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PROVO MUNICIPAL COUNCIL 
Work Meeting Minutes 
12:30 PM, Tuesday, April 18, 2017 
Room 310, City Conference Room 
351 W Center, Provo, UT 84601 

Agenda 
 
Roll Call 
The following elected officials were present: 

Council Chair David Sewell 
Council Vice-Chair David Knecht 
Council member Gary Winterton 
Council member Kim Santiago 
Council member David Harding 
Council member Kay Van Buren, arrived 12:34 PM 
Council member George Stewart, arrived 12:34 PM 
Mayor John Curtis, arrived 2:25 PM 
 

Prayer 
The prayer was offered by Brian Maxfield, Planning Administrator. 
 

Policy Items Referred from the Planning Commission
 
1. A discussion on a proposed ordinance amending Provo City Code to allow apartments units and 

change various requirements in the PRO-R22 zone. Riverbottoms Neighborhood. (16-0024OA)  
 
This item was presented by Brian Maxfield, Planning Administrator; it was heard by the Planning 
Commission and failed in a 2:3 vote. Further revisions were made to the plans causing Mr. Maxfield to 
inquire if the council would like the applicant to present. Kim Santiago said she would like to.  
 
Brandon Rindlisbacher, from PEG, stepped forward and said that PEG Development had made changes to 
the text – text amendment highlights were then given. After this presentation, Mr. Rindlisbacher 
presented PEG’s planned development on 4800 north.  
 
There were 3 previous versions of the planned development, this time, version 4 was proposed; version 3 
was what they had in the previous council meeting that did not make it past the planning commission. The 
current version has numbers that are lower: from 50 to 40 feet max for building height, from 5 stories to 3 
stories, 4-plexes proposed by residents instead of the single-family homes as a buffer, max linear footage 
changed from 250 feet to 265 feet.  
 
Mr. Dave Knecht asked about where traffic will go out of the development. Mr. Rindlisbacher answered 
and it seemed like parking would go out on the north side. Mr. Gary Winterton stated he had many 
questions for Mr. Rindlisbacher and PEG development. He first asked about how many acres the 
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apartment on the north side had and Mr. Rindlisbacher answered that it was 7 acres. Mr. Winterton then 
expressed much appreciation to PEG development for the hard work they put in, trying to reach an 
appropriate apartment design that would be acceptable to the surrounding neighborhoods. He does think 
they are starting off “on the wrong foot” because he doesn’t have enough evidence to see why PEG needs 
to be building such a development. Mr. Winterton then states that it would be a high density zone (HDR) 
but Mr. Maxfield points out that it would only be medium density (MDR) if the zone was changed; Bill 
Peperone, Community Development Assistant Director, then comes forward and states that it could be 
high density. Mr. Winterton asked several more questions about density and whether the development 
needs to have such high density. The conversation ends with Mr. Rindlisbacher stating that PEG cannot 
lower the amount of apartments because it would not make sense to do so, and Mr. Winterton saying that 
he understands but that they are starting out wrong.  
 
Mrs. Kim Santiago asked some questions about amenities for the apartments. Mr. Rindlisbacher stated 
that the apartment amenities will be a clubhouse, pool, etc. There is a concrete deck with a parking garage 
underneath, but PEG isn’t sure what to do with it yet because of the many changes to the amenities since 
the design has changed multiple times. The permissible site coverage is 40%; does not include parking. 
Her final question was if the current zoning required open space; Mr. Peperone answered that the current 
zoning doesn’t address open space.  
 
Mr. Dave Harding sees that it is a Project Redevelopment Option (PRO) zone and knows that it is not 
subject to HDR, MDR, and LDR standards but would like a comparison, if available. Mr. Peperone 
stepped in to say that since there is no available square footage of the building yet and neither a 
comparison from Community Development has been made.  
 
Mr. Winterton expressed his deep reservations about the project, calling it a “million dollar kitten” versus 
a “million dollar puppy”, meaning that PEG could have built a smaller density project and may have still 
received the same amount of value out of it, than with the project they currently have. Cameron Gunter 
from PEG, who just entered the room, then stands up to state that PEG Development sent the updates to 
the Neighborhood Chair of the Riverbottoms Neighborhood, that PEG did good planning because of the 
minor and major arterials located right next to it, that property value changes were not substantial, and it 
would be good infill. He then goes on to state that if they can’t make the current version work, then it 
wouldn’t be what they are trying to do as developers at PEG and would move along somewhere else.  
 
Mr. Harding picks up after Mr. Gunter is done to note that he met with some of the residents of the 
Riverbottoms Neighborhood and was surprised to hear what they had in mind for the land. He was not 
comfortable making a decision on this until neighbors and the planning commission weigh in, but was 
sure that a solution did not exist after expressing that maybe one can be found. To end the discussion, Mr. 
George Stewart replies that there are 3 entities involved: the city, the neighborhood to the south, and the 
neighborhood to the north, then goes on to say that while he has good friends in the neighborhood to the 
south he thinks that what they want will never happen and is in favor of the project going forward.  
 
This item was discussion only; this item was already scheduled for the April 18, 2017 Council Meeting. 
 
2. A discussion on an ordinance amending Provo City Code to change yard requirements in the one-

family residential zone. (16-0009 OA)  
 
This item was continued from the Council Meeting on April 11, 2017 and was presented by Brian 
Maxfield, Planning Administrator. Brian Maxfield began by stating that yard requirements now are 20 
feet and a previous attempt was to make them a 15 feet minimum. Bill Peperone explained what a lot line 
adjustment was. Community Development ensures that minimums are still consistent with the lot line 
adjustment and it allows a property owner to record a property line without recording another plat.  Lot 
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line adjustments are also a way for property owners to sell a section of property to their neighbors who 
might not have enough space for a project. Mrs. Santiago interjected by asking how a lot line adjustment 
works. Mr. Maxfield gave an explanation and stated that it was a common practice based on seeing 
applications for it about twice a month and that he personally felt 20 feet was better than the 15 first 
proposed. Brian Jones noted that there were two versions of the amendment from planning. 
 
Motion: Councilman Dave Harding motioned to adopt the second version of the presented 

ordinance to change yard requirements to a 20 foot minimum. Kim Santiago 
seconded.  

 
More discussion took place though when Mr. Kay Van Buren presented the example of the home he is 
building and how the 15-foot minimum would actually help him and other developers. Mrs. Santiago 
pointed out that there was a difference between building on flat land and building on a hillside, and said 
that there is potential for houses to be built right in front of another one, blocking the view and reducing 
the quality of life. To Mr. Dave Knecht, 20-feet is not a lot of property but with the average being 20 feet 
and the minimum 15, it implies that there may be portions of property greater than 20 feet. The 
conversation then led Mr. Harding to explain that he moved to vote on 20 feet because it was a staff 
recommendation and he respects what the planning staff says. Mr. Maxfield explained that it is difficult to 
define the averages because you can do it multiple ways. Mr. Harding then said that he would like to see 
an explicit average but acknowledged it gets complicated.  
 
After comments from Mr. Maxfield about the 20 foot setback being easier and Mr. Knecht’s comment on 
Mr. Van Buren’s house, Mrs. Santiago made a substitute motion to have planning go back and clarify the 
calculations for rear setbacks and how averages are calculated. Mr. Harding seconded the motion and 
made a brief comment, that if the council is willing to accept 20-feet as the hard minimum then they don’t 
have to have planning go back for calculations but if the council wants to offer more flexibility then it 
would be helpful. Mrs. Santiago then makes a brief comment that she wanted to have examples of flag 
lots as well and stated that it sounded like they were clarifying and changing some property owner’s 
setbacks. Commenting on what Mrs. Santiago said earlier about a worry that hillside house views could 
be blocked with the setback feet, Mr. Gary Winterton said that he struggled with the concept of view 
protection because he thinks that if you buy a property with an empty lot in front of it you have no 
guarantee that your view will stay the same for long but he does like the flexibility. Mrs. Santiago quickly 
replies that they wouldn’t hear about problems with a towering building unless it was a quality of life 
issue, where people feel like they have less open space and being encroached upon.  
 
Mr. Dave Sewell steps in to ask for a clarification of councilwoman Santiago’s motion; more specifically 
for a time frame. Mrs. Santiago replies that she would like to continue it to the May 2nd work meeting. 
There were then short comments of views from Messrs. Harding and Van Buren and Mrs. Santiago. 
Afterwards Brian Jones states and affirms that the effect of the vote would be that the item is 
automatically continued to the evening meeting (April 18th) as well. A vote is then taken. 
 
Substitute Motion: Kim Santiago motions to have planning go back and clarify the calculations for 

rear setbacks and how averages are calculated and continue it to the May 2nd 
work meeting. Mr. Harding seconded.  

 
Roll Call Vote:  Approved 7:0. 
 
 

Business 
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3. A discussion on a joint resolution opposing the proposed elimination and further reductions in 
funding to the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) and HOME Investment partnership 
programs (17-062)  

 
David Walter, Redevelopment Agency Director, introduced this item. This issue was brought about by the 
proposed budget submitted by President Trump. 
 
Mr. Walter starts out by sharing statistics on what they’ve done using CDBG and HOME Investment 
partnership programs: 

 Helped 143 households since 2014.  
 Renovated a house for a disabled individual 
 $2million spent on street and sidewalk improvement  
 26 houses received emergency grants and help with egress programs. 

This is something that provides the local community an opportunity to participate and solve local 
problem, and not having to rely on a federal mandate where one size fits all. CDBG has been used by 
many communities across the nation to improve communities and to defund it would be hard on 
communities that use it.  
 
Mr. Knecht asked Mr. Walter if Provo would lose it all, plus the 15% given to social services, after which 
Mr. Walter responds in the affirmative and states that if it was all lost then it would be hard to find new 
money. He goes on to say that what was nice about the money is that it could be leveraged to attract more 
money from private donors and businesses.   
 
Mrs. Santiago addressed some concerns she had with the resolution only stating nationwide statistics and 
nothing on Provo and Orem specifically. She feels the resolution would have more weight with specific 
examples on how the two cities effectively used the CDBG to revitalize areas, like downtown. She then 
suggests that the council add 1 or 2 ‘whereas’ clauses with examples from Provo and Orem and how the 
grant money helped the two communities. With that, Mr. Harding then comments that he would prefer to 
not have a separate document and likes the ‘whereas’ clause idea except that Orem would have to do the 
same and since it is a time sensitive resolution it is likely Orem is passing it today and that Provo would 
have to pass it as is, but the ideal would be to have the clauses.  
 
Mr. Winterton comments that he is worried about being too specific with what Provo does with the 
CDBG because some of the things, to him, might cause people to ask why Provo is using it to buy a park 
and rebuild sidewalks, and not the typical uses of the funds being spent on low-income programs. Mrs. 
Santiago states that Provo has had success stories with the CDBG in the revitalization of downtown and 
other areas and that these would be good to share. The whole point to her is that the funds are used for 
revitalization where cities cannot do it themselves.  
 
Mr. Walter came back in to say that the whereas clauses can be references to attachments about what the 
funds were used for and can even be presented in graphical format so that Provo and Orem have more of a 
narrative in what they send to Washington, D.C. Mr. Knecht then asks if the Trump administration is just 
doesn’t understand what the CDBG does (clueless), or if the administration is a opposed to what the funds 
are used for? Mr. Walters then answers stating that it is a confluence of several things—private sector is 
more active in certain roles, no comprehensive understanding on what the CDBG program does, a desire 
to shrink the government, and that they may be of the opinion that the previous administration 
overreached with this program and this is how they want to resolve it.  
 
Mr. Stewart voiced his opinion that the council is making it too complex and that it is just a resolution and 
not a law. He suggests that the council should go ahead with it. Mrs. Santiago suggests that they need 
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more data to back it up because that is what Senator Hatch’s office requested. Mr. Walter then comments 
to say that the data could add more to the narrative and that it would not necessarily be part of the 
resolution, but it could go along with it. This item was discussion only and was already scheduled for the 
April 18, 2017 Council Meeting. 
 
4. A discussion on the operation of the Ice Sheet (17-055)  
 
This item was introduced by Scott Henderson, Parks & Recreation Director. They wanted to provide a 
history of the Seven Peaks Ice Arena and context leading up to the present situation. The buildout of the 
Peaks Ice Arena was originally part of an initiative to bring an Olympic venue to Utah County. The Salt 
Lake 2002 Winter Olympics were one of the best organized and volunteer-supported Olympic Games and 
it is likely that another Olympic bid will be put in soon. Mr. Henderson emphasized the remarkable 
Olympic heritage of the arena and its place in Provo’s history. 
 
The ice arena was under private management until 2008. Mr. Henderson was with the city at the time of 
the transition of management and noted that under private management, there were many issues for the 
facility and its users. A lot of the Olympic momentum from the 2002 Games was lost, and in 2008 when 
the City came in, the arena was not doing well with programs. They had to rebuild that momentum when 
they took on management of the arena in 2008. 
 
Mr. Henderson continued by giving the Council an update of the look and feel of the current ice arena. 
The Peaks Ice Arena is known as the best ice in Utah; having a good surface for skating and hockey is 
critical. Mr. Henderson said that he and Jake Drzayich, Ice Arena Manager, frequently talk about the 
Olympic standard. Fraser Bullock, former COO of the Salt Lake Organizing Committee of the 2002 
Winter Olympics, visited the Peaks Arena during the anniversary of the 2002 Olympic Games and said 
that the Peaks Ice Arena was the best transition of an Olympic facility to day-to-day use that they’ve ever 
seen. Mr. Henderson shared a video showing footage of some of the programming, as well as the look of 
the facility today. He noted many of the original logos are still visible—Provo Parks & Recreation wants 
to maintain the Olympic heritage and for people to know they’re skating on Olympic ice. 
 
Mr. Henderson then gave the Council an update on the arena’s revenue and status of the subsidy since 
2009. Under Mr. Drzayich’s management, the arena has reached its revenue goals for the year, and is 
expected to exceed them because there are still a few months left in the budget year. Mr. Henderson noted 
that it is no small feat that subsidy reduction occurred while projects such as a new refrigeration system 
and installation of a new roof were in progress. This year, Provo City contributed $168,000 towards the 
subsidy. Patronage since 2009 has increased use of the facility and decreased the relative subsidy. With 
such a low starting point for revenue, Mr. Henderson noted these remarkable success stories created by 
the Peaks Ice Arena team and management. The arena sees over 350,000 visitors per year. Mr. Henderson 
introduced Jake Drzayich, Peaks Arena Manager, who presented the next segment of the presentation. 
 
Mr. Drzayich gave an overview of programming and operations at the Peaks Ice Arena. The arena offers 
several programs including Learn to Skate, hockey programs for all ages, an Adult Skills Development 
Clinic, and figure skating. Several times a year the arena hosts, “Try Hockey for Free” and “Try Skating 
for Free” in collaboration with national organizations. This introduces new users to the facility and gives 
them exposure to the arena’s offerings. The Peaks Ice Arena also holds “College Night” and rents to 
hockey classes with BYU and UVU, which allows them to fill up the afternoon ice time that would 
otherwise be empty or underutilized. 
 
The question was raised to Mr. Drzayich about the demographics of the Peaks Ice Arena. Mr. Drzayich 
answered that most groups are coming from outside of Provo. The polar bears hockey program sees about 
80% of its participants from outside of Provo. Other statistics he provided were that 88% of frequent ice 



http://publicdocuments.provo.org/sirepub/docs.aspx 
Collyn Mosquito – Council Intern 
 

users and 93% of turf users are all people from outside of Provo. These statistics seemed to stun a few 
council members with Mr. Stewart asking if BYU was included in the statistics for Provo with Mr. 
Drzayich answering in the affirmative. Mr. Drzayich then explained that while it is hard to know how 
many come for public skate (there were 50,000 between November and February), he estimated that it 
had 75% of user from outside of Provo.  
 
Mr. Drzayich explained that the ice arena opens at 6:30 AM and, depending on programming, is often 
open until midnight. Last year they kept both ice sheets in use through the summer and demand remained 
high. The evening is prime ice time – there are different rates for prime time usage though. They have to 
be careful managing frequent users with youth and adult programs. 
 
After the presentation by Mr. Drzayich, Councilwoman Santiago asked if the County commissioners have 
received the same information he gave them. Mr. Drzayich said that they had just received a letter from 
the County attorney requesting it and will be delivering it to them soon. Councilman Knecht proceeded to 
ask him what information did the County have to base a decision on with the letter they sent out about 
exploring ending the subsidy for the rink. Mr. Drzayich explained that the Ice Sheet authority meets with 
them every quarter to give an update and they have similar information; they tried to do a good job at 
representing what they are doing with the rink. 
 
Scott Henderson steps back into the conversation and said that the numbers presented are not a surprise to 
them and that they are consistent with what has been and are the most current figures. He said that every 
participant at the rink is treated alike—there are no fee differences for non-county, county, and city 
residents—and that there is a great alliance between Utah county and Provo, a valuable equal partnership. 
Mr. Knecht asked Mr. Henderson what other facilities the county supports. Mr. Henderson says they 
support trail systems, parks, Murdock canal trail, Provo river trail, and so forth. Mr. Harding then asks if 
the setup is fair for Provo residents. Mrs. Santiago remarked that when looking at the numbers she 
wonders if they got the raw end of the stick. Wayne Parker answers and says that the cost of management 
is factored into the relative subsidy and the argument is that Provo residents make up 25% of users and 
22% of the County population so, residents are really paying for the ice sheet twice through taxes, but, it 
is a reasonable partnership that has persisted for years and seems to work. Mr. Henderson noted that the 
setup promotes visitorship to the city. Mr. Van Buren asked if increasing the price for out-of-town visitors 
will decrease their market share, Mr. Henderson and Mr. Drzayich said that they would need to look into 
the market figures for each program and at their business practices to answer his question but said that the 
ice rink is moving toward a non-subsidy environment.  
 
With the presentation and conversation coming to a close, Mr. Stewart remarked that he wanted the 
subsidy to come from the RAP tax but knows it would be unpopular; the council needed to consider the 
cost to the city versus its benefit as an amenity. He can’t imagine not doing the ice rink and thanked Parks 
& Recreation for doing a wonderful job. Mr. Harding stated that the city needed to ask itself if Provo can 
continue maintaining the subsidy to the rink. Other remarks were made about the rink and its viability. 
Mr. Henderson wanted open feedback to take them through the transition period and that governments are 
really the only ones that can handle these types of operations. This item was discussion only. 
 
5. A presentation from the Water Division (17-039)  
 
This item was introduced by Dave Decker and presented by Ryan York, Sources Manager (who has 
worked for Provo City for 20 years full-time and as Sources Manager for 4 years). This presentation starts 
out with Dave Decker remarking that he is one of the 350,000 users of the ice arena and hopes the county 
can see through the fog and see the value of the facility. Him and his family skate there all the time. He 
then introduces Ryan York. 
 



http://publicdocuments.provo.org/sirepub/docs.aspx 
Collyn Mosquito – Council Intern 
 

Mr. York starts out by stating what he does: providing clean, safe drinking water to residents and 
providing adequate sources of water for fire suppression and emergency water. He then goes into the 
history of the water system:  

o Prior to 1892—Many early residents had artesian wells, pump wells, dipped buckets into 
canals and carried it home 

o 1892- First water mains installed – 18000 feet of wood pipe – wood stave pipeline; 2x6 
and 2x4 groove together and wrap with water. 

o 1905- wood pipe was extended up into Provo Canyon and Provo’s system was 
completely on spring water at that time. Eliminated a lot of bacteria found in surface 
water 

o 1930- construction started on storage tank – the Gallery; at the time the largest covered 
tank west of the Mississippi; before this, they had settling basins (uncovered) 

o Mid 1930s – chlorine first added to the water – used to kill bacteria present in the water 
o 1944- Provo adds Upper Falls to the water system; further up the canyon from Bridal 

Veil Falls. Collected at base of falls and piped directly into system. Went from river 
system to spring-water fed, back to surface waters to supply enough water to the City. 
Adding waterfalls – you don’t know what contaminants are located upstream 

o 1974—Safe Drinking Act signed into law, compliance by 1976 
 Impact on Provo city—No waterfalls 
 Surface water must be treated at a treatment plant. Intended to ensure safe 

drinking water and establish regulations for doing so.  
 
The presentation then moved into the potential of bacteria being found in the water system if it is not 
treated right. Mr. York talked about Giardia (pictured in the powerpoint), Cryptosporidium, Legionella, 
Coliform bacteria, and enteric viruses. Here in Provo coliform bacteria is often found in the system but it 
does not cause serious illness. It is easy to culture and the water department is required to collect 100 
samples each month. They do 25 samples a week, which gives them a constant stream of data on what’s 
happening in the system. The sample collection involves sodium powder that dissolves chlorine; they 
never want it to turn yellow because that indicates the water has coliform. Going on a tangent, Mr. York 
related to the council that in the early 1980’s a mudslide caused a pipeline break in Provo canyon and by 
the Provo River and the whole city went on a boil order. A boil order is only issued if E. coli was found in 
the water. Samples were collected for new pipeline construction soon after. If such an event were to 
happen again it would require immediate media contact.  
  
The safe drinking water act outlined several regulations that the city is obligated to abide by. The law 
mandated that chlorine be put into the water system even though the water that comes into Provo is 
already clean. Due to that, the water department has installed several chlorine cylinders on 8/15 wells and 
3 of the canyon locations with 1200 lbs cylinders. Mr. York then briefly mentioned that they regularly 
practice on leaks and work closely with the fire department and local emergency managers. He goes on to 
present three types of chlorine mixtures that city’s use for their water across the country: 

 Chloramine: Chlorine with ammonia. Very expensive. 
 Chlorine dioxide: another mixture that can be used as a dis.  
 Chlorine: non-mixed chlorine. The kind Provo has.  

The department chose to stick with regular chlorine because it is less expensive and the water system 
doesn’t need very much of it. The maximum contaminant level is 4.0, our dosage for chlorine is .45 and 
our residual throughout the system is .3-.4, showing there is little demand for chlorine and that the water 
is clean. He did a test on the water in the city center building and tested for the level of chlorine and 
showed about .35 parts per million. He then did a test on a bottle of water, which showed no chlorine. Mr. 
York emphasized though, that chlorine prevents bacteria from getting into the system, while bottled water 
may let bacteria grow in it when we drink from it.  
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Mr. Knecht asked if every tap and fountain in the city is chlorinated. Mr. York answered that the 
fountains in Rock canyon are not chlorinated because they are above the chlorinators. He has seen people 
go up with jugs and fill them up, the water department does periodically test it for bacteria. Gary Calder 
asked Mr. York to explain why there is chlorine in the system. During the summer Provo’s water usage 
goes up from 12 million gallons a day to over 50 million gallons a day, with water drawn from the wells. 
If it was just released as is into the system it would disseminate the chlorine unevenly, therefore, chlorine 
is put into the wells to even out the supply of chlorine throughout the whole water system.   
 
Disinfection byproducts are the negative effects of having chlorine in the water. There are several 
chemical and haloacetic byproducts that the department tests for in the water, quarterly. They had to test 
monthly to build a track record but since there is a low dosage of chlorine and organic matter there isn’t a 
lot of byproduct found in the system.  
 
There are 16 inorganic chemicals that need to be tested for. They need to build a track record with each 
new water well. Since Provo’s levels are so low there is only a need to test every 3 years. There are 50 
targeted sites in Provo which are specifically tested.  
 
Fluoride used to be a hot topic. Utah County voted against having it. Only 1% of water in the public water 
system is consumed on average; so, to add fluoride to all of the water would have been expensive and 
have lots of risks attached to it; to Provo, it did not make sense. There is naturally occurring fluoride 
though. The EPA recommends .7 parts per billion and Provo has .4 parts per billion occurring naturally.  
 
There are 53 organic chemicals that they are required to test for, among them are, benzene, toluene, 
xylene, and several pesticides. Each new water source needs a track record of course, that finds, over 
time, there is no sign of these chemicals. Provo is only required to sample every three years because of an 
exemption given to us by the EPA. Radionuclides – elements found in the earth—need to be tested for as 
well. This would include radium, uranium, etc. Large water systems, like Provo’s must be sampled for 
published contaminants and findings reported to the EPA. Last samples were taken in 2015 with 4-6 sites 
used each time and 20-25 bottles of samples collected at each site that are then sent to California. 
Contaminants like estrone, testosterone, hexachrome, and androstene can be medication that is flushed 
down a toilet or a sink and end up in the sewer system. The sewage treatment plant does not target these 
contaminants and therefore these contaminants can make their way back into the water system.    
 
The EPA has, what they call, secondary standards—non-enforceable guidelines that have a target goal but 
no actual maximum contaminant level. EPA wants Provo to look at these periodically. This list includes: 
aluminum, corrosivity, manganese, sulfate, chloride, fluoride, odor, zinc, color, iron, pH, total dissolved 
solids, copper, foaming agents, and silver. Pure water is a pH of 7. Provo’s water pH is 7.7 to 8.4. Slightly 
on the basic side but it helps our pipes from corrosion and leaching the above harmful chemicals into the 
water system.  
 
Mr. York presented a section of the 2015 water quality report and told the council that the 2016 report is 
due out June 30th and is sent to every address in Provo city—about 35,000 addresses. The report was put 
together by Brian Nye, instead of an outside company as in years past.  
 
In the last 10+ years, Provo city has received 0 violations from the EPA and the state of Utah division of 
drinking water, all while producing 9 billion gallons per year. Its water is clean. 1500 bacteriological 
samples are collected each year as are many other samples. But, the infrastructure backbone that Provo 
relies on to bring in its water is 75+ years old. These include gallery reservoir (built in 1930) and 48 and 
36-inch aqueducts that carry water to the reservoir. 
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After a humorous question from Mr. Knecht on whether or not we still had wood pipe in Provo’s system, 
Mrs. Santiago asked how long the city will stick with a well that is not producing water up to drinkable 
standard. Mr. York said that it would vary according to the site. In older wells, the water is a higher 
temperature but it is largely the same quality of water. The department would need to work with 
engineering to study and work on the well water quality issues. Chlorine tends to solve the problem and is 
a strong oxidizer that can oxidize iron and manganese out of the water.  
 
Regarding water loss (Table 2 in Master Plan “Historical Water Sales and Production Data 2000-2009”) 
they looked back 10 years back from master plan and loss varied a bit. A large component is the accuracy 
of the meters; there is 3 years left in the transition period in the AMI meter upgrade. At that point, it 
probably makes sense to redo the water loss calculations. We average about 14-15% water loss, less in the 
billing than what production meters tell us we’re using. Water loss can occur in a lot of ways: fire flow 
test, water line break, anything using water not metered in the system and thus not accounted for. The 
total number of connections for 2016 is slightly over 19,000 connections. Upcoming meetings are about 
Water Rights on May 2, inviting John Mabey, then one follow-up meeting after that to finish up May 16th. 
This item was a presentation only. 
 

Break 
 
Business 
 
6. A presentation on an economic study of property within half mile of the BRT line (17-059)  
 
This item was introduced by Wayne Parker. Mountainland Association of Governments (MAG) wanted 
to do an analysis on how BRT will potentially change development patterns in Provo and Orem and MAG 
applied for a grant to conduct the study. They entered into an agreement about four years ago with Zion’s 
Bank of Public Finance selected as the consultant. It first looked at other BRT systems and see what the 
impacts were on those cities. He relayed to the council that a thorough economic study was done over the 
last six months on the topic and this was intended as a presentation on the preliminary findings.  
 
Levi Roberts, UTA strategic planner, presented findings. The grant awarded was through the federal 
transit administration. The big question that the study sought to answer was what areas along the corridor 
would be most appropriate for transit-oriented development. To kick off the study, UTA contracted with 
Zions bank of Public finance in partnership with UDOT, Orem, Provo, and MAG. The main idea is to 
give cities information to understand which areas they should focus on with regards to transit-oriented 
development. He welcomed Mary DeLaMare-Schaefer, UTA regional manager and introduced Benj 
Becker who presented where they are at with the study.   
 
Benj Becker, Zions Public Finance, Inc., presented the team members working on the study: Zions Public 
Finance, Inc., RCLCO, Alta Planning and Design, and CRSA. The steering committee meets monthly 
with Bill Peperone as Provo’s representative, Christian Kirkham from Orem, Chad Eccles with MAG, 
John Higgins from UDOT, and Levi Roberts with UTA. The executive committee consists of Wayne 
Parker and representatives from UVU, UDOT, UTA, Orem, and MAG; they had reached out to BYU 
several times but they consistently expressed not having an interest in being on the executive committee. 
 
They are looking at the BRT route, specifically at the quarter-half mile buffer zone around that area. 
Certain areas have greater potential for development and others may remain the same. In Provo, the study 
has focused on south of center street and the area around the Mix. So far, the recommendation for 900 
east and areas around BYU is preserving what currently exists. Right now they are in the intense data-
gathering part of the project though. It is a three part study from Q4 2016 to Q4 2017 with a lot of in-
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depth analyses on different topics and areas in the city—fiscal impacts, bike and pedestrian 
improvements, etc.  
 
The team presented a series of questions to the executive and steering committees to be answered. They 
are: What end results do you want for your community? Identify key areas in the study zone where you 
would like to see development or, areas where no new development is warranted? What is your long-term 
vision for bike and pedestrian access throughout the zone? Where do you see the greatest need for 
housing, and, what type of housing? Who are the key entities/individuals you want involved in the study? 
 
In the presentation a heat map was presented that showed the property values of the area surrounding the 
BRT zone. It shows current market value per acre. The map also shows areas prime for redevelopment, if 
they have a low property value and are surrounded by areas of higher property values then it is keen for 
development. They tried to keep in mind the unique qualities of the Provo-Orem area when looking at 
towns like Eugene, Oregon and other comparable places with a BRT line in their study.  
 
This study also included the benefits to property value of property within about 200 yards from a BRT 
line. They looked at different cities that previously did not have a BRT line and then received one and 
found that rental rate gains were 2-6%, a figure separate from overall market escalations. These higher 
gains resulted to closer proximity to BRT stations, increase in ridership that is influential in the amount of 
rent escalations, and some evidence in the market for reduced vacancy and greater investor interest for 
properties within 200 yards of a BRT station. If rents can be escalated near BRT stations, then rental 
vacancies go down, greater investor interest that pushes property values up, and greater demand for 
property. The 2-6% is not significant though, according to Councilman Stewart and Mr. Becker.    
 
The team had a several key study questions. Those are: will there be property tax revenue gains from 
increased rents and lower capitalization rates (i.e. higher overall values)? Will there be an increase in 
sales tax revenues from certain retail types? Does the potential for lowered vacancy rates result in more 
sales tax revenue and higher overall values (property taxes)? They studied what retailers want to be near a 
BRT line and the increase in sales per-square foot. A Walgreens and stores like it get more sales per 
square foot with a BRT line near them.  
 
Other key study questions are: What are supportable densities near transit stops? What type of 
supportable uses will exist along the transit corridor? What are the required parking ratios, sidewalk 
improvements, and bike lane enhancements from BRT development? Found evidence in other markets of 
reduced need for parking but Provo is unique because of the lower age of marriage and the cars these 
couples use to get to places.  
 
There is evidence in other markets, such as Eugene, of a few places prior to BRT improvements which 
had densities of 10-12 units per acre; other areas have resulted in over 20 units per acre. It is hard to say 
how much of this is correlated to BRT versus general market growth. Other markets have suggested more 
limited impact. Some developers say that if they can be within 100 yards of a station, they can see 
benefits of reduced parking and more units. Mr. Sewell then asked if there is any data yet on difference in 
parking ratios. For most apartment complexes along well-travelled corridors 97% of parking is used; 
along BRT lines, closer to 90% parking is used—not a huge difference, but it is freeing up a few spots. 
The biggest difference comes from the intended user of the apartment complex—whether it is student 
housing, married housing, etc. On one-bedroom 1 parking place per unit, 2 bedrooms 1.5 parking places 
per unit; studios less than 10% of whole mix 1 to 1.5 parking spaces. 
 
Mrs. Santiago wondered whether they were asking the right questions. Mr. Parker said that they were. It 
is the city’s intent to spread low and moderate income housing and so they asked the team where market-
rate housing fits into the areas surrounding the BRT line. The analysis is tailored; the idea today was to 
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see if they’re generally on the right track; are there questions the group has missed? Councilwoman 
Santiago asked what type of supportable uses will exist along the corridor. Is it retail, is it office users, 
who will appreciate and use BRT? Other questions surrounded biking and pedestrian uses. Most stops 
don’t have parking available to the public – this is critical to look at; if there is no car parking ability to 
park and ride, what other options are there? Are there places to store your bike, etc.? They have looked at 
the bike master plan and are looking at the feasibility of bike storage places but it is more likely that the 
rider will take the bike with them. Mrs. Santiago then suggested they look into bike repair stations.  
 
Another critical Mr. Knecht noted was what plans are in place to modify existing bus routes to work in 
conjunction with BRT, to better connect the community to this backbone of transportation so that people 
feel it is logical and convenient and are more inclined to use it. The questions asked and considered may 
need to be tailored to Provo but there are other areas that can act like a baseline. This market differs 
because it will connect two major universities, has a major shopping center in between, the median age 
here is substantially different, and income is different as well from cities with existing BRT lines. Mrs. 
Santiago said the study could help them know what retailers to recruit and kinds of retail they are lacking.  
 
Mr. Sewell asked if there was anything they would like to know from the council; the answer was to have 
lots of information. Mrs. Santiago asked how other cities gained and maintained their ridership base. 
Eugene did it for free when it first opened but Provo doesn’t need to do that. Mr. Knecht related that 
people tell him why they don’t use transit, which is mostly because it is not very convenient. He wanted 
to know if the bus routes will be modified to accommodate the BRT line. Mrs. Santiago wanted to know 
the typical profile of a transit rider; it would be helpful to know how to draw them in. Mary DeLaMare-
Schaefer, UTA, offered to answer the questions posed to Mr. Becker. UTA is pricing out costs right now 
and looking at the impacts of the BRT line. They are looking into the possibility of working with BYU’s 
‘the Ride’ and having it connect to BRT in some way since university students are the main riders of the 
system. This item was a presentation only. 
 
7. A discussion on a possible appendix to the Joaquin Neighborhood Plan (17-057)  
 
This item was introduced by Jon Richins. Kira Johnson, Mitch Holman, and Jared Burton also presented. 
Planning Commission Chair Jamin Rowan’s BYU class researched and compiled the appendix. 
 
Wayne Leavitt, Joaquin Vice-Chair, shared comments from the Neighborhood Board and voiced his 
support for the appendix. This document is a good basis for creating an approach of what they want the 
neighborhood to look like; so far, the neighborhood is very happy with the work that has gone in. 
 
Kira Johnson, student, explained that the appendix is meant to have implementation strategies through 
research and case studies. Her portion of the presentation focuses on walkability in the neighborhood.  
 
Joaquin is different from many neighborhoods in Provo – with its central location close to BYU the 
population density is comparable to areas of Manhattan (108.5 people per acre); in Joaquin there are 
between, 98-148 people per acre. In an online survey they conducted, one of the questions had residents 
put a pin on what they thought was the most dangerous intersection in the neighborhood. Results showed 
that the most dangerous intersections to residents (who are mostly students) were on 500 North. She 
talked about the need to make 500 North safer for pedestrians and that it could be a start to greater 
improvements throughout the neighborhood.  
  
Ms. Johnson noted that there are improvements that can be made by the library since it does not have any 
crosswalks leading up to it. Studies show that cars are 46% more likely to yield when there is a raised 
crosswalk. One case study from Bellevue, Washington showed a significant decrease in vehicle speed 
when raised crosswalks were put in. The kind of striping used for crosswalks also matters. Striped 
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crosswalks – continental, zebra, ladder – are all more effective than standard crosswalks which are not as 
visible. It is also shown that pedestrian signs make the crosswalk safer because it is an easily visible item 
in the middle of the crosswalk that drivers see and, therefore, stop.  
 
A big problem for Joaquin are cars parking illegally in front of crosswalks. This practice is shown in the 
presentation as dangerous because it reduces visibility for drivers and pedestrians. Curb extensions/bulb-
outs were proposed as a way for intersections to be safer for pedestrians because it reduces the speeds of 
vehicles. The curb extensions/bulb-outs can be beautifully vegetated but if there is a lack of funding the 
city can do what Austin, Texas did and paint curb extensions with nice, bright colors and bollards. This 
would help pedestrians be more visible. To end, Ms. Johnson again pointed out that pedestrians have a 
long wait time on 500 North and that the recommendations presented would greatly help that street and 
hopefully the whole neighborhood later on.   
 
Mitch Holman, student, explained that 500 North should not be a collector street for a variety of reasons. 
The Joaquin Neighborhood is so small that no matter where you are, you’re always within 4 blocks of a 
major road. 700 North and 800 North are also collector streets through the neighborhood; having 500 
North as a collector road too doesn’t make sense. He presented the term “Road Diet” – a technique in 
transportation planning that is used to reduce travel lanes. He uses it for lack of a better term to emphasize 
the fact that 500 North has a lot of issues and we need to implement other strategies to make it better. 
He presented the need for smaller lane widths between 9.2 feet to 10.6 feet. Since the lanes are not 
marked this makes drivers more likely to speed, but lane widths for marked lanes between 9.2 feet to 10.6 
feet show that drivers drive at lower speeds and are more attentive. NACTO agrees that lane widths 
around 10 feet are more effective. These smaller lane widths provide more space outside of the driving 
lanes; bike lanes can be added and sidewalks can be lengthened out. On 500 north there is no barrier; 
cyclists must deal with parked cars and cars driving past.100 East between 500 and 600 North already has 
a smaller road width. At 23 feet wide, so 19 feet divided by 2, if you don’t count the parking on the sides, 
this road is well within guidelines recommended by the appendix. Speed was naturally reduced, with 
more attentive – quaint peaceful road to drive on. Lane widths above 10.6 feet have led increased speeds 
and hence why people speed through the neighborhood. The neighborhood really wants this. The heat 
map shows that a lot of people are nervous and scared crossing 500 North. They hope changed can be 
done quickly and effectively. 
 
Jared Burton, student, continued the presentation. Joaquin Park is the most heavily used park in the city 
but is the smallest for a population the size found in Joaquin. It is proposed to use pocket and linear parks 
as alternatives to full parks. In the survey though, most residents wanted a large park or field and when 
given the option of pinning a place on a map for a park, they selected areas right near them. This speaks 
to the unique challenges to the neighborhood which has very little room for large parks and fields.  
 
Mr. Burton continued by suggesting that 200 East and 400 East could provide some central walking 
corridor connective tissue which would help satisfy the desire and needs of the neighborhoods for parks. 
If there were a reduction in lanes and narrower lanes, there would be a lot more room for different park 
amenities. Greenacre Park in Manhattan – a small pocket park in the middle of Manhattan—has become a 
great asset to the community, as a heavily-used pocket park that residents use to rest and enjoy natural 
scenery. Another example is Franklin Street Park in Cambridge, Massachusetts; a small park that was a 
house lot and then converted into a nice pocket park with a small trail in the middle. Finally there is the 
Salt Lake City Downtown Garden Stroll – 8x20 feet rest areas or parklets that utilize very little space but 
they encourage pedestrian culture. These examples provide Joaquin with creative solutions that can be 
used to benefit and address the wants and needs of the residents. 
 
To conclude, Mr. Burton presented different tools to fund the potential projects on 500 North and what 
hopefully would be the whole neighborhood. He called funding the means to provide change and knows 
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that it is important to secure more of this in the future. He told the council that cost estimates are provided 
in the appendix but that sources would include the capital improvement plan fund and grants. A lot of 
extensive research went into finding different grants from around the country.  
 
Mr. Knecht, who drives 500 North every day for work, asked if 500 North was a collector street, to which 
people in the room said no. Mr. Knecht then goes on to talk about connectivity and how Provo’s grid 
system is good because it spreads out traffic; 500 North does not go through to 900 East, though someday 
it is projected to do that in the Capital Improvement Plan. 700 North does not go through the entire side of 
west side only goes to 200 West; 800 goes through to west but stops at 700 East; this is an anomaly. In 
the end, people take the route that is most convenient to them, like water. Provo may not be able to get 5th 
north to not be an attractive street for people to drive on though. Ms. Johnson responds to Mr. Knecht 
saying, that while it may be impossible to reduce the use of 500 North she believes it is feasible to see 
reduced speeds on that particular road.  
 
Susan Krueger-Barber – Joaquin vice-chair—jumped into the conversation to say that the city should 
design the streets as residential streets for all the residents in the neighborhood. She told the council that 
there is a lot of pedestrian traffic going north and south in the neighborhood but that they are designed as 
collectors, which can be dangerous for residents to cross.  
 
Mrs. Santiago congratulated the group for doing a great job on the presentation and the appendix. She 
goes on to talk about living on the east side and how connectivity to the west side is complicated.  
200 East and 500 North – traffic signal planned for this intersection; Engineering CIP report – it is 
supposed to be completed by July of this year. Mrs. Santiago thinks they bring up a really good point 
though, about 400 East, which is another BRT intersection that will be signalized. If something can be 
done on 400 East and 500 north that would be great; even if it is the painted bulb-outs and the bollards. 
Mrs. Santiago encourages them to become involved in the implementation of the plan and encourages the 
use of a matching grant from the neighborhood to get ahead. No worse parking issues in the city than in 
the Joaquin Neighborhood, so finding creative solutions is essential to ease some of the congestion.  
 
Mr. Knecht sees how angled parking can be beneficial because of its ability to create more parking spots 
for cars. Wayne Leavitt briefly mentioned that back-in angled parking would especially be beneficial 
because different studies have shown that it is safer. Moving the discussion along, Mr. Harding asked the 
council what the next step was and expressed some interest in continuing the legislative process to make 
the appendix a part of the general plan. Mr. Sewell said it was an awesome presentation and expressed his 
interest in making this an official appendix and called on the neighborhood chairs to bring this forth as a 
general plan amendment. Mr. Parker stepped back into conversation and said they wanted input from 
property owners, residents, the council, etc., before moving forward with any legislation.  
 
Mr. Knecht asked if there were any speed bumps in Provo to which Mr. Parker said there is not, stating 
that when you get 6 inches of snow, raised crosswalks are problematic for snowplows and drivers. He 
said that they could look into it from a technical standpoint though. Jared briefly mentioned that upstate 
New York has raised crosswalks and hopes the research in the appendix will be useful to them. This item 
was a presentation only. 
 
8. A discussion regarding the Zoning Committee recommendations (17-048)  
 
This item was introduced by Kim Santiago, Chair of the Zoning Compliance Committee. Mrs. Santiago 
updated the Council on concerns shared with the Zoning Committee by the Utah Central Association of 
Realtors—their main concerns were not with the goals outlined by the Committee, but the Utah Central 
Association of Realtors wanted to open a dialogue with the Committee to ensure that that they are part of 
the conversation and can provide feedback where it is warranted. It was noted that goal #6 in the 
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recommendations was “Stakeholder Inclusion”—it was already the Committee’s intent to include them 
and others in the discussion. Mr. Jones noted one minor tweak to the document: the addition of “possible” 
in the third and fourth columns, to better reflect the reality that these recommendations and initiatives are 
a work in progress and may adapt over time. Mr. Knecht says that by adding the word “possible” reflects 
reality. Mr. Sewell mentioned it had been 4 years now since he knocked on doors and heard concerns 
about this problem and is excited about these solutions.  
 
Carrie Walls, Zoning Administrator, expressed appreciation for the work of the Council and 
Administration and she was pleased with the goals. She and Marcus Draper, Legal, have discussed 
ordinance amendments and newsletters that would be a good resource to address issues in the 
neighborhoods. They intend to share some of these items with the Council before distributing.  
 
Motion: Council member George Stewart moved to adopt this document as the intent of 

the Council regarding zoning compliance. Seconded by Kim Santiago. 
 
Roll Call Vote:  Approved 7:0. 
 

Closed Meeting 
 
9. 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.  

 
Motion: Council member Gary Winterton moved to close the meeting. Seconded by 

David Harding. 
 
Roll Call Vote:  Approved 7:0. 
 
 

Adjournment 
 
Motion: Council member Gary Winterton moved to adjourn. Seconded by David Knecht. 
 
Roll Call Vote:  Approved 7:0. 
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Text Amendment Highlights 

Description Version 3 Current Version

Building Height 50 feet max 40 feet max

# of floors 4 max 3 max

4800 & University No variation required Variation of height at corners

Footprint at 4800 N and University N/A 30,000 SF max

Footprint of 4750  Code for single family home 5,500 SF max

Units per building on 4750 1 unit max 4 max

Building frontage on 4800 250 feet max (per building) 265 feet max (per building)

Building frontage on 4800 No max 700 feet max (total)



Version 1Version 1

• 311 units
• Retail space
• 5 & 4 story buildings
• Villa style apartment buildings along 4750 S
• Access to 4750 S
• Modern design
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• 252 units
• No retail space
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Version 3Version 3

• 242 units
• Buildings spaced out to decrease mass
• Buildings set back off of the street
• Corner building face along University Ave. broken 

up
• 4 story building moved to the west side away from 

University Ave.
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• 242 units
• Buildings spaced out to decrease mass
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• Corner building face along University Ave. broken 

up
• 4 story building moved to the west side away from 

University Ave.

Current VersionCurrent Version

• 217 units
• Building corners lowered to 2 stories to decrease 

mass
• Buildings set back off of the street
• 3 story buildings throughout
• Changed 8 single family lots to 24 townhomes



Detailed site plan and unit breakdown (ground level)Detailed site plan and unit breakdown (ground level)

Version 3 Current Version



Architectural rendering and elevation from north (4800 North)Architectural rendering and elevation from north (4800 North)

Version 3

Version 2

Current Version



Aerial massing model from north  (4800 N)Aerial massing model from north  (4800 N)

Version 3

Version 2
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Architectural rendering from northeast (University Ave.)Architectural rendering from northeast (University Ave.)

Version 3

Version 2

Version 1 Version 2

Current Version



Elevation and architectural rendering from east (University Ave.)Elevation and architectural rendering from east (University Ave.)

Version 3Version 2

Current Version









ConclusionConclusion

•This development aligns with the Vision 2050 document

• Objective 6.6.1 “Provo City will encourage the development of market-rate housing throughout the community”

• Objective 6.6.2 “Provo City will encourage infill developments and redevelopment of multifamily and denser housing stock 

options in areas surrounding retail trade area to help increase demographic figures and provide a larger consumer base to 

current and future retailers”

• Objective 6.6.3: “Find suitable housing options for young married students and post-graduate professionals”

• Objective 6.8.3: “Support Riverwoods” 

•PEG Development has listened to neighboring property owners’ concerns and made major adjustments to the 

plan in order to accommodate those concerns.

•This location is suited to multifamily housing due to its proximity to major arterial transportation networks, jobs, 

and the entertainment district at the Riverwoods.

•The traffic study confirmed that the surrounding traffic network is sufficiently sized to accommodate this project.
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End of Presentation
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Site plan showing dimensionsSite plan showing dimensions



Architectural renderings showing the old design (top) and new design (bottom)Architectural renderings showing the old design (top) and new design (bottom)

Design Changes

• Larger and more traditional windows.

• Clear and distinct entryways noted by the 

large glass facade and the hip roof elements.

• Larger Balconies – Locations are more 

symmetrical and create a regular rhythm.

• Warmer materials with the addition of stone 

and wood.

• The building planes are recessed to 

emphasize the unit sizes.

• Traditional elements like the brackets are 

implemented under the hip roofs.

• Ground floor units engage the sidewalk. 
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Sample of building materials and finishesSample of building materials and finishes



Traffic Study FindingsTraffic Study Findings

•Intersection Turning Movement Counts were conducted during the morning and evening peak periods.

• The study identified that the area’s peak traffic time is between 4:30 and 5:30 p.m.

•There will be two accesses onto 4800 North

• Edgewood Drive (signalized)

• West Access (stop-controlled)

•Provo City Trip Generation Rates were used to estimate traffic generated by the project.

•Background and Plus Project Scenarios were analyzed for the current year, as well as for 2020.
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Traffic Study FindingsTraffic Study Findings
•4800 North / University Avenue (US-189) 

• Currently operating under constrained conditions and 

anticipated to continue in the future

• A planned UDOT project will add additional capacity 

to this intersection.

•4750 North / University Avenue (US-189) 

• Currently operating under constrained conditions

•West Access / 4800 North

• Anticipated to operate under constrained conditions.

• Recommend constructing with separate left- and 

right-turn lanes to help reduce delay

•All other intersections operating at acceptable 

levels of service (LOS D or better).

•4800 North / University Avenue (US-189) 

• Currently operating under constrained conditions and 

anticipated to continue in the future

• A planned UDOT project will add additional capacity 

to this intersection.

•4750 North / University Avenue (US-189) 

• Currently operating under constrained conditions

•West Access / 4800 North

• Anticipated to operate under constrained conditions.

• Recommend constructing with separate left- and 

right-turn lanes to help reduce delay

•All other intersections operating at acceptable 

levels of service (LOS D or better).



Riverbottoms Neighborhood Comments Response 

Opposed to retail space south of 4800 N Retail Space has been removed

Concerned with transition between single 
family along 4750 N and multifamily project

Townhome lots on 4750 N

Concerns about proposed housing density Density has been reduced by 90 units from 311 
to 221

Four- and five-story buildings too tall Reduced all building heights to three-story

Against increased traffic along 4750 N No multifamily access to 4750 N (design 
includes breakaway emergency fire lane)

Building design considered too modern Incorporated traditional design elements to 
blend with surrounding neighborhood

Buildings considered too massive and out of 
place

Increased the space between individual 
buildings. Broke up the building face and off-
set from street.



Street view massing model from south  (4750 N)Street view massing model from south  (4750 N)



Cross section showing views  (4750 N)Cross section showing views  (4750 N)



Traffic Study FindingsTraffic Study Findings

•The traffic generated by the project is anticipated to have minimal impacts to the surrounding roadway 

network.

•The sole recommendation of the study is to add an additional lane to the West Access. 
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network.
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Aerial massing model from southwest (4750 North)Aerial massing model from southwest (4750 North)
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Version 2



Aerial massing model from northeast (4750 North)Aerial massing model from northeast (4750 North)

Final Version



The View at Riverwoods:  NEW Site PlanThe View at Riverwoods:  NEW Site Plan

Detailed current site plan (ground level)Detailed current site plan (ground level)



Detailed site plan (underground parking)Detailed site plan (underground parking)



Use
• Multi‐family apartment complex

Building Height
• 4‐story maximum height of 50 ft. for buildings fronting 4800 N on the west side of Edgewood Ave
• 3‐story maximum height of 40 ft. for buildings fronting 4800 N on the east side of Edgewood Ave
• 2‐story maximum height of 35 ft. for buildings fronting 4750 N

Density
• 28 units per acre

Parking
• 1.5 spaces per studio or 1 bedroom
• 2.25 spaces per 2 or 3 bedroom

PD Zone Language Changes



• Building Height
• 4‐story maximum height of 50 ft. for buildings fronting 4800 N on the west side of Edgewood Ave.
• 3‐story maximum height of 40 ft. for buildings fronting 4800 N on the east side of Edgewood Ave.
• 2‐story maximum height of 35 ft. for buildings fronting 4750 N.

• Buildings with facades measuring eighty (80) feet or more in length along University Avenue shall have façade offsets of 
at least five (5) feet of additional setback for a minimum of twenty (20) feet of the length of the façade.

• Minimum distance between buildings fronting 4800 N shall be 75 ft. No single façade shall be longer than 250 ft.

Most Recent PD Zone Language Changes
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Water Quality
Provo City Water Resources



Provo’s Water System

1892 First water mains installed

1905 Wood pipe extended into Provo Canyon

1930 Construction started on storage tank

Mid 1930’s     Chlorine was added to the water

1944 Provo adds Upper Falls to the system



Safe Drinking 
Water Act

Signed into law in December 
1974

Water systems required to 
comply by 1976



SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT

Intended to ensure safe drinking water.

Establishes regulations for contaminants that may cause adverse health effects.

Regulations include Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCL’s) and Non enforceable health 

goals (MCLG’s)

Standards are divided into six categories

- Microorganisms
- Disinfectants
- Disinfection Byproducts
- Inorganic Chemicals
- Organic Chemicals
- Radionuclides 



Microorganisms

- CRYPTOSPORIDIUM

- GIARDIA

- LEGIONELLA

- COLIFORM BACTERIA

- ENTERIC VIRUSES



COLIFORM BACTERIA
- Common Bacteria

- Found in water, soil, vegetation, 

and high numbers found in the 

waste of warm blooded animals

- Do not cause serious illness

- Easy to culture

- Sample requirements are based 

on population

- < 5% of monthly samples can 

be total coliform positive

- Water systems with 5% or more 

of positive monthly samples are 

in violation and must notify the 

public.



DISINFECTANTS

- Chlorine (Cl2)  MCL 4.0 mg/L

- Chloramines (NH2Cl) MCL 4.0

- Chlorine Dioxide (ClO2)        

MCL 0.8 mg/L



DISINFECTION BYPRODUCTS
Chemicals and Acids that form when chlorine
and natural organic matter react over time.

CHEMICAL BYPRODUCTS

- Bromodichloromethane 80 mg/L

- Dibromochloromethane 80 mg/L

- Tribromomethane 80 mg/L

- Trichloromethane 80 mg/L

HALOACETIC ACID BYPRODUCTS

- Monochloroacetic acid 60 mg/L

- Dichloroacetic acid 60 mg/L

- Trichloroacetic acid 60 mg/L

- Monobromoacetic acid 60 mg/L

- Dibromoacetic acid 60 mg/L



INORGANIC CHEMICALS

National Primary Drinking Water Regulations include 16 Inorganic Chemicals

Antimony Chromium Lead Selenium

Asbestos Copper Mercury Thallium

Barium Cyanide Nitrate Arsenic

Cadmium Fluoride Nitrite Beryllium



ORGANIC CHEMICALS

There are 53 chemicals included in the 
National Primary Drinking Water 
Regulations

BENZENE, TOLUENE, XYLENES, and 
several PESTICIDES just to name a few

Each new source is sampled prior to 
connection to the water system

Each source is sampled once every 
three years to ensure no contamination 
has occurred



RADIONUCLIDES

ALPHA PARTICLES
BETA PARTICLES

PHOTON EMITTERS
RADIUM

URANIUM

(All samples are non-detect)



UNREGULATED CONTAMINANT RULE

-The SDWA requires the EPA to identify unregulated contaminants which may 
require regulation

-The EPA must publish this list every 5 years

-Large water systems like Provo City Water must sample for published contaminants 
and report findings to the EPA

-During 2015 Provo City participated by collecting water samples from our system 
and having them analyzed for 25 contaminants including HEXACHROME, 
ESTRONE, TESTOSTERONE, AND ANDROSTENE



SECONDARY STANDARDS

NON ENFORCEABLE GUIDELINES

ALUMINUM CHLORIDE COLOR COPPER

CORROSIVITY FLUORIDE IRON FOAMING AGENTS

MANGANESE ODOR pH SILVER

SULFATE ZINC TOTAL DISSOLVED SOLIDS



Provo City Water Quality Report



0
The number of violations Provo City Water has received from the EPA or the 

State of Utah Division of Drinking Water in the last 10 plus years 

(9 Billion Gallons Per Year)



1500
The number of bacteriological samples collected each year



75+
The age of much of the infrastructure backbone we rely on daily to provide 

clean drinking water to every tap in Provo City

(Gallery Reservoir, 48 and 36 inch aqueducts)



QUESTIONS ?
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Executive Summary: Appendix to the Joaquin 
Neighborhood Plan 

Who created the appendix?  

This appendix to the Joaquin Neighborhood Plan was 
produced by the Provo City Lab, a class of students at Brigham 
Young University who received assistance and guidance from 
the Joaquin Neighborhood Board and the Planning Division of 
Provo’s Community Development Department. Input from the 
residents of Joaquin directed and augmented the research of 
the Provo City Lab.  

What is the purpose of the appendix?  

This appendix will serve as a reference point for future development projects within the 
Joaquin Neighborhood and offer recommendations on their implementation in order to preserve a 
vibrant sense of community, promote walkability, improve livability, support beautification, and 
allow for future growth and development. 

How is the appendix organized?  

Each section of the appendix is organized into three sections: current status, research/case 
studies, and recommendations. The current status introduces the infrastructure in the Joaquin 
Neighborhood as it is today. The appendix then provides multiple case studies from other cities 
and research studies conducted from urban planners, engineers, and financial planners to 
supplement the case studies. Based on this research, the Provo City Lab suggests 
recommendation on how to improve the neighborhood. Possible funding sources, cost estimates, 
and locations for improvements are some of the information provided in the recommendation 
sections.  

What kinds of information does the appendix contain? 

The plan contains research and recommendations for a wide variety of improvements to 
increase walkability, improve parking and transportation, and create green spaces in the Joaquin 
Neighborhood.  

In order to increase walkability, the appendix explores improvements to sidewalks, 
crosswalks, street furnishings, and landscape design, just to name a few.  

The appendix also addresses the parking and transportation issues facing the Joaquin 
Neighborhood, by suggesting recommendations for roadway improvements and angled parking. 
The appendix also explores parking permit programs by examining several case studies.  

Due to the high population density of Joaquin, residents have expressed a desire for new 
parks and improvements to current parks. The appendix suggests possible locations for future 
parks and ideas to better utilize existing parks. 
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 This appendix to the Joaquin Neighborhood Plan was produced by the Provo City Lab, a 
class of students at Brigham Young University who received assistance and guidance from the 
Joaquin Neighborhood Board and the Planning Division of Provo’s Community Development 
Department. Input from the residents of Joaquin directed and augmented the research of the Pro-
vo City Lab. 

 This appendix will serve as a reference point for future development projects within the 
Joaquin Neighborhood and offer recommendations on their implementation in order to preserve a 
vibrant sense of community, promote walkability, improve livability, support beautification, and 
allow for future growth and development.
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Current Status

  Businesses that Promote Walkability

 The Joaquin neighborhood is the fourth most walkable neighborhood in Provo, with a Walk 
Score of 68 out of 1001. This score has analyzed the walking distance to various amenities in and 
around the neighborhood, such as the grocery stores, restaurants, and shopping areas clustered 
along University Avenue, 800 North, 820 North, 700 East, and 900 East, and streets outside of Joa-
quin, to measure how easy it is to do errands on foot. Residents in the north and central parts of the 
neighborhood, however, have limited walking access to these amenities.

Research

 A northern section of Joaquin neighborhood is already zoned as Campus Mixed Use which 
allows a variety of stores, general retail, grocery stores, restaurants, banks, postal services, pharma-
cies, daycares, and personal services (including laundry and barber shops) under code 14.14E.0202. 
Currently there is only one grocery-type store within the neighborhood, the South End Market, 
which is far away from most of the single-family homes. This means that when people go to the 
store they would have to walk either to this convenience store or go outside of the neighborhood. 
To encourage walking, the neighborhood must be attractive for businesses to come and be success-
ful in the neighborhood. 

 Corner stores or ground level stores under high-density apartment buildings are a great  
option for the neighborhood because they don’t take up as much vertical space and they can use ex-
isting infrastructure instead of building “big box stores” that are often in opposition to the feeling of 
historical neighborhoods. It takes about 1,000 households in walking distance to support a corner 
store3, and Joaquin currently has 4,405 occupied households, which is more than enough to support 
another corner store closer to the middle of the neighborhood, not just the South End market on the 
fringe of the neighborhood. 

2



 Above is a drawing of mixed-use apartment building that is planned in St. Louis, MO4. As 
it planned for a larger city, the building itself is larger than what is feasible in Joaquin, but it has a 
historic look would not detract from the rest of the neighborhood, despite its size. The building is 
also mixed-use, providing retail, restaurants, and other amenities.

 In Oakland5 a community-based consulting firm called Popuphood6 pairs businesses with 
neighborhoods to bring economic success. This is an example of how local businesses, govern-
ment, and the neighborhood can work together to revitalize the area.

Recommendations

 Seek out businesses that would be willing to collaborate with high density housing develop-
ers to build stores within the neighborhood, possibly in the ground floor of an apartment building. 
A good location would be somewhere in central or northern Joaquin neighborhood in order to serve 
the areas that are currently lacking amenities

  Businesses that Promote Walkability
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  Businesses that Promote Walkability
Current Status

Because of the historic nature of the South Joaquin area, the interfacing of buildings with the street 
contains elements of older homes such as porches, walkways, gardens and front-facing windows. 
Provo City building codes outlines appropriate building-street interface, and the historic homes 
in South Joaquin generally fit these rules; however, many of the apartment buildings in the North 
Joaquin area do not. They face inward with courtyards in the center and inward-facing entrances 
causing little sidewalk traffic and few eyes on the street.

Research 

Often the street is divided into three separate zones: the transportation zone, the pedestrian zone, 
and the building zone. Between each of these zones is a transition zone. For example, a curb be-
tween the road and the sidewalk or a porch between the sidewalk and the building. These transition 
zones are the key to a walkable and safe environment.7

Recommendations

In order to protect walkability for those who live in the Joaquin neighborhood, street and under-
ground parking needs to become a part of the codes for high-density buildings. There is too much 
danger in the transition from transportation to walking, causing fear and stress on both sides. When 
building multi-family establishments or apartments, street-oriented entrances and windows should 
continue to be emphasized.

  Building-Street Interface
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Current Status

  Improving Existing Parks 
There are two existing parks in the Joaquin neighborhood; one large park in the south-east 
corner of the neighborhood called Memorial Park and another small park on 4th and 4th 
called Joaquin Park. 
Memorial Park mostly consists of grass, some trees and one playground area with a street 
paved through the middle of it. The street running through the park poses obvious safety 
concerns for children and other park users. 
Joaquin Park is frequented by many residents. On a warm day, almost every piece of park 
equipment is crowded with patrons. Joaquin Park’s biggest problem is simply that it does 
not have enough room to comfortably serve all of the people in the neighborhood that try 
to use it. 

In a survey of Provo and the Joaquin neighborhood residents, 171 of 277 participants selected large 
fields as a priority element in existing and future parks. 

Joaquin Park can be made larger by purchasing bordering properties and converting the land. Al-
though none of the properties are currently for sale, Provo City can purchase them should they be-
come available. Expanding Joaquin Park would not only provide a larger area for patrons visiting 
the park, but would also allow the park to implement other types of attractions to satisfy all users. 

Another way to expand Joaquin Park is through curb extensions. Implementing a curb extension 
directly on the corner of 400 North and 400 East would not only give the park more green space to 
work with, but it would also encourage drivers to slow down when driving past the park, increasing 
the safety of the patrons in the park.

The same survey also states that 142 of 277 participants 
would like to add hammock areas to the parks. While 
there is no room for this addition in Joaquin Park, a sec-
tion of Memorial Park could easily be converted into a 
hammock area by recycling old telephone poles to use 
as the bases for the hammocks. The park could obtain 
these poles by contacting the electric department.

Research
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  Improving Existing Parks 
Purchasing one or more of the properties bordering the Joaquin Park and creating green curb ex-
tensions on the corner of 400 North and 400 East would expand Joaquin Park and better meets the 
needs of the neighborhood. A region of Memorial Park should be converted into a hammock area 
by using recycled telephone poles. 

For possible funding sources for these recommendations refer to the following grants in the fund-
ing section of this document: Community Development Block Grant, George S and Dolores Doré 
Eccles Foundation, Land and Water Conservation Fund State-Side Grant, Neighborhood Matching 
Grant, Recreation, Arts and Parks (RAP) Tax, Richard K. and Shirley S. Hemingway Foundation, 
and Utah Outdoor Recreation Grant. 

Recommendations
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  Future Parks
Current Status
 Since the Joaquin Neighborhood is heavily populated with limited open spaces, it may be 
difficult to add more traditional parks to the neighborhood. Fortunately, the possibilities for more 
recreational areas in Provo extend to and past the traditional park. The aforementioned studies on 
curb extensions (page number / reference) and pocket parks (page number / reference) are great 
references for innovative new community spaces.
Other possible recreational spaces include vacant and reimagined parking lots being refurbished 
into community activity areas within housing zones and near the university. Parklets may also be 
added to dense housing areas.

 While the city does not currently have any plans for future park placement, constituents 
interested in both traditional models, pocket parks, bulbouts, and reimagined asphalt areas have 
determined some possible locations. 

 2nd East, 3rd East, and 4th East are extremely dense areas that could benefit greatly from 
the introduction of a green space or parklet and have sparked community interest. Creating a park 
instead of a through street on 8th has also been discussed. Adding bulbouts to dangerous roads 
like 5th North and 4th East is also a popular notion. Generally speaking, while the inhabitants of 
Joaquin recognize the lack of undeveloped land in their area, they also see dozens of potential in-
novations that could be made in connection with the Parks Department.

 The results of the Joaquin Neighborhood Survey clarified both the resident’s interest in ex-
isting park improvements and future park additions. Popular features that the community would 
respond strongly to include plaza areas, hammock areas, and green spaces (like fields). While gen-
eral, using these community recommendations and interests as guidelines in the creation of future 
recreation locations will result in resident approval and use.

Research
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Pocket Parks and Linear Parks

  Future Parks
 While pocket parks are small and do not have all the functions of a traditional recreational 
park, they do allow for people to engage in activities and enjoy comfortable places outside, creating 
an oasis outside of busy city life. Pocket parks are usually located in leftover spaces and other urban 
eyesores—places that do not have a purpose and are not used effectively. Pocket parks should also 
be public access. 

Some benefits of pocket parks include support to the overall ecology of the surrounding  e n v i -
ronment, regeneration of rundown areas, and making communities safer and more sociable. 

  One example of a successful pocket park that has been around for many years is Gre-
enacre Park in the center of New York City. Greenacre Park 
was opened in 1971 and was completely funded by a private 
organization that continues to maintain the park today. While it 
is only 60 feet by 120 feet, the park contains a 25-foot water-
fall, honey locust trees that provide shade, and moveable tables 
and chairs. Something that has brought success to the park is 
its location directly on the street, attracting people into a quiet 
area and allowing them to escape from the noise of the city with 
the sound of the waterfall. People have control over where they 
sit and what they do in the park, since they can move tables 

and chairs or sit at the base of the waterfall. According to gathered data, people typically spend 
around 45 minutes in the park, typically on lunch break, and although it is heavily used, it is not 
overcrowded. 

 Another example of a successful pocket park is Frank-
lin Street Park located in Cambridge, Massachusetts. This 
park was created from an unused and uninviting concrete 
area that was causing trouble in the neighborhood, as it was 
primarily used by the homeless. Franklin Street Park is lo-
cated on a house-sized lot, and includes places to sit, a wa-
ter feature, and kid-friendly spaces (one of which is a metal 
dome surrounded by grass). While it is located in the middle 
of a busy residential neighborhood, the lining of bamboo and 
stone walls allows for an escape from the outside world. This 
park was created for the intent of bringing all ages and back-
grounds together to enjoy the outdoors and foster a sense of 
community. 
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  Future Parks
 In 2015, Salt Lake City recently created what is called a Downtown Garden Stroll, a collec-
tion of five temporary pocket parks about 8 feet by 20 feet where people were encouraged to relax 
and enjoy the outdoors. Each of the parks had designated sitting areas, as well as other activities 
such as a beanbag toss and plant naming. While these pocket parks were enacted, they were suc-
cessful in bringing a variety of people together and giving people a place to relax in the city.
                              
 Salt Lake City is also implementing a comprehensive plan for a linear park on their 9 Line 
Corridor plan8. 

 Other cities have also attempted to merge nature with city life. Tucson, Arizona has met with 
acclaim for their multi-use pathway, the Loop9.  Its special biking considerations bring in tourists 
and adds to the neighborhood cultural identity.

 Minneapolis, Minnesota has cultivated their Midtown Greenway10  which encourages high 
levels of walkability, in large part because of its proximity to the commercial strip, Lake Street. An 
important element of successful linear parks is the useful walk, where pedestrians have a range of 
commercial and mixed-use buildings to walk to. A successful linear park is not just a corridor but 
a destination. 
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  Future Parks
 The James River Park System in Richmond Virginia11  has met with considerable success 
over a long period of time because it has established a strong identity in the community and has 
involved and invested community groups in events, promotion, improvement and maintenance. 

Recommendations

 Consider non-traditional spaces for new park locations (such as old parking lots, unconven-
tionally small spaces, and other prime locations for pocket / linear parks). School and city-owned 
properties can be converted into pocket parks. For example, there is a space around 700 North and 

300 North that might be able to be purchased by the city and 
made into a park.

 Include community based ideas in new park structures (such 
a s plaza areas, hammock areas, and green spaces). Involve the 

community in both the creation and upkeep of new parks (i.e. 
planting activities with wards in the area, inviting community 
programs to use new park spaces, etc.). Involve communities 

i n the park process, and work with agencies that give grants to 
communities building new recreation areas.

 In order to foster a strong corridor identity of mixed use, accessibility, and walkability, Provo 
should follow the example of Salt Lake City, Tucson, Richmond, and Minneapolis by doing the 
following: 

• Adopt signage that indicates to the public that 200 East and 400 East are linear park.
• Install artwork at the linear park on 200 East and 400 East, as well at future pocket parks. This 

artwork can be officially commissioned by professionals or BYU art students. Provo could also 
create opportunities for local families and neighbors to contribute to public art by installing seg-
ments of chalkboard along the linear park. By allowing residents to create their own artwork, 
they may feel a stronger sense of community. 

• Build community gardens. 
• Create rest areas by installing more benches and seating areas.
• Invite retail units and food trucks to make the linear park more of a destination and attraction 

rather than simply a pleasant path to and from BYU and student housing. 
• Give local entities the opportunity to sponsor elements of the park, such as art, food trucks, 

benches, or garden areas. This would  create stakeholders and contributors to the park, who are 
concerned for its success. 

• Finally, the City and neighborhood should review plans, documents and studies to coordinate 
and streamline proposed and adopted policies, ordinances, zoning, land-use codes and guide-
lines for any implementations in the linear park. This will ensure that subsequent projects are 
implemented within the legal and accepted parameters.
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  Future Parks
 For possible funding sources for these recommendations refer to the following grants in the 
funding section of this document: Community Development Block Grant, George S and Dolores 
Doré Eccles Foundation, Land and Water Conservation Fund State-Side Grant, Neighborhood 
Matching Grant, Recreation, Arts and Parks (RAP) Tax, Richard K. and Shirley S. Hemingway 
Foundation, and Utah Outdoor Recreation Grant.
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Current Status

Signs

Historic Wayfinding Concrete Markers:
 
 The existing wayfinding concrete markers are located at Center St/400 East, 400 North/600 
East. There is no current system for repairing them or adding more. 

Research

 The neighborhood would like to integrate more signs and wayfinding markers into the neigh-
borhood to cultivate a greater sense of place. The city regulates and manages care of street and 
traffic signs. Anything beyond city standards to create a better sense of community or place would 
need alternative funding. 

*The BRT project will be replacing and putting in new street signs along 700 North. The new signs 
will have powder-coated posts.

Recommendations
 The city regulates and manages care of street and traffic signs. Anything beyond city stan-
dards to create a better sense of community or place would need alternative funding. 

 The Neighborhood should identify key historical blocks for which they would like to add the 
wayfinding markers and use neighborhood funding and resources first for these blocks. 

 Remaining wayfinding markers should be delegated to each block. Each neighborhood block 
would be responsible for implementing further wayfinding markers and can implement them at 
their convenience.
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Current Status

  Park strips and corners that have no trees or fewer trees than city regulations allow (25 ft. for small 
trees and 40 ft for large shade trees) should be identified. Below are examples of corners and park strips 
that need attention for several reasons. 

 Trees offer shade and reduce temperatures. Jeff Speck in Walkable Cities explains that trees can 
offer shade helping to reduce temperatures and heat islands. He says, 
 

Measurements of ambient temperatures taken on exposed versus canopied streets around the 
United States document temperature differentials ranging from five to fifteen degrees (Fahren-
heit) between the two, which can make a big difference when temperatures hit the triple digits. 
The relevant term here is “urban heat island,” a downside of city living that can largely be elimi-
nated by proper tree cover. According to the U.S. Department of Agriculture, the cooling impact 
of a single healthy tree “is equivalent to ten room/size air conditioners operating 24 hours a day.1 

 Adding trees or other vegetation would help beautify these green walkways. A potential problem 
is corners have a 35 ft safety area where trees can’t be planted for visibility reasons. However, anything 
lower than 3 feet can be planted which includes flowers, tall grass, or shrubs. These are easier to control 
than grass and can use drip irrigation instead of spray. Despite this, corners lacking trees should be im-
proved as much as possible.

Vegetation

Research

 Focus on areas of 200 East and 400 East that need trees. They are designated as the neighbor-
hood’s “tree walkways.”

Corners: 200 East 700 North

Corners: 200 East 100

14



Vegetation Vegetation
Corners: 200 East 300 North

 Strips such as these need more trees to create safer roadways. Speck explains that “drivers 
respond to the presence of broad ‘recovery zones’ (no trees) by speeding, and crashes become both 
more frequent and more deadly”.2  Trees help narrow this recovery zone and help slow cars down.

200 East 476 North

 Lack of trees can hurt property values whereas adding trees and creating green walkways 
can help raise property values. Speck references a study done by Portland, Oregon about trees 
and property values. He writes, “ Each individual tree was deemed responsible for almost $20,00 
in increased real estate value.”3  To assist cities in conducting their own similar studies, the US-
DA’s Forest Service has created a software package called i-Tree streets, which can be download-
ed at www.itreetools.org/streets/index.php. Adding trees to areas such as the Provo Bike Collec-
tive can help increase the property value for building owners. 

 Lack of trees leaves people feeling open and exposed which diminishes the walkability of 
the neighborhood. Adding trees creates a sense of space and establishes a boundary, which are 
both important aspects for a pleasant walkway. Speck suggests creating continuous tree canopies 
which helps provide this sense of enclosure.4 This can be difficult due to a need for diversification 
to prevent tree diseases from wiping out large sections of the same tree. Provo City adheres to the 
policy of diversifying trees. Provo’s city forester suggested creating main corridors that have the 
same trees and then putting in different varieties on side streets. The London Planetree Sycamores 
on the East Side of Center Street is a great example of a green walkways. 15



Vegetation

400 East Center St. Provo, UT

Process/Conditions for Planting Trees in Joaquin Neighborhood: 

 Provo City values its green walkways and planting trees is one of its priorities. Each neigh-
borhood should have a community chair whose focus is on trees and the creation of a tree plant-
ing program. Joaquin’s neighborhood chair is Celeste Kennard and she has worked closely with 
city foresters. The neighborhood chair will identify needed locations and help organize “Arbor 
Day Events” where several trees will be planted. 

 In order to plant several trees at once, the city should collaborate the planting with another 
community event or project such as Arbor Day or a scout project. The city forester should be con-
tacted if a specific spot needs a tree. If certain requirements are met, the city will provide a tree.
 
 The current city forester is Chaz Addis. He can be contacted through Provo City’s 311 line. 
New development projects are often required to contribute to Provo’s tree fund. Below is a list of 
city requirements for planting trees. 

1)  Choose a suitable tree from the city list: 

 The city has a list of acceptable trees for parking strips and typically will provide the tree. 
This guide can be found on Provo City’s website:6  

  a) Class 1 Trees are for smaller park strips (5ft or less) and areas with power line  
   conflicts.
  b) Class 2 Trees are less than 6 ft wide park strips. 
  c) Class 3 Trees are for strips less that 10 ft wide. 

2) Proximity to power lines: 
 Power lines dictate many of the tree choices: Small trees under power lines, medium trees 
to the sides and large trees where there are no power lines.

State College, Pennsylvania5
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3) Width of the parking strip:

 Trees do best in spots that have at least 8 feet of “grassy” area between the curb and Side  
 walk.

4) Proximity to other trees: 

 Most trees can not be planted closer than 25 feet from each other. Sometimes the distance is  
 more like 40 feet for large shady trees.

5) 35 ft safety area:

 Corners have a 35 ft safety area where trees can’t be planted for visibility reasons. Any  
 thing  lower than 3 feet can be planted though which includes flowers, tall grass, or shrubs.  
 These are easier to control than grass and can use drip irrigation instead of spray.

6) Watering requirements:
  
 We are in a desert so street trees do not often survive unless there is a sprinkler system.    
 The city will not plant a trees where the yard has typically been neglected or there is not an  
 irrigation system in place. 
 
*  We are a Tree City USA.7      

 Vegetation

Further Examples of Tree 

This is a good example of creating a continu-
ous canopy and putting trees on street corners 
while still maintaining distance from a power 
pole and maintaining 35 ft safety areas. 

(Irvington Neighborhood)

This is an excellent example of neighborhood 
tree planting. The trees are evenly spaced. As 
the grow, it will create a continuous canopy 
that will provide shade and green walkways. 

(Daybreak Neighborhood) 16



Recommendations

Vegetation

 Focus on areas of 200 East and 400 East that need trees since they are designated as tree 
walkways. 

 Work with city forester to identify areas that most need trees and trees that need to be re-
placed.
 
 Continue to work with Celeste Kennard to create and implement a neighborhood tree plant-
ing schedule. 

 For possible funding sources for these recommendations refer to the following grants in the 
funding section of this document: Neighborhood Matching Grant and Recreation, Arts, and Parks 
(RAP) Tax.
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Vegetation Street Lights
Current Status
Despite heavy foot traffic at all hours of the day, much of the Joaquin neighborhood lacks suffi-
cient lights. The BRT is planning on putting in cobra head lights on the north side of 700 North 
with lights at the intersections and one light in the middle of the block.

 Well-lit Crossway 700 East  Poorly lit street 500 East Not consistently lit street 

 Poorly lit street 400 East      Poorly lit street 400 East
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Street Lights
Research 
 A 1983 Dutch study found that "on major urban thoroughfares, good road lighting results 
in a reduction of about 30% of the nighttime casualties”8 with the luminance level defining good 
lighting. LED lights imitate the white light of the sun and “allows people to see facial features 
and details more clearly and helps them to better distinguish colors and textures.”9  Simply by 
imitating sunlight LED lights make pedestrians feel safer walking at night, increasing the walk-
ability of the neighborhood. 

 The inclusion of LED lights has been implemented in a plethora of cities worldwide includ-
ing Las Vegas, Nevada; Ontario, Canada; Oceanside, CA; West St. Paul, Minnesota. Within all of 
these cities there were streetlights that were implemented  contained LED lights. These cities, and 
many more, received positive feedback from city council members and residents as they  noticed 
the difference in the safety and the visual of the street light improvements.10 
 
 LED lights provide better lighting, but they are also extremely cost effective. Las vegas is 
estimated to save $1.7 million dollars after adding LED lights.11  

 LED lights can also be directed and controlled better than normal street lights, meaning 
they can be made to cover certain distances, thus reducing the amount of darker space between 
street lights. 

Recommendations
 Determine preferred method of light-level tests. Effectiveness of LED Cobra Head lights 
should also be considered.

 Current street lights should be changed to LED light bulbs. The addition of new street lights 
also needs to be implemented. However, depending on the size of the street, the distance between 
each street light will vary as well. It has been recommended by several different case studies that 
anywhere between 300 feet to 15 yards can provide a safer and more walkable street. 

 Ask neighborhood activity centers to donate or to hold special sales with portions of the 
proceeds going to the installation of new12 lights. Another funding option is see if there are any 
incentives that Provo Department of Energy would be willing to offer. 

 For possible funding sources for these recommendations refer to the following grants in the 
funding section of this document: Choice Neighborhoods Initiative Planning Grant, Community 
Development Block Grant, Neighborhood Matching Grant, Recreation, Arts and Parks (RAP) 
Tax, Safe Routes to School, and Surface Transportation Program.13
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Street Lights
Current Status

Street Art

 The Joaquin Neighborhood Plan describes how the neighborhood lacks any kind of street 
art that helps bring character to a neighborhood and enhances the sense of place.“Pedestrians 
need to feel safe and comfortable, but they also need to be entertained, or else those with a choice 
will choose to drive.”14 

Research/Case Stud-

Fremont Troll 

 In 1989 the Fremont Neighborhood in Seattle Washington wanted to improve the area un-
der the Aurora Bridge. This bridge carries State Route 99 over the west end of Seattle’s Lake 
Union. Like many bridge under-passes the space under the Aurora bridge was not particularly 
beautiful. The art piece’s creation process is as follows and can be duplicated in Provo:15  

 ● The Fremont Arts Council sponsored the project in order to create a greater sense of  
  place in the neighborhood and a stronger community. 
 ● The troll was selected through an open competition in which the community voted on  
  proposals designed by four finalists. 
 ● Many volunteers helped prepare the site and create the cement sculpture. 
 ● Support came from time, money, and donations by the community, and a grant from  
  the Seattle Neighborhood Matching Funds Program. 

 A similar process could be employed in potential art spots throughout the Joaquin Neigh-
borhood. These art projects should be coordinated by the Provo City Art Council or by a commis-
sioned neighborhood art council. 20



Street Art
Provo Bicycle Collective Mural 
 The Provo Bicycle Collective conducted a similar project to the Fremont Troll in Seattle.
This mural is a prime example of how to organize and coordinate community art projects. The 
bike collective announced a competition16, asked for local submissions, and chose their favor-
ite. They then had local volunteers help paint the mural; Habitat For Humanity even donated the 
paint.17 

Joaquin Statue 

 The neighborhood plan suggests placing a sculpture of Joaquin (Timpanogos Ute Indian) in 
the neighborhood. Suggested locations:  

● Joaquin Park 
● 700 North BRT station
● 800 North in a median 

 700 North BRT Station would be the most ideal loca-
tion. It will have the most foot traffic and opportunity for ex-
posure. Because this area will have the most traffic, placing 
it at the BRT station will optimize the neighborhood’s goal of 
creating identity and a sense of place.  

21



Street Art
Recommendations
 Locations for local art projects should be identified and prioritized. Provo Art Council or a 
neighborhood art council should request art submission ideas from local artists for potential proj-
ects.Ideas should be selected and implemented with city or neighborhood funding. Local involve-
ment, such as with the Provo Bike Collective mural, should also be utilized when applicable. The 
neighborhood should also contact Bill Knowles as soon as possible to submit art piece ideas for 
the historic tree. 

 For possible funding sources for these recommendations refer to the following grants in the 
funding section of this document: Community Development Block Grants, George S. and Do-
lores Dore Eccles Foundation, Neighborhood Matching Grant,  and Recreation, Arts, and Parks 
(RAP) Tax.
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Current Status

 The biggest concern about the city codes and the 
neighborhood in general is that there is not enough in-
tegration between the apartments in the northern area 
of Joaquin and the single-family historical homes in the 
southern area. The best place to look to find successful in-
tegration is in historic cities that have had updated build-
ings put in over time. Designing outer facades to buildings 
like this one (pictured below) in Germany18 creates a link 
between the old and the new. The homes in Joaquin are 
not specifically this linked rowhouse style, but creating 
design guidelines that strictly uphold the aesthetic of the 
neighborhood is necessary to create the feeling Joaquin 
wants.

 

Building Architecture 

Research

 Provo City currently has many design codes for single family homes, but few codes that gov-
ern apartment construction. The few regulations that do exist are mostly about the lot size;  some 
sections address the distance the building should be from the street and the maximum height of the 
building.  

There is too much room for interpretation in 
the current codes for apartment buildings, lead-
ing to monolith-like structures. For example, 
College Place (pictured left) on the corner of 
900 East and 700 North has few doors opening 
to the street, and is so close to the edges of the 
property lines that it dwarfs the more histor-
ically single-family homes in the surrounding 
area.

Much of Joaquin Neighborhood south of 500 
North is a Residential Conservation Zone, 
which has specific codes for each of the build-
ing features listed in the plan (14.32RC). The 
codes for apartments (14.14C), however, are 

severely lacking in specificity leading to structures that do not add to the Joaquin’s community 
spirit. 
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Building Architecture Building Architecture 

Recommendations
 Create more specific design rules. Consider splitting up the neighborhood into smaller sec-
tions where the houses are similar in form in order to keep the neighborhood’s historic charm. 
Specificity is the key to keeping buildings, especially large apartment buildings, that are not orient-
ed to promote street life and walking.

 Parking garages taking up the bulk of the ground level of high-density apartment buildings is 
another problem. The codes should specify that the ground level needs to be either livable, residen-
tial units or contain a business like a small grocery store or restaurant that is open later and keeps 
the neighborhood vibrant. [See Businesses that Encourage Walkability] Parking garages should be 
either hidden or below ground.
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Current Status

 Roadways

The Joaquin neighborhood has several streets that concern its residents. According to the Joaquin 
neighborhood survey, residents are most concerned with the lack of safety for pedestrians, bicy-
clists, and drivers. 

Some factors that create an unsafe environment include speeding, unmarked streets, excess on-
street parking, lack of road space for bicyclists, and sidewalk conditions. 

Streets appear to be a major cause for discomfort among Joaquin residents. Streets and lanes in the 
neighborhood, such as 500 North, are currently unmarked. There is no standard lane width for the 
neighborhood, and there are only four streets with bike lanes. Collector streets have received the 
most complaints for the lack of safety within the Joaquin Neighborhood, especially 500 North, 900 
East, and 700 North. 

Recent research has shown that cities with travel lane widths between 9.2 and 10.6 ft. have the low-
est crash fatality rates.1 Cities with lane widths between 10.6 ft. and 11.8 ft. had significantly higher 
crash fatality rates, ranging 2-9 times more likely for crashes to result in deaths. The research is 
conclusive that narrow streets are safer.2

Research

Four lanes w/o center turn lanes
Center turn lanes, bike lanes, 
ped refuge island at bus stop

27



Recommendations
 Instead of spending thousands of dollars repurposing the streets through construction, re-
marking the streets with narrower lanes would solve several main safety concerns and add room 
for a combination of repurposing options, including parking and bike lanes. 

 A pilot program could be run on 500 North, which should include travel lanes narrower than 
10.6 ft., bicycle lanes, and possibly angled parking. This pilot program would provide research spe-
cifically for our current road situation. Currently, 500 North does not contain marked lanes, bicycle 
lanes, or a strict parking area. 

 Roadways
 The main benefit of reducing lane width is increased driver caution and therefore their safety; 
even when crashes do occur on roads with narrower lanes, they are usually less dangerous.3  Nar-
rower lanes have been proven to reduce the speed of cars by at least 5 mph.  Streets with narrow 
lanes allow for other amenities like bike lanes, street parking, and designated walking areas that 
encourage bicycle and pedestrian traffic. Changing to narrow lanes is also very inexpensive; it can 
be successfully implemented by simply repainting the road.
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 Roadways

 The inclusion of lanes, as shown in the picture below, and the addition of angled parking will 
solve several of the current safety and walkability issues. It has been proven that narrower lanes 
reduce the speeding by at least 5 miles per hour. Narrower lanes provide space for a designated bike 
lane, increasing the number of cyclists. Studies also show that a street design, such as the example 
below, does not increase traffic times and actually reduces the amount of cars on the street.

 This process, if approved by the city, could be completed within a week. This pilot program 
should be implemented on 500 North; and if it is successful, further implemented on other troubled 
streets.
  
 For possible funding sources for these recommendations refer to the following grants in the 
funding section of this document: Alternative Analysis Program, Choice Neighborhoods Initiative 
Planning Grant, Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program, Strong Cities, Strong Communi-
ties Visioning Challenge, and Surface Transportation Program.

 Roadways
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Current Status

 Bicycle Lanes

 Joaquin has bicycle lanes only on four streets,  
which is less than 20% of its total roadway. The 
neighborhood’s proximity to BYU makes it an ide-
al candidate for commuters to choose biking as their 
preferred method of transportation, but Joaquin’s 
current infrastructure makes this difficult.  

 Conditions for cyclists are currently described 
as dangerous, even on roads with bike lanes. Some 
bike lanes are narrow and have hazards including 
gutters jutting into the lane, potholes, and other ob-
structions. The Joaquin Neighborhood Plan mentions 
the inclusion of painted bike lanes on 800 North, but 
not 500 North.

 Studies show the main safety concern for cyclists is vehicular traffic. One study shows that 
almost 80% of people in Portland—a major city that at the time had already made many improve-
ments to their bicycle network—were concerned about being hit by a motor vehicle when they rode 
a bike.4

 Introducing and maintaining bike lanes in the Joaquin Neighborhood would make more peo-
ple comfortable with bicycling, which would increase the number of bicyclists and reduce driving 
and parking needs in the Joaquin Neighborhood.

 Furthermore, bicycle lanes reduce the risks of cycling injury by 54% on major streets.5 Ad-
ditionally, studeis show that drivers also prefer roads with bicycle lanes because it makes cyclist 
behavior more predictable.6 Cyclists and drivers in the neighborhood would both benefit from the 
addition of bicycle lanes.

 Joaquin should implement and maintain bicycle lanes on major throughways such as 900 
East and 500 North. 700 East, due to its narrowness, should have a shared-lane marking (“shar-
row”). The distribution of bike lanes can be designed in such a way that streets can become col-
lector streets for cyclists; cyclists will learn that they have a safe, dedicated lane at a convenient 
distance from their home. 

 For possible funding sources for these recommendations refer to the following grants in the 
funding section of this document: Alternatives Analysis Program, Choice Neighborhoods Initiative 
Planning Grant, Community Development Block Grant, Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality 
Program, Neighborhood Matching Grant, Safe Routes to School, and Surface Transportation Pro-
gram. 

Research

Recommendations
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 Gutters

 In the past, deep gutters were needed within the Joaquin neighborhood for irrigation purpos-
es. They are no longer needed and currently remain as dangerous sites for pedestrians, bikers, and 
vehicular traffic. 

A new report predicts each driver in the Provo-Orem area will spend an additional $583 annually 
on car repairs due to poor road conditions.7 Gutter conditions play a large part of these poor condi-
tions in the Joaquin Neighborhood.

Concrete Gutter Repaving / Spot Repair:

 Although full curb and gutter replace-
ment costs double the amount of street spot 
repair when implemented in smaller areas, 
spot repairs cost more per foot in larger 
projects like the ones needed in the Joaquin 
Neighborhood. When spot repairs approach 
40 percent of the full length of curb, it be-
comes more economical to replace the curb 
along with the gutter versus simply spot 
treating it.

Current Status

Research

Recommendations
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Steel Drainage

 Since the previous gutters installed in the Joa-
quin area were built deep and wide in order to fa-
cilitate irrigation, placing steel drainage bars in the 
current allocated gutter areas would be a much more 
economical purchase, as well as allow drainage to 
occur dependent on the weather conditions.

Cement/Brick Fill

 Some gutters could be partially filled with cement and then topped with bricks or cobble-
stones. This would provide a simple, cost-effective, and attractive solution to the deep gutters.

 For possible funding sources for these recommendations refer to the following grants in the 
funding section of this document: Alternatives Analysis Program, Choice Neighborhoods Initia-
tive Planning Grant, Community Development Block Grant, Neighborhood Matching Grant, Safe 
Routes to School, and Surface Transportation Program. 

 Gutters
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 Raised Crosswalk

 During a typical weekday, hundreds of pedestrians each hour cross the intersections within 
the neighborhood; however, crosswalks within the neighborhood are typically painted parallel line 
crosswalks that do little to slow traffic or provide safety to pedestrians.

 Besides significantly increasing pedestrian accessibility and greatly reducing pedestrian ac-
cidents, raised crosswalks also serve as “traffic calming measures”—much like speed bumps—be-
cause of their trapezoid shape. Traffic is slowed as motorists must go up and over the crosswalk. 
Studies have shown that raised pedestrian crosswalks provide a 45% increase of vehicular yield 
rate.8 The Urban Street Design Guide issued by the National Association of City Transportation 
Officials (NACTO) says, “At key access points to parks, schools, and waterfronts, and at intersec-
tions with local streets, raised crossings increase visibility, yielding behavior, and create a safer 
pedestrian crossing environment.”9

 
 In Bellevue, Washington, raised crosswalks effectively decreased the speed of vehicles with-
in the 85th percentile from 36–39 mph down to 24–27 mph.10 These decreases in speed reduce risk 
of severe injury by at least 25% and reduce risk of death by 15-40%.11

Current Status

Research
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 Raised Crosswalk

In line with the Joaquin Neighborhood Plan, raised pedestrian crosswalks should be a priority for 
intersections on 800 North especially 300 East (where there are no stop signs for cars) and 500 
East. The south crossing of 800 North and 700 East should also be considered, as it is heavily traf-
ficked and has three lanes of traffic. Another important location for a raised crosswalk is 500 North 
and 100 East, where many pedestrians struggle to safely cross to get to the Provo Library. With an 
average cost of only $8,200, these simple measures could easily be implemented in the near future.

 For possible funding sources for these recommendations refer to the following grants in the 
funding section of this document: Alternatives Analysis Program, Choice Neighborhoods Initia-
tive Planning Grant, Community Development Block Grant, Neighborhood Matching Grant, Safe 
Routes to School, and Surface Transportation Program. 

Recommendations
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 Pedestrian Island

 There are currently no pedestrian islands in the Joaquin Neighborhood.

Pedestrian islands, also referred to as center islands, refuge islands, or median slow points, are 
raised areas placed in the middle of a street in order to protect crossing pedestrians from motor 
vehicles. 

The Urban Street Design Guide issued by the National Association of City Transportation Officials 
(NACTO) explains, “A pedestrian safety island reduces the exposure time experienced by a pedes-
trian in the intersection. While safety islands may be used on both wide and narrow streets, they 
are generally applied at loca tions where speeds and volumes make crossings prohibitive, or where 
three or more lanes of traffic make pedestrians feel exposed or unsafe in the intersection.” 

Current Status

Research

Examples of  vegetated pedestrian islands. 
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 Pedestrian Island

 As recommended in the Joaquin Neighborhood Plan, the best location for pedestrian islands 
would be along 500 North as it becomes “a boulevard with a  center landscaped median.” Ideally, 
these pedestrian islands would be 8–10 feet wide, with a minimum of at least 6 feet and ideallhy 40 
feet long.

 Approximate costs range from $535 to $1,065 per foot. Typical total construction costs range 
from $3,500 to $40,000, depending on the design, site conditions, and whether the median can be 
added as part of a utility improvement or other street construction project. The cost for an asphalt 
island or one without landscaping is less than the cost of installing a raised concrete pedestrian is-
land with landscaping. The service life is 20 years for asphalt, and 40 years for concrete.

 For possible funding sources for these recommendations refer to the following grants in the 
funding section of this document: Alternatives Analysis Program, Choice Neighborhoods Initia-
tive Planning Grant, Community Development Block Grant, Neighborhood Matching Grant, Safe 
Routes to School, and Surface Transportation Program.
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 Stripe Crossings

 At uncontrolled intersections, many crossings in Joaquin have little to no markings. If a 
crosswalk is marked, they are often designed using inadequate narrow striping that is difficult for 
drivers to see. 

 Many studies have examined the safety of marked crosswalks at uncontrolled crossings. 
Some studies have found that leaving a crossing unmarked leads to less collisions since pedestrians 
feel less entitled to the street, ensuring they make wise crossings. These studies did not consider the 
context of the crosswalks, including traffic volume levels, speeds, or number of lanes. Taking into 
consideration the mobility needs of pedestrians is also important, as many pedestrians and motor-
ists recognize only marked crosswalks as legal crossings.  

 Research agrees that “high-visibility markings are more easily detected by motorists and 
have been shown to lead to a reduction in pedestrian-vehicle collisions. When compared to trans-
verse line crosswalks, transportation agencies should install high-visibility markings at uncon-
trolled crossing locations whenever a determination is made to provide marked crosswalks.”12

 
 Experts recommend, “high -visibility ladder, zebra, and continental crosswalk markings are 
preferable to standard parallel or dashed pavement markings. These are more visible to approach-
ing vehicles and have been shown to improve yielding behavior.” High-visibility markings are 
more easily detected by motorists and better emphasize pedestrian crossing areas.

Current Status

Research

Unmarked and unsafe crossing at 500 North
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 Stripe Crossings

 In Joaquin, the heaviest pedestrian traffic occurs close to BYU campus. According to the 
research, high-visibility crosswalks should be painted at all the current locations of parallel line 
crossings. In addition, high-visibility crosswalks should be painted on all the intersections at 500 
North, since 500 North is a busy collector street with high pedestrian traffic. 
 
 For possible funding sources for these recommendations refer to the following grants in the 
funding section of this document: Alternatives Analysis Program, Choice Neighborhoods Initia-
tive Planning Grant, Community Development Block Grant, Neighborhood Matching Grant, Safe 
Routes to School, and Surface Transportation Program.
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 “Stop for Pedestrian” Signs

 There are currently no crosswalks in the Joaquin Neighborhood that uses “Stop for Pedestri-
an” signs.

 In 2001, a study concluded that site factors related to pedestrian-involved collisions includ-
ed pedestrian average daily traffic (ADT), vehicle ADT, number of lanes, and presence of a raised 
median. At uncontrolled locations on two-lane roads and multi-lane roads with ADT below 12,000 
vehicles, it was found that the presence of a marked crosswalk alone, 
compared with an unmarked crosswalk, made no statistically significant 
difference in the pedestrian crash rate. 

 However, on multi-lane roads with an ADT of greater than 12,000 
vehicles (without a raised median) and 15,000 vehicles (with a raised 
median) the presence of a marked crosswalk alone, without other im-
provements was associated with a statistically significant higher rate of 
pedestrian crashes compared to sites with an unmarked crosswalk. 

 The results of this study should not encourage city officials to sim-
ply remove (or fail to install) marked crosswalks. Rather, he suggested 
adding crosswalk enhancements to the marked crosswalks to balance 
mobility needs with safety needs. One suggestion was placing “Stop for 
Pedestrian” signs to give motorists greater awareness pedestrians that 
may be crossing.

 Another study conducted in Chicago discovered that 61% of motorists stopped for pedestri-
ans at painted crosswalks that also had other safety features, including in-road “stop for pedestri-
ans’’ signs, brick or stone crosswalks, raised crosswalks, or flashing beacons.

 In connection with the recommendation made in the “Stripe Crossing” section, it is rec-
ommended that “Stop for Pedestrian” signs are placed on the intersections where 800 North, 700 
North, and 500 North cross 200 East and 400 East. These intersections have been identified as 
leading pedestrian walkways. Signs should be placed in the middle of the crosswalk.

 A quality sign costs from about $300-400, making it a relatively inexpensive way to improve 
the safety at intersections in the Joaquin Neighborhood. 

 For possible funding sources for these recommendations refer to the following grants in the 
funding section of this document: Alternatives Analysis Program, Choice Neighborhoods Initia-
tive Planning Grant, Community Development Block Grant, Neighborhood Matching Grant, Safe 
Routes to School, and Surface Transportation Program. 

Current Status

Research

Recommendations
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 Curb Extensions
 Besides major collector streets, north-
south vehicular traffic concentrates on 200 
East and 400 East—the two streets that neigh-
borhood residents and city staff have also 
identified as major pedestrian corridors.

 The Provo Orem Transportation Im-
provement Project, including the Bus Rapid 
Transit system that affects 700 North, will 
create a safer, more complete street along 700 
North. Current plans include narrower lanes 
and designated crossing signals for pedestri-
ans and bicycles. Likewise, medians will pre-
vent left turns or north-south crossing at most 
intersections.

 Besides at 700 North, the intersections between north-south streets and 200 East and 400 
East  offer little for pedestrian or bicyclist safety. Due to a number of factors such as lack of stop 
signs and wide lanes, vehicular traffic typically tends to travel well over the speed limit. The addi-
tion of curb extensions—also known as bulbouts—along these corridors would not only provide a 
safer environment for pedestrians, but will also help calm traffic along these corridors.

 Curb extensions create a safer environment for pedes-
trians by narrowing the roadway, slowing traffic, preventing 
on-street parking on or near crosswalks, and increasing mo-
tor awareness of pedestrians. 

 In Ontario, Canada, one city reported that after the ad-
dition of curb extensions, motorists who exceeded the resi-
dential speed limit dropped from 86% to 20%.13

 Painted curb extensions are an inexpensive option. In 
Austin, Texas, the city installed painted curb extensions at 
one of their busiest intersections in the effort to slow traffic 
and create a safer environment for pedestrians. Poles were 
placed to separate the pedestrian space from the roadways. 
Austin City Council dedicated the “wasted no-man’s land” 
to pedestrians and opted for the low-cost option using mate-
rials that were already on hand.14

Current Status

Research
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 Curb Extensions
 Likewise, curb extensions can be used to add aesthetic beau-
ty to the neighborhood. Vegetated curb extensions include many 
benefits beyond aesthetic appeal, including increased air quality, 
reduced rain runoff, and increased property value.

 Bioswales are vegetated, shallow, landscaped depressions 
designed to capture, treat, and infiltrate stormwater runoff as it 
moves downstream. They are the most effective type of green in-
frastructure in slowing runoff and cleansing water while recharg-
ing the underlying groundwater table. They have flexible siting 
requirements, allowing them to be integrated within medians, cul-
de-sacs, bulb outs, and other public spaces. The vegetated curb 
extensions on Center Street use bioswales and have proven to be 
very efficient.

 Following the suggestions found in the Joaquin Neighbor-
hood Plan, curb extensions should be a priority all along 200 East 
and 400 East, beginning with the intersections at 500 North. These 
corridors are highly trafficked by pedestrians, bicycles, and vehi-
cles, making them a high priority for pedestrian safety. Each concrete curb extension intersections 
typically costs about $13,000.15

 Vegetated curb extensions enhance the aesthetics of the neighborhood while simultaneously 
increasing air quality and property values. Vegetated curb extensions have already been imple-
mented on Center Street and can be used as an example for the Joaquin neighborhood. In order to 
make these vegetated curb extensions sustainable, bioswales and low-maintenance shrubs should 
be considered. Construction of the vegetated curb extensions costs roughly $30.00 per square foot 
to construct.  It is a relatively cost-effective way to give aesthetic value to neighborhoods.

 For possible funding sources for these recommendations refer to the following grants in the 
funding section of this document: Alternatives Analysis Program, Choice Neighborhoods Initia-
tive Planning Grant, Community Development Block Grant, Neighborhood Matching Grant, Safe 
Routes to School, and Surface Transportation Program. 
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 Pavement Maintenance

 Cracked or uneven sidewalks are partic-
ularly dangerous for children, elderly and dis-
abled. Clean and well-maintained sidewalks 
are aesthetically pleasing.

 Keeping sidewalks in good repair is im-
porant to a safe and walkable neighborhood 
because it keeps walking corridors clear of 
hazards and makes it accessible to all user 
types, such as strollers, wheelchairs, scoot-
ers, and rollerblades. Cracked and uneven 
sidewalks are dangerous and a liability to the 
neighborhood and its residents.
 
Cost-estimation projects the average price range for sidewalk maintenance for the state of Utah:

 Concrete Sidewalk or Walkway Installation in Utah: $6.08/square foot
 Concrete Sawing, Demolition or Removal in Utah: $45.00/ hour
  $3.00/linear foot
  $4.28/square foot
 Cost of Concrete Slab Leveling or Mudjacking: $3.50/square foot
 
 Crack repair, sanding and grinding are generally cheaper than removal and reinstallation 
and usually range between $1.00 and $5.00 per 4” thick slabs, depending heavily on the nature 
and depth of the damage.16

 Identify trouble areas in Joaquin by large-scale survey of Joaquin sidewalks for major 
disrepair and small-scale survey of sidewalk areas surrounding work sites for other neighbor-
hood improvements. Repair trouble areas based on effective use of available resources, espe-
cially as part of nearby renovations. 

 For possible funding sources for these recommendations refer to the following grants in 
the funding section of this document: Alternatives Analysis Program, Choice Neighborhoods 
Initiative Planning Grant, Community Development Block Grant, Neighborhood Matching 
Grant, Safe Routes to School, and Surface Transportation Program.

Current Status

Research
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 Wider Sidewalks

 Joaquin has a network of 4-foot wide sidewalks along both 
sides of all major roadways. These sidewalks connect parking 
lots, housing, and businesses through various interface elements. 
Most of the sidewalks in Joaquin allows for the comfortable 
walking of two pedestrians side-by-side.

 Currently the neighborhood has divided pedestrian areas 
into a frontage zone, pedestrian zone, and greenscape zone, as 
pictured below. Greenscape is designed to be 12-13 feet, side-
walk 4 feet, and frontage zone 9 feet.

   This current state pres-
ents dangers forpedestrians and cars as 
walkers must skirt around cars in order 
to cross the street and may even dart out 
from between vehicles. Parking issues 
like these impair the line of sight and 
make crossings more dangerous.

Research
 Sidewalk width is important because it permits a flow of various forms of non-automotive 
travel and encourages a more walkable, livable neighborhood. When sidewalks are too narrow, pe-
destrian traffic becomes uncomfortable and unsafe. Pedestrians are forced to walk on the grass or 
street.

 Sufficiently wide sidewalks give residents space to walk or jog at their own pace, or to stand, 
rest, socialize or enjoy their surroundings. Wider sidewalks act as a buffer between traffic and pe-
destrians. More space for the pedestrian allows for more useful and attractive streetscape elements 
and makes sidewalks more accessible for more people. Those using strollers, scooters, bikes, or 
other forms of transport are also benefitted by wider sidewalks.17 As a general rule, wider sidewalks 
make for a more inviting and comfortable walk.18

 The Federal Highway Administration recommends that “sidewalks require a minimum width 
of 5.0 feet if set back from the curb or 6.0 feet if at the curb face.19 When prioritizing missing side-
walks, it is important to provide sidewalks to fill gaps on arterials and collectors at the following 
locations: schools (within 1/4 mile), all transit stops, parks, sports arenas, shopping districts, other 
commercial areas, recreational corridors, retirement homes, medical complexes and hospitals, and 
all public buildings. According to the Federal Highway Association, adding 5-foot sidewalks and 
trees increases a residential property’s value by at least $3000-$5000.20

Current Status
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 Wider Sidewalks

 Sidewalks in Joaquin either meet minimum widths or are below the recommended width for 
neighborhood residential or connector streets. Important walking corridors like 200 East, 400 East 
and 500 North should be prioritized and widened to have sidewalk that are 6 feet wide, as stated in 
the Joaquin Neighborhood Plan. 

 Alongside nearby renovation projects and in all new developments, sidewalks should be wid-
ened by at least 1 foot in order to meet recommended widths of 5 feet for residential areas.

 For possible funding sources for these recommendations refer to the following grants in the 
funding section of this document: Alternatives Analysis Program, Choice Neighborhoods Initia-
tive Planning Grant, Community Development Block Grant, Neighborhood Matching Grant, Safe 
Routes to School, and Surface Transportation Program. 

Recommendations
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  Parking Management 

Angled Parking
Current Status
Joaquin Neighborhood is a parallel parking nightmare. Space is wasted as cars cram into parallel 
spots and risk damage by falling into the deep gutters. Most roads within the Joaquin Neighbor-
hood would be conducive to angled parking which would address many of the problems with 
parking and creating complete streets.

Research
Research indicates that more than twice as many cars can park at an angle when compared to 
parallel parking. In addition, angled parking narrows roads, slowing vehicular traffic and creating 
a safer environment for pedestrians. 

Provo’s Center Street exhibits many of the benefits of angled parking. For Center Street, this 
simple change in parking structure has revitalized the downtown scene, helped local businesses, 
slowed traffic, promoted walkability along Center Street, and increased pedestrian safety.

Recommendations
In line with the Joaquin Neighborhood Plan (Figure 4.5), 45-degree angled parking seems most 
appropriate for pedestrian walkways 200 East and 400 East because of its effect on slowing traffic 
and increasing parking capacity. As improvements are made along 200 East and 400 East, angled 
parking can easily be implemented by simply repainting lane lines and establishing parking stalls.

For possible funding sources for these recommendations refer to the following grants in the fund-
ing section of this document: Choice Neighborhoods Initiative Planning Grant, Community De-
velopment Block Grant, and Neighborhood Matching Grant. 47



  Parking Management 

Residential Parking Permit Programs (RPPP or RP3)

Current Status: 
Provo has established a number of parking permit areas around BYU campus at the request of 
residents worried about the encroachment of student parking on their streets. Areas include the 
Foothill Park, Pleasant View, and University Garden-North Foothills neighborhoods. 

As the East and North sides of campus have removed student parking in their areas, Joaquin has 
continued to be inundated with students parking their cars in the neighborhood. Permanent res-
idents of the neighborhood are frustrated with the current state of parking in Joaquin and have 
made attempts with the city to remedy the problem, but no specific proposal has been given for 
the Municipal Council’s consideration. 

Many cities across the country have residential parking permit programs (RPPP) implemented 
in their neighborhoods. This appendix will include case studies of specific cities who have im-
plemented a successful RPPP and an overview of the different parking permit options contained 
in the parking management strategic plan.

Research and Case Studies: 
Provo, Utah

Provo is a city of over 120,000 people and growing. The current parking infrastructure is not 
adequate to satisfy the parking demand. Within the last few years, Provo passed a few ordinanc-
es establishing certain parking permit areas. These areas are located around BYU and generally 
restrict parking to residents only, although the restrictions vary. The sporadic RPPPs around cam-
pus have not adequately addressed the parking congestion and have encouraged many non-resi-
dents to park on the streets in Joaquin. Provo’s recent approval to hire a parking coordinator will 
hopefully bring uniformity and provide more solutions to the general citywide parking problems, 
including the Joaquin Neighborhood.
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  Parking Management 
Salt Lake City, Utah

Within Salt Lake City, establishments such as hospitals, university complexes, and other large 
buildings attract numerous non-residents (commuters) seeking parking in nearby residential ar-
eas. These commuter vehicle parking places cause undue hardship on area residents and property 
owners by contributing to excess noise, air pollution, litter, traffic hazards, congestion and severe 
shortage of available on-street parking spaces.

A City Permit Parking area is designated by official city signs posted curbside at set intervals. 
One sign indicates the type of parking restriction/prohibition and the other sign (placed on the 
same installation) indicates the city permit parking area.

There are two types of parking restrictions/prohibitions possible for a residential permit parking 
area:
Time limit restriction with effective hours and effective days specified, such as two-hour parking, 
8 a.m. to 5 p.m., except Saturday, Sunday and holidays.

No parking prohibition with effective hours and effective days specified, such as no parking, 7 
a.m. to 3 p.m., except Saturday, Sunday and holidays.

Parking Enforcement is the enforcement agency for the City Permit Parking Program. Vehicles 
displaying valid permits are exempt from posted parking restrictions/prohibitions in the permit 
parking area.
Residential parking permits may be issued to residents living within the permit parking area and 
non-resident property owners who own or lease property within the permit parking area.
 
There are three types of vehicle residential parking permits:
REGULAR vehicle parking permits are intended to be displayed permanently on motor vehicles 
owned or controlled by residents, non-resident property owners or employed non-residents (if 
authorized) within the permit parking area.
GUEST vehicle parking permits are intended to be temporarily displayed in vehicles operated by 
persons visiting or doing business with residents within the permit parking area on a short term 
basis.
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Fort Collins, Colorado

In the college town of Fort Collins, Colorado, parking management is handled by a parking ser-
vices department within the city government. Their RPPP summary indicates an overall program 
for the whole city with modification according to neighborhood needs. The priorities for this pro-
gram are to provide safe, liveable neighborhoods without the congestion of on-street parking. 

The department has created standard payment amounts per car at each dwelling unit; the amounts 
are listed below:

1st vehicle
Free
2nd Vehicle
$15.00
3rd Vehicle
$40.00 
4th Vehicle 
$100.00
5th Vehicle
$200.00

Furthermore, this is a program that is largely administered online through a web page on their 
city website, where residents can go pay for a permit or pay off citation tickets.

Since Fort Collins is similar to Provo in size and demographics, it is a useful case study for any 
potential RPPP in Joaquin. This particular study also emphasizes a unified RPPP throughout the 
city; Provo’s new parking coordinator position should make a unified RP3 possible, while still 
maintaining some flexibility according to the needs of each neighborhood.
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Tucson, Arizona

With a population of half a million people, Tucson is significantly larger than Provo, and yet this 
city is a useful case study because, like Provo, it is home to a major university.

The RPPP in Tucson is managed by a parking department within the government; the parking 
program applies to the whole city with no flexibility given to neighborhoods to request modifi-
cations. With the focus on accommodating the on-street parking needs of residents, the plan pro-
vides two options for parking passes: resident and non-resident passes.

Resident passes for on-street parking in their respective residential area can be given on a daily, 
weekly, bi-weekly, tri-weekly, or monthly basis.

Prices for the permits are:
$1.25 per day
$6.25 for one week
$12.50 for two weeks
$18.75 for three weeks
$25.00 per month

Passes are car specific with these rules attached:
All permits are vehicle specific.
A permit cannot be transferred, sublet, or sold.
Permits are valid only for the street block for which they are purchased.
Permit holders are subject to all City of Tucson parking regulations.

Non-resident passes are mainly for people traveling to Tucson for work and for students attending 
the University of Arizona. For the purposes of this plan, we will focus on the student aspects of 
the non-resident program. It is an inherently different system than the residential pass program. 

Students are able to buy semester passes for different parking zones around the university as list-
ed here: (On next page)
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Tuscon, Arizona (Cont.)

University of Arizona Area:

Annual Permits               Semester Permits (August to December or January to June)
Zone A: $450/year          Zone A: $250/year
Zone B: $350/year              Zone B: $195/year
Zone C: $300/year             Zone C: $165/year
Zone D: $275/year*        Zone D: $147.50/year
Zone E: $250/year          Zone E: $132.50/year
Zone F: $200/year             Zone F: $105/year
Zone G: $150/year*        Zone G: $80/year
Zone H: $100/year*        Zone H: $55/year
Zone I:  $75/year*            Zone I:   $40/year
Zone J:  $275
(requires copy of lease from CampusWalk)

Tucson’s RPPP provides a distinction between residents and non-residents, giving parking priori-
ty and cost benefit to residents. For students, the semester pass may be expensive , but it provides 
a guaranteed area for students to park, alleviating the worry that they will be unable to find a 
parking spot. This easily controls the flow of non-resident parking in residential areas.

Bozeman, Montana

As a college town, Bozeman claims in their city slogan to be one of the most liveable cities in 
America. Instead of a traditional RPPP, Bozeman uses parking signs to clearly mark which areas 
are available. They use no parking and two hour parking signs to restrict parking and keep cars 
flowing into and out of areas. While this is a cheap way of addressing some parking issues, it 
does not address parking congestion and it might not be effective in an area where students park 
and leave their cars for long periods of time. It might be effective if attached as a supplement to a 
RPPP.
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Suggested Route

The Joaquin Neighborhood has unique parking challenges that need to be addressed by the city in 
a timely manner. The case studies show that there are multiple solutions that can be tailored to an 
area.

The Joaquin neighborhood should contact the parking coordinator (once hired) and encourage, 
support, and oversee the production of an overall RPPP for the neighborhood. The recommended 
model that can be used here is a multi-zone RPPP, like in Tucson, that splits the neighborhood 
into different parking zones. This should be done because the neighborhood has a heterogeneous 
makeup of housing, where families and students live. Residents should be given the option to buy 
a pass for any vehicle they wish to park on the street (like in Fort Collins) or to pay daily, week-
ly, or monthly (like in Tucson).  Now that parking enforcement cars have license plate readers 
(LPR), residents and students should have the option of paying online and/or through an app in 
order to make it convenient.

We anticipate that a robust RPPP would reduce parking congestion, satisfy residents and students 
due to guaranteed parking spots, and provide for a more safe and livable neighborhood. The funds 
generated from a RPPP could potentially help implement other desired improvements listed in the 
Joaquin Neighborhood Plan.
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  Funding
Provo Capital Improvement Plan

In order to allocate city funding for specific projects within the Joaquin Neighborhood, proposed 
improvements must be included in Provo’s Capital Improvement Plan (CIP).
 In the current Parks Capital Improvement Fund summary, the estimated funding sources—from 
both grants and bonds—for the upcoming year (2017-2018) is $1,000,000 to be used for play-
ground replacement, park restroom replacement, and improvement to existing parks such as Pro-
vo River Parkway Trail and Kiwanis Park. 
In the current Road Capital Improvement Fund summary, funding for the amount of $2,358,210 
has been set aside for sidewalk replacement, intersection modification, and bridge repair. 
In order to implement the recommendations listed in the Joaquin Neighborhood Plan, specific 
improvements should be added to the CIP during future budget meetings and funding set aside for 
these projects. 

Grants
There are a number of grants available to improve parks,  roadways, and local infrastructure in 
the Joaquin Neighborhood. Some of the current available funding sources are listed alphabetical-
ly below. 

Alternatives Analysis Program

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) offers approximately $25 million to improve the transit 
plan of a city, to conduct studies on transit options with future projected growth, and to develop 
livability within a city. 
To be eligible for this program, the recipient must be a government agency and must be able 
to afford to carry out the project in its entirety. A city accepted for the program must be able to 
maintain the facilities and equipment after it is purchased with federal assistance. 
The Bus and Bus Related Equipment and Facilities Program 
The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) provides capital funding for new and replacement bus-
es, modernization of existing rail systems or roadways, and the improvement or creation of bus 
facilities. This federal program can cover up to 80 percent of the net capital project cost. 

Choice Neighborhoods Initiative Planning Grant 
 
The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) offers grants up to $5 million 
to help communities provide affordable housing in conjunction with quality education, pub-
lic transportation, employment, and safe streets. Since the majority of residents in the Joaquin 
Neighborhood have a low to mid income, Joaquin qualifies to receive this grant to improve street 
safety through improved lighting fixtures and public transportation. 55
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Community Development Block Grant

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) is a federal program that provides the funding 
for projects that benefit low-and moderate-income households.  Due to Joaquin’s large population 
of students, more than 85% of the population falls below the poverty line, which qualifies the 
Joaquin Neighborhood for this grant. 
According to CDBG Grantee Expenditure Reports, Provo has received funding from this grant 
every year since 2002. Provo received $345,617.00 for parks in 2013 and $378,394.82 for parks 
and recreation in 2014. This trend will likely continue in the future with Provo receiving between 
$300,000 and $400,000 for parks and recreation. 
The CDBG Citizens Committee was created by the Provo Municipal Council to review public 
services proposals and present their recommendations to the City Council. In order for the recom-
mendations set forth in the Joaquin Neighborhood Plan to be implemented, park improvements 
should be presented to the CDBG Citizens Committee for consideration.

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) Program 

The Federal Highway Administration provides funds for transportation projects or programs that 
improve air quality and relieve congestion in areas that do not meet National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards. Provo may qualify to receive substantial funds from this program due to its inversion 
problem. The funds provided often go towards public transit options as well as pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities and programs.  

George S. and Dolores Doré Eccles Foundation

The George S. and Dolores Doré Eccles Foundation is dedicated to serving the residents of Utah 
by providing the funds to make significant improvements to communities. They have been known 
to provide funds for neighborhood parks in the past. For example, in 2003 they granted the funds 
necessary to purchase playground equipment for a town park in Kanosh, Utah. Their grants range 
from $1,000 to over $1,000,000 depending on need. 

Land and Water Conservation Fund State-Side Grant

The Land and Water Conservation Fund is a federal reimbursement grant program for the acqui-
sition and development of outdoor recreation areas. They have been known to provide funds for 
neighborhood parks in the past. For example, in 2004 the city of Beaver received $150,800 to 
improve the Beaver City Ball Park and in 2012 the city of Hyrum received $150,000 for the Salt 
Hollow Park. There grants reach from $1,000 to over $1,500,000 56
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Neighborhood Matching Grant

The purpose of Provo City’s Neighborhood Matching Grant is to promote a strong sense of com-
munity, encourage residents’ involvement in local government, and provide improvements to the 
neighborhood. Any Joaquin neighborhood donations will be matched by Provo City at the follow-
ing rates: 
A $1 cash donation will be matched with $1 in grant money.
A donation of 1 hour of professional services will be matched with 1 hour of professional services 
from government employees. 
A donation of 1 hour of volunteer labor will be matched with $8 per hour worked. 
Through the Neighborhood Matching Grant program, Joaquin can receive up to $5,000 per year 
for projects that benefit the entire neighborhood and that have strong active support from the 
neighborhood residents. This would be a good source of funding for park improvements, such 
as  playground equipment, trees, and picnic tables. This grant may also be a good opportunity to 
plant more trees throughout the Joaquin neighborhood, improving the aesthetics of the neighbor-
hood.   

Recreation, Arts, and Parks (RAP) Tax

In November 2015, residents of Provo voted in favor of the RAP tax. The RAP tax is a 0.1% sales 
tax on non-food items, meaning that for every $10 spent, one penny is taxed. This tax will be in 
effect for 10 years and is estimated to provide the city up to $1 million a year to be used for recre-
ation, arts, and parks. 
This could be a valuable source of funding for lighting upgrades, a tree planting program, local 
art (example may include a state of Joaquin) and improvements to park infrastructure. 

The Richard K. and Shirley S. Hemingway Foundation

The Hemingway Foundation values environmental stewardship and sets aside funds for projects 
that connect Utah residents with the natural world. They accept grant requests that make nature 
more accessible in urban areas like the Joaquin Neighborhood.

Safe Routes to School (SRTS) 

The Utah Department of Public Safety wants to assist and encourage students who live within 
1.5-2 miles to safely walk or bike to school. In order to accomplish this goal, they have set aside 
funding to improve sidewalks, crosswalks, bicycle infrastructure, and other street improvements 
near elementary and middle schools. Since Provo Peaks Elementary School is located in the Joa-
quin neighborhood, much of Joaquin would qualify for funding from this program. 57
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Strong Cities, Strong Communities Visioning Challenge

In order to improve communities within a city, the U.S. Economic Development Administration 
(EDA) awards six cities $1 million each to be used to advance economic development within a 
city. Due to Provo’s large student residence and a population over 100,000, Provo would qualify 
for this federal funding.

Surface Transportation Program - Transportation Enhancement

The U.S. Department of Transportation provides funding to expand transportation choices and en-
hance the transportation experience. Some of their major focuses include the following: historic 
preservation, landscaping and other scenic beautification, and facilities for pedestrians and bicy-
clists. In the past, this program has funded lighting, public art, new or reconstructed sidewalks, 
bike lane striping, and improved roadways. The Joaquin Neighborhood’s urban design and walk-
ability could benefit from this program. 

Utah Outdoor Recreation Grant

Utah Outdoor Recreation Grant provides funding for outdoor recreation infrastructure proj-
ects across the state of Utah. This grant does not provide the funds for project planning or the 
purchase of property but should be used exclusively for infrastructure. Grant sizes range from 
$20,000 up to $75,000. Examples of past project include Castle Dale Welcome Center outside 
the climbing wall in Emery county (2016) and the nature playscape at the Four Corners School in 
Monticello (2015). Utah Outdoor Recreation Grant provides the funds for the creation and devel-
opment of many biking and hiking trails.
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  Survey Results
In the middle of march the Provo city lab class, along with help from the community develop-
ment department, designed and administered an online survey to Joaquin residents. This survey 
highlights and backs up much of the research done for this appendix. The results are displayed in 
the few pages. 

Age of participants
 
Under 12: 1 0.02%
12-17: 0   0.00%
18-24: 328  66.13%
25-34: 98  19.76%
35-44: 30  6.05%
45-54: 19  3.83%
55-64: 11  2.22%
65-75: 6   1.21%
Above 75: 3 0.60%

Percentage that are College Students 

College- 70.16%
Non-college- 29.84%

Residents of Joaquin
Resident- 75.40%
Non-resident- 25.60%
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  Survey Results

School attended by 
College Students

BYU- 92.08%
UVU- 4.99%
Other- 2.93%

Household type 

Family- 39.46%
Non-family- 60.54%
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  Survey Results

Does the Joaquin Neighborhood 
need more parks or open spaces?

Yes- 68.70%
No- 31.30%

What features should be included in 
these parks and open spaces?

Large Plazas- 49.47%

Hammock Areas- 52.30%

Exercise Spots- 36.04%

Pocket Parks- 35.69%

Playgrounds- 31.45%

Swings- 32.16%

Large Fields- 61.48%
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  Survey Results

Do you have any of the following?
Car- 95.60%
Bike- 48.66%
Motorcycle- 7.09%

How many of the following vehicles are in your household?
   0  1  2  3  4  5  6 
Bike   20.77%  30.60%  22.13%  11.20%  7.38%  3.01%  4.92% 
Car   0.72%  24.82%  26.49%  15.99%  20.53%  8.59%  2.86% 
Motorcycle/Scooter 81.97%  12.70%  3.28%  0.82%  0.41%  0.00%  0.82% 

How often do you use the following transportation modes?

       Multiple/day        Daily Multiple times per week A few times per month Less often Never 
Walk  57.48%           16.59%  11.21%    8.18%   4.44%  2.10%
Bike  4.40%            3.67%  13.45%    11.98%   22.00%  44.50% 
Car  31.62%           26.93%  32.32%    6.56%   1.64%  0.94%
Motorcycle/Sc 1.53%  1.28%  2.30%    2.05%   3.32%  89.51%
Transit  2.68%  3.66%  5.85%    8.29%   24.63%  54.88%
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Which of the following would encourage you 
to walk or bike more?

Wide Sidewalks (allow for more pedestrians) 54.77%

Signalized Pedestrian Crossings (halts traffic to cross streets) 35.94%

Protected Bike Lanes (buffered from vehicle lanes) 46.70%

Narrow Streets (forcing slower traffic) 11.98%

Pedestrian Islands (allowing safer crossings on wide roads) 27.38%

Pedestrian Lights (pedestrian safety at night) 57.46%

Covered Bike Storage (safe storage for bikes) 23.72%

How problematic is parking in Joaquin Neighborhood?
No Problem 6.59%
1 4.63%
2 7.56%
3 18.54%
4 28.54%
Very Problematic 34.15%

Do you park in the neighborhood when 
going to BYU campus?

Yes 33.80%
No 66.20%
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  Survey Results-Respondent Opinion
There are not enough spaces. 
BRT will take away even more of the precious street parking we have by taking away University Avenue parking and push-
ing the problem more into our neighborhood.
First of all, police ticket for any little thing because they have nothing else to give tickets out for. Many places where you 
“can’t park” have no reason for you not being able to park there. There simply isn’t enough parking and there definitely 
needs to be more parking garages in the area.
not enough spaces
Too many cars. Not enough spots
Not enough spaces 
Not enough street parking for all the students
My apartment does not have enough parking spots for the residents.  If I get back to the apartment after 7:00pm, I have to 
park at least 3 blocks away. Late at night, it can get as far away as 5 blocks.  
There are not enough free parking spaces. 
Parking is non-existant. I’m a female student who sometimes works in Salt Lake, and I sometimes am forced to walk nearly 
a mile in the dark to my apartment because I couldn’t find parking. not only that, but driving in this neighborhood is so 
dangerous because cars are parked everywhere and you can’t see pedestrians/other cars
There are never sufficient spots and the red curbs are often chipped away and difficult to see. Some red curbs aren’t even 
enforced, but some are so you just have to know which ones are open and which are not. 
There isn’t enough parking- or rather, there are too many cars per student living in the area.
on of the big problems is that landlords do not provide enough parking for their tenants so there are more cars than park-
ing spots. For example, our landlord has 4 guaranteed spots for 7 apartments. There are 3 street spots in front of the apart-
ment but they are often taken by people from other apartment, sometimes from several blocks away.
There’s very limited parking and recent construction has only made it more congested. 
It is Super tight. There are too many cars and they park far too closely to apartment parking lots, so it’s incredibly danger-
ous to get out of the parking lot. 
No where to park, “no parking” areas are not clearly marked (paint is all the way or almost all the way faded/gone)
Not enough space for the cars 
About 500N is really bad. 
Because everybody parks on the street, it makes the intersections dangerous to drive because you can’t see oncoming traffic
It sucks
No where to park.  Too many rules.
B/c the streets are lined with parked cars, it creates visibility problems when coming out of driveways, turning corners, etc.
Not enough space
It is extremely congested the closer you get to BYU campus.  It is difficult to see around corners/down the street because of 
how many cars are parked on the streets.
There are not enough spaces to park, i get home at 11PM and I have to walk 20 minutes to get back to my apartment.
If you are anywhere within 4 blocks of campus and you take your car to go anywhere late at night, such as shopping, good 
luck getting a spot anywhere near where you live.
Liberty Square doesn’t have enough parking for residents, so instead, they park on the surrounding blocks.
Cars are everywhere. Never an open spot on the street and it is hard to see if the coast is clear to turn out of my parking lot 
because giant trucks are in the way.
Oftentimes it is hard to find a place to park after 9-10pm
Hard to see around cars when crossing or driving
Never any street parking and roads are so busy! 
New high dense housing doesn’t provide enough spaces for tennants
It’s hard to rely on parralell parking when not many people are good at it. It also hinders vision of traffic/pedestrians when 
coming to an intersection. 
It is often difficult to find a place to park, especially when all of your roommates have cars too. Sometimes I can’t even find 
parking on the block, and forget about parking anywhere north of 700N while everyone is at school. 64



  Survey Results-Respondent Opinion
It’s a complete crap shoot when I can park anywhere around there
Never any spaces available 
Not enough parking, too many people, can’t see cars coming when turning onto streets because there are too many cars on 
the sides of the road
Too many restrictions
Not all residential locations have sufficient parking for tenants, so parking spills into the streets where there is insufficient 
curb space. This has an added problem of making it difficult to see incoming traffic at intersections, unless you’re pulled 
out halfway into the oncoming street. 
Seems like there is little parking for people in apartments that don’t provide off-street parking. This makes it difficult to see 
other cars when crossing roads
Never enough parking
just hard to find a place to park. 
It’s hard to tell where it’s okay to park, and the only parking available is street parking and BYU lot parking (which isn’t 
always available). Visitors have an extremely difficult time finding suitable places to park.
Lots of cars on streets 
Competition for limited parking between those who live in the neighborhood and those who must drive from farther away.
Not enough spaces in complexes to house the tenants, much less visitors. Little space on campus, so those that don’t want 
to buy a pass end up parking in the neighborhoods.
There are so many cars parked along the neighborhood roads that it makes it difficult to see when driving or crossing as a 
pedestrian. The street parking needs to be thinned. 
There aren’t enough spaces for everyone, so everyone parks really close together when they’re parking on the street. Every-
one is frustrated by the lack of parking spaces, but not enough to stop using their cars.
There are usually not enough spots near the apartment complexes
A lot of people drive from further south to get to campus, so it fills up the space during heavy school hours 
Parking enforce is not strict enough
If you park after 9 pm you have to park up to 3 blocks away from home. At that point the streets are not lit and it poses not 
only a safety hazard with walking in the dark, but also with dangerous people wandering the streets at night.
After 7:00 all the Parking is taken, and I am circling around all night trying to park so I can put on my favorite PJ’s and 
binge watch the office in peace. 
Large complexes do not have enough parking. Should be included in their rent. Not charge more
A lot of houses have multiple tenants. The house across from ours has 6 or 7 vehicles because they’re a bunch of col-
lege-aged guys. That’s too many cars for a driveway or surrounding street areas
Not enough parking in the streets close to campus
It’s hard finding spots near BYU campus. I live further from campus now, no problem.
Too much demand fo the supply
There are not enough parking spots for the amount of cars you have
It gets easier the farther south you go, but if I’m looking at housing and it has limited parking available, it is a deterrent 
Apartments have created a huge problem by not being able to provide enough parking spots to residents which has spilled 
into the streets of Joaquin. It is not uncommon to see people walking close to half a mile to where they have parked on the 
street.
Deep gutters make it hard to park close enough in from the street. Additionally, random cars park in front of my house and 
take our spots.
too many cars and not enough off street parking
Cars tend to park much too close to intersections. The neighborhood attracts too many cars by not having enough public 
transit.
When visibility is blocked bc of illegal parking. This happens frequently.
too crowded and if you do park on the street you can’t see anything!
Cars are in the middle of the street
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  Survey Results-Respondent Opinion
There are far too many cars and not enough space to put them all. In addition, cars have to inch INTO the intersection in 
order to see if it’s safe to go because the cars lining each side of the street make it impossible to see.
Too many people and too many cars
Not enough spaces in font of my house
Very difficult to find a parking spot
There is very little parking available because so many of us students need it. 
There is not enough parking!
There is no parking! Any parking that exists is poorly marked and ambiguous, so you end up getting a ticket more often 
than not.
Just not enough spots
There are never any spots on the street. 
There is never enough parking for everyone, if my roommate take both spots assigned to our apartment I have to park on 
the road somewhere super far away. And I suck at parallel parking.
Issues when coming home late at night. 
Sometimes you can’t find parking, but often times you can
Too many cars
There’s not enough space 
There’s simply not enough space. Too many people. We have to get more creative with the space. Underground parking is 
awesome. I think a multi-level parking garage would save tons of space.
Not enough room for too many people
it’s not that bad, just the gutters are terrible
There is not enough parking, and you get ticketed for parking in areas that are not marked as no parking zones
As in all of Provo, there just isn’t enough actual parking. 
Can get crowded
too many cars.
People mostly park on the street, so it’s hard to find a place sometimes. 
enforcement is non existent
Between the issues of multiple residents parking on the street and students coming in, the parking is bad. Traffic is bad. 
Not enough room
Provo City keeps approving student housing that does not have enough parking
So many cars parked at on the streets and frequently blocking the view of those at stop signs looking to cross.
There are so many cars parked on the sides of the roads it is difficult to see regular traffic in a car. Even scarier when biking 
or walking, especially with kids. 
There are never open spots 
Too many cars
I don’t know about it.
So many cars parked it is difficult to drive or ride a bike safely.
The closer you get to campus the less parking. There are a lot of nonparking zones as well. 
The more north you go, the less street parking is available
Too many people, not enough parking. Apartments charge too much too.
I wander around looking for a place to park and sometimes end up 8 blocks from my home.
There is not enough parking for students because the apartments don’t have enough spots. Streets are a lot more crowded 
because streets don’t have enough oom for that 
Too many cars, not enough parking. 
There isn’t enough
It is great!
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You can never find a spot. Literally when I have a decent parking spot I don’t want to move my car (we’ll use a roommates 
for a group activity) just so we can have a spot. Which kinda defeats the point of having a car. Also, sometimes people don’t 
use curb space effectively. It these spots were painted, then it would maximize the parking places.
Everyday someone is parked right in front of our driveway so we have to drive on the grass to get to our back lot. I under-
stand we’re all students so everyone has a car but the cars I see on the streets everyday some never move. It essentially can 
be a hazard for both, cars and people walking when there is so much clutter on the road.
Never anywhere to park, people park crazy, and the freaking construction
There aren’t enough spots
Not enough parking spots.  Students who claim they didn’t bring a vehicle to get a lower rent park their vehicle, that they 
didn’t bring, down the street from their complex to justify getting the lower rent. It has been stated we have more than 
enough parking, then draw parking lines to actually make it possible to use this, more than enough parking spot.  There is 
an inconsistency in parking enforcement!!  Red lines need to be repainted!
Way to open many cars and. It enough spaces. Too many places that have “no parking” signs. 
Over crowded and unclear guide lines. More education on parking and more parking enforcement.
I don’t see one.
Not enough street parking/construction
overcrowded
Not enough parking
Close to campus, there are too many cars. It would be fine if there was a way for driving cars to safely see pedestrians, but 
as the neighborhood is laid out right now, it is impossible for moving cars to see pedestrians until they are out in the street, 
past the parked cars.
There aren’t enough stalls per apartment complex needs
It is almost impossible to find parking and sometimes cars are parked in ways that are not safe or impede crossing roads/
driving safely.
Hardly any parking available to cars not registered in BYU lots or apartment lots.
People don’t efficiently parallel park.
Not enough parking, the apartments dont have enough spaces and room on the street gets taken up by people trying to 
park to get to campus so i have to park like 5 blocks from my apartment
There are hardly ever any spaces to park. 
Really difficult to find spots during the day.
Not as bad as right next to campus, but people do park illegally often and it creates problems
My thing is showing “Terrible” off to the side, so I selected a “dot” and I think it is for “terrible”, but if not then I meant to 
select “terrible”.  I feel like one of the biggest problems is the Village.  Parking has gotten a lot worse since that was built.  I 
don’t know if they charge their residents for parking and none of them want to pay it, so they take up all the street parking 
or what.  I also think that south of campus is so congested that a lot of times it’s difficult to know where you can and cannot 
park.  (So, especially in the dark, cars end up being parked where they shouldn’t be.)
More cars than parking spots.
Places like fleur de lis go in without sufficient  parking. 
Not enough parking
no spaces especially at night
So much parallel parking, not enough parking garages, unclear “no parking” 
No places to park 
There isn’t enough free parking.
Never enough parking 
Too much housing with little parking, or parking pass required to park.
NO PARKING AVAILABLE 
There are not enough places to park or areas that are prohibited with “no parking signs” for no reason. You can drive 
around for 20 minutes looking for a spot with no luck and have to park multiple blocks away from where you live. 
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It sucks
There is no parking
There isn’t enough parking for the apartment complex so the streets are impossible to find parking on
Congestion 
Not enough spaces and places 
There is not enough on-street parking to accommodate all the vehicles. Students living in apartment complexes have to 
park on-street which enhances the problem.
Way too crowded. And the massive drainage system gets cars either stuck and need to get towed, or cars park way too far 
away from the curb to avoid getting a tire stuck in the ditches 
Not enough parking. 
There is a little bit of a lack but that might only be because there is construction. Other than that I can usually find parking 
within a 3 minute walk of my apartment. So not that bad.
There’s simply no place to park!
Not enough parking. Over development of the neighborhoods. They cram more apartments without making appropriate 
accommodations for parking. Most residents have cars these days and they are not anticipating that.
There’s not enough spots for the number of people living in a small area
Al the parking in Provo is horrible and it has become a business for them to make money off of poor college students who 
have nowhere to park leading them to getting a ticket, towed or booted and it is ridiculous. I hate Provo so much that I 
won’t even go there other than to get food because I know the odds of me getting some kind of parking violation are very 
high. 
We and our visitors often have to park several doors down because rental properties near us either do not have adequate 
parking, or tenants decide that it is easier to park in front of our house than use the provided parking.
It sucks
Not much space at all and the ditches could lead to potential damage
Too much parallel parking 
Not enough spots
Cars park too close to street entries, causing accidents, it is hard to turn out of streets because of the cars. There is also very 
limited parking. 
Parking in front of driveways, fire hydrants and stop signs blocking intersection. 
In multiple dwelling units there is either not enough off street parking available or the residents don’t like to walk from the 
back of the building to their unit in the front.  It’s a closer walk if they park on the street.
Apartments or rental homes don’t have enough on-lot parking for the number of cars, forcing many onto the street to park. 
Too many cars not enough road. Huge saftey issue as well since many intersections have so many parked cars block the 
view of oncoming traffic. Crossing them can be dangerous in a car.
builders of student housing not providing enough parking spaces for their tenants
There are so many cars parked on both sides of the street. This makes it difficult when driving at a 2 way stop to see if it’s 
safe as a moterist to enter the intersection. It is hard for cars to see pedestirans, and scary as a pedestiran to cross at inter-
sections and frequently even across driveways. I almost never ride my bike, though i’d very much like to, because there is 
no separation from the parked cars and a space for bikes and many bikers bike on the sidewalks making it unsafe for walk-
ing. The roads seem wide enough to accommodate on-street parking (which our neighborhood does rely on), separated 
bike lanes and sidewalks. My understanding is that narrow roads actually increases safety for motorist, bikers and pedestri-
ans.  
Never enough parking. Have to park multiple blocks away from home
There are never any spots available.
There could always be more places to park. 
Not enough parking
There aren’t enough provided spots for cars to park in 68
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There’s not enough locations to park close to where I live. Therefore I have to cross busy roads late at night and also there is 
not much lighting for walking home in the dark.
Not enough spots. People space their parking poorly so that more cars can’t fit. 
Never enough spaces where and when you need them.
Not enough space overall. Also a lot of complexes only assign parking to some of the tenants, not all. So some people can 
only park on the street
There are so many cars parked on the street it is extremely difficult for cars driving to see around corners when crossing 
intersections or making turns and there are not enough parking spots anywhere--in parking lots/garages and on the street.
I’m lucky to live in a complex with plenty of parking, but I understand others frequently have to park in the street , which 
gets scarce.
Space is very limited
Oversupply of parking and lack of regulation of on-street parking
At night, it is difficult to find a place to park on the street. 
Lots of cars with limited space and minimal parking enforcememt (distance from street corners, and along red curbs)
Ridiculous
there are so many violations--not enough spaces--sidewalks and driveways being blocked
It’s difficult to just park by my own apt. It’s also very frustrating and dangerous when students will stop in the middlenof 
the road with their hazards on just waiting to pick people up
It is a nightmare to find parking. There are tons of people constantly parking on the streets. It leaves me no where to park. 
Too many residents for the amount of parking available.
Can’t find a spot so I have to park a couple blocks from my house
not enough spaces
Stinks! No availability
You can drive for 20 minutes without finding a single parking space. 
Not enough, and people park too close to intersections. Makes it very dangerous to cross the street because oncoming traf-
fic can’t see pedestrians. Also pedestrians, bicyclist and cars need to pull out almost into cross traffic to see. 
Not enough room, curbs poorly marked 
Hard to find spots to park overnight
It is almost impossible to find a spot on the street! Usually if you don’t get one of the two parking stalls for the four person 
apartment, you have to park blocks away, which is super sketchy when you are a single woman alone at night!
Too many people choosing to drive cars when they could bike or walk.  Also, apt. complexes need more underground 
parking.
Too many students taking residents street parking
Too many residents with cars
Can sometimes be difficult to find a spot 
Too many cars. I often have to park half a block away from my house because it’s so full. 
Rough
Not enough room and way too many people living down here. 
everything above 600 N is crazy with lots of violations and traffic hazards in many spots.
Too many cars lining every road so it’s dangerous to leave our lot because you can’t see beyond the parked cars to check if 
anyone’s coming.
No spots
Most students living off campus need a car, and the designated parking in the neighborhood doesn’t accommodate the 
demand. Reinforcement is impossibly strict. 
Not enough places to park, at night I have to park far away from my home, forcing me to walk in the dark by myself 
There are usually no places to park. Everywhere on the street is almost always full.
There isn’t enough. 
Not enough spots
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  Survey Results-Respondent Opinion
There aren’t enough spaces for the amount people who live here. 
I can never find a place to park and people are bad at parallel parking and I’m scared of the huge ditches/gutters on the 
sides of the road
Cars everywhere no parking 
Well, I have a hard time parallel parking, and the parking is pretty congested as it is.  I live in fear of getting home to late to 
find a parking spot in my own complex’s lot, which fills up pretty early.
TERRIBLE. The streets are always packed with cars and the visibility for pulling out of parking lots is absolutely atrocious.
Not enough street parking...some cars cram into the small parking zones on the street and it definitely impacts where we 
can put our garbage can-specifically at Oakpointe on 700 E 
No parking, cars get hit all the time!
Other people who don’t live in the neighborhood take our parking spots
The streets are always full of cars on the sides so it’s hard to find parking spots whenever you go anywhere. When you are 
driving, it is hard to see the oncoming traffic at every cross roads because the cars on all sides block visibility. 
Busy when you get close to campus
Too many cars parked on the streets 
There isn’t enough parking 
Not enough parking spaces, current parking spaces make it difficult to see oncoming traffic at intersections
So many cars that you cannot always park at your home
People don’t know how to park correctly
Parking is mostly only available on the streets, which become crowded and dangerous. People park too close to driveways, 
making them unsafe to exit as well
There is not enough parking to support the high volume of college students students with cars. Street parking is a major 
concern
parallel parking causes the streets to be more crowded and therefore less conducive to bike traffic and pedestrian crossing. 
I feel scared to walk or bike after sunset because I’ve been hit before and don’t want to be hit again.
It’s really hard to find parking on the street. Also, cars parked on the street make it hard to pull out and see oncoming traf-
fic 
It isn’t too bad for most of the day, but after about 8, it can be difficult to find street parking. Really, the apartment com-
plexes should be required to have enough oarking for the number of students that they have. Then street parking would be 
fine.
Not enough parking places. I drive around and park blocks away from my home. 
For some it is a problem if you don’t live here or don’t buy a pass from your apt complex 
No where to Park if you arrive late at night 
I never have to park because I live within walking distance, but I can see that every single ounce of free space on the road 
always has a car in it.
insufficient spaces, or too many cars
Its hard to see around corners because cars line the road and there isn’t enough room
always very hard to find a parking spot
Some streets have no parking available at night 
not a lot of street parking
there is nowhere to park 
There’s is so much more demand than supply for parking, that people park and block my driveway so I can’t get out.
Parking is nearly impossible to find near BYU campus, and the recent construction during the school year has made it 
worse. 
Not enough parking
Not enough spots at night. 
Too many cars!!!
No room
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Mostly that from 400 N and north people park too close to corners so when crossing the street in a car or as a pedestrian 
you can’t see cross traffic. 
Rarely an open space. All the streets are full.
the college students park on the curbs, or wherre it says no parking
You don’t know WHERE parking is available, so you drive around and around.
Sometimes cars block driveways or dont leave enough room for others to park.
hard to see cars coming towards the intersection since there are no more red painted curbs. 
The parking “police” scan everywhere even if it’s legal to park. They will ticket for unreasonable issues. There is also not 
enough parking for visitors or even the students. 
Cars parked too close to corner so hard to see oncoming traggic at an intersection.
Not enough parking
Everything 
Worst at night. Can’t ever find spots and have to park several blocks from apartment 
You can usually find a spot, but the really deep curb/gutters can make parallel parking a nightmare.
I’m not a fan of other students parking on our street and then walking to campus.
Depending on the time, you could drive around ad nauseum and settle with parking a good ten minute walk from where 
you live, on any typical day/night.
I can almost always park in front of my house - parking is not a problem
There is only street parking. Near center Street it’s fine but closer to BYU the street parking is horrible and it blocks the 
street view when you are driving. 
Few parking spaces for lg volume housing. 
Some pockets the road is so narrow and then when cars are parked on both sides of the street it becomes a one car street.
We used to live down on 200North and we still had students and others parking in front of our house all the time.
I don’t park, so it’s awesome. Not a problem. 
It’s always packed
People are consistently parking where they shouldnt, especially in cross walks
Too many cars, not enough spaces - especially for residents of Joaquin
Vehicles are stored on public streets.  Storage = parked three or more days without moving.
People park on the street instead of designated parking spaces in apartments. People drive from outside the area to park in 
the Joaquin neighborhood instead of parking in BYU lots. Provo City won’t get a permit parking program, which would 
alleviate problems and make conditions better for people in the neighborhood.
I live at the colony, I think the parking is fantastic 
The lazy students won’t use their parking lots in their complexes!!! So they park on the street! Also, Provo city keeps letting 
these complexes go in without approving enough parking!  
No where to park, always park semi legally 
Cars parked on street block visibility for pedestrians and bikes, making it hard to spot oncoming traffic.
Too many cars. Deep ditch-gutters where cars get stuck. Desperate drivers park illegally.
There are no places to park at night. My car gets stuck in the deep gutter
Close to campus, there aren’t ever spots open. But further away, there’s always plenty of room.
There are cars lining every street always. 
Temp parking, renters parking on streets, date night, visitors blocking driveways, etc...,
Cars parking and blocking sidewalks, making it hard for pedestrians to use the sidewalks. Parking too close to corners/in-
tersections making visability of pedestrians difficult.
Cars park blocking driveway access and sidewalks (both at intersections and where driveways cross sidewalks)
There is very little parking.
Too many vehicles and not nearly enough parking.  I have to walk for blocks.
spots are few and far between also I hit people or get hit because too many cars
Too many cars, too little street parking
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Can’t park on many streets
Parking in illegal spots (in the red)
Too many students with cars. There is no other way to get around so we all need cars. So rather than one household having 
one or two cars, each person has a car.
there is no off street parking
Provo City administration and council has failed to provide resources for adequate parking enforcement.  Streets thus 
become long-term free parking.  
I live in the neighborhood just east of Joaquin Neighborhood. So I drive through Joaquin almost daily if not multiple times 
per day. The streets are so filled with parked cars that visibility to oncoming traffic, bikers, or pedestrians is so hindered, it’s 
almost a gamble every time you have to turn. Especially at the intersections along 700 east. 
Blocked sidewalks, driveways, fire hydrants. Cars parked on street instead of in off street parking spots. Commuters using 
up available parking
Not enough off street parking for all of the rentals, and too many students parking in the neighborhood making it worse. 
The duplex next door has 7 vars and only two off street parking spaces. 
There is not enough parking for the residents of apartment places, or their guests if we were to host an event 
There have been times when I’ve had to drive for 4-5 minutes to find parking within two blocks of my house.
Huge dips in between road and side walk make it difficult to park.  Not enough parking.  Cars try to jam in there which 
makes it impossible to see around while driving and turning.  Roads are uneven and extremely bumpy as well as tons of 
cracked sidewalks.
Some students park in illegal spots at the blocks closest to campus.
Garbage
Not all houses have a place other than out front to park, and adding to that problem is that many of the houses are rented 
to multiple students/families and donr have enough parking for everyone who lives there.
Signage is not clear. Red curbs are faded. People parking illegally. 
Too many cars parking on the street.
too many cars

What would you do to address the problem?

On-street parking permits 25.96%
Signs     19.28%
Meters     9.51%
More off-street parking  81.75%
Less Parking    4.63%
Other     20.82%  
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Introduction 
This appendix to the Joaquin Neighborhood Plan was produced by the Provo City Lab, a 

class of students at Brigham Young University who received assistance and guidance from the 
Joaquin Neighborhood Board and the Planning Division of Provo’s Community Development 
Department. Input from the residents of Joaquin directed and augmented the research of the 
Provo City Lab.  

This appendix will serve as a reference point for future development projects within the 
Joaquin Neighborhood and offer recommendations on their implementation in order to preserve a 
vibrant sense of community, promote walkability, improve livability, support beautification, and 
allow for future growth and development. 

 

 

   



Businesses that Promote Walkability 
Current Status 

The Joaquin neighborhood is the fourth most walkable neighborhood in Provo, with a 
Walk Score of 68 out of 100.  This score has analyzed the walking distance to various amenities 1

in and around the neighborhood, such as the grocery stores, restaurants, and shopping areas 
clustered along University Avenue, 800 North, 820 North, 700 East, and 900 East, and streets 
outside of Joaquin, to measure how easy it is to do errands on foot. Residents in the north and 
central parts of the neighborhood, however, have limited walking access to these amenities. 

Research 

A northern section of Joaquin neighborhood is already zoned as Campus Mixed Use 
which allows a variety of stores, general retail, grocery stores, restaurants, banks, postal services, 
pharmacies, daycares, and personal services (including laundry and barber shops) under code 
14.14E.020 . Currently there is only one grocery-type store within the neighborhood, the South 2

End Market, which is far away from most of the single-family homes. This means that when 
people go to the store they would have to walk either to this convenience store or go outside of 
the neighborhood. To encourage walking, the neighborhood must be attractive for businesses to 
come and be successful in the neighborhood.  

Corner stores or ground level stores under high-density apartment buildings are a great 
option for the neighborhood because they don’t take up as much vertical space and they can use 
existing infrastructure instead of building “big box stores” that are often in opposition to the 
feeling of historical neighborhoods. It takes about 1,000 households in walking distance to 
support a corner store , and Joaquin currently has 4,405 occupied households, which is more than 3

enough to support another corner store closer to the middle of the neighborhood, not just the 
South End market on the fringe of the neighborhood.  

 

1 “Living in Joaquin Provo.” Walk Score, 2017, https://www.walkscore.com/UT/Provo/Joaquin, 
Accessed 30 Mar. 2017. 
2 “Chapter 14.14E Campus Mixed-Use Zone” Provo City, 21 Feb.2017, 
http://www.codepublishing.com/UT/Provo/html/Provo14/Provo141400E.html, Accessed 20 Mar. 
2017. 
3 Benfield, Kaid. “The Resurrection of the Corner Store.” CityLab, Atlantic, 23 Feb. 2012, 
http://www.citylab.com/work/2012/02/resurrection-corner-store/1308/ , Accessed 30 Mar. 2017. 

http://www.citylab.com/work/2012/02/resurrection-corner-store/1308/
http://www.codepublishing.com/UT/Provo/html/Provo14/Provo141400E.html
https://www.walkscore.com/UT/Provo/Joaquin


Above is a drawing of mixed-use apartment building that is planned in St. Louis, MO . 4

As it planned for a larger city, the building itself is larger than what is feasible in Joaquin, but it 
has a historic look would not detract from the rest of the neighborhood, despite its size. The 
building is also mixed-use, providing retail, restaurants, and other amenities. 

In Oakland  a community-based consulting firm called Popuphood  pairs businesses with 5 6

neighborhoods to bring economic success. This is an example of how local businesses, 
government, and the neighborhood can work together to revitalize the area. 

Recommendations 

Seek out businesses that would be willing to collaborate with high density housing 
developers to build stores within the neighborhood, possibly in the ground floor of an apartment 
building. A good location would be somewhere in central or northern Joaquin neighborhood in 
order to serve the areas that are currently lacking amenities.  

  

4 Johnson, Greg. “Central West End’s Euclid Plaza Set for Mixed Use Residential.” nextSTL, 12 
Jun. 2015, 
https://nextstl.com/2015/06/central-west-ends-euclid-plaza-set-for-mixed-use-residential/, 
Accessed 30 Mar. 2017 
5 Quinton, Sophie. “Could Free Rent Bring Oakland's Downtown to Life?” CityLab, Atlantic, 15 
Oct. 2015, 
http://www.citylab.com/housing/2013/10/could-free-rent-bring-oaklands-downtown-life/7235/. 
Accessed 30 Mar 2017. 
6 Filley, Sarah. Popuphood, 2011, http://www.popuphood.com/, Accessed 30 Mar. 2017. 

http://www.citylab.com/housing/2013/10/could-free-rent-bring-oaklands-downtown-life/7235/
http://www.popuphood.com/
https://nextstl.com/2015/06/central-west-ends-euclid-plaza-set-for-mixed-use-residential/


Building-Street Interface 
Current Status 

Because of the historic nature of the South Joaquin area, the interfacing of buildings with 
the street contains elements of older homes such as porches, walkways, gardens and front-facing 
windows. Provo City building codes outlines appropriate building-street interface, and the 
historic homes in South Joaquin generally fit these rules; however, many of the apartment 
buildings in the North Joaquin area do not. They face inward with courtyards in the center and 
inward-facing entrances causing little sidewalk traffic and few eyes on the street. 

Research  

Often the street is divided into three separate zones: the transportation zone, the 
pedestrian zone, and the building zone. Between each of these zones is a transition zone. For 
example, a curb between the road and the sidewalk or a porch between the sidewalk and the 
building. These transition zones are the key to a walkable and safe environment.  7

Recommendations 

In order to protect walkability for those who live in the Joaquin neighborhood, street and 
underground parking needs to become a part of the codes for high-density buildings. There is too 
much danger in the transition from transportation to walking, causing fear and stress on both 
sides. When building multi-family establishments or apartments, street-oriented entrances and 
windows should continue to be emphasized. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

7 “An Eye on the Street.” Spur, 1 Jun. 2008. 
http://www.spur.org/publications/urbanist-article/2008-06-01/eye-street, Accessed 15 Mar 2017. 

http://www.spur.org/publications/urbanist-article/2008-06-01/eye-street


Improving Existing Parks 
Introduction 

There are two existing parks in the Joaquin neighborhood; one large park in the 
south-east corner of the neighborhood called Memorial Park and another small park on 4th and 
4th called Joaquin Park.  

Memorial Park mostly consists of grass, some trees and one playground area with a street 
paved through the middle of it. The street running through the park poses obvious safety 
concerns for children and other park users.  

Joaquin Park is frequented by many residents. On a warm day, almost every piece of park 
equipment is crowded with patrons. Joaquin Park’s biggest problem is simply that it does not 
have enough room to comfortably serve all of the people in the neighborhood that try to use it.  

Research 

In a survey of Provo and the Joaquin neighborhood residents, 171 of 277 participants 
selected large fields as a priority element in existing and future parks.  

Joaquin Park can be made larger by purchasing bordering properties and converting the 
land. Although none of the properties are currently for sale, Provo City can purchase them 
should they become available. Expanding Joaquin Park would not only provide a larger area for 
patrons visiting the park, but would also allow the park to implement other types of attractions to 
satisfy all users.  

 Another way to expand Joaquin Park is through curb extensions. Implementing a curb 
extension directly on the corner of 400 North and 400 East would not only give the park more 
green space to work with, but it would also encourage drivers to slow down when driving past 
the park, increasing the safety of the patrons in the park. 

The same survey also states that 142 of 277 
participants would like to add hammock areas to the 
parks. While there is no room for this addition in 
Joaquin Park, a section of Memorial Park could easily 
be converted into a hammock area by recycling old 
telephone poles to use as the bases for the hammocks. 
The park could obtain these poles by contacting the 
electric department. 



Recommendations 

Purchasing one or more of the properties bordering the Joaquin Park and creating green 
curb extensions on the corner of 400 North and 400 East would expand Joaquin Park and better 
meets the needs of the neighborhood. A region of Memorial Park should be converted into a 
hammock area by using recycled telephone poles.  

For possible funding sources for these recommendations refer to the following grants in 
the funding section of this document: Community Development Block Grant, George S and 
Dolores Doré Eccles Foundation, Land and Water Conservation Fund State-Side Grant, 
Neighborhood Matching Grant, Recreation, Arts and Parks (RAP) Tax, Richard K. and Shirley 
S. Hemingway Foundation, and Utah Outdoor Recreation Grant.  

 

 

 

   



Future Parks 
Introduction 

Since the Joaquin Neighborhood is heavily populated with limited open spaces, it may be 
difficult to add more traditional parks to the neighborhood. Fortunately, the possibilities for more 
recreational areas in Provo extend to and past the traditional park. The aforementioned studies on 
curb extensions (page number / reference) and pocket parks (page number / reference) are great 
references for innovative new community spaces. 

 Other possible recreational spaces include vacant and reimagined parking lots being 
refurbished into community activity areas within housing zones and near the university. Parklets 
may also be added to dense housing areas. 

 

Research  

While the city does not currently have any plans for future park placement, constituents 
interested in both traditional models, pocket parks, bulbouts, and reimagined asphalt areas have 
determined some possible locations.  

2nd East, 3rd East, and 4th East are extremely dense areas that could benefit greatly from 
the introduction of a green space or parklet and have sparked community interest. Creating a 
park instead of a through street on 8th has also been discussed. Adding bulbouts to dangerous 
roads like 5th North and 4th East is also a popular notion. Generally speaking, while the 
inhabitants of Joaquin recognize the lack of undeveloped land in their area, they also see dozens 
of potential innovations that could be made in connection with the Parks Department. 

 The results of the Joaquin Neighborhood Survey clarified both the resident’s interest in 
existing park improvements and future park additions. Popular features that the community 
would respond strongly to include plaza areas, hammock areas, and green spaces (like fields). 



While general, using these community recommendations and interests as guidelines in the 
creation of future recreation locations will result in resident approval and use. 

Pocket Parks and Linear Parks 

While pocket parks are small and do not have all the functions of a traditional 
recreational park, they do allow for people to engage in activities and enjoy comfortable places 
outside, creating an oasis outside of busy city life. Pocket parks are usually located in leftover 
spaces and other urban eyesores—places that do not have a purpose and are not used effectively. 
Pocket parks should also be public access.  

Some benefits of pocket parks include support to the overall ecology of the surrounding 
environment, regeneration of rundown areas, and making communities safer and more sociable.  

One example of a successful pocket park that has been around for many years is 
Greenacre Park in the center of New York City. Greenacre Park was opened in 1971 and was 
completely funded by a private organization that continues to maintain the park today. While it is 

only 60 feet by 120 feet, the park contains a 25-foot 
waterfall, honey locust trees that provide shade, and 
moveable tables and chairs. Something that has 
brought success to the park is its location directly on 
the street, attracting people into a quiet area and 
allowing them to escape from the noise of the city 
with the sound of the waterfall. People have control 
over where they sit and what they do in the park, 
since they can move tables and chairs or sit at the 

base of the waterfall. According to gathered data, people typically spend around 45 minutes in 
the park, typically on lunch break, and although it is heavily used, it is not overcrowded.  

Another example of a successful pocket park is Franklin Street Park located in 
Cambridge, Massachusetts. This park was created 
from an unused and uninviting concrete area that was 
causing trouble in the neighborhood, as it was 
primarily used by the homeless. Franklin Street Park 
is located on a house-sized lot, and includes places to 
sit, a water feature, and kid-friendly spaces (one of 
which is a metal dome surrounded by grass). While it 
is located in the middle of a busy residential 
neighborhood, the lining of bamboo and stone walls 
allows for an escape from the outside world. This 



park was created for the intent of bringing all ages and backgrounds together to enjoy the 
outdoors and foster a sense of community.  

In 2015, Salt Lake City recently created what is called a Downtown Garden Stroll, a 
collection of five temporary pocket parks about 8 feet by 20 feet where people were encouraged 
to relax and enjoy the outdoors. Each of the parks had designated sitting areas, as well as other 
activities such as a beanbag toss and plant naming. While these pocket parks were enacted, they 
were successful in bringing a variety of people together and giving people a place to relax in the 
city. 

                               
Salt Lake City is also implementing a comprehensive plan for a linear park on their 9 

Line Corridor plan .  8

Other cities have also attempted to merge nature with city life. Tucson, Arizona has met 
with acclaim for their multi-use pathway, the Loop.  Its special biking considerations bring in 9

tourists and adds to the neighborhood cultural identity. 
 

Minneapolis, Minnesota has cultivated their Midtown Greenway  which encourages 10

high levels of walkability, in large part because of its proximity to the commercial strip, Lake 
Street. An important element of successful linear parks is the useful walk, where pedestrians have 
a range of commercial and mixed-use buildings to walk to. A successful linear park is not just a 
corridor but a destination. 

8 Salt Lake City. "Implementation." 9 Line Corridor Master Plan (n.d.): 
n. pag. Web. <http://www.slcdocs.com/Planning/MasterPlansMaps/9LCMP.pdf>. 
 
9 Vechten, Ken Van. "A Weekend Escape to Tucson, That Arizona Outpost with a Culinary 
Heart and an Artsy Soul." Los Angeles Times. Los Angeles Times, n.d. Web. 22 Mar. 2017. 
<http://www.latimes.com/travel/deals/la-tr-escape-tucson-20170319-story.html>. 
 
10 "About the Greenway." Midtown Greenway Coalition. N.p., n.d. Web. 22 Mar. 2017. 
<http://midtowngreenway.org/about-the-greenway/ 

http://midtowngreenway.org/about-the-greenway/
http://www.slcdocs.com/Planning/MasterPlansMaps/9LCMP.pdf


The James River Park System in Richmond Virginia  has met with considerable success 11

over a long period of time because it has established a strong identity in the community and has 
involved and invested community groups in events, promotion, improvement and maintenance. 

Recommendations  

Consider non-traditional spaces for new park locations (such as old parking lots, 
unconventionally small spaces, and other prime locations for pocket / linear parks). School and 
city-owned properties can be converted into pocket parks. For example, there is a space around 
700 North and 300 North that might be able to be purchased by the city and made into a park. 

Include community based ideas in new park structures (such as plaza areas, hammock 
areas, and green spaces). Involve the community in both the creation and upkeep of new parks 
(i.e. planting activities with wards in the area, inviting community programs to use new park 
spaces, etc.). Involve communities in the park process, and work with agencies that give grants 
to communities building new recreation areas. 

In order to foster a strong corridor identity of mixed use, accessibility, and walkability, 
Provo should follow the example of Salt Lake City, Tucson, Richmond, and Minneapolis by 
doing the following:  

● Adopt signage that indicates to the public that 200 East and 400 East are linear park. 

● Install artwork at the linear park on 200 East and 400 East, as well at future pocket parks. 
This artwork can be officially commissioned by professionals or BYU art students. Provo 
could also create opportunities for local families and neighbors to contribute to public art 
by installing segments of chalkboard along the linear park. By allowing residents to 
create their own artwork, they may feel a stronger sense of community.  

● Build community gardens.  

● Create rest areas by installing more benches and seating areas. 

● Invite retail units and food trucks to make the linear park more of a destination and 
attraction rather than simply a pleasant path to and from BYU and student housing.  

● Give local entities the opportunity to sponsor elements of the park, such as art, food 
trucks, benches, or garden areas. This would  create stakeholders and contributors to the 
park, who are concerned for its success.  

11 "The James River Park System." The James River Park System, Richmond Virginia. N.p., n.d. 
Web. 22 Mar. 2017. <http://jamesriverpark.org/>. 

http://jamesriverpark.org/


● Finally, the City and neighborhood should review plans, documents and studies to 
coordinate and streamline proposed and adopted policies, ordinances, zoning, land-use 
codes and guidelines for any implementations in the linear park. This will ensure that 
subsequent projects are implemented within the legal and accepted parameters.  
 
 

 

 

For possible funding sources for these recommendations refer to the following grants in 
the funding section of this document: Community Development Block Grant, George S and 
Dolores Doré Eccles Foundation, Land and Water Conservation Fund State-Side Grant, 
Neighborhood Matching Grant, Recreation, Arts and Parks (RAP) Tax, Richard K. and Shirley 
S. Hemingway Foundation, and Utah Outdoor Recreation Grant.  

 

  

http://midtowngreenway.org/about-the-greenway/


Street Furnishings 

Signs 
The neighborhood would like to integrate more signs and wayfinding markers into the 

neighborhood to cultivate a greater sense of place. The city regulates and manages care of street 
and traffic signs. Anything beyond city standards to create a better sense of community or place 
would need alternative funding.  

*The BRT project will be replacing and putting in new street signs along 700 North. The new 
signs will have powder-coated posts. 

Historic Wayfinding Concrete Markers 

The existing wayfinding concrete markers are located at Center St/400 East, 400 
North/600 East. There is no current system for repairing them or adding more.  

The Neighborhood should identify key historical blocks for which they would like to add 
the wayfinding markers and use neighborhood funding and resources first for these blocks.  

Remaining wayfinding markers should be delegated to each block. Each neighborhood 
block would be responsible for implementing further wayfinding markers and can implement 
them at their convenience. 

 

 

  



Trees, Shade, Tree Planting Plan 
Focus on  areas of 200 East and 400 East that need trees. They are designated as the 

neighborhood’s “tree walkways.” 

Areas of Needed Improvement: 

Park strips and corners that have no trees or fewer trees than city regulations allow (25 ft. 
for small trees and 40 ft for large shade trees) should be identified. Below are examples of 
corners and park strips that need attention for several reasons.  

Trees offer shade and reduce temperatures. Jeff Speck in Walkable Cities explains that 
trees can offer shade helping to reduce temperatures and heat islands. He says,  

Measurements of ambient temperatures taken on      
exposed versus canopied streets around the United States        
document temperature differentials ranging from five to       
fifteen degrees (Fahrenheit) between the two, which can        
make a big difference when temperatures hit the triple         
digits. The relevant term here is “urban heat island,” a          
downside of city living that can largely be eliminated by          
proper tree cover. According to the U.S. Department of         
Agriculture, the cooling impact of a single healthy tree “is          
equivalent to ten room/size air conditioners operating 24        
hours a day.   12

Adding trees or other vegetation would help beautify these green walkways. A potential             
problem is corners have a 35 ft safety area where trees can’t be planted for visibility reasons.                 
However, anything lower than 3 feet can be planted which includes flowers, tall grass, or               
shrubs. These are easier to control than grass and can use drip irrigation instead of spray.                
Despite this, corners lacking trees should be improved as much as possible.  

Corners: 200 East 700 North  

 

 

 

12 Speck, Jeff. Walkable Cities. North Point Press, 2012, 226.  



 

Corners: 200 East 100 North  

 

 

 

 

  

SE                                                                                   SW 

 

 

Corners 200 East 300 North  

 

 

Strips such as these need more trees to create safer roadways. Speck explains that 
“drivers respond to the presence of broad ‘recovery zones’ (no trees) by speeding, and crashes 
become both more frequent and more deadly”.  Trees help narrow this recovery zone and help 13

slow cars down. 

 

200 East 476 North  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

13 Speck, Jeff. Walkable Cities. North Point Press, 2012, 225.  



Lack of trees can hurt property values whereas adding trees and creating green walkways 
can help raise property values. Speck references a study done by Portland, Oregon about trees 
and property values. He writes, “ Each individual tree was deemed responsible for almost $20,00 
in increased real estate value.”  To assist cities in conducting their own similar studies, the 14

USDA’s Forest Service has created a software package called i-Tree streets, which can be 
downloaded at www.itreetools.org/streets/index.php. Adding trees to areas such as the Provo 
Bike Collective can help increase the property value for building owners.  

Lack of trees leaves people feeling open and exposed which diminishes the walkability of 
the neighborhood. Adding trees creates a sense of space and establishes a boundary, which are 
both important aspects for a pleasant walkway. Speck suggests creating continuous tree canopies 
which helps provide this sense of enclosure.  This can be difficult due to a need for 15

diversification to prevent tree diseases from wiping out large sections of the same tree. Provo 
City adheres to the policy of diversifying trees. Provo’s city forester suggested creating main 
corridors that have the same trees and then putting in different varieties on side streets. The 
London Planetree Sycamores on the East Side of Center Street is a great example of a green 
walkways. 

 

 

 

 

 

        400 East Center St. Provo, UT  State College, Pennsylvania  16

Process/Conditions for Planting Trees in Joaquin Neighborhood:  

Provo City values its green walkways and planting trees is one of its priorities. Each 
neighborhood should have a community chair whose focus is on trees and the creation of a tree 
planting program. Joaquin’s neighborhood chair is Celeste Kennard and she has worked closely 
with city foresters. The neighborhood chair will identify needed locations and help organize 
“Arbor Day Events” where several trees will be planted.  

14 Speck, Jeff. Walkable Cities. North Point Press, 2012, 231.  
15 Speck, Jeff. Walkable Cities. North Point Press, 2012, 232.  
16 “Landscape Plants.” University of Florida. 27 Feb. 2015. 
http://hort.ifas.ufl.edu/woody/urban-open1.shtml. Accessed 25 Feb. 2017.  

http://hort.ifas.ufl.edu/woody/urban-open1.shtml
http://www.itreetools.org/streets/index.php
http://www.itreetools.org/streets/index.php


In order to plant several trees at once, the city should collaborate the planting with 
another community event or project such as Arbor Day or a scout project. The city forester 
should be contacted if a specific spot needs a tree. If certain requirements are met, the city will 
provide a tree.  

The current city forester is Chaz Addis. He can be contacted through Provo City’s 311 
line. New development projects are often required to contribute to Provo’s tree fund. Below is a 
list of city requirements for planting trees.  

1)  Choose a suitable tree from the city list:  

The city has a list of acceptable trees for parking strips and typically will provide the tree. This 
guide can be found on Provo City’s website:   17

a) Class 1 Trees are for smaller park strips (5ft or less) and areas with power line conflicts. 

a) Class 2 Trees are less than 6 ft wide park strips.  

b) Class 3 Trees are for strips less that 10 ft wide.  

2) Proximity to power lines:  

Power lines dictate many of the tree choices: Small trees under power lines, medium trees to the 
sides and large trees where there are no power lines. 

3) Width of the parking strip: 

Trees do best in spots that have at least 8 feet of "grassy" area between the curb and Sidewalk. 

4) Proximity to other trees:  

Most trees can not be planted closer than 25 feet from each other. Sometimes the distance is 
more like 40 feet for large shady trees. 

5) 35 ft safety area: 

Corners have a 35 ft safety area where trees can’t be planted for visibility reasons. Anything 
lower than 3 feet can be planted though which includes flowers, tall grass, or shrubs. These are 
easier to control than grass and can use drip irrigation instead of spray. 

 

17“Arborculture.” Provo Parks & Recreation. Provo City. 
http://www.provo.org/departments/parks/arboriculture. Accessed 23 Mar. 2017. 
 

http://www.provo.org/departments/parks/arboriculture


6) Watering requirements: 

We are in a desert so street trees do not often survive unless there is a sprinkler system.  The city 
will not plant a trees where the yard has typically been neglected or there is not an irrigation 
system in place.  

*  We are a Tree City USA.   18

Further Examples of Tree Walkways:  

 

 

This is a good example of creating a 
continuous canopy and putting trees on street 
corners while still maintaining distance from 
a power pole and maintaining 35 ft safety 
areas.  

  

 

(Irvington Neighborhood) 

2707 NE 14th Ave Portland, OR 

 

 

This is an excellent example of neighborhood 
tree planting. The trees are evenly spaced. As 
the grow, it will create a continuous canopy 
that will provide shade and green walkways.  

 

 

 

(Daybreak Neighborhood) 

4292 Degray Dr South Jordan, Utah 

18 “2015 Tree City USA Communities.” Arbor Day Foundation, 2017. 
https://www.arborday.org/programs/treecityusa/directory.cfm. Accessed 30 Mar. 2017.  

https://www.arborday.org/programs/treecityusa/directory.cfm


Recommendations: 

Focus on areas of 200 East and 400 East that need trees since they are designated as tree 
walkways.  

Work with city forester to identify areas that most need trees and trees that need to be 
replaced.  

Continue to work with Celeste Kennard to create and implement a neighborhood tree 
planting schedule.  

For possible funding sources for these recommendations refer to the following grants in 
the funding section of this document: Neighborhood Matching Grant and Recreation, Arts, and 
Parks (RAP) Tax. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   



Street Lights 
Current 

Despite heavy foot traffic at all hours of the day, much of the Joaquin neighborhood lacks 
sufficient lights. The BRT is planning on putting in cobra head lights on the north side of 700 
North with lights at the intersections and one light in the middle of the block. 

              

   Well-lit crosswalk: 700 East        Poorly lit street 500 East  Not consistently lit street 800 North 

 



  

 Poorly lit street 400 East      Poorly lit street 400 East 

 Research 

A 1983 Dutch study found that "on major urban thoroughfares, good road lighting results in a 
reduction of about 30% of the nighttime casualties”  with the luminance level defining good 19

lighting. LED lights imitate the white light of the sun and “allows people to see facial features 
and details more clearly and helps them to better distinguish colors and textures.”   Simply by 20

imitating sunlight LED lights make pedestrians feel safer walking at night, increasing the 
walkability of the neighborhood.  

The inclusion of LED lights has been implemented in a plethora of cities worldwide including 
Las Vegas, Nevada; Ontario, Canada; Oceanside, CA; West St. Paul, Minnesota. Within all of 
these cities there were streetlights that were implemented  contained LED lights. These cities, 
and many more, received positive feedback from city council members and residents as they 
noticed the difference in the safety and the visual of the street light improvements. 

LED lights can also be directed and controlled better than normal street lights, meaning they can 
be made to cover certain distances, thus reducing the amount of darker space between street 
lights.  

Recommendations: 

19 [https://www.swov.nl/sites/default/files/publicaties/rapport/r-89-55.pdf] 
20 https://www.specgradeled.com/people-report-feeling-safer-on-streets-lit-with-led/ 



Determine preferred method of light-level tests. Effectiveness of LED Cobra Head lights 
should also be considered. 

Ask neighborhood activity centers to donate or to hold special sales with portions of the 
proceeds going to the installation of new  lights. Another funding option is see if there are any 21

incentives that Provo Department of Energy would be willing to offer.  

For possible funding sources for these recommendations refer to the following grants in 
the funding section of this document: Choice Neighborhoods Initiative Planning Grant, 
Community Development Block Grant, Neighborhood Matching Grant, Recreation, Arts and 
Parks (RAP) Tax, Safe Routes to School, and Surface Transportation Program. 

Street Art 
The Joaquin Neighborhood Plan describes how the neighborhood lacks any kind of street 

art that helps bring character to a neighborhood and enhances the sense of place.“Pedestrians 
need to feel safe and comfortable, but they also need to be entertained, or else those with a 
choice will choose to drive.”   22

Research/Case Studies:   

Fremont Troll  

In 1989 the Fremont Neighborhood in Seattle Washington wanted to improve the area 
under the Aurora Bridge. This bridge carries State Route 99 over the west end of Seattle’s Lake 
Union. Like many bridge under-passes the space under the Aurora bridge was not particularly 
beautiful. The art piece’s creation process is as follows and can be duplicated in Provo:   23

21 "Program aims to curb pedestrian accidents." Washington Times [Washington, DC], 22 Mar. 2006, p. 
B03. Opposing Viewpoints in Context, 
link.galegroup.com/apps/doc/A143531379/OVIC?u=byuprovo&xid=460f440a. Accessed 30 Mar. 2017. 
 
"County mulls crosswalk changes." Brunswick News [Brunswick, GA], 9 Apr. 2013. Opposing Viewpoints 
in Context, link.galegroup.com/apps/doc/A325410046/OVIC?u=byuprovo&xid=ca76af75. Accessed 30 
Mar. 2017. 
22Speck, Jeff. Walkable Cities. North Point Press, 2012, 238.  
23 This description was taken from the Fremont Troll’s commemorative plaque and the following 
sources:  
“Fremont Troll.” Fremont: Center of the Universe. http://fremont.com/about/fremonttroll-html/. 
Accessed 25 Feb. 2017. 
“Visiting the Fremont Troll in Seattle Washington.” YouTube, uploaded by Yellow Productions, 
12 January, 2012. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=S5ieDsVrpMk.Accessed 25 Feb. 2017.  
 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=S5ieDsVrpMk
http://fremont.com/about/fremonttroll-html/


● The Fremont Arts Council sponsored the project in order to create a greater sense of 
place in the neighborhood and a stronger community.  

● The troll was selected through an open competition in which the community voted on 
proposals designed by four finalists.  

● Many volunteers helped prepare the site and create the cement sculpture.  

● Support came from time, money, and donations by the community, and a grant from the 
Seattle Neighborhood Matching Funds Program.  

● Maintenance is provided by the Fremont Arts Council. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A similar process could be employed in potential art spots throughout the Joaquin 
Neighborhood. These art projects should be coordinated by the Provo City Art Council or by a 
commissioned neighborhood art council.  

 
Provo Bicycle Collective Mural  

The Provo Bicycle Collective conducted a similar project to the Fremont Troll in 
Seattle.This mural is a prime example of how to organize and coordinate community art projects. 
The bike collective announced a competition , asked for local submissions, and chose their 24

 
24 “Provo Bicycle Mural Design Contest.” Bicycle Collective. 11 Jul. 2016. 
http://www.bicyclecollective.org/locations-a-hours/provo/item/491-provo-bicycle-collective-mur
al-design-contest. Accessed 25 Feb.2017.  

http://www.bicyclecollective.org/locations-a-hours/provo/item/491-provo-bicycle-collective-mural-design-contest
http://www.bicyclecollective.org/locations-a-hours/provo/item/491-provo-bicycle-collective-mural-design-contest


favorite. They then had local volunteers help paint the mural; Habitat For Humanity even 
donated the paint.   25

 

 

 

 

 

 

Joaquin Statue  

The neighborhood plan suggests placing a sculpture of Joaquin (Timpanogos Ute Indian) 
in the neighborhood. Suggested locations:  

● Joaquin Park  

● 700 North BRT station 

● 800 North in a median  

          700 North BRT Station would be the most ideal location. It 
will have the most foot traffic and opportunity for exposure. Because 
this area will have the most traffic, placing it at the BRT station will 
optimize the neighborhood’s goal of creating identity and a sense of 
place.  

 

Recommendations  

Locations for local art projects should be identified and prioritized. Provo Art Council or 
a neighborhood art council should request art submission ideas from local artists for potential 
projects.Ideas should be selected and implemented with city or neighborhood funding. Local 
involvement, such as with the Provo Bike Collective mural, should also be utilized when 

25 “Provo Bike Collective Almost Finished With New Mural.” Daily Herald. 10 Aug. 2016. 
Accessed 25 Feb. 2017. 
http://www.heraldextra.com/news/local/central/provo/provo-bicycle-collective-almost-finished-
with-new-mural/article_01505021-d002-5577-991c-4ec925017bee.html. 
 

http://www.heraldextra.com/news/local/central/provo/provo-bicycle-collective-almost-finished-with-new-mural/article_01505021-d002-5577-991c-4ec925017bee.html
http://www.heraldextra.com/news/local/central/provo/provo-bicycle-collective-almost-finished-with-new-mural/article_01505021-d002-5577-991c-4ec925017bee.html


applicable. The neighborhood should also contact Bill Knowles as soon as possible to submit art 
piece ideas for the historic tree.  

For possible funding sources for these recommendations refer to the following grants in 
the funding section of this document: Community Development Block Grants, George S. and 
Dolores Dore Eccles Foundation, Neighborhood Matching Grant,  and Recreation, Arts, and 
Parks (RAP) Tax. 

 

 

Building Design/Architecture and Land Use 

Current Status 

Provo City currently has many design codes for single family homes, but few codes that 
govern apartment construction. The few regulations that do exist are mostly about the lot size; 
some sections address the distance the building should be from the street and the maximum 
height of the building.  

There is too much room for 
interpretation in the current codes for 
apartment buildings, leading to 
monolith-like structures. For example, 
College Place (pictured left) on the 
corner of 900 East and 700 North has 
few doors opening to the street, and is 
so close to the edges of the property 
lines that it dwarfs the more historically 
single-family homes in the surrounding 
area. 

 

Much of Joaquin Neighborhood south 
of 500 North is a Residential Conservation Zone, which has specific codes for each of the 
building features listed in the plan (14.32RC). The codes for apartments (14.14C), however, are 



severely lacking in specificity leading to structures that do not add to the Joaquin’s community 
spirit.  

Research  

The biggest concern about the city codes and the neighborhood in general is that there is 
not enough integration between the apartments in the northern area of Joaquin and the 
single-family historical homes in the southern area. The best place to look to find successful 
integration is in historic cities that have had updated buildings put in over time. Designing outer 
facades to buildings like this one (pictured below) in Germany  creates a link between the old 26

and the new. The homes in Joaquin are not specifically 
this linked rowhouse style, but creating design 
guidelines that strictly uphold the aesthetic of the 
neighborhood is necessary to create the feeling Joaquin 
wants. 

Parking garages taking up the bulk of the 
ground level of high-density apartment buildings is 
another problem. The codes should specify that the 
ground level needs to be either livable, residential units 
or contain a business like a small grocery store or 
restaurant that is open later and keeps the neighborhood 
vibrant. [See Businesses that Encourage Walkability] 
Parking garages should be either hidden or below 
ground. 

Recommendations 

Create more specific design rules. Consider splitting up the neighborhood into smaller 
sections where the houses are similar in form in order to keep the neighborhood’s historic charm. 
Specificity is the key to keeping buildings, especially large apartment buildings, that are not 
oriented to promote street life and walking. 

  

26 Lavinia. “New Building Skillfully Integrated Into a Historical Ensemble in Hamburg, Germany.” 
freshome, 28 Nov. 2014, 
http://freshome.com/2014/11/28/new-building-skillfully-integrated-into-a-historical-ensemble-in-hamburg-g
ermany/, Accessed 25 Mar. 2017. 

http://freshome.com/2014/11/28/new-building-skillfully-integrated-into-a-historical-ensemble-in-hamburg-germany/
http://freshome.com/2014/11/28/new-building-skillfully-integrated-into-a-historical-ensemble-in-hamburg-germany/


Roadways

 

 Before After 

Current Status 

The Joaquin neighborhood has several streets that concern its residents. According to the 
Joaquin neighborhood survey, residents are most concerned with the lack of safety for 
pedestrians, bicyclists, and drivers.  

Some factors that create an unsafe environment include speeding, unmarked streets, 
excess on-street parking, lack of road space for bicyclists, and sidewalk conditions.  

Streets appear to be a major cause for discomfort among Joaquin residents. Streets and 
lanes in the neighborhood, such as 500 North, are currently unmarked. There is no standard lane 
width for the neighborhood, and there are only four streets with bike lanes. Collector streets have 
received the most complaints for the lack of safety within the Joaquin Neighborhood, especially 
500 North, 900 East, and 700 North.  

 

 

 

 

 

 



Research 

Recent research has shown that cities with travel lane widths between 9.2 and 10.6 ft. 
have the lowest crash fatality rates . Cities with lane widths between 10.6 ft. and 11.8 ft. had 27

significantly higher crash fatality rates, ranging 2-9 times more likely for crashes to result in 
deaths. The research is conclusive that narrow streets are safer . 28

 

The main benefit of reducing lane width is increased driver caution and therefore their 
safety; even when crashes do occur on roads with narrower lanes, they are usually less 
dangerous.   Narrower lanes have been proven to reduce the speed of cars by at least 5 mph. 29

Streets with narrow lanes allow for other amenities like bike lanes, street parking, and designated 
walking areas that encourage bicycle and pedestrian traffic. Changing to narrow lanes is also 
very inexpensive; it can be successfully implemented by simply repainting the road. 

 

27 Banerjee, Subha Ranjan, and Ben Welle. "Bigger Isn't Always Better: Narrow Traffic Lanes Make 
Cities Safer." Bigger Isn't Always Better: Narrow Traffic Lanes Make Cities Safer | World Resources 
Institute. N.p., 7 Dec. 2016. Web. 31 Mar. 2017. 
 
28 Karim, Dewan. "Narrower Lanes, Safer Streets (Accepted Paper for CITE Conference Regina, 
June 2015)." Academia.edu - Share research. N.p., n.d. Web. 31 Mar. 2017. 
<https://www.academia.edu/12488747/Narrower_Lanes_Safer_Streets_Accepted_Paper_for_CITE_
Conference_Regina_June_2015_>. 
29 Jaffe, Eric. "Why One Florida City Reversed Its Road Diet." CityLab. N.p., 09 Jan. 2015. Web. 31 
Mar. 2017. 

https://www.academia.edu/12488747/Narrower_Lanes_Safer_Streets_Accepted_Paper_for_CITE_Conference_Regina_June_2015_
https://www.academia.edu/12488747/Narrower_Lanes_Safer_Streets_Accepted_Paper_for_CITE_Conference_Regina_June_2015_


Recommendations 

Instead of spending thousands of dollars repurposing the streets through construction, 
remarking the streets with narrower lanes would solve several main safety concerns and add 
room for a combination of repurposing options, including parking and bike lanes.  

A pilot program could be run on 500 North, which should include travel lanes narrower 
than 10.6 ft., bicycle lanes, and possibly angled parking. This pilot program would provide 
research specifically for our current road situation. Currently, 500 North does not contain marked 
lanes, bicycle lanes, or a strict parking area.  

The inclusion of lanes, as shown in the picture below, and the addition of angled parking 
will solve several of the current safety and walkability issues. It has been proven that narrower 
lanes reduce the speeding by at least 5 miles per hour. Narrower lanes provide space for a 
designated bike lane, increasing the number of cyclists. Studies also show that a street design, 
such as the example below, does not increase traffic times and actually reduces the amount of 
cars on the street.  

 

This process, if approved by the city, could be completed within a week. This pilot 
program should be implemented on 500 North; and if it is successful, further implemented on 
other troubled streets.  

For possible funding sources for these recommendations refer to the following grants in 
the funding section of this document: Alternative Analysis Program, Choice Neighborhoods 
Initiative Planning Grant, Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program, Strong Cities, Strong 
Communities Visioning Challenge, and Surface Transportation Program.  

 

 



 

Bicycle Lanes 

Current Status 

Joaquin has bicycle lanes only on four streets, which is less than 20% of its total 
roadway. The neighborhood’s proximity to BYU makes it an ideal candidate for commuters to 
choose biking as their preferred method of transportation, but Joaquin’s current infrastructure 
makes this difficult.  Conditions for cyclists are currently described as dangerous, even on roads 
with bike lanes. Some bike lanes are narrow and have hazards including gutters jutting into the 
lane, potholes, and other obstructions. The Joaquin Neighborhood Plan mentions the inclusion of 
painted bike lanes on 800 North, but not 500 North. 

 

Research/Case Studies 

Studies show the main safety concern for cyclists is being hit by a car. One study shows 
that almost 80% of people in Portland, a major city that at the time had already made many 
improvements to their bicycle network, were concerned about being hit by a motor vehicle when 
they rode a bike.  This percentage includes a wide variety of people, ranging from those who 30

considered themselves “bikers” to those who would not consider riding a bike as a primary 
means of transport. 

30 Dill, Jennifer, and Nathan Mcneil. "Four Types of Cyclists?" Transportation Research Record: 
Journal of the Transportation Research Board 2387 (2013): 129-38. Web. 



 

 

In that study, 
approximately 60% of 
survey-respondents 
were labeled 
“Interested but 
Concerned”. These are 
people that “like to 
ride, but are afraid to 
do so”; 84% of 
respondents in this 
category were 
concerned for their safety when riding because of motor vehicles.  

 

Cyclists and potential cyclists said 
that they would be more comfortable 
with a bike lane than without a bike 
lane, especially if the bike lane was 
physically protected from traffic (a 
“protected bike lane”). Introducing 
and maintaining bike lanes in the 
Joaquin Neighborhood would make 
more people comfortable with 
bicycling, which would increase the 
number of bicyclists and reduce 
driving and parking needs in the 
Joaquin Neighborhood. 

Adding bike lanes would also make the road safer for cyclists. One study 
found that risks of cycling injury are 54% lower on major streets if they have bike 
lanes.  Adding bicycle lanes in the Joaquin neighborhood would make the streets 31

31 Teschke, Kay, M. Anne Harris, Conor C. O. Reynolds, Meghan Winters, Shelina Babul, Mary 
Chipman, Michael D. Cusimano, Jeff R. Brubacher, Garth Hunte, Steven M. Friedman, Melody 
Monro, Hui Shen, Lee Vernich, and Peter A. Cripton. "Route Infrastructure and the Risk of Injuries to 
Bicyclists: A Case-Crossover Study." American Journal of Public Health 102.12 (2012): 2336-343. 
Web. <http://ajph.aphapublications.org/doi/abs/10.2105/AJPH.2012.300762>. 



safer for cyclists. Additionally, a survey of drivers in the San Francisco area 
found that drivers also prefer that roads have bike lanes because it makes cyclist 
behavior more predictable . Cyclists and drivers in the neighborhood would both 32

benefit from the addition of bike lanes. 

Recommendations 

Joaquin should implement and maintain bicycle lanes on major throughways such as 900 
East and 500 North. 700 East, due to its narrowness, should have a shared-lane marking 
(“sharrow”). The distribution of bike lanes can be designed in such a way that streets can become 
collector streets for cyclists; cyclists will learn that they have a safe, dedicated lane at a 
convenient distance from their home.  

For possible funding sources for these recommendations refer to the following grants in 
the funding section of this document: Alternatives Analysis Program, Choice Neighborhoods 
Initiative Planning Grant, Community Development Block Grant, Congestion Mitigation and Air 
Quality Program, Neighborhood Matching Grant, Safe Routes to School, and Surface 
Transportation Program.  

 

 

 

 

 

 
32 Sanders, Rebecca L. "We can all get along: The alignment of driver and bicyclist roadway design 
preferences in the San Francisco Bay Area." Transportation Research Part A: Policy and Practice 91 
(2016): 120-33. Web. 



Gutters 

Current Status:  

In the past, deep gutters were needed within the Provo Joaquin neighborhood for 
irrigation purposes. They are no longer needed and currently remain as larger potholes and 
dangerous sites for pedestrians, bikers, and vehicular traffic.  

 

 

 

 



Research/Case Studies 

A new report predicts each driver in the Provo-Orem area will spend an additional $583 
annually on car repairs due to poor road conditions. Gutter conditions play a large part of these 
poor conditions in the Joaquin Neighborhood.  33

In this same news report, the Provo-Orem urban area shows up in 22nd place due to the 
poor condition of major urban roads and the cost to motorists who drive on these rough roads.  

Recommendations 

Concrete Gutter Repaving / Spot Repair 

Although full curb and gutter replacement costs double the amount of street spot repair 
when implemented in smaller areas, spot repairs cost more per foot in larger projects like the 
ones needed in the Joaquin Neighborhood. When spot repairs approach 40 percent of the full 
length of curb, it becomes more economical to replace the curb along with the gutter versus 
simply spot treating it. 

 

   

 

33 Pugmire, Genelle. “Report: Nearly a Third of Provo-Orem Roads in Poor Condition.” Daily Herald, 27 
July 2015, 
http://www.heraldextra.com/news/local/central/orem/report-nearly-a-third-of-provo-orem-roads-in-poor/arti
cle_e315df25-4b9c-51b9-bf40-9ea2fd1a17b5.html.  

http://www.heraldextra.com/news/local/central/orem/report-nearly-a-third-of-provo-orem-roads-in-poor/article_e315df25-4b9c-51b9-bf40-9ea2fd1a17b5.html
http://www.heraldextra.com/news/local/central/orem/report-nearly-a-third-of-provo-orem-roads-in-poor/article_e315df25-4b9c-51b9-bf40-9ea2fd1a17b5.html


 

 

Steel Drainage 

Since the previous gutters installed 
in the Joaquin area were built deep and wide 
in order to facilitate irrigation, placing steel 
drainage bars in the current allocated gutter 
areas would be a much more economical 
purchase, as well as allow drainage to occur 
dependent on the weather conditions. 

 

 

Cement/Brick Fill 

Some gutters could be partially filled with cement and then topped with bricks or 
cobblestones. This would provide a simple, cost-effective, and attractive solution to the deep 
gutters. 

 

For possible funding sources for these recommendations refer to the following grants in 
the funding section of this document: Alternatives Analysis Program, Choice Neighborhoods 
Initiative Planning Grant, Community Development Block Grant, Neighborhood Matching 
Grant, Safe Routes to School, and Surface Transportation Program.  



Raised Crosswalks 
Current Status:  

During a typical weekday, hundreds of pedestrians each hour cross the intersections 
within the neighborhood; however, crosswalks within the neighborhood are typically painted 
parallel line crosswalks that do little to slow traffic or provide safety to pedestrians. 

 

 

Intersection at 200 East and 800 North with 
fading lines due to vehicular traffic. 

 

Ambiguous, unsafe crosswalk lines are easily 
ignored by vehicular traffic. 

 

Research/Case Studies:  

Besides significantly increasing pedestrian accessibility and greatly reducing pedestrian 
accidents, raised crosswalks also serve as “traffic calming measures”—much like speed 
bumps—because of their trapezoid shape. Traffic is slowed as motorists must go up and over the 
crosswalk. Studies have shown that raised pedestrian crosswalks provide a 45% increase of 
vehicular yield rate . The Urban Street Design Guide issued by the National Association of City 34

Transportation Officials (NACTO) says, “At key access points to parks, schools, and 

34 “Raised Pedestrian Crosswalks.” National Center for Safe Routes to School, 
http://guide.saferoutesinfo.org/engineering/raised_pedestrian_crosswalks.cfm. 
 



waterfronts, and at intersections with local streets, raised crossings increase visibility, yielding 
behavior, and create a safer pedestrian crossing environment.”   35

In Bellevue, Washington, raised crosswalks effectively decreased the speed of vehicles 
within the 85th percentile from 36–39 mph down to 24–27 mph.  These decreases in speed 36

reduce risk of severe injury by at least 25% and reduce risk of death by 15-40%.  37

Recommendations:  

In line with the Joaquin Neighborhood Plan, raised pedestrian crosswalks should be a 
priority for intersections on 800 North especially 300 East (where there are no stop signs for 
cars) and 500 East. The south crossing of 800 North and 700 East should also be considered, as it 
is heavily trafficked and has three lanes of traffic. Another important location for a raised 
crosswalk is 500 North and 100 East, where many pedestrians struggle to safely cross to get to 
the Provo Library. With an average cost of only $8,200, these simple measures could easily be 
implemented in the near future. 

For possible funding sources for these recommendations refer to the following grants in 
the funding section of this document: Alternatives Analysis Program, Choice Neighborhoods 
Initiative Planning Grant, Community Development Block Grant, Neighborhood Matching 
Grant, Safe Routes to School, and Surface Transportation Program.  

 

 

 

 

35 “Midblock Crosswalks.” Urban Street Design Guide, National Association of City 
Transportation Officals, Island Press, 
http://nacto.org/publication/urban-street-design-guide/intersection-design-elements/crosswalks-a
nd-crossings/midblock-crosswalks/. 
 
36 Huang, Herman F. and Michael J. Cynecki. “Effects of Traffic Calming Measures on 
Pedestrian and Motorist Behavior.” United States Department of Transportation Federal 
Highway Administration: Research, Development, and Technology, Report No. 
FHWA-RD-00-104, 2001, pp. 3–4. 
 
37 Teft, Brian C. “Impact Speed and a Pedestrian’s Risk of Severe Injury or Death,” AAA 
Foundation for Traffic Safety, 2011, p. 1.  
 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Sample raised crosswalk.     Plans in Neighborhood Plan for 800 North 

 

Pedestrian Island 

Current Status: 

There are currently no pedestrian islands in the Joaquin Neighborhood. 

Research/Case Studies:  

Pedestrian islands, also referred to as center islands, refuge islands, or median slow 
points, are raised areas placed in the middle of a street in order to protect crossing pedestrians 
from motor vehicles.  

The Urban Street Design Guide issued by the National Association of City 
Transportation Officials (NACTO) explains, “A pedestrian safety island reduces the exposure 
time experienced by a pedestrian in the intersection. While safety islands may be used on both 
wide and narrow streets, they are generally applied at locations where speeds and volumes make 
crossings prohibitive, or where three or more lanes of traffic make pedestrians feel exposed or 
unsafe in the intersection.”  

Pedestrian islands decrease pedestrian-vehicle incidents by 46 percent at marked 
crossings, and by 39 percent at unmarked crossings, according to U.S. Department of 
Transportation. 

 

 



 

 

 

 

Examples of  vegetated pedestrian islands. 

Recommendations: 

The plan states on page 26: “...plan for 500 North to become a boulevard with a center 
landscaped median. Pedestrian safety will increase as they will be able to find refuge at the 
median while crossing.”  

According to the Urban Street Design Guide, “Pedestrian safety islands should be at least 
6 feet wide, but have a preferred width of 8-10 feet. Where a 6-foot-wide median cannot be 
attained, a narrower raised median is still preferable to nothing. The minimum protected width is 
6 feet, based on the length of a bicycle or a person pushing a stroller. The refuge is ideally 40 
feet long.” 

Approximate costs range from $535 to $1,065 per foot. Typical total construction costs 
range from $3,500 to $40,000, depending on the design, site conditions, and whether the median 
can be added as part of a utility improvement or other street construction project. The cost for an 
asphalt island or one without landscaping is less than the cost of installing a raised concrete 
pedestrian island with landscaping. The service life is 20 years for asphalt, and 40 years for 
concrete. 

For possible funding sources for these recommendations refer to the following grants in 
the funding section of this document: Alternatives Analysis Program, Choice Neighborhoods 
Initiative Planning Grant, Community Development Block Grant, Neighborhood Matching 
Grant, Safe Routes to School, and Surface Transportation Program.  

 



Stripe Crossings 
Current Status: 

At uncontrolled intersections, many crossings in Joaquin have little to no markings. If a 
crosswalk is marked, they are often designed using inadequate narrow striping that is difficult for 
drivers to see.  
 

                                    
                                              Unmarked and unsafe crossing at 500 North 

 

Research/Case Studies: 

Many studies have examined the safety of marked crosswalks at uncontrolled crossings. 
Some studies have found that leaving a crossing unmarked leads to less collisions since 
pedestrians feel less entitled to the street, ensuring they make wise crossings. These studies did 
not consider the context of the crosswalks, including traffic volume levels, speeds, or number of 
lanes. Taking into consideration the mobility needs of pedestrians is also important, as many 
pedestrians and motorists recognize only marked crosswalks as legal crossings.  

Pedestrian and Bicycle Information Center wrote an insightful paper regarding the best 
types of marking patterns for intersections. It concluded that “high-visibility markings are more 
easily detected by motorists and have been shown to lead to a reduction in pedestrian-vehicle 
collisions. When compared to transverse line crosswalks, transportation agencies should install 



high-visibility markings at uncontrolled crossing locations whenever a determination is made to 
provide marked crosswalks.”   38

NACTO in Urban Street Design Guide recommended, “High-visibility ladder, zebra, and 
continental crosswalk markings are preferable to standard parallel or dashed pavement markings. 
These are more visible to approaching vehicles and have been shown to improve yielding 
behavior.” High-visibility markings are more easily detected by motorists and better emphasize 
pedestrian crossing areas.  

 

 

 

Recommendations: 

In Joaquin, the heaviest pedestrian traffic occurs close to BYU campus. According to the 
research, high-visibility crosswalks should be painted at all the current locations of parallel line 
crossings. In addition, high-visibility crosswalks should be painted on all the intersections at 500 
North, since 500 North is a busy collector street with high pedestrian traffic.  

For possible funding sources for these recommendations refer to the following grants in 
the funding section of this document: Alternatives Analysis Program, Choice Neighborhoods 
Initiative Planning Grant, Community Development Block Grant, Neighborhood Matching 
Grant, Safe Routes to School, and Surface Transportation Program.  

 

38 McGrane, Anne and Mitman, Meghan, “An Overview and Recommendations of High-Visibility 
Crosswalk Marking Styles.” Pedestrian and Bicycle Information Center, Aug. 2013, 
http://www.pedbikeinfo.org/cms/downloads/PBIC_WhitePaper_Crosswalks.pdf, Accessed 30 
Mar. 2017 

http://www.pedbikeinfo.org/cms/downloads/PBIC_WhitePaper_Crosswalks.pdf


“Stop for Pedestrian” Signs 
Current Status: 

There is currently no crosswalks in the Joaquin Neighborhood that uses “Stop for  

Pedestrian” signs. 

Research/Case Studies: 

In 2001 a study concluded that site factors related to pedestrian-involved collisions 
included pedestrian average daily traffic (ADT), vehicle ADT, number of lanes, and presence of 
a raised median. At uncontrolled locations on two-lane roads and multi-lane roads with ADT 
below 12,000 vehicles, it was found that the presence of a marked crosswalk alone, compared 
with an unmarked crosswalk, made no statistically significant difference in the pedestrian crash 
rate.  

However, on multi-lane roads with an ADT of greater 
than 12,000 vehicles (without a raised median) and 15,000 
vehicles (with a raised median) the presence of a marked 
crosswalk alone, without other improvements was associated 
with a statistically significant higher rate of pedestrian crashes 
compared to sites with an unmarked crosswalk.  

The researcher stressed that the results of the study should 
not encourage city officials to simply remove (or fail to install) 
marked crosswalks. Rather, he suggested adding crosswalk 
enhancements to the marked crosswalks to balance mobility 
needs with safety needs. One of the suggestions was placing a 
“stop for pedestrian sign” to give motorists greater awareness of 
the pedestrians that may be crossing. 

Another study conducted in Chicago discovered that 61 percent of motorists stopped for 
pedestrians at painted crosswalks that also had other safety features, including in-road "stop for 
pedestrians'' signs, brick or stone crosswalks, raised crosswalks or flashing beacons.  
(http://www.chicagotribune.com/news/hilkevitch/ct-crosswalk-survey-getting-around-met-0908-
20140907-column.html) 

  

http://www.chicagotribune.com/news/hilkevitch/ct-crosswalk-survey-getting-around-met-0908-20140907-column.html
http://www.chicagotribune.com/news/hilkevitch/ct-crosswalk-survey-getting-around-met-0908-20140907-column.html


Recommendations:  

In connection with the recommendation made in the “Stripe Crossing” section, it is 
recommended that “Stop for Pedestrian” signs are placed on the intersections where 800 North, 
700 North, and 500 North cross 200 East and 400 East. These intersections have been identified 
as leading pedestrian walkways. Signs should be placed in the middle of the crosswalk. 

A quality sign costs from about $300-400, making it a relatively inexpensive way to 
improve the safety at intersections in the Joaquin Neighborhood.  

For possible funding sources for these recommendations refer to the following grants in 
the funding section of this document: Alternatives Analysis Program, Choice Neighborhoods 
Initiative Planning Grant, Community Development Block Grant, Neighborhood Matching 
Grant, Safe Routes to School, and Surface Transportation Program.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Curb Extensions 
Current Status:  

Besides major collector streets, north-south vehicular traffic concentrates on 200 East and 
400 East—the two streets that neighborhood residents and city staff have also identified as major 
pedestrian corridors. 

The Provo Orem Transportation Improvement Project, including the Bus Rapid Transit 
system that affects 700 North, will create a safer, more complete street along 700 North. Current 
plans include narrower lanes and designated crossing signals for pedestrians and bicycles. 
Likewise, medians will prevent left turns or north-south crossing at most intersections. 

Besides at 700 North, the intersections between north-south streets and 200 East and 400 
East offer little for pedestrian or bicyclist safety. Due to a number of factors such as lack of stop 
signs and wide lanes, vehicular traffic typically tends to travel well over the speed limit. The 
addition of curb extensions—also known as bulbouts—along these corridors would not only 
provide a safer environment for pedestrians, but will also help calm traffic along these corridors. 

 

Intersection at 500 North along one of Joaquin Neighborhood main pedestrian corridors. 

 

 

 

 



Research/Case Studies:  

Curb extensions create a safer crossing 
environment for pedestrians by narrowing the 
roadway, effectively slowing traffic, preventing 
on-street parking on or near crosswalks, and 
increasing motor awareness of pedestrians.  

In Ontario, Canada, one city reported 
that after the addition of curb extensions, 
motorists who exceeded the residential speed 
limit dropped from 86% to 20%.  39

Painted curb extensions are an inexpensive option. In Austin, Texas, the city installed 
painted curb extensions at one of their busiest intersections in the effort to slow traffic and create 
a safer environment for pedestrians. Poles were placed to separate the pedestrian space from the 
roadways. Austin City Council dedicated the “wasted no-man’s land” to pedestrians and opted 
for the low-cost option using materials that were already on hand . 40

 

  

Painted bulbout option used in  Austin, Texas. 

39 Huang, Herman F. and Michael J. Cynecki. “Effects of Traffic Calming Measures on 
Pedestrian and Motorist Behavior.” United States Department of Transportation Federal 
Highway Administration: Research, Development, and Technology, Report No. 
FHWA-RD-00-104, 2001, pp. 3–4. 
 
40 Poon, Linda. “Polka Dots Help Pedestrians Reclaim Space in Austin.” CityLab, 29 Jan. 2016, 
www.citylab.com/design/2016/01/polka-dots-help-pedestrian-reclaim-space-in-austin/433749/. 



Likewise, curb extensions can be used to add aesthetic beauty to 
the neighborhood. Vegetated curb extensions include many benefits 
beyond aesthetic appeal, including increased air quality, reduced rain 
runoff, and increased property value. 

Bioswales are vegetated, shallow, landscaped depressions 
designed to capture, treat, and infiltrate stormwater runoff as it moves 
downstream. They are the most effective type of green infrastructure in 
slowing runoff and cleansing water while recharging the underlying 
groundwater table. They have flexible siting requirements, allowing 
them to be integrated within medians, cul-de-sacs, bulb outs, and other 
public spaces. The vegetated curb extensions on Center Street use 
bioswales and have proven to be very efficient. 

Recommendation:  

Following the suggestions found in the Joaquin Neighborhood Plan, curb extensions 
should be a priority all along 200 East and 400 East, beginning with the intersections at 500 
North. These corridors are highly trafficked by pedestrians, bicycles, and vehicles, making them 
a high priority for pedestrian safety. Each concrete curb extension intersections typically costs 
about $13,000.  41

Vegetated curb extensions enhance the aesthetics of the neighborhood while 
simultaneously increasing air quality and property values. Vegetated curb extensions have 
already been implemented on Center Street and can be used as an example for the Joaquin 
neighborhood. In order to make these vegetated curb extensions sustainable, bioswales and 
low-maintenance shrubs should be considered. Construction of the vegetated curb extensions 
costs roughly $30.00 per square foot to construct .  It is a relatively cost-effective way to give 42

aesthetic value to neighborhoods. 

For possible funding sources for these recommendations refer to the following grants in 
the funding section of this document: Alternatives Analysis Program, Choice Neighborhoods 
Initiative Planning Grant, Community Development Block Grant, Neighborhood Matching 
Grant, Safe Routes to School, and Surface Transportation Program.  

41 Bushell, Max A., et al. “Costs for Pedestrian and Bicyclist Infrastructure Improvement: A 
Resource for Researchers, Engineers, Planners, and the General Public.” University of North 
Carolina Highway Safety Research Center, 2013, p. 16. 
 
42 This statistic was pulled from a webpage created by the city of lancaster, Pennsylvania. 
"Vegetated Cays." SpringerReference (n.d.): n. pag. Web. 



 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Conceptual example of a bulbout. 

 

 

 

 



 
The snow trails created by pedestrians suggest the need for curb extensions along major 

pedestrian intersections like 400 East and 800 North. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Pavement Maintenance 

Current Status:  

Cracked or uneven sidewalks are particularly dangerous for children, elderly and 
disabled. Clean and well-maintained sidewalks are aesthetically pleasing. 
 

            

Cracked, uneven sidewalks on 500 N. 

Research/ Case Studies:  

Keeping sidewalk in good repair is important to a safe and walkable neighborhood 
because it keeps walking corridors clear of tripping hazards and makes it accessible to different 
user types, like strollers, wheelchairs, and longboards, scooters, and rollerblades. Cracked and 
uneven sidewalks are dangerous and a liability to the neighborhood and its residents. 

 

 Cost-estimating websites have measured the average price range for sidewalk 
maintenance for the state of Utah: 

 
Cost of Concrete Sidewalk or Walkway Installation in Utah 

$6.08 per square foot (4 inch reinforced slab) (Range: $5.74 - $6.41) 

Cost of Concrete Sawing, Demolition or Removal in Utah 

$45.00 per hour (Range: $40.00 - $50.00) 

$3.00 per linear foot (for saw cutting 4" slab) (Range: $2.00 - $4.00) 



$4.28 per square foot (for demolition and removal of 4" slab) (Range: $3.23 - $5.32) 
Cost of Concrete Sawing, Demolition or Removal in Provo, Utah 

$2.00 per square foot (for demolition and removal of 4" slab) (Range: $1.00 - $3.00) 
Cost of Concrete Slab Leveling or Mudjacking in Provo, Utah 

$3.50 per square foot (of slab being raised) (Range: $2.00 - $5.00) 
(refers to the process of raising and leveling sunken sidewalk) 

 

Crack repair, sanding and grinding are generally cheaper than removal and reinstallation, 
and usually ranges between $1.00 and $5.00 per 4” thick slabs, but depends heavily on the nature 
and depth of the damage.  43

 
Recommendations: 

Identify trouble areas in Joaquin by large-scale survey of Joaquin sidewalks for major 
disrepair and small-scale survey of sidewalk areas surrounding work sites for other neighborhood 
improvements. Repair trouble areas based on effective use of available resources, especially as 
part of nearby renovations.  

For possible funding sources for these recommendations refer to the following grants in 
the funding section of this document: Alternatives Analysis Program, Choice Neighborhoods 
Initiative Planning Grant, Community Development Block Grant, Neighborhood Matching 
Grant, Safe Routes to School, and Surface Transportation Program.  

 

 

 

 

43 "Utah Concrete Costs & Prices - ProMatcher Cost Report." Utah Concrete Costs & Prices - 
ProMatcher Cost Report. N.p., n.d. Web. 22 Mar. 2017. 



 

Wider Sidewalks 

Current Status: 

Joaquin has a network of generally 4-foot wide sidewalks along both sides of all major 
roadways. These sidewalks connect parking lots, housing, and businesses through various 
interface elements. Most of the sidewalks in Joaquin allows for the comfortable walking of two 
pedestrians side-by-side. 

 
 

 
 

Sidewalk on 200 East 

Currently the neighborhood has divided pedestrian areas into a frontage zone, pedestrian 
zone, and greenscape zone, as pictured below. Greenscape is designed to be 12-13 ft, sidewalk 4 
ft, frontage zone 9 ft. 

  

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Examples of other current problems regarding the sidewalks in Joaquin include: 

 

Parked cars that hinder the sight of both 
pedestrians and those driving vehicles at 

intersections.  

 
Parking issues that obstruct walking 

corridors and sidewalks. 

These problems present dangers for pedestrians and cars as walkers must skirt around 
cars in order to cross the street and may even dart out from between vehicles. Parking issues like 
these impair the line of sight and make crossings more dangerous. 
 

Research/Case Studies: 
Sidewalk width is important because it permits a flow of various forms of 

non-automotive travel and encourages a more walkable, livable neighborhood. When sidewalks 
are too narrow, pedestrian traffic becomes uncomfortable and unsafe. Pedestrians are forced to 
walk on the grass or street. 

Sufficiently wide sidewalks give residents space to walk or jog at their own pace, or to 
stand, rest, socialize or enjoy their surroundings. Wider sidewalks act as a buffer between traffic 
and pedestrians. More space for the pedestrian allows for more useful and attractive streetscape 
elements and makes sidewalks more accessible for more people. Those using strollers, scooters, 
bikes, or other forms of transport are also benefitted by wider sidewalks.  As a general rule, 44

wider sidewalks make for a more inviting and comfortable walk.  45

44 "Sidewalk Width." SF Better Streets. N.p., 02 June 2014. Web. 22 Mar. 2017 
45 Kim, Sangyoup, Jaisung Choi, and Yongseok Kim. "Determining the Sidewalk Pavement 
Width by Using Pedestrian Discomfort Levels and Movement Characteristics." KSCE Journal of 
Civil Engineering 15.5 (2011): 883-89. Web. 



The Federal Highway Administration recommends that “sidewalks require a minimum 
width of 5.0 feet if set back from the curb or 6.0 feet if at the curb face.  46

The City of Boston set out their preferred sidewalk widths in their city plan, as part of an 
effort to make their city more walkable, as featured in the graphic below : 47

 
 

 

Priority Construction of Sidewalks  

46  FHWA. "Walkways, Sidewalks, and Public Spaces." FHWA Course on Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Transportation (n.d.): n. pag. Web. 
<https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/ped_bike/univcourse/pdf/swless13.pdf>. 
47 Guidelines, Boston Complete Streets. Boston Complete Streets - Sidewalks (n.d.): n. 
pag.Sidewalks Chart. Web. 



Many communities, such as Tallahassee, Florida, have small but significant, sidewalk 
construction funds set aside for community development and pedestrian safety; these funds are 
generally around $250,000.  

When prioritizing missing sidewalks, it is important to provide sidewalks to fill gaps on 
arterials and collectors at the following locations: schools (within 1/4 mile), all transit stops, 
parks, sports arenas, shopping districts, other commercial areas, recreational corridors, retirement 
homes, medical complexes and hospitals, and all public buildings. 
 
Portland, on Sidewalk Width: 
Adequate Travel Width — In most areas, two people walking together should be able to pass a 
third person comfortably, and different walking speeds should be possible. In areas of intense 
pedestrian use, sidewalks should be wider to accommodate the greater volume of walkers.  48

 
According to the Federal Highway Association, adding 5-foot sidewalks and trees increases a 
residential property’s value by at least $3000-$5000.  49

 

Recommendations: 
Sidewalks in Joaquin either meet minimum widths or are below the recommended width 

for neighborhood residential or connector streets. Important walking corridors like 200 East, 400 
East and 500 North should be prioritized and designated for sidewalk widening alongside other 
key improvements. Survey results should be consulted for which areas have the highest 
pedestrian traffic. Alongside nearby renovation projects and in all new developments, sidewalks 
should be widened by at least 1 foot in order to meet recommended widths of five feet for 
residential areas. 

The Joaquin Neighborhood Plan recommends that sidewalks along 200 East and 400 East 
have a width of 6 feet. “There will be new 6-foot sidewalk on both sides of the street for the 
length of the corridor between Univ. Ave. and 700 East” -Andy Neff with BRT. 800 North and 
other roads impacted by BRT will receive 6 ft sidewalks. 

 
These plans should be supported and emulated wherever possible in all new 

developments to ensure a more walkable sidewalk network. 

48 "Portland Pedestrian Design Guide." N.p., n.d. Web. 
<https://www.portlandoregon.gov/transportation/article/84048>. 
 
49 FHWA. "Walkways, Sidewalks, and Public Spaces." FHWA Course on Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Transportation (n.d.): n. pag. Web. 
<https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/ped_bike/univcourse/pdf/swless13.pdf>. 



For possible funding sources for these recommendations refer to the following grants in 
the funding section of this document: Alternatives Analysis Program, Choice Neighborhoods 
Initiative Planning Grant, Community Development Block Grant, Neighborhood Matching 
Grant, Safe Routes to School, and Surface Transportation Program.  

355 East 500 North      366 East 600 North 389 East 500 North 
  
 

389 East 500 North     520 North 100 East     560 North 100 East     369 East 500 North 
 
 

Angled Parking 
Current Status 



Joaquin Neighborhood is a parallel parking nightmare. Space is wasted as cars cram into 
parallel spots and risk damage by falling into the deep gutters. Most roads within the Joaquin 
Neighborhood would be conducive to angled parking which would address many of the 
problems with parking and creating complete streets. 

Research/Case Studies 

Research indicates that more than twice as many cars can park at an angle when 
compared to parallel parking . In addition, angled parking narrows roads, slowing vehicular 50

traffic and creating a safer environment for pedestrians.  

Provo’s Center Street exhibits many of the benefits of angled parking. For Center Street, 
this simple change in parking structure has revitalized the downtown scene, helped local 
businesses, slowed traffic, promoted walkability along Center Street, and increased pedestrian 
safety. 

Angled parking along Center Street. 

 

 

Recommendation: 

In line with the Joaquin Neighborhood Plan (Figure 4.5), 45-degree angled parking seems 
most appropriate for pedestrian walkways 200 East and 400 East because of its effect on slowing 
traffic and increasing parking capacity. As improvements are made along 200 East and 400 East, 

50 “Back-in angle parking: what is it, and when and where is it most effective?” Pedestrian and Bicycle Information 
Center, US Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration, 
http://www.pedbikeinfo.org/data/faq_details.cfm?id=3974. 



angled parking can easily be implemented by simply repainting lane lines and establishing 
parking stalls. 

For possible funding sources for these recommendations refer to the following grants in 
the funding section of this document: Choice Neighborhoods Initiative Planning Grant, 
Community Development Block Grant, and Neighborhood Matching Grant. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Residential Parking Permit Programs 

Current Status:  



Provo has established a number of parking permit areas around BYU campus at the 
request of residents worried about the encroachment of student parking on their streets. Areas 
include the Foothill Park, Pleasant View, and University Garden-North Foothills neighborhoods.  

As the East and North sides of campus have removed student parking in their areas, 
Joaquin has continued to be inundated with students parking their cars in the neighborhood. 
Permanent residents of the neighborhood are frustrated with the current state of parking in 
Joaquin and have made attempts with the city to remedy the problem, but no specific proposal 
has been given for the Municipal Council’s consideration.  

Many cities across the country have residential parking permit programs (RPPP) 
implemented in their neighborhoods. This appendix will include case studies of specific cities 
who have implemented a successful RPPP and an overview of the different parking permit 
options contained in the parking management strategic plan. 

Research and Case Studies:  

Provo, Utah 

Provo is a city of over 120,000 people and growing. The current parking infrastructure is 
not adequate to satisfy the parking demand. Within the last few years, Provo passed a few 
ordinances establishing certain parking permit areas. These areas are located around BYU and 
generally restrict parking to residents only, although the restrictions vary. The sporadic RPPPs 
around campus have not adequately addressed the parking congestion and have encouraged 
many non-residents to park on the streets in Joaquin. Provo’s recent approval to hire a parking 
coordinator will hopefully bring uniformity and provide more solutions to the general citywide 
parking problems, including the Joaquin Neighborhood.  51

Salt Lake City, Utah 

Within Salt Lake City, establishments such as hospitals, university complexes, and other 
large buildings attract numerous non-residents (commuters) seeking parking in nearby residential 
areas. These commuter vehicle parking places cause undue hardship on area residents and 
property owners by contributing to excess noise, air pollution, litter, traffic hazards, congestion 
and severe shortage of available on-street parking spaces. 

A City Permit Parking area is designated by official city signs posted curbside at set 
intervals. One sign indicates the type of parking restriction/prohibition and the other sign (placed 
on the same installation) indicates the city permit parking area. 

51 "Parking.Provo.org." City of Provo, UT : Parking.Provo.org. Provo City, n.d. Web. 22 Mar. 
2017. http://www.provo.org/about-us/current-issues/parking-permit-programs 

http://www.provo.org/about-us/current-issues/parking-permit-programs
http://www.provo.org/about-us/current-issues/parking-permit-programs
http://www.provo.org/about-us/current-issues/parking-permit-programs


There are two types of parking restrictions/prohibitions possible for a residential permit 
parking area: 

1) Time limit restriction with effective hours and effective days specified, such as two-hour 
parking, 8 a.m. to 5 p.m., except Saturday, Sunday and holidays. 

2) No parking prohibition with effective hours and effective days specified, such as no 
parking, 7 a.m. to 3 p.m., except Saturday, Sunday and holidays. 

Parking Enforcement is the enforcement agency for the City Permit Parking Program. 
Vehicles displaying valid permits are exempt from posted parking restrictions/prohibitions in the 
permit parking area. 

 Residential parking permits may be issued to residents living within the permit parking 
area and non-resident property owners who own or lease property within the permit parking area. 

There are three types of vehicle residential parking permits: 

● REGULAR vehicle parking permits are intended to be displayed permanently on 
motor vehicles owned or controlled by residents, non-resident property owners or 
employed non-residents (if authorized) within the permit parking area. 

● GUEST vehicle parking permits are intended to be temporarily displayed in 
vehicles operated by persons visiting or doing business with residents within the 
permit parking area on a short term basis. 

● VISITOR vehicle parking permits are intended to be temporarily displayed in 
vehicles operated by persons visiting area residents or servicing area residences 
on a long term basis.   52

 

 

Fort Collins, Colorado 

In the college town of Fort Collins, Colorado, parking management is handled by a 
parking services department within the city government. Their RPPP summary indicates an 
overall program for the whole city with modification according to neighborhood needs. The 
priorities for this program are to provide safe, liveable neighborhoods without the congestion of 

52 "Transportation - City Permit Parking." Transportation - City Permit Parking | Salt Lake City - The 
Official City Government Website. Salt Lake City , n.d. Web. 30 Mar. 
2017.http://www.slcgov.com/transportation/transportation-city-permit-parking 

http://www.slcgov.com/transportation/transportation-city-permit-parking
http://www.provo.org/about-us/current-issues/parking-permit-programs


on-street parking. The department has created standard payment amounts per car at each 
dwelling unit; the amounts are listed below: 

 

1st vehicle Free 

2nd Vehicle $15.00 

3rd Vehicle $40.00  

4th Vehicle  $100.00 

5th Vehicle $200.00 

 

Furthermore, this is a program that is largely administered online through a web page on 
their city website, where residents can go pay for a permit or pay off citation tickets. 

Since Fort Collins is similar to Provo in size and demographics, Fort Collins is a useful 
case study for any potential RPPP in Joaquin. This particular study also emphasizes a unified 
RPPP throughout the city; Provo’s new parking coordinator position should make a unified RP3 
possible, while still maintaining some flexibility according to the needs of each neighborhood.  53

Tucson, Arizona 

With a population of half a million people, Tucson is significantly larger than Provo, and 
yet this city is a useful case study because, like Provo, it is home to a major university. 

The RPPP in Tucson is managed by a parking department within the government; the 
parking program applies to the whole city with no flexibility given to neighborhoods to request 
modifications. With the focus on accommodating the on-street parking needs of residents, the 
plan provides two options for parking passes: resident and non-resident passes. 

Resident passes for on-street parking in their respective residential area can be given on a 
daily, weekly, bi-weekly, tri-weekly, or monthly basis. 

53 "Parking Services." Index || City of Fort Collins. City of Fort Collins, n.d. Web. 23 Mar. 2017. 
http://www.fcgov.com/parking/residential-parking-permit/index.php  
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Prices for the permits are: 

● $1.25 per day 

● $6.25 for one week 

● $12.50 for two weeks 

● $18.75 for three weeks 

● $25.00 per month 

Passes are car specific with these rules attached: 

● All permits are vehicle specific. 

● A permit cannot be transferred, sublet, or sold. 

● Permits are valid only for the street block for which they are purchased. 

● Permit holders are subject to all City of Tucson parking regulations. 

Non-resident passes are mainly for people traveling to Tucson for work and for students 
attending the University of Arizona. For the purposes of this plan, we will focus on the student 
aspects of the non-resident program. It is an inherently different system than the residential pass 
program.  

Students are able to buy semester passes for different parking zones around the university 
as listed here: 

University of Arizona Area: 

Annual Permits Semester Permits (August to December or January to June) 

Zone A: $450/year Zone A: $250/year 

Zone B: $350/year Zone B: $195/year 

Zone C: $300/year Zone C: $165/year 

Zone D: $275/year* Zone D: $147.50/year 

Zone E: $250/year Zone E: $132.50/year 

Zone F: $200/year Zone F: $105/year 

Zone G: $150/year* Zone G: $80/year 



Zone H: $100/year* Zone H: $55/year 

Zone I:$75/year* Zone I:   $40/year 

Zone J:  $275 

(requires copy of lease from CampusWalk) 

Tucson’s RPPP provides a distinction between residents and non-residents, giving 
parking priority and cost benefit to residents. For students, the semester pass may be expensive , 
but it provides a guaranteed area for students to park, alleviating the worry that they will be 
unable to find a parking spot. This easily controls the flow of non-resident parking in residential 
areas.  54

Bozeman, Montana 

As a college town, Bozeman claims in their city slogan to be one of the most liveable 
cities in America. Instead of a traditional RPPP, Bozeman uses parking signs to clearly mark 
which areas are available. They use no parking and two hour parking signs to restrict parking and 
keep cars flowing into and out of areas. While this is a cheap way of addressing some parking 
issues, it does not address parking congestion and it might not be effective in an area where 
students park and leave their cars for long periods of time. It might be effective if attached as a 
supplement to a RPPP.  55

 

 

 

 

Suggested Route 

The Joaquin Neighborhood has unique parking challenges that need to be addressed by 
the city in a timely manner. The case studies show that there are multiple solutions that can be 
tailored to an area. 

The Joaquin neighborhood should contact the parking coordinator (once hired) and 
encourage, support, and oversee the production of an overall RPPP for the neighborhood. The 

54 "Neighborhood Parking Permit Program." Official website of the City of Tucson. City of Tucson, 11 Aug. 
2016. Web. 30 Mar. 2017. 
55 "Parking Tickets and Permits." City of Bozeman - Departments. City of Bozeman, n.d. Web. 30 Mar. 2017. 
http://www.bozeman.net/Departments-(1)/Finance/Parking  
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recommended model that can be used here is a multi-zone RPPP, like in Tucson, that splits the 
neighborhood into different parking zones. This should be done because the neighborhood has a 
heterogeneous makeup of housing, where families and students live. Residents should be given 
the option to buy a pass for any vehicle they wish to park on the street (like in Fort Collins) or to 
pay daily, weekly, or monthly (like in Tucson).  Now that parking enforcement cars have license 
plate readers (LPR), residents and students should have the option of paying online and/or 
through an app in order to make it convenient. 

We anticipate that a robust RPPP would reduce parking congestion, satisfy residents and 
students due to guaranteed parking spots, and provide for a more safe and livable neighborhood. 
The funds generated from a RPPP could potentially help implement other desired improvements 
listed in the Joaquin Neighborhood Plan. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Historic Preservation 
 Current Status 

The neighborhood was last surveyed for historic resources in the 1995-1996 survey. That 
survey needs to be updated in order to designate buildings from a longer period as historic (by 
reviewing the period of significance for the district), make design regulations (set back from the 
street, building mass, geometric standards), define and reinforce design standards, and create a 



program of historical markers to put online with information. There are nearly 30 historic homes 
or buildings currently registered in Joaquin neighborhood. They are marked below with red pins. 

 

 

Due to the extensive number of apartments, there is only one historic home north of 500 
N; the other pin is the Library. There are few “single family” homes north of 500 North because 
of the high student population; however there are a few houses that could be listed as historic.  

Research  

The Pittsburgh History and Landmarks Foundation has kept historic buildings from being 
demolished by allowing them to be used for purposes other than those they were originally zoned 
for while still retaining their historic exterior. This is basically form-based zoning. Through 
form-based zoning, we can create space where rundown historical homes can be turned into 
“housing for low-income tenants and historic commercial buildings for mixed use.”  



 Recommendations  

Keeping the historic atmosphere should be implemented by the new builders. In the plan 
it says that while the “Landmarks Register protects individual listed properties it does not 
regulate the design of new construction” (34). As such the guidelines need to be completely 
fleshed out in the building codes, perhaps by separating the neighborhood itself to give more 
personal understanding to each area.  

Create a neighborhood design guide to outline design expectations. This guide could be 
created and updated by volunteers, by the neighborhood planning committee, or by BYU- or 
UVU-affiliated interns. The neighborhood board can then vote and approve the guide. The guide 
should include several photo examples of designs that are acceptable and encouraged for new 
construction. 

The historic buildings that are not being used as homes or have fallen into disrepair can 
be made into a pocket park or community spaces like the Startup Building at 111 W 600 S in 
Provo. That building has been been altered in such a way that it is capable of hosting a local craft 
fair bi-annually as well as weddings and other community events that draw people to Provo.  

 

(The San Mateo County design manual is really outdated, but may be a good example for a 
design guide: 
http://planning.smcgov.org/sites/planning.smcgov.org/files/documents/files/10147811comdsgn.p
df)  

 

Funding 
Provo Capital Improvement Plan 

In order to allocate city funding for specific projects within the Joaquin Neighborhood, 
proposed improvements must be included in Provo’s Capital Improvement Plan (CIP). 

 In the current Parks Capital Improvement Fund summary, the estimated funding 
sources—from both grants and bonds—for the upcoming year (2017-2018) is $1,000,000 to be 
used for playground replacement, park restroom replacement, and improvement to existing parks 
such as Provo River Parkway Trail and Kiwanis Park.  

http://planning.smcgov.org/sites/planning.smcgov.org/files/documents/files/10147811comdsgn.pdf
http://planning.smcgov.org/sites/planning.smcgov.org/files/documents/files/10147811comdsgn.pdf


In the current Road Capital Improvement Fund summary, funding for the amount of 
$2,358,210 has been set aside for sidewalk replacement, intersection modification, and bridge 
repair.  

In order to implement the recommendations listed in the Joaquin Neighborhood Plan, 
specific improvements should be added to the CIP during future budget meetings and funding set 
aside for these projects.  

Grants 

There are a number of grants available to improve parks,  roadways, and local 
infrastructure in the Joaquin Neighborhood. Some of the current available funding sources are 
listed alphabetically below.  

 

Alternatives Analysis Program 

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) offers approximately $25 million to improve 
the transit plan of a city, to conduct studies on transit options with future projected growth, and 
to develop livability within a city.  

To be eligible for this program, the recipient must be a government agency and must be 
able to afford to carry out the project in its entirety. A city accepted for the program must be able 
to maintain the facilities and equipment after it is purchased with federal assistance.  

The Bus and Bus Related Equipment and Facilities Program  

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) provides capital funding for new and 
replacement buses, modernization of existing rail systems or roadways, and the improvement or 
creation of bus facilities. This federal program can cover up to 80 percent of the net capital 
project cost.  

Choice Neighborhoods Initiative Planning Grant  

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) offers grants up to $5 
million to help communities provide affordable housing in conjunction with quality education, 
public transportation, employment, and safe streets. Since the majority of residents in the Joaquin 
Neighborhood have a low to mid income, Joaquin qualifies to receive this grant to improve street 
safety through improved lighting fixtures and public transportation.  

Community Development Block Grant 



Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) is a federal program that provides the 
funding for projects that benefit low-and moderate-income households.  Due to Joaquin’s large 
population of students, more than 85% of the population falls below the poverty line, which 
qualifies the Joaquin Neighborhood for this grant.  

According to CDBG Grantee Expenditure Reports, Provo has received funding from this 
grant every year since 2002. Provo received $345,617.00 for parks in 2013 and $378,394.82 for 
parks and recreation in 2014. This trend will likely continue in the future with Provo receiving 
between $300,000 and $400,000 for parks and recreation.  

The CDBG Citizens Committee was created by the Provo Municipal Council to review 
public services proposals and present their recommendations to the City Council. In order for the 
recommendations set forth in the Joaquin Neighborhood Plan to be implemented, park 
improvements should be presented to the CDBG Citizens Committee for consideration. 

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) Program  

The Federal Highway Administration provides funds for transportation projects or 
programs that improve air quality and relieve congestion in areas that do not meet National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards. Provo may qualify to receive substantial funds from this 
program due to its inversion problem. The funds provided often go towards public transit options 
as well as pedestrian and bicycle facilities and programs.  

George S. and Dolores Doré Eccles Foundation 

The George S. and Dolores Doré Eccles Foundation is dedicated to serving the residents 
of Utah by providing the funds to make significant improvements to communities. They have 
been known to provide funds for neighborhood parks in the past. For example, in 2003 they 
granted the funds necessary to purchase playground equipment for a town park in Kanosh, Utah. 
Their grants range from $1,000 to over $1,000,000 depending on need.  

Land and Water Conservation Fund State-Side Grant 

The Land and Water Conservation Fund is a federal reimbursement grant program for the 
acquisition and development of outdoor recreation areas. They have been known to provide 
funds for neighborhood parks in the past. For example, in 2004 the city of Beaver received 
$150,800 to improve the Beaver City Ball Park and in 2012 the city of Hyrum received $150,000 
for the Salt Hollow Park. There grants reach from $1,000 to over $1,500,000. 

Neighborhood Matching Grant 

The purpose of Provo City’s Neighborhood Matching Grant is to promote a strong sense 
of community, encourage residents’ involvement in local government, and provide 



improvements to the neighborhood. Any Joaquin neighborhood donations will be matched by 
Provo City at the following rates:  

● A $1 cash donation will be matched with $1 in grant money. 

● A donation of 1 hour of professional services will be matched with 1 hour of professional 
services from government employees.  

● A donation of 1 hour of volunteer labor will be matched with $8 per hour worked.  

Through the Neighborhood Matching Grant program, Joaquin can receive up to $5,000 
per year for projects that benefit the entire neighborhood and that have strong active support 
from the neighborhood residents. This would be a good source of funding for park 
improvements, such as  playground equipment, trees, and picnic tables. This grant may also be a 
good opportunity to plant more trees throughout the Joaquin neighborhood, improving the 
aesthetics of the neighborhood.  

Recreation, Arts, and Parks (RAP) Tax 

In November 2015, residents of Provo voted in favor of the RAP tax. The RAP tax is a 
0.1% sales tax on non-food items, meaning that for every $10 spent, one penny is taxed. This tax 
will be in effect for 10 years and is estimated to provide the city up to $1 million a year to be 
used for recreation, arts, and parks.  

This could be a valuable source of funding for lighting upgrades, a tree planting program, 
local art (example may include a state of Joaquin) and improvements to park infrastructure.  

 

The Richard K. and Shirley S. Hemingway Foundation 

The Hemingway Foundation values environmental stewardship and sets aside funds for projects 
that connect Utah residents with the natural world. They accept grant requests that make nature 
more accessible in urban areas like the Joaquin Neighborhood. 

Safe Routes to School (SRTS)  

The Utah Department of Public Safety wants to assist and encourage students who live 
within 1.5-2 miles to safely walk or bike to school. In order to accomplish this goal, they have 
set aside funding to improve sidewalks, crosswalks, bicycle infrastructure, and other street 
improvements near elementary and middle schools. Since Provo Peaks Elementary School is 
located in the Joaquin neighborhood, much of Joaquin would qualify for funding from this 
program.  



Strong Cities, Strong Communities Visioning Challenge 

In order to improve communities within a city, the U.S. Economic Development 
Administration (EDA) awards six cities $1 million each to be used to advance economic 
development within a city. Due to Provo’s large student residence and a population over 
100,000, Provo would qualify for this federal funding. 

Surface Transportation Program - Transportation Enhancement 

The U.S. Department of Transportation provides funding to expand transportation 
choices and enhance the transportation experience. Some of their major focuses include the 
following: historic preservation, landscaping and other scenic beautification, and facilities for 
pedestrians and bicyclists. In the past, this program has funded lighting, public art, new or 
reconstructed sidewalks, bike lane striping, and improved roadways. The Joaquin 
Neighborhood’s urban design and walkability could benefit from this program.  

Utah Outdoor Recreation Grant 

Utah Outdoor Recreation Grant provides funding for outdoor recreation infrastructure 
projects across the state of Utah. This grant does not provide the funds for project planning or the 
purchase of property but should be used exclusively for infrastructure. Grant sizes range from 
$20,000 up to $75,000. Examples of past project include Castle Dale Welcome Center outside 
the climbing wall in Emery county (2016) and the nature playscape at the Four Corners School in 
Monticello (2015). Utah Outdoor Recreation Grant provides the funds for the creation and 
development of many biking and hiking trails. 



Zoning Compliance Strategic Plan 
Council Zoning Committee Recommendations 

 

# Goal Possible 
Legislative Actions 

Possible 
Executive Actions 

1 Enhanced enforcement efforts reduce financial incentives 
for violators and result in greater compliance. 
Action - Use additional resources, investigative methods, and 
enforcement tools to ensure that the cost of violating zoning laws 
outweighs possible financial benefits for violators.  

Form Council Committee to evaluate 
and recommend enforcement 
improvements 

Gather citizen feedback on 
enforcement priorities 

Recommend to Council and 
Administration a strategic plan for code 
enforcement 
�Implement recommended legislative 
changes and use budget and oversight 
powers to support efforts to enhance 
enforcement 

Form inter-departmental task force to 
review and propose changes to code 
enforcement efforts and to consider and 
act on problematic cases 

Increase legal staff to handle the 
workload associated with enhanced 
enforcement efforts 
�Evaluate additional tools and 
investigative methods for enforcement 
�Use appropriate enforcement methods 
to increase cost of violations for those who 
may see it as “a cost of doing business” 
�Report to Council Committee with 
proposed legislative changes 

2 Enhanced regulation and enforcement of rental dwelling 
licenses leads to greater compliance by landlords.  
Action - Create enhanced rental dwelling license regulations to put 
landlords on notice of requirements and expectations and increase 
enforcement efforts and prosecution of violations. 

�Review and implement recommended 
legislative changes regarding license 
requirements and procedures 

�Evaluate and revise requirements to 
obtain/maintain a rental dwelling license 

● Require that landlords have a 
contract with every adult tenant 
with license approval letter 
attached. 

● Require contracts to be available 
to City upon request 

● Require license approval letter to 
be displayed in rentals  

�Increase enforcement of license 
violations 

● Identify staff responsible for 
pursuing license violations 

�Involve public and partners in 
enforcement efforts 

● Database of licenses to aid 
public in reporting violations? 

● Ask BYU to require married and 
grad students who do not live in 
BYU-approved housing to verify 
there is a license? 

3 Increased regulation and enforcement of zoning 
disclosures and verifications leads to decline in over-
occupancy/illegal rental market.  

�Revise zoning disclosure and verification 
legislation to ensure that buyers, sellers, 
realtors, landlords, and tenants are fully 
aware of legal uses 

�Increase availability/utility of zoning 
verifications 

● Reduced cost or free 
● Public database? 



Action - Use zoning disclosures and verifications, and enforcement 
efforts, to educate buyers, sellers, realtors, managers, etc. about legal 
uses to limit investor market in over-occupancy/illegal rental 
situations.  

● Require zoning disclosures be 
signed by buyers and filed with 
(or available to) the City 

● Add history of property (previous 
violations, uses, etc.) to 
verifications 

�Once passed, enforce laws requiring 
disclosure 

4 Adequate staffing and training of code enforcement 
personnel allows for timely and efficient enforcement 
efforts. 
Action - Review staffing levels and training of code enforcement 
personnel. Take appropriate action to increase where needed. 

�Ensure and approve adequate budget 
for enforcement officers and training 

�Review enforcement officer staffing and 
training and propose adequate budget 
�Evaluate utility/effectiveness of uniforms 
for enforcement officers and take 
appropriate action 
✅Involve police officers in enforcement 
efforts where appropriate 

5 Increased communication with, and education of, residents 
leads to reduction in violations and better cooperation in 
enforcement efforts. 
Action - Increase community education about zoning laws and 
processes to encourage compliance and to improve enforcement 
efforts. 

�Support administration efforts through 
use of public engagement tools and 
budget 

�Educate residents about zoning 
requirements and their benefits 
�Educate residents about enforcement 
process 

● Complaints are anonymous and 
not revealed to violator by City 
staff 

● However, anonymity can make 
enforcement difficult or 
impossible 

�Provide feedback to complainants 
regarding enforcement efforts 

6 Engagement with stakeholders increases awareness, 
cooperation, and compliance. 
Action - Include relevant parties wherever appropriate throughout all 
efforts to improve compliance. 

�Consult stakeholders, such as 
neighborhoods, real estate professionals, 
BYU, etc. in crafting legislative solutions 

�Communicate with stakeholders about 
enforcement problems 

● For example, notify landlords, 
BYU, etc. each time police 
respond to a rental property 

7 Clarifying current zoning laws and advancing new ones 
results in a code that is clear and provides the tools 
enforcement officers need. 
Action - Review current code and current enforcement efforts to 
identify needed changes and tools.  Continue to review enhanced 
enforcement efforts to identify additional needed improvements. 

�Engage with administration to evaluate 
and implement legislation in support of 
this goal 

�Identify current code sections that need 
clarification 

● Definition of “visitor” 
�Evaluate current enforcement problems 
and propose legislation where new tools 
are needed 
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