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A Resolution urging State Legislators to revoke and ban business licenses for 
payday lenders  

WHEREAS, according to Tenn. Code Ann. 45-17-101 et seq., Deferred Presentment 
Services providers, also known as payday lenders, issue short-term loans and as a result, 
neighborhoods across the City of Memphis are experiencing resurgence of predatory 
payday lender operations; and  

WHEREAS, payday loan businesses in Tennessee are required to obtain a license at the 
Department of Financial Institutions and are then authorized to provide a maximum loan 
amount of $500 and the maximum fee amount on a payday loan cannot exceed 15% of 
the face amount of the check, or internet payday loan, with an annual percentage rate of 
up to 460%; and  

WHEREAS, payday loans cost most borrowers triple-digit interest rates, trap borrowers 
in repeat loans, foster coercive debt collection practices, and endanger bank account 
ownership for families that live on the financial edge; and  

WHEREAS, loopholes are exploited and billions of dollars in usurious interest flows out 
of communities; and 

WHEREAS, high cost payday lenders are proliferating in low-to-moderate income areas 
where this form of lending is authorized; subsequently payday lenders continue to expand 
their storefronts which makes it almost impossible to curb economic blight; and  

WHEREAS, key demographics in which the payday industry uses to determine business 
locations, including income, homeownership, poverty, unemployment rate, age, 
education, share of households with children and gender and data has led to African-
American neighborhoods facing three (3) times as many payday lending stores per capita 
as white neighborhoods; and  

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Memphis City Council has a right 
and a responsibility to protect the economic health, welfare and safety of all citizens of 
Memphis and urges state legislators to revoke and ban businesses licenses for all pay day 
lenders.  

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Memphis City Council urges state legislators 
to propose legislation that will cease predatory payday lending and improve the financial 
lives of families within the City of Memphis and throughout the entire state of Tennessee.  

Sponsor:         Chairwoman 
Chase Carlisle        Patrice Robinson 
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Resolution to transfer and allocate $5,731,700.00 to the MIFA Utility Assistance Program for 

citizens impacted by COVID-19 global pandemic. 

 WHEREAS, the US Department of Treasury through the Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and 

Economic Security Act (CARES Act) - Coronavirus Relief Fund, has provided payments to assist 

State, Local, and Tribal governments in navigating the impact of the COVID-19 outbreak; and  

 WHEREAS, The CARES Act requires that the payments from the Coronavirus Relief Fund 
only be used to cover expenses that— 

(1) are necessary expenditures incurred due to the public health emergency with respect to 
the Coronavirus Disease 2019 (COVID–19); 

(2) were not accounted for in the budget most recently approved as of March 27, 2020 (the 
date of enactment of the CARES Act) for the State or government; and 

(3) were incurred during the period that begins on March 1, 2020 and ends on December 
31, 2020. 

WHEREAS, the Administration presented a plan for the allocation of $113,647,218 in 

CARES Act funding for proposed resource allocation, related program development, and 

implementation timing; and  

WHEREAS, on April 28, 2020, the Memphis City Council created and approved the 

Council Emergency Relief Program (CERP) to support our citizens facing financial hardships 

during the pandemic allocating 

(1) $600,000 to Welcome to Memphis, a partnership between Community Foundation and 
Memphis Tourism that provides financial relief to Memphians in the tourism industry 
impacted by COVID-19;  

(2) $1,200,000 for the Personal Care Professionals Grant Program to distribute $300 grants 
to Memphis residents employed in the personal care professions, including but not 
limited to cosmetologists, barbers, nail technicians, massage therapists, etc. that have 
been laid off, hours reduced, or place of employment closed or restricted due to COVID-
19;  

(3) $1,500,000 to Metropolitan Inter-Faith Association (MIFA) Utility Assistance Program for 
Memphians impacted COVID. Applicants would be eligible to apply for $200 grants 
monthly with no income requirements. Applicants would only need to show proof of a 
delinquent bill and loss of job or income due to COVID-19; 

(4) $1,000,000 to MIFA for rent assistance for citizens impacted by COVID-19; 

(5) $500,000 to the Mid-South Food Bank for ongoing food distribution efforts for citizens 
impacted by COVID-19;  

September 1, 2020 
Committee Documents

Page 31



(6) $2,000,000 to City of Memphis, Office of Business Diversity & Compliance for Payment 
Protection program for local business struggling to maintain staff and personnel due to 
COVID-19; 

