
ADJOURN: 
Notice is hereby given that:
 No Work Meeting will be held.
 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 4:30 PM on September 1, 2016.

AGENDA ITEMS:

 1. CALL TO ORDER, PLEDGE, OPENING CEREMONY, RECOGNITION, APPROVAL OF MINUTES:
  A. Minutes of Layton City Council Work Meeting - July 7, 2016
  B. Minutes of Layton City Council Meeting - July 7, 2016
  C. Minutes of Layton City Council Work Meeting - August 4, 2016

 2. MUNICIPAL EVENT ANNOUNCEMENTS:

 3. VERBAL PETITIONS AND PRESENTATIONS:
  A. Presentation - Years of Service Award
  B. Recognition of Community Emergency Response Team (CERT) Graduates

 4. CITIZEN COMMENTS:

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. Amendment to Title 16, Chapter 16.04, Section 16.04.010 - Adopting the 2015 Edition of the International Fire Code -
 Ordinance 16-38

  B. Quit-Claim Deed between Layton City and Brent Brown Trustee - Resolution 16-63 - 3203 Fernwood Drive

  C. Authorizing the Acceptance and Ratification of a Special Warranty Deed from Ivory Development, LLC - Resolution 16-
64 - Approximately 1700 West and Layton Parkway

  D. Amended Final Plat - Sandy Ridge Townhomes - 3240 North Fairfield Road

  E. Preliminary Plat Approval - Barlow West Planned Residential Unit Development (PRUD) - Approximately 1700 West 
Weaver Lane

6. PUBLIC HEARINGS:
  A. Annexation Request - Destination Homes - Ordinance 16-37 - Approximately 1050 South Angel Street

  B. Rezone Request - Mike Bastian - R-1-10 (Single-Family Residential) to C-TH (Condominium-Townhouse) - Ordinance 
16-33 - 998 East Gentile Street

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 WORK MEETING  JULY 7, 2016; 5:31 P.M. 
 

MAYOR AND COUNCILMEMBERS 

PRESENT:     MAYOR BOB STEVENSON, JOYCE BROWN, 

BRUCE DAVIS, TOM DAY, SCOTT FREITAG 

AND JOY PETRO 

 

 

STAFF PRESENT:    ALEX JENSEN, GARY CRANE, BILL WRIGHT, 

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 turned the time over to Staff. 

 

AGENDA: 

 

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT, REZONE REQUEST AND CONCEPTUAL PLAT – 

BARLOW/OVATION HOMES (COTTAGES AT VALLEY VIEW PHASE 2) – A TO PB, R-1-6 

AND R-1-10 – APPROXIMATELY 2100 EAST GORDON AVENUE – RESOLUTION 16-44 AND 

ORDINANCES 16-29, 16-30 AND 16-31 

 

Bill Wright, Community and Economic Development Director, said this was a development agreement, 

rezone and conceptual plat for the Barlow property on Gordon Avenue. Bill displayed a map of the 

property and indicated that it contained approximately 22 acres. He indicated that this process started 

approximately 1 to 1 ½ years ago; part of the development on Oakridge Drive had begun last year. Bill 

said other elements of the development plan took more time in the review process because of sensitive 

lands on the south side of the property that had been being reviewed by geotechnical firms. He said it also 

took additional time to get the Gordon Avenue corridor alignment set. Bill said the developer and Staff 

were ready to bring the zoning for the remainder of the property back to the Council. 

 

Bill indicated that there were three zoning designations on the property. There was R-1-10 zoning to the 

east that would contain 4 large single family lots. He said there were slope issues and geotechnical issues 

in that area and the homes would front onto Gordon Avenue, which would be an arterial street. Bill said 

these lots would require circular or hammerhead driveways so that homeowners could exit forward facing 

onto the arterial road.  
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Bill said the center portion of the property was R-1-6. The developer was Ovation Homes and on this 

portion of the development they would be developing the same type of housing product they had 

successfully built in other areas of the City. Bill said this product had been very successful in the market. 

 

Bill said the third component of the project was PB zoning on the western portion of the property to 

accommodate an assisted living type of facility. He said the development agreement would limit it to an 

institutional business; there could not be offices or other commercial uses. Bill said a lot of details had 

been worked through in the past year particularly with the alignment of the road and the portion of the 

road the developer would be responsible for constructing. He said a trail would run all along the Gordon 

Avenue alignment. Gordon Avenue would be constructed in phases with the balance of Gordon Avenue 

being built by the City as part of the Capital Improvement Plan (CIP). Bill said Gordon Avenue would 

eventually connect to an interchange on Highway 89 to the east and at the connection to the west by Andy 

Adams Park. 

 

Councilmember Brown asked if the developer would be building Gordon Avenue adjacent to the R-1-6 

zoned property. 

 

Bill said no; there would be a barricade on both ends and traffic would flow through this new 

development. There would be no homes fronting onto Gordon Avenue in the R-1-6 zoned area; the homes 

would front onto a subdivision street and back Gordon Avenue. The pedestrian trail would be in place. 

The road would eventually be completed with CIP funding. Bill mentioned other areas of the City where 

this had been done, including along Layton Parkway.  

 

Councilmember Petro asked when Gordon Avenue would be done. 

 

Peter Matson, City Planner, said it was within a 5 year time frame.  

 

Bill said funding by UDOT was set for the interchange at Highway 89 to be built in 2021; that could 

always be moved forward a little. He said the developer would be dedicating the land for the entire 

roadway. 

 

Councilmember Brown said relative to the assisted living facility, the one on Fairfield Road never had 

enough parking; people were always parking on the road.  

 

Bill said the Planning Commission also brought that up. He said the Planning Commission wanted an 
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additional study on parking needs. Bill said this facility would be assisted living only; there were many 

different components at the Fairfield facility. He said Staff agreed that there needed to be more parking 

studies.  

 

Mayor Stevenson asked Brad Frost with Ovation Homes how quickly they would be constructing the 

assisted living facility. 

 

Mr. Frost said it wouldn’t be within the next year. He said this would be a luxury assisted living facility; 

the units would be about 60% bigger than the Fairfield units. Mr. Frost said it would depend on demand 

and UDOT relative to the road. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said usually these types of facilities were on arterial roads; this would eventually be an 

arterial road but it wasn’t right now. 

 

Mr. Frost said he would assume that the assisted living facility would be constructed in 3 to 5 years. 

 

Mayor Stevenson asked if there would be a problem with limiting the assisted living facility until the 

arterial road was done; which should be within 5 years. 

 

Mr. Frost said if there was a year limit on it he didn’t think that would be a problem. 

 

Mr. Norm Frost with Ovation Homes said they were planning a lot more parking spaces than these types 

of units usually had.  

 

UTOPIA DISCUSSION 

 

Alex Jensen, City Manager, introduced Roger Timmerman, Executive Director; Kimberly McKinley, 

Marketing Director; and Kirt Sudweeks, Financial Officer, for UTOPIA. He introduced Kane Lodder, 

City Manager for Midvale. He said Mr. Lodder had been a good friend and real consistent supporter of 

UTOPIA. 

 

Alex said Staff wanted to have a good discussion about UTOPIA. He said the UIA was doing very well; 

the question was where did we go from here. Alex said there needed to be additional efforts made in 

terms of financing and in terms of operation. The cities had been having conversations for a long time 

about what the next step should be, and had looked at a variety of options; more so around individual 
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cities having the flexibility to move it forward in their own communities as opposed to expecting that 

everybody was going to come back together and work together. He said that had probably gone by the 

wayside a little bit. 

 

Alex said tonight they would touch on three very general models. He said there could be hundreds of 

variations of the models; hybrids that could be tailor-made to individual cities. The idea was not to answer 

all of the possibilities but to show the overall concepts and take feedback from the Council. Alex said 

they could take the feedback and then work to create a more specific model that would address the 

principles the Council liked and leave out or work around those that the Council didn’t like. He said this 

would be a work in progress. Alex said one of the options was an opt-in model that would be similar to 

what was currently being done, and there were two models that involved a potential utility fee. He asked 

Council to be open and ask any questions that they had and they would be addressed.  

 

Mr. Roger Timmerman gave the Council an update of UTOPIA and UIA. He said when UIA was created 

and new debt was taken down, it was part of a five-year plan. They were covering the new debt payments 

without hitting any of the cities’ backstops; UIA had been very successful from a debt perspective. They 

had expanded the network significantly and they had completed the stimulus build-out. Completing the 

stimulus build-out would help kick start a lot of growth in the City because a lot of the backbone of the 

network was in place.  

 

Mr. Timmerman said with the UIA debt they were able to complete the “sweet spot” construction; most 

of the businesses in Layton had access to fiber. He said they had added over 7,000 subscribers since July 

2011 over the entire network; there were just over 1,000 customers in Layton today.  

 

Councilmember Petro asked how many homes they were able to connect with the stimulus funds. 

 

Mr. Timmerman said the stimulus funds could not be used to connect individual homes; it was used to 

build middle-mile fiber to anchor institutions. The stimulus money was specifically designed to not allow 

it to be used to connect customers; it was meant to help kick start projects and help them to grow.  

