot be used to establish levels of service eligible to be maintained 
through impact fees. Based on input from Layton City and the consultants, a system-wide park is 
defined as a park that serves more than one local development area. System-wide parks in Layton 
include neighborhood, community and regional parks. 
 
This IFA is organized based on the legal requirements of Utah Code 11-36a-304. 

 
 
Impact on Consumption of Existing Capacity 
Utah Code 11-36a-304(1)(a): an impact fee analysis shall identify the anticipated impact on or consumption of any 
existing capacity of a public facility by the anticipated development activity 
 

 
Parks  

 

Park land service levels will decline, due to new development activity, from the existing service level 
of 4.71 acres per 1,000 residents and $470.58 per capita, to 4.05 acres per 1,000 residents in 
2025 and $404.98 per capita. The proposed service level is 5.02 acres per 1,000 residents and 
$502.00 per capita. 
 
TABLE 5: PARK LAND SERVICE LEVEL IMPACTS FROM NEW DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 

Year Population Population Growth 

Service Levels If No 
New Facilities – 

Acres per 1,000 Res-
idents 

Per Capita Service Levels 
 If No New Facilities 

2015                    72,500                           4.71  $470.58 

2016                    73,597                       1,097                          4.64  $463.57 

2017                    74,710                       1,113                          4.57  $456.66 

2018                    75,840                       1,130                          4.50  $449.86 

2019                    76,987                       1,147                          4.43  $443.15 

2020                    78,151                       1,164                          4.37  $436.55 

2021                    79,333                       1,182                          4.30  $430.05 

2022                    80,533                       1,200                          4.24  $423.64 

2023                    81,751                       1,218                          4.17  $417.33 

2024                    82,988                       1,236                          4.11  $411.11 

2025                    84,243                       1,255                          4.05  $404.98 

Total                     11,743    
 
 
Park improvement service levels will decline, due to new development activity, from the existing 
service level of $100.60 per capita to a service level of $86.58 per capita in 2025. The proposed 
service level is $107.32. 
 
 

1
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TABLE 6: PARK IMPROVEMENT SERVICE LEVEL IMPACTS FROM NEW DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 

Year Population Population Growth 
Service Levels If No New 

Facilities 

2015                    72,500                              -    $100.60  

2016                    73,597                       1,097  $99.10  

2017                    74,710                       1,113  $97.62  

2018                    75,840                       1,130  $96.17  

2019                    76,987                       1,147  $94.74  

2020                    78,151                       1,164  $93.33  

2021                    79,333                       1,182  $91.93  

2022                    80,533                       1,200  $90.57  

2023                    81,751                       1,218  $89.22  

2024                    82,988                       1,236  $87.89  

2025                    84,243                       1,255  $86.58  

TOTAL                             -                       11,743   
 
 
Park service levels for mowed acres will decline, due to new development activity, from the existing 
service level of 1.27 acres per 1,000 residents of $89.15 per capita, to 1.09 acres per 1,000 resi-
dents in 2025 and $76.72 per capita.  The proposed service level is 1.36 mowed acres per 1,000 
residents. 
 
TABLE 7: PARK MOWED ACRES SERVICE LEVEL IMPACTS FROM NEW DEVELOPMENT 

Year Population Population Growth 

Service Levels If 
No New Facilities 
– Acres per 1,000 

Residents 

Service Levels If No New Facilities 

2015                    72,500                              -                            1.27  $89.15 

2016                    73,597                       1,097                          1.25  $87.82 

2017                    74,710                       1,113                          1.23  $86.51 

2018                    75,840                       1,130                          1.22  $85.23 

2019                    76,987                       1,147                          1.20  $83.96 

2020                    78,151                       1,164                          1.18  $82.70 

2021                    79,333                       1,182                          1.16  $81.47 

2022                    80,533                       1,200                          1.14  $80.26 

2023                    81,751                       1,218                          1.13  $79.06 

2024                    82,988                       1,236                          1.11  $77.88 

2025                    84,243                       1,255                          1.09  $76.72 

TOTAL                     11,743    
 
 
Park service levels for paved parking areas associated with the parks will decline, due to new de-
velopment activity, from the existing service level of 4.12 square feet per 1,000 residents and 
$11.87 per capita, to 3.55 square feet per 1,000 residents in 2025 and $10.22 per capita.  
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TABLE 8: PARKING (ASPHALT) SQUARE FEET SERVICE LEVEL IMPACTS FROM NEW DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY  

Year Population Population Growth 
Service Levels If 
No New Facilities Service Levels If No New Facilities 

2015                    72,500                              -                            4.12  $11.87 

2016                    73,597                       1,097                          4.06  $11.69 

2017                    74,710                       1,113                          4.00  $11.52 

2018                    75,840                       1,130                          3.94  $11.35 

2019                    76,987                       1,147                          3.88  $11.18 

2020                    78,151                       1,164                          3.82  $11.01 

2021                    79,333                       1,182                          3.77  $10.85 

2022                    80,533                       1,200                          3.71  $10.69 

2023                    81,751                       1,218                          3.66  $10.53 

2024                    82,988                       1,236                          3.60  $10.37 

2025                    84,243                       1,255                          3.55  $10.22 

TOTAL                     11,743    
 

 
Trails  
 

Trail service levels for paved trails will decline, due to new development activity, from the existing 
service level of 0.18 linear trail miles per 1,000 residents and a per capita service level of $23.14 to 
0.16 linear trail miles per 1,000 residents and $19.92 per capita by 2025 unless new paved trails 
are added. The proposed level of service is $67.77 per capita. 
 
TABLE 9: PAVED LINEAR TRAIL MILES SERVICE LEVEL IMPACTS FROM NEW DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 

Year Population Population Growth 

Service Levels If No 
New Facilities – Linear 
Trail Miles per 1,000 

Residents 

Service Levels If No 
 New Facilities 

2015                    72,500                              -                            0.18  $23.14 

2016                    73,597                       1,097                          0.18  $22.80 

2017                    74,710                       1,113                          0.18  $22.46 

2018                    75,840                       1,130                          0.17  $22.12 

2019                    76,987                       1,147                          0.17  $21.79 

2020                    78,151                       1,164                          0.17  $21.47 

2021                    79,333                       1,182                          0.17  $21.15 

2022                    80,533                       1,200                          0.16  $20.83 

2023                    81,751                       1,218                          0.16  $20.52 

2024                    82,988                       1,236                          0.16  $20.22 

2025                    84,243                       1,255                          0.16  $19.92 

Total                     11,743    
 
 

11 
 



 

Zions Bank Public Finance | November 2015 

 

Layton City | DRAFT Parks, Trails and Recreation Impact Fee Analysis  

Trail service levels for unpaved trails will also decline, due to new development activity, from the 
existing service level of 0.096 linear trail miles per 1,000 residents and a per capita service level of 
$7.49 to 0.081 linear trail miles per 1,000 residents and $6.45 per capita by 2025 unless new un-
paved trails are added. The proposed level of service is $7.30 per capita. 
 
TABLE 10: UNPAVED TRAIL LINEAR MILES SERVICE LEVEL IMPACTS FROM NEW DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 

Year Population Population Growth Service Levels If 
No New Facilities Service Levels If No New Facilities 

2015                    72,500                        0.095  $7.49 

2016                    73,597                       1,097                       0.093  $7.38 

2017                    74,710                       1,113                       0.092  $7.27 

2018                    75,840                       1,130                       0.090  $7.16 

2019                    76,987                       1,147                       0.089  $7.06 

2020                    78,151                       1,164                       0.088  $6.95 

2021                    79,333                       1,182                       0.086  $6.85 

2022                    80,533                       1,200                       0.085  $6.75 

2023                    81,751                       1,218                       0.084  $6.65 

2024                    82,988                       1,236                       0.083  $6.55 

2025                    84,243                       1,255                       0.081  $6.45 

TOTAL                     11,743    
 
 
There is no excess capacity in the five trailheads that comprise the current trail structures.  The 
proposed service level is $70.19 per capita.  The existing service level is $31.03 per capita; by 
2025 the service level will decrease to $26.71 per capita unless new trail structures are construct-
ed. 
  
TABLE 11: TRAIL STRUCTURE SERVICE LEVEL IMPACTS FROM NEW DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 

Year Population Population Growth Additional Investment 
Needed 

Service Levels If No 
New Facilities 

2015                    72,500                              -    $0  $31.03  

2016                    73,597                       1,097  $34,032  $30.57  

2017                    74,710                       1,113  $34,546  $30.12  

2018                    75,840                       1,130  $35,069  $29.67  

2019                    76,987                       1,147  $35,599  $29.23  

2020                    78,151                       1,164  $36,138  $28.79  

2021                    79,333                       1,182  $36,684  $28.36  

2022                    80,533                       1,200  $37,239  $27.94  

2023                    81,751                       1,218  $37,802  $27.52  

2024                    82,988                       1,236  $38,374  $27.11  

2025                    84,243                       1,255  $38,955  $26.71  

TOTAL                     11,743  $364,438   
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Impact on System Improvements by Anticipated Development 
Activity 
Utah Code 11-36a-304(1)(b): an impact fee analysis shall identify the anticipated impact on system improve-
ments required by the anticipated development activity to maintain the established level of service for each pub-
lic facility; 

 
Parks  
 

The City will need to acquire additional park land, park improvements, mowed acres and parking 
spaces in order to maintain its existing service levels.  Service levels will decline, as a result of pop-
ulation growth unless new facilities are constructed or acquired.   
 
