
MEETING AGENDA OF THE 
CITY COUNCIL OF LAYTON, UTAH 

 
PUBLIC NOTICE is hereby given that the City Council of Layton, Utah, will hold a special public meeting in the Council Chambers 
in the City Center Building, 437 North Wasatch Drive, Layton, Utah, commencing at 7:00 p.m. on August 15, 2013. 
 
AGENDA ITEMS: Page 
 
 1. CALL TO ORDER, PLEDGE, OPENING CEREMONY, RECOGNITION, APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 
  Minutes of Layton City Council Strategic Planning Work Meeting – June 27, 2013 ................................................................ 1 
  Minutes of Layton City Council Special Meeting – June 27, 2013 ............................................................................................ 9 
 
 2. MUNICIPAL EVENT ANNOUNCEMENTS: 
       
 3. VERBAL PETITIONS AND PRESENTATIONS: 
 
 4. 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 for Paramedic Services between North Davis Fire District and Layton City Fire Department ...... 15 
Resolution 13-43 

  B. Interlocal Cooperation Agreement between Layton City and the Utah Department of Transportation for  ...................... 22 
   Corridor Improvements along SR-89 – Resolution 13-45 
  C. Memorandum of Understanding between Layton City and North Davis Sewer District Granting a................................. 32 
   Non-Exclusive Sewer and Facility Easement – Resolution 13-41 – Located on Parcel 11-525-0227 and 
   Located Under the Rocky Mountain Power Corridor North of Weaver Lane 
  D. 2012 Layton City Municipal Wastewater Planning Program Annual Report – Resolution 13-44 .................................... 41 
  E. Off-Premise Beer Retailer License – Gluten Free Foods – 1596 North Hill Field Road Suite B ...................................... 57 
  F. Final Plat Approval – Old Farm at Parkway Subdivision Phase 2 – Approximately 815 West Layton Parkway ............. 59 
  G. Final Plat Approval – Evergreen Farms Subdivision Phase 2 – Approximately 1950 West Layton Parkway .................. 73 
  H. Parcel Split Approval – Lowe’s Home Improvement – 1055 West Antelope Drive ......................................................... 83 
  I. Preliminary Plat Approval – Foothills at Cherry Lane PRUD – Approximately 2100 East Oakridge Drive .................... 92 
 
 5.   PUBLIC HEARINGS: 
   A. Amended Plat Approval – Foothills at Cherry Lane Subdivision Phase 3 – Ordinance 13-25 ....................................... 112 
    Approximately 2000 East Oakridge Drive 
   B. Ordinance Amendments – Amending Section 3 of the Layton City Development Guidelines and Design  ................... 123 
    Standards Entitled Street Improvements; Amending Title 16, Section 16.04.010-D103.4 of the Layton Municipal 
    Code Entitled Dead Ends; Amending Title 18, Section 18.24.070 Entitled Temporary Turnarounds; and 
    Amending Title 19, Section 19.07.120 Entitled Development Standards – Ordinance 13-17 
   C. Development Agreement and Rezone Request (Green and Green) – R-S (Residential Suburban) to PB  ...................... 130 
    (Professional Office) – Resolution 13-35 and Ordinance 13-18 – 836 South Angel Street 
 
 6.   PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 7.   NEW BUSINESS: 
 8.   UNFINISHED BUSINESS: 
 9.   SPECIAL REPORTS: 
 10. CITIZEN COMMENTS: 
 
ADJOURN: 
 Notice is hereby given that: 

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

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

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

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. 



MINUTES OF LAYTON CITY 
COUNCIL STRATEGIC PLANNING  
WORK MEETING      JUNE 27, 2013; 5:36 P.M. 
 
MAYOR AND COUNCILMEMBERS 
PRESENT:     MAYOR J. STEPHEN CURTIS, MICHAEL 

BOUWHUIS, JOYCE BROWN, BARRY FLITTON 
AND JORY FRANCIS 

 
ABSENT:     SCOTT FREITAG 
 
 
STAFF PRESENT:    ALEX JENSEN, BILL WRIGHT, PETER MATSON, 

JAMES (WOODY) WOODRUFF, TERRY 
COBURN, KENT ANDERSEN AND THIEDA 
WELLMAN 

 

 

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

 

Mayor Pro Tem Francis opened the meeting and indicated that Mayor Curtis was running a little late. He 

turned the time over to Alex Jensen, City Manager. 

 

 

MISCELLANEOUS: 

 

 

BRIGHTON HOMES REZONE DISCUSSION 

Alex said Councilmembers Flitton and Francis attended the Planning Commission meeting when this was 

discussed, but Staff wanted to update the Council on the status of the proposal. He said Council was 

aware of the original proposal for this high density zoned property. Alex said Staff had been working hard 

with the developer, property owner and neighbors to broker a win-win situation. 

 

Bill Wright, Community and Economic Development Director, directed the Council to a map that was 

displayed. He said the proposal was for a rezone with an accompanying development agreement, and was 

a superior plan to what was proposed earlier. Bill said the project area was owned by Brighton Homes and 

the Yeates brothers, with the property on the east side being zoned R-M1, which would allow for high 

density multi-family development. He said combining the two properties into one project would make a 
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better product. Bill displayed a map of the previous proposal including the multi-family housing. He said 

the property had been zoned R-M1 for many years and the property owner was vested in that zone. Bill 

said this proposal was for patio homes that would connect into the Brighton Homes Development to the 

west and would feel like a part of that development. He said there would be private streets and common 

open space. 

 

Bill identified where the gasoline pipeline ran the length of the property in the open space. He said in the 

Planning Commission meeting there was discussion with some concerns about the six homes that would 

front onto Oakridge Drive, a residential collector street. Bill said the developer explored the possibility of 

alley-fed rear loading homes in that area, but concluded that it would not work, but the option would be 

left open. He said the Planning Commission voted 4 to 2 in favor of this new proposal. 

 

Bill said the development agreement indicated that there would be additional traffic studies in the area, 

which could indicate a need for lower speeds and striping. He said traffic counts were not excessive on 

the road. 

