From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

CC 2024-02-27 CI #1 Harrus

South Weber City

Lisa Smith

New Entry: Public Comment for City Council
Monday, February 26, 2024 10:39:02 PM

Name
Ryan Harrus

Email

Dropdown
City Council

Subject
Barlow annexation

Comment or Message

The annexation of this property goes against the city plan. Time
after time the citizens have let it be known that they do not want a
road from South Weber to Layton. This will not benefit South
Weber. The annexation of this property will only lead to the road
from South Weber to Layton. This will take away the small town
feeling we enjoy here in South Weber.



From:

Subject:
Date:

CC 2024-02-27 CI #2 McEntire

South Weber City

Lisa Smith

New Entry: Public Comment for Planning Commission
Tuesday, February 27, 2024 8:36:33 AM

Name
Janette McEntire

Email

Dropdown
Planning Commission

Subject
Annexation on south hillside

Comment or Message

| am writing about concerns about the annexation on the south
hillside of South Weber to again express concern for the
possibility of the city trying to put a road to Layton on the hillside.
It an unsafe, unstable, possibly polluted site and the grade of the
hillside is too steep for a safe road. If Layton wants to develop
the land, that is up to them but the citizens of South Weber in the
affected area do not need or want a connection to Layton. This
would only add increased traffic to our small community which
already has a hard time dealing with the amount of traffic that
currently exists in our city. Please do not let Layton push for this
type of development into our community. Our city streets cannot
handle the traffic that a connecting road would bring in for that
area.

Thank you.



CC 2024-02-27 CI #3 Rich

From: South Weber City
To: Lisa Smith
Subject: New Entry: Public Comment for Planning Commission
Date: Tuesday, February 27, 2024 8:04:54 AM
Name
Sharon Rich
Email

Dropdown
Planning Commission

Subject
Annex property

Comment or Message

South Weber citizens has voiced there opinion several times
strongly against the road going through south Weber from Layton.
How long will we have to fight this issue? South Weber drive has
so much traffic now it is frustrating. Let alone adding more issues
with a through road from Layton. | vote to not annex the south
Weber hill property !!l We are such a small town let's keep what
little land we havel!



CC 2024-02-27 CI #4 McEntire, B

From: South Weber City
To: Lisa Smith
Subject: New Entry: Public Comment for Planning Commission
Date: Tuesday, February 27, 2024 9:47:27 AM
Name

Bentley McEntire

Email

Dropdown
Planning Commission

Subject
Annexation of hillside

Comment or Message

Hello. My opinion is that we not annex any land on hillsides that
would be difficult to access or make us connected to Layton. Let
another city connect to it and incur the cost of infrastructure and



CC 2024-02-27 CI #5 Layton, C

From: South Weber City
To: Lisa Smith
Subject: New Entry: Public Comment for Planning Commission
Date: Tuesday, February 27, 2024 4:56:42 PM
Name
Craig Layton
Email

Dropdown
Planning Commission

Subject
Barlow project

Comment or Message

Not a good idea. Several homes have already had severe
damage due to the instability of the hill. The city as well as the
developers really need to think hard about this. There’s been
sufficient evidence presented to the city and the developers know
as well of the dangers involved in building on that hill. As always,
it comes down to money but at least in this case, there should be
legal repercussions if something happens that was so clearly
preventable my wife will be submitting information for the public
record shortly.



From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

CC 2024-02-27 CI #6 Layton, J

South Weber City

Lisa Smith

New Entry: Public Comment for City Council & Planning Commission
Tuesday, February 27, 2024 5:07:32 PM

Name
Jacqui Layton

Email

Dropdown
City Council & Planning Commission

Subject
Barlow Project

Comment or Message

This is a terrible idea! Our friends and neighbors are going to be
in danger of that hillside, coming down on top of them because
construction will make it that much more unstable. | didn’t have
time today to get all of my research out to be submitted, but | will
have it and submit it for public record by our next meeting about
this project. That hillside is extremely unstable. No one should be
building on it.



CC 2024-02-27 CI #7 Sturm

Comments to South Weber City Council
for 27Feb24 Meeting
by Paul A. Sturm

Public Comments on Agenda, Item #5 - Packet Page 2 of 25.

Agenda ltem:

Barlow Property Annexation & Development Concept

Purpose:

Property owner wants to have an initial conversation with the Council about a
possible development concept of property located on the City’s annexation plan on
the hill south of the city’s boundary

PaS Comments/Questions:

1) While researching the location of the proposed property for annexation by Barlow

Realty, I looked at the Davis County Property Search and encountered some disturbing
facts about changes that have happened since the SWC General Plan was finalized.
(Aside #1 - A reminder is, during General Plan development, there was a great concern
against the "Road to Layton" concept and was voted down by an 80/20 margin.)
(Aside #2 - | made a Public Comment on 21Jul20 (see Appendix) on when the SWC
acquired the roadway property. That was never fully answered. It just happened!)

