MEETING AGENDA OF THE
CITY COUNCIL OF LAYTON, UTAH

PUBLIC NOTICE is hereby given that the City Council of Layton, Utah, will hold a specia 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 .........cccooeveieveneseeeeseesesre e sees e sseeneeeas 1

Minutes of Layton City Council Special Meeting — JUNE 27, 2013........ocviieieeiereseseetesieeee e steste s re e e saessestesresre e eneeeenes 9

2. MUNICIPAL EVENT ANNOUNCEMENTS:
3. VERBAL PETITIONS AND PRESENTATIONS:

4. CONSENT ITEMS: (Theseitemsare considered by the City Council to be routine and will be enacted by a single motion.
If discussion isdesired 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 ...........ccc....... 22
Corridor Improvements along SR-89 — Resolution 13-45
C. Memorandum of Understanding between Layton City and North Davis Sewer District Granting a..........c.cvevevrieeiuenens 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 Municipa Wastewater Planning Program Annual Report — Resolution 13-44..........ccccoooveiiienienenne 41
E. Off-Premise Beer Retailer License — Gluten Free Foods — 1596 North Hill Field Road SuiteB...........cccccoooieiiieiinene 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 DFVe.........cooeeiieieieneneeeee e 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 ..........cccceeerveienenenennns 112
Approximately 2000 East Oakridge Drive
B. Ordinance Amendments— Amending Section 3 of the Layton City Development Guidelines and Design ................... 123

Standards Entitled Street | mprovements, 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

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS:
NEW BUSINESS:

UNFINISHED BUSINESS:

SPECIAL REPORTS:

10. CITIZEN COMMENTS:

© N

ADJOURN:

Noticeis hereby given that:

e A Work Meeting will be held at 5:30 p.m. to discuss miscellaneous matters.

¢ Intheevent of an absence of afull quorum, agendaitems will be continued to the next regularly scheduled meeting.

e  This meeting may involve the use of e ectronic 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.

e 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 purposesidentified 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.

MISCELLANEQOUS:

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 devel oper, property owner and neighborsto broker awin-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 devel opment agreement, and was
asuperior plan to what was proposed earlier. Bill said the project area was owned by Brighton Homes and
the Y eates 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



better product. Bill displayed a map of the previous proposd 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 Devel opment to the
west and would fed 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, aresidential collector street. Bill said the devel oper 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 devel opment that was underway.

Councilmember Brown asked if the open space would be for the patio homes or the entire devel opment.
Bill said he thought that it would be for all of the homes in the devel opment.

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 al the comments made by the surrounding neighbors.



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 | 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 anaysis 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



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 [-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 1-15, 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 a so 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 fiedd. He said the transportation committee, which would include two
Councilmembers, would evaluate the RFPs and select the find applicant. He said there would aso 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



bein 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 atraffic 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



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 sametime.
Councilmember Brown said she couldn’'t see anyone from Sky View Drive, Oak Lane or Country Oaks
Drive having an issue with the proposa 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 afrontage 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 aright 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.



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 al 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.



SMART 911 SYSTEM

Thisitem 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
Annctated, that the sole purpose for the closed meeting of the Layton City Council on the 27th day of June,
2013, wasto discuss the acquisition of red property.

Dated this 15th day of August, 2013.

ATTEST:

J. STEPHEN CURTIS, Mayor THIEDA WELLMAN, City Recorder



MINUTESOF 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 Chamber s 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 M eeting — 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



Liberty performing in the amphitheater. She said the Hometown Heroes would aso 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 Memoria 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 federa 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 alocated 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
dtatistics to ever be awarded a grant directly.

10



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 amember 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 regppoint 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 —BRIGHTONHOMES 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 arezone of properties located generaly at 2100 East
Oakridge Drive. He identified the property on a map, and indicated that the property was located east of the
Foothillsat Cherry Lane Subdivision.

11



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 proposa included property
owned by Brighton Homes, and multi-family zoned property owned by Matt and Jared Y eates. 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 Y eates 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 devel opment.
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 aternative 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 tota 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 aley fed option would not be feasible and
would not meet the open space requirements that came with the PRUD approval. Bill said the dley fed
option was till included in the devel opment agreement and could be explored further and presented through
the PRUD approval process.

Bill said it was aso committed to the Planning Commission that the Staff would work to study the issues of

12



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 residentia
collector street and not an arteria, which allowed for direct access. Bill said there were alot 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 alow for on-street parking in front of the homes. Bill said the design would aso help with
reduction of speed in that area. He said Staff felt that this was a great aternative plan to what was originally
proposed. Bill said the Planning Commission recommended approval and Staff supported that

recommendation.

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

Bill said it would be an aley 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-plexesin the area

Bill said in this proposa, they would remain in the ownership of Matt and Jared Y eates. He said they would
remain in the R-M 1 zone without the PRUD overlay.

Council and Staff discussed connectivity in the area.

Councilmember Bouwhuis said this was an excellent compromise.

Mayor Curtisopened the meeting for public input. None was given.



MOTION: Councilmember Bouwhuis moved to close the public hearing and approve the devel opment
agreement and rezone request, Resolution 13-30 and Ordinance 13-16. Councilmember Francis seconded the

motion, which passed unanimously.

Themeeting adjourned at 7:42 p.m.

ThiedaWellman, 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 Didgrict 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.

15



RESOLUTION 13-43

RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT FOR PARAMEDIC
SERVICES BETWEEN NORTH DAVIS FIRE DISTRICT AND LAYTON CITY

WHEREAS, an Interlocal Cooperative Agreement for Paramedic Services is required to be in
place between North Davis Fire District and Layton City, and it is the desire of the City to participate in
this mutually beneficial agreement; and

WHEREAS, this agreement has been reviewed by North Davis Fire District; and
WHEREAS, an agreement has been prepared for the City’s consideration; and

WHEREAS, it is beneficial for there to be an Interlocal Cooperative Agreement for Paramedic
Services between North Davis Fire District and Layton City to establish mutual assistance in providing
paramedic service in medical incidents.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF LAYTON,
UTAH:

SECTION I. That the City Council of Layton City, Davis County, State of Utah, does hereby
adopt the Interlocal Agreement for Paramedic Services, in accordance with the provision of the Interlocal
Cooperation Act as set forth in Title 11, Chapter 13, Utah Code Annotated, between North Davis Fire
District and Layton City.

SECTION II. That the Mayor is hereby authorized to execute said agreement, which is attached
and made a part hereof by this reference.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of Layton City, Utah, this 15" day of August,
2013.

J. STEPHEN CURTIS, MAYOR

ATTEST:

THIEDA WELLMAN, CITY RECORDER

APPROVED AS TO FORM: PREPARED BY:

WM%/M/& //,/

GARSIDE for KEVIN WARD, Fire Chief
NE, City Attorney LAYTON CITY FIRE DEPARTMENT
g/




Exhibit “A” )OCUMU\T rcocw/ ed o Outside
Sourcé—

INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT FOR THE BILLING AND COLLECTION OF FEES FOR
ADVANCED LIFE SUPPORT SERVICES

This agreement is made and entered into the day of , 2013, by
and between LAYTON CITY, a municipal corporation of the State of Utah, hereinafter referred
to as "LAYTON CITY,” and NORTH DAVIS FIRE DISTRICT. LAYTON CITY and NORTH DAVIS
FIRE DISTRICT shall also be referred to in this agreement jointly as the “PARTIES.”

This agreement is made and entered into by and between the PARTIES based, in part,
upon the following:

A. LAYTON CITY renders physician medically directed advanced life support services
(ALS) and charges fees for those services.

B. NORTH DAVIS FIRE DISTRICT renders basic life support services (BLS), which
includes primary ambulance transportation services, and charges fees for those services.

C. The PARTIES desire by this agreement to provide in writing for the billing, collection,
and distribution of those fees when LAYTON CITY and NORTH DAVIS FIRE DISTRICT render

ALS and BLS services respectively in conjunction with each other.

D. For the purposes of this agreement, the term “ALS services” shall mean physician
medically directed advanced life support services and “BLS services” shall mean basic life
support services, which includes primary ambulance transportation services, as those terms are
used in Rule 426-1, Utah Administrative Code.

E. LAYTON CITY and NORTH DAVIS FIRE DISTRICT are authorized by the Utah
Interlocal Cooperation Act, as set forth in Title 11, Chapter 13, Utah Code Ann., to enter into
this interlocal cooperative agreement.

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the terms and conditions contained herein, the
PARTIES agree as follows:

1. SERVICES PROVIDED BY NORTH DAVIS FIRE DISTRICT

NORTH DAVIS FIRE DISTRICT may provide the primary ambulance transport service
(BLS services) for emergency and non-emergency medical patients and other medical services
for which NORTH DAVIS FIRE DISTRICT is licensed by the State of Utah.

2. SERVICES PROVIDED BY LAYTON CITY

LAYTON CITY may provide advanced life support services (ALS services) to the residents
of LAYTON CITY as licensed by the State of Utah.
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3. BILLINGS AND COLLECTION OF FEES

The billing and collection of charges for ALS services rendered by LAYTON CITY in
conjunction with the rendition of BLS services by NORTH DAVIS FIRE DISTRICT and the
distribution of amounts received in payment of those billings shall be as follows:

A. When services are provided jointly by NORTH DAVIS FIRE DISTRICT and LAYTON
CITY in an incident, NORTH DAVIS FIRE DISTRICT shall provide billing and collection services
and exercise reasonable diligence to collect the ALS fees charged by LAYTON CITY in addition
to the billing and collection of any fees charged by NORTH DAVIS FIRE DISTRICT for its BLS
services, surcharges, and reimbursable expenses.

B. The LAYTON CITY ALS fee which NORTH DAVIS FIRE DISTRICT will include in its
billings on behalf of LAYTON CITY shall be the maximum amount allowed by said Rule 426-1,
unless a lesser amount is authorized by LAYTON CITY for that billing.

C. The proration and distribution of funds collected from billings shall be determined
and made in the following manner (See Attachment “A” for sample calculations):

(1) The billing normally will include charges for LAYTON CITY'S ALS
fee, NORTH DAVIS FIRE DISTRICT'S BLS fee, and any surcharges
and reimbursable expenses incurred and charged by NORTH DAVIS
FIRE DISTRICT.

(2) Any sum collected on a billing shall first be applied to any surcharges,
mileage and reimbursable expenses incurred and charged by NORTH DAVIS
FIRE DISTRICT.

(3) Any sums collected in addition to the surcharges and reimbursable expenses
shall be deemed as payment towards the ALS and BLS fees and shall be
distributed on a pro-rata basis to LAYTON CITY and NORTH DAVIS FIRE
DISTRICT.

(a) This prorated payment to be distributed to LAYTON CITY shall be the
equivalent of the total amount of the collected fees to be distributed
multiplied by the percentage that the billed ALS fees bear to the sum
of the billed ALS and BLS fees.

(b) This prorated payment to be distributed to NORTH DAVIS FIRE
DISTRICT shall be the equivalent of the total amount of the collected
fees to be distributed multiplied by the percentage that the billed
BLS fees bear to the sum of the billed ALS and BLS fees.

D. 1In cases in which both LAYTON CITY and NORTH DAVIS FIRE DISTRICT provide
ALS services to individuals who are transported by aircraft and a non-transport charge applies,
then charges and payments will be pro-rated in accordance with Paragraph 3.C.




4. PAYMENTS TO LAYTON CITY

Payment to LAYTON CITY from NORTH DAVIS FIRE DISTRICT shall commence on the
effective date of this agreement and shall be paid as follows:

A. LAYTON CITY shall receive payments from NORTH DAVIS FIRE DISTRICT on a
monthly basis as the fees are collected.

B. NORTH DAVIS FIRE DISTRICT shall provide LAYTON CITY with a
monthly summary of patients served by LAYTON CITY paramedics and fees collected under this

agreement.

C. LAYTON CITY reserves the right to bill or collect fees due to LAYTON
CITY from patients receiving ALS services from LAYTON CITY.

5. MEDICAID

The PARTIES acknowledge that the state and federal governments do not currently
allow Medicaid agencies to cover the cost of advance life support fees; therefore,
notwithstanding any other provisions of this agreement, no payment shall be due LAYTON CITY
for advanced life support services involving Medicaid patients until such time as the state and
federal governments allow for the coverage of such services. At such time as that coverage is
allowed, the proration and distribution of fees collected shall be as set forth in the foregoing
Paragraph 3.

6. ACCESS TO RECORDS

A. Each party agrees to provide the other with access to its records during normal
business hours to verify the billing, number of calls, and number of responses in order to assist
each party in determining the proration of monies due the PARTIES under the terms of this
agreement,

B. All documents created or provided by the PARTIES pursuant to this agreement shall
be maintained and accessed in accordance with the Government Records Access Management

Act (GRAMA).

C. Requests for access to records will be submitted through the Chief of the North Davis
Fire District or the Chief of the Layton City Fire Department for their respective records.

7. TERM

This agreement shall have a term of five (5) years commencing on the day and date first
written above. Notwithstanding the foregoing, either party may terminate this agreement, with
or without cause, upon giving thirty (30) days written notice to the other.




8. RESOLUTIONS OF APPROVAL

This interlocal co-operation agreement shall be conditioned upon adoption by the
legislative body of each party of a resolution, approving and authorizing the execution of this
agreement.

9. ENTIRE AGREEMENT

This agreement contains the entire agreement between the PARTIES, and no
statements, promises or inducements made by either party or agents for either party that are
not contained in this written contract shall be binding or valid; and this agreement may not be
enlarged, modified, or altered, except in writing signed by both PARTIES.

10.  GOVERNING LAW

It is understood and agreed by the PARTIES hereto that this agreement shall be
governed by the laws of the State of Utah.

11.  SEPARATE LEGAL ENTITY

No separate legal entity is created by the terms of this agreement.

12.  PROPERTY ACQUISITION

There shall be no real or personal property acquired jointly by the PARTIES as a result
of this agreement.

13. AUTHORIZATION

The individuals executing this agreement on behalf of the PARTIES confirm that they are
duly authorized representative of the PARTIES and are lawfully enabled to execute this
agreement on behalf of the PARTIES.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the PARTIES hereto have executed this agreement on the date
stated above.

LAYTON CITY

J. Stephen Curtis
Mayor of Layton
Attest:

Thieda Wellman, City Recorder
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Approval of Authorized Attorney

The undersigned, being the authorized attorney for Layton City, approves the foregoing
agreement as being in proper form and compatible with State law.

Dated Aif)iu’)’}‘ | 2O

NORTH DAVIS FIRE DISTRICT

N\
& - o
GINIS

Michelle K. Limon DI ,{_},’
North Davis Fire District Clerk

Approval of Authorized Attorney

The undersigned, being the authorized attorney for North Davis Fire District, approves
the foregoing agreement as being in proper form and compatible with State law.

Dated: MA/ O 2013 .
N 7 =
Qﬂvg/g,mﬂfjg”’”é/

Felshaw King ' |
North Davis Fire District Attorney




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.
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RESOLUTION 13-45

A  RESOLUTION ADOPTING AND APPROVING A COOPERATION
AGREEMENT BETWEEN LAYTON CITY AND THE UTAH DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORATION FOR CORRIDOR IMPROVEMENTS ALONG THE SR-89

WHEREAS, Layton City desires to make safety improvement, including pavement maintenance to
several public road connections adjacent to and within the right-of-way of US-89, and desires to retain a
contractor to perform the work and traffic control; and

WHEREAS, the Utah Department of Transportation, hereinafter referred to as UDOT, has determined
that additional improvement of pavement maintenance is needed at several public road connections along SR-
89; and

WHEREAS, UDOT and the City desire to enter into a Cooperative Agreement for corridor
improvements along the SR-89, and has agreed to participate in the cost of said improvements involving
pavement maintenance in the amount of $14,000; and

WHEREAS, the City has agreed to incorporate the work identified in Attachment “A” of
UDOT’s Project #S-0089(346)401, into their existing work project.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF LAYTON, UTAH:

I, That the Cooperation Agreement Between Layton City and UDOT for Corridor
Improvements Along the SR-89, which is attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference,
be adopted and approved.

2. That the Mayor be authorized to execute the Agreement.
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of Layton, Utah, this 15" day of August, 2013.

ATTEST:

THIEDA WELLMAN, City Recorder J. STEPHEN CURTIS, Mayor

APPROVED,AS TO FORM:

s £ o /’
-~ ) b V. '
{/' el ‘é.:';f‘i—'“:‘/ S ) L// & T S
GARY CRANE, City Attorney TERRY COBURN=Public Works Director
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Project # :S-0089(346)401

SR-89; VARIOUS INTERSECTIONS PAVEMENT REPAIR
LAYTON CITY CORPORATION

CID# 71725 PIN # 11973

COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT

THIS COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT made and entered into this day of

, 20 , by and between the UTAH DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION, hereinafter referred to as UDOT, and LAYTON CITY CORPORATION,
hereinafter referred to as the CITY.

Witnesseth:

WHEREAS, the CITY will make safety improvements including pavement maintenance to several
public road connections adjacent to, and within, the right of way of US-89; and

WHEREAS, the CITY will retain the contractor to perform the work and traffic control; and

WHEREAS, the UDOT has determined that additional improvements of pavement maintenance is
needed at several public road connections along SR-89; and

WHEREAS, the UDOT and the CITY desire to enter into this COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT for
said corridor; and

WHEREAS, the UDOT has agreed to participate in the cost of Improvements involving pavement
maintenance in the amount of Fourteen Thousand Dollars (314,000.00); and

WHEREAS, the UDOT has determined by formal finding that the payment for said work is not in
violation of the laws of the State or any legal contract with the CITY.

WHEREAS, the CITY has agreed to incorporate the work identified in Attachment A, into their
existing work plan and will complete the safety improvements involving the pavement
maintenance to the public road connections along US-89, prior to July 1, 2014, using their own
work force or will contract the work according to all applicable state laws and CITY policies.

THIS COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT, is made to set out the terms and conditions where under
said payment shall be made

NOW THEREFORE, it is agreed by and between the parties hereto as follows:

1. Upon execution of this COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT, the UDOT will reimburse the
CITY a lump sum amount of Fourteen Thousand Dollars ($14,000.00) upon completion of
the pavement maintenance to the public road connections along US-89, said amount
being the UDOT total contribution to the project.

