
 
 
 
 

 

All agenda items 

in this packet are 

preliminary, until 

approved by the 

Layton City 

Council. 
 



 

ADJOURN:  
Notice is hereby given that: 
• A Work Meeting will be held at 5:30 PM to discuss miscellaneous matters. 
• This meeting will also be live streamed via laytoncitylive.com and facebook.com/Laytoncity 
• 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.  Elected Officials at remote locations 

may be connected to the meeting electronically. 
• 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: ____________________________________________________ 
                                                                                                                   Kimberly S Read, City Recorder 
 
 
This public notice is posted on the Utah Public Notice website www.utah.gov/pmn/, the Layton City website www.laytoncity.org, and at the Layton City Center. 
 
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, persons in need of special accommodations or services to participate in this meeting shall notify the City at 
least 24 hours in advance at 801-336-3826 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 public meeting in the Council Chambers of the 
City Center Building, 437 North Wasatch Drive, Layton, Utah, commencing at 7:00 PM on March 21, 2024. 
 
AGENDA ITEMS: 
  
1. CALL TO ORDER, PLEDGE, OPENING CEREMONY, RECOGNITION, APPROVAL OF MINUTES:  

A. Minutes of Layton City Council Meeting - February 1, 2024 
  
2. MUNICIPAL EVENT ANNOUNCEMENTS:  
  
3. VERBAL PETITIONS AND PRESENTATIONS:  
  
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. Federal Aid Supplement Agreement between Layton City and Utah Department of Transportation for the Participation in the 
Cost for a Pedestrian Safety Project – Resolution 24-11 – Along Gentile Street between Approximately 3475 West and 3200 West 
B. Accept a Proposal for an Agreement Between Layton City and Hogan & Associates Construction for Construction 
Management/General Contractor Services for a New 9-1-1 Emergency Communications Center and Emergency Operations Center 
– Resolution 24-10 
C. Annexation Request – Layton City Economic Development Project Plan Area (EDA) Properties Annexation – Acceptance and 
Certification of the Petition – Resolution 24-02 and Resolution 24-06 – Approximately 3925 North Fairfield Road and 3945 North 
Fairfield Road 
D. Final Plat – Adams Oak Hills Subdivision – 2201 East 350 North 

  
6. PUBLIC HEARINGS:  

A. Gordon Avenue and Highway 89 Town Center Master Plan, Amending and Updating the General Plan – Ordinance 24-06  
  
7. UNFINISHED BUSINESS:  
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

http://www.utah.gov/pmn/
http://www.laytoncity.org/


 
 
 
 

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 MEETING    FEBRUARY 1, 2024; 7:11 P.M. 

 

MAYOR AND COUNCILMEMBERS 

PRESENT:     MAYOR JOY PETRO, ZACH BLOXHAM, CLINT 

MORRIS, TYSON ROBERTS, BETTINA SMITH 

EDMONDSON, AND DAVE THOMAS 

 

 

STAFF PRESENT:    ALEX JENSEN, CLINT DRAKE, CHAD 

WILKINSON, MORGAN CLOWARD, AND KIM 

READ 

 

 

 

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

 

Mayor Petro opened the meeting and welcomed the public. Councilmember Morris offered the invocation and 

led the Pledge of Allegiance.  

 

Mayor Petro acknowledged Youth Councilmember Kaycen Ingebretsen sitting with her on the dais.  

 

MINUTES: 

 

 

 MOTION: Councilmember Thomas moved and Councilmember Morris seconded to approve the minutes 

of: 

 

  Layton City Council Work Meeting – December 21, 2023; 

  Layton City Council Meeting – January 4, 2024; and 

  Layton City Council Special Meeting – January 9, 2024. 

 

The vote was unanimous to approve the minutes as written. 

 

MUNICIPAL EVENT ANNOUNCEMENTS: 

 

Councilmember Roberts announced Parks and Recreation’s Family Recreation Activity would be the 

Valentine’s Dance scheduled for Friday, February 9, 2024, from 6:30-8:30 PM at Central Davis Jr. High school 

gymnasium. He mentioned there would be a live band and refreshments. He also mentioned the Recreation 

Activity planned for Friday, March 22, 2024 at the Davis County Library, Mermaid Scales and Pirate Tales.  
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Councilmember Smith Edmondson announced the month of February was designated Black History Month 

and invited the public to learn more about the history of African Americans and their contributions to the 

United States of America.  

 

Alex Jensen, City Manager, recognized Liz Mumford in the audience. He announced she currently served as 

the President of the Davis School Board and mentioned the City’s positive long standing relationship with 

Davis School District and acknowledged her contributions with that partnership. He expressed appreciation 

for her support of Layton City in that capacity.  

 

Mayor Petro also expressed her appreciation to Ms. Mumford and Davis School District for their support of 

Layton City.  

 

PRESENTATIONS: 

 

There were no presentations.  

 

CITIZEN COMMENTS: 

 

Laura Moore, 283 Glen Avenue, announced she had gathered signatures to petition the Council to improve the 

crosswalk located at Gordon Avenue and Hill Boulevard. She pointed out the crosswalk was oftentimes used 

by residents in adjacent neighborhoods going to and from the church outside times when the school crossing 

guard was present to stop vehicular traffic. She shared photos which she believed illustrated the poorly lit 

crosswalk when dark and shared her son’s recent experience using the crosswalk after sundown and showed 

his broken skateboard which was hit by a car when he jumped off. She reported she had collected 

approximately 1,500 signatures and presented it to the City Recorder, Kimberly Read.  

 

Mayor Petro expressed appreciation to Ms. Moore for her presentation and requested the City Manager provide 

an update regarding the crosswalk.  

 

Alex Jensen, City Manager, informed Ms. Moore the City was aware of the issue and explained the challenge 

in identifying the right tool to address the situation and also explained the process which dictated the allowance 

and/or installation of crosswalks. He mentioned this particular crossing was a designated school crossing and 

identified the other options for a pedestrian crosswalk and the challenges associated with the implementation 

of a HAWK (High-Intensity Activated Crosswalk) crossing at that location. He continued to review the 
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processes currently being considered by the City’s Engineering Department to identify the best solution for the 

crosswalk at that location. Mr. Jensen mentioned the lighting at that location was a separate issue and would 

have Staff investigate that issue beginning tomorrow.  

 

Liz Mumford, Bountiful resident, expressed appreciation for the warm introduction and announced she had 

declared candidacy as a republican candidate for the Davis County Commission. She mentioned she had 

previously worked with Mayor Petro and some of the Council on a number of different items. She expressed 

her desire for continued collaboration with Layton City and mentioned just a few: housing, public safety, and 

economic development. She pointed out during her time serving on the Board of Education she had been an 

advocate of tax increment financing and interlocal agreements which benefitted the entire County residents 

and expressed a desire for this to continue.  

