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	PROVO MUNICIPAL COUNCIL
Work Meeting Minutes
2:00 PM | November 11, 2025
Provo Peak Room
Hybrid meeting: 445 W. Center Street, Provo, UT 84601 or https://www.youtube.com/provocitycouncil 


Agenda 

Roll Call 
Council Chair Gary Garrett, conducting
Council Vice-Chair Rachel Whipple
Councilor Katrice MacKay
Councilor Craig Christensen (Remote)
Councilor George Handley
	Councilor Becky Bogdin
	Councilor Travis Hoban
	Mayor Michelle Kaufusi
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Council members. Requested some edits be made before approval. The Council approved these minutes as edited by unanimous consent

Business

Item 1: A presentation regarding the Provo City Housing Authority RAD conversion (25-102) 00:02:22
Councilor Gary Garrett introduced the item and invited Sarah Van Cleve, Executive Director, Provo City Housing Authority, to present.
Ms. Van Cleve explained that the Provo City Housing Authority is pursuing a Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD) conversion to transition its public housing portfolio to project-based vouchers. She noted that the Housing Authority currently owns and operates 248 public housing units, 108 of which are designated for elderly and disabled residents. As part of the conversion plan, the Authority intends to sell 20 scattered-site single-family homes across the city to improve operational efficiency and to generate seed funding for required rehabilitation, leaving 228 units to convert. She emphasized that tenants in the single-family homes will continue to receive assistance through tenant protection vouchers, and many residents will benefit from the portability of the Housing Choice Voucher program—an option not previously available in public housing. Some residents may be temporarily relocated during remodeling and then returned to their units.
Regarding finances, Ms. Van Cleve stated that HUD currently provides approximately $395 per unit per month in operating support; combined with tenant rent (typically about 30% of income), the Authority effectively receives roughly $500 per unit per month to operate and maintain properties. Under RAD with project-based vouchers, she projected receipts of about $1,200 per unit per month, estimating an annual increase in rental income of approximately $1,389,000 over current collections. She added that the conversion would reduce federal monitoring burdens and associated costs, relying instead on standard auditing.
Ms. Van Cleve described planned capital and livability upgrades to position the properties for long-term functionality (20 years) prior to HUD transferring ownership. Interior improvements include hard-surface finishes, hard flooring, kitchen reconfiguration with islands to increase seating and counter space, and an expansion of accessible units to meet modern standards. She noted that Valley Villa (an elderly building) is planned to receive roll-in showers. Less visible but critical work includes replacing piping from streets to buildings, roof replacements, HVAC upgrades, and adding an additional elevator at Mountain View, along with other system updates. After conversion, ownership is anticipated to be held by Utah Regional Housing, the nonprofit arm of the Provo City Housing Authority, which can unlock additional grant opportunities. The Authority plans to apply for tax credits, especially for elevator-building rehabilitation.
On process and timing, Ms. Van Cleve reported working with a consultant/developer, Good Housing Neighbors (Montana), to navigate HUD requirements. She said the application was submitted during the federal closure period and that anticipated approval had shifted from early in the year to March or April. She referenced a December 2024 Public and Indian Housing (PIH) notice permitting up to 90% of the portfolio to convert to project-based vouchers, and noted that the RAD program is currently set to expire in 2029.
Council discussion followed. Councilor Rachel Whipple asked whether the planned sale of single-family homes could be structured to prioritize families over investors and whether constraints could be placed on purchasers. Ms. Van Cleve responded that, without a duly elected resident council, HUD does not require sales to tenants, and the Authority lacks jurisdiction to sell homes below market price. She described outreach to Utah Preservation Housing and the possibility of selling clusters (e.g., duplexes) to mission-aligned purchasers so units could remain affordable, with families able to lease back with tenant protection vouchers. She noted limited success with Habitat for Humanity locally but indicated continued exploration of options once the application is approved.
