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AGENDA
HIAWATHA CITY COUNCIL
WORK SESSION
Monday, September 23, 2019 @ 5:30

HIAWATHA CITY HALL - (Upper Floor Conference Room D)

A. Call to Order — Roll Call
B. Approval of Agenda
C. Business Discussion

1. Snyder & Associates presentation of Tower Terrace Roadway Expansion Traffic
Study and Design Review Discussion

2. Subdivision Development Agreement for Assessment
3. Reconsideration of our sidewalk program/plan along with ADA Compliance

4. ITC — Hiawatha Annexation/City of Robins Annexation

D. Other Council Discussion

E. Adjourn

NOTE: As this is a work session, the agenda may be amended the night of the work
session by order of the Mayor and/or Council.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Tower Terrace Road was identified as a new location for Interstate 380 access in the 1-380 Interchanges at
Tower Terrace Road and Boyson Rd Interchange Justification Report (IJR). The purpose of this report is to
determine the necessary traffic control and lane configurations at the intersection of Tower Terrace Road and
North Center Point Road east of the interchange.

The traffic patterns and volumes are projected to change and grow significantly with the new interchange.
Forecasted daily traffic is projected to grow from about 11,600 vehicles per day in the opening year (2023) to
28,500 vehicles per day in the design year (2040). Due to projected rapid growth, the opening year alternatives
were analyzed with 10 years of growth from the opening year.

Two primary alternatives were evaluated for the traffic control at the intersection Tower Terrace Rd and N
Center Point Rd: signal control and a roundabout. The forecasted volumes make maintaining two-way stop
control (TWSC) or switching to all-way stop control (AWSC) infeasible. The functional lane needs were
determined for the opening year based on 2033 traffic and for the full build based on 2040 traffic. The
functional lane needs were determined using Synchro version 10 for the traffic signal and Sidra version 7 for
the roundabout. Those lane configurations were then analyzed with the microsimulation analysis in VISSIM
version 9. VISSIM models for the 1JR were provided by the lowa DOT and modified for this study.

Based on analyses performed for this study, both Tower Terrace Rd and N Center Point Rd intersection
alternatives (roundabout or traffic signal) provide acceptable opening year and design year traffic operations.
The signal alternative has lower initial construction costs, however, future improvements needed for this
alternative to accommodate projected 2040 traffic would be more expensive than for the roundabout
alternative. Total initial plus future estimated project cost for the roundabout alternative is approximately
$340,000 (8%) more than the signal alternative.

Considering life-cycle costs for transportation system users over the 20-year analysis period, the roundabout
alternative is projected to provide more than $15 million in cost savings compared to the signal alternative,
including more than $2 million in safety benefits (vehicle crash and injury reductions). Therefore, the
roundabout alternative is recommended as the preferred alternative.

Due to opening year lane configurations needed for the interchange and the N Center Point Rd intersection,
Tower Terrace Rd should be constructed as four-lane divided street west of N Center Point Rd. Providing four
continuous through lanes with initial construction will avoid potential operational and safety issues associated
with lane drops (merges) as well as future construction costs for this segment.

After the interchange and N Center Point Rd intersection are opened to traffic, traffic operations should be
periodically evaluated to determine when additional intersection improvements may be needed. Based on
projected traffic growth, the proposed design year improvements may be needed within 10-15 years after the
opening year. This is consistent with recommended design practice for roundabouts, minimizing the number
of lanes initially to optimize safety, but designing for future expandability.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Tower Terrace Road was identified as a new location for Interstate 380 access in the 1-380 Interchanges at
Tower Terrace Road and Boyson Rd Interchange Justification Report (IJR). The preferred alternative in that
report included a diverging diamond interchange (DDI) at Tower Terrace Road with two through lanes each
direction eastbound and westbound. The purpose of this report is to determine the necessary traffic control
and lane configurations at the intersection of Tower Terrace Road and North Center Point Road east of the
interchange. The project location is shown in Figure 1.

2 . Intersection of Tower
Terrace Rd and N
Center Point Rd

TawarTerrace Rd
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2. EXISTING CONDITIONS

Tower Terrace Rd is a two-lane undivided road with a rural cross section and a speed limit of 35 mph west of
N Center Point Rd and 45 mph to the east. N Center Point Rd is a two lane undivided road with a rural cross
section north of Tower Terrace Rd and a three-lane road with an urban cross section to the south. The speed
limit on N Center Point Rd 35 mph. The intersection has curbs on all the corner radii, and the only turn lanes
are northbound and southbound left turn lanes. It is two way stop controlled (TWSC) with the stop signs on
the eastbound and westbound approaches. The existing intersection layout is shown in Figure 2.

N Center Point Rd

Figure 2. Intersection of Tower Terrace Rd and N Center Point Rd

3. CRASH HISTORY

Reported crashes from 2014 through 2018 at the intersection of Tower Terrace Rd and N Center Point Rd
were reviewed using the lowa DOT’s crash database (https://icat.iowadot.gov/). There were 9 crashes within
that time frame for a crash rate of 0.64 crashes per million entering vehicles. There was 1 major injury crash,
1 minor injury crash, 3 possible/unknown crashes, and 4 property damage only crashes. Of the 9 crashes, 6 of
them were broadside/right angle crashes and 2 were oncoming left turn crashes.
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It is important to note that limited conclusions can be gathered from this crash review due to the significant
changes expected in the traffic patterns with the new interchange. The introduction of an access to 1-380 is
expected to spur significant growth in the area and change the routes drivers take to and from origins and

destinations in the area.

4. EXISTING TRAFFIC

The 2017 annual average daily traffic (AADT) volumes in the area are shown in Figure 3. Again, the
volumes in the area are expected to change significantly with the new interchange. However, the existing
volumes shown and the existing volumes at the adjacent 1-380 interchanges can provide a baseline for
comparison with the overall forecasted growth east and west of 1-380. This is discussed further in the

Forecasted Traffic section.

.Jl\

PYILER RO

i

'.I;igure 3.2017 AADT (source: lowa DOT)
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5. FORECASTED TRAFFIC

The IR included forecasted daily and peak hour volumes for the design year of 2040, but it did not include
opening year forecasts. However, the Corridor Metropolitan Planning Organization provided daily traffic
forecasts for a travel demand model scenario with the Tower Terrace Rd interchange open and other roads
open to reflect the expected network in 2023. This model used socio-economic data from 2013, so a growth
rate for the area was calculated between 2013 and 2040 using the MPO and 1JR volumes, respectively. This
resulted in a growth rate of 5.4 percent per year.

That growth rate was then used to estimate the opening year (2023) peak hour volumes by reversing the
growth from the 2040 peak hour volumes, with minor adjustments for turning movements that decreased from
the existing peak hour volumes to the forecasted 2040 peak hour volumes. Daily traffic on Tower Terrace Rd
is projected to increase from approximately 11,600 vehicles per day to 28,500 vehicles per day from 2023 to
2040. The 2017, 2023, and 2040 peak hour volumes are shown in Exhibits 1, 2, and 4, respectively.
Additionally, due to the high growth, interim peak hour volumes were estimated for 2033. The 2033 volumes
were used for the opening year scenarios to ensure the initial build alternatives had sufficient capacity for 10
years of growth. Exhibit 3 shows the estimated 2033 peak hour volumes.

6. ALTERNATIVES

Two primary alternatives were evaluated for the traffic control at the intersection Tower Terrace Rd and N
Center Point Rd: signal control and a roundabout. The forecasted volumes make maintaining two-way stop
control (TWSC) or switching to all-way stop control (AWSC) infeasible. The functional lane needs were
determined for the opening year based on 2033 traffic and for the full build based on 2040 traffic. The
functional lane needs were determined using Synchro version 10 for the traffic signal and Sidra version 7
for the roundabout. Those lane configurations were then analyzed with the microsimulation analysis in
VISSIM version 9. VISSIM models for the IJR were provided by the lowa DOT and modified for this study.

The opening year signal layout is shown in Figure 4, and the design year signal layout is shown in Figure
5. The opening year roundabout layout is shown in Figure 6, and the design year roundabout layout is
shown in Figure 7. The functional lane needs for the opening year and design year are also summarized in
Table 1.

Table 1. Summary of Functional Lane Needs

Opening Year (2023) Design Year (2040)
Alternative | Approach Left | Thru | Right Left | Thru | Right

NB 1 1 shared 1 2 1

Signal SB 1 1 1 1 2 1
EB 2 1 1 2 2 shared

WB 1 2 shared 1 2 1

NB 1 1 1 shared 2 1

Roundabout SB shared 1 1 shared 2 1
EB shared 2 shared 1 2 shared

WB shared 2 shared | shared 2 1
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7. FORECASTED OPERATIONS - ALTERNATIVES

The layouts in Figure 4 through Figure 7 were further analyzed in the microsimulation software VISSIM
version 9. These models included the proposed 1-380 interchange in order to analyze the interaction between
the interchange and the N Center Point Rd intersection. The opening year layouts were evaluated with the
forecasted 2033 traffic to ensure an adequate level of service with 10 years of growth. The design year layouts
were evaluated with the forecasted 2040 traffic. The AM and PM peak hours were modeled for all the
alternative and year combinations.

The main measures of effectiveness used to evaluate the alternatives were delay per vehicle (and the
corresponding level of service or LOS) and queue length. The LOS thresholds for delay according to the
Highway Capacity Manual 6 (HCM 6) are given in Table 2. In the HCM 6, roundabouts use the unsignalized
LOS thresholds, which are lower than the signalized LOS thresholds due to driver expectations for delay when
a signal is not present. Typically, LOS D is considered the minimum acceptable level of service in urban
areas.

Table 2. Level of Service Definition (HCM 6)

Average Delay per Vehicle (seconds)
LOS Signalized Unsignalized
Intersection Intersection
A <10 <10
B 10to 20 10to 15
C 20 to 35 1510 25
D 351055 2510 35
E 55 to 80 3510 50
F >80 or > 50 or
V/IC>1.0 V/IC>1.0

V/C - Volume to Capacity Ratio

Table 3 and Table 4 summarize the delay and LOS results for the opening year and design year alternatives,
respectively. Both the roundabout and signal alternative provide acceptable levels of service at the intersection
of Tower Terrace Rd and N Center Point Rd with the opening year layouts and forecasted 2033 traffic. The
roundabout has less delay than the signal with LOS B or better overall and LOS C or better for all approaches.
The signal provides LOS C or better overall and for the approaches. The signal alternative provides slightly
less delay at the NB 1-380 Ramps signal due to its ability to be coordinated with the interchange signals.

The design year analysis shows similar results to the opening year with 2033 traffic. Again, the roundabout
alternative has less delay overall than the signal alternative, and the signal alternative provides slightly less
delay at the NB 1-380 Ramps due to the coordination. The main difference in the design year analysis is that
the WB approach in the PM peak sees a increase in delay. This is due to the high volume of EB left turns and
NB left and through vehicles limiting the gaps available for WB traffic. In reality, as delays increase, drivers
are willing to accept smaller gaps, which would likely result in less delay than shown. Results by individual
movement are provided in the appendix.

SNYDER-ASSOCIATES.COM
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Table 3. Summary of Delay in sec per veh / LOS for Opening Year

Roundabout Signal
Intersection Approach | AM Peak | PM Peak | AM Peak | PM Peak
NB 4/A 13/B 21/C 27/C
SB 9/A 4/ A 17/B 10/B
Tﬁ""gg&:{?g?ﬂ?&f‘ EB 13/B 11/B 271/C 35/C
WB 71A 22/C 26/C 28/C
Total 9/A 12/B 23/C 26/C
NB 17/B 22/C 18/B 20/ C
Tower Terrace Rd & EB 12/B 6/A 15/B 6/A
NB 1-380 Ramps WB 15/B 12/B 8/A 9/A
Total 14/ B 14/ B 12/B 12/B
SB 5/A 41A 5/A 5/A
Tower Terrace Rd & EB 21/C 24/ C 20/ C 24/ C
SB 1-380 Ramps wB 71A 6/A 9/A 8/A
Total 12/B 13/B 13/B 14/B
Table 4. Summary of Delay in sec per veh / LOS for Design Year (2040)
Roundabout Signal
Intersection Approach | AM Peak | PM Peak | AM Peak | PM Peak
NB 4/ A 12/B 19/B 25/C
SB 9/A 4/ A 21/C 16/B
Tﬁ"gﬂ{g?g?ﬂfgf EB 11/B 7/A 23/C 34/C
WB 10/B 35/E 22/C 23/C
Total 9/A 14/ B 22/ C 26/ C
NB 19/B 20/ B 19/B 19/B
Tower Terrace Rd & EB 8/A 71A 11/B 6/A
NB 1-380 Ramps WB 25/C 18/B 16/B 15/B
Total 18/B 16/B 15/B 14 /B
SB 8/A 8/A 8/A 9/A
Tower Terrace Rd & EB 22/C 25/C 23/C 24/ C
SB 1-380 Ramps WB 13/B 11/B 14 /B 12/B
Total 16/B 16/B 17/B 16/B

Table 5 summarizes the maximum queues at the intersection of Tower Terrace Rd and N Center Point Rd.
The queue lengths are provided in feet and the letters in the parentheses indicate the lane with the longest
gueue. In general, the maximum queues were 350 feet or less.