 

Claude Young, 1198 North 100 East, mentioned the recent news story which reported the City had ignored 

results from a $500,000 study it had commissioned concerning noise associated with HAFB (Hill Air Force 

Base). He pointed out his concern wasn’t with funding of the study; rather, that the conclusion and/or 

recommendations were being ignored. He questioned whether the study didn’t provide the City with its desired 

results.  

 

Mr. Jensen responded the representations made by the media were not entirely accurate and explained every 

city within Davis County, Davis County, and some cities in Weber County were involved in petitioning the 

Federal Government and HAFB to complete a Compatible Use Study. He added one of those entities had to 

be the ‘host’ entity, and due to the City’s proximity to the Base, agreed to be the host city. He emphasized it 

wasn’t Layton City’s study. He reported a series of recommendations which came from a variety of sources 

and addressed ways to improve compatibility in a variety of areas and mentioned all were suggestions; nothing 

was mandatory. He indicated Layton City had continued to be an active participant and added a meeting had 

taken place earlier today regarding this issue. He reported the City had engaged in discussions with the group 

of Layton citizens with strong views regarding the jet noise associated with HAFB. He stated the narrative that 

the City had a study and was choosing to not follow the results because it disagreed with the findings was 

inaccurate. He indicated many of the issues the City had no control or influence over and added this was a 

working document. He clarified Layton City did not pay for the study, it was funded through the Federal 

Government applied for collectively by all participants.  

 

Rachel Black, 1663 North 2800 East, stated she lived in the area near the proposed Gordon Avenue Town 

Center. She indicated two planning meetings had taken place since November and informed the Council a 

number of residents were concerned with the high density and traffic associated with the proposed plan. She 
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understood UDOT (Utah Department of Transportation) owned the property and was hopeful the City would 

consider other options: keep it the way it currently is or possibly a park/greenspace. She didn’t believe the 

Planning Commission had considered other options or what had been discussed during the meeting. She 

reported the residents would be having their own meeting on Saturday and would like to provide more 

information at that time.  

 

Mr. Jensen responded the proposed town center had been discussed for a number of years and Staff had 

identified the need for certain services in the eastern portion of the City. He reported UDOT and the City had 

a good working relationship and it agreed to not sell the property for the highest dollar to a developer; rather, 

it was allowing development to take place with a methodical approach. He believed it was the City’s 

responsibility to build a community and provide services to its residents. 

 

Ms. Black disagreed with results from the previous study and believed the majority of the East Layton residents 

were opposed to the town center development and suggested a new study should be completed.  

 

Chad Wilkinson, Community and Economic Development Department, stated he and/or his Staff would be 

happy to review the process in detail with Ms. Black. He reported the General Plan was adopted in 2019.  

 

CONSENT AGENDA: 

 

There were no consent agenda items.  

 

PUBLIC HEARINGS: 

 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT ANNUAL ACTION PLAN FOR FISCAL YEAR 

2024-2025  

 

Layton City had been designated as an entitlement City for Housing and Urban Development’s (HUD) 

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) and was required to develop an Annual Action Plan. The 

Plan identified needs within the City and proposed strategies to meet those needs using the allotment of 

CDBG funds during the upcoming Program Year, July 1, 2024 to June 30, 2025. HUD regulations required 

two public hearings during the preparation of the Plan. This first public hearing would gather information 

from the public concerning the needs within Layton City and community organizations were allowed an 

opportunity to present requests for assistance.  
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Morgan Cloward, CDBG Coordinator, explained this was the first public hearing to accept public comment 

for the Program Year 2024-2025. He stated the Annual Action Plan identified how CDBG funds would be 

allotted and reviewed the current 2023-2024 CDBG Activities and Funding. He reported he recently concluded 

the annual monitoring visits with the public service partners: Safe Harbor, Open Doors, and Youth Court, and 

reported all were compliant and using funds appropriately.  

 

He informed the Council of previous discussions with Davis School District for possibly acquiring 

approximately two acres of property, south of East Layton Elementary, to allow for the construction of homes 

in conjunction with Have A Heart, to benefit families of low to moderate income. He shared an illustration 

which identified the location of the parcels which could accommodate four homes. The District was now ready 

to proceed with the property acquisition and explained how the CDBG funding would be recognized for the 

property; $410,000 consisting of previous years’ program funds. He mentioned this was an exciting project 

and indicated HUD was extremely interested in providing housing assistance.   

 

Mayor Petro’s expressed her opinion this was a great program to partner with Have A Heart and other 

contributions from others within the construction and real estate community. She pointed out the difficulty in 

locating vacant parcels of property which could be used for this purpose and expressed appreciation to the 

School District for approaching the City. Mr. Cloward indicated the City had identified a decrease in Down 

Payment Assistant and Home Repair requests which allowed the re-programming of that funding to be used in 

conjunction with the new grant funding.  

 

Councilmember Bloxham expressed appreciation to Mr. Cloward for his efforts and expressed concern that a 

significant portion of funds would be benefitting such a limited few. He requested Mr. Cloward speak to his 

concern of not spreading the breadth across the City.  

 

Mr. Cloward mentioned the City had granted Down Payment Assistance funding in the past for approximately 

12-15 applicants and reported only four or five grant requests had been received for this past year’s 

programming. He continued to explain that due to the current market conditions: price of homes, interest rates, 

and the requirements for accessing the funding, it was just financially not feasible. He indicated the same 

scenario associated with the home repair/rehab grant funding with few submissions. He also mentioned the 

timeliness test associated with HUD grant funding and pointed out the timing was appropriate for purchasing 

the property from the School District. Councilmember Bloxham inquired whether the City had to market the 

program to inform the public of the available funding and Mr. Cloward identified the different avenues used 

to publicize the program and available grant funding.  
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Councilmember Morris asked about other communities offering similar programs with Have A Heart and Mr. 

Cloward responded Clearfield City was the only other City he was aware of partnering with Have A Heart.  

 

Councilmember Smith Edmondson expressed appreciation to Mr. Cloward administering the CDBG Program.  

 

Mayor Petro opened the public hearing at 7:53 p.m.  

 

Mayor Petro called for public comment.  

 

Denene Adams, 1360 East 1450 South, Executive Director from Open Doors, informed the Council of the 

results from The Point In Time count last week and reported over 100 homeless individuals were identified. 

