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

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

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

Date: ___________________________________________     By: ____________________________________________________
                                                                                                                 Thieda Wellman, City Recorder

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

REGULAR MEETING AGENDA OF THE
CITY COUNCIL OF LAYTON, UTAH

PUBLIC NOTICE is hereby given that the City Council of Layton, Utah, will hold a regular public meeting in the Council Chambers 
in the City Center Building, 437 North Wasatch Drive, Layton, Utah, commencing at 7:00 PM on April 2, 2015.
AGENDA ITEMS:

 1. CALL TO ORDER, PLEDGE, OPENING CEREMONY, RECOGNITION, APPROVAL OF MINUTES:
  A. Minutes of Layton City Council Work Meeting - February 19, 2015
  B. Minutes of Layton City Council Meeting - February 19, 2015
  C. Minutes of Layton City Council Budget Work Meeting - March 3, 2015
  D. Minutes of Layton City Council Work Meeting - March 5, 2015
  E. Minutes of Layton City Council Meeting - March 5, 2015
 2. MUNICIPAL EVENT ANNOUNCEMENTS:
 3. CITIZEN COMMENTS:
 4. VERBAL PETITIONS AND PRESENTATIONS:
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. Agreement with Davis County for Conducting the 2015 Municipal Election under the Oversight of the City Recorder - 
Resolution 15-21

  B. 2006 Revenue Bond Refunding Parameters Resolution - Resolution 15-22
  C. 2015 Revised Development Guidelines and Design Standards – Resolution 15-09

  D. Bid Award - CraCar Construction Company - Project 14-03 - Talbot Drive Reconstruction - Resolution 15-20 - Talbot 
Drive from Approximately Gentile Street to Lindsay Street, with Extensions for Talbot Circle and Goddard Circle (100 North)

  E. Request for Proposal (RFP) Award – C&L Water Solutions, Inc. – Project 14-43 – 2015 Sanitary Sewer Lining – 
Resolution 15-19 – Two Locations: 2600 East and 200 North and Snoqualmie Circle (Approximately 3300 East 2250 North)

  F. Final Plat – Greyhawk Townhomes North PRUD – Approximately 3260 North 1700 East
  G. Holmes Business Park Plat Amendment and Condominium Plat – 952 South Main Street
6. PUBLIC HEARINGS:

  A. Annexation Request – Layton City (Greyhawk Park) – Ordinance 15-10 – Approximately 3500 North Redtail Way (2100 
East)

  B. Development Agreement and Rezone Request – Widner-Bastian – R-1-6 (Single-Family Residential) to R-2 (Single and 
Two-Family Residential) – Resolution 15-18 and Ordinance 15-05 – Approximately 950 North Rainbow Drive

  C. Development Agreement, Annexation and Rezone Request – Morgan-Bone-Allred – A (Agriculture) to R-S (Residential-
Suburban) – Resolution 15-15, Ordinances 15-11 and 15-09 – Approximately 200 South 3200 West

  D. Rezone Request – Bone-Destination Homes – A (Agriculture) to R-S (Residential-Suburban) – Ordinance 15-08 – 
Approximately 100 and 202 South 3200 West

 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  FEBRUARY 19, 2015; 5:33 P.M. 
 

MAYOR AND COUNCILMEMBERS 

PRESENT:     MAYOR BOB STEVENSON, JOYCE BROWN, 

TOM DAY, JORY FRANCIS, SCOTT FREITAG 

AND JOY PETRO 

 

 

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

PETER MATSON, JAMES (WOODY) WOODRUFF, 

STEPHEN JACKSON, PAUL APPLONIE, WES 

ADAMS, SCOTT CARTER 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: 

 

DISCUSSION OF ELECTION OPTIONS 

 

Thieda Wellman, City Recorder, presented information to the Mayor and Council relative to the 

upcoming election and the options of conducting the election on electronic voting machines or all by 

mail. Thieda reviewed voter turnout information over the past few years and indicated that the County 

experienced a substantial increase in voter turnout this past election with a by mail election. She said 

everyone that did by mail elections experienced substantially higher voter turnout. Thieda indicated that 

the cost for the 2013 election, which was conducted on machines, was $45,000. She said the estimated 

cost of the 2015 election on machines was $48,000; a by mail election would be about $85,000, which 

was a 75% increase in cost. Thieda said the reason for the increase was that ballots had to be mailed to all 

active voters and there were return postage costs; Layton had approximately 28,000 active voters. She 

mentioned a bill being considered this legislative session that would not require return postage, which 

would save about $10,000.  

 

Thieda gave Council a copy of a survey conducted by the County with fairly positive feedback about by 

mail voting. She explained the County’s hybrid election process for the 2014 election.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said he thought the School District would be putting a bonding question on the ballot. 
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He asked if the School District would be paying for part of the election costs if they were included on the 

City’s ballot. 

 

Thieda said yes; that would reduce the City’s costs.  

 

Councilmember Petro asked what percentage they would have to pay. 

 

Thieda said it would be approximately 50%.  

 

Mayor Stevenson suggested that the School District be contacted to verify if they were putting something 

on the ballot. 

 

Thieda indicated that she had not heard anything about it.  

 

Council and Staff discussed some of the questions in the County survey. 

 

Thieda said the County would be conducting the 2016 presidential election by mail. She said the State 

was headed toward by mail voting. Thieda explained the condition of the voting equipment and the cost to 

replace it.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said there was also a possibility of a RAMP tax initiative on the ballot and something 

tied to fiber optics, which would impact voter turnout. 

 

Thieda said the more issues there were on a ballot the higher the turnout would be.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said with by mail voting, the ballots were mailed out early. He said it was hard to know 

when and how to campaign.  

 

Councilmember Day asked who would make the decision on how the election would be administered. 

 

Thieda said it was the decision of the Mayor and Council. She said the County needed to know by April 

1st which way the City would be going.  
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MAYOR’S REPORT 

 

Mayor Stevenson asked if the Council had any concerns with the continued study of a RAMP tax, and 

moving forward with getting it on the ballot this fall.  

 

Councilmember Day asked for an outline to proceed that way. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said they were currently working on timing for getting it on the ballot, and they would 

be meeting with concerned groups to get input. He said everything would be brought together before 

making a decision to put it on the ballot. 

 

Councilmember Brown said one decision would be how it would be administered. She said with it being 

on the ballot, citizens would be making the decision to impose the tax. 

 

Councilmember Petro said the more she learned the more she felt that it would definitely be an advantage 

for the citizens.  

 

Councilmember Freitag said he hadn’t thought much about it. He said he didn’t have an opinion. 

 

Councilmember Brown asked if all of the information would be brought back to the Council for a 

decision to put it on the ballot. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said yes. 

 

Councilmember Day said he felt that it was worth pursuing to that point.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said Layton was one of very few cities in the County that didn’t have a RAMP type tax. 

He said Clearfield and Farmington passed it last year; Centerville, West Bountiful, Bountiful and North 

Salt Lake all had implemented the tax. Mayor Stevenson said it would be 1/10 of 1%; for every $10 spent 

it would generate one cent, and it wasn’t included on food.  

 

Councilmember Freitag asked when the recreation survey was going to be completed. 

 

Councilmember Brown said it was already done. 
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Councilmember Freitag said he meant the long range park plan. 

 

Alex Jensen, City Manager, said he didn’t know what the schedule was, but he would get the information 

back to the Council.  

 

Councilmember Freitag said that would also involve a lot of public input.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said the RAMP tax would only be used for special projects. He said it wouldn’t do 

away with the parks budget. Mayor Stevenson said the tax would be in effect for only 10 years, and then 

it would need to be voted on again. He said normal budgets would go on as before; the funding from this 

tax would be used for specific things such as a recreation center or trails. Mayor Stevenson said a 

committee would be established to determine where the funds would be spent each year. 

 

Councilmember Francis asked if the Council would ultimately decide on those projects. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said the committee would make recommendations to the Council.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said unless someone had major concerns, they would continue to push forward with the 

RAMP tax.  

 

Consensus was to move forward.  

 

DISCUSSION ON MASTER TRANSPORTATION PLAN 

 

James “Woody” Woodruff, City Engineer, provided information about the status on the Master 

Transportation Plan. He said things had been in a holding pattern waiting to hold the public meeting. 

Woody said the public meeting was the next step in the process, followed by the impact fee calculations. 

He said in previous meetings Council and Staff had discussed highlighting the area of 2200 and 2700 

West where there were questions about the interchange location and indicating that an interchange would 

be located in this general location, and move forward with the study. Woody said the Master 

Transportation Plan could be modified internally each year and updated as needed. He said Staff would 

like to move forward and set a date for the public meeting.  

 

Mayor Stevenson asked, based on the West Davis Corridor being constructed, was it feasible to move 
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forward and not set the location of the interchange until a later date. 

 

Woody said the exact location of the interchange could not be identified, but indicated that a future 

interchange would be located on the West Davis Corridor in the general area. He said that assumption 

would be included in the impact fees; a lot of the interchange would be built by UDOT and would not 

affect impact fees. Woody said the City could go out 6 years and put the impact fees together; some of the 

roads might be included in the fee schedule. He said the City didn’t want to make that decision in advance 

of knowing when the record of decision would be made; it could be a few months or a couple of years. 

Woody said if the City didn’t proceed with action on the current Plan, another consultant would probably 

have to be hired at another time. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said Staff would basically get this back in front of the public and move forward. 

 

Councilmember Petro asked if information would be presented on both locations. 

 

Woody said that would be up to the Council on how they would like to show the interchange possibilities. 

 

Councilmember Brown said if both options were shown, she felt that the cost of both options and the 

number of homes that would be impacted should also be shared.  

 

Councilmember Day said he felt that the public should be given all of the information that was available 

on both locations.  

 

Councilmember Brown said feedback from residents could come back to the Council, which would help 

to eventually make the decision on the location of the itnerchange. 

 

Councilmember Petro said she felt that information on both options should be presented. Ultimately the 

Council wanted to make the best decisions for the entire City, but also base it on citizen input.  

 

Woody said Staff could easily show both options. 

 

Councilmember Day asked what kind of timetable Staff was looking at. 

 

Woody said Staff was looking to schedule a public meeting in March. 
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Councilmember Day asked if it would be a separate public meeting. 

 

Woody said it would be meetings set up to meet with the public to receive input. He said Staff would be 

working with Horrocks Engineering to schedule those meetings.  

 

DISCUSSION ON WATER MASTER PLAN 

 

Alex said Staff wanted to share information with the Council, not to make a decision but to provide 

feedback, regarding a framework Staff was proposing that would be used to analyze questions. He said 

the provision of water for the citizens was very significant. Alex said most citizens took water for granted; 

they turned the tap on and water came out and they assumed that it would always be there. He said the 

provision of water was a very complicated, complex, expensive, process. Alex said it was an essential 

resource. 

 

Alex said Layton’s history had been that the City had done very well with trying to provide for this scarce 

and valuable resource. He said compared to most cities across the State, Layton had historically been in a 

very good position. Alex said the City had a lot of autonomy to control its destiny because the City had 

five deep wells; most cities didn’t have any deep wells. He said it gave the City a lot of flexibility and it 

allowed the City to keep its costs low relative to what other cities were paying.  

 

Alex said in conjunction with a Water Master Plan study that had been undertaken, one of the questions 

that always came up was the gap from what the City had today and what would be needed at build out. He 

said Staff always knew there would be a gap and had systematically been working to acquire the water 

rights and build infrastructure that would accommodate that. Alex said the City was at a little bit of a 

crossroads; the City had a variety of resources including a combination of culinary resources and a 

combination of secondary resources. He said in looking at the gap in the future, what would be the best 

use of those resources to ensure that the City met its primary goals. Alex said Staff felt that there were 

two primary goals to have in mind; provide an efficient and cost effective water resource to the citizens of 

Layton, and try to preserve and protect the water resources and infrastructure that existed in Layton, 

including reservoirs, distribution systems, etc. He said in many cases the infrastructure was not only a 

water asset it was a community asset, for example the three reservoirs that were located in the City. Alex 

said there were not very many cities that had reservoirs like the ones in Layton. 

 

Alex said there were hundreds of questions that could be asked. He said tonight Staff would like to 

present a framework that would allow Staff to present information, not opinion, to the Council and to 
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allow the Council to add to or delete from the information, and then systematically and objectively be 

able to analyze the different options. Alex said Staff felt that this would take four or five meetings. He 

said in general, Staff would like to go through a slide presentation and generally talk about the resources 

the City had available.  

 

Alex said Steve Jackson, Assistant City Engineer, who was charged with managing the water system, 

would present information about the City’s culinary resources. He said Scott Carter, Strategic Project 

Manager, would present information about secondary water resources. Alex said Scott had met with all of 

the irrigation companies. He said Staff had identified four options they would like to discuss that they felt 

might be a solution to how the resources were used to meet the goals. Alex said Woody would present 

information about those options.  

 

Alex said at the end, Scott Carter would discuss some considerations. He said Staff had developed a 

consideration scorecard that would give Council a tool to evaluate the viability or strength of the various 

options. Alex said tonight, Staff wanted feedback from the Council on the considerations; were the right 

questions being asked or were they identifying the right matrix against which option ought to be 

evaluated. He said the Council might want to add to those.  

 

Alex said if the Council could get to that point tonight with the framework, at future meetings Staff would 

like to take each of those options, apply the considerations, and start to talk in detail and help the Council 

identify whether it was a positive, a negative or neutral option.  

 

Councilmember Day asked if future meetings would be part of work meetings or separate strategic 

planning meetings. 

 

Alex said it would be up to the Council.  

 

Steve Jackson said the build out demand Staff projected for culinary water was 24,500 acre feet, which 

would require an additional 8,500 acre feet. He said an acre foot was about 326,000 gallons of water.  

 

Steve reviewed the current status of the City’s culinary water system including water rights and wells, and 

contracted water through Weber Basin Water Conservancy District. He displayed a map and identified the 

location of wells, water tanks, and connections to Weber Basin.  

 

Steve indicated that there were approximately 280 miles of pipe in the system with approximately 20,000 
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connections. He said the City’s annual cost of water was $110 per acre foot from the City’s system. Steve 

said the contract with Weber Basin was for a little over 7,900 acre feet of water. He said the contract was 

a perpetual contract with a 50 year review. 

 

Councilmember Day asked if the price went up but the quantity was always guaranteed. 

 

Steve said yes; the City was guaranteed that amount of water each year. He said the costs were based on 

the capital costs to build their facilities, and operations and maintenance expenses. Steve said last year the 

City used 6,600 acre feet of water from Weber Basin, which was 83% of the contracted amount, but 97% 

of the petitioned water. He said the City had a portion of the 7,900 acre feet of water that the City was 

contracted for but didn’t pay for until they petitioned to have that water delivered.  

 

Alex asked Steve to explain why that was so important. 

 

Steve said the contract with Weber Basin was take or pay. He said the City paid for the water whether it 

was used or not. Steve said the goal was to get as close to 100% as possible, without going over.  

 

Terry Coburn, Public Works Director, said if the City went over the contracted amount the cost went up 

substantially and any amount over the contracted amount was added to the contract for the next year. He 

said they tried to keep it at 97% or 98%.  

 

Councilmember Freitag asked if the City used the contracted water first before using other resources. 

 

Terry said it was a combination. He said very often Staff determined where the City was later in the year, 

and then used Weber Basin water until the desired percentage was met. 

 

Councilmember Freitag asked if Weber Basin water could be stored. 

 

Terry said it couldn’t be stockpiled.  

 

Councilmember Day asked Steve to explain again the difference between contracted and petitioned water. 

 

Steve said currently the City contracted 7,900 acre feet of water, but there was another agreement referred 

to as the tri-lateral agreement where the City didn’t have to receive that water. He said the real contracted 

amount was slightly over 6,000 acre feet. Steve said the City had the opportunity to add another 1,000 
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acre feet to the contract at any time that the City petitioned for the water, but it wasn’t paid for each year 

as part of the annual contract. He said that portion of water wasn’t paid for unless it was petitioned for, 

and based on demands, the City was able to add that amount of water to the contracted amount. Steve said 

once the water was petitioned for, it was added to the contract into the future.  

 

Councilmember Petro asked for clarification on the cost of water. 

 

Steve said the City paid $193 per acre foot to Weber Basin for the contracted water and the cost of City 

provided water was $110.  

 

Alex said when looking at the cost of water into the future that cost could go from $193 to $600 or $900 

per acre foot. He said that spoke to why having our own deep water wells was a tremendous benefit 

because the City could control those costs. Alex said the costs would go up but they wouldn’t go up 

exponentially like the water from Weber Basin.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said, hypothetically, if the federal government stepped in and said the City couldn’t 

pump any more water, could the City go to Weber Basin and buy sufficient water. 

 

Terry said Weber Basin had available water to sell, but it would be expensive.  

 

Councilmember Day said along the same line, if there was a problem and some of the wells went dry, the 

City would be in the same boat.  

 

Steve said there were communities in the State that had those types of problems. 

 

Terry said that was why the City was rehabilitating the wells.  

 

Scott Carter provided information on pressurized secondary water and non-pressurized secondary water. 

Scott said the City currently used about 7,000 acre feet of pressurized secondary water; with 7,614 

connections. He said there were 4,014 Weber Basin connections, 2,100 Kays Creek connections, and 

1,500 Davis Weber connections. Scott said Holmes Creek Irrigation operated within the City but they did 

not have any pressurized system within the City at this time.  

 

Scott displayed a map that identified where pressurized secondary water was available in the City and the 

companies that were providing the water.  
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Scott said the City had 15,256 acre feet of non-pressurized secondary water available at this time. He said 

that was water that could be converted for use in pressurized secondary systems. Scott said Weber Basin 

had 5,726 acre feet, Kays Creek had 3,000 acre feet, Davis Weber had 5,030, and Holmes Creek had 

1,500 acre feet. He said in Kays Creek, Layton City currently owned shares for 1,060 acre feet, in Davis 

Weber 123 acre feet, and 399 acre feet in Holmes Creek. Scott said Weber Basin did not sell shares; they 

had a different methodology of divvying out their water to the users. 

 

Scott said the cost of Weber Basin water varied wildly. He said for those that were able to connect to their 

system many years ago the cost was $80.27 for a year of unmetered water.  

 

Scott said the City had a lot of opportunity to deal with the irrigation companies. He said he had met with 

all of the companies to obtain this information.  

 

Councilmember Brown said currently, when someone developed property within the City, they were 

required to bring in shares of water. She said right now they had to be in Kays Creek, Davis Weber or 

Holmes Creek because Weber Basin didn’t provide shares. 

 

Scott said that was correct. The City wasn’t able to get more Weber Basin water except for what was 

available through the tri-lateral agreement.  

 

Councilmember Day asked if the non-pressurized figure was the estimate of what was currently used in 

the City. 

 

Scott said that was what the City believed was currently being delivered through the four companies 

based on information they provided. 

 

Mayor Stevenson asked about build out and what would happen with the irrigation water; would the 

amount become smaller as the farms went away.  

 

Woody said it was anticipated that over time the agricultural water would get transferred to pressurized 

water.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said if it was taking 15,000 acre feet of water to irrigate crops, if it was used for 

irrigating grass, would it become a smaller number.  
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Woody said yes; most of the pressurized irrigation connections were using about 1 acre foot of water a 

year on an average 1/3 acre lot.  

 

Woody said Staff had put together some options that had been evaluated for meeting future water 

demands. He reviewed the options. 

1. Option A – Layton City build out with culinary water (8,500 acre feet) – limited secondary water 

2. Option B – Layton City build out with culinary and pressurized secondary water systems (8,500 

acre feet) 

3. Option C – Layton City provide culinary water and individual irrigation companies provide 

pressurized secondary water 

4. Option D – Layton City provide culinary water and irrigation companies consolidate to provide 

pressurized secondary water 

5. Other suggestions from Council 

 

Councilmember Brown asked if Option D spoke to the irrigation companies maybe sharing infrastructure 

to get their water to different areas of the City. 

 

Woody said that was a possibility. He said the difference with Option D was that the irrigation companies 

would work together.  

 

Councilmember Brown asked if the City knew how much more capacity theses companies had that they 

could put into the City.  

 

Alex said those types of questions would be answered further down the road. He said those types of issues 

were similar to issues with the fiber industry where there were a multitude of companies installing 

expensive infrastructure over the top of each other trying to provide service to certain areas. Alex said 

another option would be to try and encourage the consolidation of that technology; have one set of 

infrastructure and allow everybody to ride it or contribute to it. He said there may be companies that 

wanted to get involved in the construction and operation and maintenance of the system, and there may be 

others that had a water resource but didn’t want to deal with the headache of the infrastructure.  

 

Alex said the goal was to provide efficient and cost effective water to the residents, from whatever source, 

and to preserve the infrastructure. He said some companies may choose to keep their water active and 

protected, but not want to get involved in the headache of constructing and building a system.  
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Councilmember Petro asked when the last water study was done. 

 

Woody said the last Master Water Plan was done in 2006 or 2008 and focused on culinary water.  

 

Alex said there hadn’t been a concerted effort to try and develop or force partnerships with the irrigation 

companies. He said that may be the nuance that was at play now. In the past the City was doing its thing 

and the irrigation companies, at their will, could do what they wanted. Alex said some have expanded and 

some have chosen not to, in terms of pressurized irrigation. He said maybe one of the questions now, with 

some companies stepping forward and showing an interest in doing that, was it now the time or not for 

the City to enter into a more formal relationship with the companies to provide that water rather than the 

City doing its thing and the irrigation companies doing their thing. Alex said in the last few years Kays 

Creek had been very aggressive. He said there wasn’t a big shift in position in 2008.  

 

Councilmember Petro asked if the 2008 update was completed by an outside source. 

 

Woody said Hansen, Allen and Luce had prepared the last Master Water Plan. 

 

Councilmember Brown asked if that was where the idea of having developers provide water shares came 

from. 

 

Gary Crane, City Attorney, said that had been in place a long time. 

 

Mayor Stevenson asked if Hobbs Pond was Kays Creek water. 

 

Woody said yes; Hobbs Pond and Andy Adams was Kays Creek. Holmes Reservoir was Holmes Creek. 

 

Mayor Stevenson asked if those were being filled by the creeks that ran off of the mountain.  

 

Woody said the irrigation companies had various rights in the different creeks. 

 

Mayor Stevenson asked how many acre feet came off the mountain.  

 

Scott Green, Kays Creek Irrigation Company, said Andy Adams was currently full and held 950 acre feet 

of water. He said the reason it was full was because he pressurized the water and saved 35% of the water 
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from last year. Mr. Green said Hobbs Pond might get full and held 1,260 acre feet of water. He said right 

now they were dumping all of the creeks into Hobbs Pond trying to fill it. He said this included North 

Fork, Middle Fork and South Fork.  

 

Kyle Anderson, Holmes Creek Irrigation Company, said Company Pond held 1,050 acre feet of water. He 

said they had 40% carry over from last year and they were currently at 65% of capacity.  

 

Alex suggested going through the considerations and then taking direction from the Council for the next 

meeting.  

 

Scott Carter said Staff looked at 12 different considerations, but there could be more. He said the 12 

considerations would be put into a matrix to analyze how Options A, B, C and D would compare to one 

another. Scott said the 12 considerations were cost to the end user, cost of the water, cost of infrastructure, 

cost of operations and maintenance, availability of water, availability to retain water, autonomy, customer 

service level, operational service level, capacity of provider, design and construction standards, and 

conservation. Scott reviewed the definitions of the various considerations.  

 

Scott displayed an example of a scorecard Staff had developed that would help the Council use the 

considerations to rank the various options.  

 

Alex said Staff tried to make the criteria objective to meet the primary interests of the City. He asked if 

there were other considerations the Council would like included that Staff had missed.  

 

Councilmember Brown said right now if developers brought water to the City as part of development, it 

was coming from Kays Creek, Holmes Creek and Davis Weber Canal. She asked what the City could do 

with those shares in the future.  

 

Gary Crane said the water couldn’t be sold or given away, but it could be traded. 

 

Alex said when considering Option A, the City could take those exaction shares and parlay them into 

other resources. He said there were pros and cons to that. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said on the map displaying where secondary water services were provided in the City, 

there was nothing for Holmes Creek Irrigation. 
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Scott said that map was for pressurized irrigation; Holmes Creek Irrigation did not have a pressurized 

system.  

 

Mayor Stevenson asked how much flood irrigation Holmes Creek was providing. 

 

Scott indicated that they covered parts of the southern portion of the City into Kaysville.  

 

Mayor Stevenson asked if Holmes Creek was doing anything to get into the pressurized irrigation 

business. 

 

Alton Fisher said they had received a $300,000 grant to start a pressurized system. He said to get the grant 

they had to have matching funds. Mr. Fisher said they had been approved for matching funds from the 

State, but they had to demonstrate that they could make the payments on the loan. Right now there wasn’t 

a market for the water. 

 

Mayor Stevenson asked, hypothetically, why the City didn’t buy out all of the water companies and run 

the whole thing. 

 

Discussion suggested that that could be part of Option D.  

 

Councilmember Brown said some of the irrigation companies serviced more than the Layton area.  

 

Councilmember Petro said there were a lot of questions relative to cost of infrastructure, mandatory 

hookups, those that owned water shares and flood irrigated their property, etc.  

 

Councilmember Francis said relative to Option D, how would the City get the irrigation companies to 

consolidate where they were private companies.  

 

Alex said when considering how the City could solve the gap, he believed that the City had the ability to 

get the culinary water necessary for build out. He said the City also had a wonderful secondary resource 

that was held by the four irrigation companies; did the City want to take advantage of the efficiencies and 

cost effectiveness of that and incur the difficulties that would come with that as well, but in more of a 

formal partnership. Alex said he liked all of the irrigation companies, but his interests were in doing what 

was best for the City; there was nobody that was a favorite or less than a favorite. He said if the City was 

to enter into a partnership with all or some of the irrigation companies to provide this water, then there 
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might be certain standards because the City would be tied to them. Alex said once the City entered into a 

formal partnership they became us and we became them. He said in his view the City had an interest in 

making sure that the service levels, standards of construction, etc., were all the same so that it was 

seamless to the end user. Alex said at that point the City couldn’t direct people to call the irrigation 

companies with their problems; it would be the City’s problem. He said the City wouldn’t want to partner 

with four or five different companies that had different service areas and different pricing structures 

because it would be confusing to the citizens. Alex said the Council may say they wanted the irrigation 

companies to find a way to all consolidate; some bring water and some bring assets and come together, 

and the City would enter into an agreement with that one combined company. He said he wasn’t 

promoting or discouraging that, but that was the idea of Option D.  

 

Councilmember Freitag said if the four irrigation companies couldn’t come to an agreement, would 

Option E be that the City contract with one of them. 

 

Alex said maybe. 

 

Councilmember Day said that was jumping to the end without going through the process. 

 

Alex said he thought Councilmember Freitag was trying to identify the options; should it be a 

consideration.  

 

Councilmember Day said there were a million options available; as you went through the process it 

should weed some of those out.  

 

Councilmember Freitag said if there were other viable options, they should be scored now during this 

process. 

 

Councilmember Day agreed. 

 

Councilmember Brown suggested adding liability to the list of considerations. Right now if something 

happened to an irrigation company line, they would have to take care of it. If the City was to partner with 

them it could become a City problem. Councilmember Brown said the City was still dealing with issues 

from East Layton water lines; would the City have those same types of liability with the lines that were 

installed by the irrigation companies in the past.  
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Council and Staff discussed several ideas under Option D.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said looking at Davis County, was the City in a lot better position with what came off 

the mountain than other cities. 

 

Terry Coburn said Weber Basin had a large line that ran all the way down Highway 89 to service 

Bountiful with secondary water. He said in his opinion Layton was in a much better position. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said realistically the City had Weber Basin, City wells, and what ran off the mountain. 

 

Gary said there wasn’t another city in Davis County and probably the State that had three reservoirs like 

Layton.  

 

Councilmember Brown said all three of the reservoirs were also being used for recreational purposes.  

 

Alex said this was the first of many discussions. He encouraged the irrigation companies to stay involved 

and at some point they would be asked to present information to the Council. Alex said it would take 

several months to work through this process.  

 

Scott Green said if something wasn’t done, the water would leave Layton City.  

 

The meeting adjourned at 7:00 p.m. 

 

 

 

__________________________________ 

Thieda Wellman, City Recorder 



D  R  A  F  T   

 

 

Minutes of Layton City Council Meeting February 19, 2015 

 

MINUTES OF LAYTON CITY 

COUNCIL MEETING    FEBRUARY 19, 2015; 7:03 P.M. 

 

MAYOR AND COUNCILMEMBERS 

PRESENT:     MAYOR BOB STEVENSON, JOYCE BROWN, 

TOM DAY, JORY FRANCIS, SCOTT FREITAG 

AND JOY PETRO 

 

 

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

PETER MATSON TRACY PROBERT 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. Mayor Stevenson gave the 

invocation. Scouts and students were welcomed. 

 

MUNICIPAL EVENT ANNOUNCEMENTS: 

 

Councilmember Brown mentioned the Family Recreation Program activity on March 13th at the library from 

6:30 p.m. to 8:30 p.m. 

 

Mayor Stevenson indicated that Cleone Whitman had passed away. He said Mrs. Whitman was 100 years old 

and had been very active in the community. Mayor Stevenson said Mrs. Whitman had been a teacher at 

several of the schools in the City. He said there was not a better person or one who was more dedicated to 

serving the community. 

 

CITIZEN COMMENTS: 

 

Fred Murray, resident, indicated that he had sent an email to some of the Council asking that the City allow 

for bees in residential areas of the City. He said he would need to order bees by March 18th to get them 

established this year. Mr. Murray said a lot of people had bees in the City.  

 

Mayor Stevenson asked Mr. Murray how much background he had in beekeeping.  

 

Mr. Murray said he had been doing it for about 5 years. He said in the past he had as many as 8 hives. Mr. 



D  R  A  F  T 

  

 

Minutes of Layton City Council Meeting February 19, 2015 

 

2

Murray said he lost his hives in November due to cold weather. He said the hives helped the entire 

neighborhood with pollinating flowers and plants. 

 

Councilmember Brown said Staff had made one presentation to the Council about beekeeping. She asked 

where Staff was with an ordinance change. 

 

Alex Jensen, City Manager, said Staff probably wouldn’t have anything ready by March 18th. He said they 

were waiting for direction from the Council whether to formalize the proposed draft ordinance for 

consideration or not.  

 

Councilmember Day said he would like to see Staff proceed with the ordinance. 

 

Councilmember Brown said there was a bill at the State Legislature concerning bees. 

 

Gary Crane, City Attorney, said there was a bill moving through the State Legislature that would preempt 

local authority in dealing with beekeeping.  

 

Councilmember Brown suggested waiting until the State decision was made.  

 

Councilmember Day told Mr. Murray to contact him if he had trouble finding a place to house his bees; he 

could find a place to store them in an agricultural area until the issue was resolved.  

 

Mayor Stevenson asked how expensive a hive would be. 

 

Mr. Murray said about $400 for everything including equipment; a hive with a queen bee was approximately 

$100.  

 

Councilmember Petro said she would also entertain storing a hive where she lived. 

 

Councilmember Brown expressed appreciation to Mr. Murray for trying to obey the current ordinance.  
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CONSENT AGENDA: 

 

INTERLOCAL COOPERATION AGREEMENT WITH DAVIS COUNTY FOR ANIMAL 

CONTROL SERVICES – RESOLUTION 15-10 

 

Gary Crane, City Attorney, said Resolution 15-10 would authorize an agreement with Davis County for 

animal control services. He said the agreement hadn’t changed for many years, except for the cost. Gary said 

the cost was based on the average number of calls over a two year period. He said this year the contract was 

for $155,670.22, which wasn’t a significant increase from the previous year. Gary said Staff recommended 

approval. 

 

ANNEXATION REQUEST – LAYTON CITY AND WASATCH INTEGRATED WASTE 

MANAGEMENT DISTRICT – ACCEPTANCE AND CERTIFICATION OF THE PETITION FOR 

ANNEXATION – APPROXIMATELY 3500 NORTH REDTAIL WAY (2100 EAST) – 

RESOLUTIONS 15-05 AND 15-06 

 

Peter Matson, City Planner, said this was an annexation request submitted by Layton City and Wasatch 

Integrated Waste Management for property located just north of the Greyhawk development. He said the 

property contained 10.24 acres and would be utilized as a park. Peter said Resolution 15-05 would approve 

the Council’s acceptance of the annexation petition, and Resolution 15-06 acknowledged the Council’s 

receipt of the City Recorder’s certification of the annexation. He said with Council’s approval, Staff would 

begin the process as outlined in State law for the appropriate protest period and future public hearing. Peter 

said Staff recommended approval.  

 

Councilmember Brown said there was usually a fee required with an annexation petition. She asked if those 

fees were waived since the applicant was the City. 

 

Peter said that was correct. 

 

ANNEXATION REQUEST – MORGAN/BONE – ACCEPTANCE AND CERTIFICATION OF THE 

PETITION FOR ANNEXATION – APPROXIMATELY 200 SOUTH 3200 WEST – RESOLUTIONS 

15-07 AND 15-08 

 

Peter Matson said this was an annexation petition submitted by the Morgan and Bone families for property 
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located near the southwest corner of 3200 West and Gentile Street. Peter said a small portion of the 

annexation area was owned by the Allred family. He said the property contained approximately 33 acres. 

Peter said the applicant and ultimate developer was Destination Homes. He said there would be a petition to 

rezone the property at a later date from agriculture to R-S with the likely development of a lot averaged R-S 

subdivision. Peter said the future subdivision would connect into Overlook Drive, and the utilities and street 

connection into that property were some of the items that would likely be listed in an annexation agreement 

that would be brought back to the Council, along with finalization of the annexation and the rezone of the 

property, at a later date. He said Staff recommended approval of Resolutions 15-07 and 15-08.  

 

Councilmember Freitag asked how many homes could go into the development area, and at what point 

would it overburden Overlook Drive and Bluff Ridge Boulevard given that they were the only way into the 

area. 

