
CITY OF OREM
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

 56 North State Street, Orem, Utah
September 04, 2019

This meeting may be held electronically
 to allow a Commission member to participate.

4:00 PM PRE-MEETING – AGENDA REVIEW, CITY COUNCIL CONFERENCE ROOM, 56
NORTH STATE STREET, OREM, UT

5:00 PM REGULAR SESSION – CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS

1. CALL TO ORDER

2. INVOCATION BY INVITATION

3. 5:00 PM SCHEDULED ITEMS

3.1. PUBLIC HEARING  – Approval of Il Centro Piazza Condominiums, 9th Supplemental Plat
located generally at 825 North 900 West in the PD-22 zone. 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission approve the plat amendment of the Il Centro Piazza
Condominiums, 9th Supplemental Plat located generally at 825 North 900 West in the PD-22 zone.
Presenter:Grant Allen
3.1_StaffRep_Il_Centro_Plazza_Condominiums_2019.09.04 (3).docx
Map_Il Centro Plazza Condominiums_2019.09.04.pdf
Vicinity Map_Il Centro Piazza Condominiums_2019.09.04.pdf
Il_Centro_Highlighted_Changes.pdf
Il_Centro_Existing_2nd_Floor.pdf
Plat_Il Centro Piazza Condominiums_2019.09.04.pdf

3.2. PUBLIC HEARING – The applicant requests the City rezone the property located at 355
West University Parkway from the R8 zone to the PD-5 zone and amend the PD-5 zone to
include Standard Land Use Code 5530 Gasoline Service Station With or Without Store as
a permitted use.
Staff recommends the Planning Commission forward a negative recommendation to the City
Council to amend the zoning map of the City of Orem for the property located generally at 355
West University Parkway from the R8 zone to the PD-5 zone and recommends denial of the text
amendment to the PD-5 zone to include Standard Land Use Code 5530 Gasoline Service Station
With or Without Store as a permitted use. 
Presenter:Grant Allen
3.2_SR.G_University Parkway Development_2019.09.04.docx
Map_University Parkway Development_2019.09.04.pdf
Vicinity Map_University Parkway Development_2019.09.04.pdf
Concept Plan_University Parkway Development_2019.09.04.pdf 1

https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/421531/3.1_StaffRep_Il_Centro_Plazza_Condominiums_2019.09.04__3_.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/420953/Map_Il_Centro_Plazza_Condominiums_2019.09.04.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/420950/Vicinity_Map_Il_Centro_Piazza_Condominiums_2019.09.04.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/421847/Il_Centro_Highlighted_Changes.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/421848/Il_Centro_Existing_2nd_Floor.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/420954/Plat_Il_Centro_Piazza_Condominiums_2019.09.04.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/421401/3.2_SR.G_University_Parkway_Development_2019.09.04.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/421405/Map_University_Parkway_Development_2019.09.04.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/421404/Vicinity_Map_University_Parkway_Development_2019.09.04.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/421406/Concept_Plan_University_Parkway_Development_2019.09.04.pdf


2

PD-5_Text_Adding_5530_2019.09.04.pdf
ZBPF_BRT_TOD Study.pdf
PD5 zone.pdf
20190828_1_MailerFront.pdf
20190828_1_MailerBack.pdf
20190828_1_Labels.docx
Minutes Orem_Neighborhood meeting minutes.pdf
Neighborhood mtg_attendance role.pdf

3.3. PUBLIC HEARING – Amending Sections 22-24-1(H), 22-24-2(H), 22-24-3(H),
22-24-4(H), and 22-24-5(H) of the Orem City Code pertaining to parking requirements in
the State Street District zones.
Staff recommends the Planning Commission forward a positive recommendation to the City Council
to amend Sections 22-24-1(H), 22-24-2(H), 22-24-3(H), 22-24-4(H), and 22-24-5(H) of the
Orem City Code pertaining to parking requirements in the State Street District zones.
Presenter:Jason Bench
3.3_SR.J_District_Parking_modifications.docx
Ordinance-ParkinginDistrictZones.pdf
Existing projects_Parking Review.pdf
Parking Study_Final Report.pdf

4. MINUTES REVIEW AND APPROVAL

4.1. August 21, 2019 Planning Commission Minutes
Review and Approve
2019-08-21.pcmin-DRAFT.docx

4.2. Add September 18, 2019 to Planning Commission meeting calendar
Discuss and Approve
Presenter:Jason Bench

5. ADJOURN
                                   Next meeting scheduled for Wednesday, September 18, 2018

THE PUBLIC IS INVITED TO PARTICIPATE IN ALL PLANNING COMMISSION MEETINGS.
If you need a special accommodation to participate in the Planning Commission Meetings and Study Sessions,

please call the Development Services Office at least 3 working days prior to the meeting.
(Voice 801-229-7183)

This agenda is also available on the City's webpage at orem.org
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https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/421524/PD-5_Text_Adding_5530_2019.09.04__2_.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/421499/ZBPF_BRT_TOD_Study.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/421517/PD5_zone.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/421523/20190828_1_MailerFront.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/421409/20190828_1_MailerBack.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/421408/20190828_1_Labels.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/421410/Minutes_Orem_Neighborhood_meeting_minutes.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/421411/Neighborhood_mtg_attendance_role.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/421178/3.3_SR.J_District_Parking_modifications.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/420896/Ordinance-ParkinginDistrictZones.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/420922/Existing_projects_Parking_Review.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/420894/Parking_Study_Final_Report.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/420039/2019-08-21.pcmin-DRAFT.pdf


Item #:  3.1 Planning Commission
September 4, 2019Prepared By:  

Grant Allen

Applicant:  Paul Washburn
PUBLIC HEARING – Approval of Il Centro Piazza Condominiums, 9th Supplemental 
Plat located generally at 825 North 900 West in the PD22 zone.

