
RIVERDALE CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 
CIVIC CENTER - 4600 S. WEBER RIVER DR. 

TUESDAY – JULY 5, 2022 

5:30 p.m. – Work Session  
No motions or decisions will be considered during this session, which is open to the public. 

Consideration of adjourning into Closed Executive Session pursuant to the provisions of Section 52-4-205 of the Open and Public 
Meetings Law for the purpose of discussing the purchase or sale of real property. 

6:00 p.m. – Council Meeting (Council Chambers) 

A. Welcome & Roll Call 
B. Pledge of Allegiance – Steve Hilton 
C. Invocation – Anne Hansen – presented by Rajan Zed, President, Universal Society of Hinduism. 

D. Public Comment 
(This is an opportunity to address the City Council regarding your concerns or ideas. No action will be taken during public 
comment. Please try to limit your comments to three minutes.) 

E. Presentations and Reports 
1. Mayor’s Report
2. Council Assignment Reports
3. Community Development Report

F. Consent Items 
1. Consideration to approve meeting minutes from:

June 21, 2022 Council Work Session 
June 21, 2022 Council Meeting 

2. Consideration to set a public hearing for the truth in taxation process.

G. Action Items 
1. Consideration of Ordinance #953 for proposed rezone request from Agricultural (A-1) Zoning to

Single-Family Residential (R-1-6) Zoning for property located at approximately 3450 South Parker 
Drive, Riverdale, Utah, 84405 as requested by Hugh Parke 
Mike Eggett, Community Development 

2. Consideration of Resolution #2022-23, for proposed AFCU – Operations Building Site Plan, property
located at approximately 4624 South 1500 West, Riverdale Utah 84405, as requested by America
First Federal Credit Union and AWA Engineering.
Mike Eggett, Community Development

3. Consideration of Resolution #2022-24 authorizing execution of Second Addendum to Development
Agreement between Riverdale City and Bach Land and Development, LLC as requested by Bach
Land and Development, LLC.
Mike Eggett, Community Development

4. Consideration of Resolution #2022-25 authorizing execution of Development Agreement between
Riverdale City and Riverdale Commercial Holdings, LLC as requested by Riverdale Commercial
Holdings, LLC.



Mike Eggett, Community Development 
 

H. Comments 
 1. City Council 
 2. City Staff 
 3. Mayor 
 
I.          Adjournment 
 
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, persons in need of special accommodation should contact the City Offices (801) 394-5541 at 
least 48 hours in advance of the meeting. 
  

Certificate of Posting 
The undersigned, duly appointed City Recorder, does hereby certify that the above notice and agenda was posted within the Riverdale City limits 
on this 1st  day of July 2022 at the following locations: 1) Riverdale City Hall Noticing Board 2) the City website at http://www.riverdalecity.com/ 3) 
the Public Notice Website: http://www.utah.gov/pmn/index.html and 4) A copy was also provided to the Standard-Examiner.  
 
Michelle Marigoni 
Riverdale City Recorder 

**The City Council meeting on July 5, 2022 is viewable electronically and may be accessed by clicking on the link below.  The regular 
City Council Chambers will be available for in person participation with recommended social distancing followed. The agenda for the 
meeting is also attached above. **https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCegcYe-pIXSRZGd5llencvA/videos?view_as=subscriber 



                     City Council Work Session Meeting, June 21, 2022                    

Minutes of the Work Session of the Riverdale City Council held Tuesday June 21, 2022, at 5:30 p.m., at the Civic Center in 
the Council Chambers, 4600 S Weber River Dr., Riverdale City, Weber County, Utah.

Present: City Council: Braden Mitchell, Mayor 
Alan Arnold, Councilmember
Bart Stevens, Councilmember
Steve Hilton, Councilmember
Karina Merrill, Councilmember

City Employees: Steve Brooks, City Attorney
Cody Cardon, Business Administration
Mike Eggett, Community Development
Jared Sholly, Fire Chief
Shawn Douglas, Public Works
Scott Brenkman, Police Chief
Rich Taylor, Community Services
Michelle Marigoni, City Recorder

Excused: Anne Hansen, Councilmember

The City Council Work Session meeting began at 5:31 p.m. Mayor Mitchell welcomed all in attendance. It was noted 
for the record that all Councilmembers were present, except Councilmember Hansen who was excused. Members of city 
staff were also present.

Public Comment:

Mayor Mitchell said there may be some public comment, but he wasn’t aware of anything for sure. 

Presentations and Reports:
Mayor’s Report

City Administration Report
Department Reports May
June Anniversaries Employee Recognition 
Staffing Authorization Plans 
Community Development Report

Consent Items

Consideration to approve meeting minutes from:
June 7, 2022 Council Work Session
June 7, 2022 Council Meeting

Mayor Mitchell asked if there were any changes to the minutes from the June 7 meetings. There were no changes. 
Mr. brooks noted there were two typos in the resolutions in the packet that have been corrected. 

Action Items

1. Public Hearing to receive and consider public comments regarding the following:

A. Amending the Riverdale City budget for fiscal year 2021-2022. 
B. Proposed amendments to the Riverdale City Code: Human Resources Manual (referred to in 1-7-1), 1-7-2 Salaries of 

City Council and Mayor, and 1-7F-6 Salary of the Justice Court Judge. 
C. Nonreciprocal interfund activity transfer of resources utilized by the City’s General Fund as provided by the City’s 

Water Fund. 
D. Adopting the Riverdale City Acting Budget for fiscal year 2022-2023.

2. Consideration of Ordinance #952 amending the Riverdale Municipal Ordinance Code, Title 8, Chapter 6, to better 
clarify, define and implement sections concerning the conveyance of water rights to the city on development in 
Riverdale City. 
Presented by Shawn Douglas
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3. Consideration of Ordinance #951 and proposed amendments to the Riverdale City Employees
Classification/Compensation Plan (referred to in RCC 1-7-1) concerning employee step and grade schedule, 1-7-2
Salaries of City Council and Mayor, and 1-7F-6 Justice Court Judge.
Presented by Cody Cardon

Cody Cardon explained this ordinance is for the judge, which is required by state law, and the city council.

4. Consideration of Resolution #2022-17 containing the city’s ‘not to exceed’ Property Tax Rate of 0.001420, which
exceeds the Weber County Auditor’s Certified Tax Rate and will require the city to go through the Truth in Taxation
process.
Presented by Steve Brooks and Cody Cardon

Mr. Cardon explained the truth in taxation process requires a tentative or acting budget until the process is complete.
The budget in the packet includes the most recent tentative budget with some changes, which he went over briefly. These 
included changes for rising fuel costs, office furniture replacement, water rate changes, and garbage rate changes. 

5. Consideration of Resolution #2022-18 to adopt the city’s Tentative Acting budget for fiscal year 2022-2023.
Presented by Cody Cardon

6. Consideration of Resolution #2022-19 to amend the fiscal year 2021-2022 budget.
Presented by Cody Cardon

Mr. Cardon went over the minor changes to the 2022 budget.

7. Consideration of Resolution #2022-20, approving the nonreciprocal interfund transfer of resources used by the city’s
General Fund as provided by the city’s Water Fund. The estimated value of these culinary water services is $80,000.
Presented by Cody Cardon

This is a payment from the general fund to the water fund to pay for the water used by the city throughout the year,
for accounting purposes. 

8. Consideration of Resolution #2022-21 to approve the 2022-2023 Consolidated Fee Schedule.

Mr. Brooks said this is done every year and includes increasing water rates and some other changes.

9. Review Fraud Risk Discussion for submission to the state auditor’s office.

Mr. Cardon explained this is also done every year to help prevent fraud.

10. Consideration of Resolution #2022-22 increasing the city’s capitalization threshold, defining for financial reporting
what is considered a capital asset, from $2,000 to $7,500.

Mr. Cardon explained this is also an accounting function, and the $2,000 threshold was set in 2004. This will simplify
the accounting. 

11. Discussion regarding July 5, 2022 City Council Meeting.

Mr. Brooks said the meeting may need to be held on July 5 due to several items already lining up for the
meeting.  

Comments

1. City Council:

2. City Staff:

3. Mayor:
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Adjournment

Having no further business to discuss, the Work Session was adjourned at 5:53 p.m.



     Council Regular Meeting, June 21, 2022        

Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the Riverdale City Council held Tuesday, June 21, 2022, at 6:00 p.m., at the Civic Center, 
4600 S Weber River Dr., Riverdale City, Weber County, Utah.

Present: City Council: Braden Mitchell, Mayor 
Alan Arnold, Councilmember
Bart Stevens, Councilmember
Steve Hilton, Councilmember
Karina Merrill, Councilmember

City Employees: Steve Brooks, City Attorney
Cody Cardon, Business Development
Mike Eggett, Community Development
Jared Sholly, Fire Department
Shawn Douglas, Public Works
Scott Brenkman, Police Department
Rich Taylor, Community Services
Michelle Marigoni, City Recorder

Excused: Anne Hansen, Councilmember

Visitors: Christina Ercanbrack
Stacey Haws
Lorraine Brown
Wayne Higgs
Aaron Pfaff
Joan Williams
Lloyd Williams

Welcome & Roll Call

The City Council meeting began at 6:00 p.m. Mayor Mitchell called the meeting to order and welcomed all in 
attendance, including all Council Members except Councilmember Hansen, who was excused, City Staff, and all 
members of the public.

Pledge of Allegiance – Karina Merrill
Invocation – Steve Hilton

Public Comment

Lorraine Brown, candidate for US House of Representatives, introduced herself to the council and expressed her 
thanks and support for cities. 

Stacey Haws asked for verification that the email addresses on the website get to council members. He said he has
sent emails to councilmembers and asked that they try and respond to constituents.

Presentations and Reports

Mayor’s Report
Mayor Mitchell – No report. 

City Administration Report
Department Reports May – all reports are in the packet. 
- Sales tax, page 10, reports show about a $16,000 increase from May last year. A large sales tax contributor is 

now closed, which will greatly affect the budget. Relying on sales tax only is extremely risky moving forward. 
- Monthly utility report, page 11, the average water use is 7000 gallons for residential and 44000 gallons for 

commercial. 
- Pages 12 and 13 show the user fees, which are reflective of the amount of water used. The water usage usually 

increases heavily in May, but conservation has been working and the usage has stayed level. 
- Crime activity is almost completely centered around Riverdale Road. 
- Roy City is voting on closing the recreation center, which would affect Riverdale’s residents. 

May Anniversaries Employee Recognition – Jeff Woody 30 Years. Rich Taylor 8 years. Officer Phillips 6 years. City 
Recorder 1 year. 
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Mr. Brooks explained the reasons for the discrepancies on the website in the wages of the mayor, council, and judge. 

Staffing Authorization Plans – Remains below authorization.

Community Development Report – Nothing new this month. Lowe’s is working with Cheddar’s and Chick-Fil-A, once 
the boundary issues are resolved they will be able to resume their projects. 

Mayor Mitchell spoke about the Roy Recreation Complex. 

Consent Items

Consideration to approve meeting minutes from:
June 7, 2022 Council Work Session
June 7, 2022 Council Meeting

Mayor Mitchell asked if there were any changes to the minutes from the June 7 meetings. There were no changes.
Councilmember Arnold made a motion to approve the minutes, Councilmember Hilton seconded the motion. All were in 
favor and the minutes were approved. 

Action Items

1. Public Hearing to receive and consider public comments regarding the following:

A. Amending the Riverdale City budget for fiscal year 2021-2022.

Motion: Councilmember Arnold motioned to open the public hearing. 
Second: Councilmember Hilton. 
Public Hearing open. 
No public comment. 
Councilmember Hilton motioned to close the public hearing. Councilmember Arnold seconded the motion, all were in 
favor and the public hearing was closed. 

B. Proposed amendments to the Riverdale City Code: Human Resources Manual (referred to in 1-7-1), 1-7-2 Salaries of 
City Council and Mayor, and 1-7F-6 Salary of the Justice Court Judge. 

Motion: Councilmember Arnold motioned to open the public hearing.
Second: Councilmember Hilton
Public Hearing open. 
Stacey Haws spoke about his time on the city council. He said he voted against budgets simply to avoid increasing 
the council salaries. He said the compensation seems overly generous. Councils make the decision on their wages 
and it is silly in a time of fiscal problems to increase the salaries. He asked that council justify their vote for the 
increase. 

Wayne Higgs, who is a State of Utah employee, all they are receiving is a 3.5% COLA increase. He asked how the 
residents are going to fund the increases. 

As there was no more public comment, Councilmember Arnold motioned to close the public hearing. Councilmember 
Hilton seconded the motion, all were in favor and the public hearing was closed.  

C. Nonreciprocal interfund activity transfer of resources utilized by the City’s General Fund as provided by the City’s 
Water Fund. 

Motion: Councilmember Hilton motioned to open the public hearing. 
Second: Councilmember Merrill

Stacey Haws said the spreadsheet in the packet didn’t explain how the water was used. He is disappointed in the 
decision to not open the splash pad. Some watering of the parks could be cut back to have water for the splash pad. 
He is glad the city is accounting for the water usage. 

Mr. Arnold said cutting back on the park watering will damage the grass due to people using it and going back and 
forth from the splash pad would damage the park if it was watered less. Mr. Douglas said there were many 
complaints last year about the splash pad running, and other cities are also not operating splash pads this year. 
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As there was no more public comment, Councilmember Arnold motioned to close the public hearing. Councilmember 
Hilton seconded the motion, all were in favor and the public hearing was closed.  

D. Adopting the Riverdale City Acting Budget for fiscal year 2022-2023.

Motion: Councilmember Merrill motioned to open the public hearing.
Second: Councilmember Arnold
Mr. Haws commented when he was on city council, the way sales tax was distributed was changed. A point that 

came up at the time was that the state did not want to do anything for Riverdale because they have not increased property 
tax. Budgets were cut, and it seemed to be easier than it should have been. He disagreed with a property tax increase 
without a specific project for the increase in funds. He spoke about the local option sales tax increase that was added by 
the state. He opposed taking the full amount of that as well. He said the sales tax issue is again being dumped on the 
residents and water rates are having to be increased 40% because it should have been done the last two years. 
Residents will have higher bills even if they continue to conserve. He knows a lot of people who will have a hard time 
paying for the raised water rates and the rates should be raised more slowly over a few years. All of the increases at the 
same time are too much. 

Becky Mitchell said she has seen much about the city council. Rates should have probably been raised, but the city 
needs to supply core services and, though it is unfortunate, rates need to be raised. City council does not often give 
themselves raises. She wants the public to know that the council and mayor try to do what is best for the citizens. 

As there was no more public comment, Councilmember Arnold motioned to close the public hearing. Councilmember 
Hilton seconded the motion, all were in favor and the public hearing was closed.  

2. Consideration of Ordinance #952 amending the Riverdale Municipal Ordinance Code, Title 8, Chapter 6, to better
clarify, define and implement sections concerning the conveyance of water rights to the city on development in
Riverdale City.
Presented by Shawn Douglas

Mr. Douglas said some changes were made after the last meeting. The fee in lieu of water shares was returned with
a specified amount. A credit for redevelopment based on the last four years usage. Using xeriscape will allow for a credit, 
which should encourage commercial properties to use it. 

Mr. Arnold expressed appreciation for Mr. Douglas’s work. He said he has an issue with the credit for secondary 
water, as Pineview should only be included and not the Weber Basin system, as the Weber Basin water is controlled by 
ownership of water shares. Mr. Douglas clarified that the secondary water in a pressurized system is attached to the 
property, not shares. 

Motion: Councilmember Arnold motioned to approve Ordinance #952 as written.
Second: Councilmember Hilton

Discussion on motion:

Verbal Vote: 
Councilor Hilton: Yes
Councilor Stevens No
Councilor Merrill: Yes
Councilor Hansen: Excused
Councilor Arnold: Yes

Motion passes 3 to 1.

3. Consideration of Ordinance #951 and proposed amendments to the Riverdale City Employees
Classification/Compensation Plan (referred to in RCC 1-7-1) concerning employee step and grade schedule, 1-7-2
Salaries of City Council and Mayor, and 1-7F-6 Justice Court Judge.
Presented by Cody Cardon

Mr. Brooks clarified the difference between the current budget and next year’s budget.

Mr. Arnold said the council and mayor jobs are difficult and involved. People should be compensated for the work
they do. He has been giving a full explanation to everyone who asks. Taking away an increase from a sitting council also 
takes away from future councils. He said the mayor deserves the increase, even if he does not want to take it. He feels 
any city council member should be able to decline the increase or accept it. He thinks the Planning Commission should 
also be paid more. He said he would be okay with a 4% increase instead of 7.99%.
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Mr. Stevens said this is a public service, and no one is forced to do it. He feels it is well compensated. Services 
means that the increase should not be taken at all. Two city council members are new and shouldn’t raise taxes and give 
themselves increases in their first years. 

Mr. Cardon said incremental changes are being made because it is easier than having huge increases after many 
years. This is easier to have done annually from an accounting standpoint. 

Mayor Mitchell commented that he has been on the council for 10 years, and most of the years the raises were not 
taken. When they were, it was during good fiscal years. Competitive pay is necessary to get people to run for these 
positions. The other increases will make it difficult to accept the increase in pay. 

Mr. Arnold said the staffing numbers are the same as they have been in 2005. Public Safety is his number one 
concern, but council is a job and should be compensated fairly. 

Motion: Councilmember Arnold motioned to approve Ordinance #951, with the city council receiving a 4% raise with 
the option for any member to opt out of the salary or a portion thereof, and to raise the justice court judge and 
employee salaries as stated in the packet.
Second: Councilmember Merrill

Vote: 
Councilor Arnold: Yes
Councilor Merrill Yes
Councilor Hansen: Excused
Councilor Hilton: Yes
Councilor Stevens: No

Motion passes 3 to 1.

4. Consideration of Resolution #2022-17 containing the city’s ‘not to exceed’ Property Tax Rate of 0.001420, which
exceeds the Weber County Auditor’s Certified Tax Rate and will require the city to go through the Truth in Taxation
process.
Presented by Steve Brooks and Cody Cardon

Mr. Cardon commented there are finally numbers from Weber County, which are included in the packet information.
He went over the numbers in the packet and explained how the tax rates work. A tax rate of 001420 would generate an 
additional 750,000 in property taxes, some of which will go to fuel costs. .000729 is the maximum without a truth in 
taxation hearing. 

About 9% of residents’ taxes go to Riverdale City. The average residence in Riverdale is $477,000. The average 
resident would be increased $373 per year instead of $191, which is around $15 per month. This would be about a 94% 
increase. This is setting the maximum allowed tax rate, but the rate could be decided on at a lower amount during the 
process. 

Mayor Mitchell asked where this rate would put Riverdale compared to other cities in the county. Mr. Cardon said it 
would still be on the lower end or the middle. Property tax is also assessed from commercial entities in the city. He 
mentioned public safety costs have basically doubled. 

Mr. Stevens asked what the standard used for accounting was. Mr. Cardon informed him it is GASB, which suggests 
(as a best practice) property tax as the main source for public safety costs.