She also indicated 130 homeless people were on a waiting list for the rapid re-housing program. She stated 

demand for food from the Food Bank had increased by 68% at the same time it was experiencing a decrease 

in food donations. She announced the results from a recent inventory which identified approximately 127,000 

pounds of available food and reported the food bank generally operated at 800,000 pounds of food. She 

expressed her opinion the focus should be on assisting people as opposed to ‘programs’ and informed the 

Council a local trailer park consisting of 47 trailers was currently on the market to be sold which could easily 

contribute to more homeless within the community. She mentioned the Circles program had been successful 

with participants. She concluded she had worked with Open Doors for 14 years and had not witnessed so much 

‘need’ within the community.  

 

Mayor Petro requested she speak to Code Blue. Ms. Adams responded this required shelters to increase 

capacity when temperatures decrease below 15 degrees. Since Davis County had no homeless shelter or 

warming center, Open Doors was responsible to provide shelter, usually through hotel vouchers, which was 

extremely expensive. She reported she only had nine available rooms and every Code Blue those were booked. 

She explained the challenges associated with the review process for hotel placement which was a significant 

drain on Staff resources. Mayor Petro mentioned Open Doors had depleted its hotel voucher funding by 

Christmas.  

 

Councilmember Morris requested clarification regarding those individuals identified in the Point in Time count 

and Ms. Adams explained how that was conducted and reported all of these identified individuals were locals 

from Davis County and not from Ogden or Salt Lake City. She identified resources provided at the teen 

resource centers in the high schools, however, those weren’t geared to provide homeless services. Ms. Adams 

reported Layton City had been a great support for Open Doors and stated it also received CDBG funding from 

Davis County and Clearfield City, as well as funding from the State of Utah and private donors. She also 
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informed the Council what could be used as a ‘warming center’.  

 

Timothy Schafermeyer, Layton Youth Court, expressed appreciation for the CDBG funding received by the 

Youth Court. He informed the Council this was the 26th year for the Layton Youth Court program with 25 

youth currently trained to be judges. He reported the Court was halfway through its operating year and had 

received 61 cases thus far; last year the Court received a total of 62 cases and suggested the number of cases 

could easily double. He announced 100% of offenders had completed their cases for the previous two years 

and indicated the majority of those were marijuana possession followed by retail theft. He also mentioned the 

‘Learning to Breath’ class offered in conjunction with Davis Behavioral Health and mentioned those 

participants weren’t just from Layton City.  

 

Councilmember Smith Edmondson expressed appreciation for the Youth Court representation and was thrilled 

to be able to offer these diversion programs. She mentioned the ‘Learning to Breath’ program was made 

available with Communities that Care partnered with the Davis Behavioral Health and Davis Schools and was 

offered in all sixth grade elementary schools. She added this was a tool to provide coping skills to youth and 

was also attended by adults.  

 

ANNEXATION AND REZONE REQUEST – BARNEY ANNEXATION AND REZONE – A 

(AGRICULTURE) TO R-1-10 (SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL) – ORDINANCE 24-04 AND 

ORDINANCE 24-05 – APPROXIMATELY 3041 WEST GENTILE STREET  

 

Chad Wilkinson, Community and Economic Development Director, shared a visual illustration and identified 

the location of the parcel. The applicant, John Barney, was requesting to annex and rezone approximately 

.59 acres of property located at approximately 3041 West Gentile Street from A to R-1-10, anytime a 

property was annexed it was zoned Agriculture. The rezone was consistent with the City’s General Plan. 

The purpose for the annexation and rezone was to accommodate a future single-family development which 

would need to front a future public street. It was anticipated that the property would be combined with 

property owned by the applicant which was currently within the City in order to develop a few single-family 

homes. The southern portion of the property could be developed in conjunction with the recently approved 

Jenkins PRUD (Planned Residential Unit Development). The property was adjacent to the Jenkins PRUD, 

which proposed a public street stub to the western boundary of the proposed annexation area. Property to 

the west and south was recently annexed into the City and zoned R-1-10 PRUD for future single-family 

development. The subject property might gain public street frontage with the PRUD development to the 

west. Development of the subject property cannot occur until the public street frontage exists, per City 

ordinance. Annexing the property met the City's Annexation Plan.  
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The General Plan identified this property and surrounding properties as Low Density Residential with the 

Neighborhood Ag Heritage overlay, which permitted a maximum density of R-1-10. The proposed rezone 

was compatible with the existing uses in the vicinity and consistent with the General Plan. The Planning 

Commission reviewed the proposed rezone during its meeting on Tuesday, January 9, 2024, and 

unanimously recommended approval.  

 

Mayor Petro called for public comment.  

 

There was no public comment.  

 

Councilmember Bloxham inquired whether Council approval would be required if there was a request for this 

parcel to be included with the Jenkins PRUD overlay and Mr. Wilkinson responded the request would be for 

an amendment only for this parcel and confirmed that could be an option.  

 

MOTION: Councilmember Bloxham moved to approve the Annexation and Rezone Request located at 

approximately 3041 West Gentile Street, the Barney property, from A (Agriculture) to R-1-10 (Single Family 

Residential) - as presented, Ordinance 24-04 and Ordinance 24-05. Councilmember Thomas seconded the 

motion. The motion passed with the following vote: Voting AYE – Councilmembers Roberts, Bloxham, 

Morris, Smith Edmondson, and Thomas. Voting NO – None.  

 

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO LAYTON CITY MUNICIPAL CODE, TITLE 19 “ZONING”, 

CHAPTER 19.02 “DEFINITIONS”, 19.05 “GENERAL AND SPECIFIC DEVELOPMENT 

REGULATIONS”, 19.06 “LAND USE REGULATIONS”, AND 19.12 “OFF STREET PARKING” TO 

AMEND REQUIREMENTS AND ADD CLARIFICATION FOR IMPERVIOUS SURFACE 

COVERAGE WITHIN RESIDENTIAL ZONES – ORDINANCE 24-02 

 

Mr. Wilkinson explained the City had received a Zoning Ordinance text amendment petition from Jeremy 

Roberts of RPM Construction, on behalf of a Layton City resident. The applicant had submitted a proposal 

to modify and increase the impervious surface coverage percentage applied to the rear yards in single-family 

residential zones. The City had received an increasing number of requests for pool installations; however, 

many struggle and become frustrated with restrictions on the location of the pool because of Code constraints 

specifically related to maximum impervious area coverage requirements. Impervious surfaces include any 

surface which prevents, delays, hinders, or alters the natural absorption of water into the soil, or that causes 

water to run off the surface in greater quantities or faster than natural conditions. Examples of impervious 
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surfaces include, but are not limited to structures, concrete or asphalt, walkways, decks, patios, driveways, 

parking lots, sports courts, pools, and/or other similar surfaces. Impervious surface coverage was an 

important consideration when developing lots within subdivisions as it determined sizing for stormwater 

systems and provided for open areas to allow for water to naturally drain into the ground.  

