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CLEARFIELD CITY COUNCIL
AGENDA AND SUMMARY REPORT
November 22, 2022 - WORK AND POLICY SESSION

Meetings of the City Council of Clearfield City may be conducted via electronic means pursuant to Utah Code Ann. §
52-4-207 as amended. In such circumstances, contact will be established and maintained via electronic means and the
meetings will be conducted pursuant to the Electronic Meetings Policy established by the City Council for electronic
meetings.

55 South State Street

Third Floor
Clearfield, Utah

6:00 P.M. CITY COUNCIL WORK SESSION

Discussion on First Addendum to the Lotus Anthem Development Agreement for the property located at 240
East 350 South (TIN: 15-072-0001)

Discussion on Business License Fee Study and The Good Landlord Program

(Any item not fully addressed prior to the Policy Session will be addressed in a Work Session
immediately following the Policy Session)

**ADJOURN THE CITY COUNCIL WORK SESSION AND RECONVENE IN A CITY
COUNCIL POLICY SESSION**

City Council Chambers
55 South State Street
Third Floor
Clearfield, Utah

7:00 P.M. POLICY SESSION
CALL TO ORDER: Mayor Shepherd
OPENING CEREMONIES: Councilmember Roper
Solemn Moment of Reflection
Pledge of Allegiance
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: September 13, 2022 policy session
October 25, 2022 work session
November 1, 2022 work session
November 8, 2022 policy session

PRESENTATION:
1. PRESENT WINNERS OF THE YARD OF THE YEAR CONTEST

BACKGROUND: The Parks & Recreation Commission has selected the winners of the annual “Yard
of the Year Contest” and staff and Council are pleased to recognize and award these residents for their
efforts in doing their part and beautifying our community.
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CLEARFIELD CITY

e First Place Winner: Fritz & June Backman
e Runners Up: Tom & Judy Rickeberg and Carolyn Stoker

SCHEDULED ITEMS:
2. OPEN COMMENT PERIOD

The Open Comment Period provides an opportunity to address the Mayor and City Council
regarding concerns or ideas on any topic. To be considerate of everyone at this meeting, public
comment will be limited to three minutes per person. Participants are to state their names for the
record. Comments, which cannot be made within these limits, should be submitted in writing to the
City Recorder at nancy.dean@clearfieldcity.org.

The Mayor and City Council encourage civil discourse for everyone who participates in the meeting.

3. CONSIDER APPROVAL OF FINAL SUBDIVISION PLAT — TOWNS AT UNIVERSITY
PARK FOR 43-LOT SUBDIVISION FOR TOWNHOMES AND A COMMERCIAL
DEVELOPMENT AT THE PROPERTY LOCATED AT 938 SOUTH UNIVERSITY
PARK BLVD. (TIN: 09-302-0009). PARCEL AREA: 3.46 ACRES

BACKGROUND: The applicant is proposing to develop 40 townhomes and a commercial
building on the subject property, which is located in between the University Ridge Twin
Homes to the south and the Academy Mortgage office building to the north. The
development will be provided with vehicular access by using the existing shared access to
the Academy Mortgage office building. Because the townhomes and commercial buildings
will be sharing an access, a shared access easement will need to be recorded on the plat.
According to the proposed plat, the units themselves are designated as private and a two and
a half foot (2.5”) space in front of the garages is designated as limited common area. The
remaining area of the development will be common area and will include the private roads
and project landscaping.

RECOMMENDATION: Approve the Final Subdivision Plat — Towns at University Park for
a 43-lot subdivision for townhomes and a commercial development at the property located at
938 South University Park Boulevard (TIN: 09-302-0009) and authorize the Mayor’s
signature to any authorized documents.

COMMUNICATION ITEMS:
Mayor’s Report

City Councils’ Reports

City Manager’s Report

Staffs’ Reports

**ADJOURN AS THE CITY COUNCIL**
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CLEARFIELD CITY

Dated this 17"" day of November 2022.

/sl Nancy R. Dean, City Recorder

The City of Clearfield, in accordance with the ‘Americans with Disabilities Act’ provides accommodations
and auxiliary communicative aids and services for all those citizens needing assistance. Persons requesting
these accommaodations for City sponsored public meetings, service programs or events should call Nancy
Dean at 801-525-2714, giving her 48-hour notice.
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TO: Mayor Shepherd and City Council Members

FROM: Brad Mcllrath, Senior Planner

MEETING DATE: Tuesday, November 22, 2022

SUBJECT: Discussion on the 1%* Addendum to the Lotus Anthem Development

Agreement for the property located at 240 East 350 South (TIN: 15-072-
0001) with relation to two additional modifications from the Form-Based
Code.

RECOMMENDED ACTION
Staff recommends that the City Council review the proposed addendum and modifications from the
Downtown Clearfield Form-Based Code and provide direction to staff and the applicant as seen

necessary.
PROJECT SUMMARY
Project Information ‘
Project Name Lotus Anthem Development Agreement 1t Addendum
Site Location 240 East 350 South
Tax ID Number 15-072-0001
Applicant Allie Platt, Lotus Company
Owner Clearfield City (Future Sale of Property to Lotus Company)

Proposed Actions = Development Agreement 15t Addendum Approval
Current Zoning U-R (Urban Mixed Residential)
General Plan Land

Use Classification Mixed Use

Gross Site 4.069 Acres

Surrounding Properties and Current Zonine District General Plan

Uses: g  Land Use Classification

North | Commercial Retail C-2 (Commercial) Mixed Use

East Commercial Retail / Post T-C (Town Mixed Commercial
Office/Residential Commerce)

South | Health Department C-V (Civic) Mixed Use

West Re5|dent|a.I Mobile . T-R & R-1-8 (Residential) Mixed Use & Residential
Home & Single Family




Aerial Image & Zoning ‘
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As presented at the City Council Policy Session on November 8™, 2022, the applicant is seeking
the inclusion of two (2) additional modifications from the Downtown Clearfield Form-Based Code
(FBC). These additional modifications are based upon a review from the project architect and are
intended to address minor design elements of the townhomes while maintaining consistent siting
and square footages of those units. It total, the applicant is requesting the approval of three (3)
modifications from the FBC as part of this addendum shown in the table below.

DESCRIPTION / BACKGROUND

Standard: Requested Modification:
Townhouse Building Type Townhouse Building Type
Maximum Building Width: 6 units Maximum Building Width: 12 units
Townhouse Building Type Townhouse Building Type
Required Occupied Space: 30’ deep on all full
floors




Required Occupied Space: 20’ deep and 30’
width on all full floors of front load, front entry

units
Townhouse Building Type Townhouse Building Type
Front Build-to Zone: 5’ to 15’ (10’ min if not | Front Build-to Zone: 5'6” setback for park
facing a street) facing units (match setback of apartments on

the south side of the park)

The addendum also outlines the total number of units that will be constructed in phases two and
three of the development as well as the final date for purchase of the property from Clearfield
City to facilitate the development.

LIST OF ATTACHEMENTS

1. Draft Development Agreement Addendum
2. Phasing Site Plan

3. Setback to Park Exhibit

4. Front Load Site Exhibit



ADDENDUM #1 TO DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
CLEARFIELD, UTAH

DATED: 12022

This Addendum #1 to Development Agreement dated October 31%, 2019 between Clearfield City and
Lotus Acquisitions, LLC is entered into as of the _ day of , 2022, by and among Clearfield
City, a municipal corporation and political subdivision of the State of Utah (“City”), and Lotus Acquisitions,
LLC a Utah limited liability company (the “Developer”). The City and Developer are sometimes collectively
referred to in this Addendum #1 and the Development Agreement as the “Parties”.

RECITALS

A. The Parties hereto entered into a certain Development Agreement (“Development Agreement”)

C.

on October 31, 2019, regarding the development of approximately 15 acres of real property
located within the boundaries of the City on which the Developer would develop the Project.

Developer and Clearfield City entered into Real Estate Purchase and Sale Agreements dated
October 1, 2020 for the purchase and sale of land for Phase 1, which Developer has acquired and
is currently constructing Private Improvements in accordance with the Development Agreement.

The Development Agreement under Exhibit 4 contemplated development commencement for
Phase 2 by October 2022 and development commencement for Phase 3 by October 2025.

The Parties now desire to amend the Development Agreement, and have agreed to the following:

AGREEMENT

1) The Phase 3-unit count shall be reduced by seven units from 54 units down to 47 units. The Phase

2-unit count shall be increased by three units from 16 units up to 19 units. Developer shall close
on the purchase of the property for both phase 2 and phase 3, on or before January 31%, 2023,
which will be memorialized by both Parties in a separate purchase and sale agreement.
Additionally, Developer reserves the right to perform on either phase 2 or phase 3 in no particular
order or sequence.

2) The Developer is requested a modification to the Form-Based Code as follows:

Standard: Requested Modification:
Townhouse Building Type Townhouse Building Type
Maximum Building Width: 6 units Maximum Building Width: 12 units
Townhouse Building Type Townhouse Building Type
Required Occupied Space: 30’ deep on all full | Required Occupied Space: 20’ deep and 30’ width
floors on all full floors of front load, front entry units
Townhouse Building Type Townhouse Building Type
Front Build-to Zone: 5’ to 15’ (10’ min if not facing | Front Build-to Zone: 5’6" setback for park facing
a street) units (match setback of apartments on the south

side of the park)




3) All other terms of the Development Agreement remain in full force and effect.

Signature page to follow.



IN WITNESS THEREOF, the Parties hereto have caused this Addendum #1 to be duly executed as of the
date first written above.

CLEARFIELD CITY

CLEARFIELD CITY DEVELOPER

By: By:

Mark R. Shepherd, Clearfield City Mayor Bryan Wrigley, Lotus Acquisitions, LLC
ATTEST:

City Recorder

STATE OF UTAH )
:ss.
COUNTY OF DAVIS )

On the _ day of 2022, Mayor Mark R. Shepherd personally appeared before me,
, who being by me duly sworn did say that he is the Mayor of Clearfield City and that
the foregoing instrument was signed on behalf of Clearfield City by authority of a motion or resolution of
its City Council and duly acknowledged to me that he executed the same.

My Commission Expires:

Notary Public

Residing at:
STATE OF UTAH )
:SS.
COUNTY OF DAVIS )
On the day of 2022, Bryan Wrigley personally appeared before me,

, who being by me duly sworn did say that he is the Manager of Lotus Acquisitions,
LLC, a Utah limited liability company, and that the foregoing instrument was signed in behalf of said
company, and acknowledged to me that said company executed the same pursuant to authority under or
as authorized by its operating agreement or other property authority.

My Commission Expires:

Notary Public
Residing at:
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TO: Mayor Shepherd and City Council Members

FROM: Stacy Millgate, Customer Service Center Manager
Spencer W. Brimley, Community Development Director
Susie Becker, Zions Bank Vice President

MEETING DATE: Tuesday, November 22, 2022
SUBJECT: Business License Fee Study discussion
RECOMMENDED ACTION

Staff recommends that the Mayor, City Council review and discuss the analysis and recommendations
of the study.

DESCRIPTION / BACKGROUND

Zions Public Finance, Inc. (“ZPFI”) was retained by Clearfield City to complete an analysis of
business licensing fees to meet the requirements of Utah law as established by Utah Code
Annotated §10-1-203. Additionally, the city requested ZPFI analyze the current GLP for the city
and provide the city with suitable options to replace this program, given the changes to the
statute that have reduced the effectiveness of the original program.

STUDY / ANALYSIS

This study evaluates the current fees of the City and calculates the maximum license fees allowed.
The City Council may choose a fee lower than the maximum fee, as proposed, but the consultant
provided staff with the fee that should be adopted to properly address costs incurred by Staff
during the regular operation of city business. If less than the maximum allowable fees are
charged, the difference between the decided fee and the cost to the City should be covered
through other revenue sources.

Factors the City may want to consider as it establishes new business license fees include:
e Percentage change to current fees;

e Dollar amount of change in fees;

e Correlation between proposed fees and the actual cost of services contained in this
study;




e Recognition of other revenues generated by some business types (such as sales tax,
real property tax, personal property tax, municipal energy tax, transient room tax,
etc.); and

e The comparative/competitive fees in neighboring cities and towns

Business Licensing Costs

This study considers base administrative, disproportionate service costs, and enhanced services
costs. When base costs, disproportionate costs, and enhanced service costs are added together,
they represent the maximum amount the City may charge for business licenses.

Base Administrative Costs

Base administrative costs include the common costs incurred by all types of businesses to
register, oversee, maintain records, and regulate licensed businesses within the City such as
application, registration, issuance, etc. The base administrative costs are shown in Table 1.

Total Licensing Costs

The total annual cost for a business license in Clearfield includes the base administrative and
disproportionate service call costs. The total business license cost identified in this business
license fee study is the maximum amount the City may charge for a business license. The
disproportionate service call costs for police are the same regardless of whether the license is a
renewal or a new application and may be charged annually.

Good Landlord

Staff has discussed with the council previously the need to approach rental licenses with
something other than the Good Landlord Program (GLP). Over time this program’s effectiveness
has been eroded to make is less effective for communities and more an administrative nightmare.
Staff believes there are some options associated with this move and has outlined them below.

e Option 1 - Continue the Good Land Program
o The City may choose to continue administering the GLP into the future with small
changes to bring the program back into alignment with the State’s updated
requirements. This can result in slightly higher revenues if the City reduces the
discount rate offered to GLP participants. However, the increased time and costs
spent on administering the GLP will continue.



e Option 2 — Discontinue the Good Land Program and consider a more proactive approach
to code enforcement
o The City may choose to discontinue the GLP and forgo collecting a
disproportionate service call fee on rental units. This would result in slightly lower
revenues from the rental fees as outlined in Table 19, but the substantial
administrative costs of administering the GLP would be eliminated. It may also
benefit the City to consider a more proactive approach to code enforcement to
impose penalties on rental properties who are repeat offenders of code violations.
These fees can be reduced or waived based on the property owner’s participation
in @ management plan to correct the code violations moving forward.

These two options have been identified as potential courses of action for the City. Other
alternatives may also be viable options for the City as it considers the most efficient and

reasonable way to ensure the community maintains a high standard of living.

CORRESPONDING POLICY PRIORITY (OR PRIORITIES)

Providing Quality Municipal Services

The study supports this policy priority by analyzing current fees in seeking for continuous improvement
through innovation. The innovative study and recommendations encourage alignment of city licensing
fees with their true costs, as well as establishing fees consistent with surrounding communities. By
doing so, the city will be able to ensure a more financially sustainable methodology for covering costs
and providing the necessary costs recovery.

Improving Clearfield’s Image, Livability and Economy

The study supports this policy by providing analysis and recommendations that encourage more
efficient use of city resources for the oversight of local businesses and licensing of residential
developments. By ensuring fees are accurate as it relates to actual costs this allows for time and
resources to be properly allocated to assist in improving the city’s image, livability and support the
local economy by establishing the costs of doing business, to cover those expenses and not have to
rely on other sources to do so.

FISCAL IMPACT

This project will provide for the continual improvement of the City’s business and rental community
by properly evaluating city fees and provide a cost consistent with the time and effort associated with
the services provided. Staff believes the proposed fees are appropriate to more accurately address
and cover costs incurred in the operation of not only administering business and rental license fees,
but the ongoing costs of staffing resources. Staff believes the study and proposed fees are in line with



——

the city’s desire for fiscal sustainability, as we seek to identify the true costs of doing business and
supporting the needs of the community.

ALTERNATIVES

As part of parking standard ordinance changes, the City Council has the discretion to accept the
recommended fees found in the study or adopt alternatives fees.

SCHEDULE / TIME CONSTRAINTS

Staff has been working with the consultant to fine tune and respond questions from the Council during
a work session in the spring. Adoption of the fees has not time limited other than the costs associated
with out of date fees for the services that are provided for administration of business and rental
licenses.

ATTACHMENTS
DRAFT Clearfield Business Fee Study
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Executive Summary

Zions Public Finance, Inc. (“ZPFI”) was retained by Clearfield City (“Clearfield” or the “City”) to complete an
analysis of business licensing costs to meet the requirements of Utah law as established by Utah Code
Annotated §10-1-203. Utah law allows municipalities to license businesses for the purpose of regulation
and revenue but places a maximum on the business license fees charged equal to the cost of services
provided by the City.

This study calculates the maximum business license fees allowable in Clearfield under current State law.
The City Council may choose a fee lower than the maximum fee. If less than the maximum allowable fees
are charged, the difference between the fee and the cost to the City will be covered through other revenue

sources.

Factors the City may want to consider as it establishes new business license fees include:

Percentage change to current fees;

Dollar amount of change in fees;

Correlation between proposed fees and the actual cost of services contained in this study;
Recognition of other revenues generated by some business types (such as sales tax, real
property tax, personal property tax, municipal energy tax, transient room tax, etc.); and

The comparative/competitive fees in neighboring cities and towns

This study considers base administrative, disproportionate service costs, and enhanced services costs.
When base costs, disproportionate costs, and enhanced service costs are added together, they represent
the maximum amount the City may charge for business licenses.

Disproportionate Service Costs

- Disproportionate Regulatory Service Costs
- Disproportionate Service Call Costs

Base Administrative Enhanced
Costs - Service Costs

Total Business
Licensing Cost

Base Administrative Costs

Base administrative costs include the common costs incurred by all types of businesses to register, oversee,
maintain records, and regulate licensed businesses within the City such as application, registration,
issuance, etc.

Zions Public Finance, Inc. | October 2022
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Disproportionate Service Costs

There are two types of disproportionate service costs: disproportionate regulatory service costs and
disproportionate service call costs.

Disproportionate Regulatory Service Costs

Disproportionate Regulatory service costs occur when a business incurs additional regulatory costs (beyond
the base costs) for inspections or other regulatory services. These costs are in addition to the base
administrative costs shown in the previous table.

Clearfield does not have any disproportionate regulatory costs which will be accounted for in this study.

Disproportionate Service Call Costs

Disproportionate service call costs include the cost of services for police calls above the base level of service
multiplied by the cost per call. The base level of service is defined as the average annual® level of service
provided to single-family, owner-occupied residences. Disproportionate service call costs are in addition to
the base administrative cost for each business class.

Enhanced Service Costs

Enhanced service levels reflect a higher level of service provided by the City for a specific portion of the
business community, whether it is a business class, business location, etc. Examples of enhanced service
levels include more landscaping, hanging baskets, more or higher quality signage, increased police patrols
(i.e., visible police presence), more frequent snow removal, etc. Generally, these types of services are
increased in a particular geographic section of the City, such as downtown or the town center of a resort
community, but they may also be specific to a particular type of business class, the number of employees
in a company, etc.

Clearfield does not have any geographic areas or business classes for which the City provides enhanced
service levels.

Total Licensing Costs

The total annual cost for a business license in Clearfield includes the base administrative and
disproportionate service call costs. The total business license cost identified in this business license fee
study is the maximum amount the City may charge for a business license. The disproportionate service call
costs for police are the same regardless of whether the license is a renewal or a new application and may
be charged annually.

Good Landlord Program

Clearfield City currently participates in the Good Landlord Program (GLP) which provides an opportunity
for landlords to receive a discounted fee if training requirements are completed and certain obligations are
met under the program. All landlords are eligible to participate in the program, but participation is not
required.

Benefits to the City from the GLP may include elimination or a reduction of code violations, reduction of
criminal activities, greater communication with property owners, neighbors, and landlords when issues

1 Police call data was averaged over a two-year period, January 2020 — December 2021.

Zions Public Finance, Inc. | October 2022
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arise, and a greater quality of life for neighborhoods in areas that may possess a high volume of rental
properties. Prior to 2017 the GLP provided some ability for the City to enforce and benefit from the
program. However, after continual changes from the legislature, staff has experienced that the landlords
who join the program currently receive a substantial cost savings, but the City no longer has any authority
to tell the landlords who they can/cannot lease to or possess the ability to safeguard their residents as they
once did. The current Good Landlord Program has become increasingly difficult to enforce and the
administrative oversight required for maintaining the program is likely not being recovered through the
current fees.

Zions Public Finance, Inc. | October 2022
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Introduction

Zions Public Finance, Inc. (“ZPFI”) was retained by Clearfield City to complete an analysis of business
licensing costs to meet the requirements of Utah law as established by Utah Code Annotated §10-1-203.
The law states that “...the legislative body of a municipality may license for the purpose of regulation and
revenue any business within the limits of the municipality and may regulate that business by ordinance.”?
Additionally, the law states that “the amount of a fee shall be reasonably related to the costs of the
municipal services provided by the municipality.”? In other words, business licensing fees charged may not
exceed the amount necessary to reasonably regulate business activity, including the costs of
disproportionate and enhanced levels of municipal services required by some business classes, geographic
locations, etc.

While this study calculates the maximum business license fees allowable under current State law, the City
Council may choose a lesser fee. If less than the maximum allowable fees are charged, the difference
between the fee and the cost to the City will be made up through other revenue sources.

Clearfield currently requires all commercial businesses to obtain a business license. This study considers
the three categories of business licensing which, when added together, equal the maximum amount the
City may charge for business licenses. Specifically, these three categories include Base Administrative Costs,
Disproportionate Costs (regulatory costs and services call costs); and Enhanced Service Costs. Each of these
categories is explained in greater detail below.

Base Administrative Costs

Base administrative costs include the following standard labor costs: (i) business license application and
registration process; (ii) issuance of license; (iii) collection of fees; (iv) maintenance of records; and (v)
preparation of business reports and required verifications.

In order to estimate the base administrative costs of a business license, ZPFl’s source of information has
been the City. Costs have been evaluated based on time spent by employees, wages and benefits for these
employees, indirect costs, and department overhead such as supplies, computers, etc. Indirect costs
include mayor & council, justice court, city manager, city recorder, legal, human resources, information
technology, finance, customer service, and facilities maintenance.

The costs associated with licensing a business are determined by analyzing both employee costs and the
time spent by each employee on business licensing procedures. Considering these two factors, a cost for
each step in obtaining a business license can be determined. Added together, these costs equal the base
administrative costs to the City for issuing a business license.

Employee Costs for Business Licensing
Direct business licensing costs include labor (wages & benefits) and department overhead costs (supplies,
computers, etc.) for all personnel involved in issuing and overseeing business licenses.

2 Utah Code Annotated §10-1-203(2)
3 Utah Code Annotated §10-1-203(5)(c)(ii)

Zions Public Finance, Inc. | October 2022



Clearfield City | DRAFT Business License Fee Study

The following Clearfield employee positions are directly involved in business licensing:

e Building Inspector

e (City Planner

e Business License Official (Customer Service Center Manager or CSCM)
e Police Chief

o (City Attorney

A direct cost per minute was calculated for each employee involved in the business licensing process based

on their annual minutes worked using the following method:

TABLE 1: DIRECT COST PER MINUTE CALCULATION
Per Minute Cost Calculation
Employee Labor Cost per Minute (Salary +benefits)/employee total annual minutes worked
Department Overhead Cost per Minute
(e.g., supplies, computers, etc.)
Direct Business License Cost per Employee labor cost per minute + department operations cost per
Minute minute

Department operations costs/total annual minutes worked

Table 2 shows the direct labor cost per minute for all employees involved in business licensing. All figures

used in calculating direct costs were provided by the City.