SNYDER-ASSOCIATES.COM
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Table 5. Summary of Max Queue Length in feet per Approach (Lane with Max Queue)

Roundabout Signal

Scenario Approach | AM Peak | PM Peak | AM Peak | PM Peak
Opening Year NB 85 (T) 256 (T) | 238(T/R) | 538 (T)
Layout with 2033 SB 288 (L/T) | 71 (L/T) 303 (T) 87 (L)
Traffic EB 336 (L/T) | 335 (L/T) | 258(T) 237 (L)
WB 150 (T/R) | 226 (L/T) 266 (T) 265 (L)
NB 60 (L/T) | 144 (L/T) | 121(T) 217 (T)
. SB 253 (L/T) | 80 (L/T) | 309 (R) 322 (R)
Design Year (2040) EB 332 (L) | 330(L) | 207(L) | 297 (L)
WB 279 (L/T) | 501 (L/T) | 328(T) 236 (T)

8. IMPROVEMENT COST OPINIONS

Preliminary cost opinions were prepared for the opening year alternatives as well as future improvements
necessary to accommodate design year traffic. Table 6 summarizes the cost opinions for the roundabout and
signal alternatives for the intersection of the Tower Terrace Rd and N Center Point Rd. These cost opinions
included estimated quantities and costs for major bid items, engineering, and right-of-way acquisition.

The roundabout alternative has higher initial construction costs (by approximately $880,000) than the signal,
but lower additional costs to achieve the design year layout (by approximately $540,000). This results in
higher total costs for the design year roundabout (by approximately $340,000). Itemized cost breakdowns are
included in the appendix.

Table 6. Summary of Preliminary Cost Opinions

Scenario Cost Category Roundabout Signal
Construction Total $3,436,740 | $2,710,140
Opening Year Costs | Engineering and ROW $758,000 $602,000
Total Project Cost $4,194,740 | $3,312,140
. Construction Total $399,300 $844,800
Ad(gg;”?\' 52;:3 0 MEngineering and ROW $80,000 | $178,000
g Total Project Cost $479,300 | $1,022,800
Construction Total $3,836,040 | $3,554,940
ng: ?‘Of(t:atro Engineering and ROW $838,000 | $780,000
g Total Project Cost $4,674,040 | $4,334,940
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LIFE-CYCLE COST ANALYSIS

In addition to the initial construction cost, the long-term operation costs and safety benefits of the roundabout
and signal alternatives were compared. The additional factors considered were safety, value of time for users,
fuel costs to users, emissions, and maintenance. The process of quantifying these considerations is described
in this section.

Safety
0 Based on existing crash rates at the intersection and established crash modification factors (CMFs)

from the lowa DOT’s Traffic Safety Improvement Program (based on factors from the CMF
Clearinghouse — http://www.cmfclearinghouse.orq)

o0 Societal costs of crashes from the lowa DOT’s Traffic Safety Improvement Program (Fatal —

$4,500,00; Major — $325,000; Minor — $65,000; Possible — $35,000, Property Damage Only — $7,400)

Signal assumed to have same crash rate as historic crash rate at intersection.

0 Roundabout assumed to have a 65 percent reduction for injury crashes and 20 percent reduction for
property damage only crashes, per lowa DOT CMF information.

0 Note: existing crash history may not be representative of the crash frequency after the interchange
opens due to the changes in traffic patterns and growth. It is likely the crash frequency will be higher
than the history indicates, so the safety benefit of the roundabout alternative is likely greater than
shown

Value of Time

o0 Based on delay at the interchange and intersection from VISSIM 9 models.

0 Included off peak analysis. Off peak was defined as the 11 hours with the highest traffic other than the
AM and PM peak. Based on lowa DOT automated traffic recorder data, these off peak hours average
75 percent of the PM peak volumes. According to the same data, the AM peak, PM peak, and next
highest volume 11 hours account for 80-85 percent of daily volume. The impact of the final 15-20
percent traffic on the analysis was assumed be negligible and was excluded.

0 Value of time — $15.21 per hour. Based on a weighted average of personal use and truck driver time
from Benefit-Cost Analysis Guidance for Discretionary Grant Programs from the FHWA.

Fuel Costs

0 Based on fuel consumption output at the interchange and intersection in VISSIM 9 models.

0 Cost of fuel — $3.00 per hour. Based on current fuel prices in lowa and expected cost increases.

Emissions

o0 Based on emissions output at the interchange and intersection for nitrogen oxides (NOx), volatile
organic compounds (VOCs), and carbon dioxide (CO>) in VISSIM 9 models.

0 Societal costs of emissions from Benefit-Cost Analysis Guidance for Discretionary Grant Programs
from the FHWA and its underlying research. (NOx — $7,508 per ton, VOCs — $1,905 per ton, and
CO:2 — $39 per ton)

Maintenance Costs

o0 Roundabout: power for lighting, signing, markings. Assumed $2,500 annual cost.

o Traffic signal: power, lighting, signing, markings, signal maintenance, regular retiming. Assumed
$5,000 annual cost.

@]
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The life span of both alternatives was assumed to be 20 years. The total life cycle costs for each of the
categories are compared between the roundabout and signal alternatives in Table 7 and Figure 8. It should
be noted that the travel time, fuel, and emissions costs include data from the interchange ramps to capture
any interaction between the intersection alternatives and the interchange. While the roundabout alternative is
slightly more expensive to construct, it offers a benefit over the signal alternative in all the other categories.
The largest differences are in travel time, fuel, and crash costs. The roundabout showed benefits of over $8
million in travel time savings, over $4 million in fuel cost savings, and over $2 million in value of crashes
prevented.

Table 7. Life Cycle Cost Summary (20 Year Totals)

Cost Category | Roundabout Signal
Construction $4,674,040 | $4,334,940
Crashes $1,359,000 | $3,620,000
Travel Time $21,059,000 | $29,575,000
Fuel $19,958,000 | $24,304,000
Emissions $1,059,000 | $1,306,000
Maintenance $50,000 $100,000
Total |  $48,159,040 | $63,239,940

Tower Terrace Rd Life Cycle Cost Analysis

$35,000,000
B TTR & CPR Roundahout

B TTR & CPR Signal
$30,000,000

$25,000,000
$20,000,000

$15,000,000

Total Cost (2023-2042)

$10,000,000

$5,000,000

N = —

Construction Cost Crashes Travel Time Cost Fuel Cost Emissions Cost Maintenance

Cost

Figure 8. Summary of Life Cycle Cost Comparison
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10.ALTERNATIVES DISCUSSION

This section summarizes the differences between the two alternatives for traffic control at the intersection of
Tower Terrace Rd and N Center Point Rd.

Roundabout Alternative
The various characteristics of the roundabout alternative are outlined below. It is expected to operate well
with low delays in general. The preliminary cost opinion indicates a higher initial construction cost, and a
slightly higher total construction cost than the signal alternative. However, the life cycle cost analysis indicates
a significant benefit for the roundabout alternative compared to the signal.
e Operations
0 Opening Year (with 2033 traffic): LOS B or better overall, LOS C or better on approaches
0 Design Year: LOS B or better overall, LOS B or better on all approaches except WB in the
PM peak (border of LOS D and LOS E)
e Construction Costs
0 Opening Year: $4,194,740
o Additional cost to Design Year: $479,300
o Total Cost to Design Year: $4,674,040
e Life Cycle Costs
o Significant benefit over the signal alternative in several categories: travel time (over $8
million), fuel (over $4 million), and crashes (over $2 million)

Signal Alternative
The various characteristics of the signal alternative are outlined below. It is expected to operate with
acceptable delays, though the delays are higher than the roundabout alternative. However, it is worth noting
that with the significant growth expected, the signals offer adaptability to changing traffic patterns by way of
signal retiming. The preliminary cost estimate indicates a lower initial construction cost, and a slightly lower
total construction cost. However, the life cycle cost analysis indicates a significant benefit for the roundabout
alternative compared to the signal.
e Operations
0 Opening Year (with 2033 traffic): LOS C or better overall, LOS C or better on approaches
0 Design Year: LOS C or better overall, LOS C or better on all approaches

e Construction Costs
o0 Opening Year: $3,312,140
o Additional cost to Design Year: $1,022,800
o Total Cost to Design Year: $4,334,940
e Life Cycle Costs
0 Expected to incur significantly more societal costs than the roundabout (about $15 million
over the 20 year analysis period)

SNYDER-ASSOCIATES.COM
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11.CONCLUSIONS/RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on analyses performed for this study, both Tower Terrace Rd and N Center Point Rd intersection
alternatives (roundabout or traffic signal) provide acceptable opening year and design year traffic operations.
Although the signal alternative has lower initial construction costs, future improvements needed for this
alternative to accommodate projected 2040 traffic would be more expensive than for the roundabout
alternative. Total initial plus future estimated project cost for the roundabout alternative is approximately
$340,000 (8%) more than the signal alternative.

Considering life-cycle costs for transportation system users over the 20-year analysis period, the roundabout
alternative is projected to provide more than $15 million in cost savings compared to the signal alternative,
including more than $2 million in safety benefits (vehicle crash and injury reductions). Therefore, the
roundabout alternative is recommended as the preferred alternative.

Due to opening year lane configurations needed for the interchange and the N Center Point Rd intersection,
Tower Terrace Rd should be constructed as four-lane divided street west of N Center Point Rd. Providing four
continuous through lanes with initial construction will avoid potential operational and safety issues associated
with lane drops (merges) as well as future construction costs for this segment.

After the interchange and N Center Point Rd intersection are opened to traffic, traffic operations should be
periodically evaluated to determine when additional intersection improvements may be needed. Based on
projected traffic growth, the proposed design year improvements may be needed within 10-15 years after the
opening year. This is consistent with recommended design practice for roundabouts, minimizing the number
of lanes initially to optimize safety, but designing for future expandability.

SNYDER-ASSOCIATES.COM
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APPENDIX A
Peak Hour Traffic Volume Exhibits
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Tower Terrace Road Traffic Study

Exhibit 1 - Existing Peak Hour Volumes
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Tower Terrace Road Traffic Study
Exhibit 2 - 2023 Peak Hour Volumes
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Tower Terrace Road Traffic Study
Exhibit 3 - 2033 Peak Hour Volumes
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Tower Terrace Road Traffic Study
Exhibit 4 - 2040 Peak Hour Volumes
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APPENDIX B
Improvement Alternative Exhibits
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APPENDIX C
Improvement Alternative Cost Opinions
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Tower Terrace Rd, 1-380 to N Center Point Rd
Roundabout Alternative - Opening Year

City of Hiawatha, lowa

Snyder & Associates Project No. 119.0219

7/26/2019

Engineer's Preliminary Opinion of Probable Project Costs

V:\Projects\2019\119.0219.08\Design\Traffic\COSTOP_TTR_prelim01.xIsx

Item Item Description EsUma’Fed Unit| Unit Price | Total Amount
Number Quantity
1 Clearing & Grubbing 1 LS $12,000 $12,000
2 Excavation 13,600 | CY $15 $204,000
3 Storm Sewer 3,670 LF $100 $367,000
4 Intakes and Manholes 21 EA $5,500 $115,500
5 Subdrain 5,970 LF $15 $89,550
6 PCC Pavement 18,030 | SY $80 $1,442,400
7 Sidewalk/ Trail Pavement 2,820 | SY $55 $155,100
8 Pavement Removal 13,540 | SY $10 $135,400
9 Roundabout Lighting 1 LS | $68,000 $68,000
10 Traffic Control 1 LS | $60,000 $60,000
11 Seeding & Mulching 1 LS | $15,000 $15,000
12 Erosion Control 1 LS | $25,000 $25,000
13 Mobilization 1 LS | $150,000 $150,000
14 Pavement Markings 1 LS| $25,000 $25,000
Subtotal $ 2,863,950
Misc. & Contingency (20% +/-) $ 572,790
Construction Total $ 3,436,740
Design and Construction Engineering (20%+/-) $ 687,000
Right-of-Way Acquistion $ 71,000
Total Project Cost $ 4,194,740

Snyder & Associates, Inc.





