i N TERVILLE
==CENTERVILL

WORK SESSION AGENDA

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT THE CENTERVILLE CITY COUNCIL WILL HOLD ITS WORK SESSION
MEETING AT 5:30 PM ON JULY 16, 2024 AT CENTERVILLE CITY HALL, 250 NORTH MAIN STREET,
CENTERVILLE, UTAH.

Centerville City Council meetings are open to the public, unless otherwise closed for reasons allowed by law. Centerville City Council
meetings may be conducted via electronic means pursuant to Utah Code § 52-4-207. In compliance with the Americans with
Disabilities Act, individuals needing special accommodations due to a disability may contact the City Recorder at (801) 295-3477, at
least 24 hours in advance of the meeting. The Mayor and Council reserve the right to modify the sequence of agenda items in order
to facilitate special needs or provide greater efficiency.

The full agenda packet and backup materials can be found on the Centerville City website at:
https://centervilleutah.gov/129/Agendas-Minutes

A. ROLL CALL

B. BUSINESS ITEMS
Business action or discussion items to be considered.

1. Discussion - Joint Discussion with Tree Board regarding Trees in the Parkstrips
Joint discussion with the Tree Board regarding proposed amendments to the Centerville
Municipal Code regarding trees in the parkstrips, the sidewalk replacement program, and
public utility easements.

2. Discussion - Traffic Calming
Consider traffic calming solutions for 100 South and 400 East

C. CLOSED SESSION
The City Council may vote to discuss matters in a closed session for reasons allowed by law,
including, but not limited to, the provisions of Utah Code § 52-4-205 of the Open and Public Meetings
Act, and for attorney-client matters that are privileged pursuant to Utah Code § 78B-1-137.

D. ADJOURNMENT

CERTIFICATE OF POSTING

I hereby certify that this notice and agenda was posted at Centerville City Hall, published on the Utah Public
Notice Website, and provided to a newspaper or media correspondent in accordance with the requirements of
the Utah Open and Public Meetings Act, including, but not limited to, provisions of Utah Code § 52-4-202.
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Staff Report
7/16/2024
Item No. 1.
Title: Discussion - Joint Discussion with Tree Board regarding Trees in the Parkstrips
Initiated By: Marc Marchant, Streets Supervisor, Lisa Romney, City Attorney
Staff Representative: Marc Marchant, Streets Supervisor, Lisa Romney, City Attorney

SUBJECT:

Joint discussion with the Tree Board regarding proposed amendments to the Centerville Municipal Code
regarding trees in the parkstrips, the sidewalk replacement program, and public utility easements.

RECOMMENDATION:

Discuss and review proposed ordinance amendments regarding trees in the parkstrips, the new sidewalk
replacement program, and public utility easements. Provide direction to Staff.

BACKGROUND:

The City has been researching and analyzing whether to allow trees in the parkstrips for many years. Most of
the City's parkstrips are only four feet wide and are crowded with utilities. Trees within these narrow crowded
parkstrips cause significant damage to public infrastructure and utilities. Street and sidewalk replacement
projects over the years have revealed significant damage from trees within the parkstrips to culinary waterlines,
irrigation laterals, meters, and other utilities. In addition, trees within the parkstrip cause damage to adjacent
City sidewalks, curbs, gutters, and other infrastructure.

In 2016, the City conducted a study of the condition of existing sidewalks. The study identified damaged
sections of sidewalk as well as vertical faults in sidewalks and categorized such vertical faults based on the
inches of displacement. The study also identified areas where the sidewalk damage was likely due to existing
trees in the parkstrip or on private property. The study indicated a high correlation between sidewalk damage
and displacement and trees in the parkstrip or in proximity on private property. Since the sidewalk study in
2016, the City has been implementing a sidewalk replacement program to repair and replace damaged
sidewalks throughout the City. This program has included removing trees from the parkstrip prior to replacing
damaged sections of sidewalk. Overall, property owners have been cooperative in working with the City to take
out trees that are damaging public infrastructure. The City has also used a tree voucher program as
recommended by the Tree Board to pay for replacement trees to be planted on private property. The tree
voucher program has also been well received.

Staff has been working on ordinance amendments to implement and codify the parkstrip tree removal program
the Public Works Department has been using for the past few years. These ordinance amendments include
amendments to Chapter 11.02 (Parkstrips) as well as a new Chapter 11.05 (Sidewalk Replacement Program)
and a new Chapter 11.06 (Public Utility Easements).

Staff has discussed these proposed ordinance amendments with the Tree Board at their meetings held on May
15, 2024 and June 19, 2024. Based on the discussion and review of the ordinance amendments by the Tree
Board, the Tree Board passed a motion (3-1) recommending the ordinance amendments with the following
suggested changes:

250 North Main Street Centerville, Utah 84014 801.295.3477
Page 3 of 63



. Prohibit trees in parkstrips that are less than six feet (6') wide;

. Allow trees in parkstrips that are six feet (6') wide or greater (like Parrish Lane Gateway);

. Allow trees in public utility easements (PUESs), but recommend planting them five feet (5') back of
sidewalk;

4. Offer residents of 1825 North tree vouchers that were not available at the time the old trees were

removed;

5. Make sure new developments do not plant trees in the parkstrip (like Summerhill Lane Subdivision);

6. Search and correct use of right-of-way vs. rights-of-way; and

7. Encourage the replanting of trees on private property with tree voucher program and public outreach.

WN =

The proposed ordinance amendments are attached. The suggestions from the Tree Board have been added in
green redline and strikeout.

ATTACHMENTS:

Sidewalk and Trees Discussion Outline (2018)

Parkstrip Trees Damaging Sidewalk - Pictures

09-18-2018 CC Staff Report-Street Tree Parkstrip Discussion
03-19-2019 CC Staff Report-Sidewalk Replacement Program
CMC 11.02.010 (Parkstrips)

CMC 11.05.010-(Sidewalk Replacement Program)

CMC 11.06.010 (Public Utility Easements)

Nookowbd=
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Sidewalks and Trees

Inventory of sidewalks, gutters, ADA ramps, and street trees conducted in 2016.

e 8,049 vertical faults inventoried
o 8 faults above 3 inches,
o 419 faults 1 to 3 inches in height

e Park strip defined as top back of curb to the front face of sidewalk

e 4,630 trees inventoried, 1,746 trees in the park strip

e 2,665 park strip tree obstructions (blocking pedestrians, traffic
clearance, and traffic visibility)

e Analysis of vertical faults within a 15-foot tree buffer. Fifteen feet
determined based on average spread of tree roots for common tree
types.

o 2,037 vertical faults within the 15-foot tree buffer (25% of
faults)

o 22% of faults 3/87-1/2” within tree buffer

o 32% of 4”-1” faults within tree buffer

e 51% of 17-3” faults within tree buffer

e 100% of >3” faults within tree buffer

e Five most common park strip trees near faults:

Fruit

Maple

Linden

Honey locust

o Ornamental pear.

¢ Not all faults caused by trees. Many faults are without the 15-foot tree

buffer
o However, major faults occur 3.4 times more often within a 15-

buffer of a park strip tree
o Total faults occur 1.15 times more when within 15 feet of a
park strip tree

See Maps 4 and 10. As a tree ages and grows, it causes more

problems.

©)
©)
©)
©)

Updates since the 2016 Inventory

e Review of 405 17-3” faults, July and August 2018
o 202 faults within tree buffer
o 203 faults outside tree buffer
e At least 37 17-3” faults increased in height since 2016
o More increase possible on faults less than 1 from the 2016 inventory
o A few faults in the 1-3” category have increased to the >3 fault category
e Several faults have increased since the 2016 inventory, many of which were ground down in 2016/2017
and are back to 1-3”
e 176 trees near 17-3” faults, 76 removable by the Public Works Department, the rest need to be
contracted out.
o Several faults near trees have increased since the 2016 inventory
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Recommendations

e Begin with the worst faults

o 405 faults over 1 inch
o Repair sidewalks after tree removal

o Ask residents to volunteer for tree removal

= Create request process and timeframe
o Create process to receive and review requests for tree
removal

o Create a cost-sharing program to repair or replace sidewalk

o Allow residents to participate and to stretch funding to
repair as much sidewalk as possible
Faults over 17 will be covered at cost
Faults %2”-1” covered 50% by Centerville
Faults between 3/8”- 14” will be covered 25%
Cosmetic and/or complete replacement of sidewalk
covered by the homeowner. Faults less than 3/8” are
considered cosmetic

o Remove park strip trees at City’s expense
e Review each sidewalk repair/tree removal request

o Prioritize largest faults/highest liability cases

o Begin in October with the first wave of requests

@)
@)
@)
@)

o Trees to be trimmed to code (8’ over sidewalk 13 over road) before repairs take place (if tree

remains)

e Property owner to repair landscaping and sprinklers in park strip

¢ Mail notice to property owners of 176 fault/tree occurrences to explain and invite to participate in cost-

sharing program

o This applies to park strip trees, not trees on private property

Page 6 of 63



PARKSTRIP STREET TREE DISCUSSION

DAMAGE TO INFRASTRUCTURE AND UTILITIES
MAY 7, 2024
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CITY COUNCIL

Staff Report
9/18/2018
Item No. 7.
Title: Discuss Staff Recommendations for Sidewalk Repair Program for FY 2019
Initiated By:

Staff Representative:

SUBJECT:

RECOMMENDATION:

Discuss staff's recommendations regarding use of the budgeted funding for sidewalk repair in the current fiscal
year, and give pertinent direction.

BACKGROUND:

The City Council has designated $100,000 for sidewalk repair in the current budget (shared between General
Fund and Transportation Projects Fund). A city-wide inventory of sidewalk conditions in 2016 identified
thousands of vertical faults that will cost over $500,000 to repair. This cost estimate did not include the cost of
removing trees that are causing some of the sidewalk damage. More than $30,000 was spentin 2017 to
replace sidewalk in nine locations with vertical faults greater than 3 inches, including removing the trees
causing those faults.

Council directed staff to propose a program for spending the $100,000 in the City's current budget for sidewalk
repair. The staff team working on this matter includes the City Manager, Public Works Director, Streets
Supervisor and City Recorder, Mackenzie Wood, who conducted the 2016 inventory/study. This team has met
several times to develop recommendations, which are included in the attached document from Mackenzie.
Staff recommend a program this first year which targets repair of faults greater than 1 inch, and requires the
removal of trees causing those faults. It also recommends, however, a voluntary approach this first year
regarding tree removal. In other words, sidewalk faults associated with trees within the "buffer zone" will not
be repaired unless the adjacent property owners agree to have the trees removed. Staff are assuming there
will be enough residents willing to have the trees removed to use the current funding. This will allow the City
Council more time to develop policy regarding trees which the adjacent residents do not want removed. For
those locations with faults greater than 1 inch that appear to be caused by trees, staff have identified the trees
that can be removed by City employees versus those that will need to be removed by a tree contractor.

