
 
      
 

 
 
 

MEETING NOTICE AND AGENDA 
AMENDED 

 
Notice is hereby given that the Kaysville City Council will hold a regular council meeting on Thursday, October 20, 2022, starting 
at 7:00 P.M. in the Council Chambers in Kaysville City Hall at 23 East Center Street, Kaysville, UT. The meeting will be 
streamed on YouTube, and the link to the meeting will be posted on www.KaysvilleLive.com.  
 
Public comment is only taken during a meeting for Action Items, “Call to the Public”, or for a public hearing. Those wishing to 
speak during these times must sign-up in person before the meeting begins. Comments may also be directed to the City Council 
via email to publiccomment@kaysville.gov. Emailed comments will NOT be read out-loud at the meeting. 
 
CITY COUNCIL Q&A – 6:30 P.M. 
 The City Council will be available to answer questions or discuss any matters the public may have. 
 
CITY COUNCIL MEETING – 7:00 P.M. 
The agenda shall be as follows: 

 
1. OPENING 

a. Provided by Council Member John Adams. 
 

2. CALL TO THE PUBLIC (3 MINUTE LIMIT, MUST SIGN UP IN PERSON) 
 

3. PRESENTATIONS AND AWARDS 
a. West Davis Corridor Economic Impact Study Report – Rob Sant. 

 
4. DECLARATION OF ANY CONFLICTS OF INTEREST 
 

5. CONSENT ITEMS 
a. Approval of Minutes of October 6, 2022. 
b. Appointment of Nephi Harvey as a Historic Preservation Committee member. 

 
6. ACTION ITEMS 

a. An Ordinance amending Section 15-3-6 of the Kaysville City Code regarding the number of dogs and cats allowed 
within a residence. 

b. A Resolution amending the Kaysville City Rules of Procedure and Order for City Council.  
c. Acceptance of Award of Contract to Diamond Tree Experts for energized line clearance services. 
d. Purchase of Fire Engine Apparatus. 

 
7. COUNCIL MEMBER REPORTS 
 

8. CITY MANAGER REPORT 
 

9. CLOSED SESSION 
a. Discussion about the purchase or sale of real property. 
b. Discussion about reasonably imminent litigation. 

 
10. ADJOURNMENT 

 
Kaysville City is dedicated to a policy of non-discrimination in admission to, access to, or operations of its programs, services, or 
activities.  If you need special assistance due to a disability, please contact the Kaysville City Offices at (801) 546-1235 at least 
24 hours in advance of the meeting to be held. 
 
I hereby certify that I posted a copy of the foregoing Notice and Agenda and emailed copies to media representatives on October 
18, 2022. 
 
       __________________ 
       Annemarie Plaizier 
       City Recorder   
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SECTION 1: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
 
The West Davis Corridor (WDC) spans 16 miles within western Davis County and weaves throughout five main cities: West Point, Syracuse, Layton, Kaysville, Farmington, and 
Davis County (The WDC Entities). This market area will assist the WDC Entities with evaluating current economic trends within the region and determine the highest and best uses 
of developable land near the future West Davis Corridor (WDC) interchanges. This analysis will be utilized by the WDC Entities for planning, land use and zoning discussions and 
decisions related to the future vision for the seven corridor interchanges. The current General Plan, land use, and zoning information from each WDC Entity will be used to inform 
assets, opportunities, and constraints within each market area. 
 
Approximate areas of change and areas of permanence have been designated for each corridor interchange within a half-mile buffer from the center of each interchange. Major 
development projects and proposed annexation areas have been considered in the market study for any long-term opportunities or constraints, which has caused some of the areas 
of analysis to be expanded.  
 
The analysis is organized based on a demographic overview, taxable sales research, market conditions analysis, barriers to entry, and potential market supportable development. 
The following summarizes the significant findings of this analysis. 
 
The WDC will have a significant impact on the WDC Entities. This analysis projects that the development within the 7 WDC Interchange Nodes may create 6,897 jobs, 15,469 new 
residents, and generate $92,826,884 in fiscal revenues for the WDC Entities. 
 

WDC ENTITIES DEMOGRAPHIC OVERVIEW 
The WDC Entities have favorable demographic statistics. The median adjusted gross income (MAGI) in the WDC Entities is higher than average compared to other Utah 
municipalities. Overall, Davis County has a young, highly educated workforce with an unemployment rate of 1.8% lower than the State of Utah and the national average. In addition, 
most WDC Entities have a higher population with associate degrees than Davis County and the State of Utah. 
 

SALES TAX ANALYSIS 
Total taxable sales in the WDC Entities increased by an average of 11.46 percent from 2011 through 2020. A comparison of tax data for similarly sized cities (relative to population) 
shows a positive trend in taxable sales growth for all communities. Several of the West Davis Corridor communities have experienced double-digit increases. Each WDC Entity has 
a strong retail sales category that makes up between 13 and 52 percent of their respective gross taxable sales.  
  
Services represent 11 to 16 percent of the WDC Entities’ total taxable sales. Food services and drinking places represent the largest spending category for each Entity besides 
Farmington, where Lagoon bolsters their Arts, Entertainment & Recreation category. Industry-related categories represent 8 to 12 percent of the total taxable sales. Most of the 
taxable sales in this group are related to telecommunications and utility sales, representing the most significant spending categories. Taxable sales data illustrates that the existing 
market is focused on neighborhood-scale retail and regional retail, depending on the Entity.  
  
A leakage analysis illustrates that most WDC Entities are leaking in all major categories relative to the State of Utah's average spending. WDC Entities capture between 34% (West 
Point and Syracuse) and 99% (Layton) of taxable sales. The total taxable sales leaking to other communities is estimated at $1.01B. Assuming a sales tax levy of 0.5 percent based 
on point of sale equates to a loss of $5.07M in tax revenues. 
 

MARKET CONDITIONS 
Unlike other regional markets, the Davis County office and industrial markets experienced little vacancy and lease rate disruption due to the COVID-19 pandemic. The pandemic 
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has impacted new office construction, with little office development happening over the last two years. Office vacancy rates remained at pre-pandemic levels and have continued to 
decline in 2022. 
  
The industrial market is continuing to perform well in Davis County. Direct vacancy rates remained below 2 percent for the 11th straight quarter. Leasing activity remained low, as 
available supply remained low and newly completed construction was pre-committed. Lease rates grew 34.8 percent as robust demand, low vacancy, and rising costs continued to 
impact rents. Davis County needs to continue promoting industrial uses as the regional and national demand grows, outpacing the available industrial square footage in the region. 
  
Several competitive market sites surround the WDC Entities, including office, industrial, and regional/neighborhood-scale retail. These competitive sites may limit the type of 
development within each WDC Interchange Node. However, future population projections, sales tax leakage numbers, and two-mile buffers of the competitive market sites illustrate 
smart growth potential in each Node.   
 

SUPPORTABLE DEVELOPMENT ANALYSIS 
A location quotient analysis was conducted to determine the supportable market development within each WDC Interchange Node to help assess the business concentration and 
competitiveness of industries in Davis County. This analysis identified which industries Davis County has a competitive advantage over other industries and locations in Weber and 
Salt Lake Counties. Identifying these emerging and growing industries help with understanding the future needed workspace in the region.   
  
A commercial demand analysis was then completed that used future short-term and long-term employment projections within each emerging and growing industry to project the 
number of jobs that will be created in Davis County. Once calculated, industry-standard square footage per employee for office, industrial, and retail was used to project future 
square footages and acreage needed to support the forecasted jobs. 
  
A residential location quotient analysis was used to identify the local concentration of residential unit types in each WDC Entity. For the residential analysis, competitiveness is less 
important. Each city needs a mix of development types to serve its population and all income levels. To calculate the residential demand, LYRB analyzed current existing households 
and housing stock in each WDC city. Using future population projects with available housing units and average household sizes, LYRB was able to calculate the additional number 
of housing units needed in a 10-year and 20-year timeframe. 
 

WDC INTERCHANGE NODES 
Using the information from the previous sections, LYRB evaluated the future market supportable development within each of the 7 WDC Interchange Nodes. In total, the WDC can 
support the following development: 
 
TABLE 1.1: WDC INTERCHANGE NODES DEVELOPMENT 

BUILDING TYPE  SQ. FT. OR UNIT 

Industrial 5,580,748 

Retail 1,222,189 

Office 1,066,747 

Residential Units 4,247 
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SECTION 2: DEMOGRAPHICS 
 
In recent years, the State of Utah has experienced robust growth in both population and employment opportunities. As of April 2017, the State unemployment rate was measured at 
2.0 percent, compared with the national average of 3.6 percent. Population and employment characteristics are helpful indicators of overall economic health. As economies expand, 
typically, the population increases and unemployment rates decline, which is true of both Utah and the national economy. Comparing population and employment trends is helpful 
in understanding the local economy.  
  
Economic markets are heavily influenced by demographics, socioeconomics (income levels), education, availability of land, industry, infrastructure investment, and the existing 
workforce. This section focuses on many of these measurements to understand the current market characteristics causing the underlying economy to thrive or decline. 
 

WEST POINT CITY 
 

HISTORIC POPULATION 
West Point City has experienced an increase in population, surpassing the State and the County based on an annual percentage increase. While West Point has experienced a 
higher growth rate, the population increase in terms of actual people is relatively small compared to the County. The City has grown by approximately 2,053 persons, or an average 
annual growth of 2.10 percent, from 2010 to 2020. The table below compares the other West Davis Corridor Entities, neighboring counties, and the State of Utah. 
 
TABLE 2.1: HISTORIC POPULATION 

NAME 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2010-2020 AAGR 

Farmington  17,188   17,723  18,722 19,600 20,440 21,223 21,983 22,616 23,208 23,847 24,531 3.62% 

Kaysville  26,051   26,728  27,353 27,928 28,480 29,213 29,799 30,328 30,961 31,494 32,945 2.38% 

Layton  67,612   68,488  68,684 70,798 72,223 74,142 75,658 76,694 77,306 78,008 81,773 1.92% 

Syracuse  21,689   22,911  23,914 24,715 25,374 25,977 26,668 27,444 28,342 29,331 32,141 4.01% 

West Point  8,910   9,207  9,466 9,657 9,863 9,932 10,112 10,258 10,434 10,615 10,963 2.10% 

Davis County  307,856   311,811  315,809 322,094 329,692 336,043 342,281 347,637 351,713 355,481 362,679 1.65% 

Weber County  232,228   234,420  236,640 238,519 240,475 243,645 247,560 251,769 256,359 260,213 262,223 1.22% 

Salt Lake County  1,033,910   1,048,985  1,063,842 1,079,721 1,091,742 1,107,314 1,121,354 1,135,649 1,152,633 1,160,437 1,185,238 1.38% 

State of Utah  2,776,469   2,817,222  2,855,287 2,900,872 2,942,902 2,995,919 3,051,217 3,101,833 3,161,105 3,205,958 3,271,616 1.65% 

Source: U.S. Census Population Estimates 
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AGE 
The City’s demographics relative to age have shifted from 2010 to 2020. 2010 data illustrates a younger population, with a concentration in the zero to 14 years of age and 30 to 39. 
In 2020, the concentration shifted to the age brackets of 15-24 and 35 to 39. Noticeable shifts also occurred in the age range of 55 to 64, with 2020 data showing a higher percentage 
of total in this range. However, a comparison of the median age illustrates the City is still slightly younger than the County on average. As the population ages and educational 
attainment increases, the City may experience an increase in income levels and buying power. 
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FIGURE 2.1: WEST POINT CITY POPULATION

POPULATION STATISTICS 

2010-2020 
 
WEST POINT 
AVERAGE ANNUAL GROWTH = 2.10% 
TOTAL INCREASE = 2,053 
% OF COUNTY INCREASE = 3.74% 

 
DAVIS COUNTY 
AVERAGE ANNUAL GROWTH = 1.65% 
TOTAL INCREASE = 54,823 
% OF STATE INCREASE = 11.07% 

 
STATE OF UTAH 
AVERAGE ANNUAL GROWTH = 1.65% 
TOTAL INCREASE = 495,147 
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HOUSEHOLDS  
The total number of households in West Point as of the 2020 American Community Survey is 3,013. Of the total housing units, 98.9 percent are occupied, with 1.1 percent unoccupied. 
Davis County has an approximately 96.8 percent housing occupancy rate, compared to the State at 91.8 percent. 
 

RESIDENTIAL BUILDING PERMITS AND NEW COMMERCIAL VALUATION 
The Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute tracks building permit activity across the State and maintains the Ivory-Boyer Construction Database. West Point has seen permit activity 
steadily increasing through 2021. However, 2015 to 2016 showed a decrease in residential building permit activity by 37 percent. In contrast, new non-residential value added to the 
City increased from 2015 to 2016 by 348 percent. 
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FIGURE 2.2: AGE DISTRIBUTION AS % OF TOTAL

2010 ACS 2020 ACS

  West Point City Davis County State of Utah 

2020 Median Age 31.8 31.3 31.1 
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FIGURE 2.3: NEW RESIDENTIAL VALUE AND UNITS
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FIGURE 2.4: NEW COMMERCIAL VALUE



 

 

 

 

9 | P a g e  
 

WEST DAVIS CORRIDOR INTERCHANGES 
MARKET ANALYSIS  

INCOME 
Utah median adjusted gross income (MAGI) represents an individual's total gross income minus specific tax deductions. MAGI in West Point is much higher than the County or State 
average. A comparison of 2020 data illustrates that West Point is higher than almost all other cities in the State. 
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FIGURE 2.5: HOUSEHOLD MEDIAN ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME
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FIGURE 2.6: 2020 MEDIAN ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME

West Point - $81,651
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EDUCATION 
According to the US Census 2020 ACS five-year estimates, approximately 37 percent of West Point’s population has an associate degree or higher, compared to Davis County with 
49 percent and the State of Utah at 45 percent. 
 

 
 

EMPLOYMENT 
As of May 2022, the unemployment rate in Davis County was 1.8 percent, as shown in Figure 2.8. This is much lower than the national average unemployment rate of 3.6 percent. 
The State of Utah’s unemployment rate is far more favorable at 2.0 percent. 
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Figure 2.8: Historic Unemployment Rate
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SYRACUSE 
 

HISTORIC POPULATION 
Syracuse City has experienced the highest increase in population in Davis County of all the WDC Entities, surpassing the State and the County based on an annual percentage 
increase. Syracuse has experienced significant growth over the last 10 years, accounting for 19 percent of the overall County growth. Since 2010, the City has grown by approximately 
10,452 persons or an average annual growth of 4.01 percent. The table below compares the other West Davis Corridor Entities, neighboring counties, and the State of Utah. 
 
TABLE 2.2: HISTORIC POPULATION 

NAME 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2010-2020 AAGR 

Farmington  17,188   17,723  18,722 19,600 20,440 21,223 21,983 22,616 23,208 23,847 24,531 3.62% 

Kaysville  26,051   26,728  27,353 27,928 28,480 29,213 29,799 30,328 30,961 31,494 32,945 2.38% 

Layton  67,612   68,488  68,684 70,798 72,223 74,142 75,658 76,694 77,306 78,008 81,773 1.92% 

Syracuse  21,689   22,911  23,914 24,715 25,374 25,977 26,668 27,444 28,342 29,331 32,141 4.01% 

West Point  8,910   9,207  9,466 9,657 9,863 9,932 10,112 10,258 10,434 10,615 10,963 2.10% 

Davis County  307,856   311,811  315,809 322,094 329,692 336,043 342,281 347,637 351,713 355,481 362,679 1.65% 

Weber County  232,228   234,420  236,640 238,519 240,475 243,645 247,560 251,769 256,359 260,213 262,223 1.22% 

Salt Lake County  1,033,910   1,048,985  1,063,842 1,079,721 1,091,742 1,107,314 1,121,354 1,135,649 1,152,633 1,160,437 1,185,238 1.38% 

State of Utah  2,776,469   2,817,222  2,855,287 2,900,872 2,942,902 2,995,919 3,051,217 3,101,833 3,161,105 3,205,958 3,271,616 1.65% 

Source: U.S. Census Population Estimates 
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AGE 
The City’s demographics relative to age have shifted from 2010 to 2020. 2010 data illustrates a slightly younger population, with a concentration in the zero to 14 years of age and 
25 to 34. In 2020, the concentration shifted to the age brackets of 10-24 and 35 to 44. Noticeable shifts also occurred in the age range of 50 to 74, with 2020 data showing a higher 
percentage of total in this range. However, a comparison of the median age illustrates the City is still younger than the County on average. As the population ages and educational 
attainment increases, the City may experience an increase in income levels and buying power. 
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FIGURE 2.10: SYRACUSE CITY POPULATION

POPULATION STATISTICS 

2010-2020 
 
SYRACUSE 
AVERAGE ANNUAL GROWTH = 4.01% 
TOTAL INCREASE = 10,452 
% OF COUNTY INCREASE = 19.01% 

 
DAVIS COUNTY 
AVERAGE ANNUAL GROWTH = 1.65% 
TOTAL INCREASE = 54,823 
% OF STATE INCREASE = 11.07% 

 
STATE OF UTAH 
AVERAGE ANNUAL GROWTH = 1.65% 
TOTAL INCREASE = 495,147 
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HOUSEHOLDS  
The total number of households in Syracuse as of the 2020 American Community Survey is 8,175. Of the total housing units, 97.2 percent are occupied, with 2.8 percent unoccupied. 
Davis County has an approximately 96.8 percent housing occupancy rate, compared to the State at 91.8 percent. 
 

RESIDENTIAL BUILDING PERMITS AND NEW COMMERCIAL VALUATION 
The Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute tracks building permit activity across the State and maintains the Ivory-Boyer Construction Database. Syracuse has seen permit activity steadily 
increasing through 2021, with 2021 being the highest year of permit activity over the last decade. 
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FIGURE 2.11: AGE DISTRIBUTION AS % OF TOTAL
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FIGURE 2.12: NEW RESIDENTIAL VALUE AND UNITS
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FIGURE 2.13: NEW COMMERCIAL VALUE
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INCOME 
Utah median adjusted gross income (MAGI) represents an individual's total gross income minus specific tax deductions. MAGI in Syracuse is much higher than the County or State 
average. A comparison of 2020 data illustrates that Syracuse is higher than almost all other cities in the State. 
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FIGURE 2.14: HOUSEHOLD MEDIAN ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME

Syracuse Davis County Utah
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FIGURE 2.15: 2020 MEDIAN ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME

Syracuse - $86,406 
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EDUCATION 
According to the US Census 2020 ACS five-year estimates, approximately 49 percent of Syracuse’s population has an associate degree or higher, compared to Davis County with 
49 percent and the State of Utah at 45 percent. 
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LAYTON 
 

HISTORIC POPULATION 
Layton has experienced an increase in population, surpassing the State and the County based on an annual percentage increase. Layton’s population increase accounted for 26 
percent of the County’s total increase. The City has grown by approximately 14,161 persons, or an average annual growth of 1.92 percent, from 2010 to 2020. The table below 
compares the other West Davis Corridor Entities, neighboring counties, and the State of Utah. 
 
TABLE 2.3: HISTORIC POPULATION 

NAME 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2010-2020 AAGR 

Farmington  17,188   17,723  18,722 19,600 20,440 21,223 21,983 22,616 23,208 23,847 24,531 3.62% 

Kaysville  26,051   26,728  27,353 27,928 28,480 29,213 29,799 30,328 30,961 31,494 32,945 2.38% 

Layton  67,612   68,488  68,684 70,798 72,223 74,142 75,658 76,694 77,306 78,008 81,773 1.92% 

Syracuse  21,689   22,911  23,914 24,715 25,374 25,977 26,668 27,444 28,342 29,331 32,141 4.01% 

West Point  8,910   9,207  9,466 9,657 9,863 9,932 10,112 10,258 10,434 10,615 10,963 2.10% 

Davis County  307,856   311,811  315,809 322,094 329,692 336,043 342,281 347,637 351,713 355,481 362,679 1.65% 

Weber County  232,228   234,420  236,640 238,519 240,475 243,645 247,560 251,769 256,359 260,213 262,223 1.22% 

Salt Lake County  1,033,910   1,048,985  1,063,842 1,079,721 1,091,742 1,107,314 1,121,354 1,135,649 1,152,633 1,160,437 1,185,238 1.38% 

State of Utah  2,776,469   2,817,222  2,855,287 2,900,872 2,942,902 2,995,919 3,051,217 3,101,833 3,161,105 3,205,958 3,271,616 1.65% 

Source: U.S. Census Population Estimates 
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FIGURE 2.17: YEAR OVER YEAR PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN POPULATION
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AGE 
The City’s demographics relative to age have shifted from 2010 to 2020. 2010 data illustrates a younger population, with a concentration in the zero to 24 years of age. In 2020, the 
concentration shifted to the age brackets of 25-29 and 35 to 44. Noticeable shifts also occurred in the age range of 60 to 69, with 2020 data showing a higher percentage of total in 
this range. However, a comparison of the median age illustrates the City is still younger than the County on average. As the population ages and educational attainment increases, 
the City may experience an increase in income levels and buying power. 
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FIGURE 2.18: LAYTON CITY POPULATION

POPULATION STATISTICS 

2010-2020 
 
LAYTON 
AVERAGE ANNUAL GROWTH = 1.92% 
TOTAL INCREASE = 14,161 
% OF COUNTY INCREASE = 25.83% 

 
DAVIS COUNTY 
AVERAGE ANNUAL GROWTH = 1.65% 
TOTAL INCREASE = 54,823 
% OF STATE INCREASE = 11.07% 

 
STATE OF UTAH 
AVERAGE ANNUAL GROWTH = 1.65% 
TOTAL INCREASE = 495,147 
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HOUSEHOLDS  
The total number of households in Layton as of the 2020 American Community Survey is 25,506. Of the total housing units, 96.9 percent are occupied, with 3.1 percent unoccupied. 
Davis County has an approximately 96.8 percent housing occupancy rate, compared to the State at 91.8 percent. 
 

RESIDENTIAL BUILDING PERMITS AND NEW COMMERCIAL VALUATION 
The Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute tracks building permit activity across the State and maintains the Ivory-Boyer Construction Database. Layton has seen up and down but 
consistent permit activity over the last decade. 
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FIGURE 2.19: AGE DISTRIBUTION AS % OF TOTAL
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2020 Median Age 28.5 31.3 31.1 
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FIGURE 2.20: NEW RESIDENTIAL VALUE AND UNITS
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FIGURE 2.21: NEW COMMERCIAL VALUE
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INCOME 
Utah median adjusted gross income (MAGI) represents an individual's total gross income minus specific tax deductions. MAGI in Layton is lower than the County but higher than 
the state average. A comparison of 2020 data illustrates that Layton is above average compared to all cities in the State. 
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FIGURE 2.22: HOUSEHOLD MEDIAN ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME
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FIGURE 2.23: 2020 MEDIAN ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME
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EDUCATION 
According to the US Census 2020 ACS five-year estimates, approximately 45 percent of Layton’s population has an associate degree or higher, compared to Davis County with 49 
percent and the State of Utah at 45 percent. 
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KAYSVILLE 
 

HISTORIC POPULATION 
Kaysville has experienced an increase in population, surpassing the State and the County based on an annual percentage increase. While Kaysville has experienced a higher 
growth rate, the population increase in actual people is relatively small compared to the County. The City has grown by approximately 6,894 persons, or an average annual growth 
of 2.38 percent, from 2010 to 2020. The table below compares the other West Davis Corridor Entities, neighboring counties, and the State of Utah. 
 
TABLE 2.4: HISTORIC POPULATION 

NAME 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2010-2020 AAGR 

Farmington  17,188   17,723  18,722 19,600 20,440 21,223 21,983 22,616 23,208 23,847 24,531 3.62% 

Kaysville  26,051   26,728  27,353 27,928 28,480 29,213 29,799 30,328 30,961 31,494 32,945 2.38% 

Layton  67,612   68,488  68,684 70,798 72,223 74,142 75,658 76,694 77,306 78,008 81,773 1.92% 

Syracuse  21,689   22,911  23,914 24,715 25,374 25,977 26,668 27,444 28,342 29,331 32,141 4.01% 

West Point  8,910   9,207  9,466 9,657 9,863 9,932 10,112 10,258 10,434 10,615 10,963 2.10% 

Davis County  307,856   311,811  315,809 322,094 329,692 336,043 342,281 347,637 351,713 355,481 362,679 1.65% 

Weber County  232,228   234,420  236,640 238,519 240,475 243,645 247,560 251,769 256,359 260,213 262,223 1.22% 

Salt Lake County  1,033,910   1,048,985  1,063,842 1,079,721 1,091,742 1,107,314 1,121,354 1,135,649 1,152,633 1,160,437 1,185,238 1.38% 

State of Utah  2,776,469   2,817,222  2,855,287 2,900,872 2,942,902 2,995,919 3,051,217 3,101,833 3,161,105 3,205,958 3,271,616 1.65% 

Source: U.S. Census Population Estimates 
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AGE 
The City’s demographics relative to age have shifted from 2010 to 2020. 2010 data illustrates a younger population, with a concentration in the zero to 19 years of age and 25 to 34. 
In 2020, the concentration shifted to the age brackets of 20 to24 and 35 to 39. Noticeable shifts also occurred in the age range of 55 to 79, with 2020 data showing a higher 
percentage of total in this range. However, a comparison of the median age illustrates the City is still younger than the County on average. As the population ages, the City may 
experience an increase in income levels and buying power. 
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FIGURE 2.26: KAYSVILLE CITY POPULATION

POPULATION STATISTICS 

2010-2020 
 
KAYSVILLE 
AVERAGE ANNUAL GROWTH = 2.38% 
TOTAL INCREASE = 6,894 
% OF COUNTY INCREASE = 12.58% 

 
DAVIS COUNTY 
AVERAGE ANNUAL GROWTH = 1.65% 
TOTAL INCREASE = 54,823 
% OF STATE INCREASE = 11.07% 

 
STATE OF UTAH 
AVERAGE ANNUAL GROWTH = 1.65% 
TOTAL INCREASE = 495,147 
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HOUSEHOLDS  
The total number of households in Kaysville as of the 2020 American Community Survey is 8,920. Of the total housing units, 99.0 percent are occupied, with 1.0 percent unoccupied. 
Davis County has an approximately 96.8 percent housing occupancy rate, compared to the State at 91.8 percent. 
 

