
ADJOURN: 
Notice is hereby given that:
 A Redevelopment Agency (RDA) Meeting will be held at 5:30 p.m.  A Work Meeting will be held at 5:30 p.m. to discuss miscellaneous 

matters.
 In the event of an absence of a full quorum, agenda items will be continued to the next regularly scheduled meeting.
 This meeting may involve the use of electronic communications for some of the members of this public body.  The anchor location for the 

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

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

Date: ___________________________________________     By: ____________________________________________________
                                                                                                                 Thieda Wellman, City Recorder

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

REGULAR MEETING AGENDA OF THE
CITY COUNCIL OF LAYTON, UTAH

PUBLIC NOTICE is hereby given that the City Council of Layton, Utah, will hold a regular public meeting in the Council Chambers 
in the City Center Building, 437 North Wasatch Drive, Layton, Utah, commencing at 7:00 PM on June 18, 2015.

AGENDA ITEMS:
1. CALL TO ORDER, PLEDGE, OPENING CEREMONY, RECOGNITION, APPROVAL OF MINUTES:
  A. Minutes of Layton City Council Meeting - April 16, 2015
  B. Minutes of the Layton City Council Strategic Planning Work Meeting - May 28, 2015
2. MUNICIPAL EVENT ANNOUNCEMENTS:
3. VERBAL PETITIONS AND PRESENTATIONS:
  A. Presentation - Layton Independents Week
4. CITIZEN COMMENTS:
5. CONSENT ITEMS:(These items are considered by the City Council to be routine and will be enacted by a single motion. If discussion 

is desired on any particular consent item, that item may be removed from the consent agenda and considered separately.)

  A. Interlocal Agreement between Layton City and Davis County to Share Program Funds Provided by the 2015 Edward Byrne 
Memorial Joint Justice Assistance Grant Number 2015-H2540-UT-DJ - Resolution 15-37

  B. Bid Award - Merrill Sheriff Construction, Inc. - Neighborhood Park - Resolution 15-40 - Located at 3500 North 2100 East

  C. Amend Title 2, Chapter 2.56, Section 2.56.010 of the Layton Municipal Code - Campaign Financial Disclosure in City 
Elections - Ordinance 15-20

  D. Renewal of Franchise Ordinance and Franchise Agreement between Layton City and PacifiCorp (d/b/a Rocky Mountain 
Power) - Ordinance 15-24

  E. Condominium Plat – Village at Church and Main – Approximately 100 North Cross Street

  F. Grant Agreement and Warranty Deed between Layton City and Have a Heart - Resolution 15-38 - 211 West Golden 
Avenue

  G. Amend Chapter 15, Title 3 of the Layton Municipal Code - Consolidated Fee Schedule - Ordinance 15-23
6. PUBLIC HEARINGS:

  A. Amend the Adopted Budget for Layton City for the Fiscal Year Beginning July 1, 2014 and Ending June 30, 2015 - 
Ordinance 15-21

  B. Adopt the Budget and Property Tax Rate for Layton City for Fiscal Year July 1, 2015 to June 30, 2016 - Adopt the 
Schedule of Compensation for Elective, Statutory and Appointed Officers - Ordinance 15-22

  C. Rezone Request – Adams/Craythorne – A (Agriculture) to R-1-8 (Single-Family Residential) – Ordinance 15-15 – 
Approximately 752 West Gentile Street

7. PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS:
8. NEW BUSINESS:
9. UNFINISHED BUSINESS:
10. SPECIAL REPORTS:



 
 
 
 

Citizen Comment Guidelines 
 

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

COUNCIL MEETING    APRIL 16, 2015; 7:00 P.M. 

 

MAYOR AND COUNCILMEMBERS 

PRESENT:     MAYOR BOB STEVENSON, JOYCE BROWN, 

TOM DAY, SCOTT FREITAG AND JOY PETRO 

 

ABSENT:     JORY FRANCIS 

 

 

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

PETER MATSON, TERRY COBURN, DEAN 

HUNT, SCOTT CARTER, KEM WEAVER, 

STEPHEN JACKSON, JAMES (WOODY) 

WOODRUFF AND THIEDA WELLMAN 

 
 

 

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

 

Mayor Stevenson opened the meeting and excused Councilmember Francis. He led the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Delmar Stevens gave the invocation. Scouts and students were welcomed. 

 

MINUTES: 

 

MOTION: Councilmember Freitag moved and Councilmember Brown seconded to approve the minutes 

of: 

 

  Layton City Council Work Meeting – March 19, 2015; 

  Layton City Council Meeting – March 19, 2015; and 

  Layton City Council Strategic Planning Work Meeting – March 26, 2015. 

 

The vote was unanimous to approve the minutes as written. 

 

MUNICIPAL EVENT ANNOUNCEMENTS: 

 

Councilmember Brown indicated that in the next few weeks citizens would have an opportunity to help with 

planning for the future of the City. She said on April 21st at 6:00 p.m. at the Central Davis Jr. High 

gymnasium there would be an opportunity for citizens to be a part of the Parks and Recreation Master Plan 

and provide input on what they would like to see in the future relative to parks and recreation.  
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Councilmember Brown said Layton City was participating in Envision Layton, which would provide an 

opportunity for citizens to participate in helping to guide growth in the next 20 or 30 years. She said those 

meetings would be held on April 29th and May 5th at Layton High. Councilmember Brown indicated that 

there were fliers in the back of the room explaining the workshops.  

 

Councilmember Petro indicated that the Council had been exploring the opportunity to pursue a RAMP tax, 

which was an acronym for recreation, arts, museum and parks. She said several cities in the County had 

implemented this type of a tax. Councilmember Petro said the City had received notification from the County 

that they would not be imposing the tax, which cleared the way for the City to place it on the ballot this fall. 

She said citizens would have an opportunity to vote on the proposed tax this fall.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said the RAMP tax was 1/10 of 1%; on $10 the tax would generate 1 penny. He said 

because of Layton’s large commercial base, everybody that bought in Layton would support the tax. Mayor 

Stevenson said the tax was based on sales; this would be a good thing for the community. 

 

PRESENTATIONS: 

 

RECOGNITION OF COMMUNITY EMERGENCY RESPONSE TEAM (CERT) GRADUATES 

 

Dean Hunt, Fire Marshall, explained the CERT program. He introduced the recent graduates of the CERT 

program. The graduates came forward to shake hands with the Mayor and Council.  

 

CITIZEN COMMENTS: 

 

Delmar Stevens, 1879 East Gentile Street, expressed concerns with the property where concrete tanks were 

being demolished. He thanked the City for removing the tanks. Mr. Stevens said the property had been a 

dumping ground for many years, which could become a bigger problem with the tanks removed. He 

indicated that the cottonwood trees located on the property were a problem. Mr. Stevens asked the City to 

consider developing a pocket park on the property.  

 

Dee Flitton discussed the same issues expressed by Mr. Stevens. He said they would like a small pocket park 

on the property that could include a small bowery, restroom facilities and culinary drinking water. Mr. Flitton 

said they would be willing to find residents to help with the project; they would put as much responsibility on 

the neighborhood as possible.  He said they would want the park to be available for use by the neighborhood. 
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Mr. Flitton suggested a committee to control use of the bowery. He suggested zero-scape to conserve water. 

 

Mayor Stevenson asked Staff if the property belonged to the Peacefield Subdivision. 

 

Scott Carter, Special Projects Manager, said when the Peacefield Subdivision was developed, it was 

developed as a PRUD. He said they needed a certain amount of open space in order to qualify for the density 

they wanted in the development. Scott said by agreement, that City property would be incorporated into the 

Peacefield open space and they would maintain the property as open space.  

 

Mayor Stevenson asked if the property that was being referred to, including the property where the tanks 

were located, was part of the Peacefield responsibility. 

 

Scott said yes.  

 

Councilmember Freitag said the Peacefield residents would need to be part of what was being suggested. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said the City could visit with the members of the Peacefield HOA Board.  

 

Sherri Tatton, 1032 West 500 South, thanked the City for addressing the parking issues on Gentile Street in 

front of her store. She said there was a parking problem on Gentile Street and she thanked the City for 

addressing the issue. 

 

Councilmember Petro said she had passed this information on to Staff who quickly took care of the problem.  

 

Bob Haywood, 2521 East 50 South, explained a problem with the Deseret News falsely reporting that trash 

would be picked up at an incorrect time. He said he wanted Britt Wilson recognized for her professionalism 

in resolving the issue.  

 

CONSENT AGENDA: 

 

2014 LAYTON CITY MUNICIPAL WASTEWATER PLANNING PROGRAM ANNUAL 

REPORT – RESOLUTION 15-24 

 

Terry Coburn, Public Works Director, said Resolution 15-24 authorized the review and adoption of the 2014 

Municipal Wastewater Planning Program Annual Report. He said the report pertained to the City’s sanitary 



D  R  A  F  T 

  

 

Minutes of Layton City Council Meeting April 16, 2015 

 

4

sewer system. Terry said the City was in good standing with the State and Staff recommended approval. 

 

Councilmember Freitag asked if the report would be available on the City’s website. 

 

Terry said Staff would take care of that. 

 

FINAL PLAT – ADAMS FARMS SUBDIVISION – APPROXIMATELY 1250 EAST GORDON 

AVENUE 

 

Bill Wright, Community and Economic Development Director, said this was a final plat for the Adams 

Farms Subdivision located at approximately 1250 East Gordon Avenue. He said in January 2015 the 

Planning Commission approved a preliminary plat for the subdivision. Bill said the subdivision contained 

8.53 acres that fronted onto Gordon Avenue. He said the plat included 25 lots, which met the zoning density 

of the R-1-8 zoning district. Bill said the subdivision would provide connections to the two stub streets to the 

west and onto Gordon Avenue. 

 

Bill said there was one issue at the Planning Commission meeting having to do with the five foot landscape 

buffer along Gordon Avenue. He said two lots would have side yards abutting Gordon Avenue, which 

required fencing and five feet of landscaping. Bill said the applicant, Mr. Ed Green, was looking at a way to 

not have an HOA involving all 25 lots that would be responsible for that landscaping, particularly when only 

two lots were affected. He said Staff felt that there was an alternative where an HOA could be formulated 

with only the two lots that would be impacted and make sure that they understood that they had 

responsibility for maintaining that landscaping and fence.  

 

Bill said on March 24, 2015, the Planning Commission voted unanimously to recommend that the Council 

grant final plat approval subject to meeting all Staff requirements, and Staff supported that recommendation.  

 

Councilmember Brown said they were connecting to the circle that was in front of the LDS Chapel, which 

was a very hard Chapel to access. She said this would be a nice connection. 

 

Councilmember Petro asked if the old cabin was on the property or on adjacent property. She expressed 

interest in the historical value of the cabin. 

 

Councilmember Brown said the family that owned the property had been negotiating with the Daughters of 

the Utah Pioneers. She said the cabin was in such bad condition that it could not be removed from the site.  
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Ed Green said he met with the Daughters of the Utah Pioneers and he understood that they would move the 

cabin to a Kaysville Park. He said it would be very extensive to move the cabin and they had all summer to 

work on it. Mr. Green said only the west part of the building would be moved.  

 

Councilmember Petro expressed appreciation to Mr. Green for working to preserve the cabin. 

 

Mr. Green mentioned a triangular piece of property on the southeast end of the subdivision. He said the 

abutting property owner would like to purchase the property. Mr. Green said the property contained 1,926 

square feet and was of no value to the abutting lot, which would contain 11,000 square feet. He said they 

were considering removing that corner of property before the final plat was filed.  