Staff's recommendations also include a cost-share approach for repairing faults less than 1 inch, as explained
in Mackenzie's memo.

ATTACHMENTS:

1. Sidewalk and Trees Discussion Outline
2. 290E Casa Loma Sidewalk Option

250 North Main Street Centerville, Utah 84014 801.295.3477
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Sidewalks and Trees

Inventory of sidewalks, gutters, ADA ramps, and street trees conducted in 2016.

e 8,049 vertical faults inventoried
o 8 faults above 3 inches,
o 419 faults 1 to 3 inches in height

e Park strip defined as top back of curb to the front face of sidewalk

e 4,630 trees inventoried, 1,746 trees in the park strip

e 2,665 park strip tree obstructions (blocking pedestrians, traffic
clearance, and traffic visibility)

e Analysis of vertical faults within a 15-foot tree buffer. Fifteen feet
determined based on average spread of tree roots for common tree
types.

o 2,037 vertical faults within the 15-foot tree buffer (25% of
faults)

e 229% of faults 3/87-1/2 within tree buffer

e 32% of ¥7-17 faults within tree buffer

e 51% of 17-3” faults within tree buffer

e 100% of >3 faults within tree buffer

e Five most common park strip trees near faults:

o Fruit

o Maple

o Linden

o Honey locust

o Ornamental pear.

e Not all faults caused by trees. Many faults are without the 15-foot tree

buffer
o However, major faults occur 3.4 times more often within a 15-
buffer of a park strip tree
o Total faults occur 1.15 times more when within 15 feet of a
park strip tree

e See Maps 4 and 10. As a tree ages and grows, it causes more

problems.

Updates since the 2016 Inventory

e Review 0f 405 17-3” faults, July and August 2018
o 202 faults within tree buffer
o 203 faults outside tree buffer
e At least 37 17-3” faults increased in height since 2016
o More increase possible on faults less than 1 from the 2016 inventory
e A few faults in the 1-3” category have increased to the >3 fault category
e Several faults have increased since the 2016 inventory, many of which were ground down in 2016/2017
and are back to 1-3”
e 176 trees near 17-3” faults, 76 removable by the Public Works Department, the rest need to be
contracted out.
e Several faults near trees have increased since the 2016 inventory
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Recommendations

¢ Begin with the worst faults

o 405 faults over 1 inch
e Repair sidewalks after tree removal

o Ask residents to volunteer for tree removal

= (reate request process and timeframe
o Create process to receive and review requests for tree
removal

e C(Create a cost-sharing program to repair or replace sidewalk

o Allow residents to participate and to stretch funding to
repair as much sidewalk as possible
Faults over 17 will be covered at cost
Faults ¥47-1 covered 50% by Centerville
Faults between 3/8”- %2 will be covered 25%
Cosmetic and/or complete replacement of sidewalk
covered by the homeowner. Faults less than 3/8” are
considered cosmetic

o Remove park strip trees at City’s expense
e Review each sidewalk repair/tree removal request

o Prioritize largest faults/highest liability cases

o Begin in October with the first wave of requests

O
O
O
O

o Trees to be trimmed to code (8" over sidewalk 13’ over road) before repairs take place (if tree

remains)

e Property owner to repair landscaping and sprinklers in park strip

e Mail notice to property owners of 176 fault/tree occurrences to explain and invite to participate in cost-

sharing program

o This applies to park strip trees, not trees on private property
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s [\ TERVILLE
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CITY COUNCIL

Staff Report
3/19/2019
Item No. 5.
Title: Sidewalk Replacement Project
Initiated By:

Staff Representative: City Council

SUBJECT:

a. Review of decisions and actions since last year
b. Award bid for Sidewalk Replacement Project 2019

RECOMMENDATION:

Allow staff to review and answer questions, if any, about the decisions made by the City Council in 2018
regarding a sidewalk replacement program, and staff's subsequent implementation of that program. Then
award a bid for sidewalk work to JMR Construction in the amount of $71,884 based on the City Engineer's
recommendation.

BACKGROUND:

In their September 18, 2018 meeting the City Council directed staff to initiate a sidewalk replacement program
by sending a letter to property owners with sidewalks faults greater than one inch--to be replaced at the City's
cost--and offering a cost-sharing program for faults less than one inch. See attached minutes of that meeting.
The attached letter was subsequently sent.

In the 9/18/18 meeting, the Council saw the attached aerial photo to illustrate how the proposed cost-sharing
guidelines would apply at this site. The homeowner at this location would not be eligible for any City funding
for the boxes representing spalling and cracks. He would be eligible for 100% City funding for the red box, and
50% for the blue box. This homeowner subsequently replaced and widened his driveway, and in doing so
replaced the red box area (the blue box area was not replaced). When this was brought to staff's attention,
they sent a check to the homeowner for $135. According to the Streets Supervisor, the $180 amount used in
the aerial photo illustration was based on a sidewalk spec of 6 inches thick, and should have been based on a
spec of 4 inches thick--the cost of which is $135. Hence the basis for the reimbursement check of $135.

Based on the relatively low response received to the attached letter, the Streets Supervisor put together a
scope of work that he thought could be done that fall by the City's contractor, JMR Construction, who was
already working under a unit-price contract for spot repairs throughout the City. As it turned out, weather
became a concern and that contractor postponed this work until spring 2019. That scope of work--
approximately $20,000--is underway now.

Staff subsequently put together a bigger package of faults greater than one inch (not involving trees) for

bidding in 2019. That bid was released in February. The City Engineer's recommendation (and bid tabulation)
is attached.

ATTACHMENTS:

250 North Main Street Centerville, Utah 84014 801.295.3477
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CC Minutes 9-18-18

Letter to Property Owners

Aerial Photo of 290 E Casa Loma Sidewalk
City Engineer Bid Recommendation

250 North Main Street Centerville, Utah 84014 801.295.3477
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Centerville City Council
Minutes of Meeting of September 18, 2018 Page 6

SELECTION OF LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT FOR ISLAND VIEW PARK RENOVATION
PROJECT

Mr. Thacker explained that staff initially understood the City could select any firm
included on the list of landscape architect firms approved by the State and negotiate rates for
the Island View Park Renovation Project. Staff now have a better understanding of the Land &
Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) Grant guidelines, and the competitive processes required for
project design and construction. Mr. Thacker presented a proposed RFQ process/calendar
regarding Island View Park design services, and provided a list of recommended landscape
architect firms (attached). A majority of the Council indicated the proposed process is
acceptable. Councilman McEwan requested an invitation also be posted on the City website for
any firm/individual to present qualifications to the City for consideration. The Council will meet
to interview finalists on October 23, Staff was directed to research whether the interviews
could be closed to the public.

The Council took a break at 9:03 p.m. and returned at 9:13 p.m.

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS FOR SIDEWALK REPAIR PROGRAM FOR FY 2019

The City Council designated $100,000 for sidewalk repair in the current budget (shared
between General Fund and Transportation Projects Fund). A city-wide inventory of sidewalk
conditions in 2016 identified thousands of vertical faults that will cost over $500,000 to repair.
This cost estimate did not include the cost of removing trees that are causing some of the
sidewalk damage. More than $30,000 was spent in 2017 to replace sidewalk in nine locations
with vertical faults greater than 3 inches, including removing the trees causing those faults.
Staff recommend a program this year which targets repair of faults greater than 1 inch, and
requires the removal of trees causing those faults. It also recommends, however, a voluntary
approach this first year regarding tree removal. In other words, sidewalk faults associated with
trees within the “buffer zone” would not be repaired unless the adjacent property owners agree
to have the trees removed. Staff are assuming there will be enough residents willing to have
the trees removed to use the current funding. For those locations with faults greater than 1 inch
that appear to be caused by trees, staff have identified the trees that can be removed by City
employees (not including stump grinding) versus those that will need to be removed by a tree
contractor.

Councilwoman Fillmore said she is uncomfortable with placing priority on removing trees
and repairing sidewalk affected by trees, when the data shows that half of the 1-3 inch faults do
not have trees within the tree buffer and are not caused by trees. Councilman Ince commented
that he is aware of the role trees play in air quality, and agreed that the faults caused by trees
should not necessarily take first priority. Ms. Romney said she believes the tree removal should
be paired with a responsible park strip tree ordinance. Mayor Wilkinson agreed that trees are
an important aspect of neighborhood and property appeal. Councilman McEwan said he would
prefer to repair as many faults as possible with the money available now. The Council and staff
discussed possibilities for cost-sharing with property owners to repair different types of sidewalk
problems. Councilwoman lvie commented that Public Works is available to remove trees this
fall.

Councilwoman Fillmore made a motion to move forward with the first phase by sending
letters to property owners with 1-3 inch sidewalk faults not caused by trees, explaining that work
would happen in the spring and explaining possibilities for cost sharing, with an opt-in deadline
determined by staff. Councilman Ince seconded the motion. Councilwoman Mecham made a
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Centerville City Council
Minutes of Meeting of September 18, 2018 Page 7

motion to amend the motion to send letters to property owners with 1-3 inch sidewalk faults
caused by trees with the option to remove the trees if the Public Works Department is able to
remove them. Counciltwoman lvie seconded the motion to amend, which failed (2-3), with
Council members Ince, McEwan, and Fillmore dissenting. The original motion passed by
unanimous vote (5-0). Councilwoman Mecham made a motion to send letters to property
owners with 1-3 inch sidewalk faults caused by trees that can be removed by the Public Works
Department, if enough funds remain after the initial deadline for situations in which trees are not
involved. Councilman McEwan seconded the motion. Councilwoman Fillmore stated she would
prefer to wait to see what the numbers are after the initial deadline, and prefer to decide what to
do about stump grinding before moving forward. The motion passed by majority vote (4-1), with
Councilwoman Fillmore dissenting.

Councilwoman Fillmore was excused at 10:30 p.m.

FINANCIAL REPORT

Marcus Arbuckle, the City’s contract CPA adviser, presented a final unaudited report for
FY 2018, and FY 2019 report for the two-month period ending August 31, 2018.

MAYOR’S REPORT

o Mayor Wilkinson expressed a desire to put together a Tree Board to review City tree
policy and provide suggestions for what the City should be doing regarding trees. He
suggested the Tree Board could consist of the Parks and Recreation Director, a
representative from Public Safety, a representative from Public Works, an arborist,
and a few additional individuals.

