CITY OF OREM
O R E M CITY COUNCIL MEETING
56 North State Street, Orem, Utah

January 13, 2015

This meeting may be held electronically
to allow a Councilmember to participate.

3:00 P.M. STUDY SESSION — PUBLIC SAFETY TRAINING ROOM

)
.

UPDATE — Master Plans (60 min)
UPDATE- Police Department (45 min)
3.  DISCUSSION - Amplified Sounds (15 min)

e

5:00 P.M. STUDY SESSION — PUBLIC SAFETY TRAINING ROOM

PREVIEW UPCOMING AGENDA ITEMS

4.  Staff will present to the City Council a preview of upcoming agenda items.

AGENDA REVIEW

5.  The City Council will review the items on the agenda.

CITY COUNCIL - NEW BUSINESS

6.  This is an opportunity for members of the City Council to raise issues of information
or concern.

6:00 P.M. REGULAR SESSION - COUNCIL CHAMBERS

CALL TO ORDER
INVOCATION/INSPIRATIONAL THOUGHT: By Invitation
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE: By Invitation

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

7.  MINUTES of City Council Meeting — December 9, 2014

THE PUBLIC IS INVITED TO PARTICIPATE IN ALL CITY COUNCIL MEETINGS.
If you need a special accommodation to participate in the City Council Meetings and Study Sessions,
please call the City Recorder’s Office at least 3 working days prior to the meeting.
(Voice 229-7074)

This agenda is also available on the City’s Internet webpage at orem.org




i

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

MAYOR’S REPORT/ITEMS REFERRED BY COUNCIL

UPCOMING EVENTS

APPOINTMENTS TO BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS
Beautification Advisory Commission...........ceceeeueeenne. 1 vacancy
Historic Preservation Advisory Commission .............. 4 vacancies

RECOGNITION OF NEW NEIGHBORHOODS IN ACTION OFFICERS

CITY MANAGER’S APPOINTMENTS

APPOINTMENTS TO BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS
The City Manager does not have any appointments.

PERSONAL APPEARANCES — 15 MINUTES

Time has been set aside for the public to express their ideas, concerns, and comments
on items not on the Agenda. Those wishing to speak should have signed in before the
beginning of the meeting. (Please limit your comments to 3 minutes or less.)

CONSENT ITEMS

There are no Consent Items.

SCHEDULED ITEMS

6:20 P.M. PUBLIC HEARING - Billboards

ORDINANCE - Amending Sections 22-14-29 and 14-3-3 of the City of Orem
pertaining to electronic message sign requirements

ORDINANCE - Amending Sections 14-3-3 and 14-3-4 of the Orem City Code
pertaining to outdoor advertising requirements (billboards)

RECOMMENDATION: The Planning Commission recommends the City Council:
1. By ordinance, amend Section 22-14-29 and 14-3-3 of the Orem City Code
pertaining to electronic message sign requirements
2. By ordinance, amend Sections 14-3-3 and 14-3-4 of the City Code pertaining to
outdoor advertising requirements

PRESENTER: Jason Bench

POTENTIALLY AFFECTED AREA: Citywide

BACKGROUND: This item was considered by the Council on November 11, 2014. A
motion to approve the ordinance amendments failed by a vote of 3-2. A City Council

member who voted for the motion requested the item be reconsidered on December 9,

2



2014 in order to have the full City Council consider the requested amendments. It was
continued at that meeting to January 13, 2015.

This application proposes amendments to three sections of the City Code pertaining to
billboards.

The current ordinance allows electronic message center (EMC) signs on any billboard. The
location of an EMC (LED) sign was an issue with the YESCO billboard at 2000 South
Sandhill Road with the proximity of homes to that sign. There are other billboards in the
City that are also close to residences on the east side of I-15.

Due to the concerns the City Council has previously expressed about the negative impact
electronic signs may have on nearby residences, Staff propose to amend Section 22-14-29
to prohibit electronic message center (LED) signs on the east side of I-15 and within 500
feet of I-15. This would provide some protection to homes that are located near I-15.

Staff also recently became aware of a problem that could arise due to the application of
Utah Code Section 10-9a-513. That section allows a billboard owner to relocate a billboard
into any commercial, industrial or manufacturing zone within 5,280 feet of its previous
location.

Staff is concerned that billboard companies might use the above-cited section to get around
the City’s prohibition of new billboards on the east side of I-15. Billboard companies with
a billboard on the west side of I-15 (where new billboards are allowed) might apply to
relocate their billboard to the east side of I-15 (where new billboards are not allowed but
where Section 10-9a-513 would allow them to be relocated) and then turn around and
apply for a new billboard on the very same site where the original billboard was located.

If this were to occur, it would effectively circumvent the City’s ban on east side I-15
billboards. Staff therefore proposes to amend Chapter 14 to prohibit all new billboards in
the City. This may not stop the relocation of billboards to the east side of I-15, but it will
prevent the relocated billboards from being replaced since an owner who relocates a
billboard will not be able to construct a new billboard at the original site of the relocated
billboard. There are nine potential billboard locations on the east side of I-15 where
relocations could occur.

Representatives of Reagan Outdoor Advertising and YESCO are not in favor of the
proposed changes and have offered alternative language that will be provided to the
Council. The Planning Commission did not wish to adopt the proposal of the billboard
companies, but encouraged staff to consider some of their proposed language in future
amendments.

The proposed amendments are as follows:

22-14-29. Electronic Message Signs. Notwithstanding any other provision in the City Code to the
contrary, Electronic Message Signs (as defined in Orem City Code Section 14-3-2), shall not be
allowed on any billboard located on the east side of I-15 and within 500 feet of I-15. This section

shall control over any other section of City Code including, but not limited to, Section 14-3-3.
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Advantages
e Eliminates conflict between the billboards with electronic display and nearby
residences
¢ Does not prohibit electronic display on the west side of I-15
e Prevents new billboards from being located within the City, but does not prohibit
the relocation of a billboard as allowed by State Code

Disadvantages
None identified

6:20 P.M. PUBLIC HEARING - Street Vacation

ORDINANCE - ORDINANCE- Vacating a portion of 1000 East Street located
between 670 North and 800 North and a portion of 720 North Street between
1000 East and 980 East

PRESENTER: Jason Bench
POTENTIALLY AFFECTED AREA: Orem East Neighborhood

BACKGROUND: Chad Stratton requests that the City Council vacate a portion of existing
1000 East right of way between 670 North and 800 North. The area proposed to be vacated
is area that the City does not need for current or future street improvements and is shown
in Exhibit “A.”

1000 East Street is a local street which for most of its length has approximately 46-48 feet
of right of way consisting of 34 feet of asphalt and 6-7 feet of curb, gutter and sidewalk on
each side of the street. In the area between 670 North and 800 North, the City currently has
60 feet of street dedication which was granted with the recording of Knight Subdivision in
1921. This is more right of way width than is needed to complete and maintain the same
width of street improvements that the City has for the other portions of 1000 East. Most of
the west side of 1000 East in this area does not yet have curb, gutter and sidewalk and the
excess right of way area is located behind where the future curb, gutter and sidewalk will
be installed.

Chad Stratton is proposing to subdivide and develop the property along the west side of
1000 East between approximately 670 North and 800 North. In conjunction with this new
development, he will be completing the curb, gutter and sidewalk improvements along the
west side of 1000 East between 670 North and 800 North. Mr. Stratton proposes to vacate
that portion of the 800 East dedication area that will be located behind the new sidewalk to
be installed on the west side of 1000 East. This excess right of way area varies in width,
but ranges between 10-12 feet. This unimproved area is not needed for street
improvements and so staff supports this proposal.

Chad Stratton also requests that the City vacate a portion of 720 North located west of
1000 East as also shown in Exhibit “A.” This portion of 720 North was dedicated to the
City in 1978 as part of the John Stratton Subdivision, Plat “A.” The original dedication
gave the City a 50 foot wide right of way. 720 North Street is proposed to be a 32 foot
wide sub-local street right-of-way consisting of 28 feet of asphalt and two feet of curb and
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17.

gutter on each side. There will also be an eight foot planter strip and a five foot wide
sidewalk on each side of the street, but these improvements will be outside the street right
of way in a separate sidewalk easement. There is thus 18 feet of excess right of way that
Mr. Stratton is asking the City Council to vacate.

If vacated by the City Council, title to the vacated areas of 1000 East Street and 720 North
Street would automatically vest in the adjoining property owners.

State law provides that the City Council may vacate a public street if it determines (1) there
is good cause for the vacation; and (2) the vacation will not be detrimental to the public
interest.

RECOMMENDATION: Development Services recommends that the City Council, by
ordinance, vacate approximately 0.34 acres of a portion of 1000 East Street located
between 670 North and 800 North and a portion of 720 North Street between 1000 East
and 980 East as shown in Exhibit “A” with the requirement that the vacated areas be
incorporated into the Cascade Estates final plat.

COMMUNICATION ITEMS

BUDGET REPORT — November 2014

CITY MANAGER INFORMATION ITEMS

This is an opportunity for the City Manager to provide information to the City
Council. These items are for information and do not require action by the City
Council.

ADJOURN
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CITY OF OREM
CITY COUNCIL MEETING
56 North State Street Orem, Utah
December 9, 2014

3:00 P.M. WORK SESSION — PUBLIC SAFETY TRAINING ROOM

CONDUCTING Mayor Richard F. Brunst, Jr.

ELECTED OFFICIALS Councilmembers Hans Andersen, Margaret Black, Tom
Macdonald, Mark E. Seastrand, David Spencer, and Brent
Sumner

APPOINTED STAFF Jamie Davidson, City Manager; Brenn Bybee, Assistant

City Manager; Greg Stephens, City Attorney; Richard
Manning, Administrative Services Director; Bill Bell,
Development Services Director; Karl Hirst, Recreation
Director; Chris Tschirki, Public Works Director; Scott
Gurney, Fire Department Director; Charlene Crozier,
Library Director; Jason Bench, Planning Division Manager;
Ryan Clark, Economic Development Division Manager;
Brandon Stocksdale, Long Range Planner; Steve Earl,
Deputy City Attorney; Jason Bench, Planning Division
Manager; Neal Winterton, Water Division Manager; Sam
Kelly, City Engineer; Steven Downs, Assistant to the City
Manager; and Jackie Lambert, Deputy City Recorder

INTERVIEWS — Applicants for Advisory Commissions

Mayor Brunst welcomed those that came to meet with the City Council, and thanked them for
their interest in participating in Orem City advisory boards and commissions. Those who met
with the City Council were:

e Gary Schinnell
Steve Smith
Teresa Horn
Virginia “Ginny” Ball
Curtis Wood
Richard Clark
Courtney Burns
Thomas Walsh
Randy Park
Liz Merrell
LaNae Millett
Paul Molinor
Rob Shaw

After meeting with the applicants the Council discussed the different strengths and experience of
each applicant, and where their skill set would be best suited. At the conclusion of the

City Council Minutes — December 9, 2014 (p.1)
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discussion, the general consensus of the City Council was to recommend the following
applicants to the following advisory commissions:
e Recreation Allocation Advisory Commission (RAAC)
o Bill Bodine, Joel Patrick, Paul Molinor, staff Debbie Boone, and Steve Smith,
Paul Crossett, and Chelsea Jolley from the RAC.
o Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Commission
o Virginia Ball, Thomas Walsh, and Curtis Wood
o Rec Advisory Commission (RAC)
o Richard Clark and Gary Schinnell
e Library Advisory Commission
o Courtney Burns
e SummerFest Commission
o Rob Shaw, Teresa Horn, and Wallace Harkness
e Senior Advisory Commission
o Liz Merrell and Joyce Ottens
e CARE Tax Advisory Commission
o LaNae Millett

The City planned to follow up with each applicant and make them aware of their
recommendations.

DISCUSSION — Southwest Annexation
Brandon Stocksdale said land-use and growth scenarios had been discussed in previous
meetings, and he would be presenting information on financing mechanisms like impact fees in
the annexation area.

Mr. Stocksdale reviewed data from the impact fee study that was completed summer of 2014
about necessary infrastructure that would be required if the area was annexed.

. Cost of Necessary

Service Type Infrastructure Type of Infrastructure

Culinary Water $2,947,796 N.ew. we I, f:re hydrants, and
distribution pipes
New collection pipes, manholes,

Sanitary Sewer $3,364,926 lift stations, and property
easements
New collection pipes, manholes,

Storm Water $2,552,605 property  easements, and
detention basin

Total $8,865.327 !nfrastructure only; financing not
included

Mr. Stocksdale said the 8.8 million dollar total represented the fiscal cost for the facilities, the
pipes, the labor to install, and other physical elements. The discussion would be focused on
financing for the costs to build.

City Council Minutes — December 9, 2014 (p.2)
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Financing options were presented:
1. Bond (General Obligation)
2. Tax (Sales, Franchise, or Excise)
3. Reserves (Public Works or Enterprise funds)

Service Type Ci?‘tf;fs?rz(z:::ry Cost with Financing
Culinary Water $2,947,796 $3,666,795

Sanitary Sewer $3,364,926 $4,184,913

Storm Water $2,552,605 $3,175,928

Total $8,865,327 $11,027,636

Mayor Brunst asked about bonding. Mr. Stocksdale said a general bond would be approximately
ten years. The time it would take to pay it off with impact fees would depend on growth and
other factors.

Mr. Earl said until all the property was developed it would not be paid off in full, and that could
take up to twenty years or more. Mr. Bell added that the impact fee analysis was for a twenty-
year build out.

Mr. Stocksdale said a model had been done with low, medium, and high growth scenarios, using
Equivalent Residential Units (ERUs) to give comparison of how many connections would be
needed.

Orem: . . Orem:
Impact Fee Low (1,250 O(TQ?I:,’ME?J:;] High Lehi Provo
ERUs) : (2,603 ERUS)
Sr‘;'i't')“ary Water (per | 51 g1 $1,921 $1,411 $1,534 $1,599
Sewer
(oer unit) $4.290 $3,132 $2,550 $571+$3,120 | $1,230
Storm Water (per $11,055 $11,055 $11,029
acre) ($2,764) (§1,382) (5919) $1.621 $3,560
Totals*: $8,965 $6,435 $4,880 $6,846 $6,389
All Fees Totals: $8,965 $6,435 $4,880 $24,821 $11,462

*Only Water, Sewer, & Storm Water Fees

Mr. Macdonald asked whether Provo and Lehi differentiated between densities. Mr. Stocksdale
said that that kind of comparison was difficult to make because it would be comparing projected
data to existing data in Provo and Lehi, and each city distributed fees differently. Mr. Stocksdale
continued that other cities had different types of impact fees other than water, sewer, and storm
water. Lehi had EMS, fire, police, roads, and parks impact fees. Provo had transportation, roads,
and parks impact fees. These factors made across the board comparison difficult.

City Council Minutes — December 9, 2014 (p.3)
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Based on those impact fee scenarios, the City would expect to return the following in revenue:

:

Density Scenario Total ERUS Total Revenue
Low 1,250 $10,958,645
Medium 1,913 $12,861,284
High 2,603 $13,497,864

Mr. Macdonald asked where the amounts came from. Mr. Bell said they came from data

specified in the impact fee study.

Mr. Stocksdale said the projected amount accounted for all costs to provide necessary

infrastructure, from pipes and manhole covers to the cost of labor and installation.

Mr. Stocksdale said a frequently asked question was what would happen to the tax rate in the
area if annexation took place. He said he spoke with the Utah County Tax Assessor, who
indicated the overall aggregate tax rates would actually go down, with residents paying less in

taxes.
Tax Rate Information Current Status (2014) Post-Annexation Status (2015)
Tax District 030 090
Aggregate Tax Rate 0.0122840 0.0114190
Parcel 19:036:0047 $914.79 $850.37

Mr. Stocksdale said another question asked was the different tax revenues between different land
use scenarios and long-term benefits. Mr. Stocksdale showed a chart from the Economic
Development Strategic Plan draft with per acre tax revenue generated in Orem districts, saying

high density residential would not generate as much revenue as would industrial or retail.

Talis &7 Fouiisslont Mecien-Hinh Donsily Resideotal Developmend 1o Achiove Fovenue Levels by Distrist
" Fﬁgwf;:; ; nggﬁé; %‘;ﬁg sor HofUnitsper  #ofUnitsper #of Units per
Diigtrict SF Exempt & Acre Hém%red to Hore at Are at Acre &t
’Vacmt” - Meet this Amt $200,000/000r - $150,000/Door - 8120,000/Door

8 RO GEE 59,582,415 144

2 _B887720 U - S

et .

& BH
12
3

= %‘3 i SIS
7 b3 138482
4 £2.836,620
1 52,413,806
14
it )
16 T,
17 : £1.588,047 19
18 51,543 1,408,545 18
8 &743 721007 7 ]

Scurce: JHEF, Ulah Blate Tax Commission .
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Mr. Sumner asked how many years “long-term” was. Mr. Stocksdale said the average life of a
building was fifty years, which should be considered in the discussion.

Mayor Brunst asked how many acres would be taxable and used for development. Mr. Bench
said 361 acres, which included everything except those properties held in agricultural or
conservation easements.

Mr. Stocksdale said there were only two applicants interested in development at the present time.
Projected impact fees were generated using preliminary site plans from the two applicants, solely
based on acreage and ERUs, assuming the developments came in immediately upon annexation.

