MINUTES OF LAYTON CITY PLANNING COMMISSION WORK MEETING
TUESDAY, July 22, 2008

MEMBERS PRESENT: Commissioners Tim Pales, Gerald Gilbert, Kristin
Elinkowski, Ron Stallworth, Blake Hazen, Dave Pratt

ALTERNATE MEMBERS PRESENT: Brent Allen, Ryan Stevenson

MEMBERS ABSENT: Sharon Esplin

OTHERS PRESENT: Staff Members: Bill Wright, Peter Matson, Kem

Weaver, Amanda Jorgensen, Brandon Rypien, Ben Hart,
Julie Jewell, and Steve Garside.

Commissioner Blake Hazen asked for a correction to the June 24, 2008, Planning Commission minutes in
the conditional use request for Dansay, Inc. He asked for the wording in condition 1 to be changed from
“shall” to “may.”

PUBLIC REVIEW:

(1) T-MOBILE COUNTRY OAKS DRIVE CELL SITE - POWER POLE ANTENNAS
-CONDITIONAL USE AMENDMENT

2273 East Country Oak Drive

This property is in a R-1-10 (Single Family Residential) Zoning District.

Kem Weaver, City Planner, was asked by Commissioner Hazen if there were any hazards involved with
the request to amend a previously approved conditional use on this property. Mr. Weaver replied that
there were no hazards.

(2) R & L FENCING & DECK — CONDITIONAL USE - OUTDOOR STORAGE
968 McCormick Way

This property is located in a M-2 (Heavy Manufacturing/Industrial) Zoning District.
The applicant is Richard Bourne, DLaney LLC.

City Planner, Amanda Jorgensen, presented R & L Fencing and Deck’s request for conditional use for
outdoor storage at their new Layton site on the corner of Gordon Avenue and McCormick Way. She said
the owner was in the process of cleaning up the property. She described the fencing for outdoor storage
and plans for signage and landscaping. The existing outbuilding will eventually be removed. She said

the longer building on the property will be used to manufacture fencing materials and for a showroom for
customers. Ms. Jorgensen said the Fire Department is working with the applicant on the height of the
materials to be stacked. She said that normally the fence would be 6 feet high, however, this property is
adjacent to the railroad tracks and the ordinance allows fencing up to 15 feet high in these areas. The
applicant is requesting an 8 foot fence. Ms. Jorgensen stated that trees that have been removed must be
replaced with at least 7 trees on Gordon Avenue and 7 trees on McCormick Way.

The applicant is currently working with a contractor on an approved parking layout with 54 parking stalls



required. Ms. Jorgensen reviewed the 11 required conditions which were in the Staff report.

The Commissioners felt Condition #2 stating that the business would be required to follow all
requirements from the State of Utah for outdoor storage including the stacking of materials was
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contradictory to Staff’s statement that the “outdoor storage area was not to be used for storing junk, trash,
building materials, debris . . . “ Assistant City Attorney, Steve Garside, suggested that Condition #2 be
modified to read “ . . . stacking of inventory” rather than “. . . stacking of materials.”

In answer to a question on dumpster screening, Ms. Jorgensen said the dumpster must be enclosed with a
gate unless screened by fencing as not to be seen by the public.

There were no other questions from the Commissioners.

(3) DIAGNOSTIC EVALUATION CENTER — CONDITIONAL USE - YOUTH EVALUATION
TREATMENT CENTER

1635 North 1200 West.

This property is located in a R-M1 (Low/Medium Density Residential) Zoning District.

The applicant is Scott Smoot.

Ms. Jorgensen presented the applicant’s request for conditional use for aYouth Treatment Center which is
currently an assisted living facility. She said the center would be regulated by the State with children
staying overnight for up to 45 days. A school teacher would come each day, and children would be taken
to medical and dental appointments. The facility which has 9 bedrooms could house up to 18 children at
a time. Commissioner Hazen asked if the children could roam or leave the campus. Ms. Jorgensen said
she would clarify that with the applicant. Ms. Jorgensen reviewed zoning in the area stating that a
daycare facility was not quite a block away to the north. She said the evaluation center would be enclosed
by a 6-foot fence, have 5 parking stalls which are currently on site, and would need to have multiple trees
added to the existing landscaping.

