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PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
September 3, 2015

Public Meeting at the Farmington City Hall, 160 S. Main Street, Farmington, Utah
Study Session: 6:00 p.m. — 2 Floor Conference Room
Regular Session: 7:00 p.m. — City Council Chambers (2" Floor)

(Please note: In order to be considerate of everyone attending the meeting and to move closely follow the
published agenda times, public comments will be limited to 3 minutes per person per item. A
spokesperson who has been asked by a group to summarize their concerns will be allowed 5 minutes to
speak. Comments which cannot be made within these limits should be submitted in wriling o the
Planning Department prior to noon the day before the meeting.)

1. Minutes
2. City Council Report
SUBDIVISION APPLICATION

3. Jared May (Public Hearing) — Applicant is requesting a recommendation for minor plat approval,
and a waiver of certain standards thereto, for the May PUD Subdivision consisting of 3 lots on
.72 acres located at 984 North 300 West in an LR-F (Large Residential-Foothill) zone. (S-19-15)

4, Ben Barrus (Public Hearing) — Applicant is requesting a recommendation for a Farmington Creek
Estates Phase 11l Plat Amendment and a minor plat (one lot subdivision) related thereto on .73
acres located at approximately 769 South Country Lane in an AE - PUD (Agriculture Estates —
Planned Unit Development) zone, and a number of boundary adjustments along the eastern
boundary of the PUD. (8-31-15)

CONDITIONAL USE APPLICATION

5. Brad Knowlton/Ascent Construction (Public Hearing) — Applicant is requesting approval for a
conditional use related to a new office building located at the northwest corner of Park Lane and
Main in a BP (Business Park) zone. (C-9-15)

6. Michael King/Azure Midstream (Public Hearing) - Applicant is requesting approval for a
conditional use and site plan related to new office space and light industrial uses on property
located at 1262 South 650 West in a LM&B (Light Manufacturing and Business) zone. (C-11-
15)

OTHER BUSINESS

7. Farmington City (Public Hearing) — Applicant is requesting a recommendation regarding an
ordinance to designate the Farmington City Conservation, Recreation, Wildlife, and Waterfowl
Refuge and Park, and to provide for the continued management thereof, and a management plan
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related thereto. The park encompasses 400+ acres along the City west cotporate limit line
between 950 North and Glover’s Lane. (M-3-15)

8. Miscellareous, cotrespondence, etc.
a. Farmington Rock Discussion
b. Other

9. Motionto Adjourn

Please Note: Planning Commission applications may be tabled by the Commission ifr 1. Additional
information is needed in order 1o take action on the item; OR 2. if the Planning Commission Jeels there
are unrcsolved issues that may need additional attention before the Commission is ready to make a
motion. Neo agenda item will begin after 10:00 p.m. without & unanimous voze of the Commissioners. The
Commission may carry over Agenda items, scheduled late in the evening and not heard to the next
regularly scheduled meeting,

Posted August 28, 2015
Eric Anderson
Associate City Planner




FARMINGTON CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
August 20, 2015

REGULAR SESSION

Present: Chair Rebecca Wayment, Commissioners Brett Anderson, Bret Gallacher, Kent
Hinckley and Dan Rogers, Associate City Planner Eric Anderson, and Recording Secretary Lara
Johnson. Commissioners Heather Barnum and Alex Leeman, and Community Development
Director David Petersen were excused.

Item #1. Minutes

Brett Anderson made a motion to approve the Minutes from the August 6, 2015 Planning
Commission meeting. Brett Gallacher seconded the motion which was unanimously approved.

Item #2. City Council Report

Eric Anderson gave a report from the August 18, 2015 City Council meeting. He said the City
Council agreed with the Planning Commission’s recommendation for the approval of the Zone Text
Amendment for open space in PUDs; it was approved by the City Council. The City Council also
approved the final plats for Miller Meadows Conservation Subdivision Phase VI and the Farmington Park
Conservation Subdivision Phase II.

SUBDIVISION APPLICATION

Item #3. Bruce Bassett (Public Hearing) ~ Applicant is requesting a recommendation for schematic

plan approval for the Eagle Cove Conservation Subdivision consisting of 17 lots on 6.02 acres located

at approximately 1100 West and Glover Lane in an AA {Agriculture Very Low Density} zone, (S-28-15)

Eric Anderson showed the aerial map of the property. He explained the property is located in
the AA zone which is the lowest density zone in the City with a minimum of 10 acre lots. If an applicant
were to apply for a conservation subdivision, the minimum lot size is still 5 acres on a yield plan;
however, the proposed project consists of 3 buildable parcels which yields a total of 3 lots. The
applicant is requesting an additional 14 lots by TDR. The proposed average lot size for the 17 lots is
13,000 sq. ft. The proposed development also includes 2 flag lots. Eric Anderson said staff is proposing
2 alternative motions: Motion A includes the 2 flag lots and 14 TDR lots to allow for 17 total lots in the
development, while Motion B removes the 2 flag lots decreasing the development to 15 lots total, 12 of
which would be acquired through a TDR transaction. Eric Anderson also said that the applicant is not
seeking an open space waiver; however, the TDR would be transferring open space to the regional park
so it would count toward the applicant’s open space requirement.

Dan Rogers asked if the applicant pays in cash or in property for the TDR lots. Eric Anderson
said the applicant and City Manager enter into negotiations to determine payment, but often a
significant portion of the payment is cash.

Eric Anderson said it’s also important to note that the applicant will also be improving the west
side of 1100 West which will include curb, gutter and sidewalk; the City will be improving the east side
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of 1100 West the length of the park and the School District will also be im proving the street on the east
side the full length of the elementary school property.

Brett Anderson asked if the existing home located on the property will be removed. Eric
Anderson said he is unsure if the home will be removed. The Commissioners expressed some concern
with the flag lots as shown on the schematic plan. Eric Anderson reminded the Commission that flag
lots are discretionary and that, if the Commission chooses, the schematic plan could be denied based on
the flag lots.

Bruce Bassett, 1132 W. Glovers Ln, said he currently lives in the existing home and that home
does fit within the corner lot in the proposed development. He explained a little bit about his situation.
He said he purchased his “country home” 7 years ago not knowing about the City easement on 1100 W;
he was mistakenly told the 30° easement was part of his property and was paying property taxes on it.
Additionally, he was unaware 1100 W. was planned to be a major collector road which will turn his
“country home” into a “city home.” Bruce Bassett said he is working with his title company, First
American, to determine what the exact devaluation cost of his home. He hopes that the proposed
development will help him recoup his losses. He also explained that his septic tank is mostly in the path
of the City easement and would most likely have to be removed once the road is developed; the City
would not cover the cost of the septic tank which would leave him trying to recover the costs of his
utilities.

Dan Rogers asked if the applicant feels the flag lots would be sellable. Bruce Bassett said he is
hoping the flag lots will sell; however, other designs have been reviewed. He presented the Commission
with another development design that consisted of 5 lots with a cul-de-sac in lieu of the 6 southeastern
lots on the proposed schematic plan.

Brett Anderson asked if the applicant owns the lower square parcel and if the co-applicant owns
the larger rectangular parcel. He wondered who would be directly impacted if the flag lots were not
approved. Bruce Bassett said yes, he owns the lower square parcel and the co-applicant owns the
rectangle. Mr. Bassett said if the flag lots were not approved, he would personally be financially
impacted.

Eric Anderson explained the 1100 W. ROW has been dedicated since approximately 1850. At
some point, someone erroneously sold the sliver of property with the overlying 30’ ROW. It was not
property that was to be sold, but it was. Bruce Bassett added that the 30’ was sold to the previous
owner so he estimates it occurred 15-20 years ago, but that he and the previous property owner have
been paying property taxes on this 30’ piece of property. Eric Anderson also said that 1100 W is
planned to be an 80" major collector on the Transportation Master Plan; however, it may be reduced to
a 66" minor collector if it is determined that is all that is needed. He said Mr. Bassett is not the only one
dealing with this issue, but other property owners along 1100 W. are dealing with similar issues.

Rebecca Wayment asked for the exact location of the septic tank on the schematic plan. Bruce
Bassett said to his knowledge the tank sits in the rose garden on the east side of his home with the
drain-field extending beyond it. He said the drain-field most likely is located within the 30’ easement
which would enter the 80" major collector road, but that it may also enter the 66’ minor collector as
well,

Kent Hinckley asked for verification of the number on lots the new design Mr. Bassett presented
to the Commission that included the cul-de-sac. Bruce Bassett said the design is one of many, but that if
the flag lots were not approved, he would submit the new design of 5 lots in a cul-de-sac, but leave the
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rectangle parcel as 11 [ots as shown on the proposed schematic plan. He also said a cul-de-sac is more
challenging financially as there is more curb, gutter, sidewalk and asphalt to be put in.

Bret Gallacher confirmed with staff that what was presented by the applicant is correct. Eric
Anderson said yes, the ROW was erroneously sold when it was not to be sold, and yes, the septic tank is
located in the ROW.

Rebecca Wayment opened the Public Hearing at 7:37 p.m.

Cacey Bowen, 196 N. 800 E., Bountiful, said he owns the property that borders 2 sides of the
proposed development. He asked the following questions. First, he asked if sewer and water would be
extended to Glovers Lane as it has not previously been available. Second, he asked how the Commission
could address concerns that may arise from the development’s property owners regarding the sights,
sounds and smells from his horse property that is adjacent to the subdivision. With regards to sewer
and water, Eric Anderson said it depends, as the current proposed schematic plan would bring the
utilities around 1100 W and onto Glovers Ln to service Lot 17; however, if the cul-de-sac is approved,
the lines would be brought into the cul-de-sac to service every lot. With regards to the sights and smells
associated with horse property, Eric Anderson said notes have been placed on plats at the time of
recordation, but that’s as much as the City is able to do. Cacey Bowen said he is in favor of the
development in hopes it will lessen the financial impact of his neighbor’s circumstance and lessen some
of the wrongs that have taken place.

Ralph Wilcox, 677 N. 500 E., Bountiful, said he grew up in Farmington and owns the acreage
across from the property as well as 2 lots up. He asked about the location of the annexation line into
Farmington as well as if a decision has been made concerning the West Davis Corridor (WDC). Eric
Anderson and a few residents discussed the annexation line, but was determined that Mr. Wilcox is still
located in the County. Eric Anderson said a final decision on the WDC has not been made, but the City
must still accept applications and move forward until a decision is made. Ralph Wilcox also stated he is
not opposed to this development.

Guy....,, said he owns a lot west of Mr. Bassett. He said he is sympathetic to Mr. Bassett's
circumstance and is in favor of the proposal. He also added that he feels flag lots are very sellable and
he would not have a problem living on either of the proposed flag lots.

Michael Barnes, 659 Shirley Rae Dr., said he is also in favor of the proposed development. He
said he also owns a lot that borders 1100 W. and Is experiencing the same pain as Mr. Bassett as a result
of the proposed 1100 W. road.

John Glenn, 856 Shirley Rae Dr., said he came to see what the proposed development looked
like. He expressed concern and asked for verification that he would not have to hook to the sewer line if
the development brought it closer to his property. Eric Anderson said the County Health Department
would be able to answer that question. The Health Department regulations state that if a resident lives
within a specific distance to a sewer line, they must hook up to it; however, Eric Anderson said he does
not know the exact distance. John Glenn said he is in favor of the proposed development if he does not
have to attach to the sewer line as they already have drain-field in place.

Todd Roland, said he owns a parcel located on Shirley Rae Dr. and Glovers Lane. He is in favor
of this development.

Rebecca Wayment closed the Public Hearing at 7:55 p.m.
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Rebecca Wayment asked staff if the Commission is able to consider the cul-de-sac design as an
alternate plan since it was not what was submitted. Eric Anderson said schematic plan is conceptual;
the Commission could enter the cul-de-sac design in as an exhibit and make a recommended motion
based on it.

The Commissioners discussed the flag lots versus the cul-de-sac option. Brett Anderson
reviewed the criteria for flag lots as found in the Ordinance. Kent Hinckfey feels that the fact the owner
presented another reasonable option (the cul-de-sac), the land can otherwise be developable without
the flag lots.

Rebecca Wayment expressed concern with the flag lots and would like to avoid them if possible.
She also expressed concern with the location of the development with respect to the WDC. She feels
there was a lot of discussion concerning the placement of other housing developments as well as the
elementary school and City park; the WDC was taken into account in each of these projects’ placements.
She said she would like to assist the applicant; however, she feels by approving this project, the City
could be creating another larger problem. She does not feel comfortable moving forward with this
development’s approval.

Bret Gallacher agreed, but also stated that the Commission and City cannot deal in
hypotheticals. He said the City has advised that they act as the land will stay and then deal with the
WDC iffwhen it comes. Brett Anderson agreed; he added that the Planning Commission is a
recommending planning body, but that this property owner also has rights to develop. Rebecca
Wayment said she feels for Mr. Bassett’s plight as he is stuck in a situation that is not his fault; however,
approving this project could also mean future displacement of 30 homeowners which would then put all
of them in a situation that is not their fault. She also expressed concern that so many property owners
are fighting for low-density housing; however, the residents are now for lots that are approximately %
an acre. She does not feel this fits with the Master Plan and what is zoned for the area.

Bruce Bassett said he appreciated the comments and is also frustrated with the many “what-ifs”
he has had to live with for the last few years. After consulting with an attorney, the City and even
UDOT, it was determined that he can move forward with the proposed project as no decision has been
made regarding the WDC. He said the latest status of the WDC is the consideration of the “Shared
Solution,” which is an attempt to argue that there is not a need for the WDC with the widening of roads
and an increase to mass transit. The “Shared Solution” is under study; if it has enough “legs” to make it
to the next level by “September-ish”, then the whole EIS draft process will be pushed out another year.
If the “Shared Solution” does not make it, then UDOT is free to move forward with their decision.

Bret Gallacher said he would like to again discuss the option of the cul-de-sac as he feels this is
the best solution for the development. Brett Anderson, Kent Hinckley and Dan Rogers agreed.
Rebecca Wayment said she is more comfortable with the cul-de-sac, but is still not okay with the overall
development and its proximity to the possible WDC.

Eric Anderson asked for clarification as to the number of lots on the development’s revised
design. Bruce Bassett stated the revised design would include 11 lots located on the large rectangular
parcel with an additional 5 lot cul-de-sac located on the square parcel.

Motion:

Kent Hinckley made a motion that the Planning Commission recommend approval of the
schematic plan for the Eagle Cove Subdivision, subject to all applicable Farmington City ordinances and
development standards, and the following conditions:
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1. The applicant shall revise the preliminary plat to show 16 total lots, 5 of those lots will be
located on the south east parcel;

2. The applicant shall receive approval for 13 TDR lots by City Council concurrent with schematic
plan approval;

3. The applicant shall address all outstanding DRC comments on preliminary plat;

The applicant shall provide a Sensitive Area Designation plan;

5. A note will be placed on the plat regarding the sights, smells and sounds associated with
agricultural uses on adjacent properties.

&

Bret Gallacher seconded the motion which was unanimously approved.

Findings for Approval:

1. The proposed subdivision conforms to all of the development standards as set forth in the
Farmington City Subdivision and Zoning Ordinances.

2. The proposed development will aid the City in improving Glover Lane and 1100 West.

3. If 1 lot is removed, the densities requested are more consistent with the surrounding
neighborhoods.

4. The two proposed flag lots do not meet any of the criteria as outlined in Section 12-7-010 of the
Subdivision Ordinance regulating flag lots, and must therefore be removed.

CONDITIONAL USE APPLICATION

ltem #4. Daniel Thurgood/Verizon Wireless {Public Hearing) — Applicant is requesting approval for a

conditional use related to a new wireless tower {30’ tall) on the Oakridge Country Club located at

approximately at approximately 1492 Shepard Lane in an LS {Large Suburban) zone. (C-10-15)

Eric Anderson said this item is for a wireless communications tower. It a new design that is
being rolled out. The tower has a smaller foot print, is only 30’ tall, does not have the typical antenna
and has a smaller power box and transformer. The tower will be located on the Qakridge Country Ciub
golf course so the tower will be buffered from view from the road and the country clubhouse. Staff is
recommending the Commissicn approve this conditional use.

Dakota Hawkes, 5710 Green St., Murray, said this tower is a new design for the whole Utah
market. The smaller cell towers are a way for carriers to now reach places where they have not been
able to before. He said the golf course was first to be considered as there were concerns with lack of
cell coverage at its facility.

Dan Rogers asked if there were other considerations, other than coverage, as to why Oakridge
Country Club would be comfortable allowing the placement of the tower on its golf course. Dakota
Hawkes said they will be paid monthly for the leased spaced.

Brett Anderson asked if the new tower only allows for 1 antenna. Dakota Hawkes said yes,
there would only be one antenna on top.

Rebecca Wayment opened the Public Hearing at 8:28 p.m.

No comments were received.
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Rebecca Wayment closed the Public Hearing at 8:28 p.m.

Brett Anderson asked if an institutional use is a broad concept so the tower would be allowed
under this use. Eric Anderson said in the past the country club has been interpreted as an institutional
use because it functions similar to a park. Brett Anderson suggested that staff revisit this use and
proposed a possible zone text change; he feels if there will be more mini-towers in the future, the City
can be proactive in defining the smaller towers. The Commissioners agreed. Kent Hinckley asked if this
type of tower would also be allowed in a commercial area. Eric Anderson reviewed the permitted and
conditional uses for each zone and explained where the towers may be located within that use table.

The Commissioners and the applicant also discussed the color of the pole, but a definitive
decision on it has not yet been made.

Motion:

Bret Gallacher made a motion that the Planning Commission approve the conditional use permit
for the placement of a 30’ monopole wireless telecommunications tower on property located at
approximately 1492 West Shepard Lane with the following conditions:

1. A coverage plan site specific to the applications shall be submitted by the applicant and
approved by the Planning Commission prior to issuance of any building permit;

2. Any future poles shall be located in the area shall require a separate conditional use permit;

3. A building permit shall be submitted for the construction of the monopole, initial antenna array
and each additional co-location antenna array, associate ground equipment, and any accessory
buildings related thereto;

4. The monopole shall be limited to 30’ as proposed in the plans;

5. The monopoles shall be fenced with a six (6) foot vinyl coated chain-link fence and other fencing
as required or approved by the Planning Commission;

6. There shall be no climbing pegs located on the lower twenty (20) feet of the monopole;

7. All power lines leading to the accessory building and antenna structure shall be underground.

Kent Hinckley seconded the motion which was unanimously approved.

Findings:

1. The proposed antenna is a new design, and will have a very low impact due to the reduction of
size (both horizontal and vertical) as compared to the standard wireless telecommunication
facilities.

2. The location of the antenna in the center of a goif course removes it from being visually
intrusive and will mitigate any potential adverse effects on neighboring properties.

3. The proposed use of the particular location is necessary to provide a service or facility which will
contribute to the general well-being of the community.

4. The proposed use complies with the regulations and conditions in the Farmington City
ordinance for such use.

5. The proposed use conforms to the goals, policies, and governing principles of the
Comprehensive General Plan for Farmington City.

6. The proposed use is compatible with the character of the site, adjacent properties, surrounding
neighborhoods, and other existing and proposed development.

7. Adequate utilities, transportation access, drainage, parking and loading space, lighting,
screening, landscaping and open space, fire protection, and safe and convenient pedestrian and
vehicular circulation are available.
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8. Such use shall not, under the circumstances of the particular case, be detrimental to the heaith,
safety, or general welfare of the persons residing or working in the vicinity, or injurious to the
property or improvements in the vicinity.

ADJOURNMENT

Motion:

At 8:36 p.m., Dan Rogers made a motion to adjourn the meeting which was unanimously
approved.

Rebecca Wayment
Chair, Farmingtan City Planning Commission



WORK SESSION: A work session will be held at 6 00 p.m. in Conference Room #3, Second Floor, of
the Farmington City Hall. 160 South Main Street. The work session wil] be to answer any questions the City
Counvcil may have on agenda items. The public is weleome to attend

FARMINGTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING
NOTICE AND AGENDA

Notice is hereby given that the City Council of Farmington City will hold a
regular City Council meeting on Tuesday, September 1, 2015, at 7:00 p.m. The meeting
will be held at the Farmington City Hall, 160 South Maim Street, Farmington, Utah.

Metings of the City Council of Fai mington City may be conducted vin elecironi: means purswant to Ubdh Code Anr §
52-4-207, as amended. In such eircumstances, contart will be esiablished and mawtmnad vig clectronie means and the
meating will be conaucied pursuant to the Elecironic Meetings Policy esiablished by the City Council for eloctroate
meetings

The agenda for the meeting shail be as follows:

CALL TO ORDER:

7:00  Roll Call (Opening Comments/Invocation) Pledge of Allsgiance

PUBLIC HEARINGS:

7:05 Issuance and Sale of $3,700.000 Aggregate Principal Amount of Sales Tax
Revenue Bonds, Series 2015 and the Potential Economic Impact that the
Improvement, Facility or Property for which the Bonds Pay All or Part of the Cost
will have on the Private Sector

7:15 Farmington Fields Plat Amendment

7:25 Eagle Cove Conservation Subdivision — Schematic Plan

SUMMARY ACTION:

7:40 Minute Motion Approving Summary Action List

1. Approval of Minutes from City Council held August 18, 2015
2. Meadow View Conservation Subdivision Phase II Final Plat
3. Street Cross Section Proposal for the Cul-de-sac i Pheasant Hollow
Subdivision .
4. Resolution in Support of School Bond for Davis County School
District
GOVERNING BODY REPORTS:

7:45  City Manager Report



1. Executive Summary for Planning Commission held August 20, 2015
7:50 Mayor Talbot & City Council Reports
ADJOURN

CLOSED SESSION

Minute motion adjourning to closed session, if necessary, for reasons permitted by
law.

DATED this 27th day of August, 2015.

FARMINGTON CITY CORPORATION

*PLEASE NOTE: Times listed for sach agenda item are estimates only and should not
be construed to be binding on the City Council.

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special
accommodations (including auxiiiary communicative aids and services) during this
meeting, should notify Holly Gadd, City Recorder, 451-2383 x 205, at least 24 hours prior
to the meeting.
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[tem 3: Minor Plat Approval for the May PUD Subdivision

Public Hearing: Yes

Application No.: 5-19-15

Property Address: 984 North 300 West

General Plan Designation: LDR {Low Density Residential)
Zoning Designation: LR-F (Large Residential - Foothill)
Area: .72 acres

Number of Lots: 3

Property Owner: Jared May

Agent: Jared May

Applicant is requesting a recommendation for minor plat approval, and a waiver of certain standards
thereto for the May PUD Subdivision.

Background Information

The applicant, lared May, is requesting approval for a 3 lot subdivision located at 984 North 300 West.
There is an existing historic home on the site, however, the home is in a state of disrepair, despite the
applicant’s best efforts at preservation (he currently resides in the home). Additionally, the home sits
awkwardly on the property making the subdivision of the property difficult. The applicant is proposing
that the existing home be torn down and that the property be subdivided into 3 lots, however, in order
to get the requested density, the applicant will need to do a PUD because the requested lot size falls
under the 10,000 s.f. alternative lot size requirement as found in the LR zone.

According to Chapter 27 of the Zoning Ordinance:

11-27-120 Standards and Requirements.