Tower Terrace Rd, 1-380 to N Center Point Rd
Signalized Intersection Alternative - Opening Year
City of Hiawatha, lowa
Snyder & Associates Project No. 119.0219

7/26/2019

Engineer's Preliminary Opinion of Probable Project Costs

Item Item Description EsUma’Fed Unit| Unit Price | Total Amount
Number Quantity
1 Clearing & Grubbing 1 LS $10,000 $10,000
2 Excavation 9,000 | cCY $15 $135,000
3 Storm Sewer 2,470 LF $100 $247,000
4 Intakes and Manholes 15 EA $5,500 $82,500
5 Subdrain 3,970 LF $15 $59,550
6 PCC Pavement 13,000 | SY $80 $1,040,000
7 Sidewalk/ Trail Pavement 2,820 | SY $55 $155,100
8 Pavement Removal 6,930 | SY $10 $69,300
9 Traffic Signal 1 LS | $250,000 $250,000
10 Traffic Control 1 LS | $50,000 $50,000
11 Seeding & Mulching 1 LS | $10,000 $10,000
12 Erosion Control 1 LS | $20,000 $20,000
13 Mobilization 1 LS | $110,000 $110,000
14 Pavement Markings 1 LS | $20,000 $20,000
Subtotal $ 2,258,450
Misc. & Contingency (20% +/-) $ 451,690
Construction Total $ 2,710,140
Design and Construction Engineering (20%+/-) $ 542,000
Right-of-Way Acquistion $ 60,000
Total Project Cost $ 3,312,140

V:\Projects\2019\119.0219.08\Design\Traffic\COSTOP_TTR_prelim01.xIsx

Snyder & Associates, Inc.





Tower Terrace Rd, 1-380 to N Center Point Rd
Roundabout Alternative - Design Year
City of Hiawatha, lowa
Snyder & Associates Project No. 119.0219

8/1/2019

Engineer's Preliminary Opinion of Probable Project Costs

Item Item Description EsUma’Fed Unit| Unit Price | Total Amount
Number Quantity

1 Clearing & Grubbing 1 LS $1,000 $1,000
2 Excavation 800 CY $15 $12,000
3 Storm Sewer 48 LF $100 $4,800
4 Intakes and Manholes 4 EA $5,500 $22,000
5 Subdrain 550 LF $15 $8,250
6 PCC Pavement 2,270 | SY $80 $181,600
7 Sidewalk/ Trail Pavement 20 Sy $55 $1,100
8 Pavement Removal 2,800 | SY $10 $28,000
9 Roundabout Lighting 1 LS $2,000 $2,000
10 Traffic Control 1 LS | $25,000 $25,000
11 Seeding & Mulching 1 LS $2,000 $2,000
12 Erosion Control 1 LS $5,000 $5,000
13 Mobilization 1 LS | $35,000 $35,000
14 Pavement Markings 1 LS $5,000 $5,000
Subtotal $ 332,750
Misc. & Contingency (20% +/-) $ 66,550
Construction Total $ 399,300
Design and Construction Engineering (20%+/-) $ 80,000

Right-of-Way Acquistion $ -
Total Project Cost $ 479,300

V:\Projects\2019\119.0219.08\Design\Traffic\COSTOP_TTR_prelim01.xIsx
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Tower Terrace Rd, 1-380 to N Center Point Rd
Signalized Intersection Alternative - Design Year
City of Hiawatha, lowa
Snyder & Associates Project No. 119.0219

8/1/2019

Engineer's Preliminary Opinion of Probable Project Costs

Item Item Description EsUma’Fed Unit| Unit Price | Total Amount
Number Quantity
1 Clearing & Grubbing 1 LS $2,000 $2,000
2 Excavation 1,640 | CY $15 $24,600
3 Storm Sewer 72 LF $100 $7,200
4 Intakes and Manholes 6 EA $5,500 $33,000
5 Subdrain 1,110 LF $15 $16,650
6 PCC Pavement 5,480 | SY $80 $438,400
7 Sidewalk/ Trail Pavement 350 SY $55 $19,250
8 Pavement Removal 1,790 | SY $10 $17,900
9 Traffic Signal 1 LS | $50,000 $50,000
10 Traffic Control 1 LS | $25,000 $25,000
11 Seeding & Mulching 1 LS $3,000 $3,000
12 Erosion Control 1 LS $7,000 $7,000
13 Mobilization 1 LS | $50,000 $50,000
14 Pavement Markings 1 LS| $10,000 $10,000
Subtotal $ 704,000
Misc. & Contingency (20% +/-) $ 140,800
Construction Total $ 844,800
Design and Construction Engineering (20%+/-) $ 169,000
Right-of-Way Acquistion $ 9,000
Total Project Cost $ 1,022,800
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APPENDIX D
VISSIM Analysis Results
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TTR Roundabout Concept 1 - 2033 AM Peak

Intersection Approach Movement Inpu(tv\Fl):I)ume Vo':illt::l(?/?)h) GEH Avg Delay (s) LOS Avg Queue | Max Queue
Left 51 58 0.95 7 A 0 37
NB Thru 172 170 0.15 6 A 1 85
Right 172 169 0.23 1 A 0 0
Total 395 397 0.10 4 A - -
Left 56 56 0.00 20 C 20 288
B Thru 412 407 0.25 14 B 19 286
Right 345 335 0.54 2 A 0 0
Total 813 798 0.53 9 A - -
Tower Terrace Rd &
N Center Point Rd Left 309 301 0.46 23 C 40 336
EB Thru 379 366 0.67 8 A 40 334
Right 144 134 0.85 5 A 2 204
Total 832 801 1.08 13 B - -
Left 103 102 0.10 11 B 4 110
WB Thru 619 625 0.24 6 A 8 150
Right 103 95 0.80 8 A 5 150
Total 825 822 0.10 7 A - -
INTERSECTION TOTAL 2865 2818 0.88 9 A = =
Intersection Approach Movement Inpu(tv\Fl):I)ume Vo'r::r:’:l(?/?)h) GEH Avg Delay (s) LOS Avg Queue | Max Queue
Left 137 156 1.57 25 C 21 163
NB Right 242 247 0.32 12 B 11 107
Total 379 403 1.21 17 B - -
Left 137 151 1.17 3 A - -
Tower Terrace Rd & EB Thru 551 532 0.82 14 B 22 193
NB 1-380 Ramps Total 688 683 0.19 12 B - -
Thru 1033 1105 2.20 15 B 40 352
WB Right 41 55 2.02 2 A - -
Total 1074 1160 2.57 15 B - -
INTERSECTION TOTAL 2141 2246 2.24 14 B - -
Intersection Approach Movement Inpu(tv\;:;ume Vo'::l:\:ieel(iih) GEH Avg Delay (s) LOS Avg Queue | Max Queue
Left 137 124 1.14 7 A 3 49
SB Right 206 204 0.14 A 0 94
Total 343 328 0.82 5 A - -
Thru 585 563 0.92 36 D 59 259
Tower Terrace Rd & EB Right 515 513 0.09 4 A - -
SB 1-380 Ramps Total 1100 1076 0.73 21 C - -
Left 515 550 1.52 4 A - -
WB Thru 688 706 0.68 9 A 14 219
Total 1203 1256 1.51 7 A - -
INTERSECTION TOTAL 2646 2660 0.27 12 B 0 0

V:\Projects\2019\119.0219.08\Design\TrafficModels\Snyder_VISSIM\Future_Build\Results_2033_AM_TTR-RdbtCon1.xlsx Snyder & Associates





TTR Roundabout Concept 1 - 2033 PM Peak

Intersection Approach Movement Inpu(tv\Fl):I)ume Vo':illt::l(?/?)h) GEH Avg Delay (s) LOS Avg Queue | Max Queue
Left 166 166 0.00 17 C 6 149
NB Thru 412 426 0.68 14 B 13 256
Right 103 102 0.10 5 A 0 0
Total 681 694 0.50 13 B - -
Left 103 99 0.40 12 B 3 71
B Thru 103 93 1.01 5 A 3 70
Right 412 411 0.05 2 A 0 55
Total 618 603 0.61 A - -
Tower Terrace Rd &
N Center Point Rd Left 412 421 0.44 19 C 38 335
EB Thru 482 489 0.32 A 37 334
Right 59 57 0.26 3 A 0 64
Total 953 967 0.45 11 B - -
Left 172 178 0.45 34 D 35 226
WB Thru 412 420 0.39 18 C 36 224
Right 69 62 0.86 13 B 10 138
Total 653 660 0.27 22 C - -
INTERSECTION TOTAL 2905 2924 0.35 12 B = =
Intersection Approach Movement Inpu(tv\Fl):I)ume Vo'r::r:’:l(?/?)h) GEH Avg Delay (s) LOS Avg Queue | Max Queue
Left 412 443 1.50 31 C 52 219
NB Right 551 566 0.63 14 B 25 212
Total 963 1009 1.46 22 C - -
Left 242 227 0.98 3 A - -
Tower Terrace Rd & EB Thru 448 447 0.05 8 A 11 68
NB 1-380 Ramps Total 690 674 0.61 6 A - -
Thru 826 833 0.24 14 B 28 177
WB Right 137 135 0.17 2 A - -
Total 963 968 0.16 12 B - -
INTERSECTION TOTAL 2616 2651 0.68 14 B - -
Intersection Approach Movement Inpu(tv\;:;ume Vo'::l:\:ieel(iih) GEH Avg Delay (s) LOS Avg Queue | Max Queue
Left 56 52 0.54 6 A 1 47
SB Right 172 171 0.08 4 A 0 46
Total 228 223 0.33 4 A - -
Thru 654 621 1.31 33 C 59 212
Tower Terrace Rd & EB Right 275 277 0.12 4 A - -
SB 1-380 Ramps Total 929 898 1.03 24 C - -
Left 379 395 0.81 3 A - -
wB Thru 826 881 1.88 8 A 12 195
Total 1205 1276 2.02 6 A - -
INTERSECTION TOTAL 2362 2397 0.72 13 B 0 0

V:\Projects\2019\119.0219.08\Design\TrafficModels\Snyder_VISSIM\Future_Build\Results_2033_PM_TTR-RdbtCon1.xlsx
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TTR Signal - 2033 AM Peak

Intersection Approach Movement Inpu(tv\Fl):I)ume Vo':illt::l(?/?)h) GEH Avg Delay (s) LOS Avg Queue | Max Queue
Left 51 58 0.95 19 B 7 110
NB Thru 172 171 0.08 25 C 33 234
Right 172 169 0.23 17 B 35 238
Total 395 398 0.15 21 [9 - -
Left 56 56 0.00 16 B 4 88
B Thru 412 409 0.15 25 C 54 303
Right 345 334 0.60 6 A 3 101
Total 813 799 0.49 17 B - -
Tower Terrace Rd &
N Center Point Rd Left 309 306 0.17 41 D 44 173
EB Thru 379 367 0.62 20 C 37 258
Right 144 129 1.28 12 B 9 191
Total 832 802 1.05 27 C - -
Left 103 101 0.20 17 B 7 89
WB Thru 619 622 0.12 28 C 55 266
Right 103 95 0.80 18 B 45 237
Total 825 818 0.24 26 C - -
INTERSECTION TOTAL 2865 2817 0.90 23 C = =
Intersection Approach Movement Inpu(tv\Fl):I)ume Vo'r::r:’:l(?/?)h) GEH Avg Delay (s) LOS Avg Queue | Max Queue
Left 137 156 1.57 27 C 23 118
NB Right 242 247 0.32 12 B 11 105
Total 379 403 1.21 18 B - -
Left 137 153 1.33 3 A - -
Tower Terrace Rd & EB Thru 551 537 0.60 18 B 29 254
NB 1-380 Ramps Total 688 690 0.08 15 B - -
Thru 1033 1103 2.14 8 A 17 157
WB Right 41 55 2.02 1 A - -
Total 1074 1158 2.51 A - -
INTERSECTION TOTAL 2141 2251 2.35 12 B - -
Intersection Approach Movement Inpu(tv\;:;ume Vo'::l:\:ieel(iih) GEH Avg Delay (s) LOS Avg Queue | Max Queue
Left 137 124 1.14 8 A 3 63
SB Right 206 204 0.14 3 A 0 0
Total 343 328 0.82 5 A - -
Thru 585 567 0.75 33 C 54 253
Tower Terrace Rd & EB Right 515 512 0.13 4 A - -
SB 1-380 Ramps Total 1100 1079 0.64 20 C - -
Left 515 549 1.47 3 A - -
WwB Thru 688 708 0.76 13 B 23 257
Total 1203 1257 1.54 9 A - -
INTERSECTION TOTAL 2646 2664 0.35 13 B 0 0

V:\Projects\2019\119.0219.08\Design\TrafficModels\Snyder_VISSIM\Future_Build\Results_2033_AM_TTR-Signal.xlsx Snyder & Associates





