
AMERICAN FORK CITY COUNCIL 

NOVEMBER 3, 2016 

WORK SESSION MINUTES 

 

Members Present: 

James H. Hadfield  Mayor 

Kevin Barnes  Councilman 

Carlton Bowen  Councilman 

Brad Frost  Councilman 

Rob Shelton  Councilman 

Jeff Shorter  Councilman 

 

Staff Present: 

Wendelin Knobloch  Associate Planner 

Dan Rojas  Chief Building Official 

Nestor Gallo  City Engineer 

Terilyn Lurker  City Recorder 

Trevor Coombs  Finance Director 

Cherylyn Egner  Legal Counsel 

Colleen Eggett  Library Director 

Derric Rykert  Parks and Recreation Director 

Darren Falslev  Police Chief 

Dale Goodman  Public Works Director 

Adam Olsen  Senior Planner 

 

Also present: John Woffinden, Ryan Bybee, Mr. and Mrs. Smart, one other person. 

WORK SESSION 

 

1. Discussion on an Ordinance approving amendments to the Development and 

Construction Standards for trails and street cross sections. (Requested by Terilyn Lurker, 

City Recorder)  

City Engineer, Nestor Gallo, provided a basic overview of the City’s trails and streets 

cross sections.  There are for road classifications; arterial, major, minor, and local.  Trails 

have two classifications; side path and shared side path.  Mr. Gallo reviewed the 

guidelines from the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials 

(AASHTO) and the Mountainland Association of Governments (MAG).  He explained 

impact fees are used for project improvements and system improvements.  He said part of 

the presentation would provide a trail width comparison with other cities. 

Arterial roads have five lanes and accommodate approximately 18,000 vehicles per day, 

per lane.  Major collector roads have three lanes and are typically found in commercial 

areas; in addition to travel lanes, collector roads also have a shared turn lane.  There is a 
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maximum capacity for these roads.  Mr. Nestor explained that during peak hours there is 

a car every four seconds on a collector road. 

Mayor Hadfield stated according to the master plan, neighborhoods need to access a 

collector class road outside a neighborhood in order to avoid diverting all traffic onto 

local roads.  Mr. Nestor added subdivisions are designed to navigate traffic to minor and 

major collector roads.  The maximum capacity is approximately one car every eight 

seconds.   

Mr. Gallo explained that rights-of-way include travel lanes with a shoulder for street 

parking, curb and gutter for drainage, park strip and either a sidewalk or side path.  

Images of sidewalks and side paths were presented to the Council.  Mr. Gallo explained 

that in order to be ADA compliant, sidewalks need to be at least feet wide.  Over the 

years, there have been different cross sections which the City is now trying to mesh 

together.  Stamped concrete currently has a requirement of two feet, but Mr. Gallo 

recommended they increase it to three feet. 

Councilman Bowen asked Mr. Gallo to explain the difference between a side path and a 

sidewalk, to which Mr. Gallo noted side paths are wider.  Councilman Bowen asked if 

five foot sidewalks were interchangeable with side paths.  Mr. Gallo explained the City’s 

bicycle and pedestrian general plan defines trails as side paths.  Associate Planner, 

Wendelin Knobloch stated the bike and pedestrian plan which was approved three years 

ago indicates that side paths are those which run along the side of the road; the shared-use 

trail was the facility in its own right-of-way.  He mentioned the American Fork River 

Trail as an example of a shared-use path.   

Mr. Gallo explained that the minimum dimensions of a sidewalk should be eight to ten 

feet, two to three feet for a park strip, and two feet for curb and gutter.  There are many 

accessories in a park strip, and as such each accessory has a different standard.  The 

minimum distance from the face of a fire hydrant, power pole, and traffic sign pole 

should be 18 inches.  The minimum distance to the power box and mailbox should be 12 

to 18 inches, and the distance to the street sign pole should be a minimum of 12 inches.  

In his professional opinion, he recommended that the park strip adjacent to a side path 

have a minimum width of three to five feet.   

Mr. Coombs asked if every trail was part of the side path and if they had the accessories 

next to the path.  Mr. Gallo stated at least one of those components would be there for a 

shared-use path; the above specifications were just for roads. 