NOTICES:

●  Posted in 2 public places

●  Posted on City webpage 
and City hotline

●  Faxed to newspapers

●  E-mailed to newspapers

●  Posted at utah.gov/pmn

SITE INFORMATION:

● General Plan Designation:

Regional Commercial

●  Current Zone: PD22

● Acreage: 0.09

●  Neighborhood:
Timpview

ACTION:  
The Planning Commission 
is the final approving 
authority regarding this 
request.

REQUEST: The applicant requests the Planning Commission approve the amended 
plat of Il Centro Piazza Condominiums, 9th Supplemental Plat located generally at 
824 North 900 West in the PD22 zone.

BACKGROUND: The applicant is modifying units 205, 206 and 207 of the 2nd-floor 
condominiums as show in the attachments. The proposed plat complies with all 
applicable requirements.  

RECOMMENDATION: The Development Review Committee determined this request 
complies with the Orem City Code. Staff recommends the Planning Commission 
approve the plat amendment of the Il Centro Piazza Condominiums, 9th

Supplemental Plat located generally at 825 North 900 West in the PD22 zone.
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EXISTING
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Item #:  3.2 Planning Commission
September 4, 2019Prepared By:  

Grant Allen

Applicant:  Wright 
Development Group

PUBLIC HEARING – The applicant requests the City rezone the property located 
at 355 West University Parkway from the R8 zone to the PD-5 zone and amend the 
PD-5 zone to include Standard Land Use Code 5530 Gasoline Service Station With 
or Without Store as a permitted use.

NOTICES:

● Posted in 2 public places

● Posted on City webpage 
and City hotline

● Faxed to newspapers

● E-mailed to newspapers

● Posted at utah.gov/pan

● Noticed 224 property
owners within 500ft of the 
property

● Posted Property

SITE INFORMATION:

● General Plan Designation:

Regional Commercial

● Current Zone: R8

● Acreage: 6.08

● Neighborhood: Lakeview

ACTION:  
The Planning Commission 
shall forward a 
recommendation to the City 
Council.

REQUEST: The applicant requests the City rezone the property located at 355 West 
University Parkway from the R8 zone to the PD-5 zone and amend the PD-5 zone 
to include Standard Land Use Code 5530 Gasoline Service Station With or Without 
Store as a permitted use.

BACKGROUND: The applicant is seeking to rezone the current property to the PD-5 
zone with a proposed hotel, retaining the existing office building and proposing a 
convenience store and gas station on the corner of 400 West and University
Parkway. 

The proposed text amendment to the PD-5 zone would allow gas stations not only 
at this site but anywhere along the University Parkway corridor where it is zoned 
PD-5.  One of the main purposes of the PD-5 zone was to promote planned 
commercial, retail developments along the University Parkway corridor.  Since the 
PD-5 zone was created the University Parkway corridor has developed into a valued 
commercial corridor. Staff concludes that a gasoline Service Station does not meet 
the intent of the PD-5 zone and would not be in the best interest of the City. With 
the UVX Bus Rapid Transit stop directly in front of this development, an office use 
or other commercial development with a high employment opportunity which takes 
advantage of the direct transit benefit would be a better use for the property. 
Additional office or retail uses currently permitted in the PD-5 zone would be in the 
best interest of the city and meet the long-term vision for the corridor.  Therefore, 
staff recommends the Planning Commission forward a negative recommendation to 
the City Council concerning adding SLU Code 5530 as a permitted use to the PD-5 
zone.  

Rezoning the property at this location would match the adjacent property to the 
north and east with the PD-5 zone and would be consistent with the frontage along 
the University Parkway corridor. Rezoning this property would allow the parcel to 
be developed to the PD-5 zone standards and is consistent with the general plan of 
regional commercial. However, staff has recommended to the applicant a 
modification to their concept with uses that would better fit with the UVX Bus 
Rapid Transit Station directly north of the property, however, the applicant wishes 
to proceed with their proposed concept. 

In a recent study completed by Zions Bank Public Finance titled “Provo Orem 
BRT/TOD Study” in their recommendations concluded this property has significant 
potential if the Water Conservancy District could be relocated. “That property, at 
approximately six acres, could support upwards of 200,000 square feet of office 
space. The proximity to transit, I-15, a major University, retail amenities, and 
hillside location promoting views, would result in one of the most desirable office 
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sites in central Utah County.” Staff agrees with the assessment of the property 
outlined in the study.

Staff supports a rezone to the PD-5 zone subject to the applicant providing a 
concept plan that conforms to the uses currently allowed in the PD-5 zone and 
creates a high employment opportunity that takes advantage of the UVX Station, 
easy I-15 access, views of the valley, and proximity to UVU.  Without a concept 
plan that meets the requirements of the PD-5 zone, staff recommends the Planning 
Commission forward a negative recommendation to the City Council regarding this 
request.

RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends the Planning Commission forward a 
negative recommendation to the City Council to amend the zoning map of the City 
of Orem for the property located generally at 355 West University Parkway from 
the R8 zone to the PD-5 zone and recommends denial of the text amendment to the 
PD-5 zone to include Standard Land Use Code 5530 Gasoline Service Station With 
or Without Store as a permitted use.
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B. Permitted Uses. The uses listed below shall be permitted within the PD-5 zone. 

Permitted Uses - PD-5 Zone 

Standard Land Use Code Category 

* Refer to Appendix A for a complete category listing. 