Mr. Arnold commented that many of Riverdale’s police officers are needing to draw weapons weekly and are in 
harm’s way frequently. Fire has times when there is only one firefighter in a fire truck because an ambulance is out. 
Increases are needed for public safety. He said he is not big on raises and increases, but that it needs to be fair and 
someone who is putting their life on the line needs to be compensated, but also needs to be safe and have backup so 
they can go home at night. 

Mrs. Merrill said information given at previous meetings made it impossible to not understand the demand, with 
compelling evidence. She asked residents to go back and watch the meetings, and to speak to those affected directly. 

Mr. Hilton said none of council takes joy in raising any taxes or fees, and it means they are also raising their own 
taxes and fees. Previous councils have opted not to make increases, and it has come to a point where something must be
done. The city must be able to provide the services and employees. There is little other choice at this point. While 100% 
increase sounds scary, the dollar amount per citizen is extremely reasonable. Everyone is doing this because it is 
necessary and there is no choice but to do what previous councils have been unwilling to do. 
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Mr. Arnold mentioned senators and legislators have been approached, and none of them want to hear about 
Riverdale’s plight due to the low property tax and the large commercial district. They are not sympathetic to Riverdale. He
encouraged citizens to contact representatives. 

Mr. Hilton said Riverdale has been able to enjoy an artificially low tax rate due to sales tax, but that is coming to an 
end. The city has been underfunded and employees have done a great job at absorbing the extra work. Recent fires have 
been embarrassing with one fire fighter showing up and having to wait for other cities to help. The safety and quality of 
service need to be supported, as well as the outstanding employees. Riverdale has top notch employees, and the citizens 
don’t want to downgrade. 

Mrs. Merrill spoke about being in the middle of an emergency situation and being grateful to have a Riverdale officer 
show up quickly. A dollar amount cannot be put on it. 

Motion: Councilmember Arnold motioned to approve as written in the packet.
Second: Councilmember Hilton 

Discussion:

Vote: 
Councilor Hansen Excused
Councilor Arnold Yes
Councilor Hilton: Yes
Councilor Stevens: Yes
Councilor Merrill: Yes

Motion passes unanimously.

5. Consideration of Resolution #2022-18 to adopt the city’s Tentative Acting budget for fiscal year 2022-2023.
Presented by Cody Cardon

Mr. Arnold said he is fine with the budget other than the cost for the new furniture. He would be in favor to pass the
budget with that stricken. 

Mr. Stevens said there is no reason to strike that, it needs to be there but could be modified. 

Mr. Arnold said the item would not come back to the council, and if it’s not in the budget then it can’t be spent. 
Mr. Cardon explained that the request is due to some employees who need better working conditions as the desks 

are 25+ years old. 

Motion: Councilmember Arnold motioned to approve Resolution 2022-19, striking the allotted amount for new office 
furniture.

Second: Councilmember Stevens 

Discussion: This motion was numbered incorrectly. The resolution in question was 2022-18. Motion stricken. 

Motion: Councilmember Arnold motioned to approve Resolution 2022-18.
Second: Councilmember Stevens 

Vote: 
Councilor Stevens No
Councilor Hansen Excused
Councilor Arnold: Yes
Councilor Merrill: Yes
Councilor Hilton: Yes

Motion passes 3 to 1

6. Consideration of Resolution #2022-19 to amend the fiscal year 2021-2022 budget.
Presented by Cody Cardon

Mr. Cardon explained this increases a transfer to the capital projects fund and cleans up the budget for year end.

Motion: Councilmember Arnold motioned to approve 2022-19.
Second: Councilmember Hilton
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Discussion:

Vote: 
Councilor Merrill: Yes
Councilor Hilton Yes
Councilor Stevens: Yes
Councilor Arnold : Yes
Councilor Hansen: Excused

Motion passes unanimously

7. Consideration of Resolution #2022-20, approving the nonreciprocal interfund transfer of resources used by the city’s
General Fund as provided by the city’s Water Fund. The estimated value of these culinary water services is $80,000.
Presented by Cody Cardon

Mr. Arnold clarified that this water is used for city purposes. Mr. Douglas explained this is metered water for the
parks, city buildings, and others for the city use. 

Motion: Councilmember Arnold motioned to approve Resolution 2022-20 as written.
Second: Councilmember Hilton

Discussion:

Vote: 
Councilor Arnold: Yes
Councilor Merrill Yes
Councilor Hansen: Excused
Councilor Hilton: Yes
Councilor Stevens: Yes

Motion passes unanimously

8. Consideration of Resolution #2022-21 to approve the 2022-2023 Consolidated Fee Schedule.

Motion: Councilmember Arnold motioned to approve Resolution #2022-21 to approve the 2022-2023 Consolidated
Fee Schedule as shown in the packet.
Second: Councilmember Merrill

Discussion:

Vote:
Councilor Hansen Excused
Councilor Arnold Yes
Councilor Hilton: Yes
Councilor Stevens: Yes
Councilor Merrill: Yes

Motion passes unanimously

9. Review Fraud Risk Discussion for submission to the state auditor’s office.
Mr. Cardon went over the Fraud Risk Assessment, which was included in the packet. This presentation is to show

Riverdale City is low risk for fraud.

10. Consideration of Resolution #2022-22 increasing the city’s capitalization threshold, defining for financial reporting
what is considered a capital asset, from $2,000 to $7,500.

Motion: Councilmember Hilton motioned to approve Resolution 2022-22 increasing the city’s capitalization threshold,
defining for financial reporting what is considered a capital asset, from $2,000 to $7,500.

Second: Councilmember Arnold
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Discussion:

Vote: 
Councilor Merrill: Yes
Councilor Hilton: Yes
Councilor Stevens: Yes
Councilor Arnold: Yes
Councilor Hansen: Excused

Motion passes unanimously

11. Discussion regarding July 5, 2022 City Council Meeting.

Mr. Brooks informed council that, there are several items that may be on the July 5 agenda, so it would be best to
have a meeting on that day. Mr. Stevens said the very well-paid councilmembers should attend the meeting. Mr. Arnold said 
meetings should not be cancelled unless it is actually on the holiday. Mayor Mitchell said he has told several people their item 
would be on the agenda for that date. 

Comments

1. City Council:
- Mr. Stevens mentioned he had an email from the mosquito abatement that he would send to Mayor Mitchell.

2. City Staff:
- Jared Sholly commented about the ambulance service, and how the previous service was not good. The

ambulance has had a tremendous positive impact on the city and allows the fire department to manage in a more 
flexible way. The ambulance service was not a mistake. 

- Rich Taylor invited councilmembers to participate in the parade and any other Old Glory Days activities they 
would like. He asked them to fill out the comment card for the parade and to communicate the use of vehicles for 
the parade (vehicles, drivers, personal vehicles, etc.) Mr. Arnold asked for the candy to not be provided by the 
city, as councilmembers can purchase their own. 

- Rich Taylor invited councilmembers to enjoy food behind the 
- Mr. Douglas thanked council and the mayor for making hard decisions and for their support of staff. Mr. Arnold 

said every resident he talked to was supportive of these decisions after receiving an explanation. 

3. Mayor:
- Recognized Mr. Eggett for providing information for the bus tour, which was better than any other city’s

information on the tour. The participants were amazed by the information given. 

Adjournment.

Having no further business to discuss, Mayor Mitchell called to adjourn the meeting. The meeting was adjourned at 
8:00 p.m.



RIVERDALE CITY 
CITY COUNCIL AGENDA July 5, 2022 

AGENDA ITEM:  

SUBJECT: Consideration to approve Ordinance #953 regarding proposed rezone 
request from Agricultural (A-1) Zoning to Single-Family Residential (R-1-6) 
Zoning for property located at approximately 3450 South Parker Drive, 
Riverdale, Utah, 84405 as requested by Hugh Parke. 

PRESENTER: Mike Eggett, Community Development 
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City Council 
Executive Summary 

For the City Council meeting on: 7-5-2022 Petitioner: James and Julie Purin 
As represented by Hugh Parke 

Summary of Proposed Action 

James and Julie Purin, as represented by Hugh Parke, is requesting a rezone of property located at 
approximately 3450 South Parker Drive from Agricultural (A-1) to Single-Family (R-1-6) zoning to allow for the 
possibility of future development of this property (see the application documents for further explanation).  
Neighboring properties to the north and east are currently zoned with A-1 zoning. Adjacent property to the 
south is zoned with R-1-8 Single-Family Residential, and property to the southeast is Single-Family and Single-
Family with Rental Unit Residential (R-2) zoning. This request is for approximately four acres of land located on 
this property along the east side of Parker Drive (see the attached zoning map document for more information). 

On June 14, 2022, a public hearing was held before the Planning Commission.  Several comments were received 
from the public during the hearing and additional comments were shared with staff prior to the hearing.  
Following the public hearing, the Planning Commission briefly discussed the request and thereafter approved a 
motion to recommend favorable approval of the rezone request as submitted.  As required by State Code and to 
allow for public commentary, the public hearing was noticed and scheduled in accordance with State and City 
requirements.  

Following the public hearing, the City Council may make a motion to approve the rezone request, table the 
matter, or not approve the rezone request, with the appropriate findings of fact to support the Council’s 
decision. 

Title 10 Ordinance Guidelines (Code Reference) 

This rezone request is regulated under City Code 10-5 “Rezone Requests” and is affected by City Codes 10-8 
“Agricultural (A-1, A-2) Zones” and 10-9B “Single-Family Residential Zones (R-1-10, R-1-8, R-1-6, R-1-4.5)”. 

The petitioner’s associated properties are currently listed in the County Records under the ownership of James 
R & Julie H Purin.  This property is currently vacant. 

The appropriate application and supporting documentation have been submitted and provided to the City 
Council for review (please see attached applicant response documentation and maps for more). 

For more information relative to the zoning codes affecting this request and permitted and conditional uses for 
these zones, please reference the respective sections of City Code, as noted above. 

Public hearing notifications required by State and City Codes have been completed in conformance with the 
standards established by these Codes and as reflected in the attached documentation. 

Staff would encourage the City Council to review this matter and discuss with the petitioners any concerns that 
may arise in this matter.  Staff would then recommend that the City Council act accordingly to approve, table, or 
not approve the rezone based upon sufficient findings of fact to support the Planning Commission 



recommendation. 

General Plan Guidance (Section Reference) 

Please note that the General Plan and Land Use Master Plan element are advisory documents 
established for guidance regarding citywide land use decisions. 

The General Plan use for this area is currently set as “Agricultural”. The proposed rezone request and project 
concept requested use is not in compliance with this land use designation and differs from language in Area 5 of 
the Riverdale General Plan. Documentation with language from General Plan Area 5 has been provided in this 
packet. 

Legal Comments – City Attorney 

_____________________ 
Steve Brooks, Attorney 

Administrative Comments – City Administrator 

___________________
Steve Brooks, City 

Administrator 



ORDINANCE NO. 953

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE ZONING OF PROPERTY AND THE CITY’S 
LAND USE MAP, TO CHANGE THE LAND USE DESIGNATION OF LAND 

LOCATED AT APPROXIMATELY 3450 SOUTH PARKER DRIVE, RIVERDALE 
UTAH, FROM AGRICULTURAL (A-1) TO SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL (R-1-6) 

ZONING; PROVIDING FOR REPEAL OF CONFLICTING ORDINANCES; 
SEVERABILITY; AND AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, the petitioner, Hugh Parke, on behalf of the current property owners, (Petitioner), has 
requested that approximately four acres, located at approximately 3450 South Parker Drive, be 
rezoned from Agricultural (A-1) to Single-Family Residential (R-1-6) zoning, all located in Riverdale 
City, Weber County; and  

WHEREAS, the Riverdale City Planning Commission held a duly advertised public hearing on June 
14, 2022, to receive comments on the proposed amendment and has considered all comments 
received, as required by state law and local ordinance and approved a recommended motion to grant 
the requested rezone and amendment to the land use map; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission voted to APPROVE the rezone request and forwarded that 
APPROVAL recommendation to the City Council. The original petition has now been passed on to 
the City Council to either follow or modify the recommendation of the Planning Commission and 
either allow or deny the rezone and plan amendment; and

WHEREAS, the Riverdale City Council has conducted a duly advertised public meeting on the 
proposed amendment and reviewed the minutes of the Planning Commission and all other relevant 
information and finds that the proposed rezone IS in the best interest of the City or of the citizens of 
Riverdale City; and

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

Section 1.
After reviewing the material presented to the Planning Commission in the public hearing, and all 
subsequent information and evidence presented in addition thereto, the Riverdale City Council finds 
that it IS in the best interest of Riverdale City and DOES meet the goals or policies of the City’s land 
use development plan and does not raise significant issues or concerns about safety, planning and/or 
the impact on the City’s resources and services. The Council hereby APPROVES the rezone request 
made by the landowner to amend approximately four acres, located at approximately 3450 South 
Parker Drive be rezoned from Agricultural (A-1) to Single-Family Residential (R-1-6) zoning as 
outlined in the attached documentation, as outlined therein and incorporated hereby, and directs staff 



to implement any and all action(s) to help facilitate the lawful and conforming re-zone approval and 
map amendment.

Section 2. Severability.
If any section, part of a section, paragraph, sentence, clause, phrase or word of this Ordinance is for 
any reason held or declared to be unconstitutional or void, such holdings of invalidity shall not affect 
the remaining portion of this Ordinance and it shall be construed to have been the intent to pass the 
Ordinance without such unconstitutional or invalid part therein, and the remainder of this Ordinance 
shall be deemed to be held valid as if such part or parts had not been included therein, or if this 
Ordinance or any of the provisions thereof shall be held inapplicable to any person, group of persons, 
property, kind of property, circumstances, or set of circumstances, such holdings shall not affect the 
applicability thereof to any other person, property or circumstances.

Section 3.
The effective date of this ordinance shall be effective immediately.

PASSED, ADOPTED AND ORDERED POSTED this ______ day of July, 2022.

___________________________________
Braden Mitchell, Mayor

Attest:

______________________________
Michelle Marigoni, City Recorder



ORDINANCE NO. 953

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE ZONING OF PROPERTY AND THE CITY’S 
LAND USE MAP, TO CHANGE THE LAND USE DESIGNATION OF LAND 

LOCATED AT APPROXIMATELY 3450 SOUTH PARKER DRIVE, RIVERDALE 
UTAH, FROM AGRICULTURAL (A-1) TO SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL (R-1-6) 

ZONING; PROVIDING FOR REPEAL OF CONFLICTING ORDINANCES; 
SEVERABILITY; AND AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, the petitioner, Hugh Parke, on behalf of the current property owners, (Petitioner), has 
requested that approximately four acres, located at approximately 3450 South Parker Drive, be 
rezoned from Agricultural (A-1) to Single-Family Residential (R-1-6) zoning, all located in Riverdale 
City, Weber County; and  

WHEREAS, the Riverdale City Planning Commission held a duly advertised public hearing on June 
14, 2022, to receive comments on the proposed amendment and has considered all comments 
received, as required by state law and local ordinance and approved a recommended motion to grant 
the requested rezone and amendment to the land use map; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission voted to APPROVE the rezone request and forwarded that 
APPROVAL recommendation to the City Council. The original petition has now been passed on to 
the City Council to either follow or modify the recommendation of the Planning Commission and
either allow, deny or modify the rezone and plan amendment; and

WHEREAS, the Riverdale City Council has conducted a duly advertised public meeting on the 
proposed amendment and reviewed the minutes of the Planning Commission and all other relevant 
information and finds that the proposed rezone IS NOT in the best interest of the City or of the citizens 
of Riverdale City; and

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

Section 1.
After reviewing the material presented to the Planning Commission in the public hearing, and all 
subsequent information and evidence presented in addition thereto, the Riverdale City Council finds 
that it IS NOT in the best interest of Riverdale City and DOES NOT meet the goals or policies of the 
City’s land use development plan and does raise significant issues or concerns about safety, planning 
and/or the impact on the City’s resources and services. The Council hereby DENIES the rezone 
request made by the landowner to amend approximately four acres, located at approximately 3450 
South Parker Drive be rezoned from Agricultural (A-1) to Single-Family Residential (R-1-6) zoning 
as outlined in the attached documentation.



Section 2. Severability.
If any section, part of a section, paragraph, sentence, clause, phrase or word of this Ordinance is for 
any reason held or declared to be unconstitutional or void, such holdings of invalidity shall not affect 
the remaining portion of this Ordinance and it shall be construed to have been the intent to pass the 
Ordinance without such unconstitutional or invalid part therein, and the remainder of this Ordinance 
shall be deemed to be held valid as if such part or parts had not been included therein, or if this 
Ordinance or any of the provisions thereof shall be held inapplicable to any person, group of persons, 
property, kind of property, circumstances, or set of circumstances, such holdings shall not affect the 
applicability thereof to any other person, property or circumstances.

Section 3.
The effective date of this ordinance shall be effective immediately.

PASSED, ADOPTED AND ORDERED POSTED this ______ day of July, 2022.

___________________________________
Braden Mitchell, Mayor

Attest:

______________________________
Michelle Marigoni, City Recorder
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Riverdale City 59 General Plan

AREA FIVE

See Figure 11 for more regarding this area.  This area is enclosed by I-15 and Parker Drive 
to the west, Parker Drive and Ogden City limits to the north, the Weber River to the east, 
and 4100 South to the south.  Roadways within this area are expected to operate as local 
neighborhood and collector roads as already constructed and established.

This area, is adjacent to the Weber River, and a portion of this area includes the Weber 
River Trail System and a main trailhead on the north for this trail system.  This area also 
has the potential for a future trailhead expansion location at the main trailhead that would 
be of benefit for the City to develop in the future. There is a federally protected wetlands 
site located in this area along the Weber River.

The property to the south has been developed as low density residential with fourteen 
acres donated to Riverdale City for trail access and regulated open space.  That allowed 
the Weber River Trail System to be completed along the river.  Part of the property from the
Ogden City boundary change allowed the completion of the trail system, a trailhead, under 
bridge trail connection, a parking lot and restroom facilities.  The remaining property was 
brought in as Agricultural and was allowed to be developed as a personal storage facility as 
a result of a court judgment.  This development is a legal non-conforming use in the A-1
zone and was planned, engineered, reviewed and approved to alleviate potential impacts to 
the adjacent properties. There is also a legal non-conforming use currently existing on an
A-1 zoned property operating as a production/shipping business facility.

A larger property in this area is zoned A-1 and may be developed as low density 
residential.  When development occurs, utilities are available and perhaps only slab on 
grade structures would be allowed.  Development in such a manner with the adjacent 
Weber River Trail System and other open space amenities could in fact result in a 
continuation of quality residential development.  Portions of this area are in the flood plain. 
The adjacent freeway to the west with continual increasing volume of traffic creates higher 
levels of sound. A sound wall has been installed to help mitigate this issue.

There are also two Residential Overlay Zone areas within this area.  One, designed with 
townhome style condominiums, is located along 700 West and 4050 South.  The other, 
developed as single story patio-home style units, is located along 850 West between 4100 
South and 3950 South.