Mr. Gallo stated trails have multiple uses, and bikers stay on the road depending on the 

number of access points.   AASHTO guidelines recommend eight feet to accommodate 

the peak volume of users, which would still allow plenty of room for pedestrians to pass.  

The reduced width of eight feet may be used for certain conditions such as low bicycle 
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traffic and occasional pedestrian use.  Alignment provides well designed passing lanes.  

The side path should not allow heavy vehicles, as loading conditions would cause 

damage.  Mr. Gallo stated that the fiscal impact also needed to be considered when 

reviewing requirements. 

On a multiuser trail the volume is expected to be higher, and staff recommended a 

minimum of ten feet which would allow for a passing zone.  Staff recommended a 

minimum of 14 feet for paths which also share a bike line.  Mr. Gallo noted that the width 

of the Murdock Trail was 14 feet, as it was the width recommended for parks, open space 

and regional trails.  

Mr. Gallo explained that system improvements are created to provide a service to the 

community at large, and are paid through the use of impact fees.  Public facilities may 

include roadways, parks, recreation facilities, open space and trails.  Project 

Improvements are planned and designed to provide service for a specific development 

which is deemed necessary to accommodate such growth.  If the trail is a component of 

the road and the developer has to put in more than the five feet, the developer gets impact 

fee credits for any amount exceeding five feet.  Project improvements only benefit that 

particular development.  If a trail benefits the community, it is a system improvement and 

the developer is therefore entitled to an impact fee credit. 

Mr. Gallo presented a spreadsheet showing the impact fees for one lot, and how the fees 

were calculated.  An impact fee of $2077 rounded to $2100 was broken down as follows:  

The cost for a five foot wide sidewalk of 100 feet, multiplied by $25.00 per foot equals 

$2,500 per lot.  The cost of a 10 foot wide sidewalk at 100 feet multiplied by $50.00 per 

foot equals $5,000; of $2,500 is a system improvement.  The road impact for a single 

dwelling unit is $2,077.00.   

Note: Councilman Shelton arrived at 3:50 p.m. 

Councilman Bowen wanted to clarify that if the City saves money it is because they don’t 

have to refund the impact fee that would’ve otherwise been paid.  Mr. Gallo stated this 

was correct.  Public Works Director, Dale Goodman, said they would still have to 

reimburse but wouldn’t provide a reimbursement for more than what they were 

collecting.   Mr. Gallo said they would only have to reimburse $1,500 if the sidewalk was 

eight feet, and this cost was assuming the homeowner took care of the maintenance. 

In reviewing other cities, there was a consistency of 10 feet sidewalks for high volume 

roads, whereas low volume roads ranged from six to 10 feet as a minimum width 

requirement.  Comparisons were shown with the following cities: Lindon, Highland, 

Draper, Orem, Saint George, Logan, Lehi and Pleasant Grove.  Mr. Gallo stated that the 

Planning Commission and City Council would determine widths. 
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Items for consideration included maintenance (home owners, homeowners associations 

and the City; safety (lighting and driveways; materials (concrete for urban areas, asphalt 

for open spaces and parks.  Recommendations for the minimum park-strip width:  Option 

1= three feet minimum; minimum side-path width: Option 1 = eight feet (low volume 

roads); Option 2 = 10 feet (high volume roads); Option 3 = 14 feet (regional trails).  

Recommended materials included concrete for urban areas and asphalt for parks and open 

space. 

Councilman Frost asked if there was a good mechanism in place to determine volume 

based on the number of homes in a given development.  Mr. Gallo answered 

affirmatively, and explained that staff has the tools to make these determinations.  

Councilman Frost asked if the same formula could be used for high volume roads, 

specifically.  He explained that trails are built with the idea that future development will 

continue the trail.  He asked if they would see trails needed to accommodate existing trail 

systems in order to maintain continuity throughout developments.  Mr. Gallo answered 

affirmatively and said ideally a nice trail would have a loop.  The idea behind this 

ordinance is to ensure that continuity. 

