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Work Meeting Minutes
11:30 AM | August 11, 2026
Provo Peaks Conference Room (110)
445 W. Center Street, Provo, UT 84601


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

Approval of Minutes
· July 8, 2025 Council Meeting
· June 9, 2026 Council Meeting
· June 17, 2026 Council Meeting
· July 14, 2026 Work Meeting
· July 14, 2026 Council Meeting
· July 22, 2026Work Meeting

These minutes were approved by unanimous consent. 
Business
1. A discussion regarding a request from the Taylor Terrace Homeowners Association for city acceptance, infrastructure upgrades, and financial assistance for its private water system. (26-061) 00:03:02
Engineer Lane Peirce of Public Works presented on behalf of the Taylor Terrace Homeowners Association (HOA), which consists of 22 homes located near the Rock Canyon Temple. Seven of those homes are served by a private water main within a small cul-de-sac that experienced a water main break. The existing infrastructure, an 8-inch main running into the cul-de-sac with meters located at each house rather than at the street, does not conform to current city standards and is not a configuration that would be approved today under state or city requirements. Public Works Director Gordon Haight noted that this arrangement is also problematic from a culinary water compliance standpoint, as water serving multiple entities on private infrastructure is no longer legally permissible.
Mark Doyle, HOA President, addressed the Council and explained that the unusual infrastructure configuration dates to the mid-1970s and was discovered only when the main began to fail. He noted that approximately one-third of the 22 homeowners are on fixed incomes. The HOA's position was that homeowners are willing to pay the portion of costs equivalent to what any individual homeowner would pay to replace a service line (estimated at $7,000–$10,000 per home) but requested that the city share the cost of replacing or reconfiguring what is effectively city-level infrastructure running through private property. The total city-share request was estimated at up to $100,000, with the homeowner portion estimated at approximately $50,000.
City Attorney Jones clarified that a 2022 city code provision allows private infrastructure to be dedicated to the public, either through a fully self-funded administrative process or through a request to the Council for an appropriation. The HOA was following the latter path. Director Haight noted that a potentially less costly alternative (running individual lateral lines from the street to each home with meters placed in the public right-of-way) had been identified but not yet bid.
In response to Councilor Whitlock’s question about the practical benefit to the city, Director Haight stated that the private line was actively leaking treated water upstream of the individual meters, leaving the city to bear the cost of producing the lost water. Because the line served all seven affected homes, the city could not shut it off without interrupting service to every residence. He stated that resolving the leak would save the city money. Haight added that Public Works was monitoring the condition and had not observed evidence of a sinkhole or similar damage.
Council members expressed significant reservations about the city funding improvements to infrastructure on private property, noting that similarly situated homeowners elsewhere in the city are responsible for the full cost of service line replacement to the street. Councilor Whipple stated she did not believe it was appropriate to use city funds to repair a private asset, regardless of how the original configuration came to be. Councilor Hoban suggested a potential framework in which homeowners pay from their house to the public right-of-way and the city covers only the work at the road itself. Several members also noted the precedent-setting nature of the decision, given that Public Works identified approximately 20 to 30 similarly situated properties citywide. Council Member Whitlock and Councilor Garrett expressed interest in understanding what assistance, if any, the city provided during a comparable situation involving the Quail Valley development before making a determination here.
A motion was made by Councilor Hoban to return the item to a future work session with additional information, including: a proposed cost-sharing framework in which residents pay from the house to the public right-of-way and the city covers costs at the road; an estimate of costs under that framework; an inventory of similarly situated properties citywide; and details on what assistance the city provided in the Quail Valley situation. The motion was seconded by Councilor Whitlock. The motion passed 5-1 (Councilor Bogdin opposed; Councilor Christensen excused).
Councilor Whipple requested that staff also provide information on the city's standard procedure for addressing known leaks on private property and how long such situations are typically left unresolved before the city takes action. Councilor Garrett asked that the item return within two weeks.