RESIDENTIAL BUILDING PERMITS AND NEW COMMERCIAL VALUATION 
The Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute tracks building permit activity across the State and maintains the Ivory-Boyer Construction Database. Kaysville has seen permit activity steadily 
increasing through 2021. However, 2019 to 2020 showed a decrease in residential building permit activity.   
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FIGURE 2.27: AGE DISTRIBUTION AS % OF TOTAL
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  Kaysville City Davis County State of Utah 

2020 Median Age 27.5 31.3 31.1 
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FIGURE 2.28: NEW RESIDENTIAL VALUE AND UNITS
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INCOME 
Utah median adjusted gross income (MAGI) represents an individual's total gross income minus specific tax deductions. MAGI in Kaysville is much higher than the County or State 
average. A comparison of 2020 data illustrates that Kaysville is higher than almost all other cities in the State. 
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FIGURE 2.30: HOUSEHOLD MEDIAN ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME
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FIGURE 2.31: 2020 MEDIAN ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME
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EDUCATION 
According to the US Census 2020 ACS five-year estimates, approximately 63 percent of Kaysville’s population has an associate degree or higher, compared to Davis County with 
49 percent and the State of Utah at 45 percent. 
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FARMINGTON 
 

HISTORIC POPULATION 
Farmington has experienced an increase in population, surpassing the State and the County based on an annual percentage increase. While Farmington has experienced a higher 
growth rate, the population increase in terms of actual people is relatively small compared to the County. The City has grown by approximately 7,343 persons, or an average annual 
growth of 3.62 percent, from 2010 to 2020. The table below compares the other West Davis Corridor Entities, neighboring counties, and the State of Utah. 
 
TABLE 2.5: HISTORIC POPULATION 

NAME 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2010-2020 AAGR 

Farmington  17,188   17,723  18,722 19,600 20,440 21,223 21,983 22,616 23,208 23,847 24,531 3.62% 

Kaysville  26,051   26,728  27,353 27,928 28,480 29,213 29,799 30,328 30,961 31,494 32,945 2.38% 

Layton  67,612   68,488  68,684 70,798 72,223 74,142 75,658 76,694 77,306 78,008 81,773 1.92% 

Syracuse  21,689   22,911  23,914 24,715 25,374 25,977 26,668 27,444 28,342 29,331 32,141 4.01% 

West Point  8,910   9,207  9,466 9,657 9,863 9,932 10,112 10,258 10,434 10,615 10,963 2.10% 

Davis County  307,856   311,811  315,809 322,094 329,692 336,043 342,281 347,637 351,713 355,481 362,679 1.65% 

Weber County  232,228   234,420  236,640 238,519 240,475 243,645 247,560 251,769 256,359 260,213 262,223 1.22% 

Salt Lake County  1,033,910   1,048,985  1,063,842 1,079,721 1,091,742 1,107,314 1,121,354 1,135,649 1,152,633 1,160,437 1,185,238 1.38% 

State of Utah  2,776,469   2,817,222  2,855,287 2,900,872 2,942,902 2,995,919 3,051,217 3,101,833 3,161,105 3,205,958 3,271,616 1.65% 

Source: U.S. Census Population Estimates 
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FIGURE 2.33: YEAR OVER YEAR PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN POPULATION

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020



 

 

 

 

30 | P a g e  
 

WEST DAVIS CORRIDOR INTERCHANGES 
MARKET ANALYSIS  

 

 
 
 

AGE 
The City’s demographics relative to age have shifted from 2010 to 2020. 2010 data illustrates a younger population, with 62 percent being under 35. In 2020, the percentage dropped 
to 58 percent. Noticeable shifts also occurred in the age range of 65 to 74, with 2020 data showing a higher percentage of total in this range. However, a comparison of the median 
age illustrates the City is still younger than the County on average. 
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2.34: FARMINGTON CITY POPULATION

POPULATION STATISTICS 

2010-2020 
 
FARMINGTON 
AVERAGE ANNUAL GROWTH = 3.62% 
TOTAL INCREASE = 7,343 
% OF COUNTY INCREASE = 13.39% 

 
DAVIS COUNTY 
AVERAGE ANNUAL GROWTH = 1.65% 
TOTAL INCREASE = 54,823 
% OF STATE INCREASE = 11.07% 

 
STATE OF UTAH 
AVERAGE ANNUAL GROWTH = 1.65% 
TOTAL INCREASE = 495,147 

 



 

 

 

 

31 | P a g e  
 

WEST DAVIS CORRIDOR INTERCHANGES 
MARKET ANALYSIS  

 
 
HOUSEHOLDS  
The total number of households in Farmington as of the 2020 American Community Survey is 7,124. Of the total housing units, 96.9 percent are occupied, with 3.1 percent 
unoccupied. Davis County has an approximately 96.8 percent housing occupancy rate, compared to the State at 91.8 percent. 
 

RESIDENTIAL BUILDING PERMITS AND NEW COMMERCIAL VALUATION 
The Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute tracks building permit activity across the State and maintains the Ivory-Boyer Construction Database. Farmington has seen permit activity 
steadily increasing through 2021. However, 2019 showed a significant decrease in residential building permit activity. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

0.00%

2.00%

4.00%

6.00%

8.00%

10.00%

12.00%

0.00%

2.00%

4.00%

6.00%

8.00%

10.00%

12.00%

Under 5
years

5 to 9
years

10 to 14
years

15 to 19
years

20 to 24
years

25 to 29
years

30 to 34
years

35 to 39
years

40 to 44
years

45 to 49
years

50 to 54
years

55 to 59
years

60 to 64
years

65 to 69
years

70 to 74
years

75 to 79
years

80 to 84
years

85 years
and over

FIGURE 2.35: AGE DISTRIBUTION AS % OF TOTAL

2010 ACS 2020 ACS

  Farmington City Davis County State of Utah 

2020 Median Age 28.8 31.3 31.1 
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FIGURE 2.36: NEW RESIDENTIAL VALUE AND UNITS

Residential Value Dwelling Units
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FIGURE 2.37: NEW COMMERCIAL VALUE
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INCOME 
Utah median adjusted gross income (MAGI) represents an individual's total gross income minus specific tax deductions. MAGI in Farmington is much higher than the County or 
State average. A comparison of 2020 data illustrates that Farmington is higher than almost all other cities in the State. 
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FIGURE 2.38: HOUSEHOLD MEDIAN ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME

Farmington Davis County Utah

$0

$20,000

$40,000

$60,000

$80,000

$100,000

$120,000

$140,000

0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350

FIGURE 2.39: 2020 MEDIAN ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME
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EDUCATION 
According to the US Census 2020 ACS five-year estimates, approximately 58 percent of Farmington’s population has an associate degree or higher, compared to Davis County with 
49 percent and the State of Utah at 45 percent. 
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LABOR/EMPLOYMENT  
A primary strength of Davis County is its young, educated workforce. 40 percent of the Davis County workforce hold a bachelor's degree or higher, and an additional 36 percent 
have attended some college or obtained their associate's degree. Additionally, 41 percent of Davis County's workforce is under 35. With 65 percent being under 45. This is slightly 
older than the State of Utah, with 44 percent under 35 and 66 percent under 45. Davis County and the State of Utah have an average younger workforce compared to the nation at 
35 percent and 56 percent, respectively. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

UNEMPLOYMENT 
Overall, Davis County was able to avoid many of the job losses that plagued the rest of the country due to the COVID-19 pandemic. Like counties across the country, Davis County's 
job losses spiked in April 2020, but the unemployment percentage remained well below the national average. Davis County began to see an improvement in unemployment in the 
Summer of 2020 and dropped below pre-pandemic levels in January 2021. The current unemployment rate as of May 2022 is 1.8 percent. 
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SECTION 3: ANALYSIS OF TAXABLE SALES 
 
Taxable sales within the West Davis Corridor cities provide an essential metric to assess the general economic health of the cities. A sales gap (or “leakage”) analysis is used to 
identify economic development opportunities for a community by evaluating the total purchases made by residents inside and outside the community (hence, the term “leakage” for 
sales lost outside the community). This analysis first identifies sales within the State of Utah for each major NAICS code category and then calculates the average sales per capita 
in each NAICS category. Per capita sales in each respective city are compared to average per capita sales statewide to estimate what portion of resident purchases are being made 
within city boundaries and what amount is leaving the city. The resident purchases made outside the city represent an opportunity to recapture some of these lost sales. The analysis 
divides taxable sales into three major categories: retail sales, industry sales, and sales related to services. 
 

HISTORIC TAXABLE SALES 
Total taxable sales in the WDC Entities increased by an average of 11.46 percent from 2011 through 2020. A comparison of tax data for similarly sized cities (relative to population) 
shows a positive trend in taxable sales growth for all communities (see Table 3.1). Several of the West Davis Corridor communities have experienced double-digit increases. 
 
TABLE 3.1: HISTORIC TAXABLE SALES 

  
2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 

2011-2020 
AAGR 

Woods Cross        224,053,844        224,940,450  $227,994,988  $254,189,001  $274,966,550  $284,048,585  $323,430,490  $345,220,282  $367,295,545  $440,968,941  7.81% 

Centerville       350,256,499        375,299,223  $388,613,836  $401,856,510  $422,613,145  $441,060,523  $455,797,096  $473,300,816  $505,867,076  $538,284,090  4.89% 

West Point        15,340,497         17,995,071  $19,588,228  $21,395,481  $22,899,409  $49,917,341  $64,116,362  $72,968,817  $82,922,546  $105,922,035  23.95% 

Riverdale       631,506,063        673,944,243  $710,381,743  $727,146,679  $768,720,522  $792,857,260  $809,372,626  $851,578,437  $887,083,452  $956,031,880  4.72% 

Roy       234,687,570        243,341,067  $258,982,597  $268,575,150  $285,983,286  $295,478,369  $307,952,569  $318,880,941  $333,128,089  $409,130,226  6.37% 

Kaysville       182,054,390        194,680,380  $212,481,254  $221,142,952  $256,118,586  $300,569,999  $339,009,406  $337,954,435  $368,112,173  $477,070,528  11.30% 

Clearfield       211,847,885        204,202,515  $206,132,681  $223,944,344  $245,322,797  $245,328,807  $266,774,979  $273,362,743  $301,995,920  $348,140,362  5.67% 

Syracuse       172,633,289        180,211,321  $188,981,906  $204,480,390  $213,173,133  $225,595,638  $235,687,712  $249,999,864  $277,967,928  $334,511,656  7.63% 

Bountiful       448,163,451        460,838,808  $505,040,461  $528,762,700  $581,894,982  $613,574,189  $602,357,122  $633,467,221  $670,040,787  $728,717,723  5.55% 

Holladay       186,498,262        193,767,928  $202,408,714  $223,293,690  $234,822,256  $252,714,080  $260,106,911  $286,075,507  $310,795,512  $369,778,654  7.90% 

Farmington       159,225,437        196,256,265  $238,345,161  $299,238,597  $350,956,219  $419,322,743  $476,334,261  $508,172,311  $553,027,348  $522,278,132  14.11% 

Brigham City       186,419,387        197,799,737  $198,143,417  $219,042,917  $237,506,697  $274,709,329  $304,390,928  $288,527,874  $303,844,983  $343,460,326  7.03% 

Layton    1,167,389,098     1,233,409,397  $1,282,601,176  $1,337,501,643  $1,423,791,574  $1,463,418,945  $1,554,892,935  $1,610,148,135  $1,656,701,924  $1,858,707,143  5.30% 

Ogden    1,291,344,587     1,375,911,408  $1,425,628,194  $1,495,050,980  $1,571,405,354  $1,627,881,176  $1,767,442,445  $1,927,965,683  $1,994,165,686  $2,149,933,027  5.83% 

South Jordan    1,010,372,786     1,076,759,498  $1,087,238,879  $1,065,327,231  $1,284,727,344  $1,426,520,336  $1,672,021,252  $1,622,372,994  $1,717,107,951  $1,845,741,349  6.92% 

Davis County    3,787,291,557     3,999,970,999  $4,267,625,833  $4,554,236,323  $4,902,939,312  $5,132,059,268  $5,483,543,422  $5,703,852,529  $6,028,609,340  $6,665,893,431  6.48% 
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WEST POINT 
 
FIGURE 3.1: ILLUSTRATION OF 2020 WEST POINT TAXABLE SALE BY LOCATION 
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RETAIL TAXABLE SALES 
Existing taxable sales within West Point are concentrated in The Point Development. 
West Point’s greatest retail strength is the Food & Beverage category, accounting for 
52 percent of total taxable sales, followed by sales at Non-Store Retailers. 
 
TABLE 3.2: RETAIL SPENDING BY PERCENT OF TOTAL 

  2019 2020 

Wholesale Trade-Durable Goods 0.7% 0.7% 

Wholesale Trade-Nondurable Goods 0.2% 0.2% 

Wholesale Trade-Electronic Markets 0.0% 0.0% 

Motor Vehicle 0.8% 0.7% 

Furniture & Home Furnishing  0.1% 0.1% 

Electronics & Appliance 0.2% 0.2% 

Building & Garden Equipment 1.3% 1.4% 

Food & Beverage 54.0% 52.2% 

Health & Personal 0.2% 0.3% 

Gas Station 1.8% 1.9% 

Clothing & Accessories 1.3% 1.2% 

Sporting Good 0.3% 0.3% 

General Merchandise 0.6% 0.7% 

Miscellaneous Retail Trade 0.5% 0.4% 

Non-Store Retailers 7.8% 12.3% 

 

SERVICES TAXABLE SALES 
Services represent 11 percent of West Point’s total taxable sales. Food Services and 
Drinking Places represent the largest spending category in this group. Industries in 
the Food Services and Drinking Places subsector are varied. Some provide food and 
drink only, while others provide various combinations of seating space. 
 
TABLE 3.3: SERVICES SPENDING BY PERCENT OF TOTAL 

CATEGORY  2019 2020 

Finance & Insurance 0.4% 0.4% 

Real Estate, Rental, & Leasing 0.9% 0.8% 

Professional, Scientific, & Technical Services 0.3% 0.6% 

Management of Companies & Enterprises 0.0% 0.0% 

Admin & Support & Waste Management & Remediation 0.2% 0.1% 

Educational  0.0% 0.0% 

Health Care & Social Assistance 0.1% 0.0% 

Arts, Entertainment & Recreation 1.5% 1.7% 

Accommodation 0.0% 0.0% 

Food Services & Drinking Places 7.3% 7.1% 

Other Services-Except Public Administration 0.4% 0.2% 

Public Administration 0.0% 0.0% 

INDUSTRY TAXABLE SALES 
11 percent of West Point’s taxable sales are industry related. The majority of which are in the Utilities, Construction, and Information categories. The majority of the Information sales 
are in telecommunications. 
 
TABLE 3.4: INDUSTRY TAXABLE SALE AS PERCENT OF TOTAL 

CATEGORY  2019 2020 

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting 0.0% 0.0% 

Mining, Quarrying, & Oil & Gas Extraction 0.0% 0.0% 

Utilities 6.9% 5.9% 

Construction 2.3% 2.0% 

Manufacturing 0.3% 0.3% 

Transportation & Warehousing 0.0% 0.2% 

Information 3.9% 2.8% 
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SALE LEAKAGE ANALYSIS 
The table below provides a general overview of leakage and retention by major category. Negative numbers estimate the approximate leakage of taxable sales from West Point City 
to other communities. When leakage occurs, the capture rate is below 100 percent, indicating the City is not collecting the average sales expected based on a per capita basis 
relative to the State average. Positive numbers indicate that West Point City is attracting more than the State average relative to that category, suggesting shoppers from outside 
the City are attracted to the area for specific purchases or that there is a high concentration of this type of spending. This is reflected in the capture rate as a number above 100 
percent. 
 
TABLE 3.5: RETAIL SALES LEAKAGE 

 WEST POINT DIRECT 

TAXABLE SALES 
PER CAPITA SPENDING 

UTAH INCOME ADJUSTED 

PER CAPITA SPENDING 
CAPTURE RATE 

PER CAPITA SALE 

LEAKAGE 
TOTAL LEAKAGE 

Retail       

Building Material & Garden Equip $1,085,925  $99  $1,540  6% ($1,441) ($15,797,011) 

Clothing & Accessories $1,066,089  $97  $346  28% ($249) ($2,729,682) 

Electrical & Appliance $146,399  $13  $1,199  1% ($1,186) ($13,000,482) 

Food & Beverage Number of businesses is below the threshold for reporting. 

Furniture & Home Furnishing  $58,923  $5  $392  1% ($386) ($4,236,802) 

Gas Station Number of businesses is below the threshold for reporting. 

General Merchandise $463,072  $42  $564  7% ($522) ($5,722,179) 

Health & Personal $199,163  $18  $409  4% ($391) ($4,286,462) 

Miscellaneous Retail Trade $425,527  $39  $2,291  2% ($2,252) ($24,686,924) 

Motor Vehicle  $683,358  $62  $343  18% ($280) ($3,072,556) 

Non-store Retailers $6,501,993  $593  $1,002  59% ($409) ($4,480,587) 

Sporting Good $234,268  $21  $2,220  1% ($2,199) ($24,108,779) 

Wholesale Trade-Durable Goods $535,828  $49  $1,468  3% ($1,419) ($15,560,640) 

Wholesale Trade-Electronic Markets Number of Businesses is below the threshold for reporting. 

Wholesale Trade-Nondurable Goods $168,756  $15  $263  6% ($247) ($2,709,573) 

Accommodation Number of businesses is below the threshold for reporting. 

Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation Number of businesses is below the threshold for reporting. 

Food Services & Drinking Places $6,036,987  $551  $1,654  33% ($1,103) ($12,090,717) 

Other Services-Except Public Administration $322,490  $29  $521  6% ($492) ($5,393,323) 

Total Retail $65,257,291  $5,953  $15,987  37% ($10,034) ($110,004,696) 

Industry             

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting Number of Businesses is below the threshold for reporting 

Construction $1,899,442  $173  $346  50% ($173) ($1,898,714) 

Information $3,214,306  $293  $760  39% ($467) ($5,117,049) 

Manufacturing $213,867  $20  $889  2% ($869) ($9,530,390) 

Mining, Quarrying, & Oil & Gas Extraction Number of Businesses is below the threshold for reporting 

Transportation & Warehousing Number of Businesses is below the threshold for reporting 

Utilities Number of Businesses is below the threshold for reporting 

Industry Total $11,062,554  $1,009  $2,833  36% ($1,824) ($19,998,849) 
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 WEST POINT DIRECT 

TAXABLE SALES 
PER CAPITA SPENDING 

UTAH INCOME ADJUSTED 

PER CAPITA SPENDING 
CAPTURE RATE 

PER CAPITA SALE 

LEAKAGE 
TOTAL LEAKAGE 

Services             

Admin. & Sup & Waste Man.& Remed. Ser $187,017  $17  $91  19% ($74) ($812,590) 

Educational Services $10,891  $1  $38  3% ($37) ($403,451) 

Finance & Insurance $334,136  $30  $110  28% ($79) ($870,047) 

Health Care & Social Assistance $50,138  $5  $44  10% ($39) ($432,903) 

Management of Companies & Enterprises Number of Businesses is below the threshold for reporting 

Professional, Scientific, & Technical Serv $282,431  $26  $352  7% ($326) ($3,577,979) 

Public Administration Number of Businesses is below the threshold for reporting 

Real Estate, Rental, & Leasing $712,329  $65  $546  12% ($481) ($5,274,130) 

Services Total $1,584,385  $145  $1,272  11% ($1,127) ($12,355,125) 

Other             

Other   $0  $0  $781  0% ($781) ($8,562,583) 

All Taxable Sales       

Total $77,904,230  $7,106  $20,873  34% ($13,766) ($150,921,253) 

 
The City is leaking in all major categories relative to State average spending except for Food & Beverage. The per capita spending in West Point is approximately $7,103, compared 
to the State average of $20,873. The total taxable sales leaking to other communities is estimated at $150M. Assuming a sales tax levy of 0.5 percent based on point of sale equates 
to a loss of $754,606 in tax revenues. Factors influencing a community’s capture rate include total population, proximity to major freeways or roadways, the population within a 360-
degree trade area, geographic isolation, and competitive market sites. These factors will be explored further in the market analysis. 
 
TABLE 3.6: TAXABLE SALES CAPTURE RATES COMPARISON 

 WEST POINT SYRACUSE LAYTON KAYSVILLE FARMINGTON 

Population 10,963 32,141 81,773 32,945 24,531 

 PER CAPITA 

LEAKAGE* 
CAPTURE 

RATE 
PER CAPITA 

LEAKAGE* 
CAPTURE 

RATE 
PER CAPITA 

LEAKAGE* 
CAPTURE 

RATE 
PER CAPITA 

LEAKAGE* 
CAPTURE 

RATE 
PER CAPITA 

LEAKAGE* 
CAPTURE 

RATE 

Total ($13,766) 34% ($13,595) 40% ($297) 99% ($11,683) 50% ($3,071) 88% 

*Income Adjusted 

 
 

  



 

 

 

 

41 | P a g e  
 

WEST DAVIS CORRIDOR INTERCHANGES 
MARKET ANALYSIS  

SYRACUSE 
 
FIGURE 3.2: ILLUSTRATION OF 2020 SYRACUSE TAXABLE SALE BY LOCATION 
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RETAIL TAXABLE SALES 
Existing taxable sales within Syracuse are concentrated along Antelope Drive. 
Syracuse’s greatest retail strength is the General Merchandise category, accounting 
for 25 percent of total taxable sales, followed by sales at Non-Store Retailers and 
Food & Beverage Stores. 
 
TABLE 3.7: RETAIL SPENDING BY PERCENT OF TOTAL 

  2019 2020 

Wholesale Trade-Durable Goods 1.6% 2.5% 

Wholesale Trade-Nondurable Goods 0.3% 0.4% 

Wholesale Trade-Electronic Markets 0.0% 0.1% 

Motor Vehicle 0.7% 0.8% 

Furniture & Home Furnishing  14.8% 7.4% 

Electronics & Appliance 1.2% 1.3% 

Building & Garden Equipment 0.7% 1.3% 

Food & Beverage 12.9% 13.9% 

Health & Personal 0.6% 0.6% 

Gas Station 0.6% 0.6% 

Clothing & Accessories 0.6% 0.9% 

Sporting Good 0.2% 0.4% 

General Merchandise 26.2% 24.8% 

Miscellaneous Retail Trade 0.7% 0.8% 

Non-Store Retailers 9.1% 14.9% 

 

SERVICES TAXABLE SALES 
Services represent 12 percent of Syracuse’s total taxable sales. Food Services and 
Drinking Places represent the largest spending category in this group. Industries in 
the Food Services and Drinking Places subsector are varied. Some provide food and 
drink only, while others provide various combinations of seating space. 
 
TABLE 3.8: SERVICES SPENDING BY PERCENT OF TOTAL 

CATEGORY  2019 2020 

Finance & Insurance 0.7% 0.5% 

Real Estate, Rental, & Leasing 1.2% 1.3% 

Professional, Scientific, & Technical Services 0.8% 1.1% 

Management of Companies & Enterprises 0.0% 0.0% 

Admin & Support & Waste Management & Remediation 0.1% 0.2% 

Educational  0.0% 0.0% 

Health Care & Social Assistance 0.1% 0.1% 

Arts, Entertainment & Recreation 1.4% 1.1% 

Accommodation 0.1% 0.1% 

Food Services & Drinking Places 6.6% 6.0% 

Other Services-Except Public Administration 2.0% 1.8% 

Public Administration 0.0% 0.0% 

INDUSTRY TAXABLE SALES 
11 percent of Syracuse’s taxable sales are industry related. The majority of which are in the Utilities and Information categories. Most of the Information sales are in 
telecommunications. 
 
TABLE 3.9: INDUSTRY TAXABLE SALE AS PERCENT OF TOTAL 

CATEGORY  2019 2020 

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting 0.0% 0.0% 

Mining, Quarrying, & Oil & Gas Extraction 0.0% 0.0% 

Utilities 6.0% 5.3% 

Construction 0.3% 1.1% 

Manufacturing 0.6% 1.5% 

Transportation & Warehousing 0.0% 0.0% 

Information 4.1% 3.5% 
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SALE LEAKAGE ANALYSIS 
The table below provides a general overview of leakage and retention by major category. Negative numbers estimate the approximate leakage of taxable sales from Syracuse City 
to other communities. When leakage occurs, the capture rate is below 100 percent, indicating the City is not collecting the average sales expected based on a per capita basis 
relative to the State average. Positive numbers indicate that West Point City is attracting more than the State average relative to that category, suggesting shoppers from outside 
the City are attracted to the area for certain purchases or that there is a high concentration of this type of spending. This is reflected in the capture rate as a number above 100 
percent. 
 
TABLE 3.10: RETAIL SALES LEAKAGE 

 SYRACUSE DIRECT 

TAXABLE SALES 
PER CAPITA SPENDING 

UTAH INCOME ADJUSTED 

PER CAPITA SPENDING 
CAPTURE RATE 

PER CAPITA SALE 

LEAKAGE 
TOTAL LEAKAGE 

Retail       

Building Material & Garden Equip $2,047,762  $70  $1,669  4% ($1,599) ($46,899,196) 

Clothing & Accessories $1,793,500  $61  $375  16% ($314) ($9,211,189) 

Electrical & Appliance $3,314,065  $113  $1,299  9% ($1,187) ($34,801,333) 

Food & Beverage $35,901,164  $1,224  $203  603% $1,021  $29,952,246  

Furniture & Home Furnishing  $41,261,923  $1,407  $425  331% $982  $28,807,770  

Gas Station Number of businesses is below the threshold for reporting. 

General Merchandise $72,697,701  $2,479  $611  405% $1,867  $54,765,438  

Health & Personal $1,572,203  $54  $443  12% ($390) ($11,432,508) 

Miscellaneous Retail Trade $1,993,175  $68  $2,482  3% ($2,414) ($70,812,771) 

Motor Vehicle  $1,873,237  $64  $371  17% ($307) ($9,015,898) 

Non-store Retailers $25,491,971  $869  $1,086  80% ($216) ($6,348,694) 

Sporting Good $620,625  $21  $2,406  1% ($2,385) ($69,954,666) 

Wholesale Trade-Durable Goods $4,332,362  $148  $1,591  9% ($1,443) ($42,334,472) 

Wholesale Trade-Electronic Markets Number of Businesses is below the threshold for reporting. 