 

He explained the proposal included two main purposes: one to standardize and clarify definitions for a rear 

yard and front yard; and to also clarify how much of yard area could be covered with these impervious 

surfaces.  

 

Staff had reviewed the codes and determined the City’s Code might be too restrictive related to the maximum 

amount of impervious surface allowed. He shared a visual illustration and mentioned the City Engineer 

determined the maximum impervious surface which could be permitted in a rear yard. The maximum lot 

coverage allowed and maximum coverage of structures in the rear yard setback in single-family zones would 

not change; however, what counted as a structure, would be clarified. Swimming pools, patios, sports courts, 

etc., would no longer count as a structure when calculating coverage and would amend Chapter 19.06, “Land 

Use Regulations.” Pools, patios, sports courts, etc., would continue to be considered impervious surfaces 

and would count towards the overall maximum lot coverage. The Engineering Department had determined 

the proposed increase in impervious surface area in the rear yard setback would not negatively impact 

existing storm drain systems as the overall lot coverage would not change.  

 

Additionally, there was potential ambiguity when determining in which yard area impervious surfaces were 

attributed, especially when structures overlap setback lines. To address the ambiguity the proposed 

ordinance provided clarification when determining yard areas. The purpose of the amendments was to clarify 

yard definitions found in Chapter 19.02 “Definitions,” with a graphic in Diagram A-2 to illustrate these 

definitions. Clarifying language would also be added to Chapter 19.12, “Off Street Parking,” in reference to 

impervious surface coverage in the front yard in single-family zones.  

 

Impervious surface would be added as a definition, along with clarifications to the definition of hard surface, 

front yard area, corner side yard, and corner side yard area. Additionally, graphics would be added to help 

illustrate definitions.  

 

He shared an illustration which proposed a new table reflecting the new percentages for lot coverages. The 

Planning Commission reviewed this item during its meeting on Tuesday, January 9, 2024 and unanimously 

recommended approval. Staff concurred with the recommendation.  
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Councilmember Smith Edmondson expressed appreciation to Staff for working with a resident which had 

expressed a concern which prompted the change.  

 

Mayor Petro called for public comment.  

 

There were no comments.  

 

MOTION: Councilmember Roberts moved to close the public hearings at 8:19 and approve the Proposed 

Amendments to Layton City Municipal Code, Title 19 “Zoning”, Chapter 19.02 “Definitions”, 19.05 “General 

and Specific Development Regulations”, 19.06 “Land Use Regulations”, and 19.12 “Off Street Parking” add 

clarification for Impervious Surface Coverage within a Residential Development - Ordinance 24-02. 

Councilmember Bloxham seconded the motion. The motion passed with the following vote: Voting AYE – 

Councilmembers Thomas, Smith Edmondson, Morris, Bloxham, and Roberts. Voting NO – None.  

 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS: 

 

There was no unfinished business.  

 

 

The meeting adjourned at 8:20 p.m. 

 

 

________________________________ 

Kimberly S Read, City Recorder 



 

 

  
LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING 

AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 
 
Item Number: 5.A. 
 
Subject:  
Federal Aid Supplement Agreement between Layton City and Utah Department of Transportation for the 
Participation in the Cost for a Pedestrian Safety Project – Resolution 24-11 – Along Gentile Street between 
Approximately 3475 West and 3200 West 
 
Background:  
Resolution 24-11 authorizes the execution of an agreement between Layton City (City) and Utah Department 
of Transportation (UDOT) for a Federal Aid Supplement Agreement outlining the participation in the cost for a 
pedestrian safety project (Project) along Gentile Street as a project that proposes approximately 1,300 feet of 
sidewalk to improve the safety of students, well-being of the citizens of the City, and the general public.   
 
The original agreement for this project was approved by Resolution 23-39 on August 17, 2023. Project costs 
have exceeded the original estimate. UDOT and the City have agreed to participate in the additional costs. The 
new estimated total cost of the improvements are $450,800. UDOT has agreed to participate with an estimated 
amount of $407,550 of the project and the City will participate with an estimated amount of $43,250 minimum. 
The maximum UDOT participation will be $407,550.  
 
Alternatives:  
Alternatives are to: 1) Adopt Resolution 24-11 authorizing the execution of the Cooperative Agreement between 
Layton City and Utah Department of Transportation for the participation in the cost for a pedestrian safety 
project; 2) Adopt Resolution 24-11 with any amendments the Council deems appropriate; or 3) Not Adopt 
Resolution 24-11 and remand to Staff with directions. 
 
Recommendation:  
Staff recommends the Council adopt Resolution 24-11, authorizing the Mayor or City Manager to execute the 
Cooperative Agreement between Layton City and Utah Department of Transportation for the participation in 
the cost for a pedestrian safety project. 
 
 
 













 

 

  
LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING 

AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 
 
Item Number: 5.B. 
 
Subject:  
Accept a Proposal for an Agreement Between Layton City and Hogan & Associates Construction for 
Construction Management/General Contractor Services for a New 9-1-1 Emergency Communications Center 
and Emergency Operations Center – Resolution 24-10 
 
Background:  
Layton City has had ongoing discussions with Davis County and other city administrators, police chiefs, and 
fire chiefs since early 2021 about the countywide provision of dispatch services. It was determined that the best 
system design was two dispatch centers, one in Bountiful, and one serving the north end of the County.  Upon 
further discussion in the ensuing months, Layton was selected as the agency to provide dispatch services for the 
agencies located in the northern part of the County.  To accommodate this need, plans were developed for a new 
building.  The new building includes a 9-1-1 Emergency Communications Center (ECC) capable of serving 
multiple agencies, a larger, dual-purpose Emergency Operations Center (EOC)/training room, and evidence 
storage capable of meeting the City’s needs for many years to come. 
 
A Request for Proposal (RFP) for construction management / general contractor services for the new building 
was issued 6 February 2024 with responses required by 5 March 2024.  Included in the RFP was a scope of 
work including pre-construction services, cost estimates, schedule, fees, and management approach. The RFP 
was advertised on the City’s website, the Utah Public Notice website, and Utah’s “U3P” public procurement 
website, and QuestCDN, in accordance with City practice.  Six companies submitted proposals.   
 
The proposals were evaluated by eight City employees using a predetermined, weighted scoring criteria. 
Galloway, our contracted architectural and engineering firm, assisted in the selection process through their 
experiences with the candidate firms. The technical proposal was evaluated in five categories with the following 
point values: Overall Qualifications (10), Project Team (15), Relevant Construction Experience (15), 
Management Plan (30), and Schedule and References (25).  A separate, sealed fee proposal was evaluated at a 
5 point value.  Based on the predetermined criteria, three companies were selected to participate in a follow-up 
interview on 13 March 2024.  Hogan & Associates Construction received the highest overall rating and was 
recommended by the selection team.   
 