_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Riverdale City 60 General Plan

Figure 11 - Alternate Land Uses - Area 5



May 31, 2022 

Hugh Parke – rezone request for property located at approximately 3450 South Parker Drive from 
Agricultural (A-1) Zone to Single-Family Residential (R-1-6) Zone. Area bound in black requested to be 
rezoned as noted.  

Agricultural (A-1) Zone to Single-
Family Residential (R-1-6) Zone 

Single-Family Residential (R-1-8) Zone

Agricultural 
(A-1) Zone 

Single-Family and 
Single-Family with 
Rental Unit 
Residential (R-2) Zone 

Agricultural 
(A-1) Zone 



3450 Parker Drive – Checklist Regarding Public Hearing Notice for 
Rezone Request 

 Notice Sent to Affected Entities (10 days before hearing date) 

 Documented List Verifying Date Sent 

 Form Letter Sent to Affected Property Owner(s) Due to Rezone per 10-9a-205(4)(b) (10 days prior to 
hearing date)  

 Notice in Newspaper of General Circulation (10 days prior to hearing date) 

 Notice on City Website (10 days prior to hearing date) 

 Sign Placed on Subject Property (10 days prior to hearing date) 

 Picture and Certification of Sign Placement Completed 

 Notice Placed on State Public Meeting Notice Website (10 days prior to hearing date) 



Affected Entities Notice Listing Information 

3450 Parker Drive 

Affected entity notice was sent to the following groups on the dates listed below. 

1. UDOT – Region One: sent on June 2, 2022

2. Weber School District: sent on June 2, 2022

3. Weber County Government: sent on June 2, 2022

4. Roy Water Conservancy District: sent on June 2, 2022

5. Weber Basin Water Conservancy District: sent on June 2, 2022

6. Comcast: sent on June 2, 2022

7. Century Link: sent on June 2, 2022

8. Rocky Mountain Power: sent on June 2, 2022

9. Dominion Energy: sent on June 2, 2022

10. Central Weber Sewer District: sent on June 2, 2022



Community Development 
4600 So. Weber River Drive 

Riverdale, Utah  84405 
801-394-5541 

June 2, 2022 

Purin, James R & Julie H Purin
410 N Harrison Blvd 
Ogden, UT 84404-4157 

Dear James and Julie Purin: 

Below is a notice of public hearing for a proposed rezone request for properties located at 
approximately 3450 South Parker Drive in Riverdale City.

Notice of Public Hearing
Riverdale Planning Commission 

Tuesday, June 14th, 2022 
Which begins at 6:30 p.m. 

Riverdale Civic Center
4600 South Weber River Drive 

Riverdale, Utah

The Riverdale Planning Commission will hold a public hearing to receive and 
consider public comment on the following proposed rezone request:  

The rezone request is for properties located at approximately 3450 South in 
Riverdale City from Agricultural (A-1) zoning to Single-Family Residential
(R-1-6) zoning.   

Further information regarding this proposal can be viewed at
www.riverdalecity.com. Public comment is invited and interested parties are 
encouraged to attend. The public may also participate through the City YouTube 
channel or by emailing the City Recorder at mmarigoni@riverdalecity.com.

You may review the current and proposed zoning on our city website (www.riverdalecity.com)
under the “City Code” tab.  The A-1 zoning language is found under Title 10, Chapter 8; and the 
R-1-6 zoning language is found under Title 10, Chapter 9B.   



As a potentially affected owner of property at the proposed rezone location, you may, no later 
than 10 days after the day of the first public hearing, file a written objection to your inclusion of 
property to this rezone request.  Any formal protests should be submitted by mail to Riverdale 
Civic Center, 4600 So. Weber River Drive, Riverdale, UT 84405, or by email to 
meggett@riverdalecity.com.  Any formal protests submitted to the City will be shared with the 
Planning Commission and City Council respectively throughout the process.

Please feel free to contact me with any follow-up questions, comments, or concerns that you may 
have regarding this matter via telephone at 801-394-5541 ext. 1215 or email at 
meggett@riverdalecity.com.

Thank you, 

MMichael Eggett 

Riverdale City
Community Development Director 



RIVERDALE CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION

PUBLIC HEARING NOTICE

Riverdale City gives notice that on Tuesday, , 2022, at 6:30 p.m., at the
Riverdale City Civic Center, 4600 South Weber River Drive, Riverdale, Utah, the
Planning Commission will hold a public hearing to receive and consider public
comments regarding the following: 

Proposed Rezone Request from Agricultural (A-1) Zoning to Single-Family
Residential (R-1- ) Zoning for properties located at approximately 3450 South 
Parker Drive, Riverdale, Utah 84405, as requested by Hugh Parke.

The public is invited to review and inspect all information available concerning 
such proposal(s) at the Riverdale City Offices during the regular office hours, 8:00 
a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Monday through Friday.  The public or any interested parties 
may present written or oral testimony to the Riverdale City Council concerning the 
proposed action at the aforementioned time and place.

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Certificate of Posting 

The undersigned, duly appointed City Recorder, does hereby certify that the above notice and agenda was posted within the 
Riverdale City limits on this  day of , 2022 at the following locations: 1) Riverdale City Hall Noticing Board 2) Riverdale 
City website at http://www.riverdalecity.com/ 3) the Public Notice Website: http://www.utah.gov/pmn/index.html .  

This notice is scheduled to be published in the Standard Examiner on Saturday, , 2022. 

Michelle Marigoni 
Riverdale City Recorder
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Planning Commission Regular Session, June 14, 2022

Minutes of the Regular Session of the Riverdale City Planning Commission held Tuesday, June 14, 2022, at 6:30 p.m., at
the Civic Center, 4600 S Weber River Dr., Riverdale City, Weber County, Utah.

Present: Commissioners: Kathy Eskelsen, Chairman
Robert Wingfield, Vice Chairman
Blair Jones, Commissioner
Amy Ann Spiers, Commissioner
Rikard Hermann, Commissioner
Wanda Ney, Commissioner
Kent Anderson, Commissioner

City Employees: Mike Eggett, Community Development 
Michelle Marigoni, City Recorder

Visitors: Matthew Steiner
Lynn Donohoo
Tammy Donohoo
Velden Wardle
Hugh Parke
Linda Baird
Marilyn Hancock
Dennis Peters
Raelyn Boman

A. Welcome & Roll Call

The Planning Commission Meeting began at 6:30 p.m. Chairman Eskelsen welcomed everyone to the meeting and 
stated for the record that members of the Planning Commission were present. 

B. Public Comment

Chairman Eskelsen asked if there were any public comments. There was no public comment. 

C. Presentations and Reports

Mrs. Eskelsen turned the time over to Mr. Eggett, who reported the following: 
- Maverik is still moving along but will have a delay due to concrete shortage. 
- Cheddar’s delay is due to a right-of-way agreement with Lowe’s.
- Take 5 is beginning construction. 
- RC Willey inventory is nearly cleared out for closure. 

D. Consent Items

Consideration of Meeting Minutes from May 24, 2022 Work Session and May 24, 2022 Regular Meeting.

Chairman Eskelsen asked if there were any changes to the minutes. There were no changes. Commissioner 
Wingfield moved to approve the minutes; Commissioner Hermann seconded the motion, and all were in favor.

E. Action Items

1. a. Public hearing to receive and consider comments regarding proposed rezone request from Agricultural (A-1) Zoning to 
Single-Family Residential (R-1-6) Zoning for property located at approximately 3450 South Parker Drive, Riverdale, Utah, 
as requested by Hugh Parke.

Mr. Eggett went over the executive summary and the items in the packet. 

Motion: Jones moved to open the public hearing
Second: Wingfield

Chairman Eskelsen invited the public to comment. 



Planning Commission Regular Session, June 14, 2022

Velden Wardle who resides on the south border of the property, voiced concerns about the small lot sizes and the height 
of the buildings. He spoke about changes he had to make to his home when building to keep the home from being too 
close to the property lines. He feels the new homes should be required to adhere to the same rules. 
He also spoke about the fill that was brought into the land behind his home, and concerns about drainage from the 
property onto his property. He stated the land level should be brought down to the previous level. Commissioners asked if 
he currently has problems with drainage here. He explained there are not significant issues currently, but he is concerned 
the development could cause problems in the future. He said he is not against development but feels the same size lots 
would be better. 

Marilyn Hancock, who resides in the same subdivision, voiced concerns about the lot sizes and flooding. She said they 
have all experienced flooding in the area in the past and worries about the runoff. 

Linda Barrett asked if a traffic impact study has been done. She spoke about the traffic and how the curves can be scary. 
She is also concerned about the water due to the drought and having enough water for the residents. 

Raelyn Boman, another resident who backs the property in question, said she is strongly opposed to anything less than 
8000 square foot lots and will be sad to see the tall houses in place of the current natural environment and wildlife 
sightings. She also had concerns about the water. 

Tammy Donohoo said she has the same concerns as previous speakers and would rather have the same size properties 
there so her value does not change. Her yard does have water issues when it snows. 

As there was no further public comment, Commissioner Wingfield moved to close the public hearing. Commissioner 
Jones seconded the motion, and all were in favor. The public hearing was closed. 

b. Consideration to forward a recommendation to the City Council regarding proposed rezone request from Agricultural
(A-1) Zoning to Single-Family Residential (R-1-6) Zoning for property located at approximately 3450 South Parker Drive, 
Riverdale, Utah, 84405 as requested by Hugh Parke.

Chair Eskelsen invited Mr. Hugh Parke to speak. He thanked the residents for their comments and stated he is 
hoping to resolve some of the issues brought up. The previous request was for R-1-4.5 but realized that the general plan 
requires low-density and possibly slab-on-grade requirements. He read code describing low-density and explained 
therefore they are asking for 6000 square foot lots. The new plan includes 14 lots ranging from 6600 to 8800 square feet, 
as compared to the 16 smaller lots. The bordering lots are consistent with the neighboring lot sizes.

A lot of research has been done and these homes will not have basements or crawlspaces. The intent is to lower the 
grade to transition to the other lot elevations. City code requires water retention to be handled on the property, which will
be addressed by the engineering after further testing and plans. The water will not be pushed on to other people but will 
be retained and diverted appropriately. 

Discussion:  
Mr. Jones asked how much the elevation will be lowered. Mr. Parke explained the property currently has a large high spot 
in the center, and that the intent is to bring it as close to the existing home level as necessary.  There will be some two-
story and some rambler homes, so the elevation will need to be level and slope toward the river. 

Mrs. Eskelsen asked if the rear portion of the property would still be undeveloped as shown in the previous request. Mr. 
Parke confirmed this area will not be developed. There is approximately one acre that will be undeveloped. 

Mr. Hermann asked what the plan was to provide water for the development. Mr. Parke said water needs to be conserved, 
but the area will continue to grow, and people need housing. The city requires developments to procure water shares. 

Mrs. Spiers asked about the lot sizes, and which will abut to the current quarter acre lots. Mr. Parke listed the lot sizes 
abutting the current subdivision. 

Mr. Anderson asked about the setback difference between R 1 8 and R 1 6. Mr. Parke listed the setback requirements for 
both zones. The rear setback and the sides are the same, but the front is smaller.  

Mrs. Spiers disclosed she is a real estate agent and a resident of Riverglen and asked if the stormwater would be tied into 
the stormwater system for Riverglen.

Mrs. Ney asked how far the helical piers will need to go down to hit bedrock. Mr. Parke said based on the testing so far, it 
seems to be about 9 to 12 or 13 feet. He explained 20 to 30 piers are typically involved in each home and explained how 
the building process works.

Mrs. Ney asked if the homes will still be taller than the existing home. Mr. Parke explained only a two-story would be taller, 
but not all homes will be two-story. The helical piers do not increase the height of the homes.  

Motion: Commissioner Wingfield moved to forward a recommendation to the city council for rezone 
Second: Commissioner Jones



Planning Commission Regular Session, June 14, 2022

Discussion on motion: Mrs. Spiers said it does not fit in the general plan and it is unknown what is under 
the ground there. Mr. Wingfield explained he cannot find a legal reason to say no. Mr. Jones said the 
changes made from the original request to this one have changed his opinion, questions were answered, 
and the issues have been resolved. He feels the engineering requirements are enough. Mr. Hermann said 
there are places where subdivisions were added, and it improved the water situations regarding drainage. 

Roll Call Vote:
Commissioner Jones: Yes
Commissioner Ney: No
Commissioner Spiers: No
Commissioner Eskelsen: No
Commissioner Hermann: Yes
Commissioner Wingfield: Yes
Commissioner Anderson: Yes

Motion passes with 4 in favor and 3 against.

2. a. Review and discussion of proposed rezone request for property located at approximately 671 West 4400 South, 
Riverdale, Utah, as requested by H&H – 39th Street, LLC.

b. Consideration to set Public Hearing for proposed Rezone Request from Mobile Home Park-Recreational Vehicle Park
(RMH-1) Zoning to Multiple-Family Residential (R-4) Zoning for property located at approximately 671 West 4400 South, 
Riverdale, Utah 84405, as requested by H&H - 39th Street, LLC.

Mr. Eggett went over the rezone request and noted Matt Steiner is present to address any questions. He explained a 
previous rezone request was denied as an R5 zoning, but the new request is for R4 which is inline with the general plan. 
In the event the public hearing is scheduled, a change of venue may be made to accommodate the residents who may 
attend to voice their opinions. 

Mr. Steiner addressed the commission, who had no questions. 

Motion: Commissioner Hermann moved to set a public hearing for June 28, 2022.
Second: Commissioner Jones

Vote: All in favor.

3. Report and discussion of 2022 Legislative Update regarding land use regulation amendments.

Mr. Eggett reported on legislative updates made as of the last legislative general session, as included in the packet.

All items presented by: Mike Eggett, Community Development

F. Comments 

G. Adjournment
As there was no further business to discuss, Commissioner Hermann moved to adjourn. This was seconded by 

Commissioner Jones. The Planning Commission meeting adjourned at 7:54 p.m.

Date Approved: ____6/28/2022____



RIVERDALE CITY 
CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

July 5, 2022 

AGENDA ITEM: G2 

SUBJECT: Consideration of Resolution #2022-23, for proposed AFCU – Operations 
Building Site Plan, property located at approximately 4624 South 1500 West, 
Riverdale Utah 84405, as requested by America First Federal Credit Union 
and AWA Engineering. 

PRESENTER: Mike Eggett, Community Development 

INFORMATION: a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 
g. 
h. 

i. 
j. 
k. 
l.  

Exec Summ AFCU Final Site Plan – CC [20220705] 
Resolution 2022-23 
AFCU Campus Final Site Plan CC Approve Review – 20220630 
Dept Staff Reports – AFCU Final Site Plan CC [20220630] 
AFCU Ops Building – approval comments [20220630] 
City Eng Review #3 AFCU Campus – Ops Building 6 30 2022 
City Eng Cost Estimate Approval Report  
Planning Commission minutes for the AFCU Site Plan 
Recommendation item on May 24, 2022 meeting  
AFCU Site Plan App Update – 20220412 
Public Cost Estimate Calculation_V2_06-30-22 
AFCU Masterplan 3d graphic update 
2022-06-21 Update Civil Plans[r] 

BACK TO AGENDA 



City Council 
Executive Summary 

For the Council meeting on: 7-5-2022 Petitioner: America First Credit Union  
represented by Natalie Nichols and Jake Tate (AWA 

Engineering) 

Summary of Proposed Action 

America First Federal Credit Union, as represented by Natalie Nichols and Jake Tate with AWA Engineering, have 
submitted Final Site Plan documentation for a new Operations Services Building on real estate located at 
approximately 4624 South 1500 West.  The affected parcels are zoned in the Light Manufacturing (M-1) zone.  
This site plan is being proposed for development on property that is currently partially developed by AFCU for 
their Data Center facility and on otherwise undeveloped land.  The property is currently owned by America First 
Federal Credit Union and the subdivision includes a portion of property that has been newly approved for 
annexation into Riverdale City to accommodate the new design for the 1500 West street location.  Part of the 
future subdivision request will also include the vacation of the existing Cozy Dale Drive (1500 West) and 4800 
South right-of-way that currently is located within the AFCU campus area between 4400 South and 4800 South.   

On May 24, 2022, this matter came before the Planning Commission for final site plan recommendation to City 
Council consideration.  At the conclusion of the discussion in the matter, the Planning Commission provided a 
favorable recommendation to City Council for approval of this site plan with the understanding that the 
applicant group resolve outstanding staff and engineering concerns.  As noted in the staff and engineering 
reports, these outstanding concerns have been resolved accordingly.  This matter is now before the City Council 
for final site plan approval consideration of the Operations Services Building and new 1500 West roadway 
system. 

A public hearing is not required to consider this site plan proposal, but a follow-up public hearing with the City 
Council will need to be scheduled for the 4800 South and Cozy Dale Drive (1500 West) vacation plat petition at a 
later date.  Please note that the updated subdivision plat and vacation plat will not impact this site plan proposal 
and actually will link to this site plan proposal.  Both the updated subdivision plat and vacation plat will be 
forthcoming to the City Council in the near future as part of this overall project effort.   

Following the presentation and discussion of the proposal, the City Council may make a motion to provide final 
approval of the proposed AFCU – Ops Building Site Plan.  Alternatively, the City Council may make a motion to 
approve the proposed site plan with any requested modifications, tabling the matter to a later date, or not 
approve the final site plan with the appropriate findings of facts.  If an approval is provided, then this matter 
could move forward for site plan preparation activities with City Staff and Engineering and also start building 
permitting processes. 

Title 10 Ordinance Guidelines (Code Reference) 

This Final Subdivision and Site Plan review is regulated under City Code 10-21 “Subdivisions”, 10-25 
“Development in All Zones” and is affected by City Codes 10-10A “Commercial Zones (C-1, C-2, C-3)”, 10-14 
“Regulations Applicable to All Zones”, 10-15 “Parking, Loading Space; Vehicle Traffic and Access”, and 10-16 
“Sign Regulations”; Roadway Vacation is guided by UCA 10-9a-609.5. 



The proposed development parcels are located on property west of Cozy Dale Drive (1500 West) on property 
currently owned by the America First Federal Credit Union and affect a few areas of property east of Cozy Dale 
Drive (1500 West) again as owned by AFCU.  The properties are located in M-1 zoned areas and the requested 
use for a regional financial operation service building and road realignment is fully supporting within in this zone 
criteria and uses list. 
 
Attached with this executive summary is a document entitled “Final Site Plan Review – America First Credit 
Union Ops Building Plan Proposal”; this is a supplementary document addressing items on the Preliminary 
Subdivision and Site Plan application documents.  Also attached, following this executive summary, are 
comments from the Public Works Director, the Police Chief, the Fire Department, and contracted City Engineer.  
The City Council should discuss any concerns raised by these summaries. 
 
