Jackson Town Council Regular Meeting

November 19, 2018
3:00 PM
Town Council Chambers

NOTICE: THE VIDEO AND AUDIO FOR THIS MEETING ARE STREAMED TO THE PUBLIC VIA THE INTERNET AND MOBILE DEVICES WITH VIEWS
THAT ENCOMPASS ALL AREAS, PARTICIPANTS AND AUDIENCE MEMBERS. PLEASE SILENCE ALL ELECTRONIC DEVICES DURING THE MEETING

I CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL
. WORKSHOP ITEMS

Hillside LDR Regulations Update (P18-006), Regan Kohlhardt (60 minutes)

Monument Policy, Larry Pardee (20 minutes)

0 = >

15-Minute Parking Zones Along Redmond and East Broadway, Larry Pardee (20 minutes)
D. Sidewalk Snow Removal Plan, Steve Ashworth (20 minutes)
lll. PROPOSED ITEMS FOR FUTURE WORKSHOPS

A. 12/17 Storm Water Overview (Cache Creek & Flat Creek) (Floren Poliseo, 30 Minutes)
12/17 East Hansen Sidewalk Design (, 30 Minutes)
12/17 START Funding Initiative (Larry Pardee, 30 Minutes)
12/17 Liquor Code Revisions (Sandy Birdyshaw, 30 Minutes)
1/22 Boardwalk District Discussion (Johnny Ziem, 30 Minutes)

IV. ADJOURN

Please note that at any point during the meeting, the Mayor and Council may change the order of items listed on this
agenda. In order to ensure that you are present at the time your item of interest is discussed, please join the meeting
at the beginning to hear any changes to the schedule or agenda.



TOWN COUNCIL
WORKSHOP AGENDA DOCUMENTATION

PREPARATION DATE: November 15,2018 SUBMITTING DEPARTMENT: Planning Department
MEETING DATE: November 19, 2018 DEPARTMENT DIRECTOR: Tyler Sinclair
PRESENTER: Regan Kohlhardt

SUBJECT: Item P18-006: Hillsides Regulations Update

[STAFF NOTE: This Staff Report remains unchanged from the previous Council workshop
on this item on October 15, 2018, except for a discussion on the number of Town properties
expected to be impacted by new Hillside Regulations. This discussion is highlighted in italics
and can be found on page 7 beneath the Stakeholder Analysis header. The recommended
motion was also modified from the motion in the original October 15 Staff Report. The new
motion separates the solicitation of bids for drafting the regulations and the solicitation of
bids for geohazard mapping into separate motions.

PURPOSE OF WORKSHOP ITEM
The purpose of this item is to seek direction from Council on the desired process for updating the Town’s
Natural Hazard Protection Standards, specifically Section 5.4.1. Steep Slopes.

DESIRED OUTCOME
The desired outcome is for the Council to define the scope of the Steep Slopes update. Specifically, Staff seeks
direction on the following topics:

What are the Council’s general goals for the Hillside LDR update?

Does the Council have a preference for a certain type of Hillside Regulations for the Town of Jackson?
What Natural Hazards and other topics should be addressed in the update?

What type of review process does the Council prefer for the updated hillside regulations (e.g., Council
or staff approval, etc.)?

5. What should the level of public engagement for adoption of new hillside LDRs be?

Eal NS

BACKGROUND

In 2015, Town Council directed Staff to update the Town Hillside Land Development Regulations (LDRs) with
the goal of improving landslide information and identifying best practices for identifying, avoiding, and
mitigating hazards in hillside development. Direction to update the Hillside Regulations came on the heels of
the 2014 West Broadway Slide, which destroyed 2 structures and cost Town of Jackson taxpayers $6,000,000.

Current Regulations

Division 5.4 Natural Hazard Protections contains two sections that deal with development on hillsides:
e 5.4.1. Steep Slopes
e 5.4.2. Unstable Soils

Sections 5.4.1. Steep Slopes and 5.4.2. Unstable Soils are nested under Division 5.4 Natural Hazard Protection
Standards (also includes Faults, Floodplains, and Wildlalnd Urban Interface).



Current regulations generally prohibit development on slopes steeper than 25%. Exceptions to this development
prohibition include:
¢ manmade slopes,
¢ natural, small and isolated slopes less than 1,000 sq ft.
e Essential access
e Single Family Homes on lots or parcels created prior to 1994 (this exception is based on a Planning Director
interpretation intended to incorporate the same exception that applies to the Hillside CUP standards)

In addition to the general prohibition of development on slopes greater than 25%, subdivisions or development
on hillsides with slopes with an average slope greater than 10%, are required to submit a Hillside Conditional
Use Permit (CUP). The regulations exempt single-family homes on lots platted prior to 1994 from having to
submit a CUP. This exception has been expanded by the Planning Director to apply also to any parcel created
prior to 1994. In addition to the typical requirements of a CUP, hillside CUPs must include a report
summarizing impacts to wildlife, a reconnaissance level soil and subsurface investigation, a visual impact
analysis, a complete grading and drainage plan, and a landscaping plan.

Sec. 5.4.2. Unstable Soils broadly states that no development shall be permitted on unstable soil. Exceptions are
permitted where soil movement is localized and can be prevented through anchoring to substrate or other
methods.

A third section which deals with development on hillsides falls under Division 5.7 Grading, Erosion Control,
and Stormwater Management. Section 5.7.1. Grading Standards requires development on slopes greater than
25% to submit a geotechnical report or when deemed otherwise necessary by the Town Engineer. Furthermore,
it states that grading shall avoid risk of landslides, seek to stabilize the slope, and minimize cut and fill.

Sections 5.4.1, 5.4.2,5.7.1, and 5.7.2 will all be included in this update. Collectively, they will be referred to as
Hillside Regulations.

Why do our current regulations need to change?

The 2014 Broadway landslide increased awareness of the risks of developing on or around hillsides for
everyone in our community. The intent in updating our current steep slopes regulations is to reduce the risk of
similar catastrophes occurring in the future. However, it would be a mistake to assume that an update to the
regulations would prevent all risk from development-initiated landslides in the future. The goal is to reduce the
risk of harm to the private landowner and community in a way that balances the Town’s duty to protect the
health, safety, and welfare of the community against the rights of the landowner to reasonably develop their

property.

There are three main deficiencies in our current regulations that expose our community to higher levels of risk
with regard to development-triggered landslides and that also make the approval process for development on
hillsides onerous and subjective for applicants. These deficiencies include: 1) basing the trigger for further
geological study of a site only on the steepness of a slope, 2) a CUP process that is vague, subjective, and does
not clarify what level of safety we are trying to achieve, and 3) the lack of clarity around submittal requirements
and methods used for geotechnical studies on sites with steeper slopes.

1) Basing hillside regulations off slope percent is problematic because the steepness of a slope by itself
does not determine slope stability. Slope stability is determined by many factors including but not
limited to soil type, variations in soil type within one area, slope shape, presence of moisture, presence
of historical landslides, and vegetation. Shallow slopes well below 25% with specific geological
composition or at the toe of steeper slopes can move and steep slopes above 25% can be very stable
(e.g., development anchored to granite bedrock). In short, relying on slope steepness alone to trigger our
review of hillside development is an inaccurate methodology.



2) Using the Hillside Conditional Use Permit to review development on steep slopes is problematic
because the process relies on an ambiguous mixture of criteria, standards and findings to evaluate and
approve hillside projects. For example, one standard is that “the amount of terrain disturbance” should
be “considered” but there is no clarification on how much terrain disturbance is or is not acceptable,
leaving the Town to make determinations on hillside projects without objective guidance.

In addition, the current regulations require a “report summarizing wildlife use”, a reconnaissance level
soil and subsurface investigation, and a visual impact analysis. It does not specify what information
should be included in these reports, how they should be conducted, or what the reports are hoping to
achieve. The result is a vague (and often expensive) set of requirements that frustrates applicants and
still never clearly define what standard of safety is expected for hillside development.

The Hillside CUP has also proven problematic because it asks Town Council to grant approval for a
hillside project that involves highly technical data and analysis. While Council can often rely on the
expertise of its staff to help evaluate and explain technical information from applicants, in many cases
geotechnical reports are beyond the expertise of Town staff to fully review. To address this problem,
staff has used in recent years a third-party consultant to review geotechnical reports. This approach is
consistent with some other communities that may have geological/geotechnical experts on staff for
review of geotechnical reports or who contract with a geotechnical expert for third-party review. Even
so, a third-party reviewer cannot fix the fundamental problem that lies with the standards and process
itself that often puts the Council in the awkward position of having to decide whether highly technical
(and yet vague) geotechnical standards have been met.

3) Finally, the current regulations provide no direction for how applicants should carry out a geotechnical
report and no direction for how Town Staff should review a geotechnical report. Other communities
outline submittal requirements and methodologies to be used in geotechnical reports. These
specifications significantly reduce the subjectivity of the geotechnical report submission and review.
Other communities also have geological/geotechnical experts on staff for review of geotechnical reports
or they contract a geotechnical expert for third-party review. Our staff has limited expertise in
geotechnical matters and paired with the lack of specifications in the geotechnical report, cannot be
expected to review these reports for accuracy.

Staff recommends addressing these deficiencies with the Town Hillside LDRs Update. However, Staff needs
direction from Council on five topics before proceeding further with the Hillside Update. These topics are
outlined in the key issues section below and include:

1. What are the Council’s general goals for the Hillside LDR update?

2. Does the Council have a preference for a certain type of Hillside Regulations for the Town of Jackson?

3. What Natural Hazards and other topics should be addressed in the update?

4. What type of review process does the Council prefer for the updated hillside regulations (e.g., Council

or staff approval, etc.)?
5. What should the level of public engagement for adoption of new hillside LDRs be?

Key Issues

Key Issue #1: What are the Council’s general goals for the Hillside LDR update?

Before considering the more technical goals for the Hillside LDR update, the Council should be clear on what
its policy-level goals are for the update. Is the Council’s priority the safety of the property owner, the safety of
public infrastructure and/or emergency personnel, staff administration time/costs, or protecting private property
rights? All of the above? Other consideration(s)? Another way to address this issue is for the Council to ask
itself “What is the proper role or responsibility of the Town to regulate hillside development?” Staff does not

have a prepared answer on this topic, but we can try to help you in your discussion if requested.
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In thinking about this issue, the Council should consider the current purpose of Div. 5.4 Natural Hazard
Protection Standards. Currently, the purpose of Div. 5.4 is: “...to limit development in naturally hazardous
areas. Development in hazardous areas threatens the health, safety and welfare of human inhabitants. Steep
slopes, poor soils, avalanche chutes, floodplains, dense forest and areas along fault lines offer unique
opportunities for interaction with the environment, but when natural events do occur in these areas the results
can be disastrous.”

Staff recommends redefining the purpose in two ways: better define the intent of “limit development” and better
define “health, safety, and welfare of human inhabitants.” The purpose statement says the intent of the Natural
Hazards Protection Standards Division is to limit development in hazardous areas. In practice, we do little to
limit development on steep slopes, especially with the exemptions for development of single-family homes on
properties platted prior to 1994. Should incentives be pursued (e.g., density transfers), should limitations be
explored (e.g., prohibition of ARUs, graduated floor area allowances based on slope steepness), or is Council
generally comfortable allowing all types of development to occur so long as the developer submits a
geotechnical report that says the development is safe and can engineer the development to a certain level of
safety? For the purposes of this workshop, Council does not have to decide how or if it would like to consider
limiting development (incentives, use or floor area limitations, etc). Rather, staff is requesting that you decide
whether to direct staff to explore options for limiting development in hazardous areas and whether it is an
appropriate goal to include in the purpose statement of the Hillside Regulations.

To better define “health, safety, and welfare of human inhabitants,” Staff recommends clarifying that “human
inhabitants” includes residents on neighboring properties as well as the broader community. In practice,
interpretation of who is being protected by the Hillsides Regulations has been limited to the property owners on
the site that is being developed. The new regulations should better clarify what protecting the “health, safety,
and welfare of human inhabitants” really means (e.g., preventing damage to neighboring properties, preventing
damage to public infrastructure, avoiding situations where taxpayer money has to be used to clean up a
landslide triggered by development etc.).

Key Issue #2: Does Council have a preference for a certain type of Hillside Regulations for the Town of
Jackson?

Based on how the Council addresses Issue #1 above, does the Council have an initial preference for what kind
of regulations might be appropriate for the community? Namely, are more general and flexible, but vague,
regulations like the status quo appropriate or should the new regulations be more specific, with clear,
prescriptive standards that may be less flexible? Should the best practices for avoiding geohazards be
incorporated at the “gold, silver, or bronze” level? Deciding whether the regulations should be more flexible or
more prescriptive sets the stage for other decisions that must be made as part of this update.

Planning Staff has researched landslide hazard regulations in a variety of other communities including Blaine
County, 1D, Ketchum, ID, Pitkin County, CO, Jefferson County, CO, Portola Valley, CA, Portland, OR, Boise,
ID, Keslo, WA, Draper City, UT, Holladay City, UT, Weber County, UT, and Cottonwood Heights, UT. The
regulatory approach for hazard management in these communities ranges from general requirements assigning
most risk responsibility to property owners and developers (Blaine CO, Ketchum, Pitkin, Jefferson Co) to
prescriptive regulations that outline detailed steps for carrying out hazard analysis and that acknowledge the
risks to development, to neighboring properties, to public infrastructure, and general welfare (Portola Valley,
Wasatch front communities, Portland).

Based on this research, recommendations from the American Planning Association’s Landslide Hazards and
Planning publication (2005), recommendations from the Utah Geological Society’s Guidelines for Investigation
of Geologic Hazards publication (2016), and recommendations from George Machan, geological consultant
from Landslide Technologies with whom the Town of Jackson contracted to help stabilize the Broadway Slide,
Staff has concluded that the best practices of a gold-standard steep slopes regulation would likely include the

following:
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e Prescriptive Methods. Having detailed submittal requirements and checklists, methodology
requirements, and review requirements for assessing the risks of developing in hazardous area. The
intention is that the prescriptive requirements establish a minimum “standard of care” in conducting
geotechnical analysis of hazards. A minimum standard of care levels the playing field for geologic
consultants in the area and prevents a race to the bottom scenario where consultants try to win clients by
offering a less expensive but also less comprehensive analysis of geologic hazards.

e Geological Expertise. Geological expertise on staff or as an outside contractor for review of
geotechnical reports and to adjudicate conflicting professional opinions regarding risk of developing on
a site

e Mapping. Detailed mapping of geological hazards evaluating all variables contributing to unstable
conditions including slope steepness, shape of slope, soil types, drainage patterns, existence of historical
landslides, faults, etc.

Staff is looking to Council to provide direction on whether it prefers to explore this type of gold standard
program or something perhaps a little less comprehensive and more cost-conscious. From review of other
communities’ regulations, it is clear that the more prescriptive a regulation becomes, the more important it is to
have the geological expertise to draft, implement, and review those prescriptive methods. Similarly, as the
regulations become more prescriptive, it becomes more important to accurately map the areas that should be
subject to such regulations. However, contracting with a geotechnical expert to draft the regulations,
maintaining a contract with a geotechnical professional to help review the new regulations, and carrying out
more detailed mapping of geological hazard all have costs. Council should consider whether these costs are
appropriate to achieve its goals for the Hillside Update.

There are ways to reduce the cost associated
with integrating these best practices into the

Town’s Hillside Regulations. Other General Regulations

communities pass the cost of contracting Scenario 1: Status Quo with Tweaks
with a third-party to review geotechnical * Continue to rely an slope steepness for trigger of gectachnical studies
reports on to the applicant (e.g., Draper ot g, e e e o e
Clty) KeS|O, WA uses a detailed checklist guzlifications who cam carry out geotechnical reports. Reguire both a
for geoteChnicaI reportS and Only IOOkS to ﬁ:f;:::::;r:::;z:? in engineering and an engineer with expertise
external professionals for review when a * Better outline goals of geotechnical report but leave standard of care
project is particularly complex. And there are Spetificafonsds ey fandnt .

* Remowe CUP process and have Town Engineer and Planning Director
ways to reduce the cost of geohazard approve development in hillsides
mapping either by focusing on existing
information (overlaying slope steepness with Scenario 2: Third-Party Review _
SIOpe Shape, SO“ type, historical Iandsl ideS, zzle:lr;:n 1 plus imcorporating review of geotechnical reports by externsl
etc.) or relying on conservative estimates of
geological hazard based on slope steepness. Scenario 3: Checklist
Of course, the Consequences Of Sc\en_ariu 2 plus work with {.nnsulmnttcl create checklist of submittal

. . . . reguirements for geotechnical report.
COﬂSGrV&tIVEly estlmatlng our QEO|Og|C
hazards means the cost of verifying whether Scenaric 4: Mapping
the hazards exist falls more to the property Seenario 3 except replace use of slope steepness 35 trigger for
owner geotechnical studies with more detailed mapping of geological hazards.
. Scenario 5 Draper City

The SpeCtrum to the rlght presents a range Of Scenario 4 plus prescriptive methaods for geotechnical reports,
scenario Options to consider in selecti ng how prescriptive stzndards for development and grading (e.g. Draper City).

to update our regulations, from retaining our
current, more generic regulations to drafting
more prescriptive regulations. The more
prescriptive the regulations, the costlier the

Specific Regulations



process, and the more Town staff will need to depend on geologic expertise. At the same time, moving towards
a more specific, prescriptive process based on better mapping of geological hazards in the area and requiring
third-party review reduces the risks of a landslide occurring.

Planning Staff recommends updating the regulations to something between Scenario 3 and Scenario 4. Based on
current experience working with applicants on geotechnical reports, Planning Staff sees it as essential to work
with a third-party to provide expert review of geotechnical reports. Assessment of geological hazards is a
complex discipline, and Town engineering and planning department staff cannot be expected to develop the
expertise to critique the models and tests submitted in a geotechnical report. Working with a geological
consultant to develop a simple checklist of submittal requirements for a geotechnical report would help to
standardize the types of reports that are submitted. Finally, having a more detailed map of hazardous areas
creates a more accurate trigger for further geological study. Establishing prescriptive methods for geotechnical
reports as described in Scenario 5 is less important if the Town contracts with a geological expert to review
geotechnical reports, though it would reduce the subjectivity of how to carry out the reports for applicants.

In summary, Planning Staff recommends that we hire a consultant to do the following:
- Offer a range of regulatory approaches that best match the Town’s goals and capability;
- Produce a map of the Town’s geological hazards;
- Design regulations based on the assumption they will be reviewed by a third-party with expertise in
geotechnical matters

With respects to the costs associated with such an approach, Planning Staff have spoken with a consultant out of
Utah who helped with Draper City’s code. Based on this conversation, Planning Staff estimates it would take 30
to 40 hours at $150/hour to adapt Draper City’s code for Jackson and for the goals of Town Council.

Geohazard mapping would consist of having a consultant interpret the existing information we have and carry
out some field testing to confirm their analysis. We already have many of the inputs we need for mapping
including: aerial photography, LIDAR data, bedrock mapping, soils mapping, historical landslides mapping,
fault mapping, and vegetation mapping. Staff estimates mapping costs could be in the $20,000 range.

Key Issue #3: What natural hazards and other topics should be addressed in the update?

If Council wishes to exclude or include certain topics within the scope the Hillsides Update, this workshop
represents the appropriate time to do so. Staff recommends including Fault hazards as part of the update and
excluding the existing hillside wildlife impact assessments and visual resource analysis — impacts to wildlife
will be addressed in the Town’s upcoming Natural Resource Protections Update and impacts to visual resources
are addressed through Sec. 5.3.2. Scenic Resources Overlay.

Staff’s original understanding of the Hillside Update is that the focus should be prevention and avoidance of
landslides on steep slopes or on unstable soils. Div. 5.4, Natural Hazard Protection Standards, also addresses
other hazards including avalanches, Faults, Floodplains, and the Wildland Urban Interface (forest fire). Of these
three hazards, Faults and the way the LDRs address development near faults share similarities to steep slopes
and how the regulations address development on steep slopes. Faults can contribute to slope instability, and like
development on steep slopes, the Town Engineer has the authority to require geotechnical reports for projects
built within 200 ft of a fault. Consequently, Planning Staff recommends including Faults in the Hillside Update,
especially if Council chooses to work with a geological professional to help draft the regulations. The
advantages of addressing Faults, Steep Slopes, and Unstable Soils at the same time is that certain economies of
scale can be achieved in drafting standards for the geotechnical report and mapping hazards.

Key Issue #4: What type of review process does the Council prefer for the updated hillside regulations
(e.g., Council or staff approval, etc.)?

If and when new hillside regulations are adopted, would the Council prefer that the regulations be enforced at
the staff level or would the Council like to review certain types of projects? What role should public notification
and a public hearing play in a hillside project, assumingethe project does not already require Council review



based on its size or use? Put another way, if the Council adopts new regulations, for example, that are more
comprehensive and stringent, would the Council then be more comfortable with delegating to staff the
responsibility to enforce those improved rules? These are just some process questions for the Council to
consider.