 

Mr. Green said relative to the HOA, the frontage on Gordon Avenue would only involve two lots. He said 

they would like to include something in the CC&Rs indicating that the two lots would maintain the 

landscaping and fence on Gordon Avenue.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said if the people refused to maintain the landscaping, there would need to be some 

mechanism in place for the other homeowners to enforce the issue. He said that could be figured out. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said since this was the final plat approval, would there be any problems with changes to the 

lot line on the one lot. 

 

Gary Crane, City Attorney, recommended leaving the property in the subdivision plat and then conveying the 

property to the abutting property owner.  

 

Discussion suggested conveying the property to the abutting property owner.  

 

Mr. Green said he would get with Gary before recording the plat. 

 

MOTION: Councilmember Freitag moved to approve Items A and B of the Consent Agenda as presented. 

Councilmember Petro seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 
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PRELIMINARY PLAT – EASTRIDGE PARK PRUD – APPROXIMATELY 1450 EAST 

ANTELOPE DRIVE 

 

Mayor Stevenson said this process had been going on since 2009, when this property was rezoned. He said 

the approval this evening was for the preliminary plat only, which would move it to the next step. Mayor 

Stevenson said the City had received a lot of emails from concerned citizens and they appreciated citizen 

involvement. He said they wanted citizens involved in the community. Mayor Stevenson said they had 

received a number of questions that would be answered through the presentation process. He said after the 

presentations he would open the meeting up for additional questions or comments. Mayor Stevenson asked 

everyone to be as condensed as possible. 

 

Bill Wright said this was preliminary plat approval of the Eastridge Park PRUD located at approximately 

1450 East Antelope Drive. He displayed a map of the property and indicated that there was frontage on 

Antelope Drive with connection to Beechwood Drive and Emerald Drive. Bill indicated that the Planning 

Commission reviewed the preliminary plat on March 10th and unanimously recommended approval. He said 

the applicant was Adams Property represented by Mr. Mike Flood.  

 

Bill said the proposed development was 70 acres of vacant land. He said this process began in February 2006 

and the property was rezoned in 2009 to R-1-10 PRUD. Bill said the general zoning in the area was 

agriculture with R-1-10 PRUD to the north, agricultural zoning abutting the property to the west, R-1-10 to 

the northeast and R-1-8 to the east and south.  

 

Bill displayed a conceptual drawing of the proposed development, which included townhomes along 

Antelope Drive; cottage homes would be located south of the townhomes. He said Emerald Drive would 

connect through to Antelope Drive and single family homes would be located south of the cottage homes. 

Bill said there would be a 16 acre nature park on the southern border of the property. 

 

Bill displayed a conceptual plat that was submitted in 2009. He indicated that the townhome units had been 

reduced significantly since that time and cottage homes had been added. Bill said the development agreement 

capped the density at 303 units. The proposal was for a total of 268 units; the townhomes went from 157 

units to 52 units and the density went from 4.33 units per acre to 3.82 units per acre. He said the grading 

changed with the uses. 

 

Scott Carter said the development agreement indicated that there were 16 acres set aside that would be left in 
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a natural park along Kays Creek to keep it safe from landslides. Scott said there had been slide problems in 

the Falcon Ridge Subdivision to the south, and they wanted to protect that area. He identified a trail system 

in the development and around the park that would eventually connect to the regional Kays Creek Trail and 

Fairfield Road along the canal. Scott said on the north side of Antelope Drive there was acquired property for 

a parking area and there could eventually be a parking lot on Heather Drive in the slide area. 

 

Mayor Stevenson asked if the design of the park would be through the City. 

 

Scott said yes; that was outlined in the development agreement. 

 

Bill Wright displayed a map of the phasing of the project. He said it was typical for large developments to 

move forward in phases. He displayed conceptual drawings of streetscapes and the architectural designs of 

the project. Bill explained the Design Review Committee’s (DRC) involvement in the approval process. He 

indicated that Destination Homes was contracted to construct the townhomes. 

 

Mayor Stevenson asked if it was normal for the DRC to already review what had been submitted. 

 

Bill said yes; they had already reviewed this preliminary plat and there would be reviews of the final plat by 

the DRC. He said they didn’t review the single family sites. Bill said landscape architecture had been 

reviewed.  

 

Bill displayed conceptual renderings of the cottage homes and townhomes. He displayed a map of the trail 

system and explained how it would flow throughout the development to the park property.  

 

Woody Woodruff, City Engineer, invited Ryan Hales to give his presentation. 

 

Mr. Ryan Hales, owner of Hales Engineering, indicated that he had a Masters Degree in Traffic Engineering 

and had been doing traffic engineering for 16 years. He explained the work they did for the State, 

municipalities and developers.  

 

Mr. Hales explained the traffic gathering process for the study on this development. He indicated that data 

was collected on August 19, 2014, which was a Tuesday, in the morning and evening peak times, and again 

on a Saturday between 11:00 a.m. and 1:00 p.m. Mr. Hales said the traffic was 45% higher during the 

evening peak period than the morning peak period. He said they calculated the analysis based on the highest 

peak time. Mr. Hales explained that the study was done before completion of Antelope Drive and the Church 
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Street roundabout. He explained that recounting was done after completion of the connection and 

roundabout, and showed an increase of 18%. Mr. Hales said the road still functioned at a D level, which was 

an adequate level.  

 

Mr. Hales explained the study that was completed with traffic coming from existing subdivisions once 

Emerald Drive was connected to Antelope Drive. He explained that the Antelope Drive/Emerald Drive 

intersection wouldn’t meet warrant for a signal even with 80% of the existing subdivision traffic using that 

connection, including traffic from the new development. Mr. Hales indicated that the intersection was only at 

50% of meeting warrant for a signal with all the new traffic. He said by the year 2020 it would not need to be 

signalized.  

 

Mayor Stevenson asked if the study indicated that the number of cars, including the new subdivision and 

traffic coming from existing subdivisions, would have to double to meet warrant for a signal. 

 

Mr. Hales said yes; that was correct. He said the study included traffic from the new development at full 

build out. Mr. Hales said even with the new project completely built out, traffic would have to double from 

that point to warrant a signal.  

 

Councilmember Petro asked when the new traffic counts were completed. 

 

Mr. Hales said the counts were taken again on Tuesday, March 17th, to see where traffic volumes were with 

completion of the Antelope Drive connection and the roundabout at Church Street.  

 

Councilmember Petro asked how they collected the data. 

 

Mr. Hales said people were there counting cars, which provided more accurate data. 

 

Woody discussed safety issues with Antelope Drive and concerns during snow events. 

 

Terry Coburn, Public Works Director, indicated that during a snow event, Staff plowed Antelope Drive the 

first thing to address concerns through the dip area. He said the City had 270 miles of roads to maintain. 

Terry indicated that the State used a brine solution before a storm, but State highways were a different type 

of road that City streets. He said the process was very expensive and trucks would have to be retro-fitted for 

the process, which could cost as much as $30,000 a truck, and there was an expense of building a pond and 

meeting EPA standards. Terry said the City used two types of salt on the roads, with a faster acting salt being 



D  R  A  F  T 

  

 

Minutes of Layton City Council Meeting April 16, 2015 

 

9

used on the east side of the City.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said relative to the brine solution; if one truck was equipped to do that, would that truck be 

taken out of service for everything else. 

 

Terry said yes; it would need to be a 10-wheeler. He said it was also hard to predict storms. Terry said the 

brine solution had to be put down before a storm to be effective.  

 

Mayor Stevenson asked if it was too late after a storm to put down the brine solution. 

 

Terry said yes; it was a pre-storm application.  

 

Mayor Stevenson mentioned issues with shady areas on the eastbound hill. 

 

Terry said crews were aware of those issues. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said with this subdivision there would be an intersection; what could the City do to make 

that area of the road better. 

 

Councilmember Petro asked if there could be a working alliance with the State to brine this section of the 

street. 

 

Terry said he hadn’t checked into that, but Oakhills Drive was a State road and very often the City was called 

by the State Highway Patrol to service Oakhills Drive during a snow storm because the State couldn’t or 

wouldn’t get there quickly enough. He said this had happened on many occasions. Terry said Staff could 

contact the State to see if they would be willing to do that, but it would be very expensive. 

 

Mayor Stevenson asked if the brine solution would stop snow from building up on the roads in a big storm. 

 

Terry said no; the freeway elevation was a lot different from Oak Forest Drive or Highway 89. He said he 

didn’t think the State used brine anywhere but the freeway. Terry said this area of the City received more 

snowfall than other areas.  

 

Woody said there had been questions about speed along Antelope Drive. He said the street was posted at 40 

mph in the dip area; everything to the east was posted at 35 mph. Woody explained how they established 
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speed limits.  

 

Woody said with this development they were proposing sidewalks on both sides of the public streets. He said 

one concern the City was evaluating was how pedestrians and a future trail crossing would effectively work 

on Antelope Drive. Woody said the trail wasn’t developed now, but in the future there was a concern with 

taking pedestrians across Antelope Drive on the trail system. He said it would be very expensive for the City 

to construct a grade separated structure. Woody explained a system that was being used around the State that 

allowed pedestrians to activate a light that would stop traffic to allow for crossing. He said there were 

concerns with location of such a crossing with the grades on Antelope Drive. He said the trails would 

typically be used in warmer times when there would not be snow events. Woody said these were tools the 

City would be looking at for this area. 

 

Woody said there had been questions about children walking to school in this area. He said children in the 

area would go to two separates schools; Adams Elementary to the north and EG King to the south. Woody 

said the City would work with Davis School District to resolve issues with children crossing Antelope Drive.  

 

Councilmember Brown said whether the children went to Adams or EG King, there would be sidewalk along 

the development on the south side of Antelope Drive. 

 

Woody said yes, but there were issues farther to the east. He said there were retaining walls right along 

Antelope Drive. Woody said the development didn’t front along that area of Antelope Drive; the City would 

need to look at that issue. He said it would be very expensive for the City to construct a retaining wall to 

allow for a sidewalk.  

 

Councilmember Brown asked who would take care of snow removal on the sidewalk on Antelope Drive that 

would be against the backyards of the townhomes.  

 

Woody said the townhome HOA would have responsibility for that.  

 

Councilmember Petro asked what the timeline was for completing the sidewalk to the east.  

 

Woody said it would depend on the timing of the development.  

 

Woody identified the geotechnical and civil engineers that had evaluated the sensitive land issues. He said 

the City hired Golder & Associates as a third party geotechnical consultant to do an independent study on the 
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project. Woody said the City had been working with Golder & Associates for 7 years. He said Stantec, IGES, 

and Golder & Associates had been involved with the project from the beginning.  

 

Woody displayed a map of the cuts and fills on the property and highlighted those that were over 10 feet. He 

indicated that this information was discussed in detail in the Planning Commission meeting. Woody said 

originally the plan was to do the grading all at one time, but the developer selected to do that in a phased 

approach. Woody said it was sent back to the third party geotechnical consultant to evaluate each phase to 

make sure they were whole and complete and could be done safely. He said the purpose of the City 

reviewing this project was to make sure mitigation procedures were in place to protect the homeowners. 

Woody said it required extensive testing that would be evaluated on a daily basis while they were doing the 

fills; a lot more requirements were being placed on the developer. 

 

Woody said there was a question about a future connection to Church Street. He said the City ran some 

profiles on the property to the west and it would be very difficult and impractical to build a road to Church 

Street because most of the grades exceeded 12%.  

 

Woody explained the timing of the road connection to allow for placement of a water line. 

 

Councilmember Day asked if the grading would have to be completed at that time to accommodate the road. 

 

Woody said yes.  

 

Woody displayed some pictures of the hills along Antelope Drive on the property. He displayed conceptual 

drawings of the roads in the project and explained the grade of the roads. Woody displayed drawings of the 

engineered walls in the development and indicated that the highest wall would be 15 feet.  