Initial Cost Estimates
Total Infrastructure Costs Costs with Financing
$8,865,327 $11,027,636
Initial Developments (40 ac., 250 ERUs) $2,247.376 $2,247,376
Remaining Total: ($6,617,951) ($8,780,260)

Mrs. Black asked if it was possible to take money out of reserves. Mr. Stocksdale said staff did
not believe the money available in reserves was sufficient and would likely be damaging long-
term. That option was being presented merely to show the full range of options, even if some
options were unfeasible.

Mayor Brunst asked about the percentage of be retail versus residential versus industrial. Mr.
Bench said it would depend on which density scenario the Council selected. With medium
density, the majority would be residential with eight units per acre. Mr. Bench said there could
be between 10-20 percent retail.

Mr. Stocksdale said retail had been looked at for the Geneva and future Lakeview corridors.

Mr. Macdonald asked about the agreement between Orem and Provo for providing water and
sewer services to the area until Orem could build the necessary infrastructure.

Mr. Davidson said it might have been discussed with Provo City, but it was at capacity.

Mr. Bell said Provo had capacity for about 200 more connections and had allocated those to its
own development to the west. Mr. Kelly added that Provo would have water capacity but not
sewer capacity.

Mr. Davidson said there was a resolution to the protest filed by Provo City for the annexation.
There would be an agreement where the City of Provo would maintain ownership and
responsibility for 2000 South west of the railroad tracks, and the City of Orem would maintain
ownership and responsibility for 2000 South east of the railroad tracks. Orem’s ownership would
be the entire road from back of curb on the east side of the railroad tracks, and Provo ownership
would be from back of curb south on the west side of the railroad tracks. By agreement, both
cities would have access along 2000 South. Mr. Stocksdale added that part of the agreement was
guaranteed access for developers on both sides.

City Council Minutes — December 9, 2014 (p.5)
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Mr. Andersen asked if land costs were substantially less in Vineyard than in Orem and whether
that would be more appealing to developers. Mayor Brunst said it would depend on a developer’s
preferences.

Mayor Brunst summarized the payment process and said the net return to Orem would be eight
to eleven million dollars’ worth of debt and about ten million dollars earned in tax revenues.
Because the cost amount to provide services was still unknown, the ten million dollars in tax
revenue might have little to no effect in paying back the eight to eleven million dollars for the
bond. Mayor Brunst asked Mr. Bench to look into the output to get the ten million dollars back in
generated revenue.

Mr. Macdonald asked Jeff Mansell, developer and applicant, for insight on Mr. Mansell’s
suggestion to encompass all fees, not just impact fees, for the two proposed developments and if
he had any ideas for bridging the gap.

Mr. Mansell said ultimately the tax revenue generated would be the way to bridge the gap. Less
residential and more office space, retail, and industrial use would also likely generate more
revenue. Another solution would be higher impact fees. Those who benefit from the
developments should pay for those benefits. Mr. Mansell said all options should be on the table,
but his opinion was the area should be mixed use to generate revenue.

Mr. Davidson asked if the project Mr. Mansell was proposing was mainly residential, and what
percentage of the project was retail or mixed use. Mr. Mansell said it was mainly residential, but
there was some retail. There could be opportunities for even more retail, depending on interest.
Mr. Mansell said using the entire annexation area for projects just like his would not make sense,
but mixed use of office and retail space would be more profitable. A sustainable area would
utilize all land uses, including residential.

Mayor Brunst said he saw potential in the annexation area, but there was large risk and
potentially a financial burden for the City. He said he would prefer to see developers carry that
risk.

Mr. Stocksdale said the best use for the area may not be high-density residential, especially
looking at State Street and its redevelopment potential.

Mr. Andersen asked if retail would be placed along the major corridor, or mixed in with
residential. Mr. Stocksdale said the majority of retail and office space would be placed along the
proposed Lakeview Parkway.

Mayor Brunst asked for a list of the costs that would go against the revenue. Mr. Bench said he
and Chief Gurney would look at the costs for a new fire station in the area. Mayor Brunst

requested a draft plan showing what developments would work and where to place them.

Mrs. Black asked for clarification and specific financing option recommendations from the
Planning Commission.
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Mr. Davidson added that all levels of service would need to be considered throughout the
community, public safety as well as parks and other services that would need to be met in the
annexation area specifically.

Mr. Macdonald said the real trouble was the area’s geographical location. Mr. Davidson agreed.

UPDATE — Master Plans — Sewer Base Rate

Mr. Tschirki introduced committee members Councilmember Macdonald, Reed Price, and Carol
Walker from the Public Works Advisory Commission. Mr. Tschirki addressed some comments
made in the previous discussion, specifically what Mr. Mansell had said about having capital to
move forward with constructing some infrastructure upfront. Mr. Tschirki said that, with the
Ercanbrack annexation, a reimbursement district was created. It provided that a developer could
front the money to build infrastructure and then be reimbursed over time. Mr. Ercanbrack had
not been fully reimbursed because of timing, as the project happened during the economic
downturn in 2008, but Mr. Tschirki said he believed the reimbursement district system was a
good idea.

Mr. Tschirki then said Mr. Macdonald had requested the Public Works Advisory Commission
present a proposal to implement a new sewer base rate for all living units in the city. The current
sewer base rate was $9.32 a month for each account. Some account holders had multiple living
units on one account, some with up to 260 living units on two accounts, and other accounts had
50 or more per account. Each account was paying the same monthly rate of $9.32, even those
with many living units. The production rate was based on the amount of waste stream that was
produced by a site, which was calculated by winter water consumption. The production rate was
billed at $1.42/1000 gallons of water.

Mr. Tschirki said there were three problems with the current system:
1. Orem was only charging one base rate per account holder, not per living unit.
2. Following cost-of-service principles, the current Orem sewer base rate should include
fixed costs associated with maintenance and upkeep of system infrastructure.
3. Distribution of these costs should be based on the potential for wastewater flow from
each account holder and larger customers such as commercial properties and multi-family
units should pay a larger share of the base rate than smaller customers.

Solutions

1. Each residential living unit found in a single-family dwelling, multi-family, dwelling,
apartment complex, condominium complex, etc. would be charged a sewer base rate. In
other words, a 12-plex would now be billed for 12 sewer base rates and not 1 sewer base
rate.

2. Commercial and industrial units would be charged a sewer base rate based using their
water meter size and the industry standard American Water Works Association (AWWA)
equivalent meter information.

3. Mixed-use developments would be charged accordingly by combining these two methods
and on a case-by-case basis.

Mayor Brunst asked if the same sewer base rate would then be used for single-family homes
versus an apartment in a complex.

City Council Minutes — December 9, 2014 (p.7)
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Mr. Tschirki said they would pay a sewer base rate per apartment instead of per complex. It
would not be tied to production necessarily, but tied to the privilege and potential to discharge to
the public sewer system. He said the change would be for fairness to all users. An apartment
might have multiple heads of household to split the cost, whereas a single-family dwelling would
have one head of household to pay the cost.

Mayor Brunst asked how Provo handled this issue. Mr. Tschirki said Provo did the same as
Orem did currently. Mayor Brunst said a single-family home may have same amount of people
as an apartment, but the size of an apartment would be smaller than a home, and wondered if this
would be fair to both. Mr. Tschirki said the base rate would be the same for everyone, but the
variable would be the production rate based on the volume of discharge. Mayor Brunst said he
thought the base rate should be changed but noted it would be a huge item for most people. Mr.
Tschirki agreed, and said the City was subsidizing who were not paying for it currently.

Mr. Sumner asked how much a change in sewer base rates was projected to make in revenues.
Mr. Tschirki said it could be about $500,000 per year, which could offset the needed increase of
funds to support facilities.

Mayor Brunst asked how to phase things in, and whether it should be phased in over three years.
Mr. Macdonald said that would only delay fair payment of services.

Mr. Manning said the way to be fair to as many as possible would be to give a lot of lead time so
owners could update leases, and residents could be notified.

Mayor Brunst voiced concern about public response to a change. Mr. Sumner said the change
had been proposed before and met a great deal of push back.

Mr. Tschirki said the proposed solution was that every living unit would be charged the base
rate, based on the unit’s meter size. The infrastructure for connection would need to be
appropriately sized, so the meter size would be determined by the potential for sewer discharge.
For nonresidential commercial or industrial units, the proposal was for base rates to be tied to the
water meter size in the industry standard according to AWWA guidelines regarding equivalent
meter.

Mayor Brunst asked for a comparison with Provo, Ogden, and Sandy with how those cities
handled sewer base rates for apartment complexes. Mr. Tschirki said that could be done, noting
an analysis had been done with South Valley Sewer District which covered a third of Salt Lake
County. South Valley Sewer District did not use a sewer base rate but had a volume that was
incorporated into production rate.

Neal Winterton said that Orem was in the minority by not charging by the unit. Mr. Winterton
said the South Valley Sewer District charged a twenty-five dollar fee across the board, but there

was a small reduction in rate for apartment complexes of 75 percent of the total bill.

Mr. Winterton, Water Division Manager, said the base fee should be spread equally across all
potential users, and the production rate would equalize it.
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Mr. Davidson said a base fee would be a rate to cover fixed costs of operation, whereas the usage
fee would be the variable aspect of the rate. A single-family home with only two residents would
use less than an apartment with six residents, and therefore the single family would pay a lower
sewer bill because they would produce less discharge.

Mr. Winterton said the base rate was meant to compensate for the privilege to connect to sewer,
and the production charge was supposed to be the equalizer. However, when a trailer park with
105 units paid the same $9.32 as a single-family dwelling to connect, there was a problem with
fairness.

Mr. Tschirki presented the possible implementation plan:

e January 2015 — distribute information regarding the potential change to customers
through utility billing. Provide information on the reason for the change and upcoming
dates for public hearings.

e February 2015 — Lewis Young Robinson & Burningham to complete cost-of-service rate
study which would finalize recommended rate changes. Rate study results to be reviewed
by City staff and Council.

March 2015 — Council and staff comments implemented into final rate recommendation.
April 2015 — conduct public hearing and open houses on proposed rate changes.

May 2015 — implement comments from public hearing and adopt final rate schedule.
July 1, 2015 — adopted rate changes take effect.

Mr. Andersen said that would look like a windfall to the residents, and a good way to sell the
change to the public would be to explain that fees would add to infrastructure.

Mr. Tschirki said the proposed plan would offset the increased costs for capital facility
improvements by generating approximately $500,000 in revenue.

Mr. Davidson said one of the messages staff had received from the City Council was that those
who used the services should pay for those services.

Mayor Brunst said they had looked at the various ways of paying for storm water, sewer, water,
etc. with the idea to progressively increase fees. He said he was concerned about how aggressive
the proposal was.

Mr. Macdonald said the current sewer base rate was almost a reverse-Robin Hood situation,
taking the same amount from smaller households as from larger households and apartment
complexes. A widow would pay the same amount as an apartment with six students, which did
not seem fair and equitable.

Mr. Davidson said the idea was to minimize the potential increase in rates for other utilities.
Carol Walker said it was imperative that the City change the sewer base rate system, but to notify
the people who would be affected the most about the public meetings and when changes would

be made. That way landlords and property owners could have the time to work the cost of
connection in to rental agreements, and make tenants aware of the changes.
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Mr. Davidson said the sooner notice could go out about upcoming changes, the better for those
who need to update rental agreements and work with tenants on the rate increases.

Mr. Tschirki provided sample bill language:

“Attention Utility Account Holders —

On July 1, 2015, the City of Orem will assess all residential utility accounts a sewer base rate
according to the number of living units associated with the account. For example, a duplex
will be billed for 2 sewer base rates, a 4-plex will be billed for 4 sewer base rates, a 12-plex
will be billed for 12 sewer base rates, etc. Single family dwellings will continue to be billed
one (1) sewer base rate. All non-residential utility account holders will be billed using a
water meter size multiplier in accordance with American Water Works Association
(AWWA) guidelines. Please visit www.orem.org for more specific information, examples,
and frequently asked questions and answers.”

5:00 P.M. STUDY SESSION — PUBLIC SAFETY TRAINING ROOM

CONDUCTING

ELECTED OFFICIALS

APPOINTED STAFF

Mayor Richard F. Brunst, Jr.

Councilmembers Hans Andersen, Margaret Black, Tom
Macdonald, Mark E. Seastrand, David Spencer, and Brent
Sumner

Jamie Davidson, City Manager; Brenn Bybee, Assistant
City Manager; Greg Stephens, City Attorney; Richard
Manning, Administrative Services Director; Bill Bell,
Development Services Director; Karl Hirst, Recreation
Director; Chris Tschirki, Public Works Director; Scott
Gurney, Fire Department Director; Charlene Crozier,
Library Director; Jason Bench, Planning Division Manager;
Ryan Clark, Economic Development Division Manager;
Brandon Stocksdale, Long Range Planner; Steve Earl,
Deputy City Attorney; Jason Bench, Planning Division
Manager; Neal Winterton, Water Division Manager; Sam
Kelly, City Engineer; Steven Downs, Assistant to the City
Manager; and Jackie Lambert, Deputy City Recorder

Preview Upcoming Agenda Items

Mayor Brunst previewed upcoming agenda items.

Agenda Review

The City Council reviewed the items on the agenda.

City Council New Business

The Council adjourned at 5:54 p.m. to the City Council Chambers for the regular meeting.
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6:00 P.M. REGULAR SESSION

CONDUCTING Mayor Richard F. Brunst, Jr.

ELECTED OFFICIALS Councilmembers Hans Andersen, Margaret Black, Tom
Macdonald, Mark E. Seastrand, David Spencer, and Brent
Sumner

APPOINTED STAFF Jamie Davidson, City Manager; Brenn Bybee, Assistant

City Manager; Greg Stephens, City Attorney; Richard
Manning, Administrative Services Director; Bill Bell,
Development Services Director; Karl Hirst, Recreation
Director; Chris Tschirki, Public Works Director; Scott
Gurney, Fire Department Director; Charlene Crozier,
Library Director; Brandon Nelson, Finance Division
Manager; Jason Bench, Planning Division Manager; Ryan
Clark, Economic Development Division Manager; Steven
Downs, Assistant to the City Manager; and Jackie Lambert,
Deputy City Recorder

INVOCATION/ Curtis Wood
INSPIRATIONAL THOUGHT
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE Jeffrey Armstrong

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Mr. Seastrand moved to approve the minutes from the following meetings:

e City Council Meeting — October 28, 2014

¢ City Council Meeting — November 11, 2014

e City Council Meeting — November 18, 2014
Mrs. Black seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Hans Andersen, Margaret Black, Richard F.
Brunst, Tom Macdonald, Mark E. Seastrand, David Spencer, Brent Sumner. The motion passed
unanimously.

MAYOR’S REPORT/ITEMS REFERRED BY COUNCIL

Upcoming Events
The Mayor referred the Council to the upcoming events listed in the agenda packet.
e City Council Meeting — January 13, 2015
o City Council/Alpine School District Joint Meeting — January 14, 2015
e City Council Meeting — January 27, 2015

Appointments to Boards and Commissions
Mrs. Black moved to make the following appointments:
e Recreation Allocation Advisory Commission (RAAC)
o Bill Bodine, Joel Patrick, Paul Molinor, staff Debbie Boone, and Steve Smith,
Paul Crossett, and Chelsea Jolley from the RAC.
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o Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Commission
o Virginia Ball, Thomas Walsh, and Curtis Wood
o Rec Advisory Commission (RAC)
o Richard Clark and Gary Schinnell
o Library Advisory Commission
o Courtney Burns
o  SummerFest Commission
o Rob Shaw, Teresa Horn, and Wallace Harkness
e Senior Advisory Commission
o Liz Merrell and Joyce Ottens
Mr. Seastrand seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Hans Andersen, Margaret Black, Richard
F. Brunst, Tom Macdonald, Mark E. Seastrand, David Spencer, Brent Sumner. The motion
passed unanimously.

Recognition of New Neighborhoods in Action Officers
No new Neighborhood in Action officers were recognized.

REPORT — Recreation Advisory Commission
Mr. Hirst said that much had happened since the Recreation Advisory Commission (RAC) had

last reported to the City Council. The addition at the Orem Fitness Center had been completed,
and the CARE tax had been approved by voters to continue for the next ten years. Mr. Hirst then
introduced Phil Patten, vice chair of the RAC.

Mr. Patten reviewed the following:

e The meeting schedule had been changed, with meetings monthly instead of quarterly.

e The RAC had taken two fieldtrips, one to see what Spanish Fork had done with their ball
field and soccer outdoor complex. The second fieldtrip was to Heber to check out the
indoor recreation facilities.

e The RAC conducted two surveys, one on Facebook, asking residents what they would
like to see done with CARE tax dollars. Information from the surveys, and information
gathered from fieldtrips and presentations from other groups, would be used to form a
recommendation from the RAC to the City Council in early 2015.

Mayor Brunst thanked the RAC members for the time and consideration that they put into their
responsibilities, and for the work they had done in service to the community.

MOTION — Mayor Pro Tem — January 1 through June 30, 2015
Mayor Brunst moved to appoint Tom Macdonald as Mayor Pro Tem. Mr. Andersen seconded
the motion. Those voting aye: Hans Andersen, Margaret Black, Richard F. Brunst, Tom
Macdonald, Mark E. Seastrand, David Spencer, and Brent Sumner. The motion passed
unanimously.

