
PROVO MUNICIPAL COUNCIL 

Work Meeting
1:00 PM, Tuesday, July 14, 2026
Provo Peaks Conference Room (Room 110)
445 W. Center Street, Provo, UT 84601 or 
https://www.youtube.com/provocitycouncil 

The in-person meeting will be held in the Council Chambers. The meeting will be available to the public 
for live broadcast and on-demand viewing on YouTube and Facebook at: youtube.com/provocitycouncil 
and facebook.com/provocouncil. If one platform is unavailable, please try the other. If you do not have 
access to the Internet, you can join via telephone following the instructions below. 

To listen to the meeting by phone: July 14 Work Meeting: Dial 346-248-7799. Enter Meeting ID 862 2273 
1990 and press #. When asked for a participant ID, press #. 

Agenda

Roll Call

Approval of Minutes

September 23, 2025 Council Meeting
December 16, 2025 Council Meeting
May 26, 2026 Council Meeting
June 23, 2026 Work Meeting

Business

1 A presentation regarding the Mountainland Association of Governments (MAG) (26-
055)

2 A presentation regarding an update from Intermountain Health Care (26-059)

3 A resolution amending the HOME-ARP allocation plan (26-025)

4 A resolution approving an interlocal agreement between Provo City and Orem City 
regarding funding for Orem 2000 S storm drain project; and authorizing the mayor to 
sign that agreement on behalf of the city. (26-056)

5 An ordinance vacating a section of 1600 West to deed back to the adjoining property 
owners (PLSV20250636)

https://www.youtube.com/provocitycouncil
https://www.youtube.com/user/provocitycouncil
https://www.facebook.com/provocouncil


6 An ordinance requiring members of boards and commissions to be Provo residents. 
(26-057)

7 A discussion regarding a proposed text amendment to allow tow truck parking in 
residential zones and on public streets. (26-058)

8 A discussion regarding proposed amendments to Provo City Code Section 14.37.050 
related to parking requirement reductions. (PLOTA20260080)

9 A discussion regarding external accessory dwelling units. (26-038)

Adjournment

If you have a comment regarding items on the agenda, please contact Councilors at council@provo.gov 
or using their contact information listed at: provo.gov/434/City-Council.

Materials and Agenda: agendas.provo.org
Council meetings are broadcast live and available later on demand at youtube.com/ProvoCityCouncil.

The next Work Meeting will be held on Tuesday, August 11, 2026. The meeting will be held in the Council Chambers, 
445 W. Center Street, Provo, UT 84601 with an online broadcast. Work Meetings generally begin between 12 and 4 
PM. Council Meetings begin at 5:30 PM. The start time for additional meetings may vary. All meeting start times are 
noticed at least 24 hours prior to the meeting.

Notice of Compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
In compliance with the ADA, individuals needing special accommodations (including auxiliary communicative aids 
and services) during this meeting are invited to notify the Provo Council Office at 445 W. Center, Provo, Utah 84601, 
phone: (801) 852-6120 or email kmartins@provo.gov at least three working days prior to the meeting. Council 
meetings are broadcast live and available for on demand viewing at youtube.com/ProvoCityCouncil.

Notice of Telephonic Communications
One or more Council members may participate by telephone or Internet communication in this meeting. Telephone 
or Internet communications will be amplified as needed so all Council members and others attending the meeting 
will be able to hear the person(s) participating electronically as well as those participating in person. The meeting 
will be conducted using the same procedures applicable to regular Municipal Council meetings.

Notice of Compliance with Public Noticing Regulations
This meeting was noticed in compliance with Utah Code 52-4-207(4), which supersedes some requirements listed in 
Utah Code 52-4-202 and Provo City Code 14.02.010. Agendas and minutes are accessible through the Provo City 
website at agendas.provo.org. Council meeting agendas are available through the Utah Public Meeting Notice website 
at utah.gov/pmn, which also offers email subscriptions to notices.

mailto:council@provo.gov?subject=Comments%20Regarding%20an%20Agenda%20Item
file:///C:/Users/kmartins/AppData/Local/Temp/6820105ac692165711b4f9a4245283e781f646a131370752ecbc3773ea77126c/provo.gov/434/City-Council
https://documents.provo.org/onbaseagendaonline
https://www.youtube.com/user/provocitycouncil
mailto:kmartins@provo.gov?subject=Special%20Accommodations%20Needed
https://www.youtube.com/user/provocitycouncil
https://documents.provo.org/onbaseagendaonline
http://utah.gov/pmn
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PROVO MUNICIPAL COUNCIL 
Regular Meeting Minutes
5:30 PM, Tuesday, September 23, 2025
Council Chambers (Room 100)
Hybrid meeting: 445 W. Center Street, Provo, UT 84601 or 
https://www.youtube.com/provocitycouncil 

1
Roll Call
THE FOLLOWING MEMBERS OF THE COUNCIL AND ADMINISTRATION WERE PRESENT: 

Councilor Becky Bogdin Councilor Craig Christensen
Councilor Gary Garrett Councilor George Handley
Councilor Travis Hoban Councilor Katrice MacKay
Councilor Rachel Whipple Mayor Michelle Kaufusi
Chief Administrative Officer Scott Henderson City Attorney Brian Jones
Council Executive Director Justin Harrison City Recorder Heidi Allman

Conducting: Chair Gary Garrett
2

Prayer – Jessie Oiler
3

Pledge of Allegiance – Councilor Whipple
4

Presentations, Proclamations, and Awards
5

1 A recognition of Provo City's Employee of the Month (25-007) 00:01:27
6
7 Mayor Kaufusi spoke of the importance of having quality employees. Director of Human Resources Daniel 
8 Softley recognized Tami Olsen as Employee of the Month for September 2025. 
9

Public Comment
10
11 Chair Garrett read the public comment preamble and opened the public comment period. 
12
13 Andrew Thompson, Provo resident, said he had a vision of a world where accessibility was not an issue. 
14 He gave examples of areas in Provo that needed to be addressed. 
15
16 With no other public comments, Chair Garrett closed the public comment period.
17

Action Agenda
18

2 A resolution consenting to board and commission appointments (25-031) 00:13:39
19

Motion: An implied motion to approve Resolution 2025-45, as currently constituted, has been 
made by Council rule. 

20

https://protect.checkpoint.com/v2/r01/___https://www.youtube.com/provocitycouncil___.YzJ1OmNpdHlvZnByb3ZvOmM6b2ZmaWNlMzY1X2VtYWlsc19hdHRhY2htZW50OmViZTAxMTgwZTdjYmIxMDUzZjAwYWJlNmQ4NjgzNTRkOjc6Y2I4MjozMGY3MzdiZDkyYTUzYzZmMGQ0N2E4YjJkOGJiZGQ4ZWE5YTAzMDAxOGNkOGQ2ODRjYTVjNmQ5OTRkMjM1Y2IwOnA6VDpO
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=07cGLb7-sXU&t=87s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=07cGLb7-sXU&t=819s
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21 Mayor Kaufusi recommended the following for appointment:
22
23 David Taylor Airport Board
24 Jared Cobia Airport Board
25 Mel Leseberg Airport Board
26 Susan Krueger-Barber Landmarks Commission
27 Jon Lyons Planning Commission
28
29 Chair Garrett opened the meeting for public comment, and closed public comment seeing no one come 
30 forward.
31
32 Councilor Christensen said he knew the individuals recommended for appointment to the Airport Board 
33 were very qualified.  
34
35 Chair Garrett called for a vote.
36

Vote: The motion passed 7:0 with Councilors Bogdin, Christensen, Garrett, Handley, Hoban, 
MacKay, and Whipple in favor.

37
3 An ordinance amending Provo City Code regarding the area where accessory dwelling units 

are permitted (PLOTA20250238) 00:16:55
38

Motion: An implied motion to approve an Ordinance, as currently constituted, has been made 
by Council rule. 

39
40 City Planner Jessica Dahneke presented a proposal to add the property at 3080 Bannock Drive (R1.10 
41 Zone) to the area in which accessory dwelling units (ADUs) were allowed. If the proposed text amendment 
42 was approved, any future owner of the property would be able to go through the process to apply to have 
43 an ADU. The application did not apply to any other properties in the area. Ms. Dahneke said the property 
44 owners gathered signatures of support from 66% of their surrounding neighbors. 
45
46 Ms. Dahneke said City Code required owner occupancy on a property for an ADU to be allowed, with 
47 owner occupancy defined as occupancy as a primary residence by an owner of 50% or more of the 
48 property. One of the two owners on the property title, Christina Gibson, indicated intent to make the 
49 property her primary residence; however, required documentation showing income or tax deduction on 
50 the property was not provided. Staff recommended denial of the request. At a neighborhood meeting, 24 
51 neighbors indicated they were in favor and 5 were against. The Planning Commission recommended 
52 approval based on the fact that the property owners had not owned the property long enough to have 
53 tax documents to show.
54
55 Joseph Faucett, husband of applicant Christina Gibson, read aloud a letter from Christina requesting 
56 approval of the proposed text amendment, and stating she believed the request aligned with the spirit of 
57 the City’s housing goals. She said affordability of the home investment had been based on a long-term 
58 plan to rent out the main unit while living in the ADU. The letter stated her intention to remain on the 
59 property long-term and eventually move into the main home as her family grew, and said she had no 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=07cGLb7-sXU&t=1015s


PENDING APPROVAL - DRAFT MINUTES
Please Note – These minutes have been prepared with a timestamp linking the agenda items to the video 
discussion. Electronic version of minutes will allow citizens to view discussion held during council meeting.

Provo City Council Meeting – September 23, 2025 (DRAFT)  Page 3 of 12

60 intention of using the property as short-term housing. While she was in the process of purchasing the 
61 home, the property was within the area in which ADUs were allowed; however, while the purchase was 
62 in escrow, laws and area boundaries changed, and she did not learn of the change until after the sale was 
63 complete. Mr. Faucett showed a timeline of the process, and shared that the other individual on the title 
64 was Ms. Gibson’s father, who helped with the purchase of the home. He said the property could 
65 comfortably park seven vehicles, and said the home was already set up for a compliant ADU with no 
66 construction necessary. Mr. Faucett said they were aware of several unauthorized ADUs in the 
67 neighborhood, but wanted to go through the process in good faith to be compliant. 
68
69 Councilor Bogdin asked if the home was currently being rented, and Mr. Faucett said it was. 
70
71 Chair Garrett opened public comment.
72
73 Rhoda Gaufin, Provo resident, said she was representing Indian Hills. She said she did an informal survey 
74 of the neighbors, with more than 70% of respondents in favor. Ms. Gaufin said the property owners were 
75 trying to be compliant, and suggested the City consider the application under a special use permit. 
76
77 Jennifer Knapp, Provo resident, said she was the first homeowner to do an overlay zone in Provo and it 
78 had been a huge blessing to her family. She spoke in favor of approval. 
79
80 Sharron Memmott, Provo resident, said she voted against the proposal at the neighborhood meeting. She 
81 said she was opposed to spot zoning, and said she did not remember the ability to have ADUs in the 
82 neighborhood having been cancelled. 
83
84 Ben Eyre, Provo resident, said he lived in an adjacent neighborhood. He spoke in opposition to spot zoning, 
85 and said he hoped the Council would be extremely careful with making exceptions to Code. 
86
87 David Taylor, Provo resident, said he lived in the Oak Hills neighborhood. He asked the Council to carefully 
88 consider spot exemptions. 
89
90 Chair Garrett closed public comment and invited Council discussion.
91
92 City Attorney Brian Jones explained previous accessory dwelling unit and supplementary dwelling unit 
93 overlays available in Provo, and described changes made as a result of State legislation. Mr. Jones said it 
94 was the special use permit option that was eliminated while the applicant was going through the purchase 
95 process. He emphasized that if the request was approved, subsequent owners of the property would be 
96 eligible for an ADU rental dwelling license if all requirements were met. Mr. Jones said it was his 
97 understanding that the current applicants did not meet the owner-occupancy requirements for a rental 
98 dwelling license. 
99

100 Councilor Whipple asked if Ms. Gibson would be able to qualify if her father signed a quit-claim deed. Mr. 
101 Jones said the suggestion would work as long as doing so did not violate the City’s sham transaction rule. 
102 The ownership interest would truly need to be transferred. Councilor Whipple said she knew a lot of young 
103 people would not be able to purchase a home without help from parents and the ability to rent out a 
104 portion of their property, and said the requirement that all people on title as owners had to occupy the 
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105 property made the ability impossible. She said it was a policy question for the Council to consider, and 
106 said she thought it interesting that neighbors were supportive of the arrangement with the current 
107 applicants.
108
109 Chair Garrett reopened public comment for William Gibson, father of the applicant (participating 
110 remotely).
111
112 William Gibson, resident of Rohnert Park, California and father of applicant, said the wording of the Code 
113 was confusing regarding owner occupancy to qualify for an ADU. He said staff interpreted Code to indicate 
114 100% owner occupancy was required, and asked why the Code said 50% if 100% owner occupancy was 
115 required. 
116
117 Chair Garrett closed public comment.
118
119 Councilor Hoban said the only option available at the moment was permanent, which he felt was not 
120 ideal. Responding to a question from Councilor Hoban, Mr. Jones said even if the property were added to 
121 the map as having potential for an ADU, the applicant would not qualify for a rental dwelling license 
122 because of current owner-occupancy restrictions. Mr. Jones said he suspected the 50% owner occupancy 
123 requirement was written in Code, and the subsection with the 100% owner occupancy requirement was 
124 added later without removing or changing the 50% language. He said he did not know if the mortgage 
125 company would allow Mr. Gibson to quit claim his interest.
126
127 Councilor MacKay said the sham transaction law was enacted because a lot of investors had found a way 
128 around having owner-occupied ADUs. She said the City was in a constant battle to keep housing as 
129 affordable as possible. Councilor MacKay emphasized that any decision made by the Council would not 
130 be a reflection on the character of the applicants.
131
132 Councilor Bogdin asked what percentage of Provo was ADU eligible, and staff responded that 
133 approximately half of the residential zones were ADU allowable. 
134
135 Councilor Handley said the situation was complicated, and said he had been supportive of allowing 
136 Citywide access to ADUs. Councilor Handley said spot zoning was now the only way to address the current 
137 situation, and said he believed it was a mistake for the Council to have taken away the special use permit 
138 option. He said he felt the Council needed to do more and be more innovative and creative to make 
139 ownership for young people as flexible as possible. He expressed the opinion that the issue would not go 
140 away. He said he would not be comfortable voting in favor of the application because of spot zoning and 
141 because of the current owner occupancy rule. 
142
143 Councilor Hoban said the Council took away the special use permit to be able to review the situations on 
144 a case-by-case basis. He said the property had ample parking and neighborhood support, did not seem to 
145 be a sham transaction, and seemed to be a good location for an ADU.
146

Motion: Councilor Hoban made a motion to continue the matter until the applicant was able to 
meet the owner occupancy requirement. The motion was seconded by Councilor 
Handley.
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147
148 Chair Garrett called for a vote on the substitute motion.  
149

Vote: The motion failed 3:4 with Councilors Handley, Hoban, and Whipple in favor, and 
Councilors Bogdin, Christensen, Garrett, and MacKay opposed.

150
151 Councilor Whipple commented that Provo Code currently allowed occupancy of a head of household and 
152 all individuals related to them, as well as rental of space to two more related or unrelated persons, all 
153 occupying the home as a single unit. She said the option would not work for an external ADU, but could 
154 work for an internal ADU with a connection between the two units. She said a young couple moving into 
155 a home would be permitted to bring in a couple of roommates with a rental dwelling license. 
156
157 Chair Garrett said he was impressed with the applicant’s presentation. He said he was in favor of allowing 
158 neighborhoods to decide to participate in an overlay zone, instead of spot zoning single properties. 
159 Councilor Bogdin said she would be supportive of a neighborhood choosing to participate rather than spot 
160 zoning. 
161
162 Councilor Christensen said the issue was not about character, but was very commercial. He said spot 
163 zoning the property would change the value of the property, since it would essentially be a duplex instead 
164 of a single-family home. He said there were no easy answers to the housing crisis, and said he felt strongly 
165 that neighborhoods mattered. Councilor Christensen said ADUs were allowed in half of Provo, and the 
166 applicant chose to buy where ADUs were not allowed. He said he did not feel spot zoning was the answer, 
167 and did not think spot zoning was the appropriate way to address the particular issue. He said he would 
168 not vote in favor. 
169
170 Councilor Hoban said he did not like the idea of large swaths of the City having ADUs, and preferred the 
171 idea of the Council having more discretion with the location of ADUs. He said it appeared a majority of 
172 the neighborhood was supportive of the application. He said he struggled with the logic of allowing two-
173 thirds of a neighborhood to decide ADUs should be allowed in an entire neighborhood, versus allowing 
174 the Council to decide on a case-by-case basis. 
175
176 Councilor Whipple said the General Plan called for gradual infill throughout the City, and the application 
177 before the Council, especially with neighborhood support, was exactly that type of gradual increase. She 
178 said the application, if approved, would have much less impact on a neighborhood than making an entire 
179 neighborhood subject to ADUs.  
180
181 Chair Garrett called for a vote on the implied motion.
182

Vote: The motion failed 2:5 with Councilors Hoban and Whipple in favor, and Councilors 
Bogdin, Christensen, Garrett, Handley, and MacKay opposed.

183
4 An ordinance amending the Zone Map classification of real property, generally located at 

920 S 1020 W from the One-Family Residential (R1.8) and Residential Agricultural (RA) Zones 
to the One-Family Residential (R1.7) Zone, Sunset (PLRZ20250388) 01:21:47

184

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=07cGLb7-sXU&t=4907s
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Motion: An implied motion to approve Ordinance 2025-49, as currently constituted, has been 
made by Council rule. 

185
186 Ms. Dahneke presented an application to rezone property located at 920 South 1020 West from R1.8 and 
187 RA to R1.7 to allow for creation of one additional lot to develop one additional family dwelling. 
188
189 Chair Garrett opened public comment, and closed public comment seeing no one come forward. With no 
190 Council discussion, he called for a vote.
191

Vote: The motion passed 7:0 with Councilors Bogdin, Christensen, Garrett, Handley, Hoban, 
MacKay, and Whipple in favor.

192
193 Chair Garrett moved to item 11 on the agenda.
194

11 A public hearing for the Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation Report (CAPER) 
(25-096) 01:24:19

195
196 Melissa McNalley, Community Grant Administrator, presented a Consolidated Annual Performance and 
197 Evaluation Report for FY2025. She showed overall progress toward five-year plan goals, and answered 
198 questions from the Council.
199
200 Chair Garrett opened a public hearing, and closed the public hearing seeing no one come forward. Ms. 
201 McNalley added that comments would be accepted on the website until Sunday, September 28, 2025.
202
203 Chair Garrett moved back to item 5 on the agenda.
204

5 An ordinance amending the Zone Map classification of real property, generally located at 
3200 W Bulldog Lane, from the OSPR and R1.20 Zones to One-Family Residential with 
Performance Development Overlay (R1.6(PD)) Zone, Lakeview North (PLRZ20250397) 
01:29:27

205
Motion: An implied motion to approve Ordinance 2025-50, as currently constituted, has been 

made by Council rule. 
206
207 Bill Peperone, Director of Development Services, presented the request for rezone to the R1.6(PD) Zone. 
208 He explained the Performance Development Overlay allowed housing to be moved off environmentally 
209 sensitive areas by clustering housing units. He said the project was a joint venture between Nilson Homes 
210 and Provo City to provide workforce housing. Mr. Peperone said helping to enable first responders who 
211 worked in Provo to live in Provo would benefit both the City and worker quality of life.
212
213 Responding to a question from Chair Garrett, Mr. Peperone said 34 of the proposed 68 units would be 
214 workforce homes. Chair Garrett said the Council had heard from residents about the need for commercial 
215 space in the area. Mr. Peperone said staff were aware of the desire for commercial amenities on the west 
216 side. He said the City tried for several years to get a Smith’s at Geneva Road and Center Street. Mr. 
217 Peperone said space had been reserved for commercial at 2000 North and Lakeview Parkway.

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=07cGLb7-sXU&t=5059s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=07cGLb7-sXU&t=5367s


PENDING APPROVAL - DRAFT MINUTES
Please Note – These minutes have been prepared with a timestamp linking the agenda items to the video 
discussion. Electronic version of minutes will allow citizens to view discussion held during council meeting.

Provo City Council Meeting – September 23, 2025 (DRAFT)  Page 7 of 12

218  
219 Chair Garrett asked the developer about planned traffic mitigation. Matt Meyer, Engineer with Nilson 
220 Homes, said the traffic had been well studied, and said the City Traffic Engineer had indicated the 
221 proposed development would not add significantly to area traffic. Mr. Meyer explained planned accesses 
222 and site lines. 
223
224 Councilor Christensen asked Mr. Meyer to explain why Nilson Homes was uniquely qualified for the 
225 project. Mr. Meyer said the mission of Nilson Homes was to provide single-income homes, and described 
226 a previous Nilson Homes project in Weber County with a mix of market-rate homes and starter-home 
227 product. 
228
229 Chair Garrett opened public comment.
230
231 David Gail, Provo resident, thanked the Council for considering the workforce housing proposal, and said 
232 he supported the goal of creating more affordable housing. He expressed concern with the location, and 
233 said the west side was quickly running out of sites that could support everyday neighborhood services in 
234 west Provo. He encouraged the Council to amend the plan to reserve space for a small restaurant, café, 
235 dance or fitness studio, or hair salon. Mr. Gail emphasized that families needed places to meet daily needs 
236 close to home. 
237
238 Adam Borrowman, Provo resident, said he agreed with the goal of affordable housing, but felt there had 
239 not been enough effort or investigation into a small business or grocer for the property. Mr. Borrowman 
240 said he believed more investigation needed to be done into the desires and needs of the residents of west 
241 Provo.  
242
243 Christina Borowman, Provo resident, urged the Council to reconsider the proposal, pause the resolution, 
244 and work with residents to find a more balanced plan with both housing and service options for the 
245 community.
246
247 Janice Knuckles, Provo resident, urged the Council to reconsider the proposal. She said she was concerned 
248 about the environmental impact, and concerned about how critical Provo workers would be 
249 accommodated by the development. Ms. Knuckles said she did a quick search on the internet and found 
250 homes for sale in Provo for under $500,000 with more square footage, more bedrooms, and more 
251 bathrooms. She said she did not understand how the proposed project would be affordable housing for a 
252 median worker in Provo.
253
254 Steve Zuckerman, Provo resident, said the Bulldog development had designated wetlands on it. He asked 
255 if the required land use permit had been submitted for the portion of the development designated 
256 wetlands. Mr. Zuckerman mentioned a study of Utah Lake. 
257
258 Sarah Van Cleve, Executive Director of Utah Community Land Trust, spoke of the importance of land trusts. 
259 She emphasized that the cost of the land affected the cost of the home, and removing the cost of the land 
260 made buying a home more affordable for first time homebuyers. She said there would be deed 
261 restrictions, resale requirements, and income restrictions that would support workforce housing. Deputy 
262 Executive Director Jessie Ostler emphasized that the workforce housing would require owner occupancy.
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263
264 Keaka Hanamaikai, Provo resident, said things on the west side like the Provo Airport, Epic Sports Park, 
265 and Walmart were not for Provo residents. He said they were used by people from outside Provo. Mr. 
266 Hanamaikai said getting to the grocery store for residents on the west side was nuts, and said he shopped 
267 in Orem. He expressed the opinion that the City had not done anything for residents on the west side. 
268
269 Chair Garrett closed public comment. 
270
271 Councilor MacKay said the Council knew food services were needed on the west side. She said she 
272 received a lot of comments about grocery stores from residents of southeast and southwest Provo. 
273 Councilor MacKay said she heard from many that they shopped at Walmart because other stores were 
274 too expensive, and said the City had tried hard to get Smith’s to come. She emphasized that a total of 139 
275 acres were slated for commercial use on the west side. Councilor MacKay said the City could not force 
276 commercial to come before it was ready, and the proposed development would help by adding rooftops. 
277 She said conversations had taken place with the School Board and with Intermountain about land trusts 
278 and workforce housing. She said the median income in the County was used to determine if applicants 
279 qualified. Councilor MacKay said the area designated wetlands would remain undeveloped with addition 
280 of a boardwalk trail.
281
282 Councilor Bogdin said west side resident committees had been involved in west side planning, and said 
283 there had been a robust public interface. Mr. Peperone described the public process used when 
284 developing a plan for the west side, and said great effort was taken with neighborhood meetings and 
285 public hearings. Councilor Bogdin said the public input meetings had been well attended. Mr. Peperone 
286 said Public Works would make sure all environmental regulations were followed in the next stage of the 
287 process. 
288
289 Councilor Bogdin said she had been impressed with the current Council, and said there was a lot for the 
290 Council to balance. She said every member of the Council listened to and tried to address each concern 
291 they heard, and tried to figure out what was best for every part of the City. 
292
293 Councilor MacKay said Provo City had the lowest income in the State, and about 52% of the City was non-
294 profit and did not pay property taxes, which affected whether a company wanted to locate in Provo. The 
295 City had needed to make some of it’s own economic drivers, including the airport and sports complex, to 
296 help keep property taxes lower and local businesses stronger. 
297
298 Responding to a question from Chair Garrett, Mr. Peperone said there were 39 City employees on a 
299 waiting list wanting to prequalify for the workforce housing opportunity. 
300
301 Councilor Whipple asked about the size of the homes. Mr. Meyer said the workforce homes would be a 
302 maximum of 1,500 square feet, and all would have attached garages. The garages would not be included 
303 in the square footage calculation. 
304
305 Chair Garrett called for a vote.
306
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Vote: The motion passed 7:0 with Councilors Bogdin, Christensen, Garrett, Handley, Hoban, 
MacKay, and Whipple in favor.