 

Woody said the City had concerns with mass grading the entire project and felt that the phased grading 

would be a better process. He mentioned issues with mass grading in the Greyhawk Development and getting 

vegetation to grow. 

 

Woody displayed pictures of some of the equipment that would be used for grading on the property, and 

explained how they would be used. He explained monitoring of the vibration of the ground.  

 

Councilmember Brown said a citizen had made a comment that the engineering firm was from out of State 

and wondered if they knew the soils in the area. 
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Woody said during the request for proposal process, the City selected the company based on expertise in 

large earth moving projects with similar materials. He said Golder & Associates did this type of work all 

over the United States, and had done several projects in Utah. Woody said earth was very similar wherever 

you went; there were differences, but the application for how it was moved and managed, especially in slide 

areas, was very similar. He said the City wanted to make sure they had a good consultant for that and Golder 

& Associates had a lot of experience. 

 

Councilmember Petro asked about land drains.  

 

Woody said managing water was important in any subdivision. He said the water table was at different 

elevations and could be a very damaging entity. Woody said the City required a land drain system throughout 

the public and private streets in this location, and the homes were required to install a drain around the 

foundation that would be tied into the drainage system that went into the public system. He said the City 

maintained the system in the public right of way. Woody said if any springs were found on the property, the 

City Inspector would require that the contractor tie those into a land drain system. He said the water would 

eventually be discharged into Kays Creek.  

 

Councilmember Day asked if the land drains were designed through the phasing process, and would they 

drain directly into the creek. 

 

Woody said each phase would have to be whole and complete. He said they would drain into detention 

basins and then into the creek. Woody said nothing could directly discharge into the creek channel.  

 

Mayor Stevenson asked if there were any types of problems with the dirt; was it good old Davis County, 

northern Utah soil. 

 

Woody said the soils were claylike in nature. He said the sheer-plane was something that was concerning; it 

was really important that this be graded appropriately. Woody said the geotechnical experts indicated that 

nothing over a 14% slope should be allowed on this project.  

 

Mayor Stevenson asked if the individual homes would be reviewed by geotechnical experts.  

 

Woody said he thought every home would have a geotechnical review.  
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Mike Flood, Adams Property LLC and Hawkins Homes LLC, displayed a map of the phases of the grading. 

He explained the phasing of development to accommodate access to utilities. Mr. Flood explained the plan 

for extending Emerald Drive. He said within 2 to 2 ½ years the Emerald Drive connection would be made to 

the south. Mr. Flood said this would be market driven. 

 

Mayor Stevenson asked if they could get financing for this large of a project. 

 

Mr. Flood said no; lending institutions wanted to see small phases of projects. He said the recession changed 

the way things were done.  

 

Councilmember Petro asked if they could extend Emerald Drive to at least Beechwood Drive early on in the 

project to allow for a second outlet. 

 

Mr. Flood said the problem was utilities; the City didn’t allow utilities through private streets. 

 

Councilmember Freitag asked about the waterline. 

 

Mr. Flood explained how the connection would be made at Antelope Drive and an oversized line put in.  

 

Mayor Stevenson asked the geotechnical engineer to respond to the questions about the soil. 

 

Kent Hartley, Geotechnical Engineer with IGES, said he had been involved in this project since the very 

beginning. He said the soil was typical silt and clay soil. Mr. Hartley said it needed to be moisture 

conditioned properly when it was placed, and it needed to be compacted in fairly thin lifts. He said they 

would be monitoring that through the entire process. Mr. Hartley said in general, the contractor had done an 

excellent job in grading the property. He explained the process of compacting the soil and the type of dirt on 

the site. Mr. Hartley said he was very comfortable with the site.  

 

Mayor Stevenson asked how the land drains would impact the soil. 

 

Mr. Hartley said it was always beneficial to get the water out of the ground.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said where this was a PRUD there would be an HOA and CC&Rs. He said people were 

concerned with rentals; size of homes; and materials. 
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Mr. Flood said Destination Homes would be building the townhomes. He said they built a great product. Mr. 

Flood said they would be selling the properties as owner occupied. 

 

Councilmember Day said one of the concerns was that it be stated in the CC&Rs that a certain percentage of 

rentals would be restricted.  

 

Mr. Flood said there were HOAs that restricted rentals in various ways. He said sometimes that was a 

restricted percentage in the CC&Rs and sometimes the CC&Rs stated that the HOA fees would be higher for 

rentals. Mr. Flood said at final approval they were required to provide CC&Rs. He said they would work 

with Destination Homes to make sure, within the law, that there were controls in place to reduce the number 

of rentals. Mr. Flood said they would not be selling for-rent products; it would be for sale/owner occupied. 

He said however, if someone from Hill Air Force Base purchased a home, and then was transferred for two 

years, there were property rights. Mr. Flood said they would work within the law to make those restrictions. 

 

Steve Bingham with Destination Homes said in other communities they had put rental restrictions in the 

CC&Rs. He said they were happy to work with Mr. Crane on doing that for this project. Mr. Bingham said 

typically in other areas they had been able to limit rentals to 15 to 20%. He said the HOA would have 

oversight with that in higher fees or fines. Mr. Bingham said it was not their intent to sell to investors; these 

would be owner/occupied homes. 

 

Mr. Bingham displayed conceptual drawings of the townhomes. He said the units would have 2 car garages 

and 3 bedrooms. Mr. Bingham said the interior units would be slightly larger with the units between 1600 

and 1700 square feet. He said the units would be 2 levels; slab on grade. Mr. Bingham said all sites would be 

signed off by geotechnical engineers. Each unit would be different architecturally.  

 

Mr. Bingham displayed floor plans of the units and conceptual drawings of the overall townhome site. He 

displayed the various elevations of the buildings and color pallets. 

 

Councilmember Day said there was an issue mentioned at the Planning Commission meeting about tagging 

the titles to the lots with some type of restriction to let buyers know of the sensitive lands issues.  

 

Gary Crane said on the plat, the City put information regarding the geotechnical study. He said the City had 

done this in the past. Gary said when a building permit was issued, they had to sign off on the information.  

 

Councilmember Day asked if that could happen on this development. 
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Gary said it could happen with this project if the Council designated that it needed to happen. 

 

Councilmember Brown asked when that would happen and how would the second homeowner find out about 

that information. 

 

Gary said the second owner would have to do their due diligence; the City could do more than that. He said 

the plat would be available at the County and any title company could get a copy of the plat. Gary said the 

City couldn’t do any more than to make people reasonably aware of it. He said the City didn’t draw any 

conclusions; the City made the studies available. 

 

Councilmember Brown asked at what point the Council should indicate that they wanted that information 

added to the plat. 

 

Gary said it could be included with the motion tonight as a condition. 

 

Councilmember Petro said there had been concerns expressed with water on the site and saturation of the 

ground. She said residents felt that the Council should address the requirements of sump pumps. 

 

Mr. Flood said there was a misnomer of really shallow ground water. He said when this site was graded, the 

area that had water would be under 12 feet of fill. Mr. Flood said they had been monitoring the ground water 

since 2007; ground water was 30 to 70 feet down in most areas. He said it needed to be clear that water 

wasn’t just flowing through the property. Mr. Flood said on the north side of the project in the cottage homes 

area, the ground water was about 9 to 11 feet down and basements were being put into the ground 7 ½ feet. 

He said a land drain was very necessary there, but it was still not at the basement level. Mr. Flood said they 

were making provisions to address that. He said there was water standing on some areas of the site, but those 

areas would have 10 to 12 feet of fill, and the water would be carried to a land drain system.  

 

Councilmember Petro said she felt the concern was with water flowing from the north side of Antelope 

Drive. 

 

Mr. Kent Hartley said all of the water would be captured with the land drains and taken to the creek. He said 

there would be a perimeter drain around each home, and a land drain that would run down the street would 

capture all of that water and take it to the creek. Mr. Hartley said there wouldn’t be a need for sump pumps; 

water would gravity feed to the creek. 
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Councilmember Day asked if foundations would be on native ground or on fill. 

 

Mr. Flood said many would be on fill; most of the cottage homes would be on fill. He said that was why they 

were compacted with very thin lifts. Mr. Flood said the geotechnical engineers would observe the soil and 

test the soil to make sure it met the compaction necessary for a housing structure. He said the fills would be 

engineered, compacted fills; not loosely placed soil.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said when there were compacted, engineered fill, how did that compare to natural 

compaction. 

 

Mr. Hartley said it was more dense that native soil. He said they were required to compact the soil to 95%; 

native soil was at 80%.  

 

Mayor Stevenson asked if they would be testing throughout the cuts and fills process. 

 

Mr. Hartley said yes; they would be doing compaction tests.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said the ground water that was very close to the ground, how would the water move with 

the fill.  

 

Mr. Hartley said the surface and subsurface drains would take that water to the creek.  

 

Mayor Stevenson opened the meeting for public input. 

 

Dotty Collins, 1765 East 2100 North, expressed appreciation for the response to emails and for the many 

meetings. She said the neighborhood was frustrated; it seemed that no one cared about their concerns with 

this development. Ms. Collins mentioned the Sunset Drive slide and how that had affected the number of 

rental units and the value of surrounding homes. She expressed concerns that this subdivision would have the 

same problems.  

 

Mayor Stevenson asked Scott Carter if the types of protections that were being put in place with this project 

were available when the Oak Forest area was developed. 

 

Scott Carter said no; the City did not have the standards it had today relative to geological studies. He said 
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Hidden Hollow had geological studies that extended northward and included Country Hollow, which was 

one development. Scott said Heather Glen had a geological study and was not done to the extent that was 

being discussed with this project. He said a couple of the homes that slid were built a little different than a 

typical construction; they added greater footings and rebar, but it still didn’t work.  

 

Scott said with this development, there had been 7 years of reviewing soils and groundwater, and 

manipulating that landscape to be safer. He said that wasn’t done in the case of Heather Drive or Sunset 

Drive. 

 

Donna Chipman, 1548 East 2050 North, said she previously lived on Sunset Drive, but her house was one of 

the homes that slid. Ms. Chipman said they had done everything that the geotechnical engineers 

recommended and they had 4 sump pumps in their basement, and it still slid. She said this property had 

geotechnical issues. Ms. Chipman said residents were being told that it would work, but they were told that 

before. She said the City should make the developers set aside a fund to ensure that it would not slip.  

 

Councilmember Petro asked what amount Ms. Chipman would suggest should be in that fund.  

 

Ms. Chipman suggested $1,000,000.  

 

Councilmember Day asked Gary Crane to explain the possibilities of that. 

 

Gary said it was a little bit like requiring car manufacturers to put a hold harmless in place for every 

purchaser of a vehicle. He said it was much better to put things in place up front and then the individual 

homeowner could insure their home for whatever damage they thought would occur. Gary said the whole 

purpose of indemnification was to treat something after the fact; you were better off if you treated the 

problem before the fact. He said another consideration was that there were no other subdivisions in the State 

that ever guaranteed their homes past the normal warranty period. Gary said the Council had the 

responsibility to look at those things the City was requiring the developer to do, and they couldn’t exceed 

what was reasonably necessary to address the impacts of the development on the City and surrounding area. 

He said even if the City required a million dollars to be placed in an account for 10 years; the England’s 

home slid 20 years later. Gary said the developer and City would be better off to take the precautions ahead 

of time so that those types of events didn’t occur, rather than coming back after the fact. He said the best 

legal action for the City to take was to notice the issues, which was what the City would be doing on the 

recorded plat. Gary said this allowed for people to make informed decisions about the areas they were 

moving into. He said the City couldn’t guarantee every single hazard and every single event that was going 
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to occur in the City.  

 

Councilmember Freitag said when Ms. Chipman bought her house, had that mitigating already been done, or 

was it something that was done after the fact; he thought that it was done after the fact. He said a big 

difference in his mind was that they were talking about trying to deal with these problems before anything 

was ever built, but in Ms. Chipman’s case it was something that was recommended be done after the house 

had already started to slide; was that generally correct. 

