
160 SOUTH MAIN 
FARMINGTON, UT  84025 
FARMINGTON.UTAH.GOV 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING NOTICE AND AGENDA 

Notice is given that the Farmington City Council will hold a regular meeting on Tuesday, September 3, 2024 at 
City Hall 160 South Main, Farmington, Utah. A work session will be held at 6:00 pm in Conference Room 3 
followed by the regular session at 7:00 pm.in the Council Chambers.  The link to listen to the regular meeting 
live and to comment electronically can be found on the Farmington City website www.farmington.utah.gov. If 
you wish to email a comment for any of the listed public hearings, you may do so to 
dcarlile@farmington.utah.gov 

WORK SESSION – 6:00 p.m. 
• Ebike Discussion

REGULAR SESSION – 7:00 p.m. 

CALL TO ORDER: 
• Invocation – Alex Leeman, Councilmember
• Pledge of Allegiance – Scott Isaacson, Councilmember

PUBLIC HEARINGS: 
• Consideration of a Rezone and Development Agreement for an RV resort at approximately 650 W 

Lagoon Drive  3
• Consider Vacating a portion of 300 North Street and 200 West Street right-of-way (Lagoon lane) 68
• Proposed text amendment to clarify which body has the authority to revoke a home occupation 

business license 83
• Proposed amendments adding additional grounds for denial of a license related to criminal activity. 88

Minute motion adjourning to the Redevelopment Agency meeting. (See RDA Agenda) 

Minute motion to reconvene the City Council Meeting 

SUMMARY ACTION: 
1. Approval of Minutes for 08-06-24 and 08-20-24 93 & 101
2. Surplus Property 113
3. Adopt a Statement in Favor of Re-authorizing the RAP Tax 114
4. Main Street (Park Lane – Shepard Lane) Storm Water Maintenance and Cooperative Agreement 115

GOVERNING BODY REPORTS: 
• City Manager Report
• Mayor Anderson & City Council Reports

ADJOURN 

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

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

I hereby certify that I posted a copy of the foregoing Notice and Agenda at Farmington City Hall, Farmington 
City website www.farmington.utah.gov and the Utah Public Notice website at www.utah.gov/pmn.  Posted on 
August 29, 2024 

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


 
 

 
 
 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

PUBLIC HEARING 
 
AGENDA TITLE:  Consideration of a Rezone and Development  

Agreement for an RV resort at approximately 650 W  
Lagoon Drive 

 
 

PRESENTED BY:  Lyle Gibson 
 
DEPARTMENT:  Community Development 
 
MEETING DATE: September 3, 2024 
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https://farmington.utah.gov/wp-content/uploads/2023/07/2008-version-combined.pdf
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When Recorded Mail to: 

Farmington City Attorney 

160 S. Main Street 

Farmington, UT 84025 

 

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 

FOR THE SPRING CREEK RV RESORT 

 

THIS DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT (the “Agreement”) is made and entered 

into as of the ____ day of ______________________, 2024, by and between 

FARMINGTON CITY, a Utah municipal corporation, hereinafter referred to as the 

“City,” and HARV JEPPSEN, a limited liability company of the State of Utah, hereinafter 

referred to as the “Developer.” 

RECITALS: 

A. Developer owns approximately 6.5 acres of land located within the City, 

which property is more particularly described in Exhibit “A” attached hereto and by this 

reference made a part hereof (the “Property”). 

B. Developer desires to develop a project on the Property to be known as the 

(the “Project”).  Developer has submitted an application to the City seeking approval to be 

included in the AP District to permit alternate development standards in accordance with 

the City’s Laws. 

C. The City finds that the “Project” meets the purposes of the AP District as it 

produces non-residential and non-agriculture development which enhances the purposes of 

the Agricultural zones and will allow for sustainable and economically viable development 

which will enhance the community at large while ensuring orderly planning of the Property 

and furthering the objectives of the Farmington City General Plan. 

D. The Property is presently zoned under the City’s zoning ordinance as 

Agricultural (A).  Unless otherwise specified within this agreement, the Property is subject 

to all City ordinances and regulations including the provisions of the City’s General Plan, 

the City’s zoning ordinances, the City’s engineering development standards and 

specifications and any permits issued by the City pursuant to the foregoing ordinances and 

regulations (collectively, the “City’s Laws”). 

E. Persons and entities hereafter developing the Property or any portions of the 

Project thereon shall accomplish such development in accordance with the City’s Laws, 

and the provisions set forth in this Agreement.  This Agreement contains certain 

requirements and conditions for design and/or development of the Property and the Project 

in addition to or in lieu of those contained in the City’s Laws.  This Agreement is wholly 

contingent upon the approval of that zoning application. 
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AGREEMENT 

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

and other good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which are hereby 

acknowledged, the City and Developer hereby agree as follows: 

 
1. Incorporation of Recitals.  The above Recitals are hereby incorporated into this 

Agreement. 

2. Property Affected by this Agreement. The legal description of the Property 

contained within the Project boundaries to which the Agreement applies is attached as Exhibit “A” 

and incorporated by reference. 

3. Compliance with Current City Ordinances. Unless specifically addressed in this 

Agreement, Developer agrees that any development of the Property shall be in compliance with 

city ordinances in existence on the date of execution of this Agreement. If the City adopts different 

ordinances in the future, Developer shall have the right, but not the obligation, to elect to submit a 

development application under such future ordinances, in which event the development application 

will be governed by such future ordinances. 

4. General Development Plan. The approved General Development Plan (the 

“GDP”) for the entire Project is attached hereto as Exhibit “B” and incorporated by reference. All 

portions of the Project must be developed in accordance with the approved GDP. No amendment 

or modifications to the approved GDP shall be made by the Developer without written consent of 

the City. The Project shall be developed by Developer in accordance with all requirements 

contained herein. Any changes to the GDP that require an exception from approved development 

standards not otherwise addressed in this Agreement shall be considered by the City Council as an 

amendment to this Agreement, following the process established by Utah law for approval. 

5. Alternative Development Standards. Pursuant to Utah Code Ann. § 10-9a-

532(2)(a)(iii), this Development Agreement contains terms that conflict with, or is different from, 

a standard set forth in the existing land use regulations that govern the Property.  This Agreement, 

which has undergone the same procedures for enacting a land use regulation, overrides those 

conflicting standards as it relates to this Project, as follows: 

a) Setbacks. Developer shall be permitted to build an office building in connection 

with the proposed RV Resort as close as 20 ft. to the front property line as shown in Exhibit 

“B”. 

b) Parking. Developer shall provide a minimum of 5 improved parking stalls is shown 

in Exhibit “B”. 

c) Fencing. Developer shall construct a wall as depicted in Exhibit “B” around the 

perimeter of the RV resort for the purpose of providing a visual barrier. 

d) Landscaping. Landscaping shall be installed as indicated in the included 

Landscape Plan provided as Exhibit “B”. 
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e) Allowed Uses. In addition to the uses allowed by the underlying zoning district, the 

following use shall be allowed on the Property and shall be considered a Permitted Use. Uses 

not listed may only be considered through an addendum to this Agreement unless the 

Farmington City Planning Commission determines the use to be similar enough in nature and 

impact to the uses listed below. This consideration by the Planning Commission is an 

interpretation of Ordinance and this agreement, not to be confused with a Conditional Use 

approval. 

i) RV Resort / Campground including supporting office and amenities 

6. Developer Obligations. In consideration of the exceptions to code provided by this 

Agreement, Developer acknowledges that certain obligations go beyond ordinary development 

requirements and restricts the Developer’s rights to develop without undertaking these obligations. 

Developer agrees to the following provisions as a condition for being granted the zoning approval 

and exceptions under the code sought: 

a) Resort Policies. Developer shall implement and enforce the policies provided to 

the City as included with Exhibit “C”. 

 

7. City Obligations. City agrees to maintain any public improvements dedicated to 

the City following satisfactory completion thereof and acceptance of the same by the City, and to 

provide standard municipal services to the Project. The City shall provide all public services to the 

Project, with the exception of secondary water and sewer service, and to maintain the public 

improvements, including roads, intended to be public upon dedication to the City and acceptance 

in writing by the City; provided, however, that the City shall not be required to maintain any areas 

owned by Developer or improvements that are required to be maintained by a third party in the 

Project. 

8. Payment of Fees.  The Developer shall pay to the City all required fees in a timely 

manner.  Fees shall be paid in those amounts which are applicable at the time of payment of all 

such fees, pursuant to and consistent with standard City procedures and requirements, adopted by 

City. 

9. Indemnification and Insurance.  Developer hereby agrees to indemnify and hold 

the City and its officers, employees, representatives, agents and assigns harmless from any and all 

liability, loss, damage, costs or expenses, including attorneys’ fees and court costs, arising from or 

as a result of the death of any person or any accident, injury, loss or damage whatsoever caused to 

any person or to property of any person which shall occur within the Property or any portion of 

the Project or occur in connection with any off-site work done for or in connection with the Project 

or any phase thereof which shall be caused by any acts or omissions of the Developer or its assigns 

or of any of their agents, contractors, servants, or employees at any time.  Developer shall furnish, 

or cause to be furnished, to the City a satisfactory certificate of insurance from a reputable 

insurance company evidencing general public liability coverage for the Property and the Project 

in a single limit of not less than One Million Dollars ($1,000,000.00) and naming the City as an 

additional insured. Alternatively, Developer may provide proof of self-insurance with adequate 

funds to cover such a claim. 
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10. Governmental Immunity.  The Parties recognize and acknowledge that each Party 

is covered by the Governmental Immunity Act of Utah, codified at Section 63G-7-101, et seq., 

Utah Code Annotated, as amended, and nothing herein is intended to waive or modify any and all 

rights, defenses or provisions provided therein. Officers and employees performing services 

pursuant to this Agreement shall be deemed officers and employees of the Party employing their 

services, even if performing functions outside the territorial limits of such party and shall be 

deemed officers and employees of such Party under the provisions of the Utah Governmental 

Immunity Act. 

11. Right of Access.  Representatives of the City shall have the reasonable right of 

access to the Project and any portions thereof during the period of construction to inspect or 

observe the Project and any work thereon. 

12. Assignment.  The Developer shall not assign this Agreement or any rights or 

interests herein without prior written approval by the City, which shall not be unreasonably 

withheld and which is intended to assure the financial capability of the assignee.  Any future 

assignee shall consent in writing to be bound by the terms of this Agreement as a condition 

precedent to the assignment.  The Developer is affirmatively permitted to assign this Agreement 

to a wholly owned subsidiary under the same parent company. 

13. Developer Responsible for Project Improvements. The Developer warrants and 

provides assurances that all landscaping, private drives, and amenities located within the Project 

shall be maintained by Developer.  All costs of landscaping, private drive and amenity 

maintenance, replacement, demolition, cleaning, snow removal, or demolition, shall be borne 

exclusively by Developer.  City shall have no maintenance responsibility in relation to the property 

owned by Developer and shall only plow and maintain public roads that are designated as public 

on the plat. This section survives termination under Subsection 20.b) of this Agreement, unless 

specifically terminated in writing. 

14. Onsite Improvements. At the time of final plat recordation for the Project, the 

Developer shall be responsible for the installation and dedication to the City of onsite water 

improvements installed within public rights-of-way sufficient for the development of the Project 

in accordance with City Code. 

15. Notices.  Any notices, requests and demands required or desired to be given 

hereunder shall be in writing and shall be served personally upon the party for whom intended, or 

if mailed, by certified mail, return receipt requested, postage prepaid, to such party at its address 

shown below: 

 To Developer: ____________________________ 

  ____________________________ 

  ____________________________ 

  ____________________________ 
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 To the City: Farmington City 

  Attn:  City Manager 

  160 South Main Street 

  Farmington, Utah 84025 

 

16. Default and Limited Remedies.  In the event any party fails to perform its 

obligations hereunder or to comply with the terms hereof, within sixty (60) days after giving 

written notice of default, the non-defaulting party shall have the following rights and remedies 

available at law and in equity, including injunctive relief and specific performance, but excluding 

the award or recovery of any damages. Any delay by a Party in instituting or prosecuting any such 

actions or proceedings or otherwise asserting its rights under this Article shall not operate as a 

waiver of such rights.  In addition, the Parties have the following rights in case of default, which 

are intended to be cumulative: 

a) The right to withhold all further approvals, licenses, permits or other rights 

associated with the Project or any development described in this Agreement until such default 

has been cured. 

b) The right to draw upon any security posted or provided in connection with the 

Project. 

c) The right to terminate this Agreement. 

