CITY COUNCIL MEETING

DATE OF MEETING: 15 October 2019 TIME COMMENCED: 6:00 p.m.

LOCATION: South Weber City Office at 1600 East South Weber Drive, South Weber, UT

PRESENT: MAYOR: Jo Sjoblom
COUNCIL MEMBERS: Blair Halverson
Kent Hyer
Angie Petty
Merv Taylor
Wayne Winsor
CITY ENGINEER: Brandon Jones
FINANCE DIRECTOR: Mark McRae
CITY RECORDER: Lisa Smith
CITY MANAGER: David Larson (excused)

Transcriber: Minutes transcribed by Michelle Clark

ATTENDEES: Terry George, Kathy Devino, McKay Winkel, Julie Losee, Jeffrey Judkins,
Hayley Alberts, Jacqui Layton, Kaylie Layton, Quin Soderquist, Kaila Alvey, Paul Sturm,
Sandra Layland, Lisa Sweatfield, Michael Grant, Amy Mitchell, Jean Jenkins, Sherrie West,
Mark West, Tammy Long, Natalie Browning, Brandyn Bodily, Chris Pope, and Amy Hayes.

Mayor Sjoblom called the meeting to order and welcomed those in attendance. She excused
David Larson from tonight’s meeting as he and his wife recently had a baby girl.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE: Councilman Taylor
PRAYER: Councilman Winsor

Swear in Judge Memmott:
Mayor Sjoblom explained Judge Memmott was chosen through a rigorous process,
recommended by her, and ratified by the Council last week. He was officially sworn in.

Swear in Youth Council

Mayor Sjoblom related each fall applications are solicited from youth desiring to serve a one-
year term on the Youth Council for South Weber City. The South Weber City Youth Council,
supervised by Michael Poff, is an organization serving the community while teaching the
principles of responsible government. Examples of past service included the annual Easter Egg
Hunt, Breakfast with Santa and Country Fair Days assistance.
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Emily Poff, representing the Youth Council, introduced the list of Youth Council members. She
explained the activities the Youth Council had recently been involved with including Country
Fair Days.

Youth Council: Abigail Howard, Alec Fessler, Allie Poff, Edie Harper, Emily Poff, Hannah
Titus, Jaxon Fessler, Lilian Randall, Mark Bell, McKenna Winsor, Rubies Le, and Ryker Alvery

Judge Memmott swore in those members of the Youth Council who were present.

Public Comment: Please respectfully follow these guidelines

a. Individuals may speak once for 3 minutes or less

b. State your name and address for the record

c¢. Speak to the entire City Council

d. Do not comment from the audience

e. Note City Council will not respond during the public comment period

Terry George, 7825 S. 2000 E., referenced his USAF oath to support and defend the
constitution of the United States. He surmised the Mayor and Council would have support the
same values. He stated there has been a divide in the community over the last few months. He
opined the people of this City don’t want a South Bench Drive connection to Layton. He
requested the Mayor and Council stand with the people and cease pursuing this road. (see
Addendum #1 George)

Jacqui Layton, 8017 S. Cedar Ct., appreciated the updates and emails she received. She was
concerned the information she had previously given the City concerning the hillside studies
hadn’t been seen by the entire Council. She reviewed various studies. She concluded the studies
maintain the bluff is unstable and should not have additional weight. She suggested further study
regarding the contamination from Hill Air Force Base be conducted by an outside source. (See
Addendum #2 Layton)

Quin Soderquist, 2174 E. 7800 S., suggested putting a stop sign on South Bench Drive rather
than its current location on 475 E as driver’s are not stopping and he was involved in several near
collisions.

Amy Mitchell, 1923 Deer Run Drive, exclaimed there is a great disconnect between elected
officials, the citizens, and City staff. She referenced records concerning South Bench Drive. She
believed both South Weber City and Layton City were taking steps to plan for and construct this
road connection. She claimed the connection road was identified as a major collector by Brandon
Jones. She revealed grants were being applied for funding this road. She related there have been
conflicting statements as to the timeline of construction. She inquired how much money has been
paid to Brandon Jones. (see Addendum #3 Mitchell)

Lisa Sweatfield, 8051 S. Cedar Court, repeated comments she made at the Planning
Commission last week. She expressed the citizens are last to know what is going on. She stated
South Bench Drive has caused contention. She discussed the Council trying to sell the road as an
emergency access, but she pronounced it would be a cut through for neighboring communities.
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Hayley Alberts, 7560 S. 1740 E., urged the City Council to review closely the Horrock’s study
that was completed for South Bench Drive and the projected congestion by 2040. She proposed
the possibility that additional HAFB and Layton City traffic had not been factored in. She
questioned the necessity of the water line replacement project for Cottonwood Drive referencing
the 2016 Capital Facilities Plan. She wondered what would be bumped to allow this project
completed sooner. She claimed the City has a habit of not getting reimbursement funds back
from developers. (see Addendum #4 Alberts)

Tammy Long, 2178 E. Deer Run Drive, asked if the cost has changed for the water line
replacement since its estimation. She identified property owned by Wasatch Integrated Waste
Management and pointed out is not a maintained park as shown on a map. She identified areas of
the same map that have easements. She recommended state, federal, and wetland easements be
identified on the General Plan. She was concerned the road for a Layton connection would
require additional width. She inquired on the cost to maintain the proposed road. She opposed
the Knolls property being rezoned for residential use.

Sherry and Scott Slager,2569 E. Deer Run Drive Councilwoman Petty read an email
communicating concerns about South Bench Drive. (see Addendum #5 Slager)

Kathy Devino, 2480 E. 8300 S., related an incident when an intruder entered her home while
she was inside. She equated more roads with more crime.

Becky Morrel, 1912 Cedar Loop Dr., had misgivings about a Layton connection. It could
affect her children’s safety and her home value. She challenged the Council to keep the
community upscale.

Mayor Sjoblom opened response from the Council. Councilwoman Petty related sensitive land
areas and easements research is already underway, and staff has requested a wetlands map. She
clarified the developer is not rezoning the Knolls property. The current zoning allows for
residences. Councilman Hyer shared the same concerns with the contamination as citizens. He
doubted going up over the hill was a realistic plan. He explained Mayor Sjoblom soliciting for
funds was to verify whether the project was feasible. He stated studies will confirm or deny the
viability of the connection road. He reiterated the great need to connect streets within our City.
He recalled the emergency with the Uintah fire. He validated the Peek family’s concern about a
road going through their family farm. He suggested the possibility of a frontage road along
Interstate 84 and connecting to D.R. Horton subdivision. He stressed the importance of the City
having a long-term plan. He recounted there are areas that aren’t suited for good traffic flow in
the City. He did not favor the connection to Layton City. He disclosed that Mayor Sjoblom
works hard for this City and she doesn’t have a personal agenda, but a sincere desire to do the
best she can for South Weber. He articulated the Mayor’s work with UDOT had been successful
in obtaining grant money. He reiterated his respect for Mayor Sjoblom and announced she has
done a phenomenal job.

Councilman Halverson asked Terry George to be patient while the amendments to the General
Plan continue to be reviewed. Mayor Sjoblom thanked Councilman Hyer for supporting her. She
emphasized a city needs a plan. She noted the Council looks at all the information to make
informed decisions. She thanked participants for their comments. She pronounced nothing has
been done to intentionally hurt the City or hide anything. She conveyed she does not serve for
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personal gain or have a personal agenda. She declared love for South Weber and verified she is
trying her best to do what’s best.

Appointment: Poll Workers for Municipal Election

Mayor Sjoblom recited UCA 20A-5-602 (1) a county legislative body, a municipal legislative
body, or a local district board appointing or providing for the appointment of, a poll worker for a
local election under this section shall appoint the poll worker at least 15 days before the date of
the local election”.

She related that in March the Council signed an inter-local agreement with Davis County to
provide election support. Davis County agreed (1.10) to recruit poll workers; provide training,
scheduling, supplies and compensation. The City agreed (2.6) to perform legislative body poll
worker approval. Davis County provided the following poll workers:

Lyn Bracken (801)645-3249 1490 Kays Creek Dr  Layton Poll Manager
Diana Hyer (801)941-4553 1670E 73255 South Weber Ballot Clerk
Laurie Meyers (801)706-3097 3101 Fernwood Dr  Layton Receiving Clerk

Councilman Halverson moved to approve the poll workers for the municipal election.
Councilman Taylor seconded the motion. Mayor Sjoblom called for the vote. Council
Members Halverson, Petty, Taylor and Winsor voted aye. Councilman Hyer abstained.
The motion carried.

Resolution 19-44: Request for Justice Court Re-Certification

Mayor Sjoblom related every four years a justice court must re-certify with the Justice Courts
Standards Committee and the Utah Judicial Council. Our certification will expire February 1,
2020. There are several requirements including a letter from Attorney Ahlstrom, an affidavit
from the judge, and a resolution from the Council. These documents must be forwarded to the
Administrative Office of the Courts by November 8, 2019.

Councilman Taylor moved to approve Resolution 19-44 to request for justice court re-
certification. Councilman Hyer seconded the motion. Mayor Sjoblom called for the vote.
Council Members Hyer, Halverson, Petty, Taylor and Winsor voted aye. The motion
carried.

Approval: Cost Share Agreement with FM Winkle Family LLC for Cottonwood Drive
Water Line: Mayor Sjoblom stated the 2016 Culinary Water Capital Facilities Plan (CFP)
identified the existing waterline in Cottonwood Drive as needing to be replaced from the current
6” line to the minimum 8 line for servicing fire hydrants. In the 2018 Capital Improvements
Plan (CIP) the replacement of this line was projected to take place in the year 2026, however,
recent fire flow tests have revealed that this line does not provide enough fire flow. The City
budgeted $300,000 towards waterline replacement projects addressing fire flow deficiencies.