 

Councilmember Brown asked about the property to the east. 

 

Bill said that was an Ivory Homes development that was underway. 

 

Councilmember Brown asked if the open space would be for the patio homes or the entire development. 

 

Bill said he thought that it would be for all of the homes in the development. 

 

Councilmember Brown said this wouldn’t only be marketed to seniors and there would be basements.  

 

Bill said that was correct. He said all of the homes would have basements and there would be some two 

stories. Bill said they wanted to push the price point of the homes as high as possible. 

 

Councilmember Brown said this would be a nice compromise. 

 

Councilmember Flitton said this was an answer to all the comments made by the surrounding neighbors. 
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Councilmember Francis asked if Staff had any reservations about the homes that fronted on Oakridge 

Drive. 

 

Mayor Curtis arrived at 5:50 p.m. 

 

Bill said no.  

 

ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION: 

 

 

TRANSPORTATION MASTER PLAN 

Alex said a couple of months ago Council gave Staff direction to look at the City’s Transportation Master 

Plan. He said Staff had been looking at creating a framework that the City would use to solicit proposals 

from qualified consultants to perform that study. Alex said the idea was to develop a committee with a 

couple of Councilmembers serving on the committee that would be involved in selection of the consulting 

firm. He said tonight Staff wanted to walk through what Staff envisioned as a responsible framework and 

process, and take feedback from the Council.  

 

Alex said the City was very lucky to have Patrick Cowley with UDOT Region I here, who also happened 

to lived in Layton. He said moving forward, you couldn’t have a comprehensive look at transportation in 

Layton without considering UDOT because they had such important transportation infrastructure in the 

community. Alex said a piece of the analysis would be in relationship with UDOT; what was their 

responsibility and what was the City’s responsibility, and how to utilize all of those assets in the best 

possible way.  

 

Alex said Patrick would talk a little bit about some of the improvements that had been considered, 

particularly the Highway 89 and Antelope Drive tie in. He said Patrick was managing that project and 

would give the Council an update on the status of the project and take any feedback or direction from the 

Council.   

 

Alex introduced Aubrey Bennion and Dave Asay. He said Aubrey and Dave were involved with UDOT 

in their public communications and public involvement process. Alex said after the general discussion, 

Staff would recommend going into a closed door meeting as some of the discussion would involve the 
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acquisition of property. He said this was an exciting venture; transportation was important for public 

infrastructure and Staff was excited to begin the process.  

 

Woody Woodruff, City Engineer, said the Master Transportation Plan study was budgeted for in the 

2013-2014 budget year. He said he felt that a master plan should be something other than a boilerplate 

plan; it should be tailored to specific projects and needs in the community. Woody said consultants could 

prepare some concepts and those concepts would facilitate into actual projects in the community. He said 

there would be community involvement and members of the Council would be involved in the process.  

 

Woody said there were some challenges in the community that he would like to discuss, such as 

community connectivity with I-15 and the minimal number of bridges across I-15. He said there was a 

concept considered on the long range plan to have an east/west connection across I-15, somewhere 

between Antelope Drive and Hill Field Road. Woody said in order to construct a facility of that size, it 

would have to go through the Wasatch Front Regional Council and the earliest that could happen would 

be 2019. He said other problems were mobility in commercial areas, improved safety and aesthetics, 

residential traffic management, bicycle and pedestrian mobility, regional planning and UDOT projects.  

 

Woody said the study would need to focus on moving people through the community and would include 

transit, bicycles, pedestrian traffic and traffic management. He said the City was very anxious to use 

today’s technology to help move pedestrians and traffic. Woody said air quality, noise and landscaping 

would also be addressed in the study.  

 

Woody said the process would start with a Request for Proposal (RFP) in July to select a consulting firm 

with experience in the field. He said the transportation committee, which would include two 

Councilmembers, would evaluate the RFPs and select the final applicant. He said there would also be 

public involvement.  

 

Councilmember Flitton said after a lot of years in business, he had learned that you spent a lot of money 

on consultants, but he thought that it was money well spent. 

 

Alex asked Council if they had any concerns at this point. 

 

Councilmember Brown said the study should include evaluating existing roads, and what the needs would 
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be in the future. 

 

Terry Coburn, Public Works Director, said that was the type of input and comments Woody would be 

looking for from the Councilmembers on the committee. 

 

Councilmember Bouwhuis arrived at 6:08 p.m.  

 

Woody said the consultant would do a traffic model of the City and evaluate existing and future needs.  

 

Council and Staff discussed recent changes to streetscape and road width requirements that enhanced the 

City’s roadways.  

 

Alex thanked the Council for their input. He said Staff planned to move forward at the beginning of the 

fiscal year. He turned the time over to Patrick Cowley. 

 

Patrick gave the Council a copy of a map outlining the proposed Antelope Drive connection to Highway 

89. He said UDOT was not pursuing a full interchange; it would be a much closer frontage road system 

that would extend north and south from Antelope Drive. Patrick said it would be similar to what existed at 

Sunset Drive. He said with this concept, Sunset Drive would be disconnected from Highway 89 and there 

would be a frontage road connecting to Antelope Drive.  

 

Patrick said UDOT would keep in mind what Layton City wanted to accomplish with the connection and 

how it would benefit the City. He said it was very important for UDOT to meet the City’s needs with the 

connection.  

 

Councilmember Bouwhuis said he thought for years the issue had been with development in the area and 

the pressure it put on the need for the outlet onto Highway 89 from Antelope Drive. He said the proposal 

seemed to accomplish the job.  

 

Patrick said they had been doing some modeling to make sure that with elimination of some of the access 

points, particularly Country Oaks Drive, Oak Lane, and Sunset Drive that they were not overwhelming 

the system at the Antelope Drive connection. He said they didn’t feel that was the case, and they did feel 

that with the modeling they could say that most people would be able to use the frontage road rather 

5



effectively.  

 

Councilmember Bouwhuis asked how left turns onto Highway 89 would be accommodated.  

 

Patrick said it would be similar to the Oak Hills Drive connection with a median and signal.  

 

Councilmember Brown asked if this would be done in phases. 