Alternatives:  
Alternatives are to: 1) Adopt Resolution 24-10 accepting the proposal for an agreement between Layton City 
and Hogan & Associates Construction for construction management / general contractor services for a new 9-
1-1 Emergency Communications Center and Emergency Operations Center conditionally approving the 
selection team’s recommendation, subject to successful negotiation of an agreement acceptable to the City, 
authorizing the City Manager to conduct said negotiations, and execute an agreement between Layton City and 
Hogan & Associates Construction for construction management / general contractor services for the new 
building; 2) Adopt Resolution 24-10 with any amendments the Council deems appropriate; or 3) Not adopt 
Resolution 24-10 and remand to Staff with directions. 
 
Recommendation:  
Staff recommends the Council adopt Resolution 24-10 accepting the proposal for an agreement between Layton 
City and Hogan & Associates Construction for construction management / general contractor services for a new 
9-1-1 Emergency Communications Center and Emergency Operations Center, authorizing the City Manager to 
conduct negotiations and execute an agreement between Layton City and Hogan & Associates for construction 
management / general contractor services for the new 9-1-1 Emergency Communications Center and Emergency 
Operations Center. 
 
 
 







 

 

  
LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING 

AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 
 
Item Number: 5.C. 
 
Subject:  
Annexation Request – Layton City Economic Development Project Plan Area (EDA) Properties Annexation – 
Acceptance and Certification of the Petition – Resolution 24-02 and Resolution 24-06 – Approximately 3925 
North Fairfield Road and 3945 North Fairfield Road 
 
Background:  
The proposal is to annex 24.3 acres located at approximately 3925 North Fairfield Road and 3945 North Fairfield 
Road. The petitioner is Layton City Corporation. 
 
On January 16, 2024, Layton City purchased property within the EDA from Wasatch Waste Management. The 
property is currently located in Davis County adjacent to the Layton municipal boundary. The City was provided 
an option to purchase the property when Fairfield Road was constructed and in November 2023, the City 
initiated the process to execute that agreement. The purpose of the option agreement was to provide the City 
with control over the development of the property for the following reasons; 1) to secure the future alignment 
and construction of the extension of Fairfield Road and appurtenant utilities; 2) to preserve and guide 
development of the property for a manufacturing use that would support Hill Air Force Base and its operations 
or a similar Department of Defense mission; 3) to provide family sustaining career opportunities in Layton; and 
4) to achieve the objectives of the Development Plan, generally, which has been determined is in the vital and 
best interests of the City, and in the best interest of the health, safety, morals and welfare of City residents. 
Should the Council adopt the attached Resolutions, Staff will initiate the necessary annexation procedures 
outlined by State Law. 
 
Alternatives:  
Alternatives are to: 1) Adopt Resolutions 24-02 and 24-06 accepting and certifying the petition for annexation 
and directing Staff to initiate the necessary annexation procedures; or 2) Not adopt Resolutions 24-02 and 24-
06 denying the petition for annexation. 
 
Recommendation:  
Staff recommends the Council adopt Resolutions 24-02 and 24-06 accepting and certifying the petition for 
annexation and directing Staff to initiate the necessary annexation procedures. 
 
 
 















 

 

  
LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING 

AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 
 
Item Number: 5.D. 
 
Subject:  
Final Plat – Adams Oak Hills Subdivision – 2201 East 350 North 
 
Background:  
The applicant, Luke Martineau, representing J. Fisher Companies, is requesting final plat approval for the 
Adams Oak Hills Subdivision. The proposed subdivision is adjacent to similar single-family uses to the east and 
north. Vacant agricultural zoned property is to the west, which slopes down into the hollow. To the south is Oak 
Hills Drive, which is owned by the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT).  
 
The proposed subdivision is within a Sensitive Lands area of the City, which requires geotechnical and 
geological hazard studies to be done on the property. The applicant has submitted the required reports which 
include mitigation measures for construction on the property. These reports have been reviewed and proposed 
mitigations accepted by Staff and approved by the Commission and Council as part of the preliminary plat 
approval for the subdivision. The plat consists of two single-family lots that will back or side onto Oak Hills 
Drive. Both lots meet the frontage and area requirements of the A (Agriculture) zone. 
 
Alternatives:  
Alternatives are to: 1) Grant final plat approval to Adams Oak Hills Subdivision subject to meeting all Staff 
requirements as outlined in Staff memorandums; or 2) Deny the proposed final plat to Adams Oak Hills 
Subdivision. 
 
Recommendation:  
On January 4, 2024, the Planning Commission unanimously recommended the Council grant final plat approval 
to Adams Oak Hills Subdivision subject to meeting all City requirements as outlined in Staff memorandums.  
 
Staff supports the recommendation of the Planning Commission. 
 
 
 



 
COMMUNITY AND ECONOMIC  
DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT  

PLANNING DIVISION 
 

 

STAFF REPORT 

To: City Council  

From: Kem Weaver, Planner II _____________________ 

Date: March 21, 2024 

Re: Adams Oak Hills Subdivision – Final Plat 

 
Location:    2201 East 350 North 
 
 
Zoning:   A (Agriculture) 
  
 
Description:  
The applicant, Luke Martineau, representing J Fisher Companies, is requesting final plat 
approval for the Adams Oak Hills Subdivision. The proposed subdivision is adjacent to similar 
single-family uses to the east and north. Vacant agricultural zoned property is to the west, 
which slopes down into the adjacent hollow. To the south is Oak Hills Drive, which is owned 
by the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT). 
 
Background:   
Ordinance 18.01.070 designates the Council as the land use authority for a final plat within 
Sensitive Land areas. The proposed two-lot subdivision does not meet the requirements of 
the Small Subdivision ordinance due to the proposed cul-de-sac in the subdivision being 
dedicated to the City, which does require a final plat review. The Sensitive Lands ordinance 
requires an approval from the Council for a final plat. 

The proposed two-lot subdivision is within a Sensitive Lands area of the City, which requires 
geotechnical and geological hazard studies to be done on the property. The submitted 
reports require a mitigation measure for a home to be built on each lot. The mitigations are 
for slope stability and are necessary to achieve a factor of safety so that the homes will not 
slide during a seismic event.  

 
The mitigation is to either create a 12-inch thick concrete mat slab as the basement slab or 
apply a 12-inch cement treatment base underneath the concrete basement slab, these areas 
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are shown as hatched areas on the preliminary plat. Depending on the size of the future 
home for each lot, there is a possibility that the home could be placed outside these hatched 
areas and not have to construct a mat slab or apply a cement treatment base but still be 
located in the buildable area.   

