M SYRACUSE CITY

- Syracuse City Council
SYRACUSE Work Session Notice **AMENDED**
CITY January 12, 2016 — 6:00 p.m.

Municipal Building, 1979 W. 1900 S.

Notice is hereby given that the Syracuse City Council will meet in a work session on Tuesday, January
12, 2016, at 6:00 p.m. in the large conference room of the Municipal Building, 1979 W. 1900 S., Syracuse City,
Davis County, Utah. The purpose of the work session is to discuss/review the following items:

a. Review agenda for Council business meeting to begin at 7:00 p.m. (2 min.)

b. Review items forwarded by the Planning Commission (10 min.)

i. Proposed General Plan Amendment for Parcel #12-046-0172

ii. Proposed Ordinance 16-01 rezoning property located at approximately 4500 W. 1400 S. from A-1
Agriculture to R-1 Residential.

iii. Proposed Ordinance 16-02 rezoning property located at approximately 1000 W. 3700 S. from A-1
Agriculture/Industrial to Industrial/General Commercial.

iv. Final Subdivision Approval — Piper Glen, located at approximately 1000 W. 3231 S.

V. Final Subdivision Approval — The Bluff at Lakeview Farms Phase 2, located at approximately 3000 W.
700 S.

Vi. Discussion regarding Planning fees.

c. Discussion regarding potential Code Enforcement regulation amendments. (15 min.)
d. Discussion regarding Transportation Impact Fee Facilities Plan and Impact Fee Analysis. (10 min.)

e. Review agenda item 15, proposed resolution pertaining to City mission statement, vision statements, and
budgetary goals. (15 min.)

f. Review agenda items 16-18, proposed resolutions formalizing Council appointments and assignments. (5 min.)

g. Council business. (2 min.)

In compliance with the Americans Disabilities Act, persons needing auxiliary communicative aids and services for this meeting should contact the City Offices at
801-825-1477 at least 48 hours in advance of the meeting.

CERTIFICATE OF POSTING
The undersigned, duly appointed City Recorder, does hereby certify that the above notice and agenda was posted within the Syracuse City limits on this 7" day
of January, 2016 at Syracuse City Hall on the City Hall Notice Board and at http://www.syracuseut.com/. A copy was also provided to the Standard-Examine on
January 7, 2016.

CASSIE Z. BROWN, CMC
SYRACUSE CITY RECORDER


http://www.syracuseut.com/

COUNCIL AGENDA
January 12, 2016

SYRACUSE
CITY

Agenda Item “b.i.” General Plan Amendment

Factual Summation

The Applicant (Focus Realty) met with the City Staff and Councilwoman
Lisonbee on December 14™ 2015 and asked that the general plan map be opened
permitting that parcel #120460127 (36 acres which is presently in unincorporated
Davis County) be General Planned R-2 instead of R-1.

10.20.060 General plan amendments.

(E) Applications for general plan text or general plan map
amendments outside of the open amendment period shall be considered as
provided in this subsection:

(3) The Council may, after proper notice, authorize the

consideration of the applicant’s amendment outside of the

open amendment period only if any of the following apply:
(c) The Council finds that the proposed development
has the potential to confer a substantial benefit on the
City.

Note: you are not being asked to amend the general plan at this time. The
request is only to authorize the consideration of the applicant’s amendment
outside of the open amendment period...

Recommendation:
e Approve consideration: They will go to Planning Commission and
come back with a general plan recommendation.
e Deny consideration: They have to wait till January 1, 2017 for the
General Plan to be opened, or they have to make do with the R-1 for
when they are annexed into the city.
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WILLIAM CRIDDLE FARM LLC

WILLIAM CRIDDLE FARM LLC

FID 11329
parcel_id 120460127
WILLIAM CRIDDLE FARM

OwnerName LLC

MailAddres 918 SOUTH 4000 WEST
MailAddr_1

MailCity SYRACUSE
MailState uTt
MailZipcod 84075
SitusCity

SitusZipco

SitusUnit

SitusUnitT

FullSitusA

Acres 35.86
PARCEL_I_1120460127
Name_1

Label_Num 0
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CiTY COUNCIL
SURACUSE AGENDA

CITY January 12", 2016
Agenda Item “d.ii” Rezone - Joseph Simpson, property located at approx.
4500 W 1400 S

Factual Summation
Please review the following information. Any questions regarding this agenda item may be directed at
Brigham Mellor, CED Director.

Location: 4500 W 1400 S
Current Zoning: A-1 Agriculture
Requested Zoning: R-1 Residential
General Plan: R-1 Residential
Total Area: 27.939 Acres

Summary

The applicant would like to rezone from A-1 Agriculture to R-1 Residential to accommodate single family
development with 2.3 lots per acre density. This type of development would be similar to the surrounding
single family developments which are also zoned R-1 Residential. This property does have several
easements recorded on it that will need to be reviewed prior to future development. The general plan was
recently amended to R-1 Residential by the City Council on December 8, 2015.

Attachments
e Aerial
e Zoning Map
e Ordinance

Planning Commission Recommendation

The Planning Commission moved to recommend approval on January 5, 2016, to rezone the property
located at 4500 W 1400 S from A-1 Agriculture to R-1 Residential, subject to all applicable requirements of
the City’s municipal codes, with a unanimous vote.



ORDINANCE NO. 2016-01

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE EXISTING ZONING MAP OF TITLE X,
“SYRACUSE CITY ZONING ORDINANCE”, REVISED ORDINANCES OF
SYRACUSE, 1971, BY CHANGING FROM (A-1) AGRICULTURE TO
RESIDENTIAL (R-1) ZONE ON THE PARCEL(S) OF REAL PROPERTY
HEREIN DESCRIBED.

WHEREAS, the City has adopted a Zoning Ordinance to regulate land use and
development within the corporate boundaries of the City; and

WHEREAS, Chapter Four of the Ordinance authorizes the City Council to
amend the number, shape, boundaries, or any area of any zone; and

WHEREAS, a request for rezone has been made; the same has been
recommended for approval by the Planning Commission; and a public hearing has been
held with the proper notice having been given 10-days prior to the hearing date;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ENACTED AND ORDAINED BY THE CITY
COUNCIL OF SYRACUSE DAVIS COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH, AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1: That the following described real parcels of property in
Agriculture (A-1) Zone as shown on a zoning map are hereby amended to Residential (R-
1) Zone accordingly:

Deed Description

Legal Description:

BEG ON THE R/W LINE OF ASTR AT APT N 89750'18" W 33 FT ALG THE SEC LINE & N
071447 E 368.00 FT FR THE S 1/4 COR OF SEC 7-T4N-R2W, SLM; & RUN TH N 071447 W
817.17 FT; TH S 89707'37" W 594.07 FT ALG THE CENTER OF A CONCRETE LINED DITCH,;
TH N 11°52'44"™ W 246.05 FT; TH N 12°01'46" W 385.95 FT; TH N 87°33'52" W 160.08 FT; TH N
107M11'57" W 188.21 FT; TH N 10°01'47"" W 486.51 FT TO AN OLD FENCE LINE; TH N
887\36'45" W 417.71 FT ALG SD FENCE TO A PT ON THE W LINE OF THE NE 1/4 OF THE SW
1/4 OF SD SEC; TH N TO THE NW COR OF THE NE 1/4 OF THE SW 1/4 OF SD SEC; TH N
1310.01 FT; THE 9.4 FT; TH S 1310.01 FT, M/L, TO APT 2690.7 FT N OF THE S LINE OF THE
SEC; TH E 1331.10 FT; TH S 2322.7 FT; TH W 33.00 FT TO THE POB. CONT. 27.939 ACRES

Said property is located at approximately 4500 W 1400 S, Syracuse.
Parcel(s) #120460117

SECTION 2: Effective Date. This Ordinance shall become effective
immediately upon publication or posting.

PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF SYRACUSE
CITY, STATE OF UTAH, THIS 12" DAY OF JANUARY, 2016.



SYRACUSE CITY
ATTEST:

Cassie Z. Brown, City Recorder Mayor Terry Palmer

Voting by the City Council:
“AYE’) “NAY”

Councilmember Peterson
Councilmember Lisonbee
Councilmember Duncan
Councilmember Johnson
Councilmember Gailey



Rezone A-1 to R-1
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CITY COUNCIL

AGENDA

SYRACUSE January 12, 2016
CITY

Agenda Item “b.iii” Rezone - Bankhead Farms property
1000 W 3700 S

Factual Summation
Please review the following information. Any questions regarding this agenda item may be
directed at Brigham Mellor, CED Director.

Location: 1000 W 3700 S
Current Zoning: A-1/Industrial
Requested Zoning: Industrial/General Commercial
General Plan: General Commercial/Industrial
Total Area: 19.47 Acres

Summary

The applicant would like to rezone the current zoning from A-1 Agriculture/Industrial to
Industrial/ General Commercial which is in line with the General Plan Map. This would
allow for future development of the property. The applicant stated this plan has been in
process for over 10 years.

Attachments
e Aerial
e Zoning Map

e Legal Description

Planning Commission Recommendation

The Planning Commission moved to recommend approval on January 5, 2016, to rezone
the property located at 1000 W S 3700 S from A-1 Agriculture and Industrial to General
Commercial and Industrial, subject to all applicable requirements of the City’s municipal
codes, with a unanimous vote.



ORDINANCE NO. 2016-02

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE EXISTING ZONING MAP OF TITLE X,
“SYRACUSE CITY ZONING ORDINANCE”, REVISED ORDINANCES OF
SYRACUSE, 1971, BY CHANGING FROM (A-1) AGRICULTURE AND
INDUSTRIAL TO GENERAL COMMERCIAL (G-C) AND INDUSTRIAL ZONE
ON THE PARCEL(S) OF REAL PROPERTY HEREIN DESCRIBED.

WHEREAS, the City has adopted a Zoning Ordinance to regulate land use and
development within the corporate boundaries of the City; and

WHEREAS, Chapter Four of the Ordinance authorizes the City Council to
amend the number, shape, boundaries, or any area of any zone; and

WHEREAS, a request for rezone has been made; the same has been
recommended for approval by the Planning Commission; and a public hearing has been
held with the proper notice having been given 10-days prior to the hearing date;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ENACTED AND ORDAINED BY THE CITY
COUNCIL OF SYRACUSE DAVIS COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH, AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1: That the following described real parcels of property in
Agriculture (A-1) and Industrial Zone as shown on a zoning map are hereby amended to
General Commercial (G-C) and Industrial Zone accordingly:

Deed Description
Legal Description:

General Commercial Zone

Beginning at point on the south line of Gentile Street, said point being South 89/53°55” East
333.00 feet along the section olind and South 0714°50” West 33.00 feet from the Northwest
Corner of Section 26, Township 4 North, Range 2 West, Salt Lake Case and Meridian, and
running;

Thence South 89753°55” East 330.00 feet along the south line of Gentile Street;
Thence South 0°14°50” West 330.00 feet;
Thence North 89153°55” West 330.00feet;
Thence North 0114°50” East 675.50 feet to the point of beginning.
Contains 212,009 square feet, 4.867 acres
Parcel(s) #12-111-0141

Industrial Zone

Beginning at point South 8953’55 East 330.00 feet along the section olnide and South
0°14”50” Wst 675.50 feet from the Northwest Corner of Section 26, Township 4, North,
Range 2 West, Salt Lake Base and Meridian, and running;

Thence South 89/53°55” East 330.00 feet;
Thence South 0114°50” West 1960.50 feet;
Thence North89+51°40” West 330.00 feet;
Thence North 0714°50” East 1960.27 feet to the point of beginning.



Contains 646,925 square feet, 14.851 acres.
Part of Pacels (s)
Parcel(s) #12-111-0141 and #12-111-0116
Said property is located at approximately 1000 W 3700 S, Syracuse.

SECTION 2: Effective Date. This Ordinance shall become effective

immediately upon publication or posting.

PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF SYRACUSE
CITY, STATE OF UTAH, THIS 12" DAY OF JANUARY, 2016.

SYRACUSE CITY
ATTEST:

Cassie Z. Brown, City Recorder Mayor Terry Palmer

Voting by the City Council:
“AYE’) “NAYJ’

Councilmember Peterson
Councilmember Lisonbee
Councilmember Duncan
Councilmember Johnson
Councilmember Gailey
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CiTY COUNCIL
AGENDA

SYRACUSE
CiTY January 12, 2016

Agenda Item “b.iv” Final Subdivision Plan —Piper Glen

Factual Summation

Zone: R-2 Residential
Applicant: Compass Group LLC
Acreage 3.503

Lots: 9

Public Meeting Outline
Rezone Approval
Planning Commission
City Council

February 18, 2014
March 11, 2014

Concept Plan Staff Meeting
Preliminary Plan Approval

March 18, 2015

Planning Commission April 1, 2014
Final Plan Approval

Planning Commission May 6, 2014

City Council May 13, 2014
Final Plan Extension April 21, 2015

Background
The Piper Glen Subdivision was granted an extension on April 21, 2015 giving the developer until
November 13, 2015. At such time, subsequent action by the developer to proceed with off-site
construction did not occur within the 18-month extended period following initial approval. The plat
and construction drawings must be resubmitted and become subject to reapproval under the latest City
ordinances and specifications. Currently there are no changes to the application as it still meets the
current specifications of city code. Due to the fact that there were no changes to the plans the
developer is requesting a waiver for the final application fees,.

Attachments
e Aerial
e Final Plan
e Staff Reviews

Planning Commission Recommendation
The Planning Commission moved to recommend approval on January 5, 2016, for the final
subdivision approval of Piper Glen, located at 1000 W 3231 S, subject to all applicable requirements
of the City’s municipal codes, with a unanimous vote.



PIPER GLEN SUBDIVISION
AL SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE
LOCATED IN THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER l, KEITH R. RUSSELL do hereby certify that | am a Licensed Land Surveyor, and that | hold certificate
OF SECTION 23 No. 164386 as prescribed under laws of the State of Utah. | further certify that by authority of the
— Owners, | have made a survey of the tract of land shown on this plat and described below, and have subdivided said tract of land
€ TOWNSHIP 4 NORTH RANGE 2 WEST into lots and streets, hereafter to be known as PIPER GLEN SUBDIVISION :
§ SALT LAKE BASE & MERIDIAN and that thg same has been cprrectly surveyed arId staked pn the ground as shown on this plat. | further certify that all lots meet
GORDON AVENUE frontage width and area re-quirements of the applicable zoning ordinances.
H ’ | SYRACUSE CITY, DAVIS COUNTY, UTAH
| % TYLER & BREANNE SARGENT | /
1| & WEST QUARTER CORNER 12-108-0094 | COLIN AND TERRI THURGOOD
SECTION 23 100 PUSDE (TYP) | / 19108.239 BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION
T42‘L§§V’\‘2 | BUILDING SIDE YARD SET | Bad
FOUND BACK TO BE 10 FEET ON Beginning at the West Quarter Corner of Section 23, Township 4 North, Range 2 West, Salt Lake Base and Meridian, and running;
GENTILE STREET ( ) THIS SIDE OF LOT 8. I oEpI AL '
POINT OF BEGINNING 1 N 89°56'46" E  348.48 . N 89°5646" E 2641.78' RECOR . .
, T . > B T K< —_—N N Thence North 89°56'46” East 348.48 feet along the quarter section line to the Northwest Corner of Lot 7, Sliver Lake Estates
33.00 101.50 17.46 %5 ' CENTER Subdivision Plat ‘A’
|_ T D 7 [N T T T T T T T T 1 SECTION 23 Thence South 0°15'12” West 437.64 feet along the west line of Lots 7, 6, 5, 4 and 3 to an interior corner of Lot 3, Silver Lake Estates
VICINITY MAP | | /] 10.0' PUSDE (TYP) | T4N R2W Subdivision Plat “A”;
NOT TO SCALE E 100 |PU&DE (TYP) | / / | SLB&M Thence South 89°5120” West 348.48 feet along the north line of Lots 3, 2 and 1, and beyond to the Northwest Corner of Sliver Lake
y |— —————————— Tl T T T T T T u | (NOT FOUND) Estates Subdivision Plat “A”, being on the section line;
| I I 5 / /é’? /) I | Thence North 0°15'12” East 438.19 feet along the section line to the point of beginning.
CURVE TABLE | | gl | N
s : E | LOT 8 | w | LOT7 / [ // I | Contains 152,603 square feet, 3.503 acres, 9 lots.
> o L S Q
CURVE | RADIUS | LENGTH | DELTA BEARING | CHORD S 2] 10479sqft. | af 10,227 sq.ft. / /O?Q // LOT6 I I §
I S | 0.241 acres | [re} I 0.235 acres / /3? // 15174 st | | =
¢t | 2000 | 3142 | 900000 | saso1512w | 2828 | 5 1 174 sqft | LOT 7 5-2 -|& s
o | z| | 5.0' PUSDE (TYP) / 0.348 acres I ' W
C2 20.00' 19.13' 54°48'01" | N62°20'48"W 18.41' — " | | Date Keith R. Russell
.0' PU&DE (TYP
— | | - /—@ 775.0' PUDE (TYP) | I License no. 164386
c3 5000 | 6030 | 69°0611" | S69°2953'E | 5671 | | L _ ~
I - —_— \/
L _IN44°5316" W - - L ~ I I
C4 5000 | 5152 | 59°0221" | N46°2547'E | 49.27" LLI | 19.43 P ci - N N | | -
1
oz 1 T . c13
C5 50000 | 5329' | 61°04'16" | N13°37'35°W | 50.81" I | l_N_89 4448"W 101.50° . d \\ \\ /I : \\\ LEGEND
Q,
cé 5000 | 165.12' | 189°12'56" | N50°2645"E | 99.68' (dp) I | / // 2\ \ _ e | S a - EXISTING STREET MONUMENT
/ — B = ~
C7 20.00' 15.50' 44°24'55" | S21°57'16'E 15.12' } |— : I / / . - \\TIA« ﬂu I ~ ~ / o} PROPOSED STREET MONUMENT
N7 p) | | / 10.0' PUSDE (TYP) \ - i |, ~Q
c8 2000 | 1532 | 43°5231" | S22°1127'W | 14.94 " N Ll | | LOT 9 / / e - — | I I 1100 pusoe (Tvp) Y SECTION CORNER
LLJ o l "
' " oARINAN o4 E14 9N 1 o , s , I '
C9 60.00 6257 | 59°4501" | N14°1512'E | 59.77 = ; | 5 I I)%%%O sq.ft. ! | E_/ 767 | \ | | PUSDE  PUSDE=PUBLIC UTILITY & DRAINAGE EASEMENT OWNER'S DEDICATION
10 60.00 55 74 531342 | Na2e1409'W | 5376 g 2 | g I -009 acres { | . MON I | | | a / ELI‘ASI\igI‘ISSES- Known gll_men by these presents that | / we, the under- signed owner ( s ) of the above described tract of land, having caused same to
> Q3 E] RS C/ | LOT5 | S : SET 5/8" REBAR WITH YELLOW PLASTIC CAP, be subdivided, hereafter known as the
C11 60.00' 69.15 | 66°02116" | S78°07'52'W | 65.39' < o < | I \ / N I | = \ OR NAIL STAMPED "ENSIGN ENG. & LAND SURV."
P () | I \ S N 10074sqft. | LOT 6
Cc12 60.00' 107.77" | 102°54'39" | S6°20'36"E 93.85' o | (NOHG48"E) \ \ (\éb/\ " | © 0.231 acres | | — — — — EASEMENTS P I P E R G L E N S U B D IVI S I O N
A = \ N M o | \
I ! oEEIRQN onQEAM \ r o k \ WA NQ® w6
C13 60.00 295.23 281°5538" | S83°09'54'W 75.58 8 ; : N 3204()(‘2‘32"02) \ \ o;’/ © o g & : | do hereby  dedicate for perpetual use of the public all parcels of land shown on this plat as intended for Public use.
' \ o7 o RN ' w AN A = In witness whereof | / we have hereunto set our hand (s) this day of AD., 20
] K o ;
C14 20.00 20.26 58°03'07 N28°46'22"W 19.41 5 ks | (7.80') (S 89°44'48" E\ 70.70) XC17) / = | | g
c1 2000 | 3142 | 90°0000" | N45°1512'E | 28.28' < (N 7072409 E) T T TNTTST 8 I
5 : : : 2 w I | (@357 PARCEL "A" X & < B T -
C16 20.00" 31.42° | 90°0000" | S44°44'48'E | 28.28' | TR _|(S8rasus’E  4964) STORM VEV:;E“F;ED&TT ENTION (C18) 30-°‘L\J S S80P44"E 12000 —;— e e e e e e e e e By: By:
s R 33.00 . 3000 | & — - —————— - =
C17 | 2000 | 224 | 6°2549" | N54°3500'W | 2.4 S Q‘ L L. . . SEENOTE3 7 0% IS _i N
P —) | L o By: By:
C18 20.00' 18.02' 51°37'18" | S25°3327'E 17.42' S 21- il N | | n 5 y y
= 38 ' T 53 | S o
S o=
O] © o | | = S . | ot 4
= 2| 1S = =3 | | (72] L
[ o o S _ |—
= o SBUUTE 19847 i g Lor4 E < LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY ACKNOWLEDGMENT
GENERAL NOTES: @ MON  g3p 9547 . | 10,002 sq.t. = P LOT 5
& ' —t T — — L — S0 s 0230acres | | = i Py STATE OF UTAH 155
1. PROPERTY IS ZONED R-3. o |A | : I 5720 | | n - — County of Davis =
A. FRONT YARD SETBACK IS 25' 2 g PI PE R G LEN E STREET MON | i W
B. REAR YARD SETBACK IS 30' - =] | | = _ < 2 B 10.0' PUDE (TYP) : | < Onthe day of AD., 20 , )
C. SIDE YARD SETBACK IS & S 3250 SOUTH PUBLIC/STREET PR - personally appeared before me, the undersigned Notary Public, in and for said County of in the State of Utah, who
D. CORNER LOT SIDE YARD SETBACK IS 20’ 3 I N I ‘ | I /OQ\\’S\ % i 8\730\ - | | % after being duly sworn, acknowledged to me that He/She is the ,
= b 78.00 N\ P o 05275 ~ | > of a Limited
2. ALL PUBLIC UTILITY AND DRAINAGE EASEMENTS (PU & DE) ARE 10' FRONT, 5' SIDE AND 10' — T DIIeRE e — T a 706.57' = Liability Company and that He/She signed the Owner's Dedication freely and voluntarily for and in behalf of said Limited Liability Company for
! / 10.0' PUDE (TYP) | 7 . ) - : )
REAR UNLE THERWISE NOTED HEREON 33.00 \
UNLESS O SE NO ON. | 33000 [ __________ ——— ] HORIZONTAL GRAPHIC SCALE the purposes therein mentioned and acknowledged to me that said Corporation executed the same.
3. PARCEL "A" IS A STORM WATER DETENTION EASEMENT DEFINED BY BEARINGS AND | e o1 I\ R | 40 0 20 40 80
DISTANCES ON THE PLAT OVER LOT 9 IN FAVOR OF SYRACUSE CITY FOR DETENTION OF | I I | N I | | MY COMMISSION EXPIRES: ,
STORM WATER FROM THE PUBLIC STREET. A DETENTION BASIN MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT z | | |
WITH THE OWNER OF LOT 9 AND SYRACUSE CITY WILL BE REQUIRED AND EXECUTED. I 3 | o I | I RESIDING IN COUNTY.
CONTAINS 3,745 SQUARE FEET, 0.087 ACRES. 1p- LOT 1 | S| LOT 3 | I (INFEET) NOTARY PUBLIC
o HORZ: 1inch = 40 ft.
i 12,7135 Ml |
, q.ft. | |
= \ 14,921 sq.ft
0.292 acres z ) Q.1 .
NOTE: . S I | BE I LOT 2 0,403 acres | I &_ LOT 4 INDIVIDUAL ACKNOWLEDGMENT
UTILITIES SHALL HAVE THE RIGHT TO INSTALL, MAINTAIN, AND OPERATE THEIR EQUIPMENT ABOVE AND = =} I | | :3 I | I § STATE OF UTAH 15.8
BELOW GROUND AND ALL OTHER RELATED FACILITIES WITHIN THE PUBLIC UTILITY EASEMENTS = = | | | 2| 10,335 sq.ft | I DEVELOPER County of Davis -
IDENTIFIED ON THIS PLAT MAP AS MAY BE NECESSARY OR DESIRABLE IN PROVIDING UTILITY SERVICES | | 0.237 acres | —_—
WITHIN AND WITHOUT THE LOTS IDENTIFIED HEREIN, INCLUDING THE RIGHT OF ACCESS TO SUCH | I I B I | COMPASS GROUP On the day of AD., 20 , ,
FACILITIES AND THE RIGHT TO REQUIRE REMOVAL OF ANY OBSTRUCTIONS INCLUDING STRUCTURES, L - 4 ] - — A\ — personally appeared
TREES AND VEGETATION THAT MAY BE PLACED WITHIN THE P.U.E. THE UTILITY MAY REQUIRE THE LOT I 5.0' PUSDE (TYP) I 920 WEST HERITAGE PARK BOULEVARD before me, the undersigned Notary public, in and for said County of in said State of Utah, who after
OWNER TO REMOVE ALL STRUCTURES WITHIN THE P.U.E. AT THE LOT OWNER'S EXPENSE, OR THE | 10.0' PUSDE (TYP) 5.0' PUSDE (TYP) | LAYTON, UTAH 84041 being duly swor, acknowledged to me that He/She/They signed the Owner's Dedication, in number, freely and voluntarily for the
UTILITY MAY REMOVE SUCH STRUCTURES AT THE LOT OWNER'S EXPENSE. AT NO TIME MAY ANY L _IA—I_ -\ \\___ _ 801-390-4083 purposes therein mentioned.
PERMANENT STRUCTURES BE PLACED WITHIN THE P.U.E. OR ANY OTHER OBSTRUCTION WHICH : L e e — o o o o —— — e e e
INTERFERES WITH THE USE OF THE P.U.E. WITHOUT THE PRIOR WRITTEN APPROVAL OF THE UTILITIES 3300 3800 e 105,69 LARE | JARED YEATES
WITH FACILITIES IN THE P.U.E. $89°51'20" W  348.48' i | MY COMMISSION EXPIRES: :
| | RESIDING IN COUNTY.
| | SURVEY RECORDING DATA NOTARY PUBLIC
MORIVENT TABCE E /I/_SILVER LAKES ESTATES PLAT "A" | DATE:
3
MONUMENT BEARING DISTANCE N | | ) PIPER GLEN SUBDIVISION
: N86°57'47" W _| 198.71' o WESSTE(??'EI;EZRS LOT 1 I LOT 2 I LOT 3 ORANNE N
B : T4N R2W I | : LOCATED IN THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER
N3°1044"W_| 128.08 SLB&M : OF SECTION 23 DAVIS COUNTY RECORDER
C (FOUND) TOWNSHIP 4 NORTH RANGE 2 WEST
SALT LAKE BASE & MERIDIAN
ENTRY NO. FEE
SYRACUSE CITY, DAVIS COUNTY, UTAH PAID FILED FOR RECORD AND
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Engineer Final Plan Review — Piper Glenn Subdivision

3250 South Street & 1000 West Street
Completed by Brian Bloemen on April 18, 2014

Below are the engineering comments for the final plan review of the Piper Glenn Subdivision.
Plat:

1. Verify the west boundary distance of the subdivision is correct.
Plans:

Run the culinary service for Lot 2 perpendicular off the main.

All ADA ramps shall meet current ADA standards. Contact the city prior to pouring any ramps.

The City no longer accepts slurry seal. A high density mineral bond seal must be used.

Sewer covers shall be vented and stamped sewer.

Utilities shall be run in the City's standard location. The utilities shall to be run in the same alignments
and shall not switch sides of the street.

Basements will not be permitted for any lot not connected to a land drain.

Storm drain boxes shall meet City standards not the APWA Standard Plans.

Move the secondary main as far away from the sewer line as you can get it.

ISLECLE N

© 0 N

If you have any further comments or questions please feel free to contact me at 801-614-9682.

Sincerely,

Robert Whiteley
Public Works Director

Syracuse City Public Works Department
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TO: Community Development, Attention: Jenny Schow
FROM: Jo Hamblin, Fire Marshal
RE: Piper Glenn Subdivision Final

DATE: April 23,2014

I have reviewed the plan submitted on April 11, 2014 for the above referenced project. The Fire
Prevention Division of this department has the following comments/concerns.

1. The minimum fire flow requirement is 1000 gallons per minute for 60 consecutive
minutes for residential one and two family dwellings. Fire flow requirements may be
increased for residential one and two family dwellings with a building footprint equal to
or greater than 3,600 square feet or for buildings other than one and two family
dwellings. Provide documentation that the fire flow has been confirmed through the
Syracuse City Engineering Division, Water Model.

2. Prior to beginning construction of any buildings, a fire flow test of the new hydrants shall
be conducted to verify the actual fire flow for this project. The Fire Prevention Division
of this department shall witness this test and shall be notified a minimum of 48 hours
prior to the test.

These plans have been reviewed for Fire Department requirements only. The Fire Department
has no concerns regarding fire protection or access, as long as the developer complies with the
requirements listed above. Other departments must review these plans and will have their
requirements. This review by the Fire Department must not be construed as final approval from
Syracuse City.

Sincerely,

Jo Hamblin
Deputy Chief/ Fire Marshal
Syracuse City Fire Department

1869 South 3000 West, Syracuse, Utah 84075
801-614-9614 (Station)
801-776-1976 (Fax)
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Subdivision Final Plan Review

Subdivision: Piper Glen

Completed By: Jenny Schow, City Planner

Date: 4-18-14

8-6-010: Final Plat: Planning Staff Review:
1. | Proposed name of subdivision (to be approved by Yes
Planning Commission and County Recorder).
2. | Accurate angular and linear dimensions for all lines, angles and curves used | Yes
to describe boundaries, streets, easements, areas
reserved for public use, etc.
3. | ldentification system for lots, blocks, and names of streets. Lot lines show Yes
dimensions in feet and hundredths.
4. | Street addresses shown for each lot as assigned by the City. Yes
5. | True angles and distances to nearest street lines or official monuments as Yes
accurately described and shown by appropriate symbol.
6. | Radii, internal angles, points and curvatures, tangent bearings and the Yes
length of all arcs.
7. | Accurate location of all monuments to be Installed, shown by appropriate Yes
symbol.
8. | Dedication to City of all streets, highways and other public uses and Yes
easements included in the proposed subdivision.
9. | Street monuments shown on Final Plat as approved by City Engineer. Yes
10. | Pipes or other iron markers shown on the plat. Refer to City Engineer
11. | Accurate outlines and dimensions of any areas to be dedicated or reserved N/A
for public use, with the purposes indicated thereon, and any areas to be
reserved by deed or covenant for common use of all property owners.
12. | All boundary, lot and other geometrics (bearings, distances, curve data etc.) | Refer to City Engineer
on Final Plat accurate to not less than one part in five thousand (1/5000).
13. | Location, function, ownership and manner of maintenance of common Maintenance Agreement for
open space not reserved or dedicated for public use. Parcel A, Storm Detention will be
required prior to recording.
14. | Legal boundary description of the subdivision and acreage included. Yes
15. | Current inset City map showing location of subdivision. Yes
16. | Standard signatures forms/boxes reflected on the Final Plat as designated Yes
by City Code
8-6-020: Final Plan and Profile See Engineer Review

1|Page




Other

1. ‘ None

Conditional Items of Final Plan Approval for Preconstruction

Construction Drawing Prints and PDF files

Schedule a preconstruction meeting

Bond estimate using the City template

Final Inspection Fees as calculated in the approved bond estimate

Offsite Improvement Agreement

BMP Facilities Maintenance Agreement (Parcel A)

Streetlight Agreement

SWPPP NOI

OO INQ AW NI

SWPPP City Permit

Conditional Items of Final Plan Approval for Recording

1. | Escrow Agreement

2. | Water Shares

3. | Title Report - must be dated within 30 days or recording

4. | Recording fees: $37/page +51/lot and any common space as well as $1/land-owner signatures over two

2|Page
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Agenda Item “b.v”

CiTY COUNCIL

AGENDA
January 12, 2015

Final Subdivision Plan —The Bluff at Lakeview Farms

Phase 2, 3000 W 700 S

Factual Summation
Zone:
Applicant:
Phase Acreage
Phase 1 Requested Lots
Total Acreage
Net Developable Acres:

Public Meeting Outline

General Plan Amendment Approval
Planning Commission
City Council

Rezone Approval
Planning Commission
City Council

Concept Plan Staff Meeting

Preliminary Plan Approval
Planning Commission
City Council

Background

R-2 & R-3 Residential

Lakeview Farm | LLC

10.442

30

47.2 acres

R-2 with 31.10 net developable area

Density Allowed 31.10 @ 3.79 lots/acre=117 lots
Requested 92 lots

R-3 with 15.66 net developable area

Density Allowed 15.66 @ 5.44 lots/acre=85 lots
Requested 49 lots

May 6, 2014
May 13, 2014

June 3, 2014
June 10, 2014
January 14, 2015

February 17, 2015
March 10, 2015

The Final Plan for the Bluff at Lakeview Farms includes two zones, R-2 and R-3. The R-3 zone was
approved by the Planning Commission and City Council as a buffer to the anticipated West Davis
Corridor that may run adjacent to the westerly boundary. The subdivision proposes to develop in 5
phases. The developer has worked with the city engineer to coordinate the road improvements that
will be made along both 3000 W and 700 S. Please see staff reviews for further information.

Attachments
e Aerial
e Final Plats
e Staff Reviews

Planning Commission Recommendation
The Planning Commission moved to recommend approval on January 5, 2016, for the final
subdivision approval for phase 2 and 3 of The Bluff at Lake Farms, located at 3000 W S 700 S, subject
to all applicable requirements of the City’s municipal codes and that Parcel A on Phase 3 be relocated
to the west between parcels 315 and 316, with a unanimous vote.






>>.@.eam‘w -

&
S~
<
P~ o
2 O
L
DVb7
1MW
=
n O
= ™
Q
QO
+~
N

" : .L_ — 8
B IOsWEIN G
x,..h,w =

CITY is2s

EsT.