TTR Signal - 2033 PM Peak

Intersection Approach Movement Inpu(tv\Fl):I)ume Vo':illt::l(?/?)h) GEH Avg Delay (s) LOS Avg Queue | Max Queue
Left 166 165 0.08 20 C 4 74
NB Thru 412 425 0.64 30 C 19 538
Right 103 102 0.10 27 C 0 0
Total 681 692 0.42 27 C - -
Left 103 99 0.40 15 B 2 87
B Thru 103 93 1.01 21 C 2 85
Right 412 412 0.00 6 A 0 30
Total 618 604 0.57 10 B - -
Tower Terrace Rd &
N Center Point Rd Left 412 423 0.54 39 D 23 237
EB Thru 482 486 0.18 34 C 23 236
Right 59 57 0.26 6 A 0 80
Total 953 966 0.42 35 D - -
Left 172 178 0.45 20 C 58 265
WB Thru 412 418 0.29 32 C 58 264
Right 69 62 0.86 18 B 18 237
Total 653 658 0.20 28 C - -
INTERSECTION TOTAL 2905 2920 0.28 26 C = =
Intersection Approach Movement Inpu(tv\Fl):I)ume Vo'r::r:’:l(?/?)h) GEH Avg Delay (s) LOS Avg Queue | Max Queue
Left 412 441 1.40 28 C 46 212
NB Right 551 566 0.63 14 B 24 187
Total 963 1007 1.40 20 C - -
Left 242 229 0.85 3 A - -
Tower Terrace Rd & EB Thru 448 446 0.09 8 A 12 87
NB 1-380 Ramps Total 690 675 0.57 6 A - -
Thru 826 836 0.35 10 B 29 232
WB Right 137 136 0.09 2 A - -
Total 963 972 0.29 9 A - -
INTERSECTION TOTAL 2616 2654 0.74 12 B - -
Intersection Approach Movement Inpu(tv\;:;ume Vo'::l:\:ieel(iih) GEH Avg Delay (s) LOS Avg Queue | Max Queue
Left 56 52 0.54 6 A 2 48
SB Right 172 171 0.08 5 A 0 23
Total 228 223 0.33 5 A - -
Thru 654 624 1.19 33 C 61 220
Tower Terrace Rd & EB Right 275 277 0.12 4 A - -
SB 1-380 Ramps Total 929 901 0.93 24 C - -
Left 379 398 0.96 2 A - -
wB Thru 826 878 1.78 11 B 14 216
Total 1205 1276 2.02 8 A - -
INTERSECTION TOTAL 2362 2400 0.78 14 B 0 0
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TTR Roundabout Concept 1 - 2040 AM Peak

Intersection Approach Movement Inpu(tv\Fl):I)ume Vo':illt::l(?/?)h) GEH Avg Delay (s) LOS Avg Queue | Max Queue
Left 40 36 0.65 15 C 2 60
NB Thru 250 250 0.00 4 A 1 59
Right 250 249 0.06 2 A 0 0
Total 540 535 0.22 A - -
Left 80 69 1.27 13 B 11 253
B Thru 600 601 0.04 11 B 12 250
Right 500 486 0.63 6 A 1 92
Total 1180 1156 0.70 9 A - -
Tower Terrace Rd &
N Center Point Rd Left 450 438 0.57 18 C 29 332
EB Thru 550 546 0.17 6 A 1 111
Right 150 137 1.09 6 A 1 111
Total 1150 1121 0.86 11 B - -
Left 150 126 2.04 20 C 27 279
WB Thru 900 897 0.10 10 B 28 278
Right 150 130 1.69 1 A 0 0
Total 1200 1153 1.37 10 B - -
INTERSECTION TOTAL 4070 3965 1.66 9 A = =
Intersection Approach Movement Inpu(tv\Fl):I)ume Vo'r::r:’:l(?/?)h) GEH Avg Delay (s) LOS Avg Queue | Max Queue
Left 200 220 1.38 23 C 20 143
NB Right 350 344 0.32 16 B 20 153
Total 550 564 0.59 19 B - -
Left 200 221 1.45 3 A - -
Tower Terrace Rd & EB Thru 800 808 0.28 10 B 19 341
NB 1-380 Ramps Total 1000 1029 0.91 8 A - -
Thru 1500 1546 1.18 25 C 95 565
WB Right 60 69 1.12 5 A - -
Total 1560 1615 1.38 25 C - -
INTERSECTION TOTAL 3110 3208 1.74 18 B - -
Intersection Approach Movement Inpu(tv\;:;ume Vo'::l:\:ieel(iih) GEH Avg Delay (s) LOS Avg Queue | Max Queue
Left 200 193 0.50 10 B 6 70
SB Right 300 297 0.17 6 A 1 96
Total 500 490 0.45 8 A - -
Thru 850 828 0.76 34 C 75 271
Tower Terrace Rd & EB Right 750 742 0.29 7 A - -
SB 1-380 Ramps Total 1600 1570 0.75 22 C - -
Left 750 758 0.29 6 A - -
WwB Thru 1000 1003 0.09 17 B 45 329
Total 1750 1761 0.26 13 B - -
INTERSECTION TOTAL 3850 3821 0.47 16 B 0 0
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TTR Roundabout Concept 1 - 2040 PM Peak

Intersection Approach Movement Inpu(tv\Fl):I)ume Vo':illt::l(?/?)h) GEH Avg Delay (s) LOS Avg Queue | Max Queue
Left 70 66 0.49 36 E 14 144
NB Thru 600 585 0.62 12 B 17 143
Right 150 132 1.52 1 A 0 0
Total 820 783 1.31 12 B - -
Left 150 166 1.27 9 A 3 80
B Thru 150 155 0.40 5 A 3 79
Right 600 617 0.69 3 A 0 45
Total 900 938 1.25 A - -
Tower Terrace Rd &
N Center Point Rd Left 600 619 0.77 12 B 22 330
EB Thru 700 724 0.90 3 A 65
Right 10 10 0.00 1 A 65
Total 1310 1353 1.18 7 A - -
Left 250 232 1.16 69 F 122 501
WB Thru 600 602 0.08 27 D 122 500
Right 100 109 0.88 2 A 0 0
Total 950 943 0.23 35 E - -
INTERSECTION TOTAL 3980 4017 0.59 14 B = =
Intersection Approach Movement Inpu(tv\Fl):I)ume Vo'r::r:’:l(?/?)h) GEH Avg Delay (s) LOS Avg Queue | Max Queue
Left 600 619 0.77 27 C 44 308
NB Right 800 831 1.09 14 B 13 146
Total 1400 1450 1.32 19 B - -
Left 350 337 0.70 3 A - -
Tower Terrace Rd & EB Thru 650 657 0.27 7 A 10 109
NB 1-380 Ramps Total 1000 994 0.19 6 A - -
Thru 1200 1210 0.29 20 C 58 348
WB Right 200 195 0.36 6 A - -
Total 1400 1405 0.13 18 B - -
INTERSECTION TOTAL 3800 3849 0.79 15 B - -
Intersection Approach Movement Inpu(tv\;:;ume Vo'::l:\:ieel(iih) GEH Avg Delay (s) LOS Avg Queue | Max Queue
Left 80 83 0.33 9 A 3 70
SB Right 250 233 1.09 8 A 2 89
Total 330 316 0.78 8 A - -
Thru 950 909 1.34 34 C 82 284
Tower Terrace Rd & EB Right 400 419 0.94 7 A - -
SB 1-380 Ramps Total 1350 1328 0.60 25 C - -
Left 550 562 0.51 4 A - -
WwB Thru 1200 1267 1.91 14 B 44 390
Total 1750 1829 1.87 11 B - -
INTERSECTION TOTAL 3430 3473 0.73 16 B 0 0
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TTR Signal - 2040 AM Peak

Intersection Approach Movement Inpu(tv\Fl):I)ume Vo':illt::l(?/?)h) GEH Avg Delay (s) LOS Avg Queue | Max Queue
Left 40 36 0.65 21 C 3 47
NB Thru 250 252 0.13 30 C 24 121
Right 250 244 0.38 7 A 1 41
Total 540 532 0.35 19 B - -
Left 80 69 1.27 26 C 9 87
B Thru 600 602 0.08 29 C 51 237
Right 500 486 0.63 12 B 16 309
Total 1180 1157 0.67 21 C - -
Tower Terrace Rd &
N Center Point Rd Left 450 437 0.62 32 C 44 207
EB Thru 550 540 0.43 18 B 36 176
Right 150 135 1.26 18 B 34 177
Total 1150 1112 1.13 23 C - -
Left 150 127 1.95 10 B 5 67
WB Thru 900 897 0.10 26 C 62 328
Right 150 130 1.69 6 A 0 35
Total 1200 1154 1.34 22 C - -
INTERSECTION TOTAL 4070 3955 1.82 22 C = =
Intersection Approach Movement Inpu(tv\Fl):I)ume Vo'r::r:’:l(?/?)h) GEH Avg Delay (s) LOS Avg Queue | Max Queue
Left 200 220 1.38 25 C 21 143
NB Right 350 344 0.32 15 B 19 128
Total 550 564 0.59 19 B - -
Left 200 219 1.31 3 A - -
Tower Terrace Rd & EB Thru 800 809 0.32 14 B 27 237
NB 1-380 Ramps Total 1000 1028 0.88 11 B - -
Thru 1500 1545 1.15 17 B 48 239
WB Right 60 69 1.12 3 A - -
Total 1560 1614 1.36 16 B - -
INTERSECTION TOTAL 3110 3206 1.71 15 B - -
Intersection Approach Movement Inpu(tv\;:;ume Vo'::l:\:ieel(iih) GEH Avg Delay (s) LOS Avg Queue | Max Queue
Left 200 193 0.50 10 B 6 70
SB Right 300 297 0.17 6 A 1 88
Total 500 490 0.45 8 A - -
Thru 850 828 0.76 36 D 79 294
Tower Terrace Rd & EB Right 750 745 0.18 8 A - -
SB 1-380 Ramps Total 1600 1573 0.68 23 C - -
Left 750 759 0.33 6 A - -
WwB Thru 1000 1006 0.19 19 B 49 332
Total 1750 1765 0.36 14 B - -
INTERSECTION TOTAL 3850 3828 0.36 17 B 0 0
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TTR Signal - 2040 PM Peak

Intersection Approach Movement Inpu(tv\Fl):I)ume Vo':illt::l(?/?)h) GEH Avg Delay (s) LOS Avg Queue | Max Queue
Left 70 66 0.49 15 B 5 103
NB Thru 600 585 0.62 30 C 53 217
Right 150 132 1.52 7 A 0 36
Total 820 783 1.31 25 [9 - -
Left 150 165 1.20 25 C 20 146
B Thru 150 154 0.32 23 C 12 84
Right 600 617 0.69 12 B 20 322
Total 900 936 1.19 16 B - -
Tower Terrace Rd &
N Center Point Rd Left 600 619 0.77 36 D 67 297
EB Thru 700 727 1.01 33 C 67 278
Right 10 11 0.31 41 D 63 272
Total 1310 1357 1.29 34 C - -
Left 250 236 0.90 15 B 14 150
WB Thru 600 602 0.08 30 C 51 236
Right 100 109 0.88 7 A 0 49
Total 950 947 0.10 23 C - -
INTERSECTION TOTAL 3980 4023 0.68 26 C = =
Intersection Approach Movement Inpu(tv\Fl):I)ume Vo'r::r:’:l(?/?)h) GEH Avg Delay (s) LOS Avg Queue | Max Queue
Left 600 617 0.69 27 C 43 225
NB Right 800 830 1.05 14 B 14 146
Total 1400 1447 1.25 19 B - -
Left 350 337 0.70 3 A - -
Tower Terrace Rd & EB Thru 650 658 0.31 8 A 12 108
NB 1-380 Ramps Total 1000 995 0.16 6 A - -
Thru 1200 1212 0.35 16 B 43 324
WB Right 200 193 0.50 5 A - -
Total 1400 1405 0.13 15 B - -
INTERSECTION TOTAL 3800 3847 0.76 14 B - -
Intersection Approach Movement Inpu(tv\;:;ume Vo'::l:\:ieel(iih) GEH Avg Delay (s) LOS Avg Queue | Max Queue
Left 80 83 0.33 10 B 3 70
SB Right 250 233 1.09 8 A 2 89
Total 330 316 0.78 9 A - -
Thru 950 911 1.28 32 C 77 276
Tower Terrace Rd & EB Right 400 419 0.94 7 A - -
SB 1-380 Ramps Total 1350 1330 0.55 24 C - -
Left 550 565 0.64 4 A - -
WwB Thru 1200 1270 1.99 15 B 47 469
Total 1750 1835 2.01 12 B - -
INTERSECTION TOTAL 3430 3481 0.87 16 B 0 0

V:\Projects\2019\119.0219.08\Design\TrafficModels\Snyder_VISSIM\Future_Build\Results_2040_PM_TTR-Signal.xlsx Snyder & Associates





		Executive summary

		1. Introduction

		2. Existing COnditions

		3. Crash History

		4. Existing Traffic

		5. Forecasted Traffic

		6. Alternatives

		7. Forecasted Operations – Alternatives

		8. Improvement Cost Opinions

		9. Life-Cycle Cost Analysis

		10. Alternatives Discussion

		11. Conclusions/Recommendations

		AppendixD_TrafficStudy_VISSIM.pdf

		Results_2033_AM_TTR-RdbtCon1

		Results_2033_PM_TTR-RdbtCon1

		Results_2033_AM_TTR-Signal

		Results_2033_PM_TTR-Signal

		Results_2040_AM_TTR-RdbtCon1

		Results_2040_PM_TTR-RdbtCon1

		Results_2040_AM_TTR-Signal

		Results_2040_PM_TTR-Signal






(TYPE OF: IE-TIF OR SUBDIVISION) DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
REGARDING (LOCATION)

This (type) Development Agreement for (location), is entered into this
day of , 2019 by and between the City of Hiawatha, Linn County, lowa (the
‘CITY”) and .(the “DEVELOPER”"). The CITY and the DEVELOPER
may hereinafter be referred to collectively as the “Parties”).