CITY MANAGER’S APPOINTMENTS

Appointments to Boards and Commissions
There were no City Manager appointments.
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PERSONAL APPEARANCES

Time was allotted for the public to express their ideas, concerns, and comments on items not on
the agenda. Those wishing to speak should have signed in prior to the meeting, and comments
were limited to three minutes or less.

Sam Lentz, resident, said he wanted to applaud the City’s leadership on two recent “wins,” the
sale of the Midtown Village project and the University Mall CDA. Mr. Lentz commended the
City for its efforts to educate residents on the project proposal, especially in light of the efforts of
those fighting against the project. Mr. Lentz said it was time to focus on UTOPIA. He said the
City Council’s decision to walk away from the Macquarie proposal was a mistake, as the City
Council believed it would give them an enhanced negotiating position but instead had created a
stalemate that dragged on for over half the year. Mr. Lentz said he had met with Mayor Brunst
about UTOPIA, and was assured there was no reason why Mr. Lentz could not have UTOPIA by
the end of the year. Mr. Lentz said that had not happened, and he wondered to whom further
requests for UTOPIA should go: Mayor Brunst or Santa Claus.

CONSENT ITEMS

Mr. Seastrand moved to adopt the 2015 Annual City Council Meeting Schedule. Mr. Sumner
seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Hans Andersen, Margaret Black, Richard F. Brunst,
Tom Macdonald, Mark E. Seastrand, David Spencer, Brent Sumner. The motion passed
unanimously.

SCHEDULED ITEMS

RESOLUTION — Accept Fiscal Year 2013-2014 Audit

Brandon Nelson said over the past several months, the accounting firm of Keddington &
Christensen had been reviewing the City’s financial records and completed their audit. All of the
audit information was included in the Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR). The
City ended the fiscal year at June 30, 2014, in relatively sound financial condition and had
received an auditor’s opinion with no qualifications (a “clean” opinion)._Mr. Nelson introduced
Marcus Arbuckle with Keddington & Christensen, LL.C to present the findings from the fiscal
year 2013-2014 audit.

Mr. Arbuckle thanked the City Council for the opportunity to audit the City’s finances and stated
that Orem was a well-run organization. As auditors, Keddington & Christensen were responsible
to plan and perform an audit according to generally accepted practices. Mr. Arbuckle said part of
the audit was to review governance, and the City Council was responsible for the oversight of the
financial reporting process. Management was responsible for the actual preparation of financial
statements. An audit did not relieve governance or management of those responsibilities.

Mr. Arbuckle then referred the Council to the CAFR document and reviewed his findings.

Mayor Brunst also thanked Mr. Manning and Mr. Nelson for their work on the report.
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Mr. Nelson reviewed some points of interest in the CAFR, and said the City was in a relatively
good financial position.

Mr. Davidson said revenues had improved as the economy had improved, but those monies
should be looked at as one-time, set-aside monies because they were not ongoing revenues and
could not be counted on. It had been a good year, but that would not always be the case.

Mayor Brunst said that doTerra leaving meant that much of the sales tax would be lost.

Mr. Davidson said he had spoken to Pleasant Grove staff about doTerra’s move and was told
doTerra was moving toward a mail-order system, so Pleasant Grove would no longer reap the
sales tax benefits. It was an interesting example of corporate philosophy changing a municipal
budget.

Mayor Brunst said RC Willey was consolidating locations in Orem and Provo to one central
location at the University Mall, which would potentially show a bump in revenue.

Mr. Macdonald asked if there was an estimate of what the direct City debt per capita would be
unaudited at the end of the year, in light of monies coming in from the sale of Midtown Village
and other sources. Mr. Nelson said he expected the debt would be lower for the next year.

Mr. Seastrand moved that the City Council, by resolution, accept the Fiscal Year 2013-2014
audit. Mr. Andersen seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Hans Andersen, Margaret Black,
Richard F. Brunst, Tom Macdonald, Mark E. Seastrand, David Spencer, Brent Sumner. The
motion passed unanimously.

6:20 P.M. PUBLIC HEARING — Edge Homes Rezone
ORDINANCE — Rezoning approximately 3.78 acres located generally at 1100 North 1200
West from the HS zone the PRD zone

The applicant withdrew his application on November 13, 2014, and requested the item not be
considered.

6:20 P.M. PUBLIC HEARING — University Place

ORDINANCE — Amending Section 22-11-47 of the Orem City Code by enacting
subsection (N) relating to nuisance complaints by residents within the PD 34 zone and
amending a portion of Appendix ‘BB’ of the Orem City Code relating to road locations,
road types and street cross sections in the PD-34 zone at 575 East University Parkway

Jason Bench requested that the public hearing related to Appendix ‘BB’ of Section 22-11-47 be
continued to January 27, 2015 at 6:20 p.m.

The Planning Commission recommended the City Council amend, by ordinance, Section 22-11-
47 of the Orem City Code by enacting subsection (N) relating to nuisance complaints in the
PD-34 zone at 575 East University Parkway. Mr. Bench, Rob Calas, and Chris Lawson
presented.
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The University Mall had historically been exclusively a commercial development. However, the
owner of the Mall, Woodbury Corporation, recently created a PD zone for the Mall property
which would add residential uses to the development.

A site plan was approved in March 2014 for 461 residential units just east of Costco and two
residential apartment buildings were under construction with two additional residential buildings
to follow as phase two. Costco management was concerned that the new residents of the Mall
development may complain about noises that were typically associated with Costco’s business
such as truck deliveries and the operation of refrigeration trucks.

In order to alleviate Costco’s concerns, Woodbury requested an amendment to the PD-34 zone
that states that any noises, sights or smells that would customarily be associated with a permitted
commercial use would not be considered a violation of the City’s disturbing the peace ordinance
or the City’s nuisance ordinances with respect to individuals who lived in the PD-34 zone. This
amendment would only apply to residents of the PD-34 zone and would not affect the ability of
any resident outside the PD-34 zone from making a complaint under the City’s disturbing the
peace or nuisance ordinances.

Mr. Sumner asked if any complaints had come from the neighbors to the west. Mr. Calas said
Costco was very careful in how they handled those reasonable noises, such as trucks and snow
removal, and had not received complaints. The people to the east would be even more buffered
because of the new housing development.

Mrs. Black asked if notification would be given to tenants of the levels of noise. Mr. Calas said
they planned to have those reasonable noises included on lease agreements.

Mr. Macdonald said he wanted to know if the proposed change would be a matter of record, and
how it would be filed. Mr. Bench said it would be part of the zone in the City Code.

At the Mayor’s request, Mr. Calas reviewed the process used by delivery trucks.

Mayor Brunst opened the public hearing.

Jim Fawcett, resident, suggested a sound wall be constructed similar to what Harmons had put in
place to keep noise down for residents. He said he also wondered if long-haul trucks could
possibly connect to the store to keep their cabs warm and the refrigeration units going. That
might keep noise down and keep trucks from idling through the night.

Mayor Brunst closed the public hearing.

Mr. Calas said there was already an eight-foot sound-blocking wall in place at Costco in
accordance with City Code.

Mrs. Black moved to amend, by ordinance, Section 22-11-47 of the Orem City Code by enacting

subsection (N) relating to nuisance complaints in the PD-34 zone at 575 East University
Parkway. Mr. Seastrand seconded. Those voting aye: Hans Andersen, Margaret Black,
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Richard F. Brunst, Tom Macdonald, Mark E. Seastrand, David Spencer, Brent Sumner. The
motion passed unanimously.

Mr. Seastrand moved to continue to January 27, 2015 at 6:20 p.m. the public hearing regarding
amending a portion of Appendix ‘BB’ of the Orem City Code relating to road locations, road
types and street cross sections in the PD-34 zone at 575 East University Parkway. Mr.
Macdonald seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Hans Andersen, Margaret Black, Richard F.
Brunst, Tom Macdonald, Mark E. Seastrand, David Spencer, Brent Sumner. The motion passed
unanimously.

6:20 P.M. PUBLIC HEARING — Outdoor Advertising

ORDINANCE - Amending Sections 22-14-29 and 14-3-3 of the City of Orem pertaining to
electronic message sign requirements

ORDINANCE - Amending Sections 14-3-3 and 14-3-4 of the Orem City Code pertaining to
outdoor advertising requirements (billboards)

Mr. Andersen moved to continue the outdoor advertising items to January 13, 2015, at 6:20 p.m.
Mr. Macdonald seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Hans Andersen, Margaret Black,
Richard F. Brunst, Tom Macdonald, Mark E. Seastrand, David Spencer, Brent Sumner. The
motion passed unanimously.

6:30 P.M. Public Hearing — Street Vacation
ORDINANCE — Vacating a portion of 1200 West Street located between 701 North and
709 North

Mr. Bench reviewed with the Council a request by Nutraceutical Corporation for the City to
vacate a portion of 1200 West Street located between 701 North and 709 North, consisting of
approximately .13 acres. He said that,*** several years ago, a portion of 1200 West located on
either side of 800 North was relocated to the east to increase the separation between 1200 West
and the I-15 800 North on-ramp. That left a section of the old 1200 West Street that dead ended
into 800 North and was unused except by those businesses that were still located adjacent to that
old section of 1200 West.

Nutraceutical Corporation and DalTile (Ronald H Dee Trust) owned property just west of the old
1200 West between 709 North and 701 North respectively. Nutraceutical had requested that the
City vacate a portion of the old 1200 West that was adjacent to their property and the property
adjacent to DalTile. Nutraceutical wanted to combine the vacated street area with their existing
lot and put it to productive use. The City had been maintaining the area that was proposed to be
vacated in landscaping. Once this portion of 1200 West was vacated, then the responsibility of
maintaining the property would no longer be the City’s but would become the responsibility of
the new owners.

Typically, when a public street that the City acquired by dedication or prescription was vacated,

title to the vacated street area automatically vested in the adjoining property owners. Title to this
portion of the old 1200 West street would automatically vest in Nutraceutical and DalTile.
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State law provided that the City Council may vacate a public street if it determined (1) there was
good cause for the vacation; and (2) the vacation would not be detrimental to the public interest.

Development Services recommended that the City Council vacate approximately 0.13 acres of
1200 West Street located between 701 North and 709 North subject to a public utility easement
across the entire tract except for a small portion that could be used for signs.

Mr. Bench said the original alignment of 1200 West had changed and a small portion of land was
still owned by the City. Because sewer and water lines ran down that property, the land would be
protected by a public utility easement. That restriction of development would be a condition in
deeding the property to the applicants.

Mayor Brunst asked what the applicants meant when they said “they would like to put the land to
productive use.”

Mr. Bench said they planned to use it for maintenance of landscaping, possible upgrades to
parking, and potentially a sign if applicants worked with Public Works to see if the property met
the regulations and requirements of having a sign. None of the uses the applicants had specified
would interfere with sewer or water lines.

Mr. Seastrand asked if the applicants would be able to modify the ingress and egress aspects of
the property. Mr. Bench said they had a driveway and could possibly be modified slightly
through the site plan process. Mr. Seastrand asked if the applicants would be responsible for all
the maintenance of the property. Mr. Bench said they would.

Mayor Brunst opened the public hearing.

Allison Strauss, applicant with Nutraceutical Corporation, said they wanted to be able to improve
the landscaping and to level out the area in front of the building. They were currently under
review for a new parking lot to include drainage and improve parking. Nutraceutical’s interest in
the land was for general improvements to the property.

Mayor Brunst closed the public hearing.

Mr. Macdonald moved, by ordinance, to vacate a portion of 1200 West Street located between
701 North and 709 North consisting of approximately .13 acres as modified by the City Council
to include a public utility easement. Mr. Seastrand seconded. Those voting aye: Hans Andersen,
Margaret Black, Richard F. Brunst, Tom Macdonald, Mark E. Seastrand, David Spencer, Brent
Sumner. The motion passed unanimously.

RESOLUTION — Approve and Sign a Resolution of the City Council of the City of Orem,
Utah, Encouraging Partnership with the State of Utah to Address Transportation Funding

Mr. Davidson presented to the Council a request to approve and sign “A Resolution of the City
Council of the City of Orem, Utah, Encouraging Partnership with the State of Utah to Address
Transportation Funding.” He said, as alternative transportation options continued to evolve, a
greater amount of general fund monies had gone toward the issue of public transportation each
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year. The gas tax structure was such that fee collection amounts remained constant, because the
gas tax was a per-gallon based fee and not tied to the overall cost of fuel. The cost of doing
business, including building roads, overlaying, etc. continued to increase but gas tax collection
had not. Historically those gas tax monies were used to pay for transportation improvements in
our cities, with everything from overlay projects to sidewalk improvements to snow removal to
funding the day to day operation of signals. As time had passed, a greater amount of general fund
monies have been required to fund those transportation objectives. Currently 45 percent of all
transportation costs within the City were funded from general fund dollars. Orem received an
allocation in class B and C road monies, which are local option gas taxes, in the amount of
2.3 million annually. However, the overall road and transportation budget was in excess of
4.3 million, which means 1.9 million dollars of additional monies were used annually from the
general fund to make those transportation improvements.

The situation Orem was facing was consistent with the situation the State was facing, along with
many other states throughout the country. Last year a conversation began in earnest up at the
State legislature about addressing transportation into the future, talking about a variety of options
to fund the increasing need for transportation infrastructure and maintenance. A number of cities
had come together in cooperation with private businesses to form the Utah Transportation
Coalition, which the focus and purpose of the Utah Transportation Coalition was to assess and
evaluate transportation funding alternatives into the future.

The Utah League of Cities and Towns (ULCT) crafted a sample resolution encouraging the State
of Utah to pursue a comprehensive funding strategy for statewide transportation needs, including
the needs of the state’s cities and towns.

Mr. Davidson said that, in the last legislative session, State Senator John Valentine had moved
forward a bill that would have indexed gas tax monies to allow additional monies to be garnered
based on adjustments for the cost of living. Unfortunately the proposed bill had no opportunity to
move through the legislative process, but the suggestion and encouragement was to push for the
conversation to look into the future of transportation. The purpose of the resolution before the
Council was to send a voice of encouragement to the State Legislature to work with local cities
and towns in the identification of transportation funding solutions for the future.

Mayor Brunst said the legislature had been reticent about changing the gas tax but there was no
consideration of inflation. The amount of what was actually available for necessary
improvements and maintenance was less and less each year, despite an increase in road usage.

Mr. Seastrand said the discussion had taken place years ago. Not only had road usage increased,
but there had also been an increase in the fuel economy for vehicles so roads were deteriorating
with less money to maintain them. Another significant factor was that the cost of road base and
the petroleum materials used to repair and maintain roads had almost tripled since the 2007
timeframe. Mr. Seastrand said legislative action would be important and significant for the City
and for the future of the community. Mr. Davidson agreed and said some cars were exclusively
electric that still added to the wear of roads but added no revenue from gas.

Mr. Andersen said transit was the “elephant in the room.” In years past federal funds were used
for roads, but 20 percent of those funds were now being used for things like BRT, Trax, etc.
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Those operations paid less than 15 percent of operating costs and took gas tax revenues away
from roads. Mr. Andersen said he did not see that those transit alternatives made any money
because they were not truly utilized and would cause problems and lose money year after year.

Mr. Macdonald asked if there was any wording that might make Mr. Andersen feel comfortable
with this resolution. Mr. Andersen said there was not, and it was his belief that that the resolution
was only a way to raise taxes.

Mayor Brunst said that transit like BRT and Trax were a real benefit to the community, and UTA
FrontRunner had also been a great improvement in the public transportation systems in Orem.
He said he had taken Trax, and it was much fuller than he had expected. FrontRunner was often
full, and use would continue to increase. BRT and other public transit alternatives were projected
to take 30 percent of wear and tear off roads like University Parkway. Public transit was a benefit
to the community, and he thought it would be important for the future in Orem, in Utah, and
throughout the country.

Mr. Davidson said the FrontRunner system was a voter-approved measure on the part of the
citizens of Utah County, so voters were actively voting for things like public transit and looking
for those to move forward. A significant benefit above and beyond transportation of transit
alternatives was the improvement of air quality which was a big part of the Governor’s agenda in
the next legislative session. Improved air quality was crucial to the success of economic
development, the promotion of a healthy lifestyle, etc.

Mrs. Black moved, by resolution, to approve a Resolution of the City Council of the City of
Orem, Utah, encouraging partnership with the State of Utah to address Transportation Funding.
Mayor Brunst seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Margaret Black, Richard F. Brunst, Tom
Macdonald, Mark E. Seastrand, David Spencer, Brent Sumner. Those voting nay: Hans
Andersen. The motion passed, 6-1.

ADJOURN TO A MEETING OF THE REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF THE CITY
OF OREM

Mr. Seastrand moved to adjourn to a meeting of the Redevelopment Agency. Mr. Spencer
seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Hans Andersen, Margaret Black, Richard F. Brunst,
Tom Macdonald, Mark E. Seastrand, David Spencer, Brent Sumner. The motion passed
unanimously.

RECONVENE CITY COUNCIL MEETING
The City Council meeting reconvened at 7:32 p.m.
COMMUNICATION ITEMS

BUDGET REPORT — October 2014

Mr. Davidson noted the Budget Report was included in the packets distributed to the City
Council.

