
 

SYRACUSE CITY 
 

Syracuse City Council Work Session Notice  

August 14, 2012 – 5:30 p.m.  

Large Conference Room 

 Municipal Building, 1979 W. 1900 S. 

 

 
Notice is hereby given that the Syracuse City Council will meet in a work session on Tuesday,  

August 14, 2012, at 6:00 p.m. in the large conference room of the Municipal Building, 1979 W. 1900 S., 
Syracuse City, Davis County, Utah. The purpose of the work session is to discuss/review the following 
items: 
 

a. Request to be on the agenda: local farmers’ group to discuss West Davis Corridor. (10 min.) 
 

b. Discussion regarding creation of volunteer board.  (5 min.) 
 

c. Discussion regarding RDA Agenda item 2, Potential Amendment of RDA Budget for Fiscal 
Year 2012-2013.  (20 min.) 

 

d. Discussion regarding RDA Agenda item 3, draft Syracuse State Road 193 Economic 
Development Project Area Plan. (20 min.)  

 

e. Review of agenda item 7, request for Final Subdivision Approval, Wasatch Villas 
Subdivision Phases 7 and 8, located at approximately 500 W. 3150 S. (5 min.) 

 

f. Review of agenda item 8, request for Final Subdivision Approval, Sunset Park Villas 
Subdivision Phase B, located at approximately 1840 S. 910 W. (5 min.) 

 

g. Review of agenda item 9, request for Final Subdivision Approval, Ninigret North I 
Subdivision, located at approximately 1100 W. 450 S. (5 min.) 

 

h. Review of agenda item 10, request for General Plan Amendment/Rezone for property 
located at approximately 2400 W. 2900 S. (5 min.) 

 

i. Council business. (5 min.) 
 
