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RESOLUTION NO. 2013-08-22R

A RESOLUTION OF THE AMERICAN FORK CITY COUNCIL AMENDING THE
TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT OF THE AMERICAN FORK GENERAL PLAN.

WHEREAS, Section 1O-9a-401(1), Utah Code Annotated, 1953, as amended, requires each
municipality in the State of Utah to prepare and adopt a comprehensive, long-range general plan
for: (1) present and future needs of the municipality; and (2) growth and development of the land
within the municipality; and

WHEREAS, Section 1 O-9a-403, Utah Code Annotated, 1953, as amended, recommends and
describes the general content of each of the major elements typically included within a general
plan including, but not limited to, a transportation and traffic circulation element consisting of
general location and extent of existing and proposed freeways, arterial and collector streets, mass
transit, and other modes of transportation that are appropriate, all correlated with the Land Use
Element of the plan; and

WHEREAS, the City has heretofore adopted a Transportation Element of the General Plan and
now desires to amend certain portions of the text and maps of the previously adopted plan; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, with the assistance of consultants and City staff
personnel, has studied the proposed amendment to the Plan, advertised and held a public hearing
thereon, duly considered the comments received at the hearing, and acted to forward the
proposed amendment to the City Council, all in accordance with Utah State Law; and

WHEREAS, the City Council has received the recommendation from the Planning Commission,
and duly considered the report, the recommendation from the Planning Commission, and
comments from the public at the hearing;

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

SECTION 1. That certain document entitled AMERICAN FORK CITY -

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT OF THE GENERAL PLAN, previously adopted by the City
as the Transportation Element of the General Plan of American Forlc, Utah, is hereby amended.

SECTION 2. It is the express intent of the City Council that, to the extent possible, said plan
shall be followed, complied with, and otherwise adhered to.

SECTION 3. The Planning Commission and City staff are hereby directed to recommend such
ordinances and policies as are recommended under the plan and deemed essential for
implementation.
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SECTION 4. This Resolution shall take effect immediately upon its passage, as provided by
law.

PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF AMERICAN FORK, UTAH,
this 27 day of August, 2013.

/

s H. Hadfield, ~ayor

ATtEST:

Richard M. Colborn, City Recorder
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American Fork City – Transportation Element of the General Plan 

1.0 GLOSSARY OF TERMS 

AASHTO American Association of State Highways and Transportation Officials 

ADA  American’s with Disability Act 

ADT  Average Annual Daily Traffic 

BRT  Bus Rapid Transit 

CFP  Capital Facility Plan 

FHWA  Federal Highway Administration 

GOPB  Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget 

HCM  Highway Capacity Manual 

HOA  Home Owners Association 

IFFP  Impact Fee Facility Plan 

ITE  Institute of Transportation Engineers 

LOS   Level of Service 

LRTP  Long Range Transportation Plan  

MAG  Mountainland Association of Governments 

BRT  Bus Rapid Transit  

MPO  Metropolitan Planning Organization 

MUTCD  Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices 

STIP  Statewide Transportation Improvement Program 

STP  Surface Transportation Program 

TAZ  Traffic Analysis Zone 

TCM  Traffic Calming Measures 

TE  Transportation Element of the General Plan 

TIP  Transportation Improvement Program 

TIS  Traffic Impact Study 

TRAX  Transit Express (light rail) 

TRB  Transportation Research Board 

UDOT  Utah Department of Transportation 

UTA  Utah Transit Authority  
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2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

2.1 INTRODUCTION 

American Fork, in northern Utah County, is located 15 miles northwest of Provo and 30 miles south of 
Salt Lake.  According to the US census bureau, American Fork had grown in population from 21,941 in 
2000 to 26,263 in 2010.  This represents an average annual growth rate of 2.0 percent for the 2000 to 
2010 decade.   

The last version of the American Fork Transportation Element of the General Plan was completed in 
2004.  An update to the Transportation Master Plan was adopted by ordinance in April 2010.  This 
document, titled the American Fork City Transportation Element of the General Plan, is intended to 
enable development of the roadway portion of the Capital Facilities Plan (CFP) by providing a plan that 
will accommodate the expected growth in the City’s transportation system and to guide the efforts of 
the City engineering, public works, and planning departments as they plan for the future. 

2.2 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

A. Socioeconomic Conditions, Land Use, and Roadway Network 

The City’s current population is estimated at around 28,300 residents1.  The 2000 to 2010 decade saw 
moderate growth in American Fork with an increase in population from 21,941 to 26,263 (20 percent).  
Approximately 50 percent of the land area within the City has been developed or is under development.  
The roadways in American Fork have been classified as Principal Arterials, Arterials, Major Collectors, 
Collectors, and Significant Local streets.   

B. Traffic Volumes and Level of Service 

Sections of 100 East, north of Main Street, currently experience unacceptable levels of service.  The 
intersection of State Street and 500 East is also a trouble spot, particularly during the peak periods of 
the day.  The split phasing is unable to serve the demand placed on the signal from I-15 traffic due to the 
heavy left turn movements.  The roundabout at 900 West in “The Meadows” is also an area where 
operations are below acceptable standards.  The distance between State Street and the roundabout is 
too short to accommodate the queuing traffic waiting to enter the roundabout.  

Within American Fork City there are currently 25 operational traffic signals.  The Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT) owns 18 of the 25 signals, American Fork City owns 2 signals, and Utah County 
owns 5 signals.  UDOT manages the operations of traffic signals Statewide through their i2 Central 
System, which allows the signals in the state to be monitored and adjusted in real time from the UDOT 
Traffic Operations Center.  Currently 17 signals within American Fork City have fiber optic cables running 
to the signal cabinet and are connected to the i2 Central System.  UDOT runs signal coordination along 
State Street (US-89) and American Fork Main Street seven days a week.  Within American Fork City, 
there are several different innovative signals to help reduce delays to the traveling public.  The signals 
include the Diverging Diamond Interchanges (DDI), split-phase intersections, and High-Intensity 
Activated Crosswalk Beacons (HAWK).   

 

 

                                                           

1 Based on 2010 US census projected to 2013 
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C. Alternative Transportation Modes 

Alternative transportation modes to passenger vehicles are an important part of the overall 
transportation system.  A complete transit system may include bus, bus rapid transit (BRT), light rail 
(TRAX), commuter rail (FrontRunner), and van share facilities.  Non-Motorized traffic includes 
pedestrians, bicyclists, hikers, horseback riders, and joggers/walkers.  These modes of transport should 
be accommodated wherever feasible in a vibrant and sustainable transportation system.  The American 
Fork Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan (BPMP) has been adopted in conjunction with this element.  
The master plan sought to inventory the City’s existing facilities as well as provide recommendations for 
future biking and walking trails systems.  American Fork City recently opened a commuter rail station for 
the FrontRunner line on the west side of I-15 near Pioneer Crossing.  With the construction of this new 
rail line, multiple bus routes between Utah and Salt Lake County were eliminated.   

2.3 FUTURE CONDITIONS 

A. Socioeconomic Conditions and Land Use 

Future traffic patterns and the resulting operating conditions of a roadway network are directly related 
to land use planning and socioeconomic conditions.  As traffic is not restricted to the American Fork 
area, and many of the roadways within the City act as regional roads linking communities north and 
south the City, the socioeconomic and land use data in the neighboring cities must also be considered 
when projecting future traffic conditions within the City.  Thus, socioeconomic information for all of 
northern Utah County was obtained for use in the travel demand modeling process. 

Based on the current land use, zoning, demographics, and growth patterns, American Fork is expected 
to grow to approximately 48,000 residents by the year 2040.  This forecasted growth will place increased 
pressure on the City’s infrastructure including its street system.   

In its Land Use Plan, the City has sites planned for general, design, and neighborhood commercial; high, 
medium, low, very low density housing; public parks and open space, institutional lands such as schools 
and public facilities; shoreline protection areas and resorts; and major transportation facilities and 
transit oriented developments.   

B. Travel Model Development 

The MAG travel demand model was used to predict future traffic patterns and travel demand.  2040 was 
selected as the design year in order to be consistent with the Mountainland Association of Governments 
(MAG) planning process.  The 2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (available at 
www.mountainland.org) was adopted by the Mountainland Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 
Regional Planning Committee on May 5, 2011.  The transportation plan is a guide to maintain and 
enhance the regional transportation system for urbanized Utah County.   

C. Projected Traffic Volumes and Conditions 

A no-build scenario is intended to show what the roadway network would be like in the future if no 
action were taken to improve the City roadway network.  If no improvements are made to American 
Fork’s transportation infrastructure, projected traffic volumes for the planning year 2040 will 
significantly lower the Level of Service (LOS) of many of the major streets and intersections throughout 
the City.  Some of the major areas of concern include Main Street, Pacific Drive, 100 East, Pioneer 
Crossing, the 900 West Roundabout in “the Meadows”, and parts of 300 North, 300 West, 200 South, 
and 400 West.   
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The final recommended roadway network seeks to balance accommodating demand through the year 
2040 with fiscal responsibility while also considering the planning efforts of MAG and the neighboring 
cities.  It is expected that the roadway network recommended in this document will perform at an 
acceptable LOS through the planning year 2040.  This will help in preserving the quality of life and 
economic vitality of the City.   

D. Roadway Functional Classifications 

The following street classifications have been selected by American Fork for inclusion in the TE: 

 Freeway – I-15 

 Principal Arterial – 7 Lanes 

 Arterial – 5 Lanes 

 Major Collector – 3 Lanes 

 Collector – 2 Lanes 

 Significant Local Road – 2 Lanes 

 Local Road – 2 Lanes 

Many of the major streets in American Fork pass through residential areas with homes fronting the 
roadways.  The typical street section has been designed to lessen the impacts of needed roadway 
widening improvements to these homes. 

E. Alternative Transportation Modes 

Accommodating alternative modes of transportation to the passenger vehicle is a vital consideration 
when planning a livable and sustainable community.  As a vibrant and growing city it is important for 
American Fork to continue to plan for improved transit, trails, and pedestrian facilities.  These facilities 
will improve the overall quality of life of the residents while aiding in congestion relief and increasing the 
lifespan of the City’s roadway network. 

American Fork does not operate and maintain its own transit system.  The combined efforts of The Utah 
Transit Authority (UTA), UDOT, MAG, and the City will largely dictate the nature of a future expanded 
transit system.  The City should be actively involved in supporting public transit as a viable and attractive 
alternative transportation mode in the City.  These planning and lobbying efforts will assist in procuring 
the necessary funding and support to develop, implement, and maintain a sustainable transit system. 

F. Main Street Vision 

In 2010 American Fork City, in conjunction with MAG, published the American Fork Main Street Vision 
Plan.  The Main Street Vision plan includes recommendations on the physical, economic, and mobility 
characteristics of the downtown area.   

G. Access Management 

Access management is the process of establishing and enforcing road and driveway accesses within the 
city.  This includes establishing the location, number, spacing, type, and design of city streets and 
accesses to minimize vehicle conflicts and maximize the traffic capacity and safety of a roadway.  
American Fork City has adopted an Access Management Manual (AM Manual) in April of 2012.  The 
access management concepts and standards presented in the AM Manual are consistent with guidelines 
established by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the American Association of State Highway 
and Transportation Officials (AASHTO), the Transportation Research Board (TRB), and the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE).   
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H. Safety 

One of the main goals of the Transportation Element of the General Plan and long term transportation 
planning in general is to estimate traffic growth and provide for adequate facilities as the need arises.  
The safe traffic operations of these future facilities are of equal importance.  If residential driveways 
have to be on a collector or arterial street it is recommended to require circular driveways or a turn-
around where vehicles don’t have to back out on to the street, for example. Offset intersections should 
also be avoided wherever possible.  To the extent possible, recommendations in the City’s existing 
access management program. 

I. Intersection Improvements 

As traffic volumes increase throughout the community, intersection design will become more critical. 
Proper intersection design will typically facilitate larger traffic flows without widening existing roadway 
cross-sections.  Typical intersection configurations are a helpful planning tool when preserving right-of-
way and for project cost estimating.  Traffic signals should not be installed unless at least one or more of 
the eight traffic signal warrants, as outlined in the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD), 
have been met.  The MUTCD should be used as the standard for determining how and when a stop sign 
is installed.  The City of American Fork will consider roundabouts as an intersection alternative at 
specific locations pending more detailed traffic analysis as needs arise through the development and/or 
transportation improvement process.    

J. Traffic Calming 

American Fork City has developed a traffic calming program that implements the latest traffic calming 
measures (TCMs).  The traffic calming program uses a quantitative method of scoring and prioritizing 
traffic calming needs by gathering speed, volume, crash history, geometric, and other data to rank each 
citizen request for TCMs.  The adopted Guidelines for Traffic Calming document is the foundation of the 
traffic calming program and all traffic calming requests should follow the procedure and guidelines 
contained therein. 

K. Corridor Preservation 

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

L. Traffic Impact Studies 

As growth occurs throughout the City, the City will evaluate the impacts of proposed developments on 
the surrounding transportation networks prior to giving approval to build.  This will be accomplished by 
requiring that a Traffic Impact Study (TIS) be performed for any development in the City based on City 
staff recommendations and the policies adopted by the City herein.   

M. Intelligent Transportation Systems 

American Fork is committed to providing Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) in the City in the 
future.  Many of the ITS applications are controlled by UDOT. UDOT is renowned nationally for its 
innovative use of technology and transportation solutions.  As there are many UDOT facilities in the City, 
and due to UDOT’s vast network of ITS components, American Fork has the opportunity to partner with 
the agency to provide more efficient ITS solutions.   
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N. Wayfinding 

Wayfinding, the method by which the public get directions to important civic sites, is an important 
element of a transportation system as it allows users to quickly and safely navigate to areas of interest 
or emergency services with visual clues.  Wayfinding, when properly applied, provides a safer 
environment for travelers as they rely more on the visual cues in their eye line than on maps or GPS 
instructions.   

O. Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 

The ADA standards should be regularly reviewed to ensure that City standards and specifications are in 
compliance with Federal ADA regulations.  All areas of newly designed and newly constructed buildings 
and facilities and altered portions of existing buildings and facilities shall comply with the ADA 
requirements as published. 

P. Retroreflectivity 

According to the Federal Highways Administration (FHWA), “retroreflectivity” refers to the property of a 
traffic sign to reflect light back to the driver.  Retroreflective traffic signs are used to increase sign 
visibility at night.  Maintaining traffic sign retroreflectivity is important since nighttime fatal crashes 
occur approximately three times as often as daytime fatal crashes.  Retroreflectivity degrades over time.  
Upgrading poorly maintained traffic signs may reduce traffic injuries and fatalities.  New FHWA 
requirements to maintain traffic signs in the City dictate that certain standards are met by certain 
compliance dates.  The compliance dates are as follows: 

 January 2012 – A sign replacement program must be in place 

 January 2015 – All regulatory signs must comply with federal retroreflectivity standards 

 January 2018 – All signs in the City must comply with federal retroreflectivity standards  

2.4 CAPITAL FACILITIES PLAN 

The City will need to construct new roads, widen existing transportation corridors, and make spot 
intersection improvements to provide future residents of the City with an adequate transportation 
system.  Individual projects were identified and costs estimates were compiled to produce a 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) for the City.  It is expected that the total cost (2013 dollars) 
of roadway improvements needed before 2040 will be approximately $314,000,000.   

A few specific locations on American Fork City’s street network may require some unique improvements 
to resolve traffic issues at these sites.  Some of these are: Main Street and State Street, State Street and 
500 East, State Street and Pacific Drive, the 900 West Roundabout in “The Meadows”, Vineyard 
Connector, Railroad Crossings, 300 North and Pacific Drive, Mill Pond Road, and 300 West and 200 
South. 

2.5 IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLAN 

Utah law requires communities to prepare an Impact Fee Facilities Plan (IFFP) prior to preparing an 
impact fee analysis and establishing an impact fee.  The City of American Fork has complied with the 
requirement to provide written notice of its intent to prepare an IFFP.  The total transportation capital 
improvements needed to maintain an acceptable LOS over the next 10 years (through 2023) would cost 
approximately $84,000,000.  The number of vehicle miles traveled on City streets is expected to grow by 
62% by the year 2023 and by 124% by the year 2040. 
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All possible revenue sources have been considered as a means of financing transportation capital 
improvements needed as a result of new growth.  These include federal funding, state funding, 
partnering jurisdictions, local funding, grants, and impact fees. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

American Fork, in northern Utah County, is located 15 miles northwest of Provo and 30 miles south of 
Salt Lake City (see Figure 1-1).  It is bordered by Utah Lake on the south and by the Wasatch Mountains 
to the east.  Adjacent to it are the communities of Highland, Cedar Hills and Pleasant Grove to the east, 
Lehi to the west and Highland and Alpine to the north.  Discovered by fur trappers and settled by 
Mormon pioneers, this historic town has become Utah’s fifteenth largest city.  Conveniently situated 
just off Interstate 15 between Provo and Salt Lake City, it has become a favorable location for 
commuters, families, and businesses.  The City was incorporated on June 4, 1853.  According to the U.S. 
Census Bureau, American Fork had grown in population from 21,941 in 2000 to 26,263 in 2010.  This 
represents an average annual growth rate of 2 percent for the 2000 to 2010 decade.  When compared 
to the whole of Utah County, which has an average annual growth rate of 4 percent over the same time 
period, it is clear that American Fork has had slightly less growth over the last decade than the county as 
a whole. 

The last version of the American Fork Transportation Element of the General Plan was completed in 
2004.  Updates to the Transportation Master Plan were adopted by ordinance in 2008 and 2010.  More 
recent updates to certain portions of the General Plan have been adopted this year.  The City has 
updated its General Plan Land Use Map and has commenced an update to its Capital Facility Plans as 
well as an evaluation of its impact fees.  This document, titled the American Fork City, Transportation 
Element of the General Plan, is intended to enable development of the roadway portion of the Capital 
Facilities Plan (CFP) by providing a plan to provide capacity to accommodate the expected growth in the 
City’s transportation system and to guide the efforts of the City’s engineering, public works, and 
planning departments as they plan for the future. 
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Figure 1-1 Area Map 
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2.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

A thorough documentation of the City’s existing conditions was performed in order to evaluate the 
City’s transportation system and update the Transportation Element of the City’s General Plan (TE) to 
address the City’s current and future needs.  The data collected for this TE update includes: 

 Key roadway traffic volumes  

 Socioeconomic conditions  

 Land use and zoning  

 Signal locations and timings  

 Roadway classifications/widths/cross sections  

 Public transit routes  

 Bicycle/pedestrian trails 

This data forms the basis for analyzing the existing transportation system, as well as providing the 
foundation to project future traffic conditions.  

2.1 EXISTING SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS 

The City’s current population is estimated at around 28,300 residents2.  The 2000 to 2010 decade saw 
moderate growth in American Fork, with an increase in population from 21,941 to 26,263 (20 percent).  
The City is issuing an average of 9 permits for residential dwelling units monthly.  As a region, the 
northern Utah County area has experienced rapid development and growth in recent years and this 
trend is projected to continue into the foreseeable future.  

Socioeconomic data used in the transportation analysis was obtained from the City and Mountainland 
Association of Governments (MAG).  The MAG travel demand model was modified to more accurately 
estimate the travel demand in the City.  The MAG travel demand model consists of various Traffic 
Analysis Zones (TAZ). Each TAZ contains information on the number of households, employment 
opportunities, and average income levels within the TAZ.  This data is used to generate trips originating 
in each TAZ and assign them to the roadway network where they will be attracted to a destination 
within another TAZ.  The MAG travel demand model predicts regional travel patterns; however, the TAZ 
structure must be modified to more accurately reflect traffic on the local city level.  The TAZ structure 
within the American Fork area was modified by splitting the existing large TAZ into smaller, more 
uniform TAZ and verifying the accuracy of the socioeconomic data contained within each TAZ. 

2.2 EXISTING LAND USE 

Traffic patterns and demand are directly related to land use and development density.  Approximately 
50 percent of the land area within the City or within the City’s annexation declaration boundary has 
been developed or is under development (see Figure 2-1).  There are still several large parcels that 
remain, as well as numerous smaller tracts of land that will one day be developed.   

 

  

                                                           

2 Based on 2010 U.S. Census projected to 2013 



                                        

4 
 

American Fork City – Transportation Element of the General Plan 

Figure 2-1 Developed and Undeveloped Land within City Annexation Declaration Boundary 
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2.3 EXISTING ROADWAY FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION 

The roadways in American Fork have been classified as Principal Arterials, Arterials, Major Collectors, 
Collectors, and Significant Local streets.  One of the reasons American Fork is considered a “gateway” 
city is because of its excellent access to the state’s major north-south freeway, I-15.  American Fork has 
two major freeway interchanges, located at Pioneer Crossing and 500 East.  The recent completion of 
the I-15 CORE project has brought new and exciting opportunities to the City for both commercial and 
residential development.  The existing roadway network also consists of several other major regional 
Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) roadways including US-89 (State Street) that runs east-west 
through the City connecting Pleasant Grove and Lehi, SR-74 (100 East) that runs north-south connecting 
the City with Alpine on the north; and SR-145 (Pioneer Crossing) which connects I-15 at American Fork’s 
Main Street to Redwood Road in Saratoga Springs.  In addition to the state roads, the newly completed 
North County Boulevard (1100 E) runs north-south on the east edge of the City.  North County Boulevard 
is a five-lane facility connecting Pleasant Grove Boulevard I-15 interchange with the communities of 
American Fork and Cedar Hills.  It is anticipated that North County Boulevard will shortly become a state 
maintained facility.  American Fork owns and maintains a number of local and regional collector streets;  
Pacific Drive/100 North (State Street to 600 East), 600 East (Main Street to 700 North) and 700 North.  
The existing roadway network, including functional type, is shown in Figure 2-2.   
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Figure 2-2 Existing Roadway Network 
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2.4 EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES AND LEVEL OF SERVICE 

The adequacy of an existing street system can be quantified by assigning Levels of Service (LOS) to major 
roadways and intersections.  As defined in the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), a document published 
by the Transportation Research Board (TRB), LOS serves as the traditional form of measurement of a 
roadway’s functionality.  The TRB identifies LOS by reviewing elements, such as the number of lanes 
assigned to a roadway, the amount of traffic using the roadway and the time of delay per vehicle 
traveling on the roadway and at the intersections.  Levels of service range from A (free flow where users 
are virtually unimpeded by other traffic on the roadway) to F (traffic exceeds the operating capacity of 
the roadway).   

2.4.1 ROADWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE 

Roadway LOS is used as a planning tool to quantitatively represent the ability of a particular roadway to 
accommodate the travel demand. The following Table 2-1, Table 2-2 and Table 2-3 were used as guides 
for quantifying LOS, and, subsequently the conditions of each of the major roadways in the City are 
based on HCM principles and regional experience.  LOS D is approximately 80 percent of a roadway’s 
capacity and is a common goal for urban streets during peak hours.  After discussions with City staff, it 
was determined that adopting the industry standard of LOS D for system streets (collectors and 
arterials) was acceptable for future planning.   Attaining LOS C on these streets would be potentially cost 
prohibitive and may present societal impacts, such as the need for additional lanes and wider street 
cross-sections.  LOS D suggests that for most times of the day, the roadways will be operating at well 
below capacity.  The peak times of day will likely experience moderate congestion characterized by a 
higher vehicle density and slower than free flow speeds.   

A four-lane freeway facility can accommodate 70,000 vehicles per day at LOS D; adding two additional 
lanes will increase this threshold by 40,000 vehicles to 110,000 vehicles per day.  Arterial streets can 
handle significantly less traffic at LOS D; a seven lane arterial (6 travel lanes and one center turn lane) 
can only accommodate approximately 50 percent of the traffic of a freeway of similar lane configuration 
(55,000 versus 110,000).  Similarly, much capacity is lost when reducing the number of arterial lanes by 
one in each direction, which results in a 17,700 vehicle per day reduction in LOS D capacity.  Collector 
streets are designed at lower speeds than arterials in order to be less intrusive and are not as strictly 
access-controlled.   Again, this results in a loss of capacity when compared to arterial streets.  A three 
lane collector street will be able to move 1,700 less vehicles per day than a three lane arterial street.  
Removing the center turn lane on a collector results in a loss of capacity of 1,300 vehicles per day.  On 
local streets LOS C is the minimum expectation for design.  This ensures that these streets are more 
“livable” for homes that may front these streets.   

Table 2-1 Suburban Freeway LOS Capacity Criteria in Vehicles per Day 

Lanes LOS C LOS D LOS E 

4 60,000 70,000 89,000 

6 95,000 110,000 140,000 
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Table 2-2 Suburban Arterial LOS Capacity Criteria in Vehicles per Day 

Lanes LOS C LOS D LOS E 

3 12,400 15,100 17,700 

5 28,500 32,800 40,300 

7 43,000 50,500 63,400 

Table 2-3 Suburban Collector LOS Capacity Criteria in Vehicles per Day 

Lanes LOS C LOS D LOS E 

2 9,700 12,100 14,500 

3 10,800 13,400 16,100 

Source: Utah/Wasatch Front Specific Daily Capacity Estimates; MAG & WFRC 

2.4.2 INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE 

Whereas roadway LOS considers an overall picture of a roadway to estimate operating conditions, 
intersection LOS looks at each individual movement at an intersection and provides a much more 
precise method for quantifying operations.  Since intersections tend to be a source of bottlenecks in the 
transportation network, a detailed look into the delay at each intersection should be performed on a 
regular basis.  The methodology for calculating delay at an intersection is outlined in the Highway 
Capacity Manual and the resulting criteria for assigning LOS to signalized and un-signalized intersections 
are outlined in Table 2-4.  As in the case with roadways, LOS D is considered the industry standard for 
intersections in an urbanized area.  LOS D at an intersection corresponds to an average control delay of 
35-55 seconds per vehicle for a signalized intersection and 25-35 seconds per vehicle for an un-
signalized intersection.   

At a signalized intersection under LOS D conditions, the average vehicle will be stopped for less than 55 
seconds.  This is considered an acceptable amount of delay to experience during the times of the day 
when roadways are most congested.  As a general rule, traffic signal cycle lengths (the length of time it 
takes for a traffic signal to cycle through each movement in turn) are kept below 90 seconds.  An 
average delay of less than 55 seconds suggests that in most cases, no vehicles will have to wait more 
than one cycle before proceeding through an intersection.   

Un-signalized intersections are generally stop-controlled.  Areas where there is a predominate major 
street may be two-way stop-controlled, meaning only the minor street traffic must stop.  In cases where 
traffic volumes are more evenly distributed or where sight distances may be limited, four-way stop-
controlled intersections are common.  LOS for an un-signalized intersection is assigned based on the 
average control at the worst approach (always a stopped approach) of the intersection. An un-signalized 
intersection operating at LOS D means that the average vehicle waiting at one of the stop-controlled 
approaches will wait no longer than 35 seconds before proceeding through the intersection.  This delay 
may be caused by large volumes of traffic on the major street resulting in fewer gaps in traffic for a 
vehicle to turn into, or from queued vehicles waiting at the stop sign.       
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Table 2-4 Signalized and Unsignalized Intersection LOS Criteria 

Level of 
Service 

Signalized 
Intersections 

Average Control 
Delay (sec/veh) 

Unsignalized 
Intersections 

Average Control 
Delay (sec/veh) 

A ≤ 10 ≤ 10 

B > 10 - 20 > 10 - 15 

C > 20 - 35 > 15 - 25 

D > 35 - 55 > 25 - 35 

E > 55 - 80 > 35 - 50 

F > 80 > 50 

Note: LOS for unsignalized intersections is measured for the worst approach only 

2.4.3 EXISTING OPERATING CONDITIONS 

As part of this TE, 2010 traffic counts were collected from UDOT, which included average annual daily 
traffic (AADT) volumes as defined in Traffic on Utah Highways, and manual traffic counts were also 
performed on many of the City-owned roadways within American Fork in 2012.  Figure 2-3 illustrates 
American Fork 2010-2012 average daily traffic volumes on selected major streets and their 
corresponding LOS as well as the operating conditions of the signals and roundabouts.  Figure 2-3 also 
shows the extensive network of count locations used to form the basis of the existing condition analysis.  
Based on the analysis of these traffic count data, there are a few areas of concern within American Fork 
City.  Sections of 100 East north of Main Street currently experience unacceptable levels of service.  The 
intersection at State Street and 500 East is also a trouble spot, particularly during the peak periods of 
the day.  The split phasing is unable to serve the demand placed on the signal from I-15 traffic due to the 
heavy left turn movements.  The roundabout at 900 West in “The Meadows” is also an area where 
operations are below acceptable standards.  The distance between State Street and the roundabout is 
approximately 200 feet and is too short to accommodate the queuing traffic waiting to enter the 
roundabout.    

Several intersections throughout the City could also benefit from a signal timing analysis.  As traffic 
patterns and volumes change, signal timing plans can become outdated.  The timing of the traffic signals 
in the City should be periodically checked for efficiency and adjusted as needed to accommodate these 
fluctuations in traffic patterns and volumes.  The City should coordinate with UDOT to develop a plan to 
re-time the signals within the City at regular intervals.  Some areas where concerns were identified 
under the existing conditions are as follows: 

 900 West and State Street 

 State Street and 100 East 
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Figure 2-3 Existing Daily Traffic Volumes and LOS 
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2.4.4 TRAFFIC SIGNALS AND INTELLIGENT TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS 

Within American Fork City there are currently 25 operational traffic signals.  Table 2-5 provides a 
summary of the ITS elements associated with each signal.  UDOT owns 18 of the 24 signals, American 
Fork City owns 2 signals, and Utah County owns five signals.  The five Utah County signals are located 
along North County Boulevard and will be turned over to UDOT upon final completion of the project. 

UDOT manages the operations of traffic signals statewide through their i2 Central System.  Currently, 17 
signals within American Fork City have fiber optic cables running to the signal cabinet and are connected 
to the i2 Central System.  It is planned that the five signals along North County Boulevard will be 
connected into the i2 Central System upon final completion of the project.  The two American Fork City 
signals and the signal at SR-74 and 1120 North are the only signals within American Fork City that are 
not connected to the i2 Central System.  Additionally, 700 North and 900 West has conduit installed for 
a future fiber optic connection. 

UDOT runs signal coordination along State Street (US-89) and American Fork Main Street seven days a 
week.  The current coordination plans begin at the US-89 and SR-73 signal and continue south to the US-
89 and 1100 East signal.  The signal at American Fork Main and Kawakami Drive ties into the 
coordination plans running at the US-89 and American Fork Main signal.  Currently, the US-89 and 300 
West signal only runs coordination plans during the pm peak period Monday to Friday and runs in FREE 
operations all other times.  Running a signal FREE allows the travel demand to dictate the length of 
green time for each movement.  This is standard practice for off-peak times where travel patterns are 
not necessarily predictable or directional.  The signals at 100 East and 100 North and at 100 East and 300 
North run coordination and tie into the coordination plans at the US-89 and 100 East signal. The 
American Fork Main Street and I-15 DDI currently runs in FREE operations at all times of the day.  
Additionally, the signals at 500 East and 620 South, 500 East and NB I-15 DDI, and 500 East and SB I-15 
DDI run in FREE operation. 

Within American Fork City, there are several different innovative signals to help reduce delays to the 
traveling public.  The signals include the Diverging Diamond Interchanges (DDI), split-phase 
intersections, and High-Intensity Activated Crosswalk Beacons (HAWK).  The DDIs are located at the 
Pioneer Crossing/American Fork Main Street interchange and the 500 East interchange.  The Pioneer 
Crossing DDI signal runs from one controller while the 500 East DDI signal runs from two controllers.  
Each of the controllers at the 500 East DDI controls one of the two I-15 ramps.  Another innovative 
signal used in American Fork City is the split-phase intersection.  Split phasing is a signal timing concept 
used when it is impractical to run two opposite directions concurrently.  This is most common where 
there exists a double left turn lane where one of those lanes also accommodates through traffic.  In this 
case, the opposite left turn movement would not be able to go as it would conflict with the through 
vehicles.  Essentially a split phased signal will allow each direction its own separate phase.  Currently, 
there are two split-phase intersections in American Fork located at US-89 and 500 East and at US-89 and 
American Fork Main Street.  These two signals have heavy northbound and southbound left turn 
volumes but there is limited right-of-way to provide for traditional dual left turn lanes.  The split-phase 
intersections have a dedicated left turn lane and a shared through-left turn lane.  Because of the shared 
through-left turn lanes, the northbound and southbound through movements cannot be served at the 
same time so the split phasing allows both movements to be service separately while still maintaining 
the necessary lane capacity to service the heavy left turn volumes.  The final innovative intersection 
found in American Fork City is the HAWK pedestrian signal.  The HAWK signal allows for a protected 
signalized pedestrian mid-block crossing.  Currently, the only HAWK signal in American Fork is on North 
County Boulevard in front of the American Fork Hospital. 
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Outside of the traffic signals, American Fork City has some additional ITS elements such as CCTV cameras 
and ramp meters.  Currently, there are CCTV cameras at the following locations in American Fork City: 

 NB I-15 @ 500 East 

 NB I-15 @ Pioneer Crossing 

 SB I-15 @ Pioneer Crossing 

 Main Street @ Kawakami Drive 

 Main Street @ US-89 

 Main Street (US-89) @ 100 East (SR-74) 

 US-89 @ 500 East (SR-180) 

 US-89 @ 1100 East 

 NB I-15 @ 200 West 

 Pioneer Crossing @ 1020 West 

There are also four ramp meters in American Fork City at the following locations: 

 NB I-15 @ 500 East 

 SB I-15 @ 500 East 

 NB I-15 @ Pioneer Crossing 

 SB I-15 @ Pioneer Crossing 

Table 2-5 Existing Signal Inventory 
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US-89 900 West UDOT X  X X  Standard 8-phase 

900 West 700 North AF City      Standard 4-phase 

US-89 Pacific Drive UDOT X  X X  Standard 8-phase 

US-89 AF Main UDOT X X X X  Split Phase 

AF Main I-15 DDI (2 Signals) UDOT X X X   DDI 

AF Main Kawakami Drive UDOT X X X X  Standard 8-phase 

US-89/AF Main 300 West UDOT X  X X  Standard 4-phase 

US-89/AF Main Center Street UDOT X  X X  Standard 4-phase 

US-89/AF Main 100 East (SR-74) UDOT X X X X  Standard 8-phase 

100 East (SR-74) 100 North UDOT X  X X  Standard 4-phase 
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100 East (SR-74) 300 North UDOT X  X X  Standard 4-phase 

100 East (SR-74) 1120 North UDOT      Standard 4-phase 

US-89 500 East UDOT X X X X  Split Phase 

500 East (SR-180) 620 South UDOT X  X   Standard 4-phase 

500 East (SR-180 NB I-15 DDI UDOT X X X   DDI 

500 East (SR-180 SB I-15 DDI UDOT X  X   DDI 

US-89 700 East UDOT X  X X  Standard 4-phase 

700 East 50 South AF City      Standard 4-phase 

US-89 No. County Blvd UDOT X X X X  Standard 8-phase 

No. County Blvd 50 South Utah County  X X   Standard 4-phase 

No. County Blvd Hospital HAWK Utah County   X   HAWK Signal 

No. County Blvd 300 North Utah County  X X   Standard 4-phase 

No. County Blvd 700 North Utah County  X X   Standard 4-phase 

No. County Blvd 1100 North Utah County   X  X  

No. County Blvd 1750 North Utah County     X  

2.5 EXISTING ALTERNATIVE TRANSPORTATION MODES 

Alternative transportation modes are an important part of the overall transportation system.  A 
complete transit system may include bus, bus rapid transit (BRT), light rail, commuter rail, and van share 
facilities.  Non-motorized traffic includes pedestrians, bicyclists, hikers, horseback riders, and 
joggers/walkers.  These modes of transport are very important and should be accommodated wherever 
feasible in a vibrant and sustainable transportation system.   

2.5.1 EXISTING NON-MOTORIZED TRAFFIC 

American Fork is committed to providing a trails network for bicycle and pedestrian traffic for both 
recreational and commuter trips.  American Fork is an excellent location for recreation due to its 
proximity to both Utah Lake and the Wasatch Mountains.  Trails connectivity is essential to provide 
access to these assets, as well as to neighboring community’s trails and bikeways. 

Trails serve many purposes from recreational uses to commuting to work and home.  They also serve a 
diverse group of users; including children, bicyclists, walkers/joggers, and equestrian users.  The 
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American Fork Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan (BPMP) has been adopted in conjunction with this 
element.  The master plan sought to inventory the City’s existing facilities, as well as provide 
recommendations for future biking and walking trails.  American Fork recognizes that trails and 
bikeways are a vital portion of any good transportation network; therefore, this transportation element 
of the General Plan should act as a companion volume to the BPMP. 

The BPMP seeks to address the need for future trails connectivity to meet the growing need for both 
recreation and non-motorized commuters.  The existing trails are listed in Table 2-6 and are also shown 
in Figure 2-4.  The bikeways in the City are classified as shared-use paths, sidepaths, bike lanes, marked 
shared roadways and signed shared roadways.  Sidewalks are generally present along the major 
roadways in the central part of the City.  Some sidewalks are placed next to the curb, while others are 
buffered from the street by a park strip.  The longest stand-alone trail in the City is the Art Dye shared-
use path.  The Art Dye trail travels from Art Dye Park north to American Fork’s border with Highland.  A 
connection to the Murdock Canal Trail can be made in Highland via the paved Art Dye Trail.  The BPMP 
makes the following recommendations for trails classifications: 

 Shared-Use Path  
o Paved facilities built in or adjacent to non-roadway rights-of-way, such as streams, 

canals, railroads, and utility corridors. 

 Sidepath  
o Sidepaths are built adjacent to roadways with frequent driveway and intersection 

crossings.  The distinction between sidepaths and shared-use paths is important 
because they have very different operational characteristics.  Sidepaths typically have 
more frequent at-grade crossings of driveways and intersections than shared-use paths.  
They also encourage bicyclists to travel against traffic, which often places them in 
locations where motor vehicle drivers may not see them.  

 Bike Lanes  
o A bike lane is a portion of the roadway designated by striping, signage, and pavement 

markings for the preferential use of bicyclists.  Bike lanes create a visual separation 
between bicycle and automobile facilities, thereby increasing bicyclists’ comfort and 
confidence.  Bike lanes are typically used on major streets with average daily traffic of 
3,000 or higher and carry bicycle traffic in the same direction as motor vehicle traffic. 

 Marked Shared Roadway 
o Marked shared roadways are used where traffic volumes and speeds are relatively low 

or where it is not possible to install higher-level bikeways like bike lanes. As the name 
suggests, “sharrow” pavement markings are used to indicate that a given lane is to be 
shared between drivers and bicyclists. Marked shared roadways may have any 
combination of parking, shoulder space, and number of lanes. Typically, this alternative 
should not be chosen if the speed limit is greater than 35 mph. Speed limits of 20-30 
mph are preferable. A common use of marked shared roadways is bridging a gap 
between other road segments that have bike lanes or another higher-level bikeway 
type. 

 Signed Shared Roadway 
o This bikeway type is very similar to marked shared roadways. The only significant 

difference is that green “BIKE ROUTE” signs rather than pavement markings are used to 
designate these routes. A common use of signed shared roadways is along roads with 
shoulder space where parking is allowed but infrequently used. 
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 Cycle Track 
o A cycle track is an exclusive bike facility that has elements of a separated path and on-

road bike lane.  A cycle track, while still within the roadway, is physically separated from 
motor traffic and is distinct from the sidewalk.  Cycle tracks may be one-way or two-
way, and may be at road level, at sidewalk level, or at an intermediate level.  They all 
share in common some separation from motor traffic with bollards, parking or barriers. 

Table 2-6 Existing Trails 

Trail Identification Existing Miles Trail Type 

American Fork River 0.68 Shared-Use Path 

Art Dye 1.09 Shared-Use Path 

Fox Hollow Loop Trail/Reservoir Trail 0.41 Shared-Use Path 

Murdock Canal Trail 0.51 Shared-Use Path 

Center St / 400 S / 100 E 0.55 Sidepath 

Center Street Sidepath 0.46 Sidepath 

Center Street 1.12 Bike Lane 

Alpine Highway 0.58 Bike Lane 

Pioneer Crossing 0.57 Marked Shared Bikeway 

Pioneer Crossing 0.35 Signed Shared Roadway 

Total 6.32 
 

Source: American Fork Bicycle & Pedestrian Master Plan 2013 
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Figure 2-4 Existing Trails Network 

 

TO BE ADDED AS IT BECOMES AVAILABLE FROM THE BIKES AND PED MASTER PLAN 
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2.5.2 EXISTING TRANSIT SERVICE 

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

American Fork City recently opened a commuter rail station for the FrontRunner line on the west side of 
I-15 near Pioneer Crossing.  With the construction of this new rail line, multiple bus routes between 
Utah and Salt Lake County were eliminated.  The following transit routes and stations are currently in 
operation in American Fork:  

 Bus Route 809: American Fork/Eagle Mountain 
o Originating at the American Fork FrontRunner station, route 809 runs along Pioneer 

Crossing through Saratoga Springs and terminates in Eagle Mountain at a church park & 
ride lot in the vicinity of Golden Eagle Road.  The service runs on weekdays and is 
predominantly for commuter traffic running eastbound in the morning between 5:07 
am and 7:51 am and westbound in the evening between 4:30 pm and 6:55 pm. 

 Bus Route 811: Utah Valley TRAX Connector – Sandy/UVU 
o Originating at Utah Valley University, route 811 connects to the Civic Center TRAX 

station in Sandy at 10000 South.  At Pioneer Crossing, the bus route leaves I-15 to make 
stops in American Fork.  The bus travels along Main Street before taking State Street 
north into Lehi.  Buses run every thirty to forty-five minutes on weekdays.   

 Bus Route 850: North/South State Street 
o Route 850 originates at State Street and 100 East in Lehi.  The service runs on State 

Street with a detour to the American Fork FrontRunner station and terminates at the 
Provo FrontRunner station.  Service runs every 30 minutes all day long on weekdays 
from 4:59 am to 9:08 pm.  Service is also regular on Saturdays, running every hour from 
7:08 am to 10:20 pm. 

 Flex Bus Route F868: American Fork/Alpine 
o Flex routes travel a fixed route but may deviate up to ¾ mile to pick up or let off 

passengers.  Flex service is designed to provide the convenience of curb to curb drop off 
while maintaining a fixed schedule.  Flex route F868 serves as a loop from the American 
Fork FrontRunner station east to 1100 East, north to Canyon Crest Road and west to 
1200 East.  The ability to deviate by ¾ mile allows this route to serve almost all of 
American Fork.  Route F868 runs every hour from 6:56 am to 8:02 pm.   

 FrontRunner: American Fork Station at 782 W. 200 S. 
o In April 2008, UTA introduced the state’s first commuter rail line, FrontRunner.  The line 

originally connected Salt Lake, Davis, and Weber Counties.  In 2012, UTA completed 
construction of a southern portion of the FrontRunner line, which now connects Salt 
Lake County to Utah County as far south as Provo.  Plans are in place to continue this 
southern portion to Payson.  The American Fork station provides commuter rail service 
every 30 minutes during the commute times in the morning and evening and every hour 
during the off-peak times.  Saturday service runs every 90 minutes all day.  There is 
currently no Sunday service. 