 

Peter said there would be access onto Gentile Street and 3200 West as well. He said the R-S lot averaged 

provisions of the Code allowed up to 2.2 units per acre, or approximately 75 homes. 

 

Councilmember Brown said right now the Council was only considering the petition for annexation. 

 

Peter said that was correct. He said there would be an annexation agreement that would come back to the 

Council that would address any unique utility situations associated with the property.  

 

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

Day seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 

 

PUBLIC HEARINGS: 

 

AMEND TITLE 18, CHAPTER 18.25, SECTION 18.25.010 OF THE LAYTON MUNICIPAL CODE 

BY CLARIFYING THE REQUIREMENTS OF PUBLIC UTILITY AND DRAINAGE 

EASEMENTS – ORDINANCE 15-02 

 

Peter Matson said Ordinance 15-02 was a simple amendment to Title 18, which was the subdivision 

ordinance. He said the amendment would clarify the requirements of public utility and drainage easements 

(PUDEs). Peter said PUDEs were typically noted on subdivision lots around the periphery, rear sides and 

front of typical subdivision lots to handle such utilities as fiber optics, telecommunications, gas, electricity, 

water, etc. He said they were also intended to channel and direct surface drainage. Peter said the purpose of 



D  R  A  F  T 

  

 

Minutes of Layton City Council Meeting February 19, 2015 

 

5

this ordinance amendment was to clarify the requirements, and the establishment and timing of establishment 

of PUDEs. He said Ordinance 15-02 proposed replacing the term phone with fiber and telecommunications, 

and adding language that PUDEs shall be established as part of the subdivision process on property being 

divided. For existing lots the PUDE shall be created as a prerequisite of obtaining a building or other 

development permit. Peter said the Planning Commission recommended approval and Staff supported that 

recommendation.  

 

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

 

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

18, Ordinance 15-02, as presented. Councilmember Brown seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 

 

AMEND BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 2014-2015 – ORDINANCE 15-04 

 

Tracy Probert, Finance Director, said Ordinance 15-04 would amend the current year budget. He said the 

proposed amendments were reviewed in detail at the February 5, 2015, work meeting, and nothing had 

changed since that time. Tracy said the budget amendments would add an additional $175,617.42 to the 

general fund budget; $102,530.58 of that would be brought forward from fund balance, approximately 

$60,000 was from grant revenue, and the balance was from other unanticipated sources.  

 

Tracy said in other funds of the City, amendments that were noteworthy were: 1) a $75,000 reduction in the 

dispatch fund due to a piece of equipment being funded in the prior year; 2) a $162,000 increase in the water 

projects budget for the replacement of water meters; and 3) a $30,000 increase in the emergency medical 

services budget for new EKG and defibrillator equipment for the ambulances.  

 

Tracy said Staff recommended approval of Ordinance 15-04 amending the budget for fiscal year 2014-2015.  

 

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

 

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

budget, Ordinance 15-04. Councilmember Day seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 

 

Mayor Stevenson asked Gary to give a general update of the legislative session. 

 

Gary gave the Mayor and Council a brief update on some of the bills being considered by the State 
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Legislature, and the status of some of the bills being closely monitored by the Utah League of Cities & 

Towns.  

 

The meeting adjourned at 7:46 p.m. 

 

 

 

 

________________________________ 
Thieda Wellman, City Recorder 



D  R  A  F  T   

 

 
Minutes of Layton City Council Budget Work Meeting, Marcy 3, 2015 

MINUTES OF LAYTON CITY 
COUNCIL BUDGET WORK MEETING  MARCH 3, 2015; 8:11 A.M. 
 
MAYOR AND COUNCILMEMBERS 
PRESENT:     MAYOR BOB STEVENSON, JOYCE BROWN, 

TOM DAY, JORY FRANCIS, SCOTT FREITAG 
AND JOY PETRO 

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

JIM MASON, TRACY PROBERT, ALLEN 
SWANSON, TERRY COBURN, DAVID PRICE, 
KEVIN WARD AND THIEDA WELLMAN 

 

 

The meeting was held in the Council Conference Room of Fire Station 51, 530 North 2200 West, 

Layton, Utah. 

 

Mayor Stevenson opened the meeting and indicated that Councilmember Freitag would be a little late. He 

turned the time over to Staff. 

 

AGENDA: 

 

2015-2016 BUDGET DISCUSSION 

 

Alex Jensen, City Manager, said Staff would provide budget information and some recommendations for 

funding going forward, particularly for capital expenditures. He said the main focus today would be on 

the general fund. Everything being presented were recommendations; Council would make the final 

decisions. Alex said there would be a break for lunch around 11:30. He said Department Directors would 

be done after this morning, and he would be meeting with the Mayor and Council this afternoon.  

 

Alex handed out copies of the annual report and reviewed some of the information included in the report. 

He thanked the Mayor and Council, and he expressed his appreciation to the Department Directors. Alex 

expressed appreciation for the many years he had been able to work for the City. He said the good things 

that happened in the City started and stopped with the Mayor and City Council; he mentioned some 

surrounding cities that had disruptive elected officials that ultimately hurt the cities. Alex expressed 

appreciation to the Mayor and Council for what they did and for providing good leadership. He turned the 

time over to Tracy Probert, Finance Director. 

 

Tracy said if there were questions along the way to please speak out. He reviewed the agenda and the 
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budget calendar, which suggested budget meetings on March 19th and 26th in conjunction with work 

meetings, and possibly on April 16th if an additional meeting was needed. Tracy said the tentative budget 

would be adopted on May 7th, which was required by State statute, and the final budget would be adopted 

on June 18th. He said if the Council decided to do a truth in taxation hearing, which was required in order 

to raise property taxes, final adoption would be extended to August.  

 

Tracy reviewed economic outlook information for FY 2015 and FY 2016. He said Layton had a healthy 

housing market and interest rates were low. Tracy said there had been active commercial development, 

growing sales tax, and lower fuel prices, which equaled more disposable income. He mentioned job 

expansion at Hill AFB. 

 

Tracy reviewed general fund budget projections for 2015/2016 and indicated that total general fund 

revenues were estimated to be $29,745,724. He reviewed general fund personnel expenditures and the 

recommended merit increase. Tracy reviewed other general fund expenditures including transfers to other 

funds. 

 

Tracy indicated that the budgeted general fund balance was anticipated to be a negative $1,000,000, 

which would be taken from fund balance. He said this was a pretty good picture; last year it was budgeted 

to be a negative $1,770,000. Tracy indicated that fund balance would be $4,991,000 or 16.78%. He said 

law allowed that to be between 5% and 25% of revenue. Tracy said in the past few years the City tried to 

keep that around 15%.  

 

Alex said $50,000 had been budgeted for Council contingency, which was money that was made 

available for the Council to use at their discretion over the year. He said last year it had been $30,000. 

Alex said the $50,000 was getting back to what it had been in years past. 

 

Councilmember Brown asked what it had been used for in the past. 

 

Alex said typically the Council used it for special functions, or things that came up through the year that 

they wanted to support. He said it could be used for public relations.  

 

Mayor Stevenson suggested holding a reception to honor the Layton High basketball team for their 

victory at State. 

 

Tracy reviewed full time equivalent employee information by department. He said there were 301 full 
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time positions in the City and 94 part-time positions. Tracy indicated that 70.5% of the general fund 

budget went toward compensation for employees. He reviewed historic wage information for the City. 

 

Councilmember Francis said it would be interesting to see national and State information relative to wage 

history. 

 

Alex said prior to 2007 generally the salary increases were running $1,000,000 because the City was 

funding a cost of living increase and merit increases. He said the environment had been different since 

2007. Alex said there had been no cost of living increases; increases were only merit increases, based on 

performance. He said the cost had been relatively flat compared to prior to 2007.  

 

Tracy reviewed what the cost would be for different percentages of merit increases. 

 

Councilmember Day asked how many employees would receive a merit increase. 

 

Alex said every employee would get some merit; if they didn’t warrant a merit they didn’t work here. He 

said the average was 3%; some were higher and some were lower. 

 

Councilmember Petro asked what the maximum increase could be. 

 

Alex said the range was from 0% to 5%; some exceptional performers were in the 4% range. 

 

Councilmember Francis said it was a balance to keep highly motivated employees but not break the bank. 

 

Tracy reviewed personnel requests and indicated that there was a request for 1 full time position in the 

Legal Department and 5 part-time positions in various other departments. 

 

Gary Crane, City Attorney, said as of January 1, 2015, the Legal Department had to e-file everything that 

was put into the court system. He said in the past this was handled by the court, but now his Staff had to 

do the work. Gary said the request was to move a part-time position to a full time position. He said very 

often the State mandated things that ultimately had to be paid for by the cities. Gary said they would also 

be required to use new software, which would require additional training. He said historically, part-time 

employees would come and go, but a full time person had longevity.  

 

Tracy indicated that there was a request for a new part-time crossing guard for an anticipated new 
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crossing at 3800 West and Gentile Street. He indicated that there was a request for a new part-time fire 

inspector position.  

 

Kevin Ward, Fire Chief, said the requested part-time position was a result of efficiency meetings that had 

been held with the Community and Economic Development Director.  

 

Tracy said there was a request for a part-time position in the Public Works Streets Division, and a request 

to fund a promotion for Steve Jackson to Assistant City Engineer. 

 

Alex said, as Council was aware, Debi Richards had retired. He said Terry and Woody wanted to change 

the structure of the department and have two Assistant City Engineers. Alex said Shannon Hanson was 

the Assistant City Engineer on the development side and it was proposed that Steve Jackson be an 

Assistant City Engineer on the infrastructure side.  

 

Alex explained the request to make an intern position into a part-time position in the Engineering 

Division.  

 

Terry Coburn, Public Works Director, discussed some of the Engineering Staff. 

 

Tracy said there was a request for a part-time Parks Planner, which was a result of Scott Carter being 

shifted to Administration over special projects.  

 

David Price, Parks and Recreation Director, said Joellen Grandy was brought in using seasonal money, 

but the request was to make it a regular part-time position. 

 

Councilmember Petro asked what the full time position pay would be for the Legal Department. 

 

Tracy said the starting salary would be the same as the part-time position, but the cost of benefits would 

be much higher.  

 

Tracy reviewed general fund operations budgets for the various departments. He said there was about a 

4% increase over the current year. 

 

Alex said Administration was up because of the election. He said that would go up and down every other 

year. Alex said the Fire Department increase was for turnout gear and new hoses. 
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Kevin Ward explained the new hoses that would be purchased. 

 

Councilmember Petro asked if a new ambulance would be funded, and where that would be located in the 

budget. 

 

Alex said large projects and purchases were in the Capital Improvements Plan budget.  

 

Tracy said anything over $50,000 was generally in the CIP.  

 

Alex said operations were not a big piece of the budget, but Staff had been very sensitive with those costs 

going up. He explained how those funds were managed and kept as lean as possible. Alex explained the 

increasing costs of technology.  

 

Allen Swanson, Interim Chief, said a lot of the technology used in the Police Department was State 

mandated. 

 

Gary said body cameras would be a huge cost to cities. 

 

Jim Mason, Assistant City Manager, said the City had two programmers on Staff that developed many 

programs used by the City. He said this was a huge cost savings because the City didn’t have to pay an 

annual maintenance fee for those programs.  

 

Council and Staff discussed services the programmers provided to various departments. 

 

Tracy reviewed retirement costs. He said for 2016 the Utah Retirement System was not proposing an 

increase in rates. Tracy said this was the first time in a long time that rates had not increased.  

 

Tracy explained a new requirement for recording liabilities in enterprise funds. 

 

Tracy reviewed the health insurance cost increases due to claims and Affordable Care Act impacts. 

 

Council and Staff discussed changes made to the health insurance plan as of the first of the year and the 

reduction in claims for the first two months of this year. 

 



D  R  A  F  T 
 

 
Minutes of Layton City Council Budget Work Meeting, March 3, 2015 6

Tracy reviewed information about the UTOPIA reserve commitment.  

 

Tracy reviewed general fund revenues. He indicated that 41% of revenues came from sales tax and 24% 

came from property tax. Tracy said this percentage was very similar to other cities in the State.  

 

Council and Staff discussed the importance of buying local. They discussed the property tax calculation 

and regional marketing.  

 

Mayor Stevenson commented on the importance of the upgrades coming to the interchanges. He 

discussed the timing of the road construction projects. 

 

Tracy reviewed current year sales tax revenue information. He indicated that December was $1,396,000, 

which was the largest one month period the City had ever received. Tracy said sales tax revenue was 

7.29% ahead of the same time period last year.  

 

Council and Staff discussed other cities in the area. 

 

Mayor Stevenson mentioned some things the City was working on to increase sales tax revenue.  

 

Tracy discussed sales tax trends over the past 20 years. He reviewed sales tax revenues by category and 

indicated that all were trending upward. Tracy said WinCo would make an impact.  

 

Tracy reviewed trends in property tax revenues and franchise tax revenues.  

 

Council and Staff discussed the impact of UTOPIA on telecom tax revenues.  

 

Tracy reviewed trends in municipal energy tax revenue, building permit revenue and fee in lieu revenue. 

He reviewed Class C Road fund revenue trends and expenses. Tracy said B and C Road fund revenues 

were not keeping up with expenses.  

 

Alex said the City was falling further behind with maintenance of existing roads because of this issue. He 

said the budget recommended 1.3 million dollars for repairs, but double that amount could easily be spent 

to maintain roads. Alex said it was much more expensive to repair a damaged road that it was to maintain 

a road. He said the Mayor had led a push to get the Legislature to change funding for roads, but it 

probably wouldn’t happen. 
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Mayor Stevenson said if they did nothing on the sales tax side, the County had the ability to impose a 

special ¼ percent sales tax for transportation. He said the City would need to push the County to do that. 

 

Tracy reviewed historical information about revenues versus expenditures.  

 

The meeting suspended at 10:03 a.m. 

 

The meeting reconvened at 10:19 a.m. 

 

Tracy reviewed historical information about the use of and return to fund balance. He reviewed other 

entities in the area and their unassigned fund balance.  

 

Tracy reviewed utility rates. He indicated that the North Davis Sewer District would increase rates by $3 

in 2016, 2017 and 2018. Tracy said the new garbage contract indicated that rates would increase $.35 for 

first cans and $.25 for second cans beginning in July, but they would not need to be increased over the 

next five years of the contract. He said the current minimum utility bill was $101.20 for two months; with 

the budgeted changes it would go to $107.90. 

 

Mayor Stevenson asked how much it would cost the City to go to an every month billing process. 

 

Tracy said that was something that could be explored with the new software; the current software 

wouldn’t accommodate that now. He said it would cost more to read the meters every month, and it may 

require a couple of additional personnel. Tracy said the new meter registers would help with reading 

meters. 

 

Mayor Stevenson asked if most cities billed every other month. 

 

Tracy said some billed every month, but it required more personnel to do that. He said there was also a 

savings with postage costs and printing costs. 

 

Tracy said the $3 increase from the Sewer District would generate 1.1 million dollars per year for the 

Sewer District.  

 

Mayor Stevenson explained the District’s justification for the rate increases.  
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Tracy reviewed utility rates from surrounding cities.  

 

Alex asked Tracy to discuss the recycling proposal from Waste Management.  

 

Tracy said in their current proposal, Waste Management was offering a recycling can for $5.50 a month. 

He said the can would be picked up twice a month and it could be an opt-in program. 

 

Alex said Staff wasn’t recommending or not recommending the recycling program. He said it would have 

some impact on private companies that were now providing that service in a limited capacity.  

 

Mayor Stevenson suggested talking with the Burn Plant before proceeding with a recycling program. 

 

Tracy reviewed capital equipment requests being proposed. He mentioned the Legal Department’s request 

for a criminal software program and server. 

 

Council and Staff discussed Police Department vehicle purchases and the State contract.  

 

Alex explained the philosophy of replacing police vehicles at 90,000 miles.  

 

Council and Staff discussed body cameras and the costs that would be associated with cameras and 

storage of data.  

 

Chief Ward reviewed trends in mobile mapping for the fire engines and ambulances. He said they were 

looking at replacing current hardware in ambulances with tablets that could also be used for electronic 

patient reporting, which would help with the billing process. 

 

Mayor Stevenson asked if there were things in the departments, if there was money available, that would 

be good for the City to have; a wish list of items.  

 

Terry Coburn said no; Layton did a good job of having sufficient equipment. He said the telemetry 

system would eventually need to be replaced. 

 

Allen Swanson said the bottom line was that they would get the job done. He said the City was very good 

at keeping equipment to a good standard. 
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Mayor Stevenson asked about the Police Department facility.  

 

Allen said they were getting by; a new facility wasn’t needed right now. He said a new facility would 

maybe be needed in 10 years; the only thing that was lacking right now was adequate evidence storage 

area. Allen explained that they were using the basement area of the Arts Council building for additional 

storage.  

 

David Price said the pressure for their Department came from users and outside agencies. He said the 

largest request they had was for places to play; fields for kids to play on. David said competition level 

teams could not be accommodated; recreational uses were in good shape. 

 

Kevin Ward said there would be some apparatus needs coming in the future. He said call volume 

increased every year, but these were big ticket items. Kevin said the City had looked at future station 

locations and staffing would be the big expense. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said if a new station was built was there sufficient equipment to accommodate the 

station.  

 

Kevin said an engine could be moved from another station; it would be better with another piece of 

equipment.  

 

Bill Wright, Community and Economic Development Director, said their needs were being met; this year 

they were purchasing new plotters. 

 

Mayor Stevenson asked what the most important position in his department would be to Staff.  

 

Bill said if things continued to ramp up their planners were getting spread very thin. 

 

Tracy said the Finance Department was in good shape. He said the new financial software would be a 

great improvement. Tracy said personnel on the front counter could be a little thin if people called in sick.  

 

Jim Mason said their greatest need was in the IT Division with replacing equipment. He said they had 

sufficient funding to do what was needed. Jim said they were able to stay up very well on maintenance 

with facilities.  
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Mayor Stevenson asked Alex what the City was going to need in the next 5 to 10 years. 

 

Alex said his emphasis was to focus on good infrastructure and provide good transportation and facilities; 

making the community attractive so that people wanted to come here. 

 

Councilmember Freitag arrived at 11:09 a.m. 

 

Alex said purchasing large vehicles for public works was a need because of the cost. He said the 

condition of the infrastructure was important to address. Alex said absent the UTOPIA situation being 

resolved, and the State addressing transportation funding, it was hard to stay optimistic about improving 

infrastructure. 

 

Alex said he didn’t think the Police Department facility was needed right now; they could make the one 

they had work for now. He said a new facility would be 30 to 35 million dollars. Alex said another desire 

was a shooting range training facility for the Police Department.  

 

Alex said a new fire truck would cost $515,000; to staff one engine was an additional $500,000, which 

would be an ongoing cost. He said the cost was about $190,000 for a new ambulance.  

 

Kevin said they remounted the ambulances onto new chassis, which saved a lot of money. 

 

Alex said current revenue streams were not maintaining; if the UTOPIA debt went away that would be a 

huge impact. He said it would be key to keep doing the fundamentals well, and then add some things that 

were important to the community. 

 

Mayor Stevenson asked how Layton’s property tax rate compared to other entities. 

 

Tracy displayed a graph of other comparable cities. He indicated that West Valley was double Layton’s; 

Layton had a lower rate than a lot of cities. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said good planning for the future was very important. He said this year might not be a 

good year to make a change to property tax because of RAMP tax and UTOPIA maybe being on the 

ballot, but the City needed to plan ahead for future needs. Mayor Stevenson said it was also important to 

work on economic development and building sales tax.  
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Mayor Stevenson mentioned a private partnership with the pool.  

 

Councilmember Brown said at some time in the future the City might want to look at keeping the 

property tax rate steady. A small increase every year was better than a big increase every few years. 

 

Tracy discussed truth in taxation and the idea of raising property tax a little every year.  

 

Councilmember Francis expressed support of doing a truth in taxation every year; maybe not this year, 

but every year whether or not there was a tax increase. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said with 2.5 million dollars going to UTOPIA, it was very important to take care of 

that. He said in the future there could be additional revenue from people using the service. 

 

Tracy reviewed the capital improvement plan summary for next year.  

 

Council and Staff discussed the sidewalk replacement program and how that was underfunded; and the 

liability associated with it.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said he and the Council appreciated everything that Staff did. He said they didn’t 

always agree, but once a decision was made everyone came together. Mayor Stevenson said in talking 

with other cities about the UTOPIA issues, he was very grateful for being a part of Layton.  

 

Councilmember Francis said Staff was where the rubber met the road. He said Layton had the best City 

Manager in the western United States, and Staff was so very good. Councilmember Francis said he really 

appreciated Staff.  

 

Councilmember Petro thanked Staff for the recent tours that she and Councilmember Day were able to 

take of the various departments. She said it made you appreciate where you lived; everyone did a good 

job. 

 

Councilmember Brown said citizens only saw what went wrong; they didn’t see what went on every day 

to make sure things went right. She said she appreciated the work that Staff did. 

 

The meeting suspended at 11:38 a.m. 
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The meeting reconvened at 1:14 p.m. 

 

The meeting reconvened with the Mayor, Council, Alex and Thieda Wellman, City Recorder, in 

attendance.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said this would be an open discussion for any concerns or priorities the Council had. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said the budget presentation was Staff’s recommendations, but it came down to what 

the Council wanted to prioritize. He asked if there were things the Council would like to see happen; was 

there anything presented today that they had concerns with. 

 

Councilmember Francis said UTOPIA and revenues were always a concern. He said if a new Police 

facility was 10 years out, they should start working on it now.  

 

Councilmember Francis said the key for the City was marketing, marketing, marketing. He said he would 

like to see a marketing budget every year. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said UTOPIA was without a doubt a key issue. He updated the Council on the status of 

UTOPIA and the Macquarie proposal. 

 

Council and Staff discussed marketing strategies for UTOPIA. 

 

Alex gave the Mayor and Council an update on the status of UIA and UTOPIA, and building 

infrastructure. He showed the Mayor and Council a map of the proposed areas for building in Layton. 

 

The Mayor and Council discussed a referendum or opinion poll to the citizens on the Macquarie proposal.  

 

Mayor Stevenson mentioned a possible fire sub-station, the Adams Canyon area, and an incentive for 

employee creativity. 

 

Councilmember Brown mentioned the Vietnam Veterans Memorial being located behind the bowery in 

Commons Park. She said they were very excited about that. There was discussion about the memorial 

honoring all veterans. Councilmember Brown said the organization would be selling bricks to raise 

money. She said the group would be raising money for the memorial, and the City would be providing the 
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location.  

 

Councilmember Francis suggested moving the Veterans Park to a different location and possibly turning 

that area over to UTA for much needed parking.  

 

The Mayor and Council discussed changing the name of Commons Park to Veterans Park and they 

discussed the Ronnenkamp property adjacent to City property. 

 

The Mayor and Staff discussed dog parks. There was discussion about opening existing parks to allow for 

walking dogs on leashes. They discussed issues with waste and people picking up after their animals. 

Discussion suggested opening a couple of parks for dogs as a test.  

 

Councilmember Freitag said he supported annual truth in taxation hearings whether taxes were raised or 

not. 

 

Councilmember Freitag said he would like to see compensation for elected officials addressed. He said a 

flat salary for the Mayor didn’t serve the City well. Councilmember Freitag suggested compensating the 

Mayor position for time spent, but leaving the Council pay at a flat rate. He suggested that Council pay be 

increased at the same percentage as employees.  

 

Mayor Stevenson mentioned making health insurance benefits available for elected officials. He said the 

Mayor’s position was a lot busier that it used to be, and the Council was more involved in additional 

things. Mayor Stevenson said he was 100% against a full time Mayor running the City; the City Manager 

was the best form of government.  

 

Councilmember Freitag said he agreed that this form of government was best for a city this size. 

 

Councilmember Brown commented about issues with paying the Mayor hourly, but the base salary could 

be more.  

 

Councilmember Petro said it would be hard to police without negative ramifications.  

 

Councilmember Brown suggested a survey of other cities.  

 

Alex said that data was available. He said Staff did that as part of the salary survey. Alex said it could be 
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adjusted based on the survey. He suggested that if health benefits were available to elected officials that it 

be at the same cost as employees. 

 

The Mayor and Council discussed compensating elected officials that didn’t use the insurance.  

 

Alex said that would be different than what happened with employees, and it would almost double the 

Council’s salary. 

 

Mayor Stevenson suggested looking at it over the next year. 

 

Alex said as part of the salary survey, that information could be gathered from other cities to see what 

they were providing to their elected officials. 

 

Mayor Stevenson asked if there were any other projects that came to mind. He mentioned a public safety 

building and a fire station on the east side. 

 

Councilmember Francis suggested a 5 and 10 year plan.  

 

Councilmember Francis suggested a farmer’s market in the hotel area every year. 

 

Mayor Stevenson asked Councilmember Day about a farmers market. 

 

Councilmember Day said his nephews sold produce at farmer’s markets in the area. 

 

Councilmember Francis also suggested doing more than selling produce; crafts and other items. 

 

Councilmember Brown suggested using Commons Park as a location for a farmer’s market.  

 

Mayor Stevenson mentioned an interfaith council that was being discussed, and he mentioned the 

overpass being proposed by Kohl’s. He talked about enhancements at the mall and a concept to reinvent 

the mall area. Mayor Stevenson mentioned a performing arts center.  

 

Councilmember Brown handed out information for the transportation bill from ULCT. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said the Vietnam War Memorial wall would turn out to be a very nice thing for the 



D  R  A  F  T 
 

 
Minutes of Layton City Council Budget Work Meeting, March 3, 2015 15

community.  

 

Councilmember Brown mentioned some issues with legislative bills and input from ULCT.  

 

Councilmember Freitag mentioned a communications bill supported by the cities that was being fought 

by some in the telecom industry. He said the bill proposed a fee being added to telecom bills to help pay 

for infrastructure. 

 

Councilmember Freitag said he would like to see a City cemetery; it was an important part of a 

community. 

 

Councilmember Freitag suggested having prayers pre-planned before Council meetings. He suggested 

having someone from other faiths offer a prayer and not Staff. 

 

The Mayor and Council discussed having Councilmembers be responsible for a month for finding people 

to say a prayer. They discussed the way the Mayor was handling scouts at the meetings.  

 

Mayor Stevenson explained the history of the Lindquist Cemetery. He said there could be a study to see 

what the cost and ongoing cost would be for a cemetery. Mayor Stevenson suggested that Scott Carter 

could do the research. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said IHC would begin building an out-care surgical center. He said there wouldn’t be a 

hospital for now, but the surgical center would be built so that it could be expanded.  

 

The Mayor and Council discussed a senior housing village concept that was being looked at on the north 

side of the Parkway near the IHC property.  

 

Mayor Stevenson mentioned that WinCo was putting their papers into the City today and wanted to open 

by November. 

 

The Mayor and Council discussed other development on the WinCo site. 

 

Councilmember Brown expressed concerns with changing the development agreement.  

 

Alex said not everything being proposed was in line with the development agreement. He said Staff was 
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working with them to keep a quality project. 

 

Thieda asked about the by mail election proposal. 

 

Consensus was to go with a traditional election on machines because of costs. 

 

Council and Staff discussed working with Tanner Clinic on accepting the City’s new insurance plan. 

 

Mayor Stevenson mentioned that the road going to the landfill from Highway 193 was being constructed 

by the Burn Plant.  

 

Mayor Stevenson expressed appreciation to the Council. He said it was a good group and the first year 

had been very enjoyable. Mayor Stevenson said the City benefitted from Alex and his experience. 

 

Alex said there were three things he would be taking away from the discussion: 1) make adjustments and 

take two parks that would allow dogs on leashes, one in the east and one in west; 2) do a comprehensive 

analysis of elected official’s compensation looking at making an adjustment; and 3) have Scott Carter 

research the cost of a cemetery. 

 

Mayor Stevenson suggested brainstorming for things to accomplish in the next five or ten years, and 

looking at funding sources. 

 

Alex said the CIP was meant to do that. He said the CIP would be looked at during the budget process, 

but he would have Tracy spend more time on that. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said the City always painted a very positive picture of the City’s finances. He said he 

thought that needed to be brought down a little and talk about the fact that there were a lot of things 

coming up and the City would need to find ways to finance them. Mayor Stevenson said the City needed 

to start talking about funding needs.  

 

Councilmember Day asked if the next envisioning meetings had been scheduled. 

 

Councilmember Petro said the City needed to work on following through on public involved projects 

more quickly, such as the envisioning project. 
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Alex said there had been a set schedule for those follow up meetings.  

 

Councilmember Petro said the information presented at the last meeting was that there would be a follow 

up meeting in mid to late February, and here it was March. People were losing interest.  

 

Alex said he wasn’t aware that the date had slipped.  

 

The meeting adjourned at 4:27 p.m. 

 

 

 

__________________________________ 

Thieda Wellman, City Recorder 



D  R  A  F  T   

 

 

Minutes of Layton City Council Work Meeting, March 5, 2015 

MINUTES OF LAYTON CITY 

COUNCIL WORK MEETING  MARCH 5, 2015; 5:39 P.M. 
 

MAYOR AND COUNCILMEMBERS 

PRESENT:     MAYOR BOB STEVENSON, JOYCE BROWN, 

TOM DAY, JORY FRANCIS, SCOTT FREITAG 

AND JOY PETRO 

 

 

STAFF PRESENT:    ALEX JENSEN, MARLESSE JONES, SCOTT 

CARTER, JAMES (WOODY) WOODRUFF, 

STEPHEN JACKSON, TERRY COBURN, PAUL 

APPLONIE, WES ADAMS 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: 

 

WATER MASTER PLAN DISCUSSION 

 

Alex Jensen, City Manager, said as a follow up to the previous discussion, Staff wanted to review a 

schedule moving forward with a Water Master Plan. Alex said discussion suggested that at some point 

there should be an opportunity for the representatives from the irrigation companies to share information 

about their companies and share with the Mayor and Council what their interests and desires were. He 

said Staff felt that it might be more productive to have those presentations at the front of the process 

rather than at the end of the process. Alex said as the Council began to consider the opportunities going 

forward to provide water to the citizens, it would be good to know up front the various interests and 

desires of those companies. He said Staff wanted to have something put together for them to respond to, 

and tonight Staff would like to try and identify some of the questions the Council may want to have each 

of the irrigation companies answer, that would help the Council moving forward to make decisions. 

 

Alex said Staff had tried to identify some questions that they thought would be logical for the Council to 

consider asking. He said Staff wanted to present those questions tonight and have the Mayor and Council 

add or delete to that with the intention that once the Council felt good about the questions, make those 

available to the various companies and begin to put in place a schedule where they could come and 

represent themselves, rather than Staff trying to convey their thoughts. Alex said based on feedback from 
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the last meeting, Staff had amended the score card by adding a liability component.  

 

Scott Carter, Strategic Project Manager, reviewed the goals of the Water Master Plan, which were to 

make sure the City provided efficient and cost effective water to the residents, and to preserve and 

maintain the existing infrastructure and resources in the City.  

 

Scott said Staff had structured the questions to get information from the irrigation companies that would 

help the Council make an informed decision on the alternatives that were discussed in the previous 

meeting.  

 

Scott asked for feedback from the Council on the draft questions so that Staff was gathering the 

information the Council wanted directly from the irrigation companies.  

 

Scott read through the questions. 

 

Question 1.  Describe your company’s interest in participating in a pressurized secondary irrigation 

system to service residents of Layton City. 

a. Address whether your company is interested in providing infrastructure or being a 

wholesaler for a pressurized secondary irrigation system in Layton City. 

b. Address your company’s willingness to combine with other irrigation companies to 

form a single pressurized secondary irrigation provider to service residents of Layton 

City. 

c. Describe the roll your company envisions for Layton City as part of the future of 

your company. 

 

Councilmember Brown said, relative to subsection “a” couldn’t it be both infrastructure and water.  

 

Scott said it could be.  

 

Councilmember Day said at some point, whether it was done by the irrigation companies or someone else, 

there would have to be an in-depth feasibility study of the irrigation companies combining because there 

would be a lot of complications in doing that.  

 

Councilmember Francis said there would be so many questions relative to that one aspect; it would be 

very difficult.  
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Alex said he felt that that was being contemplated. He said the City was not trying to determine the 

viability of that, or whether it would work or not. The question was to see if the irrigation companies were 

interested in approaching that possibility. Alex said there wasn’t a right or wrong answer. He said the 

various irrigation companies had different assets; the City wanted to provide flexibility to allow 

everybody to indicate whether they wanted to do that or not. He said there would be a lot more detail 

down the road.  

 

Councilmember Brown asked if the irrigation companies would receive the different options so that they 

would be able to respond.  

 

Alex said from Staff’s perspective, at the outset the City would take a very deliberative, very objective 

approach to this. He said the City would ask everybody that participated to do that. Alex said up front, 

Staff was trying to get information for the Council. He said the more facts and information that everybody 

could provide, as they went through the information, there would naturally be opinions formed based on 

the facts. Alex said Staff was trying to make this very transparent so that it was the facts and information 

that lead to a conclusion; not jumping ahead and forming a conclusion and then trying to get facts to 

support that conclusion.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said Staff was trying to make the questions broad so that there wasn’t a yes or no 

answer.  

 

Alex said every company would be asked the same questions and given the same opportunity. It would be 

an equal playing field. He said everyone would have an opportunity to be involved if they chose to do 

that.  

 

Question 2.  Describe your company’s service area and quantify the amount of water available for use in a 

pressurized secondary irrigation system. 

a. Identify the service area located within Layton City. 

b. Identify the service area outside of Layton City. 

c. Identify the quantity of water available to your company’s service area within Layton 

City. 

d. Identify the quantity of water available to your company’s service area outside of 

Layton City. 

e. Does commitment to agricultural irrigation systems affect availability of water to a 
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pressurized secondary irrigation system in Layton? 

f. What long term planning is being done to determine the conversion of agricultural 

water to urban/suburban pressurized secondary water? 