Key Issue #5: Level of Public Engagement for adoption of new hillside LDRs

The process used for the Hillsides update can range from a quick update undertaken by Staff (or consultant) to a
participatory process involving stakeholder groups and public engagement events. Staff recommends choosing
the middle path and proposes a process where a consultant writes the regulations (see Key Issue #1), which are
then tweaked by a stakeholder group consisting of local geological and engineering professionals and Town
Staff members. The purpose of the stakeholder group would be to implement Council’s direction on the new
regulations by ensuring the proposed regulations are appropriate geologically and administratively for our
community.

Planning Staff recommends this option for several reasons. First, it is the most expedient option that still
guarantees some level of public engagement and input. Second, the topic is highly technical. Members of the
public could weigh in on higher level questions like the purpose of the regulations and whether to avoid, limit,
or permit development in steep slopes, but Staff would have difficulties communicating the more technical
aspects of the update, especially specifications outlined in geotechnical report submissions and review. A local
stakeholder group of professionals would, however, be able to provide input on the technical aspects.

STAKEHOLDER ANALYSIS
There is a broad spectrum of stakeholders for the Hillside LDR Update. A list of the major stakeholders is
provided below:

e Homeowners/Property Owners: Residents who own homes in hillside areas will want to know how the
new standard will affect what can be developed on their property and whether the new regulations will
affect the value of their property;

e Commercial property owners: The commercial property owners who will have an interest in this project
include those who own property just east of the Y intersection on the northern side of Broadway. The
new regulations will impact how these properties can develop or redevelop;

e Developers: New Hillside Regulations will determine the process for developing and redeveloping on
some of the last remaining vacant properties in the Town of Jackson. Establishing clear and consistent
rules for development will be a priority for this group;

e Geological/Engineering Professionals: Similar to Developers, Geological/Engineering Professionals will
be interested in the new regulations because they will determine the process for developing on hillsides.
They will be most interested in clear, consistent rules for geotechnical processes.

Depending on how the new Hillside Regulations are drafted, the update could impact up to 700 properties with
steeper slopes in the Town of Jackson. The table below categorizes the number of properties that that would be
impacted by the update according to slope steepness.

Town Parcels with Slopes

# of Parcels % of Total

3657 100%
700 19.1%
681 18.6%
626 17.1%

591 16.2%
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The new regulations could affect up to 163 vacant properties with steeper slopes. The table below categorizes
the number of vacant properties that the new regulations could apply to according to slope steepness.

Vacant Town Parcels with Slopes
# Vacant of Parcels % of Total Vacant Parcels

549 100%
163 4.5%
163 4.5%
160 4.4%
156 4.3%

Geographically, the update would impact properties located around the periphery of the Town where most
steplope exist. Themap below depicts properties with slopes over 30% in yellow.
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FISCAL IMPACT

Based on conversations with a Utah consultant who wrote Draper City’s code, Staff estimates about $6,000 for
a consult to update our current Hillside Regulations and about $20,000 for geohazard mapping.

Contracting with a third party for review of geotechnical reports would also include associated costs. Staff
estimates that such experts may charge around $150 per hour. It is likely that we would have to contract with
reviewers from outside of the community, and consequently, we may have to consider travel and
accommodation costs as well for any field visits. As previously mentioned, some communities pass the entire
cost of the third-party reviewer on to the applicant.

STAFF IMPACT

Planning Staff’s recommended approach of working with a consultant to create a checklist for geotechnical
submittal requirements, adopting a third-party review process, and carrying out some geohazard mapping would
require a significant amount of time of the Planning Director, Principal Planner, and Associate Long-Range

. Planner between now and the new vear. 8 4l




LEGAL ISSUES
Legal review by the Town Attorney is ongoing.

ATTACHMENTS
Draper City’s Geologic Hazard Regulations

SUGGESTED MOTION

I direct Staff to draft a Scope of Work for writing new Hillside Regulations and to solicit bids from a select
group of consultants for consideration by Council at a future meeting based upon direction provided at this
meeting.

I direct Staff to draft a Scope of Work for geohazard mapping and to solicit bids from a select group of
consultants for consideration by Council at a future meeting based upon direction provided at this meeting.

Note, given the specialized and technical nature of this update, Staff does not recommend using an RFP process
for selecting the appropriate consultant.

Svynopsis for PowerPoint (120 words max):

Purpose: The purpose of this item is to solicit direction from Town Council for updating the Town Hillside
Regulations. Specific questions to be addressed are:
e What kind of Hillside Regulations are appropriate for the Town of Jackson (generic versus
prescriptive)?
What topics should be addressed in the update?
What will be the purpose of the regulations?
What should the level of public engagement be?
What is the timeframe for the project?

Background: In 2015 following the landslide on West Broadway, Town Council directed Staff to update the
Town Hillside Land Development Regulations (LDRs) with goal of improving landslide information and
identifying best practices for identifying, avoiding, and mitigating hazards in hillside development.

Fiscal Impact:
~$6,000 for a consult to update our current Hillside Regulations. ~$20,000 for gechazard mapping.



Chapter 19
GEOLOGIC HAZARDS

9-19-010: PURPOSE:

A. The purpose of this geologic hazards chapter is to protect the health, safety, and welfare of the citizens of Draper City, protect Draper City's infrastructure and financial health, and
minimize adverse effects of geologic hazards to public health, safety, and property by encouraging wise land use.

B. This chapter and its appendices address surface fault rupture, slope stability, liquefaction, debris flow, and rockfall hazards, and present minimum standards and methods for
evaluating geologic hazards.

C. Results of geologic hazard studies shall comply with this chapter and its appendices. The standards set forth in the appendices are minimum requirements. More complex projects
may require more detailed and in depth evaluations than outlined herein. In addition, the appendices shall not supersede other more stringent requirements that may be required by
other regulatory agents.

D. Section 9-19-161-1, appendix A of this chapter presents geologic hazards study area maps reflecting geological concerns pertaining to development within Draper City. The maps
incorporate data obtained from previous geologic hazard studies. Site specific geologic hazard assessments performed by qualified engineering geologists shall be required prior to
developing projects located within a geologic hazards study area. In the event known or readily apparent geologic hazards exist in an area subject to a development application,
which area is not depicted on the geologic hazards study area maps, the developer shall nevertheless submit the applicable study and the process outlined in this chapter shall be
followed. (Ord. 935, 6-1-2010)

9-19-020: DEFINITIONS:

As used in this chapter:
ACCEPTABLE AND REASONABLE RISK: No loss or significant injury to occupants, no release of hazardous or toxic substances, and minimal structural damage.
ACCESSORY BUILDING: Any structure not designed for human occupancy, which may include tool or storage sheds, gazebos, and swimming pools.

ACTIVE FAULT: A fault displaying evidence of displacement along one or more of its traces during Holocene time, which is approximately ten thousand (10,000) years ago to the
present.

AVALANCHE: A large mass of snow, ice, soil or rock, or a mixture of these materials, falling, sliding, or flowing rapidly under the force of gravity.

BUILDABLE AREA: Based on an accepted engineering geology report, the portion of a site not impacted by geologic hazards, or the portion of a site where it is concluded the identified
geologic hazards can be mitigated to a level where risk to human life, property and city infrastructure are reduced and where structures may be safely sited.

CITY: The public works director, city engineer, community development director, planning manager, building official, or other Draper City employee.
CITY COUNCIL: The city council of Draper City.

CRITICAL FACILITIES: Essential, hazardous, special occupancy facilities, and occupancy categories Il and IV as defined in the currently adopted international building code, and
lifelines, such as major utility, transportation, and communication facilities and their connections to critical facilities.

DEBRIS FLOW: A slurry of rock, soil, organic material, and water transported in an extremely fast and destructive flow that flows down channels and onto and across alluvial fans;
including a continuum of sedimentation events and processes, including debris flows, debris floods, mudflows, clear water floods, and alluvial fan flooding.

DEVELOPMENT: All critical facilities, subdivisions, single- and multi-family dwellings, commercial and industrial buildings; also additions to or intensification of existing buildings, storage
facilities, pipelines and utility conveyances, and other land uses.

ENGINEERING GEOLOGIST: A Utah licensed geologist, who, through education, training, and experience, is competent in applying geologic data, geologic techniques, and geologic
principles, which includes conducting field investigations, so that geologic conditions and geologic factors affecting engineered works, groundwater resources, and land use planning are
recognized, adequately interpreted, and clearly presented for use in engineering practice, land use planning, and for the protection of the public, and who utilizes specialized geologic
training and experience to provide quantitative geologic information and recommendations and also works with and for land use planners, environmental specialists, architects, public
policymakers, and property owners to provide geologic information on which decisions can be made.

ENGINEERING GEOLOGY: Geologic work that is relevant to engineering and environmental concerns, and the public health, safety, and welfare. "Engineering geology" is the
application of geological data, principles, and interpretation so that geological factors affecting planning, design, construction, and maintenance of engineered works, land use planning,
and groundwater resources are adequately recognized and properly interpreted for use in engineering, land use planning, and related practice.

ESSENTIAL FACILITY: Buildings and other structures intended to remain operational in the event of an adverse geologic event, including all structures defined in section 9-19-160,
"Table 1", of this chapter.

FAULT: A fracture in the earth's crust forming a boundary between rock or soil masses that have moved relative to each other.

FAULT SCARP: A steep slope or cliff formed by movement along a fault.

FAULT SETBACK: An area on either side of a fault within which structures for human occupancy or critical facilities or their structural supports are not permitted.
FAULT TRACE: The intersection of a fault plane with the ground surface, often present as a fault scarp, or detected as a lineament on aerial photographs.
FAULT ZONE: A corridor of variable width along one or more fault traces, within which deformation has occurred.

GEOLOGIC HAZARD: A surface fault rupture, liquefaction, slope stability, landslide, debris flow, and rockfall that may present a risk to life or property.

GEOLOGIC HAZARD STUDY AREA: A potentially hazardous area as shown on the geologic hazard study area maps within which hazard investigations are required prior to
development.

GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEER: A professional, Utah licensed engineer who, through education, training and experience, is competent in the field of geotechnical engineering.

GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING: The investigation and engineering evaluation of earth materials, including soil, rock, and manmade materials and their interaction with earth retention
systems, foundations, and other civil engineering works. The practice involves the fields of soil mechanics, rock mechanics, and earth sciences and requires knowledge of engineering



laws, formulas, construction techniques, and performance evaluation of engineering.
GOVERNING BODY: The city council, or a designee of the city council.

LANDSLIDE: The downslope movement of a mass of soil, surficial deposits or bedrock, including a continuum of processes between landslides, earth flows, debris flows and debris
avalanches, and rockfalls.

LIQUEFACTION: A process by which certain water saturated soils lose bearing strength because of earthquake related ground shaking and subsequent increase of groundwater pore
pressure.

NONBUILDABLE AREA: That portion of a site which a geologic hazards report has concluded may be impacted by geologic hazards and where the siting of critical facilities is not
permitted.

ROCKFALL: A rock or mass of rock, newly detached from a cliff or other steep slope which moves downslope by falling, rolling, toppling, or bouncing; includes rockslides, rockfall
avalanches, and talus.

SETBACK: An area within which support of critical facilities is not permitted.

SLOPE STABILITY: The resistance of a natural or artificial slope or other inclined surface to failure by landsliding, usually assessed under both static and dynamic (earthquake induced)
conditions.

SNOW AVALANCHE: A mass of predominantly snow and ice, but also including a mixture of soil or rock and organic debris, falling, sliding, and/or flowing rapidly under the force of
gravity.

STRUCTURE DESIGNED FOR HUMAN OCCUPANCY: Any residential dwelling or any other structure used or intended for supporting or sheltering any use or occupancy, which is
expected to have an occupancy rate of at least two thousand (2,000) person hours per year, but does not include an accessory building.

TALUS: Rock fragments lying at the base of a cliff or a very steep rocky slope. (Ord. 935, 6-1-2010; amd. Ord. 1132, 2-17-2015)

9-19-030: APPLICABILITY:

The regulations contained in this chapter shall apply to all lands in Draper City. (Ord. 935, 6-1-2010)

9-19-040: RESPONSIBILITY FOR GEOLOGIC HAZARD STUDIES:

Geologic hazard studies often involve both engineering geology and geotechnical engineering. Engineering geologic studies shall be performed under the direct supervision of a
qualified engineering geologist. Geotechnical engineering studies shall be performed under the direct supervision of a qualified geotechnical engineer. (Ord. 935, 6-1-2010)

9-19-050: MINIMUM QUALIFICATIONS OF THE GEOLOGIST:

Engineering geology and the evaluation of geologic hazards is a specialized discipline within the practice of geology requiring technical expertise and knowledge of techniques not
commonly used in other geologic investigations. Therefore, geologic hazard investigations involving engineering geologic studies shall only be accepted by Draper City when conducted
and signed by a qualified engineering geologist. The minimum qualifications of the engineering geologist who performs geologic hazard investigations are:

A. An undergraduate or graduate degree in geology, engineering geology, or geological engineering, or closely related field, from an accredited college or university;

B. Five (5) full years of experience in a responsible position in the field of engineering geology in Utah, or in a state with similar geologic hazards and regulatory environment. This
experience must demonstrate the engineering geologist's knowledge and application of appropriate techniques in performing geologic hazard studies; and

C. A Utah state professional geologist's license. (Ord. 935, 6-1-2010)

9-19-060: MINIMUM QUALIFICATIONS OF THE ENGINEER:

Evaluation and mitigation of geologic hazards often require contributions from a qualified geotechnical engineer, particularly in the design of mitigation measures. Geotechnical
engineering is a specialized discipline within the practice of civil engineering requiring technical expertise and knowledge of techniques not commonly used in civil engineering
investigations. Therefore, geologic hazard investigations requiring contributions from a qualified geotechnical engineer will only be accepted by Draper City when also signed and sealed
by a qualified geotechnical engineer. Minimum qualifications of the geotechnical engineer who participates in geologic hazard investigations are:

A. A graduate degree in civil engineering, with an emphasis in geotechnical engineering; or a B.S. degree in civil engineering with twelve (12) semester hours of post-B.S. credit in
geotechnical engineering, or course content related to evaluation of geologic hazards, from an accredited college or university;

B. Five (5) full years of experience in a responsible position in the field of geotechnical engineering in Utah, or in a state with similar geologic hazards and regulatory environment, and
experience demonstrating the engineer's knowledge and application of appropriate techniques in participating in geologic hazard studies; and

C. A Utah state professional engineer's license. (Ord. 935, 6-1-2010)

9-19-070: PRELIMINARY ACTIVITIES:
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A. Development Improvements: This section shall apply to any geologic hazard investigation for the purpose of determining the feasibility of development or for the purpose of exploring,
evaluating or establishing locations for permanent improvements.

B. Scoping Meeting: The developer or consultant shall schedule a scoping meeting with the city to evaluate the engineering geologist/geotechnical engineer's investigative approach. At
this meeting, the consultant shall present a work plan that includes locations of anticipated geologic hazards and locations of proposed exploratory excavations, such as trenches,
borings, and CPT soundings, which meet the minimum standard of practice. The investigation approach should allow for flexibility due to unexpected site conditions. Field findings
may require modifications to the work plan. Upon completion of a successful scoping meeting, a land disturbance permit application may be submitted to Draper City.

C. Land Disturbance Permit: As required by title 18 of this code and except as otherwise noted therein, no person shall commence or perform any land disturbance, grading, relocation
of earth, or any other land disturbance activity, without first obtaining a land disturbance permit. Application for a land disturbance permit shall be filed with the city engineer on forms
furnished by the city for such purposes only after a scoping meeting has taken place.

D. Responsible Contact: The applicant shall specify a primary contact responsible for coordination with the city during the land disturbance activity. (Ord. 935, 6-1-2010)

9-19-080: GEOLOGIC HAZARDS STUDY AREA MAPS:

A. Geologic hazards study area maps are prepared using the best available scientific information but are necessarily generalized and designed only to indicate areas where hazards
may exist and where geologic hazards studies are required. Because the geologic hazards study area maps are prepared at a nonsite specific scale, hazards may exist that are not
shown on the geologic hazards study area maps. The fact that a site is not in a geologic hazards study area for a particular hazard does not exempt the applicant from considering
the hazard if evidence is found that it may exist. If it is subsequently determined that the site has geologic hazards that are not shown on the geologic hazards study area maps, the
review process will be pursuant to this chapter.

B. Geologic hazards study area boundaries shown on the maps will not be systematically adjusted as each individual site specific study indicates whether or not an actual hazard exists
at a site because geologic hazards study area maps are meant only to indicate where scientific evidence indicates a hazard may exist. However, geologic hazards study area maps
may be updated and amended by the city if found to be inaccurate or in error, or as new methods or data are developed to better define areas of potential hazards.

C. Where geologic hazards study area maps are thought by an applicant to be inaccurate or in error and require revision, the applicant shall submit to the city technical evidence by a
qualified professional supporting the claim and showing the proposed revision. The city will review the information and render a decision. The applicant may appeal that decision to
the city council. (Ord. 935, 6-1-2010)

9-19-090: GEOLOGIC HAZARD STUDIES AND REPORTS REQUIRED:

Any applicant requesting development approval on a parcel of land within a geologic hazard study area or where there are known or readily apparent geologic hazards and the area is
not depicted on the geologic hazards study area maps, shall submit to the city five (5) paper copies and one electronic copy of a site specific geologic hazard study report. (Ord. 935, 6-
1-2010)

9-19-100: GEOLOGIC HAZARD REPORTS:

A. Each geologic hazards report shall be site specific and shall identify all known or suspected potential geologic hazards, originating on site or off site, whether previously identified or
previously unrecognized, that may affect the subject property. All geologic hazards reports shall include the original or wet signature and professional seal, both in blue ink, of the
qualified professional. Geologic hazards reports coprepared by professional geologists and engineers must include both professionals' original signature and seal in blue ink.

B. Surface fault rupture reports shall contain all requirements as described in section 9-19-161-2, "Appendix B, Minimum Standards For Surface Fault Rupture Hazard Studies", of this
chapter. Surface fault rupture studies shall be prepared by a qualified engineering geologist.

C. Slope stability and landslide reports shall contain all requirements as described in section 9-19-161-3, "Appendix C, Minimum Standards For Slope Stability Analysis", of this chapter.
Slope stability and landslide studies shall be prepared by a qualified engineering geologist and a qualified geotechnical engineer.

D. Liquefaction reports shall contain all requirements as described in section 9-19-161-4, "Appendix D, Minimum Standards For Liquefaction Investigations And Evaluations”, of this
chapter. Liquefaction analyses shall be prepared by a qualified geotechnical engineer. Liquefaction investigations are not required for residential construction classified in the
international residential code as R-3.

E. Debris flow reports shall contain all requirements as described in section 9-19-161-5, "Appendix E, Minimum Standards For Debris Flow Analyses", of this chapter. Debris flow hazard
investigations shall be prepared by a qualified engineering geologist. Mitigation measures will generally require contributions from geotechnical engineers, hydrologists, or civil
engineers.

F. Rockfall reports shall contain all requirements as described in section 9-19-161-6, "Appendix F, Minimum Standards For Rockfall Analyses", of this chapter. Rockfall studies shall be
prepared by a qualified engineering geologist. Mitigation measures will generally require contributions from geotechnical and/or civil engineers.

G. All geologic hazards reports shall include, at a minimum:

1. A one to twenty four thousand (1:24,000) scale geologic map, with references, showing the general surface geology (landslides, alluvial fans, etc.), bedrock geology where
exposed, bedding attitudes, faults, and other geologic structural features;
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2. A detailed site map of the subject area, at a scale equal to or more detailed than one inch equals two hundred feet (1" = 200'), showing the locations of subsurface investigations
and site specific geologic mapping performed as part of the geologic investigation, including boundaries and features related to any geologic hazards, topography, and drainage.
The site map must show the location and boundaries of the property, geologic hazards, delineation of any recommended setback distances from hazards, and recommended
locations for structures. Buildable and nonbuildable areas shall be clearly identified;

3. Trench logs, when applicable, prepared in the field and presented in the geologic hazard report at a scale equal to or more detailed than one inch equals five feet (1" = 5');

4. Boring logs when applicable, prepared with standard geologic nomenclature;

5. Listing of aerial photographs used and other supporting information, as applicable;

6. Conclusions, clearly supported by adequate data included in the report, that summarize the characteristics of the geologic hazards, and that address the potential effects of the
geologic conditions and geologic hazards on the proposed development and occupants thereof, particularly in terms of risk and potential damage;

7. Specific recommendations for additional or more detailed studies, as may be required to understand or quantify a geologic hazard;

8. An evaluation of whether or not mitigation measures are required, including an evaluation of multiple mitigation options;

9. Specific recommendations for avoidance or mitigation of the effects of the hazards, consistent with the purposes set forth in section 9-19-010 of this chapter, including design or
performance criteria for engineered mitigation measures and all supporting calculations, analyses, modeling or other methods, and assumptions. Final design plans and
specifications for engineered mitigation must be signed and stamped by a qualified geotechnical, civil and/or structural engineer, as appropriate;

10. Data upon which recommendations and conclusions are based, shall be clearly stated in the report; and

11. A statement shall be provided regarding the suitability of the proposed development from a geologic hazard perspective.