TABLE 2: DIRECT LABOR COST PER MINUTE

Employees by Department Direct Cost per Hour Direct Cost per Minute
Building Inspector $39.95 S0.67
City Planner* S46.65 S0.78
Business License Official (CSCM) $59.03 $S0.98
Police Chief $108.67 $1.81
City Attorney $107.50 S1.79

*There are two planners who directly process business license fees. This rate is a weighted rate which considers the percent of

time each planner spends working on business license fees.

Department Operational Costs

There are additional costs associated with the operational support needed to handle the business licensing
process. These additional costs include a portion of staff time spent on setting up new software and fees
associated with business licensing software. These additional costs are combined with the direct labor and

supply costs described above. A breakdown of these operational costs is found below.

TABLE 3: ADDITIONAL COST PER MINUTE — OPERATIONAL COSTS

Annual Cost
Cost of Software $21,000
Cost per Minute $S0.22
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Indirect Costs

The following indirect costs were provided by Clearfield as the fair share of costs to be allocated to the
business licensing process due to support from the departments listed below. These departments were
selected because they provide support to the entire City. Other departments within the City may have had
overhead within their respective departments, but that overhead was not considered because it did not
relate to business licensing.

TABLE 4: TOTAL INDIRECT COSTS

Mayor & Council S408,075
Justice Court $490,463
City Manager $503,766
City Recorder $241,185
Legal $631,722
Human Resources $379,807
IT $982,022
Finance $587,253
Customer Service $296,681
Facilities Maintenance $832,656
TOTAL $5,353,630

Source: Clearfield City 2022-2023 Budget

Total indirect costs for the City were divided among each full-time equivalent (FTE) employee to calculate
an indirect cost per minute. As shown in the following table, indirect cost per minute per FTE is $0.24.

TABLE 5: TOTAL INDIRECT COSTS PER MINUTE

Indirect Costs to be Allocated S5,353,630
FTEs 179.5
Indirect Cost per FTE $29,825.24
Total Annual Hours Worked per FTE 2,080
Indirect Cost per Hour S14.34
Indirect Cost Per Minute $0.24

Employee Training Costs

There are also indirect costs within each department associated with business licensing. These indirect
costs include a portion of staff time spent in staff meetings and trainings. The meeting and training costs
are divided across all businesses based on the amount of time each employee spends on that business. A
breakdown of this cost per minute for City employees who participate in trainings directly associated with
business licensing is given below.

TABLE 6: ADDITIONAL COST PER MINUTE — MEETING AND TRAINING COSTS
Meetings and Trainings — Cost per Minute

Building Inspector $0.03
City Planner S0.04
Business License Official $S0.05
Police Chief S0.09
City Attorney $0.09
6
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Summary of Direct and Indirect Costs per Minute

TABLE 7: SUMMARY OF TOTAL COSTS PER MINUTE

Total Costs per Minute I::;l)f(l::gr City Planner LiceBnusS;ng;?cial Police Chief City Attorney
Direct Cost $S0.67 $S0.78 $0.98 $1.81 $1.79
Indirect Cost $S0.24 $S0.24 $0.24 S0.24 $S0.24
Operational Costs $S0.22 $S0.22 $0.22 $0.22 $S0.22
Training Cost $0.03 $S0.04 $0.05 $0.09 $0.09
Total $1.16 $1.28 $1.50 $2.36 $2.34

Employee Time for Business Licensing
Each employee has a different role when reviewing business license applications. The following table
summarizes each person’s involvement per license type.

TABLE 8: EMPLOYEE TIME PER LICENSE IN MINUTES

Building . Business ), N )
Inspector City Planner Llce.n.se Police Chief City Attorney
Official
General Business License
New 45 15 60
Renewal 5 5 40
Rental Dwelling License
New 30 45 75
Renewal 5 5 40
Temporary or Seasonal
Merchant License
New - 180 Days 15 25 60 0 0
Cleaning Deposit 0 0 65 0 0
Mobile Food Vendor
License
New - 180 Days 0 25 60
Cleaning Deposit 0 0 65
Solicitor License
New 0 0 75 30 15
Renewal 0 0 45 0 0
Identification Badge 0 0 15 0 0
Beer License
New 45 15 60 30 15
Renewal 5 5 40 0 0
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Sexually Oriented Business
License/Sexually Oriented
Business Employee License

New

Renewal

Firework Stand License
New
Cleaning Deposit

Pawnbroker
New
Renewal

Massage Therapist
New
Renewal
Identification Badge

Supply and Study Costs

Building
Inspector

15

15

15

15
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Business

City Planner License

Official
25 90
5 40
15 60
0 65
15 60
5 40
15 60
5 40
0 15

Police Chief

30

30

City Attorney

20

10

10

20

The City has identified pertinent supplies to be included in the City’s direct costs. The cost to conduct this
business license fee study can also be included in the business licensing costs. It is assumed that the useful
life of a business license study is approximately 5 years. The supply and study costs are then divided by the
annual number of business licenses processed to arrive at an additional cost per license of $4.26.

TABLE 9: SUPPLY AND STUDY COST PER LICENSE

Total Annual Supply Cost
Total Annual Study Cost

Total Number of Business Licenses

Cost per License

Base Administrative Costs

$3,625
$2,980
1,542
$4.26

The following table outlines the total time and base administrative cost associated with each business

license.
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TABLE 10: BASE ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS
Maximum Fee
General Business License
New $177.30
Renewal $76.30

Rental Dwelling License
New $208.86
Renewal $76.30

Temporary or Seasonal Merchant License
New - 180 Days $143.42
Cleaning Deposit $101.49

Mobile Food Vendor License
New - 180 Days $125.99

Cleaning Deposit $101.49

Solicitor License

New $222.54
Renewal $71.57
Identification Badge $26.70

Beer License
New $271.57
Renewal $76.30

Sexually Oriented Business License/Sexually Oriented Business Employee License
New $306.11

Renewal $76.30

Firework Stand License

New $154.07

Cleaning Deposit $101.49
Pawnbroker

New $154.07

Renewal $76.30
Massage Therapist

New $248.44

Renewal $76.30

Identification Badge $26.70

9
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Based on legislation passed in 2017, license fees for home occupation businesses may only be charged
when the “combined offsite impact of the home-based business and the primary residential use materially
exceeds the offsite impact of the primary residential use alone.”* This means only home occupations that
create an impact on the residential area through business operations can be charged a business license
fee. The City has elected to charge home occupation fees, but has provided a home-based business
licensing fee exemption for business that meet the following criteria:

e No customers will visit the home;

e The business will not create dust, noise, odors, or other detrimental impact to surrounding
properties; and

e There will be no outdoor storage associated with the business.

However, the City may still require a business license (without a fee) for home based businesses which
meet the exemptions and can charge a fee to home occupations that requests a license when they
otherwise would not be required to obtain one.®

Disproportionate Costs

Disproportionate service costs include the additional costs which some businesses incur because of 1)
additional regulatory services provided, such as inspections; and 2) responses to service calls compared to
the base level of service. There are, therefore, two types of disproportionate service costs: 1)
disproportionate regulatory service costs; and 2) disproportionate service call costs.

Disproportionate regulatory service costs include the cost of services for business-related paperwork,
administrative oversight, special regulations, and inspections that are in addition to the services common
to all businesses included in the base administrative cost. For example, additional regulatory services are
required by some classes of businesses such as day-cares, assisted living, and other special care facilities.

Disproportionate service call costs include the cost of services for police calls above the base level of service
provided by these departments. In order to identify disproportionate service levels, ZPFI has interviewed
City officials and service providers and has obtained data regarding calls for service from the City.

According to Utah Code Annotated §10-1-203(5)(c)(i), “Before the governing body of a municipality
imposes a license fee on a business that causes disproportionate costs of municipal services under
Subsection (5)(a)(i)(C)(l), the legislative body of the municipality shall adopt an ordinance defining for
purposes of the [fee] tax under Subsection (5)(a)(i)(C)(I) the costs that constitute disproportionate costs
and the amounts that are reasonably related to the costs of the municipal services provided by the
municipality.”

4 Utah Code §10-1-203(7)
5 SB-158, effective May 8, 2018
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Cities are allowed under Utah Code to collect disproportionate business licensing fees for the following
municipal services:

e Police e Parking

e Fire/EMS e Transportation
e Storm Water Runoff e Beautification
e Traffic Control e Snow Removal

Clearfield will only consider disproportionate police services in this study. Therefore, disproportionate
services rendered may include police calls for service and business-related paperwork, administrative
oversight, special regulations, inspections, calls for service, and other services performed for specific types
of businesses. To calculate disproportionate costs, the base level of service for police must first be
established. There are two types of disproportionate costs appropriate to this study — disproportionate
regulatory costs and disproportionate police call costs.

Disproportionate Regulatory Costs
Regulatory service costs occur when a business incurs additional regulatory costs (beyond the base costs)
for inspections or other regulatory services.

Clearfield does not have any disproportionate regulatory costs which will be accounted for in this study.

Disproportionate Service Call Costs

Disproportionate service call costs include the cost of services for police calls above the base level of service
provided by police. The base level of service is the average level of service calls to owner-occupied
residences. Calls for police services were obtained from Clearfield City for the 2-year period from January
2020 to December 2021. The call data was then analyzed to calculate the number of calls to owner-
occupied residential units. The number of calls to owner-occupied single-family residential units was
averaged over the 2-year period.® The average annual number of calls to owner-occupied single-family
residential units was then divided by the total number of owner-occupied single-family residential units to
determine the base level of service calls for police. This per unit base level of service is referred to as the
base level service call ratio. The disproportionate service call costs are calculated by multiplying the average
level of police calls for each commercial business and residential rental type above the base level service
call ratios by the cost per call for police services.

The annual base level service call ratio for police calls was determined to be an average of 0.483054 calls
per owner-occupied single-family residence per year.

TABLE 11: RESIDENTIAL CALL DATA — BASE LEVEL SERVICE CALL RATIO FOR POLICE

Police
Residential Calls for Service — 2-year annual average 3,050
Single Family Residential Units 6,314
Base Calls per Residential Unit 0.483054

6 A 2-year average minimizes the effect of a call volume spike that could occur over a one-year period.
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The average annual police service call ratio per business in each business class was calculated by dividing
the average annual number of calls in each business class by the total number of businesses in the business
class. Service call ratios for commercial businesses that are higher than the base level of service call ratio
are considered disproportionate. To calculate the disproportionate service call ratio, the base level of
service ratio was subtracted from the average calls per commercial business class.

Police costs per call were determined by taking the budgeted amount for police services and dividing that
number by the total number of police calls for service within the City (traffic calls included). The City has

confirmed that about 56.50% of costs included in the budgeted amount are directly related to service calls.

TABLE 12: POLICE COST PER CALL FOR SERVICE

Amount
2022-2023 Police Budget $5,725,089
Estimated Percentage of Time Spent on Responding to Police Calls 56.50%
Annual Police Calls (all calls, including traffic calls) 13,195
Police Cost per Call $245.14

Table 13 summarizes the disproportionate police service call costs by business class in Clearfield. The
average residential calls per unit (0.483054) is subtracted from the average number of police calls per
business type in order to calculate the disproportionate police calls per business type. The number of
disproportionate calls, by business type, is then multiplied by the cost per call (5245.14) to arrive at the
disproportionate cost per business type. Due to the nature of the Lodging and Storage Units business
categories, businesses within these categories are charged on either a per room or per unit basis. This
allows the City to more fairly assess the disproportionate impact those businesses have on City services
since their rooms and units are more comparable to the residential base unit than the overall business
itself.

TABLE 13: DISPROPORTIONATE POLICE CALLS FOR SERVICE

Business Category Disproportionate Police Calls Disproportionate Cost per Business

AUTOMOTIVE 1.78 $437
BAR 2.02 $494
BEAUTY SALON (0.21) S0
CONVENIENCE STORE 22.34 $5,476
DANCE STUDIO (0.15) 50
DAYCARE 3.07 $752
ENTERTAINMENT SERVICES 4.02 $985
FINANCIAL SERVICES 3.67 $900
GENERAL CONTRACTOR 0.05 S12
GROCERY STORE 11.02 $2,701
GROUP HOME 17.64 $4,325
GYM/TRAINING 1.64 $403
LODGING per rc?(.)gnf per rosogrg

12
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Business Category
MANUFACTURING/WAREHOUSE

Clearfield City | DRAFT Business License Fee Study

Disproportionate Police Calls

Disproportionate Cost per Business

/DISTRIBUTION 0.69 2170
MASSAGE (0.48) 50
NON-PROFIT/NO FEE 0.77 $188
PAWNBROKERS 11.52 $2,823
PERSONAL SERVICES (0.01) $0
:ERSVFESESSIONAL/BUSINESS 0.27 <67
RESTAURANT 2.84 $695
RETAIL 1.25 $307
STORAGE UNITS pe(?ﬂ oer uig
TOBACCO SHOP 0.52 $127

Rental complexes were also analyzed for any disproportionate costs associated with different-sized
complexes. This disproportionate analysis categorized rental complexes by residential types. The

disproportionate cost associated with each rental category is shown in the table below.

TABLE 14: DISPROPORTIONATE POLICE CALLS FOR SERVICE — RENTAL CATEGORY

Rental Category

Disproportionate Police Calls per Unit

Disproportionate Cost per Business

per Unit
Single Family 0.26 S64
Duplex (0.16) SO
Tri/Quad Plex 0.15 S37
Multi-Housing 0.09 S21
Mobile Home 0.23 S56

The tables above shows the maximum disproportionate fee per business category that the City could
impose based on the disproportionate cost associated with each business class. The City may choose not
to impose the maximum fee for disproportionate police calls shown in Table 13 and Table 14. If less than
the maximum allowable fees are charged, the difference between the fee and the cost to the City will be
covered through other revenue sources.

Factors the City may want to consider as it establishes new business license fees include:

Percentage change to current fees;

Dollar amount of change in fees;

Correlation between proposed fees and the actual cost of services contained in this study;
Recognition of other revenues generated by some business types (such as sales tax, real
property tax, personal property tax, municipal energy tax, transient room tax, etc.); and

The comparative/competitive fees in neighboring cities and towns

13
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Enhanced Service Costs

Enhanced service levels reflect a higher level of service for a specific portion of the business community,
whether it is a business class, business location, etc. Examples of enhanced service levels include more
landscaping, hanging baskets, more or higher quality signage, increased police patrols (i.e., visible police
presence), more frequent snow removal, etc. Generally, these types of services are increased in a particular
geographic section of the City, such as downtown or the town center of a resort community, but they may
also be specific to a particular type of business class, the number of employees in a company, etc.

Clearfield does not have any geographic areas or business classes for which the City provides enhanced
service levels.

Total Licensing Costs

The total annual cost for a business license in Clearfield includes the base administrative and
disproportionate service call costs. The total business license cost identified in this business license fee
study is the maximum amount the City may charge for a business license. The disproportionate service call
costs for police are the same regardless of whether the license is a renewal or a new application and may
be charged annually.

The following tables show the current licensing fees compared to the maximum fees calculated in this
study. The percentage represents the cost covered by the City’s current fees. Anything over 100% means
the fee will need to be reduced as current fees are collecting more than the cost of service. Anything less
than 100% means the cost of administering business licenses and providing services to those businesses is
not being covered under the current fee.

TABLE 15: BASE ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS — CURRENT FEE AND MAXIMUM FEE CALCULATION COMPARISON

Current Fee Maximum Fee Percent Captured

General Business License

New $75.00 $177.30 42%

Renewal $64.00 $76.30 84%
Rental Dwelling License

New $190.00 $208.86 91%

Renewal $64.00 $76.30 84%
Temporary or Seasonal Merchant License

New - 180 Days $120.00 $143.42 84%

Cleaning Deposit $100.00 $101.49 99%
Mobile Food Vendor License

New - 180 Days $120.00 $125.99 95%

Cleaning Deposit $100.00 $101.49 99%
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Solicitor License
New
Renewal
Identification Badge

Beer License
New
Renewal

Sexually Oriented Business License/Sexually
Oriented Business Employee License

New
Renewal

Firework Stand License
New
Cleaning Deposit

Pawnbroker
New
Renewal

Massage Therapist
New
Renewal
Identification Badge
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Current Fee

$215.00
$64.00
$15.00

$138.00
$64.00

$200.00
$64.00

$120.00
$100.00

$138.00
$64.00

$178.00
$64.00
$15.00

Maximum Fee

$222.54
§71.57
$26.70

$271.57
$76.30

$306.11
$76.30

$154.07
$101.49

$154.07
$76.30

$248.44
$76.30
$26.70

[FIT

Percent Captured

97%
89%
56%

51%
84%

65%
84%

78%
99%

90%
84%

72%
84%
56%

TABLE 16: DISPROPORTIONATE POLICE CALLS FOR SERVICE — CURRENT FEE AND MAXIMUM FEE CALCULATION COMPARISON

Business Category
AUTOMOTIVE

BAR

BEAUTY SALON
CONVENIENCE STORE
DANCE STUDIO
DAYCARE
ENTERTAINMENT SERVICES
FINANCIAL SERVICES
GENERAL CONTRACTOR
GROCERY STORE
GROUP HOME
GYM/TRAINING

Zions Public Finance, Inc. | October 2022

Current Fee
$115
$800

S0
$500
S0
$10
S0
$440
S0
S0
S0
S0

Maximum Fee

$437
$494
S0
$5,476
S0
$752
$985
$900
$12
$2,701
$4,325
$403

Percent Captured
26%
162%
N/A
9%
N/A
1%
0%
49%
0%
0%
0%
0%
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Current Fee

Maximum Fee

Percent Captured

LODGING S0 S8_9 0%
per unit
MANUFACTURING/WAREHOUSE/DISTRIBUTION $200 $170 118%
MASSAGE S0 S0 N/A
NON-PROFIT/NO FEE S0 $188 0%
PAWNBROKERS S500 $2,823 18%
PERSONAL SERVICES S0 S0 N/A
PROFESSIONAL/BUSINESS SERVICES S0 S67 0%
RESTAURANT $150 $695 22%
RETAIL SO $307 0%
STORAGE UNITS SO $.O N/A
per unit
TOBACCO SHOP S0 $127 0%

Good Landlord Program Analysis and Recommendations

The Good Landlord Program (GLP) provides an opportunity for landlords to receive a discounted fee if
training requirements are completed and certain obligations are met under the program. Clearfield City
currently participates in the Good Landlord Program. According to Clearfield’s Good Landlord Incentive
Program, all landlords are eligible to participate in the Program, but participation is not required. Landlords
who choose to participate will receive a significant discount on license fees and disproportionate service
fees.

Utah State Code 10-1-203.5 allows municipalities to create a disproportionate rental fee and a
disproportionate rental fee reduction. The rental fee reduction is a condition of complying with the
requirements of a Good Landlord Training Program. State Code defines the Good Landlord Training
Program as a program offered by a municipality to encourage business practices that are designed to
reduce the disproportionate cost of municipal services to residential rental units by offering a
disproportionate rental fee reduction for any residential landlord who: (i)(A) completes a landlord training
program provided by the municipality; or (B) is an exempt landlord; (ii) implements measures to reduce
crime in rental housing as specified in a municipal ordinance or policy; and (iii) operates and manages rental
housing in accordance with an applicable municipal ordinance.’

Benefits to the City from the Program may include elimination or a reduction of code violations, reduction
of criminal activities, greater communication with property owners, neighbors, and landlords when issues
arise, and a greater quality of life for neighborhoods with a high volume of rental properties.

7 https://le.utah.gov/xcode/Title10/Chapter1/10-1-5203.5.html
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Current Good Landlord Program
The City currently requires landlords to agree to the following requirements to participate in the Good
Landlord Program:

e Tenant Screening
o All tenants must be screened prior to move-in. This screening includes:
= criminal background check
= credit check
= income/employment verification
= driver’s license or state identification
= rental references
= application

e Tenant Selection
o The following criteria must be considered as a minimum requirement and landlords must
refuse to rent to any prospective tenants or occupants who:
=  Provide false information to the landlord on the application or otherwise; or
= Have been convicted of a felony for which the individual has not been released
from probation or parole; or
= Have been convicted of a felony for which the individual has been released from
probation or parole, but for which the conviction date occurred less than four
years from the date of tenancy.
o The landlord must also execute a valid, written Lease Agreement with each tenant which
includes the provisions listed in the Landlord Training Packet

e Landlord Training
o Landlord agrees to attend a City-approved landlord training program every two years

e Administrative Code Violations and Unreasonable Calls for Service
o Landlord agrees to keep all rental dwelling units free of any and all City Code violations
including building, zoning and fire code violations. The landlord also agrees to take
corrective actions to address problems arising from repeated, unreasonable calls for
service.

e Towing Obligations
o ltisrequired that landlords notify the City Police Department before towing a vehicle from
the property unless the vehicle blocks an entrance or an exit. The name and contact
information of the towing company must be posted in two conspicuous places to ensure
the information is readily available.

e The following tasks may also be required at the request of the City
o Submit written response to written notification from the City within 5 business days
o Participate in any electronic notification systems to the extent the landlord is able
o Provide the City with any and all landlord contact information requested
o Commence evictions of tenants that jeopardize the landlord’s membership status in the
program when legally permissible

17
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o Provide the City with documentation that proves their compliance with the program
agreement

Penalties for failing to abide by the agreed terms in the current Good Landlord Program Agreement
included the issue of citations for any code violations as well as immediate termination from the Good
Landlord Program. Termination from the program included the requirement of the landlord to pay the full
amount of the disproportionate service fee as well as any fines associated with the violations. Penalties also
included the suspension or revocations of the landlord’s business license. If a landlord was terminated from
the program, they could have applied for readmission at the start of a new license period; however, due to
changes in regulatory standards the enforcement of the GLP penalties have become a challenge for the
City.

Good Landlord Programs in Other Communities
The Program has been implemented in several communities across the Wasatch Front. Several examples
are shown in the table below.

TABLE 17: PARTICIPATING COMMUNITIES
Participating Communities
Ogden City
Salt Lake City
North Salt Lake
South Salt Lake
Roy City
City of Taylorsville
Midvale City
City of West Jordan
South Ogden City
Sunset City
Centerfield City

While most of the cities listed previously follow the same core requirements set by Clearfield in terms of
tenant screening and selection, there are several that have implemented additional requirements in their
programs which may be beneficial additions to the City’s program. It should be noted that some of these
requirements are likely listed in the respective city’s code, but the city felt it was beneficial to specifically
list them as requirements in their program agreements. The list below highlights some of the additional
requirements imposed by other cities.

e Salt Lake City

o Requires nondiscrimination and fair housing as provided in local, state, and federal law

o Prohibits retaliation against any tenant as a result of reporting violations of a lease
agreement, rental dwelling management agreement, or the Good Landlord Program

o Requires the landlord to track annual occupancy denials and evictions, and provide a
record thereof to the City on request

o Requires the rental dwelling owner, or owner’s agent, to provide contact information
to tenants and to meet in person with the tenants at least once annually to discuss any
questions or concerns
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e South Salt Lake City
o Requires that Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED) be practiced on
the premises

e City of Taylorsville
o Requires rental dwellings to have:

one operable sink, toilet, tube, and shower free from leaks with hot water of at
least 110 degrees Fahrenheit

at least one operable smoke detector for each room that is occupied or
intended for sleeping purposes

operable heating facilities sufficient to heat dwelling to at least 72 degrees
Fahrenheit.

