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	PROVO MUNICIPAL COUNCIL
Work Meeting Minutes
12:00 PM | January 13, 2026
Provo Peak Room
Hybrid meeting: 445 W. Center Street, Provo, UT 84601 or https://www.youtube.com/provocitycouncil 


Agenda 

Roll Call 
Council Chair Gary Garrett, conducting
Council Vice-Chair Rachel Whipple
Councilor Katrice MacKay
Councilor Craig Christensen
Councilor Jeff Whitlock
	Councilor Becky Bogdin
	Councilor Travis Hoban
	Mayor Marsha Judkins

Approval of Minutes

December 16, 2025 Work Meeting Minutes
January 6, 2026 Budget Priorities Meeting Minutes

Passed by unanimous consent

Business

Item 1: A presentation regarding the FrontRunner 2X Project (26-008) 00:01:10
Brian Allen, UDOT Transit Project Director, presented on the FrontRunner 2X project, accompanied by Lance Meister from Cross-Spectrum Acoustics, and Muriel Xochimitl from X-factor Strategic Communications.
Allen explained this joint venture between UDOT and UTA aims to double FrontRunner frequency during peak hours (from every 30 minutes to every 15 minutes) and off-peak hours (from every hour to every 30 minutes). He noted Provo having a section of single track, requiring infrastructure improvements to enable trains to meet and pass each other. The project is pursuing $800-900 million in state funding with the remainder sought through federal Capital Investment Grant programs, totaling approximately $3 billion over the 2026-2030 timeframe.
Allen presented the Provo double tracking section as one of the smallest yet most critical segments, describing it as a "choke point" in operations. The environmental document (categorical exclusion) has been completed, with commitments to analyze noise and vibration mitigation measures.
The team explained that noise walls 12-13 feet above track elevation would be installed to mitigate impacts on nearby residential units, particularly the Mountain View condos and Madison Park properties. Councilor Bogdin expressed concern about its effectiveness. Meister confirmed the walls would provide approximately 5 decibels of reduction for upper-story units and 10-12 decibels for lower stories at around 70 decibels when trains pass; it compares to the sound of a vacuum outside your front door.
The presentation outlined that several Mountain View condo units would need to be acquired and relocated due to proximity to the tracks. Allen confirmed two units would be purchased, with the developer working through appraisals and making offers. 
For vibration mitigation, spring rail frogs would be installed at switches, and ballast mats (rubber mats under tracks) would be used where tracks move closer to residential units. Allen emphasized these measures would mitigate all noise and vibration impacts associated with the project.
Community engagement plans include a public meeting on January 9th at Franklin Elementary School, with a formal comment period for benefited receivers running January 15-29. Allen noted that if more than 50% of benefited property owners oppose the noise walls, they would not be constructed, though he stated, "In my career at UDOT, I have not seen a noise barrier voted down."
Mayor Judkins asked about train frequency on Sundays. Allen clarified Sunday service is not part of this project but UTA is exploring adding it after construction, noting "Sunday is the only time we have to build a lot of this because Front Runner is shut down on Sunday."
Item 2: An ordinance amending Provo City Code regarding development in sensitive lands. (PLOTA20250567) 00:35:21
Aaron Ardmore, Planning Supervisor, presented two amendments to the sensitive lands ordinance. The first, requested by City Council, removes the exception to the 100-foot setback from rivers. Councilor MacKay initially questioned whether the 40-foot city easement provision was being removed, but Policy Analyst Melia Dayley clarified it would remain in place for the city if exceptions were granted, though the council is eliminating exceptions entirely.
The second amendment shifts the requirement for hold harmless agreements in high water table areas from before building permit approval to before certificate of occupancy. This change aims to speed up permit review while still ensuring the agreement is recorded before occupancy.
Councilor Bogdin asked, what would happen if one build out of their house in sensitive lands, and something goes wrong and they can't get that permit into occupancy, resulting in a house that's not livable. Bill Peperone, Development Services Director, assured that basement and construction decisions would be evaluated before building permits are issued, preventing such scenarios. He emphasized that those kind of assurances would be made upfront.