TOTAL COST TO UDOT IS $14,000.00

2. The UDOT and the CITY are both governmental entities subject to the Utah
Governmental Immunity Act. Each party agrees to indemnify, defend and save harmiess
the other from and against all claims, suits and costs, including attorneys’ fees for injury
or damage of any kind, arising out the negligent acts, errors or omissions of the
indemnifying party's officers, agents, contractors or employees in the performance of this

Page 10f 8
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Project # :5-0089(346)401

SR-89; VARIOUS INTERSECTIONS PAVEMENT REPAIR
LAYTON CITY CORPORATION

CID# 71725 PIN#: 11973

Agreement. Nothing in this paragraph is intended to create additional rights to third
parties or to waive any provision of the Utah Governmental Immunity Act, provided said
Act applies to the action or omission giving rise to the protections in this paragraph. The
indemnification in this paragraph shall survive the expiration or termination of this
Agreement.

This Agreement may be executed in one or more counterparts, each of which shall be an
original, with the same effect as if the signatures thereto and hereto were upon the same
instrument. This Agreement shall become effective when each Party hereto shall have
received a counterpart hereof signed by the other Party hereto.

This Agreement shall be governed by the laws of the State of Utah both as to
interpretation and performance.

Nothing contained in this Agreement shall be deemed or construed, either by the parties
hereto or by any third party, to create the relationship of principal and agent or create any
partnership, joint venture or other association between the Parties.

This Agreement contains the entire agreement between the Parties, with respect to the
subject matter hereof, and no statements, promises, or inducements made by either
Party or agents for either Party that are not contained in this written Agreement shall be
binding or valid.

If any provision hereof shall be held or deemed to be or shall, in fact, be inoperative or
unenforceable as applied in any particular case in any jurisdiction or in all jurisdictions, or
in all cases because it conflicts with any other provision or provisions hereof or any
constitution or statute or rule or public policy, or for any other reason, such circumstances
shall not have the effect of rendering the provision in question inoperative or
unenforceable in any other case or circumstance, or of rendering any other provision or
provisions herein contained invalid, inoperative, or unenforceable to any extent whatever.
The invalidity of any one or more phrases, sentences, clauses, or paragraphs herein
contained, shall not affect the remaining portions hereof, or any part thereof.

Each party represents that it has the authority to enter into this Agreement.

Page 2 of 8
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Project # :S-0089(346)401

SR-89; VARIOUS INTERSECTIONS PAVEMENT REPAIR

LAYTON CITY CORPORATION
CID#: 71725 PIN#: 11973

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused these presents to be executed by their

duly authorized officers as for the day and year fi

rst above written.

ATTEST: LAYTON CITY CORPORATION, a Municipal
Corporation in the State of Utah

By: By:

Title: Title:

Date: Date:

(IMPRESS SEAL)

RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL.:

By:

WVED AS TO,FORM
BY / N / Z% 20i%

EEssENEEmERE \A- [}

UTAH DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

By:

Traffic Operations Engineer

Date:

REGION DIRECTOR

Date:

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
The Utah State Attorney General's Office

has previously approved all paragraphs in
this Agreement as to form.

Page

UDOT COMPTROLLER’S OFFICE

By:

CONTRACT ADMINISTRATOR

Date:

30f8

26



Project # :5-0089(346)401
SR-89; VARIOUS INTERSECTIONS PAVEMENT REPAIR

LAYTON CITY CORPORATION
CID#: 71725 PIN# 11873

ATTACHMENTS

Page 4 of 8
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Project # :S-0089(346)401

SR-89; VARIOUS INTERSECTIONS PAVEMENT REPAIR
LAYTON CITY CORPORATION

CID# 74725 PIN#: 11973

US 89 entrances
Description Qty. Unit $ per Tolal §

Place 2, 314" gradation AC-10 bitiminous surface course 513 Tons 55.00 28,215.00
#1Apply AC-10 tack coal 2 Tons 0.01 0.02
# Adjust existing manhole covers 0 Each 345.00 0.00
# Adjust exisling water valve covers 0 Each 205.00 0.00
# Adjust existing co box, PRY, or inlet covers 0 Each 435.00 0.00
#iprotect and raise to grade existing survey monumenls 0 Each 160.00 0.00
#1aDA Ramps 0 Each 1,615.00 0.00

$28,215.02
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LAYTON CITY CORPORATION

SR-89

! i T : : :
I i P i i |
W .z 69 | IS N )
@ & A | ©
i 2 L i Z N TANGLEWOOD
.................... - \\_ HWH ; __ | W __" - N - ol
i [ x
PEasTGENTIE [ | B T S .
MR N T -
P g o PINEWOOD™y 5 ¢ ]
= i L ! I ! /
i H i i i
; ! | ; i
: : |
o | ! !
: : | M ........... -
| : ; i !
e e
: ‘ NG | 5]
! i 3 Co w T
i } > i | 1 .
! : < 44 ¢ ! 9
: : z (Ui | o]
o E T8 w
: : 2 | 4¢ !
: : T vl !
| | . ;
,m @ fa |
S S R R .\o.ﬂ, ioc\o/z
S~ _ RRITY
APPROVED FCR - e B SANIHEAD P 2013-2014 STREET MAINTENANCE PROJECT u_s“”a 7
L Faa VRN B g SEN ot 7 T o
L AYION ey - R SANKHEAD 22013 NONE PROJECT 1350 o*
< ENGINVEERING CONSTRULCTION s PO %oy el "

30

Page 7 of 8




Project # :S-0089(346)401
SR-89; VARIOUS INTERSECTIONS PAVEMENT REPAIR

LAYTON CITY CORPORATION
CID# 71725 PIN# 11973

Page 8 of 8
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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
Didtrict, 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 Didtrict 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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RESOLUTION 13-41

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING A MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
BETWEEN LAYTON CITY AND NORTH DAVIS SEWER DISTRICT GRANTING
AN EASEMENT TO THE NORTH DAVIS SEWER DISTRICT FOR
CONSTRUCTION, OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF AN UNDERGROUND
SEWER AND ASSOCIATED FACILITIES ON PARCEL 11-525-0227 LOCATED
UNDER THE ROCKY MOUNTAIN POWER CORRIDOR NORTH OF WEAVER
LANE AND FOR THE REDESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION OF A DETENTION
BASIN AT THE SAME LOCATION.

WHEREAS, in anticipation of future needs, North Davis Sewer District desires to construct, operate
and maintain sewer utilities in an existing storm drain detention basin owned by the City which is located

within in the power corridor just north of Weaver Lane in Layton City; and

WHEREAS, in order to accomplish this goal, North Davis Sewer District has requested an easement
from the City to install, operate and maintain this sewer utility; and

WHEREAS, construction of said sewer utilities will reduce the capacity of the City’s storm drain
detention basin; and

WHEREAS, the storm water detention basin will need to be redesigned and reconstructed to
accommodate the same capacity as before the sewer utilities are installed; and

WHEREAS, the North Davis Sewer District desires to complete whatever reconstruction is necessary
to ensure the City’s storm water detention basin’s capacity remains the same; and

WHEREAS, granting the easement to the North Davis Sewer District for the construction, operation
and maintenance of sewer utilities in the City’s detention basin is in the best interest of the health, safety and
welfare of the City and its citizens.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF LAYTON, UTAH:

1. That Layton City execute the memorandum of understanding with the North Davis Sewer
District attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference.

2. That the Mayor be authorized to execute the easements on behalf of Layton City.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of Layton, Utah, this 15" day of August, 2013.

J. STEPHEN CURTIS, Mayor
ATTEST:

THIEDA WELLMAN, City Recorder
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SUBMITTING DEPARTMENF:

Cd

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

7

TERRY COBURN, Direttr SARY Ry/ANﬁ, City Atforney

Public Works



August 1, 2013

North Davis Sewer District

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN LAYTON CITY
AND
THE NORTH DAVIS SEWER DISTRICT

Re: Installation of Sewer Utilities and Redesign and Construction of a Storm Drain Detention Basin

Dear : Kevin Cowen
4252 West 2200 South
Syracuse, UT 84075

The purpose of this memorandum is to reduce to writing the respective responsibilities of Layton City
(City) and the North Davis Sewer District (District) regarding a sewer utility project located within the
City’s storm water detention basin on parcel #11-525-0227, located just north of Weaver Lane in Layton
City. In order to accomplish the District’s goal of expanding sewer utilities on the previously mentioned
parcel, the respective parties agree to do the following:

Layton City-

1-  The City will grant the District temporary construction easements and a permanent easement for
the construction of sewer utilities.

North Davis Sewer District-

1- The District will redesign (or the City will redesign if the City prefers) and reconstruct the storm
water detention basin affected by the new sewer utilities to accommodate a capacity of 10,000
cubic feet.

2-  Once reconstruction of the storm water detention basin is complete the District will also hydro-
seed the affected areas to help prevent erosion.

Sincerely, NORTH DAVIS SEWER DISTRICT

J. Stephen Curtis
Layton City Attorney By:
Title:
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EASEMENT
Owner, Grantor(s), hereby convey(s) and warrant(s) to North Davis Sewer District, its successors in
interest and assigns, Grantee for the sum of One Dollar and other good and valuable consideration, a
permanent non-exclusive easement and Right-of-Way for the construction, operation, maintenance,
repair, alteration, enlargement, inspection, relocation, and replacement of an underground sewer and
associated facilities related thereto, on, over, under, and across real property located in Davis County,
Utah and described as follows:
A Permanent Easement described as follows:
Described in Exhibit “A” which is attached hereto and incorporated by this reference.
A Temporary Easement (easterly) described as follows:
Described in Exhibit “A” which is attached hereto and incorporated by this reference.

A Temporary Easement (westerly) described as follows:

Described in Exhibit “A” which is attached hereto and incorporated by this reference.

County Serial No. Sq.Ft. Acres Easement

11-525-0227 15,111.80 0.3469 Permanent

11-525-0227 20,420.93 0.4688 Temporary Construction (easterly)
11-525-0227 24,341.33 0.5588 Temporary Construction (westerly)

Together with all necessary and reasonable rights of ingress and egress and the right to excavate and
refill ditches and trenches for the location, installation, and repair of the above-mentioned facilities
and to remove trees, shrubbery undergrowth, or other obstructions interfering with the repair and
maintenance of said underground facilities.

The Grantor(s) reserve(s) the right to occupy, use and cultivate said property for all purposes not
inconsistent with the rights herein granted. Grantor(s) shall not build or construct over or across said
permanent Right-of-Way, any building or other improvement, nor change the contour thereof without
the written consent of the Grantee. However, Grantee acknowledges that Grantor will be
maintaining a storm drain detention basin around this easement. Grantee hereby grants the consent
contemplated herein for the maintenance of this basin and the necessary supporting facilities.

The temporary easements shall remain in force a maximum of one year beyond the Contract Time as
specified within the Contract Documents as agreed to by the Contractor selected to construct said
pipeline. Upon termination of said one-year guarantee period, the temporary easement shall be
dissolved and all previous rights of the Grantor(s) shall be restored with respect to the temporary
easements.



The Grantor(s) hereby covenant(s) with the North Davis Sewer District that Grantor(s) is/are
lawfully seized and possessed of the real estate above described; that Grantor(s) has/have a good and
lawful right to convey it, or any part thereof; that it is free from all encumbrances and that Grantor(s)
will forever warrant and defend the title thereto against the lawful claims of all persons whomsoever.

As part of the consideration for this grant, the Grantor(s) hereby release(s) any and all claims for
damages from whatsoever cause incidental to the exercise of the rights herein granted.

The property over which said easement passes and the location thereof are depicted in Exhibit “A”,
attached hereto and by reference made a part hereof as though set forth fully herein.

In Witness Whereof, the Grantor(s) have executed this Right-of-Way and easement this , day
of ,2013
GRANTOR(S)
By:
By:

( - d i Approved as to Form

STATE OF UTAH )
:SS.
COUNTY OF DAVIS )
On the day of , 20, personally appeared before me,

, the signer(s) of the above instrument, who duly acknowledged to

me they executed the same.

Notary Public
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ROBINSON, BIEHN & BIEHN, INC.
Professional Land Surveyors
RB B 5330 South 900 East, Suite 120 I
Salt Lake City, Utah 84117-7261 - Biehn,
(801) 266-1118 + (801) 262-5814 Fax TAf{E et ELR

February 25, 2013

Project: North Davis Sewer District
East Outfall Pipeline 7~
Davis County Parcel # 11-525-0227 e
Layton City Corporation

Permanent Easement

A 20 foot wide strip of land for a sewer line easement with the side lines being 10 feet on each
side of the following described centerline with the side lines extending to or terminating at
Grantor’s property lines, said strip of land is located in the Northeast Quarter of Section 31,
Township 4 North, Range 1 West, Salt Lake Base and Meridian, Davis County, Utah and being
more particularly described as follows.

Beginning on Grantor’s southeasterly property line and the center of a North Davis Sewer
District Pipeline at a point East 1,075.36 feet and South 958.58 from the north quarter corner of
said Section 31, said north quarter corner bears N89°57°10”E 2631.34 feet from the northwest
corner of said Section 31 (basis of bearing); thence along said pipeline the following three
courses, (1) N36°25°26”"W 563.12 feet, (2) 851°06°22"W 162.11 feet and (3) N36°27°20"W
30.36 feet to a point on Grantor’s northwesterly property line, said point being S°45°40°41”E
834.18 feet, more or less, from said north quarter corner of said Section 31. Contains 0.3469
acre, more or less.

Temporary Construction Easement (Easterly Side)

A parcel of land for a temporary construction easement that lies easterly of and adjacent to the
above described Permanent Easement and being more particularly described as follows.

Beginning on Grantor’s southeasterly property line and the southeasterly corner of the above
described Permanent Easement; thence along the easterly line of said Permanent Easement the
following three courses (1) N36°25'26”"W 572.42 feet, (2) S51°06°22W 162.12 feet and (3)
N36°27°24”W 20.34 feet to Grantor’s northwesterly property line; thence N51°03°40”E 66.80
feet; thence N55°44°367E 125.34 feet; thence S36°25°26”E 580.53 feet to Grantor’s
southeasterly property line; thence S47°02°19”W 30.20 feet to the point of beginning. Contains
0.4688 acre, more or less.

Serving Professional, Commercial & Governmental Clients Since 1983

Document Received from

Exhibit A Outside Source.
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Temporary Construction Easement (Westerly Side)

A parcel of land for a temporary construction easement that lies easterly of and adjacent to the
above described Permanent Easement and being more particularly described as follows.

Beginning on Grantor’s southeasterly property line and the southwesterly corner of the above
described Permanent Easement; thence $S47°02°14”W 30.20 feet along Grantor’s southeasterly

property line; thence N36°25°26”"W 515

93 feet; thence S51°0622”W 162.09 feet; thence

N36°27°20"W 80.37 feet to Grantor’s northwesterly property line; thence N51°04°25”E 30.03
feet along Grantor’s northwesterly property line to the northwesterly corner of the above
described Permanent Easement; thence along the westerly side of said Permanent Easement the
following three courses, (1) S36°27°19”E 40.35 feet, (2) N51°06°23”E 162.11 feet and (3)
$36°25°26"E 553.83 feet to the point of beginning. Contains 0.5588 acre, more or less.

Permonent

Serving Professional, Comme

Robert Farms #2 Parcel A"

(sketch)

20" Wide
Eosement

Laylon City
Porcel 11-25-0227
TCE Right = 0.4688 Acre+/—({Eosterly

Permonent = 0.3489 Acre +/-
TCE Lefl = 0.5588 Acre +/— (Weslerly

rcial & Governmental Clients Since 1983
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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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RESOLUTION 13-44

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE ADOPTION OF THE 2012 LAYTON CITY
MUNICIPAL WASTEWATER PLANNING PROGRAM

WHEREAS, the State of Utah, Department of Environmental Quality, Division of Water Quality
requires Layton City to complete the 2012 Municipal Wastewater Planning Program Annual Report; and

WHEREAS, the State requires that the Annual Report be adopted by a Layton City resolution.

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

UTAH:

That the City Council of Layton City, Davis County, State of Utah, has reviewed and accepted
the 2012 Municipal Wastewater Planning Program Annual Report.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of Layton, Utah this 15" day of August, 2013,

ATTEST:

THIEDA WELLMAN, City Recorder

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

o

A

Y g A

GARY CRANE, City Attorney

/

J. STEPHEN CURTIS, Mayor

SUBMITTING DEPARTMENT:
/

TERRY COBURN, Public Works Director
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STATE OF UTAH

MunNIcIPAL WASTEWATER
PLANNING PROGRAM

SELF-ASSESSMENT REPORT
FOR

LAYTON

2012
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Resolution Number ___ /3~ 4§

MUNICIPAL WASTEWATER PLANNING PROGRAM RESOLUTION

| RESOLVED that LAYTON informs the Water Quality Board the following actions were
taken by the CITY COUNCIL

1. Reviewed the attached Municipal Wastewater Planning Program Report for 2012.

2. Have taken all appropriate actions necessary to maintain effluent requirements
contained in the UPDES Permit (If Applicable)

Passed by a (majority) (unanimous) vote on

(date)

Mayor/Chairman Attest: Recorder/Clerk
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Municipal Wastewater Planning Program (MWPP)
Financial Evaluation Section

Owner Name: LAYTON
Name and Title of Contact Person:

Greg Harrah

Water Supervisor - Certificate #01898E260120

Phone: (801) 336-3720

E-mail; gharrah@laytoncity.org

PLEASE SUBMIT TO STATE BY: September 1, 2013

Mail to: MWPP - Department of Environmental Quality
c/o Paul Krauth, P.E. ‘
Division of Water Quality
195 North 1950 West
P.O. Box 144870
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114-4870
Phone : (801) 536-4346
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NOTE: This questionnaire has been compiled for your benefit by a state sponsored task
force comprised of representatives of local government and service districts. It is
designed to assist you in making an evaluation of your wastewater system and financial
planning. Please answer questions as accurately as possible to give you the best
evaluation of your facility. If you need assistance please call, Emily Cantén. Utah
Division of Water Quality: (801) 536-4342.