Kitchen with at least one sink, free of leaks, and a cooking oven or stove

no insects

locks to all exterior doors

appropriate garbage receptacles

two hard surface, off-street parking spaces for each rental dwelling unit

o Encourages annual meetings for rental dwelling tenants, initiated by landlord or the
landlord’s agent, to discuss concerns and review rental dwelling licensing rules

o Prohibits retaliation against tenant as a result of reporting violations of a lease
agreement, rental dwelling management agreement, or the Good Landlord Program

e City of West Jordan
o All properties must be maintained in a manner that will:

prevent fire hazard

prevent infestation by insects and rodents

prevent induction of hazardous pollutants into the air

prevent spreading of vegetation that threatens the public wellbeing
enhance the appearance of the property, increase property values, and
encourage neighborhood creation and maintenance within the city
improve the city’s image, property values, and neighborhood success
lawfully dispose of cutting from grass, weeds, and solid waste

effectively secure any vacant structure

lawfully dispose of any unsightly objects or structures

promptly remove or erase graffiti on any structure located on the premises

o Entry upon proper request by City officer to inspect and enforce the Good Landlord
Program

e Sunset City

o Rental dwelling requirements

Landlord has paid any outstanding civil penalties assessed against the
landlord for failing to correct a notice of violation applicable to the landlord’s
rental dwelling

Provide at least on operable sink, toilet, tub, and shower

Provide at least one operable smoke detector

Provide operable heating facilities

Assure rental dwelling is free from insects, termites, and rodents

Provide at least 2 off street parking spaces with hard surfaces for each unit

19

Zions Public Finance, Inc. | October 2022



Clearfield City | DRAFT Business License Fee Study

o Tenant interaction
=  Provide the owner’s tenants with a telephone number and e-mail address
which tenants may use to contact the owner
= Landlord shall respond within a reasonable time
= Meet in person with the owner’s tenants at least once annually
=  Provide tenants the internet address to Utah Legal Services
=  Provide tenants a signed copy of the management agreement

e Centerfield City
o Inspections: City officials shall be permitted to make an inspection to enforce this
agreement or the City Code, and may enter any building or may enter upon any
premises during regular business hours
o Real Property Maintenance: All real property used for a rental dwelling unit will have
proper landscaping, regular cleaning, securing, ongoing repair, and maintenance of
the premises

Recommendations

The City’s current Good Landlord Program meets most of the State’s requirements as laid out in Utah Code
10-1-203.5; however, the section on “Tenant Selection” will need to be either readdressed or revoked as it
does not comply with Utah Code 10-1-203.5 (3)(b) which states that “A municipality may not... require a
residential landlord to deny tenancy to an individual based on the individual’s criminal history, unless a
facility that houses parolees upon release from prison or houses probationers who have violated terms of
their probation is located within the municipality.”

Interviews with City staff have indicated that the current Good Landlord Program has become increasingly
difficult to enforce and that the administrative oversight required for maintaining the program is likely not
being recovered through the current fees. In order to bring the program back into a more beneficial status
to both the City and landlords participating in the program, it is recommended that the City consider
reducing the requirements set forth in the Good Landlord Program to the minimum requirements set in
the state code.

It is also recommended that the City consider reducing the discount offered to program participants. The
current discount for a single-family rental is 89% and 90% for a multi-family rental with a fee of only $7 per
unit for both rental categories. This discount is generally similar to discounts offered by other cities offering
a disproportionate rental discount associated with a Good Landlord Program. Additional information on
comparable Good Landlord Program Disproportionate Fee discounts can be found in Appendix B. This large
discount ultimately results in the City funding the disproportionate costs which these rentals impose on the
City through other funds.

The table below shows what the new discounted rate for participation in the Good Landlord Program would
be based on different percent discounts uniformly enacted across all rental types.

TABLE 18: FUTURE DISCOUNT RATE OPTIONS

Rental Category . Maximum Discount Rate

Disproportionate Fee 60% 70% 80%
Single Family S64 S25 S19 S13
Duplex SO SO SO SO
Tri/Quad Plex S37 S15 S11 S7
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Rental Category

Multi-Housing
Mobile Home

Maximum
Disproportionate Fee

$21
$56

60%
$9
$22

Clearfield City | DRAFT Business License Fee Study

Discount Rate
70%
S6
S17

80%
S4
S11

Another option available to the City is to consider forgoing a GLP entirely. According to State Code, this
would mean that the City would need to cease disproportionate rental fees altogether if an alternative
disproportionate rental fee reduction is not provided. The following analysis shows what removing the
current disproportionate rental rate would mean for the City in financial terms.

TABLE 19: COST ANALYSIS OF REMOVING GLP AND DISPROPORTIONATE RENTAL FEES

2021 Rental Base Fee
New License

New GLP License
Renewal License
Base Total

2021 Rental
Disproportionate Fee
Single Family

Single Family (GLP)
Duplex

Duplex (GLP)
Tri/Quad Plex
Tri/Quad Plex (GLP)
Multi-Housing
Multi-Housing (GLP)
Mobile Home

Mobile Home (GLP)
Disproportionate Total

2021 TOTAL

Rental Base with New
Maximum Fee

New License

Renewal License

NEW TOTAL

Difference

Number of Licenses
1

43

358

Number of Units

82
318
27
81
2
236

2,825
43
375

Number of Licenses

44
358

Fee
$190.00
$30.00
$64.00

Fee

$66.50
$7.00
$12.50
$3.00
$92.00
$9.00
$67.00
$7.00
$49.50
$7.00

Fee

$208.86
$76.30

Total
$190.00
$1,290.00
$22,912.00
$24,392.00

Total

$5,453.00
$2,226.00
$337.50
$243.00
$644.00
$2,124.00
$0.00
$19,775.00
$2,128.50
$2,625.00
$35,556.00

$59,948.00

Total

$9,189.84
$27,315.40

$36,505.12

($23,442.88)

The analysis shows that in 2021, it is estimated that the City collected approximately $60,000 through rental
base and disproportionate fees. If the City removed the disproportionate rental fee altogether in the future,
this would result in a reduction in the collection amount of $23,442.88. However, it should be noted that
the maximum rental base fee amount of about $36,500 has been calculated to cover the true cost of
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administering the rental business license fees. Therefore, the real implications of not charging a
disproportionate rental fee would mean all costs associated with providing a disproportionate level of
service in terms of calls for service to rental properties will be covered through funds other than fees
collected from license holders.

As stated previously, interviews with City staff have indicated that there are substantial administrative costs
associated with the GLP that cannot be collected through business license fees. Forgoing or reducing the
GLP may help the City reduce or eliminated the increased cost that administering the program incurs.

Recommendations
There are two options for the City as it considers how to move forward with administering its GLP:

e Option 1 — Continue the Good Land Program
o The City may choose to continue administering the GLP into the future with small changes
to bring the program back into alignment with the State’s updated requirements. This can
result in slightly higher revenues if the City reduces the discount rate offered to GLP
participants. However, the increased time and costs spent on administering the GLP will
continue.

e Option 2 — Discontinue the Good Land Program and consider a more proactive approach to code
enforcement

o The City may choose to discontinue the GLP and forgo collecting a disproportionate service

call fee on rental units. This would result in slightly lower revenues from the rental fees as

outlined in Table 19, but the substantial administrative costs of administering the GLP

would be eliminated. It may also benefit the City to consider a more proactive approach to

code enforcement to impose penalties on rental properties who are repeat offenders of

code violations. These fees can be reduced or waived based on the property owner’s
participation in a management plan to correct the code violations moving forward.

These two options have been identified as potential courses of action for the City. Other alternatives may
also be viable options for the City as it considers the most efficient and reasonable way to ensure the
community maintains a high standard of living.
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Appendix A — Business License Fee Comparisons

BUSINESS LICENSE FEE COMPARISONS

. Clearfield
Business Class (Maximum) Layton
General Business License
New $177.30 $120
Renewal $76.30 $120
Rental Dwelling License
New $208.86 S40
Renewal $76.30 S40
Temporary or Seasonal
Merchant License
New - 180 Days $143.42 sS40
Cleaning Deposit $101.49 N/A
Mobile Food Vendor
License
New - 180 Days $125.99 S35
Cleaning Deposit $101.49 N/A
Solicitor License
New $222.54 S35
Renewal $71.57 $35
Identification Badge $26.70 N/A
Beer License
New $271.57 $120
Renewal $76.30 $120
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Syracuse

$100
$100

N/A
N/A

§125
$300

$100
N/A

$150
$150
N/A

$250 (A)
$350 (B)

$250 (A)
$350 (B)

West Point

$110
$110

$110
$110

$285
N/A

$35
N/A

$50
S50
N/A

$110

$110

Clinton

$152
§152

$207
$207

S76
$150

§152
$150

§152
$152
s10

$175
Single
Event;
$250 Off-
Premise;
$500 On-
Premise
5175
Single
Event;
$250 Off-
Premise;
$500 On-
Premise

Kaysville

$80
$80

N/A
N/A

$100
N/A

$80

$60
$60
N/A

$75 Off-
Premise
$200 On-
Premise

$75 Off-
Premise
$200 On-
Premise
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Business Class

Sexually Oriented Business
License/Sexually Oriented
Business Employee License

New

Renewal

Firework Stand License

New

Cleaning Deposit

Pawnbroker
New

Renewal

Massage Therapist
New
Renewal

Identification Badge

Clearfield
(Maximum)

$306.11

$76.30

$154.07

$101.49

$154.07
$76.30

$248.44
$76.30
$26.70
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Layton

$240

$240

$40

N/A

$100
$100

$120
$120
N/A

DISPROPORTIONATE SERVICE FEE COMPARISONS — BUSINESS CLASSES

Business Class

AUTOMOTIVE

BAR

BEAUTY SALON
CONVENIENCE STORE
DANCE STUDIO

DAYCARE
ENTERTAINMENT SERVICES
FINANCIAL SERVICES
GENERAL CONTRACTOR

GROCERY STORE

GROUP HOME
GYM/TRAINING

LODGING

Clearfield
(Max Fee)

$437
$494
S0
$5,476
S0
$752
$985
$900
$12

$2,701

$4,325
$403

$89
perroom
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Layton

$100
$700
$100
$100
$100
$100
$100
$100
$100

$100

$100

$100

$100 per
business

Syracuse West Point
$950 $135
$950 $135
S125 $110
$300 N/A
$450 $110
S450 $110
$100 $110
$100 $110

N/A N/A

Syracuse West
¥ Point

SO

$300

SO

$250

SO

SO

Fire $200

Inspection

=$100 20

SO

S350 (w/

Alcohol)

SO

SO

$400 per

business

Clinton

$193 -
$319
$193 -
$319

$152 +
$300
Inspection
Fee

$150

$152
§152

$152
$152
S10

Clinton

Fire
Inspection
Fee = $59

Police
Services =
S27

Building
Inspection
Fee = $59

Comm.
Safety
Inspection
=$55

Kaysville

$500

$500

$350

N/A

$80
$80

$80
$80
$80

Kaysville

S0
S0
S0
S0
S0
S0
S0
S0
S0
S0

SO
S0
S0
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Business Class

MANUFACTURING/WAREHOUSE
/DISTRIBUTION

MASSAGE
NON-PROFIT/NO FEE
PAWNBROKERS

PERSONAL SERVICES

PROFESSIONAL/BUSINESS
SERVICES

RESTAURANT
RETAIL
STORAGE UNITS

TOBACCO SHOP

Clearfield
(Max Fee)

$170
S0
$188
$2,823
S0

S67

$695

$307
S0

per unit
$127
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Layton

$100

$100
$100

$50
$100

$100

$100
$100
$100

$150

DISPROPORTIONATE SERVICE FEE COMPARISONS — RENTAL CATEGORIES

Rental Categories

Single Family
Duplex
Tri/Quad Plex
Multi-Housing

Mobile Home
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Clearfield
(Max Fee)

S64

S0
$37
s21
$56

Layton

$3
$3
$3
$3
$3

West

S )
yracuse Point

$250

SO

SO

$900

SO

SO

$200 (w/

Alcohol)
S0

S0
S0

West
Point

§15
§15
§15
§15
§15

Syracuse

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

Clinton

Clinton

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

Kaysville

S0

S0
S0
S0
S0
S0

S0

S0
S0

S0

Kaysville

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
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Appendix B— Good Landlord Discount in Other Communities

GOOD LANDLORD PROGRAM DISPROPORTIONATE FEE DISCOUNT IN OTHER CITIES

Salt Lake City
Ogden City

City of West Jordan
South Salt Lake
Midvale City

City of Taylorsville
South Ogden City
North Salt Lake
Roy City
Centerfield City

Current Fee

GLP Discounted Rate Discount
$342.00 $20.00
$83.00 $8.00
$171.00 $21.00
$151.00 $30.00
$33.00 $7.00
$70.00 $15.00
$40.00 $10.00
$115.00 $29.00
$33.00 $8.50
$27.00 $10.00

2] P
[FIT

94%
90%
88%
80%
79%
79%
75%
75%
74%
63%

*Note: Like Clearfield, many cities have multiple categories for rental units. This table reflects the Good Landlord Program discount

for multi-unit rentals with 3+ units.
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CLEARFIELD CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES
7:00 P.M. POLICY SESSION
September 13, 2022

City Building
55 South State Street
Clearfield City, Utah

PRESIDING: Mark Shepherd Mayor
PRESENT: Kent Bush Councilmember
Nike Peterson Councilmember
Vern Phipps Councilmember
Tim Roper Councilmember
Karece Thompson Councilmember
STAFF PRESENT: JJ Allen City Manager
Summer Palmer Assistant City Manager
Stuart Williams City Attorney
Shawn Robinson Deputy City Attorney
Kelly Bennett Police Chief
Adam Favero Public Works Director
Eric Howes Community Services Director
Spencer Brimley Community Development Director
Brad Mcllrath Senior Planner
Rich Knapp Finance Manager
Shaundra Rushton Communications Manager
Nancy Dean City Recorder

VISITORS: Sharla Carsen, Tammie Farr,
Mayor Shepherd called the meeting to order at 7:00 pm.

Mayor Shepherd informed the audience that if they would like to comment during the Public
Hearings or Open Comment Period there were forms to fill out by the door.

Councilmember Peterson led the opening ceremonies.

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES FROM THE NOVEMBER 16, 2021 WORK SESSION, AND
AUGUST 23, 2022 POLICY SESSION: AND TABLED AUGUST 23, 2022 WORK SESSION

Councilmember Peterson asked for further review of a discussion in the August 23, 2022 work
session minutes. She requested those minutes be tabled until that review was completed.
Councilmember Phipps commented he had also asked for a minor change on the August 23,
2022 work session minutes.



Councilmember Phipps moved to approve the minutes from the November 16, 2021 work
session, and the August 23, 2022 policy session, as written; and table the August 23, 2022
work session minutes for further review, seconded by Councilmember Peterson. The
motion carried upon the following vote: Voting AYE — Councilmembers Bush, Peterson,
Phipps, Roper, and Thompson. Voting NO — None.

PUBLIC HEARING TO RECEIVE PUBLIC COMMENT ON ZONING TEXT
AMENDMENTS FOR FIREWORKS STANDS AND TEMPORARY OR SEASONAL
MERCHANTS

Brad Mcllrath, Senior Planner, explained the current City Code did not place restrictions on
properties within the Freeport Center or Freeport West, and specifically allowed for firework
stands and temporary or seasonal merchants to be located along the corridors in the C-1, C-2, M-
U, C-R, D-R, and M-1 zones. He acknowledged that the City Code limited the ability to locate a
fireworks stand and temporary or seasonal merchants at the corners of SR-193 and 2000 East
(University Park Boulevard) and Legend Hills. He suggested that the regulatory ordinance
addressing fireworks stands, and temporary or seasonal merchants should be amended based on
development impact, the creation of new zones, adoption of the Form Based Code (FBC), and
current trends. He noted there had been increased interest for such uses for schools, churches,
and nonprofit properties. The proposed ordinance would specify locations and hours of
operations for such uses. The Planning Commission reviewed the request on August 17, 2022,
and recommended approval.

Mayor Shepherd opened the public hearing at 7:10 p.m.

There were no public comments.

Councilmember Bush moved to close the public hearing at 7:11 p.m., seconded by
Councilmember Roper. The motion carried upon the following vote: Voting AYE —

Councilmembers Bush, Peterson, Phipps, Roper, and Thompson. Voting NO — None.

PUBLIC HEARING TO RECEIVE PUBLIC COMMENT ON ZONING TEXT
AMENDMENTS FOR SIGN REGULATION IN THE DOWNTOWN FORM BASED CODE

Brad Mcllrath, Senior Planner, explained that staff had observed certain design standards that
were prohibitive to private business as it actually applied to Form Based Code (FBC) sign
regulations. He suggested FBC could be amended to better align with the standard needs of
commercial businesses and to help accomplish the overall vision for the corridor. He added
newer developments in the downtown area had identified needs, given certain alignments and
topographies, to have more prominent building signage to showcase the name of the
development for the community and residents. Therefore, staff recognized the need to make
amendments to the FBC sign regulations and presented changes to better support private
business and align standards with the needs of commercial uses along the corridor. The
ordinance proposed removing Table 10.2(1) from the FBC and amending the sign area and
height requirements. He provided some examples of how the changes would benefit businesses



along the corridor. The Planning Commission reviewed the request on August 17, 2022, and
recommended approval.

Mayor Shepherd opened the public hearing at 7:16 p.m.
There was no public comment

Councilmember Thompson moved to close the public hearing at 7:17 p.m., seconded by
Councilmember Phipps. The motion carried upon the following vote: Voting AYE —
Councilmembers Bush, Peterson, Phipps, Roper, and Thompson. Voting NO — None.

PUBLIC HEARING TO REVIEW AND RECEIVE PUBLIC COMMENT ON THE
PROPOSED LAKESIDE APARTMENTS DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT FOR THE
MIXED-USE PROJECT LOCATED AT APPROXIMATELY 325 THROUGH 375 SOUTH
STATE STREET.

Mayor Shepherd represented the developer in purchasing the property; therefore, he recused
himself and left the room at 7:18 p.m. Mayor Pro Tem Roper presided over the discussion on the
item.

Brad Mcllrath, Senior Planner, reviewed the history of the project to date. The applicant
requested a development agreement for Form Based Code modifications for the subject
properties. On June 15, 2022, the Planning Commission met and reviewed the proposed
development agreement. It identified five modifications that warranted further discussion: Street
and Block Network, Commercial Collector Street (Waterfront Way) as a private street
constructed to the Neighborhood Street type standards, Urban Core Arterial Street Design (State
Street), parking, and civic open space (Mabey Pond). The City Council and Planning
Commission held a joint work session on June 28, 2022, that focused on the modifications and
direction was given to staff. A public hearing was scheduled for August 9, 2022, before the City
Council and tabled due to time constraints for obtaining updated documents related to the
Development Agreement. The City Council held a work meeting on August 23,2022, to review
the updated proposed development agreement in which staff had identified an additional five
items that needed to be addressed before the scheduled public hearing on September 13, 2022.
The five items were discussed in detail and consisted of commercial square footage, timing for
construction, corner build-to-zone and occupation of corner, trees per acre, and Waterfront Way
cul-de-sac. Staff proceeded with direction given by the Council with the changes reflected in the
staff report and the attached Development Agreement.

Mayor Pro Tem Roper opened the public hearing at 7:37 p.m.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Sharla Carson, resident, stated she had lived in Clearfield over thirty years. She expressed
concern about the number of trees not being sufficient for the development and its open space

requirements. She also expressed concern about lack of parking being provided when the project
was fully developed. She suggested public parking for the Mabey Pond area was not enough. She



stated the project was the last opportunity for the City to have some relaxing open space and it
would be a missed opportunity if the Council didn’t consider a place where people could
congregate on a patio while enjoying good food and the surroundings.

Councilmember Peterson shared a few comments that were sent to her directly:

Tami Farr, resident, wrote and encouraged the Council to forgo more apartments in the area but
rather showcase the area with businesses. She hoped to have the plaza contain businesses again.
She expressed her desire to see the Mabey Pond area as family oriented with picnic areas and
amenities.

Jenn Talbot, resident, wrote and expressed frustration with the number of apartments being
developed in the City. She hoped to see a wider variety of shops, stores, and restaurants. She
expressed a desire for a full-size grocery store in Clearfield. She wanted to see shopping areas
with plenty of parking and multiple types of shops in the same vicinity.

Norah Baron, resident, wrote and expressed frustration with the parking being insufficient for
the development. She suggested there be two parking stalls for every apartment in the City. She
was opposed to the reduction of the number of trees. She wanted to see Mabey Pond owned and
maintained by the City to insure public access. She encouraged the City to make sure the roads
were not too narrow like in her neighborhood.

There being no further comment, Councilmember Thompson moved to close the public
hearing at 7:43 p.m., seconded by Councilmember Peterson. The motion carried upon the
following vote: Voting AYE — Councilmembers Bush, Peterson, Phipps, Roper, and
Thompson. Voting NO — None.

OPEN COMMENT PERIOD

There were no public comments.

CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE 2022-25 AUTHORIZING THE DEVELOPMENT
AGREEMENT WITH LAKESIDE DEVELOPMENT PARTNERS, LLC, FOR THE
LAKESIDE APARTMENTS MIXED-USE PROJECT LOCATED AT APPROXIMATELY 325
THROUGH 375 SOUTH STATE STREET - TABLED

Chuck Cowley, developer of Lakeside Square, stated the development team had been working
with staff to address issues that needed to be resolved with the development proposal. He
expressed his belief that the work had achieved a development agreement that would stand for
the future of the site.

Mayor Pro Tem Roper referenced a letter of intent from Nolan Bushnell, inventor of the Atari
game platform, indicating a desire to establish a video game center at the project site.

Councilmember Thompson referenced Exhibit 4, Form Based Code (FBC) modification table,
referencing FBC 4.0 on page two of the exhibit. He quoted, “...Developer assumes the potential



risk of future costs associated with the possible redesign and hard construction costs that may
result from the connection of Waterfront Way to a future road, pedestrian path, or other such
design requirements placed on the Developer that are intended to create connectivity of either
pedestrians or automobiles between Waterfront Way and 450 South, if such connectivity is
required in the future.” He suggested the language appeared very broad. He expressed his
support for the development of office space on the south side of the property in a future phase.
He commented residents near where he lived had expressed feelings that there was plenty of
multi-family development in the area.

Brad Mcllrath, Senior Planner, explained there wouldn’t be a connection between Waterfront
Way and 450 South as part of the development of the north side of the project. He continued that
any road redesign to accommodate future development on the property would be at the
developer’s expense. He explained the language was kept broad because the FBC street network
was still in place and the only way to differ from that requirement would be an addendum to the
Development Agreement or an entirely new development agreement. Either way the item would
have to come back to the Planning Commission and City Council for consideration.