2. A discussion regarding outdoor lighting standards (26-049) 00:38:41
Intern Britton Johnson presented proposed amendments to Provo City's outdoor lighting code, developed in response to a request from Council Members Whitlock, MacKay, and Christensen. The proposal drew on five principles for responsible outdoor lighting published by Dark Sky International and the Illuminating Engineering Society, focused on directing light only where needed.
Key proposed changes included: establishing a correlated color temperature maximum of 3,000 Kelvin for outdoor lighting (consistent with dark sky compliance standards and aligned with currently installed city streetlights); requiring full shielding on all fixtures, meaning light must be recessed and directed entirely downward with no light emitted above the horizontal plane; eliminating a historical exemption for fixtures styled to appear antique or architectural in character; and setting a color temperature limit of 5,700 Kelvin for sports lighting to accommodate camera color rendering. Proposed exceptions included Christmas lights, construction and emergency lighting, airports, and sports facilities. The proposal also addressed off-premises electronic display signs, applying a maximum of 300 nits at night and 5,000 nits during daylight hours, consistent with on-premises sign standards. Johnson confirmed that none of these changes would be retroactive—they would apply only to new construction, remodels, or fixture replacements.
Council Member Whitlock noted support for the proposal as a long-term investment in sky quality and resident quality of life, and emphasized that the intent was not to impose burdens on individual homeowners. Councilor Bogdin raised questions about applicability to residential porch lights and cost impacts. Johnson clarified that color temperature changes to LED fixtures carry no significant cost premium. City Attorney Jones clarified that the provisions would apply primarily in the context of development review and new construction permitting, not to existing residential lighting. It was also clarified that the reference to "off-premises" lighting should be reviewed for precision, as the intent was to exempt single-family residential properties from individual fixture requirements while still addressing parking lots and commercial settings.
A motion was made by Councilor Bogdin to return the ordinance to a future work session in two weeks for further refinement before advancing to a council meeting. The motion was seconded by Councilor Whitlock. The motion passed 6-0 (Councilor Christensen excused).



3. A resolution adopting an Americans with Disabilities Act transition plan. (26-063) 00:57:10
Engineer David Michelsen presented the proposed ADA Transition Plan, which formalizes Provo City's roadmap toward compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 as amended. Michelsen explained that the law requires all public entities to maintain a transition plan, and that significant fines can result from not having one in place. The plan as presented incorporates self-evaluation assessments completed by Public Works and Parks and Recreation, with other departments continuing to be evaluated. Public Works has identified approximately 15,000 compliance items, and Parks and Recreation identified approximately 1,000 items across city parks. The plan categorizes remediation into maintenance and operational improvements, programmatic adjustments, and capital improvements, and includes a 10-year funding schedule based on the existing $500,000 annual maintenance allocation.
Michelsen characterized the plan as a living document to be updated regularly as additional departmental assessments are completed and as improvements are made. He acknowledged that full compliance, particularly with regard to the city's approximately 200 miles of missing sidewalk, is an ongoing and long-term effort.
Council members expressed general support for formalizing the plan. Councilor Bogdin inquired about specific missing sidewalk locations and the status of known issues such as the intersection of Freedom Boulevard and University Parkway. Councilor Whitlock noted a typographical error in the ADA coordinator email address, a numerical discrepancy in ramp counts between two sections of the plan and raised a question about whether a 33-year remediation timeline could expose the city to legal risk. City Attorney Jones indicated that having a plan is substantially less legally risky than having no plan, and that the Department of Justice's approach is collaborative rather than punitive when a plan is in place. Jones also confirmed that the plan does not restrict city programming, but establishes a process for responding to accommodation requests.
Councilor Whipple expressed strong support and noted the urgency of addressing sidewalk conditions that affect residents with mobility limitations, while acknowledging the importance of addressing improvements in a fiscally responsible manner. Mayor Judkins noted that all city departments, not just Public Works and Parks and Recreation, would need to contribute to the plan going forward.
The resolution was noted as scheduled for action at the evening council meeting.