 

~~~~~ 
In compliance with the Americans Disabilities Act, persons needing auxiliary communicative aids and services for this meeting should contact the City Offices at 
801-825-1477 at least 48 hours in advance of the meeting. 

 

CERTIFICATE OF POSTING 

The undersigned, duly appointed City Recorder, does hereby certify that the above notice and agenda was posted within the Syracuse City limits on this 10th 
day of August, 2012 at Syracuse City Hall on the City Hall Notice Board and at http://www.syracuseut.com/.  A copy was also provided to the Standard-Examiner 
on August 10, 2012. 
  CASSIE Z. BROWN, CMC 
  SYRACUSE CITY RECORDER 

   

http://www.syracuseut.com/


  
 

Agenda Item #A Request to be on the agenda: local farmers’ group to 

discuss West Davis Corridor. 

 
Factual Summation  

 The City Recorder received a request from Dorathy Law that a local farmers’ group be 

given 10 minutes on the work session agenda to discuss the West Davis Corridor with the 

City Council. 

 

COUNCIL AGENDA 
August 14, 2012 



  
 

Agenda Item #B Discussion regarding creation of volunteer board. 

 
Factual Summation  

 Following a recent Council meeting, two Councilmembers asked that an item be added to 

a future work session agenda to provide the Council with an opportunity to discuss the 

potential creation of a volunteer board.  This discussion can be led by the Council and 

staff will be happy to answer questions if necessary.   

 

COUNCIL AGENDA 
August 14, 2012 



  
 

Agenda Item #C Discussion regarding RDA Agenda item 2, Potential  

Amendment of RDA Budget for Fiscal Year 2012-2013. 

 
Factual Summation  

 Please see the attached packet of information prepared by Finance Director Steve 

Marshall. 

COUNCIL AGENDA 
August 14, 2012 



  
 

Agenda Item #2 Public Hearing – Proposed Resolution RDA12-03 

amending the Redevelopment Agency Budget for 

the fiscal year 2012 – 2013. 

 
Factual Summation  

• Any question regarding this agenda item may be directed at Finance Director 

Stephen Marshall. 

 

• Ed Gertge, owner of Syracuse City Fun Center, is considering expanding the 

Syracuse City Fun Center site.  As part of this expansion, he is looking at adding a 

pool, go-carts, and other attractions.  He is requesting that the Redevelopment 

Agency (RDA) help with this expansion.  See the power point presentation for a 

more detailed analysis.   

 

 

 

 

 

Staff Recommendation 

• See recommendation on power point slide presentation. 

COUNCIL AGENDA 
August 14, 2012 



Redevelopment Area 

InformationInformation
July 31, 2012



FACTS

• A Re-development Area (RDA) is an area within 
city limits that has blighted area’s  which are 
detrimental or inimical to the public health, 
safety.  safety.  

• These area’s are identified in an RDA and a 
project area plan is created to help remove the 
blight area’s, incentivize new businesses to locate 
to the area,  to encourage businesses already in 
area to renovate and beautify, and facilitate new 
development.



FACTS

• A taxing entity committee (TEC) made up of 
individuals from each of the taxing entity 
determines the length of time and percentage determines the length of time and percentage 
share of tax increment dollars that will go to the 
RDA to help complete the project area plan.

• Only tax dollars generated in excess of the 
current tax base will go to the RDA (i.e. tax 
increment).



Syracuse City Town Center 

RDARDA
July 31, 2012



Town Center RDA - FACTS

• Created in 2004. 

• First year of tax increment taken in 2007.  

• 25 year life with final year in 2031.

• Currently 100% of tax increment dollars go to 

the RDA.  This number drops to 80% in FY2018 

and tails off in subsequent years.



Town Center RDA

• Look at PDF map of RDA project 

area.



FACTS
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Syracuse Town Center RDA – Tax 

Increment Dollars

RDA Tax Distribution FY2013 –

FY2017

20%

RDA Tax Distribution FY2018 -

FY2020

100% RDA 

In the remaining 11 years the percentage share 

steadily decreases from 80% to 37% in the final year.
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Town Center RDA – Project Area 

Plan

Criteria:

1. Enable the Agency to make financing 

alternatives available for participants in the alternatives available for participants in the 

RDA thereby providing necessary assistance 

for investment, redevelopment, 

rehabilitation, and the elimination of blight 

within the Project Area.



Town Center RDA – Project Area 

Plan

2. It will help prevent erosion of Syracuse City’s 

economic base.

3. It will help attract desirable businesses to 3. It will help attract desirable businesses to 

locate and expand within the project area.

4. It will facilitate revitalization and 

beautification of the Project Area.



Town Center RDA – Project Area 

Plan

5. It will enable the Agency to help meet some 
of the infrastructure needs of the City of 
Syracuse which are important for Syracuse which are important for 
revitalization of the Project Area.

6. It will contribute in a variety of other ways to 
the redevelopment of the Project Area, and 
further the interests of public peace, health, 
safety, and welfare.



Family Fun Center Expansion

PRESENTATION BY ED GERTGE
– Owner of Family Fun Center

• Look at Feasibility Study for Expansion

• Look at Images and Renderings 

• Look at Ed Gertge Cost Estimate Letter



Family Fun Center Expansion

Positive Factors

• No tax increase to residents who will receive a 
direct benefit in the community.

• Increase patron traffic to surrounding businesses • Increase patron traffic to surrounding businesses 
– will help the health and wellness of existing 
business.

• Provide increase sales and franchise tax 
revenues to Syracuse City.



Family Fun Center Expansion

Positive Factors

• Provide a local venue for family, corporate parties, 
etc.

• Encourage  new growth and development in the area. • Encourage  new growth and development in the area. 

• Create 15-20 new jobs in our community.

• Provide year-round activities for individuals, families, 
and youth.

• Will draw customers from outside city boundaries 
into our community.



Family Fun Center Expansion

Budget Analysis

• Ed Gertge owns 6 properties in the Town 

Center RDA making up approximately 29% of 

the total tax increment value.the total tax increment value.

• With the proposed expansion, the addition 

will add another $6,000,000 in increased 

property value raising his pro-rata share to 

45.6% of the tax increment value.



Family Fun Center Expansion

• Over the next 19 years, the properties owned 
by Ed Gertge will generate an estimated tax 
increment of $2,047,373 for the RDA (this increment of $2,047,373 for the RDA (this 
includes the expansion).

• Ed is proposing that the City invest this 
money into the Family Fun Center expansion 
to help the health and well being of Syracuse 
City town center.



Family Fun Center Proposal

• Ed Gertge Proposal - that the City invest 
$215,000 up front with an additional waiver in 
fees not to exceed $100,000 for a total up front 
investment of $315,000.investment of $315,000.

• Ed Gertge Proposal – an additional yearly 
subsidy ranging from $30,000 to $168,000 over 
the next 19 years.  The total investment to the 
City would be $2,045,000 (including the initial 
payment).



Town Center RDA Budget 

Numbers

• See PDF document of budget.

• See PDF document of estimated fees & 

calculation of partial waiver of fees.



Family Fun Center Expansion

Does this meet the project area plan?

• #1 – Is the City willing to invest in the family 
fun center expansion in order to promote the fun center expansion in order to promote the 
health and well being of our town center?

• #2, #3, #4 – expansion meets these criteria.

• #5 – the City will ensure that the major 
impact (i.e. roads) is addressed through 
charging impact fees.

• #6 – expansion helps this cause.



Recommendation

• The staff recommends that the City move 

forward with this project.  The City will invest 

all of the tax increment dollars back into the all of the tax increment dollars back into the 

Family Fun Center expansion; however, it will 

receive many added benefits by doing so.















































FY2012 FY2013 FY2014 FY2015 FY2016 FY2017 FY2018

Tax Increment Calculation

RDA Area Tax Rate 0.014706 0.014873 0.014873 0.014873 0.014873 0.014873 0.014873

Est. Tax Incremental Value 24,653,960$     24,129,871$        28,923,377.45$         27,477,208.58$         26,103,348.15$         24,798,180.74$         23,558,271.70$         

Percentage of Tax Incr. 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 80%

Est. Tax Increment 362,561.14$     358,883.57$        430,177.39$              408,668.52$              388,235.10$              368,823.34$              280,305.74$              

Fun Center Value Added 111,525.78$     104,076.24$        196,160.89$              186,352.85$              177,035.20$              168,183.44$              127,819.42$              

Revenues

Tax Increment 362,561.00$     358,883.57$        430,177.39$              408,668.52$              388,235.10$              368,823.34$              280,305.74$              

Interest 2,730.04$          2,500.00$            2,500.00$                   2,500.00$                   2,500.00$                   2,500.00$                   2,500.00$                   

Total Revenues 365,291.04$     361,383.57$        432,677.39$              411,168.52$              390,735.10$              371,323.34$              282,805.74$              

Expenses

Infrastructure Impr. -$                    100,000.00$        50,000.00$                 50,000.00$                 50,000.00$                 50,000.00$                 80,000.00$                 

Beautification & Tentant Outreach -$                    50,000.00$                 50,000.00$                 50,000.00$                 50,000.00$                 

Repayment to Holrob 79,392.00$        79,392.00$          79,392.00$                 79,392.00$                 79,392.00$                 79,392.00$                 63,514.00$                 

Repayment to City 40,173.00$        9,913.00$            9,913.00$                   9,913.00$                   9,913.00$                   9,913.00$                   7,930.00$                   

Repayment to Fun Center 215,000.00$        168,000.00$              168,000.00$              168,000.00$              168,000.00$              168,000.00$              

Interest Expense

Office Supplies

RDA Management Fee 54,384.15$        53,832.54$          21,508.87$                 20,433.43$                 19,411.75$                 18,441.17$                 14,015.29$                 

1700 South RDA

RDA Management Fee 54,384.15$        53,832.54$          21,508.87$                 20,433.43$                 19,411.75$                 18,441.17$                 14,015.29$                 

Total Expenses 173,949.15$     458,137.54$        378,813.87$              377,738.43$              376,716.75$              375,746.17$              333,459.29$              

Net increase (decrease) 191,341.89$     (96,753.96)$         53,863.52$                 33,430.10$                 14,018.34$                 (4,422.82)$                 (50,653.55)$               

Beginning Fund Balance 193,229.76$     384,571.65$        287,817.69$              341,681.21$              375,111.31$              389,129.65$              384,706.82$              

Change in Fund Balance 191,341.89$     (96,753.96)$         53,863.52$                 33,430.10$                 14,018.34$                 (4,422.82)$                 (50,653.55)$               

Ending Fund Balance 384,571.65$     287,817.69$        341,681.21$              375,111.31$              389,129.65$              384,706.82$              334,053.28$              

Assumptions:

Tax Area rate will change but no educated guess to what.  Assumption that tax rate will remain at least constant with knowledge it will increase over the next 20 years.

Assuming a 5% decline in property value each year.

Assuming we invest  $200,000 into Fun Center up front and 1,830,000 over the next 20 years = 2,045,000.

Total Property tax increment generated by Fun Center = $2,047,373

Assuming a $6,000,000 increase in taxable value based on study.  Fun center would have 43% of value of RDA area.



FY2019 FY2020 FY2021 FY2022 FY2023 FY2024 FY2025 FY2026

0.014873 0.014873 0.014873 0.014873 0.014873 0.014873 0.014873 0.014873

22,380,358.12$         21,261,340.21$         20,198,273.20$         19,188,359.54$         18,228,941.57$         17,317,494.49$         16,451,619.76$         15,629,038.77$         

80% 80% 75% 75% 70% 70% 60% 60%

266,290.45$              252,975.93$              225,306.69$              214,041.35$              189,783.33$              180,294.17$              146,810.96$              139,470.42$              

121,428.45$              115,357.02$              102,739.85$              97,602.86$                86,541.20$                82,214.14$                66,945.80$                63,598.51$                

266,290.45$              252,975.93$              225,306.69$              214,041.35$              189,783.33$              180,294.17$              146,810.96$              139,470.42$              

2,500.00$                   2,500.00$                   2,500.00$                   2,500.00$                   2,500.00$                   2,500.00$                   2,500.00$                   2,500.00$                   

268,790.45$              255,475.93$              227,806.69$              216,541.35$              192,283.33$              182,794.17$              149,310.96$              141,970.42$              

80,000.00$                 80,000.00$                 80,000.00$                 80,000.00$                 80,000.00$                 80,000.00$                 80,000.00$                 80,000.00$                 

63,514.00$                 63,514.00$                 59,544.00$                 59,544.00$                 9,824.00$                   -$                             -$                             -$                             

7,930.00$                   7,930.00$                   7,435.00$                   7,435.00$                   52,689.00$                 62,514.00$                 53,583.00$                 53,583.00$                 

96,000.00$                96,000.00$                90,000.00$                90,000.00$                84,000.00$                84,000.00$                72,000.00$                72,000.00$                

13,314.52$                 12,648.80$                 11,265.33$                 10,702.07$                 9,489.17$                   9,014.71$                   7,340.55$                   6,973.52$                   

1700 South RDA

13,314.52$                 12,648.80$                 11,265.33$                 10,702.07$                 9,489.17$                   9,014.71$                   7,340.55$                   6,973.52$                   

260,758.52$              260,092.80$              248,244.33$              247,681.07$              236,002.17$              235,528.71$              212,923.55$              212,556.52$              

8,031.93$                   (4,616.87)$                 (20,437.65)$               (31,139.71)$               (43,718.83)$               (52,734.54)$               (63,612.58)$               (70,586.10)$               

334,053.28$              342,085.21$              337,468.34$              317,030.69$              285,890.98$              242,172.15$              189,437.61$              125,825.02$              

8,031.93$                   (4,616.87)$                 (20,437.65)$               (31,139.71)$               (43,718.83)$               (52,734.54)$               (63,612.58)$               (70,586.10)$               

342,085.21$              337,468.34$              317,030.69$              285,890.98$              242,172.15$              189,437.61$              125,825.02$              55,238.92$                 



FY2027 FY2028 FY2029 FY2030 FY2031 FY2032

0.014873 0.014873 0.014873 0.014873 0.014873 0.014873

14,847,586.84$         14,105,207.49$         13,399,947.12$         12,729,949.76$         12,093,452.28$         11,488,779.66$         

50% 50% 50% 40% 40% 37%

110,414.08$              104,893.38$              99,648.71$                 75,733.02$                 71,946.37$                 63,222.87$                 

50,348.82$                47,831.38$                45,439.81$                34,534.26$                32,807.54$                28,829.63$                2,047,373.08$  

110,414.08$              104,893.38$              99,648.71$                 75,733.02$                 71,946.37$                 63,222.87$                 

2,500.00$                   2,500.00$                   2,500.00$                   2,500.00$                   2,500.00$                   2,500.00$                   

112,914.08$              107,393.38$              102,148.71$              78,233.02$                 74,446.37$                 65,722.87$                 

25,149.41$                 

-$                             -$                             -$                             -$                             -$                             -$                             

44,653.00$                 44,653.00$                 44,653.00$                 35,722.00$                 35,722.00$                 33,252.00$                 

60,000.00$                60,000.00$                60,000.00$                48,000.00$                48,000.00$                30,000.00$                2,045,000.00$  

5,520.70$                   5,244.67$                   4,982.44$                   3,786.65$                   3,597.32$                   3,161.14$                   

1700 South RDA

5,520.70$                   5,244.67$                   4,982.44$                   3,786.65$                   3,597.32$                   3,161.14$                   

135,323.11$              109,897.67$              109,635.44$              87,508.65$                 87,319.32$                 66,413.14$                 

(22,409.03)$               (2,504.29)$                 (7,486.73)$                 (9,275.63)$                 (12,872.95)$               (690.27)$                     

55,238.92$                 32,829.88$                 30,325.59$                 22,838.86$                 13,563.23$                 690.28$                      

(22,409.03)$               (2,504.29)$                 (7,486.73)$                 (9,275.63)$                 (12,872.95)$               (690.27)$                     

32,829.88$                 30,325.59$                 22,838.86$                 13,563.23$                 690.28$                      0.00$                           



Fee type Size/sq ft Total Notes

secondary conn

3/4" 300 This fee calculation is based on estimated square

1" 400 footage and could vary depending on actual 

1 1/2" 600 plan submittal.

2" 800

3" 1200

4" 1600

6" 2000

8" 2400

SQFT/LANDSC

secondary impact 87120 X 0.17 14,810.40$   

water conn. IMPACT

3/4' 325 966

1" 485 1610

1 1/2" 680 4999

2" 983 7997

3" 1699.5 15994

4" 3005 24991

6" 4782 49981

8" 7143 79970

Impact fee schedule for commercial

sewer connection 300.00$        

gallons/spaces

sewer impact 1 x 1500 1,500.00$     

storm sewer impact lot size

GC 87120 X 0.261 22,738.00$   

C-2 0 X 0.246 -$              

I-1 0 X 0.261 -$              

A-1 X 0.069 -$              

traffic impact 1000GFA

GC 50 X 2,328 116,400.00$ 

OFFICE/INST X 2,428 -$              

INDUST 0 X 688 -$              

building permit 18,256.00$   

plan review 11,931.00$   40% will not be waived -  peer review Exp

state surcharge 184.00$        

BUILDING SIZE Total Estimated Impact & Fees 208,119.40$ 

public safety impact 50000 SQFT X 0.44 22,000.00$   Necessary Fees 122,972.40$ 

Total Fees 208,119.40$ Potential Fee Waiver 85,147.00$   























 

RESOLUTION RDA12-03 

 

A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE SYRACUSE 

CITY REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY ADJUSTING THE ANNUAL 

BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR ENDING JUNE 30, 2013. 

 

            WHEREAS, the Uniform Budgetary Procedures set forth in State Statute 10-6-128 allow 

for amendments and increases to individual fund budgets; and 

  

            WHEREAS, on July 31, 2012, the City Council held a public hearing to allow interested 

persons in attendance an opportunity to be heard for or against the proposed budgetary changes; 

and 

  

            WHEREAS, the City Council has determined that approval of the budgetary 

amendments will promote the orderly operation of the City; 

  

            NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ENACTED AND ORDAINED BY THE CITY 

COUNCIL OF SYRACUSE DAVIS COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH, AS FOLLOWS: 

 

SECTION 1:  Amendments.  The following adjustments to the Redevelopment Budget 

are hereby made for the Fiscal Year 2013 operating budget. 

• See attachment 

 

SECTION 2. Severability.  If any section, part or provision of this Resolution is held 

invalid or unenforceable, such invalidity or unenforceability shall not affect any other portion of 

this Resolution, and all sections, parts and provisions of this Resolution shall be severable. 

SECTION 3. Effective Date.  This Resolution shall become effective immediately upon 

its passage. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF SYRACUSE CITY, 

STATE OF UTAH, THIS 14
th 

DAY OF August, 2012. 

 

SYRACUSE CITY 

ATTEST: 

 

 

________________________________ By:____________________________________ 

Cassie Z. Brown, City Recorder       Jamie Nagle, Mayor 

 

 

 



Syracuse City

FY 2013 Budget Adjustments

Original Budget Amended Budget Increase / (Decrease)

RDA Fund
Expenditure adjustments:

Repayments to Financers 89,305.00             304,305.00              215,000.00                      

215,000.00                      

Revenue Expenses

MBA Fund net change -                         215,000.00              (215,000.00)                    

Beginning fund overage 190,445.00                      

Overall fund deficit  to come from fund balance (24,555.00)                       



  
 

Agenda Item #D Review of Proposed Resolution RDA12-04 approving 

the draft Syracuse State Road 193 Economic 

Development Project Area Plan, and related matters. 

 
Factual Summation  

 Any question regarding this agenda item may be directed at Mike Eggett, Community & 

Economic Dev. Director or Finance Director Stephen Marshall. 

 

  The proposed State Road 193 Economic Development Area is the area defined below 

and includes the blue, yellow, and orange area on the map.  A complete legal description 

of the SR-193 project area can be found on Exhibit B of the proposed resolution RDA12-

04.   

 
 

COUNCIL AGENDA 
August 14, 2012 



 In order for this area to qualify as an EDA it must bring new, higher paying jobs to the 

area that are at least 25% above the median salary for the Davis County.  The important 

note is that it would create new jobs in the area and not shift jobs from another location.  

The estimate is between 500-600 new jobs to the area. 

 

 A Taxing Entity Committee (TEC) comprised of individuals from various taxing entities 

met to discuss the proposed SR-193 Economic Development Area, the project area plan, 

and the proposed budget.  Each individual was appointed by their various taxing entity to 

represent their interests in the project area.  Those individuals on the TEC were as 

follows: 

 

John Davis – Weber Basin Water   

John Carter  – Davis School District 

Peter Cannon  – Davis School District 

Steve Rawlings – Davis County 

Kent Sulser  – Davis County                         

Kathy Dudley - State School Board 

Jamie Nagle - Syracuse City 

Karianne Lisonbee – Syracuse City   

  

 At this current time, the TEC Committee only discussed the blue area east of the power 

corridor representing approximately 79 acres.   All discussion below only relates to that 

area in blue. 

 

 The property currently does not generate any property tax revenue for the various taxing 

entities.  The budget proposal requests that 80% of the tax increment be kept in the EDA 

project area for 15 years while 20% is distributed to the taxing entities.  The money 

collected in the EDA would be used to reimburse developers, Weber Basin Water, and 

Syracuse City for infrastructure improvements made to the area.  A portion of the money 

would also be used for tenant outreach to attract high end industrial companies to relocate 

to the area.  After the 15 years, all the tax increment would be returned to the taxing 

entities. 

 

 The TEC committee members voted 8-0 approving the project area plan and related 

budget proposal. 

 

 The next step in the process is to have the RDA board pass a resolution adopting the SR-

193 EDA Project area.  This has been added to the packet along with the project area plan 

and budget. 

 

 

Recommendation: 

Approve the proposed resolution RDA12-04 establishing the SR-193 EDA project area. 



Ballard Spahr draft: 8/6/2012 
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NOTICE OF SPECIAL MEETING 

 

TO THE MEMBERS OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE SYRACUSE CITY 

REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY: 

 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that a special meeting of the Board of Directors of 

the Syracuse City Redevelopment Agency (the ―Agency‖), will be held at the Board’s 

regular meeting place at 7:00 p.m. on Tuesday, August 14, 2012, for the purpose of 

approving the draft Syracuse SR-193 Economic Development Project Area Plan, and for 

the transaction of such other business incidental to the foregoing as may come before said 

meeting. 

 

  

Secretary 

 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF NOTICE 

AND CONSENT TO SPECIAL MEETING 
 

We, the Chair and members of the Board of Directors of the Agency, do hereby 

acknowledge receipt of the foregoing Notice of Special Meeting, and we hereby waive 

any and all irregularities, if any, in such notice and in the manner of service thereof upon 

us and consent and agree to the holding of such special meeting at the time and place 

specified in said notice, and to the transaction of any and all business which may come 

before said meeting. 

  

Chair 

  

Member 

  

Member 

  

Member 

  

Member 

  

Member 



Ballard Spahr draft: 8/6/2012 

DMWEST #9194698 v1 

Syracuse, Utah 

 

August 14, 2012 

 

 

The Board of Directors (the ―Board‖) of the Syracuse City Redevelopment 

Agency (the ―Agency‖) met in special public session at its regular meeting place in 

Syracuse, Utah, on Tuesday, August 14, 2012, at 7:00 p.m.  The meeting was called to 

order by the Chair of the Board with the following being present, and constituting a 

quorum: 

Jamie Nagle Chair 

Brian Duncan Member 

Craig Johnson Member 

Karianne Lisonbee Member 

Doug Peterson Member 

Larry Shingleton Member 

 

 

Also present: 

 

Robert Rice City Manager 

Cassie Brown Secretary 

 

 

Absent: 

After the meeting had been duly called to order and after other matters not 

pertinent to this Resolution had been discussed, a Certificate of Compliance with Open 

Meeting Law with respect to this August 14, 2012, meeting was presented to the Board, a 

copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit A. 

Thereupon, the following Resolution was approved and adopted on the following 

recorded vote: 

AYE:  

 

 

NAY:  

 

The Resolution is as follows: 
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RESOLUTION NO. RDA12-04 

 

A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE 

SYRACUSE CITY REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY APPROVING THE 

DRAFT SYRACUSE SR-193 ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 

AREA PLAN AND RELATED MATTERS. 

WHEREAS, the Syracuse City Redevelopment Agency (the ―Agency‖) is a 

community development and renewal agency (a public body, corporate and politic) duly 

created, established, and authorized to transact business and exercise its powers, all under 

and pursuant to the Limited Purpose Local Government Entities—Community 

Development and Renewal Agencies Act, Title 17C, Utah Code Annotated 1953, as 

amended (the ―Act‖); and 

WHEREAS, the Board of Directors (the ―Board‖) of the Agency has authorized 

the preparation of the Syracuse SR-193 Economic Development Project Area Plan (the 

―Plan‖), hereby incorporated by reference, for an Economic Development Project Area 

(the ―Project Area‖) located west of 1000 West, north of 700 South, south of 200 South 

and east of approximately 1800 West in Syracuse City, Utah, the legal description of 

which is attached hereto as Exhibit B; and 

WHEREAS, the Agency has prepared the Plan in order to promote economic 

development and job creation within the Project Area and to increase the property tax 

base within the Project Area through the development of a new business park within the 

Project Area; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the Act, the Agency held a public hearing to receive 

comment regarding the Plan on August 14, 2012, and provided notice of such hearing in 

accordance with the Act; and   

WHEREAS, the Board now desires to approve the draft Plan without revisions 

and submit the Plan to the City Council of Syracuse City, Utah (the ―City Council‖) for 

adoption; 

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE SYRACUSE 

CITY REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY, AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. All terms defined in the recitals hereto shall have the same 

meaning when used herein.  All actions heretofore taken (not inconsistent with the 

provisions of this Resolution) by the Board and by the officers of the Agency directed 

toward the preparation of the draft Plan are hereby ratified, approved, and confirmed. 

Section 2. The Board hereby finds and determines that (a) there is a need to 

effectuate a public purpose; (b) there is a public benefit under the analysis shown by the 

Plan; (c) it is economically sound and feasible to adopt and carry out the Plan; (d) the 

Plan conforms to the general plan of Syracuse City, Utah; and (e) carrying out the Plan 

will promote the public peace, health, safety, and welfare of the community in which the 

Project Area is located.   
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Section 3. The Board hereby approves the Plan, without revision, as the 

economic development project area plan for the Project Area, the legal description of 

which is attached hereto as Exhibit B, and submits the Plan for adoption by the City 

Council.   

Section 4. The appropriate officers of the Agency are hereby authorized and 

directed to take all action necessary or appropriate to effectuate the provisions of this 

Resolution. 

Section 5. If any one or more sections, sentences, clauses, or parts of this 

Resolution shall, for any reason, be held invalid, such judgment shall not affect, impair, 

or invalidate the remaining provisions of this Resolution, but shall be confined in its 

operation to the specific sections, sentences, clauses, or parts of this Resolution so held 

unconstitutional and invalid, and the inapplicability and invalidity of any section, 

sentence, clause, or part of this Resolution in any one or more instances shall not affect or 

prejudice in any way the applicability and validity of this Resolution in any other 

instances. 

Section 6. All resolutions of the Agency in conflict with this Resolution are 

hereby repealed to the extent only of such inconsistency.  This repealer shall not be 

construed to revive any Resolution, by-law or regulation, or part thereof, heretofore 

repealed. 
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PASSED BY THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE SYRACUSE CITY 

REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY THIS AUGUST 14, 2012. 

 

 

 

 

By:_________________________________ 

Chair 

 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

 

By:  

 Secretary 
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(Here follows business not pertinent to the above.) 

Pursuant to motion duly made and seconded, the Board adjourned. 

 

 

 

By:_________________________________ 

Chair 

 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

 

By:  

 Secretary 
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STATE OF UTAH ) 

) ss. 

COUNTY OF DAVIS ) 

 

I, Cassie Brown, the duly qualified and acting Secretary of the Syracuse City 

Redevelopment Agency (the ―Agency‖), do hereby certify according to the records of the 

Agency in my possession that the foregoing constitutes a true, correct, and complete copy 

of the minutes of the special meeting of the Agency’s Board of Directors (the ―Board‖) 

held on August 14, 2012, as it pertains to a resolution (the ―Resolution‖) adopted by the 

Board at said meeting, including the Resolution, as said minutes and Resolution are 

officially of record in my possession. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto subscribed my signature this 

August 14, 2012. 

 

 

 

By:  

Secretary 
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EXHIBIT A 

 

CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE WITH OPEN MEETING LAW 

 

I, Cassie Brown, the duly qualified and acting Secretary of the Syracuse City 

Redevelopment Agency (the ―Agency‖) do hereby certify, according to the records of the 

Agency in my official possession, and upon my own knowledge and belief, that in 

accordance with the requirements of Section 52-4-202, Utah Code Annotated, 1953, as 

amended, I gave not less than twenty-four (24) hours public notice of the agenda, date, 

time and place of the August 14, 2012, public meeting held by the Board of Directors of 

the Agency (the ―Board‖) as follows: 

(a) By causing a Notice, in the form attached hereto as Schedule 1, to 

be posted at the principal offices of the Agency on August _____, 2012, at least 

twenty-four (24) hours prior to the convening of the meeting, said Notice having 

continuously remained so posted and available for public inspection until the 

completion of the meeting; 

(b) By causing a copy of such Notice, in the form attached hereto as 

Schedule 1, to be delivered to the Standard-Examiner, on August _____, 2012, at 

least twenty-four (24) hours prior to the convening of the meeting; and 

(c) By causing a copy of such Notice, in the form attached hereto as 

Schedule 1, to be published on the Utah Public Notice Website 

(http://pmn.utah.gov). 

I further certify that the Agency does not hold regular meetings that are scheduled 

in advance over the course of a year, but meets on an unscheduled basis from time to 

time, as needed. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto subscribed my official signature this 

August 14, 2012. 

 

 

 

By:  

Secretary 

[To be attached:  ] 

SCHEDULE 1–NOTICE OF MEETING 
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EXHIBIT B 

 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT AREA 

 

A parcel of land located in the South Half of Section 3, Township 4 North, Range 2 West, 

Salt Lake Base and Meridian, Davis County, Utah, described as follows: 

BEGINNING at the East Quarter Corner of Section 3, Township 4 North, Range 2 West, 

Salt Lake Base and Meridian, and thence along the east line of said Section and the 

easterly line of the Syracuse City boundary South 00°06'46" West 1,921.36 feet to the 

northeast corner of property described in that certain Correction Quit Claim Deed 

recorded October 29, 2001 as Entry No. 1699015 in Book 2914 at Page 910 of the Davis 

County records; thence along the north line of said property and the southerly line of the 

Syracuse City boundary the following two courses: 1) South 72°12'57" West 2,191.75 

feet and 2) South 72°12'01" West 45.02 feet to the north line of the 700 South Street 

right-of-way; thence South 00°03'43" West 66.00 feet to the south line of said right-of-

way; thence along said south line the following two courses: 1) North 89°56'17" West 

526.87 feet and 2) North 89°56'56" West 642.32 feet to the southerly extension of the 

east line of property described in that certain Special Warranty Deed recorded March 9, 

1993 as Entry No. 1021678 in Book 1588 at Page 130 of said records; thence along said 

line and the northerly extension thereof North 00°09'58" East 1,236.48 feet to a point of 

tangency of a 567.00 feet radius curve to the left; thence Northerly 159.68 feet along said 

curve through a central angle of 16°08'10" and a long chord of North 07°54'07" West 

159.16 feet; thence North 15°58'12" West 760.62 feet to a point of tangency of a 633.00 

feet radius curve to the right; thence Northerly 178.27 feet along said curve through a 

central angle of 16°08'10" and a long chord of North 07°54'07" West 177.68 feet; thence 

North 00°09'58" East 371.18 feet to the north line of the South Half of said Section 3; 

thence along said line South 89°56'57" East 3,553.84 feet to the POINT OF 

BEGINNING. Said parcel contains 8,174,635 square feet or 187.66 acres, more or less. 

 

 

 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PREPARED BY 

ZIONS BANK PUBLIC FINANCE

JULY 12, 2012 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
The Syracuse City Redevelopment Agency (the “Agency”), following thorough consideration of the needs and desires 
of Syracuse City (the “City”) and its residents, regarding need of and capacity for new development, has prepared 
this Economic Development Project Area Plan (the “Plan”) for the Syracuse SR-193 Economic Development Project 
Area (the “Project Area”) described in more detail below.  The Study Area covered 246.6 acres, of which it is 
recommended that 180.32 acres (the easternmost portion of the Study Area) be included in the Project Area.  Within 
the Project Area, it is recommended that, at this time, only the easternmost portion (79.44 acres) be included in the 
tax increment collection area. 
  
In accordance with the terms of this Plan, the Agency will encourage, promote and provide for the development of a 
new business park within the Project Area. The Syracuse SR-193 Economic Development Project Area will include 
nearly two million square feet of building space at buildout, located on 180.32 acres, for an average floor area ratio of 
0.25.1 The Tax Increment Collection Area will include approximately 865,000 square feet of building space at 
buildout. 
 
It is anticipated that the project will generate significant economic activity in the City through the creation of both 
temporary construction and permanent employment, the generation of additional property tax revenue, and the 
creation of new business opportunities.  Within the Tax Increment Collection Area, an estimated 350 to 1,100 good-
paying jobs will be created at this site. Additional jobs will be created within the rest of the Project Area, depending on 
the type of development that takes place in the remainder of the Project Area. Construction jobs will also be 
generated as part of this project, with construction wages approximating $13.8 million over the six-year absorption 
timeframe estimated for the projects currently identified in the Tax Increment Collection Area.2  
 
This Plan will govern the development within the Project Area, including the capture and use of tax increment to 
promote and incentivize development. The purpose of this Plan clearly sets forth the aims and objectives of this 
development, its scope, available incentives and the mechanism for funding such incentives, and the value of the 
Plan to the residents, businesses and property owners of the City. 
 
 

2. DEFINITIONS 
As used in this Economic Development Project Area Plan:  
 

1. The term "Act" shall mean and include the Limited Purpose Local Government Entities – Community 
Development and Renewal Agencies Act Title 17C, Chapters 1 through 4, Utah Code Annotated , , including 
such amendments or successor statutes as shall from time to time be enacted. 

 
2. The term "Agency" shall mean the Syracuse City Redevelopment Agency, a separate body corporate and 

politic. 
 

3. The term "base taxable value" shall mean the base taxable value of the property within the Project Area, as 
shown upon the assessment roll last equalized, before: the date the taxing entity committee adopts the first 
project area budget. 

 
4. The term "City" shall mean Syracuse City, Utah. 

                                                        
1 The floor area ratio is the ratio of total building square feet to total land square feet. 
2 Based on anticipated construction jobs and average construction wages as discussed in detail in this report. 
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5. The term "community" shall mean the community of Syracuse City, Utah.  

 
6. The term “Developer” shall mean any person or entity undertaking development activities in the Project 

Area including, initially, Ninigret Construction Company North, L.C. (sometimes also referred to as the 
“Ninigret Group”). 

 
7. The term "economic development" shall mean to promote the creation or retention of public or private jobs 

within the State through planning, design, development, construction, rehabilitation, business relocation, or 
any combination of these within a community; and the provision of office, industrial, manufacturing, 
warehousing, distribution, parking, public, or other facilities, or other improvements that benefit the state or a 
community. 
 

8. The term “Plan Hearing” means the public hearing on the draft Project Area Plan required under 
Subsection 17C-3-102 of the Act. 
 

9. The term "planning commission" shall mean the planning commission of the City. 
 

10. The term “Project” means the activities associated with this Project Area Plan. 
 

11. The term "Project Area" or "SR-193 Economic Development Project Area" shall mean the geographic 
area described in this Project Area Plan or Draft Project Area Plan where the economic development set 
forth in this Project Area Plan or Draft Project Area Plan takes place or is proposed to take place. 
 

12. The term "Project Area Plan" or “Plan” shall mean the SR-103 Economic Development Area Project Area 
Plan that was adopted pursuant to the Act to guide and control economic development activities within the 
project area.  

 
13. The term "Project Area Budget" shall mean a multiyear projection of annual or cumulative revenues and 

expenses and other fiscal matters pertaining to the project area that includes: 
(a) the base taxable value of property in the project area; 
(b) the projected tax increment expected to be generated within the project area; 
(c) the amount of tax increment expected to be shared with other taxing entities; 
(d) the amount of tax increment expected to be used to implement the project area plan, including the 
estimated amount of tax increment to be used for land acquisition, public improvements, infrastructure 
improvements, and loans, grants, or other incentives to private and public entities; 
(e) the tax increment expected to be used to cover the cost of administering the project area plan; 
(f) if the area from which tax increment is to be collected is less than the entire project area: 
(i) the tax identification numbers of the parcels from which tax increment will be collected; or 
(ii) a legal description of the portion of the project area from which tax increment will be collected; 
(g) for an economic development project area, the information required under Subsection 17C-3-201(1)(b). 

 
14. The terms "tax," "taxes," "property tax" or "property taxes" includes privilege tax and each levy on an 

ad valorem basis on tangible or intangible personal or real property. 
 

15. The term "taxing entity" shall mean each public entity that levies a property tax on property situated within 
the Project Area. 
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16. The term "tax increment" shall mean the difference between (i) the amount of property tax revenues 
generated each tax year by all taxing entities from the area designated in the Project Area Plan as the area 
from which tax increment is to be collected, using the current assessed value of the property, and (ii) the 
amount of property tax revenues that would be generated from that same area using the base taxable value 
of the property. Tax increment does not include taxes levied and collected under Section 59-6-1602 Utah 
Code Annotated, on or after January 1, 1994. 
 

17. The term “Tax Increment Collection Area” shall mean the area from which tax increment is collected for 
the timeframe of this Plan. 

 
18. All other terms shall have the same meaning set forth in the Act unless the context clearly indicates 

otherwise. 
 

3. PRECONDITIONS FOR DESIGNATING AN ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA 
a) Pursuant to the provisions of the Act, the Agency Board (the “Board”), on November 15, 2011, adopted a 

resolution designating an economic development survey area (“Survey Area”) and containing a map of the 
boundaries of the Survey Area; and  

 
b) Pursuant to the provisions of §17C-3-102(2)(a) and (b) of the Act, the City has a planning commission and 

general plan as required by law; and 
 
c) Pursuant to the provisions of §17C-3-102(1)(b) and (c) of the Act, the Agency made a draft Project Area 

Plan available to the public at the Agency’s offices during normal business hours, provided notice of the plan 
hearing and held a public hearing on the draft plan on __________, 2012;3 and 

 
d) Pursuant to the provisions of §17C-3-102(1)(d) of the Act, the Agency has conducted one or more public 

hearings for the purpose of informing the public about the proposed Project Area, allowing public comment 
on the draft Project Area Plan and whether the plan should be revised, approved or rejected.  The purpose 
of the hearing(s) was to inform the public about the Plan, to allow public comment on the draft Plan and to 
solicit input on whether the Plan should be revised, approved or rejected. 
 

 

4. PROJECT AREA BOUNDARIES [17C-3-103(1)(a)] 
The area identified for study (see map in Appendix A) consists of approximately 246.6 acres.  Based on a study of 
the entire Survey Area, it was determined by the Board that a project area for the 180.32 acres (easternmost portion) 
is the most viable and beneficial at this point in time for a project area, and that the easternmost portion of the project 
area (79.44 acres) is most viable for a tax increment collection area.  It was determined that the westernmost portion 
of the study area has significant uncertainty as to the type of development and zoning that will take place in the area.  
Until these issues are resolved, a project area is best suited for the eastern portion of the study area.  The proposed 
project area of 180.32 acres will be located west of 1000 West, north of 700 South, south of 200 South and east of 
approximately 1800 West. This area is identified on the map shown in Appendix A.  The tax increment collection area 
will consist of 79.44 acres, located at the easternmost portion of the project area. 
 
 

                                                        
3 The Public Hearing is currently scheduled for August 14, 2012. 
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5. GENERAL STATEMENT OF LAND USES, LAYOUT OF PRINCIPAL STREETS, 
POPULATION DENSITIES, BUILDING INTENSITIES AND HOW THEY WILL BE AFFECTED 
BY THE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT [17C-3-103(1)(b)] 
 
A. LAND USES IN THE PROJECT AREA  
The permitted land uses within the Project Area shall be those uses permitted by the officially adopted zoning 
ordinances of the City, as those ordinances may be amended from time to time, subject to limitations imposed by 
"overlay" restrictions and the controls and guidelines of this Plan.   
 
At present, all of the real property in the Project Area is unimproved, is in agricultural use and is zoned industrial.  
With this Plan in place, it is expected that land will be developed as a business park – mainly office, warehousing and 
manufacturing which are all permitted uses under the current zoning designations. 
 
B. LAYOUT OF PRINCIPAL STREETS IN THE PROJECT AREA 
The Project Area is currently bordered on the north by 200 South Street, on the east by 1000 West Street, on the 
south by a private unimproved road, and on the west by roughly 1800 West. There are currently no improved interior 
streets within the Project Area. Appendix A shows the new streets planned as part of this Project Area. In addition, 
1000 West Street will be widened as part of this project. It is anticipated that the east-west street extending west from 
1000 West Street may initially terminate in a cul-de-sac somewhat east of the power corridor during the first phase of 
the project.  The cul-de-sac would be removed and the street extended to connect to a second new street that would 
be built in connection with later phases. 
 
C. POPULATION DENSITIES IN THE PROJECT AREA 
Currently, no one lives within the Project Area. The Plan does not currently propose any residential development. 
Existing and proposed densities within the Project Area will therefore remain at zero persons per square mile. 
 
D. BUILDING INTENSITIES IN THE PROJECT AREA 
Currently there are no buildings within the Project Area. The Plan proposes an estimated 865,000 square feet of 
office/business park space on 79.44 acres within the Tax Increment Collection Area.  This results in a floor area ratio 
of 0.25, calculated as follows: 
 
 865,000 ÷ (79.44 acres x 43,5604) = 0.25  
 
While there are no specific plans for the remainder of the Project Area, it is anticipated that it will develop with similar 
densities, resulting in a total of approximately two million square feet in the entire Project Area. 
 

6.  STANDARDS THAT WILL GUIDE THE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT [17C-3-103(1)(c)]  
The general standards that will guide the economic development are as follows: 
 

                                                        
4 Number of square feet per acre 
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A. GENERAL DESIGN OBJECTIVES 
Development within the Project Area will be held to quality design and construction standards, suitable for a business 
park and will be subject to: (1) appropriate elements of the City’s General Plan; (2) applicable City building codes and 
ordinances; (3) planning commission review and recommendation; and (4) the City’s land use code. 
 
Developers will be allowed flexibility of design in developing land located within the Project Area. The development 
shall be of a design and shall use materials that are subject to design review and approval by the City pursuant to a 
development agreement with the Developer specifically addressing design issues. 
 
Coordinated and attractive landscaping shall also be provided as appropriate for the character of the Project Area.  
Materials and design paving, retaining walls, fences, curbs, benches, and other items shall have an attractive 
appearance and be easily maintained.,  
 
All development will be based on site plans, development data, and other appropriate submittals and materials 
clearly describing the development, including land coverage, setbacks, heights, and any other data dictated by the 
City’s land use code, and applicable City practice or procedure. 
 
The general principles guiding development within the Project Area are as follows: 
 

1. Encourage and assist economic development with the creation of a well-planned business park that will 
attract top-quality companies and job opportunities to the area. 

 
2. Provide for the strengthening of the tax base and economic health of the entire community and the State of 

Utah. 
 

3. Implement the tax increment financing provisions of the Act which are incorporated herein by reference and 
made a part of this Plan. 

 
4. Encourage economic use of and new construction upon the real property located within the Project Area. 

 
5. Promote and market the Project Area for economic development that would enhance the economic base of 

the City through diversification. 
 

6. Provide for compatible relationships among land uses and quality standards for development, such that the 
area functions as a unified and viable center of economic activity for the City. 

 
7. Remove any impediments to land disposition and development through assembly of land into reasonably 

sized and shaped parcels served by adequate public utilities, streets and other infrastructure improvements. 
 

8. Achieve an environment that reflects an appropriate level of concern for architectural, landscape and design 
principles, developed through encouragement, guidance, appropriate controls, and financial and 
professional assistance to the Developers. 

 
9. Provide for construction of public streets, utilities, curbs and sidewalks, other public rights-of-way, street 

lights, landscaped areas, parking, water utilities, sewer utilities, storm drainage, recreational trails and other 
public improvements. 
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10. Facilitate better traffic circulation and reduce traffic hazards through improved public street access and 
design.  

 
B. SPECIFIC DESIGN OBJECTIVES AND CONTROLS 
In addition to the general City design objectives and standards described above, the developer has adopted specific 
design guidelines that will govern the development of the Project Area. These guidelines focus on the development of 
a business park atmosphere that will benefit the community.  
 
1. BUILDING DESIGN OBJECTIVES 
All new buildings shall be of design and materials that will be in harmony with adjoining areas and other new 
development and shall be subject to design review and approval by the City. 
 
The design of buildings shall take advantage of available views and topography and shall provide, where appropriate, 
separate levels of access. 
 
2. OPEN SPACE PEDESTRIAN WALKS AND INTERIOR DRIVE DESIGN OBJECTIVES 
All open spaces, pedestrian walks and interior drives shall be designed as an integral part of an overall site design, 
properly related to existing and proposed buildings. 
 
Comfortably graded pedestrian walks should be provided in areas of the most intense use, particularly from building 
entrances to parking areas, and adjacent buildings on the same site. 
 
The location and design of pedestrian walks should afford adequate safety and separation from vehicular traffic.  
 
Materials and design of paving, retaining walls, fences, curbs, and other accouterments, shall be of good appearance 
and easily maintained. 
 
3. PARKING DESIGN OBJECTIVES 
Parking areas shall be designed with regard to orderly arrangement, topography and ease of use and access.  
 
4. PROJECT IMPROVEMENT DESIGN OBJECTIVES 

Public Rights-of-Way. All streets and walkways within public rights-of-way will be designed or approved by the City 
and will be consistent with all design objectives.  
 
Street Lighting and Signs. Lighting standards and signs of pleasant appearance and modern illumination standards 
shall be provided as necessary as approved by the City.  
 
Grading. The applicable portions of the Project Area will be graded in conformance with the final project design as 
approved by the City for each specific project in accordance with City Code. 
 
C. TECHNIQUES TO ACHIEVE THE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN OBJECTIVES 
Activities contemplated in carrying out the Plan in the Project Area may include the acquisition and development of 
properties in the Project Area.  
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1. ACQUISITION AND CLEARANCE 
Parcels of real property located in the Project Area may be acquired by the Agency by purchase, but may not be 
acquired by condemnation unless from an Agency board member or officer with their consent [§17C-1-206 (1) and 
(2)(b)]. 
 
2. IMPLEMENTATION OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS 
The Agency shall have the right to approve the design and construction documents of all economic development 
within the Project Area to ensure that all economic development within the Project Area is consistent with this Plan. 
The City shall notify the Agency of all requests for: (1) zoning changes; (2) conditional use permits; (3) site plan 
approval; and (4) building permits within the Project Area, and all proposed amendments thereof. Economic 
development projects within the Project Area shall be implemented as approved by the Agency and the City. 
 
E. APPROVALS 
Development within the Project Area shall be implemented by the Agency in accordance with this Plan, and as 
approved by the City in accordance with applicable land use and building code provisions. The City shall notify the 
Agency of all requests for (1) zoning changes; (2) design approval; (3) site plan approval; and (4) building permits 
within the Project Area.   
 
 

7. HOW THE PURPOSES OF THE ACT WILL BE ATTAINED BY THE ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT [17C-3-103(1)(d)] 
It is the intent of the Agency, with the assistance and participation of the Developer, to facilitate and promote the 
development of office, industrial, light manufacturing and other business park related activities that will result in the 
creation of jobs in the Project Area. Further, the project will strengthen the tax base of the community, which will also 
serve to accomplish economic development objectives and create a well-planned business center.   
 
The purposes of the Act will be achieved by the following: 
 
A.  ESTABLISHMENT OF NEW BUSINESS AND INCREASED TAX BASE  
The proposed Project envisions business park development that will benefit the State and the City through increased 
job creation, increased property tax base, increased income taxes paid (both corporate and individual) and increased 
energy usage (and the accompanying municipal energy “franchise” tax).  Multiplier (indirect and induced) impacts will 
result from the initial job creation and expenditures for construction and supplies. 
 
B.  PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS   
The construction of the public infrastructure improvements as provided by this Plan will support the development 
contemplated herein and provide for future development in surrounding areas. The associated public infrastructure 
improvements will make the land within the Project Area more accessible to and from other parts of the City. Thus, 
the components of the Project provided in this Plan will encourage, promote and provide for economic development 
within the Project Area and the City generally for years to come. 
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8. THE PLAN IS CONSISTENT WITH AND WILL CONFORM TO THE COMMUNITY’S 
GENERAL PLAN [17C-3-103(1)(e)] 
This Plan is consistent with the City’s General Plan that was updated and approved May 26, 2009. Specifically, the 
City’s mission statement states a desire to “provide quality, affordable services for its citizens, while promoting 
community pride, fostering economic development and managing growth." This Project Area Plan will help 
accomplish all of these purposes. 
 
The General Plan (pp. 13-14) also specifically refers to development along 200 South and 1000 West as follows: 
 

The corridor along 200 South in Syracuse between 1000 West and the future North Legacy Parkway 
(approximately Bluff Road) represents an area with the highest future potential for commercial development 
within the City. In a first phase, UDOT plans to widen (to 100’) 200 South between I-15 and 2000 West 
sometime around 2011. As the time of completion of this roadway project draws near, the land along the 
south side of 200 South between 1000 West and 2000 West will become increasingly attractive to 
commercial developers. The City should maintain its current plan for a C-2 Commercial land use along most 
of this corridor. This land use will allow the greatest flexibility of development. A key focal point for retail 
locations along this corridor should be the corner of 2000 West and 200 south. UDOT is also planning for 
the widening of 2000 West from 1700 South all the way to Weber County, thus making this intersection a 
highly attractive location for future commercial activity.  
 
Commercial development is also proposed along the city’s shared boundary with Clearfield City along 1000 
West between 200 South and 700 South. This location represents yet another commercial opportunity to 
Syracuse as this area is located adjacent to the Freeport Center. The opportunities in this area are 
commercial developments that are compatible or would support the large industrial enterprises that are 
typical of the Freeport Center. 

 
The development proposed in this Project Area Plan is consistent with what is specified in the General Plan and is 
compatible with that Plan. 
 
 

9. DESCRIBE HOW THE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT WILL CREATE ADDITIONAL JOBS 
[17C-3-103(1)(f)] 
Located proximate to the North Legacy Parkway, the Project Area is one of the premiere business park sites in Davis 
County. This means that the site will be attractive to major tenants – tenants that could invest significant amounts in 
both real and personal property and that would be likely to offer skilled jobs and above average wages. The number 
of jobs created at the site will vary depending on the type of business park development that takes place.  Generally 
speaking, the average number of square feet per worker in commercial buildings is 766.5 The ratio in industrial 
buildings varies widely depending on the type of usage but could be as high as 2,500 square feet per employee.  
Assuming there will be over 865,000 square feet of building space at buildout in the Tax Increment Collection Area 
alone, there would be a range of roughly 350 to 1,100 employees (FTE’s). The remaining Project Area would include 
additional employees, the number of which would depend on the type of development that takes place in that area. 

                                                        
5 Source:  http://www.eia.gov/emeu/consumptionbriefs/cbecs/pbawebsite/retailserv/retserv_howmanyempl.htm and 
http://www.cyburbia.org/forums/showthread.php?25827-Square-feet-per-employee.   
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10. DESCRIPTION OF ANY SPECIFIC PROJECT OR PROJECTS THAT ARE THE OBJECT 
OF THE PROPOSED ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT [17C-3-103(1)(g)] 
The Plan specifically proposes over 865,000 square feet of business park related building space located on 79.44 
acres in the Tax Increment Collection Area and two million square feet of building space in the Project Area (180.32 
acres). . However, there will need to be some flexibility in the type and amount of square footage developed in order 
for the Developer to respond to changing market conditions in the future.  There may also be a minimal amount of 
support retail located within the Project Area. 
 
 

11. HOW PRIVATE DEVELOPERS WILL BE SELECTED AND IDENTIFICATION OF 
CURRENT DEVELOPERS IN THE PROJECT AREA [17C-3-103(1)(h)] 
 
A. SELECTION OF PRIVATE DEVELOPERS 
The Agency contemplates that owners of real property within the Project Area will take advantage of the opportunity 
to develop their property, or sell their property to developers for the development of facilities within the Project Area.  
In the event that owners do not wish to participate in the economic development in compliance with the Plan, or in a 
manner acceptable to the Agency, or are unable or unwilling to appropriately participate, the Agency may, consistent 
with the Act, encourage other owners to acquire property within the Project Area, or to select non-owner developers 
by private negotiation, public advertisement, bidding or the solicitation of written proposals, or a combination of one 
or more of the above methods. 
 
B. IDENTIFICATION OF DEVELOPERS WHO ARE CURRENTLY INVOLVED IN THE PROPOSED ECONOMIC 

DEVELOPMENT 
The Ninigret Group currently has the 79.44 acres of property in the Tax Increment Collection Area under contract. 
Concurrent with the approval of this Plan, the Agency and the City have entered into a Development Agreement with 
the Ninigret Group.  The Agency and the City will work with the Ninigret Group to implement this Project Area Plan as 
provided in the Development Agreement.    
 
 

12.  REASONS FOR THE SELECTION OF THE PROJECT AREA [17C-3-103(1)(i)] 
The Project Area was selected by the Agency as that area within the City having an immediate opportunity to 
strengthen the community through a major developer who is willing to invest private capital into a business park that 
will allow for significant job creation, bring new businesses and services into the community, and provide for public 
infrastructure which will support the development and provide for future development in surrounding areas.  
 
The Project Area contains a portion of the City that is desirable for business park development because of: (1) its 
accessible location to the North Legacy Parkway; (2) the opportunity to commence a public-private partnership to 
develop this area of the City; and (3) the current proposal of the Ninigret Group to construct a large master planned 
development within the Project Area.   
 
Specific boundaries of the Project Area were arrived at by the Agency after a review of the area by members of the 
Agency, City staff, economic development consultants, and other technical and legal consultants.  Planned treatment 
of this area is intended to stimulate development to the degree necessary for sound long-term growth in the Project 
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Area and to encourage the development of real property located within the Project Area.  Finally, development of the 
Project Area as a business center is an important element in the City’s General Plan.  
 
 

13.  DESCRIPTION OF THE PHYSICAL, SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC CONDITIONS EXISTING 
IN THE AREA [17C-3-103(1)(j)] 
A. PHYSICAL CONDITIONS 
The proposed Project Area consists of approximately 180.32 acres of privately owned land as shown on the Project 
Area map in Appendix A, located south of 200 South, west of 1000 West, north of 700 South and east of 
approximately 1800 West that is currently dedicated to agricultural use. The Tax Increment Collection Area consists 
of approximately 79.44 acres. The site contains a 22-foot drop with steep grades which will contribute to significant 
site grading challenges and development costs. 
 
B. SOCIAL CONDITIONS 
There are currently no buildings and no residents within the Project Area.  No unusual social conditions were found to 
exist.  Because of the shifting of land uses from agricultural land to active business park in the Project Area, 
consistent with the General Plan of the City, this area will take on a new social character that will enhance existing 
development in the City. The Project Area Plan will bring workers from the surrounding region to the Project Area for 
employment purposes. It is anticipated, therefore, that the proposed Project Area will add to the community’s 
economy, quality of life, and reputation. 
  
C. ECONOMIC CONDITIONS  
There is currently no development in the Project Area.  All of the land is currently publicly owned by a charitable 
501(c)(3) organization and is therefore exempt from property taxation. The current taxable value of the area is $0.00; 
therefore, no property tax revenues are currently generated from this area. 
 
 

14. TAX INCENTIVES OFFERED TO PRIVATE ENTITIES FOR FACILITIES LOCATED 
WITHIN THE PROJECT AREA [17C-3-103(1)(k)] 
The Agency intends to use 80 percent of the property tax increment generated within the Tax Increment Collection 
Area over a period of 15 years to pay part of the costs associated with development of the Project Area. The Agency 
intends to negotiate and enter into one or more inter-local agreements with the Davis County School District (the 
“School District”), Davis County (the “County”), the City, water districts, sewer district, and possibly other smaller 
taxing entities to secure receipt of a portion of the property tax increment generated within the Project Area that 
would otherwise be paid to those taxing entities.   
 
The Project Area Budget (attached as Appendix D) shows anticipated tax increment receipts, and the estimated 
eligible development costs to be reimbursed. Detailed expenditures are shown in the table below. 
 

DETAILED EXPENDITURES 
 

Syracuse City    
3 water vaults at $60,000 each $180,000 
Water lines $125,000 
Secondary water - booster pump and line $150,000 
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DETAILED EXPENDITURES 
 

Weber Basin Water Conservancy   
Pipeline portion and portion of meter vault $173,000 

Developer   
 Roads Construction  $681,131 
 Culinary Water  $394,220 
 Storm Drain  $386,918 
 Sewer  $207,558 
 Secondary Water  $145,475 
 Electrical  $62,178 
 RMP  $94,973 
 Landscaping (along roadways)   $672,249 
 Value of Land Required for Roads & Easements  $565,336 
 Admin, Engineering , Survey and Testing  $229,974 
 Bonding  $63,744 
 City Engineering & Review Fee  $25,497 
Soil Imbalance Cut/Fill $1,065,800 
Transmission Line Relocation $190,000 
Rail $350,000 

Tenant Outreach   
      Tenant Outreach at 30% $3,289,891 
TOTAL EXPENDITURES (not incl. administrative costs) $9,052,944 
 
 

15. ANALYSIS OF WHETHER THE ADOPTION OF THE PROJECT AREA PLAN IS 
BENEFICIAL UNDER A BENEFIT ANALYSIS [17C-3-103(1)(l)] 
The public will realize significant benefits from the development of the Economic Development Project Area as 
proposed by this Plan. The Agency’s long-term objective in developing the Project Area is to create a high quality, 
business center that will diversify the City’s economic and tax base, and offer good-paying employment opportunities. 
The Agency adopted a resolution for the preparation of this Plan because of the opportunity to “jump start” the 
proposed business park development.   
 
A. EVALUATION OF THE REASONABLENESS OF THE COSTS OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT [17C-3-
103(2)(a)(i)] 
The Project Area has higher than normal development costs for several reasons: 1) the lack of any utilities currently 
serving the Project Area which is an agricultural field; 2) the steep grade and 22-foot drop of the property; and 3) the 
addition of a rail spur that will attract a wider variety of businesses who can make significant investment in the area 
and establish a good taxable base. The proposed costs of development for site preparation, railroad, infrastructure, 
economic incentives, or any assistance with building construction, are nearly $9.1 million. The purpose of the tenant 
outreach is to attract top-quality businesses through assistance with fees, training, relocation costs, and other 
activities for businesses that will significantly improve the property tax base and provide higher-than-average paying 
jobs. 
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SUMMARY OF EXPENDITURES 

Syracuse City $455,000 
Weber Basin Water $173,000 
Developer Infrastructure $4,785,053 
Rail Spur $350,000 
Tenant Outreach $3,289,891 
TOTAL $9,052,944 
 
Total costs necessary to facilitate the development of this Project Area, including tenant outreach, are therefore 
estimated at $9,052,944. This is a cost of $113,960 per acre in the Tax Increment Collection Area (where all of the 
improvements are currently planned). In comparison, the value per acre in the Tax Increment Collection Area at 
buildout is estimated to be nearly $892,980.6 The ratio of value to public investment is roughly 7.8 to 1.0. 
 
The issuance of bonds to the full extent now or hereafter permitted by law is authorized as part of this Plan. 
 
 
B. EFFORTS THE AGENCY OR DEVELOPER HAS MADE OR WILL MAKE TO MAXIMIZE PRIVATE 

INVESTMENT [17C-3-103(2)(a)(ii)] 
The public investment of approximately $9.1 million represents only 12.8 percent of the estimated private investment 
of $70.1 million in the Tax Increment Collection Area for land, buildings and personal property (equipment).   
 
 
C. RATIONALE FOR USE OF TAX INCREMENT, INCLUDING AN ANALYSIS OF WHETHER THE 

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT MIGHT REASONABLY BE EXPECTED TO OCCUR IN THE FORESEEABLE 

FUTURE SOLELY THROUGH PRIVATE INVESTMENT [17C-3-103(2)(a)(iii)] 
This development is unlikely to happen solely through private investment for several reasons. First, the addition of a 
rail spur to the site adds an extra cost of development that cannot be recovered through rents that can be achieved in 
the area. However, the rail spur will greatly expand opportunities to attract a wider range of end users with good-
paying jobs and significant investment in equipment (and therefore taxable value) at the site. 
 
Second, many of the business opportunities that can be pursued for this site will be highly sought after by other 
communities. Therefore, in order to be on a level playing field with surrounding areas, tax increment must be 
available to offset incentives provided in other areas. Also, several of the opportunities that the Developer is pursuing 
are businesses that are also looking at sites located outside of the State of Utah.  In order to be eligible for EDTIF 
funds provided by the State (that will attract these businesses to Utah), the Governor’s Office of Economic 
Development (GOED) requires local areas to come up with local funds to show their commitment and partnership in 
the Project. 
 

                                                        
6 The value at buildout is based on an average value per building square foot as follows:  building ($50); and personal property 
($32).  Total taxable value at buildout in the tax increment collection area is projected to be $70,938,331.  The total number of 
acres in the Tax Increment Collection Area is 79.44.  Therefore, the value per acre is $892,980. 
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Third, this site has higher than normal development costs because of the steep grade and 22-foot elevation change 
on the site.  These costs, if added to tenant costs, would make the site less competitive with other areas.  And, there 
are currently no utilities at this site, which must be extended to this agricultural field. 
 
The rationale for the use of tax increment is twofold:  1) tax increment funds must be available from local sources if 
the statewide EDTIF funds are to be available for the site; and 2) tax increment funds are necessary to offset the 
extraordinary costs of development associated with the site.  
 
D. ESTIMATE OF THE TOTAL AMOUNT OF TAX INCREMENT THAT WILL BE EXPENDED IN 

UNDERTAKING ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND THE LENGTH OF TIME FOR WHICH IT WILL BE 

EXPENDED [17C-3-103(2)(a)(iv)] 
The total amount of tax increment necessary for this project is nearly $9.1 million ($2012).  The Project Area Budget 
suggests a 15-year timeframe in order to account for the variability in development and economic conditions that will 
occur over the 15-year period.  
 
E. BENEFICIAL INFLUENCES UPON THE TAX BASE OF THE COMMUNITY [17C-3-103(2)(b)(i)] 
The City and taxing entities will see an increase in taxable value of an estimated $70,938,331 when the Tax 
Increment Collection Area is fully built out. If construction begins in 2013 and the Project Area commences in 2014 
and runs for a period of 15 years, each of the taxing entities will receive increased taxes over the next 15 years from 
the increased investment in the area. If the taxing entities receive 20 percent of the increment, with the remaining 80 
percent of the increment flowing to the Agency, the taxing entities will receive over $2.7 million more over the 15-year 
period than they are currently receiving.  
 

TAX BENEFIT TO TAXING ENTITIES 
2014-2028 

Taxing Entities Tax Rate % to 
Entity/Agency 

Total Tax Benefit 2014-2025 

Davis County 0.002383 20% $444,252 
Davis County School District 0.008861 20% $1,651,918 
Syracuse City 0.001821 20% $339,481 
Weber Basin Water Conservancy 

District 
0.000217 20% $40,454 

Davis County Mosquito Abatement 
District 

0.000104 20% $19,388 

County Library 0.000392 20% $73,079 
North Davis Sewer District 0.000928 20% $173,003 
TOTAL 0.014706  $2,741,576 

 
At the end of the 15-year period, the taxing entities will receive the entire (100%) tax increment which would amount 
to an estimated $1 million per year more than what they are currently receiving. 
 

ANNUAL TAX BENEFIT TO TAXING ENTITIES 
End of Project Area Plan 

Taxing Entities Tax Rate % to Entity/Agency Annual Tax Increment 
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ANNUAL TAX BENEFIT TO TAXING ENTITIES 
End of Project Area Plan 

Davis County 0.002383 100% $169,046 
Davis County School District 0.008861 100% $628,585 
Syracuse City 0.001821 100% $129,179 
Weber Basin Water Conservancy District 0.000217 100% $15,394 
Davis County Mosquito Abatement District 0.000104 100% $7,378 
County Library 0.000392 100% $27,808 
North Davis Sewer District 0.000928 100% $65,831 
TOTAL 0.014706  $1,043,219 

 
 
F. ASSOCIATED BUSINESS AND ECONOMIC ACTIVITY LIKELY TO BE STIMULATED [17C-3-
103(2)(b)(ii)] 
 
Other business and economic activity likely to be stimulated includes business, employee and construction 
expenditures. 
 
1. BUSINESS AND EMPLOYEE EXPENDITURES 
Between 350 and 1,100 jobs will be created and located within the Tax Increment Collection Area. If these jobs pay, 
on average, 120 percent of the average wage in Davis County, this will result in approximately $15 million to $50 
million annually in increased wages.7  The increased buying power will result in increased sales tax revenues to the 
State, the County and the City and increased economic activity generally.  Additional jobs and wages will be created 
in the remainder of the Project Area. 
 
It is anticipated that the business owners and employees of the Project Area facilities will directly or indirectly 
purchase local goods and services related to their operations from local or regional suppliers. These purchases will 
likely increase employment opportunities in the related businesses of office equipment, furniture and furnishings, 
office supplies, computer equipment, communication, security, transportation and delivery services, maintenance, 
repair and janitorial services, packaging supplies, office and printing services, transportation and delivery services.  
 
Employees will make many of their purchases near their workplace, assuming that goods and services are available.  
These will most likely include purchases for: lunchtime eating, gasoline and convenience store, personal services 
such as dry cleaning and haircuts, and auto repair. In addition, there may be limited purchases for gifts, hobbies, etc., 
if such goods are available.  
 
The following summarizes the benefits to the community: 
 

 Provide an increase in direct purchases in the community. 
 

 Provide economic diversification within the City and the County. 
 

                                                        
7 Source: Workforce Services.  http://www.bls.gov/ro7/qcewut.htm.  The average weekly wage in Davis County is $704, or 
$36,308 annually.  A job that pays 120 percent of the average wage would reach $43,930 yearly.      
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 Complement existing businesses and industries located within the City by adding new employees who may 
live and shop and pay taxes in the City and the region. 

 
 Provide an increase in indirect and induced (“multiplier”) impacts for business purchases, as well as 

purchases by employees and their households. 
 

o The types of expenditures by employees in the area will likely include convenience shopping for 
personal and household goods, lunches at area restaurants, convenience purchases and personal 
services (haircuts, banking, dry cleaning, etc.). The employees will not make all of their 
convenience or personal services purchases near their workplace, and each employee's 
purchasing patterns will be different.  However, it is reasonable to assume that a percentage of 
these annual purchases will occur within close proximity to the workplace (assuming the services 
are available).    

 
2. CONSTRUCTION EXPENDITURES 
Economic activity associated with the development will include construction activity.  Construction costs for projects 
within the Tax Increment Collection Area are expected to reach approximately $34.6 million, of which 40 percent 
($13.8 million) approximates labor costs, another 40 percent (nearly $14 million) represents materials and supplies 
and the remaining 20 percent represents overhead and profit.  A portion of the labor costs will be re-spent in the 
community – to the extent that convenience goods and services, such as fast food for lunch, personal services, etc., 
are available. A large portion of the costs for construction supplies will likely be spent in the community as the County 
has several large-scale construction suppliers. 
 
 
G. NUMBER OF JOBS OR EMPLOYMENT ANTICIPATED TO BE GENERATED OR PRESERVED [17C-3-
103(2)(b)(iii)] 
 
Business Center Jobs. The number of jobs created within the Tax Increment Collection Area will vary depending on 
the type of business park development that takes place. Generally speaking, the average number of square feet per 
worker in commercial buildings is 766.8  The ratio in industrial buildings varies widely depending on the type of 
usage, but could be as high as 2,500 square feet per employee. Assuming that there will be roughly 865,000 square 
feet of building space developed at buildout within the Tax Increment Collection Area, there will be between 350 and 
1,100 (FTE’s).  Additional jobs will be created in the remainder of the Project Area. 
 
Construction Jobs. Construction costs are expected to reach approximately $34.6 million within the Tax Increment 
Collection Area, of which 40 percent ($13.8 million) approximates labor costs. Assuming an average construction 
wage of $27,070,9 results in the creation of approximately 500 one-year job equivalents in the construction industry.  
 
To summarize, the creation of the Project Area and adoption of the Project Area Plan is beneficial to the community 
for the following reasons: 
 

 Increased tax base that will provide additional tax revenues to the various taxing entities; 
 Creation of between 350 and 1,100 full-time jobs in the Tax Increment Collection Area; 

                                                        
8 Source:  http://www.eia.gov/emeu/consumptionbriefs/cbecs/pbawebsite/retailserv/retserv_howmanyempl.htm 
9 http://jobs.utah.gov/jsp/wi/utalmis/oidoreport.do#wage 
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 Creation of approximately 500 construction jobs (one-year job equivalents) in the Tax Increment Collection 
Area; 

 Increased spending in the local area for construction supplies and for convenience purchases by full-time 
employees at the business park; and 

 Added economic diversification to the community. 
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APPENDIX A: PROJECT AREA MAP  

 
The shaded area in the map below represents the entire Study Area (246.6 acres).  The three easternmost areas – 
shaded in gold, tan and blue (180.32 acres) represents the Project Area.  The easternmost area shaded in blue 
(79.44 acres) represents the Tax Increment Collection Area.   
 
There are currently no roads within the Study Area.  Potential new roads are shown on the map. 
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APPENDIX B:  PARCEL NUMBERS 
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Parcel Owner Acres Taxable Value

120260019 CORP OF THE PRESIDING BISHOP OF THE CHURCH 72.796 $0.00

120260020 SYRACUSE CITY 0.43 $0.00

120260018 UTAH DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 6.21 $0.00

120250006 DAVIS COUNTY 3.37 $0.00

120250011 CORP OF THE PRESIDING BISHOP OF THE CHURCH 83.61 $0.00

120250014 CORP OF THE PRESIDING BISHOP OF THE CHURCH 53.649 $0.00

120250015 UTAH DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 0.05 $0.00

120250013 UTAH DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 8.72 $0.00

120260013 UTAH POWER & LIGHT CO 17.6 $0.00

120250010 UTAH DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 0.16 $0.00
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SYRACUSE SR-193 ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA PLAN                              JULY 13, 2012 

APPENDIX C:  PROJECT AREA BUDGET 



SR 193 Project Area Budget
Zions Bank Public Finance - Municipal Consulting Group

TOTAL 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
SR 193 PROJECT AREA BUDGET 15 Years (2014-2028) 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028

1 Taxable Value
2 Base year taxable value $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
3 Acres absorbed 35                   -                             15                              -                               29                                -                             
4 Cumulative absorption - acres 35                   35                              50                              50                                79                                79                              79                              79                              79                              79                              79                              79                              79                              79                              79                              79                              
5 Building square feet 381,150          381,150                     544,500                     544,500                       865,102                       865,102                     865,102                     865,102                     865,102                     865,102                     865,102                     865,102                     865,102                     865,102                     865,102                     865,102                     
6 Real property taxable value  - one year delay for tax purposes $19,057,500 $19,057,500 $27,225,000 $27,225,000 $43,255,080 $43,255,080 $43,255,080 $43,255,080 $43,255,080 $43,255,080 $43,255,080 $43,255,080 $43,255,080 $43,255,080 $43,255,080
7 Personal property taxable value - one year delay for tax purposes $12,196,800 $12,196,800 $17,424,000 $17,424,000 $27,683,251 $27,683,251 $27,683,251 $27,683,251 $27,683,251 $27,683,251 $27,683,251 $27,683,251 $27,683,251 $27,683,251 $27,683,251
8 TOTAL $0 $31,254,300 $31,254,300 $44,649,000 $44,649,000 $70,938,331 $70,938,331 $70,938,331 $70,938,331 $70,938,331 $70,938,331 $70,938,331 $70,938,331 $70,938,331 $70,938,331 $70,938,331
9

10 Incremental Tax Revenues Generated Tax Rate
11 Davis County 0.002383                     $2,221,262 $0 $74,479 $74,479 $106,399 $106,399 $169,046 $169,046 $169,046 $169,046 $169,046 $169,046 $169,046 $169,046 $169,046 $169,046 $169,046
12 Davis County School District 0.008861                     $8,259,588 $0 $276,944 $276,944 $395,635 $395,635 $628,585 $628,585 $628,585 $628,585 $628,585 $628,585 $628,585 $628,585 $628,585 $628,585 $628,585
13 Syracuse City 0.001821                     $1,697,406 $0 $56,914 $56,914 $81,306 $81,306 $129,179 $129,179 $129,179 $129,179 $129,179 $129,179 $129,179 $129,179 $129,179 $129,179 $129,179
14 Weber Basin Water Conservancy District 0.000217                     $202,272 $0 $6,782 $6,782 $9,689 $9,689 $15,394 $15,394 $15,394 $15,394 $15,394 $15,394 $15,394 $15,394 $15,394 $15,394 $15,394
15 Davis County Mosquito Abatement District 0.000104                     $96,941 $0 $3,250 $3,250 $4,643 $4,643 $7,378 $7,378 $7,378 $7,378 $7,378 $7,378 $7,378 $7,378 $7,378 $7,378 $7,378
16 County Library 0.000392                     $365,394 $0 $12,252 $12,252 $17,502 $17,502 $27,808 $27,808 $27,808 $27,808 $27,808 $27,808 $27,808 $27,808 $27,808 $27,808 $27,808
17 North Davis Sewer District 0.000928                     $865,015 $0 $29,004 $29,004 $41,434 $41,434 $65,831 $65,831 $65,831 $65,831 $65,831 $65,831 $65,831 $65,831 $65,831 $65,831 $65,831
18 TOTAL 0.014706                     $13,707,878 $0 $459,626 $459,626 $656,608 $656,608 $1,043,219 $1,043,219 $1,043,219 $1,043,219 $1,043,219 $1,043,219 $1,043,219 $1,043,219 $1,043,219 $1,043,219 $1,043,219
19
20 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
21 AGENCY BUDGET TOTAL 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028
22 Base year taxable value $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
23 Real property incremental value $0 $19,057,500 $19,057,500 $27,225,000 $27,225,000 $43,255,080 $43,255,080 $43,255,080 $43,255,080 $43,255,080 $43,255,080 $43,255,080 $43,255,080 $43,255,080 $43,255,080 $43,255,080
24 Personal property incremental value $0 $12,196,800 $12,196,800 $17,424,000 $17,424,000 $27,683,251 $27,683,251 $27,683,251 $27,683,251 $27,683,251 $27,683,251 $27,683,251 $27,683,251 $27,683,251 $27,683,251 $27,683,251
25 Incremental Value $0 $31,254,300 $31,254,300 $44,649,000 $44,649,000 $70,938,331 $70,938,331 $70,938,331 $70,938,331 $70,938,331 $70,938,331 $70,938,331 $70,938,331 $70,938,331 $70,938,331 $70,938,331
26
27 Tax Revenue Distribution
28 Base Year Taxable Value - to Entities
29 Davis County 0.002383 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
30 Davis County School District 0.008861 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
31 Syracuse City 0.001821 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
32 Weber Basin Water Conservancy District 0.000217 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
33 Davis County Mosquito Abatement District 0.000104 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
34 County Library 0.000392 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
35 North Davis Sewer District 0.000928 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
36 TOTAL 0.014706 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
37

38 Incremental Value - to Entities Tax Rate
% to 

Entity/Agency
39 Davis County 0.002383 20% $444,252 $0 $14,896 $14,896 $21,280 $21,280 $33,809 $33,809 $33,809 $33,809 $33,809 $33,809 $33,809 $33,809 $33,809 $33,809 $33,809
40 Davis County School District 0.008861 20% $1,651,918 $0 $55,389 $55,389 $79,127 $79,127 $125,717 $125,717 $125,717 $125,717 $125,717 $125,717 $125,717 $125,717 $125,717 $125,717 $125,717
41 Syracuse City 0.001821 20% $339,481 $0 $11,383 $11,383 $16,261 $16,261 $25,836 $25,836 $25,836 $25,836 $25,836 $25,836 $25,836 $25,836 $25,836 $25,836 $25,836
42 Weber Basin Water Conservancy District 0.000217 20% $40,454 $0 $1,356 $1,356 $1,938 $1,938 $3,079 $3,079 $3,079 $3,079 $3,079 $3,079 $3,079 $3,079 $3,079 $3,079 $3,079
43 Davis County Mosquito Abatement District 0.000104 20% $19,388 $0 $650 $650 $929 $929 $1,476 $1,476 $1,476 $1,476 $1,476 $1,476 $1,476 $1,476 $1,476 $1,476 $1,476
44 County Library 0.000392 20% $73,079 $0 $2,450 $2,450 $3,500 $3,500 $5,562 $5,562 $5,562 $5,562 $5,562 $5,562 $5,562 $5,562 $5,562 $5,562 $5,562
45 North Davis Sewer District 0.000928 20% $173,003 $0 $5,801 $5,801 $8,287 $8,287 $13,166 $13,166 $13,166 $13,166 $13,166 $13,166 $13,166 $13,166 $13,166 $13,166 $13,166
46 TOTAL 0.014706 $2,741,576 $0 $91,925 $91,925 $131,322 $131,322 $208,644 $208,644 $208,644 $208,644 $208,644 $208,644 $208,644 $208,644 $208,644 $208,644 $208,644
47
48 Incremental Value - to Agency
49 Davis County 0.002383                     80% $1,777,009 $0 $59,583 $59,583 $85,119 $85,119 $135,237 $135,237 $135,237 $135,237 $135,237 $135,237 $135,237 $135,237 $135,237 $135,237 $135,237
50 Davis County School District 0.008861                     80% $6,607,671 $0 $221,555 $221,555 $316,508 $316,508 $502,868 $502,868 $502,868 $502,868 $502,868 $502,868 $502,868 $502,868 $502,868 $502,868 $502,868
51 Syracuse City 0.001821                     80% $1,357,924 $0 $45,531 $45,531 $65,045 $65,045 $103,343 $103,343 $103,343 $103,343 $103,343 $103,343 $103,343 $103,343 $103,343 $103,343 $103,343
52 Weber Basin Water Conservancy District 0.000217                     80% $161,817 $0 $5,426 $5,426 $7,751 $7,751 $12,315 $12,315 $12,315 $12,315 $12,315 $12,315 $12,315 $12,315 $12,315 $12,315 $12,315
53 Davis County Mosquito Abatement District 0.000104                     80% $77,553 $0 $2,600 $2,600 $3,715 $3,715 $5,902 $5,902 $5,902 $5,902 $5,902 $5,902 $5,902 $5,902 $5,902 $5,902 $5,902
54 County Library 0.000392                     80% $292,315 $0 $9,801 $9,801 $14,002 $14,002 $22,246 $22,246 $22,246 $22,246 $22,246 $22,246 $22,246 $22,246 $22,246 $22,246 $22,246
55 North Davis Sewer District 0.000928                     80% $692,012 $0 $23,203 $23,203 $33,147 $33,147 $52,665 $52,665 $52,665 $52,665 $52,665 $52,665 $52,665 $52,665 $52,665 $52,665 $52,665
56 TOTAL 0.014706                     $10,966,302 $0 $367,701 $367,701 $525,287 $525,287 $834,575 $834,575 $834,575 $834,575 $834,575 $834,575 $834,575 $834,575 $834,575 $834,575 $834,575
57
58 Expenses
59 % Administrative Expense 20.0% 10.0% 6.0% 6.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0%
60 Administration 4.9% $540,558 $0 $73,540 $36,770 $31,517 $31,517 $33,383 $33,383 $33,383 $33,383 $33,383 $33,383 $33,383 $33,383 $33,383 $33,383 $33,383
61 Remaining Increment for Expenses $10,425,745 $0 $294,160 $330,931 $493,769 $493,769 $801,192 $801,192 $801,192 $801,192 $801,192 $801,192 $801,192 $801,192 $801,192 $801,192 $801,192



SR 193 Project Area Budget
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62
63

64 Detailed Expenditures:
65 Syracuse City 
66 3 water vaults at $60,000 each $180,000
67 Water lines $125,000
68 Secondary water - booster pump and line $150,000
69 Weber Basin Water Conservancy
70 Pipeline portion and portion of meter vault $173,000
71 Developer
72  Roads Construction $681,131
73  Culinary Water $394,220
74  Storm Drain $386,918
75  Sewer $207,558
76  Secondary Water $145,475
77  Electrical $62,178
78  RMP $94,973
79  Landscaping (along roadways)  $672,249
80  Value of Land Required for Roads & Easements $565,336
81  Admin, Engineering , Survey and Testing $229,974
82  Bonding $63,744
83  City Engineering & Review Fee $25,497
84 Soil Imbalance Cut/Fill $1,065,800
85 Transmission Line Relocation $190,000
86 Rail $350,000
87 Tenant Outreach
88       Tenant Outreach at 30% $3,289,891
89 TOTAL EXPENDITURES (not incl. administrative costs) $9,052,944



  
 

Agenda Item #E Review of request for Final Subdivision Approval, 

Wasatch Villas Subdivision Phases 7 and 8, located at 

approximately 500 W. 3150 S. 

 
Factual Summation  

 Please see the attached memo from the Community and Economic Development 

Department.  Any questions regarding this item can be directed at Mike Eggett, 

Community and Development Director. 

 

COUNCIL AGENDA 
August 14, 2012 



Mayor  
Jamie Nagle  
 
City Council  
Brian Duncan 
Craig Johnson 
Karianne Lisonbee 
Douglas Peterson  
Larry D. Shingleton 
 
City Manager 

Robert D. Rice 

 

 

 

 

 

 
        
 

 

 

Factual Summation 

 Any questions regarding this items may be directed at CED Director, Michael Eggett and 

representative Planning Commissioners 

 See the attached Wasatch Villas 7 & 8 Subdivision Packet 

 

MEMORANDUM 

 

To: Mayor and City Council 

 

From: Community & Economic Development Department 

 

Date: August 7, 2012 

 

Subject: City Council Approval of the Wasatch Villas Subdivision, Phases 7 & 8: Castle Creek 

Homes  (Kyle Hamblin)  request for Final Subdivision approval located at approximately 500 

West and 3150 South. 35 lots, 12.32 Acres, Residential 2 (R-2) Zone 

 

 

Background 

 

The Planning Commission held a public hearing on July 3, 2012 for Final Plan approval of these 

final 2 phases of Wasatch Villas Subdivision, and was approved on July 17, 2012. The Planning 

Commission held the public hearing with Final Plan to assure that the public had adequate notice 

and opportunity to comment on these phases, as they may not have be able to do so when the 

original sketch plan was approved for all the phases at the beginning of the development process 

with phase 1. All items noted in staff report have been addressed by the Planning Commission. 

  

Consideration of Recommendation for City Council Approval of the Wasatch Villas 

Subdivision, Phases 7 & 8 (Final Plans Review) 

 

On July 17, 2012, the Syracuse City Planning Commission recommended that the Syracuse City 

Council approve the Wasatch Villas Subdivision, Phase 7 & 8 Final Plans, subject to the City 

staff reviews dated July 12 & 13, 2012.  

 

The following documents have been included in your packets for your use and review: 

 

 Final plat drawing for Wasatch Villas Subdivision, Phases 7 & 8 



 Road and lot plan 

 City Engineer’s review 

 Planning Department’s review 

 Fire Department’s review 

 

Recommendation 

 

The Syracuse City Planning Commission and CED Staff hereby recommend that the City 

Council approve the final plans for the Wasatch Villas Subdivision, Phases 7 & 8 , located at 

approximately 500 West 3150 South, subject to meeting all requirements of the City’s Municipal 

Codes and City staff reviews dated July 12 and July 13, 2012. 
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Syracuse City Public Works Department 

 

 

 

 
Engineer Subdivision Plan Review – Wasatch Villas Subdivision Phase 7 and 8 

600 West 3100 South 
Completed by Brian Bloemen on July 13, 2012 

Below are the comments for the final plan review of the Wasatch Villas Subdivision Phases 7 and 8 
concept plan: 

1. All work shall comply with Syracuse City Engineering Standards and Construction Specifications.  
At preliminary design utility and site plans shall be submitted for review. 
 

2. City standard is 6” sidewalk on 8” of untreated base course through driveways. 
 

3. The Phase 7 Boundary Description does not match L4, L5 and the west boundary.  Update these 
distances and bearings so they match. 

 
4. On the Phase 8 Boundary Description the tie to the point of beginning is using the measured 

bearing with the recorded distance.  Please change the distance to use the measured distance.   
 

5. Show and hatch all existing easements on the plat including recording date, book, page and entry 
number.   

 
6. All ADA ramps shall meet current ADA standards. 

 
 

7. Label PUE widths for front, back and side yards. 
 

8. Show building setback lines on the Phase 8 Plat for Lots 801-805.  
 

9. The land drain on 600 West from station 1+00 to 2+92.50 is labeled as sanitary sewer. 
 

10. Minimum land drain and sewer slope shall be 0.50%.  Where tying into existing lines, continue the 
existing slope to the next manhole. 
 

11. All land drain and sewer services shall tie directly into pipe, not into manholes. 
 

12. Update the plan note on concrete collars to reflect the current City Standards. 
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Syracuse City Public Works Department 

 

13. General Note Modifications: 
 

a. #18 Update to reflect current City Standards 
b. #28 Update Pine View to Syracuse City 
c. #30 Add If a loop is required, restrained joint fittings and concrete thrust blocks will be 

required 
d. #39 Add a note that 36 hours notice to the City will be required prior to any main shutdown 
e. #45 The minimum base course required is 10” 
f. #53 Add to coordinate with the City prior to pouring any ADA ramps. 
g. #62 The minimum City Standard for double secondary water services is 2” off the main 

and split to two 1” services in the park strip. 
h. Add #66 All culinary & secondary waterlines will require 14 GA Single Strand Copper Wire 

tracer wire with 3” magnetic locator tape. 
 

If you have any further comments or questions please feel free to contact me at 801-614-9630. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Brian Bloemen 
City Engineer  
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Syracuse City Community and Economic Development Department 

 

 

 

 

Final Subdivision Plan Review – Wasatch Villas Phases 7 & 8 

Completed by Noah Steele, Planner on 07/12/2012  

Recommendation: City staff recommends that the planning commission examine this subdivision sketch 

plan review. Please pay specific attention to items highlighted in yellow.  

Date Plan Submitted to City: 
(Must be at least two weeks prior to the next planning commission meeting) 

June 26th, 2012 

Date Application Form Submitted: June 26th, 2012 

Date Fee Paid: (8-2-4) Paid fees to Syracuse city on June 26th, 2012.   

10-4-030: GENERAL APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS Planning Staff Review: 

C. The city shall not consider any subdivision, site plan, or other 
development application unless: 

 

1. The applicable zone of the subject property allows the 
requested approval. 

Meets requirement. 

2. Where permitted by this Title, the applicant also submits 
application for a proposed zoning map amendment that would, if 
approved, allow the proposaled request.  

Not applicable. 

8-2-2 GENERAL REQUIREMENTS The following instructions are for 
the purpose of standardizing the preparation of drawings to 
obtain uniformity in appearance, clarity, size, and style.  All 
drawings and/or prints shall be clear and legible and conform to 
good engineering and drafting room practice. Size of drawings 
shall be 22" x 34" (trim line) with 1/2" border on top, bottom and 
right sides.  Left side shall be 1 1/2". 

Meets requirements. 

(1)   In general the following shall be included on drawings:  

(a)  North arrow (plan). Meets requirements. 

(b)  Scale and elevations referenced to City datum. Meets requirements.  

(c)  Stationing and elevations for profiles.  Meets requirements. 

(d)  Title block, located in lower right corner of sheet, to include:  
  (i)  Name of City  
 (ii)  Project title (subdivision, etc.).  

Meets requirements. 
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Syracuse City Community and Economic Development Department 

 

(iii)  Specific type and location of work. 

(e)  Space for approval signature of City Engineer and date. Meets requirements. 

(f)   Name of engineer or firm preparing drawings with license 

number and signature. 

Meets requirements. Pinnacle Engineering and 

Land Surveying. 

8-2-5: PARKS, OPEN SPACE, AND OTHER PUBLIC SPACES  (Ord. 

01-02) (Ord. 02-19) (Ord. 11-10) 

 

A. Location of parks and other public spaces.  The City shall 

require a minimum of 6.6 acres of property for parks or other 

public spaces for every 1000 population throughout the city.  The 

location of parks shall be determined by the City as identified in 

the Syracuse City General Plan.  Developers will be required to 

work with the City to obtain park property within the 

development where placement of parks have been identified. 

No park placement identified. 

B. Park Purchase Fee.  In order for the City to obtain property for 

parks and other public spaces, the developer shall contribute to 

the City six and six tenths percent (6.6%) of the appraised value of 

land being developed, which shall be used to purchase property 

for parks and other public spaces in the City.  This assessment 

shall be made on each phase of development.  The City may 

require the developer to donate six and six tenths percent (6.6%) 

of the property being developed should the City desire a park or 

other public space in that location.  The amount of the Park 

Purchase fee shall be determined from a third party MAI 

(Member of the Appraisal Institute) designated appraisal 

requisitioned yearly by the City.  The developer shall pay a 

nominal fee as determined by the City Council to defray the cost 

of the appraisal.  The developer may accept the City’s MAI 

appraisal or may procure and submit to the City an MAI appraisal 

of the subdivision property.    

Fee paid. 

8-2-6: ADJACENT STREETS.   It shall become the responsibility of 

the Developer to complete all of the necessary public 

improvements on streets adjacent to his proposed development.  

This shall include reasonable landscaping of park strips, as 

approved by the city, when a new street placed is adjacent to an 

existing lot, which becomes a corner lot because of placement of 

Planning Commission to review and discuss. 
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Syracuse City Community and Economic Development Department 

 

the road.  This shall be done at the subdivider's sole expense. 

(Ord. 03-25) 

8-2-7: RELATION TO ADJOINING STREET SYSTEMS.  The 

arrangement of streets in new subdivisions shall make provision 

for the continuation of the existing streets in adjoining areas (or 

their proper protection where adjoining land is not subdivided) at 

the same or greater width (but in no case less than the required 

minimum width) unless the variations are deemed necessary by 

the Planning Commission for public requirements.    

Street access for new subdivisions shall be established by using 

the AASHTO Traffic Design Manual calculation of 7.5 seconds of 

travel time between street accesses onto existing roadways, 

(which calculated would be 385 feet at 35 mph) unless otherwise 

recommended by the Planning Commission. The street 

arrangement must be such as to cause no unnecessary hardship 

to owners of adjoining property when they plat their land and 

seek to provide for convenient access to it.  Where, in the opinion 

of the Planning Commission it is desirable to provide for street 

access to adjoining property, proposed streets shall be extended 

by dedication to the boundary of such property.  Half streets 

along the boundary of land proposed for subdivision will not be 

permitted.  (1999)   

Temporary cul-de-sac on 3100 south meets 

requirement for connection to future 3700 W. 

8-2-11: SECOND ACCESS REQUIRED.   Providing for emergency 

response, all subdivisions having more than 35 homes shall have 

a minimum of two (2) ingress/egress roads, except that other 

acceptable alternatives for emergency accesses can be made and 

approved by both the Planning Commission and City Council.  

(Ord 05-12) 

Phases 7 and 8 contain 35 proposed lots, which 

per ordinance do not require more than 1 

ingress/egress road. Being that the two phases 

contain only one home less than the 36 homes 

threshold, the temporary cul-de-sac should be 

extended to 3700 w as soon as said street is 

completed. If all phases of the subdivision are 

analyzed for compliance together, the subdivision 

also meets the access requirements.  It provides 

ingress/egress off 2920 S to 3700W on the north 

side, and 3150 S to 575 W on the south side. 

8-2-19: SUBDIVISION PHASES.  A subdivision containing more 

than thirty-six (36) lots shall be planned in subsequent phases and 

must follow the following requirements: 
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Syracuse City Community and Economic Development Department 

 

(A) The sketch plan must show the placement, numbering and 

boundaries of the phases within the subdivision. 

Plan only shows phases 3-8. Phases 1-2 not shown. 

(B) Any future alteration or deviation from the original sketch 

plan will require the submittal of an amended sketch plan. 

No comment. 

(C) Design of each phase must be consistent with the Syracuse 

City's General Plan and this ordinance. 

No comment. 

(D) Phases must be completed in such a manner as to provide 

sufficient services to existing and future development. 

Meets requirement. 

(E) Phase and lot numbering must be sequential and consistent to 

that approved in the Sketch Plan. (Ord 02-19) 

Meets requirement. 

8-3-1: DESIGN STANDARDS.  The design of the final subdivision 

plat in relation to streets, blocks, lots, open spaces and other 

design factors shall be in harmony with design standards 

recommended by the Planning Commission and by other 

departments and agencies of city government. Design standards 

shall be approved by the City Council and shall include provisions 

as follows which are hereby approved by the City Council:    

To be resolved by final review. 

A.  Blocks shall not exceed thirteen hundred twenty feet in 

length.  (1,325) 

Design does not form blocks. Street segments do 

not exceed 1325 ft. 

B. Dead-end streets, which exceed one lot depth in length, shall 

have a forty-foot (40’) radius temporary turnaround area at the 

end. The turnaround shall have an all weather surface acceptable 

to the City.  (Ord. 03-10) 

Meets requirement. 

C.   Blocks shall be wide enough to adequately accommodate a 

minimum of two lots. 

Meets requirements under current conditions. 

However, the future extension of 3700 w will 

possibly make it such that the block containing lots 

806-812 from phase 8 will be unable to meet the 

requirement.  Syracuse and Layton cities should 

work together on the alignment of the 3700 W 

extension in order to prevent an undesirable 

condition for the future residents of lots 806-812. 

D.  Dedicated walkways through the block may be required where 

access is necessary to a point designated by the Planning 

No comment.  
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Syracuse City Community and Economic Development Department 

 

Commission.  Such walkways shall be a minimum of six feet in 

width, but may be required to be wider where determined 

necessary by the Planning Commission.  The subdivider shall 

surface the full width of the walkway with a concrete surface, 

install a chain link fence or its equal at least four feet high on 

each side and the full length of each walkway and provide, in 

accordance with the standards, rules, and regulations, barriers at 

each walkway entrance to prevent the use of the walkway by any 

motor vehicle or by any non-motorized vehicle wider than four 

feet.    

E.  Blocks intended for business or industrial use shall be 

designated specifically for such purposes with adequate space set 

aside for off-street parking and delivery facilities. 

Not applicable. 

F.  The lot arrangement and design shall be such that lots will 

provide satisfactory and desirable sites for buildings, and be 

properly related to topography, to the character of surrounding 

development and to existing requirements.   

Meets requirements. 

G.  All lots shown on the preliminary and final plats must conform 

to the minimum requirements of the zoning ordinance for the 

zone or proposed zone in which the subdivision is located, and to 

the minimum requirements of the County Board of Health for 

water supply and sewage disposal.    

See comments below under ‘Chapter 13 R-2 
Residential’ 
 

H.  Each lot shall abut on a street shown on the subdivision plat or 

on an existing publicly dedicated street.  Double frontage lots 

shall be prohibited except where unusual conditions make other 

designs undesirable.   

Meets requirements. 

I.  Side lines of lots shall be approximately at right angles, or radial 

to the street lines.    

Meets requirements. 

J. In general, all remnants of lots below minimum size must be 

added to adjacent lots, rather than allowed to remain as unusable 

parcels.    

Meets requirements. 

K.  Subdivision boundaries shall include all property; no 

protection or holding strips will be allowed. All improvements 

shall be installed to the boundary of the subdivision 

Meets requirements. 
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L.Cul-de-sacs (a street having only one outlet that terminates at 

the other end by a vehicle turnaround) shall be no longer than 

five hundred (500) feet from the centerline of the adjoining street 

to the center of the turnaround.  Each cul-de-sac must be 

terminated by a turnaround of not less than one hundred (100) 

feet diameter, measured to the property lines.  

Exceptions to the maximum length of a cul-de-sac up to eight 

hundred (800) feet may be granted by the City Council, after 

receiving a recommendation from the Planning Commission, and 

that an increased street length will not unreasonably impact the 

ability to provide emergency and other public services. To receive 

an exception in the maximum length, an applicant may be 

required to provide, but is not limited to, the following: (Ord.03-

10) 

(1)  Written approval from Syracuse Police, Fire, and Public Works 

Departments.(2)  Looped water main providing a two-way 

feed.(3)  “Dead End” signage.(4)  Street light at the end of the cul-

de-sac.(5) Secondary emergency access and/or road width as 

required by Fire Department.(6) Snow storage location at the end 

of cul-de-sac, unobstructed by hydrants, streetlights, utilities, 

mailboxes, trees, structures, parking lots, etc. 

Meets requirements. 

M. When a dead-end street reaches its maximum block length of 

1320 feet, it shall not be extended except to connect to another 

street which provides a second point of independent access. 

(Ord. 03-10) 

Meets requirements. 

FINAL SUBDIVISION REVIEW  

8-6-1: FINAL PLAT.  The Final Plat must be prepared by a licensed 
land surveyor on a sheet of approved tracing with permanent 
black Ink and shall be prepared in accordance with the 
requirements of this ordinance.  The plat shall be 19" X 30" and 
shall have a one and one -half (1 1/2) inch border on the left and 
a one-half (1/2) inch border on the three remaining  
sides.  The top of the plat shall be either north or east, whichever 
accommodates the drawing best. 

Meets requirements. 

The plat shall show:  

(A) The name of the Subdivision, which name must be approved Wasatch Villas Phase 7 & 8 
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by the Planning Commission and County Recorder.  

(B) Accurate angular and linear dimensions for all lines, angles 
and curves used to describe boundaries, streets, alleys, 
easements, areas to be reserved for public use and other 
important features.    

Meets requirements. 

(C) An identification system for all lots, blocks and names of 
streets.  Lot lines shall show dimensions in feet and hundredths. 

Meets requirements. 

(D) The street address for each lot.  Each street address shall be 
assigned by the City to be consistent with the current numbering 
scheme. 

Not included. Needs to be added to final Mylar. 
Developer to work with planning staff for 
addresses. 

(E) True angles and distances to the nearest established street 
lines or official monuments which shall be accurately described in 
the plat and shown by appropriate symbol. 

See engineer’s comments. 

(F) Radii, internal angles, points and curvatures, tangent bearings 
and the length of all arcs. 

See engineer’s comments. 

(G) The accurate location of all monuments to be installed shown 
by the appropriate symbol.  All United States, state, county or 
other official bench marks, monuments or triangulation stations 
in or adjacent to the property, shall be preserved in precise 
position. 

See engineer’s comments. 

(H) The dedication to the City of all streets, highways and other 
public uses and easements included in the proposed subdivision 

See engineer’s comments. 

(I) Street monuments shall be shown on the Final Plat as are 
approved by the City Engineer.  Standard precast monuments will 
be furnished by the subdivider and placed as approved.  

See engineer’s comments. 

(J) Pipes or other such iron markers shall be shown on the plat.   See engineer’s comments. 

(K) Accurate outlines and dimensions of any areas to be dedicated 
or reserved for public use, with the purposes indicated thereon, 
and of any area to be reserved by deed or covenant for common 
use of all property owners. 

Meets requirements. None shown. 

(L) All boundary, lot and other geometrics (bearings, distances, 
curve data, etc.,) on Final Plat shall pose to an accuracy of not less 
than one part in five thousand (1/5000). 

Meets requirements. 

(M)  Location, function, ownership and manner of maintenance of 
common open space not otherwise reserved or dedicated for 
public use. 

Meets requirements. No common open space. 

(N) Boundary descriptions of the Subdivision Meets requirements. 

(O)  Current inset City map showing location of subdivision. Meets requirements. 

(P)  Standard forms for the following: (1) A registered Land 
Surveyor's Certificate of Survey as applicable under State Law.  
(2) Owner's Dedication which shall "warrant and defend and save 
the City harmless against any easements or other encumbrances 
on the dedicated streets which will interfere with the City's use, 

Meets requirements. 
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maintenance and operation of the streets." (3) A notary public's 
"Acknowledgement." (4) The City Planning Commission's 
"Certificate of Approval." (5) The City Engineer's "Certificate of 
Approval." (6) The City Council's "Certificate of Approval." (7) The 
County Recorder's "Certificate of Attest." (8) A three-inch (3") by 
three-inch (3") space in the lower right-hand corner of the 
drawing for recording information.   

 

Chapter 13 R-2 Residential 
 
10-13-020 Permitted Use 
 
      (D) Dwellings, Single-Family 
 
10-13-040 Minimum Lot Standards 
 

(A) Density.  Minimum lot size 10,000 square feet, but in no 
case shall the density 3.79 lots per net acre 
 
 

       (B) Lot Width: 85 feet 
 
       (C) Front Yard.  25 feet 
 
       (D) Side Yards.  8 feet (both sides) 
 
       (E) Rear Yard.  30 feet 
 
       (F) Building Height. As allowed by current building code. 
 
10-13-050 Off-Street Parking and Loading 
 
Off-street parking and loading shall be provided as specified in 
Chapter 8 of this Title. 
 
10-13-060 Signs 
 
The signs permitted in this Zone shall be those allowed in 
residential zones by Chapter 9 of this Title. 
 

Planning Staff Review: 

10-13-020 Permitted Use 
 
      (D) Yes 
 
10-13-040 Minimum Lot Standards 
 

(A) Minimum lot size: 10,001 square feet 
Total Density (35 units): 3.55 lots per net 
acre 

 
       (B) Yes 
 
       (C) Yes 
 
       (D) Yes 
 
       (E) Yes 
 
       (F) Not shown.Requesting typical elevation 

concept and show height.    
10-13-050 Off-Street Parking and Loading 
  
Yes, minimum requirement for single-family 
dwellings is 2 parking spaces per dwelling unit. 
 
10-15-060 Signs 
 
No sign proposed 
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Chapter 6 – General Land Use Regulations 
 
10-6-060 Miscellaneous Requirements and Provisions 
 
 
      (B) Visibility at Intersections. 
 
 
 
10-6-080 Buffer Yards 
 
      (C) Determination and Approval of Buffer Yards Required.  To 

determine the type of buffer yard required between two 
(2) adjacent parcels or between a parcel and a street, the 
following procedure shall apply: 

 
 

1. Identify the land use category of the proposed use. 
 

2. Identify the use category of the existing land use 
adjacent of the proposed use by an on-site survey to 
determine the intensity classification from Table 1.  
Agricultural determination need not directly relate to 
whether or not someone is farming the adjacent 
property. 
 

3. Determine the buffer yard required for the proposed 
development by using Table 2. 
 
 
 

4. Using Buffer Tables A – E, identify the buffer yard 
options using the buffer yard requirement determine 
in Table 2. 
 

 
 

Planning Staff Review: 

10-6-060 Miscellaneous Requirements and 
Provisions 

 
      (B) Developer must ensure that plants comply 

with the required clear-visibility triangle  
 
 
10-6-080 Buffer Yards 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. R-2 Residential 
 

2. North = R-2 Residential 
West = R-2 Residential 
South = R-2 Residential 
East = Layton City 

 
 

 
3. North = No buffer requirement 

West = No Buffer requirement 
South = No buffer requirement 
East = Layton City 

 
4. N/A 

 

 

 

 

 



10 

 

Syracuse City Community and Economic Development Department 

 

 



From: Eric Froerer  

Sent: Friday, June 01, 2012 12:09 PM 
To: Judy Merrill 

Subject: RE: Preliminary Plan - Wasatch Villas 

 
Based on review of plans as submitted, this looks like a good project.  It would be very beneficial to have 
3700 W (Layton/Syracuse border) extend to what looks like will be 3100 S street in the subdivision, so 
that along with what looks like will be 600 W street, providing two accesses into the subdivision.  Fire 
Hydrant placement is good.  Length of cul-de-sac is not excessive for fire protective concerns. 
 
Eric J Froerer 
Syracuse City Fire Chief 
Office 801.614.9614 
efroerer@syracuseut.com 

 
 
From: Judy Merrill  
Sent: Thursday, May 31, 2012 2:08 PM 

To: Eric Froerer 

Subject: Preliminary Plan - Wasatch Villas 
Importance: High 

 
Eric, please review the attach preliminary plan and provide our Department with any comments you 
may have by tomorrow (3pm if possible) for inclusion into the Planning Commission packet for their 
meeting on June 5, 2012. Thanks! 
 

Judy S. Merrill 
  Administrative Secretary 

    Office Phone and Fax: 801-614-9626 

 

mailto:efroerer@syracuseut.com
http://www.syracuseut.com/Home.aspx


  
 

Agenda Item #F Review of request for Final Subdivision Approval, 

Sunset Park Villas Phase B, located at approximately 

1840 S. 910 W. 

 
Factual Summation  

 Please see the attached memo from the Community and Economic Development 

Department.  Any questions regarding this item can be directed at Mike Eggett, 

Community and Development Director. 

COUNCIL AGENDA 
August 14, 2012 



Mayor  
Jamie Nagle  
 
City Council  
Brian Duncan 
Craig Johnson 
Karianne Lisonbee 
Douglas Peterson  
Larry D. Shingleton 
 
City Manager 

Robert D. Rice 

 

 

 

 

 

 
        
 

 

 

Factual Summation 

 Any questions regarding this items may be directed at CED Director, Michael Eggett and 

representative Planning Commissioners 

 See the attached Sunset Park Villas Subdivision Packet 

 

MEMORANDUM 

 

To: Mayor and City Council 

 

From: Community & Economic Development Department 

 

Date: August 8, 2012 

 

Subject: City Council Approval of Sunset Park Villas Subdivision, Phase B:  Leeisure Villas, 

LC (Dave Erickson)  request for Final Subdivision approval located at approximately 1840 South 

and 910 West. 52 units, 7.04 Acres, Planned Residential Development (PRD) Zone 

 

 

Background 

 

This Subdivision was originally approved in 2008, but there may have been a miscommunication 

from previous planning staff directing the applicant to not record the plat until such time that the 

developer was ready to begin construction. Thus due to the previous approvals and the 

Development agreement which is in effect for 8 years, this approval is a renewal of the previous 

final plat approval. 

  

Consideration of Recommendation for City Council Approval of the Sunset Park Villas 

Subdivision (Final Plans Review) 

 

On August 7, 2012, the Syracuse City Planning Commission recommended that the Syracuse 

City Council approve the Sunset Park Villas Subdivision, Phase B, Final Plans.  

 

The following documents have been included in your packets for your use and review: 

 

 Final plan-Construction Set Drawings 

 City Engineer’s review, dated August 2, 2012 

 City Planner’s review, dated July 21, 2012 



 Fire Department’s review, dated July 26, 2012 

 Police Department’s review, dated August 2, 2012 

 

Recommendation 

 

The Syracuse City Planning Commission and CED Staff hereby recommend that the City 

Council approve the final plans for the Sunset Park Villas Subdivision, Phase B, located at 

approximately 1840 South 910 West, subject to meeting all requirements of the City’s Municipal 

Codes, City staff reviews dated July 21, July 26, 2012 and August 2, 2012. 
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Engineer Final Plan Review – Sunset Park Villa Plat B Subdivision 

Completed by Robert Whiteley on August 2, 2012 

 

These plans are consistent with what has been approved previously on this subdivision. No 
apparent modifications have been made to the plat and plans. It is our understanding that 
the underground infrastructure for this phase has already been installed in accordance with 
the approved plans. This was done during the time the first phase was in construction. 

This subdivision has met all engineering requirements and is ready for consideration of 
renewal. 
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Subdivision Final Plan Review – Sunset Park Villas Phase B 

RENEWAL OF FINAL PLAT APPROVAL 

Completed by Sherrie Christensen, Planner on 7/27/2012 

 

Recommendation: City staff recommends that the Planning Commission examine the Sunset Park Villas 

Phase B Final Subdivision plan review as outlined below.  Please pay specific attention to the items 

highlighted in yellow.  City Staff hereafter recommends that the Planning Commission recommend the 

Renew the Sunset Park Phase B Final Subdivision plat and plan for City Council approval, subject to all 

previous conditions of approval and executed development agreement. 

Background: This Subdivision was originally approved in 2008, but there may have been a mis-

communication from previous planning staff directing the applicant to not record the plat until such time 

that the developer was ready to begin construction. Thus due to the previous approvals and the 

Development agreement which is in effect for 8 years, this approval is a renewal of the previous final plat 

approval. 

8-6-1/8-6-2: Final Plat/Final Plan and Profile: 
 

1. Proposed name of subdivision (to be approved 
by Planning Commission and County 
Recorder). 
 

2. Accurate angular and linear dimensions to 
describe boundaries, streets, easements, areas 
reserved for public use, etc.  

 
3. Identification system for lots, blocks, and 

names of streets.  Lot lines show dimensions in 
feet and hundredths. 

 
4. Street address shown for each lot. 

 

Planning Staff Review: 
 

1. Sunset Park Villas Phase B 
 
 
 

2. Yes 
 
 
 

3. Yes 
 
 
 

4. Yes 
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5. True angles and distances to nearest street 

lines or official monuments as accurately 
described and shown by appropriate symbol. 
 

6. Radii, internal angles, points and curvatures, 
tangent bearings and the length of all arcs. 

 
7. Accurate location of all monuments to be 

installed shown by appropriate symbol. 
 

8. Dedication to City of all streets and other 
public uses and easements. 

 
9. Street monuments shown on Final Plat. 

 
10. Pipes or other iron markers shown on the plat. 

 
 
 

11. Outlines and dimensions of public use areas or 
areas reserved for common use of all property 
owners showing on plat. 

 
12. Boundary, lot and other geometrics on Final 

Plat accurate to not less than one part in five 
thousand. 

 
13. Location, function, ownership and manner of 

maintenance of remaining common open 
space showing on plat or in submission. 

 
 
 
 

14. Legal boundary description of the subdivision 
and acreage included. 

 
15. Current inset City map showing location of 

subdivision. 
 

16. Standard signatures forms/boxes reflected on 
the Final Plat. 

 
Final Plan and Profile 

   
5. Yes 

 
 
 

6. Yes 
 
 

7. Yes 
 

 
8. Yes 

 
 

9. Yes 
 

10. Yes 
 
 
 

11. Yes, common use areas are shaded in 
grey throughout subdivision plat  

 
 

12. Yes, refer to Engineer for further. 
 

 
 

13. Notes regarding location, function, 
and ownership reflected on plat as 
public utility. Adequate information 
contained in development agreement 
pertaining to common areas and open 
space maintenance.   

 
14. Yes,  7.04 acres 

 
 

15. Yes, this is reflected on plat. 
 

 
16. Yes, everything required is reflected. 
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17. Plan for culinary water improvements. 

 
18. Plan for secondary water improvements. 

 
19. Plan for sanitary sewer. 

 
20. Land drain. 

 
21. Storm water. 

 
22. Streets. 

 
23. Stationing. 

 
24. Agreements. 

 
 
 
 

Conditional Items for Final Plan Approval 

25. Park-purchase impact fee accord in t zoning 
and gross acreage in development as outlined 
it the City’s fee schedule 

26. Irrigation water rights per Subdivision 
Ordinance Section 8-2-9 

27. An executed Escrow Agreement, provided by 
City staff, for improvement costs and bonding 

28. An executed Improvement Agreement with 
Syracuse City, as provided by staff 

29. An executed Streetlight Agreement, regarding 
installation of required lamps, as provided by 
City staff 

30. Payment of final off-site inspection fees as 
outlined in City’s fee schedule 

31. Payment of County recording fees of $37/page 
+$1/lot and any common space as well as 
$1/land-owner signatures over two 
 

 

 
17. Submitted, see Engineer review. 

 
18. Submitted, see Engineer review. 

 
19. Submitted, see Engineer review. 

 
20. Submitted, see Engineer review. 

 
21. Submitted, see Engineer review. 

 
22. Submitted, see Engineer review. 

 
23. Submitted, see Engineer review. 
 
24. All agreements finalized with Phase A 

 
 
 
 
 
 

25. Required before mylar recording  
 
 

26. Yes  
 

27. Required before mylar recording 
$160,635.97 

 
28. Required before mylar recording 

 
29. Required before mylar recording 

 

 
30. Required before mylar recording 

 
31. Required before mylar recordings 
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Chapter 15 PRD – Planned Residential Development 
 
10-6-020 Regulations for Buildings and Structures 
 
Regulations for new residential construction must 
meet one (1) of two (2) building design options: 
 
      (1)Front 75 percent brick, rock, or stone design; or 
 
      (2)Front 30 percent brick, rock, or stone design 
           with remainder covered in hardy board or plank 
 
10-15-020 Permitted Use 
 
      (C) Dwelling Units, Single Family (no more than 

four [4] units attached): 
 
10-15-040 Minimum Lot Standards 
 

(A) Density.  The Planning Commission 
recommendation and City Council consent and 
approval, for a developer shall be subject to 
the ability of the development plan to meet 
the follow criteria: 
 
1. Development area is a transitional 

residential  buffer to commercial, 
industrial, and/or retail zones 
 

2. Development provides a standard road 
right-of-way of sixty feet (60’) including 
curb, gutter, sidewalk 
 

3. Development provides minimum of thirty-
five (35) percent parks and/or functional 
open space based on net acreage of the 
proposed development 
 

4. Aesthetic and landscaping proposals 
provide a superior residential 
development /environment 
 

 

 
 
10-6-020 Regulations for Buildings and 
Structures 
 
 
 

(1) Yes 
 

(2) Yes 
 
 
10-15-020 Permitted Use 
 
      (C) Yes 
 
 
10-15-040 Minimum Lot Standards 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. Yes 
 
 
 

2. Yes, please reference 60’ r.o.w. 
depiction on plat for more detail. 
 

 
3. Yes, as agreed per Executed 

Development Agreement.  
 
 
 

4. Yes, this appears to be the plan based 
upon landscape design, subdivision 
sign landmark, and architectural 
design. The first phase is more than 
half built and landscaping meets or 
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5. Development provides adequate off-street 
parking  area(s), subject requirements of 
this Chapter and off-street parking 
requirements as found in Chapter 8 of this 
title 
 
 

6. Development design includes direct 
connection to major arterial, minor 
arterial, or major collector 
 

       (B) Lot Width: Determined by development plan 
 
 
 
       (C) Front Yard.  Twenty (20) feet 
 
 
       (D) Side Yards.  Minimum sixteen (16) feet 

between attached units 
 
       (E) Rear Yard.  Minimum fifteen (15) feet 
 
       (F) Building Height. Equal to horizontal distance 

from nearest zone boundary with max height 
thirty (30) feet to top of the roof ridge 

 
       (G) Open Space.  Minimum fifty (50) percent total 

land area, excluding roadways, buildings, and 
above-ground City infrastructure 

 
10-15-050 Development Plan and Agreement 

Requirements 
 
Developer is required to submit information 
supporting all subsections (A)-(G) of this ordinance, 
which include but are not limited to: the completion of 
a Development Agreement with the City and also the 
management of the development with a homeowner’s 
association, residential management company, or 
similar organization. 
 
 

exceeds expectations. 
 

5. Yes. Guest parking is provided in Club 
House area which is complete. 
 

 
  
 

6. Yes, 1000 West connection is 
designated as a major collector 
roadway.  

 
       (B) Typical building detail is illustrated on 

the final plat reflecting lot widths of 
the units. 

 
       (C) Yes 
 
 
       (D) Yes 
 
 
       (E) Yes 
 
       (F) Yes 
 
 
 
       (G) Per Development Agreement 
 
 
 
10-15-050 Development Plan and Agreement 

Requirements 
 
Development Agreement & CC&R’s executed 
with Phase A. 
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10-15-060 Design Standards 
 
Common-building theme for the development needs 
to be established by the developer for preliminary 
review discussion.  Unification of exterior architectural 
style, building materials, and color and size of each 
unit needs to be established.  However, the design 
should not be so dominant that all units are identical.  
General Syracuse City Design Ordinance standards are 
located in 10-6-020 of the Municipal Code. 
 
10-15-070 Street Design 
 
Developer plans to dedicate all street rights-of-way 
associated with the development to the City. 
 
 
10-15-080 Off-Street Parking and Loading 
 
Developer needs to adhere to standards established in 
Title 10 Chapter 8 of the Municipal Code regarding off-
street parking for the development. 

 
 
10-8-040 Minimum and Maximum Parking Spaces 
 
 
Planned Residential Development family Dwellings.  
Minimum requirement of 2.5 parking spaces per 
dwelling unit  
 
10-8-060 Access to Off-Street Parking and Loading 
Spaces 
 
Ingress and Egress standards  

 
 
Distance from Intersections.  No driveway approach 
located closer than twenty (20) feet to intersection
  
 
10-8-070 Parking Development, Standards, and 
Maintenance 

 

 
10-15-060 Design Standards 
 
Elevations and drawings identical to Phase A. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
10-15-070 Street Design 
 
Yes, this is the intent of developer for all street 
rights-of-way in development. 
 
 
10-15-080 Off-Street Parking and Loading 
  
Yes 
 
 
 
 
10-8-040 Minimum and Maximum Parking 
Spaces 
 
Yes 
 
 
 
10-8-060 Access to Off-Street Parking and 
Loading Spaces 
 
Standards met 
 
 
Yes, this standard has been met and there are 
no driveways closer than twenty (20) feet to 
intersection. 
 
10-8-070 Parking Development, Standards, 
and Maintenance 
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Developer is required to follow (A)-(I) of this section 
when developing parking areas within the 
development  
 
10-15-090 Signs 
 
Developer is required to follow Title 10 Chapter 9 of 
the Municipal Code when implementing the use of any 
signs for the development. 

Refer to developer for discussion.  
 
 
 
10-15-090 Signs 
 
Signage completed with Phase A. 

 

Chapter 6 – General Land Use Regulations 
 
10-6-060 Miscellaneous Requirements and Provisions 
 
 
      (B) Visibility at Intersections. 
 
10-6-080 Buffer Yards 
 
      (C) Determination and Approval of Buffer Yards 

Required.  To determine the type of buffer 
yard required between two (2) adjacent 
parcels or between a parcel and a street, the 
following procedure shall apply: 

 
1. Identify the land use category of the 

proposed use. 
 

2. Identify the use category of the existing 
land use adjacent of the proposed use by 
an on-site survey to determine the 
intensity classification from Table 1.  
Agricultural determination need not 
directly relate to whether or not someone 
is farming the adjacent property. 
 

3. Determine the buffer yard required for the 
proposed development by using Table 2. 
 
 

4. Using Buffer Tables A – E, identify the 
buffer yard options using the buffer yard 
requirement determine in Table 2. 

 

Planning Staff Review: 
 
10-6-060 Miscellaneous Requirements and 

Provisions 
 
      (B) Yes 
 
 
10-6-080 Buffer Yards 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. Planned Residential Development 
 
 

2. Planned Residential Development 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3. North and West = Buffer Table A 
East and South = No Buffer requirement 

 
 

4. Per vested Preliminary Plat approval and 
development agreement.  
 

 



RE: Sunset Park Villas Re-Final Plan Submission 
 

Jo Hamblin 
 
Sent: Thu 7/26/2012 2:05 PM 

 

To: Michael Eggett 
 

Cc: Eric Froerer 

 

 
 

Mike, 
  
I have no concerns with the drawings for Sunset Park Villas as long as they follow their current plan or 

the IFC 2009 version. If you have any questions regaurding this please feel free to contact me. 
  
Thanks, 
  

Jo Hamblin 

Syracuse City Fire Deputy Chief 
Office: 801-614-9614 
jhamblin@syracuseut.com 
 

mailto:jhamblin@syracuseut.com




  
 

Agenda Item #G Review of request for Final Subdivision Approval, 

Ninigret North I Subdivision, located at approximately 

1100 W. 450 S. 

 
Factual Summation  

 Please see the attached memo from the Community and Economic Development 

Department.  Any questions regarding this item can be directed at Mike Eggett, 

Community and Development Director. 

 

COUNCIL AGENDA 
August 14, 2012 



Mayor  
Jamie Nagle  
 
City Council  
Brian Duncan 
Craig Johnson 
Karianne Lisonbee 
Douglas Peterson  
Larry D. Shingleton 
 
City Manager 

Robert D. Rice 

 

 

 

 

 

 
        
 

 

 

Factual Summation 

 Any questions regarding this items may be directed at CED Director, Michael Eggett and 

representative Planning Commissioners 

 See the attached Ninigret North I Subdivision Packet 

 

MEMORANDUM 

 

To: Mayor and City Council 

 

From: Community & Economic Development Department 

 

Date: August 6, 2012 

 

Subject: City Council Approval of the Ninigret North I Subdivision:  Ninigret Construction 

North, LC (Eric Rice & Gary McEntee, Corbin Bennion)  request for Final Subdivision approval 

located at approximately 1100 West and 450 South. 5 lots, 72.21 Acres, Industrial Development 

(ID) Zone 

 

 

Background 

 

After several meetings with the Planning Commission a Public Hearing was held on July 17, 

2012 for the Sketch Plat which was approved unanimously. The Planning Commission also had 

the item on the agenda for Preliminary Plat on July 17, 2012, which was also unanimously 

approved after discussing issues relating to traffic, secondary water, and the public utility 

easement in Clearfield City which is on the South side of this property. 

  

Consideration of Recommendation for City Council Approval of the Ninigret North I 

Subdivision (Final Plans Review) 

 

On July 17, 2012, the Syracuse City Planning Commission held a public hearing regarding the 

proposed Ninigret North I Subdivision Sketch Plan, in which comments were received.  On July  

31, 2012, the Syracuse City Planning Commission recommended that the Syracuse City Council 

approve the Ninigret North I Subdivision Final Plans. Commissioner TJ Jensen included in the 

motion that he would like to see an additional 2 to 3 feet of additional shoulder on the West side 

of 1000 West between 450 S and 200 S. The purpose would be to allow cars on the shoulder to 

be out of the lane of travel. The Planning Commission directed Public Works to work with the 



developer and UDOT to see if additional width could be added to the shoulder, by moving the 

curb and sidewalk to the West. 

 

The following documents have been included in your packets for your use and review: 

 

 Final plat drawing for Ninigret North I Subdivision 

 Final subdivision and construction drawings for Ninigret North I Subdivision 

 Final storm-drainage report 

 Commitment for title insurance report 

 Clearfield Irrigation Company letter 

 UDOT SR 193 emergency access letter 

 Proposed culinary water improvements 

 City Engineer’s review, dated July 26, 2012 

 City Planner’s review, dated July 26, 2012 

 Fire Department’s review, dated July 23, 2012 

 Police Department’s review, dated July 26, 2012 

 

Recommendation 

 

The Syracuse City Planning Commission and CED Staff hereby recommend that the City 

Council approve the final plans for the Ninigret North I Subdivision , located at approximately 

1100 West 450 South, subject to meeting all requirements of the City’s Municipal Codes, City 

staff reviews dated July 23 and July 26, 2012, and with the understanding that the Ninigret 

Group will work with the City, per direction provided to them by the Planning Commission 

during Final Plans review. 

 

UPDATE: Please see attached email from Brian Bloemen regarding the widening of the right-of-

way. 
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New 12" C-900

bbloemen
Polygonal Line

bbloemen
Callout
Syracuse City Boundary

bbloemen
Callout
Syracuse City Boundary

bbloemen
Callout
Culinary Water Tank

bbloemen
Callout
Existing 10" Cast Iron Main

bbloemen
Callout
Existing 6" Cast Iron Main

bbloemen
Callout
12" C-900 Stubbed Out of 1700 South

bbloemen
Callout
Existing 8" AC Main (Inherited From Weber Basin)

bbloemen
Callout
Proposed 12" C-900 To Be Installed w/ Ninigret North Phase 1

bbloemen
Callout
Existing 8" AC Main (Inherited From Weber Basin)

bbloemen
Callout
Existing 8" Cast Iron Main

bbloemen
Callout
PRV To Be Installed w/ Ninigret

bbloemen
Callout
Existing 8" C-900 (From Banbury to Church)

bbloemen
Line

bbloemen
Callout
Existing 8" Cast Iron Main (Doubled Mained)

bbloemen
Polygonal Line

bbloemen
Line

bbloemen
Text Box
                Main To Be Eliminated                                Proposed 16" Main (Approx. 1,700 LF)                Proposed 12" Main (Approx. 2,400 LF, Does                       Not Include Ninigret Development)               

bbloemen
Line

bbloemen
Line

bbloemen
Polygonal Line

bbloemen
Polygonal Line

bbloemen
Polygonal Line

bbloemen
Callout
Connect 12" C-900 To 8" C-900 Main

bbloemen
Text Box
This Project Will Eliminate/Replace Approx. 11,800 LF Of Cast Iron/AC Pipe From The Existing System With 6,000 LF Of That Pipe Being Completely Removed From The System Altogether.

bbloemen
Text Box
PROPOSED CULINARY WATER IMPROVEMENTS ALONG 1000 WEST



From: Randy Jefferies
To: Eric Rice
Subject: Re: SR 193 Emergency Access
Date: Tuesday, July 10, 2012 8:24:33 AM

Eric,
 
UDOT will allow a gravel emergency access to the SR-193 roadway provided no curb cut is made. The
access must be designed such that passenger vehicles will not use the access. Please provide a plan
showing the final location of the access to ensure our projects are coordinated with respect to this
issue. Thanks! 
 
Randy Jefferies, P.E.

Project Manager - UDOT Region 1

office (801) 620-1690

cell (801) 791-1059

fax (801) 620-1676

>>> Eric Rice <eric@Ninigret.com> 7/5/2012 8:46 AM >>>
Randy,
 
Concerning our last telephone conversation, can you please provide a written response either via
email or letter concerning emergency ingress/egress from SR 193?  This was a main topic at our last
planning commission meeting with Syracuse city and the commission would like to see your written
response concerning the allowance of a gravel access to the top back of curb.  I did let them know
that a curb cut would likely not work for you, but that a gravel access would be allowable.  Please
provide a response at your earliest convenience.  Thanks.
 
ERIC
 

    Eric  A.  Rice

PH: 801-973-9090   FX:  801-973-0070
 
 

No virus found in this message.
Checked by AVG - www.avg.com
Version: 2012.0.2178 / Virus Database: 2437/5122 - Release Date: 07/09/12

mailto:rjefferies@utah.gov
mailto:eric@Ninigret.com
http://www.avg.com/


   1 

 

Syracuse City Public Works Department 

 

 

 

 
Engineer Final Plan Review – Ninigret North I 

450 South & 1000 West 
Completed by Brian Bloemen on July 26, 2012 

 

Please review the following comments for Ninigret North I and make any necessary changes: 

1. All utilities shall be installed per Syracuse City Standards. 
 

2. Water rights will need to be granted for the developed land. 
 

3. Access agreements shall be obtained from UDOT for any access off UDOT right-of-way.  
Approval should be obtained from UDOT for all improvements within UDOT right-of-way. 

 
4. Clearfield City shall sign off on any improvements within their city limits. 

 
5. Adjust the grade from station 4+50 to ±10+00 to be a constant grade to try and eliminate the 

steeper cross slopes. 
 

6. Fix the stationing on the profile on sheet RD-2 and assure all slopes on the profile match 
those on the plan view. 

 
If you have any further comments or questions please feel free to contact me at 801-614-9630. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Brian Bloemen 
City Engineer  



1 

 

Syracuse City Community and Economic Development Department 

 

 

 

 

Final Subdivision Review – Ninigret North I 

Completed by Sherrie Christensen, Planner on 7/26/2012 

Recommendation: City staff recommends that the Planning Commission examine the Ninigret North I 

Final Subdivision plan review as outlined below.  Please pay specific attention to items highlighted in 

yellow.   City Staff hereafter recommends that the Planning Commission recommend the Ninigret North 

I Final Subdivision plat and plan for City Council approval. 

8-6-1/8-6-2: Final Plat/Final Plan and Profile: 

 

1. Proposed name of subdivision (to be approved 

by Planning Commission and County 

Recorder). 

 

2. Accurate angular and linear dimensions to 

describe boundaries, streets, easements, areas 

reserved for public use, etc.  

 

3. Identification system for lots, blocks, and 

names of streets.  Lot lines show dimensions in 

feet and hundredths. 

 

4. Street address shown for each lot. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5. True angles and distances to nearest street 

lines or official monuments as accurately 

described and shown by appropriate symbol. 

 

6. Radii, internal angles, points and curvatures, 

tangent bearings and the length of all arcs. 

Planning Staff Review: 

 

1. Ninigret North I 

 

 

 

2. Yes. 

 

 

 

3. Yes. 

 

 

 

4. Yes.   

 

Lot 1- 1184 West 

Lot 2- 1132 West 

Lot 3- 286 South 

Lot 4- 1052 West 

Lot 5- 1093 West 

 

5. Yes. 

 

 

 

6. Yes. 
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Syracuse City Community and Economic Development Department 

 

 

7. Accurate location of all monuments to be 

installed shown by appropriate symbol. 

 

8. Dedication to City of all streets and other 

public uses and easements. 

 

9. Street monuments shown on Final Plat. 

 

10. Pipes or other iron markers shown on the plat. 

 

 

 

11. Outlines and dimensions of public use areas or 

areas reserved for common use of all property 

owners showing on plat. 

 

12. Boundary, lot and other geometrics on Final 

Plat accurate to not less than one part in five 

thousand. 

 

13. Location, function, ownership and manner of 

maintenance of remaining common open 

space showing on plat or in submission. 

 

14. Legal boundary description of the subdivision 

and acreage included. 

 

15. Current inset City map showing location of 

subdivision. 

 

16. Standard signatures forms/boxes reflected on 

the Final Plat. 

 

17. Developer Name and Address Block 

 

Final Plan and Profile 

 

18. Plan for culinary water improvements. 

 

19. Plan for secondary water improvements. 

 

20. Plan for sanitary sewer. 

 

21. Land drain. 

 

7. Yes.  Verify monument need with 

developer per engineering 

 

8. Yes. 

 

 

9. Yes. 

 

10. Yes. 

 

 

 

11. No public use areas or areas reserved 

for common use of all property 

owners. 

 

12. Yes, refer to City Engineer for further 

discussion. 

 

 

13.   Not applicable 

 

 

 

14. Yes.  72.20 acres. 

 

 

15. Yes.   

 

 

16. Yes. 

 

 

17. No. 

 

 

 

18. Submitted, see Engineer review. 

 

19. Submitted, see Engineer review. 

 

20. Submitted, see Engineer review. 

 

21. Submitted, see Engineer review. 
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Syracuse City Community and Economic Development Department 

 

 

22. Storm water. 

 

23. Streets. 

 

24. Stationing. 

 

25. Agreements. 

 

 

Conditional Items from Preliminary Plan Approval 

 

26. (Item#7) Location, width and name of existing 

streets within two hundred (200) feet of the 

subdivision and of all prior platted streets and 

other public ways, railroad and utilities rights-

of-way, parks and other public open spaces, 

permanent buildings and structures, houses or 

permanent easements, and section and  

corporate lines within and adjacent to the 

tract. 

 

27. Outstanding Items from City Engineer 

 

Conditional Items for Final Plan Approval 

28. Park-purchase impact fee according to zoning 

and gross acreage in development as outlined 

in the City’s fee schedule 

29. Irrigation water rights per Subdivision 

Ordinance Section 8-2-9 

30. An executed Escrow Agreement, provided by 

City staff, for improvement costs and bonding 

31. An executed Improvement Agreement with 

Syracuse City, as provided by staff 

32. An executed Streetlight Agreement, regarding 

installation of required lamps, as provided by 

City staff 

33. Payment of final off-site inspection fees as 

outlined in City’s fee schedule 

34. Payment of County recording fees of $37/page 

+$1/lot and any common space as well as 

$1/land-owner signatures over two 

 

 

22. Submitted, see Engineer review. 

 

23. Submitted, see Engineer review. 

 

24. Submitted, see Engineer review. 

 

25. Developer to provide proof of intent 

to resolve subdivision concerns with 

Benchmark Real Estate.   

 

 

26. Yes 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

27. See Engineers Report 

 

 

 

 

28. Required before mylar recording  

 

 

29. Required before mylar recording  

 

30. Required before mylar recording 

 

31. Required before mylar recording 

 

32. Required before mylar recording 

 

 

33. Required before mylar recording 

 

34. Required before mylar recording 
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Syracuse City Community and Economic Development Department 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 



Ninigret North 1 final review. 
 

Jo Hamblin 
 

Sent: Mon 7/23/2012 1:31 PM 
 

To: Michael Eggett 
 

Cc: Eric Froerer 

 

 
 

Michael, 
  
After review of the Ninigret North 1 final subdivision drawings, date stamped July 18, 2012, I feel all our 

concerns have been covered and give my approval to move forward with the process. If you have any 

questions, please feel free to contact me. 
  
Respectfully, 
  

Jo Hamblin 

Syracuse City Fire Deputy Chief 
Office: 801-614-9614 
jhamblin@syracuseut.com 

 





  
 

Agenda Item #H Review  agenda item 10, request for General Plan 

Amendment/Rezone for property located at 

approximately 2400 W. 2900 S. 

 
Factual Summation  

 Please see the attached memo from the Community and Economic Development 

Department.  Any questions regarding this item can be directed at Mike Eggett, 

Community and Development Director. 

 

COUNCIL AGENDA 
August 14, 2012 



Mayor  
Jamie Nagle  
 
City Council  
Brian Duncan 
Craig Johnson 
Karianne Lisonbee 
Douglas Peterson  
Larry D. Shingleton 
 
City Manager 

Robert D. Rice 

 

 

 

 

 

 
        
 

 

Factual Summation 

 Any questions regarding this items may be directed at CED Director, Michael Eggett and 

representative Planning Commissioners 

 See the attached proposed general plan map amendment  

 Proposed zone change from R-1 to R-2 Zone 

 See the attached Ordinances No. 12-19 & 12-20 

 

MEMORANDUM 

 

To: Mayor and City Council 

 

From: Community & Economic Development Department 

 

Date: August 7, 2012 

 

Subject: Clint Sherman GP and Rezone Request for 1.61 acres located at approximately 2400 

West 2900 South 

 

Background 

 

On July 17, 2012 the Planning Commission held a public hearing on the requested General Plan 

Map and Zoning Map amendment for this applicant. No comments were received at the public 

hearing. The Planning Commission recommended approval of the proposed changes to the City 

Council. 

 

Consideration for Approval of the General Plan and Zone Map amendment  

The following documents have been included in your packets for your use and review: 

 

 Map of proposed General Plan change 

 Map of proposed Zoning Map Change 

 

Recommendation 

 

The Syracuse City Planning Commission and CED Staff  hereby recommend that the Mayor and 

City Council approval of the General Plan Amendment and Rezone application for he Clint 

Sherman property located at approximately 2400 West 2900 South, to change the use of the 

property form an R-1 to an R-2 zone and reflect it as such on the General Plan map and current 

zoning map, subject meeting to all requirements of the City’s Municipal Codes.  



Current General Plan – Land Uses 

Proposed Amendment to General Plan - Clint Sherman - 7/17/2012 

Legend

A-1 Agriculture

Buisiness Park

Commercial II

General Commercial

Industrial

Institutional

Neighborhood Services

Open Space / Recreational

PRD (8.0 dwellings per net acre)

Professional Office

R-1 (2.90 dwellings per net acre)

R-2 (3.79 dwellings per net acre)

R-3 (5.44 dwellings per net acre)

R-4 (14.52 dwellings per net acre)

Research Park

Zoning Districts

TownCenterOverlayZone

RDA_Boundary



Proposed General Plan – Land Uses 

Legend

A-1 Agriculture

Buisiness Park

Commercial II

General Commercial

Industrial

Institutional

Neighborhood Services

Open Space / Recreational

PRD (8.0 dwellings per net acre)

Professional Office

R-1 (2.90 dwellings per net acre)

R-2 (3.79 dwellings per net acre)

R-3 (5.44 dwellings per net acre)

R-4 (14.52 dwellings per net acre)

Research Park

Zoning Districts

TownCenterOverlayZone

RDA_Boundary

Proposed Amendment to General Plan - Clint Sherman - 7/17/2012 



Current Zoning – Land Uses 

Legend

A-1 Agriculture

Buisiness Park

Commercial II

General Commercial

Industrial

Institutional

Neighborhood Services

Open Space / Recreational

PRD (8.0 dwellings per net acre)

Professional Office

R-1 (2.90 dwellings per net acre)

R-2 (3.79 dwellings per net acre)

R-3 (5.44 dwellings per net acre)

R-4 (14.52 dwellings per net acre)

Research Park

Zoning Districts

TownCenterOverlayZone

RDA_Boundary

Proposed Zoning Change - Clint Sherman - 7/17/2012 



Proposed Zoning – Land Uses 

Legend

A-1 Agriculture

Buisiness Park

Commercial II

General Commercial

Industrial

Institutional

Neighborhood Services

Open Space / Recreational

PRD (8.0 dwellings per net acre)

Professional Office

R-1 (2.90 dwellings per net acre)

R-2 (3.79 dwellings per net acre)

R-3 (5.44 dwellings per net acre)

R-4 (14.52 dwellings per net acre)

Research Park

Zoning Districts

TownCenterOverlayZone

RDA_Boundary

Proposed Zoning Change - Clint Sherman - 7/17/2012 



ORDINANCE NO. 12-22 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE SYRACUSE CITY GENERAL PLAN 

ADOPTED IN 1976, AS AMENDED. 

 

WHEREAS, in 1967 a Syracuse Preliminary Master Plan was prepared for the Syracuse 

Planning Commission as a part of the Davis County Master Plan Program, said preliminary plan 

being prepared by R. Clay Allred and Associates, Planning Consultants; and 

 

WHEREAS, in 1976 a Comprehensive Plan for Syracuse was prepared by the Davis 

County Planning Commission with assistance of Architects/Planners Alliance Planning 

Consultants and Wayne T. Van Wagoner and Associates, Traffic and Transportation Consultants 

which plan was financially aided by a grant from the Department of Housing and Urban 

Development through the Utah State Department of Community Affairs; and 

 

WHEREAS, the 1976 Comprehensive Plan was amended in 1988 and the title 

changed to the Syracuse City Master Plan; and 

 

WHEREAS, The Syracuse City  General Plan was again amended in 1996, 1999, 2003, 

2006, 2009, 2011, and 2012 to incorporate appropriate and necessary changes to the General 

Plan as approved at that time; and  

 

WHEREAS, public hearings have been held by the Planning Commission to receive 

public input regarding proposed changes; and 

 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has proposed amendments to the General 

Plan Map that provide development objectives with respect to the most desirable use of land 

within the City for residential, recreational, agricultural, commercial, industrial, and other 

purposes, and which residential areas shall have the most desirable population density in 

the planning districts of the City to benefit the physical, social, economic, and governmental 

development of the City and to promote the general welfare and prosperity of its residents; 

 

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

SYRACUSE CITY, STATE OF UTAH, AS FOLLOWS: 

 

Section 1. General Plan Map.  That the Syracuse City General Plan Map, attached 

and reflected hereto as Exhibit A, is hereby adopted and any ordinances or resolutions in conflict 

herewith are hereby repealed to the extent of such conflict. 

 

Section 2. Severability.  If any section, part or provision of this Ordinance is held 

invalid or unenforceable, such invalidity or unenforceability shall not affect any other portion of 

this Resolution, and all sections, parts and provisions of this Resolution shall be severable. 

Section 3. Effective Date.  This Ordinance shall become effective immediately upon 

its passage. 



PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF SYRACUSE CITY, 

STATE OF UTAH, THIS 14
h
 DAY OF AUGUST, 2012. 

      SYRACUSE CITY 

ATTEST: 

 

              

Cassie Z. Brown, City Recorder   Jamie Nagle, Mayor 

 

 

Voting by the City Council: 

 

“AYE”  “NAY” 

Councilmember Peterson                   

Councilmember Lisonbee                 

Councilmember Duncan                 

Councilmember Johnson                 

Councilmember Shingleton                        

 



 

ORDINANCE NO. 12-23 
 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE EXISTING ZONING MAP OF TITLE X, 

“SYRACUSE CITY ZONING ORDINANCE”, REVISED ORDINANCES OF 

SYRACUSE, 1971, BY CHANGING FROM RESIDENTIAL 1 (R-1) ZONE TO 

RESIDENTIAL 2 (R-2) ZONE ON THE PARCEL(S) OF REAL PROPERTY 

HEREIN DESCRIBED. 

 

            WHEREAS, the City has adopted a Zoning Ordinance to regulate land use and 

development within the corporate boundaries of the City; and 

  

            WHEREAS, Chapter Four of the Ordinance authorizes the City Council to 

amend the number, shape, boundaries, or any area of any zone; and 

  

            WHEREAS, a request for rezone has been made; the same has been 

recommended for approval by the Planning Commission; and a public hearing has been 

held with the proper notice having been given 10-days prior to the hearing date; 

  

            NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ENACTED AND ORDAINED BY THE CITY 

COUNCIL OF SYRACUSE DAVIS COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH, AS FOLLOWS: 

 

SECTION 1:  That the following described real parcels of property in Residential 

1 (R-1) Zone as shown on a zoning map are hereby amended and changed to Residential 

2 (R-2) Zone accordingly: 

 

BEGINNING AT A POINT WHICH IS LOCATED NORHT 89
◦
40’58” WEST 

1882.64 FEET
 
ALONG THE SECTION LINE AND SOUTH 297.00 FEET FROM 

THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF SECTION 21, TOWNSHIP 4 NORTH, RANGE 

2 WEST, SALT LAKE BASE & MERIDIAN AND RUNNING THENCE SOUTH 

00
◦
19’02” WEST 674.75; THENCE NORTH 89

◦
40’58” WEST 104.00 FEET; 

THENCE NORTH 00
◦
19’02” EAST 674.75 FEET’ THENCE SOUTH 89

◦
40’58” 

EAST 104.00 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. CONTAINING 1.61 

ACRES. 

 

Said property is located at approximately 2400 West 2900 South. 

 

SECTION 2:  Effective Date. This Ordinance shall become effective 

immediately upon publication or posting. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF SYRACUSE 

CITY, STATE OF UTAH, THIS 14
TH

 DAY OF AUGUST, 2012. 

 

 

 

SYRACUSE CITY 
ATTEST: 

 

 

       ______________________________ 

Cassie Z. Brown, City Recorder   Mayor Jamie Nagle 

 

 

 

 

Voting by the City Council: 

 

“AYE”  “NAY” 

 

Councilmember Peterson                   

Councilmember Lisonbee                 

Councilmember Duncan                 

Councilmember Johnson                 

Councilmember Shingleton                        



   

SYRACUSE CITY 
 

Syracuse City Special RDA Agenda  
August 14, 2012 - 7:00 p.m. 
City Council Chambers 
Municipal Building, 1979 W. 1900 S. 

 
 

 
 

1. Meeting called to order 
 

2. Public Hearing- Consideration of Proposed Resolution RDA12-03 amending the Redevelopment Agency Budget for 
the fiscal year 2012 – 2013. 
 

3. Public Hearing- Consideration of Proposed Resolution RDA12-04 approving the draft Syracuse State Road 193 
Economic Development Project Area Plan, and related matters. 

 
4. Adjourn 

 