 

Scott said yes.  

 

David Paulsen, 1555 East 2050 North, indicated that he had shown a video to the Mayor the other night; he 

wanted to show the video that explained winter conditions on Antelope Drive near where Emerald Drive 

would connect. Mr. Paulsen showed the video. He said he would like to see a better intersection at 1600 East 

and not a private street access. Mr. Paulsen requested that Emerald Drive be completed from the beginning of 

the development. He mentioned that the developer he worked for put a road in, up front of development, in 

Saratoga Springs.  

 

Councilmember Freitag asked Mr. Paulsen what the address was of the road and if it was of similar 

topography. 

 

Mr. Paulsen said it was in the downtown area of Saratoga Springs, but he didn’t know the address. He stated 

that it was on flat ground. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said if there was no proposed development, would Mr. Paulsen be asking the City to put a 

road through at Emerald Drive. 

 

Mr. Paulsen said no; that was apples and oranges. He said for public safety, another viable alternative, other 

than onto Antelope Drive, should be given to this development from day one. Mr. Paulsen requested that the 

mass grading be done at one time and not in phases. 

 

Councilmember Day asked if the Mayor wanted to wait for Mr. Flood to answer everything at the end, or 

answer questions as they arose. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said he would have everyone address their concerns first. 
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Dale Thompson, 2547 East 1825 North, indicated that he was against the high density of the development 

because of additional traffic on Antelope Drive, particularly in the winter. Mr. Thompson said it didn’t make 

sense to crowd more people into this area.  

 

Daniela Harding thanked the Mayor and Council for their time in reviewing this project and addressing their 

concerns. She indicated that the project should be mass graded. Ms. Harding said they believed that the City 

Staff illegally issued a permit to phase grade the project. She said they were insisting that the developer 

complete Emerald Drive up front.   

 

Karlene Kidman, 2056 North 1650 East, expressed concerns with the water drainage issue. She explained 

issues with her home and the mitigation installed to alleviate the problems. 

 

Jeff Merkley, 1777 East Beechwood Drive, expressed concerns with the townhomes being located so close to 

expensive homes on Beechwood Drive and asked that the developer move the townhomes to another area of 

the development. He said there were no other multi-family units in the area. Mr. Merkley said kids would not 

qualify for bussing from this development.  

 

Mayor Stevenson asked Staff to bring up Google Earth of the area. 

 

Mike Flood identified on Google Earth where the townhomes would be located. 

 

Councilmember Day asked Mr. Flood if there was any room for the developer to budge on that issue.  

 

Mr. Flood said no; they were asking to move townhomes to a cottage home area. He explained that the 

townhomes and cottage homes were separate HOAs with different costs because of the private roads.  

 

Councilmember Day asked Mr. Flood about making the second connection onto Antelope Drive a public 

road, which was mentioned earlier.  

 

Mr. Flood explained the problem with having additional traffic on a private road that the townhomes were 

responsible for maintaining. He said additionally, he didn’t know if trying to disperse traffic halfway up the 

slope of Antelope Drive would be more dangerous than dispersing it at the flat part of the slope. Mr. Flood 

said Emerald Drive was designed with at 66-foot right of way that would allow for proper lane movement 

and stacking; the short private road would not accommodate that. Mr. Flood said he thought that it would 

create more traffic issues.  
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Mr. Flood said keeping the townhomes and cottage homes separate would help develop a sense and feel of 

community. He said the natural flow of traffic would be on Emerald Drive. Mr. Flood said Destination 

Homes had indicated that they did not want a looping road; it was a bad idea for their townhome product.  

 

Tamera Shilling, 1479 East Beechwood Drive, requested that tilt monitoring and vibration monitors be 

installed on all homes within 100 feet of the development, and on new homes as they were built.  

 

Ja Eggett, 1548 East 2050 North, said he formerly lived on Sunset Drive. He said whenever homes were built 

in flood areas, flood insurance was required. He asked if the City could require that land slide insurance be 

purchased on homes that were constructed in a landslide area. Mr. Eggett expressed appreciation for the 

builder working to make the trail system work within the development to the park. He suggested that there 

should be parking near the park; 90% of people drove to parks. Mr. Eggett indicated that if parking wasn’t 

provided there would be issues with cars parking on the streets. He requested that the Council not approve 

the preliminary plat without these issues being addressed. 

 

Councilmember Freitag said several of the speakers had indicated that they wanted this tabled until the issues 

were addressed; a lot of the questions had been addressed whether they had been addressed to a person’s 

satisfaction or not was a different issue. Councilmember Freitag asked Mr. Eggett what was he specifically 

requesting that the Council consider before approving the preliminary plat. 

 

Mr. Eggett said to make sure there was a parking area provided for the park. 

 

David Ense, 1951 North 2000 East, said several questions addressed safety of people on Antelope Drive. He 

asked what the grade was of Antelope Drive. Mr. Ense indicated that he was an aerospace engineer.  

 

Woody said the slope was 12%. 

 

Mr. Ense said there had been discussion about not connecting Emerald Drive on the west side of the 

development onto Church Street because it was an 11% grade, but Antelope Drive was 12%. He said he 

didn’t think the developer would be responsible for extending the sidewalk along Antelope Drive, past the 

development to the next intersection, because of the cost. Mr. Ense said there should be a study of the costs 

of extending the sidewalks and building the retaining walls before approval was given for the development. 

Mr. Ense expressed concerns with the clay soil in the area and slip planes.  
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Mayor Stevenson said the City had tried to cross every “T” and dot every “I” with having geotechnical 

experts involved in the process. He said Mr. Ense had concerns, but the City had been told by two 

geotechnical engineering firms that there was no problem. Mayor Stevenson said the developer had been 

required to jump through hoops so that the City could make sure this was a viable area to build. Mayor 

Stevenson asked Mr. Ense to help him understand his concerns. 

 

Mr. Ense said he was an engineer in the aerospace industry; he was not a geological engineer. He said that 

things could change and mistakes could be made. Mr. Ense said he heard an engineer state that the soil was 

clay and silt, and based on his understanding of clay, that didn’t match with setting a foundation and having 

that foundation stay. He said there could be 10 experts, but he was asking that it continue to be addressed. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said on that specific point, the City hired an outside firm. He said the City was not paying 

someone off to give them the answer they were looking for; the City was paying them to do an unbiased 

review of the project. Mayor Stevenson said he appreciated Mr. Ense’s concerns, but the City had tried to 

cross every “T” and dot every “I” through this process in order to protect the City and the citizens. 

 

Donald Berube, 1865 North 1480 East, said there was an active land slide east of his home on Beechwood 

Drive. He mentioned a Landslide Commission that was formed by Governor Huntsman; what happened to 

that Commission and their recommendation relative to slide areas.  

 

Drew Lewis, 2057 North Sunset Drive, said relative to limiting rental properties through the HOA; unless it 

was in writing it wouldn’t happen. He suggested that the rental units be limited to no more than 5% of the 

total number of units. Mr. Lewis requested that it should be a condition of approval.  

 

Mayor Stevenson asked Mr. Lewis how many of the 52 townhome units should be allowed to be rentals. 

 

Mr. Lewis said it should be 5% of the total number of houses and townhouses. 

 

Mayor Stevenson asked how many rental units were in the surrounding areas. 

 

Mr. Lewis said he was in the Autumn Woods Subdivision and in his area it was probably at 25%. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said it would be impossible to put in place and enforce rental restrictions on single family 

homes. He said the HOA could put a limit on rentals in the townhome area.  
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Steve Collins, 1765 East 2100 North, expressed appreciation to the Mayor and Council for listening to their 

concerns. He mentioned the City’s mission statement relative to citizen involvement and enhancing the 

quality of life. Mr. Collins expressed concerns with safety and quality of life. He asked the Council to 

postpone approval of the preliminary plat to address these issues. Mr. Collins reiterated issues that had been 

raised earlier in the meeting by other residents.  

 

Mayor Stevenson asked Mr. Collins if he had problems with the conceptual plan Mr. Flood was presenting. 

 

Mr. Collins said yes. 

 

Mayor Stevenson asked Mr. Collins to help him understand what the City was supposed to do when a 

property owner had the zoning in place; the property owner had done everything the City required; the 

property owner had jumped through many hoops; all of the studies were in place that were required to show 

that this could take place; and the property owner had made many concessions.  

 

Mayor Stevenson mentioned crosswalks that had been installed in other areas of the City. He indicated that 

the City could install a crosswalk on Antelope Drive if it was needed. Mayor Stevenson said the School 

District had indicated that they were not sure which school the students from this development would attend; 

there may not be a need for a crosswalk. He explained the process he had gone through to try and understand 

the issues and listen to both sides. Mayor Stevenson said not everyone was going to be 100% happy.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said most subdivisions in the City were built through a phasing process. He said relative to 

monitoring the homes being built; there were homes being built all across the City that were not required to 

have monitoring equipment on them. Mayor Stevenson said there were large trucks and construction 

equipment in those areas as well.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said this would be a very nice project in the area with the park and trails. He said there 

would be additional street connections, and possibly an additional connection onto Church Street sometime 

in the future when additional property in the area developed.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said when he lived in the Oak Forest area years ago, none of the development below that 

was in; now that entire area had developed. He asked if the City shouldn’t have built the Heather Glen area 

because of the house that slipped; if that home had been there first and slipped, should the City not have 

allowed any other homes to be built in the area, or should the City have done a lot more due diligence to 

make sure things were as safe as possible.  
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Mayor Stevenson said he thought the City had done that with this development. He said everybody had a 

different idea of what should be done. Mayor Stevenson said the developer had drastically lowered the 

number of townhomes because of concerns from residents. He said he didn’t see anything that didn’t indicate 

that the developer had done everything that had been asked of him, which was more than most developers 

were asked to do. Mayor Stevenson said the developer had worked with residents to try and make things 

better in the area; and the City was looking at what could be done to make the intersection on Antelope Drive 

as safe as possible. He said the City couldn’t make everyone happy.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said he couldn’t see any reason to table this. He said the Council could put stipulations in 

place that would have to be met before the final approval was given. Mayor Stevenson said this was not final 

approval tonight; approval tonight would move the process to the next step. He said this was the time for the 

Council to make stipulations; if those stipulations were not met, final approval would probably not be 

granted.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said he had learned a lot though this process. He expressed appreciation to everyone for 

their input and kindness to him through the process.  

 

Mr. Collins said the residents were not anti-growth or anti-development. He said they were Layton citizens; 

this was their home. Mr. Collins said developers came into the area to use their resources and to make a gain, 

but the citizens were the ones that should set the standards by which they accept or reject those 

developments.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said at some point and time, a previous Council agreed with this zoning and also agreed 

that there could be a PRUD overlay on the project. He said along with that previous approval, the developer 

had done everything that was required. Mayor Stevenson said the residents were now saying that yes, the 

developer followed all of the rules, now they wanted to challenge the developer on those rules.  

 

Mr. Collins said that was not what the residents believed. He said the residents didn’t have this interaction 

before and didn’t know all of the rules. Mr. Collins said they were asking that the Council hold off on the 

approval so that the dialog could be continued. He said they recognized that they may come out of the dialog 

without the buffer that they wanted, or they may not get the road on the southwest end, which they felt was a 

high priority. Mr. Collins said they appreciated and believed that it was through the dialog process that they 

could work out some of the bumps, but they felt that the process evolved. He said relative to Heather Glen, it 

wasn’t as good as it could have been. The goal was to have it more right. Mr. Collins said there was an 
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opportunity to find a common ground, and they were close. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said if the Council tabled this and called the developer in tomorrow, and he indicated that 

he wasn’t willing to change anything else, where were they in the process. He said the developer didn’t have 

to do as much as he had already agreed to do; he could have a higher density and he didn’t have to put the 

trails in. Mayor Stevenson said if the developer indicated that he had done all that he could do, what should 

the City do. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said the City would figure out some of the safety issues.  