City Council Minutes — December 9, 2014 (p.19)



O 0 N0 N B W -

I I N O R S R S S S S e e e i e
1A N B W= O 0NN R W - O

NOTES — Joint City Council/Alpine School District Meeting — November 19, 2014
Mr. Davidson said a quorum was not present at the meeting, and so the minutes taken did not
need to be approved, as they were classified as notes.

CITY MANAGER INFORMATION ITEMS

There were no City Manager information items.

ADJOURNMENT TO A CLOSED-DOOR MEETING - Pursuant to Section 52-4-
205(1)(d), Purchase, Exchange, or Lease of Real Property

Mr. Macdonald moved to adjourn to a closed-door meeting to discuss the purchase, exchange, or
lease of real property pursuant to Utah Code Section 52-4-205(1)(d). The meeting was held in
room #107. Mr. Spencer seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Hans Andersen, Margaret
Black, Richard F. Brunst Tom Macdonald, Mark E. Seastrand, David Spencer, and Brent
Sumner. The motion passed unanimously.

The meeting adjourned at 7:34 p.m.

CLOSED-DOOR SESSION

A closed-door session was held at 7:38 p.m. to discuss the purchase, exchange, or lease of real
property pursuant to Utah Code Section 52-4-205(1)(d). Those in attendance were: Mayor
Richard F. Brunst, Council members Hans Andersen, Margaret Black, Tom Macdonald, Mark E.
Seastrand, David Spencer, and Brent Sumner, staff Jamie Davidson, Greg Stephens, and Jackie

Lambert.

The meeting adjourned at 8:00 p.m.

City Council Minutes — December 9, 2014 (p.20)
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PLANNING COMMISSION
RECOMMENDATION

Vote: Approve 5-0

PREPARED BY:
DAviD STROUD, AICP
PLANNER

RECOMMENDATION: The Planning Commission recommends the City
Council:
1. By ordinance, amend Section 22-14-29 and 14-3-3 of the Orem
City Code pertaining to electronic message sign requirements
2. By ordinance, amend Sections 14-3-3 and 14-3-4 of the City
Code pertaining to outdoor advertising requirements

BACKGROUND: This item was considered by the Council on November 11,
2014. A motion to approve the ordinance amendments failed by a vote of
3-2. A City Council member who voted for the motion requested the item
be reconsidered on December 9, 2014 in order to have the full City Council
consider the requested amendments. It was continued at that meeting to
January 13, 2015.

This application proposes amendments to three sections of the City Code
pertaining to billboards.

The current ordinance allows electronic message center (EMC) signs on any
billboard. The location of an EMC (LED) sign was an issue with the
YESCO billboard at 2000 South Sandhill Road with the proximity of homes
to that sign. There are other billboards in the City that are also close to
residences on the east side of I-15.

Due to the concerns the City Council has previously expressed about the
negative impact electronic signs may have on nearby residences, Staff
propose to amend Section 22-14-29 to prohibit electronic message center
(LED) signs on the east side of I-15 and within 500 feet of I-15. This would
provide some protection to homes that are located near I-15.

Staff also recently became aware of a problem that could arise due to the
application of Utah Code Section 10-9a-513. That section allows a billboard
owner to relocate a billboard into any commercial, industrial or
manufacturing zone within 5,280 feet of its previous location.

Staff is concerned that billboard companies might use the above-cited
section to get around the City’s prohibition of new billboards on the east
side of I-15. Billboard companies with a billboard on the west side of I-15
(where new billboards are allowed) might apply to relocate their billboard




to the east side of I-15 (where new billboards are not allowed but where
Section 10-9a-513 would allow them to be relocated) and then turn around
and apply for a new billboard on the very same site where the original
billboard was located.

If this were to occur, it would effectively circumvent the City’s ban on east
side I-15 billboards. Staff therefore proposes to amend Chapter 14 to
prohibit all new billboards in the City. This may not stop the relocation of
billboards to the east side of I-15, but it will prevent the relocated billboards
from being replaced since an owner who relocates a billboard will not be
able to construct a new billboard at the original site of the relocated
billboard. There are nine potential billboard locations on the east side of I-
15 where relocations could occur.

Representatives of Reagan Outdoor Advertising and YESCO are not in
favor of the proposed changes and have offered alternative language that
will be provided to the Council. The Planning Commission did not wish to
adopt the proposal of the billboard companies, but encouraged staff to
consider some of their proposed language in future amendments.

The proposed amendments are as follows:

22-14-29. Electronic Message Signs. Notwithstanding any other provision in the
City Code to the contrary, Electronic Message Signs (as defined in Orem City Code
Section 14-3-2), shall not be allowed on any billboard located on the east side of 1-
15 and within 500 feet of I-15. This section shall control over any other section of
City Code including, but not limited to, Section 14-3-3,

Advantages
e Eliminates conflict between the billboards with electronic display
and nearby residences
¢ Does not prohibit electronic display on the west side of [-15
e Prevents new billboards from being located within the City, but does
not prohibit the relocation of a billboard as allowed by State Code

Disadvantages
e None identified



14-3-3
Billboard Signs:

1. Billboard signs are enly

REDLINE / STRIKEOUT

eemdepmaeeeféafm%ﬁppkeab&e%&te‘}aw not permltted in any zone. All e%heklawfully exxstmg blllboards shall be

nonconforming uses. N ,
zeﬂe—m—the—ai%a&éeseﬁbed»abe%« However off—premlse pubhc 1nf0rmat10n Slgns and logo signs located in the State
owned right-of-way shall be allowed as described in Utah Code Section 72-7-504.

2. A lawfully existing billboard sign on or adjacent to State Street, Interstate 15 or 800 North may be
reconstructed or relocated by the owner of the billboard (but no other person or entity) on the same lot or adjacent
property under the same ownership.

3. If any billboard sign may not be continued because of the widening, construction, or reconstruction along an
interstate, federal aid primary highway existing as of June 1, 1991, national highway systems highway, or state highway,
such billboard sign may be remodeled or relocated under the circumstances and conditions allowed by Utah Code
Sections 72-7-510 and 72-7-513, as amended.

4. A billboard sign that is not reconstructed within one year of its removal or destruction shall be considered
abandoned and may not be reconstructed or relocated.

5. Abillboard sign that is erected, relocated or reconstructed under this section 14-3-3 shall:

a. Comply with the outdoor advertising regulations of the Utah State Department of Transportation;

b. Not exceed a maximum height of thirty-five (35") from the base of the sign, or twenty-five feet (25"
above I-15 grade level at a point perpendicular to the sign, whichever is greater;

c. Not have an area exceeding six hundred seventy-five (675) square feet per sign face in the M2 zone or
three hundred (300) square feet in any other zone;

d. Be allowed two faces or back-to-back sign faces, provided there is no more than five feet (5') separating
the sign faces;

e. Not be located any closer than five hundred feet (500) from any other billboard or off-premise sign.

Notwithstanding the foregoing, if an existing billboard is currently within five hundred feet of another billboard, it
may be reconstructed or relocated within five hundred feet of such other billboard provided that it is not moved any
closer to such billboard.

f. Not be located any closer than fifty feet (50°) from any other freestanding pole sign;

g. Not be erected in a clear vision area of a corner lot unless the sign face is at least ten feet (10”) above
the adjacent street grade;

h. Not unreasonably obstruct any traffic control device;

i Not overhang public property or public right-of-way;
j- Not be within two hundred feet (200') of any residential zone;
k. Not be enlarged or expanded beyond the size of the orlgmal blllboard 51gn Hewever-thesize-olanew

L Not be increased in height if relocated pursuant to subsection 2 above; and
m. Be constructed and maintained with neutral color.

Electronic Message Center (EMC) Signs:

1. A sign permit is required for an EMC sign.

2. EMC signs shall not be flashing signs.

3. EMC signs may have motion.

4.  Brightness on EMC signs shall not exceed 0.3 lumens above ambient light.

5. EMC signs are only allowed as part of a monument sign, pole sign, wall sign or legal billboard. However
notwithstanding anything herein to the contrary, as provided in Section 22-14-29, EMC signs are not allowed on any
billboard located on the east side of [-15 and within 500 feet of I-15.

6.  Except as otherwise prohibited, EMC signs are permitted in the PO, C1, C2, C3, HS, CM, M1, M2,
commercial PD zones and on any billboard.

14-3-4
R & OS PO, Cl1 & BP C2,C3 M & HS
Billboard** N N N PEEN
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ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE BY THE OREM CITY COUNCIL AMENDING
SECTION 22-14-29 AND SECTION 14-3-3 OF THE OREM CITY
CODE PERTAINING TO ELECTRONIC MESSAGE SIGN
REQUIREMENTS
WHEREAS on July 14, 2014, the Department of Development Services filed an application with
the City of Orem requesting the City amend Section 22-14-29 of the Orem City Code as it pertains to
regulations governing outdoor advertising requirements; and
WHEREAS on September 8, 2014, Development Services filed an application with the City of
Orem requesting the City amend Section 14-3-3 of the Orem City Code as it pertains to regulations
governing electronic message sign requirements; and
WHEREAS a public hearing considering the subject applications was held by the Planning
Commission on August 6, 2014 and on October 1, 2014, and the Planning Commission recommended
approval of the proposed amendments; and
WHEREAS a public hearing considering the subject applications was held by the City Council on
November 11, 2014; and
WHEREAS a motion to approve the proposed amendments failed to obtain the needed four votes
for approval; and
WHEREAS in accordance with City policies, a member of the City Council requested that the City
Council reconsider the proposed amendments; and
WHEREAS the City Council held a public hearing to reconsider the subject applications on
December 9, 2014, and continued the item to January 13, 2015; and
WHEREAS the City posted the City Council agenda in the City Offices at 56 North State Street, at

www.orem.org, and a public hearing notice was posted at www.utah.gov/pmn; and

WHEREAS the matter having been submitted and the City Council having fully considered the
request as it relates to the health, safety and general welfare of the City; the orderly development of land
in the City; the effect upon surrounding neighborhoods; and the special conditions applicable to the
request.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF OREM,
UTAH, as follows:

1. The City Council hereby finds this request is in the best interest of the City because it
will protect residences that are located close to existing billboards on the east side of I-15 from the

negative impacts of electronic message center signs.
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2. The City Council hereby amends Article 22-14 by enacting section (29) to read as

follows:

22-14-29. Electronic Message Signs.

Notwithstanding any other provision in the City Code to the contrary, Electronic Message Signs (as
defined in Orem City Code Section 14-3-2), shall not be allowed on any billboard located on the east
side of I-15 and within 500 feet of I-15. This section shall control over any other section of City Code
including, but not limited to, Section 14-3-3.

3. The City Council hereby amends a portion of Section 14-3-3 to read as follows:

Electronic Message Center (EMC) Signs:
1. A sign permit is required for an EMC sign.
2. EMC signs shall not be flashing signs.

3. EMC signs may have motion.
4. Brightness on EMC signs shall not exceed 0.3 lumens above ambient light.
5. EMC signs are only allowed as part of a monument sign, pole sign, wall sign or legal

billboard. However, notwithstanding anything herein to the contrary, as provided in Section 22-14-29,
EMC signs are not allowed on any billboard located on the east side of I-15 and within 500 feet of I-15.

6. Except as otherwise prohibited, EMC signs are permitted in the PO, C1, C2, C3, HS, CM,
M1, M2, and commercial PD zones.

4. This ordinance shall take effect immediately upon passage and publication in a
newspaper in general circulation in the City of Orem.

5. All other ordinances and policies in conflict herewith, either in whole or in part, are
hereby repealed.
PASSED, APPROVED and ORDERED PUBLISHED this 13" day of January 2015.

Richard F. Brunst, Jr., Mayor

ATTEST:

Donna R. Weaver, City Recorder
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ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE BY THE OREM CITY COUNCIL AMENDING
SECTION 14-3-3, AND SECTION 14-3-4 OF THE OREM CITY CODE
PERTAINING TO OUTDOOR ADVERTISING REQUIREMENTS
WHEREAS on September 8§, 2014, Development Services filed an application with the City of
Orem requesting the City amend Section 14-3-3 and Section 14-3-4 of the Orem City Code as it pertains
to regulations governing outdoor advertising requirements; and
WHEREAS a public hearing considering the subject applications was held by the Planning
Commission on October 1, 2014, and the Planning Commission recommended approval of the proposed
amendments; and
WHEREAS a public hearing considering the subject applications was held by the City Council on
November 11, 2014; and
WHEREAS a motion to approve the proposed amendments failed to obtain the needed four votes
for approval; and
WHEREAS in accordance with City policies, a member of the City Council requested that the City
Council reconsider the proposed amendments; and
WHEREAS the City Council held a public hearing to reconsider the subject applications on
December 9, 2014, and continued the item to January 13, 2015; and
WHEREAS the City posted the City Council agenda in the City Offices at 56 North State Street, at

www.orem.org, and a public hearing notice was posted at www.utah.gov/pmn; and

WHEREAS the matter having been submitted and the City Council having fully considered the
request as it relates to the health, safety and general welfare of the City; the orderly development of land
in the City; the effect upon surrounding neighborhoods; and the special conditions applicable to the
request.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF OREM,
UTAH, as follows:

1. The City Council hereby finds this request is in the best interest of the City because it

will prevent the proliferation of billboards on the east side of I-15.

2. The City Council hereby amends a portion of Section 14-3-3 to read as follows:

Billboard Signs:

1. Billboard signs are not permitted in any zone. All lawfully existing billboards shall be
nonconforming uses. However, off-premise public information signs and logo signs located in the
State owned right-of-way shall be allowed as described in Utah Code Section 72-7-504.
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2. A lawfully existing billboard sign on or adjacent to State Street, Interstate 15 or 800
North may be reconstructed or relocated by the owner of the billboard (but no other person or entity)
on the same lot or adjacent property under the same ownership.

3. If any billboard sign may not be continued because of the widening, construction, or
reconstruction along an interstate, federal aid primary highway existing as of June 1, 1991, national
highway systems highway, or state highway, such billboard sign may be remodeled or relocated
under the circumstances and conditions allowed by Utah Code Sections 72-7-510 and 72-7-513, as
amended.

4. A billboard sign that is not reconstructed within one year of its removal or destruction
shall be considered abandoned and may not be reconstructed or relocated.

5. Abillboard sign that is erected, relocated or reconstructed under this section 14-3-3 shall:

a. Comply with the outdoor advertising regulations of the Utah State Department of
Transportation;

b.  Not exceed a maximum height of thirty-five (35") from the base of the sign, or
twenty-five feet (25") above I-15 grade level at a point perpendicular to the sign, whichever is
greater;

¢.  Not have an area exceeding six hundred seventy-five (675) square feet per sign
face in the M2 zone or three hundred (300) square feet in any other zone;

d. Be allowed two faces or back-to-back sign faces, provided there is no more than
five feet (5') separating the sign faces;

e.  Not be located any closer than five hundred feet (500") from any other billboard or
off-premise sign. Notwithstanding the foregoing, if an existing billboard is currently within
five hundred feet of another billboard, it may be reconstructed or relocated within five hundred
feet of such other billboard provided that it is not moved any closer to such billboard.

f. Not be located any closer than fifty feet (50°) from any other freestanding pole
sign;

g.  Not be erected in a clear vision area of a corner lot unless the sign face is at least
ten feet (10”) above the adjacent street grade;

h.  Not unreasonably obstruct any traffic control device;

i Not overhang public property or public right-of-way;

j Not be within two hundred feet (200") of any residential zone;

k. Not be enlarged or expanded beyond the size of the original billboard sign;

L Not be increased in height if relocated pursuant to subsection 2 above; and

m. Be constructed and maintained with neutral color.

3. The City Council hereby amends a portion of Section 14-3-4 to read as follows:

R&0S PO, C1&BP C2,C3 M &HS
Billboard N N N N

4.  This ordinance shall take effect immediately upon passage and publication in a
newspaper in general circulation in the City of Orem.

5. All other ordinances and policies in conflict herewith, either in whole or in part, are
hereby repealed.
PASSED, APPROVED and ORDERED PUBLISHED this 13" day of January 2015.
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Richard F. Brunst, Jr., Mayor

ATTEST:

Donna R. Weaver, City Recorder

COUNCIL MEMBERS VOTING "AYE" COUNCIL MEMBERS VOTING "NAY"
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PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES — AUGUST 6, 2014
AGENDA ITEM 3.6 is a request by Development Services to amend SECTION 22-14 BY ENACTING SUBSECTION (29)
PERTAINING TO PERMITTED LOCATIONS OF ELECTRONIC MESSAGE BILLBOARDS of the Orem City Code.

Staff Presentation: Mr. Stroud said in light of the recent request by YESCO to rezone a parcel under their
ownership from residential to commercial, Staff has reviewed the ordinance applicable to billboards. The current
ordinance allows any billboard, regardless of the zone in which it is located, to be permitted to change the face
manually or electronically. This became an issue with the YESCO billboard and the proximity of homes to the sign.
There are other billboards in the City which are close to residences. Staff feels that this should not be permitted due
to the negative effects the sign may have on nearby residences.