Councilor Katrice MacKay expressed support for the conversion, referencing prior board discussions and legal review. Ms. Van Cleve outlined additional strategies under consideration, including utilizing the Authority’s land trust (part of its workforce housing efforts) to acquire homes and reduce purchase prices by separating land from improvements, enabling eventual sales to clients at lower cost. She also mentioned the potential use of Section 8 homeownership vouchers and ongoing work with Fannie Mae to qualify the land trust so mortgages could be purchased on the secondary market.
Item 2: A discussion regarding possible code changes to the Neighborhood District Program (25-093) 00:22:29
Councilor Gary Garrett introduced the item and invited Rachel Breen to present.
Ms. Breen summarized a proposal to split the Carterville Neighborhood along the Provo River due to a clear physical divide and differing neighborhood characteristics. She noted that Carterville’s population is two to three times larger than other neighborhoods in District 4. Upper Carterville consists primarily of single-family homes, while Lower Carterville is largely student apartments with a small strip of single-family homes. Neighborhood leaders in District 4 were generally supportive of the split (most in favor, one unsure), citing improved representation and responsiveness. Ms. Breen stated that, if split, populations would be more comparable to other neighborhoods. She suggested retaining the name “Carterville” for the upper area and renaming the lower area “Brickyard,” in recognition of the historic Provo Brickyard near the present-day Shirley’s Bakery. She acknowledged concerns about recruiting representatives for both areas but said current leaders provided names of interested residents from each side.
Council discussion followed. Councilor Katrice MacKay expressed support for the split. Councilor Becky Bogdin opposed moving forward without a policy to guide when neighborhoods may split, noting possible precedent and the evolution from door-to-door outreach to a district-based, more electronic neighborhood program. Councilor Rachel Whipple supported the split because it was favored by residents and representatives and would empower the neighborhood program to address local needs. City Attorney Brian Jones explained that the neighborhood map is adopted by ordinance; amending it would change only the neighborhood program boundaries and requires a Council vote. Councilor Travis Hoban asked about participation and the ability to identify representatives on both sides; Ms. Breen reported increased engagement from Lower Carterville and multiple prospective representatives in each area. Planner Dustin Wright confirmed there was support from both sides of the neighborhood; Councilor Hoban did not see an issue.
Ms. Breen also described election-season confusion between Council districts (numbered 1–5, determined by precincts and redistricted every ten years) and neighborhood districts (historically based). To reduce confusion, she suggested renaming Neighborhood Districts using letters (A–E) or directional names. Councilors discussed pros and cons; Councilors Bogdin and Whipple favored lettering over directional names to avoid misunderstandings.
Motions and actions:
1. Motion by Councilor Hoban directing staff to return to a council meeting with an ordinance to amend the Neighborhood District Map in Provo city code § 1.08.040 to split the Carterville neighborhood into two neighborhoods. Second by Councilor MacKay. Passed: 6-1 (Councilor Bogdin opposed)
2. Motion by Councilor Whipple directing staff to return to a night meeting with an ordinance to amend the Neighborhood District Map in Provo city code § 1.08.040 changing the neighborhood district names from numbers to letters. Second by Councilor Bogdin. Passed: 7-0
Item 3: An update regarding reimagining code enforcement & civil fines (25-053) 00:43:52
Councilor Gary Garrett introduced the item and invited Zoning Administrator Scott Johnson to present.
Mr. Johnson reported on operational changes in Code Enforcement aimed at improving efficiency and outcomes. He stated that body cameras were received in September and assigned to each staff member. Officers now conduct field work individually rather than in pairs, which has increased scheduling flexibility and responsiveness. He emphasized that staff safety remains a priority and that officers disengage and request COP officer backup when situations feel unsafe. He noted that body cameras have proven useful for documentation and post-incident review. Development Services Director Bill Peperone added that parking enforcement interactions tend to be more confrontational than zoning enforcement and that cameras have improved interactions.