WHEREAS, Chapter 165 of the Hiawatha Unified Development Code requires
the DEVELOPER of new subdivisions located within the CITY to construct, or give
satisfactory assurance to the CITY that it will construct certain improvements; and

WHEREAS, the DEVELOPER, above described, is now in the process of
subdividing the premises legally described as follows to wit:

See Attachment A

subdivision shall be known as
to the City of Hiawatha, Linn County, lowa.

WHEREAS, The DEVELOPER proposes to record a final plat situated on a

portion of the Real Estate to be known as to the
City of Hiawatha, Linn County, lowa, and has prepared a proposed final plat of
such addition (the “Plat”). Said Addition consists of (describe

lots) ; and

WHEREAS, the Public Improvements that lie within or provide service to the area
included in the proposed final plat of to the City of Hiawatha,
Linn County, lowa have not yet been completed to date, and in order to receive
the CITY's approval of the proposed plat the DEVELOPER by this Agreement
has submitted an assurance bond equal to the City Engineer's approved
estimated costs of said improvements.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS AGREED BY THE PARTIES AS FOLLOWS:

1. The DEVELOPER has provided satisfactory assurances that all Public
Improvements will be constructed and will perform to CITY Standards as required
by Chapter 165 of the Code of Ordinances. The Developer has submitied a
Performance Surety to the CITY in the form of a:
a. Letter of Credit in the amount ofa
b. assurance bond in the amount of

c. A certified check in the amount of =oF
d. A cashier’s check in the amount of
+ Said amount shall equal 110% of the estimated cost of the pubhc improvements

vet to be com.o!eted as apprcved bv the City Enqmeer {$$$3)teo-the ClT Y -to be released
3 2 . [ps1yps2iThe

DEVELOPER shall complete and the CITY shall accept aII the ltems applicable to said






subdivision set forth in the plan of improvements, not later than the earlier of a) one (1)
year from the date of passage of the City Council Resolution approving the Development
Agreement unless specifically extended by the Council; or b) occupancy of a newly
constructed principal structure built upon a lot in the subdivision. Upon completion and
acceptance of the Public Improvements, the City Council shall cause to be filed with the
Linn County Recorder a release instrument. Such release instrument will indicate that
the Public Improvements have been accepted by the City Council and will release the
DEVELOPER and the Real Estate from all obligations due under this Development
Agreement and will specifically discharge and release the DEVELOPER and the Real
Estate from any lien. If necessary, the City Council shall also cause to be executed
and/or filed with the Linn County Recorder any additional instrument(s) reasonably
required by the DEVELOPER to further demonstrate that the Public Improvements have
been satisfactorily completed with the following exception:

The City reserves the right to terminate all construction with in this
designated subdivision in conformance with UDC Section 165.52 [s3iif the
Developer is in default of this Development Agreement.

a. Construction of sidewalk shall be as described below in paragraph
two (2) of this Development Agreement.

b.  The Storm Water Detention described below in Paragraph six (6) of
this Development Agreement is not included in the acceptance of the
Public Improvements for release.

2. The DEVELOPER will either construct, or cause to be constructed, within the
subdivision all sidewalks required by Chapter 165 and Chapter 136 of the Code
of Ordinances as follows:

a. All sidewalks shall be constructed to meet City Engineer's
specifications adjacent to lots 7-10 in the subdivision as part of the
construction of a principal structure on each lot.

b.  Notwithstanding the above, the DEVELOPER agrees to construct
sidewalk adjacent to any lot which has not had sidewalk constructed
for which the City Council passes a resolution of necessity within a
period of time established within the resolution of necessity.

3. The CITY acknowledges that the DEVELOPER has paid the final plat filing fee in
the amount of $150.00 land all other fees levied by the CITY including, but not
limited to, the water main inspection fee of $500 or $1/foot of water main,
whichever is greater [ps4]

4. Street lighting (number and type) shall be installed at the DEVELOPER'S
expense in accordance with City Council Resolution 12-138. Or, the
DEVELOPER has provided an acceptable verification of payment to the
appropriate utility company for the street lighting installation.

5. The DEVELOPER has secured a NPDES General Permit No. 2 from the
Department of Natural Resources and developed a pollution prevention plan and





10.

agrees to maintain and control the premises so as to prevent erosion. The
DEVELOPER further assumes responsibility for any costs associated with
erosion and/or siltation of this development as outlined in Chapter 167 of the
Code of Ordinances as a result of development of this subdivision.

The DEVELOPER agrees (describe outlot designation) is designated as a storm
water detention facility and will be operated and maintained as such according to
Chapter 162 of the Code of Ordnances. The detention system shall remain the
responsibility of the developer unless, or until, a transfer to a homeowners
association or other entity approved by the CITY is completed and recorded with
the Linn County Recorder.

All Public Improvements shall be constructed to CITY standards and shall be
inspected and approved by the City Engineer. The DEVELOPER, and any
contractor or other agent employed by the DEVELOPER, shall provide
maintenance surety as required by Chapter 165 of the Code of Ordinances prior
to acceptance of the completed Improvements by the CITY.

The DEVELOPER, and any contractor or agent employed by the DEVELOPER,
shall provide insurance as reasonably required by the City Council when working
within the public rights-of-way.

All Public Improvements and construction on property dedicated to the CITY shall
become property of the CITY upon acceptance by the CITY (except private
service connections to sewer and water lines). Such acceptance by the CITY of
any Public Improvement shall constitute a release of the obligations hereunder
with respect to the Public improvement, except, as to being a surety under the
maintenance bond.

If the DEVELOPER fails to complete the Public Improvements within the time
period as provided in this Development Agreement, the CITY may cause the
Public Improvements to be constructed in all respects as it shall reasonably
deem appropriate. DEVELOPER shall remain responsible for all costs incurred
by the CITY in completing the Public Improvements. In order to assure payment
of such costs, if the DEVELOPER has not completed the Public Improvements
within the time period above provided, the CITY and DEVELOPER further agree
to the following assessment-agreement as provided for in UDC Section
165.67-42.[pss]

a. _In consideration of the construction of the Public Improvements by the
CITY, the undersigned DEVELOPER hereby waives Notice of such
construction, waives all legal formalities required by the laws of lowa to
be observed by cities in the construction of Public Improvements
where the expense of the Public Improvements is to be assessed, and
waives each and every question of jurisdiction. The intention of the
DEVELOPER is to authorize and direct the CITY to construct the
Public Improvements without any of the formalities or legal
proceedings required of cities in constructing like Public improvements.
The express intention of the DEVELOPER is that the Public

Improvements shall be constructed as aforesaid as if each and every





legal requirement pertaining thereto was fully and faithfully observed
and performed.

o

b. And-iThe DEVELOPEReveloper has submitted a_Letter of Credit or an
assurance bond in the amount of $$$$-110% of the cost of the
unfinished Public Improvements as approved by the City Engineer to
be accessed by the CITY to pay for the completion of the Public
Improvements.

b-c.And-furthertote-tThe Letter of Credit or the assurance bond is to be

released by the CITY onlyity to-bereleased when the PRublic
limprovements have been accepted by the CITY. [pss]

[PS8]

11. The DEVELOPER agrees to assume all expenses for any damage to public
utilities, public improvements or other public property and assumes all risk of loss
to the Public Improvements contemplated by this Development Agreement until
final acceptance by the CITY.





12. The DEVELOPER agrees that building permits for any structure will not be
allowed without an emergency access plan submitted and approved by the
Hiawatha Fire Department.

13. The DEVELOPER agrees that occupancy of any structure will not be allowed
until all of the Storm Water Detention requirements as described in Paragraph six
(6) of this Development Agreement have been certified as required by Chapter
162 of the Code of Ordinances and the improvements outlined in Paragraph
seven (7) of this Development Agreement have been approved and accepted by
the CITY and the required Certificate of Final Occupancy is issued by the CITY.

14. The DEVELOPER acknowledges that the home owners shall be responsible for
reimbursement to the Hiawatha Water Department for water used within
individual homes.

15. The DEVERLOPER acknowledges that the CITY will impose and install no-
parking signage restricting on one side of each street that contains the water
main and fire hydrants.

16. The DEVELOPER agrees to hold harmless, indemnify and defend the CITY
against any and all claims made by any person or entity as a result of personal
injury, including death, or property damage occurring during the construction of
Public Improvements contemplated by this Development Agreement.

17. This Development Agreement shall be binding upon the Parties hereto and their
heirs, successors and assigns, and the sale by the DEVELOPER of all or any
part of the premises in the subdivision shall transfer obligations of the
DEVELOPER to the successor in interest.

18. This Development Agreement shall be recorded with the Linn County Recorder
by the DEVELOPER at the same time as recording the plat, and the CITY agrees
that the City Engineer may, by written letter, satisfy any portion of this
Development Agreement as having been satisfactorily completed by the
DEVELOPER other than final acceptance of the Public Improvements

19. Should there be any ambiguities that arise in the construction of this

Development Agreement, it is agreed by the Parties that any such ambiguities
shall be construed to favor of public over private interests.

Signed this day of , 20

City Of Hiawatha:

Mayor

ATTEST:





City Clerk

(Developer)

Owner
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Wwlo oty

Miawathar.







165.67 SUBDIVISION REQUIREMENTS. Whenever land within the platting jurisdiction of the
City of Hiawatha is proposed for division into two (2) or more lots, the subdivider shall comply with the
following-the subdivision requirements for the City of Hiawatha.

1. Pre-Application Conference. The owner and subdivider shall schedule a pre-application
conference with the City. The conference should be attended by the City and utility
representatives, the subdivision owner and the engineer and/or planner representing the owner, as
deemed desirable. The purpose of such conference shall be to acquaint the City with the
proposed subdivision, and to acquaint the subdivider with the requirements, procedures, and any
special problems relating to the proposed subdivision.

2. Sketch Plan Required. For the pre-application conference, the subdivider shall provide a
map or sketch showing the location of the subdivision, the general location of any proposed
streets and other improvements, and the general layout and arrangement of intended land uses, in
relation to the surrounding area.

3 Presentation to Commission and Council. The subdivider may present the sketch plan to
the Commission and City Council for review prior to incurring significant costs preparing the
preliminary or final plat.

4. Subdivision Classified. Any proposed subdivision or resubdivision shall be classified as
a minor subdivision or a major subdivision.

A. Minor Subdivisions. Any subdivision which contains not more than four (4) lots
fronting on an existing street and which does not require construction of any public
improvements, and which does not adversely affect the remainder of the parcel shall be
classified as a minor plat.

B. Major Subdivision. Any subdivision which, in the opinion of the City Council,
does not for any reason meet the definition of a minor plat shall be classified as a major
subdivision.

3. Plats Required. In order to secure approval of any proposed subdivision, the owner and
subdivider shall submit to the City plats and other information as required by this Cehapter. The
owner and subdivider of any major subdivision shall comply with the requirements for a
preliminary plat and the requirements for a final plat. The owner and subdivider of a minor
subdivision may elect to omit the submission of a preliminary plat.

6. Requirements of the Preliminary Plat. The subdivider shall prepare and file with the City
Clerk, twenty-five (25) copies of the preliminary plat, drawn at a scale of one—inch equals one
hundred feet (1" = 100") or larger. Sheet size shall not exceed twenty-four inches by thirty-six
inches (24" x 36"). Where more than one sheet is required, the sheets shall show the number of
the sheet and the total number of sheets in the plat, and match lines indicating where other sheets
adjoin. The preliminary plat shall be clearly marked “Preliminary Plat™ and shall show or have
attached thereto all of the following:

A. Title. Tile, scale, north point and date.

B. Name. Proposed name of the subdivision which shall not duplicate or resemble
existing subdivision names in the County.

G Identification of Subdivider. The name and address of the owner, and the name,
address and profession of the person preparing the plat.

D. Key Map. A key map showing the general location of the proposed subdivision
in relation to surrounding development.





E. Adjacent Property. The names and locations of adjacent subdivisions and the
names of owners or record and location of adjoining parcels of unplatted land. A list of
all owners of record of property, whether platted or unplatted, located within two hundred
(200) feet of the subdivision boundary shall be attached. Within 3 days of filing a
preliminary plat with the City Clerk, the subdivider shall provide to each of the owners
described in the prior sentence written notice indicating that a preliminary plat has been
filed and that a copy of the preliminary plat is available for inspection at City Hall. The
notice must be sent by certified mail to the owners at addresses shown on the records of
the Linn County Auditor, and a copy of each Certified Mail Receipt and one copy of said
notice shall be filed with the Clerk within ten (10) days of filing preliminary plat. Each
amendment to the preliminary plat that is filed with the Clerk requires a new notice to be
provided to the owners in the manner set forth in this subsection, except that the notice
shall indicate that an amendment to the preliminary plat has been filed and that a copy of
the amended preliminary plat is available for inspection at City Hall. Each preliminary
plat and amendment shall contain the subdivider’s verification that these notice
requirements have been satisfied.