H. When a submitted report does not contain adequate data to support its findings, additional or more detailed studies shall be required to explain or quantify a particular geologic
hazard or to describe how mitigation measures recommended in the report are appropriate and adequate. (Ord. 935, 6-1-2010)

9-19-110: REVIEW OF GEOLOGIC HAZARD REPORTS:

A. Scope: The city shall review any proposed land use which requires preparation of a geologic hazards report under this chapter to determine the possible risks to the safety of
persons, property and city infrastructure from geologic hazards.

B. Submittal: Prior to consideration of any request for preliminary plat approval or site plan approval, the geologic hazards report, if required, shall be submitted to the city for review.

C. Time Frame For Review: The city will complete each review in a reasonable time frame, not to exceed forty five (45) days.

D. Costs Borne By Applicant: All direct costs associated with the review of geologic hazard studies shall be paid by the applicant.

E. Records: The city shall retain a copy of each geologic report in the planning division project file.

F. Standards: The city shall determine whether the report complies with all of the following standards:

1. A suitable geologic hazard report has been prepared by qualified professionals.

2. The proposed land use does not present an unreasonable risk to the health, safety, and welfare of persons or property, including buildings, storm drains, public streets, culinary
water facilities, utilities or critical facilities, whether off site or on site, or to the aesthetics and natural functions of the landscape, such as slopes, streams or other waterways,
drainage, or wildlife habitat, whether off site or on site, because of the presence of geologic hazards or because of modifications to the site due to the proposed land use.

3. The proposed land use demonstrates that, consistent with the state of the practice, the identified geologic hazards can be mitigated to a level where the risk to human life and
damage to property are reduced to an acceptable and reasonable level in a manner which will not violate applicable federal, state, or local statutes, ordinances or regulations.
Mitigation measures should consider, in their design, the intended aesthetic functions of other governing ordinances, such as the sensitive lands overlay zone. The applicant must

include with the geologic hazards report a mitigation plan that defines how the identified hazards or limitations will be addressed without impacting or adversely affecting off site
areas. Mitigation measures must be reasonable and practical to implement especially if such measures require ongoing maintenance by property owners.

G. Additional Requirements: The city may set other requirements as are necessary to overcome any geologic hazards and to ensure that the purposes of this chapter are met. These
requirements may include, but are not limited to:

1. Additional or more detailed studies to understand or quantify the hazard or determine whether mitigation measures recommended in the report are adequate;
2. Specific mitigation requirements; establishing buildable and nonbuildable areas; limitations on slope grading and controls on grading, or revegetation;

3. Grading plans, when required, shall be prepared, signed and sealed by a licensed professional engineer. As built grading plans, when required, shall be signed and sealed by the
project geotechnical engineer as well as the professional engineer that prepared the grading plans. Grading plans, when required, shall include, at a minimum, the following:

a. Maps of existing and proposed contours;

b. Present and proposed slopes for each graded area;

c. Existing and proposed drainage patterns;

d. Location and depth of all proposed cuts and fills;

e. Description of methods to be employed to achieve stabilization and compaction;

f. Location and capacities of proposed drainage, structures, and erosion control measures based on maximum runoff for a 100-year storm;

g. Location of existing buildings or structures on or within one hundred feet (100') of the site, or which may be affected by proposed grading and construction; and
h. Plan for monitoring and documentation of testing, field inspections during grading, and reporting to the city.
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4. Installation of monitoring equipment and seasonal monitoring of surface and subsurface geologic conditions, including groundwater levels; and

5. Other requirements such as time schedules for completion of the mitigation and phasing of development.

H. Condition Of Approval: Draper City may also set requirements necessary to protect the health, safety, and welfare of the citizens of Draper City, protect Draper City's infrastructure
and financial health, and minimize potential adverse effects of geologic hazards to public health, safety, and property as a condition of approval of any development which requires a
geologic hazards report.

1. On Site Professional; Final Inspection: Draper City may require a qualified professional be on site, at the cost of the developer, during certain phases of construction, particularly
during grading phases and the construction of retaining walls. For any real property with respect to which development has proceeded on the basis of a geologic or geotechnical
report which has been accepted by the city, no final inspection shall be completed or certificate of occupancy issued or performance bond released until the geotechnical engineer or
engineering geologist who signed and approved the report certifies, in writing, that the completed improvements and structures conform to the descriptions and requirements
contained in said report.

J. Appeal: An applicant may appeal any decision made under the provisions of this chapter only after the city has issued a written review of a report, and shall set forth the specific
grounds or issues upon which the appeal is based. The appeal shall be submitted in writing to the director of community development within thirty (30) days of the issuance of the
written review or other decision. The city shall assemble a professional panel of three (3) qualified experts to serve as the appeal authority for any technical dispute. The panel shall
consist of an expert designated by the city, an expert designated by the applicant, and an expert chosen by the city's and the applicant's designated experts. If the city's and the
applicant's designated experts cannot reach a consensus of the third expert within thirty (30) days, the city shall select the third expert. Decisions of the panel will be binding and will
be based on the majority decision of the panel. The costs of the appeal process shall be paid by the applicant. (Ord. 935, 6-1-2010)

9-19-120: DISCLOSURE WHEN A GEOLOGIC HAZARD REPORT IS REQUIRED:

A. Form Of Disclosure: Whenever a geologic hazards report is required under this chapter, the owner of the parcel shall record a notice running with the land in a form satisfactory to
Draper City prior to the approval of any development or subdivision of such parcel. Disclosure shall include signing a disclosure and acknowledgment form provided by the city,
which includes:

1. Notice that the parcel is located within a geologic hazards study area as shown on the geologic hazards study area map or as otherwise defined in this chapter; and

2. Notice that a geologic hazards report was prepared and is available for public inspection in the city's files.

B. Additional Notification On Plat: Where geologic hazards and related setbacks are delineated in a subdivision, the owner shall also place additional notification on the plat stating the
above information, prior to final approval of the plat. (Ord. 935, 6-1-2010)

9-19-130: WARNING AND DISCLAIMER:

The geologic hazards study area maps represent only those potentially hazardous areas known to Draper City and should not be construed to include all possible potential hazard
areas. This chapter and the geologic hazards study area maps may be amended as new information becomes available pursuant to procedures set forth in section 9-5-060 of this title.
The provisions of this chapter do not in any way assure or imply that areas outside the geologic hazards study area maps boundaries are free from the possible adverse effects of
geologic hazards. This chapter shall not create any liability on the part of Draper City, any Draper City officer, Draper City reviewer, or Draper City employee thereof, for any damages
from geologic hazards that result from reliance on this chapter or any administrative requirement or decision lawfully made hereunder. (Ord. 935, 6-1-2010)

9-19-140: CHANGE OF USE:

No change in use which results in the conversion of a building or structure from one not used for human occupancy to one that is so used shall be permitted unless the building or
structure complies with the provisions of this chapter. (Ord. 935, 6-1-2010)

9-19-150: CONFLICTING REGULATIONS:

In cases of conflict between the provisions of existing zoning classifications, building code, subdivision ordinance, or any other ordinance of Draper City and the geologic hazards
ordinance codified in this chapter, the most restrictive provision shall apply. (Ord. 935, 6-1-2010)

9-19-160: TABLE 1:

In the event of failure, the following buildings and structures represent a substantial hazard to human life:

1.Those where more than 300 people congregate in one area;

2.Elementary schools, secondary schools, or daycare facilities with an occupancy greater than 250;

3.Those colleges or adult education facilities with an occupancy greater than 500;

4 Healthcare facilities with an occupancy greater than 50 or more resident patients but not having surgery or emergency treatment facilities;
5.Jails and detention facilities;

6.Any structure with an occupancy greater than 1,000;

7.Power generating stations, water treatment or storage for potable water, wastewater treatment facilities and other public utility facilities; and
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8.Those containing toxic or explosive substances that would be dangerous to the public if released.

The following buildings and structures are designated as essential facilities, including, but not limited to:

1.Hospitals and other care facilities having surgery or emergency treatment facilities;

2.Fire, rescue and police stations and emergency vehicle garages and fueling facilities;

3.Designated emergency shelters;

4. Designated emergency preparedness, communications, and operation centers and other facilities required for emergency response;

5.Power generating stations and other public utility facilities required as emergency backup facilities for facilities and structures included in this table;
6.Structures containing highly toxic materials as defined by the most recently adopted version of the IBC;

7.Aviation control towers, air traffic centers and emergency aircraft hangars;

8.Buildings and other structures having critical national defense functions; and

9.Water treatment and storage facilities required to maintain water pressure for fire suppression.

(Ord. 796, 12-11-2007)

9-19-161: APPENDICES:

9-19-161-1: APPENDIX A, GEOLOGIC HAZARDS STUDY AREA MAPS:

PLATE A-1: SURFACE FAULT RUPTURE HAZARD SPECIAL STUDY AREA MAP
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PLATE A-2: LIQUEFACTION SPECIAL STUDY AREA MAP
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PLATE A-3: SLOPE STABILITY SPECIAL STUDY AREA MAP

17



Draper City Geologic Hazards Ordinance

Slope Stability Special Study Area Map
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PLATE A-4: DEBRIS FLOW SPECIAL STUDY AREA MAP
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Draper City Geologic Hazards Ordinance
Debris Flow Special Study Area Map
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PLATE A-5: ROCKFALL SPECIAL STUDY AREA MAP
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Draper City Geologic Hazards Ordinance
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(Ord. 796, 12-11-2007)

9-19-161-2: APPENDIX B, MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR SURFACE FAULT RUPTURE HAZARD STUDIES:

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Wasatch Fault Zone (WFZ) is a major tectonic feature in the western United States, extending for about 230 miles from near Fayette, Utah at the south to near Malad, Idaho
at the north. Surface faulting has occurred along the WFZ in northern Utah throughout late Pleistocene and Holocene time (Lund, 1990; Black and others, 2003). "Surface faulting"
is fault-related offset or displacement of the ground surface that may occur in an earthquake.

The WFZ consists of a series of normal-slip fault segments with relative movement down to the west and up to the east. Ten major fault segments are recognized along the WFZ
(Machette and others, 1992), which are believed to be independent in regard to their potential for surface faulting. These segments have distinct geomorphic expression and are
clearly visible on aerial photographs.

In Salt Lake Valley, the WFZ is represented by the Salt Lake City segment which extends for 23. miles along the eastern edge of the valley (Lund, 1990). A portion of the Salt Lake
City segment of the WFZ is present within the east part of the City (Personius and Scott, 1992; Machette, 1992).

Repeated Holocene movement has been well documented along the Salt Lake City segment. Studies along Wasatch Boulevard near the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon and
at South Fork Dry Creek indicate at least four major earthquake events in the last 6,000 years (Black and others, 2003).
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If a fault were to break the ground surface beneath a building, significant damage could occur, perhaps resulting in injuries or loss of life. To reduce risk from surface-fault-rupture
hazards and to protect public health and safety, the City has defined Surface-Fault-Rupture Special Study Areas, Quaternary faults located within the Surface-Fault-Rupture
Special Study Areas should be considered active until proven otherwise.

To ensure that buildings are not sited across Holocene-age (active) faults, the Draper City Geologic Hazards Ordinance (Article 4, chapter 9-19 of the Draper City Municipal Code)
requires a site-specific geologic investigation of the portion of the property situated within the Surface-Fault-Rupture Special Study Area. The primary purposes of the geologic
investigation are to assess the surface fault rupture potential of the property and to assess the suitability of the property for the proposed development from the standpoint of
surface fault rupture. If a fault is discovered and determined (or presumed) to be Holocene-age (i.e., "active"), appropriate building setbacks from the fault are required such that
structures are not located astride the fault trace. Building setbacks must be established prior to development of sites located within the Surface-Fault-Rupture Special Study Area.

A site-specific surface-fault-rupture-hazard study includes a field investigation (usually involving the excavation and geologic documentation of a trench) and report. This appendix
describes the minimum standards required by the City for surface-fault-rupture-hazard studies.

The purpose of establishing minimum standards for surface fault rupture hazard studies is to:

(a) Protect the health, safety, welfare, and property of the public by minimizing the potentially adverse effects of surface fault rupture and related hazards;
(b) Assist property owners and land developers within the Surface-Fault-Rupture Special Study Area in conducting reasonable and adequate studies;
(c) Provide consulting engineering geologists with a common basis for preparing proposals, conducting investigations, and recommending setbacks; and,

(d) Provide an objective framework for review of fault study report.

The procedures outlined herein are intended to provide the developer and consulting engineering geologist with an outline of appropriate exploration methods, standardized report
information, and expectations of the City.

These standards constitute the minimum level of effort required in conducting surface-fault-rupture-hazard special studies in the City. Considering the complexity of evaluating
surface and near-surface faults, additional effort beyond the minimum standards may be required at some sites to adequately address the fault hazard. The information presented

herein does not relieve the engineering geologist from his/her duty to perform additional geologic or engineering services he/she believes are necessary to assess the fault rupture
potential at a site.

1.1 References and Sources

The minimum standards presented herein were developed from the following sources:

(a) Guidelines for Evaluating Surface Fault Rupture Hazards in Utah (AEG, 1987).

(b) Guidelines to geologic and seismic reports, (CDMG, 1986a).

(c) Guidelines for preparing engineering geologic reports (CDMG, 1986b).

(d) Guidelines for Evaluating Potential Surface Fault Rupture/Land Subsidence Hazards in Nevada (Nevada Earthquake Safety Council, 1998).
(e) Fault Setback Requirements to Reduce Fault Rupture Hazards in Salt Lake County (Batatian and Nelson, 1999).

(f) Salt Lake County Geologic Hazards Ordinance (2002).

(g) Draper City geologic hazard ordinance (2003).

(h) Guidelines for evaluating surface-fault-rupture hazards in Utah: Christenson and others (2003).

1.2 Properties Requiring a Fault Investigation

A fault study is required, prior to approval of any land use, for properties situated within Surface Fault Rupture Study Areas, as shown on the Surface Fault Rupture Study Area
map (Plate A-1). This map identifies known active faults in the City, and defines special study areas where site-specific geologic investigations are required. Development of any
parcel within a Surface Fault Rupture Study Areas requires submittal and review of a site-specific fault study prior to receiving a land use or building permit from the City. It is the
responsibility of the applicant to retain a qualified engineering geologist to perform the fault study (see Draper City Geologic Hazards Ordinance 9-19).

In addition, a fault investigation may be required if on site or nearby fault-related features not shown on the Surface Fault Rupture Study Area map are identified during the course
of other geologic or geotechnical studies performed on or near the site or during construction.

2.0 MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR FAULT STUDIES

Following are the minimum standards for a comprehensive fault investigation. Fault investigations may be reported in conjunction with other geological and geotechnical
investigations, or may be submitted separately. See Draper City Geologic Hazards Ordinance (9-19) for supplemental requirements.

2.1 Scoping Meeting

The developer's consultant must schedule a scoping meeting with the City to evaluate the fault investigation approach. At this meeting, the consultant should present a site
plan that includes: proposed building locations (if known); expected fault location(s) and orientation; and the proposed trench locations, orientation, length, and depth (see
section 2.3, Fault Investigation Method). The investigative approach should allow for flexibility due to unexpected site conditions; field findings may require modifications to the
work plan.

2.2 Fault Investigation Method

Inherent in fault study methods is the assumption that future faulting will recur along pre-existing faults and in a manner consistent with past displacement. The focus of fault
investigations is therefore to accurately locate existing faults. If faults are documented, the investigation shall also 1) evaluate the age of movement along the fault trace(s),
and 2) estimate amounts of past displacement, which is required in order to derive fault setbacks.

2.2.1 Previous Studies and Aerial Photograph Review

A fault investigation shall include review of available literature pertinent to the site and vicinity, including previous published and unpublished geologic/soils reports, and
interpretation of available stereo-paired aerial photographs. The photographs reviewed should include more than one set and should include pre-urbanization aerial
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photographs, if available. Efforts must be made to accurately plot the locations of mapped or inferred fault traces on the property as shown by previous studies in the area.
2.2.2 Exploration Methods

Subsurface exploration consisting of trenching is required. The engineering geologist shall clean and document ("log") trench exposures as described in section 2.3.5. Existing
faults may also be identified and mapped in the field by direct observation of young, fault-related geomorphic features, and by examination of aerial photographs. When
trenching is not feasible (i.e., the presence of shallow ground water, excessive thickness of fill, etc.), supplemental methods such as closely spaced Cone Penetration Test
(CPT) soundings may be employed. Such supplemental methods must be discussed with the City prior to implementation and should be clearly described in the report.

In lieu of conventional trenching or the CPT method, an alternative subsurface exploration program may be acceptable, depending upon site conditions. Such a program may
consist of a sufficient number of closely spaced downhole-logged bucket-auger borings, geophysical exploration techniques, or a combination of techniques.

When an alternative exploration program is proposed, a written description of the proposed exploration program along with an exploration plan should be submitted to the City
for review, prior to the exploration. The plan must include, at a minimum, a map of suitable scale showing the site limits, surface geologic conditions within several thousand
feet of the site boundary, the location and type of the proposed alternative subsurface exploration, and the anticipated earth materials present at depth on the site.

The actual subsurface exploration program to be used on any specific parcel will be determined on an individual basis, considering the current state of technical knowledge
about the fault zone and information gained from previous exploration on adjacent or nearby parcels. At all times, consideration must be given to safety, and trenching should
comply with all applicable safety regulations.

2.2.3 Trench Siting

Exploratory trenches must be oriented approximately perpendicular to the anticipated trend of known fault traces. The trenches shall provide the minimum footage of trenching
necessary to explore the portion of the property situated in the surface-fault-rupture special study area, such that the potential for surface fault rupture may be adequately
assessed. When trenching to determine if faults might affect a proposed building site, the trench should extend beyond the building footprint at least the minimum setback
distance for the building type (see Table A-1).

Test pits or potholes alone are neither adequate nor acceptable. In some instances more than one trench may be required to cover the entire building area, particularly if the
proposed development involves more than one building. Where feasible, trenches shall be located outside the proposed building footprint, as the trench is generally backfilled
without compaction, which could lead to differential settlement beneath the footings. Supplemental trenching may be required in order to: 1) further refine fault locations (or the
absence thereof); 2) accurately define building restriction areas, and/or; 3) provide additional exposures for evaluating the age of movement along fault traces.

2.2.4 Location Determination

All trenches and fault locations must be surveyed by a registered professional land surveyor. Fault locations should be surveyed with an accuracy of about 0.1 foot or better,
so that structural setbacks can be developed.

2.2.5 Depth of Excavation

The depth of the trenches will ultimately depend on the trench location, occurrence of ground water, stability of subsurface deposits, and the geologic age of the subsurface
geologic units. As a minimum, however, trenches shall extend substantially below the A and B soil horizons and well into distinctly bedded Pleistocene-age materials, if
possible. Where possible, the trenches should extend below Holocene deposits and should expose contacts between Holocene materials and the underlying older materials.

Appropriate safety measures pertaining to trench safety for ingress, egress, and working in or in the vicinity of the trench must be implemented and maintained. It is the
responsibility of the person in the field directing trench excavation to ensure that fault trenches are excavated in compliance with current Occupational Safety and Health
Administration excavation safety regulations.

Trench backfilling methods and procedures should be documented in order to establish whether additional corrective excavation, backfilling, and compaction should be
performed at the time of site grading.

In cases where Holocene (i.e., active) faults may be present, but pre-Holocene deposits are below the practical limit of excavation, the trenches must extend at least through
sediments that are clearly older than several fault recurrence intervals. The practical limitations of the trenching must be acknowledged in the report and recommendations
must reflect resulting uncertainties.

2.2.6 Documenting Trench Exposures

Trench walls shall be cleaned of debris and backhoe smear prior to documentation. Trench logs shall be carefully drawn in the field at a minimum scale of 1-inch equals 5-feet
(1:60) following standard and accepted fault trench investigation practices. Vertical and horizontal control must be used and shown on trench logs. Trench logs must document
all significant geologic information from the trench and should graphically represent the geologic units observed; see section 2.6.3(E). The strike, dip, and net vertical
displacement (or minimum displacement) of faults must be noted.

2.2.7 Age Dating

The engineering geologist shall interpret the ages of geologic units exposed in the trench. When necessary, radiocarbon or other age determinations methods shall be used. If
evidence of faulting is documented, efforts shall be made to date the time of latest movement (to determine whether recent (Holocene) displacement has occurred) using
appropriate geologic and/or soil stratigraphic dating techniques. When necessary, obtain radiocarbon or other age determinations. If soil stratigraphic dating techniques are
used, a geologist experienced in using the techniques and soil-development rates in the area should perform them.

Many of the surficial deposits within Salt Lake Valley were deposited during the last pluvial lake cycle, referred to as the Bonneville lake cycle. Although late-stage Bonneville
lake cycle sediments do not correspond to the Pleistocene-Holocene boundary (i.e., Bonneville lake cycle deposits are older than 10,000 years old), for purposes of
evaluating fault activity, these deposits provide a useful regional datum (particularly so when the entire Holocene sequence of sediments is not present).