307
6 A resolution accepting an annexation petition for further consideration for approximately 

2.13 acres of property generally located at 5490 N Canyon Road (PLANEX20240291) 02:19:14
308

Motion: An implied motion to approve Resolution 2025-46, as currently constituted, has been 
made by Council rule. 

309
310 Ms. Dahneke said the two residential properties addressed with the petition for annexation each had one 
311 single-family dwelling, with no further development plans. 
312
313 Councilor Bogdin asked about the motivation for annexation, and Ms. Dahneke said an applicant was in 
314 attendance and could answer questions. She said she believed the applicants wanted to be part of the 
315 City and have access to first responder services. Councilor Whipple asked if the Public Works Department 
316 had any concerns about the proposed annexation, and Ms. Dahneke said Public Works reviewed the 
317 petition and had no concerns. 
318
319 Sandy White, applicant, said the homes were built in 1974 and had been part of the County since that 
320 time. She said surrounding properties were all now in the City, and the applicants chose to petition for 
321 annexation instead of waiting for the City to do it. 
322
323 Chair Garrett opened public comment.
324
325 Scott Smith, Provo resident, said he lived adjacent to the White/Hall properties. He mentioned police 
326 response time, and said his property had been annexed two years prior.  
327
328 Chair Garrett closed public comment and invited Council discussion. With no Council discussion, he called 
329 for a vote.
330

Vote: The motion passed 7:0 with Councilors Bogdin, Christensen, Garrett, Handley, Hoban, 
MacKay, and Whipple in favor.

331
7 A resolution accepting an annexation petition for further consideration for approximately 

144.98 acres of property generally located at 5078 N Canyon Road (PLANEX20240331) 
02:25:35

332
Motion: An implied motion to approve Resolution 2025-47, as currently constituted, has been 

made by Council rule. 
333
334 Ms. Dahneke said the subject 144.98 acres were located adjacent to the White/Hall properties.  She said 
335 there was an intention of development, and the applicant would come back with a proposed development 
336 plan. Responding to a question from Councilor Bogdin, Ms. Dahneke said Public Works concerns would be 
337 addressed with the annexation agreement. She said the applicant had been working with Public Works to 
338 mitigate concerns. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=07cGLb7-sXU&t=8354s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=07cGLb7-sXU&t=8735s
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339
340 Councilor Christensen asked about sewer capacity. Zach Hartman with Utah Land Advisors, representing 
341 the lender that foreclosed on a big portion of the property, said the development plan would match the 
342 City’s plan for the area. He said he was comfortable with the sewer capacity. Councilor Christensen 
343 referred to a previous project that ended up having significant sewer problems, and asked how the subject 
344 property was different. Ms. Dahneke said the proposed resolution before the Council would accept an 
345 annexation petition. The applicant would need to come back with a project plan showing capacity. 
346 Councilor Christensen said he was not pushing against the project, but was curious to know what was 
347 different about the property.
348
349 City Recorder Heid Allman emphasized that the proposed resolution was only to accept an annexation 
350 petition for further consideration. 
351
352 Councilor Handley asked if the desire to annex into the City would change if the City chose not to pursue 
353 development. Mr. Hartman said he was moving through the process in good faith, and wanted to annex 
354 into Provo regardless of the treatment. He said he was excited about working with Provo. 
355
356 Chair Garrett opened public comment.
357
358 Scott Smith, Provo resident, said his property bordered the subject property for almost a mile. He said 
359 there had not been anyone like the applicants looking at the subject property in a long time, and said he 
360 liked everything he had heard from them. He said he would like to see homes on the subject property. 
361
362 Sharron Memmott, Provo resident, said she was curious if the developer had looked at what could be 
363 done as part of the County. She said she wanted to keep as much open space in the area as possible. 
364
365 Ginny Smith, Provo resident, said she knew the neighbors wanted a reasonable residential neighborhood 
366 that was respectful of the environment. She expressed concerns about access to public trails, and 
367 concerns about infrastructure. Ms. Smith encouraged the Council to approve the resolution so the process 
368 could move forward.
369
370 Chair Garrett closed public comment and invited Council discussion. With no Council discussion, he called 
371 for a vote.
372

Vote: The motion passed 6:0 with Councilors Bogdin, Christensen, Garrett, Handley, MacKay, 
and Whipple in favor, and Councilor Hoban excused.

373
8 An ordinance amending the Zone Map classification of real property, generally located at 

2858 West Center Street, from the Agricultural (A1.1) Zone to the One-Family Residential 
(R1.7) Zone, Fort Utah neighborhood (PLRZ20250384) 02:46:50

374
Motion: An implied motion to approve Ordinance 2025-51, as currently constituted, has been 

made by Council rule. 
375

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=07cGLb7-sXU&t=10010s
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376 Planning Supervisor Aaron Ardmore said the applicants were hoping to rezone the subject property to be 
377 able to subdivide. The existing home would remain on Lot 2, with three new building lots for a total of 
378 four. He explained proposed access easements, and said the Planning Commission and staff supported 
379 the proposed rezone.  
380
381 Councilor Bogdin asked if surrounding property owners had been asked if they wanted to join in the 
382 rezone. Kevin Peterson, representing the applicant, said they had not. He said they were not aware such 
383 a request would be made. Mr. Peterson said the existing home was currently occupied by the 
384 owner/applicant. Rocky Williams, applicant, said he might develop Lot 1 himself, and already had a 
385 potential developer for Lots 3 and 4, which he would sell. 
386
387 Chair Garrett opened public comment. With no public comment, he closed public comment and invited 
388 Council discussion.
389
390 Councilor Hoban asked the size of the parcel. Mr. Ardmore said the parcel was 1.04 acres.
391
392 Chair Garrett called for a vote.
393

Vote: The motion passed 7:0 with Councilors Bogdin, Christensen, Garrett, Handley, Hoban, 
MacKay, and Whipple in favor.

394
9 An ordinance amending Provo City Code Title 14 to remove data centers as permitted or 

conditional uses (PLOTA20250458) 02:52:40
395

Motion: An implied motion to approve Ordinance 2025-52, as currently constituted, has been 
made by Council rule. 

396
397 City Planner Hannah Salzl said the Council had reviewed and discussed the proposed ordinance at previous 
398 meetings. She presented the ordinance, and said it was a cleanup item in preparation for creating a data 
399 center overlay zone that would allow for more targeted application. 
400
401 Chair Garrett opened the item for public comment, and closed public comment seeing no one come 
402 forward. He invited Council discussion, and seeing none, called for a vote. 
403

Vote: The motion passed 7:0 with Councilors Bogdin, Christensen, Garrett, Handley, Hoban, 
MacKay, and Whipple in favor.

404
10 An ordinance enacting Provo City Code Chapter 14.34A to create a data center overlay zone 

(PLOTA20250182) 02:54:37
405

Motion: An implied motion to approve Ordinance 2025-53, as currently constituted, has been 
made by Council rule. 

406

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=07cGLb7-sXU&t=10360s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=07cGLb7-sXU&t=10477s
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407 Ms. Salzl presented a proposed Data Center Overlay that could be applied only to M1 and PIC Zones. She 
408 explained proposed requirements, and presented areas of concern addressed by the overlay. Councilor 
409 Bogdin emphasized the Council had gone through the proposed ordinance at length.  
410
411 Councilor Handley said he believed the City should be creative and aggressive in asking for more than 
412 offered by potential applicants concerning energy sources. 
413
414 Chair Garrett opened public comment.
415
416 David Gail, Provo resident, asked how the locations of the zones were determined.
417
418 Chair Garrett closed public comment and invited Council discussion. With no Council discussion, he called 
419 for a vote.
420

Vote: The motion passed 7:0 with Councilors Bogdin, Christensen, Garrett, Handley, Hoban, 
MacKay, and Whipple in favor.

421
Adjournment

422
423 The meeting was adjourned by unanimous consent at approximately 8:35 pm.
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PROVO MUNICIPAL COUNCIL 
Redevelopment Agency Governing Board
Stormwater Service District Governing Board
Regular Meeting Minutes
5:30 PM, Tuesday, December 16, 2025
Council Chambers (Room 100)
445 W. Center Street, Provo, UT 84601 or 
https://www.youtube.com/provocitycouncil 

1
Roll Call
THE FOLLOWING MEMBERS OF THE COUNCIL AND ADMINISTRATION WERE PRESENT: 

Councilor Becky Bogdin Councilor Craig Christensen
Councilor Gary Garrett Councilor Travis Hoban
Councilor George Handley Councilor Katrice MacKay
Councilor Rachel Whipple Mayor Michelle Kaufusi
Chief Administrative Officer Scott Henderson Council Executive Director Justin Harrison
City Attorney Brian Jones City Recorder Heidi Allman

Conducting: Chair Gary Garrett
2

Prayer – Richard Bowler
3

Pledge of Allegiance – Councilor Handley
4

Presentations, Proclamations, and Awards
5

1 A presentation recognizing outgoing elected officials for their years of service to Provo City 
(25-007) 00:02:51

6
7 Chief Administrative Officer Scott Henderson recognized and thanked Mayor Michelle Kaufusi for eight 
8 years of serving the community as Mayor. Council Executive Director Justin Harrison recognized and 
9 thanked Councilor George Handley for his eight years of service on the Provo City Council. Mr. Harrison 

10 presented Councilor Handley with a gift, and the Council took the opportunity for a photo. 
11
12 Councilor Handley thanked his family for their support, and thanked staff, Mayor Kaufusi, fellow 
13 Councilmembers, and Provo residents. Mayor Kaufusi said it had been an honor and privilege to work 
14 alongside staff, residents, and the Council, and thanked her husband for his support. 
15

2 A ceremony recognizing Provo City Employee of the Month (25-007) 00:19:26
16
17 Mr. Henderson said the Mayor’s Office chose a group recognition for December Employee of the Month 
18 under the leadership concept of One Provo. He said with the concept of collective talent, there was no 
19 issue that could not be solved. A photograph was taken of the Council and City staff. 
20

Public Comment

https://protect.checkpoint.com/v2/r01/___https://www.youtube.com/provocitycouncil___.YzJ1OmNpdHlvZnByb3ZvOmM6b2ZmaWNlMzY1X2VtYWlsc19hdHRhY2htZW50OjFmZDUyYWE2OTM3MTU1NDMwYmYyYzEwMDVhYTc1MDM3Ojc6MDk1ODoyNWEwZTIxNDQ0MDEwOGNhYTlhOWMzODZiYjU3YWY4YzQ4YTZiZDI4N2RjZmUyNDQ3NmU2YzBjOTg2YjJhZTk5OnA6VDpO
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wMfBXiT4zXM&t=171s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wMfBXiT4zXM&t=1166s
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21
22 Chair Garrett read the public comment preamble and opened the public comment period. 
23
24 Jeremiah Maughan, Mapleton resident and Provo landlord, said he learned that his personal information 
25 was to be made available to renters, and said he was not personally comfortable with his personal address 
26 and information being included on a lease. He asked the Council to reconsider the policy. 
27
28 Catherine Hall, Provo resident, referred to illegal rentals, and asked about the next step after court to 
29 bring people into compliance. 
30
31 With no other comments, Chair Garrett closed public comment.
32

Action Agenda
33

3 A resolution consenting to board and commission appointments (25-031) 00:32:20
34

Motion: An implied motion to approve Resolution 2025-54, as currently constituted, has been 
made by Council rule. 

35
36 Mayor Kaufusi recommended the following appointments:
37 Ryan Koller Transportation and Mobility Advisory Committee
38 James Brookhart Transportation and Mobility Advisory Committee
39 Fred Bandley Energy Board
40 Carol-Lyn Jardine Energy Board
41
42 Chair Garrett opened public comment, and closed public comment seeing no one come forward. With no 
43 Council discussion, Chair Garrett called for a vote. 
44

Vote: The motion passed 7:0 with Councilors Bogdin, Christensen, Garrett, Handley, Hoban, 
MacKay, and Whipple in favor.

45
4 A resolution authorizing a conservation easement for City-owned parcels in Provo Canyon 

(25-086) 00:35:02
46

Motion: An implied motion to approve Resolution 2025-55, as currently constituted, has been 
made by Council rule. 

47
48 Melia Dayley, Council Policy Analyst, said years of work had gone into putting together a conservation 
49 easement for three City-owned parcels in Bunnell’s Canyon. Utah Open Lands would be the easement 
50 holder (grantee), and Provo City would be the grantor, with no ongoing cost to the City or taxpayers. Ms. 
51 Dayley recognized City staff for putting a lot of work into the conservation easement. 
52
53 Chair Garrett invited public comment. 
54

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wMfBXiT4zXM&t=1940s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wMfBXiT4zXM&t=2102s
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55 Kaye Nielson, Provo resident and Executive Director for Conserve Utah Valley, said she had been working 
56 with Provo City for almost five years to get the conservation easement to the finish line. She said she was 
57 excited for the conservation easement to be approved. Ms. Nielson thanked staff for all their work.  
58
59 Wendy Fischer, Executive Director of Utah Open Lands, expressed support for the conservation easement. 
60
61 Brennen Lee, Provo resident and member of the Sustainability Committee, expressed support for the 
62 conservation easement. He thanked the Mayor, Council, and City staff. 
63
64 Taylor Money, Orem resident, expressed support for the conservation easement. He said he hoped the 
65 conservation easement would serve as an example to the rest of the State and the Country, and said he 
66 was impressed with the progress the City had made over the years with parks and recreation.
67
68 Daniel Jensen, volunteer with Utah Valley Trails Alliance, expressed support for the conservation 
69 easement and appreciation for everyone who had worked on it.  
70
71 Catherine Hall, Provo resident, expressed support and said she hoped the conservation easement would 
72 open the door for other areas to be considered. 
73
74 Chair Garrett closed public comment and invited Council discussion. 
75
76 Councilor Handley thanked Ms. Dayley for her coordination efforts, and thanked all groups involved. 
77 Councilor Christensen thanked everyone involved in making the conservation easement happen, and said 
78 the conservation easement was one of the reasons he ran for elected office. 
79
80 Chair Garrett called for a vote.
81

Vote: The motion passed 7:0 with Councilors Bogdin, Christensen, Garrett, Handley, Hoban, 
MacKay, and Whipple in favor.

82
5 An ordinance amending Provo City Code regarding the Neighborhood District Program Map 

(25-093) 00:50:32
83

Motion: An implied motion to approve Ordinance 2025-67, as currently constituted, has been 
made by Council rule. 

84
85 Rachel Breen, Neighborhood District Program Coordinator, presented proposed changes to the 
86 Neighborhood District Map. The first proposed change was to split the Carterville neighborhood along the 
87 Provo River, creating Carterville (population 4,480) and Brickyard (population 4,866). She said the 
88 residents and District 4 Board were in favor. 
89
90 The second proposed change would rename Neighborhood Districts to be lettered instead of numbered 
91 to avoid confusion with Council Districts 1-5. Ms. Breen said five Neighborhood District Executive Board 
92 Members had said they would prefer descriptive names for the Neighborhood Districts instead of letters: 
93 North, East, West, Northwest, and Central. 
94
95 Chair Garrett opened public comment. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wMfBXiT4zXM&t=3032s
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96
97 Catherine Hall, Provo resident, expressed the opinion that descriptive names would be better than letters.
98
99 Aaron Wheatley, Provo resident, said he was in favor of descriptive names. 

100
101 Jack James, Provo resident, said he was in favor of descriptive names.
102
103 Chair Garrett closed public comment and invited Council discussion.
104

Motion: Councilor MacKay made a substitute motion to amend Ordinance 2025-67 to use 
descriptive names to describe each Neighborhood District. The motion was seconded 
by Councilor Whipple.

105
Vote: The motion passed 7:0 with Councilors Bogdin, Christensen, Garrett, Handley, Hoban, 

MacKay, and Whipple in favor.
106
107 Chair Garrett called for a vote on the amended implied motion.
108

Vote: The motion passed 7:0 with Councilors Bogdin, Christensen, Garrett, Handley, Hoban, 
MacKay, and Whipple in favor.

109
6 An ordinance amending Provo City Code Chapter 5.09 (Recreation, Arts, and Parks Tax) 

providing for the imposition, collection, and distribution of a local sales and use tax to fund 
recreation, arts, and parks (25-076) 01:00:46

110
Motion: An implied motion to approve Ordinance 2025-68, as currently constituted, has been 

made by Council rule. 
111
112 City Recorder Heidi Allman said almost 86% of voters voted in favor of the RAP Tax in the last election. 
113 The last step to implement the RAP Tax was to update City Code.
114
115 Chair Garrett invited public comment, and closed public comment seeing no one come forward. 
116
117 Councilor Hoban said the RAP Tax directly benefited members of the public, and captured revenue from 
118 those visiting, as well as living in Provo. Councilor Hoban said he was excited to renew the RAP Tax.
119
120 Chair Garrett called for a vote.
121

Vote: The motion passed 7:0 with Councilors Bogdin, Christensen, Garrett, Handley, Hoban, 
MacKay, and Whipple in favor.

122
7 An ordinance amending the authority to settle claims under Provo Code Section 3.10.050 

(25-111) 01:03:16
123

Motion: An implied motion to approve Ordinance 2025-69, as currently constituted, has been 
made by Council rule. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wMfBXiT4zXM&t=3646s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wMfBXiT4zXM&t=3796s
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124
125 City Attorney Brian Jones presented a proposed amendment to Code Section 3.10.050 to add the ability 
126 for the Mayor to select a designee to settle claims in situations of potential conflict of interest, and to 
127 update numbers in the section. 
128
129 Chair Garrett opened the item for public comment, and closed public comment seeing no one come 
130 forward. He opened the item for Council discussion, and with no discussion, called for a vote.
131

Vote: The motion passed 7:0 with Councilors Bogdin, Christensen, Garrett, Handley, Hoban, 
MacKay, and Whipple in favor.

132
8 An ordinance amending Provo City Code Chapter 9.51.010 (25-101) 01:05:50

133
Motion: An implied motion to approve Ordinance 2025-70, as currently constituted, has been 

made by Council rule. 
134
135 Fire Marshal Lynn Schofield presented Ordinance 2025-70 to enact the 2026 Wildland Urban Interface 
136 (WUI) Code as required by HB48. He said the WUI Code would only apply to new construction, not to 
137 existing homes. Mr. Schofield answered questions from the Council, and said the WUI area would be 
138 reassessed every three years. He said provisions of HB48 provided some protection for homeowners in 
139 the WUI area from being dropped by their insurance companies or having their rates exorbitantly 
140 increased.
141
142 Councilor Bogdin said that evening was Mr. Schofield’s last Council presentation before retirement, and 
143 thanked Mr. Schofield for his service. Mr. Schofield said it had been a great honor to serve in Provo City. 
144
145 Chair Garrett opened the item for public comment. With no public comment, and no Council discussion, 
146 he called for a vote.
147

Vote: The motion passed 7:0 with Councilors Bogdin, Christensen, Garrett, Handley, Hoban, 
MacKay, and Whipple in favor.

148
9 An ordinance amending Provo City Code 4.04.100 to allow pension-eligible employees to 

receive matching 401(k) contributions from the City (25-109) 01:24:25
149

Motion: An implied motion to approve Ordinance 2025-71, as currently constituted, has been 
made by Council rule. 

150
151 Director of Human Resources Daniel Softley presented a proposed amendment to City Code to allow post-
152 retirement employees to participate in the City’s matching 401(k) program if allowed by Utah Retirement 
153 Systems (URS). This would include sworn police officers and firefighters. 
154
155 Chair Garrett opened the item for public comment, and closed public comment seeing no one come 
156 forward. With no Council discussion, he called for a vote.
157

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wMfBXiT4zXM&t=3950s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wMfBXiT4zXM&t=5065s
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Vote: The motion passed 7:0 with Councilors Bogdin, Christensen, Garrett, Handley, Hoban, 
MacKay, and Whipple in favor.

158
159 Chair Garrett called a ten-minute recess.
160

10 A public hearing to receive input from the public with respect to the issuance of up to 
$20,000,000 of transportation sales tax revenue bonds for the purpose of financing 
construction of the Airport terminal expansion (25-020) 01:27:21

161
162 Brian Torgersen, Airport Director, said the proposed bond would provide a bridge to bring incremental 
163 funding allocated for the project forward for construction. Mr. Torgersen explained phasing for the 
164 terminal expansion project, and answered questions from the Council. 
165
166 Chair Garrett opened a public hearing, and closed the public hearing seeing no one come forward. Chair 
167 Garrett invited Council discussion.
168
169 Councilor Christensen thanked airport staff, and said he knew operations of the project were very 
170 complex.  
171

11 A resolution authorizing issuance of transportation sales tax revenue bonds of Provo City; 
approving related indenture and documents; and authorizing all other actions necessary to 
complete the transactions (25-020) 01:40:38

172
Motion: An implied motion to approve Resolution 2025-56, as currently constituted, has been 

made by Council rule. 
173
174 Director of Administrative Services Dan Follett said the proposed resolution set parameters for 
175 transportation sales tax revenue bonds for construction of the airport terminal expansion. He emphasized 
176 the revenue bonds would not increase resident property tax rates. Responding to a comment from 
177 Councilor Bogdin, Mr. Torgersen said the sales tax revenue would come to Provo City through a County 
178 option sales tax. 
179
180 Chair Garrett opened public comment. 
181
182 Aaron Wheatley, Provo resident, said he loved the Provo Airport and appreciated the benefit to the 
183 community. 
184
185 Chair Garrett closed public comment and invited Council discussion. With none, he called for a vote.
186

Vote: The motion passed 7:0 with Councilors Bogdin, Christensen, Garrett, Handley, Hoban, 
MacKay, and Whipple in favor.

187
12 A resolution appropriating $20,000,000 in the Airport Fund for airport terminal expansion 

applying to the fiscal year ending June 30, 2026 (25-020) 01:47:54
188

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wMfBXiT4zXM&t=5241s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wMfBXiT4zXM&t=6038s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wMfBXiT4zXM&t=6474s
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Motion: An implied motion to approve Resolution 2025-57, as currently constituted, has been 
made by Council rule. 

189
190 Mr. Torgersen thanked the Council for approval of the bond with the previous agenda item, and said 
191 proposed Resolution 2025-57 would allow bond funds to be spent. 
192
193 Chair Garrett invited public comment. With no public comment and no Council discussion, Chair Garrett 
194 called for a vote.
195

Vote: The motion passed 7:0 with Councilors Bogdin, Christensen, Garrett, Handley, Hoban, 
MacKay, and Whipple in favor.

196
13 An ordinance amending the Consolidated Fee Schedule to update fees related to business 

licenses and rental dwelling licenses (25-072) 01:48:58
197

Motion: An implied motion to approve Ordinance 2025-72, as currently constituted, has been 
made by Council rule. 

