
TMAC MEETING – August 21, 2025 

Item 1 – Introductions 

• The meeting began at 12:31 PM with TMAC Chair, Beth Provence, conducting. Those
present introduced themselves and are listed below.

Committee Members 

Beth Provence - District 3, Committee Chair 
Noah Gordon - District 4, Committee Vice Chair 
Kendall Thurston - District 2 
David Keller - District 5 
Greg Macfarlane - Academia (At Large)  

 Provo City Staff 

Vern Keeslar - Public Works, Traffic Manager 
Kaehan Shour - Public Works, Engineer 
Joseph Gandy - Public Works, Management Analyst/Public Information 
Judy Johnson - Public Works, Executive Office Assistant 
Hannah Salzl - Development Services Planner/Planning and Sustainability 
Boden Golding - Development Services – Parking Enforcement Supervisor 
Sergeant Brough - Provo Police  

Council 

George Handley - Council Member 
Becky Bogdin - Council Member 

Others 

Tana Hoover - Provo South Neighborhood 

Ms. Provence welcomed and recognized Ms. Thurston as a new TMAC member; she will 
represent District 2.   

Action Item 2 - Approval of June 12, 2025 TMAC Meeting Minutes 

Mr. Macfarlane moved that the minutes of the June 12, 2025 meeting be approved; Mr. 
Gordon seconded the motion and the minutes were unanimously approved.  

Item 3 – 9.32.170 Micromobility Impact Discussion – TMAC Members 

Ms. Provence introduced the topic, noting that it has been discussed briefly over the past several 
months, but that more discussion time is needed. Two handouts were reviewed and discussed:  

1) Micromobility Devices - Provo City Code 9.32.170
• Ms. Provence briefly reviewed the code pertaining to micromobility use devices.
• It was pointed out that #2 and #8 in the Provo City Code are in conflict.
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• It was suggested that #9 in the Provo City Code be reviewed and possible boundary 
changes be implemented restricting micromobility use to as far as 500 North instead of 
400 North. This change would better reflect current downtown boundaries.   

• The TMAC was invited to review this information and email comments and suggestions to 
Mr. Keeslar in two weeks, which would be September 5th. 

 
2) Micromobility and Governance. This document discusses the fast-growing mode of 
micromobility transportation and the challenges that exist in cities nationwide. Major points in this 
document include: a) Core Municipal Challenges, b) Viability of Micromobility Rental Companies, 
c) The Spectrum of Response to Micromobility and d) Active Management over Neglect. 
Discussion items are listed below: 

• Many cities have restricted micromobility devices in multiple public areas.  
• Ms. Provence would like to reinforce some points found in the state code by adding them 

to the city code. 
• Professor Macfarlane stated that state code applies to all cities in the state. He presented 

the idea of putting a link to the state code in the city code, with the explanation that, “The 
city follows all state code.” Cities may enforce codes that are more restrictive, but not less 
restrictive, than the state code.  

• The State requires riders under 15 years of age on a micromobility device to have “direct 
supervision of the person’s parent or guardian;” the definition of “direct supervision” is 
missing from state code.   

• Sergeant Brough pointed out that there are many undefined, or “grey” areas within the 
micromobility terminology including types of vehicles, speed limits, minimum age limits, 
sidewalk vs. street use, etc. 

• Ms. Salzl suggested that a direct educational campaign would be valuable, whether 
referring to city or state code.   

• Councilor Handley discussed the fact that many people’s kids have access to 
micromobility vehicles, but most people don’t know what the rules are pertaining to speed 
limits, age limits, types of vehicles, where vehicles should and shouldn’t be operated, etc. 

• Professor Macfarlane agreed: “The problem is not that we don’t have rules; the problem 
is that people don’t know the rules and/or that they’re not being enforced effectively.”   

• Ms. Thurston pointed out that intersection education is needed; it is especially dangerous 
if rules at intersections aren’t followed by micromobility users.  

• More discussion took place regarding the best way to familiarize people with micromobility 
rules.  While education is important, adding details on specific requirements to city code 
could also be valuable.  

• Mr. Gordon observed that as the state continues to make new rules, it’s a challenge to find 
where local code is at odds with state code. We also have an enforceability issue; if 
parents aren’t willing to enforce at home, it will be a challenge to enforce when out of the 
home.  