(7) $3,000,000 to City of Memphis, Office of Business Diversity & Compliance for the 
creation and implementation of Small Business Stabilization Program; 

(8) $200,000 to Community Foundation/ArtsMemphis/Music Export Memphis for the Artist 
Emergency Fund; and  

WHEREAS, after more than four months, the CERP programs are still in flux and citizens 

remain in need of crucial assistance from the City of Memphis; and  

WHEREAS, an additional $1,000,000 of CARES Act funding was allocated to MIFA Utility 

Assistance Program on July 14, 2020 making the total allocation of CARES Act funds to MIFA 

Utility Assistance Program to $2,500,000, ensuring that citizens would have additional access to 

funds for utility assistance throughout the pandemic; and  

WHEREAS, members of this body have made multiple inquiries about the status of CERP 

programs and requested that approved funds be dispersed quickly and in accordance with all 

federal guidelines and reporting requirements; and 

WHEREAS, the needs of our citizens have grown exponentially in recent days as more 

than 31,000 Memphians faced imminent cut-offs of their utilities due to delinquent bills 

totaling more than $30,000,000 and more than 7,000,000 in late fees; and  

WHEREAS, the massive and wide-spread utility cut-offs have interrupted our students 

virtual learning as they return to classes, exacerbated our neighbors with food insecurities by 

eliminating their access to refrigeration, and placed our seniors in peril as daily temperatures 

remain close to 90 degrees; and  

WHEREAS, as stated in a City Council resolution on August 4, 2020 “CARES Act funds 

allocated to Public Safety have been distributed while funds and programming for our citizens, 

our students, our constituents have been delayed” and aid allocated by this body to support 

residents remains out of reach for those that need it the most; and 

WHEREAS, as of August 25, 2020, the City Council was notified that “MIFA is not 

spending the CARES funding that they were awarded through the City of Memphis because 

they have not received an executed contract” from the City of Memphis; and 

WHEREAS, the delay is especially disappointing because Council was led to believe the 

disbursement of funds would move expeditiously and efficiently because MIFA had the 

infrastructure and capacity to handle the utility assistance requests as evidenced by the long-

standing relationship with the City of Memphis and MIFA to provide temporary financial 

assistance to eligible participants who are at risk of having their utility services disconnected; 

and 
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WHEREAS, the Memphis City Council also approved CARES Act allocations to City 

Owned Assets Economic and Support Relief 

(1) Memphis Zoo    $ 5,731,700 

(2) Memphis Botanic Garden  $1,233,750 

(3) Brooks Museum   $1,033,500 

(4) AutoZone Park   $749,200 

(5) Pink Palace Museum   $1,173,850 

WHEREAS, a $5,731,700 reduction of the approximately $473,000,000 of tax payer funds 
allocated to the Public Safety for the Police and Fire Divisions would be equal to 1.2% of the 
combines Public Safety Operating Budget; and 

WHEREAS, the Memphis City Council believes that measures must be taken to ensure 
CARES Act funds are reaching our citizens. 

 NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, by the Memphis City Council that $5,731,700 be 

transferred from the CARES Act Funds for City Owned Assets Economic and Support Relief 

CARES Act allocations for Memphis Zoo to the MIFA Utility Assistance Program funded by the 

CARES Act, bringing the total allocation for MIFA Utility Assistance Program to $8,231,700. 

THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Memphis City Council requests that 

the administration present a plan in writing for the disbursement of MIFA Utility Assistance 

Program funds allocated from the CARES Act funds within 5 business days and determine 

feasibility of replacing funds for the Memphis Zoo through reductions in the Public Safety 

Operating Budget. 

THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Memphis City Council also requests 

that the administration provide an update to the Budget Committee regarding the 

disbursement of CERP funds and implementation of CERP programs on September 15, 2020. 