 

Alex said the stimulus funds really helped Layton City. He said when each city had the opportunity to 

submit strategies with regard to how that money would be used; Layton tried to be very aggressive. There 

was a pretty good percentage of the stimulus money that ended up in Layton. Alex said a lot of the 

footprints that had been built in Layton over the last year and a half were possible because of the 

infrastructure that had been built with stimulus funds; it was much cheaper to get fiber to the homes 
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because the middle mile had already been built.  

 

Mr. Kirt Sudweeks said they couldn’t connect homes with stimulus money but they could identify anchor 

institutions and connect those; the backbone of the network was strategically snaked through the City to 

get as much coverage as possible.  

 

Mr. Timmerman said UTOPIA built the main backbone of the network across the State to interconnect 

the cities; if that hadn’t been done UIA wouldn’t have been able to benefit from that; similarly the 

network was benefiting from the stimulus funds. The need now was to get to the individual homes.  

 

Mr. Timmerman said they had been growing revenues in UTOPIA and UIA. He said they achieved 

operational break even last year; there hadn’t been any assessments to cover shortfalls since that time. Mr. 

Timmerman said they didn’t anticipate that happening this year because they were continuing to progress 

with higher net revenues.  

 

Mr. Timmerman said they were expanding the network; they were adding customers in Layton and other 

cities. He said there was a lot of Layton that was not built; UIA did not have the funds to complete the 

project. It would take hundreds of millions of dollars to do that and that wasn’t the point of UIA. Mr. 

Timmerman showed a graph of UIA revenue growth and a graph of UTOPIA/UIA revenue growth. He 

said UTOPIA revenue was fairly flat with the exception of the lawsuit settlement. Mr. Timmerman 

displayed a map that showed the areas where fiber was located in the City. 

 

Councilmember Petro asked if they could build out a neighborhood if there was enough interest. 

 

Mr. Timmerman said they didn’t have the funds to do that; even though the demand was there. 

 

Mr. Timmerman indicated that they had prepared data on three different scenarios for funding build-out 

of the system in Layton. He said the first scenario was an opt-in model. Mr. Timmerman explained the 

dynamics of this mode. The assumption was that in three years, 35% of residents, 20% of businesses and 

15% of multi-family units would be taking the service. He indicated that these were very conservative 

numbers; they were experiencing those levels now where fiber was available. Mr. Timmerman said the 

total project cost for this model would be 28 million dollars; the monthly debt service on a 30 year bond 

would be $135,000; the monthly revenue would be $177,000; the monthly churn replacement would be 

$22,000; and the monthly net revenue would be $20,000. Mr. Timmerman said in this proposal Layton 

City would take on the debt and any additional revenue would go back to the City. He said anything 
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above the 35% take rate would be additional revenue to the City.  

 

Mr. Timmerman said the basic rate in this opt-in model would be $65 a month; $30 would go to the City 

and $35 would go to UTOPIA and the service provider. He said this would provide residents with 250 

Mbps up and down of internet service.  

 

Councilmember Brown asked if most customers were not doing a phone. 

 

Kimberly McKinley said about 80% were internet only; there were very few phones and most were using 

streaming devices for television. 

 

Mr. Timmerman said all of their models were built with no “cable” type television. The major up-sell was 

for higher internet speeds. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said under this model, it would cost him $65 a month for the internet. He asked if there 

would be an additional connection charge. 

 

Mr. Timmerman said no.  

 

Council and Staff discussed increasing the fee if the Council wanted to do that. 

 

Councilmember Davis asked how long it would take to build out. 

 

Mr. Timmerman said approximately a year and a half. 

 

Councilmember Freitag asked what the fee would need to be to cover the UTOPIA debt.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said that would be explained in some of the other models. 

 

Council and Staff discussed the possibility of two or three cities joining together to build the network in 

their cities. 

 

Alex said the cities were beginning to realize that the possibility of all the cities involved in UTOPIA 

coming together to finance the build-out was not going to happen. Most of the models were centered on 

flexibility of cities going forward on their own but still being part of the network.  
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Mr. Timmerman said the second model was a utility full build model. Each resident would pay a monthly 

utility type fee of $12.45; there would be a connection to every house. Commercial customers would pay 

a $24.90 monthly fee and multi-dwelling units would pay $6.23 per month. The total cost of the project 

would be about 59 million dollars; the monthly debt service on a 30 year bond would be $281,000 and the 

monthly revenue would be $281,000.  

 

Mr. Timmerman said residential subscribers would pay $47.45 for the 250 Mbps internet service; $12.45 

of that would go to the City and $35 would go to the service provider and UTOPIA. Non subscribers 

would pay the $12.45 a month utility fee. He said the take rate would probably be much higher; probably 

60%. 

 

Mayor Stevenson asked what the price for service would be in 10 years. 

 

Mr. Timmerman said the City’s portion of $12.45 would stay the same; the service provider rate could go 

up. He said it could also go down because costs went down.  

 

Mayor Stevenson asked if it was fairly safe to say that the price would be fairly constant. 

 

Mr. Timmerman said they anticipated that the cost would be more compelling for consumers into the 

future; costs traditionally went down. 

 

Mr. Timmerman indicated that the last model was a utility full build model with revenue to cover the old 

debt. Residents would pay $23.10 a month to the City; commercial would pay $46.20; and multi-family 

units would pay $11.55. This would cover all new debt and past debt. The total retail cost to customers 

would be $58.10 for the 250 Mbps of internet service. Non subscribers would pay $23.10. The $58.10 

was a very competitive price for residential service. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said under this model, would every house have a connection whether they used it or 

not, and pay $23.10. 

 

Mr. Timmerman said yes.  

 

Mayor Stevenson asked what year the original old bond would be paid out. 
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Kirt Sudweeks said approximately 2040. 

 

Mr. Timmerman said the City was paying the old debt whether the residents saw it on a bill or not. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said he was currently paying $89 a month to Comcast for 25 Mbps.  

 

Council and Staff discussed various scenarios of the models and adjustments to the rates. They discussed 

the reasoning for multi-family units being at a lower rate. 

 

Alex said there were a lot of other pros and cons to this that hadn’t been discussed; one of those being 

financing. He said as a general rule, the easiest to get approval from creditors would be the opt-in 

approach. The utility fee option was a more guaranteed source of income, but in the financial world view 

there was more risk that someone would try to attack that through a referendum. A creditor wouldn’t want 

to loan money with the possibility that a year later the source for paying the debt back went away. Alex 

said Staff would run numbers on some of the different scenarios and bring that information back to the 

Council for additional discussion. 

 

The meeting adjourned at 7:00 p.m. 

 

 

__________________________________ 

Thieda Wellman, City Recorder 
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MINUTES OF LAYTON CITY 

COUNCIL MEETING    JULY 7, 2016; 7:04 P.M. 

 

MAYOR AND COUNCILMEMBERS 

PRESENT:     MAYOR BOB STEVENSON, JOYCE BROWN, 

BRUCE DAVIS, TOM DAY, SCOTT FREITAG 

AND JOY PETRO 

 

 

STAFF PRESENT:    ALEX JENSEN, GARY CRANE, BILL WRIGHT, 

PETER MATSON, TERRY COBURN, DAVID 

PRICE AND THIEDA WELLMAN 

 
 

 

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

 

Mayor Stevenson opened the meeting and led the Pledge of Allegiance. Councilmember Davis gave the 

invocation. Scouts and students were welcomed. 

 

MINUTES: 

 

MOTION: Councilmember Brown moved and Councilmember Day seconded to approve the minutes of: 

 

  Layton City Council Work Meeting – May 19, 2016; 

  Layton City Council Meeting – May 19, 2016; 

  Layton City Council Work Meeting – June 2, 2016; and 

  Layton City Council Meeting – June 2, 2016. 

 

The vote was unanimous to approve the minutes as written. 

 

MUNICIPAL EVENT ANNOUNCEMENTS: 

 

Councilmember Brown indicated that on July 23rd, the Davis Chamber of Commerce would be hosting 

Taste of the Town from 4 to 7 p.m. in Commons Park. The free concert would be held that night in the 

amphitheater; Riders In The Sky would be performing and the gates would open at 6:30 p.m. 

Councilmember Brown mentioned the electric light parade that would be held that evening, after the concert. 

 

Councilmember Petro gave more details about the parade. She indicated that applications to be in the parade 
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were on the City’s website. 

 

Councilmember Petro indicated that Layton FEST, which stood for farmers, entertainment, shopping and 

food trucks, would begin July 15th and run through September on Friday nights in Constitution Circle. She 

said additional information was available on the City’s website. 

 

Mayor Stevenson thanked Staff for their hard work in making the July 4th celebration a great event. 

 

CITIZEN COMMENTS: 

 

Garth Gatrell, 1532 West 1920 North, indicated that the July 4th Parade was a disaster. He said the Parade 

apparently started on time, but everything was spread out and it took a very long time between exhibits. Mr. 

Gatrell complained that the audience wasn’t informed about what was going on or what the problem was. He 

indicated that he sent an email to the Council through the City’s website on July 4th and had not received a 

response.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said the Council was handing out popsicles; there were about 10 people passing out 13,000 

popsicles, which slowed down the Parade. He said the Council had discussed ways to accomplish that in the 

future without causing a delay. Mayor Stevenson apologized for the delay. 