4. A resolution approving the appropriation of $14,171.11 in the general fund for a contractual sales tax increment post-performance payment to Day's Market. (26-036) 01:19:54
Economic Development Division Director Cody Hill presented a budget appropriation request for a contractual sales tax increment post-performance payment to Day's Market in the amount of $14,171.11. This payment arises from a 2019 agreement in which Day's Market made improvements to its Canyon Road store location in exchange for the city remitting a portion of sales tax increment generated above a baseline amount. Hill noted that Day's Market is expected to reach its $100,000 cap after receiving approximately $8,000 in the following year, approximately two and a half years ahead of schedule. When adjusted for inflation, the store's sales tax generation has increased by approximately 111% above the baseline since the agreement began. Hill confirmed that this is one of four such agreements currently in place, that the tool enabling such agreements has since expired and can no longer be used by the city, and that the remaining agreements are expected to sunset within three to eight years. The resolution was noted as scheduled for action at the evening council meeting.

5. An ordinance amending the zone map classification of real property, generally located at 1804 North Geneva Road, from the one-family residential zone to the specific development plan - Lakeview Fields zone. Lakeview North. (PLRZ20260092) 01:24:40
City Planner Dustin Wright presented a rezone application for an approximately 10-acre parcel at 1804 North Geneva Road. The applicant is proposing a single-family residential development of approximately 33–34 lots under the SDP-Lakeview Fields zone, with lot sizes of 8,000–10,000 square feet consistent with the Lakeview North area plan. Development Services Director Bill Peperone noted that these lot sizes are favorable compared to recent subdivisions and are consistent with the intent of the applicable general plan appendix. The planning commission issued a positive recommendation.
Discussion touched on a stub road that had been proposed toward an adjacent property owned by the May family. It was noted that the neighboring property owner did not want the stub road, and that the planning commission's condition regarding a pedestrian connection to the adjacent church property was discussed. Councilor Bogdin noted that the church parcel appears to be vacant and that the adjacent landowner would likely not welcome a pedestrian easement. Development Services Director Peperone clarified that any future pedestrian connection would only be relevant if a church were ultimately developed on the adjacent parcel.
The ordinance was scheduled for action at the evening council meeting.

6. An ordinance amending the zone map classification of real property, generally located at 313 E 200 N, from the residential conservation (RC) zone to the high density residential (HDR) zone. Joaquin Neighborhood. (PLRZ20250330) 01:30:53
Planner Wright presented a rezone application for a half-acre, two-parcel site at 313 E 200 N in the Joaquin Neighborhood. The applicant proposes to demolish an existing single-family home (constructed approximately 1906) and a triplex to construct a 12-unit townhome project. The HDR zone was requested in lieu of the medium density residential (MDR) zone primarily due to setback requirements that would otherwise limit the viability of the project on the site. The applicant proffered a development agreement that would include a two-year owner-occupancy restriction, a density cap well below the HDR maximum of 50 units per acre, and a building height restriction.
Wright noted that the site falls within the area designated as residential conservation in the Joaquin Neighborhood Plan, which was intended to preserve the historic single-family character south of 500 North while directing higher density near BYU's campus to the north. The planning commission's recommendation and public comment reflected community concern about the departure from the neighborhood plan.
Several Council members raised substantive concerns. Councilor MacKay and Councilor Bogdin expressed opposition, with Councilor Bogdin stating she could not support the rezone without a perpetual owner-occupancy requirement, and further objecting to the use of the HDR zone even with a density cap via development agreement. Councilor Whitlock questioned whether the site could be served under the proposed zoning, noting a staff engineering comment that existing utilities cannot accommodate HDR development at that location. Planner Wright indicated that the developer would need to upsize pipes at their own cost, and Director Haight confirmed that the utility upgrades would be the developer's responsibility and would not adversely affect surrounding properties. Councilor Whitlock also raised the possibility that smaller setback allowances under a different zone could have produced a more neighborhood-compatible product.
Councilor Whipple offered a broader perspective, noting that the RC zone, which has been in place since approximately 2002, has contributed to deterioration of the housing stock in the area by preventing redevelopment at comparable densities, and that the city's newer general plan, which prioritizes housing affordability and homeownership opportunities, may now supersede the older neighborhood plan in some respects. Development Services Director Peperone and Councilor Christensen both called for a more holistic review of the RC zone and the Joaquin Neighborhood Plan rather than a parcel-by-parcel approach. Director Haight confirmed that utility upgrades required by the development would be at the developer's expense and would not create capacity problems for neighboring properties. The item was scheduled for continued discussion and action at the evening council meeting.

