INTERLAKEN TOWN, UTAH
MUNICIPAL ELECTION RESOLUTION

RESOLUTION NO. 2019-10-14

A RESOLUTION FOR CANCELLATION OF INTERLAKEN TOWN’S
MUNICIPAL ELECTION 2019

Whereas, the Interlaken Town Council as the duly elected legislative body of Interlaken Town,

Does hereby, wish to assert its authority granted under Utah State Code 20A-1-206 to cancel a
local election if:

All municipal officers are elected at-large,

The number of municipal officer candidates does not exceed the number of open at-large
municipal offices for which the candidates have filed,

There have been no write-in candidates filing for candidacy as of the deadline date,

Each municipal officer candidate is unopposed, and

There are no other municipal ballot propositions.

Interlaken Town Council does hereby declare that all of the above conditions have been met, and
resolves to cancel the municipal election scheduled for November 5, 2019. This declaration is no
later than 20 days before the day of the scheduled election as required by statute.

Interlaken Town Council does hereby certify that Gregory Harrigan, having lawfully filed as an
unopposed candidate for the seat of Mayor to be elected on November 5, 2019, is elected to office
for a 2-year term to begin January 2020.

Interlaken Town Council does hereby certify that Charles O’Nan and Justin Hibbard, having
lawfully filed as unopposed candidates for 2 seats of Interlaken Town Council to be elected on

November 5, 2019, are elected to office for a 4-year term to begin January 2020.

Further, proper notice of the cancellation of the election shall be given as required by UCA 20A-
1-206(2).

APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 14" day of October 2019.

TOWN OF INTERLAKEN

Mayor: Gregory Harrigan

(Seal)
ATTEST:

Town Clerk: Bart Smith



Subject: Re: Truck Explained, No Threat - Chevy Silver Extended Cab Truck

Date: Monday, October 14, 2019 at 3:42:27 PM Mountain Daylight Time
From: Robin Baker
To: Bart Smith

Attachments: 140ct2019-Interlaken Guardrail accident 5.jpeg, 140ct2019-Interlaken Guardrail accident
3.jpeg, 140ct2019-Interlaken Guardrail accident 4.jpeg, 140ct2019-Interlaken Guardrail
accident 6.jpeg, 140ct2019-Interlaken Guardrail accident 2.jpeg, 140ct2019-Interlaken
Guardrail accident 7.jpeg, 14oct2019-Interlaken Guardrail accident.jpeg

Hi Bart,

| hope this email finds you well. Please forward this to all members of the City Council. | would do so, but don't have
their contact information.

I'm sorry to bring this up, but us residents at the top of Interlaken (Bern Way) have lived in fear for too many years
b/c of the lack of guard rails up here.

Here are some examples why:

1. In 2016, my husband, Andrew was dangling backwards off the side of the cliff on Bern Way Access on the way
up to our home (400 bern way). Super Dave tried to help him, but ultimately we had to call a tow truck to pull
him out. He experienced extreme stress for many months following.

2. In 2018, David Lee's son had a party and some of his guests were stuck on Bern Way Access (going up) and
were very close to going off the side of Bern Way Access. Scott Woodall (another neighbor) pulled them out.

3. Sometime between 2013-1016, the residents at the small house directly at the top of Bern Way Access were
very close to going off the side of the Bern Way access as they were going down. Their car was dangling in
the small trees.

This is not the first request that Interlaken has had for guardrails on Bern Way Access, including:

e 13 years ago when | first moved in, | pleaded with the Board to get guardrails. | even tried to help raise
money. It fell on deaf ears.
o Afew years ago, Jack Brauer, a former resident of Interlaken, pleaded the same. It fell on deaf ears.

If this town continues to ignore this safety issue, | strongly believe that WE ARE RISKING LIVES AND LIABILITY. |
believe it would cost a lot less to put in guardrails than to pay for death and/or injuries. It's time to do something.
This town is playing with fire and will get burned... we cannot ignore this any longer. Most of the steepest roads
and/or the roads with the most dangerous drop offs in Interlaken are protected by guardrails... Bern Way Access is
steep and has a dangerous drop off yet it is not protected by guard rails.

Here are the pictures from today's accident. Please note that the driver and/or passengers could have been killed if
there was no guardrail. Thank God there was a guardrail.

| hope to get a response from you and/or the City of Interlaken ASAP.

Thanks,
Robin

Robin Regina Baker
954-394-9995 cell
robinbaker9995@gmail.com

"Do or do not, there is no try." - Yoda
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On Tue, Aug 20, 2019 at 3:12 PM Bart Smith <interlakenclerk@gmail.com> wrote:

Hi All-

It turns out the Chevy Silver Extended Cab Truck occupants were some kids who were tracking a wounded
deer through the neighborhood.

The sheriff knows the family and vouched for the kids.
The deer was wounded in a legal hunt and they thought it may have wandered into Interlaken.

No need to call the sheriff or respond to me.

Thanks,
Bart Smith
Interlaken Town Clerk

(435) 565-3812
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Introduction

One of Interlaken Town’s most valuable infrastructure assets is the approximately 5 miles of
local streets within its network. Maintaining the street network at a high level of service will
promote the prosperity of Interlaken’s entire community. Many state and local transportation
agencies currently use a pavement management system and/or a maintenance management
system to cost effectively preserve and improve their street network. The Utah Local Technical
Assistance Program (LTAP) assists local agencies in the state of Utah and surrounding states to
implement and use pavement management software to maintain, preserve, and enhance their road
and street assets and more effectively manage the allocation of funding as it pertains to the

existing street network.

The Town of Interlaken contacted the Utah Local Technical Assistance Program (LTAP) on
June 6, 2019 requesting a survey of Interlaken’s road network. A proposal was written up by

Utah LTAP and sent to Interlaken’s Town Government on June 21, 2019.

The Town of Interlaken asked the Utah LTAP to develop a pavement management system that
could be used in their transportation plan. This report describes the system’s major elements, the
processes, and the work accomplished to facilitate its implementation in Interlaken. The

pavement management system provides:

e A complete GIS-based physical inventory and condition survey of the street network
A needs assessment process

Analyses of root causes of pavement deterioration

Analysis of current street maintenance programs

Recommended maintenance and preservation treatments

Treatment costs and budget proposals

A method to evaluate alternate funding scenarios to maximize the average remaining
service life (RSL) of the street network

Figure 1 outlines the major elements and processes incorporated in Interlaken’s Pavement
Management System. The following sections of this report describe each step of the process in
detail, the results of field surveys and analyses, and the conclusions and recommendations

offered to assist in the full implementation of the system in Interlaken.
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G

Figure 1. Pavement Management Process Diagram
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Inventory of Road Network

The first step in the process of inventorying Interlaken’s local street network involved assigning
a functional classification to each street. Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) public road
maps and data assisted in making these classifications. Excluding the state routes, the inventory

identified the functional classifications of all roads to be residential.

The second step in the inventory process involved a GIS map with shape files of the road
network previously developed by UDOT. In addition to using the existing centerline shape file
for the street network a measuring wheel was used to measure the street widths. Data from the
GPS mapping process was used to calculate the lengths of all street segments. Measured widths

and lengths were used to calculate the street surface areas.

A complete condition survey of Interlaken’s local road network was conducted during July of
2019. Employees from the Utah LTAP (Local Technical Assistance Program) Center used the
Strategic Highway Research Program (SHRP) Distress Manual as a guide to conduct the

pavement distress survey

Appendix A contains the complete results of the inventory processes. Inventory details include
street name, starting and ending addresses of the segment, functional classification, segment
width and length, estimated remaining service life (RSL), surface area of the pavement in square
yards, and the percent of network area represented by each segment. Table 1 contains a sample

of the inventory of roads as found in Appendix A.
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Table 1. Excerpt Showing Details in the Inventory Process of the Local Street Network

Width | Length Area
Street Name Class (ft) (ft) RSL | %Area (sqyd)
Big Big Big
16 Matterhorn Matterhorn Matterhorn | Residential 12 296 10 1.31% 394.67
Way Way Cir
8 St. Mortiz St St. Mortiz St Dead End Residential 12 585 12 2.58% 780.00
27 Interlaken Dr Interlaken Dr | Edelweiss Lnh | Residential 14 657 8 3.39% | 1022.00
33 Luzern Rd Luzern Rd Dead End Residential 12 404 10 1.78% 538.67
39 Interlaken Dr Interlaken Dr Dead End Residential 14 444 12 2.29% 690.67
37 | Eiger PointRd | Eiger Point Rd J”:ﬁl ;rj” Residential | 12 385 10 1.70% | 513.33
24 Bern Way Bern Way Dead End Residential 12 316 14 1.40% 421.33

This inventory excludes pavement structure details regarding date of initial construction, layer

thickness, and pavement design criteria of each street. This information can be obtained from

historical records, maintenance personnel, or sampling and testing of the pavement structure.

This information should be incorporated through further implementation efforts and by working

closely with Interlaken’s Town Government.
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Pavement Condition Survey

Road Network

A complete condition survey covering pavement distress of Interlaken’s road network was
conducted during July of 2019. Employees from the Utah LTAP (Local Technical Assistance
Program) Center used the Strategic Highway Research Program (SHRP) manual, Distress

Identification Manual for the Long-Term Pavement Performance Project as a guide to conduct

the pavement distress survey.