198
199 Laramie Gonzalez, Customer Service Business Analyst, explained how licensing fees had changed in Provo 
200 since 1984, and emphasized that rental dwelling license fees had not changed since 2006. He said a fee 
201 study was conducted in 2010, and updated in 2011, with fees proposed to cover City costs, but not 
202 adopted. 
203
204 Aaron Sanborn with Zions Public Finance presented a Business License and Rental Dwelling License Study, 
205 and emphasized that license fees were intended to recover the City’s cost of providing a service. He 
206 explained the revenue sufficiency model and methodology used, explained calculation of 
207 disproportionate costs, and showed comparative fees of other cities in the area. Mr. Sanborn said 
208 including disproportionate costs in the business license fee would put Provo around the average 
209 comparatively. He showed the following revenue projection:
210
211 Current Business License Revenue with no changes to the fee structure $505,202.00
212 Estimated Fee Revenue, Base Fee Only $640,693.20
213 Estimated Fee Revenue, Base Fee + Disproportionate Fee $968,872.95
214
215 Mr. Sanborn explained calculation of rental dwelling license fees, and showed the following base 
216 administrative costs:
217

LICENSE TYPE CURRENT FEES CALCULATED FEE
Extra Living Space (Elderly) $50 $38.15
Rental Dwelling License $20 $86.42
Rental Dwelling License Multiple Unit (MU) $60 $53.27 + $67.96 per unit

218
219 Councilor Whipple said the City had not been charging per unit, and asked if inspections had been 
220 occurring in multi-unit complexes. Mr. Gonzalez said upon initial application, every rental dwelling license 
221 did incur an inspection from the Development Services team, with an additional inspection during a three-

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wMfBXiT4zXM&t=6538s
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222 year period as needed. Mr. Gonzalez explained average time spent by staff, and said inspectors were 
223 booked solid with the number of inspections needed.
224
225 Councilor Whipple said the Council was getting significant push back on the rental dwelling license fees 
226 from people who operated rental complexes, and said she had been told that inspections were not being 
227 done. Mr. Gonzalez said it was his understanding that every application received an initial inspection. 
228 Councilor Whipple pointed out the inspection was not done every year, and asked why the full cost of 
229 inspection would be included in the annual fee. Mr. Gonzalez said the amount for inspection included in 
230 the proposed fee anticipated an initial inspection and a subsequent inspection within three years. 
231
232 Councilor Whipple asked if staff knew of other cities that charged a price per unit instead of charging by 
233 type of apartment complex. Mr. Sanborn said there were some cities in Davis County that charged a per 
234 unit cost, and said many cities did not have rental dwelling licenses. Councilor Whipple asked why the 
235 inspection cost was included in the base cost and not the disproportionate cost. Mr. Sanborn said 
236 disproportionate costs captured impact on City services such as emergency response and traffic. He said 
237 the inspection was an administrative cost. 
238
239 Councilor Whipple said she had been under the impression the City only looked at a couple of 
240 representative units and not all units in a large complex. Two other individuals said they had the same 
241 understanding. Mr. Gonzalez said it was his understanding that part of a rental dwelling license approval 
242 was inspection of each unit by Development Services. 
243
244 Mr. Jones noted that the Council had questions that might be best answered by other members of staff, 
245 and reminded the Council that they had the option to continue the agenda item to a future meeting for 
246 more information. Mr. Sanborn was asked to finish his presentation.
247
248 Mr. Sanborn showed the following rental dwelling license fee revenue projection:
249
250 Rental Business License Revenue with no changes to fee structure $121,030
251 Estimated Fee Revenue, Base Fee Only $545,142
252 Estimated Fee Revenue, Base Fee + Disproportionate Fee $822,716
253
254 Mr. Sanborn explained that under State Code, a municipality could not adopt a new disproportionate 
255 rental fee unless the municipality provided a disproportionate rental fee reduction and utilized a Good 
256 Landlord Program.
257
258 For business licensing, Mr. Gonzalez said Customer Service Staff recommended the City adopt the new 
259 proposed fee structure based on business classification (currently based on employee count), and adopt 
260 the new proposed base fee plus disproportionate fee. 
261
262 For rental dwelling licensing, Customer Service Staff recommended the City adopt the new proposed base 
263 fee, but not the disproportionate fee at that time. Staff recommended further discussion of a Good 
264 Landlord Program and the disproportionate fee. He presented the following pros and cons of a Good 
265 Landlord Program:
266
267 PROS
268  May encourage landlords to raise rental standards
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269  Would allow the City to charge a disproportionate fee
270
271 CONS
272  Tracking the program would require extra resources
273  Not enforceable
274  Offering a discount for participation would be a loss of revenue below actual costs to the City
275  Research and survey data showed no increase of rental standards were realized
276
277 Councilor Hoban asked which department facilitated and processed licenses. Mr. Gonzalez said Customer 
278 Service facilitated the process. 
279

Motion: Councilor Hoban moved to split the item to remove the Rental Dwelling License portion 
from the exhibit. Councilor Christensen seconded the motion. 

280
281 Councilor Christensen said he appreciated the work that had gone into ensuring services were paid for by 
282 those who used them. He said he wanted to spend more time on the rental dwelling license. 
283
284 Councilor Whipple suggested individuals in the audience attending to comment on the rental dwelling 
285 license portion of the item send their comments and questions to the Council by email to ensure their 
286 concerns were considered before a vote was taken. Councilor Hoban said his motion to separate the rental 
287 dwelling license from the implied motion was to allow more time for discussion and public input.
288
289 Councilor MacKay said the goal was for tax payers to not be subsidizing fees. She said she knew the City 
290 did not have the staff or the time to inspect every unit in large complexes.  
291
292 Chair Garrett called for a vote on the motion to separate the licensing items.
293

Vote: The motion passed 7:0 with Councilors Bogdin, Christensen, Garrett, Handley, Hoban, 
MacKay, and Whipple in favor.

294
295 Councilor Whipple asked if businesses received a bill for fire services rendered at their sites. Mr. Gonzalez 
296 said he was unsure. Councilor Whipple said a disproportionate fee did not make sense if costs were 
297 directly billed for individual services. Mr. Sanborn said the question did not come up through the process 
298 of the study. Councilor Bogdin said it was her understanding that ambulance services were directly billed.
299
300 Mr. Gonzalez said the proposed effective date was April 1, 2026 to allow for software changes and 
301 updates.
302
303 Chair Garrett opened public comment for business licensing fees. With none, he closed public comment 
304 and invited Council discussion. With none, he called for a vote on the amended implied motion.
305

Vote: The motion passed 7:0 with Councilors Bogdin, Christensen, Garrett, Handley, Hoban, 
MacKay, and Whipple in favor.

306
Motion: Councilor Hoban made a motion to continue the Rental Dwelling License issue. The 

motion was seconded by Councilor Chiristensen. 
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307
308 Chair Garrett said the Council received an email that morning from the Government Affairs Director of 
309 the Rental Housing Association of Utah, Justin Allen, stating that in the past whenever Provo was 
310 considering issues concerning rental property operations, previous elected officials and staff had invited 
311 the RHA to participate in the process. Mr. Jones said he believed a member of the Council had consulted 
312 the RHA regarding rental-specific regulations in the past. Mr. Gonzalez said he knew the RHA had good 
313 information concerning implementation of a Good Landlord Program.
314
315 Councilor Whipple said she wanted to make sure the City took exempt businesses into account when 
316 considering disproportionate fees. She asked to see what the base fee would be without a per-unit cost, 
317 and asked for clarification on unit inspections. Councilor Whipple said if inspecting every unit would result 
318 in better units for tenants, there could be value, but pointed out that more staff would be needed to carry 
319 out the inspections. She said she did not want to charge for inspections that were not being done. 
320 Councilor Whipple asked how much staff time was spent on document review, how much on checking 
321 County records, and how much time was spent on inspections. Mr. Gonzalez said he would try to get the 
322 information. 
323
324 Councilor Christensen said he wanted to make sure the fee charged added value for landlords, said he 
325 wanted to feedback from landlords, and wanted to make sure inspections done by the City were helpful 
326 to landlords.
327
328 Mr. Jones referred to Councilor Whipple’s request to take exempt businesses into account with the 
329 disproportionate fee, and pointed out staff’s recommendation was to not implement the 
330 disproportionate fee. Councilor Whipple responded that her request was partially meant to make sure 
331 numbers generated were consistent with Code. Mr. Jones commented that numbers generated for the 
332 disproportionate fee were irrelevant if the disproportionate fee was not implemented. Councilor Whipple 
333 said she was trying to check whether a per-unit charge was something that fell under disproportionate 
334 fees. She said she liked the idea of a well-functioning Good Landlord Program, and said she did not want 
335 to foreclose discussion of a disproportionate fee and Good Landlord Program. Mr. Jones said he believed 
336 the Council voted in the work session to follow the recommendation of staff and not include the 
337 disproportionate fee in the final ordinance. Councilor Whipple said she would drop the question.
338
339 Chair Garrett called for a vote on the motion to continue.
340

Vote: The motion passed 7:0 with Councilors Bogdin, Christensen, Garrett, Handley, Hoban, 
MacKay, and Whipple in favor.

341
14 A resolution approving the appropriation of $10,000 to pay for a public safety impact fee 

study for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2026 (25-105) 03:04:07
342

Motion: An implied motion to approve Resolution 2025-58, as currently constituted, has been 
made by Council rule. 

343
344 Budget Controller Kelsey Zarbock explained the request to appropriate $10,000 for a public safety impact 
345 fee study for FY2026. She said the last study was done in 2017, and staff wanted to make sure fees were 
346 up to date. 
347

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wMfBXiT4zXM&t=184s
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348 Chair Garrett opened the item for public comment, and closed public comment seeing no one come 
349 forward. With no Council discussion, he called for a vote.
350

Vote: The motion passed 7:0 with Councilors Bogdin, Christensen, Garrett, Handley, Hoban, 
MacKay, and Whipple in favor.

351
15 A resolution approving the transfer of up to $500,000 from Provo City’s Disaster Recovery 

Fund to the Stormwater Service District for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2026 (25-106) 
03:05:46

352
Motion: An implied motion to approve Resolution 2025-59, as currently constituted, has been 

made by Council rule. 
353
354 Ms. Zarbock said the Public Works Department had been able to absorb a lot of costs related to the fire 
355 and mudslide disaster in the Buckley Draw area, but excavation of the debris channel was expensive, and 
356 Public Works requested up to $500,000 from the Disaster Recovery Fund to help with the expense. The 
357 Disaster Recovery Fund currently had a balance of about $1.9 million.
358
359 Chair Garrett asked if the exact amount of the transfer was known. Ms. Zarbock said the costs to date had 
360 been tracked to over $433,000. Responding to a question from Councilor Bogdin, Jimmy McKnight with 
361 the Public Works Department said the tracked costs did not include any City equipment, staff time, or gas. 
362 Mr. McKnight said there was still material to be removed, so a total cost was not available. He said he 
363 would provide the total cost as soon as he could. 
364
365 Chair Garrett opened public comment, and closed public comment seeing no one come forward. With no 
366 Council discussion, he called for a vote.
367

Vote: The motion passed 7:0 with Councilors Bogdin, Christensen, Garrett, Handley, Hoban, 
MacKay, and Whipple in favor.

368
369 With no objections, the Provo Municipal Council adjourned and reconvened as the Stormwater Service 
370 District Governing Board of Provo City with Chair Garrett conducting.
371

Stormwater Service District Governing Board
372

16 A resolution appropriating up to $500,000 in the Stormwater Fund for flood mitigation 
efforts for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2026 (25-106) 03:09:56

373
Motion: An implied motion to approve 2025-SSD-12-16-1, as currently constituted.

374
375 Ms. Zarbock said the previous agenda item transferred money from the Disaster Recovery Fund to the 
376 Storm Water Fund. The proposed resolution would appropriate the funds for spending.  
377
378 Chair Garrett opened the item for public comment. With none, he invited Board discussion. With none, 
379 he called for a vote.
380

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wMfBXiT4zXM&t=11146s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wMfBXiT4zXM&t=11396s
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Vote: The motion passed 7:0 with Board Members Bogdin, Christensen, Garrett, Handley, 
Hoban, MacKay, and Whipple in favor.

381
382 With no objections, the Stormwater Service District Governing Board adjourned and reconvened as the 
383 Redevelopment Agency Governing Board of Provo City with Chair Whipple conducting.
384

Redevelopment Agency of Provo
385

17 A resolution approving a development agreement for real property, generally located at 
3200 W Bulldog Lane, between the Provo City Redevelopment Agency and Nilson Homes 
(25-115) 03:11:29

386
Motion: An implied motion to approve 2025-RDA-12-16-1, as currently constituted.

387
388 Melissa McNalley, Redevelopment Director, presented a proposed development agreement between the 
389 Provo RDA and Nilson Homes for Delta Vista. Under the development agreement, the RDA would transfer 
390 property to Nilson Homes in exchange for 34 deed restricted workforce homes to be overseen by the Utah 
391 Community Land Trust.
392
393 Responding to a question from Board Member Bogdin, staff said the proposed resolution was the final 
394 legislative step. All subsequent approvals would be done by staff. 
395
396 Chair Whipple opened the item for public comment, and closed public comment seeing no one come 
397 forward. Chair Whipple invited Board discussion. 
398
399 Board Member Christensen expressed support, and said he was grateful for administrative leadership in 
400 getting the development agreement put together. Board Member MacKay said she was thrilled. Board 
401 Member Garrett said he was excited for the innovation shown by the concept, and said he hoped it could 
402 be duplicated. Board Member Bogdin spoke of a need for affordable workforce housing statewide, and 
403 said she excited. 
404
405 Chair Whipple called for a vote.
406

Vote: The motion passed 7:0 with Board Members Bogdin, Christensen, Garrett, Handley, 
Hoban, MacKay, and Whipple in favor.

407
Adjournment

408
409 The meeting was adjourned by unanimous consent at approximately 9:02 pm.

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wMfBXiT4zXM&t=11489s
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PROVO MUNICIPAL COUNCIL 
Regular Meeting Minutes
5:30 PM, Tuesday, May 26, 2026
Council Chambers (Room 100)
445 W. Center Street, Provo, UT 84601 or 
https://www.youtube.com/provocitycouncil

1
Roll Call
THE FOLLOWING MEMBERS OF THE COUNCIL AND ADMINISTRATION WERE PRESENT: 

Councilor Becky Bogdin Councilor Craig Christensen
Councilor Gary Garrett Councilor Travis Hoban
Councilor Katrice MacKay Councilor Rachel Whipple
Councilor Jeff Whitlock Mayor Marsha Judkins
Council Executive Director Justin Harrison Chief Administrative Officer Scott Henderson
City Attorney Brian Jones

Conducting: Chair Katrice MacKay
2

Prayer – Gavin Whiting
3

Pledge of Allegiance – Councilor Travis Hoban
4

Presentations, Proclamations, and Awards
5

1 A ceremony recognizing the Provo City Employee of the month: Communications (26-007) 
01:33

6
7 Barbara Smith, Director of Communications, recognized Cassidy Clegg Smith, Graphic Designer in the 
8 Communications Division, as the May 2026 Employee of the Month. She highlighted Cassidy's creativity, 
9 exceptional customer service, professionalism, and dedication to serving City departments and residents 

10 through her graphic design work. Ms. Smith noted Cassidy's significant contributions to City 
11 publications, branding, events, and communications, and congratulated her on the well-deserved 
12 recognition.
13

Public Comment 07:34
14
15 Chair MacKay read the public comment preamble and opened the public comment period.
16
17 David Spencer, a candidate for Utah County Commissioner Seat B, introduced himself and shared his 
18 background as a former Orem City Council member. He said his priorities include improving 
19 communication and collaboration between the County and its cities, increasing transparency and 
20 accountability in county government, and ensuring local governments have opportunities to share their 
21 needs and priorities.
22

https://www.youtube.com/provocitycouncil
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=v7NeHLyg5dU&t=93s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=v7NeHLyg5dU&t=454s
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23 Gavin Whiting, a Provo resident, said he was attending his first Council meeting to become more 
24 involved in local government. He expressed concern about the approval process for a proposed data 
25 center in another county, stating he believed public input had been limited. He asked how the Council 
26 would ensure that corporate interests and political donations would not take precedence over the 
27 interests of Provo residents.
28

Action Agenda
29
30 The Council considered Items 2–5 together.
31

2 A resolution approving the appropriation of $13,509.21 in the General Fund for a contractual 
sales tax increment post-performance payment to Day’s Market. (26-036) 10:18

32
Motion: An implied motion to approve Resolution 2026-14, as currently constituted, has been 

made by council rule. 
33
34 Cody Hill, Economic Development Division Director, explained that the City entered into sales tax 
35 increment reimbursement agreements with the four shopping centers between 2016 and 2019 to 
36 encourage reinvestment in aging commercial properties. He said each agreement reimburses owners 
37 with a portion of the sales tax generated above an established base-year amount after qualifying 
38 improvements are completed. Mr. Hill reported that each development has significantly exceeded its 
39 base-year sales tax revenue, demonstrating the success of the program and the City's investment in 
40 revitalizing the properties.
41
42 Councilor Garrett asked why the reimbursement payments had not been made by the deadlines 
43 identified in the staff reports. 
44
45 He explained that the delayed reimbursements resulted from a staff transition when he assumed 
46 responsibility for the agreements at the end of March, after the payment deadlines had passed. He 
47 accepted responsibility for the oversight and said he had implemented annual calendar reminders to 
48 ensure future payments are made on time.
49
50 Councilor Whitlock asked whether future reimbursement payments would be incorporated into the 
51 City's budget and how the City ensures sufficient funds are available for the payments. 
52
53 Brian Jones, City Attorney, explained that the reimbursement amounts cannot be determined until the 
54 qualifying sales tax revenue has been generated, which is why the City has historically used annual 
55 appropriations rather than budgeting estimated amounts. He further explained that the 
56 reimbursements are funded by the additional sales tax generated through the developments' 
57 performance, and staff was not aware of any timing issues between receiving the revenue and making 
58 the payments due to the City's healthy fund balance.
59
60 Councilor Bogdin expressed her preference for continuing to approve the reimbursements through 
61 annual appropriations rather than including them in the budget, stating that the process provides 
62 greater transparency and accountability. She also thanked Mr. Hill for providing detailed performance 
63 data and sales tax comparisons, noting that the information clearly demonstrated the effectiveness of 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=v7NeHLyg5dU&t=618s
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64 the reimbursement agreements and would help both the Council and the public evaluate future 
65 requests.
66
67 Chair MacKay opened public comment. With no public comments or Council discussion, she called for 
68 individual votes on items 2-5.
69

Vote: The motion passed 7:0 with Councilors Bogdin, Christensen, Garrett, Hoban, MacKay, 
Whipple, and Whitlock in favor. 

70
3 A resolution approving the appropriation of $31,033.33 in the General Fund for a contractual 

sales tax increment post-performance payment to the Shops at Riverwoods. (26-035) 10:18
71

Motion: An implied motion to approve Resolution 2026-15, as currently constituted, has been 
made by council rule. 

72
Vote: The motion passed 7:0 with Councilors Bogdin, Christensen, Garrett, Hoban, MacKay, 

Whipple, and Whitlock in favor. 
73

4 A resolution approving the appropriation of $83,851.50 in the General Fund for a contractual 
sales tax increment post-performance payment to Parkway Village. (26-034) 10:18

74
Motion: An implied motion to approve Resolution 2026-16, as currently constituted, has been 

made by council rule. 
75

Vote: The motion passed 7:0 with Councilors Bogdin, Christensen, Garrett, Hoban, MacKay, 
Whipple, and Whitlock in favor. 

76
5 A resolution approving the appropriation of $57,765.50 in the General Fund for a contractual 

sales tax increment post-performance payment to East Bay Shopping Center (26-033) 10:18
77

Motion: An implied motion to approve Resolution 2026-17, as currently constituted, has been 
made by council rule. 

78
Vote: The motion passed 7:0 with Councilors Bogdin, Christensen, Garrett, Hoban, MacKay, 

Whipple, and Whitlock in favor. 
79

6 An ordinance amending Provo City code to add a caretaker dwelling as a permitted accessory 
use in the general commercial zone. (PLOTA20260119) 19:23

80
Motion: An implied motion to approve Ordinance 2026-15, as currently constituted, has been 

made by council rule. 
81
82 Aaron Ardmore, Planning Supervisor, presented. He explained that caretaker dwellings are already 
83 permitted in several other commercial, industrial, and public facility zones, and the amendment was 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=v7NeHLyg5dU&t=618s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=v7NeHLyg5dU&t=618s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=v7NeHLyg5dU&t=618s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=v7NeHLyg5dU&t=1163s
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84 requested by a commercial property owner seeking an on-site residence to improve security, 
85 maintenance, and property oversight. He noted that the Planning Commission recommended approval.
86
87 Councilor Whitlock asked for additional information about the general commercial zone.
88
89 Mr. Ardmore explained that the general commercial zone serves as the City's standard commercial 
90 zoning district, allowing a broad range of retail, office, and commercial uses, but historically has not 
91 permitted residential uses. He said the Planning Commission supported the proposed amendment and 
92 discussed potential revisions to the standards for caretaker dwellings, noting those changes could be 
93 considered in a future code update. 
94
95 Councilor Whitlock confirmed that the Council could approve the amendment while considering 
96 revisions to the caretaker dwelling standards at a later date.
97
98 Chair MacKay opened public comment. 
99

100 Cheri Soelberg, a Provo resident, expressed concern about parking impacts associated with zoning 
101 changes. She described a recent emergency response in her neighborhood that was hindered by parked 
102 vehicles and asked the Council to continue considering parking availability and emergency access when 
103 evaluating future land use proposals.
104
105 With no other public comments, Chair MacKay invited a council discussion.
106
107 Councilor Bogdin voiced her support for the proposed amendment, noting that she had seen similar 
108 caretaker arrangements at hotels while attending college. She said having an employee reside on-site to 
109 provide security and oversee the property during non-business hours could be beneficial for commercial 
110 properties.
111
112 Chair MacKay called for a vote.
113

Vote: The motion passed 7:0 with Councilors Bogdin, Christensen, Garrett, Hoban, MacKay, 
Whipple, and Whitlock in favor. 

114
7 An ordinance prohibiting virtual currency kiosks within Provo City. (26-027) 25:23

115
Motion: An implied motion to approve Ordinance 2026-15, as currently constituted, has been 

made by council rule. 
116
117 Melia Dayley, Council Policy Analyst, presented. In response to questions raised during a previous work 
118 meeting, she reported that the Police Department had identified one fraud call specifically involving a 
119 cryptocurrency kiosk, while noting that additional fraud reports may have involved cryptocurrency but 
120 were not specifically categorized. She also explained that research indicates time pressure is a significant 
121 factor in the success of fraud schemes, suggesting that reducing immediate access to cryptocurrency 
122 kiosks could help prevent scams. Ms. Dayley clarified that the ordinance would prohibit businesses from 
123 hosting or operating virtual currency kiosks but would not prohibit residents from conducting 
124 cryptocurrency transactions through other means, such as mobile devices or computers.

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=v7NeHLyg5dU&t=1523s
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125
126 Councilor Whipple asked whether staff had spoken with businesses that host virtual currency kiosks and 
127 whether prohibiting the kiosks could create contractual issues for existing operators. 
128
129 Ms. Dayley explained that one business owner indicated the kiosk was installed through a leasing 
130 arrangement that generated rental income for the business. She noted that the Council could establish a 
131 delayed effective date for the ordinance to allow businesses time to comply and address any contractual 
132 obligations. 
133
134 Councilor Whipple expressed support for a delayed implementation period to minimize impacts on 
135 existing businesses.
136
137 Councilor Whitlock thanked Ms. Dayley for her follow-up research and asked whether cryptocurrency 
138 kiosks are typically used as a payment method in broader fraud schemes rather than being the source of 
139 the fraud itself. 
140
141 Ms. Dayley agreed that this is generally the case. 
142
143 Councilor Whitlock also confirmed that the proposed ordinance would not prohibit prepaid cards or 
144 similar products, and Ms. Dayley clarified that those items are not considered digital currency under the 
145 ordinance. 
146
147 Chair MacKay opened public comment. With none, she invited a council discussion.
148
149 Councilor Whitlock said he had initially been undecided about the proposed ordinance because of 
150 concerns about its impact on small businesses. However, after conducting additional research and 
151 speaking with a business owner, he concluded that the kiosks provide minimal financial benefit to 
152 businesses while posing a significant risk to the public through their use in fraud schemes. He stated 
153 that, although additional regulations could potentially improve safety, prohibiting the kiosks was the 
154 more practical approach given their limited use and the potential for substantial financial harm to 
155 victims.
156
157 Councilor Hoban expressed reservations about the proposed ordinance, stating that he did not believe 
158 virtual currency kiosks pose a greater risk of fraud than many other methods of conducting financial 
159 transactions. He suggested that most transactions conducted through the kiosks are likely legitimate and 
160 questioned whether prohibiting them was an appropriate role for government. While acknowledging 
161 that the ordinance would have a limited impact because relatively few kiosks operate in Provo, he said 
162 he did not see a compelling need to ban them.
163
164 Councilor Garrett asked whether Councilor Hoban had conducted any additional research regarding 
165 residents who are unbanked or rely on virtual currency kiosks as a financial service, referencing 
166 discussion from the earlier work meeting.
167
168 Councilor Hoban responded that he had not conducted additional research for the meeting but was 
169 speaking generally based on his understanding of cryptocurrency users. He said virtual currency is often 
170 used by younger individuals, people who are unbanked or underbanked, and others who prefer 
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171 alternatives to traditional banking. He noted that his comments were informed by his personal interest 
172 in blockchain technology and cryptocurrency.
173
174 Councilor Whitlock asked Councilor Hoban whether individuals who are unbanked primarily use virtual 
175 currency kiosks to convert cash into cryptocurrency and transfer it to their own digital wallets.
176
177 Councilor Hoban explained that some individuals who are unable to obtain traditional bank accounts 
178 due to their banking history may rely on alternative financial services, including virtual currency kiosks. 
179 He said these users often convert cash into cryptocurrency through the kiosks and transfer it to digital 
180 wallets on their phones to conduct transactions.
181
182 Chair MacKay noted that the proposed ordinance originated from concerns raised by a resident 
183 regarding cryptocurrency-related fraud. She emphasized that public input could help identify issues for 
184 Council consideration and encouraged residents to continue sharing concerns with the Council. She then 
185 called for a vote on the pending motion.
186

Motion: Councilor Whipple made a motion to amend Part 2, Paragraph C of the ordinance to 
provide that the ordinance would take effect four months after its passage. Councilor 
Christensen seconded the motion.