 

Councilmember Brown said any comments on the City’s website went through a process; it took some time 

to get that information to the Council. She suggested that Mr. Gatrell could email the Council directly.  

 

CONSENT AGENDA: 

 

COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT WITH UDOT FOR PARTICIPATION IN THE COST TO 

IMPROVE PEDESTRIAN ACCESS ALONG SR-193 FROM 75 EAST TO 2900 NORTH – 

RESOLUTION 16-46 

 

Terry Coburn, Public Works Director, said Resolution 16-46 authorized the execution of an agreement with 

the Utah Department of Transportation for participation in the cost to improve pedestrian access along 

Highway 193 from 75 East to 2900 North. The City desired to make safety improvements to pedestrian 

access in this area. Terry said the City would design, construct and maintain improvements to pedestrian 

access, including removing and replacing the ADA ramps to meet standards, and construct a 10-foot wide 

asphalt trail to tie into the existing sidewalk. UDOT agreed that the improvements were necessary and in the 



D  R  A  F  T 

  

 

Minutes of Layton City Council Meeting July 7, 2016 

 

3

best interests of the citizens of Layton City and the general public. UDOT estimated the total cost of the 

improvements would be $174,371. UDOT agreed to participate with an estimated amount not to exceed 

$88,000 in matching funds, and the City would participate with an estimated amount of $86,671. Staff 

recommended approval.  

 

Councilmember Brown said she had heard from citizens that wanted something similar to this on Oak Hills 

Drive, which was also a State road. She asked how long this process took and what were the chances of 

getting something similar on Oak Hills Drive.  

 

Terry said this process started because of citizen demand. He said Staff was able to work out an agreement 

with UDOT. Terry said Staff would be happy to look at something similar on Oak Hills Drive and then get 

with UDOT to see what could be done.  

 

ACQUISITION OF PROPERTY ALONG THE KAYS CREEK TRAIL – 668 SOUTH VANCE 

DRIVE – RESOLUTION 16-47 

 

David Price, Parks and Recreation Director, said Resolution 16-47 provided for the acquisition of property to 

house and accommodate a trailhead and attendant improvements along the Kays Creek Trail at 668 South 

Vance Drive. Acquisition of the property was important to the development of the City’s trail system because 

of its location at the intersection of the Kays Creek Trail and the D&RG Trail. He said the location would 

eventually provide for improvements that may include benches, picnic tables, restrooms, and a small parking 

area. David said the property contained .18 acres and Staff had negotiated with Perry Development to 

purchase the parcel for $18,000. He said in the current year budget the Council provided $225,000 of 

Proposition 1 money specifically for the development of the City’s trail system. Resolution 16-47 would 

direct $18,000 to this project. David said there was an error in the copy of the resolution included in the 

packet relative to the negotiated price that had been corrected in the final resolution. He said Staff 

recommended approval.  

 

TERMINATION OF THE DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT BETWEEN LAYTON CITY AND 

FORT LANE VILLAGE LC – RESOLUTION 16-45 

 

Bill Wright, Community and Economic Development Director, said Resolution 16-45 authorized the 

termination of the development agreement between Layton City and Fort Lane Village LC. He said about six 

and a half years ago the City entered into a development agreement for land that was known as the Fort Lane 

Village. The property was zoned CP-2 and remained in that zoning designation with this agreement. Bill said 
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the agreement provided for certain land use restrictions, urban design standards and access points; it tried to 

manage how the 18.5 acres of property would be developed in a comprehensive way.  

 

Bill said since 2010, the focus of development of the property had been for the large scale retail developer 

currently under construction on the property. The development agreement indicated that only one large scale 

retailer would be allowed on the 18 acres, which was WinCo Foods. Bill said until recently that development 

stalled for a number of years because of economic reasons.  

 

Bill said the community had waited patiently to see the transformation of this historic shopping area, from a 

dilapidated state to a market supported retail and commercial development. Bill said since the inception of 

the agreement in 2010, the private market had not been responsive to a pedestrian oriented mixed use village 

center at this location. He said there had been attempts by the property owner and the City to market the 

property, and to gain some traction with a variety of retailers that were looking once WinCo had made their 

decision to develop the frontage of Gentile Street. Bill said without exception there was a concern over the 

urban design standard of bringing a building forward to the sidewalk, and what would happen on the interior 

portion of the property with the obstruction of the power corridor, and now with the widening of Gentile 

Street and the shrinking of the total amount of property.  

 

Bill said there was strong interest for development on the corner of Gentile Street and Fort Lane that Staff 

believed had created a great market niche, specifically CVS Pharmacy. He said CVS Pharmacy had 

expressed interest in this site, but had concerns with the urban design standards in the agreement. Bill said 

they had entered into an agreement with the property owner to develop a store on that corner, but in order for 

that to happen, the development agreement would need to be terminated.  

 

Bill said Staff felt that the eventual widening of Gentile Street to a 108-foot right of way would require a 

significant setback for any building that would develop on this corner. He said Staff also felt that the critical 

urban design criteria were in place for access, the full intersection at Wasatch Drive, and for the opportunity 

for Zions Bank and Wells Fargo Bank to remain in their locations with current setbacks and parking in front.  

 

Bill said the original development agreement allowed for the property owner to request that the agreement be 

terminated, and the owner had done that. He said Staff felt that development would proceed in a manner that 

was good for the community, considering all of the constraints on the property. Bill said Staff recommended 

approval.  

 

Councilmember Brown said with terminating the agreement, would there still only be one large retailer on 
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the property. 

 

Bill said in order for there to be another large retailer, the Council would have to amend the subdivision plat. 

It would be difficult for that to happen. 

 

Councilmember Brown asked why not amend the agreement instead of terminating it. 

 

Bill said the provisions that made it more pedestrian oriented, with buildings being brought forward, the 

percentages of glass and parking in the rear, were the points that the private sector were not in agreement 

with. He said Staff felt that the CP-2 zone standards would bring forward a product that would be good for 

the community.  

 

Councilmember Brown said as each proposal for the property was brought in, would there be some type of 

process to make sure it was a good product. 

 

Bill said yes; development in the CP-2 zone had an approval process. 

 

Councilmember Freitag asked about the buildings being oriented to the street, especially on the corner. 

 

Bill said that was the major problem; there wasn’t any business interested in that stipulation.  

 

Councilmember Freitag said there were two Councilmembers that had gone through this process from the 

beginning, and the battles fought to accommodate the land owners then, to allow for the big box. He said it 

was very frustrating; the City went out of its way, and took a beating, for doing that. Councilmember Freitag 

said it was really disappointing.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said the road was changing and the market had changed. He said this should be fairly nice. 

 

Councilmember Petro asked if the entire development would be of similar materials. 

 

Bill said yes; CVS would be a nice product with rock on the columns, and there would be nice windows. 

However, parking would be in the front. 

 

Councilmember Brown said she would encourage Staff to remember the reasons for the development 

agreement in the first place, and the surrounding properties that were in the mixed use zone. She encouraged 
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Staff to make sure this remained a nice development and not just a replacement of what was there in the past. 

 

MOTION: Councilmember Davis moved to approve the Consent Agenda as presented. Councilmember 

Petro seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 

 

PUBLIC HEARINGS: 

 

AMENDMENT TO TITLE 19, SECTION 19.02.020, SECTION 19.06.010 TABLES 6-1 AND 6-2, 

AND SECTION 19.06.230 (WASTE TRANSFER STATION) OF THE LAYTON MUNICIPAL 

CODE BY ESTABLISHING REGULATIONS FOR DEVELOPMENT AND OPERATION OF A 

WASTE TRANSFER STATION IN THE M-1 OR M-2 ZONE – ORDINANCE 16-13 

 

Bill Wright said Ordinance 16-13 established regulations for development and operations of a waste transfer 

station in the M-1 and M-2 zoning districts. This proposal came about from conversations with the Wasatch 

Integrated Waste Management District and their concerns in planning for the future. There would be a time 

when the landfill would not be able to accept additional waste and there may be a different method to deal 

with the waste. Very often that was a waste transfer station to take waste to a remote location. Now was a 

good time to get criteria in place to accommodate that. 

 

Bill said the ordinance indicated that a waste transfer station would be restricted to the M-1 and M-2 zoning 

districts; only one waste transfer station would be allowed in the City; the waste transfer station had to be 

operated by a public entity; and it had to be on property contiguous to the Wasatch Integrated Waste 

Management District property. Bill said Staff included criteria that the facility would have to be completely 

enclosed in a building. He said at the recommendation of the Planning Commission, language was changed 

to indicate that fencing was optional. The Planning Commission felt that if the facility was required to be 

contained in a building there would be no need for fencing to adjacent uses. Bill said landscaping was 

required; and a traffic impact study was required to make sure truck traffic in and out of the facility would be 

appropriately handled. He said the Planning Commission recommended approval and Staff supported that 

recommendation.  

 

Councilmember Freitag said in the definitions section, 19.02.020, it indicated that a waste transfer station 

may also include processes for solid waste management including the recovery, processing and sorting for 

recycling. He asked if it was too much of an overreach to require that they have the capacity to receive 

recycling and deal with it as a recyclable.  
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Bill said that was the trend of the industry. Even when it was being transferred, they would want to get the 

highest product from it. He said it wouldn’t be a stretch to indicate that when the day came the City would 

expect that there be some recycling.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said there was some separation going on now. He said they had put a trammel in the burn 

plant that allowed for trash to be separated. This was the first step in the recycling process.  