 

Councilmember Petro asked if this question should also include information about the age and 

functionality of their current system.  

 

Alex said that would be a good addition.  

 

Question 3.  Describe your company’s ability to control/protect water for use in a pressurized secondary 

water system in Layton City. 

a. How do the company bylaws address protection of water pertaining to use in a 

pressurized secondary irrigation system in Layton City?  

 

Mayor Stevenson asked Scott to define protection. 

 

Scott said did their bylaws really commit the water to Layton City, or were they planning for it to go 

elsewhere.  

 

Alex said a company might have a sufficient quantity of water to prove to the City. If the City was to 

partner with that company, or a combination of companies, and make a commitment with infrastructure, it 

would be important that the water was always able to be made available to the City. He said you couldn’t 

start into a system and then five years down the road find out that individual shareholders had perhaps 

sold off some of that water outside of the City.  

 

Councilmember Petro suggested elaborating on that question a little so that it was clear to the irrigation 

companies what the City wanted.  

 

Alex said the questions would be made available to all of the companies and then Staff would ask for 

feedback to make sure there was clarity with the questions. 

 

Question 4.  Address the reliability of the water sources available to your company. 

a. Address the priority of the water rights owned by your company. 

b. Provide historical water data for sources and water delivered to system. 

i. Provide data from drought years as well as years with sufficient supply.  
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Question 5.  Describe the pressurized secondary irrigation connections (current and future) serviced by 

your company. 

a. Identify the number of connections currently serviced with pressurized secondary 

irrigation within Layton City. 

i. How much water is required to service these current connections? 

b. Identify the number of connections projected to be serviced with pressurized 

secondary irrigation within Layton City. 

i. How much water is required to service these future connections? 

c. Identify the number of connections currently serviced with pressurized secondary 

irrigation outside of Layton City. 

i. How much water is required to service these current connections? 

d. Identify the number of connections projected to be serviced with pressurized 

secondary irrigation outside of Layton City.  

i. How much water is required to service these future connections? 

e. Do you now, or do you anticipate implementing any water conservation measures, 

e.g. metering or restricted water times and/or days? 

 

Councilmember Petro said the question addressed projections. She asked if they were allowing the 

companies to make the assumption that it wasn’t necessarily based upon where they were currently 

operating; or where they think their designated area was. Councilmember Petro asked if the question 

wanted overall projects for the entire City or the portion that the companies wanted.  

 

Steve Jackson said it was based on the area that they currently planned to service. He said the individual 

companies had service areas and they knew where they were flood irrigating or not. Steve said the City 

was asking what their projections were for their future pressurized area, and how many connections they 

would be servicing. 

 

Councilmember Day said this would include current agricultural areas that were being serviced. 

 

Steve said yes; what they considered their service area. He said the intent wasn’t to have them do 

projections outside of their current service area. Steve said the question could be clarified to make sure 

they understood the intent.  
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Question 6.  Describe your company’s current organizational structure. 

a. How many employees does your company employ? 

i. Field vs. office staff or serve as both. 

b. Describe your company’s financial situation. How well capitalized is the 

organization? Does your company have financial reports that can be made available 

for review? 

 

Councilmember Petro said it would help her in understanding their overall structure to know who handled 

their billing; was it done in-house or through a third party, or was it something the City would take on. 

She said she would also like to know what their customer service structure was to the end user; was it at 

the connection point or at the lateral; define where the end user took over responsibility.  

 

Alex said they could probably speak to how that was handled now; going forward if a partnership was 

entered into with the City, he would assume that that would be one of many details that would need to be 

worked through. He said that was a very important question. 

 

Councilmember Day asked if they would want to see several years of financials. 

 

Alex said the assumption was that it would be for the current year. He said the City recognized that all the 

companies were in a different situation; there wasn’t a right way or a wrong way, but it was important for 

the City to understand that when looking toward a partnership.  

 

Question 7.  Describe your procedures and abilities to respond to emergency situations, e.g. night time 

line break or other system failure. 

a. Address personnel, equipment, and contact procedures. 

 

Question 8.  Provide your company’s current rate structure for providing pressurized secondary irrigation 

and unpressurized irrigation to your service area.  

a. Address your company’s current rate structure and any plans for changes in the 

future.  

 

Scott asked if there were any additional questions to consider. 

 

Woody asked that they address cost of operations and maintenance, design construction standards, and 
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liability. 

 

Alex said that would speak to their current situation; it may change or be required to change. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said the ability to retain water should be explained.  

 

Alex said Staff hoped that Question 3 would touch on that; it could be better clarified. 

 

Mayor Stevenson asked what the contingency plan would be if a reservoir went down. 

 

Councilmember Day said that would be addressed in sources of water and available water.  

 

Councilmember Brown said with Question 6 relative to the financial situation, she would like information 

about outstanding liabilities; law suits, etc.  

 

Councilmember Day said relative to liability, did they want to know supply liability and infrastructure 

liability. He said all the systems had an inherent liability because of the way they were built and where 

they were built. Councilmember Day said they all could have a pipeline break or a failure such as that. He 

asked if the questions should address that, or were they looking more about liability as far as servicing the 

customers. 

 

Councilmember Francis said he felt there were two liabilities; supply liability and structural liability.  

 

Alex said he thought the Council would want to understand what kind of insurance coverage they had; 

what steps were they taking to mitigate any exposure. He said everyone understood that water systems 

were risky. Alex said he didn’t know that there would be a need to explain what the City already knew. 

 

Councilmember Francis said the question might be, “Do you have structural specifications that you 

adhere to that the City could see over the years.” 

 

Mayor Stevenson asked Ivan Ray, Davis and Weber Counties Canal Company, if they could get liability 

insurance on their lines. 

 

Mr. Ivan Ray said they had liability insurance for 21 million dollars. He said for the pressurized system 

they had an emergency management plan, and the pump stations and reservoirs were covered under their 
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insurance. He said they had liability insurance for broken lines if it caused damage.  

 

Councilmember Petro asked if there should be a question about their regular maintenance schedule. 

 

Councilmember Brown said similar to the City televising the sewer lines every few years. 

 

Alex said Staff would gather whatever information the Council would like. He said Staff’s idea was to 

have the companies provide a general idea of their capacities in the different areas, which would give the 

Council a sense of whether there was a likelihood that under some type of a formal arrangement, they 

would have the capacities to continue to do that. Alex said what they were doing today may change, but 

hypothetically if you had an entity that currently had insurance coverage like what was discussed by Mr. 

Ray, and they had a maintenance plan, and design standards, it was reasonable to assume that they would 

expect that going forward. He said if there was a company that didn’t have any of that structure, but 

indicated that they were going to start doing that, it might be something important for the Council to 

consider. Alex said the details of insurances, coverage, and liabilities would be worked out if an 

agreement was entered into. He said a lot of those answers would naturally come as this progressed.  

 

Alex said during the process, the Council could certainly add things. He said Staff would suggest that if 

additional things were added for one company, those same questions should be asked of all companies so 

that everyone was providing the same information. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said the conversation itself would stimulate additional questions.  

 

Mr. Ray said it would be ideal if the companies could have those questions for a week or two to allow the 

companies to respond in writing. 

 

Alex said that was the intent. He said the hope would be that the information would be presented to the 

Council verbally, but that it would also be presented in writing. That way it would be clear that they were 

the companies’ words, and the City would not be interpreting or trying to remember what one company 

said versus another.  

 

Ron Layton said a lot of the smaller ditch companies that got water from Davis Weber owned the ditches. 

He said if those ditches were taken over and lined with pipe, it would save the City and canal company a 

lot of money. Mr. Layton said the ditch companies owned easements all over the City.  
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Councilmember Day said that information would likely come out through this process. 

 

Councilmember Day disclosed that he was a shareholder of Kays Creek Irrigation and Davis Weber Canal 

Company.  

 

Mayor Stevenson disclosed that he also had Davis Weber Canal Company shares.  

 

Councilmember Petro disclosed that she had Davis Weber Canal Company shares.  

 

Councilmember Brown said she received her secondary water from Weber Basin. 

 

Mr. Ray said Alex Jensen received his secondary water from Davis Weber Canal Company.  

 

Mayor Stevenson asked if dates should be set for the questions to be back to the Council. He asked if the 

individual companies would be asked to meet with the Council, or would it be done all together. 

 

Alex said Staff would like the Council to set a date. He said Staff would make an effort to manage work 

meeting agendas to allow for time during a work meeting to meet with the irrigation companies. Alex said 

his personal opinion was that each individual company should come in and have their own time to address 

the Council, and ask that the other companies not come. He said there should be an open forum for them 

to speak and share with the Council their information without having the information being challenged, or 

any type of adversarial relationship. The Council was simply trying to gather information; the companies 

should be able to share what they were hoping to do and what their plans were without having to worry 

about somebody else trying to pick up on that.  

 

Councilmember Day asked if Alex was talking about questions from the other companies, not necessarily 

questions from the Council. 

 

Alex said yes. 

 

Councilmember Brown said the next few work meetings would include budget discussions; it might be 

hard to fit this on an agenda for a while.  

 

Mayor Stevenson asked Mr. Ray how much time he felt they would need to go through the questions. 
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Mr. Ray said maybe two weeks. 

 

Mayor Stevenson asked Mr. Ray how much time he would need to present the information to the Council. 

 

Mr. Ray said there was a lot of information the Council would want to have. He said an hour to an hour 

and a half. 

 

Alex suggested that each company be given an hour; the Council would be given the information in 

writing and they could emphasize the things they wanted more discussion on. He said everyone should be 

given the same amount of time. Alex said this was a really important decision for the Council to make and 

taking extra time to review the information wouldn’t be a problem. 

 

Mr. Ray said the written dialog could be given to the Council in advance of the verbal presentation to 

allow time for the Council to review the information and then inquire about those things they wanted 

more information on.  

 

Discussion suggested having two separate meetings with two companies presenting information at each 

meeting, such as strategic planning meetings.  

 

Mr. Ray asked if the questions could be submitted to them by the end of next week. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said as soon as the questions were cleaned up, Staff would get them out to the irrigation 

companies.  

 

Councilmember Brown said during Scott’s presentation at the last meeting, he talked about that even 

within some companies their rates were different based on the area. She said if the City moved forward 

with some type of program, the rates would have to be consistent. Councilmember Brown asked if there 

would be a question to address that. 

 

Discussion suggested that this type of information would come at a later date.  

 

Councilmember Day said he was willing to spend an hour and a half because he didn’t think it could be 

handled in one hour. He said he felt that it would be smart to schedule an hour and a half per company.  
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MAYOR’S REPORT 

 

Mayor Stevenson said a date for an open house on the Traffic Master Plan needed to be set.  

 

Woody said they were looking at a Wednesday night in April; possibility April 15th, from 6:00 p.m. to 

8:00 p.m.  

 

Discussion suggested that April 15th would work.  

 

Woody said after that public open house, Horrocks Engineering would come back to a work meeting and 

present the results of the public comments to the Council.  

 

Councilmember Brown asked how word would be sent out about the open house.  

 

Woody said it was too costly to send notices to each residence. He said they would be providing 

information through the media, to the stakeholders, on the City’s website, and through social media. 

 

Councilmember Day asked if the consultants would be gathering the information and then bringing it 

back to the Council. 

 

Woody said Staff would be there to support the consultants, but they would be gathering the information. 

He said Staff would schedule time during a work meeting to discuss the information gathered during the 

open house. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said he felt that it would be nice for the Council to hold a reception and do a 

proclamation honoring the Layton High School Basketball Team for their recent State championship.  

 

Councilmember Freitag said in the past the City had done a proclamation when teams had won. He said 

the team members had attended the Council meeting.  

 

Mayor Stevenson asked about doing a small reception, possibly between the work meeting and regular 

meeting. 

 

Discussion suggested holding a reception on March 19th. 
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Mayor Stevenson indicated that the City’s response to the Shared Solution was sent out. 

 

The meeting adjourned at 6:37 p.m. 

 

 

 

__________________________________ 

Thieda Wellman, City Recorder 



D  R  A  F  T   

 

 

Minutes of Layton City Council Meeting March 5, 2015 

 

MINUTES OF LAYTON CITY 

COUNCIL MEETING    MARCH 5, 2015; 7:02 P.M. 

 

MAYOR AND COUNCILMEMBERS 

PRESENT:     MAYOR BOB STEVENSON, JOYCE BROWN, 

TOM DAY, JORY FRANCIS, SCOTT FREITAG 

AND JOY PETRO 

 

 

STAFF PRESENT:    ALEX JENSEN, MARLESSE JONES, DAVID 

PRICE, TERRY COBURN 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 Day gave the 

invocation. Scouts and students were welcomed. 

 

 

MUNICIPAL EVENT ANNOUNCEMENTS: 

 

Councilmember Brown mentioned the Family Recreation activity on March 13th at the Davis County 

Library. She said there would be activities based on Dr. Seuss. 

 

Councilmember Brown said there would be ½ price admission for Surf ‘n Swim on St. Patrick’s Day if you 

wear green. 

 

Councilmember Brown said on Saturday, April 4th there would be an Easter Egg dive at Surf ‘n Swim. She 

said the cost would be $5 and you would need to register to participate.  

 

Mayor Stevenson read an email from Trish Marino indicating that she had reported some graffiti on the 

Bamberger Trail on Monday afternoon. She said the Police Department and Parks Department reported back 

to her with exceptional service. Ms. Marino said the agencies should be acknowledged for their 

professionalism, which reflected on Layton City as a whole. Mayor Stevenson said overall the City had very 

dedicated employees that took good care of the community.  
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CITIZEN COMMENTS: 

 

Fred Murray asked where the City was on a bee keeping ordinance. He said he knew that the State 

Legislature dropped their bill.  

 

Councilmember Brown said Staff was working on an ordinance to bring before the Council.  

 

Mayor Stevenson suggested that Mr. Murray call Peter Matson, City Planner, tomorrow.  

 

Roger McBride challenged the Council to consider a small modification to Layton Municipal Code Section 

10.2.010 regarding parking on streets during winter months. He said his proposal was to consider removing 

the first paragraph and letting paragraph 2 carry the ordinance; no parking when it was needed. 

 

Mr. McBride said this year was a prime example; because of the lack of snow there had been only a handful 

of days where it was needed. He said it would help with pollution because residents wouldn’t have to keep 

moving vehicles.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said his understanding was that unless there was snow there was very little enforcement 

during the winter months. 

 

Mr. McBride said there was always a threat of enforcement. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said he had brought this up with the Police Department and they had indicated that unless 

there was snow they didn’t enforce the ordinance. He suggested that Mr. McBride come in and discuss it 

with the Legal Department and the Police Department. 

 

CONSENT AGENDA: 

 

ADOPT AGREEMENT FOR CONSULTING SERVICES WITH LANDMARK DESIGN TO 

PREPARE A PARKS, RECREATION, TRAILS AND CULTURAL MASTER PLAN – 

RESOLUTION 15-12 

 

David Price, Parks and Recreation Director, said Resolution 15-12 would adopt an agreement for consulting 

services with Landmark Design to prepare a Parks, Recreation, Trails and Cultural Master Plan. David said 
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the Parks and Recreation element of the Layton City General Plan was last updated in 1995. He said Staff 

received a proposal from Landmark Design to prepare and update this element of the General Plan. David 

said Landmark Design would be compensated for satisfactory performance at an hourly rate not to exceed 

$43,200. He said since the last meeting, Staff had worked with Landmark Design to make sure that the 

Council was briefed throughout the process, and had added five meetings with the Council. David said Staff 

recommended approval of Resolution 15-12. 

 

Councilmember Freitag expressed appreciation for Staff adding meetings for the City Council.  

 

BID AWARD – LARRY DALEY CONSTRUCTION – 2015 VARIOUS SANITARY SEWER 

REPAIRS – RESOLUTION 15-13 

 

Terry Coburn, Public Works Director, said Resolution 15-13 authorized the execution of an agreement with 

Larry Daley Construction for the 2015 Various Sanitary Sewer Repairs project. Terry said the project 

included the installation of 2,745 lineal feet of new pipe, manholes and associated work items in three 

separate areas of the City. He said the project would upgrade and repair the sanitary sewer system mains on 

Barber Avenue, Beacon Avenue and Elm Street to alleviate broken pipes and low spots that had created 

continual maintenance issues. Terry said five bids were received with Larry Daley Construction submitting 

the lowest responsive, responsible bid of $425,859; the engineer’s estimate for the project was $512,000. He 

said Staff recommended approval.  

 

Mayor Stevenson asked if they would replace the line or would they reline it. 

 

Terry said they would replace the line in this instance. 

 

BID AWARD – ORMOND CONSTRUCTION, INC. – EAST GENTILE SEWER REPLACEMENT 

PROJECT – APPROXIMATELY 1830 TO 1980 EAST GENTILE STREET – RESOLUTION 15-14 

 

Terry Coburn said Resolution 15-14 authorized the execution of an agreement with Ormond Construction for 

the East Gentile Sewer Replacement project. He said the project included the removal and replacement of 

997 lineal feet of pipe, manholes and associated items along East Gentile Street between 1830 East and 1980 

East. Terry said seven bids were received with Ormond Construction submitting the lowest responsive, 

responsible bid of $182,788.16; the engineer’s estimate for the project was $200,000. He said Staff 

recommended approval.  
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MOTION: : Councilmember Freitag moved to approve the Consent Agenda as presented, with changes to 

Item A, including rewording the title to “Adopt the Resolution,” and determine if there were any other 

necessary meetings for the Council, including public hearings, to amend this element of the General Plan. 

Councilmember Brown seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 

 

The meeting adjourned at 7:19 p.m. 

 

 

 

 

________________________________ 
Thieda Wellman, City Recorder 



LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING
AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 

  
Item Number:  5.A.
   
Subject:  
Agreement with Davis County for Conducting the 2015 Municipal Election under the Oversight of the City 
Recorder - Resolution 15-21
   
Background:  
State law allows for the City to contract with the County to administer the municipal election for 2015.  
Davis County has the equipment and expertise to manage the election at a reasonable cost.

The City has contracted with the County for several years in conducting the election.  The costs outlined in 
the agreement for 2015 are very similar to the 2013 agreement.
  
Alternatives:  
Alternatives are to 1) Adopt Resolution 15-21 approving the agreement with Davis County for conducting 
the 2015 municipal election; 2) Adopt Resolution 15-21 with any amendments the Council deems 
appropriate; or 3) Not adopt Resolution 15-21 and remand to Staff with directions.
  
Recommendation:  
Staff recommends the Council adopt Resolution 15-21 approving the agreement with Davis County for 
conducting the 2015 municipal election. 
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Item Number:  5.B.
   
Subject:  
2006 Revenue Bond Refunding Parameters Resolution - Resolution 15-22
   
Background:  
Interest rates in the bond market are at a level that justifies refunding or refinancing currently outstanding City 
bonded debt.  The City's financial advisor, Lewis, Young, Robertson and Burningham, will present a 
parameters resolution regarding the refunding of the 2006 Sales Tax Revenue bonds and request permission to 
issue a notice of intent to issue refunding bonds.
  
Alternatives:  
1) Adopt Resolution 15-22 authorizing the issuance and sale of not more than $3,400,000 aggregate principal 
amount of Sales Tax Revenue Refunding Bonds; and related matters, within the guidelines of the parameters 
resolution; 2) Adopt Resolution 15-22 with any amendments the Council deems appropriate; or 3) Not adopt 
Resolution 15-22 and remand to Staff with directions.
  
Recommendation:  
Staff recommends the Council adopt Resolution 15-22 authorizing the issuance and sale of not more than 
$3,400,000 aggregate principal amount of Sales Tax Revenue Refunding Bonds; and related matters, within 
the guidelines of the parameters resolution.
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Item Number:  5.C.
   
Subject:  
2015 Revised Development Guidelines and Design Standards – Resolution 15-09
   
Background:  
The Engineering Division currently maintains a set of Development Guidelines and Design Standards for the 
purpose of informing developers of the current guidelines and standards and to assist them in meeting those 
standards. Some of these guidelines and standards require updates or revisions. Section 19.01.240 of the 
Layton Municipal Code allows for the City Engineer to draft, approve, adopt, interpret and amend the 
Guidelines from time to time as determined necessary. The City Engineer and Staff have re-written the 
current Guidelines. The revisions or additions were included with the Work Meeting Packet and presented on 
February 5, 2015.
  
Alternatives:  
Alternatives are to 1) Adopt Resolution 15-09 adopting the 2015 Revised Development Guidelines and 
Design Standards; 2) Adopt Resolution 15-09 with any amendments the Council deems appropriate; or 3) 
Not adopt Resolution 15-09 and remand to Staff with directions
  
Recommendation:  
Staff recommends the Council adopt Resolution 15-09 adopting the 2015 Revised Development Guidelines 
and Design Standards.
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DEVELOPMENT 

GUIDELINES 

AND DESIGN STANDARDS 

 

CHECKLISTS FOR REVIEWS 

 

APRIL 2015 

James Woodruff, City Engineer 
Shannon Hansen, Assistant City Engineer - Development 
Staff Engineers: Stephen Jackson, Ryan Bankhead, Alan Moss, Ashley Thoman, Mark Stenquist 



INTRODUCTION 
 

 
 
This document has been prepared and compiled by the Engineering Staff of the Public Works 
Department.  This document is to assist developers in understanding the current procedures for 
the Engineering Department review and approval process of developments within the City. 

The review process for a site plan submitted will require one approval. 
 
The subdivision review process will require either two or three approvals.  These include 
CONCEPTUAL approval, PRELIMINARY approval, and FINAL approval.   
 
The review process for all development in areas designated as “sensitive lands,” in the zoning ordinance 
and all Planned Residential Unit Developments (PRUDs) will require all three approvals listed above. 
 
In addition to the required reviews and approvals, a specific development request may also include 
Annexation and/or rezone. 
 
This document includes a CHECKLIST to guide the developer through the review and approval process 
and the DESIGN STANDARDS required for each phase of the submittal process. 
 
The items contained in the document have been prepared as a supplement to the adopted subdivision 
ordinances and standards, and are provided as an aid to the Developer.  Through the use of this 
document, the Developer will be able to more closely comply with adopted standards. 
 
This document does not, nor is it intended to, fully represent the current adopted subdivision ordinance, 
construction standards, master plans, or other City requirements.  The Developer shall be responsible to 
comply with all aspects of the adopted ordinances of the City.   
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Conceptual Approval Checklist 
(Required for development in sensitive lands and for all PRUD’S) 

 
 

• One (1) set submitted for the Engineering Department. 

• Site plan has legal description for the boundary. 

• Site plan shows the lot configuration. 

• Area of each lot is indicated. 

• Contour lines (proposed and existing) are shown, with contour intervals clearly identified. 

• Lot slope and buildable area shown. 

• Street configurations with centerline slopes shown. 

• Typical street cross-section is shown. 

• Locations of all cuts/fills in excess of 6 feet are shown. 

• Locations of existing utilities are shown. 

• Proposed storm drainage system shown. 

• Proposed water system shown. 

• Proposed secondary water system shown (if available). 

• Proposed sanitary sewer system shown. 

• Proposed land drain system shown. 

• Boundary and elevation of the FEMA flood 100-year plain area, if applicable. 
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 Preliminary Approval Checklist 
 
 
• One (1) set submitted for the Engineering Department. 

• Preliminary dedication plat with legal description, lot configuration, and area of each lot is indicated. 

• Contour lines (existing and proposed) are shown. 

• Slope of each lot and buildable area shown. 

• Street configurations with slopes shown. 

• Street cross-section is shown with sidewalk, park strip and curb & gutter. 

• The placement of intersections does not exceed the maximum block length allowed for the zone; are at 

right angles; are aligned with adjacent intersections as allowed by the City standards. 

• The length of cul-de-sacs does not exceed 500 feet. 

• Radius of all horizontal curves shall be identified. 

• Locations of all cuts/fills in excess of 3 feet shown. 

• Locations of existing utilities (water, sewer, storm drain, irrigation, streets, etc) are shown. 

• Locations of existing overhead utilities are shown. 

• Proposed method to control storm drainage is shown, including storm drain master plans with calculations 

for the pipe system and detention (if required). 

• Location(s) of existing easements are shown. 

• Proposed location(s) for the sanitary sewer, land drain, storm drain (including inlets), water (including 

valves and hydrants), irrigation, street lighting, and other public utilities shown. 

• Boundaries and elevation of the 100-year flood plain as defined by FEMA map, including map and panel 

number. 

• Written approval from adjacent property owner(s) agreeing to grant an easement for utility line extension, 

if the line extension crosses private property.  (Subject to City approval.) 

• Written approval from the State Engineer for any stream alteration. 

• Written approval from Davis County Flood Control. 

• Written approval for offsite easements. 

• Written approval from irrigation users for any change to an existing system. 

• Submittal of the geotechnical report. 

• A preliminary property title report is submitted. 

• Submittal of a Traffic Study,if required. 
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 Final Site Plan – Checklist 
  

D E D I C A T I O N    P L A T 
• Paper copy of the final dedication plat shall be submitted for the Engineering Department. 
• An electronic copy of the dedication plat shall be submitted, in order to expedite the review process. 
• The boundary narrative matches the drafted description. 
• The boundary matches the adjacent properties or parcels. 
• The boundary is referenced from a found Davis County section corner, and uses Davis County bearings 

and coordinates.  The basis of bearing is established using 2 found Davis County section corners. 
• The boundary closes within approved limits. 
• The dedication plat format conforms to Davis County Recorder standards. 
• The street centerline information is complete (bearings, & distance, delta, tangent, radius, chord bearing 

and distance). 
• The individual lots close with centerline and boundary information. 
• The area of each lot is shown. 
• Lot numbers are shown and conform to Phase numbering. 
• The centerline monuments are shown at all intersections. 
• ALL existing easements are clearly shown and identified. 
• All new public utility easements (front lot, rear lot and side lot) are shown. 
• North arrow and drawing scale is shown. 
• The property title report is submitted with the dedication plat. 
 

F I N A L   D R A W I N G S 
• Five sets of construction drawings submitted for the Engineering Department. 
• All off-site easements, on Layton City forms, have been signed and submitted with the drawings. 
• The final drawing is consistent with the approved Preliminary Site Plan. 
• The cost estimate is included for the project. 
• A Professional Engineer shall sign and stamp final drawings. 
 
 C U L I N A R Y    W A T E R 
• The culinary water system is of the size and type approved by the City on the preliminary drawings. 
• The culinary water system has fire hydrants placed as approved on the preliminary drawings and at all 

dead end points. 
• The culinary water system has isolation valves installed at intersections, cul-de-sacs and other locations 

required by the City Engineer. 
• The culinary water system is installed at the appropriate location in the street, typically 4 feet north and 

east of centerline. 
• The culinary water system is C900 DR14 for pipe sizes 3”-10” and class 51 ductile iron pipe for pipe 12” 

and larger. 
• A note is provided indicating water service line and meter sizes. 
• A note is provided indicating thrust blocking on all fittings. 
• Dedication of water shares. 
• A note indicating the lot numbers required to have a Fire Suppression System, with size and type. 
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S A N I T A R Y    S E W E R 
• The sanitary sewer lines are shown on both the plan and profile drawings. 
• The plan and profile drawing has a benchmark referenced to a physical feature AND to a found 

Davis County section corner. 
• The sanitary sewer system is of the size and type approved by the City on the preliminary 

drawings, and/or as required by the City Engineer. 
• The sanitary sewer system has manholes placed as approved on the preliminary drawings, at all 

dead end points, and as required by the City Engineer. 
• The sanitary sewer system is installed at the appropriate location in the street, typically 9 feet 

south and west of centerline. 
• The sanitary sewer system will indicate a separate lateral from the main line to 10 feet inside the 

property line for each building lot. 
 
 S T O R M   D R A I N   S Y S T E M 
• The storm drain system is of the size and type approved by the City on the preliminary drawings, 

or as required by the City Engineer. 
• The storm drain system has clean out boxes and inlet boxes placed as approved on the 

preliminary drawings, at all dead end points and as required by the City Engineer. 
• The storm drain lines are shown on both a plan and profile drawings. 
• The plan and profile drawing has a benchmark referenced to a physical feature AND to a found 

Davis County section corner. 
• The storm drain lines have the minimum cover as required in the specifications and the proper 

offset from the curb line. 
• The type of box is shown for locations deeper than typical 36" to flow-line. 
• The storm drain system is typically installed on the south and west sides of the streets, at the lip 

of curb. 
• The storm drain system cannot act as a land drain system. 
• Double inlet boxes are placed at all invert and isolated low street areas. 
• A note shall be added indicating all inlet grates shall be bicycle safe type covers. 
• Submittal of a copy of the Davis County Flood Control permit if required. 
 
 L A N D    D R A I N   S Y S T E M 
• The land drain system lines are shown on both a plan and profile drawings. 
• The plan and profile drawing has a benchmark referenced to a physical feature AND to a found 

Davis County section corner. 
• The land drain line system is of the size and type approved by the City on the preliminary 

drawings, and/or as required by the City Engineer. 
• The land drain line system has manholes placed as approved on the preliminary drawings, at all 

dead end points, and as required by the City Engineer. 
• The land drain line system is installed at the appropriate location in the street, typically 10 feet 

north and east of centerline. 
• The land drain line system will indicate a separate lateral from the main line to 10 feet inside the 

property line for each building lot. 
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S T R E E T   D E S I G N 
• The street widths conform to the cross-section widths approved in the preliminary drawings 

and/or as required by the City Engineer. 
• The street cross-section shows the placement of sidewalk, park strip and curb & gutter as 

approved on the preliminary drawings or as required by the City Engineer. 
• The pavement structure is a minimum 3" asphalt and 8" gravel road base or as required by the 

geotechnical report or City Engineer. 
• The drawings of the curb & gutter show both the plan and profile design. 
• The plan and profile drawing has a benchmark referenced to a physical feature AND to a found 

Davis County section corner. 
• The centerline street design reflects the correct “K” value for vertical, or as required by the City 

Engineer. 
• The centerline street design has the proper horizontal curve design. 
• The placement of intersections conforms to the City standards. 
• The top of curb (TBC) elevations are clearly shown on the plan drawing. 
• The type of slope reinforcement (retaining wall, armor wall, extended slopes) shall be shown for 

all cut/fill areas exceeding 24 inches. 
• The length of cul-de-sacs conforms to City Standards. 
• The street slope does not exceed 8% or as approved by the City Engineer and the City Fire Chief. 
• Lighting in the public right of way is shown on the plan view drawings. 
 

 S T O R M   W A T E R   P O L L U T I O N   P R E V E N T I O N P L A N 
R E Q U I R E M E N T S 

• Submit a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan and State of Utah Water Quality Permit. 
 
 G E O T E C H N I C A L    I N F O R M A T I O N 
• The requirements listed in the geotechnical report have been included in the construction 

drawings. 
 
 I R R I G A T I O N   S Y S T E MS 
• The irrigation users have submitted a written statement approving the system modification.  This 

includes pressure systems and open-ditch flood irrigation systems. 
• The flood irrigation system is located with all control structures in either the park strip area or 

behind the sidewalk. 
• The pressure irrigation system is installed at an appropriate location in the street, typically at the 

lip of curb or in the 7.5 ft. parkstrip. 
• The flood irrigation systems pipe through a development is located within a private irrigation 

easement. 
• A copy of the receipt for payment for secondary water service from Davis Weber Canal 

Company or Kays Creek Irrigation Company must be submitted. 
 

T E L E P H O N E & P O W E R  
• The existing overhead utilities along the frontage are indicated to be buried along the frontage of 

the subdivision.   
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SUBDIVISION DEVELOPMENT CHECKLIST 
 PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 
 

The following is a brief outline of the submittal requirements that a developer should consider 
when submitting for ANNEXATION, REZONE, CONCEPTUAL APPROVAL, PRELIMINARY 
PLAN APPROVAL, and FINAL PLAN APPROVAL.  This outline also lists the items that the Public 
Works Department will provide at each approval level. 
 
I.  ANNEXATION  

A. The developer will provide a location map and plat of the proposed annexation. 
1. The map will show the location of the parcel to be annexed, and will include the 

legal description of the parcel to be annexed. 
a. The legal description for the annexation will match the adjacent 

annexation parcels as recorded at the Davis County Recorder's Office or 
on file with the City recorder.  A conceptual plan of the proposed 
development may be required. 

B. The Public Works Department will provide a report concerning the actual annexation.  
The report will define the availability of water, sewer, storm drainage and street 
configuration for the proposed annexation area.  This information will be of a general 
nature, and is not intended to be inclusive of all requirements for the proposed annexation 
area.  The report will include development requirements that will be imposed as a 
condition of annexation. 

 
II.  REZONE 

A. The Developer will provide the site plan location map.  The map will show the location 
of the parcel for rezone and will include the legal description for the rezone. 

B. The Public Works Department will provide a one or two sentence statement concerning 
the actual rezone.  The Public Works department will provide a statement which defines 
the availability of water, sewer, storm drainage and the street configuration for the 
proposed rezone area.  This information will be of a general nature, and is not intended to 
be inclusive of all requirements for the proposed rezone area. 

 
III.  CONCEPTUAL SUBDIVISION APPROVAL 

A. Conceptual approval is required for all developments in the designated “sensitive lands” 
area and all Planned Residential Unit Developments (PRUD’s).  The configuration of the 
lots and streets is considered. 

B. The developer will submit: 
1.  Lot configuration 

a. Conceptual site plan with boundary and legal description. 
(1) The site plan shall include adjacent parcels. 
(2) The site plan shall be scaled no smaller than 1"=60’. 

b. Area of each lot 
c. Contour lines, existing and proposed, with actual elevations referenced to 

Davis County information. 
(1) 2-foot intervals are preferred while 5 foot or 10-foot intervals will 

be accepted.  Additional contour information may be required. 
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d. Slope and size of buildable area of all lots exceeding 25%.  (Minimum 
building area is 30% with 5000 sq. ft., 50-foot minimum one side 
dimension). 

e. The site plan will show the location of any retaining structures that exceed 
a height of 10 feet that maybe/will be required to be constructed prior to 
the construction of any home. 