{a) The minimum area for a Planned Unit Development shall be five acres in

AA, A, AE, LS and S zones, and two and one-half acres in LR, Rand R-2 zones; and one
and one half acres in R-4 and R-8 zones. Any proposal for a Planned Unit Development
in areas smaller than those cited above, may be approved by the Planning Commission
based upon the specific conditions related to the site upon which the development is
proposed. Smaller Planned Unit Developments are encouraged in the older historical
parts of the City in order to use lot interiors where unique conditions may exist.



The total acreage of this property falls well below the LR zone threshold of 2.5 acres, however, the
property is in an older and historical part of the City and there are unigue conditions due to both the
irregular shape of the parcel, and the placement of the historic home on the site.

In the LR zone, every PUD has a 10% open space requirement. However, 10% of .72 acres is .07 acres, or
approximately 3,000 s.f. The PUD chapter does provide a provision whereby historic preservation may
be used in lieu of the open space requirement. Section 11-27-120(g) states:

“The City, at its sole discretion, may consider preservation of an on-site building or
structure eligible, or that may be eligible, for the National Register of Historic Places in
lieu of the 10 percent open space requirement or portion thereof.”

An historic home is currently situated on the site. A yield plan for the property demonstrated the
possibility of establishing three lots at this location. Nevertheless, a deviation from standards of the
underlying zone is desirable in order to better orient the lots to the street, and this is only possible as a
PUD. In lieu of the 10% open space requirement, the ordinance allows the City to consider the
preservation of an on-site historic building. Mr. May appeared before the Planning Commission with a
proposal to preserve an existing accessory building, but the Commission determined that the structure
was not historic and recommended denial of his schematic plan. The City Council agreed with the
Planning Commission regarding the historical nature of the structure, but approved the 3 lot schematic
plan and directed staff to help the applicant find a way to meet the 10% requirement.

Staff wrote a zone text change to Chapter 27 of the Zoning Ordinance that allows for any single family
detached PUD under one acre in size to seek for a waiver of any provisions within the PUD chapter
through a vote of not less than four City Council members. The applicant will be seeking for a waiver of
all applicable PUD requirements for his subdivision, including the open space requirement, design
standards, landscaping plans, elevations, etc.

Suggested Motion

Maove that the Planning Commission recommend that the City Councit approve the proposed

Minor Plat for the May PUD Subdivision subject to all applicable Farmington City ordinances and
development standards and the following condition: the applicant shall receive a full waiver for any
applicable PUD requirements as found in Chapter 27 of the Zoning Ordinance through a vote of not less
than four {4) members of the City Council.

Findings for Approval:
1. The proposed subdivision would match the densities of the surrounding neighborhood.

2. The proposed Minor Plat submittal is consistent with all necessary requirements for a Minor Plat
as found in Chapter 5 of the City’s Subdivision Ordinance.

Supplemental Information

1. Vicinity map
2. Minor Plat
3. Section 11-27-155 of the Zoning Ordinance



Applicable Ordinances
1. Title 11, Chapter 11 - Single Family Residential Zones

2. Title 11, Chapter 27 - Planned Unit Developments
3. Title 12, Chapter 5 — Minor Subdivisions
4. Title 12, Chapter 7 — General Requirements for all Subdivisions
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Planning Commission Staff Report
September 3, 2015

HuToae BecruNinos - tha7

Item 4: Farmington Creek Estates Phase Il Plat Amendment, Minor Plat
Subdivision, and Boundary Adjustments

Public Hearing: Yes

Application No.: 5-31-15

Property Address: 769 South Country Lane

General Plan Designation: Rural Residential Density (RRD)

Zoning Designation: AE — PUD (Agriculture Estates — Planned Unit Development)
Area: .73 Acres

Number of Lots: 1

Property Owner: Blakewood on Farmington Creek Homeowners Association
Agent: Ben Barrus

Request: Applicant is requesting a recommendation regarding a plat amendment for the Farmington
Creek Estates Phase Il PUD and Minor Plat approval for a one lot subdivision related thereto, and o
number of boundary adjustments along the east boundary of the PUD.

Background Informaticon

The Farmington Creek Estates Phase Ill PUD was recorded years ago. At that time the City obtained a 20’
wide strip of land next to what was then the D.R.G. & W. Rail Road right-of-way in hopes of providing a
trail connection from 500 South to Glovers Lane. Concurrently the developer set aside land for a small
0.75 acre neighborhood park on the east side of Country Lane next to the trail r.o.w. A short time later
UTA acquired the rail road r.o.w. and announced plans for a rails to trails project, which meant that the
City’s 20 foot wide strip of property which is difficult to access and to maintain, was no longer needed.
Subsequently, abutting property owners have asked that the City convey this land to them. Also; after
the plat was recorded the City started assembling land some 2,000 feet to the north of the PUD via the
UTA trail r.o.w. for a future regional park and no longer felt a need to establish a neighborhood park at
this location. The developer held onto the property for a while and then deeded it to the HOA. Property
owners within the PUD often wondered what could be done to rectify problems associated with the
maintenance of the property. Now it is proposed to deed the 20 foot strip of land to the adjacent
property owners by way of boundary adjustments, and to do another boundary adjustment and create
an additional lot in place of the neighborhood park property.



Suggested Motion:

Move that the Planning Commission recommend approval to amend the plat for the Farmington Creek
Estates Phase lll PUD by implementing a boundary adjustment and establishing an additional lot in place
of the park property located at 769 South Country Lane (.73 acres), and approve boundary adjustments
along the entire east boundary of the PUD thereby eliminating a 20’ wide strip of property now owned
by the City, subject to all applicable Farmington City codes, ordinances, and development standards and
the attached memorandum of understanding between the property owners and Farmington City.

Findings:

1. InMay of this year, property owners within the PUD and Farmington City entered into a
memorandum of understanding whereby the City agreed to deed a 20 foot strip of land to the
owners, and the HOA agreed to deed a portion of the neighborhood park property to an
adjacent owner and remaining portions of this parcel to the City for purposes of establishing a
building lot.

2. Upon receiving a recommendation from the Planning Commission, the City Council approved
amendments to the zoning Ordinance on August 18, 2018 enabling the additional lot within the
PUD, and approval of the boundary adjustments, while at the same time reducing the total
amount of open space for the development.

3. The 20’ wide strip of “trail” property is no longer needed, because the UTA established a trail
next to the PUD which connects 500 South to Glover's Lane.

4. The 20’ wide property as presently situated is difficult to maintain, but now each abutting
property owner will be able to maintain their respective strip of additional land.

5. A pocket park is no longer needed on Country Lane due to the close proximity of the new
Elementary School in the vicinity, the City’s new 10 acre park next to the school, and the
regional park north of the PUD.,

Supplemental Information
1. Vicinity Map
2. Subdivision Plan/Minor Plat, which also shows the proposed boundary adjustments.
3. Memorandum of Understanding.

Applicable Ordinances
1. Title 11, Chapter 27 — Planned Unit Development (PUD)
2. Title 11, Section 11-28-240 - Transfer of Development Rights/Lots (TDR)
3. Title 12, Chapter 5 — Minor Subdivisions
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
BETWEEN
THE HOME OWNERS OF COUNTRY LANE, FARMINGTON, UTAH
THE CITY OF FARMINGTON, UTAH

This MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING (MOU) is hereby made and entered
into by and between the home owners of Country Lane, hereinafter referred to as HOME

OWNERS and The City of Farmington, Utah, hereinafter referved to as FARMINGTON
CITY.

A. PURPOSE;

The purpose of this MOU is to continue to develop and expand a framework of
cooperafion between HOME OWNERS and FARMINGTON CITY to amend the
neighborhood plat of Furmington Creek Estates Phase 3, establish a marketable building
lot and sell or abate land currently recorded as open space along the eastern most
property line of Farmington Creek Estates Phase 3.

B. FARMINGTON CITY:

Shall give approval to modify Farmington Creek Estates Plat to include a new building
lot and drainage easement. The plat currently shows this land as Parcel 2,

Shall stub electric, sewer and gas into new building Iot at its own cost,

Shall repair the existing curb, gutter and sidewalk that parallels the new building lot and
druinage casement at its own cost

Shall maintain the new stream drainage easement at its own cost, or include the stream
and maintenance responsibility thereof in the newly created lot.

Shall sell or abate open space along east side of Farmington Creek estates to the home
owners located along the eastern property line approximately 20 to 22 foot section of land
also currently recorded as Parcel | on the plat.

Shall agree to market and sell the new building lot at their own cost.

C. HOME OWNERS:

Shall arrange for all surveying and new plat drawings at their own cost.

Shall obtain approval from at least 75% of all home owners residing on the éasi side of
Countty Lane stating they agree to the plat amendments in writing.

Shall obtain approval from at least 50% of all home owners residing on the west, north



and south sides of Country Lane stating they agree to the plat amendments in writing.

Shall agree to pay a land acquisition cost of between $0.00 and $1,000 per home owner if
living or the east side of Country Lane with property that will incorporate new land.(lots
318 to 304).

IT IS MUTUALLY UNDERSTOOD AND AGREED BY AND BETWEEN THE
PARTIES THAT:

1. GENERAL UNDERSTANDING. In connection with this MOU the following items
are understood between the parties.

a. Ben Barrus shall represent the sale of the new building lot on behalf of
FARMINGTON CITY. For this he will be paid by FARMINGTON CITY 5% of
the gross sale if the new building lot sells for any amount less than $145,000 (One
Hundred and Forty Five Thousand Dollars) and 6% if the new building lost sells
for any amount greater than or equal to $145,000 (One Hundred and Forty Five
Thousand Dollars)

b. Inthe event the new building lot sells for any amount less than $140,000 (One
Hundred and Forty Thousand Dollars) then each HOME OWNER located on the
east side of Country Lane will pay to FARMINGTON CITY an amount fo be
determined, not to exceed $1,000 (One Thousand Dollars) to acquire land located
on the east side of Farmington Creek Estates currently recorded on the plat as
open space. The amount shall be determined but in no case will be less than
$500.00 (Five Hundred Dollars). In the event the new building lot sells for
$145,000 (One Iundred and Forty Five Thousand Dollars) or more, then there
will not be a fee(s) assed to any of the HOME OWNERS to acquire land located
on the east side of Farmington Creek Estates currently recorded on the plat as
open space,

¢. It s understood that once the plat has been amended FARMINGTON CITY will
negotiate and sell a portion of the newly established drainage easement with Buzz

Greenhal 4h_ in good faith.

2. MODIFICATION. Modifications to this agreement shall be made by mutual consent
of the parties, by the issuance of a written modification, signed and dated by
authonzed officials, prior to any changes heing performed.

3. BARTICIPATION IN STMIL.AR ACTIVITIES. This agicement in no way restricts

FARMINGTON CITY or HOME OWNERS from participating in similar activities
with other public or private agencies, organizations, and individuals.

4. TERMINATION. Either party, upon thirty (30) days written notice, may terminate
the agreement in whole, or in part, at any time before the date of expiration.



5. PRINCIPAL CONTACTS. The principal contacts for this instrument are:

HOME QWNERS:
Ben Bartus

Buzz Lreentul 4
Christian Larsen L\

FARMINGTON CITY:
Dave Millheim

6. COMMENCEMENT/EXPIRATION DATE. This agreement is executed as of the
date of last signature and is effective through 8/1/2015 at which time jt wiil expire
unless extended.

7. LIABILITIES. It isunderstood that neither party to this Memorandum of
Understanding 1s the agent of the other and neither is liable for the wrongful acts ot
negligence of the other. Bach party shall be responsible for its negligent acts or
omissions howsoever caused, to the extent allowed by their respective state laws.

8. THE PARTIES ACKNOWLEDGE THAT NEITHER PARTY MAKES A
WARRANTY QOF ANY KIND, EXPRESSED OR IMPLIED, INCLUDING
WARRANTIES OF MERCHANTARILITY OR FITNESS FOR A PARTICULAR
PURPOSE.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this agreement as of"the last
written date below.

FOR FARMINGTON CITY:
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Item 5: Ascent Construction Office Building CUP

Public Hearing: Yes

Application No.: C-9-15

Property Address: NW Corner of Main and Park Lane
General Plan Designation: O/BP (Office/Business Park)
Zoning Designation: BP (Business Park)

Area: 1.422 Acres

Number of Lots: 1

Property Owner: Ascent Construction

Agent: Brad Knowlton

Request: Applicant is requesting a conditional use approval for construction of a large professional office
building.

Background Information

Ascent Construction is proposing to construct their new headquarters in a two story professional office
building on property located on the northwest corner of Park Lane and Main Street. The existing site had
a home on it that has been vacant for some time which has been torn down along with some trees on
the property. The proposed building will add to this important city intersection by providing
professional offices that will bring jobs to the City and accommodate the growing commercial office
space needs in Farmington City and Davis County.

The new building and site placement will allow for all parking to be located to the side and rear of the
building as well as provide the required 15% open space predominantly along the street front and
surrounding the building. Landscaping and fencing will be added to the site and signage will remain at a
minimum, consistent with the City’s Sign Ordinance. All lighting will allow for a safe environment
without adding additional glare to the nearby residential neighborhood to the north.

While the applicant has completed a full DRC review with a few issues, the majority of these issues deal
with site plan as it relates to building permit, these issues can be addressed prior to a pre-construction

meeting and the issuance of a building permit.

Section 11-7-107(7)(b} states:



“A six (6) foot high masonry fence and/or thirty (30} foot buffer zone with sufficient
plantings of trees and shrubs to provide adequate suppression of sound and light, shall
be constructed between a residential property line or zone boundary and any parking
area, road, or driveway of a proposed use determined to be of a commercial or industrial
nature.”

The plan as proposed shows a landscaped buffer of 5" feet, and a six foot high composite panel fence (to
match the existing fence on the Hampton Inn’s property line) along the north property line that abuts
Patricia Delong’s property and the parking lot. According to the Section of the Zoning Ordinance cited
above, the Planning Commission can require either a 6’ high fence, a 30° buffer zone, or both; if a 30’
buffer is required by the Planning Commission, the whole site may have to move south, closer to Park
Lane, and this would change the whole site plan. Staff felt that because of the magnitude such a
decision would have on this site plan, that it would be wise to receive a Planning Commission decision
on Section 11-7-107(7)(b) before having the DRC review the plans any further. While such a move
would not necessarily affect the site’s compliance with the ordinance, the move would affect the layout
of improvements, parking, landscaping, etc. As such, staff is only submitting this application for
conditional use approval tonight and requesting that the site plan component of this application be
deferred to staff. The reason for this, beyond those cited above, is that the Planning Commission can
review the site plan and give their blessing, and leave the final approval for site plan and improvements
to staff and the DRC.

On May 26, 2015, the City Council passed a Zone Text Change allowing for more flexibility in front
setback requirements in the BP zone, in order to help Ascent Construction bring their building to the
street and give others in the future the same opportunity. The ordinance reads as follows:

11-14-050 Minimum Lot and Setback Standards.

(1) Setback from Streets: The minimum setback from public or private
streets shall be twenty (20) feet for buildings or structures twenty (20) feet or less in
height. Buildings or structures over twenty (20) feet in height shall be setback an
additional ten {10) feet (thirty (30) feet total). The minimum side and rear setback
from streets may be reduced through Planning Commission review and approval in
conjunction with o conditional use and site plan application. Parking lots shalf not be
permitted within the minimum required street setback(s).

{2} Commercial side and rear setbacks: The minimum side and rear
sethacks from property lines shall be twenty (20] feet for buildings and structures
twenty (20) feet or less in height. Buildings or structures over twenty (20} feet in
height shall be setback an additional ten (10) feet (thirty (30) feet total). If the area of
the side or rear setback is used for parking or as a service area, o landscaped strip, not
less than ten (10) feet in width shall be maintained along the property lines. The
minimum side and rear setback for commercial buildings and structures may be
reduced through Planning Commission review and approval in conjunction with a
conditional use and site plan application.

While Ascent Construction’s current proposal meets the standard as it currently exists without any
further approval required by the Planning Commission, if the Planning Commission does determine that
they want a 30" buffer between the north side of the parking lot and the Delong property, then the



building would need to move within that 30’ front setback towards Park Lane. Such a shift would
require Planning Commission approval.

Suggested Motion:

Move that the Planning Commission approve the proposed conditional use subject to all applicable City
codes, development standards and ordinance and with the following conditions:

1. The Farmington City Sign Ordinance shall be followed for all signs throughout the site;

2. OQutdoor lighting, if used, must be subdued. All lighting shall be designed, located and directed
to minimize glare, reflection and light pollution into adjoining and nearby lots;

3. An element of “Farmington Rock” shall be included in part of the exterior fagade of the building
OR as architectural elements in the landscape and be approved by the City Planning
Department;

4, The site plan related to this application shall be deferred to staff and the DRC for final approvals,
including all improvement drawings.

Findings for Approval:

a. The proposed use of the particular location is necessary and desirable and provides a service
which contributes to the general well-being of the community. The Ascent Construction Building
is a great asset to the community and provides more space for local businesses here in the
county;

b. The proposed use complies with all regulations and conditions in the Farmington City Zoning
Ordinance for this particular use, as it is a professional office building;

c. The proposed use conforms to the goals, policies, and principles of the Comprehensive General
Plan;

d. The proposed use is compatible with the character of the site, adjacent properties, surrounding
neighborhoods and other existing development as it will be a much needed upgrade to the
facilities that are currently existing in the area;

e. The location provides or will provide adequate utilities, transportation access, drainage, parking
and loading space, lighting, screening, landscaping and open space, fire protection, and safe and
convenient pedestrian and vehicular circulation;

f. The proposed use is not detrimental to the health, safety and general welfare of persons
residing or working in the vicinity and does not cause:

a. Unreasonable risks to the safety of persons or property because of vehicular traffic or
parking;

b. Unreasonable interference with the lawful use of surrounding property; and

¢. A need for essential municipal services which cannot be reasonably met.

Supplemental Information
1. Vicinity Map
2. Ascent Construction Office Building Site Plan
3. Elevations
4. Landscape Plan

Applicable Ordinances
1. Title 11, Chapter 7 — Site Development Standards



2. Title 11, Chapter 8 — Conditional Uses
3. Title 11, Chapter 14 —Business Park Zone {BP)
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Item 6: Azure Midstream CUP
Public Hearing: Yes
Application No.: C-11-15
Property Address: 1262 South 650 West
General Plan Designation: LM (Light Manufacturing)
Zoning Designation: LM&B (Light Manufacturing & Business)
Area: N/A
Number of Lots: N/A
Property Owner: Bradley Pack Trust
Agent: Daniel Thurgood / Technology Associates

Request: Applicant is requesting a conditional use permit to build an office in the existing Farmington
Bay Business Park warehouse building.

Background Information

The applicant has proposed to build a business office within an existing building in the Farmington Bay
Business Park Plat A subdivision. In addition to the office space, the applicant is proposing to also use
the space for warehousing; there will also be a small component of light manufacturing and industrial
uses. Although business and professional offices are listed as permitted in the LM&B zone, light
manufacturing and “mini-warehousing” is listed as a conditional use. The applicant is coming before
the Planning Commission tonight requesting conditional use approval for the proposed office space.

The attached narrative provided by the applicant explicates in more detail the proposal for this site; the
proposal, as stated in the application, is very low impact and is a good fit for the LM&B zone.

Suggested Motion:

Move that the Planning Commission approve a canditional use permit for the Azure Midstream office to
be located at 1262 South 650 West, subject to all applicable Farmington City codes, ordinances, and
development standards and the following conditions:

1. Normal business hours shall be limited to 6 a.m. to 6 p.m. Monday through Friday;
2. No hazardous materials will be stored on site;



3. Equipment storage inside the building shall be maintained at ground-level and there will be no

stacked storage racks.
Findings:

1. The proposed use is very low impact in comparison to most light industrial and manufacturing
uses.

2. The proposed use of the particular location is necessary to provide a service or facility which will
contribute to the general well-being of the community.

3. The proposed use complies with the regulations and conditions in the Farmington City
ordinance for such use.

4. The proposed use conforms to the goals, policies, and governing principles of the
Comprehensive General Plan for Farmington City.

5. The proposed use is compatible with the character of the site, adjacent properties, surrounding
neighborhoods, and other existing and proposed development.

6. Adequate utilities, transportation access, drainage, parking and loading space, lighting,
screening, landscaping and open space, fire protection, and safe and convenient pedestrian and
vehicular circulation are available.

7. Such use shall not, under the circumstances of this particular application, be detrimental to the

health, safety, or general welfare of the persons residing or working in the vicinity, or injurious
to the property or improvements in the vicinity.

Supplemental Information

1
2.
3.
4,

Vicinity Map

Narrative describing proposed use
Site Plans

Sections 11-26-030 and 11-26-040

Applicable Ordinances

1.
2.

Title 11, Chapter 8 — Conditional Uses
Title 11, Chapter 26 — Light Manufacturing and Business
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Azure Midstream is a fee based, growth oriented midstream company offering natural gas gathering,
compression and processing in Texas and Louisiana. Also crude oil logistics in Utah, New Mexico and

Wyoming.

Azure’s business purpose and intended use for this commercial space located at 1262 South 650 West
Sulte 2A Farmington, Utah will be foremost a single office space. Additionally the space will be used as a
storage warzhouse for logistics equipment, light metal repair work (welding and grinding) and
fabrication of company owned assets. Actual fabrication will be no more than a few hours per week.

Normal business hours will be from 6am to 6pm Monday through Friday.

Equipment storage inside the building wili be maintained at ground level having no stacked storage
racks.

No more than 3 people will be working at these premises.
No hazardous rmaterials will be stored.

Azure will have occaslonal visltors for brief office meetings.



CHAPTER 26
LIGHT MANUFACTURING AND BUSINESS (LM&B)

11-26-010 Description.

11-26-020 Purpose.

11-26-030 Permitted Uses.

11-26-040 Conditional Uses.
11-26-050 Prohibited Uses.

11-26-060 Accessory Uses.

11-26-070 Yard and Lot Regulations.
11-26-080 Other Regulations.

11-26-010  Description.

The LM&B Zone is established to provide for the siting of light industrial, light
manufacturing, fabricating, commercial, business park, professional offices, research and
development businesses, and related uses within the City of Farmington. The regulations
contained herein are intended to encourage a productive operating environment for light industry,
manufacturing and business parks, to protect such businesses and development within the Zone
from the adverse effects of incompatible uses, to reduce the impact of light industries,
manufacturing and business parks on surrounding non-industrial, manufacturing and business
land uses, to lessen traffic congestion, and to protect the health and safety of the residents and
workers in the area and within the City in general.

11-26-020  Purpose.

The purpose of the standards and requirements of this Chapter are to control light
industrial, manufacturing and business park uses and development in Farmington City so as to:

(1)  Encourage and provide an environment and location for light industrial,
manufacturing and business park uses and development consistent with City goals and standards
for attractive, well planned development;

(2) Discourage uses from locating within the Zone that will tend to impede the use of
the land for light industrial, manufacturing and business park purposes; and

3) To ensure that all light industrial, manufacturing and business park uses and
development within the City will provide methods to protect the community from hazards and
nuisances.

11-26-030 Permitted Uses.