Mr. Johnson explained that rental license inspections are being scheduled and completed more efficiently since an inspector can coordinate and conduct inspections independently with a body camera, without needing to align multiple staff schedules.
Regarding identification of unlicensed rentals, Mr. Johnson described a data-matching initiative that began in June using county and city records to flag possible rentals. As of the end of October, 680 letters had been sent to potentially affected properties. By that time, 609 rental dwelling license applications had been received, including 88 applications in October. He added that the team continues to send approximately 150 letters per month and that 34 applications had been received so far in November.
Mr. Johnson summarized a Pleasant View Neighborhood enforcement “blitz.” Staff mapped all single-family residential properties in the neighborhood, divided the area into six sections, and knocked on 350 doors. Outcomes included: 
· 187 properties in compliance; 
· 112 no-answers (with re-knocks planned); 
· 30 properties with Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) ordinance violations (e.g., unlicensed ADUs or duplex use); 
· 16 properties rented without a rental license; and 
· 5 properties with landscaping or parking violations. 
He noted that no short-term rentals were identified during the door-knocking effort, though other methods continue to be used for short-term rental enforcement. Councilors discussed resident interactions, the use of the SFR (single-family residence) designation, and public education benefits from the outreach.
Mr. Johnson reviewed the civil fines process. After investigation, a notice of violation is issued with a 14-day compliance period and notice that daily fines of $100 per day per violation will accrue after the deadline. Property owners must contact the City to schedule an inspection to verify compliance. Notices of noncompliance are recorded on properties, which has proved effective when ownership changes are contemplated, as title clearance requires resolution. Invoices are issued for each 30-day period of accrued fines; current citywide standards allow 60 days to pay. He is working with administration to shorten the collections timeline from 120 days to 45 days (with a 30-day reminder) to improve effectiveness.
He provided outcomes since implementing civil fines through the end of October: 
· 156 cases received notices threatening civil fines; 
· 86 cases were resolved, including 80 resolved before any fines accrued. 
· 70 cases remain in process (working toward compliance or accruing fines). 
In total, 213 notices of violation were issued during this period—57 threatening criminal action and 156 threatening civil fines. 17 invoices have been issued, totaling just over $57,000 (average approximately $3,400; largest $14,000; smallest $540). Only one invoice has been paid ($950). If no additional payments are made by year’s end, just over $39,000 will be sent to collections. Mr. Johnson added that case management metrics improved: average case closure time decreased from approximately 150 days (November–April) to approximately 102 days (May–October), and average monthly case closures increased from around 70 to around 128. For cases where a civil fines notice was issued, the average closure time was approximately 30 days.
Mr. Johnson reported that a Request for Proposals (RFP) for citywide rental data gathering and analysis closed on November 9, with nine submissions received. Information Systems is assisting with review for data security and legal considerations. He observed that many vendors have historically focused on short-term rental data and that the City is evaluating broader rental-market capabilities.
Council discussion included: concerns from Councilor Becky Bogdin regarding officer safety and the preference for paired patrols; Mr. Johnson’s explanation of safety protocols and coordination with COP officers; comments from Councilor Craig Christensen commending the team’s results; questions from Councilor George Handley and Councilor Rachel Whipple regarding tracking the number and impacts of unpermitted ADUs and illegal duplex use to understand effects on housing availability; and general support for targeted neighborhood “blitzes” coordinated with neighborhood chairs. No formal action was requested or taken on this item.
Item 4: An ordinance amending Provo City Code to reformat a map related to some ADUs and to repeal the section related to special applications for ADUs (PLOTA20250562) 01:12:30
Councilor Gary Garrett introduced the item and invited Policy Analyst Melia Dayley to present.
Ms. Dayley provided context regarding a new Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) map prepared by Information Systems. She noted that, by definition in Provo City Code 14.30 (ADUs), 48.23% of land zoned primarily residential in the city currently allows ADUs. When measured against all acreage citywide (excluding a small extension), 18.4% allows ADUs. She clarified that agricultural land or future rezones are not included in these calculations.