2.  Street configuration 
a. Indications of street slopes over 8% 
b. Proposed street cross section 
c. Locations of cuts/fills exceeding 6 feet. 

3.  Location of existing and proposed improvements 
a. Location of water, sewer, storm drainage, streets, and natural drainage 

path. 
b. Locations of existing easement, i.e. Weber Basin Water, petroleum gas 

lines, irrigation lines, power lines, phone lines, private access easements. 
C. The Public Works Department will provide the following information: 

1.  A written memorandum addressing the acceptability of the street configuration, 
the street cross-section, the slope of the lots.  The Planning Department will 
address the lot size and their configuration. 

2.  The memorandum will provide information concerning waterline size, possible 
off-site utility system improvements, sanitary sewer size and details, storm drain 
configuration, land drainage requirements, slope protection requirements 
(including easements and re-vegetation), and possibly other items specific to the 
development. 

 
 
IV.  PRELIMINARY SUBDIVISION APPROVAL 

 
A. The purpose of the Preliminary Subdivision Plan is to show the feasibility of the 

proposed development and the conformance to the adopted standards.  The Staff, 
Planning Commission, and City Council may make alterations to the Preliminary Site 
Plan as necessary to make the development conform to the standards and expectations of 
the City.  The preliminary approval will give the developer the direction needed to 
complete the final compilation of the construction drawings.  The preliminary approval 
shall terminate one year after the City Council has given approval.  

B. The developer will submit the soils study for the development area with the preliminary  
plan.  The soils study will contain the minimum information required, as shown in the 
geotechnical section of this booklet, and the drawings will reflect the recommendations 
of the soils report. 

C. The developer will  submit the preliminary plan containing the following information: 
1.  Lot configuration 

a. Preliminary dedication plat with boundary legal description. 
(1) The plan shall include adjacent parcels. 

b. Area of each lot 
c. Contour lines, existing and proposed, with actual elevations referenced to 

Davis County information. 
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(1) 2-foot intervals are preferred while 5 foot or 10-foot intervals will 
be accepted.  Additional contour information may be required. 

d. Slope and size of buildable area of all lots.  (Minimum building area is 
30% or less with 5000 sq. ft., 50-foot minimum one side dimension).   

2.  Street configuration 
a. Indications of all street slopes 
b. Radius of all horizontal curves shall be identified. 
c. Proposed street cross section conforming to City Street Standards. 
d. The preliminary site plan shall include cross-section drawings at locations 

where the slopes will have cuts or fills exceeding 5 feet on either side of 
the street.  The cross-section drawings shall be spaced no greater than 50 
feet. 

3.  Location of existing improvements 
a. Location of water, sewer, storm drainage, streets, irrigation (open ditch or 

pressure lines) and natural drainage paths and/or creeks and streams. 
b. Locations of existing easement, i.e. Weber Basin Water, petroleum gas 

lines, irrigation lines, power lines, phone lines, private access easements. 
(1) All easements shall be shown on the preliminary dedication plat. 

c. Location of all cuts/fills exceeding 3 feet at the right-of-way line. 
4.  Proposed configuration of public utilities, i.e., Sanitary sewer, culinary water, 

storm drainage, land drainage, street lighting, pressure irrigation, telephone, 
natural gas, electrical power, cable T.V. 
a. The sizes of the system(s) shall be shown but the City has the right to 

require size changes prior to final submittal. 
5.  Boundaries of areas subject to flooding or listed on the FEMA flood plain maps 

and drawings.  FEMA 100 year flood plain map and panel number must be noted 
on plans.   
a. Areas subject to flooding may include low areas created by street 

construction. 
6.  Written approval from affected entities. 

a. Stream alteration - State Engineer 
b. Irrigation system relocation - Irrigation users and company. 
c. Acknowledgment to grant easements on adjacent private property from the 

property owner(s). 
d. A copy of the Davis County Flood Control permit approving the layout of 

storm drain system and discharge into the creek. 
e.  All developments located in a FEMA flood zone will be responsible for 

approval from FEMA. 
  7. Submittal of a preliminary title report and complete geotechnical report. 

D. The Public Works Department will provide the following information: 
1.  A written memorandum addressing the acceptability of the street configuration, 

the street cross-section, the slope of the lots.  The Planning Department will 
address the lot size and their configuration. 

2.  The memorandum will provide information concerning waterline size, possible 
off-site utility system improvements, sanitary sewer size and details, storm drain 
configuration, land drainage requirements, lighting requirements, slope protection 
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requirements (including easements and re-vegetation), and possibly other items 
specific to the development. 

 
V. FINAL SUBDIVISION APPROVAL 

 
A. The purpose of the Final Subdivision Plan is to show the final construction details of the 

project; provide the final dedication plat information; provide the necessary access 
easements.  The development configuration conforms to the approved preliminary  plan 
but may be a portion or phase of the overall preliminary plan.  The Staff, Planning 
Commission, and City Council will grant final approval.  The final approval shall be 
submitted within one year of the Preliminary approval. 

B. The Developer will submit Six (6) sets of drawings containing the following information: 
1.  Dedication Plat - Refer to the Dedication Plat section. 

a. Electronic file of Dedication Plat in an AutoCAD format. 
b. Final title report. 

2.  Construction Drawings 
a. Culinary Water design - Refer to the culinary water section. 
b. Sanitary sewer design - Refer to the sanitary sewer section. 
c. Storm drainage collection system - Refer to the storm drainage 

improvement section. 
d. Land drainage design - Refer to the land drainage section. 
e. Street design showing TBC elevations at all PC, PT points (both 

horizontal and vertical) and at points not to exceed 100 feet, rates of grade, 
"K" values on all vertical curves. (Refer to the Streets section). 

f.   Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan shall be included with all final 
plan submittals. 

3.  All easements for the off-site improvements crossing private property in those 
locations approved by the City Engineer. 

4.  Cost estimate for the entire project. 
5.  Other information required for preliminary approval. 

 C. The Public Works Department will provide a memorandum stating that the drawings are  
  acceptable OR a memorandum stating the corrections required on the drawings. 
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DEVELOPMENT 

GUIDELINES 

AND DESIGN STANDARDS 

FOR COMMERCIAL 

DEVELOPMENT 

 

APRIL 2015 

James Woodruff, City Engineer 
Shannon Hansen, Assistant City Engineer - Development 
Staff Engineers: Stephen Jackson, Ryan Bankhead, Alan Moss, Ashley Thoman, Mark Stenquist 



COMMERCIAL SITE DEVELOPMENT CHECKLIST 
 
Site Plan- 
1. Location(s) of existing and proposed easements shall be shown. 

2. The north arrow and proper drawing scale shall be shown. 

3. The site plan will need to show site configuration including buildings, parking, sidewalk, 
curb and gutter, landscaping, fencing, and all nearby existing driveways especially those 
across the street from the development. 

4. The site plan shall include design TBC elevations and TOA elevations, other spot elevations, 
grade breaks and ridges. 

5. The locations of existing utilities including culinary water, sanitary sewer, storm drain, 
irrigation, land drain, streets, etc. shall be shown on the site plan.  If the developer is to 
connect to existing laterals or meters, they shall verify the condition meets current Layton 
City Standards. 

6. The proposed location(s) for the sewer, storm drain (including inlets), water (including 
valves and hydrants), land drain, irrigation, lighting for public right of way and other public 
utilities shall be shown on the site plan. 

7. Identify boundaries of the 100-year flood plain area as defined by FEMA map, if applicable. 

8. Written approval for utility easements, stream alterations, irrigation alterations, and/or street 
access alterations shall be submitted prior to scheduling a pre-construction meeting. 

 

Storm Water –  
1. A grading and drainage plan must be submitted with the calculations for the proposed storm 

drain pipe system and 100 year storm water detention basin. The grading and drainage plan 
must include pipe material, sizes, lengths, slopes, flow elevations, rim elevations and 
contours to verify proper runoff. 

2. Storm drainage calculations for pipes shall clearly identify the “C” value, rainfall intensity, 
inlet sub-basin area, total flow and required flow for each pipe section.   Pond calculations 
must show the “C” value, rainfall intensity, acreage, allowable discharge, orifice size and 
required 100 year storage. (See Layton City Development Guidelines and Design Standards 
for Storm Drain Systems for design values.) 

3. Storm drainage detention basins shall be sized for the 100-year return storm.  Underground 
detention will only be allowed in high density urban areas and must be approved by the City 
Engineer.  Volume in a pipe system will not be considered as storage.  The dimensions, 
volume, and high water elevation of detention areas shall be clearly indicated on the plan. 
Typically, the maximum depth of water for the detention ponds is 3.0 feet.  Depths greater 
than three (3) feet require approval by the City Engineer. The bottom slope shall be designed 
to prevent permanent stagnation of water.  A bypass pipe for low flows may be required as 
part of the detention basin.   In addition, 12 inches of freeboard above the high water mark is 
required for the detention pond. The side slopes of the detention pond shall be 3:1 (H:V) or 
flatter (walls not allowed in ponds).  The detention basin shall include a separate inlet and 
outlet pipe with a control structure located in the pond berm.  A detail of the control structure 
shall be shown on the plans and must include an orifice and overflow wall in the structure.  
(See Layton City ST-SD-16 for standard inlet/outlet structure drawing).   
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4. Detention ponds will be surveyed by the City, prior to being landscaped, to verify required 
capacity is available. 

5. Storm drain pipes shall connect to and discharge into an approved storm drain system that is 
owned or maintained by Layton City, or a natural channel maintained by Davis County Flood 
Control, with approval, specified by county ordinance.  Use of irrigation ditches, pipes, or 
other private drain systems for discharge of storm water from the development is not 
allowed. 

6. Storm drain pipe within Layton City right-of-way shall conform to city standards. 
7. Twenty-five percent (25%) of a required parking stall can be used for detention.  All hard 

surfaces, not required for parking, can be used for detention. 
 

Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan- 
1.  The developer shall submit a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan with all site plans which 

implements the ‘Best Management Practices’ adopted by the Layton City Storm Water 
Management Plan. 

2. For sites greater than 1 acre, the developer is required to obtain a UPDES Construction Storm 
Water Permit from the State and submit a copy to Layton City before scheduling a pre-
construction meeting. 

 
Sewer – 
1. The proposed location(s) for the sanitary sewer shall be shown and the site plan shall specify 

the size, slope, and material of the sewer lateral. 
2. Sewer lateral(s) shall have a minimum slope of 2% for 4-inch laterals, and 1% for 6-inch 

laterals.  This shall be specified on the site plan. 
3. Clean-outs along the sewer lateral shall be spaced at a minimum of 90 feet. 
4. All commercial connections shall have individual connections based on unit ownership.   

A. If one building site has one or more buildings and has one owner or one group of owners, 
(such as a partnership or a condominium venture) but is divided into two or more units, 
only one connection per building will be allowed.  An example may be a strip center, 
which is built on one lot but contains several stores.  Only one service per building is 
provided. 

B. If several buildings are built on separate lots as part of an over-all development scheme, 
one connection per unit will be required.  An example is a business park similar to the 
Traveler’s Inn location. 

5. Commercial connections will be required to submit calculations showing the anticipated peak 
flow demand OR the number of fixture units for the sanitary system.  The International 
Plumbing Code will dictate the size of the line depending on the submitted information. 

6. The sewer connection shall be made directly to the city sewer main for 4-inch laterals.  For 
laterals 6-inches or larger, the connection shall be made into a manhole.  The flow line of the 
new sewer service shall match the flow line of the manhole bottom.  The sewer is not 
allowed to drop from a higher elevation inside the manhole.  For connections into existing 
manholes, the manhole shall be cored and a trough created in the bottom. 

7. Sewer improvements within Layton City right-of-way shall conform to City standards.  If the 
development is to connect to a North Davis Sewer District main, the site plan shall indicate 
this and the developer will be required to submit to Layton City a letter from the sewer 
district approving the connection or alterations. 
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8. There must be a minimum of 1 ½ feet vertical clearance between water and sewer mains.  
Sewer mains must cross under water mains. 

9. A minimum 10-foot horizontal separation is required between sewer and water mains. 
 
Water –  
1. The proposed location(s) for the culinary water (including isolation valves and fire hydrants) 

shall be shown on the site plan.  The site plan shall indicate pipe sizes and material.  Pipe 
material for a 2-inch water service and less shall be type K copper tubing from the water 
main to the water meter.  Pipe material for water services between 3 inches and 10 inches 
shall be C-900 DR14 PVC pipe.  All water lines larger than 10 inches in diameter shall be 
class 51 ductile iron pipe. 

2. Meters shall not be installed within asphalt areas.  Commercial meters 1.5” and larger shall 
be installed behind the sidewalk, meters smaller than 1.5” shall be located in the park strip. 

3. Multi-family units and private residential subdivisions will require a master meter.  Meters 3 
inches and larger will require a backflow assembly in a separate manhole/vault after the 
master meter vault.  Adequate access and 12 inches of clearance on all sides of an APWWA 
approved backflow assembly is required.  The backflow assembly and vault will be privately 
owned and maintained.  The level of protection of the backflow assembly is determined by 
the type of development being proposed.   

4. Fire lines with hydrants connected on the line into a commercial development shall connect 
to the water main in the street, and shall be a minimum of 8 inches in the public right of way.  
No other service connections can be made to this line, unless it is a looped line. (See 9.C 
below). A gate valve shall be installed at the connection in the street. 

5. Bends are not allowed on the connection of a public fire hydrant to the city water main. 
6. Fire sprinkler lines shall be separate lines from the service lines, and shall connect to the 

main in the street.  A gate valve shall be installed at the connection in the street.  The line 
shall be a minimum of 6 inches within the city’s right-of-way.  Behind the right-of-way, the 
sprinkler line size will be according to the fire protection engineer’s calculations.  If another 
connection is made to the fire sprinkler line (i.e. fire hydrants), the line will need to be a 
minimum of 8 inches. 

7. A minimum fire flow of 3,000 gpm is required for commercial development.  The fire flow 
requirement may be reduced to 1,500 gpm if approved by the City Fire Marshall.  The fire 
flow may be increased as determined by the City Fire Marshall. 

8. A list of all water fixtures and quantities that are to be installed as part of the development 
shall be submitted.  Water fixture unit counts shall be submitted to verify that water meters 
and laterals are appropriately sized to handle demands. Commercial connections shall be 
sized according to the peak domestic fixture count and outdoor use as determined by the City 
Engineer.   

9. All commercial connections shall have individual connections based on unit ownership. 
A.  If one building site has one or more buildings and has one owner or one group of 

owners, (such as a partnership or a condominium venture) but is divided into two or more 
units, only one connection per building will be allowed.  An example may be a strip 
center, which is built on one lot but contains several stores.  Only one service per 
building is provided. 
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B.  If several buildings are built on separate lots as part of an over-all development scheme, 
one connection per unit will be required. 

C. A water service line may be connected to a fire hydrant line system where a loop system 
exists, or is proposed, through a large commercial development, and the following items 
are considered: 

(1) The fire hydrant system is isolated from the culinary system with isolation 
valves. The fire line shall be able to be removed from service without affecting 
the culinary system, and the culinary line shall be able to be removed from 
service without affecting the fire line system.  The City is responsible for the 
meters and meter boxes.  All water lines, from the valves at the connection to 
the city mains, are privately owned and maintained. 

(2) An isolation valve will be required on the City main between the fire hydrant 
loop system.  This will apply when the loop connection is made to the same 
culinary waterline. 

(3) Master meters are installed at each connection to a Layton City main. 
(4) The fire hydrant line size shall be increased to accommodate the increased 

demands. 
(5) The minimum combined system line size shall be 8 inches. 
(6) The dedication plat and CCR’s for the development shall specify waterline 

responsibility and ownership. 
(7) Lateral connections to a single hydrant line stub are not allowed. 

10. Water exactions – Layton City passed an ordinance on November 4, 2004 requiring all 
development to provide irrigation water shares to Layton City. This is required for all 
development. The water exaction requirement is based on the required water meter size for 
the development.  The water shares shall be dedicated to the city before scheduling a pre-
construction meeting. 

11. If a fire flow meter is installed, the water exactions requirement will be based on the meter 
size required for a supply line only. 

12. An 11” x 17” utility plan and a “water/sewer crossing table” must be submitted for approval 
by the State Division of Drinking Water. 

Street –  
1. Drive approaches shall be 20 feet from the nearest property line, 80 feet from intersections, 

and 200 feet from existing or future signalized intersections. 
2. The site plan shall show the proposed street improvements such as sidewalk, park strip, curb 

and gutter, driveways and lighting in the public right of way. 
3. Sidewalk through a drive section shall be 6 inches thick in commercial areas. 
4. Disabled ramps with ADA paver sections (truncated domes, red brick in color), shall be 

constructed at each street corner, and other locations as determined by the city engineer. 
5. Waterways shall be used only at locations not served by a storm drain system. 
6. Plans will need to show adjacent drive approaches. 

General –  
1. Once a development has received final approval, six full sets of plans must be submitted 

prior to scheduling a pre-construction meeting.  All sheets shall be stamped and signed by a 
professional engineer. 
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2. Other residential requirements may be applied to the commercial site plan checklist. 
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Shannon Hansen, Assistant City Engineer - Development 
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STREET IMPROVEMENTS 

(Refer to Title 18, chapter 18.24 entitled "STREETS" of the Layton Municipal Code.) 
 
I. Street widths 
 

 
 

A. The asphalt on all public streets, except frontage roads, shall be bordered on both 
sides by two and one-half foot wide, 6-inch high back curb and gutter. 

B. For private street requirement – see Municipal Code 18.50. 
 
II. Maximum block length between intersections 
 

Zoning Maximum block lengths between street 
R-O-W that are considered local streets 

A None 
R-S 1,000 feet 

R-1-10 800 feet 
R-1-8 700 feet 
R-1-6 600 feet 

 
A. Street intersections shall have a 90-degree approach angle. 

1. The interior approach angle may be reduced to no less than 80 degrees as 
approved by the City Engineer.   

2. The approach to an intersection shall have at least 100 feet of tangent 
(perpendicular) approach.  This distance may increase with a change in 
speed or traffic volume. 

3. "T" intersections will be acceptable if the centerlines are offset by at least 
260 feet for residential streets. 

4. On arterial and collector streets, drive entrances may be required to be 
aligned as determined by the City Engineer.  The number and location of 
drive access points may also be limited. 
  

STREET TYPE                         
(ALL MEASUREMENTS IN 

FEET)
ROW 

WIDTH
ASPHALT 

WIDTH 

PARK 
STRIP 

WIDTH 

SIDE 
WALK 
WIDTH  

TBC TO 
TBC COMMENTS

ATERIAL 100 76 4.5 5 81
MINOR ARTERIAL 84 60 4.5 5 65
COLLECTOR 66 42 4.5 5 47
MINOR COLLECTOR 60 36 4.5 5 41
RESIDENTIAL COLLECTOR 62 32 7.5 5 37 TYPICAL THROUGH STREET FOR RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT
RESIDENTIAL 58 28 7.5 5 33 TYPICAL INTERIOR STREET WITHIN A SUBDIVISION
MINOR 50 28 4.5 5 33 CUL-DE-SACS; LOOP STREETS SERVING 10 LOTS OR LESS; SENSITIVE LANDS
HILLSIDE RESIDENTIAL 39 28 6 33 HILLSIDE DEVLEOPMENT AREAS ONLY - AS APPROVED BY CITY ENGINEER
PRIVATE STREET * 28 33 *RIGHT OF WAY TO BE APPROVED BY CITY ENGINEER
SPLIT ROADWAY 2 @ 23' EA 2 @ 18' EA 2 @ 23' EA HILLSIDE DEVLEOPMENT AREAS ONLY - AS APPROVED BY CITY ENGINEER

LAYTON CITY STANDARD STREET SECTIONS
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III. Dead-end/Not-a-through-street definition 
 

A. A dead-end street is a street that does not have another intersection located along 
the travel path, i.e., a cul-de-sac.  The length of the dead-end is as described in the 
cul-de-sac section. 

B. A “not-a-through-street” is a street access to a street network which contains other 
intersections and possibly dead-end streets. 
1. The City Engineer and the City Fire Marshall shall approve a ‘not-a-

through-street’ network. 
2. A “not a through-street’ shall have the ability to provide for future street 

accesses which will provide at least a second access to the site. 
 

IV. Second access requirements 
A. A second access to a site is required under the following conditions: 

1. A multi family development that has 100 or more residential units shall be 
equipped throughout with two separate and approved fire apparatus access 
roads. 

2. A development that extends more than 1800 feet from a connecting street 
will have a second access. 

3. A development of one or two family dwellings where the number of 
dwelling units exceeds 30, unless fire apparatus access roads will connect 
with future development as determined by the City Engineer and Fire code 
official. 

 
V. Street curve designs 

A. Vertical curves shall meet the following AASHTO design standards 
1. Vertical crest curves, minimum design control 

a. Subdivision (25 mph),   K=12 
b. Minor collectors (<30 mph)  K=19 
c. Collectors (<40 mph)   K=44 
d. Other streets - As directed by the Engineer 

2. Vertical sag curves, minimum design control 
a. Subdivision (25 mph),   K=26 
b. Minor collectors (<30 mph)  K=37 
c. Collectors (<40 mph)   K=64 
d. Other streets - As directed by the Engineer 

3. Vertical curve calculation: 
 
L=KA  E=AL/800  Y=E*(D^2)/(T^2) 

 
"K" is the allowable rate of vertical curvature. 
"L" is the length of the vertical curve. 
"A" is the algebraic difference of the approach and departure slopes. 
"E" is the curve offset from the approach tangent line. 
"Y" is the offset from the tangent line to the curve at any given point along the 
curve. 
"D" is the distance from the beginning point of the curve to any point desired 
along the curve. 
"T" is ½ the length of the curve or L/2. 

 

April 2015 2 Street Improvements 
 



Example – 
Assume that the approach grade to a crest curve is 2% and the departure grade is 
8%. 
L=KA          L=20*(8-(-2)=200 feet  (minimum length)   

B. Horizontal curve design 
1. The minimum centerline street radius, with a standard 2% crown, shall be: 
 a. Minor – Subdivision    < 25 mph  R=200’ 

b. Feeder - Subdivision - <30 mph  R=333' 
c. Collector -   <35 mph  R=510’ 
d. Collector -   <40 mph  R=762' 
e. Arterial -   <45 mph  R=1,039’ 

2. The minimum centerline radius with a standard crown shall be 200 feet. 
3. The minimum turning path for street intersections, parking/fire lanes must 

meet AASHTO “Minimum Turning Path for Intermediate Semitrailer 
(WB-50’) Design Vehicle” as shown below: 
 

 
Type of vehicle 

 
Min. Turning 
Radius ( front 
outside tire) 

 
Minimum 

radius (Inside 
rear tire) 

 
Maximum turn 

radius (front fender) 

 
WB-50’ 

 
45' 

 
17’ 

 
45.7 

 
VI. Street Slopes 
  

A. The minimum street slope allowed is 0.50 %.  The minimum street slope through 
a cul-de-sac is 1%. 

B. The maximum street slope allowed without special approval is 8.0 %. 
C. The maximum street slope allowed with special approval from the City Fire Chief 

and the City Engineer is 12.0 %. 
1. The City Fire Chief and the City Engineer shall review and grant special 

approval for grades between 8.1% and 12.0 %. 
2. Grades of 10% that exceed 500 continuous feet are required to provide an 

approved automatic fire sprinkler system to all residential, commercial and 
industrial buildings. 

3. The location of connecting streets with slopes less than or equal to 8.0 % 
is reviewed. 

4. The locations of downhill exits are considered.  A street that is proposed to 
terminate downhill will not be allowed to exceed 8.0% if no downhill exit 
is available. 

5. The maximum distance of a slope exceeding 8.0% shall not exceed 500 
feet.  This distance may only be adjusted by the City Fire Chief and the 
City Engineer.  The slope that exceeds 8% should be preceded and 
followed by a slope less than 8% for at least twice the distance of the slope 
that exceeds 8%. 

D. Intersecting streets shall have an approach slope not exceeding 4.0%.  The 
distance of this approach pad shall be no less than 100 feet or as approved by the 
City Engineer. 

E. Streets shall be designed to carry excess storm water, which may not be contained 
in the storm drainpipe system (beyond the 10-year design storm) out of the 
subdivision on street surfaces.  Low points shall not be designed unless all other 
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alternatives are exhausted. 
F. Vertical curves at the approach and departure grade shall be designed to meet the 

minimum “K” values listed in Street Curve Designs section. 
 
VII. Street pavement thickness 

A. The geotechnical report shall include a recommendation for asphalt, roadbase, and 
sub-grade structure depths. 

B. The minimum standard pavement structure shall be 3 inches of asphalt surface 
course and 8 inches of gravel roadbase. 

C. The following table indicates different street structures for differing California 
Bearing Ratio (CBR) values: 
 

 Asphalt Concrete (HMA) 
 Pavement Structural Section 

 
Subgrade 
Class 

 
 

Pavement Section 

 
Traffic Classification 
 

I Minor 
Street 

 
II Feeder 

Street 

 
III Collector 

Street 

 
IV Minor 
Arterial 

 
Very Poor 
CBR <3 

 
Asphalt Concrete 
Surface 

 
3" 

 
3" 

 
4" 

 
6" 

 
Untreated aggregate 
base 

 
10" 

 
12" 

 
8" 

 
12" 

 
Aggregate sub-base 

 
- 

 
- 

 
12" 

 
16" 

     
      
 
Poor 
CBR 3-8 

 
Asphalt Concrete 
Surface 

 
3" 

 
3" 

 
3.5" 

 
6" 

 
Untreated aggregate 
base 

 
8" 

 
8" 

 
8" 

 
8" 

 
Aggregate sub-base 

 
- 

 
- 

 
12” 

 
12" 

     
      
 
Medium 
CBR 9-17 

 
Asphalt Concrete 
Surface 

 
3" 

 
3" 

 
4" 

 
6" 

 
Untreated Aggregate 
base 

 
8" 

 
8" 

 
8" 

 
8" 

 
Aggregate sub-base 

 
- 

 
- 

 
6" 

 
6" 

     
      
Good  

 

Excellent 

CBR +17 

 

 
Asphalt Concrete 
Surface 

 
3” 

 
3" 

 
4" 

 
6" 

 
Untreated Aggregate 
base 

 
8" 

 
8" 

 
8" 

 
8" 

 
Aggregate sub-base 

 
- 

 
- 

 
6" 

 
6" 
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TRAFFIC CLASSIFICATIONS 

 
Traffic Class 

Maximum EAL 
Equivalent 
Axle load 

 
Type of Street 

 
Total Heavy 

Trucks during 
design period (20 

years) 
 
I 

 
5000 

 
Light traffic cul-de-sac 

 
7,000 

 
II 

 
10,000 

 
Residential Streets 

 
7000 – 15000 

 
III 

 
100,000 

 
Collector 

 Minor Collector 

 
70K - 150K 

 
IV 

 
1,000,000 

 
Minor Arterial  or Arterial 

 
700K - 1.5M 

 
VIII. Sidewalk / curb & gutter / waterways/driveways   
 A. Curb & gutter shall be placed on each side of developed streets.   

1. The standard curb & gutter is placed 12.5 feet from the property line on 
subdivision streets with 7.5 foot park strips, 9.5 feet from property lines 
with 4.5 foot park strips. 

2. The top of the curb is placed level from one side of the street to a point 
perpendicular on the other side of the street. 

3. If a "cross-slope" is proposed to match existing contours, the maximum 
top of curb differential shall be equal to the pavement width times 2.0%.  
The developer shall obtain special approval for a ‘cross slope’ street at the 
preliminary plan stage.     

  4. The maximum percent of slope allowed around a corner radius shall be  
   12%. 

5. The back of curb radius for streets with  28 feet or less of pavement width 
shall be  20 feet. 

6. The back of curb radius for streets with   32-42 feet of pavement width or in 
commercial areas shall be 25 feet. 

7. The back of curb radius for streets with 60-76 feet of pavement width  shall be 30 
feet. 

8. The curb & gutter shall be placed on a minimum of 6 inches of compacted 
roadbase material.  

 B. Sidewalk shall be placed on each side of developed streets. 
1. All sidewalks will be placed on a minimum of 6 inches of compacted 

gravel roadbase material. 
2. 5-foot wide sidewalks shall be installed in all areas of the city with park 

strips.  Typically there shall be a7.5-foot park or planter strip (or 4.5 foot 
park strip when required) placed between the back of curb and the 
sidewalk. 
a. The street edge of the sidewalk shall be a minimum of 0.10 feet 

above the top back of curb. 
b. The street edge of the sidewalk shall be a maximum of 0.25 feet 

above the top back of curb ONLY if the City Engineer has issued 
prior approval. 

c. The sidewalk shall have 0.10 feet of slope from the property side 
to the street side of the sidewalk 
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3. 6-foot wide sidewalks shall be installed in sensitive lands residential areas 
where no park strip is provided or as approved by the City Engineer.  (The 
developer shall obtain special approval for abutting sidewalk at the 
preliminary plan stage, and shall demonstrate the impending need and that 
all other alternatives have been exhausted.) 
a. The sidewalk shall be placed abutting the back of the curb & 

gutter. 
b. The street edge of the sidewalk shall be a flush with the top back of 

curb. 
c. The sidewalk shall have 0.10 feet of slope from the property side 

to the street side of the sidewalk.  
d. The placement of mailboxes will be allowed near the driveway, 

where the sidewalk will be placed at the back of the drive approach 
(typical 7.5’ park strip location) to meet ADA standards. 

e. In locations where the sidewalk abuts the curb & gutter, the public 
utility easement shall be increased from 7 feet to 10 feet. 

4. The sidewalk in a cul-de-sac shall have the standard park strip for the 
street width (4.5’) through the entire “bubble” portion of the cul-de-sac.  
Abutting sidewalk will not be allowed. 

5. The minimum thickness for sidewalk shall be 4 inches except through a 
drive section where it shall be 6 inch thick. 

6. “Disabled Ramps,” with ADA paver sections (truncated domes), shall be 
constructed at each street corner, and other locations as determined by the 
City Engineer.  The color of truncated domes shall be “brick red.” 

C. Waterways in public streets are not allowed unless approved by the City 
Engineer, and Fire Department. 

 D. Driveways 
1. Drive approaches shall be 50 feet from intersections on minor subdivision 

streets. 
2. Drive approaches shall be 80 feet from intersections on collectors or 

arterial streets. 
3. Drive approaches shall be 20 feet from property line on commercial sites. 
4. Drive approaches shall be at least 200 feet from intersection where traffic 

signals are present, or will be constructed in the future. 
 
IX. Cul-de-sac / Turn-around requirements 

A. Streets terminating in cul-de-sacs shall be no longer than five hundred feet (500') 
to the end of the turn-around.  Exceptions to the length of a cul-de-sac length may 
be granted in the Foothill Development area where it is determined that no other 
form of development is practical due to topography.  See standard drawing ST-
ST-15. 

B. Each cul-de-sac shall be terminated by a turn-around not less than one hundred 
feet in diameter, of which a minimum of eighty feet in diameter shall be surfaced. 

C. Adequate catch basins and drainage easements shall be installed and secured by 
the sub-divider/developer. 

D. Alternative cul-de-sac turnarounds allowable only in the sensitive lands area shall be 
specifically approved by the Fire Department. 

 
X. Temporary turn-around  

1. A temporary turn-around shall be required on any fire access road for 
future development that is more than 150 feet or two lot lengths 
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(maximum of 200 feet) from an intersection.  All distances in this section 
are measured from the face of the curb of the intersection. 

2. An off-site temporary turn-around with a minimum 80 foot diameter 
drivable surface may be located on abutting property with proper 
easements (see ST-ST-14).  An on-site temporary turn-around with a 
minimum 80 foot diameter drivable surface may be located within the 
development as part of a building lot or future phase with proper 
easements and noted on the subdivision plat (see ST-ST-14).  Any lots 
encumbered by an on-site temporary turn around must be designated as 
“R” lots on the plat.  These lots will not be issued building permits until 
the future street is stubbed through and the temporary turn around 
improvements have been replaced with permanent improvements to match 
the through street.  All cost associated with the removal and replacement 
of these improvements will be the responsibility of the owner of the lot at 
the time the future street is extended.  

3. If a street extends more than 150 feet or two lot lengths (maximum of 200 
feet) from an intersection and the Developer is not able to obtain an 
easement for a temporary turn-around from the adjacent property owner, 
the Developer will be required to install a fire suppression system meeting 
the requirements of the currently adopted NFPA 13(d) standard in all of 
the homes located greater than 150 feet or two lots from an intersection. 
All lots with fire suppression systems must be identified on the final site 
plan and plat. 

4. The City Engineer and Fire Chief may approve a permanent turn-around 
with a future street tie in as shown in standard drawing ST-ST-14, for a 
street that extends more than 450 feet from an intersection and is planned 
to be extended in the future.  

 
XI. Right of way slope requirements 

A. The developer shall provide cross-section drawings of the right-of-way when the 
cut or fill exceeds 2 feet at the right-of-way line. 

B. The developer shall provide slope easements on the dedication plat when the cut 
or fill exceeds 3 feet, or as required by City Engineer. 

C. The developer shall provide engineering drawings (signed and stamped by a 
professional licensed engineer) for slope retain when the cut or fill requires 
retaining walls or structures, (typically over 4.0 feet). 

 
XII. Street construction sequencing 

A. Residential streets which are paved with the asphalt surface course one season 
following the utility construction season, (to allow a wet cycle to help consolidate 
the trench areas) will be required to conform to the following tests: 
1. The soils report will identify the acceptability of the native material for 

consolidated backfill.  The soils report will identify the appropriate 
method for backfilling, compaction, and consolidations. 

2. The street area will not have gravel roadbase material placed during the 
winter season.  Placement of select borrow material is required for all 
trench backfill between November 1 and April 1.  This requirement may 
be extended by the Public Works inspector, dependant on the condition 
and quality of the native soils. 