The following are permitted uses in the LM&B Zone. No other permitted uses are
allowed, except as provided by Section 11-4-105(6):

(1)  Business and professional offices;
2) Research and development activitics;

3) Veterinary Clinic or Animal Hospital; and
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11-26-040

Warchousing.

Conditional Uses.

The following are conditional uses in the LM&B Zone. No other conditional uses are
allowed, except as provided by Section 11-4-105(6):

(1)  Any development which includes multiple buildings or is proposed on a site
which is over one (1) acre in size;
@) Accessory Living Quarters;
(3) Automotive Equipment and Accessories Sales;
(4) Automotive Service and Maintenance Centers;
(5) Automotive and Vehicle Sales;
(6)  Contractor Yards;
(7)  DryCleaning and Laundry Facilities;
(8)  Golf courses and/or related recreation uses;
(9)  Handicraft Manufacturing;
(10) Light Manufacturing, Compounding and Processing, Assembling or Packaging of
the following products:
(a) Beverages,
(b)  Electric appliances and electronic instruments,
(c) Pharmaceutical or biological products,
(d) Food, except yeast, vinegar or rendering of fat,
(e} Scientific instruments,
@ Signs, including electric and open,
(g)  Wearing apparel,
(h)  Automotive parts and accessories,
(i) Lumber and wood products,
)] Rubber and plastic products, and
(k)  Roof'tile products;
(11) Lumber and Building Material, Sales;
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(12)  Mini-Warehousing/Self-Storage;

(13)  Outcall Services as defined and conducted in accordance with the City Business
Regulations and Zoning Ordinances regarding sexually-oriented businesses are permitted in this
Zone;

(14) Planned Commercial Development;
(15) Printing/Publishing;

(16) Public Utilities;

(17)  Retail uses compatible with area; and

(18)  Sexually-Oriented Businesses as defined and conducted in accordance with the
City Business Regulations and Zoning Ordinances regarding sexually-oriented businesses.

11-26-050 Prohibited Uses.
Uses expressly prohibited in the LM&B Zone include, but shall not be limited to: auto
wrecking, salvage, junkyards, redi-mix asphalt and concrete plants, dwellings (single family or

multiple family), refineries, large or regional warehouse and distribution only facilities, refuse
transfer station, and other heavy industrial or heavy manufacturing uses,

11-26-060 Accessory Uses.

Accessory uses and buildings customarily incidental to the permitted uses and conditional
uses provided herein may be permitted within the LM&B Zone as a conditional use.

11-26-070 Yard and Lot Regulations.
(D Lot Size: No minimum.

) Lot Width: No minimum, except each lot shall have a minimum frontage of
thirty-five (35) fect on a public street.

3) Front Yard: 10 feet.

(4) Side Yards: No minimum, except that thirty (30) feet shall be provided where the
lot line is co-terminus with any residential zone boundary.

(5) Side Yard Corner: Minimum side yard on corner lot shall be ten (10) feet on the
side adjacent to the street.

6) Rear Yard: No minimum, except that thirty (30) feet shall be provided where the
lot ling is co-terminus with any residential zone boundary.

(7)  Accessory Buildings: Accessory buildings shall be subject to the yard
requirements cited above. Accessory buildings shall not be located in front of the main building.

® Building Height: Maximum building height shall be forty (40) feet (except for
towers, chimneys and other structures with no human habitation).
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Planning Commission Staff Report
September 3, 2015
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Histeuro Bsoanminuy - iy}

Item 4: Conservation, Recreation, Wildlife, and Waterfowl Refuge and
Park; and Management Plan

Public Hearing: Yes

Application No.: M-3-15

Property Address: West City Limit Line

General Plan Designation: DR (Development Restrictions, Very Low Density and/or Agriculture,
Open Space); and RRD {Rural Residential Density}

Zoning Designation: AE (Agriculture Estates) and AA {Agriculture Very Low Density)

Area: 400 + Acres

Number of Lots: n/a

Property Owner: Various

Applicant: Farmington City

Request: Applicant is requesting a recommendation to adopt the enclosed ordinance and management
plan regarding a Conservation, Recreation, Wildlife, and Waterfowl! Refuge and Park.

Background Information

{To be presented at the Planning Commission meeting).

Suggested Alternative Motions:
Move that the Planning Commission recommend that the City Council adopt the enclosed ordinance

designating 400 + acres along the City’s west corporate limit line, between 950 North and Glover’s Lane,
as a Conservation, Recreation, Wildlife, and Waterfowl Refuge and Park; and approve the enclosed
management plan to enable the continued management thereof.

Findings: {See ordinance recitals and management plan chapter related to purpose}.
-OR-
Move that the Planning Commission table consideration of the proposed ordinance and management

plan, and continue the public hearing to September 17, 2015, to allow time to better assimilate and
understand both documents and obtain additional public comment.

Supplemental Information
1. Enabling Ordinance; and 2) Management Plan.



DRAFT (07/08/15)
FARMINGTON, UTAH
ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE TO DESIGNATE THE FARMINGTON CITY

CONSERVATION, RECREATION, WILDLIFE AND WATERFOWL

REFUGE AND PARK AND TO PROVIDE FOR THE CONTINUED

MANAGEMENT THEREOF.

WHEREAS, in 1991 Farmington City began a major re-write of its General Plan and
Future Land Usemap. This effort involved the entire community culminating in the City Council
adopting Ordinance 93-23 on June 16, 1993 amending these documents, to show and provide,
among other things, a concerted emphasis to protect the Great Salt Lake Shore line area from
development. The City established a development restriction boundary whereby all 1and lower

than 4218 feet above sea level in elevation is identified as "Development Restrictions, Very Low

Density, &/OR Agncuiture Open Space; and

WHEREAS, in 1997 Farmmngton City realized it needed to conserve and avoid
development on the land located adjacent to the Great Salt Lake withm its municipal boundaries to
protect the open space, wildlife and waterfow] habitat, natural and umque resource values and
scenic values of that land, tegether wiih the ability to allow the citizens to utilize this area for
passive recreation and park emjoyment purposes, and to provide complementary resource

protection and support for the Farmington Bay Waterfow] Management Area located to the South,

and

WHEREAS, Farmngton City engaged the services of remowned conservation

development planner Randall Arendt in 1997 to undertake a Study and to prepare a Master Plan to



allow preservation of the conservation values of this area; and

WHEREAS, on April 2, 1998 Farmington City passed Resolution Number 98-12 declaring
Fammington City's desiie and intent to implement conservation development guidelines and
standards for residential development within Farmington City and providing notice of pending
amendments to the City General Plan, Zoning Ordinance and Subdivision Ordinance regarding the

same; and

WHEREAS, hased upon that Study, on October 21, 1998 Farmington City passed a
Temporary Building Restriction to ensure no development occurred within this area for six

months, and

WHEREAS, on Aprl 21, 1999 Farmington City passed Ordinance Number 99-17
amending Chapter 10 to include a AA Zone and conservation options for subdivision
development, Ordinance 99-18 amending the (General Plan Chapter 10, Ordinance 99-19
renumbering Chapters [2-15 of the Farmington City Zoning Ordinance to Chapters 13-16,
Ordinance 99-20 adopting Chapter 11 Conservation Development and Single Family Residential
Zones and Ordinance 99-21 editing and re-codifving Chapter 12 of the Zoning Ordinance
implementing conservation standards of development of residential subdivisions and amending

Chapter 2 defimtons, and

WHEREAS, Chapter 12 of the Zoning Ordinance governing Conservation Subdivision
Development Standards provides for the acquisition of Conservation Easements m the course of

development of property within the City, the preservation and permanent protection of these
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conservation lands and the mainténance, operation and use thereof: and

WHEREAS, Chapter 12 of the Zoning Ordinance, at 11-12-060, prohibits development
activities on Conservation Easement lands in order to ensure the preservation and enbancement of
the existing natural conditions of certain property within Farmungton City, including but not

limited to natural and eultural resources, wildlife habitat and other unique and sensitive lands; and

WHEREAS, on July 2, 2003 (recorded 7/29/2003) pursuant to Chapter 12, Farmington
City acquired the Buffalo Ranches Conservation Easement on 286 .8 acres of land adjacent to the
shoreline of the Great Salt Lake. This property possesses Conservation Values, including unique
and sensitive natural, scenic, open space, wildlife, farmland, floodplain and/or wetland value and
was acquired to provide for appropriate ecological, agricultural, open space, recreational and

educational uses of the property. which will now be protected and preserved in perpetuity; and

WHEREAS, on December 22, 2005 {recorded 1/10/2006) pursuant to Chapter 12,
Farmington City acquired the Farmington Ranches Phase 6 Conservation Easement containing
23.92 acres of land adjacent to the shoreline of the Great Salt Lake. This property possesses
Conservation Values, including unique and sensitive natural, scenic, open space, wildhife,
farmland, floodplain and/or wetland value and was acquired to proviade for appropriate ecological,
agricultural, open space, recreational and educational uses of the property, which will now be

protected and preserved in perpetuity. and

WHEREAS, on October 12, 2007 (recorded 11/1/2007) pursuant to Chapter 12,

Farmington City acquired the Farmington Meadows Phase 1 Conservation Easement containing
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47.96 acres of land adjacent to the shoreline of the Great Salt Lake. This property possesses
Conservation Values, includmg unique and sensitive natural, scenic. open space, wildlife.
farmland, floodplam and/or wetland value and was acquired to provide for appropriate ecological,
agricultural, open space, recreational and educational uses of the property, which will now be

protected and preserved in perpetuity, and

WHEREAS, on November 19, 2013 (recorded 11/20/2013) pursuant to Chapter 12,
Farmington City acquired the Hunter’s Creek Conservation Easement containing 62.96 acres of
land adjacent to the shorchne of the Great Salt Lake. This property possesses Conservation
Values, including unique and sensitive natural, scenic, open space, wildlife, farmland, floodplam
and/or wetland value and was acquired to provide for appropriate ecological, agricultural, open
space, recreational and educational uses of the property, which will now be protected and

preserved in perpetuity: and

WHEREAS, sice the date of acquisition of each of these four Conservation Easements,
Farmington City has been responsible for the protection of the Conservation Values these
Easements present, which specifically include wildhfe, wetland, open space and sensitive natural

values, and

WHEREAS, the adoption of wildlife and waterfowl refuge as the primary purpose of the
Park by this Ordinance not only recognizes the most important functional aspect of the
Conservation Values these properties provide, but also recognizes these Conservation Easements
are located adyacent to the Farmington Bay Wildlife Management Area to the South and are part of
a network of similar refuge areas all along the Eastern shore of the Great Salt Lake.
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WHEREAS. since the acquisition of these Conservation Easements, Farmington City has
planned for and constructed trails to altow for passive recreational and park uses by the public
around and within these Conservation Easements, in a manner that protects, the wildlife and

waterfow] habitats and the wildlife and waterfowl refuge characteristics that exist thereon; and

WHEREAS, the trails have been and will continue to be construeted in such a way that the
wildlife and waterfow] habitat and the wildlife and waterfowl refuge characteristics of each
Conservation Easement have been and will be preserved, yet the public will have the opportunity
to view and enjoy each Conservation Easement and the Park in a passive park and recreation

setting, and

WHEREAS, these Conservation Easements have been and will continue to be actively
managed by Farmiunglon City individually and as a single resource, so as to faciliiale the
preservation and enhancement of the wildlife and waterfow] habitat and the wildlife and waterfowl

refuge characteristics of the Conservation Easements; and

WHEREAS, Farmington City desires and intends to continue the stewardship,
maintenance and enhancement efforts for each of these Conservation Easements through the
creation of a new Management Plan this year and in future years as needed, so as to provide for the
protection and further enhancement of the Conservation Values thereof, with the wildlife and

waterfowl] refuge as the pnimary purpose of each Conservation Easement: and

WHEREAS, it is recognized by the City that, since acquisition, these properties have been

incidentally used for passive recreational and park purposes, with the primary putpose bemg
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wildlife and waterfow] habitat and wildiife and waterfowl refuge

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

FARMINGTON CITY, STATE OF UTAH, AS FOLLOWS:

Section1,  That the Buffalo Ranches, Farmington Ranches, Farmington Meadows and
Humter’s Creek Conservation Easements (“the Conservation Easements™) shall be designated,
named and hereafter referred to as the Farmington City Conservatinn, Recreation, Wildlife and

Waterfowl Refuge and Park (“the Park™).

Section 2.  That the past and future existence of the Conservation Values conserved by
these Conservation Easements (“the Conservation Values™) contribute to and support the purposes
of the Park, which are recreation, park and wildlife and waterfowl refuge, with the wildhfe and
waterfow] refuge as the primary purpose and that Farmington City is required to preserve these

purposes in perpetuity pursuant to the terms of the Conservation Easements,

Section 3.  That smce their acquisition, the Conservation Easements have been used by
the public and managed for the park and recreational purposes, as such purposes are consistent

with the wildlife and waterfow] refuge purposes,

Section 4. That the park and recreational purposes shall be passive in natare and use

and shall be managed in a manner consistent with the wildlife and waterfow] refuge puiposes

Section 5.  That Management Plans were in place and in effect at the time the

Conservation Easements were acquired as consideration for increased density on the property of
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the Grantors, which Management Plans were followed, enforced and amended as necessary to
facilitate the Conservation Values and the primary and incidental purposes of the Park. A new
Management Plan has been created in response to Farmmgton Ordinance No. 201 4-23, adopted on
June 17, 2014 and this Ordinance  This Plan may include the placement of signage to direct and
inform the Public about the Park purposes and the Conservation Values protected by the Park and

the Conservation Easements.

Section 6.  That facilities for park and recreational purposes may be constructed
consistent with the terms and conditions of the Conservation Easements, but only to the extent
necessary to allow those purposes to be enjoyed by the Public in 2 manner consistent with the

primary purposes of the Park as a wildlife and waterfow] refuge,

Section 7.  That to the extent uses mconsistent wath the terms and conditions of the
Conservation Easements and the Conservation Values protected thereby are available under the

existing and future Zoning and General Plans of Farmington City, such uses shall not be approved.

Section 8. That to the extent permitted and/or inconsistent uses may be allowed under
the Conservation Easements that conflict with the Conservation Values and the primary purpose of
the Park as a wildlife and waterfowl refuge, such uses shall not be approved. Agricultural and
other uses that are potentially mconsistent with the wildlife and waterfow! refuge purpose shall
only be undertaken or allowed to continue in accordance with Best Management Practices that

render such nses consistent with the wildlife and waterfowl refuge purposes

001\
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Section 9.  That to the extent the other Conservation Values or other aspects of the
Conservation Easements are inconsistent with the primary purpose of the Park as a wildlifs and
waterfowl refuge, the wildlife and waterfow! refuge purposes shall be deemed primary and shall
take precedence. Any agricultural and other Conservation Values that are potentially inconsistent
with the wildlife and waterfowl refuge purposes shall only be undertaken or allowed to continue in
accordance with Best Management Practices and in a manner that renders such Values consistent

with the wildlife and waterfow] refuge purposes.

Section 10.  That the existence of Endangered, Threatened and Listed species has been
documented on the land protected by the Conservation Easements and the continued use by these
specias of the Park shall be respected and, where deemed prudent by Farmington City and other
agencies, facilitated and enhanced. The Management Plans shall be amended as necessary to
facilitate and foster wildlife and waterfow] habatat, as well as the other purposes and Conservation
Values of the Park, sc long as those efforts are consistent with the pnmary wildlife and waterfowl

refuge purposes of the Park,

Section 11. A Management Plan has been prepared by a consultant to Farmington City
and that Plan scientifically supporis the existence of a wildhfe and waterfow] refuge across the
entirety of the Park. These resources and the viability thereof have been fully documented and
are both sustainable and consistent with the other existing Conservation Values and the existing

and future potential uses associated with the Conservation Easements.
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Section 12.  Severability. If any section, part or provision of this Ordinance is held
nvalid or unenforceable, such invalidity or unenforceability shall not affect any other portion of

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

Section 13.  Effective Date. This Ordinance shall become effective twenty (20) days

after publication or posting, or thirty (30) days after passage, whichever occurs first

PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF FARMINGTON CITY,

STATE OF UTAH, THIS DAY OF , 2015,
FARMINGTON CITY
ATTEST.
Ry:
[ ] L ]
City Recorder Mayor
03Ordh
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Executive Su mmary |

Project Description and Goals

The goals and objectives of this management plan for the Farmington City Conservation, Recreation,
Wildiife and Waterfowl Refuge and Park (heretofore “Park”) is to provide and pursue a better
understanding of the nature, extent, and condition of the natural resources within, and adjacent to the
Park. The understanding of the Park’s role in the regional ecosysiem will then be combined with
effective stewardship practices and actions to help sustain those resources into the future to assure the
conservation values as prioritized in the ordinances governing the Park and set forth in each
Conservation Easement are maintained. The Park is an amalgamation of 4 separate conservation
easements that were combined for management purposes through a City Ordinance to allow the
natural resources to be managed more consistently in order to serve the primary purpose of this park
as a wildlife and waterfowl refuge. This Miznagement Plan is a comprehensive decument of findings
provided to the City of Farmington as a resource to help identify appropriate goals, guidelines and
potential threats to the park resources, as well as to provide priotitized recommended measures to help
protect and sustain the wildlife and waterfowl refuge areas of the Park. The work accomplished to date
demonstrates that the entire Park functions as a sustainable wildlife and waterfow refuge, which will be
protected as such by Farmington City. Through the Management Plan process, it will be possible to
continue to provide the incidental, yet high quality passive recreation and park opportunities to visitors
in a natural setting.

Significant Wildlife and Waterfowl Related Naturai Resources

After natural resource surveys and assessments were conducted by WP NRC Inc, it became clear the
Park has many important and significant wildlife and waterfowl related natural resources. These
resources and their respective locations are shown in Figures " through 5. The Park’s resources vary
in their condition, as some impacts can be seen from past land use activities of livestock grazing and
water management activities, and from current issues such as noxious weed invasion and potential
easement violation issues.

The wildlife resources at the park that are of particular interest include (Figures 1 thru 5):

o» Abundant waterfowl activity at Buffalo Pond and other open waler as well as on the native
emergent marsh areas of the Park.

« Abundant shoreblird use - Two state sensitive species, the American white pelican and the long
billed curlews use the park. Numerous pelicans use Buffalo Pond for loafing and long billed curlews
use the grass meadows directly adjacent to the lake.

= Snowy plover habitat — this federally threatened shorebird can use the saline playas just north of
Buffalo Pond as foraging and possibly nesting habitat

= Raptor use - Bald eagles have been seen loafing in the cottonwoods adjacent to Buffalo Pond and
kestrels and other raptors hunt in the upland meadows.

= Small mammal habitat- Throughout the Park, numerous small mammal burrows (chiefly mice -
Microtis spp) provide food for many of the raptors in the area.

= Egrets, common yellow throat and Soras were all noted using the emergent marshes on the
Park
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= Successful red tall hawk nest - there is an occupied nest currently located on a cenfral power
pole within the Park.
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Figure 1. Significant Wildlife and Waterfow locales at the Park {1 of 5)
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Figure 2. American Pelican Foraging Habitat at the Park
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Figure 3. Great Egret Foraging Habitat at the Park
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Figure 4. Westem Grebe Potential Nesting Habitat at the Park
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Figure 5. Common Yellow Throat Potential Foraging and Nesting Habitat at the Park
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The vegetation and wetland communities at the Park provide a mosaic of habitats for wildlife and
waterfowl as well as for improved water quality and water retention. See Figure 6

= Ecotone between fresh and saline environments - The intersection of the saline environment of
the Great Salt Lake and the fresh water flowing west through the property provides an overlap of
habitats for vegetation and wildlife species dependent upon each of these environments, making
the diversity of the area exceptionally high.

« Wet Fresh meadows — This wetland type is unigue and thus very important in the surrounding arid
environment. These meadows provide important functions such as flood abatement, water
retention, improved water quality and wildlife and waterfowl habitat.

= Woet Saline Meadows —this is a unique vegetation community found around the Great Salt Lake
that includes specialized plant species that can tolerate extremely saline conditions and provides
habitat for many shorebirds. It is also important for flood attenuation, water retention, improved
water quality and wildlife and waterfowl habitat.

= [Emergent Marsh This vegetation type provides habitat for numerous waterfow! and other birds as
well as serving ecological functions such as water retention, flood attenuation and water quality
improvement.

The combination of 1) numerous different habitat types, 2) limited permitted uses that are not
inconsistent with the primary purpose of the Park, and 3) the location of the Park along the shores of
the Great Salt Lake and directly adjacent to Farmington Bay Wildlife Management Area provides for
abundant opportunity for waterfowl and wildlife to utilize the riches of the area without persistent
disturbance from humans. Disturbance from humans could jeopardize their health and/or survival.
Further, proper management of the agricultural uses (livestock grazing) in certain areas of the Park
allows continued use of the area by wildiife and waterfow and is thus consistent with the primary
function of the Park as a wikdlife and waterfow! refuge. Properly controlled livestock grazing is one of
the most powerful and effective land management tools to modify habitats as needed to improve habitat
quality and/or guantity for wildlife and waterfow.
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Figure 6. Signrﬁcant Vegetation and Wetland Resources
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The numerous freshwater resources at the Park are of great importance to the function of the Park as a
wildlife and waterfowl refuge. Four creeks flow through the property in this otherwise arid area (Figure
7). These four creeks are:

= Halght Creek- Fiows into the property along the northern border after the creek flows through
Farmington. The Creek is heavily used by the Haight Creek imigation company for the Kaysville
area. The creek can be totaily dry at some times of the year, but can flow up to 2 cubic feet per
second (cfs).

= Baer Creek- Flows into the property from the north. The Creek flows by the Central Davis Sewer
District, but they do not discharge into Baer Creek. Baer Creek is an ephemeral creek and varies in
flow volumes from 1-2 cfs (cubic feet per second) to around 24 cfs.

= Shepard Creek — Flows into the property from the mountains east of Famington. Shepard Creek is
also used for imgation water, Shepard Creek fills Buffalo Pond before it is discharged into the Great
Salt Lake.

w Spring Creek — Flows into the central portion of the property and is also an ephemeral flow. Spring
Creek originates at a spring just east of Highway 89.

"
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Figure 7. Significant Water Resources
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The recreational opportunities of the Park are unique in the area and include (Flgure 8);

= A Trail network - though chiefly around the edges of the property, it allows residents to enjoy the
Park on foot, on a bicycle or on horseback for exercise and a nature experience, while allowing
wildlife and waterfowl to remain relatively undisturbed. Proposed trails are planned for passive use
to remain on the edges of the Park for this reason.

w Passive recreation — Residents often use the trails to watch birds, Exciting bird presence can often
be seen on Buffalo Pond, in playas, saline meadows, upland meadows and emergent margshes
throughout the Park as well as any area toward the Great Salt Lake.

13
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Flgure 8. Significant Recreation Resources
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There are also conditions at the Park that threaten some of these wildlife and waterfow! resources. These
conditions include:

» Weed Infestations and introductions of exctic species. in particular, the purple loosestrife (Lythrum
salicaria) found on the property can be an aggressive invader of wetlands that can negatively alter the
heaith of the wetiand communities. Other species in need of control include common reed (Phragmites
australis), tall white top (Lepidium latifolium) and Scolch thistle (Onopordum acanthium). The Invasion
and spread of purple loasestrife can negatively modify the function of the ecosystem by modifying the
structure and composition of the wetland vegetation. This in turn can reduce food and cover availability
for wildlife and waterfowl.