Presentation of proposed amendments:
· Map reformatting: The ADU map within code would be reformatted with no title and without labels on grayed areas because the text preceding the map in code already defines the legend. The map does not depict all ADU-eligible areas citywide because Provo City Code 14.30.020 states that, notwithstanding the map, all residential zones west of I‑15 allow ADUs.
· Repeal of 14.30.040 (special applications): The proposal would repeal Section 14.30.040 to remove the signature-based fee waiver path. Residents may still pursue ADUs through the standard processes (e.g., ordinance text amendment, land use application, or rezone); the signature-gathering fee waiver would no longer be available.
Ms. Dayley referenced prior Planning Commission review and indicated a Development Services planner, Nancy Robison, was available for questions.
Council discussion focused on clarity of the map’s purpose given the west-of‑I‑15 provision and on the effect of repealing the special-application fee waiver while retaining other legal pathways for applicants.
Separate Council intent statement (work meeting action):
Following discussion, the Council considered a non-binding intent statement regarding applications to rezone or amend code for ADUs. Debate included potential clarity around discouraging “spot zoning,” possible thresholds for group applications, and a suggestion to consider a future overlay mechanism. Some Councilors expressed concern that an intent statement could conflict with housing goals in the General Plan or limit appropriate case-by-case approvals; others favored notifying applicants of likely outcomes before they incur fees.
Motion by Councilor Bogdin to approve the intent statement regarding ADUs. Second by Councilor Christensen. Passed: 4-3 (Councilors Handley, Hoban, and Whipple opposed).
Item 5: An ordinance adjusting design standards in the Provo City Code for certain development in the Campus Residential Zone. (PLOTA20250535) 01:39:44
Councilor Gary Garrett introduced the item and invited Dustin Wright, City Planner, to present.
Mr. Wright explained that an applicant who recently rezoned to the Campus Residential (CR) Zone received approval for a five‑unit concept after modifying an original eight‑unit proposal to meet current design standards. The applicant has returned seeking a text amendment that would enable an eight‑unit design by adjusting two CR design standards for small projects (under 10 units).
Proposed amendments described by Mr. Wright: 
· Ground‑level residential frontage: Current standards require at least 30 feet of habitable residential floor area at the ground level facing the street to promote an active, pedestrian‑oriented frontage. The applicant proposes removing this requirement for CR projects under 10 units. 
· Driveway placement/yard usability: Current standards discourage a central driveway and require driveways to be shifted to increase usable front yard space and improve street appeal. The applicant proposes modifying this standard for CR projects under 10 units to allow a central access serving parking beneath the structure.
Mr. Wright noted that the Planning Commission recommended approval on a 4–3 vote. Staff characterized its recommendation as neutral, acknowledging the tradeoff between increased infill potential and relaxing certain street‑activation and frontage objectives. Development Services Director Bill Peperone stated that limiting the amendment to the CR Zone and to buildings of 10 units or fewer “opens the door very narrowly,” adding that stacked products under 10 units are uncommon and other citywide design standards (e.g., building materials) would continue to apply.
Council discussion: Councilor Bogdin expressed concern about creating a precedent and observed that a Pro Zone pathway exists, though it has been discouraged as code updates are underway. Councilor MacKay supported the narrow CR‑only, under‑10‑unit approach as appropriate infill near campus areas. Councilor Handley asked about staff neutrality and whether the narrowed scope alleviated concerns; Mr. Wright reiterated staff’s neutral stance given competing objectives. Councilor Whipple asked about aesthetics, and Mr. Peperone confirmed that other design standards would prevent poor‑quality facades; Mr. Wright indicated the applicant would show an updated (brick) concept at the evening meeting. Mr. Wright described an open driveway to parking underneath the building in the eight‑unit concept.