 

Sponsor:         Patrice Robinson, 

Martavius Jones        Chairwoman 
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RESOLUTION OF THE MEMPHIS CITY COUNCIL FUNDING A YOUTH SERVICES 
TRAINING PROGRAM RELATED TO COMPUTER LITERACY 

 
 

WHEREAS, when worthy circumstances arise, the Memphis City Council has seen fit to 
support causes related to the enrichment of our citizens’ lives; and  

WHEREAS, the COVID-19 public health crisis has created educational challenges for 
City of Memphis youth now required to attend school virtually using computers, laptops, tablets, 
and other related electronic devices, namely youth who are considered juveniles, visually impaired, 
hard of hearing, and English language learners; and 

WHEREAS, many Memphis parents will now be required to assist their school-aged 
children in utilizing said electronic devices, despite challenges that will likely arise if both child 
and parent lack computer literacy skills; and  

WHEREAS, the Memphis City Council views addressing existing computer illiteracy 
among City of Memphis youth and their parents as a worthy cause, given the present education 
landscape; and  

WHEREAS, the City of Memphis Office of Youth Services, and the City of Memphis 
Public Libraries, have a documented record of providing quality skills development training and 
services to City of Memphis youth and parents, alike. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, the Memphis City Council hereby supports 
the funding of an Office of Youth Services Training Program related to computer literacy, in 
conjunction with assistance from Memphis Public Libraries, known as the Office of Youth 
Services’ Virtual Scholars and Parents Computer Literacy Program (hereafter, “Program”) 
by way of CARES Act funding in the amount of $250,000, to directly assist the youth of the City 
of Memphis, including youth who are considered juveniles, visually impaired, and hard-of-
hearing, English Language Learners, and their parents. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, the funds to support said Program will only be used to 
provide training to parents and children who are residents of the City of Memphis, specifically for 
the purpose of improving their computer literacy. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, as provided by Ike Griffith, Director of the Office of 
Youth Services, the Program will be supported in collaboration with Memphis Public Libraries, 
the Memphis Urban League, Mentoring Youth Through Technology, and retired teachers of 
Shelby County Schools; as such, the Program will provide computer literacy training as it relates 
to using word documents, spreadsheets, workbooks, power point, related design templates, and 
more. 

 
Sponsor: 

Councilwoman Michalyn Easter-Thomas 
Councilwoman Rhonda Logan 

Councilwoman Jamita Swearengen 
Councilman Martavius Jones 

Councilman J B Smiley, Jr. 
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A resolution transferring allocated and appropriated funds from CIP project 
number CD01101 Raleigh Vehicle Repair to CIP project number CD01100 
Cossitt Library /4th Bluff in the amount of $345,000.00. 

WHEREAS, the Memphis City Council did on January 7, 2020, approve an allocation and appropriation of 
$345,000.00 from CIP Project GS20101 Major Mod (Roofing) to CIP Project number CD01101 Raleigh 
Vehicle Shop; and 

WHEREAS, the allocation and appropriation of said roofing funds was intended for CIP Project number 
CD01100 Cossitt Library/4th Bluff to make roofing repairs to the front section of Cossitt Library as part of 
the $6.1 million renovation of Cossitt Library so that it may reopen as a unique and modern library space 
serving the downtown area with a host of innovative programming, including performance spaces and 
makers’ spaces; and 

WHEREAS, said roofing funds were not intended for CIP Project number CD01101 Raleigh Vehicle Shop 
which is the design and construction of a new repair shop for City-owned vehicles at the Raleigh Springs 
Civic Center to be operated by Fleet Services in support of the Memphis Police Department’s Traffic 
Division which is relocating to Raleigh Springs Civic Center; and 

WHEREAS, the error in the resolution and transfer was the result of the similarity in the project numbers 
which are identical except for the last digit; and 

WHEREAS, successful completion of the Cossitt Library renovation requires the transfer of the 
$345,000.000 originally from CIP Project GS20101 Major Mod (Roofing); and 

WHEREAS, it is necessary to transfer $345,000.00 of funds from CIP Project number CD01101 Raleigh 
Vehicle Shop to CIP Project number CD01100 Cossitt Library/4th Bluff; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Council of the City of Memphis that the Fiscal Year 2021 
Capital Improvement Budget be and is hereby amended by transferring $345,000.00 of G.O. Bond 
allocations and appropriations from the CIP Project number CD01101 Raleigh Vehicle Shop to CIP Project 
number CD01100 Cossitt Library/4th Bluff. 