SYRACUSE




Can Build On

Inc. - Solutions You (

Reeve & Associates,

Reeve & Associates, Inc. - Solutions You Can Build On

THE BLUFF AT LAKEVIEW FARMS SUBDIVISION PHASE 2

W00 5

MGEEE S

~~ PROJECT
SITE

PART OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 8, TOWNSHIP 4 NORTH, RANGE 2 WEST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN, U.S. SURVEY
SYRACUSE CITY, DAVIS COUNTY, UTAH

AUGUST,

2015

o, 700 SOUTH STREET ) NORTHEAST CORNER OF SURVEY MADE BY ME ON THE GROUND, | FURTHER CERTIFY THAT THE
' L = , , M SECTION 8, TOWNSHIP 4 REQUIREMENTS OF ALL APPLICABLE STATUTES AND ORDINANCES OF
_ _ _ _ N89'53'03"W (BASIS OF BEARINGS) 2658.91" (R) 2658.80° (M) NORTH, RANGE 2 WEST, SYRACUSE _CITY, DAVIS COUNTY CONCERNING ZONING REQUIREMENTS
1983.20° - T T e T 1~ - - T T T = SALT LAKE BASE & REGARDING LOT MEASUREMENTS HAVE BEEN COMPLIED WITH.
b 0.8 _—S00:06'57"W % MERIDIAN, U.S. SURVEY.
e ’\% 33.00° S89°53’03”E 642.64° M FOUND DAVIS COUNTY SIGNED THIS DAY OF
i — — —— — , , , BRASS CAP MONUMENT
Augush® NORTH QUARTER OF |_ _ . _ _E _ . — _‘LO__ - 500 - ?) | _8.5_.0_0_ —_ 1 — — 85 OO —— — — — _15_2‘_9_9_ - _09_ (ELEV 427277)
SECTION 8, TOWNSHIP 4 | & > > > >
NORTH, RANGE 2 WEST, L | ~ N N N N
SALT LAKE BASE & Sk, - - - C z
MERIDIAN, U.S. SURVEY. . 9 " " w Lu L |
2 s FOUND DAVIS COUNTY 130 S K|~ 207 208 10%2%95 o 100221605 SN 211 ™~ 15425!323 F 3
BRASS CAP MONUMENT S == 10026 SFouof 10026 SF. w0 oo P >r of 10026 SFo T 150228
(ELEV. 4246.03) > : o o o 1O(T$F',U) =9 o UTAH LICENSE NUMBER ROBERT D. KUNZ
- o o o ' S o —
L _ -4 =zl — _ZlL _ = z G4~
VICINITY MAP 85.00’ 85.00 85.00 85.00’ T~ —85.007 — — ~
SCALE: NONE Z - | OWNERS DEDICATION AND CERTIFICATION
' >, 33.53' S 3 cm 2ty : N\ 14543 SF. Q2 WE THE UNDERSIGNED OWNERS OF THE HEREIN DESCRIBED TRACT OF LAND,
_ O _ - o SBIB303E 479.48 A 5 DO HEREBY SET APART AND SUBDIVIDE THE SAME INTO PRIVATELY OWNED
g ~ 170.00° - 309 .48’ - \‘F oY PROPERTY, COMMON AREA, LIMITED COMMON AREA, AND PUBLIC STREETS AS
BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION 33.53 3] = | | SHOWN ON THE PLAT AND NAME SAID TRACT THE BLUFF AT LAKEVIEW FARMS
PART OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 8, TOWNSHIP 4 NORTH, RANGE 2 : : : , ° : . SUBDIVISION PHASE 2, AND DO HEREBY DEDICATE TO PUBLIC USE ALL
WEST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN, U.S. SURVEY; DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: — 104.91_ ——a | 4— — — 10479 _ _ ——104~70’-—_ﬂa 7 B | : THESE PARTS OR PORTIONS OF SAID TRACT OF LAND DESIGNATED AS
( Ir Y 50 | 30 Cl) Ol r ¥ & | STREETS, THE SAME TO BE USED AS PUBLIC THOROUGHFARES AND ALSO TO
" )
wi 60 0 60 120 180 | GRANT AND DEDICATE A PERPETUAL RIGHT—OF—WAY AND EASEMENT OVER,
BEGINNING AT THE A POINT ON THE SOUTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF 700 SOUTH B | | | | {~f—c7 | UPON AND UNDER THE LANDS DESIGNATED HEREON AS PUBLIC UTILTY.
STREET, SAID POINT BEING N89°53'03"W ALONG THE SECTION LINE, 675.71 FEET AND S ! B mlo . | > EEE = BEee | STORM WATER AND STORM DRAIN EASEMENTS. THE SAME To BE USED FOR
06'57" - - S 3 230 ha I 229 © : 2 "~ 60 |
S00°06'57°W 33.00 FEET FROM THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF SAID SECTION &; 129 0 206 > S e > ) 214 S Scale: 17 = 60 THE INSTALLATION MAINTENANCE AND OPERATION OF PUBLIC UTILITY SERVICE
THENCE SB9'53'03"E ALONG SAID SOUTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE, 642.64 FEET TO THE | 11785 S.F. N 0 11765 S.F. S|” 11764 S.F. ¥ 10507 SF o LINE, STORM DRAINAGE FACILITIES, IRRIGATION CANALS OR FOR THE
WEST RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF 3000 WEST STREET; THENCE S00°14°'37"W ALONG SAID | | | lZ } | © e I PERPETUAL PRESERVATION OF WATER CHANNELS IN THEIR NATURAL STATE
WEST RIGHT OF WAY LINE, 946.55 FEET; THENCE N89'45°23"W 117.84 FEET; THENCE ez oz ez e : WHICHEVER IS APPLICABLE AS MAY BE AUTHORIZED BY THE GOVERNING
S68:04'23"W 64.79 FEET; THENCE NB89'53'03°W 94.51 FEET; THENCE NOO'08'57°E - 45 — _NEIOS00 N gy NOUSSOIW HEg4s 25 W 117.84" § AUTHORITY, WITH NO BUILDINGS OR STRUCTURES BEING ERECTED WITHIN
117.65 FEET; THENCE N26°19'32"W 67.01 FEET; THENCE NOO'14'37”E 95.00 FEET; | : | | 124.74 18 124.74 | | | SUCH EASEMENTS.
THENCE N89'53'03"W 309.70 FEET TO THE EAST LINE OF THE BLUFF AT LAKEVIEW | | | =1 I | | |
FARMS SUBDMVISION PHASE 1; THENCE ALONG SAID EAST LINE THE FOLLOWING THREE o o o Blo I ° ro SIGNED THIS DAY OF » 20
577 557 = S S 231 |3 228 S S [
(3) COURSES: (1)NOO'14’37”E 520.00 FEET; (2)N26°24’55”W 67.06 FEET; 128 = 205 LD- < I = = 215 S L
(3)NOO'06’57”E 117.95 FEET TO THE SOUTH RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF 700 SOUTH 0 10621 S.F. e s 10603 S.F. 5l 10603 S.F. © o 10017 S.F. 8 %
STREET AND THE POINT OF BEGINNING. I I I of | || Il : =
| 589°53’O3,’E | | ° bl kil |L o ? ” ° bl ” b m
CONTAINING 506,290 SQUARE FEET OR 11.623 ACRES — — , ; NS9SS 05 W |__N8g'53 S W NEg 4525 W 117.84) & |
124.96 124.74 | 124.74 | | | =
]! o I | 10 PUE bl | | | | 9
CURVE TABLE ol.! L3 L7 ) N : . .. Y
Qls sl < S 218 S S S
# TRADIUS [ARC LENGTH|CHD LENGTH|TANGENT|CHD BEARING| DELTA 127 olS 204 ] Lo- 232 % 227 < < 216 S o
C1[20.007| 31.46’ 28.32° 20.04" | N44°49°13"W [90°07°40” W S 10621 S.F. o . © 10603 S.F. Sk 10603 S.F. % LY 10017 S.F. of. S BASIS OF BEARINGS
C2[20.00" | 31.37 28.25' 19.96" | S45710'47°W [89'52720” LN‘E\J\NE | | | | 2| | | | 18 © | THE BASIS OF BEARINGS FOR THIS PLAT IS
€3125.00 | 12.25 12.13 6.25 | N76'04 47 E |28°04 21 UFF MD\\I\S\O 1 S89'53’03"E | g | N89'53'03"W PW N89°53°03"W I | N89ra5'23"w 117.841 | S M | THE SECTION LINE BETWEEN THE NORTHEAST
C4 | 60.00 69.72 65.86 39.40° | NB4'40°02"W |66734 44 e Ble SUEST — g 54 06 | < | YR I‘ , | 3 | - CORNER AND THE NORTH QUARTER CORNER
C5 [ 60.00° | 69.11° 65.35 38.96 | N182257°W |6559°26” N AR o> m 25 | 5 I : H 124.74 | = | e OF SECTION 8, TOWNSHIP 4 NORTH, RANGE 2
C6 | 60.00 | 15.08’ 15.04 7.58" | S21T48'51W [142411 ¥ .L‘—1O(T$FBLJ)'E' | S | & | S | = WEST, SALT LAKE BASE & MERIDIAN, U.S.
C7125.00 12.55 12.42 6.41 | N14'3/47 E |28°46 20 Sle : o o) mlo o) oy olE | SURVEY. SHOWN HEREON AS: N89°53’03"W
C8 | 20.00 31.46 28.32 20.04" [ S44°49713"E [90°07°40 126 aolS 203 = S 233 g I 226 = f S 217 =1 % ACKNOWLEDGMENT
C9 [61.007 | 16.31 16.26" 821 | N5419730"W [15°19722” Zlg 10621 SF. 0 0 os03 e F b 1085 S F, <] Y 2 057 s Sl
C10] 76.00° | __49.97 49.08 25.93 | N27°4523°W |37°40°22 | | | sl I - | I - STATE OF UTAH s
C11|566.49'| _85.59’ 85.51 42.88" | NO4'37'56"W | 8°39°25" | N | | N | N | = L I <)
C12[20.00° | 31.37 28.25 | 19.96" | S451047°W [8952°20” L _ ¢ SBYSSOSE NEISIOSW L o | Negs303'w | |8 N89'45'23"W 117,841 40 NARRATIVE COUNTY OF —— )
C13/20.00° | 31.46 28.32° 20.04" | N44°49°13"W [90°07°40” | 124.96’ | | 12474 RS 124,74 | @ | 1 | THE PURPOSE OF THIS PLAT IS TO DIVIDE
C14] 20.00° | _31.37 28.25 | 19.96 | N45 10°47°E |89'52°20" | | | | | THIS PROPERTY INTO LOTS AND STREETS ON THE DAY OF » 20—, PERSONALLY
C151 20.00° 31 46 28 30 20.04 | N44°49°13°W [90°07°40" n| I ~| o] . | B | AS SHOWN. ALL BOUNDARY CORNERS WERE APPEARED BEFORE ME, THE UNDERSIGNED NOTARY PUBLIC,
C16] 20.00° | _31.37 28.25 | 19.96 | S451047°W [89°52°20” 3 3 g 234 Mg 295 S 3 218 9 SET WITH A 5/8” REBAR AND PLASTIC CAP : (AND) SIGNER(S) OF THE ABOVE
C171 20.00° 31.46 58.37° 20.04 | S4449°13°E [90°07°40° 125 e 202 s 3 Rl Iy S 0 10017 S.F o STAMPED “"REEVE & ASSOCIATES”. ALL OWNER'S DEDICATION AND CERTIFICATION, WHO BEING BY ME DULY SWORN,
9 10621 S.F. o o 106035 S.F. S1%9 10803 S.F. 0 ) R 0 FRONT LOT CORNERS WERE SET WITH A DID ACKNOWLEDGE TO ME SIGNED IT FREELY,
| | | =4 | | | LEAD PLUG IN THE TOP BACK OF CURB AT VOLUNTARILY, AND FOR THE PURPOSES THEREIN MENTIONED.
LEGEND - J | ssoszosE | | N895303W | L  N8g5303W | IN89'45'23"W 117.84" THE EXTENSION OF THE SIDE LOT LINES.
I 124.96’ | | 124.74° I T 124.74° ! ! : '
é = SECTION CORNER = BOUNDARY LINE | | | N : | | 1O(T$I£’LJ)E I
_ I I I | | : |
@ = SET STREET MONUMENT = LOT LINE -8 ~8 -8 P',\) -8 .8 .8 219 o
(@]
o — FOUND REBAR & CAP MARKED o ADJOINING PROPERTY 124 S 201 = I = 235 il e 10620gA§F S RIS L AR LINE TABLE COMMISSION EXPIRES NOTARY PUBLIC
"REEVE & ASSOCIATES” 9 10621 sF. o ® < 10603 S.F. 5 < -F. © % © [INE]BEARING | DISTANCE
o — SET 5/8" REBAR AND PLASTIC CAP B = ROAD CENTERLINE L oo —— | 50 | 300 | = —tparam—— S| | nsesz0s” | o | 5463601 FL 7.5, ACKNOWLEDGMENT
—— ; 7 I YRR | L3 _[NO8'57°18"W| _ 30.26
P.U.E. = PUBLIC UTILITY EASEMENT N89°53'03'W 309.70 . I | T ; COUNTY OF ____ )
0AD DEDICATION Ll I | | | L4 [SO014'37"W| _ 49.96’
= ~ | L . o [5 [SO0 1437 W] __50.04 oN THE OAY OF oo
"ol S ® 220 = PERSONALLY APPEARED BEFORE ME, THE UNDERSIGNED NOTARY PUBLIC,
WO i I 223 R ~ e s N o3z | a3 (AND) BEING BY ME DULY SWORN,
QUESTAR 1 STEE 0282 S gg o 11765 S.F. | | e | ACKNOWLEDGED TO ME THEY ARE AND
APPROVED THIS DAY OF \p 04 S | ! | | | OF SAID CORPORATION AND THAT THEY SIGNED THE
20 BY QUESTAR. T ’ z L o NS s | e\ > ABOVE OWNER’S DEDICATION AND CERTIFICATION FREELY, VOLUNTARILY, AND
— 104.78 I U~ 77.84 < IN BEHALF OF SAID CORPORATION FOR THE PURPOSES THEREIN
Z. ; ' - ! MENTIONED.
% 33.50 S Q S89'53'03"E 180.85"Y
PR S89°'53'03"E L (MON. TO MON.) X
QUESTAR JOO‘} 139.75’ o - 147.85 33’ COMMISSION EXPIRES NOTARY PUBLIC
0
SYRACUSE CITY ATTORNEY SYRACUSE CITY COUNCIL 2., 33.50° <. " -
CENTURYLINK - I I I ; I PROJECT INFORMATION DAVIS COUNTY RECORDER
PRESENTED TO THE SYRACUSE CITY COUNCIL THIS THE 7472 _ _ 300, 30 (___77.84___0 Surveyor: Project Name:
APPROVED THIS ______ DAY OF ___ , éf(’PTR&/ESDYRTE(':%S—E—EEY——AT%;N(EE » 20— || DAY OF , 20___, AT WHICH - )" = { @< R. KUNZ BLUFF AT LAKEVIEW FARMS PHS.2 | | ENTRY NO.________ FEE PAID
20___, BY CENTURYLINK. : TIME THIS SUBDIVISION WAS APPROVED AND ACCEPTED. L I I ~ | I ! Designer: Nember- 17a—3s || FILED FOR RECORD
~-_ | | 20 ] | E. ROCHE Scale: AND RECORDED, AT
ATTEST: .I:O 8 8 222 l . Q pa ,f'g 221 L{'-D) Begin Date: Revisiono__ === || ———— IN BOOK ______ OF
CENTURYLINK SYRACUSE CITY ATTORNEY SYRACUSE CITY MAYOR CITY RECORDER SN~ G55 F Ble gl Ylo  tosz SR 08-17-15 Page: 1 of 1 THE OFFICIAL RECORDS, PAGE
° Lt — M . < \ Y EEEEPEPEPEEE ) ——e—e—/——
S—1 ol o I L RECORDED FOR:
ROCKY MOUNTAIN POWER SYRACUSE CITY ENGINEER SYRACUSE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION S | U 117.84' DEVELOPER
o ’ 99,
APPROVED THIS ___ DAY OF ___ , | HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THIS OFFICE HAS EXAMINED APPROVED THIS ___ DAY OF , L ] N89'45'23"W LAKEVIEW FARMS 1 LLC. e e ‘7 e
20___, BY ROCKY MOUNTAIN POWER. THIS PLAT AND IT IS CORRECT IN ACCORDANCE WITH 20___, BY THE SYRACUSE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION. 94.51 0 117.84 ALLAN KARRAS
INFORMATION ON FILE IN THIS OFFICE. N89°53'03"W 56665“19 2609 NORTH MAIN A ’ I
9251 SUNSET, UT. 84015 SSOClateS nc.
: DAVIS COUNTY RECORDER

ROCKY MOUNTAIN POWER

SYRACUSE CITY ENGINEER

DATE

CHAIRMAN, SYRACUSE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

Y
vy ST 028

SURVEYOR’S CERTIFICATE

|, ROBERT D. KUNZ, DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT | AM A REGISTERED
PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYOR IN THE STATE OF UTAH IN ACCORDANCE
WITH TITLE 58, CHAPTER 22, PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERS AND LAND
SURVEYORS ACT; AND THAT | HAVE COMPLETED A SURVEY OF THE PROPERTY
DESCRIBED ON THIS PLAT IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 17-23—17 AND
HAVE VERIFIED ALL MEASUREMENTS, AND HAVE PLACED MONUMENTS AS
REPRESENTED ON THIS PLAT, AND THAT THIS PLAT OF THE BLUFF AT
LAKEVIEW FARMS SUBDIVISION PHASE 2 IN SYRACUSE CITY, DAVIS COUNTY,
UTAH, HAS BEEN DRAWN CORRECTLY TO THE DESIGNATED SCALE AND IS A
TRUE AND CORRECT REPRESENTATION OF THE HEREIN DESCRIBED LANDS
INCLUDED IN SAID SUBDIVISION, BASED UPON DATA COMPILED FROM

RECORDS IN THE DAVIS COUNTY RECORDER'S OFFICE AND FROM SAID

(801) 564—0909

920 CHAMBERS STREET, SUITE 14, OGDEN,
TEL: (801) 621-3100 FAX: (801) 621-2666 www.reeve—assoc.com
LAND PLANNERS * CIMIL ENGINEERS * LAND SURVEYORS
TRAFFIC ENGINEERS * STRUCTURAL ENGINEERS * LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTS

AH 84403

DEPUTY.

Reeve & Associates, Inc. - Solutions You Can Build On

Reeve & Associates, Inc. - Solutions You Can Build On
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Reeve & Associates,

SURVEYOR’S CERTIFICATE
|, ROBERT D. KUNZ, DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT | AM A REGISTERED
PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYOR IN THE STATE OF UTAH IN ACCORDANCE
WITH TITLE 58, CHAPTER 22, PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERS AND LAND
PART OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 8, TOWNSHIP 4 NORTH, RANGE 2 WEST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN, U.S. SURVEY SURVEYORS ACT; AND THAT | HAVE COMPLETED A SURVEY OF THE PROPERTY
DESCRIBED ON THIS PLAT IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 17-23—17 AND
SYRACUSE CITY, DAVIS COUNTY, UTAH HAVE VERIFIED ALL MEASUREMENTS, AND HAVE PLACED MONUMENTS AS
AUGUST, 2015 REPRESENTED ON THIS PLAT, AND THAT THIS PLAT OF THE BLUFF AT
NORTH QUARTER OF SECTION 8, NORTHEAST CORNER OF SECTION 8, LAKEVIEW FARMS SUBDIVISION PHASE 3 IN SYRACUSE CITY. DAVIS COUNTY,
TOWNSHIP 4 NORTH, RANGE 2 WEST, TOWNSHIP 4 NORTH, RANGE 2 WEST, UTAH, HAS BEEN DRAWN CORRECTLY TO THE DESIGNATED SCALE AND IS A
SALT LAKE BASE & MERIDIAN. U.S. SALT LAKE BASE & MERIDIAN, U.S. TRUE AND CORRECT REPRESENTATION OF THE HEREIN DESCRIBED LANDS
% SURVEY. FOUND DAVIS COUNTY BRASS SURVEY. FOUND DAVIS COUNTY BRASS INCLUDED IN SAID SUBDIVISION, BASED UPON DATA COMPILED FROM
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TO: Community Development, Attention: Jenny Schow
FROM: Jo Hamblin, Fire Marshal
RE: The BIuff at Lakeview Farms Phase 2

DATE: December 22, 2015

I have reviewed the plan submitted for the above referenced project. The Fire Prevention Division
of this department has the following comments/concerns.

1. Fire hydrants and access roads shall be installed prior to construction of any buildings.
All hydrants shall be placed with the 4 %2” connection facing the point of access for Fire
Department Apparatus. The average spacing between hydrants with a fire flow
requirement of 1,750 gpm or less is 500 feet.

e The average spacing between hydrants for these plans is below 500 feet;
some hydrants can be eliminated to help keep installation costs down as well
as maintenance cost down for the city in the future. Use appendix C in the
2012 IFC for reference concerning hydrant location and distribution.

2. Prior to beginning construction of any buildings, a fire flow test of the new hydrants
shall be conducted to verify the actual fire flow for this project. The Fire Prevention
Division of this department shall witness this test and shall be notified a minimum of 48
hours prior to the test.

These plans have been reviewed for Fire Department requirements only. Other departments must
review these plans and will have their requirements. This review by the Fire Department must not
be construed as final approval from Syracuse City.
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Planner Final Subdivision Review

Subdivision: The Bluff at Lakeview Farms Phase 2 & 3 Date: December 29, 2015
Completed By: Jenny Schow, City Planner Updated:

8.30.010 Final Plat
Please review and amend the following items:
1.

R S

Add street addresses as submitted by the city planner.
Parcel A needs to be dedicated on the plat

Add the zones and lot numbers within each zone.

Add typical setback detail diagram

Double check acreage for lot 317 and 318

Items required for Preconstruction:
1.

©ONOUHWN

Construction Drawing Prints and PDF files

Schedule a preconstruction meeting

Bond estimate using the City template

Final Inspection Fees as calculated in the approved bond estimate
Offsite Improvement Agreement

BMP Facilities Maintenance Agreement (Parcel A)

Streetlight Agreement

SWPPP NOI

SWPPP City Permit

10. Fugitive Dust Control Plan

Items required for Recording:
1.

2.
3.
4

Escrow Agreement

Water Shares

Title Report - must be updated within 30 days or recording

Recording fees: $37/page +51/lot and any common space as well as $1/land-owner signatures over
two
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The Bluff at Lakeview Farms Subdivision Phase 2
3000 West & 700 South

Engineer Final Plan Review
Completed by Brian Bloemen on December 15, 2015

Below are the engineering comments for the final plan review of the Bluff at Lakeview Farms Subdivision
Phase 2.

Plat:

Add street addresses and coordinates.

The corner cut at 3000 West & 700 South is already owned by Syracuse City and should be shown as
such. Remove this from the boundary description.

Add a temporary turn around south of lots 201 & 235 to the plat.

An easement will be required for the utilities outside the subdivision boundary.

Add acreage to each lot.

Add setback detail and zoning.

NP

oA

Plans:

1. Update the plan sheets to reflect the improvements installed by the city at the intersection of 3000 West
and 700 South.

The existing irrigation ditch on the west side of 3000 West needs to be piped to serve properties to the
south.

Show utility laterals on the plans.

The culinary and secondary mains have already been stubbed out of 3000 West.

All ADA ramps shall meet current ADA standards.

The existing telephone pedestals along 3000 West need to be relocated outside the sidewalk.

Reduce the number of hydrants so they are closer to the 500 foot minimum spacing requirement.

Add street lights and stop signs to the plans.

N
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If you have any further comments or questions please feel free to contact me at 801-614-9630.
Sincerely,

Brian Bloemen, P.E.
City Engineer

Syracuse City Public Works Department
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The Bluff at Lakeview Farms Subdivision Phase 3

3000 West & 700 South
Engineer Final Plan Review
Completed by Brian Bloemen on December 15, 2015

Below are the engineering comments for the final plan review of the Bluff at Lakeview Farms Subdivision
Phase 3.

Plat:

Add street addresses and coordinates.

Parcel A needs to be dedicated in the owners dedication.
Add the half street widths by Lot 318, 321 and 326.

The boundary description should read Bluff not Bluffs.
Add acreage to each lot.

Add setback detail and zoning.

oA~ LNE

Plans:

1. There needs to be further discussion with Parcel A. A curb cut along the entire frontage of the lot is not
permitted by code and the location at the intersection is not desirable. Submit a site plan layout for
Parcel A.

Add an Eclipse 88 sampling station between Lots 302 and 303.

Show utility laterals on the plans.

The culinary and secondary mains have already been stubbed out of 3000 West.

All ADA ramps shall meet current ADA standards.

Reduce the number of hydrants so they are closer to the 500 foot minimum spacing requirement.

All existing storm drain manholes along Steed Drive need to be raised to grade using manhole barrel
sections.

The existing secondary in Steed Drive is between the sewer and storm drain main and shall be
extended in its same location.

9. Add street lights and stop signs to the plans.

Noohkwd
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If you have any further comments or questions please feel free to contact me at 801-614-9630.
Sincerely,

Brian Bloemen, P.E.
City Engineer

Syracuse City Public Works Department
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Agenda Item “b.vi” Fee discussion items

Factual Summation
Item 1 There exist instances where the staff is faced with a situation where
it is appropriate to waive the admin fee associated with an abatement.
Rather than bring each and every instance back to the council we would
like the opportunity to waive that particular fees at our discretion.

Item 2 There are new fees that need to be added to the fee schedule because
of recent ordinance changes.

Minor subdivision application $575

Per lot $75

Revision fee $250

Per lot $50

General Plan Amendment $400

Recommendation:
e Give staff the option of waiving abatement admin fees when the need
arises, without being required to go to the council.
e Approve the new fees suggested associated with recent ordinance
amendments.
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Agenda Item “c”

COUNCIL AGENDA
January 12, 2016

Code Enforcement Discussion

Factual Summation
At the council request the city staff has identified the sources of most code

violations:

—~® 00 o

Snow Removal

Inoperable vehicles

Hard Surfaces and vehicles
Junk/outdoors storage
Weed abatement

Trailers parked in street

How does the council want to proceed in amending or enforcing these violations?

Recommendation:

Tonight’s amendment:

4.05.060 Street and sidewalk cleanliness.
e Timeline for snow removal after storm ends.
e If it not removed by property owner, how long do we wait to take care
of it through abatement?

(A) It shall be the duty of the owner or occupant of private property fronting upon a public sidewalk to
remove all weeds and noxious vegetation from such property and in front thereof to the curb line
of the street and to keep the sidewalks in front of such property free from dirt, litter, snow, ice or
obstructions. In the case of snow and ice removal:

Snow and ice must be removed from the sidewalk within __ hours from the end
of each snow storm;

The city shall provide verbal or written notice to the property owner or a
responsible person at the address. Notice may also be provided by posting on
the front door or a fence if attempts at providing verbal or written notice are
unsuccessful; and

Notwithstanding any other provision in this code related to notice and abatement
procedures, within hours after that notice is provided or posted, the City
shall be authorized to abate the violation, and assess the actual costs of snow
removal to the property owner, as well as an administrative fee listed in the
consolidated fee schedule. The City shall follow all other procedures in the code
related to collecting the costs of abatement.




Further Amendments:

Step 1: Form a subcommittee made up of two Council members, the
Mayor, and CED staff that will evaluate the code and make recommendations
for changes.

Step 2: The summary of these changes is brought before the Council in a
public meeting, and the committee receives recommendation from the full
Council on the recommendations.

Step 3: A developed draft of the ordinance amendments is brought to the
Council. Comments are incorporated into the ordinance.

Step 4: Final draft is adopted.




Regularly Occurring Code Enforcement Complaints/Issues

Time for compliance (not codified, nor necessarily in need of codification):

- Snow removal

- Weed/ trailer removal

- Trash/debris removal

- Construction activity (hard surfacing, fence repair, etc)

Long-standing practices:

- Former/current agricultural uses

- Larger lots

- Long-time residents

- Unwanted sidewalks/development

- Prior assertions/concessions by councils/ mayors/code enforcement officers
- Actually a historical use?

- Non-subdivided/developed areas

Type of enforcement:

- Citations vs. notices as chief tool

- Extensions of time (some uniformity)

- Selective/complaint-driven - leads to finger-pointing
- Seasonal considerations (winter, mud, heat, etc)

Potential Changes:

Snow removal:

- No change: “keep the sidewalks in front of such property free from . . . snow, ice or
obstructions.”
- 24 hours after storm begins/ends
- By specific time of day (8 pm, 10 am, etc)
- Abatement timeframe - preferably faster than usual 10 day notice provision
o Recommend 48 hour of telephonic or letter notice before abatement takes place
- Other suggestions

Inoperable vehicles:

- No change: Vehicle must be licensed and operable - inoperable may be kept if
individual has restoration permit (2 per individual)
- Impose standards:



Parked on hard surfaces

Cut vegetation around vehicle

Parked out-of-view from street
Water-tight or covered during winter/rain

O O O O O

Limit per lot/acreage

Prohibit inoperable vehicles entirely for certain zones or uses
Permit inoperable vehicle storage in large lots - back yard only
Abandon permit requirement, in light of adoption of standards

Hard surfaces & vehicles:

No change: “Parking areas, as required by this chapter, shall be on hard surfaces
located on the same lot as the main building or structure.” “It shall be unlawful to
park a motor vehicle, trailer or boat in a front yard area... on any residential
property or on areas not improved for parking.”

Permit gravel as a “hard surface” in code

Remove hard surface parking requirement entirely

Permit parking on soft surfaces in back yard areas - retain requirement for front and
side yards

Exemption based upon lot size - 1 acre or greater = no hard surface requirement
Limit on number of parked vehicles on soft surfaces?

Agricultural vehicle exception

Parking trailers on street (How Long? attached vs unattached?)

Junk/Outdoor storage:

No change: prohibition against junk, salvage material, litter, uncontained garbage,
refuse, solid waste, auto parts, scrap metal, unsightly or deleterious objects
Permitted in certain zones?

Permitted based upon acreage? Certain area permitted?

Specifically prohibit outdoor storage (as a nuisance) in addition to solid waste?

Enforcement:

Appeal:

Abatement & lien

Criminal citation

Civil citation (ALJ)

Escalating enforcement - Abatement only on first offense, citations on repeat
offenders

Standardized fine amount; increasing fines for repeat offenders?

Hearing officer



- Criminal only (no administrative appeal)



Brigham Mellor

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Brigham,

Douglas Peterson

Wednesday, December 09, 2015 10:26 AM
Brigham Mellor

Mike Gailey

code enforcement

| just want to give you some feedback on the trailer parking issue(s).
| think we should ease the trailer parking rules in a couple ways.

1) If somebody wants to park at their house, | think they should basically be able to park wherever they want if it's not
visible from the front yard. In other words, behind a fence, in the backyard, at the back of a large lot, etc. If it's visible, it
needs to be on a pad of some sort, be registered, not stick out into the sidewalk, etc.

2) I think the length of time somebody can park on the road along the curb should be changed. My initial thought is 72
hrs if attached to a pulling vehicle or if it's a motor home, 48 hrs unattached. | think the code should specify that it must
be completely within the width of your own property, and must not block traffic patterns or safe views. Amazingly, I've
never heard somebody claim just because an RV or boat is on the road, but only when that RV or boat blocks the

neighbors ability to park and/or drive.

Thanks for listening,

Doug



Brigham Mellor

From: Mike Gailey

Sent: Thursday, December 10, 2015 8:30 AM

To: Brigham Mellor

Cc: Brody Bovero; Terry Palmer; Douglas Peterson
Subject: RE: code enforcement

Brigham:

Code enforcement:

This is one of those things that damn you if you do and come right back at the City if you don’t . The City becomes the
enemy of both sides. The problem as | see it is that we’re fighting human nature at its worst. To complain about a
neighbor can require little effort, and in my opinion, often little substance. We humans can make the biggest issues out
of the smallest things, it would seem. At one point my sprinklers were hitting on the side of my neighbor’s garage. |
water a night, and the problem wasn’t immediately known. My good neighbor stepped across property boundaries to
visit with me about his concern. We remain good friends and neighbors. That should be the norm. The problem comes
when neighbors force the City to referee the game they want to play. | guess it’s part of what society has become.

Mike

From: Brigham Mellor [mailto:bmellor@syracuseut.com]

Sent: Wednesday, December 09, 2015 2:46 PM

To: Douglas Peterson; Karianne Lisonbee; Karianne lisonbee personal; Karianne Lisonbee; Craig Johnson Personal; Craig
Johnson; Corinne Bolduc; Mike Gailey; Terry Palmer

Cc: Brody Bovero; Dave Maughan; Andrea Anderson

Subject: FW: code enforcement

Thank you for sending this Doug-
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Agenda Item «“d” Discussion regarding Transportation Impact Fee Facilities Plan
and Impact Fee Analysis.

Factual Summation

Any questions about this agenda item may be directed at Finance Director Stephen Marshall.

Please review the following attachments:
a. Exhibit A — Transportation impact fee facilities plan.
b. Exhibit B — Transportation impact fee analysis.
c. Comparisons of other city’s public safety impact fees.

Background

We are currently in the process of evaluating and updating our impact fee plans for Syracuse
City. This update is to our transportation impact fee plan.

Historically the City has charged a transportation impact fee. This update is a requirement of
the impact fee law. Below is a table that compares our current impact fees with the proposed

fees:

Fees Industrial | SFD MFD | Assist Hotel | Church | General | Retail /
Living Office Shopping

Current $668 $1,131 | $705 - - $2,428 | $2,428 $2,328

Proposed $612 $743 $488 $255 $444 $685 $1,085 $2,703

| have provided an additional comparison of 21 other cities that charge a transportation
impact fees. We are lower than the average for every category of impact fee.

Impact fees can be charged to new development to help pay a proportionate share of the cost
of planned facilities needed to serve the growth and development of the city. Impact fees are
allowed per Utah Code 11-36A. Under that code, there are two separate plans required in
order to charge a public safety impact fee. They are the Impact Fee Analysis and the Impact
Fee Facilities Plan. An impact fee enactment ordinance is also required. The proposed
ordinance will be brought to the City Council on February 9™.



According to Utah Code 11-36a-301:
(1) Before imposing an impact fee, each local political subdivision or private entity shall,
except as provided in Subsection (3), prepare an impact fee facilities plan to determine the
public facilities required to serve development resulting from new development activity.

According to Utah Code 11-36a-303:
(1) Subject to the notice requirements of Section 11-36a-504, each local political
subdivision or private entity intending to impose an impact fee shall prepare a written
analysis of each impact fee.

11-36a-401. Impact fee enactment.
(1) (a) A local political subdivision or private entity wishing to impose impact
fees shall pass an impact fee enactment in accordance with Section 11-36a-402.
(b) An impact fee imposed by an impact fee enactment may not exceed the
highest fee justified by the impact fee analysis.
(2) An impact fee enactment may not take effect until 90 days after the day on
which the impact fee enactment is approved.

We are providing you the draft Impact Fee Analysis (IFA) and Impact Fee Facilities Plan
(IFFP)to review between now and February 9. We plan to set the public hearing for
February 9™ and have a detailed discussion on the proposed changes.

We will be providing an ordinance update at the meeting on February 9™. In the ordinance is
approved along with the IFA and IFFP there will be a 90 day protest period before the
ordinances and fee schedule would take effect. This would mean the earliest effective date
would be May 9, 2016.

Recommendation

| recommend that the City Council review the IFA and IFFP and set the public hearing for
February 9, 2016 for approval of the ordinance and updates to the transportation impact fees.


http://www.le.utah.gov/code/TITLE11/htm/11_36a050400.htm
http://le.utah.gov/code/TITLE11/htm/11_36a040200.htm

Syracuse City

Transportation Impact Fee Analysis

DRAFT
January 5, 2016

ZIONS PUBLIC FINANCE, INC.
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Transportation Impact Fee Analysis

Summary

This Impact Fee Analysis (IFA) is based off of the information provided in the City’s Roadway
Impact Fee Facilities Plan (“IFFP”) dated November 2015 and prepared by Horrocks Engineers.

Projected Growth. The IFFP projects that new development in Syracuse City is projected to grow
by an estimated 8,000 PM peak hour trips' between 2015 and 2025 — from 26,300 one-way PM
peak hour trips in 2015 to 34,300 trips in 2025. This growth will use up excess capacity on existing
roads and will require the expansion of existing roads or development of new roads in order to
maintain the existing levels of service.

Service Levels. The IFFP states that the current level of service (LOS) is LOS C and that the “IFFP
will not make any changes to the existing level of service, and LOS C will be the standard by which
future growth will be evaluated” (p. 44).

Service Areas. Syracuse City (“City”) includes one roadway service area as recommended by the
City’s engineers in the IFFP.

Excess Capacity. Syracuse City’s IFFP identifies excess capacity on major streets in the City’s
roadway system. Total capacity on the existing roads identified as part of the IFFP is 30,000 ADTs,
with a current volume of 21,700 ADTs, resulting in excess capacity of 8,300 ADTs? or
approximately 28 percent of existing capacity. The actual cost of the existing roads with excess
capacity is $10,898,017. All of the excess capacity will be consumed over the next ten years.

Therefore, new development will be responsible to buy-in to the remaining 28 percent of excess
capacity which has an actual cost of $3,015,118 ($10,898,017 multiplied by the 28 percent of
excess capacity).

New Construction. Syracuse City’s IFFP identifies a total of 12 projects necessitated by new
development at a total cost of $62,980,000. However, four of the projects will be funded by UDOT
and are therefore not eligible for impact fees. Of the remaining eight projects, two will share costs
between the City and Wasatch Front Regional Council (WFRC). Therefore, Syracuse is responsible
for only $15,030,000 of the total new construction costs necessitated by new growth. This
number is further adjusted to reflect the fact that new development is not responsible for pass-
through traffic and for the excess capacity remaining in these new projects after 2025. Therefore,
the total cost attributable to new development over the next ten years is $8,699,391.

Proportionate Share Analysis. A summary of the proportionate share analysis is as follows:

T A PM peak hour trip is defined as a single or one-directional vehicle movement to or from a site between
the hours of 4 p.m. and 6 p.m.

2 Excess capacity has been measured in terms of ADTs; new construction demand has been measured in
terms of PM peak hour demand. All impact fee calculations have been made in terms of PM peak hour
demand.

Zions Bank Public Finance | January 2016
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TABLE 1: PROPORTIONATE SHARE ANALYSIS

Summary of Cost per Trip

Buy-In to Excess Capacity
New Construction
Consultant Cost

Fund Balance Credit

Cost per PM Peak Hour Trip

The maximum fee per PM peak hour trip is $1,456.96.

P|F

Amount

$376.89
$1,087.42
$1.04
($8.40)
$1,456.96

The cost per trip is then applied to standards set by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE)
to evaluate the number of PM peak hour trips per development type.

The City may choose to combine many of the categories listed by ITE (as shown in Appendix
A) in order to avoid large differences in fees charged to retail developments of different types.

