
ADJOURN: 
Notice is hereby given that:
 A Work Meeting will be held at 5:30 p.m. to discuss miscellaneous matters.
 In the event of an absence of a full quorum, agenda items will be continued to the next regularly scheduled meeting.
 This meeting may involve the use of electronic communications for some of the members of this public body.  The anchor location for the 

meeting shall be the Layton City Council Chambers, 437 North Wasatch Drive, Layton City.  Members at remote locations may be 
connected to the meeting telephonically.

 By motion of the Layton City Council, pursuant to Title 52, Chapter 4 of the Utah Code, the City Council may vote to hold a closed 
meeting for any of the purposes identified in that chapter.

Date: ___________________________________________     By: ____________________________________________________
                                                                                                                 Thieda Wellman, City Recorder

LAYTON CITY does not discriminate on the basis of race, color, national origin, sex, religion, age or disability in the employment or the provision of services.  If you 
are planning to attend this public meeting and, due to a disability, need assistance in understanding or participating in the meeting, please notify Layton City eight or 
more hours in advance of the meeting.  Please contact Kiley Day at 437 North Wasatch Drive, Layton, Utah 84041, 801.336.3825 or 801.336.3820.

REGULAR MEETING AGENDA OF THE
CITY COUNCIL OF LAYTON, UTAH

PUBLIC NOTICE is hereby given that the City Council of Layton, Utah, will hold a regular public meeting in the Council Chambers 
in the City Center Building, 437 North Wasatch Drive, Layton, Utah, commencing at 7:00 PM on November 20, 2014.

AGENDA ITEMS:

1. CALL TO ORDER, PLEDGE, OPENING CEREMONY, RECOGNITION, APPROVAL OF MINUTES:
  A. Minutes of Layton City Council Joint Planning Commission Work Meeting - October 16, 2014

2. MUNICIPAL EVENT ANNOUNCEMENTS:

3. CITIZEN COMMENTS:

4. VERBAL PETITIONS AND PRESENTATIONS:
  A. Recognition of Community Emergency Response Team (CERT) Graduates
  B. Recognition - Natalie K. Tholen - Norma Matheson Outstanding Volunteer Award

5. CONSENT ITEMS:(These items are considered by the City Council to be routine and will be enacted by a single motion. If discussion is 
desired on any particular consent item, that item may be removed from the consent agenda and considered separately.)

  A. Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between Davis Applied Technology College and Layton City - Resolution 14-71     
  B. Agreement for Professional Services between Layton City and Salt Lake Chamber of Commerce - Resolution 14-72
  C. Parcel Split – Duane Johnson Shops – Approximately 3100 North 650 East

6. PUBLIC HEARINGS:

  A. Rezone Request – Pheasant View Land Company, LLC – A (Agriculture) to R-S (Residential Suburban) – Ordinance 14-22 – 
1242 East Pheasant View Drive

7. PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS:

8. NEW BUSINESS:

9. UNFINISHED BUSINESS:

10. SPECIAL REPORTS:



 
 
 
 

Citizen Comment Guidelines 
 

For the benefit of all who participate in a PUBLIC HEARING or in giving PUBLIC COMMENT during 
a City Council meeting, we respectfully request that the following procedures be observed so that all 
concerned individuals may have an opportunity to speak. 
 
Electronic Information:  An electronic or hard copy of any electronic information presented to the City Council 
must be submitted to the City Recorder by the end of the meeting.  
 
Time: If you are giving public input on any item on the agenda, please limit comments to three (3) minutes. 
If greater time is necessary to discuss the item, the matter may, upon request, be placed on a future City Council 
agenda for further discussion. 
 
New Information: Please limit comments to new information only to avoid repeating the same information 
multiple times. 
 
Spokesperson: Please, if you are part of a large group, select a spokesperson for the group. 
 
Courtesy: Please be courteous to those making comments by avoiding applauding or verbal outbursts either 
in favor of or against what is being said. 
 
Comments: Your comments are important. To give order to the meeting, please direct comments to and 
through the person conducting the meeting. 
 
Thank you. 
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MINUTES OF LAYTON CITY 

COUNCIL JOINT PLANNING  

COMMISSION WORK MEETING  OCTOBER 16, 2014; 5:32 P.M. 
 

MAYOR AND COUNCILMEMBERS 

PRESENT:     MAYOR BOB STEVENSON, JOYCE BROWN, 

TOM DAY, JORY FRANCIS, SCOTT FREITAG 

AND JOY PETRO 

 

PLANNING COMMISSION 

MEMBERS PRESENT:   GERALD GILBERT, WYNN HANSEN, BRETT 

NILSSON, DAVE WEAVER, L.T. WEESE AND 

BRIAN BODILY 

 

STAFF PRESENT:    ALEX JENSEN, GARY CRANE, JAMES (WOODY) 

WOODRUFF, BILL WRIGHT, KENT ANDERSEN, 

PETER MATSON AND THIEDA WELLMAN 

 

 

The meeting was held in the Council Conference Room of the Layton City Center. 