» Conservation Easement Violations — Regular enforcement of the values to be preserved under the
conservation easements helps to maintain the lands in good condition while preserving the conservation
values for future generations. Easement violations can include such things as illegal trash dumping,
illegal soil dumping or lllegal storage of trailers or other debris on the Park, These violations can remove
and/or degrade valuable habitat for wildlife and waterfow.

» Feral Cat population- Feral cats can have a strong negative influence on wildlife and waterfowl
poputations in the Park. Cats have been known to decimate birds and small mammal populations. The
unchecked loss of small mammals and birds at the park upsets the balance of the food chain as raptors
will need to burn more calories to hunt for food elsewhere and birds are unable to sustain their
populations.

Management Goals and Objectives

The following section lists the significant features at the park and then below each one is a specific resource-
based objective designed to protect the resource. Then there are actlons, plans or best management
practices to reach these objectives and a monitoring plan fo determine if the objectives are being met.

T

Waterfowl and Wilcitie

wildlife es al nbnuous expan of habitats for an

diverse number of birds de| ent upon the Great Salt Lake during migrafion overs for their pnma
sustaining needs during spnng and fall fights The Great Sait Lake ecosvstem depends upon bath the
mineral rich saltwater and the freshwater delivered to the lake this Park and o inputs to support and

| sustain the ecosystem and thus the multitude of waterfowd and wildlife dependent upan it

Objective: Maintain and improve conditions for waterfowl, shorebirds, raptors, herptofauna, and small
mammals throughout the Park

Actions/Pians/BNPs: Consider raptor perches in the upland meadows to encourage more raptor use
Consider planting vegetation around Buffalo Pond and other areas t« improve widife habitat. Work with the
local chapter of the Audubon Soclety to do regularly scheduled bird and breeding bird surveys Work with
Dawis County on increasing the trapping of feral ¢ats at the Park. P

Monitoring: Coordinate with local chapter of the Auduban Society to conduct regular surveys of the Park to
better understand the extent and seasonal uses of the Park by the different guilds of birds  Monitur the

15



Fermington City Conservation, Recreation, Wiidlife and Waterfow! Refuge and Park Management Plan

i abundance and distnbution of small mammals, particularly before and after a feral cat trapping program has

| _been mplemented

s

I Vegetation and T

many wildlife and waterfowl species in a relguﬂ

ecosystern, particularly for migrating birds, resh meadows, saline meadow, emergent
ltural nd i ) ife & [

marshes, sgline plavas. fallow agricultu rQ life sustaining needs for

Objective: Improve the condition of uplands, wetlands and riparian areas to a better and more functional

condition. Improve levels of diversity, structure, and increase the dominance of native species, Prevent the
spread of noxious weeds

‘ Actions/Plans/BiiPs (Best Management Practices): Control phragmites weeds through integrated

management (chemical and mechanical means) to open up wetland areas. Replace non-native phragmites

i with native bulrushes. Remove Russian dlives and plant with native cottonwoods and/or willow. Strategically

contral other noxious weeds in the upland ameas to allow for desirable vegetation to take hold. Zomplete and

implement a grazing management plan to better understand the past and current stocking rates, pasture rest
§ perods and overall grazing intensity and possible effects on wildlife habiitat effectivencss |

{ Monitoring: Establish permanent vegetation fransects in areas to be improved 1o be able to quantify

__numbers and trends on the prope

changes. Understand and monitor Ivestock use to assure the Conservation Values are being upheld.

Grm E T s S W N e T T T e e e = = s =

Recreation Opportunities L
Trails within the park are: an important community benefit th ' In the future as '

Farmington grows. A frail along the edge of the Hunter Creek Cons ion Easement is pro d to allow
visitors to experience more of the pari while leaving the ceniral area of the Park free of human intrusion to
allow the wildiife to remain undisturbed s

QObjective: Maintain évarietv of recreational opportunities such as hiking, biking, horseback nding. bird .
watching and educational opportunities for the local and regional community, while assuring most wildlife and
waterfowl are left undisturbed

Actions/Plane/BRiPs: Continue to maintam trails, provide additional trail connécﬂbns where pdsslble while
ensuring conservation values are maintained. Ensure city staff understands the sensitive resources on the
property and what constitutes an easement violation. Cultural surveys should be conducted as further Park

development occurs o determine the potential location and extent of histonc structures or articles.

Monitoring: Conduct monitoring of trail use and type of use at strategic locations to understand the use
rties

ST A D) T T T gy ety e e e ——————— e — —— e

P20 L S S eI s ) O TR

“Viater Quantity and Quality |

Continued development of Farmington likely translates to more paved surfaces, The resulting storm ins

that discharge onto the Conservation Easements will likely carry more water in the future.

| Objective: To maintain and/or improve surface water quality reaching the Park
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L o s T =iy L e Pt T A A A - M——— SN
ions/Plens/BiaPs:

Act | Work with the City oi Falmingtn and Davis Cn Ehme
De:panmept to install trash racks and/or drain guards to remove debris and contaminants from the water prior
to it reaching the Park. Place inferpretive signs regarding storm water maniagement to inform visitors and the

community.

i

Aionjtoring: Monitor water quality above and below storm water discharge points if possible. Keep a photo
I debris cleaned from trash rachs.

. T LY
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Chapter 1 = Purpose

Purposz of this Plan

The purpose of this plan is 1o encourage the best passible management of natural resources at the Park to
ensure the primary purpose of the Park as a wildlife and waterfowl refuge area is maintained and, over lime,
improved. This will require ensuring the continued maintenance of the stated conservation values in the
Conservation Easements related to the refuge purposes while providing public access, but only where it is
congruent with these objectives. This requiras identifying the nature and extent of the natural resources of the
Park, developing guidelines to facilitate a betier understanding of these resources, and provide suggestions for
both short-term and [ong term management. The process includes an examination of each natural resource
through field work and research and collecting GIS data. From this work, a list of resource objectives is
generated, a list of actions to try to meel objectives is created, and monitoring suggestions are given to
observe trends over time and {o be able to halt or reverse any negative trends in the natural resources (e.q.
reduced water quality, increased erosion, increased noxious weed presence).

This integration of specific resource objectives into this and successive Management Plans for the Park is key
to ensuring the sustainability of the resources and thus honoring the conservation values and the primary
purpose of a wildlife and waterfowl refuge. This plan should be updated every five years.

The actions, plans or studies will require money and time to implement. As a result, they are prioritized to
assure the most important activilies take place first. The City staff should then turn these lists into a long term
budget and a set of work priorities for each year. Additionaliy, the City staff may be able to involve some
academics, volunteers or agency people to accomplish some of the studies or plans for a low cost. it may also
be possible to get grants to address some of the issues.

Guiding Decuments

Beginning in 1998, the City took action to support the acquisition of conservation easements and then
successfully placed four conservation easements on the Park properties. These actions were taken to assure
little to no development occurred in areas with high flooding risk adjacent to the Great Salt Lake, and to serve
as open space for the community. Each parcel within the Park has a written Conservation Easement in which
conservation values, permitted uses, conditional uses and prohibited uses are stated. The Conservation
Fasements are in the process of being amended to further bolster these conservation values, with the wildlife
and waterfowl refuge as the primary purpose.

Buffalo Ranch CE (Owned by Viking Real Estate, LLC)

Stated Conservation values - “The property passesses unique and sensitive natural, scenic,
open space, wildlife, farmland, floodplain and/or wetland values.” The purpose of the easement is “...to
assure that the property will be retained ferever in its natural scenic agricuttural and/or open space
condition.”

Permitted Uses (as defined in easement) include:

- Livestock grazing (provided geod range stewardship shall not exceed a degree of use described
as good to excelient by the USDA NRCS and shall not materially degrade or deteriorate the
range resource, wildlife habitat or conservation values)

- Equestrian facilities (riding arena would entail a conditional use permit)
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-Underground utility facilities and easements for drainage, sewer {subject to restoration within
90 days)

-Public streets approved by the City (delineated in Exhibit B)

~New fencing only as needed

-Existing agricultural and residential structures and improvements within reason

Condttional uses:

-Community open spaces, gardens, shooting ranges other commercial uses in areas delineated
in Exhibit B

-Accessory buildings used solely for agricultural purposes in areas delineated in Exhibit B.

-Educational structures and improvements only in designated area in Exhibit B

-Water structures, improvements, marshlands, wetlands and riparian communities may be
established, constructed and maintained provided they are consistent with the conservation easement
purposes,

Prohibited tses: There are 16 specific prohibited uses outlined in the conservation easement,
but essentially they pertain to ‘the change, disturbance alteration or impairment of the significant naturaf
ecological features and values of the property or the destruction of other significant conservation

interests on the property ”

Existing Management (Mainteniance) Plan: Viking Real Estate will do the following tasks:

imigation, weed abatement, lawn care and landscaping, mowing of pasture lands, fence upkeep, road
upkeep, building upkeep, and other tasks needed to maintain operations thereon.

Hunter's Creek CE (owned by Woodside Hunters Creek, LLC)

Stated Conservation Values: “The property possesses unique, sensitive, natural, scenic,
aesthetic, open space, wildlife, agricultural, pasture land, ecological, floodplain, upland and wetland
values.”

Permitted Uses {as defined in easement) include:

-Livestock grazing (provided good range stewardship shall nol exceed a degree of use
described as good to excellent by the USDA NRCS and shall not materially degrade or deteriorate the
range resource, wildlife habitat or conservation values) (areas delineated in Exhibit B)

- -Underground utility facilities and easements for drainage, sewer (subject to restoration within
90 days)

-New fencing only as needed

-Existing agricultural and residential structures and improvements within reason

Conditional uses:

-Non-commercial and non-moterized recreational use

-Community open spaces, gardens, village greens (Excludes shooting ranges other commercial
uses in areas delineated in Exhibit B)

-Accessory buildings used solely for agricultural purposes in areas delineated in Exhibit B.

-Walter structures, improvements, marshiands, wetlands and riparian communities may be
established, constructed and maintained provided they are consistent with the conservation easement

purposes.
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Prohibited uses: There are 16 specific prohibited uses outlined in the conservation easement,
but essentially they pertain to ‘the change, disturbance alteration or impairment of the significant natural
ecological features and values of the property or the destruction of other significant conservation
interests on the property.”

Management (Maintenance) plan highlights
-All management responsibillties are up to Woodside Hunters Creek LLC
-Flow path of streams shall be maintained by Davis County, stream banks are responsibility
of Woodside
-Wetlands maintained in accordance with and subject to rules and regulations of US Army
Corps of Engineers (USACE)
-Any revegetation plan should be submitted to the city

Farmington Meadowe CE (Owned by Christensen Land Company, LLC)
Stated Conservation Values: The property possesses unique and sensitive, natural, scenic,
aesthetic, open space, wildlife, ecological, floodplain, riparian communities and/or wetiand
values

Permitted Uses:

-Livestock grazing (provided good range stewardship shall not exceed a degree of use
described as good to excellent by the USDA NRCS and shall not materially degrade or
deteriorate the range resource, wildlife habitat or conservation values) (areas delineated in
Exhibit B)

-Underground utility facilities and easements for drainage, sewer (subject to restoration within
90 days)

-New fencing only as needed

Conditional uses:
-Non-comercial and non-motorized recreational use
-Commumnity open spaces, gardens, village greens (Excludes shooting ranges other commarcial
uses in areas delineated in Exhibit B)
-Accessory buildings used solely for agricultural purposes in areas delineated in Exthibit B.
~Existing agricultural and residential structures and improvements within reason
-Water structures, improvements, marshlands, wetlands, riparian communities and ponds
maybe established, constructed and maintained, provided they are consistent with the purpose
of the easement

Prohibited uses: There are 17 specific prohibited uses outlined in the conservation easement,
but essentially they prohibit the change, disturbance alteration or impairment of the significant natural
ecological features and values of the property or the destruction of other significant conservation
interests on the property.

Management (Maintenance) Plan — 3 stated maintenance areas

1. Cross project and shoreline trails (maintained by the City)
2, Wetland and upland open space within Parcel D will be maintained by the developer
Boyer Farmington Meadows, L.C.
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3. Wetland and upland areas outside of Parcel D will be maintained by the Farmington
Meadows Homeowners Association or their authorized assign inaccordance with the
landscape plan submitted as part of each phase of the project and subject to others and
conditions of the Development Agreement

Farmington Ranches CE (owned by Spencer J and Elizabeth R Moffat.)
Stated Conservation Values: The property possesses unique and. sensitive, natural, scenic,
open space, wildlife, farmland, floodplain, and/or wettand values.

Permitted Uses:

-Livestock grazing (includes raising crops) provided good range stewardship shall not exceed a
degree of use described as good to excellent by the USDA NRCS and shall not materially
degrade or deteriorate the range resource, wildlife habitat or conservation values (areas
delineated in Exhibit B)

-Equestrian facilities for class “B” animals ( a riding arena would require a conditional use

permit)
-Underground utility facllities and easements for drainage, sewer (subject to restoration within

80 days})

-Public streets approved by the City of Farmington in designated areas

-New fencing only as needed

- Improvements and maintenance to existing agricultural structures. Although not encouraged,
new buildings and other structures or imprevements to be used primarily for agricultural purposes
inciuding residential structures used solely to house farm owners, tenants and employees (as
designated on Exhibit B)

Conditional uses:
-Non-commercial and non-motorized recreational use
-Community open spaces, gardens, village greens (Excludes shooting ranges other commercial
uses in areas delineated in Exhibit B)
-Accessory buildings used solely for agricultural purposes in areas delineated in Exhibit B.
-Existing agricultural and residential structures and improvements within reason
-Educational structures as delineated in Exhibit B
-Water structures, improvements, marshlands, wetlands, riparian communities and ponds
maybe established, constructed and maintained, provided they are consistent with the purpose
of the easement

Prohibited Uses: There are 16 specific prohibited uses outlined in the conservation easement,
but essentially they pertain to the disallowance of the change, disturbance alteration or impairment of
the significant natural ecological features and values of the property or the destruction of other
significant conservation interests on the property.”

Managemenit:
There are 5 areas with different ownership and thus management responsibilities:
1)Neighborhood Open Space, 2)Cross Project and Shoreline Trails 3)Project Setbacks
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4)Upland and wetland Open Space and 5)Upland and Wetland Open Space within
Conservancy Lots

Neighborhood Open Space — Landscaping and irrigation systems shall be installed and
maintained by the property owner. These spaces shall be maintained, groomed and
manicured by the property owner

Cross Project and Shoreline Trails — shall be developed in accordance with the
Development Agreement and shall be maintained by the property owner.

On June 17, 2014, the City of Farmington adepted an Ordinance to combine these four Conservation
Easements info one unitary resource, The idea was to combine financial and acological resources for the most
efficient and effective management of the Park for its primary purpose as a wildlife and waterfowl refuge area.
All permitted uses are or can be congruent with this primary purpose with the implementation of a management
plan. Livestock do not pose a threat to birds and can be managed so as to assure they are not in pastures
when birds may be nesting. Further, it is fortunate that the Conservation Easeaments allow livestock grazing, as
grazing can be a much needed, powerful and effective land management tool to improve land health, Livestock
can be used to reduce noxious weed populations, enrich local soils and potentially reduce wildfire danger.
Further, the use of livestock grazing alone or in conjunction with changing irrigation practices can be used in
many ways to instigate desired changes in the vegetation communities to improve wildlife and waterfowl
habitat.

Figure 9 shows the original Conservation Easements and their adjacency and thus the intelligence of
combining these properties under one Management Pian.
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FIGURE 9- Original Conservation Easements of the Park
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Elemeiits of Stewardship and BManagement

Three components of the Management Plan process are a Baseiine Resource Assessment, a Stewardship
Plan, and GIS. All of these elements will be designed to support the primary purpose of the Park as a wildlife
and waterfow refuge,

Baseline Resource Assessment

To effectively manage the natural systems, the City must be aware of the significant resources present. WP
NRC staff has conducted baseline resource assessments to document the resources and their respective
condition, These assessments are the basis for determining the significant resources, conditions, impacts, and
threats relevant to the Park. The names of these assessments are localed in a table in Chapter 2.

Management Plan

The Management plan is an effort to synthesize existing information about the Park’s rescurces and
incorporate new data collected during the Baseline Resource Assessment. Resource element descriptions
provide current and desired future conditions of the Park’s natural resources. The plan also provides
prioritized management recommendations to protect these resources, while continuing to provide public
access for recreational opportunities where appropriate. An update to the Management Plan will be hecessary
to update goals and objectives to address current and/or ongoing issues.

Management Recommandations
Recommendations can be prioritized and are provided in several forms:

» Actions — These are measures that the City should complete as soon as possible with the landowners.
For example, “Build a fence to exclude cattle from the south parcel.” Implementation should follow “Best
Management Practices,” which are state-of-the-art techniques that limit impacts to natural resources.

= Resource [ianagement Plars — These recommendations address more complex issues and require more
1ime, money, and expertise than is currently available. However, the stewardship plan does evaluate the
plan’s priority in relation to other needs, suggests parameters, and recommends appropriate agencies or
contractors to complete the process.

» Management Prescriptions —Where time and budget allow, more detailed management strategies can
be provided. Prescriptions can be 3-20 page documents detailing specific management actions to address
a situation that may be an issue elsewhere. Far instance, “How to control Canada thistle.”

= Hionitoring — An important focus of a management process is to create monitoring processes that evaluate
the health and condition of rescurces over time. This is a critical component of decision making for
maintenance procedures and new development projects. This plan suggests areas to be monitored,
expiains the protocol, and suggests appropriaie personnel for the task. The use of GIS for organization,
storage, and analysis, monitoring data is highly recommended.

Using GIS for Reccurce Manasement

The use of GIS by City staff is a vital component of good land management. Large amounts of information can
be displayed on a map and linked to tables of descriptive information, such as maintenance and monitoring
data or detailed graphic imagery. For example, using GIS to track noxious weeds within the park allows one to
see patterns of weed distribution over time. Projecting future scenarios, planning of a new trail to the cost of a
new fence, and observing trends in resource condition are all easier to realize with the help of GIS.
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Chapter 2 - Park Description

Descripticn

The Park lies inside the City limits of Farmington, the City is between the Front of the Wasatch Mountains and
the Great Sait Lake. Beginning in 1998, Farmingtan City began to strategically preserve the region between
the Great Salt Lake and suburban development to assure protection from the shores of the Great Salt Lake
directly to the West through the use of Conservation Easements. Not anly would it prevent future development
and serve as more of an assurance against flooding and/or ponding characteristic of the Great Salt Lake, it
would provide habitat for the plethora of migrating birds that require the Great Salt Lake Ecosystem as a
stopover in their journeys - all while providing passive recreation opportunities for the community. The location
and habitat contained within the majority of the Park's 415 acres provide adequate space for the Park to
function primarily as a wildlife and waterfow! refuge.

The site is @ mixiure of upland meadows, agricultural meadows, wet fresh meadows, wet saline meadows,
saline playa and emergent marshes of various conditions. The Farmington Bay Wildlife Management Area
(WMA) —an 18,000-acre wildlife refuge that is managed specifically for the benefit of waterfow and
shorebirds- is located directly south of the investigation area. As a result of the proximity of the conservation
easements to Farmington Bay WMA and other preserves along the shores of the Great Salt Lake, various
waterfow, shorebirds and raptors can often be seen using these City of Farmington properties. Additional
preservation properties along the shore of the Great Salt Lake to the south include the Inland Sea Shorebird
Reserve and an Audubon bird refuge. To the north of the Park along the shore of the Great Salt Lake, wetland
preservation ereas include the Great Salt Lake Shorelands and the Layton Wetland Preserve (TNC), the
Howard Slough WMA {state), the Ogden Bay WMA (state) and the Bear River Migratory Bird Refuge
{USFWS). Figure 27 in Chapter 3 shows the locations of these preserves in relation to the Park.

At the Park, Buffalo Pond, a 24.7 acre man-made water body developed for iigation purposes, is centrally
located within the conservation easements. The Pond now serves as a loafing and foraging area for waterfowl
while cottonwoods and other trees in the area serve as roosting and loafing areas for many other birds. In the
northemn region of the Park a sizable power line parallels the shore of the Great Salt Lake. A berm was built
below the line in order to access the power line for maintenance. This berm captures excess surface water
before it passes through culverts in the berm to the Great Salf Lake. This altered hydrology provides conditions
conducive to the introduced specie - common reed (Phragmites australis). Substantial area adjacent to the
utility line is thus emergent marsh dominated by common reed. ldeally, through active management, these
emergent marshes can be eventually converted to areas dominated by native bulrushes, as the habitat
provided by the powerline berm is suitable for native bulrushes. Bulrush (Schoenoplectus spp) provides more
effective habitat than common reed for wildlife and waterfowl. Until then, wildlife and waterfowl will still use
these areas, albeit on a somewhat more limited basis. Further, the powerline poles currently provide and will
continue to provide potential nesting areas for raptors.

There are several imigation ditches as well as natural creeks that traverse the property to bring water to
agricultural fields and eventually to the Great Salt Lake. Baer Creek, Spring Creek, Shepard Creek and Haight
Creek all pass through the property as well as many existing and potentially abandoned irrigation ditches
capture and direct surface and groundwater to the Great Salt Lake. As a result, wetlands of different types are
interspersed throughout the property such as wet fresh meadows, saline meadows and emergent marshes. A
more detailed description of vegetation types and overail condition will be discussed in the vegetation section
of Chapter 3.
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Current Resourca Goaie and Chiestives

The goal of the Park is to simultaneously manage for both resource protection, as stated in the Conservation
Values, with recreation being an added benefit. This plan suggests revisions and additions to the current Park
management practices to achieve goals and objectives by providing speclfic stewardship objectives in Chapter
5, Stewardship Recommendations. Stewardship objectives are based on the significant resources listed in
Chapter 3, Resource Element Descriptions. All resource goals and objectives are meant to assure the primary
function of the Park, which Is to serve as a waterfowl and wildlife refuge.