187
Vote: The motion passed 7:0 with Councilors Bogdin, Christensen, Garrett, Hoban, MacKay, 

Whipple, and Whitlock in favor. 
188
189 Councilor Hoban asked whether the City could notify businesses currently operating virtual currency 
190 kiosks about the ordinance and its delayed effective date. 
191
192 Ms. Dayley said staff would coordinate with the Administration to determine an appropriate notification 
193 process and follow up with the affected businesses.
194
195 Chair MacKay called for a vote on the implied motion.
196

Vote: The motion passed 5:2 with Councilors Christensen, Garrett, MacKay, Whipple, and 
Whitlock in favor. Councilors Bogdin and Hoban opposed.

197
Adjournment

198
199 The meeting was adjourned by unanimous consent at approximately 6:15 PM.
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PROVO MUNICIPAL COUNCIL
Work Meeting Minutes
1:00 PM | June 23, 2026
Provo Peaks Conference Room (110)
445 W. Center Street, Provo, UT 84601

Agenda 

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

Approval of Minutes
- June 9, 2026 work meeting 

Approved by unanimous consent

Business

1. A Resolution Approving Urban Deer Control Plan (26-054) 00:01:12

Nicholas Muhlestein, Assistant City Attorney, presented the item alongside Greg Hooke, BYU 
Managing Director of Building Operations and Grounds. Muhlestein noted that if the resolution 
is approved, a formal contract between Provo City and BYU would be required, under which 
BYU would conduct daily operations of the deer management program while remaining subject 
to state registration requirements. The contract would include a broad indemnification clause in 
favor of Provo City, given that BYU is the requesting party. Muhlestein also clarified that the 
plan as currently written references firearms for euthanasia; however, upon further review and 
consultation with police officials from both entities, the intent is to use captive bolt pistols rather 
than firearms, reducing public safety risk and potential disturbance.

Hooke explained that the current estimated deer population on BYU's campus is approximately 
60, though potentially higher. The goal is not to eliminate the herd entirely, but to reduce it to a 
manageable level of approximately 20 animals. Culling would take place in August when student 
population on campus is lowest, using walk-in traps baited with apples. Deer would be 

https://www.youtube.com/live/9tDDwq1NPnY?t=72s
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euthanized on-site and the venison donated to a pre-coordinated list of 20 recipients. Antlers 
would be collected by the state wildlife division. Motivations cited included safety concerns for 
students and campus visitors, as well as inbreeding issues within the isolated herd that have 
resulted in visible physical deformities.

Muhlestein noted that the program, if approved, would run through 2029 with a maximum of 20 
deer removed per year, though actual numbers may vary based on annual conditions. The plan 
remains subject to future modification. This item is scheduled for formal action at a subsequent 
evening meeting.

2. An Ordinance Amending the General Plan to Add the Storm Drain Master 
Plan (PLGPA20260193) 00:11:12

Shane Winters, Public Works Division Director – Public Services, introduced the item, with the 
primary presentation delivered by Kayson Shurtz of Hansen Allen & Luce and Carlos Garcia, 
Public Works Storm Drain Engineer. Winters provided context, explaining that the City updates 
its stormwater master plan every five to ten years to assess system capacity, integrate new 
regulatory requirements, close out completed impact fee projects, and identify new capital 
projects.

Shurtz outlined key differences between this update and the prior master plan. The updated 
model uses a finer resolution of drainage basin delineation, distinguishing between directly 
connected and unconnected impervious surfaces to more accurately predict runoff. The city 
employed AI-assisted impervious surface delineation technology to map hard surfaces citywide 
with greater precision than traditional lookup tables. Shurtz described the modeling process, 
which combines hydrologic and hydraulic analysis to identify where the system is at or over 
capacity. Modeled problem areas were cross-referenced with field observations from city staff to 
prioritize capital improvement projects.

The total capital improvement need identified was approximately $76.8 million, of which 
approximately $25.8 million is eligible for impact fee funding. The remainder would address 
existing system deficiencies and aging infrastructure.

A significant policy change presented was a proposed shift in how stormwater impact fees are 
assessed—from a gross acreage basis to an Equivalent Residential Unit (ERU) basis. Shurtz 
explained that the current gross acreage approach charges all developments equally regardless of 
the amount of impervious surface created, whereas the ERU approach ties fees directly to the 
volume of runoff a development will generate. Under the ERU method, an average residential 
lot's impervious area establishes the baseline unit, and commercial or higher-intensity 
developments pay proportionally more. The proposed per-ERU fee was calculated at 
approximately $1,477, compared to the current rate of approximately $8,200 per gross acre. 
Winters acknowledged that while the ERU approach is more equitable, it introduces greater 
variability in annual impact fee revenue, particularly depending on the mix of commercial versus 
residential development in any given year.

https://www.youtube.com/live/9tDDwq1NPnY?t=672s
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Councilor Whitlock questioned whether the proposed ERU count of 17,580 remaining units is 
time-sensitive, and Shurtz confirmed it is based on the current General Plan; deviations from that 
plan would necessitate an update to the fee calculation. The City also noted its intent to update 
impact fees annually, which would allow for incremental adjustments rather than large periodic 
increases.

3. An Ordinance Amending the General Plan to Update the Wastewater 
Collection Master Plan (PLGPA20260191) 00:55:34

City Planner Hannah Salzl introduced the item. Keith Larson from Bowen and Collins consulting 
firm presented the findings of the updated Wastewater Collection Master Plan. Larson noted that 
this update addresses system capacity and infrastructure age, and does not include impact fees or 
rate changes, both of which are under separate review and expected to return to the Council in 
the fall.

Larson reported that the existing sewer system is generally in good condition, with one major 
trunk line on the west side approaching capacity. Future modeling with anticipated development 
shows additional areas of concern emerging over time. He also addressed infrastructure age, 
noting that approximately 20 percent of the system predates the 1950s. Typical pipeline lifespan 
is 70 to 90 years, meaning a significant portion of the system is approaching the end of its useful 
life. A statistical analysis was performed to estimate replacement timing based on pipe age, 
material, and location, and a recommended capital facilities plan was developed accordingly.

Larson indicated that the capital improvement and replacement funding needs represent an 
increase over historical funding levels, though specific rate implications will be presented 
alongside the upcoming rate study. Councilor Whitlock noted that the survey's responses 
indicating insufficient staffing and revenues for replacement purposes were of interest, and 
Winters and Jimmy McKnight, Public Works Business Manager, clarified that day-to-day 
operations and maintenance are being managed adequately, but long-term replacement capacity 
remains underfunded. McKnight noted the current budget includes an additional collections 
position to assist.

4. A Resolution Attesting to the Review of the Municipal Wastewater Planning 
Program (MWPP) Survey for Calendar Year 2025 in Accordance with the Utah 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit (26-051) 01:04:03

David Torgersen, Water Reclamation Manager, presented the annual Municipal Wastewater 
Planning Program survey, a self-assessment required by the Utah Division of Environmental 
Quality as a condition of the City's state stormwater permit. The survey covers financial health, 
collection system condition, staffing levels, sanitary sewer overflows (SSOs), and related topics. 
Torgersen noted the survey was submitted late this year because the notification email had been 

https://www.youtube.com/live/9tDDwq1NPnY?t=3334s
https://www.youtube.com/live/9tDDwq1NPnY?t=3843s
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directed to a retired employee's account; the issue has been corrected and the state extended the 
submission deadline accordingly.

Torgersen highlighted the City's low SSO rate as a point of pride. Discussion touched on the 
contractor-caused SSO, which goes through the City's claims and legal process for cost recovery. 
Council Chair MacKay raised questions regarding the average monthly use charge and sinking 
fund, which McKnight clarified are reflective of all customers including commercial accounts, 
and that the City does not maintain a designated sinking fund.

Regarding biosolids, Torgersen explained that the City's 30-year arrangement to land-apply 
treated solids as fertilizer at a farm on the far side of Utah Lake is set to expire at the end of 
2026. Negotiations have been ongoing for approximately four years, and the City intends to 
formally request an extension, though acceptance by the farm is not anticipated. The nearest 
alternative identified is a facility in Logan, which is not cost-effective. The current contingency 
plan is to haul biosolids to a landfill, though Torgersen noted cost and long-term sustainability 
concerns with that approach, including the emerging issue of PFAS content in biosolids and 
potential tightening of landfill acceptance regulations. Winters noted that composting is under 
evaluation as a potential future option, though it involves operational complexity and community 
acceptance challenges.

5. A Presentation Regarding the Action Plan from the 2026 Growing Water 
Smart Workshop (26-053) 01:23:26

City Planner Hannah Salzl presented an update on the City's participation in the 2026 Growing 
Water Smart Workshop, hosted by a collaborative of partners including the Utah League of 
Cities and Towns. The workshop brought together representatives from multiple communities for 
facilitated sessions on water management policy and best practices. Provo City sent an 
interdepartmental team including the Mayor and Councilor Whipple, and was recognized as the 
first Utah city to participate in the workshop twice. A representative from the Central Utah Water 
Conservancy District also participated in Provo's breakout sessions.

The workshop produced five long-term goals organized around the central question of how 
Provo can maintain adequate water delivery as the city grows: (1) regional collaboration on 
water resources, including centralized reuse, graywater use, water rights protection, and 
legislative engagement; (2) sustainable funding for aging infrastructure through ongoing impact 
fee assessments and candidate education; (3) community members as water stewards, including 
refinement of existing water-wise programs and exploration of a Waterwise demonstration 
garden at the wastewater treatment plant; (4) thriving community green space, in coordination 
with the new Parks Director; and (5) water-wise new development, exploring code updates 
intended to build conservation into new construction with minimal added cost burden.

Salzl noted that most near-term action items are administrative in nature and will not require 
legislative action. Code-related updates, including possible exploration of a stretch code for 
water-wise development, could come before the Council in approximately three to six months. 

https://www.youtube.com/live/9tDDwq1NPnY?t=5006s
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Councilor Bogdin raised a concern about the Yoppify billing notification software being 
explored, noting that comparisons to neighboring users need to be meaningful and properly 
contextualized to be useful to residents. Salzl acknowledged the concern and confirmed it would 
be a factor in any decision to adopt that tool.

6. An Ordinance Amending Provo City Code Regarding the Requirements for an 
Agricultural Protection Area (PLOTA20260120) 01:33:44

Planner Jessica Dahneke presented the proposed ordinance text amendment, which would reduce 
the minimum acreage requirement for an Agricultural Protection Area (APA) from five acres to 
one acre, and remove the requirement that the property be receiving the greenbelt tax benefit. 
Dahneke explained that the greenbelt designation requires a minimum of five acres, whereas 
urban farming—a nearly equivalent tax benefit administered by Utah County—requires only one 
acre, aligning with the proposed new minimum. Both programs are administered entirely through 
the county. The change was requested by the City's agricultural commission.

Applications for APA designation are reviewed three times: by the Planning Commission, the 
County Agricultural Advisory Board, and finally by the City Council, which makes the final 
recommendation. Councilor Bogdin noted that she has no concern with the change given the 
county's existing requirements, including irrigation requirements for properties between one and 
five acres. Councilor Whitlock asked whether APA-designated properties provide any shield 
from adjacent nuisance complaints, and Dahneke and City Attorney Brian Jones clarified that 
state code protects normal, reasonable agricultural practices from nuisance claims arising from 
encroaching development, though standard tort liability still applies for issues such as property 
damage. The item is scheduled for formal action at a subsequent evening meeting.

7. An Ordinance Amending Provo City Parking Standards for Specific Uses and 
Locations (PLOTA20260080) 01:42:21

Development Services Director Bill Peperone provided context, and Planning Supervisor Aaron 
Ardmore presented the proposed ordinance. The amendments address three areas: reduced 
parking ratios for student housing near BYU campus, reduced parking ratios for housing near 
UVX transit stations, and allowance for off-site parking to count toward residential parking 
requirements.

Peperone noted that staff is aware of at least four development projects currently on hold 
pending the outcome of this amendment, including Park Plaza and the Bill Harris block. He cited 
cost of structured parking as a primary barrier to higher-density student housing near campus, 
and referenced data from a major developer partner showing that parking ratios at comparable 
university developments nationwide range from 0.24 to 0.51 spaces per bed, compared to Provo's 
current requirements. He also described recent projects where the economics of structured 
parking caused developers to reduce unit counts significantly.

https://www.youtube.com/live/9tDDwq1NPnY?t=5624s
https://www.youtube.com/live/9tDDwq1NPnY?t=6141s
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Council discussion was extensive. Councilor Christensen expressed concern that the proposal is 
too broad and risks negatively impacting neighboring residents, noting that parking is among the 
most frequent concerns he hears from constituents citywide. He preferred a more surgical, 
project-by-project approach rather than a uniform reduction across wide geographic areas. 
Councilor Hoban, participating remotely, expressed support for addressing Park Plaza 
specifically and for allowing off-site parking subject to a long-term lease requirement, but also 
preferred a more targeted approach for other provisions. Councilor Bogdin raised concerns about 
past experiences where reduced parking ratios led to spillover into surrounding neighborhoods 
and blocked driveways, and cautioned against assuming transit proximity meaningfully reduces 
car ownership among students.

Councilor Whitlock expressed support for the Park Plaza redevelopment specifically, noting 
upon a personal visit that the site is blighted, is directly adjacent to BYU, and does not have 
immediately adjacent neighborhood street parking that would be impacted. He requested data on 
the current effective parking ratio in the south-campus area when accounting for the existing mix 
of single-family homes occupied by students, and asked whether redevelopment at a lower ratio 
might actually result in a net increase in parking for the area. He also requested analysis on 
whether savings from reduced parking are passed on to renters, and suggested that additional 
data would strengthen future decision-making. Councilor Whipple, who arrived during the 
discussion, expressed support for the proposal, emphasizing that the affected geographic area 
near BYU is already very constrained—approximately one to two blocks south of campus—and 
that this presents an opportunity to test the approach in a limited area while working toward a 
long-stated goal of south-campus redevelopment.

Mayor Judkins noted that several developers had already expressed interest upon learning the 
item was on the agenda and had existing plans ready to present. She encouraged the Council to 
remain open to hearing from the developers at the evening meeting, and noted that requiring full 
parking under current code at Park Plaza would result in a structure with approximately four 
stories of parking and only two stories of housing.

Jones advised against an immediate motion to repeal the existing Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) program from code without further analysis, as doing so could undermine 
enforcement of existing TDM agreements that are already in place. Ardmore confirmed he would 
return to the evening meeting with available data and noted that the developers invited to present 
had been asked to address how they manage lower parking ratios and what tools they use to limit 
car ownership among tenants.

Following discussion, it was agreed that no formal motion would be made at this time, and the 
item would continue to the evening meeting for additional input from developers. Council 
consensus indicated a preference for a more geographically limited and surgically targeted 
approach, with interest in hearing specific proposals before taking legislative action.
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8. An Ordinance Rezoning Property at 5450 N Canyon Road from A1.5CH and 
OSPR to A1.1CHPD, R1.20CHPD, and RACHPD Zones. North Timpview 
Neighborhood (PLRZ20260115) 02:56:43

The Council acknowledged familiarity with this item. No questions were raised. The item is 
scheduled for formal action at a subsequent evening meeting.

9. A Discussion on Picking Up Required URS Member Contributions on Behalf 
of Tier II Public Safety Officers and Firefighters (26-050) 02:57:17

Human Resources Director Daniel Softley presented the item, noting that the URS contribution 
pickup rate has increased by 1.25 percent since last addressed in 2024, that Mayor Judkins has 
signed the required documentation, and that the cost is included in the adopted budget. Jones 
clarified that this item requires a formal motion from the governing body, and that the resulting 
minutes documenting the motion would serve as the required formal record for the state.

Council Vice-Chair Christensen moved to approve the pickup of required URS member 
contributions on behalf of Tier II public safety officers and firefighters. Councilor Bogdin 
seconded the motion. The motion passed: 7–0.

Closed Meeting
Jones advised that two items warranted a closed session: one regarding the character, 
professional competence, or physical or mental health of an individual, and one regarding the 
potential sale of real property, both of which are approved grounds for closed session under Utah 
Code 52-4-204 and 52-4-205.

Councilor Whipple moved to close the meeting. Council Vice-Chair Christensen seconded the 
motion. The motion passed: 7–0.

The Council recessed the work meeting and reconvened in closed session in the pre-function 
room.

https://www.youtube.com/live/9tDDwq1NPnY?t=10603s
https://www.youtube.com/live/9tDDwq1NPnY?t=10637s
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Future Together



Mountainland Association of 
Governments (MAG) at a Glance 
Why We Exist
● To empower communities to achieve their vision
● One of Utah’s 7 Associations of Governments

What We Do
● Collaborate regionally
● Connect communities to funding and services
● Advocate for local priorities
● Facilitate solutions

Focus Areas / Departments
● Aging Services
● Community & Economic Development
● Planning for Growth

Who We Serve
● Summit, Utah, and Wasatch Counties



Planning Department at a Glance 
Our Core Functions
● Regional Planning & Management

○ Manage the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for Utah County and the 
Rural Planning Organization (RPO) for Summit & Wasatch Counties

○ Develop the Regional Transportation Plan for urban Utah County.
○ Administer the regional Transportation Improvement Program

● Program Administration 
○ Administer planning programs for community planning and economic 

development
○ Offer technical assistance to local governments for coordinated transportation 

and land use plans, visions, studies
● Strategic Vision

○ Implement and promulgate the Wasatch Choice Vision to maintain high quality of 
life for our region

● Collaboration
○ Provide a vital forum for regional discussion and inter-agency collaboration



Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (MPO) at a Glance 
Who We Are
● Federally designated MPO for urban Utah County 

What We Do
● Develop and maintain the Regional 

Transportation Plan and Transportation 
Improvement Program

● Governed by locally elected officials and key 
partners including UDOT, UTA, DAQ, and FHWA

● Staffed by professional planners, data analysts, 
and transportation experts

Why It Matters
● Transportation projects must be in the RTP to 

receive federal and/or state funding



Purpose
● Plans roads, transit and active transportation in Utah 

County
● Ensures the safe/efficient movement of people and 

goods, improves mobility, and prepares for growth
Development
● Plans across city boundaries - supports and informs 

local planning efforts
● Uses qualitative and quantitative data
● Identifies long-range needs
● Aligns transportation projects with regional trends, 

goals, and member and partner input
Updates
● Updated every 4 years to address changing 

conditions and emerging trends
● In-progress RTP: “2055 RTP”

Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) at a Glance 



The RTP is:
● A unified transportation blueprint 

for Utah County
● A plan that aids cities in planning 

for growth
● A plan that improves regional 

mobility for all modes 
● A regional plan that reflects local 

plans
● Projects financial needs & funds

The RTP is not:  
● A mechanism to allocate specific 

dollars to specific projects (that's the 
TIP)

● Local land use policy
● Intended for local streets

Projects receiving state and federal funding must be in the RTP. 

RTP at a Glance 



2055 RTP TAC and Board Schedule
2026 2027

AUG

SEP

OCT

NOV

DEC

JAN

FEB

MAR

APR

MAY

JUN

Project Measures 
Weights Ranking

Adopt Final 
Ranking List

Initial Project 
Phasing

Final Project 
Phasing and Draft 

RTP

No Meeting

Air Quality Public 
Engagement 

Direction

Process Update

Legislative, Public, 
and Board 
Revisions

Initial Draft 2055 
RTP

Final Draft 2055 
RTP

Final 2055 RTP 
Adoption

Information Action



Purpose
● Federally required
● Implements the RTP

Key Factors
● Lists Regionally Significant projects for all 

transportation modes
● Identifies funding sources to maintain "Fiscal 

Constraint" 
● Includes projects to be constructed in the next 

4-5 years
● Encompasses projects funded by MAG, UDOT 

and UTA
Updates
● Updated annually
● Biennial selection process for projects 

Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) at a Glance 

STIP

MAG TIP

MPO Funded Projects

UDOT Funded Projects

UTA Funded Projects 

UDOT Rural

Other MPO 
TIPS



1. Identify Needs 

● Address 
Congestion Issues

● Address Safety 
Issues

● Accommodate 
Growth & New 
Modes

● Close Gaps in 
Regional 
Infrastructure

2. Develop & 
Prioritize in RTP

● Aligns with 
Wasatch Choice 
Vision

● Data Driven 
Evaluation

● Phases Projects 
Over 30+ Years

● Ensures Air Quality 
Conformity

● Engages Public & 
Partners

State Prioritized Funding 
(UDOT)

● ~ $1 Billion Annually

● Major Projects (freeways, 
interchanges)

● Annual Selection by 
Transportation Commission
Regionally Selected Funding 

(MAG)

● ~ $115Million Biennially

● Regional Projects (arterials, 
transit, trails)

● Biennial  Selection by MPO 
Board (spring/summer)

Project Development: Project Need to Programming
3. Program & Fund (TIP)



2026 TIP Selection Schedule
Milestones Date Committee

Kickoff January 8 Board

Project Idea Meetings with Staff January 19 - 22 TAC

Final Ideas Due February 2 TAC

Project Idea Meeting February 23 TAC

Concept Report Meetings with Staff March 23-26 TAC

Final Concept Reports Due April 6 TAC

Staff Scoring April 23 MAG

Concept Review and Scoring 
Meeting

April 27 TAC

Ranked List Recommendation May 4 TAC

Ranked List Review May 14 Board

Ranked List Approval June 11 Board

Project Funding and TIP 
Recommendation

August 3 TAC

Project Funding and TIP Approval August 13 Board

Selection Priorities



What Can MAG Planning Department Do for You?
● Provide demographic and 

socioeconomic data

● Provide land use and growth 

projections

● Offer GIS/mapping assistance

● Assist with federal eligibility 

guidance

● Help align projects with regional 

priorities

● Funds for preserving future 

transportation corridors

● Wasatch Choice Vision alignment

● Provide regional forum for 

transportation and growth related 

issues and opportunities

● Governmental and technical 

planning assistance

● Conduct small-area studies

● Help position projects for funding

● Fund a variety of planning & 

technical assistance projects

● Economic development assistance



Links to MAG’s Planning Dept Programs & Projects

● Community Development Block 
Grants

● Corridor Preservation Program

● Economic Development

● Local Administrative Advisor

● Metropolitan Planning 
Organization

● Public Engagement Plan 

● Regional Transportation Plan

● Station Area Plan Program

● Technical Assistance to 
Governments

● Transportation Improvement 
Program

● Unified Planning Work Program

● Utah’s Unified Transportation Plan

● Wasatch Back Rural Planning 
Organization

● Wasatch Choice Vision
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Who Is There to Help You?
MAG Staff

● Conduct studies, evaluate proposals, and manage federal transportation funds

● Ensure fiscal realism, regulatory compliance, and public engagement

● Coordinate with local governments, UDOT, UTA, and community members

● Provide technical expertise and recommendations

MPO Committees (Board & TAC)

● MPO Board: Policy Committee (all mayors and county commissioners in Utah Co.)

● MPO TAC: Technical Advisory Committee to the MPO Board - Composed of 

engineers, planners, and transportation professionals of Cities, Towns, and Utah Co.

● Committees meet monthly (public meetings)



What We Need from You?