7. A resolution approving an interlocal cooperation agreement between Provo City and Springville City to share net benefits from the Springville Rising development (26-062) 01:55:03
Economic Development Division Director Cody Hill presented a proposed interlocal cooperation agreement between Provo City and Springville City in connection with the Springville Rising development. The development straddles the two cities, with approximately 21.6 acres in Provo (proposed residential uses including 167 townhomes, 90 condos, and approximately 10,000 square feet of food and beverage retail) and approximately 8.5 acres in Springville (proposed commercial and office uses). The agreement would calculate the net fiscal benefit to each city, defined as revenues from property and sales taxes minus estimated public safety costs, and equalize that benefit by having the city receiving the higher net benefit share half of the difference with the other city.
City Attorney Jones noted that a revised draft had been uploaded incorporating clarifications, including an inflationary adjustment table and a clearer definition of net income. An outstanding issue remained regarding the agreement's trigger mechanism, which as drafted required 90% completion of both the residential and commercial components before revenue sharing would begin. Jones acknowledged that this structure could result in the agreement never triggering if one component fell below the threshold.
Council members raised several substantive concerns. Councilor Whitlock questioned whether the cost model accurately reflected the true fiscal burden of residential development, noting that only public safety costs were included while other municipal service costs were excluded, such as road maintenance of public streets. Development Services Director Peperone clarified that the majority of internal roads would be private, limiting the city's ongoing maintenance obligation to existing perimeter streets. Councilor Bogdin expressed concern about the proposed 15-year sunset clause, stating it was unacceptable and that any agreement should either continue in perpetuity or at least have a significantly longer term. She also questioned whether utility infrastructure for the Provo portion of the development would be provided by Provo and raised concerns about the school district's interests given that all residential uses and school-age children would be located in Provo. Councilor Whitlock and Councilor Whipple supported the concept of the agreement but agreed the cost formula, duration, and trigger mechanism needed revision. Director Hill confirmed that the city's property tax rate is higher than Springville's, and that the agreement uses each city's actual rates.
Several Council members suggested that Provo should consider whether annexation of the Springville portion of the development might be preferable, given that the majority of acreage is located in Provo and utilities would be supplied by Provo. Director Peperone and others acknowledged this as a question worth exploring. Policy Analyst Melia Dayley noted that motions providing the negotiating team with specific direction would be helpful as staff continued to work with Springville on agreement terms. The item was scheduled for continued discussion at the evening council meeting.

8. An ordinance amending the zone map classification of real property, generally located at 3657 S Sierra Vista Way, from the PIC zone to the medium density residential (MDR) and general commercial (CG) zones. Spring Creek. (PLRZ20260006) 02:13:37
Planning Supervisor Aaron Ardmore provided a brief overview of the rezone application for 3657 S Sierra Vista Way (the Springville Rising Provo-side parcels), noting that the item is closely tied to the interlocal agreement discussed under Item 7 and would be presented in full at the evening council meeting. No substantive separate discussion occurred on the rezone itself during the work session. City Attorney Jones recommended that at the evening meeting, the three related items (the rezone, the general plan amendment, and the interlocal agreement) be presented together, with a vote on the interlocal agreement first given its foundational role.