~~~~~ 
In compliance with the Americans Disabilities Act, persons needing auxiliary communicative aids and services for this meeting should contact the City Offices at 
801-825-1477 at least 48 hours in advance of the meeting. 

 

CERTIFICATE OF POSTING 

The undersigned, duly appointed City Recorder, does hereby certify that the above notice and agenda was posted within the Syracuse City limits on this 10th 
day of August, 2012 at Syracuse City Hall on the City Hall Notice Board and at http://www.syracuseut.com/.  A copy was also provided to the Standard-Examiner 
on August 10, 2012. 
  CASSIE Z. BROWN, CMC 
  SYRACUSE CITY RECORDER 
 
**Members of the public who desire to offer a thought or invocation at Syracuse City Council Meetings shall contact the City Administrator at least two (2) 
weeks in advance of the meeting.  Request will be honored on a first come, first serve basis.  In the event there are no requests to offer a comment or 
prayer, the Mayor may seek opening comment or prayer from those members of the public attending the meeting or from City Staff or City Council.   
 
 
 

 

   

http://www.syracuseut.com/


  
 

Agenda Item #2 Public Hearing – Proposed Resolution RDA12-03 

amending the Redevelopment Agency Budget for the 

Fiscal Year 2012-2013. 

 
Factual Summation  

 Please see the attached packet of information prepared by Finance Director Steve 

Marshall. 

RDA AGENDA 
August 14, 2012 



  
 

Agenda Item #2 Public Hearing – Proposed Resolution RDA12-03 

amending the Redevelopment Agency Budget for 

the fiscal year 2012 – 2013. 

 
Factual Summation  

• Any question regarding this agenda item may be directed at Finance Director 

Stephen Marshall. 

 

• Ed Gertge, owner of Syracuse City Fun Center, is considering expanding the 

Syracuse City Fun Center site.  As part of this expansion, he is looking at adding a 

pool, go-carts, and other attractions.  He is requesting that the Redevelopment 

Agency (RDA) help with this expansion.  See the power point presentation for a 

more detailed analysis.   

 

 

 

 

 

Staff Recommendation 

• See recommendation on power point slide presentation. 

COUNCIL AGENDA 
August 14, 2012 



Redevelopment Area 

InformationInformation
July 31, 2012



FACTS

• A Re-development Area (RDA) is an area within 
city limits that has blighted area’s  which are 
detrimental or inimical to the public health, 
safety.  safety.  

• These area’s are identified in an RDA and a 
project area plan is created to help remove the 
blight area’s, incentivize new businesses to locate 
to the area,  to encourage businesses already in 
area to renovate and beautify, and facilitate new 
development.



FACTS

• A taxing entity committee (TEC) made up of 
individuals from each of the taxing entity 
determines the length of time and percentage determines the length of time and percentage 
share of tax increment dollars that will go to the 
RDA to help complete the project area plan.

• Only tax dollars generated in excess of the 
current tax base will go to the RDA (i.e. tax 
increment).



Syracuse City Town Center 

RDARDA
July 31, 2012



Town Center RDA - FACTS

• Created in 2004. 

• First year of tax increment taken in 2007.  

• 25 year life with final year in 2031.

• Currently 100% of tax increment dollars go to 

the RDA.  This number drops to 80% in FY2018 

and tails off in subsequent years.



Town Center RDA

• Look at PDF map of RDA project 

area.



FACTS

16.1%

1.5%

0.7% 2.7%

6.7%

Normal Property Tax Bill

Davis County

Davis School District16.1%

60.3%

12.3%

Davis School District

Syracuse City

Weber Basin Water

Mosquito Abatement

County Library

North Davis Sewer District



Syracuse Town Center RDA – Tax 

Increment Dollars

RDA Tax Distribution FY2013 –

FY2017

20%

RDA Tax Distribution FY2018 -

FY2020

100% RDA 

In the remaining 11 years the percentage share 

steadily decreases from 80% to 37% in the final year.

20%

80%

Taxing Entities

RDA



Town Center RDA – Project Area 

Plan

Criteria:

1. Enable the Agency to make financing 

alternatives available for participants in the alternatives available for participants in the 

RDA thereby providing necessary assistance 

for investment, redevelopment, 

rehabilitation, and the elimination of blight 

within the Project Area.



Town Center RDA – Project Area 

Plan

2. It will help prevent erosion of Syracuse City’s 

economic base.

3. It will help attract desirable businesses to 3. It will help attract desirable businesses to 

locate and expand within the project area.

4. It will facilitate revitalization and 

beautification of the Project Area.



Town Center RDA – Project Area 

Plan

5. It will enable the Agency to help meet some 
of the infrastructure needs of the City of 
Syracuse which are important for Syracuse which are important for 
revitalization of the Project Area.

6. It will contribute in a variety of other ways to 
the redevelopment of the Project Area, and 
further the interests of public peace, health, 
safety, and welfare.



Family Fun Center Expansion

PRESENTATION BY ED GERTGE
– Owner of Family Fun Center

• Look at Feasibility Study for Expansion

• Look at Images and Renderings 

• Look at Ed Gertge Cost Estimate Letter



Family Fun Center Expansion

Positive Factors

• No tax increase to residents who will receive a 
direct benefit in the community.

• Increase patron traffic to surrounding businesses • Increase patron traffic to surrounding businesses 
– will help the health and wellness of existing 
business.

• Provide increase sales and franchise tax 
revenues to Syracuse City.



Family Fun Center Expansion

Positive Factors

• Provide a local venue for family, corporate parties, 
etc.

• Encourage  new growth and development in the area. • Encourage  new growth and development in the area. 

• Create 15-20 new jobs in our community.

• Provide year-round activities for individuals, families, 
and youth.

• Will draw customers from outside city boundaries 
into our community.



Family Fun Center Expansion

Budget Analysis

• Ed Gertge owns 6 properties in the Town 

Center RDA making up approximately 29% of 

the total tax increment value.the total tax increment value.

• With the proposed expansion, the addition 

will add another $6,000,000 in increased 

property value raising his pro-rata share to 

45.6% of the tax increment value.



Family Fun Center Expansion

• Over the next 19 years, the properties owned 
by Ed Gertge will generate an estimated tax 
increment of $2,047,373 for the RDA (this increment of $2,047,373 for the RDA (this 
includes the expansion).

• Ed is proposing that the City invest this 
money into the Family Fun Center expansion 
to help the health and well being of Syracuse 
City town center.



Family Fun Center Proposal

• Ed Gertge Proposal - that the City invest 
$215,000 up front with an additional waiver in 
fees not to exceed $100,000 for a total up front 
investment of $315,000.investment of $315,000.

• Ed Gertge Proposal – an additional yearly 
subsidy ranging from $30,000 to $168,000 over 
the next 19 years.  The total investment to the 
City would be $2,045,000 (including the initial 
payment).



Town Center RDA Budget 

Numbers

• See PDF document of budget.

• See PDF document of estimated fees & 

calculation of partial waiver of fees.



Family Fun Center Expansion

Does this meet the project area plan?

• #1 – Is the City willing to invest in the family 
fun center expansion in order to promote the fun center expansion in order to promote the 
health and well being of our town center?

• #2, #3, #4 – expansion meets these criteria.

• #5 – the City will ensure that the major 
impact (i.e. roads) is addressed through 
charging impact fees.

• #6 – expansion helps this cause.



Recommendation

• The staff recommends that the City move 

forward with this project.  The City will invest 

all of the tax increment dollars back into the all of the tax increment dollars back into the 

Family Fun Center expansion; however, it will 

receive many added benefits by doing so.















































FY2012 FY2013 FY2014 FY2015 FY2016 FY2017 FY2018

Tax Increment Calculation

RDA Area Tax Rate 0.014706 0.014873 0.014873 0.014873 0.014873 0.014873 0.014873

Est. Tax Incremental Value 24,653,960$     24,129,871$        28,923,377.45$         27,477,208.58$         26,103,348.15$         24,798,180.74$         23,558,271.70$         

Percentage of Tax Incr. 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 80%

Est. Tax Increment 362,561.14$     358,883.57$        430,177.39$              408,668.52$              388,235.10$              368,823.34$              280,305.74$              

Fun Center Value Added 111,525.78$     104,076.24$        196,160.89$              186,352.85$              177,035.20$              168,183.44$              127,819.42$              

Revenues

Tax Increment 362,561.00$     358,883.57$        430,177.39$              408,668.52$              388,235.10$              368,823.34$              280,305.74$              

Interest 2,730.04$          2,500.00$            2,500.00$                   2,500.00$                   2,500.00$                   2,500.00$                   2,500.00$                   

Total Revenues 365,291.04$     361,383.57$        432,677.39$              411,168.52$              390,735.10$              371,323.34$              282,805.74$              

Expenses

Infrastructure Impr. -$                    100,000.00$        50,000.00$                 50,000.00$                 50,000.00$                 50,000.00$                 80,000.00$                 

Beautification & Tentant Outreach -$                    50,000.00$                 50,000.00$                 50,000.00$                 50,000.00$                 

Repayment to Holrob 79,392.00$        79,392.00$          79,392.00$                 79,392.00$                 79,392.00$                 79,392.00$                 63,514.00$                 

Repayment to City 40,173.00$        9,913.00$            9,913.00$                   9,913.00$                   9,913.00$                   9,913.00$                   7,930.00$                   

Repayment to Fun Center 215,000.00$        168,000.00$              168,000.00$              168,000.00$              168,000.00$              168,000.00$              

Interest Expense

Office Supplies

RDA Management Fee 54,384.15$        53,832.54$          21,508.87$                 20,433.43$                 19,411.75$                 18,441.17$                 14,015.29$                 

1700 South RDA

RDA Management Fee 54,384.15$        53,832.54$          21,508.87$                 20,433.43$                 19,411.75$                 18,441.17$                 14,015.29$                 

Total Expenses 173,949.15$     458,137.54$        378,813.87$              377,738.43$              376,716.75$              375,746.17$              333,459.29$              

Net increase (decrease) 191,341.89$     (96,753.96)$         53,863.52$                 33,430.10$                 14,018.34$                 (4,422.82)$                 (50,653.55)$               

Beginning Fund Balance 193,229.76$     384,571.65$        287,817.69$              341,681.21$              375,111.31$              389,129.65$              384,706.82$              

Change in Fund Balance 191,341.89$     (96,753.96)$         53,863.52$                 33,430.10$                 14,018.34$                 (4,422.82)$                 (50,653.55)$               

Ending Fund Balance 384,571.65$     287,817.69$        341,681.21$              375,111.31$              389,129.65$              384,706.82$              334,053.28$              

Assumptions:

Tax Area rate will change but no educated guess to what.  Assumption that tax rate will remain at least constant with knowledge it will increase over the next 20 years.

Assuming a 5% decline in property value each year.

Assuming we invest  $200,000 into Fun Center up front and 1,830,000 over the next 20 years = 2,045,000.

Total Property tax increment generated by Fun Center = $2,047,373

Assuming a $6,000,000 increase in taxable value based on study.  Fun center would have 43% of value of RDA area.



FY2019 FY2020 FY2021 FY2022 FY2023 FY2024 FY2025 FY2026

0.014873 0.014873 0.014873 0.014873 0.014873 0.014873 0.014873 0.014873

22,380,358.12$         21,261,340.21$         20,198,273.20$         19,188,359.54$         18,228,941.57$         17,317,494.49$         16,451,619.76$         15,629,038.77$         

80% 80% 75% 75% 70% 70% 60% 60%

266,290.45$              252,975.93$              225,306.69$              214,041.35$              189,783.33$              180,294.17$              146,810.96$              139,470.42$              

121,428.45$              115,357.02$              102,739.85$              97,602.86$                86,541.20$                82,214.14$                66,945.80$                63,598.51$                

266,290.45$              252,975.93$              225,306.69$              214,041.35$              189,783.33$              180,294.17$              146,810.96$              139,470.42$              

2,500.00$                   2,500.00$                   2,500.00$                   2,500.00$                   2,500.00$                   2,500.00$                   2,500.00$                   2,500.00$                   

268,790.45$              255,475.93$              227,806.69$              216,541.35$              192,283.33$              182,794.17$              149,310.96$              141,970.42$              

80,000.00$                 80,000.00$                 80,000.00$                 80,000.00$                 80,000.00$                 80,000.00$                 80,000.00$                 80,000.00$                 

63,514.00$                 63,514.00$                 59,544.00$                 59,544.00$                 9,824.00$                   -$                             -$                             -$                             

7,930.00$                   7,930.00$                   7,435.00$                   7,435.00$                   52,689.00$                 62,514.00$                 53,583.00$                 53,583.00$                 

96,000.00$                96,000.00$                90,000.00$                90,000.00$                84,000.00$                84,000.00$                72,000.00$                72,000.00$                

13,314.52$                 12,648.80$                 11,265.33$                 10,702.07$                 9,489.17$                   9,014.71$                   7,340.55$                   6,973.52$                   

1700 South RDA

13,314.52$                 12,648.80$                 11,265.33$                 10,702.07$                 9,489.17$                   9,014.71$                   7,340.55$                   6,973.52$                   

260,758.52$              260,092.80$              248,244.33$              247,681.07$              236,002.17$              235,528.71$              212,923.55$              212,556.52$              

8,031.93$                   (4,616.87)$                 (20,437.65)$               (31,139.71)$               (43,718.83)$               (52,734.54)$               (63,612.58)$               (70,586.10)$               

334,053.28$              342,085.21$              337,468.34$              317,030.69$              285,890.98$              242,172.15$              189,437.61$              125,825.02$              

8,031.93$                   (4,616.87)$                 (20,437.65)$               (31,139.71)$               (43,718.83)$               (52,734.54)$               (63,612.58)$               (70,586.10)$               

342,085.21$              337,468.34$              317,030.69$              285,890.98$              242,172.15$              189,437.61$              125,825.02$              55,238.92$                 



FY2027 FY2028 FY2029 FY2030 FY2031 FY2032

0.014873 0.014873 0.014873 0.014873 0.014873 0.014873

14,847,586.84$         14,105,207.49$         13,399,947.12$         12,729,949.76$         12,093,452.28$         11,488,779.66$         

50% 50% 50% 40% 40% 37%

110,414.08$              104,893.38$              99,648.71$                 75,733.02$                 71,946.37$                 63,222.87$                 

50,348.82$                47,831.38$                45,439.81$                34,534.26$                32,807.54$                28,829.63$                2,047,373.08$  

110,414.08$              104,893.38$              99,648.71$                 75,733.02$                 71,946.37$                 63,222.87$                 

2,500.00$                   2,500.00$                   2,500.00$                   2,500.00$                   2,500.00$                   2,500.00$                   

112,914.08$              107,393.38$              102,148.71$              78,233.02$                 74,446.37$                 65,722.87$                 

25,149.41$                 

-$                             -$                             -$                             -$                             -$                             -$                             

44,653.00$                 44,653.00$                 44,653.00$                 35,722.00$                 35,722.00$                 33,252.00$                 

60,000.00$                60,000.00$                60,000.00$                48,000.00$                48,000.00$                30,000.00$                2,045,000.00$  

5,520.70$                   5,244.67$                   4,982.44$                   3,786.65$                   3,597.32$                   3,161.14$                   

1700 South RDA

5,520.70$                   5,244.67$                   4,982.44$                   3,786.65$                   3,597.32$                   3,161.14$                   

135,323.11$              109,897.67$              109,635.44$              87,508.65$                 87,319.32$                 66,413.14$                 

(22,409.03)$               (2,504.29)$                 (7,486.73)$                 (9,275.63)$                 (12,872.95)$               (690.27)$                     

55,238.92$                 32,829.88$                 30,325.59$                 22,838.86$                 13,563.23$                 690.28$                      

(22,409.03)$               (2,504.29)$                 (7,486.73)$                 (9,275.63)$                 (12,872.95)$               (690.27)$                     

32,829.88$                 30,325.59$                 22,838.86$                 13,563.23$                 690.28$                      0.00$                           



Fee type Size/sq ft Total Notes

secondary conn

3/4" 300 This fee calculation is based on estimated square

1" 400 footage and could vary depending on actual 

1 1/2" 600 plan submittal.

2" 800

3" 1200

4" 1600

6" 2000

8" 2400

SQFT/LANDSC

secondary impact 87120 X 0.17 14,810.40$   

water conn. IMPACT

3/4' 325 966

1" 485 1610

1 1/2" 680 4999

2" 983 7997

3" 1699.5 15994

4" 3005 24991

6" 4782 49981

8" 7143 79970

Impact fee schedule for commercial

sewer connection 300.00$        

gallons/spaces

sewer impact 1 x 1500 1,500.00$     

storm sewer impact lot size

GC 87120 X 0.261 22,738.00$   

C-2 0 X 0.246 -$              

I-1 0 X 0.261 -$              

A-1 X 0.069 -$              

traffic impact 1000GFA

GC 50 X 2,328 116,400.00$ 

OFFICE/INST X 2,428 -$              

INDUST 0 X 688 -$              

building permit 18,256.00$   

plan review 11,931.00$   40% will not be waived -  peer review Exp

state surcharge 184.00$        

BUILDING SIZE Total Estimated Impact & Fees 208,119.40$ 

public safety impact 50000 SQFT X 0.44 22,000.00$   Necessary Fees 122,972.40$ 

Total Fees 208,119.40$ Potential Fee Waiver 85,147.00$   























 

RESOLUTION RDA12-03 

 

A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE SYRACUSE 

CITY REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY ADJUSTING THE ANNUAL 

BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR ENDING JUNE 30, 2013. 

 

            WHEREAS, the Uniform Budgetary Procedures set forth in State Statute 10-6-128 allow 

for amendments and increases to individual fund budgets; and 

  

            WHEREAS, on July 31, 2012, the City Council held a public hearing to allow interested 

persons in attendance an opportunity to be heard for or against the proposed budgetary changes; 

and 

  

            WHEREAS, the City Council has determined that approval of the budgetary 

amendments will promote the orderly operation of the City; 

  

            NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ENACTED AND ORDAINED BY THE CITY 

COUNCIL OF SYRACUSE DAVIS COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH, AS FOLLOWS: 

 

SECTION 1:  Amendments.  The following adjustments to the Redevelopment Budget 

are hereby made for the Fiscal Year 2013 operating budget. 

• See attachment 

 

SECTION 2. Severability.  If any section, part or provision of this Resolution is held 

invalid or unenforceable, such invalidity or unenforceability shall not affect any other portion of 

this Resolution, and all sections, parts and provisions of this Resolution shall be severable. 

SECTION 3. Effective Date.  This Resolution shall become effective immediately upon 

its passage. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF SYRACUSE CITY, 

STATE OF UTAH, THIS 14
th 

DAY OF August, 2012. 

 

SYRACUSE CITY 

ATTEST: 

 

 

________________________________ By:____________________________________ 

Cassie Z. Brown, City Recorder       Jamie Nagle, Mayor 

 

 

 



Syracuse City

FY 2013 Budget Adjustments

Original Budget Amended Budget Increase / (Decrease)

RDA Fund
Expenditure adjustments:

Repayments to Financers 89,305.00             304,305.00              215,000.00                      

215,000.00                      

Revenue Expenses

MBA Fund net change -                         215,000.00              (215,000.00)                    

Beginning fund overage 190,445.00                      

Overall fund deficit  to come from fund balance (24,555.00)                       



  
 

Agenda Item #3 Public Hearing – Proposed Resolution RDA12-04 

approving the draft Syracuse State Road 193 Economic 

Development Project Area Plan, and related matters. 

 
Factual Summation  

 Any question regarding this agenda item may be directed at Mike Eggett, Community & 

Economic Dev. Director or Finance Director Stephen Marshall. 

 

  The proposed State Road 193 Economic Development Area is the area defined below 

and includes the blue, yellow, and orange area on the map.  A complete legal description 

of the SR-193 project area can be found on Exhibit B of the proposed resolution RDA12-

04.   

 
 

RDA AGENDA 
August 14, 2012 



 In order for this area to qualify as an EDA it must bring new, higher paying jobs to the 

area that are at least 25% above the median salary for the Davis County.  The important 

note is that it would create new jobs in the area and not shift jobs from another location.  

The estimate is between 500-600 new jobs to the area. 

 

 A Taxing Entity Committee (TEC) comprised of individuals from various taxing entities 

met to discuss the proposed SR-193 Economic Development Area, the project area plan, 

and the proposed budget.  Each individual was appointed by their various taxing entity to 

represent their interests in the project area.  Those individuals on the TEC were as 

follows: 

 

John Davis – Weber Basin Water   

John Carter  – Davis School District 

Peter Cannon  – Davis School District 

Steve Rawlings – Davis County 

Kent Sulser  – Davis County                         

Kathy Dudley - State School Board 

Jamie Nagle - Syracuse City 

Karianne Lisonbee – Syracuse City   

  

 At this current time, the TEC Committee only discussed the blue area east of the power 

corridor representing approximately 79 acres.   All discussion below only relates to that 

area in blue. 

 

 The property currently does not generate any property tax revenue for the various taxing 

entities.  The budget proposal requests that 80% of the tax increment be kept in the EDA 

project area for 15 years while 20% is distributed to the taxing entities.  The money 

collected in the EDA would be used to reimburse developers, Weber Basin Water, and 

Syracuse City for infrastructure improvements made to the area.  A portion of the money 

would also be used for tenant outreach to attract high end industrial companies to relocate 

to the area.  After the 15 years, all the tax increment would be returned to the taxing 

entities. 

 

 The TEC committee members voted 8-0 approving the project area plan and related 

budget proposal. 

 

 The next step in the process is to have the RDA board pass a resolution adopting the SR-

193 EDA Project area.  This has been added to the packet along with the project area plan 

and budget. 

 

 

Recommendation: 

Approve the proposed resolution RDA12-04 establishing the SR-193 EDA project area. 



Ballard Spahr draft: 8/6/2012 
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NOTICE OF SPECIAL MEETING 

 

TO THE MEMBERS OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE SYRACUSE CITY 

REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY: 

 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that a special meeting of the Board of Directors of 

the Syracuse City Redevelopment Agency (the ―Agency‖), will be held at the Board’s 

regular meeting place at 7:00 p.m. on Tuesday, August 14, 2012, for the purpose of 

approving the draft Syracuse SR-193 Economic Development Project Area Plan, and for 

the transaction of such other business incidental to the foregoing as may come before said 

meeting. 

 

  

Secretary 

 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF NOTICE 

AND CONSENT TO SPECIAL MEETING 
 

We, the Chair and members of the Board of Directors of the Agency, do hereby 

acknowledge receipt of the foregoing Notice of Special Meeting, and we hereby waive 

any and all irregularities, if any, in such notice and in the manner of service thereof upon 

us and consent and agree to the holding of such special meeting at the time and place 

specified in said notice, and to the transaction of any and all business which may come 

before said meeting. 

  

Chair 

  

Member 

  

Member 

  

Member 

  

Member 

  

Member 
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Syracuse, Utah 

 

August 14, 2012 

 

 

The Board of Directors (the ―Board‖) of the Syracuse City Redevelopment 

Agency (the ―Agency‖) met in special public session at its regular meeting place in 

Syracuse, Utah, on Tuesday, August 14, 2012, at 7:00 p.m.  The meeting was called to 

order by the Chair of the Board with the following being present, and constituting a 

quorum: 

Jamie Nagle Chair 

Brian Duncan Member 

Craig Johnson Member 

Karianne Lisonbee Member 

Doug Peterson Member 

Larry Shingleton Member 

 

 

Also present: 

 

Robert Rice City Manager 

Cassie Brown Secretary 

 

 

Absent: 

After the meeting had been duly called to order and after other matters not 

pertinent to this Resolution had been discussed, a Certificate of Compliance with Open 

Meeting Law with respect to this August 14, 2012, meeting was presented to the Board, a 

copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit A. 

Thereupon, the following Resolution was approved and adopted on the following 

recorded vote: 

AYE:  

 

 

NAY:  

 

The Resolution is as follows: 
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RESOLUTION NO. RDA12-04 

 

A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE 

SYRACUSE CITY REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY APPROVING THE 

DRAFT SYRACUSE SR-193 ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 

AREA PLAN AND RELATED MATTERS. 

WHEREAS, the Syracuse City Redevelopment Agency (the ―Agency‖) is a 

community development and renewal agency (a public body, corporate and politic) duly 

created, established, and authorized to transact business and exercise its powers, all under 

and pursuant to the Limited Purpose Local Government Entities—Community 

Development and Renewal Agencies Act, Title 17C, Utah Code Annotated 1953, as 

amended (the ―Act‖); and 

WHEREAS, the Board of Directors (the ―Board‖) of the Agency has authorized 

the preparation of the Syracuse SR-193 Economic Development Project Area Plan (the 

―Plan‖), hereby incorporated by reference, for an Economic Development Project Area 

(the ―Project Area‖) located west of 1000 West, north of 700 South, south of 200 South 

and east of approximately 1800 West in Syracuse City, Utah, the legal description of 

which is attached hereto as Exhibit B; and 

WHEREAS, the Agency has prepared the Plan in order to promote economic 

development and job creation within the Project Area and to increase the property tax 

base within the Project Area through the development of a new business park within the 

Project Area; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the Act, the Agency held a public hearing to receive 

comment regarding the Plan on August 14, 2012, and provided notice of such hearing in 

accordance with the Act; and   

WHEREAS, the Board now desires to approve the draft Plan without revisions 

and submit the Plan to the City Council of Syracuse City, Utah (the ―City Council‖) for 

adoption; 

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE SYRACUSE 

CITY REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY, AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. All terms defined in the recitals hereto shall have the same 

meaning when used herein.  All actions heretofore taken (not inconsistent with the 

provisions of this Resolution) by the Board and by the officers of the Agency directed 

toward the preparation of the draft Plan are hereby ratified, approved, and confirmed. 

Section 2. The Board hereby finds and determines that (a) there is a need to 

effectuate a public purpose; (b) there is a public benefit under the analysis shown by the 

Plan; (c) it is economically sound and feasible to adopt and carry out the Plan; (d) the 

Plan conforms to the general plan of Syracuse City, Utah; and (e) carrying out the Plan 

will promote the public peace, health, safety, and welfare of the community in which the 

Project Area is located.   
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Section 3. The Board hereby approves the Plan, without revision, as the 

economic development project area plan for the Project Area, the legal description of 

which is attached hereto as Exhibit B, and submits the Plan for adoption by the City 

Council.   

Section 4. The appropriate officers of the Agency are hereby authorized and 

directed to take all action necessary or appropriate to effectuate the provisions of this 

Resolution. 

Section 5. If any one or more sections, sentences, clauses, or parts of this 

Resolution shall, for any reason, be held invalid, such judgment shall not affect, impair, 

or invalidate the remaining provisions of this Resolution, but shall be confined in its 

operation to the specific sections, sentences, clauses, or parts of this Resolution so held 

unconstitutional and invalid, and the inapplicability and invalidity of any section, 

sentence, clause, or part of this Resolution in any one or more instances shall not affect or 

prejudice in any way the applicability and validity of this Resolution in any other 

instances. 

Section 6. All resolutions of the Agency in conflict with this Resolution are 

hereby repealed to the extent only of such inconsistency.  This repealer shall not be 

construed to revive any Resolution, by-law or regulation, or part thereof, heretofore 

repealed. 
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PASSED BY THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE SYRACUSE CITY 

REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY THIS AUGUST 14, 2012. 

 

 

 

 

By:_________________________________ 

Chair 

 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

 

By:  

 Secretary 
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(Here follows business not pertinent to the above.) 

Pursuant to motion duly made and seconded, the Board adjourned. 

 

 

 

By:_________________________________ 

Chair 

 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

 

By:  

 Secretary 
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STATE OF UTAH ) 

) ss. 

COUNTY OF DAVIS ) 

 

I, Cassie Brown, the duly qualified and acting Secretary of the Syracuse City 

Redevelopment Agency (the ―Agency‖), do hereby certify according to the records of the 

Agency in my possession that the foregoing constitutes a true, correct, and complete copy 

of the minutes of the special meeting of the Agency’s Board of Directors (the ―Board‖) 

held on August 14, 2012, as it pertains to a resolution (the ―Resolution‖) adopted by the 

Board at said meeting, including the Resolution, as said minutes and Resolution are 

officially of record in my possession. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto subscribed my signature this 

August 14, 2012. 

 

 

 

By:  

Secretary 



 

DMWEST #9194698 v1 A-1 

EXHIBIT A 

 

CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE WITH OPEN MEETING LAW 

 

I, Cassie Brown, the duly qualified and acting Secretary of the Syracuse City 

Redevelopment Agency (the ―Agency‖) do hereby certify, according to the records of the 

Agency in my official possession, and upon my own knowledge and belief, that in 

accordance with the requirements of Section 52-4-202, Utah Code Annotated, 1953, as 

amended, I gave not less than twenty-four (24) hours public notice of the agenda, date, 

time and place of the August 14, 2012, public meeting held by the Board of Directors of 

the Agency (the ―Board‖) as follows: 

(a) By causing a Notice, in the form attached hereto as Schedule 1, to 

be posted at the principal offices of the Agency on August _____, 2012, at least 

twenty-four (24) hours prior to the convening of the meeting, said Notice having 

continuously remained so posted and available for public inspection until the 

completion of the meeting; 

(b) By causing a copy of such Notice, in the form attached hereto as 

Schedule 1, to be delivered to the Standard-Examiner, on August _____, 2012, at 

least twenty-four (24) hours prior to the convening of the meeting; and 

(c) By causing a copy of such Notice, in the form attached hereto as 

Schedule 1, to be published on the Utah Public Notice Website 

(http://pmn.utah.gov). 

I further certify that the Agency does not hold regular meetings that are scheduled 

in advance over the course of a year, but meets on an unscheduled basis from time to 

time, as needed. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto subscribed my official signature this 

August 14, 2012. 

 

 

 

By:  

Secretary 

[To be attached:  ] 

SCHEDULE 1–NOTICE OF MEETING 



 

DMWEST #9194698 v1 B-1 

EXHIBIT B 

 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT AREA 

 

A parcel of land located in the South Half of Section 3, Township 4 North, Range 2 West, 

Salt Lake Base and Meridian, Davis County, Utah, described as follows: 

BEGINNING at the East Quarter Corner of Section 3, Township 4 North, Range 2 West, 

Salt Lake Base and Meridian, and thence along the east line of said Section and the 

easterly line of the Syracuse City boundary South 00°06'46" West 1,921.36 feet to the 

northeast corner of property described in that certain Correction Quit Claim Deed 

recorded October 29, 2001 as Entry No. 1699015 in Book 2914 at Page 910 of the Davis 

County records; thence along the north line of said property and the southerly line of the 

Syracuse City boundary the following two courses: 1) South 72°12'57" West 2,191.75 

feet and 2) South 72°12'01" West 45.02 feet to the north line of the 700 South Street 

right-of-way; thence South 00°03'43" West 66.00 feet to the south line of said right-of-

way; thence along said south line the following two courses: 1) North 89°56'17" West 

526.87 feet and 2) North 89°56'56" West 642.32 feet to the southerly extension of the 

east line of property described in that certain Special Warranty Deed recorded March 9, 

1993 as Entry No. 1021678 in Book 1588 at Page 130 of said records; thence along said 

line and the northerly extension thereof North 00°09'58" East 1,236.48 feet to a point of 

tangency of a 567.00 feet radius curve to the left; thence Northerly 159.68 feet along said 

curve through a central angle of 16°08'10" and a long chord of North 07°54'07" West 

159.16 feet; thence North 15°58'12" West 760.62 feet to a point of tangency of a 633.00 

feet radius curve to the right; thence Northerly 178.27 feet along said curve through a 

central angle of 16°08'10" and a long chord of North 07°54'07" West 177.68 feet; thence 

North 00°09'58" East 371.18 feet to the north line of the South Half of said Section 3; 

thence along said line South 89°56'57" East 3,553.84 feet to the POINT OF 

BEGINNING. Said parcel contains 8,174,635 square feet or 187.66 acres, more or less. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
The Syracuse City Redevelopment Agency (the “Agency”), following thorough consideration of the needs and desires 
of Syracuse City (the “City”) and its residents, regarding need of and capacity for new development, has prepared 
this Economic Development Project Area Plan (the “Plan”) for the Syracuse SR-193 Economic Development Project 
Area (the “Project Area”) described in more detail below.  The Study Area covered 246.6 acres, of which it is 
recommended that 180.32 acres (the easternmost portion of the Study Area) be included in the Project Area.  Within 
the Project Area, it is recommended that, at this time, only the easternmost portion (79.44 acres) be included in the 
tax increment collection area. 
  
In accordance with the terms of this Plan, the Agency will encourage, promote and provide for the development of a 
new business park within the Project Area. The Syracuse SR-193 Economic Development Project Area will include 
nearly two million square feet of building space at buildout, located on 180.32 acres, for an average floor area ratio of 
0.25.1 The Tax Increment Collection Area will include approximately 865,000 square feet of building space at 
buildout. 
 
It is anticipated that the project will generate significant economic activity in the City through the creation of both 
temporary construction and permanent employment, the generation of additional property tax revenue, and the 
creation of new business opportunities.  Within the Tax Increment Collection Area, an estimated 350 to 1,100 good-
paying jobs will be created at this site. Additional jobs will be created within the rest of the Project Area, depending on 
the type of development that takes place in the remainder of the Project Area. Construction jobs will also be 
generated as part of this project, with construction wages approximating $13.8 million over the six-year absorption 
timeframe estimated for the projects currently identified in the Tax Increment Collection Area.2  
 
This Plan will govern the development within the Project Area, including the capture and use of tax increment to 
promote and incentivize development. The purpose of this Plan clearly sets forth the aims and objectives of this 
development, its scope, available incentives and the mechanism for funding such incentives, and the value of the 
Plan to the residents, businesses and property owners of the City. 
 
 

2. DEFINITIONS 
As used in this Economic Development Project Area Plan:  
 

1. The term "Act" shall mean and include the Limited Purpose Local Government Entities – Community 
Development and Renewal Agencies Act Title 17C, Chapters 1 through 4, Utah Code Annotated , , including 
such amendments or successor statutes as shall from time to time be enacted. 

 
2. The term "Agency" shall mean the Syracuse City Redevelopment Agency, a separate body corporate and 

politic. 
 

3. The term "base taxable value" shall mean the base taxable value of the property within the Project Area, as 
shown upon the assessment roll last equalized, before: the date the taxing entity committee adopts the first 
project area budget. 

 
4. The term "City" shall mean Syracuse City, Utah. 

                                                        
1 The floor area ratio is the ratio of total building square feet to total land square feet. 
2 Based on anticipated construction jobs and average construction wages as discussed in detail in this report. 
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5. The term "community" shall mean the community of Syracuse City, Utah.  

 
6. The term “Developer” shall mean any person or entity undertaking development activities in the Project 

Area including, initially, Ninigret Construction Company North, L.C. (sometimes also referred to as the 
“Ninigret Group”). 

 
7. The term "economic development" shall mean to promote the creation or retention of public or private jobs 

within the State through planning, design, development, construction, rehabilitation, business relocation, or 
any combination of these within a community; and the provision of office, industrial, manufacturing, 
warehousing, distribution, parking, public, or other facilities, or other improvements that benefit the state or a 
community. 
 

8. The term “Plan Hearing” means the public hearing on the draft Project Area Plan required under 
Subsection 17C-3-102 of the Act. 
 

9. The term "planning commission" shall mean the planning commission of the City. 
 

10. The term “Project” means the activities associated with this Project Area Plan. 
 

11. The term "Project Area" or "SR-193 Economic Development Project Area" shall mean the geographic 
area described in this Project Area Plan or Draft Project Area Plan where the economic development set 
forth in this Project Area Plan or Draft Project Area Plan takes place or is proposed to take place. 
 

12. The term "Project Area Plan" or “Plan” shall mean the SR-103 Economic Development Area Project Area 
Plan that was adopted pursuant to the Act to guide and control economic development activities within the 
project area.  

 
13. The term "Project Area Budget" shall mean a multiyear projection of annual or cumulative revenues and 

expenses and other fiscal matters pertaining to the project area that includes: 
(a) the base taxable value of property in the project area; 
(b) the projected tax increment expected to be generated within the project area; 
(c) the amount of tax increment expected to be shared with other taxing entities; 
(d) the amount of tax increment expected to be used to implement the project area plan, including the 
estimated amount of tax increment to be used for land acquisition, public improvements, infrastructure 
improvements, and loans, grants, or other incentives to private and public entities; 
(e) the tax increment expected to be used to cover the cost of administering the project area plan; 
(f) if the area from which tax increment is to be collected is less than the entire project area: 
(i) the tax identification numbers of the parcels from which tax increment will be collected; or 
(ii) a legal description of the portion of the project area from which tax increment will be collected; 
(g) for an economic development project area, the information required under Subsection 17C-3-201(1)(b). 

 
14. The terms "tax," "taxes," "property tax" or "property taxes" includes privilege tax and each levy on an 

ad valorem basis on tangible or intangible personal or real property. 
 

15. The term "taxing entity" shall mean each public entity that levies a property tax on property situated within 
the Project Area. 
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16. The term "tax increment" shall mean the difference between (i) the amount of property tax revenues 
generated each tax year by all taxing entities from the area designated in the Project Area Plan as the area 
from which tax increment is to be collected, using the current assessed value of the property, and (ii) the 
amount of property tax revenues that would be generated from that same area using the base taxable value 
of the property. Tax increment does not include taxes levied and collected under Section 59-6-1602 Utah 
Code Annotated, on or after January 1, 1994. 
 

17. The term “Tax Increment Collection Area” shall mean the area from which tax increment is collected for 
the timeframe of this Plan. 

 
18. All other terms shall have the same meaning set forth in the Act unless the context clearly indicates 

otherwise. 
 

3. PRECONDITIONS FOR DESIGNATING AN ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA 
a) Pursuant to the provisions of the Act, the Agency Board (the “Board”), on November 15, 2011, adopted a 

resolution designating an economic development survey area (“Survey Area”) and containing a map of the 
boundaries of the Survey Area; and  

 
b) Pursuant to the provisions of §17C-3-102(2)(a) and (b) of the Act, the City has a planning commission and 

general plan as required by law; and 
 
c) Pursuant to the provisions of §17C-3-102(1)(b) and (c) of the Act, the Agency made a draft Project Area 

Plan available to the public at the Agency’s offices during normal business hours, provided notice of the plan 
hearing and held a public hearing on the draft plan on __________, 2012;3 and 

 
d) Pursuant to the provisions of §17C-3-102(1)(d) of the Act, the Agency has conducted one or more public 

hearings for the purpose of informing the public about the proposed Project Area, allowing public comment 
on the draft Project Area Plan and whether the plan should be revised, approved or rejected.  The purpose 
of the hearing(s) was to inform the public about the Plan, to allow public comment on the draft Plan and to 
solicit input on whether the Plan should be revised, approved or rejected. 
 

 

4. PROJECT AREA BOUNDARIES [17C-3-103(1)(a)] 
The area identified for study (see map in Appendix A) consists of approximately 246.6 acres.  Based on a study of 
the entire Survey Area, it was determined by the Board that a project area for the 180.32 acres (easternmost portion) 
is the most viable and beneficial at this point in time for a project area, and that the easternmost portion of the project 
area (79.44 acres) is most viable for a tax increment collection area.  It was determined that the westernmost portion 
of the study area has significant uncertainty as to the type of development and zoning that will take place in the area.  
Until these issues are resolved, a project area is best suited for the eastern portion of the study area.  The proposed 
project area of 180.32 acres will be located west of 1000 West, north of 700 South, south of 200 South and east of 
approximately 1800 West. This area is identified on the map shown in Appendix A.  The tax increment collection area 
will consist of 79.44 acres, located at the easternmost portion of the project area. 
 
 

                                                        
3 The Public Hearing is currently scheduled for August 14, 2012. 
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5. GENERAL STATEMENT OF LAND USES, LAYOUT OF PRINCIPAL STREETS, 
POPULATION DENSITIES, BUILDING INTENSITIES AND HOW THEY WILL BE AFFECTED 
BY THE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT [17C-3-103(1)(b)] 
 
A. LAND USES IN THE PROJECT AREA  
The permitted land uses within the Project Area shall be those uses permitted by the officially adopted zoning 
ordinances of the City, as those ordinances may be amended from time to time, subject to limitations imposed by 
"overlay" restrictions and the controls and guidelines of this Plan.   
 
At present, all of the real property in the Project Area is unimproved, is in agricultural use and is zoned industrial.  
With this Plan in place, it is expected that land will be developed as a business park – mainly office, warehousing and 
manufacturing which are all permitted uses under the current zoning designations. 
 
B. LAYOUT OF PRINCIPAL STREETS IN THE PROJECT AREA 
The Project Area is currently bordered on the north by 200 South Street, on the east by 1000 West Street, on the 
south by a private unimproved road, and on the west by roughly 1800 West. There are currently no improved interior 
streets within the Project Area. Appendix A shows the new streets planned as part of this Project Area. In addition, 
1000 West Street will be widened as part of this project. It is anticipated that the east-west street extending west from 
1000 West Street may initially terminate in a cul-de-sac somewhat east of the power corridor during the first phase of 
the project.  The cul-de-sac would be removed and the street extended to connect to a second new street that would 
be built in connection with later phases. 
 
C. POPULATION DENSITIES IN THE PROJECT AREA 
Currently, no one lives within the Project Area. The Plan does not currently propose any residential development. 
Existing and proposed densities within the Project Area will therefore remain at zero persons per square mile. 
 
D. BUILDING INTENSITIES IN THE PROJECT AREA 
Currently there are no buildings within the Project Area. The Plan proposes an estimated 865,000 square feet of 
office/business park space on 79.44 acres within the Tax Increment Collection Area.  This results in a floor area ratio 
of 0.25, calculated as follows: 
 
 865,000 ÷ (79.44 acres x 43,5604) = 0.25  
 
While there are no specific plans for the remainder of the Project Area, it is anticipated that it will develop with similar 
densities, resulting in a total of approximately two million square feet in the entire Project Area. 
 

6.  STANDARDS THAT WILL GUIDE THE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT [17C-3-103(1)(c)]  
The general standards that will guide the economic development are as follows: 
 

                                                        
4 Number of square feet per acre 



  

  
   
     

7 
 

SYRACUSE SR-193 ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA PLAN                              JULY 13, 2012 

A. GENERAL DESIGN OBJECTIVES 
Development within the Project Area will be held to quality design and construction standards, suitable for a business 
park and will be subject to: (1) appropriate elements of the City’s General Plan; (2) applicable City building codes and 
ordinances; (3) planning commission review and recommendation; and (4) the City’s land use code. 
 
Developers will be allowed flexibility of design in developing land located within the Project Area. The development 
shall be of a design and shall use materials that are subject to design review and approval by the City pursuant to a 
development agreement with the Developer specifically addressing design issues. 
 
Coordinated and attractive landscaping shall also be provided as appropriate for the character of the Project Area.  
Materials and design paving, retaining walls, fences, curbs, benches, and other items shall have an attractive 
appearance and be easily maintained.,  
 
All development will be based on site plans, development data, and other appropriate submittals and materials 
clearly describing the development, including land coverage, setbacks, heights, and any other data dictated by the 
City’s land use code, and applicable City practice or procedure. 
 
The general principles guiding development within the Project Area are as follows: 
 

1. Encourage and assist economic development with the creation of a well-planned business park that will 
attract top-quality companies and job opportunities to the area. 

 
2. Provide for the strengthening of the tax base and economic health of the entire community and the State of 

Utah. 
 

3. Implement the tax increment financing provisions of the Act which are incorporated herein by reference and 
made a part of this Plan. 

 
4. Encourage economic use of and new construction upon the real property located within the Project Area. 

 
5. Promote and market the Project Area for economic development that would enhance the economic base of 

the City through diversification. 
 

6. Provide for compatible relationships among land uses and quality standards for development, such that the 
area functions as a unified and viable center of economic activity for the City. 

 
7. Remove any impediments to land disposition and development through assembly of land into reasonably 

sized and shaped parcels served by adequate public utilities, streets and other infrastructure improvements. 
 

8. Achieve an environment that reflects an appropriate level of concern for architectural, landscape and design 
principles, developed through encouragement, guidance, appropriate controls, and financial and 
professional assistance to the Developers. 

 
9. Provide for construction of public streets, utilities, curbs and sidewalks, other public rights-of-way, street 

lights, landscaped areas, parking, water utilities, sewer utilities, storm drainage, recreational trails and other 
public improvements. 
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10. Facilitate better traffic circulation and reduce traffic hazards through improved public street access and 
design.  

 
B. SPECIFIC DESIGN OBJECTIVES AND CONTROLS 
In addition to the general City design objectives and standards described above, the developer has adopted specific 
design guidelines that will govern the development of the Project Area. These guidelines focus on the development of 
a business park atmosphere that will benefit the community.  
 
1. BUILDING DESIGN OBJECTIVES 
All new buildings shall be of design and materials that will be in harmony with adjoining areas and other new 
development and shall be subject to design review and approval by the City. 
 
The design of buildings shall take advantage of available views and topography and shall provide, where appropriate, 
separate levels of access. 
 
2. OPEN SPACE PEDESTRIAN WALKS AND INTERIOR DRIVE DESIGN OBJECTIVES 
All open spaces, pedestrian walks and interior drives shall be designed as an integral part of an overall site design, 
properly related to existing and proposed buildings. 
 
Comfortably graded pedestrian walks should be provided in areas of the most intense use, particularly from building 
entrances to parking areas, and adjacent buildings on the same site. 
 
The location and design of pedestrian walks should afford adequate safety and separation from vehicular traffic.  
 
Materials and design of paving, retaining walls, fences, curbs, and other accouterments, shall be of good appearance 
and easily maintained. 
 
3. PARKING DESIGN OBJECTIVES 
Parking areas shall be designed with regard to orderly arrangement, topography and ease of use and access.  
 
4. PROJECT IMPROVEMENT DESIGN OBJECTIVES 

Public Rights-of-Way. All streets and walkways within public rights-of-way will be designed or approved by the City 
and will be consistent with all design objectives.  
 
Street Lighting and Signs. Lighting standards and signs of pleasant appearance and modern illumination standards 
shall be provided as necessary as approved by the City.  
 