 

17. Agreement to Run with the Land. This Agreement shall be recorded against the 

Property as described in Exhibit A hereto and shall be deemed to run with the land and shall be 

binding on all successors and assigns of the Developer in the ownership and development of any 

portion of the Project. 

18. Vested Rights. The City and Developer intend that this Agreement be construed to 

grant the Developer all vested rights to develop the Project in fulfillment of the terms and 

provisions of this Agreement and the laws and ordinances that apply to the Property as of the 

effective date of this Agreement.  The Parties intend that the rights granted to Developer under this 

Agreement are contractual and in addition to those rights that exist under statute, common law and 

at equity.  If the City adopts different ordinances in the future, Developer shall have the right, but 

not the obligation, to elect to submit a development application under such future ordinances, in 

which event the development application will be governed by such future ordinances.  By electing 

to submit a development application under a new future ordinance, however, Developer shall not 

be deemed to have waived its right to submit or process other development applications under the 

City Code that applies as of the effective date of this Agreement.   

19. Amendment. The Parties or their successors in interest, may, by written agreement, 

choose to amend this Agreement at any time. The amendment of the Agreement relating to any 

substantial rights or obligations shall require the prior approval of the City Council. 

20. Termination.  
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a) Notwithstanding anything in this Agreement to the contrary, it is agreed by the 

Parties that if the Project is not completed within five (5) years from the date of this Agreement 

or if Developer does not comply with the City’s laws and the provisions of this Agreement, 

the City shall have the right, but not the obligation at the sole discretion of the City, which 

discretion shall not be unreasonably applied, to terminate this Agreement and to not approve 

any additional phases for the Project. Such termination may be effected by the City giving 

written notice of intent to terminate to the Developer. Whereupon, the Developer shall have 

sixty (60) days during which the Developer shall be given the opportunity to correct any 

alleged deficiencies and to take appropriate steps to complete the Project. If Developer fails to 

satisfy the concerns of the City with regard to such matters, the City shall be released from any 

further obligations under this Agreement and the same shall be terminated. 

b) Upon the completion of all contemplated buildings and improvements identified in 

this Agreement, including all applicable warranty periods for publicly dedicated infrastructure, 

and completion of all provisions of Sections 6 and 7 of this Agreement, the terms of this 

Agreement shall terminate upon thirty days’ written notice to either Party.  The non-noticing 

Party shall, within thirty days of receipt of the notice, provide to the noticing Party its written 

objection and identify the remaining construction or obligation which has not been fulfilled.  

Objections to termination under this subsection must be asserted in good faith. 

 

21. Attorneys’ Fees.  In the event of any lawsuit between the parties hereto arising out 

of or related to this Agreement, or any of the documents provided for herein, the prevailing party 

or parties shall be entitled, in addition to the remedies and damages, if any, awarded in such 

proceeding, to recover their costs and a reasonable attorneys fee. 

22. General Terms and Conditions.   

a) Entire Agreement. This Agreement together with the Exhibits attached thereto and 

the documents referenced herein, and all regulatory approvals given by the City for the 

Property and/or the Project, contain the entire agreement of the parties and supersede any prior 

promises, representations, warranties or understandings between the parties with respect to the 

subject matter hereof which are not contained in this Agreement and the regulatory approvals 

for the Project, including any related conditions. 

b) Interlocal Agreement Approvals. This Agreement constitutes an interlocal 

agreement under Chapter 11-13 of the Utah Code.  It shall be submitted to the authorized 

attorney for each Party for review and approval as to form in accordance with applicable 

provisions of Section 11-13-202.5, Utah Code Annotated, as amended. This Agreement shall 

be authorized and approved by resolution or ordinance of the legislative body of each Party in 

accordance with Section 11-13-202.5, Utah Code Annotated, as amended, and a duly executed 

original counterpart of this Agreement shall be filed with the keeper of records of each Party 

in accordance with Section 11-13-209, Utah Code Annotated, as amended. 

c) Headings.  The headings contained in this Agreement are intended for convenience 

only and are in no way to be used to construe or limit the text herein. 
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d) Non-Liability of City Officials, Employees and Others.  No officer, 

representative, agent, or employee of the City shall be personally liable to the Developer, or 

any successor-in-interest or assignee of the Developer in the event of any default or breach by 

the City or for any amount which may become due Developer, or its successors or assigns, for 

any obligation arising under the terms of this Agreement unless it is established that the officer, 

representative, agent or employee acted or failed to act due to fraud or malice. 

e) Referendum or Challenge. Both Parties understand that any legislative action by 

the City Council is subject to referral or challenge by individuals or groups of citizens, 

including zone changes and the approval of associated development agreements. The 

Developer agrees that the City shall not be found to be in breach of this Agreement if such a 

referendum or challenge is successful. In such case, this Agreement is void at inception. 

f) Ethical Standards. The Developer represents that it has not: (a) provided an illegal 

gift or payoff to any officer or employee of the City, or former officer or employee of the City, 

or to any relative or business entity of an officer or employee of the City; (b) retained any 

person to solicit or secure this contract upon an agreement or understanding for a commission, 

percentage, brokerage or contingent fee, other than bona fide employees of bona fide 

commercial agencies established for the purpose of securing business; (c) breached any of the 

ethical standards set forth in Utah Code Ann. § 10-3-1301 et seq. and 67-16-3 et seq.; or (d) 

knowingly influenced, and hereby promises that it will not knowingly influence, any officer or 

employee of the City or former officer or employee of the City to breach any of the ethical 

standards set forth in State statute or City ordinances. 

g) No Officer or Employee Interest.  It is understood and agreed that no officer or 

employee of the City has or shall have any pecuniary interest, direct or indirect, in this 

Agreement or the proceeds resulting from the performance of this Agreement.  No officer, 

manager, employee or member of the Developer, or any member of any such persons’ families 

shall serve on any City board or committee or hold any such position which either by rule, 

practice, or action nominates, recommends, or supervises the Developer’s operations, or 

authorizes funding or payments to the Developer.  This section does not apply to elected 

offices. 

h) Binding Effect.  This Agreement shall inure to the benefit of, and be binding upon, 

the parties hereto and their respective heirs, representatives, officers, agents, employees, 

members, successors and assigns. 

i) Integration. This Agreement contains the entire Agreement with respect to the 

subject matter hereof and integrates all prior conversations, discussions or understandings of 

whatever kind or nature and may only be modified by a subsequent writing duly executed by 

the parties hereto. 

j) No Third-Party Rights.  The obligations of Developer set forth herein shall not 

create any rights in and/or obligations to any persons or parties other than the City.  The parties 

hereto alone shall be entitled to enforce or waive any provisions of this Agreement. 
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k) Recordation.  This Agreement shall be recorded by the City against the Property 

in the office of the Davis County Recorder, State of Utah. 

l) Relationship.  Nothing in this Agreement shall be construed to create any 

partnership, joint venture or fiduciary relationship between the parties hereto. 

m) Severability.  If any portion of this Agreement is held to be unenforceable or 

invalid for any reason by a court of competent jurisdiction, the remaining provisions shall 

continue in full force and effect. 

n) Governing Law & Venue. This Agreement and the performance hereunder shall 

be governed by the laws of the State of Utah. Any action taken to enforce the provisions of this 

Agreement shall have exclusive venue in the District Court of the State of Utah with 

jurisdiction over Davis County, Farmington Division. 

 

 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Agreement by 

and through their respective, duly authorized representatives as of the day and year first 

herein above written. 

 

 

 DEVELOPER 

 

 Harv Jeppsen 

 

 

 

 _______________________________ 

 Print Name & Office 

 

  

 _______________________________ 

 Signature 

STATE OF UTAH  ) 

                         : ss. 

COUNTY OF __________ ) 

 

On this ____ day of _________________, 2043, personally appeared before me, 

________________________, who being by me duly sworn, did say that (s)he is a 

_________________________ of _________________, a limited liability company of 

the State of Utah, and that the foregoing instrument was signed on behalf of said 

company by an authorized signor, and duly acknowledgment to me that (s)he executed 

the same. 

 

 

 ________________________________

 Notary Public 
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       FARMINGTON CITY 

 

 

        

     By       

  Brett Anderson, Mayor 

 

Attest:    

 

 

     

DeAnn Carlile 

City Recorder 

 

 

STATE OF UTAH  ) 

                         : ss. 

COUNTY OF DAVIS ) 

 

On this ____ day of _________________, 2024, personally appeared before me, 

Brett Anderson, who being by me duly sworn, did say that he is the Mayor of Farmington 

City, a Utah municipal corporation and political subdivision of the State of Utah, and that 

the foregoing instrument was signed on behalf of the City for the purposes therein stated. 

 

 

 ________________________________

 Notary Public 

Approved as to Form: 

 

 

 

___________________________ 

Paul H. Roberts 

City Attorney     
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EXHIBIT “A” 

 

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION 

 

Davis County Parcel No. 08-051-0180 

 

Legal Description: BEG AT THE CENTER OF SEC 13-T3N-R1W, SLB&M; & RUN TH S 

89^52'45" W 20.00 FT; TH N 0^01'47" E 110.00 FT; TH S 89^52'45" W 613.97 FT; TH N 

21^22'38" W 148.90 FT; TH N'LY 1.70 FT ALG THE ARC OF A 57.41 FT RADIUS CURVE 

TO THE RIGHT (LC BEARS N 21^47'43" E 1.70 FT); TH NE'LY 18.04 FT ALG THE ARC OF 

A 57.91 FT RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT (LC BEARS N 28^46'12" E 17.97 FT) TO A PT 

WH IS ON BNDRY LINE AGMT RECORDED 06/24/2019 AS E# 3168113 BK 7290 PG 1284 

& AFFIDAVIT RECORDED 01/27/2020 AS E# 3220986 BK 7436 PG 296; TH ALG SD 

AGMT THE FOLLOWING COURSE: S 89^07'15" E 1263.81 FT; TH S 24^42'50" W 151.15 

FT; TH S 11^31'43" W 91.02 FT; TH S 72^28' E 15.99 FT; TH S 28^10'09" W 54.56 FT; TH S 

73^16'20" W 31.99 FT; TH N 89^32'27" W 461.09 FT TO THE POB. CONT. 6.482 ACRES 

TOGETHER WITH & SUBJECT TO A DESC R/W. ALSO, A TRACT OF LAND IN FEE SIT 

IN THE SE 1/4 NW 1/4 OF SEC 13-T3N-R1W, SLB&M, DESC AS FOLLOWS: BEG IN THE 

E'LY FRONTAGE ROAD R/W OF RECORD, UNDER PROJECT NO. 0067 AT A PT 33.280 

M (109.19 FT) N 0^07'38" E ALG THE 1/4 SEC LINE 193.519 M (634.90 FT) N 89^52'22" W 

& 56.578 M (185.62 FT) N 17^23'25" W FR THE CENTER OF SD SEC 13 AS MONU WITH 

A COUNTY BRASS CAP; & RUN TH N 17^23'25" W 5.609 M (18.40 FT) TO A N'LY PPTY 

LINE; TH S 89^14'22" E (DEED OF RECORD S 89^07'15" E) 4.479 M (14.69 FT) ALG SD 

N'LY PPTY LINE; TH SW'LY 5.499 M (18.04 FT) ALG THE ARC OF A 17.651 M (57.91 FT) 

RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT, TO A PT OF COMPOUND CURVE (NOTE: CHORD TO 

SD CURVE BEARS S 28^46'14" W 5.477 M (17.97 FT); TH S'LY 0.520 M (1.71 FT) ALG 

THE ARC OF A 17.500 M (57.41 FT) RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT (NOTE: CHORD TO 

SD CURVE BEARS S 18^38'39" W 0.520 M (1.71 FT) TO THE POB. CONT. 0.003 ACRES 

TOTAL ACREAGE 6.485 ACRES (NOTE: THIS REMAINING LEGAL WAS WRITTEN IN 

THE DAVIS COUNTY RECORDER'S OFFICE FOR I.D. PURPOSES. IT DOES NOT 

REFLECT A SURVEY OF THE PROPERTY) 
 
Visual of property (subject property highlighted in yellow): 
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EXHIBIT “B” 

 

GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

 

Artistic Rendering 

 

 

 

 
  



12 

 

Site Plan / Landscape Plan 
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EXHIBIT “C” 

 

RESORT POLICIES 
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CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

PUBLIC HEARING 
 
AGENDA TITLE:  Consider vacating a portion of the 300 North Street  

and 200 West Street right-of-way commonly known  
as Lagoon Lane 

 
PRESENTED BY:  Lyle Gibson 
 
DEPARTMENT:  Community Development 
 
MEETING DATE: September 3, 2024 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

1 
 

160 S Main 
Farmington Utah 84025 

 

 

 



 
 

2 
 

 

 



FARMINGTON CITY, UTAH 

 

ORDINANCE NO. _________ 

 

AN ORDINANCE VACATING A CERTAIN PORTION OF THE 300 NORTH STREET AND 200 

WEST STREET RIGHT-OF-WAY COMMONLY KNOWN AS LAGOON LANE WITHIN 

FARMINGTON CITY, STATE OF UTAH. 

