280 North College, Suite 500
Fayetteville, AR 72701

MARILYN EDWARDS
County Judge

WASHINGTON COUNTY, ARKANSAS
County Courthouse

February 3, 2015

SPECIAL MEETING OF THE
WASHINGTON COUNTY QUORUM COURT

Thursday, February 12, 2015
6:00 p.m.
Washington County Quorum Court Room

AGENDA
1. CALL TO ORDER. JUDGE EDWARDS
2. PRAYER AND PLEDGE.
3. ROLL CALL.
4, ADOPTION OF AGENDA.

5. CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT APPEAL HEARING:
Rich Red Dirt CUP Conditional Use Permit Request
Location: Section 05, Township 16 North, Range 31 West
Applicant: Benny Holtzclaw
Location Address: 15792 Harmon Road
Proposed Land Use: 122.00 acres - Open Pit Red Dirt/Clay/Gravel Extraction
Coordinates: Longitude: -94.28545281" W Latitude 36.08850625" N
Project #: 2014-124 Planner: Juliet Richey, jrichey@co.washington.ar.us

¢ Introductory Remarks and Presentation by County Staff Summarizing the
Project and Staff Recommendation (5.1)

e Remarks from Applicable Public Agencies - Road Department & Contracted
County Engineer (5.2)

e Remarks by the Applicant/Appellant Support of the Project.
e Remarks by Opponents of the Project.

¢ Remarks by Supporters of the Project.
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AN ORDINANCE RATIFYING A CONDITIONAL

USE PERMIT DENIED BY THE PLANNING

AND ZONING BOARD. This ordinance is on first

reading. (6.1) EVA MADISON

¢ Deliberation of the Quorum Court.

o Possible Motion/Vote on Ordinance. If no action is taken by the Quorum Court,
the ordinance will be on second reading at the February 19 regular Quorum
Court meeting. However, the Quorum Court can amend the ordinance; suspend
the rules and move the ordinance up to second reading; or suspend the rules
and move the ordinance up to second and third reading for adoption at this time.

e Public Comment. If the ordinance is moved up for adoption, additional public
comment will be held at this time. (20-minute limit: 10 minutes for & 10 minutes
against;3-minute limit per speaker)

ADJOURNMENT.



WASHINGTON COUNTY PLANNING OFFICE

2615 Brink Dr. Meostina- Fahruary 12. 2015
Fayetteville, AR 72701

(479) 444-1724 FTOJect NUMDEr- cui14-144
(479) 973-8417 Planner- Juliet Richey,

jrichey@co.washington.ar.us

The determination as to whether a conditional use permit will be granted is subjective to a degtee. ‘I'he Quorum Court may act on i1ssues aiscussea 1n
the criteria checklist when making decisions in these matters.

REQUEST: Conditional Use Permit Approval for Rich Red Dirt CUP to transition existing agricultural/residential property to open pit red
dirt/clay/gravel extraction operations.
CURRENT ZONING: Project does lie within the County Zoned area (Agriculture/Single-Family Residential 1 unit per acre).

PLANNING AREA: T/ projectis located solely within the County. QUORUM COURT DISTRICT: District 7, Rick Cochran.

BACKGROUND/ PROJECT SYNOPSIS:
The applicant is requesting Conditional Permit approval for Rich Red Dirt Pit to transition existing agricultural/residential property to open pit red
dirt/clay/gravel extraction operations. This property is owned by Mark Rich.

This operation proposes the construction of a haul road and red dirt pit operations- extraction of clay and gravel (This application does not include
a request for quarrying of rock). The proposed haul road from Harmon Road will connect to a proposed open cut mining area (the mining area is
proposed to be approximately 9.3 acres in size).

The entrance is proposed to be located near the existing home (owned by Mark Rich) at 15792 Harmon Road, Fayetteville, AR, 72704. Please
see the attached letter from the applicant and concept site plans for further information (pgs A35-A41).

Past Planning Board Hearings:

o This project was initially heard and tabled at a Planning Board/Zoning Board of Adjustments meeting on August 7, 2014.
An informational Planning Board/ZBA meeting was held onsite (at the Rich property) on August 26, 2014.
The project w tabled (at the request of the applicant) at the September and October 2014 Planning Board/ZBA meetings.

The projectw heard and denied by the Planning Board at November 6, 2014, Planning Board/ZBA meeting.

An appeal was for this project was filed on December 5, 2014, by Benny Holtzclaw of Holtzclaw Excavating, Inc. {project applicant) (see
attached pgs. A27-A30.)
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County Contract Engineer Findings

After the November 6, 2014, Planning Board Meeting, County Staff decided it would be best to perform our own survey of the site to
check our data against that submitted by the applicant. The Road Department performed a survey of the area and the County Contract
Engineer used this n  data to formulate his own plan/profile sheet of the subject section of Harmon Road. This resulted in the
January 29, 2015, plan and profile sheet and letter of findings submitted by the County Contract Engineer. Please see attached copies of
these documents on page (A42- A45).

At the November 6, 2014 Meeting, the applicant’s Engineer, Mike Kelly, P.E., was unhappy with the fact that some of the calculations
provided by Planning Staff and the Contract County Engineer were derived from an earlier version of the “AASHTO Green Book, A
Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets.” In order to avoid any confusion, The County Contract Engineer figured the
calculations resulting the January 29, 2015, letter and plan/profile sheet based on the “2011, 6" Edition” of this manual.

In these documents Mr. Grote finds the following:

e 45 mph is the posted speed for this section of Harmon Road. The findings do not warrant a change in the posted speed of 45
mph for this section of Harmon Road.

o The proposed haul road does not have enough sight distance to safely make left turns onto Harmon Road. The sight distance
needed to ma a left turn (from the haul road) onto a 45 mph roadway is 628 feet. According to the information submitted by

the developer, the proposed site has a current intersection sight distance (from the location of the haul road looking south) of
446 feet.

The primary reasons r denial include:
o Safety concerns in regard to the proposed location of the haul road intersection with Harmon Road
Issues of compatibility
o The high like ood that this project will be injurious to the use and enjoyment of some of the other property in the surrounding

area for the f poses already permitted, and substantially diminish and impair some property values within the surrounding
area.

In regard to the Appeal Document filed on 12-5-14 {see copies of the appeal on pages A27 —A30):

1. Safety
In “Exhibit Two” of the Appeal Document filed by Mr. Holtzclaw, the appellant states the following:



“Safety- All designs are set for 45 mph per zoning staff unless applicant could prove Harmon Road does not meet 45 mph design. Our engineer
surveyed the site and stamped drawing stating that existing horizontal and vertical alignments for Harmon Road only meets 20 mph design.
Immediately preceding 3 hearing, staff changed sight distance requirement from 500 feet (Current ordinance) to 628 feet (not a current
Ordinance) without prc  ‘ly notifying the applicant prior to the hearing,”

Planning Staff Respo &

Planning Staff had the County Contract Engineer analyze the initial information submitted by the applicant’s engineer. The County
Contract Engineer came up with different design speed calculations and did not come to the same conclusion (That the design speed of
Harmon Road should be dropped). This information was conveyed to the applicant and their engineer prior to the November 6, 2014,
meeting.