Wholesale Trade-Nondurable Goods $961,750  $33  $285  12% ($252) ($7,383,094) 

Accommodation Number of businesses is below the threshold for reporting. 

Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation $5,283,518  $180  $323  56% ($143) ($4,204,777) 

Food Services & Drinking Places $18,868,998  $643  $1,792  36% ($1,149) ($33,686,790) 

Other Services-Except Public Administration $5,603,189  $191  $565  34% ($374) ($10,968,080) 

Total Retail $225,503,972  $7,688  $17,324  44% ($9,635) ($282,615,072) 

Industry             

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting Number of Businesses is below the threshold for reporting 

Construction $962,461  $33  $375  9% ($343) ($10,049,141) 

Information $11,413,062  $389  $824  47% ($434) ($12,741,177) 

Manufacturing $1,773,320  $60  $963  6% ($903) ($26,477,200) 

Mining, Quarrying, & Oil & Gas Extraction Number of Businesses is below the threshold for reporting 

Transportation & Warehousing Number of Businesses is below the threshold for reporting 

Utilities Number of Businesses is below the threshold for reporting 

Industry Total $30,956,064  $1,055  $3,070  34% ($2,015) ($59,097,066) 
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 SYRACUSE DIRECT 

TAXABLE SALES 
PER CAPITA SPENDING 

UTAH INCOME ADJUSTED 

PER CAPITA SPENDING 
CAPTURE RATE 

PER CAPITA SALE 

LEAKAGE 
TOTAL LEAKAGE 

Services             

Admin. & Sup & Waste Man.& Remed. Ser $317,867  $11  $99  11% ($88) ($2,580,192) 

Educational Services $92,845  $3  $41  8% ($38) ($1,108,414) 

Finance & Insurance $1,880,569  $64  $119  54% ($55) ($1,610,595) 

Health Care & Social Assistance $154,251  $5  $48  11% ($42) ($1,246,181) 

Management of Companies & Enterprises Number of Businesses is below the threshold for reporting 

Professional, Scientific, & Technical Serv $2,225,318  $76  $382  20% ($306) ($8,966,770) 

Public Administration Number of Businesses is below the threshold for reporting 

Real Estate, Rental, & Leasing $3,381,456  $115  $592  19% ($476) ($13,974,469) 

Services Total $8,180,664  $279  $1,378  20% ($1,099) ($32,232,723) 

Other             

Other   $0  $0  $846  0% ($846) ($24,824,615) 

All Taxable Sales       

Total $264,640,700  $9,023  $22,618  40% ($13,595) ($398,769,476) 

 
The City is leaking in most major categories relative to State average spending except for Food & Beverage, General Merchandise, and Furniture & Home Furnishing1. The per 
capita spending in Syracuse is approximately $9,023, compared to the State average of $22,618. The total taxable sales leaking to other communities is estimated at $399M. 
Assuming a sales tax levy of 0.5 percent based on point of sale equates to a loss of $1.99M in tax revenues. Factors influencing a community’s capture rate include total population, 
proximity to major freeways or roadways, the population within a 360-degree trade area, geographic isolation, and competitive market sites. These factors will be explored further in 
the market analysis. 
 
TABLE 3.11: TAXABLE SALES CAPTURE RATES COMPARISON 

 WEST POINT SYRACUSE LAYTON KAYSVILLE FARMINGTON 

Population 10,963 32,141 81,773 32,945 24,531 

 PER CAPITA 

LEAKAGE* 
CAPTURE 

RATE 
PER CAPITA 

LEAKAGE* 
CAPTURE 

RATE 
PER CAPITA 

LEAKAGE* 
CAPTURE 

RATE 
PER CAPITA 

LEAKAGE* 
CAPTURE 

RATE 
PER CAPITA 

LEAKAGE* 
CAPTURE 

RATE 

Total ($13,766) 34% ($13,595) 40% ($297) 99% ($11,683) 50% ($3,071) 88% 

*Income Adjusted 

 

 

  

 
1 When the sales tax leakage data was collected, RC Willey was still in Syracuse. This category is now likely leaking as well. 
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LAYTON 
 
FIGURE 3.3: ILLUSTRATION OF 2020 LAYTON TAXABLE SALE BY LOCATION 
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RETAIL TAXABLE SALES 
Existing taxable sales within Layton are concentrated along the I-15 Corridor and 
Antelope Drive. Layton’s greatest retail strength is the General Merchandise category, 
accounting for 16 percent of total taxable sales, followed by sales at Motor Vehicles, 
Building & Gardening, and Food & Beverage. 
 
TABLE 3.12: RETAIL SPENDING BY PERCENT OF TOTAL 

  2019 2020 

Wholesale Trade-Durable Goods 3.1% 3.6% 

Wholesale Trade-Nondurable Goods 1.4% 1.6% 

Wholesale Trade-Electronic Markets 0.0% 0.1% 

Motor Vehicle 11.9% 12.7% 

Furniture & Home Furnishing  1.1% 2.6% 

Electronics & Appliance 1.0% 0.9% 

Building & Garden Equipment 8.8% 9.7% 

Food & Beverage 7.5% 7.4% 

Health & Personal 1.1% 1.1% 

Gas Station 1.2% 1.0% 

Clothing & Accessories 4.0% 3.3% 

Sporting Good 1.8% 1.8% 

General Merchandise 16.5% 15.7% 

Miscellaneous Retail Trade 3.9% 3.3% 

Non-Store Retailers 4.4% 7.0% 

 

SERVICES TAXABLE SALES 
Services represent 16 percent of Layton’s total taxable sales. Food Services and 
Drinking Places represent the largest spending category in this group. Industries in 
the Food Services and Drinking Places subsector are varied. Some provide food and 
drink only, while others provide various combinations of seating space. 
 
TABLE 3.13: SERVICES SPENDING BY PERCENT OF TOTAL 

CATEGORY  2019 2020 

Finance & Insurance 0.3% 0.3% 

Real Estate, Rental, & Leasing 2.4% 2.4% 

Professional, Scientific, & Technical Services 0.7% 1.0% 

Management of Companies & Enterprises 0.1% 0.1% 

Admin & Support & Waste Management & Remediation 0.4% 0.3% 

Educational  0.1% 0.1% 

Health Care & Social Assistance 0.2% 0.2% 

Arts, Entertainment & Recreation 0.6% 0.4% 

Accommodation 1.5% 0.8% 

Food Services & Drinking Places 10.0% 8.8% 

Other Services-Except Public Administration 2.1% 1.8% 

Public Administration 0.1% 0.0% 

INDUSTRY TAXABLE SALES 
10 percent of Layton’s taxable sales are industry related. The majority of which are in the Utilities, Manufacturing, and Information categories. Most of the Information sales are in 
telecommunications. 
 
TABLE 3.14: INDUSTRY TAXABLE SALE AS PERCENT OF TOTAL 

CATEGORY  2019 2020 

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting 0.0% 0.0% 

Mining, Quarrying, & Oil & Gas Extraction 0.0% 0.1% 

Utilities 3.3% 3.0% 

Construction 0.4% 0.5% 

Manufacturing 2.5% 2.5% 

Transportation & Warehousing 0.0% 0.0% 

Information 4.7% 3.5% 
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SALE LEAKAGE ANALYSIS 
The table below provides a general overview of leakage and retention by major category. Negative numbers estimate the approximate leakage of taxable sales from Layton City to 
other communities. When leakage occurs, the capture rate is below 100 percent, indicating the City is not collecting the average sales expected based on a per capita basis relative 
to the State average. Positive numbers indicate that Layton City is attracting more than the State average relative to that category, suggesting shoppers from outside the City are 
attracted to the area for specific purchases or that there is a high concentration of this type of spending. This is reflected in the capture rate as a number above 100 percent. 
 
TABLE 3.15: RETAIL SALES LEAKAGE 

 LAYTON DIRECT TAXABLE 

SALES 
PER CAPITA SPENDING 

UTAH INCOME ADJUSTED 

PER CAPITA SPENDING 
CAPTURE RATE 

PER CAPITA SALE 

LEAKAGE 
TOTAL LEAKAGE 

Retail       

Building Material & Garden Equip $145,335,430  $1,863  $1,574  118% $289  $22,536,895  

Clothing & Accessories $66,822,205  $857  $354  242% $503  $39,213,549  

Electrical & Appliance $16,659,113  $214  $1,226  17% ($1,012) ($78,965,115) 

Food & Beverage $125,360,327  $1,607  $191  840% $1,416  $110,435,632  

Furniture & Home Furnishing  $17,590,625  $225  $401  56% ($175) ($13,654,458) 

Gas Station $19,469,694  $250  $630  40% ($381) ($29,696,833) 

General Merchandise $273,370,363  $3,504  $577  608% $2,928  $228,381,752  

Health & Personal $18,817,153  $241  $418  58% ($177) ($13,809,173) 

Miscellaneous Retail Trade $64,295,352  $824  $2,342  35% ($1,517) ($118,360,812) 

Motor Vehicle  $197,967,307  $2,538  $350  725% $2,188  $170,648,555  

Non-store Retailers $73,007,751  $936  $1,024  91% ($88) ($6,874,374) 

Sporting Good $30,358,263  $389  $2,270  17% ($1,881) ($146,701,615) 

Wholesale Trade-Durable Goods $51,323,873  $658  $1,501  44% ($843) ($65,754,269) 

Wholesale Trade-Electronic Markets $347,205  $4  $14  33% ($9) ($709,311) 

Wholesale Trade-Nondurable Goods $23,171,171  $297  $268  111% $29  $2,235,557  

Accommodation $25,541,818  $327  $674  49% ($347) ($27,030,768) 

Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation $11,108,232  $142  $305  47% ($163) ($12,696,081) 

Food Services & Drinking Places $168,024,377  $2,154  $1,690  127% $464  $36,171,978  

Other Services-Except Public Administration $35,488,642  $455  $533  85% ($78) ($6,085,496) 

Total Retail $1,364,058,901  $17,486  $16,342  107% $1,145  $89,285,613  

Industry             

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting $96,100  $1  $7  18% ($6) ($446,621) 

Construction $7,126,300  $91  $354  26% ($263) ($20,499,698) 

Information $77,875,384  $998  $777  129% $221  $17,277,028  

Manufacturing $41,651,073  $534  $909  59% ($375) ($29,224,067) 

Mining, Quarrying, & Oil & Gas Extraction Number of Businesses is below the threshold for reporting 

Transportation & Warehousing $429,597  $6  $46  12% ($41) ($3,195,248) 

Utilities Number of Businesses is below the threshold for reporting 
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 LAYTON DIRECT TAXABLE 

SALES 
PER CAPITA SPENDING 

UTAH INCOME ADJUSTED 

PER CAPITA SPENDING 
CAPTURE RATE 

PER CAPITA SALE 

LEAKAGE 
TOTAL LEAKAGE 

Industry Total $181,874,598  $2,331  $2,896  81% ($565) ($44,051,446) 

Services             

Admin. & Sup & Waste Man.& Remed. Ser $6,055,013  $78  $93  83% ($16) ($1,215,661) 

Educational Services $1,410,510  $18  $39  47% ($21) ($1,603,217) 

Finance & Insurance $5,353,803  $69  $112  61% ($44) ($3,404,857) 

Health Care & Social Assistance $3,628,087  $47  $45  103% $1  $114,672  

Management of Companies & Enterprises $2,115,612  $27  $8  329% $19  $1,472,978  

Professional, Scientific, & Technical Serv $11,349,852  $145  $360  40% ($214) ($16,728,952) 

Public Administration Number of Businesses is below the threshold for reporting 

Real Estate, Rental, & Leasing $39,008,444  $500  $558  90% ($58) ($4,534,245) 

Services Total $69,726,693  $894  $1,300  69% ($406) ($31,662,749) 

Other       

Other   $25,565,319  $328  $798  41% ($471) ($36,714,881) 

All Taxable Sales       

Total $1,641,225,511  $21,039  $21,336  99% ($297) ($23,143,462) 

 
Overall, the City is capturing 107% of retail sales. However, this is mainly captured in three categories: Food & Beverage, Motor Vehicle, and General Merchandise. The per capita 
spending in Layton is approximately $21,039, compared to the State average of $21,336. The total taxable sales leaking to other communities is estimated at $23M. Assuming a 
sales tax levy of 0.5 percent based on point of sale equates to a loss of $115,717 in tax revenues. Factors influencing a community’s capture rate include total population, proximity 
to major freeways or roadways, the population within a 360-degree trade area, geographic isolation, and competitive market sites. These factors will be explored further in the market 
analysis. 
 
TABLE 3.16: TAXABLE SALES CAPTURE RATES COMPARISON 

 WEST POINT SYRACUSE LAYTON KAYSVILLE FARMINGTON 

Population 10,963 32,141 81,773 32,945 24,531 

 PER CAPITA 

LEAKAGE* 
CAPTURE 

RATE 
PER CAPITA 

LEAKAGE* 
CAPTURE 

RATE 
PER CAPITA 

LEAKAGE* 
CAPTURE 

RATE 
PER CAPITA 

LEAKAGE* 
CAPTURE 

RATE 
PER CAPITA 

LEAKAGE* 
CAPTURE 

RATE 

Total ($13,766) 34% ($13,595) 40% ($297) 99% ($11,683) 50% ($3,071) 88% 

*Income Adjusted 
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KAYSVILLE 
 
FIGURE 3.4: ILLUSTRATION OF 2020 KAYSVILLE TAXABLE SALE BY LOCATION 
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RETAIL TAXABLE SALES 
Existing taxable sales within Kaysville are concentrated along the I-15 Corridor and 
200 North. Kaysville’s greatest retail strength is the Motor Vehicle & Parts category, 
accounting for 14 percent of total taxable sales, followed by sales at Gasoline Stations 
and Non-Store Retailers. 
 
TABLE 3.17: RETAIL SPENDING BY PERCENT OF TOTAL 

  2019 2020 

Wholesale Trade-Durable Goods 6.8% 7.7% 

Wholesale Trade-Nondurable Goods 2.5% 2.1% 

Wholesale Trade-Electronic Markets 0.0% 0.1% 

Motor Vehicle 13.9% 14.0% 

Furniture & Home Furnishing  0.3% 0.4% 

Electronics & Appliance 1.2% 1.2% 

Building & Garden Equipment 1.7% 2.1% 

Food & Beverage 5.1% 4.1% 

Health & Personal 5.7% 5.1% 

Gas Station 14.0% 12.9% 

Clothing & Accessories 1.6% 1.6% 

Sporting Good 2.1% 2.6% 

General Merchandise 2.2% 2.1% 

Miscellaneous Retail Trade 2.1% 2.0% 

Non-Store Retailers 8.7% 12.7% 

 

SERVICES TAXABLE SALES 
Services represent 13 percent of Kaysville’s total taxable sales. Food Services and 
Drinking Places represent the largest spending category in this group. Industries in 
the Food Services and Drinking Places subsector are varied. Some provide food and 
drink only, while others provide various combinations of seating space. 
 
TABLE 3.18: SERVICES SPENDING BY PERCENT OF TOTAL 

CATEGORY  2019 2020 

Finance & Insurance 0.5% 0.4% 

Real Estate, Rental, & Leasing 1.6% 1.4% 

Professional, Scientific, & Technical Services 2.0% 1.7% 

Management of Companies & Enterprises 0.1% 0.1% 

Admin & Support & Waste Management & Remediation 0.2% 0.2% 

Educational  0.4% 0.2% 

Health Care & Social Assistance 0.2% 0.2% 

Arts, Entertainment & Recreation 1.9% 0.8% 

Accommodation 0.1% 0.0% 

Food Services & Drinking Places 6.9% 5.7% 

Other Services-Except Public Administration 3.0% 2.4% 

Public Administration 0.0% 0.0% 

INDUSTRY TAXABLE SALES 
12 percent of Kaysville’s taxable sales are industry related. The majority of which are in the Utilities, Manufacturing, and Information categories. Most of the Information sales are in 
telecommunications. 
 
TABLE 3.19: INDUSTRY TAXABLE SALE AS PERCENT OF TOTAL 

CATEGORY  2019 2020 

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting 0.0% 0.0% 

Mining, Quarrying, & Oil & Gas Extraction 0.0% 0.1% 

Utilities 5.2% 4.2% 

Construction 2.0% 1.4% 

Manufacturing 3.5% 2.8% 

Transportation & Warehousing 0.0% 0.0% 

Information 3.9% 3.2% 
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SALE LEAKAGE ANALYSIS 
The table below provides a general overview of leakage and retention by major category. Negative numbers estimate the approximate leakage of taxable sales from Kaysville City 
to other communities. When leakage occurs, the capture rate is below 100 percent, indicating the City is not collecting the average sales expected based on a per capita basis 
relative to the State average. Positive numbers indicate that Kaysville City is attracting more than the State average relative to that category, suggesting shoppers from outside the 
City are attracted to the area for specific purchases or that there is a high concentration of this type of spending. This is reflected in the capture rate as a number above 100 percent. 
 
TABLE 3.20: RETAIL SALES LEAKAGE 

 KAYSVILLE DIRECT 

TAXABLE SALES 
PER CAPITA SPENDING 

UTAH INCOME ADJUSTED 

PER CAPITA SPENDING 
CAPTURE RATE 

PER CAPITA SALE 

LEAKAGE 
TOTAL LEAKAGE 

Retail       

Building Material & Garden Equip $6,353,406  $202  $1,342  15% ($1,141) ($35,922,109) 

Clothing & Accessories $5,946,129  $189  $690  27% ($501) ($15,790,415) 

Electrical & Appliance $4,486,826  $142  $439  32% ($296) ($9,326,639) 

Food & Beverage $18,764,556  $596  $1,724  35% ($1,128) ($35,524,733) 

Furniture & Home Furnishing  $1,026,809  $33  $383  9% ($351) ($11,050,824) 

Gas Station Number of Businesses is below the threshold for reporting 

General Merchandise $8,198,109  $260  $2,485  10% ($2,225) ($70,080,144) 

Health & Personal $20,942,856  $665  $210  317% $455  $14,344,642  

Miscellaneous Retail Trade $7,957,216  $253  $632  40% ($379) ($11,932,270) 

Motor Vehicle  $51,294,867  $1,629  $2,564  64% ($935) ($29,457,507) 

Non-store Retailers $32,273,608  $1,025  $1,121  91% ($97) ($3,042,316) 

Sporting Good $7,929,090  $252  $388  65% ($136) ($4,276,710) 

Wholesale Trade-Durable Goods $24,955,484  $792  $1,643  48% ($851) ($26,804,816) 

Wholesale Trade-Electronic Markets $83,606  $3  $15  18% ($12) ($383,480) 

Wholesale Trade-Nondurable Goods $9,136,644  $290  $294  99% ($4) ($119,001) 

Accommodation Number of Businesses is below the threshold for reporting 

Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation $6,961,168  $221  $334  66% ($113) ($3,562,730) 

Food Services & Drinking Places $25,801,512  $819  $1,851  44% ($1,032) ($32,490,494) 

Other Services-Except Public Administration $11,159,928  $354  $584  61% ($229) ($7,220,018) 

Total Retail $294,676,737  $9,357  $17,895  52% ($8,538) ($268,901,121) 

Industry             

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting Number of Businesses is below the threshold for reporting 

Construction $7,663,245  $243  $388  63% ($144) ($4,550,221) 

Information $14,610,176  $464  $851  55% ($387) ($12,180,385) 

Manufacturing $12,978,106  $412  $995  41% ($583) ($18,355,826) 

Mining, Quarrying, & Oil & Gas Extraction Number of Businesses is below the threshold for reporting 

Transportation & Warehousing Number of Businesses is below the threshold for reporting 

Utilities Number of Businesses is below the threshold for reporting 

Industry Total $54,237,717  $1,722  $3,171  54% ($1,449) ($45,644,291) 

Services             



 

 

 

 

52 | P a g e  
 

WEST DAVIS CORRIDOR INTERCHANGES 
MARKET ANALYSIS  

 KAYSVILLE DIRECT 

TAXABLE SALES 
PER CAPITA SPENDING 

UTAH INCOME ADJUSTED 

PER CAPITA SPENDING 
CAPTURE RATE 

PER CAPITA SALE 

LEAKAGE 
TOTAL LEAKAGE 

Admin. & Sup & Waste Man.& Remed. Ser $746,506  $24  $102  23% ($78) ($2,467,862) 

Educational Services $1,364,450  $43  $42  102% $1  $32,080  

Finance & Insurance $1,756,323  $56  $123  45% ($67) ($2,115,885) 

Health Care & Social Assistance $918,337  $29  $49  59% ($20) ($634,945) 

Management of Companies & Enterprises Number of Businesses is below the threshold for reporting 

Professional, Scientific, & Technical Serv $7,891,903  $251  $394  64% ($144) ($4,521,749) 

Public Administration Number of Businesses is below the threshold for reporting 

Real Estate, Rental, & Leasing $5,861,995  $186  $611  30% ($425) ($13,388,248) 

Services Total $18,958,635  $602  $1,423  42% ($821) ($25,865,684) 

Other       

Other   $0  $0  $874  0% ($874) ($27,534,105) 

All Taxable Sales       

Total $367,873,089  $11,681  $23,364  50% ($11,683) ($367,945,200) 

 
The City is leaking in most major categories relative to State average spending except for Motor Vehicle, Gasoline Stations (not shown), and Educational Services. The per capita 
spending in Kaysville is approximately $11,681, compared to the State average of $23,364. The total taxable sales leaking to other communities is estimated at $367M. Assuming 
a sales tax levy of 0.5 percent based on point of sale equates to a loss of $1.84M in tax revenues. Factors influencing a community’s capture rate include total population, proximity 
to major freeways or roadways, the population within a 360-degree trade area, geographic isolation, and competitive market sites. These factors will be explored further in the market 
analysis. 
 
TABLE 3.21: TAXABLE SALES CAPTURE RATES COMPARISON 

 WEST POINT SYRACUSE LAYTON KAYSVILLE FARMINGTON 

Population 10,963 32,141 81,773 32,945 24,531 

 PER CAPITA 

LEAKAGE* 
CAPTURE 

RATE 
PER CAPITA 

LEAKAGE* 
CAPTURE 

RATE 
PER CAPITA 

LEAKAGE* 
CAPTURE 

RATE 
PER CAPITA 

LEAKAGE* 
CAPTURE 

RATE 
PER CAPITA 

LEAKAGE* 
CAPTURE 

RATE 

Total ($13,766) 34% ($13,595) 40% ($297) 99% ($11,683) 50% ($3,071) 88% 

*Income Adjusted 
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FARMINGTON 
 
FIGURE 3.5: ILLUSTRATION OF 2020 FARMINGTON TAXABLE SALE BY LOCATION 
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RETAIL TAXABLE SALES 
Existing taxable sales within Farmington are concentrated along the I-15 Corridor and 
Hwy 89. Farmington’s greatest retail strength are the Food & Beverage and Clothing 
& Accessories categories, each accounting for 13 percent of total taxable sales, 
followed by sales at Non-Store Retailers. 
 
TABLE 3.22: RETAIL SPENDING BY PERCENT OF TOTAL 

  2019 2020 

Wholesale Trade-Durable Goods 7.8% 5.1% 

Wholesale Trade-Nondurable Goods 0.3% 0.2% 

Wholesale Trade-Electronic Markets 0.0% 0.1% 

Motor Vehicle 6.5% 6.5% 

Furniture & Home Furnishing  0.5% 0.6% 

Electronics & Appliance 4.6% 4.2% 

Building & Garden Equipment 0.2% 0.4% 

Food & Beverage 11.0% 13.3% 

Health & Personal 1.0% 1.3% 

Gas Station 0.9% 1.0% 

Clothing & Accessories 15.6% 13.3% 

Sporting Good 4.4% 6.4% 

General Merchandise 1.0% 1.2% 

Miscellaneous Retail Trade 1.3% 1.6% 

Non-Store Retailers 5.2% 10.5% 

 

SERVICES TAXABLE SALES 
In 2020, Services represented 23 percent of Farmington’s total taxable sales. Arts, 
Entertainment, and Recreation represent the largest spending category in this group. 
 
TABLE 3.23: SERVICES SPENDING BY PERCENT OF TOTAL 

CATEGORY  2019 2020 

Finance & Insurance 0.3% 0.3% 

Real Estate, Rental, & Leasing 0.7% 0.7% 

Professional, Scientific, & Technical Services 1.5% 2.1% 

Management of Companies & Enterprises 0.4% 0.4% 

Admin & Support & Waste Management & Remediation 0.2% 0.2% 

Educational  0.1% 0.1% 

Health Care & Social Assistance 0.2% 0.2% 

Arts, Entertainment & Recreation 14.6% 8.7% 

Accommodation 1.2% 0.8% 

Food Services & Drinking Places 8.1% 8.2% 

Other Services-Except Public Administration 2.1% 1.5% 

Public Administration 0.1% 0.0% 

INDUSTRY TAXABLE SALES 
8 percent of Farmington’s taxable sales are industry related. The majority of which are in the Utilities and Information categories. Most of the Information sales are in 
telecommunications. 
 
TABLE 3.24: INDUSTRY TAXABLE SALE AS PERCENT OF TOTAL 

CATEGORY  2019 2020 

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting 0.0% 0.0% 

Mining, Quarrying, & Oil & Gas Extraction 0.0% 0.0% 

Utilities 3.1% 3.4% 

Construction 0.6% 0.7% 

Manufacturing 0.6% 0.7% 

Transportation & Warehousing 0.0% 0.0% 

Information 3.2% 2.8% 
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SALE LEAKAGE ANALYSIS 
The table below provides a general overview of leakage and retention by major category. Negative numbers estimate the approximate leakage of taxable sales from Farmington 
City to other communities. When leakage occurs, the capture rate is below 100 percent, indicating the City is not collecting the average sales expected based on a per capita basis 
relative to the State average. Positive numbers indicate that Farmington City is attracting more than the State average relative to that category, suggesting shoppers from outside 
the City are attracted to the area for specific purchases or that there is a high concentration of this type of spending. This is reflected in the capture rate as a number above 100 
percent. 
 