Grading. The applicable portions of the Project Area will be graded in conformance with the final project design as 
approved by the City for each specific project in accordance with City Code. 
 
C. TECHNIQUES TO ACHIEVE THE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN OBJECTIVES 
Activities contemplated in carrying out the Plan in the Project Area may include the acquisition and development of 
properties in the Project Area.  
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1. ACQUISITION AND CLEARANCE 
Parcels of real property located in the Project Area may be acquired by the Agency by purchase, but may not be 
acquired by condemnation unless from an Agency board member or officer with their consent [§17C-1-206 (1) and 
(2)(b)]. 
 
2. IMPLEMENTATION OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS 
The Agency shall have the right to approve the design and construction documents of all economic development 
within the Project Area to ensure that all economic development within the Project Area is consistent with this Plan. 
The City shall notify the Agency of all requests for: (1) zoning changes; (2) conditional use permits; (3) site plan 
approval; and (4) building permits within the Project Area, and all proposed amendments thereof. Economic 
development projects within the Project Area shall be implemented as approved by the Agency and the City. 
 
E. APPROVALS 
Development within the Project Area shall be implemented by the Agency in accordance with this Plan, and as 
approved by the City in accordance with applicable land use and building code provisions. The City shall notify the 
Agency of all requests for (1) zoning changes; (2) design approval; (3) site plan approval; and (4) building permits 
within the Project Area.   
 
 

7. HOW THE PURPOSES OF THE ACT WILL BE ATTAINED BY THE ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT [17C-3-103(1)(d)] 
It is the intent of the Agency, with the assistance and participation of the Developer, to facilitate and promote the 
development of office, industrial, light manufacturing and other business park related activities that will result in the 
creation of jobs in the Project Area. Further, the project will strengthen the tax base of the community, which will also 
serve to accomplish economic development objectives and create a well-planned business center.   
 
The purposes of the Act will be achieved by the following: 
 
A.  ESTABLISHMENT OF NEW BUSINESS AND INCREASED TAX BASE  
The proposed Project envisions business park development that will benefit the State and the City through increased 
job creation, increased property tax base, increased income taxes paid (both corporate and individual) and increased 
energy usage (and the accompanying municipal energy “franchise” tax).  Multiplier (indirect and induced) impacts will 
result from the initial job creation and expenditures for construction and supplies. 
 
B.  PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS   
The construction of the public infrastructure improvements as provided by this Plan will support the development 
contemplated herein and provide for future development in surrounding areas. The associated public infrastructure 
improvements will make the land within the Project Area more accessible to and from other parts of the City. Thus, 
the components of the Project provided in this Plan will encourage, promote and provide for economic development 
within the Project Area and the City generally for years to come. 
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8. THE PLAN IS CONSISTENT WITH AND WILL CONFORM TO THE COMMUNITY’S 
GENERAL PLAN [17C-3-103(1)(e)] 
This Plan is consistent with the City’s General Plan that was updated and approved May 26, 2009. Specifically, the 
City’s mission statement states a desire to “provide quality, affordable services for its citizens, while promoting 
community pride, fostering economic development and managing growth." This Project Area Plan will help 
accomplish all of these purposes. 
 
The General Plan (pp. 13-14) also specifically refers to development along 200 South and 1000 West as follows: 
 

The corridor along 200 South in Syracuse between 1000 West and the future North Legacy Parkway 
(approximately Bluff Road) represents an area with the highest future potential for commercial development 
within the City. In a first phase, UDOT plans to widen (to 100’) 200 South between I-15 and 2000 West 
sometime around 2011. As the time of completion of this roadway project draws near, the land along the 
south side of 200 South between 1000 West and 2000 West will become increasingly attractive to 
commercial developers. The City should maintain its current plan for a C-2 Commercial land use along most 
of this corridor. This land use will allow the greatest flexibility of development. A key focal point for retail 
locations along this corridor should be the corner of 2000 West and 200 south. UDOT is also planning for 
the widening of 2000 West from 1700 South all the way to Weber County, thus making this intersection a 
highly attractive location for future commercial activity.  
 
Commercial development is also proposed along the city’s shared boundary with Clearfield City along 1000 
West between 200 South and 700 South. This location represents yet another commercial opportunity to 
Syracuse as this area is located adjacent to the Freeport Center. The opportunities in this area are 
commercial developments that are compatible or would support the large industrial enterprises that are 
typical of the Freeport Center. 

 
The development proposed in this Project Area Plan is consistent with what is specified in the General Plan and is 
compatible with that Plan. 
 
 

9. DESCRIBE HOW THE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT WILL CREATE ADDITIONAL JOBS 
[17C-3-103(1)(f)] 
Located proximate to the North Legacy Parkway, the Project Area is one of the premiere business park sites in Davis 
County. This means that the site will be attractive to major tenants – tenants that could invest significant amounts in 
both real and personal property and that would be likely to offer skilled jobs and above average wages. The number 
of jobs created at the site will vary depending on the type of business park development that takes place.  Generally 
speaking, the average number of square feet per worker in commercial buildings is 766.5 The ratio in industrial 
buildings varies widely depending on the type of usage but could be as high as 2,500 square feet per employee.  
Assuming there will be over 865,000 square feet of building space at buildout in the Tax Increment Collection Area 
alone, there would be a range of roughly 350 to 1,100 employees (FTE’s). The remaining Project Area would include 
additional employees, the number of which would depend on the type of development that takes place in that area. 

                                                        
5 Source:  http://www.eia.gov/emeu/consumptionbriefs/cbecs/pbawebsite/retailserv/retserv_howmanyempl.htm and 
http://www.cyburbia.org/forums/showthread.php?25827-Square-feet-per-employee.   
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10. DESCRIPTION OF ANY SPECIFIC PROJECT OR PROJECTS THAT ARE THE OBJECT 
OF THE PROPOSED ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT [17C-3-103(1)(g)] 
The Plan specifically proposes over 865,000 square feet of business park related building space located on 79.44 
acres in the Tax Increment Collection Area and two million square feet of building space in the Project Area (180.32 
acres). . However, there will need to be some flexibility in the type and amount of square footage developed in order 
for the Developer to respond to changing market conditions in the future.  There may also be a minimal amount of 
support retail located within the Project Area. 
 
 

11. HOW PRIVATE DEVELOPERS WILL BE SELECTED AND IDENTIFICATION OF 
CURRENT DEVELOPERS IN THE PROJECT AREA [17C-3-103(1)(h)] 
 
A. SELECTION OF PRIVATE DEVELOPERS 
The Agency contemplates that owners of real property within the Project Area will take advantage of the opportunity 
to develop their property, or sell their property to developers for the development of facilities within the Project Area.  
In the event that owners do not wish to participate in the economic development in compliance with the Plan, or in a 
manner acceptable to the Agency, or are unable or unwilling to appropriately participate, the Agency may, consistent 
with the Act, encourage other owners to acquire property within the Project Area, or to select non-owner developers 
by private negotiation, public advertisement, bidding or the solicitation of written proposals, or a combination of one 
or more of the above methods. 
 
B. IDENTIFICATION OF DEVELOPERS WHO ARE CURRENTLY INVOLVED IN THE PROPOSED ECONOMIC 

DEVELOPMENT 
The Ninigret Group currently has the 79.44 acres of property in the Tax Increment Collection Area under contract. 
Concurrent with the approval of this Plan, the Agency and the City have entered into a Development Agreement with 
the Ninigret Group.  The Agency and the City will work with the Ninigret Group to implement this Project Area Plan as 
provided in the Development Agreement.    
 
 

12.  REASONS FOR THE SELECTION OF THE PROJECT AREA [17C-3-103(1)(i)] 
The Project Area was selected by the Agency as that area within the City having an immediate opportunity to 
strengthen the community through a major developer who is willing to invest private capital into a business park that 
will allow for significant job creation, bring new businesses and services into the community, and provide for public 
infrastructure which will support the development and provide for future development in surrounding areas.  
 
The Project Area contains a portion of the City that is desirable for business park development because of: (1) its 
accessible location to the North Legacy Parkway; (2) the opportunity to commence a public-private partnership to 
develop this area of the City; and (3) the current proposal of the Ninigret Group to construct a large master planned 
development within the Project Area.   
 
Specific boundaries of the Project Area were arrived at by the Agency after a review of the area by members of the 
Agency, City staff, economic development consultants, and other technical and legal consultants.  Planned treatment 
of this area is intended to stimulate development to the degree necessary for sound long-term growth in the Project 
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Area and to encourage the development of real property located within the Project Area.  Finally, development of the 
Project Area as a business center is an important element in the City’s General Plan.  
 
 

13.  DESCRIPTION OF THE PHYSICAL, SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC CONDITIONS EXISTING 
IN THE AREA [17C-3-103(1)(j)] 
A. PHYSICAL CONDITIONS 
The proposed Project Area consists of approximately 180.32 acres of privately owned land as shown on the Project 
Area map in Appendix A, located south of 200 South, west of 1000 West, north of 700 South and east of 
approximately 1800 West that is currently dedicated to agricultural use. The Tax Increment Collection Area consists 
of approximately 79.44 acres. The site contains a 22-foot drop with steep grades which will contribute to significant 
site grading challenges and development costs. 
 
B. SOCIAL CONDITIONS 
There are currently no buildings and no residents within the Project Area.  No unusual social conditions were found to 
exist.  Because of the shifting of land uses from agricultural land to active business park in the Project Area, 
consistent with the General Plan of the City, this area will take on a new social character that will enhance existing 
development in the City. The Project Area Plan will bring workers from the surrounding region to the Project Area for 
employment purposes. It is anticipated, therefore, that the proposed Project Area will add to the community’s 
economy, quality of life, and reputation. 
  
C. ECONOMIC CONDITIONS  
There is currently no development in the Project Area.  All of the land is currently publicly owned by a charitable 
501(c)(3) organization and is therefore exempt from property taxation. The current taxable value of the area is $0.00; 
therefore, no property tax revenues are currently generated from this area. 
 
 

14. TAX INCENTIVES OFFERED TO PRIVATE ENTITIES FOR FACILITIES LOCATED 
WITHIN THE PROJECT AREA [17C-3-103(1)(k)] 
The Agency intends to use 80 percent of the property tax increment generated within the Tax Increment Collection 
Area over a period of 15 years to pay part of the costs associated with development of the Project Area. The Agency 
intends to negotiate and enter into one or more inter-local agreements with the Davis County School District (the 
“School District”), Davis County (the “County”), the City, water districts, sewer district, and possibly other smaller 
taxing entities to secure receipt of a portion of the property tax increment generated within the Project Area that 
would otherwise be paid to those taxing entities.   
 
The Project Area Budget (attached as Appendix D) shows anticipated tax increment receipts, and the estimated 
eligible development costs to be reimbursed. Detailed expenditures are shown in the table below. 
 

DETAILED EXPENDITURES 
 

Syracuse City    
3 water vaults at $60,000 each $180,000 
Water lines $125,000 
Secondary water - booster pump and line $150,000 
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DETAILED EXPENDITURES 
 

Weber Basin Water Conservancy   
Pipeline portion and portion of meter vault $173,000 

Developer   
 Roads Construction  $681,131 
 Culinary Water  $394,220 
 Storm Drain  $386,918 
 Sewer  $207,558 
 Secondary Water  $145,475 
 Electrical  $62,178 
 RMP  $94,973 
 Landscaping (along roadways)   $672,249 
 Value of Land Required for Roads & Easements  $565,336 
 Admin, Engineering , Survey and Testing  $229,974 
 Bonding  $63,744 
 City Engineering & Review Fee  $25,497 
Soil Imbalance Cut/Fill $1,065,800 
Transmission Line Relocation $190,000 
Rail $350,000 

Tenant Outreach   
      Tenant Outreach at 30% $3,289,891 
TOTAL EXPENDITURES (not incl. administrative costs) $9,052,944 
 
 

15. ANALYSIS OF WHETHER THE ADOPTION OF THE PROJECT AREA PLAN IS 
BENEFICIAL UNDER A BENEFIT ANALYSIS [17C-3-103(1)(l)] 
The public will realize significant benefits from the development of the Economic Development Project Area as 
proposed by this Plan. The Agency’s long-term objective in developing the Project Area is to create a high quality, 
business center that will diversify the City’s economic and tax base, and offer good-paying employment opportunities. 
The Agency adopted a resolution for the preparation of this Plan because of the opportunity to “jump start” the 
proposed business park development.   
 
A. EVALUATION OF THE REASONABLENESS OF THE COSTS OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT [17C-3-
103(2)(a)(i)] 
The Project Area has higher than normal development costs for several reasons: 1) the lack of any utilities currently 
serving the Project Area which is an agricultural field; 2) the steep grade and 22-foot drop of the property; and 3) the 
addition of a rail spur that will attract a wider variety of businesses who can make significant investment in the area 
and establish a good taxable base. The proposed costs of development for site preparation, railroad, infrastructure, 
economic incentives, or any assistance with building construction, are nearly $9.1 million. The purpose of the tenant 
outreach is to attract top-quality businesses through assistance with fees, training, relocation costs, and other 
activities for businesses that will significantly improve the property tax base and provide higher-than-average paying 
jobs. 
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SUMMARY OF EXPENDITURES 

Syracuse City $455,000 
Weber Basin Water $173,000 
Developer Infrastructure $4,785,053 
Rail Spur $350,000 
Tenant Outreach $3,289,891 
TOTAL $9,052,944 
 
Total costs necessary to facilitate the development of this Project Area, including tenant outreach, are therefore 
estimated at $9,052,944. This is a cost of $113,960 per acre in the Tax Increment Collection Area (where all of the 
improvements are currently planned). In comparison, the value per acre in the Tax Increment Collection Area at 
buildout is estimated to be nearly $892,980.6 The ratio of value to public investment is roughly 7.8 to 1.0. 
 
The issuance of bonds to the full extent now or hereafter permitted by law is authorized as part of this Plan. 
 
 
B. EFFORTS THE AGENCY OR DEVELOPER HAS MADE OR WILL MAKE TO MAXIMIZE PRIVATE 

INVESTMENT [17C-3-103(2)(a)(ii)] 
The public investment of approximately $9.1 million represents only 12.8 percent of the estimated private investment 
of $70.1 million in the Tax Increment Collection Area for land, buildings and personal property (equipment).   
 
 
C. RATIONALE FOR USE OF TAX INCREMENT, INCLUDING AN ANALYSIS OF WHETHER THE 

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT MIGHT REASONABLY BE EXPECTED TO OCCUR IN THE FORESEEABLE 

FUTURE SOLELY THROUGH PRIVATE INVESTMENT [17C-3-103(2)(a)(iii)] 
This development is unlikely to happen solely through private investment for several reasons. First, the addition of a 
rail spur to the site adds an extra cost of development that cannot be recovered through rents that can be achieved in 
the area. However, the rail spur will greatly expand opportunities to attract a wider range of end users with good-
paying jobs and significant investment in equipment (and therefore taxable value) at the site. 
 
Second, many of the business opportunities that can be pursued for this site will be highly sought after by other 
communities. Therefore, in order to be on a level playing field with surrounding areas, tax increment must be 
available to offset incentives provided in other areas. Also, several of the opportunities that the Developer is pursuing 
are businesses that are also looking at sites located outside of the State of Utah.  In order to be eligible for EDTIF 
funds provided by the State (that will attract these businesses to Utah), the Governor’s Office of Economic 
Development (GOED) requires local areas to come up with local funds to show their commitment and partnership in 
the Project. 
 

                                                        
6 The value at buildout is based on an average value per building square foot as follows:  building ($50); and personal property 
($32).  Total taxable value at buildout in the tax increment collection area is projected to be $70,938,331.  The total number of 
acres in the Tax Increment Collection Area is 79.44.  Therefore, the value per acre is $892,980. 
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Third, this site has higher than normal development costs because of the steep grade and 22-foot elevation change 
on the site.  These costs, if added to tenant costs, would make the site less competitive with other areas.  And, there 
are currently no utilities at this site, which must be extended to this agricultural field. 
 
The rationale for the use of tax increment is twofold:  1) tax increment funds must be available from local sources if 
the statewide EDTIF funds are to be available for the site; and 2) tax increment funds are necessary to offset the 
extraordinary costs of development associated with the site.  
 
D. ESTIMATE OF THE TOTAL AMOUNT OF TAX INCREMENT THAT WILL BE EXPENDED IN 

UNDERTAKING ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND THE LENGTH OF TIME FOR WHICH IT WILL BE 

EXPENDED [17C-3-103(2)(a)(iv)] 
The total amount of tax increment necessary for this project is nearly $9.1 million ($2012).  The Project Area Budget 
suggests a 15-year timeframe in order to account for the variability in development and economic conditions that will 
occur over the 15-year period.  
 
E. BENEFICIAL INFLUENCES UPON THE TAX BASE OF THE COMMUNITY [17C-3-103(2)(b)(i)] 
The City and taxing entities will see an increase in taxable value of an estimated $70,938,331 when the Tax 
Increment Collection Area is fully built out. If construction begins in 2013 and the Project Area commences in 2014 
and runs for a period of 15 years, each of the taxing entities will receive increased taxes over the next 15 years from 
the increased investment in the area. If the taxing entities receive 20 percent of the increment, with the remaining 80 
percent of the increment flowing to the Agency, the taxing entities will receive over $2.7 million more over the 15-year 
period than they are currently receiving.  
 

TAX BENEFIT TO TAXING ENTITIES 
2014-2028 

Taxing Entities Tax Rate % to 
Entity/Agency 

Total Tax Benefit 2014-2025 

Davis County 0.002383 20% $444,252 
Davis County School District 0.008861 20% $1,651,918 
Syracuse City 0.001821 20% $339,481 
Weber Basin Water Conservancy 

District 
0.000217 20% $40,454 

Davis County Mosquito Abatement 
District 

0.000104 20% $19,388 

County Library 0.000392 20% $73,079 
North Davis Sewer District 0.000928 20% $173,003 
TOTAL 0.014706  $2,741,576 

 
At the end of the 15-year period, the taxing entities will receive the entire (100%) tax increment which would amount 
to an estimated $1 million per year more than what they are currently receiving. 
 

ANNUAL TAX BENEFIT TO TAXING ENTITIES 
End of Project Area Plan 

Taxing Entities Tax Rate % to Entity/Agency Annual Tax Increment 
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ANNUAL TAX BENEFIT TO TAXING ENTITIES 
End of Project Area Plan 

Davis County 0.002383 100% $169,046 
Davis County School District 0.008861 100% $628,585 
Syracuse City 0.001821 100% $129,179 
Weber Basin Water Conservancy District 0.000217 100% $15,394 
Davis County Mosquito Abatement District 0.000104 100% $7,378 
County Library 0.000392 100% $27,808 
North Davis Sewer District 0.000928 100% $65,831 
TOTAL 0.014706  $1,043,219 

 
 
F. ASSOCIATED BUSINESS AND ECONOMIC ACTIVITY LIKELY TO BE STIMULATED [17C-3-
103(2)(b)(ii)] 
 
Other business and economic activity likely to be stimulated includes business, employee and construction 
expenditures. 
 
1. BUSINESS AND EMPLOYEE EXPENDITURES 
Between 350 and 1,100 jobs will be created and located within the Tax Increment Collection Area. If these jobs pay, 
on average, 120 percent of the average wage in Davis County, this will result in approximately $15 million to $50 
million annually in increased wages.7  The increased buying power will result in increased sales tax revenues to the 
State, the County and the City and increased economic activity generally.  Additional jobs and wages will be created 
in the remainder of the Project Area. 
 
It is anticipated that the business owners and employees of the Project Area facilities will directly or indirectly 
purchase local goods and services related to their operations from local or regional suppliers. These purchases will 
likely increase employment opportunities in the related businesses of office equipment, furniture and furnishings, 
office supplies, computer equipment, communication, security, transportation and delivery services, maintenance, 
repair and janitorial services, packaging supplies, office and printing services, transportation and delivery services.  
 
Employees will make many of their purchases near their workplace, assuming that goods and services are available.  
These will most likely include purchases for: lunchtime eating, gasoline and convenience store, personal services 
such as dry cleaning and haircuts, and auto repair. In addition, there may be limited purchases for gifts, hobbies, etc., 
if such goods are available.  
 
The following summarizes the benefits to the community: 
 

 Provide an increase in direct purchases in the community. 
 

 Provide economic diversification within the City and the County. 
 

                                                        
7 Source: Workforce Services.  http://www.bls.gov/ro7/qcewut.htm.  The average weekly wage in Davis County is $704, or 
$36,308 annually.  A job that pays 120 percent of the average wage would reach $43,930 yearly.      



  

  
   
     

17 
 

SYRACUSE SR-193 ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA PLAN                              JULY 13, 2012 

 Complement existing businesses and industries located within the City by adding new employees who may 
live and shop and pay taxes in the City and the region. 

 
 Provide an increase in indirect and induced (“multiplier”) impacts for business purchases, as well as 

purchases by employees and their households. 
 

o The types of expenditures by employees in the area will likely include convenience shopping for 
personal and household goods, lunches at area restaurants, convenience purchases and personal 
services (haircuts, banking, dry cleaning, etc.). The employees will not make all of their 
convenience or personal services purchases near their workplace, and each employee's 
purchasing patterns will be different.  However, it is reasonable to assume that a percentage of 
these annual purchases will occur within close proximity to the workplace (assuming the services 
are available).    

 
2. CONSTRUCTION EXPENDITURES 
Economic activity associated with the development will include construction activity.  Construction costs for projects 
within the Tax Increment Collection Area are expected to reach approximately $34.6 million, of which 40 percent 
($13.8 million) approximates labor costs, another 40 percent (nearly $14 million) represents materials and supplies 
and the remaining 20 percent represents overhead and profit.  A portion of the labor costs will be re-spent in the 
community – to the extent that convenience goods and services, such as fast food for lunch, personal services, etc., 
are available. A large portion of the costs for construction supplies will likely be spent in the community as the County 
has several large-scale construction suppliers. 
 
 
G. NUMBER OF JOBS OR EMPLOYMENT ANTICIPATED TO BE GENERATED OR PRESERVED [17C-3-
103(2)(b)(iii)] 
 
Business Center Jobs. The number of jobs created within the Tax Increment Collection Area will vary depending on 
the type of business park development that takes place. Generally speaking, the average number of square feet per 
worker in commercial buildings is 766.8  The ratio in industrial buildings varies widely depending on the type of 
usage, but could be as high as 2,500 square feet per employee. Assuming that there will be roughly 865,000 square 
feet of building space developed at buildout within the Tax Increment Collection Area, there will be between 350 and 
1,100 (FTE’s).  Additional jobs will be created in the remainder of the Project Area. 
 
Construction Jobs. Construction costs are expected to reach approximately $34.6 million within the Tax Increment 
Collection Area, of which 40 percent ($13.8 million) approximates labor costs. Assuming an average construction 
wage of $27,070,9 results in the creation of approximately 500 one-year job equivalents in the construction industry.  
 
To summarize, the creation of the Project Area and adoption of the Project Area Plan is beneficial to the community 
for the following reasons: 
 

 Increased tax base that will provide additional tax revenues to the various taxing entities; 
 Creation of between 350 and 1,100 full-time jobs in the Tax Increment Collection Area; 

                                                        
8 Source:  http://www.eia.gov/emeu/consumptionbriefs/cbecs/pbawebsite/retailserv/retserv_howmanyempl.htm 
9 http://jobs.utah.gov/jsp/wi/utalmis/oidoreport.do#wage 
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 Creation of approximately 500 construction jobs (one-year job equivalents) in the Tax Increment Collection 
Area; 

 Increased spending in the local area for construction supplies and for convenience purchases by full-time 
employees at the business park; and 

 Added economic diversification to the community. 
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APPENDIX A: PROJECT AREA MAP  

 
The shaded area in the map below represents the entire Study Area (246.6 acres).  The three easternmost areas – 
shaded in gold, tan and blue (180.32 acres) represents the Project Area.  The easternmost area shaded in blue 
(79.44 acres) represents the Tax Increment Collection Area.   
 
There are currently no roads within the Study Area.  Potential new roads are shown on the map. 
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APPENDIX B:  PARCEL NUMBERS 
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Parcel Owner Acres Taxable Value

120260019 CORP OF THE PRESIDING BISHOP OF THE CHURCH 72.796 $0.00

120260020 SYRACUSE CITY 0.43 $0.00

120260018 UTAH DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 6.21 $0.00

120250006 DAVIS COUNTY 3.37 $0.00

120250011 CORP OF THE PRESIDING BISHOP OF THE CHURCH 83.61 $0.00

120250014 CORP OF THE PRESIDING BISHOP OF THE CHURCH 53.649 $0.00

120250015 UTAH DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 0.05 $0.00

120250013 UTAH DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 8.72 $0.00

120260013 UTAH POWER & LIGHT CO 17.6 $0.00

120250010 UTAH DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 0.16 $0.00
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APPENDIX C:  PROJECT AREA BUDGET 



SR 193 Project Area Budget
Zions Bank Public Finance - Municipal Consulting Group

TOTAL 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
SR 193 PROJECT AREA BUDGET 15 Years (2014-2028) 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028

1 Taxable Value
2 Base year taxable value $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
3 Acres absorbed 35                   -                             15                              -                               29                                -                             
4 Cumulative absorption - acres 35                   35                              50                              50                                79                                79                              79                              79                              79                              79                              79                              79                              79                              79                              79                              79                              
5 Building square feet 381,150          381,150                     544,500                     544,500                       865,102                       865,102                     865,102                     865,102                     865,102                     865,102                     865,102                     865,102                     865,102                     865,102                     865,102                     865,102                     
6 Real property taxable value  - one year delay for tax purposes $19,057,500 $19,057,500 $27,225,000 $27,225,000 $43,255,080 $43,255,080 $43,255,080 $43,255,080 $43,255,080 $43,255,080 $43,255,080 $43,255,080 $43,255,080 $43,255,080 $43,255,080
7 Personal property taxable value - one year delay for tax purposes $12,196,800 $12,196,800 $17,424,000 $17,424,000 $27,683,251 $27,683,251 $27,683,251 $27,683,251 $27,683,251 $27,683,251 $27,683,251 $27,683,251 $27,683,251 $27,683,251 $27,683,251
8 TOTAL $0 $31,254,300 $31,254,300 $44,649,000 $44,649,000 $70,938,331 $70,938,331 $70,938,331 $70,938,331 $70,938,331 $70,938,331 $70,938,331 $70,938,331 $70,938,331 $70,938,331 $70,938,331
9

10 Incremental Tax Revenues Generated Tax Rate
11 Davis County 0.002383                     $2,221,262 $0 $74,479 $74,479 $106,399 $106,399 $169,046 $169,046 $169,046 $169,046 $169,046 $169,046 $169,046 $169,046 $169,046 $169,046 $169,046
12 Davis County School District 0.008861                     $8,259,588 $0 $276,944 $276,944 $395,635 $395,635 $628,585 $628,585 $628,585 $628,585 $628,585 $628,585 $628,585 $628,585 $628,585 $628,585 $628,585
13 Syracuse City 0.001821                     $1,697,406 $0 $56,914 $56,914 $81,306 $81,306 $129,179 $129,179 $129,179 $129,179 $129,179 $129,179 $129,179 $129,179 $129,179 $129,179 $129,179
14 Weber Basin Water Conservancy District 0.000217                     $202,272 $0 $6,782 $6,782 $9,689 $9,689 $15,394 $15,394 $15,394 $15,394 $15,394 $15,394 $15,394 $15,394 $15,394 $15,394 $15,394
15 Davis County Mosquito Abatement District 0.000104                     $96,941 $0 $3,250 $3,250 $4,643 $4,643 $7,378 $7,378 $7,378 $7,378 $7,378 $7,378 $7,378 $7,378 $7,378 $7,378 $7,378
16 County Library 0.000392                     $365,394 $0 $12,252 $12,252 $17,502 $17,502 $27,808 $27,808 $27,808 $27,808 $27,808 $27,808 $27,808 $27,808 $27,808 $27,808 $27,808
17 North Davis Sewer District 0.000928                     $865,015 $0 $29,004 $29,004 $41,434 $41,434 $65,831 $65,831 $65,831 $65,831 $65,831 $65,831 $65,831 $65,831 $65,831 $65,831 $65,831
18 TOTAL 0.014706                     $13,707,878 $0 $459,626 $459,626 $656,608 $656,608 $1,043,219 $1,043,219 $1,043,219 $1,043,219 $1,043,219 $1,043,219 $1,043,219 $1,043,219 $1,043,219 $1,043,219 $1,043,219
19
20 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
21 AGENCY BUDGET TOTAL 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028
22 Base year taxable value $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
23 Real property incremental value $0 $19,057,500 $19,057,500 $27,225,000 $27,225,000 $43,255,080 $43,255,080 $43,255,080 $43,255,080 $43,255,080 $43,255,080 $43,255,080 $43,255,080 $43,255,080 $43,255,080 $43,255,080
24 Personal property incremental value $0 $12,196,800 $12,196,800 $17,424,000 $17,424,000 $27,683,251 $27,683,251 $27,683,251 $27,683,251 $27,683,251 $27,683,251 $27,683,251 $27,683,251 $27,683,251 $27,683,251 $27,683,251
25 Incremental Value $0 $31,254,300 $31,254,300 $44,649,000 $44,649,000 $70,938,331 $70,938,331 $70,938,331 $70,938,331 $70,938,331 $70,938,331 $70,938,331 $70,938,331 $70,938,331 $70,938,331 $70,938,331
26
27 Tax Revenue Distribution
28 Base Year Taxable Value - to Entities
29 Davis County 0.002383 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
30 Davis County School District 0.008861 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
31 Syracuse City 0.001821 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
32 Weber Basin Water Conservancy District 0.000217 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
33 Davis County Mosquito Abatement District 0.000104 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
34 County Library 0.000392 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
35 North Davis Sewer District 0.000928 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
36 TOTAL 0.014706 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
37

38 Incremental Value - to Entities Tax Rate
% to 

Entity/Agency
39 Davis County 0.002383 20% $444,252 $0 $14,896 $14,896 $21,280 $21,280 $33,809 $33,809 $33,809 $33,809 $33,809 $33,809 $33,809 $33,809 $33,809 $33,809 $33,809
40 Davis County School District 0.008861 20% $1,651,918 $0 $55,389 $55,389 $79,127 $79,127 $125,717 $125,717 $125,717 $125,717 $125,717 $125,717 $125,717 $125,717 $125,717 $125,717 $125,717
41 Syracuse City 0.001821 20% $339,481 $0 $11,383 $11,383 $16,261 $16,261 $25,836 $25,836 $25,836 $25,836 $25,836 $25,836 $25,836 $25,836 $25,836 $25,836 $25,836
42 Weber Basin Water Conservancy District 0.000217 20% $40,454 $0 $1,356 $1,356 $1,938 $1,938 $3,079 $3,079 $3,079 $3,079 $3,079 $3,079 $3,079 $3,079 $3,079 $3,079 $3,079
43 Davis County Mosquito Abatement District 0.000104 20% $19,388 $0 $650 $650 $929 $929 $1,476 $1,476 $1,476 $1,476 $1,476 $1,476 $1,476 $1,476 $1,476 $1,476 $1,476
44 County Library 0.000392 20% $73,079 $0 $2,450 $2,450 $3,500 $3,500 $5,562 $5,562 $5,562 $5,562 $5,562 $5,562 $5,562 $5,562 $5,562 $5,562 $5,562
45 North Davis Sewer District 0.000928 20% $173,003 $0 $5,801 $5,801 $8,287 $8,287 $13,166 $13,166 $13,166 $13,166 $13,166 $13,166 $13,166 $13,166 $13,166 $13,166 $13,166
46 TOTAL 0.014706 $2,741,576 $0 $91,925 $91,925 $131,322 $131,322 $208,644 $208,644 $208,644 $208,644 $208,644 $208,644 $208,644 $208,644 $208,644 $208,644 $208,644
47
48 Incremental Value - to Agency
49 Davis County 0.002383                     80% $1,777,009 $0 $59,583 $59,583 $85,119 $85,119 $135,237 $135,237 $135,237 $135,237 $135,237 $135,237 $135,237 $135,237 $135,237 $135,237 $135,237
50 Davis County School District 0.008861                     80% $6,607,671 $0 $221,555 $221,555 $316,508 $316,508 $502,868 $502,868 $502,868 $502,868 $502,868 $502,868 $502,868 $502,868 $502,868 $502,868 $502,868
51 Syracuse City 0.001821                     80% $1,357,924 $0 $45,531 $45,531 $65,045 $65,045 $103,343 $103,343 $103,343 $103,343 $103,343 $103,343 $103,343 $103,343 $103,343 $103,343 $103,343
52 Weber Basin Water Conservancy District 0.000217                     80% $161,817 $0 $5,426 $5,426 $7,751 $7,751 $12,315 $12,315 $12,315 $12,315 $12,315 $12,315 $12,315 $12,315 $12,315 $12,315 $12,315
53 Davis County Mosquito Abatement District 0.000104                     80% $77,553 $0 $2,600 $2,600 $3,715 $3,715 $5,902 $5,902 $5,902 $5,902 $5,902 $5,902 $5,902 $5,902 $5,902 $5,902 $5,902
54 County Library 0.000392                     80% $292,315 $0 $9,801 $9,801 $14,002 $14,002 $22,246 $22,246 $22,246 $22,246 $22,246 $22,246 $22,246 $22,246 $22,246 $22,246 $22,246
55 North Davis Sewer District 0.000928                     80% $692,012 $0 $23,203 $23,203 $33,147 $33,147 $52,665 $52,665 $52,665 $52,665 $52,665 $52,665 $52,665 $52,665 $52,665 $52,665 $52,665
56 TOTAL 0.014706                     $10,966,302 $0 $367,701 $367,701 $525,287 $525,287 $834,575 $834,575 $834,575 $834,575 $834,575 $834,575 $834,575 $834,575 $834,575 $834,575 $834,575
57
58 Expenses
59 % Administrative Expense 20.0% 10.0% 6.0% 6.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0%
60 Administration 4.9% $540,558 $0 $73,540 $36,770 $31,517 $31,517 $33,383 $33,383 $33,383 $33,383 $33,383 $33,383 $33,383 $33,383 $33,383 $33,383 $33,383
61 Remaining Increment for Expenses $10,425,745 $0 $294,160 $330,931 $493,769 $493,769 $801,192 $801,192 $801,192 $801,192 $801,192 $801,192 $801,192 $801,192 $801,192 $801,192 $801,192



SR 193 Project Area Budget
Zions Bank Public Finance - Municipal Consulting Group

62
63

64 Detailed Expenditures:
65 Syracuse City 
66 3 water vaults at $60,000 each $180,000
67 Water lines $125,000
68 Secondary water - booster pump and line $150,000
69 Weber Basin Water Conservancy
70 Pipeline portion and portion of meter vault $173,000
71 Developer
72  Roads Construction $681,131
73  Culinary Water $394,220
74  Storm Drain $386,918
75  Sewer $207,558
76  Secondary Water $145,475
77  Electrical $62,178
78  RMP $94,973
79  Landscaping (along roadways)  $672,249
80  Value of Land Required for Roads & Easements $565,336
81  Admin, Engineering , Survey and Testing $229,974
82  Bonding $63,744
83  City Engineering & Review Fee $25,497
84 Soil Imbalance Cut/Fill $1,065,800
85 Transmission Line Relocation $190,000
86 Rail $350,000
87 Tenant Outreach
88       Tenant Outreach at 30% $3,289,891
89 TOTAL EXPENDITURES (not incl. administrative costs) $9,052,944



 

SYRACUSE CITY 
 

Syracuse City Council Agenda  
August 14, 2012 – Immediately following the RDA Meeting which  

begins at 7:00 p.m. 
City Council Chambers 
Municipal Building, 1979 W. 1900 S. 

 
 

1. Meeting called to order 
Invocation or thought** 
Pledge of Allegiance 

 

2. Presentation of the Syracuse City and Wendy’s “Award for Excellence” to Shelby Conklin and Gavin Tremea. 
 

3. Recognition of Will Bargar for responding to a home fire on July 13, 2012, saving the lives of a family living in the 
home.   
 

4. Proposed Resolution R12-22 recognizing Syracuse Family Dental Clinic as the summer 2012 recipient of the 
“Friend of the Community” Business Award.  

 

5. Approval of Minutes: 
a. Regular Meeting of March 27, 2012 
b. Regular Meeting of May 8, 2012 
c. Work Session of July 31, 2012 
d. Special Meeting of July 31, 2012 

 

6. Public Comment: This is an opportunity to address the Council regarding your concerns or ideas.  Please limit your 
comments to three minutes.   
 

7. Final Subdivision Approval, Wasatch Villas Subdivision Phases 7 and 8, located at approximately 500 W. 3150 S. 
 

8. Final Subdivision Approval, Sunset Park Villas Subdivision Phase B, located at approximately 1840 S. 910 W. 
 

9. Final Subdivision Approval, Ninigret North I Subdivision, located at approximately 1100 W. 450 S. 
 

10. Request for General Plan Amendment/Rezone: 
a. Proposed Ordinance 12-22 amending the Syracuse City General Plan adopted in 1976, as amended. 
b. Proposed Ordinance 12-23 amending the existing zoning map of Title Ten of the Syracuse City Code by 

changing from Residential 1 (R-1) Zone to Residential 2 (R-2) Zone the parcel of property located at 
approximately 2400 W. 2900 S. 

 

11. Consideration of Proposed Ordinance 12-21 adopting the Syracuse State Road 193 Economic Development 
Project Area Plan, and related matters. 

 