 
The final plat consists of two single-family lots within the A (Agriculture) zone, which requires 
each lot to be a minimum one acre. Due to the geological restraints of the property, 
proposed Lot 2 is 4.5 acres and Lot 1 is smaller with 1.34 acres. The applicant was proposing 
a much denser subdivision under the R-1-10 (Single Family Residential) zone, but the 
geotechnical and geological constraints and mitigations caused the property to be reduced 
to two lots.  The two lots will be accessed by extending 350 North to the west and 
terminating in a cul-de-sac to meet the Fire Department turnaround requirements. 

 
The preliminary plat contained a landscape buffer easement and landscape plan, the final 
plat does not include this same easement or a corresponding landscaping plan because it is 
not required by ordinance. A landscape buffer is only required along arterial and collector 
streets in single-family residential zones. This proposed subdivision is in an A zone, which 
does not require landscaping along Oak Hills Drive.  
 

    Recommendation: 
On February 27, 2024, the Planning Commission voted unanimously to recommend the 
Council approve the final plat for Adams Oak Hills Subdivision subject to meeting all City 
requirements.  
 
Staff supports the recommendation of the Planning Commission. 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO: Brock Loomis; brock@jfisherco.com 
 Luke Martineau; luke@jfisherco.com 
 Cam Preston; spreston@ensignutah.com 
 
CC: CED/Fire Marshal/Legal 
 
FROM: Shannon Hansen, Assistant City Engineer - Development 
 
DATE: February 15, 2024 
 
SUBJECT:    Adams Oak Hills Subdivision 
 Final Plans – 2nd Submittal 2nd  Cycle 
 2201 West 350 North 
 
I have reviewed the dedication plat, title report, and construction plans submitted on February 7, 2024 
for the Adams Oak Hills subdivision located at approximately 2201 West 350 North.  The plan has been 
stamped “Approved as Corrected.”  The following comments and corrections will need to be addressed 
prior to scheduling a preconstruction meeting.  Municipal Code (MC) and Development Guideline and 
Design Standard (DG) references provided in parenthesis.  Items that have been addressed have 
strikethrough and new comments based on changes to the drawings are in red. 
 
General Notes –  

1. Water Exaction –  The water exaction amount for a 1” meter is 2-acre foot for a total of 4-acre 
feet for the two meters.  Water shares from Kays Creek Irrigation, Holmes Creek Irrigation, or 
DWCCC will need to be submitted prior to scheduling a preconstruction meeting.   (MC 19.23.010). 

2. Street Lights – Street light location is anticipated to be located as indicated on the drawing.  The 
developer will be required to pay for the lights and installation.  The lights will be purchased by 
the City and the installation will be done by the City’s contractor.  The cost estimate for the light 
is $7,253.00.  The developer will be responsible to install any transformers that may be needed 
for the lights. (MC 18.50.075 and DG 10.02) 

3. The development will need to comply with Low Impact Development requirements in Section 6 
of the City Guidelines and Design Standards including the submittal of a Storm Water Quality 
Report.  Future submittals will not be reviewed without this document.  

4. Bonding – A cost estimate from a contractor will need to be submitted for review.  The cost 
estimate will be used to determine the bonding amount.  Bonding or a letter in lieu will need to 
be signed for all on-site infrastructure. Bonding will need to be in place for the work within Oak 
Hills. Dena Hyatt in the Engineering office (801-336-3700) will need to be contacted for bonding 
requirements. 

Attention Engineers & Developers:  Please do not resubmit 
plans until you have received comments from Layton City Fire 
Department, Parks Department, Engineering Division and 
Planning Division.  You may expect to receive comments within 
15 business days of a preliminary submittal and within 20 
business days of a final submittal.  Thank you. 
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5. A permit from Phillips 66 for the laterals to be installed through the gas line easement will need 
to be submitted for final approval.  Any requirements of the gas companies will need to be 
addressed on the final plans. 

6. An encroachment permit from UDOT for all work within the Oak Hills right of way will need to 
be submitted for final approval. 

7. Legal descriptions for the Public Storm Drain Easement and the Private Sewer Easement will need 
to be submitted for review.  Once approved, The legal descriptions for the Public Storm Drain 
easement and Private Sewer Easement have been approved and the private easement can be 
recorded.  The storm drain easement legal description will need to be attached as Exhibit A to 
the City’s easement form (previously provided).  The original, signed and notarized document 
will need to be submitted to the City for City signatures for recording at the County prior to 
scheduling a preconstruction meeting. 

8. A Notice of Intent (NOI) from the State of Utah, Department of Environmental Quality, Division 
of Water Quality will need to be submitted before scheduling a preconstruction meeting.   

9. A SWPPP permit that meets State requirements will need to be submitted for review by 
Engineering.  The permit will need to be submitted in PDF format.  The erosion control plan 
review cannot be completed until the permit has been submitted. 

10. Upon approval from all City Departments, the stamped and signed complete sets of drawings in 
PDF form will need to be submitted for a preconstruction meeting.  The plans will need to 
address the comments in the most recent Engineering memo as well as all comments from 
other City departments and utility companies.   

11. An approval letter from Weber Basin for the secondary water design will need to be submitted 
before scheduling a preconstruction meeting. 

 
Holly Energy Permit 

1. The legal description in the permit is incorrect.  The description should be from the Center Quarter 
Corner rather than from the West Quarter Corner of Section 23. 

 
Dedication Plat 

1. Sheet 1 – The 4th call after POB is included twice in the Boundary Description. 
2. Sheet 1 – General Note 3 – The rear PU&DE can be reduced to 5 feet.  (DG 9.02.A.12.a) 
3. Sheet 2 – The lengths and bearings provided to establish the area of slope failure on Lot 2 are to 

the buildable area rather than the slope failure area.  This has not been addressed. The length 
along the east boundary of this area is incorrect at 93.45 feet. This line measures approximately 
177.63 feet.  The length along the northwestern boundary of this area is incorrect at 350.51 feet.  
This line measures approximately 132.92 feet.   

4. The private sanitary sewer easement will need to be expanded to cover the existing sewer lateral 
from the Deniece Adams parcel 11-021-0062. 

5. Sheet 3 – Sanitary Sewer Easement – The curve between L7 and L8 along 2250 North will need 
to be labeled. 

6. The Holly Energy Gas Easement is dimensioned at 105 feet in the drawings and 100 feet in the 
title of the detail on sheet 4.  The legal description in the permit is for a width of 100 feet.  The 
lengths in the detail have not been changed to reflect a 105-foot wide easement.  The easement 
has a failure to close of 1.10 feet. 