The principal focus of the asphalt condition survey was to identify and determine the severity
level and extent of each distress type. Each asphalt street segment was closely surveyed for the
presence of potholes/utility cuts, transverse cracking, longitudinal cracking, block cracking, edge
cracking, and fatigue (alligator) cracking. The severity level and extent of each distress type were
evaluated in accord with the condition survey evaluation sheet shown in Appendix B. Appendix

C shows the detailed distress information for each road segment.
Pavement Design & Performance

Typically, asphalt pavements, designed in accord with the AASHTO Guide for Design of
Pavement Structures, ought to provide for twenty years of traffic loading (18 kip ESAL’s) before
reaching a terminal serviceability level at which point reconstruction is required (RSL = 0).
Conventional practice usually provides for a preventative maintenance treatment and
rehabilitative treatment to be applied to the asphalt pavement during its 20-year service life.
Timing is critical in the placement of the preventative maintenance and the rehabilitative

treatment to achieve the best level of service at the least amount of cost.
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Figure 3 shows a typical pavement performance curve for asphalt pavements. This figure

emphasizes the time relationship between street pavement condition and the cost of repair.
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Figure 2. Pavement Performance Curve
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After eight years of service (RSL = 12), most asphalt pavements will deteriorate to a "good"
condition category. This relates to a thirty-three percent (33%) drop in the service life of the
pavement and is the optimal point in time at which a preventative maintenance treatment should
be placed. After twelve years of service (RSL = 8), most asphalt pavements will deteriorate to a
“fair” condition rating. This represents a sixty percent (60%) drop in the service life of the
pavement and is the best point in time at which to consider a rehabilitation treatment. If no
renovation action occurs at this point, the street will likely deteriorate to the "poor" category
within three years (RSL = 5). Cost comparisons show that reconstruction will cost two to three
times more than rehabilitation strategies. The cost to maintain a pavement with preventative
maintenance strategies relates to about one-fifth the cost of rehabilitation strategies, or one-tenth

the cost of reconstruction.

The RSL of a road is not affected by the appearance of the road. A road may be rough on the
surface or have some small bumps and cracks, but this does not necessarily mean that the road is
in poor condition. The RSL is based on the structural integrity of the road. A responsible
maintenance program will be built around maintenance strategies that improve the service life of
the roadway, not simply applying treatments to improve the appearance or smoothness of the

road.

12
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Major Causes of Pavement Distress

The predominant asphalt pavement distresses affecting Interlaken’s streets were determined from
the pavement distress survey information. Analysis of this information showed that there were
four of the seven major distress types prevalent in the street network. Pavement roughness results
from these distresses. Fatigue cracking was the major distress type found occurring most

frequently in the asphalt street network.

The root causes of each of the seven main distress types are described as follows, along with

respective suggestions on how to mitigate the development of each:

Transverse cracking in asphalt pavements is normally attributed to thermal changes in the
pavement structure. As seasonal temperatures change, the pavement expands and contracts
beyond the limits that asphalt can tolerate, thus causing transverse cracking. If these transverse
cracks are not sealed early in their development, they will continue to grow in terms of both
severity and extent, and they will allow surface moisture to enter the pavement causing further
distress to develop. Recent developments in asphalt technology known as the Superpave System
have shown the potential to preclude the development of transverse cracking if used in new
asphalt pavements. Use of performance graded (PG) asphalt cements and the Superpave mix
design system, along with good quality control and good hot mix asphalt construction practice
can potentially eliminate this type of distress from occurring. Using the Superpave System on
newly constructed or reconstructed streets that serve a relatively high volume of traffic is

recommended.

Longitudinal cracking is related to two different causes. The first is poor construction. When a
street is constructed, it is normally built in two or more sections. Problems, such as poor
compaction or segregation in the asphalt mix, will cause longitudinal cracks along the
construction seam. The second cause of longitudinal cracks is load related. These longitudinal

cracks are found in the wheel paths of the travel lanes. These cracks are due to early fatigue

13
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failure and should be treated as fatigue cracks. On some street segments that are extremely wide,
longitudinal cracking may be caused by thermal changes as with transverse cracks.

Block cracking is a combination of transverse and longitudinal cracking that occurs when the
transverse and longitudinal cracks intersect. The combination of these two distresses allows
greater opportunity for surface water to enter the pavement structure, thus decreasing the load
carrying capacity of the pavement. Once a block forms, water enters and softens the base. As the
base softens, normal traffic loading progressively breaks the pavement into smaller and smaller

blocks. This leads to the development of fatigue cracking.

Utility cuts are man-made cuts and have been shown to reduce the service life of a street by as
much as five to seven years. Although utility cuts are sometimes inevitable, good planning and

coordination of utility work can reduce the number of utility cuts made in newer streets.

Only limited rutting of the pavement surface was observed in Interlaken’s street network. This
form of distress typically occurs in the wheel paths and is a result of deformation in the
pavement structure or subgrade. This deformation comes from heavy axle loads acting in
combination with moisture to deform and rut the pavement. Inadequate compaction during
construction can also result in deformation. Rutting may also occur in hot weather when the
asphalt is less viscous and has less shear strength. In this case, rutting usually results from the

use of poor materials, poor asphalt mix design, poor quality control, or poor construction.

Edge cracking was generally found in street segments where pavement edges had little or no
support. Those segments that had no paved shoulders or supporting curb and gutter sections were

more prone to this type of distress.

Fatigue cracking is the main governing distress in the majority of the streets and affects sixty-six
percent (65.96%) of the network surface area. Fatigue cracking in asphalt pavements is largely
caused by loss of base and subgrade support due to moisture infiltrating the pavement. Once
moisture softens the base and subgrade layers, the asphalt pavement can no longer effectively
carry the traffic loading. This results in pavement cracking and breakup. The fatigue cracking

prevalent in the streets of Interlaken is most likely caused by water saturating the base and

14
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subgrade layers. With the subgrade saturated, the road structure flexes and gives under the

weight of a vehicle that drives over the street.

Heavy vehicle traffic on the streets also causes fatigue cracking, by applying greater stresses to
the pavement than it is designed to support. In those areas of the town where new homes are
being constructed, concrete trucks or other heavy vehicles can cause major damage to the streets.

Heavy commercial trucks fall within the heavy vehicle traffic designation.

Pavement Distress Survey & Analysis

The first step in the analysis of the pavement distress survey information involves determining
the governing distress type for each street segment. A governing distress is one that is most
detrimental to the condition of the pavement, and so should be the focus of treatment. Each
rating for each distress is associated with an RSL value; a higher distress rating results in a lower
RSL rating. To analyze a segment, find the lowest RSL value associated with any of the
distresses assigned to the segment. This value becomes the RSL for the entire segment and the

corresponding distress is the governing distress.

Figure 4 shows an example rating sheet for a road segment and Table 3 shows the RSL values
associated with fatigue cracking ratings. The distress rating of 5 for fatigue cracking corresponds
with an RSL of 6. Similar tables would be used for the other distresses reported on the segment.
An analysis of the distresses shown below shows that fatigue cracking is the governing distress

because it gives the lowest RSL value (besides being the highest numerical rating).
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Figure 3. Condition Rating Sheet
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Table 2. Fatigue Cracking Distress Table

0 No Alligator Cracking 20
1 Low, Low 10
2 Low, Medium 8
3 Low, High 6
4 Medium, Low 8
5 Medium, Medium 6
6 Medium, High 4
7 High, Low 6
8 High, Medium 2
9 High, High 0

The governing distress is the distress most likely to cause the pavement to deteriorate the soonest
and reduce the serviceability of the street. Appendix D contains the deterioration tables for the
other distress types. These tables can be adjusted by experienced personnel to more accurately

reflect the effects of local environmental and traffic loading conditions.

Table 4 includes several recommended preservation strategies and treatments, the estimated cost
of each treatment, and the estimated remaining service life the road is expected to gain after the

treatment is applied.
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Table 3. Maintenance Performance Table

Treatment Type Maint. Category 13-15 16-18 19-21
Crack Seal Routine $0.52 0 0 0 0 1 2 3 2
Cold Patch Routine $0.52 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Digout and Hot Patch Routine $0.78 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
High Perf. Cold Patch Routine $1.04 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Fog Coat Routine $0.78 0 0 0 1 1 2 2 2
High Mineral Asphalt Emulsion Preventative $2.07 0 0 0 1 2 3 5 5
Sand Seal Preventative $1.12 0 0 0 1 2 2 2 2
Scrub Seal Preventative $1.73 0 1 3 5 5 5 5 5
Single Chip Seal Preventative $2.24 0 1 3 5 5 5 5 5
Slurry Seal Preventative $3.02 0 1 3 5 5 5 5 5
Microsurfacing Preventative $4.14 0 2 3 5 7 7 7 7
Plant Mix Seal Rehabilitation $9.66 0 3 4 5 7 7 7 7
o189 In-piace recycling (« I WItN €AIP pehabilitation $8.63 0 3 4 5 6 7 7 7
Thin Hot Mix Overlay (<2 in) Rehabilitation $11.64 0 4 6 7 7 7 7 7
HMA (leveling) & Overlay (<2 in.) Rehabilitation $12.94 0 4 6 8 8 8 8 8
Hot Surface Recycling Rehabilitation $8.63 0 3 5 7 8 8 8 8
Rotomill & Overlay (<2 in) Rehabilitation $14.49 0 4 7 8 8 8 8 8
Cold In-place Recycling (2/2 in.) Reconstruction $17.77 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15
Thick Overlay (3 in.) Reconstruction $17.25 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12
Rotomill & Thick Overlay (3 in.) Reconstruction $18.98 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12
Base Repair\Pavement Replacement Reconstruction $20.70 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16
Cold Recycling & Overlay (3/3 in.) Reconstruction $19.23 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 14
rull Deptn reclamationsc OVEray (373 Reconstruction $22.86 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20
Base/Pavement Replacement (3/3/6 in.) Reconstruction $32.78 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20

*Fit the current RSL into a category along the top row and then move downward to the applied treatment to find the additional RSL that will be achieved from the selected
treatment.

(2/2 in.) Means 2" overlay with 2" recycle

18



Utah LTAP Center 08/14/19

The previous procedure was used to determine the governing distress and the RSL for each
asphalt segment. Figure 5 shows the governing distress types in the asphalt street network along

with the percent of the total asphalt street network area affected by each type.

Asphalt Road Governing Distresses

70% 65.96%
=
g 60%
2
[}
Z 50%
e
©
o
o 40%
o
2
2 30%
1%}
<<
5 20% 18.40%

(]
= 11.99%
8
Pud 0,
g 10% 3.65%
0.00% 0.00% . 0.00%
0%
Block Edge Fatigue Longitudinal Patching  Potholes Transverse

Figure 4. Governing Distress Rating Distribution for Asphalt Roads

As a reference, one percent (1%) of Interlaken’s asphalt street network represents approximately
0.05 miles in length. Figure 5 also illustrates that some governing distress types are more
common to the street network. Fatigue is the most common governing distress types in

Interlaken’s asphalt street network.