 

Mr. Collins said if the developer indicated that he wouldn’t do anything, the City and citizens in partnership 

should state the standards that they felt were important and critical for the citizens, and allow the developer to 

decide if he wanted to continue with the development. He said he didn’t think that it needed to get to that 

point; it needed to continue through the process. 

 

Dave Paulsen said State Statute indicated exactly what the Mayor had stated; the developer had the right for 

approval if he followed all the different things and paid all the things he was suppose to, but then the word 

“unless” came. He said the unless was, “if it jeopardized a public interest.” Mr. Paulsen said if that public 

interest was safety, then the City could go to the developer and state that in the interest of public safety, the 

City needed to see “this” done. He said if that consensus was never reached, the Council would make the 

decision for approval and they would move on. Mr. Paulsen said the City Council had the ability, the right 

and the responsibility to get that “unless” evaluated. He said that was all they were waiting for tonight.  

 

Mr. Paulsen said they agreed that the developer had fulfilled the first part of the State Statute, but they 

believed that the development was jeopardizing the second part of the State Statute, and therefore the 

Council could vote the way they wanted to, and they could until they believe the developer has satisfied the 

“unless” clause; and then it would move forward. He said it was the Council’s decision.  

 

Mayor Stevenson asked Mr. Paulsen to reaffirm what the safety issues were. 

 

Mr. Paulsen said they still believed that the road should be put in all the way through, so that they could have 

another exit. He said they believed that the developer should have to mass grade the property. Mr. Paulsen 

said this had gone on long enough; it should be turned over to the Council for their decision.  

 

MOTION:  Councilmember Freitag moved to close the conversation and take action on this item. 
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Councilmember Petro seconded the motion.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said relative to the length of the meeting, he wanted to make sure all of the residents were 

given a chance to voice their opinion.  

 

Gary Crane said relative to the section of State Statute that Mr. Paulsen referred to, he was involved in the 

drafting of that law several years ago. Gary said this was after the Western Land Equities Case, where those 

things that were written into an ordinance were applicable on a developer, unless there were some very, very 

high exceptions. He said the first was that there needed to be compelling, countervailing public reason for 

turning it down; the second was if the City was in the process of changing the ordinance. Gary said those 

were the only two reasons the City could not approve a development.  

 

Gary said the City had responsibility to put together enough information, and the City had done that in this 

case, to be able to justify moving forward. He said compelling, countervailing public interest was almost an 

impossible standard, unless you were falling off the cliff. Gary said the “unless” was not specifically for a 

rational basis type of determination, it was a very high standard.  

 

Daniella Harding said she and Mr. Paulsen made an appointment with a high level official at the State 

Capitol, who did not want to go on record, about this particular statute. She said they were told that the 

Council absolutely had the right to deny this application. Ms. Harding said safety was a massive issue here 

that was just beginning to be addressed. She said she didn’t think the residents were being unreasonable. Ms. 

Harding said she respectfully disagreed with Mr. Crane, based on what they were told. 

 

MOTION:  Councilmember Day moved to table a decision on the preliminary plat until the next Council 

meeting, date certain of May 7, 2015, and in the meantime that the Council have a meeting to discuss some 

of the issues that were brought up this evening. Councilmember Petro seconded the motion.  

 

Councilmember Freitag asked Councilmember Day if there were specific things he wanted addressed. 

 

Councilmember Day said no. He said he felt that there were enough concerns expressed, and some of the 

issues had not been agreed to by the developer. Councilmember Day said he didn’t think there needed to be 

additional comments taken.  

 

MOTION (continued):  The motion passed unanimously.  
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Mr. Flood said he didn’t have an opportunity to respond to any of the comments, but everyone else had been 

allowed to speak. He asked for a summary; he asked that each Councilmember explain why they had voted 

the way that they did. 

 

Gary Crane said there had been a motion made, and voted to table the preliminary plat approval.  

 

Mr. Flood said he was disappointed that he wasn’t given an opportunity, after everyone else had been 

allowed to ask and answer questions, to respond. He said he appreciated everyone’s time; he would go home 

and accept the table, but he was very disappointed. Mr. Flood said he had never been in a public meeting 

where the developer wasn’t allowed to address some inaccurate comments and statements. He said they had 

met every condition in the City’s ordinance; they had met every condition the Staff had put forward; and they 

had even made accommodation after accommodation. Mr. Flood said that was rarely acknowledged in this 

meeting; they gave the residents a trail, and there were dozens of other things that they had acquiesced on, 

and it wasn’t acknowledged. He said they had given and given and given. Mr. Flood asked the Mayor and 

Council to understand his frustration. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said tabling this just meant that it would be picked up where it was left off.  

 

Mr. Flood said tabling this hurt no one but the developer. He said time was money and they had been waiting 

for years on this development. Mr. Flood said he understood that residents felt that nothing had been done to 

accommodate them or help them. He said there were probably 23 hours of public hearings that had been 

racked up, and they had tried to accommodate where they could. Mr. Flood said in the end, they had a 

property right to develop their land, within the ordinance and within the General Plan, in a manner that they 

saw fit, if it met those ordinances. He said it may not address everyone’s problem or concern, but they had 

tried to do that.  

 

Councilmember Freitag said he understood what Mr. Flood was saying; he understood the frustration. He 

said between now and May 7th, there needed to be some refinement in the messages the Council was 

receiving. Councilmember Freitag said the Council needed to focus on the very specific issues of safety, and 

he thought that the Council would be able to do that in the next meeting. He said Mr. Flood was privy to the 

discussions this evening, but he wasn’t privy to all the other feedback and information the Council had 

received from the people that they represented. 

 

Mr. Flood said maybe a GRAMA request would help him understand what was different.  
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Councilmember Freitag said he would give Mr. Flood everything that he had.  

 

Mr. Flood said if things were being addressed outside of a public meeting, he needed to know that to know 

what he was up against. He said the current plan addressed several concerns that had been brought up over 

several years. Mr. Flood said he had listened and tried to address all the concerns. He said he was now being 

told that there were other things going on underneath the surface. 

 

Councilmember Freitag said he was saying that the Council was trying to balance the residents’ needs and 

the developer’s needs. He said he would encourage Mr. Flood to keep doing things the way he had been 

doing them; he didn’t think Mr. Flood had made any mistakes. Councilmember Freitag said he didn’t think 

the Council had every answer in their mind solid.  

 

Mayor Stevenson expressed appreciation to everyone.  

 

The meeting adjourned at 12:08 a.m. 

 

 

 

 

________________________________ 
Thieda Wellman, City Recorder 



D  R  A  F  T   

 

 

Minutes of Layton City Council Strategic Planning Work Meeting, May 28, 2015 

MINUTES OF LAYTON CITY 

COUNCIL STRATEGIC PLANNING  

WORK MEETING     MAY 28, 2015; 5:04 P.M. 
 

MAYOR AND COUNCILMEMBERS 

PRESENT:     MAYOR BOB STEVENSON, JOYCE BROWN, 

TOM DAY, SCOTT FREITAG AND JOY PETRO 

 

ABSENT:     JORY FRANCIS 

 

 

STAFF PRESENT:    ALEX JENSEN, BILL WRIGHT, PETER MATSON, 

SCOTT CARTER, JAMES (WOODY) WOODRUFF, 

TERRY COBURN, STEVE JACKSON AND 

THIEDA WELLMAN 
 

 

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

 

Mayor Stevenson opened the meeting. 

 

ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION: 

 

DISCUSSION REGARDING MASTER TRANSPORTATION PLAN 

 

Mayor Stevenson indicated that UDOT wanted a decision on the location of the interchange for the West 

Davis Corridor. 

 

Councilmember Petro asked if there was additional information in order to make a decision. 

 

Alex Jensen, City Manager, said UDOT hadn’t received a decision from the Army Corp of Engineers, but 

they wanted everything put to bed on their end so that when the Corp made their decision they would be 

ready to move.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said a decision didn’t have to be made tonight. 

 

Alex said Staff had traffic information to present and asked if there was anything else Staff could provide 

to help Council make a decision.  
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Councilmember Day asked about the information the Council had received in the UDOT model. 

 

James “Woody” Woodruff, City Engineer, said the traffic data was from the Wasatch Front Regional 

Council. He said the City’s counts were updated information and had been done more recently than the 

Wasatch Front Regional Council numbers. 

 

Alex said UDOT had indicated that the impacts on 2200 West would be more than on 2700 West, and the 

updated City numbers showed the same trends. He said both sets of numbers were telling the same story.  

 

Councilmember Petro asked if there was another option; if 2700 West was selected, instead of the road 

bending to the right to a more easterly alignment, could it go to the west a little and miss all the homes in 

that area. 

 

Councilmember Freitag arrived at 5:10 p.m. 

 

Councilmember Day said he had been asked if it couldn’t be at a different location than 2200 West or 

2700 West. 

 

Alex asked, as the Council spoke to residents about the interchange, did the people understand that the 

road north of Hill Field Road would be a much narrower road through the subdivisions.  

 

Councilmember Day said people that lived on 2200 West were looking at any other alternative. 

 

Woody displayed a map and explained the difficulty in dealing with the power line and alignment of the 

street at 2700 West. He explained new subdivisions that were already approved in the area that would 

impact the alignment. Woody explained that the subdivision roads could be narrowed to slow traffic. He 

said residents favored the road ending at Hill Field Road and not continuing north through the 

subdivision, which would disperse traffic east and west on Hill Field Road.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said on 2200 West, most of the impacted houses were north of Hill Field Road, north to 

Gordon Avenue. He said traffic on that road would increase and asked Woody what roads in the City 

would have similar traffic. 
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Woody said the traffic projection for 2200 West would be similar to what Gentile Street was at now. He 

said 2200 West could be restriped to 3 lanes, but parking would be restricted. Woody said traffic patterns 

would change with the West Davis Corridor; there would be another intersection further north and west in 

Syracuse, which would lessen traffic on Layton streets. 

 

Alex said the value of this road was a lot greater than moving traffic; the City would have an opportunity 

to promote development in certain areas. He mentioned roads that were built 25 years ago that caused 

development to happen.  

 

Mayor Stevenson asked to see a map of the area of the connection in Kaysville at 200 North and in 

Syracuse. Discussion suggested that there wasn’t a lot of opportunity for commercial development in 

those areas. 

 

Councilmember Brown said in previous discussions, Staff indicated that there was a lot more opportunity 

for commercial development at 2700 West than 2200 West. 

 

Bill Wright, Community and Economic Development Director, displayed conceptual drawings of the 

commercial areas at both locations.  

 

Alex said in discussions with UDOT, their opinion was that the interchange at 2200 West would be 

pushed to the north, which would lessen the available commercial area.  

 

Council and Staff discussed commercial uses at both locations. They discussed the alignment of the 

corridor and Layton Parkway. They discussed traffic flow in the area.  

 

Mayor Stevenson mentioned street development in the past and how that had driven commercial 

development. He said decisions had to be made looking into the future. 

 

Councilmember Petro mentioned preserving agricultural areas; there appeared to be more opportunities to 

preserve agriculture with the 2700 West alignment. 

 

Councilmember Day mentioned that too much commercial would not thrive or even survive. He 



D  R  A  F  T 
 

 

Minutes of Layton City Council Strategic Planning Work Meeting, May 28, 2015 
4

mentioned some commercial areas in the City that had struggled.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said the population along the Wasatch Front was going to double; things would change. 

He said it came down to potential; a lot of this area wouldn’t change for a number of years. 