1510 Hotels, tourist courts, and motels 

5260 Home Improvement Centers 

5392 General Stores 

53XX All General Merchandise Retail Category, (except 5395, Flea Market) NEC* 

54XX All Food Retail Category (except 5420, Farmers Market) 

5511 Motor vehicles (new and used) 

5530 Gasoline Service Station With or Without Store 

56XX All Apparel & Accessories Category 

57XX All Furniture, Home Furnishings and Equipment Category 

5810 Restaurants 

5811 Fast Food 

5910 Drug and proprietary 

5931 Antiques 

5932 Gold and Silver 

594X Books, Stationary, and Office Supplies Category (except 5949, Video Rental) 

5951 Sporting goods 

5952 Bicycles 

5953 Toys 

5970 Computer goods and services 

5996 Optical goods 

61XX All Financial, Insurance and Real Estate, Services Category, (except 6161, Pawn Shops) 

6220 Photographic Services Category 

6230 Beauty and Barber Category 

6331 Duplicating, Mailing and Stenographic, Category NEC 

6350 News Syndicates Category 

6360 Employment Services Category 

6392 Business and Management Consulting Services 

6396 Photo finishing 

65XX All Professional Services Category (except 6515, Veterinarian Services, Kennels & Runs) 

711X Cultural Activities Category 

7212 Motion Picture Theaters 

7214 Legitimate Theater 

7425 Gymnasiums & Athletic Clubs 

7426 Health Spas 

 

14
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The applicant (Wright Development Group) requests the City rezone
the property located at 355 West University Parkway from the R8
Zone to the PD-5 Zone, and amend the PD-5 Zone to include
Standard Land Use Code 5530 Gasoline Service Station With or
Without Store as a permitted use.
Additional information can be viewed on orem.org/planning under
"Current Planning (Public Hearing Notices)" tab.

EVENSON, SPENCER M
2141 EAGLES LANDING DR
NAZARETH, PA  18064

City Council Chambers, 56 N State Street
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The applicant (Wright Development Group) requests the City rezone
the property located at 355 West University Parkway from the R8
Zone to the PD-5 Zone, and amend the PD-5 Zone to include
Standard Land Use Code 5530 Gasoline Service Station With or
Without Store as a permitted use.
Additional information can be viewed on orem.org/planning under
"Current Planning (Public Hearing Notices)" tab.

SMITH, STAFFORD
PO BOX 1896
IDAHO FALLS, ID  83403

City Council Chambers, 56 N State Street
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The applicant (Wright Development Group) requests the City rezone
the property located at 355 West University Parkway from the R8
Zone to the PD-5 Zone, and amend the PD-5 Zone to include
Standard Land Use Code 5530 Gasoline Service Station With or
Without Store as a permitted use.
Additional information can be viewed on orem.org/planning under
"Current Planning (Public Hearing Notices)" tab.

JOLLEY PRIME INVESTMENTS LLC
697 RIVERBIRCH CIR
AMERICAN FORK, UT  84003

City Council Chambers, 56 N State Street
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The applicant (Wright Development Group) requests the City rezone
the property located at 355 West University Parkway from the R8
Zone to the PD-5 Zone, and amend the PD-5 Zone to include
Standard Land Use Code 5530 Gasoline Service Station With or
Without Store as a permitted use.
Additional information can be viewed on orem.org/planning under
"Current Planning (Public Hearing Notices)" tab.

PENG, YUYONG E
5878 CENTURY HEIGHTS DR
HIGHLAND, UT  84003

City Council Chambers, 56 N State Street
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UTAH DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION
PO BOX 148420
SALT LAKE CITY, UT  84114

WOFFINDEN, GEORGE J & OPAL R
PO BOX 168
COVINA, CA  91723

SMITH, STAFFORD
PO BOX 1896
IDAHO FALLS, ID  83403

JENSEN, DERRIN & ALLYSON
PO BOX 246
CIRCLEVILLE, UT  84723

UTAH DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION
PO BOX 30810
SALT LAKE CITY, UT  84130

GRAND SLAM VENTURES LLC
PO BOX 39
LAKEWOOD, CA  90714

MARK SEASTRAND
35 WEST 1670 SOUTH
OREM, UT  84058

MURRIETA PROPERTIES-OREM LLC
43 S 1000 E
SPRINGVILLE, UT  84663

CORP OF PRES BISHOP CHURCH OF 
JESUS CHRIST OF LDS
50 E NORTH TEMPLE FL 22
SALT LAKE CITY, UT  84150

KRISTIE SNYDER
56 N STATE STREET
OREM, UT  84057

CITY OF OREM
58 N STATE ST
OREM, UT  84057

CENTRAL UTAH WATER 
CONSERVANCY DISTRICT THE
%GARFF-WARNER AUTOMOTIVE 
GROUP LLC
76 W 800 S
SALT LAKE CITY, UT  84101

CORRAL WEST PROPERTIES LC
77 W 1500 N
CENTERVILLE, UT  84014

COMMON AREA
100 E CENTER
PROVO, UT  84606

BOYER LAKE POINTE LC
%THE BOYER COMPANY
101 S 200 E STE 200
SALT LAKE CITY, UT  84111

GARFF WADE PROPERTIES LLC
111 E BROADWAY STE 900
SALT LAKE CITY, UT  84111

ATWOOD, MICHAEL R
122 N 550 E
SALEM, UT  84653

LUNT, RANDALL K & JOAN
129 W 1800 S
OREM, UT  84058

PRICE, MATHEW COREY & 
KASANDRA
234 W 1435 S
OREM, UT  84058

ALAND, JOHN W & REBECCA M
237 W 1400 S
OREM, UT  84058

CITY OF OREM
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
246 W 1400 SOUTH
OREM, UT  84058

HOVEY, LUCILLE D
249 W 1400 S
OREM, UT  84058

STRONG, JASON SCOTT
261 W 1400 S
OREM, UT  84058

GARFF WADE PROPERTIES LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
265 W 1300 SOUTH
OREM, UT  84058