For practical purposes, and due to documented Holocene displacement along the Salt Lake segment of the Wasatch fault, any fault which displaces late-stage Bonneville
Lake Cycle deposits should be considered active unless the Bonneville deposits are overlain by clearly unfaulted early Holocene-age deposits. Conversely, the presence of
demonstrably unbroken, undeformed, and stratigraphically continuous Bonneville sediments constitutes reasonable geologic evidence for the absence of active faulting.

2.3 Field Review

A field review by the City is required during exploratory trenching. The applicant must provide a minimum of 48-hours notice to schedule the field review with the City. The
trenches should be open, safe, cleaned, and a preliminary log completed at the time of the review. The field review allows the City to evaluate the subsurface data (i.e., age
and type of sediments; presence/absence of faulting, etc.) with the consultant. Discussions about questionable features or an appropriate setback distance are encouraged,
but the City will not help log the trench, explain the stratigraphy, or give verbal approval of the proposed development during the field review.
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2.4 Recommendations for Fault Setbacks

To address wide discrepancies in fault setback recommendations, the City has adopted the fault setback calculation methodology for normal faults of Batatian and Nelson
(1999) and Christenson and others (2003). The consultant should use this method to establish the recommended fault setback for critical facilities and structures designed for
human occupancy. If another fault setback method is used, the consultant must provide justification in the report for the method used. Faults and fault setbacks must be
clearly identified on site plans and maps.

Minimum setbacks are based on the type and occupancy of the proposed structures (see Table A-1). A setback should be calculated using the formulas presented below, and
then compared to the minimum setback established in Table A-1. The greater of the two shall be used as the setback. Minimum setbacks apply to both the hanging wall and
footwall blocks.

Top of slope and/or toe of slope setbacks required by the local Building Code must also be considered; again, the greater setback must be used.

Downthrown Fault Block (Hanging Wall)
The fault setback for the downthrown block will be calculated using the following formula: S = U (2D + F/tan.) where:

= || Setback within which structures for human occupancy are not permitted;

= | Criticality Factor, based on the proposed occupancy of the structure (see Table A-1)

= || Expected fault displacement per event (assumed to be equal to the net vertical displacement measured for each past event)

= || Maximum depth of footing or subgrade portion of the building

= | Dip of the fault (degrees)

Upthrown Fault Block (Footwall)
The dip of the fault and depth of the subgrade portion of the structure are irrelevant in calculating the setback on the upthrown fault block. Therefore, the setback for the
upthrown side of the fault will be calculated as:

S=Ux2D

The setback is measured from the portion of the building closest to the fault, whether subgrade or above grade. Minimum setbacks apply as discussed above.

2.5 Small Displacement Faults

Small-displacement faults are not categorically exempt from setback requirements. Some faults having less than 4 inches (100 mm) of displacement ("small displacement
faults") may be exempt from setback requirements.

Specific structural risk-reduction options such as foundation reinforcement may be acceptable for some small-displacement faults in lieu of setbacks. Structural options must
minimize structural damage.

Fault studies must still identify faults and fault displacements (both net vertical displacements and horizontal extension across the fault or fault zone), and consider the
possibility that future displacement amounts may exceed past amounts. If structural risk-reduction measures are proposed for small displacement faults, the following criteria
must be addressed:

(a) Reasonable geologic data indicating that future surface displacement along the particular fault will not exceed 4 inches.

(b) Specific structural mitigation to minimize structural damage.

(c) A structural engineer must provide appropriate designs and the City shall review the designs.

2.6 Required Outline for Surface Fault Rupture Hazard Studies

The information described herein may be presented as a separate surface-fault-rupture-potential report or it may be incorporated within other geology or engineering reports
that may be required for the property.

The report shall contain a conclusion regarding the potential risk of surface fault rupture on the subject property and a statement addressing the suitability of the proposed
development from a surface-fault-rupture-hazard perspective. If exploration determines that there is a potential for surface rupture due to faulting, or if gradational contacts or
other uncertainties associated with the exploration methods preclude the determination of absence of small fault offsets, the report should provide estimates of the amplitude
of fault offsets that might affect habitable structures.

Surface-fault-rupture-hazard reports submitted to the City are expected to follow the outline and address the subjects presented below. However, variations in site conditions
may require that additional items be addressed, or permit some of the subjects to be omitted (except as noted).

2.6.1. Report

(a) Purpose and scope of work: The report shall contain a clear and concise statement of the purpose of the investigation and the scope of work performed for the
investigation.

(b) Geologic and tectonic setting: The report shall contain a clear and concise statement of the general geologic and tectonic setting of the site vicinity. The section should
include a discussion of active faults in the area, paleoseismicity of the relevant fault system(s), and should reference relevant published and unpublished geologic literature.

(c) Site description and conditions: The report shall include information on geologic units, graded and filled areas, vegetation, existing structures, and other factors that may
affect site development, choice of investigative methods, and the interpretation of data.

(d)Methods of investigation:

(1) Review of published and unpublished maps, literature and records concerning geologic units, faults, surface and ground water, and other factors.

(2) Stereoscopic interpretation of aerial photographs to detect fault-related topography, vegetation or soil contrasts, and other lineaments of possible fault origin. Reference
the photograph source, date, flightline numbers, and scale. Salt Lake County has an excellent collection of stereoscopic aerial photographs dating back to 1937 (including
1937, 1940, 1958, 1964, and 1985).

(3) Observations of surface features, both on-site and off site, including mapping of geologic and soil units; geomorphic features such as scarps, springs, and seeps



(aligned or not); faceted spurs, offset ridges or drainages; and geologic structures. Locations and relative ages of other possible earthquake-induced features such as sand
blows, lateral spreads, liquefaction, and ground settlement should be mapped and described. Slope failures, although they may not be conclusively tied to earthquake
causes, should also be noted.

(4) Subsurface investigations: The report shall include a description of the program of subsurface exploration, including trench logs, purpose of trench locations, and a
summary of trenching or other detailed, direct observation of continuously exposed geologic units, soils, and geologic structures. All trench logs shall be at a scale of at
least 1-inch equals five-feet.

The report must describe the criteria used to evaluate the ages of the deposits encountered in the trench, and clearly evaluate the presence or absence of active
(Holocene) faulting.

(e)Conclusions: Conclusions must be supported by adequate data and shall contain, at a minimum:

(1) Summary of data upon which conclusions are based.
(2) Location of active faults, including orientation and geometry of faults, amount of net slip along faults, anticipated future offset, and delineation of setback areas.

(3) Degree of confidence in and limitations of data and conclusions.

(flRecommendations: Recommendations must be supported by adequate geologic data and appropriate reasoning behind each statement. Minimum recommendations shall
include:

(1) Recommended setback distances per section 2.5. Supporting calculations must be included. Faults and setbacks must be shown on site maps and final recorded plat
maps.

(2) Other recommended building restrictions or use limitations (i.e., placement of detached garages, swimming pools, or other non-habitable structures).

(3) Need for additional or future studies to confirm buildings are not sited across active faults, such as inspection of building footing or foundation excavations by the
consultant.

2.6.2. Report References

Reports must include citations of literature and records used in the study, referenced aerial photographs or images interpreted (air-photo source, date and flight number,
scale), and any other sources of data and information, including well logs, personal communications, etc.

2.6.3. lllustrations:

At a minimum, reports must include the following illustrations:

(a) Location Map: A site location map depicting topographic and geographic features and other pertinent data. Generally a 1:24,000-scale USGS topographic base map will
suffice.

(b) Geologic Map: A regional-scale map (1:24,000 to 1:50,000 scale) is generally adequate. Depending on site complexity, a site-scale geologic map (1 inch = 200 ft or more
detailed) may also be necessary. The map should show Quaternary and bedrock geologic units, faults, seeps or springs, soil or bedrock slumps, and other geologic and soil
features existing on and adjacent to the project site. Geologic cross-sections may be included as needed to illustrate 3-dimensional relationships.

(c) Site Plan: A detailed site plan is required. The site plan should be at a scale of at least 1 inch = 200 feet (or more detailed) and should clearly show site boundaries,
proposed building footprints, existing structures, streets, slopes, drainages, exploratory trenches, boreholes, test pits, geophysical traverses, and any other data pertinent
data.

(d) Site Specific Fault Map: If faulting is documented at a parcel, the report shall include a site-specific fault map. The fault map should be at a scale of at least 1 inch = 200
feet and should clearly show the surveyed locations of trenches (and any other exploratory techniques), surveyed location(s) of faults documented in the trenches, inferred
location of the faults between trenches, recommended fault setback distance on each side of the faults, topographic contours, and proposed building locations, if known.

(e) Exploratory Trench Logs: Trench logs are required for each trench excavated as part of the study. Trench logs shall accurately depict all observed geologic features and
conditions. Trench logs shall not be generalized or diagrammatic. The minimum scale is 1 inch = 5 feet (1:60) with no vertical exaggeration. Trench logs must accurately
reflect the features observed in the trench (see section 2.3.6).

Trench logs shall include: trench orientation and indication of which trench wall was logged; trench top and bottom; stratigraphic contacts; stratigraphic unit descriptions
including lithology, USCS soil classification, genesis (geologic origin), age, and contact descriptions; soil (pedogenic) horizons; marker beds; and deformation or offset of
sediments, faults, and fissures. Other features of tectonic significance such as buried scarp free-faces, colluvial wedges, in-filled soil cracks, drag folds, rotated clasts,
lineations, and liquefaction features including dikes, sand blows, etc. should also be shown. Interpretations of the age and origin of the deposits and any faulting or
deformation must be included, based on depositional sequence. Fault orientation and geometry (strike and dip), and amount of net displacement must be measured and
noted.

() Exploratory boreholes and CPT soundings: Should boreholes or CPT soundings be utilized as part of the investigation, reports shall include the logs of the
borings/soundings. Borehole logs must include lithology descriptions, interpretations of geologic origin, USCS soil classification or other standardized engineering soil
classification (include an explanation of the classification scheme), sample intervals, penetrative resistance values, static ground-water depths and dates measured, total
depth of borehole, and identity of the person logging the borehole. Electronic copies of CPT data files should be provided to the City's reviewer, upon request.

(g) Geophysical data: All geophysical data, showing stratigraphic interpretations and fault locations, must be included in the report, along with correlations to trench or
borehole logs to confirm interpretations.

(h) Photographs: Photographs of scarps, trench walls, or other features that enhance understanding of site conditions and fault-related conditions are not required but should
be included when deemed appropriate. Composited, rectified digital photographs of trench walls may be used as background for trench logs, but features as outlined in
section F above must still be delineated.
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TABLE A-1

SETBACK RECOMMENDATIONS AND

CRITICALITY FACTORS (U) FOR IBC OCCUPANCY CLASSES
(International Code Council, 2003)

Minimum

Occupancy Group Criticality U Setback
Assembly 2 2.0 25 feet
Business 2 2.0 || 20 feet
Educational 1 3.0 50 feet
Factory/Industrial 2 2.0 20 feet
High hazard 1 3.0 50 feet
Institutional 1 3.0 50 feet
Mercantile 2 2.0 20 feet
Residential (R-1, R-2, R-4) 2 2.0 20 feet
Residential (R-3, includes single family homes) 3 1.5 15 feet
Storage - 1 0
Utility and misc. - 1 0
Table A-2 1 3.0 50 feet

TABLE A-2

ADDITIONAL STRUCTURES REQUIRING GEOLOGIC INVESTIGATION

Buildings and other structures that represent a substantial hazard to human life in the event of failure, but not limited to:
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1.Buildings and other structures where more than 300 people congregate in one area.

2.Buildings and other structures with elementary school, secondary school or day care facilities with occupancy greater than 250.
3.Buildings and other structures with occupancy greater than 500 for colleges or adult education facilities.

4 Health care facilities with occupancy greater than 50 or more resident patients but not having surgery or emergency treatment facilities.
5.Jails and detention facilities.

6.Any other occupancy with occupancy greater than 1000.

7.Power generating stations, water treatment or storage for potable water, waste water treatment facilities and other public utility facilities.

8.Buildings and other structures containing sufficient quantities of toxic or explosive substances to be dangerous to the public if released.
Buildings and other structures designed as essential facilities including, but not limited to:

1.Hospitals and other care facilities having surgery or emergency treatment facilities.

2.Fire, rescue and police stations and emergency vehicle garages and fueling facilities.

3.Designated emergency shelters.

4. Designated emergency preparedness, communications, and operation centers and other facilities required for emergency response.
5.Power-generating stations and other public utility facilities required as emergency backup facilities for facilities and structures included in this table.

6.Structures containing highly toxic materials as defined by the most recently adopted version of the IBC where the quantity of the material exceeds the maximum allowable
quantities defined by the most recently adopted version of the IBC.

7.Aviation control towers, air traffic centers and emergency aircraft hangars.
8.Buildings and other structures having critical national defense functions.
9.Water treatment and storage facilities required to maintain water pressure for fire suppression.

(Ord. 796, 12-11-2007)

9-19-161-3: APPENDIX C, MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR SLOPE STABILITY ANALYSIS:

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The procedures outlined herein are intended to provide consultants with a general outline for performing quantitative slope stability analyses and to clarify the expectations of
Draper City. These standards constitute the minimum level of effort required in conducting quantitative slope stability analyses in Draper City. Considering the complexity inherent
in performing slope stability analyses, additional effort beyond the minimum standards presented herein may be required at some sites to adequately address slope stability. The
information presented herein does not relieve consultants of their duty to perform additional geologic or engineering analyses they believe are necessary to assess the stability of
slopes at a site.

The evaluation of landslides generally requires quantitative slope stability analyses. Therefore, the standards presented herein are directly applicable to landslide investigation,
and also constitute the minimum level of effort when performing landslide investigations. This appendix does not address debris flows (see appendix E) or rock falls (see appendix
F).

The purposes for establishing minimum standards for slope stability analyses are to:

(a) Protect the health, safety, welfare, and property of the public by minimizing the potentially adverse effects of unstable slopes and related hazards;
(b) Assist property owners and land developers in conducting reasonable and adequate studies;
(c) Provide consulting engineering geologists and geotechnincal engineers with a common basis for preparing proposals, conducting investigations, and mitigation; and,

(d) Provide an objective framework for regulatory review of slope stability reports.

-

.1 References and Sources

The minimum standards presented herein were developed, in part, from the following sources:

(a) Guidelines for Evaluating Landslide Hazards in Utah (Hylland, 1996).

(b) Recommended Procedures for Implementation of DMG Special Publication 117, Guidelines for Analyzing and Mitigating Landslide Hazards in California (Blake et al., 2002).
(c) CDMG Special Publication 117, Guidelines for Analyzing and Mitigating Landslide Hazards in California

(d) Salt Lake County Geologic Hazards Ordinance (2002).

(e) Holladay City, Utah Natural Hazards Areas Provision (2006).

(f) Cottonwood Heights, Utah Code of Ordinances (2005).

(g) Centerville City Planning and Zoning Ordinance, section 12-330-2 Hillside Overlay District (1995).

(h) City of Camarillo, California 2003 Guidelines for the preparation of geotechnical and geologic studies, prepared by Fugro, dated June 18, 2003.

(i) City of Palmdale, California, Guidelines for preparation of geotechnical reports, prepared by GeoDynamics, Inc., dated April 2006 (draft copy).

(j) City of Malibu, California, Guidelines for the preparation of engineering geologic and geotechnical engineering reports and procedure for report submittal, prepared by Bing
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Yen and Associates) dated April, 2006.

-

.2 Areas Requiring Slope Stability Analyses

Slope stability analyses shall be performed for all sites located within the Slope Stability Study Area Map (Plate A-3) and for all slopes that may be affected by the proposed
development which meet the following criteria:

(a) Cut and/or fill slopes steeper than about 2 horizontal (h) to 1 vertical (v).

(b) Natural slopes steeper than or equal to 3 horizontal (h) to 1 vertical (v).

(c) Natural and cut slopes with potentially adverse geologic conditions (e.g., bedding, foliation, or other structural features that are potentially adverse to the stability of the
slope).

(d) Natural and cut slopes which include a geologic hazard such as a landslide, irrespective of the slope height or slope gradient.
(e) Buttresses and stability fills.
(f) Cut, fill, or natural slopes of water-retention basins or flood-control channels.

(9) In hillside areas (Plate A-3), investigations shall address the potential for surficial instability, debris/mudflows (see Appendix E), rock falls (see Appendix F), and soil creep on
all slopes that may affect the proposed development or be affected by the proposed development.

(h) When evaluating site conditions to determine the need for slope stability analyses, off-property conditions shall be considered (both up-slope to the top(s) of adjacent
ascending slopes and down-slope to and beyond the toe(s) of adjacent descending slopes). Also, the consultant shall demonstrate that the proposed hillside development will
not affect adjacent sites or limit adjacent property owners' ability to develop their sites.

-

.3 Roles of Engineering Geologist and Engineering

The investigation of the static and seismic stability of slopes is an interdisciplinary practice. To provide greater assurance that the hazards are properly identified, assessed, and
mitigated, involvement of both an engineering geologist and geotechnical engineer is required. Analyses shall be performed only by or under the direct supervision of licensed
professionals, qualified and competent in their respective area of practice. An engineering geologist shall provide appropriate input to the geotechnical engineer with respect to
the potential impact of the geology, stratigraphy, and hydrologic conditions on the stability of the slope. The shear strength and other geotechnical earth material properties shall
be evaluated by the geotechnical engineer. Qualified engineering geologists, geological engineers and geotechnical engineers may assess and quantitatively evaluate slope
stability. However, the geotechnical engineer shall perform all design stability calculations. Ground motion parameters for use in seismic stability analysis may be provided by
either the engineering geologist or geotechnical engineer.

-

.4 Minimum Qualifications of the Licensed Professional

Slope stability analyses must be performed by qualified engineering geologists and qualified geotechnical engineers (see sections 9-19-050 and 9-19-060 of the Draper City
Geologic Hazards Ordinance, chapter 9-19).

2.0 GENERAL REQUIREMENTS

Except for the derivation of the input ground motion for pseudostatic and seismic deformation analyses (see section 12), slope stability analyses and evaluations should be
performed in general accordance with the latest version of Recommended Procedures for Implementation of DMG Special Publication 117, Guidelines for Analyzing and Mitigating
Landslide Hazards in California (Blake et al., 2002). Procedures for developing input ground motions to be used in Draper City are described in section 12.1. See Draper City
Geologic Hazard Ordinance, chapter 9-19, for supplemental requirements.

3.0 SUBMITTALS

Submittals for review shall include boring logs; geologic cross sections; trench and test pit logs; laboratory data (particularly shear strength test results, including individual stress-
deformation plots from direct shear tests); discussions pertaining to how idealized subsurface conditions and shear strength parameters used for analyses were developed;
analytical results, including computer output files (if requested); and summaries of the slope stability analyses and conclusions regarding slope stability.

Subsurface geologic and groundwater conditions must be illustrated on geologic cross sections and must be utilized by the geotechnical engineer for the slope stability analyses. If
on-site sewage or storm water disposal exists or is proposed, the slope stability analyses shall include the effects of the effluent plume on slope stability.

The results of any slope stability analyses must be submitted with pertinent backup documentation (i.e., calculations, computer output, etc.). Printouts of input data, output data (if
requested), and graphical plots must be submitted for each computer-aided slope stability analysis. In addition, input data files, recorded on diskettes, CDs, or other electronic
media may be requested to facilitate the City's review.

4.0 FACTORS OF SAFETY

The minimum acceptable static factor of safety is 1.5 for both gross and surficial slope stability. The minimum acceptable factor of safety for a calibrated pseudostatic analysis is
1.0 using the method of Stewart and others (2003) (see section 12.2).

5.0 LANDSLIDES

The evaluation of landslides generally requires quantitative slope stability analyses. Therefore, the standards presented herein are directly applicable to landslide investigation,
and also constitute the minimum level of effort when performing landslide investigations. Evaluation of landslides shall be performed in the preliminary phase of hillside
developments. Where landslides are present or suspected, sufficient subsurface exploration will be required to determine the basic geometry and stability of the landslide mass
and the required stabilization measures. The depth of geologic exploration shall consider the regional geologic structure, the likely failure mode of the suspected failure, and past
geomorphic conditions.

6.0 SITE INVESTIGATION AND GEOLOGIC STUDIES

Adequate evaluation of slope stability for a given site requires thorough and comprehensive geologic and geotechnical engineering studies. These studies are a crucial component
in the evaluation of slope stability. Geologic mapping and subsurface exploration are normal parts of field investigation. Samples of earth materials are routinely obtained during
subsurface exploration for geotechnical testing in the laboratory to determine the shear strength parameters and other pertinent engineering properties.
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In general, geologic studies for slope stability consist of the following fundamental phases:

(a) Study and review of published and unpublished geologic information (both regional and site specific).
(b) Review and interpretation of available stereoscopic and oblique aerial photographs, DEMs, and LiDAR.
(c) Geologic field mapping, including, but not necessarily limited to, measurement of bedding, foliation, fracture, and fault attitudes and other parameters.

(d) Documentation and evaluation of subsurface groundwater conditions (including effects of seasonal and longer-term natural fluctuations as well as landscape irrigation),
surface water, on-site sewage disposal, and/or storm water disposal.