Brandon Jones identified a cost share agreement is an effort to save money. Brandon reviewed
the Water Capital Improvement Projects (CIP) Plan:
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Rated 1-5, with 5 being highest priority

Project and 0 being only with development Total
Project Description .
No. Criticalit o When Rating
riticality ondition Neotan
1 Enter into contract with WBWCD for Impact 5 5 5 15
Fee Pass-Through method of purchasing
water
2 Upsize to 8" pipe: 1375 East, south of 4 5 4 13

Lester; 7600 South, west of 1375 East; 1800
East, south of 7775 South; 1750 East, south
of 7775 South; Jensen Circle; 1250 East,
between South Weber Dr. and Lester Dr.;
replace lead joint pipe on Canyon Dr.
between 1375 E and 1300 E

3 Install new generator at Church Street 5 1 5 11
pump station
4 Construct new supply line from West Bench 4 3 4 11

reservoir(s) to South Weber Dr. at 475 E. for
secondary feed to zone 1, including PRV;
connect 925 East to S. Weber Drive

5 Relocate transmission line to East Bench 3 4 4 11
Reservoir #3

6 Replace West Bench Reservoirs (#1 and #2) 3 4 4 11
with new 1.5 MG West End Bench Reservoir

7  Connect Lincoln Lane and 2750 East; upsize 4 3 3 10

to 8" 8075 South, 2575 East, and 2350 East
(south of Deer Run Dr.); upsize US 89
crossing at 8075 South to 12”; abandon
existing 4" PSV and replace with new 8" PRV
and line on Peachwood Dr.
8 Automate Weber Basin well feed to 2 4 3 9
Reservoirs #1 and #2 to match supply to
system demand

9 Rehabilitate Well #1; add new generator; 2 4 3 9
modify controls

10 Upsize Cottonwood Dr. to 8" line 3 2 2 7

11 Upsize to 8": 7875 South; 7925 South; 3 2 2 7

Peachwood Dr. between 7925 South and
Peachwood Way; 8100 South between
Peachwood Drive and 2300 East; 2300 East;
2175 East; 7875 South between 2100 and
2175 East; 2100 East between 7800 South
and City Park

Mark McRae, Finance Director, clarified this project is identified in the budget in the water fund.
Councilman Winsor queried why the project should be moved from a priority #8 to a priority #2
and what area that would leave at risk. Brandon explained recent results place it as equal priority
to the #2. He explained Cottonwood Drive is on a completely different system and the fire flow
is between 650 gpm and 750 gpm when minimum requirement is 1,000 gpm to 1,500 gpm.
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Councilman Winsor questioned why the community should pay if it is the developer that needs
additional fire flow. Brandon articulated the City will receive impact fees above the cost share
for the waterline. Councilman Hyer asked if this deficiency is grounds to cease development.
Brandon said approval comes from the Fire Department so it would be their call. Brandon
pointed out there are existing residents along Cottonwood Drive who don’t have sufficient fire
flow. Councilman Hyer asked if there have been negotiations with the developer. Brandon stated
there is a cost estimate exhibit in the packet. Councilman Winsor noted the fire code
requirements for the size of the pipe.

McKay Winkle, of Winkle Family LLC, explained he will have his construction crew out there
already. They will be trenching and digging the line, which would save money. He said the
impact fees are several hundred thousand dollars, which can help pay for the entire line. He
vocalized this project is beneficial for everyone. Councilman Hyer asked if the Council can get a
cost breakout on the impact fees. Brandon explained the impact fees the developer is paying will
not be used for this project but will go towards impact fee eligible projects. He recalled this
project is on the list for the City to get an 8” water line. Councilwoman Petty related the
developer cost estimate is $46,000 and the City cost estimate is $304,000. Councilman
Halverson suggested the City can move forward with the design and proposals and have further
discussion for the cost share.

Brandon Jones, City Engineer’s, letter of 9 October 2019 is as follows:

Background
The 2016 Culinary Water Capital Facilities Plan (CFP) identifies the existing waterline in Cottonwood Drive as

needing to be replaced, due to the fact that it is a 6” line, and needs to be replaced with an 8” line, as that is the
minimum size for a line servicing fire hydrants. In the 2018 Capital Improvements Plan (CIP) the replacement of
this line is shown to take place in the year 2026 (not a high priority project). However, recent fire flow tests have
revealed that this line also struggles to provide sufficient fire flow. The City budgeted $300,000 this year to go
towards waterline replacement projects addressing fire flow deficiencies.

Project Priority Adjustment

We are recommending an adjustment to the CIP; to complete the Cottonwood Drive waterline replacement in the
current fiscal year. While the project location is different than some of the other locations anticipated, the purpose of
the project remains the same; to address fire flow deficiencies. We feel the timing is right to make this adjustment
for two reasons: 1) Cottonwood Drive is in desperate need of resurfacing, but cannot be done until the waterline is
replaced, and 2) the developer of the Riverside RV Park needs to have adequate fire flow.

Cooperative Agreement

The Riverside RV Park developer is ready to begin construction. However, they are concerned about the fire flow
deficiency and need to get that corrected. We have run several scenarios in the computer water model to determine
what size line is needed. It was determined that replacing the waterline with an 8” line would provide sufficient fire
flow for the residents on Cottonwood Drive, but not for the development. In order to provide sufficient fire flow for
both the existing residents and the development a new 10” line would be required. Since both the City and the
developer have need for this line to be replaced, we felt that it would be more economical and efficient if we
participated in a cost sharing agreement (see Draft Cooperative Agreement attached). While the agreement itself
spells out more of the details, essentially the agreement states that the City will pay for and provide the design of the
waterline replacement in Cottonwood Drive, but the construction would be completed by the Developer’s
contractor. The Developer would pay the contractor and the City would reimburse for the City’s portion of the
project. The City would pay for the same scope that they would have done otherwise if no development were
occurring (i.e. new 8" waterline, fire hydrants, reconnection of existing services, and an asphalt patch), but there
may be a chance that the costs will come in cheaper than if the project were done by the City alone. The developer is
paying for the “upsizing” of the waterline from 8" to 10”. According to the cost estimate included in the Cooperative
Agreement, the entire $300,000 budgeted would be needed to complete the project.




South Weber City Council Meeting 15 October 2019 Page 7 of 9

Cottonwood Drive Resurfacing

Completing the replacement of this waterline now will allow for the resurfacing of Cottonwood Drive to take place
as soon as the City makes that decision. If the resurfacing were to be budgeted for in the next fiscal year, the City
could potentially save the cost of the asphalt patch that is part of the waterline replacement project. If not, the trench
would be patched; but with the waterline being replaced, the road would be ready to be resurfaced whenever the
City was ready to fund that project.

Recommendation We recommend approval of the Cooperative Agreement to get the Cottonwood Drive waterline
replaced and upsized to a 10” line.

The developer (McKay Winkel) has supplied some suggested revisions to the Cooperative
Agreement that was included in your original packet, sent last Thursday.

Here is my summary of the revisions:

e  Owner name revised

o Clarification to include a statement about the City accepting the improvements

e Clarification that the Developer will pay their contractor, and THEN request reimbursement from
the City. Payment from the City to be made within 15 days afler being approved. I have asked
Mark McRae, and he indicated that this was not a problem.

o The contractor will use the City’s Construction Contract. This will ensure that liquidated damages
can be charged if necessary. This contract also contains other coverage and protection to the City.

e Clarification that any projected costs in excess of the $350,000 will be negotiated and approved
before the work is done. Anything above a 5% contingency will come to the City Council for
approval.

o Indemnification obligations would expire for both parties 12 months after the acceptance of the
improvements,

These revisions have been reviewed by the City Attorney, Doug Ahlstrom, and he indicated that
he did not see any problems with the proposed revisions by McKay.

Councilman Halverson moved to table the cost share agreement with FM Winkle Family
LLC for Cottonwood Drive water line until December 10, 2019. Further discussion took
place concerning the options in which the developer could pay for engineering fees. Councilman
Taylor seconded the motion. Councilmembers Halverson, Hyer, Petty, Taylor and Winsor
voted aye. The motion carried.

Councilman Halverson directed the City staft to work with the developer to design and bid the
project.

New Business: (None)
Reports:

Councilman Taylor: met with Public Safety Committee and was working with the Davis
County Sheriff’s Department concerning crimes committed in the City in the last five years.

Councilman Halverson: reported at the Planning Commission meeting held on 10 October 2019
preliminary approval was given for Knolls Development located at approximately 7200 S/ South
Weber Drive (parcels 13-020-0017, 0028, 0030), approx. 43.02 acres by developer Mike &
Diane Ford (Fords Inc.) subject to the following conditions:
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Addition of restrictions on the deed as described in CC&R'’s for contamination vapor testing.
Notes on the plat for that testing.

Need UDOT standard requirements for site distance for Street A.

Hear back from Barry Bigler family concerning their development access onto this property.
Escrow for all improvements on dedicated public roads.

Require conservation easement over open space areas.

Barry Burton letter of 8 October 2019,

Brandon Jones letter of 8 October 2019.

Direction regarding ownership of the seller for this property.

Lo NS R b~

Councilman Halverson would like to request a legal interpretation for the City’s responsibility.
He requested David Larson get a price for the soccer complex owner for a sound wall and or net.

Councilwoman Petty: suggested having a discussion to rename South Bench Drive.

Councilman Winsor: requested Brandon address the stop sign on 475 East. He vowed he would
not support any General Plan with a connection road going over the hill.

Mayor Sjoblom: attended a meeting for more grants for outdoor activities hiking, rock
climbing, kayaking, etc. The Mayor, Councilwoman Petty, and Councilman Halverson will
attend an upcoming retreat that will discuss different ideas and ways to implement them in the
City.

Brandon Jones, City Engineer: reported curb and gutter is completed on 475 East. There isn’t a
firm date on asphalt. He pointed out the contractor is aware of the scheduled completion date.

Mark McRae, Finance Director: met with HighMark School who agreed to hold the joint City
Council/Planning Commission meeting there. He noted the sound system may be a difficulty.

Councilman Hyer believed the City has a sound board and he volunteered to reach out to
Michael Poff.

Discussion took place regarding the format of the joint City Council/Planning Commission
meeting. The suggestion was made to omit public comment, since the public has already made
comment. Mark said this meeting is to review the results from the survey and allow the City
Council and Planning Commission to discuss them. He expressed it is going to be an ongoing
process and will not be completed in one night. Mayor Sjoblom identified the meeting as being a
work meeting in which nothing will be approved.

Lisa Smith, City Recorder: verified she should advertise the joint meeting as a work meeting
without public comment.