ASHTON REAL ESTATE HOLDINGS 
LLC
267 W 4020 N
PROVO, UT  84604

SANDHILL STUDENT RENTALS LTD
275 ROYAL ANN CIR
OREM, UT  84058

DE LEEUW PROPERTIES LC
276 W 130 S
LINDON, UT  84042

BOYER LAKE POINTE LC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
292 W UNIVERSITY PKWY
OREM, UT  84058

MEYER, MARILYN S (ET AL)
311 AMELIA LN
DANVILLE, CA  94506

KITCHEN, HELEN
314 W 1450 S
OREM, UT  84058
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ANDERSEN, DONALD L
318 W 1410 S
OREM, UT  84058

WHITAKER, MATTHEW MILTON & 
NICIA
319 W 1410 S
OREM, UT  84058

CHRISTENSEN, H JARED & KAMI 
KRISTINE
321 N CHERRY LN
SANTAQUIN, UT  84655

MC CARTNEY, CHARLES A & 
CAROLYN T
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
324 W 1450 SOUTH
OREM, UT  84058

MHF INC
325 E 1300 S
OREM, UT  84097

MC CARTNEY, CHARLES A & 
CAROLYN T
326 W 1450 S
OREM, UT  84058

MIGENES, VICTOR & SONIA N
334 W 1410 S
OREM, UT  84058

FISHBEIN, CHAD & CAMILLE 
JACKMAN
335 W 1410 S
OREM, UT  84058

338 SOUTH PROPERTIES LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
338 W 1450 SOUTH
OREM, UT  84058

ROBERTS, ROBERT A & FLORENE G
348 W 1410 S
OREM, UT  84058

OAKS, JOSEPH (ET AL)
349 W 1410 S
OREM, UT  84058

350 WEST PROPERTIES LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
350 W 1450 SOUTH
OREM, UT  84058

SIMKINS, KATHY R
356 W 1450 S
OREM, UT  84058

BOYER LAKE POINTE LC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
360 W UNIVERSITY PKY
OREM, UT  84058

OTTESON, W GREGORY & CAROL A
362 W 1410 S
OREM, UT  84058

HARRELL, CHARLES R & YVONNE
363 W 1410 S
OREM, UT  84058

RUECKERT, DEAN M & INGER M
376 W 1410 S
OREM, UT  84058

SIMKINS, KATHY R
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
377 W 1410 SOUTH
OREM, UT  84058

LINDSAY, VAL D & SHARRON A (ET 
AL)
385 W 1410 S
OREM, UT  84058

COPLEN, WENDY
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
386 W 1410 SOUTH
OREM, UT  84058

LAKEVIEW HOSPITALITY GROUP 
LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
427 W 1300 SOUTH
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
438 W 1430 SOUTH UNIT#112
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
438 W 1430 SOUTH UNIT#113
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
438 W 1430 SOUTH UNIT#211
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
438 W 1430 SOUTH UNIT#212
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
438 W 1430 SOUTH UNIT#213
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
438 W 1430 SOUTH UNIT#215
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
438 W 1430 SOUTH UNIT#216
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
438 W 1430 SOUTH UNIT#311
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
438 W 1430 SOUTH UNIT#312
OREM, UT  84058
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B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
438 W 1430 SOUTH UNIT#313
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
438 W 1430 SOUTH UNIT#315
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
438 W 1430 SOUTH UNIT#316
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
438 W 1430 SOUTH UNIT#411
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
438 W 1430 SOUTH UNIT#412
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
438 W 1430 SOUTH UNIT#413
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
438 W 1430 SOUTH UNIT#415
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
438 W 1430 SOUTH UNIT#416
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
438 W 1430 SOUTH UNIT#511
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
438 W 1430 SOUTH UNIT#512
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
438 W 1430 SOUTH UNIT#513
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
438 W 1430 SOUTH UNIT#515
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
438 W 1430 SOUTH UNIT#516
OREM, UT  84058

SNELSON, LARRY D
465 W 1250 S
OREM, UT  84058

THOMAS MACDONALD
489 NORTH PALISADES DR
OREM, UT  84097

TWELFTH GREEN LLC
495 W 1300 S
OREM, UT  84058

COTTRELL, DAVID M & ANGELA J
534 S 100 W
OREM, UT  84058

HOULE, SCOTT & JANA
576 S 330 W
OREM, UT  84058

DEBBY LAURET
641 S 1920 W
OREM, UT  84059

JOLLEY PRIME INVESTMENTS LLC
697 RIVERBIRCH CIR
AMERICAN FORK, UT  84003

BRENT SUMNER
744 WEST 550 SOUTH
OREM, UT  84058

1472 S LLC
803 BLACKHAWK
PAYSON, UT  84651

SAM LENTZ
882 W 1720 N
OREM, UT  84057

DAVID SPENCER
899 NORTH 550 EAST
OREM, UT  84097

MAYOR RICHARD F. BRUNST, JR.
900 E HIGH COUNTRY DRIVE
OREM, UT  84097-2389

LAKEVIEW HOSPITALITY GROUP 
LLC
933 E 1910 S STE 102
PROVO, UT  84606

JACKSON, GREGORY RICHARD & 
TERI SUE
965 N 790 E
LEHI, UT  84043

BRADY, LARRY H & DEBRA S
%HALL, KRISTY
1040 S 1100 E UNIT 57
SAINT GEORGE, UT  84790

KING, CHARLES MICHAEL & RACHEL 
FLINT
1043 N 920 W # 601
OREM, UT  84057

HATT, JOAN W & DAVID L (ET AL)
1087 E 650 N
OREM, UT  84097
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RONEY, RICK & KIMBERLY
1103 LYNNWOOD DR
OREM, UT  84097