 

Councilmember Brown said you had to plan for the possibility of commercial development. 

 

Alex said the idea was not to focus too much on commercial, but on office space and job creating centers. 

He said the commercial uses on Marshall Way were not job creating commercial uses; the City was 

looking for larger job creating companies. Alex said that was why Eastgate was developed.  

 

Councilmember Brown mentioned the exit in Lehi with Thanksgiving Point, Adobe and housing; this was 

a nice mix. She said something similar could happen here. 

 

Councilmember Day said when he looked at the two options he didn’t think there would be a lot of 

difference in commercial development at either location. 

 

Councilmember Freitag asked which location Councilmember Day preferred. 

 

Councilmember Day said he didn’t know. 

 

Councilmember Freitag said they were just going over the same information; what did the Council need 

to know to make a decision. 

 

Councilmember Petro asked if Councilmember Freitag was ready to make a decision.  

 

Councilmember Freitag said yes.  

 

Mayor Stevenson asked the Council what additional information they would like to see. 

 

Councilmember Day mentioned that he wanted more information about the options on 2200 West and not 

widening it to the full 100-foot; could five lanes of traffic be accommodated through some other option 

like restriping, smaller park-strips or smaller sidewalks.  
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Councilmember Brown said she would rather have her home taken than having a narrower road with the 

same amount of traffic. 

 

Councilmember Day said he would somewhat agree with Councilmember Brown when it came to the 

older homes, but not necessarily with new homes. 

 

Woody said they looked at two scenarios on 2200 West up to Hill Field Road; an 88-foot right of way and 

a 100-foot right of way. He said both scenarios would allow for 5 lanes and the taking of homes was only 

a difference of 3; 17 homes versus 20 homes.  

 

Councilmember Day said the interchange would take some homes. 

 

Woody said yes; 7 to 10 homes. The widening would take 7 to 10 additional homes. 

 

Mayor Stevenson asked what it would be from Gordon Avenue to Antelope Drive. 

 

Woody said it was 22 homes regardless of the width. 

 

Council and Staff discussed the possibility of going to 3 lanes, similar to Gentile Street, and leaving it at 

the current width. They discussed the homes that were taken when Gordon Avenue was widened and how 

that street functioned.  

 

Woody said 2700 West would impact 1 home. 

 

Council and Staff discussed possible traffic flow in the area.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said at some point in the near future a decision would have to be made. 

 

Councilmember Petro said she would like more information about what the overall general plan was for 

the west Layton area.  

 

Councilmember Freitag said the last update to the West Layton General Plan was done in 2001.  
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Alex said the last updated Plan didn’t include any of these types of uses because the City had never 

envisioned that there would be an interchange.  

 

Councilmember Petro said she would like to look at that Plan and compare what was planned then versus 

what they were trying to plan now. She said that would help her understand it better.  

 

Bill displayed a map of planned development in the area, which included commercial nodes.  

 

Council and Staff discussed zoning in the west area of the City.  

 

Peter Matson, City Planner, said the Plan included descriptions of the commercial nodes.  

 

Councilmember Brown asked if Staff could project how many people would live west of Main Street in 

2040 and how many would live east of Main Street. She said most of the commercial development in the 

City was east of Main Street. Where would the people living on the west side of Main Street shop? 

 

Councilmember Petro said if the City didn’t have commercial on the west side they would go to 

neighboring cities to shop.  

 

Council and Staff discussed commercial development in other cities. 

 

Bill said good planning included convenient shopping areas for neighborhoods. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said the proposed junior high and elementary schools would impact development in the 

area as well. He mentioned development that had happened around Sand Springs Elementary and Ellison 

Park Elementary.  

 

Councilmember Brown said as the interchange moved forward, whether it was at 2200 West or 2700 

West, did the Council need to look at amending the General Plan to protect the area designated for a 

business park so that it didn’t get developed into homes.  

 

Discussion suggested that that should be a consideration. 
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Mayor Stevenson said the Council would need to make a decision in the next few weeks. He asked 

Council to let him know if they needed additional information.  

 

DISCUSSION REGARDING TRAILS UPDATE 

 

Mayor Stevenson said they wanted to talk about how to make things start to happen with trails in the City. 

He said the gas tax would allow for funding of trails.  

 

Scott Carter, Special Projects Manager, said the Transportation Plan and the Parks and Recreation Plan 

had a trails element. He said Staff was working to combine those efforts. 

 

Scott displayed a map of future trails including a connection from the existing trail at 1450 East Kays 

Creek Drive that would eventually continue to Golden Avenue and join into Commons Park. He indicated 

that most of the trail could travel over an existing sewer line easement. Scott provided information about 

the cost of various sections of the trail. He indicated that Staff had been discussing the possibility of 

tunneling under Fairfield Road, which could be done when Fairfield road was widened. Scott mentioned 

the difficulties with property acquisition in some of the areas.  

 

Council and Staff discussed a trail along the canal right of way and problems crossing Hill Field Road by 

Northridge High School. 

 

Council and Staff discussed the Adams Canyon area. They discussed the Bonneville Shoreline Trail. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said it appeared that the City needed to talk to a couple of families about acquiring 

some property for a trail. 

 

DISCUSSION REGARDING WATER MASTER PLAN 

 

This item was not discussed.  
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MISCELLANEOUS: 

 

Mayor Stevenson indicated that there were tickets available for the concert on June 6th. He indicated that 

the City had some tickets available for all of the concerts if the Council had someone they wanted to give 

them to. Mayor Stevenson said this was a good opportunity to promote the City.  

 

Councilmember Petro asked about the Sounds of Freedom celebration and the parade.  

 

Mayor Stevenson indicated that the Council had been invited to walk or ride in the parade on June 13th. 

He said the Parks and Recreation Department could order flags that the Council could pass out for people 

to wave. 

 

Discussion suggested ordering the flags.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said shirts and hats with the new logo would be available for the July 4th parade. 

 

Mayor Stevenson reported on the recent ICSE Conference that was held in Las Vegas. He said the City 

made some productive contacts. 

 

Councilmember Freitag asked if anything had happened on the Phillips Street issue since the last Council 

meeting. 

 

Bill said there was a meeting scheduled next week. 

 

Councilmember Freitag said he had driven through the area and felt that any development in the area 

would help improve the area. 

 

Woody said the road did need to be overlayed, but it hadn’t been done yet due to budget constraints. 

 

Mayor Stevenson mentioned positive feedback relative to the Interfaith Council. He said they had visited 

with a variety of churches.  
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Mayor Stevenson mentioned a meeting with the Lt. Governor about a binding election on the fiber optic 

issue. 

 

Councilmember Freitag asked if a decision had been made on Council compensation versus benefits. 

 

Mayor Stevenson said it was part of the budget process and would take place the first of the year. 

 

Councilmember Petro mentioned the RAMP tax resolution being on the next Council agenda.  

 

The Mayor and Council discussed having Tage Flint present information about Weber Basin and how the 

City should look at water coming off the mountains and ways to control it.  

 

Councilmember Freitag asked where the IHC process was.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said they would be making an announcement at the Doobie Brother Concert, which 

they were sponsoring. He said groundbreaking would be in August.  

 

Councilmember Day asked what they were building.  

 

Mayor Stevenson said they would be building a surgical center that could attach to a larger center in the 

future. 

 

The Mayor and Council discussed the progress of WinCo. 

 

The meeting adjourned at 7:06 p.m. 

 

 

__________________________________ 

Thieda Wellman, City Recorder 
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Item Number:  3.A.
   
Subject:  
Presentation - Layton Independents Week
   
Background:  
In December 2013, Local First Utah presented to the Council information about their organization.  After 
that meeting, Local First Utah requested that Layton City participate in their summer 
campaign, Independents Week.  During Independents Week, Local First Utah is asking municipalities to 
proclaim the value of locally owned, independent businesses to our economies and communities.
  
Alternatives:  
N/A
  
Recommendation:  
N/A
  



Whereas, Independents Week provides a time to celebrate the independence of the 
members of the community of Layton City and the entrepreneurial spirit 
represented by the core of local independent businesses; and 
 
Whereas, the individual decisions every community member makes today affects 
the future of the City; and 
 
Whereas, local independent businesses help preserve the uniqueness of the 
community and provides a sense of place; and 
 
Whereas, the core of independently-owned businesses give back to the community 
in goods, services, time and talent; and 
 
Whereas, independent business owners and employees enrich community 
members’ shopping experiences with knowledge and passion; and 
 
Whereas, as the City celebrates Independents Week 2015, it is recognized that the 
direction of the City is determined by our enterprise and effort. 
 
Now Therefore:  The Mayor of Layton City, Robert J Stevenson and the Layton 
City Council, do hereby proclaim the week of July 1-7, 2015, as Independents 
Week and salute community members and locally owned independent businesses 
who are integral to the unique flavor of the City and honor efforts to make the City 
the place to live and work. 
 
In Witness Whereof:  I have caused the Seal of the City of Layton, Utah, to be 
affixed on this 18th day of June, 2015. 
 
 
 
 
Mayor_________________________          Date______________________ 
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Item Number:  5.A.
   
Subject:  
Interlocal Agreement between Layton City and Davis County to Share Program Funds Provided by the 2015 
Edward Byrne Memorial Joint Justice Assistance Grant Number 2015-H2540-UT-DJ - Resolution 15-37
   
Background:  
Layton City and Davis County are submitting a joint application for the 2015 Edward Byrne Memorial 
Justice Assistance Grant in the amount of $13,529 of which Layton City's portion is $11,529. The grant 
requires the governmental entities to enter into an interlocal agreement regarding the distribution and use of 
the Federal funds. The City will use its portion of the funds to purchase a Modular IP-X mobile camera 
system.
  
Alternatives:  
Alternatives are to 1) Adopt Resolution 15-37 approving the Interlocal Agreement between Layton City and 
Davis County to share program funds provided by the 2015 Edward Byrne Memorial Joint Justice Assistance 
Grant Number 2015-H2540-UT-DJ; 2) Adopt Resolution 15-37 with any amendments the Council deems 
appropriate; or 3) Not adopt Resolution 15-37 and remand to Staff with directions.
  
Recommendation:  
Staff Recommends the Council adopt Resolution 15-37 approving the Interlocal Agreement between Layton 
City and Davis County to share program funds provided by the 2015 Edward Byrne Memorial Joint Justice 
Assistance Grant Number 2015-H2540-UT-DJ and authorize the Mayor to execute the necessary documents.
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Item Number:  5.B.
   
Subject:  
Bid Award - Merrill Sheriff Construction, Inc. - Neighborhood Park - Resolution 15-40 - Located at 3500 
North 2100 East
   
Background:  
Resolution 15-40 authorizes the execution of an agreement between Layton City and Merrill Sheriff 
Construction, Inc. (hereafter referred to as MSCI) for the construction of a Neighborhood Park located at 
3500 North 2100 East. The project includes the construction of sidewalk, light fixtures, landscaping, 
landscape irrigation, tennis and pickle-ball courts, playgrounds, and a restroom. This project is the first phase 
of construction for this park area.

Five bids were received, with MSCI submitting the lowest responsive, responsible bid in the amount of 
$1,420,365. The Architect's estimate was $1,404,345.
  
Alternatives:  
Alternatives are to 1) Adopt Resolution 15-40 awarding the bid to MSCI for the Neighborhood Park; 2) 
Adopt Resolution 15-40 with any amendments the Council deems appropriate; or 3) Not adopt Resolution 
15-40 and remand to Staff with directions.
  
Recommendation:  
Staff recommends the Council adopt Resolution 15-40 awarding the bid to MSCI and authorize the City 
Manager to execute the agreement for the Neighborhood Park. 
  