Commissioner Ron Stallworth asked if there had been public response to the request. Ms. Jorgensen said
the only response had been from the person who currently has an assisted living facility in the home and
did not know a different use was planned.

Ms. Jorgensen reviewed the 10 requirements outlined in Staff’s report and said the State would need to
approve the facility. She said the State requires 1 adult per every 4 children for supervision. Visitations
would be limited. The purpose of the facility is to assist and evaluate the children and then take them
back to their homes to evaluate conditions there or to determine if they need to be referred somewhere
else.

Commissioner Ryan Stevenson asked if approval from the State was needed because of the proximity to
the daycare. Commissioner Gerald Gilbert said that although the Planning Commission was being asked
not to pre-judge the children, he asked that a condition be added to state that the children housed in the
facility must not be sex offenders or have alcohol or drug abuse issues.



(4) DAIRY QUEEN — CONDITIONAL USE - LED MESSAGE CENTER SIGN
1142 East Highway 193.

This property is located in a CP-1 (Planned Neighborhood Commercial) Zoning District.
The applicant is Gary Mellor.

Brandon Rypien, Planning Technician, presented the applicant’s request for conditional use which is
required in a CP-1 zone for an LED message sign. The proposal is to use the pylon from an existing sign
with no modifications other than the new sign will be 17 feet high, which is one foot taller than the
existing sign. The maximum height is 20 feet with a 10 foot setback from the public right of way. The
Community & Economic Development Director, Bill Wright, gave approval according to ordinance to
lower the clearance from the ground to 8 feet from the usual 10-foot clearance. The applicant is allowed
103 square feet of signage but is only using 42 square feet. There were no questions from the
Commissioners.
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Mr. Rypien and Mr. Wright had discussed changes to Condition #6 which states 5% of daily signage be
dedicated to community services. Although this requirement is stated in the ordinance, it is hard to regulate.
Mr. Garside cited Goldwest Credit Union as a good example of public signage use because they advertise
for schools and community services on their reader board.

(5) BCL PROPERTIES - REZONE - R-M1 and R-1-10 to R-M1 PRUD - CONCEPTUAL
APPROVAL

Approximately 1200 East Gentile Street.

These properties are located in an R-M1 (Low/Medium Density Residential) and an R-1-10 (Single
Family Residential) Zoning District.

The applicant is Brian Lamano.

Peter Matson, Long Range Planner, presented the request for rezone from R-M1 and R-1-10 to R-M1
PRUD and conceptual approval for the property at approximately 1200 East Gentile Street stating that the
applicant had previously been before the Planning Commission proposing an R-M2 zoning change. The
Planning Staff, Fire and Engineering Division have reviewed the plans. Mr. Weaver’s recommendation
was that the west end of the property should be used for a building near the detention pond allowing for
open space between the buildings and along Gentile Street.

Mr. Matson explained the conceptual plan stating that Engineering had approved the conceptual plan with
corrections to be made before preliminary approval. He said Staff would like to move toward preliminary
approval. Commissioner Gilbert asked how many units the PRUD overlay would add. Mr. Matson said
the range for the R-M1 PRUD zoning is 14-21 units per acre and the applicant is proposing 18.35 units
per acre. In response to a question as to why the PRUD overlay was added, Mr. Matson said the R-M1
zoning designation without the overlay would only allow one building per lot at 15.85 units per acre. The
applicant will need a density bonus of 35-40% to achieve the 18.35 units per acre proposed. He said this
required density bonus forces the developer to upgrade landscaping, fencing and parking.

Mr. Matson said the applicant has been consulting with the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT)
which required a letter from the City stating that the City is aware of the project. The previous home on
the property allowed for one grandfathered access which UDOT has allowed and the applicant is
negotiating a second access that would be a siren activated gate.



There were no other questions from the Commissioners.

(6) LAYTON CITY - REZONE - CP-2, C-H, R-M2, AND R-1-8 TO MU
Approximately 110 acres of the Downtown Plan Area, generally east of 1-15 to Fort Lane, and Gentile
Street to the South Layton I-15 off ramp.

Mr. Matson presented information about commercial projects locally and nationally that would fit in the
Fort Lane area which is proposed for rezone. This handout is attached to the regular meeting minutes. He
also presented a article from the Wall Street Journal provided by Doug Durbano, part owner of the
property, regarding mall space, open air centers, and lifestyle centers.