Figure 2-5 displays the existing transit routes and stations at the time of this report.  However, UTA 
maintains up-to-date route information at www.rideuta.com.  

http://www.rideuta.com/
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Figure 2-5 Existing Transit Service 
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3.0 FUTURE CONDITIONS 

Future traffic patterns and the resulting operating conditions of a roadway network are directly related 
to land use planning and socioeconomic conditions.  As traffic is not restricted to the American Fork area 
and many of the roadways within the City act as regional roads linking communities north and south of 
the City, the socioeconomic and land use data in the neighboring cities must also be considered when 
projecting future traffic conditions within the City.  Thus, socioeconomic information for all of northern 
Utah County was obtained for use in the travel demand modeling process. 

3.1 FUTURE SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS 

The projected socioeconomic data used in this study comes mostly from the MAG travel demand model, 
which is based upon the best available statewide data provided by the Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Budget (GOPB).  This data was supplemented and verified using the data provided by the City planning 
department in the form of the adopted Land Use Plan and Zone Map (see Figure 3-1 and Figure 3-2).  
This information is considered the best available for predicting future travel demand; however, land use 
planning is a dynamic process and the assumptions made in this report should be used as a guide and 
should not supersede other planning efforts. 

Based on the current land use, zoning, demographics, and growth patterns, American Fork is expected 
to grow to approximately 48,000 residents by the year 2040 (Table 3-1).  This forecasted growth will 
place increased pressure on the City’s infrastructure, including its street system.  American Fork is also 
committed to increasing its commercial, office, and retail base, providing greater opportunity for its 
residents to live, work and play in the City.  This growth will have considerable impact on traffic 
volumes.    The projected traffic volumes for the planning year 2040 show a corresponding increase in 
average traffic of 40 percent on the City’s roadways.   

Table 3-1 American Fork City Projected Population Growth 

Year Population Population Change Population Change % 

2000 21,941 - - 

2010 26,263 4,493 20.5% 

2020 32,566 6,132 23.2% 

2030 39,635 7,069 21.7% 

2040 47,678 8,043 20.3% 

2050 54,000 6,322 13.3% 

Buildout ~60,000 ~6,000 11.1% 

Source:  Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget & Mountainland Association of Governments 

American Fork aims to plan for and encourage responsible and sustainable growth in the City.  Part of 
the commitment to provide a sustainable system includes encouraging a reduction in vehicle trips by 
providing a balance of roads, trails and bikeways, and public transit facilities.  Today’s transportation 
system should not only accommodate existing travel demands, but should also have built-in capacity to 
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account for the demand that will be placed on the system in the future.  While considering the 
socioeconomic data used in this report and the anticipated growth in the City, some precautions should 
be considered.  First, the TAZ specific socioeconomic data only approximates the boundary conditions of 
the City and is based on data provided by MAG and the City’s planning documents.  Second, actual 
values may vary somewhat as a result of the large study area of the regional travel demand model, 
which includes the unincorporated areas around American Fork.  Therefore, the recommendations in 
this report represent a planning level analysis and should not be used for construction of any project 
without review and further analysis. 

As the designated Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the Utah Valley area, MAG, organized 
in 1972, is largely responsible for regional transportation planning in the three-county region of Summit, 
Wasatch and Utah Counties.  In this capacity, MAG produces a 30 Year Long Range Transportation Plan 
(LRTP) and a 5 Year Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).  Both of these products are constrained 
by reasonably available revenue.  As a result, the LRTP does not always include the regional facility 
improvements, which are planned by local communities.  This TE makes great efforts to supplement the 
regional plans produced by MAG and to provide direction for future regional planning efforts that will 
include American Fork City. 

3.2 FUTURE LAND USE 

In its Land Use Plan, the City has sites planned for general, design, and neighborhood commercial; high, 
medium, low, very low density housing; public parks and open space, institutional lands such as schools 
and public facilities; shoreline protection areas and resorts; and major transportation facilities and 
transit oriented developments.  There is also a planned community in the Land Use Plan and a transit 
oriented development.  These areas were identified and reviewed individually in addition to the MAG 
land use assumptions.  Figure 3-1 and Figure 3-2 show the latest Land Use Plan and Zone Map 
respectively. 
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Figure 3-1 American Fork City Land Use Plan 
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Figure 3-2 American Fork City Zone Map 
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3.3 TRAVEL MODEL DEVELOPMENT 

Projecting future travel demand is a function of projected land use and socioeconomic conditions.  The 
MAG travel demand model was used to predict future traffic patterns and travel demand.  The travel 
demand model was modified to reflect better accuracy through the American Fork area by creating 
smaller TAZ and a more accurate and extensive roadway network.  Existing conditions were simulated in 
the travel demand model and compared to the observed traffic count data to get a reasonable base line 
for future travel demand.  Once this effort was completed, future land uses and socioeconomic data was 
input into the model to predict the roadway conditions for the design year 2040, as well as intermediate 
years 2023 (ten year condition) and 2030 (mid-range planning).  2040 was selected as the design year in 
order to be consistent with the MAG planning process.  The 2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan 
(available at www.mountainland.org) was adopted by the Mountainland MPO Regional Planning 
Committee on May 5, 2011.  The transportation plan is a guide to maintain and enhance the regional 
transportation system for urbanized Utah County. 

3.4 PROJECTED TRAFFIC VOLUMES AND CONDITIONS 

The resulting outputs of the travel demand model were made up of traffic volumes on all of the 
classified streets in the City and surrounding area.  This data was used to identify the need for future 
roadway improvements to accommodate the projected growth in the City.  A number of modeled 
alternatives were reviewed by the Planning Commission and City Council to establish the recommended 
roadway network for 2040.  The following two scenarios were analyzed in detail to assess the travel 
demand and resulting network performance in the City: 

 No-Build 

 Recommended Roadway Network 

3.4.1 NO-BUILD CONDITIONS 

A no-build scenario is intended to show what the roadway network would be like in the future if no 
action were taken to improve the City roadway network.  The travel demand model was again used to 
predict this condition by applying the future growth and travel demand to the existing roadway 
network.  As shown in Figure 3-3, if no improvements are made to American Fork’s transportation 
infrastructure, projected traffic volumes for the planning year 2040 will significantly lower the LOS of 
many of the major streets and intersections throughout the City.  Some of the major areas of concern 
include Main Street, Pacific Drive, 100 East, Pioneer Crossing, the 900 West roundabout in “The 
Meadows”, and parts of 300 North, 300 West, 200 South, and 400 West. 
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Figure 3-3 2040 No-Build Traffic Volumes and LOS 
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3.4.2 RECOMMENDED 2040 ROADWAY CONDITIONS 

Improvements will need to be made as growth occurs in order to preserve the quality of life for 
American Fork residents and to maintain an acceptable LOS on City streets and intersections.  These 
improvements will also provide a sound street system that will support the City’s growing economic 
base.   

LOS for signals is very difficult to predict so far out into the future.  It is expected that at least some of 
the signals will fail to operate at LOS D or better as growth occurs and traffic patterns change and new 
roadways are added to the network.  It is recommended that the signalized intersections in the City be 
regularly monitored and signal timings adjusted as needed to maintain acceptable operating conditions.  
Additionally, care should be taken to regularly monitor the non-signalized intersections in the City and, 
where appropriate, signal warrant studies should be performed to assess whether a traffic signal is 
warranted.  Funding sources for signals should be explored and may include general funds, impact fees 
where appropriate and/or a special transportation improvement fund. 

Areas of future concern in the American Fork street system were identified using traffic models of 
existing and projected traffic volumes to evaluate existing and projected level of service conditions.  A 
recommended roadway network was created for the planning year 2040.  This network was developed 
through a series of iterations with input from City staff, planning commission and city council.  The final 
recommended roadway network seeks to balance accommodating demand through the year 2040 with 
fiscal responsibility, while also considering the planning efforts of MAG and the neighboring cities.  
Many of the neighboring cities and other jurisdictional stake holders including Lehi City, Lindon City, 
Pleasant Grove City, Highland, Cedar Hills and UDOT were consulted and their input welcomed and 
considered during this planning process.  Transportation plans from each of the participating 
stakeholders are included in the appendix of this report.  The culmination of this analysis, as well as the 
efforts of the Planning Commission and City Council, is shown as a recommended 2040 roadway 
network in Figure 3-4.  It is expected that the roadway network recommended in this document will 
perform at an acceptable LOS through the planning year 2040.  This will help in preserving the quality of 
life and economic vitality of the City.  The specific details of the recommended roadway network are 
discussed more extensively in subsequent sections. 
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Figure 3-4 Transportation Master Plan 
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3.5 ROADWAY FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION 

A major reason for transportation planning is to provide adequate transportation solutions for 
connectivity with the surrounding region, while at the same time preserving the quality of life of the 
residents in the City.  The key to maintaining this balance exists in the ability to adequately plan for 
major corridors that minimize cut-through traffic in neighborhoods and coordinating land use and 
transportation plans that capitalize on the efficient movements of people and goods.  To accomplish this 
objective, this plan defines a hierarchy of streets known as a Functional Classification of Streets.  The 
following street classifications have been selected by American Fork for inclusion in the TE: 

 Freeway – I-15 

 Principal Arterial – 7 Lanes 

 Arterial – 5 Lanes 

 Major Collector – 3 Lanes 

 Collector – 2 Lanes 

 Significant Local Road – 2 Lanes 

 Local Road – 2 Lanes 

Each of these roadway classifications has a specific purpose and function.  Access and mobility are 
competing functions.  This recognition is fundamental to the design of roadway systems that preserve 
public investments, contribute to traffic safety, reduce fuel consumption and vehicle emissions, and do 
not become functionally obsolete.  Suitable functional design of the roadway system also preserves the 
private investment in residential and commercial development.   The Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) defines the roadway classifications as follows: 

 Arterial 
o Provides the highest level of service at the greatest speed for the longest uninterrupted 

distance, with some degree of access control. 

 Collector 
o Provides a less highly developed level of service at a lower speed for shorter distances 

by collecting traffic from local roads and connecting with arterials. 

 Local 
o Consists of all local roads not defined as arterials or collectors; primarily provides access 

to land with little or no through movement. 

A typical trip on an urban street system can be described as occurring in identifiable steps.  These steps 
can be sorted into a definite hierarchy with respect to how the competing functions of mobility and 
access are satisfied.  For example, the primary purpose of an arterial street is to move large volumes of 
traffic at higher speeds and provide access to collector roads and higher density retail and commercial 
land uses.  Some key arterial streets that currently traverse the City of American Fork include State 
Street, Pioneer Crossing, 100 East and North County Boulevard.  At the low end of the hierarchy are local 
roads that provide good access to abutting properties, but provide limited opportunity for through 
movement.    Collector roads provide a transition between arterials and local roadways by providing 
both access and traffic moving capacity.  Examples of existing collector roads within the City include 300 
North and 900 West.  Collector type facilities serve moderate traffic volumes at moderate speeds.  At 
the highest end of the hierarchy are freeway facilities that provide good mobility by limiting and 
controlling access to the roadway, thereby reducing conflicts that slow the flow of through traffic.  
Interstate 15 is the only freeway facility serving American Fork. 
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Roadway specialization simply means using each individual street facility to perform the desired mix of 
functions of access or movement.  This is accomplished by classifying corridors with respect to the 
amount of access or mobility they are to provide and then identifying and using the most effective 
facility to perform that function. 

Many of the major streets in American Fork pass through residential areas with homes fronting the 
roadways.  The typical street section (or street width) has been designed to lessen the impacts of 
needed roadway widening improvements to these homes.  The typical cross-sections and configurations 
showing total right-of-way width, pavement width, number of travel lanes, and side treatments (such as 
sidewalk and park strip) are illustrated in Figure 3-5. 

Impacts to adjacent properties can be limited by applying minimal typical sections to stretches of 
roadway between intersections.  Typically, intersections are choke points in a traffic system.  Providing 
sufficient left and right turn pockets to accommodate at least the average expected peak hour at 
intersections could maximize capacity.  Treatments at intersections are discussed further in the section 
below entitled Intersection Improvements.  Pedestrian and bicycle traffic should also be considered in 
the design of major roadways as discussed below.   

It is also important that the correct speed limits be posted on the streets in the roadway network.  
Arterials will typically have higher speeds than collector streets.  The City’s access management 
standards recommend that the City use the following guidelines when posting speed limits: 

 Significant Local  25 mph 

 Collector  25 mph 

 Major Collector  30 mph 

 Arterial   35 mph 

 Principal Arterial 45 mph 
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Figure 3-5 Roadway Typical Sections 

ARTERIAL – 5 Lanes, 100’ ROW 
 

 

 

MAJOR COLLECTOR – 3 Lanes, 84’ ROW 
 

 

 

MINOR COLLECTOR – 2 Lanes, 72’ ROW 
 

 

 

SIGNIFICANT LOCAL – 2 Lanes, 64’ ROW 
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3.6 FUTURE ALTERNATIVE TRANSPORTATION MODES 

Accommodating alternative modes of transportation is a vital consideration when planning a livable and 
sustainable community.  As a vibrant and growing city, it is important for American Fork to continue to 
plan for improved transit, trails, and pedestrian facilities.  These facilities will improve the overall quality 
of life of the residents while aiding in congestion relief and increasing the lifespan of the City’s roadway 
network. 

3.6.1 NON-MOTORIZED TRAFFIC 

Pedestrian and bicycle safety is an important feature of any transportation master plan.  People will be 
more inclined to walk or ride their bicycle when the experience is pleasant, they feel safe, and distances 
are reasonable.  High-density housing near high-traffic generators or main street type areas encourages 
people to use alternative travel options to the automobile.  Provision has been made in the design of the 
typical cross-sections for use in American Fork City to accommodate pedestrian and bicycle facilities.  
Each of the standard cross-sections shown in Figure 3-5 includes a five-foot sidewalk coupled with a five-
foot parkstrip to provide a buffer between pedestrians and vehicular traffic.  The Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Master Plan also provides guidelines on the location and nature of future trails and bikeways to 
accommodate the future needs of the City.  This document seeks to integrate the recommendations 
provided in the BPMP with the recommended roadway cross sections shown above.  Figure 3-6 shows 
roadway cross-sections for roadways that are on both the TE and BPMP.  Each of the three bikeway 
types are available for use on any roadway classification but for illustration purposes, the figures include 
only one example for each bikeway type.  The purpose of the figures below is to provide some guidance 
on expanded right of way needs for trail and bikeway facilities. 

The BPMP should be used to guide the transportation planning efforts in terms of trails and pedestrian 
facilities in the future.  Specifically, the trails portion of the plan includes several recommendations, 
which are reiterated in the TE as priorities for the future planning in the City.  The recommendations in 
the plan can be categorized into the following ideas: 

 Connect all areas of the City 

 Fill critical gaps in the walking and bicycling networks 

 Identify existing and planned facilities on the City’s perimeter so that recommended facilities 
provide seamless connections to surrounding communities 

 Where possible, recommend facility types that serve the widest range of users, particularly 
those who are less comfortable riding bicycles in close proximity to traffic 

 Recommend facilities than can feasibly be constructed and maintained by the City 

 Use a phased implementation approach that provides logical short- and medium-term 
recommendations, while retaining long-term visionary recommendations 

 Avoid impacting on-street parking or traffic lanes along the critical roadways where those 
impacts would be highly undesirable 

In order to create a more connected and complete trails system, each of the roads that appear on both 
the Transportation Master Plan and the Recommended Bikeways Map (shown in  

Figure 3-7) will include bicycle facilities.  The design guidelines set forth in the Trails Master Plan should 
be followed when planning and constructing the additional trails.   
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Figure 3-6 Modified Roadway Cross Sections 

 

ARTERIAL with BUFFERED BIKE LANE– 127-131’ ROW 
 

 

 

 

 

MAJOR COLLECTOR with BIKE LANE – 99-105’ ROW 
 

 

 

 

 

MINOR COLLECTOR with SHARED USE PATH – 79-85’ ROW 
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The BPMP identifies the following bikeway classifications for future construction: 

 Shared-Use Paths 
o Shared-use paths are generally located within rights-of-way separated from roadways 

(such as streams, utility corridors, and railroads) and serve all types of non-motorized 
users. They are the facility of choice for many people who wish to avoid bicycling near 
traffic. However, they are also the most expensive bikeway type, may not serve 
transportation purposes as well as on-street facilities, and have limited opportunities for 
development due to the scarcity of non-roadway rights-of-way. Shared-use paths are 
typically 10’ wide or greater and can be constructed of asphalt or concrete. 

 Sidepaths 
o Sidepaths are similar to shared-use paths in terms of pavement, desired width, and user 

mix, although they are sometimes narrower than shared-use paths where right-of-way 
is tight. They are called “sidepaths” because they run parallel to roads with frequent 
driveways or intersections. This creates an operational difference that distinguishes 
sidepaths from shared-use paths. Shared-use paths travel for long distances without 
encountering vehicle crossings and generally cross roads at right angles. Sidepaths, on 
the other hand, encounter more complex driveway and intersection conflicts with cars, 
particularly when bicyclists ride in the direction opposite the traffic flow on the road 
adjacent to the sidepath.  

o Sidepaths can be useful for pedestrians as well as children and adults who bicycle slowly 
and exhibit behavior similar to pedestrians. However, they are not a good alternative for 
faster or more experienced bicyclists because they place bicyclists in places where 
drivers may not expect them. In situations where a shared-use path is preferred but not 
feasible, short stretches of sidepath can be used as a substitute to connect shared-use 
paths on both ends of the sidepath. 

 Bike Boulevards 
o Bike boulevards are a relatively new bikeway type. They take advantage of low-speed, 

low-traffic streets where many people prefer to bicycle. Typically these types of streets 
work well for bicyclists for a few blocks at a time but pose a challenge as soon as the 
street intersects a larger or higher speed road. Key components of bike boulevards are 
intersection improvements such as median islands and signage that allow bicyclists to 
safely cross busy streets.  

o Bike boulevards are not typically installed on collector or arterial roads because 
dedicated space (such as a bike lane) is not provided on bike boulevards to separate 
bicycles from cars. Neighborhood traffic circles, curb extensions, and other traffic 
calming measures often accompany bike boulevards in order to keep traffic volumes 
and speeds low. Maintenance requirements for bike boulevards are generally limited to 
necessary upkeep of neighborhood traffic circles or intersection treatments. 

 Buffered Bike Lanes 
o Buffered bike lanes use a painted buffer space to provide a measure of separation from 

car traffic. People who are uncomfortable bicycling near traffic usually prefer buffered 
bike lanes to “regular” bike lanes.  

o Buffered bike lanes may require more frequent sweeping than car lanes because cars 
tend to push rocks into the buffered bike lanes. As a result, they accumulate debris 
without regular sweeping.  
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 Bike Lanes 
o Bike lanes use a single white stripe to separate bicycle traffic from car traffic. Bike lanes 

will normally accommodate confident and experienced bicycle riders, but they may not 
provide enough separation from high-speed cars to attract less-experienced riders. As 
with buffered bike lanes, regular sweeping may be needed to keep the lanes free from 
debris pushed into them by car tires.  

o Care must be taken to transition bike lanes (and buffered bike lanes) through 
intersections in a safe manner and also protect the lanes from car doors in instances 
where the bike lanes are next to car parking 

 Marked Shared Roadways 
o Marked shared roadways are typically implemented in corridors where dedicated space 

for higher-level treatments cannot be allocated or where traffic speeds and volumes 
dictate that a higher-level facility is not warranted. This treatment should not be used 
on any roadways with a speed limit in excess of 35 mph, although it is preferable to limit 
them to roads with speed limits of 30 mph or less.  

o Unless speeds and volumes are low, many people will not feel comfortable riding on a 
road with this treatment. However, in instances where a higher-level facility is not 
technically or politically feasible they can serve as valuable treatments to legitimize 
experienced riders who choose to bicycle there. The markings can be accompanied by 
optional signage that further notifies automobile drivers that bicyclists should be 
expected to ride in the lane where the markings are placed. Proposed marked shared 
roadways are listed in 

 Signed Shared Roadways 
o Signed shared roadways do not have any dedicated roadway space for bicycles. They 

simply provide signage designating the road as a bike route. Signed shared roadways 
can be created on roads with or without shoulders as well as with or without parking. It 
is a particularly effective treatment on roads with wide shoulders where parking is 
permitted but is infrequently used. In these instances the shoulders behave like de-facto 
bike lanes for long stretches.  

o Care should be taken when considering implementing this type of bikeway on roads 
with little or no shoulder or on roads with heavy parking volumes. In those cases a 
marked shared roadway may be a better option as long as the speed limit does not 
exceed 35 mph. 

 Walkways 
o The walkways recommended in this master plan consist of prioritized sidewalk 

installations, sidepaths, shared-use paths, and unpaved trails. Sidewalks were chosen for 
prioritized status based on proximity to schools, location on collector and arterials 
streets where lots of traffic is present, and whether at least one side of the road already 
has a sidewalk. 

 Cycle Track 
o Cycle tracks combine the off-street separation of shared-use paths with on-street 

elements of bike lanes.  Between intersections, they provide the greatest amount of 
separation between cars and bicyclists of any on-street bikeway type.  However, 
intersections must be treated at a very high level in order to safely transition cycle 
tracks through.  The distinguishing characteristic of a cycle track is some form of physical 
separation between moving cars and bicycles.  Less-experienced bicyclists often prefer 
cycle tracks over other bikeway types because of the separation from car traffic. 
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o In snowy climates care must be taken to design cycle tracks to facilitate snow removal.  
Smaller plows or the use of removable bollard posts are ways to construct cycle tracks 
that can be cleared of snow and winter.  Cycle tracks may also require frequent 
sweeping to keep the pavement clear and safe for bicycle travel. 

Approximately 106 miles of bikeway and walkway are planned in the City for the future.  24 of these 
miles are walkways and 82 miles are bikeways.  It is recommended that the Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Master Plan be the determining document for when pedestrian and bicycle facilities are constructed on 
a given roadway.  The number of bikeway and walkway miles needed in the future is summarized by 
facility type in Table 3-2.  Figure 3-8 shows the recommended future walkways. 

Table 3-2 Recommended Bikeways and Walkways 

Facility Type Length (miles) 

Shared-Use Path 26.46 

Bikeway Sidepath 7.86 

Bike Boulevard 9.14 

Buffered Bike Lane 12.70 

Bike Lane 22.40 

Marked Shared Roadway 2.03 

Signed Shared Roadway 0.45 

Undefined Bikeway 1.27 

5’ Sidewalk Walkway 12.34 

Walkway Sidepaths 9.47 

Unpaved Trails 2.04 

Total 106.16 
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Figure 3-7 Recommended Bikeways 
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Figure 3-8 Recommended Walkways 
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3.6.2 FUTURE TRANSIT SERVING AMERICAN FORK CITY 

American Fork does not operate and maintain its own transit system.  The combined efforts of UTA, 
UDOT, MAG, and the City will largely dictate the nature of a future expanded transit system.  The City 
should be actively involved in supporting transit as a viable and attractive alternative transportation 
mode in the City.  These planning and lobbying efforts will assist in procuring the necessary funding and 
support to develop, implement, and maintain a sustainable transit system.  

The UTA bussing system is versatile as routes and stops can be adjusted as the demand and other 
factors require it.  With the recent addition of the FrontRunner commuter line into Utah County, many 
bus lines were adjusted or eliminated.  The MAG transit plan can be seen in Figure 3-9. 

3.6.2.1 BUS RAPID TRANSIT (BRT) 

BRT is a relatively new public transportation alternative in Utah.  In July 2008, UTA opened its first MAX 
BRT line.  The line currently operates along 3500 South between the 3300 South Light Rail station and 
Magna.  BRT is often referred to as light rail with rubber tires as it can and often does operate in a 
dedicated guide way, separate from traffic.  BRT offers limited stops and traffic signal priority, 
significantly decreasing route travel times.  UTA has plans to begin operating additional BRT routes along 
5600 West in Salt Lake County and along University Parkway on Orem.  Several other BRT routes are 
identified in the MAG regional transit plan including two in American Fork.   

The MAG regional transit plan for 2040 shows a planned Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) line running through 
American Fork in two places. 

North County Boulevard BRT 

North County Boulevard connects State Street in Lindon, north through American Fork to SR-92 at 
Alpine.  The MAG transit plan shows a BRT line following this roadway corridor.  

State Street 

State Street runs from Springville Main Street to Lehi near Thanksgiving Point.  A BRT line is shown on 
the MAG transit plan along State Street through American Fork that continues west along Pioneer 
Crossing towards Saratoga Springs and Eagle Mountain. 

3.6.2.2 LIGHT RAIL: TRAX 

Light Rail, called “TRAX” in Utah, has been operating in Salt Lake County for more than a decade.  There 
are currently three lines in operation with two more under construction that are expected to open 
before 2015.  There are no existing TRAX lines in Utah County or any under construction.  According to 
the MAG regional plan, the first TRAX line in Utah County will be an extension of the existing TRAX line in 
Draper.  However, it is not anticipated to come online in Utah County until 2031-2040.  The new TRAX 
line will have stops in American Fork near 900 West/State Street, 100 East/Main Street, and North 
County Boulevard/State Street. As a rule of thumb, at least one mile spacing between Light Rail stations 
is typical, compared to commuter rail stations that are approximately 5+ miles apart. 
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Figure 3-9 Future Transit Plan 
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3.6.2.3 COMMUTER RAIL: FRONTRUNNER 

The most recent addition to the Utah statewide transportation system is UTA’s FrontRunner commuter 
rail line.  The line connects Davis, Weber, Salt Lake, and Utah counties with stations along the Wasatch 
Front.  Many stations have a connection to the TRAX and bus networks.  FrontRunner is a push/pull 
locomotive system, which can travel up to 79 mile per hour.  Future planned expansions will add service 
to Brigham City in the north and Payson in the South.  Part of the MAG Vision plan, which extends 
beyond 2040, includes a FrontRunner line connecting American Fork to Santaquin via Lehi, Saratoga 
Springs, Eagle Mountain, Cedar Fort, Fairfield and Goshen west of Utah Lake.  

An essential consideration of a good transportation system is the ability to seamlessly transfer from one 
transportation mode to the next.  This could be from car to commuter rail, bike to bus, or foot to light 
rail.  Each of these transfers must be accomplished efficiently in order for a transit system to be 
attractive to users.  One way to accomplish exceptional connectivity is with an intermodal center.  
Intermodal centers are transit hubs where multiple modes of transportation converge and passengers 
enter using one form of transportation and leave by another.  Transfers can occur between as many 
modes as the physical space can permit.  The FrontRunner station in American Fork provides this 
connectivity as it serves as a park and ride lot, FrontRunner station and bus hub.  In the future, TRAX will 
be integrated into the area and bus, BRT, and trails routes will be added.   

3.7 MAIN STREET VISION 

In 2010, American Fork City, in conjunction with the MAG, published the American Fork Main Street 
Vision Plan.  The American Fork Main Street Vision Plan is an initiative of the City of American Fork, and 
is funded and managed by the MAG.  This visioning and planning process was intended to help define a 
desired future vision for Main Street, and identify potential opportunities and strategies for 
strengthening Main Street’s role in the community.  Implementing the Main Street Vision will be a long 
process.  Achieving the complete Vision may require 30-40 years of individual public works projects and 
numerous public/private partnerships.  The Main Street Vision plan has been fully incorporated into the 
planning of the Transportation Element of the General Plan and is included in the appendix of this 
report.  Main Street through the vision study area will remain a 5-lane roadway and Pacific Drive will be 
upgraded to a 5-lane facility.  These parallel facilities will serve both purposes of maintaining traffic flow 
and providing a sustainable and vibrant downtown area. 

The Main Street Vision plan includes recommendations on the physical, economic, and mobility 
characteristics of the downtown area.  These recommendations include beautification and urban design 
strategies, identifying and creating a community development area, prioritizing projects and identifying 
potential funding sources, clarifying policies regarding City offered incentives, issuing requests for 
qualifications to developers clearly outlining the goals and incentives for the downtown development, 
adopting the Main Street Vision into both the City and regional transportation master plans, preserving 
funds for roadway enhancements, exploring the option for increased parking availability, and updating 
zoning and development regulations to include bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure. 

The Main Street Vision study area is split into 6 distinct districts shown below in Figure 3-10.  Each 
district has distinct objectives and characteristics.  For a complete narrative please see the published 
American Fork Main Street Vision document.  The major objectives and how they relate to the 
Transportation Element of the General Plan are considered in the following paragraphs.  
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Figure 3-10 Main Street Vision Districts 

 

3.7.1 DOWNTOWN HISTORIC CORE DISTRICT 

The downtown historic district is the heart of the City.  It is comprised of several historic structures that 
have long served as attractions to the downtown area. 

The Main Street Vision Plan focuses on strengthening the Historic Core District as the Heart of the City 
by encouraging preservation and reuse of historic buildings; adopting strategies for infill development of 
multi-story uses to strengthen the street wall; improving the pedestrian infrastructure; encouraging the 
restaurants, professional offices and specialty retail stores to locate downtown; and locating cultural 
facilities and community events in the downtown area.  Focused attention also needs to be placed on 
ensuring that the Historic Core remains a destination with good access to I-15 and neighboring 
communities by restricting speed through the Historic Core, reducing pedestrian and vehicular conflicts, 
encouraging on-street parking, introducing multi-modal transportation infrastructure, and utilizing bulb-
outs as possibilities for on-street sales and dining. 

Building heights should be limited to three stories.  Street furniture, such as signs, lamps, and benches, 
should be used to enhance the pedestrian experience.  Building materials and styles should be 
consistent with the historic feel of the downtown area.  High speeds should be discouraged through the 
downtown area.  Historic buildings and fabric should not be destroyed wherever possible. 

3.7.2 TOD DISTRICT 

The Transit Oriented Development (TOD) district will take advantage of its close proximity to the future 
TRAX/BRT station on Pacific Drive.  The district should have higher density mixed use developments and 
infrastructure to support multimodal travel, particularly bicycle and pedestrian activity. 
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The TOD district should be developed and designed to serve the needs of daily residents and employees, 
as well as acting as a destination for visitors, by providing mixed uses within the district, expanding the 
amount of housing in the downtown area to accommodate varying levels of life cycle stages and age 
groups, and promoting higher density development to support transit and non-motorized travelers.  The 
transportation hub must be an effective point for transit related activity with safe and efficient transfer 
between transportation modes, the ability to complete multiple daily activities within the district 
without automobile use, providing adequate parking for areas where automobile use is desired, and 
construction of safe and attractive pedestrian facilities. 

Building heights of three to five stories should be encouraged.  Multi-level mixed-use buildings should 
have a first floor retail element.  Varying and interesting building designs should be encouraged to 
complement the Historic Core District.  Community gathering places for events should be provided.  
Surface parking should be consolidated and multilevel parking structures considered.  Parking should 
not be placed between buildings and the adjacent street.  “Big box” retail should not be permitted. 

3.7.3 EASTERN GATEWAY DISTRICT 

The area between 500 East and 1100 East should serve as the eastern gateway to American Fork’s 
Downtown and should focus on office parks, medical/employment support, and infill development.  The 
street will be developed into an attractive entrance to the downtown area. 

The goals of the Main Street Vision are to create a distinguished entry and eastern gateway into 
American Fork’s downtown and attract a business and retail environment providing local employment 
opportunities.  This can be accomplished by developing State Street into a pleasant seven-lane 
boulevard with attractive landscaping, balancing the need for mobility with pedestrian access by 
providing adequate and functional pedestrian facilities and signal progression; utilizing the existing right-
of-way for frontage roads; bike paths, and pedestrian facilities; exploring the opportunity for a TRAX 
station close to 1100 East; encouraging infill development; developing master plans for large 
undeveloped areas; capitalizing on the proximity of the Hospital by creating a medical office park; 
increasing the number of retail facilities that support business parks; and considering housing 
opportunities close to the business centers. 

Low maintenance trees and landscaping should be used to minimize future costs.  Development should 
be limited in height to three stories and include street infrastructure to ensure State Street is pedestrian 
friendly by tying open space and trails facilities into similar facilities on State Street.  Large parking lots 
between developments and the roadway should be discouraged. 

3.7.4 MAIN STREET BUSINESS DISTRICT 

The Main Street business district between Pacific Drive and I-15 serves as a transition zone between the 
“big box” Meadows district and the Historic Core district.  This district consists mostly of small-scale 
businesses and professional offices and should continue to provide these land uses in the future. 

Focus should be placed on reinforcing Main Street as a retail and business destination and making Main 
Street a “complete street”.  This can be achieved by encouraging infill development to create a 
continuous street wall; ensuring pedestrian activity is encouraged with businesses facing Main Street; 
developing a Main Street improvement program to include landscaping, street furniture, and pedestrian 
facilities; ensuring that automobile traffic moves efficiently through the area at pedestrian friendly 
speeds; making Main Street multimodal; and encouraging on-street parking. 
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New development should be scaled and designed to complement the existing architecture and character 
of Main Street.  Buildings should be limited to three stories.  High speeds on Main Street should be 
discouraged. 

3.7.5 “MEADOWS” WESTERN GATEWAY DISTRICT 

The “Meadows” is a predominantly regional commercial district and is dominated by “big box” retail.  It 
is one of Utah County’s largest retail centers and serves the entirety of northern Utah County.  Mobility 
and visibility in this area are crucial to its viability and sustainability as a regional commercial center.   

The focus points for the Meadows region are to redefine the area as an entry to American Fork and to 
make the district accessible by multiple modes of transportation.  This would include beautification, 
wayfinding, landscaping, parks and trails, water features, mixed development areas, improved roadway 
facilities, an I-15 flyover, and TRAX line. 

Surface parking lots should have trees and plantings at regular intervals.  Building setbacks should be 
encouraged at less than 30 feet on new developments.  Structures should not be oriented away from 
the street.  Entryways to buildings should not be restricted to parked areas only.  Although additional 
“big box” development may be desirable, it should not allow one-story strip style developments. 

3.7.6 STATE STREET BUSINESS DISTRICT 

The State Street Business District forms a transition between the Eastern Gateway and TOD districts.  
Businesses supportive to the TOD are required to provide necessary support to surrounding 
developments.  The District should also include attractive and iconic landmarks in the City. 

Focus should be placed on creating and enhancing this district as a connection and focal point for all 
other districts.  This can be achieved by capitalizing on the Main Street and State Street jog to create an 
iconic landmark feature, providing improved street and intersection treatments, installing enhanced 
pedestrian facilities, encouraging infill development on vacant and underutilized lots, and providing a 
mix of uses, including housing in this district. 

Iconic architecture and design should be encouraged.  Pedestrian connections should be made between 
this district and the Western Gateway and TOD districts.  Parking lots should not be located between 
buildings and street sidewalks.  

3.8 ACCESS MANAGEMENT 

Access management is the process of establishing and enforcing road and driveway accesses within the 
City.  This includes establishing the location, number, spacing, type, and design of city streets and 
accesses to minimize vehicle conflicts and maximize the traffic capacity and safety of a roadway.  
Unmanaged or unorganized development along travel corridors can result in poor and unsafe roadways.  
In some cases, each individual landowner along a corridor has their own access driveway; partly due to 
the order development occurs.  One owner is ready to develop while the adjacent landowner may not 
be.  Numerous access points along travel corridors create unnecessary conflicts between turning and 
through traffic, which causes delays and reduces safety.  Numerous benefits are derived from 
controlling the location and number of access points to a roadway.  Those benefits include: 

 Improving overall roadway safety 

 Reducing the total number of vehicle trips on the roadway 

 Decreasing interruptions in traffic flow 
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 Minimizing traffic delays and congestion 

 Maintaining roadway capacity 

 Extending the useful life of roads 

 Avoiding costly highway projects 

 Improving air quality 

 Encouraging compact development patterns 

 Improving access to adjacent land uses 

 Enhancing pedestrian and bicycle facilities 

3.8.1 PRINCIPLES OF ACCESS MANAGEMENT 

Increasing traffic congestion, traffic safety, and the cost of upgrading roads has generated interest in 
managing access, not only with the highway system, but on city surface streets as well.  Access 
management is the process that provides access to land development while simultaneously preserving 
the flow of traffic on the surrounding road system in terms of safety, capacity, and speed.  Access 
management attempts to balance the need to provide good mobility for through traffic with the 
requirements for reasonable access to adjacent land uses. 

A very important concept when administering access management standards is to understand that the 
movement of traffic and access to property are not mutually exclusive.  No facility can simultaneously 
move traffic efficiently and provide unlimited access.  Figure 3-11 shows the relationship between 
mobility, access, and the functional classification of streets.  The extreme examples of this concept are 
freeways and cul-de-sacs.  Freeways move traffic very well with few opportunities for access, while the 
cul-de-sac has many opportunities for access, but doesn’t move traffic very well.  In many cases, 
accidents and congestion are the result of an imbalance in serving both mobility and access at the same 
time.  A good access management program will accomplish the following: 

 Limit the number of conflict points at driveway locations 

 Separate conflict areas 

 Reduce the interference of through traffic 

 Provide sufficient spacing for at-grade, signalized intersections 

 Provide adequate on-site circulation and storage 
 

Access management strategies attempt to end the cycle of road improvements followed by increased 
access, increased congestion, and the need for more road improvements. 

Poor planning and inadequate control of access can quickly lead to an unnecessarily high number of 
direct accesses along roadways.  The movements that occur on and off roadways at driveway that are 
too closely spaced make it difficult for through traffic to flow smoothly at desired speeds and levels of 
safety.  An American Association of State Highways and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) publication 
states, “the number of accidents is disproportionately higher at driveways than at other 
intersections…thus their design and location merits special consideration.”  Studies have shown that 
anywhere between 50 and 70 percent of all crashes that occur on the urban street system are access 
related. 

Fewer direct accesses, greater separation of driveways, and better driveway design and location are the 
basic elements of access management.  There are fewer occasions for through traffic to brake and 
change lanes in order to avoid turning traffic when these techniques are implemented uniformly and 
comprehensively. 
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Consequently, with good access management, the flow of traffic will be smoother and average travel 
speeds higher, with less potential for crashes.  Before and after analyses by FHWA, show that routes 
with well managed access can experience 50 percent fewer accidents than comparable facilities with no 
access controls. 

Figure 3-11 Mobility vs. Access by Functional Classification 

 

3.8.2 ROADWAY NETWORK AND ACCESS MANAGEMENT STANDARDS 

American Fork City has adopted an Access Management Manual (AM Manual) in April of 2012.  The 
access management concepts and standards presented in the AM Manual are consistent with guidelines 
established by the FHWA, AASHTO, TRB, and ITE.  It is recommended that the detailed access 
management strategies not be duplicated in the General Plan in order to reduce the potential for 
conflicts between this document and the AM Manual.  The City and the public should refer to the AM 
Manual when planning or designing new roadways or driveways.  For roadways that are in the city limits 
but are owned by UDOT, UDOT’s access management guidelines apply and should be followed.  

There are a number of access management techniques that can be used to preserve or enhance the 
capacity of a roadway.  Specific techniques for managing access are discussed in the AM Manual with 
tables, charts and illustrated examples.  Not all techniques will apply to every situation.  Some of them 
are more appropriate to less developed rural areas of the City, whereas others are more appropriate in 
the urban areas.  In areas where redevelopment occurs, the access management standards in the AM 
Manual may not always be attainable.  In these situations City staff should consult and follow the 
guidelines for access management contained in the AM Manual as closely as possible. 

3.8.2.1 NUMBER OF ACCESS POINTS 

It is important to balance good commercial/retail access while maintaining traffic flow.  More access 
points or driveways on a roadway increase potential vehicle, pedestrian, and bicycle conflicts.  
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Commercial developments should be encouraged to share accesses where possible to reduce the 
number of accesses along a roadway.  

3.8.2.2 SPACING OF ACCESS POINTS 

Establishing a minimum distance between access points reduces the number of points a driver has to 
observe and reduces the opportunity for conflicts.  Spacing requirements are based on the classification 
and design speed of the road, the existing and projected volume of traffic as a result of the proposed 
development, and the physical conditions of the site.  Minimum spacing standards should be applied to 
both residential and commercial/industrial developments. 

To ensure efficient traffic flow, new signals should be limited to locations where the progressive 
movement of traffic will not be impeded significantly.  Uniform, or near uniform, spacing of signals will 
benefit the progression of traffic and allow for better signal coordination.  Typically, signals are spaced 
no less than one-quarter mile (1,320 feet) apart on any street.  On principal arterial streets, signaled 
should be placed no closer than one-half mile (2,640 feet). 

Un-signalized accesses are far more common than signalized accesses.  Traffic operational factors 
suggest that longer distances between driveways improve roadway traffic operations, especially at 
medium/high-volume driveways.  Properly spaced accesses help with traffic weaving, merging, stopping 
sight distance, acceleration rates, and storage distance for back-to-back left turns.  From a spacing 
perspective, high-volume driveways can operate the same as some public streets.   

Restricted access movement (i.e. right-in/right-out access) can provide for additional access to promote 
economic development with minimum impact to the roadway facility.  This type of access should be 
spaced to allow for a minimum of traffic conflicts and provide distance for deceleration and acceleration 
of traffic in and out of the access.  For detailed access management requirements, consult the most 
current American Fork City Access Management Manual. 

3.9 SAFETY 

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

3.9.1 RESIDENTIAL DRIVEWAYS ON MAJOR STREETS 

Due to population growth, geometric limitations, right-of-way, or funding, residential driveways are 
sometimes found on collector or arterial streets.  If residential driveways have to be on a collector or 
arterial street, it is recommended to require circular driveway or a turn-around where vehicles don’t 
have to back out on to the street.  Backing maneuvers into busy streets can be very dangerous, as this is 
not a typical action drivers expect.  Any new development should restrict any residential access on 
collector or arterial roadways.   
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3.9.2 OFFSET INTERSECTIONS 

Offset intersections often have negative impacts on traffic flow and can potentially create capacity 
problems at intersections where the left turn storage areas overlap, forcing queued vehicles into 
through traffic lanes.  Aligning access on both sides of the street will minimize conflict points in the 
roadway and provide safer and more efficient traffic flow.  Offset intersections should be avoided 
wherever possible and should never be approved with new development. 

3.10 INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS 

As traffic volumes increase throughout the community, intersection design will become more critical. 
Proper intersection design will typically facilitate larger traffic flows without widening existing roadway 
cross-sections.  This can minimize impacts to adjacent properties.  Therefore, emphasis was placed on 
identifying critical intersections during the traffic modeling process.   

Intersections are a critical element to future roadway functionality and should provide sufficient turn 
lanes and adequate turn pockets to accommodate vehicle queues.  In the future, many intersections 
throughout the City may require signalization in order to maintain a desirable LOS (Figure 3-4).  Stop 
signs and traffic signals should not be used when not warranted per the MUTCD.  Studies have shown 
that in areas where intersection control has been installed and not warranted, a higher percentage of 
the motoring public will disregard the control measure and create a more unsafe condition.   