« The Mayor invited Councilmembers to join him at the Farmington pickleball courts on
October 2™ at 5:30 p.m.

o Information regarding the Centerville Cares Committee is available on the City
website.

e South Davis Metro Fire Service Area financial statements are available with the
agenda on NovusAgenda.

LIAISON REPORT

Councilwoman lvie updated the Council regarding the Landmarks Commission and the
Whitaker Museum Board.

CITY MANAGER’S REPORT
Mr. Thacker reported the City received a request for a presentation from the Salt Lake
Chamber of Commerce Housing Gap Coalition in the October 16™ Council meeting. He

recommended the Council invite the Planning Commission to attend that presentation as
members of the audience — i.e. not a joint meeting.

ADJOURNMENT

At 11:08 p.m., Councilwoman Ivie made a motion to adjourn the meeting. Councilman
Ince seconded the motion, which passed by unanimous vote (4-0).



CENTERVILLE CITY

PUBLIC WORKS
655 North 1250 West - Centerville, Utah 84014 - (801) 292-8232 + Fax: (801) 292-8251

September 26,2018
To Whom It May Concern,

During a recent survey of the condition of Centerville’s public sidewalks, we determined there is a sidewalk fault of at

least one inch on the sidewalk along your property. For safety purposes, we would like to repair this section of sidewalk
as soon as possible.

Centerville City will fund the removal and repair of faults greater than one inch. If there are more faults or defects, the
City will repair the faults on a cost-sharing basis seen below,

Repair Percentage Paid by the City
© >1”Faults 100% "
1/2”-1” Faults 50%
<1/2” Faults 25%
Cosmetic 0%

If you would like to participate in the cost-sharing program, please contact me at mmarchant@centervilleut.com or 801-
292-8232 by October 15, 2018. A City employee will make an on-site visit to evaluate the conditions and determine cost
-sharing details.

We hope to repair as many sidewalk problems as possible with the money currently budgeted for this use. Centerville -
will evaluate the response to this request, determine cost-sharing details and prioritize repairs. Cost-sharing details will
be provided to you before you are asked to commit to the repairs. You will be contacted when repairs on your property
have been funded.

The City Council is deliberating on a policy for street trees, particularly trees in the park strip. If there is a tree near any
of the faults along your property, Centerville will not repair those faults until the Council has determined a park-strip tree
policy. If you have the tree removed before the policy is adopted, we will repair the sidewalk according to the cost-
sharing guidelines above, subject to its relative priority.

Property owners participating in this program will be responsible for repairing irrigation systems or restoring landscap-
ing relating to the sidewalk repairs.

Sincerely,

Marc Marchant
Streets Supervisor

1,
AN 2

[ -
K"NG L e‘é“f

\*%‘(TER

g Centervilla City

Page 26 of 63



Buljieds

syoelD _H_

SWw9|qoid YlemeapIsS

066$ JouMQ QoL& “»
0,2$ A0
09C'L$
1S0J [elo]

SWwa|qoid M|emapIs -

ewoT ese)d 3 062




Steve Thacker

From: Kevin Campbell <Kevin.Campbell@esieng.com>

Sent: Wednesday, March 13, 2019 9:59 AM

To: Steve Thacker

Cc: Lisa Romney; Marc Marchant; Randy Randall; Mackenzie Wood; Brian Naylor

Subject: Sidewalk Replacement Project 2019

Attachments: NOA - Sidewalk Replacement Project 2019.pdf; Bid Tab - Sidewalk Replacement Project
2019.pdf

Steve,

We received 5 bids last week for the above referenced project:

1. Perez Company, LLC $56,967.00
2. JMR Const. $71,884.00
3. Triple J Concrete $75,000.00
4. Green Construction $93,573.17
5. MC Green & Sons $126,378.72
Engineer Estimate $64,836.00

Randy, Marc and | are recommending that the project be awarded to JMR Construction Inc. in the amount of
$71,844.00. Marc called and reviewed all of the references provided by Perez Company and each reference
indicated that they have only completed demolition work for them. Also we are concerned with Perez’s
landscaping restoration number being too low. As you are aware, this is a project that will impact many
residents throughout the City and we would recommend awarding to a contractor that has a proven track
record of working on this type of project in Centerville City such as JMR Construction.

Let us know if additional information is needed.

Kevin

Kevin Campbell, P.E.
Centerville City Engineer

Kevin Campbell, P.E.
ESI Engineering, Inc
3500 S. Main St.

SLC, Ut 84115
801.263.1752
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BID TABULATION FOR CENTERVILLE CITY

Sidewalk Replacement Project 2019 - #18-014 Perez Company LLC JMR Constriction Inc Triple J Concrete LLC Green Construction Inc | M.C. Green & Sons Inc. Engineers Estimate
‘:: ITEM DESCRIPTION QUANTITY |UNITS|UNIT PRICE| AMOUNT UNITPRICE| AMOUNT |UNIT PRICE AMOUNT UNIT PRICE[ AMOUNT |UNIT PRICE AMOUNT |UNIT PRICE[ AMOUNT

Remove and replace sidewalk (4 thick) including saw-

1 Jcut as needed 4,532 SF $7.50 $33,990.00 $9.50|  $43,054.00| $8.00]  $36,256,00| $11.99] $54,338.68] $16.23|  $73,554,36| $8.00]  $36,256.00)
Remove and replace sidewalk (8" thick) including saw-

2 |cut as needed 2,108 SF $9.00 $18,972.00 $10.00)  $21,080.00 $6.00]  $18,972.00) $13.46]| $28,373.68 $17.17] $36,194.36 $10.00| $21,080,00)
Remove and replace road-base (4" deep) as per City

3__|represeniative 500 SF §1.69 $845.00 §1.00 $500.00| $2.50 $1,250.00) $2.92 $1,460.00, $6.70) $3,350.00 $3.00 $1,500.00

Lump

4 |Restore Landscaping as needed. 1 Sum $1,500.00 $1.500.00]  $7.000.00 $7.000.00f 3$3,522.00 $3,522.00] $5.371.89 $5,371.88]  §4,980.00 $4,080.00]  $3,000.00 $3,000.00]
Provide Temporary Traffic Control for Padestrian Safety Lump

5 |as per latest edition MUTCD 1 Sum $1,660.00, $1,660.00 $250.00 $250.00] $15,000.00| §15,000.00] $4,028.92 S4,028.92| $8,300.00 $8,300.00]  $3,000.00 $3,000.00
Total (Items 1.5} $56,967.00 $71,884.00 $75,000.00 $93,673.17 3125.378.?2' $64,836.00
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Proposed Amendments to
Centerville Municipal Code 11.02 (Parkstrips)

Draft Date: July 10, 2024

11.02 Parkstrips Anrd-ParkstripFrees

11.02.010 Parkstrip Definition

11.02.020 Parkstrip Landscaping Or Hardscaping
11.02.022 Limited Concrete Walkway in Parkstrip

11.02.030 Parkstrip Maintenance

11.02.042 Driveway Visual Obstructions

11.02.044 Intersection Visual Obstructions

11.02.046 Mailboxes in Parkstrips

11.02.050 Trees Prohibited in Parkstrips

11.02.060 Existing Trees in Parkstrips

11.02.070 Trees on Private Property

11.02.080070 Parkstrip-Trees— Maintenance Reguirements
11.02.090032 Public Utility Easements In Parkstrips
11.02.100034 Damage To Underground Utilities In Parkstrips
11.02.110090 Violations Enforcement

11.02.010 Parkstrip Definition

For purposes of this Chapter, parkstrip shall have the same meaning as defined in CMC
15 01.040 (Deflnltlons) As prowded in CMC 15.01. 040 parkstrlp means me&n%heaFeaJeea%ed

of Iand Iocated W|th|n the publlc rlqht of-way between the curb and qutter and the sidewalk as

measured from the top back of curb to the front face of the sidewalk. When no sidewalk is
present, the parkstrip means the area of land within the public right-of-way between the curb
and gqutter and the private property line as measured from the top back of curb to the private

property line.

HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. 2017-03 on 4/4/2017

11.02.020 Parkstrip Landscaping Or Hardscaping

Except as otherwise provided, all parkstrips within the City shall be landscaped with-grass-anéd
pltantings—or hardsurfaced with acceptable materials as more particularly provided herein.
Installation of parkstrip landscaping or hardscaping in accordance with this Chapter shall be
the responsibility of the abutting property owner to the parkstrip. Parkstrip landscaping or
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hardscaping

plantrngs—suelﬂandseapmgushall comply Wlth appllcable prOV|S|ons of thls Chapter and CMC
12 (Zoning). Except as otherwise provided in CMC 11.02.022, if the parkstrip; or any portion of

the parkstrip; is improved with hardscaping, such hardscaping shall be limited to the following
acceptable materials: 1.5” to 6” diameter decorative rocks and/or loosely laid bricks, pavers,
and/or or flagstones. Except as otherwise provided in CMC 11.02.022, the use of concrete,
asphalt, course wood or synthetic products (such as bark, mulch, and wood chips), or any other
materials or hardscaping is prohibited within parkstrips. The provisions of this Section shall not
apply to parkstrips and propertres located |n the Parnsh Lane Gateway Area_which_are
be-subject to the
streetscape design standards set forth in CZC 12. 63 (Parrlsh Lane Gateway Design Standards)
or the Florentine Villas Special District Zone which are subject to the development standards
set forth in CZC 12.46 (Florentine Villas Special District Zone).

HISTORY

Adopted by Ord. 2017-03 on 4/4/2017
Amended by Ord. 2021-12 on 5/4/2021
Amended by Ord. 2022-15 on 7/19/2022

11.02.022 Limited Concrete Walkway In Parkstrip

A limited concrete walkway may be allowed within the parkstrip for certain residential lots as
more particularly provided in this Ssection. Each single-familysingle-family residential lot in a
residential zone or a single-familysingle-family dwelling constructed in any other zone may
install one concrete walkway within the parkstrip connecting the sidewalk to the curb and
gutter. Such concrete walkway shall comply with the following standards:

(a) The concrete walkway shall only be allowed for single-familysingle-family residential
lots or for a single-familysingle-family dwelling constructed in any other zone;

(b) The concrete walkway shall be no wider than five feet (5’) wide (as measured
horizontally with the sidewalk);

(c) The concrete walkway shall extend perpendicular from the sidewalk to the curb and
gutter;

(d) The concrete walkway may only be installed if there is a connecting walkway from the
parkstrip and sidewalk to the front or side door of the single-familysingle-family
dwelling or such connecting walkway is installed simultaneously with the parkstrip
pathway as a condition of any required permit;

(e) The concrete walkway shall be located a minimum distance of at least six feet (6’) from
the closest portion of any drive approach apron;

() The concrete walkway shall meet all distance and location requirements of CMC
9.02.240 (Water Meters);

(9) No colored concrete shall be used for the concrete walkway;

(h) No concrete walkway shall be used for vehicular access or use and shall not be used
in any way to access vehicular storage or parking areas (such as side yard access for
RV pad);
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() The concrete walkway shall be maintained by the abutting property owner in
accordance with CMC 11.02.030 (Parkstrip Maintenance) and for snow removal as
provided CMC 11.01.120 (Removal of Snow from Sidewalks);

() If the concrete walkway is required to be removed or altered in any way by utility
providers, the abutting property owner shall be responsible for repairing and/or
replacing the concrete and related improvements installed by the abutting property
owner; and

(k) Property owner shall obtain any required permit for installation of improvements within
the public right-of-way prior to any work in the parkstrip for the concrete walkway.

HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. 2022-15 on 7/19/2022

11.02.030 Parkstrip Maintenance

Maintenance of all parkstrip areas shall be the responsibility of the abutting property owner to
the parkstrip. Property owners shall be required to maintain parkstrip areas in a safe and well-
kept condition compliant with all applicable City ordinances. Such—mMaintenence of the
parkstrip by the abutting property owner shall include:

(a) Maintenance of all landscaping and hardscaping within the parkstrip;

(b) Removal of all noxious weeds in the parkstrip and adjacent sidewalks in accordance
with CMC 7.04 (Weed Control and Cleaning of Real Property);

(c) Removal of leaves and overhanging branches within the parkstrip, sidewalk, or adjacent
right-of-way in accordance with CMC 11.02.070;

(d) Maintenance and compliance with all visual obstruction and site triangle requirements
set forth in this Title and CZC 12 (Zoning);

(e) Maintenance and compliance with all height restrictions within the parkstrip;

() Maintenance and compliance with distance protections for water meters in the parkstrip
in accordance with CMC 9.02.240;

ehH(a) Maintenance of all landscaping and hardscaping rocks, materials, and debris
within the parkstrip and away from and/or out of the adjacent sidewalks, rights-of-way,
and drainage facilities; and

&)(h) Compliance with all other parkstrip maintenance obligations set forth in CZC 12
(Zoning).

HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. 2017-03 on 4/4/2017
Amended by Ord. 2021-12 on 5/4/2021
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HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. 2017-03 on 4/4/2017
Amended by Ord. 2021-12 on 5/4/2021

11.02.042 Driveway Visual Obstructions

Briveway—No sight obscuring fence, wall, sign, or other similar structure or landscaping; which
exceeds two feet (2°) in height shall be placed within a triangular area formed by a driveway
line, the street/curb line, and a line connecting them at points 12 feet (12’) along the driveway
line and 12 feet (12’) along the street/curb line, measured at the joint of the asphalt and gutter
line, as more particularly provided in CZC 12.55.230.

11.02.044 Intersection Visual Obstructions

() ClearView-ofntersection-Street—tn-allzenesrnNo fence, wall, sign, or similar structure, or
landscaping which exceeds two feet in height shall be placed on any corner lot within a
triangular area formed by the street/curb lines measured at the joint of the asphalt and gutter
line and a line connecting them at points 50 feet from the intersection of the street/curb lines,
except for publlc safety S|gns and equment as more partlcularly prowded in CZC 12.55. 230

HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. 2017-03 on 4/4/2017
Amended by Ord. 2021-12 on 5/4/2021

11.02.046 Mailboxes in Parkstrips

Except for cluster-box structures, all enclosed mailboxes within the parkstrip, shall meet the
USPS standard height of 41” to 45” and all other applicable USPS standards. Mailboxes, poles,
stands, and other similar devices shall not exceed 18” by 18” measured at the base. Street side
mail-boxes shall be reviewed at the time of building permit review for all newresidential
development. Cluster-box structures shall meet USPS standards. The City shall not be
responsible for damage to mailboxes in parkstrips that do not meet the provisions of this
Section or other applicable USPS reqgulations, including, but not limited to any damage caused
by snowplowing activities or the placement or throwing of snow by snow plowing activities.
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11.02.050 Trees Prohibited in Parkstrips

Due to historic, continuing, and costly conflict between tree roots and public utility facilities and
public infrastructure such as curbs, gutters, and sidewalks, trees are prohibited in any parkstrip
that is less than six feet (6’) in width lecated-inthe publicright-of-way-withinthe City. Trees are
allowed in parkstrips that are six feet (6’) in width or greater and in the following specifically
designated areas: the Parrish Lane Gateway Area; the Florentine Villas Special District; and
City developed or owned property.

11.02.060 Existing Trees in Parkstrips

Any existing tree located within _any parkstrip _or public right-of-way shall be subject to
enforcement _action and/or removal in _accordance with the City’s sidewalk replacement
program as set forth in CMC 11.05 (Sidewalk Replacement Program). Such tree removal may
be conducted by the City or required of the property owner at the property owner’s expense.
The City does not intend to take out or require the removal of all trees in the parkstrip at once
but may shall-do so in a phased approach in conjunction with on-going street projects and/or
on_a case-by-case basis as deemed necessary in_accordance with the City’s sidewalk
replacement program. Such program may take into consideration various criteria for removal,
such as, the damage the tree is causing to public utilities or public infrastructure, the health or
diseased nature of the tree, whether the tree location violates visual distancing or water meter
regulations _or is otherwise a safety hazard. Such removal program shall also take into
consideration a tree replacement incentive program to encourage ensure-that additional trees
are planted in appropriate locations to offset trees removed from the parkstrips. The property
owner of any tree located within the parkstrip or public right-of-way that causes damage to
public property may be shall-be responsible and liable for such damage.

11.02.070 Trees on Private Property

property owner desmnq to plant a tree or trees on private propertv is encouraqed to review the
tree planting quidelines as-prepared by the City-Tree Board and set forth on the City website.
Before planting any tree, the property owner should contact Blue Stakes for location of
underground utilities in accordance with applicable State law. The property owner of any tree
located on property owner’s private property that causes damage to public property may be
shallbe responsible and liable for such damage.
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HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. 2017-03 on 4/4/2017

HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. 2017-03 on 4/4/2017

11.02.080070 Parkstrip-Trees— Maintenance-Reguirements

The following maintenance requirements shall apply to alt any trees legally or illegally located
within the parkstrip or public right-of-way or within-er-affecting any portion of the parkstrip or
public right-of-way regardless of location:

a) All property owners shall be responsible for the cleanup of shed-leaves, fruits, nuts,
pods, branches, and al-other items produced by trees and the-vegetation feund-within
or adjacent to the parkstrip; or within-the-public right--of--way.

b) Trees shall be pruned by the property owner to provide a minimum of as-te-have-eight
feet (8’) of clearance over the sidewalk and 13 feet (13’) of clearance over the street.

c) All rewdyplanted-trees under power lines shall not exceed 25 feet (25) at the tree’s full
mature height. Trees that may-exceed this mature height limit may require removal at
the homeowner’s expense. All existing-trees planted under power lines shall be pruned
by the property owner and/or at the discretion of the eleetrie-utility provider.

d) The City shall have the right to prune, maintain, or remove trees, at the owner’s expense,
within the parkstrip and within the City right-of-way. Any trees removed by the City shall
be conducted in accordance with applicable DI’OVISIOHS of CMC 11.02.060 (Existing

11.02.010 (parkstrips)-2024-redline3 Page 6 of 9 July 10, 2024
Page 35 of 63


https://s3-us-west-2.amazonaws.com/municipalcodeonline.com-new/centerville/ordinances/documents/CMC_2017-03.pdf
https://s3-us-west-2.amazonaws.com/municipalcodeonline.com-new/centerville/ordinances/documents/CMC_2017-03.pdf
https://centerville.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=11.02.070_Parkstrip_Trees_-_Maintenance_Requirements

He)The City shall have the right to require the a-property owner to remove any tree, at the

owner’s expense, that is deemed a safety hazard to pedestrians or vehicular traffic, e+
is damaging public infrastructure, or at any time in accordance with CMC 11.02.060

HISTORY

Adopted by Ord. 2017-03 on 4/4/2017
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HISTORY

Adopted by Ord. 2017-03 on 4/4/2017
11.02.090032 Public Utility Easements In Parkstrips

Most parkstrips within the City are located within the public right-of-way and are burdened by
and subject to public utility easements for purposes of installing and maintaining public utilities.
In addition, most private properties in the City are subject to a 10" wide front yard public utility
easement measured from the right-of-way property line. Such public utility easements are shall
be-governed by and subject to CMC 11.06 (Public Utility Easements) and applicable Utah law
regarding rights of utilities with facilities within the easement, including, but not limited to Utah
Code § 54-3-27. Property owners shall be subject to all rights and obligations of any applicable

publlc utlllty easements and ut|I|ty facmtles within the parkstrlps Pmpe#ty—ewne#s—them&gen%&

HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. 2021-12 on 5/4/2021

11.02.100834 Damage To Underground Utilities In Parkstrips

Any property owner, or the property owner’s agent, contractor, or assign, making improvements
to or maintaining the parkstrip or other areas of private property shall be subject to CMC 11.06
(Public Utility Easements) and the Damage to Underground Utility Facilities Act as set forth in
Utah Code 88 54-8a-101, et seq. As provided therein, Utah law requires any excavator to notify
each operator of underground facilities in-the—parkstrip-at least 48 hours before excavating.
Property owners, their agents, contractors, or assigns may be liable or responsible for any
damage to or interference with public utilities within the parkstrip caused by any use of or
improvements within the parkstrips.

HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. 2021-12 on 5/4/2021

11.02.110099 Violations Enforcement

Unless otherwise specified by State law, a violation of any provision of this Chapter, or failure
to comply with an order of suspension, revocation, or stop work, shall be a Class B
misdemeanor, subject to fines and penalties provided by law, or enforced through the civil
enforcement procedures set forth in CMC 1.06 (Civil Penalties). Enforcement action may also
include removal of any non-approved trees, materials, or facilities located within the parkstrip,
public right-of-way, and/or public utility easement. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the City does
not intend to take out or require the removal of all trees in the parkstrip at once but shall do so
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in a phased approach in conjunction with on-going street projects and/or on a case-by-case
basis as deemed necessary in accordance with the City’s sidewalk replacement program in
accordance with CMC 11.02.060.

HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. 2017-03 on 4/4/2017

11.02.010 (parkstrips)-2024-redline3 Page 9 of 9 July 10, 2024
Page 38 of 63


https://s3-us-west-2.amazonaws.com/municipalcodeonline.com-new/centerville/ordinances/documents/CMC_2017-03.pdf

Proposed Enactment of

Centerville Municipal Code 11.05 (Sidewalk Replacement Program)

Draft Date: July 10, 2023

11.05 Sidewalk Replacement Program

11.05.010 _ Purpose

11.05.020  Authority

11.05.030 _Administration

11.05.040 _ Sidewalk Study

11.05.050 _Sidewalk Replacement Program

11.05.060 Sidewalk Replacement Budget Appropriation
11.05.070 _ Priority for Sidewalk Replacement Funds
11.05.080  Warning Paint for Vertical Faults

11.05.090 Closing Sidewalk for Dangerous Condition
11.05.100 _ Trees Prohibited in Parkstrips and-Utiity-Easements
11.02.110 __ Existing Trees in Parkstrips and-Utiity-Easements
11.02.120  Trees on Private Property

11.05.130 _ Criteria for Tree Removal

11.05.140  Tree Voucher for Replacement Tree

11.05.010  Purpose

The purpose of this Chapter is to set forth guidelines and objectives regarding the repair and

replacement of City sidewalks (“Sidewalk Replacement Program”).

11.05.020

Authority

This Chapter is adopted pursuant to and in accordance with applicable provisions of State

law regarding a municipality’s right to reqgulate its rights-of-way and under the City’s police

power to establish procedures and standards for the safe use and regulation of its rights-of-

way, including, but not limited to, the provisions set forth in Utah Code §8 10-8-11, § 10-8-13,

8§ 10-8-23, and § 10-8-84, and provisions of the Protection of Highways Act, as set forth in

Utah Code 8§ 72-7-101, et seq.

11.05.030

Administration

This Chapter shall be administered and enforced by the Public Works Director or his or her

authorized designees.
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11.05.040 Sidewalk Study

In 2016, the City conducted a study of the condition of existing sidewalk in the City. The study
identified existing vertical faults in sidewalks and categorized such vertical faults based on
inches of displacement. The study also identified areas where the sidewalk damage was
likely due to existing trees in the parkstrips or on private property. The policies and guidelines
of this Chapter and the Sidewalk Replacement Program are largely based on the Sidewalk
Study and conclusions that trees in the parkstrip and near public sidewalks cause continuing
and costly damage to public infrastructure.

11.05.050 Sidewalk Replacement Program

The City maintains over xx miles of sidewalks. The number of sidewalks in the City increases
every year with new development and redevelopment. Many of the City’s sidewalks are
deteriorating and/or damaged and in need of repair or replacement. The City does not have
the funding to repair and replace all deteriorating or damaged sidewalks all at once but is
committed to repairing and replacing sidewalks on a scheduled basis subject to annual
budgetary appropriation.

11.05.060 Sidewalk Replacement Budget Appropriation

The City Council shall appropriate funds on an annual basis to be used for the Sidewalk
Replacement Program. The purpose of the annual appropriation is to provide sufficient funds
to manage and maintain over time deteriorating or damaged sidewalks throughout the City. It
is acknowledged the City does not have funds or resources to repair or replace all
deteriorating or damaged sidewalks in a single fiscal year. An annual appropriation to the
Sidewalk Replacement Program will assist in making such repairs and replacements over
time.

11.05.070  Priority of Funds for Sidewalk Replacement

Annual funds for the Sidewalk Replacement Program will be limited and use of such funds
shall be prioritized as provided herein.

11.05.080 Warning Paint for Vertical Faults

The Public Works Department shall review and inspect City sidewalks on a reasonably set
schedule to determine if there are any dangerous conditions or areas of sidewalk that need
repair or replacement. If any sidewalk seam is displaced by more than one-quarter of an inch
(1/4™), the Public Works Department shall spray paint the displacement with a brightly colored
spray paint or implement any other reasonable method to notify users of the sidewalk of the
the displacement.
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11.05.090 Closing Sidewalk for Dangerous Condition

The Public Works Department may close any portion of sidewalk deemed unsafe or
implement any other reasonable method to notify users of the sidewalk of the dangerous
condition.

11.05.100 _ Trees Prohibited in Parkstrips and-Utiity-Easements

Due to historic, continuing, and costly conflict between tree roots and public utility facilities
and infrastructure including sidewalks, curbs, gutters, and, right-of-way improvements, trees
are prohibited in_any parkstrip that is less than six feet (6) in width er—utility-easement in
accordance with CMC 11.02.050 and-CMC-11.06.040.

11.05.110 Existing Trees in Parkstrips and- Uttty Easemenis

Any existing tree located within any parkstrip or public right-of-way;-e+utiity-easement may
be removed, trimmed, or otherwise requlated by the City under the provisions of this Chapter
or by the affected utility in accordance with applicable State law. The property owner of any
tree located within the parkstrip or public right-of-way era-utility-easement may be required,
at the property owner’s expense, to remove or relocate the tree to an appropriate location
outside the parkstrip or public right-of-way utiity-easement-area. The property owner of any
tree located within the parkstrip or public right-of-way that causes damage to public property
may be shall-be responsible and liable for such damage.

11.05.120 Trees on Private Property

Due to potential for damage to public infrastructure, any property owner desiring to plant a
tree or trees on private property is encouraged to review the tree planting guidelines prepared
by the City Tree Board and set forth on the City website. Before planting or installing any tree,
the property owner should contact Blue Stakes for location of underground utilities in
accordance with applicable State law. The property owner of any tree located on property
owner’s private property that causes damage to public utilities, infrastructure, or property may
be shall-be responsible and liable for such damage.

11.05.130 Criteria for Tree Removal

The Public Works Department shall be responsible for determining a reasonably set schedule
for removal of trees from the parkstrip and/or trees that are deemed dangerous or damaging
to public sidewalks, public infrastructure, or the public rights-of-way. Such tree removal
schedule shall be based on and subject to an annual budgetary appropriation for the
Sidewalk Replacement Program. Tree removal priority shall be based on the following
considerations:

(a) The extent of damage the tree is causing to adjacent public sidewalks, infrastructure,
utilities, or rights-of-way;

(b) The extent the tree creates a visual obstruction or is in violation of City ordinances
regarding sight distance triangles for driveways and intersections;
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(c) The extent the tree creates a safety hazard or dangerous condition to adjacent
property or infrastructure;

(d) The extent the tree is in violation of City ordinances regarding water meter location
requlations;

(e) The health or diseased condition of the tree;

(f)_The size of the tree;

(q) The cost of removal for the tree; and

(h) The location of the tree in a public works project area.

11.05.140 Tree Voucher for Replacement Tree

The Public Works Department shall implement a tree voucher program as an incentive to
property owners to plant additional trees in appropriate locations on private property to offset
trees required to be removed in accordance with the provisions of this Chapter.
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Proposed Enactment of
Centerville Municipal Code 11.06 (Public Utility Easements)

Draft Date: July 10, 2024

11.06 Public Utility Easements

11.06.010 Public Utility Definitions

11.06.020 Utility Easement Regulations

11.06.030 Damage To Underground Facilities Act

11.06.050 Existing Trees in Utility Easements

11.06.060 Trees on Private Property

11.06.070 Vacation of Public Utility Easement

11.06.080 Amendment to Public Utility Easement

11.06.090 Vacation or Amendment of Protected Public Utility Easement
11.06.100 Vacation or Amendment of Single-Ownership Utility Easement
11.06.110 Specified Public Utility

11.06.120 Violations

11.06.010 Public Utility Definitions

For purposes of this Chapter, the following terms shall have the meaning set forth herein.

(a) “Municipal Public Utility Easement” means an easement that is created or depicted

on a subdivision plat recorded in the Davis County Recorder’s Office and described

as a municipal utility easement granted for public use as defined in Utah Code §

10-9a-103. A municipal public utility easement is distinct and separate from a

protected public utility easement and a public utility easement as such terms are

more particularly defined herein.

(b) “Protected Public Utility Easement” means a recorded easement for the use and

installation of utility facilities owned by a gas corporation, electric corporation, or

telephone corporation as more particularly defined in Utah Code § 54-3-27.

(c) “Public Utility” shall have the same meaning as defined in Utah Code 8§ 54-2-1. As

provided in Utah Code § 54-2-1, public utility includes every railroad corporation,

gas corporation, electrical corporation, distribution electrical cooperative, wholesale

electrical cooperative, telephone corporation, telegraph corporation, water

corporation, sewerage corporation, heat corporation, and independent enerqy

producer not described in Section 54-2-201 where the service is performed for, or

the commodity delivered to, the public generally, or in the case of a gas corporation

or electrical corporation where the gas or electricity is sold or furnished to any

member or consumers within the state for domestic, commercial, or industrial use.

Numerous additional provisions and exclusions apply as set forth in Utah Code §

54-2-1.

(d) “Public Utility Easement” means the area on a recorded subdivision plat or other

recorded document that is dedicated to the use and installation of public utility

facilities as more particularly defined in Utah Code § 54-3-27.
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(e) “Specified Public Utility” means an electrical corporation, gas corporation, or
telephone corporation, as those terms are defined in Utah Code 54-2-1.

() “Underground Facility” shall have the same meaning as defined in Utah Code § 54-
8a-2. As provided in Utah Code § 54-8a-2, underground facility means personal
property that is buried or placed below ground level for use in the storage or
conveyance of any of the following: (a) water; (b) sewage, including sewer laterals;
(c) communications, including electronic, photonic, telephonic, or telegraphic
communications; (d) television, cable television, or other telecommunication
signals, including transmission to subscribers of video or other programming; (e)
electric power; (f) oil, gas, or other fluid and gaseous substances; (q) steam; (h)
slurry; or (i) dangerous materials or products.

() “Utility Easement” shall mean any and/or all of the utility easements described
herein, including a municipal utility easement, public utility easement, and
protected public utility easement.

11.06.020 Public Utility Easement Requlations

Most parkstrips within the City are located within the public right-of-way and are burdened by
and subiject to utility easements for purposes of installing and maintaining municipal and public
utilities. In addition, most private properties in the City are subject to a 10’ wide front yard public
utility easement and at least two 7’ wide side or rear yard public utility easements. Such utility
easements are governed by and subject to applicable Utah law regarding rights of utilities with
facilities within the easement, including, but not limited to Utah Code 8§ 54-3-27. Property
owners shall be subject to all rights and obligations of any applicable utility easements and
utility facilities within such easements. Property owners, their agents, contractors, or assigns
may be liable or responsible for any damage to or interference with public utilities and facilities
within utility easements caused by any use of or improvements within such easement areas.