ADJOURNED: Councilman Winsor moved to adjourn the Council Meeting at 8:26 p.m.
Councilman Hyer seconded the motion. Council Members Halverson, Hyer, Petty, Taylor
and Winsor voted aye. The motion carried.
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Terry George
7825 South 2000 East
South Weber Utah

Comments for record at city council meeting 15 October 2019

Id like to take a quick trip down memory lane. On 5 September, 1986 | began my 32 years of service to
this great nation by joining the United States Air Force. | took a solemn oath to support and defend the
constitution of the United States; an oath | took with great pride and with great humility... An oath and
commitment of service to my fellow Americans and our way of life. It was truly one of the greatest days
of my life!

Honorable Mayor and Council members, | imagine you too felt the same way when you took your oath
of office. You too made a commitment to.support our Constitution and serve this community. You were
placed here by our voice; the peoples voice, and it is that voice you should be intending to serve.

Our constitution was not written to restrain the citizen’s behavior, but rather it was written to restrain
and confine the government’s behavior. In both our cases our oath was to the constitution. The first
line in the Constitution is “We the people.” Our oaths are a commitment of loyalty to “The People.”

Mayor, you have mentioned on a few occasions that you feel there is a divide in our community over the
last few month’s events. | whole heartedly agree. The two biggest issues that have caused this divide in
our community are the LOFTS, and the South Bench Drive connection to Layton. Where we differ on this
“division” in our community is | believe you believe it is a division between the citizens. | assert itis a
division between the citizens and our elected and appointed officials. It is a division between “we the
people” and you the elected and that division is a direct result of you allowing the Lofts to happen and

Wenacious persistence to pursue and push South Bench Drive, the connection to Layton, down our
throats.

We the people DO NOT WANT THE ROAD TO LAYTON, THE SOUTH BENCH DRIVE PLAN, OR ANY OTHER
PLAN THAT CONNECTS US TO LAYTON. On the city’s General plan survey 197 Citizens Disagreed with a
road to Layton. That is 61% of the people who did the survey. In contrast only 35% of those surveyed
Agreed with the plan. A total of 326 answered the question, and 197 said “NO!” to the road. And yet,
our beloved Mayor continues to push with a common themed response of “It’s
what's best for the city.” We the people are the city. We need you to do our desire not your desire.

| believe the vast majority of this community do not want this Road to Layton in any shape size or form.
We want it wiped from our minds, from out plans and from our future. So, to that end, | have one
question for the mayor and the council: What will it take for you, our elected to stand with us your
people, and put an end to this worthless pursuit and cease and desist on all fronts? What will it take for
you to be our servants and representatives and do what WE THE PEOPLE want? Tell us what it will take

for we are committed to remind you it is our will, not your will the must be done. /£Z (/f1r— ?@/

Thank you for your time, and may God bless us all!
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Preliminary Slope Stability Analysis
(Near the Cedar Bench Subdivision, South Weber)

Scope of Work | .
IGES was retained by Wasatch Integrated Waste Management District, the City of South Weber

and South Weber Water Improvement District to perform a preliminary slope stability analysis
on the soil slopes above the Cedar Bench subdivision in South Weber. The recent precipitation
coupled with a wet spring has introduced water into the near surface soils and caused some of the
soil to mobilize. The preliminary slope stability analysis included the followiﬁg activities to help

assess the nature of the slopes movement:

. Survey Support

. Air Photo Analysis

. Geologic Assessment

. State of Utah Interaction
= Engineering Analysis

Survey Support

Eight survey points were established on the slope between the crest of the slope and the houses
in the Cedar Bench subdivision. The survey control points were set on March 1, 2005 in areas of
the slope proximate to areas thought to be moving to characterize the magnitude of slope
movement (if any). The location of the survey.control points relative to the irrigation pond and

the Cedar Bench subdivision are as illustrated on Figure A1 — General Arrangement

Survey control point # 64 had measured displacement the week of 3/15/05 but stabilized on all
other readings. Survey control point # 66 had measured displacement on 3/30/05, 4/5/05, and on

4/12/05. A summary of the survey control points is presented as Table Al — North Slopev
Monitoring Points.
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Air Photo Analysis

Historic air photographs were-analyzed to help evaluate historic land movement and assess the
construction methodology of the irrigation pond. 13 air photos dating from 1966 to 2004 were
utilized in the air photo analysis. The analysis of the photos indicated that there have not been

noticeable slope failures in the time frame of the photos and that some of the cut soils from the

_ pond construction were spoiled downslope. Figures B1 through B4 shows the area of interest

from 1974 to 2002.

Geologic Assessment |
The recent movement of the slope is not the first observed movement since the subdivision was

constructed. The UGS has observed the slope on another occasion during 1998.

The slope in question was observed by several engineers and geologists from IGES, South
Weber, Wasatch Integrated, and the State of Utah (Utah Geological Survey (UGS) and State
Engineers Office). Based upon their site visits; the UGS has issued a technical report on the
slope failure. Copies of the initial UGS letter as well as the most recent technical report are

included in Appendix C.

State of Utah Interaction

Part of the preliminary slope stability assessment was to confer with various State agencies
(UGS, Utah State Engineers Office, and the Division of Solid and Hazardous Waste) to
deteﬁnine the level of State involvement necessary (if any at all). In addition to notifying the
agencies, slope stability modeling parameters as well as seismic design criteria were discussed

and ultimately utilized in the engineering analysis performed by IGES.

Engineering Analysis

Slope stability analysis was completed for the critical section extending through the existing
irrigation reservoir north towards the subdivision. The analysis was performed with the software
PCSTABL?7 version 2.002 using the Bishop’s method of slices option for the computations. Soil
strength parameters used in the analysis were inferred from values obtained by IGES on other
areas of the Wasatch Integrated site. Water levels were obtained from nearby wells (MW-7).
High water elevations from 2004 suggest this elevation to be 4706 feet. No additional
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information regarding water level north (down slope) of MW-7 was available at the time of this
report. However, there are several locations of vegetation on the slope indicating near surface
moisture. The general geometry of the slope was obtained from CADD drawings provided by
Wasatch Integrated. | | '

Additional information regarding the subsurface lithology was available from the initial reservoir
constructioﬁ documents, monitor well construction, and the 1993 Huntingdon Chen-Northern
geotechnical report (dated October 1993, located in the Appendix) addressing slope stability for
the Cedar Bench development below the reservoir. Figure D1 is a plan view of the reservoir and
associated slope showing the location of the cross section utilized in the slope stability
assessment. Figure D2 is a cross section showing the previously mentioned lithology

descriptions plotted on the cross section through the slope where movement has been observed.

No information was found suggesting stiffer and more competent materials with depth; therefore,
the stability modeling used one soil type to represent the entire slope with depth. This
assumption appears reasonable due to the shallow failure surfaces (typically less than 20 feet)

obtained from the models and correlates with the observed movement of the slope.

Due to the limited site-specific information, a sensitivity approach was used to assess the
stability of the slope. The sensitivity covered a range of potential scenarios and parameters that

may realistically represent the current and future conditions and forces the slope may experience

including:
= Groundwater — The slope stability was computed using the 2004 high water level
from the MW-7 well and neglecting any pore pressures within the model.
. Soil strength parameters — a sensitivity analysis of the soil strength was

considered

Static Stability Analysis

The slope stability sensitivity modeling suggests the static factor of safety ranges from a low of

0.51 to a high of 1.1. The results from the modeling are significantly less than a factor of safety

of 1.5 which is the typical minimum industry standard recommended for the stability of natural
Page 3
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slopes. Based on the stability modeling combined with the survey data and field observations, it
is our professional judgment the overall existing factor of safety of the slope is significantly less
than 1.5, and therefore the slope is not stable under current static conditions. Figures D3 and D4

show the failure planes and factors of safety associated with static conditions.

Several of the backyards extend into the existing slope with cuts up to 20 feet in height. No
detailed survey data was available for this preliminary assessment. Therefore, our modeling did
not consider these cuts into the slope. These cuts would likely result in lowering the factor of
safety even further. |

Seismic Stability Analysis

The proximity of the reservoir near the crest of the slope raises some issues regarding the

potential hazard to the homes below. Specifically, the hazard associated with a seismic event
(while the reservoir is full) and the potential for the reservoir to breach. Because of the size of
the reservoir and the nature of construction (it is constructed below the ground surface) the
structure may not fall under the jurisdiction of Utah Dam Safety but may still be under the
purview of the State Engineer’s Office (because it is a water conveyance structure). Due to the
potential for property and life loss, IGES performed the preliminary seismic assessment of the
site following the “State of Utah Statutes and Administrative Rules for Dam Safety” Sections
R655-11-5 and R655-11-5A.

In assessing the site-specific seismic hazard for this site, a deterministic evaluation of peak
ground acceleration attributed to a maximum credible earthquake associated with the Wasatch
Fault was considered. The anticipated moment magnitude associated with this segment is 7.15.

The distance from the site to the Weber section of the Wasatch Fault is approximately 3.5 km.

Three normal faulting attenuation relationships were considered in the deterministic evaluation
of peak horizontal ground acceleration at the site (Campbell, 1997; Abrahamson and Silva, 1997;
Boore, Joyner and Fumal 1997). The mean plus one standard deviation values from each

relationship were computed and averaged to obtain a peak ground acceleration of 0.698g. Based

Page 4
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on this information the Maximum Credible Earthquake (MCE) for the site was assigned a value
0f 0.698g.

The Operational Basis Earthquake (OBE) was also considered for the seismic stability analysis.
Personal communication with Brett Dixon (2005) from the State Division of Water Rights, Dam
Safety Division sugges'ted‘ using the 10PE50 (10% chance of exceedance in 50 years; return
interval of 500 years) ground motion available from the USGS website. Based on this
information the Operatioﬁal Basis Earthquake (OBE) for the site was assigned a value of 0.21g.

The stability modeling was performed using a pseudostatic approach, considering the potential
failure surfaces extending from near the toe of the siope back into the reservoir. The stability
modeling was limited to this area since the static stability discussed previously indicated factors
of safety less than 1.0. Static factors of safety along these potential surfaces, extending back into

the reservoir, ranged from 1.5to 1.7.