Discussion turned to the timeline for a comprehensive river corridor plan. Peperone explained they're awaiting completion of station area plans (expected first quarter of this year) before beginning the river corridor planning process. He noted they may return to council for priority clarification as some goals may be difficult to accomplish simultaneously. The plan would be adopted as an ordinance similar to street corridor design plans, making it enforceable.
Councilor Whitlock requested a high-level guiding memo outlining objectives to ensure alignment. Councilor Christensen added, "I would add my second to Jeff's request. It'd really be helpful just to get this documented." Dayley committed to working on documentation in coordination with planning staff.
Item 3: An ordinance amending the zone map classification of real property, generally located at 258 W 200 N, from the General Downtown (DT1) and the Residential Conservation (RC) zones to the Medium Density Residential (MDR) zone. Timp. (PLRZ20250431) 00:47:05
Dustin Wright, City Planner, presented a rezone request for property with existing single-family homes, some converted to duplexes and triplexes. The applicant proposes keeping the single-family homes while developing around them with 4-plexes and 5-plexes, responding to neighborhood feedback.
Wright explained the development agreement would cap density at 17 units per acre (MDR allows up to 30), with the concept plan included. Seven historic homes from the early 1900s would be preserved and sold as single-family residences. One duplex at 200 North would remain as rental. The corner property would have a fourplex with the developer's daughters owning upper units (deed restricted as owner-occupied) and renting lower units.
Councilor MacKay emphasized this represents "unique creative infill downtown that does add a lot more density but still respects the neighborhood plan," noting it would increase owner-occupied units from one to nine on the block. She strongly advocated for deed restrictions on all nine owner-occupied units so they do stay owner-occupied in perpetuity.
Councilor Christensen agreed: "I would also feel strongly about this being deed restricted for the ones that are for sale." He suggested the fourplex family units should also be deed restricted when sold.
Councilor Whipple requested exploring whether a driveway could be added for the property with street parking only, noting "if we need to do some sort of exception to allow a little driveway for parking there, I want us to do that because that will make it nicer for the family there."
Discussion arose about sidewalk requirements. Gordon Haight from Public Works confirmed the developer agreed to replace sidewalks and curb/gutter, with a CDBG grant application submitted to cover approximately 50% of costs. Councilor Christensen questioned whether 6-foot sidewalks were necessary in this historic neighborhood. Councilor Bogdin emphasized ADA compliance: "We're getting so many complaints already about non-ADA compliance around the city … This would be a great opportunity to make 6-foot sidewalks."
Peperone credited the Timp neighborhood plan for guiding this outcome, explaining it helped staff resist developers wanting to demolish all homes for a single large building, stating "the neighborhood plan really helped drive it towards what you're seeing today."
Item 4: An ordinance amending the zone map classification of real property, generally located at 1149 N 850 W, from the R1.8 (One-Family Residential) zone to the R1.6 (One-Family Residential) and Low Density Residential (LDR) zones. Rivergrove (PLRZ20250571) 01:04:42
Aaron Ardmore, presenting for Nancy Robinson, showed an infill request with one existing home on the south and unused vacant land to the north. The concept presented to Planning Commission included a "weird little alley behind" that both commission and staff pushed to eliminate.
The rezone would create two infill single-family home sites in the LDR zone on the north portion and R1.6 on the south property. Ardmore confirmed lot standards can be satisfied without the problematic notch configuration, allowing consistent lots throughout the development.
Councilor Bogdin asked about the large driveway area, which Ardmore clarified serves only one lot and meets standards for lots under 150 feet with less than 39 feet of frontage.
Councilor Whipple confirmed the lot losing the "weird little chunk" would still meet the 4,000 square foot minimum required in the LDR zone for single-family detached products. The adjustment would shift the southern boundary of lots 1 and 2 down into lot 3.
The Planning Commission recommended to adjusted the concept plan to eliminate the irregular lot configuration, which council members agreed.
Item 5: An ordinance amending Provo City Code regarding development standards for the year 2026. (PLOTA20250658) 01:08:23
David Day, Assistant City Engineer, presented the annual update to development standards, noting this involves changing references from 2025 to 2026 throughout approximately 1,000 pages of specifications including city specs, state specs, APWA specs, and MUTCD.
Substantive changes include adding a water sampling station detail allowing the city to test water quality without relying on resident access, updating geotechnical fabric specifications for materials no longer available, and most significantly, a Council-requested consideration of eliminating 24-foot wide roads.