 
Transfer FROM: 
CD01101 Raleigh Vehicle Shop  
Contract Construction  $345,000.00 
 
Transfer TO: 
CD01100 Cossitt Library/4th Bluff 
Contract Construction  $345,000.00 
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MEMORANDUM 

 

 

From:  Manny Belen, PE, Director of Engineering 

To: Memphis City Council – Public Works, Transportation & General Services 
Committee 

Via:  Doug McGowen, Chief Operation Officer  

DATE:  July 14, 2020 

SUBJECT: Speed Hump Equity  

 
 

This memo is a response to a request, by the Memphis City Council, for suggestions on how the 

City of Memphis Speed Hump Program can improve the equity in each council district. The 

following tables and charts provide a breakdown of the number of requests, installations, and 

rejections per council district of the City of Memphis Speed Hump Program as of the beginning 

of the Program in 1997 to the end of the 2015 Fiscal Year (FY15).   

 
Table 1. Speed Hump Statistics per Council District (1997-FY15) 

 

Districts 
Requests Installations Rejected 

# % # % Installed # % Rejected 

Council District 1 233 10% 23 9% 156 10% 

Council District 2 246 10% 29 12% 170 11% 

Council District 3 159 8% 7 3% 119 8% 

Council District 4 345 15% 39 16% 242 16% 

Council District 5 575 24% 84 34% 398 26% 

Council District 6 320 16% 37 15% 224 14% 

Council District 7 351 17% 36 14% 237 15% 
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The percentage of Requests indicates the distribution of requests that are made per Council 

District. Likewise, the percentage of Rejections and Installations indicates the distribution of 

completed locations for each District as of FY15. 

Figure 1, Speed Humps Statistics per Council District (1997-FY15), details the information 

found in Table 1 visually. It shows that each category, Requests, Installations, and Rejections, is 

almost directly proportional to each other, which means that more requests equals more 

rejections and more installations. However, there are 2 districts that deviate from this 

proportionality, namely Council Districts 3 and 5. 

 
Figure 1. Speed Hump Statistics per Council District (1997-FY15) 

 

 
 
Since the beginning of Fiscal Year 2016 (FY16), this gap has been reduced considerably, though 

not enough. As more citizens began noticing speed humps in their own neighborhoods, the 

number of requests from Districts other than Council District 5 increased. 
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Table 2 and Figure 2, Speed Hump Statistics per Council District (FY16-FY20), details the 

change mentioned above and gives a snapshot of how the Program is currently running.   

 
 

Table 2. Speed Hump Statistics per Council District (FY16-FY20) 
 

Districts 
Requests Backlog In Progress Installed 

# % # % # % # % 

Council District 1 107 10% 2 20% 45 9% 11 10% 

Council District 2 87 8% 1 20% 35 7% 9 8% 

Council District 3 130 12% 0 0% 63 13% 8 7% 

Council District 4 157 14% 0 0% 61 13% 17 15% 

Council District 5 214 20% 2 40% 97 21% 28 25% 

Council District 6 196 18% 0 0% 84 18% 16 15% 

Council District 7 212 19% 1 20% 92 20% 21 19% 

 

From the above table, one can see that in 4 years Council District 3 has nearly made the same 

number of requests since the Program began. One can also see that despite Council District 5 

having the most installations, it still accounts for the most requests closely followed by Council 

Districts 6 and 7. 
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Figure 2. Speed Hump Statistics per Council District (FY16-FY20) 

 

Figure 2 shows that the proportion of requests, installations, and rejections largely still remain 

proportional to each other. Also, the amount of installations per district is moving towards an 

even distribution. 

 

Table 3 takes a closer look at the reason a request was rejected. Requests are currently rejected 

for 1 of 5 reasons. Those reasons are as follows: 

 A fire rejection – the Memphis Fire Department rejected the proposal of speed humps in 

the interest of emergency vehicle response times 

 A speed/volume rejection – the traffic study revealed that the requested street does not 

meet the criteria warranting the installation of speed humps 

 A street width rejection – the street itself is too wide for speed humps to be installed/out 

of scope of speed humps 

 A termination rejection – the requestor either did not return the petition or the petition 

was returned with an insufficient amount of signatures 

 A geometric/classification rejection – the street has no feasible means of having speed 

humps installed/the street is not applicable to the Program
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Table 3. Rejection Breakdown per District (FY16-FY20) 