The proposed change would eliminate the possibility of any billboard on the east side of I-15 and within 500 feet of
I-15 from changing the display by electronic means. This proposed change does not affect the ability to raise the
height of a static billboard because of installation of UDOT improvements such as a sound wall or bridge structure.
The proposed amendment is as follows:

22-14-29. Electronic Message Signs. Notwithstanding any other provision in the City Code to the contrary,
Electronic Message Signs (as defined in Orem City Code Section 14-3-2), shall not be allowed on any billboard
located on the east side of I-15 and within 500 feet of I-15. This section shall have control over any other section of
City Code including, but not limited to, Section 14-3-3.
Advantages

s Eliminates conflict between the electronic display and nearby residences

e Does not prohibit electronic display on the west side of I-15

Disadvantages
e  None identified

Recommendation: The Project Coordinator recommends the Planning Commission forward a positive
recommendation to the City Council the request to amend Section 22-14 of the Orem Code by enacting subsection
(29) as shown above.

Chair Moulton asked if the Planning Commission had any questions for Mr. Stroud.

When no one did, Chair Moulton opened the public hearing and invited those from the audience who had come to
speak to this item to come forward to the microphone.

Nate Seacrest, Reagan Signs, indicated that this ordinance change has not been reviewed thoroughly. He suggested
tabling this issue in order to have a proper review.

Mr. Helm agreed with Mr. Seacrest and said this felt like a knee jerk reaction to the recent billboard sign issue. He
had met with the citizens and staff members educating them on measuring light. This change would impact them in
the future with signs already located on the east side of the freeway.

Vice Chair Walker asked what are other cities doing. Mr. Stroud said he had not researched what other cities have
done.

Vice Chair Walker asked if the ordinance could be rewritten to state the billboards on the east side of the freeway in
an industrial area are allowed. Mr. Earl said the area could be narrowed down.

Vice Chair Walker indicated that electronic signs are not evil. He suggested having a temporary ban and address
these concerns later. Mr. Earl suggested not using a temporary measure, but have staff meet with representatives of
the various sign companies and work on the ordinance, prior to going before the City Council. The city needs to
start the discussion about electronic signs and converting to LED signs.

Vice Chair Walker asked if continuing this would cause a rush on billboards. Mr. Earl said no, since the item has
come before Planning Commission it will freeze action until the City Council makes a decision.

1



Mr. Whetten said he voted in favor of the previous billboard item because Yesco promised to work with the
neighbors. He is fine with the LED during the day, but during the evening there is a need to protect the
neighborhoods.

Ms. Larsen suggested a ban on the east side and within 500 feet of I-15. Mr. Earl indicated there are some on State
Street that are not within 500 feet of I-15. Ms. Larsen noted there are residential areas west of I-15 and Vineyard is
close to I-15. Mr. Stroud said the Highway Services zone is also east of I-15.

Mr. Bench said the Planning Commission could require the sign change to non-static from dusk to dawn similar to
the sound ordinance with construction. Mr. Whetten asked if they could require an agreement that will include a
review process for each sign individually. Mr. Earl said the Planning Commission could continue this item and have
staff meet with the professionals to more narrowly define the issues of concern. He would rather not have the City
regulate more than necessary.

Ms. Buxton expressed interest in what other cities are doing.

Ms. Larsen asked how many signs were on the east side of I-15. Mr. Stroud said about five signs. Ms. Jeffreys
asked how this would affect those signs that are currently LED. Mr. Stroud said it would be legal conforming. Ms.
Larsen asked how many of the five signs are LED. Mr. Stroud said there is one YESCO sign, the Central Bank sign
with time and temperature does not qualify. Ms. Buxton wondered how this will affect State Street.

5:25 p.m. Mr. Whetten leaves.
Planning Commission Action: Chair Moulton moved to continue the item until the September 3, 2014 Planning

Commission meeting. Ms. Buxton seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Becky Buxton, Karen Jeffreys,
Lynnette Larsen, David Moulton, and Michael Walker. The motion passed unanimously.




PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES — OCTOBER 1, 2014

AGENDA ITEM 3.2 is a request by Development Services to enact SECTION 22-14-29 AND AMEND SECTION 14-3-3
AND SECTION 14-3-4 PERTAINING TO OUTDOOR ADVERTISING REQUIREMENTS of the Orem City Code.

Staff Presentation: David Stroud said this request was continued from the August 6, 2014, Planning Commission
meeting to allow staff time to meet with those billboard companies interested in this item. This proposed request
contains amendments to two sections of the Orem Code; one in Chapter 22 and another in Chapter 14.

The application to amend Section 22-14-29 would prohibit electronic message center (LED) signs on the east side of
I-15 and within 500 feet of I-15. Following the meeting at which the Planning Commission first considered this
amendment, staff met with a representative of Reagan Outdoor Advertising and YESCO to review the proposed
change. The billboard representatives are not in favor of the proposed change and have offered an alternative, which
is attached with this report.

In light of the recent request by YESCO to rezone a parcel under their ownership from residential to commercial,
staff have reviewed the ordinance applicable to billboards and proposed a change to Chapter 14 of the City Code.
The current ordinance allows any billboard, regardless of the zone in which it is located, to be permitted to change
the face manually or electronically. This became an issue with the YESCO billboard and the proximity of homes to
the sign. There are other billboards in the City which are close to residences. Staff feels that this should not be
permitted due to the negative effects electronic message center signs may have on nearby residences.

Staff also proposes an additional amendment to Chapter 14 to prohibit all new billboards in the City. Utah Code
Section 10-9a-513 allows a billboard owner to relocate a billboard into any commercial, industrial or manufacturing
zone within 5,280 feet of its previous location. Pursuant to this section, Reagan Outdoor Advertising has applied to
relocate a billboard from property in Utah County on the west side of I-15 to property immediately south of Steven
Henager College on the east side of I-15. The City’s current sign ordinance allows new billboards on the west side
of I-15, but doesn’t allow any new billboards on the east side of I-15.

Staff is concerned that others might attempt to use the above-cited section of Utah Code to get around the
prohibition of new billboards on the east side of I-15. Like the case with Reagan, other billboard companies with a
billboard on the west side of I-15 (where new billboards are allowed), might apply to relocate their billboard to the
east side of I-15 (where new billboards are not allowed) and then turn around and apply for a new billboard on the
very same site where the original billboard was located. If this were allowed to occur, it would effectively
circumvent the City’s ban on new billboards on the east side of I-15.

Staff, therefore, proposes to institute a ban on all new billboards in the City. This may not stop the relocation of
billboards to the east side of I-15, but it will prevent the relocated billboards from being replaced since an owner
who relocates a billboard will not be able to construct a new billboard at the original site of the relocated billboard.
There are eight potential billboard locations on the east side of I-15 where relocations could occur.

The proposed amendments are as follows:

22-14-29. Electronic Message Signs. Notwithstanding any other provision in the City Code to the contrary,
Electronic Message Signs (as defined in Orem City Code Section 14-3-2), shall not be allowed on any billboard
located on the east side of I-15 and within 500 feet of I-15. This section shall have control over any other section of
City Code including, but not limited to, Section 14-3-3.
14-3-3
Billboard Signs:

1. Billboard signs are enly-permitted—in-the— v 2 ed
MM&WWWM@—}W not permltted in any zone. All etehe%—lawfully

existing billboards shall be nonconforming uses. Ne-new-billbeards-or-outdooradvertisingsigns-shall-be-permitted
outside-the-M2-zone-or PD-36-zone-in-the-areas-deseribed-above— However, off-premise public information signs

and logo signs located in the State owned right-of-way shall be allowed as described in Utah Code Section 72-7-504.

2. A lawfully existing billboard sign on or adjacent to State Street, Interstate 15 or 800 North may be
reconstructed or relocated by the owner of the billboard (but no other person or entity) on the same lot or adjacent
property under the same ownership.




3. If any billboard sign may not be continued because of the widening, construction, or
reconstruction along an interstate, federal aid primary highway existing as of June 1, 1991, national highway
systems highway, or state highway, such billboard sign may be remodeled or relocated under the circumstances and
conditions allowed by Utah Code Sections 72-7-510 and 72-7-513, as amended.

4. A Dbillboard sign that is not reconstructed within one year of its removal or destruction shall be
considered abandoned and may not be reconstructed or relocated.
5. A billboard sign that is erected, relocated or reconstructed under this section 14-3-3 shall:
a. Comply with the outdoor advertising regulations of the Utah State Department of
Transportation;
b. Not exceed a maximum height of thirty-five (35") from the base of the sign, or twenty-
five feet (25") above I-15 grade level at a point perpendicular to the sign, whichever is greater;
c. Not have an area exceeding six hundred seventy-five (675) square feet per sign face in
the M2 zone or three hundred (300) square feet in any other zone;
d. Be allowed two faces or back-to-back sign faces, provided there is no more than five feet
(5" separating the sign faces;
e. Not be located any closer than five hundred feet (500") from any other billboard or off-

premise sign. Notwithstanding the foregoing, if an existing billboard is currently within five hundred feet of another
billboard, it may be reconstructed or relocated within five hundred feet of such other billboard provided that it is not
moved any closer to such billboard.

f. Not be located any closer than fifty feet (50°) from any other freestanding pole sign;

g. Not be erected in a clear vision area of a corner lot unless the sign face is at least ten feet
(10°) above the adjacent street grade;

h. Not unreasonably obstruct any traffic control device;

1 Not overhang public property or public right-of-way;
] Not be within two hundred feet (200") of any residential zone;
k. Not be enlarged or expanded beyond the size of the original billboard sign. Hewever-the
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L Not be increased in height if relocated pursuant to subsection 2 above; and

m. Be constructed and maintained with neutral color.
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Electronic Message Center (EMC) Signs:

1. A sign permit is required for an EMC sign.

2. EMC signs shall not be flashing signs.

3. EMC signs may have motion.

4. Brightness on EMC signs shall not exceed 0.3 lumens above ambient light.

5. EMC signs are only allowed as part of a monument sign, pole sign, wall sign or legal billboard.

However, notwithstanding anything herein to the contrary, as provided in Section 22-14-29, EMC signs are not
allowed on any billboard located on the east side of I-15 and within 500 feet of I-15.

6. Except as otherwise prohibited, EMC signs are permitted in the PO, C1, C2, C3, HS, CM, M1,
M2, commercial PD zones and on any billboard.

14-3-4
R & OS PO, C1 & BP C2,C3 M & HS
Billboard®* N N N PEEN
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Advantages
¢ Eliminates conflict between the billboards with electronic display and nearby residences
¢ Does not prohibit electronic display on the west side of [-15
e Prevents new billboards from being located within Orem City, but does not prohibit the relocation of a
billboard as allowed by State Code



Disadvantages
e None identified

Recommendation: The Project Coordinator recommends the Planning Commission forward a positive
recommendation to the City Council regarding the request to amend Section 22-14-29, Section 14-3-3, and Section
14-3-4 of the Orem City Code pertaining to outdoor advertising requirements.

Chair Moulton asked if the Planning Commission had any questions for Mr. Stroud.

When no one did, Chair Moulton opened the public hearing and invited those from the audience who had come to
speak to this item to come forward to the microphone.

Nate Seacrest, Reagan Advertising, said they have a current application to relocate their sign which was submitted
prior to any of these changes and would predate any petty ordinance change. Mr. Earl said that staff understands
Reagan’s position on that application, but they would have a contrary view. He indicated he would be happy to
discuss with Mr. Seacrest Orem City staff’s reasoning after the meeting.

Mike Helm, Yesco, said they have a digital billboard at 2000 South on the east side of I-15. He wondered if that
were to be relocated, based on State statute, would it be allowed to remain digital. Mr. Earl said if it was to go to the
west side it could be digital. The east side could not be digital. Currently, this sign is nonconforming as to the
digital component. Mr. Helm said it is digital now and wondered if it could still be digital. Mr. Earl said it could
remain on the current site as it is now, if it were legal, however, that point is still in dispute.

Jared Johnson, attorney for Yesco, said the Planning Commission asked staff to meet with them and provide some
sort of alternative or a reasonable approach to this ordinance. That was provided, but it is not reflected in the staff
recommendation. One point that was provided in the draft was a brightness standard for electronic signs. Both
approaches to this change include the use of electronic message centers on outdoor advertising displays. He highly
recommended the brightness standard be incorporated. It is a national standard that was extensively researched by
an independent lighting sciences group and has been used widely throughout the Wasatch Range and other State
government DOT’s and dozens of municipalities throughout the United States.

Mr. Stroud indicated a copy was included in the Planning Commissioner’s staff report.

Mr. Earl said State law indicates that if the illumination standard is adopted for off-premise signs, on premise signs
would need to be included. This is something that can be considered separately. Mr. Johnson said the International
Sign Association, which is the on premise sign association; National Trade Agency and National Association of
Outdoor Advertising or Billboard signs have adopted the same standard for identical brightness, which has a formula
for the size of the sign to make a measurement of the distance. If the formula is included, it will be adequate for on
and off premise signs for every size.

Chair Moulton said this should be considered separately. Mr. Earl said that State law will not allow them to add that
because this proposal is only dealing with billboards. That specific part cannot be included without applying it to all
signs.

Chair Moulton closed the public hearing and asked if the Planning Commission had any more questions for the
applicant or staff.

Mr. Iglesias asked Mr. Helm if he had plans to relocate the sign on 2000 South. Mr. Helm said no he was just
forward thinking.

Mr. Earl indicated there are two alternatives before the Planning Commission before the Planning Commission, one
by staff and another one by Reagan. The Planning Commission can recommend either recommendation or not
change the ordinance.

Chair Moulton asked Mr. Johnson to give a short presentation of the sign companies’ recommendations.



Mr. Johnson said they have provided language that shows what has been used in other municipalities. He worked
extensively with both Reagan and Yesco and around two dozen Utah municipalities. In his work they looked at the
technology of LED or digital billboards and what the effects and what regulations might be. They provided
language that would allow the digital use and impose a brightness standard and one based on the size of the sign,
which could apply to on premise signs. This brightness standard has been adopted in a number of municipalities in
Utah, with .3 foot candles and an above ambient light standard. It is a simple standard to implement and easy to
regulate. It uses equipment that cities already have. It has been very successful and addresses the concern of
interstate locations of digital billboards, but also primary highways that have some proximity to residential areas,
also. It also requires that the signs that are used within the city would have the necessary equipment installed that
would help them be regulated. The sign should be equipped with a photo-cell with the ability to adjust brightness.
That would concern most of the concerns that would come up. The other area they addressed in the ordinance is
taking into consideration the proximity to residential areas and having a curfew of being turned off from 11:00 pm to
6:00 am. In cases of questionable areas, the picture is static from 11:00 pm to 6:00 am, which makes the billboard
have no more impact than it had with floodlights. The sign companies would like to use their structures to the
highest and best use. Digital sign installation to billboards has been a way to meet the demand for additional space
on advertising signs without building additional structures. The use of displays for off premise billboards conforms
to State law, in that they are static messages without animation or flash or scroll. They put static messages with an
eight second hold time and have an instant transition; those signs will match State requirements for the type of road
the billboard sign is located on. They do not feel it is necessary to take on side of the interstate and say signs should
never be changed over.

Mr. Earl said it might be easiest to separate this into two proposals. The first proposal is the one before the Planning
Commission tonight. Staff can bring back the illumination regulations to a different meeting as the second proposal.

Chair Moulton asked for input on banning on east side of the freeway.

Ms. Buxton said she is conflicted. She likes the LED and thinks that this is the future of billboards, but there is a
nuisance factor to some degree especially when in proximity of residents. She does not want to permanently say no,
because the technology may improve in the future. Ms. Jeffreys noted that if the technology changes, can the
ordinance be changed.

Ms. Buxton noted the City asked the sign companies for input and should not totally ignore their ideas. She asked
Mr. Johnson why the standards of eight-second hold time. Mr. Johnson said the time is in reference to
recommendations by Federal Highways Association who has the ultimate control over advertisement on federally
funded highways. In 2007 a memo was issued to all states to let them know what effective control was and they
started with the eight second hold time. Ms. Buxton asked if it was based on the speed of the road. Mr. Johnson
said no, but the study is based on 55-75 mph freeways.

Ms. Larsen said as she has driven around the valley looking at electronic billboards, she notices that in Orem there
are a lot of residential areas abutting the east side of the interstate. Other areas have the freeway adjacent to more
industrial areas. She expressed concern about having electronic billboards on both sides, when the east side of I-15
is more residential. She agreed that electronic billboards are the wave of the future. If the City allows the type of
sign like on 1200 South along the entire east side of I-15 and allow companies to relocate those on the west side to
the east and then replace the ones on the cast, that will make double billboards and if they are all electronic even in
the residential zones; she opposes this.

Chair Moulton said he agreed with Ms. Larsen. He said it would be very smart for the City to consider many of the
items in the proposal from the sign companies, especially in relation to light levels and help with enforcing of the
rule. He thinks for now the City should not allow any new billboards on the east side.

Chair Moulton asked if the Planning Commission can direct Staff to bring these points back in a separate ordinance.
Mr. Earl said yes.

Mr. Iglesias said that in his business he uses the billboards a lot, but as a resident of Orem he supports less billboards
on the east side. There are a lot of residents on the east side and all the feedback has been negative. He supported
eliminating all new billboards for now.



Chair Moulton called for a motion on this item.