3. Prior to the placement of the gravel roadbase material the following tests 
results shall be provided. 
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a. More than 75% of the utility trenches shall be tested and will have 
a minimum average test result of 92% at each lift of soil 
placement, as determined by the soils report. 

b. The street sub-grade shall be compacted to a minimum average of 
95% compaction.  The random sampling shall be one test per 100 
square yards or 3 tests per 100 feet of street. 

4. Prior to the placement of the asphalt surface, and within five days of the 
asphalt placement, the gravel roadbase material shall be compacted with a 
minimum average of 95% maximum density, (no test below 92%). The 
random sampling shall be one test per 100 square years or 3 tests per 100 
feet of street. 

5. The minimum temperature for laying asphalt must be 50 degrees and 
rising.  The asphalt surface shall be tested for compaction with the same 
density and frequency requirements as the gravel road base material. 

B. Residential streets which are paved or have gravel roadbase placed to the final 
grade  during the same season as utility construction shall conform to the following tests: 

 
1. The soils report will identify the acceptability of the native material for 

compacted backfill.  The soils report will identify the appropriate method 
for back filling and compaction, excluding consolidation. 

2. The street area will generally have selected borrow material placed as 
trench backfill prior to the placement of the gravel roadbase material if the 
existing material is determined to be unsuitable for backfill and 
compaction at the time of excavation, as determined by the soils report, 
and the Public Works inspector.  Placement of select borrow material is 
required for all trench backfill between November 1 and April 1.  This 
requirement may be extended by the Public Works inspector, dependant 
on the condition and quality of the native soils. 

3. Prior to the placement of the gravel roadbase material the following tests 
results shall be provided. 
a. More than 75% of the utility trenches shall be tested and will have 

a minimum average test result of 95% at each lift of soil placement 
as determined by the soils report. 

b. The street sub-grade shall be compacted to a minimum average of 
95% compaction.  The random sampling shall be one test per 100 
square yards or 3 tests per 100 feet of street. 

4. Prior to the placement of the asphalt surface, and within five days of the 
asphalt placement, the gravel roadbase material shall be compacted with a 
minimum average of 95% maximum density, (no tests below 92%).  The 
random sampling shall be one test per 100 square yards or 3 tests per 100 
feet of street. 

5. The asphalt surface shall be tested for compaction with the same density 
and frequency requirements as the gravel roadbase material. 
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CULINARY WATER SYSTEMS 
 

I.  Water system size determination 
A. The minimum water line size is 8 inch for distribution lines in a residential 

subdivision. 
1.  Subdivisions that have a school or church will be required to install 10 

inch, 12 inch, or larger line, looped systems. 
2.  All subdivision water lines shall be subject to the City Engineer's size 

requirements.  The lines may be increased in size to accommodate future 
development or to provide adequate fire flow protection.  The size of the 
line is a function of the location of the system within the specific pressure 
zone and the approved master plan. 

B. The minimum line size for dead-end systems (including cul-de-sacs over 500 feet 
in length) shall be 8 inch. 

C. The water line sizes shall be determined by the City Engineer, after consultation 
with the Fire Marshall, using the following requirements: 
1.  A minimum fire flow of 1,000 gpm for residential units, without brush or 

near standing trees. 
2.  A minimum fire flow of 1,500 gpm for residential units with brush and/or 

standing trees nearby. 
a. The City Fire Marshall will make the determination of brush 

requirements. 
3.  A minimum fire flow of 2,200 gpm for a typical church building.  

Subdivision developments that may include a school or church will be 
required to provide the additional fire flow line size. 

4.  A minimum of 3,000 gpm for commercial development. 
a. The fire flow may be reduced to 1,500 gpm if approved by the City 

Fire Marshall. 
b. The fire flow may be increased as determined by the City Fire 

Marshall. 
5.  The culinary demand of .33 to 1.0 gpm per unit shall be added to the fire 

flow amount, allowing 8 fixture units to 27 fixture units. 
6.  The outdoor demand of .66 to 2.0 gpm from the culinary system shall be 

added to the fire flow and indoor culinary use. 
a. The outdoor demand will not be used in areas serviced by a 

secondary water system AND the secondary water system is 
installed at the site in question. 

7.  A minimum of 50 psi is expected in all parts of the system. 
8.  100 psi is the anticipated maximum operating pressure.  Pressures 

exceeding 100 psi must be approved by the City Engineer. 
9. The flow velocity through a pipe during a fire flow must not exceed 10 

ft/sec.  Flow velocity must be verified by the Layton City water model. 
10.  The impact of the proposed system on the existing system will be 

reviewed by the City Engineer. 
a. The developer may be required to add additional lines off site in 

order to provide adequate water supplies and pressures. 
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11.  The areas that will be supplied through the proposed development will be 
considered and the method of service to those areas determined.  An 
increased line size may be required for future development, as indicated 
by the master plan. 

12. The system storage requirements will be considered for each development. 
 
II.  Waterline placement 

A. The waterline shall be placed 4.0 feet north and east of the street centerline. 
B. The waterline shall be placed along the curve of a street to conform to the 4-foot 

alignment.  The use of bends may be required if the centerline radius is shorter 
than the allowed radius of the pipeline. 

C. The waterline shall be installed with a minimum of 48 inches and a maximum of 
72 inches of cover over top of the pipe unless prior approval is obtained from the 
City Engineer. 

D. If the waterline needs to be "looped" to pass another line or structure, the 
minimum clearance between the two utilities shall be 12 inches except for 
sanitary sewer lines which require 18 inches minimum clearance. 

E. The waterlines will not be installed at side lot or rear lot property lines.  All lines 
will be installed within street right-of-ways. 

F. Water lines shall be extended to the boundary of the development. 
G. The minimum centerline radius of the waterline shall be as follows: 

1. 6” through 12” - 205’ 
2. 14” and 16”      - 260’ 
 

III.  Fire hydrant requirements 
A. Fire hydrants shall be installed at 500-foot intervals in residential areas. 
B. Fire hydrants in commercial and industrial areas shall be installed in accordance 

with table C105.1 in Appendix C of the International Fire Code.  The City 
Engineer and City Fire Marshall will determine any variations to the required 
number and location of fire hydrants. 

C. Bends are not allowed on the water line connection of a public fire hydrant to the 
water main.   

D. Fire or flushing hydrants shall be installed at the end of all lines. 
1.  Fire Hydrants placed at the end of cul-de-sacs or on dead end streets shall 

not be considered as a "fire protection" fire hydrant but simply as a 
hydrant for use by the water department to flush the system lines. 

2. 2” flushing hydrants may be placed at temporary dead end streets as 
approved by the City Engineer. 

E. Fire hydrants shall be placed in the planter / park strip area 12 to 18 inches behind 
the curb with the auxiliary valve located on the mainline tee in the street.  The 
hydrant breakaway flange shall be flush with the sidewalk. 

F. Fire hydrants shall be placed 12"-18" behind the sidewalk in areas where no 
planter / park strip is provided.  The auxiliary valve shall be located on the 
mainline tee in the street.   The hydrant breakaway flange shall be flush with the 
sidewalk. 

G. Where asphalt widths exceed 54 feet, fire hydrant spacing shall be independent 
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from one side of the street to the other side of the street.  A fire hydrant on one 
side of the wide street will not be included in fire hydrant spacing on the other 
side of the street. 

H. The City Fire Marshall may require additional fire hydrants. 
I. Fire hydrants shall be installed at the entrance to all cul-de-sacs.  Fire hydrants 

must be placed at the beginning of a curb radius or at the end of a curb radius. 
1.  If two cul-de-sacs or a cul-de-sac and a through street back onto each 

other AND if the centerline to centerline distance of the two streets does 
not exceed 260 feet AND if the length of the cul-de-sac(s) does not exceed 
350 feet, the fire hydrant may be installed on a common property line of 
the lots backing onto each other at the main street. 

 
IV.  Isolation valve placement 

A. Isolation valves shall be placed at the entrance to all cul-de-sacs. 
B. Isolation valves shall be placed at intervals not to exceed 800 feet. 
C. Isolation valves shall be placed at all intersections on at least two branches of a 

“T” intersection and three branches of a 4-way intersection .  These valves shall 
be installed in the intersections, at the extension of property lines. 
1.  An additional valve will be required if the sum of the pipelines on the third 

or fourth branch exceeds 1,000 feet. 
2. An additional valve will be required if the pipeline(s) beyond the branch 

may continue in service when the adjacent valves are shutdown. 
D. Isolation valves shall be installed near fire hydrants, points of curve, points of 

tangent, or common property lines. 
E. Isolation valves for private fire lines and other private service lines larger than 3 

inch shall be installed at the mainline connection. 
F. Isolation valves shall be installed within 10 feet of the upstream and downstream 

ends of an augured or trenched casing 
 

V.  Water service connections 
 Pipe and pipe fittings installed after January 4, 2014 shall be “lead free” in accordance 

with Section 1417 of the Federal Safe Drinking Water Act.  They shall be certified as 
meeting ANSI/NSF 372 or Annex G of ANSI/NSF 61. 
A. All residential building lots shall have a 3/4-inch culinary water lateral installed 

unless a fire sprinkling system is required.  Plans must note the size of the lateral 
to be installed. 
1.  The complete service connection includes the corporation stop and service 

saddle for PVC or direct tap for ductile iron, 3/4 inch type "K" copper or 
HDPE CTS-OD SDR-9 poly tubing, a cast iron meter yoke, angle stop, 
backflow angle valve, stainless steel stiffener inserts at all poly pipe 
connections, 18 inch X 36 inch concrete or approved PVC meter box, cast 
iron frame and cover. 

B. Residential lines may be increased to 1-inch copper or HDPE CTS-OD SDR-9 
poly if the developer requests the increase. 
1.  A note will be added to the dedication plat indicating the increased line 

size. 
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2. The complete service connection includes the corporation stop and service 
saddle for PVC or direct tap for ductile iron, 1 inch type "K" copper or 
HDPE CTS-OD SDR-9 poly tubing, a cast iron meter yoke, angle stop, 
backflow angle valve, stainless steel stiffener inserts at all poly pipe 
connections, 24 inch X 36 inch meter box, cast iron frame and cover. 

C. The water meter shall be installed at the center of the building lot. 
D. The tubing shall extend to the outside edge of the public utility easement, which 

is: 
1. Typically 8 feet past the sidewalk where a park strip is provided. 
2. Typically 11 feet past the sidewalk where the sidewalk abuts the curb & 

gutter. 
E. All residential meters shall be placed between the curb & gutter and sidewalk if a 

park strip is provided. 
F. All residential meters shall be placed 18"-24" behind the sidewalk where it abuts 

the curb. 
G. Residents with interior fire sprinkler systems typically are required to install a 2 

service line and a 1.5-inch meter with backflow prevention unless approved by 
the Fire Marshall.      
1. A note must be added to the dedication plat indicating the lateral and 

meter size, and the lots that will be serviced with a fire suppression 
system. 

2. All residential 2-inch meters shall be installed in a 4-foot manhole section. 
H. Multi-family units and private residential subdivisions 

1.  Multi-family and private residential subdivisions will require a master 
meter with a backflow assembly in a separate vault for meters larger than 
2-inches. 

 a. The backflow assembly shall be installed in a separate 
manhole/vault after the master meter vault.  Adequate access and 
12 inches of clearance on all sides of an APWWA approved 
backflow assembly is required.  The backflow assembly and vault 
are private.  The level of protection of the backflow assembly is 
determined by the type of development being proposed.   

2. Meter size required will be based on submitted fixture units.  The meter 
shall be sized by determining the maximum fixture count as established in 
the International Plumbing Code and as follows: 

 a. Bathtub / shower  1.4 units 
 b. Lavatory  0.7 unit 
 c. Dishwasher / sink  1.4 units 
 d. Flush tank toilet 2.2 units 
 e. Clothes washer 1.4 units 
3. The maximum flow allowed by meter size and the acceptable service sizes 

are shown in the table below: 
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Meter Size (inches) Continuous Flow (gpm) Acceptable Service Size (inches) 

5/8 15 3/4 
¾ 20 3/4 
1 30 1 or 1-1/2 

1-1/2 75 1-1/2 or 2 
2 250 2 or 3 
3 500 3 or 4 
4 1000 4 or 6 
6 1600 6  
8 2800 8 

 
4.  The meter size shall be increased to accommodate outdoor watering. 
5.   A separate fire line is typically required. 
6. A water service line may be connected to a fire hydrant line system where 

a loop system exists or is proposed and the following items are considered: 
a. The fire hydrant system must have two separate connections to the 

city main to create the loop system. 
b. Meters will be required at each connection.   
c. The minimum combined system line size shall be 8 inch. 
d. The dedication plat and CCR’s for the development shall specify 

waterline responsibility and ownership. 
I. Commercial connections shall be sized according to the peak domestic fixture 

count and outdoor use as determined by the City Engineer. 
J. Commercial meters shall be installed near the right-of-way, at a location 

acceptable to the City Engineer.  See “Commercial Site Development Checklist” 
for commercial development water standards. 

 
VI.  Pipeline materials, construction, and testing 

A. Materials 
1.  All waterlines, between 3 inches and 10 inches in diameter shall be class 

51 ductile iron pipe or C-900 DR14 PVC pipe.  All waterlines larger than 
10 inches in diameter shall be class 51 ductile iron pipe. 

2.  All gate valves shall be non-rising stem, resilient seat valves, ductile iron 
bodies.  All valve body assembly bolts shall be stainless steel.  

3. All private fire lines for hydrants and/or suppression systems must be class 
51 ductile iron pipe or C-900 DR14 PVC pipe in the public right of way.  
Material used for underground piping in the private areas must meet 
NFPA25 fire code requirements.  

4.  All fire hydrants shall be minimum 48 inch bury, 6-inch barrel, 4 ½ 
steamer and 2 - 2 ½ nozzle hydrants. 
a. Clow 
b. Mueller 

5.  All fittings shall be cast iron.  All fitting bolts shall be greased using Shell 
FM Grease HD 2 or pre-approved acceptable equal food grade grease.  All 
fittings shall be wrapped with 8-mil polyethylene film secured with 10-mil 
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PVC tape wrap. 
6.  "MEGA-LUG" joint restraints or pre-approved acceptable equal shall be 

used on all pipeline loop construction. 
7. “MEGA-LUG” joint restraints or pre-approved acceptable equal shall be 

used on all waterline connections and fittings where C-900 DR14 PVC 
pipe is installed. 

8. All waterlines shall have a minimum 12 ga. insulated tracing wire installed 
with the pipe.  The tracing wire shall be installed under the haunches of 
the pipe prior to backfilling.   

 a. Tracing wires shall terminate inside of all valve boxes, meter 
boxes, and at all fire hydrants using SnakePit tracer box style CD14*TP 
with blue locking cover.  At service saddles and tapping sleeves, the 
tracing wire shall not be allowed to be placed between the saddle and the 
pipe.  A grounding rod shall be installed at all tracer system terminal 
points. 

 b. Tracing wire shall be copper wire with blue insulation rated for 
direct burial.  All wire connectors shall be 3M DBR direct bury splice or 
pre-approved acceptable equal and shall be watertight to provide electrical 
continuity. 

 c. All tracing wire shall be tested for continuity in the presence of the 
Public Works Inspector prior to asphalt placement.  Any tracing wire 
found not to be continuous after testing shall be repaired or replaced by 
the contractor prior to asphalt placement.    

9. Direct tapping of C-900 DR14 PVC pipe is not permitted. 
a. Service taps up to 2” in size shall be made through the use of 

service saddles.  All service saddles shall be Romac style 202NS or 
pre-approved acceptable equal. 

b. For taps larger than 2”, tapping sleeves shall be used.  The sleeve 
shall be designed for use on C-900 DR14 PVC pipe.  Taps are 
allowed up to size-on-size.    

B. Construction 
1.  All waterlines shall be capped or plugged at the end of each day’s 

construction and at all other times the line is not under direct observation 
by the contractor. 

2. The waterline pipe shall be bedded in gravel where the sub-grade material 
is wet and/or the material is unstable. 

3.  All fittings shall have an appropriate thrust block installed. 
4. At the connection point to the main, there is a minimum separation of 15 

feet for lines 6 inches and greater; 4 feet for smaller building laterals; and 
18-inches for ¾ inch pipe. 

C. Testing - All tests shall be witnessed by the Public Works Inspector 
1.  The line shall be tested for leakage by raising the internal pipe pressure to 

at least 200 psi.  This pressure shall be maintained for a period of at least 2 
hours without dropping. 

2.  The line shall be disinfected for a period of at least 24 hours.  The line 
shall pass a microbiologic test with no coliform present and no bacteria 
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colonies present. 
3.  All fire hydrants shall be operated from full open to full closure to assure 

proper operations.  The flow shall be controlled by the auxiliary valve. 
4.  All valves shall be operated full open to full close.  Then shall be left in 

the full open position. 
 

VII.  Special requirements 
A. If a development crosses a pressure zone boundary, the developer may be 

required to construct a pressure reducing valve station as determined by the 
Culinary Water Master Plan.  

B. If a development is located in an area not currently being served by the City 
culinary system, the developer may be required to construct storage facilities, 
pumping facilities and transmission lines. 

C. Services to be abandoned shall be disconnected at the main. 
D. Water mains to be abandoned shall be disconnected at the tee. 
E. Developments may be required to install sampling stations for water quality 

monitoring and sampling as determined by the City Engineer. 
F. Prior to final approval of any subdivision or development requiring water service 

from the City, the Developer shall dedicate to the City a sufficient number of 
water shares or rights, to provide a minimum of 3 acre-feet of water per acre of 
land proposed for development. 

G. All developments must submit an electronic PDF file and paper copy of the 
construction plans on 11” x 17” sheets at final approval for submittal to the Utah 
Division of Drinking Water. 

H. A “water/sewer crossing table” must be submitted to Layton City at final approval 
for submittal to the Utah Division of Drinking Water.  The table must include 
information for all locations where the culinary water main crosses the sanitary 
sewer main.  The table must include the development name, sheet number 
showing the crossing, road name where the crossing is located, station of the 
crossing, whether the water line will cross over or under the sanitary sewer, and 
the clearance between the water line and the sanitary sewer.  An example table is 
shown below: 

Development Name 
Layton City – PWS 06018 

Water/Sewer Crossings 
Sheet Road  Crossing 

Station 
Crossing Clearance 

PP-01 Layton Street 1+50 Over 8” 
sanitary sewer 

60” 

PP-02 Main Street 5+00 Over 8” 
sanitary sewer 

24” 

 
I.Steel Casing Construction 

1. ASTM A53, Grade B steel pipe for jacking operations, minimum wall 
thickness of 0.375 inch, minimum yield strength of 42,000 psi.  Use a casing 
with a diameter equal to the outside bell diameter of the pipe plus a minimum 
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4 inches. 
2. Fillet weld joints continuous around casing and reinforce joints to withstand 

jacking operations. 
3. Use casing spacers CCI Pipeline Systems Model CSP or CSC or acceptable 

equal to center pipe within casing.  Minimum of three spacers per length of 
pipe. 

4. Install neoprene rubber end seal with stainless steel bands CCI Pipeline 
Systems Model ESC or ESW as applicable or acceptable equal at each end of 
casing. 

 
 The ownership and maintenance of these improvements will become the City’s upon 

completion of the work and acceptance by the City.  Private ownership of these types of 
improvements is allowed only as determined by the construction Staff. 
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 SANITARY SEWER SYSTEMS 
 
I.  Sanitary sewer size and slope design. 

A. Minimum size is 8 inch. 
B. Minimum flow velocity is 2 feet per second, 2 fps. 
C. Maximum flow velocity shall be 11 fps. 
D. Larger lines will be installed if the projected capacity exceeds the 8-inch line 

capacity. 
1.  Future connections require increased capacity. 

a. Individual residential connections are assumed to require .0021 cfs 
capacity. 

b. Future subdivision development will assume to have a specific 
number of connections per acre based on the general plan and 
anticipated zoning. 

c. The following table shows maximum capacity of 8 inch, 10 inch, 
and 12-inch lines at different slopes.  The capacities shown are the 
number of residential connections and the number of acres for each 
line size and slope. 

 
 
 Slope % 

 
 8 inch 
 conn./acres   

 
 10 inch 
 conn./acres 

 
 12 inch 
conn./acres   

 
0.20 

 
not allowed 

 
not allowed 

 
737/210 

 
0.30 

 
not allowed 

 
555/158 

 
903/258 

 
0.40 

 
353/101 

 
641/183 

 
1043/298 

 
0.50 

 
395/113 

 
717/204 

 
1166/333 

 
0.75 

 
484/138 

 
878/250 

 
1428/408 

 
1.00 

 
559/159 

 
1014/289 

 
1649/471 

 
2.  Larger lines may be installed where the slope requires larger line size to 

accommodate existing surface gradient, as indicated in the table above. 
E. The developer's engineer shall review the entire subdivision sanitary system to 

determine that the line with the least capacity has adequate capacity as determined 
above. 

F. The minimum slope for a dead-end line with less than 8 connections shall be one 
percent, (1.00 %).  This will occur in cul-de-sacs and on dead-end spans. 
1. The minimum number of connections on a 12-inch sewer line at 0.20% will be 

45 connections. 
2. The minimum number of connections on a 12 inch sewer line at 0.30% will be 

30 connections. 
3. The minimum number of connections on a 10-inch sewer line at 0.30% will be 

28 connections. 
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 G. Sewer lift stations that service more than one residential or business unit are not 
 allowed, unless the elevation of the development project is lower than any sewer 
 gravity feed line, regardless of the distance or easements required to complete a 
 gravity connection.  The area that meets this requirement is located below the 
 “bluff.”  Individual sewer lift stations that service one residential or business unit 
 are allowed under specific guidelines (see Section IV). 

 
II.  Sanitary Sewer Line Placement 

A. The sanitary sewer lines are placed typically 9 feet south and west of the street 
centerline. 

B. Sanitary sewer lines shall not be placed in sidelot or rearlot property lines unless 
all alternatives are exhausted. 
1.  The developer may be required to change street alignment to 

accommodate sanitary sewer line placement. 
2.  Sanitary sewer lines that are approved for sidelot or rearlot installation 

shall have a 20-foot easement provided. 
3.  Sanitary sewer lines that are approved for sidelot or rearlot installation 

shall provide for vehicular access to all manholes. 
C. The minimum sanitary line depth shall be 5 feet from finish ground elevation to 

top of pipe. 
D. The maximum depth of the sanitary sewer line shall be 20 feet from finished 

ground elevation to top of pipe. 
 E. Manholes shall be placed no closer than 5 feet to the lip of the gutter on a street 

 curve.   
F. The sanitary sewer line shall not extend more than 5 feet past the street centerline 

on street curves. 
G. The sanitary sewer line shall not cross outside of the lip of gutter location at the 

outside of the street curve. 
H. Lines shall be extended to the boundary of the development. 
I. Where a subdivision is constructing a new street over an existing sanitary sewer 

line, the developer will relocate the line to comply with the placement standards. 
 
III.  Manhole size and placement determination. 

A. Manholes shall be installed as follows: 
1.  Maximum spacing is 400 feet. 
2.  Change in alignment. 
3.  Change in slope. 
4.  Junction with other lines 8 inch in diameter or larger, (or 6 inch in 

diameter with multiple users/commercial). 
5.  Within 30 feet of the upstream and downstream ends of an augured or 

trenched casing. 
B. Minimum size manhole shall be four foot (4’) inside diameter. 
C. Five-foot (5') inside diameter manholes shall be used for all locations as follows: 

1.  Intersection of three sewer lines. 
a.       A 6-inch multi-user/commercial line connecting to an 8-inch or 

 larger main line. 

April 2015 2 Sanitary Sewer 
 



b. NOTE - No more than four lines will be permitted in one manhole. 
2.  A change of grade with an algebraic difference of five percent (5.0 %). 

a. A cast-in-place manhole is required. 
 3.   Change in alignment where the interior angle is greater than 70º   

  but less than 90º and at 90º bends. 
D. a. Pipeline alignments that have interior angles less than 70º shall have two 

manholes placed to divide the angle.Manholes shall be placed at the end of all 
lines with service connections attached to the line.  This includes cul-de-sac lines 
and/or lines intended for future extension. 

E. Manholes shall have a minimum of 0.2’ fall within the trough. 
F. Drop manholes shall be installed where a step of 20 inches or more is designed in 

the sanitary sewer line.  (A drop of less than 20 inches is allowed with a slide.) 
1.       Drop manholes shall be 5-foot diameter. 
2.       All plumbing for drops shall be on the exterior of the manholes, with an 

 additional manhole over the plumbing.  The top of the pipe shall be cut-
 out to provide access. 

G. Manholes shall be set to within 12 inches of the final street grade.  The manhole 
shall be raised to grade with concrete or cast iron grade rings, and shall have a 8-
inch thick, 12-inch wide concrete collar. 

 
IV.  Sewer service lateral size and placement 

A. All residential connections shall have an individual service connection.  The 
sharing or joint use of residential lines is not allowed. 
1.  In the case where a sewer lateral is extended to the building lot, but is at 

an elevation higher than the anticipated lowest floor elevation: 
a. The developer shall define on the dedication plat the elevation of 

the sewer lateral and a note indicating gravity service is not 
available below that elevation. 

b. The use of individual sanitary sewer pumps or lift stations is 
acceptable in locations where gravity sewer systems cannot be 
constructed, only if the pump and pressurized lines remain on the 
individual lot that utilizes the pump station. 

2.  If one building lot requires a gravity sewer line to cross another downhill 
building lot, the separate sewer lateral shall be extended to the uphill lot, 
providing that a specific easement for that service line is granted by the 
downhill owner to the uphill owner.  The use of public utility easements is 
not allowed. 

B. Residential service lines shall be 4-inch PVC pipe. 
1.  The service lateral shall be installed 10 feet downstream from the center of 

the building lot. 
       2.  The service lateral shall be either a wye or a tee on the mainline. 

3. The service lateral shall be installed so that the top of the 4-inch line is not 
lower than the top of the mainline. 

4. The service lateral shall extend to the property on a minimum slope 
of 2.0%.  A 6-inch line may be installed where the slope is 1.0%. 

5.      The contractor will install identifier tape one foot over the top of the lateral 
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for the entire length of the lateral, and the tape will say ‘Sewer’. 
C. All commercial connections shall have individual connections based on unit 

ownership.   
1.  If one building site has one or more buildings and has one owner or one 

group of owners, (such as a partnership or a condominium venture) but is 
divided into two or more units, only one connection per building will be 
allowed.  An example may be a strip center, which is built on one lot but 
contains several stores.  Only one service is provided. 

2. If several buildings are built on separate lots as part of an over-all 
development scheme, one connection per unit will be required. 

D. Commercial connections will be required to submit calculations showing the 
anticipated peak flow demand OR the number of fixture units for the sanitary 
system.   
1.  The International Plumbing Code will dictate the size of the line 

depending on the submitted information. 
 
V. Pipe line materials, construction and testing. (Testing to be witnessed by the Public 

Works Inspector) 
A. 4 inch and 6 inch service lines shall be PVC 3034 pipe. 
B. 8 inch to 12 inch sewer lines shall be PVC ASTM 3034 pipe.  Fifteen inch (15”) 

and greater sewer lines shall be extra strength concrete. 
1. PVC pipe shall have a minimum of 12 inches of 1 1/2-inch minus sewer 

rock placed for bedding, blinding pipe sides and cover over the line. 
2. PVC lines shall be tested for deflection after the trench has been back-

filled, compacted and/or settled. 
3. Concrete pipe shall be bedded in a minimum of 6 inches of gravel (to 

spring-line). 
4. The backfill around and over the concrete pipe shall be compacted to a 

minimum of 95%.  Import borrow material is required for backfill of 
trenches between November 1, and April 1.  This requirement may be 
extended by the Public Works inspector, dependant on condition of native 
soils. See standard drawing ST-ST-01. 

5. Compaction tests shall be conducted every 200 linear feet along the trench 
for each lift.  (Maximum lift is 18 inches). 

C. All lines shall have an air test after all service lines are installed, all manholes are 
constructed, and at least 80% of the backfill material has been placed and 
compacted. 

D. All lines shall be televised after the system has passed the air test. 
1. The video recording will be reviewed to determine that the laterals are 

correctly installed 
2. The recording will determine that no "low-spots" exist. 
3. The recording will determine that the line has been properly cleaned by 

using power flushing equipment, ensuring that all sediment and waste 
materials have been vacuumed from the system. 

4.  The video shall display a continuous location identifier, showing the 
section being reviewed, by identifying the beginning and ending manhole, 
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along with a footing indicator. 
5. The Contractor shall furnish a CD of the lines televised.  Each manhole 

section video shall be a separate file on the CD.  The Contractor shall also 
furnish a map of the lines televised with each manhole/box labeled 
according to the corresponding number/name found on the video and a 
hard copy of an information sheet for each manhole section video which 
will need to include the development name, the excavation contractor 
name, and the location of any defects found. 

E. Manhole bases may be pre-cast using the design as a guide for stub orientation. 
1.  Pre-cast manholes are not allowed where the change of grade has an 

algebraic difference of 5.0 % or greater. 
2.  Pre-cast manhole bases shall be placed on a minimum of 8 inches of 

gravel rock. 
F. Poured-in-place manhole bases shall conform to the following standards: 

1.  The concrete base shall be at least 10 inches thick. 
2.  The sub-grade material shall be gravel rock where the existing material is 

wet or is unstable. 
G. Manhole sections shall be tongue & groove, pre-cast concrete sections with cast-

in-place vinyl steps. 
H. The frame and cover shall be cast iron, similar to the D&L Supply model #A-

1180. 
I. Steel Casing Construction 

1. ASTM A53, Grade B steel pipe for jacking operations, minimum wall 
thickness of 0.375 inch, minimum yield strength of 42,000 psi.  Use a casing 
with a diameter equal to the outside bell diameter of the pipe plus a minimum 
4 inches. 

2. Fillet-weld joints continuous around casing and reinforce joints to withstand 
jacking operations. 

3. Use casing spacers CCI Pipeline Systems Model CSP or CSC or acceptable 
equal to center pipe within casing.  Minimum of three spacers per length of 
pipe. 

4. Install neoprene rubber end seal with stainless steel bands CCI Pipeline 
Systems Model ESC or ESW as applicable or acceptable equal at each end of 
casing. 
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STORM DRAINAGE IMPROVEMENTS 
 
I.  Storm drain size determination 

A. The minimum pipe line size for the public storm drain systems shall be 15 inch 
for the main line, (12 inch allowed for one inlet box at 1.0% minimum slope). 

B. The maximum pipe line size for the public storm drain system shall be 48 inch. 
C. The typical bicycle-safe inlet grate is assumed to have an inlet capacity of 3.0 cfs. 
D. The use of the rational method is acceptable for developments less than 3 acres in 

size. 
  1.  Rational method -  Q=CIA 

a. Q, the total cubic feet per second discharge 
b. C, the typical runoff coefficient 

(1) 0.90 for asphalt, concrete, roofs 
(2) 0.60 for gravel surfaces 
(3) Residential 

(a.) 0.20 for agriculture/ open space 
(b.) 0.45 – R-1-6 
(c.) 0.43 – R-1-8 
(d.) 0.40 –R-1-10 
(e.) 0.35 – R-S 
(f.) 0.60 – 5.1-10 DU/Ac 
(g.) 0.65 – 10.1+DU/Ac 
(h.) 0.70 – Mobile Homes 

(4) Non-residential 
(a) 0.90 – CP, CH, P-B 
(b) 0.75 – B-RP 
(c) 0.90 – M-1, M-2 
(d) 0.40 – Schools 
(e) 0.70 – Churches 
(f) 0.90 – Hospitals 

c. I, the rainfall intensity; inches per hour 
d. A, the land area in acres 

 2.  The drainage sub-basins shall be determined by the placement of inlet 
 boxes, and by reviewing the land contour characteristics. 
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E. The following table provides the rainfall information for storm drainage 
calculations. 
 

 10 year return 100 year return 

 
5 min. 

 

 
.34 - .37 

(4.05 – 4.46) 

 
.45  - .49 

(5.41 – 5.92) 
 

10 min. 
 

.52 - .56 
(3.1 – 3.36) 

.7 - .77 
(4.2 – 4.59) 

 
15 min. 

 
.62 - .68 

(2.48 – 2.72) 

 
.84 - .92 

(3.36 - 3.68) 

30 min. 
 

.74 - .86 
(1.48 – 1.72) 

 
1.16 - 1.28 

(2.32 - 2.56) 
 

60 min. 

 
.94 - 1.08 

(.94 - 1.08) 

 
1.50 - 1.62 

(1.50 - 1.62) 
 

360 min. 
 

1.46 - 1.78 
(.243 - .296) 

 
2.14 - 2.54 

(.356 - .423) 
 

720 min. 
 

1.82 - 2.30 
(.1516 - .1916) 

 
2.62 - 3.34 

(.2183 - .2783) 
 

1440 min. 
 

2.14 – 2.78 
(.089 - .0115) 

 
3.18 - 3.90 

(.1325 - .1625) 

Total Rainfall in inches (Inches per hour) 
 
The information in the above table was taken from a DAVIS COUNTY FLOOD 
CONTROL report distributed November 26, 1986 by Sid Smith, Davis County Flood 
Control Director. The report was prepared by WEATHERBANK for Davis County.  
Rainfall intensities for the 5 and 10 minute periods are interpolations of the Davis County 
data. 

1. Areas located west of I-15 use the lower rainfall intensity amounts.  Areas 
east of I-15 use the higher rainfall amounts. 

2. Storm drainage collections systems are designed for the 10 year return 
storm. Time of concentration will be used to determine the time of the 
storm, which generally ranges between 10 to 20 minutes. 

  3. Storm drainage detention basins are sized by the 100-year return storm. 
F. The developer shall use other hydrologic/time routing programs for larger parcel 

development, and submit the results along with the storm drain master plan at the 
preliminary approval stage.  Runoff coefficients listed in Section I “D” and 
rainfall intensities listed in Section I “E” shall be used.  Calculations for weighted 
runoff coefficients can be submitted and used for commercial developments.  
Time of concentration of each sub-basin shall be used to determine the time of the 
storm. 