Baseline Inventories and Assessment
Below is the current list of nventories and assessments upon which this stewardship plan is based. Many of
these were performed as part of this rnanagement plan progess.

i .l —ﬁﬁpl of:!n,ve;i:nf?ﬂa.ssassment s ! F@;_ i rEﬂE&;ﬁhﬁ wible

- . — Mot s e

-y N R

Vegetation Mapping Assessment 2014 WP NRC
Wetland Delineation Assessment 2014 WP NRC

Conservation Easement Inventory and Viojation
Assessment 2014 WP NRC

Below are resource categories for which inventories or assessments are needed:

| Typa of inventoryissesssment, |  Commants
A systematlc bird and Lreeding bird survey wnuld detenmne the

Bird surveys level of use of the property by each bird species present
Small Mammals :\b?lt:;gtrigwe assessment of the species and their respective
He — A presence/ absence survey would be infermational to
rptofa datermine whether habitat conditions support these species
In order {0 establish a management schedule, it is best to get
Vigitar estimate and survey an acourate estimate of the intensity of use in the Park, as well

as the levels of use from the vanous recreational pursuits

A haseline on past and recent grazing practices and plans
would help to understand the current condition and strusture of

Grazing assessment and plan the vegetation communthies at the Park. A grazing plan that
includes regular monitoring would follow tc assure that
conservation values are being preserved.
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Cha

ter 3 - Resource Element Descri)

This section describes the significance of the natural resources found in the park and assesses their
current and projected conditions. The Significant Features, Threats and Description of each resource
element are discussed, and the Past and Current Conditions of the resource are summarized in terms
of excellent, good, fair, or poor condition statements. The Resource Trajectory identifies the outcome
of the status guo and negative trends that are not altered by active management, while the Desired
Future Condition section describes the ideal condition of the resource in the future given the parks
resource goals. Prioritized Stewardship Recommendations to protect these significant resources while
allowing public access where appropriate are found near the end of the plan. The resource element
descriptions in this chapter include:

+ Vegetation and Wetlands
¢ Waterfow! and Wildlife

<~ Water Resources

¢ Soils and Ceology
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Rescource Summary

The vegetation and wetland resources are currently highly productive communities and are the foundation for
the habitat for the refatively high concentrations of waterfowl and wildlife that use the Park as a refuge. The
productivity of the vegetation communities also provides suitable conditions for livestock grazing as a
secondary use of the Park, a use consistent with the primary purpose of a wildlife and waterfowl refuge.
{Significant Features i
—; Diverse Wetland Plant Communities In this otherwise arid region, the interface of fresh and salt water in A
this ared provides for diverse vegetation community types that can withstard both saline and fregsh water |
environments. These communities are exceptionally productive in that different nutrierits and ecological . |
drivers are present at the Park frop both the saline environment of the Great Salt Lake and the fresh water
trom the Wasatch Mountains to the East - | ? -
Mosaic of vestetgtion communitles- The mosaic of different wetiand and upland communities in the Park |
provides opportunities for a wide diversity of wildiife distnbution and use. The diversity of hatitats provides |
for the different iife: history needs of several species of wildlife. For example, the short distance between t
potential nesting areas (such as agricuitural meadows, saline meadows or saline playas) and the openard J
shallow waters for foraging within the Park offers a relatively safe and low energy demand for wildlife at 2
wulrierable time..

Patential Threats

L The presence of noxlous weeds in certain areas of the Park is of concern due to their known ability to
- displace the native vegetation, reduce biodiversity and degrade wildiife habitat.

Potential improper grazing practices from either not enough rest between grazing rotations andfor too
many livestock could compromise the Conservation Values of the Park. However. with proper :
management, livestock grazing can be compatible and even complementary to land stewardship for wikdlife :
and waterfow! habitat improvements ,

» Poiential mismanacement of vegetation The agricultural fields left fallow are easily invaded by overlg.;
aggressive weeds and are not fully functional for either horse pasture nor witdiife habitat. With proper

- seeding and management practices, these fields could be improves for both livestock and wildiife.

Description

The site is a mixture of vegetation types including agricultural meadows, wet fresh meadows, wet saline
meadows, playa and emergent marshes of various conditions. The Farmington Bay Wildlife Management Area
(WMA) —an 18,000-acre wildiife refuge that is managed specifically for the benefit of waterfowl and shorebirds
- is located to the south of the investigation area. Buffalo Pond, a 24.7 acre man-made water body developed
for irrigation and stock water purposes, is centrally located within the conservation easements. The pond now
serves as a resting and loafing area for waterfow and shorebirds while cottonwoods and other trees in the
area serve as roosting and loafing areas for many other birds.
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The pawer line berm captures excess surface water before this water passes through culverts in the berm to
the Great Sait Lake. The altered hydrology provides conditions conducive to the introduced species common
reed (Phragmites australis). Substantial area adjacent to the utility line is thus an emergent marsh dominated
by common reed. Further, there are several irrigation ditches and natural creeks that traverse the property to
bring water to agricultural fields and eventually to the Great Salt Lake. As a result, an interspersion of
vegetation community types exist throughout the property. A detalled description of each vegetation type and
associated overall condition is discussed below.

The vegetation communities on the Park were traversed on foot then digitized inlo a Geographic Information

System (GIS) that classifies vegetation communities both by a common name as well as by a standardized
vegetation community designated by the National Vegetation Classification Standard (NVSC 2008).

CURRENT CONDITIONS

A description and current condition of the vegetation communities are discussed below. Refer to Figure 21 as
to where each of the vegetation communities is located within the Park.

Current vegetation condition determinations are generally based on 4 factors:

1) Diversity- Is the diversity of species suitable for the community?

2) Structure- Is the structure {age class distribution of species, presence of appropriate stratification —
trees, shrubs, herbaceous layers-) appropriate for the vegetation community)?

3) Presence/absence of non-native species- Do noxious weeds threaten the persistence of the native
plant community?

4) Piant health/ vigor- Are the plants free of disease or other afflictions that threaten the ongoing existence
of the plant community?

Agriculture (Irrigated Pasture) — This vegetation type occupies a total of 25.2 acres and is typically
dominanted by seeded pasture grasses such as meadow fescue (Festuca pratensis) and introduced
wheatgrasses (Efymus spp} but also some native graminoids such as Inland Saligrass (Distichiis
spicata), and spikerushes (Eleocharis spp). These areas receive water from both the natural creeks
and constructed ditches that cross the Park. Irrigated pastures are generally not permanantly
inundated but some have jurisdictional wetlands or elements of wetlands depending upon the hydroiogy
of the area.

Current Condition:These areas are generally in good condition, but some have hummeocks within them as a
resuit of heavy use by livestock in wet conditions. These hummocks can be exascerbated by continued
livestock use in wet conditions as cattle will walk around the hummocks and thus the vegetation on the
hummocks get thrust higher. Hydrology and vegetation composition of an area can change with the
formation of the hummocks as water finds a different path around the hummocks and the vegetation at
the top of the hummocks can become desiccated.
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Figure 10. irrigated pasture

________

Figure 11, Formation of hummocks In irigated pasture

Agriculture (Crops) —
Current Condition:

This vegetation community type occupies approximately 4.9 acres. These areas are cumrently being used for

MY R e e L T 5T L Sl T

Figure 12. Alfalfa field on the Farmmgton Meadaws aasement

growing livestock forage (alfalfa) and a common
gerden. Vegetables such as squash, tomatoes, and
onions were observed during surveys. These crops
were likely grown during the 2014 growing season.

It is important to maintain a buffer area between the
field and the reach of Spring Creek that flows just
south of the fleld, A buffer of thick vegetation
(ideally 10’ wide) is preferable to capture any
eroded soil from the fields from entering the ditch.
This keeps excess sediment and any potential
chemicals used on the crops from entering the
stream to maintaln water quality.
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Agriculture (Dry Pasture) — This vegatation community type occupies approximately 59.0 acres and is chiefly
comprised of the introduced grass intermediate wheatgrass (Thinopyrum intermedium) intermixed with the
native salt grass (Distichiis spicataj. Many of the dry pastures are currently being used for livestock grazing, as
well as for hunting grounds for raptors and loafing areas for birds such as killdeer, horned lark and
meadowlark.

Current Condition: Most of these fields are in good condition and provide good forage for livestock.

—

Figure 13. Dry pasture with mostly saligrass

T R e AL L AR A iy e e iy

Figure 14. Dry pasture with saltgrass, alkaligrass (Puccinelifa nuitaiiiana)
and Intermediate wheatgrass
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Fallow Agriculture — Fallow agriculture denotes areas that were actively farmed in the past, but is currently
being used to board horses. These fallow fields occupy about 170.0 acres. Most of these fields have very little
forage for horses, but instead is dominated by weedy species such as garden orach (Atripfex hortensis),
cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum) and summer cypress (Kochia scoparia). Some pastures also have high
presence of state listed noxious weeds such as
scotch thistle (Onopordum acanthium), broadieaf
pepperweed (Lepdium latifolioun) and whitetop
(Cardaria draba}. These weedy species may have
increased in extent and density due to inattention
to pasture health and/or overgrazing. The seeding
of pasture grasses could be helpful in these

| situations. In a few of the pastures, some grasses

| are present such as whealgrasses and meadow
fescue. Occasionally native meadow grasses like
salt grass can be found. Nevertheless, these
pastures harbor many small rodents that provide a
prey base for raptors in the area as well providing a
loafing and potential nesting area for other birds,
and can be managed into the future to assure the
persistence of effective habitat for wildilfe.

TR S

Figure 15, Fallow agricultural field

Current Condition: Pastures in this area vary from poor to good condition depending upon the level of upkeep
of each.

Ditch - Ditches occupy about 0.5 acres on the Park. Many of the ditches were constructed to carmy water from
one of ihe 4 creeks flowing through the property to irrigate pasture. Some of the ditches ntercept ground water
as well. There are also several ditches on the property that are designed to receive both storm water and
drainage from adjacent subdivisions on to the property. These discharge either into the creeks or sometimes
directly inlo wetlands. Many of the outlets of these storm drains need to be cleared of both debris and common
reed that impede water flow into the area. Ditches can sometimes support cattail (Typha spg.), bulrush
(Scirpus spp.) and common reed (Phragmites australis), but often only have aquatic vegetatlor) such as
duckweed (Lemna spp) and watercress (Naturtium officinale). As such, these ditches can provide foraging
areas for waterfowl.
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18 S Bty L

6. Ditch along Spring Creek

Figure 1

Emergent Marsh (Native) — This native vegetation community occupies about 15.1 acres and is mostly
dominated by cattail (Typha /atifolia) and bulrush {(Scirpus americanus). These communities establish and

]
I
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Figure 17. Caall and bulrush in a nalive emergent marsh

persist in permanently wet soils and slow
moving water. This community is frequently
interspersed with wet meadows that can be
dominated by saltgrass and spikerush
{Eleocharls palustris and Eleocharis parishii).
The boundary between native emergent
marshes, non-native emergent marshes and

-~ | wet meadows originates from slight differences

in land use as well as hydrology. Where cattle
have grazed, the common reed appears to
have been kept to a minimum,

Current Condition: The native emergent
marshes are in good condition, but have the
possibility of being degraded to a lower
condition due to the presence of noxious
weeds and common reed In close proximity.
Native emergent marshes provide good cover
and forage for waterfowl and other wildlife.
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Emergent Marsh (Non-native) — This community type occupies approximately 43.4 acres and is defined by
dense, contiguous patches of common reed
(Phragmites australis). Common reed originates
from Europe, but when it was accidentally
Introduced to North America, no native
herbivores or insects were brought with it to keep
] the populations in ecological balance. Thus it has
3 the ability to outcompete native vegetation and
has allowed this plant to expand to its current
, . = s e density and extent. Common reed greatly
n — L reduces diversity of wetlands both in terms of
species present and habitats for wildlife.
Common reed thrives in a mulitude of conditions
including standing water up to 2 feet deep,
inundated soll as well as seasonally wet areas.

4 Common reed often expands into new areas
% either after alterations in the hydrology occurs or
when a change in iand use happens. The
| standing water that is collected on the east side

of the utility line
Figure 18. Common reed Infestation just beyond livestock fence

berm is ideal common reed habitat. The emergent marshes are in poor to fair condition due to the
overabundance of common reed and associated lack of habitat. Over the easement properties, commaon reed
is most dense in areas that do not experience any livestock grazing. Young shoots of common reed can be
good livestock forage early In the season and it has been cut for hay for winter forage. Several properties
around the Great Salt Lake have been using cattle to reduce their common reed stands through carefully

meanaged grazing.

Current Condition: The condition of these non-native emergent marshes are generally in poor condifion
because when the phragmites becomes this thick, it is unusable for wildlife and can sometimes creale a fire
hazard in dry years or during the dry season.

Wet tiisadow - This community type occupies 3.8 acres and is defined by seasonally flooded meadows and
depressions that become drier throughout the growing season. The most common species in this area is
bl ——=-= Inland saltgrass, but also has spikerushes
{Eleocharis spp), Nebraska sedge (Carex
nebrascensis) and some pasture grasses. These
meadows are cumently used for (lvestock grazing.
iul Like the irrigated pastures, the combination of the

continuously wet soils and grazing can form
hummocks that can become magnified over time as
the cattle will step around the higher hummocks only
to push them up further with every year. This
community can provide good nesting habitat for
ground nesting birds and the seasonally flooded
areas provide valuable forage.

Current Condition: The wet meadows are generally
in good condition with dominance of native species
and plentiful water to keep the planis healthy.

TR N

Figure 18. Wet meadow
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Wet Saline Meadow — This wetland community type occuples 18.4 acres and is defined by salt tolerant and
sait loving plants such as salt grass (Distichilis spicata), seep weed (Suaeda calceoliformis) and pickleweed
(Salicomia rubra). Saline meadows are often seasonally inundated for a period during the growing season but
later dry up. This seasonal fiooding and evaporation allows salt and other minerals to build up in the soi!
creating a sallne substrate that restricts the type of plants that can grow. This community type can provide
good forage for waterfowd,

Current Condition: The saline meadows are generally in
good condition as the native salt tolerant species are so
well adapted to these conditions.

Roads/Tralls - A number of roads and tralls are found throughout the property and includes such features as
the utility line road, walking paths and property
access roads. Roads and trails occupy 3 acres.
Noxious and other invasive weeds often colonize
the sides of the roads and trails since the ground
disturbance fs often where weeds establish.
Roadside weeds include scotch thistle (Onopordum
aacanthium), summer cypress (Kochia scoparia),
and white top (Cardaria draba).

Figure 21. Road under powerline
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Disturbed - The disturbed lands refers to areas of the property that have been altered for human land use for
reasons other than agriculture such as berms, soll
dumps, and weed heaps. Disturbed areas occupy
0.8 acres and are often covered by weeds and
other less desirable vegetation.

Figure 22. Soil stockplle north of Buffalo Pond

Riparian Woodland - Riparian woodlands occupy only 2.1 acres. Although they occupy a very small area,
they are disproportionately important for wildlife habitat. These areas are generally associated with creeks,
ditches, and areas with sufficlent sub-irrigation to support trees. The riparian woodlands on the conservation
easement have some natlve trees such as Fremont Cottonwood (Populus fremonti) and peach leaf willow
(Sallx amydaloides) as well as non-native trees like Russian olive (Eleagnus angustifolfa). There is a true
: riparian woodland on the west side of Buffalo Pond
with native cottonwoods that provide ioafing habitat
f for bald eagles. There are also a few coltonwoods
Al located just outside the northern boundary of the

! Hunter Creek property. The other riparian woodland
is along the east side of Haight Creek, but this
woodland is dominated by the invasive tree Russlan
A olive (Eleagnus angustifolia). Riparian woodlands
in general provide good shelter and nesting habitat
for neo-tropical migratory birds.

Current Condition: As small as the riparian
woodlands are, they are important and are in fair to
good condition. The area surrounding the east side
of Haight Creek as it comes into the Park, the
cottonwoods are beginning to lose ground fo
Russian olives.

Figure 23. Cottonwoods on the northern end of the Hunter Creek property

Sallne Playa - The saline playa community type occupies approximately 9.6 acres, and is generally
characterized by sparse vegetation and saline mudflats and hardpans. The combination of dense clay soils,
ponding water and heavy salts in the soil are the foundation of this communily type. Dominant plants include
pickleweed (Salicoria rubra), sait grass (Distichilis spicata), and seep weed (Suaeda calceoliformis). Only
alkaline and saline tolerant species can survive these conditions. Playas are usually seasonally fleoded, which
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provide exceptional foraging areas for shorebirds. Surrounding grass covered uplands can be utilized as bird
nesting habitat and cover. These playas can provide habitat for the federally threatened snowy plaver.

Cumrent Condition: The vegetation community
and structure on these playas are generally in
good condition,

Figure 24. Playa on the western edge of the Park
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Figure 28. Vegetation Community Types and their Location in the Park
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Table 1. Vegetation Types and Extents in the Park

Vegetation Community Type  Acres

Agriculture (irrigated pasture) 25.2
Agriculture (crops) 4.9
Agriculture (Dry Pasture) 59.0
| Agriculture {Fallow) 170.0
Ditches 0.4
Native Emergent Marsh 15.1
Non-native Emergent Marsh 43.4
Wet Meadow 3.8
Open Water 27.8
Roads/ Trails 9.7
Structures 12.9
Wet Saline Meadow 18.3
Creek 16
Disturbed 0.8
Intreduced Grasses 13.7
Riparian Woodlands 2.1
Saline Playa 9.6
Total 420.5

Past Conditlons of the area

Prior to pioneer settiement, the ecology of this area was likely driven by both the rise and fall of the Great Sait
Lake as well as by the seasonal stream flows coming from the mountains directly East. Past mass wasting in
the form of land slides and mudslides also had an effect on this area — likely when Lake Bonneville was full
undercutting the steep slopes fo the east as well as an earthquake that hit the area approximately 2,000 years
ago. As a result of this earthquake, most of west Farmington and large portions of east Farmington are in a
large liquefaction area. The landscape of the area has "hummocky” undulating terrain as can be seen on both
sides of Burke Lane east of 1525 West Street. Some areas In Farmington were flattened when Wheeler
Machinery was testing their equipment around WW Ii. Thus, what we see today is not necessarily natural
topography and was likely not what the pioneers saw when Hector Haight came to Farmington in 1847.

As the hydrology and ecology was allowed to naturally adjust over time (without roads, artificial water
management, etc), a natural integration of saline and freshwater habitats developed and a wide diversity of
plant species from each took hold. The fresh water wet meadows likely had high biodiversity with several
grasses and forbs such as Nuttalls’ suflower (Heflanthus nuttalli) and swamp milkweed (Asciepias incarmnata).
The wet saline meadows closest to the Great Salt Lake were likely an interspersion of dense salt grass
(Distichlis spicata) meadows with upland areas that had salt tolerant shrubs such as greasewood (Sarcobafus
vermiculatus) and saltbush (Atriplex spp). No dense phragmites stands existed prior to pioneer settiement.

NOXIOUS WEEDS

The weed mapping that occumed on these conservation easements was completed in the winter of 2014-2015.
This will provide a broad overview of where some of the noxious weeds are, however, a survey during the
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growing season would deliver a much more accurate representation of the noxious weed issue on these
properties. It is advisable to do this prior to assembing a noxious weed control plan.

It is a well-documented fact that noxious and invasive weeds pose a significant threat to native ecosystems. It
has been documented that the United States is losing 4600 acres (10 square miles) per day on federal lands
alone as noxious weeds make large tracts of land inhospitable for any beneficial use (Bureau of Land
Management, 2015},

As these non-native populations grow, the amount of effort, time and money required also increases
exponentially to restore these areas to a functioning native ecosystem. As such, it is imperative to understand
the type and extent of infestations on the easement properties to utilize all methods available to control current
weed infestations, prevent new infestations as well as fo protect non-infested lands.

In addition to serious economic concerns, the ecological problems associated with noxious weeds are
numerous. Noxious weeds are exotic, non-native species that can spread quickly. The following issues can

ensue:
» Loss of biodiversity
» Loss of wildlife habitat
» Decrease in forage value for livestock and wildlife
» Decrease in land value
> Loss/ reduction of recreational opportunities such as hiking, biking, and wildlife and wildflower viewing.
» Disruption of soil and vegetation communities from changes in soll nutrient cycling.

Therefore, it is in the best interest of the City of Farmington to implement weed management as well as to
inform and educate neighbors about the noxious weeds of the area to work together toward a common goal of
reducing noxious weeds.

The State of Utah currently lists 27 specles as designated noxious, however, within a few months, the number
of species will likely increase to about 54. The state has also classified each species with a letter A, B or C.
list. Class A weeds are considered to have & small statewide population and are targeted for eradication. Class
B weeds have a wider range throughout the state are targeted for systematic control. Class C weeds are
common throughout the state and the main goal for Class C weeds is containment.

Table 2. Noxious weeds located at the Park

Noxious Weeds of Farmington City Conservation Easement
Class A Class B Class C
Purple Loosestrife White Top Salt Cedar
Scotch Thistie
Musk Thistle
Poison Hemiock
Perennial Pepperweed
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Neither common ree'd (Phragmites australis) nor teasel (Dipsacus sylvestris) is currently on the State list, but
should also be considered here due to their known invasive properties. Noxious weed species and locations

are shown on Figure 23.

The vegetation assessment report compleled in February of 2015 gives specific guidelines for noxious weed
control on the Park. For further information and assistance with control, contact Brandon Hunt, the current

Davis County Weed Supervisor.
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Figure 26. Overview of Noxious Weeds on the Park
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RESCURCE TRAJECTCORY

Until weed management continue becomes an annual activity, noxious weeds may continue to increase to
perhaps degrade the ecological heaith and condition of the Park. Livestock grazing can be both a benefit and a
hindrance to ecological restoration. If not managed properly, livestock grazing can increase noxious weed
presence, however, livestock grazing can also be used to reduce weeds and otherwise modify vegetation
communities as desired for the purpose of the stated objective of a wildlife and waterfow refuge. For exampie,
grazing can be used to reduce phragmites and other noxious weed populations as well as to reduce fire

danger.

DESIRED FUTURE CONDITIONS

It is recommended a more complete noxious weed survey occur on the properly to assure a fuller
understanding of the extent of the problem. It is important that & survey for noxious weeds be completed prior
to a full weed management plan being written and executed.,

An equally important need for a thorough condition assessment and improvement of the vegetation
communities at the Park is a better understanding of the past and current livestock use. This would entail
frequent communication between the owners of the livestock using the Park and City staff. Information that
should be submitted should include propased dates of grazing in each pasture, number of animals, type of
animals, and any brand information. As an outcome, monitoring of pastures can occur with the knowledge of
the true grazing pressure and will better inform future livestock grazing at the Park {0 assure Conservation
Values are being upheld.

Further, to improve the condition of some of the upland pastures, it would be helpful to mow the weeds prior to
them producing seed, then drill seeding those pastures with desirable forage.

Table 3. Priorities (1- highest, 3- lowest) for maintaining desired future for vegetation communities

VogetationType | = Issue i - Actlon Priority |
Noxious Weeds Complete full survey for weeds in
growing season and contact 1
All Brandon Hunt with results and
help with control (Davis Co Weed
Supervigor)
. Measurement of Installation of exclusion cages o
All Livestock Pastures grazing intensity measure forage use 1
Fallow Agriculture fields | Aggressive weeds Mow and reseed 2
Wet Meadows and Hummocks Rest the area from livesiock 3
| Irrigated Agriculture grazing for at least a year
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Resource: Wildlife and Waterfowl

Resoun:. Summary

> Buffalo Pond - Thig pond encoimpasses nearly 23 acres and is a significant frashwater body within the
greater Farmington area. 26 spacies were counted at this site which appeared to be a foraging stop for
many waterfowl and water bird species. High numbers (>100) of Amencan White Pelicans, and numercus
duck species were observed. The cottunwood stand on the west side of the pond adds additional
vegetation height complexity to the fandscape providing for different suites of species. Racreational use
{walking, wildlife viewing) around this area is also popular.

{ > Upland Meadows ~ The upland meadows within the Park (particularly on Buffalo Ranch) currently provide

much of the insect base for the small mammal and raptor community. Mumerous burrows and runs were |
observed within the meadows. This landscape is flat with very limited topographic relief — also most of thls
area i3 fenced — most all of which were wildlife friendly.