 

Mayor Stevenson opened the meeting and indicated that the first item on the agenda was a closed door 

meeting. 

 

AGENDA: 

 

CLOSED DOOR: 

 

MOTION:  Councilmember Freitag moved to close the meeting at 5:32 p.m. to discuss the purchase, 

exchange, or lease of real property, including any form of a water right or water shares. Councilmember 

Brown seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 

 

MOTION:  Councilmember Petro moved to open the meeting at 5:51 p.m. Councilmember Day 

seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 

 

DISCUSSION – ANNEXATION AND ZONING REQUEST FOR PHEASANT VIEW ASSISTED 

LIVING CENTER – 1242 EAST PHEASANT VIEW DRIVE 

 

Bill Wright, Community and Economic Development Director, said this was an annexation and rezone 

request from Eric Martz, owner of the Pheasant View Assisted Living Center, located at 1242 East 

Pheasant View Drive. Bill said the property was a landlocked piece of property that abutted the Kaysville 
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border. He said the proposal was to expand the assisted living facility. Bill introduced Mr. Eric Martz. 

 

Bill said the annexation petition was accepted by the Council on September 19th. He said on closer 

review, there were a couple of issues with approving the facility expansion as proposed. Bill said these 

facilities were limited to 12 units and the expansion would put the facility over that number. 

 

Mr. Eric Martz explained their clientele and the services they provided.  

 

Bill said the addition would involve memory care units. He said they considered separating the building 

and limiting the number of units to 12, but it was not feasible. Bill said changes were made to the 

Municipal Code after the original facility was built that allowed for only 12 total units. He said the 

proposed expansion would be for 15 net additional units.  

 

Bill said the method this could be approved under was to approve it as an expansion of a non-comforming 

building. He said the Code allowed for that to be done administratively through routine and uncontested 

variances, and the Code indicated that there could not be an increase of dwelling units. Bill said these 

units did not qualify as dwelling units because they did not contain kitchens or eating areas. He said under 

the Fair Housing Law, there was a provision for local and state governments to make reasonable 

accommodations for these types of facilities. Bill said the reasonable accommodation would be to allow 

the building to be attached rather than detached, which would allow for a better operation and method for 

the people with memory care needs. He said if this was not approved, there would be no need for the 

annexation.  

 

Commissioner Nilsson asked why the number of units was limited to 12 in the Code. 

 

Bill said it mostly had to do with the size of the building so that there wouldn’t be a facility like Legacy 

Village in the middle of a residential neighborhood. He said this facility would be residential in scale, 

similar to a church.  

 

Councilmember Brown said she hadn’t heard any complaints from anyone in the neighborhood; this was 

something that was needed in Layton. She said she didn’t think it would be a big impact on neighbors. 

 

Councilmember Francis said this was a good neighbor to have.  

 

Commissioner Nilsson asked if there was sufficient parking. 
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Bill said yes; he explained the conceptual layout of the facility including parking. 

 

Commissioner Hansen asked if there were any beds lost in the existing facility due to the expansion. 

 

Mr. Martz indicated that they would lose two existing units; the expansion was for 17 rooms, but it was a 

net 15 increase.  

 

Commissioner Weaver asked about emergency access to the new units. 

 

Bill displayed the proposed site plan and explained access. 

 

Mr. Martz said this was a Type 1 construction, which required that the facility be covered by fire 

sprinklers.  

 

Consensus was to proceed with the annexation.  

 

CONTINUED DISCUSSION OF 2200 WEST AND 2700 WEST CORRIDORS 

 

Alex Jensen, City Manager, introduced Randy Jeffries with UDOT; and indicated that Mr. Jeffries was 

the Project Manager of the West Davis Corridor.  

 

Alex said Staff had tried to make a presentation this evening that was quite analytical. He said Staff’s 

intention was not to suggest one thing or another, but rather to provide facts. Alex said Staff would be 

presenting a lot of quantitative analysis. He said Staff reviewed minutes of previous meetings and tried to 

pull out all the comments that were made by the Planning Commission Members and Councilmembers to 

make sure they were being addressed. Alex said Staff would like to talk about the important connection 

between transportation improvements and land use. He said Staff would show examples in recent history 

of how that connection was really important and valid. Alex said Staff would also like to talk about the 

history of planning for the West Davis Corridor and for the Master Street Plan. He said the purpose was 

not to suggest that that couldn’t be changed; plans were made to be changed; but Staff’s view was that it 

was important to understand the past and what was done and why it was done, by previous elected 

officials, to know what should be done going forward.  