As in the case with the typical roadway cross sections found in Figure 3-5, typical intersection 
configurations are a helpful planning tool when preserving right-of-way and for project cost estimating.  
This document includes some typical intersection treatments, including expanded right-of-way 
requirements, turn pocket configurations, and taper lengths.  Figure 3-4 shows intersections where 
future traffic signals are likely to be needed as well as areas where other intersection treatments may be 
more desirable than a signal.  These areas may include two-way or all-way stop-controlled intersections, 
yield-controlled intersections, or roundabouts.  Each intersection must be considered separately but the 
guidelines in the following sections should be followed. 

3.10.1 TRAFFIC SIGNALS 

Traffic signals should not be installed unless at least one or more of the nine traffic signal warrants (as 
outlined in the MUTCD) have been met.  Even if warrants are met for a particular intersection, 
justification for installation should still be based on information obtained through engineering studies 
and comparisons with the requirements set forth in the MUTCD.  As stated in the MUTCD, “the 
satisfaction of a traffic signal warrant or warrants shall not in itself require the installation of a traffic 
control signal.”  The nine warrants outlined in the MUTCD include the following: 

 Warrant 1: Eight-Hour Vehicular Volume 

 Warrant 2: Four-Hour Vehicular Volume 

 Warrant 3: Peak Hour 

 Warrant 4: Pedestrian Volume 

 Warrant 5: School Crossing 

 Warrant 6: Coordinated Signal System 

 Warrant 7: Crash Experience 

 Warrant 8: Roadway Network 

 Warrant 9: Intersection Near a Grade Crossing (Railroad) 
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Traffic signals may be warranted at the intersection of any two roadways depending upon the 
parameters outlined above.  The design of the signal and intersection will depend primarily on the 
amount of traffic passing through the intersection during the peak times of day.  Design parameters that 
are essential to a well-designed signalized intersection include lane configuration, turn radii, and turn 
pocket lengths and taper lengths.  Each of these parameters is a function of the road classification, peak 
hour volumes, and design speeds.  Typical signalized intersection designs for different functional 
classifications are given in the following paragraphs and should be treated as guidelines for planning 
purposes only.  The typical intersection layouts shown in the following sections are for planning 
purposes only, it is imperative that each intersection be studied and designed individually prior to 
construction.  In the case of the left and right turn pockets, each design shows a 100’ turn pocket; this 
length will be adjusted based on anticipated turning volumes for each individual intersection. 

3.10.1.1 INTERSECTION OF TWO ARTERIAL STREETS 

As previously discussed, Arterial streets are typically high volume, high speed, and low access roadways.  
They provide the backbone of the roadway network and, as such, carry the greatest burden of traffic 
movement in the City.  Due to the high volume of traffic on Arterial streets, signals will be almost 
certainly warranted and necessary where two Arterials intersect.  It is also highly probable that the 
volume of traffic will warrant dedicated right turn lanes and double left turn lanes.  Signals should be 
timed to provide protected left turns wherever double left turn lanes are needed.  Progression and 
platooning are essential elements of an effective Arterial street and care should be taken to ensure that 
Arterial corridor signals are coordinated to allow safe and efficient progression of vehicles, especially at 
peak times of the day.  Figure 3-12 shows a typical intersection design where two Arterials meet. 

As shown below, where two Arterials meet, additional right-of-way should be preserved to 
accommodate the expanded lane configuration.  The typical cross section for an Arterial street consists 
of a 98 foot right-of-way.  In order to ensure sufficient room at the intersections for turn pockets, 115 
foot of right-of-way should be preserved.  100 foot long turn pockets were assumed for conceptual 
design which will require a total length of tapers of 480 feet from the intersection stop bar before 
returning to the typical Arterial cross-section.  This length will increase if an individual intersection study 
finds that the turn pocket lengths should be increased.  
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Figure 3-12 Intersection of Two Arterial Streets 

 

3.10.1.2 INTERSECTION OF ARTERIAL AND MAJOR COLLECTOR 

Major Collectors also have relatively high volumes, sometimes in excess of 1,000 vehicles during the 
peak times of day. When these roads intersect with Arterials, signals are often necessary.  Right turn 
pockets are generally desirable, as are dedicated left turn lanes.  Dual left turn lanes are however less 
likely to be needed.  Protected left turn movements may be desired where the amount of conflicting 
through traffic causes there to be few gaps.  Coordination of the signals along a corridor can help to 
provide gaps through platooning, the idea that groups of vehicles arrive and leave a signal together.  
Where there are sufficient gaps in opposing traffic, a protected/permitted or permitted only left turn 
phase may be more efficient.  Figure 3-13 shows a typical intersection design where an Arterial meets a 
Major Collector.   
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Figure 3-13 Intersection of Arterial and Major Collector 

 

As both the Arterial and Major Collector typical sections provide a two-way left turn lane, a dedicated 
left turn pocket will require little or no widening at the intersection.  The addition of a right-turn pocket 
however will require additional right-of-way.  The Arterial cross-section should be widened from 98 feet 
on the main line to 100 feet at the intersection.  Use of the shoulder on the Major Collector as a right 
turn lane will mean that only 2 feet of additional right-of-way may be needed making the right-of-way 
width at the intersection 84 feet as opposed to 82 feet.  The length of the expanded cross-section 
requirement assuming 100 foot turn pocket lengths will be 190 feet for both the Arterial and the Major 
Collector.  Where longer turn pockets are required, the taper lengths should be modified accordingly. 

3.10.1.3 INTERSECTION OF ARTERIAL AND MINOR COLLECTOR 

Minor Collectors have lower volumes and so may not require signalization.  As with all intersections 
where signalization is considered, the guidelines in the MUTCD should be strictly followed.  In the case 
that the intersection of an Arterial and Minor Collector does warrant signalization, the volume on the 
Minor Collector is typically small enough to not require expansive intersection treatments.  It is 
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generally accepted that turning movements from Arterials should have dedicated lanes so that slowing 
vehicles making the turn do not cause a safety hazard to the fast moving through travelling vehicles.  As 
such, right and left turn lanes should be provided wherever possible on the Arterial leg of the 
intersection.  In the case of the Minor Collector, dedicated right and left turn pockets are often not 
required.  As the Minor Collector does not have a two-way left turn lane, some provision must be made 
to create a turn pocket for either left turning or right turning vehicles at the intersection.  Each 
individual intersection should be studied to determine whether a dedicated left or dedicated right turn 
is preferable.  Typically, a dedicated right turn is preferred to a dedicated left turn unless the proportion 
of left turns to right turns is high.  A dedicated right turn allows the vehicles turning right to turn on a 
red light where there is no opposing traffic.  Where a shared right/through lane is used, right-turning 
vehicles can be blocked behind a through vehicle stopped on red.  Generally, a protected/permitted 
phase is desired for the Arterial left turn movement but a permitted only phase is sufficient for the 
Minor Collector left turn movement.  Figure 3-14 shows a typical intersection design where an Arterial 
meets a Minor Collector.   

Figure 3-14 Intersection of Arterial and Minor Collector 
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Expanded right-of-way will be needed on both the Arterial and Minor Collector at the intersection.  The 
Arterial will need to be widened to 100 feet at the intersection for a distance of 190 feet back from the 
stop bar.  The Minor Arterial will need to be widened to 69 feet from 66 feet for a distance of 190 feet 
back from the stop bar.  In many cases a two-way stop controlled intersection may be the preferred 
intersection control where an Arterial meets a Minor Collector.  The STOP sign should be places on the 
Minor Collector approach and care should be taken to ensure that adequate sight distances are 
maintained. 

3.10.1.4 INTERSECTION OF TWO MAJOR COLLECTORS 

Where two Major Collectors meet, a signal may be warranted.  In this case, dedicated left and right turn 
lanes are desirable to remove slow turning vehicles from the traffic stream and provide a more efficient 
signal.  The expanded right-of-way requirements for an intersection where two Major Collectors meet 
will be similar to the requirements on a Major Collector, which intersects an Arterial.  This is illustrated 
in Figure 3-15.  The intersection of two Major Collectors may also be treated with two-way or four-way 
stop control.  In the case of two-way stop control, the STOP sign should be placed on the approach with 
the least volume.  Stop control should never be used as a traffic calming method.  Roundabouts are also 
a very efficient method of controlling traffic at Major Collector intersections.  Roundabouts are 
discussed in more detail in subsequent sections. 

Figure 3-15 Intersection of Two Major Collectors   
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3.10.1.5 INTERSECTION OF A MAJOR COLLECTOR AND MINOR COLLECTOR 

Intersections of Major Collectors and Minor Collectors may, in rare cases, warrant signalization.  Where 
this is the case, the design parameters in Figure 3-16 should be applied.  Protected left turn movements 
will likely not be required in this situation and in some cases, the need for dedicated left and/or right 
turn lanes may not be present.  Stop control is also a viable intersections treatment where warranted at 
the intersection of a Major and Minor Collector.  Two-way stop control is generally preferred and the 
STOP sign should be placed on the Minor Collector approach.  As with all STOP sign applications, 
appropriate sight distances should be maintained.  Roundabouts should also be considered in this 
situation. 

Figure 3-16 Intersection of Major Collector and Minor Collector 

 

3.10.1.6 MINOR COLLECTORS AND LOCAL STREETS 

Intersections of two Minor Collectors, two Local Streets, or a Minor Collector and a Local Street will 
rarely warrant expanded intersection areas.  Nevertheless, intersection studies should be performed in 
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these locations to ensure that safe traffic operations can be maintained.  Small roundabouts and stop or 
yield control may be the most appropriate intersection control in these situations.  

3.10.2 STOP SIGNS 

The MUTCD should be used as the standard for determining how and when a stop sign is installed.  As 
stated in the MUTCD, “Stop signs should be used if engineering judgment indicates that one or more of 
the following conditions exist: 

 Intersection of a less important road with a main road where application of the normal right-of-
way rule would not be expected to provide reasonable compliance with the law; 

 Street entering a through highway or street; 

 Un-signalized intersection in a signalized area; and 

 High speeds, restricted view, or crash records indicate a need for control by the stop sign.” 

The number of vehicles that are required to stop should be minimized, if at all possible, to preserve 
capacity and functionality of the roadway network; therefore, when deciding which road to stop, the 
street carrying the lowest volume of traffic should be chosen.  Less restrictive traffic control such as a 
yield sign can be used as an alternative to stop signs, if at all possible, to minimize delays.  Yield signs 
should also be installed per the MUTCD guidelines.  Stop signs should not be used to control speed, but 
to designate right-of-way at intersecting roadways.   

4-way stop control may be used as a safety measure at intersections where the volume of traffic is 
approximately equal for all approaches and where safety is of concern, or as an interim measure where 
a traffic signal is justified and has yet to be installed.  Engineering judgment and the guidelines outlined 
in the MUTCD should be used to determine the appropriate application of stop and yield signs. 

3.10.3 ROUNDABOUTS 

Many communities in the United States are beginning to embrace the concept of roundabouts.  A 
roundabout is an intersection control measure used successfully in Europe and Australia for many years.  
A roundabout is composed of a circular, raised, center island with deflecting islands on the intersecting 
streets to direct traffic movement around the circle.  Traffic circulates in a counter-clockwise direction 
making right turns onto the intersecting streets.  There are no traffic signals; rather, entering traffic 
yields to vehicles already in the roundabout.  

Advantages of roundabouts include reduced traffic delays, increased safety, and reduced right-of-way 
requirements.  They can reduce delays compared to a signalized intersection due to the all red phase 
being eliminated.  At the same time, roundabouts can improve safety because the number of potential 
impact points and conflict points the driver must monitor are substantially reduced over a conventional 
four-way intersection.  Properly designed roundabouts can also accommodate emergency vehicles, 
trucks, and snow plowing equipment.  The roundabout nearly eliminates the “T-bone” accidents that 
happen at intersections.  

Unlike the typical New England “traffic circle” or “rotary,” design standards for roundabouts are very 
specific and FHWA has prepared a design guide for modern roundabouts in the United States 
(http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/research/safety/00067/00067.pdf).  Development of a 
roundabout will only occur as a result of an intersection study performed by a qualified Traffic Engineer 
and when the minimum capacity and design criteria are met.  The FHWA has determined that the 
maximum flow rate that a roundabout can accommodate depends on the geometric elements (circle 
diameter, number of lanes, etc.), the circulating flow (vehicles going around the circle), and entry flow 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/research/safety/00067/00067.pdf
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(vehicles entering the circle).  A single lane roundabout can accommodate up to 1,800 vehicles per hour 
and a double lane roundabout can accommodate up to 3,400 vehicles per hour.  Figure 3-17 shows an 
example of a typical single lane roundabout design.  

Figure 3-17 Typical Roundabout Design 

 

TRB examined traffic delays before and after a roundabout was installed at eight intersections in the 
United States.  The study determined that delays (the time spent stopped and moving up to the 
intersection) decreased on average by 78 percent and 76 percent during the AM and PM peak hour, 
respectively.  The results indicate that roundabouts can reduce congestion in certain circumstances.  In 
addition, the FHWA studied safety characteristics of a sample of eleven roundabouts in the United 
States.  The agency determined that the number of personal injury accidents and property damage-only 
accidents decreased 51 percent and 29 percent, respectively, after roundabouts replaced conventional 
intersections.  Roundabouts are an appropriate solution for certain problem intersections in the region.  
Figure 3-18 shows a typical roundabout design with right-of-way envelope area and dimensions.  
Caution must be taken to design each roundabout in the City on a case by case basis, the information 
provided here is for illustrative and planning purposes only.    
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Figure 3-18 Roundabout Design with Right-of-Way 

 

 

There are numerous reasons for selecting a roundabout as a preferred alternative, with each reason 
carrying its own considerations and trade-offs.  Below are some potential applications for roundabouts3: 

 

 

                                                           
3
 Source:  NCHRP Report 672, Roundabouts: An Informational Guide Second Edition 
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 New Residential Subdivisions 
Developers have begun to use roundabouts in residential subdivisions with increasing 
frequency.  Roundabouts provide a variety of operational and aesthetic benefits and 
create a sense of place that is attractive to developers and homeowners. 

 Urban Centers  
Roundabouts may be considered an optimal choice in situations where existing or 
planned access-management strategies along a corridor facilitate U-turn movements at 
nearby intersections. 

 Suburban Municipalities and Small Towns   
Smaller municipalities are often ideal locations to consider roundabouts.  Right-of-way is 
often less constrained, traffic volumes are lower, and the aesthetic opportunities for 
landscaping and gateway treatments are enticing.  Existing operational and/or safety 
deficiencies can also often be addressed.  Roundabouts can also be less costly to 
maintain than typical intersections. 

 Rural Settings and Small Communities 
Safety may often be the driving factor over capacity in making a roundabout an 
appealing choice.  Within small communities along an extended highway, a roundabout 
is ideal for supporting speed reductions. 

 Interchanges 
Situations where an intersection ramp terminal has the potential for a high proportion 
of left-turn flows from the off-ramps and to the on-ramps may be ideal candidate for a 
roundabout.   

 Commercial Developments 
Roundabouts in commercial developments provide for a central focus point for a 
development and enhance aesthetic qualities.  They are also capable of processing high 
volumes of traffic. 

 Unusual Geometry 
Intersections with unusual geometric configurations, intersection angles, or more than 
four legs are often difficult to manage operationally.  Roundabouts are a proven traffic 
control device in such situations, effectively managing traffic flows without the need for 
costly expenditures on unique signal controller equipment or unusual signal timing. 

 Closely Spaced Intersections 
Roundabouts balance traffic flows and manage queue lengths between closely spaced 
intersections. 

The City of American Fork will consider roundabouts as an intersection alternative at specific locations 
pending more detailed traffic analysis as needs arise through the development process.   There is one 
roundabout relocation/modification project in this Master Plan that is planned to be addressed due to 
the close proximity to a major highway.  It is highly recommended that all roundabouts be designed or 
reviewed by qualified engineers. 

3.11 TRAFFIC CALMING 

Street patterns are typically developed at the time of construction.  In Utah, the history of using a grid 
system for planning and development purposes started with the first settlers and has proven efficient 
for moving people and goods throughout a network of surface streets.  However, the nature of a grid 
system with wide and often long, straight roads can result in excessive speeds.  For that reason, traffic 
calming measures (TCM) can be implemented to reduce speeds on residential roadways.  American Fork 
also follows the Utah grid system with some interruptions due to State Street, I-15, and railroad tracks.  
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Traffic calming is however still applicable to many neighborhood or local streets and should be at least 
given consideration on the City’s local and residential streets on a case-by-case basis where applicable.   

ITE has established a definition for traffic calming that reads, “Traffic calming is the combination of 
mainly physical measures that reduce the negative effects of motor vehicle use, alter driver behavior and 
improve conditions for non-motorized street users.”  Altering driver behavior includes lowering of 
speeds, reducing aggressive driving, and increasing respect for non-motorized street users.  American 
Fork City has adopted a Traffic Calming program that addresses the desire of residents and city leaders 
to organize a method for addressing high speeds through residential neighborhoods.  When considering 
the installation of traffic calming devices, refer to the city’s adopted traffic calming program. 

The following paragraphs give a brief overview of traffic calming methods.  For more detail, see the City 
adopted traffic calming program, “Guidelines for Traffic Calming” and its companion volume “Traffic 
Calming Toolbox” found in the appendix of this document. 

3.11.1 TYPES OF TRAFFIC CALMING MEASURES 

There are several types of TCM that can be grouped into three categories, depending on the level of 
control or the effect on traffic flow and speeds.  Category 1 measures are the least restrictive, while 
Category 3 is the most dramatic.  These categories are outlined in further detail below.  Several factors 
can influence the choice of TCM used, including the location, street classification, street geometry, 
adjacent land uses, public transit needs, budget, climate, aesthetics, and community preferences. 

3.11.1.1 CATEGORY ONE – NON-PHYSICAL MEASURES 

Traffic control devices consist of signs, signals, and pavement markings to regulate, warn, guide, and 
provide information to drivers.  Examples include regulator signs (i.e., speed limit signs), warning signs 
(i.e., pedestrian warning signs), traffic signals, etc.  Often traffic control devices are overused as TCMs.  
Though the function of traffic calming devices is often similar to that of TCMs, specific traffic control 
devices should not be overused to communicate different purposes.  One of the primary purposes of 
traffic control devices is to inform drivers of traffic laws and specific right-of-ways in order to maintain 
order and safety.  Overuse of such traffic control devices diminishes their intended purpose.  For 
example, the MUTCD states “stop signs should not be used for speed control.”  When used following the 
guidelines outlined in the MUTCD, traffic control devices can assist as part of roadway/intersection 
designs to calm traffic where necessary.  

3.11.1.2 CATEGORY TWO – SPEED CONTROL MEASURES 

Street modification TCMs include actions that physically alter the vertical or horizontal alignment of the 
roadway.  Vertical changes include speed humps, speed tables, raised intersections, etc.  Horizontal 
changes include chicanes and lateral shifts.  Other street modification TCMs include constrictions (i.e., 
narrowing, pinch points, islands, chokers, etc.), narrow pavement widths (i.e., medians, edge 
treatments, bulb-outs, etc.), entrance features, roundabouts, small corner radii, street closures, and 
streetscaping (i.e., surface textures and colors, landscaping, street trees, street furniture, etc.).  
American Forks Traffic Calming Guideline shows examples of street modification measures and when to 
apply them.  
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3.11.1.3 CATEGORY THREE – VOLUME CONTROL MEASURES 

Route modifications consist of altering available routes of traffic flow.  Examples include one-way 
streets, diverters, closures, and turn prohibitions.  Instead of attempting to alter drivers’ behavior 
(Categories 1 and 2), route modification TCMs attempt to alter drivers’ routes altogether.   

3.11.1.4 STREETSCAPING 

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

3.11.1.5 OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 

Spacing is an important consideration for TCMs.  If TCMs are too far apart (greater than 600 to 1000 
feet), speeding can occur between the measures.  TCMs should be spaced 200 to 300 feet apart so 
vehicles will not have sufficient distance to accelerate between measures. 

Other considerations when deciding which TCMs to install include snow removal maintenance and 
emergency vehicle access.  Some TCMs may decrease the efficiency of both snow removal and/or 
emergency vehicle access; for example speed humps or tables, etc. 

3.11.1.6 INSTALLATION OF TRAFFIC CALMING MEASURES 

When deciding to implement TCMs, the decision should be based on engineering merits of a TCM 
application, as opposed to public clamor.  An engineering study that documents the need for such 
measures and the nature of the traffic problem via speed and volume measurements should be the 
determining factor. 

The next step should be to propose TCMs that are capable of solving the problem and matching the 
terrain, climate and nature of the street in question.  One or several measures could then be 
implemented on a temporary basis subject to performance evaluations and neighborhood review.  
Before implementing these improvements on a more permanent basis, the final step would be to 
compare the before and after studies for speed and volume changes to see if the TCMs have performed 
as expected. 

In order to make any of the TCMs effective, traffic calming must be community based and as wide 
spread as possible.  For example, the repercussions of traffic calming on one street can result in higher 
speeds on adjacent streets due to a shift in travel patterns.  The need for a community based traffic 
calming plan is fundamental to the quality of life for the citizens of the community.  

American Fork City has developed a traffic calming program that implements the latest TCMs.  The 
traffic calming program uses a quantitative method of scoring and prioritizing traffic calming needs by 
gathering speed, volume, crash history, geometric, and other data to rank each citizen request for TCMs.  
The adopted Guidelines for Traffic Calming document is the foundation of the traffic calming program 
and all traffic calming requests should follow the procedure and guidelines contained therein. 
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3.12 CORRIDOR PRESERVATION 

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

 Preserve the viability of future options, 

 Reduce the cost of these options, and 

 Minimize environmental and socio-economic impacts of future implementation. 

Corridor preservation seeks to preserve the right-of-way needed for future transportation facilities and 
prevent development that might be incompatible with these facilities.  This is primarily accomplished by 
the community’s ability to apply land use controls, such as zoning and approval of developments.  
Adoption of the TE by American Fork City is a commitment to citizens and future leaders in the 
community that the identified future corridors will be the ultimate location for transportation facilities. 

Perhaps the most important elements of corridor preservation are ensuring that the corridors are 
preserved in the correct location and that they meet the applicable design and right-of-way standards 
for the type of facility being preserved.  As the master plan does not define the exact alignment of each 
future corridor, it becomes the responsibility of the City to make sure that the corridors are correctly 
preserved.  This will have to be accomplished through the engineering and planning reviews done within 
the City as development and annexation requests are approved that involve properties within or 
adjacent to the future corridors. 

The City’s Access Management Manual should be the guide when laying out and planning future 
roadways. 

3.12.1 CORRIDOR PRESERVATION TECHNIQUES 

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

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

 Exactions: As development proposals are submitted to the City for review, efforts should be 
made to exact land identified within the future corridors.  Exactions are similar to impact fees, 
except they are paid with land rather than cash. 

 Fee Simple Acquisitions: This will most likely consist of hardship purchases or possible city 
acquisition of property identified within the corridors.  Parcels obtained in fee title can later be 
sold at market value to the owner of the transportation facility when construction begins. 

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

 Land Use Controls: This method allows government entities to use its policing power to regulate 
intensity and types of land use.  Zoning ordinances are the primary controls over land use and 
the most important land use tools available for use in corridor preservation programs. 
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 Purchase of Options and Easements: Options and easements allow government agencies to 
purchase interests in property that lies within highway corridors without obtaining full title of 
the land.  Usually, easements are far less expensive than fee title acquisitions. 

 Annexation:  American Fork City has adopted the policy of requiring right-of-way for roadways 
be dedicated to the City during the annexation process.  This becomes part of the annexation 
agreement and is an effective and efficient was to procure needed right-of-way for future 
expansion. 

3.13 TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDIES 

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

Each TIS will be conducted by a qualified Traffic Engineer chosen by the developer at their cost and 
approved by the City.  A scoping meeting will be required by the developer/Traffic Engineer with the City 
Engineer to determine the scope of each TIS.  American Fork Traffic Impact Study Requirements are 
included in the appendix of this report.  The City Engineer will review the TIS or assign someone to do so 
and will respond in writing to the TIS report within 30 days. 

Included in the appendix of this report are guidelines for developers to completing a TIS and submitting 
it to the City.  The requirements include when a TIS will be required and what level of effort must be 
established in the study, who may or may not perform a TIS, and when certain elements must be 
included.  The TIS guidelines presented in the appendix follow closely the guidelines outlined by UDOT.  
It is important that these guidelines be fluid and that each development be treated individually, as 
special cases may require more or less information than the standard requires.  The City reserves the 
right to waive any and all TIS requirements as well as requiring extra information at the discretion of the 
City Engineer. 

3.14 INTELLIGENT TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS 

Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) are becoming an increasingly important part of the 
transportation system.  ITS seek to provide innovative services to different modes of transportation and 
traffic management and allow users to receive information.  A more informed travelling public is 
generally a safer and more efficient travelling public.  American Fork is committed to providing ITS in the 
City in the future.  Many of the ITS applications are controlled by UDOT. UDOT is renowned nationally 
for its innovative use of technology and transportation solutions.  As there are many UDOT facilities in 
the City, and due to UDOT’s cast network of ITS components, American Fork has the opportunity to 
partner with the agency to provide more efficient ITS solutions.   

3.14.1 UDOT I2 CENTRAL SYSTEM 

As mentioned in the existing conditions section of this report, UDOT manages the operations of traffic 
signals statewide through their i2 Central System.  Many of the American Fork signals are currently on 
the i2 Central System.  It is recommended that the signals at SR-74 and 1120 North and the two 
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American Fork owned signals at 700 East and 50 South and at 900 West and 700 North be connected to 
the i2 Central System.  This will allow for these signals to be remotely controlled via the UDOT Traffic 
Operations Center (TOC) in the case of emergency or a special event.  There are currently no plans for 
UDOT to connect the signal at SR-74 and 1120 North to the i2 system; however, the City should actively 
lobby UDOT to make this connection.  In order to connect the two American Fork City signals into the 
UDOT i2 Central System, there needs to be a connection to the UDOT ATMS fiber network either 
through installation of fiber to the signals or installation of wireless radios at the two signals that would 
connect to nearby signals along State Street (US-89).  All future signals in the City should be connected 
via fiber to the UDOT i2 Central System. 

3.14.2 OTHER ITS ELEMENTS 

Many other ITS elements exist that may or may not be important to the City in the future.  These 
elements are discussed further here and a recommendation made as to their importance in future 
transportation solutions.  

3.14.2.1 TRAFFIC CONTROL CENTER 

The American Fork City public works building is already fiber optic connected.  With this connection, a 
simple traffic control center would be available to the City.  As a signal partner, UDOT generally will 
accommodate and fund a traffic control center consisting of a fiber connection and console in the City 
public works building. This connection to the i2 system will allow the City access to all of the state CCTV 
cameras as well as the ability to monitor and adjust the City owned signals on the system.  This will 
become more of a priority as the City adds more signals to its network. 

3.14.2.2 VARIABLE MESSAGE SIGNS (VMS) 

VMS are extremely effective in informing travelers of expected delays, travel times, and alternate routes 
in the case of accidents.  UDOT maintains multiple VMS on their freeway and highway networks.  The 
closest VMS to American Fork is on Pioneer Crossing and gives travelers information regarding travel 
times on I-15.  Similar VMS should be installed on State Street, east of Kawakami Drive to provide the 
same information for westbound travelers.  In the future, VMS should also be considered on other major 
routes in the City, including North County Boulevard. 

3.14.2.3 CLOSED CIRCUIT TELEVISION (CCTV) 

CCTV cameras are located around the City on state routes and I-15.  Most of the UDOT intersections that 
are on the i2 Central System are installed with CCTV. This allows the intersection to be monitored from 
the TOC and aids in safe and efficient traffic operations.  All of the future signals in the City should be 
installed with CCTV cameras.  Other possible locations for CCTV cameras include Main Street, Pacific 
Drive, 500 East, and 100 East. 

3.14.2.4 TRANSIT APPLICATIONS 

As American Fork becomes more and more transit friendly, ITS become more and more important.  The 
new FrontRunner station and future TRAX line provide excellent opportunities for the City to pave the 
way for integrated multimodal ITS solutions.  This can include route timing on VMS throughout the City, 
delay information for trains as well as roadways, and automated advanced warning signs at railroad 
crossings.  
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3.15 WAYFINDING 

Wayfinding is essentially directions for the travelling public. This could include motorists, bicyclists, 
pedestrians, and transit riders.  Wayfinding is an important element of a transportation system as it 
allows users to quickly and safely navigate to areas of interest or emergency services with visual clues.  
Wayfinding, when properly applied, provides a safer environment for travelers as they rely more on the 
visual cues in their eye line than on maps or GPS instructions.  In each case the MUTCD chapter 2 
governs the application of wayfinding signs and should be used as the design guide for sign shape, size, 
and color. 

There are three main types of wayfinding signs available to the City and identified in the following 
MUTCD chapters: General Service Signs (Chapter 2I), Recreational and Cultural Interest Area Signs 
(chapter 2M), and Community Wayfinding Signs (Chapter 2D).  

3.15.1 GENERAL SERVICE SIGNS 

The MUTCD states that general service signs are generally used for commercial services such as gas, 
food, and lodging on major routes.  These types of signs are typically found on Freeways and major 
Highways.  General Service signage is usually not required in urban areas except for hospitals, law 
enforcement assistance, tourist information centers, and camping. 

The MUTCD standard for General Service Signs is as follows: 

Standard: 

All General Service signs and supplemental sign panels shall have white letters, symbols, 
arrows, and borders on a blue background. 

Guidance: 

General Service signs should be installed at a suitable distance in advance of the 

turn-off point or intersecting highway. 

States that elect to provide General Service signing should establish a statewide 

policy or warrant for its use, and criteria for the availability of services. Local 

jurisdictions electing to use such signing should follow State policy for the sake 

of uniformity. 

Standard: 

General Service signs, if used at intersections, shall be accompanied by a directional 
message. 

Option: 

The Advance Turn (M5 series) or Directional Arrow (M6 series) auxiliary signs 

with white arrows on blue backgrounds as shown in Figure 2I-1 may be used 

with General Service symbol signs to create a General Service 

Directional Assembly. 

The General Service sign legends may be either symbols or word messages. 

In American Fork, only the Hospital and Police Station qualify for General Service signs.  The hospital is 
well signed from I-15, State Street, North County Boulevard, Pioneer Crossing and Timpanogos Highway.  
No further signs are needed.  The police station, located at 75 East 80 North, is set back from the main 
roads in the City and is therefore not easy to find from the main roads.  Signs indicating where to turn 
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from State Street to get to the Police Station should be erected.   Figure 3-19 shows the MUTCD 
recommended signs for a police station.  Figure 3-20 shows an example directional arrow. 

Figure 3-19 D9-14 Police          Figure 3-20 Directional Arrow M6-1  

                                         

 

3.15.2 RECREATIONAL AND CULTURAL INTEREST AREA SIGNS 

Recreational and cultural interest area signs can be used for attractions or traffic generators that are 
open to the general public for the purpose of play, amusement, or relaxation.  Recreational attractions 
include such facilities as parks, campgrounds, gaming facilities, and ski areas, while examples of cultural 
attractions include museums, art galleries, and historical building sites. 

The purpose of recreation and cultural interest area signs is to guide road users to a general area and 
then to specific facilities or activities within the area. 

As an important public facility, adding a sign on State Street indicating the correct place to turn for the 
library will make this facility more appealing to residents and improve quality of life in the City.  Other 
facilities such as public parks, the recreation center, and historic landmarks may also be considered for 
recreational and cultural interest area signs.  Figure 3-21 shows an example directional assembly sign for 
recreational and cultural interest areas. 

Other facilities of interest to the residents of American Fork include the Fitness Center, Amphitheater, 
Boat Harbor, Art Dye Park and the Cemetery.  Each of these facilities should at a minimum have 
wayfinding signs on State Street at the most convenient place to turn to access the facility.  Additional 
signs closer to the actual facility would also be desirable. 

Figure 3-21 Swimming Sign (RS-061) with Directional Assembly 
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3.15.3 COMMUNITY WAYFINDING SIGNS 

According to the MUTCD, community wayfinding signs form part of a coordinated and continuous 
system of signs that direct tourists and other road users to key civic, cultural, visitor and recreational 
attractions and other destinations within a city.   

Community wayfinding guide signs are a type of destination guide sign for conventional roads with a 
common color and/or identification enhancement marker for destinations within an overall wayfinding 
guide signs plan for an area. 

The MUTCD Standard for community wayfinding signs is as follows: 

The use of community wayfinding guide signs shall be limited to conventional roads. 
Community wayfinding guide signs shall not be installed on freeway or expressway 
mainlines or ramps. Direction to community wayfinding destinations from a freeway or 
expressway shall be limited to the use of a Supplemental Guide sign (see Section 2E.35) 
on the mainline and a Destination sign (see Section 2D.37) on the ramp to direct road 
users to the area or areas within which community wayfinding guide signs are used. The 
individual wayfinding destinations shall not be displayed on the Supplemental Guide and 
Destination signs except where the destinations are in accordance with the State or 
agency policy on Supplemental Guide signs. 

Community wayfinding guide signs shall not be used to provide direction to primary 
destinations or highway routes or streets. Destination or other guide signs shall be used 
for this purpose as described elsewhere in this Chapter and shall have priority over any 
community wayfinding sign in placement, prominence, and conspicuity. 

Because regulatory, warning, and other guide signs have a higher priority, community 
wayfinding guide signs shall not be installed where adequate spacing cannot be provided 
between the community wayfinding guide sign and other higher priority signs. 
Community wayfinding guide signs shall not be installed in a position where they would 
obscure the road users’ view of other traffic control devices.  

Community wayfinding guide signs shall not be mounted overhead. 

Community wayfinding signs should be considered in planning the Main Street Vision to identify and 
sign the specific Main Street Vision districts and attractions. 

City Hall has the same problem as the Police Station; it is set back from the Main Street and is not easily 
visible.  Adding a turning sign on State Street would help people navigate to City Hall.  The Public Works 
building is located in a residential area and is not signed from any major street.  Signs should be added 
on State Street and 200 West indicating where people should turn.  It may also be helpful to sign the 
public works building from City Hall in the case that a resident visits City Hall and is directed that the 
service they require is located at the public works building.  Adding turning signs on 100 North is 
recommended.  Figure 3-22 shows the MUTCD recommended sign for a directional community 
wayfinding sign.  Figure 3-23 gives some recommendations on wayfinding sign placement for each sign 
type.  

Figure 3-22 Directional Community Wayfinding Sign 
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Figure 3-23 Wayfinding Recommendations 
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3.16 AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT (ADA) 

The Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 prohibits discrimination and ensures equal opportunity and 
access for persons with disabilities.   

ADA standards govern the construction and alteration of places of public accommodation, commercial 
facilities, and state and local government facilities.  The Department of Justice (DOJ) maintains ADA 
standards that apply to all ADA facilities except transit facilities, which are subject to similar standards 
issued by the Department of Transportation (DOT).  The DOJ published revised regulations for Titles II 
and III of the American with Disabilities Act of 1990 in the Federal Register on September 15, 2010, 
which are available online at http://www.ada.gov/2010ADAstandards_index.htm.  Chapter 4: Accessible 
Routes of the 2010 ADA Standards for Titles II and II Facilities governs the design of Accessible Routes.   

The ADA standards should be regularly reviewed to ensure that City standards and specifications are in 
compliance with Federal ADA regulations.  All areas of newly designed and newly constructed buildings 
and facilities and altered portions of existing buildings and facilities shall comply with the ADA 
requirements as published.  Although only new and altered facilities must be in compliance with ADA 
standards, in order to improve the quality of life of American Fork residents with disabilities, a thorough 
review of all public rights-of-way and facilities should be conducted over the next few years, as far as is 
economically viable.   

The City Public Works Department will budget funds for survey, inventory and reconstruction of existing 
facilities to identify areas of non-compliance.  American Fork City intends to inventory the City facilities 
that are eligible for ADA compliance over the next two years.  These facilities will be stored within a 
Geographic Information Systems (GIS) database and areas of ADA deficiency will be cataloged.  Once a 
database has been established, a plan will be set in motion to budget for improving those facilities that 
can be readily approved in compliance with the 2010 ADA standards.  Priority will be given to sensitive 
facilities such as the senior center, schools, senior care centers and medical centers.  In addition, the City 
will prioritize public facilities over private or residential areas.  Some areas where compliance issues will 
be addressed as priorities include ramps at pedestrian crossings, missing sidewalks and deficient 
sidewalk widths.  

3.17 RETROREFLECTIVITY 

According to FHWA, “retroreflectivity” refers to the property of a traffic sign to reflect light back to the 
driver.  Retroreflective traffic signs are used to increase sign visibility at night.  Maintaining traffic sign 
retroreflectivity is important since nighttime fatal crashes occur approximately three times as often as 
daytime fatal crashes. 

Retroreflectivity degrades over time.  Upgrading poorly maintained traffic signs may reduce traffic 
injuries and fatalities.  New FHWA requirements to maintain traffic signs in the City dictate that certain 
standards are met by certain compliance dates.  The MUTCD outlines new retroreflectivity requirements 
in sections 2A.07 and 2A.08.  Table 3-3 shows the minimum required retroreflectivity levels per the 
MUTCD.   

http://www.ada.gov/2010ADAstandards_index.htm
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Table 3-3 Minimum Maintained Retroreflectivity Levels 

 

The following sections summarize the new FHWA requirements and outlines a plan for the City to 
comply with the new guidelines. 

3.17.1 SIGN MAINTENANCE PROGRAM 

FHWA has declared that local government agencies should have had a sign maintenance program that 
can regularly address the new minimum sign retroreflectivity requirements in place by January 2012.  
The program does not need to be implemented by this time, but must be in place.   

The most efficient way to track retroreflectivity is in a GIS database.  American Fork is currently in the 
process of upgrading their GIS and now is a perfect time to integrate retroreflectivity standards into the 
GIS platform.  The existing sign inventory in the City should be collected via GPS data collection.  The 
type and location of each of the City owned signs should be inventoried.  The advantages of a GIS 
database are that vast amounts of the information required by the new FHWA guidelines can be stored 
and spatially related to individual signs.  Once the database is established, it will be easy for the City to 
identify signs that do not meet the applicable standards and plan and budget for their replacement.  
Also, as new signs are added to the City inventory, they can be added to the database with relative ease. 
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A sign maintenance program can be constructing using any of the following methods as prescribed in 
the MUTCD: 

A. Visual Nighttime Inspection—The retroreflectivity of an existing sign is assessed by a 
trained sign inspector conducting a visual inspection from a moving vehicle during 
nighttime conditions. Signs that are visually identified by the inspector to have 
retroreflectivity below the minimum levels should be replaced. 

B. Measured Sign Retroreflectivity—Sign retroreflectivity is measured using a 
retroreflectometer. Signs with retroreflectivity below the minimum levels should be 
replaced. 

C. Expected Sign Life—When signs are installed, the installation date is labeled or 
recorded so that the age of a sign is known. The age of the sign is compared to the 
expected sign life. The expected sign life is based on the experience of sign 
retroreflectivity degradation in a geographic area compared to the minimum levels. 
Signs older than the expected life should be replaced. 

D. Blanket Replacement—All signs in an area/corridor, or of a given type, should be 
replaced at specified intervals. This eliminates the need to assess retroreflectivity or 
track the life of individual signs. The replacement interval is based on the expected sign 
life, compared to the minimum levels, for the shortest-life material used on the affected 
signs. 

The method of maintenance chosen will depend on the information available to the City.  If information 
on historical sign degradation is known as well as information on the date of sign installation, the 
expected sign life method may be favorable.  Where this information is not readily available, either the 
visual nighttime inspection or measured sign retroreflectivity methods should be employed.  Blanket 
replacement is also a viable option where financial constraints are less of a problem.  Currently, the City 
is replacing its regulatory and address signs based on the date of installation and the orientation of the 
sign.  South and West facing show signs of degradation quicker than East and North facing signs due to 
the orientation of the sun.  The City is replacing its South and West facing signs every four years and its 
North and East facing signs every six years. 

One of the simplest methods of establishing the existing retroreflectivity of the signs in the City is to test 
retroreflectivity during the inventory process.  This would require the City to hire or purchase a 
retroreflectometer and test each sign as it is inventoried.  Where a spatial sign inventory exists, using 
the visual nighttime inspection method may be more efficient.   

3.17.2 PARTIAL COMPLIANCE 

By January 2015, the City must comply with the new retroreflectivity requirements for most of their 
traffic signs they have installed, including all “regulatory” signs (such as STOP signs and Speed Limit 
signs), yellow “warning” signs, and green/white “guide” signs.   

As such, the City should prioritize these types of signs during the next two years when the City signs are 
added to the GIS database.  Any signs that are found to be noncompliant with the regulations must be 
replaced by January 2015.  As City budgets are set well in advance of January, collecting the data on 
these signs must become a priority so that adequate funds can be allocated to replace noncompliant 
signs prior to January 2015. 
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3.17.3 FULL COMPLIANCE 

By January 2018, the City must comply with the new retroreflectivity requirements for all signs including 
overhead guide signs and all street name signs.  This will require much more effort than the guide signs 
required before 2015.  The same process will need to be followed to ensure that all guide signs and 
street signs are in compliance.  It may be cost efficient for the City to blanket replace all street signs 
installed before a certain date but a thorough cost analysis of the alternative compliance methods 
should be performed.  In any case, a GIS database of existing sign inventory is advantageous and the 
guide and street signs should be added to this database. 
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4.0 CAPITAL FACILITIES PLAN 

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

4.1 TRANSPORTATION NEEDS AS A RESULT OF NEW DEVELOPMENT 

The specific transportation needs resulting from future growth throughout the City are identified in 
Table 4-1 below.  This table will need to be regularly updated by the City as project scopes change and 
development occurs in the City.  Individual projects were identified and costs estimates were compiled 
to produce a Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) for the City.  The table identifies the specific 
projects that will be necessary between now and the year 2040; however, only arterial and collector 
improvements were identified since any local roads would be required to be built as part of future 
development.  All costs have not been adjusted for inflation and therefore represent 2013 costs.  The 
cost estimates shown represent the costs of construction, right-of-way, and engineering.  Impact fee 
eligible costs, as well as other potential funding sources, were identified for each project in the table 
below.  Roadways of regional significance were assumed to be built through help from other 
jurisdictions, such as UDOT and MAG. 

The table is split into three timeframes; 2023, 2030, and 2040.  The 2023 projects are expected in the 
ten-year planning timeframe; this is consistent with the impact fee facilities plan requirements.  The 
2030 timeframe represents a mid-range planning estimate and 2040 is consistent with the regional 
planning efforts of MAG and UDOT.  The recommended timing is intended as a planning tool only based 
on projected growth and land use.  Actual development and transportation needs should provide the 
final decision on project timing.  It is expected that the total cost of roadway improvements needed 
before 2040 will be approximately $314,000,000. 