  

WHEREAS, said request is for the vacation of a portion of the 300 North Street and 200 West Street public 

right-of-way approximately 1 acre is area; and 

 

WHEREAS, the governing body of Farmington City has previously determined that there is good cause for 

the requested vacation and it will not be detrimental to the general interest of the public to grant the same; and 

 

WHEREAS, the Farmington City Council has caused all required public notices to be given, and has held 

all appropriate public hearing regarding such vacation; 

 

 

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

STATE OF UTAH: 

 

 Section 1. Street Vacation.  The City Council of Farmington City hereby declares that a portion of 

the 300 North Street and 200 West Street public right-of-way as more particularly described in Exhibit “A,” 

attached hereto and incorporated herein, is hereby vacated and the such property shall be conveyed to the sole 

adjacent property owner which is Lagoon Investment Company LC. 

 

Section 2. Rights not Affected. The action of the City Council vacating a portion of the public right-

of-way provided herein shall operate as a relinquishment of the City’s fee therein, provided that nothing herein 

shall be construed to vacate, impair or otherwise affect any real property interest, easement, right-of-way, holding 

or franchise right therein of any public utility or other property owner, governmental or private. 

 

Section 3. Recorded. A certified copy of this Ordinance shall be recorded in the office of the 

Davis County recorder, State of Utah, and the necessary changes made on the official plats and records of the 

County to accomplish the purpose thereof. 

 

 Section 3. Effective Date. This ordinance shall take effect immediately upon publication or posting 

or 30 days after passage by the City Council, whichever comes first. 

 

 PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of Farmington City, State of Utah, on this 3rd day of 

September, 2024. 

  

      FARMINGTON CITY 

 

 

                                                                                

      Brett Anderson, Mayor Pro Tem 

ATTEST: 

 

___________________________                                                                                                                        

DeAnn Carlile, City Recorder           



Exhibit “A” 

 

A portion of 200 West Street and 300 North Street (Lagoon Lane) being vacated by Farmington City 

 

 

Full legal description 

 
Beginning at the northeast corner of the Lagoon Investment Company Parcel 08-088-0083, which point lies N.00°16’50”W. 
along the section line 60.10 feet and S.89°49’00”W. 6.30 feet from the Southwest corner of Section 18, Township 3 North, 
Range 1 West, Salt Lake Base and Meridian; and running thence N.89°49'00"E. 15.21 feet; thence S.00°08'06"W. 47.50 
feet to the point of curve of a 40.55 foot radius non- tangent curve to the left; thence southeasterly 62.67 feet along the arc 
of said curve through a central angle of 88°33'29" (Chord Bears S.47°14'42"E. 56.62 feet) to the westerly line of Lagoon 
Investment Company Parcel 07-021-0022; thence along the westerly and southerly lines of said parcel the following six (6) 
courses: 1) S.00°11'00"E. 282.79 feet; thence 2) S.84°24'00"E. 126.50 feet; thence 3) South 305.44 feet; thence 4) East 
19.00 feet; thence 5) South 23.00 feet; thence 6) S.89°12'46"E. 280.42 feet to the point of curve of a 39.36 foot radius non 
tangent curve to the left; thence southerly 16.79 feet along the arc of said curve through a central angle of 24°25'56" (Chord 
Bears S.03°42'06"E.16.66 feet) to the northerly line of Lagoon Investment Company Parcel 07-021-0025; thence along the 
northerly and westerly lines of said Parcel the following two (2) courses: 1) N.89°40'00"W. 105.77 feet; thence 2) 
S.00°20'00"W. 44.82 feet to the northeast corner of Lagoon Investment Company Parcel 07-021-0035; thence along the 
northerly line of said Parcel and the  northerly and easterly lines of said Parcel 08-088-0083 the following five (5) courses: 
1) West 202.04 feet; thence 2) N.00°01'23"E. 15.04 feet; thence 3) North 323.00 feet; thence 4) West 174.48 feet; thence 
5) N.00°11'00"W. 436.10 feet to the Point of Beginning. 
 
The above described vacated portion of Lagoon Drive contains 46,253 Sq. Ft. (1.062 Acres), more or less. 

 

 

  



Exhibit of area to be vacated (property outlined in yellow) 

 

 





















 
 

 
 
 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

PUBLIC HEARING 
 
AGENDA TITLE:  Proposed text amendment to clarify which body has  

the authority to revoke a home occupation business  
license. 

 
PRESENTED BY:  Lyle Gibson 
 
DEPARTMENT:  Community Development 
 
MEETING DATE: September 3, 2024 
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160 S Main 
Farmington Utah 84025 
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FARMINGTON CITY, UTAH 
ORDINANCE NO. 2024 -  

 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTON 11-35-060, REVOCATION, OF THE 

FARMINGTON CITY ZONING ORDINANCE TO MODIFY WHO MAY REVOKE A 

HOME OCCUPATION BUSINESS LICENSE. (ZT-13-24) 

  
WHEREAS, the Farmington City Council Planning Commission has held noticed and held 

a required public hearing and recommended to the City Council approval of the proposed 
ordinance; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Farmington City Council has held a public meeting pursuant to notice 
and deems it to be in the best interest of the health, safety, and general welfare of the citizens of 
Farmington to make the changes proposed; 

 

 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF 

FARMINGTON CITY, STATE OF UTAH: 

 

Section 1. Amendment.  Section 11-35-060, Revocation, of the Farmington City 

Zoning Ordinance is amended as set forth in Exhibit “A” attached hereto and by the reference 

made a part hereof. 

 

Section 2. Severability. If any provision of this ordinance is declared invalid by a 

court of competent jurisdiction, the remainder shall not be affected thereby. 

 

 Section 3. Effective Date. This ordinance shall take effect immediately upon 

publication or posting or 30 days after passage by the City Council, whichever comes first. 

 

 PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of Farmington City, State of Utah, on 

this 3rd day of September, 2024. 

  

      FARMINGTON CITY 

 

 

ATTEST: 

                                                                              

      Brett Anderson, Mayor 

 

___________________________                                                                                                                        

DeAnn Carlile, City Recorder     

 

  



Exhibit A 

 
11-35-060: REVOCATION: 
Violation of, or failure to comply with, the requirements of this chapter may result in revocation 
by the Farmington City Council of the home occupation business license by the body which 
originally approved the home occupation. Any activity presenting an immediate threat to the 
health, safety and welfare of the neighboring residents may be ordered terminated immediately 
by the Mayor under the powers given him to act in an emergency.  

 



 
 

 
 
 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

PUBLIC HEARING 
 
AGENDA TITLE:  Proposed amendments adding additional grounds for 

denial of a license related to criminal activity. 
 
PRESENTED BY:  Lyle Gibson 
 
DEPARTMENT:  Community Development 
 
MEETING DATE: September 3, 2024 
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160 S Main 
Farmington Utah 84025 
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FARMINGTON CITY, UTAH 
ORDINANCE NO. 2024 -  

 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTON 6-4-030, SOLICITORS OF THE 

FARMINGTON CITY ORDINANCE AS IT PERTAINS TO GROUNDS FOR DENIAL 

OF A LICENSE. (ZT-11-24) 

  
 

WHEREAS, the Farmington City Council has held a public meeting pursuant to notice 
and deems it to be in the best interest of the health, safety, and general welfare of the citizens of 
Farmington to make the changes proposed; 

 

 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF 

FARMINGTON CITY, STATE OF UTAH: 

 

Section 1. Amendment.  Section 6-4-030 (4), Grounds for Denial, of the Farmington 

City Ordinance is amended as set forth in Exhibit “A” attached hereto and by the reference made 

a part hereof. Any other text which is currently part of Section 6-4-030 of the City Ordinance 

which is not identified in Exhibit “A” shall remain in full effect in its current form. 

 

Section 2. Severability. If any provision of this ordinance is declared invalid by a 

court of competent jurisdiction, the remainder shall not be affected thereby. 

 

 Section 3. Effective Date. This ordinance shall take effect immediately upon 

publication or posting or 30 days after passage by the City Council, whichever comes first. 

 

 PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of Farmington City, State of Utah, on 

this 3rd day of September, 2024. 

  

      FARMINGTON CITY 

 

 

ATTEST: 

                                                                              

      Brett Anderson, Mayor 

 

___________________________                                                                                                                        

DeAnn Carlile, City Recorder     
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EXHIBIT “A” 
 

6-4-030: SOLICITORS: 
 

4.   Grounds For Denial: A certificate of registration shall not be issued in any of the following 
circumstances: 

         a.   When the applicant has falsified information on the application; 

         b.   When the applicant is a person against whom a judgment based upon fraud, deceit, 
misrepresentation, false statements or dishonesty has been entered within five (5) years of the 
date of application; 

         c.   When the applicant has, within the past five (5) years, been enjoined by any court, or 
is the subject of an administrative order issued in this or another state, if the injunction or order 
includes a finding or admission of fraud, material misrepresentation, or if the injunction or order 
was based on a finding of lack of integrity or truthfulness; 

         d.   When the applicant has been convicted of any felony, or a misdemeanor involving 
fraud, deceit, misrepresentation, false statements or dishonesty, within five (5) years of the date 
of application; 

         e.   When the applicant has been criminally convicted of any violation included in chapters 
76-5 or 76-5b of the Utah Code Annotated section 76-5-401, 76-5-401.1, 76-5-401.2, 76-5-402, 
76-5-402.1, 76-5-402.2, 76-5-402.3, 76-5-403, 76-5-403.1, 76-5-404, 76-5-404.1, 76-5-405, 76-
5-412, 76-5-413, 76-9-702, 76-9-702.1, 76-9-702.5 or 76-9-702.7, or the corresponding laws of 
another state; or is otherwise subject to registration as a sex offender under Utah law or the 
corresponding law of another state; 

         f.   When the applicant has been denied a certificate of registration under this section, as 
amended, within the year preceding the date of application, unless the applicant has corrected 
the deficiency on which the previous application was based; 

         g.   When the applicant has had a certificate of registration under this section, as 
amended, revoked within the year preceding the date of application, unless the applicant has 
corrected the reason for which the certificate was revoked; 

         h.   When an applicant's certificate of registration has been revoked within the year 
preceding the date of application for violation of the nontransferability provision of this section, 
as amended; 

         i.   When the applicant has failed to supply any of the documents or information listed in 
subsection E1 of this section, or has failed to pay any of the fees set by the city in accordance 
with this section; 

         j.   When the applicant has been convicted of a violation of this section, as amended, 
within one year preceding the date of application. 

 



 
 

 
 
 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

SUMMARY ACTION 
 

 
1. Approval of Minutes for 08-06-24 and 08-20-24 
2. Surplus Property 
3. Adopt a Statement in Favor of Re-authorizing the RAP Tax 
4. Main Street (Park Lane – Shepard Lane) Storm Water Maintenance and 

Cooperative Agreement   
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DRAFT FARMINGTON CITY – CITY COUNCIL MINUTES 

August 6, 2024 

WORK SESSION 

Present: 

Mayor Brett Anderson, 
City Manager Brigham Mellor, 
Councilmember Roger Child, 
Councilmember Scott Isaacson, 
Councilmember Melissa Layton, 
Councilmember Amy Shumway, 
City Attorney Paul Roberts, 
City Recorder DeAnn Carlile, 

Recording Secretary Deanne Chaston, 
Community Development Director Dave 
Petersen, 
Building Official Eric Miller, 
Assistant Community Development 
Director/City Planner Lyle Gibson, and 
City Parks and Recreation Director Colby 
Thackeray. 