I. Definitions: The following terms and definitions may help you complete the worksheets
and questionnaire: :

User Charge (UC) - A fee established for one or more class(es) of users of the
wastewater treatment facilities that generate revenues to pay for costs of the
system.

Operation and Maintenance Expense - Expenditures incurred for materials,
labor, utilities, and other items necessazy for managing and maintaining the facility
to achieve or maintain the capacity and performance for which it was designed
and constructed.

Repair and Replacement Cost - Expenditures incurred during the useful life of
the treatment works for obtaining and installing equipment, accessories, and/or
appurtenances necessary to maintain the existing capacity and the performance
for which the facility was designed and constructed.

Capital Needs - Cost to construct, upgrade or improve the facility.
Capital Improvement Reserve Account - A reserve established to accumulate
funds for construction and/or replacement of treatment facilities, collection lines or

other capital improvement needs.

Reserve for Debt Service - A reserve for bond repayment as may be defined in
accordance with terms of a bond indenture.

Current Debt Service - Interest and principal costs for debt payable this year.
Repair and Replacement Sinking Fund - A fund to accumulate funds for repairs

and maintenance to fixed assets not normally included in operation expenses and
for replacement costs (defined above).
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Part |: OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

Complete the following table:

ints Total
Are revenues sufficient to cover operation, maintenance, YES = 0 points
and repair & replacement (OM&R) costs at this time? NO = 25 points 0
Are the projected revenues sufficient to cover operation, YES = 0 points
maintenance, and repair & replacement (OM&R) costs for 5 el 0
: NO = 25 points
the next five years?
Does the facility have sufficient staff to ensure proper YES = 0 points
0&M? NO = 25 points 0
Has a dedicated sinking fund been established to provide YES = 0 points
for repair & replacement costs? NO = 25 points 25
Is the repair & replacement sinking fund adequate to meet YES = 0 points
: anticipated needs? NO = 25 points 25
TOTAL PART I = 50

Part Il: CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS

Complete the following table:

e Question ~ Points Earned Total
Are present revenues collected sufficient to cover all YES = 0 points 0
costs and provide funding for capital improvements? NO = 25 points
Are projected funding sources sufficient to cover all s ;

projected capital improvement costs for the §g3=—zg pg‘i:’;z 0
next five years? P
Are projected funding sources sufficient to cover all 5 :
projected capital improvement costs for the ;gs____zg pg'i?;z 0
next ten years? P
Are projected funding sources sufficient to cover all i .
projected capital improvement costs for the mgi}g pg}?&i 0
next twenty years? P
Has a dedicated sinking fund been established to provide YES = Q points
for future capital impravements? NQ = 25 points 25
TOTAL PART Il = 25
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Complete the following table:

Part 1ll: GENERAL QUESTIONS

Is the wastewater treatment fund a separate enterprise YES=0 poir:;
fund/account or district? NO = 25 points 0
Are you collecting 95% or more of your sewer billings? ggs:zg gg;mz 0
Is there a review, at least annually, of user fees? I:J(SS:Z% ;;c;i;‘ttss 0
Are bond reserve requirements being met if applicable? ;'\;gs:zg gg;g}(z N/A
TOTAL PART lll = 0

Estimate as best you can the following:

Part IV: PROJECTED NEEDS

- Cost of projected capital

2014

2015 2016 2017 | 2018

improvements (in thousands)

540

500 450 350 400

Point Summation

Fill in the values from Parts | through 11l in the blanks provided in column 1. Add the
numbers-to determine the MWPP- point total that reflects your present-financial position

for meeting your wastewater needs.

I

50

Il

25

i

Total

75
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Municipal Wastewater Planning Program (MWPP)
Collection System Section

Owner Name: LAYTON

Name and Title of Contact Person:

“Greg Harrah

Water Supervisor - Certificate #01898E260120

Phone: (801) 336-3720

E-mail: gharrah@laytoncity.org

PLEASE SUBMIT TO STATE BY: September 1, 2013

Mail to: MWPP - Department of Environmental Quality
c/o Paul Krauth, P.E.
Division of Water Quality
195 North 1950 West
P.O. Box 144870
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114-4870
Phone : (801) 536-4346

Form completed by

Shannon Hansen
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Part I: SYSTEM AGE
A. What year was your collection system first constructed (approximately)?

Year 1945
What is the oldest part of your present system?

Oldest part _ 68 years

Part ll: BYPASSES

Please complete the following table:

Question Number Points Earned Total Points

0 times = 0 points
How many days last year was there a 1 time = 5 points
bypass, overflow or basement flooding 2 times = 10 points
by untreated wastewater in the system 3 times = 15 points 0
due to rain or snowmelt? 4 times = 20 points
5 or more = 25 points

0 times = 0 points
1 time = 5 points
2 times = 10 points
3 times = 15 points 0
4 times = 20 points
5 or more = 25 points

How many days last year was there a

bypass, overflow or basement flooding

by untreated wastewater due to 0
equipment failure?

(except plugged laterals)

TOTALPARTII=| O

Please specify whether the bypass(es) was caused a contract or tributary
communities, etc.
N/A




Part lll: NEW DEVELOPMENT

A. Please complete the following table}
Question 2 - Points Earned | Total Points
Has an industry (or other development) moved into
the community or expanded production in the past two NG = 0 Boliis
years, such that either flow or wastewater loadings to P 0

the sewerage system were significantly increased
(10 - 20%)?

Yes = 10 points

Are there any major new developments (industrial,

commercial, or residential) anticipated in the next 2- 3 No = 0 points
years, such that either flow or BOD; loadings to the Yes = 10 points 0
sewerage system could significantly increase (25%)?
TOTAL PART lll = 0
B. Approximate number of new residential sewer connections in the last year

776 new residential connections

C. Approximate number of new commercial/industrial connections in the last year

8 new commercial/industrial connections
D. Approximate number of new population serviced in the last year

2352 hew people served
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Part IV: OPERATOR CERTIFICATION
A. How many collection system operators are currently employed by your facility?
9 collection system operators employed

B. What is/are the name(s) of your DRC operator(s)?

Wesley Adams; William Donahue; Gregory Harrah; Brian King

Howard Larkins; Michael Naranjo; Brett Perkins; Lonnie Smith

Darrin Taylor

C. You are required to have the collection DRC operator(s) certified at Grade IV

What is the current grade of the DRC operator(s)? _Level IV

D State of Utah Administrative Rules require all operators considered to be in DRC to
be appropriately certified. List all the operators in your system by their certification
class.

Wesley Adams - IV Not Certified

William Donahue - IV

Gregory Harrah - IV Small Lagoons

Brian King - IV Collection |
Howard Larkins - IV .
Michael Naranjo - IV Collection Il

Brett Perkins - IV

llection Il
Lonnie Smith - IV Cellaclion |
Darrin Taylor - IV Collection IV
E. Please complete the following table:
Question Points Earned Total Points

Is/are your DRC operator(s) currently
certified at the appropriate grade for this
facility? (see C)

Yes = 0 points
No = 50 points 0

How many continuing education units has
each of the DRC operator(s) completed over
the last 3 years?

3 or more = 0 points
less than 3 = 10 points 0

TOTAL PART IV = 0
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Part V: FACILITY MAINTENANCE

A. Please complete the following table:
Do you follow an annual preventative Yes = 0 points
maintenance program? No = 30 points 0
i Yes = 0 points
l?
Is it written’ No = 20 points 0
Do you have a written emergency response Yes = 0 points 0
plan? No = 20 points
Do you have an updated operations and Yes = 0 points 0
maintenance manual No = 20 points
r Yes = 0 points
2
Do you have a written safety plan? No = 20 points 0
TOTAL PARTV = 0

Part VI: SUBJECTIVE EVALUATION

This section should be with the system operators.

A. - Describe the physical condition of the sewer collection system: (lift stations, etc.
included)
Most are gravity flow systems with approximitaly 200 miles of gravity flow and 0.41 miles

of pressurized main. The City has one sewer lift station.

B. What sewerage system improvements does the community have under
consideration for the next 10 years?
The system is divided into ten sections with one section being televised every year.

There is an annual/bi-annual repair and replacement project.

The City is in the process of hiring a consultant to develope a Master Plan and

Management Plan.
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Part Vi: SUBJECTIVE EVALUATION (cont.)

Explain what problems, other than plugging have you experienced over the last year
We had a collapsed manhole at Delayne and Forbes

Is your community presently involved in formal planning for system
expansion/upgrading? If so explain.

How many times in the last calendar year was there sewage in basements at any
point in the collection system for any reason, except for plugging of the lateral
connections?

There were _2 __ total basements with sewage in them in 2012.

How many different times different did flooding occur? 1

Does the municipality/district pay for the continuing education expehses of
operators?

ALWAYS X SOMETIMES NO

If they do, what percentage is paid?

approximately _ 100 %

Is there a written policy regarding continuing education and training for wastewater
operators?

YES X NO
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H.

Part Vi: SUBJECTIVE EVALUATION (cont.)

Any additional comments? (Attach additional sheets if necessary.)
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POINT SUMMATION

Fillin the values from Parts Il through V in the blanks provided in column 1. Add the
numbers to determine the MWPP point total that your wastewater facility has
generated for the past twelve months.

1l 0
1 0
I\ 0
\V/ 0
Total 0
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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
Subdivison. The applicant is requesting fina 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 ingtal 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 alowed 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 areto 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 Subdivison 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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COMMUNITY AND ECONOMIC

DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
PLANNING DIVISION

Stalfl Report

To: City Council
From: Kem Weaver, Planner Il ////‘———

Date: August 15, 2013 /

Re: Old Farm at Parkway Subdivision Phase 2 Final Plat

Location:  Approximately 815 West Layton Parkway

Zoning: R-1-8 (Single Family Residential)

Background:

On January 24, 2012, the Planning Commission approved the preliminary plat of what was
then titled Roberts Creek Subdivision and is now called Old Farm at Parkway Subdivision
located at approximately 815 West Layton Parkway. Similar residentially zoned land is to the
north and east, Kaysville City is to the south, and agricultural land uses in unincorporated
Davis County are to the west.

The proposed final plat will consist of 19 lots with a required detention basin located at the
southern edge of a future phase of the subdivision to the west. This phase will have to
adhere to the annexation agreement requirements with regards to the 8-foot masonry wall
installation and street side landscaping. Five lots will back onto the recently constructed
Layton Parkway. These lots will have a landscape buffer easement adjacent to the Layton
Parkway right-of-way. It is the developer’s responsibility to construct an 8-foot masonry wall
and landscape the 5-foot buffer adjacent to the required 8-foot masonry wall and to
landscape the park strip within the Layton Parkway right-of-way. Maintenance of this
landscape buffer is the responsibility of the Old Farm at Parkway homeowners association.

The proposed lots meet the R-1-8 requirements with regards to frontage and area. Each lot
is greater than 8,000 square feet with lot sizes ranging from 8,000 to 15,500 square feet.

Several residents within the Weaver Meadows Subdivision Phase 1 have expressed
concerns to City Staff and Council members the future phases of the Old Farm at Parkway
Subdivision will have to access through the Weaver Meadows subdivision to reach Layton
Parkway. The preliminary plat was approved showing two future street connections to the
west for future development that will provide access points to Weaver Lane (see the concept
plan for future development on adjacent properties). There is no planned secondary access
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to Layton Parkway with the Old Farm at Parkway Subdivision. The Layton City Engineer,
Woody Woodruff, has limited access points onto Layton Parkway because of the potential for
high amounts of traffic as west Layton develops and because it is classified as an arterial
street.

Resident's concerns include increased ftraffic flows through the Weaver Meadows
Subdivision with only one street access for an additional 44 single family lots in the Old Farm
at Parkway Subdivision, fire safety, and knowledge that the property owner west of the
proposed Old Farm at Parkway Subdivision has written a letter stating that development will
never occur on his farm property.

City Staff has been working with the residents and the developer of Old Farm at Parkway
Subdivision to create a solution. Staff proposes to initiate a written agreement with the
developer to restrict a single family lot that backs onto Layton Parkway to allow for a
temporary access onto Layton Parkway for construction purposes only. This would eliminate
large vehicular construction traffic from going through the Weaver Meadows Subdivision.
Once the construction period is over for the subdivision improvements and possibly home
construction, the temporary access would be closed and the lot sold.

Regardless of the solution suggested by City Staff, the residents in the Weaver Meadows
Subdivision are still requesting permanent access to Layton Parkway for the future residents
of Old Farm at Parkway.

Staff Recommendation:
Staff recommends final plat approval be granted for Old Farm at Parkway Subdivision Phase

2 subject to meeting all Staff requirements as outlined in Staff memorand&m;\ j/
Engineering D Q . Planning ///A/ Fire d g

Planning Commission Action:

On June 11, 2013, the Planning Commission voted unanimously to recommend the
Council grant final plat approval to Old Farm at Parkway Subdivision Phase 2 subject to
meeting all Staff requirements.

The Commission asked for public comment. No public comments were given.

® Page 2
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* Publlc Works - Engineering *
Tenry R. Coburmn« Director
James (Woody) Woodruff « City Engineer
Telephone: (801) 336-3700
Mayor * J. Stephen Curtis Fax: (801) 336-3713
Clty Manager » Alex R. Jensen
Asst, City Manager * James S, Mason

July 19, 2013
Re: Secondary Access Request for Layton Parkway
Dear Residents,

Layton Parkway is classified as a Minor Arterial Street. According to the American
Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO), “Every State and
local transportation agency has the basic statutory authority to control all aspects of
highway design to protect the public safety, health, and welfare”.

“The Safety and operating benefits of controlling access to a highway have long been
recognized and well documented. As access density increases, there is a corresponding
increase in crashes and travel times. Access management is one of the primary
components that streets are regulated.” (AASHTO pg 91-92). This access management
also improves the flow of traffic and reduces congestion and delay on streets.

Layton Parkway is a controlled access facility and according to the Layton City
Development Guidelines and Design Standards Adopted November 2012, regarding
Street Intersections - “On arterial and major collector streets, drive entrances may be
required to be aligned as determined by the City Engineer. The number and location of
drive access points may also be limited”.

Layton Parkway is a Minor Arterial road with a Master Plan to locate intersections
(connections) at % mile increments (1,000 feet) in new development and reduce or
minimize access in existing planned and developed areas. The closest spacing on Layton
Parkway between 350 West and 700 West intersections is 650 feet. The spacing between
700 West and Weaver Lane is 1,091 feet. This spacing meets the desired 1,000 feet
spacing requirement and Master Plan. An additional access between 700 West and
Weaver Lane would also carry safety concerns of sight distance due to the curves of
Layton Parkway.

f@m&'ﬂbﬂiﬂﬂmﬁ » 437 N. Wasatch Dr. « Layton, Utah 84041 « (801) 336-3700 * FAX: (801) 336-3713 62



The other classes of streets within our community are collector streets, residential
collector streets, and residential streets. Examples of collector streets would be Flint and
Angel Streets. These connect to a Minor Arterial Street such as Layton Parkway.

According to Layton City Municipal Code, "Residential Collector Street means a street,
existing or proposed, which is supplementary to a collector or arterial street and of
limited continuity and which serves or is planned to serve the needs of residential areas
and gives access to local streets. This type of street shall be used as collector streets
through residential areas which lead directly or indirectly to a collector or arterial street”.

Currently, 700 West is a residential coliector street that coilects traffic from the Weaver
Meadows Subdivision and will collect traffic from the future Old Farm at Parkway Phase
2&3 subdivisions. The residential collector will provide access for these residents to the
Minor Arterial Street, Layton Parkway.

According to the Layton City “Development Guidelines and Design Standards” Adopted
November 2012 Section IV- Second Access requirements “A second access to a site is
required under the following conditions: A development of one or two family dwellings
where the number of dwelling units exceeds 30, unless fire apparatus roads will connect
with future development as determined by the City Engineer and the Fire code official”.

The Fire Marshall and City Engineer have confirmed with the City Attorney and
Community Development Director that the proposed development “will connect with
future developments”. No additional access or road connections will be approved to
Layton Parkway.

However, to reduce the impacts and increase safety for the Weaver Meadows subdivision
residents, Layton City staff is recommending to the developer to utilize an existing
temporary driveway access off of Layton Parkway only during construction.

We are appreciative and acknowledge the concerns you share as a neighborhood and
hope that you will support the Layton City Staff in this decision to provide this secondary
temporary access during construction. Thank you for your courtesy and suppott.
Sincerely,

J mes “Woody” Woodruff P .E.
\ -~Layton City Engineer

[Ridicipal Offices « 457 N. Wasatch Or. « Layton, Utah 84041 « (801) 336-3700  FAX: (BO) 336-3713.






TO:

FROM:

CcC:

DATE:

RE:

MEMORANDUM

Phil Holland; Phil@henrywalkerhomes.com
Thomas Romney; tromney@focusutah.com

Shannon Hansen, Staff Engineer

Fire Department
Community Planning and Development Department

July 25, 2013

Old Farm at Parkway Phase 2, Final Plans (Revised) (1* Submittal)

| have reviewed the dedication plat and construction drawings transmitted on July 16, 2013 for the
proposed Old Farm at Parkway Phase 2 Subdivision, located at approximately 850 West and 800 South.
The plans have been stamped “APPROVED AS CORRECTED.”

The following items will need to be addressed/completed prior to scheduling a preconstruction
meeting.

Old Farm at Parkway Phase 2, Final Plans, Submitted 071613

Lighting — The developer will be required to pay $14,200 prior to the pre-construction meeting
for this phase’s required street lights (four SLO2). This fee includes the installation costs ($7,000)
for the lights and conduit which will be installed by the City’s contractor.
Bonding — A cost estimate for the subdivision will need to be submitted for review and will need
to include the costs for the sprinkling system and landscaping of the detention basin and the
landscape buffer on Layton Parkway and for the masonry wall.
General - Six complete sets of drawings that have been stamped and signed by a professional
engineer will need to be submitted. The drawings will need to address the corrections from this
memo.
A letter of approval from Kays Creek Irrigation for the pressurized secondary water system will
need to be submitted and will need to include written documentation that the fees for
secondary water service have been paid.
A letter of approval from Kays Creek Irrigation for the changes to the irrigation line on the east
side of the project will need to be submitted.
A copy of the Davis County Flood Control permit for the storm drain discharge into Kays Creek
must be submitted.
Based on the lot configuration on the dedication plat and the use of secondary water, the water
exaction required for Phase 2 is 3.5 acre feet. The following three companies have water shares
acceptable to Layton City:

Kays Creek Irrigation (A or B stock) (3 acre feet = 1 share)

Holmes Creek Irrigation (3 acre feet = 1 share)

Davis & Weber Canal Company (6 acre feet = 1 share)
Each company can tell you a price per share and verify the amount of acre-feet of water included
in a share or partial share.
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An electronic file of the drawings in AutoCAD format will need to be submitted.