The following table shows groupings commonly used by cities and recommended by the

consultants.

TABLE 2: RECOMMENDED MAXIMUM TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEES INTO MAJOR GROUPINGS

Category

130 - Industrial Park

210 - Single-Family Detached
Housing

220 - Multi-Family / Apartment
(Greater than 4 Units)

254 - Assisted Living Center
310 - Hotel
560 - Church

710 - General Office Building

820 - Shopping Center / Strip
Mall

Units; Per

1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area

Dwelling Unit

Dwelling Unit

Bed

Room

1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area
1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area

1000 Sq. Feet Gross Leasable Area

Zions Bank Public Finance | January 2016

ITE Trips

0.84
1.02

0.67

0.35
0.61
0.94
1.49

3.71

Adjusted
Trips

0.42
0.51

0.335

0.175
0.305

0.47
0.745

1.855

Maximum Fee

$611.92
$743.05

$488.08

$254.97
$444.37
$684.77
$1,085.43

$2,702.65
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Utah Code Legal Requirements

Utah law requires that communities prepare an Impact Fee Analysis (IFA) before enacting an
impact fee. Utah law also requires that communities give notice of their intent to prepare and adopt
an IFA. This IFA follows all legal requirements as outlined below. The City has retained Zions Bank
Public Finance (ZBPF) to prepare this Impact Fee Analysis in accordance with legal requirements.

Notice of Intent to Prepare Impact Fee Analysis

A local political subdivision must provide written notice of its intent to prepare an IFA before
preparing the Plan (Utah Code §11-36a-503). This notice must be posted on the Utah Public
Notice website. The City has complied with this noticing requirement for the IFA by posting notice
on February 1, 2013. A copy of the notice is included in Appendix B.

Preparation of Impact Fee Analysis
Utah Code requires that each local political subdivision, before imposing an impact fee, prepare an
impact fee analysis. (Utah Code 11-36a-304).

Section 11-36a-304 of the Utah Code outlines the requirements of an impact fee analysis as
follows:

(1M An impact fee analysis shall:

(@) identify the anticipated impact on or consumption of any existing capacity of a
public facility by the anticipated development activity;

(b) identify the anticipated impact on system improvements required by the anticipated
development activity to maintain the established level of service for each public
facility;

(c) demonstrate how the anticipated impacts described in Subsections (1)(@) and (b)

are reasonably related to the anticipated development activity;

(d) estimate the proportionate share of:
(i) the costs for existing capacity that will be recouped; and
(ii) the costs of impacts on system improvements that are reasonably related to

the new development activity; and
(e) identify how the impact fee was calculated.
2) In analyzing whether or not the proportionate share of the costs of public facilities are
reasonably related to the new development activity, the local political subdivision or private

entity, as the case may be, shall identify, if applicable:

(a) the cost of each existing public facility that has excess capacity to serve the
anticipated development resulting from the new development activity;

Zions Bank Public Finance | January 2016
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(b) the cost of system improvements for each public facility;

(©) other than impact fees, the manner of financing for each public facility, such as user
charges, special assessments, bonded indebtedness, general taxes, or federal
grants;

(d) the relative extent to which development activity will contribute to financing the

excess capacity of and system improvements for each existing public facility, by
such means as user charges, special assessments, or payment from the proceeds
of general taxes;

(e) the relative extent to which development activity will contribute to the cost of
existing public facilities and system improvements in the future;

(f) the extent to which the development activity is entitled to a credit against impact
fees because the development activity will dedicate system improvements or public
facilities that will offset the demand for system improvements, inside or outside the
proposed development;

(9 extraordinary costs, if any, in servicing the newly-developed properties; and
(h) the time-price differential inherent in fair comparisons of amounts paid at different
times.

Certification of Impact Fee Analysis

Utah Code states that an Impact Fee Analysis shall include a written certification from the person
or entity that prepares the Impact Fee Analysis. This certification is included at the conclusion of
this analysis.

Zions Bank Public Finance | January 2016
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Anticipated Impact On or Consumption of Any Existing Capacity of a

Public Facility by the Anticipated Development Activity
Utah Code 17-836a-304(17)(a)

Consumption of Existing Capacity

Development activity in Syracuse is based on both residential and nonresidential growth. Growth
projections are then used by the City’s engineers as inputs in the Wasatch Front Regional Council
— Mountainland Association of Government regional travel demand model to forecast trip
generation. Based on existing capacity and existing volumes on roads that qualify for impact fee
reimbursement, the City’s roads currently have excess capacity of 8,300 ADTs,® given a LOS C.

TABLE 3: EXISTING AND EXCESS CAPACITY

Existing Existing Excess Excess
Location Capacity - Volume - Capacity - Capacity
ADTs ADTs ADTs %
14 1000 West: SR-193 to Bluff Street 10,000 7,600 2,400 24%
16 2000 West: 1700 South to 2700 South 10,000 8,300 1,700 17%
Bluff Street & Gentile Street: 1000 West to o
20 500 West (3700 West Layton) 10.0Q 5,800 4,200 42%
TOTAL 30,000 21,700 8,300

The cost associated with these roads with excess capacity, in $2015, is as follows:

TABLE 4: COST OF EXCESS CAPACITY OF EXISTING ROADS ($2015)
Project Length (ft) Existing Total Cost Cost per linear foot

1000 West: SR-198 to Bluff

Street (Syracuse Portion) 14,100 $29,860,000 $2,117.73
2000 West: 1700 South to

2700 South 5,300 $11,300,000 $2,132.08
Bluff Street & Gentile Street:

1000 West to 500 West (3700 4,500 $8,290,000 $1,842.22
West Layton)

TOTAL $49,450,000

However, Utah law clearly specifies that buy-in to excess capacity must be calculated based on
the actual cost of constructing the roads and not on current costs. Therefore, the above cost of
$49,450,000 has been reduced to $10,898,017 to reflect the actual cost of the roads at the time
of construction. Further, the excess capacity represents only 28 percent (the ratio of excess
capacity of 8,300 ADTs to total capacity of 30,000 ADTs) of the road costs, or $3,015,118.

¢ ADTs are used to calculate excess capacity in the system; PM peak hour trips are used to calculate new
construction needs. The ADTs used for excess capacity are later converted to PM peak hour trips in the
calculation of impact fees.

Zions Bank Public Finance | January 2016
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|dentify the Anticipated Impact on System Improvements Required by the
Anticipated Development Activity to Maintain the Established Level of
Service for Each Public Facility and Demonstrate How the Anticipated

Impacts are Reasonably Related to the New Development Activity
Utah Code 17-86a-304(1)(b)(c)

Syracuse City’s IFFP identifies a total of 12 projects necessitated by new development at a total
cost of $62,980,000. However, four of the projects will be funded by UDOT and are therefore not
eligible for impact fees. Of the remaining eight projects, two will share costs between the City and
Wasatch Front Regional Council (WFRC). Therefore, Syracuse is responsible for only $15,030,000
of the total new construction costs necessitated by new growth.

These are the projects identified in the IFFP as necessary to maintain a LOS C.

TABLE 5: SYRACUSE CITY PORTION OF NEW CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Project Location Total Price Funding Source Syracuse City % Syracuse City Total

SR-193 Extension: 2000 .
1 Waest to 4000 West $21,690,000 UDOT 0% $0

2500 West Extension: 700 . o
2 South to SR-193 $1,860,000 City 8% $160,000

450 South: 1550 West to

4 2000 West $2,660,000 City 25% $670,000
5 ;ggg \?Voeustth: - on o $820,000 City 8% $70,000
Bluff Street Re-Route due to
6 West Davis Corridor (New $2,230,000 uboT 0% $0
Portion)
500 West (3700 West
12 Layton) Extension to 1700 $1,030,000 City/WFRC 8% $80,000
South (Syracuse)
14 ;?r(;(;tWest: SR-19310BIUff g8 580,000 Ciity 100% $8,580,000
15 000 West SR-193101700 9 340,000 UDOT 0% $0
16 gggg \é\ﬁiﬁ 1700 Soutihg $4,750,000 Ciity 100% $4,750,000
1700 South: 3000 West to o
19 2000 West $5,410,000 uboT 0% $0
Bluff Street & Gentile Street:
20 1000 West to 500 West $4,230,000 City/WFRC 8% $340,000
(8700 West Layton)
Roundabout: 3000 West
21 & 700 South $380,000 City 100% $380,000
TOTAL $62,980,000 $15,030,000
6

Zions Bank Public Finance | January 2016
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The total costs for which Syracuse City is responsible need to be further adjusted to reduce costs
for pass-through trips which must be shared by the community as a whole. Finally, there will be
excess capacity on many of these roads in 2025; therefore, new development can only be
expected to pay for the actual portion of the road needs that it generates and not for the excess
capacity.

TABLE 6: SYRACUSE CITY PORTION OF NEW CONSTRUCTION COSTS ADJUSTED FOR PASS-THROUGH TRIPS AND EXCESS
CAPACITY

Syracuse
Syracuse )
. % Pass- . Excess Reduction
Project Location Syra_(lz_gts; City Through Amfjﬁgtu %‘fgass Capacity Amount for
Traffic Throuah % Excess
9 Capacity
SR-193 Extension: 2000 West
T 104000 West $0 NA NA
2500 West Extension: 700
2 South to SR-193 $160,000 6% $150,400 68% $48,128
g o0 South: 1550 Westto 2000 $670,000 5% $636,500 71%  $184,585
5 a0 South: Extension o 3000 $70,000 11% $62,300 56% $27,412
Bluff Street Re-Route due to
6 West Davis Corridor (New $0 NA NA
Portion)
500 West (3700 West Layton)
12 Extension to 1700 South $80,000 6% $75,200 51% $36,848
(Syracuse)
14 [000West: SR-193 to B $8,580,000 24% $6,520,800 21%  $5,151,432
2000 West: SR-193 to 1700
1% south $0 $0 NA
2000 West: 1700 South to
16 5700 South $4,750,000 18% $3,895,000 18%  $3,193,900
1700 South: 3000 West to
19 2000 West $0 $0 NA
Bluff Street & Gentile Street:
20 1000 West to 500 West (3700 $340,000 27% $248,200 77% $57,086
West Layton)
Roundabout: 3000 West & 700
21 South $380,000 NA NA
TOTAL $15,030,000 $11,588,400 $8,699,391

The total cost of $8,699,391 attributable to new development between 2015 and 2025 must be
shared proportionately between the additional PM peak hour trips projected for that time period.
PM peak hour trip demand citywide is projected to grow from 26,300 PM peak hour trips in 2015
to 34,300 PM peak hour trips in 2025 — an increase of 8,000 PM peak hour trips over the 10-year
period. While volume on the existing roads with excess capacity will actually decrease, volume will
increase on new roads constructed. Therefore, the increased volume and capacity impacts need
to be viewed as part of an overall system of roads.

Zions Bank Public Finance | January 2016
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TABLE 7: GROWTH IN PM PEAK HOUR TRIPS ON RoADS WITH NEW CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Project

12

14
15
16

19

20

21

TOTAL

Location

SR-193 Extension: 2000 West
to 4000 West

2500 West Extension: 700
South to SR-193

450 South: 1550 West to 2000
West

1200 South: Extension to 3000
West

Bluff Street Re-Route due to
West Davis Corridor (New
Portion)

500 West (3700 West Layton)
Extension to 1700 South
(Syracuse)

1000 West: SR-193 to Bluff
Street

2000 West: SR-193 to 1700
South

2000 West: 1700 South to
2700 South

1700 South: 3000 West to
2000 West

Bluff Street & Gentile Street:
1000 West to 500 West (3700
West Layton)

Roundabout: 3000 West & 700
South

2025 Capacity

NA

5,000

11,500

5,000

NA

11,500

11,500
NA
11,500

NA

11,500

NA

67,500

2025 Volume

NA

1,600

3,300

2,200

NA

5,600

9,100
NA
9,400

NA

2,600

NA

33,800

Z]|B
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Excess Capacity in
2025

NA
3,400

8,200

2,800

NA

5,900

2,400
NA
2,100

NA

8,900

NA

33,700

Estimate the Proportionate Share of (i) the Costs for Existing Capacity
That Will Be Recouped; and (i) The Costs of Impacts on System
Improvements That Are Reasonably Related to the New Development

Activity; and Identify How the Impact Fee was Calculated
Utah Code 11-36a-304(7)(d)(e)

The proportionate share analysis calculates the proportionate share of the buy-in costs associated
with the excess capacity in the existing system that will be consumed as a result of new
development activity, as well as the proportionate share of new construction costs necessitated by
new development.

Zions Bank Public Finance | January 2016
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Buy-In Calculation for Excess Capacity

Specific roads, costs and additional trips were identified previously in this IFA. The proportionate
share calculation simply takes the cost of the excess capacity that is consumed between 2015 and
2025 and proportionately shares that amount among the additional trips generated during that
time period.

TABLE 8: PROPORTIONATE SHARE CALCULATION — BUY-IN TO EXCESS CAPACITY

Category Amount
Value of Existing Capacity $2015 $49,450,000
Construction Cost Deflator 22%
Actual Cost Estimate $10,898,017
Excess Capacity 28%
Value of Excess Capacity $3,015,118
Growth in PM Peak Hour Trips 2015-2025 8,000
Cost per PM Peak Hour Trip Cost $376.89

New Construction Cost Calculation

In order to maintain its LOS C, Syracuse City will need to construct additional facilities, as identified
previously. New construction costs are calculated as follows:

TABLE 9: PROPORTIONATE SHARE CALCULATION — NEW CONSTRUCTED COST OF NEW
New Construction Amount

Cost of New Construction Attributable to Syracuse
Growth from 2015 to 2025 - Reduced for Pass-Through

Traffic and Excess Capacity $8,699,391
PM Peak Hour Trips 2015 26,300
PM Peak Hour Trips 2025 34,300
PM Peak Hour Trip Growth 2015-2040 8,000
Cost per PM Peak Hour Trip Cost $1,087.42

Other Cost Calculations

Utah law allows for the cost of developing the Impact Fee Facility Plan and Impact Fee Analysis to
be included in the calculation of impact fees. These costs are then shared proportionately among
the additional trips generated between 2015 and 2025.

TABLE 10: PROPORTIONATE SHARE CALCULATION — CONSULTING COSTS

Consulting Costs Amount
Horrocks - IFFP $3,330.00
ZBPF - IFA (est.) $5,000.00
PM Peak Hour Trip Growth 2015-2025 8,000
Consultant Cost per PM Peak Hour Trip $1.04

9
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Syracuse City also has an impact fee fund balance of $124,314.78 as of June 2015. These funds
can be used to offset the costs of new construction associated with the impact fee calculations
shown above.

TABLE 11: IMPACT FEE CREDITS FOR FUND BALANCE

Category Amount
Roadway Impact Fee Fund Balance as of January 31, 2015 $124,314.78
Total Trips 2015-2025 14,800
Impact Fee Credit per ADT ($8.40)

Summary of Impact Fees

TABLE 12: SUMMARY OF GROSS IMPACT FEE

Summary of Cost per PM Peak Hour Trip Amount
Buy-In to Excess Capacity $376.89
New Construction $1,087.42
Consultant cost $1.04
Fund Balance Credit ($8.40)
Cost per PM Peak Hour Trip $1,456.96

The total cost per trip is then applied to the daily PM peak hour trips generated by various land use
types. The more trips that are associated with a particular land use or development, the greater its
impact on the street system.

The IFFP explains that trips generated need to be divided by two in order to avoid double-counting
such as when a person leaves home and goes to work.

“There is a minor discrepancy in the way ITE calculates trips and the way trips or roadway
volumes are calculated in the travel demand modeling used in the Syracuse TMP. This
discrepancy is explained by the model roadway volumes and capacities being calculated
using daily traffic volumes rather than trips on the roadway. Essentially this means that a
travel demand model “trip” or unit of volume is counted once as a vehicle leaves home,
travels on the road network and then arrives at work. This vehicle will only be counted as it
travels on the roadway network. The ITE Trip Generation method uses driveway counts as
its measure of a trip. Therefore a vehicle making the same journey will be counted once as
it leaves home and once again as it arrives at work for a total of two trips. This can be
rectified simply by adjusting the ITE Trip Generation rates by one-half.”

4 Horrocks, Impact Fee Facilities Plan, p. 43

10
Zions Bank Public Finance | January 2016



DRAFT Syracuse City | Transportation Impact Fee Analysis E

P|F

This adjustment by 50 percent has been made in the calculation of impact fees shown below.
More categories, other than the major groupings shown below and recommended to the City, are
included in Appendix A.

TABLE 13: SUMMARY OF GROSS IMPACT FEE

Category Units; Per ITE Trips Aqlllr‘;;;ed Maximum Fee
130 - Industrial Park 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 0.84 0.42 $611.92
210 - Single-Family Detached 1y iy Uit 1.02 0.51 $743.05
Housing
220 - Multi-Family / Apartment . .
(Greater than 4 Units) Dwelling Unit 0.67 0.335 $488.08
254 - Assisted Living Center Bed 0.35 0.175 $254.97
310 - Hotel Room 0.61 0.305 $444.37
560 - Church 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 0.94 0.47 $684.77
710 - General Office Building 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 1.49 0.745 $1,085.43
f/lza?l - Shopping Center /Strip 4 53 54 Feet Gross Leasable Area 3.71 1.855 $2,702.65

Calculation of Credits

There is no general obligation or revenue bond outstanding debt on the roadway system and
therefore no credits have been applied.

The City may choose to credit certain development types, including affordable housing, but these
credits are at the discretion of the City. Further, a City may choose to allow a developer to put in a
transportation facility listed in the IFFP and reduce impact fees accordingly. Again, this is at the
discretion of the City.

11
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Certification
Zions Bank Public Finance certifies that the attached impact fee analysis:

1. Includes only the costs of public facilities that are:

a. allowed under the Impact Fees Act; and
b. actually incurred; or
C. projected to be incurred or encumbered within six years after the day on which

each impact fee is paid;

2. Does not include:

a. costs of operation and maintenance of public facilities;

b. costs for qualifying public facilities that will raise the level of service for the facilities,
through impact fees, above the level of service that is supported by existing
residents; or

C. an expense for overhead, unless the expense is calculated pursuant to a
methodology that is consistent with generally accepted cost accounting practices
and the methodological standards set forth by the federal Office of Management
and Budget for federal grant reimbursement;

3. Offsets costs with grants or other alternate sources of payment; and

4, Complies in each and every relevant respect with the Impact Fees Act.

12
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Appendix A — Sample Table of ITE Categories

Category Units; Per ITE Trips Aqllﬁgtsed Maximum Fee
130 - Industrial Park 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 0.84 0.42 $611.92
140 - General Manufacturing * 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 0.75 0.375 $546.36
151 - Storage Units 1000 Sq. Feet Rentable Storage Area 0.22 0.1 $160.27
Loz - Warehouse /Distibution 4000 sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 0.16 0.08 $116.56
210 - Single-Family Detached Dwelling Unit 1.02 0.51 $743.05
Housing
220 - Multi-Family / Apartment . .
(Greater than 4 Units) Dwelling Unit 0.67 0.335 $488.08
230 - Multi-Family / Condo,
Townhouse, Duplex, Triplex, Dwelling Unit 0.52 0.26 $378.81
Quadplex
240 - Mobile Home / RV Park Dwelling Lot 0.60 0.3 $437.09
254 - Assisted Living Center Bed 0.35 0.175 $254.97
310 - Hotel Room 0.61 0.305 $444.37
444 - Movie Theatre < 10 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 3.80 1.9 $2,768.21
Screens
445 - Movie Theatre > 10 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 4.91 2.455 $3,576.83
Screens
492 - Health/Fitness Club 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 4.06 2.03 $2,957.62
520 - Elementary School 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 3.11 1.555 $2,265.57
5.22 - Middle School / Junior 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 2.52 1.26 $1,835.76
High School
530 - High School 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 212 1.06 $1,544.37
534 - Private School (K-8) 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 6.53 3.265 $4,756.96
560 - Church 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 0.94 0.47 $684.77
565 - Day Care Center 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 18.75 6.875 $10,016.57
590 - Library 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 7.20 3.6 $5,245.04
610 - Hospital 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 1.16 0.58 $845.03
710 - General Office Building 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 1.49 0.745 $1,085.43
;ifl) d'in'\ged'ca"Dema' Office 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 427 2135 $3,110.60
770 - Business Park 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 1.26 0.63 $917.88
812 - Building Materials and 1000 Sgq. Feet Gross Floor Area 5.56 2.78 $4,050.34
Lumber Store
817 - Nursery (Garden Center) 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 9.04 4.52 $6,585.44
520 - Shopping Genter /S 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Leasable Area 3.71 1.855 $2,702.65
826 - Specialty Retail Center 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Leasable Area 5.02 2.51 $3,656.96
841 - Automobile Car Sales 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 2.80 1.4 $2,039.74
848 - Tire Store 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 415 2.075 $3,023.18
850 - Supermarket 1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area 8.37 4.185 $6,097.36
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Category

851 - Convenience Store

912 - Bank / Financial Institution
918 - Hair / Nails / Massage /
Beauty Salon / Day Spa

932 - Restaurant, Sit-Down (Low
Turnover)

932 - Restaurant, Sit-Down
(High-Turnover)

934 - Restaurant with Drive-
Through Window

942 - Auto Care Center

944 - Gasoline/Service Station

945 - Gasoline/Service Station
with Convenience Store

947 - Self Service Car Wash
948 - Automated Car Wash

Z]|B
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Units; Per

1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area
1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area

1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area
1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area
1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area

1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area

1000 Sq. Feet Occupied Gross
Leasable Area

Fueling Position
1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area

Wash Stall
1000 Sq. Feet Gross Floor Area

ITE Trips

53.42
26.69

1.93

9.02
18.49
47.30

3.51
15.65
97.14

5.54
14.12

Adjusted
Trips

26.71
13.345
0.965

4.51
9.245
23.65

1.755
7.825
48.57

2.77
7.06

Maximum Fee

$38,915.27
$19,443.07

$1,405.96
$6,570.87
$13,469.55
$34,456.99

$2,556.96
$11,400.67
$70,764.32

$4,035.77
$10,286.10

The City may choose to combine retail categories in order to avoid large discrepancies
between fees for development of different types.

Zions Bank Public Finance | December 2015
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Appendix B - Notice of Intent to Prepare a Comprehensive Amendment
to the Transportation Impact Fee Analysis

Entity: Syracuse City

Public Body: City Council
Subject: Fees

Notice Title: Public Notice of Intent
Notice Type: Notice

Notice Date & Time: Feb 1, 2013
5:00 PM

Description/Agenda:

NOTICE OF INTENT TO PREPARE OR AMEND AN IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLAN AND AN
IMPACT FEE WRITTEN ANALYSIS

Syracuse City, a municipality of the State of Utah, located in Davis County, Utah intends
to commence the preparation of an independent and comprehensive Impact Fee Facilities Plan
and Written Impact Fee Analysis for culinary water, secondary water, storm drains, public safety,
transportation and parks. This notice is pursuant to the provisions of 11-36a-501. Pursuant to the
requirements of Utah Code Ann 11-36a-501 and 11-36a-50, notice is hereby provided of the
intent of Syracuse City to create or amend an Impact Fee Facilities Plan and Impact Fee Written
Analysis. The service area for the prepared IFFP and IFA includes the entire city limits of Syracuse
City.

Notice of Special Accommodations: call Steve Marshall at 801-614-9621 for questions.

15
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Syracuse City, founded in 1950, has experienced significant growth and development in recent years with
growth of approximately 25,000 residents since 1990. With Syracuse City committed to continued
growth, it is projected that the population in 2040 will be above 59,000. A Transportation Master Plan
(TMP) has been implemented so the transportation system can accommodate the projected growth in
the City for the year 2040.

As part of the plan, the current roadway network was assessed using current traffic volumes. Current
traffic volumes were projected through the year 2040 using the current roadway network to find the
capacity improvements necessary for the roadway network to positively contribute to the economic and
community development in Syracuse City. The following sections are included in the Syracuse City TMP.

Existing and Future Roadway Network

In order to have an effective transportation system, the city requires a connected street system. A
connected system improves traffic congestion, commute times, emergency response times, etc.
Roadways share two functions: mobility and land access. These two functions share an inverse
relationship, meaning a roadway with high mobility has minimal land access points and a roadway with
low mobility has frequent land access points. Roadway classifications are implemented in a connected
roadway network to designate the amount of mobility and land access the roadway will have. The
following roadway classification is used in Syracuse City: Freeway, Arterial, Minor Arterial, Collector, and
Local Street. These classifications range from most mobile and least land access points (Freeway) to least
mobile with frequent land access points (Local Street), creating a hierarchy in the roadway system.
Intersections are used in the roadway system to allow for the progression from high mobility to low
mobility and frequent land access points. Freeways connect with Arterial Streets, which connect with
Collector Streets, which connect with Local Streets. Correct use of all roadway functional classifications
within the city allows for a successful, connected roadway system.

To measure the performance of a roadway segment, Level of Service (LOS) is used. LOS is defined by the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) to determine the level of congestion on a roadway segment or
intersection. To measure LOS, a letter grade is assigned a letter grade A through F where A represents
free flowing traffic and F represents grid lock. LOS is measured on a roadway segment using its daily traffic
volume and at an intersection based on the average delay per vehicle. The LOS of a roadway segment or
intersection is used to determine if capacity improvements are necessary. In Syracuse City, a standard of
LOS C or better was adopted as an acceptable LOS.

As part of the TMP, data was collected for the existing roadway network and a LOS was determined for
each roadway segment and intersection. The existing traffic volumes were projected to 2040 using the
Wasatch Front Regional Council (WFRC) travel demand model. The WFRC is a collaboration of local
government and community members from Salt Lake, Weber, Tooele, Morgan and Box Elder counties in
Utah to plan future growth. This model includes West Davis Corridor. Other adjustments to the WFRC
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travel demand model were made based on socioeconomic data and the City’s land use plan. Projected
2040 traffic was first modeled for the no-build scenario. Typically, the no-build scenario acts as a guide
for roadway capacity inefficiencies that will need to be improved by 2040. Using the no-build scenario as
a base for roadway capacity improvements, the projected 2040 traffic was modeled using the West Davis
Corridor WFRC model. The segments with LOS D or worse with the 2040 projected traffic volumes will
undergo capacity improvements to achieve acceptable LOS.

Alternative Modes of Transportation

This TMP discusses alternative modes of transportation. Currently, the transit service in Syracuse City is
operated by the Utah Transit Authority (UTA). UTA offers services such as commuter rail, light rail, bus,
bus rapid transit (BRT), ski buses, and van share. Currently, transit service in Syracuse City is limited to
bus services. The WFRC long range model calls for more transit service in Syracuse City as it continues to
develop.

Non-motorized modes of transportation include pedestrians and bicycles. Included in this TMP are
discussions for safe pedestrian and bicycle facilities as outlined in the Trails Master Plan published on the
City’s website at www.syracuseut.com.

Other Elements of the Transportation Master Plan

This section is a discussion of the other elements included in the TMP. There is a discussion describing
using a Traffic Impact Study (TIS) prior to development. ATIS assesses the impacts to the roadway system
due to new development, which helps the City prepare for the impacts to the roadway network caused
by the development. Another discussion included in the TMP is Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS).
ITS refers to the increased use of technology and communication methods to improve traffic operations.
Specifically, the use of ITS to improve traffic signal performance. The City’s traffic calming requirements
are also discussed in this document and can be found on the City’s website at www.syracuseut.org. The
other elements discussed in this section are Access Management, Travel Demand Management, Safety
and Corridor Preservation.

Capital Facilities Plan

A Capital Facilities Plan outlines all improvements necessary to provide Syracuse City with an adequate
roadway system in 2040 based on the projected 2040 traffic volumes. This plan is updated by the City as
project scopes change and development occurs. As part of the TMP, a Transportation Improvement Plan
(TIP) is included that outlines all the projects necessary to accommodate future traffic volumes. It is
expected that the total cost of necessary roadway improvements for Syracuse City is approximately
$34,710,000.

Impact Fee Facilities Plan

Utah law requires that communities prepare an Impact Fee Facilities Plan (IFFP) prior to preparing an
impact fee analysis and establishing an impact fee. An impact fee is a fee based on the impact of future
development caused to the roadway system. An IFFP includes projects for a 10 year period. By law, all
impact fees collected for the roadway improvements during this period of time must be spent within six
years of collection. Only capital improvements are included in the IFFP, meaning all other maintenance
and operation costs are assumed to be covered through the City’s General Fund. All projects included in
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the IFFP are listed in this TMP. It is expected that the total cost of necessary roadway improvements for
Syracuse City is approximately $15,030,000.
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Overview

Syracuse City is a rapidly growing community located in the northwestern portion of Davis County.
Syracuse is bordered on the north by West Point; on the south by unincorporated Davis County; on the
east by Clearfield and Layton; and on the west by the Great Salt Lake. Within the City there is a mix of
residential, commercial, and industrial development as well as undeveloped land. Syracuse City provides
easy access to local and regional transportation facilities. With a short 15 minute drive to 1-15, Syracuse
City is located in close proximity to a major freeway facility. A map of Syracuse City and the surrounding
area is shown in Figure 2.

Syracuse and the surrounding communities have experienced a significant amount of growth and
development over the last several years, and this growth is expected to continue in the future, as shown
in Figure 1. According to the United States Census Bureau, the population of Syracuse was just over 4,500
in 1990. The population in 2007 was 21,158, resulting in an increase of about 370 percent. The population
in 2012 was slightly over 25,000. By the year 2040 the population is projected to be close to 60,000 people.
Table 1 shows the existing population numbers from the year 1950 to the projected population year of
2040. In order to keep pace with the projected population growth, a comprehensive transportation plan
must be developed and regularly maintained. The purpose of this plan is to incorporate the goals of
Syracuse City regarding the transportation systems within their jurisdiction including regional facilities
maintained by the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), Utah Transit Authority (UTA), Davis
County, and all neighboring communities.

Table 1: Population Data Figure 1: Syracuse City Population Projection

1950 837

1960 1,061

1970 1,843

1980 3,702

1990 4,658

2000 9,398

2002 12,639

2004 16,368

2006 19,562

2007 21,198

2010 24,331

2012 25,118

2030 37,941 0

1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040
2040 59,048
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This Transportation Master Plan (TMP) contains an analysis of the existing transportation network and
conditions. Any major deficiencies are itemized and possible improvement or mitigation alternatives are
discussed. An analysis of the future transportation network is also included for the horizon year 2040.
Any major UDOT projects and proposed improvements within the City, including the West Davis Corridor,
are reflected in this future network. Any deficiencies in the future transportation network that are
expected to exist and would not be accommodated by projects that are currently planned will be
discussed. A list of recommended improvements and projects will be given to aid Syracuse City in planning
for future transportation projects within the City as well as working with other agencies such as UDOT,
the Wasatch Front Regional Council (WFRC) or neighboring cities. This TMP is intended to be a useful tool
to aid Syracuse City in planning and maintaining the overall transportation network within the City.
Utilizing a previously adopted Road Impact Fee Enactment Plan prepared by Horrocks Engineers in 1997,
this plan will build from the socioeconomic and roadway information given in the 1997 Plan with
additional updates using the most recent and best available data from Syracuse City and the WFRC.

Syracuse History

The Syracuse area became available for settlement through the Homestead Act of 1862. The first settler
in the area was David Cook, who began plowing the ground in 1876. In 1884, the Hooper Canal brought
water from the Weber River which attracted more settlers to the area. By the year 1896, most of the land
was under cultivation. As more settlers began to occupy the area, the land became popular for fruit
farming. Artesian wells with cement holding ponds and the Hooper Canal provided irrigation for several
hundred acres of apples, pears, peaches and plums. By 1900, the Syracuse area became the largest
producer of fruit in Davis County.

William Galbraith, a salt maker in the Syracuse area used the name Syracuse on his salt bags. He acquired
the name from a salt company he knew of in Syracuse, New York. Daniel C. Adams also opened the
Syracuse Bathing Resort. The Union Pacific Railroad constructed the Ogden and Syracuse Railway in 1887.
The name “Syracuse” was subsequently adopted as the name of the City.

Syracuse has always been a farming community. With irrigation, new row crops were introduced such as
sugar beets, potatoes, tomatoes and peas. In 1898, the Syracuse Canning Factory opened, allowing
canning of new crops and fruit they produced in the City. With irrigation spread throughout the area,
Syracuse began to grow, building graveled roads linking Syracuse to nearby communities.

In 1909, permission was given to open a North Davis High School in Syracuse as an extension of an old,
red brick school. In 1925, school buses began hauling students to Davis High School after the old high
school was closed.

World War Il also brought changes; jobs were plentiful, many farmers worked in their farms part-time,
taking full-time jobs at Hill Air Force Base or the Naval Supply Depot. One-hundred and twenty Syracuse
young men served in the armed forces.

In 1935, Syracuse formed a Town Board with Thomas J. Thurgood as the first Town Board President. On
September 13, 1950, Utah Governor J. Bracken Lee signed a proclamation which entitled Syracuse to
become a third-class city with a population of 837 residents. Alma O. Stoker was the Board President at
the time and became the first mayor of Syracuse. The first city service offered was culinary water. Other
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services offered included a garbage pickup service, natural gas, sewer lines, as well as police and fire
protection.

Syracuse became linked with Antelope Island State Park in 1969 with the construction of a causeway. The
causeway to Antelope Island brought many tourists through the heart of Syracuse. Today, Syracuse is
rapidly changing from a farming community to an urban community.



A thorough documentation of the City’s existing conditions was performed in order to evaluate the
transportation system and to address current and future needs within the City. The existing roadway
network in Syracuse City is found in Figure 3. The data collected for this TMP update includes:

7
0.0
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Land Use and Zoning

Roadway Classifications/Widths/Cross Sections
Public Transit Routes
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This data forms the basis for analyzing the existing transportation system, as well as providing the
foundation to project future traffic conditions.

Existing Socioeconomic Conditions

Socioeconomic data used in the transportation analysis was obtained from the City and Wasatch Front
Regional Council (WFRC). The WFRC is a unified plan for Salt Lake, Davis, Weber, Tooele, Morgan, and
Box Elder Counties. The WFRC regional travel demand model was modified to more accurately estimate
the travel demand within the City. To estimate for the largest travel demand in Syracuse City, all modeling
was completed in line with the West Davis Corridor travel demand model.

Street System

Streets provide for two distinct and very different functions: mobility and land access. Both functions are
vital and no trip is made without both. In Syracuse City, street facilities are classified by the relative
amounts of through and land-access service they provide. There are four primary classifications, with
detailed descriptions in Table 2:

Local Streets — Local facilities primarily serve land-access functions. Local Street design and control
facilitates the movement of vehicles onto and off the street system from land parcels. Through
movement is difficult and is discouraged by both the design and control of this facility.

Collectors - Collector facilities, the “middle” classification, are intended to serve both through and
land-access functions in relatively equal proportions. For long through trips, such facilities are usually
inefficient, nevertheless they are frequently used for shorter through movements associated with the
distribution and collection portion of trips.

Arterials — Arterial facilities are provided to primarily serve through-traffic movement. While some
land-access service may be accommodated, it is clearly a minor function. All traffic controls and the
facility design are intended to provide efficient through movement.
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Freeways and Expressways — Freeway and expressway facilities are provided to service long
distance trips between cities and states. No land access is provided by these facilities.

Roadway functional classification does not define the number of lanes required for each roadway. For
instance a collector street may have two or four lanes, whereas an arterial street may have up to nine
lanes. The number of lanes is a function of the expected traffic volume on the roadway and serves as the

greatest measure of roadway capacity.

Table 2: Street Functional Classification

Functional Classification

Characteristic

Freeway and
Expressway

Arterial

Collector

Local Street

Collect and
Traffic distribute traffic
Function Traffic movement | movement, land between streets Land access
access and arterials, land
access
Typical % of
Surface Street Not applicable 5-10% 10-20% 60-80 %
System Mileage
Continuity Continuous Continuous Continuous None
Spacing 4 miles 1-2 miles %-1 mile As needed
Typical % of
surface Street Not applicable 40-65% 10-20% 10-25 %

System Vehicle-

Miles Carried
Restricted: Some
movements
. Limited: Major prohibited; Safety controls
Direct Land Access None number and
Generators Only . access
spacing of
driveways
controlled
Minimum Roadway Approximatel Approximatel
Intersection pproximately pproximately Per 8.10.070 Per 8.10.070
. 1 Mile % Mile
Spacing
40-50 mph in
Speed Limit 55-75 mph fully developed 30-40 mph 25 mph
areas
Parking Prohibited Discouraged Limited Allowed
Supplements
capacity of arterial Through traffic
Comments street system & el should be

provides high-

speed mobility

Street System

discouraged
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Roadway Cross Sections

Syracuse City has currently adopted cross sections that will be used for all future roadway projects. The
cross section dimensions are found in the Syracuse Standard Drawings. The updated versions of the
standard drawings, adopted February 11, 2014, is included in Appendix A — Syracuse City Standard
Drawings. The standard drawings are updated periodically and the most current version of the drawings
can be found online on Syracuse City’s website: www.syracuseut.com. Table 3 lists the functional
classifications along with number of lanes, roadway width, and right-of-way (ROW) width associated with
the standard drawings. Each functional Classification is color coded in Figure 3 based on Table 3.