 
City Manager Brigham Mellor called the work session to order at 6:05 p.m. Councilmember 
Alex Leeman was excused.  

CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT/GENERAL CONTRACTOR VS HARD BID 

City Manager Brigham Mellor said when Farmington went out to bid for the new City Park 
earlier this year, bids came back higher than anticipated by $3 million. It could still be done if 
more Recreation, Arts, and Parks (RAP) taxes and impact fees were allocated to it.  The City has 
done some due diligence by meeting with contractors and the architect. They have also had other 
contractors reach out that didn’t even submit bids to offer solutions. 

There are two types of bids: hard bids (which is what Farmington did), and Construction 
Manager/General Contractor (CM/GC) bids, where a general contractor is hired to help establish 
the dollar value, of which he takes a cut. The City looked at a contractor they would be interested 
in, and they agreed to charge a 3% flat fee for construction.  

The plan is to go back out to CM/GC bid in September. Internally, Mellor, Assistant City 
Manager/City Engineer Chad Boshell, and City Parks and Recreation Director Colby 
Thackeray determined internally that the hard bid is not the way to go. Instead, Farmington 
would go out for a Request For Qualification (RFQ) to hire someone who is a contractor.  They 
would go through it with the City. For example, one of the items in the park drawings was poles 
used for hammocking. The bids said they would cost $500,000 for posts that act like tree trunks. 
Another example is a pavilion with bathrooms for over $1 million. Laser cut guardrails would 
cost $500,000. A 300 square foot masonry building cost $800,000, when it could instead be a 
concrete masonry unit (CMU) tuff shed. Farmington wants the opportunity to do replacements or 
substitutes in order to meet the same intent that the architect proposed for a reduced cost. Things 
don’t need to be that expensive. 

This cost plus contract could work to both parties’ benefits, as Farmington could phase 
construction if desired. For example, the boardwalk on the south with guard rails could be 
phased, or Farmington could pull the plug on the whole thing if desired. Staff would come back 
to the Council with RFQs to select a contractor and then determine a cost afterward. Mellor said 
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he would like to keep it capped at $15 million for the construction elements, possibly adding $3 
million for the splash pad, art installation on the corner, and playground. 

Mellor said the intention is not to do anything illegal.  He anticipates that one contractor that 
submitted a previous bid may be aggressive and inquire about the procedure. One of the bids 
submitted was a valid bid, but the other two were garbage bids. Farmington’s purchasing policy 
requires three bids, and this wasn’t met. The contractor may cry foul, and wants to be aggressive 
about the City accepting their bid after the fact. Mellor said they have done a lot of due 
diligence, and met with contractors and architects. When other nonresponsive contactors were 
interviewed afterward, they said this is not how they felt comfortable doing business; a hard bid 
is not fair to the client or to them, and exposes them to risks they aren’t comfortable with.  They 
would rather do a percentage.  They saw too many conflict points. In addition, it was not a great 
time to go out to bid. Some have come back and said they could take on the project, but they 
wanted a CM/GC bid instead. Doing so would lead to a better pool of candidates. Thackeray 
said this will help end up with a better quality product at the end of the day.  

Councilmember Scott Isaacson said he has done a lot of construction documents in his line of 
work, and this sounds like preconstruction services to him. He asked who would help come up 
with the final construction documents. 

Mellor said there would be a little bit of pre-construction services.  Farmington is far down the 
line to the fine-tuning of the materials now, and they have the advantages of previous itemized 
bids. They can reduce or take substitutes. Farmington won’t do another Request for Proposals 
(RFP). The General Contractor selected will be the one to do the build.  Today, he reviewed a 
General Contractor’s CM/GC contract with Lehi, and they are willing to do it for 3%.  After 
Mellor and City Attorney Paul Roberts discussed it, they determined this is what they are 
already paying an architect. 

Issacson said the cost plus contract shifts the risk to the owner, as the contractor doesn’t have an 
incentive to keep the costs down. It is crucial to define what a cost is and what it isn’t, which is 
harder than it sounds. He asks where the supervision would come from.  A lot of temples for the 
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints are done with a cost plus contract. A Guaranteed 
Maximum Price (GMP) contract is fair if you have good accountants watching. For a Lump Sum 
contract, the contractors will put in a sum that will allow for change orders.  To him, 3% sounds 
really low. He suggested to review the architect’s work, tweak it with materials, and then come 
up with construction documents. 

Mellor said the architect is with Farmington throughout the whole process, and they will help 
with the construction documents. Farmington Staff will have to take on more labor to work with 
the contractor. Staff (including Mellor, Boshell, Thackeray, Russ, and Levi) will review all 
payment requests. 

Councilmember Roger Child said the General Contractor will fill in the profit margin.  The 3% 
is just the General Contractor profit margin. Roberts said it will be more than 3%. With 
preconstruction and other fees, it would be in the 5% ballpark. 

Mellor said General Contractors such as Hughes and MC Green and Sons say it is a better 
process to do the CM/GC bid, because Farmington can get a much better product on par with 
their expectations for a lower cost. Farmington  will still be going through its purchasing policy. 
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Last time Farmington did a park was five years ago. Since they are not as versed as Salt Lake 
City, they don’t know what some things cost.  Nobody really does. Farmington can postpone 
some things. However, grass, the detention basin, water feature, parking lot, and playground 
cannot be postponed. 

SESSIONS/FRANCISCO’S BUILDING 

Mellor said when Community Development Director Dave Petersen recently noticed that the 
County was removing all the rock from the library, he took advantage of the opportunity. He 
asked if they could take the siding off the Sessions/Francisco’s building to see what is under it 
and also take samples of the stone.  In the past, Farmington had budgeted $25,000 for this, but 
the workers agreed to do it for $15,000. Mellor said there may need to be a budget opening to 
accommodate this. 

Petersen said years ago the metal went up on the Francisco’s building, which also has two 
apartments on top, to modernize it in order to keep up with the suburbs. There is beautiful rock 
and structural brick beneath it. GSBS Architects overestimated on everything because they didn’t 
know. The daughter of the owner is now making decisions for her incapacitated father. 
Renovating the entire building would be expensive. 

RETAINING WALL 

Petersen mentioned a recent complaint from the neighbor of a Compton Bench resident who 
started putting in a swimming pool and retaining walls in a no-build easement.  Anything that 
would require a building permit is not allowed in a no-build easement because the ground is too 
steep, or over a 30% grade. A retaining wall over 4 feet high requires a building permit. Sports 
courts don’t require a building permit. The resident would have to combine lots in order to have 
a swimming pool be accessory to something else, so he is pursuing a boundary adjustment. 

Mellor said last time something like this happened, the City Manager (Shane Pace at the time) 
assessed a fee/fine and then moved on. City Building Inspector Mike Blackham went out and 
determined that it broke the rules, but nothing was in danger. Mellor wants to make sure that the 
City Council approves of assessing a fee/fine like was done last time. Many times structural and 
civil engineers will do an analysis on grades, then build and ask for forgiveness after the fact 
instead of permission before the fact. Mellor said the City has the authority to go back and ask 
the resident to fix it and change the grades. Even if they did, it would ultimately end up with a 
similar product. A more in-depth discussion about this may be needed in the future, as many 
want to build on the south side of town.  The City needs to be consistent with its enforcement as 
people want to push boundaries up the hill.  

Petersen said there is plenty of buildable area on the lots in question. The resident intends to 
move the boundary south of the existing sports court. In other cases that involved building on a 
steep grade (The Muscle), Farmington has made it clear with documentation that the City was 
absolved of all liability.  But that was a different scenario than a basketball court. It is sobering 
how much Farmington residents will pressure to continue violating the ordinance, and Staff is 
not sure how much to charge for a fine/fee. People will push it to the limit. 

Mellor said Staff’s preference is to assess a fine, although they can be as Draconian as the 
Council desires. He does not want Farmington to find itself in a situation similar to those in 
Draper and North Salt Lake. The road above is not in jeopardy. Child said it seems excessive to 
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tear it out. Isaacson said he doesn’t like that there are Bountiful homes that are built on steeper 
areas than this. 

CLOSED SESSION 

Present: 

Mayor Brett Anderson, 
City Manager Brigham Mellor, 
Councilmember Roger Child, 
Councilmember Scott Isaacson, 
Councilmember Melissa Layton, 
Councilmember Amy Shumway, 
City Attorney Paul Roberts, 
City Recorder DeAnn Carlile, 

Recording Secretary Deanne Chaston, 
Community Development Director Dave 
Petersen, 
Assistant Community Development 
Director/City Planner Lyle Gibson, and 
City Parks and Recreation Director Colby 
Thackeray. 

 

Motion: 

At 6:46 p.m., Councilmember Roger Child made the motion to go into a closed meeting for the 
purpose of acquisition, sale, purchase, exchange or lease of real property. Councilmember 
Melissa Layton seconded the motion. All Council members voted in favor, as there was no 
opposing vote. 

Councilmember Roger Child       X Aye ____ Nay 
Councilmember Scott Isaacson      X Aye ____ Nay 
Councilmember Melissa Layton      X Aye ____ Nay 
Councilmember Amy Shumway      X Aye ____ Nay 

Sworn Statement 

I, Brett Anderson, Mayor of Farmington City, do hereby affirm that the items discussed in the 
closed meeting were as stated in the motion to go into closed session, and that no other business 
was conducted while the Council was so convened in a closed meeting. 

 

 

__________________________________________________ 

Brett Anderson, Mayor 

Motion: 

At 6:53 p.m., Councilmember Amy Shumway made the motion to reconvene to an open 
meeting. Child seconded the motion. All Council members voted in favor, as there was no 
opposing vote. 

Councilmember Roger Child       X Aye ____ Nay 
Councilmember Scott Isaacson      X Aye ____ Nay 
Councilmember Melissa Layton      X Aye ____ Nay 
Councilmember Amy Shumway      X Aye ____ Nay 
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DISCUSSION OF REGULAR SESSION ITEMS UPON REQUEST 

Isaacson said he is worried about the way the Recreation, Arts, and Parks (RAP) ballot language 
is worded. It sounds like it would be a totally new tax, not renewing a tax that has already been 
in effect for years. He asked if the proposed language was necessary. He is afraid if it is worded 
as proposed in the Staff Report, it may be voted down as just another tax at the same time the 
City is raising property taxes. Voters need to understand that the tax is already in existence and it 
is just being renewed. It would be a real blow if it doesn’t pass, so it is worth a gamble to reword 
it.  He thinks the City should push the envelope. He also wants voters to know it will be imposed 
on all the people who come into Farmington to shop at Station Park or go to Lagoon. 

City Attorney Paul Roberts said the first part of the language is dictated by statute. Not using 
the word “impose” could be risky. It could be challenged by an opponent, who could take the 
City to court. The City is responsible for drafting a pro statement for the voter information 
pamphlet that the City Record puts together.  It is sent out like a newsletter. Mellor said the City 
could include information about this in the October newsletter. 

REGULAR SESSION 

Present: 

Mayor Brett Anderson, 
City Manager Brigham Mellor, 
Councilmember Roger Child, 
Councilmember Scott Isaacson, 
Councilmember Melissa Layton, 

Councilmember Amy Shumway, 
City Attorney Paul Roberts, 
City Recorder DeAnn Carlile, and 
Recording Secretary Deanne Chaston. 

 

CALL TO ORDER: 

Mayor Brett Anderson called the meeting to order at 7:09 p.m. Councilmember Alex Leeman 
was excused. Mayor Anderson offered the invocation, and the Pledge of Allegiance was led by 
Councilmember Roger Child. 

BUSINESS: 

Consideration of a Resolution submitting an opinion question to renew the Recreation, 
Arts, and Parks (RAP) Tax, on the November 2024 ballot and discussion regarding 
submission of argument in favor of ballot proposition 

City Attorney Paul Roberts presented this agenda item. The City submitted its notice and intent 
to Davis County, which cleared it for inclusion on the ballot. As discussed briefly in the work 
session, the language was derived largely from State Code. Under State Code, the City submits 
its statement in favor of the ballot proposition, but it can’t use City resources or Staff to do so.  It 
is up to the City Council how the statement is prepared. The proposition language should be 
adopted in a public meeting.  The statement should be on the Sept. 3 meeting (as a summary 
action item) in order to meet the Sept. 11 deadline when the 500-word arguments (both pro and 
con) have to be submitted to the City Recorder. However, the ballot language needs to be 
determined tonight. 