CORLESS DIVERSIFIED 
CORPORATION
%CORLESS, COSETTE
1118 N STATE ROAD 198
SALEM, UT  84653

JOHNSON, EVELYN
1146 E 965 N
OREM, UT  84097

LEVINGSTON, STEVE BRADY
1198 W 1500 S
SPRINGVILLE, UT  84663

FRANK, LOUIS J & DONNA J (ET AL)
1330 EL ENCANTO DR
BREA, CA  92621

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1380 S 400 WEST UNIT#101
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1380 S 400 WEST UNIT#102
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1380 S 400 WEST UNIT#103
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1380 S 400 WEST UNIT#104
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1380 S 400 WEST UNIT#105
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1380 S 400 WEST UNIT#106
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1380 S 400 WEST UNIT#107
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1380 S 400 WEST UNIT#108
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1380 S 400 WEST UNIT#109
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1380 S 400 WEST UNIT#110
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1380 S 400 WEST UNIT#201
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1380 S 400 WEST UNIT#202
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1380 S 400 WEST UNIT#203
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1380 S 400 WEST UNIT#204
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1380 S 400 WEST UNIT#205
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1380 S 400 WEST UNIT#206
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1380 S 400 WEST UNIT#207
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1380 S 400 WEST UNIT#208
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1380 S 400 WEST UNIT#209
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1380 S 400 WEST UNIT#210
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1380 S 400 WEST UNIT#301
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1380 S 400 WEST UNIT#302
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1380 S 400 WEST UNIT#303
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1380 S 400 WEST UNIT#304
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1380 S 400 WEST UNIT#305
OREM, UT  84058
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B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1380 S 400 WEST UNIT#306
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1380 S 400 WEST UNIT#307
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1380 S 400 WEST UNIT#308
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1380 S 400 WEST UNIT#309
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1380 S 400 WEST UNIT#310
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1380 S 400 WEST UNIT#401
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1380 S 400 WEST UNIT#402
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1380 S 400 WEST UNIT#403
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1380 S 400 WEST UNIT#404
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1380 S 400 WEST UNIT#405
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1380 S 400 WEST UNIT#406
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1380 S 400 WEST UNIT#407
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1380 S 400 WEST UNIT#408
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1380 S 400 WEST UNIT#409
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1380 S 400 WEST UNIT#410
OREM, UT  84058

ROBISON, RONALD G (ET AL)
1405 S 300 W
OREM, UT  84058

PETERSON, KENNETH L & HOLLY L
1415 S 300 W
OREM, UT  84058

KENDELL, CAMERON & MELISSA (ET 
AL)
1420 S 300 W
OREM, UT  84058

PRITCHARD, JOSEPH & MEGAN
1425 S 300 W
OREM, UT  84058

HANCOCK, DAVID & KRISTINA
1429 S 300 W
OREM, UT  84058

ASHBY, KLAY & JENNIFER
1430 S 300 W
OREM, UT  84058

HOVEY, VERL & MARIANNE D
1432 S 235 W
OREM, UT  84058

CORLESS DIVERSIFIED 
CORPORATION
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1432 S 430 WEST
OREM, UT  84058

POLGAR, EDGAR
1433 S 430 W
OREM, UT  84058

JOHNSON, EVELYN
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1434 S 430 WEST
OREM, UT  84058

WOFFINDEN, GEORGE J & OPAL R
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1435 S 300 WEST
OREM, UT  84058

JENSEN, DERRIN & ALLYSON
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1435 S 430 WEST
OREM, UT  84058

DEROEST, SARAH HOPE EMMA & 
JOEL
1436 S 430 W
OREM, UT  84058

REAM, JOSEPH JAMES & KAY S
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1437 S 430 WEST
OREM, UT  84058

OGDEN, TAYLOR D
1438 S 235 W
OREM, UT  84058
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CHRISTENSEN, H JARED & KAMI 
KRISTINE
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1438 S 430 WEST
OREM, UT  84058

ASHTON REAL ESTATE HOLDINGS 
LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1439 S 430 WEST
OREM, UT  84058

JACKSON, GREGORY RICHARD & 
TERI SUE
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1440 S 430 WEST
OREM, UT  84058

MEYER, MARILYN S (ET AL)
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1441 S 430 WEST
OREM, UT  84058

SANDHILL STUDENT RENTALS LTD
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1442 S 430 WEST
OREM, UT  84058

DE LEEUW PROPERTIES LC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1443 S 430 WEST
OREM, UT  84058

MURRIETA PROPERTIES-OREM LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1444 S 430 WEST
OREM, UT  84058

HOULE, SCOTT & JANA
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1445 S 430 WEST
OREM, UT  84058

DANELL, JOHN ERIC
1446 S 430 W
OREM, UT  84058

SMITH, STAFFORD
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1447 S 430 WEST
OREM, UT  84058

SIMPSON, SPENSER
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1448 S 430 WEST
OREM, UT  84058

SIMPSON, SPENSER
1448 S 430 W # 8
OREM, UT  84058

CHEN, LARRY
1449 S 430 W
OREM, UT  84058

CREER, EDWARD NIELSEN & 
DIANNA (ET AL)
1450 S 360 W
OREM, UT  84058

WILLIS, JAMES
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1450 S 430 WEST
OREM, UT  84058

JOLLEY PRIME INVESTMENTS LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1451 S 430 WEST
OREM, UT  84058

LUNT, RANDALL K & JOAN
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1452 S 430 WEST
OREM, UT  84058

SANDHILL STUDENT RENTALS LTD
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1453 S 430 WEST
OREM, UT  84058

HATT, JOAN W & DAVID L (ET AL)
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1454 S 430 WEST
OREM, UT  84058

STRONG, SCOTT R & JANET A
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1455 S 300 WEST
OREM, UT  84058

GAO, SIQI
1455 S 430 W
OREM, UT  84058

HAERING, JOHN R & KAREN D
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1456 S 430 WEST
OREM, UT  84058

DAVIES, KYLE & JADEY
1457 S 430 W
OREM, UT  84058

ROTHE, DAVID D & JANET I
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1458 S 430 WEST
OREM, UT  84058

JDMT NO 3 LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1459 S 430 WEST
OREM, UT  84058