Commissioner Elinkowski asked about Councilwoman Joyce Brown’s idea in the joint Planning
Commission and City Council work meeting to consider two different zones — CP-2 (Planned Community
Commercial) and MU (Mixed Use) — for portions of property. Mr. Durbano had also presented the
developers’ plan at that meeting.

Mr. Matson said that a little over a year ago, the proposal to rezone this property to MU was before the
Planning Commission based on the Downtown Plan Recommendations. The Planning Commission
recommended approval of the rezone to MU. However, the City Council, in their review, did not adopt
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the area east of 1-15 to be rezoned to MU and asked the Planning Staff to work with the developers on a
plan for that area. Mr. Matson said the purpose of the rezone proposal tonight is to ask the Planning
Commission to reaffirm their original recommendation. He stated that property owners within the 110
acres have been notified and neighboring residents and businesses were invited to an open house on
Tuesday, July 15, 2008.

Mr. Matson was asked to explain the difference in uses between the MU zone and the CP-2 zone.
Commissioner Elinkowski clarified that the land owners at the Fort Lane Shopping Area were not in favor of
the zoning change. Mr. Matson said the owners closed on the purchase of the property in January of 2007
when the Planning Commission was in the process of working with an advisory committee before presenting
the property for rezone at a Public Hearing. Commissioner Gilbert asked if there were meetings to inform
owners prior to the owners purchasing the property, and Mr. Matson responded that there were multiple
meetings.

Mr. Matson said the owners considered a rezone from CP-2 to MU a “down zone” since big box retail is
allowed in CP-2 but not in MU. He said the proposed zoning would limit any tenant to 40,000 square feet
per floor of space. The MU zone also allows residential development from single family to 24 units per acre.
The intent is not to create non-conformities in the area with Hatch Auto already being legal nonconforming.
Single family uses at the south end of the rezoning area are currently non-conforming in the C-H
(Commercial Highway) zone, but would be conforming in the MU zone. Mr. Matson agreed with Mr. Hazen
that multi-unit residential property is not considered as valuable as commercial property.

Mr. Matson said Staff is concerned with how to deal with a proposed concept plan that may or may not
happen and does not recommend breaking the property up into multiple zones. He said Staff feels a possible
design exception in the MU zone with a large retail overlay could be used if the tenant is larger than the
40,000 square feet per floor such as a big box use. He said Staff’s recommendation would be to initiate a
design exception rather than multiple zones. Commissioner Gilbert felt the development agreement should
be worded to not allow more than one big box. Mr. Matson described similar developments in other areas.
Mr. Matson said Staff’s recommendation is to proceed with the MU rezone according to the
recommendations of the Downtown Plan.



The Commissioners discussed the positive aspects of the rezone to MU.

By

Julie K. Jewell, Secretary to the Planning Commission

In the event of an absence of a full quorum, agenda items will be continued to the next regularly scheduled meeting.

Layton City does not discriminate on the basis of race, color, national origin, sex, religion, age or disability in employment or the provision of
services. If you are planning to attend this meeting and, due to a disability, need assistance in understanding or participating in the meeting, please
notify the City eight or more hours in advance of the meeting and we will try to provide assistance. Please telephone (801) 336-3800.
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Cy CPIannin Cornmisston mge-f—[{-—p?
L&:‘Sﬁﬂ H J July 2z, 2008
Mu Rezone

Dear City Planning Commissioners: 7/21/08

My name 15 Lowise Brown, I've lived in Layton for 13 years in a home three blocks east
of this project. I've been a journalist for more than 20 years. I tell you this so vou know
how itis that T was able to write down most of what was said at the work meeting held
last Thursday. I am giving you a copy of my notes, realizing that either you have or wiil
receive a full copy from your own sources. Meanwhile, here are mine  not veraatim
but close.

Here™s why I've handed them to you. During that work meeting 1 noticed that those
representing the developers had a couple of common themes that concemed me greatly.

The first one was “Let the market diciate this project ™ I've highlighted in yellow some of
the most direct statements, You can see them on pages 2, 3, and 4. (Attached),

I find (his repeated regues: w “let the market dictate this project” alarming. The current
CP-2 zone allows far more imposing, far less sensitive buildings and configurations than
this drawing we”ve all been luoking at. According to what was said 2t the work meeting,
two big boxes could be built here. Now rhar i3 what the market would dictate.