He proposed using the following language: 
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Farmington City has assessed the Recreational, Arts, and Parks (RAP) sales and use tax since 
2014. Shall Farmington City, Utah, be authorized to renew the imposition of a 0.1% sales and 
use tax for recreational, arts, and parks facilities, programs and organization for a renewed period 
of 10 years?  

Motion: 

Councilmember Scott Isaacson moved that the City Council adopt the resolution as presented by 
the City Attorney, submitting to voters the opinion question of whether to renew the Recreation, 
Arts, and Parks tax. 

Councilmember Amy Shumway seconded the motion.  All Council members voted in favor, as 
there was no opposing vote. 

Councilmember Roger Child       X Aye ____ Nay 
Councilmember Scott Isaacson      X Aye ____ Nay 
Councilmember Melissa Layton      X Aye ____ Nay 
Councilmember Amy Shumway      X Aye ____ Nay 

SUMMARY ACTION: 

Minute Motion Approving Summary Action List 

The Council considered the Summary Action List including: 

• Item 1: Authorization to Execute Agreement for LensLock panoramic and dome cameras 
for City facilities; specifically, the police department, gymnasium, and baseball fields. 
The Agreement is for five years, with annual payments of $26,420.54 after an initial 
payment for $86,467.12. Mellor said it is the same system the City has for the police 
body and dash cams that can be accessed remotely. The subscription service includes 
regular maintenance and repair. 

• Item 2: Consideration of additional text and amendments to multiple sections of Title 12 
Subdivision Regulations. 

• Item 3: Surplus Property of Kustom Signals, Inc. radar trailer. 
• Item 4: Consideration of an Encroachment Agreement with the Bureau of Reclamation to 

bury power lines and install a traffic signal along Clark Lane. 
• Item 5: Approval of Minutes for July 16, 2024. 

Motion: 

Child moved to approve the Summary Action list items 1-5 as noted in the Staff Report. 

Layton seconded the motion.  All Council members voted in favor, as there was no opposing 
vote. 

Councilmember Roger Child       X Aye ____ Nay 
Councilmember Scott Isaacson      X Aye ____ Nay 
Councilmember Melissa Layton      X Aye ____ Nay 
Councilmember Amy Shumway      X Aye ____ Nay 
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GOVERNING BODY REPORTS: 

City Manager Report 

Mellor said he, Finance Director Greg Davis, and Jamie recently went to Bryce Canyon to 
attend a risk conference. Among the 16 cities that belong to the risk pool, the average score is 
98%. Farmington got 100%. 

Mayor and City Council Reports 

Isaacson said he has not had a mosquito meeting since the last Council meeting. He is concerned 
about a fox living near the river; it recently ate one of his neighbor’s free range chickens. 

Shumway said she has received a lot of emails lately, most of which she has sent on to Mellor. 
One mentioned that the City should seek local artists for future murals. She would love to 
brainstorm some ideas for future community art. Mellor said now is the time to start planning 
because the City needs a plan in place for art on the new pedestrian bridge. 

Shumway said she got an email about parking for the golf tournament. In the past, the police 
have posted parking restrictions in nearby residential areas. This year the police have not put up 
any parking restrictions, and people are wondering if it is because the golf course is pushing back 
not wanting restrictions. Mellor said the police did put restrictions on one side of Shepard Lane, 
but they do not think it is a risk otherwise. It is hard to get around right now with all the 
construction, so there is not a need to restrict parking there. Davis County used to shuttle people 
from the Legacy Events Center, Farmington High School, and Knowlton Elementary. 

Shumway said she got an email from a resident who lives by the Shepard Creek Trail and was 
one of the original organizers of the Trails Committee. The resident was made aware of 
encroachment on trail easements, and wants enforcement to be increased. Shumway said she, 
Assistant Community Development Director/City Planner Lyle Gibson, and Community 
Development Director Dave Petersen previously went out to view trail easement encroachment 
just off 1100 right by Bangerter Farms. Mellor said the City sent letters out informing residents 
about trail encroachment, but the letters didn’t seek a response. The strategy was to notify them, 
not mitigate the situation. Shumway said the resident also complained about the condition of 
steep railroad ties on Shepard Creek Trail. It may be Forest Service land, but the trail is not up to 
Forest Service standards. Mellor asked Shumway to send him a map of the location so he can 
check it out. 

Shumway said she would like to look for people like Marshall Anderson to celebrate in an 
upcoming City Council meeting.  Mellor said he would like to thank Davis County 
Commissioner Randy Elliott with a plaque in September. 

Child said he has had another request to raise the arms along trails.  Mayor Anderson said he 
thought there was a past agreement to widen them. Shumway said some of the arms had been 
shortened in the past, but the gates were still kept closed.  Maybe they should have been 
shortened even more.  

Isaacson said he drives 1100 multiple times a day, and he is grateful for those gates. A lot of 
children riding electric bikes don’t slow down there and zip across. Shumway said because the 
City is worried about liability, she doubts they would be opened up, but other solutions maybe 
could be found. Some arms may need to be moved farther apart so they can be more effectively 
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maneuvered around. E-bikes are becoming a big issue. Shumway noted that Kaysville closed 
theirs on 200 North. Isaacson said he is in favor of more safety for bicyclists and pedestrians.  
That should be the priority. 

Mellor said he would talk with City Parks and Recreation Director Colby Thackeray and Jae to 
see what options are available.  The arms have been up for 12 years now, and there may now be 
a better system or technology that can reach the same objective. He said High-intensity Activate 
crossWalK (HAWK) signals are $200,000 each, and the City is not ready to make that kind of an 
investment yet. In the past, a bicyclist hit an arm, causing him to break his back. 

Shumway said now that the City is not doing tackle football anymore, an issue has come up that 
since registration closes in April or May, they are not able to order uniforms by February, which 
is the usual deadline.  The Board refused to buy new jerseys, even though parents have paid the 
required fees. After a request was sent out asking for donation for new Farmington phoenix 
jerseys, the community stepped up and raised $5,000. 

Child said since the last Council meeting with All West, they have been responsive to his home 
connection. Mellor said All West talked to Public Works Director Larry Famuliner after the 
meeting. Mayor Anderson said there was some pushback on areas of the City where All West 
said they would not build out.  All West clarified that these areas were where residents don’t 
want to connect to their service.  Mayor Anderson asked All West to confirm that those 
residents were approached and refused the service. Shumway said they have still not gotten to 
his area, even though they blue-staked 9 months ago. 

ADJOURNMENT  

Motion:  

Child made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 7:40 p.m.  

Layton seconded the motion.  All Council members voted in favor, as there was no opposing 
vote. 

Councilmember Roger Child       X Aye ____ Nay 
Councilmember Scott Isaacson      X Aye ____ Nay 
Councilmember Melissa Layton      X Aye ____ Nay 
Councilmember Amy Shumway      X Aye ____ Nay 

 

 

________________________________________  

DeAnn Carlile, Recorder  
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DRAFT FARMINGTON CITY – CITY COUNCIL MINUTES 

August 20, 2024 

REGULAR SESSION 

Present: 

Mayor Brett Anderson, 
City Manager Brigham Mellor, 
Mayor Pro Tempore/Councilmember Alex 
Leeman, 
Councilmember Roger Child, 
Councilmember Scott Isaacson, 
Councilmember Melissa Layton, 
Councilmember Amy Shumway, 
City Attorney Paul Roberts, 
City Recorder DeAnn Carlile, 
Recording Secretary Deanne Chaston, 

Community Development Director Dave 
Petersen, 
Assistant City Manager/City Engineer Chad 
Boshell, 
Finance Director Greg Davis, 
Assistant Finance Director Levi Ball, 
City Parks and Recreation Director Colby 
Thackeray, 
Public Works Director Larry Famuliner, 
Police Chief Eric Johnsen, and 
Fire Chief Rich Love. 

 
CALL TO ORDER: 

Mayor Brett Anderson called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. City Manager Brigham Mellor 
offered the invocation, and the Pledge of Allegiance was led by Councilmember Melissa 
Layton. 

PUBLIC HEARING: 

Property tax increase for Fiscal Year 2025, Truth in Taxation (TNT) 

Mellor noted the many police officers in attendance and said the property tax increase would be 
for a 20% wage increase for Farmington’s police. For those who say that 20% is more than 
inflation, he noted that housing, fuel, and wages are not calculated in inflation.  Instead, it is a 
basket of goods. 

The demand for police officers is exceeding supply, and this isn’t something exclusive to the 
State of Utah or Farmington City. A lot of people just don’t want to be police officers anymore. 
The career is incredibly difficult because there is a lot of risk taken, and now there is diminishing 
supply. Officers have to be smarter, better trained, and more educated than ever before. There is 
a lot of competition between cities for police officers, and a lot of Farmington’s officers leave for 
employment in other better-paying nearbycommunities. They don’t want to leave Farmington, 
but the wages just aren’t competitive enough to keep them. Last year Farmington did a tax 
increase to hire more officers. Since, they have hired only one of the three they needed. They 
haven’t been able to hire more because of the low wage.  

The Fiscal Year (FY) 2024 to 2025 budget adopted in June of 2024 included revenue generated 
from this proposed property tax increase. As part of the required process, the Council must hold 
a TNT hearing before formally adopting the certified tax rate of 0.001741 for property tax year 
2024 (Farmington’s FY25). The tax increase proposed in the FY 2025 budget levies an increase 
of approximately 3.4% to a residence’s total tax bill—or a 27% increase for Farmington City’s 
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portion of the property tax bill. Some 66.5% of a typical property tax bill goes to school services; 
15% to Davis County services; 12.2% to Farmington City; and 6.3% to other entities. 

Farmington City’s tax on a $724,000 residence would increase from $503.32 to $639.91, which 
is $136.59 per year. The Farmington City tax on a $724,000 business would increase from 
$915.14 to $1,163.47, which is $248.33 per year. A primary residence is taxed at 55% of market 
value, and businesses are taxed at 100%. If the proposed tax rate is approved, Farmington would 
increase its property tax budgeted revenue by 27.22% above last year’s property tax budgeted 
revenue, excluding eligible new growth. 

If approved, this property tax increase would generate approximately $1,016,000, helping to 
cover the $1,034,000 Police Department budget increase for FY 2025. With this tax increase, 
Farmington would still rank in the bottom half of Davis County’s cities for property tax 
(considering operations, general obligation bonds, and districts for fire and recreation). Only 
North Salt Lake, Bountiful, Kaysville, South Weber, and Layton have lower rates than 
Farmington; while Fruit Heights, Centerville, Syracuse, Clinton, West Bountiful, Woods Cross, 
West Point, Sunset, and Clearfield have higher tax rates than Farmington’s proposed increase.  

Mayor Anderson that sewer and garbage have raised their rates in recent pass-through tax 
increases unrelated to Farmington. Those were not decisions that the City Council made or have 
control over. Councilmember Amy Shumway said the sewer district is billed through 
Farmington as a courtesy to its residents. In Centerville, they get a sewer bill separate from the 
city bill. 

Mellor said how cities gather and spend revenue is very heavily regulated.  There are three 
forms of revenue: fees for service, sales tax, and property tax. Legally the City cannot make a 
profit on fees for service.  All fees collected have to go for the service for which the fee is 
charged. Sales tax is capped, and the City cannot change that cap. Some 60,000 people come into 
Farmington on any given day largely to visit Lagoon, the Legacy Center, or Station Park. 
Farmington only has leverage over one of the three forms of revenue, and that is property tax. 

There has been some discussion about why the City purchased Rock Mill just to be followed by 
a property tax increase.  Mellor explained that Farmington took a piece of ground that was 
reserved for open space, sold it, and used the proceeds to purchase Rock Mill on the east side. 
Farmington plans to preserve this historic piece of property, but is not carrying it out yet due to 
lack of money.  Currently, Tom Owens lives in the house and pays the City rent. Farmington is 
not giving any money to developers, and Lagoon and Station Park do not give any money to 
Farmington.  There are no sweetheart deals. 