Day explained current standards allow 24-foot asphalt width (27 feet curb-to-curb) and 30-foot asphalt width (33 feet curb-to-curb). The Traffic Management Advisory Commission (TMAC) debated for about an hour before requesting more understanding, while Planning Commission voted 6-2 to eliminate 24-foot roads. Public Works indicated they could work with either standard but noted 24-foot roads require no parking on one side for emergency vehicle access.
Councilor MacKay shared her experience: "There's multiple times where I couldn't get through the street, and I drive a big car. Two big cars parked on either side, and I couldn't go down the street." She noted frustrated citizens who weren't informed about parking restrictions when purchasing homes. It was noted that though making narrow roads are more cost effective,  developers don't pass infrastructure savings to buyers.
Fire department representatives confirmed they cannot purchase narrower vehicles in the United States, though European models exist. Councilor Bogdin emphasized this point for public understanding.
Councilor Whitlock raised economic considerations: "Have we done an analysis on what this will cost in a hundred-acre subdivision when you take into account the land, the labor, the materials, and then the opportunity cost of the lots?" Peperone responded that roads typically consume 25% of subdivision land, but wider roads push this to 30-32%, significantly impacting developer yields. He noted ongoing maintenance costs and increased stormwater runoff as additional city responsibilities.
Gordon Haight committed to installing no-parking signs before construction begins on future 24-foot streets to ensure buyers are informed upfront. He stated Public Works supports keeping the current standards with this modification.
Debate arose about pedestrian safety versus emergency access. Councilor Whitlock noted research showing wider streets lead to faster driving and increased pedestrian risk. Councilor Bogdin countered with personal experience on Fifth West, stating narrow streets don't slow traffic there.
Councilor Whipple suggested exploring painted fog lines to delineate parking areas without creating a center line that might encourage racing. Vern Keeslar, Traffic Manager, explained they typically don't stripe local streets as it changes the character from a shared neighborhood street to a more formal roadway.
Item 6: A resolution approving an interlocal agreement between Provo City and Utah County regarding funding for State Street Trail improvements from 300 South to 900 South; and authorizing the mayor to sign that agreement on behalf of the city. (26-004) 01:43:03
Vern Keeslar, Traffic Manager, presented an interlocal agreement for Utah County funds to complete the multiuse path along State Street's east side from 300 South (Maverick) to 900 South (cemetery). The project totals approximately $1.5 million with Provo providing a 6.77% match of about $98,000.
Keeslar explained UDOT agreed to partner on replacing the existing deep well curb and gutter with standard curb and gutter. The path would complete the trail connection from the new traffic signal installed last year at 900 South.
Item 7: An ordinance amending Provo City Code to require planning commissioners running for public office to take a leave of absence (26-006) 01:45:38
Tanner Taguchi, Council Policy Analyst, presented a text amendment sponsored by Councilor MacKay and seconded by Councilor Christensen requiring planning commissioners to take leave of absence upon filing for public office candidacy, with automatic seat vacation upon election.
Taguchi explained the basis: planning commissioners have significantly more public engagement than other boards, creating opportunities to use meeting time as a campaign platform. He presented data showing planning commissions have the second-most public engagement after City Council based on meeting frequency and viewership.
The proposed language mirrors existing requirements for neighborhood district boards. City Attorney Brian Jones raised that "public office" isn't defined in either ordinance, questioning whether it means any elected position or only city offices. Councilor Bogdin stated her preference: "I would say yes" to including county, state, and school board positions on official ballots, "but I would say PTA president or HOA president would be a no."
Discussion addressed logistics of leave versus resignation. Jones explained leave of absence means commissioners can't serve during elections but could return if they lose. He noted the planning commission was expanded seven years ago partly to maintain quorum if members took leave.
Councilor Whitlock explained that he stepped down from his position on the planning commission to pursue a seat on the council. He expressed concern that if several planning commissioners decided to run for office at the same time, it might create challenges in maintaining the necessary number of members present for meetings, which is required to make decisions. He considered the possibility of asking commissioners for a resignation. In response, Councilor Bogdin argued that Director Peperone is keen on retaining people.
Councilor Christensen moved to advance the ordinance as written. Councilor Bogdin seconded the motion.