An electronic PDF and paper copy of the construction plans on 11x17 sheets will need to be
submitted for submittal to the Utah Division of Drinking Water and will need to include a
“water/sewer crossing table”. See Section 4 — Culinary Water Section item VII (F) located at
http://laytoncity.org/public/Depts/PubWorks/downloads.aspx

A Notice of Intent (NOI) from the State of Utah, Department of Environmental Quality, Division
of Water Quality will need to be submitted before scheduling a preconstruction meeting. The
NOI may be obtained via the Internet at Http://waterquality.utah.gov. (Click on the heading
“Online Construction Stormwater Permit Issuance System” and follow the instructions).
Masonry Walls - The city has secured a price of $73.80/linear foot for the construction and
installation of the masonry walls. This price includes the Developer providing an on-site
construction area where the contractor can build the concrete forms. If the Developer chooses
this option the cost for the walls must be submitted to the City prior to the pre-con and the
plans must show the construction area for the walls.

Dedication Plat —

1.
2.

The length and bearing for the shared lot line of lots 218 and 219 will need to be added.

The two distances for the rear lot line of lot 203 have the same bearing and will need to be
added together.

C15 should have a radius of 469’ as it is an offset of C7 which has a radius of 500’ (500’ — 31’ =
469’).

Grading Plan - C5 ~

1.

The 20’ Public Utility & Drainage Easement and Private irrigation easement note seen along the
east boundary will need to be changed to a 10’ public utility easement.

Drainage Plan — C6 —

1.

2.

3.

An easement for the land drain line, the storm drain line, and detention pond would need to be
established until Phase 4 is constructed. The easement will need to be established by separate
document and will need to be submitted for review prior to recording. A copy of the recorded
document will need to be submitted for out files.

The FEMA 100 year flood elevation in the drainage notes (NGVD29 4287.85) does not match the
FEMA elevations shown at the discharge point in Kays Creek (NGVD29 4282.85). This must be
corrected.

The top of the control structure elevation must match the top of pond elevation (4288.74).

Sewer and Land Drain Plan — C7 -

1.

The LDMH #202 will need to be a 5 manhole due to the interior angle of the entering and
exiting pipes.

Water Plan — C8 -

1. Because the flushing hydrants have be removed, the culinary laterals for lots 217, 218, and 219
will need to connect to the main in 800 West and the culinary lateral for the future lot on the
south side of 850 South will need to connect to the main in 850 South east of fire hydrant #201.
This will need to be noted on the plan and profile sheets.
Old Farm at Parkway Phase 2, Final Plans, Submitted 071613 2
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Erosion Control Plan — C9 -
1. Based on discussions and concerns with residents of the neighboring subdivision, we are
requesting that the point of access for construction come from Layton Parkway at the existing
drive approach near the northwest boundary of the subdivision.

750 South Plan and Profile - PP1 -
1. The 90 degree bend in the culinary waterline in the knuckle will need to be changed to 2 — 45
degree bends.

800 West Plan and Profile — PP2 -
1. The minimum slope on a 12” storm drain is 1%. This will affect the main from SD inlet #202 to
SD combo #201.
2. The invert for the 12” from the SW entering SD combo #201 is labeled as out in the notes in the
plan and profile.

850 South Undeveloped Plan and Profile — PP4 -
1. The future curb and gutter and sidewalk will need to be shown on the plans to verify proper
placement of the manholes.
2. The minimum slope on a 12” storm drain is 1%. This will affect the main from SD inlet #201 to
SDMH #204,

Old Farm at Parkway Phase 2, Final Plans, Submitted 071613 3
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* Fire Depariment »
Kevin Ward * Fire Chief
Telephone: (801) 336-3940
FAX: (801) 546-0901

Mayor ¢ J. Stephen Curils
Clty Manager » Alex R. Jensen
Asst, City Manager ¢ James S, Mason

MEMORANDUM

TO: Community Development, Attentiam~Jlulie Jewell
FROM: Dean Hunt, Fire Marshal (j;j m/%@z'
RE: Old Farm at Parkway Phase || @ 850 South 800 West
CC: ‘1) Engineering

2) Phil Holland, Phill@henrywalkerhomes.com
3) Tom Romney, tfromney@focusutah.com

DATE: April 24, 2013

I have reviewed the site plan submitted on April 19, 2013 for the above referenced project.
The Fire Prevention Division of this department has no further comments and concerns
regarding this project and recommends granting final approval.

These plans have been reviewed for Fire Department requirements only. Other
departments must review these plans and will have their requirements. This review by the
Fire Department must not be construed as final approval from Layton City.

DBH\Old Farm Parkway PH 2kn
Plan #513-045, District # 42
Project Tracker #LAY 1303121353

Flip Dapaninan 2

00 West » Layton, Utah 84041 + (801) 336-3940  FAX: (801) 546-0901
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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 alot-averaged single-family R-S zoned subdivision.
Alternatives: Alternatives are to 1) Grant final plat approva 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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COMMUNITY AND ECONOMIC

DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
PLANNING DIVISION

Staif Report

To: City Council
From: Kem Weaver, Planner Ii/ // /'\—

Date: August 15, 2013

Re: Evergreen Farms Phase 2 Final Plat

Location:  Approximately 1950 West Layton Parkway

Zoning: R-S (Residential Suburban)

Background:

The applicant, The Adams Company, is proposing a second phase of a single-family
subdivision within an R-S zone. Unincorporated County land is to the south, the Rocky
Mountain Power corridor and R-S zoned property is to the east and Evergreen Farms
Subdivision Phase 1 is to the west.

The proposed final plat consists of 44 lots, which are lot averaged on 19 acres; this equates
to a density of 2.315 units per acre. All lots meet the requirements of the R-S zone when lot
averaged with regards to frontage and area.

As part of developing the subdivision, the applicant is required to build half of the extension of
Layton Parkway, which travels along the south side of the phase. The street is to be an 84-
foot right-of-way and the applicant’s responsibility will be to dedicate 42 feet of width adjacent
to their subdivision. Outside of the right-of-way for Layton Parkway, the applicant is required
to provide a minimum 5-foot landscape buffer easement along lots that back or side onto the
arterial street. City ordinance requires the developer to install an 8-foot masonry wall to
match the existing masonry walls further east on Layton Parkway. The wall will need to be
installed along the entire Layton Parkway frontage of this phase of the development. The
landscaping in the landscape buffer will need to match the landscaping for Evergreen Farms
Subdivision Phase 1.

The Parks Department is requesting that fencing be installed on the rear of the lots that back
onto the Rocky Mountain Power corridor. A minimum 6-foot chain link fence is required by
ordinance if Rocky Mountain Power is allowing agricultural operations as part of a lease
agreement on the property.

74




Staff Recommendation:

Staff recommends final plat approval be granted subject to meeting all Staff requirements as
outlined in Staff memorandums.

Engineering_O).&.. Planning //v_n/ Fir@/g/

Planning Commission Action: On July 30, 2013, the Planning Commission voted

unanimously to recommend the Council grant final plat approval subject to meeting all
Staff requirements.

The Commission asked for public comment. No public comments were given.

® Page 2
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L ATTON

\/(.»/ ENGINEERING

MEMORANDUM

TO: Dave Adams; d2@8015466000.com
tyler@gardnerengineering.net

cc Fire Marshall and Community Development

FROM: Shannon Hansen

DATE: July 23, 2013

RE: Evergreen Farms Phase 2, Final Plans (2™ submittal)

I have reviewed the dedication plat and construction drawings submitted on July 19, 2013 for the
proposed Evergreen Farms Subdivision Phase 2 at approximately Layton Parkway and 2000 West. The
plans have been stamped “APPROVED AS CORRECTED”.

The following items will need to be addressed prior to scheduling a pre-construction meeting.

o Bonding — A cost estimate from a contractor will need to be submitted for review.

o Lighting - The developer will be required to pay $9,200 (for 4 — SL-01), $12,600 (for 7 — SL-02),
and $14,010 for installation for a total of $35,810 for this phase’s required street lights prior to
the pre-construction meeting. The lights will be installed by the City’s contractor. The city will
be responsible for the cost difference between an SL-04 and SL-01 lights installed on Layton
Parkway ($1,770.00 per light, $21,600 for conduit). The developer required amount above
includes this cost reduction.

o Six complete sets of drawings that have been stamped and signed by a professional engineer
will need to be submitted. The drawings will need to incorporate the following corrections.

o Written approval from Kays Creek Irrigation Company for the secondary waterlines will need to
be submitted. They will determine the size of line to be installed in Layton Parkway. The size of
this line will need to be indicated on the plans. In Robert’s Farms Phase 8 and Kennington
Parkway Phase 1, both to the east, Kays Creek Irrigation provided the irrigation line and paid the
contractor to install the line in Layton Parkway. It is anticipated that the same thing will happen
with this subdivision, however, the developer will need to coordinate with Kays Creek for
installation.

o A Notice of Intent (NOI) from the State of Utah, Department of Environmental Quality, Division
of Water Quality will need to be submitted before scheduling a preconstruction meeting. The
NOI may be obtained via the Internet at Http://waterquality.utah.gov. (Click on the heading
“Online Construction Stormwater Permit Issuance System” and follow the instructions).

o An electronic PDF copy of the construction plans on 11x17 sheets will need to be submitted for
submittal to the Utah Division of Drinking Water and will need to include a “water/sewer
crossing table”. See Section 4 — Culinary Water Section item VII (F) located at
http://laytoncity.org/public/Depts/PubWorks/downloads.aspx

o This property is in the tri-lateral agreement area. The dedicated water shares are to be paid for
at Weber Basin to meet the exaction requirement. Written confirmation that this payment has
been made from Weber Basin will need to be submitted.

Evergreen Farms Phase 2, Submitted 071913 Page 1 of 2
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Dedication Plat — All closure errors will need to be resolved to within 0.015".

The notes on sheets 2 and 3 that match the notes on sheet 1 can be removed.

The curve table on sheet 3 can be removed.

There is an overlap of 0.11’ with phase 1.

The centerline of Blue Spruce Drive has a failure to match with the centerline in Phase 1 of 0.04’

The total length of northwest line of lot 127 (bears $2544’'44”W) will need to be added.

The total length of the easterly line of lot 220 (bears $9d41'01”W) will need to be added.

The length of the centerline of Layton Parkway from the east boundary to the centerline of

White Pine Drive will need to be added to sheet 3.

8. The length of the line from the south boundary to the north right of way of Layton Parkway
alone the east boundary will need to be added to sheet 3.

9. The centerline of White Pine Drive has a failure to match the centerline established with Phase 1
of 0.06".

10. When placing the right-of-way lines beginning from the east end of Layton Parkway and
progressing along Layton Parkway, White Pine Drive, and Blue Spruce Drive and when placing
the lot lines for lots 205-208 from the ROW of Layton Parkway towards the ROW for Blue Spruce
Drive, there is a failure to match the corresponding points of the lot lines to the ROW of Blue
Spruce by 1.3’. This will need to be corrected.

11. The radius and length of C13 should match C12. This correction will likely resolve #10 above.

NoOUswN R

Sheet P1 - Layton Parkway
1. The flow elevation of the 30” storm drain at the west boundary is indicated to be 55.96 on this
sheet and 55.46 on the approved Phase 1 plans.

2. The minimum allowed slope on a land drain line is 0.4%. This will need to be corrected on all
applicable sheets.

Sheet P2 — Layton Parkway

1. Due to the below standard slope on Layton Parkway, the SDMH at 13+63.28 will need to be
changed to a combination box.

Sheet P3 — Blue Spruce Drive

1. The flow elevation of the land drain at the west boundary is indicated to be 55.38 on this sheet
and 55.36 on the approved Phase 1 plans.

Sheet P5 — Black Pine Circle

1. The minimum slope on the curb and gutter through the cul-de-sac radius is 1%. The note in-
front of lot 240 indicates the slope on the west half of the cul-de-sac to be 0.5%.

Sheet P7 — White Pine Drive
1. Inthe profile, the note for the LDMH at 8+93.34 has the invert as “IN” rather than “OUT”.
General Notes —

1. Based on our water modeli, there is 2,630 gpm available.

Evergreen Farms Phase 2, Submitted 071913 Page 2 of 2
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* Fire Department °
Kevin Waid ¢ Fire Chief
Telephone: (801) 336-3940
FAX: (801) 546-0901

C JAYT

Mayor ¢ J. Stephen Curtis
City Manager ¢ Alex R. Jensen
Asst. City Manager « James S. Mason

MEMORANDUM

TO: Community Development, Attention: Julie Jewell
FROM: Dean Hunt, Fire Marshal e
RE: Evergreen Farms Subdivision Phase Il Final Approval

@ 2000 West Layton Parkway
CC: 1) Engineering
DATE:  July 29, 2013

| have reviewed the site plan submitted on July 19, 2013 for the above referenced project.
The Fire Prevention Division of this department has no further comments or concerns
regarding this project. Refer to a Memorandum by Douglas Bitton, dated July 8, 2013, for
comments on this development. The Fire Prevention Division of this department

recommends granting final approval for this project.

These plans have been reviewed for Fire Department requirements only. Other
departments must review these plans and will have their requirements. This review by the
Fire Department must not be construed as final approval from Layton City.

DBH\Evergreen Farms PH 2 FINAL :kn
Plan # S$13-105, District # 42
Project Tracker #LAY 1307051383

Fire Department * 530 North 2200 West * Layton, Utah 84041 « (801) 336-3940  FAX: (801) 546-0901 <>
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Memerandiin

To: Planning Commission

From: Scott Carter, Parks Planner

Date: July 26, 2013

Re: Evergreen Farms — Phase 2 - Final Approval — 600 South 2000 West

The Layton City Parks & Recreation Trails Plan indicates that the Rocky Mountain Power
corridor, which runs along the east line of this development, is to eventually contain a trail. This
trail is part of the integrated, City-wide trail system and has been adopted as a part of the
Regional Trails Plan. The power corridor therefore becomes an important part of the City's
overall open space, recreation and transportation system.

All lots backing the power corridor should be properly fenced to provide proper separation
between the trail and the homes. The corridor is currently being farmed, which would require
fencing regardless.

Parks & Recreation did not receive any landscape plans for the Layton Parkway buffer with the
Phase 2 drawing package. The landscape plans that need to be submitted should include a
planting plan and irrigation plan.

The irrigation connection(s) for the Layton Parkway buffer are to be separate from any
connection to a lot. If the irrigation connection is to culinary water backflow prevention must be
provided.

Parks & Recreation has reviewed the CC&R’s for the development. The document needs to
have more explicit language to ensure the HOA will maintain all buffer spaces in perpetuity.
There are also antiquated references in the existing document that need to be updated, i.e. the
reference to Barnes Banking Company.

Recommendation

Parks & Recreation supports granting final approval of Evergreen Farms Phase 2 upon
submitting the above noted information.
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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
commercia property on the Lowe's Store parcel. The proposed parcel split will create another
commercia parcel by removing .74 acres (32,367 sgquare 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
aminimum parcel size of 20,000 sguare 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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COMMUNITY AND ECONOMIC

DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
PLANNING DIVISION

Stat Repert

To: City Council /
From: Kem Weaver, PIannerJII/ / %-—\—

Date: August 15, 2013

Re: Lowe’s Home Improvement Parcel Split

Location: 1055 West Antelope Drive
Zoning: CP-3 (Planned Regional Commercial)

Background:

The applicant, Matt Friedman with Net 3 Real Estate, is requesting a parcel split of
commercial property on the Lowe’s store parcel. The parking ordinance amendment was
approved by the City Council on August 1, 2013, which reduced the parking requirements for
large home improvement stores, provides an opportunity to create a second commercial
parcel for the Lowe’s Store site.

The proposed parcel split would create another commercial parcel by removing .74 acres
from the 13.332 acres of the Lowe’s Store site or larger parcel. With the .74 acre reduction
the Lowe’s Store parcel will retain 12.592 acres.

The .74 acre parcel is proposed to create a commercial building pad for retail type uses. The
commercial building will be a maximum 6,800 square feet. The parking ordinance
amendment will allow for this size of building, and parking requirements for Lowe’s and the
6,800 square foot commercial building will be met.

Staff Recommendation:

Staff recommends parcel split approval be granted subject to meeting all Staff requirements
as outlined in Staff memorandums.

Engineering Q &- Planning/A/ Fire(éﬂ
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Planning Commission Action: On July 30, 2013, the Planning Commission voted
unanimously to recommend the Council grant parcel split approval subject to meeting all
Staff requirements.

The Commission asked for public comment. No public comments were given.

® Page 2
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MEMORANDUM

To: Matt Friedman — mfriedman(@net3re.com
Mark Stoner — mark.a.stoner(@lowes.com
Chris Cave — ccave(@reeve-assoc.com

From: Stephen Jackson, Engineering Department
CC: Building/Community Development/Fire Department
Date: July 22,2013

RE: Lowe’s Parcel Split

I have reviewed the parcel split request for the Lowe’s HIW, a Washington Corporation property
located at 1055 W. Antelope Drive received July 22, 2013. The Engineering Department
recommends that the parcel split be approved as submitted.

1. The water model indicates an available fire flow of 6,400 gpm from the 12-inch waterline
in 1000 West. The fire department will determine the fire flow requirements for the new
parcel.
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TO:
FROM:
RE:

CC:

DATE:

* Fire Department
Kevin Ward » Flre Chief
4 Telephone: (801) 336-3940
o g FAX: (801) 546-0901

Mayor ¢ J. Stephen Curtis
Cify Manager * Alex R. Jensen
Asst, City Manager ¢ James S, Mason

MEMORANDUM

Community Development, Attention: Julie Jewell
Douglas K. Bitton, Fire Prevention Specialis} .
Lowe’s Parcel Split @ 1055 West Antelope Drive

1) Engineering

- 2) Matt Friedman, mfriedman@net3re.com

3) Mark Stoner, mark.a.stoner@lowes.com
July 15, 2013

I have reviewed the site plan received on July 10, 2013 for the above referenced project.
The Fire Department, with regards to the parcel split, does not have any comments at this
time. However, for future development our concerns include but are not limited to the

following:

1.