Councilmember Thompson stated he understood the FBC would be the fall back; however, it
appeared the table was already agreeing to modifications. He commented, if approved, it
appeared it would be in the developer’s favor. He asked if the Council would really reconvene to
discuss the connectivity of the project. Mr. Mcllrath stated it was clear to the development team
that the Council would reconvene to address connectivity. Mr. Cowley agreed. He stated what
type of development would take place on the south side was currently unclear; therefore, the
development team had the expectation that as it became clearer, it would need to reconvene with
the Council to address the requirements for its development. He indicated it would be a
completely separate project that would need the input of the Council. Councilmember Thompson
stated it would help if the DA indicated that more clearly.

Councilmember Peterson moved to table consideration of Ordinance 2022-25, the
development agreement for Lakeside Square, for the following reasons:
1. Despite strenuous objections for months over key items addressed in the
development agreement proposal, the language and terms are largely unchanged.
The proposal contains many positive aspects that could benefit Clearfield, but as
drafted is one-sided, and runs contrary to the vision for Mabey Pond spelled out in
the 2016 resident-driven planning document, Creating Downtown Clearfield which
became the foundation for Form Based Code. The development agreement
represents a collaboration between both parties which would warrant deviations
from the FBC.
2. Some (but not all) of the key items of note continue to be:
a. residential parking for the mixed-use development,
b. the lack of adequate parking for community access to the pond,
c. bare basic open space around the pond that feels geared toward apartment
use alone rather than a shared community amenity,
d. and an overall feeling that the concessions asked for by the developer are
primarily for their convenience, personal preference and financial benefit



rather than a way to work together to create something special around the
pond.

Councilmember Peterson added that after months of work sessions on the item and careful
review of the packet materials for the current meeting, she still could not support the DA as
drafted and was inclined to deny it outright. She expressed her belief that the differences could
be overcome. She continued that tabling the item and having a serious re-work of the site was the
fastest and least costly path forward for both parties and would allow time for the Council to
appropriately vet and respond to an email that was sent containing a letter of intent from a tech
company indicating their openness to locate in Clearfield. She commented that such prospects
were exciting, worthy of discussion, and in line with the Council’s desire to support business
growth in Clearfield. Seconded by Councilmember Bush.

Councilmember Thompson expressed his opinion that the developer had participated with the
City to economically develop the north side of the property. He added the developer was already
entitled to develop the property as mixed-use due to its current zoning designation; however, he
was attempting to work with the City to provide a quality product. Councilmember Thompson
indicated he could agree with tabling the consideration of the DA, but only on the basis that there
were other councilmember positions that were stronger than his. He encouraged further
collaboration with the developer because he wanted to see the development be successful.

Councilmember Roper expressed his opinion that the developer intended to provide a quality
product for the City. He expressed concern for holding the development up any further. He
added the City had the attention of the business community at large. He stated he had visited
with other businesses throughout the County that indicated a desire to locate at this type of
development.

Councilmember Phipps stated if he were to vote on the DA during the meeting, he would vote to
deny. He suggested tabling it might be a better decision so there could be further discussion.

The motion passed upon the following vote: Voting AYE — Councilmembers Bush,
Peterson, Phipps, Thompson, Voting NO — Councilmember Roper.

Councilmember Thompson asked if the item should be tabled to a specific date. Nancy Dean,
City Recorder, stated the Council could designate a date to reconsider the matter or provide
written notice of the next public hearing on the DA, so the residents were aware of the date for
reconsideration.

JJ Allen, City Manager, asked the Council to identify its desired outcomes for further discussion
so staff could work the developer to address those issues. Councilmember Peterson commented
she identified her items in the motion. She added she had not felt like there were negotiations on
those items, rather, a push to accept the developer’s proposal. She suggested, at the minimum,
another work session would be necessary. Mr. Cowley suggested working through the list in the
current meeting. Councilmember Peterson commented she was speaking for herself and wanted
to see more discussion on the residential parking, parking for community access to Mabey Pond,
the design of the open space area, and business and community engagement along Waterfront



Way. She really wanted a project that was a community draw. She pointed back to the Creating
Downtown Clearfield Plan and its recommendation that the Mabey Pond area become a vibrant
community area. She stated she did not intend to run contrary to the wish of the community,
which had participated in the process for developing the Creating Downtown Clearfield Plan.
Mr. Cowley responded it looked like the City wanted an entertainment district; however, the
property was zoned for mixed-use. He noted the development team had worked hard to create
something special for the center of Clearfield; each request for deviation from the FBC was to
enhance the design not for the developer’s convenience.

Councilmember Thompson commented his view of FBC was different. He understood it to be a
tool to attract business to the City. He suggested that was working and it was important for
government to step aside and allow that development to take place.

Mr. Allen suggested the members of the Council take some time to identify the items they would
like to see additional work on and email it to him. He continued staff could then meet with the
developer to work on those items. Mayor Pro Tem Roper agreed there needed to be a clearer
vision of what the Council wanted to see.

Adam Burns, developer, identified the considerable financial investment made by the developers
to bring the development to life. He commented they had entered into a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) with the City in an effort to have a common vision. He suggested the
development team had already compromised on a lot of things. Councilmember Peterson
suggested her concerns were not new. She had already voiced a need to address the residential
parking and how it was configured on the plan, as well as community parking for Mabey Pond.
She stated the City found the demand for community amenities in the past had far exceeded the
Council’s expectations; therefore, providing sufficient community parking at amenities was
imperative. She understood the City might need to participate in providing the community spaces
in some way and voiced support for that.

Councilmember Phipps commented he felt he made it clear from the beginning that he did not
support the project. He needed to see consistency on addressing the issues with public use of the
property. He added that he supported making the area around Mabey Pond a community draw
from the beginning.

Councilmember Roper expressed his opinion the development was a big opportunity for the
future of Clearfield. It would be a type of development not before seen in the City. He pointed to
the MOU and was concerned it appeared the Council was not keeping its original commitment.

Mayor Shepherd rejoined the meeting at 8:44 p.m.
APPROVAL OF ORDINANCE 2022-23 AMENDING REGULATIONS FOR FIREWORK

STANDS AND TEMPORARY OR SEASONAL MERCHANTS AS OUTLINED IN SECTION
11-13-26 OF THE CLEARFIELD MUNICIPAL CODE

Councilmember Bush moved to approve Ordinance 2022-23 amending regulations for
Fireworks Stand, and Temporary or Seasonal Merchants as outlined in section 11-13-26 of



the Clearfield Municipal Code with an amendment to City Code § 11-13-26(I) prohibiting
operation of fireworks stands within a specific radius of Fisher Park on the Fourth of July
each year after 2:00 p.m., and authorize the Mayor’s signature to any necessary document,
seconded by Councilmember Peterson. The motion carried upon the following vote: Voting
AYE — Councilmembers Bush, Peterson, Phipps, Roper, and Thompson. Voting NO —
None.

APPROVAL OF ORDINANCE 2022-24 AMENDING THE SIGN REGULATIONS IN THE
DOWNTOWN FORM BASED CODE

Councilmember Phipps commented he did not like the look and feel of the proposed vertical
signs extending from the sides of the buildings. He recognized there might be a business need for
that type of sign but did not like the feel it would bring to the City. Mayor Shepherd commented
new development had a need to advertise their nicely designed projects. He expressed his
opinion the signs would help create an identity for specific projects. He added it might be an
issue if every project down State Street implemented just such a sign. He suggested there were
projects that such a sign would enhance. Councilmember Phipps agreed the sign might be
attractive on specific projects, and reiterated if it was used on too many projects it would not be
appealing on State Street. Mayor Shepherd agreed; however, he added the type of sign being
discussed was expensive to install and maintain so most developments would look for other
means to advertise the project.

Councilmember Bush commented in some instances that type of sign was the only option
because some developments had building frontages right on the sidewalk. He added he did not
want to prohibit it. He cited some developments in Ogden where such signs were not intrusive.

Councilmember Bush moved to approve Ordinance 2022-24 amending the sign regulations
in the Downtown Form Based Code and authorize the Mayor’s signature to any necessary
documents, seconded by Councilmember Thompson. The motion carried upon the
following vote: Voting AYE — Councilmembers Bush, Peterson, Phipps, Roper, and
Thompson. Voting NO — None.

UPDATE ON THE FISCAL YEAR 2022 YEAR END FINANCIAL STATUS

Rich Knapp, Finance Manager, provided the fiscal year 2022 year-end financial update. He
reviewed the water, sewer, and storm revenues and expenditures for the year. He noted water
consumption reduced by 28 percent while revenue appeared to remain steady. He also reviewed
the General Fund revenues and expenditures. He noted that the unrestricted fund balance
appeared to be approximately 44 percent of revenues.

Mr. Knapp reported on key revenues from the fiscal year: Sales Tax revenue — nine percent
higher, Energy Use Tax — 14 percent higher, Aquatic and Fitness Center increased, building
permits revenue slightly decreased over last fiscal year, and fines and forfeiture revenue
decreased over last fiscal year. He also reviewed programs or services with direct revenues. He
reported on the national inflation and wage growth statistics, the Clearfield Quarterly Point of
Sale, and the Utah Quarterly Point of Sale.



COMMUNICATION ITEMS

Mayor Shepherd

1. Mentioned discussions taking place with the White House on addressing eviction. He also stated
there were discussion on connectivity and a $30 credit that could be applied for to help with that, if
qualified.

2. Recognized the Major Brent Taylor Foundation for its support of Davis Remembers
commemorating the events of September 11, 2001.

3. Attended a Security Summit. Spoke at the Mayors Day luncheon.

4. Reported construction on Hill Air Force Base’s Roy gate would begin approximately October 29,
2022.

5. Congratulated Rancho Market on its recent opening.

6. Reported he would be leaving Sunday night for Washington DC to participate in a briefing on

Capitol Hill concerning municipal bonds. He noted he would be speaking.

Councilmember Bush

1. Reported he helped spread bark at the Kiwanis Park playground area.

2. Reported the North Davis Sewer District had received its order for new manholes that had been
on backorder for an extended time. The District was working on installing those quickly.

3. Stated he would be out of town the week of September 19, 2022.

Councilmember Peterson

1. Expressed condolences to the families of employees that were experiencing the loss of loved ones
recently.

2. Announced the North Davis Fire District received its new pumper truck.

3. Announced Public Open Houses for Fire Prevention Week would be held in Sunset on October 3,

2022 and West Point on October 6, 2022.

Councilmember Thompson

1. Reported the Mosquito Abatement District Davis was still working on spraying for mosquitos. He
noted the season was lasting longer than usual and most of the employment base was back in school so it
might be a little slower than usual.

2. Invited Circles to attend the Women in Money Conference exploring financial empowerment.

3. Commented on the water issues in Jackson, Mississippi. He noted it was difficult to see the
difficulties being experienced by that community. He commented there were those working toward
sending a truck of water to Jackson, Mississippi to assist in serving that community.

Councilmember Roper reported the Energy Material Recovery Facility had not been working at capacity
because of the amount of green waste being collected with the garbage.

Councilmember Phipps — Nothing.

STAFFS’ REPORTS

JJ Allen, City Manager

1. Reported he met with the Community Services department and discussed the lack of
sportsmanship being seen. He noted solutions were difficult to come by, but discussions were taking
place.

2. Reported the department heads had recently held a planning and teambuilding retreat.

3. Informed the Council to watch for the Quarterly Report, which was recently sent.

4, Stated we would be out of the office the early part of the week of September 19, 2022.



Stuart Williams, City Attorney, encouraged the Council to provide specific comments on the Lakeside
Development Agreement so staff could better negotiate the Council’s desires. Mr. Allen added that if
there was no way the Council was inclined to approve the Development Agreement for the project to let
staff know so there would be no additional time spent negotiating a solution.

Nancy Dean, City Recorder — reviewed the Council’s schedule:
e No meeting on September 20, 2022
e Work Session and Policy Session on September 27, 2022
e  Work Session on October 4, 2022

There being no further business to come before the Council, Councilmember Thompson
moved to adjourn the policy session and reconvene in work session at 9:30 p.m., seconded
by Councilmember Peterson. All voting AYE
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CLEARFIELD CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES
6:00 P.M. WORK SESSION
October 25, 2022

City Building
55 South State Street
Clearfield City, Utah

PRESIDING: Mark Shepherd Mayor
PRESENT: Kent Bush Councilmember
Nike Peterson Councilmember
Vern Phipps Councilmember
Tim Roper Councilmember
Karece Thompson Councilmember
STAFF PRESENT: JJ Allen City Manager
Stuart Williams City Attorney
Kelly Bennett Police Chief
Adam Favero Public Works Director
Eric Howes Community Services Director
Spencer Brimley Community Development Director
Brad Mcllrath Senior Planner
Shaundra Rushton Communications Manager
Nancy Dean City Recorder
Chersty Titensor Deputy City Recorder

VISITORS: Chuck Cowley, Ashleigh Young, Kathryn Murray
Mayor Pro Tem Roper called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m.
Councilmember Thompson arrived at 6:08 p.m.

DISCUSSION ON THE LAKESIDE SQUARE DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT

Mayor Shepherd represented the developer in purchasing the property; therefore, he recused the
himself and did not join the work session until 7:34 p.m.

JJ Allen, City Manager, provided the history of the project thus far. He introduced the developer
who provided an update and requested feedback from the Council.

Chuck Cowley, developer for Lakeside Square, thanked the Council for its participation in the
recent design process and for feedback and participation in the survey that was distributed. He
presented some revised designs for the project with a particular emphasis on the Mabey Pond
area. They were highly conceptual plans which would be refined following the meeting.



e Phase 1 — South beach area with kayak float launch area, beach area, natural trail behind
the existing building to the north area leading to picnic/barbecue areas and benches.
Wanted to make space next to the pond more noticeable by installing festoon lights
crisscrossing across Waterfront Way to create indoor/outdoor space to attract visitors to
Mabey Pond. Signage was discussed at entryways.

Councilmember Bush questioned whether the City would be anticipating parking along
Waterfront Way for those businesses. Mr. Cowley pointed out the parking was to be reserved for
the businesses. Councilmember Bush, referred to the food trucks mentioned by Mr. Cowley and
asked if traffic could be closed for them. Councilmember Roper offered positive perspective
from downtown Salt Lake areas. Mr. Cowley pointed out it would affect only eight parking
places; the event itself would be the draw bringing customers into the businesses.

e Phase 2 — Everything from Phase 1 but additionally going south of Waterfront Way after
the demolition of the existing building on the southwest side of the pond; enlarged the
beach space, bandstand that would be approximately 40 feet, lights, walking and seating
element. Tall water feature element, additional pedestrian path connecting to 450 South.

Councilmember Bush asked whether they were anticipating a fence along the east side. Mr.
Cowley was not sure because the property had an easement in place through the parking lot. He
also indicated the property to the southeast was for sale and mentioned the City might want to
consider purchasing it. Councilmember Roper expressed concern that someone else might
purchase the property and potentially develop something different than the City wanted in the
area. Councilmember Peterson expressed interest in considering the City’s purchase of the
property. JJ Allen, City Manager, recommended a meeting could be scheduled at another time if
property acquisition were something the Council would like to consider. The Council appeared
to have a consensus about exploring the possibility of the purchase of the property.

e Phase 3 — Mr. Cowley continued his presentation showing potential City improvements
of an over-water bridge connecting the fishing park on the east to the Mabey Pond
Lakeside element. Connecting dedicated civic-open space with City-owned space. Could
be built with park impact fees.

Eric Howes, Community Services Director, pointed out when the pond was full there was no dry
ground near the L shaped building on the southeast, which might hamper the development of a
mothers beach as shown.

Councilmember Phipps requested clarification of whether the area east of the dog park would be
a public area. Mr. Cowley answered yes. The southern part of Waterfront Way would be
improved in Phase 1. Councilmember Phipps asked whether the dog park was for tenants. Mr.
Cowley affirmed it was a tenant amenity but pointed out the barbecues, picnic tables were all
civic open space. Councilmember Phipps commented he really liked it.

Councilmember Peterson expressed her support for the design plan; it was what she was hoping
to see. Pleased to see that the plan would give a visitor to the area the sense that they were
contemplated in the design. It demonstrated programming that felt intentional for someone



outside of the area and that it meshed well with potential development. She expressed her
appreciation for the lighting design, the inclusion of the southwest portions of Phase 2, the
thoughtfulness of immediate amenities available to visitors, and the potential for the north end
development to drive access and investment in the area. Councilmember Peterson was
encouraged seeing the subtle shifts.

Councilmember Bush inquired as to the size of the sand area. Mr. Cowley responded.
Councilmember Bush asked if the area would be big enough for volleyball court. Mr. Cowley
explained the area would slope down significantly and provided further explanation of a
proposed revetment wall to be constructed for foot traffic from the beach area. Mr. Allen pointed
out it would slightly shrink the surface area of the pond. Mr. Cowley stated the City’s fishing
dock on the east side of the pond was currently not floating. Even when floating there was a
decent shoreline so building up the edge was not going to shrink it that much. Mr. Allen
explained the image referred to didn’t reflect a full pond. Mr. Cowley referred to the pond
maintenance agreement. Councilmember Phipps expressed his opinion he wasn’t sure the pond
would ever get back to the size it was.

Councilmember Thompson asked if the developer could speak to any environmental impact and
what water conservation looked like under the proposed plan. Mr. Allen explained it was
important to the City that the pond have sufficient water but in the scenario of no water in the
pond, language had been added to the Development Agreement (DA) addressing that issue. The
DA would indicate the City and developer would collaborate to redesign the space as a public
park/recreation area.

Councilmember Thompson asked the developer about the risk analysis completed. Mr. Cowley
explained a consultant was hired who worked with the Army Corps of Engineers to determine
the body of water wasn’t jurisdictional to the Army Corps of Engineers. That designation needed
to be renewed every five years. Mr. Cowley acknowledged all parties preferred the area to
remain a pond. Mr. Thompson expressed his opinion that he was passionate about the area being
a draw for the public and having water in the pond was important to the essence and soul of the
project. Councilmember Bush commented if the surface of the pond was decreased by a few feet
it wouldn’t matter. Councilmember Peterson expressed the loss of some of the water area on the
west side was worth the outdoor improvements being proposed so there would be usable
amenities from the beginning of the project.

Councilmember Phipps offered his opinion that considering the three stakeholders in the project
(tenants, residents, broader community) the proposed plan appeared to meet all needs. He
expressed his satisfaction in the place proposed on the south where there could be a picnic, water
recreation, fishing, and kayaking. The proposed plan provided multiple opportunities and
allowed the pond to be used to its potential.

Councilmember Bush asked the developer about the look of the amenities. Mr. Cowley
explained that was the next general step. Council’s feedback would be taken to the designer and
then he would return with a more detailed conception of the amenities as they would be built out.



Councilmember Phipps asked how wide the strip was east of the older building on the west of
the pond. Developer explained the design was highly conceptual and would change but identified
what they were hoping to meet. Mr. Allen asked the Council if there were things missing from
the proposed plans or things that needed to be changed. Councilmember Roper acknowledged
the very positive conversation. He encouraged feedback from the Council so the developer could
return with any changes.

Councilmember Peterson expressed appreciation to see significant changes. She liked the
proposed Phase 1 and would like to see the other pieces and understand the timing of the
development. She looked forward to language and exhibits being added to the DA that
represented what was being discussed. Councilmember Peterson understood the development of
Phase 3 would become the City’s responsibility of the development. Mr. Cowley acknowledged
there would need to be deed restrictions and other language added to the DA to protect all the
parties. Councilmember Peterson pointed out the second phase was more about carving out the
restriction rather than some of the details, recognizing the details of the entitlement would be part
of the conversation down the road.

Councilmember Phipps requested clarification of the proposed lighting. Mr. Cowley explained
lighting would be consistent with what was required in parking lots - one candle foot. Brad
Mcllrath, Senior Planner, explained the standard being applied in another project in the City was
one candle foot. Mr. Cowley clarified, as part of their standard practice and part of the contract
with their electrical engineer, there would be a photometric study completed to ensure there
would be sufficient lighting.

Kelly Bennett, Chief of Police, pointed out there had been problem areas in the brush in privately
owned property where there wasn’t sufficient lighting because the City didn’t light the area. Mr.
Allen pointed out when the area was improved it should make a difference with those issues. Mr.
Cowley indicated the development would have security that would patrol the north project and
ultimately the south project.

Mr. Allen summarized discussion and reiterated Mr. Cowley would like to bring back images of
renderings of specific points on the plans to ensure the project was a shared vision. At that point,
staff would ensure the DA included all the language of everything discussed. There appeared to
be consensus from the Council.

Mr. Cowley reiterated it was good to receive as much feedback as possible and wanted to come
back in two weeks to review more details about the amenities being proposed. In the meantime,
he would start working with staff on what that language would need to look like in the DA. Mr.
Allen thought those processes could run concurrently. He indicated review of the updated
renderings would be added to the November 8, 2022 work session agenda.

Councilmember Peterson moved to adjourn the work session and reconvene in policy
session at 6:50 p.m., seconded by Councilmember Phipps. All voting AYE.

The work session reconvened at 7:34 p.m.



DISCUSSION ON PET LIMITS

Animal Care of Davis County (ACDC) provided enforcement services throughout the entire
County for violations of animal-related ordinances (e.g. barking dogs, bites, animals at large,
etc.). For the most part, animal-related ordinances were consistent throughout Davis County.
However, when it came to pet limits, there were variations. Understandably, the inconsistency in
pet limits was cumbersome and frustrating for the animal control officers. Consequently, ACDC
requested more uniformity among the sixteen entities (the County and all fifteen cities). ACDC’s
recommendation was to allow three pets of any combination (dogs and cats). In addition, a
person could obtain from ACDC an annual additional dog permit (making four pets total) only
upon meeting specific criteria.

Ashleigh Young, ACDC, informed the Council that recent studies suggested ninety percent
(90%) of people considered pets as part of their families. There were over ten different pet limits
for Davis County which caused problems for enforcement and residents. Many times, officers
were going out to respond to complaints of violations of pet limits not nuisance, nor excess
waste. Ms. Young proposed two options the ACDC hoped all cities would adopt:
e Schedule A) Would allow three animals, any combination either cats or dogs plus an
additional dog permit, or
e Schedule B) Would allow two total cats or dogs of any combination and one additional
pet permit.

Mayor Shepherd favored Schedule B. He stated there were good and bad pet owners. There were
those who already had more animals than the Code allowed; however, if there were another dog
allowed because of a special permit, then the third dog would be fine because residents would
have taken the extra effort to get the permit. Ms. Young stated Schedule B would be the logical
next step for the City.

Councilmember Bush asked if the ACDC allowed any other pets besides cats and dogs. Ms.
Young responded that ACDC only controlled the number of cats and dogs; all other animals
would be under the jurisdiction of The Department of Wildlife or the City’s zoning ordinances.

Councilmember Phipps expressed concern that someone could have three dogs but there was no
pathway to having three cats. It didn’t seem fair. Mr. Allen mentioned perhaps the additional
annual permit could be either a dog or a cat. Mr. Phipps expressed satisfaction with that option.

Councilmember Thompson asked if emotional support animals counted toward the limit. Ms.
Young informed the Council that the emotional support animals did count toward the limit, but
service animals would not count toward the limit.

Councilmember Peterson didn’t want to create a scenario where the City had allowed a certain
threshold and was now asking citizens to divest of their animals. Most cities allowed three. With
an ordinance change, the City could be setting up to have the ordinance ignored or just create
more problems for ACDC by requiring pets to be surrendered.