In addition, upon further investigation into intersection sight distance requirements on November 5, 2014, Assistant County Road
Superintendent, Shawn Shrum and Planning Director, Juliet Richey, found some additional information and calculations that we felt
were relevant to the F  h Red Dirt CUP project.

We found that according to ASSHTO’s “A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets,” consideration should be given to
scenarios where the predominant amount of traffic utilizing the sight visibility at an intersection situation like the one before us is truck
traffic (where the truck traffic is turning from a minor road; the haul road, onto the larger road; Harmon Road), a different value should
be utilized to accomn date the slower acceleration of trucks.

When using the value prescribed by the manual for truck traffic, the distances needed to provide for safety at an intersection increases.

Using the time gap value appropriate for the proposed type of truck traffic at this site, Staff calculates that the sight distances needed
{for left hand turning movements from the proposed Haul Road onto Harmon Road) should be as follows:

+ 35 mph: 488.78’ of sight distance needed
* 40 mph: 558.6’ of sight distance needed
- 45 mph: 628.4’° of sight distance needed
« 50 mph: 698.25' of sight distance needed

Mr. Shrum and Ms. Richey had the Contract County Engineer verify our new findings, and then emailed the information to the Planning
Board on November 6, 2014 a few hours prior to the meeting.

While it is Staff's job to notify the Planning Board of findings of this nature, and while we strive to keep a clear line of communication

between our department and the applicant, we are not under any obligation to share recent findings with the applicant prior to the
meeting.
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While reviewing a CUP, one of the criteria to be met is: That the establishment, maintenance, or operation of the conditional use will not
be detrimental to or endanger the public health, safety, morals, comfort or general welfare. CUP review does not hold staff to road
development standards only found in our current ordinance. In this case we used the AASHTO Green Book as it was the best tool
available to evaluate safety for this particular combination of use and intersection situation. For staff to ignore the use of the larger
time gap coefficient for single unit trucks in the sight distance equation (which is what equated the larger distance of sight distance
needed than original :alculated) would be negligent on our part.

2. Compatibility

In “Exhibit Two” of the Appeal Document filed by Mr. Holtzclaw, the appellant states the following:

“Compatibility- Site is: 1ated between a U of A Hazardous Waste Site adjacent to Harmon Road to the west and existing rock quarry and dirt
mining pits to the east as well as having previous pits under reclamation on the applicant’s owner’s 123 acre farm. Staff determination of non-
compatibility issue is being challenged. We request the zoning staff basis for their determination of incompatibility.”

3. Injurious to surrounding property already permitted

In “Exhibit Two” of the Appeal Document filed by Mr. Holtzclaw, the appellant states the following:

“Injurious to surrounding property already permitted- Applicant has a current open mining permit in effect on his land for reclamation purposes.
We request the zoning staff basis for their determination of significantly affecting surrounding property values. It is our contention that some will
actually increase in value”

Planning Staff Response:

Both of these issues were covered in the November staff report for this project and iterated by staff at the November 6, 2014, Planning
Board Meeting. They are also covered in depth in the report below, but for ease of reading, staff will place their findings on these topics
in this section as well.

o Staff has concerns in regard to compatibility due to portions of the proposed site being close to neighboring property
lines, and only relatively small buffer areas being proposed at this time. Additionally, there will be an industrial use
added to an area that does not currently have industrial type noise and traffic within this close of a proximity to it.
Although there is mining nearby (even until a few years ago on Mark Rich’s land), the areas that have been mined in the
past and are currently being mined are geographically removed (by distance and /or elevation and terrain changes) from
the currently proposed location. Additionally, the other existing mining sites route traffic via Hamestring Road to HWY
16- not onto Harmon Road. This CUP proposes to add an industrial/mining type use in an area that has not experienced
such a use in such a close proximity.

o There is much concern from neighboring property owners in regard to property values, quality of life, and other similar

issues. Additionally, staff has concerns about the effect of this use on neighboring properties due to the limited
buffering of haul roads and the mining area from surrounding residences.
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Buffering from surrounding properties in regard to noise, quality of life, property values, and incompatibility of uses:
Planning Staff still has concerns regarding the lack or minimal width of proposed buffers onsite- especially in the area of
the proposed Haul Road. The applicant has attempted to move the haul road away from the neighboring property line
somewhat, but the haul road is still within the 35’ or less from the neighboring property line for approximately 400’.
While 28’-35’ (the distances shown on the latest plan) may seem like a substantial width of land, staff feels that with the
impact of 100 dump truck trips per day, further buffer may be needed for surrounding properties.

The applicant has also offered to place a 3’ berm (with cedar trees on top of it) for the first 230’ along the haul road. Staff
feels that a berm could be effective, but feels it should likely be taller than 3’ in height and extend to at least 400’ in
length. Additionally, the location of the berm should be considered carefully, as none of the existing fence line
vegetation should be disturbed (so that the existing vegetative screen remains in place).

While the mining site itself appears to primarily be tucked away from the sight of the general public, there are two
adjacent property lines to the south and west that are owned by other parties. Staff did note that both of these areas
contain a high amount of existing vegetation, so the planting of additional vegetation is likely not needed if existing
vegetation is left undisturbed. However, Staff recommends that a 150’ buffer be proposed between these properties and
all parts of the operation. The addition of berms could also be beneficial. At present the applicant is proposing only a
50’ buffer from the southern property line (which borders the Casey property and the University of Arkansas’ property).
Additionally, more buffering or berming along the western property line (bordering the Elkins’ property) should also be
explored.

Due to the intensity of the traffic and operations of a dirt pit, staff is hesitant to recommend less than 100’-150’ wide
buffers along all adjoining property lines. 100’-150’ is in line with what has been recommended in the past for other
industrial/mining CUPs.

If a CUP for this project is approved, this project will be subject to all applicable Washington County Large Scale Development Regulations.

At CUP we are evaluating whether or not this proposed use is appropriate for this site (in the manner it is proposed) - or if it could be made
appropriate/compatible with the addition of any conditions. As per our zoning ordinance, we must evaluate the proposed use using the below

(a) The Board shall hear and decide requests for a conditional use and may authorize such if it finds:

(1) That a written application has been filed with the Planning Office and the appropriate fee has been paid.
Received 7-2-14
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(2)

(3

(4)

(5

That the applicant has provided proof that each property owner as set out in_section 11-204 has been notified by return
receipt mail. Completed 7-7-14 (all subsequent tablings and scheduling of hearings have been announced at
public meetings and staff has followed up with a courtesy mailing).

That adequate utilities, roads, drainage and other public services are available and adequate or will be made available
and adequate if the use s granted. The location of the proposed haul road’s intersection with Harmon Road
appears to be inadequate in regard to safety. Discussed below.

That the proposed use is compatible with the surrounding area. Staff has concerns in regard to compatibility due to
portions of the proposed site being close to neighboring property lines and only relatively small buffer areas
being proposed at this time. Additionally, there will be an industrial use added to an area that does not currently
have industrial type noise and traffic within this close of a proximity to it. Although there is mining nearby (even
until a few years ago on Mark Rich’s land), the areas that have been mined in the past and are currently being
mined are geographically removed (by distance and /or elevation and terrain changes) from the currently
proposed location. Additionally, the other existing mining sites route traffic via Hamestring Road to HWY 16- not
onto Harmon Road. This CUP proposes to add an industrial/mining type use in an area that has not experienced
such a use in such a close proximity. Discussed in depth below.