11.06.030 Damage To Underground Facilities Act

Any property owner, or the property owner’s agent, contractor, or assign, making improvements
to_or maintaining public or private property encumbered by a utility easement shall be subject
to the Damage to Underground Utility Facilities Act as set forth in Utah Code 88 54-8a-101, et
seq. As provided therein, Utah law requires any excavator to notify each operator of
underground facilities at least 48 hours before excavating. Certain exceptions apply for hand-
digging.

11.06.050 Existing Trees in Utility Easements

Any existing-tree located within a recorded utility easement may be removed, trimmed, or
otherwise regulated by the City under the provisions of this Chapter or by the affected utility in
accordance with applicable State law. The property owner of any tree located within a utility
easement may be required, at the property owner’s expense, to remove or relocate the tree to
an appropriate location outside the utility easement area.
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11.06.060 Trees on Private Property

Frees-areprohibited-within-any-public-utility-easement. Any property owner desiring to plant a

tree or trees on private property is encouraged to review the tree planting guidelines prepared
by the City Tree Board and set forth on the City website. Before planting or installing any tree,
the property owner should contact Blue Stakes for location of underground utilities in
accordance with applicable State law. The property owner of any tree located on property
owner’s private property that causes damage to public utilities, infrastructure, or property may
be shal-be responsible and liable for such damage.

11.06.070 Vacation of Public Utility Easement

Any property owner _desiring to vacate a public_utility easement as shown on a recorded
subdivision plat or as set forth in a separately recorded public utility easement shall file a
petition to vacate the public utility easement with the Public Works Department. Such petition
shall include the name and address of each owner of record of land that is: (1) adjacent to the
property subject to the public utility easement to be vacated; and (2) within 300 feet of the
property subject to the public utility easement to be vacated. The petition shall also include the
signature of each of the above owners who consent to the public utility easement vacation. The
petition to vacate shall include proof of written notice to the operators of utilities, culinary water
facilities, and sewer facilities located within the public utility easement sought to be vacated.
The petition to vacate a public utility easement shall be processed, noticed, and considered by
the City Council in accordance with Utah Code § 10-9a-609.5.

11.06.080 Amendment to Public Utility Easement

Any property owner _desiring to amend a public utility easement as shown on a recorded
subdivision plat or as set forth in a separately record public utility easement shall file a petition
for amendment in_accordance with CMC 11.06.070 using the same procedures and
requirements for a petition to vacate a utility easement.

11.06.090 Vacation or Amendment of Protected Public Utility Easement

Any protected public utility easement shall be required to be vacated or amended by the subject
utility. The City does not have the authority to vacate or amend such utility easement without
approval of the utility that is the owner of record of the easement. For instance, if a protected
public utility easement is owned solely by an electric corporation, the easement must be
vacated or amended by the electric corporation.

11.06.100 Vacation or Amendment of Single-Ownership Utility Easement

Any utility easement held in single-ownership by a utility shall be required to be vacated or
amended by the subject utility. The City does not have the authority to vacate or amend such
utility easement without approval of the utility that is the owner of record of the easement. For
instance, if the sewer district owns a sewer easement solely in its name and ownership, the
easement must be vacated or amended by the sewer district.
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11.06.110 Specified Public Utility

A specified public utility may exercise the powers of a public utility under Utah Code § 54-3-27
if the specified public utility uses a municipal utility easement with consent of the City in
accordance with Utah Code 8 10-9a-529.

11.06.120 Violations

Unless otherwise specified by State law, a violation of any provision of this Chapter, or failure
to_comply with _an order of suspension, revocation, or stop work, shall be a Class B
misdemeanor, subject to fines and penalties provided by law, or enforced through the civil
enforcement procedures set forth in CMC 1.06 (Civil Penalties). Enforcement action may also
include removal of any trees, materials, or facilities located within a recorded utility easement.
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CITY COUNCIL

Staff Report
7/16/2024
Item No. 2.
Title: Discussion - Traffic Calming
Initiated By: Mike Carlson, Public Works Director
Staff Representative: Mike Carlson, Public Works Director

SUBJECT:
Consider traffic calming solutions for 100 South and 400 East

RECOMMENDATION:

BACKGROUND:

As per the request from residents on 100 South, from 400 East to 850 East and the City Council, Public Works
has looked at a lot of different traffic calming measures for that section of road. There are various options to
implement traffic calming with pros and cons.

See attached staff memo and documentation for more information.

ATTACHMENTS:

Traffic Claming Staff Memo

1. Street Radar speed sign 4-15-24 to 5-5-24

2. Street Radar Speed 5-20-24 to 6-2-24 Sign

3. Street Radar speed sign 6-3-24 to 6-11-24

5-10 to 5-16-24 Police traffic East and West 100 South

PD Speeding Mitigation Options

Chief Stone Staff Report and or Information

ESI Traffic engineer report Centerville_Traffic Calming Methods

PNoOORWN =

250 North Main Street Centerville, Utah 84014 801.295.3477
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Public Works Staff Report
Date: 7/2/2024

Done by: Michael Carlson
Subjects: Traffic Calming
Discussion on Traffic Calming:

As per the request from residents on 100 South, from 400 East to 850 East and the City Council, Public
Works has looked at a lot of different traffic calming measures for that section of road. The residents
would like to see speed bumps installed. One experience | thought was interesting was a complaint after
a speed bump installation by the immediate residents over noises of stopping and starting (trailer
bouncing over speed humps) and with increase air pollution after they were installed. There are many
ways to implement traffic calming with pros and cons. Below are some of the facts that | have found in
researching traffic calming:

e The FHWA Highway Safety Programs recommends a speed hump (our bump) “only on a street
with grade of 8% or less, it also stats that in Delaware it’s a 6% and in Minnesota and Pasadena
Ca.5%.

e | have research from Salt Lake City stating, “The recommendations from ITE say 7% max slope.
However, engineering judgement rules. We have a project on a 7% to 9% street underway on
Virginia Street in the avenues.” The 7% to 9% is a short section of the project.

¢ | have also spoken with Farmington City, who installed one as per citizen request for a short
period of time. They were removed citing more problems had taken place than the speeding.

o |[faspeedbumporhumpwere putin, emergency response time would increase with fire trucks
and ambulance slowing down to go over the speed bump or hump.

Policy that needs to be put into place

At this point our city has no policy for traffic calming. In looking at other cities, they have policies with
guidelines we can talk about. The current traffic calming done is a speed sign. There is currently no
funding for traffic calming. Therefore, we need to have a traffic calming line item to take care of these
issues. If City Council wants to do traffic calming, then we will need to add a line item to street
departmentfor “Traffic Calming”. This could be part of the next street master plan if city council wantsto
move that direction. Another option is to add part of this into a Road Utility fee. In some cities, such as
Kaysville, if a resident wants to apply, they go to a city website and read what the Traffic calming
procedures are. It walks them through the process of gathering some of the data. They then fillout a
“Request for Traffic Calming”. | like this because it gets the residents involved in the process and may
help them understand what is happening and taking place.

https://kaysville.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=plan#tname=Traffic Calming Procedures

Keep in mind that if we put up signs or paint lines, they do have to be replaced or repainted at some
point. If we want to move into traffic calming, we need to have a policy so that we treat all residents
equally in the process and don’t have one road being treated differently than another and for guidelines
regarding staff.
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Staff Recommendation:
As for now we have no funding allocated to this. In my opinion we need to look at two things:

e One, in talking with Chief Child and Kevin Campbell, we could paint a centerline with two
shoulder lane lines to narrow the traffic lanes. We would need to find the funding for this.

e The otheris “Police action” for now. The high speeders are west bound and occur between the
14:00 and 17:00 hour with speeds between 56 and 61 mph from three vehicles. Most of the
traffic was 26 to 30 mph. Please see attached charts for more data.

Most resent places over the years that Citizens have requested traffic calming and or Speed Bumps:

e 650 North, main and 400 west

e 1200 South, main to 240 east

e 400 West, 1500 north to 1700 north
e 400 West, Chase to 1250 North

Other Streets that would need to be look at for traffic calming:

e Chase Lane, Main to Oakridge

e Chase Lane, Main to 400 West

e 400 East, Chase to Aspen way

e 1825 North, Main to 325 East

e Pages Lane, above 700 East

e 400 East, Parrish to 300 North, north bound lane because of the road narrowing north of Parrish
Lane.

e Summerhill Lane, Main to Frontage Road

e Jennings Lane, Main to Frontage Road

e 400 West, Tobe Drive to Parrish Lane

e And more
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Locanon oam

Weekly Report: Statistics Summary Address
Report period: 2024-04-15 to 2024-05-05 Speed Limit: FOTRCEESge 2
Total Vehicle Count: 552
Count By Speed Range
Total Vehicle ! o
00:00 - 01:00 17 6 8 47% 20 as 2 29 15 9
01.00-02:00 15 Y 3 20% 19 32 7 29 610 %
02:00-03.00 2 1 nia na [} 24 | 7 24 115 135
1620 346
03.00- 04:00 9 3 B Hg9 % 12 35 29 33 e i
04:00-05:00 23 8 18 78 % 19 42 26 38 2630 1188
05.00-06:00 28 9 13 46% 19 36 28 3 3135 572
06:00- 07:00 66 2 33 % 8 37 25 32 3640 116
07:00- 08:00 144 48 90 63% 7 39 26 32 41-45 1
08:00- 09:00 180 60 110 61% 6 4 2 32 4650 4
09:00- 10:00 147 4 92 63% 13 4 26 32 51.55 1
10:00- 11:00 140 47 73 52% 8 37 25 3 56.60 0
11:00-12:00 240 80 151 63% 6 42 26 k7] 61-65 0
12:00-13:00 199 66 12 56 % 6 37 25 3 6670 0
13.00- 14:00 240 80 102 4a3% 3 40 23 30 N7 0
14:00- 15:00 253 84 133 53% 6 4 25 k1| 76.80 0
15:00- 16:00 293 98 159 54% a 45 25 31 8185 o
16:00-17:00 285 95 164 58 % 9 42 26 3 8690 0
17:00-18:00 Hy25 Hoa Hgs 1% 7 44 26 3N 9195 0
18:00- 19:00 244 a1 127 52% 5 40 25 3 96-100 0
19:00- 20:00 241 80 102 2% 3 45 24 30 total 3529
20:00-21:00 238 9 99 2% 6 36 24 29
21:00- 22:00 92 3 45 49% 1 Hy 26 3
22:00- 23:00 75 45 60 % 10 46 23 2
23:00- 24:00 kE] 18 55% 21 4 24 32
1890 AVG: 52 % 3 51 AVG: 24 AVG: 31
3‘,}:‘ Sl Y O 8 R Rt L |