Planning Commission Action: Chair Moulton said he is satisfied that the Planning Commission has found this
request complies with all applicable City codes. He then moved to recommend the City Council enact Section 22-
14-29, and amend Section 14-3-3 and Section 14-3-4 pertaining to outdoor Advertising requirements of the Orem
City Code. Ms. Jeffreys seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Becky Buxton, Carlos Iglesias, Karen Jeffreys,
Lynnette Larsen, and David Moulton. The motion passed unanimously




REAGAN OUTDOOR ADVERTISING BILLBOARD PROPOSAL

O) Electronic Display Off-Premise Sign. An off-premise sign may be erected and utilize an
electronic display provided such off-premise sign complies with all other sections of Orem
City Ordinance including such spacing, lighting and curfew requirements as contained herein
below. An existing off-premise sign may be modified, without affecting such sign’s
nonconforming use or non-complying structure status, to include an electronic display so long
as the proposed modification complies with each of the following requirements:

The applicant must comply with the other requirements of the Orem City Code.

. The electronic display may only use light emitting diode (LED) displays, or a similar

technology approved by the planning and zoning department.

3. A changeable message sign face that utilizes lighting technologies (such as light emitting
diodes) to create changeable messages shall be equipped with a light sensor that automatically
adjusts the illuminance of the changeable message sign face as ambient lighting changes.

4. The interval between message changes on an electronic display shall not be more frequent
than eight (8) seconds and the actual message rotation process must be accomplished in one
quarter (1/4) second or less.

5. Electronic display sign faces which contain, include, or are illuminated by any flashing,

intermittent, full motion video, scrolling, strobing, racing, blinking, changes in color, fade in

or fade out or any other imitation of movement or motion, or any other means not providing

constant illumination are prohibited.

DO bt

6. Off-premise signs, that are closer than 500 linear feet, as measured along the same side of the
right-of-way, to an off-premise sign that has been upgraded to include an electronic display,
do not qualify to be upgraded.

7. Only one sign face of the same “layered” off-premise sign(s) (i.e.-two or more off-premise
signs mounted in vertical tiers on the same support structure, so that such sign faces are
effectively visible at the same time from any vantage point, as reasonably determined by the
city) may be upgraded to include an electronic display.

8. Only one sign face of the same “side-by-side” off-premise sign(s) (i.e.-two or more off-
premise signs mounted horizontally on the same support structure, so that such sign faces are
effectively visible at the same time from any vantage point, as reasonably determined by the
city) may be upgraded to include an electronic display.

9. Both faces of a double-sided off premise sign, facing opposite directions (i.e. mounted back to
back on the same support structure, so that such sign faces are not visible at the same time
from any vantage point), qualify to be upgraded to electronic displays.

10. The text, images and graphics of the sign shall be static and complete within themselves,
without continuation in content to the next image or message or to any other sign.

11. In no event shall an electronic display sign face increase the nighttime ambient illumination
when replacing an existing illuminated billboard face and in no event shall an electronic
display sign face, on a new off-premise sign or replacing a non-illuminated billboard face,
increase nighttime ambient illumination by more than 0.3 foot-candles. In both instances, this
measurement will be determined when measured perpendicular to the electronic display sign
face at a distance based on the sign face size in accordance with the following formula:

Changeable message sign face size (in sq, ft) Measurement Distance (in ft)

0-100 100

101-350 150

651-1000 250




12.

13.

14.

15.
16.

The applicant shall certify its compliance with the above illuminance within a week of
operating the electronic display and shall produce a copy of the certification upon request.

Any off-premise sign face upgraded under this Section O, to a sign located within three
hundred fifty feet (350°) and oriented toward a legally occupied residential dwelling, measured
from the electronic display face to the residential dwelling, shall be required to adhere to a
curfew as described below:

(1) If an off-premise sign with an electronic display face is within three hundred fifty (350)
feet of a legally occupied dwelling that is within a forty five (45) degree radius area
measured from the center point of the electronic display face, then this electronic
display face shall display only one (1) static illuminated message nightly from eleven
(11) pm until 6:00 am; or

(11) If an off-premise sign with an electronic display face is within one hundred fifty (150)
feet of a legally occupied dwelling that is within a ninety (90) degree radius area
measured from the center point of the electronic display face then this electronic
display face shall be shut off nightly from eleven (11) pm until 6:00 am.

The curfew conditions in subsections 14(i) and 14(ii) above, are not applicable to the extent that
the message displayed is and emergency public safety warning or alert, such as an “AMBER
Alert”.

These restrictions shall apply to any and all off-premise signs located within Orem City whether
such signs are erected pursuant to the above or in a planned development zone.

An upgrade may not increase the height or the size of the display area of the sign.

This Section O does not authorize the location of a new off-premise sign in a location not
permitted or allowed under the existing and applicable ordinances.



@ Billboards within 350 of Residential
| [] 350" Buffer of Residential
®  Potential Billboards (9)(East Side)
{8/ Potential Billboards(2)(West Side)
500’ Buffer of Points of Gore
#  Points of Gore

SRR ) .
B3ESH Interchange Area - No Signs

Spacing Requirements:
= 500" Measured linearly on each side of 115
~Signs allowed within 360" of Right of Way




Project Timeline

Text Amendments — Billboard Regulations

Section 22-14-29, Section 14-3-3 and Section 14-3-4

. DRC application date: 7/14/2014 and 9/8/2014
. Obtained Development Review Committee clearance on: 7/14/2014 and 9/11/2014

. Newspaper notice for PC sent to City Recorder: 7/16/2014 and 9/10/2014

. Executive Staff review on: 7/16/2014 and 9/17/2014

. Notice to billboard companies sent on: 9/11/2014
. Planning Commission recommended approval on: 10/1/2014
. Newspaper notice for CC sent to City Recorder on: 10/16/2014

. City Council approved/denied request on: 11/11/2014
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|6 20 P.M. PUBLIC HEARING Street Vacatlon
" | ORDINANCE- Vacating a
{ 670 North and 800 North and a portion of 720 North Street between 1000 East
| and 980 East
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portion of 1000 East Street located between

None

 APPLICANT: |

FISCAL IMPACT:

Chad Stratton

NOTICES:
-Posted in 2 public places
-Posted on City webpage

-Posted on the State noticing

website
-Faxed to newspapers
-E-mailed to newspapers

SITE INFORMATION:
General Plan Designation:
Low Density Residential
Current Zone:
RS
Acreage:
34
Neighborhood:
Orem East
Neighborhood Chair:
Brook and Danette Gardner

PREPARED BY:
CLiff Peterson
Planner

REQUEST: Chad Stratton requests that the City Council, by ordinance,
vacate a portion of 1000 East Street located between 670 North and
800 North and a portion of 720 North Street between 1000 East and
980 East and consisting of approximately .34 acres.

BACKGROUND: Chad Stratton requests that the City Council vacate a portion
of existing 1000 East right of way between 670 North and 800 North. The
area proposed to be vacated is area that the City does not need for current or
future street improvements and is shown in Exhibit “A.”

1000 East Street is a local street which for most of its length has
approximately 46-48 feet of right of way consisting of 34 feet of asphalt and
6-7 feet of curb, gutter and sidewalk on each side of the street. In the area
between 670 North and 800 North, the City currently has 60 feet of street
dedication which was granted with the recording of Knight Subdivision in
1921. This is more right of way width than is needed to complete and
maintain the same width of street improvements that the City has for the
other portions of 1000 East. Most of the west side of 1000 East in this area
does not yet have curb, gutter and sidewalk and the excess right of way area
is located behind where the future curb, gutter and sidewalk will be
installed.

Chad Stratton is proposing to subdivide and develop the property along the
west side of 1000 East between approximately 670 North and 800 North. In
conjunction with this new development, he will be completing the curb,
gutter and sidewalk improvements along the west side of 1000 East between
670 North and 800 North. Mr. Stratton proposes to vacate that portion of the
800 East dedication area that will be located behind the new sidewalk to be
installed on the west side of 1000 East. This excess right of way area varies
in width, but ranges between 10-12 feet. This unimproved area is not
needed for street improvements and so staff supports this proposal.

Chad Stratton also requests that the City vacate a portion of 720 North
located west of 1000 East as also shown in Exhibit “A.” This portion of
720 North was dedicated to the City in 1978 as part of the John Stratton
Subdivision, Plat “A.” The original dedication gave the City a 50 foot wide
right of way. 720 North Street is proposed to be a 32 foot wide sub-local
street right-of-way consisting of 28 feet of asphalt and two feet of curb and
gutter on each side. There will also be an eight foot planter strip and a five




foot wide sidewalk on each side of the street, but these improvements will
be outside the street right of way in a separate sidewalk easement. There is
thus 18 feet of excess right of way that Mr. Stratton is asking the City
Council to vacate.

If vacated by the City Council, title to the vacated areas of 1000 East Street
and 720 North Street would automatically vest in the adjoining property
owners.

State law provides that the City Council may vacate a public street if it
determines (1) there is good cause for the vacation; and (2) the vacation will
not be detrimental to the public interest.

RECOMMENDATION: Development Services recommends that the City
Council, by ordinance, vacate approximately 0.34 acres of a portion of
1000 East Street located between 670 North and 800 North and a portion of
720 North Street between 1000 East and 980 East as shown in Exhibit “A”
with the requirement that the vacated areas be incorporated into the Cascade
Estates final plat.




ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE BY THE OREM CITY COUNCIL VACATING A
PORTION OF 1000 EAST BETWEEN 670 NORTH AND 800 NORTH
AND A PORTION OF 720 NORTH BETWEEN 1000 EAST AND
980 EAST
WHEREAS Chad Stratton owns property at approximately 700 North and 1000 East; and
WHEREAS 1000 East was dedicated to the City with the recordation of Knight Subdivision in
1921 with a right-of~way width of 66 feet; and
WHERAS 720 North was dedicated to the City with the recordation of the John Stratton
Subdivision in 1978 with a right-of-way width of 50 feet; and
WHEREAS current City standards and specifications allow for the development of 1000 East as a
local street with a right-of-way width of 48 feet; and
WHEREAS current City standards and specifications allow for the development of 720 North as a
sub-local street with a right-of-way width of 34 feet with a sidewalk easement; and
WHEREAS Chad Stratton has requested that the City vacate a portion of 1000 East between
670 North and 800 North and a portion of 720 North between 1000 East and 980 East as shown in
Exhibit “A” and as more particularly described in Exhibit “B,” both of which exhibits are attached
hereto and by reference are made a part hereof; and
WHEREAS Chad Stratton desires to include the vacated portions of 1000 East and 720 North as
part of the Cascade Estates Subdivision Plat; and
WHEREAS, the City Council held a public hearing on January 13, 2015 to consider the proposed
vacation; and
WHEREAS the City Council finds that the areas proposed to be vacated are not needed for street
improvements and constitute excess right of way area; and
WHEREAS the City Council finds that there is good cause for the vacation of a portion of
1000 East Street located between 670 North and 800 North and a portion of 720 North Street located
between 1000 East and 980 East which areas are shown and described in Exhibits “A” and “B;” and
WHEREAS the City Council finds that the vacation will not be detrimental to the public interest;
and
WHEREAS the City Council has determined that it is in the best interest of the City to vacate the
portions of 1000 East and 720 North as shown and described in Exhibits “A” and “B.”
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF OREM,
UTAH, as follows:

1. The City hereby vacates a portion of 1000 East Street located between 670 North and
800 North and a portion of 720 North Street located between 1000 East and 980 East which areas
are shown in Exhibit “A” and more particularly described in Exhibit “B” subject to the condition
that the applicant include the vacated areas within the proposed Cascade Subdivision Plat and
record the same with the Utah County Recorder.

2. The City Manager is authorized to execute all documents related to vacating the
described portion of 1200 West Street and to carry out the intent of this ordinance.

3. All other ordinances, resolutions, and policies in conflict herewith, either in whole or
in part, are hereby repealed.

4.  This ordinance shall take effect immediately upon passage and publication in a

newspaper of general circulation in the City of Orem.

PASSED, APPROVED and ORDERED PUBLISHED this 13™ day of January 2015.

Richard F. Brunst, Jr., Mayor

ATTEST:

Donna R. Weaver, City Recorder

COUNCIL MEMBERS VOTING "AYE" COUNCIL MEMBERS VOTING "NAY"
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EXHIBIT A

i = .3E
800 North Street %29
Bras = 3 WHUTE

SESEISIETEENEIETE

B o

e i, 1

¢ g Al i sy e e e Ll;—-g;;q
"
| \

1 s

gﬁ:z::zzgz@;zzggg

= G5
=

(e = {597 : ] e
e . 760 MNorth Street
P ﬁﬁﬁfifli:ﬁ:::i:ﬁfﬁ
# ¥
('
G o~ 1
J{’ &vﬁax‘\w,r - il
i (BN
4:;»;% :
i @E 1
/ i
L 7 1
e / ! :
: | rd Lot 34 1 A
i i »4’«53‘@‘2:\?;‘**%
; (John Stratton i
| Subdivision Lot 1) 1
[ MR S WEATHIE HSJE 3‘%
k8 i s e B 0 e o o o i sk e i et o S
R S T swirarE e
Tai Nerth Strost] HEIEW 3200 720 Morth Street
/ ¥ TR NS5 t:
-3 G;BQ‘(‘-
oo S
, TR s
. o 24 A
"'u'§ -t
B s b ﬁ j
% =
§ 3 gﬁ‘o‘?"‘k
- = . o
% L k\f&{{!’gﬂg}:h
: 1
]
! i
o vy T H
680 North Street
i
*W
A
1 - RS
i A o
Li QQDK“ 1
¥ 2 &g’w’\g‘op\ﬁ”
1
SROITAEW 1S n




EXHIBITB

PARCEL DESCRIPTION

Commencing at a point located South 00°27'08" East along the Section line 48.82 feet and East
1288.79 feet from the West quarter corner of Section 12, Township 6 South, Range 2 East, Salt
Lake Base and Meridian; thence along the proposed Westerly boundary of 1000 East Street the
following 7 courses: along the arc of a 20.00 foot radius curve to the right 16.32 feet (chord
bears South 42°10'50" East 15.78 feet), South 00°25'04" East 144.03 feet, along the arc of a
778.00 foot radius curve to the left 45.90 feet (chord bears South 03°48'15" East 45.89 feet),
along the arc of a 778.00 foot radius curve to the right 65.99 feet (chord bears South 03°03'51"
East 65.97 feet), South 00°38'03' East 191.61 feet, South 00°30'46" East 265.69 feet, South
01°40'27" East 75.77 feet, South 00°23'40" East 87.52 feet; thence South 89°32'48" West 16.65
feet; thence along the west line of Vine Street (as recorded in Knight Subdivision, Plat “A”)
North 00°34'36" West 363.86 feet; thence along the south line of 720 South Street (as recorded
in John Stratton Subdivision, Plat “A”) South 89°12'40" West 115.59 feet; thence North
00°4720" West 9.00 feet; thence North 89°12'40" East 115.63 feet; thence along the west line of
Vine Street (as recorded in Knight Subdivision, Plat “A”) North 00°34'36" West 32.00 feet;
thence South 89°12'40" West 115.75 feet; thence North 00°4720" West 9.00 feet; thence along
the north line of 720 South Street (as recorded in John Stratton Subdivision, Plat “A”) North
89°12'40" East 115.78 feet; thence along the west line of Vine Street (as recorded in Knight
Subdivision, Plat “A”") North 00°34'36 " West 474.31 feet to the point of beginning.