9. An ordinance amending the general plan map designation of real property, generally located at 3657 S Sierra Vista Way, from the industrial (I) designation to the mixed use (M) designation. Spring Creek Neighborhood. (PLGPA20260012) 02:13:37
This item was presented in conjunction with Item 8 and the discussion under Item 7. No additional separate discussion occurred during the work session. The item was scheduled for action at the evening council meeting.

10. A discussion regarding the Vesper Amphitheater (26-064) 02:38:28
Bryan Bayles, Vesper Project Manager, led a presentation on behalf of the Vesper development team. Also participating were members of Vesper’s technical team and city representatives, including professionals in engineering, architecture, traffic, legal, finance, and venue operations. Bayles outlined significant changes made to the project since its initial proposal, including: a reduction in maximum amphitheater capacity from 25,000 to 20,000; a cap on surface parking at 15 acres; more specific conservation commitments, including deed-restricted conservation easements on a minimum of 33 acres of the site and the proposed transfer of approximately 40 acres near Vivian Park to the city as part of the land exchange; narrowed and more specifically defined permitted uses; and movement of traffic and parking requirements from conceptual commitments to enforceable preconditions prior to large-scale operations. Bayles also stated that most buildings would be limited to 50 feet and three stories, with exceptions of up to 125 feet for the fly loft and specified performance-related structures.
The economic and fiscal impact analysis prepared by Piper Sandler was summarized. The analysis projected an average net positive fiscal impact to Provo of approximately $2.3 million per year, or approximately $67.2 million over a 30-year period, after accounting for modeled city costs associated with the project, including public safety expenses to be reimbursed by Vesper. Initial private construction investment was estimated at approximately $540 million, with a total estimated construction economic impact of approximately $864 million using a standard industry multiplier. Several Council members noted they had not yet had sufficient time to review the full report, which was submitted the day prior to the meeting.
On traffic and parking, Bayles presented an analysis based on USANA venue data for event arrival distributions. The analysis assumed an average of 3.5 occupants per vehicle and proposed a 90/10 directional split of event traffic, with 90% arriving from the Provo/Orem direction and 10% from the Heber Valley side, a figure agreed upon in coordination with Traffic Manager Vern Keeslar. Bayles estimated that maximum-capacity events could produce approximately eight-to-ten-minute additional traffic delays under the assumptions presented. He and Keeslar acknowledged that the analysis remained under refinement and would ultimately require UDOT review and approval.
Total onsite parking was projected at approximately 4,200 to 5,500 stalls, including a structured parking facility of approximately 3,000 stalls and surface parking. Bayles estimated that a 3,000-stall parking structure would require approximately five to six levels. A queuing area for approximately 1,000 vehicles was incorporated into the site plan to allow stacking off US-189. Additional offsite parking and shuttle service, including a potential connection to the FrontRunner Vineyard Station, were described as supplementary strategies for maximum-capacity events.
Keeslar offered an independent assessment, expressing support for the internal circulation design, the proposed half-interchange and access consolidation along US-189 near the site, and the parking occupancy index pricing strategy. He also discussed proposed canyon-mouth turn-lane and bridge improvements while noting that UDOT would be the ultimate permitting authority for access onto US-189. In response to questions regarding funding, Keeslar stated that UDOT did not currently have funding programmed for the canyon-mouth improvement and anticipated that private-sector funding would be required. Bayles described pursuing a public-private partnership with UDOT and regional partners. The specific allocation of improvement costs remained unresolved.
Council members raised questions and concerns across several areas. On the conservation easement, Councilor Bogdin requested specificity regarding which land would be placed in conservation, who would own the property and hold the easement, who would bear the cost of establishing it, and whether public trail access would be explicitly guaranteed. Councilor Whipple expressed concern about the potential cost of conservation easements on land with demonstrated extraction value and requested that the terms be precisely defined to exclude commercial, residential, and extraction uses while permitting trails and limited trailhead support facilities.
Councilor Whipple also questioned whether the assumption that only 10% of event traffic would come from the Heber Valley side might underestimate demand from residents of Heber, Midway, Park City, and surrounding areas. She requested additional information regarding the future of the city gun club, including whether it would need to be relocated, how it could be preserved as a community asset, and what environmental remediation might be required because of lead and spent-shell contamination.