● Early identification of project needs and priorities

● Participation in RTP workshops and other program/project events

● Feedback on draft plans

● Cost estimates for projects

● Clear local funding commitments

● Alignment with adopted regional vision, Wasatch Choice Vision

● Alignment with adopted Regional Transportation Plan

● Ensure information flow between Mayor, City Council members, and City 

Staff members



Staff Contact Information
MAG Orem Office: 586 East 800 North Orem, UT 84097 | 801-229-3800 | magutah.gov

LaNiece Davenport
MPO Director

801.229.3837 | laniece@magutah.gov
Kimberly Brenneman

Executive Assistant
801.597.6002 | kbrenneman@magutah.gov

Transportation Analytics Community & Economic Development

Robert Allen
Transportation Program Manager
801.229.3813 | rallen@magutah.gov
Kevin Feldt
Transportation Planning Manager
801.229.3841 | kfeldt@magutah.gov
Minoo Abrishami
Transportation Planner I
801.229.3845 | mabrishami@magutah.gov
Cody Christensen
Transportation Planner II
801.229.3848 | cchristensen@magutah.gov
Kendall Willardson
Transportation Planner II
801.229.3840 | kwillardson@magutah.gov

Tim Hereth
Analytics Manager
801.229.3843 | thereth@magutah.gov
Jared Lillywhite
Transportation Modeler
801.229.3842 | jlillywhite@magutah.gov
Matthew Silski
Senior GIS Analyst
801.229.3688 | msilski@magutah.gov

Dan Wayne
Community Planning & Economic 
Development Manager
801.229.3824 | dan.wayne@magutah.gov
Spencer Foster
Local Administrative Advisor
801.229.3675 | sfoster@magutah.gov
Shauna Mecham
Planner I/ Air Quality Analyst
801.229.3838 | smecham@magutah.gov
Karol Patterson
Economic Development Specialist
801.229.3665 | kpatterson@magutah.gov
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Questions?



RTP and TIP Map
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1

PROVO MUNICIPAL COUNCIL
WORK SESSION
STAFF REPORT

Submitter: KMARTINS
Presenter: LaNiece Davenport, MPO Directror of MAG

Department: Recorder
Meeting Date: 7/14/2026

Requested Duration (Minutes): 20 minutes
CityView or Issue File Number: 26-055

SUBJECT: 1 A presentation regarding the Mountainland Association of Governments 
(MAG) (26-055)

ADMINISTRATIVE RECOMMENDATION: Presentation only

ADMINISTRATIVE MEMO: Representatives from the Mountainland Association of 
Governments (MAG) will provide an overview of MAG’s Planning Department, including 
its role as the federally designated Metropolitan Planning Organization for urban Utah 
County. The presentation will explain MAG’s regional planning functions, the Regional 
Transportation Plan, the Transportation Improvement Program, project funding and 
prioritization processes, and opportunities for Provo City to coordinate with MAG on 
transportation, growth, economic development, technical assistance, and regional 
planning priorities. This item is intended as an informational orientation and discussion 
regarding Provo’s participation in regional planning efforts. 

FISCAL IMPACT: NA
 
COUNCIL STAFF MEMO:



1

PROVO MUNICIPAL COUNCIL
WORK SESSION
STAFF REPORT

Submitter: KMARTINS
Presenter: Kyle Hansen, Administrator for Intermountain Health 

Care
Department: Recorder

Meeting Date: 7/14/2026
Requested Duration (Minutes): 15 minutes
CityView or Issue File Number: 26-059

SUBJECT: 2 A presentation regarding an update from Intermountain Health Care (26-059)

ADMINISTRATIVE RECOMMENDATION: Presentation Only

ADMINISTRATIVE MEMO: An update from Intermountain Health Care 

FISCAL IMPACT: NA
 
COUNCIL STAFF MEMO:



1

PROVO MUNICIPAL COUNCIL
WORK SESSION
STAFF REPORT

Submitter: MMCNALLEY
Presenter: Melissa McNalley, Community Grants Administrator

Department: Development Services
Meeting Date: 7/14/2026

Requested Duration (Minutes): 10 minutes
CityView or Issue File Number: 26-025

SUBJECT: 2 A resolution amending the HOME-ARP allocation plan (26-025)

ADMINISTRATIVE RECOMMENDATION: Recommend approval of the change in 
amounts allocated to activities in the HOME-ARP Allocation Plan.

ADMINISTRATIVE MEMO: A subrecipient of the HOME-ARP funding is requesting 
transfer of funds from their tenant-based rental assistance (TBRA) allocation to their 
supportive services allocation. This item is subject to a 30 day public comment period 
and a publc hearing at the end of the 30 day period. 

FISCAL IMPACT: No overall impact as funding is being moved from one use to 
another.
 
COUNCIL STAFF MEMO:



UTAH VALLEY HOME CONSORTIUM

HOME-ARP ALLOCATION PLAN SUBSTANTIAL AMENDMENT
Background

The Utah Valley HOME Consortium (UVHC) received HOME Investment Partnerships Program 
– American Rescue Plan (HOME-ARP) funds to address the housing and service needs of 
HOME-ARP Qualifying Populations, as defined in HUD Notice CPD-21-10.

Following implementation of the HOME-ARP program and evaluation of community needs, the 
Consortium has determined that a reallocation of HOME-ARP funds will better address the 
immediate housing stability needs of Qualifying Populations by expanding access to short-term 
rental assistance and supportive services intended to prevent homelessness and promote long-
term housing stability.

This amendment constitutes a Substantial Amendment to the HOME-ARP Allocation Plan in 
accordance with HUD Notice CPD-21-10 and the Consortium’s Citizen Participation Plan.

Summary of Amendment

The Consortium proposes to reallocate a portion of an existing HOME-ARP Tenant-Based 
Rental Assistance (TBRA) award administered by Community Action Services and Food Bank 
to include:

1. HOME-ARP TBRA Assistance for Housing Stability and Eviction Prevention; and
2. HOME-ARP Supportive Services consisting of Case Management.

The total HOME-ARP funding allocation for the project remains unchanged. No additional 
HOME-ARP funds are being requested.

Existing Allocation
Activity Amount
HOME-ARP Tenant-Based Rental Assistance (TBRA) $420,000
Total $420,000

Proposed Allocation
Activity Amount
HOME-ARP TBRA Assistance $160,000
HOME-ARP TBRA Assistance – Housing 
Stability / Eviction Prevention

$160,000

HOME-ARP Supportive Services – Case 
Management

$100,000

Total $420,000



Description of Activities
HOME-ARP TBRA Assistance

HOME-ARP TBRA funds will continue to provide rental assistance, utility assistance, security 
deposits, and other eligible TBRA costs authorized under 24 CFR §92.209 and HUD Notice 
CPD-21-10.

HOME-ARP TBRA Assistance – Housing Stability / Eviction Prevention

HOME-ARP TBRA funds will provide short-term rental assistance, including rental arrears and 
prospective rental assistance, to HOME-ARP Qualifying Population households experiencing 
housing instability, housing insecurity, rent burden, or risk of homelessness. The purpose of this 
activity is to prevent homelessness and support housing stability.

HOME-ARP Supportive Services – Case Management

HOME-ARP Supportive Services funds will be used to provide case management services to 
HOME-ARP Qualifying Populations. Services may include intake and assessment, housing 
stabilization planning, service coordination, referrals to community resources, benefits 
navigation, landlord mediation, and follow-up services designed to assist households in 
obtaining and maintaining stable housing.

Qualifying Populations Served

All activities funded through this amendment shall be limited to HOME-ARP Qualifying 
Populations as defined in HUD Notice CPD-21-10, including:

 Individuals and families who are homeless;
 Individuals and families at risk of homelessness;
 Individuals and families fleeing or attempting to flee domestic violence, dating violence, 

sexual assault, stalking, or human trafficking;
 Other populations for whom providing supportive services or assistance would prevent 

homelessness or would serve those with the greatest risk of housing instability; and
 Veterans and families that meet one of the HOME-ARP Qualifying Population definitions.

The Consortium and its subrecipients shall maintain documentation sufficient to verify eligibility 
for all households assisted.

Need for Amendment

Since approval of the original HOME-ARP Allocation Plan, the Consortium and community 
partners have identified increased demand for homelessness prevention assistance and 
housing stabilization services among HOME-ARP Qualifying Populations. Community Action 
Services and Food Bank has reported a growing need for rental arrears assistance, short-term 
rental assistance, and case management services to prevent households from entering 
homelessness and to support successful housing retention.

The proposed reallocation will provide greater flexibility to address current community needs 
while remaining consistent with HOME-ARP statutory and regulatory requirements.

Expected Outcomes

The amendment is expected to:



 Increase housing stability for HOME-ARP Qualifying Populations;
 Prevent homelessness among households experiencing housing insecurity;
 Reduce barriers to obtaining and maintaining permanent housing;
 Improve access to supportive services and community resources; and
 Support long-term housing retention and self-sufficiency.

Public Participation

This Substantial Amendment was made available for public review and comment in accordance 
with the Utah Valley HOME Consortium Citizen Participation Plan. Public comments received 
during the comment period were considered by the Consortium prior to adoption of this 
amendment.

Adoption

The Utah Valley HOME Consortium hereby adopts this HOME-ARP Allocation Plan Substantial 
Amendment and authorizes submission to HUD as required.



2000 NORTH INTERLOCAL 
AGREEMENT

By Danielle Nixon, Engineer

July 14, 2026



Existing Agreement



Location of Work
• 2000 North 

between Geneva 
Road and UTA 
tracks



Proposed Agreement



Exhibit B –Project Plans



Exhibit B – Continued



Exhibit C – Connection to Provo Sump



Cost Breakdown
• Overall contract total: $900,108.16

• Agreement Amount/Provo’s Cost:
• Material and Labor Cost: $13,924.42 
• Overall Contract Share Cost: $2,596.07 (~2%)
• Total: $16,520.49



Summary  
• Storm drain needs to be installed as part of Orem’s master plan and for the future 

Whitestone Estates development.

• Provo has agreed to the bid prices and the contractor

• Both Orem and Provo City staff approve of this agreement

• If approved, work will begin immediately 



1

PROVO MUNICIPAL COUNCIL
WORK SESSION
STAFF REPORT

Submitter: JMCKNIGHT
Presenter: Danielle Nixon, Public Works Engineer

Department: Public Works
Meeting Date: 7/14/2026

Requested Duration (Minutes): 10 minutes
CityView or Issue File Number: 26-056

SUBJECT: 3 A resolution approving an interlocal agreement between Provo City and Utah 
County regarding funding for Orem 2000 S storm drain project; and 
authorizing the mayor to sign that agreement on behalf of the city. (26-056)

ADMINISTRATIVE RECOMMENDATION: Approve the resolution

ADMINISTRATIVE MEMO: Provo and Orem entered into an agreement in 2015 
defining the border between the two cities on Provo's 2000 N west of I-15. The 
agreement states that the cities will work together to create a joing storm drain utility. 
Orem now intends to install a storm drain between Geneva Road and the UTA railroad 
track. An interlocal agreement has been drafted to define the responsiblities of the two 
cities for construction, use, and maintenance of that pipe. Provo will pay Orem 
$16,520.49 as our responsibility for the installation cost. 

FISCAL IMPACT: $16,520.49
 
COUNCIL STAFF MEMO:



1 RESOLUTION <<Document Number>>
2
3 A RESOLUTION APPROVING AN INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT BETWEEN 
4 PROVO CITY AND UTAH COUNTY REGARDING FUNDING FOR OREM 
5 2000 S STORM DRAIN PROJECT; AND AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR TO 
6 SIGN THAT AGREEMENT ON BEHALF OF THE CITY. (26-056)
7
8 RECITALS:
9

10 It is proposed that Provo City enter an interlocal agreement with the City of Orem for the 
11 contract amount of $16,520.49 for the installation of a storm drain main in 2000 North between 
12 Geneva Road and the Utah Transit Authority (UTA) railroad tracks; 
13
14 Orem City will allow Provo street drainage to be conveyed through the storm drain main; 
15 and
16
17 Orem City will own and maintain the storm drain main located within Provo’s right-of-
18 way of 2000 North between Geneva Road and the UTA railroad tracks; and
19  
20 Orem City is prohibited from discharging storm water through the proposed storm drain 
21 main, except for street drainage collected from 2000 North between Geneva Road and the UTA 
22 railroad tracks, until Orem has established a discharge point to Utah Lake; and
23
24 On August 11, 2026, the Municipal Council met to consider the facts regarding this 
25 matter and receive public comment, which facts and comments are found in the public record of 
26 the Council’s consideration; and
27
28 After considering the facts presented to the Municipal Council, the Council finds that (i) 
29 the proposed action should be approved as described herein, and (ii) such action furthers the 
30 health, safety, and general welfare of the citizens of Provo City.
31
32 THEREFORE, the Provo Municipal Council resolves as follows:
33
34 PART I:
35
36 1. The City Council hereby resolves to approve the City’s entrance into the Interlocal 
37 Agreement with the City of Orem regarding the installation of a storm drain main 
38 within 2000 North, between Geneva Road and the UTA railroad track.
39 2. The Mayor is authorized to sign and execute all necessary and appropriate documents 
40 in conjunction with this agreement..
41
42 PART II:
43
44 This resolution takes effect immediately.



AGREEMENT 

 

 This Agreement is entered into as of __________________, 202__, by and between 

Provo City, a municipal corporation, and the City of Orem, a municipal corporation.  

 

RECITALS 

 

Whereas, Provo and Orem entered into Agreement A-2015-0098 on June 15, 2015 

(hereinafter “the 2015 Agreement”), attached as Exhibit A; and  

 

Whereas, the 2015 Agreement defined the border between Provo and Orem along the 

street alternatively known as 2000 South, Orem and 2000 North, Provo (hereinafter “2000 

Street”) west of 1-15 and outlined the Cities’ rights and obligations as to use, occupation, and 

maintenance of 2000 Street; and  

 

Whereas, ¶ 4 of the 2015 Agreement states that “the Cities will work together to create a 

joint storm drain utility that will meet the needs of the storm water runoff created by 2000 Street, 

as well as convey storm water generated by development adjoining 2000 Street;” and  

 

Whereas, in accordance with ¶ 4 of the 2015 Agreement, Orem intends to install a storm 

drain mainline along 2000 Street between Geneva Road and the Utah Transit Authority (“UTA”) 

railroad track; and  

 

Whereas, the Parties desire to outline the respective rights and obligations relating 

specifically to the new storm drain mainline that Orem will install.   

 

Now, therefore, in consideration of the promises and conditions contained herein, the Parties 

agree as follows: 

 

1. Orem Stormwater Mainline. Orem will design and pay for the installation of a 

stormwater mainline on the north side of the road along 2000 Street between Geneva 

Road and the UTA railroad track according to the plans depicted in Exhibit B. Orem will 

own and maintain the stormwater mainline.  

 

As part of the install of the stormwater mainline, Orem will install a lateral pipe for Provo 

connecting Provo’s existing storm drain pump to the stormwater mainline as depicted in 

Exhibit C. Provo will pay Orem $16,520.49 for the costs to install this lateral. Orem will 

send Provo an invoice after the storm drain mainline is installed. Provo will pay within 30 

days of receipt of the invoice.  

 



2. Provo Laterals. Provo will be permitted to connect to the stormwater mainline, and 

Provo will own and maintain all storm drain inlets and lateral lines connecting said inlets 

to the stormwater mainline. Provo will pay any costs associated with such connections.  

 

3. Inspections. Both parties agree to have inspectors on site periodically during the 

installation of the utility to verify that Orem’s contractor is installing the stormwater main 

and inlets to the proper specifications and standards identified by Provo and Orem 

standards and specifications.  

 

4. Limited Discharge. Orem is prohibited from discharging storm water through this main, 

except for street drainage collected from 2000 Street between Geneva Road and the UTA 

railroad track, until Orem has established a discharge point to Utah Lake.  

 

5. Amendment to 2014 Agreement. This Agreement amends the terms of the 2015 

Agreement. However, all terms of the 2015 Agreement not in conflict with this 

Agreement shall remain in force.  

 

6. Indemnification. The parties to this Agreement are political subdivisions of the State of 

Utah.  The parties agree to indemnify and hold harmless the other for damages, claims, 

suits, and actions arising out of a negligent error or omission of its own officials or 

employees in connection with this Agreement.  It is expressly agreed between the parties 

that the obligation to indemnify is limited to the dollar amounts set forth in the Utah 

Governmental Immunity Act, Section 63G-7-604. The Parties also hereby reserve any 

available procedural or substantive defenses provided by the Utah Governmental 

Immunity Act.  

 

7. Amendment. This Agreement may be modified or amended only by a written instrument 

executed by the parties or all their successors as applicable.  

 

8. Governing Law. This Agreement shall be construed, interpreted, and applied in 

accordance with the laws of the State of Utah. 

 

9. Non-Waiver. No covenant or condition of this Agreement may be waived by any Party, 

unless done so in writing. Forbearance or indulgence by any Party in any regard 

whatsoever shall not constitute a waiver of the covenants o conditions to be performed by 

the other.  

 

10. Severability. If any provision of this Agreement is held to be illegal, inoperative, or 

unenforceable, the same shall not affect any other provision or provisions herein 

contained or render the same invalid, inoperative, or unenforceable.  



 

11. No Presumption. Should any provision of this Agreement require judicial interpretation, 

the Court interpreting or construing the same shall not apply a presumption that the terms 

hereof shall be more strictly construed against the party, by reason of the rule of 

construction that a document is to be construed more strictly against the person who 

himself or through his agents prepared the same, it being acknowledged that each of the 

parties have participated in the preparation hereof. 

 

12. Assignment. The Parties to this Agreement shall not assign this Agreement, or any part 

hereof, without the prior written consent of all other Parties of this Agreement. No 

assignment shall relieve the original Parties from any liability hereunder.  

 

13. Electronic Signature. Each Party agrees that the electronic signatures, whether digital or 

encrypted, of the Parties included in this Agreement are intended to authenticate this 

writing and to have the same force and effect as manual signatures. Electronic signature 

means any electronic sound, symbol, or process attached to or logically associated with a 

record and executed and adopted by a Party with the intent to sign such a record, 

including facsimile or email electronic signatures. 

 

14. Entire Agreement. This Agreement, together with the 2015 Agreement, constitutes the 

entire agreement between the Parties concerning the stormwater mainline discussed 

herein and supersedes all prior agreements, understandings, negotiations, and discussions, 

whether oral or written, of the Parties. 

 

 

-- Signature Page to Follow – 

 

 

  



The City of Orem and Provo City have read and understand the terms of this Agreement for 

Stormwater Mainline in 2000 Street. Both Parties have demonstrated their intent to enter this 

Agreement as of the date above by having their authorized representatives sign below. 

 

City of Orem      Provo City 

 

 

 

_____________________________   _______________________________ 

Brenn Bybee – City Manager    Marsha Judkins - Mayor 

 

ATTEST AND COUNTERSIGN:   ATTEST AND COUNTERSIGN: 

 

 

 

____________________________   ________________________________ 

Orem City Recorder     Provo City Recorder 

 

 

 

 

  



EXHIBIT A 

2015 AGREEMENT 

 

  





















EXHIBIT B 

STORMWATER MAINLINE PLANS 

 

 

  



DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
ENGINEERING DIVISION

56 NORTH STATE ST
OREM, UT 84057

CITY OF OREM

MAY 2026

CITY OF OREM, COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT, ENGINEERING DIVISION

DRAWINGS FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF:

2000 S STORM DRAIN
- GENEVA ROAD TO UTA TRACKS -

05/27/2026
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(2) CONNECT NEW PIPE
TO EXISTING STRUCTURE (PROVO)

Existing Storm Drain Sump (Provo)

72" Ø NEW SD #01
RIM: 4535.10

48" INV IN:4525.77 (E)
48" INV OUT:4525.67 (W)

48" Ø Existing Storm Drain Sump (Provo)
STATION: 0+19.91
OFFSET: 28.642 R
RIM: 4525.65
SUMP: 4514.07
15" INV OUT:4523.07 (NW)

305.14' OF 48" CLASS III RCP @ 0.50%
293.58' OF 48" CLASS III RCP @ 3.89%

26.67' OF 15" CLASS III RCP (PROVO) @ 1.81%

72" Ø EXSD #01
RIM: 4526.44

SUMP: 4512.38
48" INV IN:4514.14 (E)

15" INV IN:4522.50 (SE)
18" INV IN:4522.00 (NW)

48" INV OUT:4514.04 (W)

CONNECT NEW PIPE TO
EXISTING STRUCTURE
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305.14' OF  48" CLASS III RCP @ 0.50%
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293.58' OF  48" CLASS III RCP @ 3.89%

EX EX

Existing Provo Water Crossing

Existing 4" Gas Crossing

CONNECT NEW PIPE TO EXISTING STRUCTURE

CONNECT NEW PIPE TO EXISTING STRUCTURE (PROVO)
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72" Ø NEW SD #03
RIM: 4541.04

48" INV IN:4529.02 (E)
15" INV IN:4532.72 (N)

48" INV OUT:4528.92 (W)

72" Ø NEW SD #02
RIM: 4539.14
48" INV IN:4527.40 (E)
48" INV OUT:4527.30 (W)

249.23' OF 48" CLASS III RCP @ 0.50%303.16' OF 48" CLASS III RCP @ 0.50%

STANDARD PRE-TREATMENT (DEVELOPMENT) #1
RIM: 4539.24
SUMP: 4531.24
15" INV OUT:4535.24 (S)

26.77' OF 15" CLASS III RCP (DEVELOPMENT) @ 9.41%
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249.23' OF 48" CLASS III RCP @ 0.50%
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305.14' OF 48" CLASS III RCP @ 0.50%
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303.16' OF 48" CLASS III RCP @ 0.50%
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PROTECT AND ADJUST EXISTING SURVEY
MONUMENT TO FINISH GRADE
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FUTURE 48" CLASS III RCP

263.78' OF 48" CLASS III RCP @ 0.50%

72" Ø NEW SD #04
RIM: 4542.21

48" INV IN:4530.37 (E)
48" INV OUT:4530.27 (W)

72" Ø NEW SD #05
RIM: 4543.90

48" INV IN:4531.79 (E)
15" INV IN:4536.46 (N)

48" INV OUT:4531.70 (W)

STANDARD PRE-TREATMENT (DEVELOPMENT) #2
RIM: 4542.99
SUMP: 4534.99
15" INV OUT:4538.99 (S)

21.02' OF 15" CLASS III RCP (DEVELOPMENT) @ 10.57%
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FUTURE STORM DRAIN  280.73' OF 48" CLASS III RCP @ .50%

263.78' OF 48" CLASS III RCP @ 0.50%
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INSTALL MANHOLE WITH SOLID WALL (NO OPENING)
FOR FUTURE 48" PIPE INSTALLED BY OTHERS

INSTALL MANHOLE WITH SOLID WALL (NO OPENING)
FOR FUTURE 48" PIPE INSTALLED BY OTHERS
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48" - 72" PRECAST STORM DRAIN MANHOLE
N.T.S.

B
-

KPDMDM

M
AY

 2
02

6
M

AR
CH

 2
02

6
M

AR
CH

 2
02

6

D1

20
00

 S
 S

TO
RM

 D
RA

IN
 P

LA
N

 &
 P

RO
FI

LE

20
00

 S
 S

TO
RM

 D
RA

IN
PR

O
JE

CT
 N

U
M

BE
R:

 2
5-

04
4

PIPE ZONES
N.T.S.

48" - 72"

VARIES

SECTION THROUGH MANHOLE

NOTES:

1. PRECAST MANHOLE CONE AND SECTIONS TO MEET AASHTO HS-20 LOADING SPECIFICATION.

4%
 M

IN.

4%
 M

IN

D&L A-1180 SOLID MANHOLE COVER AND FRAME OR APPROVED
EQUIVALENT REQ'D LID TO READ "STORM DRAIN"

USE CONE IF GRADE PERMITS. USE
FLAT LID IF REQUIRED BY GRADE

REVERSIBLE HARDWARE NOT ALLOWED

TROUGH REQ'D

PRECAST MANHOLE CONE
AND SECTIONS REQ'D

DETAIL #3
DELICATE PIPE: PVC,
PLASTIC, OR HDPE

(STORM DRAIN AND SEWER)

DETAIL #1
DUCTILE IRON, WRAPPED

STEEL, PVC, OR HDPE
(WATERLINE)

DETAIL #2
CONCRETE

(STORM DRAIN)

DETAIL #4
STEEL OR PVC

LESS THAN 3" DIA.

12" MIN.

4" MIN

W

12" MIN

4" MIN

SAND

NOTES:

1. ALL WATERLINE PIPE BEDDING SHALL BE SAND, MIN. 12" ABOVE  TOP OF PIPE.
2. SAND IS ACCEPTABLE BEDDING FOR ALL FIBER OPTIC OR COMMUNICATIONS CONDUITS.
3. FOR CONCRETE PIPE "W" SHALL NOT EXCEED 24" GREATER THAN THE DIAMETER OF THE

PIPE, "W" MUST ALLOW ENOUGH SPACE FOR COMPACTION EQUIPMENT.
4. SEE TRENCH DETAILS FOR INFORMATION ABOUT BACKFILL.
5. PIPE BEDDING TO BE COMPACTED BY VIBRATING OR CONSOLIDATING TO A MIN. DENSITY

OF 90% OF STANDARD PROCTOR MAX DENSITY (AASHTO-99). PIPE BEDDING TO MEET
PIPE MANUFACTURER'S INSTALLATION SPECIFICATIONS. THE MORE RESTRICTIVE
STANDARD TO BE APPLIED.