Staff would recommend that the City Council make a motion to provide final approval of the proposed AFCU – 
Ops Building Site Plan.  Alternatively, the City Council may make a motion to approve the proposed site plan 
with any requested modifications, tabling the matter to a later date, or not approve the final site plan with the 
appropriate findings of facts.   
 

General Plan Guidance (Section Reference) 
 
The General Plan use for this area is currently set as “Special Use District – Light Industrial/Business Park” 
and this proposed project would comply with this land use. 
 

Legal Comments – City Attorney 
 
 
 
 

 
_____________________ 

Steve Brooks, Attorney 
Administrative Comments – City Administrator 

 
 
 
 
 

 
_____________________ 

Steve Brooks, City Administrator 



RESOLUTION NO.  2022-23

A RESOLUTION BY THE RIVERDALE CITY COUNCIL APPROVING THE FINAL
SITE PLAN OF THE AFCU OPERATIONS BUILDING PROPERTY LOCATED AT 
APPROXIMATELY 4624 SOUTH 1500 WEST IN RIVERDALE CITY, WEBER 
COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH.

WHEREAS, America First Credit Union (AFCU) (herein Petitioner), by and through Natalie 
Nichols and Jake Tate with AWA Engineering, have filed an application with Riverdale City
requesting the City approve a final site plan approval to allow for changes to their existing 
property located at approximately 4624 South 1500 West; and

WHEREAS the applicant’s request is in conformance with all applicable City ordinances of the 
Riverdale City Code; and

WHEREAS the matter having been submitted and considered as it relates to the health, safety, 
and general welfare of the City; the orderly development of land in the City, the effect on the 
surrounding neighborhood, the compliance with all applicable City ordinances, the General Plan,
and the conditions relating to the request; and

WHEREAS the Riverdale City Council finds this request is in conformance with all 
requirements outlined in the Riverdale City Plan, Code and the goals and desires of Riverdale 
City.

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE RIVERDALE CITY COUNCIL, as follows:

1. The City Council hereby approves the request of the Petitioner, for a final site plan approval 
located at approximately 4624 South 1500 West, as outlined and shown on the attached 
Exhibit(s), attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference.

2. This resolution shall take effect immediately upon passage.

3. All other resolutions and polices in conflict herewith, either in whole or part, are hereby 
repealed.

PASSED and APPROVED this ____ day of July, 2022.



RIVERDALE CITY

 By: _________________________ 
Braden Mitchell, Mayor

Attest:

____________________________
Michelle Marigoni
City Recorder
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Community Development Department – Site Plan Review 

Community Development 
4600 So. Weber River Drive 

Riverdale, Utah  84405 
801-394-5541 

Final Site Plan Review – America First Credit Ops Building Plan 
Proposal, 4624 South 1500 West 

Completed by Mike Eggett, Community Dev. Director on 5/16/2022, 5/17/2022, and 6/30/2022 

Recommendation: City staff recommends that the City Council examine and review items 
associated with this proposed final site plan review.  Items of consideration or note (if any) have 
been highlighted in yellow for potential discussion purposes.  City staff recommends that the 
City Council act accordingly to approve the final site plan or not approve the proposed AFCU Ops 
Building site plan with any additional comments, requirements or concerns to be addressed by 
the developer. 

Date Plan Submitted to City: 
(Must be at least two weeks prior to Planning Commission meeting) 

April 12, 2022; update submitted on May 10, 2022 
and June 21, 2022 

Date Application Submitted to City:  April 12, 2022 

Date Fee Paid: April 12, 2022 (see receipt for detail) 

Site Plan – Preliminary Requirements Departmental Review Comments 

COVER SHEET Provided 

Title Block 

Project name and address Project name and address location shown; 
addressing for new ops building site is shown as 
4624 South 1500 West, with desire to drop Cozy 
Dale Drive from future new roadway being 
dedicated 

Property Owner’s name, address, and phone 
number 

America First Federal Credit Union; 4646 South 
1500 West, Suite 100, Riverdale, Utah 84405; 801-
827-8070 

Property Developer’s name, address, and phone 
number 

America First Federal Credit Union; 4646 South 
1500 West, Suite 100, Riverdale, Utah 84405; 801-
827-8070 

Approving agency’s name and address: Utility 
companies if applicable 

This is shown on the plans on the cover sheet; 
other utility agencies name and contact info not 
provided, where applicable 

Consulting Engineer’s name, address, and phone 
number 

Anderson Wahlen & Associates, 2010 North 
Redwood Road, Salt Lake City, Utah 84116, 801-
521-8529 



Community Development Department – Site Plan Review 
 

Licensed Land Surveyor’s name, address, phone 
number, signature, and seal 

Anderson Wahlen & Associates, 2010 North 
Redwood Road, Salt Lake City, Utah 84116, 801-
521-8529; seal and signature provided 

Date Yes – 19 May, 2022 

Revision block with date and initials Revision blocks shown and no notes yet 

Sheet number and total sheets Shown (69 total sheets for site plan and plat docs), 
site project master plan submitted as well 

General  

Street names Shown – 4400 South, 4800 South, 1500 West, Cozy 
Dale Drive, and 1300 West 

Layouts of lots with lot numbers Yes, shown (lot 1, lot 2, and parcels A and B) 

Adjacent tract ownership and tax identification 
numbers 

Yes, shown on plat documents and elsewhere in 
the packet 

Scale (minimum 1”=50’ to 1”=10’) Yes, scale is shown, 1”=10’, 1”=20’, 1”=30’, 1”=40’, 
1”=100’ and 1”=200’ respectively 

North arrow Yes 

Existing easements, structures, and utility lines: 
Approval to cross, use, or relocate 

Existing easements and locations shown on plat 
documents, existing structures currently on site 
shown, existing utility lines shown and identified 
on sheet C0.1, C0.2, and other sheets 

Space for notes Yes, provided 

Contours Yes, shown on multiple sheets 

Public areas Existing and planned sidewalks and curb/gutter 
shown on multiple sheets, newly dedicated public 
areas shown as well 

Vicinity Map  

Street names Yes 

Site location Yes  

North arrow Yes 

Scale Note of “Not to Scale” 

PLAT SHEET  The plat is not part of submittal, nor is the 
vacation plat 

PLAN AND PROFILE SHEETS Site plan and profile sheets provided 

Layout  

Landscaping (location and type with area 
calculations) 

Yes, provided on sheet L1.0-L2.10, area 
calculations shown on L1.0 



Community Development Department – Site Plan Review 
 

Location of exterior lighting devices, signs, and 
outdoor advertising 

Yes, location of existing lighting and poles shown 
in packet; existing site signage shown and outdoor 
advertising shown  

Location of underground tanks, dumpsters, etc No tanks present on site; dumpster and dumpster 
enclosure location shown in packet 

Additional Information  

Benchmark Shown on cover sheet 

Basis of bearings Shown on cover sheet 

Legend Shown on cover sheet 

Title Block  

Project name and address Project name and address location shown; 
addressing for new ops building site is shown as 
4624 South 1500 West, with desire to drop Cozy 
Dale Drive from future new roadway being 
dedicated 

Approving Agency’s name and address This is shown on the plans on the cover sheet 

Consulting Engineer’s name, address, and phone 
number 

Anderson Wahlen & Associates, 2010 North 
Redwood Road, Salt Lake City, Utah 84116, 801-
521-8529 

Date Yes – 19 May, 2022 

Scale Yes, scale is showing  

Revision block with date and initials Revision blocks shown and no notes yet 

Sheet number and total sheets Shown (69 total sheets for site plan and plat docs), 
site project master plan submitted as well 

General  

North arrow Yes 

Street names Shown – 4400 South, 4800 South, 1500 West, Cozy 
Dale Drive, and 1300 West 

Lot numbers Yes, shown (lot 1, lot 2, and parcels A and B) 

Reference to sheets showing adjacent areas Yes, provided to link pages appropriately 

Center line stationing Shown on plans 

Existing natural ground Shown on sheet C0.1, C0.2, and other sheets 

Signage Building signage concepts not provided; 
monument and pole sign concepts not provided; 
may inquire more regarding future signage intent 
if desired 

Height Unknown at this time 



Community Development Department – Site Plan Review 
 

Size All signage size unknown at this time 

Locations Building signage location unknown; monument 
and pole signage location not provided at this time 

Colors Building signage colors unknown; monument and 
pole signage not provided at this time 

Lighting Lighting for signage unknown at this time 

New and Existing Buildings  

Height and Size New building - Height = approximately 36 feet tall 
at highest point; Building sizes: Operations Service 
Bldg 37,215 sf; Existing Data Center 29,204 sf 

Location, setbacks, and all dimensions  Building setbacks: Ops Services Bldg – West/Front 
approx. 20 ft min, North and South sides approx. 
unknown but more than min req, East/Rear 
unknown but more than min req; Data Center – 
East/Front current 70 ft min, North and South 
sides approx. unknown but more than min req, 
West/Rear unknown but more than min req   

Type of construction Materials for structure, texture, color appearance 
provided on architectural drawings; DRC reviewed 
the submittal on June 15, 2022 and approved the 
DRC submitted plans as submitted 

 Type of occupancy and proposed uses Regional office and administration, technology 
center 

Show handicapped access ADA accessible ramp and access areas shown and 
handicapped parking stalls identified clearly 

New and Existing Landscaping & Percentage Landscaping identified on sheets L1.0-L2.10; 
Percentage of landscaping provided for site as 
compared to overall lot area is 31% and meets 
minimum requirement of 20% or more 
landscaping coverage per City Code 10-14-
12(B.)(2.) 

Number of trees Per plant schedule on L1.6 there are 147 trees, 
1740 shrubs, 267 ornamental grasses, 395 
perennials 

Landscape plan showing all planting, hardscaping, 
berming, and watering 

Planting, hardscaping shown; new site 
development requires gentle berming/screening 
locations, as required in 10-14-12 (B.)(2.), which 
berming is shown and identified as in place on 
landscaping plan, irrigation plan provided 

Xeriscaping alternatives being considered Yes, xeriscaping seems to be applied in the rock 
mulch and ground cover areas of landscape plan; 
for more, inquire of the developer 

New and Existing Walls and Fences  



Community Development Department – Site Plan Review 
 

Location, design, and height Existing fences on site shown; new fences appear 
planned for site as well and shown, need to 
comply with heights found in City Code 10-14-7 

Materials proposed for construction Ornamental white steel/metal security fencing 

New and Existing Parking  

Location, area, and layout of off-street parking 
(size of stalls, regular and handicapped) 

154 dedicated stalls provided and shown; 
handicapped parking spaces identified and shown; 
stalls size meets city requirements, parking stalls 
need to be a minimum of 180 feet in size per 10-
15-5(D.)(1.) 

Location of employees’ parking, customer parking, 
and handicapped parking 

Established as shown in drawings; employee 
parking and customer parking appear shared 

Internal circulation pattern Internal circulation shown and identified for 
parking and access areas 

New and Existing Ingress and Egress  

Location and size of points of ingress and egress 
for motor vehicles and internal use 

Yes, shown 

Circulation pattern Internal circulation shown and identified for 
parking and access areas; inquire more if desired 

New and Existing Streets  

All access points  Yes, this is shown 

Center lines Yes, this is shown 

Right-of-way lines Shown, dedicated “right-of-way” shown and 
identified 

Face of curb lines Yes, this is shown 

Centerline slope Shown on drawings and established per previous 
and other project road development 

Signing and striping Public signing installation should be coordinated 
with public works dept and paid for by applicant, 
where applicable; roadway striping should be 
coordinated with public works, where applicable 

Light poles Yes, location of existing light poles and power 
equipment shown; location of onsite proposed 
light poles and equipment shown in packet; 
planned building lighting unknown 

Street lights Yes, location of existing street light poles and 
power equipment shown; newly proposed street 
light poles or devices planned for new 1500 West, 
building site, and roundabout areas shown on 
lighting plan; defer to Public Works 

Street name signs Location of street name signs shown 



Community Development Department – Site Plan Review 
 

Stop signs Location of stop signs on site shown 

UDOT approval (if required for project) This project does not require UDOT approval 

Sidewalk (4’ side with 4” of road base or 6’ side 
with 6” of road base through the approach) 

Yes, shown and details on sheet C5.1 

Planting Strip Yes, planting strips are shown along all streets 
where applied and approved by City 

New and Existing Storm Drainage  

Top of curb elevations Top of curb elevations provided on Utility Plans, in 
detail shown on sheet C5.1 

Slope of gutter Shown on C2.1-C2.4, in detail on sheet C5.1 

Manholes Existing shown on multiple sheets; new shown on 
multiple sheets; 

Invert elevations Shown on C2.1-C2.4, in detail on sheet C5.1, defer 
to City Engineer 

Length, size, slope, and type of mains and laterals Shown on C3.0-3.2, in detail on sheets C4.1-4.5, 
defer to City Engineer 

Location of catch basins Shown on multiple sheets in packet 

Ditches, location and ownership No waterways or ditches located on this site or 
planned for this project 

Approval to pipe, reroute or use Other than future City approval, unknown if other 
approval required, defer to City Engineer 

Calculations for retention system Refer to storm water study that has been provided 
with the submittal; defer to City Engineer 

Method of storm water clean-up Shown on sheet C3.0-3.2; erosion control plan 
provided as well on sheets C6.1-C6.3 

New and Existing Sanitary Sewers  

Manholes  Existing shown on multiple sheets; new shown on 
multiple sheets; 

Invert elevations Shown on C2.1-C2.4, defer to City Engineer 

Length, size, type, and slope of mains and laterals Shown on C3.0-3.2, in detail on sheets C4.1-4.5, 
defer to City Engineer 

New and Existing Water Lines  

Length, size, type, and slope of mains and laterals Shown on C3.0-3.2, in detail on sheets C4.1-4.5, 
defer to City Engineer 

Location, size, and type of water meters, valves, 
and fire hydrants 

Shown on C3.0-C3.2, water meter location, size, 
and type (note reference) shown; Location of 
existing valves shown; Location of new valves 
shown; existing fire hydrants on site shown; new 
hydrants planned for this site plan shown, defer to 
fire department on quantity and locations 

New and Existing Gas Lines  
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Size and type Existing and new gas lines shown, where 
applicable; size and type not shown 

New and Existing Electrical Lines  

Size, location, and type Existing power lines locations shown, new power 
lines and equipment plan provided, size and type 
not identified 

Location of power poles Existing power poles and overhead lines location 
shown; on site new power poles location plan 
provided, where applicable 

New and Existing Telephone Lines  

Location of poles, junction boxes, and manholes Existing location of telephone and fiber optic lines 
shown, new telephone and fiber optic lines shown 
on electrical plan for site; associated manholes 
shown on plan, where applicable 

New and Existing Cable TV Lines  

Location of lines (if applicable) Existing cable TV/ fiber optic lines shown, where 
applicable; new telephone and fiber optic lines 
shown on electrical plan for site 

DETAILED DRAWINGS  

Cross section of roadway (minimum 8” road base 
and 3” asphalt) 

Refer to sheets C4.1-C4.5 for roadway cross 
section connection to curb, gutter, and sidewalk 
areas; detail on sheet C5.1, minimum of 8” base 
shown, defer to Public Works 

Cross section of curb and gutter (standard 30” high 
back) 

Shown on sheets C5.1, defer to City Engineer 

Gutter inlet box with bicycle safe grate Detail drawing provided on sheet C5.2 and C5.4, 
locations identified on multiple sheets; in sheet 
notes gutter inlet boxes identified as having 
bicycle safe grates; defer to City Engineer 

Cleanout box Detail shown on sheets C4.2, location identified on 
multiple sheets; defer to City Engineer 

Thrust blocking Details shown on sheet C5.3; defer to City 
Engineer 

Special energy dissipating or drop manholes None showing and may not be applicable; defer to 
City Engineer 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION  

Soils report Geotechnical report has been provided as 
completed by CMT Engineering Laboratories on 
April 4, 2022 for this site 

Drainage and runoff calculations Refer to storm water study that has been provided 
with the submittal; defer to City Engineer 



Community Development Department – Site Plan Review 
 

Water right transfer documentation Applicant needs to work with Public Works 
Department to provide adequate water rights for 
this site per 8-6-3 of City Code 

Copy of protective covenants, codes, and 
regulations for development 

Not applicable to this project 

Three (3) total 11” X 17” copies of plan drawings, 
one large full set of plan drawings, and one digital 
full set copy of plan drawings 

Yes, provided as requested 

Building elevation renderings Concepts of Operation Services Building provided 
with packet 

Corp of Engineers approval (if required) Noted as FEMA flood zone determination outside 
of the 0.2% annual floodplain; no approval req. 

Zoning compliance  Yes, Light Manufacturing (M-1) Zone meets 
intended uses for site design 

RDA compliance (if applicable) This project is not located within an RDA project 
area 

Use compliance Yes, the planned uses for this project comply with 
the zoning for this M-1 zoned area 

Engineering comments and letter of approval 
recommendation 

Engineering comments, along with Public Works, 
Police Department, Fire Department provided 

Traffic study Completed by Hales Engineering on March 23, 
2021 for project area 

All Planning Commission and City Staff conditions 
for approval have been met 

Currently Final Site Plan recommendation for 
approval consideration being reviewed by City 
Council 

 
 



DEPARTMENTAL STAFF REPORTS – 5/18/2022 to 6/30/2022 

From: Shawn Douglas 
Sent: Wed 6/29/2022 8:40 AM
To: Mike Eggett
Subject: AFCU

Plan Review For AFCU 

Storm Water 

1-Drainage system operation and maintenance plan and BMPS approved and recorded with plat. 
2-Storm water prevention plan for construction needs to include garbage receptacle. 
3-Notice of intent filed with state. 
4-Connect existing 18” storm drain on new Cozy Dale at new roundabout if grades allow. Does the new 
line now connect and catch all of the water coming from the south of the new roundabout? 
5-Ownership/maintenance/easements for detention basin on 1500 W.  
6-Label old storm drain in Cozy Dale as Private. 
7-Can hydrodynamic separator be located upstream of retention pond prior to water entering pond? 
 
Water 

1-Provide what water shares will be used to meet water requirements. 
2-Water lines on C4.1 labeled as private. 
3-Valve on fire line tees in 1500 W. 
4-Use 45* degree angles or less to eliminate the 90* bend on waterline at 4400 S Roundabout. 
 
Sanitary Sewer 

1-Easement for new sanitary sewer. 

Other 

1-Sheet C5.2 Has wrong name and address. 
2-Developers/maintenance agreement for landscaping in new Roundabout.  
 

Shawn Douglas 
Riverdale City Public Works 
801-394-5541 ext 1217 

Sdouglas@Riverdalecity.com 
 



From: Scott Brenkman
Sent: Wed 5/18/2022 5:01 PM
To: Mike Eggett
Subject: RE: Updated Final PC Review Comments Needed - AFCU Ops Center Site Plan and AFCU Subdiv 
[pt 1]

I don’t have concerns at this time. 