Company Name Bid Amount Alternate Price 1 Alternate Price 2 Alternate Price 3 Addendums Supporting Docs

MSCI $1,351,572.00 $38,235.00 $30,558.00 $24,520.00 Y Y

Valley Design & Construction Inc. $1,611,918.00 $38,000.00 $28,800.00 $17,600.00 Y Y

JLR - J. Lyne Roberts $1,685,055.00 $39,965.00 $22,900.00 $12,600.00 Y Y

Allstate Construction $1,577,610.00 $38,257.00 $30,220.00 $17,918.00 Y Y

CraCar Construction $1,364,670.00 $34,365.00 $26,860.00 $26,073.00 Y Y

Neighborhood Park Bid Packets
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Item Number:  5.C.
   
Subject:  
Amend Title 2, Chapter 2.56, Section 2.56.010 of the Layton Municipal Code - Campaign Financial 
Disclosure in City Elections - Ordinance 15-20
   
Background:  
During the 2015 Legislative Session, changes were made to Title 10, Chapter 10-3, Section 10-3-208 of the 
Utah Code, addressing the disclosure of campaign financials in a municipal election.  In reviewing Section 
2.56.010 of the Layton Municipal Code, it was determined that it would be more efficient to amend Section 
2.56.010 by adopting and incorporating the provisions of the Utah Code as outlined in Section 10-3-208.
  
Alternatives:  
Alternatives are to 1) Adopt Ordinance 15-20 amending Title 2, Chapter 2.56, Section 2.56.010 of the Layton 
Municipal Code regarding campaign financial disclosure in City elections; 2) Adopt Ordinance 15-20 with 
any amendments the Council deems appropriate; or 3) Not adopt Ordinance 15-20 and remand to Staff with 
directions.
  
Recommendation:  
Staff recommends the Council adopt Ordinance 15-20 amending Title 2, Chapter 2.56, Section 2.56.010 of 
the Layton Municipal Code regarding campaign financial disclosure in City elections.
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Item Number:  5.D.
   
Subject:  
Renewal of Franchise Ordinance and Franchise Agreement between Layton City and PacifiCorp (d/b/a 
Rocky Mountain Power) - Ordinance 15-24
   
Background:  
A franchise for electric light and power was originally awarded to Utah Power & Light Company on October 
19, 1995.  The franchise has renewed every five years thereafter.  Rocky Mountain Power, a subsidiary of 
PacifiCorp has requested a renewal of that franchise for an additional five years.  The Franchise Ordinance 
and Franchise Agreement memorialize the terms of that franchise
  
Alternatives:  
Alternatives are to 1) Adopt Ordinance 15-24 approving the renewal of the Franchise Ordinance and 
Franchise Agreement between Layton City and PacifiCorp (d/b/a Rocky Mountain Power); 2) Adopt 
Ordinance 15-24 with any amendments the Council deems appropriate; or 3) Not adopt Ordinance 15-24 and 
remand to Staff with directions.
  
Recommendation:  
Staff recommends the Council adopt Ordinance 15-24 approving the renewal of the Franchise Ordinance and 
Franchise Agreement between Layton City and PacifiCorp, (d/b/a Rocky Mountain Power) and authorize the 
Mayor to sign the necessary documents.
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Item Number:  5.E.
   
Subject:  
Condominium Plat – The Village at Church and Main - Approximately 100 North Cross Street
   
Background:  
On April 14, 2015, the Planning Commission approved the development plan for The Village at Church and 
Main. The applicant, Brighton Homes, is requesting condominium plat approval for a 56 unit townhome 
development in the Mixed Use - Transit Oriented Development (MU-TOD) zone.

The Village at Church and Main is a redevelopment of a 2.60 acre site within the downtown area of Layton 
City. The site was previously a car dealership and the original St. Rose of Lima Catholic Church. All buildings 
on the site have been demolished.

With the condominium plat, each building will receive its own tax identification or parcel number when it is 
recorded with Davis County. The landscaping, private street and visitor parking areas will be recorded as 
common area.
  
Alternatives:  
Alternatives are to 1) Grant condominium plat approval to The Village at Church and Main subject to meeting 
all Staff requirements as outlined in Staff memorandums; or 2) Deny granting condominium plat approval to 
The Village at Church and Main.
  
Recommendation:  
On May 26, 2015, the Planning Commission unanimously recommended the Council grant condominium plat 
approval to The Village at Church and Main subject to meeting all Staff requirements as outlined in Staff 
memorandums and the two following conditions:

1. A recommendation to have buildings 1 through 4 built first to visually create a built environment along 
Main and Church Street.
2. The developer is to write into the Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions which owner is responsible for 
operating the homeowners association and the maintenance of the developed property if in the future each 
building has a separate ownership.

Staff supports the recommendation of the Planning Commission.
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Item Number:  5.F.
   
Subject:  
Grant Agreement and Warranty Deed between Layton City and Have a Heart - Resolution 15-38 - 211 West 
Golden Avenue
   
Background:  
Staff has been working with the Davis School District (DSD) to provide houses to low to moderate income 
home buyers through the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program.  On May 7, 2015 the 
Council approved the Annual Action Plan, 2015-2016, to continue working with DSD and provide additional 
housing opportunities. The City purchased a lot located at 211 West Golden Avenue. However, due to 
unforeseen circumstances, DSD will be unable to construct a home on 211 West Golden Avenue this coming 
CDBG Program Year, 2015-2016. DSD intends to restart the program beginning CDBG Program Year, 2016-
2017. To continue with the program as designed, Staff identified the Have a Heart program as a similar CDBG 
eligible program that constructs homes for needy families. The City worked with Have a Heart during CDBG 
Program Year, 2013-2014, when DSD was unable to participate in the program. Have a Heart successfully 
constructed the house which is located at 415 West Weaver Lane.

Have a Heart is an independent 501(c)(3) non-profit organization and is a partnership between the Northern 
Wasatch Association of Realtors and the Northern Wasatch Home Builders Association. Have a Heart 
constructs and sells homes to needy families at a substantially discounted price. This is made possible by 
builders and subcontractors donating their supplies, services and labor hours. The Association of Realtors also 
donates services and commissions.  

Have a Heart would like to build one of their homes on the lot located at 211 West Golden Avenue.  The home 
design and color scheme would be approved by the City. Have a Heart would then sell the home to a low to 
moderate income home buyer and verified by the Layton City CDBG Administrator. Through the attached 
Grant Agreement and Warranty Deed, the City will provide a building lot to Have a Heart. The funds used to 
pay for the lot was budgeted in the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Annual Action Plan, 2014-
2015

 
Alternatives:  
Alternatives are to 1) Adopt Resolution 15-38 and enter into the Grant Agreement and Warranty Deed with 
Have a Heart; 2) Adopt Resolution 15-38 with any amendments the Council deems appropriate; or 3) Not 
adopt Resolution 15-38 and remand to Staff with directions.
  
Recommendation:  
Staff recommends the Council adopt Resolution 15-38 and enter into the Grant Agreement and Warranty Deed 
with Have a Heart. 
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Item Number:  5.G.
   
Subject:  
Amend Chapter 15, Title 3 of the Layton Municipal Code - Consolidated Fee Schedule - Ordinance 15-23
   
Background:  
The City has consolidated most fees and charges into one place within the Municipal Code, which is 
adopted and amended by ordinance.  

The following changes are being proposed:
 
Sanitary Sewer Fees:
The North Davis Sewer District has adopted increased rates for all customers by $3.00 per month. 
Charges for excess usage will also increase by $0.30 per 1000 gallons.   The City will pass these charges 
on to utility customers.
 
Refuse:
The City renegotiated its contract with Waste Management for garbage collection and disposal services.  
This resulted in an increase of $0.35 per month for the first can and $0.25 per month for the second can.  
Waste Management also included an opt-in option for recycling at $5.50 per can per month.
 
Community Development:
Staff has been performing additional reviews for developers without being compensated.  Most 
developments are reviewed and approved with two development reviews.  In order for the City to cover 
costs for reviews beyond the normal two submittals, Staff is recommending to adopt re-submittal fees for 
site plans, public and private subdivisions and PRUD’s. 

Site Plan Review:
Site Plan Re-Submittal Review Fee (Required each time after 2nd Submittal) 
$100 Each Plan                                                                                                               

Public & Private Subdivision Review:
Preliminary Re-Submittal Review Fee (Required each time after 2nd Submittal)
$50 Each Submittal
$15 per Lot

Final Re-Submittal Review Fee (Required each time after 2nd Submittal)
$50 Each Submittal 
$15 per Lot



PRUD Review:
Preliminary Re-Submittal Review Fee (Required each time after 2nd Submittal)
$100 Each Submittal 
$25 per lot/bldg

Final Re-Submittal Review Fee (Required each time after 2nd Submittal)
$100 Each Submittal
$25 per lot/bldg

Alternatives:  
1) Adopt Ordinance 15-23 amending the Consolidated Fee Schedule as proposed; 2) Adopt Ordinance 
15-23 with any amendments the Council deems appropriate; or 3) Not adopt Ordinance 15-23 and 
remand to Staff with directions.
  
Recommendation:  
Staff recommends the Council adopt Ordinance 15-23 amending the Consolidated Fee Schedule.
  

  













LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING
AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 

  
Item Number:  6.A.
   
Subject:  
Amend the Adopted Budget for Layton City for the Fiscal Year Beginning July 1, 2014 and Ending June 30, 
2015 - Ordinance 15-21
   
Background:  
Utah State Code Sections 10-6-127 and 10-6-128 provide that amendments may be made to any fund after 
advertising and holding a public hearing.
 
A public hearing was advertised for June 18, 2015, to hear all interested persons regarding the amendments 
to the 2014-2015 budget.
 
Staff compiled a summary of the amendments as part of the proposed ordinance and will provide them to the 
Council for review.
 
The Council should hear all interested persons regarding the amendments prior to adoption.
  
Alternatives:  
Alternatives are to 1) Adopt Ordinance 15-21 amending the adopted budget for fiscal year 2014-2015; 2) 
Adopt Ordinance 15-21 with any amendments the Council deems appropriate; or 3) Not adopt Ordinance 15-
21 and remand to Staff with directions.
  
Recommendation:  
Staff recommends the Council adopt Ordinance 15-21 amending the adopted budget for fiscal year 2014-
2015.
  