 

Patrick said it order to get it up to grade, UDOT intended on doing all of it at the same time.  

 

Councilmember Brown said she couldn’t see anyone from Sky View Drive, Oak Lane or Country Oaks 

Drive having an issue with the proposal because right now they were accessing Highway 89 without a 

signal. She said some people that used Sunset Drive as an access might be frustrated because they would 

have to travel south on a frontage road to get to Highway 89.  

 

Patrick said Mr. Asay had been talking with people in the area. He said Mr. Asay had experienced the 

same thing. Patrick said the one selling point for the Sunset Drive area was that they would not have a 

large amount of traffic coming down their road.  

 

Councilmember Bouwhuis asked what the cost would be.  

 

Patrick said the preliminary cost estimate was just over $14,000,000, which included right-of-way costs. 

He said there were some ravines that would require large fill sections. Patrick said UDOT already owned 

approximately 80% of the needed land.  

 

Councilmember Brown asked if the 2200 North connection on the east side of Highway 89 would be right 

in right out only. 

 

Patrick said it was proposed that it would be a cul-de-sac and would not have access onto Highway 89. He 

said if modeling indicated that there was a high use in that area then it would be a right in right out only 

connection. Patrick said there couldn’t be any left turns there because of the median.  

 

Councilmember Flitton asked what the total length of the frontage road would be. 
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Patrick said it would be approximately one mile.  

 

Councilmember Bouwhuis asked if the reason the cost had escalated over what had been discussed earlier 

was because it was only for the connection; now there would be a frontage road. 

 

Patrick said that was correct. He discussed topography of the area and the difficulty in dealing with steep 

grades in the area. Patrick said this would be a big safety improvement for the area. He said there would 

be approximately 30 to 40 feet, at its narrowest point, between the frontage road and Highway 89.  

 

Patrick said they were in the preliminary stages of design. He said they wanted to make sure their design 

met the needs of the City. Patrick said they were sensitive to the need for the road to function as a local 

road that tied into a State road.  

 

There was discussion about the intersection where the frontage road tied into Antelope Drive and the 

steepness of Antelope Drive in that area.  

 

Councilmember Flitton expressed appreciation to UDOT for the improvements made along Highway 89 

to make it safer. He asked how much of the property from the current end of Antelope Drive to Highway 

89 would need to be purchased.  

 

Patrick said they owned all of that property. 

 

Dave Asay said they had talked to 14 individuals from the area and they were all supportive of the 

project.  

 

Alex said the City appreciated its relationship with UDOT and was looking forward to working with them 

on this project. He said UDOT had started to look at traffic issues in an innovative way and tried to think 

outside the box in ways to solve issues that confronted communities.  
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SMART 911 SYSTEM 

This item was not discussed.  

 

CLOSED DOOR: 

 

MOTION:  Councilmember Bouwhuis moved to close the meeting at 6:30 p.m. to discuss the acquisition 

of real property. Councilmember Flitton seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 

 

MOTION:  Councilmember Brown moved to open the meeting at 7:02 p.m. Councilmember Flitton 

seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 

 

The meeting adjourned at 7:02 p.m. 

 

 

__________________________________ 

Thieda Wellman, City Recorder 

 
 
 

SWORN STATEMENT 

 

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

Annotated, that the sole purpose for the closed meeting of the Layton City Council on the 27th day of June, 

2013, was to discuss the acquisition of real property. 

 

 Dated this 15th day of August, 2013. 

 

  ATTEST:  

 

 

_________________________________ ________________________________ 

J. STEPHEN CURTIS, Mayor THIEDA WELLMAN, City Recorder 
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MINUTES OF LAYTON CITY 
COUNCIL SPECIAL MEETING  JUNE 27, 2013; 7:08 P.M. 
 
MAYOR AND COUNCILMEMBERS 
PRESENT:     MAYOR J. STEPHEN CURTIS, MICHAEL 

BOUWHUIS, JOYCE BROWN, BARRY FLITTON 
AND JORY FRANCIS 

 
ABSENT:     SCOTT FREITAG 
 
 
STAFF PRESENT:    ALEX JENSEN, GARY CRANE, BILL WRIGHT, 

PETER MATSON, ALLEN SWANSON AND 
THIEDA WELLMAN 

 
 

 

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

 

Mayor Curtis opened the meeting and excused Councilmember Freitag. He led the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Councilmember Brown gave the invocation.  

 

MINUTES: 

 

MOTION: Councilmember Flitton moved and Councilmember Francis seconded to approve the minutes 

of: 

 

  Layton City Council Work Meeting – May 16, 2013;  

  Layton City Council Meeting – May 16, 2013; 

  Layton City Council Work Meeting – June 6, 2013; and 

  Layton City Council Meeting – June 6, 2013. 

 

The vote was unanimous to approve the minutes as written. 

 

MUNICIPAL EVENT ANNOUNCEMENTS: 

 

Councilmember Brown indicated that there would be a ribbon cutting ceremony this Saturday for the new 

splash pad at Ellison Park. 

 

Councilmember Brown said this Sunday the City would begin the Liberty Days celebration with Voices of 
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Liberty performing in the amphitheater. She said the Hometown Heroes would also be recognized that 

evening. Councilmember Brown said the July 4th activities were outlined on the City’s website. She 

indicated that tomorrow was the last day to register for the fun run.  

 

Mayor Curtis expressed appreciation to Councilmember Brown for her work as the liaison with the Parks and 

Recreation Commission.  

 

CONSENT AGENDA: 

 

 

INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT WITH DAVIS COUNTY TO SHARE PROGRAM FUNDS 

PROVIDED BY THE 2013 EDWARD BYRNE MEMORIAL JOINT JUSTICE ASSISTANCE 

GRANT – RESOLUTION 13-34 

Allen Swanson, Assistant Police Chief, said Resolution 13-34 was the 2013 Edward Byrne Memorial Joint 

Justice Assistance Grant. He said Layton City and Davis County were in the process of submitting a joint 

application in the amount of $16,945; Layton’s portion would be $15,245. Allen said the grant required that 

the two entities enter into an interlocal agreement regarding the distribution of the federal funds. He said 

Layton’s portion of the grant would be used to buy equipment for a patrol car. Allen said Staff recommended 

approval. 