The City will need to make an investment of $5,526,013 in park land by 2025 in order to maintain 
its existing service levels.  
 
TABLE 12: PARK LAND IMPACTS FROM NEW DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 

Year Population Population Growth 
Additional Investment 

Needed to Maintain Existing 
Levels 

2015                    72,500  
 $0  

2016                    73,597                       1,097  $516,024  

2017                    74,710                       1,113  $523,829  

2018                    75,840                       1,130  $531,752  

2019                    76,987                       1,147  $539,795  

2020                    78,151                       1,164  $547,959  

2021                    79,333                       1,182  $556,247  
2022                    80,533                       1,200  $564,661  

2023                    81,751                       1,218  $573,201  

2024                    82,988                       1,236  $581,871  

2025                    84,243                       1,255  $590,672  

TOTAL                     11,743  $5,526,013  
 
The City will need to make an additional $1,181,346 investment in parks by 2025 in order to main-
tain its existing service levels. 
 
TABLE 13: PARK IMPROVEMENT IIMPACTS FROM NEW DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 

Year Population Population Growth 
Additional Investment 

Needed 

2015                    72,500                              -    $0  

2016                    73,597                       1,097  $110,315  

2017                    74,710                       1,113  $111,984  

2018                    75,840                       1,130  $113,677  

2  
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Year Population Population Growth Additional Investment 
Needed 

2019                    76,987                       1,147  $115,397  

2020                    78,151                       1,164  $117,142  

2021                    79,333                       1,182  $118,914  

2022                    80,533                       1,200  $120,713  

2023                    81,751                       1,218  $122,538  

2024                    82,988                       1,236  $124,392  

2025                    84,243                       1,255  $126,273  

TOTAL                             -                       11,743  $1,181,346  
 
 
The City will need to make an additional $1,046,904 of investment in mowed acres by 2025 in or-
der to maintain the existing service levels. 
 
TABLE 14: PARK MOWED ACRE IMPACTS FROM NEW DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 

Year Population Population Growth Additional Investment 
Needed 

2015                    72,500                              -    $0  

2016                    73,597                       1,097  $97,761  

2017                    74,710                       1,113  $99,239  

2018                    75,840                       1,130  $100,740  

2019                    76,987                       1,147  $102,264  

2020                    78,151                       1,164  $103,811  

2021                    79,333                       1,182  $105,381  

2022                    80,533                       1,200  $106,975  

2023                    81,751                       1,218  $108,593  

2024                    82,988                       1,236  $110,236  

2025                    84,243                       1,255  $111,903  

TOTAL                     11,743  $1,046,904  
 
 
 
The City will need to make an additional $139,410 of improvements to parking by 2025 in order to 
maintain the existing service levels for paved parking. 
 
TABLE 15: PARKING  IMPACTS FROM NEW DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 

Year Population Population Growth Additional Investment 
Needed 

2015                    72,500                              -    $0  

2016                    73,597                       1,097  $13,018  
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Year Population Population Growth Additional Investment 
Needed 

2017                    74,710                       1,113  $13,215  

2018                    75,840                       1,130  $13,415  

2019                    76,987                       1,147  $13,618  

2020                    78,151                       1,164  $13,824  

2021                    79,333                       1,182  $14,033  

2022                    80,533                       1,200  $14,245  

2023                    81,751                       1,218  $14,461  

2024                    82,988                       1,236  $14,679  

2025                    84,243                       1,255  $14,901  

TOTAL 
 

                   11,743  $139,410  

 
 
Trails 
 

The City will need to make an additional $271,753 of improvements to paved trails by 2025 in or-
der to maintain the existing service levels for paved trails.  
 
TABLE 16: PAVED TRAIL MILE IMPACTS FROM NEW DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 

Year Population Population Growth Additional Investment 
Needed 

2015                    72,500                              -    $0  

2016                    73,597                       1,097  $25,377  

2017                    74,710                       1,113  $25,760  

2018                    75,840                       1,130  $26,150  

2019                    76,987                       1,147  $26,546  

2020                    78,151                       1,164  $26,947  

2021                    79,333                       1,182  $27,355  

2022                    80,533                       1,200  $27,768  

2023                    81,751                       1,218  $28,188  

2024                    82,988                       1,236  $28,615  

2025                    84,243                       1,255  $29,047  

TOTAL                     11,743  $271,753  

 
 
The City will need to make an additional $72,072 of improvements to unpaved trails by 2025 in 
order to reach the proposed service levels for unpaved trails. Note that the proposed service level 
for unpaved trails is lower than the existing service level. 
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TABLE 17: UNPAVED TRAIL MILE IMPACTS FROM NEW DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 

Year Population Population Growth 
Investment 

Needed for Pro-
posed Levels 

Cumulative In-
vestment Need-
ed for Proposed 

LOS 

2015                    72,500                              -    $529,603  ($13,709) 

2016                    73,597                       1,097  $537,613  ($5,699) 

2017                    74,710                       1,113  $545,745  $2,433  

2018                    75,840                       1,130  $553,999  $10,687  

2019                    76,987                       1,147  $562,379  $19,067  

2020                    78,151                       1,164  $570,885  $27,573  

2021                    79,333                       1,182  $579,519  $36,207  

2022                    80,533                       1,200  $588,285  $44,973  

2023                    81,751                       1,218  $597,182  $53,870  

2024                    82,988                       1,236  $606,215  $62,903  

2025                    84,243                       1,255  $615,384  $72,072  
 
 
The City will need to make an additional investment of $364,438 in trail structures by 2025 in order 
to maintain the existing level of service.  
 
TABLE 18: TRAIL STRUCTURE REQUIRED FROM NEW DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 

Year Population Population Growth Additional Investment 
Needed 

2015                    72,500                              -    $0  

2016                    73,597                       1,097  $34,032  

2017                    74,710                       1,113  $34,546  

2018                    75,840                       1,130  $35,069  

2019                    76,987                       1,147  $35,599  

2020                    78,151                       1,164  $36,138  

2021                    79,333                       1,182  $36,684  

2022                    80,533                       1,200  $37,239  

2023                    81,751                       1,218  $37,802  

2024                    82,988                       1,236  $38,374  

2025                    84,243                       1,255  $38,955  

TOTAL                     11,743  $364,438  
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Relationship of Anticipated Impacts to Anticipated Development 
Activity 
Utah Code 11-36a-304(1)(c): an impact fee analysis shall subject to Subsection (2), demonstrate how the antici-
pated impacts described in Subsections (1)(a) and (b) are reasonably related to the anticipated development ac-
tivity; 

 
The demand placed on existing public park and trail facilities by new development activity is at-
tributed to population growth.  Layton City has a 2015 population of 72,500 persons and as a re-
sult of anticipated development activity will grow to a projected 84,243 persons by 2025 – an in-
crease of 11,743 persons. As growth occurs as a result of increased development activity, more 
parks and trails are needed to maintain existing standards. 
 

Proportionate Share Analysis 
Utah Code 11-36a-304(1)(d)(i)(ii): an impact fee analysis shall estimate the proportionate share of costs for existing 
capacity that will be recouped; and the costs of impacts on system improvements that are reasonably related to 
the new development activity; 
 
 
Costs for Existing Excess Capacity 

 
Only the unpaved trail miles have existing excess capacity.  Because the amount is minimal and 
the City does not have accurate records regarding the original cost of the excess trail miles (0.17 
miles), no buy-in impact fee has been charged for this excess capacity. 
 

 
Costs Reasonably Related to New Development Activity 
 

The cost of new system improvements required to maintain the existing level of parks, recreation 
and trail services related to new development activity is based on the cost of system-wide park 
facilities, consultant fees for the preparation of the Impact Fee Facilities Plan and the Impact Fee 
Analysis and any Park Impact Fee Fund balances.  
 
The per capita cost to maintain the existing level of service for system-wide park land without ex-
cess capacity is $470.58. 
 
TABLE 19: PER CAPITA COST TO MAINTAIN LOS FOR PARK LAND WITHOUT EXCESS CAPACITY 
Description Amount 

Cost to Maintain Existing Park land LOS (2015 – 2025) $5,526,013 

Projected Population Growth (2015 - 2025)                            11,743  

Cost per Capita – Park Land  $470.58 

 
The per capita cost to maintain the existing level of service for system-wide park improvements5 
without excess capacity is $100.60. 
 
 
 

5 Includes restrooms, pavilions, playground equipment, picnic tables, bike racks, barbecues, drinking fountains, basket-
ball court, tennis court, volleyball court, playing fields, splash pad.   