(e) Subsurface exploration.
(f) Analysis of the geologic failure mechanisms that could occur at the site (e.g., mode of failure and construction of the critical geologic cross sections).
(g) Presentation and analysis of the data, including an evaluation of the potential impact of geologic conditions on the project.

Geologic/geotechnical reports shall demonstrate that each of these phases has been adequately performed and that the information obtained has been considered and logically
evaluated. Minimum criteria for the performance of each phase are described and discussed in Blake and others (2002).

7.0 SUBSURFACE EXPLORATION

The purpose of subsurface exploration is to identify potentially significant geologic materials and structures at a site and to provide samples for detailed laboratory characterization
of materials from potentially critical zones. Subsurface exploration is almost always required and may be performed by a number of widely known techniques such as bucket-auger
borings, conventional small-diameter borings, cone penetration testing (CPT), test pits, trenches, and/or geophysical techniques (see section 4.2 of Blake et al., 2002). A
discussion of the applicability of some subsurface exploration techniques follows.

7.1 Trenching

Subsurface exploration consisting of trenching has proven, in some cases, to be necessary when uncertainty exists regarding whether or not a particular landform is a landslide.
Care must be exercised with this exploration method because landslides characteristically contain relatively large blocks of intact geologic units, which in a trench exposure
could give the false impression that the geologic unit is "in-place." Although limited to a depth of about 15 feet below existing grades, trenching has also proven to be a useful
technique for verifying margins of landslides, although the geometry of a landslide can generally be readily determined from evaluation of stereoscopic aerial photographs. Once
a landslide is identified, conventional subsurface exploration drilling techniques will be required (see section 7.2 and 7.3). Slope stability analyses based solely on data obtained
from trenches will not be accepted.

7.2 Methods for Bedded Formations

Conventional subsurface exploration techniques involving continuous core drilling with an oriented core barrel, test pits, and deep bucket-auger borings may be used to assess
the subsurface soil and geologic conditions, particularly for geologic units with inclined bedding that includes weak layers.

Although not commonly utilized in Utah, a 24-inch-diameter bucket-auger-boring with down-hole logging can provide valuable data (provided the consultant has determined the
drill hole is safe to enter). The evaluation of safety of the proposed subsurface exploration program will be the responsibility of the consultant.

Particular attention must be paid to the presence or absence of weak layers (e.g., clay, claystone, silt, shale, or siltstone units) during the exploration. Unless adequately
demonstrated (through comprehensive and detailed subsurface exploration) that weak (clay, claystone, silt, shale, or siltstone) layers (even as thin as 1/16-in<:h or less) are not
present, a weak layer shall be assumed to possibly occur anywhere in the stratigraphic profile (i.e., ubiquitous weak clay beds).

The depth of the subsurface exploration must be sufficient to assess the conditions at or below the level of the deepest potential failure surface possessing a factor of 1.5 or
less. A preliminary slope stability analysis may need to be performed to assist in the planning of the subsurface exploration program.

7.3 Other Geologic Units

For alluvium, fill materials, or other soil units that do not contain weak interbeds, other exploration methods such as small-diameter borings (e.g., rotary wash or hollow-stem-
auger) or cone penetration testing may be suitable.

8.0 SOIL PARAMETERS

Soil properties, including unit weight and shear strength parameters (cohesion and friction angle), may be based on conventional field and laboratory tests as well as on field
performance. Where appropriate (i.e., for landslide slip surfaces, along bedding planes, for surficial stability analyses, etc.), laboratory tests for saturated, residual shear strengths
must be performed. Estimation of the shear resistance along bedding (or landslide) planes normally requires an evaluation of saturated residual along-bedding-strength values of
the weakest interbedded (or slide-plane) material encountered during the subsurface exploration, or in the absence of sufficient exploration, the weakest material that may be
present, consistent with site geologic conditions. Strength parameters derived solely from CPT data may not be appropriate for slope-stability analysis in some cases, particularly
for strengths along existing slip surfaces where residual strengths have developed. Additional guidance on the selection of strength parameters for slope stability analyses is
contained in Blake et al. (2002).

8.1 Residual Shear Strength Parameters

Residual strength parameters may be determined using the direct shear or ring shear testing apparatus; however ring shear tests are preferred. If performed properly, direct
shear test results may approach ring-shear test results. The soil specimen must be subjected to a sufficient amount of deformation (e.g., a significant number of shearing cycles
in the direct shear test or a significant amount of rotation in the ring shear test) to assure that residual strength has been developed. In the direct-shear and ring-shear tests,
stress-deformation curves can be used to determine when a sufficient number of cycles of shearing have been performed by showing that no further significant drop in shear
strength results with the addition of more cycles or more rotation. The stress-deformation curves obtained during the shear tests must be submitted with the other laboratory test
results. It shall be recognized that for most clayey soils, the residual shear strength envelope is curved and passes through the origin (i.e., at zero normal stress there is zero
shear strength). Any "apparent shear strength” increases resulting from a non-horizontal shear surface (i.e., ramping) or "bulldozing" in residual direct shear tests shall be
discounted in the interpretation of the strength parameters.

8.2 Interpretation

The engineer will need to use considerable judgment in the selection of appropriate shear test methods and in the interpretation of the results to develop shear strength
parameters commensurate with slope stability conditions to be evaluated. Scatter plots of shear strength data may need to be presented to allow for assessment of idealized
parameters. The report shall summarize shear strength parameters used for slope stability analyses and describe the methodology used to interpret test results and estimate
those parameters.

Peak shear strengths may be used to represent across-bedding failure surfaces or %npacted fill, in situations where strength degradations are not expected to occur (see



guidelines in Blake et al., 2002). Where peak strengths cannot be relied upon, fully softened (or lower) strengths shall be used.

Ultimate shear strength parameters shall be used in static slope stability analyses when there has not been past deformation. Residual shear strength parameters shall be used
in static slope stability analyses when there has been past deformation.

Averaged strength parameters may be appropriate for some across-bedding conditions, if sufficient representative samples have been carefully tested. Analyses for along-
bedding or along-existing-landslide slip surfaces shall be based on lower-bound interpretations of residual shear strength parameters and comparison of those results to
correlations, such as those of Stark and others (2005).

8.3Default Soil Parameters

In the Traverse Mountain area, failure surfaces for known landslides commonly occur within the Tertiary volcanics. Those failure surfaces typically are along clay layers formed
by the in situ alteration of tuff deposits. In cases when the failure surface has been sampled and tested, relatively low residual-shear-strength values have been obtained; these
values are cohesion equal to 0 psf and a friction angles equal to 11 to 12 degrees. Similar values have also been reported from the Springhill landslide in North Salt Lake that is
in a similar tuffaceous volcanic formation of Tertiary age.

To assist in understanding shear strengths of these materials, the following shear strength parameters for landslide failure surfaces and along weak layers within the Tertiary
volcanics shall be used; cohesion equal to 0 psf and a friction angle equal to 11 degrees, unless otherwise demonstrated. If site-specific testing produces lower residual shear
strength than these values, the site-specific test results should be used. If site-specific testing produces higher values, documentation must be provided to demonstrate that the
weakest materials were retrieved and tested and that the materials retrieved truly represent the basal landslide slip surface.

9.0 SOIL CREEP

The potential effects of soil creep shall be addressed where any proposed structure is planned in close proximity to an existing fill slope or natural slope. The potential effects on
the proposed development shall be evaluated and mitigation measures proposed, including appropriate setback recommendations. Setback recommendations shall consider the
potential affects of creep forces.

All reports in hillside areas shall address the potential for surficial instability, debris/mudflow (Appendix E), rock falls (Appendix F), and soil creep on all slopes that may affect the
proposed development or be affected by the proposed development. Stability of slopes along access roads shall be addressed.

10.0 GROSS STATIC STABILITY

Gross stability includes rotational and translational deep-seated failures of slopes or portions of slopes existing within or outside of but potentially affecting the proposed
development. The following guidelines, in addition to those in the Blake and others (2002) document, shall be followed when evaluating slope stability:

(a) Stability shall be analyzed along cross sections depicting the most adverse conditions (e.g., highest slope, most adverse bedding planes, shallowest likely ground water table,
and steepest slope). Often analyses are required for different conditions and for more than one cross section to demonstrate which condition is most adverse. When evaluating the
stability of an existing landslide, analyses must also address the potential for partial reactivation. Inclinometers may be used to help determine critical failure surfaces and, along
with high-resolution GPS, the state of activity of existing landslides. The critical failure surfaces on each cross-section shall be identified, evaluated, and plotted on the large-scale
cross section.

(b) If the long-term, static factor of safety is less than 1.5, mitigation measures will be required to bring the factor of safety up to the required level or the project may be redesigned
to achieve a minimum factor of safety of 1.5.

(c) The temporary stability of excavations shall be evaluated and mitigation measures shall be recommended as necessary to obtain a minimum factor of safety of 1.3.

(d) Long-term stability shall be analyzed using the highest known or anticipated groundwater level based upon a groundwater assessment performed under the requirements of
section 6.0.

(e) Where back-calculation is appropriate, shear strengths utilized for design shall be no higher than the lowest strength computed using back calculation. If a consultant proposes
to use shear strengths higher than the lowest back-calculated value, justification shall be required. Assumptions used in back-calculations regarding pre-sliding topography and
groundwater conditions at failure must be discussed and justified.

(f) Reports shall describe how the shear strength testing methods used are appropriate in modeling field conditions and long-term performance of the subject slope. The utilized
design shear strength values shall be justified with laboratory test data and geologic descriptions and history, along with past performance history, if known, of similar materials.

(9) Reports shall include shear strength test plots consisting of normal stress versus shear resistance (failure envelope). Plots of shear resistance versus displacement shall be
provided for all residual and fully softened (ultimate) shear tests.

(h) The degree of saturation for all test specimens shall be reported. Direct shear tests on partially saturated samples may grossly overestimate the cohesion that can be mobilized
when the material becomes saturated in the field. This potential shall be considered when selecting shear strength parameters. If the rate of shear displacement exceeds 0.005
inches per minute, the consultant shall provide data to demonstrate that the rate is sufficiently slow for drained conditions.

(i) Shear strength values higher than those obtained through site-specific laboratory tests generally will not be accepted.

(j) If direct shear or triaxial shear testing is not appropriate to model the strength of highly jointed and fractured rock masses, the design strengths shall be evaluated in a manner
that considers overall rock mass quality and be consistent with rock mechanics practice.

(k) Shear strengths used in slope stability analyses shall be evaluated considering the natural variability of engineering characteristics inherent in earth materials. Multiple shear
tests on each site material are likely to be required.

(1) Direct shear tests do not always provide realistic strength values (Watry and Lade, 2000). Correlations between liquid limit, percent clay fraction, and strength (fully softened
and residual) with published data (e.g., Stark and McCone, 2002) shall be performed to verify tested shear strength parameters. Strength values used in analyses that exceed
those obtained by the correlation must be appropriately justified.

(m) Shear strengths for proposed fill slopes shall be evaluated using samples mixed and remolded to represent anticipated field conditions. Confirming strength testing may be
required during grading.

(n) Where bedding planes are laterally unsupported on slopes, potential failures along the unsupported bedding planes shall be analyzed. Similarly, stability analyses shall be
performed where bedding planes form a dip-slope or near-dip-slope using composite potential failure surfaces that consist of potential slip surfaces along bedding planes in the
upper portions of the slope in combination with slip surfaces across bedding planes in the lower portions of the slope.

(o) The stability analysis shall include the effect of expected maximum moisture conditions on soil unit weight.

(p) For effective stress analyses, measured groundwater conditions adjusted to consider likely unfavorable conditions with respect to anticipated future groundwater levels,
seepage, or pore pressure shall be included in the slope stability analyses.

(q) Tension crack development shall be considered in the analyses of potential failure surfaces. The height and location of the tension crack shall be determined by searching.
(r) Anticipated surcharge loads as well as external boundary pressures from water shall be included in the slope stability evaluations, as deemed appropriate.

(s) Analytical chart solutions may be used provided they were developed for conditions similar to those being analyzed. Generally though, computer-aided searching techniques
shall be used, so that the potential failure surface with the lowest factor of safety can %%Iocated. Examples of typical searching techniques are illustrated on figures 9.1a through



9.1f in Blake and others (2002). However, verification of the reasonableness of the analytical results is the responsibility of the geotechnical engineer and/or engineering geologist.

(t) The critical potential failure surface used in the analysis may be composed of circles, wedges, planes, or other shapes considered to yield the minimum factor of safety most
appropriate for the geologic site conditions. The critical potential failure surface having the lowest factor of safety with respect to shearing resistance must be sought. Both the
lowest factor of safety and the critical failure surface shall be documented.

11.0 SURFICIAL STABILITY OF SLOPES

Surficial slope stability refers to slumping and sliding of near-surface sediments and is most critical during the snowmelt and rainy season or when excessive landscape water is
applied. The assessment of surficial slope stability shall be based on analysis procedures for stability of an infinite slope with seepage parallel to the slope surface or an alternate
failure mode that would produce the minimum factor of safety. The minimum acceptable depth of saturation for surficial stability evaluation shall be four feet.

11.1 Applicability and Procedures

Conclusions shall be substantiated with appropriate data and analyses. Residual shear strengths comparable to actual field conditions shall be used in completing surficial
stability analyses. Surficial stability analyses shall be performed under rapid draw-down conditions where appropriate (e.g., for debris and detention basins).

Where 2:1 or steeper slopes have soil conditions that can result in the development of an infinite slope with parallel seepage, calculations shall be performed to demonstrate
that the slope has a minimum static factor of safety of 1.5, assuming a fully saturated 4-foot thickness. If conditions will not allow the development of a slope with parallel
seepage, surficial slope stability analyses may not be required (provided the geologic/geotechnical reviewer concurs).

Surficial slope stability analyses shall be performed for fill, cut, and natural slopes assuming an infinite slope with seepage parallel to the slope surface or other failure mode that
would yield the minimum factor of safety against failure. A suggested procedure for evaluating surficial slope stability is presented in Blake et al. (2002).

11.2 Soil Properties

Soil properties used in surficial stability analyses shall be determined as noted in section 8.1. Residual shear strength parameters for surficial slope stability analyses shall be
developed for a stress range that is consistent with the near-surface conditions being modeled. As indicated in section 8.1, it shall be recognized that for most clayey soils, the
residual shear strength envelope is curved and passes through the origin (i.e., at zero normal stress there is zero shear strength). For sites with deep slip surfaces, the
guidelines given by Blake and others (2002) should be followed.

11.3 Seepage Conditions

The minimum acceptable vertical depth for which seepage parallel to the slope shall be applied is four feet for cut or fill slopes. Greater depths may be necessary when
analyzing natural slopes that have significant thicknesses of loose surficial material.

12.0 SEISMIC SLOPE STABILITY

In addition to static slope stability analyses, slopes shall be evaluated for seismic slope stability as well. Acceptable methods for evaluating seismic slope stability using calibrated
pseudo-static limit-equilibrium procedures and simplified methods (e.g., those based on Newmark, 1965) to estimate permanent seismic slope movements are summarized in
Blake and others (2002).

Nonlinear, dynamic finite element/finite difference numerical methods also may be used to evaluate slope movements resulting from seismic events as long as the procedures,
input data, and results are thoroughly documented, and deemed acceptable by the City.

12.1 Ground Motion for Pseudostatic and Seismic Deformation Analyses

The two controlling faults that would most affect Draper City are the Salt Lake City and Provo segments of the Wasatch fault zone (WFZ). Repeated Holocene movement has
been well documented along both segments (Black and others, 2003). Studies along the Provo segment of the WFZ indicate a recurrence interval of about 1150 years (Olig, and
others, 2006; later revised, Olig, 2007) and the most recent event being about 500 to 650 years ago (Black and others, 2003; Olig, and others, 2006). Studies along the Salt
Lake City segment of the WFZ indicate a recurrence interval of about 1300 years and the most recent event being about 1300 years ago (Lund, 2005). Based on the
paleoseismic record of the Salt Lake City segment and assuming a time-dependent model, McCalpin (2002) estimates a conditional probability (using a log-normal renewal
model) of 16.5% in the next 100 years (8.25% in the next 50 years) for a M>7 surface-faulting earthquake. Therefore, using a time-dependent rather than Poisson or random
model for earthquake recurrence, the likelihood of a large surface-faulting earthquake on the Salt Lake City segment of the WFZ is relatively high and therefore the Salt Lake
City segment is considered the primary controlling fault for deterministic analyses.

In regards to design ground accelerations for seismic slope-stability analyses, Draper City prefers a probabilistic approach to determining the likelihood that different levels of
ground motion will be exceeded at a particular site within a given time period. In order to more closely represent the seismic characteristics of the WFZ and better capture this
possible high likelihood of a surface-faulting earthquake on the Salt Lake City segment, design ground motion parameters for seismic slope stability analyses shall be based on
the peak accelerations with a 3.5 percent probability in 50 years (1,400-year return period). Peak bedrock ground motions can be readily obtained via the internet from the
United States Geological Survey (USGS) National Seismic Hazard Maps, Data and Documentation web page (USGS, 2002), which is based on Frankel and others (2002).
PGAs obtained from the USGS (2002) web page should be adjusted for effects of soil/rock (site-class) conditions in accordance with Seed and others (2001). Site specific
response analysis may also be used to develop PGA values as long as the procedures, input data, and results are thoroughly documented, and deemed acceptable by the City.

12.2 Pseudo-Static Evaluations
Pseudo-static methods for evaluating seismic slope stability are acceptable as long as minimum factors of safety are satisfied, and due consideration is given in the selection of
the seismic coefficient, kh, reduction in material shear strengths, and the factor of safety for pseudo-static conditions.
Pseudo-static seismic slope stability analyses can be performed using the "screening analysis" procedure described in Blake et al. (2002). For that procedure a kh-value is

selected from seismic source characteristics (modal magnitude, modal distance, and firm rock peak ground acceleration) and an acceptable level of deformation (5 cm) is
specified. For that procedure, a factor of safety of 1.0 or greater is considered acceptable; otherwise, an analysis of permanent seismic slope deformation shall be performed.

12.3 Permanent Seismic Slope Deformation

For seismic slope stability analyses, estimates of permanent seismic displacement are preferred and may be performed using the procedures outlined in Blake and others
(2002). It should be noted that Bray and Rathje (1998), referenced in Blake and others (2002), has been updated and superseded by Bray and Travasarou (2007), which is the
City's currently preferred method. For those analyses, calculated seismic displacements shall be 5 cm or less, or mitigation measures shall be proposed to limit calculated
displacements to 5 cm or less.

For specific projects, different levels of tolerable displacement may be possible, but site-specific conditions, which shall include the following, must be considered:
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(a) The extent to which the displacements are localized or broadly distributed - broadly distributed shear deformations would generally be less damaging and more
displacement could be allowed.

(b) The displacement tolerance of the foundation system - stiff, well-reinforced foundations with lateral continuity of vertical support elements would be more resistant to
damage (and hence could potentially tolerate larger displacements) than typical slabs-on-grade or foundation systems with individual spread footings.

(c) The potential of the foundation soils to experience strain softening - slopes composed of soils likely to experience strain softening should be designed for relatively low
displacements if peak strengths are used in the evaluation of ky due to the potential for progressive failure, which could involve very large displacements following strain
softening.

In order to consider a threshold larger than 5 cm, the project consultant shall provide prior, acceptable justification to the City and obtain the City's approval. Such justification

shall demonstrate, to the satisfaction of the City, that the proposed project will achieve acceptable performance1.

13.0 WATER RETENTION BASINS AND FLOOD CONTROL CHANNELS

For cut, fill, or natural slopes of water-retention basins or flood-control channels, slope stability analyses shall be performed. In addition to analyzing typical static and seismic
slope stability, those analyses shall consider the effects of rapid drawdown, if such a condition could develop.

14.0 MITIGATION

When slope stability hazards are determined to exist on a project, measures to mitigate impacts from those hazards shall be implemented. Some guidance regarding mitigation
measures is provided in Blake et al. (2002). Slope stability mitigation methods include 1) hazard avoidance, 2) grading to improve slope stability, 3) reinforcement of the slope or
improvement of the soil within the slope, and (4) reinforcement of the structure built on the slope to tolerate anticipated slope displacements.

Where mitigation measures that are intended to add stabilizing forces to the slope are to be implemented, consideration may need to be given to strain compatibility. For example,
if a compacted fill buttress is proposed to stabilize laterally unsupported bedding or a landslide, the amount of deformation needed to mobilize the recommended shear strength in
the buttress shall be considered to confirm that it will not result in adverse movements of the upslope bedding or landslide deposits. Similarly, if a series of drilled soldier piers is to

be used to support a potentially unstable slope and a residential structure will be built on the piers, pier deformations resulting from movements needed to mobilize the soil's shear
strength shall be compared to tolerable deflections in the supported structure.

14.1 Full Mitigation

Full mitigation of slope stability hazards shall be performed for developments in the City. Remedial measures that produce static factors of safety in excess of 1.5 and
acceptable seismic displacement estimates shall be implemented as needed.