A) On the current Property Search map these City-Owned properties are now called
a "Driveway". When, how, and by whom did this name change occur?

B) Also, since the General Plan was finalized and accepted on 10Nov20, land
ownership along most of both sides of the SWC-Owned "road" land appears to
have changed, and now is owned by Barlow Realty, in excess of 57 acres!

Is this why Barlow Realty is requesting an annexation of a piece of their non-SWC
property into SWC in order to make their SWC land ownership continuous?

2)

4)

As alluded to earlier, my concern is that this could be the metaphorical "Camels head
into the tent" situation, wherein once the camel gets his head in, he finally gets fully
inside the tent and takes it over! In this case it would correlate with the possible
development of the "Road to Layton" which SWC residents have shown several times
that they are opposed to being developed!

Denying the annexation request would preclude the development of the "Road to
Layton" as SWC citizens have shown several times.

I would like to know when these changes occurred over the past four plus years, and
who requested the changes. If needed, | would suggest that SWC file a GRAMA

request with Davis County provide a history of the Who, When and Why these changes
were made! Page 1



Davis County Property Search - 27Feb24
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Appendix 1 - Public Comment during City Council meeting of 21Jul20

Presentation-to-the-South-Weber-City--City-Council-~21Jul209]
Comments-and-Questions-by-Paul-A.-Sturm9)

While-doing-research-on-the Davis-County-Property-Search-{DCPS)website recently, -I-noticed-
propertyownershipchanges-and-have questions/comments+egarding-those changes:-
1)»Whendid-SWC-acquire-all-of the-property-neededfor-the-"Road-To-Layton"?- -The-last
time{-looked-at-this-area-on-the-DCPS-website was,I-believe, in-the-November/December-
2019-timeframe.-It-showed<that-the-property-was-ownedby-Barlow-Realty-&-Insurance,Inc.of -
Layton{Qriginally- one-parcel-(2019),-now-2-parcels)-as-well-as-Davis-CountySolid-Waste-
Management-&-Energy-RecoverySpecial-Service-District: (Originally- 3-Parcels:(2019),-now-6-
parcels).-The-doubling-of the-numberof-parcels-happenedbecause SWC-now-owns-property-
parcels-that-bisect-each-piece-of theoriginal property-as-shown-on-the-following-maps.
2)+Howddid-the-transactions- occur?- -Was- it-a-purchase,-trade,-donation,-or-consideration-
by/toSWC?-If a-donation, who-asked-and-what-do-the-donors-expectin-return?-If-a-purchase, -
it-clearly-exceedsthe purchasing-authority-of-anyone in-SWC-without-City-Council-approval. ]
3)»Whyawas-this-transaction- not-brought-to-the-attention-of the-SWC-City-Council-in-an-open-

meeting{with-SWC-citizens), especiallyif-anything-of value/cost-to-SWC-was-involved?9]
1

0.787Acres1 ]/,

[ER

TOTAL-ACREAGE-='5.104-Acres.......
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ParcellD: 130320024

PROPERTY OWNERSHIP &'

Ownar : SOUTH WERER CITY
14600 EAST SOUTH WEBER DR

SOUTH WEBER

Parcel#:130320024<=+0.494-acres|
1

- ParcellD: 130320027

PROPERTY OWNERSHIP g

Owmner SOUTH WEBER CITY

1600 EAST SOUTH WEBER DR

SOUTH WEBER

Parcel#-130320027<=+0.787acresf|
1
ParcellD: 130320030

PROPERTY OWNERSHIP &

Owner : SQUTH WEBER CITY
Mailing Address : 1600 EAST SOUTH WEBER DR

Mailing City :

Parcel#-130320030<=-1.275-=acresq|
1
ParcellD: 130320034

PROPERTY OWNERSHIP

Ownaer: SOUTHWEBER CITY

Mailing Address : 1600 EAST SOUTH WEBER DR

Mailing City : SOUTH WEBER
Mailing State : ur

Mailing Zip : 84405
Parcel-#:130320034<=-2.548-acresq]
TOTAL-ACREAGE'=5.104-Acresf|
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Appendix #2
From SWC Website 15Jun20

1900 East FAQ

June 15, 2020

What is the history of the 1900 East “Connection to Layton™? -

Discussion of a connection fo Layton in this area began in 2008 while planning the City water tank project. As part
of the project, a dirt access road was built off 1900 East up to the City’s new water tank at the top of the hifl and is
there currently. The amount of right of way was oblained, the underlying service infrastructure was placed, and
the road was constructed in a way that preserved the option for @ paved road in the same location sometime in
the future.