Table 4-1 American Fork City Recommended Transportation Improvements 

American Fork City Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 

Type of 
Improvement 

Roadway or 
Location 

From To Jurisdiction(s) 
Total 

Project 
Costs1 

Potential 
Funding 
Source2 

Upgrades to 
Major 

Collector (2 to 
3-Lanes) 

1120 North 900 West 100 East City $12,253,000 C, O 

Intersection 
Improvement 

900 West & 
Grassland Dr. 

- - City $2,245,000 C, O 

New Major 
Collector (3-

Lanes) 
700 North 100 East 200 East City $2,172,000 C, O 

Widen to 
Arterial (5-

Lanes) 
900 West 800 North 

1120 
North 

City $3,359,000 C, O 
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American Fork City Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 

Type of 
Improvement 

Roadway or 
Location 

From To Jurisdiction(s) 
Total 

Project 
Costs1 

Potential 
Funding 
Source2 

Widen to 
Arterial (5-

Lanes) 
500 East State St 

Pacific Dr. 
(100 N) 

City $3,092,000 F, S, C, O 

Extension of 
Minor 

Collector (2 
Lanes) with 

new Railroad 
Crossing 

560 West Pacific Dr. Hindley Dr. City $2,032,000 C, O 

Intersection 
Improvement 

700 North & 
500 East 

- - City $705,000 C, O 

Upgrades to 
Major 

Collector (2 to 
3-Lanes) 

700 North 900 West 100 East City $7,498,000 C, O 

Widen to 
Minor 

Collector (2-
Lanes) 

1100 North 
North 

County 
Blvd 

East City-
Limits 

City $2,559,000 C, O 

New 
Significant 
Local Road 

1100 North 
(Extension) 

North City-
Limits 

(Murdock 
Connector) 

North 
County 

Blvd 
City $3,434,000 C, O 

New Minor 
Collector (2-

Lanes) 
1190 East 

North 
County 

Blvd 

1100 
North 

City $3,758,000 C, O 

New 
Significant 
Local Road 

1280 North 
North 

County 
Blvd 

1030 East City $1,828,000 C, O 

Intersection 
Improvement 

200 East & 
Main St/ 
State St 

- - City/UDOT $705,000 F, S, C, O 

New Arterial 
(5-Lanes) 

620 South 600 East 
East City-

Limits 
City $9,342,000 C, O 

Widen to 
Arterial (5-

Lanes) 
620 South 500 East 600 East City $1,249,000 C, O 

New 
Significant 
Local Road 

Art Dye 
Connector 

500 East 
1100 
North 

(Extension) 
City $4,815,000 C, O 
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American Fork City Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 

Type of 
Improvement 

Roadway or 
Location 

From To Jurisdiction(s) 
Total 

Project 
Costs1 

Potential 
Funding 
Source2 

New 
Significant 
Local Road 

Hospital 
Significant 

Local Roads 
Various Various City $7,802,000 C, O 

New Major 
Collector (3-

Lanes) 
Pacific Dr. 

Pioneer 
Crossing 

Meadow 
Lane 

City/UDOT $15,686,000 F, S, C, O 

Total for Improvements needed by 2023 $84,534,000   

Widen to 
Major 

Collector (3-
Lanes) 

200 South 
Vineyard 

Connector 
Frontage 

Rd 
City $7,882,000 C, O 

Upgrades to 
Major 

Collector (2 to 
3-Lanes) 

300 West 
Frontage 

Rd 
State St City $1,399,000 C, O 

New Arterial 
(5-Lanes) 

500 East 
Vineyard 

Connector 
Sam White 
Ln (1100 S) 

City $19,297,000 C, O 

Widen to 
Arterial (5-

Lanes) 
500 East 

Sam White 
Ln (1100 S) 

1000 
South 

(Auto Mall 
Dr.) 

City $1,459,000 C, O 

Extension of 
Minor 

Collector (2 
Lanes) 

540 West 
1000 
North 

1120 
North 

City $1,213,000 C, O 

Upgrades to 
Major 

Collector (2 to 
3-Lanes) 

Auto Mall Dr. 100 East 
East City-

Limits 
City $11,286,000 C, O 

Upgrades to 
Major 

Collector (2 to 
3-Lanes) 

Frontage 
Road 

200 South 100 East City $4,923,000 C, O 

Intersection 
Improvement 

Main St & 
100 West 

- - City/UDOT $282,000 F, S, C, O 

Widen to 
Arterial (5-

Lanes) 
Pacific Dr. State St 500 East City/UDOT $9,945,000 F, S, C, O 
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American Fork City Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 

Type of 
Improvement 

Roadway or 
Location 

From To Jurisdiction(s) 
Total 

Project 
Costs1 

Potential 
Funding 
Source2 

Upgrades to 
Major 

Collector (2 to 
3-Lanes) 

Utah Valley 
Dr. 

620 South 
East City-

Limits 
City $4,664,000 C, O 

Total for Improvements needed by 2030 $146,884,000   

New Major 
Collector (3-

Lanes) 
100 East 250 South 200 South City $891,000 C, O 

Upgrades to 
Major 

Collector (2 to 
3-Lanes) 

100 East 200 South Main St City $1,090,000 C, O 

Upgrades to 
Major 

Collector (2 to 
3-Lanes) 

100 East I-15 250 South City $1,757,000 C, O 

Widen to 
Major 

Collector (3-
Lanes) 

100 East 
1500 
South 

I-15 City $10,571,000 C, O 

Widen to 
Major 

Collector (3-
Lanes) 

100 West Marina 
Frontage 

Rd 
City $14,539,000 C, O 

New Major 
Collector (3-

Lanes) 
1500 South 

Vineyard 
Connector 

100 West City $13,017,000 C, O 

Widen to 
Major 

Collector (3-
Lanes) 

1500 South 100 West 
East City-

Limits 
City $9,867,000 C, O 

Widen to 
Major 

Collector (3-
Lanes) 

200 South 
Mill Pond 

Rd 
Vineyard 

Connector 
City $4,568,000 C, O 

Upgrades to 
Major 

Collector (2 to 
3-Lanes) 

300 North 300 West 
East City-

Limits 
City $11,155,000 C, O 
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American Fork City Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 

Type of 
Improvement 

Roadway or 
Location 

From To Jurisdiction(s) 
Total 

Project 
Costs1 

Potential 
Funding 
Source2 

Upgrades to 
Major 

Collector (2 to 
3-Lanes) 

300 West State St 300 North City $1,780,000 C, O 

New Minor 
Collector (2-

Lanes) 
400 South 460 East 

East City-
Limits 
(North 
County 
Blvd) 

City/UDOT $8,463,000 F, S, C, O 

Intersection 
Improvement 

50 South & 
900 East 

- - City $705,000 C, O 

Widen to 
Major 

Collector (3-
Lanes) 

570 West 
Vineyard 

Connector 
200 South City $7,938,000 C, O 

New Minor 
Collector (2-

Lanes) 
600 East 620 South State St City $4,690,000 C, O 

New Minor 
Collector (2-

Lanes) 
700 South 700 East 860 East City $2,268,000 C, O 

New Major 
Collector (3-

Lanes) 

700 South 
Connector 

West City-
Limits 

100 East City $25,579,000 C, O 

New Minor 
Collector (2-

Lanes) 
860 East State St 50 South City/UDOT $3,020,000 F, S, C, O 

Widen to 
Major 

Collector (3-
Lanes) 

900 West 700 North 
1120 
North 

City $3,921,000 C, O 

Widening and 
extension of 

Minor 
Collector (2-

Lanes) 

980 North 200 East 500 East City $4,205,000 C, O 

New Major 
Collector (3-

Lanes) 
Mill Pond Rd 

Vineyard 
Connector 

West City-
Limits 

City/Lehi City $13,775,000 C, O 
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American Fork City Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 

Type of 
Improvement 

Roadway or 
Location 

From To Jurisdiction(s) 
Total 

Project 
Costs1 

Potential 
Funding 
Source2 

New Major 
Collector (3-

Lanes) 

Sam White 
Lane (1100 

South) 

Vineyard 
Connector 

100 East City $6,738,000 C, O 

New Minor 
Collector (2-

Lanes) 

Sam White 
Lane (1100 

South) 

1500 
South 

Vineyard 
Connector 

City $3,422,000 C, O 

Widen to 
Major 

Collector (3-
Lanes) 

Sam White 
Lane (1100 

South) 
100 East 

East City-
Limits 

City $9,611,000 C, O 

Widen to 
Arterial (5-

Lanes) 

Mill Pond 
Road 

City Limits 
Vineyard 

Connector 
City $3,873,000   

Total for Improvements needed by 2040 $314,327,000   
1
Cost represents existing (2012) construction, right of way, and engineering costs. 

2
Potential Funding Source: F-Federal, S-State, C-City, and O-Other 

4.2 PLANNING FOR THE FUTURE (VISION) 

In addition to identifying the projects needed to accommodate growth through the year 2040, an 
ultimate “vision” for the City was developed.  This vision scenario includes probable projects that will be 
needed to accommodate growth throughout the City through build-out.  It also includes projects that 
are included in the vision planning efforts of MAG, UDOT, and other agencies. 

These vision projects do not have a timeframe other than it is not anticipated that they will be needed 
before 2040.  The vision projects consist mainly of widening roads that either currently exist or are 
expected to be needed at a lower classification by 2040.  The long-term transportation vision for 
American Fork is shown in Figure 4-1.  Cost estimates were also created for these vision projects (see 
Table 4-2) however, it must be noted that these projects are considered very long-term and must be re-
evaluated on a regular basis to ensure the assumptions made are still valid.  Figure 4-2 illustrates the 
anticipated timing of the recommended roadway improvements.  Timing is split into short-term (2023), 
mid-term (2030), long-term (2040) and very long-term (vision). 
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Figure 4-1  Probable "Vision" Roadway Network 
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Table 4-2 Vision Project Cost Estimates 

American Fork City Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 

Type of 
Improvement 

Roadway 
or 

Location 
From To Jurisdiction(s) 

Total 
Project 
Costs

1
 

Potential 
Funding 
Source

2
 

Widen to Arterial 
(5-Lanes) 

Mill 
Pond 
Road 

City Limits 
Vineyard 

Connector 
City $3,873,000 C, O 

Widen to Arterial 
(5-Lanes) 

100 East 
State 
Street 

Vineyard 
Connector 

City $7,979,000 C, O 

Widen to Arterial 
(5-Lanes) 

700 
North 

900 West  City Limits City $13,364,000 C, O 

Total for "Vision" Improvements $25,216,000   
1
Cost represents existing (2012) construction, right of way, and engineering costs. 

2
Potential Funding Source: F-Federal, S-State, C-City, and O-Other 
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Figure 4-2 Project Timing 
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4.3 SPECIAL CONSIDERATIONS  

A few specific locations on American Fork City’s street network may require some unique improvements 
to resolve traffic issues at these sites.  These areas are identified below along with the unique 
characteristics of each location. 

4.3.1 MAIN STREET AND STATE STREET 

The Main Street and State Street intersection in American Fork has been a trouble spot for some time.  
American Fork Main Street, 200 East, and State Street intersect in this location.  Main Street runs 
parallel into State Street, and WB traffic from Main Street is stop controlled.  200 East intersects with 
Main Street and continues south to intersect with State Street leaving a raised island between the three 
streets.  There are a high number of crashes at this location.  This location is also part of the Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Master Plan and provides a potential connection point between the areas north and south of 
State Street.  The intersection skew angle and s-curve through this area pose a significant problem to 
safety as well as mobility.  Some potential solutions to the problem may involve signalization of the T-
intersection of Main Street into State Street, a High-T intersection that would allow southbound 
travelling vehicles on State Street unimpeded movement, and the addition of a HAWK pedestrian signal. 

4.3.2 STATE STREET AND 500 EAST 

The eastbound and westbound leg of the existing intersection consist of two through lanes, a right turn 
lane, and a protected/permissive left turn lane.  The northbound leg consists of one shared through/left 
turn lane, one left turn only lane, and a right turn lane.  The southbound leg consists of a shared 
through/left turn lane and a shared through/right turn lane.  The northbound and southbound legs 
operate on a split phase signal.  The crossing streets at this intersection are skewed.  Between 2009 and 
2011, 46 vehicles were involved in crashes at this intersection.  In order to accommodate the high 
volumes of traffic turning onto State Street from 500 East, and because of restricted right-of-way, the 
signal at State Street and 500 East is split phased.  This is the only option at a signal where a protected 
left turn phase includes a shared through/left lane.   

At some point in the future, this intersection will need to be improved.  The considered safety and 
capacity improvements should include widening of the north leg of the intersection to provide a left turn 
only lane, and converting the through/left lane to a through only lane.  A through only lane will also be 
added on the south leg of the intersection, and the existing shared through/left will be converted to a 
through only lane.  The existing pavement width on the south is sufficient to provide the additional lane 
without any widening.  The intent of the additional lanes is to eliminate the split phase signal and allow 
the left turns to operate as protected/permissive.  It is expected that these improvements will lower 
congestion on the eastbound and westbound legs. 

4.3.3 STATE STREET AND PACIFIC DRIVE 

The northbound leg of the existing intersection consists of two through lanes with a 
protected/permissive left turn lane.  The southbound leg consists of two through lanes with a protected 
permissive left turn lane, as well as a third through “trap” lane that terminates at a right turn lane.  The 
eastbound and westbound legs consist of a through lane, a right turn lane, and a permissive left turn 
lane.  Between 2009 and 2011, 76 vehicles were involved in crashes at this intersection.  The American 
Fork police department indicated that delays on the eastbound and westbound legs are excessive, which 
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contributes to poor driver decisions.  The intersection is located on a curve which impedes sight distance 
for left turning vehicles. 

The proposed safety improvements include the addition of dual left turns with a protected only phase in 
both the northbound and southbound directions.  The improvements can likely be completed within the 
existing pavement if the southbound trap lane is terminated prior to Pacific Drive and the shoulders are 
eliminated at the intersection. 

4.3.4 900 WEST ROUNDABOUT IN “THE MEADOWS”  

The 900 West Roundabout is not operating efficiently. Frequently, and especially during peak shopping 
times, the southbound leg of the roundabout backs up and interferes with traffic on State Street.  This 
presents a significant safety hazard on State Street.  Also, the excessive delays at the roundabout can 
cause drivers to become impatient and violate the yield rules, thus presenting a further unsafe 
condition.  The problem is not particularly the roundabout itself, rather the lack of available storage on 
the north leg of the roundabout.  This could be mitigated by moving the roundabout south closer to the 
retail stores and increasing the vehicle storage on the north leg.  Doing so would require a new 
roundabout design and allow for some minor improvements to the roundabout itself to increase 
capacity. 

4.3.5 VINEYARD CONNECTOR 

The Vineyard Connector is a proposed UDOT highway which runs from Lindon all the way to Saratoga 
Springs.  A large portion of the roadway runs along the south edge of American Fork adjacent to Utah 
Lake.  The highway will eventually break off and travel north to connect to Pioneer Crossing, bisecting 
the undeveloped land south of I-15 in American Fork. 

Timing on the Vineyard Connector has been somewhat of a contentious issue in the past.  Early on in the 
planning process, it was expected that the entire highway would be built in the near future (10 years), 
but more recently, the MAG transportation plans shows the highway to be constructed between 2030 
and 2040.  This poses a problem to the City, as the area south of I-15 is in the future annexation 
boundary but is not all incorporated into the City.  Planning efforts in this area must account for traffic 
growth and assume that the Vineyard Connector will not be built before 2040.  This may result in larger 
than expected cross-sections on some of the roads in the south area of the City.  These roads will likely 
experience a significant drop in traffic volumes after the construction of the Vineyard Connector, but 
will continue to experience traffic growth beyond 2040.  It is expected that the cross-sections used to 
accommodate growth without Vineyard Connector will be appropriate for a very long term “vision” 
traffic scenario when the City is built to capacity. 

4.3.6 RAILROAD CROSSINGS 

There are a number of railroad crossings in the City on both the north and south side of I-15.  The Union 
Pacific Railroad line, which is also the probable future TRAX rail line, runs parallel to State Street and 
Pacific Drive for much of the City.  The new FrontRunner high speed rail line runs close to I-15 on the 
south side.   

Each of these rail lines must be treated with extreme caution when planning the roadway network.  The 
potential for catastrophic vehicle/train or pedestrian/train accidents are very high at at-grade rail 
crossings.  Wherever feasible, grade separated rail crossings should be provided.  Where there are areas 
of high pedestrian activity, such as in mixed-use zoning and transit oriented development, or around 
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transit stops, provision must be made to include a physical barrier between the pedestrian facilities and 
the rail tracks.  Grade separated pedestrian walkways are more feasible than grade separated vehicular 
facilities and should be used where possible.  When grade separation is not feasible, strict adherence to 
design and safety standards must be maintained and all plans should be prepared by a qualified 
engineer. 

4.3.7 300 NORTH TO PACIFIC DRIVE 

Getting vehicles from 300 North to Pacific Drive is challenging.  The favored route is currently to use 400 
West.  400 West is a short road with an at-grade railroad crossing close to Pacific Drive.  Vehicles 
frequently back up to 300 North during the peak times of day.  There is a very heavy left turn movement 
from 300 North onto 400 West.  Once vehicles are on 400 West, it is near impossible to make a left turn 
onto Pacific Drive due to the high volume of cross traffic.   

The Transportation Master Plan proposes that the main north-south route from 300 North to Pacific 
Drive be moved from 400 West to 300 West.  300 West provides much more storage for southbound 
vehicles queuing at Pacific Drive.  300 West is also classified as a Major Collector and runs south until it 
crosses under I-15.  This is the natural north-south street for vehicles wishing to move between the 
north and south sides of I-15.  There is also a much better situation for signalization on Pacific Drive at 
300 West, as it is approximately ½ mile from the signal at US-89 and Pacific Drive, whereas 400 West is 
just over ¼ mile from US-89. 

4.3.8 300 WEST AND 200 SOUTH 

300 West passes under I-15 and connects to the Frontage Road and 200 South.  This is the only Freeway 
crossing between 500 East and the Pioneer Crossing interchanges.  Due to the recent completion of the 
I-15 CORE project, it is unlikely that any other crossings will be permitted along this stretch of I-15 in the 
foreseeable future.  As such, this connection is vital to maintaining good connectivity between the north 
and south side of the Freeway and avoiding a “divided” community.  There are two intersections very 
close to each other on either side of I-15, one at Mahogany Drive and one at Frontage Road.  The 
closeness of these intersections poses an interesting traffic dilemma as any excessive delay between the 
two may result in unsafe operating conditions.  

Two possible scenarios have been identified to ensure that the two intersections work in harmony and 
can meet the traffic demand.  The first consisted of a coordinated two signal solution where both 
intersections would become traffic signals.  The second solution would involve constructing a 
roundabout at each intersection.  Although both scenarios would function adequately, the risk of a 
signal back up is greater than with a free-flowing roundabout.  In this case, the two roundabout solution 
is recommended, but a two signal solution will also function. 

4.3.9 560 WEST AND PACIFIC DRIVE 

The intersection of 560 West and Pacific Drive is an important north-south connection in the future.  
This connection will help to alleviate traffic congestion on the local street network, particularly on 300 
North and 400 W.  It will also help to ease delay at the newly proposed 300 West and Pacific Drive 
signal.  Due to the close proximity of 560 West to the existing signal at State Street and Pacific Drive, it is 
unlikely that a full movement intersection will provide acceptable operations at 560 West.  As such it is 
important that this intersection be studied in detail before any decision is made as to the nature of the 
intersection treatment.  At a minimum, left turns onto 560 West from eastbound Pacific Drive should be 
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restricted.  This could come in the form of a three quarter intersection where only right turns are 
permitted from Pacific Drive.  A High-T intersection is also a possibility, this would result in free-flowing 
eastbound movements on Pacific Drive and would possibly eliminate any queue blocking the State 
Street intersection and causing an unsafe situation. 
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5.0 IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLAN 

5.1 UTAH CODE LEGAL REQUIREMENTS 

Utah law requires communities to prepare an Impact Fee Facilities Plan (IFFP) prior to preparing an 
impact fee analysis and establishing an impact fee.  The code also outlines the requirements of an IFFP.  
An IFFP is required to identify the following: 

 The demands placed on existing public facilities by new development;  

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

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

improvements. 

This analysis incorporates the information provided in previous chapters regarding the upcoming 
demands on the existing infrastructure facilities that will be needed to accommodate future growth and 
provide an acceptable LOS.  This section focuses on the improvements that are projected to be needed 
over the next ten years; however, Utah law requires that any impact fees collected for those 
improvements be spent within six years of being collected.  Only capital improvement are included in 
this plan; all other maintenance and operation cost are assumed to be covered through the City’s 
General Fund as tax revenues increase as a result of additional development. 

5.1.1 NOTICE OF INTENT TO PREPARE AN IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLAN 

In accordance with Utah Code, a local political subdivision must provide written notice of its intent to 
prepare an IFFP before preparing the Plan.  This notice must be posted on the Utah Public Notice 
website.  The City of American Fork has complied with this noticing requirement of the IFFP by posting 
notice in 2012. 

5.2 DEMANDS PLACED ON EXISTING FACILITIES BY NEW DEVELOPMENT 

5.2.1 TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

As American Fork grows, new developments will require an increased roadway capacity throughout the 
City’s street network in order to provide an acceptable level of service.  The City has developed a TIP 
that identifies specific projects needed to provide an acceptable LOS to the residents of American Fork.  
The total transportation capital improvements needed to maintain an acceptable LOS over the next 10 
years (through 2023) would cost approximately $84,000,000 as shown in Table 5-1.  Only roads 
classified as collectors and above are included in the ten year impact fee facilities plan.  It is assumed 
that local roads will be paid for by developers, as these roads do not meet the regional demands of the 
entire City.  Figure 5-1 shows the recommended 2023 roadway network. 
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Figure 5-1 2023 Transportation Improvement Program 
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Table 5-1 2023 Transportation Improvement Program 

American Fork City Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 

Type of 
Improvement 

Roadway 
or 

Location 
From To Jurisdiction(s) 

Total Project 
Costs1 

Potential 
Funding 
Source2 

Upgrades to 
Major 

Collector (2 to 
3-Lanes) 

1120 
North 

900 West 100 East City $12,253,000 C, O 

Intersection 
Improvement 

900 West 
& 

Grassland 
Dr. 

- - City $2,245,000 C, O 

New Major 
Collector (3-

Lanes) 
700 North 100 East 200 East City $2,172,000 C, O 

Widen to 
Arterial (5-

Lanes) 
900 West 800 North 

1120 
North 

City $3,359,000 C, O 

Widen to 
Arterial (5-

Lanes) 
500 East State St 

Pacific Dr. 
(100 N) 

City $3,092,000 F, S, C, O 

Extension of 
Minor 

Collector (2 
Lanes) with 

new Railroad 
Crossing 

560 West Pacific Dr. Hindley Dr. City $2,032,000 C, O 

Intersection 
Improvement 

700 North 
& 500 East 

- - City $705,000 C, O 

Upgrades to 
Major 

Collector (2 to 
3-Lanes) 

700 North 900 West 100 East City $7,498,000 C, O 

Widen to 
Minor 

Collector (2-
Lanes) 

1100 
North 

North 
County 

Blvd 

East City-
Limits 

City $2,559,000 C, O 

New 
Significant 
Local Road 

1100 
North 

(Extension) 

North City-
Limits 

(Murdock 
Connector) 

North 
County 

Blvd 
City $3,434,000 C, O 
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American Fork City Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 

Type of 
Improvement 

Roadway 
or 

Location 
From To Jurisdiction(s) 

Total Project 
Costs1 

Potential 
Funding 
Source2 

New Minor 
Collector (2-

Lanes) 
1190 East 

North 
County 

Blvd 

1100 
North 

City $3,758,000 C, O 

New 
Significant 
Local Road 

1280 
North 

North 
County 

Blvd 
1030 East City $1,828,000 C, O 

Intersection 
Improvement 

200 East & 
Main St/ 
State St 

- - City/UDOT $705,000 F, S, C, O 

New Arterial 
(5-Lanes) 

620 South 600 East 
East City-

Limits 
City $9,342,000 C, O 

Widen to 
Arterial (5-

Lanes) 
620 South 500 East 600 East City $1,249,000 C, O 

New 
Significant 
Local Road 

Art Dye 
Connector 

500 East 
1100 
North 

(Extension) 
City $4,815,000 C, O 

New 
Significant 
Local Road 

Hospital 
Significant 

Local 
Roads 

Various Various City $7,802,000 C, O 

New Major 
Collector (3-

Lanes) 
Pacific Dr. 

Pioneer 
Crossing 

Meadow 
Lane 

City/UDOT $15,686,000 F, S, C, O 

Total for Improvements needed by 2023 $84,534,000   
1
Cost represents existing (2012) construction, right of way, and engineering costs. 

2
Potential Funding Source: F-Federal, S-State, C-City, and O-Other 

5.2.2 TRAVEL DEMAND FROM NEW DEVELOPMENT 

In order to determine the portion of future traffic that can be attributed to new development, travel 
demand modeling methodology using the MAG travel demand model was utilized.  This is considered 
industry best practice and uses the best available data.  

Travel Demand is a dynamic function of many different inputs, including socioeconomic characteristics, 
land use planning and roadway functional type.  The travel demand model generates trips in TAZ, based 
on these and other inputs and then distributes these trips to attraction TAZ via the roadway network.  
Average Daily Traffic volumes can then be extracted from the individual roadway links in the network to 
assess the operating conditions of the network. 

The best measure of traffic growth in an area is daily vehicle miles travelled (VMT).  The difference 
between existing VMT and future VMT is the traffic growth due to new development.  Not all traffic on a 
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roadway either originates or terminates in American Fork; some traffic is simply passing through.  This 
pass-by traffic must be removed from the future growth when impact fees are being calculated.  
Similarly, traffic on roadways not under American Fork jurisdiction, such as UDOT roads, should also be 
removed from the calculation, as American Fork is not responsible for the construction of these roads. 
The total VMT of on American Fork’s roads and with origins or destinations in the City in 2013 is 
152,593.  The projected VMT in 2023 and 2030 is 246,593 and 341,959 respectively.  This corresponds to 
an increase of 62% in 2023 and 124% in 2040. 

5.3 PROPOSED MEANS TO MEET DEMANDS OF NEW DEVELOPMENT 

All possible revenue sources have been considered as a means of financing transportation capital 
improvements needed as a result of new growth.  This section discusses the potential revenue sources 
that could be used to fund transportation needs as a result of new development.  Funding sources for 
transportation are essential if American Fork City recommended improvements are to be built.  The 
following paragraphs further describe the various transportation funding sources available to the City. 

5.3.1 FEDERAL FUNDING 

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

The Surface Transportation Program (STP) funds projects for any roadway with a functional classification 
of a collector street or higher as established on the Utah State Functional Classification Map (Figure 5-2).  
STP funds can be used for both rehabilitation and new construction.  The Joint Highway Committee 
programs a portion of the STP funds for projects around the state in urban areas.  Another portion of 
the STP funds can be used for projects in any area of the state at the discretion of the State 
Transportation Commission.  Transportation Enhancement funds are allocated based on a competitive 
application process.  The Transportation Enhancement Committee reviews the applications and then a 
portion of those are passed to the State Transportation Commission.  Transportation enhancements 
include 12 categories ranging from historic preservation, bicycle and pedestrian facilities and water 
runoff mitigation.  Other federal and state trails funds are available from the Utah State Parks and 
Recreation Program. 
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Figure 5-2 Utah State Functional Classification Map 
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MAG accepts applications for federal funds through local and regional government jurisdictions.  The 
MAG Technical Advisory and Regional Planning committees select projects for funding every two years.  
The selected projects form the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).  In order to receive funding, 
projects should include one or more of the following aspects: 

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

 Mode Choice – projects improving the diversity and/or usefulness of travel modes other than 
single occupant vehicles. 

 Air Quality Improvements – projects showing demonstrable air quality benefits. 

 Safety – improvements to vehicular, pedestrian, and bicyclist safety. 

5.3.2 STATE FUNDING 

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

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

5.3.3 PARTNERING JURISDICTIONS 

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

5.3.4 LOCAL FUNDING 

Most cities utilize general fund revenues for their transportation programs.  Another option for 
transportation funding is the creation of special improvement districts.  These districts are organized for 
the purpose of funding a single specific project that benefits an identifiable group of properties.  
Another source of funding used by cities includes revenue bonding for projects felt to benefit the entire 
community.   
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Private interests often provide resources for transportation improvements.  Developers construct the 
local streets within subdivisions and often dedicate right-of-way and participate in the construction of 
collector/arterial streets adjacent to their developments.  Developers can also be considered a possible 
source of funds for projects through the use of impact fees.  These fees are assessed as a result of the 
impacts a particular development will have on the surrounding roadway system, such as the need for 
traffic signals or street widening. 

5.3.4.1 GENERAL FUND REVENUES 

General fund revenues are typically reserved for operation and maintenance purposes as they relate to 
transportation.  However, general funds could be used if available to fund the expansion or introduction 
of specific services.  American Fork City does not currently have a general fund budgeted line item for 
transportation improvements.  It is recommended that a plan be put in place to address this and to 
develop an annual budget amount to fund transportation projects should other funding options fall 
short or the needed amount.   

5.3.4.2 GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS 

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

5.3.4.3 SPECIAL ASSESSMENT AREAS (SAA) 

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

5.3.5 GRANTS 

Grant monies are ideal for funding projects within the City since they do not need to be paid back and 
the City can greatly benefit from these funds.  Grants are not easy to come by and therefore obtaining 
such funding is not likely for the City and should not be considered a viable revenue source. 

5.3.6 IMPACT FEES 

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



 
                                      

91 
 

American Fork City – Transportation Element of the General Plan 

community, such as roadway facilities.  According to state law, impact fees can only be used to fund 
growth related system improvements. 

To help fund roadway improvements, impact fees should be established.  These fees are collected from 
new developments in the City to help pay for improvements that are needed to the roadway system due 
to growth.  At the culmination of the Transportation Master Planning process, a citywide IFFP will be 
developed according to state law to determine the appropriate impact fee values for the City.  

5.4 IFFP CERTIFICATION 

Horrocks Engineers certifies that this IFFP: 

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

a. Allowed under the Impact Fee Act; and 

b. Actually incurred; or  

c. Projected to be incurred or encumbered within six years after the day on which each 

impact fee is paid; 

2. Does not include: 

a. Costs of operation and maintenance of public facilities; 

b. Costs for qualifying public facilities that will raise the level of service for the facilities, 

through impact fees, above the level of service that is supported by existing residents; 

c. An expense for overhead, unless the expense is calculated pursuant to the methodology 

that is consistent with generally accepted cost accounting practices and the 

methodological standards set forth by the federal Office of Management and Budget for 

federal grant reimbursement; and 

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

The process of selecting suitable traffic calming measures involves, first, identifying the nature and 

location of the traffic problem i.e. speeding, congestion, and then selecting the appropriate traffic 

calming measure capable of solving the identified problems.  The traffic calming measures should be 

selected from a “toolbox” of possible alternatives that describes the possible measures with their 

application and effectiveness at solving specific traffic problems.   

This document, designed as a companion to AMERICAN FORK CITY – GUIDELINES FOR TRAFFIC 

CALMING describes the traffic calming measures that may be considered by American Fork City as 

alternatives to solving traffic problems.  In this document the following five groups of traffic calming 

measures will be described in detail: 

 Non-Physical Measures 

 Volume Control Measures 

 Vertical Speed Control Measures 

 Horizontal Speed Control Measures 

 Narrowing Measures 

Specific measures within each group will be identified and their application, cost and effectiveness 

described.  In addition, a summary of the appropriateness of each type of traffic calming measure in 

dealing with different traffic problems will be presented.  Finally an overview of the design principles 

that should be applied in designing each type of traffic control measure will be explained.  In some cases 

it may be appropriate to combine two or more specific types of traffic calming method to either 

enhance the effectiveness of one or the other or to potentially address two separate problems.  A 

scenario such as this one should be identified and analyzed on a case by case basis. 
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1.0 NON-PHYSICAL MEASURES 

Non-Physical Measures are measures such as signage or speed enforcement that do not require any 

construction or physical modifications to the roadway.  These items can be attempted first since they 

can be economical and easy to remove if they do not solve the problem.  Non-physical measures have 

been shown to have negligible success when used as traffic calming measures. 

1.1 SPEED ENFORCEMENT 

For areas where speed has been determined as being excessive (generally an 85th percentile speed 7 

mph above the posted speed limit), speed enforcement can be a temporary traffic calming measure.  

TARGETED SPEED ENFORCEMENT can be attempted on areas where speeding is observed be 

neighborhood residents and/or agency representatives.  Limited personnel can be cost-effectively 

deployed on major roadways.  For low volumes streets, periodic daytime speed enforcement is the best 

option.  Because of the expense to maintain increased levels of police enforcement, targeted speed 

enforcement should only be used temporarily and/or in conjunction with other new traffic calming 

measures to help drivers become aware of new restrictions. 

 

Another available enforcement option is a RADAR TRAILER 

DEVICE, which measures and displays a vehicles speed as it 

approaches.  The posted speed limit is shown in clear view next 

to the digital readout showing the actual speed of the oncoming 

vehicle.  This reminds drivers to slow to the appropriate speed 

and often it comes as a surprise to the driver to see how fast 

they are travelling.  These devices can be easily transported and 

deployed at different locations.  

Effectiveness: Negligible 

 

 

 

Advantages   Disadvantages 

Inexpensive if used temporarily 
 

Expensive to maintain for a long period 

Does not require time for design 
 

Trailer subject to vandalism 

Does not slow trucks and emergency vehicles 
  

Figure 1:  Radar Trailer Device 
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1.2 RADAR SPEED SIGN 

The RADAR SPEED SIGN is very similar in nature to 

the radar trailer device.  The notable difference 

between this device and the radar speed trailer is that 

the radar speed sign in not portable.  The device can 

also have the ability to store data over time to 

provide speed data to the City.  This device measures 

and records a vehicles speed and displays it next to 

the posted speed limit sign reminding vehicles to slow 

to the appropriate speed 

Effectiveness: Negligible 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Advantages   Disadvantages 

Can mount to existing poles 
 

Has not been shown to significantly reduce speeds 

Does not require much time for design 
 

High cost of long-term maintenance 

Does not slow trucks and emergency vehicles 
    

Figure 2:  Radar Speed Sign 
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1.3 LANE STRIPING 

LANE STRIPING can be used to create formal 

bicycle lanes, parking lanes and/or edge 

lines.  The striping “narrows” the travel lane 

for vehicles and may encourage drivers to 

lower their speeds.  

Effectiveness: Negligible 

 

 

 

 

 

ADVANTAGES   DISADVANTAGES 

Inexpensive 
 

Increases regular maintenance 
Can be used to create bicycle lanes or delineate 
on-street parking 

 

Has not been shown to significantly reduce travel 
speeds 

Does not require much time for design 
  Does not slow trucks and emergency vehicles   

  

Figure 3:  Bike Lane Narrowing 
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1.4 SIGNAGE 

SIGNAGE such as speed limit and various restriction type signs can be 

used as a traffic calming measure.  Speed limit signs should only be 

placed after an engineering study is performed.  Restriction type signs 

include: NO TRUCKS, CROSS TRAFFIC DOES NOT STOP, NO RIGHT 

TURN, NO LEFT TURN, NO THRU TRAFFIC.   

Effectiveness: Negligible 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ADVANTAGES   DISADVANTAGES 

Inexpensive 
 

Ineffective if not accompanied by enforcement 

Turn restrictions can reduce cut-through traffic 
 

Speed must be set at a reasonable value for 
drivers to follow 

Does not slow trucks and emergency vehicles  
Has not been shown to significantly reduce travel 
volume or speeds 

  

Figure 4:  Typical Signage 
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1.5 SPEED LEGEND 

SPEED LEGENDS are numbers painted on the 

roadway indicating the current speed limit.  These 

are usually painted near the speed limit signposts.  

Speed legends may be useful for reinforcing speed 

reduction between different roadway segments 

(e.g., from one functional class to another or at 

major residential entry points). 

Effectiveness: Negligible 

 

 

 

ADVANTAGES   DISADVANTAGES 

Inexpensive 
 

Has not been shown to significantly reduce travel 
speeds 

May help reinforce a change in speed limit 
  Does not require much time for design   

Does not slow trucks and emergency vehicles   
  

Figure 5:  Speed Legend 
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1.6 ANGLED PARKING 

ANGLED PARKING can be used to reduce the 

width of a travel lane, which will likely reduce 

vehicle speeds.  Angled parking may also 

increase the number of parking spaces 

available on a roadway.  Angled parking 

changes the parking position from parallel to 

a 30-60 angle.  

Another option available is called Reverse 

Angled Parking.  Like parallel parking, the 

driver enters the stall by stopping and 

backing up.  In contrast to standard angled 

parking, the visibility with exiting reverse 

angle stalls is much improved.  When exiting, 

the driver does not blindly back the rear half of the vehicle into the travel, rather they are able to pull 

forwards out of the parking stall.  

Effectiveness: Negligible 

ADVANTAGES   DISADVANTAGES 

Reduces speeds by narrowing travel lanes 
 

Does not allow for bike lanes 

Increases the number of parking spaces 
 

Ineffective on roadways with frequent driveways 
Makes parking maneuvers easier than parallel 
parking  Potential safety concerns when backing out 
Favored by businesses and multi-family 
residences   
  

Figure 6:  Angled Parking 
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2.0 VOLUME CONTROL MEASURES 

VOLUME CONTROL MEASURES reduce the quantity of vehicles that use the roadway.  They use 

barriers to restrict one or more movements at an intersection.  Their primary purpose is to divert traffic 

away from the trouble area thus reducing cut-through traffic.  Typical volume control measures are full 

street closures, half street closures, diagonal diverters, median barriers, and forced turn islands.  

Volume Control Measures are typically applied only after other measures have failed or been 

determined inappropriate.  Pedestrian and bicycle traffic can usually be accommodated.  Volume 

Control Measures are often used in sets to make travel through neighborhoods more circuitous, and are 

typically staggered internally in a neighborhood, which leaves through movement possible but less 

attractive than alternative (external) routes.   Volume Control Measures have also been used as a crime 

prevention tool.  

2.1 FULL CLOSURE 

FULL STREET CLOSURES are barriers are placed across a street to completely close the street to 

through-traffic, usually leaving only sidewalks open.  Pedestrian and bicycle traffic are usually 

unrestricted.  Typical barriers include: landscaped islands, walls, gates, side-by-side bollards, posts, etc.  

The barrier should be designed to eliminate vehicles (e.g. passenger cars) from entering.   

Effectiveness: Average 44% decrease in traffic volume 

ADVANTAGES   DISADVANTAGES 

Able to maintain pedestrian and bicycle access 
 

Cause indirect routes for local residents and 
emergency vehicles 

Does not adversely affect access by children 
 

May limit access to businesses 

Very effective in reducing traffic volumes  May be expensive 

Figure 8:  Full-Street Closure Figure 7:  Full-Street Closure Diagram 
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2.2 HALF CLOSURE 

HALF CLOSURES are barriers that block travel in one direction for a short distance on otherwise two-

way streets; they are sometimes called partial closures, entrance barriers, or one-way closure.  Typical 

barriers include: landscaped islands, walls, gates, side-by-side bollards, posts, etc.  

Effectiveness: Average 42% decrease in traffic volume 

ADVANTAGES   DISADVANTAGES 

Able to maintain pedestrian and bicycle access 
 

Cause indirect routes for local residents 

Does not affect emergency vehicles 
 

May limit access to businesses 

Effective in reducing traffic volumes  May be expensive 

  Drivers can circumnavigate barrier 
  

Figure 9: Half Closure Figure 10: Half Closure Diagram 
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2.3 DIAGONAL DIVERTER 

DIAGONAL DIVERTERS are barriers placed diagonally across an intersection, blocking through and/or 

turning movements; they are sometimes called full diverters or diagonal road closures.  Typical barriers 

include: landscaped islands, walls, gates, side-by-side bollards, posts, etc.   

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Effectiveness: Average 35% decrease in traffic volume 

ADVANTAGES   DISADVANTAGES 

Able to maintain pedestrian and bicycle access 
 

Cause indirect routes for local residents and 
emergency vehicles 

Effective in reducing traffic volumes 
 

May be expensive 

  May require construction of corner curbs 
  

Figure 12:  Diagonal Diverter Diagram Figure 11:  Diagonal Diverter 
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2.4 MEDIAN BARRIER 

MEDIAN BARRIERS are raised islands in the centerline of a street and continuing through an 

intersection that block the left turn movement from all intersection approaches and the through 

movement at the cross street.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Effectiveness: Average 31% decrease in traffic volume 

ADVANTAGES   DISADVANTAGES 

Can improve safety at intersection by prohibiting 
dangerous turning movements 

 
May require right-of-way acquisition 

Can reduce traffic volumes on a cut-through 
route that crosses the major street 

 

Limits turns to and from side street for local 
residents 

  May limit access for emergency vehicles 
  

Figure 14:  Median Barrier Figure 13:  Median Barrier Diagram 
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2.5 FORCED TURN ISLAND  

FORCED TURN ISLANDS are barrier islands that block certain movements on approaches to an 

intersection.  Designs can vary significantly depending on the installation location.  Forced turn islands 

are best when used on residential streets at intersections with larger streets.  The larger street can 

accommodate the diverted and will cut down on the number of vehicles that might attempt to 

circumnavigate the measure.  Occasionally additional center line barriers or channelization required to 

keep drivers from circumnavigating islands. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Effectiveness: No Data  

ADVANTAGES   DISADVANTAGES 

Can improve safety at intersection by prohibiting 
dangerous turning movements 

 

May simply divert traffic problem to a different 
street 

  
May limit access for local residents 

  

Figure 15:  Forced Turn Island Figure 16:  Forced Turn Island Diagram 
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3.0 VERTICAL SPEED CONTROL MEASURES 

VERTICAL SPEED CONTROL MEASURES are usually raised segments of the roadway that vary in height 

and width.  These are designed to force a vehicle to slow down in order to comfortably navigate them.  

Typical vertical speed control measures include speed humps, speed tables, raised crosswalks and raised 

intersections.    

3.1 SPEED HUMP  

SPEED HUMPS are raised rounded devices usually constructed from asphalt that is placed across the 

roadway.  Speed humps are usually 3 to 4 inches in height and are parabolic or sinusoidal in shape.  They 

extend fully across the roadway but are tapered on each side to allow unimpeded water flow in a curb 

and gutter system.  The design speed for a speed hump is approximately 15-25 mph. 

One modification to the speed hump is the speed lump.  Speed lumps are essentially the same as speed 

humps except they do not extend the full width of the road.  Speed lumps are split into three lumps with 

approximately one foot spacing between each one.  They are specifically designed to accommodate the 

axle width of emergency vehicles.   

 

 

 Effectiveness: 22% reduction in 85th percentile travel speed.  11% reduction in accidents.  

ADVANTAGES   DISADVANTAGES 

Relatively Inexpensive 
 

Causes a rough ride for drivers 
Relatively easy for bicyclists to cross at taper if 
designed correctly 

 
Slows and may damage emergency vehicles 

Very effective at slowing travel speed  Increase noise and air  pollution 

  Poor aesthetics 

 

Figure 18:  Speed Hump Figure 17:  Temporary Speed Lumps 
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3.2 SPEED TABLE 

A SPEED TABLE is a raised flat-topped device, 

which is placed across the roadway.  Speed 

tables are usually 3 to 4 inches in height.  The 

flat-top is approximately 22 feet in the 

direction of travel and each ramp is 6 feet long.  