Chief Scott Brenkman 
Riverdale Police Department 
4580 S. Weber River Dr. 
Riverdale, UT 84405 
(801)394-6616 
sbrenkman@riverdalecity.com 
 

From: Jared Sholly 
Sent: Thu 6/30/2022 11:58 AM
To: Mike Eggett
CC: Randy Koger
Subject: RE: Review Comments needed for AFCU Operations Bldg Final Site Plan

I don’t have any additional comments, but if Randy comes up with anything further once he reviews 
additional documents.  I support his recommendations.  

Thanks,  

Jared Sholly  
Fire Chief  
Riverdale City Fire Department  
Cell:  801-628-6562 
Office: 801-394-7481 
 

From: Randy Koger
Sent: Thu 6/30/2022 1:35 PM
To: Mike Eggett
CC: Jared Sholly
Subject: RE: Review Comments needed for AFCU Operations Bldg Final Site Plan

With the addition of page C1.4 I have no additional recommendations.  

 

 



REVIEW COMMENTS: 

The review comments are based on information provided on the Preliminary Site Plan Proposal, and 
shall not extend to means, methods, techniques, sequences, or procedures of construction nor 
conformance to any specifications. Acceptance of the project is the prerogative of the Authority Having 
Jurisdiction. 

Comments made during this review are advisory and do not prevent the necessity of 
conforming with requirements which might have been overlooked in the review process. 
Ultimate responsibility for compliance rest with the owner. 

 
Fire Marshal/Code Enforcement Officer 
Riverdale City 
801-436-1241 





 
       _____   _  _______ 

5141 South 1500 West 
Riverdale City, Utah 84405 

801-866-0550 

CEC, Civil Engineering Consultants, PLLC 1 AFCU – Ops Building 

 
30 June 2022     
 
 
Riverdale City 
4600 South Weber River Drive 
Riverdale, Utah 84405 
 
Attn: Mike Eggett, Community Development Director/RDA Deputy Executive Director 
Proj: AFCU – Ops Building  
Subj: Plan Review #3 
 
 
Dear Mike, 
 
Attached for consideration is our engineering review of the “AFCU – Ops Building Plans”.  The 
following items should be considered and addressed. 
 
General Notes: 
 
1. An electronic copy of the Site Plan drawings and details must be submitted to the Public Work 

Department via our office for record keeping upon design completion and prior to approval of 
the Site Plan drawings from our office. 

 
2. Missing sheet C1.3 Site Plan and sheet C1.4 Fire Access Plan 
 
Site Plan – Improvement Drawings 
 
1. Sheet C1.0, several streets do not show street names.  Please show names. 
 
2. Sheet C2.2, note 17 has mentioned geotechnical report by Kleinfelder.  We have a report by 

CMT.  Are there two different reports? 
 
3. Sheets C4.1, 4.2 and 4.3 have Cozy Dale in the title block.  Should that be changed to 1500 West 

Street. 
 
4. Note 6 on sheet 4.1.  Should that say “Exit” and not “Exist”. 
 
5. On sheet C4.2, at approximately Sta 18+21, the sewer line shows it to be stubbed and plugged 

but sheet C3.3 shows the sewer line being installed.  Please update. 
 
6. On sheet C4.2, there is a call out at Sta 23+00 for a combo box.  Should that be removed or 

have box installed? 
 



 

CEC, Civil Engineering Consultants, PLLC 2 AFCU – Ops Building 

7. On sheet C4.8, as you exit the round-a-bout onto 1500 West Street should there be a merge sign 
as it transitions from two-lanes to one-lane? 

 
8. On sheet C4.8, on the east side of the round-a-bout there is a call out for both note 1 – 4” stripe 

and note 7 – 8” white stripe.  Should that only be note 1? 
 
9. For the round-a-bout, sheets C4.9 through C4.14, need to call out mountable curb and gutter, 

concrete apron to be stamped and colored, the raised 6” curb on inside circle of round-a-bout. 
 
10. On sheet C4.14, water main lines and fire lines call out class 235?  Should be DR 18? 
 
11. Sheet C5.4, the flared end section needs to have a trash rack called out and detail shown. 
 
Storm Water Issues: 
 
1. Storm water catch basins and/or junction boxes shall all be cast in place.  No precast boxes are 

allowed in city right-of-way. 
 
2. The storm water catch basins need to have a full trough shown and/or called out.  Riverdale 

City does not have a sediment basin. 
 
Sanitary Sewer Issues: 
 
1. On sheet C0.4 there shows and existing 12” sanitary sewer going south from the manhole south 

of the island.  That sewer line should be just for proposed expansion. 
 
2. On sheet 3.3 where the proposed sewer connects to the new 8” sewer line, show the existing 

sewer running north to be plugged/abandoned and/or removed. 
 
3. The new 8” sewerline connecting from Cozy Dale to 1500 West should have manholes and not 

cleanouts to grade, see sheet C3.3. 
 
Culinary Water Issues: 
 
1. At the new round-a-bout the existing 8” waterline is shown as being disconnected on 1550 West 

(see sheet C0.3 and C4.14).  This waterline should be reconnected unless the other development 
(Ted Heaps) is being constructed concurrently. 

 
We would be happy to meet with the Developer and/or his Engineer to review the above items should 
they have any questions. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
CEC, Civil Engineering Consultants, PLLC. 
 

 
R. Todd Freeman, S.E., P.E. 
City Engineer 
 
Cc. Shawn Douglas, Riverdale City Public Works Director 



 
       _____   _  _______ 

5141 South 1500 West 
Riverdale City, Utah 84405 

801-866-0550 

CEC, Civil Engineering Consultants, PLLC 1 AFCU – Ops Building 

 
30 June 2022     
 
 
Riverdale City 
4600 South Weber River Drive 
Riverdale, Utah 84405 
 
Attn: Mike Eggett, Community Development Director/RDA Deputy Executive Director 
Proj: AFCU – Ops Building  
Subj: Cost Estimate Review 
 
 
Dear Mike, 
 
I have reviewed the “Engineers Cost Estimate” prepared by AWA, Anderson Wahlen & Associates 
for the required public improvements for the above referenced project. 
 
In my opinion the “Engineers Estimate – Escrow Amount” including the 10% warranty amount 
should be $3,244,038.60 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
CEC, Civil Engineering Consultants, PLLC. 
 

 
R. Todd Freeman, S.E., P.E. 
City Engineer 
 
Cc. Shawn Douglas, Riverdale City Public Works Director 



Planning Commission Regular Session, May 24, 2022                    

Minutes of the Regular Session of the Riverdale City Planning Commission held Tuesday, May 24, 2022, at 6:30 p.m., at
the Civic Center, 4600 S Weber River Dr., Riverdale City, Weber County, Utah.

Present: Commissioners: Kathy Eskelsen, Chairman
Robert Wingfield, Vice Chairman
Blair Jones, Commissioner
Amy Ann Spiers, Commissioner
Rikard Hermann, Commissioner
Kent Anderson, Commissioner

City Employees: Mike Eggett, Community Development 
Michelle Marigoni, City Recorder

Excused: Wanda Ney, Commissioner

Visitors: Jake Tate 
Kris Wiest 
Josh Yeates 
Jenn Barlow 
Stewart Barlow 
Tim Sniderman
Kim Choate
Dale Read

A. Welcome & Roll Call
The Planning Commission Meeting began at 6:36 p.m. Chairman Eskelsen welcomed everyone to the meeting and 

stated for the record that members of the Planning Commission were present, except Wanda Ney who has been excused. 

B. Public Comment

Chairman Eskelsen asked if there were any public comments. There was no public comment. 

C. Presentations and Reports

Mrs. Eskelsen turned the time over to Mr. Eggett, who reported the following: 
- Two Hoosiers Cyclery is now open
- Maverik is moving forward quickly
- Cheddar’s has begun preparing the site
- Take 5 received a building permit
- No updates on Fiiz, they still need building permit
- J Dawgs still moving forward

A 2022 Legislative update will be presented when things slow down, possibly next meeting. There are some 
deadlines for the city to meet regarding housing updates and watering guidelines in the general plan. 

The next meeting will be held in three weeks, on June 14th, as there are five Tuesdays in May.

D. Consent Items
1. Consideration of Meeting Minutes from May 10, 2022 Work Session and May 10, 2022 Regular Meeting, and 

minutes from the November 9, 2021 Work Session and Regular Meeting. 

Chairman Eskelsen asked if there were any changes to the minutes. There were no changes. Commissioner 
Hermann moved to approve the minutes; Commissioner Spiers seconded the motion, and all were in favor.

E. Action Items
1. a. Review and discussion of proposed rezone request for property located at approximately 3450 

South Parker Drive, Riverdale, Utah, as requested by Hugh Parke.

Chairman Eskelsen turned the time over to Mike Eggett, who noted this is a new request for the same 
property that was tabled at the last meeting. The previous application has been cancelled by Mr. Parke.

b. Consideration to set Public Hearing for proposed Rezone Request from Agricultural (A-1) 
Zoning to Single-Family Residential (R-1-6) Zoning for property located at approximately 3450 
South Parker Drive, Riverdale, Utah 84405, as requested by Hugh Parke.
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Discussion:
Motion: Commissioner Spiers moved to set the 
Second: Commissioner Anderson 

Verbal vote – all in favor.

2. Consideration to approve Chick-Fil-A Site Plan Amendment approval extension request for a six 
(6) month period for property located at 4067 South Riverdale Road, Riverdale, Utah 84405, as 
requested by Chick-Fil-A and Merrick Engineering.

Mr. Eggett explained an amendment was approved by City council in June of 2021, which would expire 
in June 2022. The planning Commission is the approving body for an extension. The building permit has 
been issued, but there have been some challegnes with easements as noted in the packet. 

Discussion:
Christopher Weist, representing Merrick Engineering, approached the podium. Mrs. Spiers asked for 
clarification on the reasoning for the extension. Mr. Weist explained some adjacent use approvals have 
been delayed due to some new ownership on the properties surrounding the site. 

Motion: Commissioner Hermann moved to approve the extension for the site plan amendment for a six-
month period.
Second: Commissioner Spiers

Verbal vote – all in favor.

3. Consideration to recommend City Council approval of the Hillside at Riverdale Subdivision, 
property located at approximately 1550 West Ritter Drive, Riverdale, Utah 84405, as requested by 
Riverdale Living, LLC and Service Mortgage Corporation.

Mr. Eggett said this project complies with the general plan guidance as low-density housing. This project 
has been before the Planning Commission once before. This is an area that has been vacant and 
unused, R-1-6 is considered lower density, which fits with the general plan. Public Works has concerns 
about Lot 12’s maintenance and liability needing to be clearly expressed on the plat, as well as the 
easement needing to surround the lot entirely. 

He went over the comments in the packet from staff and engineering, including drainage and stormwater
concerns from planning and public works. 

Discussion:
Josh Yeates approached he podium for questions. Mr. Hermann asked about a fence along the back 
side of the lots. Mr. Yeates said it has been left up to the residents at this point. Mr. Hermann noted 
there are comments in the packet regarding lots 1-7 having no vehicle access to Ritter Drive. Mr. Eggett 
said if the plat is noted with no access, then there will be no way for future residents to add access. Mr. 
yeates said he would add it to the CC&R’s. 

Mrs. Spiers asked when, if approved, the project was anticipated to start. Mr. Yeates said it is 
complicated and unknown due to having three different property owners. There is no current plan 

Jen Barlow answered that they really don’t know at this point when the project will be started 

Motion: Mr. Anderson moved to forward a positive recommendation to city council, pending 
addressing concerns and items as noted by staff before being presented to the ity council. 
Second: Commissioner Hermann 

Verbal vote – all in favor.

4. a. Consideration to recommend City Council approval of the AFCU Corporate Campus 
Subdivision, property located at approximately 4624 South 1500 West (Cozy Dale Drive), Riverdale 
Utah 84405, as requested by America First Federal Credit Union and AWA Engineering.

Mr. Eggett noted America First Credit Union is represented by Natalie Nichols and Jake Tate. Current 
zoning is M-1. This subdivision is to realign the new road and the vacation of Cozy Dale Drive. This was 
before the Planning Commission for a preliminary approval on April 26th. 
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Mr. Eggett went over the subdivision review comments as shown in the packet. 

Jake Tate approached the podium, no questions from the Planning Commission. 
Mr. Anderson noted for the record that he is an AFCU employee. 

Motion: Commissioner Hermann moved to forward a positive recommendation, providing all staff 
comments are addressed.
Second: Commissioner Spiers
Verbal vote – all in favor.

b. Consideration to recommend City Council approval of the AFCU – Ops Building Site Plan, 
property located at approximately 4624 South 1500 West (Cozy Dale Drive), Riverdale Utah 84405, 
as requested by America First Federal Credit Union and AWA Engineering.

The time was again turned over to Mr. Eggett, who explained this was also before the PC on April 26, 
2022. The proposed use is compliant with the M-1 zone. A design review will need to be held before City 
Council final approval. 

Mr. Eggett went over the numerous site plan comments as shown in the packet, noting some of the 
comments are major engineering concerns. 

Jake Tate approached the podium to address some of the comments regarding street lights. He said Mr. 
Freeman suggested the lights as shown, Mr. Eggett recommended and offered to push back a bit on the 
engineer regarding these comments. 

Discussion:
Mr. Hermann asked if there were any plans for signage. Mr. Tate said a formal signage approval will be 
brought forward at a later date. 

Motion: Commissioner Spiers moved to recommend to city council with all staff and city concerns met 
prior to being presented to city council. 
Second: Mr. Hermann

Roll call vote:
Commissioner Wingfield: Yes
Commissioner Hermann: Yes
Commissioner Eskelsen: Yes
Commissioner Spiers: Yes
Commissioner Anderson: Yes
Commissioner Jones: Yes
Commissioner Ney - excused

5. a. Consideration to approve and recommend City Council approval of the Small Subdivision 
Amendment for Riverdale Center V Subdivision, Amended, property located at approximately 
4045-4113 South Riverdale Road, Riverdale, Utah 84405, as requested by CCA/Kornwasser Group 
and AWA Engineering Group.

Mr. Eggett explained this is a four-lot subdivision encompassing properties from RC Willey over to Bed 
Bath and Beyond. He went over the executive summary and comments from staff, which were included 
in the packet. 

Discussion:
Mr. Tate offered to answer questions from the Planning Commission. He said this is a straightforward 
plat to clean up the property lines. Mr. Eggett suggested Mr. Tate look over the front setbacks, as they 
are 16 feet, but 20 feet is required. Mr. Tate said they would look into shifting the buildings if necessary. 
Motion: Commissioner Anderson moved to forward a recommendation to City Council to approve the 
subdivision amendment, provided all staff comments and concerns are addressed before the council 
meeting. 
Second: Commissioner Spiers

Verbal vote – all in favor.
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b. Consideration to approve Riverdale Townhomes Preliminary Site Plan, property located at 
approximately 300 West Pacific Avenue, Riverdale, Utah 84405, as requested by CCA/Kornwasser 
Group, Revival Development, and AWA Engineering Group.

Mr. Eggett noted this is a preliminary site plan review for a multi-family R-4 Townhome apartments. No 
public hearing is required for this request. Mr. Eggett went over the executive summary and packet 
items. 

Discussion:
Mr. Tate offered to answer questions from the Planning Commission for this item as well. There was 
discussion regarding setbacks. Mr. Jones asked questions regarding parking, which were addressed by 
Mr. Tate. 
Motion: Commissioner Hermann moved to approve the preliminary site plan. 
Second: Commissioner Spiers. 

Verbal vote – all in favor.

Items presented by: Mike Eggett, Community Development

F. Comments 
Mr. Eggett informed commissioners that the city has been involved in a legislative audit of an RDA project from 1993, 
which has been a tremendous amount of work. He said 25 audits are being done throughout the state. 

G. Adjournment
As there was no further business to discuss, Commissioner Jones moved to adjourn. This was seconded by 

Commissioner Wingfield. The Planning Commission meeting adjourned at 7:37 p.m.

Date Approved: ____6/14/2022___































































































































RIVERDALE CITY 
CITY COUNCIL AGENDA July 5, 2022 

AGENDA ITEM: G3 

SUBJECT: Consideration of Resolution #2022-24 authorizing execution of Second 
Addendum to Development Agreement between Riverdale City and Bach 
Land and Development, LLC as requested by Bach Land and Development, 
LLC. 

Mike Eggett, Community Development PRESENTER:

INFORMATION: a. 
b.
c. 

d. 

e. 
f. 

Exec Summ Bach Homes Amend Dev Agree – CC [20220705]
Resolution 2022-24
2022.05.24 – Riverdale – Second Amendment to Develop 
Agreement Update (Bach Redline) 
2022.05.24 – Riverdale – Second Addendum to Development 
Agreement (Clean) 
Ex. A. Bach Homes – Riverdale ALTA (incl Legal Description) 
Ex. B. Bach Homes – Riverdale Concept Site Plan 
(2021.10.05) 

BACK TO AGENDA 



 

 
City Council 

Executive Summary 
 

 
For the Council meeting on: 7-5-2022 

 

 
Petitioner: Bach Land and Development, LLC 

As represented by Brandon Ames/Shaun Athey 
 

Summary of Proposed Action 
 
The petitioners of this agenda item, Bach Land and Development, LLC, have submitted a development 
agreement amendment proposal to the City for review and consideration.  Early last year, the State Legislature 
passed House Bill 409 which allows the City to consider a development agreement proposal with land use 
ramifications or impacts involving requested alterations to current City Codes, as long as the development 
agreement proposal proceeds through a public hearing and land use regulation review process before being 
approved by the City (per Utah State Code 10-9a-530, article (2.)(a.)(iii.) specifically).   
 
This development agreement amendment proposal does have a few requested alterations to current City Codes 
that are specific to the proposed project area and, therefore, the Planning Commission held a public hearing for 
this matter on January 11, 2022.  There were no public comments provided during the public hearing.  At the 
conclusion of the public hearing, the Planning Commission discussed the matter and, thereafter, tabled the 
request to allow more time for the petitioner to refine the proposed language with the City Attorney and City 
Staff.  The areas of concern were discussed further with Steve Brooks, Shawn Douglas, and me and further 
refined to again be reviewed by the Planning Commission. 
 
On February 8, 2022, this matter was un-tabled by the Planning Commission and thereafter the updated 
development agreement amendment was again considered for recommendation to the City Council.  Following 
discussion on the proposed development agreement amendment, the Planning Commission forwarded a 
recommendation to City Council for favorable approval of the proposed development agreement, specifically as 
it relates to the requested land use alterations to City Codes, as found in the Mixed Use (MU) Zone. 
 
On February 15, 2022, this matter was reviewed by the City Council for consideration of approving a 
development agreement amendment or approving an extension of the existing development agreement for six 
months.  Following discussion in the matter, the City Council approved a motion to extend the existing 
development agreement for six months to allow the petitioner’s more time to work on the proposed 
development agreement amendment documentation. 
 
Bach Land and Development, LLC previously worked with Riverdale City staff (including the City Attorney and 
Public Works Director) to establish a development agreement document reflecting policies, procedures, and 
direction to participants with Bach Land and Development, LLC and Riverdale City.  The updated development 
agreement document provided in the Council packet is the resultant product of those conversations and efforts 
previously put forward by all participating individuals with this effort.   
 