The General Plan update in 2014 included paving this access road and connecting to Layton City, anticipating the
road would function as a minor collector and disperse traffic demand as the City approaches build ocut. Additional
in-depth studies need to be Compieled to determine the true viability and feasibility of the potential project.

Why did the City have paving of a 1900 East extension up the hill in the 2014
General Plan?

The main discussions regarding this connection centered on additional ingressi/egress options for City residents
both for safely and convenience, Current limited options will continue to become more congested over time.

Safely — In case of emergency, the City has few options to evacuate the City. The Uintah fire a few years ago
highlighted potential emergency situations as sections of the community required evacuation. If larger portions of
the City require evacuation, greater distribution of traffic would provide increased safety.
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Convenience - Residents looking for a quicker route to and from commercial options in Layton would be able to
use this.road rather than using US-89. Dispersing some traffic onto this road in and cut of the City would also
keep current roads less congested than tney would be WHnout :t. _

Inclusion in the General Plan does nof guarantee that me road will be paved and dm not make it a priority
project to be completed SOON.. Additional study could dec!are the project tmposs:ble or funding may prove
unattainable. However, mdus:on allows the City to couect tmpact fees that could go toward me project (see
quesnon regam:ng wno wm pay for tne road on this FAQ) '

Why does the 1900 East connectton exsst on the 2nd Draﬁ 2020 General Plan? -

The Cﬂy desires addlﬂona! putmc comment regarding this specmc altemative. The first General Plan draft suvey.
in September 2019‘ askecabout a connecﬁon to i.ayton generatfy and ‘many of the comments referenced South
Bench Drive, which has.been removed fmm the General Plan seco dkdralt The cny nopes to clarify it
respondents the same regarding paving a ision of 1S00 E ,,‘"Pmehmtoourwatertankandpotennauy
beyond: The quesﬂm on the second draftis: specmc to vmemer the roan should remam as a dirt access road in
perpetuity orbe paveusomeUme mlhefuture '

v ltwoukx bealwo-tane roac—~one lanegoing each difecuon*mman anﬂcipatedspeed rmitof25 oraomptL The v
2020 Draft Genefal Plan corrtemplates the connectfnn bemg a mmorco!lectorwith Uafm pattems similar to Deer '

Run Drive which camesxne samedwgnaﬁon

The Ttanspcﬂaﬂon !mpact Fee Facﬁmes Plan (IFFP) eompleted by Hotmcks Engineers esﬁmates me 1900 East
- projectat $1 220 000 See Prqject #14 litled: 1900 East Extension Deer Run Dnve to soum Bench Dnve
imtpll" "

B Totauengm omeect#Misapprommate!yz,aOOft
- $1,220,000/2,300 1= $530.44M - - S
. Tomllengthoﬁson Eastextens!onto Layton connecﬂon pomtisapproxlmately3720ﬂ
. 3720ﬁ $53044m $197323680 o :
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City staff did not use IFFP calculatsons of the South Bench Dnve pm;ect segment because the wmth of asphait .
(50 k) is: dlﬂ’efent than tne 1900 East pmject (36‘ ft). C ;

The!FFPcostesﬂmatelncludeS'

. creanng.andgmnnmge.f“’
+ Roadway Excavation
~« Parkstip.
. Remova[afasphattHMA(asphaxt)
' UTBC (road base) i

+ Curb and Gutter
. SrdewalK(S’ width)

. 15% éodungency : 16% ‘Mom'raéﬁon 10% Preconsincion Erig;neenng and 10% Construction Management
45%ina ey

-720' of 60' w!de ROW trom 1900 Eastto the top ofme nin already in
fLaylbn pmsme:r wop road where u’is,snown on the General Plan maps, thenno. -
rer ths | for whateves the intersection configurations.
- might fLaytonmovesumimaasoum,menammonaRowwoumueneeded, axongwrmaudmonax
" costfor the ‘addijonal length of the road: . . ; » ‘
= Slope. s!ablﬁzmg I mmgat!on:oosts The. mautts a:rmdy graded and has Deen in use tor appmximately 10 -
. years. It s unifkely that thife 'wouw be add’:ﬁonal stamﬁzaﬁonmeasures needed. Howeverr an updated

S '$20K- $50K, depending cnmeaepmoimesmdy dsireaAuamc
and_deﬂgneval‘i:aﬁonsmdymaybesomewhembeweeanK $30K. R

Who will pay for the_roadﬁ’.