TABLE 3.25: RETAIL SALES LEAKAGE 

 FARMINGTON DIRECT 

TAXABLE SALES 
PER CAPITA SPENDING 

UTAH INCOME ADJUSTED 

PER CAPITA SPENDING 
CAPTURE RATE 

PER CAPITA SALE 

LEAKAGE 
TOTAL LEAKAGE 

Retail       

Building Material & Garden Equip $1,230,057  $52  $1,929  3% ($1,878) ($44,773,909) 

Clothing & Accessories $86,505,488  $3,628  $434  836% $3,194  $76,162,468  

Electrical & Appliance $25,301,976  $1,061  $1,502  71% ($441) ($10,521,691) 

Food & Beverage $61,376,364  $2,574  $234  1098% $2,339  $55,785,132  

Furniture & Home Furnishing  $2,596,656  $109  $491  22% ($382) ($9,108,677) 

Gas Station Number of Businesses is below the threshold for reporting 

General Merchandise $5,257,288  $220  $707  31% ($486) ($11,596,778) 

Health & Personal $5,404,501  $227  $513  44% ($286) ($6,818,287) 

Miscellaneous Retail Trade $7,950,957  $333  $2,869  12% ($2,536) ($60,477,449) 

Motor Vehicle  $35,832,985  $1,503  $429  350% $1,073  $25,598,572  

Non-store Retailers $29,167,572  $1,223  $1,255  97% ($32) ($758,637) 

Sporting Good $24,141,891  $1,012  $2,782  36% ($1,769) ($42,189,981) 

Wholesale Trade-Durable Goods $42,912,505  $1,799  $1,839  98% ($40) ($948,433) 

Wholesale Trade-Electronic Markets $44,809  $2  $17  11% ($15) ($350,993) 

Wholesale Trade-Nondurable Goods $1,482,649  $62  $329  19% ($267) ($6,360,452) 

Accommodation $6,677,447  $280  $826  34% ($546) ($13,017,800) 

Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation $80,715,982  $3,385  $374  905% $3,011  $71,798,182  

Food Services & Drinking Places $45,507,435  $1,908  $2,071  92% ($163) ($3,888,377) 

Other Services-Except Public Administration $11,852,321  $497  $653  76% ($156) ($3,722,582) 

Total Retail $478,735,885  $20,075  $20,026  100% $49  $1,168,075  

Industry             

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting Number of Businesses is below the threshold for reporting 

Construction $3,073,926  $129  $434  30% ($305) ($7,275,591) 

Information $17,671,280  $741  $952  78% ($211) ($5,030,658) 

Manufacturing $3,569,073  $150  $1,113  13% ($964) ($22,982,853) 

Mining, Quarrying, & Oil & Gas Extraction Number of Businesses is below the threshold for reporting 

Transportation & Warehousing Number of Businesses is below the threshold for reporting 

Utilities Number of Businesses is below the threshold for reporting 

Industry Total $41,315,509  $1,733  $3,549  49% ($1,817) ($43,323,075) 
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 FARMINGTON DIRECT 

TAXABLE SALES 
PER CAPITA SPENDING 

UTAH INCOME ADJUSTED 

PER CAPITA SPENDING 
CAPTURE RATE 

PER CAPITA SALE 

LEAKAGE 
TOTAL LEAKAGE 

Services             

Admin. & Sup & Waste Man.& Remed. Ser $1,309,923  $55  $114  48% ($59) ($1,413,887) 

Educational Services $777,033  $33  $47  69% ($15) ($351,998) 

Finance & Insurance $1,823,595  $76  $138  56% ($61) ($1,457,658) 

Health Care & Social Assistance $1,133,237  $48  $55  86% ($8) ($182,992) 

Management of Companies & Enterprises Number of Businesses is below the threshold for reporting 

Professional, Scientific, & Technical Serv $8,424,747  $353  $441  80% ($88) ($2,094,404) 

Public Administration Number of Businesses is below the threshold for reporting 

Real Estate, Rental, & Leasing $4,124,349  $173  $684  25% ($511) ($12,188,031) 

Services Total $19,642,773  $824  $1,593  52% ($769) ($18,340,713) 

Other       

Other   $10,586,978  $444  $978  45% ($534) ($12,745,029) 

All Taxable Sales       

Total $550,281,145  $23,075  $26,147  88% ($3,071) ($73,240,742) 

 
Overall, the City is capturing 100% of retail sales. However, this is mainly captured in three categories: Food & Beverage, Arts, Entertainment and Recreation, and Clothing & 
Accessories. The per capita spending in Farmington is approximately $23,075, compared to the State average of $26,174. The total taxable sales leaking to other communities is 
estimated at $73M. Assuming a sales tax levy of 0.5 percent based on point of sale equates to a loss of $366,204 in tax revenues. Factors influencing a community’s capture rate 
include total population, proximity to major freeways or roadways, the population within a 360-degree trade area, geographic isolation, and competitive market sites. These factors 
will be explored further in the market analysis. 
 
TABLE 3.26: TAXABLE SALES CAPTURE RATES COMPARISON 

 WEST POINT SYRACUSE LAYTON KAYSVILLE FARMINGTON 

Population 10,963 32,141 81,773 32,945 24,531 

 PER CAPITA 

LEAKAGE* 
CAPTURE 

RATE 
PER CAPITA 

LEAKAGE* 
CAPTURE 

RATE 
PER CAPITA 

LEAKAGE* 
CAPTURE 

RATE 
PER CAPITA 

LEAKAGE* 
CAPTURE 

RATE 
PER CAPITA 

LEAKAGE* 
CAPTURE 

RATE 

Total ($13,766) 34% ($13,595) 40% ($297) 99% ($11,683) 50% ($3,071) 88% 

*Income Adjusted 
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SECTION 4: MARKET ANALYSIS 
 

EXISTING MARKET CONDITIONS 
The following section will address existing market conditions within the WDC Entities, including property taxation, vacancy rates, an illustration of competitive market sites, projected 
growth within the WDC Entities, future travel demand, market supportable development, and potential barriers to future economic growth. 
  

PROPERTY TAX COMPARISON 
Utah’s municipal tax rate-setting process is designed to achieve budget neutrality. An entity’s prior year budgeted revenue serves as the baseline for current year certified tax rate 
calculations. According to the Utah State Tax Commission: 
 

The county assessor and State Tax Commission provide valuation information to the county auditor, including changes in value resulting from reappraisal, new growth, 
factoring and legislative adjustments. The State Tax Commission and the county auditor calculate certified tax rates and the county auditor provides taxing entities with 
valuation and certified tax rate information. The certified tax rate provides a taxing entity with the same amount of property tax revenue it received in the previous tax year 
plus any revenue generated by additional growth in its taxable value. When this information is received, taxing entities compute and adopt proposed tax rates.  

 
To adopt a tax rate that exceeds the Certified Tax Rate, an entity must go through what is known as the “Truth-in-Taxation” process. Truth-in-Taxation statutes require that entities 
proposing a tax increase advertise the increase and hold a public hearing. Standard 10.9 “Truth in Taxation” discusses this procedure in more detail. If adopted, the Certified Tax 
Rate or the proposed rate is applied to all taxable value within the boundaries of the taxing entity. For a historical overview of Utah’s property tax system, see: 
https://propertytax.utah.gov/media/historic-overview.pdf. 
 
TABLE 4.1: TAX RATE COMPARISONS 

 POPULATION RANK 
2021 TAX 

RATE 
RANK 2020 2019 2018 2017 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 

Bountiful  45,762  2 0.000967 12 0.000789 0.000814 0.000880 0.000832 0.000890 0.000957 0.000946 0.001063 0.001094 

Centerville  16,884  9 0.001197 10 0.001158 0.001192 0.001275 0.001354 0.000983 0.001088 0.001072 0.001141 0.001165 

Clearfield  31,909  5 0.001437 8 0.001437 0.001437 0.001607 0.001745 0.001800 0.001800 0.001800 0.001800 0.001800 

Clinton  23,386  7 0.001936 2 0.001608 0.001660 0.001794 0.001925 0.002082 0.002198 0.002253 0.001831 0.001871 

Farmington  24,531  6 0.001607 5 0.001491 0.001640 0.001765 0.001942 0.002132 0.002226 0.002127 0.002290 0.002269 

Fruit Heights  6,101  13 0.001950 1 0.001950 0.001887 0.002027 0.002117 0.002295 0.002369 0.001863 0.002023 0.002054 

Kaysville  32,945  3 0.001663 3 0.001589 0.001589 0.001589 0.001589 0.001717 0.001782 0.001826 0.000999 0.001028 

Layton  81,773  1 0.001593 6 0.001645 0.001666 0.001521 0.001635 0.001805 0.001928 0.001896 0.002046 0.002084 

North Salt Lake  21,907  8 0.001141 11 0.001233 0.001284 0.001355 0.001450 0.001622 0.001517 0.001541 0.001613 0.001637 

South Weber  7,867  12 0.001522 7 0.001403 0.001441 0.000769 0.000815 0.000881 0.000941 0.000954 0.000993 0.000998 

Sunset  5,475  15 0.000858 13 0.001543 0.001587 0.001766 0.001950 0.002121 0.002290 0.002258 0.002357 0.002492 

Syracuse  32,141  4 0.001653 4 0.001593 0.001512 0.001512 0.001573 0.001573 0.001639 0.001659 0.001787 0.001832 

West Bountiful  5,917  14 0.001301 9 0.001363 0.001315 0.001449 0.001566 0.001684 0.001806 0.001788 0.001946 0.001951 

West Point  10,963  12 0.000831 14 0.000910 0.000917 0.000945 0.000984 0.000984 0.001036 0.001036 0.001111 0.001111 

Woods Cross  11,410  10 0.000811 15 0.000867 0.000891 0.000935 0.001003 0.001057 0.000927 0.000913 0.001007 0.001058 

 

https://propertytax.utah.gov/media/historic-overview.pdf
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West Point City 
The total West Point tax rate is made up of levies by Davis County, Multicounty and County Assessing, Davis School District, West Point City, Weber Basin Water Conservancy 
District, Davis County Mosquito Abatement District, North Davis Sewer District, North Davis Fire District, and the Davis County Library. As shown in Figure 4.1, the Davis School 
District has historically accounted for approximately 60 percent of the tax rate. The West Point City municipal tax rate as a percent of the total tax rate has fluctuated historically 
between 6 percent and 7 percent, as shown in Figure 4.2.   
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FIGURE 4.1: WEST POINT PROPERTY TAX RATES

Davis County Multicounty Assessing County Assessing Davis School District West Point
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FIGURE 4.2: WEST POINT TAX RATE AS A PERCENT OF TOTAL



 

 

 

 

59 | P a g e  
 

WEST DAVIS CORRIDOR INTERCHANGES 
MARKET ANALYSIS  

Syracuse City 
The total Syracuse tax rate is made up of levies by Davis County, Multicounty and County Assessing, Davis School District, Syracuse City, Weber Basin Water Conservancy District, 
Davis County Mosquito Abatement District, North Davis Sewer District, and the Davis County Library. As shown in Figure 4.3, the Davis School District has historically accounted 
for approximately 61 percent of the tax rate. The Syracuse City municipal tax rate as a percent of the total tax rate has fluctuated historically between 12 percent and 14 percent, as 
shown in Figure 4.4.   
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FIGURE 4.3: SYRACUSE PROPERTY TAX RATES

Davis County Multicounty Assessing County Assessing Davis School District Syracuse

Weber Basin Water Davis Mosquito North Davis Sewer Davis County Library
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FIGURE 4.4: SYRACUSE TAX RATE AS A PERCENT OF TOTAL
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Layton City 
The total Layton tax rate is made up of levies by Davis County, Multicounty and County Assessing, Davis School District, Layton City, Weber Basin Water Conservancy District, 
Davis County Mosquito Abatement District, North Davis Sewer District, and the Davis County Library. As shown in Figure 4.5, the Davis School District has historically accounted 
for approximately 61 percent of the tax rate. The Layton City municipal tax rate as a percent of the total tax rate has fluctuated historically between 12 percent and 13 percent, as 
shown in Figure 4.6.   
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FIGURE 4.5: LAYTON PROPERTY TAX RATES

Davis County Multicounty Assessing County Assessing Davis School District Layton

Weber Basin Water Davis Mosquito North Davis Sewer Davis County Library
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FIGURE 4.6: LAYTON TAX RATE AS A PERCENT OF TOTAL
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Kaysville City 
The total Kaysville tax rate is made up of levies by Davis County, Multicounty and County Assessing, Davis School District, Kaysville City, Weber Basin Water Conservancy District, 
Davis County Mosquito Abatement District, Central Davis Sewer District, and the Davis County Library. As shown in Figure 4.7, the Davis School District has historically accounted 
for approximately 64 percent of the tax rate. The Kaysville City municipal tax rate as a percent of the total tax rate has fluctuated historically between 13 percent and 14 percent, as 
shown in Figure 4.8.   
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FIGURE 4.7: KAYSVILLE PROPERTY TAX RATES

Davis County Multicounty Assessing County Assessing Davis School District Kaysville

Weber Basin Water Davis Mosquito Central Davis Sewer Davis County Library
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FIGURE 4.8: KAYSVILLE TAX RATE AS A PERCENT OF TOTAL
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Farmington City 
The total Farmington tax rate is made up of levies by Davis County, Multicounty and County Assessing, Davis School District, Farmington City, Weber Basin Water Conservancy 
District, Davis County Mosquito Abatement District, Central Davis Sewer District, and the Davis County Library. As shown in Figure 4.9, the Davis School District has historically 
accounted for approximately 63 percent of the tax rate. The Farmington City municipal tax rate as a percent of the total tax rate has fluctuated historically between 13 percent, and 
16 percent as shown in Figure 4.10.   
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FIGURE 4.9: FARMINGTON PROPERTY TAX RATES

Davis County Multicounty Assessing County Assessing Davis School District Farmington

Weber Basin Water Davis Mosquito Central Davis Sewer Davis County Library
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FIGURE 4.10: FARMINGTON TAX RATE AS A PERCENT OF TOTAL
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VACANCY AND MARKET SNAPSHOT 
The vacancy rates and market snapshot demonstrate the overall health of the Davis County office and industrial markets. Newmark releases a quarterly market report on the Davis 
and Weber Counties collectively. The following shows that Davis experienced little disruption in terms of vacancy and lease rates due to the COVID-19 pandemic. 
 
Office Market 
Unlike other portions of the Wasatch Front, Davis and Weber counties experienced little office vacancy disruption at the beginning of the pandemic. Vacancy rates remained at pre-
pandemic levels and have continued to decline into 2022. New office construction has remained quiet since 2020, with only 22,560 square feet under construction. Developers are 
hesitant to start new construction on new office developments due to national uncertainty regarding the workplace. Davis County will need to promote the development of office 
supply to bring life to the office market within the region. 
 
TABLE 4.2: OFFICE MARKET SUMMARY 

 Q1 - 2022 Q4 - 2021 Q1- 2021 12-MONTH FORECAST 

Direct Vacancy Rate            6.3%  6.8% 9.0% ↓ 

Sublease Vacancy Rate              0.3%  0.9% 1.2% → 

Quarterly Net Absorption              53,279  144,809 (11,428) → 

Average Asking Rent per SF          $20.76  $20.91 $20.10 ↑ 

Under Construction SF              22,560  22,560 27,247 ↑ 

Delivered SF              0  0 0 ↑ 

Leased SF          95,956  95,519 63,739 ↑ 

Average Achieved Rent per SF        $22.19  $24.18 $21.00 ↑ 

Source: Newmark Q1 2022 – Davis and Weber Counties Office Market Report 

 
Industrial Market 
The industrial market is continuing to perform well in Davis County. Direct vacancy rates remained below 2 percent for the 11th straight quarter. The industrial market experienced 
a five-year quarterly high in net absorption, primarily due to the new 670,000 square foot Lifetime Distribution Center in Clearfield. Leasing activity remained low, as available supply 
remained low and newly completed construction was pre-committed. Lease rates grew 34.8 percent as robust demand, low vacancy, and rising costs continued to impact rents. 
Davis County needs to continue promoting industrial uses as the regional and national demand grows, largely outpacing the available industrial square footage in the region. 
 
TABLE 4.3: INDUSTRIAL MARKET SUMMARY 

 Q1 - 2022 Q4 - 2021 Q1- 2021 12-MONTH FORECAST 

Direct Vacancy Rate            6.3%  6.8% 9.0% ↓ 

Sublease Vacancy Rate              0.3%  0.9% 1.2% → 

Quarterly Net Absorption              53,279  144,809 (11,428) → 

Average Asking Rent per SF          $20.76  $20.91 $20.10 ↑ 

Under Construction SF              22,560  22,560 27,247 ↑ 

Delivered SF              0  0 0 ↑ 

Source: Newmark Q1 2022 – Davis and Weber Counties Industrial Market Report 
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COMPETITIVE MARKET SITES 
Several competitive market sites surround the West Davis Corridor cities, including office, industrial, and regional/neighborhood-scale retail. Most competitive office sites are within 
the County’s I-15 cities. The major industrial competitive site is the Freeport Center in Clearfield, with various industrial areas in each of the WDC cities. The following figures depict 
a selection of the different competitive market sites in the region. 
 

                                 FIGURE 4.11: COMPETITIVE OFFICE MARKET SITES  
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FIGURE 4.12: COMPETITIVE INDUSTRIAL MARKET SITES  
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FIGURE 4.13: COMPETITIVE RETAIL/COMMERCIAL MARKET SITES
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A two-mile buffer of the competitive market sites illustrates significant growth potential for office and industrial uses within the western portion of Davis County. While some 
regional/neighborhood retail is more present, opportunities exist for future commercial growth to follow rooftops which are shifting concentration toward the west, as discussed in 
the General Growth paragraphs below. 
 

                           FIGURE 4.14: BUFFER OF COMPETITIVE OFFICE MARKET SITES  
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FIGURE 4.15: BUFFER OF COMPETITIVE INDUSTRIAL MARKET SITES  
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                       FIGURE 4.16: BUFFER OF COMPETITIVE RETAIL/COMMERCIAL MARKET SITES  
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GENERAL GROWTH WITHIN THE REGION 
The WDC Entities’ population is projected to continue to increase through 2040. Population growth in Davis County will continue to grow in the west, as the available land and WDC 
connectivity will lead to substantial future growth. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
TABLE 4.4: DAVIS COUNTY POPULATION PROJECTION 

 POPULATION GROWTH (2020-2040) EMPLOYMENT GROWTH (2020-2040) 

CITIES 2020 2030 2040 ACTUAL %  2020 2030 2040 ACTUAL % 

Bountiful  45,762   50,754   52,834   7,072  15.45%  16,333  16,836 16,823  490  3.00% 

Centerville  16,884   19,664   20,734   3,850  22.80%  5,144  6,495 7,535  2,391  46.48% 

Clearfield  31,909   33,432   35,999   4,090  12.82%  14,976  17,349 19,754  4,778  31.90% 

Clinton  23,386   23,726   24,824   1,438  6.15%  1,823  1,966 2,135  312  17.11% 

Farmington  24,531   28,741   32,857   8,326  33.94%  11,925  14,645 18,893  6,968  58.43% 

Fruit Heights  6,101   6,932   7,410   1,309  21.46%  748  772 760  12  1.60% 

Kaysville  32,945   34,576   37,503   4,558  13.84%  6,806  7,337 7,600  794  11.67% 

Layton  81,773   97,914   114,613   32,840  40.16%  20,542  24,648 28,732  8,190  39.87% 

North Salt Lake  21,907   22,845   23,823   1,916  8.75%  10,107  11,102 12,033  1,926  19.06% 

FIGURE 4.17: ILLUSTRATION OF POPULATION GROWTH BY TRAFFIC AREA ZONE (TAZ) DATA IN CENTRAL/NORTHERN DAVIS COUNTY (2022 – LEFT, 2040 – RIGHT) 
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2040

 POPULATION GROWTH (2020-2040) EMPLOYMENT GROWTH (2020-2040) 

CITIES 2020 2030 2040 ACTUAL %  2020 2030 2040 ACTUAL % 

South Weber  7,867   8,227   8,603   736  9.36%  272  834 1,271  999  367.28% 

Sunset  5,475   5,994   6,246   771  14.08%  1,640  4,162 5,160  3,520  214.63% 

Syracuse  32,141   40,754   47,839   15,698  48.84%  2,749  7,243 11,376  8,627  313.82% 

West Bountiful  5,917   6,187   6,469   552  9.33%  1,579  2,530 3,391  1,812  114.76% 

West Point  10,963   13,762   16,436   5,473  49.92%  533  841 1,147  614  115.20% 

Woods Cross  11,410   12,540   12,837   1,427  12.51%  4,609  5,785 6,466  1,857  40.29% 

Total 358,971 406,048 449,027 90,056 25.09% 99,786 122,545 143,076 43,290 43.38% 

 
Employment is also expected to increase in Davis County. All the WDC Entities will see an increase in the percentage of total employment. It is important to note that this data 
represents employment populations within a community and not the amount of workforce living within a community. 
 
 
FIGURE 4.18: PROPORTIONATE SHARE OF COUNTY EMPLOYMENT BY WDC ENTITY, 2020 AND 2040 
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FUTURE TRAFFIC DEMAND 
Fehr & Peers created a regional-scale model based on current, and future land uses and major transportation infrastructure to forecast future travel demands. The model is calibrated 
for regional planning and focuses on major collectors, arterials, freeways, and transit services, not intersections and local roads. Additionally, the model compared 2019 and 2050 
segment-level PM volume-to-capacity ratios (worst direction) and examined 2050 forecasts for potential issues. Figure 4.19 depicts the current travel demand vs. the projected 
demand in 2050. 
 

 

 

FIGURE 4.19: ILLUSTRATION OF TRAVEL DEMAND (2019 – LEFT, 2050 – RIGHT) 
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MARKET SUPPORTABLE DEVELOPMENT 
 
COMMERCIAL LOCATION QUOTIENT ANALYSIS 
LYRB conducted an employment base-cluster and location quotient analysis to help assess the business concentration and competitiveness of industries in Davis County.  Using 
historical employment data from Utah’s Department of Workforce Services and the Census and comparing the employment trends of Davis County with those of the Weber and Salt 
Lake Counties, LYRB grouped the employment sectors of Davis County into a four-category matrix according to high concentration, low concentration, declining competitiveness, 
and increasing competitiveness (again as compared to Weber and Salt Lake County).  Figure 4.20 shows a diagram of the quadrants. 
 
FIGURE 4.20: LOCATION QUOTIENT ANALYSIS INDUSTRY CATEGORIES 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Quadrant I – Transforming Industries 
Quadrant II – Declining Industries 
Quadrant III – Growing Industries 
Quadrant IV – Emerging Industries 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
The industries in quadrants 3 & 4 are industries in which Davis County has a competitive advantage over other industries and locations in Weber and Salt Lake Counties. Specifically, 
the best industries to focus on are the ones that are emerging or growing in Davis County while transforming or declining in Salt Lake County and Weber County. The competitive 
related industries are the most likely to be needing workspace.   
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TABLE 4.5: GROWING AND EMERGING SECTORS IN DAVIS COUNTY 

Sector Sub-Sectors Davis County 

Information All Emerging 

Management of Companies and Enterprises All Emerging 

Warehousing and Storage All Growing 

Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation All Growing 

Manufacturing Food, Wood Products, and Primary Metal Growing 

Manufacturing Textile, Chemical, Computer and Electronic Products, and Electrical Equipment and Appliances Emerging 

Retail Trade Motor Vehicle and Parts Dealers, Furniture and Home Furnishings, and Health and Personal Care Growing 

Retail Trade Electronics and Appliance Stores Emerging 

Transportation and Warehousing Air, Rail, Pipeline, and Couriers and Messengers Emerging 

Real Estate, Rental and Leasing Real Estate Emerging 

 

COMMERCIAL DEMAND ANALYSIS 
The internal growth demand forecasts are based on a mix of the State of Utah’s sectoral employment forecasts generated by the Department of Workforce Services. LYRB calculated 
growth rates based on employment change data from the location quotient analysis. The short-term estimates are from 2020 through 2021. The long-term forecasts are from 2020 
through 2040. The Demand Analysis was conducted for sectors categorized by office, industrial and retail and is based on the entire Ogden-Clearfield Metropolitan Statistical Area. 
 
Office Market Demand Analysis 
The sectors categorized as office include Information, Finance and Insurance, Real Estate, Rental and Leasing, Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services, and Management 
of Companies and Enterprises. The short-term forecasts have AAGR ranging from 0.7 to 10.9 percent. The long-term forecasts have AAGR ranging from 0.2 to 4.8 percent.   
 
TABLE 4.6: SHORT-TERM OFFICE DEMAND 

INDUSTRY  2020 AAGR  2021 PROJECTED JOBS 

Information  10,010  2.6%  10,270   260  

Finance and Insurance  3,017  0.7%  3,038   21  

Real Estate and Rental and Leasing  1,654  4.0%  1,721   67  

Professional Scientific and Technical Services  9,086  4.6%  9,504   418  

Management of Companies and Enterprises  1,177  10.9%  1,306   129  

Total 895 

 
TABLE 4.7: LONG-TERM OFFICE DEMAND 

INDUSTRY  2020 AAGR  2040 PROJECTED JOBS 

Information  10,270  1.0%  12,408   2,137  

Finance and Insurance  3,038  4.8%  7,404   4,366  

Real Estate and Rental and Leasing  1,721  1.4%  2,241   520  

Professional Scientific and Technical Services  9,504  4.0%  20,023   10,519  

Management of Companies and Enterprises  1,306  0.2%  1,356   51  

Total 17,593 
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Assuming 250 square feet of office space per employee the region is projected to have a demand for 4,622,018 square feet of office space. Using a floor area ratio (FAR) of 0.25, 
that equates to approximately 424 acres of office development. 
 