14.2 Partial Mitigation for Seismic Displacement Hazards

On some projects or portions thereof (such as small structural additions, residential "infill projects”, non-habitable structures, and non-structural natural-slope areas), full
mitigation of seismic slope displacements may not be possible, due to physical or economic constraints. In those cases, partial mitigation, to the extent that it prevents structural
collapse, injury, and loss of life, may be possible if it can be provided consistent with IBC philosophies, and if it is approved by Draper City. The applicability of partial mitigations
to specific projects will be evaluated on a case-by-case basis.

15.0 Notice of Geologic Hazard and Waiver of Liability

For developments where full mitigation of seismic slope displacements is not implemented, a Notice of Geologic Hazard shall be recorded with the proposed development
describing the displacement hazard at issue and the partial mitigation employed. The Notice shall clearly state that the seismic displacement hazard at the site has been reduced
by the partial mitigation, but not totally eliminated.
In addition, the owner shall assume all risks, waive all claims against the City and its consultants, and indemnify and hold the City and its consultants harmless from any and all
claims arising from the partial mitigation of the seismic displacement hazard.
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9-19-161-4: APPENDIX D, MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR LIQUEFACTION INVESTIGATIONS AND EVALUATIONS:

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The procedures outlined herein are intended to provide consultants with a general outline for performing liquefaction investigations and to specify the expectations of Draper City.
These standards constitute the minimum level of effort required in conducting liquefaction investigations in Draper City. Considering the complexity inherent in performing
liquefaction investigations, additional effort beyond the minimum standards presented herein may be required at some sites to adequately address the liquefaction potential at the
site. The information presented herein does not relieve consultants of their duty to perform additional geologic or geotechnical engineering analyses they believe are necessary to
adequately assess the liquefaction potential at a site.

The purpose of establishing minimum standards for liquefaction investigations is to:

(a) Protect the health, safety, welfare, and property of the public by minimizing the potentially adverse effects of liquefaction and related hazards;
(b) Assist property owners and land developers in conducting reasonable and adequate studies;
(c) Provide consulting engineering geologists and geotechnical engineers with a common basis for preparing proposals, conducting investigations, and mitigation; and,

(d) Provide an objective framework for regulatory review of liquefaction investigation reports.

-

.1 References and Sources

The minimum standards presented herein were developed, in part, from the following sources:
(a) CDMG Special Publication 117, Guidelines for evaluating and mitigating seismic hazards in California (1997).

(b) Recommended procedures for implementation of DMG special publication 117, guidelines for analyzing and mitigating liquefaction hazards in California (Martin and Lew,
1999).

(c) Proceedings of the NCEER Workshop on Evaluation of Liquefaction Resistance of Soils, Technical Report NCEER-97-0022 (Youd and Idriss, 1997).

(d) Liquefaction Resistance of Soils: Summary Report from the 1996 and 1998 NCEER/NSF Workshops on Evaluation of Liquefaction Resistance of Soils, Journal of
Geotechnical and Environmental Engineering, (Youd et al., 2001).

(e) Salt Lake County geologic hazards ordinance (2002).

(d) Draper City geologic hazard ordinance (2003).

(e) City of Camarillo, California 2003 Guidelines for the preparation of geotechnical and geologic studies, prepared by Fugro, dated June 18, 2003.
(f) City of Palmdale, California, Guidelines for preparation of geotechnical reports, prepared by GeoDynamics, Inc., dated April 2006 (draft copy).

(9) City of Malibu, California, Guidelines for the preparation of engineering geologic and geotechnical engineering reports and procedure for report submittal, prepared by Bing
Yen and Associates) dated April, 2006.

-

.2 Properties Requiring Liquefaction Analyses

Plate A-2 (Appendix A of the Draper City Geologic Hazards Ordinance, chapter 9-19), Liquefaction Special Study Area Map, depicts generalized liquefaction susceptibility for
the city, and shall be used to determine whether or not a site-specific liquefaction assessment is required for a particular project.

The Liquefaction Special Study Area map is based on a regional-scale investigation of Salt Lake County. These maps may not identify all areas that have potential for
liquefaction; a site located outside of a zone of required investigation is not necessarily free from liquefaction hazard. The zone does not always include lateral spread run-out
areas. The Liquefaction Special Study Area map is available from the Draper City Planning Department.

The Draper City Geologic Hazards Ordinance requires a site-specific liquefaction investigation to be performed prior to approval of a project based on the land-use/liquefaction
potential matrix shown in the following table.

’ Liquefaction Acceptable
Type Of Facility Study Area || Factor Of Safety

| Critical facilities (essential facilities, hazardous facilities, and special occupancy structures as defined in section 9-19-20 YES 1.3

| Category Ill and IV in table 1604.58 of the most recently adopted edition of the IBC. YES 1.3

| Industrial and commercial buildings. YES 1.25

| Residential structures and subdivisions NO

1.3 Roles of Engineering Geology and Geotechnical Engineering
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The investigation of liquefaction hazard is an interdisciplinary practice. The site investigation report must be prepared by a qualified engineering geologist or geotechnical
engineer, who must have competence in the field of seismic hazard evaluation and mitigation, and be reviewed by a qualified engineering geologist or geotechnical engineer,
also competent in the field of seismic hazard evaluation and mitigation.

Because of the differing expertise and abilities of qualified engineering geologists and geotechnical engineers, the scope of the site investigation report for the project may
require that both types of professionals prepare and review the report, each practicing in the area of their expertise. Involvement of both a qualified engineering geologist and
geotechnical engineer will generally provide greater assurance that the hazard is properly identified, assessed, and mitigated.

Liquefaction analyses are the responsibility of the geotechnical engineer, although the engineering geologist should be involved in the application of screening criteria (section
3.0, steps 1 and 2) and general geologic site evaluation (section 4.1) to map the likely extent of liquefiable deposits and shallow groundwater. Engineering properties of earth
material shall be evaluated by the geotechnical engineer. The performance of the quantitative liquefaction analysis resulting in a numerical factor of safety and quantitative
assessment of settlement and liquefaction-induced permanent ground displacement shall be performed by geotechnical engineers. The geotechnical and civil engineers shall
develop all mitigation and design recommendations. Ground motion parameters for use in quantitative liquefaction analyses may be provided by either the engineering geologist
or geotechnical engineer.

-

.4 Minimum Qualifications of the Licensed Professional

Liquefaction analyses must be performed by qualified engineering geologists and qualified geotechnical engineers (see sections 9-19-050 and 9-19-060 of the Draper City
Geologic Hazards Ordinance).

2.0 GENERAL REQUIREMENTS

Except for the derivation of input ground motion (see section 5.0), liquefaction investigations should be performed in general accordance with the latest version of Recommended
Procedures for Implementation of DMG Special Publication 117, Guidelines for Analyzing and Mitigating Liquefaction in California (Martin and Lew, 1999). Additional protocol for
liquefaction investigations is provided in Youd and Idriss (1997). See Draper City Geologic Hazard Ordinance (Chapter 9-19) for supplemental requirements. Acceptable factors of
safety are shown on the table in section 1.2.

3.0 PRELIMINARY SCREENING FOR LIQUEFACTION

The Liquefaction Study Area map is based on broad regional studies and does not replace site-specific studies. The fact that a site is located within a Liquefaction Study Area
does not mean that there is a significant liquefaction potential at the site, only that a study shall be performed to determine if there is.
Soil liquefaction is caused by strong seismic ground shaking where saturated, cohesionless, granular soil undergoes a significant loss in shear strength that can result in
settlement and permanent ground displacement. Surface effects of liquefaction include: settlement, bearing capacity failure, ground oscillations, lateral spread and flow failure. It
has been well documented that soil liquefaction may occur in clean sands, silty sands, and sandy silt, non-plastic silts and gravelly soils. The following conditions must be present
for liquefaction to occur:

(a) Soils must be submerged below the water table;

(b) Soils must be loose to moderately dense;

(c) Ground shaking must be relatively intense; and

(d) The duration of ground shaking must be sufficient for the soils to generate seismically-induced excess pore water pressure and lose their shearing resistance.

The following screening criteria may be applied to determine if further quantitative evaluation of liquefaction hazard is required:

(a) If the estimated maximum past-, current-, and maximum-future-groundwater-levels (i.e., the highest groundwater level applicable for liquefaction analyses) are determined to
be deeper than 50 feet below the existing ground surface or proposed finished grade (whichever is deeper), liquefaction assessments are not required. For soil materials that
are located above the level of the groundwater, a quantitative assessment of seismically induced settlement is required.

(b) If "bedrock" or similar lithified formational material underlies the site, those materials need not be considered liquefiable and no analysis of their liquefaction potential is
necessary.

(c) If the corrected standard penetration blow count, (N1)g, is greater than or equal to 33 in all samples with a sufficient number of tests, liquefaction assessments are not
required. If cone penetration test soundings are made, the corrected cone penetration test tip resistance, qc1N, should be greater than or equal to 180 in all soundings in sand
materials, otherwise liquefaction assessments are needed.

If plastic soil (Pl 2 20) materials are encountered during site exploration, those materials may be considered non-liquefiable. Additional acceptable screening criteria regarding
the effects of plasticity on liquefaction susceptibility are presented in Boulanger and Idriss (2004), Bray and Sancio (2006), and Seed and others (2003).

If the screening investigation clearly demonstrates the absence of liquefaction hazards at a project site and the City concurs, the screening investigation will satisfy the site
investigation report requirement for liquefaction hazards. If not, a quantitative evaluation is required to assess the liquefaction hazards.

4.0 FIELD INVESTIGATIONS
Geotechnical field investigations are routinely performed for new projects as part of the normal development and design process. Geologic reconnaissance and subsurface
explorations are normally performed as part of the field exploration program even when liquefaction does not need to be investigated.
4.1 Geologic Reconnaissance
Geologic research and reconnaissance are important to provide information to define the extent of unconsolidated deposits that may be prone to liquefaction. Such information
should be presented on geologic maps and cross sections and provide a description of the formations present at the site that includes the nature, thickness, and origin of
Quaternary deposits with liquefaction potential. There also should be an analysis of groundwater conditions at the site that includes the highest recorded water level and the

highest water level likely to occur under the most adverse foreseeable conditions in the future.

During the field investigation, the engineering geologist should map the limits of unconsolidated deposits with liquefaction potential. Liquefaction typically occurs in cohesionless
silt, sand, and fine-grained gravel deposits of Holocene to late Pleistocene age in areas where the groundwater is shallower than about 50 feet.

Shallow groundwater may exist for a variety of reasons, some of which are of natural and or manmade origin. Landscape irrigation, on-site sewage disposal, and unlined
manmade lakes reservoirs, and storm-water detention basins may create a shallow groundwater table in sediments that were previously unsaturated.

4.2 Subsurface Explorations
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Subsurface explorations shall consist of drilled-borings and/or cone penetration tests (CPTs). The exploration program shall be planned to determine the soil stratigraphy,
groundwater level, and indices that could be used to evaluate the potential for liquefaction by either in situ testing or by laboratory testing of soil samples. Borings and CPT
soundings must penetrate a minimum of 50 feet below final ground surface. If a standard penetration test (SPT) is used, sampling intervals shall not exceed 2.5 feet.

For saturated cohesionless soils where the SPT (N1)g( values are less than 15, or where CPT tip resistances are below 60 tsf, grain-size analyses, hydrometers tests, and
Atterberg Limits tests shall be performed on these soils to further evaluate their potential for permanent ground displacement (Youd et al., 2002) and other forms of liquefaction-
induced ground failure and settlement.

Where a structure may have subterranean construction or deep foundations (e.g., caissons or piles), the depth of investigation should extend to a depth that is a minimum of 20
feet (6 m) below the lowest expected foundation level (e.g., caisson bottom or pile tip) or 50 feet (15 m) below the existing ground surface or lowest proposed finished grade,
whichever is deeper. If, during the investigation, the indices to evaluate liquefaction indicate that the liquefaction potential may extend below that depth, the exploration should
be continued until a significant thickness (at least 10 feet or 3 m, to the extent possible) of nonliquefiable soils are encountered.

5.0 GROUND MOTION FOR LIQUEFACTION SUSCEPTIBILITY AND GROUND DEFORMATION ANALYSES

The two controlling faults that would most affect Draper City are the Salt Lake City and Provo segments of the Wasatch Fault Zone (WFZ). Repeated Holocene movement has
been well documented along both segments (Black and others, 2003). Studies along the Provo segment of the WFZ indicate a recurrence interval of about 1150 years (Olig, and
others, 2006; later revised, Olig, 2007) and the most recent event being about 500 to 650 years ago (Black and others, 2003; Olig, and others, 2006). Studies along the Salt Lake
City segment of the WFZ indicate a recurrence interval of about 1300 years and the most recent event being about 1300 years ago (Lund, 2005). Based on the paleoseismic
record of the Salt Lake City segment and assuming a time-dependent model, McCalpin (2002) estimates a conditional probability (using a log-normal renewal model) of 16.5% in
the next 100 years (8.25% in the next 50 years) for a M>7 surface-faulting earthquake. Therefore, using a time-dependent rather than Poisson or random model for earthquake
recurrence, the likelihood of a large surface-faulting earthquake on the Salt Lake City segment of the WFZ is relatively high and therefore the Salt Lake City segment is considered
the primary controlling fault for deterministic analyses.

In regards to design ground accelerations for liquefaction analyses, Draper City prefers a probabilistic approach to determining the likelihood that different levels of ground motion
will be exceeded at a particular site within a given time period. In order to more closely represent the seismic characteristics of the WFZ and better capture this possible high
likelihood of a surface-faulting earthquake on the Salt Lake City segment, design ground motion parameters for liquefaction analyses shall be based on the peak accelerations
with a 3.5 percent probability in 50 years (1,400-year return period). Peak bedrock ground motions can be readily obtained via the internet from the United States Geological
Survey (USGS) National Seismic Hazard Maps, Data and Documentation web page (USGS, 2002), which is based on Frankel and others (2002). PGAs obtained from the USGS
(2002) web page should be adjusted for effects of soil/rock (site-class) conditions in accordance with Seed and others (2001) or other appropriate methods that consider the site-
specific soil conditions and their potential for amplification/deamplification of the high frequency strong motion.

6.0 REMEDIAL DESIGN

Sites, facilities, buildings, structures and utilities that are founded on or traverse liquefiable soils may require further remedial design and/or relocation to avoid liquefaction-induced
damage. These should be investigated and evaluated on a site-specific basis with sufficient geologic and geotechnical evaluations to support the remedial design and/or mitigative
plan. This design or plan may include: changes/modifications to the soil, foundation system, structural frame or support of the building, etc. and should be reviewed and approved
by the City.

7.0 SUBMITTALS

Submittals for review shall include: boring logs; geologic cross-sections; laboratory data; discussions pertaining to how idealized subsurface conditions and parameters used for
analyses were developed; analytical results, including computer output files (on request); and summaries of the liquefaction analyses and conclusions regarding liquefaction
potential and likely types and amounts of ground failure.

Subsurface geologic and groundwater conditions must be illustrated on geologic cross-sections and must be utilized by the geotechnical engineer for the liquefaction analyses. If
on-site sewage or storm-water disposal exists or is proposed, the liquefaction analyses shall include the effects of the effluent plume on liquefaction potential.

The results of any liquefaction analyses must be submitted with pertinent backup documentation (i.e., calculations, computer output, etc.). Printouts of input data, output data (on

request), and graphical plots must be submitted for each computer-aided liquefaction analysis. In addition, input data files, recorded on diskettes, CDs, or other electronic media,
may be requested to facilitate the City's review.
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9-19-161-5: APPENDIX E, MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR DEBRIS FLOW ANALYSES:

Debris-flow reports shall follow general guidance contained in "Guidelines for the geologic evaluation of debris-flow hazards on alluvial fans in Utah," Utah Geological Survey
Miscellaneous Publication 05-6. Debris-flow hazard analyses and mitigation measures may require contributions from hydrologists as well as qualified engineering geologists and
geotechnical engineers.

(Ord. 935, 6-1-2010)

9-19-161-6: APPENDIX F, MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR ROCKFALL ANALYSES:

Useful methods to evaluate rock-fall hazards are outlined in: Evans, S.G., and Hungr, O., 1993, The assessment of rockfall hazard at the base of talus slopes: Canadian Geotechnical
Journal, v. 30, p. 620-636; Jones, C.L., Higgins, J.D., and Andrew, R.D., 2000, Colorado rockfall simulation program, version 4.0: Report prepared for the Colorado Department of
Transportation, 127 p.; and Wieczorek, G.F., Morrissey, M.M., lovine, G., and Godt, J., 1998, Rock-fall hazards in the Yosemite Valley: U.S. Geological Survey Open-File Report 98-467,
7 p., 1 pl., scale 1:12,000. Rock-fall studies shall be prepared by a qualified engineering geologist and may require contributions from a qualified geotechnical engineer, particularly in
the design of mitigation measures.

(Ord. 796, 12-11-2007)
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TOWN COUNCIL
WORKSHOP AGENDA DOCUMENTATION

PREPARATION DATE: November 6, 2018 SUBMITTING DEPARTMENT: Administration

MEETING DATE: November 19, 2018 DEPARTMENT DIRECTOR: Larry Pardee
PRESENTER: Larry Pardee

SUBJECT: Proposed Monument Policy and Associated Administrative Process

PURPOSE OF WORKSHOP ITEM
The purpose of the agenda item is for Town Council to discuss, consider and ultimately approve the
proposed Monument Policy and associated Administrative Process.

DESIRED OUTCOME

The desired outcome is for Town Council to discuss, consider, and ultimately approve the monument
policy and process in order to put it into practice. Should the Town Council not be ready to approve the
policy and process as proposed, another desired outcome would be for the Council to direct staff to
make specific changes or bring back additional information for consideration.

BACKGROUND/ALTERNATIVES

At the August 6", 2018 Town Council meeting, the Town Council heard a request from the JH American
Legion Post 43 to consider their proposal to remove and replace the base of the existing memorial in the
center of Town Square in order to reflect the full listing of veterans and provide additional space for future
veterans. Staff worked with the applicant and requested they first visit with the Parks & Rec Board which
occurred on August 9. The applicant then visited with the Public Arts Task Force which took place on
August 24" for review and comment.

The item was brought back to the Town Council on September 17™ for Council consideration of the
American Legion’s proposed pedestal base replacement and upgrade. Town Council voted:

I move to direct the Public Art Task Force to prepare and propose a monument and memorial policy and
procedure involving all appropriate stakeholders to the Town Council for approval and once approved,
direct the American Legion to process their request through that newly adopted policy and procedure.

Recognizing that the Town of Jackson does not have a Monument Policy, and in order to provide a fair
and timely review of the current American Legion request, the Public Art Task Force was asked to draft,
review, and propose a Monument Policy and related procedures for the Town of Jackson.

Carrie Geraci, Public Art Program Coordinator, conducted extensive research reviewing policies from
established, nationally recognized programs and drafted a policy and procedure that has been presented
to the Public Art Task Force who have approved the policy unanimously. Assistant Town Attorney Lea
Colasuonno worked extensively on the draft to write a well-articulated and logical policy for
consideration. Carrie Geraci and Lea Colasuonno are to be commended for their dedication and hard
work in preparing this proposed policy.

Staff recommends Town Council review, discuss, consider and approve the proposed Memorial Policy
and associated Administrative Process.
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The Town Council has several options to consider moving forward including:

1. Approve the Town of Jackson Memorial Policy and associated Administrative Process document
as presented.

2. Discuss the proposed policy and process and direct staff to make further changes and approve
as amended or bring it back at a later date.

3. Continue the discussion to a future Town Council meeting.

4. Take no action.

5. Other.

STAKEHOLDER ANALYSIS

The stakeholders include the Town Council as the elected officials representing the constituents within the
Town of Jackson and serving as the final decision making body, Town or Joint Town/County Departments that
will be asked to serve as the lead department in processing any monument requests, the Public Art Task
Force in representing the cultural and artistic interests of the community, the residents and guests of our
community and valley who cherish and enjoy all of our public spaces including George Washington Memorial
Park as their Town Square, and the veterans residing in the community.

FISCAL IMPACT
The proposed policy will not generate immediate fiscal impacts and will protect the Town in the future from
incurring unplanned expenses associated with the development of new Monuments.

STAFE IMPACT
The Town Manager and the Assistant Town Attorney have spent a significant amount of time reviewing and
editing policies, meeting with the veterans and also meeting with the Public Art Coordinator and Task Force.

LEGAL ISSUES
Complete. The Assistant Town Attorney has thoroughly reviewed the Monument Policy and associated
Administrative Process to ensure it is compatible with current rules and regulations.

ATTACHMENTS
Please see attached proposed Memorial Policy and associated Administrative Process document.

RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends Town Council review, discuss, consider and approve the proposed Memorial Policy
and associated Administrative Process.

SUGGESTED MOTION
Should the Council be ready to act on this item today, one possible motion would be:

I move to approve the Town of Jackson Memorial Policy and associated Administrative Process
document as presented.

Synopsis for PowerPoint (120 words max): The information entered in this section will be displayed on
the monitors in the Council Chambers during meetings. In 120 words or less, provide a brief synopsis of
the agenda documentation and any relevant information that should be displayed on the monitors, for
example, purpose, background, or fiscal impact.