The flat-top is usually constructed of asphalt, 

concrete, brick, or other textured materials.  

The ramps are parabolic in shape and are 

usually made of asphalt.  Speed tables extend 

fully across the roadway but are tapered on 

each side to allow unimpeded water flow in 

curb and gutter systems.  The design speed for 

a speed table is approximately 30 mph, which is 

a safe and comfortable speed for passenger vehicles.   

Effectiveness: 18% reduction in 85th percentile travel speed.  45% reduction in accidents.  

ADVANTAGES   DISADVANTAGES 

Relatively Inexpensive 
 

Poor aesthetics if no textured material is used 

Smoother on large vehicles than speed humps 
 

Some textured material can be expensive 

Effective at lowering travel speeds  Increased noise 

  Slows and may damage emergency vehicles 

 

  

Figure 19:  Temporary Speed Table 
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3.3 RAISED CROSSWALK 

RAISED CROSSWALKS are speed tables with 

crosswalk markings and signage.  The only 

geometric difference between them is the 

raised crosswalk extends from curb to curb 

and the raised crosswalk may be longer and 

higher than a typical speed table. 

Effectiveness: 18% reduction in 85th 

percentile travel speed.  45% reduction in 

accidents.  

 

 

ADVANTAGES   DISADVANTAGES 

Relatively Inexpensive 
 

Poor aesthetics if no textured material is used 

Smoother on large vehicles than speed humps 
 

Some textured material can be expensive 

Improves safety for pedestrians  Increased noise 

Effective at lowering travel speed  Slows and may damage emergency vehicles 

  May change or restrict drainage 
  

Figure 20:  Raised Crosswalk 
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3.4 RAISED INTERSECTION 

RAISED INTERSECTIONS are like speed 

tables that cover an entire intersection.  

Ramps are present on all approaches.  The 

flat-top area is usually a textured material.  

Raised intersections usually rise to sidewalk 

level or slightly below to provide an edge for 

the visually impaired.  If there is a concern 

about loss of on-street parking, raised 

intersections are a more acceptable traffic 

calming measure.   

Effectiveness: 1% reduction in 85th 

percentile travel speed.  

 

ADVANTAGES   DISADVANTAGES 

Improve safety for pedestrians and vehicles 
 

Some textured materials can be expensive 

Can calm two streets at same time 
 

Increased noise 

  Less effective at reducing travel speeds 

  May change or restrict drainage 

 

  

Figure 21:  Raised Intersection 
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4.0 HORIZONTAL SPEED CONTROL MEASURES 

HORIZONTAL SPEED CONTROL MEASURES are segments of roadway where the straight line of travel 

has been altered to cause a vehicle to change direction and slow down.  Typical horizontal speed control 

measures include chicanes, traffic circles, roundabouts, and lateral shifts. 

4.1 TRAFFIC CIRCLE 

A TRAFFIC CIRCLE is a raised island placed in 

an intersection which traffic circulates.  

Generally, traffic circles are circular in shape 

and have some type of landscaping in its 

center.  Also, traffic circles have outer rings 

(truck aprons or lips) that are mountable so 

large vehicles can circumnavigate the small 

radius traffic circle.   

Effectiveness: 11% reduction in 85th 

percentile travel speed.  29%-73% reduction 

in accidents.  

 

 

ADVANTAGES   DISADVANTAGES 

Provides increased access to street from side 
street 

 
Landscaping must be maintained 

Breaks up sight-lines on straight street 
 

Difficult for large vehicles (e.g. fire truck) to 
circumnavigate 

Effective at lowering travel speeds  Potential loss of on-street parking 

  
May require modifications to curb, gutter and 
sidewalks 

 

  

Figure 22:  Traffic Circle 
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4.2 ROUNDABOUT 

A ROUNDABOUT is similar to a traffic circle.  

It also has a raised island placed at an 

intersection with circulating traffic.  However, 

there are differences.   Roundabouts 

generally are much larger than traffic circles 

and thus need more land for construction.  

Roundabouts are used at intersections with 

higher traffic volumes and are designed for 

higher speeds.  Roundabouts generally have 

raised splitter islands that direct traffic to the 

right, this helps form gaps in traffic.   

Roundabouts may also have flared entry 

lanes, which increase the capacity of the 

intersection.  Roundabouts may also have 

bypass lanes to allow driver to travel through the area without entering the intersection at all.  

Effectiveness: 29% reduction in accidents.  

ADVANTAGES   DISADVANTAGES 

Enhanced safety compared to traffic signal 
 

Landscaping must be maintained 

Minimizes queuing at approaches  
 

May require major reconstruction and extensive 
right-of-way 

May be effective at slowing travel speed  Potential loss of on-street parking 

  
Increase pedestrian distance and travel time on 
crosswalks 

 

  

Figure 23:  Roundabout 
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4.3 CHICANE 

CHICANES are curb extensions or edge 

islands that alternate from one side of 

roadway to the other.  These curb extensions 

or edge islands give the roadway more 

‘winding’ attribute.  Curb extensions or edge 

islands can be semi-circular, triangular or 

squared off.  Trapezoidal islands have been 

found to be more effective at reducing 

speeds than semi-circular shapes.  Curb 

extensions or edge islands should have a 

vertical element to draw attention to them.  

Trees and other landscape materials are an 

option.  For low speed roadways or roadways 

that lack right-of-way, mountable curbs are 

also an option to allow larger vehicles to 

maneuver through the chicanes.   

Chicanes can also be formed by alternative on-street parking from one side of the roadway to the other.  

Parking bays can be created using striping or by installing landscaped islands at each end. 

Effectiveness: No Data  

ADVANTAGES   DISADVANTAGES 

Discourages high speeds by forcing horizontal 
deflection 

 
Landscaping must be maintained 

Negotiable by large vehicles (e.g. fire truck) 
 

Require major reconstruction and extensive 
right-of-way 

  Potential loss of on-street parking 

 

  

Figure 24:  Chicane 

http://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/4/4d/One-lane_chicane_1.jpg
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4.4 LATERAL SHIFT 

A LATERAL SHIFT is like a chicane, however 

the roadway alignment only shifts once.  It is 

only one curb extension or edge island rather 

than a series of alternating curb extensions or 

edge islands.  Because the road alignment 

shifts only once, the crossing speed is 

approximately 5 mph higher than a series of 

chicanes.  A higher speed means that lateral 

shifts can be placed on higher functional 

classification roadways (collectors and 

arterials) .   

Typical lateral shifts incorporate a landscaped 

center island to separate opposing traffic.  

This prohibits drivers from veering into the 

opposite lane. 

Effectiveness: No Data  

ADVANTAGES   DISADVANTAGES 

Can accommodate higher traffic volumes 
 

Potential loss of on-street parking 

Negotiable by large vehicles (e.g. fire truck) 
 

May require additional design effort 

 

  

Figure 25:  Lateral Shift 
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5.0  NARROWING MEASURES  

NARROWING MEASURES are short roadway segments that are narrower than the typical roadway 

section.  Typical narrowing measures are neckdowns, chokers, and island narrowing. 

5.1 NECKDOWN 

NECKDOWNS are curb extensions at an 

intersection.  These neckdowns reduce the 

roadway width from curb to curb and provide 

shorter pedestrian crossing distances and 

times.  The short curb return radius also 

reduces the speeds of turning vehicles. 

Effectiveness: 7% reduction in 85th 

percentile speed.  

 

 

 

ADVANTAGES   DISADVANTAGES 

Improves pedestrian comfort and safety 
 

Effectiveness may be limited because there is no 
vertical or horizontal deflection 

Through and left turn movements are negotiable 
by large vehicles (e.g. fire trucks) 

 

Right turn not easily negotiable by large vehicles 
(e.g. fire trucks) 

Can create protected on-street parking  Potential loss of on-street parking 

May reduce speeds and traffic volumes  
May bring bicycle lanes in closer proximity with 
travel lanes 

  May change or restrict drainage 
  

Figure 26:  Neckdown 



    

22 

 

American Fork City – Traffic Calming Toolbox 

5.2 CHOKER 

CHOKERS are curb extensions at mid-block 

that narrow the roadway by widening the 

sidewalk, planting strip, or centerline.  A 

typical two-lane choker is 20 feet from curb 

to curb.  One-lane chokers narrow the 

roadway to just one travel lane.  This is 

similar to a one-lane bridge condition.  The 

constricted length in the direction of travel 

varies but should be kept short enough not to 

block the driveways or accesses. 

Effectiveness: 7% reduction in 85th 

percentile speed.  

 

ADVANTAGES   DISADVANTAGES 

Negotiable by large vehicles (e.g. fire trucks) 
 

Effectiveness may be limited because there is no 
vertical or horizontal deflection 

May reduce travel speeds and volumes 
 

May bring bicycle lanes in closer proximity with 
travel lanes 

Can have positive aesthetic value  Potential loss of on-street parking 

  

One-lane choker can only be used on extremely 
low volume roadways without causing safety 
concerns or traffic congestion 

  May limit driveway access 
 
   
  

Figure 27:  Choker 
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5.3 CENTER ISLAND 

CENTER ISLANDS are raised barriers in the 

center of the roadway that narrow the travel 

lanes.  The center island should be large 

enough to draw attention (e.g. 6 feet wide by 

20 feet long).  The center island can also be 

offset to the left from the perspective of 

approaching traffic.  They are often 

landscaped and can be used as refuge for 

pedestrians crossing the roadway.  Center 

islands create intermittent left turn areas 

rather than a continuous median.  Center 

islands placed at intersections or entrances to 

neighborhoods are often called gateways. 

Effectiveness: 7% reduction in 85th percentile speed.  

ADVANTAGES   DISADVANTAGES 

Increases pedestrian safety 
 

Effectiveness may be limited because there is no 
vertical or horizontal deflection 

May reduce travel speeds and volumes 
 

Potential loss of on-street parking 

Can have positive aesthetic value  
If center island is too long, channelized traffic 
may increase travel speed 

  
Plants and irrigation must be kept to a minimum 
due to pavement deterioration from water runoff 

 

  

Figure 28:  Center Island 
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6.0 APPROPRIATENESS OF TRAFFIC CALMING MEASURES 

After identifying and characterizing the traffic problem, one can select the appropriate traffic calming 

measure to be implemented.  The major types of traffic problems are: 

 Speed – vehicle speeds are too high. 

 Traffic Volume – vehicle usage levels are too high and are affecting level of service. 

 Safety – vehicles have excessive level of risk (e.g. accident history).  Pedestrians and bicyclists 

are at unnecessary risk due to vehicles. 

 Pollution – vehicles cause excessive levels of noise, vibration, and air pollution. 

Besides the traffic problem types, there are other issues such as location and traffic constraints that can 

be investigated.  The following TABLE 1 and TABLE 2 present each traffic calming measure and its 

appropriateness versus problem type, location type and traffic constraints.  The appropriateness is an 

assessment derived from the literature search of the state of the industry and results from other 

agencies. 
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Table 1:  Traffic Calming Measures versus Traffic Problem Type 

Traffic Calming Measure 
Traffic Problem Type 

Speed Traffic Volume Safety Pollution 
1.0  Non-Physical 

1.1  Speed Enforcement    
1.2  Lane Striping    
1.3  Signage    
1.4  Speed Legend    
1.5  Raised Pavement Marker    
1.6  Angled Parking    

2.0  Volume Control 

2.1  Full Closure    
2.2  Half Closure    
2.3  Diagonal Diverter    
2.4  Median Barrier    
2.5  Forced Turn Island    

3.0  Vertical Speed Control 

3.1  Speed Hump    
3.2  Speed Table    
3.3  Raised Crosswalk    
3.4  Raised Intersection    

4.0  Horizontal Speed Control 

4.1  Traffic Circle    
4.2  Roundabout    
4.3  Chicane    
4.4  Lateral Shift    

5.0  Narrowing 

5.1  Neckdown    
5.2  Choker    
5.3  Center Island    

 Legend: 

 Strongly Appropriate; Moderately Appropriate; Moderately Inappropriate; Inappropriate 
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Table 2:  Traffic Calming Measure versus Location Type 

Traffic Calming Measure 

Traffic Problem Type 

Residential Non-Residential 

Mid-Block Intersection Mid-Block Intersection 

1.0  Non-Physical 

1.1  Speed Enforcement    
1.2  Lane Striping    
1.3  Signage    
1.4  Speed Legend    
1.5  Raised Pavement Marker    
1.6  Angled Parking    

2.0  Volume Control 

2.1  Full Closure    
2.2  Half Closure    
2.3  Diagonal Diverter    
2.4  Median Barrier    
2.5  Forced Turn Island    

3.0  Vertical Speed Control 

3.1  Speed Hump    
3.2  Speed Table    
3.3  Raised Crosswalk    
3.4  Raised Intersection    

4.0  Horizontal Speed Control 

4.1  Traffic Circle    
4.2  Roundabout    
4.3  Chicane    
4.4  Lateral Shift    

5.0  Narrowing 

5.1  Neckdown    
5.2  Choker    
5.3  Center Island    

Legend: 

 Applicable; Applicable in Some Cases; Not Applicable 
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7.0 GENERAL DESIGN PRINCIPLES 

The following are general design principles that should be considered before and after traffic calming 

measure implementation. 

7.1 DATA COLLECTION 

One of the initial steps that should be considered prior to traffic calming measure implementation is 

data collection.  The following data items can be collected: 

1. Twenty-four (24) hour directional approach volumes for each leg of an intersection should be 

obtained to identify the heaviest eight hours. 

2. Twenty-four (24) hour directional volumes for the roadway should be obtained to identify the 

heaviest eight hours. 

3. Percentage of large trucks that would be using the roadway or intersection. 

4. Posted speeds for all roadways. 

5. 85th percentile speed for all intersection approaches and roadways. 

6. Miscellaneous data, such as existing roadway geometry, drainage information, area population, 

land uses, distances to intersections, and intersection control treatments. 

7. Bicycle and pedestrian counts for intersections and midblock locations.   

8. Detailed accident data to analyze the frequency and types of collisions occurring at intersections 

or along roadways. 

9. Community considerations should be investigated, including the need for parking, the 

landscaping character of the area and existence of other existing traffic calming measures. 

10. Transit routes and frequencies in the study area. 

7.2 APPLICATION GUIDELINES 

Criteria that should be considered are listed below for the different physical traffic calming measures. 

7.2.1 VOLUME CONTROL 

The following criteria should be considered when installing volume control measures: 

1. Roadway segments with daily traffic volumes less than 5,000 vehicles per day. 

2. Intersections with only one lane per approach. 

3. 25% of traffic is non-local traffic. 

7.2.2 VERTICAL SPEED CONTROL 

The following criteria should be considered when installing vertical speed control measures: 

1. Daily traffic volume less than 7,500 vehicles per day. 
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2. Speed humps should be considered if the daily traffic volume is less than 4,000 vehicles per day. 

3. Posted speed limit is 25 mph or less. 

4. Approach or street grades of less than 5%.  

7.2.3 HORIZONTAL SPEED CONTROL 

The following criteria should be considered when installing horizontal speed control measures: 

1. All roadway functional classes. 

2. Traffic circles and chicanes should only be considered if the daily entering traffic volume is less 

than 5,000 vehicles per day. 

3. Traffic circles should be considered on intersections where there is one lane per approach. 

4. Low volumes of buses and trucks (less than 2%). 

5. Posted speed limit of 25 mph or less.  

6. Roundabouts should only be considered where the grade on the approach streets is less than 

5%. 

7.2.4 NARROWING CONTROL 

The following criteria should be considered when installing narrowing control measures: 

1. All roadway functional classes. 

2. One lane chokers should only be considered if the daily entering traffic volume is less than 3,000 

vehicles per day. 

3. Posted speed limit of 25 mph or less. 

4. Bicycle and pedestrian traffic should be accommodated in design. 

7.2.5 OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 

The following are other considerations that are applicable to all traffic calming measures: 

1. Community sentiment. 

2. Number and types of accidents. 

3. Presence of pedestrian crosswalks. 

4. Presence of curb and gutter. 

5. Drainage. 

6. Presence of parking. 

7. Location within roadway network (e.g., minimum distance from other intersections). 

8. Emergency vehicles, bus routes, snow plowing routes. 

9. Previously attempted traffic calming measures (e.g., targeted speed enforcement, painted 

speed legends etc.). 
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7.3 GEOMETRY 

The following are general criteria that should be considered when installing traffic calming measures. 

1. Examine as-is geometry of roadway or intersection. 

2. Check physical feasibility of installing traffic calming measure. 

3. Determine desired crossing speed (i.e., design speed) at slow points of traffic calming measure. 

a. For vertical speed control measures (e.g., speed humps), the typical design speed is 25 

to 30 mph.  Speed versus vertical curvature relationships can be found in ITE’s Traffic 

Calming State of Practice. 

b. For horizontal speed control measures, (e.g., traffic circles and roundabouts), the center 

islands and circular perimeters need to be determined.  Speed versus horizontal 

curvature relationships can be found in AASHTO’s A Policy on Geometric Design of 

Highways and Streets. 

Specific geometric details are provided in APPENDIX I:  STANDARD DRAWINGS 

7.4  SAFETY 

As part of installing any traffic calming measure, signing and pavement markings should be incorporated 

as well.  Agencies use the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) as general guidance; 

however, the MUTCD is not specific on any traffic calming measure. 

1. Signage and pavement markings shall be designed using the latest Manual on Uniform Traffic 
Control Devices (MUTCD) as guidance.  The following items should be considered:     

 Warning signs need not be used where hazards are self-evident. 

 Signs must be legible, which requires high visibility, lettering or symbols of adequate size 
and short legends for quick comprehension. 

 Sign lettering must be in upper-case letters of the type approved by the City and FHWA.  

 Signs must be reflectorized or illuminated to show the same shape and color by day and 
night.   

 Signs are ordinarily placed on the right-hand side of the road, where the driver is looking 
for them.   

 Signs are ordinarily mounted separately, except where one sign supplements another, 
as advisory speed plates supplement warning signs.   

 Before any street is opened to traffic, all hazardous conditions must be signed and 
marked. 

 Signs should be used conservatively. 

 Symbol signs are preferred to word signs when an appropriate symbol exists. 

 New symbols not readily recognizable should be accompanied by educational plaques. 

 Analogous signs shall be used for new situations similar to those for which standard 
signs already exist.   

2. Signs should be limited to minimize confusion.   
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3. Signs should be placed in advance to warn drivers.  Placement of advance warning signs should 
conform to guidance provided in the latest MUTCD.   

4. Check sight distances by visiting sight before and after traffic calming measure installation.   

5. Depending on the characteristics of the intersection, pedestrian crosswalk signs and pavement 
markings may be needed and should follow guidance provided in the latest MUTCD (Section 
3B.17 & Section 2C.37). 

6. Depending on the characteristics of the intersection, bicycle lane signs and pavement markings 
may be needed and should follow guidance provided in the latest MUTCD.  

7. If sidewalk ramps are needed, they should be constructed according the latest City standards 
and be ADA compliant.    

8. Depending on the characteristics of the intersection, “no parking” signs may be needed as well 
as red painted curbs to properly mark the intersection.   

9. Lighting should be installed to provide safe illumination.  The following items should be 
considered: 

 Good illumination should be provided on the approach nose of the splitters islands, the 
conflict area where traffic enters the circulating stream and places where traffic streams 
separate at points of exits. 

 If applicable, pedestrian crossing areas should be illuminated. 
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APPENDIX I:  STANDARD DRAWINGS 
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INTRODUCTION 

The concept of traffic calming perhaps originated in the 1960s with the publication of Traffic in Towns 

by Sir Colin Buchanan.  This volume described the potential damages to society and neighborhood 

livability caused by the motor car and ways to mitigate these impacts.  These policies helped shape the 

development of urban landscape in many countries over the next few decades. 

Since the mid 1990s, the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) has seen traffic calming as an 

institute priority and the industry at large has seen dozens of programs implemented to address the 

issue of traffic calming.  In 1999, ITE, along with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), published:  

Traffic Calming: State of the Practice .  This became the authority of traffic calming methods and 

practices.  A second, more recent publication: U.S. Traffic Calming Manual , was released in 2009 by 

the American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE) and the American Planning Association (APA) as a 

companion volume to Traffic Calming: State of the Practice .   

Today, traffic calming programs have been adopted by agencies throughout the United States, as it has 

become increasingly important to the public, agencies and other interested parties to develop effective 

neighborhood environments that adequately accommodate motor vehicles, pedestrians and bicyclists.  

American Fork City is interested in applying appropriate traffic calming with the goals of improving 

neighborhood safety and livability while maintaining traffic circulation and overall user mobility. 

ITE defines traffic calming as follows: 

Traffic calming involves changes in street alignment, installation of barriers, and other 

physical measures to reduce traffic speeds and / or cut-through volumes, in the interest 

of street safety, livability, and other public purposes. 

In other words, traffic calming is a methodology to influence motorist behavior and prevent undesirable 

driving practices.  Traffic calming is generally achieved with physical measures that reduce speeds, 

reduce traffic volumes, discourage cut-through traffic on local streets, minimize conflicts between street 

users, and enhance the environment.   

This document presents recommended traffic calming guidelines for use within American Fork City.  The 

guidelines are applicable for use on existing streets, as well as in new developments.  This document 

presents a comprehensive program for addressing the traffic calming needs of the City, including 

responding to citizen requests, prioritizing traffic calming needs, selecting the most appropriate type of 

traffic calming, installing traffic calming measures, and evaluating the effectiveness of traffic calming 

already in use. 

An extensive literary search was conducted of the state-of-the-practice by other agencies and 

organizations to gather information on the best practices for designing neighborhood traffic calming 

programs.  This information was utilized to develop guidelines for American Fork City. 
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1.0 PRINCIPLES OF TRAFFIC CALMING 

There are several principles of traffic calming that should be considered when implementing traffic 

calming measures.  The following principles are intended to provide guidance and direction for users of 

this document: 

1.1 PROBLEM IDENTIFICATION 

Identifying the real traffic problem for a neighborhood roadway is not always easy.  Sometimes the 

perceived nature of a traffic problem is very different from the real problem.  For example, residents 

often mention both “traffic volume” and “speeding” as problems on their streets, but in many cases the 

traffic problem is one or the other.  It is important to identify the real traffic problem in order to select 

the appropriate mitigating measure. 

1.2 PROBLEM CHARACTERIZATION 

In order to ensure that the appropriate traffic calming measures are implemented, it is essential that the 

extent of problems be characterized and quantified.  Roadway information such as width of roadway 

and intersection dimensions should be collected.  Diagrams can also be made to show such items as 

traffic volumes, speeds, peak hours of travel, turning movement counts, historical crash information, 

transit routes, bicycle routes, and pedestrian volumes. 

1.3 FIRST CONSIDER MAJOR ROAD NETWORK IMPROVEMENTS 

Before implementing any traffic calming measures for unwanted through movements on neighborhood 

roadways, the reason for these movements need to be determined.  Sometimes congestion on adjacent 

arterials encourages motorists to shortcut through the neighborhood.  There are a wide range of low-

cost options available to improve operations on the major street network, including fine-tuning signal 

timings, adding turn pockets, and implementing prohibitions and parking restrictions. 

1.4 MINIMIZE ACCESS RESTRICTIONS 

Residents, businesses, and others who live and work in the community will be more supportive of traffic 

calming measures that do not restrict their access into and out of a neighborhood.  Problems should be 

addressed with other less restrictive traffic calming measures when possible. 

1.5 TARGET PASSENGER VEHICLES 

The purpose in implementing traffic calming measures is to affect passenger vehicles and not other 

modes of traffic.  Designs for traffic calming measures should take into account transit buses, bicyclists, 

pedestrians, and emergency service vehicles. 
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1.6 TEMPORARY IMPLEMENTATION 

When possible, inexpensive temporary measures should be installed to ensure traffic calming measures 

will achieve the intended results prior to constructing permanent measures.  A temporary installation 

also provides an opportunity to alter the geometrics of a measure or make other changes prior to 

permanent installation.  Temporary measures should resemble permanent measures as much as 

possible. 

1.7 NEIGHBORHOOD INVOLVEMENT 

Residents, businesses and others who live and work in the community should be involved in developing 

traffic calming.  Their input is essential in identifying problems and in selecting traffic calming solutions.  

Involving the neighborhood builds support for traffic calming plans, and enhances the credibility of a 

plan. 

1.8 MONITOR CONDITIONS 

Traffic patterns change and consequently it is important that traffic volumes, vehicle speeds, crashes, 

and other indicators of potential traffic problems are recorded and analyzed on an on-going basis.  

Much of this information is already collected and can be stored in a Geographic Information System 

(GIS) or other easy to manage database.  City personnel should monitor conditions on a continual basis. 

2.0 TRAFFIC CALMING PROCESS 

A successful traffic calming program consists of four basic phases: project initiation, project 

development, project approval, and project implementation.  Each phase has several tasks associated 

with it.  This section describes the steps in the process of implementing traffic calming in new 

developments and existing neighborhoods.  FIGURE 1 presents the typical traffic calming process.  

Figure 1:  Traffic Calming Process 
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 The four basic phases along with their associated tasks are described in the following paragraphs. 

2.1 PROJECT INITIATION 

The first phase in the traffic calming process is project initiation.  This phase begins when a resident, 

business owner, neighborhood group, or proactive American Fork City employee identifies a potential 

problem area.   

TRAFFIC CALMING REQUEST 

Upon identifying a potential traffic problem, the concerned party then submits a formal request for 

traffic calming.  This request can come from any concerned individual or group who sees a possible need 

for traffic calming. 

For new developments, American Fork City will review development plans to identify potential traffic 

problems such as speeding or cut-through traffic.  Often traffic problems can be predicted and 

prevented by properly reviewing roadway and lot plans for new developments. 

For existing neighborhoods, the concerned party should make their concern known to the American 

Fork City Engineering Department.  The concerned party should identify the location and exact nature of 

their primary concern such as vehicle safety, pedestrian safety, congestion, speeding, noise, or cut-

through traffic.  This information should be submitted in written form via the REQUEST FOR TRAFFIC 

CALMING FORM found in APPENDIX I, available from the City Engineering Department or accessible 

via download from the City’s website.  Requests may also be made via the City’s website. 

CITY STAFF RESPONSE 

Upon receipt of a traffic calming request, American Fork City staff will have 30 days to respond to the 

applicant.  During this time staff will identify the problem area and whether a request has already been 

previously submitted for the request location.  If this is the case, the applicant will be notified that a 

study is already underway and will be put in contact with the previous applicant upon their 

authorization.  

REVIEW 

If no study is currently in process, staff will identify the limits of the study and the eligibility of the 

roadway for traffic calming.  The STUDY AREA should include all streets that may be affected by traffic 

calming treatments and should generally be bounded by features such as roadways, topography or land 

use changes.  The process of determining eligibility will include a review of the roadway functional type 

as well as meetings with key stakeholders within the City.  Key stakeholders may include but not be 

limited to the following: 
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Mayor 

City Council 

Emergency Response Personnel 

City Administrator 

Streets Superintendent 

Public Works Director 

Police and Fire Chief 

Bike & Pedestrian Coordinator 

City Engineer 

PETITION 

Upon notification of the study area and determination that the roadway is eligible for traffic calming, 

the applicant must distribute a PETITION to the residents/property owners in the study area for support 

of the traffic calming request.  At least 50% of the residents/property owners in the study area must 

sign the petition in order for American Fork City to proceed with the traffic calming process.   

2.2 PROJECT DEVELOPMENT 

Once a request passes through phase 1 and is deemed suitable for traffic calming based on the criteria 

outlined, staff begins the process of selecting an appropriate traffic calming measure and involving the 

community.  It is at this stage in the process where budget and resource restraints are identified.   

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

Early in the project development phase American Fork City will hold a widely advertised public meeting.  

At this meeting, staff will present the process used to develop, approve, and implement neighborhood 

traffic calming plans.  The public is encouraged to identify and discuss the traffic problems in the study 

area.  Staff should provide a brief tutorial on traffic calming and encourage the residents to volunteer 

for the COMMUNITY TRAFFIC COMMITTEE (CTC) and select a NEIGHBORHOOD REPRESENTATIVE.  

The CTC should consist of residents and business owners residing in the immediate vicinity of the study 

area as well as any surrounding affected areas.  The neighborhood representative may or may not be 

the original applicant.  City staff act as technical advisors to the CTC throughout the process.  The CTC is 

essential to the process as they provide a contact for feedback to the City and can aid in data collection 

and public involvement.  Data should be collected regarding traffic volume, roadway geometry, speeds, 

crashes, neighborhood comments, etc.   

SELECTING MEASURES 

Based on the character of the traffic problem and the data that has been collected, the City will develop 

possible traffic calming solutions.  The solutions shall be evaluated to determine if they meet the 

required goals and objectives. 



                                        

6 
 

American Fork City – Guidelines for Traffic Calming 

Once the measures have been selected they should be discussed with the CTC to solicit feedback and 

address any concerns or comments from the community.  At this point a preferred alternative should be 

selected by City staff and the CTC.   

2.3 PROJECT APPROVAL 

Once a preferred alternative has been selected by City staff and the CTC it must be presented to the 

affected residents and approved by elected officials. 

 RESIDENT FEEDBACK 

A public meeting will be held by the CTC where the preferred alternative is presented to the 

neighborhood residents and all other interested parties.  A standard drawing design of the proposed 

traffic calming measure as well as maps showing the approximate location of the preferred alternative 

may be presented.  The CTC with the help of the technical advisors should respond to questions and 

concerns from the general public at this time.  Any concerns should be taken into consideration before 

proceeding to the next step.   

 ELECTED OFFICIALS 

Once a final solution has been developed, the traffic calming measures will be presented to the key City 

stakeholders for their final input before it is presented to the City Council.  THE APPROVAL OF 

TRAFFIC CALMING MEASURES IS ULTIMATELY UP TO THE CITY ENGINEER AND CITY COUNCIL.  

As part of the solution, a plan should also be included for implementation of the traffic calming 

measure.  The plan should detail the design and construction costs.   

 PRIORITY RANKING 

Due to budget planning, a priority ranking of the particular project may be performed.  Founded on a 

point system, the solution will receive points based on various data including speed, volume, crash data, 

pedestrian use, and proximity to schools, hospitals, and care facilities.  Projects requiring funding will be 

prioritized in the next fiscal year budget and only those projects with sufficiently high rankings will be 

implemented. 

Costs can also be shared with the neighborhood.  For instance, if a community requests a speed hump, 

which is then approved by City staff, yet it is of low priority, the community can share the burden of the 

cost in order for the construction to go forward.  Costs not only include construction but also 

maintenance of landscaping.  Costs shall be discussed as part of a public meeting. 
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2.4   PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION 

Project implementation is the final phase in the traffic calming process.  After the city council has 

approved and funding has been allocated either by the City Council or cost sharing with the 

neighborhood, the plan to implement the traffic calming measure can be put in place. 

 DESIGN 

Using the guidelines discussed in this documents companion volume AMERICAN FORK CITY – TRAFFIC 

CALMING TOOLBOX, the selected traffic calming measure will be designed.  The final design will be in 

accordance to the guidelines (e.g. geometric, landscaping, safety, etc.) presented in said document.  

TRIAL INSTALLATION 

At the discretion of American Fork City, a temporary traffic calming measure that closely resembles the 

proposed solution may be installed to evaluate the effectiveness of the permanent measure.  Trial 

installations should be evaluated after 6 months of operation.   

PERMANENT INSTALLATION 

Once the decision has been made by American Fork City to proceed with permanent installation of the 

traffic calming measure, construction will be scheduled and will commence according to the schedule 

and funding restrictions decided by the City Council.  Care must be taken that permanent installations 

will be effective and are supported by the community. 

EVALUATION 

If after evaluation of the temporary measure, the desired results are not achieved, the permanent traffic 

calming measure may not be installed and the process should return to the project development phase.  

Each project will be eligible for a return to the project development phase one time only.   

3.0 TRAFFIC CALMING MEASURES 

This section introduces the six main categories of traffic calming measures and presents their studied 

effectiveness at mitigating traffic problems.  For a more detailed description of each of the measures 

listed, please see the companion document AMERICAN FORK CITY – TRAFFIC CALMING TOOLBOX. 

3.1 NON-PHYSICAL MEASURES 

Non-Physical Measures are measures such as signage or speed enforcement that do not require any 

construction or physical modifications to the roadway.  These items can be attempted first since they 

can be economical and easy to remove if they do not solve the problem.   
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3.1.1 Effectiveness of Non-Physical Measures 

Some measures such as speed enforcement signs or trailers have temporary effectiveness.  Other 

measures have inconclusive effectiveness and may not significantly reduce speeds. 

3.1.2 Specific Non-Physical Measures 

 Speed Enforcement 

 Radar Speed Signs 

 Lane Striping 

 Signage 

 Speed Legends 

 Raised Pavement Markings 

 Angled Parking 

3.2   VOLUME CONTROL MEASURES 

Volume Control Measures reduce the quantity of vehicles that use the roadway.  They use barriers to 

restrict one or more movements at an intersection.  Their primary purpose is to divert traffic away from 

the trouble area thus reducing cut-through traffic. 

3.2.1 Effectiveness of Volume Control Measures 

Volume control measures are effective in reducing traffic volume by 30-40%.  They have also been found 

to reduce travel speeds by up to 19%. 

3.2.2 Specific Volume Control Measures 

 Full Closure 

 Half Closure 

 Diagonal Diverter 

 Median Barrier 

 Forced Turn Island 

3.3  VERTICAL SPEED CONTROL MEASURES 

Vertical Speed Control Measures are usually raised segments of the roadway that vary in height and 

width.  These are designed to force a vehicle to slow down in order to comfortably navigate them. 

3.3.1 Effectiveness of Vertical Speed Control Measures  

Vertical speed control measures can reduce traffic volumes up to 22% and speeds up to 25%. 
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3.3.2  Specific Vertical Speed Control Measures 

 Speed Hump 

 Speed Lump 

 Speed Table 

 Raised Crosswalk 

 Raised Intersection 

3.4   HORIZONTAL SPEED CONTROL MEASURES 

Horizontal Speed Control Measures are segments of roadway where the straight line of travel has been 

altered to cause a vehicle to change direction and slow down.   

3.4.1 Effectiveness of Horizontal Speed Control Measures 

Horizontal speed control measures may reduce traffic volumes as much as 20% and vehicle speeds up to 

14%. 

3.4.2 Specific Horizontal Speed Control Measures 

 Traffic Circle 

 Roundabout 

 Chicane 

 Lateral Shift 

3.5   NARROWING MEASURES 

Narrowing Measures are usually short segments of the roadway that have been narrowed to restrict the 

pavement surface.   

3.5.1 Effectiveness of Narrowing Measures 

Narrowings have been found to result in an approximate 4% decrease in travel speed and a 10% 

decrease in traffic volume. 

3.5.2 Specific Narrowing Measures 

 Neckdown 

 Choker 

 Center Island 
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3.6   COMBINED MEASURES 

Sometimes one traffic calming measure may not sufficiently address specific traffic problems like excess 

speeding.  Combined Measures are a combination of two or more of the previously mentioned 

measures that are installed concurrently to accomplish the design goals. 
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APPENDIX I:  PROCESS DOCUMENTATION 
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TRAFFIC CALMING PROGRAM INSTRUCTIONS 

1 INTRODUCTION 

Welcome to the American Fork City traffic calming program!  These instructions outline the steps in the 

traffic calming request process.  Please read and understand these instructions before filling out the 

Request for Traffic Calming form or Petition. 

2 IMPLEMENTATION PROCESS/TIME FRAME 

The implementation process and time frame depend on the number of traffic calming requests running 

concurrently and the complexity of the traffic analyses.  The time frames shown here represent the 

estimated maximum time taken from neighborhood request to installation.  American Fork City will 

accept traffic calming requests at any time throughout the year.  Requests will be processed in the order 

they are received.  However, in order for traffic calming measures to be properly budgeted the 

timeframe from petition to project implementation may vary.  

Request submitted in person or online. 

City to accept and review request:  1 month 

Petitioner completes petition:   2 months 

 

City reviews petition and confirm signatures: 2 months 

City accepts petition and performs traffic study: 4 months 

 

City presents calming options to neighborhood  

and presents recommendations to City Council: 4 months 

 

Temporary measures installed:   *3-5 months 

Permanent installation if temporary measures  

are deemed effective:     *2-6 months 

POSSIBLE TOTAL TIME FRAME:   18-24 MONTHS 

*Some traffic calming measures may be beyond the budget of the traffic calming program and require the project 

to be added to the Capital Improvement Program (CIP).  This could extend the project timeline by 12 months in 

order to be considered in the next fiscal year’s CIP funding. 

3 TRAFFIC CALMING REQUEST 

3.1   ESTABLISHING A NEIGHBORHOOD REPRESENTATIVE 

Communication with the City will be through a “Neighborhood Representative” and neighborhood 

meetings. 
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The neighborhood representative MUST BE A HOME OWNER, 18 YEARS OF AGE OR OLDER, LIVING 

ON THE STREET WHERE TRAFFIC CALMING IS BEING REQUESTED.  Endorsement from other 

neighborhood residents is NOT required for someone to initiate a traffic calming request and become 

the neighborhood representative.  The neighborhood representative fills out the REQUEST FOR 

TRAFFIC CALMING form and will work with his/her neighbors to sign the AMERICAN FORK CITY 

TRAFFIC CALMING PETITION. 

3.2   REQUEST FOR TRAFFIC CALMING 

The REQUEST FOR TRAFFIC CALMING form (request form) establishes communication between the 

City and the neighborhood representative.  The request form is to be completed by the neighborhood 

representative and needs to be filled out completely in order for the City to review it.  Please attach any 

other supporting pictures and/or drawings as needed to explain your traffic calming request.  Written 

forms should be returned to the American Fork City Engineering Department at: 

American Fork City Engineering 

275 East 200 North 

American Fork, Utah 84003 

3.3   MINIMUM QUALIFYING CRITERIA 

Once the request form is completed and submitted to the City, the City will confirm that the request 

meets the following minimum criteria: 

a. The study street is classified as a neighborhood street by American Fork City. 

b. The roadway must front residential, park, and/or schools over 66% of its length. 

c. The posted speed limit does not exceed 25 mph. 

d. The street is NOT a major emergency response route as determined by emergency response 

agencies and the City. 

e. The longitudinal grade of the roadway or intersection approaches does not exceed 5%. 

For assistance, please contact the American Fork City Engineering Department at American Fork City 

Public Works (801-763-3060). 

Once the City determines that the above minimum criteria are met, the neighborhood representative 

will be informed to proceed with the petition process. 

3.4   NEIGHBORHOOD PETITION 

The purpose of the TRAFFIC CALMING PETITION is to establish minimum neighborhood support to 

proceed with the American Fork City traffic calming program.  One petitioner per household may sign 

the petition and petitioners must reside on the street where traffic calming is requested.  A minimum of 

ten (10) signatures are required for the City to perform a traffic study and start reviewing traffic issues 

on the study street.  A completed petition doesn’t necessarily ensure that calming measures will be 
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installed on the study street, but it does allow the City to continue with a traffic study and scoring 

process.  The City Engineering Department accepts traffic petitions at any time during the year and 

petitions are processed on a first-come first-served basis.   

The neighborhood representative should be the first to sign the petition and is the liaison between the 

City and the neighborhood and is responsible for obtaining the required minimum number of signatures 

(ten) for the traffic calming request to be accepted by the City. 

3.5   REVIEW AND RANKING 

3.5.1 Traffic Study 

American Fork City will verify petition signatures and perform a traffic analysis to evaluate 

neighborhood concerns.  Depending on the traffic issues in the neighborhood various traffic study 

components may include:  traffic volumes, travel speeds, signing and striping, circulation, vehicle 

queuing, intersection operations, driver sight distance, accidents, proximity to sensitive facilities, 

pedestrian safety, etc. 

3.5.2 Scoring 

The purpose of the scoring process is to determine which neighborhood traffic calming project has the 

most need.  If there are multiple traffic calming requests being processed by the City concurrently a 

scoring and ranking system will be used to prioritize projects.  Scoring will be performed by City staff 

after the traffic analysis is complete. 

3.5.3 Ranking 

Once the traffic study is complete and the request has been scored, projects are ranked.  The highest 

ranked projects will be accommodated first depending on the availability of funding resources. 

3.6   SELECTING MEASURES 

Based on the character of the traffic problem and the collected data, the City will develop possible 

calming measures.  Public neighborhood meetings will be held to discuss the appropriate measure.  The 

neighborhood representative, original petitioners, other impacted residents, home owner association 

representatives, police, fire, etc., shall be in attendance.  Certain measures may affect more residents 

than the original petitioners.  If this is the case, the City will notify the affected residents and an 

additional public meeting may be required.  

The affected neighborhood residents (as determined by the City) will then vote on whether the chosen 

measure and location is acceptable.  SEVENTY-FIVE PERCENT (75%) or more of the residents need to 

approve the recommended measure in order to proceed with submittal to the City Council.  In instances 

where a temporary measure is to be installed, FIFTY PERCENT (50%) of affected residents must 
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approve a temporary measure and SEVENTY-FIVE PERCENT (75%) are needed to approve permanent 

installation. 

3.7   APPROVAL AND IMPLEMENTATION 

The selected traffic calming measure will then be presented to the City Council for approval.  Large 

traffic calming projects may be required to be included in the next years Capital Improvement Plan (CIP). 

3.8   CONSTRUCTION 

Some measures may require temporary installation in order to evaluate the effectiveness and impact to 

an area prior to final design.  Other measures may be able to be installed permanently without a trial 

period.  This decision is left to the discretion of the City Engineer and City Council. 

3.9   EVALUATION 

After the traffic calming measure has been constructed, American Fork City may evaluate the 

effectiveness of the installed traffic calming device.  This is to ensure the effectiveness of the measure.  

If ineffective, the City may decide to remove the traffic calming measure or in the case of temporary 

installation the City may decide not to install a permanent measure. 
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REQUEST FOR TRAFFIC CALMING 

Please read “Traffic Calming Program Instructions” before starting the traffic calming request process! 

Date:______________ Neighborhood Representative:________________________________________ 

The neighborhood representative will serve as the liaison between the neighborhood and American 

Fork City and is responsible for obtaining the appropriate petition signatures. 

Daytime Phone Number:_________________________ Alternate Phone Number:__________________  

Address: ________________________________________________________________________ 

  ________________________________________________________________________ 

Name and phone number of Home Owners Association Representative if applicable: 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Neighborhood Name: _________________________________________________________________ 

Council Representative: _________________________________________________________________ 

Please indicate traffic issues that concern the residents in your neighborhood. 

 

  Speeding   Traffic Volumes 

  Pedestrian/Bicycle Safety   Accidents 

  Blocked Line of Sight   Access/Traffic Operations 

  Other (explain):   

  

Description/Location of Problem 

  

  

  

  

 

 

   

  

  

  

  

  

Return to: American Fork City Public Works, 275 East 200 North, American Fork, UT 84003 
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PETITION 

Please read “Traffic Calming Program Instructions” before starting the traffic calming request process! 

