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	PROVO MUNICIPAL COUNCIL
Work Meeting Minutes
1:45 PM, Tuesday, August 20, 2024
Council Chambers
Hybrid meeting: 445 W. Center Street, Provo, UT 84601 or https://www.youtube.com/provocitycouncil 




	[bookmark: S7625]Agenda

	[bookmark: S7626]Roll Call

	Elected Official Present: 
Councilor Katrice MacKay, Chair
Councilor Rachel Whipple, Vice-Chair (on Zoom)
Councilor George Handley
Councilor Gary Garrett
Councilor Travis Hoban
Councilor Becky Bogdin
Councilor Craig Christensen 


	[bookmark: S7628]Approval of Minutes

	
	[bookmark: I14455]September 12, 2023 Joint Meeting with State Legislators

	
	[bookmark: I14454]September 26, 2023 Joint Meeting with the Provo City School District Board

	
	[bookmark: I14423]May 14, 2024 Council Meeting

	
	[bookmark: I14451]August 13, 2024 Truth in Taxation Meeting



Minutes approved by unanimous consent. 

	[bookmark: S7629]Business



	1.
	[bookmark: I14414]A discussion regarding a change to the alarm billing ordinance. (24-074) 0:42:27
**This item was heard second in the meeting**
Presented by Lt. Tim Larsen. 

Proposing a change to city ordinance to help residents maintain their alarm system and minimize the impact of the false alarms that occur in the city for residents. The number of false alarms causing a danger and a cost to the city. 97% of alarms are classified as false, nationally, for automated alarm systems. The average time for false alarm calls is about 30 minutes for emergency officers. 

False alarm impacts specific to the police department: Officer deployment, costly to taxpayers, drain on resources

Councilor Bogdin asked which officers are attending to the calls. 
Lt. Larsen clarified patrol officers are the ones dispatched to alarm calls. 

In 2023, out of the 1139 alarm calls to Provo City, 239 were verified as false alarm calls but not all true false alarms were recorded officially due to internal policy and procedures. 

Lt. Larsen reviewed the current Provo city false alarm fee schedule which is a rising cost structure based on the number of responses per property. The current collection mechanism for the fees is through a yearly bill to a citizens, not necessarily in a timely manner after the false alarm occurred. The new ordinance hopes to improve on the collection mechanism process and fee structuring. 

Councilor MacKay asked who did the billing for the false alarms; what department?
Lt. Larsen answered that the police’s internal accounts payable staff member is in charge of the billing. 

The Proposed Ordinance
· Create a user permit for those with an alarm in their property with an initial fee and an annual renewal fee
· Councilor Bogdin asked why public schools were taken off of the new proposed alarm fee schedule 
· Lt. Larsen responded that schools are a required response and do not happen very often. Chief Beebe clarified that school responses are in a different category than the false alarms for a private property alarm. 
· Councilor Whipple asked if the department had a plan for a new process for billing going forward to ensure the new fee schedule is being paid. Asked how much of the current collection problem could be mitigated through a new internal process vs the new code amendment. Pointed out that the substantial change between the current code and the new code is the user permit but the collection is similar. 
· The department has held initial conversations with a third party collection company to collect the fees for the alarm; Councilor MacKay asked clarifying questions about the cost structure and relationship between the city and the contracted service 
· Councilor Handley expressed support for the permit fee and expressed concern about the current number of false alarms. He also asked why the number of infraction per property resets every calendar year
· Councilors continued to asked about the logistics of the proposed ordinance including the mechanisms for compliance with the permit requirement, holding people accountable for paying the fines, and contracting with a collection company for the fines
Councilor MacKay asked the police to come back to a future work meeting to continue the discussion. She explained that Councilors would send remaining questions and concerns to Lt. Larsen ahead of that meeting so they could address them. 

Presentation concluded. No action. 

	
	



	2.
	[bookmark: I14411]A presentation regarding the annual Fraud Risk Assessment (24-073) 0:22:50
**This item was heard first in the meeting**
Finance Director Dan Follett presented. 
Mr. Follett discussed the state requirements regarding fraud risk assessment process and standards. He emphasized that the finance department frequently discusses their internal processes and job duties to ensure fraud prevention is top of mind and safeguards are in place throughout the city in all finance related policies throughout the city.  

Mr. Follett then reviewed all standards in the State Auditor’s Fraud Risk Assessment Questionnaire and explained the Provo specific policies for each standard. These policies included, but were not limited to, food and fuel purchases, accidental or purposeful personal p-card use, documentation of purchases per department, chain of command for review of all purchases, online training protocols. 

Mr. Follett continued by explaining the city’s purchasing card (p-card) logging system and the internal department checks for purchasers in each department. He reviewed the separation of duties within the finance office for payroll review and purchasing. 

Next, Mr. Follett reviewed the Basic Separation of Duties schedule portion of the questionnaire. Under the self-assessment process, Provo City gave itself a score of 356/395 which places the city in the “very low” risk range for fraud. There were certain standards that were low or had a score of “0.” For these, Mr. Follett explained an action plan to raise those scores to bring them into higher compliance and lower our overall risk. 

Councilor Hoban asked how the internal audit points could come into compliance and how the City is not meeting this standard even though they have a current committee.

Executive Director Harrison clarified the Council currently doesn’t have a firm contracted to perform internal audits and therefore the audit committee has not functioning or performing audits although work was done in the past year to bring the committee into the Council office and out of the Finance office. 

Councilor Garrett noted that the committee has a meeting scheduled in a week’s time. 