 

Councilmember Flitton asked if only one patrol car would receive the equipment.  

 

Allen said it would be new equipment for a patrol car and the bid came in just under $14,000. He said they 

would probably be able to purchase some extra equipment for another car as well.  

 

Councilmember Francis said the City managed the funds; why didn’t the County manage the fund.   

 

Allen said the funds were first allocated to the State, based on three years of reporting on Part One Violent 

Crimes. He said the State was responsible to allocate the funds to the municipalities based on Part One 

Violent Crimes. Allen said over the years the grant had dwindled; in 2008 it was approximately $123,000. 

He said in years past, Bountiful and Clearfield were involved with Layton in the grant. Allen said Layton 

was the only city in the County that received these funds, based on the State’s recommendations. He said 

because the County handled law enforcement for three small cities in the County, they did not have enough 

statistics to ever be awarded a grant directly.  
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APPOINTMENT TO BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT – AMBER L. CYPERS – RESOLUTION 13-23 

Gary Crane, City Attorney, said this item and the next item were appointments and reappointments to the 

Board of Adjustment and Planning Commission. He said under the City’s ordinance, the Mayor made these 

appointments with the advice and consent of the Council. Gary said Resolution 13-23 would appoint Amber 

Cypers as a member of the Board of Adjustment. He said Staff recommended approval. 

 

 

RE-APPOINTMENTS AND APPOINTMENT TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION – WYNN 

HANSEN, DAWN FITZPATRICK AND ROBERT VAN DRUNEN – RESOLUTION 13-31 

Gary Crane said Resolution 13-31 would reappoint Wynn Hansen and Dawn Fitzpatrick to the Planning 

Commission, and appoint Robert Van Drunen as a new member of the Planning Commission. He said the 

City appreciated the service these residents provided and indicated that Staff recommended approval of 

Resolution 13-31.  

 

Councilmember Francis said he sat in on the interviews for these appointments. He said they were both 

fantastic applicants, as were Wynn Hansen and Dawn Fitzpatrick.  

 

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

Brown seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 

 

PUBLIC HEARINGS: 

 

 

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT AND REZONE REQUEST – BRIGHTON HOMES, LLC – R-1-10 

(SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL) AND R-M1 (LOW/MEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL) TO 

R-1-10 PRUD (SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL WITH THE PLANNED RESIDENTIAL UNIT 

DEVELOPMENT OVERLAY) AND R-M1 PRUD (LOW/MEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL 

WITH THE PLANNED RESIDENTIAL UNITY DEVELOPMENT OVERLAY) – 

APPROXIMATELY 2100 E. OAKRIDGE DRIVE – RESOLUTION 13-30 AND ORDINANCE 13-16 

Bill Wright, Community and Economic Development Director, said Resolution 13-30 involved a 

development agreement, and Ordinance 13-16 involved a rezone of properties located generally at 2100 East 

Oakridge Drive. He identified the property on a map, and indicated that the property was located east of the 

Foothills at Cherry Lane Subdivision.  
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Bill said the City believed that what was being presented this evening was a great solution and a superior 

development plan than what was contemplated earlier this year. He said the proposal included property 

owned by Brighton Homes, and multi-family zoned property owned by Matt and Jared Yeates. Bill said the 

earlier proposal for the multi-family zoned property included an apartment building, which created some 

community concerns. He said there was a great effort performed by the two property owners to search for 

some alternative solutions to a development plan that would have provided a stark contrast between single 

family development and multi-family development. Bill said the City wanted to recognize the involvement 

of Matt and Jared Yeates and Brighton Homes for their efforts in working out this alternative.  

 

Bill said the proposal required a zoning that would place the PRUD overlay across the entire development. 

He said the R-1-10 and R-M1 zoning would remain in place. Bill said the proposed concept plan included 28 

single family homes that involved private streets, and a private lane that would access five home sites, and 

there would be common open space. He said the proposal would fit well with the General Plan that required 

lower density housing in this area. 

 

Bill identified the location of a gas pipeline on the eastern portion of the property that would not allow for 

development over the pipeline easement. He said the easement provided for quite an encumbrance to the 

property and required some very innovative design solutions. Bill said there were six lots that would front 

along Oakridge Drive. He said the densities in this alternative plan were consistent with General Plan 

densities. Bill said there would be a connection into the existing Foothills at Cherry Lane Subdivision, which 

provided great connectivity.  

 

Bill said without the change, there would likely be about 45 apartment units on the R-M1 property, and 9 

single family lots that were approved on the R-1-10 property, or a total of 54 units. He said this new plan 

produced 28 single family dwelling units.  

 

Bill said there were some concerns expressed at the Planning Commission with the homes that would front 

onto Oakridge Drive, and the backing movement that would need to occur from those driveways. Bill said 

Staff committed to work with the developer to explore options to reorient access, which they had done. He 

said at the conclusion of their study, they determined that an alley fed option would not be feasible and 

would not meet the open space requirements that came with the PRUD approval. Bill said the alley fed 

option was still included in the development agreement and could be explored further and presented through 

the PRUD approval process.  

 

Bill said it was also committed to the Planning Commission that the Staff would work to study the issues of 
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traffic safety and speed on Oakridge Drive, and develop some solutions to help minimize the issues and 

impacts of additional homes fronting onto Oakridge Drive. He said Oakridge Drive was a residential 

collector street and not an arterial, which allowed for direct access. Bill said there were a lot of direct access 

properties throughout the City on these types of streets. He said Staff was confident that through some 

striping the City could help define space on the road, and there would be some widening that would occur 

that would allow for on-street parking in front of the homes. Bill said the design would also help with 

reduction of speed in that area. He said Staff felt that this was a great alternative plan to what was originally 

proposed. Bill said the Planning Commission recommended approval and Staff supported that 

recommendation. 

 

Councilmember Bouwhuis said the alley fed concept was intriguing to him. He asked if it would be a back-

fed alley.  