That the establishment, maintenance, or operation of the conditional use will not be detrimental to or endanger the public
health, safety, morals, comfort or general welfare. The sight distance visibility in regard to left hand turns (onto
Harmon Road from the site) appears to be a health/safety issue. A significant amount of information has been
submitted, and staff has spent a significant amount of time analyzing the issue (analyzing data submitted by the
applicant’s engineer, performing our own surveys, and having the Contract County Engineer analyze the data). It
appears that the currently proposed haul road configuration will not accommodate safe left turning movements
onto Harmon Road. Discussed below.
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(6) That the conditional use will not be injurious to the use and enjoyment of other property in the surrounding area for the
purposes already permitted, nor substantially diminish and impair property values within the surrounding area. There is
much concern from neighboring property owners in regard to property values, quality of life, and other similar
issues. Additionally, staff has concerns about the affect of this use on neighboring properties due to the limited
buffering of haul roads and the mining area from surrounding residences. Discussed below.

(7) That the establishment of the conditional use will not impede the normal and orderly development and improvement of the
surrounding area for uses permitted in the zone. Staff feels that due to a lack of buffering from surrounding
properties, the development and improvement of surrounding areas (especially neighboring properties) could be
impeded in regard to agricultural and residential growth and development. Discussed below.

(b) If it is determined that there exist conditions that could be imposed by the Board that would significantly lessen the impact of the
aforestated, then the Board has the power to impose said conditions which shall be specifically set forth.

Primary Concerns and Issues:

1. Sight visibility and safety in regard to truck traffic and Harmon Road

The sight distance visibility and safety aspect regarding the proposed entrance point onto Harmon Road for this project have been issues of
high concern since this project was initially submitted.

This portion of Harmon Road is posted at a 45 mph speed limit. There is a curve advisory sign (25 mph) preceding the curves south of the
proposed entrance, however, the County uses the posted speed limit (45 mph) to determine the intersection sight distance needed unless
actual design speeds are available.

The County generally uses a table from our code Chapter 11, Article IV- Appendix A (adopted from AASHTO Green Book Standards) to
determine the minimum sight distance visibility needed for an intersection at certain speeds:
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As mentioned above, the posted speed limit is 45 mph. The posted speed limit is the number we use if no design speed is available. As per
our code, minimum sight distance required for this speed is 500’ for left turning movements; 430’ for right turning (or straight) movements.

It became evident early in the process that the applicant did not have 500’ of sight visibility to the South (in order to be able to safely make left
turning movements onto Harmon Road). The below options were given to the applicant to address the sight visibility issue in regard to their
proposed access point onto Harmon Road.

Option A: Pursue an alternate drive location that meets required sight distance for the posted speed limit.

Option B: Determination of Design Speed for this Stretch of Harmon

H non Road is posted at a speed of 45 mph. This speed limit will stand unless you can prove this is too high of a speed for
this section of this County Road as per AASHTO's "A policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, 6th Edition”
(1 known as the Green Book). You must consider the horizontal and vertical curve alignment and superelevation. Only

after you submit all information, findings, etc., as per these standards will the County consider any differing speed limit
designation.
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Option C: Clearing/Offsite Easement option

The applicant chose to pursue Option B and their Engineer, Mike Kelly, P.E., submitted documentation via a plan and profile sheet showing a
series of “design speeds” for 1800’ feet of Harmon Road (pg A31-A34, A41).

Mr. Kelly also submitted intersection sight distances (for both left and right turning movements). The distances submitted were as follows (see
attached pg A31-A34 for additional information):

e Sight distance to the south (to accommodate left turning movements): 446.36’
e Sight distance to the north (to accommodate right turning movements): + 500’

As mentioned several places previously in this report, when using the value prescribed by the AASHTO manual for truck traffic, the
distances needed to provide for safety at an intersection increases (from the standard used when the predominant traffic is cars).
Using the time gap value appropriate for the proposed type of truck traffic at this site, Staff calculates that the sight distances needed
{for left hand turning movements from the proposed Haul Road onto Harmon Road) should be as follows:

« 35 mph: 488.78’ of sight distance needed
* 40 mph: 558.6" of sight distance needed
« 45 mph: 628.4’' of sight distance needed

As mentioned above in the project background/synopsis section, after the November 6, 2014, Planning Board Meeting, County Staff
decided it would be best to perform our own survey of the site to check our data against that submitted by the applicant. The Road
Department performed a survey of the area and the County Contract Engineer used this new data to formulate our own plan/profile
sheet of the subject section of Harmon Road. This resulted in the January 29, 2015 plan and profile sheet and letter of findings
submitted by the County Contract Engineer. Please see attached copies of these documents on page (A42 —A45).

In these documents Mr. Grote finds the following:

o 45 mph is the posted speed for this section of Harmon Road. The findings do not warrant a change in the posted speed of 45
mph for this section of Harmon Road.

o The proposed haul road does not have enough sight distance to safely make left turns onto Harmon Road. The minimum sight
distance needed to make a left turn (from the haul road) onto a 45 mph roadway is 628 feet. According to the information
submitted by the developer, the proposed site has a current intersection sight distance (from the location of the haul road
looking south) of 446 feet.
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Staff also had some cc  ern regarding trucks backing up onto Harmon while waiting to turn into the site. The applicant has stated that they
propose to place the location of the gate to the site 100’ back off of Harmon Road to mitigate this issue.

2. Buffering from surrounding Properties in regard to noise, quality of life, property values, and incompatibility of uses.

Planning Staff | has concerns regarding the lack or minimal width of proposed buffers onsite- especially in the area of the proposed
Haul Road. The applicant has attempted to move the haul road away from the neighboring property line as much as they can, but the
haul road is still within 35’ or less from the neighboring property line for approximately 400". While 28’-35" may seem like a substantial
width of land, «  ff feels that with the impact of 100 dump truck trips per day further buffer may be needed for surrounding properties.

The applicant 5 also offered to place a 3° berm (with cedar trees on top of it) for the first 230" along the haul road. Staff feels that a

berm could be etfective, but feels it should likely be taller than 3 in height and extend to at least 400’ in length. Additionally, the location of
the berm should be considered carefully, as none of the existing fence line vegetation should be disturbed (so that the existing vegetative
screen remains in place).

While the mini  site itself appears to primarily be tucked away from the sight of the general public, there are two adjacent property lines
to the south ar  west that are owned by other parties. Staff did note that both of these areas contain a high amount of existing vegetation,
so the planting  additional vegetation is likely not needed if existing vegetation is left undisturbed. However, Staff recommends that a
150" buffer be  posed between these properties and all parts of the operation. The addition of berms could also be beneficial. At
present the ap :ant is proposing only a 50’ buffer from the southern property line (which borders the Casey property and the University of
Arkansas’ property). Additionally, more buffering or berming along the western property line {bordering the Elkins’ property) should also
be explored.