3  

4  
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TABLE 20: PER CAPITA COST TO MAINTAIN LOS FOR PARK IMPROVEMENTS 
Description Amount 

Cost to Maintain Existing Park Improvements LOS (2015 – 2025) $1,181,346 

Projected Population Growth (2015 - 2025)                            11,743  

Cost per Capita - Park Improvements $100.60 

 
The per capita cost to maintain the level of service for mowed acres is $89.15. 
 
TABLE 21: PER CAPITA COST TO MAINTAIN LOS FOR MOWED ACRES 
Description Amount 

Cost to Maintain Existing Park Mowed Acres LOS (2015 – 2025) $1,046,904 

Projected Population Growth (2015 - 2025)                            11,743  

Cost per Capita – Mowed Acres $89.15 

 
The per capita cost to maintain the proposed level of service for parking is $11.87. 
 
TABLE 22: PER CAPITA COST TO MAINTAIN LOS FOR PARKING 
Description Amount 

Cost to Maintain Existing Parking LOS (2015 - 2025) $139.410 

Projected Population Growth (2015 - 2025)                            11,743  

Cost per Capita – Parking $11.87 

 
The per capita cost to maintain the existing level of service for paved trails is $23.14. 
 
TABLE 23: PER CAPITA COST TO MAINTAIN LOS FOR PAVED TRAILS 
Description Amount 

Cost to Maintain Existing Paved Trails LOS (2015 - 2025) $271,753 

Projected Population Growth (2015 - 2025)                           11,743  

Cost per Capita – Paved Trails $23.14 

 
The per capita cost to maintain the proposed level of service for unpaved trails is $6.14. 
 
TABLE 24: PER CAPITA COST TO MAINTAIN PROPOSED LOS FOR UNPAVED TRAIL S 
Description Amount 

Cost to Maintain Proposed Unpaved Trails LOS (2015 - 2025) $72,072 

Projected Population Growth (2015 - 2025)                            11,743  

Cost per Capita – Unpaved Trails $6.14 

 
The per capita cost to maintain the existing level of service for trail structures is $31.03. 
 
TABLE 25: PER CAPITA COST TO MAINTAIN LOS FOR TRAIL STRUCTURES 
Description Amount 

Cost to Maintain Existing Trail Structures LOS (2015 - 2025) $364,438 

Projected Population Growth (2015 - 2025)                            11,743  

Cost per Capita – Trail Structures $31.03 
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The Impact Fee Facilities Plan and Impact Fee Analysis consultant cost is $2.31 per capita. 
 
TABLE 26: PER CAPITA COST FOR CONSULTANT COSTS 
Description Amount 

Consultant Cost $8,000 

Projected Population Growth (2015 - 2025)                           11,743  

Cost per Capita – Consultant Costs $0.68 

 
Impact fees also take into consideration impact fee fund balances. Layton City has a Parks and 
Recreation impact fee fund balance of $1,391,721. An impact fee fund balance credit of $118.51 
per capita will be issued based on the total projected population growth through 2025 of 11,743. 
 
TABLE 27: PER CAPITA IMPACT FEE FUND BALANCE CREDIT 
Description Amount 

Parks Impact Fee Fund Balance $1,526,439 

Projected Population Growth (2015 - 2060)                          11,743  

Credit per Capita – Impact Fee Fund Balance ($129.99) 

 
 
Summary of Impact Fee 
Utah Code 11-36a-304(1)(e): an impact fee analysis shall, based on the requirements of this chapter, identify 
how the impact fee was calculated; 
 

The total maximum allowable Parks, Recreation and Trails Impact Fee is $1,900.11 per residential 
unit.  
 
TABLE 28: MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE IMPACT FEE 
Description Amount 

Park Land $470.58  
Park Improvements $100.60 
Mowed Acres $89.15  
Parking Lots $11.87  
Paved Trails $23.14  
Unpaved Trails $6.14  
Trail Structures $31.03  
Consultant Costs $0.68 
Credits for Impact Fee Fund Balance ($129.99) 
TOTAL per Capita $603.21  
Average Household Size - Single Family 3.15* 
Total Maximum Allowable Impact Fee - Single Family $1,900.11  
*Source: American Factfinder 
http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?src=CF 
 
 

5
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Manner of Financing 
Utah Code 11-36a-304(2)(c)(d)(e)(f)(g)(h): an impact fee analysis shall identify, if applicable: other than impact 
fees, the manner of financing for each public facility such as user charges, special assessments, bonded 
indebtedness, federal taxes, or federal grants;  
 
An impact fee is a one-time fee that is implemented by a local government on new de-
velopment to help fund and pay for all or a portion of the costs of public facilities that are 

needed to serve new development. These fees are usually implemented to help reduce the eco-
nomic burden on local jurisdictions that are trying to deal with population and commercial growth 
within the area. As a matter of policy and legislative discretion, a City may choose to have new de-
velopment pay the full cost of its share of new public facilities if the facilities would not be needed 
except to service new development. However, local governments may use other sources of reve-
nue to pay for the new facilities required to service new development and use impact fees to re-
cover the cost difference between the total cost and the other sources of revenue. Additionally, 
impact fees allow new growth to share in the cost of existing facilities that have excess capacity. 
 
Additional system-wide park land and recreation facility improvements beyond those funded 
through impact fees that are desired to maintain a higher proposed level of service will be paid for 
by the community through other revenue sources such as user charges, special assessments, GO 
bonds, general taxes, etc. 
 
Impact Fee Credits 
The Impact Fees Act requires credits to be paid back to development for future fees that may be 
paid to fund system improvements found in the IFFP so that new development is not charged 
twice.  Credits may also be paid back to developers who have constructed or directly funded items 
that are included in the IFFP or donated to the City in lieu of impact fees, including the dedication 
of land for system improvements.  This situation does not apply to developer exactions or im-
provements required to offset density or as a condition for development.  Any item for which a de-
veloper receives credit should be included in the IFFP and must be agreed upon with the City be-
fore construction begins. 
 
In the situation that a developer chooses to construct facilities found in the IFFP in lieu of impact 
fees, the arrangement must be made through the developer and the City.  
 
The standard impact fee can also be decreased to respond to unusual circumstances in specific 
cases in order to ensure that impact fees are imposed fairly.  In certain cases, a developer may 
submit studies and data that clearly show a need for adjustment. 
 
At the discretion of the City, impact fees may be modified for low-income housing, although alter-
nate sources of funding for the recreation facilities must be identified. 
 
Extraordinary Costs and Time Price Differential  
It is not anticipated that there will be any extraordinary costs in servicing newly developed park 
properties. To account for the time-price differential inherent in fair comparisons of amounts paid at 
different times, actual costs have been used to compute buy-in costs to public facilities with ex-
cess capacity and current costs have been used to compute impacts on system improvements 
required by anticipated development activity to maintain the established level of service for each 
public facility. 

6
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Certification 
 
Zions Bank Public Finance certifies that the attached impact fee analysis: 
 
1. includes only the costs of public facilities that are: 

a. allowed under the Impact Fees Act; and 
b. actually incurred; or 
c. projected to be incurred or encumbered within six years after the day on which each im-
pact fee is paid; 

 
2. does not include: 

a. costs of operation and maintenance of public facilities; 
b. costs for qualifying public facilities that will raise the level of service for the facilities, 
through impact fees, above the level of service that is supported by existing residents; 
c. an expense for overhead, unless the expense is calculated pursuant to a methodology 
that is  consistent with generally accepted cost accounting practices and the methodologi-
cal standards set forth by the federal Office of Management and Budget for federal grant 
reimbursement;  

 
3. offsets costs with grants or other alternate sources of payment; and 
 
4. complies in each and every relevant respect with the Impact Fees Act. 
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Appendix A – Notice of Intent to Prepare an Impact Fee Analysis 
Utah Code 11-36a-503: Before preparing or contracting to prepare an impact fee analysis, each local political subdivi-
sion… shall post a public notice on the Utah Public Notice Website created under section 63F-1-701 
 

22 
 





   
   
     
 
 

  Layton City | DRAFT Parks, Trails and Recreation Impact Fee Facilities Plan  

Zions Bank Public Finance | November 2015 
 

Table of Contents 
 

Summary of Impact Fee Facilities Plan…………………………………………………….….………2 

Utah Code Legal Requirements – Impact Fee Facilities Plan ..…………………………..…………6 

Impact Fee Facilities Plan………………………………………………………………….…….……..8 

Existing Level of Service …………………………………………………….……………..………..8 

Proposed Service Levels…………………………………………………….…………....………..12 

Excess Capacity to Accommodate Future Growth ………………………………………………13 

Demands Placed Upon Existing Public Facilities by New Development …………………….…14 

Means by Which the Political Subdivision will Meet Growth Demands….….…………………..18 

    Consideration of All Revenue Sources..……………………………………………….……….….22 

Certification ……………………………………………………………………………………….…....23 

Appendix A – Notice of Intent......……………………………………………………………….…….24 

Appendix B – Park Improvements…………………………………………………………………….25 

  

1 
 



   
   
     
 
 

  Layton City | DRAFT Parks, Trails and Recreation Impact Fee Facilities Plan  

Zions Bank Public Finance | November 2015 
 

Summary of Impact Fee Facilities Plan 
 

Layton City (“City”) has determined that it is in the best interests of the City to evaluate charging 
impact fees to offset the costs associated with new development in the City and has accordingly 
prepared this Impact Fee Facilities Plan (IFFP) for Parks, Trails and Recreation. 
  