The governing distress type of each segment provided the means of calculating the average RSL
for the street network. For management purposes, the estimated RSL values are grouped
incrementally in three-year categories. Figure 6 shows the current RSL distribution for

Interlaken’s street network in terms of percent of surface area of the network.
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RSL Distribution of Asphalt Road Network
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Figure 5. Current RSL Distribution for Asphalt Street Network

The estimated average RSL of Interlaken’s street network is 10.54 years. The average RSL value
for Interlaken is slightly below the average RSL value of 10.89 years for all Utah cities surveyed
since 2002 by the Utah LTAP Center. Table 5 shows this same information along with the

corresponding subjective condition ratings of failed, poor, fair, good, very good, and excellent.

Table 4. Subjective Condition Rating of Asphalt Street Network

SUBJECTIVE CONDITION RATING OF STREET NETWORK

POOR FAIR EXCELLENT
. 1-3 4-6 7-9 19-20
(Years)
% of 0, 0, 0, 9
Network 0.00% 0.00% | 3.39% 0.00%

Zero percent (0%) of the paved street network in Interlaken is considered to be in a failed
condition. Zero percent (0.00%) is considered to be in poor condition. Three percent (3.39%) is
rated to be in fair condition, ninety-three percent (92.97%) is in good condition, four percent
(3.65%) is in very good condition, and zero percent (0.00%) of the street network is rated to be

in excellent condition.
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For further illustrative purposes, the following photographs show examples of the condition
ratings of fair, good, and very good and their respective RSL estimates.

Photo 1. Fair Condition — Interlaken Dr from Interlaken Dr to Edelweiss Ln (RSL =8

years)
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Photo 2. Good Condition — Interlaken Dr from Interlaken Dr to Luzern Rd (RSL =10

years)
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Photo 3. Very Good Condition — Luzern Rd from Luzern Rd to Luzern Rd (RSL = 14

years)
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Currently, Interlaken’s paved street network is in “good” condition. Zero percent (0.0%) of the

network is at a terminal serviceability level as shown in Table 5.

On average, each street segment will most likely lose one year of service life per year without
some preservation work being done. Within three years, if no pavement preservation is
performed, about 3.39% of the asphalt paved network will probably deteriorate to a poor
condition. This could place a major financial burden on the town to reconstruct these segments to
provide adequate roads, as well as reduce the amount of public satisfaction with the street
network. If a systematic pavement management program is continued now, a balanced set of
preservation strategies (e.g., routine maintenance, preventative maintenance, rehabilitation, and
reconstruction) can be used to preclude the development of a backlog of needs and the overall

decline in the service life of the network.
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Development of Preservation Strategies and Recommended
Treatments

After determining the governing distress types for each street segment, pavement preservation
strategies and treatments that can effectively correct or remove the root causes were identified.
Frequently, more than one strategy or treatment can be used to cost effectively remedy the
governing distress and other accompanying distresses that may exist. As an example, the distress
deterioration table for fatigue cracking is shown in Table 6. This table shows the various
combinations of severity and extent (rating) levels that may occur, along with their preservation

strategies and recommended treatments. The corresponding estimated RSL of each rating level is

also shown.
Table 5. Fatigue Cracking Preservation Strategies and Treatments
0 No Alligator Cracking 20 No Maintenance No Maintenance
1 Low, Low 10 Routine Slurry Seal
2 Low, Medium 8 Rehabilitation Thin Hot Mix Overlay (<2 in)
3 Low, High 6 Rehabilitation Thin Hot Mix Overlay (<2 in)
4 Medium, Low 8 Rehabilitation Thin Hot Mix Overlay (<2 in)
5 Medium, Medium 6 Reconstruct Thick Overlay (3 in)
6 Medium, High 4 Reconstruct Rotomill & Thick Overlay
7 High, Low 6 Reconstruct Thick Overlay (3 in)
8 High, Medium 2 Reconstruct Cold Recycle & Overlay (3 in)
9 High, High 0 Reconstruct Full Depth Reclamation (3/3 in.)

Distress deterioration tables with their preservation strategies and recommended treatments

similar to this were developed for each distress type and are given in Appendix D.

The preservation strategies and recommended treatments given in Appendix F are grouped in the
general preservation strategies of routine maintenance, preventative maintenance, rehabilitation,
and reconstruction. Each major preservation strategy represents a particular level of work effort

and a specific goal with regard to preserving or restoring the pavement.
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Routine maintenance is primarily proactive and includes the work items of crack sealing, fog

sealing, dig-outs, and patching.

Preventative maintenance is designed to slow pavement deterioration, as well as preserve and
improve the functional condition of the pavement. Preventative maintenance strategies do not
substantially increase structural capacity. Treatments in the category of preventative maintenance

include sand seals, fog seals, chip seals, scrub seals, cape seals, slurry seals, and microsurfacing.

Rehabilitation serves to correct or remove root causes of distress and to add structural capacity
and service life to the pavement. Rehabilitation treatments include thin hot mix asphalt overlays,
hot surface recycling, bonded wearing courses, and combinations of leveling courses or

rotomilling with overlays.

Reconstruction covers all types of work involved in totally reconstructing or replacing the

pavement structure, thus providing a completely new pavement.

A detailed listing of all preservation strategies and their associated treatments with unit costs are
given in Appendix F. The unit costs, separately provided by Road Science, L.L.C., are based on
the average costs per square yard. A special inventory form built within the Transportation Asset
Management System (TAMS) computer program facilitates the analysis process and allows
engineering judgment to be exercised at any point. An example of this form is shown in Figure 7.
The program uses the previously entered distress information to determine appropriate

treatments. For the segment shown in Figure 7, the recommended treatment is Microsurfacing.
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dX B 9. E

Road

As of 2018-08-07 10:23:40

Road CENTER ST

Speed Limit 355 MPH
Lanes 3

From Address 100 W
To Address 200w

Width 44 #
Length 654.293 ft
Area 28788892  fi2
Type Minor Aterial v |
Surface [ Asphatt = ]

Photo File IMG_9043.JPG

Distresses

Fatigue 1
Edge 0
Longitudinal 2
Patches 1
Potholes 0
Drainage 0
Transverse 5
Block 0
Rutting 1

10

Treatment [ Microsurfacing v

Figure 6. TAMS Inventory Form

At the top of the form, inventory information pertaining to the street segment is shown. This
information includes the address and location of the segment, surface type, number of lanes,
length, width, area, posted speed limit, and date inventoried. At the bottom, the distress ratings,

RSL value, and recommended preservation treatment are listed.
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Appendix E shows the initial recommended pavement preservation strategies to be used on each
street segment. Table 7 gives an example of the information contained in Appendix E. This

information is sorted by treatment type and street name.

Table 6. Recommended Preservation Treatments for Each Segment (Appendix E)

AREA
p STREET  ppom TO CLASS  TREATMENT
NAME (YDA2)
42 | Bern Way Ju:ilgl I;:jau Bern Way | Residential Slurry Seal 875
Big Big Big
16 | Matterhorn | Matterhorn | Matterhorn | Residential Slurry Seal 395
Way Way Cir
Interlaken | Interlaken | Edelweiss . . Rotomill and
27 Dr Dr LN Residential Thin Overlay 1,022
. Jung Frau St Moritz . .
31 | St Mortiz St Hill Rd Rd Residential Slurry Seal 287
33 | LuzernRd | LuzeRd | Dead End | Residential | Rotomilland 1 5o
Thin Overlay
22 Edelweiss | Edelweiss | Interlaken Residential Slurry Seal 629
Ln Ln Dr
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Assessment of Current Street Maintenance Program Funding

Asphalt Road Network

Maintaining and preserving Interlaken’s street network at a high service level is vital to the well-
being of the community. It is helpful for elected official to understand that the cost of
construction and pavement preservation has increased significantly in the last ten years. Since
cities have had little increase in the B & C gas tax fund, they can preserve only a fraction of the
roads that they could in the past with the same money. This is putting road departments in the
position of not being able to stay up with cost effective pavement preservation in the early years
of a pavement’s life. The only solution is to find other sources of funds or let some of the lower
functional class roads go, hoping that low volume roads will last a little longer than the higher
volume arterials and collectors. Segments in Appendix G were selected and prioritized based on
of their level of functional importance to the road network so that the highly trafficked roads

could be done first.

Systematic and balanced pavement preservation programs providing for routine and preventative
maintenance, rehabilitation, and reconstruction, will enable Interlaken to cost effectively
maintain the street network. A pavement preservation program recommended for cities and
towns is one that maintains an estimated average RSL of 10 years with no more than three
percent (3%) of the street network at the terminal serviceability level (i.e. RSL = 0). Interlaken’s

2019 RSL distribution is shown in Figure 8.
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RSL Distribution of Asphalt Road Network

100% 92.97%
90%
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’ 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 3.39% ° 0.00% 0.00%

0% |
0 1-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 13-15 16-18 19-20

Figure 7. Current RSL Distribution for Asphalt Street Network

The average RSL for Interlaken’s asphalt street network for 2019 is estimated at 10.54 years with
zero percent (0.0%) of the road network at a terminal service level. The current condition of
Interlaken’s asphalt street network meets the given recommended standards by having an
estimated average RSL value above 10 years with less than three percent of the street network at
the terminal serviceability level. This illustrates that Interlaken has been maintaining its road

network at a satisfactory level.
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Figure 9 and Figure 10 illustrate the estimated RSL distribution for 2024 and 2029 if no
maintenance is performed on the street network. The number of streets at a terminal service level

(RSL = 0) would increase from 0.0 % to 73.08% by 2029.