Come Now, the residents on ________________________________________________ (street) located 

between __________________________________________________________________ (cross street) 

and ____________________________________________________________ (cross street), hereinafter 

referred to as the “Petitioners”, hereby petition American Fork City to consider the installation of traffic 

calming measures to mitigate traffic issues on our above referenced street and detailed on the 

submitted “Request Form”. 

Petitioners must be at least 18 years of age and reside in separate households.  By signing this petition you agree 

to allow traffic calming measures to be installed on your street that may permanently restrict access or parking 

along your street.  There must be a minimum of ten petitioners to process this request. 

 Signature   Printed Name   House # Phone #         

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

Return to: American Fork City Public Works, 275 East 200 North, American Fork, UT 84003 
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SCORING 

85th Percentile Speed (20 points maximum)      __________pts 

 The 85
th

 percentile speed represents the speed, at or below which, 85 percent of the free flowing vehicles are 

traveling.  Points will be assigned based on the difference between the posted speed limit and the 85
th

 percentile 

speed as follows: 

 0 points, less than or equal to 5 mph difference   or  (30 mph) 
 5 points, greater than 5 mph and less than or equal to 7 mph or (32 mph) 
 10 points, greater than 7 mph and less than or equal to 9 mph or (34 mph) 
 15 points, greater than 9 mph and less than or equal to 11 mph or (36 mph) 
 20 points, greater than 11 mph    or (37 mph+) 

Traffic Volume (25 points maximum)       __________pts 

 Average Daily Traffic (20 points maximum)    ___________pts 

 Points for Average Daily Traffic (ADT) will be assigned as follows: 

 0 points, less than 800 ADT 
 5 points, 801 ADT to 1,500 ADT 
 10 points, 1,501 ADT to 2,500 ADT 
 15 points, 2,501 ADT to 3,500 ADT 
 20 points, more than 3,500 ADT 

Peak Hour Volume (5 points maximum)     ___________pts 

 The percent of the daily traffic occurring during the peak hour will be assigned points as follows: 

 0 points, peak hour traffic is less than 10% of Average Daily Traffic 
 5 points, peak hour traffic is equal to or greater than 10% of Average Daily Traffic 

3-Year Crash Data (20 points maximum)      __________pts 

 0 points, less than 7 crashes over the last 3 years 
 10 points, 7 to 12 crashes over the last 3 years 
 20 points, more than 12 crashes over the last 3 years 

Pedestrian Facilities (5 points maximum)      __________pts 

 0 points, sidewalks are present and continuous on BOTH sides of the street throughout the project limits 
 2 points, sidewalks are discontinuous or do not exist on ONE side of the street throughout the project limits 
 5 points, sidewalks are discontinuous or do not exist on BOTH sides of the street throughout the project limits 

Sensitive Facilities (30 points maximum)      __________pts 

Sensitive facilities include schools, senior centers, libraries, community centers, and sites with significant pedestrian activity. 

 0 points, no sensitive facilities or pedestrian crossings 
 10 points, roadway is within High School Safe Route to School boundary or other sensitive facility 
 20 points, roadway is within Middle School Safe Route to School boundary  
 30 points, roadway is within Elementary School Safe Route to School boundary 

Total Points Maximum  (100)      Total Score __________pts 



 

Traffic Impact Study Requirements 
 
When a Traffic Impact Study is required prepare the study according to the appropriate TIS level as 
shown below.  The traffic study shall, at a minimum, incorporate American Fork principles and standards 
and national practices. Additional requirements and investigation may be imposed upon the applicant as 
necessary. 
 
 
Permit Level / Traffic Study level I 
Project ADT < 100 trips 
 
No proposed modifications to traffic signals or roadway elements or geometry.  
 
1. Study Area.  
 
The study area, depending on the size and intensity of the development and surrounding development, 
may be identified by parcel boundary, area of immediate influence or reasonable travel time boundary. 
 
The study area may be limited to or include property frontage and include neighboring and adjacent 
parcels. Identify site, cross, and next adjacent up and down stream access points within access category 
distance of property boundaries. 
 
2. Design year. 
Opening day of project 
 
3. Analysis Conditions and Period 
Identify site traffic volumes and characteristics. 
Identify adjacent street(s) traffic volume and characteristics. 
 
4. Identify right-of-way, geometric boundaries and physical conflicts. 
Investigate existence of federal or state, no access or limited access control line. 
 
5. Generate access point capacity analysis as necessary. 
Analyze site and adjacent road traffic for the following time periods: weekday A.M. and P.M. peak hours 
including Saturday peak hours if required by the City Engineer. Identify special event peak hour as 
necessary (per roadway peak and site peak). 
 
6. Design and Mitigation. 
Identify operational concerns and mitigation measures to ensure safe and efficient operation pursuant 
to appropriate state highway access category. 
 
 
  



Permit Level / Traffic Study Level II 
Project ADT 100 to 500 trips 
 
1. Study Area. 
 
The study area, depending on the size and intensity of the development and surrounding development, 
may be identified by parcel boundary, area of immediate influence or reasonable travel time boundary. 
Intersection of site access drives with state highways and any signalized and unsignalized intersection 
within access category distance of property line. Include any identified queuing distance at site and 
study intersections 
 
2. Design Year 
 
Opening day of project 
 
3. Analysis Period 
 
Identify site and adjacent road traffic for weekday A.M. and P.M. peak hours (Saturdays if required by 
the City Engineer). 
 
4. Data Collection 
 
Identify site and adjacent street roadway and intersection geometries. 
Identify adjacent street(s) traffic volume and characteristics. 
 
5. Conflict / Capacity Analysis 
 
Diagram flow of traffic at access point(s) for site and adjacent development. 
Perform capacity analysis as determined by the City Engineer. 
 
6. Right-of-Way Access 
 
Identify right-of-way, geometric boundaries and physical conflicts. 
Investigate existence of federal or state, no access or limited access control line. 
 
7. Design and Mitigation 
 
Determine and document safe and efficient operational design needs based on site and study area data. 
Identify operational concerns and mitigation measures to ensure safe and efficient operation pursuant 
to appropriate state highway access category. 
 
  



Project ADT 500 to 3,000 trips or peak hour < 500 trips. 
 
1. Study Area 
 
The study area, depending on the size and intensity of the development and surrounding development, 
may be identified by parcel boundary, area of immediate influence or reasonable travel time boundary. 
An acceptable traffic study boundary is 1/4-1/2 mile on each side of the project site per the City 
Engineer. 
 
Intersection of site access drives with state highways and any signalized and unsignalized intersection 
within access category distance of property line. Include any identified queuing distance at site and 
study intersections. 
 
2. Design Year 
 
Opening day of project and five year after project completion. 
Document and include all phases of development (includes out pad parcels). 
 
3. Analysis Period 
 
Analyze site and adjacent road traffic for weekday A.M. and P.M. peak hours including Saturday peak 
hours if identified as a high Saturday use.. Identify special event peak hour as necessary (adjacent 
roadway peak and site peak). 
  
4. Data Collection 
 
a. Daily and Turning Movement counts. 
b. Identify site and adjacent street roadway and intersection geometries. 
c. Traffic control devices including traffic signals and regulatory signs. 
d. Traffic accident data 
 
5. Trip Generation 
 
Use equations or rates available in latest edition of ITE Trip Generation. Where developed equations are 
unavailable for intended land use, perform trip rate study and estimation following ITE procedures or 
develop justified trip rate agreed to by the Department. 
 
6. Trip Distribution and Assignment 
 
Document distribution and assignment of existing, site, background, and future traffic volumes on 
surrounding network of study area. 
 
7. Conflict / Capacity Analysis 
 
Diagram flow of traffic at access point(s) for site and adjacent development. 
Perform capacity analysis for daily and peak hour volumes 
 
  



8. Traffic Signal Impacts 
 
For modified and proposed traffic signals: 
a. Traffic Signal Warrants as identified. 
b. Traffic Signal drawings as identified. 
c. Queuing Analysis 
 
9. Design and Mitigation. 
 
Determine and document safe and efficient operational design needs based on site and study area data. 
Identify operational concerns and mitigation measures to ensure safe and efficient operation pursuant 
to appropriate state highway access category. 
 
Permit Level / Traffic Study Level III 
 
Project ADT 3,000 to10,000 trips or peak hour traffic 500 to 1,200 trips. 
 
1. Study Area 
 
The study area, depending on the size and intensity of the development and surrounding development, 
may be identified by parcel boundary, area of immediate influence or reasonable travel time boundary.  
 
An acceptable traffic study boundary should be based on travel time or by market area influence. 
Intersection of site access drives with state highways and any intersection within 1/2 mile of property 
line on each side of project site. 
 
2. Design Year 
 
Opening day of project, five years and twenty years after opening. 
Document and include all phases of development (includes out pad parcels). 
 
3. Analysis period 
 
For each design year analyze site and adjacent road traffic for weekday A.M. and P.M. peak hours 
including Saturday peak hours if identified as needed per the City Engineer. Identify special event peak 
hour as necessary (adjacent roadway peak and site peak). 
 
4. Data Collection 
 
a. Daily and Turning movement counts. 
b. Identify site and adjacent street roadway and intersection geometries. 
c. Traffic control devices including traffic signals and regulatory signs. 
d. Automatic continuous traffic counts for at least 48 hours. 
e. Traffic accident data. 
 
  



5. Trip Generation 
 
Use equations or rates available in latest edition of ITE Trip Generation. Where developed equations are 
unavailable for intended land use, perform trip rate study and estimation following ITE procedures or 
develop justified trip rate agreed to by the Department. 
 
6. Trip Distributions and Assignment 
 
Document distribution and assignment of existing, site, background, and future traffic volumes on 
surrounding network of study area. 
 
7. Capacity Analysis 
 
a. Level of Service (LOS) for all intersections. 
b. LOS for existing conditions, design year without project, design year with project. 
 
8. Traffic Signal Impacts. For proposed Traffic Signals: 
 
a. Traffic Signal Warrants as identified. 
b. Traffic Signal drawings as identified. 
c. Queuing Analysis. 
d. Traffic Systems Analysis. Includes acceleration, deceleration and weaving. 
e. Traffic Coordination Analysis 
 
10. Accident and Traffic Safety Analysis 
 

Existing vs. as proposed development. 
 
11. Design and Mitigation 
 
Determine and document safe and efficient operational design needs based on site and study area data. 
Identify operational concerns and mitigation measures to ensure safe and efficient operation pursuant 
to appropriate state highway access category. 
 
 
Permit Level / Traffic Study Level IV 
 
Project ADT greater than 10,000 trips or peak hour traffic > 1,200 vehicles per hour. 
 
1. Study Area 
 
The study area, depending on the size and intensity of the development, will include the surrounding 
roadways ½ mile from the parcel boundary or reasonable travel time boundary.  
 
2. Design Year 
 
Opening day of project, five years and twenty years after opening. 
Document and include all phases of development (includes out pad parcels). 



 
3. Analysis period 
 
For each design year analyze site and adjacent road traffic for weekday A.M. and P.M. peak hours 
including Saturday peak hours as needed per the City Engineer. Identify special event peak hour as 
necessary (adjacent roadway peak and site peak). 
 
4. Data Collection 
 
a. Daily and Turning movement counts. 
b. Identify site and adjacent street roadway and intersection geometries. 
c. Traffic control devices including traffic signals and regulatory signs. 
d. Automatic continuous traffic counts for at least 24 hours or obtain ADT from local or state agencies 
e. Traffic accident data. 
 
5. Trip Generation 
 
Use equations or rates available in latest edition of ITE Trip Generation. Where developed equations are 
unavailable for intended land use, perform trip rate study and estimation following ITE procedures or 
develop justified trip rate agreed to by the Department. 
 
6. Trip Distributions and Assignment 
 
Document distribution and assignment of existing, site, background, and future traffic volumes on 
surrounding network of study area. 
 
7. Capacity Analysis 
 
a. Level of Service (LOS) for all intersections. 
b. LOS for existing conditions, design year without project, design year with project. 
 
8. Traffic Signal Impacts. For proposed traffic signals: 
 
a. Traffic Signal Warrants as identified. 
b. Traffic Signal drawings as identified. 
c. Queuing Analysis. 
d. Traffic Systems Analysis. Includes acceleration, deceleration and weaving. 
e. Traffic Coordination Analysis. 
 
9. Accident and Traffic Safety Analysis. Existing vs. as proposed develop 
 
10. Design and Mitigation 
 
Determine and document safe and efficient operational design needs based on site and study area data.  
Identify operational concerns and mitigation measures to ensure safe and efficient operation pursuant 
to appropriate state highway access category. 
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10.8.2013 
 Memo 

    

Purpose and Introduction: 

The purpose of this memorandum is to present the findings of the detailed intersection studies 

performed in conjunction with the American Fork Transportation Element of the General Plan.  

Each intersection was studied to determine if there are any existing deficiencies that the City 

should consider addressing immediately.  The intersections considered in this memo are: 

 Center Street & 200 South 

 200 South & 100 East 

 Main Street & 500 East 

 700 East & 300 North 

 100 West & 700 North 

 700 North & 150 West 

 150 West & 1120 North 

Center Street & 200 South 

Center Street and 200 South is the intersection of two 

residential collector roads.  The intersection is slightly skewed 

in the east-west direction.  Each approach has one lane with 

enough room for a vehicle to pass on the right and make a 

right turn whilst the through lane is being blocked, although 

the approaches are not striped in this manner.  Pedestrian 

crossings are painted on the north, south, and east 

approaches.  Each road currently carries less than 2,000 

vehicles per day.  The intersection is currently stop controlled 

in the east-west direction with the north-south direction 

uncontrolled.   

The existing level of service at this intersection is A.  The worst 

approach is the westbound approach, which experiences less 

than 10 seconds of delay per vehicle during the PM peak hour.  

To 
Andy Spencer, P.E. 

City Engineer 

From 
Steven Lord 

Project Manager 

Re 
American Fork 

Transportation Element of 

the General Plan – 

Intersection Studies 

http://www.horrocks.com/
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It would be advantageous to correct the skew in the intersection to improve perceived safety, but due to the cost involved 

and the low volumes is not recommended until volumes increase or crash data suggests there is more than just a perceived 

safety concern. 

100 East & 200 South 

100 East and 200 South is a north-south offset intersection of 

two residential collector roads.  Each approach has one lane 

with enough room for a vehicle to pass on the right and make 

a right turn whilst the through lane is being blocked, although 

the approaches are not striped in this manner.  Pedestrian 

crossings are painted on the north, south, and west 

approaches.  The north and east approaches carry 

approximately 3,000 vehicles per day and the south and west 

approaches carry approximately 2,000 vehicles per day.  The 

intersection is currently stop controlled in the north-south 

direction with the east-west direction uncontrolled.   

The existing level of service at this intersection is B.  The 

worst approach is the northbound approach, which 

experiences approximately 12 seconds of delay per vehicle during the PM peak hour.  This intersection has been a concern 

for some time due to its offset and proximity to the elementary school.  Although, no operational concerns exist today, an 

offset intersection can pose safety concerns and should be corrected where possible.  This intersection has been master 

planned to be modified to eliminate the offset.  It is recommended that this be accomplished as soon as funding comes 

available.  This intersection is also likely to experience a significant increase in traffic in the future as the north-south route 

is made more direct and development occurs on the south side of I-15.  As such, a traffic control signal is planned here for 

the future but should not be installed until the appropriate signal warrants are met as set forth in the Manual on Uniform 

Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD). 
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Main Street & 500 East 

Main Street and 500 East is an intersection of two minor 

collector streets.  Each approach has one lane with enough 

room for a vehicle to pass on the right and make a right turn 

whilst the through lane is being blocked, although the 

approaches are not striped in this manner.  There are no 

pedestrian crossings at this intersection.  Each approach 

carries approximately 5,000 vehicles per day.  The 

intersection is currently stop controlled in the north-south 

direction with the east-west direction uncontrolled.   

The existing level of service at this intersection is C.  The worst 

approach is the northbound approach, which experiences 

approximately 21 seconds of delay per vehicle during the PM 

peak hour.  This intersection is a concern due to its proximity 

to the railroad tracks on the west and south approaches.  

Although, no operational concerns exist today, as volumes 

increase in the future this intersection is likely to fail under its 

existing configuration.  500 East is planned as a future 5-lane arterial street as part of the “Main Street Vision”.  It is likely 

that this intersection will need to be signalized in the future but a roundabout would also be a viable alternative.  No 

immediate action is required but at some point in the future a full feasibility study should be performed in conjunction with 

the road widening to determine whether a signal or roundabout is most appropriate.  Factors such as right-of-way 

constraints, vehicle queuing to the railroad tracks, and future transit expansion should be considered before a final decision 

is reached. 
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700 East & 300 North 

700 East and 300 North is an intersection of two minor 

collector streets.  Each approach has one lane with enough 

room for a vehicle to pass on the right and make a right turn 

whilst the through lane is being blocked, although the 

approaches are not striped in this manner.  Pedestrian 

facilities are provided on the south and west approaches.  300 

South carries approximately 6,000 vehicles per day and 700 

East carries approximately 3,000 vehicles per day.  The north 

leg of the intersection is an access to parking at American 

Fork High School.  The intersection is currently stop controlled 

in the north-south direction with the east-west direction 

uncontrolled.   

The existing level of service at this intersection is B.  The worst 

approach is the southbound approach, which experiences 

approximately 13 seconds of delay per vehicle during the PM peak hour.  The entrance to the high school poses unique 

challenges due to the inexperienced nature of many of the drivers using this intersection.  Providing a signal at this location 

as traffic increases on 300 South would help provide a more comfortable intersection for inexperienced and experienced 

drivers alike.  There is currently no need for improvements but it is likely that a signal would be warranted at this location in 

the future.  A roundabout may also be considered but care should be taken to gauge public opinion and to analyze each 

alternative more thoroughly as future volumes become clearer. 
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700 North and 100 West/150 West 

100 West and 150 West on 700 North are very close to each 

other.  150 West is a residential local street and 100 West is 

a Collector.  700 North is also a collector.  Both 700 North and 

100 West carry approximately 4,000 vehicles per day.  Each 

approach has one lane with enough room for a vehicle to pass 

on the right and make a right turn whilst the through lane is 

being blocked, although the approaches are not striped in this 

manner.  Pedestrian facilities are provided on the north and 

west approaches of each intersection.  150 West is stop 

controlled in the southbound direction and 100 West is stop 

controlled in the east-west direction. 

The existing levels of service at these intersection are C for 

100 West with 23 seconds of delay per vehicle on the 

eastbound approach, and B for 150 West with 11 seconds of delay per vehicle on the southbound approach.  The master 

plan suggests that 700 North be connected across 100 East in the near future. This will significantly increase traffic on 700 

North and it will be upgraded to a 3-lane major collector to accommodate the additional traffic.  As this upgrade occurs the 

intersection at 100 West should also be considered for an upgrade to a signal pending the necessary signal warrant study 

according to MUTCD guidelines.  A roundabout may also be considered here.  If a signal is not immediately warranted at 

this location, it is likely that switching the stop controlled directions from east-west to north-south will help with traffic 

progression through the intersection.  A further stop sign warrant study will be necessary at that point. 
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150 West and 1120 North 

150 West is a continuation north of 100 West discussed in the 

previous section.  150 West is a collector street and 1120 

North is also a collector.  Both roads carry approximately 

4,000 vehicles per day.  Each approach has one lane with 

enough room for a vehicle to pass on the right and make a 

right turn whilst the through lane is being blocked, although 

the approaches are not striped in this manner.  Pedestrian 

facilities are provided on the north and west approaches of the 

intersection.  This intersections is 4-way stop controlled. 

The existing level of service at this intersection is A.  The worst 

approach is the northbound approach, which experiences less 

than 10 seconds of delay per vehicle during the PM peak hour.  

This intersection will function as a two-way stop controlled 

intersection and further study may be warranted to determine 

if the 4-way stop could be replaced with 2-way stop control, most likely in the north-south direction.  As traffic increases 

with the connection of 1120 north to 900 West in the future, a signal or roundabout is likely to be needed.  This is unlikely 

to occur within the next few years and should be a long term planning goal for the city. 

Conclusions: 

None of the study intersections are operating significantly poorly enough to warrant immediate action although several will 

require modifications in the near future.  It is recommended that these intersections be monitored regularly to assess the 

impacts of changing travel patterns as the City builds its master planned improvements. 

 



Guidelines for Pedestrian Crossings 
Intersections and Mid-Block 

 
 

A. Introduction 
 
There are established guidelines as to the warranting of crosswalks or pedestrian crossings published by 
federal and state agencies.  There are also specific school crosswalk zone requirements established by 
the State of Utah.  The State has adopted the “Utah Traffic Controls for School Zones 2005 Edition; 
which is a supplement to Part 7 of the national Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD).  
 
This document provides guidance on when to install or consider crosswalks at intersections or mid-block 
cross-walks.  It is recommended to refer to national and state publications when considering the 
installation of crossings since theories, standards, and warrants change.  Presented here are guidelines 
when to consider crossings. 
 
Provided below is a reference American Fork City staff can quickly refer to as to when to install 
pedestrian crosswalks.  There may be more complicated applications that will require an engineering 
study. 
 
Safety always takes precedence!!! In downtown business areas, campuses, commercial areas, schools, 
near senior centers, or where pedestrian activity is encouraged or likely to occur, engineering judgment 
can be used to install crosswalks and a higher level of awareness through signage and pavement 
markings.   
 

B. General Crosswalk Guidelines 
 
Whether the proposed crosswalk is at an intersection or a mid-block intersection, the criteria listed 
below need to be satisfied in addition to warrant criteria detailed below and in the State and Federal 
versions or supplements of the MUTCD. 
 

1. Marked crosswalks must connect to established sidewalks or paths at both ends 
2. ADA accessible ramps shall be included at both ends of crosswalk installations unless there are 

engineering reasons why they cannot be provided. 
3. Adequate street lighting must be provided for the safety of pedestrians 
4. Street parking must be restricted adjacent to crosswalks to allow for adequate site lines for both 

the motorists and the pedestrians.  The MUTCD requires 50 feet of “no parking” on both the 
leading and trailing edge of the crosswalk as a minimum.  An engineering study may be needed 
for more complicated crossings or other roadway features. 

5. Marked crosswalks will not be installed on residential streets unless they are part of a Safe 
Routes To School (SRTS) program. 

 
  



C. Pedestrian Crossings at Intersections 
 
The criteria or guidelines below are in addition to the items in Section B and should be followed when 
considering installing crosswalks at intersections. 
 

1.  Crosswalks should be installed at all signalized intersections 
a. It may not be feasible or practical to install crosswalks on all legs of an intersection but 

effort should be made to provide crossings at all legs. 
b.  

 
2. Four-way stop-controlled or “T” intersections require crosswalks on legs that connect pedestrian 

facilities. 
a. Areas where crosswalks are not required include rural areas where there are gravel or 

dirt shoulders without pedestrian facilities or paths 
b. In urban areas crosswalks at stop-controlled intersections are needed based on 

pedestrian volumes and connectivity of pedestrian facilities 
c. Residential areas do not need marked crosswalks though ADA standards are required to 

be met. 
 

3. Uncontrolled or partially controlled intersections are usually in residential areas or low 
speed/low volume roadways and do not need marked crosswalks. 
 

D. Mid-Block Pedestrian Crossings 
 
The criteria or guidelines below are in addition to the items in Section B and should be followed when 
considering installing mid-block crosswalks. 
 

1.  The crossing volume is not caused by a correctable gap in the sidewalk system. 
 

2. There must be a minimum distance of 600 feet to the nearest protected crossing.  A protected 
crossing is a crossing controlled by stop signs or signals or at a grade separation. 
 

3. An engineering study indicates no unsafe visibility or site conditions would be created. 
 

4. Posted speed limit is 35 mph or less and 85th percentile speed is within 5mph of the posted 
speed. 
 

5. The pedestrian and vehicle volumes must cross in the “INSTALL CROSWALK” area of Chart 1 
below. 
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PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 

ENGINEERING DIVISION 
275 East 200 North 

American Fork, UT  84003 
 
 

900 East 700 North 
4-Way STOP Warrant Study 

 
 
DATE: April 15, 2013 
PREPARED BY:  Horrocks Engineers 
 
 
I INTRODUCTION: 
 
This report has been created to show the findings of a 4-Way Stop warrant study conducted in March, 
2013. This study intends to determine if a 4-Way Stop (aka: All-Way Stop) is warranted at the 
intersection of 900 East and 700 North, American Fork, following the completion of widening to North 
County Blvd.   
 
The study included a review of this intersection’s traffic patterns including traffic counts, turning-
movement counts, its crash history as well as the intersection’s site measurements, geometry and 
viewing angles. 
 
In order to warrant a 4-Way Stop designation, an intersection should meet specified threshold indicators 
as set forth in the Utah Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD). One primary indicator is of 
approximately equal traffic volumes at two conflicting directions of travel through the intersection. 
However, other determining factors include the intersection’s crash history, geometric layout, and peak 
hour volume, among others. 
 
Guidance for multi-way stop applications is given in the Utah MUTCD, Sections 2B.04 and 2B.07.   
 
II TRAFFIC DATA: 
 
Traffic data for both 900 East and 700 North was collected on weekdays during peak hours during the 
month of March, 2013.  MetroCount tube-count boxes were placed at each direction of the intersection. 
Also, turning-movement counts were taken during the PM Peak Hour (4:00 pm to 6:00 pm).  A complete 
report of the data is included in Appendix B and a summary is given in Table I. 
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Table I: Average Daily Traffic Volume Approaching the Intersection 

 Road Name AM Peak Volume Noon-hour Volume PM Peak Volume Average Daily 

700 NORTH - eastbound 331 / hour 191 / hour 357 / hour 3,758 / day 

700 NORTH - westbound 201 / hour 150 / hour 261 / hour 2,600 / day 

900 EAST - northbound 60 / hour 84 / hour 101 / hour 1,171 / day 

900 EAST - southbound 208 / hour 188 / hour 250 / hour 2,671 / day 

TOTALS 800 / hour 613 / hour 969 / hour 10,200 / day 

 
Of note, the posted speed limit for both 900 East and 700 North is 25 mph. The 85th percentile measured 
speed was estimated to be 33 mph, and the average measured speed was estimated at 29 mph. 
 
III ACCIDENT ANALYSIS: 
 
Crash data available from the American Fork Police Department indicates that 3 of the past 6 years had 
five or more accidents which might have been avoided by the installation of a 4-Way Stop. (Refer to 
Table II.) 
 

Table II: Accident Data Per Year 

Year # of Accidents 

2006 2 

2007 8 

2008 4 

2009 10 

2010 2 

2011 5 

2012 4 

 
 
IV OPERATIONS AND GEOMETRY: 
 
The following conditions exist at the intersection of 900 East and 700 North: 
Northbound and southbound traffic approaching the intersection on 900 East is subject to STOP signs. 
Eastbound and westbound traffic along 700 North is free-flowing.  
 
For uncontrolled intersections, drivers from all approaching directions should be able to see conflicting 
vehicles with adequate time to stop to avoid a crash. The required sight distance for safe operations at 
an uncontrolled intersection is related to the vehicle speeds and the distances traveled during 
perception, reaction, and braking time. 
 
Tables III and IV indicate geometric design concerns as observed in a 2010 report on this intersection. 
The intersection has remained unchanged since that time. 
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Table III: Geometric Design Elements 

700 NORTH 

Posted Speed Limit: 25 mph   

Design Speed*:  30 mph * posted speed limit plus 5 mph 

Required “K” value: 19  Exhibit 3‐76. A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets  

Field “K” value: 48  
 Stopping Sight Distance: 200 feet Exhibit 3‐76. A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets 

Road slope in: 8.00%   

Road slope out: -0.30%   

Minimum Sight Distance: 245 feet AASHTO: A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets 

Measured Sight Distance: 217 feet Sight distance study completed on June 25, 2010.  

 

Table IV: Geometric Design Elements 

900 EAST 

Posted Speed Limit: 25 mph   

Design Speed*:  30 mph * posted speed limit plus 5 mph 

Required “K” value: 19 Exhibit 3‐76. A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets  

Field “K” value: 10 
 Stopping Sight Distance: 200 feet Exhibit 3‐76. A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets 

Road slope in: 12.00%   

Road slope out: -1.45%   

Minimum Sight Distance: 335 feet AASHTO: A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets 

Measured Sight Distance: 80 feet Sight distance study completed on June 25, 2010.  

 
Traffic volumes during PM Peak Hour for March, 2013 are shown on Figure 1 below: 
 

 
Figure 1: PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 

 
Traffic volumes were counted March 26–28, 2013, during a week when local schools were in session.  
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As noted in Table IV, there is a sight-distance limitation for northbound/southbound movements that 
does not comply with AASHTO guidelines.  
 

 
Figure 2: Example Departure Sight Distance Triangle 

 
Intersection site distances for stop-controlled intersections include full-movement intersections where 
the minor street is stop-controlled, but the major street is free-flowing.  Table V presents the sight 
distance required for full-movement intersections:  
 

Table V: Intersection Sight Distance Requirements 

Sight Distance Requirements - Two-Way, Stop-Controlled, Full-Movement Intersection (ft.) 

Design Vehicle 

Major Street 

Local Minor Collector Major Collector Arterial 

Passenger Car 335 390 470 625 

Single Unit Truck 420 490 600 805 

Combination Truck 510 595 720 950 

Design Speed = 30 mph; 2-Lane Road 
Source:  AASHTO: A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets (2001 Ed.), Case B1 (pp. 660–667) 

 
 
Figure 3 (below) shows the intersection Sight Distance Triangles for stop-controlled minor approaches, 
similar to the intersection of 900 East and 700 North. 
 

 
Figure 3: Sight Distance Triangle for Minor Approaches 
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Field measurements for this intersection have not changed since the previous study in 2010. The 
following figure – an aerial map taken from the previous study – shows the sight distances measured at 
the intersection and the minimum required sight distances (the yellow and blue triangles) according to 
AASHTO guidelines. 
 

 
Figure 4: Sight Distances – Required vs. Measured 

 
AASHTO: A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, states the following for “Case E—
Intersections With All-Way Stop Control”:  
 

At intersections with all-way stop control, the first stopped vehicle on one approach 
should be visible to the drivers of the first stopped vehicles on each of the other 
approaches.  There are no other sight distance criteria applicable to intersections with all-
way stop control and, indeed, all-way stop control may be the best option at a limited 
number of intersections where sight distance for other control types cannot be attained. 

 
As illustrated by Figure 4, the measured sight distances indicate that traffic signals or a 4-Way Stop (aka: 
All-Way Stop) might be warranted at this intersection due to inadequate sight distances. However, as 
shown in Table I, and as indicated in Section VI of this report, this is not yet considered a “high-volume” 
intersection, as would warrant a traffic signal. 
 
V TRAFFIC CONDITIONS: 
 
Traffic count data was collected and analyzed using MetroCount Traffic Executive and Synchro 8 in order 
to ascertain whether the overall movement through the intersection met the conditions set by the Utah 
Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) for establishing a signalized or 4-Way Stop 
intersection.   
 
Turning movements recorded at the intersection provided the following data (Figures 5 and 6; Appendix 
C) for Existing (2013) Average Time Delay, Existing (2013) Peak Hour Traffic Volumes: 
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Figure 5: Existing (2013) Background PM Peak Hour – Traffic Volumes 

 
Figure 6: Existing (2013) Background PM Peak Hour – Average Time Delay (seconds) 
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Un-signalized intersections are generally stop-controlled. Areas where there is a predominate major 
street may be two-way stop-controlled, meaning only the minor street traffic must stop. In cases where 
traffic volumes are more evenly distributed or where sight distances may be limited, four-way stop-
controlled intersections are common.  “Level of Service” (LOS) for an un-signalized intersection is 
assigned based on the average control at the worst approach (always a stopped approach) of the 
intersection. An un-signalized intersection operating at LOS D means that the average vehicle waiting at 
one of the stop-controlled approaches will wait no longer than 35 seconds before proceeding through 
the intersection. This delay may be caused by large volumes of traffic on the major street resulting in 
fewer gaps in traffic for a vehicle to turn into, or from queued vehicles waiting at the stop sign. 
 

Table VI: Un-signalized Intersection LOS Criteria 

Level of 
Service 

Average Control 
Delay (sec/veh)   

  A ≤ 10 
  B > 10 – 15 
  C > 15 – 25  
  D > 25 – 35  
  E > 35 – 50  
  F > 50  
   

 
Synchro 8 analysis of this intersection yielded the following results (Table VII, Appendix C): 
 

Table VII: Existing (2013) Traffic Conditions 

700 North Classification: Major Collector American Fork City Transportation Master Plan 

900 East Classification: Minor Collector American Fork City Transportation Master Plan 

Posted Speed Limit: 25 mph    

700 North Condition: Free-flow    

900 East Condition: Stop-controlled   

Level Of Service: C Based on 16-second NB delay 

Delays Westbound: 0.5 seconds   

Delays Eastbound: 2.8 seconds   

Delays Northbound: 16 seconds   

Delays Southbound: 14.2 seconds   

Average Delay: 6.7 seconds   

 
 
Assuming a 4-Way STOP were installed at 900 East and 700 North, a Synchro 8 analysis yields the 
following results (Figure 7, Table VIII; Appendix C): 
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Figure 7: Existing (2013) Background PM Peak Hour – 4-Way Stop – Average Time Delay (seconds) 

 

Table VIII: 4-Way Stop Condition 

700 North Classification: Major Collector American Fork City Transportation Master Plan 

900 East Classification: Minor Collector American Fork City Transportation Master Plan 

Posted Speed Limit: 25 mph    

700 North Condition: Free-flow    

900 East Condition: Stop-controlled   

Level Of Service: B Based on 11.3-second EB delay 

Delays Westbound: 9.9 seconds   

Delays Eastbound: 11.3 seconds   

Delays Northbound: 9.2 seconds   

Delays Southbound: 9.7 seconds   

Average Delay: 10.3 seconds   

 
 
The installation of a 4-Way STOP control may affect this intersection’s level of service in the long-term. 
However, a Synchro 8 analysis projects that a 4-Way STOP control at this intersection will experience no 
worse than a level of service (LOS) D through the year 2040. 
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VI TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANT RESULTS 
 
Installation of a traffic signal may be justified when any of 8 warranting criteria are met. The Utah 
MUTCD outlines these warrants in Section 4C. A summary of the analysis for a traffic signal warrant is 
given in Table IX below: 
 

Table IX: Traffic Signal Warrant Summary* 

Warrant Description Condition Comment 

1 8-hour Vehicle Volume NOT MET At no time does volume of 700 North exceed 500/hour 

2 4-hour Vehicle Volume NOT MET Volumes for both streets fall below the criteria 

3 Peak-hour Volume NOT MET No excessive waiting observed on 900 East 

4 Pedestrian Volume NOT MET Low pedestrian traffic through this intersection 

5 School Crossing – Not applicable 

6 Coordinated Signal System – Not applicable 

7 Crash Experience NOT MET Condition C is not met for 80% vehicles/hr volume 

8 Roadway Network NOT MET Volumes do not exceed 1,000 vehicles/hr for 5 hours 

* Based on criteria outlined in the Utah MUTCD, Section 4C 

 
Since none of the warrants were met, a traffic signal is not recommended for the intersection of 900 
East and 700 North. 
 
VII 4-WAY STOP WARRANT RESULTS 
 
The Utah Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) gives the following guidance relative to 
“Multi-Way Stop Applications”: 
 

Multi-way stop control can be useful as a safety measure at intersections if certain 
traffic conditions exist.  Safety concerns associated with multi-way stops include 
pedestrians, bicyclists, and all road users expecting other road users to stop.  Multi-way 
stop control is used where the volume of traffic on the intersecting roads is 
approximately equal. 
 

The Utah MUTCD suggest three main criteria to be considered in the engineering study for a 4-Way 
STOP (aka: Multi-Way STOP) control.  These criteria are summarized in Table X, below: 
 

Table X: Multi-Way STOP Warrant Summary* 

Criteria Description Condition Comment 

A Pending Traffic Signal – Not applicable 

B Crash Analysis MET 5+ crashes reported in a 12-month period 

C.1 Major Street Volume MET Combined approach volumes exceed 300 vehicles/hour 

C.2 Minor Street Volume MET Combined approach volumes exceed 200 vehicles/hour 

C.3 85th-Percentile Speed NOT MET 85th-percentile speed does not exceed 40 mph 

* Based on Utah MUTCD, Section 2B.07 – Multi-Way Stop Applications 

 
The MUTCD also recommends consideration of “locations where a road user, after stopping, cannot see 
conflicting traffic and is not able to negotiate the intersection unless conflicting cross traffic is also 
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required to stop.”  As outlined in Section IV of this report, restricted sight distances for vehicles entering 
700 North from 900 East implies that this additional criterion is also met. 
 
VIII CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
A 4-Way STOP control (aka: all-way / multi-way stop) is appropriate at the intersection of 900 East and 
700 North based on the following met criteria: 
 

 Limited visibility: Drivers, after stopping, can't see conflicting traffic unless the cross‐traffic stops.  

 High Number of Accidents: Five or more reported crashes in a 12‐month period. 

 Balanced volumes: Each of the intersecting streets has about the same volume of cars. 

 High Volume of Cars: 200+ vehicles per hour approach from both the north and south, and 300+ 
vehicles per hour approach from both the east and west for 8‐hours on each of the intersecting 
streets.  

 
The findings of this study, conducted in March, 2013, do not greatly differ from those of the study 
conducted in 2010.  While it appears that the overall volume approaching the intersection has increased 
since 2010, after the completion of North County Blvd widening, the increase is not so marked as to 
warrant signalizing the intersection.  While the traffic volumes are not perfectly balanced between the 
two roads of the intersection, there is certainly enough volume from the southbound minor street to 
satisfy consideration of traffic flow in all directions. More significant, however, is this intersection’s 
limited sight distance and the number of crashes which have occurred at this intersection over the past 
6 years. Since 2007, this intersection has experienced 5 or more crashes per year 3 times.   
 
In accordance with the guidance of the Utah MUTCD, and based upon traffic analyses of the data 
gathered at the intersection of 900 East and 700 North, American Fork, UT, the following action is 
recommended: 
 

 Install All-Way STOP controls at this intersection.   
 
Precautionary steps should be taken when changing the signage of an intersection.  There will be a 
period of time when accidents may occur due to lack of awareness by drivers who do not notice the new 
signs.  To prevent these types of accidents, the following steps are recommended: 
 

1. Use of Variable-Message Sign (VMS) Boards for two weeks before the installation of signs to warn 
drivers about the change to the intersection’s traffic signing 

2. Installation of permanent warning advisory signs, W3-1A (STOP symbol with an arrow “ahead”) 
3. Striping the words STOP AHEAD 
4. Striping the word STOP at the stop bar line 
5. Installation of a temporary sign with the word “NEW” as outlined in the Utah MUTCD, Sections 

2A.15 and 2C.62. 
 
Once a 4-Way (All-Way) Stop has been implemented at this intersection, it is not recommended to go 
back to a 2-Way Stop condition in case of complaints received from residents (which can be common 
during the first weeks of implementation). 
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VIII CONSTRUCTION OPTIONS AND OPINION OF PROBABLE COST 
 
Since the recommendations for installing a 4-Way STOP controlled intersection at 900 East and 700 
North have not changed, the construction options have not changed either.  The following data repeats 
the options and cost analyses as previously admonished in the 2010 study: 
 
 
OPTION 1: MAKE NO CHANGES 
 

 
Figure 8: Existing Conditions 

 
The existing conditions include a NO CONTROL movement for the east- and westbound movements and 
STOP sign controls for the north- and southbound movement (See Figure 5, 6, and Table VII). 
 
Estimated Cost: $0.00 
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OPTION 2: 4-WAY (aka: ALL-WAY) STOP WITHOUT STREET IMPROVEMENTS 
 

 
Figure 9: 4-WAY STOP signs without road improvements 

 
Option 2: Opinion of Probable Cost: 

Item Description Quantity Unit 
Unit 
Price Total 

1 Install R1-1 (High Intensity) sign 2 each $60.00 $120.00 

2 Install R1-4 (High Intensity) sign 4 each $12.60 $50.40 

3 Install W3-1A (High Intensity) sign 4 each $64.35 $257.40 

4 Square tube post 6 each $40.00 $240.00 

Subtotal: $667.80 

10% Contingency: $66.78 

Total: $734.58 
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OPTION 3: 4-WAY (aka: ALL-WAY) STOP WITH STREET IMPROVEMENTS  
 

 
Figure 10: 4-WAY STOP signs with road improvements 

 
Option 3: Opinion of Probable Cost: 

Item Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Total 

1 Install R1-1 (High Intensity) sign 2 each $60.00 $120.00 

2 Install R1-4 (High Intensity) sign 4 each $12.60 $50.40 

3 Install W3-1A (High Intensity) sign 4 each $64.35 $257.40 

4 Square tube post 6 each $40.00 $240.00 

5 Construct standard 4-foot wide sidewalk 685 LF $16.00 $10,960.00 

6 Construct standard curb and gutter 695 LF $16.00 $11,120.00 

7 Saw cut existing asphalt 700 LF $2.00 $1,400.00 

8 4" Asphalt 60 CY $95.00 $5,700.00 

9 8" Granular Fill 120 CY $6.00 $720.00 

10 ADA ramp 125 SF $8.00 $1,000.00 

11 Clearing and Grading 1 LS $1,000.00 $1,000.00 

12 Mobilization 1 LS $2,500.00 $2,500.00 

13 Traffic Control 1 LS $1,000.00 $1,000.00 

Subtotal: $36,067.80 

10% Contingency: $3,606.78 

Total: $39,674.58 
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OPTION 4: TWO-WAY STOP PLUS ROAD IMPROVEMENTS INCLUDING A RETAINING WALL 
 
This option adds a block retaining wall adjacent to the historic rock wall.  This option includes the 
removal of 20 feet of the historic wall constructed in the 1930s and listed with the Utah State Historic 
Preservation Office. Based on the fact that sight distance is mainly dictated by the changes on the 
vertical elevation of the road, removing the historic wall does not provide any significant improvement 
to the traffic safety of the intersection. 
 