6. LIFTS SHALL NOT EXCEED 12" IN THICKNESS.
7. PLASTIC POLYETHYLENE, CORRUGATED STEEL. LARGE DIAMETER WRAPPED STEEL PIPE,

VITRIFIED CLAY OR OTHER TYPES NOT LISTED.

O.D.

O.D.

4" MIN

O.D.

12" MIN.

-3 4" GRANULAR

-3 4" GRANULAR
(SEE NOTE #5)

SAND

SAND
(SEE NOTE #5)

-2" MATERIAL (SEE NOTE #5)

-2" MATERIAL

4" MIN

W

W

W

12" MIN.

O.D.

NOTES:

1. CONCRETE COLLARS SHALL BE INSTALLED IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 33 05 14 OF THE SPECIFICATIONS.
2. SURFACE/COVERS/LIDS STRUCTURES SHALL BE BURIED NO MORE THAN 10 CONTINUOUS CALENDAR DAYS.
3. KEEP LID 1/4" LOW WHEN LEVELING HARDWARE DURING COLLAR INSTALLATION.
4. TWO CONCRETE RISERS ARE ALLOWED (MAX. 12"  OF CONCRETE) AND MAX. 3" OF METAL GRADE  RINGS

ALLOWED.
5. REVERSIBLE HARDWARE IS NOT ALLOWED.
6. IF CONCRETE COLLAR DEPTH IS LESS THAN 10" USE ASPHALT COLLARS. ASPHALT COLLARS WILL ONLY BE

ALLOWED WITH PRIOR APPROVAL FROM THE PROJECT MANAGER (MIN. 12" WIDE AND 6" THICK).
7. IF WATER VALVE IS INSTALLED AS PART OF NEW CONSTRUCTION INSTALL VALVE BOX ALIGNMENT RING. IF

EXCAVATION ON EXISTING VALVE EXTENDS DOWN TO TOP OF BOX IT IS ALSO REQUIRED.

12"

EXISTING OR NEW
SURFACE/COVER/LID STRUCTURE

GRADE RINGS
AS REQUIRED.

SEE NOTE 4.

EXISTING OR NEW
SURFACE STRUCTURE

NEW ROADWAY SURFACE

12" CONCRETE COLLAR
(MIN. 4000 PSI) W/ 1.5 LB/CY FIBERS

NEW ROADWAY SURFACE
12" CONCRETE COLLAR
(MIN. 4000 PSI) W/ 1.5
LB/CY FIBERS

LID

ADD VALVE BOX
SECTIONS AS NEEDED

EXISTING OR NEW
VALVE BOXVALVE BOX CENTERING AND

ALIGNMENT DEVICE (SEE NOTE 7)

CONCRETE SHALL
 EXTEND TO
THE VALVE SLIDE

12"(TYP.)

12"

C
-

ADJUST STRUCTURES TO GRADE
N.T.S.
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ELEVATION VIEW

A
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SURFACE

AGGREGATE BASE

GRANULAR BORROW

BACKFILL

BACKFILL

HAUNCHING

BEDDING

FOUNDATION STABILIZATION

STORM DRAIN

LOCATION IN TRENCH REQUIRED MATERIAL

PIPE BASE

FOUNDATION STABILIZATION COMMON FILL

BEDDING

GRAVEL OR UNTREATED

BASE COURSE

PIPE ZONE

HAUNCHING GRAVEL

BACKFILL GRAVEL

TRENCH ZONE

BACKFILL BORROW OR FLOWABLE FILL*

ROADWAY ZONE

GRANULAR BORROW GRANULAR BORROW

AGGREGATE BASE UNTREATED BASE COURSE

BITUMINOUS CONCRETE BITUMINOUS CONCRETE

WATER LINE

LOCATION IN TRENCH REQUIRED MATERIAL

PIPE BASE

FOUNDATION STABILIZATION COMMON FILL

BEDDING SAND

PIPE ZONE

HAUNCHING SAND

BACKFILL SAND

TRENCH ZONE

BACKFILL BORROW OR FLOWABLE FILL*

ROADWAY ZONE

GRANULAR BORROW GRANULAR BORROW

AGGREGATE BASE UNTREATED BASE COURSE

BITUMINOUS CONCRETE BITUMINOUS CONCRETE

SANITARY SEWER

LOCATION IN TRENCH REQUIRED MATERIAL

PIPE BASE

FOUNDATION STABILIZATION COMMON FILL

BEDDING

GRAVEL OR UNTREATED

BASE COURSE

PIPE ZONE

HAUNCHING GRAVEL

BACKFILL GRAVEL

TRENCH ZONE

BACKFILL BORROW OR FLOWABLE FILL*

ROADWAY ZONE

GRANULAR BORROW GRANULAR BORROW

AGGREGATE BASE UNTREATED BASE COURSE

BITUMINOUS CONCRETE BITUMINOUS CONCRETE

POLY-WRAP WATERLINE AND

APPURTENANCES PER

PROVO STANDARD DETAIL

P-591

MAKE BELL HOLES BEFORE

LAYING BELL AND SPIGOT

PIPE IN THE PIPE ZONE

REMOVE PAVEMENT
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TRENCH WALL

PIPE SPRING LINE

INSTALL UTILITY

WARNING TAPE

COMPACT BACKFILL TO THIS

LEVEL BEFORE MAKING THE

SECOND PAVEMENT CUT AND

SECOND SURFACE REMOVAL

COMPACT THIS

AREA,

ALL SIDES

NEW UNTREATED BASE

COURSE

TACK

COAT

3" MIN

PIPE ZONE

12" MIN

8" MIN

MATCH EXISTING

THICKNESS + 1"

(4" MINIMUM)

(8" MAXIMUM)

ADDITIONAL

REMOVAL

(NOTE 1A, 1B, 1C)

36" MIN

JOINT

REPAIR

36" MIN

12"

TRENCH BACKFILL AND
SURFACE RESTORATION

STANDARD DETAIL

P-255
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Trench Backfill & Surface Restoration

1. GENERAL

A. The offset for the second asphalt cut shall be measured from the edge of the final trench wall which may result from undermining of the asphalt or

sloughing of the trench wall during the construction process as shown in the detail.

B. If a saw cut in the direction of vehicular travel is within a wheel path, ENGINEER may order additional pavement removal so saw cut falls outside of

a wheel path.

C. If the width of existing pavement left in place between trenches and/or curb and gutter, waterways, edge of pavement, etc. is less than 3 feet,

CONTRACTOR shall remove the additional existing pavement and restore pavement according to the typical pavement restoration details.

D. Install pipe in the center of the trench or no closer than 6-inches from the wall of the pipe to the wall of the trench.

2. PRODUCT

A. Common Fill: Section 31 05 13M. Maximum particle size 2-inches.

B. Gravel: Section 31 05 13M. Do not use pea gravel or recycled RAP aggregate.

C. Untreated Base Course: Untreated base course, Grade 

3

4

, APWA Section 32 11 23.

D. Sand: Section 31 05 13M. Do not use pea gravel or recycled RAP aggregate.

E. Flowable Fill: APWA Section 31 05 15. Target is 60 psi in 28-days and 90 psi maximum in 28 days. Material must flow easily requiring no vibration

for consolidation.

F. Borrow: Section 31 05 13M. Maximum particle size 3-inches.

G. Granular Borrow: Section 31 05 13M. Maximum particle size 3-inches.

H. Tack Coat: APWA Section 32 12 13.

I. Bituminous Concrete: AC-10-DM-3/4. Section 32 12 05M.

J. Utility Warning Tape: Install between pipe zone and trench zone.

3. EXECUTION

A. Excavate the Pipe Zone: Width is measured at the pipe spring line and includes an necessary sheathing. Provide width recommended by pipe

manufacturer. Follow manufacturer's recommendations when using trench boxes.

B. Foundation Stabilization: Get ENGINEER's permission before installing common fill. Vibrate to stabilize. Installation of stabilization-separation

geotextile will be required to separate backfill material and native subgrade materials if common fill cannot provide a working surface or prevent

soils migration.

C. Pipe Base Placement: APWA Section 32 05 10. Maximum lift thickness before compaction is 8-inches when using riding equipent or 6-inches when

using hand held equipment. Compaction is 95 percent or greater relative to a modified proctor density, APWA Section 31 23 26.

D. Flowable Fill: Where Required, place controlled low strength material in the trench, APWA Section 31 05 15. Cure to initial set before placing

aggregate base or asphalt pavement. Prevent pipe floatation by installing in lifts and providing pipe restraints as required by pipe manufacturer.

Reset pipe to line and grade if pipe "floats" out of position.

E. Trench Backfill: DO NOT USE sewer rock, pea gravel, or recycled RAP aggregate as trench backfill. Water jetting is NOT allowed. Submission of

quality control compaction test result data developed for haunching areas may be requested by ENGINEER at any time. Provide results of tests

immediately upon request. Native material obtained from excavation may be used as fill upon removal of organic material, rubbish, debris, and

other objectionable materials are removed.

F. Task Coat: Clean all horizontal and vertical surface. Apply full coverage.

G. Asphalt Pavement: Match existing thickness plus 1 inch but not more than 6-inches on local streets or 8-inches on collector and arterial streets (as

identified by Provo City). Install in lifts no greater than 3-inches after compaction. Compact to 94 percent of ASTM D 2041 (rice density) plus or

minus 2 percent. If asphalt pavement is substituted for concrete substrate, omit rebar and provide 1.25-inches of pavement for each 1-inch of

concrete substrate substituted.

H. Concrete Substrate: Cure to initial set before placing new asphalt concrete patch.

I. Reinforcement: Required if thickness of existing Portland-cement concrete substrate is 6-inches or greater. Not required if (1) less than 6-inches

thick, (2) if existing concrete is deteriorating, (3) if excavation is less than 3 feet square, of (4) if asphalt pavement is substituted for Portland-cement

concrete substrate.

J. Surface Restoration:

J.A. Landscaped Surface: Rake to match existing grade. Replace vegetation to match pre-construction conditions. Follow APWA Section 32 92 00

(turf or grass).

J.B. Paved Surface: Do not install asphalt of concrete surfacing until trench compaction is acceptable to ENGINEER. Follow APWA Section 33 05

25 (asphalt surfacing).

K. Joint Repair: If a Crack Occurs at a connection to the existing pavement or at any street fixture, flush and seal the crack per APWA Plan 265.

L. Patch Repair: Repair patch if any of the following conditions within the patch occur.

L.A. Pavement surface distortion exceeds 

1

4

-inch deviation in 10-feet. Repair option: Plane off surface distortions. Coat planed surfaces with a

cationic or anionic emulsion that complies with APWA Section 32 12 03.

L.B. Cracks at least 1-foot long and 1/4-inch wide occur more often than 1 in 10 square feet. Repair option: Crack seal, APWA Section 32 01 17.

L.C. Asphalt raveling is greater than 1 square foot per 100 square feet. Repair Option: Mill and inlay.

TRENCH BACKFILL AND
SURFACE RESTORATION

STANDARD DETAIL
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EXHIBIT C 

DEPICTION OF LATERAL PIPE CONECTING PROVO STORM DRAIN SUMP 
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Sunset Neighborhood Street Vacation



1

PROVO MUNICIPAL COUNCIL
COUNCIL MEETING
STAFF REPORT

Submitter: MEJENSEN
Presenter: Megan Jensen, City Planner

Department: Development Services
Meeting Date: 7/14/2026

Requested Duration (Minutes): 10 minutes
CityView or Issue File Number: PLSV20250636

SUBJECT: 3 An ordinance vacating a section of 1600 West to deed back to the adjoining 
property owners (PLSV20250636)

ADMINISTRATIVE RECOMMENDATION: Planning Commission recommended 
approval 6:0.

ADMINISTRATIVE MEMO: The Bird Wing Subdivision is located on 1600 West and 
was recorded in 2019. It had originally dedicated 30 feet to the city for right-of-way 
(ROW) improvements. Engineering has determined that 1600 West does not require all 
of the dedicated ROW and has moved forward with helping the owner install the 
improvements in front of the two lots in a new location. 

The new location leaves an excess property behind the sidewalk that the city no longer 
needs for ROW. The improvements have been installed, and the city would like to 
vacate the remaining area to have it deeded back to the adjoining property owners. A 
street vacation plat will be recorded with the deed. 

FISCAL IMPACT: No fiscal impact.
 
COUNCIL STAFF MEMO:



1 ORDINANCE <<Document Number>>
2
3 AN ORDINANCE VACATING A SECTION OF 1600 WEST TO DEED BACK 
4 TO THE ADJOINING PROPERTY OWNERS (PLSV20250636)
5
6 RECITALS:
7
8 It is proposed that a section of 1600 West between 672 and 674 South be vacated and 
9 deeded back to the adjoining property owners;

10
11 The Bird Wing Subdivision was recorded in 2019 and dedicated 30 feet to Provo City for 
12 right-of-way improvements; 
13
14 Provo has completed the right-of-way improvements and desires to deed the remaining 
15 property back to the adjacent landowners; 
16
17 On July 14, 2026, the Municipal Council met to consider the facts regarding this matter 
18 and receive public comment, which facts and comments are found in the public record of the 
19 Council’s consideration; and
20
21 After considering the facts presented to the Municipal Council, the Council finds that (i) 
22 the proposed action should be approved as described herein, and (ii) such action furthers the health, 
23 safety, and general welfare of the citizens of Provo City.
24
25 THEREFORE, the Provo Municipal Council ordains as follows:
26
27 PART I:
28
29 The real property described in the attached Exhibit A is vacated by Provo City and the 
30 Mayor is authorized to dispose of the property by deeding the property to J. Brian and Sandra M. 
31 Wing.
32
33 PART II:
34
35 A. If a provision of this ordinance conflicts with a provision of a previously adopted 
36 ordinance, this ordinance prevails.
37
38 B. This ordinance and its various sections, clauses, and paragraphs are severable. If any part, 
39 sentence, clause, or phrase is adjudged to be unconstitutional or invalid, the remainder of 
40 the ordinance is not affected by that determination.
41



42 C. This ordinance takes effect immediately after it has been posted or published in accordance 
43 with Utah Code Section 10-3-711, presented to the Mayor in accordance with Utah Code 
44 Section 10-3b-204, and recorded in accordance with Utah Code Section 10-3-713.
45
46 D. The Municipal Council directs that this ordinance remain uncodified.
47
48 END OF ORDINANCE
49



50 EXHIBIT A
51
52 BEGINNING AT A POINT LOCATED N00°28'45"W ALONG THE SECTION LINE 50.55 
53 FEET; THENCE S90°00'00"E 1685.32 FEET; THENCE S89°21'41"E 203.79 FEET FROM THE 
54 WEST QUARTER CORNER OF SECTION 11, TOWNSHIP 7 SOUTH, RANGE 2 EAST, SALT 
55 LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN; THENCE N00°16'49"E 183.06 FEET; THENCE S87°45'26"E 
56 20.33 FEET; THENCE S00°21'39"W 182.49 FEET; THENCE N89°21'40"W 20.06 FEET TO 
57 THE POINT OF BEGINNING.
58
59 AREA:3690 SQUARE FEET OR 0.085 ACRES.



Planning Commission Hearing 
Staff Report 

Hearing Date: June 10, 2026 
 

*ITEM 1  Provo City requests a Street Vacation for a section of 1600 West Street, between 
672-674 South, to deed back to the adjoining property owners. Sunset 
Neighborhood. Megan Jensen (801) 852-6408 mejensen@provo.gov 
PLSV20250636 

 

APPLICANT: Provo City 

PROPERTY OWNER: Provo City 
PARCEL ID: 35:749:0003 

ACREAGE: 0.13 
CURRENT LEGAL USE: Public Right-of-Way 

GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: Residential 
CURRENT ZONE: R1.10 

APPLICATION TYPE: Legislative Decision – Planning Commission will 
make a recommendation to the City Council. 

 
NEIGHBORHOOD FEEDBACK 
No public comments have been received at the time of writing this report. This item was 
presented at the February 18, 2026, West District meeting. 

PROJECT SUMMARY 
The Bird Wing Subdivision is located on 1600 West and was recorded in 2019. It had originally 
dedicated 30 feet to the city for right-of-way (ROW) improvements. City Engineering has 
determined that 1600 West does not require all of the dedicated ROW and has moved forward 
with helping the owner install the improvements in front of the two lots in a new location.  

The new location leaves an excess property behind the sidewalk that the city no longer needs 
for ROW. The improvements have been installed, and the city would like to vacate the 
remaining area to have it deeded back to the adjoining property owners. A street vacation plat 
will be recorded with the deed.  

STAFF ANALYSIS 
Before recommending an amendment, the Commission must find that the amendment serves 
the public interest and aligns with the General Plan, based on consideration of the following: 

(a) Public purpose for the amendment in question; 
 

Staff/Applicant Response: The project will deed property back to the adjoining property 
owners that is not needed for ROW. The improvements that were intended for the 
property have been completed.  
 
FINDING: Meets standard. 
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(b) Confirmation that the public purpose is best served by the amendment in question; 
 

Staff/Applicant Response: Vacation of the ROW will allow the city to deed the property 
back to the adjoining property owners, which is a standard transaction to complete the 
proposed transfer of ownership. 
 
FINDING: Meets standard. 
 
 
(c) Compatibility of the proposed amendment with General Plan policies, goals, and 
objectives; 
 
Staff/Applicant Response: The General Plan goals support creating a system of 
transportation alternatives, including walking. The improvements created a new sidewalk 
which supports this goal. The proposed vacation will support this by returning property 
no longer needed for ROW improvements, and the Engineering Division does not 
anticipate this land will be needed in the future.  
 
FINDING: Meets standard. 
 
 
(d) Consistency of the proposed amendment with the General Plan’s “timing and 
sequencing” provisions on changes of use, insofar as they are articulated; 
 
Staff/Applicant Response: The proposed vacation will not change the residential use 
of the property. 
 
FINDING: Meets standard. 
 
 
(e) Potential of the proposed amendment to hinder or obstruct attainment of the General 
Plan’s articulated policies; 
 
Staff/Applicant Response: The proposed vacation will not hinder any General Plan 
policies.  
 
FINDING: Meets standard. 
 
 
(f) Adverse impacts on adjacent landowners; and 
 
Staff/Applicant Response: Two adjacent properties will be affected by the vacation. 
These properties will each receive about a 20-foot strip of land on the front of their 
property. Both existing homes will have at least 23 feet from the new property line which 
meets the front yard setback of at least 14 feet behind the property line. This change is 
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not anticipated to have adverse impacts on these property owners.  
 
FINDING: Meets standard. 
 
 
(g) Verification of correctness in the original zoning or General Plan for the area in 
question. 
 
Staff/Applicant Response: The zoning of R1.6, and General Plan designation of 
Residential, are correct. 
 
FINDING: Meets standard. 
 

(h) In cases where a conflict arises between the General Plan Map and General Plan 
Policies, precedence shall be given to the Plan Policies. 

Staff/Applicant Response: No conflicts between the General Plan map and policies 
have been identified. 
 
FINDING: Meets standard. 
 

APPLICABLE ZONING CODES 

Provo City Code 15.04.100 Vacating or Changing a Subdivision Plat: 
https://provo.municipal.codes/Code/15.04.100  
 
Provo City Code 14.10 R1 – One-Family Residential: 
https://provo.municipal.codes/Code/14.10  
 
POSSIBLE MOTIONS AND FINDINGS 
The Planning Commission may make any of the following findings: 

1. Recommend Approval: The proposal is consistent with the General Plan. “Make 
a motion to recommend approval of a Street Vacation for a section of 1600 West 
Street, between 672-674 South, to deed back to the adjoining property owners.” 
(State findings) 

2. Recommend Denial: The proposal is not consistent with the General Plan. “Make 
a motion to recommend denial of a Street Vacation for a section of 1600 West Street, 
between 672-674 South, to deed back to the adjoining property owners.” (State 
findings) 

3. Continue: New information presented at the public hearing or additional study 
needs to be done. “Make a motion to continue the proposed Street Vacation for a 
section of 1600 West Street, between 672-674 South, to deed back to the adjoining 
property owners.” (State findings) 

https://provo.municipal.codes/Code/15.04.100
https://provo.municipal.codes/Code/14.10


Planning Commission Staff Report  *Item 1 
June 10, 2026  Page 4 

ATTACHMENTS 
1. Area Map 
2. Street Vacation Boundary Description 
3. 2/18/2026 West District Meeting Minutes 
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ATTACHMENT 1 – AREA MAP 
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ATTACHMENT 2 – STREET VACATION BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION 
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ATTACHMENT 3 – 2/18/2026 WEST DISTRICT MEETING 
MINUTES 

 

Presentation on a proposed street vacation for a section of 1600 West 

Aaron Ardmore, Planning Supervisor, presented on a proposed street vacation for a 
section of 1600 West between 672-674 South. He explained that the property owners had 
dedicated more land than needed for the 1600 West right-of-way, and now that 
improvements have been completed, the remaining land would be deeded back to the 
family. Mr. Ardmore noted that this application would go to the City Council for final 
approval. 

When asked about the potential need for the land in the future if road expansion 
becomes necessary, Mr. Ardmore indicated that engineering staff seemed confident in 
the current road width, though he couldn't personally guarantee it wouldn't be needed in 
the future. 
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Provo City Planning Commission 

Report of Action 
June 10, 2026 

 

*ITEM 1 Provo City requests a Street Vacation for a section of 1600 West Street, between 672-674 South, to 
deed back to the adjoining property owners. Sunset Neighborhood. Megan Jensen (801) 852-6408 
mejensen@provo.gov PLSV20250636 

 

The following action was taken by the Planning Commission on the above described item at its regular meeting of June 
10, 2026: 

RECOMMENDED APPROVAL 
 
On a vote of 6:0, the Planning Commission recommended that the Municipal Council approve the above noted application. 
Motion By: Matthew Wheelwright 
Second By: Jon Lyons 
Votes in Favor of Motion: Melissa Kendall, Jonathon Hill, Lisa Jensen, Daniel Gonzales, Jon Lyons, Matthew 
Wheelwright 
Jonathon Hill was present as Chair. 
• Includes facts of the case, analysis, conclusions and recommendations outlined in the Staff Report, with any changes 

noted; Planning Commission determination is generally consistent with the Staff analysis and determination. 
 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION FOR PROPERTY TO BE VACATED 
The property to be vacated is described in the attached Exhibit A. 

 
STAFF PRESENTATION 
The Staff Report to the Planning Commission provides details of the facts of the case and the Staff's analysis, conclusions, 
and recommendations.  

 
CITY DEPARTMENTAL ISSUES 
• The Coordinator Review Committee (CRC) has reviewed the application and given their approval. 
 

NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING DATE  
• A neighborhood meeting was held on 02/18/2026. 
 

NEIGHBORHOOD AND PUBLIC COMMENT  
• The Neighborhood District Chair was not present or did not address the Planning Commission during the hearing. 
 

CONCERNS RAISED BY PUBLIC 
Any comments received prior to completion of the Staff Report are addressed in the Staff Report to the Planning 
Commission. No issues were received in written comments subsequent to the Staff Report or public comment during the 
public hearing. 
 

APPLICANT RESPONSE 
Key points addressed in the applicant's presentation to the Planning Commission included the following: 
• Staff (the applicant) explained that the property was dedicated to the city in 2019 for right-of-way improvements. 

Those improvements have been completed and the leftover land will be deeded back to the adjacent property owners. 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION DISCUSSION 
Key points discussed by the Planning Commission included the following: 
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• Jon Lyons and Lisa Jensen both stated it seemed straightforward.  
• Matthew Wheelwright inquired about obtaining adjacent land along 1600 West. David Day from Public Works 

explained that no more right-of-way will be needed for improvements along this road. 
 

 
 
 

 

Planning Commission Chair  
 
 
 

 

Director of Development Services  
 
See Key Land Use Policies of the Provo City General Plan, applicable Titles of the Provo City Code, and the Staff Report 

to the Planning Commission for further detailed information. The Staff Report is a part of the record of the decision 
of this item. Where findings of the Planning Commission differ from findings of Staff, those will be noted in this 
Report of Action. 

 
Legislative items are noted with an asterisk (*) and require legislative action by the Municipal Council following a public 

hearing; the Planning Commission provides an advisory recommendation to the Municipal Council following a public 
hearing. 