Councilman Bowen asked if there was a separate ordinance related to shared-use paths, 

and Mr. Gallo was not aware of a separate ordinance.  Councilman Bowen opined it was 

unfortunate that the terminology of sidewalks and shared paths was lumped together, 

because they appeared to be different.  He said while there were some areas where it 

would make sense to have a wider sidewalk, other areas could be narrower.  Mr. Gallo 

said pedestrian safety was the main goal.  Councilman Bowen asked if pedestrians had a 

three foot park strip and a three to five foot sidewalk, if there would be approximately six 

feet of buffer from the street, and staff noted this was correct. 

Councilman Shelton mentioned that North County Boulevard was a County project with 

which the City did not have an opportunity to weigh in.  Staff would have loved to have 

seen a trail go in that area.  Stamped concrete was installed to the north in order to widen 

the trail. 

Councilman Bowen stated sidewalks in a development were more “cut and dried” and he 

was of the opinion that an eight foot sidewalk was excessive in a development.  He 

argued this was an unnecessary cost to the developer and ultimately to the citizens buying 

into the subdivision.  He said he lives in a neighborhood across from the park and there 

are people who ride their bikes on the street, as residential streets see very little vehicular 

traffic.  The sidewalk is primarily for pedestrian use and it has been a rare observation to 

see people passing each other.  Also, joggers primarily run in the streets.  A shared-use 

path, such as the Murdock Canal, was not a sidewalk and as such should be categorized 

differently. 
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Councilman Shelton was concerned with the location of shared-use paths behind homes 

and in secluded areas, as he felt this created a place for problems to exist.  He opined 

residents would prefer to have an identified route for use.  He expressed his belief that 

maintaining shared-use paths in front of homes would be of better use.  

Councilman Bowen reiterated his previous argument that it was an excessive burden on a 

homeowner to maintain an eight foot sidewalk.  Councilman Shelton said he would agree 

if it was an existing home; however, if the trail was already part of the subdivision and 

the owners understood at the time of purchase what the burden would be, the City could 

allow the free market to decide what was best.  Councilman Bowen said he didn’t know 

how much of a consideration that would be for homebuyers.  He also disputed the use of 

the word “trails” when talking about sidewalks, because he felt there was a distinction 

between the two terms.  However, he agreed with Councilman Shelton there was a valid 

point regarding trail safety behind homes.  He said trail safety would also depend on the 

demographics.   

Councilman Shelton continued that trails are located throughout Highland City, and they 

are heavily used by the residents.  Because the trails are maintained with City resources, 

they are serviced using tax dollars.  Councilman Shelton said above all he was concerned 

about safety, and he saw a benefit to trail systems especially as bike usage and alternative 

means of transportation become more popular. 

Councilman Shelton assessed the most efficient way of building onto the trail system.  He 

explained that if they throw a trail behind the homes and require that five feet of sidewalk 

be put in as well, fifteen feet of concrete would be needed versus eight feet.  They would 

also need to add lighting where there is already lighting on the street.  Furthermore, while 

someone may not want an eight foot trail in front of their home, there might not be the 

same argument that someone wouldn’t want a 10 foot secluded trail behind their home.  

For an efficient use of money and resources, it made sense to keep the trail in front of the 

homes and keep cross sections of driveways to a minimum.   

Councilman Bowen explained that a distinction needed to be made between a trail and a 

sidewalk, and stated it was deceptive to refer to sidewalks as trails because sidewalks are 

improved rights-of-way.  There was further deliberation on whether or not this distinction 

was outlined in the trails handbook which was previously approved by the Council.  

Councilman Bowen explained that when people think of the term “trail”, they are 

thinking of a separate right-of-way and not a sidewalk.  For example, the IFA 

development would have had a trail behind the store, but at the time the neighbors didn’t 

want one.  The City respected the wishes of the residents, and foot traffic was then 

diverted onto other rights-of-way which aren’t trails.  A separate ordinance would allow 

the City to deal with these issues on a case-by-case basis.  Councilman Bowen used the 

example of the Deer Field Elementary trail as a case in which less concrete would be 

needed.   
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Councilman Shelton asked Councilman Bowen to clarify that he wanted two different 

systems with a separate trail that didn’t utilize any existing sidewalk, but would still 

provide connectivity throughout the City.  Councilman Bowen said it depended on the 

trail.  Councilman Shelton asked if City funds would be used to pay for maintenance and 

Councilmember Bowen answered affirmatively.  