RONEY, RICK & KIMBERLY
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1460 S 430 WEST
OREM, UT  84058

HAMNER, LANCE D & LANCE D
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1461 S 430 WEST
OREM, UT  84058

HAMNER, LANCE D & LANCE D
1461 S 430 W # 50
OREM, UT  84058

WONG, HON CHEUNG & YIM KIN YIU
1462 S 430 W
OREM, UT  84058

STIBOREK, LOLA
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1463 S 430 WEST
OREM, UT  84058
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PENG, YUYONG E
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1464 S 430 WEST
OREM, UT  84058

MEYER, MARILYN S (ET AL)
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1465 S 430 WEST
OREM, UT  84058

BRADY, LARRY H & DEBRA S
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1466 S 430 WEST
OREM, UT  84058

JOHNSON, EVELYN
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1467 S 430 WEST
OREM, UT  84058

SANCHEZ, JORGE D
1468 S 430 W
OREM, UT  84058

MORGAN, SUJITRA
1469 S 430 W
OREM, UT  84058

KING, CHARLES MICHAEL & RACHEL 
FLINT
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1470 S 430 WEST
OREM, UT  84058

WEBB, STEPHEN R & ERIN A
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1471 S 430 WEST
OREM, UT  84058

WEBB, STEPHEN R & ERIN A
1471 S 430 W # 58
OREM, UT  84058

1472 S LLC
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1472 S 430 WEST
OREM, UT  84058

KOPLIN, MICHAEL DEE & MARY 
SUSAN
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1473 S 430 WEST
OREM, UT  84058

KOPLIN, MICHAEL DEE & MARY 
SUSAN
1473 S 430 W # 56
OREM, UT  84058

LUCAS, BLAIR K & DENA LYNN
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1474 S 430 WEST
OREM, UT  84058

ATWOOD, MICHAEL R
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1475 S 430 WEST
OREM, UT  84058

WACHOE, DANIEL
1476 S 430 W
OREM, UT  84058

JUN, KEVIN YOUNGTAE
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1477 S 430 WEST
OREM, UT  84058

EVENSON, SPENCER M
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1478 S 430 WEST
OREM, UT  84058

ATWOOD, MICHAEL R
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1479 S 430 WEST
OREM, UT  84058

ROSAS, PEDRO RODRIGUEZ (ET AL)
1480 S 430 W
OREM, UT  84058

ROTHE, DAVID D & JANET I
1481 S 185 W
OREM, UT  84058

GRIFFETH, KENT G
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1484 S 430 WEST
OREM, UT  84058

GOFF, MATTHEW T
1488 S 430 W
OREM, UT  84058

TOLMAN, TANNER BLAIR & 
WHITNEY DANIELLE
1505 S 430 W
OREM, UT  84058

LEVINGSTON, STEVE BRADY
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1509 S 430 WEST
OREM, UT  84058

VAN DYKE, LARELL C & MARGARET 
A
1513 S 430 W
OREM, UT  84058

COTTRELL, DAVID M & ANGELA J
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1517 S 430 WEST
OREM, UT  84058

WADELL, BRIAN A & ELIZABETH J 
(ET AL)
--OR CURRENT RESIDENT--
1521 S 430 WEST
OREM, UT  84058

TURNER, JEFFREY C
1525 S 430 W
OREM, UT  84058

B&G80 LLC
%HIXSON, BRAD
1533 WILLOW BEND DR
EL CAJON, CA  92019

WADELL, BRIAN A & ELIZABETH J 
(ET AL)
1570 FULMOR DR
DIXON, CA  95620
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STRONG, SCOTT R & JANET A
1586 S 235 W
OREM, UT  84058

JASON BENCH
1911 N MAIN STREET
OREM, UT  84057-2101

EVENSON, SPENCER M
2141 EAGLES LANDING DR
NAZARETH, PA  18064

GRIFFETH, KENT G
2186 E 10260 S
SANDY, UT  84092

OFFERPAD (SPVBORROW15) LLC
2212 E WILLIAMS FIELD RD BLDG 11 
STE 225
GILBERT, AZ  85295

JDMT NO 3 LLC
2844 E OLD WELLINGTON RD
PRICE, UT  84051

JUN, KEVIN YOUNGTAE
3840 W KINGLASSIE LN
TAYLORSVILLE, UT  84129

UTAH DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION
4501 S 2700 W
SALT LAKE CITY, UT  84114

REAM, JOSEPH JAMES & KAY S
5269 WINDSOR LA
HIGHLAND, UT  84003

PENG, YUYONG E
5878 CENTURY HEIGHTS DR
HIGHLAND, UT  84003

STIBOREK, LOLA
6435 SPANISH GARDEN CT
LAS VEGAS, NV  89110

HAERING, JOHN R & KAREN D
9328 AVANYU CT
CEDAR HILLS, UT  84062

WILLIS, JAMES
10822 LA CANTERA
CEDAR HILLS, UT  84062

LUCAS, BLAIR K & DENA LYNN
28891 GLENN RANCH WY
TRABUCO CANYON, CA  92679
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July 30, 2019 

Orem City University Parkway and 400 West Neighborhood Meeting Minutes 

 

• There is a lot of higher density in the neighborhood; the neighbors do not want anymore 

apartments in this area. Our proposal doesn’t include an apartment complex. 

• What are the financial impacts to the valuation of my home and the neighborhood. We are 

developing a few new buildings and will be retaining the existing mature landscaping along the 

south property line. We will install some additional evergreen trees, where needed.  

• How can you make sure the vehicle alarms will be turned off so they don’t go off in the middle 

of the night? The property will be managed by WDG and by the individual tenants.  

• Hidden Georgia -garden club/hours-tours shows, Hidden Gardens; Will WDG be willing to 

donate the existing plants to neighbors or a UVU group, or an existing garden group?  