According to Section R655-11-5C of the State of Utah Statutes and Administrative Rules of Dam
Safety: “For a maximum acceleration of 0.2g or less, or a maximum acceleration of 0.35g or

less if the embankment consists of clay on a clay or bedrock foundation, a pseudo-static

~ coefficient which is at least 50 percent of the maximum peak bedrock acceleration at the sit

should be used in the stability analysis. The minimumi factor of safety in an ahalysis should be
1.0”

Using this guideline the minimum factor of safety under the OBE ground motion should be a
minimum of 1.0. The slope stability sensitivity modeling suggests the factor of safety ranges
from a low of 0.97 to a high of 1.26. These results indicate the slope may not meet the State of

Utah Statues minimum requirements for the OBE ground motion if the statues are applicable.

For the MCE ground motions the State of Utah Statutes and Administrative Rules of Dam Safety
requires a minimum factor of safety of 2.5 against overtopping, which requires a deformation

and settlement analysis. Due to the preliminary nature of this analysis a simplified screening
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approach was used in lieu of a site specific detailed deformation and settlement analysis which

would require detailed geologic and subsurface geotechnical information.

The recommendations given by Hynes-Griffin and Franklin (1984) were used as a screening tool
in considering the stability and potential deformation under seismic conditions. Due to the

preliminary scope of this project, only the peak ground acceleration was considered in the

‘seismic stability, and therefore no reduction in soil strength was considered. Based on the

materials observed on site it is likely the soil strength would need to be reduced by 20% prior to

performing the seismic analysis as part of a more detailed study.

" The results from this simplified analysis resulted in factors of safety ranging from 0.59 to 0.78;

and there is a potential for excessive deformation of the reservoir under MCE ground motions.
The magnitude of deformation is anticipated to be much greater than 3 feet and may be up to 11
feet, however based on the limited data and simplifying assumptions used in the modeling this
value may be signiﬁcantly different and would require a more detailed site épeciﬁc study
including detailed geologic and subsurface geotechnical infdrmation to provide a more defined
estimate of the anticipated deformation of the reservoir under MCE ground motions. Based on
this information it is our judgment that the slope is not stable under seismic conditions and there
is high risk associated with the potential breach of the reservoir located on the crest of the slope.

Figures D5 — D8 show the failure planes and factors of safety associated with seismic conditions.

Summary

The results of this preliminary slope stability assessment indicate that:

1) The existing slopes above the Cedar Bench subdivision are experiencing failure (having
static factors of safety less than 1). These slope failures are placing the houses near the
toe of the slope at elevated risk.

2) There is a substantial risk associated with the stability of the hillside and the potential
for breach of the reservoir (while full) under seismic forces.

Due to the physical constraints on the property and the proximity of the hazard to residential
development, options for slope mitigation are limited. The observed static slope failure cannot
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be rectified by additional field investigations or modeling; the slope is too steep. The following
summarizes the actions that can be taken to increase the projected seismic factors of safety or
reduce the potential hazards associated with the slope:
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Site-specific data could be generated based upon an extensive field exploration
program. The site-specific data would need to include the geotechnical logging of

" several borings (to determine the lithology beneath the pond) as well as the

installation of piezometers to more closely define the ground water across the site.
Additionally, inclinometers could be installed at the site to assess the depth of
slope movement. '

Based upon the sensitivity analysis performed as part of the static stability
analysis; it is very unlikely that soils with the required strength characteristics will
be encountered at the site to provide adequate factors of safety. The realistic lack
of such high strength soils would prevent this option from generating acceptable
factors of safety.

Since several of the homeowners have cut into the toe of the slope (further
undermining the slope stability) to develop the backyards; reinforcing the toe of
the slope is problematic due to the proximity of the houses.

Reducing the steepness of the slope. The option that remains is to reduce the
steepness of the slope by regrading the top of the slope. Regrading the slope
would most likely involve removal or reconfiguration of the existing pond.

Limitations

The recommendations contained in this report are based on our limited review of aerial
photographs, construction documents, prior field explorations, prior engineering analysis, and
recent site surveying. If any conditions are encountered at this site that are different from those
described in this report, IGES should be immediately notified so that we may make any

necessary revisions to recommendations contained in this report.

This report was prepared in accordance with the generally accepted standard of practice at the

time the report was written. No warranty, expressed or implied, is made.
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It is each client's responsibility to see that all parties to the project are made aware of this report

in its entirety.
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INTRODUCTION

maintained by the South Weber Water Improvement District lies
Refuse District disposal site operated by Wasatch Energy Svs

wire mesh but unlined near the northeast corner of the re
the pond. The canal empties into a series of small berms
of the pond which carries the flow in the canal,
of the bluff. An abandoned road traverses the middle portion of the low
unpaved and has a cut-slope height of about 10 feet. According to city offic

At the request of South Weber City, through Fred May,
Emergency Management (CEM), I conducted a reconnaissanc
landslide near the Cedar Bench subdivision, South Weber, Dav
located in the SW1/4SW1/4 section 35, T. 5N, R. 1 W., S
(attachment 1). I was accompanied by Fred May, Steve
consulting for South Weber), Bob Fowler (CEM liason

(South Weber building inspector), Brian Law (Davis County Emergency Coordinator), and Bob
Rasely (U.S. Natural Resources Conservation Service). According to Mr. Larsen, the landslide
moved the week of Apnl 12, likely triggered by heavy precipitation, but the movement was only the
latest episode of recent activity. The purpose of my investigation was to determine the physical
characteristics of the slide and evaluate

its hazard potential. As part of this investigation, I revisited

the site on April 29 with Utah Geological Survey (UGS) geologists Francis Ashland and Bill Black,

Mr. Larsen, Mr. Law, and Barry Burton, Assistant Director of the Davis County Department of
Community and Economic Development.

Utah Division of Comprehensive
e on April 24, 1998, of an active
is County, Utah. The landslide is
alt Lake Base Line and Meridian
Anderson (Hansen, Allen, & Luce, Inc.,
officer to Davis County), Mark Larsen

PHYSIOGRAPHY AND GEOLOGIC SETTING

The landslide occurred on the lower part of a northeast-facing slope on the edge of a bluff
forming the south side of the Weber River valley (attachment 2). The lower and upper parts of the
slope are separated by a bench about 400 feet wide. The lower part of the slope is about 110 feet
high and the upper part is about 80 feet high. Both parts of the slope have an average gradient of
about 35 percent. The Cedar Bench subdivision lies at the toe of the lower slope, a retention pond

on the bench, and the North Davis
Y oystems lies on the gently sloping upper
anal, mostly lined with wood shavings in a
tention pond, is present around the edge of
and flood-control basins in a drainage east
if of sufficient volume, from the bench to the base

er slope. The road is
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20 feet, is covered with a rock wall of boulders

up to 3 feet in diameter. An additional cut was
excavated below the wall in one back yard, addin

g another 10 to 15 feet to the cut-slope height.

The geology in the vicinity of the Jandslide is mapped in detail by
(1993). They map the bench, upper slope, and upper surface of the bluff as ]
to the transgressive phase of Lake Bonneville. These fine-
interbedded with gravelly and silty sands, were deposited in t

Nelson and Personius
acustrine sands related
to coarse-grained sands, commonly
he latest Pleistocene as the lake rose

- plain:- ‘As the river-cut progressively deeper; the height arid Steepriess of the bliffs exceeded Hheir
ocene landslides along the edge of the
bluff. The landslide deposits near the Cedar Bench subdivision are an apparent eastward extension
of similar deposits first mapped by Pashley and Wiggins (1972) as the South Weber landslide
complex, from 2 to 5 miles to the northwest. Nelson and Personius (1993) also map a late Holocene
alluvial fan from the drainage east of the retention pond. The fan deposits underlie part of the
subdivision, but natural runoff is now controlled by the flood-control structures noted earlier.

LANDSLIDE DESCRIPTION

The 1998 landslide (attachment 3) is likely a composite slide consisting of ancient, deep-
seated rotational slides or slumps (possibly reactivated) overlain by active, shallow translational
earth slides and flows. Possible reactivation of the deep-seated ancient landslide deposits is
suggested by subtle convex bulges in the lower part of the slope, and by a slight bend in the upper
metal rail of the chain-link fence at the toe of the slope. However, without knowledge of pre-
existing conditions, I cannot conclusively determine if deep-seated landslide movement occurred

recently. I did not observe any ground cracks on the bench above the lower slope to indicate the
presence of a deeper surface of rupture.

The complex of shallow slides is about 400 feet wide, and is mostly restricted to the area
above the road cut in the lower slo

pe. The maximum scarp height is about 8 feet at the head of slides
along the road cut, but deformed ground and open ground cracks up to 4 inches wide extend upslope

from the road cut for about 50 feet. The complex of shallow slides is thus about 2,000 square yards
In area and, if the slip surface is about § feet deep on average, the estimated volume of the shallow
slides i about 6,000 cubic yards. A suiall amount of slumping occurred along the Jower edge of the
road cut, and saturated silty sands flowed downslope from the road cut in two locations, but I
estimate their volume to be small compared to the total volume upslope of the road cut. I did not
observe any springs along the slope, but some soil in the road cut was damp. The only ponded water
above the slope was in the unlined portion of the drainage ditch at the northeast corner of the

complex of shallow slides. Delicate striations were preserved in two locations on. slide planes in
silty sand, indicating VEry recent movement prior to my April 24 visit. I did not notice any evidence

of additional significant movement on April 29, but subtle movement may have occurred that [ could
not detect without quantitative measurements.
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PROBABLE CAUSES OF RECENT MOVEMENT

The proximity of the shallow slides to the road cut in the lower slope, and the pattemn of
recent precipitation and snowmelt, suggest that the slides were caused by increased pore pressure
and inadequate support for material above the road cut. Precipitation in April measured by the
National Weather Service in the Ogden-South Weber-Layton areas was 3.01 inches, or 117 percent
of average for the month, and rainfall was reported at the site in the week prior to the slope failure.

. Precipitation for the calendar year (January through April, 1998) was 147 percent of average. Some

additional water was introduced into the northeast corner of the slope as water ponded in the unlined
portion of the canal around the retention pond, but I do not believe this contributed significantly to
‘the movemernit because the most severs landsliding was closer to the northwest commer of the pond.
The lack of springs and saturated soils on the lower slope suggests to me that there is no significant
leakage from the retention pond on the bench above the slides. This lack of pond leakage, and the
fact that the impounded water weighs less than the native soil excavated to create the pond, indicates
that the retention pond was not the cause of the slides.