 

Alex said Staff had spent a lot of time preparing this information. He said Staff tried to look at four 
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different scenarios; two at 2200 West and two at 2700 West, based on the Corridor’s alignment, and then 

they had tried to compare those according to objective criteria. Alex said based on previous discussions, 

Staff had identified different criteria and would compare each of the scenarios, in an objective manner, 

based on the criteria. He said Staff had made some best-guess assumptions drawing on UDOT experience 

and Horrocks Engineering experience, and had tried to be very quantitative. Alex said Staff didn’t reach a 

conclusion as to what was best; there were pros and cons associated with both options.  

 

Alex expressed appreciation to the Council and Planning Commission for the care and concern they were 

taking for this. He said Staff felt that this was a very significant decision and they respected the fact that 

the Council and Planning Commission wanted to look at every possible angle.  

 

Bill Wright discussed the important connection between land use and transportation. He reviewed the 

history of development and roads in the City over the last 20 years. Bill reviewed various maps that 

showed the progression of development and infrastructure over the years, particularly along Woodland 

Park Drive, Antelope Drive, West Hill Field Road, and Layton Parkway. He mentioned the commercial 

node and business research park area that were identified in the West Layton General Plan. Bill identified 

various commercial nodes throughout the City.  

 

Bill displayed a map and explained the preferred alignment of the West Davis Corridor and the impact 

wetlands may have on that alignment near 2200 West. He said since 2001 the City had been trying to 

protect that corridor from development. Bill said in 2010 the City became a participating agency in the 

West Davis Corridor project and participated in several public meetings. He displayed maps that 

identified available land for a research business park at 2200 West and 2700 West. Bill indicated that if 

the interchange was at 2200 West with the preferred alignment, within a half mile of the interchange 

location there were approximately 144 acres available for a business park, with an additional 8 acres for a 

retail center. He said this would have a possibility of creating 6,000 new jobs. 

 

Councilmember Freitag asked if the General Plan had preservation of open space. 

 

Bill said in some areas it identified where there were needs for parks. 

 

Peter Matson, City Planner, explained the Parks and Recreation element of the General Plan and the 

targeted standard of neighborhood parks per a certain number of residences. 

 

Councilmember Freitag said outside of parks, it didn’t identify open space. 
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Bill said no.  

 

Councilmember Freitag asked if the numbers being given were maximum numbers. 

 

Bill said yes. He said it didn’t mean that the entire 144 acres would be developed into a business park; all 

of the property would have to go through a rezoning process.  

  

Bill displayed a map that showed the West Davis Corridor alignment shifted to the north. He said if the 

wetlands played a part in the alignment, what was being called the eastern alignment, which was actually 

to the north, would drop the available acreage for a business park at 2200 West to approximately 117 

acres, or 5,000 jobs. Bill said with this alignment, the interchange would move closer to Layton Parkway. 

He identified a proposed park and ride lot in the area. 

 

Councilmember Day asked if the width of the corridor was the same all the way to the west. 

 

Bill said yes.  

 

Bill said Staff completed the same exercise if the interchange was located at 2700 West. He said there 

would be approximately 190 acres of land available for a business park, which would equate to the 

number of jobs being higher; close to 8,000. Bill said if the corridor shifted north, there would be 

approximately 179 acres available for a business park, or 7,500 jobs.  

 

Bill reviewed traffic numbers based on the interchange location. He said the understanding was that if the 

interchange were to be located at 2200 West, the road would go to five lanes.  

 

Bill reviewed information about the costs of acquiring property and widening the roads based on the 

location of the interchange. He said if the interchange was at 2200 West, and the road right of way was 

widened to 88 feet from the West Davis Corridor to Hill Field Road, 17 homes would be impacted and 

the cost would be 18.1 million dollars for the right of way and for construction of the road. Bill said if the 

road went to 100 feet wide for this section of the road it would impact 20 homes and cost 23.3 million 

dollars.  

 

Bill said with the interchange at 2200 West, widening the northern section of 2200 West from Hill Field 

Road to Antelope Drive to 80 feet would impact 22 homes and cost approximately 16 million dollars. He 
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mentioned a railroad crossing bridge that Horrocks Engineering believed would be wise given the 

widening of the road and the amount of traffic that would be on it, which would cost an additional 16.8 

million dollars. Bill said an 88 foot width would cost approximately 19.9 million dollars for the northern 

section, and 26.5 million dollars and 37 homes for a 100 foot right of way. He said the entire widening 

project, with the interchange at 2200 West, from the West Davis Corridor to Antelope Drive, would 

impact 57 homes and cost 66.6 million dollars for a width of 100 feet, 54.8 million dollars and 39 homes 

for a width of 88 feet, and 51.6 million dollars and 39 homes for a width of 88 feet on the lower section, 

and 80 feet on the northern section.  

 

Councilmember Freitag asked what the length of the road would be. 

 

Bill said about 2 ½ miles. 

 

Councilmember Freitag asked Alex what the cost per mile was for Layton Parkway. 