Councilmember Thompson asked whether they could grandfather existing animal ownership.
Mr. Roper expressed concern with how that would get enforced.

Mayor Shepherd would be satisfied with three and possibly fourth if licensed, as long as it was
not four dogs. Ms. Young reminded the Council the County pet limit was three of any
combination or two animals with one additional dog if adopted from a shelter.

Councilmember Bush suggested to revise the ordinance and go to four animals but say no more
than three dogs. Councilmember Thompson thought that was too arbitrary. Councilmember
Peterson stated that was one area she would be more liberal. Councilmember Roper commented
he didn’t want to criminalize people over the number of pets. Councilmember Peterson
commented it could become difficult to enforce. She suggested dealing with only waste or
nuisance issues. The exact number of animals became arbitrary. She would rather go after the
ones that were causing problems. She leaned toward Schedule A due to potential unintended
consequences.

Mayor Shepherd asked if the ACDC had reviewed the permit fees and their amount. Ms. Young
informed the Council it would be $100 to have the fourth animal. Councilmember Thompson
supported Schedule B for any permits going forward but wanted to see grandfathering.

A resident present in the meeting asked the difference between a shelter dog or emotional
support dog. Mayor Shepherd clarified emotional support counts toward the limited number; a
true service animal could be in addition to the limit.

Mayor Shepherd verified Schedule A was the consensus.

Spencer Brimley, Community Development Director, reminded the Council that the City Code
currently stated that three dogs at one location was considered a kennel and was not allowed in
residential zones. He suggested there would need to be changes to the language in the City Code.
Ms. Young informed the Council that ACDC was having a meeting on November 15, 2022 with
the city managers to revise and rewrite the language for kennel permits. Ms. Young would send
language to Mr. Brimley.

Mayor Shepherd asked how ACDC was dealing with fostering of dogs that were brought in from
other states. Ms. Young informed the Council current ordinances for licensing stated if a pet was
in a home for more than 30 days it must be licensed, but if it was over the limit, the animal
would need to be removed. She stated there was currently nothing in code pertaining to fostering
animals.

There appeared to be consensus to establish Schedule A: three animals any combination plus
fourth by permit.

Mr. Allen indicated staff would need to prepare ordinances to reflect the discussion.

Councilmember Bush moved to adjourn the work session at 7:52p.m., seconded by
Councilmember Thompson. All voting AYE.



CLEARFIELD CITY COUNCIL/PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
6:00 P.M. WORK SESSION
November 1, 2022

City Building
55 South State Street
Clearfield City, Utah

CONDUCTING: Tim Roper Mayor Pro Tem

PRESENT VIA ZOOM: Mark Shepherd Mayor

PRESENT: Kent Bush Councilmember
Nike Peterson Councilmember
Vern Phipps Councilmember
Karece Thompson Councilmember

STAFF PRESENT: JJ Allen City Manager
Summer Palmer Assistant City Manager
Stuart Williams City Attorney
Adam Favero Public Works Director
Eric Howes Community Services Director
Kelly Bennett Police Chief
Spencer Brimley Community Development Director
Brad Mcllrath Senior Planner
Shaundra Rushton Communications Manager
Nancy Dean City Recorder
Chersty Titensor Deputy City Recorder

PLANNING COMMISION MEMBERS: Kathryn Murray, Robert Browning, Zach Gaines,
David Bloomfield, Chad Mortenson, Megan Ratchford, Lauren DeSpain

VISITORS: None
Mayor Pro Tem Roper called the meeting to order at 6:04 p.m.
Councilmember Thompson arrived at 6:12 p.m.

DISCUSSION ON THE CLEARFIELD PARKING STUDY

Brad Mcllrath, Senior Planner, presented the Clearfield Parking Study. Study was paid for by the
Transportation Land-use Connection Grant through Wasatch Front Regional Council (WFRC).
Fehr Peers (Traffic Transportation Engineering Firm) was the consultant.



SUMMARY:
e Study was an analysis of parking utilization in Clearfield City.
e Downtown Form Based Code and citywide zoning studied separately.
e Study timeline from October 2021 through September 2022.
e Parking counts taken December 2021 and March 2022.
e The study was not a regulatory document but meant to assist in future policy decisions
regarding parking regulations.

PARKING STUDY ELEMENTS
e Data collection and recommendations
e National Literature Review & Recommendations
e Parking Policy Guidance
a. Design Details & Dimensional Standards
Shared Parking Requirements
Affordable, Senior, and Transit-Oriented Housing Requirements
On-Street Parking & Enforcement
Provision of Downtown Public Parking
f. Structured Parking
e Appendix A: Dimensions of Parking

oao o

Mr. Mcllrath referred to Table 4: Residential Parking Data Collection — December 2021 and
Table 5: Residential parking Data Collection — March 2022 from the Parking Study.
e Citywide Zoning Code
o Multi-family housing
o Industrial & wholesale establishments
o Restaurants & bars
o Fast-food or drive-in restaurants
e Form Based Code
o Multi-family housing
o Neighborhood eating & dining
o General eating & Dining
e December 2021 and March 2022

Councilmember Phipps mentioned family demographics impacted parking needs. Mr. Mcllrath
said the study was not an exact science. Councilmember Phipps asked if on-street parking was
included as part of the study. Mr. Mcllrath said they were able to count how many stalls were on
State Street and how many were still available and even if those were moved to State, the
consultant was able to determine stalls available.

JJ Allen, City Manager, pointed out the table showed no garage spots included on City Center
apartments. Mr. Mcllrath explained how stalls/garages were counted in the study. Further
emphasized the study was done to the best of the consultants’ expertise. He acknowledged it
would never be perfect but was intended to give the City a good idea of needs. Mr. Allen
observed the three townhome projects in the Form Based Code area appeared to have higher
vehicle count than City Center apartments. Townhomes would likely have more vehicles.



Mr. Mcllrath reviewed the recommended parking requirements from Table 1 in the parking study
materials. He reviewed the parking requirements and recommended keeping the minimum stalls
per multi-family unit to a whole number plus 0.125 to account for visitor parking.
Councilmember Peterson was reluctant to consider one parking space per single unit because it
was more likely to see two people living in one-bedroom units. Expressed support for allowing
2.5 parking spaces on the 3 bedroom or larger.

There was a discussion about the challenges the City currently experienced with overflow
parking and using different per bedroom counts for parking. Councilmember Peterson observed
the difficulties of anecdotally making determinations and stressed the importance of recognizing
how parking was being used. She was interested in knowing the parking policies at different
apartment buildings considering the overflow seen on the street daily. Mr. Mcllrath explained
there were metrics that weren’t captured in the study. He gave an example of tenants who
purposely park on-street because they were charged extra for additional parking.

Mr. Browning asked about the process for development; he questioned whether the developers
were assigned a number of stalls based on bedroom counts but then charged the tenant for the
other space. Observed there was a disconnect in what the City was mandating and what the
landlords were providing. Mr. Mcllrath reminded him those were private sector matters that the
City did not regulate. He acknowledged it became the City’s problem when tenants complained
to the landlord after the City enforced rules for parking on the street. It should pressure landlords
into solving parking problems.

Councilmember Bush asked whether it was legal to say the apartment buildings had to provide
so many uncharged parking spaces. Stuart Williams, City Attorney, did not believe it was. There
was a discussion about the tactics of landlords to charge tenants for parking. Megan Ratchford,
Planning Commissioner, asked if the City knew the vacancy ratio for the areas studied. Mr.
Mcllrath said all were within the ninety percent (90%) occupancy range.

Dave Bloomfield, Planning Commissioner, offered the example of Weber State University
requiring students to pay for parking. Gave an additional example of Chancellor Garden where
parking was not sufficient. Suggested the City could eliminate problem by making empty lots by
commercial area free parking.

Councilmember Thompson asked how much of the current code and development of Form
Based Code and parking requirements were taking first mile, last mile issues into consideration
or incentivizing transit-oriented housing versus what the parking study showed. He stated it
appeared there should be special consideration for the only one that fell under the requirements
of the TOD. He asked how unique the City’s situation was when compared to other TODs. Mr.
Mcllrath commented there was not a lot of transit options at this point for people. Mr. Thompson
asked if the study overlaid generational data and single-family versus multi-family housing data.
Mr. Mcllrath responded it had not. Councilmember Roper commented it was best to consider
what was best for Clearfield residents. Mr. Thompson questioned whether the study had
sufficient data to make determinations. Mr. Mcllrath commented there were so many different
layers that it was difficult to address them all.



Mr. Mcllrath displayed Table 1: Summary of Recommended Parking Requirements Based on
Data Collection which reviewed the Citywide Zoning Code and Form Based Code by land use
categories; Multifamily Residential, Distribution, General Industrial, Restaurant, and Fast Food.

Councilmember Phipps asked about national parking standards for fast food restaurants. Mr.
Mcllrath responded big box retailers sometimes dictated their business standards.
Councilmember Peterson agreed with everything from Multi-family down on the table. Glad to
see smaller parking recommendations on fast-food restaurants since drive through and delivery
drivers were more utilized. Mr. Mcllrath commented Coconut Island Grill was interested in the
results of the parking study due to shared parking arrangements with the owner that were
currently not working out. Might be a code change to consider sooner than later. Mr. Mcllrath
was not comfortable with the parking study’s recommendations in the Form Based Code area for
multi-family development. Mr. Mcllrath recommended no changes to the multi-family
residential Form Based Code.

Robert Browning, Planning Commissioner, asked if apartment complexes were filling up their
parking lots under their current structure. Mr. Mcllrath said none were ever one hundred percent
(100%) full. Suggested residents might be parking on the street because they were being charged
for extra space. Proximity of the apartment to street could be a determinant to whether they park
on street or in parking spaces. Councilmember Bush asked if townhomes were required to have a
double garage. Mr. Mcllrath answered the current code standard required a double garage. Mr.
Bush said occupied stalls per unit in townhomes were higher than apartments. Asked whether
they should be evaluated differently. Mr. Mcllrath agreed they should be evaluated differently
since they were different uses and likely catering to different demographics. Spencer Brimley,
Community Development Director, commented it was a land use function issue. Not necessarily
the transient nature of apartments, but design and layout of the townhomes. He agreed the two
should be addressed separately. Mr. Mcllrath reminded the Council the study was intended to be
a guide and the Council would make the final determination.

Mr. Mcllrath explained the project team utilized national literature from the Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE) and the Urban Land Institute (ULI), as well as Salt Lake City’s
and Ogden City’s code books for their parking ratios to make recommendations.

Mr. Mcllrath reviewed the recommendations on Table 16: Citywide Zoning Code Parking
Requirement Recommendations.
o To provide recommendations for land uses not included in data collection.
o Citywide Zoning Code
o Recreation areas including bowling alleys, skating rinks, golf courses, tennis
courts, and others
o Less intensive commercial businesses including furniture, appliance, and lumber
sales
o Offices and personal services, including medical and dental clinics

Mr. Mcllrath reviewed the recommendations on Table 17: Form Based Code Parking
Requirement Recommendations
o Form Based Code




Library/museum/post office (no distribution)
Neighborhood service

General Service

Craft industry

Open space & recreation

O O O O O

Mr. Allen commented on the General Office recommendation of 2.5 parking spaces per 1,000
square feet and indicated that some years ago the AAA building demanded 10 parking spaces for
1,000 square feet. However, the majority of that parking lot remained unused. The pandemic
made everyone realize jobs could be remote. He was not sure if call centers would be in high
demand.

Councilmember Phipps asked about the concept of live/work developments. Mr. Mcllrath said it
wasn’t addressed specifically in the study. Councilmember Phipps observed the City currently
had two different developments that were live/work and wondered how they fit in the
recommendations. Mr. Mcllrath explained the need was determined by bedrooms and office
square footage of businesses. Councilmember Phipps asked if it was clear in the study. Mr.
Mcllrath replied it was not clear in the document but was worth making clear.

Mr. Mcllrath explained the parking policy guidelines tried to answer questions that were brought
up by Clearfield City staff through the research process. The policies were grouped into the
following categories:
1. Design Details and Dimension
a. Tandem Parking
2. Shared Parking Requirements
a. Evaluation of current and recommended shared parking standards
3. Affordable, Senior & TOD Parking Requirements
a. How should parking requirements be adjusted for these types of developments?
Or should they?
4. On-Street Parking & Enforcement
a. How should Clearfield regulate on-street parking during winter months?
b. Should Clearfield implement paid on-street parking?
5. Provision of Downtown Public Parking
a. When would it be feasible to provide or subsidize public parking downtown?
6. Structured Parking
a. Does it lead to reduction of needed parking? If not, what incentives are
appropriate to encourage structured parking?

Mr. Mcllrath addressed each of these questions separately.

DESIGN STANDARDS AND DIMENSIONS:
Q: 1. How was parking use affected by stacked (tandem) parking as opposed to side-by-
side?
2. What design details should be specified in code?
Recommendations:
1. Allow in tandem parking area or garage only with valet assistance.




a. Apartments, offices, retail, etc.
2. Tandem garages for townhomes should be calculated at providing 1.5 spaces and not 2.
3. Driveway lengths should be a minimum of 20 feet from back of curb or sidewalk.

Councilmember Bush commented that typically street right-of-way started behind the sidewalk.
Didn’t want them to park in the right-of-way which could be 21 feet. Mr. Mcllrath agreed and
stated it was a good example of local circumstances. The property line started at one foot behind
the right-of-way. Mr. Allen pointed out alley parking needed the 20 feet in the alley behind the
garage. He clarified a driveway should be at least 20 feet. However, if there were townhomes
that were alley parked then there needed to be two spaces in the garage side-by-side. However, if
they were tandem parked then the garage parking should only count as 1.5 spaces so the other
half should be provided in a parking lot somewhere. The situation the City was trying to avoid
was developments where cars were parking in front of their garages or parallel parked which was
impeding emergency response.

4. Minimum height for parking garages provided. Provided in the event the City was to
have a parking structure; it would need to offer extra height for van accessible ADA
vehicles. Recommended having on ground level then upper levels built to standard.

5. Parking dimensions provide in Appendix A.

SHARED PARKING REQUIREMENTS:
Q. How should parking requirements be adjusted for development that allow for shared parking?
Shared parking requirements outlined in detail in the Form Based Code.
Recommendations:
o Slight modifications of the table in the Form Based Code:
o 1. Table 9.2(2): Residential parking usage increase from 50% to 60% from 7am-6pm.
o 2. Incorporating a shared parking ratio for Fitness, Gym & Dance Studios with the
following recommendations:

Weekdays: Weekends:

Midnight — 7:00 AM = 70% Midnight — 7:00 AM =40%
7:00 AM - 6:00 PM = 80% 7:00 AM - 6:00 PM = 50%
6:00 PM — Midnight = 100% 6:00 PM — Midnight = 100%

AFFORDABLE OR SENIOR HOUSING
Q. How should parking requirements be adjusted for affordable or senior housing developments?
e Recommendations provided were based upon a couple of studies done by Fehr & Peers
from 2020-2022 in Utah, Salt Lake and Davis counties.
1. Standard, non-income or age restricted multi-family (Utah, Salt Lake, Davis, & Weber
counties)
a. Code regulation - 1.14 spaces per dwelling unit
b. Code regulation - 0.76 spaces per bedroom
c. 1.19 spaces per occupied dwelling unit, and




d. 0.82 spaces per occupied bedroom.
2. Five Senior housing developments in Salt Lake County
a. 0.6 stalls per unit.
3. Six affordable, income-restricted, transit-oriented housing developments in Salt Lake
County
a. 1.00 Stall per unit or 0.5 stalls per bedroom was the utilization.
Recommendations. For Council’s review
1. Could provide up to 50% reduction for senior housing
2. Could provide up to 25% reduction for affordable housing.

Councilmember Peterson pointed out that Salt Lake County included transit-oriented housing in
its parking metric. She expressed her opinion that transit-oriented housing was not necessarily
more affordable, but a lifestyle choice. She suggested the lifestyle might have more people and
more vehicles. She didn’t see it as a great option in Clearfield because they didn’t have housing
options closer to something else. Mr. Allen agreed if the consideration was affordable and
transit-oriented residents might be more likely to rely on transit. He continued if the
consideration was affordable or transit-oriented then the use might be different. Councilmember
Peterson commented the Council’s policy to date leaned towards market rate housing because
the City already bore a great burden supplying affordable housing for the County.

AFFORDABLE, SENIOR, & TRANSIT-ORIENTED HOUSING
Q. How should parking requirements be adjusted for transit-oriented housing developments?

o “Transit options in Clearfield currently did not appear to reduce parking demand the way
that transit options did in the developments observed in Salt Lake County.” Mr. Mcllrath
continued by showing Salt Lake County had multiple bus routes on one street, trax lines,
front runner, more alternative public transportation options than Clearfield.

o Form Based Code included a transit credit reduction for developments within differing
proximities of a 15-minute transit service, but not specific for peak hours of transit
service or all day.

o UTA planned to increase service on route 470 from 6am-7pm to 15-minute headways all
day during that time within five years.

Recommendations:
1. Update Form Based Code language to specify that the transit should be 15-minute
headways all day to receive parking credits.

Councilmember Thompson asked if e-bikes and e-scooters were having any impact on the
demand for parking. Councilmember Peterson shared her experience using e-bikes and e-
scooters and commented they were sufficient for occasional use but not viable as a transit
solution overall due to the cost. Councilmember Phipps added the weather contributed to the
times they could or could not be used. Mr. Allen commented Lyme had a rate-reduction program
for low-moderate income, basically, if a user qualified for reduced lunch fare.

WINTER ON-STREET PARKING

Q. How should Clearfield regulate on-street parking during winter months when snowplowing
could pose a risk to vehicles parking on-street?

Approaches outlined in the study:




1. On-Street parking prohibited from November to February, midnight to Sam
2. Some cities prohibit on-street parking during and after winter storm events
3. Identify snow routes where parking is prohibited during snowfall
b. Keeping key roads (arterials & collectors) clear for essential connectivity. Mr.
Mcllrath saw this option as problematic with snowplows.
c. On-street parking allowed in identified areas for local-use on side streets or streets
with lower priority plowing.
d. Not currently used by any community in Utah.
Recommendations:
1. Identify snow routes where parking was not allowed during snow fall.
a. Would allow for some amount of on-street parking along local streets where a
supply of on-street parking was relied upon.
b. Focus on key roads for essential connectivity and flow.
c. Likely only applicable to Clearfield Station and areas of Downtown Clearfield.

Councilmember Bush asked who enforced the winter parking regulations on State Street since it
was a state road. Mr. Mcllrath informed the Council the City enforced the winter parking
regulations on state roads. Adam Favero, Public Works Director, stated there were often cars
parked on the street during plowing because the plows had to dodge the parked cars.

Councilmember Peterson expressed her opinion that winter parking regulations should be
applied the same throughout the City, whether the Form Based Code area or single-family
residential areas. She continued the City needed to remind developers and property management
companies that parking needed to be self-contained in the project area. Stuart Williams, City
Attorney, reminded the Council the last time this issue was discussed the Fire District was
present to speak on the important need for emergency access, especially during winter
conditions. Councilmember Roper stated he was in favor of prohibiting winter on-street parking
only during and after storms similar to how Roy City enforced it. There was a discussion about
the limited time restricted for winter on-street parking and the need to track how much snow the
City was receiving during those hours. Kelly Bennett, Police Chief, stated enforcement was
easier with consistent standards throughout the City. The option to identify different routes
where parking was not allowed promoted inconsistency with enforcement.

ON STREET PARKING & ENFORCEMENT
Q. Should Clearfield implement paid on-street parking, and if so, how should a paid parking
policy be enforced?
o Currently free which was consistent with other suburban communities in Davis and
Weber counties
o Paid parking policy pros & cons.
o Existing conditions in Downtown Clearfield did not currently support a paid on-street
parking system.
Recommendation;
1. Not recommended for immediate implementation but might become viable over time
as conditions changed.
a. Key indicators for implementation:
i. Heavily utilized greater than 85% occupancy.




il. Feedback from business communities that on-street parking was
occupied for long periods of time.

1ii.  Circling blocks in search of on-street parking.

iv. Businesses started charging.

v. High- frequent public transit options were available.

PROVISION OF DOWNTOWN PUBLIC PARKING
Q. When would it be feasible to provide or subsidize public parking in Downtown
Clearfield?
o Currently not a demand for public parking areas or structures, and with code
regulations demand might not reach level of need for public off-street parking.
o High cost to construct and manage public parking areas or structures.
o 100-stall facility in 2016 would cost $500,000 to $1 million for a surface
lot and $1.5m-$2.5m or more for a structure.
o Land acquisition costs, etc.
Recommendation:

1. Focus on other parking management strategies in the near term. Conditions might
change as the downtown and TOD developed that made it a viable option. Favorable
factors included:

a. Paid and time-limited on-street parking policies could be implemented to
efficiently manage the existing parking supply,

b. Paid parking areas began to be heavily utilized (greater than 85% occupancy
rates) during peak periods, and

c. If that parking demand was concentrated in a small area (within approx. a %
mile radius or less) with high-comfort pedestrian facilities.

STRUCTURED PARKING
Q. Is there evidence that structure parking generated less parking demand that would
justify a reduction in the required parking? If not, what incentives would be appropriate
to encourage structure parking?
o No. The type of parking design (parking lot or parking structure) did not
determine the parking demand with the associated use or uses.
o Form Based Code currently allowed a 25% reduction if 75% or more of the
parking was provided in a parking structure with two or more floors.
o Structure parking spaces can be $10,000 to $540,000 more than surface spaces.
Recommendation:
1. Not recommended to repeal the reduction at this time. (No correlation or purpose for
reduction)
a. Allowing additional density if 75% or more of parking was in a parking structure.
b. Flexibility in dimension requirements or other standards if 75% of parking was in
a parking structure.
c. Shared parking arrangements for parking structures.

Mr. Mcllrath thought there was justification for removing structured parking in the Form Based
Code area because there appeared to be no evidence that supported having the reduction in the
parking requirement when a structure was built. Mr. Allen stated the data suggested it could



result in a parking shortage if someone took the City up on the incentive. Mr. Mcllrath agreed
and commented that type of reduction incentive for a parking structure did not seem beneficial.
Councilmember Bush agreed. Mr. Allen asked if the study presumed the use of a parking
structure for residential development. He believed there was better rationale for parking structure
for business or commercial uses. Mr. Mcllrath said the study didn’t presume residential use, but
probably leaned toward the presumption of it.