• Councilor Bogdin pointed out that the micromobility chart found on the city’s website has 
caused a lot of good chatter. 

• Mr. Keeslar informed the group that Bird has officially notified Provo City that they will be 
terminating their contract with Provo City at the end of September. Micromobility is 
important enough for the first and last mile of connectivity that Provo may put out another 
RFQ so that residents could have access to rent e-scooters and e-bikes to help with 
transportation issues.   

• Mr. Keeslar stated there are some “clean-up items” that the TMAC may want to provide to 
the Planning Commission and the City Council for inclusion in the City Code. Mr. Keeslar  
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doesn’t think the Committee is close enough to recommend those now, but again invited 
TMAC members to email comments to him by Friday, September 5th.   

• The two micromobility papers are included as pdf documents with these minutes. 
 
Item 4 – Follow Up Item – Transportation Utility Fees – Vern Keeslar 
 
Mr. Keeslar stated that city staff needs to better update TMAC on their successes. TMAC 
recognized the need for more road maintenance funds. Provo’s Transportation Utility Fees were 
studied, and rate increases will be implemented in the future. A Transportation Utility Fees 
PowerPoint was presented.  Information included: 

• History of the TUF program. 
• Original Current and Monthly Fee schedule. 
• Trip Generation Rate table – TUF Categories based on trip information and land uses. 
• Roadway Maintenance Needs Approach – “Good Roads Cost Less.” 
• Average Remaining Service Life. 
• Potential Rates. 
• Potential Ordinance Amendment. 
• The PowerPoint of this presentation will be included with these minutes. 

 
Item 5 – Engineering Project Update – Vern Keeslar 
 
Mr. Keeslar showed pictures and reviewed Provo projects that have been completed recently.   

• 900 E under construction – between the two 560 North streets. 
• Coordination with BYU on University Parkway; 40 new trees were installed.  
• 800 North & 500 East has been needed for 50 years. (Engineer: Kaehan Shour) 
• 600 North & 400 E includes four new bulb-outs, four crosswalks and four new street lamps. 

(Engineer: Kaehan Shour) 
• Traffic signal installed at 500 North & 500 East (Engineer: Kaehan Shour) 
• Restriped 500 North, which will be a detour street when bridge work is started on the 820 

North Provo River Bridge. 
• Restriped 1730 North in Grandview neighborhood; collector road. 
• 600 South between 1600 West & 1400 West. Sidewalk installation – the project was 

delayed a year to be able to install the sidewalk (Engineer: Emma Patching) 
• Canyon Road at about 4380 North – filled in a sidewalk gap that was missing for Edgemont 

Elementary (Engineer: Danielle Nixon).   
• Sidewalk by Canyon Crest Elementary – removed the mid-block crosswalk; worked with 

the School Community Council (Engineer: Danielle Nixon)  
• Lakeview Parkway Grand Opening was held on August 16th.  (Engineer: Danielle Nixon) 

Mr. Keeslar stated that we’ve had a busy summer, but the construction season doesn’t end when 
school starts. Engineering still has many projects ongoing this year. 
 
Item 6 – Adjourn 
 
Ms. Provence adjourned the meeting at 1:35. The next meeting will be held on September 18, 
2025 at 12:30 PM. 
 

A full recording of the August 21, 2025 TMAC Meeting is found on YouTube: 
 

                              
                                              Provo City TMAC | August 21, 2025                                      

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TIHhhHmq50I














Transportation 
Utility Fees 
(TUFs)
By Vern Keeslar, AICP, Traffic Manager
April 22, 2025



Outline
1. Transportation Utility Fee (TUF) History
2. Original and Current Monthly TUF Rates
3. Examples of Trip Generation Rates
4. Roadway Maintenance Needs Approach
5. Roadway Maintenance Condition
6. Potential Rates
7. New Ordinance Language



History

• 2013 – Study and Adoption
• 2014 – Fee collection begins
• 2018 – Pleasant Grove lawsuit
• 2020 – District Court rules against TUF
• 2023 – Utah Supreme Court rules in favor of TUF upon appeal
• 2024 – HB367 introduced but does not pass
• 2025 – HB454 & SB310 introduced but do not pass
• Future – Likely to be in Utah Code someday