 
Figure 11: TWO-WAY STOP signs plus road improvements 
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Option 4: Opinion of Probable Cost: 

Item Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Total 

1 Install R1-1 (High Intensity) sign 2 each $60.00 $120.00 

2 Install R1-4 (High Intensity) sign 4 each $12.60 $50.40 

3 Install W3-1A (High Intensity) sign 4 each $64.35 $257.40 

4 Square tube post 6 each $40.00 $240.00 

5 Construct standard 4-foot wide sidewalk 685 LF $16.00 $10,960.00 

6 Construct standard curb and gutter 695 LF $16.00 $11,120.00 

7 Saw cut existing asphalt 700 LF $2.00 $1,400.00 

8 4" Asphalt 60 CY $95.00 $5,700.00 

9 8" Granular Fill 120 CY $6.00 $720.00 

10 ADA ramp 125 SF $8.00 $1,000.00 

11 Construct block retaining wall 272 LF $60.00 $16,320.00 

12 Remove 20 feet of historic rock wall 20 LF $100.00 $2,000.00 

13 Clearing and Grading 1 LS $1,000.00 $1,000.00 

14 Mobilization 1 LS $2,500.00 $2,500.00 

15 Traffic Control 1 LS $1,000.00 $1,000.00 

Subtotal: $54,387.80 

10% Contingency: $5,438.78 

Total: $59,826.58 
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MetroCount Traffic Executive 
Vehicle Counts (Virtual Day) 

 
VirtVehicleCount-52 -- English (ENU) 
 
Datasets:  
Site: [Box 1_-_] ~625 N. 900 E., AF – South of Intersection 
Direction: 7 - North bound A>B, South bound B>A. Lane: 0 
Survey Duration: 13:18 Monday, March 25, 2013 => 10:20 Friday, April 05, 2013  
Zone:  
File: Box 1_-_05Apr2013.EC0 (Plus) 
Identifier: DD252GHQ MC56-L5 [MC55] (c)Microcom 19Oct04 
Algorithm: Factory default (v3.21 - 15275) 
Data type: Axle sensors - Paired (Class/Speed/Count) 
 
Profile: 
Filter time: 0:00 Tuesday, March 26, 2013 => 1:00 Friday, March 29, 2013 
Included classes: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13 
Speed range: 5 - 100 mph. 
Direction: North (bound) 
Separation: All - (Headway) 
Name: Default Profile 
Scheme: Vehicle classification (Scheme F2) 
Units: Non metric (ft, mi, ft/s, mph, lb, ton) 
In profile: Vehicles = 3518 / 17666 (19.91%) 
 

 

 

 
 
*  Virtual Day - Total=1171, 15 minute drops 
 0000 0100 0200 0300 0400 0500 0600 0700 0800 0900 1000 1100 1200 1300 1400 1500 1600 1700 1800 1900 2000 2100 2200 2300  

    5    0    2    1   10   20   28   60   48   62   53   60   78   61   82  100   89   95   96   82   61   48   21    9 

    2    0    0    0    1    5    5   13   12   18   11   13   25   15   20   28   26   27   25   22   15   13    5    2 

    1    0    1    0    2    5    5   11    8   13   15   15   19   18   24   16   19   22   25   24   20   12    8    4 

    1    0    0    0    4    5    9   15   10   16   14   13   21   14   19   31   18   24   23   18   17   14    5    2 

    1    0    0    1    4    5    9   21   18   14   12   19   13   14   19   25   26   22   23   18    9    9    3    2 

AM Peak 1145 - 1245 (85), AM PHF=0.84  PM Peak 1530 - 1630 (101), PM PHF=0.81   
 
Numbers have been rounded to the nearest integer. 
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MetroCount Traffic Executive 
Vehicle Counts (Virtual Day) 

 
VirtVehicleCount-53 -- English (ENU) 
 
Datasets:  
Site: [Box 2_-_] ~1000 E. 700 N., AF – East of Intersection 
Direction: 8 - East bound A>B, West bound B>A. Lane: 0 
Survey Duration: 13:20 Monday, March 25, 2013 => 10:25 Friday, April 05, 2013  
Zone:  
File: Box 2_-_05Apr2013.EC0 (Plus) 
Identifier: CH465X6W MC56-L5 [MC55] (c)Microcom 19Oct04 
Algorithm: Factory default (v3.21 - 15275) 
Data type: Axle sensors - Paired (Class/Speed/Count) 
 
Profile: 
Filter time: 0:00 Tuesday, March 26, 2013 => 1:00 Friday, March 29, 2013 
Included classes: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13 
Speed range: 5 - 100 mph. 
Direction: West (bound) 
Separation: All - (Headway) 
Name: Default Profile 
Scheme: Vehicle classification (Scheme F2) 
Units: Non metric (ft, mi, ft/s, mph, lb, ton) 
In profile: Vehicles = 7803 / 32765 (23.82%) 
 

 

 

 
 
*  Virtual Day - Total=2600, 15 minute drops 
 0000 0100 0200 0300 0400 0500 0600 0700 0800 0900 1000 1100 1200 1300 1400 1500 1600 1700 1800 1900 2000 2100 2200 2300  

    5    4    2    5   34   44   56  173  148  153  126  132  140  132  157  260  225  259  207  144   87   60   36   11 

    1    0    1    0    2    4   10   26   45   40   32   27   31   31   30   68   62   64   46   49   25   12   11    5 

    1    1    1    2    5   10    8   33   43   43   33   35   32   42   38   69   48   76   56   41   20   18    9    2 

    0    1    0    1   14   14   17   59   25   37   32   34   46   31   50   65   55   61   51   32   23   14   10    1 

    2    2    0    2   14   17   20   55   36   32   28   36   31   28   39   59   59   57   54   23   18   16    6    2 

AM Peak 0730 - 0830 (201), AM PHF=0.85  PM Peak 1645 - 1745 (261), PM PHF=0.85   
 
Numbers have been rounded to the nearest integer. 
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MetroCount Traffic Executive 
Vehicle Counts (Virtual Day) 

 
VirtVehicleCount-54 -- English (ENU) 
 
Datasets:  
Site: [Box 3_-_] ~800 N. 900 E., AF – North of Intersection 
Direction: 7 - North bound A>B, South bound B>A. Lane: 0 
Survey Duration: 13:21 Monday, March 25, 2013 => 10:28 Friday, April 05, 2013  
Zone:  
File: Box 3_-_05Apr2013.EC0 (Plus) 
Identifier: DD24V0HT MC56-L5 [MC55] (c)Microcom 19Oct04 
Algorithm: Factory default (v3.21 - 15275) 
Data type: Axle sensors - Paired (Class/Speed/Count) 
 
Profile: 
Filter time: 0:00 Tuesday, March 26, 2013 => 1:00 Friday, March 29, 2013 
Included classes: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13 
Speed range: 5 - 100 mph. 
Direction: South (bound) 
Separation: All - (Headway) 
Name: Default Profile 
Scheme: Vehicle classification (Scheme F2) 
Units: Non metric (ft, mi, ft/s, mph, lb, ton) 
In profile: Vehicles = 8017 / 31627 (25.35%) 
 

 

 

 
 
*  Virtual Day - Total=2671, 15 minute drops 
 0000 0100 0200 0300 0400 0500 0600 0700 0800 0900 1000 1100 1200 1300 1400 1500 1600 1700 1800 1900 2000 2100 2200 2300  

    5    1    2    3   11   29   55  196  124  147  139  171  178  129  225  220  236  227  188  146  103   82   39   15 

    2    1    0    0    2    5    5   24   35   36   31   38   35   37   38   43   45   59   47   41   25   30   17    5 

    2    0    0    1    2    7   18   44   26   41   32   41   52   32   58   52   57   54   44   37   24   22   10    3 

    2    1    2    1    4    7   14   60   26   34   33   40   49   31   67   64   58   59   46   36   25   16    7    4 

    0    0    0    1    3    9   18   68   36   36   43   52   42   29   62   61   76   55   52   32   29   15    5    4 

AM Peak 0715 - 0815 (208), AM PHF=0.76  PM Peak 1615 - 1715 (250), PM PHF=0.83   
 
Numbers have been rounded to the nearest integer. 
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MetroCount Traffic Executive 
Vehicle Counts (Virtual Day) 

 
VirtVehicleCount-55 -- English (ENU) 
 
Datasets:  
Site: [Box 4_-_] ~860 E. 700 N., AF – West of Intersection 
Direction: 8 - East bound A>B, West bound B>A. Lane: 0 
Survey Duration: 13:22 Monday, March 25, 2013 => 10:30 Friday, April 05, 2013  
Zone:  
File: Box 4_-_05Apr2013.EC0 (Plus) 
Identifier: DD15ABV2 MC56-L5 [MC55] (c)Microcom 19Oct04 
Algorithm: Factory default (v3.21 - 15275) 
Data type: Axle sensors - Paired (Class/Speed/Count) 
 
Profile: 
Filter time: 0:00 Tuesday, March 26, 2013 => 1:00 Friday, March 29, 2013 
Included classes: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13 
Speed range: 5 - 100 mph. 
Direction: East (bound) 
Separation: All - (Headway) 
Name: Default Profile 
Scheme: Vehicle classification (Scheme F2) 
Units: Non metric (ft, mi, ft/s, mph, lb, ton) 
In profile: Vehicles = 11284 / 48399 (23.31%) 
 

 

 

 
 
*  Virtual Day - Total=3758, 15 minute drops 
 0000 0100 0200 0300 0400 0500 0600 0700 0800 0900 1000 1100 1200 1300 1400 1500 1600 1700 1800 1900 2000 2100 2200 2300  

    9    5    4    3   35   40   74  270  220  200  145  165  182  175  319  316  302  337  357  252  164  110   52   20 

    3    3    1    1    2    3    9   32   77   56   40   36   52   40   52   89   74   94   94   89   39   36   24    8 

    3    0    1    0    6   12   16   46   62   53   30   38   45   49   95   68   67   85   83   64   30   27   10    7 

    3    1    1    0   12   12   22  116   33   46   36   39   41   46   83   81   78   75   81   50   43   24    8    3 

    1    1    2    2   15   14   27   76   48   45   39   53   43   40   89   78   82   82  100   50   51   22   10    3 

AM Peak 0730 - 0830 (331), AM PHF=0.71  PM Peak 1800 - 1900 (357), PM PHF=0.90   
 
Numbers have been rounded to the nearest integer. 
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MetroCount Traffic Executive 
Speed Statistics 

 
SpeedStat-43 -- English (ENU) 
 
Datasets:  
Site: [Box 1_-_] ~625 N. 900 E., AF 
Direction: 7 - North bound A>B, South bound B>A. Lane: 0 
Survey Duration: 13:18 Monday, March 25, 2013 => 10:20 Friday, April 05, 2013  
Zone:  
File: Box 1_-_05Apr2013.EC0 (Plus) 
Identifier: DD252GHQ MC56-L5 [MC55] (c)Microcom 19Oct04 
Algorithm: Factory default (v3.21 - 15275) 
Data type: Axle sensors - Paired (Class/Speed/Count) 
 
Site: [Box 2_-_] ~1000 E. 700 N., AF 
Direction: 8 - East bound A>B, West bound B>A. Lane: 0 
Survey Duration: 13:20 Monday, March 25, 2013 => 10:25 Friday, April 05, 2013  
Zone:  
File: Box 2_-_05Apr2013.EC0 (Plus) 
Identifier: CH465X6W MC56-L5 [MC55] (c)Microcom 19Oct04 
Algorithm: Factory default (v3.21 - 15275) 
Data type: Axle sensors - Paired (Class/Speed/Count) 
 
Site: [Box 3_-_] ~800 N. 900 E., AF 
Direction: 7 - North bound A>B, South bound B>A. Lane: 0 
Survey Duration: 13:21 Monday, March 25, 2013 => 10:28 Friday, April 05, 2013  
Zone:  
File: Box 3_-_05Apr2013.EC0 (Plus) 
Identifier: DD24V0HT MC56-L5 [MC55] (c)Microcom 19Oct04 
Algorithm: Factory default (v3.21 - 15275) 
Data type: Axle sensors - Paired (Class/Speed/Count) 
 
Site: [Box 4_-_] ~860 E. 700 N., AF 
Direction: 8 - East bound A>B, West bound B>A. Lane: 0 
Survey Duration: 13:22 Monday, March 25, 2013 => 10:30 Friday, April 05, 2013  
Zone:  
File: Box 4_-_05Apr2013.EC0 (Plus) 
Identifier: DD15ABV2 MC56-L5 [MC55] (c)Microcom 19Oct04 
Algorithm: Factory default (v3.21 - 15275) 
Data type: Axle sensors - Paired (Class/Speed/Count) 
 
Profile: 
Filter time: 0:00 Tuesday, March 26, 2013 => 1:00 Friday, March 29, 2013 
Included classes: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13 
Speed range: 5 - 100 mph. 
Direction: North, East, South, West (bound) 
Separation: All - (Headway) 
Name: Default Profile 
Scheme: Vehicle classification (Scheme F2) 
Units: Non metric (ft, mi, ft/s, mph, lb, ton) 
In profile: Vehicles = 61129 / 130457 (46.86%) 
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Speed Statistics (continued) 
   
SpeedStat-43 
Site: Box 1_-_.0.0NS Box 2_-_.0.0EW Box 3_-_.0.0NS Box 4_-_.0.0EW  
Description: Multiple sites - See Header sheet for site descriptions. 
Filter time: 0:00 Tuesday, March 26, 2013 => 1:00 Friday, March 29, 2013  
Scheme: Vehicle classification (Scheme F2) 
Filter: Cls(1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 ) Dir(NESW) Sp(5,100) Headway(>0) 
 
Vehicles = 61129 
Posted speed limit = 25 mph, Exceeding = 50934 (83.32%), Mean Exceeding = 29.88 mph 
Maximum = 60.6 mph, Minimum = 5.6 mph, Mean = 28.7 mph 
85% Speed = 32.7 mph, 95% Speed = 35.1 mph, Median = 28.6 mph 
10 mph Pace = 24 - 34, Number in Pace = 49309 (80.66%) 
Variance = 17.17, Standard Deviation = 4.14 mph 
 

Speed Bins (Partial days) 
 
  Speed   |      Bin      |     Below     |     Above     |  Energy   |   vMult | n * vMult 

  0 -   5 |      0   0.0% |      0   0.0% |  61129 100.0% |      0.00 |    0.00 |      0.00 

  5 -  10 |     50   0.1% |     50   0.1% |  61079  99.9% |      0.00 |    0.00 |      0.00 

 10 -  15 |    298   0.5% |    348   0.6% |  60781  99.4% |      0.00 |    0.00 |      0.00 

 15 -  20 |    885   1.4% |   1233   2.0% |  59896  98.0% |      0.00 |    0.00 |      0.00 

 20 -  25 |   8962  14.7% |  10195  16.7% |  50934  83.3% |      0.00 |    0.00 |      0.00 

 25 -  30 |  28922  47.3% |  39117  64.0% |  22012  36.0% |      0.00 |    0.00 |      0.00 

 30 -  35 |  18582  30.4% |  57699  94.4% |   3430   5.6% |      0.00 |    0.00 |      0.00 

 35 -  40 |   3135   5.1% |  60834  99.5% |    295   0.5% |      0.00 |    0.00 |      0.00 

 40 -  45 |    260   0.4% |  61094  99.9% |     35   0.1% |      0.00 |    0.00 |      0.00 

 45 -  50 |     27   0.0% |  61121 100.0% |      8   0.0% |      0.00 |    0.00 |      0.00 

 50 -  55 |      7   0.0% |  61128 100.0% |      1   0.0% |      0.00 |    0.00 |      0.00 

 55 -  60 |      0   0.0% |  61128 100.0% |      1   0.0% |      0.00 |    0.00 |      0.00 

 60 -  65 |      1   0.0% |  61129 100.0% |      0   0.0% |      0.00 |    0.00 |      0.00 

 65 -  70 |      0   0.0% |  61129 100.0% |      0   0.0% |      0.00 |    0.00 |      0.00 

 70 -  75 |      0   0.0% |  61129 100.0% |      0   0.0% |      0.00 |    0.00 |      0.00 

 75 -  80 |      0   0.0% |  61129 100.0% |      0   0.0% |      0.00 |    0.00 |      0.00 

 80 -  85 |      0   0.0% |  61129 100.0% |      0   0.0% |      0.00 |    0.00 |      0.00 

 85 -  90 |      0   0.0% |  61129 100.0% |      0   0.0% |      0.00 |    0.00 |      0.00 

 90 -  95 |      0   0.0% |  61129 100.0% |      0   0.0% |      0.00 |    0.00 |      0.00 

 95 - 100 |      0   0.0% |  61129 100.0% |      0   0.0% |      0.00 |    0.00 |      0.00 

 

Total Speed Rating = 0.00 
Total Moving Energy (Estimated) = 0.00 
 
 

Speed limit fields (Partial days) 
 
    | Limit                     |     Below     |     Above     

  0 | 25 (PSL)                  |  10195  16.7% |  50934  83.3% 
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TRAFFIC COUNT SUMMARY
City: American Fork, UT

N-S Street: 900 East E-W Street: 700 North

Date:

Begin Time:

Interval Length: 15 min

SB WB NB EB SB

Right Thru Left Trucks Right Thru Left Trucks Right Thru Left Trucks Right Thru Left Trucks Total Hourly

2 3 4 1 6 7 8 5 10 11 12 9 14 15 16 13 All Moves Totals

04:00 PM 04:15 PM 44 20 0 0 0 37 1 0 2 20 2 1 3 38 16 0 183

04:15 PM 04:30 PM 29 18 1 0 2 30 2 2 1 12 1 0 0 26 23 0 145

04:30 PM 04:45 PM 35 23 1 0 8 30 1 0 1 16 2 0 3 44 23 1 187

04:45 PM 05:00 PM 31 20 0 0 1 31 2 0 4 17 1 0 4 34 15 0 160 675

05:00 PM 05:15 PM 22 14 3 0 1 37 2 0 3 16 0 0 2 40 22 0 162 654

05:15 PM 05:30 PM 24 17 0 0 1 45 3 0 1 13 2 0 3 51 20 0 180 689

05:30 PM 05:45 PM 32 13 3 1 3 45 2 0 5 20 2 0 3 45 27 1 200 702

05:45 PM 06:00 PM 14 21 0 0 5 35 3 1 4 16 2 0 4 33 21 0 158 700

900 East

Southbound

North Leg 179 156 East Leg Westbound

Total Volume: Right Thru Left Total Volume:

335 109 64 6 362

6 Right

272 158 Thru 173

9 Left

700 North

Eastbound Left 84

266 Thru 170 189

Right 12

West Leg 5 66 13 South Leg

Total Volume: Left Thru Right Total Volume:

538 85 84 169

Northbound

OPTIONAL ADJUSTED PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Adjustment Factors Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound

Monthly: 1.00 Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right

Daily: 1.00 6 64 109 9 158 6 5 66 13 84 170 12

Interval: 1.00 179 173 84 266

Count: 1.00 Trucks: 1% Trucks: 0% Trucks: 0% Trucks: 0%

Total: 1 Peak Hour: Peak Vol: 702 PHF: 0.88

Monday, March 25, 2013

5:45 PM

04:00 PM 

Time Interval

04:45 PM to

SB WB NB EB Begin

Peak Trucks Right Thru Left Trucks Right Thru Left Trucks Rights Thru Left Trucks Right Thru Left Peak

15-Min 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 Hour

200 1 109 64 6 0 6 158 9 0 13 66 5 1 12 170 84 04:45 PM
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AMERICAN FORK CITY 
PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 

ENGINEERING DIVISION 
275 East 200 North 

American Fork, UT  84003 
 
 

900 East 300 North 
4-Way STOP Warrant Study 

 
 
DATE: April 15, 2013 
PREPARED BY:  Horrocks Engineers 
 
 
I INTRODUCTION: 
 
This report has been created to show the findings of a 4-Way Stop warrant study conducted in April, 
2013. This study intends to determine if a 4-Way Stop (aka: All-Way Stop) is warranted at the 
intersection of 900 East and 300 North, American Fork, following the completion of widening to North 
County Blvd.  Please note that 900 East is also called Mary Pulley Drive, but for purposes of this report, it 
will only be referred to as 900 East. 
 
The study included a review of this intersection’s traffic patterns including turning-movement counts, its 
crash history as well as the intersection’s site measurements, geometry and viewing angles. 
 
In order to warrant a 4-Way Stop designation, an intersection should meet specified threshold indicators 
as set forth in the Utah Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD). One primary indicator is of 
approximately equal traffic volumes at two conflicting directions of travel through the intersection. 
However, other determining factors include the intersection’s crash history, geometric layout, and peak 
hour volume, among others. 
 
Guidance for multi-way stop applications is given in the Utah MUTCD, Sections 2B.04 and 2B.07.   
 
II TRAFFIC DATA: 
 
Traffic data for both 900 East and 300 North was collected on weekdays during peak hours during the 
month of April, 2013. Turning-movement counts were taken during the PM Peak Hour (4:00 pm to 6:00 
pm). A complete report of the data is included in Appendix B and a summary is given in Table I. 
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Table I: Traffic Volume Approaching the Intersection - PM Peak (4–6 pm) 

Road Name PM Peak Volume 
   300 NORTH - eastbound 352 / hour 
   300 NORTH - westbound 256 / hour 
   900 EAST - northbound 45 / hour 
   900 EAST - southbound 99 / hour 
   TOTALS 752 / hour 
    

Of note, the posted speed limit for both 900 East and 300 North is 25 mph. Traffic speeds were not 
measured at this intersection; however, by observation, speeds through the free-flowing direction of the 
intersection (300 North) were not excessive during the PM Peak Hour. 
 
III ACCIDENT ANALYSIS: 
 
Crash data available from the American Fork Police Department indicates none of the past 6 years had a 
five or more accidents. (Refer to Table II.) 
 

Table II: Accident Data Per Year 

Year # of Accidents 

2007 4 

2008 2 

2009 1 

2010 4 

2011 3 

2012 2 

 
 
IV OPERATIONS AND GEOMETRY: 
 
The following conditions exist at the intersection of 900 East and 300 North: 
Northbound and southbound traffic approaching the intersection on 900 East is subject to STOP signs. 
Eastbound and westbound traffic along 300 North is free-flowing.  
 
For uncontrolled intersections, drivers from all approaching directions should be able to see conflicting 
vehicles with adequate time to stop to avoid a crash. The required sight distance for safe operations at 
an uncontrolled intersection is related to the vehicle speeds and the distances traveled during 
perception, reaction, and braking time. 
 
Tables III and IV indicate geometric design conclusions as observed at this intersection.  
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Table III: Geometric Design Elements 

300 NORTH 

Posted Speed Limit: 25 mph   

Design Speed*:  30 mph * posted speed limit plus 5 mph 

Required “K” value: – Not relevant on non-vertically curved roads 

Field “K” value: –   

Stopping Sight Distance: 200 feet Exhibit 3‐1. A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets 

Road slope in: – Not a significant factor 

Road slope out: – Not a significant factor 

Minimum Sight Distance: 245 feet AASHTO: A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets 

Measured Sight Distance: > 275 ft   

 

Table IV: Geometric Design Elements 

900 EAST 

Posted Speed Limit: 25 mph   

Design Speed*:  30 mph * posted speed limit plus 5 mph 

Required “K” value: – Not relevant on non-vertically curved roads 

Field “K” value: –   

Stopping Sight Distance: 200 feet Exhibit 3‐1. A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets 

Road slope in: – Not a significant factor 

Road slope out: – Not a significant factor 

Minimum Sight Distance: 335 feet AASHTO: A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets 

Measured Sight Distance: > 600 ft   

 
 
Traffic volumes during PM Peak Hour for April, 2013 are shown on Figure 1 below: 
 

 
Figure 1: PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 

Continuous, multi-day traffic volumes were not assessed at this intersection.  
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As noted in Tabled III and IV, the sight-distance requirements specified by AASHTO guidelines for this 
type of intersection are met. Field measurements for sight distance were measured by identifying 
landmarks visible at each approach of the intersection and subsequently measuring distances using 
Google Earth. 
 

 
Figure 2: Example Departure Sight Distance Triangle 

 
Intersection site distances for stop controlled intersections include full-movement intersections where 
the minor street is stop-controlled, but the major street is free-flowing.  Table V shows the sight 
distance required for full-movement intersections:  
 

Table V: Intersection Sight Distance Requirements 

Sight Distance Requirements - Two-Way, Stop-Controlled, Full-Movement Intersection (ft.) 

Design Vehicle 

Major Street 

Local Minor Collector Major Collector Arterial 

Passenger Car 335 390 470 625 

Single Unit Truck 420 490 600 805 

Combination Truck 510 595 720 950 

Design Speed = 30 mph; 2-Lane Road 
Source:  AASHTO: A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets (2001 Ed.), Case B1 (pp. 660–667) 

 
Figure 3 (below) shows the intersection Sight Distance Triangles for stop-controlled minor approaches, 
similar to the intersection of 900 East and 300 North. 
 

 
Figure 3: Sight Distance Triangle for Minor Approaches 
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AASHTO: A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, states the following for “Case E—
Intersections With All-Way Stop Control”:  
 

At intersections with all-way stop control, the first stopped vehicle on one approach 
should be visible to the drivers of the first stopped vehicles on each of the other 
approaches.  There are no other sight distance criteria applicable to intersections with all-
way stop control and, indeed, all-way stop control may be the best option at a limited 
number of intersections where sight distance for other control types cannot be attained. 

 
Sight distances for this intersection are adequate, which indicates that neither traffic signals nor a 4-Way 
Stop (aka: All-Way Stop) would likely be warranted at this intersection due to inadequate sight 
distances. Neither is this yet considered a “high-volume” intersection, as would warrant a traffic signal. 
 
V TRAFFIC CONDITIONS: 
 
Traffic count data was collected and analyzed using Synchro 8 in order to ascertain whether the overall 
movement through the intersection met the conditions set by the Utah Manual of Uniform Traffic 
Control Devices (MUTCD) for establishing a signalized or 4-Way Stop intersection.   
 
Turning movements recorded at the intersection provided the following data (Figures 4 and 5; Appendix 
C) for Existing (2013) Average Time Delay, Existing (2013) Peak Hour Traffic Volumes: 
 

 
Figure 4: Existing (2013) Background PM Peak Hour – Traffic Volumes 
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Figure 5: Existing (2013) Background PM Peak Hour – Average Time Delay (seconds) 

 
Un-signalized intersections are generally stop-controlled. Areas where there is a predominate major 
street may be two-way stop-controlled, meaning only the minor street traffic must stop. In cases where 
traffic volumes are more evenly distributed or where sight distances may be limited, four-way stop-
controlled intersections are common.  “Level of Service” (LOS) for an un-signalized intersection is 
assigned based on the average control at the worst approach (always a stopped approach) of the 
intersection. An un-signalized intersection operating at LOS D means that the average vehicle waiting at 
one of the stop-controlled approaches will wait no longer than 35 seconds before proceeding through 
the intersection. This delay may be caused by large volumes of traffic on the major street resulting in 
fewer gaps in traffic for a vehicle to turn into, or from queued vehicles waiting at the stop sign. 
 

Table VI: Un-signalized Intersection LOS Criteria 

Level of 
Service 

Average Control 
Delay (sec/veh)   

  A ≤ 10 
  B > 10 – 15 
  C > 15 – 25  
  D > 25 – 35  
  E > 35 – 50  
  F > 50  
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Synchro 8 analysis of this intersection yielded the following results (Table VI; Appendix C): 
 

Table VII: Existing (2013) Traffic Conditions 

300 North Classification: Major Collector American Fork City Transportation Master Plan 

900 East Classification: Minor Collector American Fork City Transportation Master Plan 

Posted Speed Limit: 25 mph    

300 North Condition: Free-flow    

900 East Condition: Stop-controlled   

Level Of Service: C Based on 17.9-second NB delay 

Delays Westbound: 0.2 seconds   

Delays Eastbound: 2.1 seconds   

Delays Northbound: 17.9 seconds   

Delays Southbound: 13.5 seconds   

Average Delay: 3.9 seconds   

 

Table VII: Existing (2013) Traffic Conditions 

700 North Classification: Major Collector American Fork City Transportation Master Plan 

900 East Classification: Minor Collector American Fork City Transportation Master Plan 

Posted Speed Limit: 25 mph    

700 North Condition: Free-flow    

900 East Condition: Stop-controlled   

Level Of Service: C Based on 16-second NB delay 

Delays Westbound: 0.5 seconds   

Delays Eastbound: 2.8 seconds   

Delays Northbound: 16 seconds   

Delays Southbound: 14.2 seconds   

Average Delay: 6.7 seconds   

 
 
Assuming a 4-Way STOP were installed at 900 East and 300 North, a Synchro 8 analysis yields the 
following results (Figure 6, Table VII; Appendix C): 
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Figure 6: Existing (2013) Background PM Peak Hour – 4-Way Stop – Average Time Delay (seconds) 

 

Table VIII: 4-Way Stop Condition 

300 North Classification: Major Collector American Fork City Transportation Master Plan 

900 East Classification: Minor Collector American Fork City Transportation Master Plan 

Posted Speed Limit: 25 mph    

300 North Condition: Free-flow    

900 East Condition: Stop-controlled   

Level Of Service: B Based on 12.3-second EB delay 

Delays Westbound: 10.6 seconds   

Delays Eastbound: 12.3 seconds   

Delays Northbound: 9.1 seconds   

Delays Southbound: 9.1 seconds   

Average Delay: 11.1 seconds   

 
 
With its current Two-Way STOP configuration, a Synchro 8 analysis projects this intersection will 
experience no worse than a level of service (LOS) D through the year 2040.   
 
VI 4-WAY STOP WARRANT RESULTS 
 
The Utah Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) gives the following guidance relative to 
“Multi-Way Stop Applications”: 
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Multi-way stop control can be useful as a safety measure at intersections if certain 
traffic conditions exist.  Safety concerns associated with multi-way stops include 
pedestrians, bicyclists, and all road users expecting other road users to stop.  Multi-way 
stop control is used where the volume of traffic on the intersecting roads is 
approximately equal. 
 

The Utah MUTCD suggest three main criteria to be considered in the engineering study for a 4-Way 
STOP (aka: Multi-Way STOP) control.  These criteria are summarized in Table IX, below: 
 

Table IX: Multi-Way STOP Warrant Summary* 

Criteria Description Condition Comment 

A Pending Traffic Signal – Not applicable 

B Crash Analysis NOT MET 5+ crashes reported in a 12-month period 

C.1 Major Street Volume NOT MET Combined approach volumes exceed 300 vehicles/hour 

C.2 Minor Street Volume NOT MET Combined approach volumes exceed 200 vehicles/hour 

C.3 85th-Percentile Speed NOT MET 85th-percentile speed does not exceed 40 mph 

* Based on Utah MUTCD, Section 2B.07 – Multi-Way Stop Applications 

 
The MUTCD also recommends consideration of “locations where a road user, after stopping, cannot see 
conflicting traffic and is not able to negotiate the intersection unless conflicting cross traffic is also 
required to stop.”  As outlined in Section IV of this report, there are not restricted sight distances at this 
intersection as to meet this criterion.  
 
VII CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The following criteria should typically be met to warrant installation of a 4-Way (aka: All-Way) STOP 
control at an intersection of the type as found at 900 East and 300 North: 
 

 Limited visibility: Drivers, after stopping, can't see conflicting traffic unless the cross‐traffic stops.  

 High Number of Accidents: Five or more reported crashes in a 12‐month period.  

 Balanced volumes: Each of the intersecting streets has about the same volume of cars. 

 High Volume of Cars: 200+ vehicles per hour approach from both the north and south, and 300+ 
vehicles per hour approach from both the east and west for 8‐hours on each of the intersecting 
streets.  

 
In accordance with the guidance of the Utah MUTCD, and based upon traffic analyses of the data 
gathered at the intersection of 900 East and 300 North, American Fork, UT, the following action is 
recommended: 
 

 Make no changes to this intersection. 
 
It is observed that this intersection provides a school crossing during school hours. Caution should be 
taken to assure safe crossing of student pedestrians during AM and NOON Peak Hours in accordance 
with the Utah MUTCD, Chapter 7.  
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TRAFFIC COUNT SUMMARY
City: American Fork, UT

N-S Street: 900 East E-W Street: 300 North

Date:

Begin Time:

Interval Length: 15 min

SB WB NB EB SB

Right Thru Left Trucks Right Thru Left Trucks Right Thru Left Trucks Right Thru Left Trucks Total Hourly

2 3 4 1 6 7 8 5 10 11 12 9 14 15 16 13 All Moves Totals

04:00 PM 04:15 PM 19 6 2 0 1 43 3 1 5 6 6 0 5 68 14 1 178

04:15 PM 04:30 PM 18 3 5 0 2 65 1 3 1 3 6 0 5 45 10 0 164

04:30 PM 04:45 PM 19 6 3 0 1 51 2 1 2 4 2 0 5 59 14 0 168

04:45 PM 05:00 PM 18 3 1 0 2 70 0 1 4 6 5 0 4 50 20 0 183 693

05:00 PM 05:15 PM 19 4 2 0 2 54 0 2 1 3 5 0 4 79 17 0 190 705

05:15 PM 05:30 PM 12 9 4 2 1 65 5 1 2 4 6 0 11 64 17 0 200 741

05:30 PM 05:45 PM 19 6 2 0 3 54 0 0 4 4 1 0 9 58 19 1 179 752

05:45 PM 06:00 PM 19 6 1 0 0 55 2 0 1 4 5 0 4 58 18 0 173 742

900 East

Southbound

North Leg 99 98 East Leg Westbound

Total Volume: Right Thru Left Total Volume:

197 68 22 9 527

8 Right

328 243 Thru 256

5 Left

300 North

Eastbound Left 73

352 Thru 251 271

Right 28

West Leg 17 17 11 South Leg

Total Volume: Left Thru Right Total Volume:

680 55 45 100

Northbound

OPTIONAL ADJUSTED PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Adjustment Factors Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound

Monthly: 1.00 Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right

Daily: 1.00 9 22 68 5 243 8 17 17 11 73 251 28

Interval: 1.00 99 256 45 352

Count: 1.00 Trucks: 2% Trucks: 2% Trucks: 0% Trucks: 0%

Total: 1 Peak Hour: Peak Vol: 752 PHF: 0.94

Tuesday, April 16, 2013

5:45 PM

04:00 PM 

Time Interval

04:45 PM to

SB WB NB EB Begin

Peak Trucks Right Thru Left Trucks Right Thru Left Trucks Rights Thru Left Trucks Right Thru Left Peak

15-Min 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 Hour

200 2 68 22 9 4 8 243 5 0 11 17 17 1 28 251 73 04:45 PM
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2162 West Grove Pkwy, Ste 400 

Pleasant Grove, UT  84062 

(801) 763-5100 

March 7, 2013 

 

American Fork City 

Public Works Department 

275 East 200 North 

American Fork, UT  84003 

(801) 763-3060 

Dear Mr. Spencer: 

The following memorandum details the observations of ten school zones throughout American Fork.  These 

observations were taken on February 25th and 26th, 2013 with the intent to assess traffic flow and signage; 

particularly along student walking routes and near crosswalks.  Items that could pose a potential hazard to 

pedestrians or which are not in compliance with the Utah Department of Transportation School Zone Manual 

(SZM) or the U.S. Federal Highway Administration’s Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD, Part 

7 – Traffic Controls for School Zones) are noted. 

American Fork High School 

Address: 510 N. 600 E., American Fork, UT  84003 

Overall, signage along the walking routes for American Fork is done well.  “No Parking” signs along 600 E. are 

well placed to help drivers see students approaching crosswalks.  “School Crossing” (S1-1/W16-7P) and 

“School Advance Crossing” (W16-9P) signs are posted at appropriate distances do their corresponding 

crosswalks.   

   

It is observed that there is no posted speed reduction through this school zone. The word “SCHOOL” is 

painted onto the roadway at the start and end of the school zone; however, the paint is rather faded and 

difficult to see. Additionally, the northbound direction of the intersection at 700 North would benefit from a 
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School Advance Crossing sign as described in SZM 7B.25, paragraph 01: “If a school zone is located on a cross 

street in close proximity to the intersection, School Zone (S1-1) signs with supplemental arrow (W16-5P or 

W16-6P) plaques may be installed on each approach of the street or highway to warn road users making a 

turn onto the cross street that they will encounter a school zone soon after making the turn.” (See also 

MUTCD, 7B.08, paragraph 03, and SZM, Appendix A, Figures A3 and A10.) 

 

American Fork Junior High School 

Address: 1120 N. 20 W., American Fork, UT  84003 

Through this school zone, signage was well posted for crosswalks at nearly all locations. “School” is painted 

onto the road to signal the beginning of the school zone; however, the paint is faded and not easily seen.    

Compliance Issues:  

There ought to be a School Advance Crossing sign (S1-1/W16-9P) headed northbound toward the school 

crossing at 100 E. 1120 N., per SZM, 7B.11 (MUTCD, 7B.11). Additionally, when headed southbound toward 

the same intersections, the School Advance Crossing sign has been twisted 90° and does not face oncoming 

traffic. 

 

Aristotle Academy 

Address: 704 S. 600 E., American Fork, UT  84003 

This school is located in the east end of the old supermarket building just southeast of the Cal Ranch store. 

The parking lot is partially fenced off. It appears to be primarily a drop-off and pick-up facility. 

Compliance Issues: 

There are no signs to indicate a school zone in the area and no crosswalks are available. However, it is unclear 

whether these are required for this school.   
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Barratt Elementary School 

Address: 168 N. 900 E., American Fork, UT  84003 

Speed suppression through the use of speed humps is used widely through the surrounding neighborhood 

and leading up to the school.  Warning signs for the speed humps and a reduced speed limit of 10 mph are 

posted throughout.  Also, “no parking” signs posted are where appropriate along 900 E.   

There is an RS1-6b sign (similar to R1-6a, below) posted for eastbound traffic on 300 N.; however, it would 

also be useful to have one facing the westbound traffic.  

Compliance Issues: 

The 900 E. southbound School Advance Crossing (W16-9P) sign is obscured by a tree.  Of additional note, the 

School Crossing (S1-1/W16-7P) sign for northbound traffic along 900 E. is set back from the road and nestled 

between parking stalls. Though it is technically still alongside the road, the sign is difficult to see and children 

entering the crosswalk are hidden by parked cars. Refer to SZM 7B.17. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

Dan Peterson School 

Address: 169 N. 1100 E., American Fork, UT  84003 

Though there is no school zone starting/ending road signage, it is clearly marked where a “handicapped 

crosswalk” is ahead. The crosswalk coincides with a traffic light.  There is an S1-1/W16-2aP (“500 FEET”) sign 

utilized for northbound traffic on 1100 E.  Otherwise, there is no indication of reduced speed limits through 

the area.  
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Forbes School 

Address: 198 E. 300 N., American Fork, UT  84003 

The Forbes school marks the start and end of the school zone with posted signs.  Additionally, a flashing sign 

which reduces the speed limit to 20 mph (S5-1) is posted.  School Crossing and School Advance Crossing signs 

are well posted.  It is recommended to use a UDOT RS1-6x (similar to R1-6x sign below) at the southbound 

approach to 200 N. 200 E., per SZM, 7B.12 (MUTCD 7B.12). 

Compliance Issues: 

One School Crossing sign (S1-1) is somewhat obscured by a tree. This particular sign is located on the 

westbound stretch of 300 N. (in front of the Northampton House).   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

*Reduced size signs:       S4-3P    12x4 inches 

 

Greenwood Elementary School 

Address: 168 N. 900 E., American Fork, UT  84003 

Overall, very good signage is utilized throughout the walking routes of this school. Of note: There are no 

“start-” or “end-” school-zone signs apparent, nor any required speed reductions through the zone. However, 

“SCHOOL” is painted onto the street to indicate the school zone’s boundaries.  
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Legacy Elementary School 

Address: 28 E. 1340 N., American Fork, UT 

The school zone is marked with painted “SCHOOL” designations on the pavement, but no posted signs. Along 

150 W., signage is very well posted.  A crossing guard is present in addition to an S5-1 flashing School 

Zone/Speed Limit Reduction sign.   

As noted in SZM, 7B.25, paragraph 01, and Figures A3, A10 (MUTCD 7B.08, paragraph 03), a School Crossing 

Assembly (S1-1) sign with a supplemental arrow (W16-5P or W16-6P) would be beneficial on the 70 E. 

northbound approach.   

   

 

Major safety issues exist for the crosswalk located at Center St. and 1340 N. as noted below. 

Compliance Issues: 

The crosswalk at Center St. has insufficient gaps between groups of traffic, per SZM, 7A.03 (MUTCD 7A.03). 

The school crosswalk at Center St. and 1340 N. is congested with parked cars and cars queued up to pick up 

children at the school. Children consistently (and suddenly) enter the crosswalk between parked cars and it is 

difficult to see them. 

Also, the westbound Crossing Advance sign (W16-9P – indicating the upcoming crosswalk at 150 W.) is 

obscured by a tree. 

(Photos on following page) 

Possible Solutions: 

Use a crossing guard at the Center St. crosswalk, per SZM, 7D (MUTCD, 7D). 

Utilize a crosswalk signal to stop traffic at the Center St. crosswalk upon push-button request or at set 

intervals (refer to MUTCD, 4C.06, 4E). 

Greatly widen the “no parking” zones on the north and south curbs adjacent to the crosswalk at Center St., 

per SZM, 7B.17 (MUTCD, 7B.17). Also refer to MUTCD, sections 2B.46, 2B.47, and 2B.48.  
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Photos: 

Legacy School Center Street traffic queuing as school lets out. 
 

Legacy School Center Street crosswalk as school lets out. 
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Odyssey Charter School 

Address: 738 E. Quality Dr., American Fork, UT  84003 

The school is located at the end of a dead-end street with no markings to signal the start or end of a school 

zone. There are few sidewalks along this street and no apparent crosswalks; as such, there are no signs 

indicating crosswalks.  This appears to be strictly a drop-off/pick-up facility.   

If students are walking a route to and from this school, the above items should be addressed. 

Shelley School 

Address: 95 W. 300 N., American Fork, UT  84003 

A standing RS1-6b sign is being used at the crosswalk in front of the school.  “No Parking” designations are 

well posted along the curb in front of the school. 

Compliance Issues: 

Along 300 N., the westbound School Crossing sign (S1-1/W16-7P) is obscured by a tree and the eastbound 

School Advance Crossing sign (S1-1/W16-9P) is missing. Refer to SZM, 7B.11 (MUTCD, 7B.11). 

  

 

 

Please let us know if you have any questions or concerns regarding the observations or analysis presented 

within this memorandum.    

Best regards, 

 

Horrocks Engineers 

 

 

drh 
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Public Comment Matrix 
 

Document Title American Fork Transportation Element 
of the General Plan 

Preparer S. Lord Date February 12, 2013 

# Date Name Comment Response  Notes 

1 January 15 
2013 

Andrew 
Rosenvall 
 

It seems as though the AF city Land Use 
Plan is more up to date than then the 
transportation plan linked on the city 
website so I'll comment on that. 
 

Thank you for your email regarding 
the American Fork City Transportation 
Element of the General Plan.  As we 
move further into the process of 
planning transportation in the City I 
will address your comments.  Your 
input is incredibly valuable to the 
overall process and we welcome any 
further input you may have.  I would 
like to personally invite you to a public 
open house next Tuesday, January 
22nd from 5pm - 7pm in the Senior 
Center on Main Street.  I will be in 
attendance and would welcome the 
opportunity to discuss your comments 
and questions in person.  Again, thank 
you for your valuable input. 
 

 
Comment received by 
email: 
andrewrosenvall@gmai
l.com 
 

2 
 
 

January 15 
2013 

Andrew 
Rosenvall 

I like how Pleasant Grove specifies how 
many lanes each of their categories of 
roads use as well as how they identify 
potential stop light and round-about 
upgrades to intersections.  I'd like 
American Fork to implement something 
similar in their transportation master 
planning maps. 
 

Specific lane configurations and 
potential signal/roundabout locations 
will be identified in the plan. 