> MNosalc of wetiand types — This site has a variety of wetland habitats (open water, wet meadow, varying
i water depths and velocities, saline playas, etc ) that provide habitat for a variety of species. The -
interspersion of these habitats provides for various kfe history stage needs (nesting. foraging, loafing. cover
from predators) within a compact area for highly effective habitat for many species.

| & Locatlon of Park within Great Salt Lake Ecosystem The Park iies in the middle of a conservation
- coidor that runs along the eastern edge of the Great Salt Lake (Farmingion Bay WMA, Bear River NWR,

Inland Sea Shorebird Reserve, sfc.). The presence of the Park between this much larger conservation
comidor creates refatively continuous habitat for wildiife and waterfowl to uiilize with minimal human
contact, ard leverages the importance of the Park as a wildlife and waterfowl refuge.

! Potential Threats

Noxious weeds — Most noxious weeds (phragmites, Scotch thistle. purple loosestrife efc.) have little
w:ldllfe velue, and as monocultures, greatly reduce the quality of wildlife habitat. This can have negative
impacts on the diversity and quantity of native wildlife species. -

<> Feral cats — Feral cats are prevalent throughout the Park. They are ﬁgmflcent predators to small mammal
: and bird populations — both greund-nesting and roosting species. With assistance from an acmadlted
organization. a program to trap and remove these cats should be implemented.
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Description of Habitats present at the Park

The following is & list of the habitats found at the Park and a description of what each may offer to wildlife and
waterfowl and how each is congruent with the livestock and other permitted uses at the Park. Table 4 shows
which habitat the birds witnessed at the park were using at the time of the survey.

1.

Open Deep Water. The open deep water offers valuable feeding and resting habitat for pelicans,
dabbling ducks, diving ducks and grebes. These birds were all observed on deep water, likely using the
area for loafing, but also for feeding on aquatic vegetation, algae, insects, and fish.

These are the most highly used areas for waterfow], but, neither livestack nor people will use
these areas in a way that would disturb or harm general wildlife and waterfow! use of deep
water habitats.

Open Shallow Water: Open shallow water often found on saline playas offers quality feeding habitat for
shorebirds as the soft mud harbors invertebrate prey such as worms, insect larva, amphipods,
crustaceans, and mollusks. The open shallow water also provides safety from most predators while
feeding.

These areas are highly used by shorebirds, but the ground is generally too muddy and does not
offer enough forage for livestock to be in the area on a regular basis. Watering of livestock may
have some localized impacts, but in general this habitat would remain highly effective for
waterfowl and shorebird use.

Wet Meadows: A variety of species use wet meadows given the availability of water and abundant
insects. Since wet meadows generally do not provide much cover, few species of birds actually nest in
wet meadows; most species only forage in wet meadows. Many species will bring their young to forage
in wet meadows, utilizing the edges where escape cover is more available. Additionally, wet meadows
can also support insect, vole and other rodent prey bases, which in turn attracts birds, raptors (chiefly
marsh hawk) and owis.

Since most wildlife species only forage in wet meadows, the co-mingling of Iivestock and wildlife
and waterfowl does not generally pose a problem as wildlife are moving so regularly when they

are foraging. Grazing can also reduce litter accumulation, which can help keep wet meadows in
a mid-seral stage and more open fo use by foraging bird species

Wet Saline Meadow: Wet saline meadows can also provide prolific insect prey bases, thus shorebirds
and other species particularly tolerant to salts are more common in these areas. In highly safine areas,
mammalian use decreases. Sallne meadows that have with intermittent shrubs also allows nesting to
ocour.

Wet saline meadows are generally not favored by cattle (especially if they have another choice)
as the forage is generally not as palatable, and the soft muddy ground is not conducive to catile
loafing.

Upland Meadows: Raptors, meadowlark, homed |ark, numerous sparows, and small mammals utifize
the upland meadows of the Park. The abundance of small mammals as well as Insects makes these
upland meadows fertile hunting grounds for birds, raptors and camnivores. The upland meadows may
also provide potential nesting habiiat for sparrows, some ducks, and long billed curlew.

The livestock do use the upland meadows regularly in area that could hinder habitat for ground
nesting species. With proper management of livestock and land managers’ awareness and
observation of bird courling and nesting behavior, it Is possible keep livestock out of more
heavily used nesting areas in sorne years with exclusion fences.

Emergent Marsh: The emergent marshes (both native and non-native) on the property provide habitat
for a number of species. Nesting may be limited to more aquatic species, including ducks, shorebirds,
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and yellow-headed blackbirds. Other mare secretive spectes such as rall or nlght heron also utifize
these marshes. Snakes and other marmmals may also utilize these marshes for hunting.

Unless forced or learned, cattle prefer not to have much more than their feet in standing water,
and thus are not likely to graze in the emergent marsh areas for long periods of time. Managers
can also fence off more sensitive areas while still providing appropriate cattle watering areas.

7. Cottonwood Woodland: A bald eagle was observed roosting in the cottonwood trees on the property.
Numerous neotropical migrants also utilize the cottonwoods, as these trees provide additional canapy
height {vertical structure), cavities, roost sites, and cover to the otherwise flat landscape.

The location of the cottonwood woodlands on the Park are not conducive to cattle loafing
underneath them as is often the case in other areas.

Conditicns

Past Conditions

Very little undisturbed habitat representing conditions prior to European settlement remains along the Great
Salt Lake. Prior to agricultural development, the property would likely have provided a mosaic of upland
meadow, wet meadow, emergent marsh and riparian habitat. Overall, wildlife and vegetation diversity would
have been htgher although there would have been less open deep water habitat and therefore potentially fewer
waterfow! species.

Current Conditions

Two targeted surveys were conducted for birds in April and May of 2015. A totai of 53 bird species were noted
in these short visits, Further, the bird species and numbers of each noted were indicative of the high value
habitats that are available at the Park. The American pelicans and black crowned night herons were noted
eating fish from Burffalo Pond. The bald eagle was feeding on an unknown carcass. Cinnamon teals, western
grebes and Forester's Tems were exhibiting both mating and nesting behavior. Regular bird surveys,
particularly in the spring will likely expand the species list currently found at the Park and shed more light on
the levels and distribution of use by the waterfow! and wildlife.

Conditions in the uplands are typical of fallow agricultural land in that it is relatively weedy and somewhat
unkempt, but the property is nevertheless valuable as open space and wildlife habitat at the urban interface,
particularly for small mammals. These small mammals in turn support hunting raptors as well as coyotes and
foxes.

The presence of the large power line in the northern region of the Park impedes water flow to the lake and
creates suitable habitat for common reed. Although this vegetation community can be problematic due to its
height and density for many birds and other wildlife, common yellow throats, soras, yellow headed blackbirds
and red winged blackbirds actively use this habitat type.

As witnessed by the number of species of birds, their abundance and mating and nesting behaviores
observed, the current condition of the park supports the primary function of the park being a wildiife and
waterfowl refuge. Further, the adjacency of the Park to other preserved areas around the shores of the Great
Salt Lake allows migratory birds and other wildlife to have consistent and unimpeded use of the effective and
important habitat considered to be part of the Great Salt Lake ecosystem. Figure 23 shows the Park’s location
relative to other preserved areas in the region,
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Figure 27. Location of Park within setting of other Conservation areas around the Great Salt Lake
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Top: Typical conditions within the Park — Phragmites monoculture (left), pastureland (middle) and irrigation

canal (right). photos; Kathie Taylor

Avian Species

During field visits in April and May, 53 bird species and 5§ small mammal species were observed and identified.
The highest diversity for avian species was located at the observation points located on Buffalo Pond. Below
is a list of bird species observed during field visits.

Table 4. Avian Species Observaed 04/10W2015 and 5/31/2015

Habitat Type Observed In

Common Name Sclentlfic Name

Waterfow| and Water

Birds

American Coot Fuilica americana Open Water
American White Pellcan Pelecanus erythrerhynchos | Open Water
Blue-winged Teal Anas discors Open Water
Bufflehead Bucephala albeola Open Water
Canada Goose Branta canadansis Open Water
California Gull Larus californicus Open Water
Canvasback Aythya velisineria Open Water
Cinnamon Teal Anas cyenopiera Open Water
Double-crested Cormorant | Phalacrocorax auritus Open Water
Green-winged teal Anas canolinensis Open Water
Lesser Scaup Aythya affinis Open Water
Mallard Numenius americanus Open Water
Northem Shoveler Anas clypeala Open Water
Red Breasied Merganser Mergus serrator Open Waler
Westem Grebe Aechmopharus occidentalis | Open Wales
Pied-billed Grebe Podilymbus podiceps Open Water
Northem Pintall Anas acuia Open Waler
Gadwall Anas sirepera Open Water
Ruddy Duck Oxyura jJamaicensis Open Waler
Redhead Aythya americany Open Waler
Forester's Tern Stemna forsteri Open Water

48



Earmington City Conservation, Recreation, Wildiife and Waterfow! Re nd Park Management Plan
Wading Birds Agemen. Hian
Black-crowned Night Heron | Nyeticorax nycticorax Open Water
Great Blue Heron Ardea herodias Open Water
Long-bllled Curlew Numenitus americanus Wei Saline Meadow
Snowy Egret Egretta thula Saline playa
Raptore
American Kestrel Falco sparverius Fallow Agriculture, Agriculture
Northern Harrier Circus cyaneus Fallow Agriculture - overhead
Bald eagle Hellagetus leucocephalus | Riparian Woodland
Red falled hawk Buteo jameicensis Nesting just north of Buffalo Ranch parking lot
Neotroplcal Migranis
American Robin Turdus migratorius ___ | Fallow Agriculture, Agriculture
Barn Swallow Hirundo rustica Failow Agriculture, Agriculture
Bullock’s Oricle Icterus galbula Riparian woodland
House Finch Carpodacus mexicanus Fallow Agriculture, Agriculture
House Sparrow Passer domesticus Fallow Agriculture, Agriculture
Mourning Dove Zenaida nacroura Fallow Agriculture, Agriculture
Says Phoebe Sayomis saya Agriculture
Western Meadowlark Sturnella neglecta Fallow Agriculture, Agriculture
Western Kingbird Tyrranus verticalls Falloew Agriculiure, Agriculture
Marsh Birds
Killdeer Charadrius vociferus introduced Grasses, Fallow Ag.

Marsh Wren Cistothorus palusiris Emergent Marsh (non-native)
Red-winged Blackbird Agelaius phoenicsus Emergent Marsh (non-native)
Sandhill Crane Grus canadensis Wet Saline Meadow
Passerculus
' Savannah Sparrow sandwichensis Emergent Marsh {non-native), Cottonwoods
Song Spamow Meiospiza melodia Emergent Marsh (non-native)
Caommon Yellow Throat Geothlypis trichas Emergent Marsh (non-nafive)
White-faced Ibis Plegadis chihi Emergent Marsh (native and non-native)
Sora Porzana carolina Emergent Marsh (non-native)
Xanthocephalus
|_Yellow Headed Blackbird xanthocephalus Emergent Marsh (non-native)
Other
Black-billed Magpie Pica pica Fatlow Agriculture, Agricultura
Common Raven Corvus corax Various
Eurcpean Starling Slurnus vulgaris Fallow Agriculture, Agriculture
| Ring-necked Pheasant Phasianus colchicus Agriculture — Irrigated Pasture
Turkey Vulture Catharies aura Fallow Agriculture - overhead
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Left: Buffalo Pond on April
10, 2015 (note congregation
of American White Pelicans)
photo: Kathie Taylor

Left: Great Biue Heron
(Ardea herodias) and Right:
White-faced Ibls (Plegadis
chiki) photo:Martin Meyers

According to the Farmington Bay Waterfom Management Area (WMA) bird list, a total of 203 species may be
seasonally present at the WMA which is directly south of the study site.
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Additional raptors that may potentially be observed in the area include those listed in the table below. A steady
prey-base (i.e. small mammals), and roosting site availability will benefit this suite of species and provide for a
stellar wildlife viewing experience.

Osprey Pandion haliastus
Bald Eagle Haliaestus leucocephalus
Coopers Hawk Acciplter cooperii
Ferruginous Hawk Buteo regalis
Merlin Faico columbarius
Peregrine Falcon Falco peregrinus
Prairie Falcon Falco mexicanus

| Red-tailed Hawk Buieo jamaicensis
Rough-legged Hawk Buteo lagopus
Sharp-shinned Hawk Acciplter striatus
Swainson’s Hawk Buteo swainsoni

Left: Northern Harrier (Circus cyaneus) —
courtesy of Martin Meyers.

Top: Red-tailed Hawk (Circus cyaneus)

Figure 28. Perching bald eagle on the Park (February 2014) Photo: M. Whesler
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Small ammal Species

Small mammal presence was evident in many places within the Park in the form of runs and burrows. Vole
runs were located within and on the edges of pasture lands and also along some of the large rock rip rap
sections in the southem part of the Park. Both Meadow and Montane voles live in runways typically burrowed
under thick grasses. Near the Great Sait Lake, these small mammals eat mostly salt grass (Distichiis stricta)
and Insects found in and around their tunnel systems, Many predators depend on voles and other small
rodents as a primary food source, including badgers, coyotes and a variety of raptors, Small mammal
populations can persist with livestock grazing, particularly if the stubble height of the forage is high and dense
enough for these species to take cover.

i) e R
Figure 29. Montane (Mictotus montanus) or Meadow (Micirotus pennsyivanicus) voie burrow and run approximately 2
inches wide.

Rack squirrels {Otospermophilus variegatus) were observed off of the power line road in the rip-rapped
material on road edges.

Table 5. Mammal Species Observed 04/10/2015 and 5/31/2015

Coyote (Sign — Scaf) Canas fairans

Meadow Vole {or Montane Vole) Sign | Mictrotus pennsylvanicus or Mictotus montanus.
Muskrat (Sign — Den Opening) Ondafra zibethicus

Rock Squirre! Otospermophilus varisgetus

Striped Skunk (Sign — Smel) Mephitis mephitis

Red fox Vulpes vulpes
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Table 6. Other small mammal species that have habitat within the Park include:

American Badger Taxidea taxus
Antelope Ground Squirrel Citellus leucurus leucurnus
Chisel Toothed Kangaroo Rat | Dipodmys microps bonneviliel

| Deer Mouse

Peromyscus maniculatus sononensis

[ Grasshopper Mouse

| Ocychomys leucogaster utahensis

Harvest Mouse Reithrodomys megalotis megalotis
Kangaroo Mouse Microdipodops megacephalus leucotis
Least Chipmunk Eutamias minimus pictus
Little Pocket Mouse Pergnathus longimembris gulosus
Ord's Kangaroo Rat Dipodmys ordil paliidus
Red fox Vulpes vulpes
Shori-tailed Weasel Mustela enninea
| Vagrant Shrew Sorex vagrans
Bats
Liitie Brown Myotis Myotis fuci
Silver-haired bat Lasionycteris noctivagans

Manning.

Photo: Meadow vole (Microtus
pennsylvanicus ) — courtesy of John
White

Photo: Ord's Kangaroo rat (Dipodmys
microps bonnevillei ) — courtesy of Rick
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Amphiblans and Reptile Specles (Herps)

The Western chorus frog (Pseudacris triseriata) was the only herp
species observed during field visits. In all cases it was heard only — but
present throughout most parts of the Park with standing water. Westemn
chorus frog prefer marshy meadows, and slow moving streams and
permanent moving water. If these areas dry out, they may be found in
fallow fields.

Right. Westemn chorus frog (Pseudacris triserfata) — Photo: UDWR . '"'5

Northern leopard frog couid aiso potentially be present at this site. Habitat requirements for this species
include a variety of aquatic habitats, slow or still-moving water along streams and wetlands. Sub-adult
Northern Leopard frogs will migrate to feeding sites aiong the borders of larger permanent bodies of water like
Buffalo Pond. Aduit diets conslst mainly of small invertebrates and they will forage in grassy areas, along
streams and drainages and permanent bodies of water.

Snakes were also observed at the Park along the edges of trails and the rocky rip-rapped slopes along the
power line road appear to be suitable brumation (hibernation-like state) sites for common garter snakes, and
perhaps for the Great Basin gopher snake.

The presence of herps at the Park Is and can continue to be compatible with livestock grazing as there are
areas that are sc wet and dense with vegetation go as to discourage continuous presence of cattle.
Improvements to herp habitat can also be made by excluding cattle to certain areas.

Figure 30. Common garter snake (Thamnophis sirtalis) at the Park- photo: Valerie Frokjer



Table 7. Herp species that may be present within the Park include the following. Note that not all species were

observed.
Common Name Sclentific Name Observed
Amphiblan
Western Chorus Frog Pseudacris triseriata Yes
Great Basin Spadefoot Spea intermontana No
Waoaodhouse's Toad Anaxyrus woodhousii No
Bull Frog (Not Native) Lithobates catesbeianus No
Northemn Laopard Frog Lithobates pipiens No
Westermn Spotted Frog Rana pretiosa pretiosa No
Lizards
Western Collared Lizard Crotaphytus colfaris bicinctores | No
Great Basin Fence Lizard Sceloporus occidentalis No
longipes
Sagebrush Lizard Sceloporus graciosus No
Northern Side-blotched Ula stansburiana No
Salt Lake Homed Toad Phrynosoma douglassii (spp) | No
Great Basin Homed Toad Phrynosoma douglassii (spp) No
Western Skink Pfestiodon skiftonianus No
Western Whiptail Cneinidophorus tigris No
Snake
Wandering Garter Snake Thamnophis elegans vagrans | Yes
Common Garter Snake Thamnophis sirtalis No
Western Yellow-bellied Racer | Coluber constrictor mormon No
Desert Striped Whipsnake Coluber taeniatus taenf No
Great Basin Gopher Snake Pituophis catenifer deserticola | No
Desert Night Snake Hypsigiena torquata deserticola | No
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Wildiife Specles of Concemn
One federally threatened and at least seven species that have been designated by the State of Utah as wildlife
species of concern could either potentially use the Park as is and/or benefit from improved habitat conditions.
Species designated as threatened by the US Fish and Wildilfe Service (USFWS) are those that are vulnerable
to endangerment in the near future. Wildlife species of concern are those species for which there is credible
scientific evidence to substantiate a threat to continued population viability. UDWR rationale for wildlife
species of concern designations - November 8, 2010,

hitp://dwrede.nr.utah.gov/ucde/viewreports/SS. endices20110329.

The presence of these species of concern can be compatible with livestock grazing as either habitat use for
these birds does not averlap much or very little with cattle use and/or management of other habltats can be
adapied so as to allow overlap of these species by medifying the timing and intensity of grazing.

Table 8. The following list includes the federally threatened and state species of concermn that elther currently
use the Park or have suitable habitat within the Park.

Name Sclentific Name Presence Status Hablitat
(approximate Noted?
number observed)
Snowy Plover Charadrius nivosus No USFWS Threatened Saline Playas
Long billed curlew Numenius amencanus Yes State - UDWR Wildlife Open Shallow
(~15) Species of Concern Water, Upland
= Meadows
American White Pelecanus erythrorhynchos Yes State - UDWR Wildlife Open Deep Water
Pelican { ~ 150+) Species of Concem
Bald Eagle Hahaeetus leucocephalus Yes State - UDWR Wildife Cottonwood
M Species of Concem Trees
Short-eared ow Aslo flammeus No State - UDWR Wildife Upland Meadows
Species of Concem
Northem goshawk Accipiter gentiles No Conservation Agreement Upland Meadows
Species
Ferruginous Hawk Buteo regalis No State - UDWR Wildlife Upland Meadows
Specles of Concemn
Burrowing Owl Athene cuniculana No State - UDWR Wildlife Upland Meadows
(Seconr?:bmaadm Species of Concern
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Resource Trajectory

A variety of wetland and upland habitats in goed condition will continue to provide a refuge for a diversity of
wildlife and waterfowi. A concerled effort is needed to maintain and improve habitat quality in order to continue
to yield effective habitat for all wildlife and waterfow! that depend on this area, Suggestions for habitat
maintenance and improvement are given in Chapter 5 — Stewardship Recommendations. The numbers of feral
cats observed on the property likely have significant predatory impacts that can not only negatively affect the
small mammals and ground-nesting and migratory songbirds that they hunt, but also the raptors and other
carnivores that eat them. Trespass and/or mismanaged livestock can result in a decrease of habitat quality for
ground-nesting birds and small mammals and could resuit in a loss of vegetation diversity.

DESIRED FUTURE CONDITIONS

It is of utmost importance to continue to provide effective habitat for the abundant wildlife and waterfowl to
assure they will use the Park as a refuge. Habitat improvements can take many forms, but all improvements
need to consider how each action may affect other aspects of the ecosystem, For instance, if raptor perches
are installed in the southem pastures, the effects of additional raptor presence and hunting on other species
must be monitored to assure management objectives are being met. Further, it may be desirable to ‘stack’
uses of the Park by constructing a stormwater retention pond or ponds on the property, but in such a way as to
also improve wetland vegetation and habitat conditions. This could serve a primary ecological goal of
increased residence time of water flowing through or over the property for improved water quality ag well as
increased wetland and riparian extents, all while providing an area for storm water retention pricr to the water
reaching the Great Salt Lake.

Upland Meadows

The lack of cover and structure in the upland meadows is not beneficial to grassland ground-nesting birds,
raptors and small mammals. To improve fallow agricultural lands, It is recommended that non-native noxious
weeds be controlled and minimized and native grasses such as Inland salt grass (Distichiis spicata), alkali
sacaton (Sporobolus airoides}, and alkali grass (Puccineflia nuttalliana) be planted to diversify ground cover for
a host of specles. As possible, a slight variation of topography could be incorporated by the creation of small
mounds and hills to be revegetated with saltbush {Atriplex spp) and greasewood (Sarcobatus vermiculatus).
This action would create topographic, vegetation, and habitat complexity to improve cover for nesting ground
birds (short-eared owls, killdeer, pheasant) and habitat for small rodents.

The increase in vegetation composition, structure and diversity could then increase insect diversity and
productivity that would in turn improve foraging and nesting conditions for many avian species. The vegetation
modification could alsc benefit small mammais such as the Meadow and Montane vole, Little Packet mouse,
Grasshopper Mouse, Vagrant shrew and Ord's kangaroo rat population to then also provide a prey base for a
variety of raptors, mammals and snakes.

Open Water - Buffalo Pond

Buffalo Pond is a hot spol for waterfowl and other aquatic birds. Enhancement of the habitat complexity
around the pond would be beneficial to multiple species of resident and nectropical migrants. This
enhancement would entall planting vegetation with structure varlability including peach leaf willow (Salix
amygdaloides) and coyote willow (Salix exigua), as well as additional cottonwoods that would provide habitat
structure for a multitude of species.

Improved habitat structure around that pond would also increase the insect diversity in the area. Additional
species that couid be drawn to the area due fo an increase in insects include bats (Little brown myotis and
Shiver-haired bat} and the violet-green swallow and common nighthawk. Stands of willow and a dense shrub
understory near open water are preferred habitats for several species including the rare Northern waterthrush
and Wilson's warbler. Additional cottonwoods wouid benefit sparrows, warblers, and raptors.
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Issue Identification

Feral cats are prevaient throughout the Park. These cats are significant predators to small mammal
and bird populations — especially ground-nesting and roosting species. A program to remove these
individuals is recommended.