A minimum fire flow requirement will be determined for buildings that are to
be built on this property. The fire flow requirement must be determined by
the Fire Prevention Division of this department and will be based upon the
type of construction as listed in the building code and total square footage of
the building. Prior to applying for a building permit, provide the Fire
Prevention Division of this department the type and size of structure(s) to be
built.

These plans have been reviewed for Fire Department requirements only. Other
departments may review these plans and will have their requirements. This review by the
Fire Department must not be construed as final approval from Layton City.

DB\Lowe's Parcel Spiit: kn
Pian # S13-091, District # 81
Project Tracker: #LAY 1307101384

Fire Dy osim

00 West » Layton, Utah 84041 » (801) 336-3940 « FAX: (801) 546-0901

87




e L o O TSR SN . e AT | i sy . = e ————— —

T I W

1984 000'G = Yyour |

z 1 | euswsloid - Y&

=N

N

R\ n:, _. , soel gf

o SWEealNS ——~

[} -
e,
m JLY

4 J FN 11 M_ ___ G| SjelsIau| i
N\ tSN g el _

= X T o shemyblH ——
1§ . an __H i
T T _ Aepunog AuD _
J? | | |

LK (] — /
L

ii
k“ gongs
.=

| JdS [9dled
| jeloJewiwo)
i S,0M07

1 €102 ‘Gl Isnbny |
TIONNOJ ALID

aseg 92404 AlY IIH

JOQOM Yinos




fra b

' {-1991ed
" Mo -

i

§ 3
L Wit

ealy jo8foid - [

soye %

sweansg —~—~~

Gl SjelsIau|

sfemyblH ——

Arepunog Ao D

Nds [80Jed
|eldJsawwo)
S,9M07

____



Lowe’s Outlot
net3 1055 W. Antelope Dr.
realestate Layton, UT 84041

i -
| p
O S

i 5

s p——

| -
€ F—
L )
r ! -
'.‘E.l L
NN
H B i !
it ’
i ¥ ! - N B I . & B ; y
: - Sty { ; ;
L4 %:: e o fu - l!“:":i r. J‘fr’.z l;':-"’ i i Bama ) _‘ s l
Pl A ! S ; - . o -
I a0 - I .
» [ ?_l"-. B - A P
i ..
1T ! - K . 3 V50
e ATy et g medee— e s B
.' ) ‘e [;"": o — -
il
(!
!
p é,A
I - I:
E DNEERE o [ ¥ ¢
el LB
b i " ;
I

.
l' 2 am j EEYs

f.% Lt
LR g DS L1




e ————————————————— 50 g ) 0, - g ey @ Sy

DaD00s 7 K THE ON TOWE 1IN 10U Vo) SUN JUCTT W AEMBA 5 GoLY - SRS ¥ IR D RO 3 IV DONHGRS @Y S B

} oS yein) ‘Auno)) siaeq ‘A1 uoike

e crsol S0 Auadolq -ouf ‘uopren) 2y oremprel] s[seq

R T ORI . b

0LL'8IS 'PY PI9WANNG £082

¥ eion ubwpauy oW

TTor T S £910353 09N CION

9oq wbag

- u. & uedojereq
“eubisag
——wE N
neati

il R e et |

SHL QINDS

20 20

m

o

Q

o

]

=

£

[-]

=

[

w N Q38¥ddtd NGB SYM ONY IAIAUNS ONY1 3HL 40 NOUVIN3SI¥dIM
1

-3

[]

]

<

-

=

©

.

)

-

(-]

b -]

[}

=

(o
-

HqIux3 jueunsn(py eulq 307
HYLN 'AINNOD SIAVOD “ALD HOLWYT
183M 0001
E
g
©
g
(4]
-4
4
(<]
>
w
>
[ 4
2
(]

A3AMMS SN CTC R BTS ML ¥ UNYL LL NOUDTS 40 ¥/1L MN 3HL 30 INd

S3¥Ov ZEETI WD T4 3UVNOS ¥ISTErE ONNNINGD

GNINNIO26 0 INIO¢ IHL QL 1334 29°S6Z 3,01, EELEH JIMEHL
t1334 0£°2Z 3.0C,10.89S IONBHL ‘1334 GOGL LOT.OLEWE
3MEHL U334 21°82) MZS.¥O00N IINFL fUTA4 §TRE
M.05,$0.00N 3ONGHL ‘1334 LG'6Z1 2,01 FR.60N IMIHL 134
09'661 MO ¥O.00N 3INBHL 11333 0006 L.OKIZ.OON IONIHL
334 60°017 A04SSSIN 3ONINL (1334 00O L00.2Z.00N
3ON3HL 1339 6£°01Z M04,55.605 3ONIML LTId 000ZZ

Ed
i

¥

IV

SNOISIAZY
]
#
°
g
g

13
&
g
2
£
8
g

OEEST
&
&
g
8
2
B
8
4
5
8
§

L0947 .01 S568S MALVNG LSYIHINON 3HL WOMJ LX03 £L'CE 3,.05.90.005 ONV

L™=
;
il
§e3
§§
E:
88
EE

:

SMOTIY BY

ITUIEN0 AIANNS 'S M BTS LS3M | 30NV CHINON ¥
SHSNAQL *Z1 NOUD3S 40 MALMVHO LSIMHIMON 3HL JO Live
TRV YIONMICH

STV $2°0 ONY LI34 DAVIOS L9F'ZE DNINNINGD

ONINNIOIE 30 INIDd 3HL OL 1334 Q0'0F
00ZL 3,01,Z2.000 TONGHL ‘1333 O0'Z) M.01,55.685 3ONIKL LI
*—M.01 SEARS ‘ 00501 L0L.ZZ.00N JONIHL *L313 [0'9Z) M.OLSS.685 3ONIHL

00604 3,01.22.00N

006bL M.01,ZZ.00S
-
=4
<

§2.04,Z2.00M
g
i
]

E
B
2]
a
i
3
A
g
:
%

1324 26°CZL L.OLST.0UN 3N HOHM INOd ¥ IV SNRNIDIE

tNIWO13IAIA ALINDINKO]
ALID NOLAVT

£z a— I_D—. B et T e 73 &

23905 ST AR CETS TALH UNEYL

d3Aizoqd e B

“SAOTIOA SY
GIBMOSI0 ABNINS 'S N @ 0TS 'ISIA | 396 “UINON ¥
HLHON 0002 SHSNADL “ZL NOUDIS 40 KL ISIMUBON 3HL 40 Livd

092z 20kas BN

suopdjioseq |sbe

LR CRRETS
SOTO4S0E} 000y
|_5:.u'

smonem. weurnas pg= 123 (100) T GOUL-E03 (100 T

puj 'sajeI0ssy )
OAO GH

91



LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING
AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET

Item Number: 4l

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 devel opment.

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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COMMUNITY AND ECONOMIC

DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
PLANNING DIVISION

Stalft Repoert

To: City Council
From: Kem Weaver, Pianner II/ /Z///b"”

Date: August 15, 2013

Re: Foothills at Cherry Lane PRUD Preliminary Plat

Location:  Approximately 2100 East Oakridge Drive

Zoning: 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 unit development overlay)

Background:

On June 27, 2013, the City Council approved the rezone of 5.42 acres of vacant land from R-
1-10 and R-M1 to R-1-10 PRUD and R-M1 PRUD for the development of small lots with
private streets. The development includes 2.59 acres of R-1-10 PRUD zoned property and
2.83 acres of R-M1 PRUD zoned property.

The applicant, Brighton Homes, is requesting preliminary plat approval of the Foothills at
Cherry Lane PRUD development. The base density for the R-1-10 zone in a PRUD is 3.5
units per acre (u/a). With the 2.59 acres, the base density would allow for 9 total units. The
R-M1 zone has a base density in the PRUD ordinance of 14 u/a. With 2.83 acres, the base
density would allow for 39 total units. By combining the zones, the proposed development
could yield 48 total units as a base density. The 30 proposed total units is significantly less
than what could be allowed in the two zones combined under the PRUD ordinance.

The land surrounding the building lots will be common area. The development will meet the
required base open space of 25 percent by having 37 percent open space. The large portion
of the proposed open space will be located over the petroleum transmission lines that run
through the eastern portion of the proposed development.

The proposed development will have six patio home style lots that will access onto Oakridge
Drive. These lots are necessary for the development to be viable. The remaining 24 lots will
front onto private streets within the development, which includes the stubbed street from
Foothills at Cherry Lane Phase 3.
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During the Planning Commission’s review of the rezone, the Planning Commission requested
Staff to research other alternatives for removing the patio homes from having to be accessed
onto Oakridge Drive. The applicant has examined an alley-fed or rear-loaded concept for the
six lots along Oakridge Drive as well as an altemnative to design the entire project in a rear-
loaded fashion. Upon completion of their design analysis, the applicant has concluded that all
rear-loaded design alternatives considered resulted in a decrease in the overall number of
lots as well as a reduction in required open space. In the event that an alternative design can
be accommodated, the Development Agreement notes that the applicant still has the option
to pursue an alley-fed development, in which case the total lot count is not to exceed 31. The
City Engineer has studied various traffic calming techniques for this portion of Oakridge Drive.
The Development Agreement addresses the City Engineer's efforts to examine and
implement appropriate design and possible improvements on Oakridge Drive to enhance
vehicular and pedestrian safety. Design and improvements could include striping techniques
for Oakridge Drive and streetscape designs with landscaping.

The applicant and Staff met with the Design Review Committee (DRC) to review the
proposed development. The DRC met not to award density bonuses but to review the design
of the homes and open space. The DRC has the following recommendations to the Planning
Commission and City Council.

e The design of the homes should closely match the architecture of the single family
homes within the Foothills at Cherry Lane Subdivision.

e For corner lots, place the living portion of the house (not the garage) on the visible
corner of corner lots.

e For corner lots, have a better designed side elevation that is seen by the public. This
includes lots not just on a comer lot but any side elevation as seen by the public. Add
design elements to the side elevation, which include windows or dormer treatments
(see the building elevations highlighted in green). Ensure the added design elements
are consistent with the front of the home.

e Flip Lots 107 and 130 to move the garage to the other side, away from the street
corner. City ordinance requires the drive approach to be 40 feet from the street corner.

¢ Prevent homes with similar building elevations from having the same color treatments.

¢ Reduce the proposed mulch around the foundation of the homes from 3 feet to 2 feet
out from the home.

¢ Plant additional trees adjacent to Lots 124, 108 (rear) and 109 (rear).

If the preliminary plat is approved by the City Council, the applicant will be required to provide
new building elevations and an open space plan incorporating the above recommendations
from the DRC. These items will need to be submitted during the final plat review.

Staff Recommendation:
Staff recommends preliminary plat approval be granted subject to meeting all Staff
requirements and DRC recommendations as outlined in Staff memorandums.

Engineering E}. & . Planning //A/ Fir@

® Page 2
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Planning Commission Action: On July 30, 2013, the Planning Commission voted
unanimously to recommend the Council grant preliminary plat approval subject to
meeting all Staff requirements.

The Commission asked for public comment. No public comments were given.

® Page 3
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Patrick Scott, patrick@beightonhomes-utah.com
Greg Day, gday@foculutah.com

cc: COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT & FIRE DEPARTMENT
FROM: Ryan Bankhead, Staff Engineer
DATE: July 22, 2013

SUBJECT: FOOTHILLS AT CHERRY LANE PRUD (preliminary review 2™ submittal)
2100 EAST OAKRIDGE DRIVE -

| have reviewed the preliminary plan received on July 18, 2013, for the proposed Foothills at Cherry
Lane PRUD located at 2100 East Oakridge Drive. The plans have been stamped “Approved as
Corrected”. The following comments and corrections must be addressed on the final plans.
General - A preliminary approval letter from Phillips 66 Petroleum Company for proposed
improvements within their petroleum easement must be submitted. Final approval will require a
letter for both petroleum companies addressing the proposed grading and retaining wall within
their easement.

The petroleum lines must be potholed and accurately located on the final plat and plans.

Plat — The description of the plat was checked for closure. The streets and lots will be checked at
final.

All streets that are private should be identified as such on the plat.

Water —The culinary water line material will need to be changed to C-900 DR14 PVC pipe not DR15
as shown in the notes.

Based on the city water model the available fire flow with a looped 8 inch line is 2,560 GPM. The
Fire Marshall will determine the required fire flow and any additional fire protection improvements.

A method to flush, either by a flushing hydrant or a blow-off valve, the dead end water line by lot
122 will be required.

Water Exactions - Layton City passed a water exaction ordinance on November 4, 2004 requiring all
developments to purchase and bring a quantity of water (3 acre-feet per “developed” acre) based
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on a modified total square footage of lots plus any additional open space. The exact amount of
water to be dedicated to Layton City will be determined at the final review stage of the potential
development. A credit for 1.5 acre feet will be given for the exactions submitted for the previous
layout of Foothills at Cherry Lane Phase 5. The water exaction requirement can be reduced by 2/3
with the use of secondary water.

Secondary Water —For final approval a letter from Kays Creek Irrigation Company approving the
plans and indicating the fees have been paid must be submitted.

Based on the proposed street layout this subdivision will be private with private streets and utilities
which will be owned and maintained by a Home Owner’s Association. CC&R’s will need to be

submitted for review at the time of the final.

Sewer — For the final the proposed sewer laterals that tie into manholes must be 6” laterals and
laterals that tie into the main must be 4” laterals.

Lighting — The cost for the installation of the lights will be determined at the time of the final.
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TO:
FROM:
RE:
CC:

DATE:

* Fire Department
Kevin Ward » Fire Chlef
Telephone: (801) 336-3940
FAX: {801) 646-0901

Mayor « J. Stephen Curiis
Clty Manager = Alex R. Jensen
Asst, Clty Manager * James S. Mason

MEMORANDUM

Community Development, Attention: Julie Jewell

Douglas K. Bitton, Fire Prevention Specialist
Foothills at Cherry Lane Phase V @ 2019 East Oak Ridgé Drive

1) Engineering

2) Greg Day, gday@focusutah.com
3) Patrick Scott, Patrick@brightonhomesutah.com

July 8, 2013

| have reviewed the preliminary site plan received on July 3, 2013 for the above referenced

project.

The Fire Prevention Division of this department has the following

comments/concems.

1.

2.

Ensure that all items are met on a previous review letter dated February 1, 2013.

The 26-foot right-of-way street, as drawn, will require at “No Parking" signs at the
front entrance on both sides of the street signs. This shall be added onto the
plat as well as the site and civil plans, with a detail listed in the site and civil
plans. Please see the following download for the “No Parking” sign designation.
See http://iwww.laytoncity.org/public/Depts/Fire/downloads.aspx for a copy of the
current standards.

These plans have been reviewed for Fire Department requirements only. Other
departments must review these plans and will have their requirements. This review by the
Fire Department must not be construed as final approval from Layton City.

DKBYFoothills at Cherry PH &kn
Plan # S13-089, District #32
Project Tracker #LAY 1305281369

Fliz D39eHme)

2900 West + Layton, Utah 84041 + (801) 336-3940 * FAX: (801) 546-0901
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Memorandilm

To: Planning Commission

From: Scott Carter, Parks Planner

Date: July 10, 2013

Re: Foothills at Cherry Lane PRUD, Preliminary — 2100 East Oakridge Drive

The Parks & Recreation Department will not be adversely affected by Foothills at Cherry Lane
PRUD, so long as any required landscape buffer along Oakridge Drive is maintained in
perpetuity by an HOA and not by the City.

The subdivision falls within the service area of Andy Adams Park.

Recommendation

Parks & Recreation supports granting preliminary approval to Foothills at Cherry Lane PRUD.