After consideration, the City has determined that there is one service area citywide and that there is 
no excess capacity in any park land, park improvements, mowed acres, parking, paved trails or 
trail structures. In fact, the City desires to raise its existing service levels for park land, park 
improvements, park mowed acres, parking, paved trails and trail structures.  There is a small 
amount of excess capacity in unpaved trails.  This determination of service levels is based upon the 
City’s recently-completed (October 2015) Parks, Recreation and Trails Master Plan that includes 
input from City staff and Layton City residents.  The Layton Surf ‘n Swim has not been included in 
the evaluation of service levels nor has it been included in the calculation of impact fees. 
 
Only residential development creates demand for parks, trails and recreation facilities in Layton and 
therefore only residential growth has been considered in the determination of impact fees.  Layton 
has a 2015 population of 72,500 persons1 and is expected to grow to 84,243 persons by 2025, 
reflecting population growth of 11,743. 
 
Identify the Existing and Proposed Levels of Service and Excess Capacity - Utah Code 
11-36a-302(1)(a)(i)(ii)(iii) 
 

The IFFP considers only system facilities in the consideration of impact fees.  For the City, this has 
been determined to mean neighborhood, community and regional parks.  Pocket parks are 
considered project improvements and have not been included in the consideration of impact fees. 
 
Existing service levels are based on the current (2015) levels of service in the City for parks and 
trails which is 4.71park acres per 1,000 persons.2  The City feels a need to increase its park 
acreage slightly, to a service level of 5.02 acres per 1,000 persons, in order to cover some “gaps” 
in geographic location of parks in the current park system.  Because park improvements, mowed 
acres and parking are all proportionately related to the amount of park land, the proposed service 
level for these amenities will also increase slightly as shown in Table 1 below. 
 
Paved trail miles also have a higher proposed service level than the existing service level and 
accompanying trail structures are related to trail miles, so the proposed service level for trail 
structures is also higher than the existing service level.  The service level for unpaved trail miles is 
slated to decline, but only slightly, in the future. 
 
TABLE 1: SUMMARY OF EXISTING SERVICE LEVELS, PROPOSED SERVICE LEVELS AND EXCESS CAPACITY 

Category Existing LOS* Proposed LOS Excess Capacity 

Park Land - Acres per 1,000 4.71  5.02               (0.31) 

Park Improvements - per Capita $100.60 $107.32 ($6.72) 

Park Mowed Acres  - per 1,000 1.27  1.36              (0.08) 

1 Layton City Parks, Recreation and Trails Master Plan, September 2015. 
2 Calculated by dividing the 341.17 system park acres by the 2015 population of 72,500, divided by 1,000. 
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Category Existing LOS* Proposed LOS Excess Capacity 

Parking - SF per Capita 4.12  4.40                 (0.28) 
Paved Trail Miles - Miles per 
1,000 0.18  0.53  (0.35) 
Unpaved Trail Miles – Miles per 
1,000 

                                
0.095  

                                
0.092  

                                
0.002  

Trail Structures - per Capita $31.03  $70.19  ($39.15) 

*Level of Service    
 
The service levels shown in Table 1 are then converted to an equivalent service level per capita for 
ease in calculating fees and to demonstrate that parks, recreation and trails work together to 
create one complete system of facilities. 
 
TABLE 2: SUMMARY OF EXISTING SERVICE LEVELS, PROPOSED SERVICE LEVELS AND EXCESS CAPACITY 

LOS Summary Table Existing LOS* per 
Capita 

Proposed LOS 
LOS per Capita 

Excess Capacity 
per Capita 

Park Land $470.58 $502.00 ($31.42) 

Park Improvements $100.60 $107.32 ($6.72) 

Park Mowed Acres $89.15 $95.10 ($5.95) 

Parking $11.87 $12.66 ($0.79) 

Paved Trail Miles $23.14  $67.77  ($44.62) 

Unpaved Trail Miles $7.49  $7.30  $0.19  

Trail Structures $31.03  $70.19  ($39.15) 

*Level of Service    
 
 
Identify Demands Placed Upon Existing Public Facilities by New Development Activity 
at the Proposed Level of Service - Utah Code 11-36a-302(1)(a)(iv) 
 

Parks 
If no new system park facilities are added, the park level of service3 for park land will decline from 
the existing service level of $470.58 per capita to $404.98 in 2025, creating an even greater 
deficiency in park land than currently exists.4  The proposed service level is 5.02 acres per 1,000 
persons, or $502.00 per capita.   
 
The level of service for park improvements will decline from $100.60 per capita in 2015 to $86.58 
in 2025, which is less than the proposed service level of $107.32 per capita, creating an even 
greater deficiency in park improvements than currently exists. These declining service levels are 
attributable to new development and population growth in Layton City, which is estimated to be an 
increase of 11,743 persons between 2015 and 2025. 
 

3 Does not include gifted acres. 
4 Calculations are explained in detail in the body of this report. 
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The level of service for park mowed acres will decline from $89.15 per capita in 2015 to $76.72 in 
2025, which is less than the proposed service level of $95.10 per capita.  The level of service for 
parking will decline from $11.87 per capita in 2015 (existing level of service) to $10.22 in 2025.  
The proposed service level is $12.66 per capita. 
 
Trails 
If no new paved trails are constructed, the trails level of service will decline from the existing $23.14 
per capita to $19.92 by 2025.  This is significantly less than the proposed service level for trails of 
$67.77 per capita.  
 
If no new unpaved trails are constructed, the trails level of service will decline from the existing 0.09 
trail miles per 1,000 population to 0.08 trail miles per 1,000 population.  This results in a decline 
from the existing $7.49 per capita to $6.45 per capita from 2015 to 2025.  While there is a small 
amount of excess capacity in unpaved trails, this excess capacity will be consumed by 2017. The 
proposed service level for unpaved trails is $7.30 per capita. 
 
Trail structure development is closely correlated with the development of trails. As new trail miles 
are built, new trail structures must be built to accompany them.  If no new trail structures are built, 
the trail structures level of service will decline from the existing $31.03 per capita to $26.71 by 
2025.  This is less than the proposed service level for trail structures of $70.19 per capita.  
 
Identify How the Growth Demands Will Be Met - Utah Code 11-36a-302(1)(a)(v) 
 

Parks 
The City will need to acquire additional park land, park improvements, mowed acres and parking 
spaces in order to maintain its existing service levels and to reach its proposed level of service 
through 2025. Park service levels will decline, as a result of population growth, unless new park 
improvements are constructed or acquired.   
 
Park improvements can be acquired for an estimated cost of $100,000 per acre; park 
improvements (given the existing mix of park improvements) will cost approximately $21,377.91 
per acre; mowed acres will cost roughly $70,131.60 per acre (based on a cost of $1.61 per square 
foot for sod and irrigation); parking costs are estimated at $2.88 per square foot; paved trail miles 
cost $24.00 per linear foot; unpaved trails cost $15.00 per linear foot, and trail structures average 
$150,000 each. 
 
The City will need to spend the following amounts just to maintain existing service levels.  Reaching 
proposed service levels will incur additional costs to those shown in Table 3 below.   
 
TABLE 3: SUMMARY OF PARK IMPROVEMENT COSTS NECESSITATED BY NEW DEVELOPMENT, 2015 - 2025 

Summary of Increased Improvement Costs, 2015-20255 
 

Park Land $5,526,013 

Park Improvements $1,181,346 

Mowed Acres $1,046,904 

5 All impact fees collected must be spent within a six-year period from when they are collected. 
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Summary of Increased Improvement Costs, 2015-20255 
 

Parking $139,410 

Total Park Improvements $7,893,672 

 
 
Trails 
The City will also need to maintain service levels for trails.  The City currently has 13.24 paved trail 
miles, resulting in a service level of 0.18 paved trail miles per 1,000 persons.  The City desires to 
have 45.05 paved trail miles by 2025, thus increasing the service level to 0.53 paved miles per 
1,000 persons.   
 
The City currently has 6.86 unpaved trail miles, resulting in a service level of 0.095 unpaved trail 
miles per 1,000 persons.  The city desires to have 7.77 unpaved trail miles by 2025, resulting in a 
proposed service level of 0.092 unpaved miles per 1,000 residents.  The proposed service level for 
unpaved trails is therefore a slight decrease from the existing service level. 
 
The City will also need to construct additional trail structures in order to maintain desired service 
levels. Currently the City has 15 trailheads and a level of service of $31.03 per capita.  The City 
desires to keep the ratio of trail structures consistent with trail miles (paved and unpaved) and 
desires to increase this service level to $70.19 per capita by 2025. 
 