RSL Distribution of Asphalt Road Network
80%
69.70%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30% 26.92%

20%

Percent of Asphalt Road Network

10% 0
3.39%
0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

0%
0 1-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 13-15 16-18 19-20

Figure 8. Estimated RSL Distribution for 2024 with No Maintenance

RSL Distribution of Asphalt Road Network
80% 73.08%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30% 23.27%
20%

Percent of Asphalt Road Network

10% 3.65%
0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00%

0%
0 1-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 13-15 16-18 19-20

Figure 9. Estimated RSL Distribution for Year 2029 with No Maintenance

The resulting estimated average RSL for the year 2024 is 5.54 years, and for the year 2029 is
0.61 years.
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Figure 11 illustrates the estimated RSL distribution for 2024 for the current funding allocation of
$30,000 per year on average.

RSL Distribution for Asphalt Network in 2024

45% 42.46%
38.84%

18.71%

Percent of Road Network

0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

0 1-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 13-15 16-18 19-20

Figure 10. Estimated RSL Distribution for Year 2024 Continuing with Existing Allocation

The estimated number of streets at a terminal service level (RSL = 0) will remain at 0.0% in
2024. The resulting estimated average RSL for the year 2024 is 11.63 years which is an increase
from 10.54 years in 2019. These resulting values meet the recommended standard of less than
three percent (3%) of streets at the terminal service level and an average RSL of above 10 years.

The overall RSL distribution of the road network has also improved.

32



Utah LTAP Center 08/14/19

Development of Recommended Pavement Preservation Program

Asphalt Road Network

A five-year pavement preservation program is recommended to increase the level of service of
Interlaken’s road network. This approach is estimated to increase the average RSL of the road
network from 10.54 to 11.63 years over the five-year program. The first two years of the
program focuses on rehabilitation treatments on the residential roads and the last three years put
more focus on preservation treatments on the residential roads. The focus of the treatment plan is
the preventative maintenance strategy of a slurry seal to help preserve the life of the road
network with the most cost effective methods. This will result in lower future maintenance costs
for these roads thus leaving additional funding to be used in rehabilitation and reconstruction

methods on the roads needing those treatments.

A five-year plan was chosen as opposed to a ten-year plan because of the high degree of
uncertainty in predicting what will occur over such a long period of time. After 3 or 4 years, a
new condition survey should be performed to see how the roads have deteriorated throughout the

plan to produce an updated five-year treatment plan.

The first year of the program, 2020, focuses on rehabilitation of highly trafficked residential
roads. The main treatments suggested for this part of the program are slurry sealing and
rotomilling with a 2 inch overlay. The estimated cost of road maintenance work for 2020 is
$31,897. The recommended funding distribution for the three pavement preservation strategies is

given in Table 8.

Table 7. Paved Road Funding Distribution for 2020

Treatment Category Funding
Routine/Preventative 3,744.80
Rehabilitation 28,152.46

Reconstruction
TOTAL

31,897.26

wvr | n|nn
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The second year of the program, 2021, also focuses on rehabilitation of highly trafficked
residential roads. The main treatment suggested for this part of the program is rotomilling with a
2 inch overlay. The estimated cost of road maintenance work for 2021 is $31,038. The
recommended funding distribution for the three pavement preservation strategies is given in

Table 9.

Table 8. Paved Road Funding Distribution for 2021

Treatment Category Funding
Routine/Preventative | S -
Rehabilitation | S 31,037.58
Reconstruction | $ -
TOTAL | S 31,037.58

The third year of the program, 2022, focuses on preventative treatments of residential roads. The
main treatments suggested for this part of the program are slurry seal and rotomilling with a 2
inch overlay. The estimated cost of road maintenance work for 2022 is $26,606. The
recommended funding distribution for the three pavement preservation strategies is given in

Table 10.

Table 9. Paved Road Funding Distribution for 2022

Treatment Category Funding
Routine/Preventative | S  18,801.18
Rehabilitation | S 7,805.28
Reconstruction | $ -
TOTAL| S 26,606.46
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The fourth year of the program, 2023, focuses on preventative treatments of residential roads.
The main treatment suggested for this part of the program is slurry sealing. The estimated cost of
road maintenance work for 2023 is $28,649. The recommended funding distribution for the three

pavement preservation strategies is given in Table 11.

Table 10. Paved Road Funding Distribution for 2023

Treatment Category Funding
Routine/Preventative | S 28,649.06
Rehabilitation | S -
Reconstruction | S -
TOTAL | S 28,649.06

The fifth and final year of the program, 2024, also focuses on preventative treatments of
residential roads. The main treatment suggested for this part of the program is slurry sealing. The
estimated cost of road maintenance work for 2024 is $25,997. The recommended funding

distribution for the three pavement preservation strategies is given in Table 12.

Table 11. Paved Road Funding Distribution for 2024

Treatment Category Funding
Routine/Preventative | S  25,996.83
Rehabilitation | S -
Reconstruction | $ -
TOTAL| S 25,996.83

The list of streets within the road network that are recommended to be treated each year of the
five-year maintenance plan can be found in Appendix G. The resulting RSL values for the road

network in 2024 after the treatment plan has been completed can be found in Figure 13.
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Implementation of Pavement Management System

A fully implemented pavement management system can be a useful tool to a city, town, or

county in cost effectively maintaining their street or road networks at a high service level.

A majority of the work necessary to implement a pavement management system has been done
by the Utah LTAP Center. As described in this report, a full inventory and condition survey of
Interlaken’s street network has been made. This provided the basis for the analysis of the street
network’s current conditions. In addition, a pavement preservation program and
recommendations have been made that will enable Interlaken to maintain and enhance the

service life of its street network.

The following steps are suggested to facilitate the implementation of the pavement management

system and assure its beneficial use:

1. Conduct briefings with appropriate personnel to explain the details and procedures of the
pavement management system.

2. Train the appropriate personnel on how to implement the recommended pavement
preservation program.

3. Develop a pavement structure history database including dates of initial construction and
subsequent maintenance and rehabilitation actions.

4. Develop a traffic database and incorporate traffic counts, classifications, and axle load data.

In cooperation with the personnel responsible for the maintenance of the street network,

conduct site reviews of street segments recommended for treatment.

N

The Utah LTAP Center is available and can assist in this implementation effort. Further
fieldwork and support is available on an as needed actual cost basis. This can be arranged and

scheduled by contacting Nick Jones at the Utah LTAP Center.
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Importance of Feedback

The pavement management system set forth in this report is systematic in nature. Therefore,
special steps and efforts should be taken to assure that everyone involved has an opportunity and
a means to provide both input and feedback in the pavement management process. As shown in
Figure 1 of the introduction to this report, feedback among all elements of the pavement
management process is essential for the system to be dynamic and useful to the town. Effective
feedback has been accomplished by several agencies by establishing a pavement management
team or group. This team is comprised of representatives from each operating element involved
in the process within the organization. Typically, this team is led by someone from the Public
Works Department or Town Government who assigns specific duties to each team member

commensurate with their role in the pavement management process.

The pavement preservation program requires accurate and timely feedback on all decisions and
actions taken with respect to preservation (routine maintenance, preventative maintenance,
rehabilitation maintenance, and reconstruction) of each street segment. This feedback should
include such information as type of work performed, unit costs of work items, amount and
quality of work performed, date of completed work, additional pavement structure added, and
any other design related information. In addition, periodic condition surveys should be made to
keep track of the condition of each street and the network as a whole. These periodic condition

surveys should be conducted every three to four years.
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Summary of Findings and Recommendations

Findings

Currently the streets network classifications in Interlaken is classified 100% as residential.

Analyses of the distress information of the paved street network showed that there were four
distress types prevalent in the asphalt paved streets network. Of these distress types, fatigue
cracking occurred most frequently in the asphalt streets network. The percent areas of the asphalt

street network affected by these distress types were previously shown in Figure 6.

Currently, the average remaining service life (RSL) for Interlaken’s entire asphalt paved street
network is estimated to be 10.54 years. The current percent of street network surface area with

no service life left (terminal serviceability or RSL = 0) is 0.0%.
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Recommendations

Using the pavement preservation program presented in this report, the estimated average RSL of
Interlaken’s streets network can be increased to approximately 11.63 years by the year 2024. The
percent of street network surface area at the terminal serviceability level will be 0.00%. In
addition, the RSL distribution of the street network in terms of RSL distribution categories is
improved. With the improved RSL distribution, the most cost-effective strategies and treatments
can be used to maintain the street network. Interlaken’s street network is currently in a “good”

condition.

A five-year maintenance plan is recommended for preserving the asphalt street networks at a
high level of service. Costs of expanding the network are not included in the given recommended
budget. Future funding needs will likely increase due to inflation, increased pavement surface
areas, increased traffic volumes, and increased material costs. All Road Funds should be
allocated to pavement preservation. Additional funds required for personnel, capital
improvements, and capacity improvements should come from other funding sources such as
impact fees and mill levies. The details of this recommended pavement preservation program are

given in Appendix G.

It has been a pleasure working with Interlaken Town to provide the information included in this
report. Interlaken’s Town Government has been extremely supportive of the work that has been
done in preparing the pavement preservation program. The pavement management program can

be used to maintain and improve the streets network for several years to come.