Table 3: Functional Classifications in Syracuse City

Functional ‘ Number of ‘ Roadway ROW
Classification Lanes Width (ft.) | Width (Ft.)
Arterial 5 86 110
Minor Arterial 3 61 84
Collector 3 45 66
Local 2 35 60
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Traffic Volumes and Level of Service

For this TMP, the WFRC travel demand model was used. The WFRC travel demand model compiles all the
socioeconomic data from the region and generates trips based on the data. Traffic counts are used in
order to calibrate the model to best simulate existing traffic conditions. Using the existing traffic
conditions based on the WFRC travel demand model, existing count data, and roadway functional
classification, the existing roadway capacity deficiency within the City can be measured using a metric
called Level of Service (LOS). The following sections describe the process of collecting traffic volume data
and calculating LOS.

Traffic Volume Data

An extensive data collection effort was performed in conjunction with the TMP. This included collected
data from the City, UDOT, and new daily traffic counts on many of the City roads. These volume data form
the basis of the travel demand model calibration and serve to show any capacity deficiencies that may
exist today. Figure 5 shows the locations around the City where 24 hour traffic data was collected. The
numbers shown are average weekday traffic volumes and refer to a normal day (Tuesday-Thursday) where
no special events or construction activity may contribute to abnormal traffic conditions.

Level of Service

Level of Service (LOS) is a term defined by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) to determine the
level of congestion on a roadway segment or intersection. LOS is measured using a letter grade A through
F, where A represents free flowing traffic with absolutely no congestion and F represents grid lock; a
comparison chart is shown in Figure 4. Syracuse City has adopted an acceptable standard of LOS C for its
street network and intersections.

Figure 4: Roadway Level of Service Representation

A P== F==="% Excellent

B | uguiy e . T Good

C | Gy Gy Ghiy Gy Average

D | gy T o, e Acceptable

E @ﬁgﬁi Ia Congested
P, i i S ko g

Roadway segment LOS and intersection LOS differ in the way they are measured. Roadway segment LOS
relates directly to the number of lanes in the segment and is determined by a volume/capacity ratio. For
example, a roadway LOS F occurs when the number of vehicles traveling on a roadway exceeds the
number of vehicles that can be reasonably accommodated by the roadway without undue speed
reduction.

Yo}
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For intersections, LOS is related to the length of time the average vehicle will have to wait at a signal
before proceeding through the intersection. LOS F is seen where an average vehicle must wait longer
than 80 seconds to proceed through a signalized intersection.

Intersection and roadway segment LOS problems must be solved independently as the treatment required
to mitigate the congestion is different in each case. Roadway segment LOS can be mitigated with
geometry improvements, additional lanes, two-way-left turn lanes, and access management. Intersection
problems may be mitigated by adding turn lanes, improving signal timing, and improving corridor signal
coordination.

Roadway LOS is used as a planning tool to quantitatively represent the ability of a particular roadway to
accommodate the travel demand. Table 4, Table 5, and Table 6 summarize major roadway LOS conditions
within the City. These values are based on the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) principles and regional
experience.

Table 4: Suburban Freeway LOS Capacity Criteria in Vehicles per Day

ane O OSD O
4 60,000 70,000 89,000
6 95,000 110,000 140,000

Table 5: Suburban Arterial LOS Capacity Criteria in Vehicles per Day

ane O OSD O
11,500 13,000 16,500
26,500 30,500 39,000
7 40,000 46,000 59,000

Table 6: Suburban Collector LOS Capacity Criteria in Vehicles per Day

ane O OS D O
2 9,700 12,100 14,500
3 10,800 13,400 16,100

LOS Cis approximately 70 percent of a roadway’s capacity and is a common goal for urban streets during
peak hours. A standard LOS C for system streets (collectors and arterials) is acceptable for future planning.
LOS C suggests that for most times of the day, the roadways will be operating well below capacity. The
peak times of day will likely experience moderate congestion characterized by a higher vehicle density
and slower free flowing speeds.

From Table 4, Table 5, and Table 6, roadway capacity decreases as ease of access increases. Collector
roads, designed for lower speeds and easy access, have lower capacities than freeways where ease of
access is limited. Capacity also depends on the number of lanes. An additional lane increases the roadway
capacity based on the functional class of the roadway. For example, the additional daily capacity per lane
for collector roads (1,300) is significantly less than an additional freeway lane (40,000).

11
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Existing traffic volumes along with the parameters in Table 4, Table 5 and Table 6 were used to determine
the LOS for each roadway segment in Syracuse City, as shown in Figure 6. The following roadway
segments are currently experiencing unacceptable levels of service:

2000 West: 700 South to 1700 South
1700 South: 2000 West to 3500 South

/7
0.0
/7
0.0

12



Future traffic patterns and the resulting operating conditions of a roadway network are directly related
to land use planning and socioeconomic conditions. As traffic is not restricted to the Syracuse area and
many of the roadways within the city act as regional roads linking communities north and south of the
City, the socioeconomic and land use data in the neighboring cities must also be considered when
projecting future traffic conditions within the City. Thus, socioeconomic information for the entire
Wasatch Front was used to project future travel demand.

Future Socioeconomic Conditions

The majority of the projected socioeconomic data used in this study comes from the WFRC travel demand
model, which is based on the best available statewide data provided by the Governor’s Office of Planning
and Budget (GOPB). This data was supplemented and verified using the data provided by the City in the
form of the adopted Land Use Plan (see Figure 7). The information given is considered the best available
for predicting future travel demand. However, land use planning is a dynamic process and the
assumptions made in this report should be used as a guide and should not supersede other planning
efforts particularly when it comes to localized intersections and roadways.

Transportation planning in the region is a cooperative effort of state and local agencies. The WFRC is
responsible for coordinating this transportation planning process in the Salt Lake and Ogden/Layton
urbanized areas as the designated Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPQ). Metropolitan Planning
Organizations are agencies responsible for transportation planning in urbanized areas throughout the
United States. The Governor designated the Wasatch Front Regional Council (WFRC or Regional Council)
as the Metropolitan Planning Organization for the Salt Lake and Ogden Areas in 1973.

Future Land Use

In the Land Use Plan, the City has sites planned for general commercial and commercial Il; very high, high,
medium, low, and very low density housing; professional office and research park; as well as public
facilities, parks and open land, agriculture open space, sensitive overlay, and industrial facilities. Figure 7
shows the latest General Plan (updated November 26, 2013) for Syracuse City; with the most current
version found at www.syracuseut.com.

13
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Travel Model Development

Future traffic volumes were projected using the Wasatch Front Regional Travel Demand Model. This tool
has been used for many years to determine regional travel demand along the entire Wasatch Front. The
projected traffic volumes were used to identify areas in the City where new roads will be required and
where existing facilities should be improved to provide more capacity. A horizon year of 2040 was
selected for planning purposes to align with WFRC long range planning. The traffic projections include
the addition of the West Davis Corridor (WDC).

No Build Network

A no-build scenario is intended to show what the roadway network would be like in the future if no action
was taken to improve the City roadway network. Typically, the no-build scenario acts as a guide for
roadway capacity inefficiencies that will need to be improved by 2040. With the West Davis Corridor
alignment passing through Syracuse City, the no-build scenario as well as development around the WDC
alignment was used as a basis for roadway capacity improvements for 2040.

For Syracuse City, The WFRC Travel Demand Model was used to predict this condition by applying the
future growth and travel demand to the existing roadway network. Applying the projected traffic volumes
to the no-build scenario, all roadways are expected to increase in traffic volume with an additional section
of 1700 South performing at an unacceptable LOS when comparing to the existing LOS model as shown in
Figure 8. The following roadways will perform at an unacceptable LOS in the 2040 no -build scenario:

«» 2000 West: Northern Border to 2700 South
«» 1700 South: Eastern Border to 1500 West; 2000 West to 2500 West
2040 Roadway Network

The goal of the TMP is to provide a transportation network which will accommodate traffic at an
acceptable LOS through the year 2040. In order to accomplish this, several roadways and intersections in
the City will need to be improved. The proposed 2040 roadway network and LOS are shown in Figure 9
and Figure 10, respectively. The following sections describe other aspects of the proposed network
including connectivity, jurisdiction, and capacity improvements.

Connectivity

Syracuse City requires a connected street system for all new developments, minimizing the use of cul-de-
sacs. Infill parcels will be required to provide future street stubs to adjacent parcels with the potential for
development. Retail and office development must provide cross access easements to create circulation
patterns to adjacent properties, to eliminate multiple access points to the major street system.
Consequently, this will reduce travel time and congestion by allowing drivers to make shorter and more
direct trips. In addition, connectivity will allow the option of walking or bicycling, due to shorter routes to
schools, parks and businesses. Emergency vehicles including police, fire trucks, and ambulances will
similarly benefit from connectivity, by use of alternate routes if one is blocked. Overall fuel consumption
and pollution will also result by shortening trips through connectivity.

16
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Street Jurisdiction

Syracuse City does not have financial responsibility for roadway improvements on UDOT roads. This
means that the City has no control whether or not UDOT implements the improvements indicated on this
TMP. Furthermore, the WFRC awards funding opportunities every year for projects in Salt Lake, Davis,
Weber, Tooele, Morgan and Box Elder Counties. Only projects on the UDOT Functional Classification map
that are not UDOT owned are eligible for WFRC funding. According to the UDOT Functional Classification
map, many of the roadways in the City are eligible for WFRC funding.

Although it is not guaranteed UDOT will update the roadways or receive funding from the WFRC for
projects included in this TMP, it will encourage UDOT and the WFRC to include these projects in their long
range planning. Figure 11 shows the UDOT, WFRC and City roadways. A list of the UDOT owned and
WEFRC eligible roadways in Syracuse City are shown below:

UDOT Owned Roadways

J
0.0

1700 South (SR-127): Eastern Boarder to Western Border
4500 West (SR-110): 1700 South to Northern Border
2000 West (SR-108): 1700 South to Northern Border
SR-193: Eastern Border to 2000 West (4000 West by 2040)

J
0.0

*
0‘0

53

*

Roadways Eligible for WFRC Funding

J
0.0

1000 West: Bluff Street to Northern Border
3000 West: 2700 South to Northern Border
Bluff Street: Gentile Road to 3000 West
2700 South: Eastern Border to 3000 West
700 South: Eastern Border to 4500 West

J
0.0

J
0.0

J
0.0

R/
0‘0

Roadway Capacity Improvements

New roadways will be built to provide connectivity and service new development, specifically in the areas
surrounding West Davis Corridor. These roadways are indicated with a dashed line in Figure 9. For
existing roadways, more lanes are needed on roadways where capacity improvements are necessary.
Capacity improvements do not always require cross-section widening, although this is often the case.
Other methods to improve capacity are to stripe additional lanes where existing pavement width can
accommodate, eliminate on street parking, create narrower travel lanes, and add two-way left turn lanes.
UDOT roads are included in the analysis and care has been taken to refer to the planning efforts of WFRC
to align Syracuse’s plan with other regional plans. The following paragraphs outline some of the highlights
of the proposed street network.

20



u/u_uu_r/__,__:./w_
S>D0HTAJOH

Z SMDOUAOH

]
Kiepunog asnoeiAg = a2
Fimns

MON -AlID) s em ==

Bunsix3 - A0 e
MON - DY4M = = =
BunsIxy - DY AM ===
MBN - 10N = = =
Bunsix3 - 10AN ===
uonaipsunr

puabo

suonaIpsuUNr Aempeoy ;L 24nbi4
ued
uoneuodsuel] J91Sen

SESBI ml—l—o ras3
ASNIOTURS

SSIIUCD)

SO0z

SOk

(S100Y)

S

00013

o) NO @S O
S S = S
= = = =
1 B
i
!
8 §
1
! RESTIITCINY Lo
: . iﬁr¢_m
ok
E wm.i.i m
x m v ||||Jh
_
§
E
’ g
T 1
N =
g B ¥
- H

[N000¢

[\NO0S Y,

ISIHLD)

110071

1S10071L




\\
—

: SYRACUSE CITY
2015 MASTER TRANSPORTATION PLAN

West Davis Corridor — The West Davis Corridor is a proposed freeway that will alleviate future traffic
congestion. Currently, it is proposed to have two interchanges in Syracuse at 2000 West and 1700 South.
Another interchange is in close proximity to Syracuse City at SR-193 in West Point City.

1700 South: 2000 West to West Davis Corridor — Currently, 1700 South is a 5 Lane Arterial from the
eastern border of the City to 2000 West. With the addition of the West Davis Corridor, this roadway will
need to be widened to a 5 lane arterial to the interchange.

2000 West: Northern Border to 2700 South - Traffic volumes in 2040 will exceed capacity on 2000
West. From the northern border to 1700 South, the current 3 lane arterial roadway will need to be widened
to 5 lanes and the current 2 lane collector from 1700 South to 2700 South will need to be widened to a 3
lane arterial.

SR-193 Extension to West Davis Corridor — With the addition of the West Davis Corridor, SR-193 will
be extended to accommodate traffic from the future interchange in West Point City. SR-193 runs along
the northern border of the City.

Bluff Street Connection with Layton Parkway — Layton Parkway is an arterial with access to I-15 in
Layton City. By 2040, Layton City is planning to extend Layton Parkway to 2700 West. In corporation with
Layton City, Syracuse will fund 100% of the project that connects Bluff Street to Layton Parkway. The
agreement can be found in Appendix B — Layton Parkway Connection Agreement.

Intersection Improvements

Any type of potential intersection improvement, including additional turn lanes on existing roadways,
traffic signals, roundabouts, and geometrical improvements will be considered. The City of Syracuse must
approve the recommended improvements on city streets prior to creating any specific improvements.
This plan indicates the places where intersection improvements may be made but does not specify the
type of improvement. Multiple options will likely be feasible at each location and each location should be
studied and analyzed individually. Right-of-Way requirements and widening will depend on the type of
treatment selected for each intersection. Figure 9 shows the only potential intersection improvement as
a roundabout at 3000 West and 700 South. As a part of this TMP, all types of intersection improvements,
such as traffic signals, roundabouts, and stop-controlled intersections will be discussed.

Traffic Signals as Intersection Improvements

Traffic signals may be warranted at the intersection of any two roadways depending upon the signal
warrants outlined in the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD). The design of the traffic
signal depends primarily on the amount of traffic passing through the intersection during the peak times
of day. Design parameters that are essential to a well-designed signalized intersection include lane
configuration, turn radii, turn pocket lengths and taper lengths. Each of these parameters are a function
of the road classification, peak hour volume, and design speed. Traffic signals in Syracuse City are only
considered at intersections along arterial roadways. All arterials in the City are UDOT owned and
maintained, as a result UDOT is responsible to improve all intersections in Syracuse City. The following
section discusses the guidelines for installing new traffic signals.
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Traffic Signal Warrants in the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices

The need for new traffic signals will be based on warrants contained in the Manual on Uniform Traffic
Control Devices (MUTCD) and any additional warrants established by the National Committee on Uniform
Traffic Control Devices. Traffic progression is important in determining the location of a new signal.
Generally, a minimum spacing of one-half mile for all signalized intersections should be maintained. The
one-half mile spacing is usually desirable to achieve decent speed, capacity, and optimum signal
progression. The one-half mile signal spacing standard may be relaxed on lower volume collector streets
where an engineering study shows traffic progression can be maintained. The signal cycle split
assumptions must consider pedestrian movements and clearance. To provide flexibility for existing
conditions and ensure optimum two-way signal progression, an approved traffic engineering analysis
must be made to properly locate all proposed access points that may require signalization. The section of
roadway to be analyzed for signal progression will be determined by the City and will include all existing
and future signalized intersections.

A traffic control signal should only be installed if and when the warrant criteria outlined in Chapter 4C of
the MUTCD are met. Itis possible to predict where traffic control signals may be warranted in the future
based on projected traffic volumes and roadway functional classifications. A traffic control signal may be
warranted at intersections containing at least one arterial and one collector street. They are rarely
warranted where two collector streets meet and almost never warranted where local streets connect.
Traffic signals are typically not warranted when other traffic control devices such as modern roundabouts
or mini-roundabouts are recommended.

Signal Timing

Although Figure 9 does not show any traffic signal improvements for 2040, it does not eliminate other
mitigation methods to improve the LOS at a traffic signal. One method that will need to be maintained
regularly is traffic signal timing. As traffic volumes continue to increase, the signal timing can be improved
to optimize the performance of the traffic signal. Since all signals in Syracuse City are UDOT owned and
operated, coordination with UDOT is essential to assure that all traffic signal timing is updated regularly
to maintain adequate traffic flow.

Queuing Analysis

A 95th percentile (using Poisson’s distribution) queue length will be used as the basis of storage length
design and verification of the adequacy of existing storage lengths. Alternative methodologies, such as
Synchro 95th percentile length calculations may be used with city approval. At signalized intersections, a
background cycle length of 120 seconds will be assumed. Green times for specific movements will be
based on the movement’s proportion of the critical lane volume, subject to phase minimums. Minimum
greens will be assumed to be 10 seconds for through movements and 4 seconds for left turns. Yellow
change and red clearance intervals will be assumed to be 3 seconds and 1 second, respectively, for left
turn movements and 4 seconds and 1 second, respectively, for through movements. For lane groups that
have multiple lanes, a lane utilization factor, in accordance with the HCM methodology, shall be applied
to the calculation of queue lengths.

Deceleration Lanes for Right Turning Vehicles
A right turn deceleration lane is required when any one or more of the following criteria is met:
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“»  Where the design hour volume of the right turn into the access is less than five and the outside
lane volume exceeds 250 on 45 to 55 mph roadways, 400 on 35 to 40 mph roadways, or 600 on a
25 to 30 mph roadway, a right turn lane may be required due to high traffic volumes or other
unique site specific safety considerations.

**  When the access volume meets or exceeds 25 design hour volume for roadways with speeds of 25

to 40 mph or 20 design hour volume for roadways with speeds in excess of 40 mph, a right turn

deceleration lane will be required.

Roundabouts as Intersection Improvements

(Reference: “Roundabouts: An Informational Guide”, U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway
Administration, Publication No. FHWA-RD-00-067). According to FHWA, many international studies have
found that one of the most significant benefits of a roundabout installation is the improvement in overall
safety performance. Specifically in the United States, it has been found that single-lane roundabouts are
safer for drivers than two-way stop-controlled intersections. The frequency of crashes might not always
be lowered at roundabouts, but the injury rates and severity of crashes are reduced. On a planning level,
it can be assumed that roundabouts will provide higher capacity and lower delays than all-way stop
control, but less than two-way stop control if the minor movements are not experiencing operational
problems. A single-lane roundabout may be assumed to operate within its capacity at any intersection
that does not exceed peak-hour volumes warranted for signals. A roundabout that operates within its
capacity will generally produce lower delays than a signalized intersection operating with the same traffic
volumes and right-of-way limitations.

Mini-roundabouts are a type of roundabout characterized by a small diameter and traversable islands
(central island and splitter islands). Mini-roundabouts offer most of the benefits of regular roundabouts
with the added benefit of a smaller footprint. As with roundabouts, mini-roundabouts are a type of
intersection rather than merely a traffic calming measure, although they may produce some traffic
calming effects. According to the published Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) technical summary
(FHWA-SA-10-007), there are three applications for mini roundabouts:

% Space Constrained locations with reasonable approach speeds (30 mph or less): Since
mini-roundabouts require less space than larger roundabouts, they may be a solution when a
larger roundabout does not fit, provided that incoming speeds are reasonable

+» Residential environments: Mini-roundabouts offer a low-speed, low-noise intersection option
that requires little ongoing maintenance

+ Intersections with high delay: A mini-roundabout can be an ideal application to reduce delay
at stop-controlled intersections that do not meet signal warrants

Mini-roundabouts are common in the United Kingdom (U.K.) and France and are emerging in the United
States (including states such as Maryland and Michigan), Germany, and other countries. Syracuse City will
consider the application of mini-roundabouts in the future according to the guidelines given by the FHWA.

Stop-Control as Intersection Improvements

Wherever possible the City is encouraged to use roundabouts to control traffic on low to medium volume
roadways. In cases where this is not feasible due to financial restraints or sight distance concerns, stop-
control may be an appropriate intersection treatment. 4-way stop control should be avoided on collector
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streets and prohibited on arterial streets where possible. In all cases stop controlled intersections should
follow the guidelines and warrants set forth in the MUTCD.
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Alternative transportation modes are an important part of the overall transportation system. A complete
transit system may include bus, bus rapid transit (BRT), light rail, commuter rail, and van share facilities.
Non-motorized traffic includes pedestrians, bicyclists, hikers, horseback riders, and joggers/walkers.
These modes of transportation are very important and should be accommodated in a vibrant and
sustainable transportation system.

Transit

The Utah Transit Authority (UTA) is the provider of public transportation throughout the Wasatch Front.
It operates fixed route buses, express buses, Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) lines, ski buses, light rail, and
commuter rail. In this capacity, UTA is responsible for the operation of the transit network in the city of
Syracuse. It is the responsibility of the City and UTA to work cooperatively to provide transit planning to
accommodate alternative transportation options to its residents as demand increases.

Existing Transit Service

Currently, Route 626 is the only bus route that services Syracuse City. This route originates at the Weber
State Davis Campus in Clearfield, UT and ends at 5500 South and 3500 West in Hooper, UT. There are no
other types of transit serving the City at this time.

Future Transit Service

The combined efforts of UTA, UDOT, WFRC, and the City will largely dictate the nature of a future
expanded transit system. The City should be actively involved in supporting transit as a viable and
attractive alternative transportation mode in the City. These planning and lobbying efforts will assist in
procuring the necessary funding and support to develop, implement, and maintain a sustainable transit
system. The UTA bus system is versatile, as routes and stops can be adjusted as the demand and other
factors occur.

Local Bus Routes

In Figure 12, the WFRC’s Long Range Plan calls for enhanced bus service on 1700 South in Syracuse City.
There are many opportunities for transit service enhancements in Syracuse. As new roads are built and
the population expands, it will be necessary for UTA to provide service to these new corridors.

It is recommended that more frequent and additional bus routes be considered and that the City meet
with UTA to decide bus stop locations, frequency, better signage, and shelter alternatives. Attention
should also be given to ensure that bus stops are in compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act
(ADA).
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Bus Rapid Transit

Other enhancements to bus service will be through the implementation of Bus Rapid Transit (BRT). BRT
is a way to provide a higher level of service similar to that of a rail system without the high capital costs
of a rail system. There are a number of ways in which a BRT system can be implemented and by which
bus service is made more efficient by reducing travel time and delay. One of the simplest forms of BRT is
to provide transit priority at traffic signals. Through this technology, the traffic signal timing is adjusted
by extending the green phase for approaching buses so there is a greater chance for the bus to make it
through the intersection without stopping. Another BRT enhancement is to provide queue jumper lanes
for buses. These are essentially right turn lanes that are available for through buses to use. The bus can
then travel past the queue in the through lanes to the stop bar. This is typically used in conjunction with
transit priority at the traffic signal, in which the bus can proceed through a green light before other
vehicles, so the bus can get a head start.

More advanced BRT systems include exclusive bus-only travel lanes, similar to a light rail system. The
system has regularly spaced bus stations and operates just like a rail system. With lower construction
costs and lack of a fixed guide way, these systems are more flexible than traditional light rail.

Pedestrians and Bicycles

Pedestrian and bicycle safety is an important feature of any transportation master plan. People will be
more inclined to walk or ride their bicycle when the experience is pleasant, perceived safe, and distances
are reasonable. Each of the standard cross-sections shown in the Syracuse City Standard Drawings
includes a four-foot sidewalk coupled with a three-foot to eleven-foot parkstrip to provide a buffer
between pedestrians and vehicular traffic. Syracuse City Trail System Master Plan is a long-term guide to
future planning, design and implementation for a citywide system of trails to be utilized for commuter
travel, health and fitness, and recreational purposes throughout the City. The master plan adopted March
14, 2012 can be found in Appendix C — Trails Master Plan and the most current version is found on the
City’s website: www.syracuseut.com.

WEFRC Long Range Plan

The Long Range Plan of the Wasatch Front Regional Council includes a map of existing and future bicycle
paths throughout Davis County. This map is shown in Figure 13. The map shows shared use paths (Class
1), bike lanes (Class Il) and signed shared roadway (Class 3) facilities throughout the city.

Recommended Bike Paths

All of the proposed arterial and collector street cross-sections allow for the addition of bicycle lanes.
Before a bicycle lane can be installed on a roadway, the roadway itself must be complete along the entire
extent of the bicycle path. Missing shoulders and incomplete segments pose a serious hazard to bicyclists.
Bicycle facilities are an integral part of any connected transportation system and should be encouraged
where feasible.
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Traffic Impact Studies

As growth occurs throughout the City, the City will evaluate the impacts of proposed developments on
the surrounding transportation networks prior to giving approval to build. This will be accomplished by
requiring a Traffic Impact Study (TIS) to be performed for any development in the City based on city staff
recommendations. A TIS will allow the City to determine the site specific impacts of a development
including internal site circulation, access issues, and adjacent roadway and intersection impacts. In
addition, a TIS will assist in defining possible impacts to the overall transportation system in the vicinity of
the development. The area and items to be evaluated in a TIS include key intersections and roads as
determined by the City Traffic Engineer on a case by case basis.

Each TIS will be conducted by a qualified Traffic Engineer chosen by the developer at their cost and
approved by the City. A scoping meeting will be required by the developer/Traffic Engineer with the City
Engineer to determine the scope of each TIS. Syracuse Traffic Impact Study Requirements are included in
Appendix D — Traffic Impact Study Guidelines of this report.

Intelligent Transportation Systems

Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) refers to the increased use of technology and communication
methods to improve traffic operations. Pavement detectors, traffic cameras and weather sensors are
used to gather constant information about traffic flow conditions along corridors or at intersections. This
information may be relayed to a traffic control center where operators can change traffic signal timing
plans or post messages on variable message signs. All of the traffic signals located on arterial streets in
Syracuse are connected to the UDOT and Davis County Traffic Operations Center by the use of fiber optic
cable or radio antennas.

Traffic Signal Coordination

Traffic signal coordination is another ITS method that is used to improve traffic operations and efficiency.
Traffic signal timing and phasing improvements generally improve all traffic flow but can also be used to
favor high-occupancy vehicles or buses. Some ways in which signal timing can be used to favor transit
include transit pre-emption and priority. Transit pre-emption means that as a transit vehicle approaches
an intersection the signal timing is interrupted to accommodate the transit vehicle. This interrupts the
signal coordination of a corridor or network and as such is generally not recommended. Transit priority
allows traffic signals to adjust their phasing to give priority to transit vehicles without interrupting the
overall traffic signal timing plan.
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Access Management

Access management is a term that refers to providing and managing access to land development while
maintaining traffic flow and being attentive to safety issues. It includes elements such as driveway
spacing, signal spacing, and corner clearance. Access management is a key element in transportation
planning, helping to make transportation corridors operate more effectively and to carry more traffic
without costly road widening projects. Access management offers local governments a systematic
approach to decision-making applying principles uniformly, equitably, and consistently throughout the
jurisdiction.

An access management program must address the balance between access and mobility. While the
functional classification of roads implies the priority of access versus mobility, access management does
much the same thing. Freeways move vehicles over long distances at high speeds with very controlled
access and great mobility. Conversely, residential streets offer higher level of access but at low speeds
and with little mobility. Access management standards must account for these different functions of
various facilities. The access management standards followed by the City are based on the FHWA access
guide.

UDOT Coordination

Salem City must be an integral player in developing and conforming to access management standards on
state highways. The reason for this is that UDOT controls the design and related standards on the state
highway system while Syracuse controls the land uses that abut the state highway system. It is
inappropriate for the City to approve a site plan for a given land use on a state highway within Syracuse
City only to have UDOT deny the curb cuts identified as access points in the site plan. Per 17-27a-5-508,
Syracuse City is required to give UDOT notice of proposed subdivisions along high priority corridors, where
subdivisions are subject to a 45-day waiting period. In this example, as in actual developments, there is
an overlap of approvals between UDOT’s curb cut permit and the City’s site plan approval.

Corridor Preservation

Corridor preservation is an important transportation planning tool that agencies should use and apply to
all future transportation corridors. There are several new transportation facilities that have been
identified in the Transportation Master Plan. In planning for these future facilities, corridor preservation
techniques should be employed. The main purposes of corridor preservation are to:

“» Preserve the viability of future options,
*» Reduce the cost of these options, and
“» Minimize environmental and socio-economic impacts of future implementation.

Corridor preservation seeks to preserve the right-of-way needed for future transportation facilities and
prevent development that might be incompatible with these facilities. This is primarily accomplished by
the community’s ability to apply land use controls, such as zoning and approval of developments.
Adoption of the Transportation Master Plan by the City of Syracuse is a commitment to citizens and future
leaders in the community that the identified future corridors will be the ultimate location for
transportation facilities.
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Perhaps the most important elements of corridor preservation are ensuring that the corridors are
preserved in the correct location and that they meet the applicable design and right-of-way standards for
the type of facility being preserved. As the master plan does not define the exact alignment of each future
corridor, it becomes the responsibility of the City to make sure that the corridors are correctly preserved.
This will need to be accomplished through the engineering and planning reviews done within the City as
development and annexation requests are approved that involve properties within or adjacent to the
future corridors.

UDOT High Priority Corridor Preservation

As part of the many UDOT owned highways throughout the state, there is a list of high priority corridor
preservation highways. As mentioned in 17-27a-5a-508 of the Utah Code, any future land use applications
that are related to land located within the boundaries of a high priority corridor, the City is required to
notify the UDOT Executive Director. SR-108 from Syracuse City to SR-126 in West Haven City is on the
high priority corridor preservation List. The roadways in Syracuse City designated as SR-108 are 1700
South from the eastern border of the City to 2000 West and 2000 West from 1700 South to the northern
border of the City. More information on UDOT corridor preservation can be found in Appendix E—UDOT
Corridor Preservation Process.

Corridor Preservation Techniques

Some examples of specific corridor preservation techniques that may be most beneficial and easily
implemented include the following:

+» Developer Incentives and Agreements — Public agencies can offer incentives in the form of
tax abatements, density credits, or timely site plan approvals to developers who maintain property
within proposed transportation corridors in an undeveloped state.

+» [Exactions — As development proposals are submitted to the City for review, efforts should be
made to exact land identified within the future corridors.

** Fee Simple Acquisitions — This is a voluntary transaction full ownership of a land parcel,
including the underlying title, transferred from the owner to the City via either purchase or
donation.

¢ Transfer of Development Rights and Density Transfers — Government entities can provide
incentives for developers and landowners to participate in corridor preservation programs using
the transfer of development rights and density transfers. This is a powerful tool in that there
seldom is any capital cost to local governments.

+» Land Use Controls — This method allows government entities to use its policing power to regulate
intensity and types of land use. Zoning ordinances are the primary controls over land use and the
most important land use tools available for use in corridor preservation programs.

“* Purchase of Options and Easements — Options and easements allow government agencies to
purchase interests in property that lie within highway corridors without obtaining full title of the
land.

** Annexation — The City of Syracuse may require right-of-way for roadways to be dedicated to the
City during the annexation process. This becomes part of the annexation agreement and is an
effective and efficient way to procure needed right-of-way for future expansion.
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Travel Demand Management

Travel Demand Management (TDM) programs are designed to reduce the traffic volume on streets by
increasing the number of occupants in a vehicle or by reducing or changing travel patterns and behavior.
TDM programs use incentives and disincentives on automobile users to promote these changes in
behavior. There are many myths and misconceptions about various TDM programs, what their specific
goals are and how effective they may be. It is important to understand the facts behind each type of
program and what each may be expected to accomplish prior to the selection and implementation of such
strategies so that the benefits of the program may be maximized. Travel Demand Management measures
can be divided into three categories: Improved Alternatives, Incentives and Disincentives, and Alternative
Work Arrangements. The information in this section about Travel Demand Management has been
summarized from a reference manual produced by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) called
Implementing Effective Travel Demand Management Measure®.

It is not possible to include all of the information found in the reference manual in this report. A brief
summary of each measure is given here but this reference manual should be referred to directly in order
to obtain a more comprehensive understanding of TDM programs.

Safety

One of the main goals of the TMP and long term transportation planning in general is to estimate traffic
growth and provide for adequate facilities as the need arises. The safe traffic operations of these future
facilities are of equal importance. As a result, all of these facilities should be constructed and maintained
to applicable design and engineering standards such as those set forth by Syracuse City ordinances,
AASHTO “Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets,” and the Manual on Uniform Traffic
Control Devices (MUTCD). This includes implementing applicable Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
standards and school zone treatments.

Traffic Calming

Traffic calming provides many benefits to pedestrians and to the creation of livable neighborhoods.

Traffic calming and slower traffic enhances pedestrian safety by:

*+» Decreasing the chances of a car-pedestrian collision
** Reducing the severity of injuries should a collision occur
“» Making it easier and less intimidating for pedestrians to cross streets

Traffic calming and slower traffic encourage more walking and bicycling by improving the ambiance of the
neighborhood and more livable streets by:

*» Producing less traffic noise

“* Reducing the level of air pollution

Street patterns are typically developed at the time of construction. In Utah, the history of using a grid
system for planning and development purposes started with the first settlers and has proven efficient for

moving people and goods throughout a network of surface streets. However, the nature of a grid system

! Implementing Effective Travel Demand Management Measures: A Series on TDM, Institute of Transportation Engineers,
Washington D.C. June 1993.
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with wide and often long, straight roads can result in excessive speeds. For that reason, traffic calming
measures (TCM) can be implemented to reduce speeds on residential roadways. Traffic calming is,
however, still applicable to many neighborhood or local streets and may be given consideration on the
City’s local and residential streets on a case-by-case basis upon request.

Traffic calming may be applied to existing city streets when requested by the neighborhood but should
always be considered during the development of new neighborhood streets and subdivisions. Syracuse
City has adopted the Neighborhood Traffic Calming Program (NTCP) that addresses the desire of residents
and city leaders to organize a method for addressing high speeds through residential neighborhoods. The
NTCP adopted December 23, 2008 is found in Appendix F — Traffic Calming and the most current version
is found on the city’s website www.syracuseut.org.

ITE has established a definition for traffic calming that reads, “Traffic calming is the combination of mainly
physical measures that reduce the negative effects of motor vehicle use, alter driver behavior and improve
conditions for non-motorized street users.” Altering driver behavior includes lowering of speeds, reducing
aggressive driving, and increasing respect for non-motorized street users.

Types of Traffic Calming Measures

There are several types of TCM that can be grouped into three categories, depending on the level of
control or the effect on traffic flow and speeds. Several factors can influence the choice of TCM used,
including the location, street classification, street geometry, adjacent land uses, public transit needs,
budget, climate, aesthetics, and community preferences. Level | measures are the least restrictive, while
Level Il is the most dramatic. The measures used for each level are outlined below.

Level | Measures

Level | measures would emphasize to residents important traffic safety issues and give instructions for
driving safely in accordance with the rules of the road. The following list outlines Level | measures:

R/
0‘0

Neighborhood Education Brochure
Neighborhood Traffic Safety Campaign
Signage

Pavement Markings

Brush Trims

Target Enforcement

Neighborhood Speed Watch

Radar Speed Trailer

R/
0‘0

R/
0‘0

R/
0‘0

R/
0‘0

R/
0‘0

R/
0‘0

R/
0‘0

Level Il Measures
Level Il measures indicate physical measures to reduce traffic volumes and traffic speed. As a part of
traffic calming practices, Syracuse City does not use the following measures:

/7
0.0

Stop Signs

Children at Play Signs
Speed Humps
Rumble Strips

/7
0.0

/
0‘0

/
0‘0
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Although there are speed humps in the city, they are no longer used for traffic calming. See the NTCP for
further details. Level Il measures are separated into two categories for volume and speed control and are
explained below.