• Are you enhancing the existing landscaping? Yes, we will retain existing and we will be include 

some additional in areas that are needed. We will work with a professional landscape architect 

to identify the most optimal evergreen’s to help with additional screening.  

• Orem City sign; we will be working with the city to install a welcome to Orem city sign. 

• Krispy Kreme provides additional amenities to those commuting on the BRT line too. The 

future gas station sells hot drinks, fresh food, and cold drinks to accommodate passengers on 

the BRT line.  

• WDG will retain the existing mature landscape along the south side- tall Evergreen Trees. The 

existing fence is 6’ high, but the code allows the fence to go up to 7’. WDG can work with 

property owners along the south side to see if they desire us to install something on top of 

existing fence to extend it to 7’ which is what the code will allow in this zone. 

• Taller fence- 7’ 

• WDG will bring in a higher-end hotel such as a Hilton or Mariott or this level of comfort- 48 feet 

high 

• BRT; will be a great asset to the development and our development will provide amenities to 

the passengers on the BRT line. 

• Neighbors don’t desire to have really tall buildings onsite 

• Concerns about if the hotel will have open entrances or closed. The location of the front 

entrance of hotel is preferred to the north as opposed to the south side.  

• Neighbors like the height of the future c-store. There were questions about security and noise. 

We discussed how the hotel will help block the noise of the C-store. The c-store that we are 

working with will have an excellent surveillance system. 
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Item #:  3.3 Planning Commission
September 4, 2019Prepared By:  

Jason Bench, AICP

Applicant:  
Development Services 

Dept.

PUBLIC HEARING – Amending Sections 22-24-1(H), 22-24-2(H), 22-24-3(H), 22-24-
4(H), and 22-24-5(H) of the Orem City Code pertaining to parking requirements in the 
State Street District zones.

NOTICES:

● Posted in 2 public 
places

● Posted on City 
webpage and City 
hotline

● Faxed to 
newspapers

● E-mailed to 
newspapers

● Posted at 
utah.gov/pmn

SITE INFORMATION:

● General Plan 
Designation:

Mixed-use

● Current Zone: State 
Street Districts 

● Neighborhood:
N/A

ACTION:  
The Planning 
Commission shall 
forward a 
recommendation to 
the City Council.

REQUEST: The applicant requests the City amend Sections 22-24-1(H), 22-24-2(H), 22-24-
3(H), 22-24-4(H), and 22-24-5(H) of the Orem City Code pertaining to parking requirements 
in the State Street District zones.

BACKGROUND: The first State Street District zones was created by the City in June 2018 
when the City Center District was adopted by the City Council.  The remaining districts 
including The North Village District, Canyon Crossing District, The Arts District, and the 
HUB District were adopted in October 2018.  

Currently, parking for the districts is based on four parking stalls for every one-thousand 
(1000) square feet of gross leasable floor area for non-residential uses.  Since any residential 
use in these zones is required to be part of a mixed-use development, no parking stalls shall 
be required for residential units included within the base residential density. The base 
residential density is calculated by dividing the total commercial parking requirement by 
three (3). For each residential unit in excess of the base residential density, a minimum of 
2.25 parking stalls shall be provided (of which .25 stalls per unit shall be dedicated to visitor 
parking). In addition to the parking requirements stated above, one (1) additional parking 
stall shall be required for each large residential unit (three bedrooms or more) (including 
three-bedroom units in the base residential density).

Current Parking Requirements

Commercial Requirement 4/1000 - Four parking stall for every one-thousand 
square feet of gross leasable floor area of 
nonresidential uses.

Shared parking - No parking required for units 
included in the base density. (Base Density = 
Commercial parking requirement divided by 3) 

Residential uses in the 
Core, Civic, and Edge 
zones

2.25 parking stalls for each unit in excess of the base 
density. (.25 stalls dedicated to visitor parking)

One additional stall for large units (three or more 
bedrooms)

Residential uses only -     
Res (A & B) zones

2.5 stalls for each unit (less than three bedrooms and less 
than 1200 square feet) (.5 per unit reserved for visitor 
parking)

3.5 for each unit (three or more bedrooms or 1200 or more 
square feet) 29



In addition, for the residential only areas within certain district zones 2.5 stalls shall be 
provided for each standard residential unit (less than three bedrooms and less than 1200 
square feet) and 3.5 stalls shall be provided for each large residential unit (three or more 
bedrooms or 1200 or more square feet). Visitor parking is required at 0.5 stalls per unit.

At the time the districts were developed staff proposed parking standards within the districts 
to be on the higher end of parking requirements in order to ensure parking would not be an 
issue.  However, as several developers have investigated developing within the Districts, 
parking requirements has been an issue in determining the feasibility of a project within the 
districts.      

In May 2018, the City hired a consultant to complete a city-wide parking study to review 
and make a possible recommendation to current parking standards.  As a result of the parking 
study, the consultant determined that parking reductions within the districts should be 
considered. Within the study it was recommended to prohibit developments from charging 
for parking, to reduce commercial parking requirements, and to adjust the numbers of stalls 
per bedroom. In addition to the recommendation from the parking study, staff has also 
worked with several developers to determine a standard that will work for both the city and 
developers parking demands.  

Based on a combination of the Orem City Parking Study (2019), developer 
recommendations, and city staff review the city is proposing the following parking 
modifications to the State Street District zones.

Proposed Parking Changes

Commercial 
requirement

3/1000 - Three parking stall for every one-thousand 
square feet of gross leasable floor area of nonresidential 
uses.