Council voted 6-0 to move forward (Councilor Hoban excused).
Item 8: A discussion regarding FY27 Provo Municipal Council Priority-Setting (26-001) 01:54:56
Council Chair Gary Garrett introduced Item 8 as a discussion of Fiscal Year (FY) 2027 priority setting, noting that Council staff had reviewed the previous week’s discussion and prepared a summary for Council review and potential revision.
Justin Harrison, Council Executive Director, presented draft FY 2027 budget priorities that Council staff developed from the prior meeting’s notes and minutes. Mr. Harrison stated the draft priorities were organized into three areas: (1) homeownership, (2) economic development, and (3) code enforcement. He explained that the document was intended to translate Council direction into clearer, actionable budget priorities and to identify questions for follow-up.
Economic Development
Mr. Harrison summarized that Council’s economic development priority for FY 2027 had been expressed as funding an economic development strategic plan for Provo City and referenced the Economic Development chapter of the City’s General Plan, which was included in the meeting packet. Mr. Harrison reported that Council staff met with Development Services and Economic Development/Redevelopment Agency staff (including Director Bill Peperone, and staff referenced as Cody, Caitlin, and Melissa) to discuss whether the plan should be citywide or targeted to specific areas (with areas discussed including downtown, West Provo, and East Bay). Mr. Harrison stated staff feedback emphasized that increased specificity would improve the usefulness of the plan.
Councilor Craig Christensen stated he believed Council had been clear previously that the intent was to avoid a broad, shallow approach and instead go “deep” on a small number of critical issues and locations, identifying downtown, West Provo, and East Bay. Council Chair Garrett stated the purpose of the discussion was to ensure Council’s intent was accurately represented in the summary document.
Councilor Becky Bogdin stated her intent was for the plan to analyze and evaluate opportunities, particularly in East Bay, and to determine whether continued investment would be justified given broader retail trends and local market conditions. Councilor Bogdin emphasized she did not want the effort framed as a predetermined revitalization plan, but rather as an objective assessment of the highest and best use and whether investment would produce outcomes residents want.
Mr. Harrison asked whether the strategic plan could be completed internally or would require an external consultant, noting Economic Development staff indicated they could do as much as possible in-house and determine whether external support was needed. Mr. Harrison asked for Council direction on scope (one location versus multiple) and sequencing, noting that using internal resources for planning could reduce the budget required for plan development and allow more resources for eventual implementation.
Councilor Katrice MacKay stated implementation would likely take longer than a single year and expressed interest in an integrated approach that considers how key areas relate to one another. Councilor Jeff Whitlock supported taking a broader “bird’s eye view,” recommending a combined analysis of geography and industry/sector “verticals” (including examples such as life sciences, software-as-a-service/startups, and leveraging the airport). Councilor Christensen supported a robust planning effort that includes both geographic and industry analysis and stated he preferred urgency so Council could make informed tradeoffs and align decisions before the budget season.
Councilor Rachel Whipple stated the City would benefit from a clear economic plan and suggested a citywide analysis paired with more detailed, actionable planning for downtown/Center Street, with the goal of prioritizing implementation needs. Councilor Whitlock asked whether Councilor Whipple’s intent included considering an appropriation for Center Street planning in advance of budget season to meet timing needs related to the Olympics; Councilor Whipple responded that was her intent, and noted Center Street planning may require greater public engagement.
Council discussion included transformational opportunities and to understand how major priorities (including downtown) fit into a broader strategy whether to start with a citywide plan first, how to incorporate external perspectives, and how quickly a plan could be developed. Councilor Hoban asked for the Mayor’s perspective and emphasized the importance of understanding timeline and cost, especially if an external study could take many months.
Mayor Marsha Judkins stated she supported moving quickly and favored a citywide plan to identify. Mayor Judkins stated she wanted to consult with staff regarding ideas and capacity, and she expressed interest in using internal and/or external perspectives. Mayor Judkins also stated staff would look for available funds to complete the work as soon as possible.
Council Chair Garrett summarized that Council staff should coordinate with City staff to assess what could be done internally, whether external assistance would be necessary, and the expected timeline and cost. Mr. Harrison stated he would follow up on timeline and cost.