12. Joint Development Agreement for the Fun Center expansion. 
 

13. Authorize Mayor Nagle to execute the Interlocal Agreement establishing a Davis County Council of Governments. 
 

14. Authorize Administration to execute agreement for the 2525 South Road Improvement Project. 
 

15. Councilmember Reports. 
 

16. Mayor Report. 
 

17. City Manager Report. 
 

18. Adjourn 
 

~~~~~ 
In compliance with the Americans Disabilities Act, persons needing auxiliary communicative aids and services for this meeting should contact the City Offices at 
801-825-1477 at least 48 hours in advance of the meeting. 

 

CERTIFICATE OF POSTING 

The undersigned, duly appointed City Recorder, does hereby certify that the above notice and agenda was posted within the Syracuse City limits on this 10th 
day of August, 2012 at Syracuse City Hall on the City Hall Notice Board and at http://www.syracuseut.com/.  A copy was also provided to the Standard-Examiner 
on August 10, 2012.  CASSIE Z. BROWN, CMC 
  SYRACUSE CITY RECORDER 
 
**Members of the public who desire to offer a thought or invocation at Syracuse City Council Meetings shall contact the City Administrator at least two (2) 
weeks in advance of the meeting.  Request will be honored on a first come, first serve basis.  In the event there are no requests to offer a comment or 
prayer, the Mayor may seek opening comment or prayer from those members of the public attending the meeting or from City Staff or City Council.   

 

http://www.syracuseut.com/


  
 

Agenda Item #2 Presentation of the Syracuse City and Wendy’s “Award 

for Excellence” to Shelby Conklin and Gavin Tremea. 

 
Factual Summation  

 Please see the attached memo from the Community and Economic Development 

Department.  Any questions regarding this item can be directed at Mike Eggett, 

Community and Development Director. 

 

COUNCIL AGENDA 
August 14, 2012 



Mayor  
Jamie Nagle  
 
City Council  
Brian Duncan 
Craig Johnson 
Karianne Lisonbee 
Douglas Peterson  
Larry D. Shingleton 
 
City Manager 

Robert D. Rice 

 

 

 

 

 

 
        
 

 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Mayor and City Council 

 

From: Community & Economic Development Department 

 

Date: July 10, 2012 

 

Subject: Presentation of the Syracuse City & Wendy’s Award for Excellence to Shelby Conklin 

and Gavin Tremea 

 

 

Background 

 

The City wishes to recognize citizens who strive for excellence in athletics, academics, arts 

and/or community service.  To that end, in an effort to recognize students and individuals 

residing in the City, the Community and Economic Development, in conjunction with Jeff 

Gibson, present the recipients for the “Syracuse City & Wendy’s Award for Excellence.”  

 

“Syracuse City & Wendy’s Award for Excellence” 

 

This monthly award recognizes the outstanding performance of a male and female who excel in 

athletics, academics, arts and/or community service. The following are the individuals selected 

for the award and the reasoning for their selection:   

 

Shelby Conklin 

 

“Shelby is one of the hardest-working students to ever attend Cook Elementary.  One 

teacher reports that Shelby probably even works harder than she does, and also completed 

her work above and beyond what was required.  She is a friend to everyone and is always 

focused on what she needs to be doing.  Each time you talk with Shelby, she has clear 

goals and ideas of what she wants to do and become when she is older.  With an attitude 

like hers she will do great things!”  

 

 

 

 

 

 



Gavin Tremea 

 

“Gavin’s teacher reports that he always does what is asked of him.  If he didn’t 

understand something he would ask questions and diligently work until he understood.  

His work is always his best and watches out for little details to excel.  He was kind to 

others, followed rules, and was always helpful and courteous.  We are grateful to have 

people like Gavin in our school and in our community and appreciate all that he does, and 

will do!” 

 

Both students will: 

 

 Receive a certificate and be recognized at a City Council meeting 

 Have their picture put up in City Hall and the Community Center 

 Have a write up in the City Newsletter, Facebook, Twitter, and website 

 Be featured on the Wendy’s product TV 

 Receive $10 gift certificate to Wendy’s 

 

Recommendation 

 

The Community & Economic Development Department hereby recommends that the Mayor and 

City Council present the “Syracuse City & Wendy’s Award for Excellence” to Shelby Conklin 

and Gavin Tremea.  



  
 

Agenda Item #3 Recognition of Will Bargar for responding to a home fire 

on July 13, 2012, saving the lives of the family living in 

the home. 

 
Factual Summation  

 See the attached factual summation provided by the Syracuse City Police Department. 

 

COUNCIL AGENDA 
August 14, 2012 





  
 

Agenda Item #4 Proposed Resolution R12-22 recognizing Syracuse 

Family Dental Clinic as the summer 2012 recipient of the 

“Friend of the Community” Business Award. 

 
Factual Summation  

 Any question regarding this agenda item may be directed at Mike Eggett, Community & 

Economic Dev. Director. 

 

 See the attached factual summation as well as Proposed Resolution R12-22. 

 

Staff Recommendation 

 Adopt Proposed Resolution R12-22 recognizing Syracuse Family Dental Clinic as the 

summer 2012 recipient of the “Friend of the Community” Business Award. 

COUNCIL AGENDA 
August 14, 2012 



Mayor  
Jamie Nagle  
 
City Council  
Alan L. Clark  
D. Mathew Kimmel  
Douglas Peterson  
Larry D. Shingleton 
Matthew Ocana 
 
City Manager 

Robert D. Rice 

 

 

 

 

 

 
        
 

 

Factual Summation 

 Any questions regarding this items may be directed at City Planner Noah Steele 

 See attached Resolution No. R12-22 

 

MEMORANDUM 

 

To: Mayor and City Council 

 

From: Community and Economic Development Department 

 

Date: August 14
th

, 2012 

 

Subject: Presentation of a Resolution to Michael Gailey and Syracuse Family Dental Clinic 

Recognizing Receipt of the Syracuse City “Friend of the Community” Business Award 

 

 

Background 

 

Continuing marketing efforts to support and drive commerce, the Community and Economic 

Development Department developed a Business Award concept for the community.  The third 

recipient of this award is Syracuse Family Dental Clinic.  The CED Department has prepared a 

brief statement about the presentation for the upcoming City Council Regular Session.  The 

background information is as follows: 

 

Syracuse City “Friend of the Community” Business Award 

 

To recognize the ongoing support to the residents of Syracuse from the business community, 

Syracuse Family Dental has been selected for the Syracuse City “Friend of the Community” 

Business Award.  Mayor Nagle and attending Council Members will present a framed 

business award certificate to Syracuse Family Dental, signed by Mayor Jamie Nagle and City 

Manager Robert Rice.   

 

An important part of the Business Award is formal recognition and presentation of a 

resolution at a City Council meeting.  The attached resolution recognizes Syracuse Family 

Dental Clinic as the summer 2012 recipient of the business award. 

 

 

 



Syracuse Family Dental Clinic has been nominated because: 

 

Dr. Gailey and Syracuse Family Dental Clinic have contributed to Syracuse’s community 

and economic well being by providing high quality dental care, creating local jobs, serving 

on city council, leading the local SBOSS (Syracuse Business Organization for Strategic 

Synergy), volunteering in his church, and being an exemplary family man.  

 

Recommendation 

 

The Community & Economic Development Department hereby requests that the Mayor and City 

Council pass and adopt attached Resolution No. R12-22 recognizing Syracuse Family Dental 

Clinic as the recipient of the Syracuse City “Friend of the Community” Business Award.  

Furthermore, Dr. Micheal Gailey of Syracuse Family Dental Clinic will be present at the City 

Council meeting, and CED staff recommends that the Mayor present the resolution at that time. 

 



RESOLUTION NO. R12-22 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE SYRACUSE CITY COUNCIL 

RECONGIZING SYRACUSE FAMILY DENTAL CLINIC AS THE 

SUMMER 2012 RECIPIENT OF THE SYRACUSE CITY “FRIEND 

OF THE COMMUNITY” BUSINESS AWARD. 

 
WHEREAS the Syracuse City “Friend of the Community” Business Award is 

given to a Syracuse business that has proven itself to be a friend of the community 

through social responsibility, philanthropic actions, and commitment to the community; 

and 

 

WHEREAS Syracuse Family Dental Clinic has been a significant business icon 

in the community for over 30 years, reflects positively upon the city, and is emblematic 

of Syracuse City values; and 

 

WHEREAS Syracuse Family Dental Clinic, through acting as a long-time 

employer and contributor to numerous Syracuse City residents, events and activities, has 

been shown to be a highly valued “Friend of the Community”. 

 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF 

SYRACUSE CITY, UTAH, AS FOLLOWS: 

 

Section 1.  Recognition.  Syracuse Family Dental Clinic is the recipient of the 

Summer 2012 Syracuse City “Friend of the Community” Business Award. 

 

Section 2.  Effective Date.  This Resolution shall become effective immediately 

upon its passage. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF SYRACUSE 

CITY, STATE OF UTAH, THIS 14
th

 DAY OF AUGUST, 2012. 

SYRACUSE CITY 
 

ATTEST: 

 

 

 

 

________________________________ By:______________________________ 

Cassie Z. Brown, City Recorder       Jamie Nagle, Mayor 

  

 



  
 

Agenda Item #5 Approval of Minutes. 

 
Factual Summation  

 Please see the attached draft minutes of the following meetings: 

o Regular business meeting of March 27, 2012. 

o Regular business meeting of May 8, 2012. 

o Work session of July 31, 2012. 

o Special business meeting of July 31, 2012. 

 Any question regarding this agenda item may be directed at Cassie Brown, City 

Recorder. 

 

Staff Recommendation 

 Approve the draft minutes of the March 27, May 8, and July 31, 2012 meetings. 

COUNCIL AGENDA 
August 14, 2012 



Minutes of the Syracuse City Council Regular Meeting, March 27, 2012.     1 
   2 

Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the Syracuse City Council held on March 27, 2012, at 7:00 p.m., in the Council 3 
Chambers, 1979 West 1900 South, Syracuse City, Davis County, Utah. 4 
 5 

Present:  Councilmembers: Craig A. Johnson 6 
                            Karianne Lisonbee 7 

 Douglas Peterson  8 
     Larry D. Shingleton 9 
 10 
  Mayor Jamie Nagle 11 
  City Manager Robert Rice 12 
  City Recorder Cassie Z. Brown 13 
   14 
City Employees Present:  15 
  Police Chief Brian Wallace 16 

Community Development Director Michael Eggett 17 
City Attorney Will Carlson 18 
Information Technologies Director TJ Peace 19 
Finance Manager Steve Marshall 20 
Police Detective Corey Rowley 21 
City Planner Kent Andersen 22 

            23 
Visitors Present: Val Cook  Scott Holt  Jerry Guffey 24 
  Lavell Sackett  Robert Redford  Ron Thurgood 25 
  James Merrill  Joe Gallegos  Lurlen Knight 26 
  Gerald Jacobs  Jordyn Cook  Carl Cook 27 
  Zach Rowley  Ray Zaugg  Pat Zaugg 28 
  Josh Hughes  Robert Kelly  Cody Adams 29 
  Andrew Nelson   30 
        31 

1.  Meeting Called to Order/Adopt Agenda 32 

Mayor Nagle called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. as a regularly scheduled meeting, with notice of time, place, 33 

and agenda provided 24 hours in advance to the newspaper and each Councilmember.  She asked all visitors present if any 34 

wished to provide an invocation or thought; Councilmember Peterson provided an invocation.  Councilmember Johnson then 35 

led all present in the Pledge of Allegiance.   36 

COUNCILMEMBER SHINGLETON MADE A MOTION TO ADOPT THE AGENDA.  COUNCILMEMBER 37 

PETERSON SECONDED THE MOTION; ALL VOTED IN FAVOR.   38 

COUNCILMEMBER LISONBEE MADE A MOTION TO RECONSIDER THE ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA.  39 

COUNCILMEMBER SHINGLETON SECONDED THE MOTION. 40 

Councilmember Lisonbee stated that she wanted to add an item to the end of the agenda to allow the Council to 41 

discuss an item that was on the work session agenda.  She stated that she wanted the Council to discuss the potential 42 

scheduling of a Special Council Meeting or open house.  43 

DRAFT 



City Council Meeting 

March 27, 2012 

 

 2 

COUNCILMEMBER LISONBEE MADE A MOTION TO AMEND THE AGENDA BY ADDING AN ITEM 1 

BEFORE COUNCILMEMBER REPORTS TO ALLOW FOR THE DISCUSSION OF SCHEDULING A SPECIAL CITY 2 

COUNCIL/PLANNING COMMISSION JOINT MEETING.   3 

Mayor Nagle suggested that the item be added after public comments so that Planning Commission Chair Greg Day 4 

can participate in the discussion.   5 

COUNCILMEMBER LISONBEE MADE A MOTION TO AMEND THE AGENDA BY ADDING AN ITEM 6 

AFTER PUBLIC COMMENTS TO ALLOW FOR THE DISCUSSION OF SCHEDULING A SPECIAL CITY 7 

COUNCIL/PLANNING COMMISSION JOINT MEETING.  COUNCILMEMBER JOHNSON SECONDED THE 8 

MOTION; ALL VOTED IN FAVOR.   9 

 10 

2.  Public Comments  11 

 Lurlen Knight, 400 S. 2000 W., stated that he wanted to offer an idea for the Council to consider.  He stated that the 12 

idea is related to the parcel of property where a developer is considering constructing an industrial park.  He stated that for 13 

years the City has looked for an area to construct a swimming pool.  He stated that years ago when he was on the City 14 

Council they visited with surrounding cities and all of them were interesting in forming a special district to construct a 15 

swimming pool near Syracuse High School, but at that time there was no property for sale in that area.  He stated that his 16 

proposal is that Syracuse City revisit that idea and approach Clinton, Sunset, and, West Point to see if they are still interested 17 

in participating.  He stated that he has spoken to Councilmembers from Sunset and they have indicated they would be 18 

interested in considering the idea.  He stated that they could create a special district that would have representation from each 19 

City and they could move forward with constructing a recreation center.  He stated the center would not be a copy of the 20 

center in Clearfield City and he would propose that Clearfield be approached and asked to participate contingent upon the 21 

center not being a duplicate of their center.  He stated that there are some people that live in the City that are experts on 22 

swimming pools and how to make them profitable.  He stated that he envisioned the facility having an outdoor pool similar to 23 

the pool located in Roy City, as well as an indoor competitive pool and an indoor heated pool.  He stated that users living 24 

within the district could be issued passes allowing them to use the facilities in both Syracuse and Clearfield.  He stated that 25 

would eliminate any competition.  He stated there are many possibilities.  He stated that seniors like their pool water to be 26 

very warm and they could utilize the facility for therapy purposes.  He stated that competitive swimmers like their water to be 27 

colder.  He stated that having both types of pools would eliminate that contention.  He stated that he knows the potential 28 



City Council Meeting 

March 27, 2012 

 

 3 

developer of the property is looking at options that would appease the residents that live in the area so they could be 1 

approached and asked if this idea would be acceptable to them.  He stated he asked the City to consider proposing the idea.  2 

He stated that he also believed the School District would participate since they have participated in other similar projects on 3 

in the southern area of Davis County.  He then stated that he noticed that there was an item on the work session agenda for 4 

this evening to allow the Council to discuss the City‟s appointment to the North Davis Sewer District (NDSD).  He stated that 5 

he finds this topic very strange since there is already someone appointed to the position.  He stated that he served on the 6 

NDSD Board for some time while he was a Councilmember, but some of the things that have happened since that time have 7 

caused the City to suffer somewhat.  He stated that he is still friends with some of the members of the Board and he believes 8 

that the City needs to be very careful in maintaining a positive relationship.  He stated that he believed there will be a change 9 

in the NDSD leadership very soon and the City will not be allowed to participate in that transition if the relationship remains 10 

damaged.  He stated that it is not wise to continue to make changes to the City‟s appointment.  He stated that the position 11 

requires more than simply being able to attend evening meetings; the appointee is required to attend functions held during the 12 

day as well as conferences and conventions that are sometimes held out of the state.  He stated he would ask the City to be 13 

very cautious.   14 

 Josh Hughes, 2853 W. 2330 S., stated that he has lived in Syracuse for 10 years and he is a small business owner 15 

from the City.  He stated that he wanted to start his comments tonight by relating an experience he had a few years ago while 16 

on a business trip in Miami with his business partner, Aaron Vazquez, who is also a Syracuse resident.  He stated they were 17 

able to sit down with some of Aaron‟s uncles and talk about their father who had immigrated to the United States from Cuba 18 

where he had been a great entrepreneur.  He stated that he had started an ice business when refrigerators were literally ice 19 

boxes.  He stated that his business delivered all around the island and eventually ended up dominating the ice business there.  20 

He stated that after Fidel Castro gained power in Cuba, the government and military took the ice maker‟s business and made 21 

it part of the government.  He stated that the ice maker was left with nothing.  Mr. Hughes stated that he, as an entrepreneur 22 

as well, felt horrible for the ice maker, but he also felt grateful that he is an American and his business cannot be taken away 23 

from him.  He stated, however, that he is now worried about the same thing happening to him and his business here in 24 

Syracuse City.  He stated that the City has published a request for proposals (RFP) for garbage and recycling services.  He 25 

stated that he is the owner of Mountainwest Curbside Recycling and his business provides recycling services on an optional 26 

basis to Syracuse citizens.  He stated that his business has served many residents since 2006; they are not a „huge‟ business 27 

and they only have a few hundred customers, but to lose those customers to the City would be devastating to his business.  28 



City Council Meeting 

March 27, 2012 

 

 4 

He stated that he personally believes that there is a place for government, but it is not to take over sectors that are being 1 

fulfilled by private companies.  He stated that he would ask that the Council reviews the response to the RFP that they 2 

consider private entities owned by local Syracuse residents that are currently fulfilling the need to recycle.  He stated that he 3 

believes in an opt-in program because it results in happier recyclers who are recycling because they want to.  He stated the 4 

quality of the recyclable materials is much better because the contamination rate is much lower because people care about 5 

what they put in their bin.  He stated that if the City chooses to adopt a mandatory or opt-out recycling program, he hoped 6 

that they will consider using a local business.  He stated that supporting local businesses has been a hot topic in the local 7 

newspapers and the City‟s newsletter.  He reiterated that he has been providing the service to Syracuse residents for several 8 

years and he hoped to be able to continue to do that.  9 

TJ Jensen, 3242 S. 1000 W., stated that he wanted to discuss the agenda item regarding changes to the animal 10 

control regulations in the City‟s land use ordinance.  He stated that he has been talking to City Planner Andersen about the 11 

changes that he has presented to the Council for their consideration tonight.  He stated he wanted to make sure that the 12 

Council understands that, if adopted, the changes will allow a resident to have up to four cats on their property, or four dogs 13 

if they have a kennel license.  He stated that when he approached the Council a couple of weeks ago to express his dissent 14 

about the recommendation  he did state that he thought that the regulation regarding keeping two animals of any species 15 

should be eliminated from the proposal.  He stated that his intent was to support the keeping of animals no matter what 16 

species they are, but he feels that allowing up to eight animals may be a “stretch”.  He stated he is not sure how the rest of the 17 

Planning Commissioners feel about the recommendation, but he wanted to state his comments for the record.  He then stated 18 

that secondly, he wanted to state again that he thinks that Councilmember Peterson is doing a great job as the City‟s 19 

appointee to the NDSD Board.  He stated, however, that he likes the idea of publishing a notice in the newspaper to simply 20 

confirm the appointment in two weeks.  He stated that Councilmember Shingleton raised an issue with him about the two 21 

positions that have pay associated with them and the suggestion was that the money paid for those positions be deposited into 22 

a fund that can be used for Chloe‟s Sunshine Park.  He stated that suggestion may be worth some discussion.   23 

Val Cook, 2241 S. 1000 W. stated he is a lifetime citizen of this community and he has spent a lot of his time 24 

working on the irrigation system.  He stated that he is here to make a plea to the City Council and City administration to 25 

invite them to meet with the West Branch Irrigation Company before voting on the measure of metering secondary water.  He 26 

stated there are a number of reasons he makes this request.  He stated that one reason is that he has heard a lot of people say 27 

that the overflow of water is going to the lake, but he wanted everyone to realize that the overflow comes from the secondary 28 
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ponds and not from citizens overwatering their lawn.  He stated there are various reasons for that.  He stated that he also 1 

knows that the City is considering the study that was recently completed by the Weber Basin Water Conservancy District, but 2 

he wanted the City to compare apples to apples; he stated that Weber Basin has a huge area that it serves and it also has 3 

pressurized water systems for large tracts of land, such as farms that use large quantities of water.  He stated there are many 4 

differences between the Weber Basin system and the system that the City uses and the comparison is not a fair one.  He stated 5 

that the other issue he cannot understand is how the City thinks that enough water can be saved in reducing the amount of 6 

water used for lawns in the City to cover the cost that will be inherent with installing and maintaining meters.  He stated that 7 

it becomes apparent to him that this is not an issue of saving water for the City; rather it is an issue of generating revenue.  He 8 

stated that lastly there have been many agreements made between the City and local farmers wherein the City agreed to 9 

maintain a flat rate for secondary water service.  He stated those agreements need to be found and honored by the City.  He 10 

stated that those are agreements that were made to move forward in the development of this good City.   11 

Scott Holt, 1123 W. 3050 S., stated that he his present this evening to point out to the Council that there are some 12 

citizens that are concerned with the way things are in the City as well as the direction in which the City is going.  He stated 13 

that last year there was an effort to recodify and change the powers held by the Mayor and the City Council.  He stated that 14 

through that process the City enacted Title Two in the City‟s Code, however, it has come to his attention that the ordinance 15 

was never properly enacted.  He stated that Utah Code required a different vote to take place for that ordinance.  He stated the 16 

law requires that in order to expand, change, or enlarge any duties of the Mayor, a certain type of vote is required.  He stated 17 

that changes can be made through a unanimous vote of the Council, which would be all five members, or by a majority vote 18 

including an affirmative vote from the Mayor.  He stated that in reviewing the minutes he found that Title Two allegedly 19 

passed with a vote of three to two, but the Mayor failed to vote and by that failure the ordinance never passed.  He stated the 20 

City needs to look at everything that has been done since the ordinance was enacted.  He stated the Council either needs to 21 

pass the ordinance according to State statute or acknowledge the ordinance failed to pass and the City should be acting under 22 

the old ordinance.  He stated there will be legal challenge from anything done according to the new ordinance because it was 23 

never properly passed.  He stated he simply wanted to bring this issue to the Council‟s attention and encourage the City 24 

Attorney to look into the issue as well.   25 

Burke Larsen, no address given, stated that he is the local elected official to the Davis School District Board.  He 26 

stated that recently the District boundaries changed and he has picked up the west side of 2000 West in Syracuse.  He stated 27 

he is present this evening to speak in favor of the proposed industrial development.  He stated that one of the tough things the 28 
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School Board does is evaluate claims for authority to grant tax breaks and the issue is whether the development can happen 1 

without a tax break, and if it will, the Board does not want to give a tax break.  He stated the Board is typically in favor of 2 

increasing the tax break because Davis County is 34th of the 41 Districts in the State in terms of evaluation per student.  He 3 

stated consequently the County is 12th highest in terms of the tax rates.  He stated that he may need a police escort to leave 4 

the building tonight, but he wanted to state that he has learned that there is a theory that the more diverse the student bodies 5 

can be, the more benefit there will be for all classes attending the school.  He stated that he is very active in the predominant 6 

religion and he has been very involved in the moral behavior of teenagers and he does not believe that a business close to a 7 

high school does not make a significant impact on a child.  He stated that everyone wants to protect the youth and everyone 8 

has their own set of values, but he does not believe that the business being located next to the high school will affect the 9 

students attending there.  He then provided the Council with a copy of the current ranking of districts in the State with respect 10 

to evaluation per student.   11 

Pat Zaugg, 1593 W. 700 S., stated that she wanted to address Mr. Larsen.  She stated that she is offended and 12 

appalled that the School Board does not care what type of business is located in this area as long as the District gets money 13 

from it.  She stated that she heard those comments in recent panel meetings as well.  She stated she thinks that “we” should 14 

care what kind of business “we” get our money from and she is going to continue to encourage the District to rethink their 15 

position of supporting the industrial development.  She stated that “we” care about what type of business is put there and she 16 

does not think that money should be the only thing the District thinks about.  She stated they need to think about the quality 17 

of business that is located there and if the business drives away the residents that live near the high school the quality of 18 

students will also go down.  She then stated that she is also puzzled about the issue of metering secondary water.  She stated 19 

that when residents were introduced to the program they were guaranteed a flat rate with no metering of water.  She stated 20 

that she would encourage the City to research that issue.  She stated that maybe the agreement only applies to residents that 21 

lived in the City at the time that the program was introduced and the City may be able to meter the water used by newer 22 

residents, but she does not think it makes sense to meter some parts of the City and not others.  She stated she is very 23 

concerned about the issue and she reiterated that the residents were told that their water would not be metered.  She then 24 

stated that she wanted to thank the Council for all the time they spend on behalf of the City.  She stated she knows the things 25 

they are doing are difficult.  She stated that she hoped that the Council can start working better together and the some of the 26 

comments that have been made can be forgotten.  She stated she hoped they can become a cohesive Council and move past 27 
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their differences.  She stated that she understands that differences arise because of different personalities, but she encouraged 1 

them all to find the best “way” for Syracuse.   2 

 3 

3.  Discussion regarding scheduling of potential Special City Council and  4 

Planning Commission joint meeting. 5 

  Councilmember Lisonbee stated that she and Councilmember Johnson met with Randy Abood, developer of the 6 

property near the High School, last Tuesday and in that meeting, which was also attended by several other people, it was put 7 

forward that it would be a good idea to hold a meeting with the Council and the Planning Commission as well as the 8 

developer so that citizens can attend to ask questions and make comments regarding the development.  She stated that there 9 

has been a lot of feedback as she has had conversations with the Mayor and the staff.  She stated that Councilmember 10 

Johnson raised a concern about the format.  Councilmember Johnson stated that he envisioned a format where the citizens 11 

could get information directly from the developer; citizens would have the opportunity to ask the developer the questions and 12 

there could be discussion about any concerns or misinformation that is present.  He stated that the Council and Planning 13 

Commission could attend to observe and gain insight from the perspective of the citizens and the developer.  He stated that it 14 

would be good for everyone to be involved, though it is not necessary for the Council and Planning Commission to be part of 15 

the panel.  He stated the citizens and the developer could have a very open discussion about the proposed project.  He stated 16 

his main goal is for citizens as well as the Council to get information from the source.  He stated he does not know if it is 17 

necessary to notice the meeting as a joint session if the Council and Planning Commission are not going to participate in the 18 

discussion.  Councilmember Lisonbee stated that City Attorney Carlson already gave his opinion on that issue.  Mr. Carlson 19 

stated that his opinion is that if the Council and Planning Commission would be attending for the purpose of receiving or 20 

hearing comments from the residents, it would be necessary to notice the meeting as a meeting of the public bodies according 21 

to the Open and Public Meetings Act.  He stated the Planning Commission and Council have advisory and jurisdictional 22 

authority over this matter and he would like to err on the side of caution by giving notice of the meeting.  Councilmember 23 

Johnson stated that he feels it would be appropriate to provide public notice of the meeting to encourage as many citizens as 24 

possible to attend.  Councilmember Lisonbee stated that a decision needs to be made regarding what date the meeting should 25 

be held.  She stated that she asked Mr. Abood to let the City know what the best date would be for him.  She stated that he 26 

recommended April 12.  She stated that in talking with the Mayor she found out that Councilmember Peterson cannot attend 27 

because he will be attending the Utah League of Cities and Towns (ULCT) Meeting.  She stated that she also talked to 28 
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Planning Commission Chair Day about what date would be the best for the Planning Commission as well.  Chair Day 1 

approached the Council and stated that he has some reservations about this meeting because the matter is currently being 2 

considered by the Planning Commission.  He stated that the land owner has had many opportunities to meet with the 3 

Planning Commission.  He stated he does not want the Commissioners to be in the position where they are answering 4 

questions for the developer; that is the developer‟s responsibility.  He stated that he is concerned about compelling Planning 5 

Commissioners to attend.  He stated he is comfortable with them attending by their own will.  He stated that eventually the 6 

Council will be provided with a recommendation from the Planning Commission.  He stated that the Planning Commission 7 

wants to support the City Council and they will do what they are directed to do by the Council.  Councilmember Lisonbee 8 

asked if Chair Day would view a notice of the meeting as a tool to compel the Planning Commissioners to attend.  Chair Day 9 

stated that the Planning Commission bylaws do require the members to attend all meetings.  He stated that if the meeting is 10 

noticed the Commissioners may be compelled to attend.  He stated that he feels it is beneficial to gain as much information as 11 

possible about any given project, but he does not want it to appear that the Planning Commission is giving undue bias to any 12 

applicant or developer.   13 

 Councilmember Lisonbee then stated that after speaking to the Mayor she sent an email to Mr. Abood asking him to 14 

provide additional dates that he may be able to attend a meeting.  She stated that Mr. Abood did not provide any other dates 15 

and he said that April 12 is the best date for him.  She asked the entire Council for their feelings about the scheduling of a 16 

meeting.  Councilmember Johnson asked if the meeting will be recorded and broadcast for people to watch.  Mr. Carlson 17 

stated that all public meetings are recorded.  He added that he and City Manager Rice will both also be attending conferences 18 

on April 12 and they are unable to attend.  Councilmember Peterson stated that he would be disappointed if the meeting were 19 

held on April 12.  He stated that the entire Council knew that the ULCT meeting would be held on April 12 and all newly 20 

elected Councilmembers had an opportunity to attend.  He stated none of them took that opportunity so he did because he felt 21 

it is important for someone from the City Council to attend to gather information.  He stated that he finds it hard to believe 22 

that there are no other dates that would be suitable to the Ninigret Group.  Councilmember Lisonbee stated that she would be 23 

happy to provide Councilmember Peterson with copies of the email correspondence; she asked Mr. Abood to provide her 24 

with other dates that would be suitable and he did not do that.  She stated that she did know that the ULCT meeting was 25 

scheduled for the week of April 12, but she assumed that no members of the Council would be attending because they 26 

planned to attend the ULCT meeting scheduled in September.  She stated she did not mean to exclude anyone from the 27 

conversation.  Councilmember Peterson stated that he was excluded; he did not receive any emails about scheduling the 28 
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meeting.  Councilmember Lisonbee stated that she did not contact any Councilmembers; she called the Mayor and the City 1 

Recorder and one of them responded to her telling her that Councilmember Peterson would not be available to attend.   2 

Mayor Nagle stated that she is supportive of the meeting and she has committed to residents that she would work to 3 

schedule two meetings regarding the project.  She stated she believes the meeting is good and serves a purpose, but she 4 

wanted to go on record and express that, as the Mayor, she was not consulted about the scheduling of the meeting until staff 5 

was being directed to advertise the meeting and they asked Councilmember Lisonbee if she had contacted the Mayor 6 

regarding the meeting.  She stated that before she was informed of the meeting there was already a commitment between four 7 

Councilmembers to move forward with the meeting.  Councilmember Lisonbee stated there was no commitment between 8 

four Councilmembers.  Mayor Nagle stated that the process of scheduling the meeting is not conducive of being a high 9 

functioning body; it was done with exclusion and the Council has turned into a group of “us versus them” people.  She stated 10 

there are a few members of the Council that are continuously working outside of the scope of the Council and there are others 11 

that are always being caught up on things by the City staff.  She stated that she wanted to reiterated that she supports the 12 

meeting and she plans to attend, but she is the Mayor and some may not like that she is the Mayor, but if they want to be in 13 

that position they should seek election to that office in two years.  She stated that while she is the Mayor she would ask for 14 

courtesy to be extended to her.  She stated she is tired of having her legs cut out from under her.  She stated that great things 15 

have been done in the City since she has been Mayor; the City has received the two highest accountability awards that are 16 

given for accounting practices.  She stated that the City received the sunshine award for having the highest degree of 17 

transparency in Davis County.  She stated that people can say that they do not trust her, but she would ask them to come 18 

forward with factual information to explain what she is doing wrong.  She stated that until that happens the Council needs to 19 

unite and work together.  She stated that people were definitely excluded from the process in this situation.  She stated that 20 

she does not want to have a big discussion about this.  Councilmember Lisonbee stated that she wanted to respond because 21 

she feels the Mayor‟s comments border on personal attacks.  She stated that she would like to see the Council quit arguing in 22 

front of the citizens.  She stated that she contacted the Mayor after Ms. Brown recommended that she do so.  She stated that 23 

she contacted the Mayor before she contacted the Council and she has yet to contact the Council.  She stated that she does not 24 

see that the Council is not a high functioning body and that there is an “us versus them” environment.  She stated that she did 25 

have multiple conversations with Ms. Brown and Mr. Andersen about scheduling the meeting because she was trying to do 26 

some ground work.  She stated that she had every intention of contacting the Mayor and the Council and arranging the 27 

meeting as soon as she had a date that would work for Mr. Abood.  She stated that she appreciates the Mayor‟s assistance in 28 
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scheduling the meeting and she would welcome any other comments about the scheduling of the meeting.  She stated that she 1 

also thinks the meeting is a great idea.  She stated that she did contact the local newspaper to see if they would be willing to 2 

provide notification of the meeting by printing an article so that the City could forego paying to publish a notice of the 3 

meeting.  She stated that she got some very good feedback about that.  She stated she is excited to do the work to schedule 4 

the meeting.  She stated that she respects the Mayor‟s position and she has no desire to serve in that position and she 5 

appreciates all the Mayor has done for the City.   6 

Mayor Nagle asked if the Council is in agreement that the meeting should be scheduled for April 12.  7 

Councilmember Johnson stated that he is supportive of that date.  Councilmember Peterson stated he is not in agreement; he 8 

is disappointed that the Council would select that date.  He stated that he feels it is very important that City Manager Rice be 9 

in attendance and he is not able to attend on April 12.   10 

Mr. Day stated that it is great that it is possible to broadcast the meeting and that may appease some of the Planning 11 

Commissioners that are not willing or able to attend the meeting.   12 

Councilmember Duncan stated that he wonders about the format of the meeting.  He stated that there has been 13 

discussion about having a question and answer session at the meeting and he does not feel it would be appropriate for him to 14 

answer any questions.  Councilmember Lisonbee stated that the Council will not be answering questions.  Councilmember 15 

Johnson agreed and stated the developer will be answering any questions asked by those in attendance.  Councilmember 16 

Lisonbee stated the Councilmembers will be part of the audience.  Councilmember Johnson stated this meeting will be an 17 

opportunity for the citizens to address the developer.  He stated that the developer asked the Council to spearhead this 18 

meeting and that is what has taken place.  He stated that Councilmember Lisonbee has done a great job in organizing the 19 

meeting.  He stated that he feels the meeting should be held and he is sorry that some people may not be able to attend.  He 20 

stated that it is more important to accommodate the members of the panel.  He stated that the purpose of the meeting is for 21 

the citizens to be able to get the information they are seeking from Mr. Abood and his team.  Councilmember Peterson stated 22 

that the meeting is being scheduled in conflict with a previously scheduled City event.  Councilmember Lisonbee asked what 23 

City event Councilmember Peterson was referring to.  Councilmember Peterson stated he was referring to the ULCT 24 

conference.  Councilmember Lisonbee stated she did not know that was a City event.  Councilmember Peterson stated the 25 

other thing that frustrates him is that this is an issue the Council talked about two weeks ago; the Council agreed to schedule 26 

such a meeting and this is not a new idea.  Councilmember Lisonbee asked when the Council talked about the meeting.  27 

Councilmember Peterson stated the entire Council talked about scheduling this type of meeting two weeks ago and the entire 28 



City Council Meeting 

March 27, 2012 

 

 11 

Council agreed that it would be advantageous.  Councilmember Lisonbee stated that she would be happy to email Mr. Abood 1 

and see if there are any other dates that would work for him.  Councilmember Peterson requested that Councilmember 2 

Lisonbee tell Mr. Abood that the City Manager and a City Councilmember will be out of town on April 12.  Councilmember 3 

Lisonbee stated that she will contact Mr. Abood.  She then stated that if there are not other possible dates she would like to 4 

move forward with holding the meeting on April 12.  She stated that the meeting can be recorded and those that are unable to 5 

attend can watch the meeting at a later date.   6 

Mayor Nagle stated that currently there is a consensus of four Councilmembers to schedule the meeting for April 12.  7 

She stated that the rules of the Governing Body state that two members of the Council can call a meeting and that is what has 8 

happened.  She reiterated that she is supportive of the purpose of the meeting; it is a good idea, but she wants to go on record 9 

and state that she is disappointed in the execution of scheduling the meeting.  She stated that the ultimate result will benefit 10 

the City.  She stated she hoped the Council could learn a lesson from this situation and that they can start being more 11 

inclusive rather than operating in silos.   12 

 13 

3.  Authorize Mayor to execute agreement with Siemens for Streetlight Conversion Project. 14 

A staff memo from Finance Director Marshall included a PowerPoint presentation that highlight the energy cost 15 

savings the City could potentially realize after the execution of this streetlight conversion agreement.  The agreement will 16 

authorize City Administration to move forward with the proposed street lighting project.  Within the street lighting fund, the 17 

biggest expenses are for energy costs and installation and maintenance.  Current estimates by Rocky Mountain power suggest 18 

that utility costs will continue to rise at 7.5% per year.  Installation and maintenance costs will continue to rise at 2.5% per 19 

year.  A PowerPoint slide illustrated what the City‟s projected costs will be over the next 10 fiscal years.  If trends continue 20 

the City will be paying in excess of $200,000 per year compared to $108,100 in our budget this fiscal year.  With the 21 

agreement to move forward with the street lighting project the City would agree to an eight year capital lease with Zion‟s 22 

Bank to fund the costs of the project.  By purchasing the light fixtures and switching to induction lighting the City will cut its 23 

energy costs and installation costs by more than the cost to fund the capital lease.  Mr. Marshall‟s memo concluded by stating 24 

that his recommendation is to move forward with the project to help save tax payer dollars and to help the City become more 25 

energy efficient. 26 

 Mr. Marshall approached the Council and summarized his memo.  He added that Mark Cram, representing Siemen‟s 27 

Industry, Inc., is also present this evening to answer any questions the Council may have.   28 
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 Mr. Cram then reviewed the PowerPoint presentation that was provided in the Council packets.  He stated the City is 1 

currently spending money with Rocky Mountain Power and those funds will be shifted from one line item to another in the 2 

City‟s budget to fund the project in a cash flow positive way.  He stated that as a result of the project the City will own 100 3 

percent of the street lighting infrastructure.  He added that there will be an extended warranty on the project.  He stated 4 

Siemen‟s has predicted an eight-year payback period for the project, but the supplier has agreed to provide a ten-year material 5 

warranty.  He then reviewed the energy escalation rate.  He stated that Rocky Mountain Power (RMP) has indicated there is 6 

the potential for a 10 percent per year energy increase for the next eight to ten years.  He stated, however, that he, RMP, and 7 

City staff agreed that a conservative projection of 7.5 percent would be more appropriate.  He then stated the request for 8 

proposal (RFP) for this project was published by Siemen‟s with oversight from City staff.  He stated the contract has been 9 

reviewed by legal departments representing both entities.  He then provided photos of the street lights located in the City.  He 10 

stated the appearance of the street lights will not change, but the visual color and nature of the lights will change.  He then 11 

reviewed induction lighting costs; first installation costs, replacement costs, and energy costs.  He stated the induction 12 

lighting option that the City has selected is the lowest cost/highest value solution.  He then reviewed the history of the project 13 

to this point and stated the next step is to approve the agreement before the Council tonight.   14 

 Mr. Marshall then stated that he wanted to review the budgetary information related to the project.  He stated that 15 

the current FY 2012 budget for street lights mainly covers energy costs and the rest is for maintenance and installation.  He 16 

stated that there is a total of $108,000 budget for street lighting this year.  He stated that if the increase projections from RMP 17 

are correct, the City could potentially pay over $200,000 by the year 2022.  He stated that staff has found that half the street 18 

lights in the City are owned by RMP and the other the half are owned by the City.  He stated that the City currently pays $.32 19 

per kilowatt/hour (KWH) for the street lights owned by RMP versus $.06 per KWH for the street lights owned by the City.  20 

He stated that the City will pay $.06 per KWH for all street lights once they are all owned by the City.  He stated that will 21 

reduce the budget of $82,000 to approximately $30,000.  He stated that switching to induction light bulbs will reduce energy 22 

costs by one third, or down to $12,500 per year.  He reiterated that there will be a 10-year warranty for all street lights, 23 

though they do have a useful life of 18 to 20 years.  He then reviewed financing of the project and explained that even with 24 

debt service calculated into the total budget amount, the City will be paying less for street lighting than is currently being 25 

paid to RMP for energy and maintenance.  He stated that at the end of year eight the City will be paying just over $20,000 for 26 

street lighting.  He reiterated that his recommendation is to move forward with this project; not only will the City save costs 27 

over time, but the City will become more energy efficient.   28 
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 Councilmember Duncan asked if other cities have done this type of project and, if so, what have their results been.  1 

Mr. Marshall stated that there have been other cities that have done this type of project.  He stated that Siemens in a 2 

nationwide company and they have served several cities throughout the United States.  He stated that Syracuse will be one of 3 

the first cities in Utah to do this type of project.  Mr. Rice added that this is an energy savings performance contract (ESPC) 4 

that is basically a contract with a company that is paid the same amount that is currently being spent within the City‟s budget 5 

in return for a guaranteed energy efficient project that will take a certain amount of time to payback – in Syracuse City‟s case 6 

that time period is eight years.  He stated that in the State of Utah the Legislature authorized ESPC‟s in 2010, though they 7 

have been in force in the federal government since 2005 or 2006.  He stated that this is a relatively new concept at the local 8 

level, but it is proven and there is a guaranteed payback.  He stated that if the City‟s power bill goes above the defined 9 

amount in the contract, Siemens will pay the difference.  He stated that the City is being provided guaranteed rates and costs 10 

by Siemens.  Councilmember Duncan reiterated his question and asked if this type of project has been proven in other cities.  11 

Mr. Cram stated that Siemens guarantees the savings included in the contract.   12 

 Councilmember Johnson asked if the energy savings realized by the City are used for debt service.  Mr. Cram 13 

answered yes.  Councilmember Johnson asked if that is why the project is referred to as budget neutral, to which Mr. Cram 14 

answered yes.  He stated that the City would have been spending the money on energy costs rather than the project.  15 

 Councilmember Lisonbee asked if the performance guarantee is good for ten years.  Mr. Cram stated that the 16 

performance guarantee is valid for the life of the project, but it will actually extend well past the eight year term.   17 

 Councilmember Duncan stated that it seems to him that energy costs are skyrocketing because of the price of oil and 18 

he asked how these numbers would change if oil prices were lowered and energy costs reduce in turn.  Mr. Rice stated that 19 

staff discussed that with Siemens and RMP.  He stated that the escalation rate provided by RMP are related to the capital 20 

infrastructure program and RMP will ask for those rates no matter what and those rates are based on growth in the area.  He 21 

stated that the capital costs for building a power plant or electrical distribution plant are very expensive and that is why rate 22 

increases may be necessary over the next eight to ten years.  He stated there is great potential for growth along the Wasatch 23 

Front and all of those new residents will need electricity and energy.  He stated that is what drives rate increases, rather than 24 

increased fuel costs.  He added that most of the power plants in this area are powered by coal, which is still very inexpensive.   25 

 Councilmember Lisonbee stated that most cities that she is familiar with are converting to LED lighting and she 26 

asked if Siemens has only done induction conversions.  Mr. Cram stated that Siemens has done nearly as many LED 27 

conversions as induction; the challenge is the low cost of utilities.  He stated that there are some areas of the country that are 28 
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paying up to four times the amount that those living in Utah pay for energy and in those cases the payback for LED 1 

conversions are better.  He stated there are some challenges with LED lights with regard to heat management.  He stated that 2 

in discussions with the City his recommendation, which is based on his experience, was that induction would be the best 3 

technology for the types of fixtures that the City has as well as for the environment in this area.  Mr. Rice added that the first 4 

time that he talked with Mr. Cram about this project they talked about LED conversion and both thought that would be the 5 

way to go with this project because it is a newer technology.  He stated that the process took this project in another direction; 6 

it changed his mind about using LED.   7 

 Councilmember Duncan inquired as to the downside of this project.  He stated there is a risk in everything and he 8 

asked what it is in this project.  Mr. Marshall stated the biggest risk is that projections will not be correct and the result could 9 

be that the City will not realize the savings that are anticipated.  He stated, however, that Siemens guarantees the projections 10 

and they would not guarantee something that they do not think will be viable.  Councilmember Duncan stated that he 11 

understands that the guarantee is related to the amount of energy used rather than the costs.  Mr. Rice stated that the energy 12 

savings convert to cost savings.   13 

 Councilmember Lisonbee asked if the induction bulbs are longer lasting that the other bulbs included in the 14 

comparison chart.  Mr. Cram answered yes and stated that induction lights have the potential of lasting up to 100,000 hours.  15 

He stated that street lights are typically operated for 4,000 hours per year so the lights will have only been used 16 

approximately 40,000 hours after 10 years.  He then stated there are actually very few things that can go wrong throughout 17 

the project.   18 

 Councilmember Duncan asked Mr. Cram how many cities this project has been performed in.  Mr. Cram stated that 19 

this project has happened in literally hundreds of cities across the country, but Syracuse will be on the leading edge in the 20 

State of Utah.  Councilmember Duncan stated that he does not mind being on the leading edge in Utah.  Mr. Cram then 21 

provided the Council with a sampling of projects that Siemens has been involved in.   22 

 Councilmember Peterson asked how many street lights there are in Syracuse City.  Mr. Marshall stated there are 23 

approximately 750; Syracuse owns approximately 350 of those.  Councilmember Duncan asked if all the street lights will be 24 

replaced, or just those being purchased from RMP.  Mr. Marshall stated that the City will purchase all the fixtures currently 25 

owned by RMP and then retrofit all 750 lights.  Mr. Rice stated that the City will not do any of the installation labor, which 26 

will only take four to six weeks for Siemens to complete.  He stated that some of the employees from the Public Works 27 

Department will observe the work being done so that they know how to do it in the future if necessary.  Councilmember 28 
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Shingleton asked if there could be some maintenance expenses for the City to incur in the future.  Mr. Marshall answered yes, 1 

but noted that it will be labor funds that are currently included in the City‟s budget.   2 

 Councilmember Lisonbee stated that the bulbs will run 4,000 per year up to 20 years.  She asked if there are any 3 

problems with breakage.  Mr. Cram stated that induction bulbs have been around for over 80 years and it is essentially 4 

fluorescent technology, but instead of having an arc from one end of the tube to another the phosphors are inducted in the 5 

bulb through voltage in the lamp.  He explained that is why the life is so much longer.  He then stated that he is convinced 6 

that in the future LED will be a great option for the City or other cities, but currently there are no LED‟s in service that have 7 

been in service for 20 years so it has not been proven that they have a life of 100,000 hours.  He stated that the life has been 8 

proven for induction bulbs, which is why they were considered and ultimately chosen.  Councilmember Lisonbee stated that 9 

she is just concerned about the cost the City will incur every 18 to 20 years to change bulbs.  She stated that the cost per bulb 10 

is $650 per bulb.  Mr. Cram stated that because of the life cycle of the bulbs the City will actually be spending half of what is 11 

being spent now on utility bills.  He stated the City is currently replacing bulbs every five years, if not sooner, as opposed to 12 

every 18 to 20 years.  Councilmember Lisonbee stated the cost for the bulbs that the City is currently using is $185 per bulb.  13 

Mr. Marshall stated that is correct.  Councilmember Duncan stated the City will need to plan for a large expense in 18 to 20 14 

years.  Councilmember Shingleton stated that his hope is that this project will allow the City to lower or eliminate the street 15 

lighting fee.   16 

COUNCILMEMBER PETERSON MADE A MOTION TO AUTHORIZE THE MAYOR TO EXECUTE AN 17 

AGREEMENT WITH SIEMENS FOR STREETLIGHT CONVERSION PROJECT.  COUNCILMEMBER SHINGLETON 18 

SECONDED THE MOTION; ALL VOTED IN FAVOR. 19 

 20 

4.  Accept or Deny Petition 2012-01 requesting the annexation into Syracuse City 20.56 acres of property located 21 

at approximately 3700 South 1500 West, and forward to City Recorder for certification  22 

A staff memo from City Recorder Brown explained that on March 12, 2012 Michael J. Thayne (Irben Development) 23 

filed a petition to annex into Syracuse City 20.56 acres of property located at approximately 3700 South 1500 West.  The 24 

City Engineer has reviewed the annexation petition and his comments have been addressed by the petitioner.  If the Council 25 

votes to accept the annexation petition the City Recorder will begin the certification process pursuant to the provisions of 26 

Title 10-2-403 of the Utah Code Annotated. 27 
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COUNCILMEMBER SHINGLETON MADE A MOTION TO ACCEPT ANNEXATION PETITION 2012-01 1 

REQUESTING THE ANNEXATION INTO SYRACUSE CITY 20.56 ACRES OF PROPERTY LOCATED AT 2 

APPROXIMATELY 3700 SOUTH 1500 WEST AND FORWARD THE PETITION TO THE CITY RECORDER FOR 3 

CERTIFICATION.  AUTHORIZE THE MAYOR TO EXECUTE AN AGREEMENT WITH SIEMENS FOR 4 

STREETLIGHT CONVERSION PROJECT.  COUNCILMEMBER PETERSON SECONDED THE MOTION. 5 

Councilmember Johnson inquired as to some of the pros and cons of accepting this petition.  Ms. Brown stated that 6 

in order for the property owner to develop into the City, the property must be annexed into the City.  She stated that currently 7 

the property owner owns these 20 acres that are located in Davis County and they are seeking to purchase the adjoining 60 8 

acres, which is owned by the City and is located within City limits.  She stated that in order for the property owner to 9 

develop, the entire parcel must be located within City limits.  Councilmember Shingleton added that the City will realize an 10 

increase in property tax revenue for the property.   11 

Councilmember Lisonbee asked if the main sewer line runs through this property.  Ms. Brown stated that there are 12 

questions about the sewer line throughout that entire area.  She stated there is some work the property owner will need to do 13 

to mitigate any sewer line issues in the area.  Councilmember Duncan asked if the property owner will pay the costs for that 14 

mitigation, to which Ms. Brown answered yes.   15 

Mayor Nagle stated there has been a motion and a second regarding the annexation petition and she called for a vote.  16 

ALL VOTED IN FAVOR. 17 

 18 

5.  Authorize Administration to execute agreement for the 1275 South  19 

road improvement project. 20 

 A staff memo from City Engineer Brian Bloemen explained that the City conducted a request for proposal (RFP) 21 

process for the 1275 South road improvement project and the low bidder was Staker Parson Companies with a bid amount of 22 

$160,136.85.  Staff recommends awarding the contract to Staker Parson as soon as possible.   23 

COUNCILMEMBER PETERSON MADE A MOTION TO AUTHORIZE ADMINISTRATION TO EXECUTE 24 

AN AGREEMENT FOR THE 1275 SOUTH ROAD IMPROVEMENT PROJECT.  COUNCILMEMBER JOHNSON 25 

SECONDED THE MOTION; ALL VOTED IN FAVOR.   26 

 27 

6.  Authorize Administration to execute agreement for the 1700 South  28 
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waterline project phase two. 1 

A staff memo from Public Works Director Robert Whiteley explained that the City conducted a request for proposal 2 

(RFP) process for the 1700 South Waterline Project Phase Two.  The low bidder was Leon Poulsen Construction Company 3 

with a bid amount of $218,216.50.  Staff recommends awarding the contract to Leon Poulsen as soon as possible.  The scope 4 

of this project includes: 5 

 Installation of approximately 880‟ of 12” C-900 Water pipe with associated fittings. 6 

 Installation of approximately 100‟ of 8” C-900 Water pipe with associated fittings. 7 

 Installation/reconnection of approximately 29 services. 8 

 Installation of 5 Fire Hydrants. 9 

 Connections to the existing water system. 10 

 Abandoning undersized and deteriorated water main. 11 

Construction on the first phase of this project was completed last year. Completion of this phase of the project will 12 

improve the integrity of the existing culinary water system in that area of the city. It will also provide an increase in capacity 13 

to accommodate growth that the city has experienced. The project area runs along 1700 South between the Syracuse 6 14 

Theater (2350 West) and Bluff Road. There is also a section along 2500 West between 1200 South and 1700 South where we 15 

will reconnect existing service laterals to a larger existing water main in order to provide improved water service and improve 16 

efficiencies in our existing culinary water system. 17 

COUNCILMEMBER JOHNSON MADE A MOTION TO AUTHORIZE ADMINISTRATION TO EXECUTE AN 18 

AGREEMENT FOR THE 1700 SOUTH WATERLINE PROJECT PHASE TWO.  COUNCILMEMBER PETERSON 19 

SECONDED THE MOTION. 20 

Councilmember Peterson stated he is not as familiar with this project as he is with the 1275 South project and he 21 

asked for a brief explanation.  Mr. Whiteley approached the Council and stated that the City completed the first phase of this 22 

project last summer.  He stated the project area is on 1700 South in front of the Syracuse Theater west to Bluff Road.  He 23 

stated that an old eight-inch culinary water main line will be replaced with a 12-inch culinary water main in order to increase 24 

capacity in the western area of the City.  He stated the project will also go along 2500 West where there are existing six-inch 25 

and 10-inch water mains; the services will be disconnected from the six-inch main and reconnected to the 10-inch main.  He 26 
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stated the six-inch main will be abandoned.  Councilmember Peterson asked if the project is being funded with impact fees or 1 

user fees.  Mr. Whiteley stated it is funded with culinary water impact fees because the project will increase line size.   2 

 Mayor Nagle stated there has been a motion and a second regarding the execution of the contract and she called for 3 

a vote.  ALL VOTED IN FAVOR.   4 

 5 
7.  Authorize Mayor to execute agreement for Trailside Park. 6 

 A staff memo from Community Development Director Mike Eggett explained that in 2006, the City approved 7 

development of the Trailside Park cluster subdivision by developers HT Development. Part of the approval was a 8 

requirement that the developers improve the adjacent park property in a way that fulfills the landscaping document submitted 9 

with this development. The Trailside Park subdivision was later amended in 2007.  At some point thereafter, based upon the 10 

evidence Community and Economic  Development staff has collected, the developer felt that the City had more responsibility 11 

to install landscaping improvements along the trail component of the park adjacent to Trailside Park. The City has disputed 12 

this up to current day and still believes that the previous developer, HT Development was responsible to improve this 13 

location of the park and the Trailside Park development.  At current time a new developer, Ovation Homes (represented by 14 

Brad Frost), has picked up the remaining lots in phase 2 of this development (14 un-built lots) and since has proceeded 15 

through a subdivision amendment process for phase 2 with the Planning Commission. Mr. Frost has received all subdivision 16 

amendment approvals, with the understanding by the Planning Commission that outstanding landscaping matters be resolved 17 

by Ovation Homes in working with CED staff.  In light of the present circumstances within the Trailside Park subdivision, 18 

and as discussed above, Ovation Homes has presented a useful strategy to the CED Department, the City Attorney, and the 19 

City Engineer to resolve outstanding concerns associated with Trailside Park‟s adjacent park area. The proposed agreement 20 

requires HT Development to provide $10,000 toward the completion of landscaping improvements along the trail corridor 21 

within the adjacent park area. Additionally, Ovation Homes has agreed to complete the improvement and installation of 22 

landscaping features within this trail corridor. In exchange for these actions by Ovation Homes and in order to support 23 

Ovation Homes‟ efforts to resolve this matter, Ovation Homes has requested that the City waive the requirement to pay Park 24 

Development impact fees that would otherwise be deposited into the Park Development Impact Fee fund. This waiver is 25 

expected to only cover the remaining costs associated with the development of this trail corridor park area. This request has 26 

been reviewed by the CED Department, the City Attorney, the City Engineer, and the City Manager; further the City 27 

Attorney drafted the agreement to fulfill the goals discussed herein.  As a quick reference regarding this request, the 28 
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estimated cost of improvement for this landscaping enhancement is $21,230.22 (see attached document entitled “Trailside 1 

Park Phase II Bond” for more). The anticipated Park Development fee for each building permit would be $1,653.00. The 2 

agreement would allow the City to waive impact fees up to $25,000 for improvements within the City park facility adjacent 3 

to Trailside Park; however, based on the information presented on the attached bond document the expectation is to only need 4 

to waive impact fees up to $11,230.22. This waiver would reflect an agreement for the installation of park enhancements in 5 

lieu of cost assessment. The City would commence assessing Park Development impact fees on home building permits within 6 

the Trailside Park Subdivision once Ovation Homes meets the required landscaping improvement amounts as identified in the 7 

attached bond document.  Please note that Ovation Homes would like to continue building a similar residential product 8 

within the Trailside Park community and would be anticipating moving forward with a Trailside Park Phase 3 Subdivision in 9 

the coming months (which could bring an additional 30 residential units to this area). Park Development Impact Fees on 10 

building permits submitted in this future phase would still be assessed at full rate.  The memo concluded by explaining that 11 

the Community and Economic Development Department and City Administration recommend that the City Council review 12 

this memorandum and the attached information. Further, the CED Department and City Administration request that the City 13 

Council authorize the Mayor to execute this agreement on behalf of Syracuse City. 14 

COUNCILMEMBER PETERSON MADE A MOTION TO AUTHORIZE THE MAYOR TO EXECUTE AN 15 

AGREEMENT FOR TRAILSIDE PARK.  COUNCILMEMBER SHINGLETON SECONDED THE MOTION. 16 

Mayor Nagle stated that Trailside Park is the development located near the City owned Jensen Nature Park.  She 17 

stated that one of the things that the City is seeing recently is a spike in building in the City and there seems to be a 18 

competition to develop as quickly as possible the areas that could potentially be home to different routes of the West Davis 19 

Corridor (WDC).  She stated that would increase the number of impacts in those corridors and would make the other corridor 20 

options more attractive to the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT).  She stated that she worries that developers and 21 

home buyers will be investing a lot of money to develop these areas and there is probably nothing the City can do to prevent 22 

that.  She stated she is happy that someone wants to develop in the City.  Mr. Eggett stated that the developer of this property 23 

will benefit no matter which WDC corridor is chosen.  Mayor Nagle stated she does not believe that all home buyers would 24 

see the close proximity of the WDC as a benefit.  She stated that people will be upset about buying a home before the WDC 25 

is built.  Mr. Eggett stated that the developer is using the WDC as part of his marketing strategy, so no one should buy a 26 

home from him without knowing about the potential construction of the WDC.   27 
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Councilmember Duncan stated that it seems that the risk is born by the developer in that they know that UDOT has 1 

advertised that they may build the WDC in that area.  Mr. Eggett stated that the property is far enough away from the 2 

potential corridors that it will not be physically impacted.   3 

Mayor Nagle stated there has been a motion and a second regarding the execution of the agreement and she called 4 

for a vote.  ALL VOTED IN FAVOR.   5 

 6 

8.  Proposed Ordinance No. 12-03 amending various provisions of  7 

Title 10, the Land Use Ordinance, relating to animals.  8 

 A staff memo from City Planner Kent Andersen explained that on September 27, 2011, staff presented a 9 

recommendation to the City Council for approval from the Planning Commission for an amendment to the Animal Ordinance 10 

to include pigeons in the point table as well as a small language change. At the September 27 meeting, City Council 11 

discussion moved beyond the changes presented and requested that staff and Planning Commission include additional 12 

changes such as a point allocation for quarter-acre lots, an example of the use of the point system, etc.  During the period in 13 

which staff and Planning Commission was formulating additional recommendations to the Animal Ordinance, Davis County 14 

informed staff that the County was considering making changes to the County Animal Ordinance. Davis County requested 15 

City staff to hold onto any changes to the Syracuse Animal Ordinance until Davis County was able to make their changes. 16 

Davis County also requested that Syracuse amend the Animal Ordinance to mirror the County Ordinance to ease the burden 17 

on County animal enforcement officers of knowing every city animal ordinance. Syracuse City is under no obligation to 18 

make this change and Davis County has reflected that they will continue to enforce our ordinance as written. On January 3, 19 

2012, Davis County Commissioners approved the attached amendment to the County Animal Control Ordinance, which went 20 

into effect on January 24, 2012. Primary changes includes: addition of cat registering and licensing requirements, allowance 21 

of maximum of three cats and dogs in any combination, if a third dog is owned the dog must be acquired from a legitimate 22 

animal shelter, etc. If the Syracuse City Ordinance does not address a specific issue, then the County Ordinance then the State 23 

Ordinance is applicable. 24 

On February 7, 2012, the Syracuse City Planning Commission held a public hearing regarding the proposed 25 

amendments to the Animal ordinance, in which comments were received. At that time, the Syracuse City Planning 26 

Commission chose to table the approval of the animal ordinance so that additional changes could be included. On February 27 

22, 2012, the Syracuse City Planning Commission approved recommendation to the Syracuse City Council the attached 28 
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amendments to Title Ten, Chapter 6, General Land Use Regulations within the Syracuse City Code.  This amendment 1 

includes the following: addition of a point allocation to lots that are a quarter of an acre or larger, examples of use of the 2 

point system and square footage conversion, reclassification of large animals, addition of a small fowl group in the points 3 

table, maintain that no more than two of the same species for household pets shall be kept, a limit on the maximum number 4 

of dogs a kennel permit allows, an additional exception to the point system, language regarding the harvesting of farm 5 

animals, the exemption of service animals from number of animals allowed through the use of a minor conditional use 6 

permit, a few definition changes, and other minor changes (see attached changes). Two dissenting opinions from Syracuse 7 

City Planning Commissioners have also been provided and are subsequently attached.  At the February 28, 2012 City Council 8 

Work Session, additional comments were received.  At the March 13, 2012 City Council Work and Regular Session, 9 

additional comments were received. Therefore, these additional changes are highlighted in yellow in the attached proposed 10 

changes.  The memo concluded by explaining that the Community and Economic Development Department recommends, 11 

following recommendation from the Syracuse City Planning Commission, that the Mayor and City Council amend Title Ten, 12 

Chapter Six General Land Use Regulations - Animals within the Syracuse City Code to reflect Ordinance 12-03. 13 

COUNCILMEMBER SHINGLETON MADE A MOTION TO ADOPT ORDINANCE 12-03 AMENDING 14 

VARIOUS PROVISIONS OF TITLE TEN, THE LAND USE ORDINANCE, RELATING TO ANIMALS.  15 

COUNCILMEMBER JOHNSON SECONDED THE MOTION. 16 

Councilmember Lisonbee stated that she has some questions regarding Planning Commissioner Jensen‟s comments 17 

in the previous meeting.  She noted there were also letters from two Planning Commissioners regarding this issue included in 18 

the Council packets.  She added that Councilmember Johnson made a motion to amend the proposed ordinance at the last 19 

Council meeting and she asked if those amendments had been included in the current version of the document.  20 

Councilmember Johnson asked Mr. Andersen what his intent was in writing the ordinance the way it is written regarding the 21 

total number of dogs and cats that can be kept by a resident.  Mr. Andersen stated that the current language allows a resident 22 

to keep a total of four animals without requiring a conditional use permit for the keeping of up to four cats.  He added, 23 

however, that a property owner can have two dogs without a conditional use permit and an additional two for a total of four 24 

with a conditional use permit.  He clarified that no more than four total animals – cats or dogs – can be allowed in one 25 

household.  Councilmember Johnson stated that was his understanding of the language.   26 

Councilmember Duncan stated that Section 10-6-040(E)(1) of the ordinance reads “Household Pets. Property 27 

owners may keep dogs, cats, small animals and fowl as household pets in residential zones subject to the following 28 
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conditions: 1. Dogs, cats, small animals and or fowl shall be kept in pens, or otherwise secured, unless housed within the 1 

dwelling unit.”  He asked if that means that cats must be penned and secured.  Mr. Andersen stated that is what the section 2 

means.  Councilmember Duncan stated that cats cannot be kept in pens and people will not do that so that means outdoor cats 3 

are prohibited in Syracuse City.  He stated that cats should be excluded from that restriction.  Mayor Nagle stated that this 4 

language provides a neighbor or the City to address any circumstance where a cat becomes a nuisance.  Councilmember 5 

Duncan stated that as soon as a cat gets out of its owner‟s yard, that owner has violated City ordinance.  Mayor Nagle stated 6 

that her son stayed with her some time ago and he owned an outdoor cat that he brought with him.  She explained that all of 7 

her neighbors are bird watchers and they have bird feeders and the cat jumped the fences and killed the birds in her 8 

neighbors‟ yards.  She stated that it was her responsibility to control her cat and other cat owners should feel that same 9 

responsibility.  She stated that if she had not been a responsible neighbor her neighbors would not have had any recourse 10 

against what her animal is doing in their yard.  Councilmember Duncan stated that if his cat is creating a problem by killing a 11 

neighbor‟s chicken he would hope his neighbor would come to him and tell him and at that point he would have a decision to 12 

make about what to do with his cat.  He stated that cats naturally wander out of yards and adding this language to the City 13 

Code essentially prohibits those kinds of cats in the City.  Councilmember Johnson asked Councilmember Duncan to 14 

recommend amended language.  Councilmember Peterson agreed that the wording may be bad, but he also agrees that there 15 

should be some recourse for residents when animals become a nuisance.  Councilmember Shingleton asked if the City‟s 16 

nuisance ordinance would address nuisance animals.  Police Chief Wallace stated that animal control officers receive 17 

frequent requests for cat traps; the cats ultimately end up at the pound and if they are licensed or chipped they may be 18 

returned to their owner for a fee.  He stated that the City receives about 10 times more calls about nuisance dogs than cats.   19 

Councilmember Lisonbee stated that a lot of people trap cats and then dump them by her house.  She stated that she 20 

and many of her neighbors have cats and they roam the acres between the lots in that area and they catch mice.  She stated 21 

that according to the wording in the Section referenced by Councilmember Duncan, that would not be allowed because they 22 

should be penned.  She stated that she thinks that if Councilmember Duncan can craft some language to address this issue she 23 

would appreciate that.  She stated that she and all of her neighbors would be violating this ordinance if it is adopted as 24 

written.  Councilmember Shingleton stated that the nuisance section of the City Code should sufficiently address the issue.  25 

Councilmember Duncan agreed.  He suggested that cats be excluded from Section 10-6-040(E)(1).   26 

COUNCILMEMBER DUNCAN MADE A MOTION TO AMEND PROPOSED ORDINANCE 12-03 BY 27 

AMENDING SECTION  10-6-040(E)(1) TO READ AS FOLLOWS: 28 
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HOUSEHOLD PETS. PROPERTY OWNERS MAY KEEP DOGS, CATS, SMALL ANIMALS AND FOWL AS 1 

HOUSEHOLD PETS IN RESIDENTIAL ZONES SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS: 1. DOGS, 2 

SMALL ANIMALS AND OR FOWL, EXCLUDING CATS, SHALL BE KEPT IN PENS, OR OTHERWISE 3 

SECURED, UNLESS HOUSED WITHIN THE DWELLING UNIT. 4 

COUNCILMEMBER LISONBEE SECONDED THE MOTION; ALL VOTED IN FAVOR. 5 

Mayor Nagle then stated there was a motion and a second to adopt Ordinance 12-03 and she called for a vote.  ALL 6 

VOTED IN FAVOR.  7 

 8 

9.  Councilmember Reports. 9 

 Councilmember Johnson reported that he recently participated in a local Boy Scout food drive and there was very 10 

good participation.  He stated there was a lot of food, approximately 13,000 to 14,000 pounds, that was delivered to a local 11 

pantry and he thought that was very neat.   12 

 Councilmember Peterson stated that he will be attending the ULCT conference next month.  He stated that he 13 

attended the conference the first year he was a Councilmember and he has been two or three times to the annual ULCT 14 

meeting, which is held in September.  He stated that he thinks the meetings are very valuable and important, which is why he 15 

made arrangements to go.  He stated that he will come back and report on the things that he learned.  He stated there are a lot 16 

of educational and networking opportunities at the conference and most cities send a majority of their Governing Body.  He 17 

stated that he looks forward to the meeting and being able to share some good information with the rest of the Council.  18 

 Councilmember Duncan stated that the last month has been a lot of work and he appreciates everyone‟s efforts.  He 19 

stated that he appreciates the citizens who have contacted him and he also appreciates the Councilmembers that have taken 20 

the time to contact him to work through issues.  He stated that this is an interesting assignment for him and it has been very 21 

difficult, but he appreciates those that have participated.  He stated that he wants to meet with the City staff and get to know 22 