Rejection Type 
Total CD 1 CD 2 CD 3 CD 4 CD 5 CD 6 CD 7 

# % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % 

Fire 280 45% 39 14% 23 8% 38 14% 35 13% 39 14% 54 19% 52 18%

Speed and/or Volume 213 34% 16 8% 19 9% 19 9% 34 16% 43 20% 39 18% 43 20%

Street Width 37 6% 6 16% 6 16% 1 3% 3 8% 9 24% 5 14% 7 19%

Did not return 
petition/ Insufficient 
signatures 

95 15% 9 9% 10 11% 6 6% 21 22% 20 21% 14 15% 15 16%

Street Layout (# of 
driveways, curves, 
etc.)/Classification 

0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

Total Rejections 625   70   58   64   93   111   112   117  
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The percentages shown in the above table under the Total category reveals what causes most of 

the rejections under the Speed Hump Program, which is MFD rejections and traffic studies that 

do not meet the criteria warranting speed humps. The percentages under each District reflects the 

distribution of each kind of rejection per district against the total. (For example: District 4 

accounts for 13% of the total Fire Rejections and District 1 accounts for 8% of the total 

Speed/Volume Rejections.) 

 

Equity Concerns 

Currently, the Program is run is on a first come-first serve basis via requests from individual 

citizens. Requests are serviced by the receipt date (the date that the request was formally 

received into the system via 311 or mail-in request form), and they are installed by approval date 

(the date that the verification statement is received from the requestor) until funding is no longer 

available. Since there is no way of controlling how many requests come from which Council 

District, it has resulted in the skew of installed locations that exists. 

To address this, the Division of Engineering has come up with the following solutions: 

1) Moving to an installation model that requires an equal number of speed humps per 

Council District every Budget Cycle. 

a. This would allow us to set aside money for each District so that each District will 

be set up to have an equal number of installations. In the case a District has more 

money than approved requests to install, that money could be used to service the 

next request in line (regardless of Council District), or it could be used to replace 

older asphalt speed hump locations that are nearing or past their service life.  

b. This solution would require phasing. See the following section for details. 

2) Establish a system that would require all rejected Speed Hump requests in under-

represented Districts to go through a second review process. 

a. This would allow us to take a closer look at the rejection reason and potentially 

overturn rejections based on Street Width or Low Volume. This second review 

would also consist of a resubmittal to MFD so that they can review the street 

again. 

b. This solution would not require phasing and could be implemented now. 
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3) Establish a system that would eliminate rejections in under-represented Districts based on 

traffic study criteria (i.e. Speed, Volume, Width, etc.) 

a. This means that those requests would forego the traffic study phase of the Speed 

Hump Program and move straight into the design phase after MFD approval. In 

this scenario, the only requests that would be rejected are those that fail to 

produce an approved petition, those related to higher classification roadways (not 

applicable to the Speed Hump Program), and those that are rejected by MFD. 

b. This solution would not require phasing; however, it is suggested that such a 

system only be used temporarily (i.e. until each under-represented District reaches 

a certain goal). See the following section for details. 

4) Add an additional variance to the Speed Hump Program: The Excessive Speeding 

Variance. 

a. If the traffic study reveals that the 85th Percentile Speed exceeds the posted or 

statutory speed limit by at least 5 MPH, this request will meet criteria regardless 

of volume or width. This would allow us to overturn requests previously rejected 

based on Low Volumes and/or Street Width; however, this would still not apply 

to non-residential or higher classification roadways. 

b. This solution would not require phasing and could be implemented now. 

 

District Balanced Speed Hump Program 

To go into more detail for the solution 1) above, this would need to have a phasing process to 

effectively amend the Speed Hump Program as it is run now, since we would be moving from a 

first-come first-serve basis to an equal share model. This phasing process would also allow us to 

deal directly with under-represented Council Districts regarding speed hump installations.  
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Figure 3. Speed Hump Statistics per Council District (1997-FY20)* 

 
Figure 3 above breaks down the total Requests, Installations, and Rejections for each Council 

District since the Program began (*This information can be provided in Table format as well, if 

desired). For the most part, each category is directly proportional to each other. The most glaring 

discrepancy are the Installation percentages for Districts 3 and 5. Despite doubling the amount of 

installed speed hump locations in District 3 over the last 4 budget cycles (FY16-FY20) from the 

historic amount (1997-FY15), there is still a gap for the Installations in District 3 as measured 

against the other Council Districts. 