 

Alex said about 4.2 million dollars per mile. 

 

Bill said the estimated costs came from Horrocks Engineering and they used a UDOT costing model, 

which Staff believed was high, but this wouldn’t be happening for several years into the future.  

 

Councilmember Freitag said this would cost 15 to 20 million dollars per mile. 

 

Councilmember Brown said the big difference was because Layton Parkway was constructed on raw 

ground. 

 

Alex said this was more expensive because of the homes involved. He said Staff felt that this would cost 

about 2 to 3 times more than the Parkway.  

 

Bill said the same exercise was done for 2700 West. He said from the interchange up to Hill Field Road 

with an 88 foot right way, it would cost 11. 8 million dollars and impact 1 home. He said with a 100 foot 

right of way the cost would be 18.1 million dollars and impact 1 home. Bill said the northern end from 

Hill Field Road to Antelope Drive was partially built with a 66 foot right of way and there was a 

development agreement in place for construction of the balance of the road.  

 

Councilmember Freitag asked why the cost difference between 88 feet and 100 feet was so much more on 
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2700 West than it was on 2200 West for a shorter distance.  

 

Bill said that was because of purchasing the right of way. He said on 2200 West there was already a 66 

foot right of way; the City would only be purchasing the edges. Bill said on 2700 West the entire width 

would have to be purchased.  

 

Bill displayed comparative information between the two interchange locations, including available land 

for a business park and jobs created.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said whether it was 144 acres available at 2200 West or 194 acres available at 2700 

West for a business park, would the City be setting aside that much property for a business park. 

 

Bill gave some examples of business parks in other areas, including the Kaysville business park, which 

had 130 acres and had developed with a variety of industrial uses and offices. He said the adopted 

General Plan from 2001 identified a business park center in this area. Bill said it was a lot of area, but the 

key option now would be to preserve the area. He said none of this would happen without the West Davis 

Corridor and an interchange; it would not be feasible without a corridor and an interchange.  

 

Mayor Stevenson asked if there was an advantage or disadvantage, relative to economic development, by 

having a major road separating the business park area property.  

 

Bill said the Economic Development Corporation of Utah indicated that there was definitely an advantage 

with having 100 acres or more intact.  

 

Councilmember Freitag asked if the current General Plan identified a certain number of acres for the 

business park. 

 

Bill said no. 

 

Commissioner Gilbert asked if a property owner would make more money with the business park zoning 

or residential zoning. 

 

Bill said generally it would be the business park; something of a commercial nature. He said that all 

depended on the market at the time the property became available. 
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Commissioner Gilbert asked if the City knew how many property owners this involved and who they 

were. 

 

Bill said yes.  

 

Councilmember Day said there was at least 6 or 8 different property owners involved. 

 

Commissioner Gilbert said from previous meetings he felt that most residents in west Layton felt that the 

area should remain as residential as possible. He said he liked the idea of a business park near the 

interchange because there needed to be facilities in the area to service the residential areas.  

 

Bill said as Councilmember Freitag pointed out, these were maximum numbers. It would be a factor if 

there was a strong preservation effort for some of the land. He said Staff felt that the best way to be 

comparable was to use the same basic model for both locations and not try to second guess how much 

property a future Council would want to put into a business park. Bill said it would involve a lot of 

detailed planning moving forward.  

 

Councilmember Freitag asked Mr. Jeffries, as he had been involved with other communities that had 

interchanges proposed, was he seeing similar types of developments at those interchanges.  

 

Mr. Jeffries said the feedback from almost all the cities that had interchanges was that they were looking 

at commercial uses around the interchanges. He said there wasn’t room at any of the other interchanges 

for this large of a project.  

 

Bill displayed comparative information for both locations with the northern alignment of the corridor.  

 

Councilmember Freitag asked Mr. Jeffries when the study would be completed. 

 

Mr. Jeffries said the final EIS report would be done by spring, with the final decision by next summer. 

 

Councilmember Freitag said the Council had seen a northern and a southern alignment option for the 

corridor. He asked Mr. Jefferies where he thought the corridor alignment would be. 

 

Mr. Jeffries said he wouldn’t even try to guess, but he would give an example. He said UDOT’s 

preference was not the northern alignment because of impacts to existing homes. Mr. Jefferies said 
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comments from the Army Corp of Engineers, the EPA, and other agencies, were that they wanted UDOT 

to look at another alternative to avoid the wetlands. He said they did not say it couldn’t be in the wetlands, 

but they wanted UDOT to look at another alternative. Mr. Jefferies said UDOT would be studying another 

alternative. He said some of the challenges in Farmington involved a ½ acre difference in wetlands versus 

10 homes. Mr. Jefferies said UDOT had to receive a permit from the Army Corp of Engineers or there 

would be no project; if they were struggling in Farmington over ½ acre of wetlands versus 10 homes, and 

in Layton it was only 6 homes, it would make you think that the northern alignment would be a good 

possibility.  