Due to the inte ity of the traffic and operations of a dirt pit, staff is hesitant to recommend less than 100’-150" wide buffers along all
adjoining prop v lines. 100°-150’ is in line with what has been recommended in the past for other industrial/mining CUPs.

3. Concern regarding impact to Harmon Road and the possible need for Road Improvements to accommodate the proposed use.

If a CUP is approved, staff recommends that a formal Traffic Study be required at the Large Scale Development Stage. The below
information was given to the applicant at the County’s technical review.
A formal traffic  udy will be required at Preliminary LSD if a CUP is approved. The applicant would be required to pay for any needed
improvements specified in the study as well as acquire any needed ROW. The traffic study should cover (but not be limited to) the
following elements:

a. Direct aldivision of proposed truck traffic (north and south)

b. Level service



c. Impac
d. Impac

the intersection of HWY 16
1 and interactions with the existing Wedington Woods intersection (WC 2161, Dogwood) to the North

e. Change in percentage of trucks vs. car traffic on Harmon Road

A pavement analysis (for Harmon Road) will be required once formal traffic loading has been determined.

Harmon Road belongs to City of Fayetteville for the first ¥4 mile (from the intersection of HWY 16). Discussion of any improvements
needed must be coordinated with the City for their portion at Preliminary LSD.

Concern rega

County Staff is
specified that |

The applicant
needs more d¢
Harmon.

ing debris and tracking on Harmon Road- especially during inclement weather situations.

mncerned about this issue- especially due to the amount of traffic that currently travels Harmon Road. The applicant has
y will build a tire wash onsite to help mitigate this issue, but this is not shown on the current plans (that staff can see).

s made several statements in their plan that they will not track and will shut down in inclement weather, however staff
Is and a more fully defined policy/plan from the applicant to review in regard to safeguards against trucks tracking on

Environmental Concerns

Concern rege
Plann

ing proximity to U of A site on Harmon:
Staff contacted the U of A regarding any possible environmental issues that could arise in regard to this dirt mining

proposal’'s proximity to the U of A’s land on Harmon Road (adjacent to the south of this site). As per staff's conversation with U of
A Staff we understand that all radioactive materials that were on this site in the past have now been removed and the site has

been «
Univel

aned up. The only restriction remaining on this site is a Deed Restriction stating that a water well cannot be drilled on the
y's property. This is not due to any radioactivity concerns, but due to a small amount of chemical contamination in the

perched ground water on a location on this specific site. The University does not want someone drilling through the perched water
and into the aquifer. This deed restriction and the concerns to the perched water are specific only to the U of A’s parcel of land;
not to any surrounding properties.

The University’s official response is as follows:

“The |

iversity is happy to make documentation regarding the Harmon Road property available for the inspection and

review of county officials (including any deed restrictions). The University, however, does not believe that it should
make any type of blanket warranties or representations regarding any of its property or any adjacent properties. As |
understand it, ADEQ worked with the University as officials of the institution oversaw the clean-up of the Harmon Road

site, a

I that process was completed some time ago.
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As you may know, the University has taken a neutral position on the permit issue currently pending with Washington
County.
- T. Scoftt Varady, Office of the General Counsel, University of Arkansas”

Planning Staff also spoke with the ADEQ Hazardous Waste Division. ADEQ did not feel that there was a high chance of there

being any contamination issues on surrounding properties).

Other environmental concerns brought up by property owners in the area:
o Drainage
o Wildlife
o Storm water

Neighbor comments and proximity

As you will see from the neighbor comments documents on the website there have been numerous comments on this project. Staff has posted
the comments on the Planning Department website and has also created a map to show the proximity of the commenters to this CUP (see pgA-
19) and a spreadsheet showing their general concerns and whether they were in opposition or in favor of this project (see pgs A20-A26)

INFRASTRUCTURE: Water “Washington Water Authority.

Other Utilities - The lot is in the service area of Ozark Electric, AT &T Telephone, Arkansas Western Gas, and Cox Communications.

ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENTS ACTION:

CUP Approved
11/6/14 Denied
8/7/14, 8/26/14, 9/4/14, 10/8/14 Tabled




Project Maps

Created by Planning Staff
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Map of Neighbors Who Submitted Written
Comments/Concerns

and

Neighbor Comments/Concerns Summary Spreadsheet

(Please see Planning website for full written copies of neighbor concerns)
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Rich Red Dirt Mailed comments recieved

property owner address parcel # comments opposed | neutral/no comment in favor date recvd Planning Staff comments
13531 Dogwood Dr, property values, safety (children and
i\ ams, Sherri A Fayetteville, AR 72704 (532-03026-000 animals), dirt on roads X 7/9/2014
13431 Mimosa Ln,
Hester, Lloyd and Virginia Fayetteville, AR 72704{532-03013-000 Harmon Road - narrow X 7/10/2014
13647 Dogwood Or,
Herrin, Mary Fayetteville, AR 72704|532-03027-000 road saftey X 7/10/2014
13442 Mimosa Ln,
Baudino, Gloria Fayetteville, AR 72704|532-03009-000 X 7/15/2014
PO Box 2, Fayetteville, blasting, dust, noise, 2 other dirt pits
King, Evelyn and Klein, Pamela AR 72702-0002 001-17526-000 in the area X 7/15/2014
No issues, belief that people should
be allowed to use their property as
11091 Royal Oaks Rd, they please as long as it doesn't
Prairie Grove, AR 001-11578-000, 001{infringe on others, income for nearby 7/15/2014,
asey, Jerome 72753 11578-001 households, county tax revenue X 8/26/2014
16380 Hamstring Rd,
Fayetteville, AR 72704
Gardie Dalton 9471 001-17503-000 traffic, noise X 7/16/2014
13626 Dogwood Dr,
Fayetteville, AR 72704 traffic, blasting, trucks, safety, against
:okes, Jerry and Nancy 8243 $32-03004-000 Rich Red Dirt company in general X 7/16/2014
13792 W Hwy 16 debris, traffic, road conditions, wild
wan, Timothy C Fayetteville, AR 72704 001-11543-002 life / environmental impact X 7/17/2014
16019 Permission
Trce. Fayetteville, Ar
Carr, Gary L 72704 536-03049-000 aggressive driving from trucks X 7/17/2014
Warren, Robert, G SR & LE Ming Co- {13687 Dogwood Dr
TTES of the Robert G. Warren Fayetteville, AR 72704|532-03030-000 X 7/17/2014
16421 N River Ridge
Rd. Fayetteville, Ar
Anderson, Cynthia R 72704-9465 536-03079-000 blasting, air pollution, traffic X 7/17/2014
13720 Redbud Dr.
Fayetteville, AR 72704
in Wiliam, E 8318 532-03043-000 X 7/17/2014
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ulliam, Jenny and Benjamin