 

Bill said it would be an alley fed, back loading concept. He said it would take a lot of space to do that. Bill 

said that could be explored further, but right now the developer and Staff felt that a front access on the six 

homes would  be needed, and the benefits of the entire development plan versus the apartment community 

outweighed any inconvenience that may exist. He said Staff did not feel that it was a safety issue that could 

not be mitigated.  

 

Councilmember Bouwhuis said in reading through the comments from the Planning Commission meeting, 

that seemed to be the one comment that came up over and over again.  

 

Council and Staff discussed the involvement of an HOA for the development. 

 

Councilmember Bouwhuis asked who owned the 4-plexes in the area. 

 

Bill said in this proposal, they would remain in the ownership of Matt and Jared Yeates. He said they would 

remain in the R-M1 zone without the PRUD overlay.  

 

Council and Staff discussed connectivity in the area.  

 

Councilmember Bouwhuis said this was an excellent compromise.  

 

Mayor Curtis opened the meeting for public input. None was given. 
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MOTION: Councilmember Bouwhuis moved to close the public hearing and approve the development 

agreement and rezone request, Resolution 13-30 and Ordinance 13-16. Councilmember Francis seconded the 

motion, which passed unanimously. 

 

The meeting adjourned at 7:42 p.m. 

 

 

 

 

________________________________ 
Thieda Wellman, City Recorder 
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LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 

 
 
Item Number:  4A   
 
 
Subject:  Interlocal Agreement for Paramedic Services between North Davis Fire District and Layton 
City Fire Department – Resolution 13-43 
 
 
Background:  The State of Utah requires all ambulance agencies to have an Interlocal Agreement with 
any agency that may provide paramedic service for their ambulance.  Layton City is licensed to provide 
paramedic services in Davis County, and there is a possibility that the City may be called to provide 
paramedic service on a North Davis Fire District ambulance.  Layton City is not allowed to bill separately 
for these services. 
 
 
Alternatives:  Alternatives are to 1) Adopt Resolution 13-43 approving the Interlocal Agreement with 
North Davis Fire District required by the State of Utah for all ambulance agencies who may have 
paramedic service provided to their service by another agency; or 2) Not adopt Resolution 13-43 and 
remand to Staff with directions. 
 
 
Recommendation:  Staff recommends the Council adopt Resolution 13-43 approving the Interlocal 
Agreement with North Davis Fire District required by the State of Utah for all ambulance agencies who 
may have paramedic service provided to their service by another agency.   
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LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 

 
 

Item Number:  4B   
 
 
Subject:  Interlocal Cooperation Agreement between Layton City and the Utah Department of 
Transportation for Corridor Improvements along SR-89 – Resolution 13-45 
 
 
Background:  Layton City desires to make safety improvements, including pavement maintenance to 
several public road connections adjacent to and within the right-of way of SR-89.  Utah Department of 
Transportation, hereinafter referred to as UDOT, has agreed that additional improvements of pavement 
maintenance is needed at several public road connections along SR-89, and has agreed to participate in 
the cost of these improvements in the amount of $14,000.  Layton City has the responsibility for 
management and selection of a contractor for this work and traffic control, and will incorporate the work 
identified in Attachment A, Project #: S-0089(346)401 from UDOT, into their work plan.  The City and 
UDOT have determined to accomplish the above purposes by written agreement. 
 
 
Alternatives:  Alternatives are to 1) Adopt Resolution 13-45 approving the Interlocal Cooperation 
Agreement between Layton City and UDOT for corridor improvements along SR-89; 2) Adopt 
Resolution 13-45 with any amendments the Council deems appropriate; or 3) Not adopt Resolution 13-45 
and remand to Staff with directions. 
 
 
Recommendation:  Staff recommends the Council adopt Resolution 13-45 approving the Interlocal 
Cooperation Agreement between Layton City and UDOT for corridor improvements along SR-89 and 
authorize the Mayor to sign the agreement. 

22



23



24



25



26



27



28



29



30



31



LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 

 
 

Item Number:  4C   
 
 
Subject:  Memorandum of Understanding between Layton City and North Davis Sewer District Granting 
a Non-Exclusive Sewer and Facility Easement – Resolution 13-41 – Located on Parcel 11-525-0227 and 
Located Under the Rocky Mountain Power Corridor North of Weaver Lane 
 
 
Background:  North Davis Sewer District has made a request that Layton City grant a non-exclusive 
sewer and facilities easement on property that the City owns.  The property is an established detention 
basin.  The capacity of the detention basin will be reduced 10,000 cubic feet.  The memorandum of 
understanding addresses the respective responsibilities of Layton City and the North Davis Sewer 
District, including the redesign and reconstruction of the detention basin to accommodate the same 
capacity as before the sewer utilities were installed.  The proposed easement agreement will grant a non-
exclusive easement to North Davis Sewer District for the installation of its facilities.   
 
 
Alternatives:  Alternatives are to 1) Adopt Resolution 13-41 authorizing a memorandum of 
understanding and granting a non-exclusive sewer and facilities easement to North Davis Sewer District; 
2) Adopt Resolution 13-41 with any amendments the Council deems appropriate; or 3) Not adopt 
Resolution 13-41 and remand to Staff with directions. 
 
 
Recommendation:  Staff recommends the Council adopt Resolution 13-41 authorizing a memorandum 
of understanding and granting a non-exclusive sewer and facilities easement to North Davis Sewer 
District and authorize the Mayor to sign the necessary documents. 
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LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 

 
 

Item Number:  4D 
 
 
Subject:  2012 Layton City Municipal Wastewater Planning Program Annual Report – Resolution 13-44 
 
 
Background:  Resolution 13-44 authorizes the review and adoption of the 2012 Municipal Wastewater 
Planning Program Annual Report by the Council. 
 
 
Alternatives:  Alternatives are to 1) Adopt Resolution 13-44 authorizing the review and adoption of the 
2012 Wastewater Planning Program Annual Report; 2) Adopt Resolution 13-44 with any amendments the 
Council deems appropriate; or 3) Not adopt Resolution 13-44 and remand to Staff with directions. 
 