99



m_. A1

WV

o

B

g

3
N
LY

k“ RORAL

{S]
N\
—
n /Mﬁ)
N

i

49qaM yinosg

AL3

aseg 22404 A1V 1I!H

199 000G = Yyou! |

a)IS Josloid - *

soye Q

sweansg —r~

G| @lesiol| =——

sfemybiH ———

dndd
aue Alsy)

Je S||Itpood

1 €102 ‘G} 1snbny |

TIONNOJ ALID




ealy jo9foud - [/

Z

SWeaNs —~—~~
Gl sjejsiay|
sAemybiH
Arepunog

aue Ausy9
Je §]|143004




BASIS OF BEARING
SOUTH 0013'30" WEST 2697.00° (RECORD)
SOUTH 00713°30° WEST 2607.42' (MEASURED)

FOOTHILLS AT CHERRY LANE
PRUD

WEST QUARTER CORNER
SECTION 14, T4N, RIW,
SLBAM (FOUND}
Curve Table
CURVE | NADIUS DELTA LENGTH | CHORD DIRECTION | CHORD LENGTH
cl 15,00 21°%T34" 580 SNITIE 5.60
[~ 192.00 21714 . SI10°S537°E 7038
a 15.00 215548 573 NI0YS2W am
(<] 503200 LYyl 2550 B6E OTO0W 2930
cs 225.00 21%0TI4" 0 SI0"SP9E 747
('] 203,50 21T 7686 BI10"SEI“E %42
c 15.00 3TIrs3 30 SUMWE 2056
cs 15.00 si121o7m ns N4S™I53)E 2146
(=] 15.00 e 137 BAG24M"W 19.61
cio 40.00 26w 195 SAPAFE 6033
ci 313.00 473103 24.68 SE6"ATUE 2467
Ciz DS 47303 25598 SBENI24°E 887
ol 346,00 47310 2728 S86°4r2¢4°E nn
Cl4 21650 30939 11.54 SRSUTA2E 1154
[wE] 200,00 o 11,03 NBSOT4IW 1.
C16 0.0 1Ny 10,12 SBEOTA'E 1012
N0°25'00"W- 8205 e
3640 2SI'SI'E 362,96
R=571.00
A=1°5142"
L=1855 =
CH=N1"20'51"'W 18.55 . ]
N2°1642"W ‘0105 b
65.38 S
o
i . oM
$89°3500" W A
86.78 %
R=229.06 cin
116
£=2°420" e
a =10.80 £
ST
SH=N89°03's5"W 10.80 T
CH=$89°03'55"E 8.07 /'t
N89°35'00"E: a
485
F
- 8
wy
(]
&
Z
- o
)
L
) OPEN SPACE
’ I
£
7 Z
5
N
4 4
[
o
(=3
=
.F
N24°23'56"W—_" Z

NIOISSW
»u

N9O°00'00"E
2558
$54°46'00"E
2033 N9or0r00"E
21.43
Fry EXNSTING PETROUEUM
i Iy,
= 75,
| @,
o &
] *’/3,
? 0
& LOTS
&
2 &
R
4
>
N
/
(43
S —89°38'44"E
53.19
" $46°32'52"E
G| 29.43 N86°00'30"E
2071
$46°32'52°E
3270
$2°3217°E
1 76.23
R =l
% 5 °F OPEN SPACE
s b L]
|F§
& g
67°41'10"W
o 65.44
"
"
5y
&
e
X/
)
g f ROW
S67°11'00"W E| Pyl
301 ¢
_S=2.0%

L‘:—é.‘/‘ o s s A
26' RIGHT-O

a 7.00
SOUTH 89'45'30" EAST 61537 FEET (TE) _ . +
N - 2 NTS
. POINT'DF_~
! BEGINNING - - g
| - - o €
- I ROADW&' |
14.00' 2
. - 090870172 =i
. ; 090870173 WYLIE & ,
SOUTHWEST CORNER -SECTION _ JULIE WRIGHT SAMMY 33' RIGHT-OF-WA
T4, TN, RIW, SLBAM (FOUND) ~——— e e ¢ ASBURY NTS
PLANNING COMMISSION CITY ENGINEER CITY ATTORNEY CITY COUNCI
R A CF o 20 APEROVED 2% 0 FORM Ty ABBROVEL AS 17 FLRL TS
BRESENTED T6 e ot
e oF . Al 20 e Lk OF Y ¢ 20__ La. @F AT Wy
LERT

T RAIKMAY

B TRE LA T ST BLalNG C OMMISSICY

BUALA COMM

VAT T AL ERIAIEE

SOB LIS WAL AGPRLVEL AN - AL

LASTON C T ATIIRNE

102



S3IWOH NOLHOI¥E

HVLN ‘NOLAV1

S 3SYHd - ANV
AYEIHO 1V STIIHLO04

v
g umeig

v
g g

Ob=,1:47TVI8
or W@ s 0

"

\%

LoDy 01 sopid Wopp s

100 IS Y B0 0 DY TS

1
S3LON ONLINYId BNYHS

) BG.) PUNOJE LIIPWD 9A(4520%0 o T
91 9 152911600 s Bup 20 LAY 78 SR
"SERIE LM L% Potueyd 509N STONPRER 04 1L
e 1001 3t j0 2600

0 “danp saau] Ly) ) {.¢) o pus LofoweR
1093 B0 UL (A B PIPPIN 10 DU
) Supas o 5 poppa:

o 3003
i U pad 54 1o

] uOS o410 e pus
“ofou o woneq

478607 Bt s ok “SEUNS [ WAdisard
¥ a1

U O] O PUGAE i) 894 5 DU BT
g g ey

My X g o Kl Ain
RPN AQ 0 S 0 YUY Oupiend Aq Sman LI AAABN ‘IR A4 0L 4Q PUH 5q A0 JUE A80IL

]

DUNGID Bousiy M o SAAL GRS il 1054 9L TS| U PSRl “8AOGH KGOS 3 e aYEao]
PUU DR 90 ANOS AU 100 v “INEAKN OO U OU Gl JO R 6L U) 196 8 RrIUS BB ¥

3B 2001 0 i ARON P 00 [ 0 10001 8099 S (83 U 1500

01 o 1°Q Pl 100G G W LoDl O Pt PIKLEO 2K

o ovtn s e (o]

FINAIHIS STIVIYALYIN LNVId

SNOTLYJ07 AVMIATIA LIIYY0D ¥0A
1V7d AMYNIWIT3I¥d 3IHL 33S

o

b

s e
/. — -~ (q304003Y LON)
v S31VLST ITANNVO

103




S3WOH NOLHOIYE

HYLN ‘NOLAY1

S 3ASYHd - ANV
AYY3HO LV STIHL004

o
g uwig
o
Ut poubtiug

VIS ON

V13Q ONIDAT FdYISANYT T33LS TYOIdAL

B8p3 10015 B x b

221
viaad

98040 10 BuiBpe jo o
#0[3q £ 107 981D Ysufd

FWISON

VLI ONIDAI AdVOSANYT 1331S TvIIdAL

yoiu s0) Bugbpe jo doj
MOIOG € 19U OPRUD Hs(Uid

927
vi3a

ofers joais fix G1

sse16 10] 6uyBpe o doy
#0[oq . 19U 9PEID USMA

3OS OL 10N

NVIIA INTFANNOW AHLNI SAIHT ISAMNVO

€2
_Uahmﬁ

FTVOS ON

Buyued o}
sojid JGU|BIUCT PAOWIRI - jBq J00Y

epeif ysay asoqe
AyBys 10 18 GRAyS udlg

U peppalls:

({ssow jeed)
Wewpuawe ouetic %05
PuB §O5 BAJEU %05 - LNORE

{uogueray se1em Jof) Jam 0ay
Snomulum yBiy .y peuLoy

IWOSON

TVISA ONIINV Id 3381 WOIdAL
Tojowelp 801001 X Z

27
QZEN

o safeu

(ssow Jeed)

Wweumuews sjueio %05
PUB [J05 9AREU %06 - [§40PE
{uoguetal sejem o) fam eas
snonupuod Wby .p peusioy

WINW pappas

Hoddns Uy J0) AlEsSeIeu

€8 JO 5940UL.Q JIY SACGE

aels “Bulioed o) Joud (.91

up) epe.bans oju| AjuLy ueaup
“(suofipuco ue bujpusdap |Ejew o}
SN ZXZ poommvH

deng v .z} ©) perRaye aipm et
aBNeG 9| PAISMI JO SPUEAS DML

“apeu paysiuy ay) uey}
JoyBy ANUBIS 10 UM uBAS
51189 1001 }0 S0} Jeu) 08 jueld

(MIIA L)
webeiq buxeis

[aen passTsTorwecseces B T 7) QvOH ANLNE
i P ANV MTYM3QIS
; [
(Iv2ILY3A) 018 |
(TV.LNOZIHOH) X218
ov oL
NOIS LNIWNNOW
ANV N
R
(IvOILN3A) v_o_mmi‘ S,ﬁxﬂm\_ ¥ _ f
d¥D ILIFONOD LSVOIMd mﬂ
WIS ON 2z ATVOSON L'
JVI50 SNIINV1d GEVA INOUT TWOIdAL TVIIG JVI3Q ONIINY Id GEVA INOET TWIIdAL [Tvisa
L] oL
O 18 =g WO RS, as
WIVINNIY AL
(3 moL
L] oL 13 w ) Pl g3 A5 ) P L1Z]
1] ] L) 0.0 S SISEVHO
SIVINNGHId
r oL [] b8
v 1] S0 PP YR ARERO] i, el D ] s
838AVAD 3 ] uanyng ol
[3 ImoL 3 ] RNt Aqas
n 3 TR AGFUTS. JUwuneeT, 3d
eEnNHe
3 3moL 3 oL
v L TR, £ 3 = % Rz, d
EI3HL sl
¥ ans YN JLLLNAIDS Ao ans 3NV NORNOD BNYN DUNZITS
FINGIHOS SIVINALYIW INV 1d STNAIHDS SIVIUALYIN INVid
1-8d
‘ —
g,
1
[}
[
2
Y |
|
| s
| |
| [
_ |
f |
i I |
3WOH JO ¥3LaWad _ _ i
(=4 ONNOHY YALNYTd HITNW £
) £71Pu% 71 SIVIAA 33S |
b~ ————9NISQ3 3dVOSNY T3S ﬁ
| w
_ _
| |
| |
| g i SWOH 43 HALINRIT

ONNCHIY ALK HO N &
‘ 1 4Z1puB 977 SUVA3A 338

SNIDTE v1133LS

104




mmmmm

105

sS
FOVHYO ¥YOT DNIA u.; lnm
30M0d 1l =
8| = = ——
i ——— = ==
an — xl\\- e
= = = 3|

il . W

i

ATy i E
1
i

Narow | ||

— — I I 1l
—|E NN  NEEE EREEE ERE| i

Ll 1|1 ;
il | o
K
i
i as
?

¥ NO0Ya38 g (== ]

£ Wooxa3a

SNNOB




,'SUOIIBAQ]a SUIp[Ing 9pIS 10§
orqnd ay) £q pamalA 9q UED SE 10 S)O[ JOUIOD 10,

VYO WL == SMAD

- :H_ -

NZHOL
| == SHR
| — — M i il
e — ] S,
IL Il It
@ I 1 I Q
— el
ywoowse § 0 N e
£NO0NTZ8 E @ —
snnos
ZHLVE ™ -
oM -
s Wooa38 z
,,. S 003 m 004038

106



« SUONIBAS[Q BuIpjing opis 10§
otqnd oy £q pamala aq ued Se 10 §10] 100D 104,

IL il IL
LLOCLLOCTTCTTT
0 N O

=

Z00xa38
p
£ Hooua3s
oIM ]
AHONMYY
Hiva Wooxa3e
RIS H3ALSYH
—
T
HOOd
Q3HFA0D
N3a
I
AdINA
39NYO WYOT 7 Ees.w
:.Ws: =
NIHOLIM
ARV

XOON

107



u'SUONIBAD[S SuIp[Ing apIs 10§

orqnd ays £q pamara aq ues se 1o S10] 19U109 10,
“W 2A00N038
!
€KOOHa3g S _
CHIVE
_ L _
©
Hive WOOoHa38 =<
HAL HIALSYW a =0 = =
—
—

e | | — | -m [ i
il == = — /=

FOVHYO WYOT \/. a0,

E anw

N3HOLIY

ATINYA HOON

108



. ’suoneas[e Juipjing apIs Ioj

_ﬁ ! orqnd a3 £q pamaia 9q ued SE 10 S)0[ JBUIOD 10,

109

Hos 518"}

ONINIQ

AHINI Hiva

Alwvd

WooH@aa
LSV

ONINKG

100

Allwvd

I

M

Hive
H3ILSVA

WooMaza
YISV




ybs 6g9')

AYINA

. ’suoneas|s Suipjing apis 10y
o1qnd ay) Aq pamala 9q UBS SB 10 S}0[ JOUI0d 10,],,

A3
ONINIQ
HW £HOONa38
itV
4bs 689°) R4INT D
WOOHONINT
]
oM
1 HLYE
HALSW
ATHYA Woouaaa

e

100

110



=3
ZWoONa3E
AdING "Bbs G}
Ajonmy
e —
B |_ 1M
NGHOLIY
Hive
H3LSTM
ATHvd ecr]
oNIND V315w
=5
=]
2NooNa3a
NINI “ybs 06y}
o
B

NBHOLIY
Pa
a!
aj

oNINg

ATV

£

4 SUOIBAS]S SUIp[Ing ap1s 10}
orqnd oy Aq pamaia aq ued se 10 $)0[ JOUIOD 10 du

111



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 Subdivison 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 a 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
simultaneoudy with the Davis County Recorder’s Office.

Alternatives: Alternativesare to 1) Grant amended plat approval to Foathills 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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ORDINANCE 13-25
(Lot Vacation)

VACATING LOT 315 OF THE FOOTHILLS AT CHERRY LANE PHASE 3
LOCATED AT APPROXIMATELY 1218 NORTH 2050 EAST

WHEREAS, Layton City has received a petition to vacate Lot 315 as part of the Foothills at Cherry
Lane Phase 3 plat amendment located at 1218 North 2050 East; and,

WHEREAS, the Owner of parcel 09-394-0315, Brighton Homes, desires to incorporate Lot 315
into the proposed Foothills at Cherry Lane PRUD, a separate development from the single family lots in the
remaining Foothills at Cherry Lane development, and,

WHEREAS, Lot 315 will be re-platted as part of the Foothills at Cherry Lane PRUD; and,

WHEREAS, the City Council of Layton City has determined that the granting of the petition will
not be detrimental to the public interest in general nor to any person, and that good cause exists for the
vacation; and,

WHEREAS, the City Council has received a recommendation from the Planning Commission to
adopt Ordinance 13-25.

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

SECTION I: Layton City has accepted a petition from Brighton Homes to vacate Lot 315 of the
Foothills at Cherry Lane Phase 3 subdivision plat and has deemed it in the public interest to do so.

SECTION II: The City Council finds that:

1. Good cause exists for the vacation of Lot 315.

2. Neither the general public interest, nor any person will not be materially injured by the Lot
315 vacation.

SECTION III: This vacation expressly excludes any public or private utility easement, except for the
east public utility easement, that may exist at the date hereof and expressly reserves a perpetual easement for
such utilities.

SECTION IV: Except as otherwise provided by this Ordinance, Lot 315, is hereby vacated and
declared no longer to be property for use as a single family residential lot as described in the following legal
description:

ALL OF LOT 315 IN THE FOOTHILLS AT CHERRY LANE PHASE 3
SUBDIVISION

CONTAINS 11,277 SQ. FT./0.26 ACRES

SECTION V: Effective date. This ordinance shall go into effect immediately from the date that
the City Council adopts Ordinance 13-25.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of Layton, Utah, this day of ,
2013.
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k.

ATTEST:

THIEDA WELLMAN, City Recorder

il

GAR%RANUE, C/ity Attorney

J. STEPHEN CURTIS, Mayor

SUPMITTING DEPAWNT:
- / -
W= / { /g(%/‘

William T. Wright, Directﬁ
Community & Economic Bevelopment

Ordinance 13-25 continued
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COMMUNITY AND ECONOMIC

DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
PLANNING DIVISION

Stalfi Repers

To: City Council

From: Kem Weaver, Planner || // L
Date: August 15, 2013

Re: Foothills at Cherry Lane Phase 3 Amended Plat

Location:  Approximately 2000 East Oakridge Drive

Zoning: R-1-10 (Single Family Residential)

Background:

On August 16, 2012, the City Council approved the final plat for Phase 3 for the Foothills at
Cherry Lane Subdivision. The final plat for Phase 3 was recorded shortly after receiving City
approval.

The applicant, Brighton Homes, is requesting that Phase 3 be amended by removing Lot 315
from the plat. The purpose for removing Lot 315 is to incorporate the property into the
proposed Foothills at Cherry Lane planned residential unit development (PRUD). The PRUD
development replaces Phase 5 of the Foothills at Cherry Lane Subdivision and incorporates
all of the Yeates property that was recently zoned to R-M1 PRUD.

Amending the subdivision plat through a public hearing both with the Planning Commission
and City Council gives the current lot owners within Phase 3 an opportunity to be notified of
the amendment and give comment if desired. Having public hearings and notifying lot
owners removes the requirement of having every lot owner in Phase 3 sign the amended
plat. The signatures of all property owners supporting this amended plat have been submitted
to the City.

The stubbed road fronting along Lot 315 will be changed from a public street in Foothills at
Cherry Lane Phase 3 to a private street in the Foothills at Cherry Lane PRUD.

There are no other proposed changes to Phase 3. All other lots with regards to size and
frontage remain the same. Street cross sections will remain the same and all the
improvements have been completed in this phase.

s




The Davis County Recorder’s Office is requiring an ordinance from Layton City to vacate Lot
315. The attached, Ordinance 13-25, will be recorded with the amended plat for Foothills at
Cherry Lane Phase 3.

Staff Recommendation:
Staff recommends amended plat approval be granted subject to meeting all Staff
requirements as outlined in Staff memorandums.

Engineering E} . g . Planning 4/{// Fire(@%

Planning Commission Action: On July 30, 2013, the Planning Commission voted
unanimously to recommend the Council grant amended plat approval subject to meeting
all Staff requirements.

The Commission asked for public comment. No public comments were given.

® Page 2
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\YTONgz 2>
7 ENGINEERING

MEMORANDUM
TO: Patrick Scott, pscott@brightonhomes-utah.com
Greg Day — gday@focusutah.com
FROM: Stephen Jackson, Staff Engineer

DATE: July 18, 2013
SUBJECT:  Foothills at Cherry Lane Phase 3 Amended — Plat (1% Submittal)

I have reviewed the plat submitted for the Foothills at Cherry Lane Phase 3 Amended
subdivision received on July 17, 2013. The proposed subdivision is located at approximately
2000 East and Oakridge Drive. The plat has been stamped “Approved as Corrected.” The
following correction must be corrected on the final mylar submittal.

1. The label for the call on Oakridge Drive at the southeast corner of the subdivision is
covered and not legible. The text must be clearly readable. (S 65°36'04” W 198.98")

117



AN

C_JLA

¢ Fire Department »
Kevin Ward » Fire Chief
Telephone: (801) 336-3940
FAX: (801) 546-0901

Mayor ¢ J. Stephen Curtis
City Manager ¢ Alex R. Jensen
Asst, City Manager = James S. Mason

MEMORANDUM

TO: Community Development, Attention: Julie Jewell

FROM: Dean Hunt, Fire Marshal @ M

RE: Foothills at Cherry Lane Phase lil Amended for Final Approval @ 1218 N 2050 E
CC: 1) Engineering

DATE: July 18, 2013

[ have reviewed the plat submitted on July 17, 2013 for the above referenced project. The
Fire Prevention Division of this department has no further comments or concerns at this

time and recommends granting final approval of this project.

These plans have been reviewed for Fire Department requirements only. Other
departments must review these plans and will have their requirements. This review by the
Fire Department must not be construed as final approval from Layton City.