Item 6: An ordinance amending an existing development agreement for a 58-unit single family subdivision in the R1.8(PD) Zone, located approximately at 2480 W 960 N. Lakeview North Neighborhood. (PLFSUB20240046) 01:48:54
Councilor Gary Garrett introduced the item and invited Aaron Ardmore, Planning Supervisor, to present.
Mr. Ardmore explained that this was an introductory Work Meeting discussion to gauge whether the Council wished to forward an amendment to a future hearing. He stated that the existing rezone and development agreement remain largely intact, with two proposed changes: 
· first, Exhibit B (the lot layout) would be revised to replace previously approved twin homes with detached single‑family lots while maintaining the same overall density; 
· second, Section 4’s condition regarding confirmation of wetland status would be removed because that verification has been completed. Mr. Ardmore noted that staff support remains consistent with the previously approved agreement.
During discussion, Councilor Katrice MacKay asked about the rationale for shifting from twin homes to detached units. Garrett Seely, representing the owner, stated the change is market‑driven; builders and consumers favored detached homes with small yards, and no increase in the approved density is requested. Mr. Seely described typical floor plans as primarily three bedrooms, with an option to configure a fourth bedroom in place of a loft, and said any price difference would be modest and tied to buyer preference for detached product.
Councilors also discussed Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) considerations. Based on the anticipated small lot sizes and required off‑street parking, participants observed that ADUs would likely be infeasible, and no ADU entitlements are sought as part of this amendment. Mr. Seely reported positive outreach with adjacent residents, including coordination about fencing along shared boundaries and questions about the nearby wetland. Councilor MacKay remarked that preserving the wetland area would serve as long‑term “generational green space.” In response to a question about timing, Mr. Seely indicated the project would move forward promptly following final plat approval tied to this amendment, with site work anticipated to begin in late January or early February.
Item 7: A resolution of the Redevelopment Agency of Provo City designating a survey area and authorizing related actions for a potential community reinvestment project area. (25-103) 01:56:05
Board Member Rachel Whipple opened the Redevelopment Agency (RDA) item and invited Melissa McNalley, RDA Director, to present.
Director McNalley described a proposed survey area on the west side of Provo and explained that adoption of the survey resolution would authorize staff to prepare a Community Reinvestment Area (CRA) project area plan and budget. She noted that a rough draft plan was included in the Board packet and would be refined before any request for formal Board action. McNalley clarified the distinction between a broad survey area—used to study conditions and options—and any future project area, which would identify specific parcels for inclusion in a CRA.
Board discussion focused on the initial survey map, especially land south of Lakeview Parkway, wetlands, how the area is labeled and communicated to residents, inclusion of residential neighborhoods within the study boundary, and perceived equity between north and south areas of west Provo. Board Member Becky Bogdin raised concerns regarding historic farmer negotiations south of the Parkway, the sensitivity of wetlands, and the signal sent by including large residential areas; she favored removing most parcels south of Lakeview Parkway from the survey area. Development Services Director Bill Peperone suggested that if the Board wished to remove the south-of-Parkway parcels, they consider retaining only the small commercial area near the I‑15/Lakeview Parkway interchange. McNalley reiterated that staff’s intent was study-only, not wholesale neighborhood redevelopment, and confirmed that the refined project area would identify only specific parcels. Cody Hill, Division Director of Economic Development, noted that state law anticipates broad survey areas that can later be pared down to a project area; a project area cannot later add territory without a new survey resolution. He also clarified that the survey resolution is a prerequisite step and does not obligate funding; any future budget would be based on tax increment.
Motion by Board Member Bogdin directing staff to change the survey area map to exclude south of Lakeview Parkway (except for properties already zoned as commercial). Second by Board Member Hoban. Passed: 5-2 (Board Members Garrett and Handley opposed)
Motion by Board Member Bogdin directing staff to look at potential community reinvestment project areas in other parts of the west side, namely the center street corridor and in the northwest. Second by Board Member Handley. Passed: 7-0
Closed Meeting

Motion by Councilor Handley to close the meeting
Second by Councilor Whipple
Passed: 7-0
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