HAZARD POTENTIAL

Three hazards are posed to the Cedar Bench subdivision by the nearby landsliding. These
hazards include continuing movement of active shallow earth slides and flows, reactivation of deep-
seated landslide deposits, and a flood hazard from disruption of the flood-control structures near the
east side of the retention pond.

Shallow earth slides and flows may continte to occur on the lower slope, particularly above
the road cut. Shallow earth slides may also be initiated downslope by removal of material at the toe
of the slope. A preliminary slope-stability analysis by UGS geologist Francis Ashland shows that
the factor of safety is reduced to a cautionary level by the recent back-yard excavation below the
rock wall at the base of the slope. Moreover, I believe the rock wall provides a mostly decorative
function, with minimal slope reinforcement. Debris from shallow slope failures, particularly from
the more fluid earth flows capable of traveling farther downslope, can be hazardous to persons near
the slope at the time of slope failure and may inundate basements of nearby homes. Most nearby
homes are set back from the toe of the slope by about 50 to 60 feet, but two homes on Juniper Court
are set back from 15 to 30 feet. This may be too close to the slope to afford adequate safety. A
small garage or storage building on one lot on Cedar Court is also at risk because of a small setback,
although the building does not appear to be designed for human occupancy.

Reactivation of deep-seated landsliding, although a lower probability, may pose a greater risk
than shallow slides and flows. A much larger volume of material would be involved in deep-seated
landsliding, probably capable of moving farther from the toe of the slope. If the main scarp of the
landslide regressed far enough southward, the potential exists for failure of the retention-pond lining,
resultant flooding, and saturation of landslide debris. This would contribute to addifional landsliding
and possibly create a fluid mass of debris capable of traveling a considerable distance downslope
1nto the subdivision.
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Flooding from disruption of the flood-contro] structures in the drainage on the east side of
the retention pond may result from landsliding or, during periods of intense rainfall, failure of the
berms that border the flood-control basins. On my site visits, I observed piping in the berms which
may contribute to their failure. The presence of alluvial-fan deposits at the mouth of the drainage
indicates that significant floods and debris flows have occurred there in the past. Homes near the
outlet of this drainage may be at risk even with the flood-control structures in place as cwrently
designed.

The landslide potential at the site was considered by UGS geologist Mike Lowe (1994) in
fus review of a geotechnical report for the Cedar Bench subdivision (Huntingdon Chen-Northern,
Inc., 1993). The geotechnical report states that the factor of safety for the slope under static (non-
carthquake) conditions, calculated using a quantitative slope-stability analysis, was 1.34 prior to
subdivision construction. Lowe (1 994) reports that it is standard practice to take precautions with
development when the calculated factor of safety is less than 1.5 under static conditions. Also, he
notes that the factor of safety in the geotechnical report assumed a depth to ground water of 100 feet,
but that Gill (1985) determined a depth to ground water of between 13 and 20 feet about 1.3 miles
southwest of the Cedar Bench subdivision. Lowe (1994) states that if the depth to ground water at
the top of the lower slope is less than 100 feet, the calculated factor of safety would be lower than
reported in Huntingdon Chen-Northem, Inc. (1993). Thus, the slope is potentially unstable under
static conditions, and snowmelt and heavy precipitation increase instability. Under pseudo-static
(earthquake) conditions, the slope is also potentially unstable. Huntingdon Chen-Northern, Inc.
(1993) reported a pseudo-static factor of safety of 1.02 which, if ground water is shallower than
assumed in the geotechnical report, would be even lower. Lowe (1994) reports that it is standard
practice to take precautions with development when the calculated factor of safety is less than 1.1
under pseudo-static conditions. As a result, Lowe ( 1994) recommended that measures should have

been taken prior to development to increase the stability of the slope to acceptable levels and/or
delineate setbacks from the base of the slope to protect the development from potential slope
failures.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The possibility of continued landsliding warrants remedial measures. The first remedial
measure to stabilize the slope should be the immediate cessation of excavation into the toe of the
slope. This should be followed by a detailed'geotech.rﬁcal—engmeering slope-stability investigation,
as outlined in Hylland (1996), to design an engineered solution which may include graded slopes,
retaining walls, and drain systems. Proposed remediation should address the effect on slope stability
of the abandoned road cut in the lower slope and infiltration of ponded water on the road into
downslope material. The buried PVC pipe along the road cut may need to be relocated to'remove
any potential for introduction of water into the slope from leaks in the pipe, perhaps caused by the
existing slope failure. Engineered remedial measures should also consider means to minimize water
infiltration at the head of the slope, including the prevention of ponding in the drainage canal near
the retention pond, and at the toe of the slope through diversion of drainage from flood-control
structures on the slope into the municipal storm-drainage system rather than into the toe. Also, the
flood-control structures should be inspected and, if necessary, repaired to prevent their failure from
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piping or other potential causes. Periodic inspection of the retention pond for leaks, and Tepairs as
necessary, is also prudent.

Landslide activity should be monitored on a regular basis to provide an early indication of
the hazard potential. This monitoring could include repeated surveying of permanent monuments
on the landslide or measuring of separation distances between stakes spanning cracks and scarps.
Monitoring should be conducted at least weekly throughout the spring and early summer to
determnine whether the slide continues to move. Even if no evidence of movement is found during
this period, I also recommend that monitoring be conducted later in the year after intense rainstorms.
If no movement is indicated over the next year the slide can be considered dormant, although the
conditions for Ténéwed movemernt Will rériain until remedial action is taken (Cruden and Varnes,
1996) and monitoring will be prudent cach spring. The classification of the landslide as dormant
does not preclude the potential for future movement.
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‘ Attachment 1. Base map from OGDEN and KAYSVILLE,
Job No. 98-14 | U.S.G.S. 7-1/2' topographic quadrangles.

Attachment 1. Location map.
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Attachment 2.

Job No. 98-14

Attachment 2. Oblique aerjal view looking south at the 1998 landslide near the Cedar Bench
subdivision. Shallow earth slides are pre

sent on the lower slope below the retention pond and above
the abandoned road cut. Earth slides and flows are present below the road cut to the toe of the slope.
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Attachment 3.

Job No. 98-14

Attachment 3. South view of lower slope behind the Cedar Bench subdivision. Shallow earth
slides are above and below the abandoned road cut.
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Reference: UGS Technical Report No. 98-14—Reconnaissance of landslides
near the Cedar Bench subdivision, South Weber

Dear Boyd:

Upon notification by Brett Michelson of IGES that movement had been detected, Gary
Christenson and I inspected landslides on the slope adjacent to the south edge of the Cedar Bench
subdivision on Thursday, March 31, 2005, with you and representatives of IGES, Wasatch Integrated
Waste Management District (WIWMD), and South Weber Water Improvement District (SWWID).
We believe that the landslides are relatively shallow and additional movement may-occur with little
or no wamning. Homes closest to the slope are subject to the highest hazard. We saw no evidence
that deeper-seated landslide movement was occurring or is imminent, although such landsliding is
possible and could pose a threat to additional homes more distant from the slope. We recommend
alerting homeowners close to the base of the slope to be aware of signs of slope failure. Periods of
greatest risk are during and after heavy rainfall or snowmelt events. We also recommend continued
slope monitoring as now conducted by IGES, the geotechnical consultant to WIWMD, the owners of
the slope and nearby sanitary landfill. This will alert you to continued movement and indicate where
landslides are most likely, but will not necessarily provide sufficient warning should a rapid slope
failure occur. As indicated in our report of May 21, 1998 (Utah Geological Survey Technical Report
98-14), the city of South Weber and WIWMD should evaluate the stability of this slope and
determine how best to reduce the landslide hazard.

On our visit to the site, we inspected the slope that has failed, the base of the slope near the
fence bounding the back yards of downslope homesites, and the area between the slope and the
upslope site of the retention pond operated by SWWID. The slope is the site of at least one earlier
episode of landsliding in 1998, and the renewed shallow landsliding is similar to the earlier episode.
Ongoing slope monitoring by IGES indicates that parts of the mid-slope continue to move, but no
movement has occurred at the top of the slope. Most landsliding is limited to the area above and
directly below the abandoned road cut at mid-slope, and some slides have crossed the road and
flowed downslope. These landslides have not run out beyond the downslope fence, but the fence at

1594 West North Temple, Suite 3110, PO Box 146100, Salt Lake City, UT 84114-6100
telephone (801) 537-3300 « facsimile (801) 537-3400 « geology.utah.gov



Utah Geological Survey Page 2 of 2
April 5, 2005 , Cedar Bench subdivision

one location is partially buried and distorted. This may be a result of the landsliding, or may be due
_to long-term soil creep, a process of gradual and steady downhill movement of soil, and burial by
slope wash. We observed ground cracks on parts of the slope indicating instability and suggesting a
potential for enlarging the area of active movement. The cracks did not extend upslope to the road
and adjacent berm surrounding the pond, indicating this area has not been affected by the current
episode of landsliding. Should large-scale, deeper-seated landsliding occur, however, the pond may
be threatened and, if breached when filled, its water may contribute to slope failure and flooding.

Although the 1998 and 2005 landslides have not run out beyond the fence at the base of the
slope, we cannot preclude the possibility of a rapid landslide with larger runout similar to the
landslide at 425 East South Weber Drive on February 20, 2005, that crossed South Weber Drive and
ran out 150 feet from the base of the slope. The homes at 8069 and 8072 Cedar Court, and 8085 and
8092 Juniper Court, are closest to the slope and are therefore subject to the greatest risk from
additional shallow landsliding. Homes at 8063 Cedar Court and 8090 Juniper Court lie farther from
the slope but may also be affected by future landsliding. Other homes in the subdivision do not
appear to face a significant hazard from the recent shallow landsliding. Animportant factor affecting
the mode of shallow landsliding is the nature of soil in the slope. After comparing aerial
photographs taken in 1960, prior to construction of the pond, with ones taken in 2003 after pond
construction, we believe the face of the natural slope at the site was considerably modified and is
likely underlain by a layer of fill rather than native soil.