TABLE 4.8: TOTAL OFFICE DEMAND 

INDUSTRY  PROJECTED JOBS NEEDED SQUARE FEET FAR ACRES 

Information  2,398   599,398   0.25   55.04  

Finance and Insurance  4,387   1,096,779   0.25   100.71  

Real Estate and Rental and Leasing  587   146,690   0.25   13.47  

Professional Scientific and Technical Services  10,937   2,734,350   0.25   251.09  

Management of Companies and Enterprises  179   44,800   0.25   4.11  

Total 18,488 4,622,018 - 424.43 

 
Industrial Market Demand Analysis 
The sectors categorized as industrial include Manufacturing, Wholesale Trade, Transportation and Warehousing, and Warehousing and Storage. The short-term forecasts have 
AAGR ranging from 1.7 to 5.9 percent. The long-term forecasts have AAGR ranging from 2.1 to 3.2 percent.   
 
TABLE 4.9: SHORT-TERM INDUSTRIAL DEMAND 

INDUSTRY  2020 AAGR  2021 PROJECTED JOBS 

Manufacturing  13,167  1.7%  13,391   224  

Wholesale Trade  2,370  2.6%  2,432   62  

Transportation and Warehousing  5,610  5.9%  5,941   331  

Warehousing and Storage  1,046  5.9%  1,108   62  

Total 678 

 
TABLE 4.10: LONG-TERM INDUSTRIAL DEMAND 

INDUSTRY  2020 AAGR  2040 PROJECTED JOBS 

Manufacturing  13,391  3.20%  24,363   10,972  

Wholesale Trade  2,432  2.10%  3,609   1,177  

Transportation and Warehousing  5,941  3.20%  10,809   4,868  

Warehousing and Storage  1,108  3.20%  2,015   908  

Total 17,924 

 
Assuming 2,000 square feet of industrial space per employee the region is projected to have a demand for 27,903,740 square feet of industrial space. Using a FAR of 0.35, that 
equates to approximately 1,830 acres of office development. 
 
TABLE 4.11: TOTAL INDUSTRIAL DEMAND 

INDUSTRY  PROJECTED JOBS NEEDED SQUARE FEET FAR ACRES 

Manufacturing  11,196   16,793,266   0.35   1,101.49  

Wholesale Trade  1,239   1,858,474   0.35   121.90  

Transportation and Warehousing  5,199   7,798,035   0.35   511.48  
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INDUSTRY  PROJECTED JOBS NEEDED SQUARE FEET FAR ACRES 

Warehousing and Storage  969   1,453,965   0.35   95.37  

Total  18,602   27,903,740  -  1,830.23  

 
Retail Market Demand Analysis 
The sectors categorized as retail include Retail Trade, Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation, Accommodation and Food Services, and Other Services (Except Public Administration). 
The short-term forecasts have AAGR ranging from 1.6 to 11.1 percent. The long-term forecasts have AAGR ranging from 1.4 to 3.9 percent.   
 
TABLE 4.12: SHORT-TERM RETAIL DEMAND 

INDUSTRY  2020 AAGR  2021 PROJECTED JOBS 

Retail Trade   16,627  1.60%  16,893   266  

Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation  5,056  11.10%  5,617   561  

Accommodation and Food Services  10,420  6.00%  11,045   625  

Other Services (except Public Administration)  3,872  6.58%  4,127   255  

Total 1,707 

 
TABLE 4.13: LONG-TERM RETAIL DEMAND 

INDUSTRY  2020 AAGR  2040 PROJECTED JOBS 

Retail Trade   16,893  1.40%  22,000   5,107  

Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation  5,617  3.90%  11,620   6,003  

Accommodation and Food Services  11,045  2.80%  18,666   7,620  

Other Services (except Public Administration)  4,127  1.50%  5,476   1,349  

Total 20,080 

 
Assuming 500 square feet of retail space per employee the region is projected to have a demand for 10,893,589 square feet of retail space. Using a FAR of 0.11, that equates to 
approximately 2,273 acres of retail development. 
 
TABLE 4.14: TOTAL RETAIL DEMAND 

INDUSTRY  PROJECTED JOBS NEEDED SQUARE FEET FAR ACRES 

Retail Trade   5,373   2,686,654   0.11   560.70  

Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation  6,564   3,282,139   0.11   684.98  

Accommodation and Food Services  8,246   4,122,817   0.11   860.43  

Other Services (except Public Administration)  1,604   801,979   0.11   167.37  

Total  21,787   10,893,589  -  2,273.48  

 

RESIDENTIAL LOCATION QUOTIENT ANALYSIS 
LYRB conducted a residential location quotient analysis. For the residential analysis, competitiveness is less important. Each city needs a mix of development types to serve its 
populations and all income levels. The most important factor for determining the area of the market with the most opportunity is the local concentration. Using census data LYRB 
determined whether a housing type in Davis County was high concentration or low concentration in comparison to Salt Lake County and Weber County. 
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4.15: RESIDENTIAL LOCATION QUOTIENT ANALYSIS 

UNIT TYPE  FARMINGTON KAYSVILLE LAYTON SYRACUSE WEST POINT 

1-unit, detached High Local Concentration High Local Concentration Low Local Concentration High Local Concentration High Local Concentration 

1-unit, attached High Local Concentration Low Local Concentration Low Local Concentration Low Local Concentration Low Local Concentration 

2 units High Local Concentration High Local Concentration High Local Concentration Low Local Concentration Low Local Concentration 

3 or 4 units Low Local Concentration Low Local Concentration Low Local Concentration Low Local Concentration Low Local Concentration 

5 to 9 units Low Local Concentration Low Local Concentration Low Local Concentration Low Local Concentration Low Local Concentration 

10 to 19 units Low Local Concentration Low Local Concentration High Local Concentration Low Local Concentration Low Local Concentration 

20 or more units High Local Concentration Low Local Concentration High Local Concentration Low Local Concentration Low Local Concentration 

 

RESIDENTIAL DEMAND ANALYSIS 
To calculate the residential demand, LYRB analyzed current existing households and housing stock in each WDC city. Using future population projects with available housing units 
and average household sizes, LYRB was able to calculate the additional number of housing units needed in a 10-year and 20-year timeframe. The 10-year forecast shows an 
additional 16,039 needing housing units. The 20-year time from increases that number to 26,754. Cities should consider development that includes a mix of all types of units to meet 
the future housing demand. 
 
4.16: RESIDENTIAL DEMAND  

UNIT TYPE  FARMINGTON KAYSVILLE LAYTON SYRACUSE WEST POINT TOTAL 

Existing Households  6,901   8,832   24,722   7,946   2,979  - 

Existing Stock  7,124   8,920   25,506   8,175   3,013  - 

Avg. Household Size  3.4   3.6   3.1   3.8   3.6  - 

Available Housing Units  223   88   784   229   34  - 

Additional Households Within Next 10 Years  2,058   1,562   11,409   2,129   165  - 

Additional Units Needed Within Next 10 Years  1,718   1,497   10,847   1,837   139  16,039 

Additional Households Within Next 20 Years  3,522   2,310   17,395   4,079   733  - 

Additional Units Needed Within Next 20 Years  3,182   2,245   16,833   3,787   707  26,754 
Source: U.S. Census Data, WFRC TAZ Data 
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BARRIERS TO ENTRY 
Some development may be impacted by factors that serve as barriers toward unconstrained growth within the community. These barriers may include city ordinances, development 
costs, or geographic challenges. These barriers may hinder future development in the West Davis Corridor Entities. The following paragraphs discuss some barriers to entry that 
may exist within the WDC Entities. 
 
CONSTRUCTION COSTS AND INFLATION 
The COVID-19 pandemic significantly impacted the construction market, disruptions to supply chains and high inflation is causing construction costs to rise rapidly so that most 
higher density products fail to pencil, especially vertical mixed-use. Developers have reported 15-25% increases in costs. As of May, the annual inflation rate was 8.6%, its highest 
level since 1981. High inflation erodes purchasing power and reduces levels of investment, which will likely continue impacting investment in the near future. 
 
DEVELOPABLE LAND 
Davis County has a limited supply of large tracts of undeveloped land. Rapidly expanding single-family housing construction threatens to encroach on the limited amount of land 
appropriate for large-scale industrial and office park investment.   
 
DEVELOPMENT COST: IMPACT FEES 
Many communities within Utah assess impact fees to offset the cost of needed infrastructure related to growth. Total impact fees vary from community based on service level, 
infrastructure age, proportional allocation of buy-in to new facilities, and the inclusion of financing mechanisms and inflation. While impact fees can be a barrier to limiting economic 
growth, municipalities have tools to mitigate this impact. These include waiving or reducing impact fees, establishing redevelopment areas to fund infrastructure, or allowing 
developers to provide information that may result in a reduced fee. 
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SECTION 5: WDC INTERCHANGE NODES 
 
The West Davis Corridor (WDC) spans 16 miles within western Davis County and weaves throughout the WDC Entities. The WDC Entities will utilize this market area analysis for 
planning, land use, and zoning discussions and decisions related to the future vision for the seven corridor interchanges. The current General Plan, land use, and zoning information 
from each municipality and Davis County will be used to inform assets, opportunities, and constraints within each market area. 
 
Approximate areas of change and areas of permanence have been designated for each corridor interchange within a half-mile buffer from the center of each interchange. Major 
development projects and proposed annexation areas have also been considered in the market study for any long-term opportunities or constraints, which has caused some of the 
areas of analysis to be expanded. This section will discuss each node's current land use and zoning, the highest and best market supportable uses for each node within a 20-year 
planning horizon, and the fiscal benefit analysis based on the highest and best land uses. 
 
                      FIGURE 5.1: WDC INTERCHANGES 
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NODE 01: WEST POINT – SYRACUSE 
 
                                                     FIGURE 5.2: NODE 1: WEST POINT - SYRACUSE 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LAND USE AND ZONING 
The interchange furthest north starts along the border of West Point and Syracuse on 3000 West and SR-193. The area surrounding the interchange shows significant opportunity 
with 557.3 acres of short-term change and an additional 191.8 acres of potential long-term change. The area has seen an annual population growth rate of 3.8% from 2010 to 2021. 
The area can be characterized by the established neighborhoods, vast agricultural properties, and the Schneiter’s Bluff Golf Course. 
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Residential land uses dominate the area of analysis at 46.7%, with the remaining including parks/agriculture (22.3%), commercial (15.5%), industrial (12.3%), and civic use (3.2%). 
Regarding the zoning, 59.2% is agriculture, 23.9% residential, 13.7% parks, and the remaining includes public and commercial uses. There are two recently completed developments 
and one anticipated. The node may see some increased connectivity with a potential extension of 3200 West. Although the node has an extensive area for potential development, 
obtaining the land may come with some hurdles, as large amounts are owned by the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints who recently sold land near the node, which makes 
selling additional land difficult through 2026. This node is also unique as it represents one of the few remaining large undeveloped tracts of land within Davis County.  
 
FIGURE 5.3: NODE 1: LAND USE AND ZONING 

 
 
SUPPORTABLE DEVELOPMENT 
To evaluate future market supported development within Node 1, this analysis evaluated future projected needed square footage of, as outlined in the Market Demand pages of this 
study, expert opinion from regional developers and real estate brokers, market trends, and proximity of competitive and complimentary uses. Using these factors, this analysis 
provides estimates of supportable acreage, square footage, and residential units that have been identified as the highest and best use of land for this node. Approximately 94 acres 
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have been identified for neighborhood type retail development, 57 acres of neighborhood and regional medical office development, 158 acres of industrial/flex space development, 
and 300 acres of mixed residential development. Table 5.1 outlines the supported square feet and units of each use.   
 
TABLE 5.1: NODE 1: SUPPORTABLE DEVELOPMENT  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ILLUSTRATIONS OF SUPPORTABLE DEVELOPMENT TYPE 
Figure 5.5 shows the type of development envisioned for Node 1.  
 
FIGURE 5.5: ILLUSTRATION OF DEVELOPMENT TYPE 

 
 
 
 

  

LAND USE ACREAGE SQUARE FEET/UNITS 

Neighborhood Retail            94.98             503,615  

Neighborhood and Regional Office              57.31               381,101  

Regional Industrial/Flex Space              158.45               2,232,299  

Residential Units          300.45           2,404  

FIGURE 5.4: WEST POINT - SYRACUSE NODE USES

Neighborhood Retail Centers

Neighborhood Office

Regional Industrial/Flex

Residential
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NODE DIAGRAM  
Figures 5.6 and 5.7 depict a diagram view and 3D rendering of Node 1. The diagram illustrates the proposed land uses, density, and transportation connectivity.     
 
      FIGURE 5.6: NODE 1 - DIAGRAM 
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  FIGURE 5.7: NODE 1 – 3D RENDERING 
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FISCAL BENEFIT ANALYSIS  
The supportable development will generate a significant fiscal benefit to West Point and Syracuse during the 20-year planning horizon (2023-2042). This analysis assumes the 
development outlined in Table 5.1 will materialize over a 15-year timeframe (2024-2038). Further, the analysis assumes that the golf course in the northwest section will eventually 
develop into the uses outlined in Figure 5.6. If developed as outlined above, Node 1 could generate approximately $35.9 million in combined fiscal revenues for the two cities. 
Tables 5.3 and 5.4 summaries the fiscal revenues for each city.    
 
5.2: NODE 1 DEVELOPMENT ASSUMPTIONS 

BUILDING TYPE  $/SQ. FT. OR UNIT BUILD OUT TAXABLE VALUE  CONSTRUCTION ABSORPTION POTENTIAL JOBS/RESIDENTS  

Retail $195.00  $98,204,925   2025-2038  1,007 

Office $187.00  $71,265,887   2025-2038  1,524 

Industrial $125.00  $279,037,402   2024-2038  1,116 

Residential $250,000  $600,900,000   2024-2038  8,893 

 
5.3: WEST POINT FISCAL REVENUES  

REVENUE TYPE  TAX RATES AVERAGE ANNUAL REVENUE TOTAL REVENUE – 20 YEARS 

Property Tax 0.000831  $254,911   $5,098,219  

Sales Tax 0.50%  $350,387   $7,007,741  

Franchise Tax 6.00%  $162,193  $3,243,946  

Total  $767,491 $15,349,906 

 
5.4: SYRACUSE FISCAL REVENUES  

REVENUE TYPE  TAX RATES AVERAGE ANNUAL REVENUE TOTAL REVENUE – 20 YEARS 

Property Tax 0.001653  $450,156   $9,003,118  

Sales Tax 0.60%  $420,464   $8,409,289  

Franchise Tax 6.00%  $162,193   $3,243,946  

Total  $1,032,813 $20,656,353 

 
The actual fiscal benefit to the cities will likely be much higher, due to additional indirect and induced benefits. Positive economic impacts will be felt through business and living 
supplies purchased by the new businesses, employees and residents. It is also likely that additional development will be attracted to the area. This is commonly referred to as the 
“multiplier effect”, which was not an element of this study. 
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NODE 02: SYRACUSE CENTRAL 
 
                                                        FIGURE 5.8: NODE 2: SYRACUSE CENTRAL 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LAND USE AND ZONING 
The second most northern node is at the heart of Syracuse. This node is adjacent to the existing Syracuse Town Center, along the access route to Antelope Island, and is near the 
new Syracuse Temple for the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints. The area has an annual population growth rate of 2.3% (from 2010-21) consisting of up-and-coming 
families moving into well-established developments. Although the neighborhoods are established, three new developments are either recently completed or anticipated. With the 
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existing developments within the area of analysis, over half of the land is categorized as area of permanence. 96.1 acres are for short-term change and 149.6 acres are potential 
long-term change.   
 
Residential and commercial land uses dictate the area of analysis at 73.7% and 22.9% respectively. The remaining land uses include parks/agriculture and public use. The zoning 
consists of residential (54.5%), parks/agriculture (40.7%), and commercial (5.0%). Some challenges with this area include the larger plots of land, like the Glen Eagle Golf Course, 
that may not be available until many years later. 
 
FIGURE 5.9: NODE 2: LAND USE AND ZONING 
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SUPPORTABLE DEVELOPMENT 
To evaluate future market supported development within Node 2, this analysis evaluated future projected needed square footage of, as outlined in the Market Demand pages of this 
study, expert opinion from regional developers and real estate brokers, market trends, and proximity of competitive and complimentary uses. Using these factors, this analysis 
provides estimates of supportable acreage, square footage, and residential units that have been identified as the highest and best use of land for this node. Approximately 54 acres 
have been identified for regional and neighborhood type retail development, 10 acres for accommodation/arts to capture the tourism traffic of Antelope Island, 6 acres of neighborhood 
office development, and 85 acres of mixed residential development. Table 5.5 outlines the supported square feet and units of each use.   
 
TABLE 5.5: NODE 2: SUPPORTABLE DEVELOPMENT  

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
ILLUSTRATIONS OF SUPPORTABLE DEVELOPMENT TYPE 
Figure 5.11 shows the type of development envisioned for Node 2.  
 
FIGURE 5.11: ILLUSTRATION OF SUPPORTABLE DEVELOPMENT TYPE 

 
 
 
 

  

LAND USE ACREAGE SQUARE FEET/UNITS 

Regional/Neighborhood Retail            54.43             855,423  

Accommodation/Arts              10.00               125,000  

Neighborhood Office              6.48               69,330  

Residential Units          85.10           511  

Figure 5.10: Syracuse Central Node Uses

Regional/Neighborhood Retail
Centers
Neighborhood Office

Accomodation/Arts

Residential
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NODE DIAGRAM  
Figures 5.12 and 5.13 depict a diagram view and 3D rendering of Node 2. The diagram illustrates the proposed land uses, density, and transportation connectivity.     
 
                                FIGURE 5.12: NODE 2 - DIAGRAM 
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 FIGURE 5.13: NODE 2 – 3D RENDERING 
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FISCAL BENEFIT ANALYSIS  
The supportable development will generate a significant fiscal benefit to Syracuse during the 20-year planning horizon (2023-2042). This analysis assumes the development outlined 
in Table 5.5 will materialize over a 15-year timeframe (2023-2037). Further, the analysis assumes that the golf course in the northwest section will eventually develop into the uses 
outlined in Figure 5.12. If developed as outlined above, Node 2 could generate approximately $23.69 million in fiscal revenues for Syracuse City. Table 5.7 summaries the fiscal 
revenues for the City.    
 
5.6: NODE 2 DEVELOPMENT ASSUMPTIONS 

BUILDING TYPE  $/SQ. FT. OR UNIT BUILD OUT TAXABLE VALUE  CONSTRUCTION ABSORPTION POTENTIAL JOBS/RESIDENTS  

Retail $195.00  $87,750,000   2023-2037  900 

Office $187.00  $31,790,000   2027  680 

Residential $250,000  $127,650,000   2024-2037  1,940 

 
5.7: SYRACUSE FISCAL REVENUES  

REVENUE TYPE  TAX RATES AVERAGE ANNUAL REVENUE TOTAL REVENUE – 20 YEARS 

Property Tax 0.001653  $245,967   $4,919,345  

Sales Tax 0.60%  $841,859   $16,837,174  

Transient Room Tax 1.00% $22,078 $441,550 

Franchise Tax 6.00%  $74,446   $1,488,928  

Total  $1,184,350 $23,686,996 

  

The actual fiscal benefit to the City will likely be much higher, due to additional indirect and induced benefits. Positive economic impacts will be felt through business and living 
supplies purchased by the new businesses, employees and residents. It is also likely that additional development will be attracted to the area. This is commonly referred to as the 
“multiplier effect”, which was not an element of this study. 
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NODE 03: SYRACUSE SOUTH 
 
                                                FIGURE 5.14: NODE 3: SYRACUSE SOUTH 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LAND USE AND ZONING 
The southernmost Syracuse interchange is located within an area that is currently experiencing significant development activity. Six developments have either been recently 
completed or are anticipated. From 2010-21, the area has seen an annual population growth rate of 5.8%. With all this activity, only 39% of the node is categorized as area of short-
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term change and the remaining 61% will likely see no change. Many of the parcels within the area of short-term change are irregular in size and shape, which may require extra 
time and effort for land acquisition.  
 
Residential land uses dominate the area of analysis at 77.2%, with the remaining being commercial (9.6%), parks/agriculture (22.3%), and civic (4.0%). Zoning is split between 
residential (86.6%) and agriculture (13.2%). 
 
FIGURE 5.15: NODE 3: LAND USE AND ZONING 
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SUPPORTABLE DEVELOPMENT 
To evaluate future market supported development within Node 3, this analysis evaluated future projected needed square footage of, as outlined in the Market Demand pages of this 
study, expert opinion from regional developers and real estate brokers, market trends, and proximity of competitive and complimentary uses. Using these factors, this analysis 
provides estimates of supportable acreage, square footage, and residential units that have been identified as the highest and best use of land for this node. Approximately 23 acres 
have been identified for neighborhood type retail development, including a grocery store, 8 acres of neighborhood office development, and 58 acres of mixed residential development. 
Table 5.8 outlines the supported square feet and units of each use.   
 
TABLE 5.8: NODE 3: SUPPORTABLE DEVELOPMENT  

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
ILLUSTRATIONS OF SUPPORTABLE DEVELOPMENT TYPE 
Figure 5.17 shows the type of development envisioned for Node 3.  
 
FIGURE 5.17: ILLUSTRATION OF SUPPORTABLE DEVELOPMENT TYPE 

 
 
 
 

  

LAND USE ACREAGE SQUARE FEET/UNITS 

Neighborhood Retail            22.85             115,000  

Neighborhood Office              7.56               23,110  

Residential Units          58.05           851  

FIGURE 5.16: SYRACUSE SOUTH NODE USES

Neighborhood Retail
Centers

Neighborhood Office

Residential
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NODE DIAGRAM  
Figure 5.18 depicts a diagram view of Node 3. The diagram illustrates the proposed land uses, density, and transportation connectivity.     
 
                               FIGURE 5.18: NODE 3 - DIAGRAM 
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FISCAL BENEFIT ANALYSIS  
The supportable development will generate a significant fiscal benefit to Syracuse during the 20-year planning horizon (2023-2042). This analysis assumes the development outlined 
in Table 5.8 will materialize over a 15-year timeframe (2023-2037). If developed as outlined above, Node 3 could generate approximately $10.23 million in fiscal revenues for 
Syracuse City. Table 5.10 summaries the fiscal revenues for the City.    
 
5.9: NODE 3 DEVELOPMENT ASSUMPTIONS 

BUILDING TYPE  $/SQ. FT. OR UNIT BUILD OUT TAXABLE VALUE  CONSTRUCTION ABSORPTION POTENTIAL JOBS/RESIDENTS  

Retail $195.00  $22,425,000   2026, 2029  230 

Office $187.00  $4,321,586   2026  92 

Residential $250,000  $145,125,000   2023-2037  2,206 

 
5.10: SYRACUSE FISCAL REVENUES  

REVENUE TYPE  TAX RATES AVERAGE ANNUAL REVENUE TOTAL REVENUE – 20 YEARS 

Property Tax 0.001653  $176,849   $3,536,971  

Sales Tax 0.60%  $284,784   $5,695,679  

Franchise Tax 6.00%  $49,795   $995,895  

Total  $511,428 $10,228,544 

  

The actual fiscal benefit to the City will likely be much higher, due to additional indirect and induced benefits. Positive economic impacts will be felt through business and living 
supplies purchased by the new businesses, employees and residents. It is also likely that additional development will be attracted to the area. This is commonly referred to as the 
“multiplier effect”, which was not an element of this study. 
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NODE 04: LAYTON 
 
                                                FIGURE 5.19: NODE 4: LAYTON 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LAND USE AND ZONING 
The Layton node lies within the center of the West Davis Corridor. This area of analysis includes the newly planned for Layton Town Center and increased connectivity with the 
extensions of both 2700 West and Layton Parkway. The area is extremely fast growing as it has seen an annual population growth rate of 15%, and four new developments either 
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recently completed or are in-process. Even though the area is seeing a lot of activity, there is still about 66% of the node (504.6 acres) that is categorized as area of short-term 
change. The remaining 34% is either preserved or will not see any change during the study. 
 
The existing land use includes residential uses (90.3%), mixed use (7.0%), and parks/open space (2.6%). About 58.3% is zoned for agriculture, 23.3% for public spaces/mixed use 
town centers, 15.0% for residential, and 3.4% for commercial. 
 
FIGURE 5.20: NODE 4: LAND USE AND ZONING 
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SUPPORTABLE DEVELOPMENT 
To evaluate future market supported development within Node 4, this analysis evaluated future projected needed square footage of, as outlined in the Market Demand pages of this 
study, expert opinion from regional developers and real estate brokers, market trends, and proximity of competitive and complimentary uses. Using these factors, this analysis 
provides estimates of supportable acreage, square footage, and residential units that have been identified as the highest and best use of land for this node. Approximately 10 acres 
have been identified for neighborhood retail development, 4.59 acres of neighborhood office development, 210 acres of regional business park development, and 83 acres of 
residential development. Table 5.11 outlines the supported square feet and units of each use.   
 
TABLE 5.11: NODE 4: SUPPORTABLE DEVELOPMENT  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ILLUSTRATIONS OF SUPPORTABLE DEVELOPMENT TYPE 
Figure 5.22 shows the type of development envisioned for Node 4.  
 
FIGURE 5.22: ILLUSTRATION OF DEVELOPMENT TYPE 

 
 
 
 

  

LAND USE ACREAGE SQUARE FEET/UNITS 

Neighborhood Retail            10.00             95,000  

Neighborhood Office              4.59               25,000  

Regional Business Park 209.94                            3,321,160  

Residential Units          82.71           414  

FIGURE 5.21: LAYTON NODE USES

Neighborhood Retail

Neighborhood Office

Regional Business Park

Residential
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NODE DIAGRAM  
Figures 5.23 and 5.24 depict a diagram view and 3D rendering of Node 4. The diagram illustrates the proposed land uses, density, and transportation connectivity.     
 
                               FIGURE 5.23: NODE 4 - DIAGRAM 
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FIGURE 5.24: NODE 4 – 3D RENDERING 
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FISCAL BENEFIT ANALYSIS  
The supportable development will generate a significant fiscal benefit to Layton during the 20-year planning horizon (2023-2042). This analysis assumes the development outlined 
in Table 5.11 will materialize over a 17-year timeframe (2023-2039). If developed as outlined above, Node 4 could generate approximately $15.7 million in fiscal revenues for Layton 
City. Tables 5.13 summaries the fiscal revenues for the City.    
 