G. Storm drainage collections systems shall be designed for the 100-year return 
storm (minimum), if a low point is created with no street surface outfall. (See 
Streets –pg.  36). The pipe shall be designed for the 100-year storm from the low 
point to a natural channel or detention basin. 
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H. Storm drain pipes shall connect to and discharge into an approved storm drain 
system that is owned and maintained by Layton City, or a natural channel 
maintained by Davis County Flood Control, specified by County ordinance. Use 
of irrigation ditches, pipes, or other private drain system for discharge of storm 
water from the development is not allowed. 

I. Lift stations or pumping of storm water is not allowed under any circumstance. 
 
II. Surface drainage control 

A. The developer shall prepare a drawing showing the proposed control of all surface 
drainage at rearlot and sidelot lines. 

B. The developer shall install the necessary collection system to convey the surface 
drainage at rearlot and sidelot locations to the storm drain system. 

 
III. Storm drain line placement 

A. The storm drain line shall be installed on the south and west sides of the street.   
B. The minimum slope on storm drain pipeline is 0.4%. 
C. The following table indicates the centerline location of the pipe in relation to the 

back-of-curb location and the minimum storm drain depth from the top of the 
curb to the pipe flowline.  (See Standard Drawing ST-SD-01 in Appendix.) 

 
 

PIPE 
DIAMETER 

HORIZONTAL 
OFFSET FROM BACK 

OF CURB TO 
CENTERLINE OF PIPE 

VERTICAL OFFSET 
FROM TOP OF CURB TO 

PIPE FLOWLINE 
(minimum) 

12" .94’ 2.75' 
15" .94' 3.00' 
18" 1.25’ 3.25' 
21" 1.25' 3.50' 
24" 1.25' 3.75' 
27" 3.87' 4.00' 
30" 4.00’ 4.25' 
36" 4.25' 4.75' 
42” 4.50’ 5.50’ 
48" 4.75' 6.00' 

 
D. The storm drain centerline shall not extend more than 3 feet beyond the lip of the 

gutter on either the pavement side or property side of the gutter. 
E. Storm drain lines shall not be placed in sidelot or rearlot property lines, or behind 

handicap ramps at intersections, unless approved by the City Engineer. 
1. The developer may be required to change street alignment to 

accommodate storm drain line placement. 
2. Storm drain lines that are approved for sidelot or rearlot installation shall 

have a 20-foot easement provided.  Ten (10) feet will be added to the 
easement width for each additional utility. 
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3. Storm drain lines that are approved for sidelot or rearlot installation shall 
provide for vehicular access to all cleanouts or manholes. 

F. Lines shall be extended to the boundary of the development and sized according 
to the City's storm drainage master plan.   

G. Developments, which do not require land drain systems, shall install drain lines 
with the storm drain system along the frontage of each lot.  Each lot shall have 
access to the storm drain system or drain line. 

H. The lowest finished floor elevation of any structure adjacent to a stream or 
channel must be a minimum of 1.0 feet above the FEMA 100 year flood plain 
boundary/elevation. 

I. No structures are allowed within the FEMA 100 year flood plain boundary unless 
a COMR and LOMR has been filed and approved through FEMA. 

J. A dissipation structure or mechanism is required on pipes with slopes greater than 
20% or as required by the City Engineer.  Anchors may also be required on steep 
slopes. 

K. Storm drain pipes shall not be designed to function under pressure conditions. 
 
IV. Inlet / Cleanout box placement 

A. Cleanouts or manholes shall be installed as follows: 
1. Maximum spacing is 400 feet. 
2. Change in pipe alignment. 
3. Change in pipe slope. 
4.  Junction with other lines. 
5. Within 10 feet of the upstream and downstream ends of an augured or 

trenched casing. 
B. Inlet boxes shall be placed so that no more than 700 feet of street surface is 

allowed to "sheet drain". 
C. 4-foot diameter manholes shall be installed on all required locations where the 

depth of the pipe (finish grade to top of pipe) exceeds 54 inches, or installation of 
standard manhole steps are required in the storm drain box. 

D. A double inlet box shall be installed at low points of vertical curves and at the low 
points of downgrade cul-de-sacs or dead-ends.  Storm drain pipe discharge shall 
be sized for 100-year return storm (minimum). 

E. Adequate inlet capacity shall be provided to collect large area developed storm 
runoff.  The total peak runoff determined by the rational method divided by 3.0 
cfs will determine the minimum number of inlet grates required. 

F. Inlet boxes shall be the “hooded” style of inlet box. 
G. Pipes over 24 inch diameter require a combination box on the main line, so that 

the pipe is located in the asphalt street section, not under the curb and gutter.  
 

V. Pipeline materials, construction, and testing 
 A. All storm drain lines in the public right of way shall be reinforced concrete pipe. 
 B. Concrete pipe shall be bedded in a minimum of 6 inches of gravel (to spring-line). 

C.  The backfill around/over the concrete pipe shall be compacted to a minimum of 
 95%.  Import borrow material is required for trench backfill between November 1 
 and April 1.  This time period may be extended by the Public Works inspector, 
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 dependant on condition and quality of native soils. 
D.  Compaction test shall be conducted every 200 lineal feet along the trench for each 

 lift. (Maximum lift is 18 inches). 
E. ADS or other alternative pipe to be used outside of the public right of way shall 

be identified as an alternate material on the preliminary plans and will require 
approval by the City Engineer.  Bedding detail requirements shall be identified 
and approved on the preliminary plans. 

F.  When storm drain pipes run through a clean-out/inlet and the outlet increases in 
 size, the tops of the pipes shall be aligned. 

G.  All storm drain lines shall be televised after roadbase installation and prior to 
asphalt placement.. 

1. The video recording will determine that no “low spots” exist. 
2. The video recording will determine that the line has been properly 
 cleaned, using power-flushing equipment.  Sediment and waste material 
 shall be vacuumed out of the system. 
3. The video shall display a continuous location identifier, showing the  

   section being reviewed, by identifying the beginning and ending manhole  
   or box, along with a footage indicator. 

4. The Contractor shall furnish a CD of the lines televised.  Each manhole 
section video shall be a separate file on the CD.  The Contractor shall also 
furnish a map of the lines televised with each manhole/box labeled 
according to the corresponding number/name found on the video and a 
hard copy of an information sheet for each manhole section video which 
will need to include the development name, the excavation contractor 
name, and the location of any defects found. 

H. Steel Casing Construction 
1.   ASTM A53, Grade B steel pipe for jacking operations, minimum wall 

 thickness of 0.375 inch, minimum yield strength of 42,000 psi.  Use a 
 casing with a diameter equal to the outside bell diameter of the pipe plus a 
 minimum 4 inches. 

2.  Fillet weld joints continuous around casing and reinforce joints to 
 withstand jacking operations. 

3.  Use casing spacers CCI Pipeline Systems Model CSP or CSC or 
 acceptable equal to center pipe within casing.  Minimum of three spacers 
 per length of pipe. 

4.  Install neoprene rubber end seal with stainless steel bands CCI Pipeline 
 Systems Model ESC or ESW as applicable or acceptable equal at each end 
 of casing. 

 
VI. Storm detention basins 

A. A. Storm detention basins shall be sized for the 100-year return storm.  The 
typical release rate will be 0.2 cfs/acre.  However, this rate may be decreased by 
the City Engineer.  Local basins are not allowed, unless recommended by the 
Storm Water Master Plans, and approved by the City Engineer.  The size and 
location will be determined by the City Engineer. 
1. Underground detention will only be allowed in high density urban areas 
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and must be approved by the City Engineer.   
2. Volume in a pipe system will not be considered as storage. 

B. The developer will be required to extend discharge lines to the basin or the nearest 
collection point and/or collection line. 

C. The developer may be required to provide the land for the regional detention 
basin as determined by the City Engineer. 

D. The maximum depth for detention basins shall be 42 inches, plus an additional 
12-inches of free board to the top of the berm.  Depths greater than 3.5 feet 
require the City Engineer’s approval.   

E. The maximum slope on a detention pond berm shall be 3:1 (H:V).  Minimum 
pond floor slope is 1.0%.  The developer is required to submit detailed 
construction specifications for detention ponds and berms. Minimum 
requirements include dimensions of berm, materials, specifications, lift 
requirements and compaction, storage capacity, high water mark and top of berm 
elevations.  
1. The detention basin shall include a separate inlet and outlet pipe with a 

control structure located in the pond berm.  A detail of the control 
structure shall include an orifice plate and overflow wall in the structure.  
A bypass pipe for low flows may be required as part of the detention 
basin. 

F. Detention ponds shall have a gravity discharge pipe connection to an approved 
storm drain system. 

G. Detention ponds will be surveyed before they are landscaped to verify the 
required capacity has been constructed.  

H. The Developer will be required to landscape the detention basin.  A landscaping 
plan shall be submitted for review and approval. 

I. Clay core for pond berms and floor may be required.  Specifications for clay 
material are available in the Engineering department. 

J. A sub-surface drain around the perimeter of the pond, one (1) foot below the pond 
floor, may be required. 

K. As-builts of the pond will be required. 
L. Maintenance agreements are required for detention basins and other post 

construction BMP’s located on private property. 
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STORM WATER POLLUTION PREVENTION REQUIREMENTS 
 

I. STORM WATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PLAN 
A. A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) is required for final approval.  

The SWPPP shall be prepared according to the Utah Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (UPDES) – General Permit for Discharges from Construction 
Activities and submitted as part of the construction plans.  The SWPPP plans shall 
be on sheets the same size as the construction plans and will meet the 
requirements of the construction permit and include sufficient information to 
evaluate the potential impacts of all proposed development of the site, both 
present and future, on the water resources, and the effectiveness and acceptability 
of the measures proposed for managing storm water generated at the project site. 
The intent of the review process is to determine if the SWPPP meets the permit’s 
requirements and the control measures proposed for the project will be adequate 
for the management of storm water run-off from the proposed development.  For 
development or redevelopment occurring on a previously developed site, an 
applicant shall be required to include within the storm water pollution prevention 
plan, measures for controlling existing storm water runoff discharges from the site 
in accordance with the standards of this ordinance.  

B. The SWPPP shall include an erosion control plan which implements the proposed 
“best management practices” (BMP’s) to prevent erosion, control sediment, and 
address storm runoff leaving the construction site.  The plans shall explain in text 
and drawings the Best Management Practices (BMP’s) to be used and the 
locations of the proposed BMP’s.  A manual with a listing of BMP’s for Davis 
County is available in the Layton City Engineering Department, or on-line at 
http://www.laytoncity.org/public/Depts/PubWorks/downloads.aspx. The SWPPP 
must include at minimum the following BMP’s: 
1. Concrete washout 
2. Equipment and vehicle tracking device/wash down area 
3. Inlet protection 
4. Run-off containment 
5. Temporary and permanent slope stabilization 
6. Portable toilet protection 
7. Inspection sheet and schedule 
8. Name and contact information of the contractor’s/owner’s certified inspector 

C. The Utah Administrative Code (UAC) R317-8-3.9 requires the operator(s) 
(owner, developer, contractor, etc.) of a construction site which will grade one 
acre or more per common plan (includes all phases of development) to obtain 
coverage under the UPDES General Permit for Storm Water Discharges from 
Construction Activities.  A construction storm water activity permit issued by the 
Utah State Division of Water Quality shall be obtained for final approval.  A copy 
of the permit (Notice of Intent) shall be submitted to the City before a pre-
construction meeting can be scheduled.  The original permit, as well as the 
SWPPP shall remain on the construction site during the entire construction period.  
The construction storm water activity permit can be obtained on-line from the 
State of Utah, Division of Water Quality.  (See:  https://secure.utah.gov/ 
stormwater, and see “Online Application Process”). 
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D. Erosion control measures shown on the plans shall be constructed prior to any 
other construction associated with the development.  These measures shall be 
maintained and adjusted as needed throughout the life of the project. 

E. The Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan shall be prepared in accordance with 
the requirements of Chapter 13.16 of the Layton City Code, adopted by Ordinance 
06-41. 

 
II. REVIEW AND APPROVAL  

 
A. The Public Works Engineering Department will review each Storm Water 

Pollution Prevention Plan to determine its conformance with the provisions of 
Chapter 13.16 of the Layton City Code.  As part of the development review 
memo, the Public Works Engineering Department shall: 
1. Approve the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan; 
2. Approve the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan subject to such 

reasonable conditions as may be necessary to secure substantially the 
objectives of this regulation, and issue approval subject to these 
conditions; or  

3. Disapprove the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan, indicating the 
reason(s) and procedure for submitting a revised plan and/or submission. 
  

III. INSPECTION 
A. An inspection of the installed BMP’s shall be completed prior to any other 

construction associated with the development.  The contractor is responsible for 
contacting the Public Works Inspector assigned to the project or the Erosion 
Control Inspector, or the Public Works Department at 801-336-3700 to schedule 
an inspection.  Once an approved written inspection report has been completed, 
construction of the development may proceed. 
1. Periodic inspections, citations and violation notices may be completed by 

the Layton City Public Works Inspectors or Erosion Control Inspector, the 
City Building Inspectors, the City Ordinance Enforcement Officer or other 
designated agents as appointed by the Public Works Department. 

2. Any corrective actions listed in the inspection report as requiring 
immediate attention shall be addressed within 1 working day or a notice to 
stop work order may be issued. 

B.  As Built Plans: Any storm water management practices located on-site after final 
construction is completed require submittal of actual "as built" plans.  The plans 
shall show the final design specifications for all storm water management 
facilities and shall be certified by a professional engineer. These as-built plans 
shall be included with the final construction as-built plans as required by Layton 
City Development Guidelines and Design Standards.  A final inspection by the 
Layton Public Works Department is required before the release of any 
performance securities can occur.  

 
IV. DESIGN CRITERIA   

A. Storm water discharges from land uses or activities with higher potential pollutant 
loadings, known as "hotspots,” may require the use of specific structural BMP’s 
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and pollution prevention practices. Oil separators may be required on all sites 
identified as “hotspots” such as commercial land use sites, parking areas other 
than residential, mechanic shops, fuel stations, or associated parking areas, as 
determined by the City Engineer. Oil separators shall be capable of removing 
particulates down to 150 microns. Design and sizing requirements of oil 
separators shall be reviewed by the City Engineer prior to installation.   

B. Storm water discharges to critical areas with sensitive resources (i.e., cold water 
fisheries, recharge areas, water supply reservoirs) may be subject to additional 
performance criteria, or may need to utilize or restrict certain storm water 
management practices. 

C. If a development discharges into a waterway that is maintained by Davis County 
Public Works, the developer will be required to fulfill all requirements as set by 
Davis County Public Works as it relates to regulating the storm water that 
discharges into the channel.  The developer is required to submit to Layton City a 
letter from Davis County Public Works stating that they accept the methods of 
storm water pollution control as shown on the development plans. 

D. Conveyance Issues: All storm water management practices shall be designed to 
convey storm water to allow for the maximum removal of pollutants and 
reduction in flow velocities. Best management practices (BMP’s) shall be 
designed to remove total suspended solids load (TSS) to the maximum extent 
practical.  This shall include, but not be limited to:  
1. Maximizing of flow paths from inflow points to outflow points  
2. Protection of inlet and outfall structures  
3. Elimination of erosive flow velocities  
4. Providing of under drain systems, where applicable 

E. Notification of Spills. Notwithstanding other requirements of law, as soon as any 
person responsible for a facility or operation, or responsible for emergency 
response for a facility or operation has information of any known or suspected 
release of materials which are resulting or may result in illegal discharges or 
pollutants discharging into storm water, the storm drain system, or water of the 
U.S. said person shall take all necessary steps to ensure the discovery, 
containment, and cleanup of such release. In the event of such a release of 
hazardous materials said person shall immediately notify emergency response 
agencies of the occurrence via emergency dispatch services (911 or Fire Dispatch: 
801-497-8300 of Davis County Environmental Health: 801-525-5100). In the 
event of a release of non-hazardous materials, said person shall notify the 
authorized enforcement agency in person or by phone or facsimile no later than 
the next business day. Notifications in person or by phone shall be confirmed by 
written notice addressed and mailed to the Layton City Public Works Dept., 1925 
North Fort Lane, Layton, UT 84041, within three business days of the phone 
notice. 
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LAND DRAIN IMPROVEMENTS 
 
I. Land drain size determination 

A. The minimum land drain size shall be 8 inch. 
B. The land drain shall be sized to carry 0.8 cfs per 100 acres of developed area. 
C. The land drain line shall have a minimum flow velocity of 1 fps. 
D. The minimum slope on a land drain mainline pipe shall be 0.4%. 

  
II. Land drain line operation 

A. Land drain lines shall be required in all areas of the City where footing and 
foundation drains are required per Layton City Municipal Code 18.40.020.  Land 
drains shall also be required in all areas identified in the Geotechnical Report and 
as determined by the City Engineer.  The proposal to place homes on-grade will 
not eliminate the need for the land drain system.           

B. A land drain system shall be a separate system from the storm drain 
 system.  Land drain laterals shall not connect to storm drain lines. 
C. Individual pumps or lift stations that serve one resident or business unit are 
 allowed under specific guidelines in Section V. Combined lift stations or pumps  
 that provide land drain service for more than one residential home or business are   
 not allowed under any circumstance.  
 

III. Land drain line placement 
A. The land drain system lines are typically placed 10.0 feet north and east of the 

street centerline.  
B. Land drain lines shall not be placed in sidelot or rearlot property lines unless all 

alternatives are exhausted. 
1. The developer may be required to change street alignment to 

accommodate land drain line placement. 
2. Land drain lines that are approved for sidelot or rearlot installation shall 

have a 20-foot easement provided.  10 feet will be added to the easement 
width for each additional utility. 

3. Land drain lines that are approved for sidelot or rearlot installation shall 
provide for vehicular access to all manholes. 

C. The lines shall be installed with a minimum cover of 4.5 feet from the top of the 
pipe to the finish ground elevation. 

D. The lines should run parallel to and between 0.5 feet and 1.0 foot above or below 
the sanitary sewer line.  The design should insure that there will be no conflict 
between the land drain line laterals and the sanitary sewer line laterals. 

E. The lateral line will be installed within 5 feet of a common property line, at the 
lowest corner of the property.  The contractor will install identifier tape one foot 
over the lateral, running the length of the lateral, with the wording ‘Lane Drain’ 
on tape. 

 
IV. Manhole size and placement determination. 

A. Manholes shall be installed as follows: 
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1. Maximum spacing is 400 feet. 
2. Change in alignment. 
3. Change in slope. 
4. Junction with other lines. 
5. Within 10 feet of the upstream and downstream ends of an augured or 

trenched casing. 
B. Minimum size manhole is four-foot (4') inside diameter. 
C. Five-foot (5') inside diameter manholes shall be used for all locations as follows: 

1. Intersection of three land drain lines.   
a. A 6-inch multi-user/commercial line connecting to an 8 inch or 

larger requires a manhole. 
b. NOTE - No more than four lines will be permitted in one manhole. 

2. Change of grade with an algebraic difference of five percent (5.0 %). 
a. Cast-in-place manhole required. 

3. Change in alignment where the interior angle is greater than 70º but less 
than 90º and at 90º bends. 
a. Pipeline alignments that have interior angles less than 70º shall 

have two manholes placed to divide the angle. 
D. Manholes shall be placed at the end of all lines with service connections attached 

to the line.  This includes cul-de-sac lines, and/or lines intended for future 
extension. 

 
V. Land drain service lateral size and placement 

A. All residential connections shall have an individual service connection.  The 
sharing or joint use of lines is not allowed. 
1. In the case where a land drain lateral is extended to the building lot, but is 

at an elevation higher than the anticipated lowest floor elevation: 
a. The developer shall define on the dedication plat the elevation of the 

land drain lateral and a note indicating gravity service is not available 
below that elevation. 

b. The use of individual land drain pumps or lift stations is acceptable in 
locations where gravity drain systems cannot be constructed, only if 
the pump and pressurized lines remain on the individual lot that 
utilizes the pump station. 

B. Residential service lines shall be 4-inch PVC pipe. 
1. The service lateral shall be installed 5 feet uphill from the downstream 

property corner. 
2. The service lateral shall be either a wye or a tee on the mainline. 
3. The service lateral shall be installed so that the top of the 4-inch line is no 

lower than the top of the mainline. 
4. The service lateral shall extend to the property on a minimum slope of 

2.0%. 
5. The contractor will install identifier tape one foot over the top of the 

lateral the entire length of the lateral and the tape will say “Land Drain.” 
C. All commercial connections shall have individual connections based on unit 
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ownership.   
  1. If one building has one owner but is divided into two or more units, one 

 connection will be allowed.  If several buildings are built on separate lots 
 or on a single lot with different names, one connection per unit will be 
 required. 

 
VI. Pipe line materials, construction and testing. 

A. 4 inch and 6 inch service lines shall be PVC 3034 pipe. 
B. 8 inch to 12 inch land drain lines shall be PVC ASTM 3034 pipe.  15-inch and 

larger lines shall be extra strength concrete. 
1. PVC pipe shall have a minimum of 12 inches of 1 1/2-inch minus sewer 

rock, for bedding, blinding pipe sides and cover over the line. 
2. PVC lines shall be tested for deflection after the trench has been 

backfilled, compacted and/or settled. 
3. Concrete pipe shall be bedded in 6 inches of gravel (to spring-line). 

 4. The backfill around and over the concrete pipe shall be compacted to a 
 minimum of 95%.  Import borrow material is required for trench backfill 
 between November 1 and April 1.  This requirement may be extended by 
 the Public Works inspector, dependant on the condition and quality of the 
 native soils. 

 5. Compaction test shall be conducted every 200 linear feet along the trench 
 for each soil lift.  (Maximum lift is 18 inches). 

C.  All land drain lines shall be televised after construction. 
1.  The video recording will be reviewed to determine that the laterals are             

 correctly installed. 
2.   The recording will determine that no “low-spots” exist. 
3.  The recording will determine that the line has been properly cleaned by 

 power flushing equipment, ensuring that all sediment and waste materials 
 have been vacuumed from the system. 

4. The Contractor shall furnish a CD of the lines televised.  Each manhole 
section video shall be a separate file on the CD.  The Contractor shall also 
furnish a map of the lines televised with each manhole/box labeled 
according to the corresponding number/name found on the video and a 
hard copy of an information sheet for each manhole section video which 
will need to include the development name, the excavation contractor 
name, and the location of any defects found. 

D. Manhole bases may be pre-cast using the design as a guide for stub orientation, 
and shall have a trough design similar to sanitary sewer manholes. 
1. Pre-cast manholes are not allowed where the change of grade has an 

algebraic difference of 5.0 % or greater. 
2. Pre-cast manhole bases shall be placed on a minimum of 8 inches of 

gravel rock. 
E. Poured-in-place manhole bases shall conform to the following standards: 

1. The concrete base shall be at least 10 inches thick. 
2. The sub-grade material shall be gravel rock where the existing material is 
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wet or is unstable. 
F. Manhole sections shall be tongue & groove, pre-cast concrete sections with cast-

in-place vinyl steps. 
G. The frame and cover shall be cast iron, similar to the D&L Supply model #A-

1180. 
H. Steel Casing Construction 

1. ASTM A53, Grade B steel pipe for jacking operations, minimum wall thickness of 
0.375 inch, minimum yield strength of 42,000 psi.  Use a casing with a diameter 
equal to the outside bell diameter of the pipe plus a minimum 4 inches. 

2. Fillet weld joints continuous around casing and reinforce joints to withstand 
jacking operations. 

3. Use casing spacers CCI Pipeline Systems Model CSP or CSC or acceptable 
equal to center pipe within casing.  Minimum of three spacers per length of 
pipe. 

4. Install neoprene rubber end seal with stainless steel bands CCI Pipeline 
Systems Model ESC or ESW as applicable or acceptable equal at each end of 
casing. 
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  GEOTECHNICAL INFORMATION 
 
I. Minimum Information required for a Geotechnical Report 
 A. Plan view showing boring locations 

1. Boring logs1  
a. Elevation 
b. Drill or backhoe type 
c. Samples 
d. Field tests 
e. Ground water level fluctuations 

B. Laboratory tests-Performed in general accordance w/ ASTM 
1. Sieve analysis 
2. Atterberg limits 
3. CBR 
4. Direct Shear 
5. Consolidation 
6. Identify soils according to USCS 
7. Moisture density curves(s) 

C. Engineer Analysis and recommendations 
1. Foundations and Retaining Walls 

a. Allowable bearing capacity 
b. Lateral loads Friction coefficients 
c. Settlement 
d. Drainage - Backfill information 
e. Seismic loading 

2. Pavements 
a. Traffic 
b. Subgrade support value (CBR) 
c. Pavement, roadbase, and subgrade thickness 
d. Compaction requirements, including maximum lift thickness of 

backfill, and acceptability of backfill with native soils.  Minimum 
requirements are set by City standards. 

3. Special Consideration 
a. Site preparation - use of on-site materials 
b. Expansive soils 
c. Collapsible soil 
d. Slope stability 
e. Shallow ground water level - drainage, etc. 
f. Surcharge / preloading (if used, developer needs to install settlement 

     1 - The number and depth of borings/pits are to be determined for each specific 
project.  However, as a minimum, the depth should be deeper than any anticipated 
excavation (cuts, foundations, utilities, etc.).  The number of borings shall be 
determined by the geotechnical engineer/geologist and shall be compatible with 
the complexity/simplicity of the geology, subsurface conditions and the type of 
project. 
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monitors and elevations benchmark.) 
g. Identification of geological hazards 

 
D. Following the construction of the utilities in the street within the development and 
 prior to submittal of the Final Dedication Plat for signatures, the Developer may be 
 required to submit written documentation from the consulting Geotechnical 
 Engineer, the Design Engineer and the Contractor, indicating that each have 
 received and read the Geotechnical Report and have incorporated the 
 recommendations into the design and construction of the development.  (A 
 standard form can be obtained from our Legal Department.) 
 

II. Subgrade Soil Classification 
 

A. The following table defines the soil classification: 
 
 

 
 Subgrade Soil Classification 
 

Subgrade Class 
 

Characteristics of Soil 
 

CBR Value 
 
Very Poor Subgrade Soil 

 
Clay & fine silt - Extremely soft and plastic 
when wet 

 
<3 

 
Poor Subgrade Soil 

 
Clay, fine silt and sandy soils – soft and plastic 
when wet 

 
3 - 8 

 
Medium subgrade soil 

 
Silty sands and some clayey sand-gavels, retain 
moderate degree of firmness with moisture 

 
8 - 17 

 
Good to Excellent subgrade soil 

 
Gravelly sand, sandy gavels, retains strength 
when saturated. 

 
>15 

 
III. Armor coating or facing of soil slopes 
 

Two acceptable types of armor facing 
  Maximum Slope 

1. Well graded pit run gravel   Angle H:V 
Sieve   Percent   Height      
Size   Passing   <6'  >6'  >12' 
 
8" 90-100%   1½:1  1 3/4:1  2:1 
3"     60-90% 
1"     40-80% 
½"     30-50% 
#4     20-40% 
#200       0-10% 
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       Maximum Slope 
2. Filter Fabric & Rock    Angle H:V   
Sieve   Percent   Height    
Size   Passing   <6'  >6'  >12' 
 
36"   90-100%   1:1  1¼:1  1½:1 
18"   50-100% 
12"   20-100% 
4"       0-90% 
2"       0-20% 
#200       0-10% 

 
IV. Use of Filter Fabric for Street Construction 

Normal woven or non-woven filter fabric is a viable material to use when a separation 
layer is needed over a soft subgrade and beneath granular fill.  These materials provide 
some minor reinforcing for supporting loads, but primarily act to prevent the movement of 
muck fines up into the overlying crushed base or other clean granular material. 

 
If reinforcement of soft subgrade is desired, a geo grid should be designed for the intended 
purpose. 

 
V. Flowable fill 

Utility excavations and subsequent backfill are the source of many problems for paved 
streets.  It is extremely difficult to nearly impossible to place the utility, and backfill the 
trench, so that some subsequent differential settlement does not occur at the pavement 
surface.  Cost associated with supplying, placing in lifts, and compaction of conventional 
backfill materials is high and results are unsatisfactory to marginal.  Therefore, "flowable 
fill" is a preferential backfill alternative for many utility installations beneath paved 
streets.  Flowable fill generally consists of the following mix design or mixture of 
materials: 

Per Cubic Yard 
50 pounds of Portland Cement 
200 to 400 pounds of Fly Ash 
70% sand, 30% gravel by weight 
35 to 40 gallons of water 

This generally costs more than conventional backfill, but is worth the extra cost.  Another 
alternative that now offers considerable advantage, in that utility cuts through the 
pavement are eliminated, is trench-less technology.  Use flowable fill prior to the 
application of asphalt finished surface in all excavations of twelve inches (12”) or less in 
width. 

 
VI. Trench-less Technology 
 

With recent advances in trench-less technology/directional drilling, many utilities can be 
placed beneath streets without making a pavement utility cut.  This procedure should be used 
whenever feasible.  When potholes are used to determine the location of utilities, pothole 
repairs will need to be made by back filling the hole with flowable fill and using Perma-Patch 
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or an equivalent for the top three (3) inches.  Contractor may not pothole for utilities when 
depths can be determined by lifting manhole or valve covers. 

 
VII. Grading permit requirements. 
 

A. Submit site plan for review and approval.  The site plan must include a SWPPP; limits 
of excavation; re-vegetation plan; site stabilization plan/ truck route to haul material 
and location of haul site.  Additional items may be required based on a review of the 
submitted items and size of grading site.
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IRRIGATION SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS 
 

I. Pressure irrigation systems 
A. In areas served by Kays Creek Irrigation Company, Weber Basin Water District 

or by Davis Weber Canal Company, the developer shall install the pressure 
irrigation system. 
1. The system shall be installed if water is available to the site or is in the 

future service area for secondary water. 
2. The system shall be installed if water is apportioned to the land. 

a. No water may be moved or transferred from the site without 
Layton City Council approval. 

B. Lines 8 inches and larger shall be installed in the asphalt adjacent to the lip of the 
curb on either side of the street to avoid crossing the centerline at street curves.  
Lines 6 inches and smaller shall be installed in the 7.5 foot park strip or in the 
asphalt adjacent to the lip of the curb as directed by the irrigation company.  If the 
park-strip is 4.5 foot wide, the location of the lines will be determined by the City 
Engineer and Irrigation Company.  The design shall be reviewed by the City 
Engineer and approved by the irrigation company. 
1. The City Engineer may direct the lines to be installed at depths or 

locations different than the irrigation company minimum standards.   
2. The irrigation company shall provide a written statement approving the 

drawings before any final submittal is presented. 
3. If the secondary water provider is Davis and Weber Canal Company or 

Kays Creek Irrigation Company a copy of the signed application for 
service must be submitted for final approval in addition to approval of the 
drawings. 

4. Valve boxes shall have a triangle shape lid to distinguish from the circular 
culinary valve lid. 

5. PVC pipes shall be purple in color and tracing wire shall be coated black 
to distinguish from the blue culinary water lines. 

 
II. Flood irrigation systems 

A. The developer shall provide adequate conveyance for flood irrigation wastewater 
to pass around a developed subdivision. 
1. The conveyance may be either a pipe system or a dug channel.  Submit a 

written approval for the relocation of the system. 
A pipe will be required if the system crosses any street or access way. 

2. The City Engineer and the local user shall approve the conveyance system. 
B. The developer will be required to install a pipe system to convey any supply or 

waste ditch that passes through the proposed subdivision. 
1. The pipe size shall be determined and approved by the local user and City 

Engineer.  The pipe system shall meet all standards and specifications 
defined for storm drain pipe systems. 

2. The pipe system shall be installed either in the park strip area or behind 
the sidewalk if there are any diversion or control structures. 

April 2015 5 Irrigation Systems 
 
 
 



DEVELOPMENT 

GUIDELINES 

AND DESIGN STANDARDS 

FOR DEDICATION PLAT, 

WARRANTY AND UTILITY 

SYSTEM ACCEPTANCE 

 

APRIL 2015 

James Woodruff, City Engineer 
Shannon Hansen, Assistant City Engineer - Development 
Staff Engineers: Stephen Jackson, Ryan Bankhead, Alan Moss, Ashley Thoman, Mark Stenquist 



DEDICATION PLAT CONSIDERATIONS 
 
I. Information to be included 

A. The name of the subdivision, in bold heading, at the top of the drawing (include 
PRUD if applicable). 

B. Section, Township and Range 
C. City and County name 
D. Signature blocks for the City Attorney, City Planning Commission, City 

Engineer, City Mayor, Recorder, and major utility companies, with easement 
shown on plat. 

E. Signature blocks for owner dedication with proper attest blocks 
F. Owner’s dedication narrative 
G. Boundary description narrative 

1. Shall include the point of beginning tied to a found Davis County section 
monument. 

2. Shall have a tie to a second found Davis County monument for the 
establishment of the basis of bearing. 

H. Boundary description, as a drawing, matching the narrative. 
I. Dedication plat restrictions i.e. Utility restrictions, setback restrictions, access 

restrictions, or others are required as part of development. 
J. Types and locations of all existing and proposed easements 
K. Public utility and drainage easements are required in all subdivisions.  The 

minimum width of easements shall be: 
1. On rear lot lines; ten feet on each side 
2. On front lot lines; seven feet 
3. On side lot lines; a total of ten feet with not less than three feet on one side 

of the lot line and seven on the other. 
L. Front, side, and rear easements are required on all lots.  In circumstances where a 

City utility traverses a lot or parcel to be developed, the easement width shall be 
provided as required by the City Engineer. 

M. Slope easements shall be shown where required. 
N. Buildable area must be shown on plat. 

 
II. Description closure requirements 

A. The boundary shall close to within 0.015 feet. 
1. The boundary description shall be traversed in a clockwise direction 

around the subdivision boundary. 
2. The street centerline shall close to the boundary within 0.015 feet.  The 

centerline is placed using the boundary information. 
3. Individual lot boundaries shall close to within 0.015 feet to the street 

boundary and to the subdivision boundary. 
4. The boundary shall match adjacent parcels. 
 