Adoption

Fee 
collection 

begins

Pleasant 
Grove 
lawsuit

District 
Court 
ruling

Utah 
Supreme 

Court 
ruling

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023



Original and Current Monthly Fee

TUF Category Original (2014) 
Monthly Rate

Current (2025) 
Monthly Rate

Residential A Single-family Residential $3.50 $3.68 
Residential B Multi-family Residential $2.10 $2.21 
Commercial A < 100 ADT $9.50 $9.98 
Commercial B 100-200 ADT $25.10 $26.36 
Commercial C 200-600 ADT $75.50 $79.28 
Commercial D > 600 ADT $225.50 $236.78 
Public Use A < 300 ADT $20.50 $21.53 
Public Use B > 300 ADT $91.50 $96.08 
Total Annual Revenue $2,200,000 $2,700,000 
ADT - Average Daily Trips based upon the Institute of Traffic Engineers Trip 
Generation Rates, 11th Edition, September 2021. 



Examples of Trip Generation Rates

TUF Category Example Land Use

Residential A Single-family Residential Detached or attached side by side house structure 

Residential B Multi-family Residential Attached side by side and/or over and under structure

Commercial A < 100 ADT
Small office, insurance agency, dental office, small 
retail, hair salon, etc.

Commercial B 100-200 ADT
General office, specialty retail, bank, gymnastics, 
dance, self serve car wash, tire store, etc.

Commercial C 200-600 ADT
Corporate headquarters, medical clinic, fitness center, 
drive through car wash, bank with drive through, small 
restaurant, hotel, assisted living, etc.

Commercial D > 600 ADT
Manufacturing, big box retail, grocery store, gas 
station, fast food with drive through, large restaurant, 
etc.

Public Use A < 300 ADT
Government office or church building, adult education, 
etc.

Public Use B > 300 ADT
University, hospital, post office, state park, convention 
center, elementary, middle, and high school, etc.



Roadway Maintenance Needs Approach 

• “Good Roads Cost Less”
• Consistent funding allows for a regular 

maintenance program
• Applying pavement preservation 

treatments on time increases lifespan of 
pavements

• Delayed maintenance pushes roadways 
closer to costly full reconstruction

• Inflation weakens ability to adequately 
maintain roads

Annual Amount

Provo City Recommended 
TUF Maintenance Funding $4,000,000



Roadway Maintenance Condition



Potential Rates

TUF Category Current 
Monthly 

Rate

FY2026 FY2027 FY2028

Residential A $3.68 $4.20 $4.78 $5.45 
Residential B $2.21 $2.52 $2.87 $3.27 
Commercial A $9.98 $11.38 $12.97 $14.79 
Commercial B $26.36 $30.05 $34.26 $39.05 
Commercial C $79.28 $90.38 $103.03 $117.45 
Commercial D $236.78 $269.93 $307.71 $350.79 
Public Use A $21.53 $24.54 $27.98 $31.90 
Public Use B $96.08 $109.53 $124.86 $142.34 
Total Annual Revenue $2,700,000 $3,077,957 $3,508,821 $4,000,000 
Increase from Current $377,957 $808,821 $1,300,000 



Potential Ordinance Amendment
Provo City Code Section 5.08.060 is hereby repealed and reenacted as follows:

5.08.060 Dedication of Funds

All funds collected by the City from this fee shall annually be paid into the transportation utility fund, 
which is hereby created as an established enterprise fund in the City budget. Such revenues shall 
be used for the following purposes:

i. the operation, improvement, and maintenance of existing Provo City streets;

ii. expenses incurred for studies done to examine the effectiveness of the fee, including remaining 
service life, infrastructure condition, and potential changes to the amount or application of the 
fee; or

iii. reasonable administrative costs. 

It shall not be required that the operations, improvement, and maintenance expenditures from the 
fund specifically relate to any particular property from which the fees were collected.



THANK YOU!
Vern Keeslar, AICP, Traffic Manager
• Phone: 801-852-6783
• Email: vkeeslar@provo.gov 
• Address: 1377 South 350 East, 

Provo, UT 84606
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