To ensure that this does not happen moving forward, we can move to the system described in 

solution 1) in the previous section. Proposed phasing is below: 

FY21- install all construction ready locations with the approved budget funding as usual 

FY22- process remaining active requests; reevaluate rejected requests in under-represented 

districts; install approved requests, allocate 50% of the budget each year on the two lowest 

districts, and the other 50% will be shared across other council districts through FY24 to level 

the distribution field.  This plan would mean that district 5 wouldn’t get any more until FY25; 

provide list of alternatives to speed humps 

FY23- same as above 

FY24- same as above 
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FY25- construction funding allocated to each Council District for an equal number of locations 

per District 

During the periods described in FY22-FY24, we can aim to get rid of the skew in Installations 

that exists between Districts 3 and 5. If we use the model described in solution 3) in the previous 

section, we can give precedence to under-represented districts until the Program is balanced 

(currently estimated at 3 budget cycles) as it is for all other Council Districts (i.e. Requests, 

Installations, and Rejections are directly proportional to each other). 

 

Alternative Traffic Calming Methods 

 

Council has expressed interest in other forms of traffic calming in addition to speed humps. The 

Division of Engineering is suggesting the following alternatives for speed humps: Transverse 

Rumble Strips, Blinking LED Speed Limit Signs, Speed Radar Feedback Signs, Speed Tables, 

Raised Intersections/Crosswalks, Pinch Points/Chokers/Medians/Curb Extensions, Traffic 

Circles, and Chicanes/Lateral Shifts. The Division of Engineering recommends that the use of 

alternative Traffic Calming applications be limited to situations that can not be resolved by the 

installation of Speed Humps and special circumstances that require a unique approach. Please 

note that each of these alternatives, if requested, will need to be studied to document if a 

speeding problem exists and will need a petition to be circulated. Moreover, any alternatives that 

would require physical adjustments to the roadway will need to be reviewed by MFD for 

approval. To fund the installation of alternative Traffic Calming Devices, the Division of 

Engineering would propose that a certain percentage of the allocated Traffic Calming 

Construction funding be set aside for this purpose (i.e. 10%). This funding could be split equally 

between Council Districts and directed towards specific projects at the discretion of City 

Council. More detailed information about each alternate traffic calming measure is shown below: 
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Transverse Rumble Strips – Noise generating device used to draw the driver’s attention to use 

more caution ahead; current line item cost is $40/LF; for a typical installation, assuming 3 sets of 

strips spaced 500’ to 1000’ apart, the cost is $7500 per residential roadway 

 

Figure 4. Transverse Rumble Strips 

 
 

 

Blinking LED Speed Limit Signs – Solar powered or battery powered speed limit signs with 

small blinking LED lights around the perimeter of the sign to draw driver’s attention to it; makes 

signage more conspicuous during day and night; approximate cost is $1500 per sign 

 

Figure 5. Blinking LED Speed Limit Sign 
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Permanent Radar Speed Feedback Signs – Solar powered or battery powered speed limit signs 

that are also outfitted with radar; these signs track how fast a vehicle is traveling on approach 

and can display different responses based on the speed of the vehicle (and on the model chosen); 

approximate cost is $3000-$4500 per sign (based on the model of the sign) 

 

 

 

Figure 6. Radar Speed Feedback Sign 

 
 

 

 

Speed Tables – These are vertical traffic calming devices made out of rubber, much like the new 

rubber speed cushions the City is currently using, used to slow traffic; the major difference is 

that these speed tables are longer and flatter, which allows for a smoother transition as opposed 

to speed humps; also, these speed tables span the width of the street with no gaps for emergency 

vehicles; most appropriately used on higher classified roads than neighborhood streets (i.e. minor 

collectors); approximate cost is $19,000 per speed table.  (Cost will vary based on the width of 

the roadway); for a typical installation, assuming 3 speed tables across a 30’ wide road, the cost 

is approximately $57,000 per roadway 
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Figure 7. Speed Tables 

 
 

 

Raised Intersections or Crosswalks – This is a physical adjustment to the roadway that converts 

intersections or crosswalks into speed tables to slow speeds through intersections or mid-block; 

approximate cost is $45,000 per intersection. 