F. Existing Features. The location of property lines, streets and alleys, easements,
buildings, utilities, watercourses, tree masses, and other existing features affecting the
plat.

G. Zoning. Existing and proposed zoning of the proposed subdivision and adjoining
property.
H. Contours. Contours at vertical intervals of not more than five (5) feet unless

there exists unusual circumstances, where contours at vertical intervals of two (2) feet
may be required.

L Legal Description. The legal description of the area being platted.

J. Boundary Lines. The boundary of the area being platted, shown as a dark line,
with the approximate length of boundary lines and the approximate location of the
property in reference to known section lines.

K. Lots. The layout, numbers and approximate dimensions of proposed lots.

L, Streets. The location, width, dimensions and preliminary alignment and grades
of all streets and alleys proposed to be dedicated for public use.

M. Street Names. The proposed names for all streets in the area being platted.

N. Utilities. Present and proposed utility systems, including sanitary and storm

sewers, other drainage facilities, water lines, gas mains, electric utilities and other
facilities.

0. Easements. Proposed easements, showing locations, widths, purposes and
limitations, as well as letters from the appropriate utilities approving the easements as
shown.

P. Public Uses. Parcels of land proposed to be dedicated or reserved for schools,
parks, playgrounds, or other public, semi-public or community purposes, or shown for
such purpose in the Comprehensive Plan or other adopted plans.

Q. Protective Covenants. A general summary description of any protective
covenants or private restrictions to be incorporated in the final plat.

R. Other. Any other pertinent information, as necessary.





S. Fee. The fee, as required by this chapter.

e Procedures for Review of Preliminary Plats. The following procedure shall be used in
review of a preliminary plat:

A Copies Filed. The City Clerk upon receipt of twenty-five (25) copies of the
preliminary plat, shall file one copy in the records of the City, shall retain one copy for
public inspection, and shall forward the remaining copies of the plat to the Plats Officer.

B. Review Copies Provided. The Plats Officer shall provide copies of the plat to the
Planning and Zoning Commission, City Engineer, the City Council, the Mayor, and such
other persons as necessary to review the plat and shall schedule the plat for consideration
by the Commission.

C. Planning and Zoning Commission. The Commission shall examine the plat and
the report of the City Engineer and such other information as it deems necessary or
desirable to ascertain whether the plat conforms to the ordinances of the City and
conforms to the Comprehensive Plan, City Standards and other duly adopted plans of the
City. The Commission shall, within sixty (60) days of the filing of the plat with the
Clerk, forward a written report and recommendation regarding the plat to the Council. If
such recommendation is to disapprove or modify the plat, the reasons therefore shall be
set forth in writing in the report, and a copy of the report and recommendation shall be
provided to the applicant.

D: City Council. The City Council shall examine the plat, the report of the City
Engineer, the report of the Commission and such other information as it deems necessary
or desirable. Upon such examination, the City Council shall ascertain whether the plat
conforms to the ordinances and City Standards, conforms to the Comprehensive Plan and
other duly adopted plans of the City, and will be conducive to the orderly growth and
development of the City, in order to protect the public health, safety and welfare.
Following such examination, the City Council may approve, approve subject to
conditions, or disapprove the plat. If the decision of the City Council is to disapprove the
plat, or to approve the plat subject to conditions, the reasons therefor shall be set forth in
writing in the official records of the City Council, and such decisions shall be provided to
the applicant. Action on the preliminary plat by the City Council shall be taken within
ninety (90) days of the filing of the plat with the City Clerk, unless such time period is
extended by agreement between the subdivider and the City.

8. Duration of Approval of Preliminary Plat. An approved preliminary plat shall be valid
for not longer than two (2) calendar years after the date of City Council approval. All approved
preliminary plats, or portions thereof, shall be filed with the Linn County Recorder within one (1)
calendar year after the date of City Council approval. If at least some portion of such approved
preliminary plat is not approved in final form within two (2) calendar years after the date of City
Council approval, the preliminary plat shall be null and void, and the subdivider or developer
shall be required to resubmit a new plat for preliminary approval subject to all new zoning and
subdivision regulations, expect upon application an extension of such period of validity by the
Subdivider, and approved of same by the City Council. If some portion of an approved
preliminary plat is approved in final form within two (2) years after the approved preliminary plat
is approved by the Citv Council, the approved preliminary plat shall continue to be valid for five
(5) years from the date of such portion of the approved preliminary plat that receives final
approval. Revisions, modifications, or amendments to a preliminary plat that revise, modify or
amend the preliminary plat shall be valid for five (5) years from the date of such approval by the
City Council. The provisions of this section are applicable to existing preliminary plats which





have been approved by the City Council and to preliminary plats that have been filed with the
City at the time of the enactment of this amendment (July 18, 2012).[mp1]

9. Authorization to Install Improvements. No improvement shall be constructed or installed
until and unless the plans, profiles, cross-sections and specifications for the construction of such
improvements have been submitted to and approved by the City Council. The approval of the
preliminary plat by the Commission and the City Council and the City Council’s approval of the
plans, profiles, cross-sections and specifications for the construction of such improvements shall
constitute authorization by the Council for the installation of such improvements.

10. Completion and Acceptance of the Improvements. Before the City Council will approve
the final plat, all of the foregoing improvements shall be constructed and accepted by formal
resolution of the City Council. Before passage of said resolution and acceptance, the City
Engineer shall report that said improvements meet all City specifications and ordinances or other
City requirements, (as well as) the agreements between the subdivider and the City.

11. Performance Security. In lieu of the requirement that improvements be completed prior
to the approval of a final plat, the subdivider may post a performance bond, certified check,
cashier’s check or letter of credit with the City, guaranteeing that improvements not completed
shall be completed within a period of two (2) years from the date of approval of such final plat,
but such approval of the plat shall not constitute final acceptance of any improvements to be
constructed. Improvements will be accepted only after their construction has been completed.

+3:12. Final Plat Filed. The subdivider shall, within two (2) years from the date of approval of
the preliminary plat, unless such time period has been extended, prepare and file with the City
Clerk twenty-five (25) copies of the final plat and required attachments as set forth in Section
165.67(14)-(16). Except for a final plat for a minor subdivision as set forth herein, no final plat
shall be considered by the City Council until and unless a preliminary plat for the area including
in the proposed final plat has been approved and has not expired as become void as set forth
above.

+4:13. Size and Scale. The final plat shall be drawn at a scale of one inch equals one hundred
feet (1" = 100") or larger. Sheet size shall be no greater than eighteen inches by twenty-four
inches (18” x 24") or smaller than eight and one-half inches by eleven inches (8%4" x 11”) and
shall be of a size acceptable to the Linn County Auditor. If more than one sheet is used, each
sheet shall clearly show the number of the sheets, the total number of sheets included in the plat,
and match lines indicating where other sheets adjoin.

+5:14. Final Plat Content. The final plat shall be clearly marked “Final Plat” and shall show the
following:

A. Name. The name of the subdivision.
B. Owner. Name and address of the owner and subdivider.

C. Scale. Scale and a graphic bar scale, north arrow and date on each sheet.





D. Monuments. All monuments to be of record, as required by Chapter 354 of the

Code of Towa.

E. Boundaries. Sufficient survey data to describe positively the bounds of every lot,
block, street, easement, or other areas shown on the plat, as well as the outer boundaries
of the subdivided lands.

F. Survey Data. All distance, bearing, curve, and other survey data as required by
Chapter 354 of the Code of lowa.

G. Adjoining Properties — Resubdivision.  All adjoining properties shall be

identified and where such adjoining properties are a part of a recorded subdivision, the
name of that subdivision shall be shown. If the subdivision platted is a resubdivision of a
part of the whole of a previously recorded subdivision, sufficient ties shall be shown to
controlling lines appearing on the earlier plat to permit an overlay to be made.
Resubdivision shall be labeled as such in a subtitle following the name of the subdivision
where the name appears on the plat.

H. Streets and Alleys. Street names and clear designation of public alleys.

L. Blocks and Lots. Block and lot numbers.

J. Public Areas. Accurate dimensions for any property to be dedicated or reserved
for public use, and the purpose for which such property is dedicated or reserved for
public use.

K. Easements. The purpose of any easement shown on the plat shall be confined to

only those easements pertaining to public utilities including gas, power, telephone, cable
television, water, sewer, easements for ingress and egress, and such drainage easements
as are deemed necessary for the orderly development of the land encompassed within the
plat.

L. Excepted Parcels. All interior excepted parcels clearly indicated and labeled
“Not a part of this plat.”

M. Reserved Land. A strip of land shall not be reserved by the subdivider unless the
land is of sufficient size and shape to be of some practical use or service as determined by
the Council.

N. Accuracy. The minimum unadjusted acceptable error of closure for all
subdivision boundaries shall be 1:10,000 and shall be 1:5,000 for any individual lot.

0. Registered Surveyor. A statement by a registered land surveyor that the plat was
prepared by the surveyor or under the surveyor’s direct personal supervision, signed and
dated by the surveyor, and bearing the surveyor’s lowa registration number or seal, and a
sealed certificate of the accuracy of the plat by the registered land surveyor who drew the
plat.

+6:15. Attachments to the Final Plat. The following shall be attached to and accompany any
final plat:

A. Owner’s Certificate. A certificate by the owner and spouse, if any, that the
subdivision is with their free consent and is in accordance with the desire of the owner
and spouse. This certificate must be signed and acknowledged by the owner and spouse
before some officer authorized to take the acknowledgment of deeds.

B. Title Opinion. An attorney’s opinion showing that the fee title to the subdivision
land is in the owner’s name and that the land platted is free from encumbrances, other





than those secured by an encumbrance bond; and, upon request of the City Council, a
complete abstract of title.

C. Treasurer’s Certificate. A certificate of the County Treasurer that the land is free
from certified taxes and certified special assessments or that the land is free from certified

taxes and that the certified special assessments are secured by bond in compliance with
Section 354.12 of the Code of lowa.

D. Bond. The encumbrance bond, performance bond, or maintenance bond, or any
other bond that is required to be filed, if any.

E. Covenants. A statement of restrictions of all types that run with the land and
become covenants in the deeds of lots.

F. City Engineer’s Certificate. A certificate by the City Engineer that all required
improvements have been satisfactorily completed in substantial accordance with the
construction plans as approved and in substantial compliance with the approved
preliminary plat. Prior to such certification, construction record drawings for all
improvements shall have been provided to the City Engineer. In lieu thereof, the City
Clerk may certify that a performance bond, certified check or bank letter of credit
guaranteeing completion has been approved by the City Attorney and filed with the City
Clerk, or that the City Council has agreed that the City will provide the necessary
improvements and installations and assess the costs against the subdivider of future
property owners in the subdivision.

G. Improvements. Where the improvements have been installed, a resolution
accepting and approving such improvements, along with the maintenance bond or other
security acceptable to the City as required by this Cehapter.

H. Private Streets or Improvements. If private streets or other private improvements
have been approved, an agreement in the form of a covenant running with the land, in a
form approved by the City Attorney, providing for the construction or reconstruction of
any improvements to meet the standards of the City, and the assessment of all costs to the
property owners in the event of annexation and dedication and acceptance, shall be
required.

L City Council Resolutions. A resolution and certificate for approval by the City
Council and for signatures of the Mayor and City Clerk.

1 Fee. The applicable fee, if any.

17:16. Procedures for the Review of Final Plats. The following procedure shall be used in the
review of a final plat:

A. Copies Filed. The City Clerk, upon receipt of twenty-five (25) copies of the final
plat, shall file one copy in the records of the City, shall retain one copy for the public
inspection, and shall forward the remaining copies to the Plats Officer.

B. Review Copies Provided. The Plats Officer shall provide copies of the plat to the
Commission, City Engineer, the City Council, the Mayor, and such other persons as are
necessary to review the plat, and shall schedule the plat for review by the City Council.

C. Plats Officer and City Engineer. The Plats Officer and the City Engineer shall
examine the plat as to its compliance with the ordinances and standards of the City, and
its conformance with the preliminary plat and shall set forth their findings in writing. A
copy of the findings shall be provided to the subdivider.





D. Planning Commission. The Commission shall review the final plat and shall
the filing of the plat with the City Clerk. If the recommendation is to disapprove the plat,
or to require modification of the plat, the reasons therefore shall be set forth in writing,
and a copy of the recommendation shall be provided to the subdivider.

E. City Council Review. Upon receipt of the plat and written reports thereon, the
Council shall review the plat and attachments thereto. If the plat is found to conform to
the ordinances and standards of the City and the Comprehensive Plan and other duly
adopted plans, all as of the date of approval of the preliminary plat, the City Council shall
approve the plat and shall cause its approval to be entered on the plat as required by law.

F. Action by City Council. Action on the final plat by the City Council shall be
taken within sixty (60) days of the date of filing of the plat with the Clerk, unless such
time period is extended by agreement between the subdivider and the City. If the action
is to disapprove the plat, the reasons therefor shall be set forth in the official records of
the Council and such decision shall be provided to the subdivider.