III. Centerline information 
A. Distances from monument to monument. 
B. Distance from PC to PT. 
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A. Distance from centerline to right-of-way (Street ½ width) 
D. Curve data to include 

1. Delta 
2. Radius 
3. Chord bearing and distance, and arc length. 

a. Curves not tangent to the approach and departure segments shall 
also show the bearing to the center of the curve or the bearing for a 
tangent approach line. 

4. Prepare a table for numerous curves 
 
IV. Property and lot information 

A. The lot number shall use the phase number as the first digit. 
1. If the lot is #1 in phase 2, the lot number will be 201; or 2001. 

B. The square footage of the lot shall be shown. 
 
V. Title report information 

A. The title report is used to determine the proper owner's signature blocks; the 
location of existing easements; and to determine that the dedication plat and the 
property owned are the same parcel. 
1. The title report and the dedication plat shall match exactly or include the 

entire subdivision and additional property.  The report cannot be smaller 
than the subdivision. 

2. All easements shown on the title report shall be shown on the dedication 
plat AND the easement owner shall sign the dedication plat 

3. The City Attorney will review the title report and may direct the owner to 
remove specific easements or other encumbrances. 

4. All taxes shall be paid current prior to recording at County. 
 

VI. Davis County Recorder Standards 
A. The plat shall have a border size of 19" X 30" 
B. The notary seal or lettering shall be clear and legible. 
C. The subdivision title or heading shall be consistent throughout all narratives. 
D. The owner(s)' signatures shall be exactly as found on the title report. 
E. The scale shall be clearly shown and shall conform to the accepted standard, i.e. 

1"= 20', 30', 40', 50', 60' or 100'. 
F. All names shall be consistent on all narratives.  

 
VII. Vacating Recorded Easements 

A. A petition to vacate an easement must be filed with the Community Development 
Department for all recorded easements to be vacated 

B. The developer must submit the legal description for the easement to be vacated. 
C. All easements to be vacated must be approved by the City Council. 
D. Easements must be vacated prior to the recording of the dedication plat. 

 
VIII.  Quit Claiming Property 

 A. The developer must submit the legal description for the property to be quit claimed 
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from the City. 
B. All property to be quit claimed must be approved by the City Council by ordinance. 
C. Quit Claims must be recorded prior to the recording of the dedication plat.
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LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT 
 

To adjust a lot line between two private properties, legal descriptions of the existing lots and the 
new lots must be submitted for review and approval.  The legal descriptions for the lots will need 
to include the establishment of new public utility easements (dedication to the City) adjacent to 
the new lot lines (typically 5 feet each side of the new lot line.)  The legal descriptions will need 
to be submitted on a deed form with proper signatures.  The Mayor will sign the documents as 
acceptance of the new PUE for the City.  Once the document is approved, the deeds, along with 
the engineering staff report, will be filed with the County, which includes the exchange of title, 
an acknowledgement by each party, and the nod and new descriptions.  A copy of the recorded 
document will need to be submitted to the City for our records.  Recorded copies of the 
documents will need to be received prior to any development affecting the lot line adjustment. 
 
If the lot line adjustment is in a subdivision with existing public utility easements (PUE’s) the 
existing PUE’s will need to be abandoned by submitting letters from the power, gas, phone, and 
any other applicable utility companies acknowledging they have no utility infrastructure in the 
existing easement and no interest in maintaining the easement.  The City will abandon the 
existing PUE’s by ordinance at a City Council Meeting.  If the lot line is moved a minimal 
distance, the PUE’s may not have to be abandoned and re-established. 
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WARRANTY 
 

The start of the one-year warranty period for the culinary water system, sanitary sewer 
system, land drain system, storm drain system, lighting system, and street improvements will 
begin once the public works inspector notifies the Community Development Department all the 
construction has been completed including the ‘punch list’ items.  The Community Development 
Director will issue a letter to the Developer with the warranty start date.  At this time the escrow 
will be reduced to the 10 percent guarantee amount.  Invoices are required for all releases from 
the escrow account and all items on the invoice must be included in the cost estimate used to 
establish the bonding amount. 

 
 The developer is responsible for ALL maintenance of the warranty items throughout the 
warranty period, even though the systems may be in use and operating.  Development warranty 
periods will not begin during the months of November, December, January, or February. 
 

At the end of the one year warranty period a final inspection will be completed and once 
all items on the final inspection punch list are completed a letter of FINAL SUBDIVISION 
ACCEPTANCE is issued by the Community Development Director to the Developer.  This is 
typically the same time that the escrow is released and the City collects the funds for the slurry 
seal.   

 
The developer’s subdivision contract allows for a maximum of 18 months to complete all 

work.  The contract will begin the day the preconstruction meeting is held.  Following the 18 
month period (or sooner if the work is completed earlier) and if the work is completed and is in 
satisfactory condition, the one-year warranty period will begin.  If the work is not complete, the 
subdivision will be “red-tagged”, no building permits will be issued, and no escrow funds will be 
released.  The developer will be given notice to complete the project or apply for a time 
extension. 
 

The City Engineer will determine if an extension is allowable.  Extensions maybe 
allowed due to weather or previously unknown site conditions.  If no extension is given, the 
developer will be required to complete the work or the City will complete the work and use the 
funds in the escrow account to cover all financial encumbrances. 
 

The developer will be responsible for the placement of all sidewalk within the 
development.  The placement of the sidewalk may be delayed until the actual construction of a 
house OR prior to the end of the 18 month contract period whichever occurs first.  
 
 AS-Constructed drawings - The developer is required to submit as-constructed drawings 
to the engineering department prior to the issuance of any building permits.  The drawings shall 
show the location and size of all water service lines and meters, sanitary service lines, land drain 
lines, irrigation service lines and meters at each building lot or landscape area maintained by the 
HOA. The location shall be referenced to a property line.  As-builts shall typically consist of 1-2 
sheets and show plan view (no profiles) of the constructed improvements, with rim, grate, and/or 
top of box elevations, and flow elevations of all gravity fed utilities. 
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UTILITY-SYSTEM ACCEPTANCE 

 
Sanitary Sewer System - The bonding held in escrow for the construction of the sanitary sewer 
system may be released once the following items have been completed: the lines have passed the 
required air test; the lines have been video recorded and the recording has been reviewed and 
found acceptable; the lines have been adequately backfilled, with required compaction tests; all 
laterals have been installed.  The manholes are not placed to final grade, nor is the system 
acceptable for use at this time.  The initial acceptance of the sanitary sewer system and the 
beginning of the one-year warranty will begin after the entire subdivision has been completed 
and the warranty punch list items corrected.  The final acceptance of the sanitary sewer system 
will occur at the end of the one-year warranty and all items from the final inspection punch list 
have been corrected. 
 
Storm Drain System - The bonding held in escrow for the construction of the storm drain 
system may be released once the following items have been completed; the lines have been 
reviewed for alignment and found acceptable; the lines have been video recorded and the 
recording has been reviewed and found acceptable; the lines have been adequately backfilled, 
with required compaction tests.  The cleanout and/or inlet boxes have not been placed to final 
grade at this time.  The initial acceptance of the storm drain system and the beginning of the one-
year warranty will begin after the entire subdivision has been completed and the warranty punch 
list items corrected.  The final acceptance of the storm drain system will occur at the end of the 
one-year warranty and all items from the final inspection punch list have been corrected. 
 
Land Drain System - The bonding held in escrow for the construction of the land drain system 
may be released once the following items have been completed; the lines have been reviewed for 
alignment and found acceptable; the lines have been video recorded and the recording has been 
reviewed and found acceptable; the lines have been adequately backfilled, with required 
compaction tests; all laterals have been installed.  The manholes are not placed to final grade, nor 
is the system acceptable for use at this time.  The initial acceptance of the land drain system and 
the beginning of the one-year warranty will begin after the entire subdivision has been completed 
and the warranty punch list items corrected.  The final acceptance of the land drain system will 
occur at the end of the one-year warranty and all items from the final inspection punch list have 
been corrected. 
 
Culinary Water System - The bonding held in escrow for the construction of the culinary water 
system may be released once the following items have been completed; the lines have been 
reviewed for alignment and found acceptable; the lines have passed the required static pressure 
test and the lines have passed the required microbiologic test.  The water valve boxes have not 
been placed to final grade.  The fire hydrants are installed but no acceptance test has been 
preformed.  The water service lines have been installed but are not acceptable until the final 
placement of the meter boxes and the curb and gutter is complete.  The initial acceptance of the 
culinary water system and the beginning of the one-year warranty will begin after the entire 
subdivision has been completed and the warranty punch list items corrected.  The final 
acceptance of the culinary water system will occur at the end of the one-year warranty and all 
items from the final inspection punch list have been corrected. 
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Curb and Gutter Placement - The bonding held in escrow for the construction of the curb and 
gutter may be released once the following items have been completed; the curb and gutter, 
including the inlet box covers and grates and cleanout box covers and decks and all handicap 
ramps.  The curb and gutter has been tested for proper flow and the “low spots” and “bellies” 
will be removed and replaced.  The initial acceptance of the concrete and the beginning of the 
one-year warranty will begin after the entire subdivision has been completed and the warranty 
punch list items corrected.  The developer will be cautioned that any damaged concrete between 
this time and the time of the final inspection must be removed and replaced.  The final 
acceptance of the curb and gutter will occur at the end of the one-year warranty and all items 
from the final inspection punch list have been corrected. 
 
Water Service Meter Box Construction - The bonding held in escrow for the construction of 
the water service meter box may be released once the following items have been completed; the 
water service lines and the meter boxes have been reviewed for alignment and grade; the proper 
angle stops, yoke, fittings, backflow device, box, cover and frame have been reviewed and are 
acceptable.  The initial acceptance of the lines/meter boxes and the beginning of the one-year 
warranty will begin after the entire subdivision has been completed and the warranty punch list 
items corrected.  The developer will be cautioned that the placement and the condition of the 
water meter structure will remain the developer’s or property owner’s responsibility until the 
meter is set.  
 
Sub-grade and Roadbase Placement - The bonding held in escrow for the placement of the 
sub-grade and roadbase may be released once the following items have been completed; the sub-
grade and roadbase have been placed to the proper grade and depth.  The asphalt surface may be 
placed within five days of the roadbase approval or the developer will be required to obtain an 
additional inspection for the roadbase surface approval.  All manhole covers and water valve 
covers within the roadway area are not to the final grade and the subdivision is NOT ready for 
occupancy.  The initial acceptance of the subgrade and roadbase and the beginning of the one-
year warranty will begin after the entire subdivision has been completed and the warranty punch 
list items corrected.  The final acceptance of the sub-grade and roadbase placement will occur at 
the end of the one-year warranty and all items from the final inspection punch list have been 
corrected. 

 
Sidewalk Placement - The bonding held in escrow for the construction of the sidewalk may be 
released once the sidewalks have been installed at specific lots or locations.  The escrow for 
those locations will be released.  The initial acceptance of the concrete and the beginning of the 
one-year warranty will begin after the entire subdivision has been completed and the warranty 
punch list items corrected.  The developer will be cautioned that any damaged concrete between 
this time and the time of the final inspection must be removed and replaced.  The final 
acceptance of the sidewalk will occur at the end of the one-year warranty and all items from the 
final inspection punch list have been corrected. 
 
Approval for Permits Prior to the Asphalt Placement - Approval for the issuance of building 
permits prior to the asphalt placement will be allowed if the roadbase is at final grade; the curb & 
gutter has been installed; the culinary water system has been approved; the fire hydrants are 
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operational; the sanitary sewer lines have been approved and the manholes are accessible; the 
land drain lines have been approved and the manhole are accessible; the storm drain lines have 
been approved and the boxes/manholes are accessible.  Certificate of occupancy will not be 
issued until the asphalt is completed.   
 
Asphalt Placement - The bonding held in escrow for the asphalt placement may be released 
once the asphalt surface has been placed and the subdivision is approved for occupancy; the 
manhole covers and valve box covers must be placed to final grade; the fire hydrants are 
operational.  An initial punch list will be prepared in the near future and the one-year warranty 
will begin after the entire subdivision has been completed and the warranty punch list items 
corrected.   The final acceptance of the asphalt will occur at the end of the one-year warranty and 
all items from the final inspection punch list have been corrected. 
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STREET LIGHTING STANDARDS 
 

I. Prior to final approval of the proposed development, the City will inform the developer of 
the location for the street lights.  The developer shall include a street lighting layout detail 
showing street light locations on all residential, commercial, and industrial development 
civil plans. 
A.    Street lights shall be placed on alternating sides of the street at 300 feet average 

spacing for residential streets. 
B.   Street lights shall be placed on alternating sides of the street at 250 feet average 

spacing for commercial, arterial and collector streets.   
 1. Additionally, one street light shall be required at each road intersection 

and at each cul-de-sac.  In cul-de-sacs, the light shall be placed on 
property lines away from end of cul-de-sac (snow storage area). 

2. Residential street lights will be placed at lot line boundaries to avoid 
unnecessary obstruction along the property frontage.   

3. A street light may be required to be placed at a location other than at the 
property boundary; for example, this may occur on a lot with an unusual 
long frontage. 

4. The City Engineer may require additional or fewer street lights based upon 
lighting conditions.  Additional street lights may be required in locations 
where safety hazards or special traffic needs exist; examples include 
locations such as half block intersections, roadways with horizontals or 
vertical curves, parking lot entrances and exits, busy intersections, bridges 
and busy private or commercial driveways. 

C. The Developer shall be assessed a street lighting fee which will be used by Layton 
City to purchase and install the street light assemblies for the development.  The 
lighting fees shall be paid to the City before the pre-construction meeting can be 
scheduled. 
1.     The Developer shall incur all costs for trenching, meters, conduit, and 

subsurface electrical lines to power the street lighting system. 
2.        If an existing transformer is not available, the Developer will be required to 

coordinate and pay for one to be installed through Rocky Mountain Power. 
D. Street lights will be installed within the new development by the City’s contractor 

once all power has been provided to the site and typically prior to installation of 
sidewalk. 

 

LAYTON CITY LIGHTING 
 

Standard 
Drawing 

Description Detail Type  

Arterial/Collector Streets & Commercial Areas  

Tear Drop Pole & Fixture SL-01 LED ST-LT-01 

 
Single Light Fluted Pole & Fixture SL-04 LED 

 
ST-LT-06 

 
Double Light Fluted Pole & Fixture SL-03 LED 

 
ST-LT-05 
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Residential Streets  
Standard Residential Pole & 

Fixture SL-02 LED 
 

ST-LT-02 
Standard Residential (Optional) SL-02A LED ST-LT-03 

 Standard Residential (Optional)   SL-02B  LED ST-LT-04 
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TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY 
 
A Traffic Impact Study (TIS) shall be required for all developments which generate 100 or more 
peak hour trips (See Table 1.2). A TIS identifies existing traffic volumes and conditions, 
development traffic volumes and conditions and their combined impacts on the existing and 
future roadway system. 
I. TIS Evaluation: The specific analysis requirements and level of detail are determined by 

the following categories: 
 
CATEGORY I – Developments which generate 100 or more peak hour trips but fewer 
than 500 trips during the morning or afternoon peak hour. A Category I Traffic Impact 
Analysis may also be required for sites generating less than 100 trips during the morning 
or afternoon peak hour for any of the following reasons: 

1. The existence of any current traffic problems or concerns in the local area 
such as an offset intersection, a high number of traffic accidents, etc. 

2. The sensitivity of the 'adjacent neighborhoods or other areas where the 
public may perceive an adverse impact 

3. The proximity of project drive approaches to other drives or intersections. 
4. Other specific problems or concerns that may be aggravated by the 

proposed development 
Should such conditions arise the City Engineer will evaluate the need for the study based 
on technical merit. 
 
CATEGORY II – Developments which generate 500 or more peak hour trips but fewer 
than 1,000 trips during the morning or afternoon peak hour. 
 
CATEGORY III – Developments which generate 1,000 or more peak hour trips but fewer 
than 1,500 trips during the morning or afternoon peak hour. 
 
CATEGORY IV – Developments which generate more than 1,500 trips during the 
morning or afternoon peak hour. 
  

II.  Analysis Approach and Methods 
 

A. Study Area - The minimum study area will be determined by project type and size 
in accordance with the criteria in Table 1.1. The study area for the proposed 
development includes traffic signal controlled intersections; intersections without 
signal control and driveways to ensure their operation and level of service are 
adequately assessed. The City Engineer may require expansion of the study area 
when the minimum study areas identified in Table 1.1 do not provide sufficient 
information to meet the intent of the TIS guidelines. For example, a large 
(Category III) development in a rural area located two miles from a freeway 
interchange from which most of the trips are anticipated to access the 
development may require an enlarged study area to include assessment of the 
freeway interchange.  

B. Study Horizon Years - The study horizon years will be determined by project type 
and size in accordance with the criteria below: 
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Table 1.1 

Analysis 
Category 

Development 
Characteristic 

Study Horizons Minimum Study Area (b) 

I 

Small 
Development 
100-499 peak 
hour trips 

1. Opening Year 

1. Site Access Drives  
2. Adjacent signal controlled 
intersections within 1/4 mile and/or 
major street intersections without signal 
control and driveways within 500 feet 

II 

Moderate 
Development 
500-999 peak 
hour trips 

1. Opening Year  
2. 5 years after 
opening 

1. Site Access Drives  
2. All signal controlled intersections 
within ½ mile and/or major street 
intersections without signal control and 
major driveways within ½ mile 

III 

Large 
Development  
1,000 - 1 ,500 
peak hour trips 

1. Opening Year  
2. 5 years after 
opening 

 

1. Site Access Drives  
2. All signal controlled intersections 
within 1 mile and/or major street 
intersections without signal control and 
major driveways within 1 mile 

IV 

Regional 
Development 
>1,500 peak 
hour trips 

1. Opening Year  
2. 20 years after 
opening 

1. Site Access Drives  
2. All signal controlled intersections 
within 1 mile and/or major street 
intersections without signal control and 
major driveways within 1 mile 

 
Assume full occupancy and build-out for single-phase developments. Multi-phase developments may 
require assessment of up to three (3) horizon years corresponding to key phases as directed by the City 
Engineer. 

 
C. Analysis Time Period 

1. Both the morning and afternoon weekday peak hours are to be analyzed. If the 
proposed project is expected to generate no trips or a very low number of trips 
during either the morning or evening peak periods the requirement to analyze 
one or both of these periods may be waived by the City Engineer. 

2. Where the peak traffic hour in the study area occurs during a time period other 
than the normal morning or afternoon peak travel periods (for example 
midday), or occurs on a weekend, or if the proposed project has unusual 
peaking characteristics, these peak hours must also be analyzed. 

D. Seasonal Adjustments - The traffic volumes for the analysis hours should be 
adjusted for the peak season if appropriate. Use of seasonal adjustment factors 
should be approved by the City Engineer. The intent is not to assess maximum 
peak hourly volumes, such as the day after Thanksgiving for a retail development, 
but to address peak seasonal volumes. For example, if traffic counts were 
collected in a retirement community in July, and the peak traffic period occurs 
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during the winter months, the counts should be adjusted to winter months. 
 
E. Data Collection Requirements - All data is to be collected in accordance with the 

latest edition of the ITE Manual of Transportation Engineering Studies or as 
directed by the City Engineer if not specifically covered in the ITE Manual. 
1.  Turning movement counts shall be obtained for all existing cross-street 

intersections to be analyzed during the morning and afternoon peak 
periods. Available turning movement counts may be extrapolated a 
maximum of two years with concurrence of the City Engineer. 

2. The current and projected daily traffic volumes shall be presented in the 
report. 

3.  Traffic accident data shall be obtained for the most current three year 
period available. 

4.  Roadway geometric information shall be obtained including roadway 
width, number of lanes, turning lanes, vertical grade, location of nearby 
driveways, and lane configuration at intersections. 

5.  The location and type of traffic controls shall be identified. 

F. Trip Generation 
1. The latest edition of ITE's Trip Generation shall be used for selecting trip 

generation rates.  
2. Site traffic shall be generated for daily; AM and PM peak hour periods. 

Adjustments made for "passer-by" and "mixed-use" traffic volumes shall 
follow the methodology outlined in the latest edition of Trip Generation. 
A "passer-by" traffic volume discount for commercial centers shall not 
exceed twenty five percent unless approved by the City Engineer or his 
representative. 

G. Trip Distribution and Assignment 
1.  Projected trips shall be distributed and added to the projected non-site 

traffic on the roadways and intersections under study. The specific 
assumptions and data sources used in deriving trip distribution and 
assignment shall be documented in the report. 

2.  Future traffic volumes shall be estimated using information from 
transportation models, or applying an annual growth rate to the base line 
traffic volumes. The future traffic volumes shall be representative of the 
horizon year for the project development. 

3. In addition, any nearby proposed "on-line" development projects shall be 
taken into consideration when forecasting future traffic volumes. The 
increase in traffic from the proposed "on-line" projects shall be compared 
to the increase in traffic by applying the annual growth rate. If modeling 
information is unavailable, the greatest traffic increase from either the 
"online" developments, the application of an annual growth rate, or a 
combination of an annual growth rate and "on-line" developments, shall 
be used to forecast the future traffic volumes. 

4. The site generated traffic shall be assigned to the street network in the 
study area based on the approved trip distribution percentages. The site 
traffic shall be combined with the forecasted traffic volumes to show the 
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total traffic conditions estimated at development completion. A figure will 
be required showing daily and peak period turning movement volumes for 
each traffic study intersection. In addition, a figure shall be prepared 
showing the base-line volumes with site generated traffic added to the 
street network. 

 
H. Capacity Analysis 

1. Level of service shall be computed for signal controlled and non-signal 
controlled intersections as identified in the Study Area in Table 1.1, in 
accordance with the latest edition of the Highway Capacity Manual. 

2. For signal controlled intersections, operational analyses shall be 
performed for time horizons up to 5 years. Operational analyses shall also 
be performed for street sizing. The planning method will be acceptable for 
time horizons beyond 5 years and is also acceptable for Traffic Impact 
Studies prepared at the Development Master Plan level, unless used for 
street sizing.  

3. For urban roadways, and rural highways where signal controlled 
intersections are at or less than 1 mile apart, the capacity of the roadway is 
generally dominated by the capacity of the adjacent signal controlled 
intersections. Roadway levels of service need to be computed for these 
facilities. 

4. For rural highways where the signal controlled intersections are more than 
1 mile apart, the level of service on the highway shall be estimated in 
accordance with the latest edition of the Highway Capacity Manual. 

 
I. Traffic Signal Needs -A traffic signal needs study shall be conducted for all 

arterial / arterial, arterial / collector and collector / collector intersections within 
the Study Area for the opening year. If the warrants are not met for the opening 
year, they should be evaluated for a 5-year horizon for Categories II, Ill and IV. 

 
J. Accident Analysis - An analysis of the three year accident data shall be conducted 

to determine if the level of safety will deteriorate due to the addition of site traffic. 
 
K. Speed Considerations - Vehicle speed is used to estimate safe stopping and cross-

corner sight distances. 
 
L. Improvement Analysis -The roadways and intersections within the study area 

shall be analyzed with and without the proposed development to identify any 
projected impacts in regard to level of service and safety. 

 
M. Certification - The TIS shall be prepared under the supervision of a Professional 

Engineer (Civil) registered in the State of Utah. 
 
III. Study and Report Format 
 

A. Introduction and Summary 
1. Purpose of Report and Study Objectives 
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2. Executive Summary 
3. Site Location and Study Area 
4. Development Description 
5. Principal Findings 
6. Conclusions/Recommendations 
 

B. Proposed Development 
1. Site Location (Vicinity Map) 
2. Land Use and Intensity  
3. Proposed Development Details 
4. Site Plan 
5. Access Geometry 
6. Development Phasing and Timing  
 

C. Study Area Conditions 
1. Study Area 
2. Area of Significant Traffic Impact (Roadways, Intersections and 

Driveways) 
3. Influence Area 
4. Land Use 
5. Existing Land Use 
6. Anticipated Future Development 
7. Site Accessibility 
8. Existing and Future Area Roadway System 
 

D. Analysis of Existing Conditions 
1. Physical Characteristics 
2. Roadway Characteristics 
3. Traffic Control Devices 
4. Transit/Pedestrian/Bicycle Facilities 
5. Traffic Volumes 
6. Daily, Morning and Afternoon Peak Periods 
7. Level of Service 
8. Morning Peak Hour, Afternoon Peak Hour, Other as Required 
9. Safety Related Deficiencies 
10. Data Sources 
 
 

E. Projected Traffic 
1. Site Traffic Forecasts (Each Horizon Year) 
2. Trip Generation 
3. Mode Split (If Applicable) 
4. Pass-by Traffic (If Applicable) 
5. Trip Distribution 
6. Trip Assignment 
7. Non-site Traffic Forecasting (Each Horizon Year) 
8. Total Traffic (Each Horizon Year) 
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F. Traffic and Improvement Analysis 

1. Site Access 
2. Level of Service Analysis 
3. Without Project (Include Programmed Improvements for Each Horizon 

Year) 
4. With Project (Include Programmed Improvements for Each Horizon Year) 
5. Roadway Improvements 
6. Improvements by Layton City or Others to Accommodate Non-site Traffic 
7. Additional Alternative Improvements to Accommodate Site Traffic 
8. Traffic Safety 
9. Sight Distance 
10. Acceleration/Deceleration Lanes, Left-turn Lanes 
11. Adequacy of Location and Design of Driveway Access 
12. Pedestrian Considerations 
13. Speed Considerations 
14. Traffic Control Needs 
15. Traffic Signal Needs (Base Plus 5-year Horizon)  
 

G. Internal Project Site Circulation (If Applicable) 
1. Conflict Points 
2. Vehicle/Vehicle 
3. Vehicle/Pedestrian 
4. Sight Distances 
5. Building Access Delivery Points 
6. Drive-through Lanes 
7. Design Features 
8. Widths of Internal Circulation Roadways 
9. Fire Lanes 
10. Access to Waste Containers 
 

H. Conclusions 
 

I. Recommendations 
1. Roadway Improvements and Phasing 
2. Site Access 
3. Internal Site Circulation 
4. Other 
 

J. Appendices 
1. Traffic Counts 
2. Capacity Analyses Worksheets 
3. Traffic Signal Warrant Studies 
4. Accident Data Summaries 
 

K. Figures and Tables – Category I Figures and Tables may be documented within 
the text.  The following information should be provided: 
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1. Site Location 
2. Site Plan 
3. Existing Transportation System(s) 
4. Existing and Future Area Development  
5. Existing Peak Hour Turning Volumes  
6. Future Transportation System 
7. Estimated Site Traffic Generation (Daily and Peak Period) 
8. Directional Distribution of Site Traffic (Daily and Peak Period) 
9. Site Traffic (Peak Period) 
10. Non-site Traffic (Peak Period) 
11. Total Future Traffic (Peak Period) 
12. Protected Levels of Service Including Existing, Horizon Year Non-site 

and Total Horizon Year (With Site Development) Conditions 
13. Recommended Improvements 

 

Table 1.2 
Threshold for Traffic Impact Study Project Sizes Generating 100 Peak Hour Trips 

Land Use Unit Threshold 
Residential 
Single Family 
Condominiums/Townhomes 
Apartments  
Mobile Home  
R.V. Park  
Retirement Community  

 
DU 
DU 
DU 
DU 

SPACE 
DU 

 
100 DU 
175 DU 
150 DU 
180 DU 
400 DU 
250 DU 

Commercial 
Walk-in Bank  
Drive-in Bank  
Shopping Center  
Grocery Store  
Convenience Store  
Discount Store  
Furniture Store  
Lumber Store  
Hardware I Paint Store 
Auto Sales  
Nursery Garden Center  
Vehicle Repair  
Bowling Alley  
Gas Station  
Health Club  
High Quality Restaurant  
Sit Down (High Turnover)  
Fast Food (Drive through)  

 
1000 SF 
1000 SF 
1000 SF 
1000 SF 
1000 SF 
1000 SF 
1000 SF 
1000 SF 
1000 SF 
1000 SF 
ACRE 

1000 SF 
LANE 
PUMP 

1000 SF 
1000 SF 
1000 SF 
1000 SF 

 
5000 SF 
2000 SF 
6000 SF 
10000 SF 
1500 SF 
16000 SF 
250000 SF 
30000 SF 
20000 SF 
40000 SF 

13.5 ACRES 
35000 SF 

30 LANES 
6 SINGLE PUMPS 

24000 SF 
13000 SF 
6000 SF 
2000 SF 

Offices 
Office  

 
1000 SF 

 
43000 SF 
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Office Park  
Business Park  
Research and Development 
Government Office 
Post Office  

1000 SF 
1000 SF 
1000 SF 
1000 SF 
1000 SF 

60000 SF 
70000 SF 
100000 SF 
9000 SF 
10000 SF 

DU = Density Unit, SF = Square Feet 
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APRIL 2015 

James Woodruff, City Engineer 
Shannon Hansen, Assistant City Engineer - Development 
Staff Engineers: Stephen Jackson, Ryan Bankhead, Alan Moss, Ashley Thoman, Mark Stenquist 



STREET DRAWINGS INDEX 

DETAIL NAME  ABBREV. PAGE # 

Pipe Zone Backfilling  BACKFILL ST-ST-01 

Restoration of Asphalt Pavement Structural Section  STR-RESTR  ST-ST-02 

   Over Trenches  

Typical Street Plan  TYP-STR ST-ST-03 

Standard Street Section STR-XSEC  ST-ST-04  

Subdivision Street Cross Sections SUB ST XSECTION ST-ST-05  

Typical Drive Approach  TYP-DRIVE ST-ST-06 

Drive Approach at Existing Curb and Gutter  DR-APPR ST-ST-07 

Asphalt Replacement  ASPH-RPLCMNT ST-ST-08 

Curb & Gutter & Waterway  ST-CG-WW ST-ST-09 

Concrete Sidewalk   WALK-DET ST-ST-10 

Handicap Ramps ADA RAMP ST-ST-11 

Detectable Warning Surface Paver Unit SURFACE PAVER ST-ST-12 

Minimum Seal Coat Limits for Street Excavations  SEAL-LMT ST-ST-13 

Standard and Temporary Cul-de-sac CULDESAC ST-ST-14 

Dead End Access Way  DEAD-END ST-ST-15 

Monument Cap and Base  MON-CAP ST-ST-16 

Street Utilities STR-UTIL ST-ST-17 

Concrete Grade Ring Adjustment GRADERNG ST-ST-18 

Standard Field Fence & Gate FIELDFENCE ST-ST-19 

Standard Non Climbing Field Fence & Gate NO CLIMB FNC ST-ST-20 

Shoulder Work with Minor Encroachment – 66 Ft ROW SLDR 66’ ROW ST-ST-21 

Shoulder Work with Minor Encroachment – 60 Ft ROW SLDR 60’ ROW ST-ST-22 

Lane Closure on Two Lane Road with Low Traffic Volumes LANE CLOSURE ST-ST-23 

Lane Shift LANE SHIFT ST-ST-24 

Temporary Mail Service MAILBOX ST-ST-25 





















































STANDARD PLANS 

FOR CULINARY WATER 

SYSTEMS 

 

APRIL 2015 

James Woodruff, City Engineer 
Shannon Hansen, Assistant City Engineer - Development 
Staff Engineers: Stephen Jackson, Ryan Bankhead, Alan Moss, Ashley Thoman, Mark Stenquist 



CULINARY WATER DRAWINGS INDEX 

DETAIL NAME ABBREV. PAGE # 

3/4” & 1” Water Service Connection 1” METER ST-WL-01 

Jumper Specifications for 3/4” or 1” Meter JUMPER ST-WL-02 

HDPE Meter Box for 1 1/2” or 2” Water Service 2” HDPE METER BOX ST-WL-03 

Concrete Meter Box for 1 1/2” or 2” Water Service 2” CONC METER BOX ST-WL-04 

4”, 6’, or 8” Octave Meter without Reducer  OCTAVE METER NO REDUCER ST-WL-05 

3” or 4” Octave Meter with Reducer  OCTAVE METER W/REDUCER ST-WL-06 

Reserved ST-WL-07 

Reserved ST-WL-08 

Reserved ST-WL-09 

Reserved ST-WL-10 

Reserved ST-WL-11 

Water Meter Vault VAULT ST-WL-12 

Tracing Wire Installation TRACING WIRE ST-WL-13 

Water Line Loop WL-LOOP  ST-WL-14 

Direct Bearing Thrust Blocks THRUST  ST-WL-15 

Air-Vacuum Relief Station (In Street) AIR-VAC  ST-WL-16 

Air-Vacuum Relief Station (In Park Strip) AIR-VAC PARK STRIP ST-WL-17 

Fire Hydrant Installation  FH-DET2  ST-WL-18 
(Valve at Main Line) 

Flushing Hydrant FLUSHING HYDRANT ST-WL-19 

Minimum Clearance Around Fire Hydrant FH-CLEARANCE ST-WL-20 

































STANDARD PLANS 

FOR SANITARY SEWER 

SYSTEMS 

 

APRIL 2015 

James Woodruff, City Engineer 
Shannon Hansen, Assistant City Engineer - Development 
Staff Engineers: Stephen Jackson, Ryan Bankhead, Alan Moss, Ashley Thoman, Mark Stenquist 



 

 

SANITARY SEWER DRAWINGS INDEX 

DETAIL NAME ABBREV. PAGE # 

Standard Manhole  STRD MH ST-SS-01 

Standard Connection to Existing Manhole MH-EX-CONN ST-SS-02  

Drop Manhole w/ Manhole on Outside Sweep  DROPMH2MH45° ST-SS-03 

Manhole Cover  SSMH-LID ST-SS-04 

Sanitary Sewer Service Connection SSCONN ST-SS-05  

Manhole and Valve Box Marker  MHMARKER ST-SS-06 

 















STANDARD PLANS 

FOR STORM DRAIN 

 

APRIL 2015 

James Woodruff, City Engineer 
Shannon Hansen, Assistant City Engineer - Development 
Staff Engineers: Stephen Jackson, Ryan Bankhead, Alan Moss, Ashley Thoman, Mark Stenquist 



STORM DRAIN DRAWINGS INDEX 

DETAIL NAME ABBREV. PAGE # 

Location of Storm Drain Pipe  SD-LOC ST-SD-01 

Inlet Box – 15” Pipe  15” IB ST-SD-02 

Double Inlet Box Curb & Gutter Location  DIB ST-SD-03 

Gutter Inlet Box  GTRINLET  ST-SD-04 

Manhole Inlet   MH-INLET ST-SD-05 

5’ X 4’ Inlet Box  5X4INLET ST-SD-06 

Bicycle Safe Inlet Grate  BIKEGRATE ST-SD-07 

Cleanout Box – 12”, 15”, or 18” Pipe 12”-18” CO BOX ST-SD-08 

Cleanout Box – 21” – 30” Pipe 21”-30” CO BOX ST-SD-09 

Cleanout Box – 36” – 42” Pipe 36”-42” CO BOX ST-SD-10 

Cleanout Box – 48” Pipe 48” CO BOX ST-SD-11 

Cleanout Box with Manhole Lid  CO-MH-LID ST-SD-12 

Combination Cleanout Box/Inlet Box  COMBO ST-SD-13 

Combination Cleanout Box/Double Inlet Box  COMBO-DI ST-SD-14 

Irrigation Diversion Box  IRR-CO ST-SD-15 

Detention Pond Inlet/Outlet Structure  I/O STRUCTURE ST-SD-16 

Storm Drain & Land Drain Manhole  SDMH ST-SD-17 

Manhole Cover  SDMH-LID ST-SD-18 

Footing and Foundation Subdrain  FOOTING ST-SD-19 

Pond Berm Cross Section POND BERM  ST-SD-20 

Storm Drain Detention Basin Sprinkling  SDBASIN SPRINKLER ST-SD-21 
  System  

Combination Cleanout/Inlet Box in Waterway COMBO-WWY ST-SD-22 

Inlet Box – 15” Pipe (Stub to IRR Ditch) IB – DITCH ST-SD-23 

8” Drain Line Installation for Slope  8” PERF ST-SD-24 
  Stabilization/Dewatering 



















































 

STANDARD PLANS 

FOR STREET LIGHTING 

 

APRIL 2015 

James Woodruff, City Engineer 
Shannon Hansen, Assistant City Engineer - Development 
Staff Engineers: Stephen Jackson, Ryan Bankhead, Alan Moss, Ashley Thoman, Mark Stenquist 



 

STREET LIGHT DRAWING INDEX 

DETAIL NAME     LIGHT TYPE    PAGE #   

Tear Drop Pole and Fixture    SL-01    ST-LT-01 

Standard Residential Pole and Fixture  SL-02    ST-LT-02 

Standard Residential Pole and Fixture  SL-02A   ST-LT-03 

  (Optional cage on fixture) 

Standard Residential Pole and Fixture  SL-02B   ST-LT-04 

  (Optional cage and fluted pole)        

Double Light Fluted Pole and Fixture  SL-03    ST-LT-05 

Single Light Fluted Pole and Fixture   SL-04    ST-LT-06 

Arterial Conduit and Power Layout       ST-LT-07 

Street Lights Underground        ST-LT-08 

Arterial Street Lights Underground        ST-LT-09 

  (Details and Notes) 

Single Street Light Installation       ST-LT-10 

Rocky Mountain Power Detail  

























LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING
AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 

  
Item Number:  5.D.
   