Homeownership
Mr. Harrison presented the draft homeownership priority as funding a housing audit or housing study. He stated staff had discussed framing the audit as an appendix to the General Plan to provide reliable data that would allow the Council to set benchmarks and milestones. Mr. Harrison described potential data elements for inclusion, such as overall homeownership rates (including consideration of whether to include or exclude student populations), neighborhood-level owner-occupancy information, and housing inventory/stock.
Councilor Bogdin stated she questioned the accuracy of owner-occupancy figures often cited for the west side and stated that relying solely on rental dwelling license data can be misleading because not all rentals are licensed. Mr. Harrison acknowledged limitations in achieving fully accurate data, described potential methods to improve data quality (including matching county records such as property address to mailing address and considering other data sources), and stated staff’s intent was to improve the quality and usefulness of the information.
Councilor MacKay shared feedback from a downtown resident who stated Provo has a shortage of higher-end housing and larger (four-plus bedroom) housing and that increased “move-up” housing could open other housing opportunities. Councilor MacKay also noted concerns regarding investors and referenced a study she understood to have been prepared by Javin Weaver.
Councilor Christensen indicated the draft homeownership priority reflected what Council was seeking.
Code Enforcement
Mr. Harrison presented the draft code enforcement priority as including both (1) process/technology resources and (2) staffing. He described a potential budget priority focused on business process reengineering (or an audit/program evaluation) of licensing and enforcement processes across departments (including Customer Service and Development Services) to ensure the City is capturing needed data and that processes support effective tracking and follow-up. Mr. Harrison also referenced follow-up questions raised previously, including what resources would be needed to conduct a six-month follow-up on cases and to track reports by property.
Councilor MacKay stated improved follow-up communication would help residents understand what is happening after a complaint is submitted and why cases take time (e.g., when a matter is going to court). Councilor MacKay suggested software improvements that provide more detailed status information to complainants. Scott Johnson, Zoning Administrator, responded that he would look into the system’s ability to provide better automated updates and suggested creating standardized explanations for common process steps. Mr. Johnson stated staff had been directed to contact complainants when a case is closed to provide resolution information.
Councilor MacKay stated she would like the ability to review chronic “problem properties” and understand why issues persist over time so the City can identify solutions using case studies. Councilor Whipple stated the current reporting process is significantly improved compared to prior processes but identified limitations in the SeeClickFix workflow, including that once a report is marked closed, users cannot continue communication within the same thread. Councilor Bogdin asked whether residents could submit a complaint online without creating an account; Mr. Johnson stated he was not an expert in the SeeClickFix platform and explained that the City’s portal system (Provo.org/portal) requires an account for submissions. Councilor Bogdin and others discussed the existence of multiple reporting systems and asked why there are two different versions; Mr. Johnson stated he would follow up.
Mr. Harrison then summarized potential staffing-related budget considerations, including additional code enforcement hours outside the “4/10” schedule to address issues that occur during evenings and weekends (including short-term rental concerns). Councilor MacKay stated Development Services needs additional help and expressed a preference to allow staff to identify specific staffing requests. Councilor Bogdin supported exploring Friday–Sunday staffing because it may increase the likelihood of reaching responsible parties.
Councilor Whitlock asked about process and clarified that many items were framed as questions to be discussed with administrative staff, with information to be brought back to Council. Councilor Whitlock also stated success measures should be defined to evaluate progress on the priority. Councilor Christensen stated he wanted more creativity and urgency in developing solutions and emphasized focusing code enforcement efforts on issues tied to homeownership and rental dwelling licensing.
Mayor Judkins stated the Deputy Mayor would research best practices from other communities and bring back creative options. Mr. Johnson stated the definition of success has been somewhat ambiguous and described his focus as achieving timely, durable resolutions that bring properties into compliance while navigating legal constraints and evidence requirements. Director Bill Peperone stated that a prior description of success discussed by Council included reduced complaints received by Council.
Item 9: A proposal to formally prioritize life science industry growth and align economic development focus. (26-003) 02:56:08
Council Chair Gary Garrett welcomed Caitlin Johns, Management Analyst with Development Services, to present the item.