G. Filing Deadlines. All plats to be submitted hereunder shall be filed with the City
Clerk no later than twelve o’clock noon on the fourth Monday preceding the Commission
meeting at which the owner desires said plat to be considered. Thereafter, the City
Engineer or an alternate as designated by City Council shall examine the plat as to its
compliance with this chapter and amendments hereto, the major street plan, the existing
street system, the good engineering practice, and shall either: (i) submit a report to the
Commission, the Mayor, and the members of the City Council, and such other persons as
necessary to review the plat, as required above; or (ii) if major deficiencies exist in the
plat, return the plat to the owner to correct such deficiencies. If the City Engineer or
alternate returns the plat to the owner for the correction of such deficiencies, the owner
may resubmit an amended final plat not less than seven (7) days prior to the Commission
meeting. The resubmitted plat shall be subject to the same examination by the City
Engineer, who shall submit a report to the Commission, Mayor, and Citv Council, not
less than five (5) days prior to the Commission meeting, without further rights to cure
deficiencies by the owner. Failure to resubmit an amended final plat within seven (7)
days prior to the Commission meeting shall constitute a retraction of the submitted plat.





+8:17. Recording Final Plats. All approved final plats shall be recorded with the Linn County
Recorder within one year after the date of City Council approval.

165.68 through 165.69 - Reserved
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Hiawatha Sidewalk Maintenance Program

Safe, ADA compliant, pedestrian-friendly neighborhoods are a priority for our community. An important
component of this is the City's sidewalk repair program, developed to provide for the maintenance of
sidewalks within Hiawatha. lowa State Code 364.12 and City Code Chapter 136: Sidewalk Regulations
and Chapter 50: Nuisance Abatement Procedure, provide the City of Hiawatha the ability to require the
maintenance and repair of public sidewalks be the responsibility of the adjoining property owner.

Inspections

For the purposes of this program, Hiawatha is divided into five (5) geographical areas. (See map) Every
2 years, the sidewalks in one of those areas are inspected in accordance with the criteria established
by City Ordinance with oversight by the City Engineer to determine if sidewalk repairs are necessary.
This will allow the City to inspect all sidewalks over a ten (10) year period. The parkway, driveway
approaches, water stop boxes located outside of the sidewalk, etc. are not inspected as part of the
program. Sidewalk curb ramps are the responsibility of the City of Hiawatha under this program.

In addition, sidewalks are inspected outside of the geographical area if a complaint is received on the
condition of a sidewalk.

ADOPTED SIDEWALK STANDARDS:

v' ANSI A-117 2009
v SUDAS 2019
v" HIAWATHA CODE CHAPTER 136

The inspector will mark pink
arrows on sidewalk squares
which meet one or more of
the following criteria:

The following criteria defines a nuisance sidewalk

The sidewalk is displaced with a vertical edge greater than 1"

The sidewalk is depressed or raised more than 3" from the normal line of grade, or ponds water
The sidewalk has holes or depressions greater than 1"

The sidewalk has horizontal separations greater than 1"

The cross slope of the sidewalk exceeds more than 1” per foot.

Repair process

A. Property owner(s) of record listed at the County Assessor’s office adjacent to sidewalks that are
marked for repair will be notified of their responsibility to repair the sidewalk through a certified
nuisance notification letter including.

e Sidewalk deficiency to be repaired; a copy of the sidewalk inspection report

e A sidewalk repair procedures, permitting and specification detail sheet

e A May 15 or September 15 deadline for the completion of the repair. (The date given is
dependent upon the date the sidewalk was marked for repair allowing for a minimum of
one month for the completion of the repairs. An earlier deadline may be given dependent
upon the severity of the condition of the sidewalk.)

e Explanation of assessments and penalties for failure to repair the sidewalk.

o Explanation of the appeal process.





Hiawatha Sidewalk Maintenance Program

B. For all sidewalk repairs which have not received a SMP permit and are not completed, a failure to
repair letter will be sent to the owner notifying them the City will cause the repairs to be completed and
all costs and penalties will be the responsibility of the property owner. The letter may also include an
approximate date of completion.

C. The City will arrange for the completion of the repair work to the sidewalks which have not been
completed by the owner.

D. An invoice will be sent to the adjacent property owner for the costs and penalties. This notice will
include the assessment process for all fees and penalties to be levied through the Linn County
Assessor’s office for unpaid invoices.

E. If the invoice remains unpaid as specified in lowa Code 364; the costs will be assessed against the
property in accordance with State statutes through the Linn County Assessor’s office. This will allow a
schedule of 10 payments with a prescribed interest rate as an option for any invoice over $500.

Appeal Process: The property owner(s) will be given at least two (2) weeks to appeal the defect
findings. Their original notification will indicate the date the appeal is to be heard before Council if any
property owner chooses to appeal. The appeal date will be set a minimum of four (4) weeks following
the date of the sidewalk repair notice.

City responsibilities

Repair Inspections- The City will inspect all installations and repairs. All sidewalk installations and
repairs shall comply with SUDAS standards as adopted by the City of Hiawatha with the exception of
the required 5" width. For existing sidewalks less than 5, a 4’ wide replacement sidewalk will be
permitted.

Over-width sidewalks - If the sidewalk is more than 5 feet in width, the City will share in the costs to
repair the sidewalk. The City will be responsible for the costs to repair the sidewalk square footage in
excess of a 5’ wide sidewalk. If the property owner is repairing the sidewalk, they must receive a permit
from the City prior to commencement of repairs. If the City repairs the 8-foot sidewalk, the property
owner will be invoiced for a 5" width of the construction costs and permit fee plus an administrative fee.

Curb ramps - The City is responsible for the maintenance and repair of curb ramps at public streets.

City causes - If the damage to the sidewalk is caused by a City owned item, i.e. a water main valve
(not a service valve), a sewer manhole located within the sidewalk, or a tree located within the parkway,
the City will take responsibility for the repair of the sidewalk as long as the damage is directly
attributable to the item. Just because a City-owned item is present does not automatically mean that
the item is the cause of the damage. Each situation will be evaluated individually by City staff.






Memorandum

To: Hiawatha City Council

Ce: Kim Downs, City Administrator
John Bender, City Engineer

From: Patrick Parsley

Date: August 28, 2019

Re: Sidewalk maintenance program update 2019

BACKGROUND:

November 2017 we asked for support to initiate a sidewalk maintenance program for Hiawatha due to a
growing number of concerns and complaints. Council authorized an evaluation of our sidewalk
deficiency standard and a sidewalk study to determine the extent of the problem. These two
components would allow us to quantify and develop possible solutions based on new acceptable
standards.

Action was taken to amend Hiawatha Code Chapter 136 to a new standard. Tolerances for vertical and
horizontal separations were increased to 1” and allowable slopes and dips were slightly increased. These
changes aligned our standard with other area city standards.

ICAP; our liability insurance carrier, was enlisted to perform the assessment in the defined area between
Miller Road and 10" street and between Boyson Road and Emmons. The area includes about six miles of
street and 12 miles of sidewalk. (About 20% of the total sidewalks in Hiawatha) This is an area where we
receive regular complaints. The study revealed 120 defects in the sidewalks in this area. Most of the
issues were due to vertical separations of 1” or more:

Vertical separation only 77
Horizontal separation only 8
Holes/cracks/separations 35

The program photos also revealed 14 accessibility curb ramps with deficiencies. The ramps were not
assessed for compliance to the Americans with Disability Act Accessibility Guidelines (ADAAG) but will
require completion by our engineering or inspection departments familiar with the standards. This
standard includes specific ramp width, slopes, and truncated warnings.

Given the number of deficiencies found we recommended Hiawatha begin a sidewalk maintenance
program. The goal is to maintain and improve our existing public sidewalks. We estimated the total cost
of making the repairs for the noted deficiencies (not including accessibility ramps) to be $85,000 using
an estimate of 10’/repair X $70/ft X 120 repairs. This does not include recommended upgrades to the
accessibility ramps which would add an additional $20,000.





September 9, 2019

PROGRAM FEATURES:
Staff made a recommendation for a maintenance program which was approved by Council. The program
included:
1. Asurvey process which includes an assessment of all sidewalks over a ten year period.
2. Anotification process that meets the nuisance abatement requirements in State Statute
including appeals, invoices for work and assessment options for collections
3. A“Pre-pay” option coupled with a request for proposal (RFP) process in which the City was to
solicit a contractor willing to submit a price / foot. This was intended to reduce the cost/foot of
sidewalk repair by allowing the City to contract multiple projects.
4. Adocumentation process through our permit software which tracks each address from
notification to completion to assessment. This will be accomplished through a new permit
Sidewalk Maintenance Program; “SMP” permit.

RECOMMENDED PROGRAM CHANGES:

A. The approved program did not include a reduction in the permit fee for sidewalk repairs. A fee
reduction for residential repairs to our “Sidewalk Maintenance Program” permit may be considered. The
new fee could be $45; our minimum building permit or possibly free. The current fee is $60 for our
residential ROW permit. Commercial sidewalk repair permits are recommended to remain at $100.

B. The program did not include a specification to allow existing 4 foot sidewalks to remain 4’ in the
repair process. This was unnecessary under the old sidewalk standard of 4’. The new standard requires
all sidewalks to meet the ADA standard of a minimum 5’ width. Staff is recommending Council allow 4’
wide sidewalks in existing areas where the present sidewalk is 4’ wide.

C. After discussing the RFP and assessment process with engineering, inspection staff and a local
contractor it was determined an RFP for work not specifically mapped would not yield a lower cost and
it may not yield a willing contractor. The engineer stated there are too many unknowns for a contractor
to bid the project affectively. Generally, a sidewalk assessment RFP should have all the areas needing
repair specified in the request. Competitive proposals can then be expected. The revised program will
now request RFP after establishing which sidewalks are to be repaired by the City of Hiawatha.

D. Revised specifications are also affecting the program. The new SUDAS standards as adopted by
Hiawatha have updated specifications and accessibility tolerances. While the tolerances are in reference
to new construction and repair, we studied whether or not to amend our sidewalk nuisance standard to
match. We have consulted with engineering, the city attorney and neighboring jurisdictions on this
matter. Community Development and Engineering are recommending the defective sidewalk definition
remain the same as a practical matter in addressing existing sidewalks. The City Attorney agrees this is
appropriate since ADA standards apply only to new construction. It should be noted the City of Cedar
Rapids is inspecting to the new standards and is in the process of making the policy an ordinance.

E. Given the impracticality of the RFP process before knowing the extent of the sidewalk contract we
are recommending the elimination of the “Pre-pay” option. This means non-complying sidewalks will be
treated as a nuisance and abated accordingly. Owners who take action will not be charged an
administrative fee. Owners who fail to take action will pay an administrative fee along with the cost of
the repair. All owners will pay a SMP permit fee which is to be set by City Council.





September 9, 2019

RECOMMENDATION:
Given the new accessibility standards and the problems associated with the “pre-pay” options we are
recommending a simplified sidewalk maintenance program. The implementation includes:

Modification of the repair policy to allow a 4’ width for repairs to existing 4’ sidewalks
Possible reduction in the residential sidewalk permit fee to $45 or to $00

Proceed with the sidewalk assessment survey on the 10 year cycle

Treat non-complying sidewalks as a nuisance and order repairs

Contract to repair surveyed sidewalks not corrected by owners

Invoice and assess owners for City costs to abate in accordance with state laws.






MEMORANDUM

To: City of Hiawatha

From: Mark J. Parmenter, City Attorney
Re: Sidewalks/ADA Compliance
Date: August 20, 2019

Issue: Is the City of Hiawatha required to replace all sidewalks with greater than 1/4 inch
vertical change in perpetuity in order to comply with the ADA?

The ADA requires each public entity to plan and construct sidewalks that are accessible. What
does that mean for Hiawatha sidewalks?

Currently, Hiawatha City Code 136.02 (2) states that a “defective sidewalk”™ includes one in
which there are vertical or horizontal separations equal to one inch or more.

Under the Title Il ADA Standards for Accessible Design 2010 (“2010 Standards™) section 303.2
the section on vertical changes states “Changes in level of 1/4 inch (6.4 mm) high maximum
shall be permitted to be vertical.” Specifically, Chapter 3 is Titled “Building Blocks™ and the
provisions of Chapter 3 “shall apply where required by Chapter 2 or where referenced by a
requirement in this document.”
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However, this code section applies to “all areas of newly designed and newly constructed
buildings and facilities and altered portions of existing buildings and facilities shall comply with
these requirements.” See 2010 Standards 201.1.

2010 Standards: 202.4 States,

Alterations affecting primary function areas. In addition to the In addition to the
requirements of 202.3, an alteration that affects or could affect the usability of or
access to an area containing a primary function shall be made so as to ensure that,
to the maximum extent feasible, the path of travel to the altered area, including
the rest rooms, telephones, and drinking fountains serving the altered area, are
readily accessible to and usable by individuals with disabilities, unless such
alterations are disproportionate to the overall alterations in terms of cost and
scope as determined under criteria established by the Attorney General. In
existing transportation facilities, an area of primary function shall be as defined
under regulations published by the Secretary of the Department of Transportation
or the Attorney General.