Purpose:

The Town Council directed the Public Art Task Force to prepare and propose a monument and memorial
policy and procedure involving all appropriate stakeholders to the Town Council for approval and once
approved, direct the American Legion to process their request through that newly adopted policy and
procedure. The proposed policy and procedure is before the Town Council for consideration.
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TOWN OF JACKSON MONUMENT POLICY

SECTION I: INTRODUCTION, POLICY AND PURPOSE

A: Introduction
The Town of Jackson (“Town”) may, from time to time, decide to install permanent Monuments,
as defined herein, on Town of Jackson property to commemorate persons or events of note, or to
otherwise convey the Town’s position on various topics (“referred to as “Government Speech”).
By placing Monuments on Town property, the Town intends only to engage in Government Speech
and does not intend to open a public forum for free speech activity.

B: Policy
The policy of the Town is to have a fair and transparent process to add appropriate new
Monuments to the Town and to preserve and retain the character and quality of existing
Monuments (“Policy”).

C: Purpose
The purpose of this Policy is to establish criteria and guidelines for the consideration and

installation of Monuments on Town property deemed by the Town to be appropriate to serve as
the site for a Monument and to preserve, relocate and retain existing Monuments. In doing so,
the Town recognizes the following considerations:

» Monuments provide meaningful and educational connection to the Town’s history and
future.

» The Town has limited funds to maintain Monuments.

» The number of locations appropriate for Monuments is limited.

» Maintaining open space that is accessible and welcoming to all people is a shared
community value.

» Installing new Monuments and redesigning existing Monuments can profoundly impact
the community’s social, natural and built environment.

» Based on the foregoing, it is important that the placement of Monuments be limited to
circumstances of the highest community-wide importance, both to maintain the
significance of such Monuments and to minimize conflicts with the active and variable use
of public spaces.

Notwithstanding the foregoing, the Town may decide, in its sole discretion, to reject a Monument
Proposal, as defined in Section I, and/or may determine the appropriate site for any Monuments.

D: Donations and Private Funding
The Town is a municipal corporation and can receive private donations to support various
programs and services. The Town and its public art program encourage donations of art that
include the cost of acquisition, installation, short- and long-term maintenance, insurance and
other associated costs.
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The Town, in its sole discretion, may accept donated Monuments as a form of Government
Speech, if the Monument meets:
1. The criteria outlined in this Policy; and
2. The additional criteria outlined in the Town of Jackson Public Art Guidelines, included
herein as Appendix A.
The Town reserves the right to reject any donation even if it meets the criteria described in this
Policy and/or the Town of Jackson Public Art Guidelines.

Once the Town accepts a Monument on Town property, the title transfers to the Town and the
Town reserves the right to relocate, remove and control all aspects of the Monument in
perpetuity.

A Monument donation to the Town requires and will only be accepted if:

1. The donor pays for all necessary plans, documents and fees for code reviews and permit
issuances, including but not limited to environmental, electrical, building, fire, and
structural codes;

2. The donor pays for all costs associated with creating a Scope of Work, as defined in
Appendix B, the project management, review, design, fabrication, installation and the
short- and long-term Monument Maintenance and Conservation Plan costs, as defined in
Section Il; and

3. The donor demonstrates his/her ability to fund these costs.

At its discretion the Town Council may share in the cost of a Monument, however the donor must
demonstrate its ability to fund its Monument exclusive of any public funds provided in accordance
with this Section.

SECTION II: DEFINITIONS

Conservation Plan —a plan created by a qualified conservator with expertise and training in caring
for fine art, outlining the maintenance for the lifespan of the installation, to include, at minimum,
cleaning, repair, insurance, cost of Town staff time to perform these tasks and the hiring outside
experts.

Lead Department — the Town of Jackson department so designated by the Town Manager upon a
Monument Proposal submission.

Maintenance — for the purpose of this Policy, Maintenance is the act of preserving an original
Monument’s purpose, character, condition, materials, and design in its original location.
Maintenance may or may not be in accordance with a Conservation Plan, depending on whether
such a plan was created for the Monument being maintained.

Monument - a statue, marker, or other similar permanent installation to express Government
Speech, the design, scale, materials, and technical specifications of which are approved by the
Town and which is installed by the Town on Town property. Monuments may be in various forms
including statues, tributes, fountains, memorials, or gardens among others.
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Monument Proposal — a submission from a member of the public or group requesting the
installation of a new Monument (whether prefabricated or not), the relocation of an existing
Monument within the Town or from without the Town, or the redesign, as that term is defined
herein, of an existing Monument within the Town.

Park Amenity — park improvements that contribute to the traditional use of park land, including
but not limited to benches, play structures, picnic tables/shelters, sport facilities, trails, small
plagues, and the like.

Public Art — for the purpose of this Policy, works of art acquired through the Public Art Program or
existing works of art owned by the Town.

Public Art Coordinator — is the Public Art Coordinator as set forth in the Public Art Guidelines.

Public Art Task Force —a recommending body appointed by the Town Council to review public art
projects in the Town of Jackson and write the annual public art plan.

Town of Jackson Public Art Guidelines — the Town of Jackson guidelines of process and procedure
for commissioning public art in the Town of Jackson.

Town Square —for the purpose of this Policy, the Town Square is the portion of George Washington
Memorial Park bound by the log-rail fence surrounding the Park.

Redesign — for the purposes of this Policy, Redesign is the process of re-envisioning a Monument
in its existing location with a new design and aesthetic changes that include but are not limited to
scale, materials, character, and/or concept. The Redesign of an existing Monument triggers the
Review Process set forth in Section V.

Selection Panel — a group comprised of the members of the Public Art Task Force, the Monument
donor, the Lead Department Director or his/her designee, and any technical experts deemed
necessary by the Project Manager.

Temporary Public Art Installations —a work of art that is temporarily placed on public property for
a duration of two (2) consecutive years or less.

SECTION Ill: GOVERNMENT SPEECH ON MONUMENTS

The Town may install or accept Monuments on Town property as a form of Government Speech

as Town recognition of significant events or people or to provide educational information from

the Town on topics approved by the Town. This includes:

1. Recognition of individuals or groups who made a substantial impact on the Town or Teton
County, Wyoming;

2. The Town’s position on topics of interest to the community, as determined by the Town
Council;

3. The history of the Town of Jackson, the state of Wyoming or the United States of America;
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4, Historical or cultural influences on the Town or the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem;

5. Native flora, fauna and wildlife of Jackson, Wyoming and/or of the Greater Yellowstone
Ecosystem;

6. Local innovation or creativity that has contributed to Town’s growth and prosperity; and/or

7. The Town’s core goals, as determined by the Town Council.

The Town shall not place Monuments on Town property which promote, favor or oppose religion
or an individual religion nor which would appear to a reasonable person that the Town is
promoting, favoring, or opposing religion or an individual religion.

SECTION IV: ADMINISTRATION

1. The Town Manager may approve or deny Monument Proposals and may enact
administrative guidelines and procedures to implement this Policy, including without
limitation, designation of locations deemed suitable for and those inappropriate for
Monuments.

2. The Town Manager shall designate the Lead Department for each Monument Proposal at
the time of submittal.

3. The Lead Department Director shall coordinate with the Public Art Coordinator with regard
to any Monument that is Public Art.

SECTION V: REVIEW PROCESS

1. Town Manager. The Town Manager, or his or her designee, initially screens Monument
Proposals to ensure:

a. Feasibility with respect to the Town’s ability to direct staff resources, time and any
other necessary Town resources to the Monument Proposal;

b. Appropriateness of the proposed site with respect to its social, historical and
cultural context vis-a-vis the Monument Proposal; and

c. Representation of the Town’s community values and sensitivity to the community
at large.

If the Monument Proposal complies with these criteria, the Town Manager will advance

the Proposal for further review to the Lead Department. If the Monument Proposal

does not comply with these criteria, the Town Manager will decline the Proposal and

not advance it for any further review.

2. Lead Department Director. The Lead Department Director, or his/her designee, reviews the
Proposal for:

a. Suitability of the site relative to existing and planned architectural, natural and
landscape features;
Generation of positive and negative environmental impact(s);
Safety for public interaction and creation of security issues;

d. Diminishment of the site’s current and anticipated programmed and spontaneous
activities;
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e. Ifapplicable, compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, 42 U.S.C. § 12101
et seq., as amended; and
f. Overall impact on the staff, equipment and budget resources of the Lead
Department.
The Lead Department Director drafts and sends a report to the Public Art Task Force setting
forth his/her conclusions with regard to each criterion and including any other relevant
factors to or impacts on the Lead Department from the Monument Proposal.
3. Public Art Task Force. The Public Art Task Force reviews the proposed Monument to ensure:
a. It meets or exceeds the Town of Jackson Public Art Guidelines;
b. If memorializing an event, the event took place at least ten (10) years ago;
c. There is geographic justification for locating the particular Monument at the
particular site;
d. The design fits with local character, materials use, and is appropriately scaled to
the site and location overall;
e. It contributes to the aesthetic quality of the site by adding to identity and
ambiance;
f. It is structurally sound, requires little maintenance, and is inherently resistant to
theft, vandalism, and weathering; and
g. If applicable, it is appropriate in scale, mass, design and context with existing
artwork within the proposed site vicinity.
The Public Art Coordinator collates the review and report from the Town Manager and
Lead Department, respectively, combines them with the Public Art Task Force’s review of
the criterion herein and provides an advisory recommendation to the Town Manager for
approval, denial, or resubmission of the Monument Proposal with recommended changes.
4. Town Council. The Town Manager, with the assistance of the Public Art Coordinator,
prepares and presents a staff report on the Monument Proposal to the Town Council. The
Town Council approves, denies, or requests resubmission of the Monument Proposal with
recommended changes based on the Approval Criteria set forth in Section VI. The Town
Council approval allows the Monument Proposal to enter the public process outlined in
Appendix B of this Policy, wherein Town Council and the public have further review
opportunities. Such approval does not authorize construction or installation of the
Monument on Town property and does not authorize the expenditure of public funds for
the Monument being proposed.

SECTION VI: MONUMENT APPROVAL CRITERIA

No Monument Proposal may proceed to proposal development, design, fabrication, or installation,
as set forth in Appendix B, without Town Council approval. Such determination is within the sole
discretion of the Town Council, and the Town Council may deny a Monument Proposal even if it
determines in its sole discretion that the Monument Proposal meets the following criteria.

In order to approve a Monument Proposal, the Town Council must determine the Proposal
complies with each of the following criteria:
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10.

The Monument Proposal meets or exceeds the Town of Jackson Public Art Guidelines.

The Monument Proposal represents broad community values.

If memorializing an event, the event took place at least ten (10) years before the Monument
Proposal submittal and is significant enough to merit honor by a permanent Monument.
There is geographic justification for locating the particular Monument at the particular site.
The proposed site is appropriate with respect to its social, historical and cultural context.

If there is a donor, the donor funds all project costs as set forth in Section I.D of this Policy.
The Monument Proposal enhances the site without unreasonably diminishing the site’s
current offering of programmed and spontaneous activities.

If any, the change in use of the site by the Monument Proposal is appropriate and
contemplated as part of the Lead Department’s long-range plan.

The Monument Proposal contributes to the aesthetic quality of the site by adding to identity
and ambiance.

The Monument Proposal is appropriate in scale, mass, design and context vis-a-vis existing and
planned architectural, natural landscape features, and, if applicable, vis-a-vis existing artwork
within the proposed site vicinity.

SECTION VII: FINAL DECISION AND APPEAL

1. Final Decision: The final decision to approve or deny a Monument Proposal is wholly within
the discretion of the Town Council and no individual or organization has any right to make
any improvement or place any items on Town property, regardless of whether a Proposal
meets the Approval Criteria set forth in Section VI.

2. Appeal: There is no appeal from the Town Council’s final decision.

SECTION VIII: EXCLUSIONS AND LIMITATIONS

1. The following are excluded from this Policy:
a. Park Amenities as defined herein;
b. Temporary Installations as defined herein;
c. The Aspen Hill Cemetery; and
d. Temporary holiday displays falling within the Town of Jackson Holiday Display
Policy.
2. The following limitations apply to this Policy:
a. The Town will not accept or consider Monument Proposals for new Monuments in
the George Washington Memorial Park.
b. The Town will accept Monument Proposals to redesign an existing Monument in
the George Washington Memorial Park.
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APPENDIX A

TOWN OF JACKSON PUBLIC ART GUIDELINES

(separate page)
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APPENDIX B

TOWN OF JACKSON ADMINISTRATIVE PROCESS AND PUBLIC REVIEW OF TOWN COUNCIL

APPROVED MONUMENT PROPOSALS

1. Donor and Lead Department Director Meeting: The donor and Lead Department Director
discuss, at minimum, the following preliminary matters:

a.
b.

The Monument design concept;

The anticipated Town permits (including electrical, building, etc.) required by the
Monument Proposal and the Town of Jackson Land Development Regulations
applicable to the Monument Proposal;

The anticipated community benefits of and concerns about the location and
preliminary design;

The Section VI Approval Criteria of the Town of Jackson Monument Policy;

The components of the Section 3 Scope of Work of this Appendix;

The components of the Section 2 Budget of this Appendix; and

A community engagement plan.

2. Budget: The project budget must detail the donor’s plan to fund the:

a.

b.
C.
d

()]

Scope of Work;
Community engagement plan;
Artist fees;
Specialized consultant and professional fees (including but not limited to, the
architect, historian, landscape architect, engineer(s), fabricator(s), and
conservator);
Insurance;
Long-term maintenance; and
Cost of a Project Manager, who is either:
i. A professional project manager with public art and construction
management experience sufficient to oversee the particular project; or
ii. The Pubic Art Coordinator.

3. Scope of Work:

a.

The Scope of Work must include:
i. Project Description —the artist job description;

ii. Art Goals/Criteria — the predetermined objectives of the project;

iii. Location Description —the rationale for the project site and its defined size
and massing limitations;

iv. Budget — the funds available for concept development, final design,
fabrication, and installation;

v. Eligibility — what artists can apply and the minimum qualifications;

vi. Materials — specification of media, style and size;
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b.

vii. Application Requirements — images of prior works, resume, letter of
interest, and three (3) references;
viii. Artist Selection Process — definition, timeline, and expectations;
ix. Disclosures —legal and contractual information; and
X. Project Timeline —a list of key milestones, specifically including the deadline
to submit Request for Qualifications, the site visits, and the deadlines for
concept development, final design, technical review, project fabrication,
final inspection, staging, and project installation.
The Project Manager develops and issues the Scope of Work.

4. Artist Selection:

d.

b.

The Project Manager reviews responses to the Scope of Work and presents the
responses to the Selection Panel.
The Selection Panel selects the artist by majority vote.

5. Concept Development and Design Review:

a.
b.

The artist designs the Monument based on the parameters of the Scope of Work.
The artist provides the following materials to facilitate the conceptual design
review process:

i. Athree-dimensional model of the Monument or a complete drawing of the
two-dimensional Monument and photographs that demonstrate the
relationship of the Monument to the surrounding architecture and/or site;

ii. A site plan that shows the proposed location of the Monument, a
photograph of the proposed installation site and the surrounding
environment; and

iii. Material samples for the Monument and relevant construction materials.
The Project Manager organizes and hosts, at minimum, two (2) community
engagement events to present the conceptual design and solicit input from the
community.

The artist refines the design based on the community input and, in cooperation
with the Project Manager, presents it to the Selection Panel for review.

The Selection Panel provides a recommendation for Town Council approval, denial,
or request for resubmission of the Monument design with recommended changes.

6. Final Design Development and Technical Review:

a.
b.
C.

The artist incorporates recommendations from Town Council into a final design.
The necessary Town permits are obtained.
The necessary contract(s) between the artist(s), engineer(s), architect and any
other necessary professionals are finalized.
The conservator’s plan accounting for the Monument’s lifetime costs is finalized.
A Memorandum of Understanding between the Town and the donor is finalized.
The technical aspects of the installation are finalized and include the:

i.  Materials used, including construction specifications;

ii. Fabrication methods;
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iii. Stamped engineering and construction drawings;
iv.  Utility connections and electrical permits;

v. Installation plans;
vi.  Landscape architecture; and
vii.  Lighting.

g. The artist integrates the site design, materials, structural details, and fabrication
and installation details into a final design.

h. The Town Manager, in coordination with the Project Manager, presents the

Monument final design and these associated finalized documents to Town Council
for final approval.

i. After Town Council’s final approval, no changes may be made to the Monument
during production or installation.

7. Appeal: There is no appeal from the Town Council’s final decision.
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TOWN COUNCIL
WORKSHOP AGENDA DOCUMENTATION

PREPARATION DATE: November 13, 2018 SUBMITTING DEPARTMENT: Administration
MEETING DATE: November 19t", 2018 DEPARTMENT DIRECTOR: Larry Pardee
PRESENTER: Larry Pardee

SUBIJECT: On street 15—-minute parking spaces along Redmond Street & E. Broadway Avenue.

=

PURPOSE OF WORKSHOP ITEM
The purpose of this item is to present a request to reduce the number of 15 minute spaces at the intersection
of Broadway and Redmond and receive potential direction from the Town Council for any changes.

DESIRED OUTCOME

The desired outcome is for Town Council to discuss the request and provide direction to staff on any changes
to the number of 15 minute spaces at the intersection of Broadway and Redmond.

BACKGROUND/ALTERNATIVES

The Town of Jackson has received a request to consider reducing the total number of on street 15-minute
parking spaces at the intersection of E. Broadway Ave and Redmond Street and convert them back to general
parking spaces for the neighborhood and surrounding businesses. The Town Council has the authority to
regulate on street parking in the Town limits and set specific parking time limits. It is staff’s understanding
from the historical record attached to this staff report, that the commercial uses adjacent to these 15 minute
parking spaces has evolved over the years. The Town Council may want to consider updating the number 15
minute spaces in this area to reflect current conditions.

Currently, there are four “areas” of 15-minute parking at the intersection of E. Broadway and Redmond
Street. Both the Town of Jackson Utility Standards and the LDR’s refer to a parallel parking space as a
length of 22 ft. Below are the 15-minute parking locations with footages and parking spaces:
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E. Broadway in front of Bud’s Liquor: 123 ft of yellow curb, 5.6 parking spaces
E. Broadway in front of the Hospital: 93 ft of yellow curb, 4.2 parking spaces
Redmond Street (west side): 28 ft. of yellow curb, 1.3 parking spaces
Redmond Street (east side): 61 ft. of yellow curb, 2.8 parking spaces

Municipal code allows the Council to direct staff to change signage without updating schedules,
resolutions, or ordinances.

Staff offers a few thoughts for Council’s consideration:

1. Council could consider making the 15-minute parking only for one specific street. For example:
only have 15-min parking on Redmond St. or on Broadway Ave. only.

2. Council could consider only allowing 15-minute parking on one side of either Redmond St. or
Broadway Ave.

3. Council could consider the type of business that the 15-minute parking generally serves, Bud’s
Liquor. Generally, customers are stopping by this business on their way home. This would entail
only keeping the 15-min parking on the south side of Broadway Ave. and on the east side of
Redmond St.

Town Council has several options for consideration:

1. Approve the request to reduce the number of on street yellow 15-minute parking spaces from

roughly fourteen spaces to a smaller amount of parking spaces specifically located at
and direct staff to install/remove/relocate signage and curb paint to reflect the

new amount and location.

2. Discuss the request and postpone any action to a future Town Council workshop until additional
information is provided.

3. Take no action.

4. Other.

STAKEHOLDER ANALYSIS

The Town of Jackson is a stakeholder since our PW Department manages and maintains these assets. Bud’s
Liquor is a stakeholder since they originally requested the 15-minute parking. St. John’s Medical Center is a
stakeholder because they may be interested in more non-15-minute parking spaces on the street to help
provide parking for patients and employees. Both the medical center and Bud’s Liquor were noticed that this
discussion was taking place on November 19%, 2018, to allow for public comment. Other stakeholders
include patrons of Bud’s Liquor and patrons of St. John’s Medical Center.

FISCAL IMPACT
Fiscal impact for reducing the number of spaces would include the cost of labor and materials to paint over
any existing yellow curb and remove/relocate signage. This cost would be minimal.

STAFF IMPACT
Staff impact would include the time needed by PW staff to repaint the existing curbs and
remove/relocate signage. It is estimated that this would take approximately 4 hours of staff time.

LEGAL ISSUES
Not applicable.
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ATTACHMENTS
e Past Town Council meeting minutes and excerpts.

RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends the Town Council consider the request and provide direction to staff.

SUGGESTED MOTION
Should the Town Council be ready to take action, one possible motion would be:

| move to approve the request to reduce the number of on street yellow 15-minute parking spaces from
roughly fourteen spaces to parking spaces specifically located at and direct staff
to install/remove/relocate signage and curb paint to reflect the new amount and location.

Synopsis for PowerPoint (120 words max): The information entered in this section will be displayed on
the monitors in the Council Chambers during meetings. In 120 words or less, provide a brief synopsis of
the agenda documentation and any relevant information that should be displayed on the monitors, for
example, purpose, background, or fiscal impact.