 
Recommendation:  Staff recommends the Council adopt Resolution 13-44 authorizing the review and 
adoption of the 2012 Wastewater Planning Program Annual Report and authorize the Mayor to sign the 
necessary documents. 
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LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 

 
 

Item Number:  4E   
  
 
Subject:  Off-Premise Beer Retailer License – Gluten Free Foods – 1596 North Hill Field Road Suite B 
 
 
Background:  Jennifer Stanger, owner of Gluten Free Foods, is requesting an off-premise beer retailer 
license. Section 5.16.100 of the Layton City Code regulates beer retailer licenses with the following 
location criteria. 
 

(1) An off-premise beer retailer license may not be established within 600 feet of any public or 
private school, church, public library, public playground, school playground or park 
measured following the shortest pedestrian or vehicular route. 
 

(2) An off-premise beer retailer license may not be established within 200 feet of any public or 
private school, church, public library, public playground, school playground or park 
measured in a straight line from the nearest entrance of the convenience store to the nearest 
property line. 

 
The attached map illustrates the 200-foot buffer circle and 600-foot buffer circle.  A private pre-school, 
La Petite Academy, located at 325 West 1550 North, is located within the 600-foot buffer of the premise.   
However, the measurement following the shortest pedestrian or vehicular route is 611 feet to the private 
pre-school.  Currently there are no other parks, schools, libraries or churches within the 200-foot or 600-
foot distances to Gluten Free Foods. The location meets the location criteria.  The criminal background 
check on Jennifer Stanger has been submitted to the Police Department for review and has been approved. 
  
 
Alternatives:  Alternatives are to 1) Approve the off-premise beer retailer license for Gluten Free Foods; 
or 2) Deny the request. 
 
 
Recommendation:  Staff recommends the Council approve the off-premise beer retailer license for 
Gluten Free Foods. 
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LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 

 
 
Item Number:  4F    
 
 
Subject:  Final Plat Approval – Old Farm at Parkway Subdivision Phase 2 – Approximately 815 West 
Layton Parkway 
 
 
Background:  On January 24, 2012, the Planning Commission approved the preliminary plat for what 
was then titled Roberts Creek Subdivision and now has been changed to Old Farm at Parkway 
Subdivision.  The applicant is requesting final plat approval for Phase 2 of the subdivision to be 
developed on 6.88 acres of vacant land.  Similar residentially zoned subdivisions are to the east and north, 
Kaysville City is to the south, and agricultural land uses in unincorporated Davis County are to the west. 
 
The proposed final plat consists of 19 lots with each lot being greater than 8,000 square feet in size.  The 
lot sizes range from 8,000 to 15,500 square feet.  The frontage of each lot meets the requirements of the 
Single-Family Residential (R-1-8) zone. 
 
The development of this subdivision and each lot must adhere to the associated annexation agreement that 
was approved by the Council with the annexation of this property.  The annexation agreement requires the 
developer to install the landscape buffer and an 8-foot masonry wall along their frontage of the 
subdivision on Layton Parkway. 
 
Staff has met with residents from the Weaver Meadows Subdivision to address concerns about the limited 
access for the future phases of Old Farm at Parkway.  The future residents of the Old Farm at Parkway 
Subdivision only have one access point to Layton Parkway, which is through the Weaver Meadows 
Subdivision.  This single access point is allowed for 44 future lots within the Old Farm at Parkway 
Subdivision based on two access points that will be provided for future development west of the Old 
Farm at Parkway Subdivision. 
 
Staff is willing to work with the residents of the Weaver Meadows Subdivision by having the developer 
of Old Farm at Parkway agree in writing that a lot backing onto Layton Parkway can be restricted to 
allow a temporary access for construction equipment only.  Once the construction for the subdivision 
improvements and possibly a number of homes are complete the lot will be sold and the temporary access 
closed. 
 
 
Alternatives:  Alternatives are to 1) Grant final plat approval to Old Farm at Parkway Subdivision Phase 
2 subject to meeting all Staff requirements as outlined in Staff memorandums; or 2) Deny granting final 
plat approval. 
 
 
Recommendation:  On June 11, 2013, the Planning Commission unanimously recommended the Council 
grant final plat approval to Old Farm at Parkway Subdivision Phase 2 subject to meeting all Staff 
requirements as outlined in Staff memorandums.  
 
Staff supports the recommendation of the Planning Commission. 
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LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 

 
 
Item Number:  4G    
 
 
Subject:  Final Plat Approval – Evergreen Farms Subdivision Phase 2 – Approximately 1950 West 
Layton Parkway 
 
 
Background:  The applicant, The Adams Company, is requesting final plat approval for Evergreen 
Farms Subdivision Phase 2.  The phase is 19 acres and contains 44 lots.  The density for this phase is 
2.315 units per acre. 
 
A landscape buffer and eight-foot masonry wall is required along Layton Parkway.  The eight-foot 
masonry wall is to match the existing wall that has been installed along Layton Parkway east of Angel 
Street.  The landscape buffer is to match the type of trees, shrubs and other plantings that are proposed for 
Evergreen Farms Subdivision Phase 1.     
 
All lots meet the frontage and area requirements of a lot-averaged single-family R-S zoned subdivision.  
 
 
Alternatives:  Alternatives are to 1) Grant final plat approval to Evergreen Farms Subdivision Phase 2 
subject to meeting all Staff requirements as outlined in Staff memorandums; or 2) Deny granting final plat 
approval. 
 
 
Recommendation:  On July 30, 2013, the Planning Commission unanimously recommended the Council 
grant final plat approval to Evergreen Farms Subdivision Phase 2 subject to meeting all Staff 
requirements as outlined in Staff memorandums.  
 
Staff supports the recommendation of the Planning Commission. 
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LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 

 
 
Item Number:  4H     
 
 
Subject:  Parcel Split Approval – Lowe’s Home Improvement – 1055 West Antelope Drive 
 
 
Background:  The applicant, Matt Freidman with Net 3 Real Estate, is requesting a parcel split of 
commercial property on the Lowe’s Store parcel.  The proposed parcel split will create another 
commercial parcel by removing .74 acres (32,367 square feet) from the larger parcel of 13.332 acres. 
With the reduction of .74 acres, the larger parcel would retain 12.592 acres for the Lowe’s Home 
Improvement Store. 
 