 

Figure 8. Raised Intersection 
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Pinch Points/Chokers, Median Islands, and Curb Extensions – These are physical adjustments 

to the roadway that narrow the available road space (horizontal traffic calming measures); on 

residential roads, they can narrow the road space to force 2-way traffic to yield to oncoming 

traffic; on minor collector roads, lane widths are narrowed which lowers the speed at which most 

motorists feel comfortable traveling; approximate cost for each treatment is $25,000-$40,000 per 

roadway 

 

 

Figure 9. Pinch Points/Chokers/ Median Islands/Curb Extensions 
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Traffic Circles – Horizontal traffic calming measure placed in the center of intersections to 

reduce the number of conflict points at a traditional multi-way intersection; forces traffic to move 

one way around the traffic circle; approximate cost is $30,000 per traffic circle 

Figure 10. Traffic Circle 

 
 

Chicanes/Lateral Shifts – These are horizontal physical adjustments to the roadway that adds 

curvature to the road space; drivers must navigate around the added curvature instead of driving 

straight; approximate cost is $35,000 per roadway segment 

 

Figure 11. Chicane/Lateral Shift 
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City of Memphis
Sidewalk Conditions and Repairs 
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Presentation Outline

 Discussion of Sidewalk Conditions (Existing, Needs, Costs)

 Discussion of Current City of Memphis Ordinance

 Discussion of Citation and Lien Process (include stats)

 Discussion of Sidewalk Assistance Program (include stats)
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Current Conditions of Sidewalks within City Limits
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Need
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Recommended Projects – Linear Sidewalks
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Recommended Projects – Intersections
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Cost

Memphis would need additional

$321,000,000
for incomplete and missing sidewalk 
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Code of Ordinance – Duty
Sec. 12‐24‐3 ‐ General duty of property owner to build, repair and clean.

The owner or every lot and parcel of land abutting on any street, avenue, parkway, 
boulevard or other public street of the city, for which an established grade has been 
lawfully fixed and curbs and gutters are in place, is required to provide and maintain 
adjacent to his or her property a sidewalk in accordance with the specifications set 
out in this chapter and chapter 12‐28 when so ordered by the city engineer or his or 
her authorized representative.

It shall be the duty of every owner of property, whether vacant or occupied, within 
the limits of the city abutting on or adjacent to, any street, avenue, parkway, or other 
public street of the city, to keep clean and open for public passage all public sidewalks 
or walkways abutting on or adjacent to such property, and to keep such sidewalks or 
walkways in good repair and condition.

(Code 1967, § 36‐105; Code 1985, § 34‐118; Ord. No. 894, § 1, 4‐6‐1971; Ord. No. 1635, § 3, 3‐13‐1973; Ord. No. 3590, § 1(5), 9‐2‐1986)
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Code of Ordinance – Notice
Sec. 12‐28‐5 ‐ Notice to property owner to build, repair or clean.

A.  Whenever it is made to appear to the city engineer, or his or her lawfully authorized 
representative, that there has been a failure on the part of the owner of property to 
build, repair, or keep clean and open for public passage any sidewalk or walkway 
abutting on or adjacent to such property, the city engineer, or his or her duly authorized 
deputy, shall give notice to such owner, or his or her duly authorized agent, of the failure 
of such owner to build, repair, or keep clean and open for public passage such sidewalk 
or walkway. 

D. The notice in each case shall specify what is required of the owner with respect to the 
sidewalk. The notice shall advise the owner that unless the requirement is carried out 
within 30 days of the date of service, mailing or publication of the notice, the necessary 
work will be done by the city at the expense of the owner. 

(Code 1967, § 36‐99; Code 1985, § 34‐156; Ord. No. 894, § 1, 4‐6‐1971; Ord. No. 3590, § 1(12), 9‐2‐1986)
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Code of Ordinance – Procedure
Best approach to enforcing local codes is voluntary compliance. 
We work with residents to resolve violations before 
enforcement actions are necessary.

The following steps are taken to resolve code violations:

Complaint received and investigated - When a complaint is 
received, sidewalk inspector will visit the property to 
investigate and verify the problem. 

Property owner notification - If the inspector finds a 
violation, property owners is sent a letter detailing the 
violation(s), necessary corrective actions and given 30 days to 
make the corrections. 

Re-inspection - Inspects the property at the end of the time 
frame. If violations still exists, further enforcement is taken.

Notice and Order - If voluntary compliance is not achieved, a 
Notice and Order is issued giving property owners 30 days to 
comply.

Legal action - When compliance cannot be reached, the case 
is forwarded to the Prosecuting Attorney for legal action.
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Legal action

 Total amount of Liens from July 2015 – June 2019 - $70,636.52 

 Total amount of Liens released from July 2015 – June 2019 - $19,057.96

 Number of legal notices issued from July 2015 – June 2019 – 394

 Number of Court summons from July 2015 – June 2019 – 377
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Residential Sidewalk Repair Assistance 
Program

Created in 2015, the program is one time repair 
of sidewalk for property owners who qualify. 