 

Councilmember Day asked about the timeline on the new option. 

 

Mr. Jeffries said they should have an answer in the next couple of months. 

 

Councilmember Freitag asked if that advanced, what would it do to the project. 

 

Mr. Jefferies said it would add another year to the process.  

 

Alex said under either interchange location, Staff felt that it would preserve and provide great flexibility 

of where the retail center at 2200 West and Hill Field Road took place. He said Staff recognized that there 

were some existing entitlements in place on the north side of Hill Field Road, but Staff felt that either 

alignment allowed that node to be shifted west or east to the intersection.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said Windom Square was 20 to 25 acres. He said where 2700 West turned to 2550 West 

at the commercial node, south of that was where the big controversy was a couple of years ago.  

 

Bill said that was correct. 

 

Mayor Stevenson asked what that property was zoned right now. 

 

Bill said on the north side at the corner of 2550 West and Hill Field Road, the property was zoned CP-1, 

with a development agreement in place that expected that there would be a grocery store at that location.  

 

Councilmember Day asked if that was only on the east side of 2550 West, or if it included the west side of 

2550 West. 
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Bill said some of the CP-1 went on the west side of 2550 West, but the idea was that the grocery store 

would be on the east side. He said there was some business park zoning in the area with some P-B near 

the residential areas. Bill said the corner of 2200 West and Hill Field Road was zoned CP-1 and had been 

purchased by America First Credit Union.  

 

Peter said the CP-1 zoning had restrictions on it through the development agreement that restricted some 

of the uses and size.  

 

Mayor Stevenson asked how much property was on the north side of Hill Field Road. 

 

Bill said it was approximately 31 acres; the retail area was about 12 acres. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said it wasn’t big enough to do something like at Windom Square. 

 

Bill said from a retail standpoint it wouldn’t be.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said to him the most logical place for commercial development in west Layton would 

be on the south side of Hill Field Road between 2550 West and 2200 West. He said whether the 

interchange was at 2200 West or 2700 West, he didn’t see the interchange location being the most logical 

place for a commercial node at this time.  

 

Bill said the commercial component didn’t have to be tied to the interchange location decision.  

 

Councilmember Francis said if the interchange was at 2200 West and the commercial node was pushed to 

the east to 2200 West, the traffic would be crushing in that area. He said that would cause 2200 West to 

be widened without a question.  

 

Councilmember Brown said from what had been shown this evening, 2200 West was going to have to be 

widened north of Gordon Avenue, whether it was 88 feet or 100 feet. She said that cost would be there 

one way or the other. 

 

Councilmembers Day and Petro agreed. 

 

Councilmember Brown said when she looked at public money, and the number of homes involved, 2700 

West would be a lot less expensive and would only take out one home, which made a big difference to 
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her. 

 

Councilmember Francis said he saw 2700 West as a diffuser. He said instead of everyone crushing onto 

2200 West traffic, would be diffused, which was a huge benefit.  

 

Councilmember Brown said the curve in 2700 West to 2550 West would also be calming to slow traffic. 

She said whenever there was a straight shot traffic moved faster and was heavier.  

 

Councilmember Francis said 2700 West would be a diffuser, fewer homes would be impacted, it would be 

less expensive because it was raw ground, and it had been in the General Plan for so long that the 

expectation had been set.  He said one of the lessons he learned with West Layton Village was that you 

should stick with the General Plan if at all possible.  

 

Councilmember Brown said whether the City built out every possible acre into a business park, which 

was a question that would come later, the bigger piece of land in one place was more marketable than the 

various pieces at 2200 West.  

 

Bill suggested a field trip to the area so that the Council and Planning Commission could see what the two 

areas looked like.  

 

Commissioner Bodily asked if UDOT had a preference of 2200 West or 2700 West for the location of the 

interchange. 

 

Mr. Jefferies said there would be an interchange at 200 North in Kaysville. He said they liked to keep 

interchanges at about 1 mile spacing. Mr. Jeffries said with the interchange at 2700 West they were very 

comfortable with a spacing of approximately 1.8 miles; at 2200 West it would be 1.2 miles. Mr. Jefferies 

said at 2200 West the interchange would be a little closer to Layton Parkway. He said neither of these 

were fatal flaws from a transportation standpoint, but he didn’t think an interchange could be located at 

2200 West and avoid the six homes in that immediate area. Mr. Jefferies said an interchange located at 

2200 West with the current EIS alignment would impact those six homes, and what would likely happen 

then was that there would not be any reason for UDOT to impact the wetlands. Right now UDOT could 

say that homes would be impacted with the northern alignment, but if the homes were impacted because 

of the interchange, there would be no argument against the northern alignment.  

 

Mr. Jefferies said if the final EIS came out with the interchange at 2200 West, based on feedback they had 
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received from residents already, there would be a lot more concerns from residents about traffic in front 

of their homes.  