Volume Control Measures
The primary purpose of volume control measures is to discourage or eliminate cut-through traffic. The
following are volume control measures:

“* Half Street Closures
“* Median Barriers
¢ Force Turn Islands

Speed Control Measures
The primary purpose of speed control measures is to reduce vehicle speed. The following are speed
control measures:

R/
0‘0

Speed Cushions (Temporary Only)
Raised Sidewalks/Speed Tables
Raised Intersections
Roundabouts

Traffic Circles

Center Island Narrowing

Chokers

R/
0‘0

53
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J
0.0

J
0.0

J
0.0

Streetscaping

Streetscaping includes the planning and placement of items, such as street furniture, lighting, art, trees,
landscaping, and side treatments along streets and intersections. Although streetscaping can be
implemented without traffic calming, TCMs need a certain element of streetscaping to be functional.
Streetscaping enhances the aesthetics of roundabouts and constrictions, etc. Landscaping and other
roadside treatments make street closures more effective and safer by highlighting the presence of the
measure.

Installation of Traffic Calming Measures

When a request is submitted to the City, an evaluation is completed by Syracuse City staff. The evaluation
includes a site visit and collection of data such as traffic volumes and traffic speeds. An index score will
be assigned based on the following guidelines:

R/
0‘0

Speed

Volume

Crashes

Emergency Response Route
Fatalities

Bike Route

Pedestrian Generators
Sidewalks

Traffic Calming

Street Width

Posted Speed Limit

R/
0‘0

R/
0‘0

R/
0‘0

/7
0.0

/7
0.0

/7
0.0

/
0‘0

/7
0.0

/7
0.0

/7
0.0
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¢ Length of Street

*» Street Classification

With a score of 80 or greater, eligibility for a Level | traffic calming measure is implemented. If the results
are accepted by residents, a neighborhood report is written. If the results are not accepted, a petition for
a Level Il traffic calming measure is completed. Once the Level Il Measure has funding approval from the
City Council, it is implemented. Figure 14 is a flowchart showing the process of implementing Level | and
Level Il traffic calming measures.
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Capital Facilities Plan

As shown and discussed in Section 4, the City will need to construct new roads, widen existing
transportation corridors, and make spot intersection improvements to provide future residents of the City
with an adequate transportation system. A concept plan for future growth between the planning years
of 2012-2040 is provided in Figure 15.

Transportation Needs as a Result of New Development

The specific transportation needs resulting from short term future growth throughout the City are
identified in Table 7 and Figure 15. Table 7 will need to be regularly updated by the City as project scopes
change and development occurs in the City. Individual projects were identified and costs estimates were
compiled to produce a Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) for the City. Table 7 identifies the specific
projects that will be necessary in the near future; however, only arterial and collector improvements were
identified since any local roads would be required to be built as part of future development. All costs
have not been adjusted for inflation and therefore represent 2015 costs. The cost estimates shown
represent the costs of construction, right-of-way, and engineering. Impact fee eligible costs, as well as
other potential funding sources, were identified for each project in the Table 7. Roadways of regional
significance were assumed to be built through help from other jurisdictions, such as UDOT and WFRC.
Details for each project cost can be found in Appendix G — Syracuse Cost Estimates.

Table 7 includes all projects in the City through the year 2040. Actual development and transportation
needs should provide the final decision on project timing. It is expected that the total cost of roadway
improvements needed before 2040 will be approximately $89,500,000, of which $34,340,000 will be the
responsibility of the City and may be eligible for impact fee expenditure.
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Table 7: Transportation Improvement Plan

Project

Transportation Improvement Program

Location

Total Price

Funding
Source

Syracuse
City %

Syracuse
City Total

SR-193 Extension: 2000 West to o

1 4000 West $21,690,000 uboT 0% SO

’ g:f)log\;Vest Extension: 700 South to 41,860,000 City 8% $160,000

3 3250 West: 700 South to SR-193 $1,260,000 City 8% $110,000

4 450 South: 1550 West to 2000 West $2,660,000 City 25% $670,000

5 1200 South: Extension to 3000 West $820,000 City 8% $70,000
Bluff Street Re-Route due to West 0

6 Davis Corridor (New Portion) RS ubot 0% oL
2200 South Extension: End of ) 0

7 Existing to 4000 West $1,150,000 City 8% $100,000
Doral Drive Connection: 2200 South . o

8 t6 2050 South $550,000 City 8% $50,000
3000 South: 3000 West to 2400 . o

9 West (New Alignment) $1,650,000 City 8% $140,000

10 ;ig?“\gfjt: 3000 South to City $1,920,000 City 8% $160,000
1475 West Connection: 1950 South . o

11 t6 2050 South $190,000 City 8% $20,000
500 West (3700 West Layton)

12 Extension to 1700 South (Syracuse $1,030,000 | City/WFRC 8% $80,000
Portion)
500 West (3700 West Layton): 2000

13 South to 3000 South (Syracuse $4,880,000 City 100% $4,880,000
Portion)

14 1000 West: SR.-193 to Bluff Street $8 580,000 City 100% $8 580,000
(Syracuse Portion)

15 2000 West: SR-193 to 1700 South $9,340,000 ubDOT 0% S0

16 ggg?hwe“: 1700 South to 2700 $4,750,000 City 100% | $4,750,000

17 S\L‘;zftsueet: 1770 South to 1000 $12,140,000 |  City 100% | $12,140,000

18 1700 South: 3000 West to 2000 $5,410,000 UDOT 0% %0
West

19 Egﬂf;;;;eet Connection to Layton $2,660,000 City 25% $670,000
Bluff Street & Gentile Street: 1000

20 West to 500 West (3700 West $4,230,000 | City/WFRC 8% $340,000
Layton)
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Transportation Improvement Program

Funding | Syracuse | Syracuse

Project | Location Total Price Source City % City Total

27 Egltj:hdabout: 3000 West & 700 $380,000 City 100% $380,000
22 Signal: 500 West & 2700 South $270,000 City 100% $270,000
23 SR;::about: Gentile Street & Bluff $380,000 City 100% $380,000
24 ngll::hdabout: 3000 West & 2700 $380,000 City 100% £380,000
25 Egltj:hdabout: 4000 West & 700 $380,000 City 100% $380,000

Total $90,790,000 | $34,710,000 ‘
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Introduction

The purpose of an Impact Fee Facilities Plan (IFFP) is to identify public facilities that are needed to
accommodate development and to determine which projects may be funded with impact fees. Utah law
requires communities to prepare an IFFP prior to preparing an impact fee analysis and establishing an
impact fee. According to Title 11, Chapter 35a-302 of the Utah Code, the IFFP is required to identify the
following:

J
0.0

The existing level of service

A proposed level of service

Any excess capacity to accommodate future growth at the proposed level of service

The demands placed on existing public facilities by new development

A proposed means by which the local political subdivision will meet those demands

A general consideration of all potential revenue sources to finance the impacts on system
improvements

J
0.0

J
0.0

J
0.0

X3

*

53

*

This analysis incorporates the information provided in previous chapters regarding the upcoming
demands on the existing infrastructure facilities that will require improvements to accommodate future
growth and provide an acceptable LOS. Reference should be made to the previous chapters for additional
information on the evaluation methodology and how the projections were made.

This section focuses on the improvements that are projected to be needed over the next ten years. Utah
law requires that any impact fees collected for those improvements be spent within six years of being
collected. Only capital improvements are included in this plan; all other maintenance and operation costs
are assumed to be covered through the City’s General Fund as tax revenues increase as a result of
additional development.

Existing Level of Service (11-36a-302.1.a.i)

According to the Impact Fee Act, level of service is defined as “the defined performance standard or unit
of demand for each capital component of a public facility within a service area.” The LOS of a roadway
segment or intersection is used to determine if capacity improvements are necessary. LOS is measured
on a roadway segment using its daily traffic volume and at an intersection based on the average delay per
vehicle. A standard of LOS C was chosen as the acceptable LOS for Syracuse City. This allows for speeds at
or near free-flow speeds, but with less freedom to maneuver. At intersections, LOS C means that vehicles
should not have to wait more than one cycle to proceed through the intersection and experience delays
less than 35 seconds, according to the Highway Capacity Manual 2010. Table 8 below summarizes the
maximum capacities used by Syracuse City
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Table 8: LOS C Capacity Criteria in Vehicles per Day

\ Lanes Arterial  Collector \
2 NA 5,000
3 11,500 10,000
5 26,500 NA
7 40,000 NA

Intersection Standards

The performance of intersections has a large effect on the level of service of the roadway network.
Intersections can have no control, be stop controlled, signalized, roundabouts, or be controlled in another
way. The level of service for each type of intersection is calculated in a different way. Intersection
improvements will be necessary in order to maintain the desired level of service. Planning ahead, by
coordinating the placement of signal wiring, foundations, and other features, with roadway construction
before the placement of the actual traffic signals and other elements, is a way to mitigate the costs of
these intersection improvements. The costs of these intersection improvements has been included in the
roadway network cost estimates included in Table 9. The total costs for the full installation of these
intersection improvements may be postponed depending on the specific needs of the intersections in the
future based on on-going analysis.

Trips

The unit of demand for transportation impact is the pm peak hour trip. A pm peak hour trip is defined by
the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) as a single or one-directional vehicle movement to or from
a site between the hours of 4pm and 6pm. The total traffic impact of a new development can be
determined by the sum of the total number of trips generated by a development during the pm peak hour.
This trip generation number or impact can be estimated for an individual development using the ITE Trip
Generation Manual (currently 8™ edition). This publication uses national data studied over decades to
assist traffic engineering professionals to determine the likely impact of new development on
transportation infrastructure.

There is a minor discrepancy in the way ITE calculates trips and the way trips or roadway volumes are
calculated in the travel demand modelling used in the Syracuse TMP. This discrepancy is explained by the
model roadway volumes and capacities being calculated using daily traffic volumes rather than trips on
the roadway. Essentially this means that a travel demand model “trip” or unit of volume is counted once
as a vehicles leaves home, travels on the road network and then arrives at work. This vehicles will only
be counted as it travels on the roadway network. The ITE Trip Generation method uses driveway counts
as its measure of a trip. Therefore a vehicle making the same journey will be counted once as it leaves
home and once again as it arrives at work for a total of 2 trips. This can be rectified simply by adjusting
the ITE Trip Generation rates by one half.

An additional consideration is that certain types of developments do not generate primary trips or trips
that originated for the sole purpose of visiting that development. An example of a primary trip is a home
based work trip where someone leaves their house with the express purpose of going to work. This
primary trip has been generated by a combination of the home the trip originated in and the place of
occupation where the trip terminated. Thus it is easily understood that the impact of this trip should be
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attributed to the housing development and workplace development, without either of these locations,
the trip doesn’t happen. Some trips are not primary trips, they are defined as pass-by trips. This
essentially means that the trip (crossing the driveway of a development) was generated by a driver
deciding to make a stop on their way to their primary destination. Good examples of pass-by trips are
someone that stops at the gas station on their way to work (gas station is a pass-bay trip) or a driver that
is enticed to stop at a fast food restaurant as they drive by because the HOT DONUTS sign is illuminated
(the fast food restaurant is a pass-by trip). Pass-by trips do not add traffic to the roadway and therefore
do not create additional impact. Each land use type in the ITE Trip Generation Manual has a suggested
reduction for pass-by trips where applicable. In each case, the trip reduction rate has been applied to
the trip generation rate used in this IFFP.

System Improvements and Project Improvements

As described in the TMP, there are four primary classifications of roads, including local streets, collectors,
arterials, and freeways/expressways. Syracuse City classifies street facilities based on the relative amounts
of through and land-access service they provide. Local streets primarily serve land-access functions, while
freeways and expressways are primarily meant for mobility. Each classification may have a variable
amount of lanes, which is a function of the expected traffic volume and serves as the greatest measure of
roadway capacity.

Improvements to collectors and arterials are considered “system improvements” according to the Utah
Impact Fee Law, as these streets serve users from multiple developments. System improvements include
anything from back of curb to back of curb, including gutter and curb, asphalt, road base, and sub-surface
storm water drain utilities, as well as lighting, signing, and noise walls for collectors and arterials. These
projects are eligible to be funded with impact fees and are included in this IFFP.

Proposed Level of Service (11-36a-302.1.a.ii)

The proposed level of service provides a standard for future roadway conditions to be evaluated against.
This standard will determine whether or not a roadway will need improvements or not. According to the
Utah Impact Fee Law, the proposed level of service may:

1. Diminish or equal the existing level of service

2. Exceed the existing level of service if, independent of the use of impact fees, the political
subdivision or private entity provides, implements, and maintains the means to increase the
existing level of service for existing demand within six years of the date on which new growth is
charged for the proposed level of service; or

3. Establish a new public facility if, independent of the use of impact fees, the political subdivision
or private entity provides, implements, and maintains the means to increase the existing level of
service for existing demand within six years of the date on which new growth is charged for the
proposed level of service.

This IFFP will not make any changes to the existing level of service, and LOS C will be the standard by which
future growth will be evaluated.
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Existing Capacity to Accommodate Future Growth (11-36a-302.1.a.iii)

An important element of the IFFP is the determination of excess capacity on the roadway network. Excess
capacity is defined as the amount of available capacity on any given street in the roadway network under
existing conditions. This capacity is available for new development in the city before additional
infrastructure will be needed. This represents a buy-in component from the City as the existing
residents/property owners/developers have already paid for these improvements. New roads obviously
do not have any excess capacity and roads which are not under City jurisdiction have their capacity
information removed from the calculations. Excess capacity calculations for each of the future projects is
shown in Table 9.

Table 9: Excess Capacity Calculations

Existing Existing Excess Excess
Capacity Volume | Capacity | Capacity %

Project Location

SR-193 Extension: 2000 West to

1 4000 West NA NA NA NA
2500 West Extension: 700 South to

2 SR-193 NA NA NA NA

4 450 South: 1550 West to 2000 West NA NA NA NA

5 1200 South: Extension to 3000 West NA NA NA NA
Bluff Street Re-Route due to West

6 Davis Corridor (New Portion) NA NA NA NA
500 West (3700 West Layton)

12 Extension to 1700 South (Syracuse NA NA NA NA
Portion)

14 1000 West: SR'—193 to Bluff Street 10,000 7,600 2 400 249%
(Syracuse Portion)

15 2000 West: SR-193 to 1700 South NA NA NA NA

16 2000 West: 1700 South to 2700 10,000 8,300 1,700 17%
South

19 1700 South: 3000 West to 2000 NA NA NA NA
West
Bluff Street & Gentile Street: 1000

20 West to 500 West (3700 West 10,000 5,800 4,200 42%
Layton)

21 Roundabout: 3000 West & 700 NA NA NA NA
South

Demands Placed on Facilities by New Development (11-36a-302.1.a.iv)

To meet the requirements of the Utah Impact Fee law to “identify demands placed upon existing public
facilities by new development activity at the proposed level of service” and “identify the means by which
the political subdivision or private entity will meet those growth demands”, the following steps were
completed:
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1. Existing Demand- The traffic demand at the present time was estimated using traffic counts and
population data.

2. Existing Capacity- The capacity of the current roadway network was estimated using the
calculated LOS.

3. Existing Deficiencies- The deficiencies in the current network were identified by comparing the
LOS of the roadways to the LOS standard.

4. Future Demand- The future demand on the network was estimated using development
projections.

5. Future Deficiencies- The deficiencies in the future network were identified by comparing the
calculated future LOS with the LOS standard.

6. Recommended Improvements- Recommendations that will help meet future demands were
made.

These steps were the basis for the TMP and are detailed in the report.

Conversions of Growth and Development Projections to Trip Generations

The basis of the future travel demand was projected using the Wasatch Front Regional Councils Travel
Demand Model. The inputs to the model consist of socio-economic and land use data provided by WFRC
and the City. The outputs from the model include peak hour trips and daily traffic volumes on each of the
roadways in the network.

Infrastructure Required to Meet Demands of New Development (11-36a-302.1.a.v)

10-Year Improvement Plan

The projects required to maintain the desired level of service for the roadway network in 2040 were
outlined in the TMP. These projects will need to be constructed at various times from the present through
2040. However, for the purposes of this IFFP, only projects that will be completed within the next ten
years will be considered. Table 10 shows the projects that are forecasted to be needed in the next ten
years. This table includes all of the projects regardless of their eligibility for impact fee expenditure. The
portion of the project, which is impact fee eligible is indicated in the Syracuse City % and Syracuse City
Total columns. Figure 16 shows the projects needed between now and 2025 to meet the demands placed
on the roadway network by new development.

Project Cost Attributable to Future Growth

Table 10 shows the project costs attributable to new growth as a percentage of the total project costs as
defined in the previous section. Each project in Table 10 exists due to future growth but the cost that
should be shared by new development through the assessment of impact fees varies depending on the
owner of the road, the funding available, and the roadway classification. Where the project is likely to be
completed using WFRC funding, the Syracuse City impact fee eligible portion of the project is only the
amount of money the City will need to find as their required “matching funds”, in this case, 8% of the total
project cost. UDOT projects will be funded entirely with state funds and are therefore not eligible for
impact fee expenditure. Road widening projects are considered 100% impact fee eligible as any work on
these roads will only be needed as volumes increase as a result of new development. New, city owned
roads are variable depending on the road classification. The cost attributable to new growth and
potentially impact fee eligible is defined as the portion of the roadway cross section in excess of the
standards for a local road. This is based on the premise that a local road cross section serves the needs
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of the localized development which directly access the new road. This portion will be paid for by the
individual development, which accesses the new road. Any improvements beyond the local street cross
section would be considered a capacity improvement for the entire city as a whole and is therefore impact
fee eligible. The City responsibility cost for each new road is determined as the percentage of the total
project cost beyond a local street classification. For example, a Collector street is 8% more costly than a

local street so the City responsible (impact fee eligible) portion of a new Collector is 8%.

Table 10: Impact Fee Facilities Plan 2015-2025

. . . Funding | Syracuse | Syracuse City
Project | Location Total Price Source City % Total

SR-193 Extension: 2000 West to o

1 4000 West $21,690,000 ubDOT 0% SO

) 2500 West Extension: 700 South to $1.860,000 City 3% $160,000
SR-193

4 450 South: 1550 West to 2000 West $2,660,000 City 25% $670,000

5 1200 South: Extension to 3000 West $820,000 City 8% $70,000
Bluff Street Re-Route due to West 0

6 Davis Corridor (New Portion) 22,230,000 upot 0% 20
500 West (3700 West Layton)

12 Extension to 1700 South (Syracuse $1,030,000 | City/WFRC 8% $80,000
Portion)

14 1000 West: SR:193 to Bluff Street $8 580,000 City 100% $8 580,000
(Syracuse Portion)

15 2000 West: SR-193 to 1700 South $9,340,000 ubDOT 0% SO

16 gggghwe“: 1700 South to 2700 $4,750,000 City 100% | $4,750,000

19 1700 South: 3000 West to 2000 $5,410,000 UDOT 0% 40
West
Bluff Street & Gentile Street: 1000

20 West to 500 West (3700 West $4,230,000 | City/WFRC 8% $340,000
Layton)

21 ;{gl‘jt”hdab‘)”t: 3000 West & 700 $380,000 City 100% $380,000

Total $62,980,000 $15,030,000
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Project Cost Attributable to 10-Year Growth

Using the travel demand model mentioned in previous chapters it is possible to estimate the number of
PM trips originating or terminating in Syracuse for the existing and future conditions. The difference
between the future PM trips and the existing PM trips (the number of new trips in the City) becomes the
denominator in the equation used to calculate the impact fee cost per PM peak hour trip for new
development. The City of Syracuse currently generates approximately 26,300 one-way PM peak hour
trips. In 2040 this number is expected to increase to 41,100, an increase of 56%. The projected 2025 PM
peak hour trip number for Syracuse City is 34,300, a 30% increase on today’s value.

Another important consideration is the amount of excess capacity remaining in 2025. The projects
recommended in the TMP are designed to serve demand through the year 2040. This provides the City
the most efficient and cost effective way to meet the demands in the future. The other side to this long
term planning is that some of the roads may be under capacity in 2025. It would be unreasonable to force
development between now and 2025 to bear the entire burden of the cost of projects which will serve
the demand of development up through 2040. Therefore the remaining capacity in 2040 must be
considered in the impact fee calculation. This is the cost proportion attributable to growth in the next 10
years. Itisthe City’s responsibility to ensure that future development pays impact fees to cover the buy-
in cost of projects built in the next 10 years that will last through 2040. Table 11 shows the future capacity
calculations for each of the eligible projects. UDOT funded projects, although shown in the table, are not
eligible for impact fees so their values are shown as NA.

The last consideration discussed is the percent pass through traffic. Pass through traffic includes vehicles
trips on the street network which do not begin or end that vehicle trip within Syracuse. Although these
vehicles impact the roadway network, they are removed from the impact fee calculation since the
developments within the city did not generate the vehicle trip. Table 11 includes the percentage of the
2025 volume that is considered pass through traffic.
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Table 11: Future Capacity Calculations

2025 2025 % Pass Through
Capacity Volume | Capacity | Capacity % Traffic

Project Location

SR-193 Extension: 2000 West to

1 4000 West NA NA NA NA NA

’ g:f)l()g\;Vest Extension: 700 South to 5,000 1,600 3,400 68% 6%

4 450 South: 1550 West to 2000 West 11,500 3,300 8,200 71% 5%

5 \ll\fgchouth: Extension to 3000 5,000 2200 2,800 56% 11%
Bluff Street Re-Route due to West

6 Davis Corridor (New Portion) NA NA NA NA NA
500 West (3700 West Layton)

12 Extension to 1700 South (Syracuse 11,500 5,600 5,900 51% 6%
Portion)

14 1000 West: SR'-193 to Bluff Street 11,500 9,100 2 400 219% 24%
(Syracuse Portion)

15 2000 West: SR-193 to 1700 South NA NA NA NA NA

16 gg(j?hWest: 1700 South to 2700 11,500 9,400 2,100 18% 18%

19 1700 South: 3000 West to 2000 NA NA NA NA NA
West
Bluff Street & Gentile Street: 1000

20 West to 500 West (3700 West 11,500 2,600 8,900 77% 27%
Layton)

21 Ecc:lljj:hdabout: 3000 West & 700 NA NA NA NA NA

Proposed Means to Meet Demands of New Development (11-36a-302.2)

All possible revenue sources have been considered as a means of financing transportation capital
improvements needed as a result of new growth. This section discusses the potential revenue sources
that could be used to fund transportation needs as a result of new development.

Transportation routes often span multiple jurisdictions and provide regional significance to the
transportation network. As a result, other government jurisdictions or agencies often help pay for such
regional benefits. Those jurisdictions and agencies could include the Federal Government, the State
Government or UDOT, or WFRC. The City will need to continue to partner and work with these other
jurisdictions to ensure the adequate funds are available for the specific improvements necessary to
maintain an acceptable LOS. The City will also need to partner with adjacent communities to ensure
corridor continuity across jurisdictional boundaries (i.e., arterials connect with arterials; collectors
connect with collectors, etc.).
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Funding sources for transportation are essential if Syracuse City recommended improvements are to be
built. The following paragraphs further describe the various transportation funding sources available to
the City.

Federal Funding

Federal monies are available to cities and counties through the federal-aid program. UDOT administers
the funds. In order to be eligible, a project must be listed on the five-year Statewide Transportation
Improvement Program (STIP).

The Surface Transportation Program (STP) funds projects for any roadway with a functional classification
of a collector street or higher as established on the Functional Classification Map. STP funds can be used
for both rehabilitation and new construction. The Joint Highway Committee programs a portion of the
STP funds for projects around the state in urban areas. Another portion of the STP funds can be used for
projects in any area of the state at the discretion of the State Transportation Commission. Transportation
Enhancement funds are allocated based on a competitive application process. The Transportation
Enhancement Committee reviews the applications and then a portion of the application is passed to the
State Transportation Commission. Transportation enhancements include 12 categories ranging from
historic preservation, bicycle and pedestrian facilities and water runoff mitigation. Other federal and state
trail funds are available from the Utah State Parks and Recreation Program.

WFRC accepts applications for federal funds through local and regional government jurisdictions. The
WFRC Technical Advisory and Regional Planning committees select projects for funding annually. The
selected projects form the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). In order to receive funding,
projects should include one or more of the following aspects:

*» Congestion Relief—spot improvement projects intended to improve Levels of Service and/or reduce
average delay along those corridors identified in the Regional Transportation Plan as high
congestion areas

*» Mode Choice — projects improving the diversity and/or usefulness of travel modes other than single
occupant vehicles

«» Air Quality Improvements — projects showing demonstrable air quality benefits

“» Safety —improvements to vehicular, pedestrian, and bicyclist safety

.0

.0

State/County Funding

The distribution of State Class B and C Program monies is established by State Legislation and is
administered by the State Department of Transportation. Revenues for the program are derived from
State fuel taxes, registration fees, driver license fees, inspection fees, and transportation permits.
Seventy-five percent of these funds are kept by UDOT for their construction and maintenance programs.
The rest is made available to counties and cities. As many of the roads in Syracuse fall under UDOT
jurisdiction, it is in the interests of the City that staff is aware of the procedures used by UDOT to allocate
those funds and to be active in requesting the funds be made available for UDOT owned roadways in the
City.

Class B and C funds are allocated to each city and county by a formula based on population, centerline
miles, and land area. Class B funds are given to counties, and Class C funds are given to cities and towns.
Class B and C funds can be used for maintenance and construction projects; however, thirty percent of
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those funds must be used for construction or maintenance projects that exceed $40,000. The remainder
of these funds can be used for matching federal funds or to pay the principal, interest, premiums, and
reserves for issued bonds.

In 2005 the state senate passed a bill providing for the advance acquisition of right-of-way for highways
of regional significance. This bill would enable cities in the county to better plan for future transportation
needs by acquiring property to be used as future right-of-way before it is fully developed and becomes
extremely difficult to acquire. UDOT holds on account the revenue generated by the local corridor
preservation fund but the county is responsible to program and control monies. In order to qualify for
preservation funds, the City must comply with the Corridor Preservation Process found at the flowing link
www.udot.utah.gov/public/ucon and also provided in the appendix of this report. Currently, Syracuse
City uses Class C funding for their transportation projects.

City Funding

Some cities utilize general fund revenues for their transportation programs. Another option for
transportation funding is the creation of special improvement districts. These districts are organized for
the purpose of funding a single specific project that benefits an identifiable group of properties. Another
source of funding used by cities includes revenue bonding for projects intended to benefit the entire
community.

Private interests often provide resources for transportation improvements. Developers construct the
local streets within subdivisions and often dedicate right-of-way and participate in the construction of
collector/arterial streets adjacent to their developments. Developers can also be considered a possible
source of funds for projects through the use of impact fees. These fees are assessed as a result of the
impacts a particular development will have on the surrounding roadway system, such as the need for
traffic signals or street widening.

General fund revenues are typically reserved for operation and maintenance purposes as they relate to
transportation. However, general funds could be used if available to fund the expansion or introduction
of specific services. The City of Syracuse currently uses Class C funding for their transportation
improvements. Providing a line item in the City budgeted general funds to address roadway
improvements, which are not impact fee eligible is a recommended practice to fund transportation
projects should other funding options fall short of the needed amount.

General obligation bonds are debt paid for or backed by the City’s taxing power. In general, facilities paid
for through this revenue stream are in high demand amongst the community. Typically, general obligation
bonds are not used to fund facilities that are needed as a result of new growth because existing residents
would be paying for the impacts of new growth. As a result, general obligation bonds are not considered
a fair means of financing future facilities needed as a result of new growth.

Certain areas might require different needs or methods of funding other than traditional revenue sources.
A Special Assessment Area (SAA) can be created for infrastructure needs that benefit or encompass
specific areas of the City. Creation of the SAA may be initiated by the municipality by a resolution declaring
the public health, convenience, and necessity requiring the creation of a SAA. The boundaries and services
provided by the district must be specified and a public hearing held prior to creation of the SAA. Once the
SAA is created, funding can be obtained from tax levies, bonds, and fees when approved by the majority
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of the qualified electors of the SAA. These funding mechanisms allow the costs to be spread out over
time. Through the SAA, tax levies and bonding can apply to specific areas in the City needing to benefit
from the improvements.

Interfund Loans

Since infrastructure must generally built ahead of growth, it must sometimes be funded before expected
impact fees are collected. Bonds are the solution to this problem in some cases. In other cases, funds from
existing user rate revenue will be loaned to the impact fee fund to complete initial construction of the
project. As impact fees are received, they will be reimbursed. Consideration of these loans will be included
in the impact fee analysis and should be considered in subsequent accounting of impact fee expenditures.

Developer Dedications and Exactions

Developer dedications and exactions can both be credited against the developer’s impact fee analysis. If
the value of the developer dedications and/or extractions are less than the developer’s impact fee liability,
the developer will owe the balance of the liability to the city. If the dedications and/or extractions of the
developer are greater than the impact fee liability, the city must reimburse the developer the difference.

Developer Impact Fees

Impact fees are a way for a community to obtain funds to assist in the construction of infrastructure
improvements resulting from and needed to serve new growth. The premise behind impact fees is that if
no new development occurred, the existing infrastructure would be adequate. Therefore, new
developments should pay for the portion of required improvements that result from new growth. Impact
fees are assessed for many types of infrastructures and facilities that are provided by a community, such
as roadway facilities. According to state law, impact fees can only be used to fund growth related system
improvements.

Necessity of Improvements to Maintain Level of Service

According to State statue, impact fees must only be used to fund projects that will serve needs caused by
future development. They are not to be used to address present deficiencies. Only projects that address
future needs are included in this IFFP. This ensures a fair fee since developers will not be expected to
address present deficiencies.

Impact Fee Certification (11-36a-306)

According to state law, this report has been prepared in accordance with Utah Code Title 11 Chapter 36
titled “Impact Fees Act”. This report relies upon the planning, engineering, land use and other source data
provided by the City and their designees and all results and projections are founded upon this information.

In accordance with Utah Code Annotate, 11-36a-306(1), Horrocks Engineers, certifies that this impact fee
facilities plan:

1. Includes only the cost of public facilities that are:
a. Allowed under the Impact Fees Act; and
b. Actually incurred; or
c. Are projected to be incurred or encumbered within six years of the day on which each
impact fee is paid;
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2. Does not include:

a. Costs of operation and maintenance of public facilities

b. Cost of qualifying public facilities that will raise the level of service for the facilities,
through impact fees, above the level of service supported by existing residents;

c. An expense for overhead, unless the expense is calculated pursuant to a methodology
that is consistent with generally accepted cost accounting practices and the
methodological standards set forth by the federal Office of Management and Budget for
federal grant reimbursement; and

3. Complies in each and every relevant respect with the Impact Fees Act.

This certification is made with the following limitations:

1. All of the recommendations for implementing this IFFP of IFA are followed in their entirety by the
City.

2. If any portion of the IFFP is modified or amended in any way, this certification is no longer valid.

3. All information presented and used in the creation of this IFFP is assumed to be complete and
correct, including any information received from the City or other outside sources.
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SCANNED R 0316

JAN 05 2005 RESOLUTION 03-10

RESOLUTION TO ENTER INTO AN INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT BETWEEN
LAYTON CITY AND SYRACUSE CITY FOR THE COOPERATIVE
DEVELOPMENT OF STREETS TO PROPERTIES ADJACENT TO THE
COMMON BOUNDARY OF THE TWO CITIES

WHEREAS, the City of Layton and the City of Syracuse have developments near their common
boundaries which necessitates a cooperative effort in developing the streets in that area; and
WHEREAS, both cities desire to cooperate together to provide streets to benefit both cities; and

WHEREAS, this interlocal agreement will be mutually beneficial.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF LAYTON, UTAH:

Section I The Agreement which is attached hercto and made a part hereof by this reference, is approved in
its entirety.

Section 1I: This resolution will become effective immediately upon the adoption of the Agreement by each
of the governing bodies of the municipalities.

Section I1l: The Mayor is hereby authorized to execute this Interlocal Agreement

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of Layton, Utah this 20th day of Februoary, 2003.

RY STEVENSON, Mayor
ATTEST:

EVEN M. ASHBY, City Rec



R 03-10-
SCANNED

05 INTERLOCAL COOPERATION
JAN 05 2005 AGREEMENT

s
This agreement is entered into this o 7% day of %ﬂ/“?’ ., 200,2{ by and

between Layton City, a Utah municipal corporation, hereinafter referredo as “Layton® and
Syracuse City, 2 Utah municipal corporation, hereinafter referred to as “Syracuse™.

WHEREAS, Layton and Syracuse share common boundaries; and

WHEREAS, It is mutually beneficial to Layton and Syracuse to have a cooperative effort
in developing a street system that is properly connected to accommodate the flow of vehicular
and pedestrian traffic; and

WHEREAS, Layton and Syracuse are desirous of cooperating in funding the construction
and long term maintenance of street facilities that are near the common boundary of the two
cities; and

WHEREAS, The long-range street programming for both cities requires the development
of arterial streets that will require the construction of those streets to be primarily within the
boundaries of Layton City; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to the authority and provisions of the Interlocal Cooperation Act,
Title 11, Chapter 13 of the Utah Code Annotated, Layton City and Syracuse City are willing to
cooperate in planning for, and constructing a sireet system, and equitably provide for the
maintenance and oversight of the improvements within the streets right-of-way.

NOW, THEREFORE, in an effort to provide an efficient, economical, and coordinated
street system for both Layton and Syracuse; to enjoy the mutual benefit of a coordinated street
system, and for other good and valuable consideration, the parties agree as follows:

1. Street Plan. The map noted as “Exhibit A” shall represent the agreed upon mutual
major street system for Layton and Syracuse. The map is attached to, and is made a part
of this agreement. :

2. Layton City Undertakings. Layton will be responsible to extend West Hillfield
Road to the common boundary of the two cities. The right-of-way width shall be 84
feet with the street being construcied to the Layton City standards for that width of
street. Said extension will be done at the full expense of Layton. Layton will make
appropriate efforts as agreed upon by the city engineers of both cities to capture
storm water generated in Layton prior to that water entering into Syracuse. Layion
will be fully responsible for the maintenance of West Hillfield Road to the Syracuse
boundary. :

3. Syracuse City Undertakings. Syracuse will be responsible to extend Bluff Road
from its present ferminus at Gentile Street, southeasterly along the projected right-of-
way of Legacy Parkway to a future intersection with 3700/500 West. (on the Layton
and Syracuse grids respectively). Said extension will be at the full expense of
Syracuse and shall be at an 84 foot width and built to Layton City standards for that
width of street. Syracuse will be fully responsible for the maintenance of this portion
of the Bluff Road extended. The width of this roadway may be modified if the street



1s incorporated as a frontage road commensurate with Legacy Parkway as agreed
upon by the Layton, Syracuse, and Utah Department of Transportation engineers.

Joint Undertakings. Layton and Syracuse will equally participate in the extension
of 3700/500 West from the existing terminus at approximately 750 North (on the
Layton grid) southerly to its intersection with the Bluff Road extended. The
alignment will be moved to the east to a corridor that is currently free of any
structures. This necessitates placing the entire street within Layton, However,
Syracuse agrees to participate on an equal basis in the construction and maintenance
of that facility. Layton will preserve the appropriate right-of-way and may require
new development adjacent to the street to pay a proportionate share of the street
costs. Either Layton or Syracuse may use this right-of-way to place utilities such as
culinary water, sanitary sewer, storm drainage, secondary water, ete. at each city’s
own expense unless joint use of the facilities is deemed to be adventageous to both
cities by the city engineers. If this roadway is incorporated as a frontage road for the
Legacy Parkway, the Utah Department of Transportation may also place utilities as
necessary.

Layton and Syracuse will equally participate in the extension of 500 West
(Clearfield/Syracuse grid) from its terminus at the south line of Melanie Acres
Subdivision. Sixty-six feet of an 84 foot right-of-way will be developed within
Layton City and Syracuse will require the additional eighteen (18) feet of right-of-
way on the west side of the common city boundary. Layton and Syracuse may
require adjacent land developers to construct a proportionate share of the street.
Layton and Syracuse will participate equally in the maintenance of this section of

MLlwie AFL Ll A LILFLY
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street. Syracuse will be solely responsible for any costs associated with the widening

of the street in the area already constructed at a 66 foot width, to the north of the
south boundary of Melanie Acres Subdivision.

Layton and Syracuse will equally participate in the extension of Bluff Road
southeasterly from the future intersection of Bluff Road and 3700 West, along the
projected Legacy Parkway alignment, to 2700 West (on the Layton grid). Layton and
Syracuse will equally participate in the maintenance of this section of roadway. Said
extension shall be 84 feet in width, built to Layton City standards except that this
standard may be modified if the street is incorporated as a frontage road
commensurate with Legacy Parkkway. Any deviation from the 84 foot width shall be
agreed upon by the Layton, Syracuse, and Utah Department of Transportation
engineers. Layton may place wtilities within the right-of-way at Layton’s expense.
The Utah Department of Transportation may place utilities in the right-of-way if it is
incorporated into Legacy Parloway as a frontage road.