Ms. Johns introduced herself as a new employee with Provo City and explained that she was presenting a proposed General Plan text amendment for Council’s consideration. She stated the purpose of the presentation was to gauge whether the Council found value in the proposal before committing additional staff time to the Planning Commission and Council night meeting processes. Ms. Johns clarified that zoning and process implications were discussed only to provide context, and that any zoning-related actions would return as separate agenda items if the proposal were advanced.
Ms. Johns thanked Development Services staff for their assistance, specifically recognizing Aaron Ardmore, Planning Supervisor, and noted that local government processes were new to her professional background.
Ms. Johns explained that the proposal stemmed from her effort to understand Provo’s economic identity and to identify an intentional direction for future growth. She proposed that Provo prioritize health care and life sciences as key economic development industries, citing the City’s existing academic, medical, and workforce assets. She distinguished health care (patient care delivery) from life sciences (research and innovation related to living organisms and biological processes).
Ms. Johns reported that the life sciences industry contributes approximately $22 billion to Utah’s GDP and supports nearly 200,000 jobs statewide. She stated that the industry supports high-wage employment, economic resilience, and reduced exposure to economic downturns. She noted that Provo is well positioned due to institutions such as Intermountain Health Care, Brigham Young University’s Colleges of Engineering and Life Sciences, the Noorda College of Osteopathic Medicine, and Rocky Mountain University of Health Professions, as well as the City’s proximity to the Provo Airport and comparatively lower operating costs.
Ms. Johns discussed how attracting higher-wage life sciences jobs could raise Provo’s reported Area Median Income (AMI), which is currently depressed due to the City’s large student population. In response to questions from Councilor Craig Christensen and Councilor Becky Bogdin, Ms. Johns explained that removing student bias raises Provo’s AMI estimate to approximately 88 percent of the regional benchmark.
Ms. Johns outlined preliminary geographic areas that could support life sciences activity, including Riverwoods, North Park, East Bay, and West Provo. She described how different zones could accommodate varying life sciences uses, ranging from diagnostics and research to manufacturing and airport-dependent activities. She emphasized the competitive advantage of the Provo Airport for time- and temperature-sensitive products.
Ms. Johns summarized stakeholder outreach conducted with representatives from Intermountain Health Care, Brigham Young University, the Noorda College of Osteopathic Medicine, and Rocky Mountain University. She reported consistent feedback regarding Provo’s strong talent pipeline, the need for additional lab space and shared research facilities, workforce replacement challenges, and interest in partnering with Provo City. She noted concerns related to housing affordability, access to high-end housing for later-career professionals, and limited local residency and preceptorship opportunities.
Ms. Johns stated that life sciences development is well suited for redevelopment areas and can increase assessed value without requiring major new infrastructure investments. She also discussed marketing and recruitment efforts, including participation in BioUtah and coordination with the Governor’s Office of Economic Opportunity and the Economic Development Corporation of Utah. She noted that expanded efforts may require future budget appropriations for marketing, travel, and partnerships.
Ms. Johns presented two potential General Plan text amendment options: (1) explicitly prioritizing health care and life sciences as the primary focus of economic development, or (2) retaining technology as a priority while adding life sciences. She also discussed two zoning approaches: creation of a life sciences overlay zone, or allowing life sciences uses within existing zones as conditional uses. Ms. Johns expressed a preference for an overlay zone for clarity and process control, while noting Planning staff favored simplicity.
Council discussion followed. Councilor Becky Bogdin and Councilor Katrice MacKay expressed strong support for the vision and research, but emphasized that the Council should first complete a broader economic development strategic plan before committing to a specific industry priority. Councilors stated that this proposal may rise to the top of that analysis once completed.
Councilor Christensen expressed strong enthusiasm for the concept and supported a focused approach rather than broadly targeting multiple industries. Councilor Jeff Whitlock asked questions regarding sub-sectors within life sciences, potential impacts on existing residents’ wages, and how the strategy might balance retaining local graduates with attracting new workers. Ms. Johns responded that the industry offers a range of opportunities, including manufacturing and applied research roles, and emphasized the goal of retaining graduates who currently leave Provo due to lack of local opportunities.
Councilor Rachel Whipple asked whether future consideration might include Redevelopment Agency incentives or targeted investments in areas such as East Bay. Ms. Johns responded that such tools could be part of a future, more comprehensive effort and would require coordination across departments and policy bodies.