7. The lengths and bearings for the eastern and western line of the Phillips 66 Gas Easement will 
need to be added to the detail on Sheet 4.  

8. The dedication plat will need to include the following note and developer shall prepare a notice 
to be recorded against every lot.  
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“Notice to all Lot Owners – The developer has received a waiver on this subdivision to eliminate 
the land drain system and footing/foundation drain requirements of Section 18.40.020 of the 
Layton City Municipal Code.  A copy of the geotechnical report is available for review with the 
Layton City Engineering or Community Economic Development Departments. 

9. The PC elevations added to the lot corners will be too small to read when printed to scale.  The 
text size will need to be increased. 

10. The curve information for C3 and C4 has changed from the previous submittal.  With this change, 
the lots have a failure to close of 0.89 feet.  This will need to be reduced to be 0.015 feet. (DG 
9.02.B.1.c) 

11. With the removal of the landscape easement, Note 14 can be removed from sheet 1. 
12. The hatching for the Holly Energy Gas Easement has been removed from within the boundary in 

the easement legend on all sheets. 
13. The hatching for the Phillips 66 Gas Easement in the easement legend is different from the 

hatching seen on the plat on sheet 2. 
 

         
 
Construction Plans 
 
C-100 – Site Plan 

1. The boundary is located from the Center Quarter Corner rather than the West Quarter Corner as 
indicated in the Property Description. 

2. General Note 3 – The rear PU&DE can be reduced to 5 feet.  (DG 9.02.A.12.a) 
3. Typically, the Section information and bearings are capitalized in a property description. That is 

not the case for the qualifying information for the basis of bearing.  
4. Key Note 3 is conflicting with instructions to install the street light as well as for the street light 

to be installed by the City’s contractor. 
1. The leader notes for the area of slope failure on both lots refer to Note 11.  The General Notes 

have changed and Note 11 now references the landscaping requirements.  The leader notes 
should refer to General Note 12. 

  
C-200 – Grading and Drainage Plan 

1. The storm drain line shall be installed within steel casing from ROW to Box.  (DG 6.06.E.4)  Storm 
drain pipe within casing shall be manufactured locking joint, internal or external restraint, or 
manufactured bell restraint pipe. (DG 6.10.I.5)  General Note 14 indicates the casing to be locking 
rather than the pipe. 
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2. It is recommended that the pipe be design to avoid a box on the lot which requires a drivable 
surface.  Storm drain lines that are approved for side lot or rear lot installation shall provide for 
vehicular access to all cleanouts or manholes. Vehicular access shall have a maximum slope of 
10% and a minimum 10-foot-wide drivable surface capable of handling 65,000 lbs. (DG 6.06.E.3) 

3. “See Note 14” will need to be added to the leader note for the storm drain pipe between SDCO 
#320 and SDCO on Exist LD Line #102. 

4. Notes to plug and block the existing land drain line into SDCO #4 will need to be added.  
5. The storm drain line will not be able to connect to the existing box as shown.  The flow line of 

the 15-inch matches the top of the inside of the existing 24-inch pipe into Exist. SDCO #4.  Also, 
the box will be destroyed with a connection to the corner of the box.  It is recommended that a 
new box be added to the 24-inch storm drain between SDCB #3 and SDCO #4. 

6. There is a note of “Area not to be disturbed” on Lot 2.  Will this be limited to the construction of 
the improvements or is this a long term constraint on the lot which will require that notes be 
added to the dedication plat? 

 
C-300 – Utility Plan 

1. The standard drawing for the 1” meter is ST-WL-01 rather than ST-WL-10 as indicated in the 
leader notes for the meters. 

2. The minimum slope of a 4-inch sewer lateral can be reduced to 1.0%. (DG 5.08.B.4) 
 
C-400 – Details 

1. The Standard Trail Section should have 2 feet of road base on both sides of the trail. 
 
Storm Water Quality Report 

1. The watershed information will need to be updated to list the receiving water as Holmes Creek, 
which is impaired with no approved TDML for pH, Copper, E. Coli. 

2. This report states that retention is prohibited on-site due to the drinking water protection zone.  
This site is within a Zone 4 water source protection area.  Infiltration BMPs are allowed in Zones 
3 and 4 water source protection zone areas. (DG 6.14.D.3) 

3. Bioretention and infiltration will not be feasible on-site for soils that are part of the Hydrologic 
Soil Group C or D. 

4. The final SWQR will need to the signed and stamped by a Professional Engineer. 



 

 

 
  • Fire Department • 

   Ci                        Mayor  •  Joy Petro                            Kevin Ward  •  Fire Chief      
                          City Manager  •  Alex R. Jensen                   Telephone: (801) 336-3940    
  Fd         Asst. City Manager  •  Steve Garside                 Fax: (801) 546-0901 

 

 

                                       

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

M E M O R A N D U M 

 
TO: Community Development  
 

FROM: Gavin Moffat, Deputy Fire Marshal   
 
RE:  Adams Oak Hills Subdivision  
 
CC: 1) Engineering   
                2) Cam Preston, cpreston@ensignutah.com  
                3) Brock Loomis, brock@jfisherco.com  
                4) Luke Martineau, luke@jfisherco.com  
                 
 
DATE:    January 30, 2024 
 
I have reviewed the plat submitted on January 18, 2024 for the above referenced 
project.  The Fire Prevention Division of this department has the following 
comments/concerns. 
 
 

1. The minimum fire flow requirement is 1,000 gallons per minute for 60 
consecutive minutes for residential one and two family dwellings. Fire flow 
requirements may be increased to a maximum of 2,000 gallons per minute for 
residential one and two family dwellings with a building footprint equal to or 
greater than 3,600 square feet, or for buildings other than one and two family 
dwellings.  Per the Layton City Engineering Water Model, the anticipated fire 
flow is 2,400 gallons per minute at 55 PSI.  

Attention Engineers & Developers:  Please do not resubmit plans until you 

have received comments from Layton City Fire Department, Parks 

Department, Engineering Division and Planning Division.  You may 

expect to receive comments within 7-10 business days of a submittal and 

within 7 business days of a resubmittal.  Thank you. 

 

mailto:cpreston@ensignutah.com
mailto:brock@jfisherco.com
mailto:luke@jfisherco.com
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These plans have been reviewed for Fire Department requirements only.  Other 
departments must review these plans and will have their requirements.  This review by 
the Fire Department must not be construed as final approval from Layton City. 
 
 
CF\#1 subdivision site plan:sh 
Plan #S24-004 District #33 
Project Tracker #LAY2308293293  
ERS #12766

 

  



-                                                                                   

 

  

To:  Brock Loomis, Luke Martineau, Cam Preston 

CC:  Community Development, Fire, & Engineering  

From:  JoEllen Grandy, City Landscape Architect – Parks & Recreation 

Date:  February 9, 2024  

Re:  Adams Oak Hills Subdivision, Final Approval – 2215 E. 350 N. 