Councilor Whitlock questioned the exit-traffic distribution assumptions, noting that event attendees tend to depart more simultaneously than they arrive. He requested clarity on the full range of infrastructure improvements that may require public funding partnerships, asked for more detail on the tax increment financing language in the development agreement, and raised questions about stormwater management given the proximity to the Provo River. Whitlock also requested clearer assumptions regarding the anticipated number and timing of events and asked whether the development agreement should establish parameters to prevent event frequency or scheduling from producing unanticipated traffic and community impacts.
Councilor MacKay requested that grass seating be explicitly excluded from the 20,000-person capacity figure in the development agreement. She also asked for clarification regarding commercial uses, trail access during events, revegetation requirements, and noise-curfew hours, suggesting 10:00 PM on weekdays and 11:00 PM on weekends rather than 11:00 PM and midnight as currently proposed.
Councilor Garrett reported that resident feedback received by the Council centered primarily on conservation and preservation concerns and on traffic flow and congestion. He referenced publicly circulated estimates of approximately ten large events and 100 smaller events annually and requested verification and clearer information regarding the assumptions used to project event frequency. Bayles agreed to provide a high-level summary of those assumptions.
City Attorney Jones provided procedural context for the public and Council. He explained Provo’s council-mayor form of government, noted that land-use decisions rest with the Council while real estate transactions require involvement of both branches, and clarified that applicants are entitled to full review of their applications regardless of public opposition. He further noted that the OSPR zone language regarding replacement of removed open-space property is a policy statement of intent rather than a binding legal requirement.
Regarding the real estate purchase agreement, Jones identified two key questions the Council needed to address to advance negotiations:
(1) what property, if any, the Council would be willing to convey; and
(2) whether the proposed land-trade parcel near Vivian Park was acceptable.
Councilor Whitlock indicated a preference for selling only the land needed for the actual development footprint rather than the full 66-acre parcel. Councilor Bogdin stated she could not answer the land-quantity question without first knowing the specific terms of the conservation easement. Councilor Christensen expressed a similar preference for selling only what was strictly needed and requested elevations showing the northern parking area as viewed from the canyon approach. Councilor Whipple stated that if the city retained the undeveloped land, she would like to explore a partnership with Vesper to provide trail improvements on city-owned property.
Councilor Bogdin requested staff and Parks and Recreation analysis of the proposed Vivian Park trade parcel, including its accessibility, steep terrain, existing or potential trails, recreational usefulness, and practical value to the city. She also requested that Vesper’s responses to questions raised by individual Council members be circulated to the entire Council and provided in a form that could be shared with the public.
Policy Analyst Melia Mercier suggested that a subsequent work session be scheduled following staff analysis of all submitted documents and receipt of the requested additional information. The session would allow the Council to provide direction through motions on both the development agreement and the purchase agreement before the project advances further. City Attorney Jones stated that staff could compile the Council’s comments before that meeting to help identify areas of shared direction. Councilor Whitlock also requested legal guidance regarding which issues should be resolved before the Council votes and which could appropriately be addressed during later project-review gates.

Redevelopment Agency Governing Board
11. A resolution authorizing the Redevelopment Agency of Provo City to enter into a participation agreement for the Lakeview Parkway Community Reinvestment Area (26-047) 
A motion was made by Board Member Hoban to continue this item and the related evening meeting agenda items to a future meeting, pending receipt of outstanding agreement materials. The motion was seconded by Board Member Bogdin. The motion passed: 7–0.

Closed Meeting
A motion was made by Councilor Whitlock to close the meeting for the purposes of discussing pending or reasonably imminent litigation and the purchase, sale, exchange, or lease of real property, pursuant to Utah Code §§ 52-4-204 and 52-4-205. The motion was seconded by Councilor Hoban. The motion passed 7–0.
The Council recessed into closed session.
[bookmark: S8151]Adjournment
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