 

Councilmember Freitag said the intent for the waste transfer station was to take over when the landfill was 

full or when the energy recovery facility was no longer in use. He said he worried that that focus would be 

lost when it was only a transfer station. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said the push to recycle would depend on market demand. 

 

Councilmember Brown asked if there was a fence around the burn plant now. 

 

Bill said yes. 

 

Councilmember Brown said she would think that there should still be a fence; a fence would help keep 

people away from the trucks and help contain loose garbage from the trucks.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said he would assume for that very reason, Wasatch Integrated would put in a fence. 

 

Councilmember Brown said she didn’t think it needed to be a solid fence, but felt that the ordinance should 

require a fence. She said she would propose that change to the ordinance.  

 

Mayor Stevenson opened the meeting for public input. None was given. 

 

MOTION: Councilmember Freitag moved to close the public hearing and approve the amendments to Title 

19, Ordinance 16-13, including the amendment as proposed by Councilmember Brown requiring a fence. 

Councilmember Davis seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 
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REZONE REQUEST – TROY AND PATRICIA CHILD – A TO R-S – 2599 WEST GENTILE 

STREET – ORDINANCE 16-28 

 

Bill Wright said Ordinance 16-28 was a rezone request for property located at 2599 West Gentile Street. The 

proposal was to rezone the property from an agriculture zone to R-S, which was a single family residential 

zone. He said the property contained .59 acres and currently contained a single family home. Bill said the 

rezone would bring the property into conformity with the zone. The General Plan for this area was low 

density single family residential development with a density of zero to three units per acre. The requested 

rezone was consistent with the General Plan. Bill said the Planning Commission recommended approval and 

Staff supported that recommendation.  

 

Mayor Stevenson opened the meeting for public input. None was given.  

 

MOTION: Councilmember Davis moved to close the public hearing and approve the rezone request as 

presented, Ordinance 16-28. Councilmember Day seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 

 

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT, REZONE REQUEST AND CONCEPTUAL PLAT – 

BARLOW/OVATION HOMES (COTTAGES AT VALLEY VIEW PHASE 2) – A TO PB, R-1-6 

AND R-1-10 – APPROXIMATELY 2100 EAST GORDON AVENUE – RESOLUTION 16-44 AND 

ORDINANCES 16-29, 16-30 AND 16-31 

 

Bill Wright said Resolution 16-44 and Ordinances 16-29, 16-30 and 16-31 involved property located at 

approximately 2100 East Gordon Avenue. The property contained 21.87 acres and was located north of 

Valley View Golf Course. Bill said the surrounding zones were low density residential zones. 

 

Bill said the proposed rezone was from agriculture to two residential zones and a BP or business park zone. 

He said this development had been in the works for approximately 1 ½ years. Bill said it had taken additional 

time to get the alignment of Gordon Avenue determined through this area. Phase 1 of the project was across 

the street to the north and was already under construction. 

 

Bill said this remaining portion of the property was put on hold to allow for review of some geotechnical 

issues and slope issues on the eastern portion of the property. He identified the R-1-10 zoned area on the 

eastern portion of the property and indicated that it would contain 4 large residential lots.  
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Bill said the R-1-6 area was to the west of the R-1-10 portion and would include dedication of the Gordon 

Avenue right of way and installation of a pedestrian trail along the Gordon Avenue corridor. Gordon Avenue 

would not be completed in this area at this time. 

 

Bill said the area on the western portion of the property would be zoned PB to accommodate an assisted 

living facility and contained approximately 6 acres. He said the structure would be two stories in nature and 

would be compatible with the surrounding area. Bill said the applicant was Ovation Homes; Ovation Homes 

had built in several areas of the City. They had a very popular single level product. 

 

Bill said the development agreement contained the requirements for the roadway, water and sewer. He said a 

geotechnical firm and a third party geotechnical firm completed an extensive review of the property and their 

recommendations were included in the development agreement. 

 

Bill said in the earlier work meeting, there was discussion about the time frame for completion of Gordon 

Avenue. The developer would develop the full portion of Gordon Avenue in front of the PB zoned property; 

they would only develop the trail along the R-1-6 portion, and a half portion of the road along the R-1-10 

property. The balance of the road would be built by the City through the Capital Improvement Plan. Bill said 

the Council requested a change to the development agreement in the earlier work meeting indicating that 

occupancy of the PB development would not be granted until Gordon Avenue was connected to the east or 

west, or for a maximum period of five years. He said the Planning Commission recommended approval and 

Staff supported that recommendation. 

 

Mayor Stevenson opened the meeting for public input.  

 

Debbie Worthen, 2322 East 1200 North, asked about the gap property to the north of the 4 larger lots; what 

type of fencing would be along that area. She identified the property on a map and indicated that the property 

ran along the back of her property. She asked about completion of Gordon Avenue. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said Gordon Avenue would not be completed at this time; barricades would be placed at 

both ends by the R-1-6 zoned property; traffic would not be allowed on this portion of the road. Only the 

walking trail would be completed at this time. Mayor Stevenson said the assisted living facility would not be 

able to be occupied until Gordon Avenue was connected to the west or to the east, with a time limit of five 

years. He said UDOT and the City anticipated that the road would be connected within five years.  

 

Councilmember Brown said she would imagine that when the interchange at Highway 89 was completed, the 
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entire road would be paved.  

 

Bill said the City would want the road completed when the connection to Highway 89 was done. He said the 

triangle piece of property Ms. Worthen was referring to was where Gordon Avenue pulled away from the 

property to the north and curved somewhat to the south.  

 

Brad Frost with Ovation Homes said the triangle piece of property was a remnant piece because of the 

current road alignment. He said at preliminary approval, the road would probably push to the north a little, 

which would give more building area to the R-1-10 homes. Mr. Frost said they had been working with the 

School District on purchasing property for the road alignment moving a little to the north.  

 

Councilmember Brown asked if the fence would stay chain link fencing. 

 

Mr. Frost explained the process they had gone through with the City to make the road a nice landscaped 

entryway into the City. He said there would be fencing along that area but he wasn’t sure what type of 

fencing it would be.  

 

Councilmember Brown asked that even on the north side of the road, against those homes, there would be 

some type of fencing, which would probably be better than chain link. 

 

Mr. Frost said he would imagine so. The fencing would go in when the road was put in by the City. He said 

they would install fencing along their subdivision to the south, but the fencing to the north would be a 

discussion between those homeowners and the City. 

 

Councilmember Day asked who would pay for the fencing.   

 

Bill said the developer would have to put fencing along the back of their lots, fencing to the north would be 

determined when the road was built. Bill said it could be vinyl or hardy-board, or possibly a masonry fence. 

He said any type of fencing came with different concerns about view obstruction versus sound attenuation. 

Bill said this would be part of the City’s project. 

 

Theodore Howell and Ruth Howell, 1253 North 2550 East, said this was an unfinished presentation and the 

vote should be postponed. The interchange would take more land than projected and the City didn’t know 

how the interchange would impact existing properties. Things were going too fast for a vote relative to how it 

would impact the neighborhood with new traffic in the area.   
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Ruth Howell said there was a lot of land between where Gordon Avenue was ending and the Highway 89 

interchange; had anyone acquired that property. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said UDOT owned the property. 

 

Mrs. Howell asked if access for the 4 homes in the R-1-0 zoned area would access onto Gordon Avenue. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said yes; they would require a circular driveway or hammerhead driveway, which would 

allow for forward movement onto Gordon Avenue. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said after the property was rezoned, there would have to be an engineering process to 

resolve many issues with the property. 

 

Mrs. Howell asked if anyone had done extensive topographical study to determine if the property was 

buildable.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said they would have to have engineers determine all of that; this was simply rezoning the 

property.  

 

Mrs. Howell said the rezone should be delayed. 

 

Mayor Stevenson asked Mrs. Howell why.  

 

Mrs. Howell said the General Plan identified this area as agricultural land; there needed to be open space.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said the R-1-10 zone was in line with the General Plan.  

 

Mr. Howell said the interchange was very critical; he would like to know what the State had planned. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said the State was in the planning process now.  

 

Mr. Howell said it was hard to feel good about it until they knew how the interchange would impact the area. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said UDOT would be holding open house meetings to present that information in the 
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future. 

 

Mrs. Howell asked if Cherry Lane would be closed. 

 

Mayor Stevenson explained the proposed frontage road system along Highway 89 and how most of the 

connector streets onto Highway 89 would be closed; similar to what was done near Antelope Drive.  

 

Mr. Howell said a frontage road would require taking of property. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said UDOT already owned that property. 

 

Carol Anderson, 2348 East 1200 North, said relative to the fencing, would the fencing continue along the R-

1-10 area. 

 

Councilmember Brown said the fencing would be a concept that would go all the way along the north side, 

including the lots that were by the triangular piece of property. The City would not stop what they had been 

doing and leave the chain link fence in place. She said depending on when the road was built, and what the 

citizens along that stretch wanted, the City would try to accommodate that. Councilmember Brown said on 

the Layton Parkway the City had put in fencing that was very nice. She said that might not be exactly what 

the City would do on Gordon Avenue; it would be something that would work for the citizens and the City.  