5.12: NODE 4 DEVELOPMENT ASSUMPTIONS 

BUILDING TYPE  $/SQ. FT. OR UNIT BUILD OUT TAXABLE VALUE  CONSTRUCTION ABSORPTION POTENTIAL JOBS/RESIDENTS  

Retail $195.00  $18,525,000   2026-2039  190 

Office $187.00  $69,145,307   2026-2039  100 

Business Park $125.00  $372,049,875   2026-2039  2,867 

Residential $250,000  $103,387,500   2023-2037  1,282 

 
5.13: LAYTON FISCAL REVENUES  

REVENUE TYPE  TAX RATES AVERAGE ANNUAL REVENUE TOTAL REVENUE – 20 YEARS 

Property Tax 0.001593  $437,294   $8,745,890  

Sales Tax 0.60%  $144,645   $2,892,896  

Franchise Tax 6.00%  $202161   $4,043,222  

Total  $784,100 $15,682,008 

 
The actual fiscal benefit to the City will likely be much higher, due to additional indirect and induced benefits. Positive economic impacts will be felt through business and living 
supplies purchased by the new businesses, employees and residents. It is also likely that additional development will be attracted to the area. This is commonly referred to as the 
“multiplier effect”, which was not an element of this study. 
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NODE 05: KAYSVILLE - LAYTON 
 
                                                   FIGURE 5.25: NODE 5: KAYSVILLE - LAYTON 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LAND USE AND ZONING 
The Kaysville-Layton node is located within a heavily established residential area that has seen a population growth rate of 5.2% and 6 new developments. Although a healthy 
population growth, the existing established developments leave only 37.5 acres (or 6.7%) for change. 254.9 acres are a part of the protected reserve, and another 263.4 are within 
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areas of permanence.  
 
The surrounding land use is 75.9% residential, 13.2 % parks/open space, 6.4% public/quasi-public use, 3.6% commercial, and 0.9% industrial. About 56.6% is zoned for agriculture 
and 27.9% for residential, 8.4% for commercial, and 7.1% for industrial.  
 
Despite most of the land already being preserved or developed, potential still exists for land swaps with the Nature Conservancy and for pockets of neighborhood commercial uses 
to support the existing neighborhoods. 
 
FIGURE 5.26: NODE 5: LAND USE AND ZONING 
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SUPPORTABLE DEVELOPMENT 
To evaluate future market supported development within Node 5, this analysis evaluated future projected needed square footage of, as outlined in the Market Demand pages of this 
study, expert opinion from regional developers and real estate brokers, market trends, and proximity of competitive and complimentary uses. Using these factors, this analysis 
provides estimates of supportable acreage, square footage, and residential units that have been identified as the highest and best use of land for this node. Approximately 4 acres 
have been identified for neighborhood type retail development, 9 acres of neighborhood office development, and 14 acres of mixed residential development. Table 5.14 outlines the 
supported square feet and units of each use.   
 
TABLE 5.14: NODE 5: SUPPORTABLE DEVELOPMENT  

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
ILLUSTRATIONS OF SUPPORTABLE DEVELOPMENT TYPE 
Figure 5.28 shows the type of development envisioned for Node 5.  
 
FIGURE 5.28: ILLUSTRATION OF SUPPORTABLE DEVELOPMENT TYPE 

 
 
 
 

  

LAND USE ACREAGE SQUARE FEET/UNITS 

Neighborhood Retail            4.05             15,000  

Neighborhood Office              8.94               65,000  

Residential Units          13.72  82           

FIGURE 5.27: KAYSVILLE - LAYTON NODE USES

Neighborhood Retail

Neighborhood Office

Residential
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NODE DIAGRAM  
Figure 5.29 depicts a diagram view of Node 5. The diagram illustrates the proposed land uses, density, and transportation connectivity.     
 
                                    FIGURE 5.29: NODE 5 - DIAGRAM 
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FISCAL BENEFIT ANALYSIS  
The supportable development will generate a fiscal benefit to Kaysville during the 20-year planning horizon (2023-2042). This analysis assumes the development outlined in Table 
5.14 will materialize over a 11-year timeframe (2023-2033). If developed as outlined above, Node 5 could generate approximately $1.93 million in fiscal revenues for Kaysville City. 
Table 5.16 summaries the fiscal revenues for the City.    
 
5.15: NODE 5 DEVELOPMENT ASSUMPTIONS 

BUILDING TYPE  $/SQ. FT. OR UNIT BUILD OUT TAXABLE VALUE  CONSTRUCTION ABSORPTION POTENTIAL JOBS/RESIDENTS  

Retail $195.00  $2,925,000   2027-2028  30 

Office $187.00  $12,155,000   2026-2029  260 

Residential $250,000  $20,580,000   2023-2033  296 

 
5.16: KAYSVILLE FISCAL REVENUES  

REVENUE TYPE  TAX RATES AVERAGE ANNUAL REVENUE TOTAL REVENUE – 20 YEARS 

Property Tax 0.001785  $47,586   $951,725  

Sales Tax 0.60%  $36,047   $720,942  

Franchise Tax 6.00%  $13,069   $261,367  

Total  $96,702 $1,934,033 

  

The actual fiscal benefit to the City will likely be much higher, due to additional indirect and induced benefits. Positive economic impacts will be felt through business and living 
supplies purchased by the new businesses, employees and residents. It is also likely that additional development will be attracted to the area. This is commonly referred to as the 
“multiplier effect”, which was not an element of this study. 
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NODE 06: KAYSVILLE - FARMINGTON 
 
                                               FIGURE 5.30: NODE 6: KAYSVILLE - FARMINGTON 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LAND USE AND ZONING 
The Kaysville-Farmington node is characterized by its established residential neighborhoods and the Davis County Sewer District. The area has an annual population growth rate 
of 6.2% and two developments that are either in-process or recently completed. About 314 acres of the node are within areas of permanence and 168.9 acres are designated as 
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protected or as wetlands, leaving only 47.4 acres for the areas of short-term change. 
 
The surrounding land use is 52.8% open space, 22.4 % residential, 22.1% utilities, 2.1% commercial, and 0.6% public/quasi-public use. About 16.7% is zoned for residential and 
83.3% for agriculture. Assets include well-established residential neighborhoods and the in-process frontage road extension that connects with 950 North. A constraint is the Sewer 
District owning a large portion of potentially developable land, which may bring some uncertainty to future developments. However, there may be opportunities for land swaps or 
development on Sewer District land later. 
 
FIGURE 5.31: NODE 6: LAND USE AND ZONING 
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SUPPORTABLE DEVELOPMENT 
To evaluate future market supported development within Node 6, this analysis evaluated future projected needed square footage of, as outlined in the Market Demand pages of this 
study, expert opinion from regional developers and real estate brokers, market trends, and proximity of competitive and complimentary uses. Using these factors, this analysis 
provides estimates of supportable acreage, square footage, and residential units that have been identified as the highest and best use of land for this node. Approximately 3 acres 
have been identified for neighborhood type retail development, 2 acres of neighborhood office development, and 12 acres of mixed residential development. Table 5.17 outlines the 
supported square feet and units of each use.   
 
TABLE 5.17: NODE 6: SUPPORTABLE DEVELOPMENT  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ILLUSTRATIONS OF SUPPORTABLE DEVELOPMENT TYPE 
Figure 5.33 shows the type of development envisioned for Node 6.  
 
FIGURE 5.33: ILLUSTRATION OF SUPPORTABLE DEVELOPMENT TYPE 

 
 
 
 

  

LAND USE ACREAGE SQUARE FEET/UNITS 

Neighborhood Retail            2.82             16,340  

Neighborhood Office              2.47               11,555  

Residential Units          11.67           47  

FIGURE 5.32: KAYSVILLE - FARMINGTON NODE USES

Neighborhood Retail

Neighborhood Office

Residential
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NODE DIAGRAM  
Figure 5.34 depicts a diagram view of Node 6. The diagram illustrates the proposed land uses, density, and transportation connectivity.     
 
                                       FIGURE 5.34: NODE 6 - DIAGRAM 
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FISCAL BENEFIT ANALYSIS  
The supportable development will generate a fiscal benefit to Kaysville during the 20-year planning horizon (2023-2042). This analysis assumes the development outlined in Table 
5.17 will materialize over a 10-year timeframe (2025-2034). If developed as outlined above, Node 6 could generate approximately $1.30 million in fiscal revenues for Kaysville City. 
Table 5.16 summaries the fiscal revenues for the City.    
 
5.18: NODE 6 DEVELOPMENT ASSUMPTIONS 

BUILDING TYPE  $/SQ. FT. OR UNIT BUILD OUT TAXABLE VALUE  CONSTRUCTION ABSORPTION POTENTIAL JOBS/RESIDENTS  

Retail $195.00  $3,186,300   2027, 2029  33 

Office $187.00  $2,160,785   2027, 2029  46 

Residential $250,000  $11,670,000   2025-2034  168 

 
5.19: KAYSVILLE FISCAL REVENUES  

REVENUE TYPE  TAX RATES AVERAGE ANNUAL REVENUE TOTAL REVENUE – 20 YEARS 

Property Tax 0.001785  $21,219  $424,386  

Sales Tax 0.60%  $38,201   $764,028  

Franchise Tax 6.00%  $5,696   $113,923  

Total  $65,116 $1,302,337 

  

The actual fiscal benefit to the City will likely be much higher, due to additional indirect and induced benefits. Positive economic impacts will be felt through business and living 
supplies purchased by the new businesses, employees and residents. It is also likely that additional development will be attracted to the area. This is commonly referred to as the 
“multiplier effect”, which was not an element of this study. 
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NODE 07: FARMINGTON SOUTH 
 
                                                FIGURE 5.35: NODE 7: FARMINGTON SOUTH 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LAND USE AND ZONING 
The South Farmington node is a potential node that may be developed during a later phase once traffic patterns justify the need for the interchange. This node is the southernmost 
node and would be the first interchange connecting the existing corridor to the new. The area is characterized by several new fast-growing residential developments, agricultural 
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lands, and the Farmington Bay Waterfowl Management Area. The node has seen an annual population growth rate of 5.3% and have two in-process developments. The node 
presents opportunities for change, as 403.5 acres have been categorized as areas of short-term change. Another 155.6 acres are protected and classified as wetlands. The remaining 
122.8 acres are within areas of permanence.   
The surrounding land use is 34.1 % resources and rural development, 29.7 % development reserve, and 36% is not within municipal boundaries. About 54% is zoned for agricultural 
residential and 9.5% for agriculture.  
 
Assets include the extensive area for development, as well as the opportunity for the potential acquisition of Davis County parcels. This interchange is not yet established, but as 
the usership increases, this interchange may have more opportunities for development and planning. In addition, there may be constraints and impacts to the existing agricultural 
land and Farmington Bay Waterfowl Management Area. 
 
FIGURE 5.36: NODE 7: LAND USE AND ZONING 
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SUPPORTABLE DEVELOPMENT 
To evaluate future market supported development within Node 7, this analysis evaluated future projected needed square footage of, as outlined in the Market Demand pages of this 
study, expert opinion from regional developers and real estate brokers, market trends, and proximity of competitive and complimentary uses. Using these factors, this analysis 
provides estimates of supportable acreage, square footage, and residential units that have been identified as the highest and best use of land for this node. Approximately 4 acres 
have been identified for neighborhood retail development, 5 acres of neighborhood office development, 31 acres of industrial flex space development, and 79 acres of residential 
development. Table 5.20 outlines the supported square feet and units of each use.   
 
TABLE 5.20: NODE 7: SUPPORTABLE DEVELOPMENT  

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
ILLUSTRATIONS OF SUPPORTABLE DEVELOPMENT TYPE 
Figure 5.38 shows the type of development envisioned for Node 7.  
 
FIGURE 5.38: ILLUSTRATION OF DEVELOPMENT TYPE 

 
 
 
 

  

LAND USE ACREAGE SQUARE FEET/UNITS 

Neighborhood Retail            4.35             27,234  

Neighborhood Office              4.85               46,220  

Industrial Flex Space 30.63                            372,050  

Residential Units          78.58           314  

FIGURE 5.37: FARMINGTON SOUTH NODE USES

Neighborhood Retail

Neighborhood Office

Industrial/Flex

Residential
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NODE DIAGRAM  
Figures 5.39 depict a diagram view of Node 7. The diagram illustrates the proposed land uses, density, and transportation connectivity.     
 
                                 FIGURE 5.39: NODE 7 - DIAGRAM 
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FISCAL BENEFIT ANALYSIS  
The supportable development will generate a significant fiscal benefit to Farmington during the 20-year planning horizon (2023-2042). This analysis assumes the development 
outlined in Table 5.20 will materialize over a 16-year timeframe (2023-2038). If developed as outlined above, Node 7 could generate approximately $4.46 million in fiscal revenues 
for Farmington City. Tables 5.22 summaries the fiscal revenues for the City.    
 
5.21: NODE 7 DEVELOPMENT ASSUMPTIONS 

BUILDING TYPE  $/SQ. FT. OR UNIT BUILD OUT TAXABLE VALUE  CONSTRUCTION ABSORPTION POTENTIAL JOBS/RESIDENTS  

Retail $195.00  $5,310,630   2025-2038 54 

Office $187.00  $8,643,140   2025-2038  184 

Industrial Flex $125.00  $46,506,250   2023-2037  186 

Residential $250,000  $78,580,000   2023-2037  1,068 

 
5.22: FARMINGTON FISCAL REVENUES  

REVENUE TYPE  TAX RATES AVERAGE ANNUAL REVENUE TOTAL REVENUE – 20 YEARS 

Property Tax 0.001607  $129,644   $2,592,874  

Sales Tax 0.50%  $45,475   $909,499  

Franchise Tax 6.00%  $48,124   $962,494  

Total  $223,243 $4,464,867 

 
The actual fiscal benefit to the City will likely be much higher, due to additional indirect and induced benefits. Positive economic impacts will be felt through business and living 
supplies purchased by the new businesses, employees and residents. It is also likely that additional development will be attracted to the area. This is commonly referred to as the 
“multiplier effect”, which was not an element of this study. 
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SECTION 6: FUNDING ANALYSIS 
 
Various tools and incentives are available to help achieve economic development goals. Below is a brief description of several resources available to the WDC Entities. 
 
Redevelopment Areas – Tax Increment Financing 
Tax increment financing ("TIF") is the most widely used tool for economic development in the State of Utah. The creation of CRAs, or historically URA, EDA, or CDAs, provides a 
source of financing redevelopment through the creation of tax increment. Redevelopment agencies negotiate with taxing entities to share a portion of the property tax generated by 
new development in a particular area for a specific time. However, in the 2022 Utah Legislative Session, the CRA Code was amended to make providing TIF or other revenues to 
retail development more challenging. 
 
Tax Increment Revenue Bonds 
Tax Increment Revenue Bonds allow redevelopment agencies to pledge tax increment funds to repay the debt service. The projected tax increment is often discounted by the bond 
market, as the tax increment is the only source to repay the bonds, and project areas have little to no tax increment at the beginning of a new project. These bonds are generally 
more difficult to sell due to the repayment risk. 
 
Industrial Development Bonds 
Industrial Development Bonds have a $10 million cap per issue for small manufacturing facilities and a $150 million total annual state allocation cap. These bonds have strict 
regulations regarding eligible business types; a qualified 501(c)(3) can use them for a wider variety of projects. For credit-worthy borrowers, this can result in a reduction in the 
interest rate of up to 2.00 per annum, which can be millions of dollars of savings during a 10-20 year financed capital improvement. 
 
Revolving Loan Funds and Grants 
A revolving loan fund is a source of money from which loans are made for small business development projects. A loan is made to a business, and funds become available for future 
loans to other businesses as repayments are made. This tool is mainly used to finance local, expanding, or small businesses within the community.   
 
The funds used to create a loan fund may have rules governing the program design. For example, the Department of Housing and Urban Development has specified rules for 
Community Development Block Grants. Matching grants or revolving loan funds have been very successful in various communities throughout Utah. Dilapidated areas within the 
city may benefit from creating a revolving loan fund that would encourage the upgrade of facades and other building renovations. Most businesses see increased traffic from 
improvements to their properties.   
 
Community Development Block Grants 
Community Development Block Grants can be used to develop parts of the community that qualify as low- and moderate-income areas. These funds may also be used for projects 
that remove impediments of access for the elderly and the disabled. 
 
Business Improvement Districts 
A business improvement district (BID) is a public-private partnership allowing additional taxes to be collected from businesses within a designated area. The taxes generated by a 
BID are used for public improvements based on the concept that well-maintained public spaces will increase commerce. Non-profit corporations created by the district manage BIDs. 
BIDs allow businesses to share the costs to increase business activity within the community through joint ventures, including 1) joint marketing, 2) ad campaigns, 3) events in the 
district area and 4) planning for parking and facility improvements. The city may contribute by facilitating meetings at municipal buildings, advertising on municipal websites, etc. 
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Sales Tax Incentives 
For strong destination retail anchors, the WDC Entities may offer a sales tax incentive for a period of time. These incentives should be considered on a case-by-case basis. This 
should only be considered for a major tax-generating retailer or to retain a current major tax-generating business. As discussed in the TIF description above, the current State Code 
only allows limited sales tax incentives through redevelopment agencies for specific uses, as outlined in 11-41-103. 
 
Special Assessment Bonds 
Special Assessment Bonds allow a governmental entity to designate a specific area that will benefit from public improvements and levy a special assessment, like a tax lien, to 
finance the public improvements. This assessment is then used to repay the debt service. Usually, only the property owners receiving the benefit from the improvements are 
assessed for the costs. 
 
Special Assessment Bonds may not be created if 50 percent or more of those liable for the assessment payment protest its creation. These bonds usually have a higher interest 
rate than the other bonds discussed in this section. The issuer must own all improvements, and repayment cannot exceed twenty years. The main advantage of these bonds is: 1) 
no bond election is required, 2) only benefited owners pay for the improvements, and 3) limited risk to the city. 
 
Municipal Building Authority Lease Revenue Bonds (“MBA”) 
Cities, counties, and school districts are allowed to create a non-profit organization solely to acquire, construct, improve, and finance the cost of a project on behalf of a public body 
that created it. Normally, MBA bonds are used to construct municipal buildings. However, MBA bonds have also been used to finance parks and recreation facilities. The legal 
limitation on MBA bonds issued is 40 years. 
 
Sales Tax Revenue Bonds 
Sales tax revenues can be utilized as a sole pledge to repay debt. These bonds do not require a bond election and are often used for acquiring and constructing any capital facility 
owned by the issuing entity. The bond market usually requires a higher debt service ratio of at least two or three times the revenue to debt. 
 
Public Infrastructure District 
A Public Infrastructure District ("PID") may issue debt to finance public infrastructure. This funding mechanism is an alternative to traditional special assessment bonds. Rather than 
the entity (city or county), the district issues the debt. The formation of a District requires 100 percent consent of property owners and voters within the PID boundary. Repayment 
of the debt comes solely from a limited property tax or assessment imposed by the PID. 
 
Public/Private Partnerships 
A common development tool involves public/private partnerships. Sometimes, these relationships can lead to funding sources through grants, donations, or sponsorships. 
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KAYSVILLE CITY COUNCIL 
October 6, 2022 

Minutes of a regular Kaysville City Council meeting held on October 6, 2022 at 7:00 p.m. in the 
Council Chambers in Kaysville City Hall at 23 East Center Street, Kaysville, UT. 

Council Members present:  Mayor Tamara Tran, Council Member John Swan Adams, Council 
Member Mike Blackham, Council Member Abbigayle Hunt, Council Member Nate Jackson and 
Council Member Perry Oaks 

Others Present:   City Manager Shayne Scott, City Attorney Nic Mills, City Recorder Annemarie 
Plaizier, Community Development Director Melinda Greenwood, Information Systems Manager 
Ryan Judd, Fire Chief Paul Erickson, Parks and Recreation Director Cole Stephens, POP Officer 
Lexi Benson, Officer Mason Flint, Public Works Director Josh Belnap, Phil Holland, Jerry 
Goodspeed, T(illegible) Wilson, Kim Johnson, Mike Lyon, Lauri Storey 

OPENING 

Council Member Hunt opened the meeting with a thought and led the audience in the pledge of
allegiance.

CALL TO THE PUBLIC

Nothing was brought under this item. 

PRESENTATIONS AND AWARDS

FIRE PREVENTION WEEK PROCLAMATION

Fire Chief Paul Erickson read a Proclamation declaring October 9 – 15, 2022 as Fire Prevention 
Week in Kaysville City and encouraged residents to take important actions to keep themselves and 
those around them safe from home fires.  

USU BOTANICAL CENTER UPDATE 

Jerry Goodspeed, USU Botanical Center Director, gave an update on their Agricultural Heritage 
Center that is currently under construction.  Mr. Goodspeed thanked the city for their generous 
donation of recycled asphalt materials and pipes, which helped them with their budget for the 
project.  The footings of the building were just recently poured, and they plan to have the building 
enclosed by the end of the year.  They are scheduled to have the building completely done by the 
end of May 2023.  They plan to hold the Davis Heritage Festival on this site in August 2023, and 
they will continue to hold the Davis Heritage Festival here annually.  They will be able to hold 
equestrian and other events here.  We don’t want people to forget about our agricultural heritage. 
Photos will be hung inside of the center showing Davis County’s agricultural heritage.  Mr. 
Goodspeed thanked the city for their help and support with their events and encouraged residents 
take a tour of their facilities and become a member of their Botanical Center. 
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Mayor Tran thanked Mr. Goodspeed for reaching out to the residents to the north of their property 
to let them know about the construction of the Center.   
 
DECLARATION OF ANY CONFLICTS OF INTEREST 
 
No conflicts were disclosed. 
 
CONSENT ITEMS 
 
Council Member Oaks made a motion to approve the following consent items: 

a. Approval of Minutes of September 1, 2022. 
b. Approval of Minutes of September 15, 2022. 
c. A Resolution appointing a Land-Use Administrative Law Judge. 
d. Acceptance of a Consultant for Engineering and Design Services for Trappers Field 

Park. 
e. A Resolution authorizing an Agreement to construct the Connector Road Project. 
f. Approval of Connector Road Construction Management, Public Involvement and 

Quality Assurance Support. 
The motion was seconded by Council Member Hunt. 
 
The vote on the motion was as follows: 
 
Council Member Oaks, yea 
Council Member Blackham, yea  
Council Member Adams, yea 
Council Member Hunt, yea 
Council Member Jackson, yea 
 
The motion passed unanimously. 
 
ACTION ITEMS 
 
RAMP COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2023 
 
Parks and Recreation Director Cole Stephens explained that on March 3, 2022, the RAMP 
Advisory Committee was created to review grant applications and make recommendations to the 
City Council on expending collected RAMP funds.  In the Fiscal Year 2023 budget, the City 
Council approved an overall total of $300,000 in RAMP expenditures.  How those funds are spent 
was not included at that time.  The Committee met in the late spring to establish the grant 
application guidelines and the 2022 Grant Application window was set from June 15, 2022 to 
August 31, 2022.  On September 8, 2022, the RAMP Committee met to review, discuss and 
forward a recommendation to the City Council for the Fiscal Year 2023 year.  That 
recommendation, which was unanimous, from the Committee is now being presented to the 
Council for approval.  In the following years, the RAMP application process and recommendations 
will coincide with the normal budget process.  For the Fiscal Year 2024 RAMP grant application 
process, the application window will be January thru February, and the Committee’s 
recommendations will be included in the City Council budget process.  
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Mayor Tran opened the meeting for public comment for this item. 
 
There were no comments or questions from the public.  Mayor Tran closed the public comment 
for this item. 
 
Cole Stephens commented that each project receiving RAMP funding will be required to display 
one of the city’s RAMP logos somewhere on their final project.  We want people to be able to see 
which projects are being built from RAMP funds. 
 
Council Member Blackham made a motion to approve the Funding for Fiscal Year 2023 RAMP 
Projects as recommended by the RAMP Advisory Board, seconded by Council Member Oaks.  
 
The vote on the motion was as follows: 
 
Council Member Blackham, yea  
Council Member Adams, yea 
Council Member Hunt, yea 
Council Member Jackson, yea 
Council Member Oaks, yea 
 
The motion passed unanimously. 
 
REQUEST TO REZONE 5.27 ACRES OF PROPERTY AT 67 NORTH ANGEL STREET 
FROM A-1 (LIGHT AGRICULTURAL) TO THE R-1-14 (SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL) 
DISTRICT – THE HOLLAND GROUP 
 
Community Development Director Melinda Greenwood explained that the applicant, The Holland 
Group, is requesting a rezone of the property at 67 North Angel Street from A-1 (Light 
Agricultural) to the R-1-14 (Single Family Residential) zoning district.  There is currently one 
existing single-family home on the property, and the proposed change in zone could allow for the 
construction of up to sixteen dwelling units if all zoning requirements and subdivision 
requirements are met.  The applicant has submitted a concept drawing showing ten lots.  The 
proposed rezone is consistent with the 2022 General Plan and would provide more diverse housing 
options in this area.  On September 8, 2022, the Planning Commission held a public hearing and 
voted 6-1 to recommend approval of the rezone request.  During the public hearing, comments 
received included concerns about irrigation water, not wanting a road to come from Angel Street, 
and keeping an agricultural feel.  Staff also received an email from an individual who owns the 
adjacent property who expressed support of the rezone as long as his property’s zoning was not 
impacted.  They also expressed concerns about not having a flag lot or having fees assessed to pay 
for sidewalk.  Staff is recommending approval of the rezone request based on the recommendation 
from the Planning Commission, and the 2022 General Plan calling for this property to be single-
family residential. 
 
Mayor Tran opened the meeting for public comment for this item. 
 
There were no comments or questions from the public.  Mayor Tran closed the public comment 
for this item. 
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Council Member Hunt asked about the water easement on the property. 
 
Phil Holland, with The Holland Group, said that because of the layout of the property, it won’t be 
beneficial to the development and would likely be sold to an adjacent property owner. 
 