13503 Dogwood Dr,
Fayetteville, AR 72704

532-03022-000

noise, haul trucks on road

7/18/2014

iarrett, Deloris J Revocable Trst

13511 Dogwood Dr,
Fayetteville, AR 72704

532-03023-000

other red dirt companies in the
area/trustworthiness

7/22/2014

}smon, Paul and Bonita

13469 Dogwood Dr,
Fayetteville, AR 72704

532-03020-000, 532
03021-000

property values, traffic hazards, use of
Harmon road instead of other
adjoining roads, trucks stopping at
bottom of hill, noise, traffic jams, road
cleanliness in inclement weather,
nearby home does not belong to
Mark Rich

7/22/2014

Henderson, Joel and Deborah

15741 Quail Rd,
Fayetteville, AR 72704
8412

532-02995-000

use of Harmon road - different road
leads from dirt pit to hwy 16, road
maintenance, road safety, traffic
noise, removal of knoll, blasting

7/22/2014

Nicholas {Evans), Patti

13512 Dogwood Dr,
~ayetteville, AR 72704
027

532-03018-000

placement of access road at bottom
of steep hill

7/22/2014

Wenger, Christopher and Mandy

13565 Redbud Dr,
Fayetteville, AR 72704
8315

532-02976-000

access road, road safety, traffic, noise,
soil erosion, dirty roads, property
values

7/22/2014

ankelovich, Martha

15761 Qu  d,
Fayetteville, AR 72704
8408

532-02993-000

confusion about the project,
environmental degredation

7/22/2014

|Kinion, Ronnie G. and Tammy K.

16516 Sycamore Ln,
Fayetteville, AR 72704
8236

536-03059-000

road saftey, narrow road, truck
drivers pushing speed limits

7/24/2014

erton, Randall

16395 Hamstring Rd,
Fayetteville, AR 72704
9471

001-17501-000

property values

7/25/2014

rimsley, Donna C Trust

8551 Carrie Smith Rd,
Springdale, AR 72762

536-03074-000

Harmon Rd access, traffic, road
maintenance

7/28/2014

Gooding, Charles and Ladema,
otrustees

16036 Harmon Rd,
fayetteville, AR 72704
9376

001-11488-000, 001
11508-000

traffic on Harmon Rd, road
visibility/safety, water overflow from
the mine, installation of a fuel tank?,
what happens after knoll is cleared?

7/29/2014

resley, Rebecca

13547 Mi atn,
Fayetteville, AR 72704
8311

532-03015-000

traffic, road safety, use of Harmon Rd

7/29/2014
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16121 Harmon Rd,
Fayetteville, AR 72704

536-03054-000

use of Harmon Rd instead of Riches
Road

10/10/2014

A23




Rich Red Dirt emailed comments recieved

property owner address parcel # comments opposed | neutral/no comment | in favor| date recvd |Planning Staff comments
traffic, safety, entrance/exit of Harmon
Kimberly Erstine 532-03000-000 |Rd X 7/15/2014
traffic, safety, entrance/exit of Harmon
Rd, property values, unenforceable
promises, property values, safety,
disruption in living standard, use of
532-02970-000 [Harmon road instead of Riches Road, dirt 7/15/2014,
PO Box 688, P H 532-02971-000 |adhering to dump truck tires as a safety 8/25/14,
Martha Ritchie Grove, AR 72753 532-02972-000 |issue X 8/28/14
13516 Dogwoad Dr.
Fayetteville, AR 72704- noise, pollution, property value, traffic,
Phillips Jones 9383 532-03017-000 |quality of life X 7/13/2014
13436 Mimosa Ln,
Fayetteville , AR 72704- traffic, safety, entrance/exit of Hwy 16,
8ill Roberson 8307 532-03012-000 |drainage, environmental, X 7/10/2014
13523 Dogwood Dr,
Fayetteville , AR 72704- traffic, safety, entrance/exit of Harmon 7/14/2014,
Aruther and Kristine Brown 8027 532-03025-000 |Rd, blasting, water runoff, property value, X 8/26/2014
13792 W Hwy 16 debris, traffic, road conditions, wild life / This neighbbor also sent a
Kwan, Timothy C Fayetteville, AR 72704 |001-11543-002 {environmental impact X 7/14/2014 |mailed letter on 7/17/2014
13650 Pin Oak Rd, entrance safety, bicyle route, Hwy 16 stop
Dick and Julie Johnson Fayetteville, AR 72730 |532-03028-000 |sign, noise and dust X 7/14/2014
13649 Dogwood Dr, property value, traffic, safety, noise
Fayetteville, AR 72704- |532-03020-000 [pollution, road, Harmon rd entrance, 7/16/2014,
Paul & Bonita Osmon 8300 532-03021-000 |property values, zoning X 8/28/2014
16149 Beechnut Lane entrance/exit of Harmon R4, safety,
Christina Smith Fayetteville, AR 72704 |548-03171-000 |environmental X 7/17/2014
001-11494-
000, 001-11507
15938 Harmon Road, 000, 001-11509{Harmon Rd exit, road safety, traffic,
2nson Trust Fayetteville, AR 72704 |001 property line dispute in 2003 (resolved) X 7/24/2014
540-03120-
in and Linda Morgan 14006 Cardinal Lane, 000, 540-03121{road safety, entrance to Harmon Rd, road
|Revocable Trust Fayetteville, AR 72704 |000 maintenance X 7/29/2014
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road safety, dump trucks a hazard to
school buses X 1/20/2015

13456 Persimmon Ln,
[Miste u. Norvern Fayetteville, AR 72704

536-03056-000
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1 Red Dirt Call List

vansy’ address parcel # comments opposed neutral/no comment in favor ] date Planning Staff comments
Called to state that they have a new
address. Staff informed them that they
should also change their address with the JBR followed up with them 7-11-
Assessor. They said they would. New 14 to verify that they didn’t have
address: 517 Bradford Park ct, Loganville, any other commetns at this time.
Jloria Mitchell 532-02975-000 {GA 30052 X 7/10/2014{They did not.
Just calling to make sure there is no
a Hutchison/ blasting and verify the location proposed.
Margaret Hutchison 16372 Hamestring May send in a comment later. 7/11/2014
he wanted to verify that there will be no JBR followed up with him 7-11-14.
blasting. JBR verified that there will not be He has no futher commetns at this
onnie Cook blasting. 7-11-14 X 7/9/2014|time.
Harmon Road is already hazardous.
Waedington Woods residents built Harmon-
they were promised by County that
Harmon Road would be upgraded to HWY
16 standards (similar road section?). Itis
currently a dangerous situation. The
county is going back on its word to protect/
maintain/build the road. the mid 1980s is
when the agreement was made (as per
another neighbor that Lloyd Miller talked
to). Cars coming down the steep hill will spoke with CTM on 7/9/14. said
hit the trucks. 1T was promised that he would call back later. JBR tried
Harmon Road would be maintained to the to call the phone # back and left a
same conditions as HWY 16 W. If HArmon vm message on 7-11-14, JBR spoke
rd Miller (Pauletta is Road was torn up then it would be inferior with him again at a later date, 7-
property owner) to HWY 16. X 7/9/2014]13-14,
904 E Rogers Stree
Davidson, Sharon and Fayetteville, AR driveway location most dangerous area on
Belt, Charles 72701 Wedington, their son lives in this area X 8/22/2014
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Appeal Document filed by the Applicant












Current Sight Distance information provided by the
Appellant’s Engineer, Mike, Kelly, P.E.
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Site Plan, CUP narrative, and profile submitted by the
applicant’s Engineer, Mike Kelly, P.E.