Review: 2nd Cycle, 2nd Review 

Adams Oak Hills Subdivision, located at 2215 East 350 North, lies within the future neighborhood park service area of 
Boynton Park.  
 

The Parks & Recreation Department has reviewed the plans transmitted on February 7th and has no other comments or 

concerns regarding Adams Oak Hills Subdivision.  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Attention Engineers & Developers:  Please do not resubmit plans until you have received comments from Layton City 
Fire Department, Parks Department, Engineering Division and Planning Division.  You may expect to receive 
comments within 7-10 business days of a submittal and within 7 business days of a resubmittal.  Thank you.  

 

Parks & Recreation Department     465 N. Wasatch Dr.     Layton, Utah 84041     (801) 336-3900     FAX: (801)336-3909 

 

 Parks & Recreation Department      
JoEllen Grandy  City Landscape Architect 

Telephone: 801.336.3926 
Email: jgrandy@laytoncity.org 
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LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING 

AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 
 
Item Number: 6.A. 
 
Subject:  
Gordon Avenue and Highway 89 Town Center Master Plan, Amending and Updating the General Plan – 
Ordinance 24-06  
 
Background:  
The Layton General Plan was adopted in September of 2019 after a 5-year public process involving substantial 
input from residents. One of the key components of the General Plan was the creation of town and urban centers, 
versus a standard commercial center. A Town Center is a walkable designed oriented mixed-use center that 
integrates a variety of land uses, such as residential, commercial, and recreational, in a compact environment. 
Within a Town Center, buildings are brought closer to the street with shops and services on the ground floor 
and residential units and/or offices above. Town Centers create vibrant communities where people can live, 
work, and play in close proximity. On the other hand, a standard commercial center is typically designed 
primarily for automobile access, with little emphasis on the pedestrian or a mix of uses and often consist of 
standalone retail stores surrounded by parking.  
 
The General Plan has identified six Town Centers distributed throughout Layton. Town Centers are the local 
centers for everyday life that provide convenience access to goods and services with diverse housing options, 
shopping, and jobs that are closer to where people live. As housing costs continue to rise and demand for more 
compact housing increases, Town Centers provide variety and a sense of community. The development focuses 
on creating a viable mix of commercial, office, and residential uses. While the Gordon Avenue and Highway 
89 Town Center is surrounded by development, it has yet to be developed. The City has a rare opportunity to 
plan a Town Center to match the needs of the surrounding community. 
 
The Town Center area contains approximately 44 acres, all of which are owned by the Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT). UDOT has used the site as a staging area for the Highway 89 construction project over 
the past several years. This project included creating an off-ramp to Gordon Avenue, which previously did not 
have a connection to Highway 89. It is expected that UDOT will sell the property and in anticipation, the City 
has been working with a team of consultants that includes Psomas, LRB Public Finance Advisors, and Wall 
Consultant Group (WCG) to help put together a market study and traffic impact study (TIS) to better understand 
the land use issues, market demand, and traffic impacts.  
 
In July of 2023, the City held an open house at Fire Station 54, to receive public comment on how the Town 
Center should be developed. The City used a preference survey to help collect feedback on the development of 
the Center. In addition, the City mailed out an online preference survey to every home within 1,500 feet of the 
Town Center. It is estimated that over 300 residents attended the open house, with over 4,400 aggregated 
responses received during the event and 229 individuals participating in the online survey. Based on the in-
person and online preference survey the most selected land uses for the Town Center included: mixed-use 
development, multi-use paths, pedestrian bridge/tunnel across Gordon Avenue, restaurants, grocery store, gas 
station, retail space, green space, day-lighted stream, outdoor seating, and plaza space.  
 
Under the framework of the existing General Plan designation of a Town Center, Staff has worked with the 
project consultants to compile the feedback received from the community, the market study, and traffic impact 
study. The information was then used to create a Town Center Plan that can be adopted as an addendum to the 
General Plan and provide more specific direction on how the area can develop. The Plan was presented to the 
public for review during the November 14, 2023 Planning Commission meeting.  During the public comment, 
residents expressed concern regarding the proposed density. In particular, residents of the neighborhood 
expressed concern over the two and three unit attached dwellings proposed abutting existing single-family 
homes on the west boundary of the town center. Residents also expressed concern over the proposed height of 
one of the mixed-used buildings, which was shown in the plan with a maximum of 4-stories. The updated plan 
includes replacing the two and three unit dwellings that border homes fronting onto 2575 East with single-family 
lots and decreasing the 4-story mixed-use building to a maximum of 3-stories. Additional questions and topics 



 

 

were raised during the public meeting, which Staff will address during this public hearing. 
 
As a part of the Town Center Plan an assessment was conducted on the City’s existing zones that could be used 
within a Town Center. It was identified that the current municipal code provides for a variety of zones that allow 
for various residential densities and commercial uses. However, the majority of both residential and commercial 
zones have minimum design standards, and require large setbacks, making it difficult to establish a cohesive 
pedestrian-friendly development.  
 
To create a cohesive Town Center, the Town Center Plan recommends the City create an overlay zone that 
would regulate building design, height, densities, and setback standards. The overlay zone will allow for 
creativity in the development and highlight the unique natural characteristics of the site and surrounding area. 
The overlay zone will also focus on providing safe pedestrian connections through the development and to 
surrounding outdoor amenities. The appendices of the proposed Town Center Plan include design guidelines 
and recommendations the City can use for a basis in creating a new overlay zone.  
 
Alternatives:  
Alternatives are to: 1) Adopt Ordinance 24-06 approving the Gordon Avenue and Highway 89 Town Center 
Master Plan and updating and amending the General Plan; or 2) Adopt Ordinance 24-06 approving the Gordon 
Avenue and Highway 89 Town Center Master Plan with modifications; or 3) Not adopt Ordinance 24-06, 
denying the Town Center Master Plan and not updating and amending the General Plan. 
 
Recommendation:  
On January 20, 2024, the Planning Commission voted unanimously to forward a positive recommendation to 
the City Council to approve the Gordon Avenue and Highway 89 Town Center Master Plan, updating and 
amending the General Plan.  
 
Staff supports the Planning Commission’s recommendation.  
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Acceptance & 
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Market Study: 
Neighborhood Scale Retail



Community & Economic Development Department

In Person & Online Survey Results
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Town Center Concept Plan

Pedestrian 
Underpass

Grocer

Gas Station
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Residential Design Example
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Commercial Design Example
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