them better and hear their ideas, but he spends about eight hours after work reading through his Council packet.  He stated 23 

that by the time he gets through the packet he does not have time to meet with the staff.  He stated that he appreciates what 24 

they do and he puts a lot of trust in their recommendations.   25 

 Councilmember Shingleton stated that there is a lot of work that goes into running the City; he thinks that some 26 

good things are getting done and projects taking place that will save the City money in the long run.  He appreciates staff and 27 

the leadership of the City.  He stated that he looks forward to some events coming up in the City.  He mentioned Heritage 28 
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Days that will be held in June.  He stated that he is willing to participate in the pancake breakfast during Heritage Days.  He 1 

encouraged other members of the citizenry to get involved in volunteering and helping out in any way they can.  2 

Councilmember Peterson pointed out that the next City event is the Easter Egg Hunt.   3 

 Councilmember Lisonbee stated that the work that she has done with the staff over the last couple of weeks has been 4 

great and she feels that the City has one of the most professional group of staff that she has ever spoken with and she is very 5 

impressed with everything they do for the City and she appreciates that.  She stated that she also appreciates the good 6 

Planning Commission that works so hard to make recommendations to the City Council; as a body they work very hard and 7 

put in a lot of time.  She stated that most of all she appreciates the citizens who are coming together in Syracuse and do a lot 8 

of volunteering.  She stated that she is excited to start working on the assignments she has been given so that she can report 9 

on those to the Council.  She stated that she would also like to help with the pancake breakfast during Heritage Days.   10 

 11 

10.  Mayor Report. 12 

 Mayor Nagle stated that she wanted to formally recognize Haven Barlow for his generous donation of $5,000 to the 13 

Chloe‟s Sunshine Park.  She stated that he is so committed to the project and helping the City tap into other big donors for the 14 

park.  She stated that Mr. Barlow has a legacy of philanthropy in the community and she wants him to know that she is very 15 

appreciative of him.  She then stated that the City has been trying to formally recognize the Syracuse High School girls 16 

basketball team for their recent achievements and staff has been unable to schedule them for a City Council meeting.   17 

 18 

11.  City Manager Report. 19 

 Mr. Rice stated that last month the staff put together a presentation for the Davis County Gala Committee, which 20 

meets in February and March to determine which charity they will support at their annual gala.  He stated that the City has 21 

been notified that the Chloe‟s Sunshine Park has been selected.  She then stated that the City was recently recognized for 22 

finance practices for the second consecutive year.  He stated there are some good things going on.  He noted that staff is 23 

looking forward to the budget retreat scheduled for this Saturday; the City‟s finances are looking very good. 24 

 25 

12.  Consideration of adjourning into Closed Executive Session  26 

pursuant to the provisions of Section 52-4-205 of the Open  27 

and Public Meetings Law for the purpose of discussing the character,  28 
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professional competence, or physical or mental health of an individual;  1 

pending or reasonably imminent litigation; or the purchase, exchange,  2 

or lease of real property 3 

COUNCILMEMBER SHINGLETON MOVED THE COUNCIL ADJOURN INTO A CLOSED EXECUTIVE 4 

SESSION PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS OF SECTION 52-4-205 OF THE OPEN AND PUBLIC MEETINGS LAW 5 

FOR THE PURPOSE OF DISCUSSING THE CHARACTER, PROFESSIONAL COMPETENCE, OR PHYSICAL OR 6 

MENTAL HEALTH OF AN INDIVIDUAL.  COUNCILMEMBER PETERSON SECONDED THE MOTION, WITH THE 7 

FOLLOWING ROLL CALL VOTE:  VOTING “AYE” – COUNCILMEMBERS JOHNSON, KIMMEL, LISONBEE, 8 

PETERSON, AND SHINGLETON.  VOTING “NO” – NONE.     9 

 The meeting adjourned into Closed Executive Session at 8:41 p.m. 10 

 The meeting reconvened at 9:55 p.m. 11 

 12 

 At 9:56 p.m. COUNCILMEMBER PETERSON MADE A MOTION TO ADJOURN.  COUNCILMEMBER 13 

JOHNSON SECONDED THE MOTION; ALL VOTED IN FAVOR.   14 

 15 

 16 

______________________________   __________________________________ 17 
Jamie Nagle      Cassie Z. Brown, CMC  18 
Mayor                                  City Recorder 19 
 20 
Date approved: _________________ 21 



Minutes of the Syracuse City Council Regular Meeting, May 8, 2012.     1 
   2 

Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the Syracuse City Council held on May 8, 2012, at 7:00 p.m., in the Council 3 
Chambers, 1979 West 1900 South, Syracuse City, Davis County, Utah. 4 
 5 

Present:  Councilmembers:  Brian Duncan 6 
 Craig A. Johnson 7 

                            Karianne Lisonbee 8 
 Douglas Peterson  9 

     Larry D. Shingleton 10 
 11 
  Mayor Jamie Nagle 12 
  Acting City Manager/Finance Director Stephen Marshall 13 
  City Recorder Cassie Z. Brown 14 
   15 
City Employees Present:  16 
  Police Chief Brian Wallace 17 
  Fire Chief Eric Froerer 18 

Community Development Director Michael Eggett 19 
City Attorney Will Carlson 20 
Information Technologies Director TJ Peace 21 
City Planner Kent Andersen 22 

            23 
Visitors Present: Dave Barney  Kristi Whitman  Alan Whitman 24 
  Terry Palmer  Ken Pierce  Brandyn Bodily 25 
  Brian Allen  Gerald Jacobs  Steve Robinson 26 
  Ann Anderton  Becky Shaw  David Griffin 27 
  Lynsey Porter  Gary Pratt  Sherri Rhoades 28 
  Kay Volk  Annette Penrod  Heidi Brophy 29 
  Con Christensen  Jeff Nielson  Linda Christensen 30 
  Lisa Chandler  Ryan Chandler  Brittany Taylor 31 
  Jerry Smith  Mike Thayne  Carl Hellewell 32 
  Kenneth Hellewell Joe Cheney  Layne Sanders 33 
  Julie Griffin  Ray Zaugg  Pat Zaugg 34 
  Jamie Riccobono  Chip Hewlett  Ken Pierce 35 
  Bob VanVelkinburgh Jeanne VanVelkinburgh Ben Gerlock 36 
  Becky Merrill  Jerry Guffey 37 
        38 

1.  Meeting Called to Order/Adopt Agenda 39 

Mayor Nagle called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. as a regularly scheduled meeting, with notice of time, place, 40 

and agenda provided 24 hours in advance to the newspaper and each Councilmember.  She asked all visitors present if any 41 

wished to provide an invocation or thought; Councilmember Johnson provided an invocation.  Councilmember Lisonbee then 42 

led all present in the Pledge of Allegiance.   43 

COUNCILMEMBER PETERSON MADE A MOTION TO ADOPT THE AGENDA.  COUNCILMEMBER 44 

SHINGLETON SECONDED THE MOTION; ALL VOTED IN FAVOR.   45 

 46 

2. Presentation of the Syracuse City and Wendy’s “Award for Excellence”  47 

to Cameron Bezzant and Valerie Harker   48 

DRAFT 
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The City wishes to recognize citizens who strive for excellence in athletics, academics, arts and/or community 1 

service. To that end, in an effort to recognize students and individuals residing in the City, the Community and Economic 2 

Development, in conjunction with Jeff Gibson, present the recipients for the ―Syracuse City & Wendy’s Award for 3 

Excellence‖.  This monthly award recognizes the outstanding performance of a male and female who excel in athletics, 4 

academics, arts, and/or community service.  The monthly award recipients will each receive a certificate and be recognized at 5 

a City Council meeting; have their photograph placed at City Hall and the Community Center; be written about in the City 6 

Newsletter, City’s Facebook and Twitter Feed, and City’s website; be featured on the Wendy’s product television; and 7 

receive a $10 gift certificate to Wendy’s.   8 

Mayor Nagle stated that this month the nominees are Valerie Harker and Cameron Bezzant.  She stated that both 9 

individuals were selected from Syracuse Elementary School and she wanted to read the statements that were submitted to 10 

justify their selection for the award.  She first read the statement regarding Ms. Harker as follows: 11 

―Valerie is not afraid of a challenge and is willing to tackle any problem she faces. She is very responsible and 12 

helpful to her classmates and teachers. When she is around our Special Needs students, she is very helpful and kind. 13 

Valerie is successful in and out of the classroom excelling in soccer and academics.‖ 14 

Mayor Nagle stated that she thinks it is tremendous when kids can reach outside of their comfort zone and find other 15 

kids that may be having a hard time regardless of their ability; not only does Ms. Harker do a great job in sports and 16 

academics, but she goes out of the box to make everyone feel welcome.  She stated she cannot think of anybody that deserves 17 

an award more than Ms. Harker.  She then presented Ms. Harker with her award and Ms. Harker received a round of applause 18 

from the audience.   19 

Mayor Nagle then stated the second award recipient is Cameron Bezzant; she read what was written about Mr. 20 

Bezzant as follows: 21 

―Cameron demonstrates high motivation, initiative, integrity, intellectual depth, leadership qualities and exceptional 22 

judgment. He is always cheerful and is willing to help his classmates and teachers. Whenever he is presented with a 23 

problem, he works through it and helps his classmates to work through it too. Cameron is very compassionate and 24 

understanding with his peers.‖  25 

 Mayor Nagle stated she wants to thank Mr. Bezzant for everything he does; the adults have a lot of lessons to learn 26 

from the kids that are doing a great job in everything they do.  She presented Mr. Bezzant with his award and he received a 27 

round of applause from the audience.   28 
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 Mayor Nagle stated that she loves having the youth in the community and she commended them for setting a good 1 

example for their families and peers.  She encouraged them to keep up the good work and commented that the qualities that 2 

earned them these awards will take them far in life.  She commended them for their hard work and dedication.   3 

 4 

3.  Public comment. 5 

 Ben Gerlock, 881 S. 1875 W, stated it is somewhat daunting to be the first person to speak.  He stated that the 6 

purpose of his comments this evening it to address the agenda items from the work session and business meeting agenda 7 

dealing with the creation of a Flex Development Zone.  He strongly urged the Council to postpone, defer, or provide a no 8 

vote relative to the zone creation as it was included in the Council packet that was available on the City’s website.  He stated 9 

he has three reasons for this recommendation; one was that he attended the April 26 meeting that included panel members 10 

from Ninigret and he learned four things from that meeting concerning Ninigret’s desire for the City to create the flex zone.  11 

He stated that, one, Ninigret does not know what they will build on the site until they have secured clients; they do not have 12 

specific plans right now.  He added that, two, Ninigret does not own the property and, three, Randy Abood representing 13 

Ninigret commented that the General Plan, which was developed with citizen input, is wrong.  He stated the fourth and final 14 

thing he learned at the April 26 meeting was that tax increment financing (TIF) will be used for the project.  He stated that 15 

the Davis County Economic Development representatives mentioned some numbers relative to TIF financing, but the City 16 

does not know the amount of revenue the project will produce because of the different terms that will be offered to Ninigret.  17 

He then explained that he compared the flex zone draft created by the Planning Commission with Ordinance 12-9 that is 18 

being considered by the Council this evening.  He stated that the Planning Commission draft provided several restrictions 19 

while the Ordinance is much more open with a small number of restrictions.   20 

 Gary Pratt, no address given, stated that he appreciates all that the Council is doing and the amount of time and 21 

effort they have put into this project.  He stated that his issues stem from his work on the Planning Commission as the Co-22 

Chair.  He stated that since last fall, the Commission has noticed some changes in procedure they are not used to that are 23 

concerning to himself and Chair Greg Day and he would speak for himself and Mr. Day.  He stated that the City’s General 24 

Plan was opened last April, so it has been open for one year, though the plan was to close it in the fall of 2011.  He 25 

commented City staff asked the Commission to delay closing the plan until the end of 2011 and then until the first of 2012 26 

until information about properties in Section One may be available.  He stated the Commission agreed to keep the plan open 27 

because they are a recommending body and are willing to learn and listen to City staff and the people that live here.  He 28 
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explained that during the year when the General Plan was open a committee was assigned to look at the General Plan for the 1 

area in question; there was also a company that was paid $40,000 to complete a study about the area.  He noted the 2 

Commission held public hearings and invited the developer twice to open meetings and work sessions; there was a lot of 3 

effort on the part of the Commission.  He stated that one of the things he has found is that there is a lot of misinformation that 4 

has been circulating and as a recommending body the Commission ferreted through the rumors and has been smart enough to 5 

figure out the misinformation.  He stated, however, that the Commission has been confronted by coercion, manipulation, and 6 

intimidation throughout the process and that is what they are concerned about.  He stated that one must get closer than 30,000 7 

feet to actually look at the City and they will see a big white roof that belongs to Wal-Mart and three to five buildings that are 8 

the same size as Wal-Mart would fit on the property that Ninigret is desirous of developing.   9 

 Jeff Nielsen, 1778 W. 1975 S., stated he is here to talk about an issue that has nothing to do with zoning; rather he 10 

wanted to talk about an issue that is near and dear to his heart and that is his 10-year old that is trying to play softball in the 11 

city.  He stated that he had a problem with his daughters coach and so he and his wife decided they wanted to change 12 

coaches.  He explained they called the City and were told the City does not allow that so he contacted other City officials, 13 

including the City Council, about his issue.  He stated all he is asking is for the ability to switch coaches and the recreation 14 

staff refused, but told him that they would refund his money if he wished.  He stated that he hoped the City Council had read 15 

the email he sent about this issue because it goes into further detail about the situation.  He stated he hoped that something 16 

can be worked out within the next few days, but if that is not possible he is going to encourage his daughter to continue to 17 

play for the coach she has.  He stated he wanted to apologize for raising this issue at this meeting, but he has tried to contact 18 

several different City officials and has received no response. 19 

 Kenneth Hellewell, 1430 S. 2600 W., stated that he is a member of the Planning Commission and he sent the entire 20 

City Council an email containing his concerns about the flex zone as well as some explanations for why the Planning 21 

Commission voted against approval.  He stated that he has served as a Planning Commissioner for eight years and this is the 22 

first time he has ever seen a zone brought to the City Council that was not recommended by the Planning Commission.  He 23 

stated the Commission considered the zone for several months and they have seen several different drafts as well as a 24 

companion zone that was considered at the same time as the business park zone.  He stated the business park zone was 25 

approved by the Commission and recommended to the Council for passage, but it is not on the agenda this evening.  He 26 

stated that the Commission considered the flex zone and determined that many of the facets of the flex zone are already 27 

available in other zone types in the City, but there were also uses in the flex zone that the Commission felt were not 28 
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appropriate for Syracuse City.  He added there is also a new zone the Commission is working on that includes many of the 1 

things that are part of the flex zone, but on a smaller scale.  He stated that he would encourage the Council to review the zone 2 

and make sure it is something they want to allow in Syracuse.  He stated that it is the Commissions job to draft zone 3 

language.  He noted that he was told by staff that the business park zone was not included on this agenda because there is not 4 

a need for it yet in the City, but the Commission feels there is a need to include it in the General Plan.  He concluded by 5 

stating there are other zones, such as research park zone, that the City Council has approved that are included in the City’s 6 

Master Plan. 7 

Linda Christensen, 2849 W. 700 S., stated ―you can quiet it down and change its name and give it more power, but 8 

DTEC is still DTEC.  Does no one at City Hall understand - no, no, no is her vote for the flex zone‖.   9 

 Con Christensen, 2849 W. 700 S., stated he wants to talk about the same issue and he is sure that all members of the 10 

Council are very familiar with the DTEC project.  He stated that City officials have said that this is not DTEC, but his 11 

response is ―a cesspool by any other name still stinks‖.  He stated that it has been said that other cities in the area do things 12 

that work out, but Syracuse residents are not interested in a status quo city; rather, they want a peculiar city.  He stated that 13 

anyone that has traveled to California has seen that the land from ocean to its border is solid city development; one comes 14 

across a lot of businesses, but they also come across areas that include no business.  He stated that Syracuse does not want 15 

businesses here.  He then stated that he wanted to compliment Councilmember Lisonbee; she and Councilmember Johnson 16 

are trying to find out the pulse of the public and then deal with it where this project is concerned.  He stated he knows the 17 

Council is trying to increase tax revenue to the City, but he does not want them to go down the traditional path and, instead, 18 

come up with something better.  He stated that voters do not vote for people that have agendas; they vote for people who they 19 

want to follow their opinions.  He is encouraging the Council to follow the citizens’’ opinions.  He stated that the Council 20 

should understand, after the DTEC project, what the attitude of the City is and as far as he is concerned an industrial complex 21 

is nonsense.  He asked how anyone expected an industrial business to come to the City and succeed under the current 22 

economy.  He stated he is comfortable with business buildings that are nice and quiet, like the Intermountain Health Care 23 

(IHC) clinic.  He suggested ―we‖ need to get together and decide what ―we‖ want developed in the area.   24 

 Terry Palmer, 2486 W. 1500 S., thanked the Council for the opportunity to speak.  He stated that over the last 25 

several weeks he has talked to a lot of Syracuse citizens and only one was in favor of the flex zone while hundreds were 26 

opposed to it.  He stated that the Councilmembers are elected to represent the people and he asked why they would want to 27 

move forward with approving the flex zone.  He stated that if the main concern is increasing revenues for the City, patience 28 
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may be the best quality; as Highway 193 is constructed further to the west bordering Syracuse and West Point cities, ―we‖ 1 

 will find greater opportunities down the road that will bring in greater revenues through sales tax and property tax.  He stated 2 

that as the traffic grows along the highway, interest will increase in purchasing the property, which will give the City a 3 

greater benefit.  He noted ―we‖ are in tough times and the tendency is to jump at the first opportunity, but history tells ―us‖ to 4 

wait and see what happens.  He stated that he has been rewarded in his life when he has patiently waited for correct 5 

opportunities; that opportunity will come to the City and he encouraged the Council to wait on the flex zone.  He then stated 6 

that the flex zone appears to be the lazy person’s way out; once the zone is in place the City will allow the developers to have 7 

more control over what is constructed in the area.  He stated the citizens have elected the Councilmembers to be totally 8 

involved in the process and they have elected them with the impression that they have the guts to say no when that is what is 9 

best for the City.  He stated that 10 years ago ―we‖ said no to DTEC and he suggested ―we‖ say no to flex.   10 

Brittany Taylor, 897 S. 2500 W., stated that she also wants to address the flex zone; she and her family would like to 11 

express that they are tired of empty promises that the next development is the answer.  She stated they were told that lie when 12 

the town center retail development took place.  She stated she understands that tabling the flex options would mean that the 13 

City would have a few more potholes and lesser services, but they are willing to take that option if it means less traffic, 14 

cleaner air, and a quieter Syracuse.  She stated that picking one of the three options is ―chicken‖ when the Planning 15 

Commission passed on all three options.  She stated that she hopes the Lord’s spirit will lead the Council to know the desires 16 

of their community.  She stated she wants to protect her children and give to them a solid community based on values of hard 17 

work, honesty, integrity, and trustworthiness.  She stated that going around the Planning Commission, which was assembled 18 

by the City Council, is not upholding the values she mentioned.  She stated that voting to approve the Ninigret project is also 19 

not upholding why the citizens voted the Councilmembers into office.  She stated prior to being elected Mayor Nagle and her 20 

family came to her door and she asked them point blank if they were against DTEC and the Mayor’s husband told her that 21 

Mayor Nagle was against DTEC.  She stated that she can’t change the mistake she made of telling all her friends to vote for 22 

Mayor Nagle.  She stated that flex is a worse option than DTEC.  She stated she can’t fix that mistake until the next election.  23 

She stated that if the Council chooses one of the flex options tonight, that will be a mistake they cannot mend.  She stated she 24 

is very concerned that the Council is strict on the three-minute public comment rule rather than listening to the community 25 

members that are so concerned; yet, the Council went around the Planning Commission and that is why the citizens are here 26 

this evening.   She stated the Council’s actions are somewhat hypocritical.  She then stated, regarding item five on the 27 

agenda, there seem to be some ―shady‖ things happening.  She stated that she votes that the Council disregard the misprint in 28 
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the City’s garbage hauling contract and honor the values she referenced earlier that the citizens expect the Council to uphold.  1 

She asked that they not worry about the settlement agreement and instead honor the contract as it was intended.  She stated 2 

the City should not punish the hauling company for a typographical error of inserting a decimal place in the wrong spot.     3 

 Heidi Brophy, 917 S. 1760 W., stated that going around the Planning Commission instead of taking into account 4 

what they recommended is very disappointing to her as a citizen.  She stated that she spent the time to get involved in the 5 

process and she is grateful for that, but she would like to relay a comment she made to the Planning Commission as well.  6 

She stated that another zone being considered by the Planning Commission was a business park zone and the opening 7 

paragraph of the zone language actually states that it is better suited for residential areas.  She then stated the Council needs 8 

to be careful with their decision; if they create zoning for one business that action will set a precedent and she wondered how 9 

the Council would respond to future business owners requesting the same thing.  She stated that she appreciates the time and 10 

effort the Council has put into this issue and she would continue to ask them to listen to the citizens and the Planning 11 

Commission. 12 

 Ryan Chandler, 1555 W. 700 S., stated he also wanted to take a minute to talk to the Council about the flex zone.  13 

He stated that in the past he has been in leadership positions and he has been humbled by those opportunities.  He stated the 14 

Council has a great weight on their shoulders; they are leading the City and the citizens have faith in what they are doing for 15 

them.  He stated that one thing he was taught early on was to listen to those who are there to advise and counsel him; those 16 

that are successful leaders are made successful by putting good people around them.  He stated the City Council has 17 

surrounded itself with some very good people, including the Planning Commissioners who has spent tireless hours in their 18 

meetings where they have discussed many points and issues.  He stated their decision regarding the flex zone was not made 19 

out of spite or made foolishly; rather, it was made after careful thought and consideration and he believes they have the right 20 

interests at heart for the City.  He stated the Council has heard the citizens talk to them and plead that the flex zone not be 21 

approved.  He stated there are many reasons that citizens are opposed to the zoning and everyone has heard those reasons and 22 

it is now time to make a decision.  He stated the Planning Commission has advised the Council that the zoning is not suitable 23 

for the City and if the Council chooses to go around that recommendation they will be ignoring the advice of the residents 24 

and ignoring those that they put in place to advise them.  He asked that they not make that mistake.   25 

 Kaye Volk, 2783 S. 1000 W., stated that she lives far away from where the Ninigret development would be built, but 26 

she is here in support of the people and the Planning Commission and she added that she does not know how the Council can 27 

ignore them.  She stated that she was a City Councilmember for six years and during that time there were only two instances 28 
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where the Council moved forward with a decision after heavy opposition from the citizens; one instance was related to 1 

permitting beer sale at the Smith’s grocery store in the City and the other was to construct sidewalks in certain areas 2 

throughout the City.  She stated that the project the Council is considering is so mammoth and they should not dare to do it 3 

without considering it so carefully.  She stated that the citizens are the Council’s backup – not just because they voted to elect 4 

the Council, but because their heart, souls, and minds are in the right place.  She stated the Council can not completely 5 

disregard what the Planning Commission has spent hours and hours working on; the Planning Commission has said the 6 

project does not fit in the City.  She stated this is not a time to launch into something. . .the economic atmosphere in the 7 

Country is to too tentative.   She stated the Council needs to take more time.  She stated that she is speaking for nearly 8 

everyone she has spoken to about this issue and they have lost a little bit of faith in their elected officials because they feel 9 

their feelings and thoughts are falling on deaf ears.  She asked that the Council consider the project very carefully and reject it 10 

at this time.   11 

   Pat Zaugg, 1593 W. 700 S., stated that she hoped the Council had read the email she sent; she very thoughtfully 12 

wrote it and it took her quite a bit of time.  She stated she hopes the Council will consider the thoughts that she included.  She 13 

then stated she wanted to thank the Planning Commission for all the time they have spent working through every zone in the 14 

City; she has attended the meetings where that work has been done.  She stated she and her husband attend Planning 15 

Commission and City Council meetings each week and they have listened and watched carefully as the Planning Commission 16 

has gone through every detail of every zone they have considered.  She stated the Commission worked very hard on the 17 

business park zone and the Council needs to pay attention to what they are doing.  She stated that the City Council packet 18 

included some letters regarding the proposed development that were sent from SBOSS to other businesses in the City.  She 19 

stated SBOSS was asked by staff to write those letters and she feels that is flawed.  She stated staff works for the citizens of 20 

Syracuse and they should not be asking someone to write a letter voicing opposition to something the citizens are asking for.  21 

She stated that SBOSS is supposed to represent all businesses in the City but she has been told that only a handful of 22 

businesses got together and wrote the letters and she feels that they should not be allowed to represent SBOSS as a whole and 23 

their opinions should not be considered by the Council.  She stated staff has worked hard on this project as well, but she 24 

wanted to remind them that they work for the citizens and not a developer.  She stated the flex zone is a blank check and if 25 

the Council approves they will open the City to anything and everything.  She encouraged the Council to vote against the flex 26 

zone.  27 
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 Joe Cheney, 1646 W. 900 S., stated that he thinks the citizens have spoken loud and clear.  He stated he is not in 1 

favor of the flex zone, but he wanted to offer a different perspective for his opposition.  He stated that he used to work for a 2 

development company and he drove trucks for them; they build 120,000 square foot cement structures similar to what is 3 

being proposed in the Ninigret development.  He stated that the development company no longer exists, but the new owner is 4 

still struggling to fill the vacancies in those buildings.  He stated the development was built amongst neighborhoods and 5 

faced some of the same struggles that this project is facing.  He stated that being the guy that drives those trucks, he does not 6 

want those trucks in the City; that is why he lives here.  He stated that it is sad to see the City considering these types of 7 

developments when there are already so many other vacancies in the surrounding community.  He stated there are already 8 

buildings in Clearfield in the Freeport Center with better access and the Council needs to look very deep and put themselves 9 

in the position of living next to this type of development; many families moved to the area to specifically avoid these types of 10 

developments.  He stated it is sad and it has changed his perspective regarding Syracuse and he has had conversations with 11 

his wife about moving out of the City if this project happens and it causes the changes and creates the challenges that he is 12 

predicting.  He stated there are already vacant commercial areas in the City.  He stated his desire to live in Syracuse is 13 

changing and he feels many other residents feel the same way; they are not in favor of the flex zone.  He stated, however, that 14 

they understand the challenges the City is facing; they are concerned about generating tax revenue, but he feels there are 15 

other options and he asked the Council to think of other ideas.  He stated he is willing to pay higher taxes if that is necessary.  16 

He stated tax increases may have been voted against in the past, but that was before all the options were on the table.   17 

 18 

4.  Public Hearing – Proposed Ordinance 12-06 declaring the annexation  19 

of 20.66 acres of property located at approximately 3700 S. 1500 W. into  20 

the City of Syracuse, Davis County, Utah, and establishing zoning for the  21 

property.  22 

A staff memo provided by City Recorder Cassie Brown explained that on March 12, 2012 Michael J. Thayne (Irben 23 

Development) filed a petition to annex into Syracuse City 20.66 acres of property located at approximately 3700 South 1500 24 

West.  The City Engineer reviewed the annexation petition and his comments have been addressed by the petitioner.  On 25 

March 27, 2012 the Council voted to accept the annexation petition and the City Recorder immediately began the 26 

certification process pursuant to the provisions of Title 10-2-403 of the Utah Code Annotated.  On March 28, 2012 the 27 

Council was sent the Council a memo declaring the certification of petition 2012-01; the memo explained that a notice of 28 
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certification would be published in the Standard-Examiner for three consecutive weeks; the notice was meant to outline the 1 

annexation protest process.  The same notice was also sent to all affected entities.  The protest period expired April 30, 2012 2 

and no valid protests were filed.  It is now appropriate to move to the next step in the process, which is to hold a public 3 

hearing to consider adopting an ordinance approving the annexation petition.  A draft ordinance was prepared for Council 4 

consideration and all relevant materials have been provided.   5 

Mayor Nagle convened the public hearing.  Seeing no residents appearing to make public comments, Mayor Nagle 6 

closed the public hearing. 7 

COUNCILMEMBER JOHNSON MADE A MOTION TO ADOPT PROPOSED ORDINANCE 12-06 8 

DECLARING THE ANNEXATION OF 20.66 ACRES OF PROPERTY LOCATED AT APPROXIMATELY 3700 SOUTH 9 

1500 WEST INTO THE CITY OF SYRACUSE, DAVIS COUNTY, UTAH, AND ESTABLISHING ZONING FOR THE 10 

PROPERTY.  COUNCILMEMBER PETERSON SECONDED THE MOTION; ALL VOTED IN FAVOR.  11 

 12 

5.  Authorize Administration to execute settlement agreement with Robinson  13 

Waste pertaining to fuel surcharges.  14 

A staff memo from City Attorney Will Carlson explained that Robinson Waste Management has been collecting 15 

garbage for Syracuse City for over a decade. Most recently, the City and Robinson entered into a Garbage Collection 16 

Contract (―Contract‖) dated April 1, 2009. In the contract, the City agreed to pay Robinson a fuel allowance per household 17 

per month of .33% of the price of the price of diesel over $3.00 per gallon (―Fuel Surcharge‖).  Since April 1, 2009, Robinson 18 

has charged the City 33% of the price of diesel over $3.00 per gallon rather than .33% of the price of diesel over $3.00 per 19 

gallon. This has resulted in a $33,072.36 overcharge to the City. In early March the City discovered the discrepancy between 20 

the contract and the bill. On March 7, 2012 the City notified Robinson Waste of a breach of contract and made a demand on 21 

Robinson for repayment of the overpaid Fuel Surcharges.  Robinson denies that it over charged the City and disputes any 22 

liability for the alleged overpayment.  Robinson alleges the City agreed to pay Robinson a fuel allowance of 33% and that the 23 

Contract contains a typographical error. Nevertheless, Robinson has agreed to the attached settlement agreement in an effort 24 

to resolve the dispute.  The settlement agreement is that in exchange for payment of $33,072.36, all claims regarding the Fuel 25 

Surcharge will be waived by both parties up through the date of the agreement. Should Robinson continue to charge 33% in 26 

the future before new terms are agreed upon, each bill could raise another claim of breach for the City. 27 
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Mr. Carlson summarized his memo and stated that he recommends approval of the Settlement Agreement, but noted 1 

that the agreement currently does not include a date for which the payment should be made.   2 

COUNCILMEMBER PETERSON MADE A MOTION TO AUTHORIZE ADMINISTRATION TO EXECUTE A 3 

SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT WITH ROBINSON WASTE PERTAINING TO FUEL SURCHARGES.  4 

COUNCILMEMBER SHINGLETON SECONDED THE MOTION. 5 

Mayor Nagle asked Mr. Carlson if he is suggesting the Council add a payment due date to the agreement.  Mr. 6 

Carlson stated that adding a date would add clarity and he would recommend doing that.  Mayor Nagle asked what date staff 7 

is recommending.  Mr. Carlson recommended the due date be June 7, 2012.   8 

COUNCILMEMBER PETERSON MADE A MOTION TO AMEND THE SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT BY 9 

ADDING A PAYMENT DUE DATE OF JUNE 7, 2012. 10 

Councilmember Shingleton stated that he had a question before seconding the motion.  He stated he does not want to 11 

put undue stress on Robinson Waste by adding a due date.  He stated one option would be to make payments in installments 12 

over a period of time rather than a one time, lump sum payment.  He stated he wants to be fair to Robinson Waste.  Steve 13 

Robinson, representing Robinson Waste, stated that allowing installment payments would be helpful, but he wants to move 14 

forward with the settlement agreement.  He stated the fuel surcharge that he has been charging the City was the correct 15 

charge, but according to the contract he was only allowed to charge .33 percent rather than 33 percent of the price of fuel over 16 

a defined amount.  He stated those two percentages are drastically different and that is why he and the City have worked out 17 

this settlement agreement.  He stated that he and staff are also working on an addendum that would clarify the fuel surcharge 18 

issue in the future.   19 

Councilmember Peterson stated the City is reviewing the contract with Robinson Waste and he asked when that 20 

review will be completed.  Mr. Carlson stated that in the original draft of the updated agreement, the settlement agreement 21 

was included in the addendum, but Robinson Waste’s counsel recommended removing the settlement agreement from the 22 

hauling agreement and instead execute two separate agreements.  He stated the City responded by agreeing to separate the 23 

two issues, but required that the settlement agreement be completed first.  He stated that the City and Robinson Waste has 24 

been discussing the new price terms.  Councilmember Peterson stated he feels it would be prudent to have the settlement 25 

resolved before signing a new agreement for hauling services.  Mr. Carlson stated the reason the City is recommending June 26 

7 as the payment due date is because on March 7 the City notified Mr. Robinson of the breach and according to the contract 27 

the party that commits the breach has 90 days to remedy it.  He stated June 7 would be the end of that 90 day term.   28 
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Councilmember Duncan stated that he is frustrated that the City Council is, in front of a bunch of people, discussing 1 

the settlement of a lawsuit and he does not know why these decisions were made, but if there was time to advertise this item 2 

on a business meeting agenda he does not know why an executive session was not called to discuss the issue.  He stated that 3 

would allow the Council to have a more candid discussion about why the settlement is before the Council.  He stated that he 4 

is being asked to vote on a settlement and he does not understand all the ramifications or why the settlement was arrived 5 

upon.  Mayor Nagle stated the Council did meet to discuss the settlement in a meeting.  Mr. Carlson stated that when it 6 

appeared that there was a reasonable likelihood that this issue could potentially end in litigation, the issue was discussed in a 7 

closed session, but at this point the parties have negotiated a settlement agreement and such an agreement is contrary to 8 

reasonably imminent litigation, which is why it is being discussed in an open meeting.  Councilmember Shingleton stated the 9 

Council did discuss this issue in a closed session.  Councilmember Duncan stated that the specific settlement was not 10 

discussed in a closed session.  Mayor Nagle stated the Council is not permitted to discuss the settlement agreement in a 11 

closed session.  Councilmember Duncan then asked how this agreement was arrived at and he asked how the modification of 12 

the agreement was decided upon.  Mayor Nagle stated this issue was discussed quite extensively among the Council.  She 13 

explained that staff recently started reviewing all contracts the City is a party to in order to ensure the City is getting the best 14 

value for the tax dollars being spent, they found that this contract has been in place since the late 1990’s and there was no  15 

way for the City to renegotiate the terms.  She stated the only option the City had was to renew the contract with terms that 16 

were favorable to the hauler.  She stated the City essentially did not even have the ability to publish a request for propels 17 

(RFP) to seek other interested vendors.  She stated staff approached Robinson Waste, who has done a very good job for the 18 

City, to let him know that they wanted to conduct an RFP process to make sure the City was getting a fair price and that 19 

conversation did not end favorably.  She stated staff ended up publishing an RFP and received several bids that were lower 20 

than the price the City was paying to Robinson Waste.  She stated, however, the City was unable to terminate the contract 21 

unless Robinson Waste agreed upon the termination.  She stated the City had no authority to ask for better terms or to 22 

renegotiate the contract.  She stated the citizens expect the City to get the best value for their money.  She stated there have 23 

been many conversations between staff and Mr. Robinson to try to work through the issues with the contract and ultimately 24 

Mr. Carlson reviewed the contract and found the breach in the contract and the City asked Mr. Robinson to rectify the breach 25 

and he has until June 7, 2012 to do so.  She stated if the breach is not corrected the City can conduct another RFP process and 26 

Mr. Robinson would be free to respond in that competitive process.  She stated this is not an attack on Robinson Waste 27 

because they have done a good job for the City, but the City has an obligation to the residents to make sure to get the best 28 
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value for tax dollars spent on services.  She stated that unfortunately the Council is only allowed to discuss certain things 1 

during a closed session; there are other issues that can be uncomfortable to discuss in an open meeting, but do not qualify to 2 

be discussed in a closed session.  She stated this issue is one of those issues and it requires open and public discussion.  She 3 

agreed it would be better for all parties if the Council could go behind closed doors and iron the issue out, but in fairness to 4 

the citizens the Council is unable to do that.  Councilmember Duncan stated he is looking at this issue from a legal 5 

perspective and with his background practicing contract law.  He stated this is a contract that is very unfavorable to the City 6 

and it contains a lot of unilateral clauses that force the City’s hand and he thinks it is a very bad contract for the City.  He 7 

stated his question is why the Council is being asked to make a concession that will make the contract even worse.  Mr. 8 

Carlson stated that the settlement agreement is not related to the new terms of the contract so it cannot make the contract even 9 

worse.  He stated the settlement agreement only deals with the breach and whether the City will accept the agreement as a 10 

remedy to the breach.  Councilmember Duncan asked if this contract will cause the fuel charge to be changed in the hauling 11 

services agreement, to which Mr. Carlson answered no and reiterated that staff will present a new contract to the Council 12 

when new terms can be negotiated between both parties.  He stated at that point the Council will have the opportunity to 13 

accept or reject the new agreement.  Councilmember Duncan stated he may have misunderstood because he thought there 14 

was some sort of reformation included in staff’s proposal.  He stated that he would like to have further discussions about 15 

amending the hauling services agreement.   16 

Councilmember Johnson asked if the fuel surcharge will be charged according to an amended contract.  Mr. Carlson 17 

stated the City will renegotiate the fuel surcharge, but until that renegotiation occurs, Robinson Waste is only allowed to 18 

charge a fuel surcharge according to the terms included in the current agreement.  Councilmember Duncan asked if a fuel 19 

surcharge applies to any RFP.  Mr. Carlson stated that most of the respondents included a fuel surcharge in their proposal.  20 

Mr. Rice added that those types of things can be negotiated between a vendor and the City. 21 

COUNCILMEMBER SHINGLETON SECONDED COUNCILMEMBER PETERSON’S MOTION TO PROVIDE 22 

A DUE DATE FOR THE PAYMENT DUE ACCORDING TO THE SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT.  ALL VOTED IN 23 

FAVOR.   24 

Mayor Nagle then called for a vote on the original motion to authorize the administration to execute the settlement 25 

agreement.  ALL VOTED IN FAVOR.   26 

 27 

6. Adopt Tentative Fiscal Year 2012-2013 Budget and set public  28 
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hearing for June 12, 2012 to consider adoption of Final Budget. 1 

A staff memo from Finance Director Steve Marshall explained that according to Utah Code Annotated Title 10, 2 

Chapter Six, the City Budget Officer is required to prepare and file with the Governing Body a tentative budget for 3 

consideration. Each tentative budget shall be reviewed and tentatively adopted during any regular City Council meeting on or 4 

before the last meeting in May.  Each tentative budget adopted by the Governing Body and all supporting schedules and data 5 

shall be a public record in the office of the City Auditor or the City Recorder, available for public inspection for a period of at 6 

least 10 days prior to the adoption of a final budget.  The governing body shall establish the time and place of a public 7 

hearing to consider its adoption and shall order that notice of the public hearing be published at least seven days prior to the 8 

public hearing.  The City Council could set a public hearing for June 12, 2012 to consider adoption of the final budget. 9 

 Mr. Rice stated that the tentative budget is a balanced budget and there is $3.9 million budgeted for capital projects 10 

over the next couple of years.  He stated that staff sensed from the Council that there was not an appetite for metering 11 

secondary water, so the money that had been set aside for that project has been redirected to secondary water projects to 12 

finish and improve the system.   13 

 COUNCILMEMBER PETERSON MOVED TO ADOPT THE TENTATIVE FISCAL YEAR 2012-2013 BUDGET 14 

AND SET A PUBLIC HEARING FOR JUNE 12, 2012 TO CONSIDER ADOPTION OF THE FINAL BUDGET.  15 

COUNCILMEMBER SHINGLETON SECONDED THE MOTION. 16 

 Councilmember Johnson stated that he has a question about the street lighting fund.  He stated that during the budget 17 

retreat there was a discussion about making a double payment at the beginning of the year, but he sees that has been reduced 18 

to just one payment.  Mr. Marshall stated that is correct and it is because originally staff believed that the street lighting 19 

project would not commence until the beginning of the new fiscal year, but at the last Council meeting the Council 20 

authorized an agreement that would cause the project to start in the current fiscal year.  He stated that the extra payment will 21 

be made in the current fiscal year.   Councilmember Duncan stated that it appears that the street lighting fee is being 22 

increased; he noticed the revenue generated by that fee is scheduled to increase by a couple thousand dollars.  Mr. Marshall 23 

stated the fees are not being increased; rather, there are more residents living in the City and the increase is simply the capture 24 

of the fees paid by those new residents.  He stated that is the case across the board for a lot of accounts that are funded by fee 25 

revenue.  Mayor Nagle added that in order to increase fees charged in the City, the Council would need to approve an 26 

amendment to the fee schedule.  She stated that fees cannot be increased through the adoption of a budget.   27 
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 Councilmember Johnson stated that he wanted to point out that there will be a $1.00 per resident per month increase 1 

in the sewer bill.  He stated that increase was passed on by the North Davis Sewer District (NDSD) and the City collects the 2 

fee for the NDSD.  Mr. Marshall stated that is correct.   3 

 Councilmember Duncan stated that he sees different areas in the budget where employment benefits are ―all over the 4 

place‖ and they do not match up with increases or decreases in wages.  Mr. Marshall asked him to point out a specific 5 

example.  Mayor Nagle stated that the benefits for Fire and Police Department employees are funded at a different percentage 6 

than non-public safety employees.  Mr. Marshall stated that depends on the benefit that is being referred to.  Mayor Nagle 7 

added that there is a different percentage contributed to the Utah Retirement System based on whether an employee is a tier 8 

one or tier two employee.   Mr. Rice added that some single employees have gotten married over the past year and so their 9 

benefit costs have increased since the adoption of the current budget.  Councilmember Duncan stated that he is asking if the 10 

changes reflect actual changes in departments.  He stated he wanted to be sure that the City is not incurring additional 11 

benefits.  Mr. Marshall stated that the City is not incurring additional benefits; the budget does not include any new full time 12 

employment positions for the upcoming fiscal year.  He stated that he calculates benefits by each employee.  Councilmember 13 

Duncan stated he wanted to ensure that the benefits package offered to employees is not being changed.  Mr. Marshall stated 14 

there are no changes over what has already been approved by the Council.  He stated the Council approved a 6.8 percent 15 

increase for medical benefits, a URS mandated increase, a reduction of one percent for dental benefits, and unemployment 16 

benefits increased somewhat.  Mayor Nagle noted that the City has transitioned to an 18-month flex spending account 17 

structure as well.   18 

 Councilmember Duncan then noted that quite a few sundry accounts have increased over the amount that was 19 

budgeted last year.  Mr. Marshall asked Councilmember Duncan to be more specific.  Councilmember Duncan stated the City 20 

Council’s sundry account has increased from $1,000 budgeted last year to $3,000 budgeted for the upcoming year.  Mayor 21 

Nagle stated this issue was discussed at the retreat and she reminded the Council that the Chloe’s Sunshine Playground has 22 

been selected as the recipient for all funds raised at the Davis County Gala.  She stated that the City will purchase a table for 23 

the event and the cost for that is $2,500.  24 

 Councilmember Johnson stated the budget includes an increase to hire an intern.  Mr. Marshall stated that Public 25 

Works Director Whiteley has requested an intern to assist with the overwhelming amount of work related to road projects and 26 

inventorying infrastructure in his department.  He stated that the City Engineer is overwhelmed as well and needs some 27 

assistance.  He stated the intern would be a part-time employee.  Mr. Rice stated that Mr. Whiteley envisions hiring a student 28 
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to work through the summer mapping the infrastructure of the City.  Councilmember Johnson stated he noticed the budget for 1 

the position was $8,000 per year.  Mr. Marshall stated that adding $3.9 million in infrastructure projects will occupy Mr. 2 

Whiteley and the City Engineer.  Councilmember Johnson stated that he is concerned about adding the position to this budget 3 

because it might remain in future year budgets.  He stated his thought is for that to be a one-time expenditure for the 4 

employee and he would like to remove it from the budget next year.  Mr. Marshall stated that is a valid concern and each year 5 

the City goes through the same budget preparation process to allow the Council to review the budget and any changes being 6 

made.  He stated staff and the Council can reassess the position next year.  He added that he would not propose adding 7 

something to the budget that he does not fee is necessary; he feels that the position would help the Public Works Department 8 

tremendously.  He noted that including salary and benefits, the budget for the position is just over $10,000 per year.  He 9 

stated the employee will not receive health benefits, but the City is required to pay certain benefits for all employees.   10 

 Councilmember Lisonbee stated that page eight of the budget includes a chart for the utility enterprise funds and 11 

under culinary water it identifies a federal grant in the amount of $312,168 and she asked what that grant is for.  Mr. Marshall 12 

stated the grant is from the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) from 2008 and it was to upgrade and expand different 13 

water lines in the City to provide better service to the residents.  He stated the grant was set to expire at the end of last year, 14 

but the City decided to continue the grant because only $162,000 of the grant had been utilized.  He stated that the total grant 15 

amount was $477,000 including a 50 percent match from the City.  He stated there is a long list of culinary water project left 16 

to be completed in the City and staff prioritized those projects and found that they meet the criteria to continue the federal 17 

grant.  He stated the grant will now expire at the end of 2012 and $312,000 is only 50 percent of the total cost for all water 18 

projects being proposed.  He referred to page six of the budget and noted there are six different projects included and he 19 

highlighted the projects that meet the criteria for the grant causing 50 percent of the project cost to be covered by the grant.  20 

Councilmember Duncan asked if the grant proceeds must be spent this year.  Mr. Marshall answered yes.  He stated that the 21 

City could ask for another extension of the grant, but he does not think it is likely that will be granted.  He stated the City 22 

almost lost the grant for not spending it within the original time line, but the EPA was kind enough to grant the initial 23 

extension.  Councilmember Johnson stated he appreciates the number of capital improvement projects that have been 24 

included in the budget; they will help to improve a lot of infrastructure in the City and that is what he wanted to see in the 25 

budget.   26 
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 Councilmember Lisonbee refereed to the section of the budget for the City Council and stated there are benefits 1 

listed there totaling $3,247.  She asked if those are the basic benefits that the City is required to pay for all employees, to 2 

which Mr. Marshall answered yes.   3 

  Councilmember Duncan stated that since the budget retreat there are a few things that have changed.  He stated that 4 

the budget includes a wage increase for the Planning Commissioners and he has actually heard from some Commissioners 5 

who have told him they think that is a bad idea and they do not want a wage increase.  Councilmember Johnson stated he 6 

planned to make a motion to amend the budget by eliminating that wage increase.  Councilmember Peterson asked why they 7 

do not want a wage increase.  Mr. Marshall asked if the Council is asking to eliminate the wage increase and he reminded the 8 

Council that was a recommendation made by them during the budget retreat.  Councilmember Duncan stated he remembered 9 

that discussion, but he has heard reports from some Commissioners who say they do not want the increase.  He then stated 10 

the other question he has is relative to the $10,000 in merit increases for Police Officers.  He stated that he wondered why the 11 

budget did not increase merit increases for all other employees and he then asked what kind of raises the Police Officers will 12 

get if the $10,000 increase is approved.  Mr. Marshall stated that this issue was also discussed at the retreat and he explained 13 

that Police Chief Wallace is planning to retire at the end of December and one proposal that has been made is to take part of 14 

his salary and use it to give pay increases to some employees in the Police Department.  He stated that the amount of the 15 

increases can be determined at a later date when the budget for the Police Chief position is clearer.  Councilmember Johnson 16 

stated that if the wage increase would occur now or after Chief Wallace retires.  Mr. Marshall stated that is one thing that 17 

staff is still trying to decide.  He stated that including the $10,000 in the budget simply gives Mr. Rice more leeway in 18 

granting wage increases up to the five percent annual cap.   19 

 Mayor Nagle stated the Council is asking some really good questions, but she reminded them that they are not 20 

passing the final budget tonight; rather, they are simply being asked to set a public hearing to consider final adoption in June 21 

and she would encourage individual Councilmembers to meet with Mr. Marshall or Mr. Rice to get in depth answers to their 22 

questions.   23 

 COUNCILMEMBER JOHNSON MADE A MOTION TO AMEND THE TENTATIVE BUDGET BY 24 

REMOVING THE WAGE INCREASE FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION. 25 

 Councilmember Duncan stated that one reason he is asking questions is because he feels that if he has the questions, 26 

citizens also have the questions.  Mayor Nagle stated the Council is free to answer any question they get from a citizen and 27 

she stated she simply wanted to remind the Council that they are not being asked to adopt a budget this evening.   28 
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 Councilmember Peterson stated that he does not want to argue about the Planning Commission wage increase, but 1 

he thinks it is strange to remove it.  Mayor Nagle stated that she has heard from Planning Commissioners that feel they 2 

deserve a wage increase and that is why she suggested adding it to the budget during the retreat.  Councilmember Johnson 3 

stated he was told by some members that they would be comfortable with no compensation because they feel they are serving 4 

in a volunteer position.  He stated he cannot speak for all of them, but the couple that he did talk to told him that they do not 5 

want to look like they are getting paid as an incentive to serve on the Commission.  He stated they are citizens that volunteer 6 

and really want to participate.  He stated they do not care about the money; rather they want to do what is right for the 7 

citizens in the planning of the community.  Councilmember Peterson stated he can appreciate that, but a small stipend goes a 8 

long way in saying thanks for their time.  Councilmember Shingleton stated the Commissioners that do not want the increase 9 

could always donate it to a good cause, such as Chloe’s Park.  Mayor Nagle stated they also have the option of refusing the 10 

increase.  Councilmember Duncan stated he does not care what decision is made; he is simply trying to respect the wishes of 11 

those he heard from.   12 

 Mayor Nagle stated that the Council will have further opportunities to amend the budget before the public hearing.  13 

Councilmember Johnson reiterated his motion to amend the budget.  Mayor Nagle called for a second.  COUNCILMEMBER 14 

DUNCAN SECONDED COUNCILMEMBER JOHNSON’S MOTION TO AMEND THE BUDGET.  VOTING ―AYE‖ –  15 

COUNCILMEMBERS DUNCAN AND JOHNSON.  VOTING ―NO‖ – COUNCILMEMBERS LISONBEE, PETERSON, 16 

AND SHINGLETON.      17 

 Mayor Nagle called for a vote on the original motion to adopt the tentative budget and set a public hearing for 18 

consideration of adopting a final budget.  ALL VOTED IN FAVOR.   19 

 Mayor Nagle stated staff has done a great job on the budget this year and dedicating $3.9 million to infrastructure 20 

projects is quite remarkable.   21 

 Councilmember Johnson stated that he wanted to make a request; he asked that staff review utility accounts and fees 22 

and see if there is any way to reduce any fees charged, particularly the secondary water fees.  Councilmember Shingleton 23 

asked if there are a couple of bonds that will be paid off at the end of the calendar year.  Mr. Rice stated there is at least one 24 

bond that will be paid off this year.  Mayor Nagle stated that the utility fees associated with that bond can be reviewed at that 25 

time.  Councilmember Lisonbee stated that it seems to her that the City collects quite a bit more than is being paid out for 26 

secondary water and she stated perhaps the Council can consider that issue this year to determine if fees should be decreased.  27 

Mayor Nagle stated that secondary water revenues can only be used on secondary water projects.  Councilmember Lisonbee 28 
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stated she understands that, but even with depreciation the payout for secondary water is quite a bit less than what is being 1 

collected.  Mayor Nagle stated that is a conversation the Council can have.  Mr. Marshall stated one of the main reasons staff 2 

is pushing to inventory the City’s infrastructure is to provide an understanding of the condition of all the infrastructure in the 3 

City.  He stated one of the great things about the budget is that the City is able to dedicate $3.9 million of cash reserves to 4 

infrastructure projects.  He stated that depreciation basically means decreasing the value of the infrastructure, which is why 5 

the City collects money in excess of the cost to operate the system so that when it is time to repair or replace the 6 

infrastructure the City has money on hand to pay those costs rather than bonding to complete projects.  He stated that one of 7 

his goals for the upcoming fiscal year is to get a complete evaluation of infrastructure in order to estimate what projects are 8 

needed over the next 10 to 15 years so that rates can be based on that information.  He stated the last thing he would want to 9 

do is reduce rates only to come back next year regretting doing that because of the lack of money available to complete 10 

projects.  He stated it is not unhealthy to bond for projects, but the Council will have the opportunity to determine how much 11 

of the cash reserve should be spend on projects and how much should be paid for with bonds.  He reiterated the assessment 12 

will help them know how to plan for the future and what the fees should be set at in order to fund that planning.  Mr. Rice 13 

stated the City has the right people on staff to map the infrastructure and project a 10 to 15 year plan of the needs of the City.   14 

  15 

7.  Public Hearing – Proposed Ordinance 12-07 adopting Title Four  16 

rewrite of the Syracuse City Municipal code pertaining to Public  17 

Property and Utilities. 18 

A staff memo from City Recorder Cassie Brown explained that a draft rewrite of Title Four of the City Code was 19 

presented to the Council early in 2012.  Since that time the item has been on two work session agendas for review and 20 

discussion.  At the conclusion of the last discussion staff was directed to add an item to the next business meeting to allow the 21 

Council to consider final adoption of the document for inclusion in the City Code.  Any changes made to the document since 22 

the last discussion are highlighted in different colored font for easy reference. 23 

Mayor Nagle convened the public hearing.  Seeing no residents appearing to make public comments, Mayor Nagle 24 

closed the public hearing. 25 

COUNCILMEMBER LISONBEE MADE A MOTION TO ADOPT ORDINANCE 12-07 ADOPTING THE TITLE 26 

FOUR REWRITE OF THE SYRACUSE CITY MUNICIPAL CODE PERTAINING TO PUBLIC PROPERTY AND 27 

UTILITIES.  COUNCILMEMBER PETERSON SECONDED THE MOTION; ALL VOTED IN FAVOR. 28 
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 1 

8.  Proposed Ordinance 12-08 affirming Title Two of the Syracuse  2 

City Code as currently drafted; or Proposed Ordinance 12-11  3 

affirming Title Two with amendment. 4 

A staff memo from City Attorney Will Carlson explained that on April 24, 2012 the City Attorney reported to the 5 

City Council that the Council’s January 2011 majority vote to recodify Title II was in error because four adjustments to 6 

mayoral power in the recodification required either a unanimous vote of the Council without the Mayor or a majority vote 7 

with the Mayor. In response, the Mayor and City Council directed the City Attorney to draft revisions to Title II that would 8 

eliminate these adjustments. The City Attorney recommends that the Mayor and Council vote in favor of Proposed Ordinance 9 

No. 12-08, affirming Title II as currently drafted. While this would adjust mayoral powers from the powers granted by the 10 

old title, the adjustments are minor and the lost powers are unlikely to be exercised by present and future mayors. This 11 

Ordinance requires either a unanimous vote of the City Council, or a majority vote of the City Council with an affirmative 12 

vote from the Mayor.  Should the Mayor and Council decline to adopt Title II as currently drafted, the City Attorney 13 

recommends adopting First Substitute to Ordinance No. 12-11, affirming Title II with the attached revisions.  This would 14 

keep the statutorily identified mayoral powers the same between the old and new versions of Title II. This vote would 15 

originally have required just a majority vote of the City Council, but because the argument could be made that these mayoral 16 

powers were removed by the first vote on Title II, the City Attorney recommends that the Mayor vote on this as well as a 17 

reinstatement of statutory mayoral powers. See Utah Code Ann. §10-3b-303(2).  Should the Mayor and Council decide to 18 

make further or different revisions to Title II passing that new version of Title II would require either a unanimous vote of the 19 

City Council, or a majority vote of the City Council with an affirmative vote from the Mayor. This would be to resolve the 20 

discrepancies in mayoral power between the old title and the version of Title II which was voted on in January of 2011. 21 

Councilmember Peterson stated that judging from the discussion of the Council during the work session held prior to 22 

this meeting he does not think this item is going to be resolved tonight, but he wants to try to move forward.  He stated his 23 

opinion is that the Council should affirm the version of Title Two that was voted on by the Council in January of 2011, but he 24 

wants the Council to address the issues they feel are relevant so that they can move on to other things.  He stated he is not 25 

going to make a motion regarding this item and he gets the feeling no one else will either.   26 

Mayor Nagle stated she hopes this issue does not turn into a bitter fight; the City went down this road four years ago 27 

when the City Council made changes to the Administrative Title of the City that restricted the Mayor’s duties.  She stated the 28 
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issue was referred to the voters and they voted to restore the Mayor’s duties in a six-member Council form of government.  1 

She stated she hoped the Council does not choose to follow that same path and cripple the City by creating division again.  2 

She asked City Attorney Carlson to provide his opinion of the status of the Administrative Title of the City and what could 3 

potentially happen to the City while there is nothing in place.  Mr. Carlson stated the City is subject to be challenged if any 4 

part of the Title Two that was voted upon on 2011 that is different from the previous Title One is seen as detrimental to the 5 

City.  He stated there is a possibility that the person making that challenge would prevail because the 2011 vote did not 6 

comply with State Code.  He added, in contrast, that someone could also challenge the old version of Title One as well.  He 7 

stated the bottom line is that the City is vulnerable to challenge considering the current state of the Administrative Title.  8 

Mayor Nagle added that she wanted to note for the record that the old Title One of the City Code was codified in 1970 and 9 

the City had not been successful in recodifying the powers and duties of the Mayor and Council since that time.  She stated 10 

everything is now in limbo because of the Council’s inability to address the issue.  She stated she hoped the Council can 11 

move forward quickly.  Councilmember Duncan stated his recommendation to remove the City from limbo is to revert to the 12 

old Title One and then move forward by readopting a new Title Two that complies with State Law.  Mayor Nagle stated that 13 

is an option, but to make changes to duties of the Mayor it is necessary to have a unanimous vote of the Council or a majority 14 

vote of the Council with the Mayor voting favorably as well.  She stated this is a power play and it is personal and the 15 

residents will get caught in a legal battle as a result.  Councilmember Johnson stated that the question that was raised in the 16 

work session dealt with the process to adopt the new Title Two in 2011 was not carried out property and a suggestion is to 17 

nullify Title Two, which will cause the City to revert back to the old Title One without any vote being taken.  He stated he 18 

thinks that is a good first step to moving forward.  He stated that the Council can look at the good parts of both Titles and not 19 

look at changing any powers and duties.  He stated it would be another recodification of the Title, but it is not necessary to 20 

consider the powers of the Mayors unless everyone agrees there should be changes.  Mayor Nagle stated the Council must 21 

consider the powers because that is what the citizens voted on in 2007.  Councilmember Shingleton stated that the Council 22 

was already acting as a six-member Council form of government and that was included in Title One.  Councilmember 23 

Lisonbee agreed.  Mayor Nagle stated that the City Code did not reflect that.  Councilmembers Lisonbee and Shingleton 24 

argued that it did.  Councilmember Lisonbee added that her concern is that there have been citizens that have expressed that 25 

they feel the recodification that was done improperly went against the lawsuit that was filed in 2007 and they are prepared to 26 

file another lawsuit as a result.  She stated she does not feel that reaffirming Title Two this evening would clear the City of 27 

that liability, nor would affirming the other option that has been provided to the Council.  She stated she feels it is very 28 
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important that the Council do things the right way and in looking through the old Title One there are many changes in the 1 

balance of power that the Council needs to address.  She stated she does not think this is about any one person; she thinks it is 2 

about the process and it is important that the Council address that.  Councilmember Duncan stated what he is being told is 3 

that he is ―gumming up the process‖ and putting the City in a position of liability.  He stated that he has before him an 4 

ordinance that is contrary to the State Code.  He stated he wants to make it abundantly clear that the City Council is in favor 5 

of rectifying something that was done incorrectly in 2011 and the Mayor is telling the Council that is not the way to do it.  6 

Mayor Nagle stated that she is simply telling the Council that they should follow the advice of the City Attorney, who was 7 

hired to keep the City out of court.  She stated that the best way forward is to consider one of the two options presented by 8 

Mr. Carlson.  Mr. Carlson stated the Council can certainly consider a third option, which is to revert to the old Title One.  He 9 

reiterated that any one that would benefit from the old version and be hurt by the new version could challenge the City Code.  10 

He stated that if the Council chooses to proceed with annulling Title Two and decides not to vote in accordance with State 11 

Code, anyone that benefits from the new version or is disadvantaged by the old version could likewise challenge the City.  He 12 

stated that is why he is recommending that regardless of the decision that there be a majority vote with the Mayor’s 13 

affirmative vote or a unanimous vote of the Council.  Mayor Nagle stated that the Council will not be making a decision 14 

tonight and she suggested that the item be added to the next work session agenda for further discussion.  Councilmember 15 

Duncan stated that one of the things that Mr. Carlson has stated is that the Mayor has the ability to rely on precedent and he 16 

wants some legal research conducted into that issue prior to the next meeting.  He stated that his interpretation of Mr. 17 

Carlson’s comments are that because the Mayor has relied on Title Two for the last 18 months it has become an acceptable 18 

Title.  Mr. Carlson stated he has referred to anyone benefitting from either Title; his comments were not specific to the 19 

Mayor.  Councilmember Duncan stated that regardless he wants research conducted into the idea that even though a law is 20 

not property passed someone can rely on it being valid and has the ability to pursue legal action because of that.   21 

 22 

9.  Proposed Ordinance 12-09 amending various provisions of Title  23 

10, the Land Use Ordinance, relating to a new Flex Development Zone. 24 

A staff memo from the Community Development Department explained that in response to requests from The 25 

Ninigret Group and City leadership, City staff has developed a proposed Flex Development Zone document that could meet 26 

the needs and intent of Ninigret to develop a portion of northeast Syracuse City, as well as allow the potential use of this zone 27 
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in other locations within the City where it may be appropriate. City staff believes that this zone may have application 1 

elsewhere in the City, and therefore zoning language is included to make it transferable to other parts of Syracuse. 2 

The purpose of the Flex Development Zone is to provide for a range of development opportunities to allow a property 3 

owner/developer flexibility to tailor a project that meets the changing needs of the market—this could include uses such as: 4 

manufacturing, professional office, retail, distribution, warehousing, processing, packaging, storage, shipping and other 5 

transportation activities, and a general blend of similar uses contributing to the economic base of the city. The goal of such a 6 

zone would be to enhance employment opportunities, to encourage the efficient use of land, to enhance property values and 7 

the tax base, and to improve the design quality of similar uses. 8 

On February 21, 2012, the Syracuse City Planning Commission received their first draft of the Flex Development 9 

Zone. Since that first review, three separate drafts have been developed through Planning Commission discussions (see 10 

attached Flex Development Zone Draft A, B, & C). Draft A is language staff initially prepared for this zone that has since 11 

been refined. Draft B is a more highly restrictive version, developed through working with the Planning Commission. Draft C 12 

reflects the final comments staff received during the Planning Commission Work Session on April 17, 2012, and is the most 13 

restrictive of the three drafts. In addition to this and prior to presenting the documentation to City Council, the Syracuse City 14 

Attorney has reviewed the language and provided suggested minor amendments to the document.  On March 20, 2012, the 15 

Syracuse City Planning Commission held a public hearing regarding the proposed Flex Development Zone, in which multiple 16 

comments were received (submitted letters and emails pertaining to Flex Development are attached; Planning Commission 17 

minutes are also available upon request). On April 17, 2012, the Syracuse City Planning Commission voted to deny the 18 

proposed Flex Development Zone (which included all variants of the proposed zoning document) for inclusion into the Land 19 

Use Ordinance. The motion to deny was prefaced with the reasoning that industrial uses listed in the proposed Flex 20 

Development zoning document do not belong in Syracuse. 21 

The Community & Economic Development Department hereby recommends that the Mayor and City Council 22 

discuss the inclusion of a new Flex Development Zone in Title Ten within the Syracuse City Code to reflect attached 23 

Ordinance No. 12-09 and/or that the Mayor and City Council amend Title Ten, to include a new Flex Development Zone 24 

within the Syracuse City Code to reflect attached Ordinance No. 12-09. 25 

COUNCILMEMBER JOHNSON MADE A MOTION TO DENY PROPOSED ORDINANCE 12-09 AMENDING 26 

VARIOUS PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10, THE LAND USE ORDINANCE, RELATING TO A NEW FLEX 27 

DEVELOPMENT ZONE.  COUNCILMEMBER DUNCAN SECONDED THE MOTION. 28 
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Councilmember Peterson asked if someone is proposing an alternative to the Proposed Ordinance.  Councilmember 1 

Johnson stated that the reason he made the motion is because of the comments the Council heard tonight from the public, 2 

namely the comments about the business park zone that the Planning Commission prepared.  He stated he would like to see 3 

an item regarding that zone on the next City Council work session agenda.  He stated he feels there is a myriad of ways the 4 

Council can look at development in the City and he does not think this is the correct way.  He stated the flex zone as written 5 

has way too many permitted uses and it is a blank check in his mind.  He stated he believes it can be honed down and other 6 

zones could be created with more specificity.  He stated he is not saying no to development, but this zone is not right for the 7 

City; there is other zoning that is right for the City that can invite and entice development.  He stated that this could be the 8 

starting point of negotiations; the Council can review the business park zone or possibly modify the industrial park zone that 9 

is currently in place.  He stated the work the Planning Commission has done has been excellent and he trusts that they denied 10 

the flex zone for a reason and he looks forward to reviewing the business park zone they developed.  He stated that all parties 11 

can be involved in future discussions and negotiations.  He suggested citizen involvement, the involvement of Ninigret, or 12 

any other developer.  He stated this zone as written is not conducive to the City.  He stated the Council needs to hear 13 

everyone’s thoughts about zoning.  He stated that in his mind, zoning is developed to help control the City and dictate what 14 

uses will be allowed in different areas of the City.  He stated that the flex zone language varies from that way of thinking and 15 

allows too much openness in one area of the City.  He stated that he wants to deny the flex zone and bring forth the business 16 

park zone and possibly look at all zones in the City to determine how to accommodate different businesses.   17 

Councilmember Peterson stated he disagrees the flex zone is a blank check.  He stated he feels it allows for a wide 18 

range of uses, but many of the uses require conditional use approval and they must meet minimum laws and standards to be 19 

allowed.  He stated that the businesses are given some latitude, but the City still has control over what can be developed.  HE 20 

stated he thinks some work can be done on this issue.  He stated he did not attend the Planning Commission meeting where 21 

they made a decision on this issue and he has not reviewed the minutes of that meeting, but he got the feeling that they 22 

possibly got frustrated with the issue and they decided to vote against it.  He stated that he feels this issue is becoming more 23 

about Ninigret rather than the actual zoning.  Councilmember Johnson stated that it should be about zoning at this point and 24 

he does not think this is a zone he would like to see in any part of the City.  He stated he is not considering Ninigret at this 25 

point; rather he is trying to look at what zones would fit in different areas of the City.  He reiterated he does not believe this is 26 

a good zone for any part of the City.  Councilmember Peterson asked Councilmember Johnson to be specific about what he 27 

does not like about the zone.  He stated that there is already an industrial zone right next to the subject property.  28 
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Councilmember Johnson stated that is correct and the industrial zone is good.  He noted there is also a good zone for 1 

commercial uses, research parks, professional office space, etc.  He stated that the point of zoning is to dictate what types of 2 