DBH\Foothills at Cherry PH # AmendFinalkn
Plan #S13-094, District #22
Project Tracker #LAY 1307171387

Fire Depariment « 530 North 2200 West ¢ Layton, Utah 84041 » (801) 336-3940 ° FAX: (801) 546-0901 @
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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

123



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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2" DRAFT - for City Council Review and Approval on August 15,2013
ORDINANCE 13-17

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE DESIGN STANDARDS FOR TEMPORARY
TURNAROUNDS BY 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”; AMENDING TITLE 19, SECTION 19.07.120 ENTITLED
“DEVELOPMENT  STANDARDS”; PROVIDING FOR  REPEALER;
SEVERABILITY; AND AN EFFECTIVE DATE

WHEREAS, the City has determined that the existing standard of bonding for the removal of
temporary turnarounds in existing subdivisions with stubbed streets that are to be extended with new
development is inefficient, ineffective, and overly burdensome; and

WHEREAS, existing standards have resulted in occasions where removal of temporary
turnarounds have placed undue responsibility on the City, developers and property owners; and

WHEREAS, upon review, evaluation and input from the development community, the City has
determined that new developments and developers should have reasonable alternatives when creating
stubbed street connections for future development while meeting City Fire Code requirements; and

WHEREAS, reasonable alternatives and clear guidelines will allow the City and developers to
design the residential street system, which limits vehicle turnarounds in neighborhoods where subdivisions,
or subdivision phases connect; and

WHEREAS, the City Council has reviewed the Planning Commission's recommendation and has
received pertinent information in the public hearing regarding the proposed updates to the guidelines and
regulations for temporary turnarounds; and

WHEREAS, at the conclusion of the public hearing and upon making the necessary reviews, the
City Council has determined that these amendments are rationally based, are reasonable, are consistent with
the intent of the City’s General Plan, which is in furtherance of the general health, safety, and welfare of the
citizenry.

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

SECTION I: Enactment. Development Guidelines and Design Standards, Section 3 is amended
to read as follows:

Section 3 Street Improvements

X Temporary Turnaround
A. A temporary turnaround shall be required on any fire access road for future development
dead-end{stub}-street that is more than 150 feet or two lot lengths (maximum of 200 feet)
from an intersection. All distances in this section are measured from the face of the curb
of the intersection.

1. An off-site temporary turnaround with a minimum 80 foot diameter drivable surface

may be located on abutting property with proper easements (see ST-ST-14). An on-

site temporary turnaround with a minimum 80 foot diameter drivable surface may be

located within the development as part of a building lot or future phase with proper
casements and noted on the subdivision plat (see ST-ST-14).
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2. If a street extends more than 150 feet or two lot lengths (maximum of 200 feet) from
an intersection and the Developer is not able to obtain an easement for a temporary
turnaround from the adjacent property owner, the Developer will be required to
install a fire suppression system meeting the requirements of the currently adopted
NFPA 13(d) standard in all of the homes located greater than 150 feet or two lots
from an intersection. All lots with fire suppression systems must be identified on the
final site plan and plat.

3. The City Engineer and Fire Chief Masshal may approve a permanent turnaround ewl-
de-sae with a future street tie in as shown in standard drawing ST-ST-14, for a street
that extends more than 450 feet from an intersection and is planned to be extended in
the future.

SECTION II: Enactment. Title 16, Appendix D, Section D103.4 is amended to read as follows:

Section D103.4 Dead Ends

Dead-end fire apparatus access roads for future development in excess of one hundred fifty feet (150"
shall be provided with width and turnaround provisions in accordance with Layton City Development
Guidelines and Design Standards Manual, Street Improvements, Section IX Cul-de-sac/Turnaround
Requirements and Section X Temporary turnaround.

SECTION Ill: Enactment. Title 18, Chapter 18.24, Section 18.24.070 is amended to read as
follows:

18.24.070 Temporary Turnaround

(1) A temporary turnaround is required on any street which is anticipated to be extended at
any time in the future, but, for the time being said street is a dead end street. A temporary turnaround
shall be required on any fire access road for future development dead-end{stub}street that is more than
150 feet or two adjacent lots from an intersection and shall meet the provisions as outlined in the Layton
City Development Guidelines and Design Standards Manual, Street Improvements, Section X. Temporary

2 Ordinance 13-17
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)3 Where a temporary turnaround is required by the City, said turnaround shall be
clearly indicated on the subdivision plat.

s When a temporary turnaround is required, the nature of that turnaround shall be
clearly disclosed by the seller to all lot buyers within the subdivision.

SECTION IV: Enactment. Title 19, Chapter 19.07, Section 19.07.120 is amended to read as
follows:

19.07.120 Development Standards

(6)(c) Cul—de—sacs shall not exceed six hundred feet (600") in length and shall have a

turn—around with a radius of fifty feet (50"). Fire access roads for future development Stub-streets that are
longer than the width or length of one hundred fifty feet (150") or two adjacent lots, whichever is less,
shall have an approved temporary turn—around at the end thereof as prescribed in section 18.24.070.

SECTION V: Enactment. Title 19, Appendix A-16 is added to read as follows:
Title 19, Appendix A-16 Temporary Turnarounds
“See attachment™

SECTION VI: Repealer. If any provisions of the City’s Code heretofore adopted are inconsistent
herewith, they are hereby repealed.

SECTION VII: Severability. If any section, subsection, sentence, clause or phrase of this
ordinance is declared invalid or unconstitutional by a court of competent jurisdiction, said portion shall be
severed and such declaration shall not affect the validity of the remainder of this ordinance.

SECTION VIII: Effective Date. This ordinance shall go into effect at the expiration of the 20th
day after publication or posting, or the 30th day after final passage as noted below, or whichever of said
days is the most remote from the date of passage thereof.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of Layton, Utah, this day of
, 2013.

3 Ordinance 13-17
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ATTEST:

THIEDA WELLMAN, City Recorder J. STEPHEN CURTIS, Mayor

WTTING_DW: APPROVIAYAS TO FORM:
%él’\' ; %@L . i /C\--</

ILLIAM T. WRIGHT, Diréctor / GARY CRANE, Attortrey”
Community and Economic Deyelopment

4 Ordinance 13-17
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STANDARD AND TEMPORARY CUL-DE-SAC

500" MAXIMUM LENGTH OF CUL-DE-SAC

30" CURB & GUTTER-
7.5 PARK STRIP
5.0 FT. WALK

STANDARD CUL-DE-SAC oSl [FARS SR

500" MAXIMUM LENGTH OF CUL-DE-SAC

SUBDIVISION BOUNDARY

30" CURB & GUTTER-
5 PARK STRIP / MOUNTABLE CURB

5.0 FT. WALK

DRIVABLE SURFACE

ASPHALT SURFACE

FIRE ACCESS ROAD FOR FUTURE DEVELOPMENT WITH ON-SITE AND OFF-SITE TEMPORARY TURN—AROUNDS

500" MAXIMUM LENGTH OF CUL-DE-SAC

30" CURB & GUTTER-
7.5 PARK STRIP
5.0 FT. WALK

4.5' PARK STRIP SOELNISITON
BOUNDARY
*ANY CUL-DE-SAC WITH FUTURE STREET TIE-IN MUST HAVE CITY FUTURE STREET EXTENSION
ENGINEER AND FIRE MARSHALL APPROVAL PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION.
DRAWN BY STANDARD RADIUS (FT.)
DHR 3 LA LA R—1 MINIMUM
SCALE m DRAWING DRIVEABLE SURFACE 40
NONE ﬂi R—2 CENTER TO
DATE J '\fw/w\/\ CUL—DE -SAC RIGHT —OF —WAY 50
3/96 ENGINEERING o
5 - —_— 3 BACK OF CURB 55
EVISIONS SI—=ST=14 R
8/13 = _ ADIUS
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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 subdivison 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 (Residentia 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.

Alternativesto 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-
Sto PB based on consistency with General Plan recommendations.
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RESOLUTION 13-35

ADOPTING AN AGREEMENT FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF LAND BETWEEN
LAYTON CITY AND GREEN AND GREEN LC. FOR PROPERTY LOCATED AT
APPROXIMATELY 836 SOUTH ANGEL STREET.

WHEREAS, Owner, Green and Green LC., (hereafter “Owner”) desires to develop certain property
located at approximately 836 South Angel Street (hereafter “Subject Area”) in Layton City; and

WHEREAS, Owner and Layton City have entered into an agreement setting forth the responsibilities
of both parties relative to various aspects of the development of the Subject Area to accommodate
development with appropriate site design, landscaping and architecture to enhance the general area; and

WHEREAS, the City Council has determined it to be in the best interest of the citizens of Layton
City to enter into this agreement to ensure that the Subject Area will be developed according to the overall
objectives and intent of the City’s General Plan and the best interest of the City.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF LAYTON, UTAH:

1. The agreement entitled “Agreement for the Development of Land between Layton City and Green
and Green LC” is hereby adopted and approved.

2. The Mayor is authorized to execute the Agreement, which is attached hereto and incorporated
herein by this reference.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of Layton, Utah, this day of R
2013.

J. STEPHEN CURTIS, Mayor
ATTEST:

THIEDA WELLMAN, City Recorder

APPROﬁVEﬁD AkS { O FORM: SUBMI G DEPARTMENT
ti,, i,

\ : JJ gan\x\[{i:%\r‘\/\\

GARY @WNE?’ ity Attorney ILLIAM "E“ WRIGHT, Director

Communlty & Economic Development
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Draft #2 — CC Review 08-15-13

AGREEMENT FOR DEVELOPMENT OF LAND BETWEEN LAYTON CITY AND
GREEN AND GREEN LC.

THIS AGREEMENT for the development of land (hereinafter referred to as this “Agreement”) is
made and entered into this day of , 2013, between LAYTON CITY, a
municipal corporation of the State of Utah (hereinafter referred to as “City”), and GREEN AND
GREEN LC. (hereinafter referred to as “Owner”), with City and Owner collectively referred to
as the “Parties” and separately as “Party”.

RECITALS

WHEREAS, in furtherance of the objectives of the Layton City General Plan, City has
approved an application for a zone change from R-S (Residential Suburban) to PB (Professional
Office), of certain property located at approximately 836 South Angel Street in Layton City
(hereinafter the “Subject Area™); and

WHEREAS, the Subject Area consists of approximately 0.79 acres and is depicted on
Exhibit “A” attached hereto (hereinafter “Exhibit A”); and

WHEREAS, Parties desire to enter into this Agreement to provide for the development of
the Subject Area, in a manner consistent with the City’s General Plan and the intent reflected in
that Plan; and

WHEREAS, City has granted PB zoning approval on the Subject Area, subject to Owner
agreeing to certain limitations and undertakings described herein, which Agreement will provide
protection to surrounding property values and will enable the City Council to consider the
approval of such development at this time; and

WHEREAS, City finds that entering into the Agreement with Owner is in the vital and
best interest of the City and health, safety, and welfare of its residents.

NOW, THEREFORE, each of the Parties hereto, for good and valuable consideration, the
receipt and sufficiency of which is hereby acknowledged, covenant and agree as follows:

ARTICLE 1
DEFINITIONS

The following terms have the meaning and content set forth in this Article I, wherever
used in this Agreement:

1.1 “Owner’s Property” shall mean that property owned by GREEN AND GREEN
LC.

1 of 9
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Draft #2 — CC Review 08-15-13

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

1.6

2.1

2.2

3.1

“City” shall mean Layton City, a body corporate and politic of the State of Utah.
The principal office of City is located at 437 North Wasatch Drive, Layton, Utah,
84041.

“Owner” shall mean GREEN AND GREEN LC. The principal office for Owner
is 2150 North Valley View Drive, Layton, UT 84040.

“Owner’s Undertakings™ shall have the meaning set forth in Article IV.
“Subject Area” shall have the meaning set forth in the Recitals hereto.

“Exhibit A” shall have the meaning set forth in the Recitals hereto.

ARTICLE 11
CONDITIONS PRECEDENT

This Agreement shall not take effect until City has approved this Agreement
pursuant to a resolution of the Layton City Council.

Owner agrees to restrict the uses permitted under a PB zoning designation, to
those listed herein.

ARTICLE III
CITY’S UNDERTAKINGS

Subject to the satisfaction of the conditions set forth in Section Article IV, City
shall approve the rezone of the Subject Area from its present zoning of R-S to PB,
with an effective date of no sooner than the effective date and adoption of this
Agreement by the City Council. Any zoning amendment shall occur upon a
finding by the City Council that it is in the best interest of the health, safety and
welfare of the citizens of Layton City to make such a change at this time. All
permits and site plan reviews and approvals shall be made pursuant to City
ordinances. Nothing herein shall be construed as a waiver of the required reviews
and approvals required by City ordinance.

ARTICLE 1V
OWNER’S UNDERTAKINGS

Conditioned upon City’s performance of its undertakings set forth in Article III with
regard to rezone approval of the Subject Property and provided Owner has not terminated this
Agreement pursuant to Section 7.8, Owner agrees to the following:

4.1.

With this property being placed within the PB Zoning District, Owner agrees that

not all uses allowed in that zone are compatible with this property.

20f9
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4.2.

4.3

4.4

5.1

4.1.1. Therefore, development on the property shall be limited, in that the
following uses typically allowed in the PB zone shall not be permitted, or
requested by the Owner:

Cemetery, Mausoleum

College or University

Commercial School

Home for Elderly, Elderly Apartment
Hospital (Acute Care)

Nursing Home

Private Country Club

Electric Substation

Bank or Credit Union with Drive-in
Reception Center

S EE e pe o

4.1.2. Owner agrees to restrict development by relinquishing any right or interest
in the above uses. If other uses are desired, that are not specifically
enumerated by ordinance, Owner agrees to seek amendment of this
Agreement before pursuing the development of those uses.

In addition to the requirements of the PB zone, Owner agrees that the site plan,
building architecture and landscape plan will be reviewed by the Layton City
Design Review Committee (DRC). The DRC will provide input and
recommendations to the staff regarding basic design elements as presented in the
final site plan.

The office building constructed on the Subject Area shall be situated on the
development site in a manner that provides positive architectural and landscape
features at the intersection of Angel Street and Layton Parkway.

Vehicular access to the Subject Area shall occur at the southern portion of Angel
Street frontage to provide for an adequate and safe distance from the Angel
Street/Layton Parkway intersection.

ARTICLE V
GENERAL REQUIREMENTS AND RIGHTS OF CITY

Issuance of Permits - Owner. Owner, or its assignee, shall have the sole
responsibility for obtaining all necessary building permits in connection with
Owner’s Undertakings and shall make application for such permits directly to the
Layton City Community and Economic Development Department and other
appropriate departments and agencies having authority to issue such permits in
connection with the performance of Owner’s Undertakings. City shall not
unreasonably withhold or delay the issuance of its permits.

30of9
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5.2

5.3

6.1

6.2

Completion Date. The Owner shall, in good faith, diligently pursue completion of
the development.

Access to the Subject Area. For the purpose of assuring compliance with this
Agreement, so long as they comply with all safety rules of Owner and its
contractor, representatives of City shall have the right of access to the Subject
Area without charges or fees during the period of performance of Owner’s
Undertakings. City shall indemnify, defend and hold Owner harmless from and
against all liability, loss, damage, costs or expenses (including attorneys’ fees and
court costs) arising from or as a result of the death of a person or any accident,
injury, loss or damage caused to any person, property or improvements on the
Subject Area arising from the negligence or omissions of City, or its agents or
employees, in connection with City’s exercise of its rights granted herein.

ARTICLE VI
REMEDIES

Remedies for Breach. In the event of any default or breach of this Agreement or
any of its terms or conditions, the defaulting Party or any permitted successor to
such Party shall, upon written notice from the other, proceed immediately to cure
or remedy such default or breach, and in any event cure or remedy the breach
within thirty (30) days after receipt of such notice. In the event that such default
or breach cannot reasonably be cured within said thirty (30) day period, the Party
receiving such notice shall, within such thirty (30) day period, take reasonable
steps to commence the cure or remedy of such default or breach, and shall
continue diligently thereafter to cure or remedy such default or breach in a timely
manner. In case such action is not taken or diligently pursued, the aggrieved
Party may institute such proceedings as may be necessary or desirable in its
opinion to:

6.1.1 Cure or remedy such default or breach, including, but not limited to,
proceedings to compel specific performance by the Party in default or
breach of its obligations; or

6.1.2 Owner agrees not to contest the reversion of the zoning by the City
Council to the previous zoning on the property, and hereby holds the City
harmless for such reversion of the zoning from PB to R-S.

Enforced Delay Beyond Parties’ Control. For the purpose of any other provisions
of this Agreement, neither City nor Owner, as the case may be, nor any successor
in interest, shall be considered in breach or default of its obligations with respect
to its construction obligations pursuant to this Agreement, in the event the delay
in the performance of such obligations is due to unforeseeable causes beyond its
fault or negligence, including, but not restricted to, acts of God or of the public
enemy, acts of the government, acts of the other Party, fires, floods, epidemics,

4 0of 9
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6.3

6.4

6.5

7.1

7.2

quarantine restrictions, strikes, freight embargoes or unusually severe weather, or
delays of contractors or subcontractors due to such causes or defaults of
contractors or subcontractors. Unforeseeable causes shall not include the
financial inability of the Parties to perform under the terms of this Agreement.

Extensions. FEither Party may extend, in writing, the time for the other Party’s
performance of any term, covenant or condition of this Agreement or permit the
curing of any default or breach upon such terms and conditions as may be
mutually agreeable to the Parties; provided, however, that any such extension or
permissive curing of any particular default shall not eliminate any other
obligations and shall not constitute a waiver with respect to any other term,
covenant or condition of this Agreement nor any other default or breach of this
Agreement.

Rights of Owner. In the event of a default by Owner’s assignee, Owner may
elect, in its discretion, to cure the default of such assignee, provided, Owner’s
cure period shall be extended by thirty (30) days.

Appeals. If the Owner desires to appeal a determination made hereunder by Staff,
said appeal shall be to the Planning Commission, whose decision shall be final. If
the appeal is regarding the interpretation of this Agreement the appeal shall be to
the City Council with a recommendation from the Planning Commission and
Staff.

ARTICLE VII
GENERAL PROVISIONS

Successors and Assigns of Owner. This Agreement shall be binding upon Owner
and its successors and assigns, and where the term “Owner” is used in this
Agreement it shall mean and include the successors and assigns of Owner, except
that City shall have no obligation under this Agreement to any successor or assign
of Owner not approved by City. Notwithstanding the foregoing, City shall not
unreasonably withhold or delay its consent to any assignment or change in
ownership (successor or assign of Owner) of the Subject Area. Upon approval of
any assignment by City, or in the event Owner assigns all or part of this
Agreement to an assignee, Owner shall be relieved from further obligation under
that portion of the Agreement for which the assignment was made and approved
by City.