Contains 14,927 sq. ft. or .34 acres



CITY OF OREM
BUDGET REPORT FOR THE MONTH ENDED NOVEMBER 2014

Percent of Year Expired: 42%
% %
Current Monthly Year-To-Date To Date To Date

Fund Appropriation Total Total Encumbrances Balance FY 2015 FY 2014 Notes
10 GENERAL FUND

Revenues 44,967,302 2,925,685 14,122,052 31%

Appr. Surplus - Current 3,000 3,000 100%

Appr. Surplus - Prior Year 1,753,433 1,753,433 100%

Std. Interfund Transactions 4,646,102 4,646,102 100%

Total Resources 51,369,837 2,925,685 20,524,587 30,845,250 40% 35%

Expenditures 51,369,837 2,786,408 21,120,714 1,385,351 28,863,772 44% 44%
20 ROAD FUND

Revenues 2,305,000 517,351 756,660 33%

Appr. Surplus - Prior Year 953,808 953,808 100%

Total Resources 3,258,808 517,351 1,710,468 1,548,340 52% 59%

Expenditures 3,258,808 38,011 1,514,857 475,995 1,267,956 61% 65%
21 CARE TAX FUND

Revenues 1,710,000 171,295 478,214 28%

Appr. Surplus - Prior Year 1,881,958 1,881,958 100%

Total Resources 3,591,958 171,295 2,360,172 1,231,786 66% 82%

Expenditures 3,591,958 2,735 1,021,389 23,040 2,547,529 29% 50%
30 DEBT SERVICE FUND

Revenues 10,217,116 775,025 5,447,075 53%

Appr. Surplus - Prior Year 13,221 13,221 100%

Total Resources 10,230,337 775,025 5,460,296 4,770,041 53% 50%

Expenditures 10,230,337 782,969 4,261,394 5,968,943 42% 37%
45 CIP FUND

Revenues 240,000 28,512 85,376 36%

Appr. Surplus - Prior Year 875,159 875,159 100%

Total Resources 1,115,159 28,512 960,535 154,624 86% 96%

Expenditures 1,115,159 228,174 613,203 699,836 -197,880 118% 21% 1
51 WATER FUND

Revenues 12,611,377 828,424 7,296,040 58%

Appr. Surplus - Current Year 300,000 300,000 100%

Appr. Surplus - Prior Year 4,427,227 4,427,227 100%

Total Resources 17,338,604 828,424 12,023,267 5,315,337 69% 63%

Expenditures 17,338,604 375,947 6,414,721 1,868,708 9,055,175 48% 35%
52 WATER RECLAMATION FUND

Revenues 7,027,851 638,949 3,304,468 47%

Appr. Surplus - Prior Year 1,666,509 1,666,509 100%

Total Resources 8,694,360 638,949 4,970,977 3,723,383 57% 51%

Expenditures 8,694,360 360,810 3,223,518 856,458 4,614,384 47% 44%
55 STORM SEWER FUND

Revenues 3,110,500 259,659 1,352,034 43%

Appr. Surplus - Prior Year 386,367 386,367 100%

Total Resources 3,496,867 259,659 1,738,401 1,758,466 50% 58%

Expenditures 3,496,867 6,717 1,459,543 64,275 1,973,049 44% 65% 2
56 RECREATION FUND

Revenues 1,667,200 58,667 691,496 41%

Appr. Surplus - Current Year 158,888 158,888 100%

Appr. Surplus - Prior Year 4,857 4,857 100%

Total Resources 1,830,945 58,667 855,241 975,704 47% 29% 3

Expenditures 1,830,945 120,498 899,971 106,486 824,488 55% 51%
57 SOLID WASTE FUND

Revenues 3,397,000 289,212 1,443,257 42%

Appr. Surplus - Prior Year 24,450 24,450 100%

Total Resources 3,421,450 289,212 1,467,707 1,953,743 43% 43%

Expenditures 3,421,450 233,323 1,353,485 2,067,965 40% 49%




CITY OF OREM
BUDGET REPORT FOR THE MONTH ENDED NOVEMBER 2014

Percent of Year Expired: 42%

% %
Current Monthly Year-To-Date To Date To Date

Fund Appropriation Total Total Encumbrances Balance FY 2015 FY 2014 Notes
58 STREET LIGHTING FUND

Revenues 1,485,000 74,560 986,343 66%

Appr. Surplus - Prior Year 231,180 231,180 100%

Total Resources 1,716,180 74,560 1,217,523 498,657 71% 70%

Expenditures 1,716,180 43,862 360,801 195,444 1,159,935 32% 37%
61 FLEET MAINTENANCE FUND

Std. Interfund Transactions 652,000 652,000 100%

Total Resources 652,000 652,000 100% 100%

Expenditures 652,000 34,067 320,523 12,688 318,789 51% 50%
62 PURCHASING/WAREHOUSING FUND

Revenues 15 75 100%

Appr. Surplus - Current Year 33,000 33,000 100%

Std. Interfund Transactions 330,000 330,000 100%

Total Resources 363,000 15 363,075 -75 100% 100%

Expenditures 363,000 21,011 181,574 719 180,707 50% 46%
63 SELF INSURANCE FUND

Revenues 500,000 37,423 214,144 43%

Std. Interfund Transactions 1,175,000 1,175,000 100%

Total Resources 1,675,000 37,423 1,389,144 285,856 83% 83%

Expenditures 1,675,000 44,207 1,017,996 749 656,255 61% 73%
74 CDBG FUND

Revenues 814,408 24,886 74,793 9%

Appr. Surplus - Prior Year 471,313 471,313 100%

Total Resources 1,285,721 24,886 546,106 42% 27%

Expenditures 1,285,721 35,283 246,209 677 1,038,835 19% 19%
CITY TOTAL RESOURCES 108,324,046 6,555,103 55,021,976 52,562,455 51% 48%
CITY TOTAL EXPENDITURES 108,324,046 5,070,160 43,649,097 5,494,982 59,179,967 45% 44%

NOTES TO THE BUDGET REPORT FOR THE MONTH ENDED NOVEMBER 2014:
1) The current year expenditures are higher in comparison to the prior year due to the current year encumbrances ($699,836) being
significantly more than in the prior fiscal year ($31,251) at this date in time. Primarily due to the MAG ITS capital project.

~

R

The current year expenditures are lower in comparison to the prior year due to the current year encumbrances ($64,275) being
significantly less than in the prior fiscal year ($443,374) at this date in time. Primarily due to the Williams Farm capital project.

w
~

The current year revenues are higher in comparison to the prior year due to the opening of the new pool area which appears to have
had a positive impact on fitness center pass sales.

Note: In earlier parts of a fiscal year, expenditures may be greater than the collected revenues in a fund. The City has accumulated
sufficient reserves to service all obligations during such periods and does not need to issue tax anticipation notes or obtain funds in any
similar manner. If you have questions about this report, please contact Richard Manning (229-7037) or Brandon Nelson (229-7010).
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Figure 3-3
Peak Day Demand
Without Conservation
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Notes: Well capacity based on 80% of max 2013 capacity, Spring capacity based on dry year vield {2013), UYWTP capacity
based on available data (42 mgd)




Build-Out Water System
Pipe Improvements

LEGEND

BO Pipe Improvement
weneise B jrich

s {0 inch

s 12 inch

14inch

w18 inch

wmmmm - ) inch
mmmemmt 24 inch
=mcm= 30 inch
s 47 inch
—mw 48 inch

:'j Future Orem City Boundary




~:-~'P,"l’;Oject;Identifier Project Description  Construction Year Cost (2014Do|lars)

€1l 400 South (Entire Length) 2024 $1,686,000

. 1600 North (Up to PRV |

c2 near Murdock Canal) 2026 $661,000

c3 800 South to 1200 S 2028 $562,000

ca 1200 South 200 East 2029 $409,000

C5 1400 South 2031 $297,000

WTP Reach Il ,
C6 (Down to 400 S) 2034 $7,351,000

; | 1600 North (West of PRV .

c/ near Murdock Canal) 2036 51,184,000

c8 Reach Il (400 S to 700 S) 2038 $287,000

. 9 University Prwy 2040 $362,000
o0 400 West 2042 $98,000

. 800 North 2045 $194,000
. Total $13,091,000



LT0Z- 910 = 91eQ UoI1e|je1su| pasodold

xaidwion

Wa1SAS asnay pasodoud || s sl

sUr] 8sneY Youl 71 pasodoid




00068T‘CS

000°0599
000°0STS
000°68TS

000‘002°'TS

(s4ejjoa ¥102) 350D

|ejol
uoliels Jaysoog %58.__8 93plYy Adasjs

UOI1e1S 1215009 4YM

xa]dwo) spiods apisaye] o3 adid youl zT

sjuswanosdwi Ajljioe4 uonnewe|day (_Hm\s_

103loud

S91eW1S3 150D |erde) asnay



%!

Arepunog Aj9 waio aining mHHM
wdb gogL an0qy e
wdb goglL - 0001 O
wdb 000l - 005 @
wdb 0og mojeg @

fOld 9114 s|qe|leAy
N3 931

MO|{ adl] 9[qe|leny
Wwa1sAS Sui1six3




¥y

e
23 5
o 9 3
o < <
= @© 5
o = D
$7 E :
=
£ 0 < o
S 0
O w@-‘?%E
a9 5 5 5 3
Q - = £ £ 5
E s o 0o oI
T o L
|- = =
.t




Fire Flow Improvements

- | ; _ Estimated Cost
ect Priority #  Length of Pipe Year (2014 Dollars)

6,306 2014-2017 $871,000

24,173 2018-2024 $3.336 000

30,479 $4,ZO7,000

32,780 2024 - 2034 $4,524,000

32,780 2034+ $4,524,000



Existing Storage Deﬁciency

Operational
Peak Day Storage Storage

Peak Day Summer Surplus by Surplus by Storage

Summer Equalization Emergency Fire Flow | Total Required Available Service Area | Service Area Surplus Total
Tank Service | - Demand? Storage Storage Storage Storage Storage (deficit) {deficit) {deficit)

Area (gnm) (gallons) {gallons) {zallons) {gallons) {gallons) {gallons) {gallons) {gallons)

Cherapple 71 25.600 25.600 180,000 231.200 400,000 374,400 168.800 168,800
Upper Tanks 4,709 1,695,110 1,695,110 - 3,390,220 : 2,304,890 609,780 778,580
WTP 8.056 2,900,100 2,900,100 780,000 6,580,200 9,500,000 6,599,900 2,919,800 3,698,380
Lower Tanks | 28.040 | 10,094,500 | 10-094.500 . 20,189,000 | 8,000,000 | (2,094,500) | (12.189,000) | (8,490,620)
Vineyard PZ 1.845 664,000 664,000 - 1,328,000 - {664,000) {1.328,000) (9,818,620)
Total 42,721 15,379,310 15,379,310 960,000 31,718,620 21,900,000 {9,818,620)

Conclusion: 10 MG shortage today




Build-out Storage

Deficiency

Operational
Peak Day Storage Storage

Peak Day Summer Surplus by Surplus by Storage

Summer Equalization Emergency | Fire Flow | Total Required Available Service Avea | Service Area Surplus Total
Tank Service | Demand® Storage Storage Storage Storage Storage (deficit) {deficit) {deficit)

Area {gpm) (gallons) (gallons) {gallons) {gallons) {gallons) {gallons) {gallons) {gallons)

Cherapple 74 26,500 26,500 180,000 233,000 400.000 373,500 167,000 167,000
Upper Tanks 5,174 1,863,000 1,863,000 - 3,726,000 4,000,000 2,137,000 274,000 441,000
WTP 8,373 3,086,500 3.086,500 | 780,000 6,953,000 9,500,000 6,413,500 2.547.000 2,988,000
Lower Tanks 38,539 13,875,000 | 13,875,000 - 27.750,000 8.000.000 (5.875,000) | (19,750,000) | (16,762,000)
Vineyard/SW
PZ 7,900 2,844,000 2,844,000 - 5,688.000 - (2,844,000) | (5,688,000) | (22.450,000)
Vineyard 6,300 | 2.268.000 | 2.268.000 g 4,536,000 - (2.268.000) | (4.536.000) | (26,986,000)
Total 66,560 23,963,000 23,963,000 960,000 48,886,000 21,900,000 {26,986,000)

Conclusion: 22 MG future shortage




Required Storage Improvement Costs

Project Year Cost (2614 Dollaré)
Potential Storage Site Study | 2015 $100,000 ‘
" 10 )Million Gallons of Storage* | 2018 | $10,322,000
12 MilliQn Gallons of Storage* 2030 '512,360,000

Total $22 782,000




All Water CIPs in Next 10 Years

Improvement Category Total Estimated Cost (2014 Dollars)
Major Conveyance $1,686,000
~ Fire Flow Deficiencies $4,207,000
Storage $10,422,000
Wells $6,000,000

WREF Reuse Projects $2,189,000
Southwest Annex Conveyance $1,735,000
Automated Meter Infrastructure $8,300,000
Miscellaneous Maintenance Projects $11,028,000

~ Other System Replacement $13,327,000

Total* $58,894,000




Water System Valuation and
Replacement
%+ System Valued at $300,000,000

“*Recommended System Investment = 2.0 percent of replacement cost

*»Capital Program Needed for Replacement= $6,000,000




BmER Major Conveyance
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Table of Collection System Capacity Improvements
Project Cost

~ Project Identifier Project Year (2014 Dollars)
. s Carterville Lift Station 2017 $667,000
ss) Springwater Lift Station 2018 $907,000
87 . North SW Annex to Springwater 2019 $1,575,000
§s§4 k Springwater Force Main 2020 - $357,000
S5 College Drive/1200 W. at 800 S. 2021 ~ $813,000
SS6 ' College Drive near 1200 South 2023 , $249,000',
57 WRF Inlet Rep!acement 2025 ~ $2,024,000
SS 8 Geneva Lift Station Pump Replacement 2027 $350,000
559 1600 North 800 West 2029 $227,000
5510 ; - 925 South 725 West 2030  $469,000

Total  $7,638,000
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Maintenance Related Projects

Cost of
(2014 Dollars)

RO‘Utine;Maintenance Related

~ Improvements $5,996,000
~ H2S Related and Other ' |
Maintenance Improvements $15,750,000

‘ WJWWLWWWWMM

folal ‘ $21,746,000




Treatment Plant Projects

~ Treatment Plant Improvement Estimated Estimated Cost
| Project Construction Year (2014 Dollars)

Re‘p!éce screen washer, headworks, grit washer 2017-2020 $700,000
Third k'press; in solids handling 2019 $500,000
struvite Elimination ; 2017-2018 $1,600,000
Cbhcrefe/mémbrane existing lagoons , 2021 $500,000
Replace back-up generator , 2021 $500,000
Upgrade/expansion of aeration/grit basin on the
headworks facility 2025+ $800,000
Sludge disposal options — solar, central county ~
treatment disposal site ~ 2025+ $5,000,000
Ci}»generation technology 2025+ $1,000,000

Replace Existing Presses 2025+ $1,000,000
lTOTAL | $11,600,000



All Sewer CIP Projects in Next 10 Years

| Improvement Category Total Estimated Cost (2014 Dollars)
Collection System Capacity $4,568,000
Maintenance Related Projects $21,746,000
Water Reclamation Facility $3,800,000
SyStem Replacement ' $14,267,000
Southwest Annex Improvements $3,740,000

Total $48,121,000




Sewer System Valuation and
Replacement

+ Collection System Value
#*Complete Replacement/Rehabilitation Composite = 5235 million
“Recommended System Investment = 1.5 percent of replacement cost
“*Recommended Annual Budget = $3.6 million

“*Treatment Plant Value
“*Plant Replacement Value = $81 million
% Recommended System Investment = 2.0 percent (50 year design life)
%+ Recommended Annual Budget = $1.6 million

%+ Capital Program Needed for Replacement = $5,200,000 per year
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Storm Drainage
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sumps

> Used to inject stormwater into
groundwater

o Reduces the need for large trunklines
to convey runoff to rivers

> Use potentially limited by soil
conditions

> Potential to introduce contaminants
into groundwater aquifer
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Construction Cost Estimate Summary




Storm Drainage System Valuation and
Replacement

“*System Replacement Value = $80 million

*Recommended System Investment = 2.0 percent (50 year design life)
“*Recommended Annual Budget = $1.6 million
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Questions?




Examples

A buisness or business complex with'a 1~

1/2" meter pays $9.32 per

Orem $9.32 Per Account A single family home pays $9.32 permonthfora|A 4-plex that has one account pays $9.32 {month for a sewer base rate TOTAL, regardless of number of
sewer base rate. per month:for sewer basé rate. husinesses or meter size.” A strip-mall with 5 businesses would pay
$9.32.
Orem Per Dwelling Unit or . . ’ A buisness or business complex with & 1-1/2" meter pays $31.03
$9.,32 Non-residential meter Asingle family home pays $9.32 per month for a1A 4-plex that has one account pays $37.28 {59.32 x AWWA muttiplier 3.33) per month for a sewer base rate. A
(Proposed) size sewer base rate. {4 x 59.32) per month for sewer base rate.
strip mall with 5 businesses would pay $31.03
. Per "unit" for A d-plex that has ane account pays 1A buisness or businass complex with a 1-1/2" metar pays $35.55 per
American 35 - A single family home pays $35.55 per month for P pay : Sy e e AP :
Fork $35.55 residential AND non- 2 sewer base rate $142.20 (4 x $35.55) per month for sewer [month for a sewer base rate for each business. A strip mallwith's.
residential base rate: businesses woulld pay $177.75,
Per "unit" for A buisness or business complex with a 1-1/2" meter pays $16.97 per
. o A single family home pays $16.97 pe h for|A 4-plex th C E .
Lindon $16.97 residential AND hon- g R pays $ per month for plex that has one account pays $67.88 month for a sewer base rate for @ach business. A strip mall with 5
residential a sewer base rate, (4 x $16.97) per month for sewer base rate.
businesses would pay $84 85.
Meter Size (both A sinle family b $28.58 - Ad-plex that has one account witha 1" 1A buisness or business complex with a 1-1/2" meter pays $66.02
Ogden $28.58 res?dent?a! and non- ) ::\‘5;? ;a':; ‘;’atzme pays .58 per month for meter pays $47.30 (sccording to fee (according to fee schedule) per month for a sewer base rate . Astrip
residential) scheduile) per miorith for sewer base rate. | mall with 5 businesses would pay $66.02
it A buisness or business complex with a 1-1/2" meter pays $24.14 per
Pleasant Per "unit” for ngle fami . ]
$24.14 residential AND non | Single family home pays $24.14 per month for |A 4-plex that has one account pays $96.56 month for a sewer base rate for each business. A strip mall with 5
Grove residential a sewer base rate. {4 x $24.14) per month for sewer base rate,
businesses would pay $120.70
A buisness or bisiness complex thh 21-1/2" meter pays $5.88 per -
Provo $5.88 Per Account A single family home pays $5:88 per month for a|A 4-plex that hias one account pays $S 83 |month for a sewer base rate ?OTAL regardiess of number of

sewer base rate. per-month for sewer base rate,

; $5.88.

businesses or meter size. Asmp mall with 5 busmesses would pay




ientation Plan (Alternate)

» February 2015 - Distribute information regarding the potential
change to customers through utility billing. Provide information on
the reason for the change and upcoming dates for public hearings.