I ask you o hold that thought while I introduce a second concern. We were also informed
al the work meeting by Mr. Ostermiller, (I quote) “The residential component does not
work. Ne ene in this room would pay $250,000 for a condo or town home sitting between

commercial and a freeway.” (blue statement, pg. 4)

Here's the truth: 1, and many others in this room have already made that level of
invastment in this area True, we sre not between commercial and the freeway. But we
are living in our homes there. [f proximity is such a driving force. then a potentially
large-scale project in this area must have all reasonable restrictions imposed on it to
enswre Lhat those of us who made our investments vears ago, live in them. improve them,
and sink our livelihoods into them are protectad. The residential is already here, and we
stand to loose if this isn’t done correctly.

As City Ieaders, you held the zutherity 1w protect us by rezoning this property to the
Mixed Use zone. You know, of course, that if you do not, and vou leave it at CP-2_ then
this plan that weve all been lvoking at becomes 4 blank page and they gét to start over.
Thougk it has no residential areas drawn into it yet, this plan does show some sensitivity
to tae area. Those of us who will live with this project must sze that remain.

In closing, [ come full circle and ask you io remember the repeated statements of “Let the
market dictate what happens here.” To that I say, No, You are the ones in authority. You
are the ones who dictale what happens here. Please do not forget that And when you do
dictate what happens here, please make sure 1t protects those of us who have already
invested far more than just our money in this area

Thank you. Louisz Brown
343 South 750 East, Layton

[“‘7 TR VTN 497-9990; 524-8174



Statements from Lavton City Work Meeting held Thursday, July 17, 2008

With: Mayor Steve Curtis, City Council members, Planning Commissioners, developers
of the Gentile/For: Lase project and teir representatives, and ineresied residents.

Some of the parties in attendance:

City leaders: Mayor Sieve Curtis, City Council (incld. Renny Knowlton, Joyce Brown,
Staff: Peter Matson, Bill Wright. and moe

Developers group: (No farmal introductions to those who ware not previously involved
in discussion, [1.e. residents], so names are spelled phonetically): Kevin Gam, Attny
Mike Ostermiller, Dan VanZcben, (Architect) Adam Hawkes (NAT), Dave Winrie (NAI)

Onverview by Bill Wright & Peter Matson; Put in plaze plan for dovwntown: commuter
light rail, I-13 ofT-ramp--- this is the opporturity for evitalization.

e IMELINE (by Peter ML) Original discussion began with study from hired
consuliants from the east coast, Initially was of Gentile and Main Street.
Complated Feb, 2000,

e [n 2002, Envision " Hah chosc Lay:on as a study for commuier light rail. Deeided
to take study area to the Fort Lane arca as well.

e The RDA was established in 2002, and updated in 2004,

s Downtown studied by an Advisory Committee; Established smady area in June
2006,

e Planning Commission approved the plan for the entire study arca in June 2007
adapted by City Council. Rezoned the arca west of tie freeway Mixad Use in
2007, Placed temporary zoning repulations and agreements with the “Fort Lanc
Village LC™ on the cast side. This expires August 17.

Goal with the Parcel: Urcate new retail center. bring buildings to the strcet. creale
smaller seale parking sreas, and Tink the area to the Ciry Center area,

Showed Colored map showing areas in the entire end of Layton, with “0ld Downtown
Gentile and Main™, “Corporae Center™  South of Layton Interchange — not vet adonted
but future idea to upgrade the area with corporate near new ramp {in residential arca on
east side of Mreeway, south of Big Box, gacs south all the way to Kavsville).

The new exchange empties into Twin Tress,

“We're at 2 point of a generational decision. It's a different kind of retail arec. It's
important to get it righ:.”

City Tathers went to the "Trernational Conference of Shopping Centers™ in Las vegas,
Mike Bowhnis Mayor Cortic. Rill Wright, other staff, Asked. Where do vou park cars?
They visited Costeo Center there.










Ln

Dhan W

I vou 2o see. he onigingd tenunts uren’L tiere anvimore, (Implied they wers there 1o fill a
quonia 1o obtain financ.ng. then leit). We need 10 bring in amenities - water. landscaping.
sipnature ¢lements.