A-35



Rich Red Dirt
Open Cut (Knoll Removal) Soil Mining Project
CUP Requested Use Narrative (Revised 10/18/14)

The purpose of this project is to remove red dirt from an existing 9.3 acre knoll located
on a 123 acre property as indicated on the location map. A haul road will need to be
constructed in order to accomplish this task which will access Harmon Road. This
property has previously experienced red dirt removal through mining permits established
through the Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality.

The following statements shall apply to this facility:

This will be a temporary project with a life cycle of approximately 5 years.
There will be an insignificant impact to drainage. To assure this, a detailed
drainage study shall be submitted for Large Scale Development (LSD) plan
approval.

Erosion Control measures will be designed and established to assure slope
stability and minimal impact to storm water runoff.

Entrance to the property will be protected by fencing and gates with proper
signage and lighting.

A formal traffic study will be provided for preliminary LSD approval. Trucks
Entering Highway signs will be established along Harmon Road near the entrance
for safety.

Operation hours of the facility will be weekdays 7:30 am to 5:30 pm during
summer months and 8:00 am to 4:30 pm during winter months.

The facility will be closed for inclement weather.

Traffic will be increased as demand increases. It is estimated an average of 50
trucks per day will be using this facility which will take approximately one year to
generate traffic volume.

Egress to Harmon Road will be monitored and kept clean and kempt at all times
with a no tracking tolerance threshold.

A geotechnical investigation for the pavement structure on Harmon road will be
analyzed with the new loading to assure preservation of the existing pavement.
Equipment necessary for the operation of this facility will be trucks, track hoe,
track loader, bull dozer and water sprinkling equipment to assure dust control.
No fuel, chemicals or hazardous material will be stored on this site.

- opsoil will be salvaged in a berm surrounding the dirt removal site then
reapplied for reclamation purposes. This increases the buffer for

Reclamation (applying topsoil and vegetation) will be continuous as removal of
the knoll progresses.

No blasting will be performed under any circumstance.
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e An increased buffer for the entrance to the site is proposed distance wise and a 3
foot high by 230 foot long berm will be constructed adjacent to the fence with
cedar trees planted in a dense format on top of the berm for increased buffer.

e A fifty foot buffer will be obtained between the knoll removal site and the
property line to the south and west of. Topsoil berms approximately 4 feet high
will be constructed as well for additional protection.

e A permit will be required and obtained by the Arkansas Department of
Environmental Quality.

e The conditional use permit will not impede the normal and orderly development
and improvement of the surrounding area. Mr. Rich already has a DEQ permitted
mine on his property that is in the process of being reclaimed.

The vision of the owner is to obtain a conditional use permit to remove and haul off the

existing soil knoll and create a flatter plain conducive for agricultural crops, cattle
ranching or residential development.
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January 29, 2015

Letter and Plan/Profile information regarding the
applicable section of Harmon Road from

Washington County Contract Engineer, Clay Grote, P.E.
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Citations from the AASHTO Green Book,

“A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets,
2011, 6™ Edition.”
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Site photos

Taken by Planning Staff
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Chapter 11, Article VI, Sec. 11-200. - Criteria for allowance of conditional uses.

(@)

(b)

The Board shall hear and decide requests for a conditional use and may authorize such if it finds:

(1) That a written application has been filed with the Planning Office and the appropriate fee has

been paid.

(2) That the applicant has provided proof that each property owner as sef out in section 11-204 has

been notified by return receipt mail.

(3) That adequate utilities, roads, drainage and other public services are available and adequate or

will be made available and adequate if the use is granted.

(4) That the proposed use is compatible with the surrounding area.

(5) That the establishment, maintenance, or operation of the conditional use will not be detrimental

to or endanger the public health, safety, morals, comfort or general welfare.

(6) That the conditional use will not be injurious to the use and enjoyment of other property in the
surrounding area for the purposes already permitted, nor substantially diminish and impair

property values within the surrounding area.

(7) That the establishment of the conditional use will not impede the normal and orderly

development and improvement of the surrounding area for uses permitted in the zone.

If it is determined that there exist conditions that could be imposed by the Board that would
significantly lessen the impact of the aforestated, then the Board has the power to impose said

conditions which shall be specifically set forth.
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From: Geoff Canty [Geoff@ccenviro.net)
Sent: Thursday, January 22, 2015 8:44 AM
To: 'mike kelly'

Subject: Washington Mine

Attachments: 4185184 2.pdf;
www.adeq.state.ar.us_ftproot_pub_WebDatabases Legal CAO_LIS_Files_00-058.pdf; ADEQ -
Facility Info - Permit Data System (PDS) _ ADEQ.pdf; ADEQ - Inspection Details _ ADEQb.pdf;
ADEQ - PDS - Hazardous Waste Details.pdf; ADEQ - PDS - Hazardous Waste Detailsb.pdf

Mike:

We got the information back from the database search—see attached.

Also found some documentation from ADEQ—see attched. The site is a closed mixed waste low-level
radioactive and hazardous was disposal site. Closure circa 1999. There is contamination in the groundwater-
solvent 1,4-dioxane. Post closure monitoring appears to be ongoing. Some inspections as of 2008.

We could look into it more if needed.

Geoff Canty

CC Environmental
3533 National Drive

PO Box 1292

Norman, OK 73069

(405) 761-1225 (cell)
(405) 307-9290 (fax)

NOTICE OF CONFIDENTIALITY: The information contained in this transmission including any attached documentation is privileged and confidential. it is
intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that
any dissemination, distribution or copy of this communication is strictly prohibited. if you have received this communication in error, please notify CC
Environmental immediately by replying to this email, and delete all copies of this message and any attachments immediately.

No virus found in this message.
Checked by AVG - www.avg.com
Version: 2015.0.5645 / Virus Database: 4260/8967 - Release Date: 01/20/15

file:///C:/Users/mike/Desktop/november%20meeting/appeal/Washington%20c0.%20toxic.ht... 2/1/2015
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From: Juliet Richey [JRichey@co.washington.ar.us)

Sent: Friday, September 05, 2014 2:22 PM

To: mike kelly

Cc: markmarco001@aol.com; kwikshot100@aol.com; Donnie Coleman; Shawn Shrum; Clay Grote;
Dan Short; George Butler

Subject: RE: Sight Distance Photo

Mr. Kelly:

I do apologize that it has taken & few days to answer your email. { felt it imperative to meet with the County
Engineer and Road Superintendants prior to drafting a response.

In my previous emails | have stated that health/safety issues (including sight distance visibility) are indeed
Conditional Use Permit issues. Staff still holds that sight distance is a CUP issue. | have previously copied code
from the Zoning Ordinance iri regard to Conditional Use Permits stating such. Below is the explanation | gave
you in a previous email:

{excerpt from August 21 email to you) | am not trying to ask you to perform all of the LSD requirements
at this time- thus having stated in the staff report that Traffic Studies, etc will need to be performed at
LSD. However, 1 am asking you to do some things at CUP (like assure a safe intersection sight distance is
achievable or the addition of larger buffer areas) in order to meet the Conditionat Use criteria that are
stated within our Zoning Ordinance- please see below.