Notices. All notices, demands and requests required or permitted to be given
under this Agreement (collectively the “Notices™) must be in writing and must be
delivered personally or by nationally recognized overnight courier or sent by
United States certified mail, return receipt requested, postage prepaid and
addressed to the Parties at their respective addresses set forth below, and the same
shall be effective upon receipt if delivered personally or on the next business day

50f9
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To Owner:

To City:

if sent by overnight courier, or three (3) business days after deposit in the mail if

mailed. The initial addresses of the Parties shall be:
GREEN AND GREEN, LC.
ED GREEN
2150 North Valley View Drive
Layton, Utah 84040

LAYTON CITY CORPORATION
437 North Wasatch Drive

Layton, Utah 84041

Attn: Alex R. Jensen, City Manager
801/336-3800, 801/336-3811 (FAX)

Upon at least ten (10) days’ prior written notice to the other Party, either Party shall have
the right to change its address to any other address within the United States of America.

If any Notice is transmitted by facsimile or similar means, the same shall be deemed
served or delivered upon confirmation of transmission thereof, provided a copy of such Notice is
deposited in regular mail on the same day of such transmission.

7.3

7.4

7.5

7.6

7.7

7.8

Third Party Beneficiaries. Any claims of third party benefits under this
Agreement are expressly denied, except with respect to permitted assignees and
successors of Owner.

Governing Law. It is mutually understood and agreed that this Agreement shall
be governed by the laws of the State of Utah, both as to interpretation and
performance. Any action at law, suit in equity, or other judicial proceeding for
the enforcement of this Agreement or any provision thereof shall be instituted
only in the courts of the State of Utah.

Integration Clause. This document constitutes the entire agreement between the
Parties and may not be amended except in writing, signed by the Parties.

Exhibits Incorporated. Each Exhibit attached to and referred to in this Agreement
is hereby incorporated by reference as though set forth in full where referred to
herein.

Attorneys’ Fees. In the event of any action or suit by a Party against the other
Party for reason of any breach of any of the covenants, conditions, agreements or
provisions on the part of the other Party arising out of this Agreement, the
prevailing Party in such action or suit shall be entitled to have and recover from
the other Party all costs and expenses incurred therein, including reasonable
attorneys’ fees.

Termination. Except as otherwise expressly provided herein, the obligation of the
Parties shall terminate upon the satisfaction of the following conditions:

6 0of9
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7.8.1 With regard to Owner’s Undertakings, performance by Owner of Owner’s
Undertakings as set forth herein.

7.8.2 With regard to City’s Undertakings, performance by City of City’s
Undertakings as set forth herein.

Upon either Party’s request (or the request of Owner’s assignee), the other Party agrees to
enter into a written acknowledgment of the termination of this Agreement, or part thereof, so
long as such termination (or partial termination) has occurred.

7.9  Recordation. This Agreement shall be recorded in reference to the property, and
shall run with the land and be binding upon all successors in interest of the

property.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties have caused this Agreement to be executed by
their duly authorized representatives effective as of the day and year first above written.

LAYTON CITY CORPORATION

By:

J. STEPHEN CURTIS, Mayor
ATTEST:

By:

THIEDA WELLMAN, City Recorder

7 of 9
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Subscribed and sworn to me this

Signed by

GREEN AND GREEN, LC.

Subscribed and sworn to me this

<

GARWE City Attorney

ED GREEN

day of ,2013.
Notary

day of ,2013.
Notary

8 of 9
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EXHIBIT “A”
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ORDINANCE 13-18

(Green and Green Roberts Farms 8 Rezone)

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE ZONING ORDINANCE BY CHANGING
THE ZONING CLASSIFICATION OF THE HEREINAFTER DESCRIBED
PROPERTY, LOCATED AT APPROXIMATELY 836 SOUTH ANGEL STREET
FROM R-S (RESIDENTIAL SUBURBAN) TO PB (PROFESSIONAL OFFICE)
AND PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, the City has been petitioned for a change in the zoning classification for the
property described herein below; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has reviewed the petition and has recommended that the
petition to rezone said property from R-S to PB be approved with a development agreement which
provides for development of the rezone area in a manner consistent with the General Plan; and

WHEREAS, the City Council has reviewed the Planning Commission's recommendation and has
received pertinent information in the public hearing regarding the proposal; and

WHEREAS, at the conclusion of the public hearing and upon making the necessary reviews, the
City Council has determined that this amendment is rationally based, is reasonable, is consistent with the
intent of the City’s General Plan, which is in furtherance of the general health, safety, and welfare of the
citizenry.

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

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

SECTION II: Enactment. The zoning ordinance is hereby amended by changing the zone
classification of the following property from R-S (Residential Suburban) to PB (Professional Office).

PART OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 30, T4N., R.1W.,, S.L.B.&M.,
U.S. SURVEY. DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT A POINT ON THE WEST RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF ANGEL
STREET, SAID POINT BEING N00°12'40"E 693.68 FEET AND N89°47'20"W 33.00
FEET FROM THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SECTION 30; THENCE S89°57'42"W
150.01 FEET; THENCE N00°12'40"E 235.25 FEET TO THE SOUTH RIGHT OF WAY
LINE OF LAYTON PARKWAY; THENCE ALONG SAID SOUTH RIGHT OF WAY
LINE THE FOLLOWING FIVE (5) COURSES: (1) S84°39'19"E 41.86 FEET; (2)
ALONG A CURVE TURNING TO THE LEFT WITH AN ARC LENGTH OF 46.96
FEET, A RADIUS OF 500.00 FEET, A CHORD BEARING OF S87°20'45"E, AND A
CHORD LENGTH OF 46.94 FEET; (3) N89°57'50"E 43.36 FEET; (4) S22°3132"E
26.07 FEET; AND (5) EAST 7.99 FEET TO THE WEST RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF
ANGEL STREET; THENCE S00°12'40"W ALONG SAID WEST RIGHT OF WAY
LINE, 205.02 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

CONTAINING 34,264 SQUARE FEET OR 0.79 ACRES
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SECTION III: Update of Official Zoning Map. The Official Layton City Zoning Map is
hereby amended to reflect the adoption of this ordinance.

SECTION IV: Severability. If any section, subsection, sentence, clause or phrase of this
ordinance is declared invalid or unconstitutional by a court of competent jurisdiction, said portion shall be
severed and such declaration shall not affect the validity of the remainder of the said ordinance.

SECTION V: Effective date. This ordinance shall go into effect at the expiration of the 20th day
after publication or posting or the 30th day after final passage as noted below or whichever of said days is
more remote from the date of passage thereof.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of Layton, Utah, this day of _
, 2013.

J. STEPHEN CURTIS, Mayor
ATTEST:

THIEDA WELLMAN, City Recorder

APPRON\E(D f TO FORM: SUBMITTIN DEPARTMENT:
\ 1\ N }\\ik\ /\

,\:gfq GARY CRANE, City Attorney WILLIAM T WRIGHT, Director
Community & Economic Development

Ordinance 13-18 cont.
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COMMUNITY AND ECONOMIC

DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
PLANNING DIVISION

STAFF REPORT

TO: City Council
FROM: Peter Matson, AICP - City Planner PM\/;IJM

DATE: August 15,2013

RE: Development Agreement and Rezone Request (Green and Green) — R-S (Residential
Suburban) to PB (Professional Office) — Resolution 13-35 and Ordinance 13-18

LOCATION: 836 South Angel Street (1200 West)
Lots 815 and 816 of Roberts Farms Subdivision Phase 8

CURRENT ZONING: R-S (Residential Suburban)
CURRENT MINIMUM LOT SIZE: 15,000 square feet
PROPOSED ZONING: PB (Professional Office)

PROPOSED MINIMUM LOT SIZE: 10,000 square feet

Description of Rezone Area:

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.
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Background Information and Staff Review:

The City’s Zoning Ordinance describes that the proposed PB (Professional Office) zoning district is
intended to provide areas throughout the City for offices and institutional uses in which the
intensity of the use, in terms of hours of operation and number of customers, is less than that of a
commercial zone. It is further described that the PB zone should be located along arterial and
collector streets, abutting residential neighborhoods, which would patronize these uses. Land uses
typically found in the PB zone include medical and dental offices, small businesses such as real
estate and appraisal offices.

The design of Phase 8 of Roberts Farms Subdivision includes 21 lots and the extension of Layton
Parkway from Angel Street to the west. Lots 815 and 816 are situated just south of Layton Parkway
on the west side of Angel Street. These two lots combined create an opportunity for the applicant
to utilize the PB zone and eventually build a neighborhood-scale office building. At .79 acres
(34,412 square feet), the subject property meets the minimum 10,000 square foot lot area
requirement of the PB zone. The subject property is approximately 150" x 235" with the 150" depth
measured from Angel Street. All applicable setback, landscape buffer and parking requirements can
be accommodated on the site together with the construction of a building that could accommodate
a number of different professional and medical-related office users.

Although the applicant has no contract with a specific office user at this time, the applicant has
been approached by a few different buyers interested in developing the site for a dental practice.
One of the potential site users has provided a concept plan and building elevation sketch, which is
attached to this report as an example of how the site could develop.

The Land Use/Population Element of the General Plan recommends that professional businesses, if
located on a collector street, needs to be adjacent to an arterial street and on the edge of single
family neighborhoods. Layton Parkway is an arterial street and Angel Street is a collector street
with a traffic signal located at the intersection.

The General Plan also recommends that professional businesses at a location such as this should
take into account the adjacent neighbors and attempt to blend into the area through the
appropriate use of architectural motifs, scale, height, and signage. The guidelines and regulations of
the PB zone, together with the requirements of the Development Agreement, should ensure that
development of the subject property is consistent with General Plan recommendations.

Staff Recommendation:

Staff recommends the Council adopt Ordinance 13-18 approving the rezone request from R-S to PB
subject to approval of Resolution 13-35 approving the Development Agreement.  This
recommendation is also based on consistency with General Plan land use recommendations for
professional offices at the intersection of an arterial and collector street.

Engineering @ e\ Planning 'P-AA‘ Fire@g
. v
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Planning Commission Proceedings and Recommendation:

The Planning Commission reviewed this rezone request on July 9, 2013 and unanimously
recommended the City Council adopt Resolution 13-35 and Ordinance 13-18 approving the
Development Agreement and the Rezone from R-S to PB. The Commission discussed the details of
the draft Development Agreement and they were of the opinion that the proposed PB zoning was a
very workable alternative for this corner of the Layton Parkway and Angel Street.

One area resident from the Pheasant Place neighborhood (north of rezone area) expressed concern
regarding traffic and pedestrian safety around the Layton Parkway/Angel Street intersection. She
mentioned that Angel Street is a main school route to Heritage Elementary on Weaver Lane and she
was concerned about the increased traffic that may accompany a professional or dental office
building on the subject property.

Neighborhood Issues and Concerns:

On July 16, 2013, the same resident, together with others from the Pheasant Place neighborhood,
met with City Staff to discuss the proposed PB zoning further. The intent of this meeting was to
allow these residents an opportunity to present issues of concern and to learn more about the
proposed PB zoning, the land uses allowed in the zone, and the details of the draft development
agreement. Although a variety of issues were discussed, most of the concerns focused on traffic
impacts and pedestrian safety associated with the proposed change in use on the subject property.
In response to these concerns, Exhibits “C” through “H” of this report provide supplemental
information regarding the following:

* Existing and future neighborhood street and pedestrian connectivity;
* Professional Office (PB) zoning examples throughout the city;

e Site and building design alternatives for the subject property; and

e Traffic count and trip generation data and analysis.

Street and Pedestrian Connectivity:

The attached Neighborhood Connectivity Map (Exhibit “C”) shows the Pheasant Place and Roberts
Farms Subdivisions (air photo) with the plats for phases 1 and 2 of Kennington Place Subdivision and
phase 8 of Roberts Farms Subdivision. The arrows on the map indicate existing and future
connections for vehicle and pedestrian traffic between the existing and future subdivisions, and
Heritage Elementary School. Roberts Farms Phase 8 is under construction, which will complete the
west leg of the Angel Street/Layton Parkway intersection and provide a street/sidewalk connection
from Layton Parkway to Heritage Elementary School.

The Engineering Division collected traffic count data during the last week of July. Counts were
collected on Layton Parkway at 1100 West and on Angel Street at 400 South and 900 South. The
data is not surprising given classification and function of the two streets (see summary table below).
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LOCATION LANE | AADT | 85% SPD | PM PEAK | AM PEAK
WB 2458 | 38mph | 299 118
1100 W. LAYTON PARKWAY = 366 | 39 :ih 129 233
SB 3037 | 28 mph | 287 188
900 S. ANGEL ST. 5 3541 | 28 :ih 308 273
NB 3494 | 34mph | 371 195
400 S. ANGEL ST. = 3333 | 38 :zh 308 204

As the area continues to build out and Layton Parkway is extended further to the west, connectivity
will improve and trips will be distributed throughout the area on a system that is designed to handle
growth and associated traffic.

The amount of square footage, occupancy type (general office, dental, etc.), number of employees,
and off-street parking stalls on the subject property are all factors taken into account when
estimating the amount of vehicle trips generated. Trip generation estimates are typically provided
based on square footage and number of employees. With a general estimate of 9,000 square feet
of office space, no more than 20 employees, and a maximum of 35 parking stalls, the estimated trip
generation from the subject property will range from 100 to 330 per day. The low end of the range
would be if the building is all professional office with no medical or dental services. The high end of
the range would be if the building was completely occupied by medical and/or dental offices. Any
variation within the range would be based on various combinations of general and medical/dental
office uses.

Professional Office (PB) Zoning Examples:

Exhibit “D” is a map of all Professional Office (PB) zoning designations throughout the city, which
clearly indicates that the PB zone has been implemented on several occasions for adaptive reuse of
residential properties on arterial streets and for new construction similar to that proposed on the
subject property. Exhibit “D” also highlights five examples of new office projects on arterial and
collector streets adjacent to single family residential neighborhoods. Photos of the five examples
are provided on Exhibits “E” and “F” that show quality architecture and landscape design that is
clearly not a detriment to the surrounding neighborhoods.

Site Plan and Office Building Design Alternatives:

Exhibits “G” and “H” provide two alternatives for developing an office project on the subject
property; one with the office building located on the rear (west) portion of the site with parking in
front of the building and the other with the office building located on the front (east) portion of the
site with parking located behind the building. The first site design was provided by one of the
dental practitioners interested in developing the site; the second design was prepared by Staff to
illustrate how the office building could be situated to screen the parking lot and orient the building
more towards the street frontages to accentuate the landscape and architecture. Both site designs
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appear to meet all city requirements and Staff will work with the owner, and subsequent developer,
to design a project that is a complement to the area for years to come.

List of Exhibits:

Exhibit “A” -  Roberts Farms Subdivision Phase 8 Plat — Lots 815 and 816 highlighted
Exhibit “B” -  Rezone Property —Site Photos

Exhibit “C”" -  Neighborhood Connectivity Map

Exhibit “D” -  City-wide Professional Business Zoning Map

Exhibit “E”-  PB Zoning Dental Office Photo Examples

Exhibit “F” -  PB Zoning Office Building Photo Examples

Exhibit “G” -  Rezone Area —Site Plan/Building Elevation Example — Parking in Front
Exhibit “H” -  Rezone Area — Site Plan/Building Elevation Example — Parking in Rear
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ENGINEERING

MEMORANDUM

To: Ed Green — edgontherun(@comcast.net
Chris Cave — ccave@reeve-assoc.com

From: Stephen Jackson, Engineering Department

CC: Building/Community Development/Fire Department

Date: June 25,2013

RE: Roberts Farms Phase 8 Rezone — Lots 815 and 816

I have reviewed rezone application submitted on June 18, 2013 for the Roberts Farms
Subdivision Phase 8 — Lots 815 and 816 located at approximately 750 South Angel Street. The

Engineering Department recommends that the rezone be approved subject to the following
comments.

General
1. The Engineering Department has no issues with the proposed zoning change from R-S to
PB

2. Drive approaches must be 20 feet from property lines on commercial sites and must be at
least 200 feet from intersections where traffic signals are present. The location of the
drive approach to this parcel will be reviewed with the site plan submittal.
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* Fire Depariment ¢
Kevin Ward  Fire Chief
Telephone: (801) 336-3940
FAX: (8071) 546-0901

Mayor ¢ J. Stephen Curlls
Clty Manager « Alex R. Jensen
Asst. City Manager » James S. Mason

MEMORANDUM

TO: Community Development, Attention: Julie Jewell

FROM: Douglas K. Bitton, Fire Prevention Specialist . "

RE: Green and Green Rezone Roberts 8 @ 750 South Angel ;treet
CC: 1) Ed Green, edgontherun@comcast.net

2) Chris Cave, ccave@reeveassoc.com

DATE: June 26, 2013

| have reviewed the site plan received on June 18, 2013 for the above referenced project.
The Fire Department, with regards to the rezone, does not have any comments at this time.

These plans have been reviewed for Fire Department requirements only. Other
departments may review these plans and will have their requirements. This review by the
Fire Department must not be construed as final approval from Layton City.

DB\Green and Green RZ:kn
Plan # S$13-077, District # 42
Project Tracker: #LAY 13061981377

Ers
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To: Planning Commission

From: Scott Carter, Parks Planner
Date: June 20, 2013
Re: Green & Green Rezone, R-S to PB — 750 South Angel Street

The Parks & Recreation Department sees no adverse impacts to existing facilities or the long-
term plans of the department related to the proposed Green & Green Rezone, R-S to PB.

Recommendation

Parks & Recreation supports approval of the rezone.
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EXHIBIT E

CHRISTENSEN DENTAL OFFICE

MCMILLAN DENTAL OFFICE

157



EXHIBIT F

SILVER PEAK ENGINEERING OFFICE BUILDING

Google earth

WALL APPRAISAL OFFICE BUILDING

Google eartt
e
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EXHIBIT G
GREEN AND GREEN REZONE - R-S to PB
Sketch Plan Example — Parking in Front
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EXHIBIT H
GREEN AND GREEN REZONE — R-S to PB

Sketch Plan Example — Parking in Back
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