 

Ms. Anderson mentioned a power line to the north being an issue if the road moved to the north. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said anytime a road was constructed, there were obstacles that had to be dealt with. He said 

the City’s engineers had to resolve those types of issues.  

 

Ms. Anderson asked if there really needed to be another assisted living center in the City.  She named several 

facilities in the area. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said he hadn’t done a market study, but as baby boomers aged there would be more and 

more need for these facilities. He said this facility would be very nice.  

 

Ms. Anderson asked if people could afford them. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said that wasn’t the City’s roles. 
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Ms. Anderson said the City was being bombarded with these places. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said when these places were built, there had to be a market study done. If there wasn’t a 

need, a bank would not loan money for them.  

 

Blake Wall, 2080 East Oakridge Circle, asked what would happen in 5 years if Gordon Avenue didn’t go 

through; at the end of 5 years could they put the assisted living facility in. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said that was part of the agreement.  

 

Mr. Wall said the Frosts were great to work with. He asked if it would make sense for the neighbors to get 

with the engineers and developers about the fencing so that there was some consensus. Mr. Wall said he was 

hearing things this evening that he hadn’t heard before; there had never been a discussion about vinyl 

fencing; it had always been something similar to what was on Layton Parkway. He said it was very unclear 

what the City planned to do with the area that was not being developed by the Frosts.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said the City would have to work with UDOT on that process. He said the City would want 

it to look as nice as possible; these became entrances into the City.  

 

Mr. Wall asked if UDOT would have control over the City’s portion of the road. 

 

Alex Jensen, City Manager, said the State would not dictate what fencing the City would put in. The State 

built to a base standard; the City typically wasn’t interested in the base standard. He said the City would 

coordinate with UDOT, but the State would not dictate the quality of the project. Alex said he thought this 

project would be similar to the Antelope Drive project. The State indicated what they were willing to do, and 

the City put in City funds to enhance the road; improve the fencing, improve the landscaping, and create the 

type of environment the City wanted to have for the citizens. He said UDOT was happy to accommodate that 

as long as the City was willing to pay for it. Alex said he would expect the same thing would happen in this 

case. He said Staff could certainly follow up with the neighbors. 

 

Mr. Wall said the citizens would love to have that conversation and to be able to give input.  

 

Councilmember Brown said when Antelope Drive was extended and the citizens came to the City with 

concerns about traffic on Antelope Drive, the City installed two roundabouts to help with traffic as a result of 
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those citizens’ concerns. This was how the City operated.  

 

Ms. Worthen asked for clarification; after 5 years, the developer would be able to construct the assisted 

living facility. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said that was correct. 

 

Ms. Worthen said City Code required that large or small professional offices be located on an arterial street; 

Gordon Avenue was designated as an arterial street but Oakridge Drive was not. If Gordon Avenue wasn’t 

extended, Oakridge Drive wasn’t an arterial road. 

 

Mayor Stevenson asked if the assisted living facility would be built on Gordon Avenue or Oakridge Drive.  

 

Ms. Worthen said it would be built on Gordon Avenue, but earlier it was stated that after five years, if 

Gordon Avenue wasn’t extended, it could still be built. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said that section of Gordon Avenue would be built, whether it was connected or not. For 

the developer to build the facility that section of Gordon Avenue would have to be constructed; it might not 

be connected but it would be built in that section.  

 

Debbie Stevens, 2297 East 1200 North, said she was opposed to the care center being built. She said it was 

unnecessary in a quiet residential area.  

 

MOTION: Councilmember Brown moved to close the public hearing and approve the development 

agreement, rezone request and conceptual plan as presented, Resolution 16-44 and Ordinances 16-29, 16-30 

and 16-31, with changes to the development agreement indicating that the assisted living center could not be 

built until there was a connection east or west on Gordon Avenue or until five years from now. 

Councilmember Davis seconded the motion, which passed unanimously.  

 

The meeting adjourned at 845: p.m. 

 

 

________________________________ 
Thieda Wellman, City Recorder 
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MINUTES OF LAYTON CITY 

COUNCIL WORK MEETING  AUGUST 4, 2016; 4:11 P.M. 
 

MAYOR AND COUNCILMEMBERS 

PRESENT:     MAYOR BOB STEVENSON, JOYCE BROWN, 

BRUCE DAVIS, TOM DAY, SCOTT FREITAG 

AND JOY PETRO 

 

 

STAFF PRESENT:    ALEX JENSEN, STEVE GARSIDE, 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 turned the time over to Staff. 

 

AGENDA: 

 

PRESENTATION - UTOPIA 

 

Roger Timmerman, Executive Director of UTOPIA, indicated that they had presented a few options to the 

Council at a previous meeting relative to building out the network in Layton. He said the goal at that time 

was to introduce what the costs would be from a high level perspective and ways to fund it. Mr. 

Timmerman said the ways to fund it impacted the costs.  

 

In the opt-in model those that wanted the service could sign up and those that didn’t want the service were 

not impacted at all. The whole project was funded from the fees of those that signed up for the service.  

 

There was another model where the City could argue that the benefit to everyone in the City was such that 

it would fall in the category of a utility. That would have its own pros and cons. There were different 

financial implications for the costs and different structures for how it was spread out.  

 

Mr. Timmerman said he wanted to go through the pros and cons of each model; the goal would be to 

possibly select a mode that would be best for the City. He said they wanted to present all options to the 

Council and get feedback from the Council on proceeding forward.  

 

Mr. Timmerman said things changed every day because UIA was actively building in Layton. As UIA 
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continued to build in the City the build out costs changed. He displayed a map of where UTOPIA was 

built in the City and explained the various footprints. Mr. Timmerman explained how stimulus funds were 

used to install distribution huts and trunk lines. He indicated that there were a lot of fiber projects 

happening in the United States and some fiber supplies were hard to get.  

 

Council and Staff discussed service to the LDS Church history center.  

 

Mr. Timmerman indicated that they anticipated that with the opt-in model the take rate would be 35% 

within 3 years. He said they were currently experiencing those numbers across the network. Mr. 

Timmerman said that take rate in Layton was very achievable; they felt that it would actually be at 45%.  

He said the business take rate was typically lower; businesses were usually in a long term contract with 

their current supplier. Mr. Timmerman said the total project costs in the opt-in model were $28,000,000, 

which would be funded with a 30-year bond. He said this model would be easier to obtain funding for. 

 

Alex Jensen, City Manager, said this model was the same model UIA had been following for the last few 

years; there was a lot of confidence that this model would succeed. He said it would be less likely to be 

challenged by referendum; charging a utility fee could be challenged by referendum. 

 

Alex explained how over time the cities that had paid the UIA assessment would eventually be paid back. 

The decision of the UIA Board had been to use excess revenues to continue to grow the network instead 

of paying the assessments back.  

 

Mr. Timmerman explained how they were being very strategic where they were building. He said the 

monthly fee for the opt-in model would be $65; $30 would go to the City for the infrastructure and $35 

would go to the service provider. This would provide a minimum of 250/250 Mbps.  

 

Mr. Timmerman explained the utility full build model that would only address new debt. Every home 

would be connected to the network and every resident would pay a utility fee of $12.45 per month 

whether they used the service or not. Businesses would pay $24.90 per month and multi-dwelling units 

would pay $6.23. The total cost of the project would be $58,000,000. Mr. Timmerman said this model 

had zero risk financially, but there were potential political and legal risks. The bonding for $58,000,000 

might also limit the City from bonding for other things. The total cost to the residents taking the service 

would be $47.75 per month for basic service of 250/250 Mbps. Those not taking the service would still 

pay $12.45 a month in a utility fee.  
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Council and Staff discussed service to the School District. 

 

Mr. Timmerman said they did very well with school districts with the exception of Davis County; they 

had a long term relationship with Century Link. 

 

Alex said the infrastructure was to the schools. 

 

Council and Staff discussed the services provided by other service providers to businesses.  

 

Mr. Timmerman said the third model presented was a utility full build with repayment of the pledge. 

Residents would pay $23.10 a month in a utility fee whether or not they took the service. The total cost 

for services would be $58.10; $23.10 would go to the City in a utility payment and $35 would go to the 

service provider. He said this model would generate enough revenue to pay the new debt service on the 

bond and pay the old UTOPIA debt. Mr. Timmerman said there were pros and cons to all three options.  

 

Councilmember Brown said the opt-in model would be easiest to sell to the public, but the third option 

was the fairest because everyone would be paying for the old debt.  

 

Council and Staff discussed various scenarios of the three options; adjusting the fees one way or another.  

 

Mr. Timmerman said the opt-in model was much easier for them to sell; that was basically what they 

were doing today. He said with the utility model, Gary Crane thought that there could be a Century Link 

law suit and there was a chance of a referendum. Mr. Timmerman said there was also an issue with debt 

ceiling.  

 

Councilmember Brown said there was always the possibility of a referendum.  

 

Mr. Timmerman said the City could go to the residents with an opinion question about it. 