All streets noted in this section shall be permanent right-of-ways and no part of these
streets shall be abandoned or vacated by one city without the written permission of
the other city. , _ _

All of the streets noted shall be classified as arterial streets and neither city shall
allow single family lots to front directly on the streets of have any driveway access.

Administration of Agreement. The administration of this Agreement shall be by
the Cities’ respective City Managers.

Acquisition of Property. If any property is acquired through the performance of this
Agreement, it shall be done by the individual City as needed to fuifill its obligations
under this Agreement. No property shall be acquired in joint title by the Cities.



7. Amendment of General Plan. Each City agrees to amend its Master Street Plan,
Transportation Element of its General Plan, or similar planning mechanism, to reflect
the provisions of this Agreement.

8. Termination. The Cities agree that this Agreement will not be terminated until each
entities’ respective obligations are completed. The only exceptions will be for force
majuere or a non-appropriation situation. If such a situation arises, the City needing
to terminate the Agreement will immediately notify the other City.

9. Breach. If either City fails or refuses to perform hereunder, the non-breaching party
shall demand performance to resume and be completed. If a good faith resumption of
performance does not occur within 30 days from the demand for performance, the
breaching entity shall pay damages in an amount equal to the amount necessary to
complete the breaching City’s performance under this Agreement. Said amount shall
be determined through the statufory bidding process.

10. Term of Agreement. The term of this agreement shall be fifty (50) years from the
date of execution. This agreement may be extended as jointly agreed upon by the
City Councils of Layton and Syracuse.

11. Amendments. This agreement may be amended upon mutual agreement of the
Cities, in writing. The purpose and reasons for any amendments should be set forth
in the amended agreement.
Executed as of the day and date above.
LAYTON CITY SYRACU

‘%&__:;'

Mayor

ATTEST:

ot

APPROVED:

L

City Attorngy
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SYRACUSE CITY

TRAIL SYSTEM
MASTER PLAN

Appendix 1

Adopted by the Syracuse City Council
March 14, 2012
Ordinance No. 12-04
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Introduction

The Syracuse City Trail System Master Plan stems from
the community’s desire to enjoy enhanced outdoor
recreation opportunities. Like many communities
throughout the U.S., Syracuse City is experiencing a
resurgence in bicycling and walking.

The bicycle is a low-cost, quiet, non-polluting, energy
efficient, versatile, healthy and fun means of
transportation. Bicycles also offer a low-cost mobility
option, especially to the young. Walking is the oldest
and most basic form of human transportation. Itis
clean, requires little infrastructure, and is integral to the

health of individuals and communities. People who walk

know their neighbors and their neighborhood.

The Trail System Master Plan is a long-term guide to

future planning, design and implementation of a citywide
system of trails to be utilized for commuter travel, health

and fitness, and recreational purposes throughout
Syracuse. A key element to the plan is interconnecting
various neighborhoods within Syracuse as well as
regional trail systems being developed by other entities.
City parks, neighborhood schools, and future
development provide great opportunities for
interconnecting pathways.

Community Overview

Syracuse City is a trail-friendly community, due to its
natural characteristics. These characteristics include:

a moderate climate, relatively flat terrain, low traffic
volumes, as well as attracting those who are interested
in a healthy lifestyle, a clean environment, and livable
and safe neighborhoods. Its beauty and gateway to
Antelope Island and the Great Salt Lake Shorelands has
long attracted regional bicyclists and worldwide tourists.

Vision

To maintain the “Syracuse City Trail System Master Plan”

which will enhance the quality of life by: developing a
sense of place, increase outdoor recreation
opportunities, preserve open space, enhance the beauty
of our community, promote healthy lifestyles, and foster
economic development.

41

Goals

Expand the trail facilities which are conveniently located,
safe, and designed to be adaptable to changes in the
population, and provide beauty and functional efficiency
to complement both the City’s natural environment and
the needs of its schools and citizens,

Maintain the continuity of the trail master plan network
so that it may remain cohesive with the current and
future transportation network.

Identify resources to support the improvement,
maintenance and operation of existing trails, and the
planning, acquisition and development of future trails.

Definitions

Bike Lane:
A designated lane independently delineated for bicycle
travel on a public street.

Development:

Improvement of land in any zone for any purpose by
adding, modifying, or enhancing structures and/or
supporting infrastructure.

Equestrian Trail:
An independent trail which has a non-paved surface,



such as a natural, native, or loose granular material for
use of horse riding.

Shared Lane:

A designated travel lane inside a public right-of-way that
is open to both bicycle travel and vehicular use. This
type of lane is typically utilized on existing streets where
street widths are already established and prohibit the
use of bike lanes. These lanes are marked with a
standard pavement marking designated by Manual of
Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD).

Shared Use Trail:

An improved path located inside a public right-of-way
that is physically independent from motorized vehicular
traffic by an open space or barrier and is utilized by
cyclists, joggers, pedestrians, scooters, skaters, strollers,
wheelchairs (motorized and non-motorized), and other
devices compatible with pedestrian travel.

Trail Access Point:

A designated point of access to the trail system, which
provides adequate off-street vehicular parking at
desirable locations, that are spread throughout the trail
network.

Trail:

A path defined on the map attached to the master plan
which could be a bike lane, equestrian trail, and/or
shared use trail.

Policies

1. Work with new development to incorporate trails
where recommended on the attached map,
utilizing incentives that may be established by

ordinance.

2. Work closely with local organizations to facilitate
the creation, maintenance, and joint use of trails,
access points, amenities and connections.

3. Emphasize safety as an essential component of
the trail system utilizing current local, State, and
federally accepted design standards, as well as
incorporating safety measures such as: adequate
lighting, trail signs and markings, ongoing
maintenance, citizen patrols and similar other
measures to ensure the safety of trail users.

4, Develop a connected trail system that will link city
neighborhoods, parks, and trails
developed/planned by adjacent entities.

5.  Coordinate with adjacent communities, local
county, regional agencies, and State agencies as
necessary when portions of the Trail System
Master Plan is improved, expanded, or modified.

6. Encourage the city to develop an Adopt-a-Trails
program that governmental, volunteer and private
organizations can participate in to facilitate the
maintenance of current and future trails.

7. Encourage trail system enhancements such as
benches, historic/cultural markers, gateways,
exercise stations, picnic areas, rest areas,
restrooms and/or landscaping as appropriate to
make the trails more interesting, functional, and
enjoyable.

8. Designate trail access points with off-street



parking facilities to provide easy access to the trail
network for all citizens regardless of physical
ability.

9. Encourage the city to provide consistent trail
system management signage for the benefit and
safety of all users.

10. Update the trails system plan as necessary to
assure that current issues are addressed and to
coordinate the plan with the efforts of other
governmental agencies.

Infrastructure

This plan uses four types of classifications for trails.
These are identified as follows:

Class I - Shared Use Trail

Class IIT - Shared Lane
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Implementation

In order to implement the trails as established in the
“Syracuse City Trail System Master Plan,” the city should
follow the trails planning process for each trail segment:

1.  Analyze the ownership of the various trail
segments identified on the Plan

e  Prioritize the right-of-way acquisition needs
based on the potential for development to
occur, land costs and potential usage

o Formulate a set of design guidelines for each
trail type

e Estimate acquisition and construction costs



Identify funding sources

Develop a trail Signing Program that includes:
Trail Logo Sign(s)
Bike Route and Bike Lane signs
Trail “Links” through subdivisions and where
appropriate

Provide trail system management signing where
necessary advising users about:

Overtaking protocol (proper passing)

Slower traffic staying to the right

Leash requirements and dog etiquette

Any applicable enforcement codes

Develop a trail section which considers:
Paved section — 10 feet wide
Separate unpaved surface on one or both sides
of the pathway for runners and walkers, and
equestrian users
Centerline striping when volumes are high
Security lighting where necessary

Publicize pathways in order to encourage
community use by:
Posting the route on the City’s web site
Conducting a pathway logo contest
Naming pathways for donors that contribute
significant land, materials, etc. that add to the
development of the pathway system

Incorporate bike lanes on existing streets
following the intended routes shown on the map

(or considering alternate routes, if necessary in
order to create continuity in the overall trail
system). Bike lane installations should be
considered in situations where:
Interconnecting existing bike lanes are beneficial
Street resurfacing projects are performed
Improvements for public safety are beneficial

As non- motorized trails are expanded,

consideration will be given to interconnect points
of interest, such as:

Emigrant Trail

Scenic vistas

Antelope Island

Equestrian trails

Unique landforms

Unique wildlife habitats

Town Center

Great Salt Lake

The Nature Conservancy’s, Great Salt Lake
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Shorelands Preserve
Schools

Parks

Historic Markers

8. As opportunities to expand the trail system arise,
consideration should be given to connecting new
trails to existing trails as well as city amenities
and the trail system.

Specific Map Notes

1) The Syracuse Emigrant Trail connects with
several parks within the City, and continues north
into West Point City.

2) The Great Salt Lake Shoreline Trail and
Trail Access points are integral to the city’s trail
system, providing connectivity between the Bird
Refuge and Antelope Island Causeway.
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Traffic Impact Study Requirements

When a Traffic Impact Study is required the study must be prepared according to the appropriate TIS
level as shown below. The traffic study shall, at a minimum, incorporate Syracuse City principles and
standards and national practices. Additional requirements and investigation may be imposed upon the
applicant as necessary.

Traffic Study level |
Project ADT < 100 trips

No proposed modifications to traffic signals or roadway elements or geometry.
1. Study Area.

The study area, depending on the size and intensity of the development and surrounding development,
may be identified by parcel boundary, area of immediate influence or reasonable travel time boundary.

The study area may be limited to or include property frontage and include neighboring and adjacent
parcels. Identify site, cross, and next adjacent up and down stream access points within access category
distance of property boundaries.

2. Design year.
Opening day of project

3. Analysis Conditions and Period
Identify site traffic volumes and characteristics.
Identify adjacent street(s) traffic volume and characteristics.

4. |dentify right-of-way, geometric boundaries and physical conflicts.
Investigate existence of federal or state, no access or limited access control line.

5. Generate access point capacity analysis as necessary.

Analyze site and adjacent road traffic for the following time periods: weekday A.M. and P.M. peak hours
including Saturday peak hours if required by the City Engineer. Identify special event peak hour as
necessary (per roadway peak and site peak).

6. Design and Mitigation.
Identify operational concerns and mitigation measures to ensure safe and efficient operation pursuant
to appropriate state highway access category.



Traffic Study Level I
Project ADT 100 to 500 trips

1. Study Area.

The study area, depending on the size and intensity of the development and surrounding development,
may be identified by parcel boundary, area of immediate influence or reasonable travel time boundary.
Intersection of site access drives with state highways and any signalized and unsignalized intersection
within access category distance of property line. Include any identified queuing distance at site and
study intersections

2. Design Year

Opening day of project

3. Analysis Period

Identify site and adjacent road traffic for weekday A.M. and P.M. peak hours (Saturdays if required by
the City Engineer).

4. Data Collection

Identify site and adjacent street roadway and intersection geometries.
Identify adjacent street(s) traffic volume and characteristics.

5. Conflict / Capacity Analysis

Diagram flow of traffic at access point(s) for site and adjacent development.
Perform capacity analysis as determined by the City Engineer.

6. Right-of-Way Access

Identify right-of-way, geometric boundaries and physical conflicts.
Investigate existence of federal or state, no access or limited access control line.

7. Design and Mitigation
Determine and document safe and efficient operational design needs based on site and study area data.

Identify operational concerns and mitigation measures to ensure safe and efficient operation pursuant
to appropriate state highway access category.



Project ADT 500 to 3,000 trips or peak hour < 500 trips.

1. Study Area

The study area, depending on the size and intensity of the development and surrounding development,
may be identified by parcel boundary, area of immediate influence or reasonable travel time boundary.
An acceptable traffic study boundary is 1/4-1/2 mile on each side of the project site per the City
Engineer.

Intersection of site access drives with state highways and any signalized and unsignalized intersection
within access category distance of property line. Include any identified queuing distance at site and
study intersections.

2. Design Year

Opening day of project and five year after project completion.
Document and include all phases of development (includes out pad parcels).

3. Analysis Period

Analyze site and adjacent road traffic for weekday A.M. and P.M. peak hours including Saturday peak
hours if identified as a high Saturday use.. Identify special event peak hour as necessary (adjacent
roadway peak and site peak).

4. Data Collection

a. Daily and Turning Movement counts.

b. Identify site and adjacent street roadway and intersection geometries.

c. Traffic control devices including traffic signals and regulatory signs.

d. Traffic accident data

5. Trip Generation

Use equations or rates available in latest edition of ITE Trip Generation. Where developed equations are
unavailable for intended land use, perform trip rate study and estimation following ITE procedures or
develop justified trip rate agreed to by the Department.

6. Trip Distribution and Assignment

Document distribution and assignment of existing, site, background, and future traffic volumes on
surrounding network of study area.

7. Conflict / Capacity Analysis

Diagram flow of traffic at access point(s) for site and adjacent development.
Perform capacity analysis for daily and peak hour volumes



8. Traffic Signal Impacts

For modified and proposed traffic signals:
a. Traffic Signal Warrants as identified.

b. Traffic Signal drawings as identified.

¢. Queuing Analysis

9. Design and Mitigation.

Determine and document safe and efficient operational design needs based on site and study area data.
Identify operational concerns and mitigation measures to ensure safe and efficient operation pursuant
to appropriate state highway access category.

Traffic Study Level Il

Project ADT 3,000 t010,000 trips or peak hour traffic 500 to 1,200 trips.

1. Study Area

The study area, depending on the size and intensity of the development and surrounding development,
may be identified by parcel boundary, area of immediate influence or reasonable travel time boundary.

An acceptable traffic study boundary should be based on travel time or by market area influence.
Intersection of site access drives with state highways and any intersection within 1/2 mile of property
line on each side of project site.

2. Design Year

Opening day of project, five years and twenty years after opening.
Document and include all phases of development (includes out pad parcels).

3. Analysis period

For each design year analyze site and adjacent road traffic for weekday A.M. and P.M. peak hours
including Saturday peak hours if identified as needed per the City Engineer. Identify special event peak
hour as necessary (adjacent roadway peak and site peak).

4. Data Collection

a. Daily and Turning movement counts.

b. Identify site and adjacent street roadway and intersection geometries.
c. Traffic control devices including traffic signals and regulatory signs.

d. Automatic continuous traffic counts for at least 48 hours.

e. Traffic accident data.



5. Trip Generation

Use equations or rates available in latest edition of ITE Trip Generation. Where developed equations are
unavailable for intended land use, perform trip rate study and estimation following ITE procedures or
develop justified trip rate agreed to by the Department.

6. Trip Distributions and Assignment

Document distribution and assignment of existing, site, background, and future traffic volumes on
surrounding network of study area.

7. Capacity Analysis

a. Level of Service (LOS) for all intersections.
b. LOS for existing conditions, design year without project, design year with project.

8. Traffic Signal Impacts. For proposed Traffic Signals:
a. Traffic Signal Warrants as identified.
b. Traffic Signal drawings as identified.
c. Queuing Analysis.
d. Traffic Systems Analysis. Includes acceleration, deceleration and weaving.
e. Traffic Coordination Analysis
10. Accident and Traffic Safety Analysis
Existing vs. as proposed development.
11. Design and Mitigation
Determine and document safe and efficient operational design needs based on site and study area data.
Identify operational concerns and mitigation measures to ensure safe and efficient operation pursuant
to appropriate state highway access category.
Traffic Study Level IV
Project ADT greater than 10,000 trips or peak hour traffic > 1,200 vehicles per hour.

1. Study Area

The study area, depending on the size and intensity of the development, will include the surrounding
roadways % mile from the parcel boundary or reasonable travel time boundary.

2. Design Year

Opening day of project, five years and twenty years after opening.
Document and include all phases of development (includes out pad parcels).



3. Analysis period

For each design year analyze site and adjacent road traffic for weekday A.M. and P.M. peak hours
including Saturday peak hours as needed per the City Engineer. Identify special event peak hour as
necessary (adjacent roadway peak and site peak).

4. Data Collection

a. Daily and Turning movement counts.

b. Identify site and adjacent street roadway and intersection geometries.

c. Traffic control devices including traffic signals and regulatory signs.

d. Automatic continuous traffic counts for at least 24 hours or obtain ADT from local or state agencies
e. Traffic accident data.

5. Trip Generation

Use equations or rates available in latest edition of ITE Trip Generation. Where developed equations are
unavailable for intended land use, perform trip rate study and estimation following ITE procedures or
develop justified trip rate agreed to by the Department.

6. Trip Distributions and Assignment

Document distribution and assignment of existing, site, background, and future traffic volumes on
surrounding network of study area.

7. Capacity Analysis

a. Level of Service (LOS) for all intersections.
b. LOS for existing conditions, design year without project, design year with project.

8. Trdffic Signal Impacts. For proposed traffic signals:

a. Traffic Signal Warrants as identified.

b. Traffic Signal drawings as identified.

c. Queuing Analysis.

d. Traffic Systems Analysis. Includes acceleration, deceleration and weaving.
e. Traffic Coordination Analysis.

9. Accident and Traffic Safety Analysis. Existing vs. as proposed develop
10. Design and Mitigation
Determine and document safe and efficient operational design needs based on site and study area data.

Identify operational concerns and mitigation measures to ensure safe and efficient operation pursuant
to appropriate state highway access category.



APPENDIX E — UDOT CORRIDOR

78



The Utah Department of Transportation
Corridor Preservation Process

The Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 formally introduced the
concept of corridor preservation, requiring states to consider “preservation of rights of
way for construction of future transportation projects...and identify those corridors for
which action is most needed to prevent destruction or loss.”

While strongly promoted at the federal level, it has been left to the individual states to
develop techniques and programs for corridor preservation. The Utah Department of
Transportation (UDOT) has developed a program that enables the state and local
municipalities to preserve future transportation corridors by acquiring rights of way that
meet certain eligibility requirements.

If you are interested in selling your property to the state for corridor preservation
purposes, you must meet the following requirements to be eligible:

Bare Ground and/or Imminent Development

¢ Your land must be vacant (without constructed improvements), and soon to be
developed.

e Your land is in a corridor that UDOT or the local municipality has identified for
preservation.

Hardship
Health and Safety Considerations:

¢ Advanced age — needs care or assistance from others.

¢ Ambulatory defects or diseases — where present facilities are inadequate or
cannot be maintained by the owner.

¢ Maijor disabilities or equivalent disabilities.
Doctor’s recommendation to change climate or physical environments.

¢ Non-decent, safe, and sanitary housing such as overcrowded living conditions if
the occupancy level did not exceed decent, safe, and sanitary standards at the
time the owner originally bought the property.

Financial Considerations:

¢ Probate or other litigation.
Loss of employment.
Retirement causing financial inability to maintain current residence, or purchase
of retirement home.
e Pending mortgage foreclosure.
Job transfer that creates a need to move.



Financial Distress involving personal or business circumstances.
Substantial Burden such as maintenance, taxes, and/or rehabilitation costs.
Monetary Loss — Income or vacant properties. Eligible when the proposed project
is the immediate cause of a monetary loss. The owner must demonstrate that the
project creates an adverse impact upon business profitability or upon property.
Non-transportation issues to be considered are:
o Inability to obtain financing
o Inherent risk of ownership associated with this type of property.
o Other outside factors affecting the profitability of the business operation or
property ownership.
o Local governmental regulations affecting development or rehabilitation,
such as requiring the owner to set aside right of way from development,
without the requirement for dedication.

Application Process

If you believe you may qualify for advanced acquisition, you must apply for a Hardship
Acquisition. Please follow the steps below in order to be considered for advanced
acquisition using the Corridor Preservation Funds:

1.

Compiletely fill out the Hardship Acquisition Questionnaire and attach all
necessary documentation.

If needed, a letter may accompany the Questionnaire if further information is
needed to describe your hardship.

The letter or questionnaire must include the property owner’s name, address of
the property and a telephone number.

In the documentation, please state the reason you believe you qualify for
advanced acquisition, the estimated market value of the property and what steps,
if any, you have taken to sell the property on the open market.

Please submit the information packet to:

Utah Dept of Transportation
P. O. Box 148420-8420
Salt Lake City, UT 84114
Attn: Dian McGuire

Re: Corridor Preservation Fund

Upon receipt of your letter, you will be contacted by a UDOT representative that
will explain the process to you.

An appraisal will be ordered by UDOT at no cost to you. The appraiser will be a
qualified appraiser and will contact you directly. You have the right to accompany
the appraiser during their site visit. This could take approximately 30 days.



8. Areview appraiser will be hired to go over the appraisal report. The reviewer will
review the report and validate the integrity of the report and help determine
market value. This process may take 7 to 10 days.

9. Once UDOT has received the reports from both appraisers, your completed
application packet will be evaluated at the next monthly Advisory Council
meeting. The Advisory Council is a group of representatives from each of the
Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs), UDOT, and appointed members
from the Transportation Commission.

10. If the Advisory Council recommends approval, your application will then be
considered by the Transportation Commission for acquisition approval. The
Transportation Commission meets monthly and may review your application the
same month as the Advisory Council.

11. If the Transportation Commission approves your application, a UDOT
representative will contact you with an explanation of the acquisition process. In
the event of denial, you will receive a letter explaining your rights of appeal.

12. Please note that the advanced acquisition program using Corridor Preservation
Funds is a voluntary process. Should you and the Department of Transportation
be unable to reach an agreement on the terms of sale, the Department may
withdraw their offer without any further obligation.

If you have additional questions concerning this process, please contact Dian McGuire
at 801-633-6370 or dmcguire@utah.gov
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NeicHBORHOOD 1 rRAFFIC CALMING

Procram

"Traffic Calming is the combination of mainly physical measures that reduce the negative effects of
motor vehicles, alter driver behavior and improve conditions for non-motorized street users".

-Adopted by ITE International, 1997
BACKGROUND

Syracuse City Staff has been approached often by City residence with the concerns of speeding in
residential neighborhoods, and request that the City construct “speed humps” or other types of traffic
calming devices in residential neighborhoods. Until now there has not been a set of guidelines or
criteria in which these requests can be accurately evaluated or even warrant a traffic calming devices.

This document was developed with input from various City departments and several Governing bodies.
These include: Police, Fire, Public Works, City Engineer, and Community Development Departments; the
City Council and Planning Commission. While opinions vary regarding how traffic calming should best be
applied this document represents the City’s attempt to produce a fair policy for all of the residents of
Syracuse City.

For the development of this document, the traffic calming policies from the following City’s and
Organizations were reviewed to determine what accepted practices were being used, and try to use
some of those accepted and tested practices that would apply to our community.

* City of Auburn, WA * City of Littleton, CO ¢ City of San Mateo, CA

City of Bellevue, WA
City of Boulder, CO

City of Concord, CA

City of Grand Rapids, M|
City of Greeley, CO

City of Eden, NC

City of Federal Way, WA
City of Franklin, TN

City of Hilliard, OH

City of Huntsville, AL
City of Issaquah, WA
City of Jackson, MS

City of Kirkland, WA

City of Lake Forest Park, WA

City of Lee’s Summit, MO

» City of Livermore, CA

* City of Loveland, CO

* City of Madison, WI

« City of Mankato, MN

* City of Melbourne, FL

* City of Mercer Island, WA
» City of Missoula, MT

» City of Monterey, CA
 City of Murray, UT

» City of Newport, VA

» City of Oak Ridge, TN

» City of Park City, UT

* City of Redmond, WA

* City of Salt Lake City, UT
* City of San Leandro, CA

City of Sebastopol, CA

City of St. George, UT

City of Stockton, CA

City of Weatherford, TX

City of Wilmington, NC

City of Westfield, IN

City of Woodland, CA
County of Arlington, VA
Safe Routes to School Program
(SRTS)

Town of Los Gatos, CA
Town of Lewisville, NC
Town of Yarmouth, ME
Traffic Calming “State of the

Practice”




GENERAL PURPOSE

Syracuse City is dedicated “to provide quality, affordable services for its citizens, while promoting
community pride, fostering economic development and managing growth” (Syracuse City Moto). The
purpose of the Syracuse City Neighborhood Traffic Calming Program is to improve both the safety and
quality of life within residential neighborhoods with an attempt to reduce the negative impact of traffic
(volumes, speeds, and/or accidents).

The Neighborhood Traffic Calming Program is a process, rather than a fixed solution. Ongoing
communication and assessment are essential to the success of the effort and will help ensure that
neighborhood safety concerns are addressed in an effective and sustainable manner.

The purpose of this program is to promote safe and pleasant conditions for pedestrians, bicyclists and
motorists on residential streets by using a process in which residents work with City staff to address
traffic and safety problems. This can be achieved through the following means (the three “E’s”):

e Education: Increase awareness of residents in neighborhoods that there are traffic related
concerns such as excessive speed, non-local (cut-through) traffic, and accidents.

e Enforcement: Encourage compliance with speed limits on local streets through speed reducing
tactics provided by Syracuse City Police Department, which includes, but not limited to,
traditional enforcement, the Neighborhood Speed Watch Program, and the use of speed trailers
(S.M.A.R.T).

e Engineering: Evaluate the affected street for speeding, traffic volume, and accidents to
determine if traffic calming measures are warranted.

OBIJECTIVES

Syracuse City strives to ensure overall safety and enhance the quality of life for its residents. Traffic
conditions on residential streets certainly affect the residence “livability”. Traffic that is traveling at
improper speeds and an excessive amount of non-local traffic that is consistently using residential
streets can affect a neighborhood’s “livability”, including pedestrian and bicyclist activities.

Installing traffic calming devices on every street is not always the answer. Syracuse City Neighborhood
Traffic Calming program was designed to serve as a guide for city staff, elected officials, and residents
throughout the traffic calming study, planning, and implementation processes. The program is only a
guideline and, therefore, subject to change. Under this program, staff will work with residents to identify
traffic issues in their neighborhoods and seek appropriate solutions.

The goal of the program is to affect driver behavior in order to improve safety and the quality of life for
residents, pedestrians, bicyclists, and motorists. This is to be balanced with providing streets that do not
hinder quick response time for emergency service vehicles including fire trucks, police cars, and




ambulances and streets that are accessible by large vehicles, such as school buses and trucks used for
essential City services. Throughout the study process, Syracuse City Planning staff will work with
representatives of neighborhoods, the Syracuse City Police Department, the Syracuse City Fire
Department, and the Syracuse City Public Works Department to develop workable solutions to problems
identified.

Objectives are as follows:

Reduce motorist speed in residential neighborhoods;

Reduce number and severity of accidents;

Reduce neighborhood cut through traffic;

Increase the safety of children, pedestrians, bicyclists, and motorists;
Create and/or enhance attractive streetscapes;

Establish clear guidelines of the process and procedures to evaluate traffic
calming requests;

Partner with residents for the best overall program for the affected streets;
Implement self-enforcing rather than regulatory measures;

Maximize street life and pedestrian activity;

Prevent crime; and

Enhance urban redevelopment.

PROCEDURES

This process is to ensure that there is a fair and effective consideration at minimal taxpayer expense.
This program encourages a collaborative approach by residents, working with City Staff in all steps of the
Neighborhood Traffic Calming Program. Projects that are being considered for the Neighborhood Traffic
Calming Program must follow the procedure that is outlined below. A flowchart summarizing this
procedure is provided in Appendix A.

PHASE I

IMPLEMENTATION PROCESS

The traffic calming process begins once a Citizen submits a completed Citizen Action Request application
(CAR) into the City. The request must identify the perceived traffic problem and must include contact
information for a neighborhood representative and must include four (4) additional signatures of
residents within the affected area that share the same concerns as the applicant (only one signature per
household will be accepted). There will be a required application fee of $100 that must be submitted
with the CAR into the Syracuse City Office by the first Monday in November for the application to be
considered for the upcoming fiscal year. The Neighborhood Traffic Calming Program application is
provided in Appendix B.

Upon receipt of the Neighborhood Traffic Calming Program application, Syracuse City staff will evaluate
the project to determine the need for traffic calming measures. This evaluation will typically include a




site visit and the collection of data, such as traffic volumes and traffic speeds. After traffic data is
collected an Index score will be assigned to the street (Table A-1). If the street index is 80 points or
greater the process will continue within the Neighborhood Traffic Calming Program.

TABLE A-1
STREET INDEX
CRITERIA POINTS BASIS POINTS
SPEED 10 POINTS PER EVERY MPH OVER THE 85" PERCENTILE SPEED
POSTED SPEED LIMIT
VOLUME 1 POINT FOR EVERY 100 VEHICLES AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUME
CRASHES 3 POINTS FOR EVERY CRASH NUMBER OF REPORTED CRASHES IN LAST 3
YEARS
EMERGENCY RESPONSE O POINTS FOR YES, 3 POINTS FOR NO IS STREET DESIGNATED EMERGENCY RESPONSE
ROUTE ROUTE?
FATALITIES 15 POINTS FOR EVERY FATALITY NUMBER OF REPORTED FATALITIES IN LAST 3
YEARS
BIKE ROUTE 5 POINTS FOR YES, O POINTS FOR NO IS STREET DESIGNATED BIKE ROUTE?
PEDESTRIAN 5 POINTS FOR EACH IS THERE A PARK, SCHOOL, CHURCH, WITHIN
GENERATORS 500 FEET
SIDEWALKS 0 POINTS FOR YES, 5 POINT FOR NO IS THERE A SIDEWALK?
TRAFFIC CALMING -5 POINTS FOR YES, O POINTS FOR NO IS THERE EXISTING TRAFFIC CALMING?
STREET WIDTH 1 POINT FOR A STREET SEGMENT < 21’ | IS THE EXISTING STREET WIDTH GREATER THAN
WIDE, O POINTS FOR A STREET SEGMENT | 21’ FROM THE EDGE OF ASPHALT?
>21’ WIDE
1 POINT FOR 25 MPH POSTED LIMIT, O | THE POSTED SPEED LIMIT 25 MPH?
POSTED SPEED LIMIT
POINTS FOR OTHER
* TANGENT LENGTH OF 1 POINT FOR THE TANGENT LENGTH OF IS THE LENGTH OF THE STREET GREATER THAN
STREET THE STREET TO BE < 600’ 600’?
**LOCAL STREET 5 POINTS FOR LOCAL STREET, 1 POINTS | IS THE STREET A LOCAL STREET?
CLASSIFICATION FOR MINOR COLLECTOR
+++TOTAL

* For the street to be considered in the Neighborhood Traffic Calming Program the street tangent length shall not be less than 600 feet.
** Cul-de-sac streets and fire lanes are ineligible for the Neighborhood Traffic Calming Program.
*** 80 points or greater will be included in the Neighborhood Traffic Calming Program.

If City staff determines by the street index that the street segment does not have a traffic volume or a
traffic speed problem, then the project will be terminated. The project will be ineligible for the
Neighborhood Traffic Calming Program for a period of two (2) years unless City Staff determine that
changing conditions have resulted in a traffic volume or speeding problems.

If City staff determines that a street segment has a traffic volume or a traffic speed problem, but the
above street index requirements are not met, then staff will work with the Syracuse Police Department
and the neighborhood association/group to address the problem with Level | measures. However, the




street will not be considered for Level Il measures at this time. Also, the project will be ineligible for the
Neighborhood Traffic Calming Program for a period of two (2) years unless City Staff determine that
changing conditions during this time have resulted in a traffic volume or speeding problems.

If City staff determines that a street segment has a traffic volume or a traffic speed problem, and if the
above street index requirements are met, then the project will be included in the Neighborhood Traffic
Calming Program Level | process. City Staff will identify feasible and appropriate traffic calming solutions
to address the identified traffic problem. Examples of traffic calming techniques are provided in
Appendix F.

Once the process is reviewed by City staff an initial neighborhood meeting will be held with the
assistance of those residents that signed the original CAR application. At the meeting, City staff will
present findings from the initial field investigation and data collection, and will provide a presentation of
the Syracuse City Neighborhood Traffic Calming Policy.

A volunteer group of residents will form the project’s Community Working Group. The goal of this group
is to have members that represent the various geographical areas and interests within the
neighborhood.

The Community Working Group will work with City staff and meet to review existing problems,
determine community goals, establish the neighborhood study boundary, discuss and evaluate various
Level | measures, and gain community acceptance on which Level | measures to implement as means of
addressing the problems. The group will also determine how long to implement the recommended
improvements, although Level | efforts will be applied for a period of not less than three (3) months and
not more than nine (9) months

The Neighborhood Traffic Calming Program Level | measures will involve the coordinated efforts of City
staff, Syracuse Police Department, and the Community Working Group. The Community Working Group
must actively participate in this process in order for the project to continue in this program. Upon
approval from City staff, the appropriate Level | improvements will be installed. Following the pre-
established implementation period, City staff will collect new data to determine the effectiveness the
measures put into place. The Community Working Group will then meet to discuss if their goals have
been met.

If the prescribed Level | actions have proved effective in addressing the goals, the improvements will
stay in place or permanent devices will be installed. If the actions are ineffective; the Community
Working Group may consider reapplying at a later time or pursue potential implementation of Level Il
measures.




PHASE II

IMPLEMENTATION PROCESS

Level Il improvements will only be considered if Level | measures do not meet the goals established by
the Community Working Group, as previously discussed. In special circumstances, City staff may
determine that previously installed Level | measures cannot achieve the desired outcome and my
recommend consideration of Level Il measures. Projects that move into Level Il consider physical travel
speed and traffic volume reduction measures and therefore require increased neighborhood consensus.

Before a Level Il program can commence for a particular neighborhood, residents and property owners
within the study area boundary will be surveyed to determine their level of support in considering Level
Il improvements. The Community Working Group will conduct the survey. A minimum of 33-1/3
percent of those surveyed must agree to proceed in developing an expanded plan. If less than 33-1/3
percent agree, then Level Il improvements will not be considered.

If the vote supports consideration of Level |l measures, the Community Working group will be
reestablished. It may be necessary to expand or otherwise alter the composition of the group due to
the likely grater impacts that could result under a Level Il traffic calming plan.

In addition, a Technical Working Group will be formed. The member of this group will consist of
Syracuse City’s Community Development, Engineering, Fire, Police, and Public Works Departments.
Their perspective is essential for developing a plan that effectively address existing concerns without
creating new problems that cannot be mitigated or that keep the ultimate plan form being
implemented.

The Community and Technical Working Groups will meet to review the results from the Level | program,
revisit existing problems and community goals, and identify the appropriateness of various Level Il
measures in addressing the existing problems. City staff will work with the Community and Technical
Working Groups in developing a Level Il traffic calming plan (Note: the plan may contain some Level |
type of measures).

Next, the Community Working Group will present the provided Level Il traffic calming plan (which may
consist of alternatives) to the neighborhood residents and property owners at a Neighborhood Open
House. In addition, the plan may be presented through a newsletter or other types of mailing. The City
will assist the neighborhood in these efforts. However, it is up to the Community Working Group to
gather support for the project.




All projects that reach this point will be prioritized by City staff based on a variety of factors, such as
traffic speeds, traffic volumes, and implementation costs. This prioritization will be used by City staff to
develop construction schedules for the projects depending on the City Councils approval.

After the project has been prioritized against other traffic calming requests, City staff will then present
the project(s) to Syracuse City Council for their approval of project funding during the fiscal year budget
process. Projects that have the highest priority will be implemented first. If sufficient funding is not
available for the highest priority project, then the highest priority project that can be implemented with
the amount of funding that is available will be implemented first. If there is not sufficient funding
available for a project to continue, then that project will be placed on hold until the next fiscal year (July
1%). If the City Council elects not to fund the project then City staff and the Community Working Group
will then have the option to go back to and develop a more feasible solution. A lower-priority project
can be implemented ahead of schedule if the Community Working Group elects to pay 100 percent of
the implementation costs and as long as doing so does not affect the construction schedules of higher-
priority projects. Implementation of a project will not occur until all associated maintenance landscape
payment agreements have been finalized.

If funding is approved, the proposed Level Il traffic calming plan will be implemented on a test basis
using temporary control devices, where possible, for a period determined by City staff, but not to
exceed one (1) year. Temporary devices will not be installed during the snow removal season
(November- March), and if temporary device are currently installed, but the evaluation process not
completed these devices will be removed and then placed back at the end of the snow removal season.
Installation of the temporary traffic calming measures will be performed by Syracuse City crews or by a
contractor that is selected by the City.

Following the test period, City staff will collect new data to determine the effectiveness of the measures
put into place. These results will be provided to all of the neighborhood’s residents and property
owners. Then, residents and property owners will vote on whether or not to install a permanent device
of the proposed Level Il traffic calming plan. A minimum of 60 percent of residents and property owners
(household locations will be determined by City staff) that could be affected by the proposed changes in
traffic flow must favor implementation for the Level Il measures to proceed. In addition, a minimum of
75 percent of the residents and property owners immediately adjacent to each proposed device must
favor implementation. One vote will be granted to each residence and/or property owner. This voting
period will last up to four (4) weeks.