100 South West Bound Traffic Stats:

Dates that were logged 4/15/24 to 5/5/2024
Speed Limit totals 21 to 25 (1051)

Speed 26 to 30 (1188)

Speed 46-50 (4)

Highest Speed 51-55 (1)
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Weekly Report: Statistics Summary

Report period: 2024-05-20 to 2024-06-02

Hour Total Vehicle Average Vehicles Total Violations % Violations Min Speed Max Speed
00:00-01:00 20 10 13 65 % 15 34
01:00- 02:00 9 5 4 44 % 21 38
02:00-03:00 3 2 2 67 % 22 31
03:00- 04:00 1 6 10 Ho1 % Hos 34
04:00 - 05:00 13 7 8 62 % 21 39
05:00- 06:00 26 13 13 50 % 14 35
06:00- 07:00 42 21 16 38% 9 38
07:00- 08:00 107 54 62 58 % 8 41
08:00 - 09:00 145 73 86 59 % 5 39
09:00-10:00 121 61 i75 62 % 6 40
10:00-11:00 153 174 91 59 % 6 37
11:00- 12:00 165 83 105 64 % 1 39
12:00-13:00 148 74 86 58 % 75 38
13:00- 14:00 174 87 77 44 % 6 37
14:00-15:00 155 78 90 58 % 7 40
15:00 - 16:00 H201 H101 Hi10 55 % 4 40
16:00-17:00 148 74 78 53 % 7 40
17:00-18:00 149 75 82 55% 8 47
18:00-19:00 159 80 77 48 % 7 39
19:00 - 20:00 160 80 85 53 % 4 57
20:00-21:00 156 78 63 40 % 8 Hgo
21:00-22:00 106 53 40 38% 1 39
22:00 - 23:00 57 29 25 44 % 6 43
23:00-24:00 32 16 19 59 % 6 40

Summary 2460 1237 1317 AVG: 55 % 4 60
*H-h = olumn bolded H s

N CIG NOT COlECT 3Ny

Dates that were logged 5/5/24 to 6/2/2024

Speed Limit 21 to 25 (767)
Speed 26 to 30 (878)
Speed 46-50 (1)

Highest Speed 61-65 (1)

in the report.n/a” velu

s are

caicuiatl

Speed Average

26
22
11
26
21
22
24
25
26
26
25
26
26
23
26
25
25
26
24
25
25
25
25
27
AVG: 24

85% Speed(mph)

30
35
31
32
37
29
29
32
31
31
31
32
30
29
31
30
30
32
30
29
30
29
30
32
AVG: 31

Location: 100 South

Address: 100 South

Speed Limit: From schedule 25 mph
Total Vehicle Count: 2460

Count By Speed Range
Speed (mph) Count
1-5 3
6-10 50
11-15 91
16-20 232
21-25 767
26-30 878
31-35 357
36-40 72
41-45 7
46-50 1
51-55 0
56-60 1
61-65 1
66-70 0
71-75 0
76-80 0
81-85 0
86-90 0
91-95 0
96-100 0
total 2460
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Weekly Report: Statistics Summary

Report period: 2024-06-03 to 2024-06-16

Total Vehicle Average Vehicles Total Violations % Violations Min Speed Max Speed

00:00 - 01:00 17 9 5 29 % 16 29
01:00 - 02:00 1. 9 6 35% 1 42
02:00 - 03:00 5 3 2 40 % 21 Hag
03:00 - 04:00 11 6 9 Hg2 % Hos 47
04:00 - 05:00 15 8 8 53 % 18 39
05:00 - 06:00 20 10 10 50 % 9 37
06:00 - 07:00 49 25 32 65 % 16 35
07:00 - 08:00 116 58 74 64 % 6 41
08:00 - 09:00 141 VAl 89 63 % 8 40
09:00 - 10:00 116 58 70 60 % 7 34
10:00-11:00 133 67 83 62 % 7 45
11:00-12:00 Hig1 Hog Hi18 62 % 7 44
12:00-13:00 170 85 98 58 % 7 42
13:00- 14:00 147 74 53 36 % 7 42
14:00- 15:00 167 84 80 48 % 7 40
15:00- 16:00 138 69 74 54 % 7 38
16:00-17:00 124 62 72 58 % 6 41
17:00 - 18:00 139 70 82 59 % 6 39
18:00-19:00 142 71 86 61 % 6 37
19:00- 20:00 144 72 88 61 % 6 43
20:00-21:00 162 81 76 47 % 8 45
21:00 - 22:00 122 61 53 43 % 10 39
22:00 - 23:00 60 30 31 52 % 14 40
23:00 - 24:00 26 13 97 65 % 13 42

Summary 2372 1192 1316 AVG: 54 % 6 48

100 South West Bound Traffic Stats:

Dates that were logged 6/3/24 to 6/11/2024
Speed Limit totals 21 to 25 (687)

Average Speed 26 to 30 (857)

Highest Speed 46-50 (five)

Speed Average

21
29
18
25
24
27
26
26
26
25
27
26
26
23
24
25
25
25
27
25
25
25
26
23
AVG: 25

85% Speed(mph)

27
30
34
30
37
30
30
31
32
30
32
32
30
29
30
30
31
32
32
30
30
30
32
32
AVG: 31

Location: 100 South
Address: 100 South

Speed Limit: From sehedule 25 mph
Total Vehicle Count: 2372
Count By Speed Range

Speed (mph) Count

1-5 0

6-10 57
11-15 93
16-20 219
21-25 687
26-30 857
31-35 376
36-40 65
41-45 13
46-50 5
51-55 0
56-60 0
61-65 0
66-70 0
71-75 0
76-80 0
81-85 0
86-90 0
91-95 0
96-100 0
total 2372
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Total for the Police traffic Camera's 100 South 400 East to Islandview Drive

Lane 1 East Bound
Days 1-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 26-30 31-35 36-40 41-45 46-50 51-55 56-60 61-65 >65 Total for the day |Day of the week
10-May 0 2 1 5 28 26 6 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 70|Friday
11-May 0 17 33 79 158 137 49 10 1 0 0 0 0 0 484 |Saturday
12-May 0 8 5 46 109 144 52 9 & 0 0 0 0 0 376|Sunday
13-May 0 5 11 38 95 111 48 5 3 0 0 0 0 0 316|Monday
14-May 0 5 8 31 69 92 47 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 260|Tueday
15-May 0 15 15 35 96 146 47 9 5 0 0 0 0 0 368|Wednesday
16-May 0 1 5 6 18 20 8 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 59|Thursday 1:00 to 9:00
Totals 0 53 78 240 573 676 257 44 12 0 0 0 0 0 1933|Total
1933
0 53 78 240 573 676 257 44 12 0 0 0 0 0 1933|Non Formal Total
Lane 2 West Bound
Days 1-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 26-30 31-35 36-40 41-45 46-50 51-55 56-60 61-65 >65 Total for the day |Day of the week
10-May 0 1 10 19 56 50 15 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 152|Friday
11-May 0 5 65 91 183 135 28 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 526|Saturday
12-May 0 6 19 47 172 159 51 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 460 [Sunday
13-May 0 1 44 76 120 105 40 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 389|Monday
14-May 0 12 26 45 83 83 24 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 274|Tueday
15-May 0 7 36 65 144 133 47 4 1 1 0 0 0 0 438|Wednesday
16-May 0 0 3 16 10 11 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 44|Thursday 1:00 to 9:00
Totals 0 32 203 359 768 676 209 31 2 3 0 0 0 0 2283 (Total
2283|Total from line 25
0 31 198 353 750 656 201 30 2 3 0 0 0 0 2224(Non Formal Total
Combined
Days 1-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 26-30 31-35 36-40 41-45 46-50 51-55 56-60 61-65 >65 Total for the day |Day of the week
10-May 0 2 9 34 76 67 17 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 207|Friday
11-May 0 22 98 170 341 272 77 29 1 0 0 0 0 0 1010|Saturday
12-May 0 14 24 93 281 303 103 14 4 0 0 0 0 0 836|Sunday
13-May 0 6 55 114 215 216 88 7 8 1 0 0 0 0 705|Monday
14-May 0 17 34 76 152 175 71 8 0 1 0 0 0 0 534|Tueday
15-May 0 22 51 100 240 279 94 13 6 1 0 0 0 0 806|Wednesday
16-May 0 1 8 22 28 31 12 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 103|Thursday 1:00 to 9:00
Totals 0 84 279 609 1333 1343 462 74 14 3 0 0 0 0 4201|Total
4201 |Total from line 39
? 0 85 278 599 1341 1352 466 75 14 3 0 0 0 4213
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Centerville City Police Department Staff Comments
Speeding Mitigation Options throughout Centerville City

Humps, Bumps, and Electronic Signs Pros and Cons

Humps-Gradual raised area on low-speed roadways typically found on roadways or local streets
Pros:

e Force motorists to slow down to a safe speed.

e Studies show speed humps can be effective at reducing speeds by nearly 10 mph

e They’re lower to the ground and less invasive, are less of a hassle for snow plowing
equipment.

e Diverts traffic to other streets

e Seem to be politically motivated, residents “mark” their streets

e Seriously affect the response time of emergency vehicles

e (ause pain and injury to drivers with disabilities

e Damage to vehicles

e (Cannot reduce speeds as much as residents want
Case Studies:
There is increasing evidence of the danger of speed humps to passengers traveling in vehicles as
well as to the vehicles themselves. In Rhode Island, there is a raised device that launched a
police officer in the air, landing him in the hospital. The same device was responsible for
breaking the axle of a fire truck costing $15,000. Fire fighters, injured from being thrown to the
roofs of their cabs hitting speed bumps, have been placed on permanent disability.
Conclusion:
When communities request speed humps, none of these factors are addressed. Speed humps,
because they’re lower to the ground and less invasive, are less of a hassle for snow plowing
equipment, but because they are dark, they are more difficult to see in inclement weather.