Consideration of Revenue Sources to Finance Impacts on System Improvements - 
Utah Code 11-36a-302(2) 
 

This Impact Fee Facilities Plan includes a thorough discussion of all potential revenue sources for 
parks, recreation, and trails improvements.  These revenue sources include grants, bonds, inter-
fund loans, transfers from the General Fund, impact fees and anticipated or accepted dedications 
of system improvements. 
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Utah Code Legal Requirements 11-36a 
 

Utah law requires that communities prepare an Impact Fee Facilities Plan (IFFP) before preparing 
an Impact Fee Analysis (IFA) and enacting an impact fee. Utah law also requires that communities 
give notice of their intent to prepare and adopt an IFFP.  This IFFP follows all legal requirements as 
outlined below.  The City has retained Zions Bank Public Finance (ZBPF) to prepare this Impact 
Fee Facilities Plan in accordance with legal requirements. 
 
Notice of Intent to Prepare Impact Fee Facilities Plan   
A local political subdivision must provide written notice of its intent to prepare an IFFP before 
preparing the Plan (Utah Code §11-36a-501).  This notice must be posted on the Utah Public 
Notice website.  The City has complied with this noticing requirement for the IFFP by posting 
notice on ______________.  A copy of the notice is included in Appendix A. 
 
Preparation of Impact Fee Facilities Plan 
Utah Code requires that each local political subdivision, before imposing an impact fee, prepare an 
impact fee facilities plan. (Utah Code 11-36a-301).   
  
Section 11-36a-302(a) of the Utah Code outlines the requirements of an impact fee facilities plan 
which is required to identify the following: 
 

(i) identify the existing level of service 
(ii) establish a proposed level of service 
(iii) identify any excess capacity to accommodate future growth at the proposed level 

of service 
(iv)    identify demands placed upon existing facilities by new development activity at the 

proposed level of service; and 
(v)       identify the means by which the political subdivision or private entity will meet those 

growth demands. 
 
Further, the proposed level of service may: 
 

(i) exceed the existing level of service if, independent of the use of impact fees, the 
political subdivision or private entity provides, implements, and maintains the means 
to increase the existing level of service for existing demand within six years of the 
date on which new growth is charged for the proposed level of service; or 

(ii) establish a new public facility if, independent of the use of impact fees, the political 
subdivision or private entity provides, implements, and maintains the means to 
increase the existing level of service for existing demand within six years of the date 
on which new growth is charged for the proposed level of service. 

 
In preparing an impact fee facilities plan, each local political subdivision shall generally consider all 
revenue sources to finance the impacts on system improvements, including: 
 
 (a)  grants 
 (b)  bonds 
 (c) inter-fund loans 

6 
 



   
   
     
 
 

  Layton City | DRAFT Parks, Trails and Recreation Impact Fee Facilities Plan  

Zions Bank Public Finance | November 2015 
 

 (d) transfers from the General Fund 
 (e) impact fees; and 
 (f) anticipated or accepted dedications of system improvements. 

 
Certification of Impact Fee Facilities Plan 
Utah Code states that an impact fee facilities plan shall include a written certification from the 
person or entity that prepares the impact fee facilities plan. This certification is included at the 
conclusion of this analysis. 
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Impact Fee Facilities Plan 
 

After thorough consideration, the City has determined that there is one service area citywide and 
that it desires to raise its service levels for park land, park improvements, mowed acres, parking, 
paved trails and trail structures. The City has identified no excess capacity in any of these facilities. 
The City has identified a small amount of excess capacity in its unpaved trails; this capacity will be 
consumed by 2017.  
 
Only residential development creates demand for parks, trails and recreation facilities and therefore 
only residential growth has been considered in the determination of impact fees.  Layton has a 
2015 population of 72,500 persons and is expected to grow to 84,426 persons by 2025. 
  
This IFFP is organized based on the legal requirements of Utah Code 11-36a-302. 

 
 
Existing Service Levels  
Utah Code 11-36a-302(1)(a)(i): an impact fee facilities plan shall identity the existing level of service;  
 
Impacts on recreation-related facilities will come from residential development only. Residential 
growth is projected as follows: 
 

TABLE 4: POPULATION GROWTH 

Year Population Population Growth 

2015 72,500 
 2016 73,597         1,097  

2017 74,710         1,113  

2018 75,840         1,130  

2019 76,987         1,147  

2020 78,151         1,164  

2021 79,333         1,182  

2022 80,533         1,200  

2023 81,751         1,218  

2024 82,988         1,236  

2025 84,243         1,255  

TOTAL       11,743  
Source:  Governor’s Office of Management and Budget 
 
 
Parks  
 

The following three tables list the parks in Layton that qualify as system parks. Pocket parks, which 
represent project rather than system improvements, have not been included in the analysis. 

 
 
 

1
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TABLE 5: EXISTING REGIONAL PARKS 

PARK IMPROVEMENTS Acres 

Regional  
Ellison 55.02 

Layton Commons 44.8 

Subtotal 99.82 
 
 
TABLE 6: EXISTING NEIGHBORHOOD PARKS 

Neighborhood Parks Acres 

Andy Adams 9.08 

Chapel Street 7.63 

Chelsie Meadows 7.39 

Greyhawk Park 10.02 

Legacy Park 7.01 

Oak Forest Park 10.12 

Sand Ridge Park 10.1 

Vae View Park 7.55 

Woodward Park 11.58 

Subtotal 80.48 
 
 
TABLE 7: EXISTING SPECIAL USE PARKS 

Special Use Parks  
Adams Reservoir 23.6 

Hobbs Reservoir 18.4 

Holmes Reservoir 17.2 

Kays Creek Parkway 101.67 

Subtotal 160.87 
 
The total acreage for regional, neighborhood and special use parks totals 341.17 acres, resulting in 
an existing level of service of 4.71 acres per 1,000 persons, calculated by dividing the 341.17 
acres by the 2015 population of 72,500 persons divided by 1,000. 
 
Existing park improvements are shown in detail in Appendix B of this IFFP. The table below 
summarizes the improvements, along with the costs, to determine an existing service level for park 
improvements (not including land, irrigation/sod costs and parking/asphalt costs which are treated 
separately in this analysis).   
 
TABLE 8: SUMMARY OF PARK IMPROVEMENT COSTS 

Park Amenity Summary Units Cost per Unit Total Cost 

Pavilions - average large & small 13 $55,000 $715,000 

Playground 15 $1,500 $22,500 
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Park Amenity Summary Units Cost per Unit Total Cost 

Restrooms 16 $150,000 $2,400,000 

Covered Picnic Tables/Gazebos 18 $2,500 $45,000 

Baseball Field 16 $35,000 $560,000 

Tennis 17 $100,000 $1,700,000 

Volleyball Court 6 $100,000 $600,000 

Football Field 2 $80,000 $160,000 

Basketball Court 14 $3,500 $49,000 

Soccer Fields 12 $3,500 $42,000 

Skate Park 1 $500,000 $500,000 

Splash Pad 1 $500,000 $500,000 

TOTAL Park Improvements   $7,293,500 

Cost per Acre   $21,377.91 

 
The existing level of service for park improvements is therefore calculated by taking the total costs 
of $7,293,500 and dividing by the existing population of 72,500. The existing level of service for 
park improvements is therefore $100.60 per capita. 
 
In addition, there are costs associated with mowed acres at the parks.  The initial capital costs for 
sod and irrigation are estimated at $1.61 per square foot and a total of 92.16 mowed acres that 
are eligible for impact fees.   The existing level of service is 1.27 mowed acres per 1,000 persons, 
or $89.15 per capita.6  
 
The mowed acres are as follows: 
 
TABLE 9: PARK MOWED ACRES 

Park Mowed Acres 

Andy Adams Park 6.74 

Chapel Street Park 6.30 

Chelsie Meadows Park 6.16 

Ellison Park 43.00 

Legacy Park 1.90 

Oak Forest Park 6.89 

Sandridge Park 7.56 

Vae View Park 4.48 

Woodward Park 9.13 

TOTAL 92.16 
 

6 Calculated by multiplying the $1.61 per square foot by 92.16 acres by 43,560 square feet in an acre, and 
then dividing by the 2015 population. 
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Park service levels also include asphalt for parking stalls associated with park development.  The 
City currently has measured 298,855 square feet of asphalt parking space at City parks.  This is 
the equivalent of 4.12 square feet per 1,000 persons.7  The service level is $11.87 per capita.8 
 
TABLE 10: SUMMARY OF PARK PARKING SPACE 

Park Square Feet 

Andy Adams                    14,023  

Chapel Street                    19,892  

Chelsie Park                    11,096  

Legacy  NA  

Oak Forest                    24,531  

Sandridge                    23,062  

Vae View                    13,155  

Woodward                    18,740  

Commons                    64,630  

Ellison                 109,726  

TOTAL                 298,855  
 
 
Trails  
 

The City currently has 13.24 paved trail miles resulting in a service level of 0.18 paved trail miles 
per 1,000 persons.9  The cost per paved linear trail foot is $24.00 which results in an existing 
service level of $23.14 per capita. 
 
The City currently has 6.86 unpaved trail miles resulting in a service level of 0.095 unpaved trail 
miles per 1,000 persons.10 The cost per unpaved linear trail foot is $15.00 which results in an 
existing service level of $7.49 per capita. 
 