Council Member Adams commented that the existing residents should not have to deal with a lot 
more backyards being adjacent to their properties and hopes that this development be built as 
shown in the concept drawing. 
 
Phil Holland responded that he does not anticipate building something different from what is 
depicted in the concept drawing.  However, since this is just a rezone request being considered, 
there has been no official review of a subdivision plat.  The layout may need to be adjusted based 
on subdivision plat review.  Mr. Holland said that his intent is not to maximize density here because 
the homes they build would not fit onto smaller lots.  
 
Council Member Jackson asked about the concern about a road being built to take access onto 
Angel Street.  
 
Phil Holland responded that there was some concern that the strip of land where the water line 
easement is located would be made into a roadway.  That strip of property is not wide enough to 
build a road.  There has also been some concern that this development would land lack the 
undeveloped land to the north.  This is something that will need to be discussed further with the 
city engineer and public works. 
 
Council Member Adams asked about stipulating that not more than twelve lots could be created 
on this property. 
 
Phil Holland said the frontage requirements of the R-1-14 zone makes it impossible to be able to 
fit more than eleven lots on the property. 
 
Council Member Adams made a motion to approve the request to rezone 5.27 acres of property at 
67 North Angel Street from A-1 (Light Agricultural) to the R-1-14 (Single Family Residential) 
district for The Holland Group.  The motion was seconded by Council Member Jackson. 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
The vote on the motion was as follows: 
 
Council Member Adams, yea 
Council Member Hunt, yea 
Council Member Jackson, yea 
Council Member Oaks, yea 
Council Member Blackham, yea  
 
The motion passed unanimously. 
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AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTION 17-13-4 OF THE KAYSVILLE CITY CODE 
REGARDING CONDITIONAL USES IN THE R-D (DIVERSE RESIDENTIAL) ZONING 
DISTRICT 
 
Community Development Director Melinda Greenwood explained that their office had recently 
received an application for multifamily dwellings within the R-D (Diverse Residential) zoning 
district and there was some confusion as to the interpretation of conditional uses related to 
multifamily dwellings within that zoning district.  As a result, Staff is proposing a text amendment 
to remove the confusing paragraph.  Staff feels that this will ensure multifamily dwellings not be 
approved in the R-D district and will eliminate issues with the interpretation of the confusing code.  
The Planning Commission held a public hearing on September 22, 2022 and only received one 
question from a resident in regards to the intent of the text amendment.  The Planning Commission 
voted unanimously to recommend approval. 
 
Mayor Tran opened the meeting for public comment for this item. 
 
There were no comments or questions from the public.  Mayor Tran closed the public comment 
for this item. 
 
Council Member Blackham made a motion to approve an Ordinance amending Section 17-13-4 of 
the Kaysville City Code regarding conditional uses in the R-D (Diverse Residential) zoning 
district, seconded by Council Member Oaks.  
 
The vote on the motion was as follows: 
 
Council Member Hunt, yea 
Council Member Jackson, yea 
Council Member Oaks, yea 
Council Member Blackham, yea  
Council Member Adams, yea 
 
The motion passed unanimously. 
 
WORK ITEMS 
 
AMENDMENT TO KAYSVILLE CITY’S PET ORDINANCE AS RECOMMENDED BY 
DAVIS COUNTY ANIMAL CARE 
 
City Manager Shayne Scott explained that as the Davis County Animal Care Department 
transitions to completely taking over animal care and control services from cities within the county, 
they have asked all of the cities to be consistent in how many pets are allowed within homes 
throughout the county.  This will allow their enforcement division to be consistent, regardless of 
where within the county they are called to respond.  They are also making this recommendation 
based on their expertise as animal control professionals.  Their recommendation does not differ 
much from the city’s current ordinance as outlined in Section 15-3-6 of the Kaysville City Code.  
The first difference is that the proposed ordinance increases the number of dogs allowed from two 
to three, and allows for a fourth if permitted by the animal care director.  The second difference is 
that the proposed ordinance allows for exceptions to the animal cap by allowing service animals 
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and governmental animals (e.g., a police K9).  These changes would provide some flexibility for 
residents who desire to own several animals while giving the animal control officers some clear 
policy direction.  
 
Council Member Blackham commented that allowing for four dogs seems like a lot.   
 
Shayne Scott responded that in order for someone to have four dogs, they would have to go through 
an application and vetting process through the County.  
 
Council Member Jackson asked how the County currently contracts with the city. 
 
Shayne Scott responded that currently the city contracts with the County for them to provide 
animal control services, and the County bills the city for their services.  In the future, they would 
no longer bill the city, but would raise taxes to cover their costs.  The residents likely will not see 
a difference in cost; instead of paying that tax towards the city, it would be directed to the county. 
 
Council Member Jackson suggested that Staff speak with other cities to get their thoughts on this 
proposed amendment.  
 
Council Member Oaks made a motion to move the amendment of Kaysville City’s pet ordinance 
as recommended by Davis County Animal Care to an Action Item.  The motion was seconded by 
Council Member Jackson. 
 
The vote on the motion was as follows: 
 
Council Member Jackson, yea 
Council Member Oaks, yea 
Council Member Blackham, yea  
Council Member Adams, yea 
Council Member Hunt, yea 
 
The motion passed unanimously. 
 
AMENDMENT TO THE RULES OF PROCEDURE AND ORDER FOR COUNCIL 
MEETINGS 
 
City Attorney Nic Mills explained that in recent Council meeting, the Council directed Staff to 
make some changes to the Rules of Procedure and Order for Council Meetings to alter the 
prescribed parliamentary rules for entertaining items on the agenda.  Specifically, to allow for 
discussion prior to a motion.  
 
Council Member Jackson made a motion to move the amendment of the Rules of Procedure and 
Order for Council meetings to an action item.  The motion was seconded by Council Member 
Blackham.  
 
The vote on the motion was as follows: 
 
Council Member Oaks, yea 
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Council Member Blackham, yea  
Council Member Adams, yea 
Council Member Hunt, yea 
Council Member Jackson, yea 
 
The motion passed unanimously. 
 
COUNCIL MEMBER REPORTS 
 
Council Member Jackson commented that Mayor Tran was selected to continue serving on the 
Utah League of Cities and Towns Board.  It is a competitive process with other Mayors within the 
state to get onto the Board.  This will allow us an opportunity to have somewhat of a voice at the 
state level.  
 
Mayor Tran added that the City Council had been attending the Utah League of Cities and Towns 
Conference that week. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
Council Member Blackham made a motion to adjourn the City Council meeting at 8:00 p.m., 
seconded by Council Member Adams and passed unanimously. 



 
 

CITY COUNCIL STAFF REPORT  
 
 

 
Council Options:  Approve or reject 

  
Recommendation:  Approve 

 
Fiscal Impact & Fund Source for Recommended Action:  This project has no fiscal impact. 

Attachments:   None 
 

COUNCIL MEETING DATE:  October 20, 2022 
 
TYPE OF ITEM:  Consent 
 
SUBJECT/AGENDA TITLE:  Historic Preservation Committee Member Appointment 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:  
 
Recently a seat on the Kaysville City Historic Preservation Committee became vacant and needed to be 
filled by a resident of the city.  
 
After an application and interview process, the mayor has selected Nephi Harvey to serve as a member 
of the Historic Preservation Committee and is seeking the consent of the City Council. 
 
Details and responsibilities of the Historic Preservation Committee are found in Chapter 4-9 of the 
Kaysville City Ordinance. 
 
The terms of each member of the Commission, with the exception of the Mayor and City Council 
member, shall be for four (4) years.  

https://kaysville.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=code#name=Chapter_9_Historic_Preservation_Committee


 
 
 
 
 
 

CITY COUNCIL STAFF REPORT  

 

     
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 
 
This item appears at the request of the Davis County Animal Control Department. As they transition to 
completely taking over this service from cities, they are asking all cities to be consistent in how many 
pets are allowed in homes in each city in Davis County. This will allow their enforcement division to be 
consistent, regardless of where in the county they are called and respond. They also made this 
recommendation based on their expertise as animal control professionals.  
 
This recommendation does not differ much from the current Kaysville City Ordinance (Kaysville City 
Code 15-3-6). The first difference is that this ordinance regulates both dogs and cats.  Our current 
ordinance only regulates the number of dogs.  Second, the ordinance increases the number of dogs 
allowed from two to three and allows for a fourth if permitted by the animal care director.  Finally, the 
ordinance allows for exceptions to the animal cap by allowing service animals and governmental animals 
(e.g., a police K9).  These changes would provide some flexibility for residents who desire to own several 
animals while giving the animal control officers some clear policy direction.  

 

Council Options: 1) Adopt this Ordinance Change as presented; 2) Adopt this Ordinance with any 
modifications that the Council deems appropriate; 3) Decline to Adopt this item and remand to staff with 
further direction.  
 
Recommended Options: Adopt this Ordinance as presented. 
 
Fiscal impact & Fund Source for Recommended Action: Not Applicable. 

Attachments:  
1. Proposed Changes to Pet limits in Kaysville 
2. Ordinance Change 

 

COUNCIL MEETING DATE: October 20, 2022 
 
TYPE OF ITEM: WORK  
 
PRESENTED BY:  Shayne Scott 
 
SUBJECT/AGENDA TITLE: An Ordinance Amending the Kaysville City’s Pet 
Ordinance as recommended by the Davis County Animal Care Department 
 
    
 



Section 6.12.060 Number Of Dogs And Cats Per Residence 
No person or persons at any one (1) residence within the jurisdiction of this title shall at any one 
(1) time own, harbor, license, or maintain more than three (3) cats and dogs in any combination. 
A person may only own, harbor, license, or maintain three (3) dogs if one of the dogs has been 
acquired from a legitimate animal shelter, as the term "animal shelter" is defined in the Utah 
Animal Welfare Act. The Animal Control Division may issue a permit to owners of Dogs and 
Cats to keep up to four Dogs or Cats (but not more than four Household Pets) in a residential 
area. 
 
Section X   Exemptions for number of dogs and cats per residence: 
The provisions of Section 6.12.060 shall not apply to the following: 

a. Under the provisions of Section 10-8-65, Utah Code Annotated, a person may keep 
a service animal, a retired service animal, or both in addition to that limit. See 
“service animal” as defined in 06.04.010 (AB) Definitions. A exemption shall be 
issued for such dog upon the filing of an affidavit with the county showing that the 
dog qualifies for exemption; 

b. Dogs especially trained to assist officials of governmental agencies in the 
performance of their duties, and which are owned or maintained by such agencies. A 
exemption shall be issued for such dog upon the filing of an affidavit with the county 
showing that the dog qualifies for exemption. 

 
(Ord. No. 8-2011, § 3, Amended 12/20/2011; Ord. 7-1992 § 3.06) 
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Annual Additional Dog Permit.

1. Application. An application to request up to one (1) dog in addition to the three (3) dogs
allowed by this Chapter (for a total number of dogs not to exceed four (4)) shall be made to
Animal Care of Davis County. The application must be accompanied by the following:

(a) the annual non-refundable fee for the additional dog permit;
(b) the name, address, and other contact information for the owner of each dog and for the
property on which the dog(s) will be kept
(c) identification of each dog in the household (their breed(s), name, microchip number and
license number);
(d) verification of spaying or neutering for all dogs in the household;
(e) verification of microchipping for all dogs in the household;
(f) verification of Davis County licensing for all dogs in the household;
(g) a depiction of the outside area showing all fencing, kennel(s), and dog run(s) which are
capable of confining up to four (4) total dogs;

2. Annual Permit. The additional dog permit allowed by this Chapter shall be for a term of one
(1) calendar year and shall expire annually at midnight December 31 of each year.

3. Fee. A fee established by the Commission shall be charged for each additional dog permit
allowed by this Chapter. Such fee shall be annual, nonrefundable, and not prorated.

4. Inspection. Prior to consideration of the additional dog permit, the location where the
additionaldog shall be kept will be inspected by a Animal Care of Davis County officer who will
verify that the planned location for the additional dog is sanitary, safe, and that escape or
nuisance is not likely.

5. Notice of violations and citations. Prior to consideration of the additional dog permit, Animal
Care of Davis County staff will look for any issued violations or citations from Animal Care of
Davis County in the past one (1) calendar year to the dog owner or in regards to any of the dogs
on the premises.

6. Standards for Permit Approval. Upon receipt of the permit fee and a complete
application, and following an inspection, no violations or citations in the past one (1) calendar
year, a permit may be issued where approval of the permit is not reasonably likely to create a
public nuisance.

7. When an Animal Control Officer certifies in writing that there is an immediate danger to life or
health of a person because of an additional dog, the application or permit may be immediately
and summarily denied or revoked. Under such conditions, notice of such denial or revocation
will be given in writing as soon as practicable.

8. Grounds for Denial. Permits may be denied due to the following reasons:
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a. Lack of evidence of spay or neutering
b. Lack of evidence of microchipping
c. Did not pass the inspection
d. A notice of violation or citation has been issued from our department in the last

one (1) calendar year.

Permit Denial or Revocation. Prior to the denial or revocation of the additional dog
permit, the County shall provide written notice of the denial or revocation to the applicant or
owner. Such written notice shall be sent by mail or hand delivery to the address
provided in the application. The written notice shall state the reason(s) for such
revocation or denial and shall state that such applicant or owner may appeal the
decision to the Animal Care Director, as provided herein. Notice of
denial or revocation is effective on the date the notice is placed in the mailbox maintained
by the U.S. Postal Service, or is hand delivered to the applicant. Failure by the County to give
notice as provided in this Chapter, shall not establish a right to the additional dog permit under
this Chapter.



ORDINANCE NO. _____ 
 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING TITLE 15, CHAPTER 3, 
SECTION 6 OF THE KAYSVILLE CITY CODE REGARDING 
THE NUMBER OF DOGS AND CATS ALLOWED IN THE 
CITY AND PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE 

 
 WHEREAS, Kaysville City has a long standing relationship where Davis County 
provides animal care and control for the City; and  
 

WHEREAS, the County Animal Control Department works with most of the 
municipalities throughout the County; and 
 

WHEREAS, the County has asked the City (and sister cities throughout the County) to 
amend its code so that there is continuity throughout the County; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Kaysville City Council has determined that amending its Animal codes 
to favor county-wide continuity advances the public health, safety, and well-being of Kaysville 
City. 

 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF 
KAYSVILLE CITY, UTAH: 
 

SECTION One:  Repealer.  If any provisions of the City’s Code previously adopted are 
inconsistent herewith they are hereby repealed. 

 Section Two: Amendment.  Title 15, Chapter 3, section 6 shall be amended to read as 
follows: 

15-3-6 Number Of Dogs And Cats Per Residence 

No person or persons at any one (1) residence within the jurisdiction of this title shall at any one 
(1) time own, harbor, license, or maintain more than three (3) cats and dogs in any combination. 
The Animal Control Division may issue a permit to owners of Dogs and Cats to keep up to four 
Dogs or Cats (but not more than four Household Pets) in a residential area. 

1.  Exemptions for number of dogs and cats per residence: 
a. Under the provisions of Section 10-8-65, Utah Code Annotated, a person may keep a 

service animal, a retired service animal, or both in addition to that limit. See “service 
animal” as defined in 06.04.010 (AB) Definitions. A exemption shall be issued for 
such dog upon the filing of an affidavit with the county showing that the dog qualifies 
for exemption; 

b. Dogs especially trained to assist officials of governmental agencies in the 
performance of their duties, and which are owned or maintained by such agencies. A 



exemption shall be issued for such dog upon the filing of an affidavit with the county 
showing that the dog qualifies for exemption. 

 
SECTION III:  Severability.  If any section, subsection, sentence, clause or phrase of this 

ordinance is declared invalid or unconstitutional by a court of competent jurisdiction, said portion 
shall be severed and such declaration shall not affect the validity of the remainder of this ordinance. 

SECTION IV:  Effective Date.  This Ordinance shall become effective shall become 
effective 20 days after publication or posting, or 30 days after final passage by the governing body, 
whichever is sooner. 
 
 PASSED AND ADOPTED this 20th day of October, 2022. 
 
 
       KAYSVILLE CITY, 
       A Municipal Corporation 
 
 
       ____________________________________ 
       Tamara Tran, Mayor 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
_______________________________________ 
Annemarie Plaizier, City Recorder 
 
  
 



 
 
 
 
 
 

CITY COUNCIL STAFF REPORT  

 

     
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 
 
This item appears at the request of the council during the last meeting.  This amendment alters 
the prescribed parliamentary rules for entertaining items on the agenda.  Specifically, it allows 
for discussion prior to a motion. 

 

Council Options: 1) Approve the Resolution amending the Kaysville City Rules of Procedure and Order; 2) 
Approve the Resolution with any modifications that the Council deems appropriate; 3) Decline to adopt the 
Resolution and remand to staff with further direction.  
 
Recommended Options: Move the item to an action item so that it can be approved at the next meeting. 
 
Fiscal impact & Fund Source for Recommended Action: Not Applicable. 

Attachments:  
1. Proposed Resolution 
2. Proposed Kaysville City Rules of Procedure and Order with “redline” amendments. 

 

COUNCIL MEETING DATE: October 20, 2022 
 
TYPE OF ITEM: Action 
 
PRESENTED BY:  Nic Mills 
 
SUBJECT/AGENDA TITLE: Amending the Kaysville City Rules of Procedure 
and Order 
 
    
 



RESOLUTION 22-XX-XX 
 
 AMENDING THE KAYSVILLE CITY RULES OF PROCEDURE TO 

ALLOW DISCUSSION PRIOR TO A MOTION BEING MADE  
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council desires to amend its Rules of Procedure to allow for discussion before 
a motion to be made; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the amendments are reflected on the accompanying document which is attached hereto 
and incorporated herein by this reference; and 
 
 WHEREAS, this change would benefit the City Council discussion. 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF KAYSVILLE, 
UTAH: 
  
 1.  The Kaysville City Rules of Procedure are amended as outlined in the attached document.  This 
change allows the Council to discuss the applicable agenda item prior to the item being moved.  
 
 PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of Kaysville, Utah, this 20th day of October, 2022. 
 
 ____________________________________ 
 Tamara Tran, Mayor 
ATTEST: 
 
_______________________________________ 
Annemarie Plaizier, City Recorder 



 

KAYSVILLE CITY RULES OF PROCEDURE and ORDER 

Recognizing that the City Council, as a legislative body, needs a systematic way of 
conducting its business, these rules of procedure are to provide for the orderly conduct of City 
business by the City Council, with the objective of providing for full, open, and 
comprehensive debate of issues brought before the City Council for action in a forum open to 
the public, and which encourages citizens’ awareness of City Council activities. 

  These procedures do not increase or diminish the existing powers or authority of the 
Mayor or City Council members, as set forth in state law or local ordinance. 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING AGENDA 

All meetings of the City Council will have a notice and agenda that complies with the 
Utah Open Meetings Act 

An Item may be placed on the agenda only by the Mayor, or at the request of any two 
council members.  

An Item will be added to all Kaysville City Council Agendas requesting that any conflicts 
of interest with any items on the same agenda be declared. 

Agenda Items must be submitted to the City Recorder at least 7 days before the date of 
the meeting.  Any item that is submitted to the City Recorder after 7 days before the meeting will 
be put on the next following meeting agenda.  The Recorder should notify the Mayor of the 
added agenda item. 

If the agenda contains a Council Member Reports Item on the agenda these reports shall 
be limited to updates on City projects and events that the council member is directly involved in 
or assigned to.  The time limit for each Council Member Report shall be three minutes per 
Council Member. 

             
ROLE OF THE MAYOR AS COUNCIL CHAIR AND OTHER COUNCIL 
MEMBERS: 

• The Mayor shall preside at meetings of the City Council.  

• Participate in discussion of all matters.  

• Shall vote as a member thereof only in case of a tie or where otherwise specifically 
authorized to do so by state law, and shall have no power to veto.  

In addition, the Mayor, as the Chair, has the primary responsibility for ensuring that the 
Council’s rules of procedure are followed and: 



• For maintaining the dignity of Council meetings.  

• Calls the meeting to order and confines the discussion to the agenda.  

• Recognizes Council members for motions and statements and may allow audience and 
staff participation at appropriate times.  

• Requires knowledge of the City’s adopted rules of parliamentary procedure and how to 
apply it.  

• Ensures that the Utah Open and Public Meetings Act is complied with.  

• Knows how to courteously discourage Council members who talk too much or too often.  

• Knows how to courteously ensure those who have the floor are not interrupted and to rule 
out of order those not following meeting procedures. 

• Recognizes the Council member offering the motion, restates the motion, presents it to 
the Council for consideration, calls for the vote, announces the vote, and then announces 
the next order of business.  

CODE OF CONDUCT FOR CITY COUNCIL AND MAYOR INCLUDES:  

• Remarks should apply to the question under debate.  

• Shall avoid references to personalities, and refrain from questioning motives of other 
members or staff personnel.  

• Demonstrate courtesy and shall not disrupt proceedings.  

• Shall not use their positions to secure privileges or personal gains and shall avoid 
situations which could cause anyone to believe that they may have brought bias or 
partiality to a question before the City Council.  

• All Conflicts of Interest should be declared before deliberations on a particular item 
begin.  If the conflict is such that a council member will not be voting on an item, they 
shall excuse themselves from the discussion before deliberations begin. 
 

• Shall be dedicated to the principles of representative democracy by recognizing that the 
chief function of local government is to serve the best interests of the public at large 
while respecting individual rights.  

• Shall be dedicated to the effective use of the City’s available resources.  

• Shall refrain from any activity that would hinder their ability to be objective and 
impartial.  

• City business shall be discussed in open, well-publicized meetings, except in rare 
situations in which Executive Sessions are authorized.  

ETHICS 
 

The mayor and council members shall comply with the Utah Municipal Officers and 
Employees Ethics Act as found in Utah Code 10-3-1301 et seq. 



PARLIAMENTARY RULES:  
 

The following may be referred to as the City’s Rules of Order and shall be the 
parliamentary rules for conducting the business of the City Council.  The City Manager will 
serve as the Parliamentarian, and will recommend rulings, upon request by the chair of the 
meeting, to all points of order raised during the proceedings.  Each Rule is followed by a 
required Procedure and Purpose to explain the Rule and guide the Mayor and council members 
in its intended application.   

 

RULE NO. 1:  The meeting is governed by the agenda and the agenda 
constitutes the City Council's agreed-upon roadmap for the meeting.  

PROCEDURE.  Each agenda item will be handled by the Mayor in the following 
basic format: 

First, the Mayor should clearly announce the agenda item number and should clearly 
state what the agenda item subject is.  

Second, following that agenda format, the Mayor should invite the appropriate person 
or persons to report on the item, including any recommendation that they might have. 
The appropriate person or persons may be the Mayor, a member of the City Council, 
a staff person, or an invited person charged with providing input on the agenda item. 

Third, the Mayor should ask members of the City Council if they have any technical 
questions of clarification. At this point, members of the City Council may ask 
clarifying questions to the person or persons who reported on the item, and that 
person or persons should be given time to respond. 

Fourth, the Mayor should invite public comments if at a formal public hearing and 
should open the public hearing for public input.  If numerous members of the public 
indicate a desire to speak to the subject, the Mayor may limit the time of each public 
speakers. At the conclusion of the public comments, the Mayor should announce that 
the public hearing is closed.   

Fifth, the council may begin discussing the item if necessary.  If there is no desired 
discussion, the Mayor should call for a motion on the item.  

Sixth, the Mayor should invite a motion. The Mayor should announce the name of the 
member of the City Council who makes the motion. 

SixthSeventh, the Mayor should determine if any member of the City Council wishes 
to second the motion. The Mayor should announce the name of the member of the 
City Council who seconds the motion. If there is no second then the item will be 
deemed concluded without decision 

SeventhEighth, if the motion is made and seconded, the Mayor should make sure 
everyone understands the motion. This is done in one of three ways: (1) The Mayor 
can ask the maker of the motion to repeat it. (2) The Mayor can repeat the motion. (3) 
The Mayor can ask the City Recorder to repeat the motion. 
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EighthNinth, the Mayor should now invite further discussion of the motion by the 
City Council. If there is no desired discussion, or after the discussion has ended, the 
Mayor should announce that the City Council will vote on the motion. If there has 
been no discussion or very brief discussion, then the vote on the motion should 
proceed immediately and there is no need to repeat the motion. If there has been 
substantial discussion, then it is normally best to make sure everyone understands the 
motion by repeating it. 

TenthNinth, the Mayor asks for a vote of the council members. All votes on 
ordinances, resolutions, and any action which would create a liability against the City and in 
any other case at the request of any member of the City Council shall be by a "yes" or a "no" 
vote and shall be recorded in the minutes. Every resolution or ordinance shall be in writing 
before the vote is taken.    

EleventhTenth, the Mayor should announce the result of the vote and should 
announce what action (if any) the City Council has taken.  

PURPOSE OF THE RULE:  The purpose of this rule is to govern how the Mayor 
chairs the meeting. This is meant to be the rule to guide the Mayor in his or her 
conduct as a chair.  All meetings must comply with the Utah Open and Public 
Meetings Act which requires that a notice and an agenda for a public meeting be 
prepared in advance of the meeting and that no final action be taken on any item that 
is not on the agenda.  In addition the Act requires that the minutes of the meeting 
contain certain minimum information including the name of any member of the 
council speaking on an issue, the substance of what the member says, an accurate 
description of any action taken by the council and the voting record of each 
individual member of the council. 

RULE NO 2:   Any matter that requires a City Council decision shall be 
brought before the Council by motion.  

PROCEDURE.  The procedure for any motion shall be as follows: First, the Mayor 
should recognize the member of the City Council. Second, the member of the City 
Council makes a motion by preceding the member's desired approach with the words: 
"I move . . . . " 
So, a typical motion might be: "I move that we give the City Attorney a raise in pay." 

The Mayor usually initiates the motion by either (1) Inviting the members of the City 
Council to make a motion. "A motion at this time would be in order." (2) Suggesting 
a motion to the members of the City Council. "A motion would be in order that we 
give the City Attorney a raise in pay." (3) Reading a motion suggested by the City 
Staff and asking if any member would like to make that motion. The Mayor then asks 
if any member of the City Council wishes to second the motion. If there is no second 
then the item will be deemed concluded without discussion or decision 

PURPOSE OF THE RULE.  The purpose of this rule is to limit items under 
discussion to those and only those that the council members want to discuss; give 
clarity as to what is being decided; and  to make sure everyone, including the person 
taking the minutes actually knows and can remember what the ultimate outcome of 
any discussion and debate is.    