We therefore concur with the city’s decision to notify residents, particularly those closest to
the slope, of the landslide hazard. Monitoring of the slope for additional movement should continue.
A detailed analysis of slope stability should be performed to help determine the best course of action
to protect the homes and pond.

If you have any questions, please contact me at 801-537-3388 or barrysolomon@utah.gov.

Sincerely,
G L
Barry J illomon, P.G.

Senior Geologist
Geologic Hazards Program

cc: Brett Mickelson, IGES
Brian Law, Davis County _
Bret Dixon, Utah Office of Dam Safety



TABLE -A1

~ SLOPE _
MONITORING POINTS
NORT.HlNG EASTING ELEVATION NORTHING EASTING ELEVATION

DIFFERENCE DIFFERENCE DIFFERENCE DIFFERENCE DIFFERENCE DIFFERENCE

NORTHING ELEVATION DESCRIPTION FROM LAST FROM LAST FROM LAST FROM FIRST FROM FIRST FROM FIRST

T

™

(ALL MEASUREMENTS IN FEET)

DATE POINT NO. EASTING
3/1/2005 61 203679.407  102904.590 4762.223 HUB & TACK |
3/15/2005 61 203679.400 102904.582 4762.242 HUB & TACK -0.007 -0.008 0.019
3/22/2005 61 203679.424 102904.582 4762.211 HUB & TACK’ 0.024 0.000 -0.031 0.017. -0.008 -0.012
'3/30/2005 61 203679.399 102904.565 4762200 = HUB & TACK -0.025 -0.017 -0.011 -0.008 -0.025 -0.023
4/5/2005 61 203679.426  102904.600 4762.212 HUB & TACK - 0.027 0.035 0.012 0.019 0.010 -0.011
4/12/2005 61 203679.412 102904.601 4762.213 HUB & TACK -0.014 0.001 - 0.001 - 0.005 0.010 -0.010
3/1/2005 62 203768.434 102793.398 4753.212 HUB & TACK
3/15/2005 62 203768.450 102793.382 4753.218 HUB & TACK - 0.016 -0.014 0.006 .
3/22/2005 62 203768.505 102793.382 °  4753.219 HUB & TACK 0.055 0.000 0.001 0.071 -0.016 0.007
3/30/2005 62 203768.453 102793.364 4753.200 HUB & TACK - -0.052 -0.018 -0.019 -0.019 -0.034 -0.012
4/5/2005 62 203768.498 102793.362 4753.225 HUB & TACK 0.045 -0.002 0.025 0.064 -0.036 0.013
4/12/2005 62 203768.465 102793.373 4753.223 HUB & TACK -0.033 0.011 -0.002 0.031 -0.025 0.011
3/1/2005 63 203775.765 102659.322 4760.097 HUB & TACK
- 3/15/2005 63 203775.749 102659.297 4760.042 HUB & TACK -0.016 -0.025 - -0.055
3/22/2005 63 203775.771 102659.314 4760.050 HUB & TACK 0.022 -0.008 0.008 0.006 -0.008 -0.047
3/30/2005 63 203775.765 102659.328 4760.052  HUB & TACK -0.006 0.014 0.002 0.900 0.006 -0.045
4/5/2005 63 203775.802 102659.321 4760.022 HUB & TACK - 0.037 -0.007 -0.030 0.037 -0.001 -0.075
4/12/2005 63 203775.784 102659.299 4760.086 HUB & TACK -0.018 -0.022" 0.064 0.019 -0.023 -0.011
3/1/2005 64 203840.551 102690.601 4713.675 HUB & TACK -
3/15/2005 64 203840.989 102690.579 4714.342 HUB & TACK 0,667 |
3/22/2005 64 203841.006 102690.584 4714368  HUB & TACK 0.026 0.455 -0.017 0.693
3/30/2005 64 203840.995 102690.566 4714.337  HUB & TACK -0.011 -0.031 0.444 -0.035 0.662
4/5/2005 64 203841.041 102690.581 4714.383  HUB & TACK 0.046 0.046 0.490 -0.020° 0.708
- 4/12/2005 64 203841.028 102690.582 4714.378 HUB & TACK -0.013 -0.005 0.477 -0.019 0.703
- Page 1




! ' | | store TABLE - A1
I | MONITORING POINTS - .

NORTHING EASTING ELEVATION NORTHING EASTING ELEVATION

DIFFERENCE DIFFERENCE DIFFERENCE DIFFERENCE DIFFERENCE DIFFERENCE
FROM LAST FROMFIRST FROM FIRST FROM FIRST

N DATE  POINTNO.  NORTHING EASTING  ELEVATION DESCRIPTION FROMLAST FROM LAST
~ 3/1/2005 65 203833.251 102831.479  4701.997 = HUB & TACK - -
3/15/2005 65 203833.171 102831483  4701.920  HUB& TACK -0.080 0.004 -0.077 |
i 3/22/2005 65 203833.201 102831.476  4701.950  HUB& TACK 0.030 -0.007 0.030 -0.050 -0.003 -0.047
3/30/2005 65 203833.190 102831466  4701.959  HUB & TACK -0.011 -0.010 0.009 -0.061 -0.013 -0.038
4/5/2005 65 203833.212 102831450  4701.934  HUB & TACK 0.022 -0.016 -0.025 -0.039 -0.029 -0.063
- 4/12/2005 65 203833.231 102831484  4701.940  HUB & TACK 0.019 0.034 0.006 -0.020 0.005 -0.057
3/1/2005 66 203745.765 102933.050 4714465  HUB& TACK |
) 3/15/2005 66 203745.705 102933.036 4714400  HUB & TACK -0.058 -0.065 -
3/22/2005 66 203745.713 102933.042  4714.448  HUB & TACK .008 -0.052 -0.008 -0.017
- 3/30/2005 66 203746.294 102933.776  4713.887  HUB & TACK 581 0.529 0.726 -0.578
4/5/2005 66 203746.934 102934.441 4713408  HUB & TACK 1.169 1.391 -1.057
4/12/2005 66 203747.216 102934.723 4713198  HUB & TACK 1.451 1.673 -1.267
£ 3/1/2005 67 203866.601 102596.822 4713678  HUB& TACK
3/15/2005 67 203866.576 102596.846 - 4713657  HUB & TACK -0.025 0.024 ~-0.021
3/22/2005 67 203866.574 102596.848 . 4713688  HUB & TACK -0.002 0.002 0.031 -0.027 0.026. 0.010
) 3/30/2005 67 203866.589 102596.850 ~ 4713662  HUB & TACK 0.015 0.002 -0.026 -0.012 0.028 -0.016
4/5/2005 67 203866.589 102596.834 4713672  HUB & TACK 0.000 -0.016 0.010 -0.012 0.012 -0.006
- 4/12/2005 67 203866.597 102596.838 4713668  HUB & TACK: 0.008 0.004 -0.004 -0.004 0.016 -0.010
3/1/2005 68 203825.822 102550.124  4751.823  HUB & TACK
3/15/2005 68 203825.838 102550.119 4751786  HUB & TACK 0.016 -0.005 -0.037
3/22/2005 68 203825.843 102550.133  4751.795  HUB & TACK 0.005 0.014 0.009 0.021 0.009 -0.028
- 3/30/2005 68 203825.829 - 102550.138 4751773  HUB & TACK -0.014 0.005 -0.022 10.007 0.014 -0.050
4/5/2005 68 203825.842 102550.132  4751.783  HUB & TACK 0.013 0.006 0.010 0.020 0.008 -0.040
| 4/12/2005 68 . 203825.885 102550.150  4751.825  HUB & TACK 0.043 0.018 0.042 0.063 0.026 0.002
- Page 2

(ALL MEASUREMENTS IN FEET)
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Dear City Council Members and Mayor-

I know that as of late you have been getting an incredibie amount of feedback from citizens. [ can understand that
it can be exhausting. It is exhausting for us as well,

| hope that you can understand that we feel there is a great disconnect between our elected officials and the resi-
dents. And to be honest, there seems to be a great disconnect between some of you, our elected officlals and staff.

The Lofts is a great example of this. It would appear that until the residents informed you, the city council did not Know

about all the problems that was behind the Lofts, Did you realize what staff had recommended to you?

A few weeks back, a number of the cauncil members said that they didn’t anticlpate that SBD would ever occur,
and if it did, it was in the far, far future, But according to records received from a GRAMA request, it would appear
this is far from just a line on a map for right now.

In an email to a couple directors at WFRC, Brandon Jones said the following about South Bench Drive.

“As both South Weber City and Layton City are taking steps to plan for and construct this very important road
connection, we are requesting that these roads be functionally classified as a Major Collector. This matches the
current classification of Church Street south of SR-193, Although the street cross sections vary slightly between
South Weber City and Layton City, they both provide for the road to function as a Major Collector.

South Weber City is providing the information and submitting the request, but has met with Layton City to get their
endorsement and concurrence as evidenced by their signature on the Cover Letter.”

It would appear that fearing that only a portion of the road would be classified, Brandon later added in the same
email; “Just for the record, my biggest concern about potentially only functionally classifying a portion of the whole
alignment would be losing the regional nature/purpose of the road. If only portions are functionally classified at this
paint, the road may look more like a local road, when it's whole purpose and intent is to provide regional
connectivity. Just keep that in mind as you discuss this with WFRC and FHWA,”

We see here and in other places Layton City gave it’s endorsement. UDOT has been talked to and it would appear
even the Federal Government has been asked for funds. And yet, the public knew very little if anything at all. City
council, | ask you to answer this question— Did you know that these funds for this PROPQSED road were being
sought before involving the public?

Document, dated 9/18/2018 for South Bench Drive Project shows that when asked if any public information or
community meetings have been held, it was checked YES! When and where were these meetings held?

South Bench Drive is a PROPOSED road. Public comment prior to these discussions had not even happened. And
frankly very little discussion seems to have happened with the City Council. And yet staff, at the direction of Mayor
Jo, was moving forward at an accelerated pace. As citizens, we felt good when we heard from our council that this
road was years and years off, if it ever happened at all. | hope you can imagine our shock and dismay to learn in the
following days that grants from the WFRC, the state and federal government, were actively being sought to fund
this PROPOSED road, We had to dig for that information, which makes it all the more unsettling. Additional emalls
show further insight that some in the city feel about the progress of this road.