Figure 31. One of the many feral cats on tne Pam

Phragmites and other noxious weeds

Noxious weeds have little wildlife value and reduce habitat quality. The presence, extent and density of
these species can have a negative effect on the diversity, quantity and distribution of wildlife
populations. However, careful consideration must be given to the methods utilized to reduce or remove
the phragmites, the rate at which the habitat is modified, and species to take lts place to assure the
birds do not leave the area entirely.

Conservation Easement Violations

There were several violations of the Conservation Easernents documented and described in the winter
of 2014, These included illegal soil dumping, unsightly trash and debris, hunting, and siorage of
personal property among others.

Storm Water Discharge onto the Park

The discharge of stormwater directly onto the property is noticeable throughout the park as no trash
grates or screens nor drain filters appear to be present on storm drains. As a result contaminants easily
reach the Park and it is relatively unknown what types and in what concentrations these contaminants
reach the Park.
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Resource: Water Resources

| smﬁlcant Fea'tures

_Baer, Halght, Spring and Shepard ke ¢ o the Park —in this otherwise arld area, four creeks
1ra_verse the property on their way in the Great Salt Lake to sustain a mosaic of wetland habitats.

-+ Jurlsdictional nds — There are approximately 148 acres of US Army Corps of Engineers
junsdictional wetlands on the Park. This assures that a wetland permit would mostly likely be required for
most activities on the property. |

’ 3 Wetland Habitat Interspersion —The Park provides open deep water open shallow water, saline playas.
‘wet meadows and emergent marshes. Each of these wetland habitats satisfies differert needs of wildlife as

well as function to mainfain or improve weater quality.
| Threats = -

| > HNoxious Weeds ~ Noxious weeds are scattered throughout the Park. and will be a constant management |
| . task to maintain suitable wildiife habitat. .
—» Water Quality As a number of storm water culverts discharge directly onto the Park. All pollutants and
debris on roads will end up on the property and decrease waler quality:
\ -» Avallabliity of Fresh Water — The threat of more frequent and severe droughts as well as increased water
use by residents may translate to less available water for the wetiands of the Park to reduce the function of
the wetlands of the area

Description

Baer and Shepard Creek originate from the mountains just East and Northwest of Farmington. Haight Creek
and Spring Creek originate from springs also on the east and northwest side of the City. Shepard and Spring
Creek diverge just east of Interstate 15, then the two waterways flow parallel to one another in a south and
west direction ¥z mile apart toward the Park. The fresh water that flows downslope from both the snowmelt and
the spring support the rich ecosystem on the shore of the Great Salt Lake. The fresh water dilutes the highly
saline waters of the Great Salt Lake to create brackish waters within the wetlands closer to the Great Salt

Lake.

Shallow water and the consistent fluctuation of the Great Salt Lake are basic ingredients in the creation of
highly productive habitats for wading birds as these areas are highly suitable for aquatic invertebrates upon
which shorebirds feed. Plant communities at the saltwater/freshwater interface are dynamic as a result of
ongoing fluctuations with seasonal variation and periods of climatic change. This sustains habitats in a fresh
and vigorous condition.

Habitat edges that are associated with wetlands such as dikes, riverbanks and shorelines are sites of
freshwater invertebrate abundance. These areas are especially productive sites for midges, which are feed for
many birds, fish, bats and dragonflies.

Adjudicated Water Rights
There are many adjudicated water rights in and around the Park, There are many (at least 13) groundwater
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wells around the park with owners ranging from Wheeler Machinery to the LDS Church to individual owners.

Surface water rights are also in and around the park also with various owners from individuals to the LDS
Church to the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources. Of particular interest is ownership of 8cfs from Baer Creek
that is owned by the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (Right # 31-2715). Further 1 cfs from surface drains
are owned by Christensen Land Company near where Spring Creek enters the Park (Right # 31-5164).

At this time, it is unknown as to the seniority of these water rights — thus the regularity in which the water is
actually delivered.

A possible discussion with the owners of the surface water rights in the area would help to understand the
amount and schedule of water delivery. This information would serve useful in any future potential
management actions that may require water for habitat restoration or creation in various areas of the park.

Groundwater

Groundwater is present at relatively shallow depths throughout the Park — anywhere between at the surface or
up to 3 feet deep. The depth varies depending on soil and subsoil cheracteristics, and the amount of area
upstream and gradient available to supply waier for infiliration info the aquifers. The quaiity of the groundwater
is generally good in the east shore aquifer system (UDWR 2008}, but increasing pumping of ground water may
pose a threat fo the wetlands on the Park.

Conditions

Past Conditions

Prior to settlement, it is likely that the area now West of Interstate 15 was a mosaic of wetlands with upland
islands. Water would flow freely from wetland to wetland in the flat to gently sloping areas prior to it reaching its
final destination of the Great Salt Lake.

Current Conditions

The development of the area has resulted in various degrees of channelization of the creeks in the region.
Creeks have been straightened, piped and/or rerouted so as to manage flooding susceptibility within the
developed areas. Additionaliy, since the groundwater is so shallow in the area, the City has installed several
land drains and storm drain pipes to direct water toward the lake. There are several storm drains that
discharge directly onto the Park or into a ditch or creek that directs the water toward the Park (See figures 28
and 29 below). The creeks and at the Park are in fair condition since they have been so modified and are
recipients of storm water poliutants. Contaminants to the Park through these systems would include:

+ Sedimentation and debris from storm drains.

¢ Pollutants from livestock waste,

« Herbicides from noxious weed control measures.

= Sedimentation from loosened soil from livestock grazing
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Figure 33. Plentiful trash debris that rests in the emergent marsh of Shepard Creek prior to It reaching Buffalo Pond

The Davis County Department of Health sampies water quality on upper and lower Baer Creek, Upper and
lower Haight Creek, and upper and a lower Shepard Creek. (See Figure 30) For the most part, water quality is
at standards, but sometimes, E.coll numbers are high, particularly in lower Baer Creek. The county does not
test water quality during storm events.
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Resource Trajectory

Should there continue to be further development in this area of Farmington, the increase in paved streets will
increase the amount of storm water likely to be discharged onto the Park. Storm water often carmries pollutants,
debris and sediment. If these poliutants are discharged onte the Park, the degradation of water quality could
have negative effects on the wildlife (particularly herptofauna). With intense summer storms potentially on the
rise in the future, it will be important to upgrade storm water management techniques where possible.

It should be noted that control regulations for off —site and upstream watershed background sources for
nutrient loading from Non-Point Sources is beyond the scope of this plan.

DESIRED FUTURE CONDITIONS

The instalfation of trash racks, trash grates and/or drain guards on the storm drains that discharge onto the
Park can reduce the debris and pollutants being released into the Park with every storm. It should be noted
that these installations will likely require more maintenance to assure they remain clear of debris that would
appear unsightly or cause blockage to the storm drains.
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Resource: Geology and Sails

Resource Summary

| Significant Features
¥ 3 Unigue Great Salt Lake Landscape and Geology - As the Great Salt Lake is a terminal basin. the

|| millennia of sediments that have been depusited in the area can be up to 10.000 feet thick.

— Unigue salt affected ecosystem ~ The terminus of the watershed being the Great Salt Lake has created
a highly saline environment. The suite of vegetation and wildlife species that have adapted to this environment |
are a unique feature of the arid West. the Great Basin and thus the Park. ‘

| Significant Threats

— Salty Solls- Although saline soils are a natural feature of the Park . It often provides challenges for
| vegetation management. All seer mixes to be used at the Park should include saline tolerant species.

Description

Geology
The geology of the area is a mixture of lacustrine deposits coming from the West from the millennia of rise and

fall of the Great Sait Lake and landslides from the Wasatch Front. Davis County has a map of areas that are
geologic hazards due to areas that are subject to debris flow. The active Wastach Fault is at the base of the
Wasatch Range is at the eastern margin of the depositional basin of the Great Salt Lake. The GSL Basin is
overlain by Quatemnary fill and surficial deposits that are mostly fluvial, lacustrine and deltaic origin. These
Quaternary deposits hold the important ground water aquifers that underly the area (Bishop et al 2009).
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Solls

It is imporiant to associate the underlying soils with the vegetation types as soil chemical and physical
properties strongly influence the vegetation community that develops upon it. The following soils are found on
the Park (see Figure 25), It is important to note that the soils in the area were mapped at a scale that may not
capture the inherent variability of soil at a finer scale. However, the soil map provides good context for both the
current and past vegetation types, as well as the vegetation the soils may be able to support with some
management actions. The soil types on the properties are summarized below.

WgA — Warm Springs Fine sandy lcam

This soil is found on lake terraces, is highly alkaline (with a pH up to 10 at 8” depth) and formed from lacusttine
deposits. On average, the water table is approximately 33" from the sail surface. Since the soll is so saline
(with many different saits) as well as sodic (high in sodium), the soils support a select suite of plants that are
ioferant to these conditions. The Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) describes the soils as an
‘alkali bottom’ rangeland site. The Warm Springs fine sandy loam is not a listed hydric soil.

WhA - Warm Springs fine sandy ioam — channeled.
Same as WgA above, channeled.

AS — Arave-Saltair Complex 0-1% slopes

These soils are found on lake plaing and also formed from lacustrine deposits. On average, the water table is
approximately 24" from the soil surface. The soil fexture is a silt loam at the surface and generally becomes
more fine textured with depth. This soil is also relatively alkaline with a pH of up to 8.5 to 9. This soil is not a
listed hydric soil and is also described as an “alkali bottom’ rangeland by the NRCS classification.

Sa- Saltair silty clay loam

Saltair sifty clay loam is a poorly drained soil formed in lacustrine deposits with occasional flooding hazards.
The Saltair soil experiences continuous or periodic saturation and reduction. The Saltair soil is intluded on the
National Hydric Soils list.

SPL - Saltair-Playas-Lasil Complex
The SPL solls are a complex that conslists of 40% of the Saltair soll unit, 35% of the Playa soil unit and 20% of

the Lasil soil unit. The complex is found on historic lake plains (playas) that formed from lacustrine deposits
from mixed lake sediments. The Saltair soil is described above and is on the National Hydric Soils list and is
listed as a ‘Desert Salty Silt' rangeland site by the NRCS.

The Playa series is typed as an Entisol, which is a goil that does not show any profile development other than
an A horizon. These can occur as a result of erosion, continuous repeated depasition or flooding or saturation.
The Playa soil type is also found on the Hydric Soils list and is also listed as a ‘Desert Salty Siit” rangeland site.

The Lasil series is a saline-alkali affecled soil that is somewhat poorly drained. They are generally located on

lake plains and they formed from calcareous mixed lake sediments from sedimentary and igneous rocks. The
Lasil series is not included on the National Hydric Soils list and is described by the NRCS as an ‘alkall bottom’

rangeland site.

Lb -~ L akeshore fine sandy loam — 0-1% slopes
These soils are found on lake terraces and formed in lacustrine deposits. On average, the water table is only

10" below the soil surface, Lakeshore is on the national hydric soil list. Since the soit tends fo be alkaline, the
NRCS described the vegetation community on these soils as a 'wet saline meadow’.

SkA — Sunset | oam = Drained 0-1% slopes
These soils are faund on flood plains and stream terraces and were formed from alluvium. Since these soils

have been drained, the water table is on average 51" below the soil surface. Sunset loam is not a listed hydric
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soil and is described by the NRCS as a semi-wet fresh meadow. The soil has low salinitiy, with a relatively
neutral to alkaline pH and is thus designated as prime fammland if it is irrigated.The soil exhibits a very
consistent texture of loam to a depth of 68",

Ac — airport silt ioam — 0-2% slopes

These soils are found on lake terraces and were formed in lacustrine deposits. These soils are both saiine and
sodic and are listed as an “alkali bottom’ vegetation community by the NRCS. On average, the water table is
about 33 below the soll surface and these soils are thus not a listed hydric soil. The soil texture becomes
slightly more fine with depth trending from a sifty clay loam to a clay loam.

PEP - Pintailake-Eimarsh-Playa Complexes

The Pintailake series consists of very deep, very poorly drained soils that formed in alluvium over lacustrine
deposits derived from limestone, shale, and quartzite and is found on lake plains with gentle slopes of 0 to 1%.
The Pintailake series comprises approximately 45% of the map unit. The parent material is alluvium over
lacustrine deposits derlved from limestone, shale, and quartzite. The Pintailake is a hydric soil and classiied as
‘Lakeshore Marsh’ by the NRCS.

The Eimarsh series also consists of very deep, poorly drained soils that formed in facustrine deposits derived
from limestone, shale, and quartzite. Eimarsh soils are also on lake plains with gentle slopes of 0 to 1% and
are classified as a ‘Wet safine meadow’ by the NRCS. The Eimarsh soil is a hydric soil and comprises
approximately30% of the map unit.

The Playa series is typed as an Entisol, which Is a soil that does not show any profile development other than
an A horizon. These can occur as a result of erosion, continuous repeated deposition or flooding or saturation,
Playas comprise about 10% of the map unit and are classified as a ‘Desert Salty silt’ rangeland site by the
NRCS.
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Pasi and Currenit Conditions

The past and current conditions are essentially the same for geology, however, the soils have likely been
altered as they have been drained and otherwise worked for agriculture over the years. This may mean that
the soil profile may not be the same as described in the NRCS Soil Survey.

Resource Trajectory
There is little threat to the soils and geology of the area as erosive forces are minor in such a gently sloping

area

DESIRED FUTURE CONDITIONS

Be sure to characterize the soil in maore detail if any activity or building is permitted on the Park, as the sail
drainage, tendency to pond or flood and soll chemical characteristics can affect structures and/or level of
success of proposed habitat enhancements.
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Chagter 4 - Resource Influences

The previous chapter, Resource Element Descriptions, discussed natural resources in detail. This
chapter highlights the Influences that can affect the condition of natural resources at the Park. Impacts
and influences interacting with natural resources may be regional or localized, originate inside or
outside the park boundary, and occur naturally or from human activities. These influences may have
beneficial effects, detrimental effects, or both. The following information outiines sources of the most
significant or likely influences, and the subsequent impacts that may result, as well as
recommendations to help stem negative impacts. The City of Farmington is intending to initiate
discussions with the Famington Bay WMA to consider the possibility and interest of a cooperative
management agreement. A cooperative management agreement would benefit both the Park and the
WNMA to assure habitat conditions and objectives are consistent across boundaries to serve the primary
purpose as wildlife and waterfowl refuge area.

Regional infiluences

Climate

Climatic patterns influence the nature of geophysical resources with differences in moisture availability,
length of growing seasons, and overall ecosystem development. Most precipltation comes as snow in
the winter or rains in the early spring {April and May). A summary of average annual tfemperature and
precipitation Is given for Farmington Utah, from records taken between 1893 to 1985. The combination
of latitude, landscape position and timing and amount of precipitation dictates the vegetation
communities that establish in any given area.

Jan_IFeb | Mar | Apni | May | June | July JAug TSept [Oct | Nov | Dec | Tofal

Temperature

Average dafly { 37.8 | 43.2 | 52,3 {627 1728 | 824 1915|891 |791 |662 |50.8 y40.1
maximum !

Average dally | 19.1 { 23.8 (29.0 : 37.0 | 44.0 | 50.8 jss.a 565 |47.1 | 379 | 284 [221
minimum "

Precipitation | 2.2 |21 |2.24 {234 1247 111 105 1105 J0.85 [1.56 |1.84 | 1.94 | 1999 |

A

l (Monthly ; i ; B j

average)

WRCC Accessed 2015_04. 16 http//wmw.wrce.dri.edu/cai-bin/ciMAIN plutia
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Populzation Growth and Development

The Wasatch Front has seen exiraordinary population growth in the fast 10 years as many find this
suburb of Salt Lake as a desirable place to five and still able to work in a large metropolitan area.
Population trends and predictions are provided in Table 10 for Davis County, Utah, which is the most
likely population center to supply visitors to the Park. The growth of this area of Davis County may slow
as a result of being ‘buiilt out’. As this area becomes an integral part of the regional recreation and trail
sysiem, park visitation is expected to increase.

Table 10: Population figures for Davis County Utah

Davis County ﬁ:::';ga: Z‘
1990 188,471 NA
1995 216,054 14%
2000 240,204 1%
2005 278,278 16%
2010 307,550 11%
2015 323,992 5%
2020 (est) 347,412 7%
2030 (est) 386,672 11%

Saurce: Davis County Demographer (Site accessed April 17, 2015)

Adjacent Land Uses

The Park is surrounded on the East and North sides by various levels of development, consisting of
residential neighborhoods to the East and agricultural activities on the north. The Farmington Bay
Wildlife Management Area (WMA) is directly adjacent on the south side of the Park. The Great Salt
Lake lies immediately to the West. The combination of these different surrounding land uses creates a
gentle boundary between the Great Salt Lake Ecosystem and urbanization, The placement of
conservation easements over these properties was an insightful action accomplished by the City of
Farmington, not only to provide the City relief from flooding potential from the inevitable rise of the
Great Salt Lake in wet years, bul also te provide open space and wildlife and waterfowl habitat along
the shore of the Great Salt Lake with minimal human interaction.

Land uses adjacent to the Park can create increased pressure on the natural resources of the Park as
different land management practices or activities creates inconsistencies of overall iand management
goals, and thus land management activities. The following is a brief description of adjacent landowners
and/or activities:

= Privately owned parcels- As more people move onto the Wasatch Front, these subdivisions are
considered “suburbs” of the greater Salt Lake area. A number of impacts due to infilling of
these suburbs adjacent to the Park can have daily impacts on the Parks natural resources,
including:

1, Domestic and feral pets- Homeowners dogs and cats will Intermittently escape and
venture onte the Park, where they can be a nuisance to park visitors and park wildlife. In
particular, feral cats can have a devastating effect on bird and small mammal
populations, thus affecting the rest of the ecosystem.
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2. Increased roads, driveways and rooftops in adjacent subdivisions, thus impermeable

area- The increased storm water coming off these roads and other non-permeable

surfaces onto the Park will likely bring more pollutants from the surface water runoff.
3. Increased refuse and debris. - Increased use of the Park will likely mean more refuse

from pets (horses, dogs) as well as picnic refuse and other debris onto Park property

= Livestock use
The continuing permitted use of livestock grazing provides valuable feed and space for the
lessees of the Park. A central management concem for these lessees is the maintenance of
sufficient forage and water for the livestock. If livestock grazing is executed consistent with the
easements, this activity is consistent with the primary purpose of the Park as a wildlife and
waterfowl refuge. Further, the allowance of livestock grazing in the easements provides a very
powerful land management tool for potential habitat improvements or changes.

= Farmington Bay Waterfowl Management Area
Directly south of the Park, the 18,000-acre Farmington Bay WMA was established in 1835 and

has been managed ever since to provide habitat for hundreds of thousands of waterbirds,
songbirds and raptors. In fact, by 1891, the Farmington Bay WMA was part of a dedication of
the Great Salt Lake into the Western Hemispheric Shorebird Reserve Network. Further, to the
North, many other preserves lie along the shores of the Great Salt Lake including the Great Salt
Lake Shorelands (managed by The Nature Conservancy), the Howard Slough, Ogden Bay and
Harold Crane Wildlife Management Areas (managed by the State of Utah), and the Bear River
Migratory Refuge (managed by the US Fish and Wildlife Service). (See Figure 27 All of these
refuges and designations reflect the significance of this ecosystem to millions of shorebirds and
waterfowl. The City of Farmington intends to pursue a cooperative management agresment with
Farmington WMA to ensure consistent land management in the area for the wildlife and
waterfowl

The following recommendations are provided to assist in managing the impacts associated with the
influences of adjacent properties.

in  Work with landowners and City Planners to minimize or limit the impacts of the adjacent
development and land uses.

8 Continue to enlist the help of residential neighbors and adjacent landowners. Use mailings,
workshops, volunteer contacts, and handouts, tc assist in the dissemination of information such as:

1. Assistance in monitoring park vegetation and wildlife.
2. Weed control and techniques

4. Landscaping with native piant species

6. Proper trash management

6. Conirelling the effects of dogs and cats on wildlife

¢ Implement the use of Ecological Sensitivity Zones (see Chapter 5)
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Wildlife Corridors

Wildlife corridors are widely known to be important to species conservation. What is important to keep
in mind are issues of scale- that is, what is the home range of the animal utilizing the corridor, and how
far do they travel? For instance, a corridor for a mouse may be the riparian area next to a small
stream, while for a migrating sharebird, the Rocky Mountain flyway from South America up to the arctic
may be its movement corridor. Since the Park lies on the shores of the Great Salt Lake — a major
migrating bird Flyway, several species of birds use the Park for loafing and foraging, and a few species
may use the Park for nesting.

Habitat Fragmentation

Effects of further fragmentation of habitat in this area would be somewhat subtle and the effects difficult
to predict. Habitat fragmentation could take the form of different visitor use patterns and trail use. As
such, any future trails will remain on the outskirts of the Park to assure as little disturbance to the
wildiife and waterfowl as possible. If nesting birds are found near trails, then City staff should consider
creating a buffer area around that nest and implement trail closures if necessary to allow successful
nesting and rearing.

Noxious Weeds
A constant threat to the preservation of biological resources is the invasion of exotic plant species,
particularly noxious weeds. These can move into disturbed areas,

multiply, and persist over time. Weed control is essential because Plants that are not
exotics have few natural enemies. When weeds spread into native part of Utah’s native
ecosystems, they reduce the diversity, destroy habitat by shading vegetation are
native plants, or eliminate natives with allelopathic chemicals. The considered exotic
creeks that run through the Park serve as a course jor new and species, and those
different noxious weed species to become established on the Park, that are liéted oh a list
An integrated weed management pian for the Park should include: generated by the
A. Prioritized goals for weed management. State are considered
B. Clearly identifiec and understood prevention techniques. Noxious weeds

C. Plans for management and control of exotic species.
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Park Facilities and Continued Park Development

Visitation

Visitor numbers have not been estimated for the Park at this time. City staff should pay close attention
to not only the number of visitors, but the type of recreation in which each visitor partakes, as well as
the seasonal trends in visitor numbers and activities. Each recreation activity will have a different
impact on the varicus resources at the park. The combination of the knowledge of visitor interests and
activities and the natural resources at the park will help direct the management of the Park as to
prioritization and ailocation of resources to sustain a refuge for the wildlife and waterfowl. All existing
and proposed trails are consistent with this purpose as they will remain on the outer edges of the
refuge.

Carrying Capacity and Naiural Resources
Carrying capacity is a term defined as the reasonable maximum load or population that an area will

support without undergoing deterioration. In theory, the carrying capacity for a Park such as this one
would be the maximum number of visitors that would not compromise the natural resources. In reality,

because of the many factors involved (i.e. visitor behavior, types of activities, park maintenance,
surrounding land use, etc.) it is difficult to develop an exact number of visitors for the canmying capacity
based on any equations or statistical reifationship to the resources. Atmany parks, carrying capacity
can be based on the number of parking spaces. But these methods do not address the effects on the
natural resources.

For the Park, the best approach is to use quantitative as well as qualitative resource monitoring that
can be done either annually by City staff or volunteers every 5 years as part of the management
process. Through this type of monitoring, the following can be discemed:

« Vegetation trends such as increased exotics, loss of species, or composisional changes.

« Wildlife changes such as loss of specles, a decrease or Increase in utllization by certain
specles.
+ Erosion from soclal trall formation or stream bank trampling.