Table 12. Summary of Findings and Recommendations

2019 Average RSL 10.54
2019 Terminal Serviceability 0.00%
2024 Estimated Average RSL 11.63
2024 Estimated Terminal Serviceability 0.00%
2019-2024 Average Recommended Annual Funding $30,000
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Appendix A

Inventory of Street Network



Appendix A - Asphalt

ID Road Name From To Width Length RSL Area(Sq.Yards) Area%
Functional Class: Residential

7|BERN WAY BERN WAY BERN WAY 12 601 12 801.33 2.65%
13|BERN WAY BERN WAY BERN WAY 12 451 12 601.33 1.99%
24|BERN WAY BERN WAY DEAD END 12 316 14 421.33 1.40%
42[BERN WAY JUNG FRAU HILL RD BERN WAY 12 656] 10 874.67 2.90%
43[BERN WAY BERN WAY BERN WAY 12 499 10 665.33 2.20%
15|BERN WAY ACCESS BERN WAY INTERLAKEN DR 12 468 10 624.00 2.07%
12|BIG MATTERHORN CIR  [BIG MATTERHORN WAY DEAD END 12 183 10 244.00 0.81%
16|BIG MATTERHORN WAY  [BIG MATTERHORN WAY BIG MATTERHORN CIR 12 296| 10 394.67 1.31%
19|BIG MATTERHORN WAY  [BIG MATTERHORN CIR BIG MATTERHORN WAY 12 446 12 594.67 1.97%
29|BIG MATTERHORN WAY  [BIG MATTERHORN WAY DEAD END 12 212 12 282.67 0.94%
30|BIG MATTERHORN WAY ST MORTIZ ST BIG MATTERHORN WAY 12 417| 12 556.00 1.84%
22| EDELWEISS LN EDELWEISS LN INTERLAKEN DR 12 472 10 629.33 2.09%
26| EDELWEISS LN DEAD END EDELWEISS LN 12 458| 10 610.67 2.02%
6|EIGER POINT RD EIGER POINT RD DEAD END 12 411 10 548.00 1.82%
37|EIGER POINT RD EIGER POINT RD JUNG FRAU HILL RD 12 385 10 513.33 1.70%
4|INTERLAKEN DR INTERLAKEN DR INTERLAKEN DR 12 674 12 898.67 2.98%
5|INTERLAKEN DR ST MORITZ RD INTERLAKEN DR 14 974| 10 1515.11 5.02%
9|INTERLAKEN DR LUZERN RD ST MORITZ RD 14 403] 10 626.89 2.08%
17|INTERLAKEN DR INTERLAKEN DR INTERLAKEN DR 14 867 10 1348.67 4.47%
27|INTERLAKEN DR INTERLAKEN DR EDELWEISS LN 14 657 8 1022.00 3.39%
28|INTERLAKEN DR INTERLAKEN DR INTERLAKEN DR 14 592 10 920.89 3.05%
39[INTERLAKEN DR INTERLAKEN DR DEAD END 14 444 12 690.67 2.29%
40[INTERLAKEN DR INTERLAKEN DR LUZERN RD 14 1033| 10 1606.89 5.32%
41|INTERLAKEN DR INTERLAKEN DR INTERLAKEN DR 14 613 10 953.56 3.16%
3{JUNG FRAU HILL RD BERN WAY JUNG FRAU HILL RD 14 906| 10 1409.33 4.67%
11{JUNG FRAU HILL RD EIGER POINT RD DEAD END 12 479 12 638.67 2.12%
21|JUNG FRAU HILL RD JUNG FRAU HILL RD EIGER POINT RD 14 796 10 1238.22 4.10%
35/JUNG FRAU HILL RD JUNG FRAU HILL RD ST MORITZ RD 14 372 10 578.67 1.92%
36/JUNG FRAU HILL RD JUNG FRAU HILL RD JUNG FRAU HILL RD 14 574 12 892.89 2.96%
38|JUNG FRAU HILL RD JUNG FRAU HILL RD BERN WAY 14 461 10 717.11 2.38%
2|LUZERN RD LUZERN RD LUZERN RD 12 921 10 1228.00 4.07%
14|LUZERN RD LUZERN RD LUZERN RD 12 558) 10 744.00 2.46%
32[LUZERN RD INTERLAKEN DR LUZERN RD 14 513 10 798.00 2.64%
33[LUZERN RD LUZERN RD DEAD END 12 404 10 538.67 1.78%
34[LUZERN RD LUZERN RD LUZERN RD 12 510/ 14 680.00 2.25%
20|ST MORITZ RD JUNG FRAU HILL DR INTERLAKEN DR 16 485 10 862.22 2.86%
8|ST MORTIZ ST ST MORTIZ ST DEAD END 12 585 12 780.00 2.58%
18|ST MORTIZ ST ST MORTIZ ST BIG MATTERHORN WAY 12 635 10 846.67 2.81%
31|ST MORTIZ ST JUNG FRAU HILL RD ST MORITZ RD 12 215 12 286.67 0.95%
[Totals | 10.72] 30183.78]  100.00%|
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Appendix B

Condition Survey Evaluation Sheet
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Appendix C

Condition Survey of Street Network



Appendix C - Asphalt

ID Road Name From Address To Address Fatigue Long Trans Edge Patch Pot Block RSL
7|BERN WAY BERN WAY BERN WAY 0 4 1 1 0] O 0| 12
13(BERN WAY BERN WAY BERN WAY 0 0 1 1 0] O 0| 12
24|BERN WAY BERN WAY DEAD END 0 1 1 0 1 0 0| 14
42 (BERN WAY JUNG FRAU HILL RD BERN WAY 1 0 1 4 0] O 0| 10
43(BERN WAY BERN WAY BERN WAY 0 1 7 1 0] O 0| 10
15(BERN WAY ACCESS BERN WAY INTERLAKEN DR 1 1 0 1 0] O 0| 10
12(BIG MATTERHORN CIR BIG MATTERHORN WAY DEAD END 0 0 7 0 0] O 0| 10
16(BIG MATTERHORN WAY BIG MATTERHORN WAY BIG MATTERHORN CIR 1 0 1 1 0] O 0| 10
19(BIG MATTERHORN WAY BIG MATTERHORN CIR BIG MATTERHORN WAY 0 0 1 1 0] O 0| 12
29|BIG MATTERHORN WAY BIG MATTERHORN WAY DEAD END 0 0 1 1 0] O o 12
30|BIG MATTERHORN WAY ST MORTIZ ST BIG MATTERHORN WAY 0 0 1 1 0] O 0| 12
22 |EDELWEISS LN EDELWEISS LN INTERLAKEN DR 0 0 7 0 0] O 0| 10
26 |EDELWEISS LN DEAD END EDELWEISS LN 0 0 7 0 0] O 0| 10
6|EIGER POINT RD EIGER POINT RD DEAD END 1 0 1 1 0] O 0| 10
37|EIGER POINT RD EIGER POINT RD JUNG FRAU HILL RD 1 0 1 0 0] O 0| 10
4[INTERLAKEN DR INTERLAKEN DR INTERLAKEN DR 0 0 1 1 0] O 0| 12
5|INTERLAKEN DR ST MORITZ RD INTERLAKEN DR 1 1 1 1 1 1 0| 10
9|INTERLAKEN DR LUZERN RD ST MORITZ RD 1 1 1 0 0 1 0| 10
17(INTERLAKEN DR INTERLAKEN DR INTERLAKEN DR 1 1 1 0 0] O 0| 10
27|INTERLAKEN DR INTERLAKEN DR EDELWEISS LN 2 2 2 1 1 0 0 8
28|INTERLAKEN DR INTERLAKEN DR INTERLAKEN DR 1 1 1 0 0] O 0| 10
39|INTERLAKEN DR INTERLAKEN DR DEAD END 0 1 4 0 0] O o 12
40(INTERLAKEN DR INTERLAKEN DR LUZERN RD 1 1 1 1 0] O 0| 10
41(INTERLAKEN DR INTERLAKEN DR INTERLAKEN DR 1 0 1 1 1 0 0| 10
3|1JUNG FRAU HILL RD BERN WAY JUNG FRAU HILL RD 1 1 1 1 1 1 0| 10
11{JUNG FRAU HILL RD EIGER POINT RD DEAD END 0 1 4 1 0] O 0| 12
21|JUNG FRAU HILL RD JUNG FRAU HILL RD EIGER POINT RD 1 0 1 1 0] O 0| 10
35[JUNG FRAU HILL RD JUNG FRAU HILL RD ST MORITZ RD 1 1 1 1 0] O 0| 10
36[JUNG FRAU HILL RD JUNG FRAU HILL RD JUNG FRAU HILL RD 0 0 1 1 1 0 o 12
38|JUNG FRAU HILL RD JUNG FRAU HILL RD BERN WAY 1 0 4 1 0] O 0| 10
2|LUZERN RD LUZERN RD LUZERN RD 1 0 7 2 0] O 0| 10
14{LUZERN RD LUZERN RD LUZERN RD 1 1 0 0 0] O 0| 10
32|LUZERN RD INTERLAKEN DR LUZERN RD 1 0 4 1 1 0 0| 10
33|LUZERN RD LUZERN RD DEAD END 1 1 0 1 0] O 0| 10
34|LUZERN RD LUZERN RD LUZERN RD 0 1 1 0 1 0 0| 14
20|ST MORITZ RD JUNG FRAU HILL DR INTERLAKEN DR 1 1 1 0 1 0 0| 10
8|ST MORTIZ ST ST MORTIZ ST DEAD END 0 1 4 0 1 0 o 12
18(ST MORTIZ ST ST MORTIZ ST BIG MATTERHORN WAY 1 0 4 1 0] O 0| 10
31|ST MORTIZ ST JUNG FRAU HILL RD ST MORITZ RD 0 1 1 1 0] O 0| 12
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Appendix D

Distress Deterioration Table and
Recommended Preservation Strategies



Asphalt

Fatigue id Severity & Extent RSL Fatigue Strategy
0 No Fatigue Cracking 20 Routine
1 Low,Low 10 Routine
2 Low, Medium 8 Preventative
3 Low, High 6 Rehabilitation
4 Medium, Low 8 Preventative
5 Medium, Medium 6 Preventative
6 Medium, High 4 Rehabilitation
7 High, Low 6 Preventative
8 High, Medium 2 Rehabilitation
9 High, High 0 Reconstruct
Transverse id Severity & Extent RSL Transverse Strategy
0 No Cracking 20 Routine
1 Low,Low 14 Routine
2 Low, Medium 12 Routine
3 Low, High 10 Preventative
4 Medium, Low 12 Preventative
5 Medium, Medium 10 Preventative
6 Medium, High 8 Preventative
7 High, Low 10 Preventative
8 High, Medium 6 Rehabilitation
9 High, High 2 Reconstruct
Longitudinal id Severity & Extent RSL Longitudinal Strategy
0 No Cracking 20 Routine
1 Low,Low 14 Routine
2 Low, Medium 12 Preventative
3 Low, High 10 Preventative
4 Medium, Low 12 Preventative
5 Medium, Medium 10 Preventative
6 Medium, High 8 Preventative
7 High, Low 10 Preventative
8 High, Medium 8 Preventative
9 High, High 6 Rehabilitation
Patch id Severity & Extent RSL Patch Strategy
0 No Cracking 20 Routine
1 Low,Low 14 Routine
2 Low, Medium 12 Preventative
3 Low, High 10 Preventative
4 Medium, Low 12 Preventative
5 Medium, Medium 10 Preventative
6 Medium, High 8 Preventative
7 High, Low 10 Preventative
8 High, Medium 6 Preventative
9 High, High 2 Rehabilitation