“EXCEPTION: Residential dwelling units shall not be required to comply with
202'49!





It is important to note that all of the 2010 Standards pertain to “Buildings and facilities™ as
opposed to general sidewalks within the City. The standards exist to ensure disabled patrons can
access city-owned facilities.

The City must determine if it must
(1) Change its code to define a defective sidewalk as one that has a greater than 1/4 inch
vertical change, or
(2) Is it sufficient to continue to define a defective sidewalk as one that has a vertical
separation in excess of 1 inch and repair/replace sidewalks with greater than 1/4 inch
vertical change when new construction is performed and substantial alterations are made
to the sidewalk and surrounding streets?

28 CFR § Chapter 35 outlines the Title II requirements under the ADA. These include the
following:

28 §35.101 Purpose and broad coverage.

(a) Purpose. The purpose of this part is to implement subtitle A of title I of
the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 12131-12134), as
amended by the ADA Amendments Act of 2008 (ADA Amendments Act) (Pub.
L. 110-325, 122 Stat. 3553 (2008)), which prohibits discrimination on the basis of
disability by public entities.

28 CFR § 35.104 Definitions.

2010 Standards means the 2010 ADA Standards for Accessible Design, which
consist of the 2004 ADAAG and the requirements contained in §35.151.

28 CFR § 35.105 Self-evaluation.

(a) A public entity shall, within one year of the effective date of this part,
evaluate its current services, policies, and practices, and the effects thereof, that
do not or may not meet the requirements of this part and, to the extent
modification of any such services, policies, and practices is required, the public
entity shall proceed to make the necessary modifications.

(b) A public entity shall provide an opportunity to interested persons,
including individuals with disabilities or organizations representing individuals
with disabilities, to participate in the self-evaluation process by submitting
comments.

(c) A public entity that employs 50 or more persons shall, for at least three
years following completion of the self-evaluation, maintain on file and make
available for public inspection:





(1) A list of the interested persons consulted;
(2) A description of areas examined and any problems identified; and
(3) A description of any modifications made.

(d) If a public entity has already complied with the self-evaluation
requirement of a regulation implementing section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of
1973, then the requirements of this section shall apply only to those policies and
practices that were not included in the previous self-evaluation.

28 CFR § 35.106 Notice.

A public entity shall make available to applicants, participants, beneficiaries,
and other interested persons information regarding the provisions of this part and
its applicability to the services, programs, or activities of the public entity, and
make such information available to them in such manner as the head of the entity
finds necessary to apprise such persons of the protections against discrimination
assured them by the Act and this part.

28 CFR § 35.107 Designation of responsible employee and adoption of
grievance procedures.

(a) Designation of responsible employee. A public entity that employs 50 or
more persons shall designate at least one employee to coordinate its efforts to
comply with and carry out its responsibilities under this part, including any
investigation of any complaint communicated to it alleging its noncompliance
with this part or alleging any actions that would be prohibited by this part. The
public entity shall make available to all interested individuals the name, office
address, and telephone number of the employee or employees designated pursuant
to this paragraph.

(b) Complaint procedure. A public entity that employs 50 or more persons
shall adopt and publish grievance procedures providing for prompt and equitable
resolution of complaints alleging any action that would be prohibited by this part.

28 CFR § 35.151 New construction and alterations.

(a) Design and construction. (1) Each facility or part of a facility constructed by, on
behalf of, or for the use of a public entity shall be designed and constructed in
such manner that the facility or part of the facility is readily accessible to and
usable by individuals with disabilities. if the construction was commenced
after January 26, 1992.






(b) Alterations. (1) Each facility or part of a facility altered by, on behalf of,
or for the use of a public entity in a manner that affects or could affect the
usability of the facility or part of the facility shall, to the maximum extent
feasible, be altered in such manner that the altered portion of the facility is
readily accessible to and usable by individuals with disabilities, if the
alteration was commenced after January 26, 1992.

(2) The path of travel requirements of §35.151(b)(4) shall apply only to
alterations undertaken solely for purposes other than to meet the program
accessibility requirements of § 35.150.

(4) Path of travel. An alteration that affects or could affect the usability of or
access to an area of a facility that contains a primary function shall be made so as
to ensure that, to the maximum extent feasible, the path of travel to the altered
area and the restrooms, telephones, and drinking fountains serving the altered area
are readily accessible to and usable by individuals with disabilities, including
individuals who use wheelchairs, unless the cost and scope of such alterations is
disproportionate to the cost of the overall alteration.

(ii) A “path of travel” includes a continuous, unobstructed way of pedestrian
passage by means of which the altered area may be approached, entered, and
exited, and which connects the altered area with an exterior approach (including
sidewalks, streets, and parking areas), an entrance to the facility, and other parts
of the facility.

(A) An accessible path of travel may consist of walks and sidewalks, curb
ramps and other interior or exterior pedestrian ramps; clear floor paths through
lobbies, corridors, rooms, and other improved areas; parking access aisles;
elevators and lifts; or a combination of these elements.

(B) For the purposes of this section, the term “path of travel” also includes
the restrooms, telephones, and drinking fountains serving the altered area.

(C) Safe harbor. If a public entity has constructed or altered required
elements of a path of travel in accordance with the specifications in either the
1991 Standards or the Uniform Federal Accessibility Standards before March 15,
2012, the public entity is not required to retrofit such elements to reflect
incremental changes in the 2010 Standards solely because of an alteration to a
primary function area served by that path of travel.





28 CFR 35.151(i) states:

(1) Curb ramps. (1) Newly constructed or altered streets, roads, and highways
must contain curb ramps or other sloped areas at any intersection having curbs or
other barriers to entry from a street level pedestrian walkway.

(2) Newly constructed or altered street level pedestrian walkways must
contain curb ramps or other sloped areas at intersections to streets, roads, or
highways.

The Access Board provides the ADA Accessibility Guidelines (ADAAG). The document can be
found here: https://www.access-board.gov/guidelines-and-standards/streets-sidewalks/public-
rights-of-way/background/revised-draft- guidelines/introduction

The ADAAG covers a wide variety of facilities and establishes minimum requirements for new
construction and alterations. It defines Pedestrian Access Route as “A continuous and
unobstructed walkway within a pedestrian circulation path that provides accessibility” and
Pedestrian Circulation Path as “A prepared exterior or interior way of passage provided for

pedestrian travel.” Walkway is defined as “the continuous portion of the pedestrian access route that
is connected to street crossings by curb ramps or blended transitions.”

The ADAAG states:

R101.1 General. This document contains scoping and technical requirements for
accessibility to facilities for pedestrian circulation and use located in the public
right-of-way. Advisory notes are for informational purposes only. These
requirements are to be applied during the design, construction, additions to, and
alterations of facilities in the public right-of-way to the extent required by
regulations issued by Federal agencies.

Advisory R101.1 General. Access requirements are also addressed in the Manual
on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD), FHWA/US DOT, 2003
(http://mutcd. fhwa.dot.gov). MUTCD is a reference standard in this guideline.
Key transportation industry guidance documents also address accessibility in the
public right-of-way and can provide useful information on design and
construction. They include ‘Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of
Pedestrdvisory R101.1 General. Access requirements are also addressed in the
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD), FHWA/US DOT, 2003
(http://muted. fhwa.dot.gov). MUTCD is a reference standard in this guideline.

Key transportation industry guidance documents also address accessibility in the
public right-of-way and can provide useful information on design and
construction. They include ‘Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of
Pedestrian Facilities’, American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials, July 2004 (www.aashto.org) and ‘Designing Sidewalks
and Trails for Access’, FHWA/US DOT September 2001

(http://www. fhwa.dot. gov/environment/sidewalk2/index.htm)
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ian Facilities’, American Association of State Highway and Transportation
Officials, July 2004 (www.aashto.org) and *Designing Sidewalks and Trails for

Access’, FHWA/US DOT September 2001
(http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/sidewalk2/index.htm )

It also notes the ADAAG does not “address existing facilities unless they are included in the
scope of an alteration undertaken at the discretion of a covered entity” R101.2. “All newly
designed and newly constructed facilities located in the public right-of-way shall comply with
these requirements. All altered portions of existing facilities located in the public right-of-way
shall comply with these requirements to the maximum extent feasible.” R201.1 Scope. The
advisory note state that the ADAAG covers “facilities for pedestrian circulation and use in the
right-of-way.” R201.1 Scope.

The ADAAG provides the following provisions and advisory notes:

R301.2 Components. Pedestrian access routes shall consist of one or more of the
following components: walkways, ramps, curb ramps (excluding flared sides) and
landings, blended transitions, crosswalks, and pedestrian overpasses and
underpasses, elevators, and platform lifts. Stairways and escalators shall not be
part of a pedestrian access route. All components of a pedestrian access route
shall comply with the applicable portions of this document.

R301.3 Width

R301.3.1 Continuous Width. The minimum continuous and unobstructed clear
width of a pedestrian access route shall be 1.2 m (4.0 ft), exclusive of the width of
the curb.

Advisory R301.3.1 Continuous Width. The pedestrian access route provides a
minimum accessible route of passage within a sidewalk or other walkway that
may not comprise the full width of the pedestrian circulation route, particularly in
urban areas. Industry-recommended sidewalk widths can be found in ‘Guide for
the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities’, American
Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials, July 2004
(www.aashto.org). The minimum width must be maintained without obstruction.
Where a pedestrian access route turns or changes direction, it should
accommodate the continuous passage of a wheelchair or scooter. As with street
or highway design for vehicles, additional maneuvering width or length may be
needed at recesses and alcoves, doorways and entrances, and along curved or
angled routings, particularly where the grade exceeds 5%. Individual segments of
pedestrian access routes should have a minimum straight length of 1.2 m (4.0 fi).

R301.5.2 Surface Discontinuities. Surface discontinuities shall not exceed 13
mm (0.50 in) maximum. Vertical discontinuities between 6.4 mm (0.25 in) and 13





mm (0.5 in) maximum shall be beveled at 1:2 minimum. The bevel shall be
applied across the entire level change.

Advisory R301.5.2 Surface Discontinuities. Surfaces with individual units laid out
of plane and those that are heavily textured, rough, or chamfered, will greatly
increase rolling resistance and will subject pedestrians who use wheelchairs,
scooters, and rolling walkers to the stressful (and often painful) effects of
vibration. It is highly desirable to minimize surface discontinuities; when
discontinuities on the pedestrian access route are unavoidable, they should be
widely separated.

Again, however, it is important to remember that the scope of the ADAAG relates to facilities as
opposed to general sidewalk and other walking paths.

How are other municipalities handling this issue?

A review of the settlement agreement entered into between the City of Cedar Rapids and the
Department of Justice ensures that the City of Cedar Rapids will provide “ (1) a plan for
identifying all streets, roads, and highways that have been constructed or altered since January
26, 1992; and (2) a timetable for providing curb ramps or other sloped areas complying with the
applicable architectural standards at all intersections of those streets, roads, and highways that
have been constructed or altered since January 26, 1992, that have curbs or other barriers from a
street level pedestrian walkway. The plan and timetable must be approved by the United States
and will specify completion of all required curb ramps or other sloped areas complying with the
applicable architectural standards within four (4) years of the effective date of this Agreement.”

The agreement also states: “Cedar Rapids will provide curb ramps or other sloped areas
complying with the 2010 ADA Standards at any intersection having curbs or other barriers to
entry from a street level pedestrian walkway, whenever a street, road, or highway is constructed
or altered. Annually, the ILA will confirm to the United States that Cedar Rapids has provided
curb ramps or other sloped areas, where required, that are in compliance with the 2010 ADA
Standards.”

Our review of the City of Cedar Rapids Code of Ordinances finds no definition for a “defective
sidewalk™ but rather encourages the City residents to advise the City when a sidewalk appears
unsafe due to cracking or buckling and provides an option to allow homeowners to make repairs
on their own.

28 CFR 35.151 requires that when alterations are made, they are consistent with 2010 Standards
of the ADA. Much of the focus is on ensuring that there are ramps/sloped edges at intersections
of streets which make it feasible for disabled individuals to walk on the pathway. However,
when any alterations are made, the sidewalks need to be accessible.

Conclusions

Based upon the rules contained within 28 CFR Chapter 35, the City likely complies with ADA
requirements so long as it ensures any sidewalk is constructed appropriately when new
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construction occurs or alterations (road resurfacing, etc.) take place in the vicinity of the
sidewalks, specifically at or near city-owned facilities, i.e., City Hall, etc. Of course, when
streets are replaced, curb ramps should be placed to make the City as accessible as possible.
Our opinion is that if sidewalks are replaced or repaired, whether residential, commercial or
industrial, they need to comply with all ADA regulations and requirements. We are not of the
opinion that ADA requires all residential, commercial and industrial sidewalks to be no more
than ' inch of level with the adjacent sidewalk or driveway at all times. Finally, we could not
find any requirement that when replacing a section of sidewalk that is four (4) feet wide that it
must then be replaced with a five (5) foot wide section of concrete.

Should you have any question or need further research and review, please let me know. Thank
you.

Respectfully,

Mark J. Parmenter, City Attorney