» \Water quality monitoring data

The results from this type of monitering will provide important information on resource trends and
provide insight into the possible effects of visitor numbers. These trends would inform City staff as to
whether the activities in the Park are causing impacts beyond the sustainable carrying capacity. At that
point it will be up to the City to decide the best course of actions to sustain the natural rescurce
objectives.

If the level of use appears to be exceeding the carrying capacity, the City staff should consider a range
of options including: redistributing visitors, curtailing some visitor activities, capping visitor numbers,
increasing park buffer areas, initiating fee rates, increasing the maintenance budget for weed control,
revegetation or other mitigation activities.

The level and types of recreation offered at the Park should be synchronized with the management
objectives and the long-term protection of the Park's natural resources.

75



Farmington CHy Conservation, Recreation, Wildlifs and Waterfow! Refuge and Park Management Plan

Recraation

Trail Use

Trail use by visitors provides the best means of experiencing the quality of the Park first hand. It is also
important to recognize how trails and trail use from different user groups may have implications on
wildlife populations and preductivity, vegetation heatth and distribution, and the possibility of soll
erosion. Different user groups will also have an effect on mitigation requirements and maintenance
cosfs.

Impacts of Trails on Wiidlife

Many studies have been conducted on the effects of trail construction and subsequent human use of
these trails has on wildlife populations. Recreational irails can affect larger ecosystem processes by
provoking changes In the distribution of wildlife across the landscape. The effects of trails such as
altered vegetation structure, modified bird and mammal assemblages, and different tolerance levels of
wildlife species to hurnan recreationists can all potentially alter wildlife community structure in the
vicinity and the distribution of wildlife across the landscape.

Trail carridors can also facllitate predator invasions by providing predators with a travel corridor and
creating smaller fragments, which are ofien easier for predators to penetrate. This appears to be the
case with the many feral cats on the Park property

Further, increased human disturbance is often an instigator for shifting wildlife use patierns on the
landscape. Many wildiife species will become adapted to predictable, benign disturbances, such as
cars driving down a road. Unpredictabie but infrequent disturbances (people infrequently walking down
a traif) allowed birds to return to their nests after the disturbance had passed; but with unpredictable,
high level disturbances (many humans walking down a trail throughout the day), most birds were
displaced all of the time, and enly very few tolerant species remained in the area (Hockin et al. 1992).
Gutzwiller et al. (1998) reported that the presence of people can cause behavioral changes that can
negatively influence avian fitness. Increased stress, prevention of access to important resources, and a
reduction of fecundity and survival were all noted in this study. Knight and Cole {1991) reported that
recreationists primarily affect wildlife through unintentional disturbance.

In order to mitigate the negative effecis trails can have in wildlife, suggestions includs:

A. Place trails in less sensitive habitats- away from riparian corridors, deciduous- bushy vegetation,
aspen stands, and old growth forests. Trails should be 30’ from creeks and riparian brushy
vegetation, where many neotropical migrants nest.

Restrict or modify trail use during seasons of the year when wildlife is especially vuinerable or
sensitive to disturbance (nesting and fledging season).

Estabiish secure areas that trails do not penetrate to ensure that wildlife have a refuge from
human visftors.

Concentrate recreational activities in “sacrifice areas” in order to maintain a high level of intact
habitat- especially in sensitive areas

Consolidate trails so there is less fragmentation and more interior core habitat, and less
anthropogenic edge effects.

m O 0 w

Picnlc Areas
Picnic areas can modify areas of natural habitat and may create an unnatural source of focd for area

wildlife, an increase in noxious weeds, the accumulation of trash and litter that attract wildlife, and are
potential sources of wildfires. Careful use and disposal of foad is important to prevent potential

76



Farmington City Conservation, Recreation, Wildlife and Waterfow! Refuge and Fark Management Plan

problems between visitors and wildlife. Wildlife proof trash facilities greatly help in preventing such
problems.

Picnic Mitigations
1) Explicitly instruct visitors to not feed the wildiife they encounter and act responsibly with food
storage, preparation and disposal

2) Aiways use wildlife proof trash cans,

Dogs in the Park

The presence of dogs accompanying their owners while at the park creates special concerns. Most
domestic dogs still retain instincts to hunt and/or chase other animals. Even if togs are controlled and
not allowed to chase wildlife, their very presence has been shown to be disruptive to many wildlife
species. Especially during winter, harassment by dogs results in excessive energy expenditures by

wildlife.

Domestic dogs can potentially introduce diseases (distemper, parvovirus, and rabies) and transport
parasites into wildlife habitats. Cumulative Impacts of domestic dogs may have important implications
for wildlife populations, Because of these factors, careful consideration of dog policies for the park will
be critical in controlling the profound effects possible. Dog feces and marking areas with urination may
impact sensitive wildlife species and create clean-up issues for park staff,

Dog Mitigations
1) Dogs should be on-leash at all times

2) Have seasonal “No Dog" signs on trails during the spring when wildlife is most sensitive to dogs
due to fledging

3} Install dog feces collection bags on trails that aillow dogs, and have trashcans at frailhead to
facilitate dog walkers cooperation

4) Install information board to inform dog owners of the issues with dogs off-leash, and dog feces.

Feral Cats

Although this Is a contraversial topic, It is a clear management issue for the Park, particularly since the
main objective is to promote wildlife and waterfowl habitat and refuge. A new study shows that cats
{feral cats in particular) kill far more birds and small mammals than scientists previously thought.
Through a systematic review and quantitative estimate, it has been estimated that cats kill 1.3 to 4.0
billion birds each year in the United States (Dauphine and Cooper 2009). Additionally, it is estimated
that 6.3 to 22.3 billion small mammals succumb to feral cats. The loss of these small mammais can
indirectly kill native predators by removing their food base.

It should be noted that the trap, neuter and re-release programs that have been encouraged as a more
humane way to reduce feral cat populations have not shown success.
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Recommendations

ter 5 Stewardship

The goals &nd objectives below have been written to help sustain this unique part of the Wasatch Front
of Utah. Each recommendation bolsters the primary function of the Park as a wikllife and waterfowl
refuge as recreationists will be limited to trails and any future trails will be sited on the outskirts of the
Park to assure as little disturbance to the wildlife as possible.

Stewardship Gozls and Qbiectives

The Baseline Resource Assessment and review of all available studies suggest the stewardship goals
and objectives for the next five years should be:

To preserve and protect the valuable natural resources of the Park

+ Protect the wetland areas of the Park to assure habltat for wildlife and waterfow is preserved as
well as to provide a unique, natural experience for Park visitors,

+ Protect any potential nesting areas by accurately identifying nest sites each year and profecting
thern from disturbance during nesting and fledging periods.

+ Maintain and improve water quality in the creeks to protect valuable wildlife at the park.
+ Implement a feral cat control program in the Park to reduce wildlife loss to feral cat hunting.

¢« Implement an aggressive noxious weed control program to improve conditions for native vegetation
communities and thus wildlife habitat.

To maintain the outstanding scenic and natural qualities of the Park

¢ Continue sustainable trail construction and maintenance procedures on all hew and existing trails to
minimize erosion and assure proper routing. Be sure to maintain unobstructed views to the Great
Salt Lake

# Concentrate recreational use and foot traffic as much as possible to conserve sensitive areas for
natural resources.

Implement & comprehensive natural resource monitoring program te ensure that the above
goals and objectives are met

# Monitor bird pepulations and all vegetation types as recommended in Chapter 6- Monitoring.
¢ Use GIS as a natural resource planning and monitoring tool.
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Pricrifized Stewardship fActicns

These are actions the park staff can conduct now to protect this resource:

| Action Items 4 e i " Suggested
'} .- | et R et IS orty, Contact
P R . e bt B R bt i ya i i ,_r.--..m-... | T --f P T et s - el Y .I
| i nvasi | Vegetation, | . . Brandon H
iControl the spread of noxious and invasive weeds : Végetation, andan Hunt,
| g | widie | 79" pavis County
- — e e — I TR
’ I
|Imp|nment a program for control of the feral cat i | Davis County |
‘population T Vil | High . Animal Cordrol;
e —— g . e — e 1
GPS boundaries of fenced pastures especially in the | i
northern region of the Park All i High ;| Cidy Staff
S =il L !
Insﬂgate at least bi-annual communication with hvestock | Wikdife, i r |
lessees to have them subrnit to the City their fivestock High | City Staff
types, numbers and Iength of time in the- pastures Vegetattan I o /
Regularly scheduied quantitative: bind surveys | Widife | High | AéUdUbOﬂ |
i s
e - S St S-S ottt NN SO, N
Install 2 few raptor perches in the south upland mieadows gy f i Audubon
for hunting and possibly nesting Wildlife i Moderate: Soriety
R S R
Keep a detailed register of visitor numbars and actmtles l Vegetation | E
to assure the best care for the natural resources in the : Wildlife, | High .  City staff
;futune soils i
| P e v L ke e — —-m -_ . }.._._ — _—}._-- N mE———— ——— . ——
Survey for small mammals : Wildiife i Moderate! UDWR
CON N - L - !- - ! .
Plant willows and other native plants within riprap around ) r _ | !
Buffalo Pend to improve wikilife habitat Wildife | High | WP NRC |
e et AL S e oo WSS =aiwm bRy f
Full survay for herps Wiklfe Muderate; UDWR .
IO Ut NN RN S
. ; | . |
Plant milkweed species within wet meadows to create | : !
habitat for the Monarch butterfly Wildife | Low . WP NRC |
MU IS S e 1
- ! !
Post interpretive signage around the park | Vﬁﬁmgn | Hgh | Ciy stasr |

| | sl

e L M e L PR Tk ks o mei i A aa—a— ————— e e LS —————a ———— e
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T - P —
; Actlon ltems Y [ prt : Suggested
b T _f_ Area | Pﬂpﬂty “Contact

s e, smem a— e i e e Y e 4 ) e e TR ---.T e i e e L e i
\Instigate an annual vegetation monitoring programto ! Vegetation !

quantitatively assess hivestock grazing intensity to assure ; {I%I!dlrfe I Low | WPNRC
Conservation Values are being preserved i |i | .
L — = v = i — e e e .J!-- P — _.g- ________ i B i e bt 1 . 4
instigate a program to provide habitat and larval hosts for : Vegetation ‘ ' ’
the Monarch butterfly by plarting native species of i V?lil diifa '| Medium: WPNRC i
milkweed (Asclepias incamata) in the wet fresh meadows | j i |

Additional details for recommended Action Items listed above:

a

The local Audubon Soclety chapters often have high quality birders that are willing and able to
do regular surveys and monitoring for birds. Audubon is often able to recognize courting and
nesting behavior for the different species of birds found at the Park. This information would be
most useiul in effectively managing the property for the birds that are using it or would use it.

Conirol of the feral cat population is imperative to allow birds and smail mammals a higher
chance of survival, and thus use and reproduction at the Park

A survey for small mammals would yield information regarding the types and numbers of this
class of wildlife using the Park, and thus the potential to support raptors. This action in tandem
with a feral cat control program would most likely show a sharp increase of wildlife use over
time.

A survey for herptpofauna would inform whether there is potential habitat for the sensitive
northem lecpard frog andfor what other species may be present at the Park

Keeping a log of visitor number and Intention will aid the City in caring for the resources at
the park as they will know where to focus on resource maintenance and possible future
development.

Interpretive signs around the Park can educate visitors about the natural history of the Park
to protect the environment and provide a fuller visitor experience.

Maintaining numbers and types of livestock will not only aid in assuring Conservation
Easement and Zoning reguiations are being met, but when paired with a vegetation and
utilization monitoring program will also inform maintenance and management of the pastures
into the future

Installing raptor perches in the southem pastures will encourage more raptor use and hunting
of those upland meadows. This also may help keep the feral cat population down.

Recent studies have shown that the Nonarch butterfly is fosing habitat at an alarming rate.
Many populations of milkweed plants have been removed by famms throughout the United
States. It would be possibie to re-introduce swamp milkweed to some areas in the park to
provide beautiful wildflowers and provide valuable reproductive habitat for the Monarch butterfly.

80



Farmington City Conservation, Recreation, Wilditfe and Waterfow! Refuge and Park Management Pian

Prioritized Piane and inventories

Resource NManagement Plans and inventories | Suggestod
T tobe compleiawiin Syears | Area | prionty | SIS
Devise a comprehensive Weed Ma ent Plan that
includes a computenzed weed control database. Set up a , Brandon
simpie way to assure all weed control efforts are recorded Vegetation, High  Hunt, Davis
with all the necessary information such as target species.  VVildiife County

date, applicator's name, herbicide name and rate.

Develop a wriften protocol for communication w Viegetation,

Livestock lessees to know the number, type and length Wildiife High City Staff
of time in each pasture of livestock on the Park

Develop a written ocol for reqular Conservation City Staff trail
Easement monltoring to assure potential violators are All High ty - e
notified volunteers

Develop a revegetation plan. Revegetation helps to Vegetation,

encourage higher proportion of the Park to be dominated Wildiife, Medium WP NRC
by native species. thus better habitat for wildlife. Soils, Water

Develop a plan for cooperative management Seek to Farmington

identify and preserve important habitat and mavement Wildlife, High Bay WMA,
carnidors assoclated with the Park in cooperation with Vegetation g Community
neighboting land owners/managers leaders

Additional details for recommended Plans and Inventories listed above:

o A detalled noxious weed management plan would assist in improving wildiife habitat, while
understanding which weeds should be the highest priorities as well as keeping track of methods
used will inform more efficient weed control going forward.

o Relevant private landowners, the Farmington Bay WMA and other interested organizations and
citizens could all be potentfal partners in the development of a comprehensive plan to
preserve wildlife habitat and movement corridors within and adjacent to the Park.

o Revegetation plan should include tips on re-using good topsoil, seeding techniques, mulching
techniques to assure successful revegetation before weeds move in.
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Ecological Sensitivity Zones

More specific delineation of wikilife and waterfowl refuge areas at the Park can help define the
vulnerability of each area to changes in land use, Park use and/or management. The demarcation of
these zones can provide useful information for planning processes for the park. The procedure of
delineating sensitivity zones requires consideration of both biotic and abiotic characteristics of the
landscape. These characteristics help determine the susceptibility of an area to possible changes to
individual attributes of an ecosystem. The following fist outlines attributes that were considered in the
delineation of these zones, and the necessary scrutiny associated with each attribute:

v Wildlife- presence, patterns of use, corridors and possible breeding areas
= Are there rare of sensitive species present?
» Are there areas within or adjacent to the park mapped by UDWR or Farmington Bay WMA
as important habitat?
« Does the park have areas that provide essential or critical habitats?

v Acreage and sumounding areas
s Is there large, high quality contiguous wildlife and vegetation habitat within and around the
park?
»  What is the condition and land use surrounding the park?

v Vegetation community type and condition

Are there sensitive species present?

What vegetation community types are there?
How much of the vegetation is native?

What is the condition of the vegetation?

a & 8 o

v Park setting and how it relates {o recreational function and potential use
» Are there areas of the park that would be more suitable to different permitted uses, or areas
that would add cost and long-term management issues?

For example, the High Sensitivity Zones may include habitat for rare or sensitive bird species,
incorporate an area known to be used for wildlife reproduction activities, and/or encompass Intact areas
of important wildlife habitat (nesting habitat or migratory routes). It could also have native vegetation
that could be easily impacted or soils or geology that make it susceptible to increased flooding or
limited drainage. These areas are likely to be highly sensitive to disturbance to wildiife.

The HModerate Sensliivity Zones would generally encompass areas that are less ecologically
vuinerable, but still have high scenic and ecological values. These may have intact vegetation in good
condition, but not as large and contiguous habitat for wildlife. It may provide corriders for wildlife, but
not critical migratory or other critical habitat.

The Low Sensitivity Zones are generally areas that are not habitat for sensitive species, have
vegetation in fair to poor condition and/or is primarily non-native vegetation (weeds or non-native turf
grass), and/or has hydro-physical conditions that make it less sensitive (such as soils that are not
subject to excessive ponding or flooding, no threats to water quality, etc.).

Figure 37 shows proposed sensitivity zones to allow the highest use of the Park as a wildlife and
waterfow| refuge
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Figure 37. Ecological Sensitivity Zones

A TR

oW Ly WHTwW X

¥ rark Boundary
[ Ifemmwngton Bay WMA
Stream
Tl GSUUIhan Interface
Ecologieal Sensitivity Zones
Rank
B Hgh
Moderaie
N Low
E,_pt'l'l I'lllll. fragen EE01h  DgiaiEobe Sume af e u’;l Shireny, LIRDUA Earnt Servioe .
TARUINGION (17V ' 2500
CONSERVAHIOS MRE K0 S RI05N BRLIM NI & | r———
i T
——— —— T et
f:‘:‘f'tm:w FCOILOGICAR SEASTTIVITY ZONES w®l ‘ﬁ Ry |-

This prodel i » for infermotional purpoles and oy Aol v b 3 greper J ke, ¥ be sukabl for vigal, anginecriny, of Gimopin: sopewos. Lie-rz of Sy infommalon ehotid
MR Mre thtituted Mmms«wm ofther

uu-:nwmm PRBaTY G0 S Informoben Gov s o Betarin. M ubERY of S Nlonnaton, Tho
N7 ol 008 s lird I stivaniins of coBabSY 19 0 prodicriar paoDt O 199,

83



Farmington City Conservation, Recrealion, Wildiife and Waterfow! Refuge and Park Management Plan

» The high sensitivity zones are generally those areas closest to the Great Salt Lake and
adjacent to the Farmington Bay WMA. Some of the high ecological sensitivity zone surrounds
Haight and Shepard Creeks as these waterways have high potential for successfui habitat
restoration and/or enhancement. Much of these areas also have a variety of good condition
wetland habitats (e.g. emergent marsh, wet meadow, playa, etc)

» The moderate sensitivity zones are chiefly the upland meadows as well as the non-native
emergent marsh on the west side of the park. The non-native emergent marsh is a great
candidate for targeted grazing to reduce the density of the common reed to create more
effective habitat for the wildlife and waterfowd of the area (as is currently being done at the
Farmington Bay WMA). The upland meadows can be strategically managed so as to allow
rotational grazing to allow some pastures to rest while providing more effective hunting grounds
for raptors. Raptor perches could also be installed in the south ¢entral pastures to encourage
more raptor use,

» The low sensitlvity zones are the structures within the Park. As these areas are already
developed, future Park needs could be accommodated in these areas. Small low sensitivity
areas are located directly adjacent to housing developments as the human activity in these
areas would exclude much wildlife or waterfow use.

Best Management Practices

Best management practices (BMPs) are proactive management techniques that limit impacts to
resources. Park staff, contractors, and volunteers should utilize these techniques te limit or prevent
negative impacts to resources. Included in the appendix is a comprehensive list of general BMPs from
numercus agencies that are suggested guidelines for future park operations.

The ecological sensitivity zones discussed in the previous section outline the biclogicalecological
rationales for designating cerlain areas of the park in high, medium or low sensitivity zones. The
demarcation of these zones should occur when more information is known regarding Park visitorship,
wildlife use in terms of timing and extent, and consensus on Park development and objectives. The
Park's-specific ecological sensitivity zones may be modified as the conditions around or within the park
change, but these recommendations are intended to protect habitat for the long-term. Future land use
changes that may involve the modification of sensitive areas should be considered based on their
potential impact on the resources.
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Resource monitoring will be the most efficient and useful method for evaluating the potential changes
occuning to the natural resources present. Effective monitoring applications provide a qualitative and
quantifiable approach to the improvement or degradation in wildlife and waterfowl density and
distribution, plant community health, as well as trail sustainability and soil protection. The suggested
approach for creating a monitoring protocol would be:

1. To establish baseline monitoring points and an initlal round of comprohensive data
{performed by the City Staff or other qualified organization)

2. Conduct routine monitoring with the coordination of Clty staff throughout the year and/or
annually

3. Follow up with a full monitoring effort In 5 years or sooner as needed or as Park use
changes

The following tables are provided to assist in identifying particular Issues to monitor within each specific
resource.

Yegetation Moniforing
 sonMoringlActons
Vegetation community mmi’[tt;ﬂh h_g"— 'Jegetatﬁ;n blat locations shouid be

established to track changes in health and diversity of plant communities in

the park, particularly in or around areas that will be treatad for noxious High  YWPNRC

weeds. Subsequent monftering could fall to the City staff or possibly

volunteers.

Honltor weed populations- Track weed patch size and distribution with

photo monitoring and incorporate inte GI8. Volunteers may be utilized to Brandon

assist City staff in this effort. Put all Information regarding control efforts Hunt —

into a database including date sprayed, name and rate of herbicide used High Davis

and target species County
Weed

Supervisor
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Wildlife Monitoring

1

i i -,
ing Actions

b ; : s e SR 1Ty T =
Monitor bird use —~ Each month of the year, Audubon - Local
volunteers (or Great Salt Lake Birders) could likely be Feb 1 — May High  Audubon
avallable to walk the tralls and dc paint counts for birds 15 0 Society
Chapter

Monitor amphibian pepulationg- This can easily be done by
conducting evening surveys when frogs are calling.

Presence. absence and frends in populations sheuld be UDWR
recorded.

Breeding Bird Surveys- The Izcal Audubon Society Chapter L

can assist with conducting breeding bird surveys. Sprng High %?;:,:n

Geophysical Moniltoring

Monltoring Actlors
E et o

water drainage-Try to determine a general relationship Davit
between storm intensity and flooding as well as sedimentation and debris Med s
collection. County
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Chapter 7 - Conciusion

The emphasis of this plan is to provide informatien and data in balancing the needs of the natural
resources present with the current and future needs of Farmington’s residents and local visitors.

The Farmington City Conservation, Recreation, Wildlife and Waterfowl Refuge and Park

is a unique area with ability to continue to harbor valuable habitat for both plants, wildlife and
waterfowl, while affording a true nature experience to visitors. Any future development and/or use of
the Park should pay close attention to proposed ecological sensitivity zones, as these zones will take
into account the Conservation Values as outfined in the conservation easements with consideration
given to present and future visitorship and use of the Park.

High quality habitat along the Great Salt Lake is worth both protecting and improving as witnessed by
the numerous wildlife and waterfowl conservation areas around the shores of the Great Salt Lake.
Protecting and enhancing these areas to a high quality condition can provide for a financial, ecological,
and recreational experience for the residents and visitors of the City of Farmington. A ihriving city
exists less than 2 miles from an amazing recreational and wildiife viewing opportunity. As the urban
interface expands, wildlife viewing and outdoor recreational opportunities will ohly become mere
valuable,

Successful stewardship requires an ongoing commitment to resource management. |nvestments in
staff resources and funding for management planning are hecessary if the stewardship and
management recommendations are lo be executed. Proper stewardship of the Park’s natural ,
resources will require a cooperative effort between City staff, The Utah DWR, scientists, Park visitors
and volunteers, and surrounding landowners.

This Management Plan is expected to remain current for five years. After five years have elapsed, the
plan should be updated to reflect changes that have taken place in the condition of the resources. A
major monitoring effort should already be in effect as part of the update process. The Resource
Elsment Descriptions should be revisited and the condition statements updated. Resource Trajectories
should be analyzed to determine if the park resources are declining or responding favorably to
management activities. This five-year plan update is crifical to the effectiveness of resource

stewardship.
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