Qualify/Requirements

 Older than 65

 Live below the poverty level

 Physical ability criteria

 Repair of primary residence only
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Sidewalk Budget

 Annual Assistance budget of $200,000 is shared between Assistance and Lien 
Repairs.

 City owned sidewalk has annual budget of $500,000 to repair the sidewalk at 
all City owned buildings, parks and lots.

 Use of CIP funds is prohibited to repair sidewalks under liens.
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2015 Grant Sidewalk Repairs

 TYPE OF REPAIR AMOUNT NO. OF REPAIRS AVERAGE COST

 Grant Assistance $29,908.53 18 Properties $1,661.59

 Total Notices Sent 285

 Total Grant Applicants 43

 Total Approved Grants 19

 Total Unqualified 4

 Owner Repairs 26 - 9%
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2016 Grant & Lien Sidewalk Repairs

 TYPE OF REPAIR AMOUNT NO. OF REPAIRS AVERAGE COST

 Grant Assistance $ 8,489.70 4 Properties $ 2,122.43

 Lien Repairs $35,647.62 24 Properties $1,485.32

 Total Notices Sent 144

 Total Grant Applicants 19

 Total Approved Grants 4

 Total Unqualified 4

 Owner Repairs 36 - 25%
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2017 Grant & Lien Sidewalk Repairs

 TYPE OF REPAIR AMOUNT NO. OF REPAIRS AVERAGE COST

 Grant Assistance $16,392.36 10 Properties $ 1,639.24

 Lien Repairs $35,647.62 27 Properties $2,136.11

 Total Notices Sent 252

 Total Grant Applicants 32

 Total Approved Grants 23

 Total Unqualified 4

 Owner Repairs 41 – 16%
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2018 Grant & Lien Sidewalk Repairs

 TYPE OF REPAIR AMOUNT NO. OF REPAIRS AVERAGE COST

 Grant Assistance $17,638.64 18 Properties $ 979.92

 Lien Repairs $18,308.28 14 Properties $1,307.73

 Total Notices Sent 899

 Total Grant Applicants 34

 Total Approved Grants 19

 Total Unqualified 3

 Owner Repairs 92 - 10%
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2019 Grant & Lien Sidewalk Repairs

 TYPE OF REPAIR AMOUNT NO. OF REPAIRS AVERAGE COST

 Grant Assistance $52,000.45 19 Properties $2,736.87

 Lien Repairs $90,558.36 27 Properties $3,354.01

 Total Notices Sent 226

 Total Grant Applicants 15

 Total Approved Grants 8

 Total Unqualified 3

 Owner Repairs 33 - 15%
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STRATEGIES FOR SIDEWALK FUNDING

 Budget Set-Aside Creating a budgetary set-aside for pedestrian infrastructure that connects the 
magnitude of the pedestrian safety problem to spending on pedestrian infrastructure. 

 Transportation User Fee Many municipalities have instated per-household and/or per-business 
transportation user fees in an effort to make up for declining gas tax revenues. Transportation user 
fees are typically collected via local utility bills, and provide stable funding for ongoing operations 
and maintenance of the transportation system. 

 Bond Measures Some cities have recently passed local bond measures that support pedestrian 
infrastructure and maintenance projects. 

 Parking Revenue In select areas, such as business districts, on-street parking can be a reliable 
revenue source for local governments. The City of Memphis has already had success raising revenue 
through on-street parking meters downtown.

 Business Improvement District Funds Business improvement districts are a type of public-private 
partnership that leverage public and private funds to increase the attractiveness of defined 
geographic areas to existing and potential customers. These entities often see value in making 
streetscape improvements that make walking to and within the area safer and more comfortable. 
DMC and CRA are examples of such partnerships.

 Impact Fees and Development Taxes Municipalities in Tennessee have the ability to levy an impact 
fee or development tax, and this revenue could be used to build and maintain sidewalks or enhance 
pedestrian crossings. 
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QUESTIONS ?

REFERENCES:

1. Code of Ordinance CHAPTER 12-24. – SIDEWALKS GENERALLY
2. Code of Ordinance CHAPTER 12-28. - SIDEWALK CONSTRUCTION AND MAINTENANCE
3. Pedestrian and School Safety Action Plan
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