Mr. Follett concluded his presentation by reviewing the final assessment question and opened it for Council questions. Councilors had no further questions. 

Presentation concluded; no action. 



	3.
	[bookmark: I14447]A discussion regarding upcoming sidewalk projects (24-015) 1:18:25
Presented by Public Works Director, Gordon Haight
During the council budget goals process, sidewalks was a top goal. This presentation is an update on the projects the dept is funding and a general progress update. 
Mr. Haight reviewed the funding sources for sidewalks: CDBG, MAG, and General Fund. 
· CDBG: received funding for a project in Oak Cliff/Oakmont; top priority for the school near there
· MAG: trail 600 South 200 East; working with the railroad and taking a bit longer than expected
· Joaquin Neighborhood: various projects for students who walk in the area by the thousands 
· Safe Routes to School through general fund projects that came in under budget a bit so there a couple little gap projects that are easy and will make an impact for school routes
· Oakmont Barrier: traffic barrier and sidewalk improvements 
· 1100 West – 600 S to 890 S; next spring 
· 880 W 1020 n in front of two home in 2025
· 600 S: city funds 
· Councilor Bogdin asked about the sidewalk on 1600 W ad improvements to that specific walking route; Mr. Haight clarified that they will be working on that  (?)
· 1450 intersections
Fifth of the Fifth funding for sidewalks is totaling at about 1 million dollars
· 900 E 560 N refuge Island
· Apple Ave Locust Ln- critical route for the new Wasatch elementary 
· 50 E 800 N- BYU has approached and agreed to help with this project to help pedestrian safety for the thousands of students; Councilor MacKay asked what BYU is specifically helping with; Mr. Haight replied they are going to be helping with funding 
· 3460 N Canyon Road- partially in the county but it’s a safe walking route for school so the city is going forward with it 
· 4380 N Canyon road; Councilor MacKay asked how the process for putting sidewalks in front of people’s houses goes as some residents might not want them in front of their house; Mr. Haight responded that they have plans to work with the residents, as they have to work with them to get the sidewalks in 
· Mr. Haight reviewed some “honorable mention” projects that are not funded or have a current plan for funding, but are priced out and on the department’s radar for future projects 
Councilors thanked Mr. Haight for his work and update. 

Presentation concluded. No action. 

	
	



	4.
	[bookmark: I14449]A discussion regarding Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs): Enforcement and Supplemental Code (24-016) 1:30:28


Presented by Melia Dayley, Council Policy Analyst. 
Melia Dayley presented background for the issue including the two Council motions that directed work over the past couple months and the meetings held with citizens, Councilors, and administrative staff. 

Ms. Dayley talked through all 8 motions/discussion points before the Council as well as reviewing RDL data. The 8 motions were pertaining to: 
1. Elderly Persons Extra Living Space
2. Second Kitchen Agreements
3. Rental Disclosure documents/agreements
4. Owner Occupancy Documentation proof for ADU RDL’s
5. Technological tools aimed at helping efficient and effective enforcement
6. Education campaign regarding rentals and housing generally in the city
7. Code definition of the “family”
8. Special Use Permit process in 14.30

The Council took a break before discussion on the motions. 

1. Elderly Persons Extra Living Space
A motion was made by Councilor MacKay and seconded by Councilor Bogdin to direct staff to draft language and forward it to the Planning Commission to amend the allowable age for Elderly Persons – Extra Living Space from 65 years old to 60 years old.
Approved 6:1, with Councilor Christensen opposed

2. Second Kitchen Agreements
A motion was made by Councilor MacKay and seconded by Councilor Bogdin to direct staff to forward the proposed language as drafted by Development Services regarding Provo City Code 14.34.440 regarding second kitchens to the Planning Commission.
Approved 7:0

3. Rental Disclosure documents/agreements
A motion was made by Councilor Handly and seconded by Councilor MacKay to direct staff to forward the Option 2 version of the proposed language as drafted by Development Services regarding Rental Disclosure Documents as a requirement to obtain an RDL with the change that the disclosure would be required within 10 days of renter occupancy. 
Also included in this motion was a request that Development Services report back on the staffing implications/costs of this amendment and their enforcement plan.
Approved 7:0

4. Owner Occupancy Documentation proof for ADU RDL’s
A motion was made by Councilor MacKay and seconded by Councilor Bogdin to direct staff to draft language to require ADU RDL applications to provide proof of owner occupancy upon application including but not limited to owner vehicle registry.
Approved 7:0



5. Technological tools aimed at helping efficient and effective enforcement
A motion was made by Councilor Christensen and seconded by Councilor Mackay to request Development Service to report back to Council with options for technological tools to aid in proactive enforcement including costs and how the technology would be used.
Approved 7:0

6. Education campaign regarding rentals and housing generally in the city
A motion was made by Councilor Handley and seconded by Councilor Christensen directing Council Staff to design an education campaign regarding the rules and regulations surrounding renting a property in Provo and renters rights and to consult with various administrative departments.
Approved 7:0

7. Code definition of the “family”
A motion was made by Councilor MacKay and seconded by Councilor Bogdin to maintain the status quo regarding the definition of “Family” in Provo City Code 14.06.020
Approved 6:1, with Councilor Whipple opposed

8. Special Use Permit process in 14.30
A motion was made by Councilor Garrett and seconded by Councilor Handley to continue the conversation regarding the ADU Pathways/SUP Process to the September 03, 2024 Work Meeting
Approved 7:0


	



	[bookmark: S7633]Adjournment



2
https://documents.provo.org/onbaseagendaonline
image1.png
A\
DQO\/O fhia