 

Alex said the threat of a lawsuit by the incumbents was more of a waste of time and harassment, which 

cost money; they probably couldn’t win. Their approach was to delay and cost you money. Bonding 

companies would probably require an additional back stop in addition to the utility fee before providing 

funding. The large bond amount could also impair the City from bonding for other needed infrastructure. 

He said the opt-in model wouldn’t have the opposition.  
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 Alex said there was a window of opportunity; the market hadn’t responded to the demand. If someone 

came in like Google and over built the City, there would be heavier competition. There was tremendous 

demand for UTOPIA right now because there wasn’t a lot of competition. 

 

Mayor Stevenson asked if it would be better for the residents and the City to build the entire system out. 

 

Alex said he thought that from a strict financial standpoint and for the benefit of the community, it could 

be done cheaper if it was done all at once. There would be political ramifications that the Mayor and 

Council would have to deal with. 

 

Mayor Stevenson asked what the added benefits would be to the community. 

 

Alex said electronic water metering, improvements with public safety and emergency management, and 

more sophisticated traffic management. 

 

Councilmember Day said under the opt-in model, all of those things could happen. 

 

Alex said with the exception of metering options. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said with the opt-in model, residents would be paying $65, but the 2.3 million dollar 

payment on the old debt would still have to be paid over the next 23 years. He said the City needed to 

figure out how to pay for that. 

 

Councilmember Day said under the opt-in program, the City was still covering the old debt. He said it 

could keep going as it was without making everyone mad about the utility fee. Councilmember Day said 

he had a hard time with the mandatory fee. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said he was looking at what the City could be; as they tried to generate more money to 

improve the City those dollars had to be figured out.  

 

Councilmember Day said those that were using it should be paying for it. 

 

Councilmember Brown said everyone would be using it; the Police Department that serviced their home 

would be using it; and water meters would be for everyone. She said the fairest one would be the third 

option that would also cover the old debt. 
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Councilmember Day said the people were already paying for it even though it wasn’t identified on a bill, 

and the City was getting a lot of additional revenue through such things as RC Willey. 

 

Mayor Stevenson asked Councilmember Day if it came to an opinion vote that passed, would he support 

that. 

 

Councilmember Day said yes.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said he thought that 55% of the people would be willing to pay for Option 2 with a 

monthly utility fee of $12.45. Everyone was paying more than $47.50 a month now for internet services. 

He said he thought that it was important to take it to a vote of the people. If the people voted the utility fee 

option down then you could go to the opt-in option. 

 

Councilmember Day said there could still be a referendum. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said he didn’t think that would happen; if the people voted for it a referendum wouldn’t 

make sense.  

 

Council and Staff discussed impacts of the old debt to the City’s budget. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said with the ability to take this to a vote, depending on how the people voted, it would 

give the Council an answer of which way to go. 

 

Council and Staff discussed the pros and cons of the various models. 

 

Alex explained that there could be a number of different scenarios of the three options.  

 

Councilmember Freitag arrived at 5:35 p.m.  

 

Councilmember Day said it still came down to the take rate. He said he hadn’t had a negative email about 

UTOPIA for a long time. Councilmember Day said he thought the opt-in option would provide a higher 

take rate than 35% and not have to make the entire community pay if they didn’t want it. He would like to 

see some scenarios with 40% or 50% take rate. 
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Mayor Stevenson said he would like to see Layton as a fiber town. He said in the next 5 years all 

television would come through fiber in streaming; there wouldn’t be television like we see today. 

 

Mr. Timmerman said with a 45% take rate, there would be a significant increase in revenue and it would 

make an additional $63,000 a month. With a 55% take rate it would generate an additional $99,000 a 

month.  

 

Councilmember Brown asked when a vote or opinion question could be taken to the people.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said he understood that the City could hold a special election pretty much anytime next 

year. 

 

Councilmember Day asked what a special election would cost. 

 

Discussion suggested that it would be about $30,000.  

 

Councilmember Day said spending $30,000 for a 58 million dollar bond question would be well worth it.  

 

Councilmember Brown said if a special election was held, she would like to see a vote on the various 

options.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said there was a lot of discussion that would need to happen. He said the citizens 

needed to know what the service could provide to the City.  

 

Councilmember Brown said the opt-in model could be implemented without taking it to a vote of the 

people, which could get it going faster.  

 

Councilmember Day said he would agree except for the bonding. He said the Council had promised the 

people that they would have input. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said the Council needed to think through this and decide what was best for the City 

going forward.  

 

Councilmember Petro said she would like time to play with the spreadsheets and come up with some 

different scenarios.  
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Mayor Stevenson asked some residents sitting in the audience what they thought. 

 

One gentleman (Rick) said with a utility fee everyone would pay; currently only property owners were 

paying for the debt through general fund revenues.  

 

Dawn Fitzpatrick said she wondered how it would be handled for the 1,000 residents that had already paid 

for a UTOPIA connection. 

 

Mr. Timmerman said that would have to be worked out; the residents would not be paying double.  

 

Mayor Stevenson asked Dawn if she would have any problem with Option 2. 

 

Dawn said no; she was one of the biggest critics of UTOPIA in the beginning but they loved UTOPIA. 

She said the service providers had been great to work with and there was no comparison to the service 

and speeds they received. 

 

Councilmember Petro said there was no comparison with speed and price. She said the service never went 

down.  

 

Mr. Timmerman said they had a third party company do a survey of UTOPIA customers; they had close 

to 80% customer approval in Layton. Most other service providers were less than 10%.  

 

Council and Staff discussed the increasing importance of internet service and higher speeds; that 

importance would only increase over time. 

 

The meeting suspended at 5:59 p.m. for the RDA Meeting. 

 

The meeting reconvened at 6:19 p.m.  

 

Mayor Stevenson left the meeting at 6:20 p.m. 
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LAYTON ANTELOPE DRIVE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA PLAN AND 

BUDGET – ORDINANCE 16-36 

 

Kent Anderson, Deputy Director of Community and Economic Development, said the CDA Plan was 

reviewed in detail in the earlier RDA meeting, where is was approved by the RDA Board. He said he 

would review information about an agreement with RC Willey, and the conveyance of land.  

 

Kent said Resolution 16-55 was on the regular meeting agenda and was for a participation agreement with 

RC Willey that would outline some additional items the City would be participating with. He said those 

items included $439,500 toward the costs of the participant’s on-site infrastructure improvements; 

$698,450 toward the costs of the participant’s required impact fees and water exaction; and transfer of 

1.106 acres of land. Kent displayed a map of the area and identified the sliver of property that would be 

transferred to RC Willey. He said part of the requirement for transfer of that land was that RC Willey 

close on the adjacent property, which had occurred. Kent said another component of the agreement was 

that RC Willey would have access to another portion of property leased by the City from UDOT. He said 

UDOT was not interested in selling that property but was willing to enter into a lease arrangement with 

the City; the City would allow RC Willey to have access to that property. He said the final piece of the 

agreement was that the participant would not be required to reimburse the City for the construction of 

1450 West.  

 

Councilmember Freitag asked if 1450 West would allow for access into the RC Willey property and the 

IHC property. 

 

Kent said yes. He identified where the accesses into the property would be located.  

 

Councilmember Freitag said with traffic from RC Willey traveling to get to northbound I-15, would 

additional improvements be needed on University Park Boulevard. 

 

Kent said Engineering hadn’t indicated that there would be a need for a signal at the University Park 

Boulevard intersection, or any other improvements.  

 

Alex said once the development took place, the City would do a traffic study to determine if it met 

warrant for a signal or other improvements. 
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Council and Staff discussed traffic circulation in the area.  

 

ANNEXATION AGREEMENT, ANNEXATION AND REZONE REQUEST – 

NEVILLE/OVATION HOMES – A (AGRICULTURE) TO R-S PRUD (RESIDENTIAL 

SUBURBAN PLANNED RESIDENTIAL UNIT DEVELOPMENT) – APPROXIMATELY 1900 

WEST 1000 SOUTH – RESOLUTION 16-59 AND ORDINANCE 16-21 AND 16-22 

 

Kent said this was an Ovation Homes annexation agreement, annexation, and rezone request for property 

located at 1900 West 1000 South next to the future Davis School District junior high property. The 

property for annexation contained 12.23 acres; a piece of the property off of 1000 South was already 

located within the City and was zoned R-S. The proposal was to rezone the entire property, which 

contained 13.66 acres, to R-S PRUD. He said the proposal was to develop 43 lots with 31 detached single 

family homes, 8 of which would be larger single family lots and 23 cottage type lots, and 12 attached 

units.  

 

Councilmember Day asked what the size of the lots on the north end would be.  

 

Kent said most of the lots would be around 12,000 square feet with some being close to 19,000 square 

feet. He said the development agreement indicated that any detached unit could not be less than 1,500 

square feet, not including the garage. All homes would have a minimum two car attached garage; the 

attached units could not be smaller than 1,300 square feet.  

 

Kent said the PRUD ordinance had a significant open space requirement. He said the developer was 

requesting that some of the open space requirement be allowed to be calculated on the Barlow PRUD, 

which was adjacent to this property and was being developed by Ovation Homes as well.  