Councilmember Alex Leeman told the audience that tonight is Part 2 of the discussion.  He 
hoped they looked at the packet tonight to see the budget that got its start in March and ended in 
June, per State law. The proposed tax increase pays for what is in the budget.  If the tax increase 
is not passed, the Council has to go back and adjust its budget, cutting things.  Since March, all 
Councilmembers pored over the budget, trying hard to match baskets of money to where they go.  
They try hard to match one-time money with one-time expenses. The City needs to live within its 
means. One-time money shouldn’t go to ongoing expenses like wages, which is the biggest 
expense the City has.  
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In the budget, there is a chunk of money allocated to trail construction.  This is a grant where the 
State pays three quarters of the trail expense, and Farmington has to pay the remainder.  The one-
time money is earmarked for the trail, and it is not ongoing money. This is one example of how 
the City doesn’t have a free-for-all budget it can spend on just anything. 

Layton said that each City department head came to the Council with budget that delineated 
both what they needed and what they wanted.  Some 80% of each budget was cut. Leeman said 
he loves that the City’s department heads don’t make the Council make the hard decisions. They 
look at each other’s lists that are also considered by the Budget Committee. Almost everything 
that was cut from the budget were things the department heads cut themselves.  They recognize 
where the priorities need to be, which makes it easy for the Council to follow the 
recommendations. Mayor Anderson recalls the all-day meeting he had with the Police Chief in 
February while preparing for the budget.  It was the gloomiest of them all. 

Police Chief Eric Johnsen addressed both the Council and the standing-room-only audience. 
Since 2010, he has been involved in Farmington PD’s hiring process in some capacity. Lately, 
they have not had very many applicants and have not even required a physical test.  There have 
been so few applicants that all have been interviewed. After interviewing eight to nine 
applicants, it turned out that only two were worth the time.  It has been very discouraging. Last 
year’s budget allowed for three new officers, but Farmington was only able to hire one due to 
low wages and other forces. Now that higher wages are being proposed, the City had 30 
applicants for two positions. Because they had so many applicants qualifying on paper, they 
needed to weed the pool down with a series of tests. Of the 30 applicants, 18 showed up for the 
prothrombin time (PT) and written tests. They interviewed eight applicants last week, and all 
were worth their time.  They plan to interview another eight tomorrow.  Three to four of these 
applicants are laterals, something Farmington has never been able to attract because the pay was 
so little.  This interview cycle has been the first time Johnsen has been excited since 2010 
because he feels he can once again pick the best of the best. Farmington’s expectations are 
higher now, which is encouraging. He said Farmington residents deserve the best police 
department, not less-than police officers. There are so many things that require Farmington 
officers to be at the top of their game, as the City has complex policing requirements with a large 
retail center and many roadways traversing it. 

Councilmember Scott Isaacson said he has studied the budget for months, looking at it line for 
line.  When it was suggested that property taxes may need to be raised, initially the elected 
officials’ reactions were against it.  It is the last thing they wanted to do.  However, he is now 
convinced that the tax increase is absolutely needed for the community.  The Council was elected 
to make hard decisions. He pointed out that as the value of a home goes up, owners don’t pay 
more property tax. When assessed home values go up in the County, the tax rate goes down so 
that the amount coming into the Farmington stays the same as the year previous. He didn’t 
understand this for years, and many still don’t understand this. The tax rate doesn’t increase 
unless the Council votes on it. 

Leeman said there are only two ways Farmington can increase revenue: increase property taxes 
or increase the growth of the City. An empty field pays about $5 of taxes per year.  If a business 
or 10 homes are built on the same ground, it generates thousands of dollars in taxes.  Farmington 
got spoiled because in the early 2000s and onward, the City was growing.  His own home was 
built in 2009. Every year Farmington’s revenue increased because the City was growing. Now, 
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there are a lot fewer empty fields because Farmington has become built out.  For 13 years, 
Farmington did not have a property tax increase. In that time, perhaps the City should have been 
more proactive and increased property taxes in smaller steps. Farmington Station’s sales taxes 
have pretty much leveled out, along with property taxes.  There is growth planned in the business 
park area north of Cabela’s. Office buildings pay double the property taxes that houses do, and 
property taxes from a business park will sustain Farmington for a long time into the future.  
When interest rates went up, it affected developer loans. The City’s long-term strategy may bear 
out and help pay the bills, but now Farmington is in a couple year gap. They need to stretch the 
current dollars to meet needs. Fuel, housing, and food are costing more, and Farmington 
employees are facing the same issues. He is open to residents asking why the City pays for 
specific things that are in the budget. 

Mayor Anderson opened the Public Hearing at 7:30 p.m. He asked the audience to keep their 
comments to three minutes or less, and refrain from cheering and clapping.  The Council will 
answer questions at the end of the public hearing in order to keep things more predictable and 
orderly. 

Thomas Hatch (372 Greystone Drive, Farmington, Utah) said he is in favor with what all the 
guys in the back of the room with guns strapped to them want.  He was referring to the many 
Farmington police officers in attendance. He is concerned with the huge increase in the sewer 
rate mentioned in the last City newsletter.  He understands that Farmington doesn’t have any 
control over the rate, it is determined by an outside agency, and it is billed through the City as a 
courtesy. However, he feels it is taxation without representation. He wants to know who is 
looking out for residents’ interests regarding an entity that has the ability to raise taxes as much 
as the sewer district did. He doesn’t understand how it is handled, and gets concerned when City 
representatives say they don’t have control over it. He wants to know how residents can have 
control or a say. 

Ed Rhodes (995 S. 475 W., Farmington, Utah) said he does support police officers.  His dad was 
a mounted police officer in Pennsylvania. He said a sign was removed from the street he lives on 
a year ago.  When it was removed, it violated the State and United States Constitutions that allow 
for notice, a hearing, and citizens’ rights to voice their concerns. The constitutions were violated 
for due process, which caused a great problem for all the residents who live on his street. Mayor 
Anderson said he would call Rhodes after the meeting. 

Tammy Hardy (24 W. Glover Lane, Farmington, Utah) asked if the tax increase will only go to 
officer wages.  She doesn’t like the increase, but she also wants police officers to be in the 
community and be able to support their own families.  She appreciates the police, wants to make 
sure the increase goes to them, and that the money is not borrowed or taken for other things.  

Garth Gatrell (1532 W. 1920 N., Layton, Utah) owned property at 38 N. 100 W., Farmington. 
He asked what portion of the increased revenue would be used for police officer wages, and not 
their vehicles and elsewhere. 

Michael R. Criddle (147 Comanche Road, Farmington, Utah) said this was his first time 
attending a public hearing, and that he had never shared a comment on his property taxes before.  
He was a bit discouraged by the presentation before the public hearing was opened. He feels it 
was about why he should trust the Council, that the Council knows what is best for him, and that 
a decision has already been made. He got the impression from the notice on his property tax bill 
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that he could be heard.  However, tonight he is not sure if the Council is interested in hearing his 
concerns.  They just told him why he should be enthusiastic for the tax increase that will fund the 
police. He said that in the five years he has lived in Farmington, his taxes have increased 
dramatically, almost doubling in those five years.  While he agrees with a property tax increase, 
he would like to see it be less over time, rather than large chunks. 

Mayor Anderson said there are a lot of city tax philosophies. There can be big dramatic jumps 
every so often, or mico-adjustments every year, resulting in more of a slope rather than big steps. 
Criddle said he is an accountant by profession, so budgeting and planning are important to him. 
It is difficult to have a shortage in his escrow account, which affects his monthly mortgage 
payment and budget each month for a year.  He would prefer smaller increases more frequently. 

Marcus Keller (1691 Country Bend Road, Farmington, Utah) said he is never excited to see a 
property tax increase. He sees so many local governments across the state kick the can down the 
road until the need to increase taxes balloons, causing pain and discouragement at TNTs. The 
City’s responsibility is essential, as are police officers and the need to attract the best police 
officers. He appreciates the City Council stepping up to make this tough decision. He encouraged 
the Council to look at inflation figures every two years when preparing budgets.  Other cities 
have policies to regularly review inflation and property taxes, which avoids large future spikes.  
Hopefully Farmington’s future growth will help. The way the City has to report the tax increase 
as a percentage is misleading. He loves the idea of having small incremental increases that are 
easier to prepare for on a budget.  It is easier for people to digest. People understand inflation, 
and the City is not exempt. Smoothing out big spikes makes the process easier. Farmington is so 
dependent on sales tax, and it is eventually inevitable that is going to slow down or flat line.  
Property taxes need to keep up with inflation. 

Mayor Anderson said he attends a monthly meeting with other Davis County mayors, and most 
of them start talking about budgets each February.  In the group, there is a large fear of holding a 
TNT hearing, so they kick the can down the road.  However, one city does it every year, 
revisiting the issue to see where they stand. 

Tyler Judkins (1806 W. 625 N., Farmington, Utah) said when he received notice of this 
meeting, he felt the government was trying to find a way to get into his pockets again.  He has 
lived in Farmington for 17 years, and in his current home for eight to nine years. His taxes have 
gone up every year. His taxes continue to go up at the same time Farmington continues to 
dramatically change.  He sees a whole bunch of building going on, and the increased tax revenue 
should offset expenses. He doesn’t understand this, and the city government must operate under 
different guidelines than a household does, which he respects.  He has a child in college and is 
self-employed.  However, he can’t ask his clients to pay him more because his own expenses 
have gone up.  That is not how it works.  

The need for police is well known, and he has respect for the police, as he doesn’t want to do 
their jobs. He respects their sacrifice of being put in harm’s way to protect him and the 
community.  However, he has an ax to grind.  Recently while completely stopped in a left hand 
turn lane at a red light on Park Lane and Main Street, he glanced at his phone.  An officer pulled 
him over for operating a cell phone while operating a motor vehicle. He would have appreciated 
a conversation about the issue to help him understand rather than getting a ticket.  The police 
chief respectfully responded to the situation, and stood behind the officer who had issued the 
ticket, as he should. However, his opinion is that the City should use the funds to hire a higher 
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caliber of officer than those who do petty things such as this. They are just out to get you and 
fishing for stuff to issue a citation. He would have had more respect if he had received a warning 
instead. He wants officers engaged in meaningful things to protect residents.  He supports the tax 
increase, and appreciates the chance to be heard. 

Reuben-Thomas Cowen addressed the Council, saying he doesn’t have a current address. He 
would like to know what email to use to contact the Council, and requested that the City get 
unregistered agents out now, especially those who killed Chase Allan last year. Some in the 
audience yelled their approval of his statement. 

Gary Daniels (159 W. Oakridge Drive, Farmington, Utah) said he has seen a lot happen in the 
50 years he has lived in Farmington. He was under the understanding that the new development 
in Station Park and the proposed industrial park would produce sales tax revenue so that property 
taxes wouldn’t have to be increased as proposed.  He does understand how property valuations 
affect tax rates. However, he would like to know where the sales tax goes and how it comes to 
Farmington City. Station Park and Lagoon are wonderful facilities, but where does the sales tax 
from those facilities go? Is sales tax supplementing property taxes? He loves the police and fire 
departments, and they deserve to be on parity with everyone else.  When does Farmington 
receive the benefit of all the traffic and everything that happens at Station Park, which is a 
wonderful place that he enjoys. It is understandable if Farmington benefits. 

Debra Lynn Connor said her father served four combat tours of duty including in the Air Force, 
Navy, World War II, Korea, and Vietnam. So, she does respect law enforcement. Expressed she 
is not O.K. that Chase Allan was murdered.  

Bob McKeen (1351 N. 1670 West, Farmington, Utah) has lived in Farmington for 26 years, 
raising his family here.  He would like TNT hearings to be held on a more frequent basis.  Since 
he has paid off his home, his situation is different when it comes to paying his property taxes.  
He would like little increments that are easier to swallow compared to a big gulp. He is grateful 
for the police and that the tax increase will be going to them.  As an engineer, he loves numbers 
and calculated that the increase is about $2 to $4 a week, which he is willing to pay. He has spent 
most of his career working for various federal government agencies, where he has seen 
inefficiencies and wastes that suck money.  He would like the Council to seek to eliminate 
inefficiencies in order to offset tax increases or be able to send more money to police. 

Loren Pierce, He spent close to two weeks with Chase Allan’s brother-in-law.  Expressed 
concern over the death of Allan.  