The City currently has 15 trailheads. The estimated cost per trailhead is $150,000, which 
represents a total investment of $2,250,000.  This represents a service level of $31.03 per capita.11 
 
  

7 Calculated by dividing 298,855 square feet by the 2015 population of 72,500. 
8 Calculated by multiplying the 298,855 existing square feet by a cost of $2.88 per square foot to arrive at a total cost of 
$860,702.40 which is then divided by the 2015 population of 72,500 persons. 
9 Calculated by dividing the 13.24 paved trail miles by the 2015 population divided by 1,000. 
10 Calculated by dividing the 6.86 unpaved trail miles by the 2015 population divided by 1,000. 
11 Calculated by dividing the existing trail structures cost of $2,250,000 by the 2015 population of 72,500. 
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Proposed Service Levels  
Utah Code 11-36a-302(1)(a))(ii): an impact fee facilities plan shall subject to Subsection (1)(c), establish a 
proposed level of service  
 
 

Parks  
 
The City has determined that its desired level of service for park land is 5.02 acres per 1,000 
persons, slightly higher than the existing service level of 4.71 acres per 1,000 persons.  This slight 
increase is due to “gaps” in the existing park system as more fully explained in the City’s recently 
completed Parks, Recreation and Trails Master Plan.  
 
By increasing the service level for park land to 5.02 acres per 1,000 persons, the level of service 
will increase from the existing $470.5812 per capita to $502.00 per capita.13  The cost of curing 
existing deficiencies to reach the proposed service level for park land has not been included in the 
calculation of impact fees.  The City will need to make an additional $5,526,013 in land acquisition 
by 2025 in order to maintain its existing service levels.  This cost has been included in the 
calculation of impact fees.  In order to raise service levels, the City will need to identify additional 
funding sources. 
 
The proposed level of service for park improvements is $107.32 per capita.14 The cost of curing 
existing deficiencies to reach the proposed service level for park improvements has not been 
included in the calculation of impact fees.  The City will need to make an additional $1,181,346 of 
park improvements by 2025 in order to maintain its existing service levels.  This cost has been 
included in the calculation of impact fees.  In order to raise service levels, the City will need to 
identify additional funding sources. 
 
The proposed level of service for mowed acres is 1.36 acres per 1,000 persons which is slightly 
higher than the existing level of service of 1.27 mowed acres per 1,000. The City will need an 
additional 14.93 mowed acres by 2025 in order to maintain its existing service levels.  With a cost 
per mowed acre of $70,131.60, this results in total expenses of $1,046,904 to meet existing 
service levels for new development. The service level per capita to maintain existing service levels is 
$89.15 and $95.10 per capita to reach proposed service levels. 
 
The proposed level of service for parking is $12.66 per capita, slightly higher than the existing 
service level of $11.87 per capita.  The City will need to make an additional $139,410 of parking 
improvements by 202515 in order to maintain its existing service levels.  This cost has been 

12 Calculated by taking the cost of park land at the existing service level (341.17 acres multiplied by 
$100,000 per acre) and dividing by the 2015 population. 
13 Calculated by taking the population growth of 11,743 divided by 1,000 and multiplying by the proposed 
service level of 5.02 acres per 1,000, multiplied by the land cost of $100,000 per acre, and then dividing by 
the growth in population of 11,743 persons.   
14 Assumes a cost of $21,377.91 per improved park acre. The total acres required at the proposed service 
level (363.95) are then multiplied by the park improvement cost per acre and divided by the 2015 population. 
15 Calculated by multiplying the population growth of 11,743 persons between 2015 and 2025 by 4.12 
square feet per capita by a cost of $2.88 per square foot. 
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included in the calculation of impact fees.  In order to reach proposed service levels, the City will 
need to identify additional funding sources. 
 
Trails  
 

The City has two types of trails: paved and unpaved. The proposed service level will raise the 
existing paved trails service level from 0.18 paved miles to 0.53 paved miles per 1,000 persons.  
This represents increasing the service level from $23.14 to $67.77 per capita.  The cost of curing 
existing deficiencies to reach the proposed service level for park land has not been included in the 
calculation of impact fees.  Impact fees are calculated based on maintaining the existing service 
level for paved trails. 
 
The proposed service level for unpaved trails is actually slightly lower than the existing service level.  
The proposed service level is 0.092 unpaved trail miles per 1,000 residents while the existing 
service level is 0.095 unpaved trail miles.  This represents a decline in service levels from $7.49 per 
capita to $7.30 per capita. 
 
The proposed service level for trail structures intends to raise the service level from the existing 
level of $31.03 per capita to $70.19 per capita.  However, the City does not intend to cure existing 
deficiencies to reach the proposed service levels through the payment of impact fees.  Rather, 
impact fees are calculated based on maintain the existing service levels for trail structures. 
 

 
 
Identify Excess Capacity to Accommodate Future Growth 
Utah Code 11-36a-302(1)(a))(iii): an impact fee facilities plan shall Identify any excess capacity to accommodate 
future growth at the proposed level of service 
 
Parks  
 

There is no excess capacity in the City’s park land, park improvements, mowed acres or parking 
facilities.  
 
 
Trails  
 

There is no excess capacity in the City’s paved trails or in its trail structures.  There is a small 
amount of excess capacity in the City’s unpaved trails.  The excess capacity is the difference 
between the existing level of service of 0.095 unpaved trail miles per 1,000 persons and the 
proposed service level of 0.092 unpaved miles per 1,000 persons.  The existing level of service is 
$7.4916 per capita and the proposed service level is $7.30 per capita.17  This represents excess 
capacity of 0.003 unpaved miles per 1,000 persons, a total of $13,709.07 – the equivalent of 
$0.19 of excess capacity per capita. 

16 Calculated by taking the existing 6.86 unpaved trail miles and multiplying by a cost of $15.00 per linear 
foot (multiplied by 5,280 feet in a mile) and then dividing by the 2015 population. 
17 Calculated by taking the 7.77 trail miles proposed for 2025 and multiplying by a cost of $15.00 per linear 
foot (multiplied by 5,280 feet in a mile) and then dividing by the projected 2025 population (84,243). 
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Identify Demands Placed on Existing Public Facilities by New 
Development Activity at Proposed Level of Service  
Utah Code 11-36a-302(1)(a)(iv): an impact fee facilities plan shall identity the demands placed upon existing public 
facilities by new development activity at the proposed level of service 
 

Parks  

 

Park land service levels will decline, due to new development activity, from the existing service level 
of 4.71 acres per 1,000 residents and $470.58 per capita, to 4.05 acres per 1,000 residents in 
2025 and $404.98 per capita. The proposed service level is 5.02 acres per 1,000 residents and 
$502.00 per capita. 
 
TABLE 11: PARK LAND SERVICE LEVEL IMPACTS FROM NEW DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 

Year Population Population Growth 

Service Levels If No 
New Facilities – 
Acres per 1,000 

Residents 

Per Capita Service Levels 
 If No New Facilities 

2015                    72,500                           4.71  $470.58 

2016                    73,597                       1,097                          4.64  $463.57 

2017                    74,710                       1,113                          4.57  $456.66 

2018                    75,840                       1,130                          4.50  $449.86 

2019                    76,987                       1,147                          4.43  $443.15 

2020                    78,151                       1,164                          4.37  $436.55 

2021                    79,333                       1,182                          4.30  $430.05 

2022                    80,533                       1,200                          4.24  $423.64 

2023                    81,751                       1,218                          4.17  $417.33 

2024                    82,988                       1,236                          4.11  $411.11 

2025                    84,243                       1,255                          4.05  $404.98 

Total                     11,743    
 
 
Park improvement service levels will decline, due to new development activity, from the existing 
service level of $100.60 per capita to a service level of $86.58 per capita in 2025. The proposed 
service level is $107.32. 
 
TABLE 12: PARK IMPROVEMENT SERVICE LEVEL IMPACTS FROM NEW DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 

Year Population Population Growth 
Service Levels If No New 

Facilities 

2015                    72,500                              -    $100.60  

2016                    73,597                       1,097  $99.10  

2017                    74,710                       1,113  $97.62  

2018                    75,840                       1,130  $96.17  

4
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Year Population Population Growth 
Service Levels If No New 

Facilities 

2019                    76,987                       1,147  $94.74  

2020                    78,151                       1,164  $93.33  

2021                    79,333                       1,182  $91.93  

2022                    80,533                       1,200  $90.57  

2023                    81,751                       1,218  $89.22  

2024                    82,988                       1,236  $87.89  

2025                    84,243                       1,255  $86.58  

TOTAL                             -                       11,743   
 
 
Park service levels for mowed acres will decline, due to new development activity, from the existing 
service level of 1.27 acres per 1,000 residents of $89.15 per capita, to 1.09 acres per 1,000 
residents in 2025 and $76.72 per capita.  The proposed service level is 1.36 mowed acres per 
1,000 residents. 
 