 
Administrative decisions of the Planning Commission (items not marked with an asterisk) may be appealed by submitting 

an application/notice of appeal, with the required application and noticing fees to the Development Services 
Department, 445 W Center Street, Provo, Utah, within fourteen (14) calendar days of the Planning Commission's 
decision (Provo City office hours are Monday through Thursday, 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.). 

 
BUILDING PERMITS MUST BE OBTAINED BEFORE CONSTRUCTION BEGINS 
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EXHIBIT A 
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PROVO MUNICIPAL COUNCIL
WORK SESSION
STAFF REPORT

Submitter: TTAGUCHI
Presenter: Tanner Taguchi, Council Policy Analyst

Department: Recorder
Meeting Date: 7/14/2026

Requested Duration (Minutes): 15 minutes
CityView or Issue File Number: 26-057

SUBJECT: 4 An ordinance requiring members of boards and commissions to be Provo 
residents. (26-057)

ADMINISTRATIVE RECOMMENDATION: Consider the proposed ordinance in a future 
Municipal Council meeting.

ADMINISTRATIVE MEMO: See attached memo document. 

FISCAL IMPACT: This proposal will have no fiscal impact on Provo City.
 
COUNCIL STAFF MEMO:



Municipal Council Policy Analyst Memo

To: Municipal Council
From: Tanner Taguchi, Council Policy Analyst
Re: Proposed Ordinance Requiring Residency for Board and Commission Appointments
Date: Tuesday July 14, 2026

Executive Summary

A minority of Provo’s advisory boards require at least some of its members to be Provo residents. While 
the lack of a general residency requirement allows for a wider pool of candidates, especially for boards 
with additional professional requirements, it doesn’t statutorily focus the mayor’s attention on appointing 
Provo residents, who are most greatly impacted by the city’s decisions. Because the choice before the 
Council can be described as a balancing of values, the proposal should be thoroughly debated prior to 
being heard in a Municipal Council meeting.

Proposal

This ordinance would enact a general residency requirement for city boards, except as specifically 
designated in other sections of code. If the proposed ordinance was adopted, the only exceptions would be 
that the Airport Board would allow one member to be non-resident and the Arts Council would allow up 
to three members to be non-residents.

Condition

Provo has 11 boards comprised of residents chosen by elected officials, either the Mayor or the 
Council, to serve as advisors on specific areas of public policy. In most cases, the mayor 
appoints residents for board membership and the Council will either grant or withhold its 
consent. All board appointments require a majority of the Council’s approval.

There is no general rule requiring members of city boards to be Provo residents. Even though the 
Council is unlikely to consent to a board comprised primarily of non-residents, that scenario is 
legally possible. However, five of these boards currently have a Provo residency requirement:

1. The Airport Board
2. The Arts Council (except three members)
3. The Library Board
4. The Planning Commission
5. The Transportation and Mobility Advisory Committee (except two members)

Cause

Some boards require some members to possess professional knowledge or experience. For 
example, TMAC requires one member to represent transportation academia. While the intention 
of past Councils regarding not including a general residency requirement is unclear, it serves to 
increase the pool of possible applicants for boards requiring such professional experience. In 



cases where boards have no such requirements, any potential residency requirement would be 
less limiting because all Provo residents would be eligible.

Criteria

Other cities in Utah Valley have mixed approaches to residency requirements for board 
appointments. Some cities have implemented residency requirement universally or nearly 
universally. Others have far fewer boards that require residency.

The Majority of Boards in Other Utah Valley Cities Require Partial Residency

City # Requiring Residency # of Boards % Requiring Some Residency
Springville 6 6 100

Orem 13 14 93
Payson 6 7 86

Lehi 4 6 67
Spanish Fork 10 15 67

Provo 5 11 45
Pleasant Grove 4 9 44

Effect

Some Councilors may see value in an individual’s professional expertise as it concerns boards 
with specific professional requirements, or where professional expertise is valuable. However, if 
the pool of possible candidates with professional experience who live in Provo is deemed to be 
sufficient, then the question of a smaller pool is less relevant.

Regardless of current professional requirements, some Councilors may put a premium on 
residency because the impact of Provo’s public policy recommendations and changes will be felt 
primarily by city residents. The proposed language would have the effect of narrowing the 
mayor’s search for appointees to residents because there is no other path forward.

As the code is written now, the mayor is permitted to appoint whomever they wish, with the 
exception of the five current residency requirements and any other professional requirements. 
The Council, though, maintains the power to reject any of those appointees for any reason, 
including non-residency.

This proposal would have the effect of constraining the mayor in their appointments. However, it 
would also constrain the Council from considering a non-resident appointee. It could be said that 
the current policy allows more flexibility but does not put a legal premium on Provo residency.

Recommendation/Conclusion



Because the merits of this proposal hinge on the value each Councilor places on flexibility of choice, 
appointee expertise, and appointee residency, this issue should be debated during the work meeting prior 
to a vote in a Municipal Council meeting. Such debate will determine whether requiring appointees to be 
residents is in the best interest of the city government and Provo residents.



1 ORDINANCE <<Document Number>>
2
3 AN ORDINANCE REQUIRNG MEMBERS OF BOARDS AND 
4 COMMISSIONS TO BE PROVO RESIDENTS. (26-057)
5
6 RECITALS:
7
8 It is proposed that Provo City Code 2.20.020 be amended to require all board and 
9 commission members to be Provo residents unless otherwise stipulated in the code listing 

10 different qualifications for a specific board or commission; 
11
12 On August 11, 2026, the Municipal Council met to ascertain the facts regarding this 
13 matter and receive public comment, which facts and comments are found in the public record of 
14 the Council’s consideration; and
15
16 After considering the facts presented to the Municipal Council, the Council finds that (i) 
17 the proposed action should be approved, and (ii) such action furthers the health, safety, and 
18 general welfare of the citizens of Provo City.
19
20 THEREFORE, the Provo Municipal Council ordains as follows:
21
22 PART I:
23
24 A. The Provo City Code 2.20.010 is amended as presented in Exhibit A.
25  
26 PART II:
27
28 A. If a provision of this ordinance conflicts with a provision of a previously adopted 
29 ordinance, this ordinance prevails.
30
31 B. This ordinance and its various sections, clauses, and paragraphs are severable. If any part, 
32 sentence, clause, or phrase is adjudged to be unconstitutional or invalid, the remainder of 
33 the ordinance is not affected by that determination.
34
35 C. This ordinance takes effect immediately after it has been posted or published in accordance 
36 with Utah Code Section 10-3-711, presented to the Mayor in accordance with Utah Code 
37 Section 10-3b-204, and recorded in accordance with Utah Code Section 10-3-713.
38
39 D. The Municipal Council directs that the official copy of Provo City Code be updated to 
40 reflect the provisions enacted by this ordinance.
41

42



Exhibit A

2.20.020
General Rules for Permanent City Boards, Commissions, Committees, Councils, Foundations 
and Agencies

(1) Except as provided in Subsection (2) of this section, the rules set forth in this section 
shall apply to each board, commission, council, agency, foundation and district, created 
under the authority of Provo City which is not organized as a separate legal entity. Each 
of the foregoing is referred to in this section as a “City board”.

(2) If a rule set forth in this section conflicts with a federal, state, or local law applicable to a 
particular City board, such law shall supersede the conflicting rule to the extent of the 
conflict.

(3)
(a) Each City board shall be an advisory board only.
(b) Each City board shall consist of seven (7) members, each of whom shall serve a 

term of four (4) years.
(i) The terms of members shall be staggered.

(ii) Members may be appointed to a term of less than four (4) years when 
necessary to provide for staggered terms.

(iii) Unless reappointed, no City board member shall serve beyond the term for 
which the member was appointed.

(c) Candidates for appointment to city boards shall be residents of Provo City unless 
otherwise stipulated in the section of city code that describes the qualifications for 
an individual board.

(d) (c) City board members shall be appointed by the Mayor, with the advice and 
consent of the Municipal Council.

(e) (d) City board members may be removed from office by the Mayor, without 
cause.

(f) (e) City board members shall receive no compensation for their services, but may 
be reimbursed for reasonable expenses incurred in the performance of their duties.

(g) (f) Each City board shall elect a chair and a vice-chair. Each person so elected 
shall serve for a term of one (1) year. No person may serve consecutive terms as 
chair, and no person may serve consecutive terms as vice-chair.

(h) (g) Meetings of each City board may be called by:
(iv) the chair;
(v) the vice-chair, if the chair is incapacitated, or otherwise cannot act;

(vi) a majority of the members of the board; or
(vii) the Mayor.

(i) (h) Written minutes and a recording shall be kept for all open meetings of a City 
board as provided in Section 52-4-203, Utah Code Annotated, as amended. The 
written minutes and recording of an open meeting are public records as follows:

(i) Written minutes are the official record of action taken at the meeting.
(A)Written minutes that have been prepared in a form awaiting only 

formal approval by a City board are a public record.



(B) Written minutes shall be available to the public within a reasonable 
time after the end of the meeting.

(C) Written minutes that are made available to the public before 
approval by a City board shall be clearly identified as “awaiting 
formal approval” or “unapproved” or with some other appropriate 
notice that the written minutes are subject to change until formally 
approved.

(D)Each City board shall establish and implement procedures for the 
board’s approval of the written minutes of each meeting.

(ii) A recording of an open meeting shall be available to the public for 
listening within three (3) business days after the end of the meeting.

(j) (i) Each City board may adopt reasonable rules, consistent with this section, by 
which it conducts its business.



Exhibit B

2.22.010
Created – Organization

(1) A Provo Arts Council is hereby created.

(2) The Provo Arts Council shall have eleven (11) members who shall be appointed by the 
Mayor with the advice and consent of the Municipal Council. Each member shall serve for three 
(3) years, except that members may be appointed to shorter terms to provide for staggered terms 
among members of the Arts Council. Due to the impact of Arts programs and facilities on all of 
Utah County, up to three (3) or more members may be non-residents of Provo.

(3) The Provo Arts Council by majority vote shall elect from among its members a chair and a 
vice-chair, each of whom shall serve for a period of one (1) year. The election of the chair and 
vice-chair shall be held at the first regular meeting at which a quorum is present following July 1 
of each year.



Exhibit C

2.21.020
Terms of Office – Compensation – Expenses

(1) If there are one (1) or more fixed-base operators (FBO) at the airport, one (1) member of the 
Board shall be an FBO representative. If only one (1) FBO serves the airport at a given time, the 
FBO representative may be appointed for a three-year term. If multiple FBOs serve the airport, 
the appointment shall be rotated equally among the FBOs serving the airport and the FBO 
representative shall be appointed for a one-year term. The remaining six (6) members of the 
Board shall be appointed for staggered terms of three (3) years each. All Board terms shall begin 
on July 1 and terminate on June 30. The FBO representative need not be a resident of Provo.

(2) No member of the board shall receive any salary or compensation of any kind for the 
performance of their duties as herein provided except that members of the board may be 
reimbursed for their reasonable expenses incurred in carrying out their duties, provided said 
expenses are approved by the Airport Director prior to the time the expenses are incurred.



Exhibit D

2.23.010
Board of Equalization and Review

(1) The Municipal Council hereby elects under the option granted by Utah State law that the 
Board of Equalization and review required for processing special improvement district 
assessments shall consist of three (3) members as follows:

(a) (1) the City Recorder or the City Recorder’s designee;
(b) (2) the City Engineer or Public Works Director; and
(c) (3) the City Attorney or the City Attorney’s designee.

(2) Members of this board need not be residents of Provo City.



Residency Requirements for 
Board Appointees

Changing the Default Setting

Council Work Meeting | Tuesday July 14, 2026



Residency Is Not Required on All Boards

Only 5 of Provo’s citizen boards require at least some 
members to be Provo residents.

There is no mention of residency in the general rules 
for all boards. (Provo Code 2.20.020)

Board Requirement

Airport Board All Must Be Residents

Arts Council 8/11 Must be Residents

Library Board All Must be Residents

Planning Commission All Must Be Residents

Transportation and Mobility Advisory Committee 5/7 Must Be Residents



The Proposal
1. The general rules for boards would include a residency requirement:

2. Non-resident appointees allowed by the proposal:

• Up to three members of the Arts Council
• The FBO representative on the Airport Board
• City Employees on Board of Equalization 

3. Incumbent non-resident members can finish out their terms



Residency Requirements May Limit Talent Pools

TMAC Landmarks Commission Design Review Committee

(3) professionals from the disciplines of
• History
• Archaeology
• Planning
• Law
• Architecture
• Architectural history

(7) professionals in the fields of
• Architectural design 
• Education
• Landscape design
• Interior design
• Urban design
• Architectural history
• Art
• Graphic design
• Engineering
• Planning

(1) member shall represent
• College level 

transportation academia

(1) member shall represent
• A business or community-

oriented organization



Other Cities Require Residency More Often

City % of Boards Requiring Residency*

Springville 100

Orem 93

Payson 86

Spanish Fork 67

Lehi 67

Provo 45

Pleasant Grove 44

*Either in part or in all



Requirements If Adopted
Board Requirements

Airport Board 6/7 Must Be Residents

Arts Council 8/11 Must Be Residents*

Board of Adjustment All Must Be Residents

Civil Service Commissions All Must Be Residents

Design Review Committee All Must Be Residents

Energy Board All Must Be Residents

Library Board All Must Be Residents*

Landmarks Commission All Must Be Residents

Parks and Recreation Board All Must Be Residents

Planning Commission All Must Be Residents*

TMAC All Must Be Residents

*This proposal doesn’t affect the requirements of these boards



Recommendation:
Hear This Item in Night Meeting



Residential Parking 
Exceptions for Tow Trucks

Balancing Community and Individual Interests

Council Work Meeting | Tuesday July 14, 2026



Tow Trucks Operating in Provo



Police Utilizes Tow Trucks

Utah Code Title 41 - Motor Vehicles

• Registration, license, or insurance issues 

Officers may seize a vehicle because of 

• Involvement in a crime or accident

• Vehicle abandonment



Tow Trucks Must Respond Quickly

Entity Light/Medium Duty Heavy Duty

Provo Police 15* 15*

Utah County Sheriff 30 30

Utah Highway Patrol 25 40

Required Response Time (minutes)

*Based on informal understandings without contracts



Tow Trucks are Prohibited in Residential Areas

On Street

Off Street



Heavy Vehicle Enforcement Varies

On-street Violations (2 hours+)

Average Annual Cases: ~25

Off-street Violations
Average Annual Cases: ~3

June 2021 - 2026

Tow Truck Violations
Average Annual Cases: ~1



Impact of Limiting Tow Parking



Requests for Tows are Widely Dispersed

1,841
Tow Requests

June 2025-June 2026

35
Tow Companies

Provo’s Rotation

Tows Per Company:

Per Year Per Month Per Week

53 4 1



Companies May Have Multiple Contracts



Unoccupied Cars Can Threaten Safety and Movement

Blocked Traffic and Secondary Crashes Vehicle Security and Crime Scene Integrity 



Waiting for Handoffs Can Waste an Officer’s Time

Until the tow truck arrives 

The officer must wait with the vehicle to

• Ensure the safety of the roadway

• Ensure the security of the vehicle 
and its contents



Comparison Cities
Criteria



Cities Truck Parking Policies Vary

Allow Not Allow

Lehi American Fork**

Spanish Fork Orem

Lindon Provo

Pleasant Grove

Payson*

Springville*

Heavy Duty Tow Trucks on Residential Parcels



Proposal
Exempt Tow Trucks from Residential Regulations



Revises Standards and Exempts Tow Trucks

• Lowers the maximum allowable weight for a vehicle 
in residential zones from 18,000 to 14,000 GVWR

• Exempts tow trucks from the requirements of other 
heavy vehicles in residential zones including parking

• On street for more than 2 hours
• Within 30 feet of a driveway/intersection
• Anywhere on private parcels



14,000 lbs.

Definitions



2026 Ford E-350 SRW Cutaway
GVWR: 10,050 lbs.

2026 Isuzu NPR Class 3
GVWR: 12,000 lbs.

2027 GMC Hummer Pickup
GVWR: 10,400 lbs.

2026 Cadillac Escalade IQ
GVWR: 10,500 lbs.

2026 Ford Transit 350 HD Cargo
GVWR: 11,000 lbs.

2026 Chevy Express 3500 HD
GVWR: 12,300 lbs.

2026 Ford F-350 Super Duty DRW
GVWR: 14,000 lbs.

2026 Ford F-450 Pickup
GVWR: 14,000 lbs.



Recommendation:
Incorporate the 

proposal into the 
zoning rewrite
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PROVO MUNICIPAL COUNCIL
WORK SESSION
STAFF REPORT

Submitter: TTAGUCHI
Presenter: Tanner Taguchi, Council Policy Analyst

Department: Recorder
Meeting Date: 7/14/2026

Requested Duration (Minutes): 15 minutes
CityView or Issue File Number: 26-058

SUBJECT: 5 A discussion regarding a proposed text amendment to allow tow truck 
parking in residential zones and on public streets. (26-058)

ADMINISTRATIVE RECOMMENDATION: I recommend that the Council move that the 
language in the Proposed Ordinance Change Exhibit be incorporated into the zoning 
code rewrite.

ADMINISTRATIVE MEMO: See attached memo document 

FISCAL IMPACT: This exemption for tow trucks will not have a fiscal impact on Provo 
City.
 
COUNCIL STAFF MEMO:



Municipal Council Policy Analyst Memo

To: Provo Municipal Council

From: Tanner Taguchi, Council Policy Analyst

Re: Proposed Text Amendment Allowing Tow Truck Parking in Residential Zones and on Public Streets

Date: Tuesday July 14, 2026

Executive Summary

This proposed text amendment is sponsored by Councilors MacKay and Bogdin. The basis for the 
proposal is a complaint the sponsors received from residents operating a tow truck business in the city and 
other parts of Utah County. It would have the effect of exempting tow trucks from existing regulation that 
prevents commercial vehicles from being stored on residential lots. This change would create consistency 
in city policy that requires tow trucks on its tow rotation to respond quickly during off hours by allowing 
the operators to park at their residence. I recommend that the language included as part of this item be 
incorporated into the upcoming zoning rewrite.

Condition

City Code

Currently tow trucks are classified as a commercial vehicle and are restricted from parking on 
parcels in residentials zones (Provo Code 14.34.190). Commercial vehicles are functionally 
defined as vehicles with a rated capacity of 3,000 lbs. After discussing this definition with the 
city traffic engineer, using “rated capacity” to define a vehicle is outdated and will likely be 
removed from the code going forward.

The apparent intent of this ordinance is to keep bulky vehicles that could obstruct views and 
disrupt the character of the community from parking in residential areas. Tow trucks themselves 
vary in weight capacity. However, they’re generally smaller than other commercial vehicles like 
cargo trucks or construction equipment.

Tow Truck Contracts

While towing services are used by private customers on a one-time basis, tow trucks also provide 
contracted public services requested by law enforcement agencies. From June 1, 2025, to June 
15, 2026, the Provo Police utilized towing services 1,841 times, an average of once per day.

35 towing companies located within Provo provide these services. In addition to responding to 
the Provo Police Department, may of these towing companies also respond to requests from 
other cities, the County Sherrif, and the Utah Highway Patrol.

Both the dispatch data and interviews with all 35 Provo-contracted firms indicate that Provo calls 
on each towing company approximately once a week. However, firms with multiple contracts, 
could end up responding to various law enforcement agencies daily.



Currently Provo does not have written agreements with these towing companies. However, 
written agreements are used by other cities, Utah County, and the Utah Highway Patrol. After 
discussing the lack of written agreements with the police department, it said it’s currently 
working on drafting agreements that’ll go into effect soon. Despite not currently having written 
expectations of these companies the overwhelming expectation understood by both parties is that 
tow trucks arrive 15 minutes after accepting a request for services.

Commercial Vehicle Issues

The tension between the public need for towing services and the preservation of neighborhood 
character is the impetus for this exemption. However, official complaints involving tow trucks a 
are relatively rare.

In the past five years, there have only been five mentions of tow trucks in the descriptions of 
zoning violations. In the same period, there were at least 16 violations of the commercial vehicle 
storage statute in question that did not involve a tow truck.

In addition to the commercial vehicle storage statute, I looked at all vehicle-related cases over 
the last five years in five zoning violation categories. Across those five categories, there’ve been 
161 mentions of “trailer”, 89 mentions of “RV”, and 32 mentions of “boat.”

Criteria

I spoke with eight other cities in Utah County about their policies on commercial vehicle storage 
on residential lots. Of those cities, six cities would allow a heavy wrecker tow truck in a 
residential driveway. Only two, Orem and American Fork, are like Provo and would prohibit it.

Effect

Tow Truck Companies

If the code in question was strictly enforced, tow truck operators in Provo could be prevented 
from parking their commercial vehicle at their home. If they can’t commute to their business and 
respond to the call within the required 15 minutes, they effectively lose the ability to appear on 
the police departments rotation. In terms of money lost, each tow call would likely a few hundred 
dollars depending on the company. The tow costs are born by the vehicle owner, except in cases 
where the car is stored for evidence.

However, while Provo doesn’t have a written agreement, according to the Provo Police 
department other cities have penalties for missing and refusing calls because of time constraints. 
If Provo Police were to adopt these penalties in its new policy, these tow companies could be 
subject to suspension or removal from the tow rotation if they refuse/missing calls too often.

Police

While the subject of this proposal centers on the fairness of requiring tow operators to respond 
quickly during off hours, but not keeping their vehicles nearby, it may be important to 
understand why the police require such rapid response.



Several scenarios may require a tow including motor accidents, abandoned vehicles, vehicles 
involved in a DWI, or vehicles linked to a crime. The impact of delays in towing services can 
vary depending on the reason they are required.

In the case of vehicles accidents, delays could pose direct risks to public safety, such as an 
increased risk of secondary accidents, as well as inconveniences like traffic delays. However, 
traffic delays could have a more serious impact if those delay impact the ability of other public 
safety personnel to respond to emergencies.

In non-accident cases, the car and its content can become a liability for the police. For example, 
if a driver is arrested for DWI, officer must ensure that the car isn’t moved by anyone with 
access to the car and that the contents of the car are not tamper with or removed. Accordingly, 
the arresting officer must stay with the car until it can be removed to a secure impound lot.

Public

In the five instances where a code enforcement case involved a tow truck, none of them involved 
an immediate risk to public safety. While these cases are all legitimate in the sense that they 
violate the law, it is unclear the extent to which the presence of these trucks pose a threat to 
visibility that would affect public safety. Most reasons for complaints centered around the 
incompatibility of the vehicle with the character of the neighborhood or a possible imposition on 
a shared property line.

After speaking with the leadership of zoning enforcement, they made it clear that based on their 
experience that general complaints about the aesthetic impact on neighborhoods will increase as 
well as complaints from other large vehicles owners claiming unfairness for not having their 
vehicles, such as food-trucks and other equipment freed from the current restrictions.

Recommendation

Based, on the contents of this memorandum, I recommend that the municipal council move that these 
proposed changes be incorporated into the upcoming zoning rewrite according to the language in the 
exhibit included in this item.



Proposed Ordinance Change Exhibit
14.34.190
Storage of Commercial Vehicles – Residential Zone

No trucks, motor vehicles, or commercial trailers with a gross vehicle weighted rating exceeding 
14,000 pounds which exceed the rated capacity of one and one-half (1 1/2) tons shall be stored or 
parked on any lot or parcel within any residential zone, nor shall any contracting and/or 
earthmoving equipment be stored or parked on any lot or parcel in a residential zone.

(2) Tow trucks owned by licensed operators with current agreements with any government entity 
in the state of Utah to provide towing services are exempt from the requirements of this section.

(3) Tow truck is defined as, “a commercial vehicle designed, constructed, altered, or equipped 
primarily to tow or remove damaged, disabled, abandoned, seized, repossessed, or impounded 
vehicles with power or control from a highway, road, or other place using a crane, hoist, tow bar, 
tow line, dolly tilt bed, or other similar means of vehicle transfer.”
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PROVO MUNICIPAL COUNCIL
WORK SESSION
STAFF REPORT

Submitter: TTAGUCHI
Presenter: Tanner Taguchi, Council Policy Analyst

Department: Recorder
Meeting Date: 7/14/2026

Requested Duration (Minutes): 15 minutes
CityView or Issue File Number: PLOTA20260080

SUBJECT: 6 AN ORDINANCE AMENDING PCC 14.37.050 (REDUCTION IN OFF-
STREET PARKING REQUIREMENTS) (PLOTA20260080)

COUNCIL STAFF RECOMMENDATION: This item is brought to Council in response to 
a motion made in the previous work meeting. A proposed amendment based on that 
discussion is attached and can amended, rejected, or sent forward to a night meeting 
for a vote.