The purpose for the parcel split is to create a commercial building pad for the construction of a 6,800 
square foot retail building.  With the recently approved parking ordinance amendment for Lowe’s and 
other large home improvement stores, the site will have enough parking spaces to accommodate the new 
retail building and the Lowe’s Store.  Both parcels meet the area requirements of the CP-3 zone, which is 
a minimum parcel size of 20,000 square feet. 
 
 
Alternatives:  Alternatives are to 1) Grant parcel split approval for Lowe’s Home Improvement subject 
to meeting all Staff requirements as outlined in Staff memorandums; or 2) Deny granting parcel split 
approval. 
 
 
Recommendation:  On July 30, 2013, the Planning Commission unanimously recommended the Council 
grant parcel split approval to Lowe’s Home Improvement subject to meeting all Staff requirements as 
outlined in Staff memorandums.  
 
Staff supports the recommendation of the Planning Commission. 
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LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 

 
 
Item Number:  4I    
 
 
Subject:  Preliminary Plat Approval – Foothills at Cherry Lane PRUD – Approximately 2100 East 
Oakridge Drive 
 
 
Background:  The applicant, Brighton Homes, is requesting preliminary plat approval for the Foothills at 
Cherry Lane Planned Residential Unit Development (PRUD) to be developed on 5.42 acres of vacant 
land.  Single-family residentially zoned subdivisions are to the west and south and Low/Medium Density 
Residential (R-M1) zoning is adjacent to the east. 
 
On June 27, 2013, the Council approved the rezone of both the Single-Family Residential (R-1-10) and 
R-M1 zones to the R-1-10 PRUD and R-M1 PRUD zones.  Based on the acreage of the combined two 
zones, the development could receive a maximum of 48 units.  A density bonus is not required based on 
the 30 proposed small lots being significantly less than 48 units. 
 
The Design Review Committee (DRC) met with Staff and the applicant and provided a number of 
recommendations for the Planning Commission and Council to consider in their decision to approve the 
PRUD development. 
 
 
Alternatives:  Alternatives are to 1) Grant preliminary plat approval to Foothills at Cherry Lane PRUD 
subject to meeting all Staff requirements as outlined in Staff memorandums; or 2) Deny granting 
preliminary plat approval. 
 
 
Recommendation:  On July 30, 2013, the Planning Commission unanimously recommended the Council 
grant preliminary plat approval to Foothills at Cherry Lane PRUD subject to meeting all Staff 
requirements as outlined in Staff memorandums.  
 
Staff supports the recommendation of the Planning Commission. 
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LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 

 
 
Item Number:  5A    
 
 
Subject:  Amended Plat Approval – Foothills at Cherry Lane Subdivision Phase 3 – Ordinance 13-25  
Approximately 2000 East Oakridge Drive 
 
 
Background:  On August 16, 2012, the Council approved the final plat for Phase 3 of the Foothills at 
Cherry Lane Subdivision.   
 
The applicant, Brighton Homes, is requesting an amended final plat approval to remove Lot 315 from 
Foothills at Cherry Lane Subdivision Phase 3.  Lot 315 is a single-family residential lot that will be 
converted to two patio home style lots as part of the Foothills at Cherry Lane planned residential unit 
development (PRUD). 
 
An ordinance is required by the Davis County Recorder’s Office to vacate Lot 315 from the Foothills at 
Cherry Lane Subdivision Phase 3 plat.  Both the amended plat and the ordinance will be recorded 
simultaneously with the Davis County Recorder’s Office. 
 
 
Alternatives:  Alternatives are to 1) Grant amended plat approval to Foothills at Cherry Lane Subdivision 
Phase 3 subject to meeting all Staff requirements as outlined in Staff memorandums; or 2) Deny granting 
amended plat approval. 
 
 
Recommendation:  On July 30, 2013, the Planning Commission unanimously recommended the Council 
grant amended plat approval to Foothills at Cherry Lane Subdivision Phase 3 subject to meeting all Staff 
requirements as outlined in Staff memorandums.  
 
Staff supports the recommendation of the Planning Commission. 
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 LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING  
 AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 
 
 
Item Number:  5B   
 
 
Subject:  Ordinance Amendments – Amending Section 3 of the Layton City Development Guidelines and 
Design Standards Entitled Street Improvements; Amending Title 16, Section 16.04.010-D103.4 of the 
Layton Municipal Code Entitled Dead Ends; Amending Title 18, Section 18.24.070 Entitled Temporary 
Turnarounds; and Amending Title 19, Section 19.07.120 Entitled Development Standards – Ordinance 13-
17 
 
 
Background:  On August 1, 2013, the Council continued the public hearing for the temporary turnaround 
ordinance amendments.  Questions were asked by the Council concerning the requirement of fire 
suppression systems in homes when a turnaround has not been provided and the lots are at a distance greater 
than 150 feet or two lots from an intersection (Option 2).  Appendix D in the National Fire Code gives 
options for the use of both permanent and temporary turnarounds.  Appendix D of the National Fire Code 
has been adopted by Layton City and unless otherwise amended in this code is used to create options for the 
developer for temporary turnarounds as outlined in these amendments. Changes from the first draft to the 
second draft are highlighted in blue in the attached Ordinance 13-17. 
 
As stated in the initial cover sheet, the City has initiated a text amendment to address temporary turnarounds 
that are required and installed at the end of stubbed streets in residential developments.  In order to make 
sure all possible issues will be addressed, Staff has met with developers who develop in Layton City to 
make them aware of the proposed change to temporary turnarounds.  
 
The temporary turnaround is required when a stubbed street is extended more than 150 feet from an 
intersection or extended the distance of one typical single-family lot length.  The current system of requiring 
the developer to bond for the removal of the temporary turnaround when the street is eventually extended is 
problematic.  In some cases the bond for removal of the temporary turnaround has been released and there is 
no financial source to remove the temporary turnaround when new development occurs on adjacent 
property.  In addition, a fairness issue arises if the developer extending the street right-of-way is encumbered 
to remove the temporary turnaround at their cost.  
 