uses will be allowed in certain areas of the City.  He stated a flex zone is too broad and encompasses so many uses that 3 

someone can get in other different zones in the City.  He stated he feels it is basically the combination of three zones in one.  4 

Councilmember Peterson stated he feels it is more healthy for that area to not draw firm lines.  Councilmember Johnson 5 

stated he is not talking about that area; instead he is talking about the whole City.  Councilmember Peterson stated that this 6 

issue was raised because of that area.  Councilmember Duncan stated the City needs to be very specific about creating 7 

specific zoning for specific developers.  Councilmember Peterson stated that, in his opinion, the flex zone is more healthy 8 

that drawing lines that dictate what uses can be allowed in different portions of the parcel.  He stated the flex zone gives the 9 

opportunity for a company to provide buffering or transitional uses.   10 

Councilmember Lisonbee stated that she emailed Mr. Rice and asked for the minutes of the last Planning 11 

Commission meeting and they were very enlightening.  She stated that at the beginning of the meeting Chairman Day stated 12 

that he believed the proposed zone had a lot of value, but he struggled with its compatibility with the General Plan and did 13 

not consider it useful in certain areas of the City and would probably vote it down.  She stated that later in the meeting after 14 

discussion, Commissioner Bodrero commented that he liked the zone and he referred to it is a tool to be included in the 15 

City’s tool box.  She stated that Commissioner Pratt engaged in a back-and-forth discussion about whether it was an 16 

appropriate tool for the City.  She stated that she thinks there were a lot of really good comments made on both sides of the 17 

issue.  She stated that she has read through the zoning language and she agrees that it is a combination of three other zones 18 

that are currently included in Title Ten.  She stated that while she can see that it opens up certain areas of the City to be more 19 

flexibly developed, she hesitates to adopt the zone.  She stated that she agrees that it does not comply with the General Plan 20 

and she is concerned that the Council is not following the proper procedure.  She stated if the Council wants to consider 21 

adopting the zone, they should probably open and amend the General Plan first.  She stated she had questions about why it 22 

would be appropriate to create a zone that would basically negate three other zones in the City or opens the door for certain 23 

development.  She stated that she has concerns similar to Councilmember Johnsons.  She added that she has also talked with 24 

the Ninigret developer and there is not a lot in the flex zone that would allow him to do what he wants with the property.  She 25 

stated that she does not feel that the zone is appropriate for the City at this current point in time.  She stated that tonight she 26 

would hesitate to vote for or against the zoning because she does not know the Council has considered all options; she would 27 
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have preferred to see what the Planning Commission actually passed on the same agenda.  She stated she feels it is odd that 1 

the Council is considering a zone the Commission denied and not considering a zone they actually approved.   2 

Mayor Nagle stated that she talked to Councilmember Shingleton prior to this meeting and he indicated that he 3 

thought it would be a good idea to table this item and have further discussion about it in an extended work session meeting.  4 

She stated that would allow the Council to gather everyone’s opinion, hear from all City staff involved, and better 5 

disseminate information.  She stated that maybe a flex zone is not needed in the City and in the end the zoning is supposed to 6 

protect the City and not a developer.  She stated perhaps it would be appropriate for someone to make a substitute motion to 7 

table the item so that it can be discussed in a work session at the end of the month.  Councilmember Johnson stated that he 8 

thinks the Council can meet in a work session with all parties involved, but he does not think this is the appropriate starting 9 

point for that discussion.  Councilmember Duncan stated that he does not feel denial of this zone would end the discussion 10 

about Ninigret developing in the City.  He stated there are some things about Ninigret that are very inviting, but the real 11 

question before the Council tonight is whether flex zoning is appropriate for the City, but it is not on the table to night to 12 

discuss whether ―we‖ want Ninigret in the community.  He stated one reason he is in favor of denying the zone this evening 13 

is because he has talked to Ninigret and he feels there are other ways to reach a conclusion.  He stated that he wants to make 14 

it abundantly clear that he is very disappointed that the business park recommendation was not forwarded to the City Council 15 

at the same time that the flex zone was forwarded.  He stated he feels that is a slap in the face to the Planning Commission 16 

and he does not appreciate that both items were not included on the agenda.  He stated that he has reviewed the General Plan 17 

and it is very extensive and thorough and it has been developed over decades.  He stated that one thing he noticed in his 18 

review is that the City has been very careful and methodical in the decisions that have been made.  He stated that Ninigret 19 

may fit into the community, but it is going to take some radical revisions to the General Plan and the idea behind it.  He 20 

stated that as a member of the City Council he does not feel he has the right, nor does he have the desire, to overlook several 21 

years of serious consideration and participation by the citizens and Planning Commission.  He stated the process is designed 22 

to provide careful consideration of the City as a whole.  He stated that if the Council is going to table this issue, he is not 23 

interested in revisiting it again in two weeks.  He stated the Planning Commission is currently reviewing the General Plan 24 

and he would like to allow them to talk to Ninigret and citizens about the issue.  He stated that denying flex zoning is not the 25 

same as telling Ninigret to ―take a flying leap‖ because there are other ways of incorporating them in the City.  He stated the 26 

real discussion needs to be about the General Plan.  He stated that if Ninigret wants the property bad enough they can wait for 27 

that to be worked through.  He stated the bottom line is that he does not feel the issue can be resolved in two weeks.  He 28 
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stated he is very familiar with what Ninigret wants and he is very sympathetic to many of the things they want.  He added he 1 

is also very excited about some of the things they can offer, but he is very concerned with how starkly their ideas contrast 2 

with the City’s General Plan.  He stated that adopting the flex zone now would go against the General Plan.  He stated that 3 

there were comments made about what precedent adopting the flex zone would set.  He stated that for decades the City has 4 

been very careful and methodical and that would be destroyed or demeaned if it is not followed in this instance.  He stated he 5 

feels the Council needs to slow down and have discussions with Ninigret while considering the General Plan.  He stated he 6 

does not think a decision needs to be made in the next two weeks and he is not excited about spending meeting after meeting 7 

discussing the issue.  He stated he feels the time needs to be taken to actually review the General Plan.   8 

Councilmember Johnson stated that he feels the Council is talking about two different issues.  He stated 9 

consideration of a zone is in front of the Council tonight and he does not feel that should be tabled; rather, the discussion 10 

should be had with other parties about development and that is not connected to the flex zone.  He stated the Council can still 11 

look at zoning options for Ninigret.  He stated Ninigret needs to be separated from this issue.  He stated denying this 12 

Proposed Ordinance simply communicates that the Council does not want this particular zone in the City.  He stated he is still 13 

open to have discussions with Ninigret and he stands by his motion to deny the creation of a flex zone.   14 

Mr. Rice stated that he wanted to address the business park zone issue raised by Councilmember Duncan.  He stated 15 

that staff did not forward the business park zone to the Council because there are currently no users requesting business park 16 

zoning.  He stated that there are users that are requesting the flex zone, which is why it was forwarded to the Council.  He 17 

stated there is an additional zone – the neighborhood services zone – that staff intends to forward to the Council before 18 

forwarding the business park zoning because there is a user requesting it as well.  He stated there is no urgency to consider or 19 

adopt a business park zone.  Councilmember Lisonbee stated that she just heard from Mr. Rice, and she read in the Council 20 

packet, that Ninigret requested the flex zoning, but she has been told by Ninigret that they did not request the flex zoning; 21 

rather, they requested certain zoning changes and they were handed the flex zone by staff as an option.  Mr. Rice stated staff 22 

has been working on the flex zone since December after researching what zoning options exist in other cities.  23 

Councilmember Lisonbee asked if Ninigret really requested the flex zone or did they simply request certain aspects that are 24 

included in the flex zone.  Mr. Rice stated he is not sure of the answer to that question but he knows there is a user interested 25 

in the zone.  He stated that the landowner would like the zoning language.  Councilmember Lisonbee asked if they wanted 26 

everything included in the flex zone.  Mr. Rice stated that they did not ask for everything that is included in the zone 27 

language and he reiterated that staff began working on the flex zone quite a while ago.  He stated that there are one or two 28 
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other locations in the City where the flex zone would be appropriate.  Mike Ostermiller, speaking on behalf of Ninigret, 1 

stated that their position on this issue has been very consistent throughout the process.  He stated that they look at the flex 2 

zone as a solution to the problem they are trying to solve, but they do not look at it as the only solution.  He stated he 3 

appreciates the discussion this evening and he noted it is very similar to many discussions that have already taken place.  He 4 

stated their position has always been that they are more than willing to slowly talk and work this issue and figure out what 5 

makes sense for them, the City, and the citizens.  He stated he feels that tabling this issue for further discussion in future work 6 

sessions would be very appropriate and they would be more than happy to participate at the Council’s discretion.  7 

Councilmember Duncan addressed Mr. Ostermiller and asked if there are still options available to Ninigret if the Council 8 

decides against the flex zoning.  Mr. Ostermiller stated there are still options, though there will be fewer options.  He stated 9 

his position has always been that the Council should table it for now and then go in a different direction if that is what they 10 

choose to do.  He stated he would like for it to be kept open as a possibility.  Councilmember Duncan stated that he has tried 11 

to work with both parties on both sides of this issue, but what he has heard from the Planning Commission and residents and 12 

he shares some of their concerns about this zone.  He stated that his point is that Ninigret could still develop a profitable 13 

project even if the flex zoning is denied.  Mr. Ostermiller agreed denial of the flex zone will not ―kill‖ the project.  He noted 14 

there are certainly other options for Ninigret.  He stated the flex zone could be changed and ―tweaked‖ in the future until the 15 

Council feels comfortable with it in order to adopt it.  He stated other options would be to create another zone and figure out 16 

how to craft it so that it protects the City or to ―tweak‖ an existing zone in a way that would allow development while 17 

allowing the City the ability to protect its citizens, which he knows the Council is very concerned about.  Councilmember 18 

Johnson stated that is his position; he feels that other zones can be changed if necessary or a new zone could be created.  Mr. 19 

Ostermiller stated his only response to that position is that if the Council denies the zone tonight rather than table it, one of 20 

the options of reworking the flex zone to a point that the Council is comfortable with, would be killed.  Councilmember 21 

Johnson stated he wants to deny the flex zoning tonight and start working on a whole new zone.  Councilmember Peterson 22 

stated there are three documents in the packet tonight that the Council could use a starting point if they decide to table rather 23 

than deny the Proposed Ordinance.  Councilmember Johnson stated there are an additional five or six documents floating 24 

around that the Council could use as a starting point.  He stated the flex zone has some good things that they could use in 25 

another zone, but as it is written it is not viable for his vision for the City, but the Council can start having a conversation 26 

about creating a light industrial or other type of industrial zone.  He stated he does not want to stop the discussion about the 27 

project, but he does not feel that the flex zone is the appropriate starting point for the discussion.  Councilmember Duncan 28 
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stated that changing the name of the zone does not change what it is and he wants to express that he is concerned about 1 

having so much flexibility in a zone and he will not be happy if the zone is renamed, unless the General Plan can be changed 2 

in an appropriate manner with citizen input, etc.  He stated he is not an expert and he is only one citizen and he would prefer 3 

to look at the history of the City and determine whether ideas will fit with the General Plan.   4 

Councilmember Peterson stated that he had a few more comments to make.  He stated that he sympathizes with the 5 

citizens that live near the proposed development.  He then addressed the Planning Commissioners present and stated that he 6 

is uncomfortable with the fact that they had so many problems with the flex zone because he has respected everything the 7 

Planning Commission has done since he has been a Councilmember.  He stated he also respects the work that previous 8 

Planning Commissions and City Councils have done.  He then stated that he has also read the entire General Plan and there 9 

are two sections that say ―the implementation of the General Plan involves changes and additions to ordinances, zoning, and 10 

City policy‖.  He stated that people have recognized along the way that the General Plan is not set in stone and it will be 11 

necessary to change it as the needs of the City change.  He then stated that he feels that there would still be ways to protect 12 

the citizens that live near the project area if the flex zone were adopted.  He stated that he thinks there are some things within 13 

the flex zone language that would protect them and there would also be the opportunity to protect them through architectural 14 

review and engineering.  He stated that the Council does not want to allow for the construction of an eye-sore or a nuisance, 15 

and he thinks that the flex zone accomplishes that.  He reiterated that he respects the feelings of those that live there.  16 

Councilmember Duncan stated that he lives by the project area and he knows most of the people that live in that area and 17 

there are many people present this evening that do not live in the area.  He stated this is not just about the people that live in 18 

the area, but it is about people that live throughout the City.  Councilmember Peterson stated that is correct, but the people 19 

that the Council has heard from many times live in that area.  Councilmember Johnson stated that he has talked to many 20 

residents and there are a lot of people that live throughout the City that are opposed to the project.  Councilmember Peterson 21 

stated that he has spoken to many people that are in favor of the project.   22 

Mayor Nagle stated there has been a motion and a second to table the Proposed Ordinance.  She called for a vote.  23 

VOTING ―AYE‖ – COUNCILMEMBERS DUNCAN, JOHNSON, LISONBEE, AND SHINGLETON.  VOTING ―NO‖ – 24 

COUNCILMEMBER PETERSON.   25 

 26 

10.  Proposed Ordinance 12-10 amending various provisions of  27 

Title 8, the Subdivision Ordinance, relating to cul-de-sacs. 28 
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A staff memo from Cul-de-sac length deficiencies were first brought forward to Planning staff from the City 1 

Engineer, who noticed multiple examples throughout the City where cul-de-sacs were well in excess of the current Title 2 

Eight standard of 400 feet. Examples include cul-de-sacs in excess of 3 

800 feet (see attached City cul-de-sac examples). To assist in curing some of the existing deficiencies, expand development 4 

flexibility, and provide a mechanism that encourages creative design while also meeting City needs, amendments to the cul-5 

de-sac ordinance are proposed as attached. Police, Fire, Public Works, and the City Attorney have all reviewed, commented, 6 

and accepted the proposed changes. 7 

On May 1, 2012, the Syracuse City Planning Commission held a public hearing regarding the proposed amendments 8 

to the cul-de-sac language, in which one comment was received. On May 1, 2012, the Syracuse City Planning Commission 9 

approved recommendation to the Syracuse City Council the attached amendment to Title Eight, Chapter Three, Public 10 

Improvements – Cul-desacs within the Syracuse City Code.  Proposed changes include the increase of the standard cul-de-sac 11 

length from 400 feet to 500 feet with the ability to apply for an exception up to the length if specific provisions (as listed in 12 

the attached ordinance language) are met. 13 

The Community & Economic Development Department recommends, following recommendation from the Syracuse 14 

City Planning Commission, that the Mayor and City Council amend Title Eight, Chapter Three, Public Improvements – Cul-15 

de-sacs within the Syracuse City Code to reflect Ordinance No. 12-10. 16 

COUNCILMEMBER SHINGLETON MADE A MOTION TO REFER PROPOSED ORDINANCE 12-10 17 

AMENDING VARIOUS PROVISIONS OF TITLE 8 TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION.  COUNCILMEMBER 18 

DUNCAN SECONDED THE MOTION; ALL VOTED IN FAVOR.   19 

 20 

11.  Authorize Administration to execute agreement for the 1350  21 

South and 1475 South road improvement project. 22 

A staff memo from Public Works Director Robert Whiteley explained this street project is one that was identified in the list 23 

presented to City Council as a high priority neighborhood street that receives high traffic volumes. 1350 South is located in front of 24 

Cook Elementary. 1475 South is a nearby street that brings traffic into the neighborhood from 1000 West. The project will conform to 25 

a geotechnical report that was performed recommending a full reconstruction with three inch asphalt on eight inch base on fabric.  In 26 

preparation of this construction, a section of sewer main will be replaced in June and sections of curb and gutter that have failed will 27 

be replaced this month. Sidewalk ramps on the east end of 1350 South were replaced last month. Additional sidewalk ramps on the 28 
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west end of 1350 South will be replaced this month.  The street reconstruction will begin in July and will be complete before school 1 

begins in August.  The cost for this project came in approximately $20,000 less than the estimate. The four lowest bids came in fairly 2 

close to one another. The bid amount on this project is $150,150. Funding for this project will come from our Class C road funds. 3 

 COUNCILMEMBER PETERSON MADE A MOTION TO AUTHORIZE ADMINISTRATION TO EXECUTE 4 

AGREEMENTS FOR THE 1350 SOUTH AND 1475 SOUTH ROAD IMPROVEMENT PROJECT.  COUNCILMEMBER 5 

LISONBEE SECONDED THE MOTION; ALL VOTED IN FAVOR. 6 

 7 

12.  Councilmember reports. 8 

 Councilmember Lisonbee stated that she wanted to comment on the concept of healthy dialogue and she noted that 9 

the foundation of the City is its citizens and she appreciates all the citizens that took the time to come and address the Council 10 

about an issue that they feel very passionate about.  She stated that she respects the sacrifice that often takes after having done 11 

the same thing for one and a half years before she was elected as a Councilmember.  She stated that she appreciates citizens 12 

attending the meeting and she appreciates the healthy dialogue that took place this evening.  She stated that discussions result 13 

in win-win situations more often than not because the Council is willing to dialogue and be open and honest.  She stated she 14 

has nothing to report relative to the assignments she holds as a Councilmember and she asked Mr. Rice when the Taxing 15 

Entity Committee (TEC) will begin meeting.  Mr. Rice stated that the schedule for the TEC meetings has not yet been set. 16 

 Councilmember Shingleton stated that he wanted to recommend that the Council review the Planning Commission 17 

recommendation about the business park zone; he was disappointed that the Council did not have that recommendation 18 

available to them so that it could be included in the discussion this evening.  He stated that he would like to commend staff 19 

for the things that they have done recently, especially their work on the budget.  He stated that this is the best budget the City 20 

has seen in a long time and he wanted to congratulate those that have worked so hard to prepare it.  He stated he would also 21 

like to thank the citizens; this is their government and they are all listened to and he wanted them to know that.  He stated he 22 

would like to see a work session where the Council could spend an extended amount of time discussing the zoning issue; he 23 

feels that the Council was short changed by only having 10 minutes to discuss the issue this evening.   24 

 Councilmember Duncan stated that he wanted to echo some of Councilmember Shingleton’s feelings.  He stated that 25 

this has been an overwhelming process, but he has been very pleased with some of the things that have happened.  He stated 26 

that he has been pleased with those citizens that have showed their concern and he wished that more people would attend 27 

City Council meetings to express their opinions.  He stated that he does appreciate that everyone handled their emotions very 28 



City Council Meeting 

May 8, 2012 

 

 32 

well tonight; this is a tough, divisive issue and he appreciates Councilmember Peterson’s comments.  He stated that moving 1 

forward the City Council can only be as good as the people that are backing them and he would really like to see some good 2 

work from the citizens and Planning Commission relative to any General Plan amendments.  He stated that the changes 3 

should acknowledge what ―we‖ want for ―our‖ City so that when this issue is brought up again the Council can be 4 

comfortable that good decisions were made by people involved.  He then stated he would also like to see an agenda item on 5 

the next Council meeting agenda dealing with the Business Park zone language that the Planning Commission recommended 6 

for passage by the Council.   7 

 Councilmember Peterson stated he wanted to provide a report about his participation with on the North Davis Sewer 8 

District (NDSD) Board.  He stated that they will be increasing their user fees by $1.00 per household per month and he would 9 

like to hear from the NDSD very soon about that issue because they have a detailed presentation regarding the increase.  He 10 

stated that the NDSD is a wonderful sewer district that has recently received a couple of prestigious awards; they were 11 

featured in an international publication about sanitary sewers and the need for them.  He stated the article also highlighted 12 

some of the problems other countries have related to their sewer systems.  He stated there was also a recent annual awards 13 

banquet held by the Water Environment Association of Utah and the NDSD swept the majority of the awards, with the most 14 

notable being the lab of the year and the safety awards.  He stated that so many people take a sanitary sewer system for 15 

granted.  He then stated the last thing that he wanted to report is related to the non-obvious things that people should not put 16 

down their drains that end up at the sewer plant.  He stated that hair, egg shells, fruit rinds, stickers from fruit, and wet wipes 17 

cause big problems for the NDSD.  He closed by stating that there are some great things happening at the sewer plant and he 18 

supports the $1.00 increase.   19 

 Councilmember Johnson stated he would also like to compliment the staff on the great job they did in preparing the 20 

budget; he feels the City is in a good position, especially relative to capital projects.  He stated that in the future the City 21 

should be able to continue to add projects to the list to be completed or decrease debt and maintain the City in the best way 22 

possible.  He agreed with Councilmember Shingleton and Duncan about adding an agenda item to the next meeting agenda 23 

regarding the business park zone.  He stated that he also appreciates the Planning Commission and the work they have done 24 

and not wanting to increase their salary has no bearing on the great job they are doing.  He stated that he only has fiscal 25 

responsibility in mind.  He then stated that he attending the Antelope Island Tourism Board meeting and it was a very good 26 

meeting; there are a lot of things going on with that group that the Community Development Department is involved in.  He 27 

stated that the local Chamber of Commerce is very involved as well.  He stated the City has a great niche with Antelope 28 
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Island and he hoped that everyone can get and participate in events taking place there.  He stated the Great Salt Lake Bird 1 

Festival will be held there in May and he provided the web address, greatsaltlakebirdfest.com, for anyone interested in 2 

getting more information about the event.  He stated there will also be a moonlight bike ride in July and the Antelope Island 3 

Stampede at the end of the summer.  He stated that he believed a lot of the activities will be advertised in the City’s 4 

newsletter and there will be opportunities for community members to volunteer or get involved in other ways.   5 

 6 

13.  Mayor report. 7 

 Mayor Nagle stated she would like to encourage everyone to come to Centennial Park on May 12 at 11:00 a.m. for 8 

the Military Appreciation barbeque.  She stated that there was a bad accident on Hill Air Force Base over the past weekend 9 

and they have rebounded from it very well and they are now looking to cities for assistance in bussing for the air show 10 

because of that.  She stated that Syracuse will do everything possible to step up and help them.   11 

  12 

14.  City Manager report. 13 

 Mr. Rice stated that he believed the Council had received a copy of the press release regarding the City’s new anti-14 

idling policy that has been created.  He stated that it was modeled after Salt Lake City’s policy and it applies to all employees 15 

driving a City vehicle.   16 

  17 

15.  Consideration of adjourning into Closed Executive Session  18 

pursuant to the provisions of 52-4-205(1)(a) of the Open and  19 

Public Meetings Act for the purpose of discussing the character,  20 

professional competence, or physical or mental health of an  21 

individual; pending or reasonably imminent litigation; or the  22 

purchase, exchange, or lease of real property. 23 

COUNCILMEMBER SHINGLETON MOVED THE COUNCIL ADJOURN INTO A CLOSED EXECUTIVE 24 

SESSION PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS OF SECTION 52-4-205 OF THE OPEN AND PUBLIC MEETINGS LAW 25 

FOR THE PURPOSE OF DISCUSSING THE CHARACTER, PROFESSIONAL COMPETENCE, OR PHYSICAL OR 26 

MENTAL HEALTH OF AN INDIVIDUAL; PENDING OR REASONABLY IMMINENT LITIGATION; OR THE 27 

PURCHASE, EXCHANGE, OR LEASE OF REAL PROPERTY.  COUNCILMEMBER PETERSON SECONDED THE 28 
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 34 

MOTION, WITH THE FOLLOWING ROLL CALL VOTE:  VOTING ―AYE‖ – COUNCILMEMBERS JOHNSON, 1 

LISONBEE, PETERSON, AND SHINGLETON.  VOTING ―NO‖ – NONE.     2 

 The meeting adjourned into Closed Executive Session at 9:30 p.m. 3 

 The meeting reconvened at 10:45 p.m. 4 

 5 

 6 

 At 10:46 p.m. COUNCILMEMBER LISONBEE MADE A MOTION TO ADJOURN.  COUNCILMEMBER 7 

DUNCAN SECONDED THE MOTION; ALL VOTED IN FAVOR.   8 

 9 

 10 

______________________________   __________________________________ 11 
Jamie Nagle      Cassie Z. Brown, CMC  12 
Mayor                                  City Recorder 13 
 14 
Date approved: _________________ 15 



1 

Minutes of the Syracuse City Council Work Session Meeting, July 31 2012.  1 
   2 

Minutes of the Work Session meeting of the Syracuse City Council held on July 31, 2012, at 6:00 p.m., in the 3 
Council Work Session Room, 1979 West 1900 South, Syracuse City, Davis County, Utah. 4 
 5 

Present:  Councilmembers: Brian Duncan 6 
     Craig A. Johnson 7 
     Karianne Lisonbee 8 
       Douglas Peterson  9 
     Larry D. Shingleton 10 
 11 
  Mayor Jamie Nagle 12 
  Finance Director/Acting City Manager Steve Marshall 13 
  City Recorder Cassie Z. Brown 14 
   15 
City Employees Present: 16 
  City Attorney Will Carlson 17 
  Community Development Director Michael Eggett 18 
  Police Chief Brian Wallace 19 
  Fire Chief Eric Froerer 20 
  Public Works Director Robert Whiteley 21 
  Detective Corey Rowley 22 
  Planner Noah Steel 23 
     24 
The purpose of the Work Session was for the Governing Body to receive public comment, discuss proposed 25 

Ordinance 12-18 amending the Syracuse City General Plan adopted in 1976 as amended, and discuss Council Business. 26 

 27 

Public Comment 28 

6:07:35 PM  29 

Bruce Baird stated that he is the counsel for Ninigret Construction and they are involved with the discussion of the 30 

General Plan issue.  He stated he wanted to continue what he said at the last City Council meeting and that is that he feels a 31 

public hearing regarding this issue should be set for a City Council meeting.  He stated he understands the legal requirements 32 

are for the Planning Commission to hold a public hearing, but he believes, as a matter of fairness, the Council should hall all 33 

the necessary information and testimony directly from all the stakeholders.  He stated that there is a representative from the 34 

legal firm that represents Property Reserve Inc. (PRI) and they should have the opportunity to be heard as well.  He reiterated 35 

that he believes the City Council should hold the public hearing; these issues are too important over the long term.  He stated 36 

that he has been doing development work for approximately 25 years – 10 years for Salt Lake City and 15 years for a private 37 

developer, and whenever someone wants to amend the zoning or general plan for an area the requester always hears, if 38 

applicable, that the general plan has just been amended and the city is not going to consider it again.  He stated that “we” 39 

cannot really say that this is without prejudice to future applications because it works as a practical prejudice to any future 40 
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application.  He stated he would guarantee that a year from now someone will request a rezone or a change to the general 1 

plan and the City will say that they already considered that area and a year ago the general plan was closed and will not be 2 

opened again.  He stated if that was not going to happen he might not be arguing the point tonight.  He stated the fact of the 3 

matter is that Ninigret will not have a chance to meaningfully comment to the City Council, who are the real decision makers, 4 

unless a public hearing is held before the City Council and all stakeholders have the opportunity to be involved.   5 

 6 

6:09:31 PM  7 

 Kirk Grimshaw stated he is the attorney for the landowners and they, too, are opposed this issue; they have not had a 8 

chance to fully understand the proposed business park zoning or whether it is an economically viable option for the future of 9 

the property.  He stated that the landowner would like fairness in the process and they would like more time to understand 10 

what is going on.  He stated they do not think it is time to make any decisions regarding this issue.  He stated there are some 11 

rights that are vested for part of the property, but this change could greatly decrease the value of the other portion of the 12 

property.  He stated that could harm future development or future transactions related to the property.  He reiterated they do 13 

not feel it is time to make a decision until the property owner has had time to truly understand how any decision will impact 14 

them.   15 

 16 

6:10:40 PM  17 

 Ryan Chandler stated that he just got off the phone with Mr. Romney from PRI and it is interesting because he is 18 

hearing some conflicting information.  He stated that his understanding is that the LDS Church has decided to take a hands-19 

off approach to this issue; they have decided to sit back and see who wins.  He stated that he is wondering how many more 20 

times this issue needs to be discussed; he feels that the City Council and Planning Commission has done a fantastic job to 21 

entertain a lot of discussion.  He stated there have been a lot of very intimate meetings, including a town meeting that was 22 

nice.  He stated a panel of experts attended and told the audience their feelings about the development.  He stated the reason 23 

he called Mr. Romney was to try to get some insight after reading a disturbing letter that misrepresented the citizens of 24 

Syracuse about why they were in opposition to the development.  He stated that the letter was false and inaccurate and 25 

misrepresented the Syracuse by saying they do not want any development in the City; they have a secret plan to keep the corn 26 

field in place.  He stated that is entirely false and inaccurate and it is not what the citizens want.  He stated they are asking for 27 

tre://ftr/?label=&quot;City&nbsp;Council&nbsp;WorkSession&quot;?datetime=&quot;20120731180931&quot;?Data=&quot;8a2d51f5&quot;
tre://ftr/?label=&quot;City&nbsp;Council&nbsp;WorkSession&quot;?datetime=&quot;20120731181040&quot;?Data=&quot;df19763d&quot;


City Council Work Session 

July 31, 2012 

 

 3 

 

 

some proper development, another development, not the Ninigret Development.  He stated that he is a little confused; it 1 

seems to him that the City has done a lot of good things to listen to what Ninigret and PRI have had to say.  He stated he is 2 

not sure the City is lacking in any legal obligation; they have spent the time to hear and listen to every angle.  He thanked the 3 

Council for the time to speak tonight and noted that he would like to hear a response to his comments from Mr. Grimshaw.  4 

He stated it would have been nice to have PRI involved earlier in the process so that they could have heard more accurate 5 

information from the residents about their concerns.   6 

 7 

6:14:04 PM  8 

 Terry Palmer stated that one of the things he would like to portray is that he does not want “us” to sell ourselves 9 

short.  He stated that he pictures the development of State Road (SR) 193 bringing in a lot more sales tax to the City and he 10 

thinks there are so many businesses that could locate in the area that would generate more than property tax revenue for the 11 

City.  He stated that sales tax is the biggest revenue item for cities and he feels the City could greatly benefit if businesses are 12 

located along SR 193 that would create sales tax.  He stated he would recommend saying no to industrial in that area in favor 13 

of allowing different businesses. 14 

 15 

6:14:59 PM  16 

 Joe Levi stated that he has been a resident of the City for over a decade and his family chose Syracuse after quite a 17 

bit of consideration surrounding the City‟s Master Plan; they knew where the City was going to go and they decided to invest 18 

their personal lives in the City based on the Master Plan.  He stated that it is a guiding document and as soon as “we” stray 19 

from that, “we” stray from the promise that “we” made to everyone that moved to the City; that is something that he does not 20 

feel is right or appropriate.  He stated that if he had known that was going to happen, he would have considered that in his 21 

decision.  He stated that now, after the fact, he does not think it is fair to the people that have been here for years.  He stated 22 

the other topic he wanted to discuss is the commotion about possible de-annexation of land.  He stated that someone is 23 

threatening to de-annex into another city and do whatever they want with the land if they cannot get what they want from 24 

Syracuse City.  He stated if that is going to be considered that is fabulous and he suggested opening that option to the whole 25 

City.  He stated anyone that does not want to be in the City for whatever reason can be allowed to de-annex.  He stated it is a 26 

ridiculous thought that goes against unity and the cohesive nature of the City.  He stated that “we” know what has been going 27 
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on in the Planning Commission meetings and public hearings have been held and there has been ample opportunity to 1 

comment.  He stated that as soon as “we” say that a public hearing should be held by the City Council, “we” are negating the 2 

Planning Commission and the work they have done in the process.  He stated essentially “we” are saying “we” do not need a 3 

Planning Commission and that everything can happen in front of the City Council.  He stated that if “we” want to have all 4 

public hearings in front of the City Council it is time to get rid of the Planning Commission.  He stated that the 5 

Commissioners are great and they put in long and hard hours, but as soon as “we” say that the City Council is the body 6 

making all the decisions and “we” do not care about the Planning Commission input, “we” are also saying that we do not care 7 

about them or their role.  He stated he personally likes their role and input and recommendation, even when he does not agree 8 

with them.  He stated that the process in place for a reason and “we” have heard the feedback and the public comment has 9 

been heard.  He stated that “we” do not need any more.  10 

 11 

6:17:35 PM  12 

 Ben Gerlock stated that he wanted to put a proposition in front of the Council.  He stated that he lives in an R-3 13 

residential zone and he wants to change his zoning to a zoning that will allow him to build a four-plex on his property.  He 14 

stated this is a hypothetical scenario.  He stated he has a developer that wants to buy his property if he can get his zoning 15 

changed.  He stated that does not fit into the Master Plan of the City and the argument coming from his mouth may seem a 16 

little ridiculous.  He stated that the other comment made by PRI counsel is that they have not been involved in the discussion 17 

and open forums that have been held.  He stated that he remembered the discussion about the flex zone that has been held 18 

twice and rejected twice.  He stated counsel, whether it was for PRI or Ninigret, was not present for those discussions even 19 

though they were advertised and noticed as open for public comment.  He added that during one of the public comment 20 

periods at a panel discussion there were several questions asked to the Ninigret representatives.  He stated he does not believe 21 

counsel was present at that meeting either, even though they may have been aware it was happening.  He stated that no 22 

representatives of PRI were present and he is not sure if they knew the meeting was happening.  He stated the comment was 23 

made that, even with citizen input for the Master Plan of the City, the Master Plan is wrong.  He stated that comment was 24 

made by Randy Abood.  He stated that if there is anyone present this evening that wants to dispute that comment he would 25 

like to refer to the video that was taken of that panel discussion to review the comments and questions that were asked.  He 26 

stated he does not believe this development fits in the community; it is a residential community.  He stated that he agrees 27 
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with the other comment made earlier that there are rumors that are being spread.  He stated that he does not know who is 1 

spreading those rumors.  He stated there are comments being made privately that have not been made public; it is a shame 2 

that as some of the ideas that are put forth are not true. . .whoever is spreading those rumors should stop.  He stated he 3 

believes in public discourse and being friendly about it and he does not believe in being hammered.   4 

 5 

6:20:51 PM  6 

 Kenneth Hellewell stated he is the Planning Commission Chairman.  He stated many of the Planning Commissioners 7 

are present tonight to hear the discussion of the General Plan.  He stated it is a requirement of State Law that the Planning 8 

Commission develop a General Plan and provide recommendations to the Council, which they have done.  He stated that they 9 

have done a lot of work on the General Plan and spent a lot of time; multiple committees have worked on it as well.  He 10 

stated he feels it is a good product that has been vetted through multiple public hearings and other meetings with the public.  11 

He stated that he would encourage the Council to take a good, hard look at it.  He stated that if the Council does have 12 

questions as they move through the meeting the Planning Commission would be happy to answer them.   13 

 Mayor Nagle stated that she does have a question for City Attorney Carlson regarding the Open and Public Meetings 14 

Act (OPMA).  Mr. Carlson stated that there is a quorum present of the Planning Commission.  He stated that if the Planning 15 

Commissioners are present for the purpose of discussing, receiving comments from the public about, or acting on the matter, 16 

that would qualify as a meeting, which would violate the OPMA.  He stated if they are not here for those purposes, this 17 

meeting does not qualify as a violation.   18 

 Planning Commissioner Braxton Schenk asked if “we” are really concerned about the Planning Commission being 19 

present tonight.  Mayor Nagle stated she is concerned about violating the OPMA.  She stated she is not concerned about the 20 

Commission being here.  She stated that if a quorum is present and the City has not property noticed the meeting, that could 21 

be a violation of the law, which is one of the few things that can send an elected official or Commissioner to jail.  She stated 22 

it is an issue she wants to clarify for everyone.  Mr. Carlson stated the Planning Commission will not be taking action tonight; 23 

they will not be receiving comments and rather the Council will be receiving comments; the only remaining possibility is 24 

whether they are present for the purpose of discussing the matter.  He stated that if they are not present to discuss the matter, 25 

it would not qualify as a meeting according to the OPMA.  He stated that as long as a quorum of the Planning Commission 26 

does not start participating in the discussion he is not concerned.  Mr. Baird added that this issue was not raised by Ninigret.  27 

tre://ftr/?label=&quot;City&nbsp;Council&nbsp;WorkSession&quot;?datetime=&quot;20120731182051&quot;?Data=&quot;47ce79fe&quot;


City Council Work Session 

July 31, 2012 

 

 6 

 

 

Mayor Nagle stated that she raised the issue on her own and she wants to be sure that no liability is created for the City.  Mr. 1 

Carlson stated he would discourage the Planning Commission from engaging in discussion about the matter today, because 2 

that would essentially constitute two meetings happening in the same room. 3 

 Councilmember Duncan asked what if the Council wants to hear from the Planning Commission.  Mr. Carlson stated 4 

that if the Council is discussing something with a Planning Commissioner, that is permitted.  He stated, however, that if the 5 

Commission is discussing the issue amongst themselves, that is not permitted.   6 

 7 

6:24:31 PM  8 

 TJ Jensen asked Mr. Carlson if the Council can still ask a Planning Commissioner questions.  Mr. Carlson answered 9 

yes. 10 

 11 

6:24:59 PM  12 

 Ed Gertge stated that he represents the Neil and LaVon Gailey Family Trust and they own the property located on 13 

the corner of 2000 West and 700 South where the Intermountain Health Care (IHC) Clinic is located.  He stated that he does 14 

not know how or why, but he did not receive any information about this potential zoning change.  He stated they are opposed 15 

to the change because it will change their zoning without their approval or knowledge and it is not what they want.  He stated 16 

that when they allowed the City to buy property from the trust to widen the intersection at the corner, they were given the 17 

assurances that they would be able to retain the C-2 commercial zoning, which would allow for some mixed residential use 18 

and they want to keep that option open.  He stated they do not want to be forced to rezone the property in the future.   19 

Councilmember Johnson stated that he wanted to clarify that the Council is not considering zoning changes tonight; 20 

rather they are considering General Plan changes.   21 

Mr. Gertge then stated that he does not know much about the potential Ninigret development, he wished he had 22 

more information about it, but he is so wrapped up in his own plans for trying to survive in Syracuse that he has not been too 23 

involved.  He stated, however, that he would caution everyone to be careful; he has been a contractor for over 40 years and he 24 

was involved in a lot of construction in the Clearfield area and their City Council continued to turn down developments and 25 

all of the development ultimately moved to Layton.  He then stated that when he married into the Gailey family he saw the 26 

same thing happening in Syracuse and all of the development that could have been located here has moved to Clinton.  He 27 
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stated that Clinton has made some hard decisions to allow certain development and they now have a beautiful City.  He stated 1 

that he is not privy to what the development is and he does not want to speak like he does know much about it, but he wanted 2 

to caution everyone not to push the development away because he sees how bad Clearfield and Syracuse are struggling and 3 

he sees how well Clinton and Layton are doing and he would like to see Syracuse benefit from some of that development.   4 

 5 

6:27:35 PM  6 

 Heidi Brophy stated that she would like to refer to what Mr. Gertge mentioned about pushing away development.  7 

She stated that she agrees with that statement, but she does agree with what Mr. Gertge said about Clinton and the type of 8 

businesses that were built there that are great and wonderful; it is built in a great way, but they stuck to their Master Plan.  9 

She then refereed to Layton and stated that the businesses there are what the citizens in Syracuse want.  She stated that it is 10 

interesting that Mr. Gertge mentioned that he does not want Syracuse to end up like Clearfield, yet the type of development 11 

that Ninigret will build is what is in Clearfield and that is what the citizens are against. 12 

 13 

6:28:47 PM  14 

Pat Zaugg stated that she emailed the Council a couple of weeks ago and she hoped that they all received the email.  15 

She stated that she attended the ad-hoc committee meetings that were held on Thursdays.  She noted that the things that were 16 

voted on by the committee members, she reviewed them on her own and compared them with one another and every one of 17 

them were included in the flex plan, which is a plan that the City Council voted against.  She stated there were three things 18 

that were on the list that were not in the flex plan, including restaurants and recreation, and they were all voted against in the 19 

ad-hoc committee meetings by Ninigret.  She stated that she wants to caution the Council and stated that she hopes Ninigret 20 

will look at the business park zone that has already been developed and try to work within that.  She stated there are a lot of 21 

wonderful things in that zone; she was on the committee that helped set the zone guidelines.  She stated she thinks it is 22 

workable, not for an industrial park, but for something.  She stated she simply found it interesting that all the things that were 23 

on the list considered by the ad-hoc committee were also included in the flex zone.  She reiterated the flex zone was denied 24 

by the Council; it has already been taken care of, discussed, and denied.  She stated she hoped the Council would take that 25 

into consideration during their discussion this evening.   26 

 27 
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6:30:25 PM  1 

 Alan Whitman stated it is no shocker what most of the citizens feel like; he would say that “we” have gone through 2 

this and gone through all the hearings and “we” will not continue to beat the dead horse, but hopefully the Council will 3 

recognize what the citizens are trying to say.  He stated they are not saying to keep development out; rather they are saying to 4 

bring development in, but bring development that fits in Syracuse as they are supportive of that.  He cautioned them to not let 5 

their pride get in the way.  He stated he has worked for a company that was very proud because they were touted as being one 6 

of the most financially strong companies in Utah.  He stated they decided to make a $150 million deal and they had three 7 

years of consecutive straight losses because they were too proud and they did not do their homework or listen to the people 8 

who actually knew what was going to happen.  He suggested the Council listen to the citizens who have spoken very loud 9 

and very clear and everyone knows where they stand.  He stated that “we” will still find something that works, but “let‟s” 10 

make sure “we” do it in the proper time and way and not just rush into something because “we” have been told it will solve 11 

all our problems.   12 

 13 

6:32:25 PM  14 

 Mayor Nagle stated that Kirk Grimshaw will be allowed to provide additional information in response to citizen 15 

comments.  Mr. Grimshaw stated he is not present to say what PRI will or will not do, but he is saying that PRI has not had a 16 

chance yet to look at what the business park zone is.  He stated they are somewhat skittish about it because they do not know 17 

what it is.  He stated that they do not know what they could or could not do in the business zone and they do not know how it 18 

will affect their property rights as an owner.  He stated they are simply seeking additional time to understand what the zone 19 

means.  He stated that he talked to Mr. Romney this morning and he asked him to come to this meeting and say that PRI 20 

wants to work with everyone, but they do not know what this action would mean for PRI yet.  He stated that he received the 21 

Council packet today and it is fairly thick; no one at PRI has had a chance to review it yet.  He stated no one knew that this 22 

meeting was happening tonight and that a vote would possibly be taken.  Mayor Nagle stated this is a regularly scheduled 23 

meeting that was noticed according to State Code and the packet was published on the City‟s website last Friday.  Mr. 24 

Grimshaw stated all of that may or may not be true; he is simply explaining that PRI asked him to show up and ask for 25 

additional time to review it and understand it.   26 
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 Councilmember Lisonbee stated that she received a letter at the end of June from PRI stating that they saw that the 1 

City was contemplating putting a business park zone in the area and they were against it because they did not feel it was the 2 

proper zoning.  She stated that she is a little confused; obviously they have been aware of this option for over a month.  Mr. 3 

Grimshaw stated that he saw that letter in the packet today from Mr. Romney; they did not know how serious this option was 4 

and they have never really looked into it.  He stated that, other than sending a letter, he is not sure that they have gotten a lot 5 

of input and they stopped looking into it at that point.  He stated that they have not taken the time to dig deep and understand 6 

what was happening.  He stated that at the time that the letter was sent, they did not understand that the City would move 7 

forward with this action regardless.  Councilmember Lisonbee asked if Mr. Grimshaw and Mr. Baird are talking with one 8 

another.  Mr. Grimshaw stated that he met Mr. Baird for the first time about 45 minutes ago.  Councilmember Lisonbee 9 

stated that this is the second meeting where this proposed change has been included in the packet.  She stated that she would 10 

think that PRI, as the property owner, would have interest in finding out what is happening.  Mr. Grimshaw stated that is 11 

what he is here to ask for; time to find out what is happening.  Mayor Nagle stated that Councilmember Lisonbee raises a 12 

valid point; this information has been public for some time and it was tabled at the last meeting for further discussion.  She 13 

stated this meeting was scheduled solely to discuss this issue.  Mr. Baird stated he thought that the meeting would include a 14 

public hearing.  Mayor Nagle stated that the meeting was scheduled to allow for discussion of this item solely.  She then 15 

stated that she would like to hear from PRI what their desire for the property it.  Mr. Grimshaw stated that he does not know 16 

yet.  He stated that he does not know what PRI‟s current plans are for the property other than phase one that Bruce Baird and 17 

Ninigret have been working on.  „ 18 

 Councilmember Duncan stated that one of the things that he has heard from Mr. Baird is that there has not been due 19 

process.  He stated that he has been a member of the City Council since the beginning of 2012 and this is all the Council has 20 

talked about nearly every City Council meeting.  He stated that he has discussed this with Mr. Romney as well and he is 21 

confused by how they can be here this evening saying that they need more time.  He stated the business park zone has been 22 

publicly available for a long time.  He stated that he has two questions; one is whether the City really needs to go through this 23 

again; and, two, is that the Planning Commission is saying that PRI wants the business park zone.  He asked what should 24 

keep the Council from saying that they will give additional time for review and future zoning requests.  He asked what would 25 

prevent PRI from coming back to the City and asking for the rezone request to be considered again.  He stated that PRI could 26 

make a special application to ask for a district of the general plan to be opened and for a zoning change to be made for special 27 
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consideration.  He stated he is not sure why that could not be done.  Mayor Nagle stated that is a question for the Council to 1 

consider and not for PRI or for Mr. Baird.  Councilmember Duncan stated that he is asking what the benefit is to keeping the 2 

Plan opened versus reopening it in the future.   3 

 Mayor Nagle thanked everyone for their comments this evening.  She then stated that there have been 4 

Councilmembers that have consulted with both Ninigret and PRI and their counsel and the Council has heard from citizens.  5 

She stated that as a Council it is time to figure out what they feel is the best and highest use for the property based on the 6 

needs of the City.  She stated that she would like to start the conversation about the actual agenda item.   7 

 8 

Discussion regarding proposed Ordinance 12-18 amending the  9 

Syracuse City General Plan adopted in 1976, as amended. 10 

 A staff memo from the Community Development Department explained that the City Council met on July 10, 2012 11 

to discuss the General Plan recommendations that were submitted to the City Council by the Planning Commission (please 12 

reference previous General Plan District One memorandum and information dated July 3, 2012).  This matter was discussed 13 

for a period of time and during the discussion comments were raised regarding whether or not to hold a public hearing on this 14 

matter and whether or not to continue the matter for additional discussion and review.  A motion was made to modify the 15 

Planning Commission proposal and adopt the recommendation of changes to the General Plan for District One.   This motion 16 

was not passed.  Another motion was made to table this matter for further discussion to allow time for the City Council to 17 

consider the changes and to become more educated regarding the suggested changes for District One of the General Plan.  As 18 

part of this motion it was suggested to discuss this matter again during a work session on the 31
st
 of July, 2012.  The motion 19 

was approved and continued for discussion and review purposes during a July 31, 2012 Work Session.  It is for this purpose 20 

that it is on the current agenda.  For use and review by City Council, the CED Department has been asked to create map 21 

renderings of how the area between the high school and the power corridor might look if developed using the Industrial 22 

Development (ID) zone buffered by the Planned Residential Development (PRD) zone along 700 South.  These renderings 23 

have been included for City Council use as requested and also include what landscape screening/buffering requirements 24 

might look like if applied between the ID and PRD zones. 25 

6:39:59 PM  26 
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 Community Development Director Mike Eggett then summarized the staff memo and, in conjunction with Planner 1 

Noah Steel, provided a brief presentation regarding the potential development of the subject property included in District One 2 

of the General Plan. 3 

 4 

6:47:17 PM  5 

 The Council then began their discussion of the agenda item with the discussion concluding at 7:23:46 PM   6 

 7 

Council Business 8 

7:23:44 PM  9 

 Councilmember Peterson stated that he recently attended a Davis Unified Economic Development (DUED) meeting, 10 

which Syracuse City hosted.  He stated that a lot of the discussion was for economic minds, but what he did get out of it is 11 

that there is a group of people that are doing everything they can to foster economic development.  He stated there are a lot of 12 

business owners and landowners that want productive and valuable development.  He stated the City did a great job hosting 13 

the meeting. 14 

 15 

7:25:04 PM  16 

 Councilmember Johnson stated that he has also attended DUED meetings in the past and they are good meetings.  17 

He then stated that this weekend the Syracuse Arts Council production of “Into the Woods” will open.  He added that there 18 

are a lot of upcoming events that will be held at Antelope Island. 19 

 20 

7:25:34 PM  21 

 Councilmember Duncan stated that he knows some of the people that will be part of the cast for “Into the Woods”.  22 

He stated that the Arts Council production last year was fantastic and he would encourage citizens to go to the performance 23 

this year.  He stated these types of things are part of what make a community a community.  He stated “lets” get out and 24 

support them; they are very talented.  He stated that they were impressive last year and they will be impressive this year.   25 

 26 
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7:26:04 PM  1 

 Councilmember Shingleton stated he would like to echo what has been said about the Arts Council production; he 2 

has attended it several years and he has told them that he does not think they charge enough money.  He stated he has paid 3 

$50 to $60 in the past for plays that were not any better than what the Arts Council has done.  He then stated he would like to 4 

address one comment that was made earlier tonight; if a Councilmember talks to a developer they need to let them know that 5 

the City has changed its impact fees.  He stated that was something that he and the Mayor were passionate about when they 6 

were first elected.  He stated one of the problems in the City was fees that were out of line and it is difficult to fill space 7 

because those fees were so outrageous. 8 

 9 

7:27:02 PM  10 

 Councilmember Lisonbee stated that she also wanted to comment on the Arts Council production.  She stated that it 11 

is going to be great.  She stated there is a preview on You Tube that anyone can watch.  She then stated that she talked with 12 

Councilmember Duncan today and they want to call an executive session as soon as possible.  She stated it is her 13 

understanding that the Council must call a meeting to adjourn out of to hold a closed session.   14 

 15 

7:28:43 PM  16 

 Mayor Nagle stated that several months ago a citizen approached the City about the idea of a co-op swimming pool 17 

to be constructed in the area by Syracuse High School.  She stated that she and City Manager Rice have talked to several 18 

other cities and none of them are interested in that idea and they feel it is a drain.  She stated, however, that the local family 19 

fun center does have some desire to build a swimming pool to expand their business; that pool would not be run by the 20 

government but it would be a community asset.  She stated there is some information about that project that has been 21 

provided to the Council and she would encourage them to take some time to go through it prior to the next meeting and direct 22 

any questions they might have to Finance Director Marshall.  She stated it will take a lot of conversation for everyone to 23 

understand the details.  She then stated she is curious about the business synergy for the Antelope Island Buffalo Stampede.  24 

Mr. Eggett stated that staff has been trying to aggressively get the word out about the event.  He stated they are heavily 25 

promoting the race event since the City is a key participant in that event.  He stated there has been a lot of good dialogue with 26 

the Davis Area Convention and Visitors Bureau (DACVB) about spreading the word and the City will continue to work on 27 
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that.  He stated he is hopeful there will be much more attendance from City residents than there has been in the past.  He 1 

stated one of the things that will be offered this year is a kids' tent on Saturday morning with several events geared towards 2 

kids.  He stated there will also be an area geared towards teenagers and the event should be attractive to families as whole.  3 

He stated he would encourage everyone in this room to attend.   4 

 5 

 The meeting adjourned at 7:31:29 PM  6 

  7 

 8 

 9 

______________________________   __________________________________ 10 
Jamie Nagle      Cassie Z. Brown, CMC 11 
Mayor                                  City Recorder 12 
 13 
Date approved: _________________ 14 
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Minutes of the Syracuse City Council Special Meeting, July 31, 2012.     1 
   2 

Minutes of the Special Meeting of the Syracuse City Council held on July 31, 2012, at 7:31 p.m., in the Council 3 
Chambers, 1979 West 1900 South, Syracuse City, Davis County, Utah. 4 
 5 

Present:  Councilmembers: Brian Duncan 6 
 Craig A. Johnson 7 
 Karianne Lisonbee 8 

                            Douglas Peterson  9 
     Larry D. Shingleton 10 
   11 
  Mayor Jamie Nagle 12 
  City Manager Robert Rice 13 
     14 
City Employees Present:  15 
  City Attorney Will Carlson 16 
  Community Development Director Michael Eggett 17 
  Police Chief Brian Wallace 18 
  Fire Chief Eric Froerer 19 
  Public Works Director Robert Whiteley 20 
  Detective Corey Rowley 21 
  Planner Noah Steel 22 
       23 

1.  Meeting Called to Order/Adopt Agenda 24 

Mayor Nagle called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. as a specially scheduled meeting, with notice of time, place, 25 

and agenda provided 24 hours in advance to the newspaper and each Councilmember.   26 

 27 

2.  Approval of Minutes   28 

7:31:53 PM  29 

The minutes of the Regular Meetings of March 27 and May 8, 2012 were reviewed.   30 

She stated that she would either make a motion to approve the minutes with changes that she will provided to Ms. 31 

Brown or she would move to table the minutes because she was really busy and was not able to get with Ms. Brown prior to 32 

the meeting.  She stated there are a lot of typographical errors and other things that need to be changed.  She stated she would 33 

make whatever motion the Council is comfortable with.   34 

Councilmember Peterson stated that if the only changes are typographical errors he is comfortable with approving 35 

the minutes with suggested changes.  He stated that he used to recommend corrections of typographical errors and eventually 36 

he was told that the meaning of the conversation is the most important.  Councilmember Lisonbee stated that sometimes the 37 

meaning is not included in the minutes and that are some of the changes that she is recommending.  Ms. Brown stated that 38 

prior to the meeting Councilmember Lisonbee told her that there were typos and a couple of things that she did not feel 39 

matched the recording of the meeting.  She stated that if the suggested changes change the content of the minutes she would 40 

prefer that those changes are done on the record.   41 

DRAFT 
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 2 

COUNCILMEMBER LISONBEE MADE A MOTION TO TABLE THE MINUTES OF THE REGULAR 1 

MEETINGS OF MARCH 27 AND MAY 8, 2012.  COUNCILMEMBER DUNCAN SECONDED THE MOTION; ALL 2 

VOTED IN FAVOR.   3 

 4 

3.  Proposed Ordinance No. 12-18, amending the Syracuse City General  5 

Plan adopted in 1976, as amended.   6 

7:33:28 PM 7 

A staff memo from the Community Development Department explained the City Council met on July 10, 2012 to 8 

discuss the General Plan recommendations that were submitted to the City Council by the Planning Commission.  This matter 9 

was discussed for a period of time and during the discussion comments were raised regarding whether or not to hold a public 10 

hearing on this matter and whether or not to continue the matter for additional discussion and review.  A motion was made to 11 

modify the Planning Commission proposal and adopt the recommendation of changes to the General Plan for District One. 12 

  This motion was not passed.  Another motion was made to table this matter for further discussion to allow time for the City 13 

Council to consider the changes and to become more educated regarding the suggested changes for District One of the 14 

General Plan.  As part of this motion it was suggested to discuss this matter again during a work session on the 31
st
 of July, 15 

2012.  The motion was approved and continued for discussion and review purposes during a July 31, 2012 Work Session.   16 

COUNCILMEMBER JOHNSON MADE A MOTION TO ADOPT ORDINANCE 12-18 AMENDING THE 17 

SYRACUSE CITY GENERAL PLAN ADOPTED IN 1976, AS AMENDED, WITH THE FOLLOWING CHANGES: 18 

 KEEP THE AREA NEAR THE HIGH SCHOOL FROM 700 SOUTH NORTH AND FROM 1000 WEST TO 19 

2000 WEST AS IT IS CURRENTLY CLASSIFIED IN THE GENERAL PLAN. 20 

 MAINTAIN THE GENERAL PLANNING DESIGNATION FOR THE GAILEY TRUST LAND. 21 

 THE ONLY CHANGES TO BE MADE TO THE GENERAL PLAN IN DISTRICT ONE ARE THE 22 

CHANGES ALONG 1700 SOUTH WHERE PARCELS ARE ASSIGNED THE GENERAL PLANNING 23 

DESIGNATION OF NEIGHBORHOOD SERVICES AND THE AREAS ALONG 2000 WEST THAT ARE 24 

BEING CHANGED TO NEIGHBORHOOD SERVICES AS WELL.   25 

 CHANGE ALL LANGUAGE WITHIN ORDINANCE THAT REFERS TO ANY CHANGES TO THE 26 

PROPERTY LOCATED NEAR THE HIGH SCHOOL. 27 
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COUNCILMEMBER DUNCAN SECONDED THE MOTION. 1 

Councilmember Peterson stated that the Town Center RDA overlay zone boundaries on the map look like they may 2 

have changed.  Mr. Eggett stated that there are no changes in that area; if it appears that any changes were made in the staff 3 

recommendation, they were inadvertent.   4 

Councilmember Peterson stated Councilmember Johnson attends Planning Commission meetings and he asked if, 5 

during the public hearing regarding these potential changes, there were any homeowners that live on 1700 South or 2000 6 

West that were present to comment regarding the General Plan change that would classify their properties as eligible to 7 

receive the neighborhood services zone.  Councilmember Johnson stated there were no comments about those properties 8 

whatsoever.  Councilmember Peterson asked Mr. Eggett if those property owners were made aware that there could be 9 

potential changes to their properties.  Mr. Eggett stated that the City met the legal requirement for noticing of these types of 10 

issues, but the property owners have not been reached out to individually.  Councilmember Peterson stated that the City has 11 

run into problems with this before because homeowners can potentially feel blindsided by this type of change.  He stated that 12 

he is uncomfortable with making the changes and he asked if it would be unreasonable to send individual notices to 13 

homeowners that would be affected by these types of changes.  Mr. Eggett stated that he could do that in the future and in this 14 

case he can send a follow-up notice to these property owners.  Planning Commissioner Jensen stated that he wanted to clarify 15 

that there were actually some comments from some of the homeowners that Councilmember Peterson asked about, but they 16 

were not opposed to the changes.   17 

Councilmember Duncan summarized the suggested motion by Councilmember Johnson.   18 

Mayor Nagle stated there has been a motion and second regarding the proposed Ordinance and she called for a vote.  19 

ALL VOTED IN FAVOR.   20 

 21 

4.  Consideration of adjourning into Closed Executive Session pursuant  22 

to the provisions of Section 52-4-205 of the Open and Public Meetings  23 

Law for the purpose of discussing the character, professional competence, 24 

 or physical or mental health of an individual; pending or reasonably  25 

imminent litigation; or the purchase, exchange, or lease of real property.   26 

7:39:33 PM 27 
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COUNCILMEMBER SHINGLETON MOVED THE COUNCIL ADJOURN INTO A CLOSED EXECUTIVE 1 

SESSION PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS OF SECTION 52-4-205 OF THE OPEN AND PUBLIC MEETINGS LAW 2 

FOR THE PURPOSE OF DISCUSSING PENDING OR REASONABLY IMMINENT LITIGATION.  3 

COUNCILMEMBER DUNCAN SECONDED THE MOTION, WITH THE FOLLOWING ROLL CALL VOTE:  VOTING 4 

“AYE” – COUNCILMEMBERS DUNCAN, JOHNSON, LISONBEE, PETERSON, AND SHINGLETON.  VOTING “NO” 5 

– NONE.     6 

 The meeting adjourned into Closed Executive Session at 7:39 p.m. 7 

 The meeting reconvened at 7:57 p.m. 8 

  9 

 10 

 At 7:58 p.m. COUNCILMEMBER SHINGLETON MADE A MOTION TO ADJOURN.  COUNCILMEMBER 11 

JOHNSON SECONDED THE MOTION; ALL VOTED IN FAVOR.   12 

 13 

______________________________   __________________________________ 14 
Jamie Nagle      Cassie Z. Brown, CMC  15 
Mayor                                  City Recorder 16 
 17 
Date approved: _________________ 18 



  
 

Agenda Item #7 Final Subdivision Approval, Wasatch Villas Subdivision 

Phases 7 and 8, located at approximately 500 W. 3150 S. 

 
Factual Summation  

 Please see the attached memo from the Community and Economic Development 

Department.  Any questions regarding this item can be directed at Mike Eggett, 

Community and Development Director. 

 

Staff Recommendation 

 Grant Final Subdivision Approval for Wasatch Villas Subdivision Phases 7 and 8, 

located at approximately 500 W. 3150 S. 

COUNCIL AGENDA 
August 14, 2012 



Mayor  
Jamie Nagle  
 
City Council  
Brian Duncan 
Craig Johnson 
Karianne Lisonbee 
Douglas Peterson  
Larry D. Shingleton 
 
City Manager 

Robert D. Rice 

 

 

 

 

 

 
        
 

 

 

Factual Summation 

 Any questions regarding this items may be directed at CED Director, Michael Eggett and 

representative Planning Commissioners 

 See the attached Wasatch Villas 7 & 8 Subdivision Packet 

 

MEMORANDUM 

 

To: Mayor and City Council 

 

From: Community & Economic Development Department 

 

Date: August 7, 2012 

 

Subject: City Council Approval of the Wasatch Villas Subdivision, Phases 7 & 8: Castle Creek 

Homes  (Kyle Hamblin)  request for Final Subdivision approval located at approximately 500 

West and 3150 South. 35 lots, 12.32 Acres, Residential 2 (R-2) Zone 

 

 

Background 

 

The Planning Commission held a public hearing on July 3, 2012 for Final Plan approval of these 

final 2 phases of Wasatch Villas Subdivision, and was approved on July 17, 2012. The Planning 

Commission held the public hearing with Final Plan to assure that the public had adequate notice 

and opportunity to comment on these phases, as they may not have be able to do so when the 

original sketch plan was approved for all the phases at the beginning of the development process 

with phase 1. All items noted in staff report have been addressed by the Planning Commission. 

  

Consideration of Recommendation for City Council Approval of the Wasatch Villas 

Subdivision, Phases 7 & 8 (Final Plans Review) 

 

On July 17, 2012, the Syracuse City Planning Commission recommended that the Syracuse City 

Council approve the Wasatch Villas Subdivision, Phase 7 & 8 Final Plans, subject to the City 

staff reviews dated July 12 & 13, 2012.  

 

The following documents have been included in your packets for your use and review: 

 

 Final plat drawing for Wasatch Villas Subdivision, Phases 7 & 8 



 Road and lot plan 

 City Engineer’s review 

 Planning Department’s review 

 Fire Department’s review 

 

Recommendation 

 

The Syracuse City Planning Commission and CED Staff hereby recommend that the City 

Council approve the final plans for the Wasatch Villas Subdivision, Phases 7 & 8 , located at 

approximately 500 West 3150 South, subject to meeting all requirements of the City’s Municipal 

Codes and City staff reviews dated July 12 and July 13, 2012. 
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Engineer Subdivision Plan Review – Wasatch Villas Subdivision Phase 7 and 8 

600 West 3100 South 
Completed by Brian Bloemen on July 13, 2012 

Below are the comments for the final plan review of the Wasatch Villas Subdivision Phases 7 and 8 
concept plan: 

1. All work shall comply with Syracuse City Engineering Standards and Construction Specifications.  
At preliminary design utility and site plans shall be submitted for review. 
 

2. City standard is 6” sidewalk on 8” of untreated base course through driveways. 
 

3. The Phase 7 Boundary Description does not match L4, L5 and the west boundary.  Update these 
distances and bearings so they match. 

 
4. On the Phase 8 Boundary Description the tie to the point of beginning is using the measured 

bearing with the recorded distance.  Please change the distance to use the measured distance.   
 

5. Show and hatch all existing easements on the plat including recording date, book, page and entry 
number.   

 
6. All ADA ramps shall meet current ADA standards. 

 
 

7. Label PUE widths for front, back and side yards. 
 

8. Show building setback lines on the Phase 8 Plat for Lots 801-805.  
 

9. The land drain on 600 West from station 1+00 to 2+92.50 is labeled as sanitary sewer. 
 

10. Minimum land drain and sewer slope shall be 0.50%.  Where tying into existing lines, continue the 
existing slope to the next manhole. 
 

11. All land drain and sewer services shall tie directly into pipe, not into manholes. 
 

12. Update the plan note on concrete collars to reflect the current City Standards. 
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13. General Note Modifications: 
 

a. #18 Update to reflect current City Standards 
b. #28 Update Pine View to Syracuse City 
c. #30 Add If a loop is required, restrained joint fittings and concrete thrust blocks will be 

required 
d. #39 Add a note that 36 hours notice to the City will be required prior to any main shutdown 
e. #45 The minimum base course required is 10” 
f. #53 Add to coordinate with the City prior to pouring any ADA ramps. 
g. #62 The minimum City Standard for double secondary water services is 2” off the main 

and split to two 1” services in the park strip. 
h. Add #66 All culinary & secondary waterlines will require 14 GA Single Strand Copper Wire 

tracer wire with 3” magnetic locator tape. 
 

If you have any further comments or questions please feel free to contact me at 801-614-9630. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Brian Bloemen 
City Engineer  
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Final Subdivision Plan Review – Wasatch Villas Phases 7 & 8 

Completed by Noah Steele, Planner on 07/12/2012  

Recommendation: City staff recommends that the planning commission examine this subdivision sketch 

plan review. Please pay specific attention to items highlighted in yellow.  

Date Plan Submitted to City: 
(Must be at least two weeks prior to the next planning commission meeting) 

June 26th, 2012 

Date Application Form Submitted: June 26th, 2012 

Date Fee Paid: (8-2-4) Paid fees to Syracuse city on June 26th, 2012.   

10-4-030: GENERAL APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS Planning Staff Review: 

C. The city shall not consider any subdivision, site plan, or other 
development application unless: 

 

1. The applicable zone of the subject property allows the 
requested approval. 

Meets requirement. 

2. Where permitted by this Title, the applicant also submits 
application for a proposed zoning map amendment that would, if 
approved, allow the proposaled request.  

Not applicable. 

8-2-2 GENERAL REQUIREMENTS The following instructions are for 
the purpose of standardizing the preparation of drawings to 
obtain uniformity in appearance, clarity, size, and style.  All 
drawings and/or prints shall be clear and legible and conform to 
good engineering and drafting room practice. Size of drawings 
shall be 22" x 34" (trim line) with 1/2" border on top, bottom and 
right sides.  Left side shall be 1 1/2". 

Meets requirements. 

(1)   In general the following shall be included on drawings:  

(a)  North arrow (plan). Meets requirements. 

(b)  Scale and elevations referenced to City datum. Meets requirements.  

(c)  Stationing and elevations for profiles.  Meets requirements. 

(d)  Title block, located in lower right corner of sheet, to include:  
  (i)  Name of City  
 (ii)  Project title (subdivision, etc.).  

Meets requirements. 
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(iii)  Specific type and location of work. 

(e)  Space for approval signature of City Engineer and date. Meets requirements. 

(f)   Name of engineer or firm preparing drawings with license 

number and signature. 

Meets requirements. Pinnacle Engineering and 

Land Surveying. 

8-2-5: PARKS, OPEN SPACE, AND OTHER PUBLIC SPACES  (Ord. 

01-02) (Ord. 02-19) (Ord. 11-10) 

 

A. Location of parks and other public spaces.  The City shall 

require a minimum of 6.6 acres of property for parks or other 

public spaces for every 1000 population throughout the city.  The 

location of parks shall be determined by the City as identified in 

the Syracuse City General Plan.  Developers will be required to 

work with the City to obtain park property within the 

development where placement of parks have been identified. 

No park placement identified. 

B. Park Purchase Fee.  In order for the City to obtain property for 

parks and other public spaces, the developer shall contribute to 

the City six and six tenths percent (6.6%) of the appraised value of 

land being developed, which shall be used to purchase property 

for parks and other public spaces in the City.  This assessment 

shall be made on each phase of development.  The City may 

require the developer to donate six and six tenths percent (6.6%) 

of the property being developed should the City desire a park or 

other public space in that location.  The amount of the Park 

Purchase fee shall be determined from a third party MAI 

(Member of the Appraisal Institute) designated appraisal 

requisitioned yearly by the City.  The developer shall pay a 

nominal fee as determined by the City Council to defray the cost 

of the appraisal.  The developer may accept the City’s MAI 

appraisal or may procure and submit to the City an MAI appraisal 

of the subdivision property.    

Fee paid. 

8-2-6: ADJACENT STREETS.   It shall become the responsibility of 

the Developer to complete all of the necessary public 

improvements on streets adjacent to his proposed development.  

This shall include reasonable landscaping of park strips, as 

approved by the city, when a new street placed is adjacent to an 

existing lot, which becomes a corner lot because of placement of 

Planning Commission to review and discuss. 
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the road.  This shall be done at the subdivider's sole expense. 