Councilmember Peterson moved to adjourn the work session at 7:52 p.m., seconded by
Councilmember Thompson. All voting aye.
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CLEARFIELD CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES
7:00 P.M. POLICY SESSION
November 8, 2022

City Building
55 South State Street
Clearfield City, Utah

PRESIDING: Mark Shepherd Mayor
PRESENT: Kent Bush Councilmember
Nike Peterson Councilmember
Vern Phipps Councilmember
Tim Roper Councilmember
EXCUSED: Karece Thompson Councilmember
STAFF PRESENT: JJ Allen City Manager
Summer Palmer Assistant City Manager
Stuart Williams City Attorney
Kelly Bennett Police Chief
Chris Ferreira Police Sergeant
Heather Arnell Police - VAWA Investigator
Adam Favero Public Works Director
Eric Howes Community Services Director

Curtis Dickson
Spencer Brimley

Community Services Deputy Dir.
Community Development Director

Brad Mcllrath Senior Planner

Shaundra Rushton Communications Manager
Nancy Dean City Recorder

Chersty Titensor Deputy City Recorder

VISITORS: Kenny Conners, Brady and Emily Bouwhuis, Adam Speth (Northern Wasatch
Association of Realtors), Cory Berdianer (Northern Wasatch Association of Realtors), Erich

Mourey, Ally Platt

Mayor Shepherd called the meeting to order at 7:01p.m.

Mayor Shepherd informed the audience that if they would like to comment during the Public
Hearings or Open Comment Period there were forms to fill out by the door.

Councilmember Phipps led the opening ceremonies.



APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES FROM THE OCTOBER 25, 2022 POLICY SESSION

Councilmember Phipps moved to approve the minutes from the October 25, 2022 policy
session; as written, seconded by Councilmember Roper. The motion carried upon the
following vote: Voting AYE — Councilmembers Bush, Peterson, Phipps, and Roper. Voting
NO - None. Councilmember Thompson was not present for the vote.

UPDATE BY KENNETH CONNORS ON THE CURRENT UTAH HOUSING MARKET

Mr. Connors presented housing update as requested from Northern Wasatch Association of
Realtors (NWAOR).

Mr. Connors also directed Council’s attention to an invitation to the Veteran’s Day ceremony on
Friday, November 11, 2022 at the Clearfield American Legion Post #134 for all staff and
residents.

PUBLIC HEARING TO RECEIVE PUBLIC COMMENT ON THE PROPOSED THIRD
ADDENDUM TO THE CLEARFIELD JUNCTION DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
LOCATED AT 69 AND 101 NORTH MAIN STREET (TIN: 12-930-0001 AND 12-930-0002).

Following a recent change in ownership of a portion of the Clearfield Junction project, the new owners
recognized the need to provide clarification on some of the previously approved changes to the tenant
amenities, as well as the need to provide additional parking for that area of the development. Following
feedback provided in a work session held October 18, 2022, the applicant revised the addendum and
landscape plan. The Planning Commission reviewed the item on October 5, 2022 and forwarded a
recommendation of approval.

Brad Mcllrath, Senior Planner, offered background information for the Clearfield Junction
project. He explained the conditions of the third addendum as it revised some conditions of the
second addendum and specifically modification to the leasing office, gym, clubhouse, pool, hot
tub, courtyard behind building 1 and 2 and the barbeque/firepit area. He showed visuals with
proposed changes and clarifications.

Mr. Mcllrath pointed out an area for 12 parking spaces designated for commercial parking
during business hours. Councilmember Peterson questioned whether the posted business parking
hours would be based on the restaurant’s business hours or posted as business-only; should no
overnight parking be considered to prevent encroachment from the library or residential use. Mr.
Mcllrath explained the intention was parking spaces would be designated for commercial use
during the business hours of the businesses on site.

He informed the Council that the Planning Commission reviewed the third addendum on October
5, 2022 and made recommendation for approval with one condition: the site landscaping was to
be repaired and/or reinstalled in accordance with the previously approved plans for Clearfield
Junction site.



Mayor Shepherd requested to meet Mr. Erich Mourey of the new ownership group for Clearfield
Junction. Mr. Mourey introduced himself. Councilmember Peterson asked how the walkway
between the two buildings would be lit for safety purposes. Mr. Mourey explained the intent.
Councilmember Peterson said the aesthetics of the landscaping were great and encouraged
something easy to manage to prevent from becoming a code enforcement problem. Mr. Mourey
gave details.

Councilmember Peterson expressed appreciation for additions included in this addendum. Mayor
Shepherd acknowledged activity in the first commercial space.

Councilmember Peterson asked Mr. Mourey an additional question outside of the scope of the
addendum that had been received from residents regarding the last remaining exterior finishes on
the balconies. Mr. Mourey informed Council that a solution for the glass panels was being
worked on. He stated the glass panels were not going to hold up long term. Mr. Mourey
explained in the meantime, to prevent safety issues, plywood had been installed. It was his desire
to find resources to match other areas, but it was hard to find a group that was willing to
complete individual panel repairs. Councilmember Peterson requested Mr. Mourey consider
anything to make it not look like plywood and address the aesthetics. Mr. Mourey acknowledged
the need for a better short-term solution while arriving at long-term fix.

Mayor Shepherd opened the public hearing at 7:10 p.m.
There were no open comments.

Councilmember Roper moved to close the public hearing at 7:11 p.m., seconded by
Councilmember Peterson. The motion carried upon the follow vote: All voted all AYE.
Councilmember Thompson was not present for the vote.

PUBLIC HEARING TO RECEIVE PUBLIC COMMENT ON THE PROPOSED FIRST
ADDENDUM TO THE DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT WITH LOTUS ACQUISITIONS,
LLC, FOR THE LOTUS ANTHEM PROJECT PHASES 2 AND 3 LOCATED AT
APPROXIMATELY 245 EAST 350 SOUTH (TIN: 15-072-0001).

The development agreement for the Lotus Anthem Project was approved by Council in 2019. The Lotus
Anthem development encompassed the former Clearfield Mobile Home Park. The development had been
planned in three (3) phases with the first phase and street improvements already underway. The first
phase included two (2) apartment buildings with a total of two hundred and ten (210) apartment units and
thirty-three (33) townhomes. Phases two (2) and three (3) had been planned to include sixteen (16)
townhomes and fifty-four (54) townhomes respectively. The second and third phases would include the
completion of the public street improvements along Bowen Boulevard and the connection of Carter Lane
to 350 South. The developers asked for an addendum to the agreement. Planning Commission reviewed
the request on October 5, 2022 and recommended approval.

Mr. Mcllrath offered background information for the development. Mr. Mcllrath informed the
Council that the developer had engaged an architect and wanted to request some additional
design changes.



Mr. Mcllrath explained the proposed changes with the addendum and showed proposed
renderings and site plan.
e Reorder of phases 2 & 3
o Phase 2: increase to 19 townhomes
o Phase 3: decrease to 47 townhomes
e Townhome Unit Connection
o Code allows a maximum of 6 continuous townhomes
o Modification to allow 12 along each fagade

Mr. Mcllrath explained the concerns raised by the Planning Commission regarding the phasing
of the property purchases. Planning Commission recommended language reflect that the
developer would close on the purchase of the property for both Phase 2 and Phase 3 on or before
January 31, 2023.

Ally Platt from Lotus Company was present to request additional modifications to the addendum
not reflected in the proposed addendum:
1. Revise the front setback for the townhomes facing the park.
a. Code required 15 feet if not facing a street.
b. Lotus requested the setback requirement match the setbacks of the apartments on
the south of the park which were at 5 feet.
2. Requested to revise the depth requirement of the unit to 30 feet wide instead of 30 feet
deep due to the proposed front-load garage/front entry units.

Mayor Shepherd suggested Council table the item so it could be reviewed and discussed in a
future work session.

Councilmember Peterson moved to table the public hearing until December 13, 2022 Policy
Session, seconded by Councilmember Phipps. The motion carried upon the following vote:
Voting AYE — Councilmembers Bush, Peterson, Phipps, and Roper. Voting NO —

None. Councilmember Thompson was not present for the vote.

JJ Allen, City Manager, clarified the matter would be discussed in the November 22, 2022 work
session and the public hearing would be continued on December 13, 2022.

SWEARING-IN OF ADDITIONAL MEMBERS OF THE CITY’S 2022-2023 YOUTH
COMMISSIONERS

Jaylee Bouwhuis, Max Brown, Anastasia Salazar and McKenna Salazar were sworn in by Mayor
Shepherd.

APPROVAL OF AND CONSENT TO THE MAYOR’S PROPOSED APPOINTMENT OF
THE YOUTH COMMISSION MEMBER TO THE PARKS AND RECREATION
COMMISSION.

The term of the previous Youth Commission Member to the Parks and Recreation Commission had
expired. Mayor Shepherd recommended the appointment of Lynette Lambert as the Youth Commission
Member to the Parks and Recreation Commission.



Councilmember Roper moved to approve and consent to the appointment of Lynette
Lambert as the Youth Commission member of the Parks and Recreation Commission and
authorize the Mayor’s signature to any necessary documents, seconded by
Councilmember Phipps. The motion carried upon the following vote: Voting AYE —
Councilmembers Bush, Peterson, Phipps, and Roper. Voting NO — None. Councilmember
Thompson was not present for the vote.

APPROVAL OF ORDINANCE 2022-32 APPROVING THE FIRST ADDENDUM TO THE
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT WITH LOTUS ACQUISITIONS, LLC, FOR THE LOTUS
ANTHEM PROJECT PHASES 2 AND 3 LOCATED AT APPROXIMATELY 245 EAST 350
SOUTH (TIN: 15-072-0001). - TABLED

APPROVAL OF ORDINANCE 2022-31 APPROVING THE THIRD ADDENDUM TO THE
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT WITH THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AND
RENEWAL AGENCY AND CLEARFIELD JUNCTION, LLC FOR THE CLEARFIELD
JUNCTION PROJECT LOCATED AT APPROXIMATELY 69 AND 101 NORTH MAIN
STREET (TIN: 12-930-0001 AND 12-930-0002).

Councilmember Peterson moved to approve Ordinance 2022-31 approving the Third
Addendum to the Development Agreement with the Community Development and Renewal
Agency and Clearfield Junction, LLC, for the Clearfield Junction project located at
approximately 60 and 101 North Main, and authorize the Mayor’s signature to any
necessary documents, seconded by Councilmember Roper. The motion carried upon the
following vote: Voting AYE — Councilmembers Bush, Peterson, Phipps, and Roper. Voting
NO — None. Councilmember Thompson was not present for the vote.

COMMUNICATION ITEMS

Mayor Shepherd

1. Announced he would be out of town November 9 through November 13, 2022 and November 16
through November 20, 2022.

2. Announced that Davis County had not officially awarded the 3™ Quarter Sales Tax allocation to
the City; but he had received confirmation that it would be coming soon.

3.

Councilmember Bush — Nothing

Councilmember Peterson - Nothing

Councilmember Roper

1. Informed the Council that Wasatch Integrated had stopped processing Municipal Solid Waste
(MSW) at the landfill. It would be taking MSW through recyclables instead. The facility would start
pushing more recycles its own to preserve the life of the landfill.

2. Informed the Council of the ribbon cutting ceremony for Athletic Republic on Antelope on
Friday, November 18, 2022 at 4:00 p.m.



Councilmember Phipps — Updated the Council on the Hill AFB Restoration Advisory Board. He stated it
considered the methane gas issue mitigated and would occasionally test from here on out.

STAFF REPORTS

JJ Allen, City Manager

1. Expressed appreciation for the City’s veterans and informed the Council that in honor of the
holiday and employee veterans, Clearfield City would be closed for business.

2. Informed the Council that Utah Transit Authority (UTA) had scheduled a meeting next week for
a first discussion about traffic and impacts.

3. Mr. Allen and Summer Palmer, Assistant City Manager, attended the Utah City Managers
Association (UCMA) conference. Mr. Allen informed the Council Ms. Palmer was the Education Chair
on the Board.

4, Mr. Allen was looking forward to attending the National League of Cities (NLC) Conference
November 16 through November 20, 2022.
5. Announced asphalt had been laid on the western portion of the Clearfield Station project.

Nancy Dean, City Recorder —reviewed the Council’s schedule:
e No meeting on November 15, 2022, due to NLC meetings
Work and Policy Session on November 22, 2022
No meeting on November 29, 2022
Work session on December 6, 2022
Regular meeting December 13, 2022

Councilmember Peterson moved to adjourn as the City Council and reconvene as the
CDRA in work session at 7:53 p.m., seconded by Councilmember Phipps. The motion
carried upon the following vote: Voting AYE — Councilmembers Bush, Phipps, Peterson,
and Roper. Voting NO — None. Councilmember Thompson was not present for the vote.
** The minutes for the CDRA are in a separate location **
APPROVED AND ADOPTED
This ™ day of November 2022

/s/ Mark Shepherd, Mayor

ATTEST:
/s/ Nancy R. Dean, City Recorder

I hereby certify that the foregoing represents a true, accurate, and complete record of the
Clearfield City Council meeting held Tuesday, November 8, 2022.

/s/ Nancy R. Dean, City Recorder
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we've gotit made

TO: Mayor Shepherd and City Council Members
FROM: Eric Howes, Community Services Director
MEETING DATE: November 22, 2022, Policy Session

SUBJECT: 2022 Yard of the Year Winners
RECOMMENDED ACTION

Present the winners of the Yard of the Year contest with certificates and engraved landscaping stones.

DESCRIPTION / BACKGROUND

The Parks & Recreation Commission has selected the winners of the annual “Yard of the Year Contest”
and staff and council are pleased to recognize and award these residents for
their efforts in doing their part and beautifying our community. Fritz & June Backman have been
selected the first-place winner, with Tom & Judy Rickeberg and Carolyn Stoker as runners up.

HEDGEHOG ANALYSIS

N/A

CORRESPONDING POLICY PRIORITY (OR PRIORITIES)

Improving Clearfield’s Image Livability and Economy

e Beautification
e Community pride, investment, and involvement

FISCAL IMPACT
ALTERNATIVES

SCHEDULE / TIME CONSTRAINTS

LIST OF ATTACHMENTS
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we've gotit made

TO:

FROM:

MEETING DATE:

Planning Commission

STAFF REPORT

Clearfield City Planning Commission

Tyson Stoddard, Planner |
tyson.stoddard@clearfieldcity.org

(801) 525-2718

Wednesday, November 2, 2022

AGENDA ITEM

#3

SUBJECT: Discussion and Possible Action on FSP 2022-090046, a final subdivision plat
request by Brock Johnston with Alta Homes for a 43-lot subdivision for
townhomes and a commercial development at the subject location. Location:
Approximately 980 S. University Park Blvd. (TIN: 09-302-0009). Parcel Area: 3.46
Acres Zone: R-3 (Residential) and C-2 (Commercial). (Administrative Action).

RECOMMENDATIONS

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission move to approve as conditioned, FSP 2022-090046, a
final subdivision plat request by Brock Johnston with Alta Homes for a 43-lot subdivision for townhomes
and a commercial development at the property located at 938 S. University Park Blvd. (TIN: 09-302-0009).
This recommendation is based on the subdivision discussion and findings in the Staff Report.

PROJECT SUMMARY

Project Information

Project Name

Towns at University Park

Site Location

Approximately 980 S. University Park Blvd.

Tax ID Number 09-302-0009
Applicant Brock Johnston
Owners Alta Homes, Inc

Proposed Actions

Final Subdivision Plat Approval

Current Zoning

R-3 (Residential) & C-2 (Commercial)

General Plan Land Use Classification

Mixed-Use

Gross Site

3.46 Acres

Surrounding Properties and Uses:

. I General Plan
Current Zoning District

North

Office

| Land Use Classification
C-2 (Commercial) Commercial

East Weber State Davis Campus

N/A (Layton) N/A (Layton)

South Residential & Office

R-2 (Residential) & C-2

. Residential & Mixed Use
(Commercial)

West Residential & Office

R-2 (Residential) & C-2

. Residential & Commercial
(Commercial)
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FSP 2022-090046, Towns at University Park
02 November 2022 PC Meeting

Aerial Image & Zoning

BACKGROUND & OVERVIEW

General Plan and Zoning

The subject property is identified in the General Plan as Mixed-Use. The applicant Brock Johnston
requested to rezone the back 2.74 acres of the 3.46-acre property from C-2 (Commercial) to R-3
(Residential) in September of 2019. The rezone was approved subject to the execution of a development
agreement. The 0.72 acres along the frontage of University Park Boulevard maintains the C-2
(Commercial) zoning.

Development Agreement

In January of 2021, the City Council granted approval of a development agreement with Alta Homes for
townhomes and a commercial development at the subject property. The development agreement
outlines limitations on the residential construction, specifying that the maximum residential density shall
be sixteen (16) units to the acre as allowed by the R-3 (Residential) Zone. The type of residential
construction will be limited to townhomes only and will not include any multi-family apartment buildings.
The agreement further specifies that the townhomes will not exceed a height of two-stories above grade,



FSP 2022-090046, Towns at University Park
02 November 2022 PC Meeting

that each townhome building shall have a maximum connection of six (6) townhome units, and that the
code standard of a thirty-foot (30’) separation between multi-family buildings shall not apply.

Regarding the commercial portion of the development, the agreement requires a commercial building
that is at least 8,000 square feet. The City will not be required to grant a Certificate of Occupancy for the
last ten (10) residential units until vertical construction has commenced on the commercial building.

Site Overview

Having executed the development agreement and having received preliminary subdivision plat approval,
the developer is now requesting final subdivision plat approval. The applicant is proposing to develop 40
townhomes and a commercial building on the subject property, which is located in between the University
Ridge Twin Homes to the south and the Academy Mortgage office building to the north. The development
will be provided with vehicular access by using the existing shared access to the Academy Mortgage office
building. Because the townhomes and commercial buildings will be sharing an access, a shared access
easement will need to be recorded on the plat. According to the proposed plat, the units themselves are
designated as private and a two and a half foot (2.5’) space in front of the garages is designated as limited
common area. The remaining area of the development will be common area and will include the private
roads and project landscaping.

FINAL SUBDIVISION PLAT REVIEW

Because the subject property is part of the existing Hillside Park Subdivision, it will require an amendment
to the subdivision to accomplish the proposal. The proposed subdivision designates the private townhome
lots and the delineation of limited common area and shared common area. The subdivision includes a
private streets network with a right-of-way width of 27’. The submitted plans include a subdivision plat
for Phase 1 and Phase 2. The plans also include a site plan, demolition plan, grading and drainage plan,
sewer plan, water plan, erosion control plan, plan and street profiles, and a landscape plan.

The proposed plat has a total of 43 lots, which comprise of one (1) lot for each townhome and 3 (three)
parcels for the common areas that are identified as Parcel A, Parcel B, and Parcel C. The common area for
Parcel A appears to include the portion of the property that is zoned C-2 (Commercial). Staff recommends
that the commercial portion of the development be separated on its own parcel or lot, and that it be
shown as a private ownership area rather than common area.

PRIVATE COVENANTS AND RESTRICTIONS

Pursuant to City Code § 11-13-24, and as required to maintain the open space, all landscaping and
common areas of the development and, the subdivision must include a submittal of the homeowner
association covenants, conditions, and restrictions (CC&R’s) for the City’s review. The purpose and
requirement for CC&R’s is to govern the maintenance and upkeep of all the common areas of this
development. The CC&R’s are private contracts between the property owners’ association and the
individual homeowners. While the City is not a party to this document, the City reviews it in terms of
compliance with State and City code requirements related to the interests of the City. The review of the
proposed CC&Rs by the City Attorney, and Planning Staff, will ensure the required elements and items are
included in the documents and will be recorded with the County Recorder in conjunction with the
subdivision plat. These CC&Rs will run with the land and final review is subject to the City Attorney’s
comments prior to final plat recordation.

A summarized review of the submitted CC&R’s for the project is provided below:
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Inclusion in CC&R’s

All covenants, conditions and restrictions shall include management policies which shall set forth the
quality of maintenance that will be performed and who is to be responsible for said maintenance
within said townhome development. Said document shall, at a minimum, contain the following:

The establishment of a private
association or corporation responsible
for all maintenance, which shall levy

INCLUDED. Articles Il “Membership and Voting Rights
in the Association”, V “Budget and Assessments” and
VIl “Maintenance” outline the association and owner
responsibilities for maintenance. Article V “Budget and
Assessments” establishes the procedures for collection

1 .

) the cost thereof as an assessment to of assessments for each townhome owner. Article VII
each unit owner within the townhome | “Maintenance” outlines the procedures for
development. maintenance of the development, and Exhibit C defines

and clarifies Association and Owner maintenance
responsibilities.
The establishment of a management
committee, with provisions setting
forth the number of persons
constituting the committee, the . . .
g . INCLUDED. Article IV “Board of Directors”, outlines the
method of selection and the powers . . .
. . . makeup and election of the Board of Directors and their
and duties of said committee and . “ . ” .
. . . powers. Article VI “Committees”, outlines the
2) | including the person, partnership or . . . .
corporation with propert designation of committees as deemed appropriate by
p p p y . the Board of Directors to carry out duties and
management expertise and experience s
. responsibilities.
who shall be designated to manage
the maintenance of the common areas
and facilities in an efficient and quality
manner.
The method of calling a meeting of the
members of the corporation or INCLUDED. The bylaws provided as Exhibit B include the
3) | association, with the members thereof | method and means by which meetings are conducted
that will constitute a quorum for the association.
authorized to transact business.
The manner of collection from unit . .
f. f INCLUDED. Article V “Budget and Assessments” outlines
owners for their share of common .
4) the procedure and manner for collection of
expenses and the method of
assessments for the common expenses of the HOA.
assessment.
Prqvisions as to.percentage of votes by | NOT INCLUDED. The declaration will need to be revised
5) | unit owners which shall be necessary | tq include this provision in the event of damage or

to determine whether to rebuild,
repair and restore or sell property in

destruction of all or part of the project.
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the event of damage or destruction of
all or part of the project.

The method and procedure by which | INCLUDED. Article VIII “Amendments” provides

6 . .
) the declaration may be amended. standards for amendments to the declaration.

DEPARTMENT REVIEW & PUBLIC COMMENT

The plans were distributed for review amongst Clearfield City Planning, Engineering, and Building staff, as
well as with the North Dauvis Fire District and the North Davis Sewer District. Clearfield City Engineering
has reviewed the proposed plat and accompanying plans and provided comments in redlined plans and a
review letter dated September 15%, 2022 (See attachments). Comments from Engineering will need to be
addressed prior to final land use approval. The development will need to comply with all engineering and
fire district requirements, and all applicable local agency development standards.

Public Comment

A public notice sign was placed on the property on October 24t™, 2022. No public comment has
been received to date.

FINAL SUBDIVISION PLAT - CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Based upon review of Clearfield City ordinances and the proposed subdivision, Staff recommends that
the Planning Commission approve the preliminary subdivision plat, subject to the following conditions:

1) The plat shall be revised to include addresses for the townhomes.

2) The subdivision plat and improvement drawings shall be revised to address Clearfield City
Planning and Engineering requirements prior to final approval.

3) The project shall include the creation of a Homeowners Association (HOA) to maintain all of the
private common spaces of the project, including but not limited to: landscaping, snow removal,
building maintenance, trash collection, and open space areas. The proposed CC&R’s shall be
revised to provide the needed information required by City Code as outlined in this report.

4) The applicant is responsible for the replacement or repair of deteriorated, damaged or missing
surface improvements surrounding the perimeter of the subdivision. This includes, but is not
limited to: curb and gutter, sidewalks, landscaping park strip improvements, driveways, etc.

5) A shared access easement between the subject property, the existing office building to the
north, and the future commercial property will need to be recorded on the plat.