Mayor Hadfield said he wished to comment on the remarks about nobody wanting a trail 

in their backyard.  He noted in regards to the Murdock Trail, residents in that area have 

added access from their homes to the trail.  He also mentioned that four-foot sidewalks 

were not accessible for wheelchairs, and as such were not ADA compliant.   He recalled a 

situation in which the City had to pay for medical expenses when a young man hit the 

fence where there wasn’t a foot sidewalk.  He concluded there are reasons why certain 

ordinances are outlined as such. 

Mr. Knobloch made reference to a trail in Cedar Hills in which the paved surface is 10 

feet wide with five feet of grass on either side.  The River Trail in American Fork is 10 

feet, as is the Art Dye park trail.  The trails plan was approved by the City Council.  From 

the discussion earlier, Mr. Knobloch said one could get the impression each and every 

neighborhood would have a trail, which was not the case.   

Councilman Barnes asked if five feet would be sufficient to meet ADA standards, to 

which staff replied that five feet was the minimum. 

Mayor Hadfield inquired as to the Planning Commission’s recommendation on the 

matter.  Senior Planner, Adam Olsen, noted the item was tabled because they wanted to 

look at cost differences and research what other cities have implemented.  The Council 

primarily needs to consider width; while 10 feet was recommended, the Council could 

also opt for other alternatives as well.   

Councilman Shorter commented bike riders won’t want to ride on an eight foot sidewalk.  

Mr. Olsen stated the wider sidewalk was a visual cue of the trail corridor without a 

separate open corridor.  Furthermore, the wider sidewalk will not be on both sides of the 

road. 

Councilman Barnes asked if when talking about volume they were referring to volume of 

cars on the road.  Mr. Gallo stated the car and pedestrian traffic directly correlated with 

one another. 

Councilman Frost summarized that they were talking about two feet and changing the 

classification of a portion of the trails.  He wanted to know if this would be the only 

change.  Mr. Olsen stated they could add a separate corridor for a regional trail, which 

could also be covered in the ordinance as well. 
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Councilman Bowen inquired on the current ordinance.  Mr. Olsen stated the terminology 

of the ordinance now matches what is on the trails plan (i.e., shared-use or side path).  

Councilman Frost explained that citizens use the trail system and as such they needed to 

stay committed to the entire network.   Mayor Hadfield agreed and said that trails will 

keep coming forward for review.  He mentioned Parks and Recreation Director, Derric 

Rykert, has been working on a grant for the Utah Lake which will show the alignment of 

the north shore along the American Fork boat harbor and surrounding properties on both 

sides.  He said the County wants to get from the Provo River Trail to the Jordan River 

Trail.  Saratoga Springs also has extensive trail systems around their subdivisions and 

along the shoreline as well.  Mayor Hadfield stated as a City they needed to set and 

maintain a standard.  They will work on acquiring property as part of that effort. 

Councilman Bowen commented that people enjoy using shared-use paths.  He asked if 

they are going to label this trail or side path as a collector trail, and if so where traffic 

would then be diverted.  Mr. Knobloch stated it would go from the Murdock Canal trail 

to the Pacific Rail trail.  Councilman Bowen stated if they require the developer, Mr. 

Ryan Bybee, to put in an eight foot sidewalk, it would become a neighborhood with 

driveways crossing the trails.  Mr. Olsen said the subdivision has minimal driveway 

crossings the way it has been designed.  Mr. Gallo added that staff reviewed this specific 

layout of Mr. Bybee’s subdivision. 

Mayor Hadfield stated when they originally adopted the City’s trails and streets plan, 

they followed AASHTO guidelines.  However, terminology has changed and the 

ordinance will reflect AASHTO’s updated guidelines.   

Councilman Barnes inquired as to what will come first; the design of the development, or 

how the development fits in with the design of the trail.  Mayor Hadfield stated when a 

developer comes in, they are shown the City’s master plan and the developer must show 

how they can accommodate the plan.   It was noted that Mr. Bybee was accommodating 

to the City’s master plan.  Councilman Barnes asked Mr. Bybee if the ordinance 

devalued/increased the value of property.   Mr. Bybee explained that whenever they lay 

out a subdivision they look for cul-de-sac lots, because they are more valuable.  The 

direction the lots face also is a factor when determining property value.  He mentioned 

they made minor adjustments to the development to eliminate some driveways. 