 

Councilmember Brown asked if there would be more Kaysville traffic if the intersection was at 2200 

West. 

 

Mr. Jefferies said the studies didn’t show that, but there would be a lot more traffic from the north using 

2200 West. He said their traffic numbers showed less than 2,000 additional cars on 2200 West with the 

interchange at 2700 West, but with the interchange at 2200 West that would probably go over 10,000. Mr. 

Jefferies said from a transportation standpoint UDOT probably didn’t have much of a preference, but 

from an impact standpoint they believed that 2700 West would be less impactful to the homes in the area.  

 

Councilmember Freitag asked what the spacing was between 2700 West and the next Syracuse 

interchange. 

 

Mr. Jefferies said it was approximately 1.5 miles; 2700 West was about half way between the Syracuse 

and Kaysville interchanges. He said from a transportation standpoint, 2700 West was a little bit better 

location, but 2200 West would not be a fatal flaw. Mr. Jefferies said from a scheduling standpoint, it 

would be good if the City could reach a decision on the interchange location by the end of November.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said best case scenario, how far in the future would it be before either of the 

interchanges would be built.  

 

Mr. Jefferies said best case scenario would be construction underway by 2017.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said if the interchange was at 2700 West and construction began in 2017, was the City 

prepared to spend the money to put the road up to at least Gentile Street, and tie in the Parkway.  

 

Bill said the Parkway could be the road that would bring traffic to the interchange immediately. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said once the door was open, there would be a lot more traffic. He said the City better 

be prepared. 

 

Councilmember Brown said the same thing could be said about 2200 West; was the City prepared to 

immediately widen that road. 
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Mayor Stevenson said the road was already there, it would only need to be widened. 

 

Councilmember Brown said the people that lived on 2200 West would be heavily impacted. 

 

Mayor Stevenson mentioned the impact to the homes on Gordon Avenue when it was widened. 

 

Commissioner Hansen said the focus had to be moving traffic south. He said Staff did a fantastic job in 

their analysis of whether the interchange should be at 2200 West or 2700 West, but regardless of where 

the interchange was located, both roads would have to prepare to handle additional traffic. Commissioner 

Hansen said if the preference was 2700 West, he didn’t think 2200 West could be ignored with bringing 

traffic south to the Parkway.  

 

Mayor Stevenson asked for input on the size of the business park.  

 

Councilmember Brown said based on Councilmember Freitag’s question about what other communities 

around Layton could do, Layton had a great opportunity to have something other cities wouldn’t have. 

She said she would not want to limit the number of acres; it could provide jobs and draw people to the 

City.  

 

Commissioner Hansen said he could see the advantage of a business park at 2700 West. He said in his 

view you couldn’t give that high consideration without immediately considering commercial services 

where those people could get gas or go to lunch. Commissioner Hansen said those two decisions had to 

go hand in hand. If 2200 West and Hill Field Road was the commercial node, there had to be commercial 

services at that location.  

 

Councilmember Day said he felt that the people in west Layton would not be expecting this size of a 

business park. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said the General Plan for west Layton probably leaned a lot more toward residential 

development than a large business park. He asked if the West Davis Corridor and an interchange figured 

into the General Plan. 

 

Peter said yes. 
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Mayor Stevenson asked if the size was ever mentioned in the General Plan. 

 

Peter said no, but there were examples in an appendix. 

 

Councilmember Day said he didn’t think people in west Layton would be surprised by a business park in 

the area, but this size would be a surprise to them. He said it was a surprise to him. Councilmember Day 

said he had always known that a business node had been designated, but not to the extent that was being 

discussed here.  

 

Councilmember Freitag said it would be helpful to come up with a realistic size for the business park 

instead of a maximum amount of acreage. 

 

Alex said that was a great point. He said Staff was not suggesting that this was what it should be, except 

to try and look at it objectively and determine what a reasonable amount would be in order for a business 

park to function adjacent to an interchange; a half mile radius was fairly logical, but it could be a little 

less than that or it could be a little more.  

 

Councilmember Freitag asked if there was any room along the Legacy Parkway corridor for any 

development. 

 

Bill said at the 500 South exit in Woods Cross they had established a CDA district to try and encourage 

some development there. He said the off ramp in Centerville was sandwiched between Legacy Parkway 

and I-15, which had the Mega Plex Theatre, an office complex and apartments. Bill said years ago no one 

envisioned that type of development west of I-15.  

 

Mayor Stevenson asked Staff to put the field trip together. 

 

Alex said Staff would recommend holding a Strategic Planning meeting next Thursday with the Planning 

Commission to review the previous discussion about housing and the analysis the Council asked Staff to 

undertake to look at higher density housing.  

 

Consensus was to hold the meeting at 5:00 p.m. next Thursday.  