Sec. 11-200. Criteria for allowance of conditional uses

(a) The Board shall hear and decide requests for a conditional use and may authorize such if it finds:
(1)That a written application has been filed with the Planning Office and the appropriate fee has been paid.
(2)That the applicant has provided proof that each property owner as set out in section 11-204 has been
notified by return receipt mail.
(3)That adequate utilities, roads, drainage and other public services are available and adequate or will be
made available and adequate if the use is granted.
(4)That the proposed use is compatible with the surrounding area.
(5)That the establishment, maintenance, or operation of the conditiona! use will not be detrimental to or
endanger the public health, safety, morals, comfort or general welfare.
(6)That the conditional use will not be injurious to the use and enjoyment of other property in the
surrounding area for the purposes already permitted, nor substantially diminish and impair property values
within the surrounding area.
(7)That the establishment of the conditional use will not impede the normal and orderly development and
improvement of the surrounding area for uses permitted in the zone.
(b) If it is determined that there exist conditions that could be imposed by the Board that would significantly lessen
the impact of the aforestated, then the Board has the power to impose said conditions which shall be specifically set
forth.

(Ord No 2006-66 Art 10 11-8-06 Urd No 2010-02 Art 1 1-14-10)

There was never any ilitention {0 otfend vour sense of professicnaliom in regard to your statements on sight
distance. His common practice foi us to 1equire clear documentation from engineers regarding how the sight
distance was determined. | need to see how you arrived at your conclusions and measurements. Some of my

file:///C:/Users/mike/Desktop/november%20meeting/appeal/juliet%20richey%206th%20edi... 2/1/2015
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concerns were in regard to the location that a photo that you had attached was taken. The photo appeared to
be taken from the center of Harmon Road- not where sight distance would be measured from. As per our
Engineer, there is a certain procedure for determining sight distance as per the AASHTO green book. We need
you to provide proof that sight distance was determined (for both left and right turns onto Harmon} as per these
standard engineering methods.

i spoke with the County Engineer and the Road Superintendants this week. Below is the result of our meeting:

Harmon Road is posted at a speed of 45 mph. This speed limit will stand unless you can prove this is too high of
a speed for this section of this County Road as per AASH10O's "A policy on Geometric Design of Highways and
Streets, 6th Edition"” (also known as the Green Book). You must consider the horizontal and vertical curve
alignment and supereievation. Only after you submit all information, findings, etc., as per these standards will
the County consider any differing speed limit designation. ‘

{ should have scme additional follow-up comments for you regarding the draft easement submittal early next
week.

Juliet Richey

Washington County Planning Director
2615 Brink Drive

Fayetteville, AR 72701

(479) 444-1724 x 3535

From: mike kelly [mailto:kellyeng@ipa.net]
Sent: Friday, August 29, 2014 7:37 PM
To: Juliet Richey

Subject: RE: Sight Distance Photo

Ms. Richie,

First off | want to point out that we are letting an LSD issue control the CUP. Sight distance is an LSD issue and
will be addressed at the LSD stage.

Since your office has drawn a line in the sand on the sight distance issue and Mr. Rich wants to retain his property
and proceed with the mining permit, we have all put Mr. Elkins in a very difficult predicament. He is going to have
to choose to honor his word to Mark or lose some of his friends that are campaigning against this project. Can't
we work together on this?

Wouid you please look at the sight distance issue with some additional reasoning? Intersection sight distance
you have stated we need to comply with is 500 feet. That is a distance set so that a stopped vehicle at the Rich
Red Dirt intersection will have enough time to pull out safely from vehicles that are approaching at 45 mph. A
vehicle 500 feet south of the Rich Red Dirt entrance will not be traveling 45 mph because it is in a sharp curve
where the recommended speed is 25 mph. Therefore an allowance should be made for that distance. There
are 3 other drives in that immediate area that do not comply with 500 feet of sight distance. That would be the 2
drives that lead to Mark Rich's Rental and Weddington Woods drive. Weddington Woods drive does not have
the sight distance to the north because of a vertical curve.

Another argument for the non 45mph sight distance is that Harmon Road is not engineered for 45 mph

velocities. There are three main elements to road design. Those are horizontal alignment, vertical alignment and
clear zone. Lets just address clear zone. Clear zone is a distance (measured from the outside of the driving
lane) for safety that is required for a vehicle that inadvertently drifts off the road to correct steering and return back
to the road. Having 36" diameter trees within 10 feet of the outside driving iane does not constitute proper clear
zone. Therefore Harmon Road should not be posted at 45 mph but shouid be posted for a velocity that integrates
the horizontal alignment, vertical alignment and clear zones all together.

file:///C:/Users/mike/Desktop/november%20meeting/appeal/juliet%20richey%206th%20edi... 2/1/2015
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Michael K. Kelly, P.E.
President

From: Juliet Richey [mailto:JRichey@co.washington.ar.us]

Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 2:47 PM

To: mike kelly

Cc: mkh775@aol.com; markmarco001@aol.com; kwikshot100@aol.com; Donnie Coleman; Shawn Shrum; Clay
Grote (clay@aconcretesi.com); George Butler; Marilyn Edwards

Subject: RE: Sight Distance Photo

it Kelly:
Thank you for your reply.

As | discussed with Mr. Rich on Monday: As per Washington County Code of Ordinances, no clearing, grading, offsite
iinprovenents, or other land preparations may take place prior to the approval of the Land Development. Therefore,
you will not be allowed to clear the land within the County Road ROW of Harmon Road or on Mr. Elkins Property in
conjunction with this potential Development until Land Development Approval is received.

In addition to the sight visibility information that you provided via the below email, we will need the following
information from you at the CUP stage:

The project engineer will need to determine the perimeter of the area needed to be cleared to obtain the sight
visibility needed. This area will need to be described and a formal easement drawn up that will need to be obtained
from Wr. Elkins in the future. While the formal easement does not need to be signed unless CUP is approved, we will
need it to all be drawn up and suhmitted to this office along with a signed letter from Mr. Elkins referencing this
proposed easement document, stating that he will agree to sign the ezsement if the CUP is approved.

This easement will need to be a permanent easement {or for as long as the Red Dirt Operation is in business or has
been tctally reclaimed) and a specific maintenance plan and timetable for keeping vegetation under control must be
specified. this document should include the scope of the initial clearing and the methods and frequency of
maintenance for the ongoing maintenance.

[t is critical that the County receive this detailed information to be able to assure that a safe sight distance can be
maintained {once established) in the future.

Please let me know if you have any questions regarding the above.

In addition, you did mention some interest in cleating {(perhaps a lesser amount than is anticipated for the dirt pit) in
regard to visibility for the renter at M. Rich’s rent house on Harmon Road). If you want to putsue a conversation
about clearing cpecifically for that purpose, piease let mie know, and we can discuss that issue in more depth).