Bach Land and Development, LLC has since reworked the previous proposed development agreement and 
removed old clause #5 which discussed the City property (adjacent 40 acres) and proposed obligations for this 
property.  This is the only change to the previous amended development agreement proposal and City Staff is 
now comfortable with the current form of the proposed amended development agreement. 
 
Bach Land and Development, LLC is represented by Shaun Athey and Brandon Ames, with Anthony Bake 



participating as their legal counsel in this matter. 
 
Following the discussion of the development agreement proposal, the City Council may make a motion to 
approve the proposed development agreement (specifically the proposed land use alterations in the 
agreement), approve with suggested amendments, table the matter to a later date to allow for further 
discussions and revisions between the parties, or not approve the proposed development agreement with the 
appropriate findings of facts.  If the Council approved this development agreement amendment proposal, then 
this would bring the existing development agreement for these properties current with the new clauses 
applying to the existing development agreement. 
 

Title 10 Ordinance Guidelines (Code Reference) 
 
Suggested Code revisions are regulated under Utah State Code 10-9a-530.  The proposed development 
agreement documentation has been provided in your packet for review and commentary. 
 
Staff would encourage the City Council to discuss this matter and then provide a motion to approve the 
proposed development agreement (specifically the proposed land use alterations in the agreement), approve 
with suggested amendments, table the matter to a later date to allow for further discussions and revisions 
between the parties, or not approve the proposed development agreement with the appropriate findings of 
facts.   
 

General Plan Guidance (Section Reference) 
 

The General Plan Guidance for the area of the City affected by this request is categorized as Mixed Use, which 
this request appears to be compatible within this area of the City. 

Legal Comments – City Attorney 
 
 
 
 

 
_____________________ 

Steve Brooks, Attorney 
Administrative Comments – City Administrator 

 
 
 

 
_____________________ 

Steve Brooks, City Administrator 



RESOLUTION NO. 2022-24

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING A SECOND AMENDMENT TO A 
PREVIOUSLY EXECUTED “DEVELOPER’S AGREEMENT”

WHEREAS, the Riverdale City Council, on February 20, 2077, approved a Developers 

Agreement between Riverdale City and Unity Enterprises, LLC, concerning a proposed 

development, located at approximately 5100 South Weber River Drive, all of which is within 

Riverdale City; and

WHEREAS, the development was subsequently purchased by Eagles Landing Apartments,

LLC, who is represented by developer Bach Land and Development, LLC, hereinafter referred to as 

“Developer”,

WHEREAS, DEVELOPER has requested that a certain terms or conditions of said original 

agreement be modified to accommodate the goals and aspirations of the development and those of 

the current Developer; and 

WHEREAS, Riverdale City has reviewed the proposed second amended agreement, which 

includes the proposed changes, and believes that the requested change(s) does not significantly affect 

the rights and goals of the parties concerning the property, and desires to accommodate the request 

presented to the City, and finds that it would be in the best interest of the citizens of Riverdale City to 

amend the previous agreement as outlined hereby.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of 

Riverdale that the Mayor, with the attestation of the City Recorder is hereby empowered to execute a 

“Second Amendment to the Developer’s Agreement” between Riverdale City and Developer, in the 

form and containing the terms as annexed hereto as Exhibit “A”.

This resolution shall take effect immediately upon its adoption.



PASSED, ADOPTED AND ORDERED POSTED this _____ day of July, 2022.

____________________
Braden Mitchell, Mayor

Attest:

_____________________________
Michelle Marigoni, City Recorder
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AMENDMENT NO. 1 SECOND ADDENDUM 

TO 
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT  

RIVERDALE CITY, UTAH 
  

This AMENDMENT NO. 1SECOND ADDENDUM TO DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT (this “Amendment”) is 
made effective as of _______________________, 20221, by and between RIVERDALE CITY, a 
municipality and political subdivision of the State of Utah, by and through its City Council (the 
“City”); and BACH LAND AND DEVELOPMENT, LLC, a Utah limited liability company 
(“Developer”), together, the “Parties” and individually, a “Party.”. 

RECITALS: 
 

A. The City and Unity Enterprises, LLC (“Unity Enterprises”) previously entered into 
that certain Development Agreement approved by the City as of February 20, 2007 as Riverdale 
City Resolution No. 2007-6 (the “Development Agreement”). The Development Agreement sets 
forth certain terms for the development of a mixed use project consisting of a combination of 
single-family residential dwellings, townhouses and/or condominiums, and apartments and 
apartment building amenities, on approximately 93 69 acres of real property located in Riverdale 
City, Weber County, Utah (the “Property”), more specifically detailed in Exhibit A. Capitalized 
terms used in this Amendment and not defined in this Amendment shall have the meanings given 
to such terms in the Development Agreement. The Parties then entered into a First Addendum 
to Developer’s Agreement on February 25, 2022, which was approved by the City, wherein the 
Parties agreed to extend the term of the Agreement. 

B. Pursuant to the Development Agreement, Unity Enterprises previously conveyed 
approximately 24 acres of the Property to the City, resulting in a reduction in the Property to 
approximately 69 acres. 

C.B. Eagle’s Landing Apartments, L.L.C., a Utah limited liability (such entity, and its 
assigns, is referred to herein as “Owner”) acquired the Property for investment purposes. 

D.C. The current zoning for the Property is Mixed Use ("MU"). 

E.D. Developer intends to develop the Property as a residential development 
consisting of apartment buildings, townhomes, and single-family residences.  

E. Developer and the City desire to amend the Development Agreement to allow for 
the development of the Property pursuant to the terms and conditions set forth herein. 

AGREEMENT: 
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NOW, THEREFORE, for good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of 
which are hereby acknowledged, the parties hereby agree as follows: 

1. Recitals. The recitals set forth above are hereby incorporated by reference as part 
of this Amendment. 

2. Amendments. The Development Agreement is amended as follows: 

2.1. The term “Developer” means Bach Land and Development, LLC, a Utah 
limited liability company. 

2.2. The term “Property” means the approximately 69 acres owned by Owner. 
Exhibit A of the Development Agreement describing the Property is hereby deleted in its entirety 
with the Exhibit A attached hereto inserted in lieu thereof.  

2.3. The term “Project” means the development of the Property as proposed 
by Developer.  

2.4. Section 5.1 of the Development Agreement is amended to add the 
following language:  

“Additionally, Developer shall have the right to construct and develop apartments, 
apartment buildings, and apartment complex amenities within this Project, in 
accordance with all applicable Mixed Use (MU) zoning requirements and subject 
to the compliance with the terms and conditions of this Agreement and any other 
applicable ordinance or regulation of the City, State, or Federal government.” 

2.5. Section 7 of the Development Agreement is amended to add the following 
additional language: 

“The Concept Plan for the Project is attached hereto. The parties hereby agree 
that the overall density for the Project is 13 per acre, for an aggregate number of 
897 residential units for the Project (“Overall Density”). The Project will permit 
the residential ratio of density use on the property to be increased in a targeted 
format on said lot as long as the minimum lot area density requirement is still 
adhered to in all cases. This will allow for a single phase of the Project to exceed 
the permitted general density per acre for the MU zone; provided, however, in no 
event may the aggregate residential units for the Project exceed the Overall 
Density for the Project. After receiving approval from the City Council Planning 
Commission subdivision and site plan process, the City hereby grants fully vested 
entitlements and rights to develop the Property in accordance with the terms and 
conditions of this Agreement and the MU zoning designations for the Property. 

2.6. Section 9.1 of the Development Agreement is modified to the extent 
necessary to provide that the term of the Development Agreement will continue for a period of 
fifteen (15) years from the Effective Date of this Amendment., Thereafter, provided that 
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Developer shall have the option to extend the term for an additional ten (10) years if (a) the 
Developer has substantially complied with the terms of the Development Agreement have been 
substantially complied with by Developer, and (b) the Developer is proceeding with reasonable 
diligence in the development of the Project as contemplated under this Amendment, and then 
upon City Council approval.  

2.7. A new Section 10 is hereby added to the Development Agreement, titled 
Project Water. The language in this section shall be as follows: 

(a) In connection with the Project, the City hereby agrees to cooperate 
in good faith with Developer to assist Developer in (i) purchasing water rights for the benefit of 
the Project, as required under Title 8 of the current City Code. The amount of water will be 
determined by the City Code, Title 8, Chapter 6. Such water rights required for the Project are 
referred to herein as the “Project Water”; (ii) work in connection with the Developer to obtain 
approval for the necessary connection points and diversion points for the Project Water; and (iii) 
provide for the water storage if the City has available capacity or allow the Developer to provide 
the required storage and infrastructure capacity. 

2.8. Exhibit B of the Development Agreement regarding the Project area is 
hereby deleted in its entirety with the Exhibit B (“Concept Plan”) attached hereto inserted in lieu 
thereof. The Concept Plan shall include the road constructed by Developer in compliance with 
the City’s approved road cross-section within the City’s right of way, connecting the existing 
roundabout to the bridge for the new development. 

2.9. Exhibit F of the Development Agreement regarding Wetland and Aquatic 
Resources Delineation is hereby deleted in its entirety with the Exhibit F (“Aquatic Resources 
Delineation”) attached hereto inserted in lieu thereof.  

3. Assignment. The City hereby approves of the assignment of Developer’s rights 
under the Development Agreement from Unity Enterprises to Bach Land and Development, LLC.  

4. Upsizing. The City reserves the right to request the upsizing of the utility lines for 
the Project in order to accommodate future growth or additional development by the City or 
third parties, provided, that the City or certain third parties will be required to pay the 
incremental cost increase for such upsizing. 

5. City’s Representation on Land Adjacent to the Property. The City represents that 
the approximate 40-acre piece of City Property located adjacent to the Project has been 
designated as a site for a future City park and will not be used for any multi-family residential 
development until 2032. The City agrees that any future agreement for the sale or exchange of 
any portion of the land to a residential or commercial developer (“Purchaser”) will include a 
clause requiring Purchaser reimburse Developer through an “Improvement Reimbursement 
Agreement” to cover fifty percent (50%) of the total cost of the bridge, road, and infrastructure 
(“Bridge Project”) constructed by Developer. Developer acknowledges and understands that City 
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shall bear no cost for the Bridge Project or the reimbursement discussed in this Section 6. Costs 
to be provided by Developer upon written request.    

6.5. Ratification.  As modified and supplemented by this Amendment, the Agreement 
is ratified and confirmed and shall continue in full force and effect. 

7.6. Counterparts.  This Amendment may be executed in any number of counterparts, 
each of which will be an original but all of which will constitute one and the same instrument.  
Signature and acknowledgement pages may be detached from individual counterparts and 
attached to a single or multiple original(s) in order to form a single or multiple original(s) of this 
document. Any signature on any counterpart of this Amendment delivered by “pdf” or other 
electronic means shall be deemed to be an original signature for all purposes and shall fully bind 
the party whose signature appears on such counterpart. 

[signatures on following page] 

  



 5 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, this Amendment is effective as of the date and year first above 
written. 

DEVELOPER: 
Bach Land and Development, LLC, a Utah limited 
liability company 
 
 
    
Name:    
Title:    
 
 
CITY: 
Riverdale City, a municipality and political 
subdivision of the State of Utah 
 
 
By:   __________________________________  
Mayor: __________________________________  
 

 
STATE OF UTAH )

) ss.
County of _________ )

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this ____ day of _____, 
20212022, by _______________, the Mayor of Riverdale City, on behalf of such city.

Notary Public

STATE OF UTAH )
) ss.

County of Salt Lake )

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this ____ day of _____, 
20212022, by ________________, the manager of Bach Land and Development, LLC,
on behalf of such company.

Notary Public
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EXHIBIT A 
 

Legal Description 
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EXHIBIT B 
 

Concept Plan 
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EXHIBIT F 
 

Aquatic Resources Delineation 
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SECOND ADDENDUM 
TO

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
RIVERDALE CITY, UTAH

THIS SECOND ADDENDUM TO DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT (this “Amendment”) is made 
effective as of _____________________, 2022, by and between RIVERDALE CITY, a 
municipality and political subdivision of the State of Utah, by and through its City Council (the 
“City”); and BACH LAND AND DEVELOPMENT, LLC, a Utah limited liability company
(“Developer”), together, the “Parties” and individually, a “Party.”

RECITALS:

A. The City and Unity Enterprises, LLC (“Unity Enterprises”) previously entered 
into that certain Development Agreement approved by the City as of February 20, 2007 as 
Riverdale City Resolution No. 2007-6 (the “Development Agreement”). The Development 
Agreement sets forth certain terms for the development of a mixed use project consisting of a 
combination of single-family residential dwellings, townhouses and/or condominiums, and 
apartments and apartment building amenities, on approximately 69 acres of real property located 
in Riverdale City, Weber County, Utah (the “Property”), more specifically detailed in Exhibit A.
Capitalized terms used in this Amendment and not defined in this Amendment shall have the 
meanings given to such terms in the Development Agreement. The Parties then entered into a First 
Addendum to Developer’s Agreement on February 25, 2022, which was approved by the City, 
wherein the Parties agreed to extend the term of the Agreement. 

B. Eagle’s Landing Apartments, L.L.C., a Utah limited liability (such entity, and its 
assigns, is referred to herein as “Owner”) acquired the Property for investment purposes.

C. The current zoning for the Property is Mixed Use ("MU").

D. Developer intends to develop the Property as a residential development consisting 
of apartment buildings, townhomes, and single-family residences. 

E. Developer and the City desire to amend the Development Agreement to allow for 
the development of the Property pursuant to the terms and conditions set forth herein.

AGREEMENT:

NOW, THEREFORE, for good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of 
which are hereby acknowledged, the parties hereby agree as follows:

1. Recitals. The recitals set forth above are hereby incorporated by reference as part 
of this Amendment.

2. Amendments. The Development Agreement is amended as follows:

2.1. The term “Developer” means Bach Land and Development, LLC, a Utah 
limited liability company.
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2.2. The term “Property” means the approximately 69 acres owned by Owner.
Exhibit A of the Development Agreement describing the Property is hereby deleted in its entirety 
with the Exhibit A attached hereto inserted in lieu thereof.

2.3. The term “Project” means the development of the Property as proposed by 
Developer.

2.4. Section 5.1 of the Development Agreement is amended to add the following 
language: 

“Additionally, Developer shall have the right to construct and develop apartments, 
apartment buildings, and apartment complex amenities within this Project, in 
accordance with all applicable Mixed Use (MU) zoning requirements and subject 
to the compliance with the terms and conditions of this Agreement and any other 
applicable ordinance or regulation of the City, State, or Federal government.”

2.5. Section 7 of the Development Agreement is amended to add the following 
additional language:

“The Concept Plan for the Project is attached hereto. The parties hereby agree that 
the overall density for the Project is 13 per acre, for an aggregate number of 897
residential units for the Project (“Overall Density”). The Project will permit the 
residential ratio of density use on the property to be increased in a targeted format 
on said lot as long as the minimum lot area density requirement is still adhered to 
in all cases. This will allow for a single phase of the Project to exceed the permitted 
general density per acre for the MU zone; provided, however, in no event may the 
aggregate residential units for the Project exceed the Overall Density for the 
Project. After receiving approval from the City Council, the City hereby grants fully 
vested entitlements and rights to develop the Property in accordance with the terms 
and conditions of this Agreement and the MU zoning designations for the Property.

2.6. Section 9.1 of the Development Agreement is modified to the extent 
necessary to provide that the term of the Development Agreement will continue for a period of 
fifteen (15) years from the Effective Date of this Amendment. Thereafter, Developer shall have 
the option to extend the term for an additional ten (10) years if (a) the Developer has substantially 
complied with the terms of the Development Agreement, and (b) the Developer is proceeding with 
reasonable diligence in the development of the Project as contemplated under this Amendment,
and then upon City Council approval.

2.7. A new Section 10 is hereby added to the Development Agreement, titled 
Project Water. The language in this section shall be as follows:

(a) In connection with the Project, the City hereby agrees to cooperate 
in good faith with Developer to assist Developer in (i) purchasing water rights for the benefit of 
the Project, as required under Title 8 of the current City Code. The amount of water will be 
determined by the City Code, Title 8, Chapter 6. Such water rights required for the Project are 
referred to herein as the “Project Water”; (ii) work in connection with the Developer to obtain 
approval for the necessary connection points and diversion points for the Project Water; and (iii) 
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provide for the water storage if the City has available capacity or allow the Developer to provide 
the required storage and infrastructure capacity.

2.8. Exhibit B of the Development Agreement regarding the Project area is 
hereby deleted in its entirety with the Exhibit B (“Concept Plan”) attached hereto inserted in lieu 
thereof. The Concept Plan shall include the road constructed by Developer in compliance with the 
City’s approved road cross-section within the City’s right of way, connecting the existing 
roundabout to the bridge for the new development.

2.9. Exhibit F of the Development Agreement regarding Wetland and Aquatic 
Resources Delineation is hereby deleted in its entirety with the Exhibit F (“Aquatic Resources 
Delineation”) attached hereto inserted in lieu thereof. 

3. Assignment. The City hereby approves of the assignment of Developer’s rights 
under the Development Agreement from Unity Enterprises to Bach Land and Development, LLC. 

4. Upsizing. The City reserves the right to request the upsizing of the utility lines for 
the Project in order to accommodate future growth or additional development by the City or third 
parties, provided, that the City or certain third parties will be required to pay the incremental cost 
increase for such upsizing.

5. Ratification.  As modified and supplemented by this Amendment, the Agreement 
is ratified and confirmed and shall continue in full force and effect.

6. Counterparts.  This Amendment may be executed in any number of counterparts, 
each of which will be an original but all of which will constitute one and the same instrument.  
Signature and acknowledgement pages may be detached from individual counterparts and attached 
to a single or multiple original(s) in order to form a single or multiple original(s) of this document. 
Any signature on any counterpart of this Amendment delivered by “pdf” or other electronic means 
shall be deemed to be an original signature for all purposes and shall fully bind the party whose 
signature appears on such counterpart.

[signatures on following page]
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, this Amendment is effective as of the date and year first above 
written.

DEVELOPER:
Bach Land and Development, LLC, a Utah 
limited liability company

Name: 
Title: 

CITY:
Riverdale City, a municipality and political 
subdivision of the State of Utah

By: __________________________________
Mayor: __________________________________

STATE OF UTAH )
) ss.

County of _________ )

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this ____ day of _____, 2022, by 
_______________, the Mayor of Riverdale City, on behalf of such city.

Notary Public

STATE OF UTAH )
) ss.

County of Salt Lake )

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this ____ day of _____, 2022, by 
________________, the manager of Bach Land and Development, LLC, on behalf of such 
company.