Another significant cost associated with the removing of the temporary turnaround is the repairing of 
landscaping, irrigation, sidewalks and driveways on private property.  These repairs may leave driveways 
that will not meet the grade or slope to the street right-of-way, and with hillside lots the driveway grade 
change may leave the driveway too steeply sloped.  
 
A portion of developers will request a “letter in lieu” to finance the improvements of a development instead 
of providing an escrow bond.  The letter in lieu only requires a bond for the one-year warranty period or 10 
percent cost of the installed improvements of the development.  The 10 percent bond is required to be 
submitted to the City before a plat is recorded.  An escrow bond requires a bond up front for the full cost of 
the improvements, which includes the 10 percent for the one-year warranty period.  A problem can occur 
because the letter in lieu request does not provide a bond for the removal of the temporary turnaround as 
would an escrow bond.   
 
With the economic down turn when some escrow bonds were foreclosed on and because the current system 
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is problematic to provide for the removal of temporary turnarounds, the Staff is requesting a change to 
engineering standards and ordinances that address temporary turnarounds.   
 
Ordinance 13-17 proposes three alternatives in dealing with temporary turnarounds in the City as shown in 
Appendix 8 Standard and Temporary Cul-De-Sac (see the attached ST-ST-14 graphic sheet).  The first 
graphic is a typical cul-de-sac that is not temporary.  The second graphic is the first option for developers to 
use for a temporary turnaround.  This first option will require the developer to ask for an easement on an 
adjacent undeveloped piece of property to install a temporary turnaround at the end of a dead end street.  
The temporary turnaround would require a minimum of road base. An on-site temporary turnaround 
easement can be implemented by the developer by reserving a buildable single-family lot for the temporary 
turnaround.  A note would be placed on the subdivision plat stating that the lot is restricted but can receive a 
building permit when the street is extended and the temporary turnaround is no longer needed.  
 
The second option, not shown on Appendix 8, is to require the developer to phase the development to where 
a stubbed street is not longer than either 150 feet or two residential lots.  If phasing the development with 
this requirement is difficult, then the stubbed street can extend further than 150 feet or two residential lots. 
However, the residential units in this situation will be required to install a fire suppression system in each 
home. 
 
The third option is the third graphic in Appendix 8.  This option will allow for a temporary turnaround on 
the developers property as part of the street right-of-way and a neck for the connection of a future street 
right-of-way extension.  The temporary turnaround becomes permanent and residential lots fronting onto the 
turnaround will have to be designed with the turnaround being permanent with the lots meeting front yard 
setbacks.  This option will be considered as a last resort if the first two options cannot be utilized.          
 
 
Alternatives:  Alternatives are to 1) Adopt Ordinance 13-17 amending Section 3 of the Layton City 
Development Guidelines and Design Standards entitled Street Improvements; Amending Title 16, Section 
16.04.010-D103.4 of the Layton Municipal Code entitled Dead Ends; Amending Title 18, Section 18.24.070 
entitled Temporary Turnarounds; and Amending Title 19, Section 19.07.120 entitled Development 
Standards; or 2) Not Adopt Ordinance 13-17 and keep the current process to remove improved temporary 
turnarounds in place. 
 
 
Recommendation:  On June 25, 2013, the Planning Commission recommended the Council Adopt 
Ordinance 13-17 amending Section 3 of the Layton City Development Guidelines and Design Standards 
entitled Street Improvements; Amending Title 16, Section 16.04.010-D103.4 of the Layton Municipal Code 
entitled Dead Ends; Amending Title 18, Section 18.24.070 entitled Temporary Turnarounds; and Amending 
Title 19, Section 19.07.120 entitled Development Standards. 
 
The Planning Commission asked for public comment.  A citizen that resides on a temporary turnaround with 
curb gutter and asphalt commented that the expectation was for the temporary turnaround to be removed and 
the street straightened with future adjacent development.  It was explained to the citizen that each of the 
existing temporary turnarounds that have curb gutter and asphalt are being addressed on a case by case basis 
by Layton City and that contact should be made with  the Layton City Engineering Department.  
   
Staff supports the recommendation of the Planning Commission. 
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LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET 

 
 
Item Number:  5C    
 
 
Subject:  Development Agreement and Rezone Request (Green and Green) – R-S (Residential Suburban) 
to PB (Professional Office) – Resolution 13-35 and Ordinance 13-18 – 836 South Angel Street  
 
 
Background:  The property proposed for rezone from R-S to PB contains 0.79 acres located on the west 
side of Angel Street at 836 South.  The subject property is located at the southwest corner of the 
intersection of Angel Street and Layton Parkway and consists of two lots (815 and 816) in Phase 8 of the 
Roberts Farms Subdivision (see attached Phase 8 subdivision plat).  Phase 8 is currently under 
construction together with the extension of Layton Parkway.  Subject to zoning approval, the applicant 
will combine the two building lots to create one parcel for a professional office building that fronts onto 
Angel Street. 
 
The rezone area is surrounded by R-S (Residential Suburban) zoning on all four sides with an area of 
unincorporated county located further east of Angel Street. 
 
 
Alternatives to the First Motion:  Alternatives are to 1) Adopt Resolution 13-35 approving the 
Development Agreement; 2) Adopt Resolution 13-35 approving the Development Agreement with any 
amendments or modifications the Council deems appropriate; or 3) Not adopt Resolution 13-35 denying 
the Development Agreement. 
 
 
Alternatives to the Second Motion:  Alternatives are to 1) Adopt Ordinance 13-18 approving the rezone 
request from R-S to PB based on consistency with General Plan recommendations; or 2) Not adopt 
Ordinance 13-18 denying the rezone request. 
 
 
Recommendation:  The Planning Commission recommends the Council adopt Resolution 13-35 
approving the Development Agreement and adopt Ordinance 13-18 approving the rezone request from R-
S to PB based on consistency with General Plan recommendations. 
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