6) An escrow or cash bond agreement as required by section 12-9-2 of the Subdivision Ordinance
for public improvements shall be provided and will be subject to approval by the City Engineer
and City Attorney. The agreement for the public improvements shall be established prior to
obtaining any permits for the properties or plat being recorded.

ATTACHMENTS

1. Cover Sheet & Notes
2. Subdivision Plat Phase 1 & 2
3. Site Plan
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4. Demolition Plan

5. Grading Plan

6. Drainage Plan

7. Sewer Plan

8. Water Plan

9. Erosion Control Plan

10. Plan & Street Profiles
11. Landscape Plan
12. Engineering Plan Review Letter dated September 15, 2022.
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Dayton Newell
Architect

Dayton Newell
Cloud+
Clearfield City does not own/maintain utilities in private developments and on private streets unless otherwise noted by the PC. Please revise language to indicate these will be privately owned and maintained.

ts210803
Cloud

ts210803
Line

ts210803
Text Box
Needs to be updated to current owner

ts210803
Cloud+

ts210803
Cloud+
Needs to show current owner. The city will need a copy of a shared access agreement before recording of the plat.

ts210803
Cloud+

ts210803
Cloud+
Commercial parcel should be it's own and not shown as common area
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ts210803
Cloud

ts210803
Text Box
Needs to be updated to current owner

ts210803
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ts210803
Line

ts210803
Text Box
Shouldn't it be 40 (1 per unit) plus any landscaping meters?


ts210803
Line

ts210803
Text Box
Staff calculates 100 stalls (2 stalls per garage + 20 visitor stalls)

ts210803
Text Box
Note: Check site tabulation table for accuracy and update on all sheets.

ts210803
Cloud+

ts210803
Cloud+
Provide detail for walkway crossings.
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Dayton Newell
Architect

Dayton Newell
Cloud+
Include retention requirements for LID

Dayton Newell
Architect

Dayton Newell
Cloud+
Only two lines shown


Dayton Newell
Architect

Dayton Newell
Cloud+
Pretreatment device required on all inlets


Dayton Newell
Architect

Dayton Newell
Cloud+
Orifice required on outlet.
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Dayton Newell
Architect

Dayton Newell
Cloud+
Pretreatment device required
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Dayton Newell
Architect

Dayton Newell
Cloud+
SSMH #110, 106 allowed to be 4' MG. 5' only required w/ 3+ pipes.
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Dayton Newell
Architect

Dayton Newell
Cloud+
Reference/Call out detail for double check RP for irrigation.
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ts210803
Arrow

ts210803
Text Box
Areas that are Active Recreational Turf Sod need to be labeled on plan

ts210803
Cloud+

ts210803
Cloud+
Commercial Landscape will be reviewed for compliance upon commercial site plan application/review.

ts210803
Arrow

ts210803
Text Box
Can you check measurements? Staff calculate 24.4%. 25% required based off 2.74 acres.
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Know what's below.
(Call 811 vefore you dig.
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ts210803
Cloud+

ts210803
Cloud+
WaterSense labeled irrigation controller required.


1T pnokaoayyg ey
“MOJaq SieuM mouy

Wos 0LION oS OLION

IS ONIEN.L TANIA NO Jd.LLING dIIa LNOAVTYALLING dI¥d TVOIJAL

3v0s OLION

AVdH dN-d0d 4010d

MIIA dOL

HATVA HSNTd TVANVIN
STIvV.LId

AIVOSANYT o

5\BMDAZS 10-61 UBFOP\SOLIOLUNOL PISHIOID 2510 616102 \:

aiva

D018 NOISIATY

i

51NV 1d NOWY DR - Z1\5100

NOLLIROSI

w0501 ION

LI ANOZ TOYLNOD

105 Q312V4OD

3441504
SNvi 3 LN ot

3105 OLION

HAATVA NIVIA TYNNVIA

3125 OLION

SITVM E0 €ND OL LXIN AVHH AVIdS

3dd v

HoLavay
oW

ERERH

MIIA JOL

oviazvA

3wIs OLION

HATVA TOYLNOD DINOYLOITH

NYMIGIS 20 8310

MOST3 GaavHL
08°H0S e

V25 OLION

(SVIIV INTWIAVA MAN) TIVLAA HONHIL ddld

325 OLION

NOILDAS HONFY.L

STIVLAd 3dVOSANVT
HVLN ‘TAIVATO

3vDs OLION

YILINIATId MOTAINOVE INSSTAd A9dNATd

39410 0101 AT 81

WO

AAVd ALISHAAINA LV SNMAOL

WO G

| GNY 0BT NIIATVA

(OLDINNOD M 450

3wosOLION

AATVA ONITdNOD MDINO

NOIDSS INBNZAVA MEN.

35 OLIoN
TIVLIA JATVA HLSVM ¥ dOLS

oox

MIAIAR

300 ks
sos

Is

WO 2

Nown—

L wosns 02006

oMK
104

00T ALINS AARIA HOAL HOIH 'S 6769

WO YEINSNo0 MMM
SL00-ZS€ (108) ‘Hd LPOPS HV.LN ‘HTVAAIN

UM ONY dOIS

o
z

2

z

m

=i o
Ew

3

=X

z

o

@

=

=

<

m
un
z

a
30
c

o)




251061 UBSOP\SOUIOWUNOL PIOHIDOID ZS10-61\6L0Z\

«
1A

auve

510 S Y130 L0\589U\OHD

D018 NOI

NOLLIROSI

STIvV.LIdd
HVLN ‘TAIVATO

AIdVd ALISYHAIN LV SNMOL

‘Bipnof asaygjjey
“MOJAg e wouy

®

SN

LNO-NVATO

VIV GIAVNLD
VIV ASSVEO NI

‘|relsp uo
biay pue Jsrawelp
901110 apnjou|

“FouToNORHG
53000 1¥201 \
o

20 1 eous sst oloz squeides
114 uiseq yajey
wig
§-8 NOIO3S

X08 40 304
J0SNI KL 000K
30 %0V HOLYA

U009 __
va

Twova [|
sy
40 noLioa |
w100 0

s T i

s a0 ()
f

(8 310N)
do¥a 3NN MO13

nor S

NoUonISNGD |

L Jaideyo yein g

1102 Koy

(444

yorosdde Aemeauip yna-mes

- 3norEo

840 JAONTH ONY nOMYS

(V2 3UON) 110 ONUOOHd ¥a1vM
(9F JUON) SYuH 30vans
(¥ 3U0N) 110 40 34075

o 1 wous €9 1107 ssqwerdes

GeT Ajquissse 3na quno seui0)

woig

ITBVI 30T

041N
JOLS O T3 MVINOKGA LNOHI SHIVHSSONO

1V 300 AVAHOM 8O LI34IS W03 AV 34075 (3)
VL NVRISI3d

40 NOUD3MIO OL ¥INDIONIG3A SI 3d0TS SSOHO (4)
‘8410 30 0v8
OL TITIVHVG 1 314 40 340TS ONINNNY TIAVIL

NVRILS303d 40 NOUD3I 3HL NI S 34075 ONINNNY ()

EEEIEZE]

(85 M)
Z w0 |

v = i v
il [ ,
swa 0 () 8 L 0 - S00 s
3LVdO I1ONIS 3L 1 4O CIANOSONVY S1 RS A 3L NHIIHN NOJN SONG30 YL Ung L35 e T3A3TMTVMIAIS 1V 3OVdS ONINYNL
T i S IS OF 1nd 58 1SR SUnS SRS W4 GBS W ShL v
20z eus 681 otz squaran 651 Loz won e 600z mausnon
443 9joyuew jsesal 9le X0q JNOUBBID PUE UJSE] D)ED UORUIGLIO; S108 s Jojdeyg yein, 602 squn:;
b joy 'd e q 3 /2 P 1seq yaj neulquiod 662 yosed-J juswoened snouyunyg -§* e qing
= e VLI ONRVES INIOT

(NOWJO ¥3si¥ ONONAZY)

§-8 NOIIOFS

(NOWJO 030 3U3¥0N00)

V=V NOIO3S

Tipiove —

0D (RINSNO0) MAA.
SL00-ZS€ (108) ‘Hd LPOPS HV.LN ‘HTVAAIN

002 ALINS AARIA HOAL HOIH 'S 6+69

o
z
2
Z
o
jes]
Jt
Z
a
>
Z
g
@
g
=
<
]
5
Z
o
=
g
a

-
L

(5¥5 Nid)
%030 33WONCO

B
0 (dh) 0NN 3L S0

305N 3HL KO GINSYIN.
v

NONNIN S3HONI .9

NOISNamO

SNOISN3WIQ 30 318VL

ISWGHIO TIUI03IS SSTIN
NOLYTIVISNI 3NGD ORILN3ONGD

:]
3SVE HONOYHL-SSVd 3did

5:.:3.35\
30D ONY MV

AMOUN N o

-

aon i g
w0 3351 <

K

Tuove —

o

BN ,

S 304
LGHNONY B8N0 40 VA
4oL ML 30V KO

T

£

NOILVHOLSIH 3LIS0dN0D
<
(198 Nv1e)
THOVE KNG

V (s30s Tv)

NOZ SHL 1oeNCo e
20 21

TS T .
v T sk s

SSINOML
SNUSDG KoY
(35 3U0N) GIUON SY

ATONCO. SNONIANLG JUNLUSNS 30
SSIVOML UVAISENS IUTHOND KOV

(185 W)
TIUHOVE HONTML

V (s
ElL
L]

OIVd 3I3UINOT
noNmNG

7 | vowva aimonoo snowmnue

2" g LR oS AL

B3 EB "0 owano asuonoo snownue
§ RG0S 2R B T

oy

& =

SLTIUS MUNIOISII-NON ~ WONIVI .9 "WANNIN .
SLIIS MUNGOSTH ~ WLV .9 WANNIN

40 03 ONY
¥ TIMO0 ¥ "ON .81
INOT 0100 GITIIH00

=§_
N } '
— /
g T
NOULOVHINOD L or 3U34ONOD ONUSDG
ST TR
VR — PR —
70 .00 © of
e .

"Li 05 BLZOL = VAWV IU3HONOD

90 .8 0 v§
(2) WarESoNGY

EZat



Dayton Newell
Architect

Dayton Newell
Cloud+
Include orifice diameter and height on detail.
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ClearfeldCity ]|

Public Works Department
497 South Main Clearfield City, UT 84015
Phone: 801-525-4419

September 15, 2022

Attn: Brad Mcllrath, Senior Planner
Proj: Towns at University Park
Subj: Plan Review 2

Brad,

| have completed my review of the recently submitted plans for Towns at University Park. The
plans have several comments that need to be addressed before our recommendation of
approval can be given.

Plat

Plans

Note 7: Clearfield City does not own/maintain utilities in private developments and/or
on private streets unless otherwise indicated by the Planning Commission. Please revise

the language to reflect that these will be privately owned and maintained.

Reference the attached notes for recommendations on notes to include on plans. Revise
language to apply to this project.

Include ‘Construction Notes’ utility, grading, and drainage pages of the plans. Revise
language to apply to this project.

Please edit building outline on plans to a different color. Current green color conflicts
with proposed sewer lines.

Remove TBC data, FGD data, and FG data from plan and profiles. Include only on grading
plan.

A pretreatment device / hydrodynamic separator is required on any inlet right before a
detention basin / underground storage device.

Sheet C5.0 SDMH#103 indicates 3 inverts of lines coming into the manhole, only 2 lines

are shown on the plans.

Page10of 8



ClearfeldCity ]|

Public Works Department
497 South Main Clearfield City, UT 84015
Phone: 801-525-4419

7. An orifice plate is required on all outlets from detention ponds / underground storage.
Please revise plans to include an orifice plate on underground detention pond.

8. LID Retention requirements need to be included on all detention pond calculations.

9. SSM H #110 and #106 are allowed to be 4 MH rather than 5" MH.

10. Reference / Call out detail for double check RP for irrigation. (C7.0)

11. Only include applicable specs for what is being used on the project (streetlights,
different meter sizes, etc...)

12. Please include details and specs for retaining wall on SE corner of site.

13. How will snow stacking work on Cosmo Court?

14. In keeping the theme of proposed street names being school mascots, we suggest
Wildcat Lane should be changed to Waldo Lane.

15. Please update engineers cost estimate with any changes made to the plans.

If you have questions, please contact me anytime.
Thanks,

Dayton Newell

Clearfield City Public Works
Staff Engineer
Dayton.newell@clearfieldcity.org
(801) 525-4423 Office
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Public Works Department
497 South Main Clearfield City, UT 84015
Phone: 801-525-4419

General Notes:

10.

12.
13.

14.
13,

16.

20.

21,

22,

23.

ALL CONSTRUCTION MUST STRICTLY FOLLOW THE STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS SET FORTH BY: GOVERNING UTILITY MUNICIPALITY,
GOVERMING CITY OR COUNTY (IF UN=INCORPORATED), INDIVIDUAL PRODUCT MANUFACTURERS, AMERICAN PUBLIC WORKS
ASSOCIATION (APWA), AND THE DESIGN ENGINEER. THE ORDER LISTED ABOVE IS ARRANGED BY SEMIORITY. IF A CONSTRUCTION
PRACTICE IS NOT SPECIFIED BY ANY OF THE LISTED SOURCES, CONTRACTOR MUST CONTACT DESIGN EMGINEER FOR DIRECTION.
CONTRACTOR TO STRICTLY FOLLOW GEOTECHMICAL RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THIS PROJECT. ALL GRADING INCLUDING BUT NOT
LIMITED TO CUT, FILL, COMPACTION, ASPHALT SECTION, SUBBASE, TREWNCH EXCAVATION/BACKFILL, SITE GRUBBING, RETAINING WALLS
AND FOOTINGS MUST BE COORDINATED DIRECTLY WITH THE PROJECT GEOTECHNICAL ENGIMNEER.

TRAFFIC CONTROL, STRIPING & SIGNAGE TO CONFORM TO CURRENT GOVERMING AGENCIES TRANSPORTATIONM ENGIMEER'S MANUAL
AMD MANUAL OF UNIFORM TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES.

ANY AREA OQUTSIDE THE LIMIT OF WORK THAT IS DISTURBED SHALL BE RESTORED TO ITS ORIGINAL CONDITION AT NO COST TO
OWNER.

CONSULT ALL OF THE DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS FOR COORDIMATION REQUIREMENTS BEFORE COMMENCING CONSTRUCTION,
AT ALL LOCATIONS WHERE EXISTING PAVEMENT ABUTS MEW CONSTRUCTION, THE EDGE OF THE EXISTING PAVEMENT SHALL BE
SAWCUT TO A CLEAN, SMOOTH EDGE.

ALL CONSTRUCTION AND MATERIALS SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE MOST RECENT, ADOPTED EDITION OF ADA ACCESSIBILITY
GUIDELINES.

PRIOR TO STARTING CONSTRUCTION, THE COWTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR MAKING SURE THAT ALL REQUIRED PERMITS
AND APPROVALS HAVE BEEN OBTAINED. NO CONSTRUCTION OR FABRICATION SHALL BEGIN UNTIL THE CONTRACTOR HAS RECEIVED
THOROUGHLY REVIEWED PLANS AND OTHER DOCUMENTS APPROVED BY ALL OF THE PERMITTING AUTHORITIES.

CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR SCHEDULING AND MNOTIFYING ENGINEER OR INSPECTING AUTHORITY 48 HOURS IN ADVANCE OF
COVERING UP ANY PHASE OF CONSTRUCTION REQUIRING OBSERVATION.

ANY WORK IN THE PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY WILL REQUIRE PERMITS FROM THE APPROPRIATE CITY, COUNTY OR STATE AGENCY
CONTROLLING THE ROAD, INCLUDING OBTAINING REQUIRED INSPECTIONS.

ALL DIMEMSIONS, GRADES & UTILITY DESIGNS SHOWN OM THE PLANS SHALL BE VERIFIED BY THE CONTRACTOR PRIOR TO
CONSTRUCTION. CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY ENGINEER OF ANY DISCREPAMCIES PRIOR TO PROCEEDING WITH CONSTRUCTION FOR
NECESSARY PLAN OR GRADE CHANGES.

CONTRACTOR MUST WERIFY ALL EXISTING COMDITIONS BEFORE BIDDING AND BRING UP ANY QUESTIONS BEFOREHAND.

SITE GRADING SHALL BE PERFORMED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THESE PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS AND THE RECOMMENDATIONS SET
FORTH BY THE GEOTECHMICAL ENGINEER.

CATCH SLOPES SHALL BE GRADED AS SPECIFIED ON GRADING PLANS.

CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR ALL FLAGGING, CAUTION SIGNS, LIGHTS, BARRICADES, FLAGMEMN, AND ALL OTHER
DEVICES MNECESSARY FOR PUBLIC SAFETY.

CONTRACTOR SHALL, AT THE TIME OF BIDDING AND THROUGHOUT THE PERIOD OF THE CONTRACT, BE LICENSED IN THE STATE
WHERE THE PROJECT IS LOCATED AND SHALL BE BONWDABLE FOR AN AMOUNT EQUAL TO OR GREATER THAN THE AMOUNT BID AND
TO DO THE TYPE OF WORK CONTEMPLATED IN THE PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS. CONTRACTOR SHALL BE SKILLED AND REGULARLY
ENGAGED IN THE GENERAL CLASS AND TYPE OF WORK CALLED FOR IN THE PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS.

CONTRACTOR SHALL INSPECT THE SITE OF THE WORK PRIOR TO BIDDING TO SATISFY HIMSELF BY PERSONAL EXAMINATION OR BY
SUCH OTHER MEANS AS HE MAY PREFER OF THE LOCATIONS OF THE PROPOSED WORK AND OF THE ACTUAL CONDITIONS OF AND
AT THE SITE OF WORK. IF, DURING THE COURSE OF HIS EXAMIMATION, A BIDDER FINDS FACTS OR CONDITIONS WHICH APFEAR TO
HIM TO BE IN CONFLICT WITH THE LETTER OR SPIRIT OF THE PROJECT PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS, HE SHALL CONTACT THE
ENGINEER FOR ADDITIOMAL INFORMATION AND EXPLAMATIOM BEFORE SUBMITTING HIS BID. SUBMISSION OF A BID BY THE
CONTRACTOR SHALL CONSTITUTE ACKMOWLEDGMENT THAT, IF AWARDED THE CONTRACT, HE HAS RELIED AND IS RELYING ON HIS
OWN EXAMINATION OF (1) THE SITE OF THE WORK, (2) ACCESS TO THE SITE, AND (3) ALL OTHER DATA AND MATTERS REQUISITE
TO THE FULFILLMENT OF THE WORK AND ON HIS OWN KNOWLEDGE OF EXISTING FACILITIES ON AND IN THE VICINITY OF THE SITE
OF THE WORK TO BE CONSTRUCTED UNDER THIS CONTRACT. THE INFORMATION PROVIDED BY THE ENGINEER IS NOT INTENDED TO
BE A SUBSTITUTE FOR, OR A SUPPLEMENT TO, THE INDEPENDENT VERIFICATION BY THE CONTRACTOR TO THE EXTENT SUCH
INDEPENDENT INVESTIGATION OF SITE CONDITIONS IS DEEMED NECESSARY OR DESIRABLE By THE CONTRACTOR. CONTRACTOR SHALL
ACKNOWLEDGE THAT HE HAS NOT RELIED SOLELY UPON OWNER- OR ENGINEER—FURNISHED INFORMATION REGARDING SITE
CONDITIONS IN PREPARING AND SUBMITTING HIS BID.

CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE TO PROVIDE ALL WATER, POWER, SANITARY FACILITIES AND TELEFHOME SERVICES AS
REQUIRED FOR THE CONTRACTOR'S USE DURING CONSTRUCTION.

CONTRACTOR SHALL BE HELD RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY FIELD CHAMGES MADE WITHOUT PRIOR WRITTEN AUTHORIZATION FROM THE
OWNER, ENGIMEER, AND/OR GOVERMING AGENCIES.

CONTRACTOR SHALL EXERCISE DUE CAUTION AMD SHALL CAREFULLY PRESERVE BENCH MARKS, CONTROL POINTS, REFERENCE
POINTS AND ALL SURVEY STAKES, AND SHALL BEAR ALL EXPENSES FOR REPLACEMENT AND/OR ERRORS CAUSED BY THEIR
UNNECESSARY LOSS OR DISTURBAMNCE.

CONTRACTOR SHALL ASSUME SOLE AND COMPLETE RESPONSIBILITY FOR JOBSITE CONDITIONS DURING THE COURSE OF
CONSTRUCTION OF THIS PROJECT, INCLUDING SAFETY OF ALL PERSONS AND PROPERTY. THIS REQUIREMEMNT SHALL APPLY
CONTINUQUSLY AND NOT BE LIMITED TO NORMAL WORKING HOURS., THE CONTRACTOR SHALL DEFEND, INDEMNIFY AND HOLD THE
OWNER AND ENGINEER HARMLESS FROM ANY AND ALL LIABILITY, REAL OR ALLEGED, IN COMMNECTION WITH THE PERFORMANCE OF
WORK ON THIS PROJECT, EXCEPTING FOR LIABILITY ARISING FROM THE SOLE NEGLIGENCE OF THE OWMNER OR THE ENGINEER.
CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR ADEQUATELY SCHEDULING INSPECTION AND TESTING OF ALL FACILITIES CONSTRUCTED
UNDER THIS CONTRACT. ALL TESTING SHALL CONFORM TO THE REGULATORY AGENCY'S STAMDARD SPECIFICATIONS. ALL TESTING AND
INSPECTION SHALL BE PAID FOR BY THE OWNER; ALL RE—TESTING AND/OR RE—INSPECTION SHALL BE PAID FOR BY THE
CONTRACTOR,

IF EXISTING IMPROVEMENTS NEED TO BE DISTURBED AND/OR REMOVED FOR THE PROPER PLACEMENT OF IMPROVEMENTS TO BE
CONSTRUCTED BY THESE PLANS, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR PROTECTING EXISTING IMPROVEMENTS FROM
DAMAGE. COST OF REPLACING OR REPAIRING EXISTING IMPROVEMENTS SHALL BE INCLUDED IN THE UMIT PRICE BID FOR ITEMS
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23

24,

25,

26.

27.

28.

29.

30,

Public Works Department
497 South Main Clearfield City, UT 84015
Phone: 801-525-4419

ALV BT L Y R

IF EXISTING IMPROVEMENTS NEED TO BE DISTURBED AND/OR REMOVED FOR THE PROPER PLACEMENT OF IMPROVEMENTS TO BE
COMSTRUCTED BY THESE PLANS, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONZIBLE FOR PROTECTING EXISTING IMPROVEMENTS FROM
DAMAGE, COST OF REPLACING OR REPAIRING EXISTING IMPROVEMENTS SHALL BE INCLUDED IM THE UNIT PRICE BID FOR ITEMS
REQUIRING REMOVAL AND/OR REPLACEMEMT. THERE WILL BE WO EXTRA COST DUE TO THE CONTRACTOR FOR REFLACING OR
REPAIRING EXISTING IMPROVEMENTS.