Notary Public
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EXHIBIT A

Legal Description
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EXHIBIT B

Concept Plan
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EXHIBIT F

Aquatic Resources Delineation
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RIVERDALE CITY 
CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

July 5, 2022 

AGENDA ITEM: G4 

SUBJECT: Consideration of Resolution #2022-25 authorizing execution of Development 
Agreement between Riverdale City and Riverdale Commercial Holdings, LLC 
as requested by Riverdale Commercial Holdings, LLC. 

PRESENTER: Mike Eggett, Community Development 

INFORMATION: a. 
b. 
c. 

Executive Summary -Riv Comm Holds Final DA – CC [20220705] 
Resolution 2022-25 
RCH Development Agreement ASL DRAFT [2022-06-30] 

BACK TO AGENDA 



 

 
City Council 

Executive Summary 
 

 
For the Council meeting on: 7-5-2022 

 

 
Petitioner: Riverdale Commercial Holdings, LLC 

As represented by Ted Heap/Paul Willie 
 

Summary of Proposed Action 
 
The petitioners of this agenda item, Riverdale Commercial Holdings, LLC, have submitted a Development 
Agreement proposal to the City for our review and consideration.  At the conclusion of the 2021 Legislative 
Session, the State Legislature passed House Bill 409 which requires that all development agreement 
proposals with the City go through public hearing review process before being approved, if the development 
agreement has any land use ramifications or impacts that are requested alterations to current City Codes 
(per Utah State Code 10-9a-530).  This Development Agreement proposal does have a few requested 
alterations to current City Codes that are specific to the proposed project area and, therefore, this 
matter was previously reviewed by the Planning Commission to hold a public hearing and thereafter discuss 
and review the Development Agreement. 
 
Riverdale Commercial Holdings, LLC has been working with Riverdale City staff and Adam Long (who is the 
City Redevelopment Agency attorney) to establish a Development Agreement document reflecting policies, 
procedures, and direction to participants with Riverdale Commercial Holdings, LLC and Riverdale City 
leadership and staff.  The Development Agreement document provided in the Council packet is the 
resultant product of the conversations and efforts put forward by all participating individuals with this 
effort.   
 
Riverdale Commercial Holdings, LLC is represented by Ted Heap and Paul Willie, with Kyle Fielding 
participating as their legal counsel in this matter. 
 
On September 14, 2021, the Planning Commission held a public hearing to review the proposed Development 
Agreement document.  This public hearing, regarding this proposed Development Agreement document, was 
posted and advertised in accordance with State Code.  No public comments were provided prior or during 
this public hearing.  At the conclusion of the public hearing, the Planning Commission discussed the 
proposed Development Agreement and any differences therein from current City Codes.  The Commission 
thereafter forwarded the Development Agreement to the City Council with a recommendation for 
favorable approval of the Development Agreement proposal. 
 
It has taken some back-and-forth negotiation to finalize this agreement, but the agreement is now ready 
to be reviewed and considered for approval by the City Council on behalf of the City s interest as it relates 
to this agreement specifically. 
 
Following the presentation and discussion of the proposal, the City Council may make a motion to approve 
the submitted Development Agreement proposal, approve the proposal with any requested modifications or 
alterations to the agreement, table the matter to a later date to allow for further discussions and 
revisions between the parties, or not approve the proposed Development Agreement with the appropriate 
findings of facts.  If an approval is provided, then this would allow the City to engage with petitioner as 



directed to do so in the attached Development Agreement document. 
 

Title 10 Ordinance Guidelines (Code Reference) 
 
Suggested Code revisions are regulated under Utah State Code 10-9a-530.  The proposed Development 
Agreement documentation has been provided in your packet for review and commentary. 
 
The City Attorney has also reviewed the proposed Development Agreement and has discussed his concerns 
with the Riverdale Commercial Holdings team and with RDA Attorney Adam Long. 
 
Staff would encourage the City Council to discuss this matter and then provide a motion to approve the 
submitted Development Agreement proposal, approve the proposal with any requested modifications or 
alterations to the agreement, table the matter to a later date to allow for further discussions and 
revisions between the parties, or not approve the proposed Development Agreement with the appropriate 
findings of facts.   

General Plan Guidance (Section Reference) 
 
There is no General Plan Guidance for this request. 

Legal Comments – City Attorney 
 
 
 
 

 
_____________________ 

Steve Brooks, Attorney 

Administrative Comments – City Administrator 
 
 
 

 
_____________________ 
Steve Brooks, City Administrator 



RESOLUTION NO. 2022-25

A RESOLUTION OF RIVERDALE CITY COUNCIL APPROVING A DEVELOPMENT 
AGREEMENT BETWEEN RIVERDALE CITY AND RIVERDALE COMMERCIAL 
HOLDINGS, LLC., CONCERNING THE DEVELOPMENT OF PROJECT AREAS

LOCATED AT APPROXIMATELY 4844 SOUTH 1500 WEST, RIVERDALE, UTAH

WHEREAS, Riverdale City, acting pursuant to their authority under Utah Code 
Annotated §§ 10-9a-101, et seq., as amended, §§ 17C-1-101, et seq., and the Municipal Code for 
the City of Riverdale (the “City Code”), and in furtherance of their land use policies, goals, 
objectives, ordinances, resolutions, and regulations, have made certain determinations with 
respect to the proposed development of the Property located at approximately 4844 South 1500 
West, in exercise of its legislative discretion, and has elected to enter into this Agreement.

WHEREAS, Developer, RIVERDALE COMMERCIAL HOLDINGS, LLC., a Utah
Corporation, is the developer of certain real property commonly known as the West Bench East
project area, located on the east side of 1500 and north of Riverdale Road at approximately 4844
South 1500 West, Riverdale, Utah, legally described in the attached Exhibits (the “Property”) and 
desires to develop said property to allow for its development consistent with the terms of this 
Agreement. 

WHEREAS, the Developer contemplates, and the City understands that the development of 
the Property shall be consistent with the Concept Plan of the development, all laws and ordinances
and including the list of essential elements identified therein. The development of the Property in 
connection with the Concept Plan and this Agreement is referred to as the “Project.”

WHEREAS, Riverdale City has reviewed the plans and request from RIVERDALE 
COMMERCIAL HOLDINGS, LLC., and determines that the conditions for development of the 
area have been or will be met and therefore has agreed to allow development of the land 
location; and

WHEREAS, the Riverdale City Council has fully reviewed the attached Agreement
between the City and RIVERDALE COMMERCIAL HOLDINGS, LLC., concerning the 
development of the lot and agrees to all the terms and conditions contained therein; and

WHEREAS, the City now desires to allow Developer to make improvements to the 
Property in conformity with this Agreement, all state and local codes and the City acknowledges 
that the development and improvements of the Property pursuant to this Agreement will result in 
planning and economic benefits to the City and its residents and will provide certainty useful to 
Developer and the City in ongoing and future dealings.

NOW THEREFORE, the Riverdale City Council hereby approves the attached 
Development Agreement (Attached hereto as Exhibit 1 and incorporated hereby) as written and 



authorizes the Mayor of Riverdale City to execute this Agreement on behalf of the City.

RESOLVED this ____ day of July, 2022.

___________________________________
Mayor Braden Mitchell
Riverdale City

Attest:

____________________________________
Michelle Marigoni, City Recorder



Exhibit 1

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT



DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 

This Development Agreement (“Agreement”) is made and entered into effective as of 
______________________, 2022 (“Effective Date”) by and between Riverdale Commercial 
Holdings, LLC, a Utah limited liability company (the “Developer”), and Riverdale City, a
municipality and political subdivision of the State of Utah (the “City”).

RECITALS

A. The Developer has acquired or may in the future acquire approximately 18.2+/-
acres of land located along 1500 West, just North of Riverdale Road (the “Developer Land”). A
map identifying the Developer Land is attached hereto as “Exhibit A” and incorporated by this 
reference. Next to the Developer Land, and also depicted in the Map attached hereto as 
“Exhibit A” is approximately 5+/- acres of land (the “Agency Land”) currently owned by the 
Redevelopment Agency of Riverdale City (the “Agency”).

B. The Developer is seeking to develop the Developer Land as a distribution retail 
center/e-commerce fulfillment center which includes manufacturing and/or assembly operations 
with either on-site or internet sales (the “Project”).  The Project will be subject to this Agreement 
as further described below.

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants contained herein and other 
good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which is hereby acknowledged, the 
Developer and the City hereby agree to the following:

ARTICLE I
DEFINITIONS

The following terms are defined as follows:

1.1 “City” means Riverdale City, a body corporate and politic of the State of Utah, with 
a principal office located at 4600 S Weber River Dr., Riverdale UT 84405.

1.2 “City Code” means the City Code of Riverdale City, Utah.

1.3 “Concept Plan” means the concept plan attached hereto as “Exhibit B.”

1.4 “Developer” means Riverdale Commercial Holdings, LLC, a Utah limited liability 
company, with a mailing address of 95 W 100 S Suite 340, Logan UT 84321, or any successor-in-
interest. 

1.5 “Development” means the development project to be constructed on the Developer 
Land, substantially as shown in the Concept Plan, which may be developed in phases as determined 
by the Developer.
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ARTICLE II
CONDITION PRECEDENT

2.1 Council Approval Required. This Agreement does not take effect until the City 
Council has approved this Agreement by ordinance or resolution adopted in an open and public 
meeting, following a public hearing.

ARTICLE III
PRELIMINARY PROVISIONS

3.1 Property Affected by this Agreement. The legal descriptions of the Developer 
Land and Agency Land, respectively, to which this Agreement applies, are attached as “Exhibit 
C” and incorporated by reference.

3.2 Development Rights. The approval of this Agreement will entitle the Developer 
to develop the Development in conformance with the Concept Plan, subject to Developer 
following all applicable City Code provisions and processes, including, by way of example and 
not limitation, site plan approval, site plan amendment, plat approval, etc. All development of the 
Development must be in compliance with all applicable City Codes in effect as of the Effective 
Date. Variations to the Concept Plan such as exact building or parking locations, phasing, and 
changes to building size or improvement layout, may be effected by the Developer subject to 
following all applicable City Code requirements relating to City Council or Planning Commission 
approval. The City acknowledges and agrees that Developer’s submission, recording, and 
development of the Development may proceed in various phases as determined by Developer in 
its sole discretion as long as the City’s ordinances, polices, and procedures are observed. 
Accordingly, Developer may develop such phases in any order, as market conditions or other 
factors may dictate, and City approval of each final plat shall entitle Developer to proceed with the 
development of individual phases, provided that Developer complies with all City bonding and/or 
recording requirements. Developer may provide in each phase the logical extension of the road 
system, infrastructure, and utilities considering the Development as a whole, in compliance with 
the terms of this Agreement and the other applicable City ordinances and regulations. Placement 
of the utility infrastructure will be specified in the final plat of each phase. The development rights 
described in this Section 3.2, and Sections 3.3 thru 3.7 constitute the “Vested Rights of 
Developer.”

3.3 Conditional Uses/Permitted Uses.

3.3.1 With this Project, the Developer is attempting to respond to a dramatic market shift 
from brick-and-mortar retail to internet-based commerce but work within the 
existing C-3 zone. To facilitate the development of the Project, the City agrees to 
this Subsection 3.3 in order to streamline conditional use applications submitted 
with respect to the Project, as follows: Developer shall submit an application for a 
conditional use within the Developer Land to the community development 
department, which shall promptly forward the application to the planning 
commission, provided that the application is complete and eligible for planning 
commission review; once submitted to the planning commission, the application
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shall be considered by the planning commission at its next regularly-scheduled 
meeting that is at least fourteen (14) calendar days after such application was 
submitted to the City community development department.

3.3.2 The following uses are conditional uses within the Project:

3.3.2.1 Distribution centers

3.3.2.2 Handgun shooting range (indoor)

3.3.2.3 Motorboat sales and service

3.3.2.4 New or used automobile sales and service

3.3.2.5 Rental auto

3.3.2.6 Repair including paint, body and fender, brake, muffler, upholstery 
or transmission work, provided conducted within completely 
enclosed building

3.3.2.7 Tire sales and service

3.3.2.8 Educational institution, including Public or private college or 
university, Public, private or charter school grades K-12, and Trade, 
technical or industrial school

3.3.2.9 Linen supply service

3.3.2.10 Liquor store, state store only

3.3.2.11 Machine shop operations incidental to any use permitted in C-3
district, or herein, or incidental to any on or off-site retail 
distribution

3.3.2.12 Manufacture or assembly of goods retailed on premises or shipped 
or distributed off premises

3.3.2.13 Motorcycle and motor scooters sales and service

3.3.2.14 Office (any)

3.3.2.15 RV Sales and Service

3.3.3 The City hereby agrees with respect to the uses listed in subsection 3.3.2 
immediately above:
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3.3.3.1 such uses within the Project are necessary or desirable to provide a 
service or facility which will contribute to the general well-being of 
the community;

3.3.3.2 each such use conforms to the goals, policies and conditions 
specified in Title 10 Chapter 19 of the City Code for such use; and 

3.3.3.3 each such use conforms to the goals, policies and governing 
principles and land use of the master plan for the City.

3.3.4 The planning commission may deny a conditional use application for any of the 
uses listed in subsection 3.3.2 above if and only if:

3.3.4.1 the planning commission reasonably determines that the reasonably 
anticipated detrimental effects of the proposed use cannot be 
substantially mitigated by the proposal or the imposition of 
reasonable conditions to achieve compliance with applicable 
standards; or

3.3.4.2 the planning commission cannot reasonably conclude that the 
proposed use will not, under the circumstances of the particular case 
and the conditions imposed, be detrimental to the health, safety and 
general welfare of persons nor injurious to property or 
improvements in the community, but will be compatible with and 
complementary to the existing surrounding uses, buildings and 
structures when considering traffic generation, parking, building 
design and location, landscaping and signs; or

3.3.4.3 the planning commission cannot reasonably conclude that the 
proposed use will not, under the circumstances of the particular case 
and the conditions imposed, lead to the deterioration of the 
environment, or ecology of the general area, nor will it produce 
conditions or emit pollutants of such a type or of such a quantity so 
as to detrimentally affect, to any appreciable degree, public or 
private property, including the operation of existing uses thereon, in 
the immediate vicinity or the community or area as a whole.

3.4 Signage. The Developer anticipates possibly, in the Developer’s discretion, 
expanding the Development to include rights to land that fronts I-15, Riverdale Road, and/or I-84. 
This Section 3.4 applies in the event the Developer does acquire rights to land that fronts I-15, 
Riverdale Road, and/or I-84, in connection with the Development. The Development shall be 
permitted to have a pole/pylon sign on the I-15 frontage and a three faced pole/pylon sign on the 
Riverdale Road/I-84 frontage, subject to compliance with all applicable City Code provisions,
substantially in the locations roughly identified, respectively, in the attached “Exhibit D” (the 
“Highway Signs”).  Each of the Highway Signs shall be allowed to utilize eight hundred (800) 
square feet per face (or less, as determined by Developer), with the active area of the electronic 
message center to no exceed 400 square feet (or less, as determined by Developer), and up to sixty 
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(60) feet in total height (or less, as determined by Developer). The height of the Highway Sign
shall be measured from the average ground level immediately surrounding the base of the Highway 
Sign to the top of its highest element. In instances where the base of the Highway Sign is lower 
than the adjacent roadway, the height of the Highway Sign shall be calculated from the top, back 
of the adjacent curb to the top of the Highway Sign’s highest element. The Highway Signs shall 
be allowed to provide third-party advertisement on the electronic portion of the sign face, solely 
for businesses located within either (i) the area bounded by I-15, I-84, Riverdale Road, and West 
4400 South or (ii) the boundaries of the West Bench Redevelopment Project Area.  The secondary 
frontages along 1500 West Street shall be allowed signage complying with the provisions outlined 
in Section 10-16-8(B) of the City Code.  The Highway Signs shall be considered independent from 
and not count toward or against any area calculations used for the signage along 1500 West Street 
or internal to the Developer Land. The planning commission may deny a conditional use 
application for any of the signs described in this Section 3.4 if and only if the planning commission 
reasonably determines that the reasonably anticipated detrimental effects of the proposed use 
cannot be substantially mitigated by the proposal or the imposition of reasonable conditions to 
achieve compliance with applicable standards. Developer shall be solely responsible for acquiring 
the necessary property rights for the Highway Sign(s), other signage described in this paragraph, 
and all other aspects of the Development.

3.5 Fees. Developer agrees to pay all applicable development fees of the City, legally
in effect uniformly throughout the entire City, as they exist on the applicable date when payment 
is due. Developer agrees not to challenge, contest, or bring judicial action seeking to avoid payment 
of or to seek reimbursement of those fees so long as the fees are uniform and calculated accurately 
according to applicable State law and City ordinance. The City will only assess Developer those 
fees as are applied uniformly throughout the City and properly assessed under applicable City 
ordinance and State law.

3.6 Infrastructure and System Improvement Scope and Cost. Developer
acknowledges that the Development will require essential infrastructure. Subject to Sections 4.4 
and 4.5 below, Developer is required, at Developer’s sole expense and effort, to construct such 
infrastructure and system improvements in the size, scale, magnitude and capacity required by the
Development, applicable provisions of the City Code. If the City requests or requires, as a 
condition to granting any land use approvals, Developer to construct any improvements to a 
capacity that exceeds the minimum level required to adequately service the Development, then the 
City agrees to pay the proportionate cost for the excess capacity.

3.7 Third Party Agreements. The City represents and warrants to Developer that the 
City is not a party to, and that is not aware of, any third-party agreements or understandings that 
would require Developer to pay to any other person a fee for Developer’s utilization for connecting 
to any infrastructure or improvements existing or under construction or development at the time 
of this Agreement. If demand is made upon Developer for payment or reimbursement by any such 
third party, and such third-party claims that such an agreement or understanding exists, the City 
agrees to pay all such claims and amounts demanded, and the City will be subrogated to all rights 
of Developer to challenge those claims.
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3.8 Reimbursement of Certain Costs. The City shall reimburse Developer for certain 
improvements constructed as part of the Development as shown on Exhibit F (each a 
“Reimbursable Improvement” and together the “Reimbursable Improvements”).  The amount paid 
to Developer as reimbursement for a given improvement shall be the amount listed for that 
improvement on Exhibit F, regardless of the actual cost to Developer to complete such 
improvement.  The City shall not pay reimbursements for any improvements other than those listed 
on Exhibit F, although additional improvements may be required as part of the Development.  

Upon completion, and acceptance by the City, as applicable, of a Reimbursable Improvement, the 
Developer may submit to the City a Request for Reimbursement substantially in the form attached 
hereto as Exhibit E, describing the applicable improvements and the requested reimbursement 
amount. Unless reasonably objected to by the City within 30 days of receipt, a Request for 
Reimbursement will be conclusively deemed final and complete on the date that is 31 days after
the City’s receipt of the Request for Reimbursement. The City shall pay the applicable 
reimbursement amount within 45 days of the date on which Developer submits a complete and 
accurate Request for Reimbursement in compliance with this Section 3.8.