G, WRRPP) GO -blazZ
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In-another email thread to the directors of the WFRC, Brandon Jones Is quoted saying: “The first phase at the north
end by 1-84 is budgeted to be built next summer 2019. | anticipate the remaining portion to South Weber Drive (SR~
60) would be built within the next 2-5 years. From South Weber Drive (SR-60) to 1075 East, my estimate would be
3-8 years.-From 1075 East up the hillside and connecting to Church Street and/or Fairfield Road, my estimate would
be 5-15 years.” What happened to the 50 years in the future our council told us about this road? What about the
comments that it would “never” happen? The fact is, this road, no doubt from Brandon’s urging, was classified.
Brandon stated in the 2019 Retreat in which you all attended, He also added that classification doesn’t typically
happen unless they are pretty certain that it will move forward. So which is it; this road will never happen, this road
Is in the significant future or is this road happening within the next 10-15 years with work on the slope and the
hillside being actively pursued for funds.

It a report form for this project evaluation with WFRC, Brandon stated that the reason SBD should be given a
priority over other roads is that: “This project creates a new road for South Weber City. South Bench Drive will help
to decrease traffic from the existing State Road— SR-60. This takes traffic loads off of a State Road and places it on
City roads. South Bench Drive will eventually connect into the boundary of Layton City, providing additional connec-
tivity between communities.”

When asked if there were any safety hazards or risks with this project, Brandon selected “none”. And yet many in
South Weber, including our elected officials have expressed great concerns about the stability and contamination of
our slopes, The same rasponse was given in the report that was for the intersection of SWD and SBD, and yet any-
one who lives in South Weber knows that it is happening on a blind corner. There was a great deal of discussion last
week at the PC meeting about the Knoll’s and it's location where it meets SWD because it IS a matter of concern for
us.

This is just a glimpse into information we have found through hard work. | hope you can understand why we do not
feel there is transparency. Why we do not feel there is communication and why we do not fee] this city has the best
interest of the residents at heart. How can we, when we were completely side stepped on these major decisions?

I-am including the distinctions between a Major Collector and Minor Collector, Please read the underlined portion
and-see how that fits in our city.

i would like to know exactly how much money was paid to Brandon Jones for all this work, per request of the
Mayor, on a “Road that may never happen”? | ask you to take a step back and let's not start over, but fill in the
blanks that were missed. As citizens, we should have been given the very first priority in this entire process,
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Notes: Signatures confirm the commitment of the Applicant te follow the Guidelines established by Davis County. The

Applicant is responsible for the maintainance and upkeep of the project during implementation and after project
completion,

Your signature below indicates your agency's willingness to enter into formal agreement to complete and maintain the
project if selected for funding.

vate: 8-14-2018

APPLICATION INFORMATION

Sguth Weber City
Contact Persan: Brandan lenes Title: City Engineer
Address: 1600 £, South Weber Drive e 84405
Phone: 801-476-9767 pMobile; B01-391-9621
Emaii: beandoni@janescivil.com
PROJECTINFORMATION
Project Title: South Banch Drive Project
Preject Location: 475 East {1-82 Interchange] to approx. 770 East
Facifity Length: 0.55
Brief Project
This Project consists of constructing a new major collector road that will convey traffic directly to the 1-84 Interchange at Adams Ave.
and 475 East. 1t also includes the reconfiguration of the 475 East / 6650 South intersection and connecting 3 new or future
intersections.
% Have an lic infarmation or community meetin id? Yeu Yes /No
scribe public rivats syl f 1)

{Examples: petitions, written endorsemnents, resolutions, ete. ).

This Prejact involves the suppont of many public and private entities {e.g. property owners, developers, and ulility companigs). The Cily has obtained
Development Agreemants with twa soparate developers who are participating financially and by donating property. The City has alae helg marny public
haarings and hosted open houses for public input,




10/15/2019 Section 3. Criteria - Highway Functional Classifications - Related - Statewide Transportation Planning - Processes - Planning - FHWA

3.1.5 Major and Minor Collectors

Collectors serve a critical role in the roadway network by gathering traffic from Local Roads and
funneling them to the Arterial network. Within the context of functional classification, Collectors
are broken down into two categories: Major Collectors and Minor Collectors. Until recently, this
division was considered only in the rural environment. Currently, all Collectors, regardless of
whether they are within a rural area or an urban area, may be sub-stratified

into major and minor categories. The determination of whether a given Collector is a Major or a
Minor (f(ollector is frequently one of the biggest challenges in functionally classifying a roadway
network.

In the rural environment, Collectors generally serve primarily intra-county travel (rather than
statewide) and constitute those routes on which (independent of traffic volume) predominant
travel distances are shorter than on Arterial routes. Consequently, more moderate speeds may
be posted.

The distinctions between Major Collectors and Minor Collectors are often subtle. Generally, Major
Collector routes are longer in length; have lower connecting driveway densities; have higher
.Speed limits; are spaced at greater intervals; have higher annual average traffic volumes; and _
may have more travel lanes than their Minor Collector counterparts. Careful consideration ,
should be given to these factors when assigning a Major or Minor Collector designation. In rural
areas, AADT and spacing may be the most significant designation factors. Since Major Collectors
offer more mobility and Minor Collectors offer more access, it is beneficial to reexamine these
two fundamental concepts of functional classification. Overall, the total mileage of Major
Collectors is typically lower than the total mileage of Minor Collectors, while the total Collector
mileage is typically one-third of the Local roadway network (see Table 3-3).

Table 3-3: Characteristics of Major and Minor Collectors (Urban and Rural)

i

'MAJOR COLLECTORS 7
Urban Rural - ‘
e Serve both land access .? Provide service to any

and traffic circulation county seat not on an

in higherdensity
residential, and
commercial/industrial
areas

* Penetrate residential
neighborhoods, often
for significantdistances

e Distribute and channel
trips between Local
Roads and Arterials,
usually over a distance
of greater than three-
quarters of a mile

e Operating
characteristics include
higher speeds and more
signalized intersections

https:/fwww.thwa.dot.gov/planning/processes/statewide/related/highway_functional_classifications/section03.cfm

Arterial route, to the
larger towns not directly
served by the higher
systems and to other
traffic generators of
equivalent intra-county
importance such as
consolidated schools,
shipping points, county
parks and important
mining and agricultural
areas

Link these places with
nearby larger towns and
cities or with Arterial
routes

Serve the most important
intra-county travel
corridors

m
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RVs, and are commonly used. He said they market Park Model cabins as nightly hotels and
extended stays. He said the current city ordinance defines short term occupancy (15 days) but
nothing for extended stays. He would like to see if “extended occupancy stay” can be added to
the city ordinance. He said in some of their other properties they do have individuals bring in
their tiny homes.

He is excited about putting a high tax revenue use on a property that would otherwise not be
developed. He is hoping to get some feedback or any concerns.

Mayor Sjoblom asked what the property would look like as far as improvements go. Mr. Winkel
said there will be asphalt with some grass and comfort stations. Council Member Taylor asked
about the flood plain. Mr. Winkel isn’t sure they can take it out of the flood plain, but would try
to mitigate as much as they can. He would hope to connect to city sewer and water. He
estimated 115 sites. He said they do allow animals in units that they don’t control. He explained
signage would help business, but he hasn’t looked into the city ordinance.

Council Member Petty asked about the entrance. Mr. Winkel identified the easement with
UDOT. He said access would be through Cottonwood Drive.

Council Member Halverson asked about the percentage of mixed use. Mr. Winkel said it is
difficult to estimate the demand for overnighters.

Council Member Petty feels it is a great use for the property, but is concerned about the utilities
hookups and extended stays (because the city ordinance will need to address this). Mayor
Sjoblom feels it is a good use for the property. Council Member Halverson feels the only
problems may be from neighbors. Mr. Winkel discussed the entrance having a parking lot that
would access the trail. Council Member Halverson feels it is a good use for the property. Mayor
Sjoblom asked if there is someone there twenty-four hours from management. Mr, Winkel said
he didn’t think there will be someone on site twenty-four hours, Council Member Winsor is
concerned about possible crime, if no one is on site after hours.

Ruben Minna, stated there are systems in place. He said they do background checks on extended
stay occupants. Mr. Winkel asked about the time frame for extended stay. Council Member
Halverson feels there needs to be a definition of the extended stay. Mr, Winkel suggested 120
days and then they have to leave the park.

The Mayor and Council thanked Mr, Winkel for his presentation,

REPORTS:

Mayor Sjoblom: Mayor Sjoblom stated she attended the Wasatch Choice Workshop with
Brandon Jones and Barry Burton. They presented maps of the new position of South Bench Dr.
She said if it is approved by the City Council and the General Plan is amended to include it, it
will be added to the Wasatch Front Regional Map. She reported that Wasatch Front did not
encourage any changes to the General Plan, which she said was surprising because the state is
pushing for more high density, low income housing. She and Brandon will meet with Layton
City’s mayor and engineer next week to discuss the extension of South Bench Dr. into Layton.




Project Evaluation Concept Report Form (2020-2025 TIP)

Please complete Informatlon In blue shaded cells.

Are there any Major Project Risks?

What are the Major T o i Rt £k otk Wt S5
" N i T [1SKS {ala wi! S Pro; 9
Risks for this Project? bl et

Why should this project be considered a priority over other projects submitfed?

Why shauld this project s

% b Y lected ; VT/h J_ This project creates a new intersection between a State Road {SR-60) and 2 City Road {South Bench Drive). The intersection will help decrease the amount of
h? se e-c edor \ '5? traffic on SR-60 by helping divert local traffic onto South Bench Drive. This takes the traffic loads off of a State road and places it on City roads, South Bench

this project necessary Drive will eventually connect from the West-end of South Weber into the North-end of Layten City providing additional connectivity between communities.