RULE NO 3:  One matter at a time and one speaker at a time.  

PROCEDURE:   Only one matter will be discussed at a time.  The matter may 
involve several motions.   

There will only be one speaker at a time.  Anyone who wishes to speak must raise 
their hand first after the current speaker finishes.  The Mayor will call upon the 
person by name.  Once a member has been recognized, he has been granted “the 
floor” and may begin speaking.  The speaker may not be interrupted except as 
allowed by these rules.  

If a councilmember wishes to ask a question during their time and retain the floor to 
speak after the question has been answered they may indicate so before posing the 
question by saying something similar to “I have additional comments and wish to 
retain the floor after this question has been answered.”  

PURPOSE OF THE RULE.  The purpose is to focus on only one subject matter at a 
time and to allow council members the ability to express their points of consideration 
without losing their train of thought and to completely finish without fear of 
interruption. 

RULE NO 4: The Mayor may use General Consent (also known as Unanimous 
Consent) with all motions except those motions where the votes are used for 
purposes of the meeting minutes and require a roll call of the council.  

PROCEDURE:   When the Mayor feels the council is all in agreement, the Mayor 
asks if there are any objections to the motion to amend, withdraw, or any motions in 
Rule No. 7.  The Mayor pauses and if there are no objections states that the motion is 
approved.  If there is any objection then the motion is put to a regular vote. A council 
member may object simply because he or she feels it is important to have a formal 
vote. 

Example: The Mayor states, “If there is no objection, we will recess for 10 minutes, 
[pause to see if any member objects].  There being no objection, we will recess for 10 
minutes.  

If a member objects by stating, “I object” the matter is then put to a vote.   

The Mayor states, “An objection being made, the question is shall we recess for 10 
minutes? As many as are in favor, say Aye.  Those opposed, say No.  The Ayes have 
it and we will recess for 10 minutes.” 

PURPOSE OF THE RULE.  General consent is helpful in expediting general routine 
business or when the Mayor senses the council is in agreement.  General consent 
allows flexibility of the rules while protecting the right of the majority to decide and 
the minority to be heard. 

RULE NO 5:  There are only three basic forms of motions allowed:  Initial 
Motions, Motions to Amend, and Substitute Motions. 



PROCEDURE:   The initial motion. The initial motion is the one that puts forward an 
item for the City Council's consideration. An initial motion might be: "I move that 
we give adopt ordinance number 10-1 as presented." 

The motion to amend. If a member wants to change the initial motion that is before 
the City Council, they would move to amend it. A motion to amend might be: "I 
move that we amend the motion to adopt ordinance number 10-1 with changes in 
paragraph 1 as follows…:." A motion to amend takes the initial motion which is 
before the City Council and seeks to change it in some way.  The motion to amend 
must be germane to the initial motion.  The motion to amend must not be the same as 
a negative vote on the initial motion. 

The substitute motion. If a member wants to completely do away with the initial 
motion that is before the City Council, and put a new motion before the City Council, 
they would move a substitute motion. A substitute motion might be: "I that we refer 
ordinance number 10-1 to the planning commission for its recommendation.”  

PURPOSE OF THE RULE.  "Motions to amend" and "substitute motions" are often 
confused. But they are quite different, and their effect (if passed) is quite different. A 
motion to amend seeks to retain the basic motion on the floor, but modify it in some 
way. A substitute motion seeks to throw out the basic motion on the floor, and 
substitute a new and different motion for it. The decision as to whether a motion is 
really a "motion to amend" or a "substitute motion" is left to the Mayor. So that if a 
member makes what that member calls a "motion to amend", but the Mayor 
determines that it is really a "substitute motion", then the Mayor's designation 
governs. 

RULE NO 6.   There can be up to three motions on the floor at the same time 
and no more than three.  The Mayor can reject a fourth motion until the Mayor 
has dealt with the three that are on the floor and has resolved them. 

PROCEDURE:  When there are two or three motions on the floor (after motions and 
seconds) at the same time, the vote should proceed first on the last motion that is 
made. So, for example, assume the first motion is a basic "motion to adopt ordinance 
10-1." During the discussion of this motion, a member might make a second motion 
to "amend the main motion to adopt ordinance 10-1 with changes in paragraph 1 as 
follows….” And perhaps, during that discussion, a member makes yet a third motion 
as a "substitute motion that we refer the matter to the planning commission." The 
proper procedure would be as follows: 

First, the Mayor would deal with the third (the last) motion on the floor, the 
substitute motion. After discussion and debate, a vote would be taken first on the 
third motion. If the substitute motion passed, it would be a substitute for the basic 
motion and would eliminate it. The first motion would be moot, as would the second 
motion (which sought to amend the first motion), and the action on the agenda item 
would be completed on the passage by the City Council of the third motion (the 
substitute motion). No vote would be taken on the first or second motions. On the 
other hand, if the substitute motion (the third motion) failed then the Mayor would 



proceed to consideration of the second (now, the last) motion on the floor, the motion 
to amend. 

Second, if the substitute motion failed, the Mayor would now deal with the second 
(now, the last) motion on the floor, the motion to amend. The discussion and debate 
would focus strictly on the amendment. If the motion to amend passed the Mayor 
would now move to consider the main motion (the first motion) as amended. If the 
motion to amend failed the Mayor would now move to consider the main motion (the 
first motion) in its original format, not amended. 

Third, the Mayor would now deal with the first motion that was placed on the floor. 
The original motion would either be in its original format, or, if amended, would be 
in its amended format.  

PURPOSE OF THE RULE:   Too many motions on the same subject can cause 
confusion as to what the end result is and in the official record.  Limiting the number 
of motions to no more than three at a time, allows for enough debate and 
parliamentary maneuvering to satisfy those who want to be clever while allowing the 
slow to still keep up.     

  



  

RULE NO 7:  The discussion or debate can continue as long as members of the 
City Council wish to discuss an item, subject to the Mayor determining it is time 
to move on and take action by using General Consent to limit debate or by a 
proper motion by a council member to limit the debate.  The following motions 
are not debatable—a motion to adjourn; a motion to recess; a motion to fix a 
time to adjourn; a motion to table; and a motion to limit debate.  

PROCEDURE.  There are exceptions to the general rule of free and open debate on 
motions. The exceptions all apply when there is a desire of the City Council to move 
on. The following motions are not debatable (that is, when the following motions are 
made and seconded, the Mayor must immediately call for a vote of the City Council 
without debate on the motion): 

A motion to adjourn. This motion, if passed, requires the City Council to 
immediately adjourn to its next regularly scheduled meeting. It requires a simple 
majority vote. 

A motion to recess. This motion, if passed, requires the City Council to immediately 
take a recess. The length should be set in the motion which may be a few minutes or 
an hour. It requires a simple majority vote. 

A motion to fix the time to adjourn. This motion, if passed, requires the City Council 
to adjourn the meeting at the specific time set in the motion. For example, the motion 
might be: "I move we adjourn this meeting at midnight." It requires a simple majority 
vote. 

A motion to table. This motion, if passed, requires discussion of the agenda item to 
be halted and the agenda item to be placed on "hold". The motion can contain a 
specific time in which the item can come back to the City Council: "I move we table 
this item until our regular meeting in October." Or the motion can contain no specific 
time for the return of the item, in which case the matter will not be placed back on an 
agenda for a future city council meeting except at the order of the Mayor or the 
request of any two council members. A motion to table an item requires a simple 
majority vote. 

A motion to limit debate. The most common form of this motion is to say: "I move 
the previous question" or "I move the question" or "I call the question." When a 
member of the City Council makes such a motion, the member is really saying: "I've 
had enough debate. Let's get on with the vote". When such a motion is made, the 
Mayor should ask for a second, stop debate, and vote on the motion to limit debate. 
The motion to limit debate requires a simple majority vote of the City Council.  

PURPOSE OF THE RULE.   Debate and discussion are important until they are not.  
When a matter is chewed on enough it should be swallowed.  This rule allows the 
Mayor by General Consent or the majority of the council to end the debate, after a 
reasonable time. It also keeps those in a minority position on an issue from 
filibustering until they get their way. 



RULE NO 8:   Three yes votes are required to pass any item before the council 
with limited exceptions.  The exceptions include a motion to go into close session 
(executive session) which requires a 2/3 vote of the members present and when 
the mayor is entitled to vote where specifically allowed by state law on matters 
that add to or diminish the mayors powers.  The Mayor is also entitled to vote 
when there is a tie vote of the council. 

PROCEDURE.  If the mayor and all five members of the council are present, a vote 
of 3-2 passes the motion. A vote of 2-2 with one abstention means the motion fails. If 
one member is absent and the vote is 2-2, the mayor is entitled to vote. 

PURPOSE OF THE RULE.  Utah statutes set out both the number of the quorum and 
the minimum vote required on any issue.  This rule is meant to clarify that when the 
entire council is present and voting then it is not a tie when one member abstains.  If 
however the member is absent from the meeting for any reason and the vote is 2-2 
then it may be a tie and the mayor may vote as allowed by state statute. 

RULE NO 9:   A motion to reconsider any item requires a majority vote to pass, 
but there are special rules that apply only to the motion to reconsider. First, is 
timing. A motion to reconsider must be made at the meeting where the item was 
first voted upon or at the very next meeting of the City Council if the item is 
properly on the agenda.  In addition, a motion to reconsider cannot be made at a 
special meeting of the Council unless the number of members of the council 
present at the special meeting equals or exceeds the number present at the 
meeting when the action was approved.  Second, a motion to reconsider can only 
be made by a member who voted in the majority on the original motion. 

PROCEDURE.   If such a member has a change of heart, he or she can make the 
motion to reconsider (any other member of the City Council may second the motion). 
If a member who voted in the minority seeks to make the motion to reconsider, it 
must be ruled out of order. 

PURPOSE OF THE RULE.  The purpose of this rule is finality. If a member of the 
minority could make a motion to reconsider, then the item could be brought back to 
the City Council again and again. That would defeat the purpose of finality. If the 
motion to reconsider passes, then the original matter is back before the City Council, 
and a new initial motion is then in order. The matter can be discussed and debated as 
if it were on the floor for the first time.  A new matter brought before the council that 
has the affect of repealing or amending a previously decided matter is not considered 
a motion to reconsider.  It is a new matter and should be treated as such. 

RULE NO 10:  The Mayor and council members shall adhere to the code of 
conduct.  

PROCEDURE.  The Mayor, as chair of the meeting, is primarily responsible to see 
that debate and discussion of an agenda item focuses on the agenda item and the 
policy in question, not the personalities of the members of the City Council.   There 
are, however, exceptions that are intended to assist the Mayor in keeping order to the 
meeting. A council member speaker may be interrupted by a council member only 
for the following reasons and in the form set forth below: 



Privilege. The proper interruption would be: "point of privilege." The Mayor would 
then ask the interrupter to "state your point." Appropriate points of privilege relate to 
anything that would interfere with the normal comfort  or safety of the meeting or 
when the reputation of the council or any individual is at stake. For example, the 
room may be too hot or too cold, a blowing fan might interfere with a person's ability 
to hear, or the speaker may be misrepresenting an individual’s remarks. 

Order.  The proper interruption would be: "point of order." Again, the Mayor would 
ask the interrupter to "state your point." Appropriate points of order relate to anything 
that would not be considered appropriate conduct of the meeting. For example, if the 
Mayor moved on to a vote on a motion that permits debate without allowing that 
discussion or debate. 

Appeal.  If the Mayor makes a ruling that a member of the City Council disagrees 
with, that member may appeal the ruling of the Mayor. If the motion is seconded, and 
after debate, if it passes by a simple majority vote, then the ruling of the Mayor is 
deemed reversed. An example could be that the shuts off discussion before the 
council is ready. 

Call for orders of the day.  This is simply another way of saying, "Let's return to the 
agenda." If a member believes that the City Council has drifted from the agreed-upon 
agenda, such a call may be made. It does not require a vote, and when the Mayor 
discovers that the agenda has not been followed, the Mayor simply reminds the City 
Council to return to the agenda item properly before them. If the Mayor fails to do 
so, the Mayor's determination may be appealed. 

Withdraw a motion. To withdraw a motion, the maker of the motion on the floor 
states, “I request that my motion be withdrawn.”  The motion to withdraw a motion 
requires a simple majority vote. 

PURPOSE OF THE RULE.   Debate and discussion should be focused, but free and 
open. In the interest of time, the Mayor may, however, limit the time allotted to 
speakers, including members of the City Council.  A council member may continue 
speaking on a majority vote of the Council.   The rules of order are meant to create an 
atmosphere where the members of the City Council and the members of the public 
can attend to business efficiently, fairly and with full participation. At the same time, 
it is up to the Mayor and the members of the City Council to maintain common 
courtesy and decorum. Only one person at a time will have the floor and every 
speaker must be recognized by the Mayor before proceeding to speak.  

RESIDENTS’ RIGHT TO BE HEARD: 
 

It is the Council’s goal that residents of the City resolve their complaints for service or 
regarding employees’ performance at the staff level.  However, it is recognized that residents 
may from time to time believe it is necessary to speak to City Council on matters of 
concern.  Accordingly, the City Council expects any person presenting to the city council to 
speak in a civil manner, with due respect for the decorum of the meeting, and with due respect 
for all persons attending.  



• No member of the public shall be heard until recognized by the Mayor.  

• Public comments will only be heard during the Public Comment portion of the meeting 
unless the issue is a Public Hearing or a member of the public is asked to speak on a 
matter by the mayor.  

• An individual signed up to comment may not allocate his/her position or time to another 
individual. 

• Speakers must state their name for the record.  

• Any resident requesting to speak shall limit him or herself to matters of fact regarding the 
issue of concern.  

• Comments should be limited to three (3) minutes unless prior approval by the Mayor.  

• If a representative is elected to speak for a group, the Mayor may approve an increased 
time allotment.  

• Personal attacks made publicly toward any person or city employee are not 
allowed.  Speakers are encouraged to bring their complaints regarding employee 
performance through the supervisory chain of command in accordance with the City’s 
Personnel Policies.  

• Any member of the public interrupting City Council proceedings, approaching the dais 
without permission, otherwise creating a disturbance, or failing to abide by these rules of 
procedure in addressing City Council, shall be deemed to have disrupted a public meeting 
and may be expelled from the meeting upon a two thirds vote of the City Council.  

 

 

 

    



 

CITY COUNCIL STAFF REPORT  
     

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 
 
Kaysville Power has utilized the services of Asplundh Tree Trimming for our energized line clearance 
needs in the recent past.  Due to our contract with Asplundh Tree Trimming coming to an end and rate 
increases, Kaysville Power placed a request for bid for energized line clearance. Kaysville Power 
received three bids: Wrights Tree Services, Asplundh, Diamond Tree Experts, please see the attached 
documents for rates and bid responses.  After reviewing the bids and calling several references with 
these tree services, Kaysville Power would Like to Award the Contract to Diamond Tree Experts for the 
duration of one year. We will then re-evaluate their services with the intent to renew their service if 
their quality and productivity is appropriate for our desired needs.  
 
Kaysville Power currently has the approved budgetary funds to meet this years energized line clearance 
costs with the current bid from Diamond Tree Experts.  Kaysville Power has also presented the current 
bids and energized tree clearance concerns with the Power Commission on September 6, 2022. The 
Kaysville City Power Commission made a motion and approved Kaysville Power’s desire to award the 
energized line clearance bid to Diamond Tree Experts.  Our energized line clearance, continues to be a 
high priority and of great concern to us.  As we have seen a large amount of tree growth this year in 
Kaysville City the Power Department is anxious to move forward with Diamond Tree Experts, in hope 
to mitigate concerns before they become detrimental to our power infrastructure.   
 
 

 
City Council Options: Approve/Table 
 
Recommended Option: Approve 
 
Fiscal Impact & Fund Source for Recommended Action: Energized Line Clearance Funds 
 

MEETING DATE:  October 20, 2022 
 

TYPE OF ITEM:  Action 
 
SUBJECT/AGENDA TITLE: Energized Line Clearance – Diamond Tree Experts 
 









 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CITY COUNCIL STAFF REPORT  

 
 

Council Options: Approve / Disapprove 
 
Recommended Options:   Approve  
 
Fiscal Impact & Fund Source for Recommended Action:  Order and pay before 28 Oct 2022 to 
avoid price increase 

Attachments:   

(1) Proposal for Fire Rescue/Engine.  

(2) National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) 1901 Standard for Automotive Apparatus  

(3) NFPA 1911 Standard for the Inspection, Maintenance, Testing, and Retirement of In-Service 
Emergency Vehicles. 

(4) NFPA 1901 replacement 
 

COUNCIL MEETING DATE:  October 20, 2022 
 
TYPE OF ITEM:   Action Item 
 
PRESENTED BY:  Paul J. Erickson, Fire Chief   
 
SUBJECT/AGENDA TITLE: Purchase of Fire Rescue/Engine Apparatus 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:  

The Fire Department has received a quote and specifications proposal. 

The net cost for the apparatus is $1,100,257.00 on 34-35 month delivery - 
$56,638.15 savings pay now, $1,063,618.85 before 28 Oct 2022, increase 
$71,500.00 after 28 Oct 2022, and so pay $1,171,757.00 

Bottom line:  It’s a 3 year wait on vehicles, and with potential station 62 
coming soon and our older vehicle coming on 24 years at the time of delivery 
the need is now. 

Kaysville Fire Department will replace its reserve engine (24 years old).  
National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) standards state an engine should 
be placed in reserve status after 15 years of operational use. 



     

Proposal 2024, Quantum Engine 
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October 11, 2022 
 

     

Siddons Martin Emergency Group, LLC 

7285 S. 700 West 

Midvale, UT 84047 

Business Number 221B 

 

   

  

 

    

October 11, 2022 
 

   

    

Paul Erickson, Chief 

KAYSVILLE CITY FIRE DEPARTMENT 

175 S MAIN ST 

KAYSVILLE, UT 84037 
 

  

   

     

Proposal For: 2024, Quantum Engine 
 

  

     

Siddons-Martin Emergency Group, LLC is pleased to provide the following proposal to KAYSVILLE CITY FIRE DEPARTMENT. 

Unit will comply with all specifications attached and made a part of this proposal. Total price includes delivery FOB 

KAYSVILLE CITY FIRE DEPARTMENT and training on operation and use of the apparatus. 
 

     

 

Description  Amount 

Qty. 1 - 967 - Pierce-Custom Quantum PUC 

(Unit Price - $1,100,257.00) 

Delivery within 34-35 months of order date 

QUOTE # - SMEG-0004605-0 Vehicle Price $1,100,257.00 

 Full Prepay Discount ($56,638.15) 
 

Pre-Construction Changes $20,000.00 
  

 967 - UNIT TOTAL $1,063,618.85 

 SUB TOTAL $1,063,618.85 

 HGAC FS12-19 (FIRE) $2,000.00 

 TOTAL $1,065,618.85 

Price guaranteed until October 28th, 2022.  After that date the price will increase $71,500.00. Prepay discounts are provided 

as a courtesy.  

   

Taxes: Tax is not included in this proposal. In the event that the purchasing organization is not exempt from sales tax or any 

other applicable taxes and/or the proposed apparatus does not qualify for exempt status, it is the duty of the purchasing 

organization to pay any and all taxes due. Balance of sale price is due upon acceptance of the apparatus at the factory. 



     

Proposal 2024, Quantum Engine 
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October 11, 2022 
 

     

Late Fee: A late fee of .033% of the sale price will be charged per day for overdue payments beginning ten (10) days after 

the payment is due for the first 30 days. The late fee increases to .044% per day until the payment is received. In the event a 

prepayment is received after the due date, the discount will be reduced by the same percentages above increasing the cost 

of the apparatus. 

Cancellation: In the event this proposal is accepted and a purchase order is issued then cancelled or terminated by 

Customer before completion, Siddons-Martin Emergency Group may charge a cancellation fee. The following charge 

schedule based on costs incurred may be applied: 

    (A) 10% of the Purchase Price after order is accepted and entered by Manufacturer; 

    (B) 20% of the Purchase Price after completion of the approval drawings; 

    (C) 30% of the Purchase Price upon any material requisition. 

 

The cancellation fee will increase accordingly as costs are incurred as the order progresses through engineering and into 

manufacturing. Siddons-Martin Emergency Group endeavors to mitigate any such costs through the sale of such product to 

another purchaser; however, the customer shall remain liable for the difference between the purchase price and, if 

applicable, the sale price obtained by Siddons-Martin Emergency Group upon sale of the product to another purchaser, plus 

any costs incurred by Siddons-Martin to conduct such sale. 

Acceptance: In an effort to ensure the above stated terms and conditions are understood and adhered to, Siddons-Martin 

Emergency Group, LLC requires an authorized individual from the purchasing organization sign and date this proposal and 

include it with any purchase order. Upon signing of this proposal, the terms and conditions stated herein will be considered 

binding and accepted by the Customer. The terms and acceptance of this proposal will be governed by the laws of the state 

of Utah. No additional terms or conditions will be binding upon Siddons-Martin Emergency Group, LLC unless agreed to in 

writing and signed by a duly authorized officer of Siddons-Martin Emergency Group, LLC. 

Sincerely, 
 

   

    

Joshua Evertsen 
 

  

    

I, _____________________________, the authorized representative of KAYSVILLE CITY FIRE DEPARTMENT, agree to purchase the 

proposed and agree to the terms of this proposal and the specifications attached hereto. 
 

    

__________________________________________________________ 

Signature & Date 
 

 

    

  

 

 





























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































NFPA 1901 Standard for Automotive Fire Apparatus 

 

D.1 General. To maximize firefighter capabilities and minimize risk of injuries, it is important 
that fire apparatus be equipped with the latest safety features and operating capabilities. In the 
last 10 to 15 years, much progress has been made in upgrading functional capabilities and 
improving the safety features of fire apparatus. Apparatus more than 15 years old might include 
only a few of the safety upgrades required by the recent editions of the NFPA fire department 
apparatus standards or the equivalent Underwriters Laboratories of Canada (ULC) standards. 
Because the changes, upgrades, and fine-tuning to NFPA 1901 have been truly significant, 
especially in the area of safety, fire departments should seriously consider 
the value (or risk) to firefighters of keeping fire apparatus more than 15 years old in first-line 
service.  It is recommended that apparatus more than 15 years old that have been properly 
maintained and that are still in serviceable condition be placed in reserve status; be upgraded in 
accordance with NFPA 1912; and incorporate as many features as possible of the current fire 
apparatus standard (see Section D.3). This will ensure that, while the apparatus might not totally 
comply with the current editions of the automotive fire apparatus standards, many of the 
improvements and upgrades required by the current editions of the standards are available to the 
firefighters who use the apparatus. 

D.2 Evaluating Fire Apparatus. It is a generally accepted fact that fire apparatus, like all types 
of mechanical devices, have a finite life. The length of that life depends on many factors, 
including vehicle mileage and engine hours, quality of the preventative maintenance program, 
quality of the driver training program, whether the fire apparatus was used within the design 
parameters, whether the apparatus was manufactured on a custom or commercial chassis, quality 
of workmanship by the original manufacturer, quality of the components used, and availability of 
replacement parts, to name a few.   

In the fire service, there are fire apparatus with 8 to 10 years 
of service that are simply worn out. There are also fire apparatus that were manufactured with 
quality components, that have had excellent maintenance, and that have responded to a minimum 
number of incidents that are still in serviceable condition after 20 years. Most would agree that 
the care of fire apparatus while being used and the quality and timeliness of maintenance are 
perhaps the most significant factors in determining how well a fire apparatus ages.   

Critical enhancements in design, safety, and technology should also play a key role in the 
evaluation of an apparatus’ life cycle. Previous editions of the fire department apparatus 
standards featured many requirements advancing the level of automotive fire apparatus safety 
and user friendliness.  Contained within the 2009 edition were requirements for roll‐over 
stability; tire pressure indicators; seat belt warning systems requiring all occupants be properly 
seated and belted; extended seat belt length requirements resulting from an in-depth 
anthropometric study evaluating the average size of today’s fully dressed firefighter; road ability, 
including minimum accelerations and top speed limitations; enhanced step and work 
surface lighting; cab integrity testing; increased use of retrorflectective striping in the rear of 



apparatus, providing a consistent identifiable set of markings for all automotive fire apparatus; 
and enhanced aerial control technologies, enabling short jacking and envelope controls. 

D.3 Upgrading Fire Apparatus. Any apparatus, whether in first-line or reserve service, should 
be upgraded in accordance with NFPA 1912, as necessary, to ensure that the following 
features are included as a minimum: 

 
(1) Seat belts with seat belt warning systems are available for every seat and are new or in 
serviceable condition. 
(2) Warning lights meet or exceed the current standard. 
(3) Reflective striping meets or exceeds the current standard. 
(4) Slip resistance of walking surfaces and handrails meets the current standard. 
(5) A low-voltage electrical system load manager is installed if the total connected load exceeds 
the alternator output. 
(6) The alternator output is capable of meeting the total continuous load on the low voltage 
electrical system. 
(7) Where the gross vehicle weight rating (GVWR) is 36,000 lb (16,000 kg) or more, an 
auxiliary braking system is installed and operating correctly. 
(8) Ground and step lighting meets or exceeds the current standard. 

(9) Noise levels in the driving and crew compartment(s) meet the current standard, or appropriate 
hearing protection is provided. 
(10) All horns and sirens are relocated to a position as low and as far forward as possible. 
(11) Signs are present stating that no riding is allowed on open areas. 
(12) A pump shift indicator system is present and working properly for vehicles equipped with 
an automatic chassis transmission. 
(13) For vehicles equipped with electronic or electric engine throttle controls, an interlock 
system is present and working properly to prevent engine speed advancement at the operator’s 
panel, unless either the chassis transmission is in neutral with the parking brake engaged, or 
the parking brake is engaged, the fire pump is engaged, and the chassis transmission is in 
pumping gear. 
(14) All loose equipment in the driving and crew areas is securely mounted in accordance with 
the current standard. 
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