Installation of the traffic calming measure will be performed by Syracuse City crews or by a contractor
that is selected by the City

After the construction of the permanent Level Il measures, City staff will continue to monitoring the
effectiveness of the plan for up to one (1) year. City staff will prepare a report of the findings for
presentation to the neighborhood. Depending on the nature of the measures, this report could include
a maintenance plan for residents and property owner.




MODIFICATION OR REMOVAL
OF ATRAFFIC CALMING DEVICE

If City staff determines that a traffic calming device should be modified or removed due to public
health/safety reasons, then City staff, with assistance from the Public Works Department, shall modify
or remove the device. If the Community Working Group wishes to remove or significantly alter a traffic
calming device, then the neighborhood must conduct the same petitioning just prior to the installation
of the permanent device. If the petition supporting the removal/modification is successful, then the
neighborhood must pay for the costs that are associated with the removal/modification. A traffic
calming device will not be removed until all payment agreements have been finalized. If the
removal/modification is initiated by the neighborhood, then the neighborhood will be ineligible to
participate in the Neighborhood Traffic Calming Program for a period of five years.

FUNDING CONSIDERATIONS

Funding for the implementation of a traffic calming plan should be considered throughout the plan
development process. If funding limitations will impact the range of options available, this needs to be
identified early in the process and the variety of appropriate devices should reflect these limitations. It
must be reiterated that Level |l devices are expensive.

However, if a neighborhood wants to implement a more extensive plan than what City staff believes is
appropriate to resolve the identified problem(s), then the City Council may need to approve the plan
with additional funds and/or the neighborhood may be requested to participate in funding all or a part
of the project.
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SYRACUSE CITY CORPORATION
' 1979 West 1900 South
e Syracuse, UT 84075
(801) 614-9657
FAX: (801) 614-9657

Citizen Action Request (CAR)
for the Neighborhood Traffic Calming Program

(Please Print)
Representative: Date:
Applicant Street Address:
Phone: FAX:

Email:

Please list at least 4 or more other occupied residence along you street or general affected
area that support your concerns.

Name Address Phone Signature

Name of the home owner association (if applicable):

Detailed Description of Concern:




What day(s) of the week and time(s) does the problem appear to be the worst?

Describe who you feel is causing the problems in your area?

Location Requested

Please provide the approximate address to be considered. Indicate the name of the street to
be considered and the boundaries of the street segment by identifying intersecting streets
(from and to). Consideration will be given for only that described.

Requested Location:

Street Name:

From: To:
wl - | ‘ - Street Name:
- 5 5 1234'S 4156 W
% S 4156 West 8 .
rom:
o o
< < ‘ \ | 0 1200 South
— —
x To:
L Requested Location: 1234 S 4156 W 1350 South

Specific Action Requested:




How long has this traffic problem existed?

Is school traffic a factor in your traffic problem? YES O No O

Have you contacted the City before about your concerns? If yes explain Yes O ~o O

I understand that submitting this application does not guarantee approval for traffic
calming and that such approval is subject to the discretion of the Neighborhood Traffic
Calming Program Guidelines. I accept responsibility to serve as the contact person for this
request.

Applicant’s Signature Date

APPLICATION DEADLINE FOR FUNDING DURING THE NEXT BUDGET CYCLE IS THE
FIRST MONDAY IN NOVEMBER

For Office Use Only

Application fee $250 Date paid: Recommends Traffic Study? Yes: No:
Application taken by: Date(s) of Traffic Study:

Project Number:

Date(s) Of Enforcement: Date Of Design Presentation:

Date Petition Received:

Date(s) Speed Trailer Deployed: Date Measures Implemented:
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EMERGENCY RESPONSE MAP
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LEVEL I MEASURES



NEIGHBORHOOD TRAFFIC CALMING PROGRAM
LEVEL | MEASURES

Level | measures would emphasize to residents important traffic safety issues and give instructions for driving
safely in accordance with the rules of the road.

NEIGHBORHOOD EDUCATION BROCHURE

Provides information describing techniques the City can use to help address traffic issues and educate the
residents to be more aware of driving habits. The Citizen Action Request Form provides a method for the
residents to explain perceived problems and recommend solutions that staff can review, analyze, and
implement. If implementation of the more conventional solutions(s) such as installation of striping, signs
and pavement markings to solve the neighborhood concerns were not successful, the Neighborhood
Speed Watch Program would be implemented.

NEIGHBORHOOD TRAFFIC SAFETY CAMPAIGN

A personalized newsletter is mailed to your neighborhood. The newsletter explains traffic volumes and
speed study results in your area. Recommended traffic calming measures, along with information about
traffic laws, pedestrian and bicycle safety are included in the neighborhood newsletter. The goal is to
heighten traffic safety awareness within the neighborhood. Many of the inattentive drivers who cause
the majority of the neighborhood traffic problems live in the immediate area.

SIGNAGE

Posting appropriate traffic control signs may include speed limit, parking, dead-end, school signs, etc.

PAVEMENT MARKINGS

Painting legends and other markings on neighborhood roadways can also be a solution. Pavement
markings can include centerlines, fog lines, school crossings, and speed limits.

BRUSH TRIMS

Sight distance is improved when brush is trimmed and vegetation is cleared by homeowners or City crews.
TARGET ENFORCEMENT

Increased enforcement by the Syracuse City Police Department's can be a recommended solution.
NEIGHBORHOOD SPEED WATCH

In addition, Redmond Police offer the Neighborhood Speed Watch Program. Residents who participate in

Neighborhood Speed Watch are trained by police staff to use radar equipment to record vehicular speed.
Records are turned over to Syracuse Staff, who contact by letter the registered owners of those vehicles
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found traveling above the posted neighborhood speed limit. These letters are not citations, but serve to
remind violators about the posted speed limit and the concern for community safety.

RADAR SPEED TRAILER

A portable trailer equipped with a radar unit detects the speed of passing vehicles and displays it on a
digital reader board. This device shows drivers their "actual" speed versus the posted speed limit. This
information helps to promote compliance with the posted speed.
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NEIGHBORHOOD TRAFFIC CALMING PROGRAM
LEVEL IT TECHNIQUES



LEVEL I
TRAFFIC CALMING TECHNIQUES

The physical traffic measures referred to in this appendix includes a combination of vertical and horizontal
deflections in the road as well as obstruction and traffic regulations. Examples of these measures include speed
humps, traffic circles, curb extensions and diverters. These measures used alone or in various combinations and
implemented properly can be effective in reducing motor vehicle speeds, reducing traffic volume, and reducing
conflicts between road users and thereby improving the immediate environment. The installation of traffic
calming devices is subject to the approval of Syracuse City.

WHY STOP SIGNS AND CHILDREN AT PLAY SIGNS ARE NOT USED FOR TRAFFIC CALMING

A common request to address speeding in neighborhoods is the installation of Stop signs. This may seem like an
easy way to reduce vehicle speeds, however, Stop signs used for traffic calming can actually create a less desirable
situation.

Stop signs that are used as a traffic-calming measure can cause high incidences of drivers

intentionally violating the stop and other traffic-related issues. When vehicles do stop, the speed
ST@P reduction is often only effective in the immediate area, since motorist will then increase their

speed to make up for lost time. This can result in increased mid-block speeds. There is often an

increase in rear-end collisions near the inappropriate Stop sign, frequently called “cluster”

accidents. In order to avoid the extra stops and starts on streets with these Stop signs, there can
be a redistribution of traffic to adjacent streets.

For these reasons, the Syracuse City does not list Stop signs as an effective traffic calming measure. Instead, the
City uses Stop signs to improve safety at intersections where traffic volumes or accidents warrant their installation.

Another common request in neighborhoods is the installation of “Children at Play” signs. National SLOW
and statewide traffic studies have shown that “Children at Play” signs are not effective in increasing e

a driver’s attention to the point of reducing vehicle speeds or reducing pedestrian accidents. In fact, ﬂ
placement of these signs can increase the potential for accidents by conveying to children and CHILDREN

parents that the area is safe for children. AT PLAY

For these reasons, the Syracuse City does not use “Children at Play” signs and we encourage parents and/or
guardians to find alternative play areas for children, such as a backyard or local parks.

NOT ACCEPTED CALMING DEVICES IN THE SYRACUSE CITY NEIGHBORHOOD TRAFFIC CALMING PROGRAM ARE:

*Speed Humps*
*Rumble Strips*
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ACCEPTABLE TRAFFIC CALMING MEASURES

VOLUME CONTROL MEASURES

The primary purpose of volume control measures is to discourage or eliminate cut-through traffic. When a
detour through a residential neighborhood allows motorists to avoid traffic, save time, or shorten their
travel distance, they will use the residential cut-through as their normal route of travel. The traffic
calming tools that have proven to be successful in diverting traffic and reducing cut-through traffic
include:

e Half street closures;
e  Median barriers; and
e  Forced turn islands.

HALF STREET CLOSURES

Half street closures consist of constructed obstructions to block one
side of the street. One direction of traffic is diverted to another
route. Half closures are often called partial closures or one-way
closures.

APPLICATIONS:

e Neighborhoods locations with non-local traffic

volume problems

ADVANTAGES:

e May reduce both speeds and volumes

e Can have positive aesthetic value
e Increase pedestrian safety.

DISADVANTAGES:
e Increase emergency response times

e May increase traffic volumes on adjacent streets
e Create circuitous routes for local residents and emergency vehicle services

MEDIAN BARRIERS
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Median barriers are raised islands located in the middle of a
street and continuing through an intersection. Median barriers
are implemented to block cut-through movement of motor
vehicle traffic at a cross street. Median barriers can block left
turning motorists, which can benefit pedestrians. They are also
called median diverters or island diverters

APPLICATIONS:

e Neighborhoods locations with non-local traffic volume
problems

ADVANTAGES:

e May reduce both speeds and volumes

e People with mobility impairments benefit from divided
and decreased crossing distances due to the presence
of a pedestrian refuge in the center of the street

e Can have positive aesthetic value

DISADVANTAGES:

e Increase emergency response times
e May increase traffic volumes on adjacent streets
e (Create circuitous routes for local residents and emergency vehicle services

FORCE TURN ISLANDS

Force Turn Islands or known as turn channelization, pork chops, or
right turn islands which prohibit certain vehicle turning
movements.

APPLICATIONS:

e Neighborhoods locations with non-local traffic volume problems

ADVANTAGES:

e May reduce both speeds and volumes
e Can have positive aesthetic value
e Increase pedestrian safety.
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DISADVANTAGES:

e Increase emergency response times

e  May increase traffic volumes on adjacent streets

e (Create circuitous routes for local residents and
emergency vehicle services

. SPEED CONTROL MEASURES

SPEED CUSHIONS
*TEMPORARY ONLY*

Speed cushions consist of either recycled rubber or asphalt,
raised about 3 inches in height. The length of the cushion is
about 10 ft. The spaces between the cushions allow emergency
vehicles to partially straddle the device.

APPLICATIONS:

Locations where very low speeds are desired and reasonable,
and noise and fumes are not a major concern.

ADVANTAGES:

e Reduces vehicle speed

e More effective if used in a series at 300’ to 500’ spacing or in conjunction with other traffic
calming devices

e Can reduce vehicular volumes

e No restrictions to on-street parking

e Does not restrict access to residents

e Requires minimum maintenance

e Minimal impact to emergency response times

DISADVANTAGES:

e May divert traffic to parallel streets that do not have traffic calming measures
e May increase emergency response times

® Not aesthetically pleasing

RAISED CROSSWALKS / SPEED TABLES

Raised crosswalks are flat-topped speed humps often constructed with brick or textured materials on
the flat section with crosswalk markings and signage to channel pedestrian crossings. They provide
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pedestrians with a level street crossing and by raising the level of crossing pedestrians they are more
visible to approaching motorist. When there is no pedestrian crossing marked, Raised Crosswalks are
called Speed Tables.

APPLICATIONS:

Locations where pedestrian crossings occur at unexpected locations
and vehicle speeds are excessive.

ADVANTAGES:

e Improve safety for both pedestrians and vehicles

Can have positive aesthetic value

Effective in reducing speeds, though not to the extent of speed humps

DISADVANTAGES:

e Increases emergency response times
e  Textured materials, if used, can be expensive
e Impacts on drainage should be considered

e May increase noise and air pollution

e Difficulty in snow removal

RAISED INTERSECTIONS

Raised intersections are flat raised areas covering an entire intersection, with ramps on all
approaches and often with bricks or other textured materials on the flat sections. They usually rise to
the level of the sidewalk, or slightly below to provide a “lip” that is detectable by the visually
impaired. By modifying the level of the intersection, the crosswalks are more readily perceived by
motorists to be “pedestrian territory.”

APPLICATIONS:
e Intersections with substantial pedestrian activity
e Areas where other traffic-calming measures
would be unacceptable because they take away
scarce parking spaces

ADVANTAGES:

e Improve safety for both pedestrians and vehicles
e Can have positive aesthetic value

° Can calm two streets at once

DISADVANTAGES:
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e Increases emergency response times

e Tends to be expensive, varying by materials used

e Impact to drainage needs should be considered

e Less effective in reducing speeds than speed humps or raised crosswalks

ROUNDABOUTS

Roundabouts require vehicles to circulate counterclockwise
around a center island. Roundabouts may eliminate the
need for traffic signals for motorists. Unlike many other
forms of traffic calming, roundabout benefits are aimed
primarily at motorists. The installation of roundabouts
prioritizes improving traffic flow, maximizing vehicular
capacity, and eliminating the need for stop signs and traffic
signals. When designed correctly, roundabouts include
raised splitter islands to channel incoming traffic

approaching from the right.

APPLICATIONS:

Calming intersections, especially within neighborhoods where larger vehicles, speeds, volumes
and safety are problems

ADVANTAGES:

e Roundabouts are very effective in moderating

speeds and improving safety
e Can have positive aesthetic value

L Can calm two streets at once

e Designed to accommodate wider range of
vehicles

DISADVANTAGES:

e Canincreases emergency response times

e Additional right-of-way will likely be needed

e May require the elimination of some on street
parking

e Landscaping must be maintained, either by the residents or by municipality

e  Expensive to install
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TRAFFIC CIRCLES

Traffic Circles are raised islands, placed in intersections,
around which traffic circulates. They are designed according
to the existing geometry of each intersection and sized to
accommodate the passage of an emergency vehicle.

APPLICATIONS:
e Calming intersections, especially within neighborhoods where large vehicles are not a
major concern, but speeds, volumes and safety are problems

ADVANTAGES:

e Traffic circles are very effective in moderating
speeds and improving safety

e Can have positive aesthetic value

e Can calm two streets at once

DISADVANTAGES:

o Difficult for large vehicles (such as fire trucks) to circumnavigate
e May require the elimination of some on street parking
e Landscaping must be maintained, either by the residents or by municipality

e Expensive to install

CHICANES

Chicanes are curb extensions that alternate from one side of
the street to the other, forming S-shaped curves. Chicanes
can also be created by alternating on street parking, either
diagonally or parallel, between one side of the street and the
other. Each parking bay can be created either by restriping

= vy
;-\,.;,;“? the roadway or by installing raised landscaping islands at the
R . end of each parking bay.
APPLICATIONS:

e Locations where speeds are a problem but noise associated with the speed humps and
related measures would be unacceptable

ADVANTAGES:
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e Discourage high speeds by forcing a change in path
or direction

e Easily negotiable by large vehicles (such as fire
trucks)

DISADVANTAGES:

e Must be designed carefully to discourage drivers

from deviating out of the appropriate lane

e Curb realignment and landscaping can be costly,
especially if there are drainage issues

e May require the elimination of some on-street parking

CENTER ISLAND NARROWINGS

A center island narrowing is a raised island located along the
centerline of a street that narrows the travel lanes at that
location. Center islands Narrowings are often landscaped to
provide a visual amenity. Placed at the entrance to a
neighborhood, and often combined with a textured
pavement, they are often called “gateway islands.” Fitted
with a gap to allow pedestrians to walk through at the crosswalk, they are also referred to as
“pedestrian refuges.” Center island narrowings are also found to be very effective in reducing speeds
around curves. Other names for center island narrowings include midblock medians, median slow
points, or median chokers

APPLICATIONS:

e  Entrances to residential areas

e  Wide street where pedestrians need to cross

e Curves

ADVANTAGES:

e Increase pedestrian safety
e Can have positive aesthetic value

e  May reduce traffic volumes

DISADVANTAGES:

e Speed reduction effect is somewhat limited because vehicles do not have to alter their path.
e May require elimination of some on-street parking
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CHOKERS

Chokers are curb extensions at mid-block locations that narrow a street by widening the sidewalk or
planting strip. If marked as crosswalks, they also known as safe crosses. Two-lane chokers leave the
street cross-section with two lanes that are narrower than the normal cross section. One-lane
chokers narrow the width to allow travel in only one direction at a time, operating similarly to one-
lane bridges.

APPLICATIONS:

Areas with substantial speed problems and no on-
street parking shortage

ADVANTAGES:

e Easily negotiable by large vehicles (such as
fire trucks)

e Can have positive aesthetic value

e May reduce both speeds and volumes

DISADVANTAGES:
e Speed reduction effect is somewhat limited because vehicles do not have to alter their path

e May require bicyclist to briefly merge with vehicular traffic
e  May require the elimination of some on-street parking
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TABLE F-1

POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF TRAFFIC CALMING TECHNIQUES

TRAFFIC POTENTIAL BENEFITS POTENTIAL DISADVANTAGES
Device RepucTioN RepucTion REDUCTION Access RESPONSE TIME REQUIRED
S ® @® o © ® ® $-$3
CHoxess ® © © © © ® $-$$
TRAFFIC CRCLE o @ o © @ ® $$- $$$
MEDIAN BARRIER @® © @ O] © @® $-$$
o | @ ® ® ® ® ® §
CHICANE o o o © @ ® $$- $$3
CURB EXTENSION ® © © © © @® $-$$
EDUCATION ® © ® © © © $
ENFORCEMENT ® © @ © © © $-$$

@ SUBSTANTIAL BENEFITS / DISADVANTAGES
@ MINOR BENEFITS / DISADVANTAGES

© NO BENEFITS / DISADVANTAGES

$ Low CosT

$$ MODERATE COST

$$$ HiGH CosT
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NEIGHBORHOOD TRAFFIC CALMING PROGRAM
FAQ

Q: What is "traffic calming"?

A: Traffic calming is the use of roadway geometrics and other physical measures to reduce unwanted
effects of vehicular traffic, including excessive speeds, volumes (number of cars), and noise.

Q: What types of roadway geometrics or physical measures are used by Syracuse City?

A: The City will consider using, the following types of traffic calming measures: half street closures,
median barriers, forced turn islands, speed cushions, speed tables, raised intersections,
roundabouts, traffic circles, chicanes, center island narrowings, & chokers. "Dips", or valley gutters,
are installed only for drainage purposes and will not be installed for traffic calming purposes, due to
significant impacts on emergency vehicle response time. Speed humps and rumble strips are not
recommended devices in this policy.

Q: Are certain traffic calming measures better than others?

A: There isn't one method that is "best"; each measure has its pros and cons. Moreover, it depends on
whether the desired effect is to reduce volume or to reduce speed.

Measures such as diverters or road closures primarily attempt to reduce traffic volumes along a local
street. Measures such as speed tables and "chokers" attempt to reduce vehicle speeds. Some of
these measures are at least partially successful at reducing both speeds and volumes.

In general, the more restrictive the measure (e.g., speed tables, diverters, road closures), the greater
effect it will have on reducing speeds or volumes, but it will also have a negative impact on those
vehicles that may need to exceed the speed limit - for example, emergency vehicles. Also, the
measures apply to everyone, so that residents are subjected to the same restrictions that are placed
on the offending drivers. Drivers who do obey the speed limit may resent the more restrictive
measures, and may complain that they are being penalized for the actions of a minority.

Less restrictive measures (such as medians, traffic circles, and curb-outs) have a less pronounced
effect on reducing overall speeds or volumes, but do not have as adverse an impact upon
emergency vehicles.

Q: What is the "85th Percentile Speed"?
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The 85th percentile speed is the most common measure that traffic engineers use when trying to
describe the speed of a group of vehicles; for example, all cars traveling northbound on 1500 West
at 3200 South over a 24 hour period. Rather than an "average speed” of the pack, it is the speed
that 85% of the cars are traveling at or below.

It is important to remember that 15% of the measured speeds are faster than this value, so that
even though a street has an 85th percentile speed of (say) 25 MPH, it doesn't mean that there are
not some cars traveling 45 MPH or more.

: How do I request traffic calming for my street?

A homeowner’s association or homeowner’s group consisting of at least three (3) separate occupied
household residents within the general area must submit a Citizen Action Request application (CAR).
This application can be downloaded from the Syracuse City website or picked up from the Syracuse
City offices located at 1979 West 1900 South. The request must identify the perceived traffic
problem and must include contact information for a representative (the requester) of the
association / group. Individual citizens are not eligible to initiate projects for the Neighborhood
Traffic Calming Program.

: Do residents who don't live on a street in question, but who use that same street to get to and
from their house, get a "vote" in whether traffic calming devices are to be installed on that street?

No. People who regularly traverse a street, but don't live on it, are far less likely to vote "Yes"
regarding installation of devices that will force them to drive the speed limit. They do not live on the
street, and therefore have no motivation to solve the speeding or cut-through traffic problems.

By contrast, people who live on the street in question have to deal with adverse traffic problems 24
hours a day, 7 days a week. They have more of a stake in this process, and they are the ones who
must make a decision: whether they are willing to trade personal inconvenience for slower (or less)
traffic on their street.

Why all of this red tape? Since we have a problem, why can't the City just come out and install
the devices? Why can't we just circulate a petition, and if everyone on our street wants them, the
City will come out and install them?

Syracuse City has an established a set of guidelines or criteria in which these requests can be
accurately be evaluated or even warrant for such calming devices. The City has limited available
funding set aside for traffic calming, thus the City has to look at each request case by case and then
rate them by priority and severity. A neighborhood can elect to pay for 100% of the cost to
construct the approved device as long as it has been warranted through the guidelines of the
Neighborhood Traffic Calming program.

APPENDIX G
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Syracuse City

Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)
Unit Costs: With West Davis Corridor

Item Unit Unit Cost
Parkstrip S.F. $1.00
Removal of Existing Asphalt S.Y. $2.50
Clearing and Grubbing Acre $2,000.00
Roadway Excavation C.Y. $10.50
HMA Concrete Ton $60.00
Untreated Base Course C.. $15.00
Granular Borrow C.. $40.00
Curb and Gutter (2.5' width) L.F. $11.50
Sidewalk (4' width) L.F. $25.00
Drainage L.F. $80.00
Right of Way S.F. $15.00
Bridge/Culvert S.F. $225.00
Traffic Signal Each $180,000
Contingency 25%
Mobilization 10%
Preconstruction Engineering 8%
Construction Engineering 8%
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Syracuse City

Transportation Master Plan
SR-198 Extension: 2000 West to 4000 West

Arterial
Costs

Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity
Parkstrip .F. $1.00 72,000 $72,000
Removal of Existing Asphalt S.Y. $2.50 53,333 $133,333
Clearing and Grubbing Acre $2,000 13.77 $27,548
Roadway Excavation c.. $10.50 51,111 $536,667
HMA Concrete Ton $60.00 10,695 $641,700
Untreated Base Course C.Y. $15.00 13,630 S204,444
Granular Borrow C.v. $40.00 23,852 $954,074
Curb and Gutter (2.5' width) L.F. $11.50 24,000 $276,000
Sidewalk (4' width) L.F. $25.00 24,000 $600,000
Drainage L.F. $80.00 24,000 $1,920,000
Right of Way S.F. $15.00 600,000 $9,000,000

Bridge/Culvert .F. $225.00 0 SO
Traffic Signal $180,000 0 SO
Subtotal $14,365,767

Contingency 25% | 43,591,442 |

Mobilization 10% | $1,436577 |

Preconstruction Engineering 8% $1,149,261
Construction Engineering 8% $1,149,261

Total Project Costs $21,690,000

Syracuse City's Responsibility Via Impact Fee's

Overall Assumptions:

HMA Pavement Density (pcf) = 155

HMA Thickness (in) = 3

Untreated Base Course Thickness (in) = 8
Granual Borrow Thickness (in) = 14
Roadway Excavation Depth (ft) = 2.5

Sidewalk Width (ft) = 4



Syracuse City

Transportation Master Plan
2500 West Extension: 700 South to SR-198

Collector
Costs

Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity
Parkstrip .F. $1.00

$21,600

Removal of Existing Asphalt S.Y. $2.50 12,000

$30,000

Clearing and Grubbing Acre $2,000 0.37

$744

Roadway Excavation C.y. $10.50 1,250

$13,125

HMA Concrete Ton $60.00 262

$15,694

Untreated Base Course C.Y. $15.00 333

$5,000

Granular Borrow CY. $40.00 583

$23,333

Curb and Gutter (2.5' width) L.F. $11.50 5,400

$62,100

Sidewalk (4' width) L.F. $25.00 5,400

$135,000

Drainage L.F. $80.00 5,400

$432,000

Right of Way S.F. $15.00 16,200

$243,000

House Acquisition Each $250,000 1

$250,000

Bridge/Culvert .F. $225.00 0

S0

Traffic Signal $180,000 0
Subtotal

S0
$1,231,596

Contingency 25%

$307,899

Mobilization 10%

$123,160

Preconstruction Engineering 8%

$98,528

Construction Engineering 8%

$98,528

Total Project Costs

Syracuse City's Responsibility Via Impact Fee's

Overall Assumptions:

HMA Pavement Density (pcf) = 155

HMA Thickness (in) = 3

Untreated Base Course Thickness (in) = 8
Granual Borrow Thickness (in) = 14
Roadway Excavation Depth (ft) = 2.5

Sidewalk Width (ft) = 4

$1,860,000

8%
$160,000



Syracuse City

Transportation Master Plan
3250 West: 700 South to SR-198
Collector
Costs

Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity

Parkstrip .F. $1.00 $18,400
Removal of Existing Asphalt S.Y. $2.50 10,222 $25,556
Clearing and Grubbing Acre $2,000 0.32 $634

Roadway Excavation C.y. $10.50 1,065 $11,181
HMA Concrete Ton $60.00 223 $13,369
Untreated Base Course C.Y. $15.00 284 $4,259
Granular Borrow c.y. $40.00 497 $19,877
Curb and Gutter (2.5' width) L.F. $11.50 4,600 $52,900
Sidewalk (4' width) L.F. $25.00 4,600 $115,000
Drainage L.F. $80.00 4,600 $368,000
Right of Way S.F. $15.00 13,800 $207,000

Bridge/Culvert .F. $225.00 0 SO
Traffic Signal $180,000 0 SO
$836,174

Contingency 25% | $209,044 |

Mobilization 10% | $83617 |

Preconstruction Engineering 8% $66,894
Construction Engineering 8% $66,894

Total Project Costs $1,260,000

8%
$110,000

Overall Assumptions:

HMA Pavement Density (pcf) = 155

HMA Thickness (in) = 3

Untreated Base Course Thickness (in) = 8
Granual Borrow Thickness (in) = 14
Roadway Excavation Depth (ft) = 2.5

Sidewalk Width (ft) = 4



Syracuse City

Transportation Master Plan
450 South: 1550 West to 2000 West
Minor Arterial
Costs

Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity
Parkstrip .F. $1.00 $25,000
Removal of Existing Asphalt S.Y. $2.50 11,111 $27,778
Clearing and Grubbing Acre $2,000 1.38 $2,755
Roadway Excavation C.y. $10.50 4,861 $51,042
HMA Concrete Ton $60.00 1,017 $61,031
Untreated Base Course C.Y. $15.00 1,296 $19,444
Granular Borrow C.. $40.00 2,269 $90,741
Curb and Gutter (2.5' width) L.F. $11.50 5,000 $57,500
Sidewalk (4' width) L.F. $25.00 5,000 $125,000
Drainage L.F. $80.00 5,000 $400,000
Right of Way S.F. $15.00 60,000 $900,000

Bridge/Culvert .F. $225.00 0 SO
Traffic Signal $180,000 0 SO
Subtotal $1,760,291

Contingency 25% | $440,073 |

Mobilization 10% | $176,029 |

Preconstruction Engineering 8% $140,823
Construction Engineering 8% $140,823

Total Project Costs $2,660,000

25%

Syracuse City's Responsibility Via Impact Fee's
y EE v & $670,000

Overall Assumptions:

HMA Pavement Density (pcf) = 155

HMA Thickness (in) = 3

Untreated Base Course Thickness (in) = 8
Granual Borrow Thickness (in) = 14
Roadway Excavation Depth (ft) = 2.5

Sidewalk Width (ft) = 4



Syracuse City

Transportation Master Plan
1200 South: Extension to 3000 West
Collector
Costs

Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity

Parkstrip .F. $1.00 $12,000
Removal of Existing Asphalt S.Y. $2.50 6,667 $16,667
Clearing and Grubbing Acre $2,000 0.21 $413

Roadway Excavation C.y. $10.50 694 $7,292
HMA Concrete Ton $60.00 145 $8,719
Untreated Base Course C.Y. $15.00 185 $2,778
Granular Borrow c.. $40.00 324 $12,963
Curb and Gutter (2.5' width) L.F. $11.50 3,000 $34,500
Sidewalk (4' width) L.F. $25.00 3,000 $75,000
Drainage L.F. $80.00 3,000 $240,000
Right of Way S.F. $15.00 9,000 $135,000

Bridge/Culvert .F. $225.00 0 SO
Traffic Signal $180,000 0 SO
$545,331

T e
T

Preconstruction Engineering 8% $43,626
Construction Engineering 8% $43,626

Total Project Costs  $820,000

8%

Syracuse City's Responsibility Via Impact Fee's
y y P y P $70,000

Overall Assumptions:

HMA Pavement Density (pcf) = 155

HMA Thickness (in) = 3

Untreated Base Course Thickness (in) = 8
Granual Borrow Thickness (in) = 14
Roadway Excavation Depth (ft) = 2.5

Sidewalk Width (ft) = 4



Syracuse City

Transportation Master Plan

Bluff Street Re-Route due to West Davis Corridor (New Portion)

Minor Arterial
Costs

Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity
Parkstrip .F. $1.00 $21,000
Removal of Existing Asphalt S.Y. $2.50 9,333 $23,333
Clearing and Grubbing Acre $2,000 1.16 $2,314
Roadway Excavation C.Y. $10.50 4,083 $42,875
HMA Concrete Ton $60.00 854 S51,266
Untreated Base Course C.Y. $15.00 1,089 $16,333
Granular Borrow C.. $40.00 1,906 $76,222
Curb and Gutter (2.5' width) L.F. $11.50 4,200 $48,300
Sidewalk (4' width) L.F. $25.00 4,200 $105,000
Drainage L.F. $80.00 4,200 $336,000
Right of Way S.F. $15.00 50,400 $756,000

Bridge/Culvert .F. $225.00 0 SO
Traffic Signal $180,000 0 SO
Subtotal $1,478,644

Contingency 25% | $369,661 |

Mobilization 10% | $147864 |

Preconstruction Engineering 8% $118,292
Construction Engineering 8% $118,292

Total Project Costs $2,230,000

Syracuse City's Responsibility Via Impact Fee's

Overall Assumptions:

HMA Pavement Density (pcf) = 155

HMA Thickness (in) = 3

Untreated Base Course Thickness (in) = 8
Granual Borrow Thickness (in) = 14
Roadway Excavation Depth (ft) = 2.5

Sidewalk Width (ft) = 4



Syracuse City

Transportation Master Plan

2200 South Extension: End of Existing to 4000 West
Collector
Costs

Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity

Parkstrip .F. $1.00 $16,800
Removal of Existing Asphalt S.Y. $2.50 9,333 $23,333
Clearing and Grubbing Acre $2,000 0.29 $579

Roadway Excavation C.y. $10.50 972 $10,208
HMA Concrete Ton $60.00 203 $12,206
Untreated Base Course C.Y. $15.00 259 $3,889
Granular Borrow c.y. $40.00 454 $18,148
Curb and Gutter (2.5' width) L.F. $11.50 4,200 $48,300
Sidewalk (4' width) L.F. $25.00 4,200 $105,000
Drainage L.F. $80.00 4,200 $336,000
Right of Way S.F. $15.00 12,600 $189,000

Bridge/Culvert .F. $225.00 0 SO
Traffic Signal $180,000 0 SO
Subtotal $763,463

T s |
T

Preconstruction Engineering 8% $61,077
Construction Engineering 8% $61,077

Total Project Costs $1,150,000

8%

Syracuse City's Responsibility Via Impact Fee's
y y's RESp v & $100,000

Overall Assumptions:

HMA Pavement Density (pcf) = 155

HMA Thickness (in) = 3

Untreated Base Course Thickness (in) = 8
Granual Borrow Thickness (in) = 14
Roadway Excavation Depth (ft) = 2.5

Sidewalk Width (ft) = 4



Syracuse City

Transportation Master Plan
Doral Drive Connection: 2200 South to 2050 South

Item

Collector
Costs

Unit Unit Cost

Quantity

Parkstrip $1.00 $8,000
Removal of Existing Asphalt S.Y. $2.50 4,444 $11,111
Clearing and Grubbing Acre $2,000 0.14 $275
Roadway Excavation c.. $10.50 463 $4,861
HMA Concrete Ton $60.00 97 $5,813
Untreated Base Course C.Y. $15.00 123 $1,852
Granular Borrow c.y. $40.00 216 $8,642
Curb and Gutter (2.5' width) L.F. $11.50 2,000 $23,000
Sidewalk (4' width) L.F. $25.00 2,000 $50,000
Drainage L.F. $80.00 2,000 $160,000
Right of Way S.F. $15.00 6,000 $90,000
Bridge/Culvert $225.00 0 SO
Traffic Signal $180,000 0 SO

Subtotal

$363,554

0885 ]

S |
Preconstruction Engineering 8% $29,084
Construction Engineering 8% $29,084

Total Project Costs

Syracuse City's Responsibility Via Impact Fee's

Overall Assumptions:

HMA Pavement Density (pcf) = 155

HMA Thickness (in) = 3

Untreated Base Course Thickness (in) = 8
Granual Borrow Thickness (in) = 14
Roadway Excavation Depth (ft) = 2.5

Sidewalk Width (ft) = 4

$550,000

8%
$50,000



Transportation Master Plan
3000 South: 3000 West to 2400 West (New Alignment)

Syracuse City

Parkstrip

Item

Removal of Existing Asphalt
Clearing and Grubbing
Roadway Excavation

HMA Concrete

Untreated Base Course

Granular Borrow

Curb and Gutter (2.5' width)

Sidewalk (4' width)

Drainage
Right of Way

Bridge/Culvert
Traffic Signal

Collector
Costs

Unit

Unit Cost

Quantity

$1.00 $24,000
S.Y. $2.50 13,333 $33,333
Acre $2,000 0.41 $826
C.y. $10.50 1,389 $14,583
Ton $60.00 291 $17,438
C.Y. $15.00 370 $5,556
C.y. $40.00 648 $25,926
L.F. $11.50 6,000 $69,000
L.F. $25.00 6,000 $150,000
L.F. $80.00 6,000 $480,000
S.F. $15.00 18,000 $270,000
$225.00 0 SO
$180,000 0 $0
Subtotal $1,090,662
Contingency 25% | $272,666 |
Mobilization 10% |  $109,066 |
Preconstruction Engineering 8% $87,253
Construction Engineering 8% $87,253

Total Project Costs

Syracuse City's Responsibility Via Impact Fee's

Overall Assumptions:

HMA Pavement Density (pcf) =

HMA Thickness (in) =

Untreated Base Course Thickness (in) =
Granual Borrow Thickness (in) =
Roadway Excavation Depth (ft) =

Sidewalk Width (ft) =

2.5
4

$1,650,000

8%
$140,000



Syracuse City

Transportation Master Plan
2400 West: 3000 South to City Boundary

Parkstrip

Collector

Item

Removal of Existing Asphalt
Clearing and Grubbing
Roadway Excavation

HMA Concrete

Untreated Base Course

Granular Borrow

Curb and Gutter (2.5' width)

Sidewalk (4' width)

Drainage
Right of Way

Bridge/Culvert
Traffic Signal

Costs

Unit

Unit Cost

Quantity

$1.00 $28,000

S.Y. $2.50 15,556 $38,889
Acre $2,000 0.48 $964
C.Y. $10.50 1,620 $17,014
Ton $60.00 339 $20,344
c.y. $15.00 432 $6,481
C.Y. $40.00 756 $30,247
L.F. $11.50 7,000 $80,500
L.F. $25.00 7,000 $175,000
L.F. $80.00 7,000 $560,000
S.F. $15.00 21,000 $315,000

$225.00 0 $0

$180,000 0 S0

Subtotal

$1,272,439

Contingency 25% $318,110 |

Mobilization 10% $127,244 |
Preconstruction Engineering 8% $101,795
Construction Engineering 8% $101,795

Total Project Costs

Syracuse City's Responsibility Via Impact Fee's

Overall Assumptions:

Untreated Base Course Thickness (in) =

HMA Pavement Density (pcf) = 155
HMA Thickness (in) = 3
8

Granual Borrow Thickness (in) = 14

Roadway Excavation Depth (ft) = 2.5
Sidewalk Width (ft) = 4

$1,920,000

8%
$160,000



Transportation Master Plan
1475 West Connection: 1950 South to 2050 South

Syracuse City

Parkstrip

Item

Removal of Existing Asphalt
Clearing and Grubbing
Roadway Excavation

HMA Concrete

Untreated Base Course

Granular Borrow

Curb and Gutter (2.5' width)

Sidewalk (4' width)

Drainage
Right of Way

Bridge/Culvert
Traffic Signal

Preconstruction Engineering
Construction Engineering

Collector
Costs

Unit

Unit Cost

Quantity

Mobilization

Contingency

$1.00 $2,800
S.Y. $2.50 1,556 $3,889
Acre $2,000 0.05 $96
C.Y. $10.50 162 $1,701
Ton $60.00 34 $2,034
c.y. $15.00 43 $648
C.Y. $40.00 76 $3,025
L.F. $11.50 700 $8,050
L.F. $25.00 700 $17,500
L.F. $80.00 700 $56,000
S.F. $15.00 2,100 $31,500
$225.00 0 $0
$180,000 0 S0

Subtotal

$127,244

25% $31,811 |
10% $12,724 |
8% $10,180
8% $10,180

Total Project Costs

Syracuse City's Responsibility Via Impact Fee's

Overall Assumptions:

HMA Pavement Density (pcf) =

HMA Thickness (in) =

Untreated Base Course Thickness (in) =
Granual Borrow Thickness (in) =
Roadway Excavation Depth (ft) =

Sidewalk Width (ft) =

2.5
4

$190,000

8%
$20,000



Syracuse City

Transportation Master Plan
500 West (3700 West Layton) Extension to 1700 South (Syracuse Portion)
Minor Arterial
Costs

Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity

Parkstrip .F. $1.00 $7,000
Removal of Existing Asphalt S.Y. $2.50 8,089 $20,222
Clearing and Grubbing Acre $2,000 0.58 $1,157

Roadway Excavation C.y. $10.50 1,167 $12,250
HMA Concrete Ton $60.00 244 S14,648
Untreated Base Course C.Y. $15.00 311 $4,667

Granular Borrow C.. $40.00 544 $21,778
Curb and Gutter (2.5' width) L.F. $11.50 1,400 $16,100
Sidewalk (4' width) L.F. $25.00 1,400 $35,000
Drainage L.F. $80.00 1,400 $112,000
Right of Way S.F. $15.00 25,200 $378,000

Bridge/Culvert .F. $225.00 0 SO
Traffic Signal $180,000 0 SO
$622,821

Contingency 40% | $249,128 |

Mobilization 10% |  $62,282 |

Preconstruction Engineering 8% $49,826
Construction Engineering 8% $49,826

Total Project Costs $1,030,000

8%

Syracuse City's Responsibility Via Impact Fee's
y y P y P $80,000

Overall Assumptions:

HMA Pavement Density (pcf) = 155 Note: Syracuse City is responsible for 18"
HMA Thickness (in) = 3 of the new right of way. Of the 18', 9' will
Untreated Base Course Thickness (in) = 8 be sidewalk and parkstrip and the other 9'
Granual Borrow Thickness (in) = 14 will be roadway pavement. The city will
Roadway Excavation Depth (ft) = 2.5 pay for one side of the sidewalk, curb &

Sidewalk Width (ft) = 4 gutter and drainage.