Mike O.:
This is a very expensive plan.

Plenning Comumisstoner: Have vou provided ample parkng?

Dun V
Yes. As we get into this. i mav be necessary 10 pul sviie of the parking under the
buildings.

Mike (3.2

We're trving to keep the parking o a minimum. We™ie culting it close. We'rz uving to
mitigate the amount of blacktop. This is a scaled plan. This is an idea of whar it will look
ltke. We're pushing the envelope 10 preserve the vision.

Dran Vs

For this development 10 be successtul. there will be cars an Gentila and Fort Lane. 1o say
othcrwisc would be blowing smoke. The reaches into those toundabuuts is long: traflic
will move smeothly with the mundabouts. 1hat alleviates queuing at tracitional
interscetions. [here’s even one at the end of tae Tieeway off-ramp.

Mike O

F'here’s no question that we’re taking one of the most dilapidated places and making 1t
ong of the most vibrant, Keep in mind: We have @ decided advanuee hiers because we're
not eeming i with a horse pasture, This has been a commercial zone We're just wantine
o vonsdret the same use that has been there, We're ol chaneing an avpriculrad ares into
a high waffic aren.

City Counal Member Jovee Brown:
What™s to keep vou frem puttiag in fwo Big Boxes? n CP-2. Bip Boxes are conditional

tse].

Mike O
Mo muatter what happens. the couneil has e diseretion 1o finalize the decision,

Hehny Raawlion:

We need to make sure this project fnclindes development agrezments.

Meating adjourned.

{Notes aken by 1), Louwise Brown at ihe meeting.)



Statements from Layton City Work Meeting held Thursday, Tuly 17. 2008

With: Mayor Steve Curtis, City Council members, Planning Commissioners, developers
of the Genlile/Zort Lane project and their sepresentatives, and interested residents.

Some of the parties in attendance:

City leaders: Maycr Steve Curtis, City Council (incld. Renny Knowlton, Joyce Brown.
Stall: Peler Matson, Bill Wright, and more

Developers group: (Na formal introductions to those who were not previously involved
in discussion, [i.e. residents], so names are spelled phonetically): Kevin Gam, Attny
Mike Ostermiller, Dan VanZeben. (Architect) Adam Hawkes (NAI). Dave Winnie (NAI)

Owerview by BEill Wright & Peter Matson: Put in place plan for downtown: commuter
light rail, I-15 off-ramp--- this is the opportunity for revitalization.

¢ TIMELINE (by Peter M.) Original discussion began with study from hired
consultants from the east coast. Initially was of Gentile and Main Street.
Completed Feb. 2000.

e In 2002, Envision Utah chose Layton as a study for commuter light rail. Decided
to take study area to the Fort Lane area as well.

e The RDA was sslablished in 2002, and updated iu 2004,

s Downtown studied by an Advisory Committee; Established study area in June
2006.

¢ Planning Commission approved the plan for the entire study area in June 2007,
adopted by City Council. Rezoned the area west of the freeway Mixad Use in
2007, Placed teamporary zoning regulations and agreements with the “Fort Lane
Village L.C” on the east side. This expires August 17.

Goal with the Parcel: Create new retail center, bring buildings to the street, creae
smaller scale parking areas, and link the area 1o the City Center area,

Showed Colored map showing areas in the entire end of Layion, with “Old Downtown
Gentile and Main™, “Corporae Center” — South of Layton Interchange—not yet adopted
bt futare idea to upgrade the ares with eorporate near new ramp (in residential area on
east side of freeway, south of Big Box, goes south all the way to Kaysville).

The new exchange empties imo Twin Trees,

“Were at a point of a generational decision. T's ¢ different kind of retail area. It's
important to get it right.”

City fathers went 1o the “Imernational Conference of Shopping Centers™ in Las Vegas,
Mike Bowhuis. Mavor Curtiz. Bill Wright. other staffl  Asked. Where do yvou park cars?
They visited Costeo Cznter thare.
















LAYTON CITY GENERAL PLAN 2007

Downtown Plan Area
Fort Lane Village Area Padestrian-Friondly Design:

) ) ¢ BetaillOffice and a variety of housing
Contersparacy gathoring place witha tnix of commariial o/fico, and mulée famdly residential. providing opportunities for residenss to
walk to shaps, services, parks and open
space,

* Trovides a variety of commercial uses
im a close compact area.