Sincerely,

Juiiet Richey

Washington County Planning Director
2615 Brink Drive

Favetteville, AR 72701

(476) 444-1724 x 3535

From: mike kelly [mailto:kellyeng@ipa.net]

file:///C:/Users/mike/Desktop/november%20meeting/appeal/juliet%20richey%206th%20edi... 2/1/2015
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Sent: Tuesday, July 29, 2014 11:03 AM

To: Juliet Richey

Cc: mkh775@aol.com; markmarcoQ01@aol.com
Subject: Sight Distance Photo

Ms. Richey,

Attached please find a photo we took the day of the technical review meeting. Benny, Mark and | went to the
sight and physically measured and painted on the pavement distances where we began and our measurements
from and measured 400 and 500 paint lines along the pavement.

Since that meeting, Mark has reached an agreement with the property owner that owns the land adjacent to the
power lines traversing up the hill east of the county road. In my picture you can see a vehicle on the road in the
clearing of the power lines. Upon approval of this project, the land between the power line and the county road
will be cleared and sight distance will be significantly improved. We anticipate obtaining at least 700 feet of sight
distance with this endeavor.

We would also like to point out that the entrance to the rent house Mark owns has very poor sight distance as
depicted on that photo. This endeavor will significantly improve the safety of that point of ingress/egress as well.

Please make this photo part of your file if possible. There is a statement on the preliminary sight pian that states
we will be able to obtain the proper sight distance required upon clearing.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Michael Kelly, P.E.

No virus found in this message.
Checked by AVG - www.avg.com
Version: 2014.0.4716 / Virus Database: 3986/7951 - Release Date: 07/30/14

No virus found in this message.
Checked by AVG - www.arg.com
Version: 2014.0.4745 / Virus Database: 4007/8071 - Release Date: 08/20/14

No virus found in this message.
Checked by AVG - www.avy,.com
Version: 2014.0.4765 / Virus Database: 4015/8171 - Release Date: 09/07/14
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Intersections

9.1 INTRODUCTION

An intersection is defined as the general area where two or more highways join or cross, includ-
ing the roadway and roadside facilities for traffic movements within the area. Each highway
radiating from an intersection and forming part of it is an intersection leg. The most common
intersection at which two highways cross one another has four legs. 1t is recommended that an
intersection have no more than four Jegs.

The three general types of highway crossings are at-grade intersections, grade separations with-
out rarps, and imerchanges. This chapter deals primarily with the design of intersections at
grade; the latter two intersection types are discussed in Chapter 10. Certain intersection design
clements, primarily those concerning the accommodation of turning movements, are common
and applicable to intersections and to some parts of certain interchanges.

At-grade intcrsections are among the most complicated elements of a street or highway.
Intersections are the focus of business and community activity and conflicting traffic move-
ments. Traffic control that requires some or all users 1o slow or stop is uniquely present at inter-
sections. Intersections usually have less capacity than other parts of the roadway and are where
most traffic conflicts occur, The design of intersections is important to users of the intersections
and owners of land adjacent o the jntersection. Therefore, design criteria should be selected that
will result in balanced and cost-effective design that provides efficient operations and low crash
frequencies, and considers the needs of all user groups. Design criteria should also meet mobil-
ity, environmental, scenic, aesthetic, cultural, natural resource, and community needs.

This chapter provides information to design an intersection and its appurtenant features that pro-
vides for the effective movement of each intersection user. Use of the design elements presented
herein is based on design criteria including functional classification, volume of each intersection
user group including directions and turning movements, design speed, design vehicle (passenger
car, 't bus, WB-62 truck, recreational vehicle, etc.), alignment and profile at the desired in-
tersection location, and desired traffic control (no assigned control, two-way stop, all-way stop,
traffic signal, or roundabout). When needed, level of service analysis is used to determine the
number of lanes for each traffic movement and accommodation for each user group. Given the
design criteria and results of level of service analysis, this chapter provides guidance for physical
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A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets

Where the sight-distance value used in design is based on a single-unit or combination truck as the design
vehicle, it is also appropriate to use the cye height of a truck driver in checking sight obstructions. The
recommended value of a truck driver’s eye height is 2.33 m [7.6 £} above the roadway surface.

9.5.3 Intersection Control

The recommended dimensions of the sight triangles vary with the type of traffic control used at an in-
tersection because different types of control impose different legal constraints on drivers and, therefore,
result in different driver behavior. Procedures to determine sight distances at intersections are presented
below according to different types of traffic control, as follows:

* Case A—Intersections with no con&ol

e Case B—Intersections with stop control on the minor road
— Case Bl—Left turn from the minor road
— Case B2—Right turn from the minor road
— Case B3—Crossing maneuver from the minor road

* Case C—Intersections with yield control on the minor road
— Case Cl—Crossing maneuver from the minor road
— Casc C2—Left or right turn from the minor road

* (Case D—Intersections with traffic signal control

¢ Case E—Intersections with all-way stop control

e Case F—Left turns from the major road

Case A—Intersections with No Control

For intersections not controlled by yield signs, stop signs, or traffic signals, the driver of a vehicle ap-
proaching an intersection should be able to see potentially conflicting vehicles in sufficient time to stop
before reaching the intersection. The location of the decision point (driver’s eye) of the sight triangles on
each approach is determined from a model that is analogous to the stopping sight distance model, with
slightly different assumptions.

While some perceptual tasks at intersections may need substantially less time, the detection and recogmi-
tion of a vehicle that is a substantial distance away on an intersecting approach, and is near the limits of
the driver’s peripheral vision, may take up to 2.5 s. The distance to brake to a stop can be determined from
the same braking coefficients used to determine stopping sight distance in Table 3-1.

Field observations indicate that vehicles approaching uncontrollcd intersections typically slow to ap-
proximately 50 percent of their midblock running speed. This occurs even when no potentially conflicting
vehicles are present (72). This initial slowing typically occurs at deceleration rates up to 1.5 m/s? [5 ft/s?].
Deceleration at this gradual rate has been observed to begin even before a potentially conflicting vehicle
comes into view. Braking at greater deceleration rates, which can approach those assumed in stopping
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Karen/CUPPIanningBdRatification Rich Red Dirt Pit Denying PB Recommendations ord (02/12/15)

ORDINANCE NO. 2015-

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE QUORUM COURT
OF THE COUNTY OF WASHINGTON,
STATE OF ARKANSAS, AN ORDINANCE
TO BE ENTITLED:

AN ORDINANCE GRANTING A CONDITIONAL
USE PERMIT DENIED BY THE PLANNING
AND ZONING BOARD.

WHEREAS, the Planning and Zoning Board denied a
Conditional Use Permit on November 5, 2014, for Rich Red Dirt; and,

WHEREAS, an appeal has been filed concerning such; and,

WHEREAS, based upon the actions of the Planning and
Zoning Board and the facts before the Court.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE QUORUM
COURT OF WASHINGTON COUNTY, ARKANSAS:

ARTICLE 1. That the Conditional Use Permit for Rich Red
Dirt denied by the Planning and Zoning Board is granted and the Planning Board’s
denial is reversed.

MARILYN EDWARDS, County Judge DATE

BECKY LEWALLEN, County Clerk

Sponsor: Rick Cochran
Date of Passage:
Votes For___ Votes Against:

Abstention: Absent:



