	
	PROVO MUNICIPAL COUNCIL
Work Meeting Minutes
12:00 PM, Tuesday, February 16, 2016
Room 310, Provo City Conference Room

351 West Center, Provo, Utah 84601


	THE FOLLOWING ELECTED OFFICIALS WERE PRESENT: 

	
	Council Member David Sewell

Council Member Kim Santiago

Council Member Gary Winterton

Council Member David Harding

Council Member David Knecht

Council Member George Stewart
Council Member Vernon K. Van Buren

Mayor John R. Curtis

	Conducting:
	Council Chair Gary Garrett


	Agenda


	Roll Call


	Opening Prayer


	Louise Jorgensen, Executive Assistant, offered the opening prayer.


	Council Business: Outcomes and Ends Policies


	1.
	A discussion on the creation of an ad hoc housing committee. (16-018)


	Bryce Mumford, Policy Analyst, presented. The recent priorities exercise revealed that housing remains a higher Council priority. It was initially proposed that an ad-hoc committee would be formed. Per ordinance 2015-39 enacted November 30, 2015, Provo City Code 2.50.110 was updated to state:

“The Municipal Council may divide itself into committees. The name and mission statement of each committee, its designation as either a standing or ad hoc committee, and the selection of a Chair and up to two (2) additional Council members, shall be as a majority of the Municipal Council directs. The Council members on the committee may ask private citizens to assist and provide counsel as needed. Council members on the committee shall report committee findings to the Council, assisted as needed by others.”
As the Ad Hoc Housing Committee moves forward a formal motion will be required along with a mission statement and potential citizen advisors who could be invited to make up the committee. Seven potential citizen advisers were suggested. Council Member David Knecht suggested and named an additional developer be added to the list. The object of the discussion today is to form a committee and assign a Chair. Council Member David Sewell said the intent of the committee is to invite citizen advisors when specific issues arise and/or to be on the committee all the time. The Council Members on the committee would report back to the whole Council. 

Council Members David Knecht, Kay Van Buren and Kim Santiago volunteered to be on the committee. The committee could formalize a mission statement and come back for approval of the Council.

Some guidance from various Council Members was given to the new committee:
· Discussion on the missing middle. 

· How to prepare for the expansion of the City.

· Financial options that encourage new growth.

· Dispersal throughout the county

· Involve other agencies.

· Meet with other cities on the issue.
Wayne Parker, CAO, suggested that the topic of housing can get very broad, very fast. He advised the committee to decide on some things they do not want to talk about. The more specificity, the better. 

Council Member Kim Santiago suggested starting with subsidized housing, low income housing and engaging all groups to participate.


	Motion:
	Council Member David Harding moved to have Council Members Kay Van Buren, David Knecht and Kim Santiago be on the Ad Hoc Housing Committee with Kay Van Buren appointed as Chair, for the committee to report back in two weeks with their proposed mission statement for Council action and a timeframe for the work. Seconded by Council Member George Stewart.


	Roll Call Vote:
	The motion passed  7:0


	2.
	A follow-up discussion on Council Priorities and Vision for the City. (16-015)


	Council Member Kim Santiago presented. Council Members discussed the process for moving forward with their priorities. After this discussion, Council Member David Harding asked for the Council to include civic engagement as another priority.
Council Members discussed Zoning Compliance, Development Approval Process, General Plan Update, Economic Development and Budgeting to Priorities. 
Zoning Compliance: A summary sheet was prepared for each priority listing the Core Values, a description of the relationship to core values, desired outcomes and performance indicators.  Wayne Parker said these sheets help define to the Administration what the Council desires are. Mayor John Curtis said that the Council and the Administration could move parallel in making changes to meet the priorities. The Council’s work is long term tools through legislation whereas the Administration’s work is short term tools that are temporary fixes. Some of the suggestions made for zoning compliance:

· Council Staff could look at other cities to see what they are doing for better zoning enforcement.
· The Administration could report to Council where they are having difficulty in zoning enforcement.
· Look for best practices for innovative ideas from other cities and ask the Administration to fill in the process.

· Look for things that prohibit the city from enforcing.

· Educate the public and landowners.

· Administration looks at zoning through enforcement while the Council looks at it from prevention. Each can help the other see clearly.
· Real Estate documents still have a requirement for disclosure but it is probably not clear to the buyer. Perhaps make it a requirement before a realtor lists the property. Possibly have it required in the agreement to purchase. Staff will research the pros, cons and possible effects.

· Neighborhoods should, early on, be proactive in looking and finding solutions to problems before they become a zoning enforcement issue. This can be done through matching grant initiatives, walk-the-block activities and neighborhood meetings.

Development Approval Process: Administration is in the process of updating Vision 2030. The Council feels it is a high priority to update the General Plan (GP). Some of the points of the discussion were:
· Updating these two plans could run parallel. The Administration’s intent was to complete Vision 2030 first and then incorporate it in the GP, defining key outcomes. 

· Administration will advise the Council on a target date for completion of Vision 2030 by memo in less than two weeks.
· The Council should decide what kind of document the General Plan is (a control document, a visionary document, etc.).
· Chapter 13 of the GP should be updated (accomplishments, implementation measures, specific land use problems). It is the most important part of the GP and has not been updated since 2004.
· Have the Policy Governance Committee help with this.

· Adopt Vision 2030 as Chapter 1 of the GP. This would make it a codified vision giving the City a unified vision and plan. 

· The updating of the GP is required statutorily every five years requiring the Council to fulfil the obligation. If not it could be challenged in the courts on land issues if not completed. However, every time a neighborhood plan has been adopted, the GP has been updated. This is not a comprehensive update, but is considered an update to the GP. 
· Research the historical update of the GP.

· The Governance Committee will look at this issue and come back with recommendations.
Economic Development: A proposed committee will be reviewing this priority. The Council wants to make sure they have enough bandwidth to cover this. The hope is to bring a concrete proposal on this back to the Council in a few months.

Budgeting to Priorities: Mayor Curtis discussed the 360 Project which is a new software application being implemented to integrate and upgrade all city departments. Some of the highlights of the discussion on what the new software can help the Council with are:
· Bring greater efficiency, accountability and transparency.

· Priorities with a budgetary component – can the new software help with the magnitude of the effort?
· Priorities that may have become an umbrella for multiple things (balanced budget, maintenance, fee structure, programs) and producing reports to bring clarity.

· When the Council is producing reports, receive documents in a timely manner will greatly enhance the work of the Council.

Budgeting for priorities is a collaborative effort between the Council and the Administration. The amount of information required and received will help the Council to make informed decisions. It is the Council’s prerogative to have priority based budgeting. Through collaboration and cooperation, the Council will give Administration information the Council wants and the Administration will decide how to provide the information so the Council can pass the budget. It will be good to see, when 360 is implemented, what we are doing as a city, where we are putting our efforts and expenditures based on our priorities. Some programs are necessary but is there room for savings and putting money into other resources for the future?
Other concerns that need clarity are housing and the West Side.


	Motion:
	Council Member David Harding moved to include another council priority as Civic Engagement and that the Council will create another priority sheet that incorporates the four aspects and would include prior work on the priorities called general communication, group outreach, and engagement tools. Mr. Harding will work on this and then give it to Council staff. Seconded by Council Member George Stewart. 


	Roll Call Vote:
	The motion passed  7:0


	Motion and Roll Call Vote:
	Zoning Compliance: Council Member George Stewart moved that staff research legislative options and include anything that has been discussed today. Seconded by Council Member David Knecht. Approved 7:0.

Development Approval Process – In committee.

General Plan Update: Council Member Gary Winterton moved to refer the General Plan update to the Governance Committee and to review all the issues that have been raised today. Also, looking at how it was updated historically. Seconded by Council Member David Knecht. Approved 7:0.

Economic Development: A proposed committee will take up this issue.

Budgeting to Priorities: Council Member Kim Santiago moved to send this priority to the Budget Committee. After review with Mayor Curtis, the Budget Committee will come back with an outline on the budget priorities and what types of documents will be requested from Administration. Seconded by Council Member George Stewart. Approved 7:0.

This item is continued to the March 1, 2016 Work Meeting.



	3.
	Break


	4.
	A discussion and review of the Development Review Process. (16-023)

This item was continued to March 1, 2016 Work Meeting.


	5.
	A discussion regarding an ordinance change proposal to remove timing restrictions from General Plan amendment requests. (16-027)


	Council Member Dave Sewell presented. The proposed ordinance change from Community Development would eliminate General Plan (GP) amendment time restrictions. Today’s discussion is to seek out Council’s support before taking this proposal to the Planning Commission. 

The current process is that GP amendments can be heard only in March and September, and developers must submit their requests three months in advance of those dates. The combination of those two restrictions means a delay of 3 to 9 months for a developer needing a GP amendment. But they can get the restrictions waived if staff or an elected official requests a waiver from Community Development. Time restrictions are always waived upon request. However, if a developer does not know about the waiver or a Council Member is unwilling to grant a waiver, a project has low odds of approval for his project. 

Even though there are few GP amendment requests, the message is that Provo is open for business. GP and zone changes are the same process. There has to be a neighborhood meeting first, feedback to staff from that, the staff report, the Planning Commission hearing, etc. 

This ordinance will allow GP amendments to be heard whenever they arise. Ordinance 2.29.040.2(b) Neighborhood Meetings will also be updated to require a Neighborhood Chair to call for a neighborhood meeting to consider General Plan amendments or zone changes.

The Council has made the review process a priority and this will facilitate the Council in making a good decision. This will go before the Planning Commission who in-turn will make recommendations to the Council.


	Motion:
	Council Member Gary Winterton moved this item to the Development Approval Process Committee to analyze the number of days allotted for a neighborhood meeting to be held, to review the changes made by Brian Jones and move this item on to the Planning Commission. 


	Roll Call Vote:
	The motion passed  7:0


	Council Business: Governance Process and Rules


	6.
	Council Rules Policy Amendment: Items Referred to the Planning Commission to Work meeting Agenda. (16-020)


	This item is continued to March 1, 2016 Work Meeting.


	Mayor's Items and Reports


	7.
	A discussion on a budget appropriation request of $40,000 from the Economic Development Department to fund various initiatives within the department. (16-026)


	Dixon Holmes, Director of Economic Development, presented. This appropriation of $40,000 will come from the fund balance in Economic Development’s Mountain Vista Fund. The purpose of the request is to fund initiatives including a partnership with the Utah Valley Convention and Visitors Bureau (UVCVB, BYU TV and the Utah State Office of Travel and Tourism to pursue an advertising campaign targeted to the nationwide BYU TV viewing audience to return and visit Provo and Utah Valley. Also, the Economic Development is working with a wetland consultant who is attempting to reduce the amount of existing wetlands at the Mountain Vista Business Center. For every one acre of wetland removed from the US Army Corps. Of Engineers jurisdictional determination, one more additional acres of land is available to be sold and developed for capital investment and job creation purpose. We are also anticipating future expenses in this budget year such as a Questar Gas line extension at Mountain Vista, appraisal and geotechnical studies at Mountain Vista and travel expenses related to a national conference for retail recruiting and development.


	Motion:
	Council Member George Stewart made a motion to continue this item to the March 1, 2016 Council Meeting. Seconded by Council Member Gary Winterton.


	Roll Call Vote:
	The motion passed  7:0


	8.
	A discussion on a resolution authorizing the Mayor to execute all agreements regarding the implementation of Provo 360 which is a city-wide software solution. (16-021)


	Wayne Parker, Chief Administrative Officer, presented. Provo 360 will provide residents, businesses, students and visitors with a 360 degree view of the City at any time, from anywhere, and from any device. Whether it be getting a business license, paying a utility bill, reporting a crime or looking for a park pavilion, we are working towards solutions to make information requests and transactions accessible, easy and even enjoyable for our customer while giving our administration the same 360 degree view to enable them to serve, resource, measure, refine and improve like never before. The goals of 360 are to enhance customer experience, improve efficiency, increase transparency, empower stewardship and promote innovation.

Each Member of the Executive Team reviewed how the 360 would help their respective department. Those presenting were Travis Ball, Energy, Jon Borget, Administrative Services, Dave Decker, Public Works, Joshua Ihrig, Information Systems, Karen Larsen, Customer Service, and Gary McGinn, Community Development.

Council Members requested Wayne Parker send them a short summary of the 360 presentation. This item is on tonight’s Council Meeting agenda for approval.


	9.
	A discussion on the UMPA/Provo City Power Plant Property Lease Agreement. (16-024)


	Travis Ball, Director of Energy, presented. Utah Municipal Power Agency (UMPA) has requested proposals for a new power plant to be located on Provo City property just south of the new power building. Before the contract can be awarded and financing secured, the property lease must be signed. We are asking for authorization for the Mayor to sign a property lease agreement with UMPA. Tara Riddle, Management Analyst, is researching for a fair cost on this. Brian Jones, Council Attorney, is putting the lease agreement together. 


	Motion:
	Council Member George Stewart made a motion to continue this item to the March 1, 2016 Council Meeting. Seconded by Council Members Kay Van Buren.


	Roll Call Vote:
	The motion passed  7:0


Closed Meeting

	The Municipal Council or the Governing Board of the Redevelopment Agency will consider a motion to close the meeting for the purposes of holding a strategy session to discuss pending or reasonably imminent litigation, and/or to discuss the purchase, sale, exchange, or lease of real property, and/or the character, professional competence, or physical or mental health of an individual in conformance with § 52-4-204 and 52-4-205 et. seq., Utah Code.


Brian Jones, Council Attorney, noted that a closed session had been requested.  He stated that a closed meeting could be held for the purposes of holding a strategy session to discuss pending or reasonably imminent litigation; and/or to discuss the purchase, sale, exchange, or lease of real property; and/or the character, professional competence, or the physical or mental health of an individual.  Mr. Jones understood the topics to be considered fell under one of those areas.  

	Motion:
	Council Member George Stewart moved to close the meeting. Seconded by Council Member David Knecht.


	Roll Call Vote:
	The motion Passed  7:0


	Motion:
	Council Member George Stewart moved to adjourn. Seconded by Council Member David Knecht.


	Roll Call Vote:
	The motion Passed  7:0


http://publicdocuments.provo.org/sirepub/meet.aspx
Louise Jorgensen, Executive Assistant
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