 

Councilmember Day asked if Staff was ready for public input on the transportation issue. He said he 

thought it would be wise to have some public input.  
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Bill said part of what was driving the process with the Transportation Master Plan was trying to determine 

what should be presented to the public in an open house relative to the entire Master Plan. He said one 

option would be to present both interchange options; the thought early on was that the Council and 

Planning Commission would narrow the options, but that was up to the Council.  

 

Councilmember Day said he felt that both options were to the point where the public could weigh in on 

them. 

 

Bill said he didn’t think the City could have a decision for UDOT by November. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said this decision would impact the City for many years.  

 

Councilmember Freitag asked Mr. Jefferies what he would like from the City. 

 

Mr. Jefferies said if the shared solution alternative was not advanced, to release the EIS in the spring, in 

December they would need to start calculating the impacts to acres of wetlands and other things. He said 

they would have to hold that process up until they had a decision from the City.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said the Council was trying to take in all the information and decide what would be 

best. He said one of the factors was that if the EIS showed the alignment to the south and going through 

the wetlands, the City wouldn’t have to worry about the houses being taken out near 2200 West, which 

would impact the City’s decision toward the 2700 West location. Mayor Stevenson said a big part of the 

City’s decision would be based on the alignment of the corridor.  

 

Mr. Jeffries said the City’s best resource for that would not be UDOT, it would be the Army Corp of 

Engineers. He suggested that the City meet with them; UDOT was at their mercy. Mr. Jeffries said 

because it was not time for the Army Corp of Engineers to make a decision, they wouldn’t come out and 

say what their decision would be.  

 

Mayor Stevenson asked when that decision would be made. 

 

Mr. Jeffries said they wouldn’t make a decision until UDOT made their decision, which was kind of hard. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said if the City decided to stick with the current location of 2700 West, and the decision 
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came out in the spring, and the alignment came out to the north, what kind of impact would there be if at 

that time the City decided to move the interchange to 2200 West since the alignment was to the north and 

the houses were already being impacted, because the original decision for 2700 West was based on the 

southern alignment. He asked if that would be feasible. 

 

Mr. Jeffries said that it would be. He said some adjustments could be made after the final decision.  

 

CLOSED DOOR: 

 

MOTION:  Councilmember Freitag moved to close the meeting at 7:45 p.m. to discuss the character, 

professional competence, or physical or mental health of an individual. Councilmember Day seconded the 

motion, which passed unanimously. 

 

MOTION:  Councilmember Day moved to open the meeting at 9:51 p.m. Councilmember Freitag 

seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 

 

The meeting adjourned at 9:51 p.m. 

 

 

__________________________________ 

Thieda Wellman, City Recorder 
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SWORN STATEMENT 

 

 The undersigned hereby swears and affirms, pursuant to Section 52-4-205(1) of the Utah Code 

Annotated, that the sole purpose for the closed meetings of the Layton City Council on the 16th day of 

October 2014, was to discuss the purchase, exchange, or lease of real property, including any form of a 

water right or water shares; and the character, professional competence, or physical or mental health of an 

individual.  

 

 Dated this 20th day of November, 2014. 

 

  ATTEST:  

 

_________________________________ ________________________________ 

ROBERT J STEVENSON, Mayor THIEDA WELLMAN, City Recorder 



LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING
AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 

  
Item Number:  4.A.
   
Subject:  
Recognition of Community Emergency Response Team (CERT) Graduates
   
Background:  
The Layton Citizen Corps CERT program teaches CERT classes several times a year for citizens interested 
in learning basic skills regarding how to take care of themselves, their families, and their neighbors after a 
disaster situation.  The course has been developed by FEMA and is overseen locally by the Fire Department.  
It includes instruction on potential hazards, fire suppression, disaster first-aid, urban search and rescue, 
disaster psychology, terrorism and a mock disaster exercise to practice newly acquired skills.  These students 
have completed all of the required training sessions and a mock disaster.
  
Alternatives:  
N/A
  
Recommendation:  
N/A
  



LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING
AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 

  
Item Number:  4.B.
   
Subject:  
Recognition - Natalie K. Tholen - Norma Matheson Outstanding Volunteer Award
   
Background:  
Natalie has been instrumental in helping the Layton City Fire Corps become recognized throughout the 
nation.  Over the past eight years, she has put in over 5,000 hours doing numerous assignments.  She works 
in preparedness fairs, CERT mock disasters, community neighborhood watch events and has served as the 
Juvenile Fire Setter Intervention Specialist for the last five years.
  
Alternatives:  
N/A
  
Recommendation:  
N/A
  



LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING
AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 

  
Item Number:  5.A.
   
Subject:  
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between Davis Applied Technology College and Layton City - 
Resolution 14-71     
   
Background:  
There has been a MOU between Davis Applied Technology College and Layton City since 2007.  This MOU 
needs to be updated and renewed to include the use of the fire training facility, equipment rental, and a fee 
increase.
  