Purpose:
The purpose of this item is to present a request to reduce the number of 15 minute spaces at the intersection

of Broadway and Redmond and receive potential direction from the Town Council for any changes.

Page 3



ATTACHMENTS

e Past Town Council meeting minutes
On street 15—minute parking spaces along Redmond Street & E. Broadway Avenue.

TOWN COUNCIL PROCEEDINGS
OCTOBER 18, 2004 JACKSON, WYOMING

The Jackson Town Council met in regular session in the Council Chambers of the Town Hall at
150 East Pearl at 6:00 P.M. Upon roll call the following were found to be present:

VICEMAYOR:  Mark Obringer

COUNCIL.: Abe Tabatabai, Scott Anderson and Steve Harrington
ABSENT: Mark Barron
STAFF: Roxanne DeVries Robinson, Dan Hesse,

Mark Obringer announced the Mayor's Brown Bag Lunch on October 20, 2004 at noon
sponsored by Teton County Tobacco Prevention Coalition, introduced Christina Thomure as the
new Associate Planner for the Town of Jackson and also read a proclamation for bum week that
would be November 6 — 14, 2004.

Larry Hartnett made public comment and requested more 15 minute parking in front of Helen's
b Market and Bud's Eastside Liquors.

A sacslan e da b Conss And and dad 1o 2 the t palandar  The

SEPTEMBER 17, 2007

Relocation of the St. John's Medical Hospital Bus Stop. Janice Steiner made stafl’ comments
regarding this item. Mike Wackerly made staff comments regarding this item. Lawrence B.
HERAEM representing Bud's Eastside Liquor, made pubic comment. A motion was made by Abe
Tabatabai and seconded by Mark Obringer to, based upon the findings as presented in the Staff
Report, direct Staff to prepare a map and Resolution with 60 feet of 15 minute parking at current
location, retaining 55 feet for bus stop and placement of the shelter 5 feet cast of the fire hydrant.
The vote showed all in favor. Motion carried.

TOWN COUNCIL PROCEEDINGS

JANUARY 7, 2008 JACKSON, WYOMING

The Jackson Town Council met in regular session in the Council Chambers of the Town Hall at
150 East Pearl at 6:00 P.M. Upon roll call the following were found to be present:

MAYOR: Mark Barron

COUNCIL: Mark Obringer, Bob Lenz and Melissa Turley

STAFF: Bob McLaurin, Audrey Cohen-Davis, Roxanne De¢Vries Robinson, Danielle
Suter, Larry Pardee, Jefl' Noffsinger, Dan Zivkovich, Michele John, Shawn
O'Malley, Brian Schilling, and Shawn Hill

Mark Barron announced the Town Offices would be closed on January 21, 2008, for Martin
Luther King Jr./Wyoming Equality Day; the Town Council Retreat scheduled for February 1 and
2, 2008, and a Special Town Council Meeting with the Planning Commission on February 2,
2008; the next regular Town Council meeting and workshop would be held on Tuesday, January
22, 2008; and read a proclamation for Stalking Awarcness Month. Michele John made staff
comments regarding the proclamation.

Larry FERASH made public comment regarding the Start Bus shelter at St. John's Medical
Center.




JANUARY 22, 2008

St. John’s Medical Center Bus Shelter. Michael Wackerly made staff comments. Larry
HESRGEH the owner of Bud's East Side Liquors, made public comment. Virgil Boss, representing
St. John’s Medical Center, made public comment. A motion was made by Abe Tabatabai and
seconded by Mark Obringer to approve the location of the new START Bus shelter at St. John's
Medical Center, as recommended by stafl. The vote showed all in favor. The motion carried. A
motion was made by Abe Tabatabai and seconded by Mark Obringer to reduce the proposed 65
foot red bus zone to 45 feet to add one 20 foot regular (not 15 minute) parking space in the east
20 feet of the proposed red bus zone and immediately west of the proposed 60 foot, 15-minute
parking zone. The vote showed all in favor. The motion carried.

FEBRUARY 11, 2008

Resolution 08-01, A Resolution Amending the Parking Schedules on East Broadway at
Redmond. Michacl Wackerly and Audrey Cohen-Davis made staff comment. Larry FERReR
made public comment. A motion was made by Mark Obringer and seconded by Abe Tabatabai
to amend the 60 foot portion to a 91 foot portion. The vote showed all in favor. The motion
carricd. A motion was made by Mark Obringer and seconded by Melissa Turley to amend the
Resolution under Subsection D to read 106 feet. The vote showed all in favor. The motion
carried. A motion was made by Abe Tabatabai and seconded by Mark Obringer to approve
Resolution 08-01 as amended.
RESOLUTION 08-01

WHEREAS, Resolution 04-27, Section 21 of Town of Jackson Ordinance No. 131,
Section | of Ordinance No. 610, Section 1 of Ordinance No. 636, and Section 10.04.190 of the
Municipal Code of the Town of Jackson limits parking on streets or portions of streets as
designated in Schedule 9 of Section 10.04.390 of the Municipal Code of the Town of Jackson;
and

WHEREAS Section 38 of the Town of Jackson Ordinance No. 131, Section | of
Ordinance 610, and Section 10.04.380 of the Municipal Code of the Town of Jackson provide
that the schedules set forth in section 10.04.390 of the Municipal Code of the Town of Jackson
may be amended from time to time by resolution of the Town Council without the necessity of
approving an ordinance to modify the schedule; and




WHEREAS, the Town Council of the Town of Jackson, Wyoming, has determined that it
is in the best interests of the public to relocate the Broadway Avenue bus zone and fifteen minute
parking zone as set forth herein.

NOW, THEREFORE, be it hereby resolved by the Mayor and Town Council of the Town
of Jackson, Wyoming, in regular session duly assembled, that:

L Schedule 9 of Section 10.04,19%A) of the Municipal Code of the Town of

Jackson is amended to read as follows:

SCHEDULE 9. PARKING RESTRICTIONS

(Refer to Section 10.04.190)

It is unlawful to park a vehicle at any time in violation of any of the following

provisions of this schedule:

B. Fificen Minute Parking. It is unlawful to park a vehicle on any day of the week

between the hours of nine a.m. and six p.m. on the following streets for more than fifteen

minutes when signs are in place and/or curbs are appropriately marked in accordance
with this schedule:
*  Pearl Avenue between Jackson Strect and Millward Streets.

* A twenty foot (20°) section on the west side of Glenwood Street between Pearl Avenue
and Broadway Avenue commencing seventy-one feet (71°) from the intersection of
Glenwood Street and between Pearl Avenue and Broadway Avenue commencing one-
hundred eighty feet (1807) from the intersection of Glenwood Street and Broadway Avenue.

*  The cast side of King Street between Simpson Avenue and the alley between Simpson
Avenue and Pearl Avenue.

»  South Millward Street between Simpson Avenue and Pearl Avenue.

*  The thirty-five foot (357) section on the west side of North Millward Strect between
Mercill Avenue and Gill Avenue commencing approximately one - hundred fifty-five feet
(155°) south from the intersection of North Millward Street and Mercill Avenue.

* A ninety-one foot (917) portion of the north side of East Broadway commencing
approximately fifteen-feet (15") west of the intersection of East Broadway and the
right-of-way of Redmond Street; a one-hundred seven foot (107°) portion of the south
side of East Broadway commencing twenty fect (20°) west of the intersection of East
Broadway and Redmond Street; a thirty foot (30") portion of the west side of
Redmond Street commencing twenty feet (20°) south of the intersection of Redmond
Street commencing seventy-nine feet (79') south of the intersection of Redmond and
East Broadway; a sixty foot (607) portion of the cast side of Redmond Street
commencing twenty feet (20°) south of the intersection of Redmond Street and East
Broadway.

A sixty-five foot (65") portion of the west side of Virginian Lanc beginning ten feet (10°)
south of the southerly entrance to the Grand Teton Plaza complex.

D. Bus Zoncs. It is unlawful to stop, stand or park a vehicle at any time, except

in the case of an emergency or when directed to do so by a law enforcement officer,

except for property licensed buses which may stop and park no longer than necessary o

load or unload passengers, which in no event shall exceed ten minutes, when curbs arc

leumhduﬂw&cmusgmduahnmutbcfolmwm
«  Cache Street: On the cast side of North Cache Street between its intersections with
Broadway Avenue and Deloney Avenue.

«  Deloney Avenuc: On the west sixty feet (60°) of the north and south sides of Deloney
Avenue immediately east of its intersection with Jackson Street.

«  Pearl Avenue: On the north side of Pearl Avenue from one hundred feet (100°) cast of its
intersection with Glenwood Street for a distance of forty-five feet (45'): and on the south side
of Pearl Avenue from sixty-six feet (66°) cast of its intersection with Glenwood Street for a
distance of seventy-five feet (757).

«  Broadway Avenue: A forty-five foot (45°) portion of the north side of East Broadway
mwmlyo&-&nﬂmﬂmﬂmfoﬂum)mofﬂnm
of East Broadway and the right-of-way of Redmond Strect: A 60 foot (60°) portion
of the south side of East Broadway commencing at the intersection of East Broadway
and Stormy Circle.

* Virginian Lanc: OnﬂnmndeofVmamlmﬁommhmdmdmtmyfcﬂ(Im'
south of its intersection with U.S. Highway 89 for a distance of fifty-five feet (553°).




2. All of the rest and remainder of Schedule 9 shall remain unchanged and in full force
and effect.
Dated this 11™ day of February, 2008,

Mayor Barron then called for the vote. The vote showed all in favor. The motion carried.




TOWN COUNCIL
WORKSHOP AGENDA DOCUMENTATION

PREPARATION DATE: November 16, 2018 SUBMITTING DEPARTMENT: Parks and Recreation
MEETING DATE: November 19, 2018 DEPARTMENT DIRECTOR: Steve Ashworth
PRESENTER: Steve Ashworth/Andrew Erskine

SUBJECT: Winter Sidewalk Snow Removal Level of Service

STATEMENT/PURPOSE

The purpose is to discuss and review winter levels of service for 2018/19 sidewalk snow removal.

BACKGROUND/ALTERNATIVES
In April of 2018 staff held a public open house to begin analyzing the department’s prior year service
levels for winter maintenance. In addition, the department conducted an online survey during the months
of March and April to further understand the public’s needs and satisfaction. The purpose of this process
IS to better serve the greatest number of residents and guests and in the most economical manner

At a meeting in June 2018 the department staff worked closely with BTNF, Town of Jackson Public
Works, County Engineering, Teton County School District and Community Pathways to develop

recommendations.

[Sidewalk Snow Removal:]
e Continue seven (7) day full time operations beginning approximately November 15™ through March 15,

e Maintain the same sidewalks as FY18, per the current level of service policy, with the addition/deletion of
the following:
0 Add the south side of Broadway from Redmond Rd. east to McKean Dr. to provide same side of
street access to Community Entry Services.
e TCIPR/TOJ Sidewalk Snow Removal Level of Service Policy
0 Plow both sides of the street-
= Main high traffic east/west connectors (Broadway and Snow king)
= Main high traffic north/south connectors (Cache and Redmond)
=  Downtown and West Jackson commercial districts

0 Plow one side of the street-
= Linkage of neighborhoods to primary connectors

= Access to Government facilities from Connectors and Downtown

= Safe Routes to Schools

e  We will continue to partner with Public Works and Town law Enforcement to conduct education and
community outreach to residents and business owners regarding their responsibility to clear adjacent
sidewalks. We will focus our attention on areas of past negligence:

0 West side of Powderhorn Lane from Meadowlark Lane to the entrance of Garaman Park

O West side of Glenwood Drive immediately north of Community Leaning Center/historical Society.



[Pathway Snow Removal:]
e Continue seven (7) day full time operations beginning approximately November 15™ through March 15,

o Staff will plow to asphalt the following sections-
0 Smith’s Pathway to Colter School

0 Middle School through Indian springs to Hwy 22 and east on new Hwy 22 pathway section to the
‘Y” junction. The new pathway section of Hwy 22 from Indian Springs connector to the ‘Y’ junction
will be maintained until the point at which it can no longer be cleared with a snow plow, at that
time it will be abandoned until late winter when we will budget to clear it for early spring use.

0 High School Road Around Smith’s

e The Department will contract to plow to asphalt the following sections-
0 South 89 from meloday Ranch to High School Road
0 Von Gontard Pathway

0 New section of South Park Loop from south end of 3 Creeks to Melody Ranch Trailhead. This
section will be maintained until the point at which it can no longer be cleared with a snow plow,
after that point it will be abandoned until we can clear for early spring use.

0 Hwy 22 pathway from the underpass (near Skyline) to Iron Rock Rd. This section will be
maintained until the point at which it can no longer be cleared with a snow plow, at that time it
will be abandoned until late winter when we will budget to have it cleared for spring use.

0 Hwy 390 pathway to Lake Creek bridge
e  Staff will pack/plow to approximatley 2” the following sections-

0 Garaman pathway from the Post Office to Highway 89 Underpass, consistent with FY18 efforts
e The Department will contract to pack/plow to approximatley 2” the following sections-

0 Wilson Centenial trail from Wilson School to Lake Creek Bridge

e The Department will contract plowing from Stilson Lot across the Snake River pathway to Emily’s Pond
levee and the pathway through Emily Stephen’s to Iron Rock Rd. on Hwy 22

The addition of a % ton truck and plow blade in FY18 will allow the Department to plow the shop
parking lot more efficiently, plow Owen Bircher Parking lot and address driveway and road cuts
across pathways . We will also establish paramaters for contracted plowing that will scale back
the number of times per day any given section is plowed and we will support those areas with the
departments truck/plow addition in the afternoons. We will also evaluate the ability, based on
staffing levels, the possibility of taking over early season plowing of Hwy 22 (Underpass to Iron
Rock Rd) and the new section of South Park Loop (south end of 3 Creek to Melody Trailhead) in
the future.

[Nordic Trail Grooming:]
e On Tuesdays, Thursdays and Saturdays staff will groom the following areas-

0 Stilson Field, Wislon Centennial Trail, Emily’s Pond levee, and High School/Colter Fields.
e On Wednesdays and Fridays staff will groom the following areas-

0 Lower Cache Creek Trail, Wayne May park, and Game Creek Trail (Note: Game Creek will only be
groomed during low and moderate Avalance conditions)

0 South Park Loop from Boyles Hill Rd to the south end of 3 Creek (straight section)
e On Mondays the Department will seek to contract for grooming services for the following areas-

0 Lower Cache Creek Trail and Upper Cache Creek Trail. (Note: Uppe Cache Creek Trail will only be
goomed during low and moderate avalance conditions)



Staff will continue to work with USFS to partner on trail signage at Cache Creek that helps
identify the following:

e Avalanche condition and possible upper trail closure to be located at lower trail head and at turn-
around between upper and lower Cache Trail.

e |dentification of multi-user trail to include skiiers, bikers, walkers and snowmobiles.

ATTACHMENTS
Sidewalk Snow Removal Map
P&R Snow Removal SOP

FISCAL IMPACT
The FY19 service plan does not necessarily illustrate growth and increase cost, rather reallocation of resources
to best meet the needs of the community. Staff has received approval of $25,000 in grant funds from the
Wyoming State Parks, Historic Sites and Trails in the form of an RTP (Recreational Trails Program) Grant to
offset costs for trail grooming activities in FY19. The department will match this funding with an estimated
$19,588 in budgeted operational costs, approximately 30% increase over last year.
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RESOLUTION 14-17

WHEREAS, Section 1 of Town of Jackson Ordinance No. 236 (Part), Section 1 of Town of
Jackson Ordinance No. 1075, and Section 12.20.020.A. of the Municipal Code of the Town of
Jackson provides that the snow and ice removal policy of the Town of Jackson may be established
and amended from time to time by resolution of the Town Council without the necessity of
approving an ordinance to modify the snow removal area; and

WHEREAS, the Town Council of the Town of Jackson, Wyoming, has determined that it is
in the best interest of the public to establish a policy for snow and ice removal requirements in order
to provide for access and safe pedestrian travel throughout the Town of Jackson during winter
months:

NOW, THEREFORE, be it hereby resolved by the Mayor and Town Council of the Town of
Jackson, Wyoming, in regular session duly assembled, that:

1. The Town of Jackson will remove snow and ice from sidewalks in the downtown

business area, along school routes, and routes to critical facilities specifically as
shown in Exhibit “A”.

2. In all other areas of the Town of Jackson, as stated in Section 12.20.020A of the
Municipal Code, every person, partnership, corporation, joint-stock company or
syndicate, or other entity, which is in charge or control of any building or lot of land
within the city fronting or abutting on a paved sidewalk or board sidewalk whether
as tenant, owner, occupant, lessee or otherwise, shall remove and clear away, or
cause to be removed and cleared away, snow and ice from so much of the sidewalk
as is in front of or abuts on the building or lot of land.

PASSED, & APPROVED this 17th day of November, 2014.

TOWN OF JACKSON

BY:

Mark Barron, Mayor

ATTEST:

BY:

Olivia Goodale, Town Clerk
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Chapter 12.20
SNOW AND ICE REMOVAL

Sections:

12.20.010 Definitions.

12.20.020 Snow and ice to be removed from sidewalks by private persons.
12.20.030 Depositing of snow and ice restricted.

12.20.040 Violations--Work done--Liability therefor--Penalty.

12.20.050 Penalties.

12.20.010 Definitions.

A.

OOw

"Sidewalk" means that portion of a street between the curb lines, or the lateral lines of a
roadway, and the adjacent property lines intended for the use of pedestrians.

"Business day" means any day not a Sunday or a national holiday.

"Business hours" means the hours between eight a.m. and six p.m. on any business day.

The building inspector is the duly appointed town building inspector and town engineer or, in
his absence, his duly designated and acting representative. (Ord. 236 § 1 (part), 1977.)

12.20.020 Snow and ice to be removed from sidewalks by private persons.
A. Every person, partnership, corporation, joint-stock company or syndicate, or other entity,

which is in charge or control of any building or lot of land within the Town fronting or abutting

on a paved sidewalk or board sidewalk whether as tenant, owner, occupant, lessee or otherwise,

shall remove and clear away, or cause to be removed and cleared away, snow and ice from so
much of the sidewalk as is in front of or abuts on the building or lot of land, pursuant to any

Town of Jackson snowplowing policy set forth by a resolution of the Town Council.

1. Except as provided in subsection B of this section, snow and ice shall be removed from
sidewalks in all business districts within the Town by six (6) business hours after the
cessation of any fall of snow, sleet or freezing rain or by the beginning of business hours
of the next business day following such fall, whichever period is longer.

2. Except as provided in subsection B of this section, snow and ice shall be removed from all
other included sidewalks within the town of the same day of the cessation of any fall of
snow, sleet or freezing rain or within the first six (6) hours of daylight after the cessation
of any such fall, whichever period is longer.

(Ord. 1075 § 1, 2014)

In the event snow and ice on a sidewalk has become so hard that it cannot be removed without
likelihood of damage to the sidewalk, the person or entity charged with its removal, shall,
within the time mentioned in subsection A of this section, cause enough sand or other abrasive
to be put on the sidewalk to make travel thereon reasonably safe; and shall then, as soon
thereafter as weather permits, cause the sidewalk to be thoroughly cleaned. (Ord. 476 § 1,
1994: Ord. 236 § 1 (part), 1977.)



12.20.030 Depositing of snow and ice restricted.

No person, partnership, corporation, joint-stock company or syndicate shall deposit or
cause to be deposited any snow and ice on or against a fire hydrant or on any sidewalk or roadway,
except that snow and ice may be windrowed on public roadways incident to the cleaning thereof
or windrowed on curbs incident to the cleaning of sidewalks in business districts. (Ord. 236 § 1
(part), 1977.)

12.20.040 Violations--Work done--Liability therefor--Penalty.

A. In the event of the failure of any person, partnership, corporation, joint-stock company or
syndicate to clear away or treat with abrasives and subsequently clear away any snow and ice
from any sidewalk as provided in this chapter, or cause this to be done, the building inspector,
as soon as practicable after such failure, shall cause such work to be done by town personnel
or by independent private persons or firms.

B. The building inspector shall ascertain and keep a record of the exact cost of all work he causes
to be done or contracts to be done in accordance with this section on account of each act or
omission of each person, partnership, corporation, joint-stock company or syndicate; and he
shall identify these persons with particularity.

C. Each person, partnership, corporation, joint-stock company or syndicate whose act or omission
makes it necessary that the building inspector cause work to be done or contract work to be
done in accordance with this section shall be liable to the town for the cost of such work plus
an amount equal to twenty percent of such costs for administration, record keeping and notice.
It shall be the duty of the town clerk to sue for these costs and penalties, and it shall be the duty
of the town attorney to assist in the bringing of these suits. (Ord. 262 8 1, 1979: Ord. 236 § 1
(part), 1977.)

12.20.050 Penalties.

Any person, partnership, corporation, joint-stock company or syndicate who violates any
provision of this chapter shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and, upon conviction thereof, shall be
punished in accordance with Section 1.12.010. Each day such violation is committed or permitted
to continue shall constitute a separate offense and shall be punishable as such under this chapter.
(Ord. 236 8 1 (part), 1977.)
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