ARTICLE IV
CITY’S UNDERTAKINGS

4.1 Zoning/Concept Plan Approval. The Developer Land will remain zoned C-3
regional commercial zoning unless otherwise agreed to by the Developer in the Developer’s 
discretion. By approving this Agreement, the City approves the Concept Plan as attached hereto.
The Developer acknowledges that final site plan approval will need to be obtained for each phase 
of the Development through standard City processes and procedures.  The City shall promptly
review all materials and applications submitted by Developer in connection with the Development
(in whole or in part). The City will not unreasonably withhold any approval, and with respect to 
any disapproval, the City must include with each decision of disapproval a clear written statement 
of the reasons for the disapproval, and recommendations, if any, for remediation.

4.2 Acceptance of Improvements. The City shall timely inspect and accept all 
improvements which are intended for public use and which have been constructed by Developer 
or its agents in accordance with the City’s standards and as shown on the approved construction 
drawings. Unless otherwise specifically approved by the City Council and clearly labeled on the 
final subdivision plat, all roads within the Development will be public roads. 

4.3 Provision of Information. The City shall timely provide to the Developer all 
information, studies, reports, and requirements needed for Developer to properly understand all 
utility and infrastructure requirements for the Development.

4.4 Infrastructure Participation/Reimbursement. The City shall not require of the 
Developer any dedications or infrastructure improvements that exceed the demand imposed by the 
Development. To the extent the City requests, and the Developer agrees, to upsize any
infrastructure improvements constructed by the Developer, the City shall reimburse Developer for 
any upsizing beyond what is required for the Development.
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4.5 Offsite Improvements. As provided in Article IV, Developer is responsible for the 
construction of all onsite infrastructure improvements required for the Development. The City 
agrees that the Developer is not responsible for any offsite infrastructure improvements. 
Notwithstanding the foregoing, nothing contained herein may be construed to relieve Developer 
of its obligations to pay impact fees related to the Development. The City will timely provide all 
offsite infrastructure improvements for the respective improvements to have adequate capacity to 
properly serve the Development.

4.6 Snow Removal. Public streets shall be snow-plowed by the City in accordance with 
City policy, but the City has no responsibility for clearing snow from sidewalks, private driveways, 
parking lots, or walkways.

4.7 Bonding. Developer’s bonding for the Development shall be in phases consistent 
with Developer’s phasing plan and shall be in the form of a series of surety bonds, cash bonds, or 
other forms of assurances provided in City Code. The City agrees to provide for partial release of 
such bond(s) as required by applicable State law.

ARTICLE V
DEVELOPER’S UNDERTAKINGS

5.1 Developer Obligations. Conditioned upon City’s performance of its undertakings 
set forth in Article IV, and provided Developer has not terminated this Agreement pursuant to 
Section 7.1, Developer agrees to complete the following in general accordance with Developer’s 
Concept Plan:

(A) Specific Improvements.  Developer shall construct all of the Reimbursable 
Improvements as shown on Exhibit F and all of the improvements shown on Exhibit G
(the “Developer Improvements”). 

(B) Water. Developer shall construct all onsite water lines and related facilities and 
improvements within the Development, according to applicable City Code. Additionally, 
Developer shall construct certain water vault improvements if reasonably and properly 
required by the City, subject to reimbursement of a portion of such costs by the City as 
set forth in Section 3.8 above.

(C) Water Rights. Developer shall dedicate to the City two (2) shares of the Davis and Weber 
Counties Canal Company (the “Dedicated Shares”), which the City and Developer 
acknowledge will be adequate to fully serve the Project as currently contemplated and as 
shown on the Concept Plan. Developer shall dedicate additional water to the City as may 
be reasonably necessary to serve the Project if the eventual Project deviates from the 
Project as currently contemplated.  

(D) Sewer. Developer shall construct all onsite sewer lines and related facilities and 
improvements within the Development, according to applicable City Code.
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(E) Electrical Power. Developer shall construct all onsite electrical power improvements 
within the Development, including the re-routing or burial of existing power lines within 
the Development, according to applicable City Code.

(F) Electric Transmission Lines. Developer shall cause Rocky Mountain Power to reroute 
the existing electrical transmission lines substantially as outlined in the attached Exhibit 
H, subject to reimbursement of a portion of such costs by the City as set forth in Section 
3.8 above.

(G) Roads. Developer will be responsible to construct all roads, curbs, gutter and sidewalks 
within or serving the Development, according to applicable City Code, subject to 
reimbursement of certain of the same costs by the City as set forth in Section 3.8 above.

(H) Storm Drain System. The Developer shall design and install a system of positive drainage 
sufficient to comply with applicable City Code. The Developer shall be responsible to 
install and maintain all drainage facilities within the Development that are outside the 
City right-of-way.  The City’s responsibility for maintenance shall end where any private 
drain connects to a manhole in the public right-of-way.

(I) Maintenance of Items Outside of Public Right-of-Way. Unless located on City property, 
the Developer shall be responsible for the maintenance of parking lots, landscaping,
walkways, light fixtures, or any other improvement or amenity located outside of the 
City’s right-of-way.

The City hereby grants a temporary, irrevocable, and non-exclusive license to Developer and its 
agents, employees, servants, consultants, and contractors over, through, and across those portions 
of any City owned land or rights of way, including without limitation 4800 S and 1500 W, as is 
reasonably necessary to design, install, and/or construct the above-described improvements. This 
license will terminate immediately upon final completion of those improvements and acceptance 
of the same by the City.

ARTICLE VI
GENERAL REQUIREMENTS AND RIGHTS OF THE CITY

6.1 Issuance of Permits. Developer, or its assignee, shall have the sole responsibility 
for obtaining all necessary building permits in connection with Developer’s undertakings and shall 
make application for such permits directly to the applicable City department(s) having authority 
to issue such permits in connection with the performance of Developer’s undertakings. The City,
including its departments and agencies, shall not unreasonably withhold or delay the issuance of 
its permits.

6.2 Police Powers. This Agreement, or any part of this Agreement, will not limit the 
exercise of the police powers of the City to enact ordinances, standards, or rules regulating 
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development, zoning, subdivision, growth management, transportation, annexation, municipal 
services, and other land use matters.

6.3 Impact on Vested Rights. The exercise of the City’s police and/or legislative 
powers may only be applied to modify the Vested Rights of Developer under the terms of this 
Agreement based upon policies, facts, and circumstances that meet the compelling, countervailing 
public interest exception to the vested rights doctrine as required under Utah law. Any such 
proposed change affecting the Vested Rights of Developer must be of general application to all 
development activity within the City; and unless in good faith the City declares an emergency, 
Developer will be entitled to prior written notice and an opportunity to be heard with respect to 
any such proposed change and its applicability to the Development under the compelling, 
countervailing public interest exception to the vested rights doctrine.

6.4 Initiative and Referenda. Both parties understand that any legislative action by 
the City Council is subject to initiatives, referral, or challenge by individuals or groups of citizens, 
including approval of annexations, annexation agreements, and zoning. Developer agrees that the 
City may respond to, approve, or reject any initiative, referral, or challenge as the City deems 
appropriate in its discretion, guided by the standards in Utah law. Developer agrees that the City 
shall not be found to be in breach of this Agreement due to the City’s response to, approval of, or 
rejection of any initiative, referral, or challenge or due to the success of an initiative, referendum,
or challenge, so long as the initiative, referendum, or challenge relates to any legislative act 
contemplated or undertaken in connection with this Agreement. In the case of a successful 
initiative, referendum, or challenge, this Agreement is void at inception.

ARTICLE VII
REMEDIES

7.1 Remedies for Breach. Unless otherwise provided in this Agreement, in the event 
of any default or breach of this Agreement or any of its terms or conditions, the defaulting party 
or any permitted successor to such party shall, upon written notice from the other, proceed 
immediately to cure or remedy such default or breach, and in any event cure or remedy the breach 
within thirty (30) days after receipt of such notice.  In the event that such default or breach cannot 
reasonably be cured within the 30-day period, the party receiving such notice shall, within the 30-
day period, take reasonable steps to commence the cure or remedy of such default or breach, and 
shall continue diligently thereafter to cure or remedy such default or breach in a timely manner.  
In case such action is not taken or diligently pursued, the aggrieved party may institute such 
proceedings as described in Section 7.2 Dispute Resolution, below.

7.2 Dispute Resolution. Except as otherwise provided in the Agreement, it is 
understood and agreed among the parties hereto that, any and all claims, grievances, demands, 
controversies, causes of action or disputes of any nature whatsoever (hereinafter “Claims”), 
arising out of, in connection with, or in relation to: (i) the interpretation, performance, or breach 
of this Agreement, or (ii) the arbitrability of any Claims under this Agreement, shall be resolved 
by mediation in accordance with Section 7.2.1, and if that process fails, by arbitration in 
accordance with Section 7.2.2. Relief granted under this Section 7.2 shall be subject to the 
provisions of Section 7.4 of this Agreement. 
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7.2.1 Mediation. In the event any Claim is not resolved by an informal 
negotiation between the parties within fourteen (14) calendar days after the expiration of the 
applicable cure periods under Section 7.1, the matter shall be referred to informal, non-binding 
mediation. The parties shall select a mutually acceptable neutral mediator and the mediation 
contemplated by this Subsection 7.2.1 shall occur within thirty (30) calendar days after the date on 
which the Claims were referred to mediation. Any mediation under this Section will take place in 
Weber County, Utah.

7.2.2 Arbitration. Should any Claims remain after the completion of the 
mediation process described above, the Members agree to submit all remaining Claims to final and 
binding arbitration in Weber County, Utah in accordance with the Utah Uniform Arbitration Act. 
The arbitrator shall apply Utah law to all Claims, excluding Utah’s choice-of-laws principles. The 
arbitrator shall render a decision and a written, reasoned opinion in support thereof, within thirty
(30) calendar days after the date on which the Claims were referred to arbitration. Such decision
may award reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs to the prevailing party as determined by the 
arbitrator based upon settlement offers and such other facts as are deemed relevant by the 
arbitrator. Judgment upon the award may be entered in any court having jurisdiction thereof. The 
arbitration shall be final and binding upon the parties, subject only to the judicial power to vacate 
an award under Section 124, Chapter 11, Title 78B, Utah Code, as may be amended from time to 
time.

7.2.3 Costs. The parties shall bear their respective costs incurred in connection 
with the procedures described in this Section 7.2, except that the parties shall equally share the 
fees and expenses of the mediator or arbitrator and the costs of the facility for the hearing.

7.2.4 Survivability. The provisions of this Section 7.2 shall survive the 
termination of this Agreement. The parties expressly acknowledge that by signing this Agreement, 
they are giving up their respective right to a jury trial.

7.3 Attorney Fees. Each party agrees that should it default in any of the covenants or 
agreements contained herein, the defaulting party shall pay all costs and expenses, including 
reasonable attorneys fee which may arise or accrue from enforcing this Agreement, or in pursuing 
any remedy provided hereunder or by the statutes or other laws of the State of Utah, whether such 
remedy is pursued by filing a lawsuit or otherwise, and whether such costs and expenses are 
incurred with or without suit or before or after judgment.

7.4 Limitation on Damages. NOTWITHSTANDING ANYTHING TO THE 
CONTRARY ELSEWHERE IN THIS AGREEMENT OR PROVIDED FOR UNDER ANY 
APPLICABLE LAW, NO PARTY SHALL, IN ANY EVENT, BE LIABLE TO ANY OTHER 
PERSON, EITHER IN CONTRACT, TORT OR OTHERWISE, FOR ANY CONSEQUENTIAL, 
INCIDENTAL, INDIRECT, SPECIAL OR PUNITIVE DAMAGES OR SUCH OTHER 
PERSON, INCLUDING LOSS OF FUTURE REVENUE, INCOME OR PROFITS, 
DIMINUTION OF VALUE OR LOSS OF BUSINESS REPUTATION OR OPPORTUNITY 
RELATING TO THE BREACH OR ALLEGED BREACH HEREOF, WHETHER OR NOT THE 
POSSIBILITY OF SUCH DAMAGES HAS BEEN DISCLOSED TO THE OTHER PARTY IN 
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ADVANCE OR COULD HAVE BEEN REASONABLY FORESEEN BY SUCH OTHER 
PARTY.

ARTICLE VIII
GENERAL PROVISIONS

8.1 Transfer of Property. Developer is entitled to assign as collateral all or any portion 
of its rights under this agreement to one or more of Developer’s lenders, on any terms that 
Developer and its lender or lenders deem necessary or proper. If requested by Developer, the City 
will execute and deliver to any lender of Developer one or more consents to assignment of this 
Agreement as collateral and/or estoppel certificates that confirm the City’s agreement with any 
assignment of this Agreement as collateral by Developer and that provides customary assurances 
to Developer’s lenders. Developer is also entitled to assign its rights, in whole or in part, under 
this Agreement to any other person. In the event of an assignment of this Agreement or any interest 
in this Agreement, the transferee will succeed to all Developer’s rights under this Agreement as to 
the interest transferred. Notwithstanding the foregoing, Developer’s selling or conveying the 
Development or individual lots or parcels of land to builders, individuals or others will not be 
deemed to be an “assignment of this Agreement as collateral” subject to the above requirement for 
approval unless specifically designated as such by Developer.

8.2 No Joint Venture, Partnership, Third-Party Rights or Agency. This Agreement 
does not create any joint venture, partnership, undertaking or business arrangement between the 
parties hereto, and does not create any rights or benefits to third parties. No agent, employee or 
servant of the Developer or the City is or shall be deemed to be an employee, agent or servant of 
the other party.  None of the benefits provided by any party or by the Developer to its employees, 
including but not limited to worker’s compensation insurance, health insurance and unemployment 
insurance, are available to the employees, agents, contractors or servants of the other party.  The 
parties shall each be solely and entirely responsible for their respective acts and for the acts of their 
respective employees, agents, contractors and servants throughout the term of this Agreement.

8.3 Agreement to Run with the Land. This Agreement or a summary notice of this 
Agreement may be recorded against the Development by Developer, and is be deemed to run with 
the land and will be binding on all successors and assigns of the Developer in the ownership and 
development of any portion of the Development.

8.4 Term. This Agreement shall commence on the Effective Date and continue for a 
period of seventeen (17) years unless earlier terminated by written agreement of the parties.
Additionally, if a final plat for any phase of the Development has not been recorded by the date 
that is exactly three (3) years after the Effective Date, the City may elect, by providing written 
notice to Developer, to terminate this Agreement at any time before a final plat is recorded for the 
Development.

8.5 Integration. This Agreement, including the Recitals, exhibits and attachments, 
each of which are incorporated into and made an integral part of this Agreement, contains the 
entire agreement of the parties hereto with respect to the subject matter hereof and integrates all 
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prior conversations, discussions or understandings of whatever kind or nature and may only be 
modified by a subsequent writing duly executed by the parties hereto.

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

8.8 Notices. Any notices, requests and demands required or desired to be given 
hereunder shall be in writing and shall be served personally upon the party for whom intended, or 
if mailed, be by certified mail, return receipt requested, postage prepaid, to such party at its address 
identified in the Definitions above. Any party may change its address or notice by giving written 
notice to the other party in accordance with the provisions of this section.

8.9 Amendment. The parties or their successors in interest may mutually, by written 
agreement, choose to amend this Agreement at any time.  Any material amendment of this
Agreement shall require the prior approval of the City Council; otherwise, minor modifications 
shall not require prior approval of the City Council but rather shall only require the approval or 
consent of applicable City staff. 

8.10 Further Assurances. City and Developer each agree to perform such other acts, 
and to execute, acknowledge and deliver such other instruments, documents and other materials 
as the other may reasonably request and as shall be necessary in order to effect this Agreement.

8.11 Non-liability of Officers, Representatives, Agents, or Employees. No officer, 
representative, agent, or employee of either party shall be personally liable to the other party or 
any successor-in-interest or assignee of the other party, in the event of any default or breach by 
such party or for any amount which may become due such party or its successors or assignee, for 
any obligation arising out of the terms of this Agreement.

8.12 Ethical Standards. The Developer represents that it has not: (a) provided an illegal 
gift or payoff to any officer or employee of the City, or former officer or employee of the City, or 
to any relative or business entity of an officer or employee of the City; (b) retained any person to 
solicit or secure this contract upon an agreement or understanding for a commission, percentage, 
brokerage or contingent fee, other than bona fide employees of bona fide commercial agencies 
established for the purpose of securing business; (c) breached any of the ethical standards set forth 
in Utah Code Ann. § 10-3-1301 et seq. and 67-16-3 et seq.; or (d) knowingly influenced, and 
hereby promises that it will not knowingly influence, any officer or employee of the City or former 
officer or employee of the City to breach any of the ethical standards set forth in State of Utah 
statute or City ordinances.

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

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

8.15 Contra Proferentum. This is an arm’s-length Agreement: The parties have read 
this Agreement and have executed it voluntarily after having been apprised of all relevant 
information and the risks involved and having had the opportunity to obtain legal counsel of their 
choice. Consequently, no provision of this Agreement shall be strictly construed against either 
party.

[Signature Pages Follow]
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[Signature Pages to Development Agreement]

This Development Agreement is agreed to by:

“DEVELOPER”

RIVERDALE COMMERCIAL 
HOLDINGS, LLC

By: ____________________________
Printed Name:
Title:

STATE OF UTAH )
§

COUNTY OF __________ )

On this _____ day of _____________________, in the year 2022, before me, 

______________________________________ a notary public, personally appeared 

________________________________, proved on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the 

person whose name is subscribed to this instrument, and acknowledged that he executed the same 

in his capacity as ________________________ of Riverdale Commercial Holdings, LLC.

Witness my hand and official seal.

______________________________
(notary signature)

(seal)

[Signatures Continue]
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“CITY”

RIVERDALE CITY

By:
Braden Mitchell, Mayor Pro Tem

Attest:

Michelle Marigoni, City Recorder

Approved as to Form:

____________________________________
Steve Brooks, City Attorney

STATE OF UTAH )
§

COUNTY OF WEBER )

On this _____ day of _____________________, in the year 2022, before me, 

______________________________________ a notary public, personally appeared Braden 

Mitchell,  proved on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person whose name is subscribed 

to this instrument, and acknowledged that he executed the same in his capacity as Mayor Pro Tem 

of Riverdale City, Utah.

Witness my hand and official seal.

______________________________
(notary signature)

(seal)
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MAP



EXHIBIT B

CONCEPT PLAN



EXHIBIT C

LEGAL DESCRIPTION
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SIGNAGE LOCATION MAP



EXHIBIT E

REQUEST FOR REIMBURSEMENT

To: ____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________

From: ____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________

Re: Request for payment of Reimbursement pursuant to Development Agreement 

Date of Request: _______________

$ Amount Requested to be Reimbursed: ________________________*

Describe improvements substantially completed:
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________

Reference to applicable Section(s) of the Development Agreement: _______________________

*Include supporting documentation showing actual costs that are part of this request.

Signed: ___________________________________
Dated: ____________________________________



EXHIBIT F

Reimbursable Improvements



EXHIBIT G

Developer Improvements



EXHIBIT H

Electrical Transmission Line Relocation