Alternatives:  
Alternatives are to 1) Adopt Resolution 14-71 approving the Memorandum of Understanding between Davis 
Applied Technology College and Layton City; or 2) Not adopt Resolution 14-71 and remand to Staff with 
directions. 
  
Recommendation:  
Staff recommends the Council adopt Resolution 14-71 approving the Memorandum of Understanding 
between Davis Applied Technology College and Layton City.
  











LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING
AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 

  
Item Number:  5.B.
   
Subject:  
Agreement for Professional Services between Layton City and Salt Lake Chamber of Commerce - 
Resolution 14-72
   
Background:  
At last year's Utah League of Cities and Towns Annual Convention, the Utah League of Cities and 
Towns (ULCT) membership passed a resolution that identified the need for transportation funding and 
recommended a legislative solution that would expand funding for local transportation immediately.  
Recognizing the power in numbers, ULCT, Utah Association of Counties, and the Salt Lake Chamber of 
Commerce have formed the Utah Transportation Coalition (Coalition).  The Coalition's goals are to build 
support for major investment in Utah's transportation system pursuant to the Utah's Unified Transportation 
Plan, preserve Utah's quality of life, bolster economic growth, improve personal health and air quality, and 
provide maximum value to all Utahns.  The Coalition is in the process of rolling out a communications 
campaign to generate public and political support for comprehensive transportation solutions and to fund the 
Unified Transportation Plan across the State of Utah.  The Coalition will provide a communication tool kit 
that the City can use, including newsletter messages, utility fee inserts, social media messages, and city 
council resolutions.  The City desires to be a part of the Coalition by joining other cities and the private 
sector in pledging $2,000 to join the Coalition and to contract with the Salt Lake Chamber of Commerce to 
provide the necessary professional services to accomplish the Coalition's goals.     
  
Alternatives:  
Alternatives are to: 1) Adopt Resolution 14-72 adopting and approving an Agreement for Professional 
Services between Layton City and Salt Lake Chamber of Commerce; 2) Adopt Resolution 14-72 with any 
amendments the Council deems appropriate; or 3) Not adopt Resolution 14-72 and remand to Staff with 
directions.
  
Recommendation:  
Staff recommends the Council adopt Resolution 14-72 adopting and approving an Agreement for 
Professional Services between Layton City and Salt Lake Chamber of Commerce and authorize the Mayor to 
sign said Agreement.
  















LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING
AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 

  
Item Number:  5.C.
   
Subject:  
Parcel Split – Duane Johnson Shops – Approximately 3100 North 650 East
   
Background:  
The applicant, Duane Johnson, is requesting parcel split approval to separate his property and existing 
building from the one large parcel that is planned for six office warehouse buildings.  
  
Alternatives:  
Alternatives are to 1) Grant parcel split approval to Duane Johnson Shops subject to meeting all Staff 
requirements as outlined in Staff memorandums; or 2) Deny granting parcel split approval.
  
Recommendation:  
On November 12, 2014, the Planning Commission unanimously recommended the Council grant parcel split 
approval to Duane Johnson Shops subject to meeting all Staff requirements as outlined in Staff 
memorandums. 

Staff supports the recommendation of the Planning Commission.

  















LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING
AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 

  
Item Number:  6.A.
   
Subject:  
Rezone Request – Pheasant View Land Company, LLC – A (Agriculture) to R-S (Residential Suburban) – 
Ordinance 14-22 – 1242 East Pheasant View Drive
   
Background:  
On November 6, 2014, the Council approved the annexation and annexation agreement for the .43 acre land-
locked parcel. The property proposed for R-S zoning is a vacant land-locked parcel. The applicant, Pheasant 
View Land Company, LLC, owns the .43 acre parcel of property and will combine it with the adjacent larger 
R-S parcel if the rezone is approved.  By combining the two parcels the larger parcel will become 1.19 acres 
with the .43 acres no longer being land-locked.  

With the annexation and rezone of the .43 acres the applicant will expand the assisted living facility to add 
memory care residents.  This land use is a permitted use that will expand under the Federal Fair Housing Act 
for reasonable accommodations.   

The Land Use Element of the General Plan indicates that residential type developments are appropriate in 
this area of Layton City.
  
Alternatives:  
Alternatives are to 1) Adopt Ordinance 14-22 approving the rezone from A to R-S subject to meeting all 
Staff requirements as outlined in Staff memorandums; or 2) Not adopt Ordinance 14-22 denying the rezone 
request.
  
Recommendation:  
On November 12, 2014, the Planning Commission voted unanimously to recommend the Council adopt 
Ordinance 14-22 approving the rezone from A to R-S subject to meeting all Staff requirements as outlined in 
Staff memorandums.           

Staff supports the recommendation of the Planning Commission. 
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