COUNCIL STAFF MEMO: This item is a continuation of the discussion relating to the 
previous proposal on parking requirements near bus rapid transit routes, BYU campus, 
and off-site parking for multifamily structures. Councilors provided feedback on the 
proposal during the Council Work meeting on June 23, 2026. Based on this feedback, 
Council staff drafted language that ensured that existing agreements made with 
property owners regarding granted reductions are maintained, but that removes the 
changes originally proposed and instead deletes the existing administrative paths for 
parking reductions found in Provo Code 14.37.050. 

FISCAL IMPACT: There is no expected fiscal impact related to amending the statute 
relating to parking requirement reductions.
 



Exhibit

14.37.050
Reductions in Off-street Parking Requirements

(1) Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program agreements recorded between 
property owners and Provo City governing the provision of parking on subject lots 
prior to August 11, 2026, remain in effect pursuant to the terms of the agreements and 
are subject to the provisions of this Section.

(2) For property where a TDM agreement exists, failure by the property owner to abide 
by the agreement is unlawful. In addition to other legal remedies available to the City, 
a determination by the Planning Commission, after a duly noticed hearing, that the 
owner has violated the agreement, means that any parking reduction allowed as the 
result of the TDM program is no longer allowed for that property and 
the property must meet the parking requirements otherwise required by Provo City 
Code at the time of project approval.

(1)  Purpose and Intent. The Provo City General Plan encourages the application of 
transportation demand management strategies to reduce traffic congestion and to lessen the 
amount of land that must be devoted to parking for commercial, industrial, or public facility 
uses. Accordingly, the purpose of this Section is to allow flexibility in off-street parking 
requirements for commercial, industrial, public facility, or multifamily residential uses based 
on the standards set forth herein. This Section shall not be used to reduce parking for baching 
single residential projects.
(2)  Reduction in Off-Street Parking Based on a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 
Program and a Parking Count Justification Study. 
(a)  Subject to the requirements of this Subsection, the Planning Commission may reduce off-
street parking required under Section 14.37.060, Provo City Code, for any use located on a lot 
within a commercial, industrial, or public facility zoning district; or for multifamily residential 
developments in residential zones, as part of a project plan approval.
(b)  In addition to the application materials required for a project plan, an applicant shall submit 
a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program and a parking count justification study 
prepared by a transportation planner, traffic consultant, licensed engineer, or architect.
(c)  Elements of a TDM program may include, but are not limited to, the following:
(i)  Design of the project site so that landscaped areas, other than those required by Chapter 
15.20, Provo City Code, or the underlying zone, can be converted to provide additional parking 
areas meeting the requirements of Section 14.37.060, Provo City Code, if the City determines 
the parking originally provided under this reduction is inadequate, based on parking demand;
(ii)  Robust bicycle amenities (i.e., lockers and repair facilities) and additional designated 
bicycle parking areas in excess of what is required for the project;
(iii)  Proximity of a proposed project to employment centers, mass transit, commercial 
services, and public recreation spaces;
(iv)  Designated priority parking for carpool and/or van pool vehicles;
(v)  Designated pick-up and drop-off zones;
(vi)  Priority parking for car-sharing; or

https://provo.municipal.codes/Code/14.37.060
https://provo.municipal.codes/Code/15.20
https://provo.municipal.codes/Code/14.37.060


(vii)  Electric vehicle charging facilities.
(d)  A Parking Justification Study shall include the following information:
(i)  Calculation of the number of off-street parking spaces required by this Chapter for the use 
proposed;
(ii)  Total square footage of all uses within existing and proposed development and the square 
footage devoted to each type of use therein;
(iii)  A reasonable conversion of gross floor area to net available floor area within existing and 
proposed development that accounts for such factors as wall thickness, corridors, and other 
portions of the development that do not generate parking demand;
(iv)  A copy of the applicant’s plans to operate a transportation demand management program 
that provides incentives for employee use of transportation modes other than single occupancy 
vehicles;
(v)  Trip generation rates expected for the uses within the existing and proposed development;
(vi)  If the development is an expansion of an existing use, or if a similar facility exists 
elsewhere in Utah, historical data indicating parking lot usage experience at the existing 
development or facility.
(e)  Following consideration of the materials required by this Section, the Planning 
Commission may approve a reduction in the parking otherwise required by this Chapter, subject 
to the following:
(i)  Adoption of findings that the TDM program is adequate for the proposed reduction and the 
parking justification study reasonably reflects expected parking demand;
(ii)  Recordation of the TDM agreement between the property owner and Provo City governing 
the provision of parking on the subject lot. Such agreement shall run with the land and include 
provisions for:
(A)  Monitoring of parking lot adequacy on at least an annual basis, and
(B)  Construction of additional parking spaces, implementation of parking demand mitigation 
measures, or compliance with the usual Provo City Code parking standards if trip generation 
rates for uses within the development change from those set forth in the TDM program and 
parking count justification study.
(f)  For property where a TDM agreement exists, failure by the property owner to abide by the 
agreement shall be unlawful. In addition to other legal remedies available to the City, a 
determination by the Planning Commission, after a duly noticed hearing, that the owner has 
violated the agreement, shall mean that any parking reduction allowed as the result of the TDM 
program is no longer allowed for that property and the property must meet the parking 
requirements otherwise required by Provo City Code at the time of project approval.
(g)  In no case shall parking for residential uses be less than one (1) space per unit for a one 
(1) bedroom unit, or one and one-half (1.5) spaces for a unit with two (2) or more bedrooms.
(h)  TDM agreements for residential projects that are granted a reduction in off-street parking 
requirements shall, in addition to the TDM program elements, provide that:
(i)  Any land area which would otherwise be allocated for parking, if this reduction were not 
invoked, and that is not developed with structures shall be improved with landscaping meeting 
City standards and include reasonable amenities;
(ii)  A financially responsible party shall be locally available to enforce provisions of the 
agreement;



(iii)  Binding community rules regarding occupancy, parking, other limitations and 
enforcement procedures shall be included in the agreement and as a note on any plat documents, 
and such rules shall be posted conspicuously on the premises; and
(iv)  After a period of five (5) years, during which the number of parking stalls has never been 
found to be inadequate, the Development Services Director may determine that retaining 
landscaped areas in reserve for future parking is no longer necessary.
(3)  Reduction in Off-Street Parking through Providing Increased Bicycle Parking Spaces. The 
Planning Commission may approve a reducing of the off-street parking otherwise required by 
this Chapter if an applicant for such a reduction demonstrates compliance with the bicycle 
parking space requirements in the table below.
Land Use Type Long-Term Requirement Short-Term Requirement
Residential
Single-family dwelling No spaces required. No spaces required.
Multiple-Family and 
Apartments
a) With private garage for 
each unit

No spaces required. 0.10 spaces for each 
bedroom. Minimum is 2 
spaces.

b) Without private garage 
for each unit

0.5 spaces for each 
bedroom. Minimum is 2 
spaces.

0.10 spaces for each 
bedroom. Minimum is 2 
spaces.

c) Senior housing 0.5 spaces for each 
bedroom. Minimum is 2 
spaces.

0.10 spaces for each 
bedroom. Minimum is 2 
spaces

Civic: 
Cultural/Recreational
Nonassembly cultural 
(library, government, etc.)

1.5 spaces for each 10 
employees. Minimum is 2 
spaces per project.

1 space for each 8,000 s.f. of 
floor area. Minimum is 2 
spaces per project.

Assembly (church, theaters, 
stadiums, parks, beaches, 
etc.)

1.5 spaces for each 20 
employees. Minimum is 2 
spaces per project.

Spaces for 5% of maximum 
expected daily attendance.

Health care/hospitals 1.5 spaces for each 20 
employees or 1 space for 
each 70,000 s.f. of floor 
area, whichever is greater. 
Minimum is 2 spaces per 
project.

1 space for each 20,000 s.f. 
of floor area. Minimum is 2 
spaces per project.

Education



Land Use Type Long-Term Requirement Short-Term Requirement
a) Public, parochial, and 
private day care centers for 
15 or more children

1.5 spaces for each 20 
employees. Minimum is 2 
spaces per project.

1 space for each 20 students 
of planned capacity. 
Minimum is 2 spaces per 
project.

b) Public, parochial, and 
private nursery schools, 
kindergartens, and 
elementary schools (1 – 3)

1.5 spaces for each 10 
employees. Minimum is 2 
spaces per project.

1.5 spaces for each 20 
students of planned 
capacity. Minimum is 2 
spaces per project.

c) Public, parochial, and 
elementary (4 – 6), junior 
high and high schools

1.5 space for each 10 
employees plus 1 space for 
each 20 students of planned 
capacity. Minimum is 2 
spaces per project.

1.5 space for each 20 
students of planned 
capacity. Minimum is 2 
spaces per project.

d) Colleges and universities 1.5 spaces for each 10 
employees plus 1 space for 
each 10 students of planned 
capacity; or 1 space for each 
20,000 s.f. of floor area, 
whichever is greater.

1 space for each 10 students 
of planned capacity. 
Minimum is 2 spaces per 
project.

Transit Stations
Rail/bus terminals and 
stations/airports

Spaces for 7% of projected 
a.m. peak period daily 
ridership.

Spaces for 2% of a.m. peak 
period daily ridership.

Commercial Activity
Retail
General food sales or 
groceries

1 space for each 10,000 s.f. 
of floor area. Minimum is 2 
spaces per project.

1 space for each 2,000 s.f. of 
floor area. Minimum is 2 
spaces per project.

General retail 1 space for each 10,000 s.f. 
of floor area. Minimum is 2 
spaces per project.

1 space for each 5,000 s.f. of 
floor area. Minimum is 2 
spaces per project.

Office
1.5 spaces for each 10,000 
s.f. of floor area. Minimum 
is 2 spaces per project.

1 space for each 20,000 s.f. 
of floor area. Minimum is 2 
spaces per project.

Auto Related
Automotive sales, rental, 
and delivery, automotive 
servicing, automotive 
repair and cleaning

1 space for each 10,000 s.f. 
of floor area. Minimum is 2 
spaces per project.

1 space for each 20,000 s.f. 
of floor area. Minimum is 2 
spaces per project.



Land Use Type Long-Term Requirement Short-Term Requirement
Off-street parking lots and 
garages available to the 
general public

1 space for each 20 
automobile spaces. 
Minimum is 2 spaces. 
Unattended surface parking 
lots excepted.

Minimum of 6 spaces or 1 
per 10 auto spaces. 
Unattended surface parking 
lots excepted.

Industrial/Manufacturing
Manufacturing and 
production

1 space for each 12,000 s.f. 
of floor area. Minimum is 2 
spaces per project.

Number of spaces to be 
prescribed by the Director of 
City Planning. Consider 
minimum of 2 spaces at 
each public building 
entrance.



Municipal Council Policy Analyst Memo

To: Municipal Council
From: Tanner Taguchi, Council Policy Analyst
Re: Explanation of the Proposed Amendments to Parking Requirement Reductions
Date: Tuesday July 14, 2026

Executive Summary

The language in the attached exhibit would remove the two existing paths for property owners to receive 
a reduction in the number of parking spaces required during development. Removing these administrative 
paths would leave ordinance text amendments and zone changes as the only routes to lowering parking 
requirements. Among a sample of four other cities with a Mayor-Council form of government, three 
allow some form of administrative reduction, but one does not. If the language in the exhibit is adopted, it 
would preserve the city’s current parking agreements that were created prior its adoption.

Current Process of Reducing Parking Requirements

In City Code, there are currently two paths for a property owner to receive a reduction in the 
number of parking spaces they’re required to create during the development process. Regardless 
of the path the property owner takes to obtain the reduction, the planning commission has the 
final say as to whether that reduction is granted.

The paths for receiving a reduction are

1) Creating a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program (PCC 14.37.050(2))

To obtain a parking reduction via this path the property owner must, first, present a parking 
count justification study that shows a more precise estimate of the number of spaces needed. 
Transportation planners, traffic consultants, licensed engineers, or architects can perform this 
study. The number of spaces presented in the study may be less than the statutory requirement. 

Additionally, the property owner can submit, as part of the planning application, elements of 
their design that would proactively decrease the demand for parking. These elements can include 
robust bicycle amenities, proximity to mass transit or employment centers, carpool parking, and 
electric charging stations.

After considering the contents of the traffic study and TDM, the commission may reduce the 
number of required parking spaces to meet the expected demand based on those findings. There 
are no statutory criteria for the commission to base their judgement of the findings of the study, 
the terms of the TDM, or the magnitude of the reduction.

2) Increased Bicycle Parking Spaces (PCC 14.37.050(3))

To obtain a parking reduction via this path the property owner must create bicycle parking 
spaces according to the requirements set out in the bicycle parking table listed in 14.37.050 (3). 
For example, the commission may grant a reduction for an apartment without private garages, if 



the property owner creates .5 long-term and .1 short-term bicycle parking spaces for each 
bedroom included in the project.

Like the TDM path, there is no statutory limit to the reduction granted by the commission.

According to the planning division, there are several active TDMs associated with completed 
developments. If the language in the exhibit is adopted, then these existing TDM agreements will 
be preserved, and property owners will continue to be bound by the terms of their agreements.

Mayor-Council Governments Vary in How to Approach Reductions

I spoke with four other cities with Mayor-Council forms of government1 about how parking 
requirement reductions are granted. They varied widely in how specific the statutory 
requirements for a reduction are and who has the final authority to grant the reduction. Some 
cities empower administrative staff to approve reductions if narrowly tailored criteria are met. 
Another city has administrative staff approve reductions in certain circumstances and the 
planning commission in others.

Of the four, Ogden was the only city that has no administrative mechanism for granting a 
parking requirement reduction. In Ogden’s case, the property owner must request a text 
amendment or zone change that meets their specific needs to create fewer parking spaces.

Effect of the Proposal

The exhibit attached to this item would amend the original proposal presented in the June 23, 
2026, City Council work meeting. The amendment would remove the two administrative paths to 
receive a parking reduction. Consequently, all new development projects in the city must strictly 
follow the off-street parking requirements laid out in PCC 14.37.060.

If a developer had reason to request a reduction, they could take one of three different routes to 
receive one:

1) The developer could request a text amendment to the off-street parking standards that 
meets the needs of their project. For example, if a project has a specific use that can be 
defined and given lower standards, the Council could debate the merits of requiring fewer 
spaces for all new development of that particular use.

2) The developer could request a PRO zone where the parking requirements within that 
zone are less than that of the general standards listed in PCC 14.37.060. The requirements 
of the new PRO zone could be tailored specifically to the developer’s anticipated needs.

3) The developer could request that the Council create an overlay zone that reduces the 
existing parking requirements by a certain percentage wherever that overlay zone is 
applied. For example, if a parking reduction overlay zone reduces an area’s parking 
requirement by 10%, future developers in other areas could request that that overlay be 
applied to their property as well.

1 Ogden, Salt Lake City, Sandy, and West Jordan



All these routes would require City Council approval.



Chapter 14.43
ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS

Sections:
14.43.010   Purpose and Objectives.
14.43.020   Permitted Use of Accessory Dwelling Units.
14.43.030   Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Development Standards.

14.43.010 Purpose and Objectives
The purpose of the Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) development standards is to support family life 
by allowing ADUs in conjunction with one-family detached dwellings on individual lots. These 
standards are intended to promote the use of ADUs, provide flexibility in housing arrangements due 
to life cycle changes, offer financial support for homeowners, and enhance housing options for aging 
residents.

14.43.015 Definitions

(1) "Accessory dwelling unit (ADU)" has the same meaning defined in PCC Chapter 14.05.

(2) For purposes of this Chapter, "areas zoned primarily for residential use" means the RA, R1, R2, 
VLDR, LDR, MDR, HDR, CR, and RM zones.

14.43.020 Permitted Use of Accessory Dwelling Units

(1) The use of an ADU is a permitted use in all areas zoned primarily for residential use, except as 
otherwise provided in this Section.

(2) Except as provided in subsection (3), ADUs are prohibited in:

(a) the Broadview Shores Overlay Zone; and

(b) all areas east of Interstate 15 that are zoned RM, R16, R17, R18, R19, R110, or R2PD, 
including those with a Performance Development Overlay.

(3) Notwithstanding Subsection (2), ADUs are permitted in certain areas that subsection (2) would 
otherwise prohibit, as shown on the following map. This map is not a comprehensive map of areas 
where ADUs are permitted. It shows only areas where ADUs would otherwise be prohibited under 
subsection (2).

(4) So long as it is required by UCA 10-21-304(1), as amended, external ADUs are permitted on any 
lot or parcel that would otherwise be prohibited under Subsection (2) if the lot or parcel:

file:///C:/Users/trevor.allen/Downloads/14.26-14.32.rtf#Code_14.30.010
file:///C:/Users/trevor.allen/Downloads/14.26-14.32.rtf%23Code_14.30.020
file:///C:/Users/trevor.allen/Downloads/14.26-14.32.rtf%23Code_14.30.030


(a) is in a zone that permits single-family dwellings;

(b) contains a single-family dwelling; and

(c) is 11,000 square feet or larger.

14.43.030 Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Development Standards
Accessory dwelling units (ADUs) are subject to the following development standards:

(1) Number. No more than one ADU is permitted in conjunction with each one-family detached 
dwelling.

(2) Location. An ADU may only be located in the following locations:



(a) Over an attached garage, provided the ADU has access to required parking and does not 
interfere with required covered parking;

(b) Inside a one-family detached dwelling;

(c) In an addition to a one-family detached dwelling, provided the addition does not alter the 
one-family character of the building; or

(d) InAs a detached accessory structure, or within a detached accessory structure including 
detached garages, located in the rear or side yard, subject to the following requirements:

(i) The All accessory structures and primary dwelling combined may not cover more 
than 40% of the total parcel area;

(ii) must have a building footprint and The accessory structure’s height must be 
smaller than the main dwelling. The minimum area of the structure must be at least 
200 square feet;

(iii) The detached ADU or structure must be set back at least 10 feet from any 
property line, or match the existing setback of the primary dwelling from that same 
property line, whichever is less;

(iv) For detached ADUs that are permitted under Subsection 14.43.020(4), the 
accessory structure containing the ADU must:

(A), have a height less than the main dwelling and less than 25 feet; and

(B) meet the side and rear yard setbacks for the property’s zone plus an 
additional setback of one foot for each foot of height over 16 feet (any height in 
excess of a whole number is rounded to the next foot);

(viii) The accessory structure must be architecturally compatible with the main 
dwelling;

(ivi) The structure must be permanently affixed to a site-built foundation and comply 
with all applicable Provo City building codes; and

(v) The structure must be permanently connected to all required utilities, with a 
separate and independent utility connection and meter from the main dwelling; and

(vii) Shipping containers may not be used as ADUs unless they comply with all 
applicable building codes and are clad with materials that are architecturally 
compatible with those of the main dwelling.

(3) Appearance. The ADU must not alter the appearance of the structure as a one-family detached 
dwelling or resemble any form of two-family dwelling, including side-by-side, side-to-back, or back-



to-back configurations. From the street, any visible evidence of multiple-family occupancy is 
prohibited.

(4) Occupancy. A one-family dwelling with an authorized and conforming ADU is considered to 
consist of two parts: the main dwelling unit and the accessory dwelling unit. These two units must be 
occupied as follows:

(a) Owner occupancy. 

(i) Except as provided in Subsection (a)(ii), either the main dwelling unit or the ADU 
must be occupied by an owner occupant, as defined in PCC 14.05.020. If this 
requirement is not met, the ADU is not permitted.

(ii) Owner occupancy is not required if the owner has submitted a temporary absence 
application before the absence begins and meets the following conditions:

(A) The owner has a bona fide, temporary absence of three years or less for 
purposes such as temporary job assignments, sabbaticals, military service, 
or voluntary service. Indefinite absences do not qualify.

(B) The owner is residing in a hospital, nursing home, assisted living facility, 
or similar institution.

(C) The owner has lived in the residence for at least one year prior to the 
start of the temporary absence.

(b) The occupancy of the main dwelling unit is limited to one “family” as defined in PCC 
14.05.020. However, if the ADU is also occupied, the main dwelling unit may not include the 
additional two related or unrelated individuals otherwise permitted under Subsection (b)(i)(B) 
of the “family” definition in that Section.

(c) The ADU may not be occupied by more than three related or unrelated adults, along with 
any minor children of those adults.

(5) Parking. A one-family dwelling with an ADU must provide at least four off-street parking spaces. 
However, for properties with a detached ADU, if the provisions of UCA 10-21-304(3), as amended, 
limit the parking that may be required, the property must provide the maximum number of off-street 
parking spaces that may be required under that statute.

(a) Two tandem parking spaces (front to rear) are permitted.

(b) Parking spaces may be located on a driveway within the required front yard if:

(i) The driveway leads to the minimum number of required covered off-street parking 
spaces; or



(ii) The property is listed on the Provo City Landmarks Registry.

(c) Parking spaces allowed under Subsection (5)(b) may not be located between the primary 
dwelling and the street.

(d) In no case may the number of off-street parking spaces be less than the number of 
vehicles maintained on the premises.

(e) All parking must comply with the requirements of PCC 14.44.

(6) Utility meters. A one-family dwelling with an internal ADU must have at least one but no more 
than two meters for each water, gas, and electricity service, and each meter must be in the property 
owner's name. A detached ADU, or an ADU located within a detached accessory structure, must 
have a separate utility meter for each service, and each meter must also be in the property owner's 
name.

(7) Addresses. The ADU must be assigned its own address by Provo City.

(8) Outside entrances. Exterior entrances to the ADU must be located on the side or rear of the 
building. Only one front entrance may be visible from the front yard.

(9) Building codes. All existing construction and remodeling must comply with the building codes in 
effect at the time the work was completed. Newly constructed ADUs must comply with all current 
building codes.

(10) Rental Dwelling License. In accordance with PCC 6.26, any person operating an accessory 
dwelling unit (ADU) under this Chapter must obtain a rental dwelling license (RDL). This license is 
required in addition to any necessary building permits.

(a) In addition to complying with the requirements of PCC 6.26, an applicant for a rental 
dwelling license for an ADU must:

(i) Submit a site plan drawn to scale showing property lines and dimensions, the 
location of existing and proposed buildings and entrances, distances from structures 
to property lines, the location of parking stalls, and utility meters;

(ii) Submit detailed floor plans drawn to scale with labeled room uses and clearly 
marked interior connections between the main dwelling and the ADU;

(iii) Pay the application fee established in the Consolidated Fee Schedule adopted by 
the Municipal Council;

(iv) Cooperate with the Development Services Department in recording a deed 
restriction with the County Recorder outlining the conditions under which the ADU is 
constructed and occupied. The restriction must run with the land as long as the ADU 
remains on the property;



(v) Renew the rental dwelling license annually; and

(vi) Establish, at the time of initial application and at each renewal, that the dwelling 
is the owner’s primary residence.

(b) Noncompliance with this Section is grounds for denial or revocation of the rental dwelling 
license. Revocation procedures are found in PCC 6.01 and PCC 6.26.

(c) Notwithstanding PCC 6.01.090, a rental dwelling license for an ADU automatically expires 
one year after issuance or upon transfer of the property to a new owner, whichever occurs 
first.
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Accessory Dwelling Unit Overlay

Parcels That Meet SB284 Criteria

Visualizing SB284's Impact
On ADUs in Provo City

Utah SB284 calls for cities with a population of 5,000 or more to
allow detached ADUs on lots that fit the following criteria:
- At least 11,000 square feet
- Permits single-family dwellings*

Tax-exempt parcels and parcels with no recorded assessor division
are excluded (roads, common areas, schools, etc.).

Provo City Code 14.30 (Accessory Dwelling Units) regulates both
internal and external ADUs including where they are permitted and
design, parking, and infrastructure standards.

While a parcel may be in an ADU-permitted zone or area, all potential
ADUs must go through Provo City’s permitting and rental dwelling
licensing process before becoming a legal residence.

If you have any questions about the requirements for an ADU,
contact Development Services at 801-852-6427.

*Lots that permit single-family dwelling units are found within the following zones:
A11, A110, A11AT, A120, A140, A15, DT1, DT2, GW, HDR, LDR, MDR, MU, PRO-A12, PRO-
A18, PRO-A19, PRO-A20, PRO-A21, PRO-A36, PRO-A6, PRO-A7, PRO-R1, PRO-R14,
PRO-R22, PRO-R24, PRO-R25, PRO-R28, PRO-R29, PRO-R3, PRO-R34, PRO-R9,
R110, R110PD, R120, R120PD, R16, R16PD, R17, R18, R18PD, R19, R2, R2PD, RA, RAPD,
RC, RM, SDP1, SDP3, SDP4, SDP5, and WG.
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