Asphalt

Edge id Severity & Extent RSL Edge Strategy
0 No Cracking 20 Routine
1 Low,Low 12 No Maintenance
2 Low, Medium 10 Preventative
3 Low, High 8 Preventative
4 Medium, Low 10 Preventative
5 Medium, Medium 8 Preventative
6 Medium, High 6 Rehabilitation
7 High, Low 8 Preventative
8 High, Medium 6 Rehabilitation
9 High, High 4 Rehabilitation
Block id Severity & Extent RSL Block Strategy
0 No Cracking 20 Routine
1 Low,Low 12 Routine
2 Low, Medium 10 Preventative
3 Low, High 8 Preventative
4 Medium, Low 10 Preventative
5 Medium, Medium 8 Preventative
6 Medium, High 6 Rehabilitation
7 High, Low 8 Preventative
8 High, Medium 6 Rehabilitation
9 High, High 2 Reconstruct
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Appendix E

Recommended Preservation Strategies
for Each Street Segment



Treatment Recommendations - Asphalt

1D Road Name From Address To Address Functional Class Recommended Treatment Area
7|BERN WAY BERN WAY BERN WAY Residential Slurry Seal 801.33
13|BERN WAY BERN WAY BERN WAY Residential Slurry Seal 601.33
24(BERN WAY BERN WAY DEAD END Residential Slurry Seal 421.33
42|BERN WAY JUNG FRAU HILLRD BERN WAY Residential Slurry Seal 874.67
43|BERN WAY BERN WAY BERN WAY Residential Slurry Seal 665.33
15(BERN WAY ACCESS BERN WAY INTERLAKEN DR Residential Slurry Seal 624.00
12|BIG MATTERHORN CIR BIG MATTERHORN WAY DEAD END Residential Slurry Seal 244.00
16|BIG MATTERHORN WAY BIG MATTERHORN WAY BIG MATTERHORN CIR Residential Slurry Seal 394.67
19|BIG MATTERHORN WAY BIG MATTERHORN CIR BIG MATTERHORN WAY Residential Slurry Seal 594.67
29(BIG MATTERHORN WAY BIG MATTERHORN WAY DEAD END Residential Slurry Seal 282.67
30(BIG MATTERHORN WAY ST MORTIZ ST BIG MATTERHORN WAY Residential Slurry Seal 556.00
22 (EDELWEISS LN EDELWEISS LN INTERLAKEN DR Residential Slurry Seal 629.33
26 (EDELWEISS LN DEAD END EDELWEISS LN Residential Slurry Seal 610.67
6|EIGER POINT RD EIGER POINT RD DEAD END Residential Slurry Seal 548.00
37|EIGER POINT RD EIGER POINT RD JUNG FRAU HILL RD Residential Slurry Seal 513.33
4[INTERLAKEN DR INTERLAKEN DR INTERLAKEN DR Residential Slurry Seal 898.67
5|INTERLAKEN DR ST MORITZ RD INTERLAKEN DR Residential Rotomill and Thin Overlay 1515.11
9[INTERLAKEN DR LUZERN RD ST MORITZ RD Residential Rotomill and Thin Overlay 626.89
17[INTERLAKEN DR INTERLAKEN DR INTERLAKEN DR Residential Slurry Seal 1348.67
27|INTERLAKEN DR INTERLAKEN DR EDELWEISS LN Residential Rotomill and Thin Overlay 1022.00
28|INTERLAKEN DR INTERLAKEN DR INTERLAKEN DR Residential Rotomill and Thin Overlay 920.89
39[INTERLAKEN DR INTERLAKEN DR DEAD END Residential Slurry Seal 690.67
A0|INTERLAKEN DR INTERLAKEN DR LUZERN RD Residential Slurry Seal 1606.89
41|INTERLAKEN DR INTERLAKEN DR INTERLAKEN DR Residential Slurry Seal 953.56
3|JUNG FRAU HILL RD BERN WAY JUNG FRAU HILL RD Residential Slurry Seal 1409.33
11[{JUNG FRAU HILL RD EIGER POINT RD DEAD END Residential Slurry Seal 638.67
21[JUNG FRAU HILL RD JUNG FRAU HILLRD EIGER POINT RD Residential Slurry Seal 1238.22
35[JUNG FRAU HILL RD JUNG FRAU HILLRD ST MORITZ RD Residential Slurry Seal 578.67
36[JUNG FRAU HILL RD JUNG FRAU HILLRD JUNG FRAU HILL RD Residential Slurry Seal 892.89
38[JUNG FRAU HILL RD JUNG FRAU HILLRD BERN WAY Residential Slurry Seal 717.11
2|LUZERN RD LUZERN RD LUZERN RD Residential Slurry Seal 1228.00
14[LUZERN RD LUZERN RD LUZERN RD Residential Slurry Seal 744.00
32(LUZERN RD INTERLAKEN DR LUZERN RD Residential Slurry Seal 798.00
33|LUZERN RD LUZERN RD DEAD END Residential Rotomill and Thin Overlay 538.67
34(LUZERN RD LUZERN RD LUZERN RD Residential Slurry Seal 680.00
20(ST MORITZ RD JUNG FRAU HILL DR INTERLAKEN DR Residential Slurry Seal 862.22
8[ST MORTIZ ST ST MORTIZ ST DEAD END Residential Slurry Seal 780.00
18|ST MORTIZ ST ST MORTIZ ST BIG MATTERHORN WAY Residential Slurry Seal 846.67
31(ST MORTIZ ST JUNG FRAU HILLRD ST MORITZ RD Residential Slurry Seal 286.67
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Appendix F

Preservation Strategies, Treatments,
and Associated Costs



Utah LTAP Center August 2019

Maintenance Performance Table

Treatment Treatment Type Maint. 7.9 1012 1315 16-18 1921

1D Category

1 Crack Seal Routine $0.52 0 0 0 0 1 2 3 2
2 Cold Patch Routine $0.52 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 Digout and Hot Patch Routine $0.78 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4 High Perf. Cold Patch Routine $1.04 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5 Fog Coat Routine $0.78 0 0 0 1 1 2 2 2
6 High Mineral Asphalt Emulsion Preventative $2.07 0 0 0 1 2 3 5 5
7 Sand Seal Preventative $1.12 0 0 0 1 2 2 2 2
8 Scrub Seal Preventative $1.73 0 1 3 5 5 5 5 5
9 Single Chip Seal Preventative $2.24 0 1 3 5 5 5 5 5
10 Slurry Seal Preventative $3.02 0 1 3 5 5 5 5 5
11 Microsurfacing Preventative S4.14 0 2 3 5 7 7 7 7
12 Plant Mix Seal Rehabilitation $9.66 0 3 4 5 7 7 7 7
13 Cold In-place Recycling (2 in with chip seal) Rehabilitation $8.63 0 3 4 5 6 7 7 7
14 Thin Hot Mix Overlay (<2 in) Rehabilitation $11.64 0 4 6 7 7 7 7 7
15 HMA (leveling) & Overlay (<2 in.) Rehabilitation $12.94 0 4 6 8 8 8 8 8
16 Hot Surface Recycling Rehabilitation $8.63 0 3 5 7 8 8 8 8
17 Rotomill & Overlay (<2 in) Rehabilitation $14.49 0 4 7 8 8 8 8 8
18 Cold In-place Recycling (2/2 in.) Reconstruction = $17.77 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15
19 Thick Overlay (3 in.) Reconstruction = $17.25 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12
20 Rotomill & Thick Overlay (3 in.) Reconstruction = $18.98 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12
21 Base Repair\Pavement Replacement Reconstruction = $20.70 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16
22 Cold Recycling & Overlay (3/3 in.) Reconstruction = $19.23 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 14
23 Full Depth Reclamation& Overlay (3/3 in.) Reconstruction = $22.86 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20
24 Base/Pavement Replacement (3/3/6 in.) Reconstruction = $32.78 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20

*Fit the current RSL into a category along the top row and then move downward to the applied treatment to find the additional RSL that will be achieved from
the selected treatment.

(2/2 in.) Means 2" overlay with 2" recycle
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Recommended Pavement Preservation Program and
Proposed Funding Allocation



Year 1

ID Road Name From Address To Address Area Functional Class Main Distress  RSL
Slurry Seal
22|EDELWEISS LN EDELWEISS LN INTERLAKEN DR 629.33 [Residential Transverse 10
26|EDELWEISS LN DEAD END EDELWEISS LN 610.67 [Residential Transverse 10
Romomill and 2 Inch Overlay
27|INTERLAKEN DR INTERLAKEN DR EDELWEISS LN 1,022.00 |Residential Fatigue 8
28|INTERLAKEN DR INTERLAKEN DR INTERLAKEN DR 920.89 [Residential Fatigue 10




Year 1 Cost Table

[Minor Arterial |Major Collector [Minor Collector [Residential [Total |

Slurry Seal

|$ 3,744.80($ 3,744.80 |

Rotomill and 2 Inch Overlay

| $ 28,152.46 | $ 28,152.46 |

Total:

$

31,897.26




Year 2

ID Road Name From Address To Address Area Functional Class Main Distress  RSL
Rotomill and 2 Inch Overlay
5|/INTERLAKEN DR ST MORITZ RD INTERLAKEN DR 1,515.11 |Residential Fatigue 10
9(INTERLAKEN DR LUZERN RD ST MORITZ RD 626.89 [Residential Fatigue 10




Year 2 Cost Table

[Minor Arterial |Major Collector [Minor Collector [Residential [Total |

Rotomill and 2 Inch Overlay

| $ 31,037.58 | $ 31,037.58 |

Total:

$

31,037.58




Year 3

ID Road Name From Address To Address Area Functional Class Main Distress  RSL
Slurry Seal
2[LUZERN RD LUZERN RD LUZERN RD 1,228.00 |Residential Fatigue 10
14[LUZERN RD LUZERN RD LUZERN RD 744.00 [Residential Fatigue 10
32|LUZERN RD INTERLAKEN DR LUZERN RD 798.00 [Residential Fatigue 10
34|LUZERN RD LUZERN RD LUZERN RD 680.00 [Residential Patches 14
20{ST MORITZ RD JUNG FRAU HILL DR  [INTERLAKEN DR 862.22 [Residential Fatigue 10
8[sT MORTIZ ST ST MORTIZ ST DEAD END 780.00 [Residential Transverse 12
18[ST MORTIZ ST ST MORTIZ ST BIG MATTERHORN WAY 846.67 [Residential Fatigue 10
31{ST MORTIZ ST JUNG FRAU HILLRD  [ST MORITZ RD 286.67 [Residential Edge Cracks 12
Rotomill and 2 Inch Overlay
| 33|LUZERNRD [LUZERN RD DEAD END 538.67 [Residential Fatigue 10|




Year 3 Cost Table

[Minor Arterial |Major Collector [Minor Collector [Residential [Total |

Slurry Seal

|$ 18,801.18 [ $ 18,801.18 |

Rotomill and 2 Inch Overlay

E

7,805.28 | $

7,805.28 |

Total:

$

26,606.46




Year 4

ID Road Name From Address To Address Area Functional Class Main Distress  RSL
Slurry Seal
7|BERN WAY BERN WAY BERN WAY 801.33 [Residential Edge Cracks 12
13|BERN WAY BERN WAY BERN WAY 601.33 [Residential Edge Cracks 12
24|BERN WAY BERN WAY DEAD END 421.33 |Residential Patches 14
42|BERN WAY JUNG FRAU HILL RD BERN WAY 874.67 |Residential Fatigue 10
43|BERN WAY BERN WAY BERN WAY 665.33 [Residential Transverse 10
15(BERN WAY ACCESS |BERN WAY INTERLAKEN DR 624.00 [Residential Fatigue 10
41INTERLAKEN DR INTERLAKEN DR INTERLAKEN DR 898.67 |Residential Edge Cracks 12
17|INTERLAKEN DR INTERLAKEN DR INTERLAKEN DR 1,348.67 |Residential Fatigue 10
39|INTERLAKEN DR INTERLAKEN DR DEAD END 690.67 |Residential Transverse 12
40(INTERLAKEN DR INTERLAKEN DR LUZERN RD 1,606.89 |Residential Fatigue 10
41(INTERLAKEN DR INTERLAKEN DR INTERLAKEN DR 953.56 |Residential Fatigue 10




Year 4 Cost Table

[Minor Arterial |Major Collector [Minor Collector [Residential

|Tota|

Slurry Seal

E

28,649.06 [ $

28,649.06 |

Total:

$

28,649.06




Year 5

ID Road Name From Address To Address Area Functional Class Main Distress  RSL
Slurry Seal
12|BIG MATTERHORN CIR BIG MATTERHORN WAY DEAD END 244.00 [Residential Transverse 10
16(BIG MATTERHORN WAY BIG MATTERHORN WAY BIG MATTERHORN CIR 394.67 |Residential Fatigue 10
19|BIG MATTERHORN WAY BIG MATTERHORN CIR BIG MATTERHORN WAY 594.67 |Residential Edge Cracks 12
29|BIG MATTERHORN WAY BIG MATTERHORN WAY DEAD END 282.67 |Residential Edge Cracks 12
30|BIG MATTERHORN WAY ST MORTIZ ST BIG MATTERHORN WAY 556.00 [Residential Edge Cracks 12
6|EIGER POINT RD EIGER POINT RD DEAD END 548.00 [Residential Fatigue 10
37|EIGER POINT RD EIGER POINT RD JUNG FRAU HILLRD 513.33 [Residential Fatigue 10
3|JUNG FRAU HILL RD BERN WAY JUNG FRAU HILLRD 1,409.33 |Residential Fatigue 10
11[{JUNG FRAU HILL RD EIGER POINT RD DEAD END 638.67 |Residential Edge Cracks 12
21|JUNG FRAU HILLRD JUNG FRAU HILLRD EIGER POINT RD 1,238.22 [Residential Fatigue 10
35[JUNG FRAU HILL RD JUNG FRAU HILLRD ST MORITZ RD 578.67 |Residential Fatigue 10
36|JUNG FRAU HILL RD JUNG FRAU HILLRD JUNG FRAU HILLRD 892.89 |Residential Edge Cracks 12
38|JUNG FRAU HILLRD JUNG FRAU HILLRD BERN WAY 717.11 |Residential Fatigue 10




Year 5 Cost Table

[Minor Arterial |Major Collector [Minor Collector [Residential [Total |

Slurry Seal

|$ 25996.83 [$ 25,996.83 |

Total:

$

25,996.83




CONTRACTOR AGREEMENT

This agreement is entered into this __ day of October 2019, by and between Super Dave Snow
Removal (Contractor) and Interlaken Town, for the purpose of providing Snow Removal and
Spreading of Salt.

L. TERM

The term of this agreement will begin on November 1, 2019 and terminates on March 31, 2020 unless
special circumstances exist and with written authorization from Interlaken Town or unless terminated
according to those terms outlined in Section V. below.

II. COMPENSATION

Interlaken Town agrees to pay Contractor $__ 7,000 per month. Invoices should be received by
the 7th of the month for the previous month's services. Please bill one month at a time from the I to the
31%. No advance payments will be authorized.

III.WORK SPECIFICATIONS

Contractor agrees to provide the below listed activities for snow removal:

1. Contractor will begin removing snow when it accumulates to a depth of 2 inches. If this occurs at
night, Contractor is to have made a first pass on every road by 6:00 AM.

2. Removal shall include use of excavating equipment as needed to keep all roads clear to a minimum
width of 14 feet.

3. Snow will continue to be removed as needed to insure safe driving. This also includes spreading of
salt.

4. Contractor is responsible for checking the property on the days when it does not snow to clear drifted
snow and keep icy areas clear with salt.

5. Areas that are steep and present a problem with ice and slippery conditions must be kept safe with
salt. The common trouble areas include Interlaken Drive (from below the irrigation ditch to the top of
hill), St. Moritz, Big Matterhorn Way, Big Matterhorn Circle, the hill at the beginning of Jungfrau Hill
Road, Jungfrau Hill Road up to Eiger Point, the sharp/steep curve on Jungfrau Hill Road up to Eiger
Point curve on Jungfrau Hill Road up to Eiger Point, the sharp/steep curve on Bern Way and Bern Way
Cutoff. This is only a listing and is not inclusive.



6. In the event of damage to anyone's property. Contractor must immediately contact the designated
Interlaken Town person.

7. In the event that Contractor does not comply with the Work Specifications in this contract, a penalty
of $400 will be deducted from the monthly payment for each day not in compliance, to a maximum of
the monthly payment amount.

8. The Contractor agrees to complete all work for the town before starting work on individual
driveways and other private contracts within Interlaken Town.

Should it become necessary to perform any additional work, prior to or after the term of this contract,
Interlaken Town agrees to pay the rates indicated. Additional charges shall not exceed the monthly bid.
No additional work will be authorized for payment unless authorized in advance.

Snow Removal/ Hour: $50.00
Salt Application/Hour: $50.00

IV. LICENSES/INSURANCE

While performing any work for Interlaken Town, Contractor shall secure, pay the premiums for and
keep in force proper and adequate insurance as provided below. Such insurance is to specifically
include liability assumed by the Contractor under this agreement:

1. A current business license.

2. Appropriate General Liability insurance, with limits of not less than $1,000,000.00 per occurrence
and $ 2,000,000.00 General Aggregate.

3. Workers compensation insurance as required by State and Local jurisdictions.

4. If automotive equipment is used in the operation, automobile bodily injury insurance with limits of
not less than $100,000.00 for each person and $300,000.00 for each accident and property damage
liability insurance with limits of not less than $50,000.00 for each accident with medical pay coverage
of $ 5,000.00 regardless of fault.

5. All policies for liability protection, bodily injury or property damages shall include Interlaken Town,
Interlaken Mutual Water Company, and Interlaken Estates as additional insureds with respect to this
agreement specifying the required insurance levels outlined above. Proof of insurance will be supplied
to Interlaken Town.



V. CANCELLATION

This Agreement shall remain in full force and effect between the parties for the Term outlined in
Section [ above. If Contractor fails to perform the services outlined above at the specified performance
level. Interlaken Town will provide to Contractor written notice outlining their concerns. Contractor
will have five days to address and cure the default. If Contractor is unable to address and cure the
default, Interlaken Town has the right to cancel this Agreement and will be obligated to pay the pro-rata
share of the contract up and through the cancellation date.

VI. INDEMNIFICATION

Contractor agrees to indemnify, hold harmless and defend Interlaken Town and its officers from and
against any and all claims or damages arising from the Contractor's performance of this Agreement, as
well as actions or inactions during the course of this Agreement, by the Contractor or his employees.

VII. DAMAGE TO PROPERTY

Tlie Contractor agrees to repair or replace any property that is damaged or destroyed as a result of the
performance of this Agreement. This doesn't apply to Interlaken Town’s road surface.

VIII. PARTIES BOUND BY THIS AGREEMENT

This Agreement includes the entire understanding between the parties: there are no oral agreements of
representations in connection with this Agreement. In witness whereof, the parties have signed this
Agreement and represent that they have the express authority to enter in this Agreement on behalf of
each party.

CONTRACTOR: Super Dave Snow Removal
BY: DATE:

Interlaken Town BY: DATE:
Bart Smith, Interlaken Town Clerk




Interlaken Town Planning Commission Meeting Agenda

Entity: Interlaken Town

Body: Interlaken Planning Commission

Subject: Business

Notice Title: Interlaken Town Planning Commission Meeting
Notice Type: Meeting

Event Start Date & Time: September 16, 2019 @ 6:12 PM
Event End Date & Time: September 16, 2019 @ 7:04 PM
Location: Town Pump House, 236 Luzern Rd.