 

Kent said one small change would have to occur, as currently the developers were about 1/4 acre short of 

the open space requirement. He said in maintaining the same number of lots, the proposal would be to 

likely amend a single family lot into a cottage lot allowing them to capture an addition 1/4 acre and meet 

the open space requirement. Kent said that could occur during preliminary approval. 

 

Councilmember Petro said that would be in addition to adding the Barlow piece. 

 

Kent said that was correct; they would still be 1/4 acre short of the 40% open space requirement. He said 

the applicant was requesting that the development agreement be amended; currently the agreement would 

allow a total of 43 units; they were requesting that it be amended to allow for 47 units. Primarily that 
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change would occur on the northern portion of the property where the single family lots would then 

become cottage lots. Kent said Staff believed that 43 units was a good number and provided a good 

transition with future development along 1000 West. By having the single family lots, it would set the 

standard of how homes would develop along 1000 West and provide a nice transition to the cottage 

homes and the attached units to the south. He said Staff’s opinion would be to leave the development 

agreement as is.  

 

Brad Frost, Ovation Homes, said originally their first layout had the road coming straight through the 

property from the north, but because of a future road and site distance concerns, the City’s Engineer 

required their road to be moved to the west. He said the lots to the north were originally going to be single 

family lots but there were issues with sewer flow; those homes would probably have to be one level. Mr. 

Frost said they also wanted to make this a very nice project for the neighborhood and City; the four 

additional units would allow them to provide two pickle ball courts and a pavilion in the open space. He 

said they were asking that the single family lots be made into cottage lots; the homes would be 2,200 to 

2,400 square feet, and that they be able to add one tri-plex. Mr. Frost said that would allow them an 

additional .55 acres of open space, which would exceed the requirement.  

 

Mr. Frost said they hadn’t had an opportunity to sit down with Mr. Wright and explain this concept. He 

said it would be a very nice project.  

 

Councilmember Day asked if the pickle ball courts would be public or only for the homeowners. 

 

Mr. Frost said they were open to discussion on that; they could be made public. 

 

Councilmember Brown asked if that would change anything the Council had to decide tonight. 

 

Kent said the annexation agreement would need to be amended; currently it was limited to 43 lots and that 

would need to be changed to 47 lots.  

 

Steve Garside, Assistant City Attorney, said it could be amended at a later date.  

 

Councilmember Freitag asked if the Planning Commission had any concerns with the number of units. 

 

Dawn Fitzpatrick, Planning Commission Member, said the Planning Commission was comfortable with 

the original proposal. She said the Planning Commission hadn’t seen this new proposal. 
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Mr. Frost said the new proposal was still under the allowed density.  

 

Ms. Fitzpatrick said a 2,200 to 2,400 square foot rambler would have a bigger footprint that a two-story.  

 

Councilmember Freitag asked what Staff’s objections were with the change. 

 

Kent said Staff was concerned with the transition to the cottage homes and the attached units, and setting 

the standard for other developments that would occur along 1000 West. He said there was still 

opportunity for development to the west and north. This would set the standard for future development in 

the area.  

 

Council and Staff discussed road alignment in the area.  

 

Discussion suggested that the agreement could be amended at a later date.  

 

Mr. Norm Frost said their preference would be to amend the agreement this evening, but they would be 

willing to bring it back at a later date.  

 

Councilmember Brown said she was more concerned with the additional three-plex. 

 

Mr. Frost said they had a huge expense with the road and stubbing utilities into the adjacent properties; 

the three-plex would allow them to offset additional costs of the pickle ball courts and pavilion. He said 

this would be a very nice development.  

 

Discussion suggested considering the proposal as it was this evening and coming back later with an 

amendment.  

 

The meeting adjourned at 6:51 p.m. 

 

 

 

__________________________________ 

Thieda Wellman, City Recorder 



LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING
AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 

  
Item Number:  3.A.
   
Subject:  
Presentation - Years of Service Award
   
Background:  
The following employee with 20 years of service or more will be recognized.  Employees with 15 years or 
less will be recognized in their department staff meetings.

Legal
30 - Steve Garside
  
Alternatives:  
N/A
  
Recommendation:  
N/A
  



LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING
AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 

  
Item Number:  3.B.
   
Subject:  
Recognition of Community Emergency Response Team (CERT) Graduates
   
Background:  
The Layton Citizen Corps CERT Outreach 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 the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(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, a mock disaster and a final exam. 
  
Alternatives:  
N/A
  
Recommendation:  
N/A
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AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 

  
Item Number:  5.A.
   
Subject:  
Amendment to Title 16, Chapter 16.04, Section 16.04.010 - Adopting the 2015 Edition of the International 
Fire Code - Ordinance 16-38
   
Background:  
Layton City has maintained a Fire Department whose purpose is to protect life and property within Layton 
City from fires and dangers.  Layton City has previously adopted and utilized the 2012 edition of the 
International Fire Code with amendments.  

The Fire Department is proposing an amendment to Title 16, Chapter 16.04, Section 16.04.010 and an 
additional amendment to the International Fire Code, 2015 edition.  The proposed amendment will require 
that businesses conducting required inspections, tests, and maintenance on fire and life safety systems 
throughout the City submit their documentation to the Fire Department electronically in the manner, format, 
and timeline that is acceptable to the Fire Department.
  
Alternatives:  
Alternatives are to 1) Adopt Ordinance 16-38 amending Title 16, Chapter 16.04, Section 16.04.010 and 
amendments to the 2015 edition of the International Fire Code; or 2) Not adopt Ordinance 16-38 and remand 
to Staff with directions. 
  
Recommendation:  
Staff recommends the Council adopt Ordinance 16-38 approving the amendments to Title 16 and to the 2015 
edition of the International Fire Code.
  











buildings shall be a maximum travel distance of one hundred twenty-five feet (125') from all required fire 
hydrants.  Fire hydrants shall be placed a minimum distance from buildings the equivalent of one and a 
half (1½) times the height of the building. 
 
APPENDIX D 
 
SECTION D103.1 Access road width with a hydrant. 
 Where a fire hydrant is located on a fire apparatus access road that has an approved width of 
twenty feet (20'), the minimum road width shall be twenty-six feet (26').  See Layton City Standard 
Drawing FH-Clearance, Minimum Clearance Around a Fire Hydrant. 
 
SECTION D103.2 Grade. 
 Grade.  Fire apparatus access roads shall not exceed ten percent (10%) in grade for a minimum 
of five hundred continuous feet (500'). 
 Exception:  Grades of ten percent (10%) that exceed five hundred continuous feet (500') as 
approved by the Fire Chief, City Engineer, and all residential, commercial, and industrial buildings are to 
be provided with an approved automatic fire sprinkler system. 
 Exception:  Grades steeper than ten percent (10%) percent as approved by the Fire Chief, City 
Engineer, and all residential, commercial, and industrial buildings are to be provided with an approved 
automatic fire sprinkler system. 
 
SECTION D103.4 Dead-ends. 
 Dead-end fire apparatus access roads in excess of one hundred fifty feet (150') shall be provided 
with width and turnaround provisions in accordance with Layton City Development Guidelines and 
Design Standards, Street Improvement, Section IX – Cul-de-sac/Turn-Around Requirements. 
 
SECTION D103.6 Signs. 
 Where required by the Fire Code Official, fire apparatus access roads shall be marked with 
permanent NO PARKING—FIRE LANE signs complying with Layton City Fire Department Standard 
Rules & Regulations, Fire Lane/Access Road Marking.  Signs shall be posted on one or both sides of the 
fire apparatus road as required by Section D103.6.1 or D103.6.2. 
 
SECTION D103.6.1 Private roads 20 to 26 feet in width. 
 Private fire apparatus access roads twenty to twenty-six feet (20' to 26') wide shall be posted on 
both sides as a fire lane. 
 
SECTION D103.6.2 Private roads more than 26 feet in width. 
 Private fire apparatus access roads more than twenty-six to thirty-two feet (26' to 32') wide shall 
be posted on one side of the road as a fire lane. 
 
 PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of Layton City, Utah, this 1st day of September, 
2016. 
 
          
            _________________________________    
                                        ROBERT J STEVENSON, Mayor 
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LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING
AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 

  
Item Number:  5.B.
   
Subject:  
Quit-Claim Deed between Layton City and Brent Brown Trustee - Resolution 16-63 - 3203 Fernwood Drive
   
Background:  
Fernwood Drive was originally aligned in 1981. The road had several curves that proved to be difficult to 
negotiate. In 2005, the City decided to improve the hairpin curve. This improvement moved the alignment of 
the road slightly south. The realignment left, on the north side of the road, a small parcel that had previously 
been part of the road. The adjacent property owner, Brent Brown Trustee, would like the small parcel that 
was previously part of the road for improved access to the property.
  
Alternatives:  
Alternatives are to 1) Adopt Resolution 16-63 approving the Quit-Claim Deed from Layton City to Brent 
Brown Trustee; 2) Adopt Resolution 16-63 with any amendments the Council deems appropriate; or 3) Not 
adopt Resolution 16-63 and remand to Staff with directions.
  
Recommendation:  
Staff recommends the Council adopt Resolution 16-63 approving the Quit-Claim Deed from Layton City to 
Brent Brown Trustee and authorize the Mayor to sign the necessary documents.
  

















LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING
AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 

  
Item Number:  5.C.
   
Subject:  
Authorizing the Acceptance and Ratification of a Special Warranty Deed from Ivory Development, LLC - 
Resolution 16-64 - Approximately 1700 West and Layton Parkway
   
Background:  
Ivory Development, LLC is developing property in the Evergreen Farms Subdivision. This resolution 
authorizes Layton City to accept and ratify a donation of property that will be used to build a portion of both 
1700 West and Layton Parkway. Further, dedicating this property to the City will grant access to the 
Evergreen Farms Phase 3B Subdivision, which is ready to be recorded at the Davis County Recorder’s 
Office.
  
Alternatives:  
Alternatives are to 1) Adopt Resolution 16-64 authorizing and ratifying the Special Warranty Deed; or 2) Not 
adopt Resolution 16-64 and remand to Staff with directions.
  
Recommendation:  
Staff recommends the Council adopt Resolution 16-64 authorizing and ratifying the Special Warranty Deed.
  













LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING
AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 

  
Item Number:  5.D.
   
Subject:  
Amended Final Plat – Sandy Ridge Townhomes – 3240 North Fairfield Road
   
Background:  
The applicant, Julian Gonzales, is requesting to amend the currently named Affordable Land Lease Town 
Homes plat by changing the name to Sandy Ridge Townhomes. The remaining items and information on the 
plat does not change from the original plat.
  
Alternatives:  
Alternatives are to 1) Grant amended final plat approval to Sandy Ridge Townhomes  subject to meeting all 
Staff requirements as outlined in Staff memorandums; or 2) Deny granting amended final plat approval to 
Sandy Ridge Townhomes.
  
Recommendation:  
On August 9, 2016, the Planning Commission unanimously recommended the Council grant amended final 
plat approval to Sandy Ridge Townhomes subject to meeting all Staff requirements as outlined in Staff 
memorandums. 

Staff supports the recommendation of the Planning Commission.
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AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 

  
Item Number:  5.E.
   
Subject:  
Preliminary Plat Approval – Barlow West Planned Residential Unit Development (PRUD) – Approximately 
1700 West Weaver Lane
   
Background:  
The applicant, Ovation Homes represented by Brad Frost, is requesting preliminary plat approval for 
property that contains 8.47 acres located on the north side of Weaver Lane at approximately 1700 West.  The 
proposed development is directly north of the western end of Kay’s Creek Estates Subdivision.  Kay’s Creek 
runs through the southwestern corner of the property.  The proposed development is surrounded by 
unincorporated county to the west, recently annexed property to the east and north; and R-S PRUD zoning to 
the south.   

On March 17, 2016, the City Council approved the annexation and rezone from Agriculture to R-S PRUD for 
the applicant/builder, Ovation Homes. 

The preliminary plat is proposing 29 single family attached units, which creates a density of 3.42 units per 
acre.  This would require the developer to achieve a 37 percent density bonus based on the design options 
outlined in the PRUD ordinance. City Staff met with the Design Review Committee (DRC), which was 
favorable towards the development with the recommendations outlined in the Staff report.
  
Alternatives:  
Alternatives are to 1) Grant preliminary plat approval to Barlow West PRUD subject to meeting all DRC 
recommendations and Staff requirements; or 2) Deny granting preliminary plat approval to Barlow West 
PRUD.
  
Recommendation:  
On August 23, 2016, the Planning Commission unanimously recommended the Council grant preliminary 
plat approval to Barlow West PRUD subject to meeting all DRC recommendations and Staff requirements.

Staff supports the recommendation of the Planning Commission.
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AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 

  
Item Number:  6.A.
   
Subject:  
Annexation Request – Destination Homes – Ordinance 16-37 – Approximately 1050 South Angel Street
   
Background:  
The proposal is to annex 14.58 acres located on the east side of Angel Street at approximately 1050 South. 
The property owner and applicant is Destination Homes with the property under the ownership name of 
Legacy Neighborhoods, LLC.  The property is identified for annexation in the Layton City Annexation 
Policy Plan, Expansion Area Number 6, adopted by the Council on December 5, 2002.  This property can be 
served with City utilities and City roads.   

The annexation petition is not accompanied by a rezone request at this time.  The property will annex into the 
City and receive the default zoning of A Agriculture. However, the applicant has indicated that a rezone 
petition is forthcoming for a single family residential PRUD.  In addition to the Angel Street frontage, the 
northeastern portion of the property has frontage on Weaver Lane.  Kay’s Creek forms the entire southern 
boundary of the annexation area, contiguous to Kaysville City.

A Notice of Petition for Annexation was sent to the required entities following the Certification and 
Acceptance of the Petition by the City Council.  The deadline for filing a protest was August 26, 2016.  No 
protests were filed with the City Recorder.
  
Alternatives:  
Alternatives are to 1) Adopt Ordinance 16-37 approving the annexation request; or 2) Not adopt Ordinance 
16-37 denying the petition for annexation.
  
Recommendation:  
On August 23, 2016, the Planning Commission unanimously recommended the City Council adopt 
Ordinance 16-37 approving the annexation request.

Staff supports the recommendation of the Planning Commission.
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AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 

  
Item Number:  6.B.
   
Subject:  
Rezone Request – Mike Bastian – R-1-10 (Single-Family Residential) to C-TH (Condominium-Townhouse) 
– Ordinance 16-33 – 998 East Gentile Street
   
Background:  
The property proposed for rezone contains .39 acres located on the south side of Gentile Street at 998 East 
(southeast corner of 1000 East and Gentile Street).  The rezone area is just west of CP-2 zoned retail center 
where Baskin Robins is located.  The rezone area is surrounded by R-M1 zoning to the north, CP-2 zoning to 
the east, R-1-10 zoning to the south, and R-1-6 zoning to the west.  

The applicant, Mike Bastian, is proposing to develop one 3-plex townhome building under the guidelines of 
the C-TH zoning district.
  
Alternatives:  
Alternatives are to 1) Adopt Ordinance 16-33 approving the rezone request from R-1-10 to C-TH based 
based on the General Plan land use and density recommendations for this area of the City; or 2) Not adopt 
Ordinance 16-33 denying the rezone request.
  
Recommendation:  
On August 9, 2016, the Planning Commission unanimously recommended the Council adopt Ordinance 16-
33 approving the rezone request from R-1-10 to C-TH based on the General Plan land use and density 
recommendations for this area of the City.

Staff supports the recommendation of the Planning Commission.

 
  



 

 

ORDINANCE 16-33 
(Bastian Rezone) 

 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE ZONING ORDINANCE BY CHANGING THE ZONING 

CLASSIFICATION OF THE HEREINAFTER DESCRIBED PROPERTY LOCATED AT 

APPROXIMATELY 998 EAST GENTILE STREET FROM R-1-10 (SINGLE FAMILY 

RESIDENTIAL) TO C-TH (CONDOMINIUM-TOWNHOUSE) AND PROVIDING FOR AN 

EFFECTIVE DATE. 

 

 WHEREAS, the City has been petitioned for a change in the zoning classification for the 

property described herein below; and 

 

 WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has reviewed the petition and has recommended that the 

petition to rezone said property from R-1-10 to C-TH be approved; and 

 

 WHEREAS, the City Council has reviewed the Planning Commission's recommendation and has 

received pertinent information in the public hearing regarding the proposal; and 

 

 WHEREAS, at the conclusion of the public hearing and upon making the necessary reviews, the 

City Council has determined that this amendment is rationally based, is reasonable, is consistent with the 

intent of the City’s General Plan, which is in furtherance of the general health, safety, and welfare of the 

citizenry. 

 

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

UTAH: 

 

 SECTION I:  Repealer. If any provisions of the City’s Code heretofore adopted are inconsistent 

herewith they are hereby repealed. 

 

 SECTION II:  Enactment.  The zoning ordinance is hereby amended by changing the zone 

classification of the following property from R-1-10 (Single Family Residential) to C-TH (Condominium-

Townhouse). 

 

BEGINNING ON SOUTH LINE OF GENTILE STREET  APPROXIMATELY AT A POINT N 20^50' 

W 34.60 FEET & N 69^10' E 668.31 FEET FROM THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF SECTION 27-

T4N-R1W, SALT LAKE MERIDIAN; THENCE S 22^ E 141.55 FEET TO NORTHWEST CORNER 

OF LOT 1, COLONIAL PARK SUBDIVISION; THENCE N 69^10' E 119.50 FEET; THENCE N 

21^50'30' W 141.55 FEET TO THE SOUTH LINE OF GENTILE STREET; THENCE S 69^10' W 

119.52 FEET ALONG SAID SOUTH LINE TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. 
 

CONTAINING 0.39 ACRES 
 
 

SECTION III:  Update of Official Zoning Map.  The Official Layton City Zoning Map is 

hereby amended to reflect the adoption of this ordinance. 

 

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

ordinance is declared invalid or unconstitutional by a court of competent jurisdiction, said portion shall be 

severed and such declaration shall not affect the validity of the remainder of the said ordinance. 

  

 SECTION V:  Effective date. This ordinance shall go into effect at the expiration of the 20th day 

after publication or posting or the 30th day after final passage as noted below or whichever of said days is 

more remote from the date of passage thereof. 
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