TABLE 13: PARK MOWED ACRES SERVICE LEVEL IMPACTS FROM NEW DEVELOPMENT 

Year Population Population Growth 

Service Levels If 
No New Facilities 
– Acres per 1,000 

Residents 

Service Levels If No New Facilities 

2015                    72,500                              -                            1.27  $89.15 

2016                    73,597                       1,097                          1.25  $87.82 

2017                    74,710                       1,113                          1.23  $86.51 

2018                    75,840                       1,130                          1.22  $85.23 

2019                    76,987                       1,147                          1.20  $83.96 

2020                    78,151                       1,164                          1.18  $82.70 

2021                    79,333                       1,182                          1.16  $81.47 

2022                    80,533                       1,200                          1.14  $80.26 

2023                    81,751                       1,218                          1.13  $79.06 

2024                    82,988                       1,236                          1.11  $77.88 

2025                    84,243                       1,255                          1.09  $76.72 

TOTAL                     11,743    
 
 
Park service levels for paved parking areas associated with the parks will decline, due to new 
development activity, from the existing service level of 4.12 square feet per 1,000 residents and 
$11.87 per capita, to 3.55 square feet per 1,000 residents in 2025 and $10.22 per capita.  
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TABLE 14: PARKING (ASPHALT) SQUARE FEET SERVICE LEVEL IMPACTS FROM NEW DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY  

Year Population Population Growth Service Levels If 
No New Facilities Service Levels If No New Facilities 

2015                    72,500                              -                            4.12  $11.87 

2016                    73,597                       1,097                          4.06  $11.69 

2017                    74,710                       1,113                          4.00  $11.52 

2018                    75,840                       1,130                          3.94  $11.35 

2019                    76,987                       1,147                          3.88  $11.18 

2020                    78,151                       1,164                          3.82  $11.01 

2021                    79,333                       1,182                          3.77  $10.85 

2022                    80,533                       1,200                          3.71  $10.69 

2023                    81,751                       1,218                          3.66  $10.53 

2024                    82,988                       1,236                          3.60  $10.37 

2025                    84,243                       1,255                          3.55  $10.22 

TOTAL                     11,743    
 

 
Trails  
 

Trail service levels for paved trails will decline, due to new development activity, from the existing 
service level of 0.18 linear trail miles per 1,000 residents and a per capita service level of $23.14 to 
0.16 linear trail miles per 1,000 residents and $19.92 per capita by 2025 unless new paved trails 
are added. The proposed level of service is $67.77 per capita. 
 
TABLE 15: PAVED LINEAR TRAIL MILES SERVICE LEVEL IMPACTS FROM NEW DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 

Year Population Population Growth 

Service Levels If No 
New Facilities – Linear 
Trail Miles per 1,000 

Residents 

Service Levels If No 
 New Facilities 

2015                    72,500                              -                            0.18  $23.14 

2016                    73,597                       1,097                          0.18  $22.80 

2017                    74,710                       1,113                          0.18  $22.46 

2018                    75,840                       1,130                          0.17  $22.12 

2019                    76,987                       1,147                          0.17  $21.79 

2020                    78,151                       1,164                          0.17  $21.47 

2021                    79,333                       1,182                          0.17  $21.15 

2022                    80,533                       1,200                          0.16  $20.83 

2023                    81,751                       1,218                          0.16  $20.52 

2024                    82,988                       1,236                          0.16  $20.22 

2025                    84,243                       1,255                          0.16  $19.92 

Total                     11,743    
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Trail service levels for unpaved trails will also decline, due to new development activity, from the 
existing service level of 0.096 linear trail miles per 1,000 residents and a per capita service level of 
$7.49 to 0.081 linear trail miles per 1,000 residents and $6.45 per capita by 2025 unless new 
unpaved trails are added. The proposed level of service is $7.30 per capita. 
 
TABLE 16: UNPAVED TRAIL LINEAR MILES SERVICE LEVEL IMPACTS FROM NEW DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 

Year Population Population Growth 
Service Levels If 
No New Facilities Service Levels If No New Facilities 

2015                    72,500                        0.095  $7.49 

2016                    73,597                       1,097                       0.093  $7.38 

2017                    74,710                       1,113                       0.092  $7.27 

2018                    75,840                       1,130                       0.090  $7.16 

2019                    76,987                       1,147                       0.089  $7.06 

2020                    78,151                       1,164                       0.088  $6.95 

2021                    79,333                       1,182                       0.086  $6.85 

2022                    80,533                       1,200                       0.085  $6.75 

2023                    81,751                       1,218                       0.084  $6.65 

2024                    82,988                       1,236                       0.083  $6.55 

2025                    84,243                       1,255                       0.081  $6.45 

TOTAL 
 

                   11,743  
  

 
 
There is no excess capacity in the five trailheads that comprise the current trail structures.  The 
proposed service level is $70.19 per capita.  The existing service level is $31.03 per capita; by 
2025 the service level will decrease to $26.71 per capita unless new trail structures are 
constructed. 
  
TABLE 17: TRAIL STRUCTURE SERVICE LEVEL IMPACTS FROM NEW DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 

Year Population Population Growth 
Additional Investment 

Needed 
Service Levels If No 

New Facilities 

2015                    72,500                              -    $0  $31.03  

2016                    73,597                       1,097  $34,032  $30.57  

2017                    74,710                       1,113  $34,546  $30.12  

2018                    75,840                       1,130  $35,069  $29.67  

2019                    76,987                       1,147  $35,599  $29.23  

2020                    78,151                       1,164  $36,138  $28.79  

2021                    79,333                       1,182  $36,684  $28.36  

2022                    80,533                       1,200  $37,239  $27.94  

2023                    81,751                       1,218  $37,802  $27.52  

2024                    82,988                       1,236  $38,374  $27.11  
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Year Population Population Growth 
Additional Investment 

Needed 
Service Levels If No 

New Facilities 

2025                    84,243                       1,255  $38,955  $26.71  

TOTAL                     11,743  $364,438   
 
 

Identify Means by Which the Political Subdivision will Meet Growth 
Demands 
Utah Code 11-36a-302(1)(a)(v): an impact fee facilities plan shall identity the means by which the political  
            subdivision or private entity will meet those growth demands 
 
Parks  
 

The City will need to acquire additional park land, park improvements, mowed acres and parking 
spaces in order to maintain its existing service levels.  Service levels will decline, as a result of 
population growth unless new facilities are constructed or acquired.   
 
The City will need to make an investment of $5,526,013 in park land by 2025 in order to maintain 
its existing service levels.  
 
TABLE 18: PARK LAND IMPACTS FROM NEW DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 

Year Population Population Growth 
Additional Investment 

Needed to Maintain Existing 
Levels 

2015                    72,500   $0  

2016                    73,597                       1,097  $516,024  

2017                    74,710                       1,113  $523,829  

2018                    75,840                       1,130  $531,752  

2019                    76,987                       1,147  $539,795  

2020                    78,151                       1,164  $547,959  

2021                    79,333                       1,182  $556,247  

2022                    80,533                       1,200  $564,661  

2023                    81,751                       1,218  $573,201  

2024                    82,988                       1,236  $581,871  

2025                    84,243                       1,255  $590,672  

TOTAL                     11,743  $5,526,013  
 
 
 
 
 
 

5
  

18 
 



   
   
     
 
 

  Layton City | DRAFT Parks, Trails and Recreation Impact Fee Facilities Plan  

Zions Bank Public Finance | November 2015 
 

The City will need to make an additional $1,181,346 investment in parks by 2025 in order to 
maintain its existing service levels. 
 
TABLE 19: PARK IMPROVEMENT IIMPACTS FROM NEW DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 

Year Population Population Growth Additional Investment 
Needed 

2015                    72,500                              -    $0  

2016                    73,597                       1,097  $110,315  

2017                    74,710                       1,113  $111,984  

2018                    75,840                       1,130  $113,677  

2019                    76,987                       1,147  $115,397  

2020                    78,151                       1,164  $117,142  

2021                    79,333                       1,182  $118,914  

2022                    80,533                       1,200  $120,713  

2023                    81,751                       1,218  $122,538  

2024                    82,988                       1,236  $124,392  

2025                    84,243                       1,255  $126,273  

TOTAL                             -                       11,743  $1,181,346  
 
 
The City will need to make an additional $1,046,904 of investment in mowed acres by 2025 in 
order to maintain the existing service levels. 
 
TABLE 20: PARK MOWED ACRE IMPACTS FROM NEW DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 

Year Population Population Growth Additional Investment 
Needed 

2015                    72,500                              -    $0  

2016                    73,597                       1,097  $97,761  

2017                    74,710                       1,113  $99,239  

2018                    75,840                       1,130  $100,740  

2019                    76,987                       1,147  $102,264  

2020                    78,151                       1,164  $103,811  

2021                    79,333                       1,182  $105,381  

2022                    80,533                       1,200  $106,975  

2023                    81,751                       1,218  $108,593  

2024                    82,988                       1,236  $110,236  

2025                    84,243                       1,255  $111,903  

TOTAL 
 

                   11,743  $1,046,904  
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The City will need to make an additional $139,410 of improvements to parking by 2025 in order to 
maintain the existing service levels for paved parking. 
 