{timit 1000 Characters)
Submission Details - Completed Forms
All Projects Must Have Submitted a "Letter of Intent" Yes
All Projects Must Complete the "20-25 Project Evaluation Concept Report Form" G
All Projects Must Complete the "20-25 Concept Project Cost Estimation Form” Yes

CMAQ Projects Must Complete the "CMAQ Emission Analysis Form 2019"

Include Drawings {Cross Section, Aerial or scale drawings) Yes

Include Project jpg's {Project Location, Aerials, or Project Improvements) Ye

NOTE - The project pictures may be used to display and present the project to the TAC's and Others for Evaluation

Please submit an Electronic Copy of all the materlal In a pdf format and the ©rlginal Program Format (example -
Excel forms In Excel) to Ben Wuthrich

Emait Address - bwuthrich@wfrc.org Mailing Addrass - 235 North Jimmy Doolittle Road, Salt Lake City, Utah 841168
Submission Date of the Project Evaluation Concept Report and all requested Material January 17,2019

Projects to be considered will need to meet the eligibility criteria for the Surface Transportation Program (STP) or the Congestion
Mitigation/ Air Quality (CMAQ) program and be sponsored by a public agency. The requested information in this "Project
Evaluation Concept Report" along with other criteria such as V/C, modeled delay reduction, project field review, etc. will be used to
score and evaluate each project in preparation for project discussion and recommendation.

Ben Wauthrich at

Should you have any questions or require additional assistance concerning (801) 363-4230 ext. 1121 (Office),
hic o . connrt - - (8 -3228 (Cell) or
his concept report, please contact 01y 047
t P P » ple o cmail at bwuthrich{@wirc.org
How many "Project Evaluation Concept Reports" did your 2 Out of all your jurisdiction's project submissions, what 1
jurisdiction submit? {including STP, CMAQ, and TAP} priority would this project be to your Agency?

Please Note; this "Project Evaluation Concept Report" has been developed for identifying and evaluating projects for the Surface
Transportation Program (STP) funds and the Congestion Mitigation/ Air Quality (CMAQ) funds. This report will help advance the
project through the development process. Supplemental information neccessary to verify project data should accompany each
project portfolio or project may be removed from project evaluation and consideration.

Project Evalua! = (3 3 1/17/2019



Andrea Pearson <apearson@wfrc.org>

Fwd: South Bench Drive - Church Street -- Functional Classification Request
1 message

Fri, Oct 4, 2019 at 12:50 PM

Wayne Bennion <wbennion@wirc.org>
To: Andrea Pearson <apearson@wfrc.org>
Cc: Andrew Gruber <agruber@wfrc.org>

Andrea,

Here is the first of the two e-mails | referred to for the South Bench Drive GRAMA request.
Thanks,

Wayne

Wayne Bennion

Director of Short Range Planning
and Programming

Wasatch Front Regional Council
801.363.4250 ext.1112
wbennion@wfrc.org

-—------- Forwarded message ---------

From: Brandon Jones <brandonj@jonescivil.com>

Date: Fri, Jul 20, 2018 at 4:53 PM

Subject: South Bench Drive - Church Stireet -- Functional Classification Request

To: Wayne Bennion <wbennion@wirc.org>, <awakil@utah.gov>

Cc: Steve Jackson <sjackson@laytoncity.org>, Jo Sjoblom <jsjoblom@southwebercity.com>, Dave Larson
<dlarson@southwebercity.com>, Ben Wuthrich <bwuthrich@wirc.org>, Jeff Oyler (Work) <joyler@daviscountyutah.gov>,
Barry Burton <barry@co.davis.ut.us>, <kbillings@wfrc.org>

Wayne and Abdul,

it has come to our attention that the Church Street extension in Layton City and South Bench Drive in South Weber City
have not been formally Functionally Classified. These roads will connect SR-193 to SR-60 and 1-84. This project is
identified in the 2040 RTP as Project #D-27. Because this project lists the future functional classification as a minor
arterial, we were under the impression that these future roads were already functionally classified. Upon further
investigation, it appears that they are not. Therefore, we are requesting that they become functionally classified.

As both South Weber City and Layton City are taking steps to plan for and construct this very important road connection,
we are requesting that these roads be functionally classified as a Major Collector. This matches the current
classification of Church Street south of SR-193. Although the street cross sections vary slightly between South Weber
City and Layton City, they both provide for the road to function as a Major Collector.

South Weber City is providing the information and submitting the request, but has met with Layton City to get their
endorsement and concurrence as evidenced by their signature on the Cover Letter.

The following are contained in the attached pdf:

e FC Request Cover Letter — Signed by South Weber City and Layton City



e FC Change Request Form
e FC Request Map

o Shapefile of map is also attached to this email
e  Cross Sections (for South Bench Drive)

s  Fig. 11 from the Transportation CFP showing projected AADT — report by Horrocks Engineers

Please let me know if you need anything else for this functional classification request to be processed and completed.

Thank you,

Brandon K. Jones | Principal

Jones & Associates Consulting Engineers

South Weber City Engineer

6080 Fashion Point Dr, South Ogden, UT 84403

P:(801) 476-9767 | C:(801) 391-9621

CONSULTING ENGINEERS

2 attachments

SWC - Functional Classification Request_Shapefile.zip
37K

@ Functional Classification Request_Complete (7-20-2018).pdf
9430K



Andrea Pearson <apearson@wfrc.org>

Fwd: South Bench Drive - Church Street -- Functional Classification Requ;é.t
1 message

Wayne Bennion <wbennion@wfrc.org> Fri, Oct 4, 2019 at 12:50 PM
To: Andrea Pearson <apearson@wfrc.org>
Cc: Andrew Gruber <agruber@wfrc.org>

And the second.

Wayne Bennion

Directar of Short Range Planning
and Programming

Wasatch Front Regional Council
801.363.4250 ext.1112
wbennion@wfrc.org

-mmmmmem FOrwarded message ---------

From: Brandon Jones <brandonj@jonescivil.com>

Date: Tue, Jul 31, 2018 at 12:53 PM

Subject: RE: South Bench Drive - Church Street -- Functional Classification Request

To: Abdul Wakil <awakil@utah.gov>
Cc: Wayne Bennion <wbennion@wirc.org>

Ab,

lust far the record, my biggest concern about potentially only functionally classifying a portion of the whole
alignment would be losing the regional nature/purpose of the road. If only portions are functionally classified at this
point, the road may look more like a local road, when its whole purpose and intent is to provide regional
connectivity. Just keep that in mind as you discuss this with WFRC and FHWA.

Thank you,

Brandon

From: Abdul Wakil [mailto:awakil@utah.gov]

Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2018 12:45 PM

To: Brandon Jones

Cc: Wayne Bennion

Subject: Re: South Bench Drive - Church Street -- Functional Classification Request

Thanks Brandon. This is very helpful information in my review with FHWA,

ab



Abdul Wakil, P.E.
Utah Department of Transportation
Transportation Performance Management Division

801-633-1034

On Tue, Jul 31, 2018 at 12:32 PM, Brandon Jones <brandonj@jonescivil.com> wrote:

Ab,

I've discussed this a little bit with Wayne Bennion over the phone, but here are my thoughts.

The first phase at the north end by 1-84 is budgeted to be built next summer 2019, | anticipate the remaining portion
to South Weber Drive (SR-60) would be built within the next 2 - 5 years. From South Weber Drive (SR-60) to 1075
East, my estimate would be 3 - 8 years. From 1075 East up the hillside and connecting to Church Street and/or
Fairfield Road, my estimate would be 5 - 15 years.

A lot of this is difficult to estimate because it will be stimulated/driven by development. As long as the econamy stays
strong, | anticipate that the need for this road will be sooner than later, but if the economy slows down, then the
need/drive will likely slow as well.

Hopefully, this gives you what you are looking for. If you have any other questions, please let me know.

Thanks,

Brandon

From: Abdul Wakil [mailto:awakil@utah.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2018 10:31 AM
To: Brandon Jones

Subject: Re: South Bench Drive - Church Street -- Functional Classification Request

Hey Brandon,

What is the anticipated construction time frames for this road(when it will get constructed)?

Abdul Wakil, P.E.
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CC 20\A-[p-G  Addendim#t 5 9(%0/

Lisa Smith

From: Angie Petty

Sent: Wednesday, October 16, 2019 1:39 PM

To: - Lisa Smith

Subject: Fwd: Community Council Meeting 10/15/19

Here is the email.

Thanks for everything!!

From: Cheri Slager <cherislager@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, October 15, 2019 5:27:37 PM

To: Jo Sjoblom <JSjoblom@southwebercity.com>

Cc: Kent Hyer <KHyer@southwebercity.com>; Wayne Winsor <wwinsor@southwebercity.com>; Angie Petty
<apetty@southwebercity.com>; Blair Halverson <bhalverson@southwebercity.com>; Merv Taylor
<MTaylor@southwebercity.com>

Subject: Community Council Meeting 10/15/19

| request that this email be read into the Community Council Meeting on October 15, 2019.

| have the following concerns over the possibility of approval of the proposed South Bench Drive.

1. 1 am concerned over the fact that this road will be built on unstable land prone to landslides, and that it could also
disturb soil contamination from Hill Air Force Base.

2. | am concerned about the potential increased traffic traveling at high speeds through our city, through
neighborhoods, and past South Weber Elementary School. | am also concerned about the increase of traffic on Deer
Run Drive and the Frontage Road, especially with the proposed development of The Lofts on Deer Run. increased traffic
will also mean increased noise, pollution, and potential for accidents.

3. | am concerned about the cost of building and maintaining this road. With over a two miliion dollar price tag just to
build, and additional costs for maintenance and upkeep, | feel the burden of cost would be passed along to the residents
of the city, who recently experienced a one hundred percent tax increase already. The road has no way to generate
revenue for the city that I've heard.

4. | am concerned about the effect that this road will have on many long-time residents who have maintained family
farms/lands, as well as designated wetlands areas around the proposed site. | am also concerned about the effect this
road will have on new residents that have built new homes on quiet neighborhood streets that will have an
unanticipated three lane road (highway) running through their front yards.

5. I moved to South Weber almost thirty-five years ago because it is a quiet, bedroom community with beautiful views
and landscape that surround it, but still with access to major cities within a five to ten minute drive. |love livingin a
community that's secluded from all of the noise, traffic, crime, and safety issues of a big city. | feel safe here, and | hope
the City Council and Planning Commission will take these concerns, and those of other citizens who love South Weber
as much as | do, into consideration before making such drastic changes to our landscape and environment.

Sincerely,

Cheri and Scot Slager

2569 E. Deer Run Drive