+ Besidential uses are permitted on the
second and third Aoors with businesses on
the ground Aoor.

* Vehicular traffic maybe served by on-

| street parking rather than focvsed cn
| large parking lots,

* Pedesmian trathic is taken into accoun:
in the shopping configuration.

* Facal points and gateways can provide
public spaces that provide neighborhood
amenities and enhance che districe
identicy,

+ Cultivates a greater scnse of
communicy through every day

An area that includes community and neighborhood-type uses that:

« Allows different but complimentary uses to b mixed in very close “horizental” proximity (office
next to multi-family or restaurants) or “vertically” within the same building (residential or office above
commercial shops); and

* Has a poal of creat:ng a pedestrian—oriented community by allowing people to “live, werk and play”
in rhe same relariva area withour roral reliance on rthe ausomaohile; and

*  Provides a neighborhooed/community focal point within walking distance of single family
neighborhoods, schools, parks, and mulii-family residential areas.
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LAYTONCITYGENERAL PLAN

FORT LANE VILLAGE AREA CHARACTERISTICS

2007

The Fort Lanz Village area development plans should include the creation of 2 new retail center at the
corner of Fort Lane and Gentile Streets. Plans should include bringing buildings to the street, creating
smaller scale parking areas and focusing the development onto an amenity, such as a manmade creek or

water fearure. A new street could provide acces:
tarough the area and link the Layton City civic
district and High School on the norch end 1o the a
way off-ramp on the south end. Density

new hi
Fesicenrial,

The purpose of the Mixed Use (MU) Zone in this area
is to provide Incations for developments that combiae
commercial, retail and multiple-family residential
uses. By allowing a mix ofuses, non-residential
development can create jobs, shopping and
entertainmen: opportunities for residents while
residential development can generate 24-hour vitality

in support of the non-residenrial uses.

ENVISION UTAHTOD GUIDELINES

The Downtown Scudy Area iz
divided into three areas by the
rail line that separates the
restdential and agricultural
areas west of the rafl line from
the dewntwwn area, and I-15,
which separates downtown
from the Fort Lane Shopping
Center, All three areag have
limited freeway access to and
from [-15, and eastfwest circu-
lation is confined to Gentile
Street on the north Kay's
Creck winds through all three
areas runnlng northeast ta
sputhwest

Envision Utah held a work-
shop i 200z where almost
100 participants reviewed
development options for the

Dowmtown Study Arca. The [Hlus-
tracive Plan, as outlined below, ook
into account a proposed a new east/
west road to connect the Farr Lane
Shopping Center to Main Street
and west to the proposecd staton
and new growth areas, ‘lzails along
Kay’s Creex would provide addi-
tional means of pedestrion eircula-
tion through the study area, con-
necting to a futare crail system
across the city, Thess new circula-
tion routes will oper. rhis areato
Ereater dcw:IDPrm:nl opportuaities,
Worlithop participants stressed the
need tw develop design guidelines
that wonld henefir and sustain his-
teric cowntown Layion and local
residential neighborhoods, balance
growth and preservation needs and
develop distinet neighborhoods

ased on smart srnmﬂ:h ieals,

Pedestrian connections berween uses and through parking areas throughout the study are: will be an importent part of
design revizw and approval. The typical suburban strip-commercial development pattern will no longer be appropriate

frer this area to succeed.
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LAYTONCITYGENERAL PLAN 2007

TOWN CENTER / MIXED-USE CENTER EXAMPLES
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LAYTONCITY GENERAL PLAN 2007

MIXKED USE PROJECTS




LAYTONCITYGENERAL PLAN

2007

OTHER MIXED-USE &
RETAIL EXAMPLES

it
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Cem]XEDOS ¢
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LAYTON CITY GENERAL PLAN 2007
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GATEWAY CROSSING

West Bountiful, Utah
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LAYTONCITY GENERAL PLAN 2007

REDSTONE

Kimball Junczion (Park City), Utah
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THE VILLAGE @ RIVERWOODS

Provo, Utah
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LAYTON CITYGENERAL PLAN 2007

THE COMMONS @
SUGARHOUSE

Salt Lake Ciry, Utah
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