WHENEVER EXISTING FACILITIES ARE REMOVED, DAMAGED, BROKEN, OR CUT IN THE INSTALLATION OF THE WORK COVERED BY
THESE PLANS OR SPECIFICATIONS, SAID FACILITIES SHALL BE REPLACED AT THE CONTRACTOR'S EXPENSE WITH MATERIALS EQUAL
TO OR BETTER THAN THE MATERIALS USED IN THE ORIGINAL EXISTING FACILITIES. THE FINISHED PRODUCT SHALL BE SUBJECT TO
THE APPROVAL OF THE OWMER, THE EMGINEER, AMD THE RESPECTIVE REGULATORY AGEMCY.

CONTRACTOR SHALL MAINTAIM A MEATLY MARKED SET OF FULL-SIZE AS—-BUILT RECORD DRAWINGS SHOWING THE FIMAL LOCATION
AND LAYOUT OF ALL STRUCTURES AND OTHER FACILITIES. AS—-BUILT RECORD DRAWINGS SHALL REFLECT CHANGE ORDERS,
ACCOMMODATIONS, AND ADJUSTMENTS TO ALL IMPROVEMENTS COMNSTRUCTED. WHERE NECESSARY, SUPPLEMENTAL DRAWINGS SHALL
BE PREPARED AMD SUBMITTED BY THE CONTRACTOR. PRIOR TO ACCEPTAMCE OF THE PROJECT, THE COMTRACTOR SHALL DELIVER
TO THE EMWGIMEER OME SET OF MEATLY MARKED AS—-BUILT RECORD DRAWINGS SHOWIMG THE INFORMATION REQUIRED ABOVE.
AS—BUILT RECORD DRAWINGS SHALL BE REVIEWED AND THE COMPLETE AS-BUILT RECORD DRAWING SET SHALL BE CURRENT WITH
ALL CHANGES AMD DEVIATIONS REDUIMED AS A PRECOMDITION TO THE FIMAL PROGRESS PAYMENT APPROVAL AND/OR FIMAL
ACCEPTANCE.

WHERE THE PLANS OR SPECIFICATIONS DESCRIBE PORTIONS OF THE WORK IN GEMERAL TERMS BUT MNOT IN COMPLETE DETAIL, IT
IZ UNDERSTOOD THAT OMLY THE BEST GEMERAL PRACTICE 15 TO PREVAIL AND THAT OMLY MATERIALS AMD WORKMAMSHIP OF THE
HIGHEST QUALITY ARE TO BE USED.

CONTRACTOR SHALL BE SKILLED AND REGULARLY ENGAGED IN THE GEMERAL CLASS AND TYPE OF WORK CALLED FOR IN THE
PROJECT PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS. THEREFORE, THE OWNER 1S RELYING UPON THE EXPERIENCE AND EXPERTISE OF THE
CONTRACTOR. PRICES PROVIDED WITHIN THE CONTRACT DOCUMEMTS SHALL INCLUDE ALL LABOR AND MATERIALS NECESSARY AND
PROPER FOR THE WORK CONTEMPLATED AND THAT THE WORK BE COMPLETED IN ACCORDAMCE WITH THE TRUE INTENT AND
PURPOSE OF THESE PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE COMPETENT, KNOWLEDGEABLE AMD HAVE SPECIAL
SKILLS [N THE MATURE, EXTENT AND INHERENT COMDMTIONS OF THE WORK TO BE PERFORMED. CONTRACTOR SHALL ALSO
ACKNOWLEDGE THAT THERE ARE CERTAIN PECULIAR AND INHERENT COMDITIONS EXISTENT IN THE CONSTRUCTIOM OF THE
PARTICULAR FACILITIES WHICH MAY CREATE, DURING THE CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM, UNUSUAL OR UNSAFE CONDITIONS HAZARDOUS
TO PERSONS, PROPERTY AMD THE EMVIROMMEMT. CONTRACTOR SHALL BE AWARE OF SUCH PECULIAR RISKS AND HAVE THE SKILL
AND EXPERIENCE TO FORESEE AND TO ADOPT PROTECTVE MEASURES TO ADEQUATELY AND SAFELY PERFORM THE CONSTRUCTION
WORK WITH RESPECT TO SUCH HAZARDS.

CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE REMOVAL OF ALL STRIPING AMD/OR PAVEMENT MARKINGS MECESSARY TO TIE
EXISTING STRIPING INTO FUTURE STRIPING. WETHOD OF REMOVAL SHALL BE BY GRINDING OR SANDBLASTING.

CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE ALL SHORING, BRACING, SLOPING OR OTHER PROVISIONS NECESSARY TO PROTECT WORKMEM FOR
ALL AREAS TO BE EXCAVATED TO A DEPTH OF 4 FEET OR MORE. FOR EXCAVATIOMS 4 FEET OR MORE IM DEPTH, THE
CONTRACTOR SHALL COMPLY WITH LOCAL, STATE AND NATIOMAL SAFETY CODES, ORDINANCES. OR REQUIREMENTS FOR EXCAVATION
AND TREMCHES.

ALL EXISTING GATES AMD FEMCES TO REMAIN UMLESS OTHERWISE NOTED ON PLANS. PROTECT ALL GATES AMD FENCES FROM
DAMAGE
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Public Works Department
497 South Main Clearfield City, UT 84015
Phone: 801-525-4419

Utility Notes:

~mn

10.

11.

12,

13
14,
15.
16.

17.
18.

19,
20.
21.
22

CONTRACTOR SHALL COORDINATE LOCATION OF NEW "DRY UTILITIES" WITH THE APPROPRIATE UTILITY COMPANY, INCLUDING BUT NOT
LIMITED TO: TELEPHONE SERVICE, GAS SERVICE, CABLE, POWER, INTERNET.

EXISTING UTILITIES HAVE BEEN SHOWN ON THE PLANS USING A COMBINATION OF ON=SITE SURVEYS (BY OTHERS). PRIOR TO
COMMEMNCING ANY WORK, IT SHALL BE THE CONTRACTOR'S RESPOMSIBILITY TO HAVE EACH UTILITY COMPANY LOCATE IN THE FIELD,
THEIR MAIN AND SERVICE LINES 48 HOURS IN ADVANCE OF PERFORMING ANY EXCAVATION WORK. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL RECORD
THE BLUE STAKES ORDER NUMBER AND FURNISH ORDER MUMBER TO OWNER AND ENGINEER PRIOR TO ANY EXCAVATION. IT WILL
BE THE CONTRACTOR'S SOLE RESPONSIBILITY TO DIRECTLY CONTACT AMY OTHER UTILITY COMPANIES THAT ARE NOT MEMBERS OF
BLUE STAKES. IT SHALL BE THE CONTRACTOR'S SOLE RESPONSIBILITY TO PROTECT ALL EXISTING UTILITIES SO THAT MO DAMAGE
RESULTS TO THEM DURING THE PERFORMAMCE OF THIS CONTRACT. ANY REPAIRS NECESSARY TO DAMAGED UTILITIES SHALL BE
PAID FOR BY THE COMTRACTOR. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE REQUIRED TO COOPERATE WITH OTHER CONTRACTORS AMD UTILITY
COMPANIES INSTALLING NEW STRUCTURES, UTILITIES AND SERVICE TO THE PROJECT.

CONTRACTOR SHALL POT HOLE ALL UTILITIES TO DETERMINE IF CONFLICTS EXIST PRIOR TO BEGINNING ANY EXCAVATION. NOTIFY
ENGINEER OF ANY CONFLICTS. CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY LOCATION AND INVERTS OF EXISTING UTILITIES TO WHICH NEW UTILITIES
WILL BE CONNECTED. PRIOR TO COMMENCING ANY EXCAVATION WORK THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY ALL UTILITY COMPAMIES IN
ACCORDANCE WITH THE REQUIRED PROCEDURES.

CARE SHOULD BE TAKEN IN ALL EXCAVATIONS DUE TO POSSIBLE EXISTENCE OF UNRECORDED UTILITY LINES. EXCAVATION REQUIRED
WITHIN PROXIMITY OF EXISTING UTILITY LINES SHALL BE DONE BY HAND. CONTRACTOR SHALL REPAIR ANY DAMAGE TO EXISTING
UTILITY LINES OR STRUCTURES INCURRED DURING CONSTRUCTIOM OPERATIONS AT HIS EXPENSE.

ALL VALVES AND MANHOLE COVERS SHALL BE RAISED OR LOWERED TO MEET FINISHED GRADE.

CONTRACTOR SHALL CUT PIPES OFF FLUSH WITH THE INSIDE WALL OF THE BOX OR MANHOLE.

CONTRACTOR SHALL GROUT AT CONNECTION OF PIPE TO BOX WITH MON-SHRINKING GROUT, INCLUDING PIPE VOIDS LEFT BY
CUTTING PROCESS, TO A SMOOTH FINISH.

CONTRACTOR SHALL GROUT WITH MOM-=SHRINK GROUT BETWEEMN GRADE RINGS AND BETWEEN BOTTOM OF INLET LID FRAME AND
TOP OF CONCRETE BOX

SILT AND DEBRIS IS TO BE CLEANED OUT OF ALL STORM DRAIM BOXES. CATCH BASINS ARE TO BE MAINTAINED IN A CLEANED
COMDITION AS NEEDED UNTIL AFTER THE FINAL BOND RELEASE INSPECTION.

CONTRACTOR SHALL CLEAN ASPHALT, TAR OR OTHER ADHESIVES OFF OF ALL MANHOLE LIDS AND INLET GRATES TO ALLOW
ACCESS.

EACH TRENCH SHALL BE EXCAVATED SO THAT THE PIPE CAN BE LAID TO THE ALIGNMENT AND GRADE AS REQUIRED. THE TRENCH
WALL SHALL BE SO BRACED THAT THE WORKMEN MAY WORK SAFELY AND EFFICIENTLY. ALL TRENCHES SHALL BE DRAINED SO THE
PIPE LAYING MAY TAKE PLACE IN DE—WATERED CONDITIONS.

CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE AND MAINTAIN AT ALL TIMES AMPLE MEANS AND DEVICES WITH WHICH TO REMOVE PROMPTLY AND TO
PROPERLY DISPOSE OF ALL WATER ENTERING THE TREMCH EXCAVATION.

MAINTAIN A MINIMUM 18" VERTICAL SEPARATION DISTANCE BETWEEN ALL UTILITY CROSSINGS.

CONTRACTOR SHALL START INSTALLATION AT LOW POINT OF ALL NEW GRAVITY UTILITY LIMES.

ALL BOLTED FITTINGS MUST BE GREASED AND WRAPPED.

UMNLESS SPECIFICALLY NOTED OTHERWISE, MAINTAIN AT LEAST 2 FEET OF COVER OVER ALL STORM DRAIN LINES AT ALL TIMES
(INCLUDING DURING CONSTRUCTION).

ALL WATER LINES SHALL BE INSTALLED A MINIMUM OF 60" BELOW FINISHED GRADE.

ALL SEWER LINES AND SEWER SERVICES SHALL HAVE A MINIMUM SEPARATION OF 10 FEET, PIPE EDGE TO PIPE EDGE, FROM THE
WATER LINES. IF A 10 FOOT SEPARATION CAN NOT BE MAINTAINED, THE SEWER LINE AND WATER LINE SHALL BE LAID IM
SEPARATE TRENCHES AND THE BOTTOM OF THE WATER LINE SHALL BE AT LEAST 18" ABOVE THE TOP OF THE SEWER LINE.
CONTRACTOR SHALL INSTALL THRUST BLOCKING AT ALL WATERLINE ANGLE POINTS AND TEES.

ALL UNDERGROUND UTILITIES SHALL BE IN PLACE PRIOR TO INSTALLATION OF CURB, GUTTER, SIDEWALK AND STREET PAVING.
CONTRACTOR SHALL INSTALL MAGNETIC LOCATING TAPE CONTINUOUSLY OVER ALL NONMETALLIC PIPE.

THRUST BLOCKS & RESTRAINED JOINTS WITH MEGA—-LUG ADAPTERS REQUIRED OM ALL BENDS AND FITTINGS USING BLUE BOLTS.
PROTECT ALL BOLTS FROM BEING ENCASED IN CONCRETE. INSTALL PER MANUFACTURER RECOMMENDATIONS,

Page 5 of 8



Public Works Department
497 South Main Clearfield City, UT 84015
Phone: 801-525-4419

Notice to Contractor:

THE CONTRACTOR IS SPECIFICALLY CAUTIOMED THAT THE LOCATION AMD/OR ELEVATION OF EXISTING UNDERGROUND UTILITIES AS SHOWN
OM THESE PLANS ARE BASED UPON RECORDS OF THE VARIOUS UTILITY COMPANIES AND/OR MUMICIPALITIES AND, WHERE POSSIBLE,
MEASUREMENTS TAKEN IN THE FIELD. THE INFORMATION IS MOT TO BE RELIED UPOM AS BEING EXACT OR COMPLETE. THE CONTRACTOR
MUST CALL THE APPROPRIATE UTILITY COMPANIES AT LEAST 48 HOURS BEFORE ANY EXCAVATIOM TO REQUEST EXACT FIELD LOCATION
OF UTILITIES. IT SHALL BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR TO RELOCATE ALL EXISTING UTILITIES WHICH COMNFLICT WITH THE
PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS SHOWN OM THESE PLANS.

THE CONTRACTOR AGREES THAT THEY SHALL ASSUME SOLE AND COMPLETE RESPONSIBILITY FOR JOB SITE CONDITIONS DURING THE
COURSE OF CONSTRUCTION OF THIS PROJECT, IMCLUDING SAFETY OF ALL PERSONS AND PROPERTY. THIS REQUIREMENT SHALL APPLY
CONTINUOUSLY AND NOT BE LIMITED TO NORMAL WORKING HOURS, AND THAT THE CONTRACTOR SHALL DEFEND, INDEMMIFY, AND HOLD
THE OWNER AND THE ENGINEERS HARMLESS FROM ANTY AND ALL LIABILITY, REAL OR ALLEGED, IN CONMECTION WITH THE PERFORMANCE
OF WORK ON THIS PROJECT.

NOTE:
1. SAWCUT EXISTING ASPHALT INSIDE FROM OUTER EDGE FOR TACK SEAL OF NEW ASPHALT
2. COMTRACTOR TO VERIFY 2% MIM. AMD 5% MAX SLOPE FROM EDGE OF ASPHALT TO UP OF GUTTER

Survey Control Note:

THE CONTRACTOR OR SURVEYOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR FOLLOWING THE NATIOWAL SCCIETY OF PROFESSIOMAL
SURVEYORS (NSPS) MODEL STANDARDS FOR ANY SURVEYING OR CONSTRUCTION LAYOUT TO BE COMPLETED USING
REEVE & ASSOCIATES, INC. SURVEY DATA OR CONSTRUCTION IMPROVEMENT PLANS. PRIOR TO PROCEEDING WITH
CONSTRUCTION STAKING, THE SURVEYOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR WERIFYING HORIZONTAL CONTROL FROM THE
SURVEY MOMUMENTS AND FOR VERIFYING ANY ADDITIOMAL CONTROL POINTS SHOWN ON AN ALTA SURVEY,
IMPROVEMENT PLAN, OR ANY ELECTRONIC DATA PROVIDED. THE SURVEYOR SHALL ALSO USE THE BEMCHMARKS AS
SHOWM OM THE PLAN, AND VERIFY THEM AGAINST MO LESS THAM FIWE (5) EXISTING HARD IMPROVEMENT ELEVATIONS
INCLUDED OWN THESE FLANS OR ON ELECTROMIC DATA PROVIDED. IF ANY DISCREPANCIES ARE EMCOUNTERED, THE
SURVEYOR SHALL IMMEDIATELY NOTFY REEVE & ASSOCIATES, INC. AND RESOLVE THE MMSCREPANCIES BEFORE
PROCEEDING WITH ANY CONSTRUCTION STAKING.

Erosion Control General Notes:

THE CONTRACTOR TO USE BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES FOR PROVIDING

EROSION CONTROL FOR CONSTRUCTION OF THIS PROJECT. ALL MATERIAL AND
WORKMANSHIP SHALL CONFORM TO GOVERMING AGENCIES ORDHNANCES AND ALL WORK
SHALL BE SUBJECT TO INSPECTIOM BY THE COUNTIES. ALSO, INSPECTORS WILL

HAVE THE RIGHT TO CHANGE THE FACILITIES AS NEEDED.

CONTRACTOR SHALL KEEP THE SITE WATERED TO CONTROL DUST. CONTRACTOR
TO LOCATE A MEAREY HYDRANT FOR USE AMD TO INSTALL TEMPORARY METER.
CONSTRUCTION WATER COST TO BE INCLUDED IN BID.

WHEN GRADING OPERATIONS ARE COMPLETED AND THE DISTURBED GROUND 1S
LEFT OPEN FOR 14 DAYS OR MWORE, THE AREA SHALL BE FURROWED PARALLEL
TO THE CONTOURS.

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL MODIFY EROSION CONTROL MEASURES TO
ACCOMMODATE PROJECT PLAMNING.

ALL ACCESS TO PROPERTY WILL BE FROM PUBLIC RIGHT=0F=WAYS.

THE CONTRACTOR IS REQUIRED BY STATE AND FEDERAL REGULATIONS TO
PREPARE A STORM WATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PLAN AND FILE A "NOTICE OF
IMTENT" WITH THE GOVERMING AGEMCIES.
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Public Works Department
497 South Main Clearfield City, UT 84015
Phone: 801-525-4419

Maintenance:

ALL BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (BMP'S) SHOWN ON THIS PLAN MUST BE
MAINTAINED AT ALL TIMES UNTIL PROJECT CLOSE-OUT.

THE CONTRACTOR'S RESPONSIBILITY SHALL INCLUDE MAKING BI-WEEKLY CHECKS
ON ALL EROSION CONTROL MEASURES TO DETERMINE IF REPAIR OR SEDIMENT
REMOVAL IS NECESSARY. CHECKS SHALL BE DOCUMENTED AND COPIES OF THE
INSPECTIONS KEPT ON SITE.

SEDIMENT DEPOSITS SHOULD BE REMOVED AFTER EACH RAINFALL. THEY MUST BE
REMOVED WHEN THE LEVEL OF DEPOSITION REACHES APPROXIMATELY ONE-HALF
THE HEIGHT OF BARRIER.

SEDIMENT TRACKED ONTO PAVED ROADS MUST BE CLEANED UP AS SOON AS
PRACTICAL, BUT IN NO CASE LATER THAN THE END OF THE NORMAL WORK DAY.
THE CLEAN UP WILL INCLUDE SWEEPING OF THE TRACKED MATERIAL, PICKING IT
UP, AND DEPOSITING IT TO A CONTAINED AREA.

EXPOSED SLOPES:

ANY EXPOSED SLOPE THAT WILL REMAIN UNTOUCHED FOR LONGER THAN 14

DAYS MUST BE STABILIZED BY ONE OR MORE OF THE FOLLOWING METHODS:
A) SPRAYING DISTURBED AREAS WITH A TACKIFIER VIA HYDROSEED

B) TRACKING STRAW PERPENDICULAR TO SLOPES
C) INSTALLING A LIGHT—WEIGHT, TEMPORARY EROSION CONTROL BLANKET

Zone Data

ZONE R-1-8
LOT SIZE: 6000 S.F. MIN.
FRONT YARD SETBACK: 20
SIDE YARD SETBACK: 6' EACH SIDE SIDE YARD (CORNER LOT)
SETBACK: 20" REAR YARD SETBACK: 20'

North Davis Fire District Notes:

1. THE MINIMUM FIRE FLOW REQUIREMENT IS 1500 GALLONS PER MINUTE FOR 60
CONSECUTIVE MINUTES FOR RESIDENTIAL ONE AND TWO FAMILY DWELLINGS. FIRE FLOW
REQUIREMENTS MAY BE INCREASED FOR RESIDENTIAL ONE & TWO FAMILY DWELLINGS
WITH A BUILDING FOOTPRINT EQUA TO OR GREATER THAN 3,600 SQ. FT. OR OTHER
BUILDINGS.

2. FIRE HYDRANTS AND ACCESS ROADS SHALL BE INSTALLED PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION OF
ANY BUILDINGS. ALL HYDRANTS SHALL BE PLACED WITH THE 4.5" CONNECTION FACING
THE POINT OF ACCESS FOR FIRE DEPARTMENT APPARATUS.

3. PRIOR TO BEGINNING CONSTRUCTION OF ANY BUILDINGS, A FIRE FLOW TEST OF THE NEW
HYDRANTS SHALL BE CONDUCTED TO VERIFY THE ACTUAL FIRE FLOW FOR THIS PROJECT.
THE FIRE PREVENTION DMISION OF THIS FIRE DISTRICT SHALL WITNESS THIS TEST AND
SHALL BE NOTIFIED A MINIMUM OF 48 HOURS PRIOR TO THE TEST.

4. ALL FIRE APPARATUS ACCESS ROADS SHALL BE A MINIMUM ALL-WEATHER, DRIVABLE, AND
MAINTAINABLE SURFACE. THERE SHALL BE A MINIMUM CLEAR AND UNOBSTRUCTED WIDTH
OF NOT LESS THAN 26 FT AND AN UNOBSTRUCTED VERTICAL CLEARANCE OF NOT LESS
THAN 13'-6". DEAD-END ROADS CREATED IN EXCESS OF 150 FEET IN LENGTH SHALL BE
PROVIDED WITH AN APPROVED TURN-AROUND.

S. IFEgRADES EXCEED 8%, APPROVAL FROM THE CITY ENGINEER AND THE FIRE DISTRICT IS
REQUIRED.
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Public Works Department
497 South Main Clearfield City, UT 84015
Phone: 801-525-4419

Construction Notes:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)
8)

ALL CONSTRUCTION IS TO COMFORM TO THE
STAMDARD DRAWIMGS AND SPECIFICATIONS
OF CLEARFIELD CITY.

EXISTING SANITARY SEWER PIPING AMND
STORM WATER FIPING IM THIS MEW PHASE
MUST BE WVIDEQ INSPECTED AND BAD SPOTS
NOTED FOR REPAIR. THE VIDEQ MEEDE TO
BE SUBMITTED TO THE PUBLIC WORKS
DEFARTMENT,

ALL DETERIORATED DAMAGED OR MISSING
SURFACE IMPROVEMENTS SURROUMDING THE
PERIMETER OF THE DEVELOPMENT AMD
OM-=5SITE BE REPLACED OR INSTALLED; LE..
CURB AMD GUTTER, SIDEWALE, LAMDSCAPING
PARK STRIP IMPROVEMENTS, ASPHALT
PATCHING, LANDSCAPE REPLACEMEMT, SITE
LIGHTING, DUMPSTER SCREEMING, CONCRETE
IMPROVEMENT, ETC.

EXISTING STORM WATER CATCH BASINS TO
HAVE HOODED BOX LIDS INSTALLED.

HO MWATIWVE CLAY BACKFILL WILL BE
APPROVED FOR RE-USE IN THE EXCAVATED
TREMCHES.

ALL EXISTING DITCHES THAT ARE BEING
FILLED IN, MUST HAVE STRUCTURAL FILL IN
ALL RIGHT=0OF=WAY AND BUILDING
FOOTPRINTS.

PROVIDE 18" CLEARANCE FOR WATER
LATERALS CROSSING OWER SAMITARY SEWER,
MAINTAIN 4" MIMIMUM COVER OVER WATER
LIME,
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