Transportation Master Plan
500 West (3700 West Layton): 2000 South to 3000 South (Syracuse Portion)

Syracuse City

Parkstrip

Item

Removal of Existing Asphalt
Clearing and Grubbing
Roadway Excavation

HMA Concrete

Untreated Base Course

Granular Borrow

Curb and Gutter (2.5' width)

Sidewalk (4' width)

Drainage
Right of Way

House Acquisition

Bridge/Culvert
Traffic Signal

Contingency

Preconstruction Engineering
Construction Engineering 8%

Syracuse City's Responsibility Via Impact Fee's

Overall Assumptions:

Minor Arterial
Costs

Unit

Unit Cost

Quantity

HMA Pavement Density (pcf) =

HMA Thickness (in) =

Untreated Base Course Thickness (in) =
Granual Borrow Thickness (in) =
Roadway Excavation Depth (ft) =

Sidewalk Width (ft) =

8
14
2.5

4

$1.00 $28,000
S.Y. $2.50 35,467 $88,667
Acre $2,000 0.64 $1,286
C.y. $10.50 2,074 $21,778
Ton $60.00 434 $26,040
C.. $15.00 553 $8,296
C.y. $40.00 968 $38,716
LF. $11.50 11,200 $128,800
LF. $25.00 11,200 $280,000
LF. $80.00 11,200 $896,000
S.F. $15.00 28,000 $420,000
Each | $250,000 4 $1,000,000
$225.00 0 30
$180,000 0 $0
$2,937,582
40% $1,175,033 |
10% $293,758 |
8% $235,007
$235,007

$4,880,000

Total Project Costs

100%
$4,880,000

Note: Syracuse City is responsible for 18"
of the new right of way. Of the 18', 9' will
be sidewalk and parkstrip and the other 9'

will be roadway pavement. The city will

pay for one side of the sidewalk, curb &

gutter and drainage.



Syracuse City

Transportation Master Plan

1000 West: SR-198 to Bluff Street (Syracuse Portion)
Minor Arterial
Costs

Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity

Parkstrip .F. $1.00 141,000 $141,000
Removal of Existing Asphalt S.Y. $2.50 62,667 $156,667
Clearing and Grubbing Acre $2,000 1.29 $2,590

Roadway Excavation C.y. $10.50 27,417 $287,875
HMA Concrete Ton $60.00 5,737 $344,216
Untreated Base Course C.Y. $15.00 7,311 $109,667
Granular Borrow C.. $40.00 12,794 $511,778
Curb and Gutter (2.5' width) L.F. $11.50 28,200 $324,300
Sidewalk (4' width) L.F. $25.00 28,200 $705,000
Drainage L.F. $80.00 28,200 $2,256,000
Right of Way S.F. $15.00 56,400 $846,000

Bridge/Culvert .F. $225.00 0 SO
Traffic Signal $180,000 0 SO
$5,685,092

Contingency 25% | $1,421,273 |

Mobilization 10% |  $568509 |

Preconstruction Engineering 8% $454,807
Construction Engineering 8% $454,807

Total Project Costs $8,580,000

100%

Syracuse City's Responsibility Via Impact Fee's
E EE v £ $8,580,000

Overall Assumptions:

HMA Pavement Density (pcf) = 155

HMA Thickness (in) = 3

Untreated Base Course Thickness (in) = 8
Granual Borrow Thickness (in) = 14
Roadway Excavation Depth (ft) = 2.5

Sidewalk Width (ft) = 4



Syracuse City

Transportation Master Plan

2000 West: SR-198 to 1700 South
Arterial
Costs

Item
Parkstrip
Removal of Existing Asphalt
Clearing and Grubbing
Roadway Excavation
HMA Concrete
Untreated Base Course
Granular Borrow
Curb and Gutter (2.5' width)
Sidewalk (4' width)
Drainage
Right of Way

Bridge/Culvert
Traffic Signal

Unit

Unit Cost

Quantity

$1.00 46,800 $46,800
S.Y. $2.50 57,200 $143,000
Acre $2,000 5.37 $10,744
C.y. $10.50 14,444 $151,667
Ton $60.00 3,023 $181,350
C.Y. $15.00 3,852 $57,778
C.y. $40.00 6,741 $269,630
L.F. $11.50 15,600 $179,400
L.F. $25.00 15,600 $390,000
L.F. $80.00 15,600 $1,248,000
S.F. $15.00 234,000 $3,510,000
$225.00 0 SO
$180,000 0 $0
$6,188,368
Contingency 25% | $1,547,002 |
Mobilization 10% | $618,837 |
Preconstruction Engineering 8% $495,069
Construction Engineering 8% $495,069

Overall Assumptions:

HMA Pavement Density (pcf) =

HMA Thickness (in) =

Untreated Base Course Thickness (in) =
Granual Borrow Thickness (in) =
Roadway Excavation Depth (ft) =
Sidewalk Width (ft) =

Total Project Costs

$9,340,000



Syracuse City

Transportation Master Plan
2000 West: 1700 South to 2700 South
Minor Arterial
Costs

Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity
Parkstrip .F. $1.00 $53,000
Removal of Existing Asphalt S.Y. $2.50 26,500 $66,250
Clearing and Grubbing Acre $2,000 2.19 $4,380
Roadway Excavation C.y. $10.50 7,852 $82,444
HMA Concrete Ton $60.00 1,643 $98,580
Untreated Base Course C.Y. $15.00 2,094 $31,407
Granular Borrow c.. $40.00 3,664 $146,568
Curb and Gutter (2.5' width) L.F. $11.50 10,600 $121,900
Sidewalk (4' width) L.F. $25.00 10,600 $265,000
Drainage L.F. $80.00 10,600 $848,000
Right of Way S.F. $15.00 95,400 $1,431,000

Bridge/Culvert .F. $225.00 0 SO
Traffic Signal $180,000 0 SO
Subtotal $3,148,530

T v
|

Preconstruction Engineering 8% $251,882
Construction Engineering 8% $251,882

Total Project Costs $4,750,000

100%

Syracuse City's Responsibility Via Impact Fee's
y y's RESp y & $4,750,000

Overall Assumptions:

HMA Pavement Density (pcf) = 155

HMA Thickness (in) = 3

Untreated Base Course Thickness (in) = 8
Granual Borrow Thickness (in) = 14
Roadway Excavation Depth (ft) = 2.5

Sidewalk Width (ft) = 4



Syracuse City

Transportation Master Plan
Bluff Street: 1770 South to 1000 West
Minor Arterial
Costs

Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity
Parkstrip .F. $1.00 131,000 $131,000
Removal of Existing Asphalt S.Y. $2.50 58,222 $145,556
Clearing and Grubbing Acre $2,000 5.41 $10,826
Roadway Excavation C.Y. $10.50 25,472 $267,458
HMA Concrete Ton $60.00 5,330 $319,804
Untreated Base Course C.Y. $15.00 6,793 $101,889
Granular Borrow C.. $40.00 11,887 $475,481
Curb and Gutter (2.5' width) L.F. $11.50 26,200 $301,300
Sidewalk (4' width) L.F. $25.00 26,200 $655,000
Drainage L.F. $80.00 26,200 $2,096,000
Right of Way S.F. $15.00 235,800 $3,537,000

Bridge/Culvert .F. $225.00 0 SO
Traffic Signal $180,000 0 SO
Subtotal $8,041,314

Contingency 25% | $2,010,329

Mobilization 10% |  $804,131 |

Preconstruction Engineering 8% $643,305
Construction Engineering 8% $643,305

Total Project Costs $12,140,000

100%
$12,140,000

Syracuse City's Responsibility Via Impact Fee's

Overall Assumptions:

HMA Pavement Density (pcf) = 155

HMA Thickness (in) = 3

Untreated Base Course Thickness (in) = 8
Granual Borrow Thickness (in) = 14
Roadway Excavation Depth (ft) = 2.5

Sidewalk Width (ft) = 4



Syracuse City

Transportation Master Plan

1700 South: 3000 West to 2000 West
Arterial
Costs

Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity
Parkstrip .F. $1.00 $28,800
Removal of Existing Asphalt S.Y. $2.50 21,333 $53,333
Clearing and Grubbing Acre $2,000 2.20 $4,408
Roadway Excavation C.Y. $10.50 20,444 $214,667
HMA Concrete Ton $60.00 4,278 $256,680
Untreated Base Course C.Y. $15.00 5,452 $81,778
Granular Borrow C.v. $40.00 9,541 $381,630
Curb and Gutter (2.5' width) L.F. $11.50 9,600 $110,400
Sidewalk (4' width) L.F. $25.00 9,600 $240,000
Drainage L.F. $80.00 9,600 $768,000
Right of Way S.F. $15.00 96,000 $1,440,000

Bridge/Culvert .F. $225.00 0 SO
Traffic Signal $180,000 0 SO
Subtotal $3,579,695

Contingency 25% | $894,924 |

Mobilization 10% | $357,970 |

Preconstruction Engineering 8% $286,376
Construction Engineering 8% $286,376

Total Project Costs $5,410,000

Syracuse City's Responsibility Via Impact Fee's

Overall Assumptions:

HMA Pavement Density (pcf) = 155

HMA Thickness (in) = 3

Untreated Base Course Thickness (in) = 8
Granual Borrow Thickness (in) = 14
Roadway Excavation Depth (ft) = 2.5

Sidewalk Width (ft) = 4



Syracuse City

Transportation Master Plan

Bluff Street: Connection to Layton Parkway

Minor Arterial
Costs

Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity
Parkstrip .F. $1.00 $25,000
Removal of Existing Asphalt S.Y. $2.50 11,111 $27,778
Clearing and Grubbing Acre $2,000 1.38 $2,755
Roadway Excavation C.y. $10.50 4,861 $51,042
HMA Concrete Ton $60.00 1,017 $61,031
Untreated Base Course C.Y. $15.00 1,296 $19,444
Granular Borrow C.. $40.00 2,269 $90,741
Curb and Gutter (2.5' width) L.F. $11.50 5,000 $57,500
Sidewalk (4' width) L.F. $25.00 5,000 $125,000
Drainage L.F. $80.00 5,000 $400,000
Right of Way S.F. $15.00 60,000 $900,000

Bridge/Culvert .F. $225.00 0 SO
Traffic Signal $180,000 0 SO
$1,760,291

Contingency 25% | $440,073 |

Mobilization 10% | $176,029 |

Preconstruction Engineering 8% $140,823
Construction Engineering 8% $140,823

Total Project Costs $2,660,000

25%

Syracuse City's Responsibility Via Impact Fee's
y EE v & $670,000

Overall Assumptions:

HMA Pavement Density (pcf) = 155

HMA Thickness (in) = 3

Untreated Base Course Thickness (in) = 8
Granual Borrow Thickness (in) = 14
Roadway Excavation Depth (ft) = 2.5

Sidewalk Width (ft) = 4



Syracuse City

Transportation Master Plan
Bluff Street & Gentile Street: 1000 West to 500 West (3700 West Layton)
Minor Arterial
Costs

Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity
Parkstrip .F. $1.00 $45,000
Removal of Existing Asphalt S.Y. $2.50 20,000 $50,000
Clearing and Grubbing Acre $2,000 1.86 $3,719
Roadway Excavation C.Y. $10.50 8,750 $91,875
HMA Concrete Ton $60.00 2,441 $146,475
Untreated Base Course C.Y. $15.00 2,333 $35,000
Granular Borrow c.. $40.00 4,083 $163,333
Curb and Gutter (2.5' width) L.F. $11.50 9,000 $103,500
Sidewalk (4' width) L.F. $25.00 9,000 $225,000
Drainage L.F. $80.00 9,000 $720,000
Right of Way S.F. $15.00 81,000 $1,215,000

Bridge/Culvert .F. $225.00 0 SO
Traffic Signal $180,000 0 SO
$2,798,902

Contingency 25% | $699,726 |

Mobilization 10% |  $279,890 |

Preconstruction Engineering 8% $223,912
Construction Engineering 8% $223,912

Total Project Costs $4,230,000

8%

Syracuse City's Responsibility Via Impact Fee's
y EE v & $340,000

Overall Assumptions:

HMA Pavement Density (pcf) = 155 Note: Includes re-alignment at the
HMA Thickness (in) = 3 intersection of 1000 West and Bluff Street
Untreated Base Course Thickness (in) = 8
Granual Borrow Thickness (in) = 14
Roadway Excavation Depth (ft) = 2.5

Sidewalk Width (ft) = 4



Syracuse City

Transportation Master Plan
Roundabout: 3000 West & 700 South

Costs

Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity
Parkstrip .F. $1.00

S0

Removal of Existing Asphalt S.Y. $2.50 0

S0

Clearing and Grubbing Acre $2,000 0.00

S0

Roadway Excavation C.Y. $10.50 0

S0

HMA Concrete Ton $60.00

S0

Untreated Base Course C.Y. $15.00

S0

Granular Borrow cy. $40.00

S0

S0

Sidewalk (4' width) L.F. $25.00

S0

Drainage L.F. $80.00

S0

0
0
0
Curb and Gutter (2.5' width) L.F. $11.50 0
0
0
0

Right of Way S.F. $15.00

S0

Roundabout $250,000 1

$250,000

Traffic Signal $180,000 0
Subtotal

S0
$250,000

Contingency 25%

$62,500

Mobilization 10%

$25,000

Preconstruction Engineering 8%

$20,000

Construction Engineering 8%

$20,000

Total Project Costs

Syracuse City's Responsibility Via Impact Fee's

Overall Assumptions:

HMA Pavement Density (pcf) = 155

HMA Thickness (in) = 3

Untreated Base Course Thickness (in) = 8
Granual Borrow Thickness (in) = 14
Roadway Excavation Depth (ft) = 2.5

Sidewalk Width (ft) = 4

$380,000

100%
$380,000



Syracuse City

Transportation Master Plan
Signal: 500 West & 2700 South

Costs

Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity

Parkstrip .F. $1.00 SO
Removal of Existing Asphalt S.Y. $2.50 0 SO
Clearing and Grubbing Acre $2,000 0.00 SO
Roadway Excavation C.. $10.50 0 SO
HMA Concrete Ton $60.00 0 SO
Untreated Base Course C.Y. $15.00 0 SO
Granular Borrow C.. $40.00 0 SO
Curb and Gutter (2.5' width) L.F. $11.50 0 SO
Sidewalk (4' width) L.F. $25.00 0 S0
Drainage L.F. $80.00 0 SO
Right of Way S.F. $15.00 0 SO
Roundabout $250,000 0 SO
Traffic Signal $180,000 1 $180,000
Subtotal $180,000

T
T T

Preconstruction Engineering 8% $14,400
Construction Engineering 8% $14,400

Total Project Costs  $270,000

100%

Syracuse City's Responsibility Via Impact Fee's
y y's RESp y & $270,000

Overall Assumptions:

HMA Pavement Density (pcf) = 155

HMA Thickness (in) = 3

Untreated Base Course Thickness (in) = 8
Granual Borrow Thickness (in) = 14
Roadway Excavation Depth (ft) = 2.5

Sidewalk Width (ft) = 4



Syracuse City

Transportation Master Plan
Roundabout: Gentile Street & Bluff Street

Costs

Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity
Parkstrip .F. $1.00

S0

Removal of Existing Asphalt S.Y. $2.50 0

S0

Clearing and Grubbing Acre $2,000 0.00

S0

Roadway Excavation C.Y. $10.50 0

S0

HMA Concrete Ton $60.00

S0

Untreated Base Course C.Y. $15.00

S0

Granular Borrow cy. $40.00

S0

S0

Sidewalk (4' width) L.F. $25.00

S0

Drainage L.F. $80.00

S0

0
0
0
Curb and Gutter (2.5' width) L.F. $11.50 0
0
0
0

Right of Way S.F. $15.00

S0

Roundabout $250,000 1

$250,000

Traffic Signal $180,000 0
Subtotal

S0
$250,000

Contingency 25%

$62,500

Mobilization 10%

$25,000

Preconstruction Engineering 8%

$20,000

Construction Engineering 8%

$20,000

Total Project Costs

Syracuse City's Responsibility Via Impact Fee's

Overall Assumptions:

HMA Pavement Density (pcf) = 155

HMA Thickness (in) = 3

Untreated Base Course Thickness (in) = 8
Granual Borrow Thickness (in) = 14
Roadway Excavation Depth (ft) = 2.5

Sidewalk Width (ft) = 4

$380,000

100%
$380,000



Syracuse City

Transportation Master Plan
Roundabout: 3000 West & 2700 South

Costs

Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity
Parkstrip .F. $1.00

S0

Removal of Existing Asphalt S.Y. $2.50 0

S0

Clearing and Grubbing Acre $2,000 0.00

S0

Roadway Excavation C.Y. $10.50 0

S0

HMA Concrete Ton $60.00

S0

Untreated Base Course C.Y. $15.00

S0

Granular Borrow cy. $40.00

S0

S0

Sidewalk (4' width) L.F. $25.00

S0

Drainage L.F. $80.00

S0

0
0
0
Curb and Gutter (2.5' width) L.F. $11.50 0
0
0
0

Right of Way S.F. $15.00

S0

Roundabout $250,000 1

$250,000

Traffic Signal $180,000 0
Subtotal

S0
$250,000

Contingency 25%

$62,500

Mobilization 10%

$25,000

Preconstruction Engineering 8%

$20,000

Construction Engineering 8%

$20,000

Total Project Costs

Syracuse City's Responsibility Via Impact Fee's

Overall Assumptions:

HMA Pavement Density (pcf) = 155

HMA Thickness (in) = 3

Untreated Base Course Thickness (in) = 8
Granual Borrow Thickness (in) = 14
Roadway Excavation Depth (ft) = 2.5

Sidewalk Width (ft) = 4

$380,000

100%
$380,000



Syracuse City

Transportation Master Plan
Roundabout: 4000 West & 700 South

Costs

Item Unit Unit Cost Quantity
Parkstrip .F. $1.00

S0

Removal of Existing Asphalt S.Y. $2.50 0

S0

Clearing and Grubbing Acre $2,000 0.00

S0

Roadway Excavation C.Y. $10.50 0

S0

HMA Concrete Ton $60.00

S0

Untreated Base Course C.Y. $15.00

S0

Granular Borrow cy. $40.00

S0

S0

Sidewalk (4' width) L.F. $25.00

S0

Drainage L.F. $80.00

S0

0
0
0
Curb and Gutter (2.5' width) L.F. $11.50 0
0
0
0

Right of Way S.F. $15.00

S0

Roundabout $250,000 1

$250,000

Traffic Signal $180,000 0
Subtotal

S0
$250,000

Contingency 25%

$62,500

Mobilization 10%

$25,000

Preconstruction Engineering 8%

$20,000

Construction Engineering 8%

$20,000

Total Project Costs

Syracuse City's Responsibility Via Impact Fee's

Overall Assumptions:

HMA Pavement Density (pcf) = 155

HMA Thickness (in) = 3

Untreated Base Course Thickness (in) = 8
Granual Borrow Thickness (in) = 14
Roadway Excavation Depth (ft) = 2.5

Sidewalk Width (ft) = 4

$380,000

100%
$380,000



A@ COUNCIL AGENDA

Date
SYRACUSE
st. CITY 1925
Agenda Item “g” Mission Statement, Vision Statements, and FY
2017 Budgetary Goals

Factual Summation

e Any question regarding this agenda item may be directed at City Manager Brody
Bovero

o Please see attached draft resolution regarding the amendment of the City’s
mission statement, establishment of 10-year vision statements, and FY2017
budgetary goals.



RESOLUTION R16-03

A RESOLUTION OF THE SYRACUSE CITY COUNCIL
AMENDING THE SYRACUSE CITY MISSION STATEMENT;
IDENTIFYING 10-YEAR VISION STATEMENTS CITY-WIDE
AND FOR EACH CITY DEPARTMENT; AND IDENTIFYING
BUDGETARY GOALS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2017.

WHEREAS Syracuse City Councilmembers are desirous of updating and
amending the City’s mission statement;

WHEREAS Syracuse City Councilmembers are desirous of developing 10-year
vision statements for the entire City and for each individual Department; and

WHEREAS Syracuse City Councilmembers are desirous of developing
budgetary goals for Fiscal Year (FY) 2017; and

WHEREAS the City Council and City Administration met in a goal setting
retreat do determine appropriate changes to the mission statement, develop vision
statements, and identify budgetary goals.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF
SYRACUSE CITY, UTAH, AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Adoption. The amended mission statement, vision statements, and
FY2017 budgetary goals are attached hereto as Exhibit A.

Section 2. Severability. If any section, part or provision of this Resolution is
held invalid or unenforceable, such invalidity or unenforceability shall not affect any
other portion of this Resolution, and all sections, parts and provisions of this Resolution
shall be severable.

Section 3. Effective Date. This Resolution shall become effective immediately
upon its passage.

PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF SYRACUSE
CITY, STATE OF UTAH, THIS 12" DAY OF JANUARY, 2016.

SYRACUSE CITY
ATTEST:

By:
Cassie Z. Brown, City Recorder Terry Palmer, Mayor
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SYRACUSE
CITY

Mission Statement

“To provide quality, affordable services for its citizens, while promoting
community pride, fostering economic development and preparing for the
future.”

10-Year City-Wide Vision Statements

1. We are a City with well-maintained infrastructure, including roads, utilities, and
parks.

2. In preparation for the West Davis Corridor, we will make provisions for interchanges
to accommodate commercial businesses to serve the residents’ needs and to support
economic stability of the City.

3. We are financially stable City, balancing the cost of services with the level of
services that we provide. The City will have minimal or no debt.

4. The City will incorporate improvements, events, and services that create an overall
feeling of connection and pride in the City by its residents.

Vision Statements on City Services

Police
1. The Syracuse PD is a well-trained, professional police force.

2. The Syracuse PD is responsive to crime and other community issues.



January 7, 2016
Syracuse City police officers are courteous and service-oriented.
Syracuse City police officers are part of the community and respected by the public.

The City’s policies provide guidance on the expected levels of personnel in the police
department.

Fire/EMS

1. Syracuse firefighters and EMS providers are professional, well-trained, and
courteous.

2. The Syracuse FD/EMS has the equipment, training, and personnel to respond
quickly.

3. Syracuse firefighters and EMS providers are part of the community and respected
by the public.

4. The City is prudent with the finances of the FD, and minimizes debt associated with

providing fire/EMS services.

Public Works/Utilities

1.

2.

Utilities provided by the City are affordable.
Public Works and utility billing employees are customer service oriented.
Services provided by Publics Works are done in an efficient manner.

Syracuse City has a well-organized infrastructure replacement and maintenance
schedule that ensures well-maintained systems.

Parks & Recreation

1.

Syracuse City provides parks and open space for active and passive recreation, with
equipment and space for a variety of activities.

There are a wide variety of programs provided by the Parks & Recreation
Department.

The Parks & Recreation Department operates efficiently.

The programs offered by the Parks & Recreation Department are financially self-
sustaining.
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5. Syracuse City parks and trails have plenty of trees.

Community and Economic Development

1. Syracuse City has a clear and targeted plan for the development of key areas of the
City.

2. The Community & Economic Development Department employees are
knowledgeable and positive.

3. The Community & Economic Development Department communicates well with
the business community.

Administration

1. Syracuse City Administration employees are knowledgeable, courteous, and
customer-oriented.

2. Syracuse City Administration demonstrates transparency in conducting City
business.

Information Technology
1. Syracuse City uses IT to improve communication with residents.
2. Syracuse City provides IT services in an efficient and organized manner.
3. Syracuse City uses technology to improve staff productivity.
4. Syracuse City’s IT services are customer-oriented.
Justice Court
1. Syracuse City’s justice court meets the needs justice in the City.

2. Syracuse City’s justice court is administered fairly and efficiently.

FY 2017 Budgetary Goals

The following goals are set by the City Council to provide direction for the City during the
FY2017 budget year. Upon adoption, these goals will be developed to include action plans
and key personnel assigned to each goal.
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11.

12.

13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

21.

January 7, 2016

Find ways to lessen the enmity that exists among individuals in policy-making
bodies.

Include a formal 1% and 2™ reading of all new or amended ordinances prior to
adoption.

Ensure the staff of their value in City government.

Develop an accountability reporting program, to include a regular reporting schedule
on the value of spending by the city departments.

Create a positive perception of City Hall that demonstrates an inviting group of
people working to serve the citizens of Syracuse.

Incorporate competitive business practices in an effort to eliminate waste, improve
service, and strengthen City services.

Develop plans for undeveloped park lands.
Develop a minimum of 15 possible public service projects in the City.

Develop a policy on how the City will appropriately represent itself on external
boards.

Develop a community education program as an offering to citizens of the City.

Review internal commissions and subcommittees to boost their value to the City,
increase participation, and eliminate waste.

Identify the mission of the Syracuse Arts Council, expand offerings, and maximize
the value of having an Arts Council.

Develop a volunteer recognition program.

Aggressively seek business expansion, within the vision of the City.

Make the City website more user-friendly.

Develop plans for each department to prepare for the future.

Restructure the City Budget.

Evaluate the need to hire more police officers.

Investigate the feasibility of radio metering for culinary water vs current system.

Evaluate the possibility of contracting with external youth organizations, such as
AYSO, for the use of City parks for practices and games.

Develop a parks and open space master plan.



22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.

January 7, 2016
Review each department to look for a 5% to 10% reduction in costs.
Ensure money is available to add to the City’s fund balance.
Ensure funding is provided for infrastructure improvements.
Put money toward debt payment.
Ensure City spending is efficient, transparent, and honest.

Receive feedback from departments regarding service needs and wasteful spending.



A@ COUNCIL AGENDA

January 12, 2016
SYRACUSE
st. CITY 19035

Agenda ltem “f” Review agenda items 16-18, proposed
resolutions formalizing Council appointments
and assignments.

Factual Summation
o These items were added to the agenda at the request of Councilmembers Bolduc
and Maughan; please direct any questions towards them.
e Proposed Resolutions R16-04, R16-05, and R16-06 were drafted by staff to
formalize various appointments and assignments.



RESOLUTION NO. R16-04

A RESOLUTION OF THE SYRACUSE CITY COUNCIL APPOINTING
COUNCILMEMBER MAUGHAN TO THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE
NORTH DAVIS SEWER DISTRICT.

WHEREAS, Syracuse City, Utah (the City) is within the boundaries of North Davis Sewer
District (the District) and has previously appointed City Council Members to serve on the Board of
the District; and

WHEREAS, Mayor Palmer recommends the appointment of Councilmember Dave
Maughan pursuant to Utah Code Annotated §17B-1-304, as amended and he seeks the advice and
consent of the Council.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF SYRACUSE
CITY, STATE OF UTAH, AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Appointment. Councilmember Dave Maughan is hereby appointed by the
Governing Body of Syracuse City as a member of the North Davis Sewer District Board, to serve for
a term concurrent with Councilmember Maughan’s term of office as a member of the Governing
Body of the City.

Section 2. Severability. If any section, part or provision of this Resolution is held
invalid or unenforceable, such invalidity or unenforceability shall not affect any other portion of this
Resolution, and all sections, parts and provisions of this Resolution shall be severable.

Section 3. Effective Date. This Resolution shall become effective immediately upon its
passage.

PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF SYRACUSE CITY, STATE
OF UTAH, THIS &th DAY OF JANUARY, 2016.

SYRACUSE CITY
ATTEST:

By:
Cassie Z. Brown, City Recorder Terry Palmer, Mayor




RESOLUTION NO. R16-05

A RESOLUTION OF THE SYRACUSE CITY COUNCIL APPOINTING
COUNCILMEMBER TO THE DAVIS COUNTY MOSQUITO
ABATEMENT DISTRICT BOARD.

WHEREAS, Syracuse City, Utah (the City) is within the boundaries of the Davis County
Mosquito Abatement District (the District) and desires to appoint a resident of the City to the Board
of the District; and

WHEREAS, Mayor Palmer recommends the appointment of Councilmember
pursuant to Utah Code Annotated §17B-1-304, as amended and he seeks the advice and consent of
the Council.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF SYRACUSE
CITY,STATE OF UTAH, AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Appointment. Councilmember is hereby appointed by the Governing
Body of the City as a member of the Board of the District. Such appointment shall terminate May 1,
2019 as the appointee is filling a mid-term vacancy of the City’s most recent four year appointment.

Section 2. Severability. If any section, part or provision of this Resolution is held
invalid or unenforceable, such invalidity or unenforceability shall not affect any other portion of this
Resolution, and all sections, parts and provisions of this Resolution shall be severable.

Section 3. Effective Date. This Resolution shall become effective immediately upon its
passage.

PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF SYRACUSE CITY, STATE
OF UTAH, THIS 12" DAY OF JANUARY, 2016.

SYRACUSE CITY
ATTEST:

By:
Cassie Z. Brown, City Recorder Terry Palmer, Mayor




RESOLUTION R16-06

A RESOLUTION OF THE SYRACUSE CITY COUNCIL
APPOINTING CITY COUNCILMEMBERS TO VARIOUS
COMMITTEE POSITIONS AND ASSIGNMENTS.

WHEREAS Syracuse City Councilmembers are desirous of being appointed to
and serving on various community committees and boards; and

WHEREAS there are also internal City positions, such as Mayor Pro-Tem that
Councilmembers are desirous of being appointed to; and

WHEREAS the Syracuse City Council discussed committee appointments and
assignments during their Work Session Meeting of January 12, 2016 and determined
appropriate appointments and assignments for each Councilmember and members of the

Administration.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF
SYRACUSE CITY, UTAH, AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Appointment.

a.

Mayor Palmer is hereby appointed to serve as the City’s
representative on the Clearfield High School Community
Council.
Mayor Palmer is hereby appointed to serve as the liaison to the
Youth Council.
Mayor Palmer is hereby appointed to serve as a voting member
on the Utah League of Cities and Towns (ULCT) Legislative
Policy Committee.

is hereby appointed to serve as a preparedness liaison.

is hereby appointed to serve as an Employee Appeals
Board alternate member.

is hereby appointed to serve as the City’s representative
on the Cook Elementary Community Council.

is hereby appointed to serve as the City’s representative
on the Syracuse High School Community Council.
Councilmember Gailey is hereby appointed to serve as an
Employee Appeals Board member.
Councilmember Gailey is hereby appointed to serve as the
City’s representative on the Bluff Ridge Elementary
Community Council.
Councilmember Gailey is hereby appointed to serve as the
liaison to Syracuse Chamber of Commerce.
Councilmember Gailey is hereby appointed to serve as the
Museum Board Advisor.
Councilmember Gailey is hereby appointed to serve as the
Second Mayor Pro-Tem.
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aa.

bb.

CC.

dd.

ee.

Councilmember Gailey is hereby appointed to serve as the
Youth Court Liaison.
Councilmember Gailey is hereby appointed to serve as the
liaison to the Planning Commission.

is hereby appointed to serve as a volunteer liaison.

is hereby appointed to serve as the City’s representative
on the Syracuse Junior High School Community Council.

is hereby appointed to serve as the Mayor Pro-Tem.
Councilmember Lisonbee is hereby appointed to serve as a
volunteer liaison.
Councilmember Lisonbee is hereby appointed to serve as a
voting member on the Utah League of Cities and Towns
(ULCT) Legislative Policy Committee.
Councilmember Lisonbee is hereby appointed to serve as an
Employee Appeals Board alternate member.
Councilmember Lisonbee is hereby appointed to serve as the
City’s representative on the Buffalo Point Community Council.
Councilmember Lisonbee is hereby appointed to serve as the
liaison to the Arts Council.

is hereby appointed to serve as the Third Pro-Tem.

is hereby appointed to serve as a preparedness liaison.

is hereby appointed to serve as an Employee Appeals
Board member.

is hereby appointed to serve as the City’s representative
on the Syracuse Elementary Community Council.

is hereby appointed to serve as the City’s representative
on the Legacy Junior High Community Council.
City Manager Bovero is hereby appointed to serve as a voting
member on the Utah League of Cities and Towns (ULCT)
Legislative Policy Committee.
The Syracuse City Attorney is hereby appointed to serve as a
non- voting member on the Utah League of Cities and Towns
(ULCT) Legislative Policy Committee
Public Works Director Whiteley is hereby appointed to serve as
the City’s representative on the Layton Canal Board.
Public Works Director Whiteley has been elected to the Davis
and Weber Canal Board.

Section 2. Severability. If any section, part or provision of this Resolution is
held invalid or unenforceable, such invalidity or unenforceability shall not affect any
other portion of this Resolution, and all sections, parts and provisions of this Resolution

shall be severable.

Section 3. Effective Date. This Resolution shall become effective immediately

upon its passage.



PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF SYRACUSE
CITY, STATE OF UTAH, THIS 12" DAY OF JANUARY, 2016.

SYRACUSE CITY
ATTEST:

By:
Cassie Z. Brown, City Recorder Terry Palmer, Mayor
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