The Cnty wouedfwm : fina). chec!c in the event me pmject nappened Fundmg could ceme from 3 potential
sources:: (1) tlamponaﬂon lmpact fees paxd by developers (2) grant funds from me State and County and {3) City
rundsfrom cmc madmoney'andsalestax o o

tderswnen mey app!y for a buudlng pemm. Impact fees can omy e spem on -

cls mcluded in the General Plan and assoaated Capital Faamles and Impact Fee Facilities
Plans. lncimﬂng the 1900 East paved oonnectmn an me General Plan allows the c:ty to utilize impact fees to fund
the pro;ect. The lmm Fee Facﬂity Plan ndenﬁﬁes 37% of the pro;ect cost can be paid uhﬁzmg impact fees.
Removing me connecﬁon from the General Plan.means that if me pro]ect ever Weﬂt fotward then it cannot receive
impact fee t’undtng, Fundlng woum nave to come frcm other souroes ;

ClassC mad money is collected bythe State ol' Utah from gasoﬁne tax paid by consumers at the pump. A portion
of the tax is distributed by the State to the Cnty based upon the total miles of Class c roads within the City. Alt City-
owned streets within South Weber are categorized asClass C. '
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State and County grants exist that are specific for road projects, though grant funding is never guaranteed. Grant
eligibility for cumrently known grants requires the road to be functionally classified as a collector by the Utah
Department of Transpona!mn and Wasatch Front Regionai Council upon request by the City. Classification as a
collector is established by the nature and function of the road For example, 1900 East and Deer Run currently
function as co!tectors since both col}ect focat, ne!ghbomood tIafﬁc and connect them fo higher capacity arterial
roads. If 1900 East were to contmue up the hill and eventually connect to roads in Layton, it would naturally
functlon as a co!lector regard!&ss of width, mclusson of bike paths, and traffic counts, etc. :

When would thls road be paved? S SRR -

' Unknowu The: Generak Plan is a long-tenn p!anning tool that anucipates the future buitd-out of the City. Planning
for. tne road thmugh inchssioa ln lhe General Plan does not estabnsn a specmc ﬁmeline for construction.

_Wherewouldltconnectlnto Layton‘? .f s T -

. Layton's Transmrtauon Master Plan snaws a future extension of Faimeld Road to me north mat would loop
-around to the east en)soaﬁh to connect wnth Gvayhawk Dnve or Cnuu:h Street The 1900 East extensnon would
connect !nto me most nonheastem paxtof tms !oop Ithen stls constmcted. ! :

: Has money.alreadyxbeen spent on»studymg thls pl’OJECt" L i ,' : -

. Yes. Money wag Spent for me destgn and, constmcuouor tne dirt access road as pait of the water tank pro}ect
wnk:nmdudeqaslo 'studyanaiysls ammJuly2010anaddnbnaI$564900wasspemanatramcmpad
.. study byA-Trans glneennganalyzingmepotemamnpaasofamytoneonnecﬁon mestudyis posted below
2 andattmsLINK o

East Connector-TrafF ic- lmpact-ReportZ (1) pdf

What addmonal?”tudy- is’ needed?'f »,

Pnor to any pavmg design and consmtdlon two mam arm wouk! need to be studzed geotecnmc condmons &
traffic modeling: Ageotechnicai study addresses thmgs such as siope stabﬁity oomanunaﬁon and pavement
design. A traffic study would analyze thmgs such as tmmc counts des:gn e!ements such as road grade and
safety mclwdmgweathefcondiﬁmts« S : ,

Conssderabie lntormation is available that mdu:ates genera! s!ope mstabﬂliy along many areas of the south bench
ofthe Clty Those studies do not specmcally addms what it woum take for the current dirt road to be paved
safely. Before a pro;ect is undeﬂaken those specmc qu&sﬂons would need to be answered.

- Would makmg the connectton requn'e wndenlng 1900 East'? I -

The Cny's cunent Transponation Capital Facsmes Plan based on tne 2014 General Plan does not indicate 1360
East everbemg \Mdened even mhe access road were to be paved and connecmd toLayton Ctty

.Is thls belng oonsudered as a mam connec’aon to the Hill Aar Force Base East
Gate‘? P ‘

. No. The cny aclmowledga that quahty transporlanon networks are all about connection and that people typically
communicate akmg the fastest route to their deslination. Plans for Hill Air Force Base (HAFB) include a more
robust east gate entxance This road would provide connection near that entrance and while some traffic may use
the road to access HAFB the City is not ‘working wnn HAFB lo create this connection.
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Has the Crty cons:dered makmg this a toll road'?

Yes The tdw has been consndered Adectswn would need to be made prior to beglnning the actual project

When the ditt act roag extend!ng off 1900 East up to the: Cny‘s watef tank was deslgned and constmcted the

foilowmg studis rmed me pmzect

. Geotecnnfw Geneml Repou el

. Appendle GeologncHazarus ReconnamanceRepcrt o e
. Appendle Wawtch lmeglatedWasteSrteAnalyslsCPT FllesandPIots
. Geotechnml;ReponAddendum‘l Slope Stabxlny ER
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