Description/Agenda:
1. Call To Order. Susanna (S) Littell (Member) Calls the meeting to Order AT 6.:12 pm
2. Roll Call: Members Present: S.Littell, Planning Commission (PC) Chair Steve (S) Wilson, PC Member
3. Presentations: None
4. Consent Agenda: None
5. Approval of 9/16/19 Agenda or Changes.

o S. Littell had previously emailed/distributed Agenda, and Agenda was reviewed by current
attendees

e 8. Littell motions to approve, S. Wilson seconds

e Discussion: no discussion vote: The motion was approved with the Commission Members
unanimously voting Aye.

6. Approval of 8/22/19 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes.

o S Littell had previously emailed/distributed Agenda, and Agenda was reviewed by current
attendees

e 8. Littell motions to approve, S. Wilson seconds

e Discussion: no discussion vote: The motion was approved with the Commission Members
unanimously voting Aye.

7. Public Comment: Comments taken on land use topics not scheduled for a Public Hearing. Speakers please limit
your comments to a few minutes. The Commission cannot act on items not listed on the agenda, so it may not be
able to respond. Total time for public comments will be 10 minutes unless Commission agrees to extend. None

8. Town Engineer — Epic Project Status Update. Revisions of the 9-13-19 Epic Report were made
by S. Littell to include missing Lot #, address, and Project Name. Bob, we were informed that Epic
will only be inspecting existing Building Permit projects until a new Town Engineer is hired, and
will issue the CO for the Gladwin Garage Project and the Building Permit for the Jogn Barton
Deck/Carport project (since they were paid for these project reviews). All other new building permit
projects will require the new Town Engineer to approve moving forward. S. Littell informed all
current building permit projects of this status, via email of this. The TC should be approving a contract
with a new firm in their October TC meeting.

o Lot#112, 324 W. Burn Way - Daines Property Project Status. Epic left VM with Contractor for
status update on 9/13 (with no update received yet). S. Littell noted that contractors were on site
and work is progressing.

o Lot#115,330 W. Burn Way - Howard Property Project Status. Passed Drywall Inspection. Const.
continues.

o Lot# 11,272 Jungfrau Hill Rd. - Sheldon Property Project Status. (See Southwick Project update)

o Lot#12, 281 St. Moritz Rd. - Southwick Property Project Status. 4 letter has been prepared and
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delivered to Lot 12 Owner. Once recorded and signed, this project (Grading Permit) can be
closed. S. Littell to let the TC know this and ask if there are any outstanding fees, and if they
received a copy of the recorded letter.

Lot #43, 267 W. St. Moritz Rd. - Gladwin Garage Project Status. Epic indicated electrical issue
has been fixed, they passed their final inspection and the project is completed. S. Littell will find
out at the next TC meeting if there are outstanding fees that would prevent the CO from being
issued, and will also review the ROW for issues/damage (prior to the meeting) for TC update.

Bob, Please inspect this project for and road concerns so you can recommend TC refund the
remaining deposits on this project and CO issuance by Epic at tonight’s TC meeting.

Lot#198, 253 Interlaken Dr - Ball Project Status. Epic’s Report indicates they are passing all of
their inspections and construction is progressing.

Lot# 129, 333 Interlaken Dr. - Wilcox Project Status. Contractor requested permission to shut
down road for concrete trucks to pour and the mayor approved this request. S. Wilson requested
that we ask the contractor to place a sign in the road notifying residents that the road will be
temporarily closed from time X to time Y for construction. S. Littell indicated that residents should
still be given some type of access to their property (1/2 the road lane). S. Littell to notify
contractor of PC requests. Bob, 2 weeks ago Steve Wilson, Chuck Onan & I met the Contractor
Toby Krenshaw at this job site to address town road issues their tracked vehicle and concrete
trucks have caused. During this meeting, the contractor was to coordinate pothole repair (the hole
in the road in front of the neighbor’s driveway) with “Eccles” who is doing some sewer repair
work in our Town. I called the Contractor today, and Toby said he has a quote to do the work but
is having difficulty getting Eccles to submit a schedule for this work. I told him that he is

responsible for ensuring this work gets completed before the winter season, and he said he would
hire another firm if needed to make that happen. Also, during our site visit we requested he install
a PortaPoty and a Concrete Washout Station (and he completed both of these things).

Lot# 29, 308 Interlaken Dr. - McNaughton/Beebe Garage Project Status. Epic’s Report indicated
that they passed their footing inspection, construction continues.

Lot 161, 252 Interlaken Dr. - Penman Remodel Project Status. Epic’s Report indicates that they
have passed their 4-Way inspection. This is the project that is placed temporary signs in the ROW,

to prevent his contractors on ROW (not the Ball project). Bob, I noticed that their contractor was

unloading their tracked vehicle onto the town road without proper protection. I spoke to the
Contractor directly to address. But no damage was noted by me.

Lot 39, 275 St. Moritz Rd. - New Osborne Home Expansion/Remodel Project Status. Epic’s
Report indicates they have passed their Footing & Rebar Inspections. S. Littell noted that the
Stormwater Pollution Prevention measures and housekeeping look good on this project.

Lot 172, 355 Bern Way - Ekstrom Project Pavement & Landscaping Project Status. Epic indicated
that they had a stormwater pollution prevention violation that has been satisfactorily addressed.

Photos were taken by the Town Mayor & Clerk and sent to the PC. Rock needs to be pushed back
from the edge of the road, which will impede the Town’s road &ROW usage during snow removal.

Bob, I still need to contact them regarding this.

Lot 065, 315 Jungfrau Rd. - Barton Deck Extension & Carport Project Status. Permit not issued
yet, but TC conditionally approved this project at their last TC meeting pending receipt of updated
drawing that includes (truss roof load) calculations that meets current (2015) and Town code-
referenced (2012) building code requirements. Still waiting for updated drawings to be submitted.

Bob, the Mayor provided this project temporary notice to proceed with footing work last week.

Please let the TC Know that Barton’s engineer will submit updated drawings (to include the

Carport roof truss calculations Epic needs to approve this project) next week. Then Epic will
approve the Building Permt.

Lot 111, Heber Power & Light Electric Underground Project —Property owner requested
undergrounding power to their lot, at their expense. The TC requested S. Littell requested that
Heber Power & Light coordinate activities with Town Water Masters to ensure no conflicts exist
And she completed this request). S. Littell to find out from Epic if the proposed new 3-inch electric
conduit line will be installed across the town road by open cut or directional bore. S. Littell did
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not receive drawing, and obtained drawing through Epic’s DropBox location for this project)
Epic’s Report indicated “Fees Paid, plan to review. Would like to see disturbed areas to be
revegetated. Recommend (project) Approval.” S. Wilson also asked who will be inspecting
compaction activities? S. Littell to ask Epic. PC usually provides review comments, but this work
is in the Town Road ROW. S. Wilson indicates we should inquire if a road deposit is required by
Heber Power & Light for this (electric underground) project by Heber Power & Light. Is the
Town Engineer going to inspect this work?

9. Other Business.

Lot 136, 400 Luzern Rd. (vacant lot) inquiry regarding Town Road & ROW access S. Littell
indicated that the prospective new property owner of Lot 136 wants to know if the current paved
road (which ends half way into the property), can this road be a dead end, or must access be
maintained. The Town’s Attorney indicated that this road & road ROW must maintained and
cannot be blocked. S. Littell indicated that the unimproved road ROW can be graded (with gravel)
as he would desire, but cannot be blocked, nor can concrete curbs or retaining walls be installed
in any Town Road or ROW. The prospective owner also would like to fill in drainage easement
areas (with dirt), but S. Littell indicated that any grading or modification of areas within a
stormwater easement would require the easement holder to approve the modifications in advance
of the activity. S. Littell also informed the prospective owner that if he wants the paved road
extended to the end of his property, it would be at his expense. Adjacent Lot #135 is also making
a request to change their address from Interlaken Drive to Luzern Rd. so the access can be from
Luzern Rd (so it is important for the Town to keep access on Luzern road open).

PC Membership Update — Town Council approved Elizabeth Hora-Cook’s request to be an
Alternate PC Member and Diana Duer’s request to be a full PC Member al their last TC meeting.
Congratulations to both members!

10. Action Item Update from Previous Meetings (8/22/19 meeting minutes).

i.

Review Maximum Building Height definition to possibly include:

e Structures without walls, or structures w/<4 walls. Building permit is not currently required
for an enclosed building of fewer than 200 sq-ft. This matter opens up concerns of large, 1-,
2-, & 3-sided buildings that do not conform to code.

e Large roof/shed/structure overhangs (with & without support structures) be included in the
square-footage requirement, excluding a specified linear feet of overhang (to not be included
in the square footage requirement). S. Wilsom indicated that many Towns include a limit for
Overhangs to not exceed a certain amount. S. Wilson indicated that the Overhang not exceed
70% of the total sq-footage amount, so for a 200-sq-ft limitation, this would correspond to a
2-3 foot overhang, and any exceedances of the overhang should require engineering wind
load calculations to support approval. Excessive height should not exceed 16-feet for non-
permitted buildings.

e Requirements for structures <200 sq-ft. S. Wilson indicated that many town’s apply the 200-
sq-ft limit, and a max height limit (10-16 feet height limit), and not be higher than the existing
primary structure.

e Provisions to prevent a remodel or new garage project from obstructing the “views” of an
existing residence. S. Wilson indicated that many town’s apply a max height limit (28 feet)
and not be higher than the existing primary structure.

ii. Schedule Public Hearing for “Timeline on Construction Permits” code language revisions and
“Minimum (Landscaping) Disturbance” code language revisions. No update



S. Littell also noted that she requested the TC (in their last TC meeting) to provide the PC members with
additional sets of Town Code Binders and copies of the League of Cities & Towns Booklets.

11. Adjournment. Planning Commission Member S. Littell motioned to adjourn the meeting. S. Wilson
Second: The motion was approved with the Commission Members unanimously voting Aye, meeting
adjourned at 7:04 pm.