» February 2015 — Lewis Young Robinson & Burningham to complete
cost-of-service rate study which will finalize recommended rate
changes. Rate study results to be reviewed by City staff and
Council.

¢ March 2015 — Council and staff comments implemented into final
rate recommendation.

» April 2015 — Conduct public hearing and open houses on proposed
rate changes.

» May 2015 — Implement comments from public hearing and adopt
final rate schedule.

» September 2015 — Redistribute same information from February
2015 and remind customers of adopted change.

¢ January |,2016 — Adopted rate changes take effect.



EXISTING

Sewer Rates

Monthly, All Uses:
L. BASE RALE ot oot $9.32/connection

2. Volume Charge $1.42 /1,000 gallons

'Effective July 1 of each year, the monthly charge shall be based on the average winter water usage for the preceding months of
November through April.

PROPOSED

Monthly Sewer Rates

July 1, 2015 - December 31, 2015:
Lo BaSE RATE ..iii it et st b st £ S e $9.32/Connection
2. Volume Charge' BSOSO U SR TORUORR S SRUOE OO $1.42/1,000 Gallons

January 1, 2016 - June 30, 2016:
1. Residential Base RALE™ ..o iiiieorsisseosoes i eeieees s oo s sestes s oot see s et seseessss e $9.32/Living Unit
2. Non-Residential Base RAte’........o..ooviioreeric e $9.32 x AWWA Multiplier
3. Mixed-Use Base Rate® ..........cooooiiove oo $9.32/Living Unit + Non-Residential Component
4. VOIUME CRATZE" ooooovoeoeoec e e $1.42/1,000 Gallons

"Bffective July | of each year, the monthly charge shall be based on the average winter water usage for the preceding winter
months.

? Each residential utility account will be assessed a sewer base rate according to the number of living units associated with the
account. For example, a single-family dwelling will be billed for 1 sewer base rate, a duplex (including single-family dwellings
with an accessory apartment). will be billed for 2 sewer base rates, a 4-plex will be billed for'4 sewer base rates, a 12-plex will be
billed for 12 sewer base rates, etc.

3 All non-residential utility account holders will be billed using a water meter size multiplier in accordance with American Water
Works Association (AW W A) guidelines as shown in the following table.

Meter Size V" 1" 1" 2" 3" 4" 6" 8" 10"
AWWA Multiplier 1.00 1.67 3.33 533 10.00 20.00 41.67 53.33 96.67

*Mixed-use utility accounts will be assessed using a combination of the residential and non-residential base rates.



Items to be considered on January 27, 2015

1. PD-34 Zone (University Place) — Amending a portion of Appendix ‘BB’ of the
Orem City Code relating to the road transportation plan of the PD-34 zone at 575
East University Parkway

2. Brighton Towers — Amending portions of Appendix Q pertaining to the
Northgate development, amending the parking standards for nonresidential areas
from five parking spaces per 1000 square feet of gross leasable floor area to four
parking spaces per 1000 square feet, and amending retail space requirements for a
new office area in the PD-22 zone. In addition, rezone 1.90 acres from Highway
Services (HS) to the PD-22 zone at 958 North 1200 West.

3. Amiron Village Appeal — Consider an appeal from Leah Pulver concerning the
revised site plan approval granted by the Planning Commission on December 3,
2014. The revised site plan included two pedestrian openings in the perimeter
fence at 325 West 1420 North and 375 West 1470 North.
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STREET CONFIGURATION EXAMPLES

TWO LANE WITH DIAGONAL PARKING
MAY BE USED AS A DOWNTOWN STREET

|

\}V%igg{ng?;ee(’: Angled Parking Travel Lane | TravelLane | Angled Parking \x} iSOmemed
L T L 14110 15-7" L 110" L 1o 14'-110 157" L a _!_& treet
L HeCS g | A v o Frogh
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STREET CONFIGURATION EXAMPLES

TWO LANE WITH PARALLEL PARKING

MAY BE USED AS A DOWNTOWN STREET

i

L M—————

10" Combined . . 10’ Combined
Walk & Sireet | Parking  Travel Lane  Travel Lane  Parking | \walk & Street
Trees g f‘O" “l 1 I_Otl '! ‘; I_OII 91_0“ T{egs
| ' Drop offs’ 7 Drop Offs' “ 7
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STREET CONFIGURATION EXAMPLES
TWO LANE WITH DIAGONAL PARKING ON ONE SIDE,

PARALLEL PARKING ON OTHER
MAY BE USED AS A DOWNTOWN STREET
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STREET CONFIGURATION EXAMPLES
TWO LANE ROAD CENTER MEDIAN WITH PARALLEL PARKING
MAY BE USED AS A DOWNTOWN STREET OR AS AN AVENUE

|

10" Combined 10° Combined

Walk & Street Parking  Traveflane | Landscape Travellane Parking \ ywyak & Street
!' T;ees g-o" l/ 11-0" Mse'_d(;?n I, 110" g'.Q" L Tregs L
Ed & #

7 # # &
Drop Off Drop Off

TWO LANE ROAD, CENTER MEDIAN WITH DIAGONAL PARKING
MAY BE USED -AS A DOWNTOWN STREET OR AS AN AVENUE 2

1

andscape
10’ Combined Angled Parking Travel Lane Mediar? Angled Parking Travel Lane Angled Parking 10' Combined
L Walk & Street L 1410 15-7" L 110" 1, 5.0" l, 14'-1 10 157" |, 11-0" L 141 to 15-7" l, Walk & Street

gl Trees 4 Traes
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STREET CONFIGURATION EXAMPLES

TWO LANE ROAD, CENTER MEDIAN WITH DIAGONAL PARKING

AND DEDICATED BIKE LANE
MAY BE USED FOR A DOWNTOWN STREET OR FOR AN AVENUE

i

TWO LANE WITH DEDICATED BIKE LANES, PARALLEL PARKING
MAY BE USED AS A DOWNTOWN STREET

i

10' Combined . . . . 10" Combined
Walk & Street | Pa‘g"!‘('g% :ngkg"é Tra}v%e! !(-)3”9 | Tralivie" gﬁﬂe }?}kg [ Paé !?r(\)% ;. Walk & Street
Tree ,v-v U -0t - 19" U Trees
A e S S V2 s S
Drop Off Drop Off
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STREET CONFIGURATION EXAMPLES
| THREE LANE CONFIGURATIONS |

MAY BE USED FOR DOWNTOWN STREETS AND CONNECTOR ROADS

Gl

10" Combined ; i Left Turn 10’ Combined
Angled Parking Travel Lane L Travel Lane |  Angled Parking

{Y\’alifr& Street 141 1o 15-7" 110" L 1_?':‘5’:‘ 11'-0" I/ 14'-1 to 15-7" i’Walk & Street

7 ees # 7 A 7! A 7 Frees

MAY BE USED FOR DOWNTOWN STREETS, AVENUES AND CONNECTOFLBOADS
. , |

=]

10' Combined Landscape 10" Combined

Walk & Street Parking | Travel Lane Median Travel Lane | Parking Walk & Street
L Trees L 9'-0" L 11'-0" t 11-0" L 11'-0" {, 9'-0" l, Trees
Ll # # #| #] 4l 7 # 4
Drop Off And Left Drop Off
9'-g" Turn Lane g9'-Q"

MAY BE USED AS A CONNECTOR ROAD ALONG THE COSTCO FRONTAGE

MAY BE USED AS A CONNECTOR STREET ALONG THE COSTCO FRONTAGE. THIS
CONDITION WILL BE PHASED AS BUILDINGS ARE CONSTRUCTED ON LOTS ADJACENT
TO THE CONNECTOR STREET.

Costco island Travel Lane Le[tair;:rn Trave;l Lane Ang'led Park,iﬂg% JVO !Eg‘ms?ne?
Park'ng Separa.{ors l} 1 1\‘_0“ 'i 1‘_0“ L ] 1 “Oll L 14 '1 tG 15 ‘7 1' a — ’Tee
. s 7! 7 7 ITEeEs
Lot with trees. 7 Drop Offs or
Parallel Parking
9!_0"

No Parking with
curb next to travel lane
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STREET CONFIGURATION EXAMPLES
MAY BE USED AS CONNECTOR STREET OR AVENUE
FOUR LANE ROAD CENTER MEDIAN WITH PARALLEL PARKING

10'C . 10 bined
Walk gmsi:;;r;(zcti Parking Travel Lane | Travel Lane Median Travel Lane |, Travel Lane | Parking Walggnr%txrre‘?;t
l‘ Trees L 90" L 11'-0" |' 110" L 5-0 L 11'-0" '/ 110" 9'-0" }' Trees
# . 7 W A 71 ! 7 h #
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STREET CONFIGURATION EXAMPLES

FOUR LANE ROAD WITH PARKING
MAY BE USED AS CONNECTOR STREET

10’ Combined 10" Combined
Walk & Strest | Parking Travel Lane . Travel Lane , Travel Lane Travel Lane Parking Walk & Strest |

i

Trees 9'-0" | 11-0" 1-0" 110" m-o" L 9%0" | Trees
Drop Off Drop Off
9 ""O" 9 ..O“
Diagonal Parking Diagonal Parking
18-0" 18'-0"
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STREET CONFIGURATION EXAMPLES

4 LANES, NO PARKING

MAY BE USED AS CONNECTOR STREET

o~

|

M/«\Q .
10" Combine ’ [ 10" Combined
éwoaiggngi’:;i‘s . Travel Lane Travel Lane | Travel Lane | Travel Lane §Walk & Street
H Trees : »1 1 "‘O" ; 1 —1 l_on ; —3 v‘ ’*O" 1 “‘ ‘{ l_ou ‘ TFeeS

: 7 v /s 7

MAY BE USED AS AVENUE OR CONNECTOR STREET

i ~
i ‘ | i
\ i
10" Combined | : 110" Combined
© Walk & Street giTravel' Lelne : Trave'l Lfne 1 Me‘dian Trave,i L'ine iTravef !_::ne  Walk & Street
o Trees |, MTROT 1RO 50 MTROT ) TR0 L1 Trees

ROADS RUNNING ALONG SIDE PARKING LOTS WITH 60" O.C PARKING LOT ACCESSES.
MAY BE USED TEMPORARILY AS A CONNECTOR STREET WHERE EXISTING STREETS RUN THROIUGH EXISTING PARKING LOTS. THIS
TEMPORARY CONDITION SHALL BE PHASED OUT AS BUILDINGS ARE CONSTRUCTED ON ADJACENT LOTS AND TRAFFIC AND / OR
PEDESTRIAN DEMANDS INCREASE. THE PERMANANT CONDITION OF A CONNECTOR STREET THAT WARRANTS 4 TRAFFIC LANES
WITH SIDEWALKS AND LANDSCAPING WILL EVOLVE INTO ONE OF THE TWO STREET SCENARIOS SHOWN ABOVE ON THIS PAGE.

Island

Muitiple Parking Lot Sep;f’;?;g may:’!’rave! Lane  Travel Lane i Travel Lane Travel Lane Separators may Multiple Parking Lot
Accesses becubedor  11-0" | 11-0" | 11-0" | 11-0" | be curbed or Accesses
painted, and # 7 J( : 7 7 painted, and
may or may not may or may not
have trees. have trees.
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~ Brighton Towers Rezone - HS to PD-22

958 NORTH 1200 WEST

PR

el
iﬂi?hﬂi

1

9ilt

DWW, BeﬁSﬁy b
Residential

1580

VG 10 s
o - ; 1t Brighton Towers |
e Zone:HSto PO-22 |

Acres 190

LM M
Thku aVoods

s

1090 West _ |

: sy
Rkt Murdock
Music

Brimnall Aarine
wah

N'X ’,m’a&‘ >

NIA CONTACT: e
‘ Brighton Towers Rezone HS to PD-22: Timpview Neighborhood fon)

1.90 Acres; HS to PD-22 Zone. Brian and Lisa Kelly




Brighton Towers Concept Plan

Utah Career
College




Proposed Ordinance Amendment — Parking Reduction

Section 22-11-35(L)(4)(b)

4. Parking

b. Nonresidential Areas. Buildings containing only nonresidential uses shall provide four
(4)-five-(S)-parking spaces for every one thousand (1000) square feet of gross leaseable floor
area. O ';

Parking area

,,........--—-« controlled by
‘ Winco

Proposed
parking areas
for Bfighton s
Towers

Utah Career
College



Building Elevations
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Proposed Ordinance Amendment — Retail Space

K. Minimum Retail Space Requirement. Retail uses that generate sales tax shall be required
in the PD-22 zone as follows (for area designations refer to Appendix “Q” page Q.102):
1. Area A. No retail required in this area.

2. Area B. At least fifty percent (50%) of the
ground floor area shall be dedicated to retail uses.
3. Area C. At least seventy percent (70%) of

the ground floor area shall be dedicated to retail
uses.

4. Area D. No retail required in this area.




Site Photos




2

-

I

W3¥0 40 ALID

e

PPN

sas pueT] pue ¢

- PO i
ubid sv
fLrEr LI R ewwon
1 uBIH 0
Burt pRKIN
|
4B 00
UK 5¥ eup) paxiy
jepieuwey
| . e L P UBIH 51
r— . co— . ro—— [LIELITIIESY
)
e
4B g
SWNHWOPUOD [SlIUepISNY

__i——-—.\_
- ——
-

s pexI \

IBIBWHIOT

oM

4B 08
p FLIE TN
/
\ e
] wBiigs bl
— FLICIL T E0) 3
! YBiH .08 “m.
| ssnpexiw | ;
! |
4B 09 4514 .00 |
4B 5 90 POKIW _.._SwE.Eou ;
| SWNUALOPUOY [viiUepisey . H '
_ ! : i
“x —— } !..J.!t...-‘.
i ! |
!
b — §
| -~ -
. ] _ A ! i
“. \ —— P i !
re- Yo A i
Lo et (I ,./v rot !
M ., ' ) ) \

abej|IA ajebyjioN

sjybisH Bulpjing ‘syaang aljgnd

0 ZION Iddy - <>

1

s



APPENDIX Q
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Northgate Village
PD-22 Zone

Overall Concept Plan
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| Amiron Village Site Amendment

1360 NORTH AMIRON WAY
Va0 E Orem
{ e
: 1A ’&“ﬂfa B\)l
frre W e
i %
% 3
o -
1,,‘ LW
2 I}
B e e
AmironF
| ZonelRe ek
gl Acres: 4.96 .

%24(} 120 0 240 Feet

NIA CONTACT:
Amiron Village Site Amendment: Windsor Neighborhood
R6 Zone; 4.96 Acres. Creqg Jacobsen
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Site Plan

Fence Detail

Existing Fence Subdivision Side
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Site Photos

Subdivision Side Amiron Side

375 West
Connection

325 West
Connection







Police Officers: 78 Dispatch: 20 Full Time: 114 VIPS: 17
hiring 4 parttime 3 Parttime: 6
hiring 4




VIPS

Volunteers
In
Police

Service



54000

2014 Statistics

Total Calls for Service
53714

53000

52000

51000 -

50000 -

49000 -

13,000
12,500
12,000

11,500

11,000 -

10,500

# Total Calls for
Service

ﬁe%

2013 2014

Citations

12,487

i Citations

11%

2013 2014

Traffic Stops

19,500
19,000 -
18,500
18,000
17,500 -
17,000 +
16,500
16,000
15,500
15,000

20132014

m Traffic Stops

15%

Criminal Charges

6,600 6577

6,550

6,500

6,450

® Criminal

6,400
6,350
6,300
6,250 -+

2013 2014

Charges




122,000
121,500
121,000
120,500
120,000
119,500
119,000

118,500 -

118,000

2014 Statistics

Dispatch Admin Calls

1

21,390

2013 2014

# Dispatch Admin
Calls

a .02%

26,600
26,400
26,200
26,000
25,800

25,600 -

25,400

25,200

911 Calls

26,413

2013

2014

.-

V

m 911 Calls



New Patch and Badge




New Mission Statement

Proactively serve and protect our community
with honor, respect, and accountability

to make Orem the safest place to live, work,
and play.



Recent National Events

What can we do to keep a Ferguson, MO or NY
type incident from happening here?



Racial or bias based profiling policy:

“It shall therefore be the policy and practice of
the Department to provide law enforcement
services and to enforce the law equally and fairly
without discrimination toward any individual(s)
or group because of race, ethnicity or
nationality, religion, gender, sexual orientation
or disability.”



Use of Force Investigation and Tracking

* Prevention
— Policies
— Work Closely with community
— Bilingual officers
— Diversity Training
— Will be tracking not only use of force, but show of
force (de escalation skills)



Use of Force Issues

Continual Training

Less Lethal Tools — Taser, baton, pepper spray
Policies

CIT Training (Crisis Intervention Training)



Officer Involved Shootings

Utah County Officer Involved Shooting
Protocol Team

Internal Parallel Investigation
COMMUNICATION

Scrutiny



Community Initiatives

* Renewing focus of NPU — all nuisances
* Adoption of NIA neighborhoods

 Community Policing Contacts
— Over 400 since October

 Positive contacts that may have nothing to do with law
enforcement (ie: shoveling walks, handing out glow
stick to trick or treaters, fixing broken headlight)