(Ord. 03-25) 

8-2-7: RELATION TO ADJOINING STREET SYSTEMS.  The 

arrangement of streets in new subdivisions shall make provision 

for the continuation of the existing streets in adjoining areas (or 

their proper protection where adjoining land is not subdivided) at 

the same or greater width (but in no case less than the required 

minimum width) unless the variations are deemed necessary by 

the Planning Commission for public requirements.    

Street access for new subdivisions shall be established by using 

the AASHTO Traffic Design Manual calculation of 7.5 seconds of 

travel time between street accesses onto existing roadways, 

(which calculated would be 385 feet at 35 mph) unless otherwise 

recommended by the Planning Commission. The street 

arrangement must be such as to cause no unnecessary hardship 

to owners of adjoining property when they plat their land and 

seek to provide for convenient access to it.  Where, in the opinion 

of the Planning Commission it is desirable to provide for street 

access to adjoining property, proposed streets shall be extended 

by dedication to the boundary of such property.  Half streets 

along the boundary of land proposed for subdivision will not be 

permitted.  (1999)   

Temporary cul-de-sac on 3100 south meets 

requirement for connection to future 3700 W. 

8-2-11: SECOND ACCESS REQUIRED.   Providing for emergency 

response, all subdivisions having more than 35 homes shall have 

a minimum of two (2) ingress/egress roads, except that other 

acceptable alternatives for emergency accesses can be made and 

approved by both the Planning Commission and City Council.  

(Ord 05-12) 

Phases 7 and 8 contain 35 proposed lots, which 

per ordinance do not require more than 1 

ingress/egress road. Being that the two phases 

contain only one home less than the 36 homes 

threshold, the temporary cul-de-sac should be 

extended to 3700 w as soon as said street is 

completed. If all phases of the subdivision are 

analyzed for compliance together, the subdivision 

also meets the access requirements.  It provides 

ingress/egress off 2920 S to 3700W on the north 

side, and 3150 S to 575 W on the south side. 

8-2-19: SUBDIVISION PHASES.  A subdivision containing more 

than thirty-six (36) lots shall be planned in subsequent phases and 

must follow the following requirements: 
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(A) The sketch plan must show the placement, numbering and 

boundaries of the phases within the subdivision. 

Plan only shows phases 3-8. Phases 1-2 not shown. 

(B) Any future alteration or deviation from the original sketch 

plan will require the submittal of an amended sketch plan. 

No comment. 

(C) Design of each phase must be consistent with the Syracuse 

City's General Plan and this ordinance. 

No comment. 

(D) Phases must be completed in such a manner as to provide 

sufficient services to existing and future development. 

Meets requirement. 

(E) Phase and lot numbering must be sequential and consistent to 

that approved in the Sketch Plan. (Ord 02-19) 

Meets requirement. 

8-3-1: DESIGN STANDARDS.  The design of the final subdivision 

plat in relation to streets, blocks, lots, open spaces and other 

design factors shall be in harmony with design standards 

recommended by the Planning Commission and by other 

departments and agencies of city government. Design standards 

shall be approved by the City Council and shall include provisions 

as follows which are hereby approved by the City Council:    

To be resolved by final review. 

A.  Blocks shall not exceed thirteen hundred twenty feet in 

length.  (1,325) 

Design does not form blocks. Street segments do 

not exceed 1325 ft. 

B. Dead-end streets, which exceed one lot depth in length, shall 

have a forty-foot (40’) radius temporary turnaround area at the 

end. The turnaround shall have an all weather surface acceptable 

to the City.  (Ord. 03-10) 

Meets requirement. 

C.   Blocks shall be wide enough to adequately accommodate a 

minimum of two lots. 

Meets requirements under current conditions. 

However, the future extension of 3700 w will 

possibly make it such that the block containing lots 

806-812 from phase 8 will be unable to meet the 

requirement.  Syracuse and Layton cities should 

work together on the alignment of the 3700 W 

extension in order to prevent an undesirable 

condition for the future residents of lots 806-812. 

D.  Dedicated walkways through the block may be required where 

access is necessary to a point designated by the Planning 

No comment.  
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Commission.  Such walkways shall be a minimum of six feet in 

width, but may be required to be wider where determined 

necessary by the Planning Commission.  The subdivider shall 

surface the full width of the walkway with a concrete surface, 

install a chain link fence or its equal at least four feet high on 

each side and the full length of each walkway and provide, in 

accordance with the standards, rules, and regulations, barriers at 

each walkway entrance to prevent the use of the walkway by any 

motor vehicle or by any non-motorized vehicle wider than four 

feet.    

E.  Blocks intended for business or industrial use shall be 

designated specifically for such purposes with adequate space set 

aside for off-street parking and delivery facilities. 

Not applicable. 

F.  The lot arrangement and design shall be such that lots will 

provide satisfactory and desirable sites for buildings, and be 

properly related to topography, to the character of surrounding 

development and to existing requirements.   

Meets requirements. 

G.  All lots shown on the preliminary and final plats must conform 

to the minimum requirements of the zoning ordinance for the 

zone or proposed zone in which the subdivision is located, and to 

the minimum requirements of the County Board of Health for 

water supply and sewage disposal.    

See comments below under ‘Chapter 13 R-2 
Residential’ 
 

H.  Each lot shall abut on a street shown on the subdivision plat or 

on an existing publicly dedicated street.  Double frontage lots 

shall be prohibited except where unusual conditions make other 

designs undesirable.   

Meets requirements. 

I.  Side lines of lots shall be approximately at right angles, or radial 

to the street lines.    

Meets requirements. 

J. In general, all remnants of lots below minimum size must be 

added to adjacent lots, rather than allowed to remain as unusable 

parcels.    

Meets requirements. 

K.  Subdivision boundaries shall include all property; no 

protection or holding strips will be allowed. All improvements 

shall be installed to the boundary of the subdivision 

Meets requirements. 
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L.Cul-de-sacs (a street having only one outlet that terminates at 

the other end by a vehicle turnaround) shall be no longer than 

five hundred (500) feet from the centerline of the adjoining street 

to the center of the turnaround.  Each cul-de-sac must be 

terminated by a turnaround of not less than one hundred (100) 

feet diameter, measured to the property lines.  

Exceptions to the maximum length of a cul-de-sac up to eight 

hundred (800) feet may be granted by the City Council, after 

receiving a recommendation from the Planning Commission, and 

that an increased street length will not unreasonably impact the 

ability to provide emergency and other public services. To receive 

an exception in the maximum length, an applicant may be 

required to provide, but is not limited to, the following: (Ord.03-

10) 

(1)  Written approval from Syracuse Police, Fire, and Public Works 

Departments.(2)  Looped water main providing a two-way 

feed.(3)  “Dead End” signage.(4)  Street light at the end of the cul-

de-sac.(5) Secondary emergency access and/or road width as 

required by Fire Department.(6) Snow storage location at the end 

of cul-de-sac, unobstructed by hydrants, streetlights, utilities, 

mailboxes, trees, structures, parking lots, etc. 

Meets requirements. 

M. When a dead-end street reaches its maximum block length of 

1320 feet, it shall not be extended except to connect to another 

street which provides a second point of independent access. 

(Ord. 03-10) 

Meets requirements. 

FINAL SUBDIVISION REVIEW  

8-6-1: FINAL PLAT.  The Final Plat must be prepared by a licensed 
land surveyor on a sheet of approved tracing with permanent 
black Ink and shall be prepared in accordance with the 
requirements of this ordinance.  The plat shall be 19" X 30" and 
shall have a one and one -half (1 1/2) inch border on the left and 
a one-half (1/2) inch border on the three remaining  
sides.  The top of the plat shall be either north or east, whichever 
accommodates the drawing best. 

Meets requirements. 

The plat shall show:  

(A) The name of the Subdivision, which name must be approved Wasatch Villas Phase 7 & 8 
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by the Planning Commission and County Recorder.  

(B) Accurate angular and linear dimensions for all lines, angles 
and curves used to describe boundaries, streets, alleys, 
easements, areas to be reserved for public use and other 
important features.    

Meets requirements. 

(C) An identification system for all lots, blocks and names of 
streets.  Lot lines shall show dimensions in feet and hundredths. 

Meets requirements. 

(D) The street address for each lot.  Each street address shall be 
assigned by the City to be consistent with the current numbering 
scheme. 

Not included. Needs to be added to final Mylar. 
Developer to work with planning staff for 
addresses. 

(E) True angles and distances to the nearest established street 
lines or official monuments which shall be accurately described in 
the plat and shown by appropriate symbol. 

See engineer’s comments. 

(F) Radii, internal angles, points and curvatures, tangent bearings 
and the length of all arcs. 

See engineer’s comments. 

(G) The accurate location of all monuments to be installed shown 
by the appropriate symbol.  All United States, state, county or 
other official bench marks, monuments or triangulation stations 
in or adjacent to the property, shall be preserved in precise 
position. 

See engineer’s comments. 

(H) The dedication to the City of all streets, highways and other 
public uses and easements included in the proposed subdivision 

See engineer’s comments. 

(I) Street monuments shall be shown on the Final Plat as are 
approved by the City Engineer.  Standard precast monuments will 
be furnished by the subdivider and placed as approved.  

See engineer’s comments. 

(J) Pipes or other such iron markers shall be shown on the plat.   See engineer’s comments. 

(K) Accurate outlines and dimensions of any areas to be dedicated 
or reserved for public use, with the purposes indicated thereon, 
and of any area to be reserved by deed or covenant for common 
use of all property owners. 

Meets requirements. None shown. 

(L) All boundary, lot and other geometrics (bearings, distances, 
curve data, etc.,) on Final Plat shall pose to an accuracy of not less 
than one part in five thousand (1/5000). 

Meets requirements. 

(M)  Location, function, ownership and manner of maintenance of 
common open space not otherwise reserved or dedicated for 
public use. 

Meets requirements. No common open space. 

(N) Boundary descriptions of the Subdivision Meets requirements. 

(O)  Current inset City map showing location of subdivision. Meets requirements. 

(P)  Standard forms for the following: (1) A registered Land 
Surveyor's Certificate of Survey as applicable under State Law.  
(2) Owner's Dedication which shall "warrant and defend and save 
the City harmless against any easements or other encumbrances 
on the dedicated streets which will interfere with the City's use, 

Meets requirements. 
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maintenance and operation of the streets." (3) A notary public's 
"Acknowledgement." (4) The City Planning Commission's 
"Certificate of Approval." (5) The City Engineer's "Certificate of 
Approval." (6) The City Council's "Certificate of Approval." (7) The 
County Recorder's "Certificate of Attest." (8) A three-inch (3") by 
three-inch (3") space in the lower right-hand corner of the 
drawing for recording information.   

 

Chapter 13 R-2 Residential 
 
10-13-020 Permitted Use 
 
      (D) Dwellings, Single-Family 
 
10-13-040 Minimum Lot Standards 
 

(A) Density.  Minimum lot size 10,000 square feet, but in no 
case shall the density 3.79 lots per net acre 
 
 

       (B) Lot Width: 85 feet 
 
       (C) Front Yard.  25 feet 
 
       (D) Side Yards.  8 feet (both sides) 
 
       (E) Rear Yard.  30 feet 
 
       (F) Building Height. As allowed by current building code. 
 
10-13-050 Off-Street Parking and Loading 
 
Off-street parking and loading shall be provided as specified in 
Chapter 8 of this Title. 
 
10-13-060 Signs 
 
The signs permitted in this Zone shall be those allowed in 
residential zones by Chapter 9 of this Title. 
 

Planning Staff Review: 

10-13-020 Permitted Use 
 
      (D) Yes 
 
10-13-040 Minimum Lot Standards 
 

(A) Minimum lot size: 10,001 square feet 
Total Density (35 units): 3.55 lots per net 
acre 

 
       (B) Yes 
 
       (C) Yes 
 
       (D) Yes 
 
       (E) Yes 
 
       (F) Not shown.Requesting typical elevation 

concept and show height.    
10-13-050 Off-Street Parking and Loading 
  
Yes, minimum requirement for single-family 
dwellings is 2 parking spaces per dwelling unit. 
 
10-15-060 Signs 
 
No sign proposed 
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Chapter 6 – General Land Use Regulations 
 
10-6-060 Miscellaneous Requirements and Provisions 
 
 
      (B) Visibility at Intersections. 
 
 
 
10-6-080 Buffer Yards 
 
      (C) Determination and Approval of Buffer Yards Required.  To 

determine the type of buffer yard required between two 
(2) adjacent parcels or between a parcel and a street, the 
following procedure shall apply: 

 
 

1. Identify the land use category of the proposed use. 
 

2. Identify the use category of the existing land use 
adjacent of the proposed use by an on-site survey to 
determine the intensity classification from Table 1.  
Agricultural determination need not directly relate to 
whether or not someone is farming the adjacent 
property. 
 

3. Determine the buffer yard required for the proposed 
development by using Table 2. 
 
 
 

4. Using Buffer Tables A – E, identify the buffer yard 
options using the buffer yard requirement determine 
in Table 2. 
 

 
 

Planning Staff Review: 

10-6-060 Miscellaneous Requirements and 
Provisions 

 
      (B) Developer must ensure that plants comply 

with the required clear-visibility triangle  
 
 
10-6-080 Buffer Yards 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. R-2 Residential 
 

2. North = R-2 Residential 
West = R-2 Residential 
South = R-2 Residential 
East = Layton City 

 
 

 
3. North = No buffer requirement 

West = No Buffer requirement 
South = No buffer requirement 
East = Layton City 

 
4. N/A 
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From: Eric Froerer  

Sent: Friday, June 01, 2012 12:09 PM 
To: Judy Merrill 

Subject: RE: Preliminary Plan - Wasatch Villas 

 
Based on review of plans as submitted, this looks like a good project.  It would be very beneficial to have 
3700 W (Layton/Syracuse border) extend to what looks like will be 3100 S street in the subdivision, so 
that along with what looks like will be 600 W street, providing two accesses into the subdivision.  Fire 
Hydrant placement is good.  Length of cul-de-sac is not excessive for fire protective concerns. 
 
Eric J Froerer 
Syracuse City Fire Chief 
Office 801.614.9614 
efroerer@syracuseut.com 

 
 
From: Judy Merrill  
Sent: Thursday, May 31, 2012 2:08 PM 

To: Eric Froerer 

Subject: Preliminary Plan - Wasatch Villas 
Importance: High 

 
Eric, please review the attach preliminary plan and provide our Department with any comments you 
may have by tomorrow (3pm if possible) for inclusion into the Planning Commission packet for their 
meeting on June 5, 2012. Thanks! 
 

Judy S. Merrill 
  Administrative Secretary 

    Office Phone and Fax: 801-614-9626 

 

mailto:efroerer@syracuseut.com
http://www.syracuseut.com/Home.aspx


  
 

Agenda Item #8 Final Subdivision Approval, Sunset Park Villas Phase B, 

located at approximately 1840 S. 910 W. 

 
Factual Summation  

 Please see the attached memo from the Community and Economic Development 

Department.  Any questions regarding this item can be directed at Mike Eggett, 

Community and Development Director. 

 

Staff Recommendation 

 Grant Final Subdivision Approval for Sunset Park Villas Phase B, located at 

approximately 1840 S. 910 W. 

COUNCIL AGENDA 
August 14, 2012 



Mayor  
Jamie Nagle  
 
City Council  
Brian Duncan 
Craig Johnson 
Karianne Lisonbee 
Douglas Peterson  
Larry D. Shingleton 
 
City Manager 

Robert D. Rice 

 

 

 

 

 

 
        
 

 

 

Factual Summation 

 Any questions regarding this items may be directed at CED Director, Michael Eggett and 

representative Planning Commissioners 

 See the attached Sunset Park Villas Subdivision Packet 

 

MEMORANDUM 

 

To: Mayor and City Council 

 

From: Community & Economic Development Department 

 

Date: August 8, 2012 

 

Subject: City Council Approval of Sunset Park Villas Subdivision, Phase B:  Leeisure Villas, 

LC (Dave Erickson)  request for Final Subdivision approval located at approximately 1840 South 

and 910 West. 52 units, 7.04 Acres, Planned Residential Development (PRD) Zone 

 

 

Background 

 

This Subdivision was originally approved in 2008, but there may have been a miscommunication 

from previous planning staff directing the applicant to not record the plat until such time that the 

developer was ready to begin construction. Thus due to the previous approvals and the 

Development agreement which is in effect for 8 years, this approval is a renewal of the previous 

final plat approval. 

  

Consideration of Recommendation for City Council Approval of the Sunset Park Villas 

Subdivision (Final Plans Review) 

 

On August 7, 2012, the Syracuse City Planning Commission recommended that the Syracuse 

City Council approve the Sunset Park Villas Subdivision, Phase B, Final Plans.  

 

The following documents have been included in your packets for your use and review: 

 

 Final plan-Construction Set Drawings 

 City Engineer’s review, dated August 2, 2012 

 City Planner’s review, dated July 21, 2012 



 Fire Department’s review, dated July 26, 2012 

 Police Department’s review, dated August 2, 2012 

 

Recommendation 

 

The Syracuse City Planning Commission and CED Staff hereby recommend that the City 

Council approve the final plans for the Sunset Park Villas Subdivision, Phase B, located at 

approximately 1840 South 910 West, subject to meeting all requirements of the City’s Municipal 

Codes, City staff reviews dated July 21, July 26, 2012 and August 2, 2012. 
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Engineer Final Plan Review – Sunset Park Villa Plat B Subdivision 

Completed by Robert Whiteley on August 2, 2012 

 

These plans are consistent with what has been approved previously on this subdivision. No 
apparent modifications have been made to the plat and plans. It is our understanding that 
the underground infrastructure for this phase has already been installed in accordance with 
the approved plans. This was done during the time the first phase was in construction. 

This subdivision has met all engineering requirements and is ready for consideration of 
renewal. 
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Subdivision Final Plan Review – Sunset Park Villas Phase B 

RENEWAL OF FINAL PLAT APPROVAL 

Completed by Sherrie Christensen, Planner on 7/27/2012 

 

Recommendation: City staff recommends that the Planning Commission examine the Sunset Park Villas 

Phase B Final Subdivision plan review as outlined below.  Please pay specific attention to the items 

highlighted in yellow.  City Staff hereafter recommends that the Planning Commission recommend the 

Renew the Sunset Park Phase B Final Subdivision plat and plan for City Council approval, subject to all 

previous conditions of approval and executed development agreement. 

Background: This Subdivision was originally approved in 2008, but there may have been a mis-

communication from previous planning staff directing the applicant to not record the plat until such time 

that the developer was ready to begin construction. Thus due to the previous approvals and the 

Development agreement which is in effect for 8 years, this approval is a renewal of the previous final plat 

approval. 

8-6-1/8-6-2: Final Plat/Final Plan and Profile: 
 

1. Proposed name of subdivision (to be approved 
by Planning Commission and County 
Recorder). 
 

2. Accurate angular and linear dimensions to 
describe boundaries, streets, easements, areas 
reserved for public use, etc.  

 
3. Identification system for lots, blocks, and 

names of streets.  Lot lines show dimensions in 
feet and hundredths. 

 
4. Street address shown for each lot. 

 

Planning Staff Review: 
 

1. Sunset Park Villas Phase B 
 
 
 

2. Yes 
 
 
 

3. Yes 
 
 
 

4. Yes 
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5. True angles and distances to nearest street 

lines or official monuments as accurately 
described and shown by appropriate symbol. 
 

6. Radii, internal angles, points and curvatures, 
tangent bearings and the length of all arcs. 

 
7. Accurate location of all monuments to be 

installed shown by appropriate symbol. 
 

8. Dedication to City of all streets and other 
public uses and easements. 

 
9. Street monuments shown on Final Plat. 

 
10. Pipes or other iron markers shown on the plat. 

 
 
 

11. Outlines and dimensions of public use areas or 
areas reserved for common use of all property 
owners showing on plat. 

 
12. Boundary, lot and other geometrics on Final 

Plat accurate to not less than one part in five 
thousand. 

 
13. Location, function, ownership and manner of 

maintenance of remaining common open 
space showing on plat or in submission. 

 
 
 
 

14. Legal boundary description of the subdivision 
and acreage included. 

 
15. Current inset City map showing location of 

subdivision. 
 

16. Standard signatures forms/boxes reflected on 
the Final Plat. 

 
Final Plan and Profile 

   
5. Yes 

 
 
 

6. Yes 
 
 

7. Yes 
 

 
8. Yes 

 
 

9. Yes 
 

10. Yes 
 
 
 

11. Yes, common use areas are shaded in 
grey throughout subdivision plat  

 
 

12. Yes, refer to Engineer for further. 
 

 
 

13. Notes regarding location, function, 
and ownership reflected on plat as 
public utility. Adequate information 
contained in development agreement 
pertaining to common areas and open 
space maintenance.   

 
14. Yes,  7.04 acres 

 
 

15. Yes, this is reflected on plat. 
 

 
16. Yes, everything required is reflected. 
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17. Plan for culinary water improvements. 

 
18. Plan for secondary water improvements. 

 
19. Plan for sanitary sewer. 

 
20. Land drain. 

 
21. Storm water. 

 
22. Streets. 

 
23. Stationing. 

 
24. Agreements. 

 
 
 
 

Conditional Items for Final Plan Approval 

25. Park-purchase impact fee accord in t zoning 
and gross acreage in development as outlined 
it the City’s fee schedule 

26. Irrigation water rights per Subdivision 
Ordinance Section 8-2-9 

27. An executed Escrow Agreement, provided by 
City staff, for improvement costs and bonding 

28. An executed Improvement Agreement with 
Syracuse City, as provided by staff 

29. An executed Streetlight Agreement, regarding 
installation of required lamps, as provided by 
City staff 

30. Payment of final off-site inspection fees as 
outlined in City’s fee schedule 

31. Payment of County recording fees of $37/page 
+$1/lot and any common space as well as 
$1/land-owner signatures over two 
 

 

 
17. Submitted, see Engineer review. 

 
18. Submitted, see Engineer review. 

 
19. Submitted, see Engineer review. 

 
20. Submitted, see Engineer review. 

 
21. Submitted, see Engineer review. 

 
22. Submitted, see Engineer review. 

 
23. Submitted, see Engineer review. 
 
24. All agreements finalized with Phase A 

 
 
 
 
 
 

25. Required before mylar recording  
 
 

26. Yes  
 

27. Required before mylar recording 
$160,635.97 

 
28. Required before mylar recording 

 
29. Required before mylar recording 

 

 
30. Required before mylar recording 

 
31. Required before mylar recordings 
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Chapter 15 PRD – Planned Residential Development 
 
10-6-020 Regulations for Buildings and Structures 
 
Regulations for new residential construction must 
meet one (1) of two (2) building design options: 
 
      (1)Front 75 percent brick, rock, or stone design; or 
 
      (2)Front 30 percent brick, rock, or stone design 
           with remainder covered in hardy board or plank 
 
10-15-020 Permitted Use 
 
      (C) Dwelling Units, Single Family (no more than 

four [4] units attached): 
 
10-15-040 Minimum Lot Standards 
 

(A) Density.  The Planning Commission 
recommendation and City Council consent and 
approval, for a developer shall be subject to 
the ability of the development plan to meet 
the follow criteria: 
 
1. Development area is a transitional 

residential  buffer to commercial, 
industrial, and/or retail zones 
 

2. Development provides a standard road 
right-of-way of sixty feet (60’) including 
curb, gutter, sidewalk 
 

3. Development provides minimum of thirty-
five (35) percent parks and/or functional 
open space based on net acreage of the 
proposed development 
 

4. Aesthetic and landscaping proposals 
provide a superior residential 
development /environment 
 

 

 
 
10-6-020 Regulations for Buildings and 
Structures 
 
 
 

(1) Yes 
 

(2) Yes 
 
 
10-15-020 Permitted Use 
 
      (C) Yes 
 
 
10-15-040 Minimum Lot Standards 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. Yes 
 
 
 

2. Yes, please reference 60’ r.o.w. 
depiction on plat for more detail. 
 

 
3. Yes, as agreed per Executed 

Development Agreement.  
 
 
 

4. Yes, this appears to be the plan based 
upon landscape design, subdivision 
sign landmark, and architectural 
design. The first phase is more than 
half built and landscaping meets or 
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5. Development provides adequate off-street 
parking  area(s), subject requirements of 
this Chapter and off-street parking 
requirements as found in Chapter 8 of this 
title 
 
 

6. Development design includes direct 
connection to major arterial, minor 
arterial, or major collector 
 

       (B) Lot Width: Determined by development plan 
 
 
 
       (C) Front Yard.  Twenty (20) feet 
 
 
       (D) Side Yards.  Minimum sixteen (16) feet 

between attached units 
 
       (E) Rear Yard.  Minimum fifteen (15) feet 
 
       (F) Building Height. Equal to horizontal distance 

from nearest zone boundary with max height 
thirty (30) feet to top of the roof ridge 

 
       (G) Open Space.  Minimum fifty (50) percent total 

land area, excluding roadways, buildings, and 
above-ground City infrastructure 

 
10-15-050 Development Plan and Agreement 

Requirements 
 
Developer is required to submit information 
supporting all subsections (A)-(G) of this ordinance, 
which include but are not limited to: the completion of 
a Development Agreement with the City and also the 
management of the development with a homeowner’s 
association, residential management company, or 
similar organization. 
 
 

exceeds expectations. 
 

5. Yes. Guest parking is provided in Club 
House area which is complete. 
 

 
  
 

6. Yes, 1000 West connection is 
designated as a major collector 
roadway.  

 
       (B) Typical building detail is illustrated on 

the final plat reflecting lot widths of 
the units. 

 
       (C) Yes 
 
 
       (D) Yes 
 
 
       (E) Yes 
 
       (F) Yes 
 
 
 
       (G) Per Development Agreement 
 
 
 
10-15-050 Development Plan and Agreement 

Requirements 
 
Development Agreement & CC&R’s executed 
with Phase A. 
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10-15-060 Design Standards 
 
Common-building theme for the development needs 
to be established by the developer for preliminary 
review discussion.  Unification of exterior architectural 
style, building materials, and color and size of each 
unit needs to be established.  However, the design 
should not be so dominant that all units are identical.  
General Syracuse City Design Ordinance standards are 
located in 10-6-020 of the Municipal Code. 
 
10-15-070 Street Design 
 
Developer plans to dedicate all street rights-of-way 
associated with the development to the City. 
 
 
10-15-080 Off-Street Parking and Loading 
 
Developer needs to adhere to standards established in 
Title 10 Chapter 8 of the Municipal Code regarding off-
street parking for the development. 

 
 
10-8-040 Minimum and Maximum Parking Spaces 
 
 
Planned Residential Development family Dwellings.  
Minimum requirement of 2.5 parking spaces per 
dwelling unit  
 
10-8-060 Access to Off-Street Parking and Loading 
Spaces 
 
Ingress and Egress standards  

 
 
Distance from Intersections.  No driveway approach 
located closer than twenty (20) feet to intersection
  
 
10-8-070 Parking Development, Standards, and 
Maintenance 

 

 
10-15-060 Design Standards 
 
Elevations and drawings identical to Phase A. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
10-15-070 Street Design 
 
Yes, this is the intent of developer for all street 
rights-of-way in development. 
 
 
10-15-080 Off-Street Parking and Loading 
  
Yes 
 
 
 
 
10-8-040 Minimum and Maximum Parking 
Spaces 
 
Yes 
 
 
 
10-8-060 Access to Off-Street Parking and 
Loading Spaces 
 
Standards met 
 
 
Yes, this standard has been met and there are 
no driveways closer than twenty (20) feet to 
intersection. 
 
10-8-070 Parking Development, Standards, 
and Maintenance 
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Developer is required to follow (A)-(I) of this section 
when developing parking areas within the 
development  
 
10-15-090 Signs 
 
Developer is required to follow Title 10 Chapter 9 of 
the Municipal Code when implementing the use of any 
signs for the development. 

Refer to developer for discussion.  
 
 
 
10-15-090 Signs 
 
Signage completed with Phase A. 

 

Chapter 6 – General Land Use Regulations 
 
10-6-060 Miscellaneous Requirements and Provisions 
 
 
      (B) Visibility at Intersections. 
 
10-6-080 Buffer Yards 
 
      (C) Determination and Approval of Buffer Yards 

Required.  To determine the type of buffer 
yard required between two (2) adjacent 
parcels or between a parcel and a street, the 
following procedure shall apply: 

 
1. Identify the land use category of the 

proposed use. 
 

2. Identify the use category of the existing 
land use adjacent of the proposed use by 
an on-site survey to determine the 
intensity classification from Table 1.  
Agricultural determination need not 
directly relate to whether or not someone 
is farming the adjacent property. 
 

3. Determine the buffer yard required for the 
proposed development by using Table 2. 
 
 

4. Using Buffer Tables A – E, identify the 
buffer yard options using the buffer yard 
requirement determine in Table 2. 

 

Planning Staff Review: 
 
10-6-060 Miscellaneous Requirements and 

Provisions 
 
      (B) Yes 
 
 
10-6-080 Buffer Yards 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. Planned Residential Development 
 
 

2. Planned Residential Development 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3. North and West = Buffer Table A 
East and South = No Buffer requirement 

 
 

4. Per vested Preliminary Plat approval and 
development agreement.  
 

 



RE: Sunset Park Villas Re-Final Plan Submission 
 

Jo Hamblin 
 
Sent: Thu 7/26/2012 2:05 PM 

 

To: Michael Eggett 
 

Cc: Eric Froerer 

 

 
 

Mike, 
  
I have no concerns with the drawings for Sunset Park Villas as long as they follow their current plan or 

the IFC 2009 version. If you have any questions regaurding this please feel free to contact me. 
  
Thanks, 
  

Jo Hamblin 

Syracuse City Fire Deputy Chief 
Office: 801-614-9614 
jhamblin@syracuseut.com 
 

mailto:jhamblin@syracuseut.com




  
 

Agenda Item #9 Final Subdivision Approval, Ninigret North I 

Subdivision, located at approximately 1100 W. 450 S. 

 
Factual Summation  

 Please see the attached memo from the Community and Economic Development 

Department.  Any questions regarding this item can be directed at Mike Eggett, 

Community and Development Director. 

 

Staff Recommendation 

 Grant Final Subdivision Approval for the Ninigret North I Subdivision, located at 

approximately 1100 W. 450 S. 

COUNCIL AGENDA 
August 14, 2012 
August 14, 2012 



Mayor  
Jamie Nagle  
 
City Council  
Brian Duncan 
Craig Johnson 
Karianne Lisonbee 
Douglas Peterson  
Larry D. Shingleton 
 
City Manager 

Robert D. Rice 

 

 

 

 

 

 
        
 

 

 

Factual Summation 

 Any questions regarding this items may be directed at CED Director, Michael Eggett and 

representative Planning Commissioners 

 See the attached Ninigret North I Subdivision Packet 

 

MEMORANDUM 

 

To: Mayor and City Council 

 

From: Community & Economic Development Department 

 

Date: August 6, 2012 

 

Subject: City Council Approval of the Ninigret North I Subdivision:  Ninigret Construction 

North, LC (Eric Rice & Gary McEntee, Corbin Bennion)  request for Final Subdivision approval 

located at approximately 1100 West and 450 South. 5 lots, 72.21 Acres, Industrial Development 

(ID) Zone 

 

 

Background 

 

After several meetings with the Planning Commission a Public Hearing was held on July 17, 

2012 for the Sketch Plat which was approved unanimously. The Planning Commission also had 

the item on the agenda for Preliminary Plat on July 17, 2012, which was also unanimously 

approved after discussing issues relating to traffic, secondary water, and the public utility 

easement in Clearfield City which is on the South side of this property. 

  

Consideration of Recommendation for City Council Approval of the Ninigret North I 

Subdivision (Final Plans Review) 

 

On July 17, 2012, the Syracuse City Planning Commission held a public hearing regarding the 

proposed Ninigret North I Subdivision Sketch Plan, in which comments were received.  On July  

31, 2012, the Syracuse City Planning Commission recommended that the Syracuse City Council 

approve the Ninigret North I Subdivision Final Plans. Commissioner TJ Jensen included in the 

motion that he would like to see an additional 2 to 3 feet of additional shoulder on the West side 

of 1000 West between 450 S and 200 S. The purpose would be to allow cars on the shoulder to 

be out of the lane of travel. The Planning Commission directed Public Works to work with the 



developer and UDOT to see if additional width could be added to the shoulder, by moving the 

curb and sidewalk to the West. 

 

The following documents have been included in your packets for your use and review: 

 

 Final plat drawing for Ninigret North I Subdivision 

 Final subdivision and construction drawings for Ninigret North I Subdivision 

 Final storm-drainage report 

 Commitment for title insurance report 

 Clearfield Irrigation Company letter 

 UDOT SR 193 emergency access letter 

 Proposed culinary water improvements 

 City Engineer’s review, dated July 26, 2012 

 City Planner’s review, dated July 26, 2012 

 Fire Department’s review, dated July 23, 2012 

 Police Department’s review, dated July 26, 2012 

 

Recommendation 

 

The Syracuse City Planning Commission and CED Staff hereby recommend that the City 

Council approve the final plans for the Ninigret North I Subdivision , located at approximately 

1100 West 450 South, subject to meeting all requirements of the City’s Municipal Codes, City 

staff reviews dated July 23 and July 26, 2012, and with the understanding that the Ninigret 

Group will work with the City, per direction provided to them by the Planning Commission 

during Final Plans review. 

 

UPDATE: Please see attached email from Brian Bloemen regarding the widening of the right-of-

way. 
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From: Randy Jefferies
To: Eric Rice
Subject: Re: SR 193 Emergency Access
Date: Tuesday, July 10, 2012 8:24:33 AM

Eric,
 
UDOT will allow a gravel emergency access to the SR-193 roadway provided no curb cut is made. The
access must be designed such that passenger vehicles will not use the access. Please provide a plan
showing the final location of the access to ensure our projects are coordinated with respect to this
issue. Thanks! 
 
Randy Jefferies, P.E.

Project Manager - UDOT Region 1

office (801) 620-1690

cell (801) 791-1059

fax (801) 620-1676

>>> Eric Rice <eric@Ninigret.com> 7/5/2012 8:46 AM >>>
Randy,
 
Concerning our last telephone conversation, can you please provide a written response either via
email or letter concerning emergency ingress/egress from SR 193?  This was a main topic at our last
planning commission meeting with Syracuse city and the commission would like to see your written
response concerning the allowance of a gravel access to the top back of curb.  I did let them know
that a curb cut would likely not work for you, but that a gravel access would be allowable.  Please
provide a response at your earliest convenience.  Thanks.
 
ERIC
 

    Eric  A.  Rice

PH: 801-973-9090   FX:  801-973-0070
 
 

No virus found in this message.
Checked by AVG - www.avg.com
Version: 2012.0.2178 / Virus Database: 2437/5122 - Release Date: 07/09/12

mailto:rjefferies@utah.gov
mailto:eric@Ninigret.com
http://www.avg.com/
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Syracuse City Public Works Department 

 

 

 

 
Engineer Final Plan Review – Ninigret North I 

450 South & 1000 West 
Completed by Brian Bloemen on July 26, 2012 

 

Please review the following comments for Ninigret North I and make any necessary changes: 

1. All utilities shall be installed per Syracuse City Standards. 
 

2. Water rights will need to be granted for the developed land. 
 

3. Access agreements shall be obtained from UDOT for any access off UDOT right-of-way.  
Approval should be obtained from UDOT for all improvements within UDOT right-of-way. 

 
4. Clearfield City shall sign off on any improvements within their city limits. 

 
5. Adjust the grade from station 4+50 to ±10+00 to be a constant grade to try and eliminate the 

steeper cross slopes. 
 

6. Fix the stationing on the profile on sheet RD-2 and assure all slopes on the profile match 
those on the plan view. 

 
If you have any further comments or questions please feel free to contact me at 801-614-9630. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Brian Bloemen 
City Engineer  
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Syracuse City Community and Economic Development Department 

 

 

 

 

Final Subdivision Review – Ninigret North I 

Completed by Sherrie Christensen, Planner on 7/26/2012 

Recommendation: City staff recommends that the Planning Commission examine the Ninigret North I 

Final Subdivision plan review as outlined below.  Please pay specific attention to items highlighted in 

yellow.   City Staff hereafter recommends that the Planning Commission recommend the Ninigret North 

I Final Subdivision plat and plan for City Council approval. 

8-6-1/8-6-2: Final Plat/Final Plan and Profile: 

 

1. Proposed name of subdivision (to be approved 

by Planning Commission and County 

Recorder). 

 

2. Accurate angular and linear dimensions to 

describe boundaries, streets, easements, areas 

reserved for public use, etc.  

 

3. Identification system for lots, blocks, and 

names of streets.  Lot lines show dimensions in 

feet and hundredths. 

 

4. Street address shown for each lot. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5. True angles and distances to nearest street 

lines or official monuments as accurately 

described and shown by appropriate symbol. 

 

6. Radii, internal angles, points and curvatures, 

tangent bearings and the length of all arcs. 

Planning Staff Review: 

 

1. Ninigret North I 

 

 

 

2. Yes. 

 

 

 

3. Yes. 

 

 

 

4. Yes.   

 

Lot 1- 1184 West 

Lot 2- 1132 West 

Lot 3- 286 South 

Lot 4- 1052 West 

Lot 5- 1093 West 

 

5. Yes. 

 

 

 

6. Yes. 
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Syracuse City Community and Economic Development Department 

 

 

7. Accurate location of all monuments to be 

installed shown by appropriate symbol. 

 

8. Dedication to City of all streets and other 

public uses and easements. 

 

9. Street monuments shown on Final Plat. 

 

10. Pipes or other iron markers shown on the plat. 

 

 

 

11. Outlines and dimensions of public use areas or 

areas reserved for common use of all property 

owners showing on plat. 

 

12. Boundary, lot and other geometrics on Final 

Plat accurate to not less than one part in five 

thousand. 

 

13. Location, function, ownership and manner of 

maintenance of remaining common open 

space showing on plat or in submission. 

 

14. Legal boundary description of the subdivision 

and acreage included. 

 

15. Current inset City map showing location of 

subdivision. 

 

16. Standard signatures forms/boxes reflected on 

the Final Plat. 

 

17. Developer Name and Address Block 

 

Final Plan and Profile 

 

18. Plan for culinary water improvements. 

 

19. Plan for secondary water improvements. 

 

20. Plan for sanitary sewer. 

 

21. Land drain. 

 

7. Yes.  Verify monument need with 

developer per engineering 

 

8. Yes. 

 

 

9. Yes. 

 

10. Yes. 

 

 

 

11. No public use areas or areas reserved 

for common use of all property 

owners. 

 

12. Yes, refer to City Engineer for further 

discussion. 

 

 

13.   Not applicable 

 

 

 

14. Yes.  72.20 acres. 

 

 

15. Yes.   

 

 

16. Yes. 

 

 

17. No. 

 

 

 

18. Submitted, see Engineer review. 

 

19. Submitted, see Engineer review. 

 

20. Submitted, see Engineer review. 

 

21. Submitted, see Engineer review. 
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Syracuse City Community and Economic Development Department 

 

 

22. Storm water. 

 

23. Streets. 

 

24. Stationing. 

 

25. Agreements. 

 

 

Conditional Items from Preliminary Plan Approval 

 

26. (Item#7) Location, width and name of existing 

streets within two hundred (200) feet of the 

subdivision and of all prior platted streets and 

other public ways, railroad and utilities rights-

of-way, parks and other public open spaces, 

permanent buildings and structures, houses or 

permanent easements, and section and  

corporate lines within and adjacent to the 

tract. 

 

27. Outstanding Items from City Engineer 

 

Conditional Items for Final Plan Approval 

28. Park-purchase impact fee according to zoning 

and gross acreage in development as outlined 

in the City’s fee schedule 

29. Irrigation water rights per Subdivision 

Ordinance Section 8-2-9 

30. An executed Escrow Agreement, provided by 

City staff, for improvement costs and bonding 

31. An executed Improvement Agreement with 

Syracuse City, as provided by staff 

32. An executed Streetlight Agreement, regarding 

installation of required lamps, as provided by 

City staff 

33. Payment of final off-site inspection fees as 

outlined in City’s fee schedule 

34. Payment of County recording fees of $37/page 

+$1/lot and any common space as well as 

$1/land-owner signatures over two 

 

 

22. Submitted, see Engineer review. 

 

23. Submitted, see Engineer review. 

 

24. Submitted, see Engineer review. 

 

25. Developer to provide proof of intent 

to resolve subdivision concerns with 

Benchmark Real Estate.   

 

 

26. Yes 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

27. See Engineers Report 

 

 

 

 

28. Required before mylar recording  

 

 

29. Required before mylar recording  

 

30. Required before mylar recording 

 

31. Required before mylar recording 

 

32. Required before mylar recording 

 

 

33. Required before mylar recording 

 

34. Required before mylar recording 
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Syracuse City Community and Economic Development Department 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 



Ninigret North 1 final review. 
 

Jo Hamblin 
 

Sent: Mon 7/23/2012 1:31 PM 
 

To: Michael Eggett 
 

Cc: Eric Froerer 

 

 
 

Michael, 
  
After review of the Ninigret North 1 final subdivision drawings, date stamped July 18, 2012, I feel all our 

concerns have been covered and give my approval to move forward with the process. If you have any 

questions, please feel free to contact me. 
  
Respectfully, 
  

Jo Hamblin 

Syracuse City Fire Deputy Chief 
Office: 801-614-9614 
jhamblin@syracuseut.com 

 





  
 

Agenda Item #10 Proposed Ordinance 12-22 amending the existing zoning 

map of Title Ten of the Syracuse City Code by changing 

from Residential 1 (R-1) to Residential 2 (R-2) the parcel 

of property located at approximately 2400 W. 2900 S. 

 
Factual Summation  

 Please see the attached memo from the Community and Economic Development 

Department.  Any questions regarding this item can be directed at Mike Eggett, 

Community and Development Director. 

 

Staff Recommendation 

 Adopt Proposed Ordinance 12-22 amending the existing zoning map of Title Ten of the 

Syracuse City Code by changing from Residential 1 (R-1) to Residential 2 (R-2) the parcel of 

property located at approximately 2400 W. 2900 S. 

COUNCIL AGENDA 
August 14, 2012 



Mayor  
Jamie Nagle  
 
City Council  
Brian Duncan 
Craig Johnson 
Karianne Lisonbee 
Douglas Peterson  
Larry D. Shingleton 
 
City Manager 

Robert D. Rice 

 

 

 

 

 

 
        
 

 

Factual Summation 

 Any questions regarding this items may be directed at CED Director, Michael Eggett and 

representative Planning Commissioners 

 See the attached proposed general plan map amendment  

 Proposed zone change from R-1 to R-2 Zone 

 See the attached Ordinances No. 12-19 & 12-20 

 

MEMORANDUM 

 

To: Mayor and City Council 

 

From: Community & Economic Development Department 

 

Date: August 7, 2012 

 

Subject: Clint Sherman GP and Rezone Request for 1.61 acres located at approximately 2400 

West 2900 South 

 

Background 

 

On July 17, 2012 the Planning Commission held a public hearing on the requested General Plan 

Map and Zoning Map amendment for this applicant. No comments were received at the public 

hearing. The Planning Commission recommended approval of the proposed changes to the City 

Council. 

 

Consideration for Approval of the General Plan and Zone Map amendment  

The following documents have been included in your packets for your use and review: 

 

 Map of proposed General Plan change 

 Map of proposed Zoning Map Change 

 

Recommendation 

 

The Syracuse City Planning Commission and CED Staff  hereby recommend that the Mayor and 

City Council approval of the General Plan Amendment and Rezone application for he Clint 

Sherman property located at approximately 2400 West 2900 South, to change the use of the 

property form an R-1 to an R-2 zone and reflect it as such on the General Plan map and current 

zoning map, subject meeting to all requirements of the City’s Municipal Codes.  



Current General Plan – Land Uses 

Proposed Amendment to General Plan - Clint Sherman - 7/17/2012 

Legend

A-1 Agriculture

Buisiness Park

Commercial II

General Commercial

Industrial

Institutional

Neighborhood Services

Open Space / Recreational

PRD (8.0 dwellings per net acre)

Professional Office

R-1 (2.90 dwellings per net acre)

R-2 (3.79 dwellings per net acre)

R-3 (5.44 dwellings per net acre)

R-4 (14.52 dwellings per net acre)

Research Park

Zoning Districts

TownCenterOverlayZone

RDA_Boundary



Proposed General Plan – Land Uses 

Legend

A-1 Agriculture

Buisiness Park

Commercial II

General Commercial

Industrial

Institutional

Neighborhood Services

Open Space / Recreational

PRD (8.0 dwellings per net acre)

Professional Office

R-1 (2.90 dwellings per net acre)

R-2 (3.79 dwellings per net acre)

R-3 (5.44 dwellings per net acre)

R-4 (14.52 dwellings per net acre)

Research Park

Zoning Districts

TownCenterOverlayZone

RDA_Boundary

Proposed Amendment to General Plan - Clint Sherman - 7/17/2012 



Current Zoning – Land Uses 

Legend

A-1 Agriculture

Buisiness Park

Commercial II

General Commercial

Industrial

Institutional

Neighborhood Services

Open Space / Recreational

PRD (8.0 dwellings per net acre)

Professional Office

R-1 (2.90 dwellings per net acre)

R-2 (3.79 dwellings per net acre)

R-3 (5.44 dwellings per net acre)

R-4 (14.52 dwellings per net acre)

Research Park

Zoning Districts

TownCenterOverlayZone

RDA_Boundary

Proposed Zoning Change - Clint Sherman - 7/17/2012 



Proposed Zoning – Land Uses 

Legend

A-1 Agriculture

Buisiness Park

Commercial II

General Commercial

Industrial

Institutional

Neighborhood Services

Open Space / Recreational

PRD (8.0 dwellings per net acre)

Professional Office

R-1 (2.90 dwellings per net acre)

R-2 (3.79 dwellings per net acre)

R-3 (5.44 dwellings per net acre)

R-4 (14.52 dwellings per net acre)

Research Park

Zoning Districts

TownCenterOverlayZone

RDA_Boundary

Proposed Zoning Change - Clint Sherman - 7/17/2012 



ORDINANCE NO. 12-22 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE SYRACUSE CITY GENERAL PLAN 

ADOPTED IN 1976, AS AMENDED. 

 

WHEREAS, in 1967 a Syracuse Preliminary Master Plan was prepared for the Syracuse 

Planning Commission as a part of the Davis County Master Plan Program, said preliminary plan 

being prepared by R. Clay Allred and Associates, Planning Consultants; and 

 

WHEREAS, in 1976 a Comprehensive Plan for Syracuse was prepared by the Davis 

County Planning Commission with assistance of Architects/Planners Alliance Planning 

Consultants and Wayne T. Van Wagoner and Associates, Traffic and Transportation Consultants 

which plan was financially aided by a grant from the Department of Housing and Urban 

Development through the Utah State Department of Community Affairs; and 

 

WHEREAS, the 1976 Comprehensive Plan was amended in 1988 and the title 

changed to the Syracuse City Master Plan; and 

 

WHEREAS, The Syracuse City  General Plan was again amended in 1996, 1999, 2003, 

2006, 2009, 2011, and 2012 to incorporate appropriate and necessary changes to the General 

Plan as approved at that time; and  

 

WHEREAS, public hearings have been held by the Planning Commission to receive 

public input regarding proposed changes; and 

 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has proposed amendments to the General 

Plan Map that provide development objectives with respect to the most desirable use of land 

within the City for residential, recreational, agricultural, commercial, industrial, and other 

purposes, and which residential areas shall have the most desirable population density in 

the planning districts of the City to benefit the physical, social, economic, and governmental 

development of the City and to promote the general welfare and prosperity of its residents; 

 

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

SYRACUSE CITY, STATE OF UTAH, AS FOLLOWS: 

 

Section 1. General Plan Map.  That the Syracuse City General Plan Map, attached 

and reflected hereto as Exhibit A, is hereby adopted and any ordinances or resolutions in conflict 

herewith are hereby repealed to the extent of such conflict. 

 

Section 2. Severability.  If any section, part or provision of this Ordinance is held 

invalid or unenforceable, such invalidity or unenforceability shall not affect any other portion of 

this Resolution, and all sections, parts and provisions of this Resolution shall be severable. 

Section 3. Effective Date.  This Ordinance shall become effective immediately upon 

its passage. 



PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF SYRACUSE CITY, 

STATE OF UTAH, THIS 14
h
 DAY OF AUGUST, 2012. 

      SYRACUSE CITY 

ATTEST: 

 

              

Cassie Z. Brown, City Recorder   Jamie Nagle, Mayor 

 

 

Voting by the City Council: 

 

“AYE”  “NAY” 

Councilmember Peterson                   

Councilmember Lisonbee                 

Councilmember Duncan                 

Councilmember Johnson                 

Councilmember Shingleton                        

 



 

ORDINANCE NO. 12-23 
 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE EXISTING ZONING MAP OF TITLE X, 

“SYRACUSE CITY ZONING ORDINANCE”, REVISED ORDINANCES OF 

SYRACUSE, 1971, BY CHANGING FROM RESIDENTIAL 1 (R-1) ZONE TO 

RESIDENTIAL 2 (R-2) ZONE ON THE PARCEL(S) OF REAL PROPERTY 

HEREIN DESCRIBED. 

 

            WHEREAS, the City has adopted a Zoning Ordinance to regulate land use and 

development within the corporate boundaries of the City; and 

  

            WHEREAS, Chapter Four of the Ordinance authorizes the City Council to 

amend the number, shape, boundaries, or any area of any zone; and 

  

            WHEREAS, a request for rezone has been made; the same has been 

recommended for approval by the Planning Commission; and a public hearing has been 

held with the proper notice having been given 10-days prior to the hearing date; 

  

            NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ENACTED AND ORDAINED BY THE CITY 

COUNCIL OF SYRACUSE DAVIS COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH, AS FOLLOWS: 

 

SECTION 1:  That the following described real parcels of property in Residential 

1 (R-1) Zone as shown on a zoning map are hereby amended and changed to Residential 

2 (R-2) Zone accordingly: 

 

BEGINNING AT A POINT WHICH IS LOCATED NORHT 89
◦
40’58” WEST 

1882.64 FEET
 
ALONG THE SECTION LINE AND SOUTH 297.00 FEET FROM 

THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF SECTION 21, TOWNSHIP 4 NORTH, RANGE 

2 WEST, SALT LAKE BASE & MERIDIAN AND RUNNING THENCE SOUTH 

00
◦
19’02” WEST 674.75; THENCE NORTH 89

◦
40’58” WEST 104.00 FEET; 

THENCE NORTH 00
◦
19’02” EAST 674.75 FEET’ THENCE SOUTH 89

◦
40’58” 

EAST 104.00 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. CONTAINING 1.61 

ACRES. 

 

Said property is located at approximately 2400 West 2900 South. 

 

SECTION 2:  Effective Date. This Ordinance shall become effective 

immediately upon publication or posting. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF SYRACUSE 

CITY, STATE OF UTAH, THIS 14
TH

 DAY OF AUGUST, 2012. 

 

 

 

SYRACUSE CITY 
ATTEST: 

 

 

       ______________________________ 

Cassie Z. Brown, City Recorder   Mayor Jamie Nagle 

 

 

 

 

Voting by the City Council: 

 

“AYE”  “NAY” 

 

Councilmember Peterson                   

Councilmember Lisonbee                 

Councilmember Duncan                 

Councilmember Johnson                 

Councilmember Shingleton                        



  
 

Agenda Item #11 Consideration of Proposed Ordinance 12-21 adopting the 

Syracuse State Road 193 Economic Development Project 

Area Plan, and related matters. 

 
Factual Summation  

 Any question regarding this agenda item may be directed at Mike Eggett, Community & 

Economic Dev. Director or Finance Director Stephen Marshall. 

 

 See the previous factual summation discussing the RDA board proposed resolution to 

establish and create the SR-193 Economic Development project area. 

 

 The RDA board has adopted a resolution on August 14
th

 approving and creating the SR-

193 Project Area. It is also required, by ordinance, that the City Council of Syracuse City 

adopts the plan as approved by the RDA. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Recommendation: 

Approve ordinance 12-21 adopting the Syracuse State Road 193 Economic Development 

Project Area Plan. 

COUNCIL AGENDA 
August 14, 2012 



 Ballard Spahr draft:  8/6/12 

DMWEST #9194906 v1 

Syracuse, Utah 

 

August 14, 2012 

 

 

The City Council (the ―City Council‖) of Syracuse City, Utah (the ―City‖) met in 

regular public session at its regular meeting place in Syracuse, Utah, on Tuesday, 

August 14, 2012, at 7:00 p.m.  The meeting was called to order by the Mayor of the City 

Council with the following being present, and constituting a quorum: 

Jamie Nagle Mayor 

Brian Duncan Councilmember 

Craig Johnson Councilmember 

Karianne Lisonbee Councilmember 

Doug Peterson Councilmember 

Larry Shingleton Councilmember 

 

Also present: 

 

Robert Rice City Manager 

Cassie Brown City Recorder 

 

 

After the meeting had been duly called to order and after other matters not 

pertinent to this Ordinance had been discussed, a Certificate of Compliance with Open 

Meeting Law with respect to this August 14, 2012, meeting was presented to the City 

Council, a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit A. 

Thereupon, the following Ordinance was approved and adopted on the following 

recorded vote: 

AYE:  

 

 

NAY:  

 

The Ordinance is as follows: 
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ORDINANCE NO. 12-21 

 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF SYRACUSE CITY, 

UTAH ADOPTING THE SYRACUSE SR-193 ECONOMIC 

DEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA PLAN, AND RELATED 

MATTERS. 

WHEREAS, the Syracuse City Redevelopment Agency (the ―Agency‖) is a 

community development and renewal agency (a public body, corporate and politic) duly 

created, established, and authorized to transact business and exercise its powers, all under 

and pursuant to the Limited Purpose Local Government Entities—Community 

Development and Renewal Agencies Act, Title 17C, Utah Code Annotated 1953, as 

amended (the ―Act‖); and 

WHEREAS, the Agency has authorized the preparation of a draft Syracuse SR-

193 Economic Development Project Area Plan (the ―Plan‖), hereby incorporated by 

reference, for an Economic Development Project Area (the ―Project Area‖) located west 

of 1000 West, north of 700 South, south of 200 South and east of approximately 1800 

West in Syracuse City, Utah, the legal description of which is attached hereto as Exhibit 

B; and 

WHEREAS, the Agency has prepared the Plan in order to promote economic 

development and job creation within the Project Area and to increase the property tax 

base within the Project Area through the development of a new business park within the 

Project Area; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the Act, the Agency held a public hearing to receive 

comment regarding the Plan on August 14, 2012, and provided notice of such hearing in 

accordance with the Act; 

WHEREAS, the Agency has found and determined that (a) there is a need to 

effectuate a public purpose; (b) there is a public benefit under the analysis shown by the 

Plan; (c) it is economically sound and feasible to adopt and carry out the Plan; (d) the 

Plan conforms to the general plan of Syracuse City, Utah; and (e) carrying out the Plan 

will promote the public peace, health, safety, and welfare of the community in which the 

Project Area is located; and 

WHEREAS, by resolution adopted August 14, 2012, the Agency has approved the 

Plan, without revision, as the economic development project area plan for the Project 

Area; and  

WHEREAS, pursuant to the Act, the City Council of Syracuse City, Utah (the 

―City Council‖) now desires to adopt the Plan as approved by the Agency;  

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

SYRACUSE CITY, UTAH AS FOLLOWS: 
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Section 1. All terms defined in the recitals hereto shall have the same 

meaning when used herein.  All actions heretofore taken (not inconsistent with the 

provisions of this Ordinance) by the City Council and City officers and by the Board of 

Directors and Agency officers directed toward the preparation of the draft Plan are 

hereby ratified, approved, and confirmed. 

Section 2. The City Council hereby adopts the Plan for the Project Area, the 

legal description of which is attached hereto as Exhibit B, and designates the Plan as the 

official economic development plan of the Project Area. 

Section 3. Immediately after its adoption, this Ordinance shall be signed by 

the Mayor and attested by the City Recorder and shall be recorded in the ordinance book 

kept for that purpose.  A summary of this Ordinance, in substantially the form attached 

hereto as Exhibit C, shall be published (A) one time in the Standard-Examiner, a 

newspaper of general circulation within the Agency’s and City’s boundaries, (B) on the 

Utah Public Notice Website created under Section 63F-1-701, Utah Code Annotated 

1953, as amended, and (C) on the Utah Legal Notices website (www.utahlegals.com) 

created under Section 45-1-101, Utah Code Annotated 1953, as amended, with such 

publication to take place as soon as possible after the adoption of this Ordinance; and 

shall cause a copy of this Ordinance (together with all exhibits hereto) and the Plan to be 

kept on file in the office of the City Recorder for public examination during the regular 

business hours of the City Recorder for a period of at least thirty (30) days from and after 

the last date of publication thereof.  This Ordinance shall take effect immediately upon its 

passage and approval and publication as required by law. 

Section 4. The appropriate officers of the City and the Agency are hereby 

authorized and directed to take all action necessary or appropriate to effectuate the 

provisions of this Ordinance. 

Section 5. If any one or more sections, sentences, clauses, or parts of this 

Ordinance shall, for any reason, be held invalid, such judgment shall not affect, impair, or 

invalidate the remaining provisions of this Ordinance, but shall be confined in its 

operation to the specific sections, sentences, clauses, or parts of this Ordinance so held 

unconstitutional and invalid, and the inapplicability and invalidity of any section, 

sentence, clause, or part of this Ordinance in any one or more instances shall not affect or 

prejudice in any way the applicability and validity of this Ordinance in any other 

instances. 

Section 6. All resolutions or ordinances of the City in conflict with this 

Ordinance are hereby repealed to the extent only of such inconsistency.  This repealer 

shall not be construed to revive any resolution, ordinance, by-law or regulation, or part 

thereof, heretofore repealed. 
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ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF SYRACUSE CITY, UTAH THIS 

AUGUST 14, 2012. 

 

 

(SEAL) 

 

 

By:_________________________________ 

Mayor 

 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

 

By:  

 City Recorder 
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(Here follows business not pertinent to the above.) 

Pursuant to motion duly made and seconded, the City Council adjourned. 

 

(SEAL) 

 

By:_________________________________ 

Mayor 

 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

 

By:  

 City Recorder 
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STATE OF UTAH ) 

) ss. 

COUNTY OF DAVIS ) 

 

I, Cassie Brown, the duly qualified and acting City Recorder of Syracuse City, 

Utah (the ―City‖), do hereby certify according to the records of the City in my possession 

that the foregoing constitutes a true, correct, and complete copy of the minutes of the 

regular meeting of the City Council of the City (the ―City Council ‖) held on August 14, 

2012, as it pertains to an ordinance (the ―Ordinance‖) adopted by the City Council at said 

meeting, including the Ordinance, as said minutes and Ordinance are officially of record 

in my possession. 

I further certify that a Summary of Ordinance was published one time in the 

Standard-Examiner on August _____, 2012. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto subscribed my signature and 

impressed hereon the official seal of the City this August 14, 2012. 

 

(SEAL) 

 

By:  

City Recorder 
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EXHIBIT A 

 

CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE WITH OPEN MEETING LAW 

 

I, Cassie Brown, the undersigned City Recorder of Syracuse City, Utah (the 

―City‖), do hereby certify, according to the records of the City in my official possession, 

and upon my own knowledge and belief, that in accordance with the requirements of 

Section 52-4-202, Utah Code Annotated, 1953, as amended, I gave not less than twenty-

four (24) hours public notice of the agenda, date, time and place of the August 14, 2012, 

public meeting held by the City Council of the City (the ―City Council‖) as follows: 

(a) By causing a Notice, in the form attached hereto as Schedule 1, to 

be posted at the principal offices of the City on August _____, 2012, at least 

twenty-four (24) hours prior to the convening of the meeting, said Notice having 

continuously remained so posted and available for public inspection until the 

completion of the meeting; 

(b) By causing a copy of such Notice, in the form attached hereto as 

Schedule 1, to be delivered to the Standard-Examiner, on August ___, 2012, at 

least twenty-four (24) hours prior to the convening of the meeting; and 

(c) By causing a copy of such Notice, in the form attached hereto as 

Schedule 1, to be published on the Utah Public Notice Website 

(http://pmn.utah.gov). 

In addition, the Notice of 2012 Annual Meeting Schedule for the City Council 

(attached hereto as Schedule 2) was given specifying the date, time, and place of the 

regular meetings of the City Council to be held during the year, by causing said Notice to 

be (i) posted on _______________ at the principal office of the City Council, (ii) 

provided to at least one newspaper of general circulation within the City on 

_______________, and (iii) published on the Utah Public Notice Website 

(http://pmn.utah.gov) during the current calendar year.   

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto subscribed my official signature this 

August 14, 2012. 

 

(SEAL) 

 

 

By:  

City Recorder 

[To be attached:  ] 

SCHEDULE 1–NOTICE OF MEETING 

SCHEDULE 2–NOTICE OF ANNUAL MEETING SCHEDULE 
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EXHIBIT B 

 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT AREA 

 

A parcel of land located in the South Half of Section 3, Township 4 North, Range 2 West, 

Salt Lake Base and Meridian, Davis County, Utah, described as follows: 

BEGINNING at the East Quarter Corner of Section 3, Township 4 North, Range 2 West, 

Salt Lake Base and Meridian, and thence along the east line of said Section and the 

easterly line of the Syracuse City boundary South 00°06'46" West 1,921.36 feet to the 

northeast corner of property described in that certain Correction Quit Claim Deed 

recorded October 29, 2001 as Entry No. 1699015 in Book 2914 at Page 910 of the Davis 

County records; thence along the north line of said property and the southerly line of the 

Syracuse City boundary the following two courses: 1) South 72°12'57" West 2,191.75 

feet and 2) South 72°12'01" West 45.02 feet to the north line of the 700 South Street 

right-of-way; thence South 00°03'43" West 66.00 feet to the south line of said right-of-

way; thence along said south line the following two courses: 1) North 89°56'17" West 

526.87 feet and 2) North 89°56'56" West 642.32 feet to the southerly extension of the 

east line of property described in that certain Special Warranty Deed recorded March 9, 

1993 as Entry No. 1021678 in Book 1588 at Page 130 of said records; thence along said 

line and the northerly extension thereof North 00°09'58" East 1,236.48 feet to a point of 

tangency of a 567.00 feet radius curve to the left; thence Northerly 159.68 feet along said 

curve through a central angle of 16°08'10" and a long chord of North 07°54'07" West 

159.16 feet; thence North 15°58'12" West 760.62 feet to a point of tangency of a 633.00 

feet radius curve to the right; thence Northerly 178.27 feet along said curve through a 

central angle of 16°08'10" and a long chord of North 07°54'07" West 177.68 feet; thence 

North 00°09'58" East 371.18 feet to the north line of the South Half of said Section 3; 

thence along said line South 89°56'57" East 3,553.84 feet to the POINT OF 

BEGINNING. Said parcel contains 8,174,635 square feet or 187.66 acres, more or less. 
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EXHIBIT C 

 

SUMMARY OF ORDINANCE 

 

PUBLIC NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that on Tuesday, August 14, 2012, the 

City Council of Syracuse City, Utah (the ―City Council‖), adopted an ordinance (the 

―Ordinance‖) adopting the Syracuse SR-193 Economic Development Project Area Plan 

(the ―Plan‖) for an Economic Development Project Area (the ―Project Area‖) located 

west of 1000 West, north of 700 South, south of 200 South and east of approximately 

1800 West in Syracuse City, Utah and designating the Plan as the official economic 

development plan of the Project Area.  The Syracuse City Redevelopment Agency has 

found and determined that (a) there is a need to effectuate a public purpose; (b) there is a 

public benefit under the analysis shown by the Plan; (c) it is economically sound and 

feasible to adopt and carry out the Plan; (d) the Plan conforms to the general plan of 

Syracuse City, Utah; and (e) carrying out the Plan will promote the public peace, health, 

safety, and welfare of the community in which the Project Area is located.   

Complete copies of the Ordinance and the Plan are available for public inspection 

in the office of the Syracuse City Recorder at the City offices at 1979 West 1900 South, 

Syracuse City, Utah, where they may be examined during regular business hours of the 

City Recorder from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday for a period of at 

least thirty (30) days from and after the date of publication of this notice. 

NOTICE IS FURTHER GIVEN that a period of thirty (30) days from and after 

the date of the publication of this notice is provided by law during which any person in 

interest shall have the right to contest the Plan or the procedure used to adopt the Plan, 

and that after such time, no one shall have any cause of action to contest the regularity, 

formality or legality thereof for any cause whatsoever.   

DATED this 14th day of August, 2012. 

 /s/ Cassie Brown  

City Recorder 

 

 



  
 

Agenda Item #12 Joint Development Agreement for the Fun Center 

expansion. 

 
Factual Summation  

 Any question regarding this agenda item may be directed at Finance Director 

Stephen Marshall. 

 

 Ed Gertge, owner of Syracuse City Fun Center, is considering expanding the 

Syracuse City Fun Center site.  As part of this expansion, he is looking at adding a 

pool, go-carts, and other attractions.  He is requesting that the Redevelopment 

Agency (RDA) help with this expansion.  See the power point presentation for a 

more detailed analysis.   

 

 If the council approves moving forward with the RDA funds to be appropriated to 

the Fun Center expansion, the council will want to finalize a joint development 

agreement with the Fun Center outlining in detail the proposed repayments and 

length of time. 

 

 Staff is working with Ballard Spahr to prepare a rough draft template of a 

developer’s agreement between the city and the Fun Center.  This will be added 

as a separate drop box item no later than Monday August 13
th

.  

 

 

 

 

 

Staff Recommendation 

 If approval is made for the city to allocate monies from the RDA to help the fun 

center expansion, staff recommends that those terms be finalized in a joint 

developer’s agreement and approved in this meeting.     

COUNCIL AGENDA 
August 14, 2012 



  
 

Agenda Item #13 Authorize Mayor Nagle to execute an Interlocal 

Agreement establishing a Davis County Council of 

Governments (COG). 

 
Factual Summation  

 Any question regarding this agenda item may be directed at Mayor Nagle. 

 

 See the attached agreement as provided by the Davis County Community and Economic 

Development Department. 

 

Staff Recommendation 

Authorize Mayor Nagle to execute an Interlocal Agreement establishing a Davis 

County Council of Governments (COG). 

COUNCIL AGENDA 
August 14, 2012 











  
 

Agenda Item #14 Authorize Administration to execute agreement for the 

2525 South Road Improvement Project. 

 
Factual Summation  

 Any questions regarding this agenda item may be directed at Public Works Director 

Robert Whiteley. 

 

Staff Recommendation 

Authorize Administration to execute agreement for the 2525 South Road Improvement 

Project. 

COUNCIL AGENDA 
August 14, 2012 
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Syracuse City Public Works Department 

 

 

 

 
August 7, 2012 
 
Mr. Robert Rice, City Manager 
Syracuse City Corporation 
1979 West 1900 South 
Syracuse, Utah 84075 
 
Re: Recommendation for Award of Contract 
       2525 South Road Improvement Project 
 
Dear Bob: 
 
Enclosed is the bid tabulation for the bids opened August 7, 2012 for the above referenced project.  
This project is a storm drain and street improvement project on 2525 South Street from 1000 West to 
Bluff Ridge Drive. 
 
The low bidder and bid amount are as follows: 
 
Low Bidder: Advanced Paving & Construction, Inc. 
P.O. Box 12847 
Ogden, UT 84412 
Telephone: (801)-731-7882 
Bid Amount: $149,516.20 
Engineer’s Opinion of Probable Cost for the project: $185,000.00 
 
We have reviewed the submitted bid from all bidders and recommend awarding the contract to 
Advanced Paving & Construction, Inc. as soon as possible. Please call us with any questions you 
may have regarding this information.  Once the Notice of Award has been executed we will forward 
them to the contractor for signature.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Brian Bloemen 
City Engineer  
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Syracuse City Public Works Department 

 

 

 

 

MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Mayor and City Council 
From: Public Works Department 
Date: August 7, 2012 
Subject: Bid Award for 2525 South Road Improvement Project 
 
Background: 
This street project is one that was identified in our list presented to city council as a high priority 
neighborhood street that receives high traffic volumes. 
 
In conjunction with repaving the road, storm drain inlets will be moved from the road to a more 
favorable position at the back of curb and ADA ramps will be installed for safer pedestrian travel. 
 
Schedule: 
The project will begin as soon as bonds and insurance are in place after City Council approval. 
 
Cost: 
The cost for this project came in about $35,000 less than the probable cost opinion at a total price of 
$149,516.20.  
 
Funding for this project will come from the following budgets: 
 
Storm Drain: $17,233.00 
Class C: $132,283.20 
 
 
Recommendation: 
We recommend that the bid be awarded to Advanced Paving and Construction, Inc. 



 2525 South Road Improvement Project

Syracuse City Corporation Bid Opened: 8-7-2012 Page 1 of 4

Item Description Unit Quantity Unit Price Amount Unit Price Amount

1 Mobilization and Demobilization LS 1 2,500.00$   2,500.00$       3,000.00$   3,000.00$       
2 Traffic Control LS 1 1,200.00$   1,200.00$       1,730.00$   1,730.00$       
3 Saw Cutting Asphalt (Full Depth) LF 225 3.00$          675.00$          1.00$          225.00$          
4 Catch Basin w/ ADA Grate EA 4 2,650.00$   10,600.00$     1,720.00$   6,880.00$       
5 Adjust Catch Basin & Install ADA Grate EA 2 650.00$      1,300.00$       820.00$      1,640.00$       
6 15" Class III RCP Pipe LF 50 40.00$        2,000.00$       40.00$        2,000.00$       
7 Cap Existing 15" RCP Pipe EA 2 275.00$      550.00$          150.00$      300.00$          
8 30" Curb & Gutter LF 40 16.00$        640.00$          20.00$        800.00$          
9 Concrete Speed Hump Skirts EA 4 2,915.00$   11,660.00$     2,300.00$   9,200.00$       

10
Remove Existing & Install New ADA Ramp at 2525 S & 
1000 W w/ 1 Truncated Dome Panel EA 2 1,350.00$   2,700.00$       1,620.00$   3,240.00$       

11
Remove Existing & Install New ADA Ramp at 2525 S & 
900 W w/ 1 Truncated Dome Panel

EA 2 1,350.00$   2,700.00$       1,620.00$   3,240.00$       

12
Remove Existing & Install New ADA Ramp at 2525 S & 
825 W w/ 1 Truncated Dome Panel EA 2 1,350.00$   2,700.00$       1,620.00$   3,240.00$       

13
Remove Existing & Install New ADA Ramp at 2525 S & 
Bluff Ridge Dr w/ 2 Truncated Dome Panels

EA 4 1,600.00$   6,400.00$       2,140.00$   8,560.00$       

14 Asphalt Removal SF 60,833 0.28$          17,033.24$     0.30$          18,249.90$     
15 Road Excavation CY 500 10.00$        5,000.00$       12.00$        6,000.00$       
16 Untreated Base Course TON 200 20.00$        4,000.00$       16.00$        3,200.00$       
17 Adjust Water Valve & Install Concrete Collar EA 15 275.00$      4,125.00$       350.00$      5,250.00$       
18 Adjust Manhole & Install Concrete Collar EA 14 400.00$      5,600.00$       400.00$      5,600.00$       
19 3" Hot Bituminous Asphalt Cement SF 60,833 1.12$          68,132.96$     1.20$          72,999.60$     

 Total   

 Advanced Paving & 
Construction, Inc.  Post Asphalt 

149,516.20$                         155,354.50$                         



 2525 South Road Improvement Project

Syracuse City Corporation Bid Opened: 8-7-2012 Page 2 of 4

Item Description Unit Quantity

1 Mobilization and Demobilization LS 1
2 Traffic Control LS 1
3 Saw Cutting Asphalt (Full Depth) LF 225
4 Catch Basin w/ ADA Grate EA 4
5 Adjust Catch Basin & Install ADA Grate EA 2
6 15" Class III RCP Pipe LF 50
7 Cap Existing 15" RCP Pipe EA 2
8 30" Curb & Gutter LF 40
9 Concrete Speed Hump Skirts EA 4

10
Remove Existing & Install New ADA Ramp at 2525 S & 
1000 W w/ 1 Truncated Dome Panel EA 2

11
Remove Existing & Install New ADA Ramp at 2525 S & 
900 W w/ 1 Truncated Dome Panel

EA 2

12
Remove Existing & Install New ADA Ramp at 2525 S & 
825 W w/ 1 Truncated Dome Panel EA 2

13
Remove Existing & Install New ADA Ramp at 2525 S & 
Bluff Ridge Dr w/ 2 Truncated Dome Panels

EA 4

14 Asphalt Removal SF 60,833
15 Road Excavation CY 500
16 Untreated Base Course TON 200
17 Adjust Water Valve & Install Concrete Collar EA 15
18 Adjust Manhole & Install Concrete Collar EA 14
19 3" Hot Bituminous Asphalt Cement SF 60,833

 Total   

Unit Price Amount Unit Price Amount

3,216.00$   3,216.00$       2,810.00$   2,810.00$       
2,000.00$   2,000.00$       2,400.00$   2,400.00$       

0.55$          123.75$          1.80$          405.00$          
2,086.00$   8,344.00$       2,150.00$   8,600.00$       
1,406.00$   2,812.00$       1,500.00$   3,000.00$       

156.56$      7,828.00$       80.00$        4,000.00$       
382.00$      764.00$          265.00$      530.00$          
23.95$        958.00$          25.00$        1,000.00$       

3,285.00$   13,140.00$     3,550.00$   14,200.00$     

1,479.00$   2,958.00$       1,475.00$   2,950.00$       

1,479.00$   2,958.00$       1,475.00$   2,950.00$       

1,479.00$   2,958.00$       1,475.00$   2,950.00$       

1,685.00$   6,740.00$       1,900.00$   7,600.00$       

0.15$          8,820.79$       0.20$          12,166.60$     
16.40$        8,200.00$       16.00$        8,000.00$       
30.21$        6,042.00$       28.25$        5,650.00$       

390.00$      5,850.00$       265.00$      3,975.00$       
530.00$      7,420.00$       350.00$      4,900.00$       

1.06$          64,482.98$     1.15$          69,957.95$     

 Morgan Pavement  Staker Parson 

155,615.52$                         158,044.55$                         



 2525 South Road Improvement Project

Syracuse City Corporation Bid Opened: 8-7-2012 Page 3 of 4

Item Description Unit Quantity

1 Mobilization and Demobilization LS 1
2 Traffic Control LS 1
3 Saw Cutting Asphalt (Full Depth) LF 225
4 Catch Basin w/ ADA Grate EA 4
5 Adjust Catch Basin & Install ADA Grate EA 2
6 15" Class III RCP Pipe LF 50
7 Cap Existing 15" RCP Pipe EA 2
8 30" Curb & Gutter LF 40
9 Concrete Speed Hump Skirts EA 4

10
Remove Existing & Install New ADA Ramp at 2525 S & 
1000 W w/ 1 Truncated Dome Panel EA 2

11
Remove Existing & Install New ADA Ramp at 2525 S & 
900 W w/ 1 Truncated Dome Panel

EA 2

12
Remove Existing & Install New ADA Ramp at 2525 S & 
825 W w/ 1 Truncated Dome Panel EA 2

13
Remove Existing & Install New ADA Ramp at 2525 S & 
Bluff Ridge Dr w/ 2 Truncated Dome Panels

EA 4

14 Asphalt Removal SF 60,833
15 Road Excavation CY 500
16 Untreated Base Course TON 200
17 Adjust Water Valve & Install Concrete Collar EA 15
18 Adjust Manhole & Install Concrete Collar EA 14
19 3" Hot Bituminous Asphalt Cement SF 60,833

 Total   

Unit Price Amount Unit Price Amount

8,100.00$     8,100.00$       6,904.20$   6,904.20$       
4,600.00$     4,600.00$       9,000.00$   9,000.00$       

1.00$            225.00$          2.00$          450.00$          
2,200.00$     8,800.00$       2,500.00$   10,000.00$     
1,050.00$     2,100.00$       1,500.00$   3,000.00$       

105.00$        5,250.00$       41.00$        2,050.00$       
900.00$        1,800.00$       210.00$      420.00$          
53.00$          2,120.00$       35.00$        1,400.00$       

4,450.00$     17,800.00$     4,100.00$   16,400.00$     

2,300.00$     4,600.00$       2,500.00$   5,000.00$       

2,300.00$     4,600.00$       2,500.00$   5,000.00$       

2,300.00$     4,600.00$       2,500.00$   5,000.00$       

2,700.00$     10,800.00$     2,900.00$   11,600.00$     

0.19$            11,558.27$     0.40$          24,333.20$     
14.00$          7,000.00$       16.00$        8,000.00$       
20.50$          4,100.00$       50.00$        10,000.00$     

500.00$        7,500.00$       460.00$      6,900.00$       
650.00$        9,100.00$       625.00$      8,750.00$       

1.25$            76,041.25$     1.20$          72,999.60$     

 Granite Construstion  Morgan Asphalt 

207,207.00$                         190,694.52$                           
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Bid Tabulation 
2525 South Road Improvement Project 
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