Layton City Corporation

FY2014‐2015 Budget Amendment Summary

General Fund   

General 411,891.05$     Net additions and reductions of the budget

25,699.12$       Appropriation of fund balance

Emergency management grant carryover, Amphitheater concrete project,

UTOPIA lines to expand WIFI

302,925.12$     Revenue received for which a preliminary estimate was not available

Police and fire special services, DATC equipment rental, class fees

Insurance proceeds

49,200.00$       Transfers of revenue between funds or departments

Impact fees for park master plan, Contingency for Amphitheater cover

34,066.81$       Grant revenue that was unanticipated or for which a preliminary estimate

was not available

411,891.05$    

Other Funds

Davis Metro 62,000.00$       Appropriate additional grant funds requested for overtime and buy money

program

CDBG 99,400.00$       Reappropriate old funds and appropriate new funds for school housing

project and housing renovation program

Impact Fee 44,200.00$       Appropriate funds for the park master plan update

Capital projects 73,520.00$       Appropriate B&C road funds for West Davis interchange evaluation

Appropriate wildland fire revenue for partial payment on new engine

Street Lighting 267,000.00$     Recognize developer payments and appropriate funds for purchase

of lighting equipment

Storm Sewer 20,000.00$       Recognize additional impact fee revenue and appropriate to the master

plan update

Sewer  8,464.51$          Recognize insurance proceeds to cover cost of humanitarian assistance for backup

caused by outside contractor

Swimming pool 27,073.00$       Recognize use of net assets and insurance proceeds for repair and replacement of air

exchanger and boiler

EMS 4,451.00$          Recognize State EMS grant and standby revenue received and appropriate to

standby wages and supplies



Budget Amendments Fiscal Year 2014 - 2015
Fund:

Department/Division Increase
Description (Decrease)

General Fund:
Expenditure:
Management Services - Adminstration

Appropriate funds from prior year budget for current year Emergency management needs 13,062.53$           

Management Services - Information Technology Services
Appropriate fund balance for expansion of WIFI - Layton Lightspeed - in commons park at shop 2,000.00$             

Police - Administration
Appropriate revenue from DARE and other special services to cover costs 20,000.00$           
Appropriate police special services revenue to cover associated costs 5,500.00               
Appropriate CIT class revenue to class supplies account 1,575.00               
Appropriate bulletproof vest grant revenue 1,800.00

Police - Patrol
Appropriate revenue from DARE and other special services to cover costs 36,718.00
Appropriate police special services revenue to cover associated costs 22,815.00
Appropriate bulletproof vest grant revenue 2,422.00

Police - Support Services
Appropriate revenue from DARE and other special services to cover costs 27,916.00
Appropriate police special services revenue to cover associated costs 17,290.00
Appropriate bulletproof vest grant revenue 1,036.00

137,072.00$         

Fire
Appropriate Federal grant revenue for urban search and rescue equipment 17,613.00$           
Appropriate reimbursement funds for HAFB exercise and SHSP activities at training tower 6,195.81
Appropriate DATC rental revenue to cover SCBA repairs and turnout equipment 12,800.00
Appropriate training tower rental revenue 450.00
Appropriate State Fire Corps grant for sound system for school presentations 3,000.00
Appropriate wildland fire revenues to cover personnel, vehicle repairs and fuel 87,275.00
Appropriate wildland fire revenues to cover wildland equipment costs 6,586.69               
Appropriate wildland fire revenues to cover training and tires 3,600.00

137,520.50$         

Community & Economic Development
Reimbursement for participation in a UTA study 1,071.43

Recreation
Appropriate Turkey Bowl revenues to cover family recreation expenses 938.00
Appropriate fund for Amphitheater cover replacement and painting 5,000.00

5,938.00
Parks

Appropriate donation to Holiday lighting activities 921.00
Appropriate funds for UTOPIA line to City building (old Catholic seminary) 7,000.00
Appropriate park impact fees to master plan update 44,200.00
Appropriate funds for cost overruns on Museum and Amphitheater concrete replacement 3,636.59

55,757.59
Non-departmental

Transfer EDCUtah grant revenue to EDA fund for CDA project 2,000.00
Transfer to the pool fund of insurance proceeds from air exchanger fire 7,469.00
Transfer wildland fire revenue to the capital projects fund to cover partial cost of new engine in 2017 50,000.00

59,469.00

Total General Fund Expenditure 411,891.05$         
Revenue:

Fund balance to cover boring and materials for additional UTOPIA line to City Building in Park 7,000.00
Fund balance to reappropriate unspent emergency management budget from 2013-2014 13,062.53
Fund balance to cover cost overruns on the Museum and Amphitheater concrete replacement 3,636.59
Fund balance to expand wireless capability to community center and parks shop building 2,000.00
Reappropriate Council contingency funds for Amphitheater cover 5,000.00
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Budget Amendments Fiscal Year 2014 - 2015
Fund:

Department/Division Increase
Description (Decrease)
Donation from Custom Rods for Holiday Lighting Activities 921.00
Transfer in from park impact fee fund for master plan update 44,200.00
Recognize Turkey Bowl revenue - family recreation activity 938.00
Recognize reimbursement for UTA study participation 1,071.43
Recognize federal grant for urban search and rescue equipment 17,613.00
Recognize EDCUtah grant for CDA development 2,000.00
Recognize revenue from wildland fire activities to cover training costs and tires 3,600.00
Recognize DATC rental revenue to cover equipement costs 12,800.00
Recognize training tower rental income 450.00
Recognize CIT class fees 1,575.00
Recognize State fire core grant for sound system for school presentations 3,000.00
Recognize anticipated police special services revenue 45,605.00
Recognize wildland fire revenue to cover wildland equipment costs 6,586.69
Recognize wildland fire revenue to transfer to the Capital projects fund for fire engine 50,000.00
Recognize wildland fire revenue to cover associated costs 87,275.00
Recognize police special services revenue to cover costs of overtime and materials 84,634.00
Recognize bulletproof vest grant revenue 5,258.00
Recognize revenue for reimbursement of costs for HAFB exercise and SHSP activities 6,195.81
Recognize insurance proceeds from fire at the pool 7,469.00

Total General Fund Revenue 411,891.05$         

CDBG
Expenditure:

Appropriate funds for new Davis School District housing project 85,400.00$           
Appropriate FY12-13 grant revenue to Envision Layton program 10,000.00             
Appropriate additional housing renovation funds 4,000.00               

99,400.00$           

Revenue:
Recognize FY 12-13 grant revenue previously unspent 85,400.00$           
Recognize FY 12-13 grant revenue previously unspent 10,000.00             
Recognize additional housing renovation program income 4,000.00               

99,400.00$           

Impact Fees
Expenditure:

Transfer to General fund for Parks Master Plan update 44,200.00$           

Revenue:
Recognize park impact fees used for Master Plan update 44,200.00$           

Davis Metro Narcotic Strike Force Fund:
Expenditure:

Appropriate additional grant revenue used in buying operations 10,000.00$           
Appropriate additional allocation from grant for overtime 27,000.00             
Appropriate additional grant revenue used in buying operations 25,000.00             

62,000.00$           
Revenue:

Recognize additional grant revenue received from DEA 10,000.00$           
Recognize additional grant revenue received from DEA 27,000.00             
Recognize additional grant revenue received from DEA 25,000.00             

62,000.00$           

Capital Projects Fund
Expenditure:

Appropriate transfer from B&C road fund for work on West Davis Corridor interchange evaluations 23,520.00$           
Appropriate wildland fire revenue to cover partial cost of new fire engine in 2017 50,000.00

Total Expenditure 73,520.00$           
Revenue:

Recognize transfer from B&C road fund 23,520.00$           
Recognize transfer of wildland fire revenue from the general fund 50,000.00             

Total Revenue 73,520.00$           
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Budget Amendments Fiscal Year 2014 - 2015
Fund:

Department/Division Increase
Description (Decrease)

Street Lighting Fund
Expenditure:

Purchase street lights paid for by developers 117,000.00$         
Purchase street lights paid for by developers 101,013.00           
Purchase street lights paid for by developers 48,987.00             

Total Expenditure 267,000.00$         
Revenue:

Use of fund balance from prior year projects to purchase street lights 117,000.00$         
Recognize revenue paid by developers for street lights 101,013.00           
Recognize revenue paid by developers for street lights 48,987.00             

Total Revenue 267,000.00$         

Storm Sewer Fund:
Expenditure:

Appropriate additional impact fee revenue to expand work on the Master Plan 20,000.00$           

Total Expenditure 20,000.00$           
Revenue:

Recognize additional impact fee revenue to cover expansion of the Master Plan 20,000.00$           

Total Revenue 20,000.00$           

Sewer Operations Fund:
Expenditure:

Humanitarian assistance for sewer backups caused by construction company 8,464.51$             

Total Expenditure 8,464.51$             
Revenue:

Insurance proceeds covering sewer backups caused by construction company 8,464.51$             

Total Revenue 8,464.51$             

Swimming Pool Fund:
Expenditure:

Appropriate fund balance to pay the deductible for fire damage at the pool 10,000.00$           
Appropriate insurance proceeds received for fire damage to the air exchanger 7,469.00               
Appropriate fund balance to pay for the cost to repair pool boiler damaged in power outage 9,604.00               

Total Expenditure 27,073.00$           
Revenue:

Use of fund balance to cover the deductible cost from the air exchanger fire 10,000.00$           
Recognize insurance proceeds received for fire damage to the air exchanger 7,469.00               
Use of fund balance to cover cost of repairs for pool boiler damaged in power outage 9,604.00              

27,073.00$          

Emergency Medical Services Fund
Expenditure:

Appropriate funds for ambulance standby wages 1,425.00$             
Appropriate State EMS grant funds received for supplies purchases 3,026.00               

4,451.00$             

Revenue:
Recognize revenue from ambulance standby calls 1,425.00$             
Recognize State EMS grant - Supplies 3,026.00               

4,451.00$             
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LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING
AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 

  
Item Number:  6.B.
   
Subject:  
Adopt the Budget and Property Tax Rate for Layton City for Fiscal Year July 1, 2015 to June 30, 2016 -
Adopt the Schedule of Compensation for Elective, Statutory and Appointed Officers - Ordinance 15-22
   
Background:  
Utah State Code Section 10-6-118 requires the Council to adopt a budget on or before June 22, 2015.  
Section 10-6-133 requires the Council to set a property tax rate on or before June 22, 2015.  Section 10-3-818 
requires the Council to change compensation of elective, statutory and appointed officers by ordinance.
 
A public hearing was set and advertised for June 18, 2015, to hear all interested persons regarding the 
tentative budget and proposed changes to the schedule of compensation for elective, statutory and appointed 
officers.  The tentative budget has been available for public inspection since May 7, 2015.
 
Changes to the annual compensation of elective, statutory and appointed officers will be the same as all other 
City employees.
 
Council should hear all interested persons regarding the budget and compensation of officers.  The proposed 
property tax rate is the Certified Tax Rate as will be determined by the Davis County Clerk/Auditor and the 
State Tax Commission.
 
The Mayor and Council received copies of the budget document prior to the meeting.  
  
Alternatives:  
Alternatives are to 1) Adopt Ordinance 15-22 adopting the budget for fiscal year 2015-2016 and the schedule 
of compensation for elective, statutory and appointed officers, and setting a property tax levy equal to the 
Certified Tax Rate; 2) Adopt Ordinance 15-22 with any amendments the Council deems appropriate; or 3) 
Not adopt Ordinance 15-22 and remand to Staff with directions.
  
Recommendation:  
Staff recommends the Council adopt Ordinance 15-22 adopting the budget for fiscal year 2015-2016 
and the schedule of compensation for elective, statutory and appointed officers, and setting a property 
tax levy equal to the Certified Tax Rate.
  





LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING
AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 

  
Item Number:  6.C.
   
Subject:  
Rezone Request - Adams/Craythorne - A (Agriculture) to R-1-8 (Single-Family Residential) - Ordinance 15-
15 - Approximately 752 West Gentile Street
   
Background:  
On June 4, 2015, the Council opened the public hearing and at the request of the applicant continued the 
public hearing to June 18, 2015, to allow an opportunity to explore various options.  No public comments were 
received. 

The property proposed for rezone includes 17.36 acres located on the south side of Gentile Street at 752 West. 
The rezone area consists of two long, narrow parcels (312 feet wide) with Gentile Street frontage on the north 
and the D&RG Rail Trail corridor on the south. The north parcel contains 8.41 acres and the south parcel 
contains 8.95 acres. 

The rezone area is surrounded by R-2 and R-1-8 zoning to the north, A, R-1-8 and R-1-10 zoning to the east, 
R-1-8 zoning to the south, and A, R-1-8 and R-1-10 zoning to the west.

 
Alternatives:  
Alternatives are to 1) Adopt Ordinance 15-15 approving the rezone request from A to R-1-8 based on 
consistency with General Plan land use and density recommendations; or 2) Not adopt Ordinance 15-15 
denying the rezone request from A to R-1-8.
  
Recommendation:  
On May 12, 2015, the Planning Commission voted by a margin of 5 to 1 recommending the Council adopt 
Ordinance 15-15 approving the rezone request from A to R-1-8 based on consistency with the General Plan 
land use and density recommendation for this area of the City.

Staff supports the recommendation of the Planning Commission.
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