 
Comment received by 
email: 
andrewrosenvall@gmai
l.com 
 

mailto:andrewrosenvall@gmail.com
mailto:andrewrosenvall@gmail.com
mailto:andrewrosenvall@gmail.com
mailto:andrewrosenvall@gmail.com


2 
 

Document Title American Fork Transportation Element 
of the General Plan 

Preparer S. Lord Date February 12, 2013 

# Date Name Comment Response  Notes 

3 
 
 

January 15 
2013 

Andrew 
Rosenvall 

Also I especially like the Mountainland 
Association of Governments 30 year 
transportation plan with how it 
identifies roadway expansions, new 
construction, as well as a 3 phase 
approximate timeline for completion 
associated with estimated funding 
compared to estimated costs.  In 
addition I'd like a table of 20 yrs of 
previous transportation budgets to 
demonstrate trend-lines of available 
money for improvement projects 
 

The Capital Facilities Plan will identify 
a planned approach to implementing 
the recommended roadway 
improvements as well as identifying 
funding sources.  A table of previous 
transportation budgets will not be 
included but as budgets are a matter 
of public record, they are available on 
request. 

 
Comment received by 
email: 
andrewrosenvall@gmai
l.com 
 

4 
 
 

January 15 
2013 

Andrew 
Rosenvall 

Main street UDOT and MAG did not 
include AF's main street plan in their 
latest revision even though it was 
approved by the city council in Oct. 
2011 I'm curious about how that 
happened. 
 

The Main Street Vision in on the MAG 
website and the 2020 Mountainland 
Metropolitan Transportation Study.  
Both MAG and UDOT participated in 
the Main Street study. 

 
Comment received by 
email: 
andrewrosenvall@gmai
l.com 
 

5 
 

January 15 
2013 

Andrew 
Rosenvall 

Murdock Canal connector should be 
specified on your map as it will 
probably at least be partially on AF land 
and as it appears it will be built within 
the next year or two, according to 
resent transportation open houses. 

The Murdock Connector is identified 
as an important east-west roadway for 
the City and is included in the plan. 

 
Comment received by 
email: 
andrewrosenvall@gmai
l.com 
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Document Title American Fork Transportation Element 
of the General Plan 

Preparer S. Lord Date February 12, 2013 

# Date Name Comment Response  Notes 

6 
 

January 15 
2013 

Andrew 
Rosenvall 

I'm curious about 1st west in that 
there's enough traffic need to build a 
crossing of I-15 and yet it retains minor 
collector status between the south 
frontage road and state street.  If this 
crossing is completed then 1st west will 
be the only continuous north south 
route traveling from the lake to 
traverse mountain not considered an 
artery or a major collector.  I think the 
plan underestimates the number of 
people who may use 1st west in the 
future, regardless of efforts to 
encourage them to use the Alpine 
Highway( 1st east) or 9th west.  Also at 
one point the City was requesting a 
Interchange with I15 between 5th east 
and Main,  1st west seems the most 
likely candidate since 1st east would be 
too close to 5th east. 

There will not be another crossing 
over the Freeway at 100 West.  This 
was precluded by the I-15 CORE 
project due to the steep grade change 
that would be needed.  It is unlikely 
that a 3rd crossing between Pleasant 
Grove Boulevard and 500 East will 
ever be a viable option.  The City has a 
resolution asking for a crossing 
between the Main Street and 500 East 
interchanges but no plans for another 
interchange.  

 
Comment received by 
email: 
andrewrosenvall@gmai
l.com 
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Document Title American Fork Transportation Element 
of the General Plan 

Preparer S. Lord Date February 12, 2013 

# Date Name Comment Response  Notes 

7 
 

January 15 
2013 

Andrew 
Rosenvall 

However the new diverging diamond 
interchanges seem to be able to easily 
handle the capacity thus reducing the 
need for this new interchange, but I'm 
concerned about congestion at 5th east 
and State Street, particularly the left 
turn from NB 5th to EB State seems to 
be LOS F in the evening.  I'd use 2nd 
and or 4th south as congestion 
reducing alternates if only there 
weren't as many stop signs, Or perhaps 
I'd use 5 east and Pacific Ave. if those 
roads were improved and favored for 
traffic. 
 

The City is looking into solutions for 
the 500 East/State Street intersection.  
This solution will require a separate 
study and cooperation from UDOT.   
The Main Street Vision study is 
designed to discourage the 
northbound left turn movement at 
this intersection and encourage the 
use of Pacific Drive as an alternate to 
State Street. 

 
Comment received by 
email: 
andrewrosenvall@gmai
l.com 
 

8 
 

January 15 
2013 

Andrew 
Rosenvall 

On 1st East NB during peak traffic times 
of 4:30 pm to 6 pm I frequently have to 
wait several light cycles at both Pacific 
Ave and 3rd [North].  This appears to a 
LOS F condition that may require road 
expansion in this area sooner than 
expected.  I know the North County 
Boulevard was supposed to reduce this 
traffic, I suppose I should give it a few 
months as I haven't checked on 
whether NCB has been completed yet. 
 
 
 
 
 

The City is currently working with 
UDOT to study this intersection. 

 
Comment received by 
email: 
andrewrosenvall@gmai
l.com 
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Document Title American Fork Transportation Element 
of the General Plan 

Preparer S. Lord Date February 12, 2013 

# Date Name Comment Response  Notes 

9 
 

January 15 
2013 

Andrew 
Rosenvall 

The alignment of the Vineyard 
Connector into Pioneer crossing is very 
awkward and probably adds several 
minutes of time to those trying to get 
to the meadows shopping area.  I 
would have preferred the 570 West 
alignment where it connected with the 
Main St /State St. intersection. 
 

UDOT is studying this intersection.  
Comment received by 
email: 
andrewrosenvall@gmai
l.com 
 

10 
 

January 15 
2013 

Andrew 
Rosenvall 

I'm curious about 620 S being such a 
short Arterial. I would like to see it 
continue west to 100E as a 2 to 3 lane 
frontage road to  I-15 so that there 
would yet another alternate to 5th east 
and State street. 
 

The alternative suggested would likely 
require lots of right-of-way takes, city 
parks, and would therefore be unlikely 
to pass through the federal funding 
process. 

 
Comment received by 
email: 
andrewrosenvall@gmai
l.com 
 

11 
 

January 15 
2013 

Andrew 
Rosenvall 

What is the projected timeline for 
completion of the 7th North 
connection between 1st and 2nd west, 
as well as the extension of 1120 N 
across Mitchell Hollow? 
 

The 7th North connection will be 
presented to MAG for funding in 
January.  Utilities are being installed in 
the 1120 North connection pending 
City Council approval. 

 
Comment received by 
email: 
andrewrosenvall@gmai
l.com 
 

12 
 

January 22 
2013 

Anonymous 560 West at Pacific Drive need to off 
the drawing board & get built across 
the railroad tracks once & for all.  This 
crossing has been put on the books for 
30+/- yrs.  Its past time to get it built!! 
 
 
 
 

This is currently on the plan and will 
be completed as soon as feasible. 

 
Comment received on 
comment card at open 
house. 
 

mailto:andrewrosenvall@gmail.com
mailto:andrewrosenvall@gmail.com
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mailto:andrewrosenvall@gmail.com
mailto:andrewrosenvall@gmail.com
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Document Title American Fork Transportation Element 
of the General Plan 

Preparer S. Lord Date February 12, 2013 

# Date Name Comment Response  Notes 

13 
 

January 24 
2013 

Andrew 
Rosenvall 

When will the maps that were on 
display at the open house be available 
on line?  Would you email me some 
copies. 

The maps are available on request at 
any time and will be published online 
as they are completed. 
 

 
Comment received by 
email: 
andrewrosenvall@gmai
l.com 
 

14 January 23 
2013 

John Miller The existing intersection of 400 W and 
Pacific Dr is failing.  It is impossible to 
turn EB on Pacific during peak hours 
and difficult during non-peak times.  In 
addition, WB traffic on 300 turning 
South onto 400 W is typically backed 
up because of the que length on 400 
W.  There is a existing curb cut on 
Pacific Dr at 540 W but no rail crossing.  
It may be beneficial to align the 
intersection with the front or rear 
access of the retail center on the South 
side of Pacific Dr at this location (this 
would allow more left hand turn 
length).  There is currently a empty lot 
just north of the rail tracks that was 
used as a staging area during the PI 
project that could be purchased to 
realign the intersection anywhere along 
this section of Pacific Drive. 
 
 
 
 
 

The plan shows a realignment of the 
major connection to Pacific Drive.  The 
previous Master Plan showed a major 
road connecting to Pacific Drive via 
400 West.  The new plan shows this 
connection being made at 300 West.  
This will improve the southbound 
storage length between Pacific Drive 
and 300 North.  It will also allow for 
better signal spacing on Pacific Drive.  
300 West is also a preferred north-
south corridor as it extends north to 
500 North and south across the 
freeway to the FrontRunner station. 

Comment received by 
email: 
milljohn72@gmail.com 

mailto:andrewrosenvall@gmail.com
mailto:andrewrosenvall@gmail.com
mailto:milljohn72@gmail.com
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Document Title American Fork Transportation Element 
of the General Plan 

Preparer S. Lord Date February 12, 2013 

# Date Name Comment Response  Notes 

15 January 23 
2013 

John Miller 1120 N is a vital E/W route on the West 
side of the city.  Currently, 700 N is the 
only main collector in this section of 
town.  The signalized intersection at 
700 N and 900 W has greatly improved 
the safety and helped eliminate the 
backup on 700 N.  However, the 
volumes are still very high for a 
residential two lane collector.  From 
your traffic counts, two lane 700 N 
carries 1/2 the traffic volume as the 5 
lane N County Blvd.  The majority of the 
traffic on 700 N is residential with 
numerous driveways.  Opening 1120 N 
should alleviate much of the traffic on 
700 N by sharing the load between 
these two planned collectors.  In 
addition, it will open another E/W 
route on the West side of the city.  
With the installation of the new high 
pressure gas line on West end of 700 N, 
it would be advantageous to provide 
another alternative route in case of a 
disaster. 
 

The 1120 North connection to 900 
West is a very high priority for east-
west connectivity in the City and is 
planned for construction in the first 
phase of projects. 

Comment received by 
email: 
milljohn72@gmail.com 
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2162 West Grove Parkway Suite 400     Pleasant Grove, UT  84062      Telephone (801) 763-5100 

 

O:\!2012\PG-137-1211 AF Trans Element of the General Plan\Project Data\Traffic\Working\Reports\Horrocks Memo_300 W Traffic Study Review_061313.docx 

  To:  Andy Spencer, PE 
  American Fork City Engineer 
 
 From: Kelly Ash, PE 
 
 Date:   June 13, 2013 Memorandum 
 
 Subject: Review & Recommendations Regarding Previous 300 West Traffic Study 
 

 
As part of the American Fork City Transportation Master Plan update, Horrocks Engineers was asked to review a 
previous traffic study performed for the intersections along 300 West and 200 South directly adjacent to the crossing 
under I-15 (including a “North Intersection” and a “South Intersection” in relation to the I-15 crossing).  This 
memorandum summarizes our review the memorandum and analysis performed by Hales Engineering dated March 
2, 2011. 

We agree with the general conclusions of the previous study as follows: 

 The traffic volumes used in the analysis were comparable to the traffic volumes forecasts used to update the 
City’s Transportation Master Plan. 

 The Synchro analysis performed provided an appropriate representation of the Level of Service (LOS) for 
each alternative at each intersection individually; however, the analysis did not address potential queuing 
issues that could be associated with the two closely spaced intersections or potential platooning issues as a 
result of the closely spaced railroad crossing and traffic signal on Main St. 

 There is currently an intersection sight distance restriction for the Mahogony Dr approach to the North 
Intersection. 

o Historic crash data does not reflect an issue as a result of the limited sight distance; however lack 
of crash data may be the result of low traffic volumes.  As traffic volumes increase, the limited sight 
distance for the North Intersection may become more of an issue and should be regularly 
evaluated. 

o Hales Engineers recommended a short-term improvement to update the North Intersection to a 
four-way stop to temporarily address the sight distance issue with minimal impact to the overall 
capacity of the intersection.  Another potential alternative not addressed by the previous study 
would be to invoke an Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) solution.  This could be 
accomplished by installing radar detection on all four legs of the intersection.  As a vehicle 
approaches the stop bar on the side street, warning signs with flashing beacons on the main 
approaches could be activated that say “Watch for Entering Traffic When Flashing.”  Similarly, as 
traffic approaches on the collector road, a “blank-out” sign beneath the stop sign could be activated 
with a message saying “Cross Traffic Does Not Stop.” This alternative eliminates the need to stop 
along the main collector and thus maintains the hierarchy of roadway functional classification. 

 At least one of the crashes described in the previous study occurred at night.  Although not recommended in 
the previous study, the City may consider installing intersection lighting for both of these intersections.  In 
additional, the City may consider providing day-time tunnel lighting under the structure to reduce the lighting 
contrast between the dark tunnel and the daylight as drivers enter and exit the tunnel and attempt to 
navigate through the adjacent intersections. 

 From a capacity standpoint, the dual roundabout option is expected to provide the least delay and will 
minimize conflict points within the intersections thereby improving safety. From a pedestrian standpoint, stop 
signs are likely the safest alternative since driver would be required to stop prior to the conflict point; 
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however, the roundabout option could be designed to safely and adequately accommodate pedestrians with 
proper sight distance and signing.  Further study should be done to evaluate the overall pedestrian 
treatment and utilization through this area.  The previous study mentioned a potential school crossing 
through this area as recommended by a Safe Routes to School Study for Greenwood Elementary School.  
Depending on actual pedestrian demands and traffic volumes, a school crossing with a crossing guard may 
be necessary in the future. 

 The previous study indicated that “future traffic volumes will create poor LOS at the study intersections.”  
Although the LOS is expected to deteriorate, further analysis is recommended at a later date to determine 
the best alternative as conditions may change over time.  The future study should include cost/benefit ratio 
comparisons, queuing/platooning analysis, and other warrant analyses to determine the best solution for the 
City.  From a planning perspective, the dual roundabout option could be a viable solution to the future 
growth in traffic demand while improving safety for years to come. 
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*ACTUAL DIMENSIONS TO BE DETERMINED
 ON A CASE-BY-CASE BASIS BASED UPON
 EXISTING CONDITIONS
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LANDMARKS

1. LINDON CITY PUBLIC WORKS

2. LINDON CITY HALL

3. LINDON FIRE STATION #1

4. LDS CHURCH

5. FELLOWSHIP BIBLE CHURCH

6. LDS CHURCH

7. LDS CHURCH

8. LDS CHURCH

9. LDS CHURCH

10. LINDON COMMUNITY CENTER

11. LDS CHURCH

12. LDS CHURCH CANNERY

13. LINDON ELEMENTARY

14. ROCKY MOUNTAIN ELEMENTARY

15. OAK CANYON JR. HIGH

16. TIMPANOGOS ACADEMY

17. NORTH POINT WASTE TRANSFER STATION

18. EQUESTRIAN STAGING AREA

19. WATER TANK PARK

20. PIONEER PARK

EXISTINGFUTURE

FREEWAY

ARTERIALS

MAJOR COLLECTORS

MINOR COLLECTORS

LOCAL

PRIVATE

OTHER PUBLIC

NOTE:  FUTURE STREETS ARE SHOWN IN

              APPROXIMATE LOCATION

LEGEND

CITY BOUNDARY

NOTE:  WHEN THE CONNECTION OF GILLMAN

LANE IS MADE TO 400 WEST STREET, IT WILL

NO LONGER EXTEND TO STATE STREET.

21. CITY CENTER PARK

22. CEMETERY

23. CREEK SIDE PARK

24. PANORAMA POINT PARK

25. WILLOWBEND PARK

26. HOLLOW PARK

27. LDS CHURCH

28. SQUAW HOLLOW PARK

29. PHEASANT BROOK PARK

30. MEADOW PARK

31. LINDON AQUATICS CENTER

32. LDS CHURCH

33. KARL MAESER ACADEMY

34. LAKESIDE POWER PLANT (VINEYARD)

35. LINDON MARINA

36. FRYER PARK

37. DRY CANYON TRAILHEAD
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Following construction of
the I-15 interchange and 
area roads, a connection
between 100 East and 
Geneva Road should be 
reconsidered, particularly
if 100 East remains a 
State Highway and the
city desires to increase
capacity and reduce
congestion on it.

Right-of-way for 7 lanes
should be preserved on
2000 West from State
Street to Pleasant Grove
Boulevard.  If 2000 West
becomes a State Highway,
widening to 7 lanes may 
eventually be needed.

Pleasant Grove Boulevard
from I-15 to 2000 W and
the entire length of State 
Street are 7 Lanes

Pleasant Grove City
Street Master Plan

           Legend
Arterial Streets (5 Lanes)
Proposed Arterial Streets
Collector Streets (3 Lanes)
Proposed Collector Streets
Local Streets

®

0 800 1,600 2,400
Feet



N
 M

A
IN

 S
T

N
 F

O
R

T 
C

A
N

Y
O

N
 R

D

W W
ESTFIELD

 R
D

S
 R

ID
G

E
 L

N

E RIDGE DR

N ALPINE BLV
D

E 100 SOUTH ST

E HEALEY BLVD

N G
ROVE

 D
R

S
 H

IG
H

 B
E

N
C

H
 R

D

S
 A

LP
IN

E
 H

W
Y

E 300 NORTH ST

S RANCH DR

S
 M

A
IN

 S
T

N
 M

O
YL

E 
D

R

S 
LO

N
G

 D
R

E ALPINE BLVD

W LUPINE DR

N
 S

U
N

R
IS

E
 D

R

N
 4

00
 W

E
S

T 
S

T

N
 B

A
L D

 M
O

U
N

TA
IN

 D
R

N
 M

AT
TE

R
H

O
R

N
 D

R

W 800 SOUTH ST

W
 CANYON CREST RD

W 11350 NORTH ST

S
 6

00
 E

A
S

T  
S

T

E ALPINE DR

E RED PINE DR

W SUNSET DR

W LAKEVIEW DR

W 200 NORTH ST

E VILLAGE WAY

W
 P

AR
KW

AY
 D

R

N
 T

IM
B

E
R

LI
N

E
 D

R

S
 C

A
N

Y
O

N
 C

R
E

S
T 

R
D

N
 E

L K
 R

I D
G

E
 L

N

E BOX ELDER DR

N
 A

LP
IN

E
 H

W
Y

E PIONEER RD

N
 2

00
 E

A
S

T 
S

T

N 
CO

VE
NT

RY
 L

N

N
 3

00
 E

A
S

T 
S

T

W LONG DR

S
 S

ILV
E

R
 LN

S
 A

LP
IN

E
 D

R

N
 6

00
 E

A
S

T 
S

T

S
 B

AT
E

M
A

N
 L

N

W CENTER ST

N 
O

RC
HA

RD
 L

N

N H
ILL

SID
E C

IR

W HOG HOLLOW RD

N 
AL

PI
NE

 C
O

VE
 D

R

S
 A

N
D

E
S

 D
R

W BLUE SPRUCE RD

N
 4

80
0 

W
E

S
T 

S
T

E 200 NORTH ST

E LONE PEAK DR

N
 E

A
S

T 
V

IE
W

 L
N

E PRESTON DR

E CANTERBURY LN

E HERITAGE HILLS DR

N
 P

FE
IF

FE
R

H
O

R
N

 D
R

N
 5

71
0 

W
E

S
T 

S
T

W 600 NORTH ST

E SUNBURST LN

S
 S

C
E

N
IC

 D
R

S
 A

LP
IN

E
 B

L V
D

N
 E

A
G

LE V
IE

W
 D

R

S
 P

O
N

D
E

R
O

S
A D

R

E CENTER ST

N H
ERITA

GE H
ILL

S D
R

N P
RESTO

N D
RN

 C
O

U
N

TR
Y 

M
AN

O
R

 D
R

W CASCADE AVE

S
 7

00
 E

A
S

T 
S

T

E EASTVIEW DR

S
 1

0 0
 W

E
S

T 
S

T

E 426 NORTH ST

W RANCH CIR

W HILLSIDE CIR

S W
O

O
D

 D
R

N
 B

R
IS

TO
L 

C
T

N
 Q

U
AI

L 
H

O
LL

O
W

 L
N

E SUN CIR

E ALLEGHENY WAY

E WATKINS LN

N
 O

A
K

 R
ID

G
E

 D
R

W
 M

EAD
O

W
LAR

K D
R

S 
M

AT
TE

R
H

O
R

N
 D

R

N
 1

00
 E

A
S

T 
S

T

N SUMMIT W
AY

N
 S

A
M

P
S

O
N

 D
R

S C
O

U
N

TR
Y M

A
N

O
R

 LN

E CANYON CREST RD

E 100 NORTH ST

N
 1

0 0
 W

E
S

T  
S

T

S
 R

IV
E

R
 R

D

N
 D

EE
R

FI
EL

D
 D

R

N
 E

AS
TV

IE
W

 D
R

E BOX ELDER CIR

E MAPLE DR

E S
ILV

ERLE
AF D

R

W ALPINE COVE DR

N
 W

O
O

D
LA

N
D

 D
R

E CASCADE AVE

N
 W

IL
D

ER
N

ES
S 

D
R

S
 6

30
 W

E
S

T 
S

T

E 770 NORTH ST

S S
U

N
R

IS
E

 D
R

S
 H

IG
H

 R
ID

G
E

 D
R

E ROUND MOUNTAIN DR

E APPLE TREE DR

E ROSANNA DR

E EAST MOUNTAIN DR

E COVENTRY LN

N
 5

50
0 

W
E

ST
 S

T

S 
PR

ES
TO

N
 D

R

S 
P

FE
IF

FE
R

H
O

R
N

 D
R

N
 W

E
S

T 
FI

E
LD

 C
O

V
E

 D
R

W OAK VIEW DR

S
 P

IN
E

V
IE

W
 D

RS
 R

IV
E

R
 V

IE
W

 D
R

N
 A

S
P

E
N

 R
ID

G
E

 L
N

E 910 NORTH ST

E SLIDE CIR

S
 TW

IN
 R

IV
E

R
 LO

O
P

W WOODLAND DR

S B
LU

E R
ID

G
E LN

S 
AL

PI
N

E 
C

IR

S 1230 E
A

ST ST

E OAKHILL DR
S OAK LN

E MOON LN

W 200 SOUTH ST

S
 3

00
 E

A
S

T 
S

T

S
 2

00
 E

A
S

T 
S

T

W MEADOW CIR

W
 FORT C

REEK D
R

E JACKSON LN

N
 S

U
N

B
R

O
O

K
 C

IR

S PICCADILLY
 CIR

S
 H

E
A

L E
Y

 C
T

N
 PR

O
S

P
EC

T LN

N 
EA

ST
VI

EW
 L

N
N

 M
O

U
N

TA
IN

VI
LL

E 
C

IR

S
 A

LL
E

G
H

E
N

Y 
C

IR

W RIVER CIR

S 
CR

EE
K 

SI
DE 

PA
SS

N
 P

AT
TE

R
SO

N
 D

R

E 815 SOUTH ST

E GROVE CIR

E MEADOW CIR

S HIGH RIDGE CIR

E BROOK CIR

N
 BAYBERRY C

IR

N
 A

N
D

R
EW

 D
R

E HIMALAYA CT

S
 B

R
A

D
D

O
C

K
 L

N

E FOX MEADOW ST

E 280 SOUTH ST

W LONG DRIVE CT

S C
ASC

A
D

E AV
E

W JUNIPER CIR

E WINTERGREEN CT

E STONEHEDGE DR

N
 5

00
 E

AS
T 

ST

N
 G

LA
C

IE
R

 L
IL

Y 
D

R

S
 4

00
 E

A
S

T 
S

T

N ASPEN DR

E MAY CIR

N BIR
CH C

IR

W SILV
ER SAGE CIR

W BORDEAUX LN

E SUNSET CIR

W ELBERT CIR

S 
V

IL
LA

G
E

 C
T

W SAMPSON CT

W
 E

STA
TE D

R

S
 H

O
LLY C

IR

S SEQUOIA CIR

S HAYLEY CT

W HUBBARD CIR

E QUINCY CT

E HUNTERS RIDGE CIR

E MOYLE CIR

E FLANNERY LN

S
 S

IE
R

R
A 

C
IR

E CENTER ST

N
 G

R
O

V
E

 D
R

E 300 NORTH STN
 P

FE
IF

F E
R

H
O

R
N

 D
R

E 200 NORTH ST

Alpine City
Transportation Master Plan

µ
Legend
Street Classifications

EX_ATERIAL

EX_COLLECTOR

EX_LOCAL

NEW_ARTERIAL

NEW_COLLECTOR

NEW_LOCAL

Adopted:  October 14, 2008



!!

!!

!!

!!

!!

!!

!!

!!

!!

P r o v o  B a y

L i n c o l n
P o i n t

B i r d
I s l a n d

P e l i c a n
P o i n t

U  T  A
 H     L  A

 K
 E

Option B

Option A

!!27

 Utah County

 Salt Lake County
 Wasatch County

Eureka

Rocky
Ridge

Bluffdale

Riverton

Draper
CityHerriman

Vineyard

Orem

Saratoga
Springs

Cedar
Hills

Pleasant
Grove

Lehi

American
Fork

Fairfield

Highland

Alpine

Springville

Salem

Payson

Cedar
Fort

Genola Elk
Ridge

Goshen

Spanish
Fork Mapleton

Eagle
Mountain

Woodland
Hills

Santaquin

Provo

Lindon

!!2!!19

!!37

!!38

!!40

!!42

!!43

!!44

!!45

!!47

!!24

!!55

!!56

!!52

!!63

!!65

!!67

!!68

!!69

!!71

!!72

!!75

!!77

!!78

!!81

!!83

!!85

!!86

!!87!!20

!!49

!!17

!!10

!!57

!!26

!!46

!!82

!!79

!!48

!!23

!!62

!!80

!!1

!!64

!!84 !!35

!!39

!!8

!!21

!!76

!!25

!!25

!!54

!!58!!41

!!1
!!60

!!1

!!3 !!74

!!29
!!66

!!51

!!9

!!53

!!28

!!88

!!89

!!31

!!73

!!90

!!32

!!30

!!27

!!36

!!22

!!50

!!50!!61

!!18

!!34

!!70

!!33

!!59

!!59

!!16

!!5

!!6

!!7

!!4

!!13

!!14

!!15

!!11

!!12

ST73

ST68

ST92

ST52

ST265

ST114

ST198

ST51

ST147

ST164

ST77

£¤189

£¤6

£¤89

§̈¦15

Road Projects - 2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan
Adopted: May 5, 2011

O 1:164,000

Map Produced by Kory Iman   Chief Cartographer
Map Production Date: May 2011

0 10.5 Miles
www.mountainland.org

The producer of the map assumes no 
responsibility for the risks, dangers, and
liability that may result from the reader's 
use of the map.

Legend
Project Number!!10

!! Interchange

Freeway

Expressway
Principle / Minor Highway

Û ÛPhase 3 
2031 - 40Û ÛPhase 2

2021 - 30Û ÛPhase 1
2011 - 20 Û ÛVision



Freeway / Expressway Projects
Cost in 

Millions
Cost in 

Millions

1
I-15 FWY CORE Reconstruction - Lehi to Spanish Fork
Lehi Main ST to Spanish Fork River
Reconstruct freeway, interchanges, add capacity, Carpool Lanes $1,593.90 

46
State ST / US-89 - American Fork to Lehi
American Fork Main ST to Lehi Main ST
Widen to 6 lanes

$9.7

2
I-15 FWY Reconstruction - Draper to Lehi
Draper to Lehi Main ST
Reconstruct freeway and interchanges, add capacity (cost UC portion)

$480.0 47
University PKWY / HWY-265 - Orem to Provo
State ST, Orem to University AVE, Provo
Widen to 6 lanes

$34.1

3
I-15 FWY Widening - Spanish Fork to Payson
Spanish Fork River to Payson 800 South
Reconstruct freeway and interchanges, add capacity

$60.8 48
Westside Connector RD
I-15 / University AVE interchange to Provo Center ST
New 4 lane road

$28.7

4 I-15 / Benjamin Interchange
Reconstruct interchange

$48.7 49
Arrowhead Trail / 8000 South - Spanish Fork to Salem
Spanish Fork Main ST to UC 3200 West
Widen to 4 lanes

$46.2

5 I-15 / Orem 800 South Interchange
New HOV interchange connecting to Utah Valley University

$124.1 50
HWY-73 - Eagle Mountain to Cedar Fort
Ranches PKWY to EM 3400 North
Widen to 4 lanes

$134.5

6 I-15 / Payson Main St Interchange
Reconstruct interchange

$48.7 51
Payson Main ST / HWY-115
I-15 FWY to Payson 100 North
Widen to 4 lanes

$8.3

7 I-15 / Santaquin Main St Interchange
Reconstruct interchange

$36.5 52
Pleasant Grove 100 East / Canyon RD / HWY 146
State ST, PG to HWY 92, Highland
Widen to 4 lanes

$34.6

8
Lehi 2100 North Frontage Roads
Redwood RD to I-15 FWY
Phase 1 frontage roads with at grade intersections

$120.6 53
Pony Express PKWY - Eagle Mountain
Ruby Valley DR to EM 5600 North
Widen 2 lane portion to 4 lanes, add trail

$83.8

9
Timpanogos HWY / HWY 92 - Lehi to Highland
I-15 FWY to Alpine HWY
Widen 2 lane sections to 4 lanes, add commuter lanes and trail

$143.6 54
Pony Express PKWY - Saratoga Springs to Pleasant Grove
Redwood RD to I-15 / Pleasant Grove Interchange
Widen 2 lane portions to 4 lanes and new 4 lane road, add trail

$163.5

10 Hidden Valley EXPWY / FWY
Mtn View FWY , Saratoga Spgs. to Lake Mtn EXPWY, Eagle Mtn.

$156.5 55
Provo 800 / 820 North / 700 North
Geneva RD to Provo 900 East
Widen to 4 lanes, add bike lanes

$51.3

11 I-15 / Lehi 4000 North Interchange
New interchange

$81.4 56
Redwood RD / HWY-68 - Saratoga Springs
Stillwater PKWY to Mtn. View FWY
Widen to 4 lanes, add trail

$41.1

12 I-15 / Nebo Beltway EXPWY Interchange - Payson
New interchange

$72.0 57
Springville 400 South / HWY-77
I-15 FWY to Palmyra
Widen to 4 lanes

$45.1

13 I-15 / Spanish Fork Center ST Interchange
New interchange

$81.4 58
University AVE / US-189 - Provo
Provo 900 South to 400 South
Reconstruct Provo 600 South RR bridge

$54.0

14 I-15 / Springville 1600 So./Sp Fork 2700 No. Interchange
New interchange

$54.0 59
US-6 - Santaquin to Elberta
Santaquin 500 West to Redwood Rd, Elberta
Widen to 4 lanes

$53.2

15 I-15 / UC 12400 South Interchange
New interchange between Payson and Santaquin

$54.0 60
US-89 - Mapleton
Mapleton 1200 North to Mapleton 1600 South
Widen to 4 lanes

$24.4

16
Lake Mountain EXPWY - Eagle Mtn
HWY 73 to Eagle Mountain BLVD
New 6 lane expressway through Eagle Mountain

$114.6 61
HWY-73 - Saratoga Springs to Eagle Mountain
Mtn. View FWY to Lake Mountain FWY
Widen to 6 lanes

$108.0

17
Lake Mountain FWY / EXPWY - Saratoga Spgs to Eagle Mtn
Mtn View FWY to HWY 73
New freeway originating at Mtn View/Lehi 2100 N via Camp Williams

$666.3 62
HWY-198 - Payson to Santaquin
Payson 1500 South to Santaquin Main ST
Widen to 4 lanes

$50.9

18 Lehi 2100 North EXPWY - Saratoga Springs to Lehi
Mountain View FWY to I-15

$268.9 63
Orem 800 North / HWY-52
Orem 1000 East to University AVE, Provo
Widen to 6 lanes, interchange improvements

$73.3

19 Mountain View FWY SLCo. to Saratoga Springs
I-80 SLC to Hidden Valley FWY (cost UC portion)

$450.3 64
Orem 800 North / HWY-52
Geneva RD to Pioneer Crossing/Vineyard EXPWY
New 6 lane road

$25.7

20
Nebo Beltway EXPWY - Payson to Woodland Hills
I-15 FWY to Woodland Hills DR
Widen 2 lane portion to 4 and new 4 lane road

$82.4 65
University AVE - Provo
University PKWY to Orem 800 North
Widen to 6 lanes

$91.4

21
Timpanogos HWY / HWY-92 - Lehi to Highland
Lehi 1200 East to Alpine HWY, Highland
Add express lanes

$126.5
MINOR HIGHWAY PROJECTS

22
US-6 - Spanish Fork
I-15 to Spanish Fork Center ST
Widen to 6 lanes

$21.5 66
Elk Ridge DR - Salem
HWY-198 to UC 8000 South
New 2 lane road

$9.7

23
I-15 FWY Widening - Payson to Santaquin
Payson 800 South to Santaquin Main ST
Widen freeway and interchanges

$717.6 67
Lehi 2300 West
HWY-92 to Pony Express PKWY
Widen 2 lane portion to 4 and new 4 lane road

$78.0

24
Mountain View FWY (Foothill) - Saratoga Springs
Pony Express PKWY to Utah Lake Crossing
Continuation of MV FWY to south

$1,032.6 68
Meadows Connection RD
AF 200 South to State ST
New I-15 FWY crossing to AF commuter rail station

$49.5

25
Pioneer Crossing/Vineyard EXPWY
Mountain View FWY, Saratoga Spgs to South Wasatch FWY, Provo
6 Lane Expressway

$376.5 69
Orem 1600 North
Orem 1200 West to Orem 400 West
Widen 2 lane portion to 4

$6.3

26
South Wasatch FWY - Payson to Provo
I-15, Payson to Provo/Orem
New FWY to bypass I-15 Springville Choke Point

$1,786.1 70
Orem Center ST
Geneva RD to I-15 FWY
Widen 2 lane portion to 4

$2.8

27
Cedar Valley FWY
Lake Mtn. FWY, Eagle Mountain to I-15, Santaquin
New FWY on westside of county

na 71
Pleasant Grove BLVD
I-15 FWY to State ST
Widen to 4 lanes

$10.9

28
Lake Mountain EXPWY
Eagle Mountain BLVD to Cedar Valley FWY
New 6 lane expressway through Eagle Mountain

na 72
Provo Center ST / HWY-114 - Provo
I-15 FWY to Provo 3110 West
Widen to 4 lanes

$11.5

29
Nebo Beltway EXPWY
Woodland Hills to Spanish Fork
New loop road in southeast area of valley

na 73
North West Connector RD - Provo
Westside Connector RD to Geneva RD
New 4 lane road

$34.7

30
I-15 FWY Frontage Road System/Provo 820 N Interchange
Provo 900 South to Orem 800 South
Both facilities will be studied, one chosen

na 74
Spanish Fork Center ST
SF 900 East to US-6
Widen 2 lane portion to 4

$1.6

31
Point of the Mountain FWY - Lehi
I-15 to Mountain View FWY
New FWY connecting I-15 to Mtn. View FWY

na 75
Springville 1400 North / HWY-75
I-15 FWY to Springville Main ST
Widen to 4 lanes

$48.7

32
Utah Lake Crossing FWY
Mountain View FWY, Saratoga Spgs. to I-15, Provo/Orem
Opt. A - Proposed private crossing | Opt. B - MPO modeled alt.

na 76
American Fork 100 East | Alpine HWY / HWY-74
American Fork Main ST to HWY 92
Widen to 4 lanes, add bike lanes

$43.0

PRINCIPLE HIGHWAY PROJECTS
77

Canyon Crest DR - Highland to Alpine
HWY-92 to Alpine HWY
Widen to 4 lanes

$14.1

33
Geneva RD / HWY-114 - Orem
Orem 2000 South to Orem 1600 North
Widen to 4 lanes, add RR bridge at Orem 400 South

$113.9 78
Eagle Mountain BLVD
HWY-73 to Lake Mountain EXPWY
Widen to 4 lanes

$64.2

34
Geneva RD / Pleasant Grove 100 East Connection
Connect roads at State ST
New 4 lane connector road

$5.7 79
Lehi Main ST / SR-73
Redwood RD to Lehi 500 West
Widen to 4 lanes

$52.3

35
HWY-73 - Saratoga Springs to Eagle Mountain
Redwood RD to Ranches PKWY
Widen 2 lane portion to 4 lanes, add trail

$8.8 80
Orem 1600 North | 800 East
Orem 400 West to Orem 800 South
Widen 2 lane portion to 4

$51.4

36
HWY-198 - Spanish Fork to Payson
Arrowhead Trail to Payson 1500 South
Widen to 4 lanes

$75.6 81
Orem 800 South / Provo 3700 North
Orem 800 East to University AVE, Provo
Widen to 4 lanes

$19.5

37
North County BLVD (UC 4800 W)
HWY-92 to State ST, American Fork
Widen 2 lane section to 4

$72.1 82
Orem Center ST
I-15 FWY to State ST
Widen to 6 lanes

$22.7

38
Orem 800 North / HWY-52
Geneva RD to Orem 400 West
Widen to 6 lanes

$12.7 83
Pacific AVE Bypass RD - American Fork
State ST to AF 500 East to State ST
Widen to 4 lanes

$40.4

39
Pioneer Crossing Extension - Saratoga Springs
Redwood RD to HWY 73
New 4 lane road connecting Pioneering Crossing to HWY 73

$16.8 84
Ranches PKWY - Eagle Mountain
HWY-73 to Lake Mountain FWY
New 4 lane road

$11.7

40
Pony Express PKWY - Saratoga Springs to Eagle Mountain
Redwood RD to Smith Ranch RD
Widen 2 lane portion to 4 lanes, add trail

$22.0 85
Springville 1600 So. / Spanish Fork 2700 North
Spanish Fork Main ST to US-89, Springville
Widen 2 lane portion to 4 and new 4 lane road, add railroad bridge

$92.8

41
Provo 500 West
Provo 300 South to Westside Connector RD
Widen 2 lane portion to 4 and new 4 lane road, add bike lanes

$12.1 86
UC 12400 South
HWY-198, Santaquin to US-6, Genola
Widen to 4 lanes

$96.7

42
Redwood RD / HWY-68 - Saratoga Springs
Saratoga Springs 400 North to Stillwater PKWY
Widen to 4 lanes, add trail

$29.0 87
Woodland Hills DR - Salem
HWY-198 to UC 11200 South
Widen to 4 lanes

$40.9

43
Santaquin Main ST / US-6
I-15 FWY to Santaquin 500 West
Widen to 4 lanes, add trail

$10.3 88
Eagle Mountain 3400 North
HWY-73 to Lake Mountain EXPWY
New 4 lane road

$94.4

44
State ST / US-89 - Orem to Pleasant Grove
Orem 1800 North to Geneva RD, PG $6.2 89

Eagle Mountain 5600 North
HWY-73 to Lake Mountain EXPWY
New 4 lane road

$95.6

45
State ST / US-89 - Pleasant Grove to American Fork
Pleasant Grove 200 South to American Fork 100 East
Widen to 6 lanes

$26.7 90
Spanish Fork Main ST / Provo 500 West Connector RD
I-15 FWY Spainsh Fork to Provo Westside Connector RD
Widen 2 lane portion to 4 and new 4 lane road

$169.2

HIGHWAY PROJECTS
Projects Not Ranked

Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Vision



STATE ST

20
0 E

30
0 W

10
0 E

1100 S

1120 N

50
0 E

50 S

15
0 W

100 N

1500 S

1300 S

MI
LL

 PO
ND

 R
D

PLE
AS

ANT G
ROVE B

LVD

NO
RT

H 
CO

UN
TY

 BL
VD

10
0 W

63
0 E

AUTO MALL DR

FRONTAGE RD

90
0 E

UTAH VALLEY DR

MAIN ST

57
0 W

90
0 W

9600 N

10
20

 W

700 N

STATE ST

50
0 E

10
0 W

SAM WHITE LN

1100 N

90
0 W

MURDOCK C ONNECTOR

300 N

700 N

10
0 E

86
0 E

200 S

50
0 E

NO
RT

H 
CO

UN
TY

 BL
VD

10
0 E

VINEYARD CONNECTOR

VINEYARD CONNECTOR

1500 S

SA
M

W
HI

TE
LN

700 SOUTH CONNECTOR

930 S

700 S

620 S

86
0 E60
0 E

400 S

86
0 E

PACIFIC DR

54
0 W

56
0 W

1340 N

980 N

1100 N

1280 N

11
90

 E

ART DYE CO
NN

EC
TO

R

13,000

UDO T Alt
City Alt

§̈¦15

£¤89

)

¨̈

ø ééééé
 

74

)
¨̈

ø ééééé
 

180

)

¨̈

ø ééééé
 

73

0 0.25 0.5
Mile s

:

O:
\!2

01
2\P

G-
13

7-1
21

1 A
F T

ran
s E

lem
en

t o
f th

e G
en

er
al 

Pl
an

\P
roj

ec
t D

ata
\G

IS\
Ho

rro
ck

s\M
xd

\F
ina

l M
ap

s\2
04

0 A
DT

 Tr
uc

ks
 11

 X
 17

_2
.m

xd

Spe c ial 90' Cross-se c tion for Utility Corrid or

Spe c ial 90' Cross-se c tion for Utility Corrid or

AF City O ption

P G City O ption

2040 ADT and  Truc k P e rc e ntage s
Signific ant Loc al, Existing (2 Lane s)
Signific ant Loc al, Future  (2 Lane s)
Colle c tor, Existing (3 Lane s)
Colle c tor, Future  (3 Lane s)
Major Colle c tor, Existing (3 Lane s)
Major Colle c tor, Future  (3 Lane s)

Arte rial, Existing (5 Lane s)
Arte rial, Future  (5 Lane s)
P rinc ipal Arte rial, Existing (7 Lane s)
P rinc ipal Arte rial, Ne w (7 Lane s)
I-15
City Bound ary

½ HAWK

))!!!!
!! Existing Signal

))!!!!
!! P ropose d  Signal

P ropose d  Inte rse c tion Tre atme nt"
Round about!

Ave rage  Daily Traffic  (ADT)20,000
P e rc e nt Truc k Traffic7%


	American Fork - Transportation Element of the General Plan 20131112
	Appendix Form
	1- American Fork - Traffic Calming Toolbox Mar192013
	2- American Fork - Guidelines for Traffic Calming Mar192013
	3- TIS guidelines master
	4- Intersection Studies Memo
	5- Guidelines for Pedestrian Crossings master
	7- 900 E 700 N - Stop Sign Warrant Study
	8- 900 E 300 N - Stop Sign Warrant Study
	9- Schools Memo MASTER
	10- Public Comment Matrix
	11- Horrocks Memo_300 W Traffic Study Review
	12- Appendix_Maps
	Lehi Master_Transportation_Plan
	Lindon Street Map
	Lindon Alt TMP
	PG TMP
	Alpine TMP
	2040_MTP_Roads_11x17

	13- 2040 ADT Trucks