Council Chair Garrett asked whether Provo currently has life sciences businesses that could be leveraged. Ms. Johns cited examples of medical technology and artificial intelligence-related health companies operating locally, as well as startups currently incubated at Brigham Young University that seek space to commercialize.
Councilors discussed the importance of focus, clarity in messaging, and alignment with forthcoming economic development planning efforts. Council Chair Garrett summarized that the Council was highly supportive of the work and requested that the proposal be revisited after completion of the broader economic development focus discussions. He asked that Ms. Johns remain engaged in those conversations and provide the Council with the video link referenced in the presentation.
Item 10: A resolution providing for the holding of a public hearing to satisfy certain federal tax law requirements in connection with the issuance of transportation sales tax revenue bonds of Provo City, Utah; and providing for related matters (26-009)
This item was continued to a future meeting.
Item 11: A resolution approving submission of a conflict-of-interest exception request to HUD for the HOME Investment Partnerships Loan to Own Down Payment Assistance Program (26-002)
This item was continued to a future meeting. 
Item 12: A discussion regarding the Lakeview Parkway CRA (26-005) 03:36:41
Director McNalley, RDA Director, stated that, following the Board’s prior discussion in December, she revised the proposed CRA by removing parcels currently used as farmland from the CRA area and adjusting the plan and budget to include only the three parcels originally intended for inclusion. Director McNalley noted that the CRA proposal had been brought forward alongside plans for the Walmart site on the first parcel, and she stated the item should have been presented as its own plan and entity. Director McNalley explained that while the initial concept was intended to help incentivize Walmart, the CRA plan could serve as a tool to incentivize other desired commercial uses in the identified areas, including both the Lakeview Parkway commercial spaces and the Epic Sports Park commercial area.
Board Member Katrice MacKay asked whether the plan includes a set list of incentives or whether incentives would be negotiated per situation, including whether previously discussed Walmart incentives were specific to Walmart. Director McNalley responded that incentives would be negotiated on a case-by-case basis as proposals are received and that no incentives would move forward without negotiation with and direction from the RDA Board. Director McNalley stated she retained certain “asks” and cost items in the materials for the parcel identified as being in the floodplain because extensive mitigation work would be required to make that site viable for commercial development, and she wanted the Board to see the extraordinary costs involved.
Board Chair Whipple asked about the status of the request for proposals (RFP) for the Epic Sports Park commercial property. Director McNalley deferred to Jonathan Hill, Division Director of Economic Development. Mr. Hill reported that an RFP had been issued and a development group had been selected. He stated the developer planned to provide a term sheet the following week for a partnership concept that includes a hotel, retail, a gas station, and a mini-mart, and that the concept also contemplates restaurant pads (described as up to eight pads at full buildout). Mr. Hill stated that restaurants were a major factor in selecting the group because they would help activate the west side; he noted that another proposal included two hotels but was less focused on restaurant activation. Mr. Hill stated that once staff receives the term sheet, staff would begin negotiations and then bring the matter to the RDA Board for approval.
During discussion, Mr. Hill stated that including the CRA parcel could enhance the development potential and could benefit Provo through sales tax, transient room tax (TRT) revenue associated with hotels, and enhancement of the property tax base.
Board Chair Whipple summarized for the record that the CRA study area now consists of three parcels: one parcel by Epic Sports Park associated with the commercial development concept described by Mr. Hill, and two additional parcels identified as a potential Walmart site. Board Chair Whipple stated that the parcel identified as being in the floodplain retains mitigation-related information in the materials because any future developer would face those extraordinary costs.
Board Member Becky Bogdin stated she was not satisfied with the terms being discussed for Walmart, but indicated her concern related to a separate discussion.
Director McNalley stated the CRA proposal had been re-noticed and was in a new 30-day notice period. She stated the item would not return to the RDA Board for a vote until February 10.
Board Chair thanked Director McNalley for evaluating a broader study area, receiving feedback from the Board and community, and narrowing the proposal to a scope the Board was comfortable with. Director McNalley acknowledged there had been interest in ideas related to the farmland (including agritourism concepts) and stated those could be explored in a different plan, depending on landowner interest. Board members expressed support for exploring those ideas separately while keeping the current CRA proposal focused.
[bookmark: S8151]Adjournment
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