Kristen Sherlock (1371 Longhorn Drive, Farmington, Utah) said as a Realtor, she helps people 
contest their taxes. However, she is happy to support this tax increase. One of Farmington’s 
struggles is wage stagnation. People claim housing is an affordability issue, but pay has kept 
stagnate, including for City Staff. People are motivated to work when they are paid well.  Having 
conversations about needed tax increases should be done every couple of years.  This is better 
than having conversations with pitch forks and torches.  

Whitney Allen (1664 Spring Meadow Lane, Farmington, Utah) said she feels citizens don’t 
have a say, and the Council is just informing them of what they are going to do.  She asked when 
anyone has a say. Everyone is being hit by inflation.  If she needs to buy food that now costs 
more, she has to cut things in her budget to afford it.  What has the City cut that they don’t need? 
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The money is not the Council’s money; it is Farmington citizens’ money. It feels residents have 
no say in where this money is going. She would like to see the line items that correspond to the 
percentage increase in property taxes being requested. She apologized for not trusting 
government. However, taxes always go up and the amount of government workers in Utah has 
also increased. She agrees that police should be paid well so she can be protected, but she wants 
to see line items and what it is going for. 

Mayor Anderson closed the Public Hearing at 8:15 p.m., noting that the electronic Zoom 
meeting was not functioning properly for this meeting. He told the audience that the Council is 
listening to them and appreciates and values their comments.  They have studied these issues 
during a six-month process, and the rest of them have had 16 days. The City needs to look into 
informing residents of the sewer district’s public meetings, as well as other public taxing entities’ 
meetings.  He isn’t even sure when and how to be involved in sewer district matters. 

Mellor agreed, saying residents have representation on the sewer board and on other public 
bodies. Residents vote for their sewer board members, and a local representative has been 
elected.  Some have been on the sewer board for 38 years.  The sewer board positions are not 
well promoted, and not a lot of people campaign to be a sewer representative. Mayor Anderson 
said it would be good to publish the names of the sewer board members in an upcoming 
newsletter. 

Councilmember Roger Child said Councilmembers are assigned to different county entities that 
have the ability to increase taxes.  As such, they are in there reviewing these separate budgets in 
addition to the City’s budget.  For example, he is part of the mosquito board and is familiar with 
that budget.  He has never seen any resident at those public meetings, even though meeting 
notices are published publicly. 

Leeman said the reason why the sewer increase is so substantial this year is because there is a 
new law in effect to increase sanitation standards, affecting how clean discharged water has to 
be. Water now needs to be treated to a higher degree.  This applies to all sewer boards across the 
entire State. 

Mayor Anderson said the City should figure out how to be a better middle man. The 
constitutional concerns regarding the City’s Police Department affect the insurance company’s 
risk rating.  This rating affects residents’ everyday lives, as their own home and auto insurance 
can be directly influenced by the City’s insurance rate. It is important that the City not be a 
dangerous place. When cities get sued, the big lawsuits usually involve constitutional claims. 
Cities get what they pay for.  If they want bottom-of-the-barrel police officers, a City should pay 
less.  Then they get what they pay for.  That is how to deal with the risks. 

Mellor said the increased revenue from the tax increase would go to pay for police wages as well 
as the associated payroll tax withholdings, health insurance, retirement contributions, and 
vehicles.  

Leeman said the Council doesn’t have the legal power to fence off money in the General Fund 
and not use it for something else. Next year, the Council could vote to reduce police wages 20%, 
although that is not likely. The General Fund is used for parks and recreation to keep the soccer 
fields and pool up, for example. Farmington could shudder the pool and save a lot of money. 
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This tax increase is expected to produce $1,034,000, which is allocated to the police department 
for wages and to fully fund associated equipment. 

Isaacson said he understands that it looks like this decision has already been made.  The City 
does things according to State statute and therefore has to adopt their budget by the end of June.  
However, the TNT is supposed to be held in August, which doesn’t make sense to him.  Doing 
the budget earlier than the TNT helps them decide if a tax increase should be part of the budget.  
Farmington can’t control State law. All Council meetings and agendas are public and published. 
Every document they look at is available to the public. The public can come and see every 
number and where every penny goes.  It is totally transparent. Before he was an elected official, 
he never came to any of those public meetings, so he doesn’t blame anyone else for doing the 
same.  Although the Councilmembers all look at the budget line by line, he understands the 
perception that the decision has already been made. 

Layton said is important that elected officials represent City residents, because they are willing 
to do the work for them.  They spend hours and hours looking through thousands of documents.  
The finance director who prepared this budget lives in Farmington, so the taxes impact him like 
they do everyone else.  Councilmembers live in Farmington, and the tax rates impact them and 
their families. This is the reason she digs through the numbers.  For example, when she noticed 
the increase in pool fees per person, she thought about how it would affect her and her seven 
kids. Councilmembers want to spend taxes in the best way possible because they live here, too. 

Leeman said he would rather the budget and TNT hearings be held simultaneously, because the 
budget drives the tax decision. The public comments that they feel the decision has been made 
before the hearing was held resonate with him.  He has spent a decade serving on either the 
Council or Planning Commission, and sometimes residents have a perspective that he doesn’t 
have. However, the Council doesn’t make decisions on a whim.  The residents should want the 
Councilmembers to come into a meeting having already studied the issues and thought about 
them.  The Council already passed the budget, and already decided the budget needed a tax 
increase.  In reality, the Council is trying to sell it to the public; that is how the system is set up. 

Mayor Anderson noted that Farmington subsidizes parks and recreation to the tune of $1 
million per year.  People from other cities come to Farmington to use their pool.  Pools run at a 
deficit of about $200,000 each year.  There are other municipalities shutting down their pools, 
and these are hard questions cities have to consider.  This is a policy question Farmington 
struggles with as well. 

Layton said Councilmembers regularly visit and interact with the different departments in order 
to get to know the people there.  They go on snow plow rides, visit the water house, watch the 
process needed to get water to residents’ sinks etc. in order to get a deeper look into where the 
money goes and what the City needs. The Council is trying to represent residents. 

Mayor Anderson said the Community Council is invaluable, and he invited residents to serve 
on it. This is a time each month for residents to come talk to Farmington department heads. They 
have agendas and seek resident feedback.  There are ways for those who want to be more 
involved to have a say.  In December he will send out an email inviting anyone to be part of the 
Community Council. 
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In response to Gary Daniels’ comments, Isaacson said sales tax revenues from Station Park 
have helped Farmington not raise taxes for 13 years. It is built out now, and the City has had 
very little construction for the last few years. COVID hurt things, including sales taxes. 
Farmington planned to have big office buildings built by now to help with tax revenue.  Now, 
there is not as much of a need for office buildings anymore.  Big projects have been approved, 
but now interest rates are too high and sales tax revenues are not going up like they used to. 
Farmington has to be careful not to rely too much on sales tax, because it can fluctuate. More 
stable revenue is needed to fund police and fire. Farmington doesn’t want to cut safety, and 
wants to fund it with reliable property taxes. The City was benefitted tremendously by Station 
Park, but sales tax has now plateaued.  

Mellor said there was a time when Farmington got 1% of sales tax. If a city doesn’t have a 
population increase as sales tax goes up, only half of 1% goes to point of sale. The other half 
goes to a distribution pool. For every $100 spent in Farmington, the City gets 1%. Some cities 
like Fruit Heights don’t have a sales tax base, so they become a distribution community. So some 
more populous cities help fund other cities that don’t have a sales tax base.  

Farmington tries to make sure public safety is paid for from stable revenue. Mellor doesn’t fault 
previous City Councils, because it is virtually impossible to understand what the cost is for those 
sales tax collars.  There are plenty of analyses prepared to predict sales tax, but there is no 
thought of the costs needed to bring in a shopping center and what it costs the City for its 
services such as helping catch shoplifters. It is hard to predict. Farmington got by for 13 years 
without having to raise property taxes. 

Child said the City collects impact fees and sales tax from commercial development. Impact fees 
are designated by law to only be used to benefit the infrastructure of the City that would support 
new development. Farmington has funds in the bank it can’t spend until a new fire station or 
water tank is needed. The State dictates where money can be spent.  Sales tax is not increasing 
and the economy is being impacted all the way around. Inflation is impacting everyone’s bottom 
lines, including the City’s. Inflation has increased 25% over the last four years. Street inflation is 
totally different than government-published inflation. The City has not increased taxes to the 
level of inflation.  Farmington has already shaved, cut, and eliminated any fluff in the budget. 

Leeman noted that during budget preparation, Councilmembers considered a “cut list.” Mellor 
said the list really includes deferred maintenance and purchases, or putting off the inevitable 
expenses such as vehicles. One big cut was holding off on building a State-mandated salt shed. 
By not installing xeriscaping around City Hall, they kick the can farther down the road. It is not 
necessarily that they have been cut, but that the City needs to find a better year to do it. 

Leeman said xeriscaping would eventually save on water and maintenance costs, but it also 
costs to initially install.  Therefore, the upfront costs will be paid for over time.  Councilmembers 
look for inefficiencies, and labor is one of the biggest costs. For example, a robot that paints the 
lines on play fields has saved so much money, eliminating employee man hours. Years like this 
are good years to look at inefficiencies. 

Layton noted that Fire Chief Rich Love had quite a few cuts to his budget. When she asked him 
which cut gave him the most heartburn, Love responded that he needed new fire hose.  She 
didn’t even know that fire hoses expire. Addressing the Council, Love said this year he didn’t get 
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$10,000 worth of fire hoses. He has a new engine coming, but not enough budget to outfit that 
new engine without stealing from other engines to try to satisfy State standards. 

Leeman said Farmington became the fire department for Fruit Heights, and Farmington charges 
them more than it costs the City in order to supplement the budget. As such, Fruit Heights pays 
$700,000 toward Farmington’s budget. These are creative ways to handle the budget. 

Mayor Anderson said we have may pocket through the City that they water and send crews to 
maintain, all while nobody uses them and the equipment becomes dilapidated. They are woefully 
underutilized assets.  

Child said that Davis County should have its Western Sports Park finished by the spring. It will 
have eight full soccer fields, two indoor arenas, and parking for 2,000. The County has paid for 
changing it from traditional rodeo grounds to a more modern event center that will bring more 
traffic to Farmington. The City will need an increased police force to handle the daytime 
population. On a daily basis, more people will be coming to the City to spend their money on 
restaurants and shopping. This is money most cities will not receive, and Farmington will see a 
boost in sales tax. It may not be a tremendous increase, but it will be significant. 

Mayor Anderson said Davis County told him the economic impact to the area while it was a 
rodeo and fairgrounds was $3 million to $5 million annually. As a fully functional sports park, it 
will be $90 million annually. That is a huge increase from an asset that the County repurposed. 
There are a lot of good days ahead. But for now, the City is dealing with inflation and a police 
department with the lowest wages in the County. 

Isaacson said the best kind of taxes are the one residents don’t pay themselves, but where 
visitors to the City are paying the taxes. 

Shumway noted that the City is taking $1 million out of the General Fund for water, even 
though fees should be paying for it. Water rates are slowly increasing each year, but Farmington 
still has to fix water leaks and provide good water for residents. Most who spoke tonight asked 
for a slow, consistent tax increase, which the City is doing with its water rates.  It was good 
feedback for the Council, who doesn’t enjoy raising taxes. 

Leeman said Farmington Police Department does not have a ticket quota. Mayor Anderson said 
the police operate under the philosophy not to unnecessarily write tickets, but to educate instead. 
Mellor said the ticket incident was discussed earlier, and there is more to the story. Leeman said 
he appreciates the police presence near the high school at 7:30 a.m. each school day. Johnsen 
said he makes no apologies for that. 

Mayor Anderson said he was invited to a policing discussion with police chiefs from 
throughout the County. The global consensus is that crime, drugs, violence, and burglaries are 
going up as the County becomes more populated. Crime is being imported from other cities. 
Every City in Davis County is experiencing the same thing. They are all dealing with police 
wage issues and how to get a handle on it when Salt Lake and the Utah Highway Patrol (UHP) 
have deeper pockets and keep raising wages. It puts pressure on surrounding cities. Salt Lake and 
the UHP are offering to raise wages $10 more an hour than Farmington. So, beginning officers 
can drive just 12 miles south and get a 30% differential, going from $26 to $38 an hour. These 
are issues the City wrestles with on an ongoing basis. Now they are poised waiting to see what 
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other cities are going to do in response to Farmington’s increase. Farmington needs to keep and 
retain officers without poaching them from other agencies. 