Mayor Hadfield stated this item would be on the November 22nd agenda for action.   

2. Report on the 2016 Street Projects (Requested by Dale Goodman, Public Works) 

Mayor Hadfield stated he has asked for a report on the 2016-2017 road improvements 

done in the City. 

Staff and elected officials reviewed pictures of various road improvement projects within 

the City which have taken place over the past year.   Mr. Goodman presented a chart of 



November 3, 2016  8 | P a g e  

all roads that were reconstructed and how much the City spent on each respective project 

per square yard of asphalt.  The roads listed were complete reconstruction projects in 

which asphalt was removed and replaced.  The list did not include information on curb 

and gutter improvements.   Mr. Goodman stated projects were done in segments, from 

one intersection to the next.   

Councilman Bowen asked which projects were contracted out versus done by the City. 

Mr. Goodman answered that the projects were done by the City.  He added that on 400 

South, the developer was required to put in curb, gutter and sidewalk and had to tie in to 

the existing road.   

Councilman Shelton asked about 1100 North as it wasn’t on the list Mr. Goodman 

presented.   Mr. Goodman explained 1100 North was contracted out and the City also 

paid for a portion of the project.  He noted with the Smart property that the City will go 

ahead and overlay the entire width if funding is available. 

Mr. Goodman reviewed the overlay and chip seal projects, noting they all took place 

from 300 West to the railroad tracks on 200 South.  He explained overlay projects consist 

of replacing the top layer of asphalt.   Finance Director, Trevor Coombs, asked what kind 

of life is added to a road from an overlay project versus reconstruction.  Mr. Goodman 

stated a new road has an RSL of 20 years.  The surface life of a road may be extended by 

seven or eight years with overlays, slurry or chip seal. 

Mr. Goodman explained that high density mineral bond, or HA5, took place in several 

locations.  Images of various projects were presented.  Councilman Bowen made 

reference to several roads in the City where HA5 treatments were done, and said it was a 

high quality product.   Mr. Goodman explained the HA5 treatment keeps the asphalt 

pliable so they don’t get cracking with the freezing. 

The following list of projects completed within the past year was presented: 

 Utah Valley Drive – utilities and overlay 

 400 South/Storrs Avenue – utilities and reconstruct 

 200 South – chip seal 

 Recreation Center Parking Lot Expansion – reconstruct 

 North 80 East – reconstruct 

 North 70 East – reconstruct 

 East 1120 North – reconstruct 

 825 East – reconstruct 

 Various locations – HA5  

 

Mr. Goodman commended the work of City staff on the above projects. 
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Councilman Barnes suggested at some point they communicate to the public what types 

of treatment have been applied to certain roads and why.  He suggested this information 

be communicated via the newsletter and website.  Mayor Hadfield stated that they try to 

do projects in each quadrant of the City, so every area sees improvements on an annual 

basis.  He noted projects also are dependent upon funding. 

Mayor Hadfield asked how much money was spent for road reconstruction, and stated 

they should expect the same level of service moving forward into the future.  Mr. 

Goodman stated while they didn’t have any significant forthcoming MAG projects, they 

were at about $1.5 million in road projects for the year.   

Councilman Bowen agreed with Councilman Barnes’s suggestion to relay project 

information to the public via the City’s various communication channels.  Mayor 

Hadfield stated he would have Camden Bird update the City’s website accordingly.  

Councilman Bowen thanked the Public Works Department for all of their hard work. 

Councilman Shelton made reference to a section of 1100 North which needed attention, 

and Mr. Goodman said he would look into the matter. 

Mr. Coombs concluded the Council needed to strategically plan forthcoming projects so 

staff could properly allocate resources.   Councilman Shelton stated these allocations 

would be in the capital improvement projects. 

3. Adjournment 

The meeting adjourned at 4:50 p.m. 

 

 
Terilyn Lurker 

City Recorder 