Subject:  
Bid Award - CraCar Construction Company - Project 14-03 - Talbot Drive Reconstruction - Resolution 15-
20 - Talbot Drive from Approximately Gentile Street to Lindsay Street, with Extensions for Talbot Circle 
and Goddard Circle (100 North)
   
Background:  
Resolution 15-20 authorizes the execution of an agreement between Layton City and CraCar Construction 
Company for the Talbot Drive Reconstruction, Project 14-03. The project includes the construction of 1,100 
tons asphalt, 3,300 tons of roadbase, 2,250 lineal feet of curb and gutter, 1,110 lineal feet of sidewalk, 
installation of 1,224 lineal feet of storm drain pipe, 1,400 lineal feet of sanitary sewer pipe, 1,800 lineal feet 
of water pipe, fiber optic conduit, and other associated work items. This project will replace undersized and 
damaged water and sewer lines, providing a total reconstruction of road and waterways in this area.

Seven bids were received, with CraCar Construction Company submitting the lowest responsive, responsible 
bid in the amount of $915,741.52. The engineer's estimate was $1,000,000.00.
  
Alternatives:  
Alternatives are to 1) Adopt Resolution 15-20 awarding the bid to CraCar Construction Company for the 
Talbot Drive Reconstruction, Project 14-03; 2) Adopt Resolution 15-20 with any amendments the Council 
deems appropriate; or 3) Not adopt Resolution 15-20 and remand to Staff with directions.
  
Recommendation:  
Staff recommends the Council adopt Resolution 15-20 awarding the bid to CraCar Construction Company 
for the Talbot Drive Reconstruction, Project 14-03 and authorize the City Manager to execute the agreement.
  









LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING
AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 

  
Item Number:  5.E.
   
Subject:  
Request for Proposal (RFP) Award – C&L Water Solutions, Inc. – Project 14-43 – 2015 Sanitary Sewer 
Lining – Resolution 15-19 – Two Locations: 2600 East and 200 North and Snoqualmie Circle 
(Approximately 3300 East 2250 North)
   
Background:  
Resolution 15-19 authorizes the execution of an agreement between Layton City and C&L Water Solutions, 
Inc. for the 2015 Sanitary Sewer Lining, Project 14-43. This project will consist of the lining of 8-inch sewer 
pipe at two locations - approximately 1,100 feet at 2600 East and 200 North, and approximately 1,000 feet at 
Snoqualmie Circle with UV cured fiberglass reinforced CIPP lining and associated work items. This project 
will upgrade and repair the sanitary sewer system mains in areas that have had accessibility or slope issues 
and have created continual maintenance issues.

One bid was received from C&L Water Solutions, Inc. in the amount of $180,305.
  
Alternatives:  
Alternatives are to 1) Adopt Resolution 15-19 awarding the RFP bid to C&L Water Solutions, Inc. for the 
2015 Sanitary Sewer Lining, Project 14-43; 2) Adopt Resolution 15-19 with any amendments the Council 
deems appropriate; or 3) Not adopt Resolution 15-19 and remand to Staff with directions.
  
Recommendation:  
Staff recommends the Council adopt Resolution 15-19 awarding the RFP bid to C&L Water Solutions, 
Inc. for the 2015 Sanitary Sewer Lining, Project 14-43 and authorize the City Manager to execute the 
agreement.
  







LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING
AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 

  
Item Number:  5.F.
   
Subject:  
Final Plat – Greyhawk Townhomes North PRUD – Approximately 3260 North 1700 East
   
Background:  
On July 17, 2014, the Council approved the preliminary plat extension for the Greyhawk Townhomes North 
PRUD development. The development is vested in the R-M1 PRUD zoning, and therefore, is not subject to 
the provisions of Resolution 14-07 delaying consideration for multi-family residential zone changes.

The applicant is requesting final plat approval for a 114-unit townhome development on 23.25 acres of 
vacant land. The proposed development is in an R-M1 planned residential unit development (PRUD) zone. 
The Greyhawk Annexation Agreement capped the R-M1 PRUD-zoned area at 11 units per acre, which 
removes the possibility of a density bonus for this project.

The Greyhawk R-M1 PRUD townhome development is divided in half by Redtail Way. The southern portion 
of the R-M1 PRUD zone consists of 137 townhomes. The majority of the southern townhomes are currently 
under construction or are occupied with residents. The northern portion of the R-M1 PRUD zone will have 
114 units, which will bring the total number of proposed townhomes to 251 units in the R-M1 PRUD zone. 
This provides an overall density for the townhomes of 10.8 units per acre.

The final plat provides a modified townhome type and layout and includes the original access into the PRUD 
from 1700 East and Redtail Way. All internal streets are to be private and will incorporate abutting visitor 
parking spaces. The open space and site amenities will be similar to the original plat. The architecture of the 
units will be different from what is being constructed in the southern portion of the R-M1 PRUD zone. The 
units are proposed to be rear loaded, meaning the garage and access from the private street are located behind 
the townhome unit. The front of the units will face onto open space areas. All 114 units are to be rentals.
  
Alternatives:  
Alternatives are to 1) Grant final plat approval to Greyhawk Townhomes North PRUD subject to meeting all 
Staff requirements as outlined in Staff memorandums; or 2) Deny granting final plat approval to Greyhawk 
Townhomes North PRUD.
  
Recommendation:  
On March 10, 2015, the Planning Commission unanimously recommended the Council grant final plat 
approval to Greyhawk Townhomes North PRUD subject to meeting all Staff requirements as outlined in 
Staff memorandums.

Staff supports the recommendation of the Planning Commission.



  



























LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING
AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 

  
Item Number:  5.G.
   
Subject:  
Holmes Business Park Plat Amendment and Condominium Plat – 952 South Main Street
   
Background:  
The applicant, Sterling Homes, is requesting approval of an amendment to the Holmes Business Park plat 
and requesting approval of Holmes Business Park Condominium plat. The proposal would separate the two 
existing buildings onto separate lots. Lot 2A will be on a .88 acre lot and Lot 2B will be on a .65 acre lot. 

The request to approve the Holmes Business Park Condominium plat for Lot 2A will be on the .88 acre lot 
and the building will consist of 7,770 square feet. Each condominium unit would be granted its own property 
identification number once the Holmes Business Park plat is recorded. 
  
Alternatives:  
Alternatives to Motion 1: Alternatives are to 1) Grant approval for Holmes Business Park plat amendment 
subject to meeting all Staff requirements as outlined in Staff memorandums; or 2) Deny granting approval of 
the Holmes Business Park plat amendment.

Alternatives to Motion 2: Alternatives are to 1) Grant approval for Holmes Business Park Condominium plat 
subject to meeting all Staff requirements as outlined in Staff memorandums; or 2) Deny granting approval of 
the Holmes Business Park Condominium plat.
  
Recommendation:  
On March 10, 2015, the Planning Commission unanimously recommended the Council grant approval for 
Holmes Business Park plat amendment and Holmes Business Park Condominium plat subject to meeting all 
Staff requirements as outlined in Staff memorandums.

Staff supports the recommendation of the Planning Commission.
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LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING
AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 

  
Item Number:  6.A.
   
Subject:  
Annexation Request – Layton City (Greyhawk Park) – Ordinance 15-10 – Approximately 3500 North 
Redtail Way (2100 East)
   
Background:  
The proposal is to annex 10.24 acres. The annexation area consists of two separate parcels. The larger of the 
two parcels (10.03 acres) is owned by Layton City, and the small parcel (.21 acres) in the southeast corner of 
the annexation area is owned by Wasatch Integrated Waste Management District (WIWMD). 

The annexation area is directly north of the Greyhawk Subdivision and was dedicated to the City for the 
development of a neighborhood park to serve the residents of the northeast portion of the City. The Parks and 
Recreation Department is working on the design and layout of the park with construction set to begin in the 
spring.
  
Alternatives:  
Alternatives are to 1) Adopt Ordinance 15-10 approving the annexation request; or 2) Not adopt Ordinance 
15-10 denying the annexation request.
  
Recommendation:  
The Planning Commission recommends the Council adopt Ordinance 15-10 approving the annexation 
request.

Staff supports the recommendation of the Planning Commission.

  



 

ORDINANCE 15-10 

(Layton City/Greyhawk Park) 

 

AN ORDINANCE ANNEXING REAL PROPERTY LOCATED AT 

APPROXIMATELY 3500 NORTH REDTAIL WAY (2100 EAST) INTO THE 

CITY AND EXTENDING THE CORPORATE LIMITS OF THE CITY. 

 

 WHEREAS, the City has determined that the property located at approximately 3500 North 
Redtail Way (2100 East) is part of an existing unincorporated parcel of property contiguous to Layton 
City; and 
 
 WHEREAS, this property is identified in the Layton City Annexation Policy Plan, Expansion 
Area, adopted by the City Council on December 5, 2002; and   
 

 WHEREAS, the City Council adopted Resolution 15-05 expressing Layton City's intent to annex 
said property; and 
 

 WHEREAS, a plat of said real property has been prepared under the supervision of a competent 
surveyor, showing the size and location of said real property and showing that the same is contiguous to 
the present corporate limits of Layton City; and  
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council has determined that in their judgment, this annexation meets the 
standards set forth in Section 10-2-418 of the Utah State Code, and the noticing requirements therein have 
been satisfied; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Layton City Council deems it to be in the best interest of the City and its 
citizens to annex the real property described herein to Layton City. 
 

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. That the following described real property is hereby annexed to 
Layton City, and the corporate limits of the city are hereby extended to include said real property: 
 

A PARCEL OF LAND LOCATED IN THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 
2, TOWNSHIP 4 NORTH, RANGE 1 WEST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN. 
BEGINNING AT A POINT THAT IS NORTH 89°29'28" EAST 799.60 FEET ALONG 
THE EAST/WEST QUARTER SECTION LINE FROM A BRASS CAP MONUMENT 
AT THE WEST QUARTER CORNER OF SAID SECTION 2; THENCE NORTH 
39°11'06" EAST 200.43 FEET; THENCE NORTH 00°14'08" EAST 901.03 FEET; 
THENCE NORTH 74°30'10" EAST 208.69 FEET; THENCE NORTH 81°53'00" EAST 
196.99 FEET TO THE WEST SIXTEENTH LINE, SAID POINT ALSO BEING THE 
WEST LINE OF NORTH WOOD SUBDIVISION, AS RECORDED WITH THE 
OFFICE OF THE DAVIS COUNTY RECORDER; THENCE SOUTH 00°14'08" WEST 
ALONG SAID SIXTEENTH LINE, AND WEST LINE 1135.32 FEET TO THE EAST-
WEST QUARTER SECTION LINE, AND THE NORTH LINE OF QUAIL POINT 
PHASE 8, AS RECORDED WITH THE OFFICE OF THE DAVIS COUNTY 
RECORDER; THENCE SOUTH 89°29'28" WEST ALONG SAID QUARTER 
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LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING
AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 

  
Item Number:  6.B.
   
Subject:  
Development Agreement and Rezone Request – Widner-Bastian – R-1-6 (Single-Family Residential) to R-2 
(Single and Two-Family Residential) – Resolution 15-18 and Ordinance 15-05 – Approximately 950 North 
Rainbow Drive
   
Background:  
The property proposed for rezone contains .37 acres located on the east side of Rainbow Drive at 
approximately 950 North. The rezone area is just south of Gordon Avenue and is surrounded by R-M1 
zoning to the north, R-1-6 zoning to the east and to the south, and R-1-8 zoning to the west. 

The rezone request is accompanied by a development agreement that requires the developer of the property 
to meet certain design standards for the construction of two proposed twin homes.
  
Alternatives:  
Alternatives to the First Motion: Alternatives are to 1) Adopt Resolution 15-18 approving the development 
agreement; 2) Adopt Resolution 15-18 approving the development agreement with modifications; or 3) Not 
adopt Resolution 15-18 denying the development agreement.

Alternatives to the Second Motion: Alternatives are to 1) Adopt Ordinance 15-05 approving the rezone 
request from R-1-6 to R-2 subject to approval of the development agreement; or 2) Not adopt Ordinance 15-
05 denying the rezone request to R-2.
  
Recommendation:  
The Planning Commission recommends the Council adopt Resolution 15-18 approving the development 
agreement and adopt Ordinance 15-05 approving the rezone request from R-1-6 to R-2. This 
recommendation is based on the notion that the R-2 zone, and associated twin homes, will provide an 
appropriate land use and density transition from the R-M1 zoning on Gordon Avenue to the single family 
residential south of the subject property.

Staff supports the recommendation of the Planning Commission.

  





Page 1 of 8 
 

AGREEMENT FOR DEVELOPMENT OF LAND 

BETWEEN LAYTON CITY AND ELAINE K. WIDNER TRUSTEE  

AND RICHARD A. WIDNER 

 

THIS AGREEMENT for the development of land (herein referred to as this “Agreement”) is made and 

entered into this _____ day of _________, 2015, between LAYTON CITY, a municipal corporation of 

the State of Utah (herein referred to as “City”), and ELAINE K. WIDNER TRUSTEE and RICHARD 

WIDNER (herein referred to as “Owner”), with the City and Owner collectively referred to as the 

“Parties” and separately as “Party”.   

 

RECITALS 

 

WHEREAS, in furtherance of the objectives of the Layton City General Plan, City has approved 

an application for a zone change from R-1-6 (Single Family Residential) to R-2 (Single and Two Family 

Residential), of certain property located at approximately 952 North Rainbow Drive in Layton City, 

(hereinafter the “Subject Area”); and  

 

WHEREAS, the Subject Area consists of approximately 0.37 acres and is depicted on Exhibit 

“A” attached hereto (hereinafter “Exhibit A”); and  

 

WHEREAS, Owner is the owner of the above described property and has presented a proposal for 

development of the Subject Area to the City, which provides for development in a manner consistent with 

Layton City’s General Plan; and 

 

WHEREAS, Parties desire to enter into this Agreement to provide for the development of the 

Subject Area, in a manner consistent with the City’s General Plan and the intent reflected in that Plan; and  

 

WHEREAS, City has granted R-2 zoning approval on the Subject Area, subject to Owner 

agreeing to certain limitations and undertakings described herein, which Agreement will provide 

protection to surrounding property values and will enable the City Council to consider the approval of 

such development at this time; and  

 

WHEREAS, City finds that entering into the Agreement with Owner is in the vital and best 

interest of the City and health, safety, and welfare of residents.  

 

NOW THEREFORE, each of the Parties hereto, for good and valuable consideration, the receipt 

and sufficiency of which is hereby acknowledged, covenant and agree as follows:  

 

ARTICLE 1 

DEFINITIONS 

 

 The following terms have the meaning and content set forth in this Article I, wherever used in this 

Agreement:  

1.1 “Owner’s Property” shall mean that property owned by ELAINE K. WIDNER 

TRUSTEE and RICHARD WIDNER. 

 

1.2 “City” shall mean Layton City, a body corporate and politic of the State of Utah. The 

principal office of City is located at 437 North Wasatch Drive, Layton, Utah, 84041. 

 

1.3 “Owner” shall mean ELAINE K. WIDNER TRUSTEE AND RICHARD WIDNER. The 

principal office for Owner is 894 West 1620 North, West Haven, Utah 84401. 

 

1.4 “Owner’s Undertakings” shall have the meaning set forth in Article IV.  
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1.5 “Subject Area” shall have the meaning set forth in the Recitals hereto.  

 

1.6 “Exhibit A” shall map depicting the location of the Subject Area.  

 

1.7 “Exhibit B” shall mean photo examples of the proposed twin homes on the Subject Area. 

 

ARTICLE II 

CONDITIONS PRECEDENT 

 

2.1 This Agreement shall not take effect until City has approved this Agreement pursuant to a 

resolution of the Layton City Council.  

 

2.2 Owner agrees to restrict the uses permitted under an R-2 zoning designation, to those 

listed herein.  

 

ARTICLE III 

CITY’S UNDERTAKINGS 

 

3.1 Subject to the satisfaction of the conditions set forth in Article IV, City shall grant final 

site plan approval of the Subject Area. This approval shall occur upon finding by the 

Planning Commission that it is in the best interest of the health, safety, and welfare of the 

citizens of Layton City to grant such an approval at that time.  

 

ARTICLE IV 

OWNER’S UNDERTAKINGS 

 

Conditional upon City’s performance of its undertakings set forth in Article III with regard to site 

plan approval of the Subject Property and provided Owner has not terminated this Agreement pursuant to 

Section 7.8, Owner agrees to the following:  

 

4.1 Development on the property shall be limited to the following uses, which shall be 

properly approved as required under Layton City’s Ordinance; specifically, permitted 

uses allowed under the R-2 zoning designation.  

 

4.2 Owner agrees to provide forty percent (40%) landscaping within the Subject Area.  

 

4.3 Owner agrees to install a minimum of a solid vinyl fence, with a solid earth tone color, 

along the east and south boundaries of the Subject Area.  

 

4.4 As part of the site plan review process, Owner shall submit a landscape plan to the City 

for the entire project, both the open common areas as well as landscape details around the 

twin home buildings. This plan must receive approval from the City prior to the issuance 

of any building permits. The landscape plan is to incorporate a sufficient number of 

conifer trees along the south property line to enhance the buffer between this 

development and the adjoining single-family development.  

 

4.5 The architectural plans, building elevations, and building materials shall be similar to that 

of the surrounding single-family residential structures to the south of this site. The 

following materials shall be used for exterior construction: brick, rock, stucco, and hardy 

board or timber posts.  Vinyl siding will not be allowed.  Earth tone colors shall be used 

with relationship to the exterior building materials.  
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 4.5.1  The maximum height for the building is thirty feet (30’). The architectural plans for 

each twin home building shall be reviewed and approved by the City Staff.  

 

 4.5.2  Each twin home unit shall include a minimum of an attached, single-car garage. 

 

4.6 The total number of dwelling units for the 0.37 acre Subject Area shall not exceed four 

(4) units.  

 

 

ARTICLE V 

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS AND RIGHTS OF CITY 

 

5.1 Issuance of Permits – Owner. Owner, or its assignee, shall have the sole responsibility for 

obtaining all necessary building permits in connection with Owner’s Undertakings and 

shall make application for such permits directly to the Layton City Community and 

Economic Development Department and other appropriate departments and agencies 

having authority to issue such permits in connection with the performance of Owner’s 

Undertakings. City shall not unreasonably withhold or delay the issuance of its permits.  

 

5.2 Completion Date. The Owner shall, in good faith, diligently pursue completion of the 

development.  

 

5.3  Access to the Subject Area. For the purpose of assuring compliance with this Agreement, 

so long as they comply with all safety rules of Owner and its contractor, representatives 

of City shall have the right to access the Subject Area without charges or fees during the 

period of performance of Owner’s Undertakings. City shall indemnify, defend and hold 

Owner harmless from and against all liability, loss, damage, costs or expenses (including 

attorney’s fees and court costs) arising from or as a result of the death of a person or any 

accident, injury, loss or damage caused to any person, property or improvements on the 

Subject Area arising from the negligence or omissions of City, or its agents or employees, 

in connection with City’s exercise of its rights granted herein.  

 

ARTILCE VI 

REMEDIES 

 

6.1 Remedies for Breach. In the event of any default or breach of this Agreement or any of its 

terms or conditions, the defaulting Party or any permitted successor to such Party shall, 

upon written notice from the other, proceed immediately to cure or remedy such default 

or breach, and in any event cure or remedy the breach within thirty (30) days after receipt 

of such notice. In the event that such default or breach cannot reasonably be cured within 

said thirty (30) day period, the party receiving such notice shall, within such thirty (30) 

day period, take reasonable steps to commence the cure or remedy of such default or 

breach, and shall continue diligently thereafter to cure or remedy such default or breach 

in a timely manner. In case such action is not taken or diligently pursued, the aggrieved 

Party may institute such proceedings as may be necessary or desirable in its opinion to:  

 

6.1.1 Cure or remedy such default or breach, including, but not limited to, proceedings 

to compel specific performance by the Party in default or breach of its 

obligations; or  

 

6.1.2 Owner agrees not to contest the reversion of the zoning by the City Council to 

the previous zoning on the property, and hereby holds the City harmless for such 

reversion of the zoning from R-2 to R-1-6.  
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6.2 Enforced Delay Beyond Parties’ Control. For the purpose of any other provisions of this 

Agreement, neither City nor Owner, as the case may be, nor any successor in interest, 

shall be considered in breach or default of its obligations with respect to its construction 

obligations pursuant to this Agreement, in the event the delay in the performance of such 

obligations is due to unforeseeable causes beyond its fault or negligence, including, but 

not restricted to, acts of God or of the public enemy, acts of the government, acts of the 

other Party, fires, floods, epidemics, quarantine restrictions, strikes, freight embargos or 

unusually severe weather, or delays of contractors or subcontractors due to such causes or 

defaults of contractors or subcontractors.  Unforeseeable causes shall not include the 

financial inability of the Parties to perform under the terms of this Agreement.  

 

6.3 Extensions. Either Party may extend, in writing, the time for the other Party’s 

performance of any term, covenant or condition of this Agreement or permit the curing of 

any default or breach upon such terms and conditions as may be mutually agreeable to 

the Parties; provide, however that any such extension or permissive curing of any 

particular default shall not eliminate any other obligations and shall not constitute a 

waiver with respect to any other term, covenant or condition of this Agreement nor any 

other default or breach of this Agreement.  

 

6.4 Rights of Owner. In the event of a default by Owner’s assignee, Owner may elect, in its 

discretion, to cure the default of such assignee; provided, Owner’s cure period shall be 

extended by thirty (30) days.  

 

6.5 Appeals. If the Owner desires to appeal a determination made hereunder by Staff, said 

appeals shall be to the Planning Commission, whose decision shall be final. If the appeal 

is regarding the interpretation of this Agreement, the appeal shall be to the City Council 

with a recommendation from the Planning Commission and Staff.  

 

ARTICLE VII 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

 

7.1 Successors and Assigns of Owner. This Agreement shall be binding upon Owner and its 

successors and assigns, and where the term “Owner” is used in this Agreement it shall 

mean and include the successors and assigns of Owner, except that City shall have no 

obligation under this Agreement to any successor or assign of Owner not approved by 

City.  Notwithstanding the foregoing, City shall not unreasonably withhold or delay its 

consent to any assignment or change in ownership (successor or assign of Owner) of the 

Subject Area.  Upon approval of any assignment by City, or in the event Owner assigns 

all or part of this Agreement to an assignee, Owner shall be relieved from further 

obligation under that portion of the Agreement for which the assignment was made and 

approved by City.  

 

7.2 Notices. All notices, demands and requests required or permitted to be given under this 

Agreement (collectively the “Notices”) must be in writing and must be delivered 

personally or by nationally recognized overnight courier or sent by United States certified 

mail, return receipt requested, postage prepaid and addressed to the Parties at their 

respective addresses set forth below, and the same shall be effective upon receipt if 

delivered personally or on the next business day if sent by overnight courier, or three (3) 

business days after deposit in the mail, if mailed. The initial addresses of the Parties shall 

be: 
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To Owner:  ELAINE K. WIDNER TRUSTEE 

  RICHARD WIDNER 

  894 West 1620 North 

  West Haven, Utah 84401 

   

 

To City:  LAYTON CITY CORPORATION  

    437 North Wasatch Drive 

    Layton, Utah 84041 

    Attention: Alex R. Jensen, City Manager  

801.336.3800 (0) 

801.336-3811 (F) 

 

 Upon at least ten (10) days prior written notice to the other Party, either Party shall have the right 

to change its address to any other address within the United States of America.  

 

 If any Notice is transmitted by facsimile or similar means, the same shall be deemed served or 

delivered upon confirmation of transmission thereof, provided a copy of such Notice is deposited in 

regular mail on the same day of such transmission.  

 

7.3  Third Party Beneficiaries. Any claims of third party benefits under this Agreement are 

expressly denied, expect with respect to permitted assignees and successors of Owner.  

 

7.4 Governing Law. It is mutually understood and agreed that this Agreement shall be 

governed by the laws of the State of Utah, both as to interpretation and performance. Any 

action at law, suit in equity, or other judicial proceeding for the enforcement of this 

Agreement or any provision thereof shall be instituted only in the courts of the State of 

Utah.  

 

7.5 Integration Clause. This document constitutes the entire agreement between the Parties 

and may not be amended except in writing, signed by the Parties.  

 

7.6 Exhibits Incorporated. Each Exhibit attached to and referred to in this Agreement is 

hereby incorporated by reference as though set forth in full where referred to herein.  

 

7.7 Attorneys’ Fees. In the event of any action or suit by a Party against the other Party for 

reasons of any breach of any of the covenants, conditions, agreements or provisions on 

the part of the other Party arising out of this Agreement, the prevailing Party in such 

action or suit shall be entitled to have and recover from the other Party all costs and 

expenses incurred therein, including reasonable attorneys’ fees.  

 

7.8 Termination. Except as otherwise expressly provided herein, the obligation of the Parties 

shall terminate upon the satisfaction of the following conditions:  

 

7.8.1 With regard to Owner’s Undertakings, performance by Owner of Owner’s 

Undertakings as set forth herein.  

 

7.8.2 With regard to City’s Undertakings, performance by City of City’s Undertakings 

as set forth herein.  

 

Upon either Party’s request (or the request of the Owner’s assignee), the other Party agrees to 

enter into a written acknowledgement of the termination of this Agreement, or part thereof, so long as 

such termination (or partial termination) has occurred.  
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EXHIBIT A 
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EXHIBIT B 

  











1 

COMMUNITY AND ECONOMIC 

DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

PLANNING DIVISION 

 

STAFF REPORT 

TO: City Council 

FROM: Peter Matson, AICP - City Planner______________________ 

DATE: April 2, 2015 

RE: Development Agreement and Rezone Request - Widner/Bastian - R-1-6 to R-2 – Resolution 
15-18 and Ordinance 15-05 

 
LOCATION:       Approximately 950 North Rainbow Drive 
 
CURRENT ZONING:     R-1-6 (Single-Family Residential) 
 

Proposed Zoning: CURRENT MINIMUM LOT SIZE: 6,000 square feet 
 

PROPOSED ZONING:   R-2 (Single and Two Family Residential) 
 
PROPOSED MINIMUM LOT SIZE: 8,000 square feet 
 
 
DESCRIPTION OF REZONE AREA 
The property proposed for rezone contains .37 acres located on the east side of Rainbow Drive at 
approximately 950 North.  The rezone area just south of Gordon Avenue and is surrounded by R-M1 
zoning to the north, R-1-6 zoning to the east and to the south, and R-1-8 zoning to the west.   
 
The rezone request is accompanied by a development agreement that requires the developer of the 
property to meet certain design standards for the construction of two proposed twin homes. 
 
 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION AND STAFF REVIEW 
The applicant for the rezone is Mike Bastian representing Elaine Widner and Richard Widner owning 
two separate parcels totaling approximately .37 acres.  The proposed R-2 zoning represents the 
applicant’s desire to construct two twin homes as a transitional use from the R-M1 zoning on the 
north (5-plex) to the single-family homes to the south. 
 
Rainbow Drive is a short street segment that connects Fort Lane and Gordon Avenue.  The majority 
of the lots along the east side of Rainbow Drive are zoned R-1-6 with two lots on the north end 
zoned R-M1.  Approximately half of the lots along this stretch have been developed with single-
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LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING
AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 

  
Item Number:  6.C.
   
Subject:  
Development Agreement, Annexation and Rezone Request – Morgan-Bone-Allred – A (Agriculture) to R-S 
(Residential-Suburban) – Resolution 15-15, Ordinances 15-11 and 15-09 – Approximately 200 South 3200 
West
   
Background:  
The proposal is to annex 32.968 acres. The annexation and rezone area consists of four separate parcels 
located just south of Gentile Street and west of 3200 West. The applicant is Destination Homes representing 
three separate property owners. 

The annexation petition is accompanied by a rezone request for R-S zoning to develop a single-family 
residential subdivision with access from 3200 West and a street connection to Island View Park Subdivision 
at Overlook Drive.

The Annexation Agreement addresses recommended utility, street connection and street improvement 
requirements to insure compatibility for development of a single-family subdivision on the subject property.
  
Alternatives:  
Alternatives to the First Motion: Alternatives are to 1) Adopt Resolution 15-15 approving the Annexation 
Agreement; 2) Adopt Resolution 15-15 approving the Annexation Agreement with modifications; or 3) Not 
adopt Resolution 15-15 denying the Annexation Agreement.

Alternatives to the Second Motion: Alternatives are to 1) Adopt Ordinance 15-11 approving the annexation; 
or 2) Not adopt Ordinance 15-11 denying the annexation.

Alternatives to the Third Motion: Alternatives are to 1) Adopt Ordinance 15-09 approving the rezone request 
to R-S; or 2) Not adopt Ordinance 15-09 denying the rezone request to R-S.
  
Recommendation:  
The Planning Commission recommends the Council adopt Resolution 15-15 approving the Annexation 
Agreement and adopt Ordinances 15-11 and 15-09 approving the annexation and rezone request to R-S based 
on consistency with the Annexation Plan and with the General Plan land use recommendation for this 
specific property.

Staff supports the recommendation of the Planning Commission.
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LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING
AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 

  
Item Number:  6.D.
   
Subject:  
Rezone Request – Bone-Destination Homes – A (Agriculture) to R-S (Residential-Suburban) – Ordinance 
15-08 – Approximately 100 and 202 South 3200 West
   
Background:  
The property proposed for rezone includes two separate parcels containing a total of 2.93 acres. The north 
parcel, located at approximately 100 South, contains 1.56 acres, and the south parcel, located at 
approximately 202 South, contains 1.37 acres. Both parcels are located south of Gentile Street on the west 
side of 3200 West. 

The rezone area is directly east of the Morgan-Bone-Allred annexation area. The rezone parcels are 
surrounded by A zoning to the north, A and R-S zoning to the east, A zoning to the south, and 
unincorporated county to the west. 
  
Alternatives:  
Alternatives are to 1) Adopt Ordinance 15-08 approving the rezone request from A to R-S based on 
consistency with the General Plan land use recommendation for this specific property; or 2) Not adopt 
Ordinance 15-08 denying the rezone request to R-S.
  
Recommendation:  
The Planning Commission recommends the Council adopt Ordinance 15-08 approving the rezone request 
from A to R-S based on consistency with the General Plan land use recommendation for this specific 
property.

Staff supports the recommendation of the Planning Commission.
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