Johnsen said Farmington should run with 35 officers, but today they have 27, going soon to 29. 
If the proposed tax increase doesn’t go through, he guarantees he would not be able to hire the 
two officers they are about to hire. Leeman pointed out that not all 27 are on duty at the same 
time, especially considering weekends and night shifts. Johnsen said they used to have two 
officers on duty from 1 to 6 a.m., but now they only have one. Leeman said when there is a 
school shooting, residents don’t want the police department to be short staffed.  

Johnsen said he started working in Farmington in 2001, and it is now a very different city. Child 
said the reputation is that Farmington PD is understaffed. Johnsen said that from January to 
March of 2024, 35 cars were broken into, and guns were stolen in 15 of those cars. Child said 
Farmington residents are too trusting, and garage door openers are being stolen.  There needs to 
be an education process. 

Mayor Anderson said he prefers a proactive rather than reactive police force. It is better to 
prevent than spend time chasing crime. They recently picked up a California resident for 
shoplifting, and he was appalled that Farmington still prosecuted for shop lifting because others 
don’t. The Mayor wants that reputation out there so the City won’t be seen as a soft target. 

Gatrell said the messaging on the tax notice was that it was for police force wages, not 
equipment and cars. The City has a messaging problem. Mayor Anderson said he is always 
looking for ways to better communicate with the residents, giving the information they want and 
need in a timely manner. He and Mellor will talk to Staff about how to do that using social 
media, websites, the newsletter, and text blasts. 

Leeman said the newsletter article last month emphasized police wages.  However, wages are 
defined by a compartmentalized employee, including benefits, which can be seen on Utah’s 
Right to Know website. Child said it includes equipment costs.  When you hire someone, you 
have to outfit them. 

Motion: 

Isaacson moved that the City Council approve a resolution to formally adopt the final certified 
tax rate of 0.001741 as attached in the packet. 

Layton seconded the motion.  All Councilmembers voted in favor, as there was no opposing 
vote. 

 
Mayor Pro Tempore/Councilmember Alex Leeman    X Aye ____ Nay 
Councilmember Roger Child       X Aye ____ Nay 
Councilmember Scott Isaacson      X Aye ____ Nay 
Councilmember Melissa Layton      X Aye ____ Nay 
Councilmember Amy Shumway      X Aye ____ Nay 

ADJOURNMENT  

Motion:  

Shumway made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 9:19 p.m.  
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Leeman seconded the motion.  All Councilmembers voted in favor, as there was no opposing 
vote. 

Mayor Pro Tempore/Councilmember Alex Leeman    X Aye ____ Nay 
Councilmember Roger Child       X Aye ____ Nay 
Councilmember Scott Isaacson      X Aye ____ Nay 
Councilmember Melissa Layton      X Aye ____ Nay 
Councilmember Amy Shumway      X Aye ____ Nay 

 

 

________________________________________  

DeAnn Carlile, Recorder  





A Statement in Favor of Re-authorizing the RAP Tax 

Farmington’s Recreation, Arts, and Parks Tax (colloquially known as the “RAP tax”), was first 
authorized in 2014 by the voters of Farmington and has been in place now for 10 years. The 
current RAP tax will expire on January, 1 2025.  To avoid losing this source of revenue, 
Farmington is proposing to re-authorize the RAP tax for another 10 years.  (It is worth noting 
that the only cities not collecting this tax in Davis County are Fruit Heights, West Point, and 
Sunset.  Every other city in Salt Lake County, Weber County, Summit County, and Washington 
County collects this tax.) 

The RAP tax comes from sales tax.  It amounts to 0.1% of the local option sales tax.  The RAP 
tax is collected on sales in Farmington per the state tax code and distributed to Farmington on a 
monthly basis by the state tax commission. 

Over the past 9 fiscal years, the RAP tax has generated approximately $4 million for 
Farmington’s recreation, arts, and parks.  The reality in Farmington is that about 75% of the RAP 
tax is generated by non-residents visiting our city.  When these non-residents visit Lagoon or 
shop at Station Park, Farmington receives RAP tax revenue.  In short, these non-residents are 
paying money into Farmington to fund our parks, arts, and recreation programs.  Every time they 
pay sales taxes in our community, these non-residents help to improve our recreational amenities.   

Without the RAP tax Farmington residents would be responsible for the entire burden of 
maintaining the recreation, arts, and parks amenities.  That would put more of a burden on 
Farmington residents.  Farmington is proposing to spread those costs to the non-residents who 
visit our city. 

Previously, Farmington used RAP tax revenue to build the Gymnasium and to service the bond 
payments on the Gymnasium, which bond will be fully retired by June 30, 2025.  Farmington 
also used RAP tax money to build and maintain the mountain bike park, the “Farm.”  If the City 
is able to re-authorize the RAP tax, it may use the funds for the following purposes: 

• Improvements at the recently acquired Rock Mill Park 
• Pool upgrades 
• Park upgrades 
• New trails and trail improvements 
• Museum improvements 
• Subsidize recreation programs (rather than taking money from the City’s general fund) 
• Subsidize the Active Aging program (which now has over 650 participants) 
• Dog park 
• Community garden spaces 
• Funding the arts (plays, murals, performances, concerts, etc.) 

Farmington City Council is in favor of re-authorizing the RAP tax so that Farmington can 
receive additional revenue from the people visiting our city and shopping in our stores.  When 
they do so, they will be helping to pay for Farmington’s beloved recreation, arts, and parks 
services. 



160 S Main 
Farmington Utah 84025 

CITY COUNCIL STAFF REPORT

To: Mayor and City Council 

From: Chad Boshell, Assistant City Manager 

Date:  September 3, 2024 

Subject: Main Street (Park Ln. - Shepard Ln.) Storm Water Maintenance and 
Cooperative Agreement 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 

Approve the maintenance and cooperative agreement with UDOT for the storm 
water management associated with the Main Street Widening Project.  

BACKGROUND 

As part of the Main Street Widening project, storm water from Main Street between 
Shepard Lane and Park Lane is being collected in a new storm drain collection 
system and discharged into a variety of existing storm drain pipes, ditches and 
basins. Rather than constructing new detention basins the project will utilize an 
existing basin and future planned basins for storm water detention. This agreement 
outlines the discharge locations and responsibilities of the City. The water was 
currently discharging into our system albeit through old irrigation and storm drain 
conveyance systems. Staff recommends approving the agreement with UDOT. 

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION 

1. Agreement

Respectfully submitted, Review and concur, 

Chad Boshell, P.E. Brigham Mellor 
Assistant City Manager City Manager 
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MAINTENANCE AND OWNERSHIP COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT  

Between  
THE UTAH DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

And 
FARMINGTON CITY 

 
This Maintenance and Ownership Cooperative Agreement, by and between Utah Department of 
Transportation (“UDOT”) and Farmington (“City”). Each as party, (“Party”) and together as parties, 
(“Parties”). 

 
 

RECITALS 

WHEREAS, UDOT is progressing the design and construction for the roadway project identified as SR-
106; Main Street in Farmington, Utah (“Project”); and 

 
WHEREAS, UDOT will design and construct drainage improvements (“Drainage Improvements”) in 
Farmington City, Utah (the City), and impact an existing detention pond (“Existing Pond EX-101”) and an 
existing wetland (“Existing Wetlands EX-102”) and 

WHEREAS, the City will, ensure that the existing detention pond is maintained and that storm water flows 
through the wetland area to maintain their historic flow capabilities (“Existing Pond EX-101 and Existing 
Wetlands EX-102”); and 

 
WHEREAS, Farmington will accept UDOT stormwater at the connections shown in “Exhibit A” and that are 
incorporated by reference; and 

WHEREAS, the City will accept stormwater flows into their pond and wetland area. 
 

THIS AGREEMENT is made to set out the terms and conditions of drainage improvements, ownership, 
maintenance, and operations covered by this Agreement in accordance with the terms and conditions 
contained herein. 

 
 
 

AGREEMENT 
 

1. Design and Construction 
 

UDOT will design and construct all Drainage Improvements within the UDOT right-of-way for the 
project.  

 
2. Ponds:  

 
a. Existing Pond EX-101 

 
EX-101 pond will be utilized by the Parties for detention marked in Exhibit “B” that is 
incorporated by reference. 

 
b. Existing Pond EX-102 

 
EX-102 wetland will be utilized by the Parties for detention marked in Exhibit “C” that is 
incorporated by reference. 
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3. Drainage Improvements 

 
There are five different locations where flows from the project outfall into the Farmington storm 
drain system.  The 10-year 24-hour and the 50-year 24-hour flows from each of the five outfalls are 
listed in Exhibits “A”. 

 
 

4. Long Term Operation and Maintenance 
 

a. Parties agree to be responsible for long term operation and maintenance or ensurance of 
maintenance of Drainage Improvements and Ponds that are within their right-of-way or have 
agreed to maintain through this agreement. 

b. City shall be responsible for long term operation and maintenance of the existing ponds (EX-
101 and EX-102) and drainage infrastructure to the existing ponds which is located outside of 
UDOT right-of-way. 

c. Parties will comply with the required stormwater permits, applicable laws, and regulations for 
Drainage Improvements and Ponds that they own or maintain. 

 
5. Requirements 

 
Parties will meet to discuss changes to Hydrologic and/or Hydraulic values that are deemed to be 
significant which will be approved by the City Engineer of Record and UDOT. 

 
Any amendment to this Agreement must be in writing and executed by authorized representatives 
of each Party. 

 
6. Miscellaneous 

 
a. The permitted use and occupancy of right-of-way for non-highway purposes is subordinate to 

the primary and highest interest for transportation and safety of the traveling public. 
b. The failure of either Party to insist upon strict compliance of any of the terms and conditions, 

or failure or delay by either Party to exercise any rights or remedies provided in this 
agreement, or by law, will not release either Party from any obligations arising under this 
agreement. 

c. Each Party agrees to undertake and perform all further acts that are reasonably necessary to 
carry out the intent and purpose of the Agreement at the request of the other Party. 

d. This Agreement shall be deemed to be made under and shall be governed by the laws of the 
State of Utah in all respects. Each person signing this Agreement warrants that the person 
has full legal capacity, power, and authority to execute this Agreement for and on behalf of the 
respective Party and to bind such Party. 

e. If any provision or part of a provision of this agreement is held invalid, illegal, or unenforceable 
in any respect, such invalidity, illegality, or unenforceability shall not affect any other provision. 
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Each provision shall be deemed to be enforceable to the fullest extent under applicable law. 
f. This agreement contains the entire agreement between the Parties, with respect to the subject 

matter hereof, and no statements, promises, or inducements made by either Party or agents 
for either Party that are not contained in this written Agreement shall be binding or valid. 

g. The UDOT and the City are both governmental entities subject to the Utah Governmental 
Immunity Act. Each party agrees to indemnify, defend and save harmless the other from and 
against all claims, suits and costs, including attorneys’ fees for injury or damage of any kind, 
arising out the negligent acts, errors or omissions of the indemnifying party’s officers, agents, 
contractors or employees in the performance of this Agreement. Nothing in this paragraph is 
intended to create additional rights to third parties or to waive any provision of the Utah 
Governmental Immunity Act. The indemnification in this paragraph shall survive the expiration 
or termination of this Agreement. 

h. The date of this agreement is the date this agreement is signed by the last Party. 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused these presents to be executed by their 
duly authorized officers as of the day and year first above written. 

 
 

Attest Farmington City 

 
Title:  

 
Title: 

 
  

Date:  Date:   

(IMPRESS SEAL) 
  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Recommended for Approval Utah Department of Transportation 

Title: Storm Drain Leader Title: Project Manager 

Date:  Date:   

  

 
UDOT Comptroller Office 

 Title: Contract Administrator 

 
Date: 
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CONTACT INFORMATION

4246 S RIVERBOAT RD., STE 200
SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84123
P: 801.359.5565

THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THIS
DRAWING IS THE PROPERTY OF CRS
CONSULTING ENGINEERS, INC. AND IS
NOT TO BE REPRODUCED, MODIFIED, OR
USED FOR ANY OTHER PROJECT OR
EXTENSION OF THIS PROJECT EXCEPT BY
AGREEMENT WITH CRS ENGINEERS.
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