Bumps-An abrupt, raised area generally located in private drive ways or parking lots.
Pros:

e Reduces speed

e Self-enforcing-visual reminder to slow down

e Speed and volume changes tend to remain over time
e Accident reduction

e Moderate costs

e May reduce some resident complaints

e Causes traffic to divert to other streets. Just moving the problem
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e Increase noise levels as cars break hard and pass over the bump

e Slower emergency response time for EMT’s and firefighters

e Materials are made of plastic, metal, and rubber. Break down easily, costly repairs

e Potential damage to certain vehicles

e Hazardous to bicycles and motorcycles
Case Studies:
Emergency Responders across the country are in direct opposition to speed bumps in residential
communities as it reduces response time. One city showed that a 30-second delay in response
time per speed bump would lose an additional 37 lives.
One study estimated that the undulation of cars of cars passing over the speed bumps increased
the volume of car noise by 10-20 decibels.
They have a negative impact on adjacent streets. Drivers will change driving patterns to avoid
the bumps.
Conclusion:
Studies show that communities made great efforts to have the speed bump placed on their streets
only to have it removed later on, which took quite a bit of time. Some plastic speed bumps are
actually designed to be removed when cold weather sets in.

Electronic Radar Signs- Portable, interactive signs display a vehicle's current speed to remind
the driver to slow down and obey the posted speed limit
Pros:

e Moderate cost

e Highly effective in slowing down traftic by 10-20%

e Mobile-can be moved to problematic streets

e Eagsy to install

e Customizable-display different speed limits and messages

e Continue to calm traffic even after they become long-standing fixtures at the location

e Requires solar power

e Driver behavior-drivers ignore signs or continue to speed despite the alerts

e Frequency of use-If the signs are used too frequently, drivers may become desensitized to

the alerts

e Can be obstructed by trees or buildings
Case Studies:
In a recent survey, traffic engineers and other safety professionals ranked driver feedback radar
signs as the most effective traffic calming method for neighborhoods and school zones. Drivers
attention is on their own speed.
In El Paso, Texas, where radar speed signs were installed in residential neighborhoods. The signs
were found to reduce the average speed of cars by 3-5 mph and the number of cars exceeding the
speed limit by up to 50%.
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Conclusion:

To maximize the effectiveness of radar speed signs, it is important to use them in conjunction
with other traffic-calming measures and to place them in strategic locations. Considerations
when choosing radar speed signs include location, power source, speed display options,
customization options, and maintenance requirements.

March-June 2024 100 South Radar

Traffic Stops-4

Officers Running Radar for extended periods of time-27
Extra Patrol- 6

Citations given-0

Warnings-1
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Chief Stone Staff Report and or Information

Here are a few links that | have validated the FD’s concerns with traffic calming devices. The biggest
is the IFC/ICC code 503.4.1 which states: Traffic calming devices shall be prohibited unless
approved by the fire code official.

https://codes.iccsafe.org/content/IFC2021P2/chapter-5-fire-service-features

Each traffic calming device can add up to 10 seconds to our response time. Not to mention the
wear and tear on our apparatus.

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-R0f1nj70eM

https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/speedmgt/ePrimer_modules/module5.cfm?_gl=1*1jewdvn*_ga*MTc1N
zQ20Dc1NS4xNzEAMTM3MDYx*_ga_VW1SFWIKBB*MTcxODEzNzA2MS4xLjEuMTcxODEzNzQ30S4
WLjAuUMA. #refnotes

https://www.radarsign.com/why-municipalities-are-moving-away-from-speed-humps/

We could play the YouTube video from TVFR or both.
Dane Stone

Fire Chief

South Davis Metro Fire.

Phone: 801-677-2400

Email: dstone@sdmetrofire.gov

255 South 100 West

Bountiful, Ut 84010

www.sdmetrofire.gov
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Speed Hump

Description: Speed humps are rounded raised areas placed
across the road, but unlike speed lumps, they do not have cut-
outs for large vehicles and bicycles. They are typically 3-3.5
inches high, typically parabolic in shape, and have a design
speed of 15 to 20 MPH. A series of speed humps are often
needed to retain slower speeds over a longer distance.

Costs: Typical Cost $1000 to $5000

Advantages Disadvantages
Effective for reducing Slows down emergency
vehicular speeds vehicles and buses

Snow removal

More difficult for bicyclists

Increased noise

Appropriate Application

Street Type

Appropriate for a residential local street or any street where the primary
function is to provide access to abutting residential property.
Appropriate for a street that provides access to a school, park, or
community center.

Residential Collectors.

Intersection or Roadway
Segment

Placed at a midblock location (Not within 250’ of signalized intersection).
Should not be placed on sharp curve (Minimum horizontal curve radius
300 feet).

Roadway Cross-Section

Should stretch only one travel lane in each direction.
Placed one foot from curb for drainage.

Speed Limit

Posted speed limit of 30 mph or less.

Vehicle Traffic Volume

Use for low daily traffic volumes (4000 maximum)

Emergency Route

Not appropriate for primary emergency vehicle route.

Transit Route

Not appropriate for transit route

Access Route

Not appropriate along access to commercial or industrial sites.

Grade

Can be installed on, or beyond, crest vertical curves.

Effects and Issues

Vehicle Speed

Reduces speeds to 15 to 20 mph.
Speed reduction effects decline beyond exit of speed bump.

Vehicle Volume

Little traffic diversion from street (Less than 20%).

Pedestrian Safety / Mobility

Not a preffered location for a crosswalk.
Significant increase to pedestrian safety.

Bicyclist Safety / Mobility

Typically, not affected.

Motorist Safety / Mobility

Sufficient discomfort to a motorist traveling faster than design speed.
Greatest speed effects compared to other traffic calming measures.

Emergency Vehicle Safety /
Mobility

Fire Truck delays of 3 to 5 seconds.
Ambulance delays up to 10 seconds.

Page 59 of 63



Speed Feedback Sign

Description: Speed Feedback Signs measure each approaching
vehicle’s speed which are relayed to the drivers and flash when
speeds exceed the limit. Typically mounted on or near speed
limit signs and common in school zones.

Cost: $10,000

Advantages Disadvantages
Real-time speed feedback Temporary effectiveness
Low impact to emergency Only effective for one
vehicles and buses direction of travel
Permanent installation Subject to vandalism

Speed and count data can be | Does not require driver to
recorded alter behavior
Generally solar powered

Appropriate Application

Street Type - Appropriate for roadways between 25 and 65 miles per hour.
Intersection or roadway segment - Placed at a midblock location.

Roadway Cross-Section - Appropriate for 1 to 2 lanes of traffic.

Speed Limit

Vehicle Traffic Volume - Used for low to moderate traffic volumes.

Emergency Route - Appropriate for primary emergency vehicle route.

Transit Route - Appropriate for transit route.

Access Route - Appropriate along access to commercial or industrial sites.
Grade - Can be installed on, or beyond, vertical curves.

Effects and Issues

Vehicle Speed - Reduces speeds from 2 to 10 mph.
- Speed reduction effects decline over time.
Vehicle Volume - No impact to traffic volumes.

Pedestrian Safety / Mobility

Bicyclist Safety / Mobility

Motorist Safety / Mobility - Crash reduction up to 5%.
Emergency Vehicle Safety / - No Fire Truck delays.
Mobility - No Ambulance delays.
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Narrowing (Striping)

Description: The implementation of bike lanes, lane
narrowing, or on-street parking to decrease lane width and
speeds and thus increasing safety. Considerations need to
be made for bicycle safety, school bus and emergency
vehicles, possibility of encouraging traffic diversion to local
streets.

Cost: $20,000 per mile (Striping only)

Advantages Disadvantages

Reduces Speeds Without other changes has not
been shown to drastically slow
vehicle speeds

Potentially improved | Limited effectiveness by lack of
on-street parking vertical or horizontal deflection

Potentially improved
bike facilities

Reduce pedestrian
crossing distance

Appropriate Application

Street Type

Appropriate for roadways between 25 and 40 miles per hour.

Intersection or roadway segment

Placed along entire road segment

Roadway Cross-Section

Appropriate for 1 to 3 lanes of traffic.
Lane widths can be reduced (to 9, 10, or 11 feet)

Speed Limit

Vehicle Traffic Volume

Used for low to moderate traffic volumes.

Emergency Route

Appropriate for primary emergency vehicle route.

Transit Route

Appropriate for transit route.

Access Route

Grade

Can be installed on, or beyond, vertical curves.

Effects and Issues

Vehicle Speed

Reduces speeds from 0 to 3 mph.
Minor effect on vehicle speed without other changes.

Vehicle Volume

Pedestrian Safety / Mobility

Bicyclist Safety / Mobility

Typically improved with the addition of a bike lane

Motorist Safety / Mobility

Emergency Vehicle Safety / Mobility

No Fire Truck delays.
No Ambulance delays.
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Curb Extensions

Description: Also known as bulb-outs or neckdowns extend the

sidewalk or curb line out into parking lane which effectively
reduces street width. Curb extensions significantly improve
pedestrian crossings by reducing the pedestrian crossing
distance, improving the ability of pedestrians and motorists to
see each other, and reducing the time that pedestrians are in

the street.

Cost: approximately $20,000 per corner

Advantages Disadvantages

Reduces pedestrian Without other changes, has

crossing distance and not been shown to

exposure to vehicles drastically slow vehicle
speeds

Protected on street Limited effectiveness by lack

parking bays of vertical or horizontal
deflection

Reduces speeds (Right

turn movements)

Appropriate Application

Street Type

Appropriate for roadways between 25 and 40 miles per hour.
Collector, local, and subdivision streets

Intersection or roadway segment

Applicable at various intersections

Roadway Cross-Section

Appropriate for 1 to 2 lanes of traffic.
Most common on roadways with urban cross-sections

Speed Limit

Vehicle Traffic Volume

Used for low to moderate traffic volumes.

Emergency Route

Appropriate for primary emergency vehicle route.

Transit Route

Appropriate for transit route.

Access Route

Grade

Can be installed on crest vertical curves if adequate stopping sight
distance or warning signs are provided.

Effects and Issues

Vehicle Speed

Can reduce speeds between 5 and 13 mph.
Between 1 and 6 mph in the vicinity

Vehicle Volume

Little traffic diversion from street

Pedestrian Safety / Mobility

Up to 30% reduction in pedestrian crashes.

Bicyclist Safety / Mobility

Motorist Safety / Mobility

Crash reduction up to 5%.

Emergency Vehicle Safety / Mobility

Little effect Fire Truck delays.
Little effect on Ambulance delays.
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Sources:

https://highways.dot.gov/safety/speed-management/traffic-calming-eprimer/module-3-part-1#3.6

https://highways.dot.gov/safety/speed-management/traffic-calming-eprimer/module-3-part-2

https://highways.dot.gov/safety/speed-management/traffic-calming-eprimer/module-3-part-3

https://maps.udot.utah.gov/wadocuments/Data/Region4/SR 258 and SR 118 Corridor Study/Speed%20Manag
ement%20Info%20Sheets 2021 06 24.pdf
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