TABLE 21: PARKING  IMPACTS FROM NEW DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 

Year Population Population Growth 
Additional Investment 

Needed 

2015                    72,500                              -    $0  

2016                    73,597                       1,097  $13,018  

2017                    74,710                       1,113  $13,215  

2018                    75,840                       1,130  $13,415  

2019                    76,987                       1,147  $13,618  

2020                    78,151                       1,164  $13,824  

2021                    79,333                       1,182  $14,033  

2022                    80,533                       1,200  $14,245  

2023                    81,751                       1,218  $14,461  

2024                    82,988                       1,236  $14,679  

2025                    84,243                       1,255  $14,901  

TOTAL                     11,743  $139,410  

 
 
Trails 
 

The City will need to make an additional $271,753 of improvements to paved trails by 2025 in 
order to maintain the existing service levels for paved trails.  
 
TABLE 22: PAVED TRAIL MILE IMPACTS FROM NEW DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 

Year Population Population Growth Additional Investment 
Needed 

2015                    72,500                              -    $0  

2016                    73,597                       1,097  $25,377  

2017                    74,710                       1,113  $25,760  

2018                    75,840                       1,130  $26,150  

2019                    76,987                       1,147  $26,546  

2020                    78,151                       1,164  $26,947  

2021                    79,333                       1,182  $27,355  

2022                    80,533                       1,200  $27,768  

2023                    81,751                       1,218  $28,188  

2024                    82,988                       1,236  $28,615  

2025                    84,243                       1,255  $29,047  

TOTAL                     11,743  $271,753  
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The City will need to make an additional $72,072 of improvements to unpaved trails by 2025 in 
order to reach the proposed service levels for unpaved trails. Note that the proposed service level 
for unpaved trails is lower than the existing service level. 
 
TABLE 23: UNPAVED TRAIL MILE IMPACTS FROM NEW DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 

Year Population Population Growth 
Investment 
Needed for 

Proposed Levels 

Additional 
Investment 

Needed - for 
Proposed 

2015                    72,500                              -    $529,603  ($13,709) 

2016                    73,597                       1,097  $537,613  ($5,699) 

2017                    74,710                       1,113  $545,745  $2,433  

2018                    75,840                       1,130  $553,999  $10,687  

2019                    76,987                       1,147  $562,379  $19,067  

2020                    78,151                       1,164  $570,885  $27,573  

2021                    79,333                       1,182  $579,519  $36,207  

2022                    80,533                       1,200  $588,285  $44,973  

2023                    81,751                       1,218  $597,182  $53,870  

2024                    82,988                       1,236  $606,215  $62,903  

2025                    84,243                       1,255  $615,384  $72,072  
 
 
The City will need to make an additional investment of $364,438 in trail structures by 2025 in order 
to maintain the existing level of service.  
 
TABLE 24: TRAIL STRUCTURE REQUIRED FROM NEW DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 

Year Population Population Growth Additional Investment 
Needed 

2015                    72,500                              -    $0  

2016                    73,597                       1,097  $34,032  

2017                    74,710                       1,113  $34,546  

2018                    75,840                       1,130  $35,069  

2019                    76,987                       1,147  $35,599  

2020                    78,151                       1,164  $36,138  

2021                    79,333                       1,182  $36,684  

2022                    80,533                       1,200  $37,239  

2023                    81,751                       1,218  $37,802  

2024                    82,988                       1,236  $38,374  

2025                    84,243                       1,255  $38,955  

TOTAL 
 

                   11,743  $364,438  
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Consideration of All Revenue Sources 
Utah Code 11-36a-302(2): In preparing an impact fee facilities plan, each local political subdivision shall generally 
consider all revenue sources to finance the impacts on system improvements 
 
 
Grants 
The City anticipates that future trail land will be acquired through easements and grants, as it 

has in the past, and has therefore not included any cost for trail land in the calculation of impact 
fees. The City is unaware of any potential grant sources for future parks, recreation and trails 
development.  However, should it be the recipient of any such grants, it will then look at the 
potential to reduce impact fees. 
 
While the City has been gifted some park property in the past, it has no future indication of any 
gifts that will be received by the City.  Further, the City has conservatively excluded any gifted 
properties from establishing its level of service used in the calculation of impact fees. 
 
Bonds 
The City has one outstanding bond for parks, recreation, open space and trails facilities.  This is 
the 2006 Sales Tax Revenue Bond that was issued for $5.2 million, with a 20-year term expiring in 
2025. 
 
Inter-fund Loans 
The City currently has no plans to purchase parks, recreation or trail facilities through any inter-fund 
loans. 
 
Transfer from General Fund 
To the extent that the City is able to generate net revenues in its General Fund, it may choose to 
transfer all or a portion of the net revenues to the City’s capital fund. 
 
Impact Fees 
Because of the growth anticipated to occur in the City, impact fees are a viable means of allowing 
new development to pay for the impacts that it places on the existing system.  This IFFP is 
developed in accordance with legal guidelines so that an Impact Fee Analysis for Parks, 
Recreation, and Trails may be prepared and the City may charge impact fees for Parks, 
Recreation, and Trails. 
 
Anticipated or Accepted Dedications of System Improvements   
Any item that a developer funds must be included in the IFFP if a credit against impact fees is to be 
issued and must be agreed upon with the City before construction of the improvements. 
Certification 
 
Zions Bank Public Finance certifies that the attached impact fee facilities plan: 
 
1. Includes only the costs of public facilities that are: 

a.  allowed under the Impact Fees Act; and 
b.  actually incurred; or 

6  
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c.  projected to be incurred or encumbered within six years after the day on which 
each impact fee is paid; 

 
2. Does not include: 

a.  costs of operation and maintenance of public facilities; 
b.  costs for qualifying public facilities that will raise the level of service for the facilities, 

through impact fees, above the level of service that is supported by existing 
residents; 

c.  an expense for overhead, unless the expense is calculated pursuant to a 
methodology that is  consistent with generally accepted cost accounting practices 
and the methodological standards set forth by the federal Office of Management 
and Budget for federal grant reimbursement;  

 
3. Complies in each and every relevant respect with the Impact Fees Act. 
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Appendix A – Notice of Intent to Prepare an Impact Fee Facilities Plan 
Utah Code 11-36a-501: Before preparing or amending an impact fee facilities plan, a local political subdivision or private 
entity shall provide written notice of its intent to prepare or amend an impact fee facilities plan 
 
 
 
  

24 
 



 

Zions Bank Public Finance | November 2015 
 

Layton City | Parks, Trails and Recreation Impact Fee Facilities Plan  

Appendix B – Park Improvements 

PARK IMPROVEMENTS Acres Pavilions Playground Restrooms 
Covered Picnic 
Tables/Gazebos 

Baseball 
Field 

Regional       
Ellison 55.02 1 2 2  6 

Layton Commons 44.8 2 2 4 14 2 

Subtotal 99.82 3 4 6 14 8 

       
Neighborhood Parks       
Andy Adams 9.08 1 1 1  2 

Chapel Street 7.63 1 1 1  2 

Chelsie Meadows 7.39 1 2 1   
Greyhawk Park 10.02 1 2 1 1 

 
Legacy Park 7.01 2 1 1   
Oak Forest Park 10.12 1 1 1  2 

Sand Ridge Park 10.1 1 1 1 3  
Vae View Park 7.55 1 1 1  1 

Woodward Park 11.58 1 1 1   1 

Subtotal 80.48 10 11 9 4 8 

       
Special Use Parks       
Adams Reservoir 23.6   1   
Hobbs Reservoir 18.4      
Holmes Reservoir 17.2      
Kays Creek Parkway 101.67           

Subtotal 160.87 0 0 1 0 0 

       
TOTAL 341.17 13 15 16 18 16 
 

PARK IMPROVEMENTS Tennis 
Volleyball 

Court 
Football 

Field 
Basketball 

Court 
Soccer 
Fields 

Regional      
Ellison 2 1 2 2 8 

Layton Commons   1       

Subtotal 2 2 2 2 8 
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PARK IMPROVEMENTS Tennis 
Volleyball 

Court 
Football 

Field 
Basketball 

Court 
Soccer 
Fields 

Neighborhood Parks      
Andy Adams 2     
Chapel Street 2 1  1  
Chelsie Meadows 2 1 

 
2 

 
Greyhawk Park 1 

  
1 1 

Legacy Park 2   4  
Oak Forest Park 2    1 

Sand Ridge Park 1 1  1  
Vae View Park 2   1 1 

Woodward Park 1 1   2 1 

Subtotal 15 4 0 12 4 

      
Special Use Parks      
Adams Reservoir      
Hobbs Reservoir      
Holmes Reservoir 

     
Kays Creek Parkway           

Subtotal 0 0 0 0 0 

      
TOTAL 17 6 2 14 12 
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LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING
AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 

  
Item Number:  4.
   
Subject:  
City Council and Planning Commission Discussion Regarding HOA'S
   
Background:  
N/A          
  
Alternatives:  
N/A
  
Recommendation:  
N/A
  



LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING
AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 

  
Item Number:  5.
   
Subject:  
Mayor's Report
   
Background:  
N/A
  
Alternatives:  
N/A
  
Recommendation:  
N/A
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