The shared parking component will remain in place. No 
parking required for units included in the base density. 
(Base Density = Commercial parking requirement 
divided by 3) 

Residential uses in the 
Core, Civic, and Edge 
zones

1.75 parking stalls per unit (of which .1 stalls per unit 
shall be dedicated to visitor parking)

Residential uses only -     
Res (A & B) zones

No parking changes are proposed to the residential only 
areas.
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As part of the proposed parking amendments staff ran several scenarios to determine how 
the proposed parking amendments would work based on currently developed projects.  As a 
result, staff determined that although the proposed parking standards fluctuate depending on 
the unit mix the overall standard proposed is a workable standard for both the city and 
developers. 

The proposed parking amendment is intended to provide property owners with flexibility as 
they design their projects to meet all the district requirements and at the same time provide 
the city with the assurance that proposed projects meet the parking needs of the residents 
and employees of a development.

RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends the Planning Commission forward a positive 
recommendation to the City Council to amend Sections 22-24-1(H), 22-24-2(H), 22-24-
3(H), 22-24-4(H), and 22-24-5(H) of the Orem City Code pertaining to parking requirements 
in the State Street District zones.
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Section 22-24-1 City Center District (CCD) Zone. 

H.  Parking. 

1. Parking Requirements 

a. Required parking in the CCD zones may be met within a parking lot, parking structure, or a 

shared parking agreement approved by the City. 

b. For the “Core”, “Civic”, and “Edge” zones, threefour parking stalls shall be provided for 

every one-thousand (1000) square feet of gross leasable floor area of nonresidential uses. 

Since any residential use in these zones is required to be part of a mixed-use development, 

no parking stalls shall be required for residential units included within the base residential 

density. The base residential density is calculated by dividing the total commercial parking 

requirement by three (3). For each residential unit in excess of the base residential density, a 

minimum of 1.752.25 parking stalls shall be provided (of which .125 stalls per unit shall be 

dedicated to visitor parking). In addition to the parking requirements stated above, one (1) 

additional parking stall shall be required for each large residential unit (three bedrooms or 

more)(including three-bedroom units in the base residential density). 

c. For the CCD-Res (A&B) zones, 2.5 stalls shall be provided for each standard residential 

unit (less than three bedrooms and less than 1200 square feet) and 3.5 stalls shall be 

provided for each large residential unit (three or more bedrooms or 1200 or more square 

feet). Where parking areas are shared between multiple units, parking stalls shall be 

dedicated to each unit or to visitor parking by signage or painted numbering and at least 0.5 

stalls of the per unit required parking standard shall be reserved for visitor parking. 

d. No Charge for Use of Required Parking. In order to ensure that tenants (including 

residents and employees) of a development do not have an incentive to park off-site, no fee, 

charge, deposit or other form of compensation (other than rent) may be required of a tenant 

for the right to use required parking stalls (including, for purposes of this subsection, the 

right to exclusive use of a particular parking stall). Neither the rent, the deposit or other fees 

charged to tenants may differ based on whether the tenant is given the right to use required 

parking. No form of compensation (including but not limited to a reduction in rent or other 

fees or charges) may be given to a tenant in exchange for a waiver or relinquishment of the 

right to use required parking. No penalty of any kind may be imposed upon a tenant for 

parking in a required parking stall. 

e. Site plans within the CCD District are not eligible for any parking modifications outlined in 

Section 22-15-5 and must meet the parking requirements outlined in this section. 

 

Section 22-24-2 The Hub District (HD) Zone. 

H.  Parking. 

1. Parking Requirements 

a. Required parking in the HD zone may be met within a parking lot, parking structure, or a 

shared parking agreement approved by the City. 

b. For the HD zone, threefour parking stalls shall be provided for every one-thousand (1000) 

square feet of gross leasable floor area of nonresidential uses. Since any residential use in 

thisese zone is required to be part of a mixed-use development, no parking stalls shall be 
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required for residential units included within the base residential density. The base 

residential density is calculated by dividing the total commercial parking requirement by 

three (3). For each residential unit in excess of the base residential density, a minimum of 

1.752.25 parking stalls shall be provided (of which .125 stalls per unit shall be dedicated to 

visitor parking). In addition to the parking requirements stated above, one (1) additional 

parking stall shall be required for each large residential unit (three bedrooms or more) 

(including three-bedroom units in the base residential density). 

c. No Charge for Use of Required Parking. In order to ensure that residents of a 

development do not have an incentive to park off-site, no fee, charge, deposit or other form 

of compensation (other than rent) may be required of a tenant for the right to use required 

parking stalls (including, for purposes of this subsection, the right to exclusive use of a 

particular parking stall). Neither the rent, the deposit or other fees charged to tenants may 

differ based on whether the tenant is given the right to use required parking. No form of 

compensation (including but not limited to a reduction in rent or other fees or charges) may 

be given to a tenant in exchange for a waiver or relinquishment of the right to use required 

parking. No penalty of any kind may be imposed upon a tenant for parking in a required 

parking stall. 

d. Site plans within the HD District are not eligible for parking modifications outlined in 

Section 22-15-5 and must meet the parking requirement outlined in this section. 

 

 

Section 22-24-3 Canyon Crossing District (CXD) Zone. 

H. Parking. 

1. Parking Requirements. 

a. Required parking in the CXD zones may be met within a parking lot, parking structure, or a 

shared parking agreement approved by the City. 

b. For the CXD-C zone, threefour parking stalls shall be provided for every one-thousand 

(1000) square feet of gross leasable floor area of nonresidential uses. Since any residential 

use in these zones is required to be part of a mixed-use development, no parking stalls shall 

be required for residential units included within the base residential density. The base 

residential density is calculated by dividing the total commercial parking requirement by 

three (3). For each residential unit in excess of the base residential density, a minimum of 

1.752.25 parking stalls shall be provided (of which .125 stalls per unit shall be dedicated to 

visitor parking). In addition to the parking requirements stated above, one (1) additional 

parking stall shall be required for each large residential unit (three bedrooms or more) 

(including three-bedroom units in the base residential density). 

c. For the CXD-Res (A&B) zones, 2.5 stalls shall be provided for each standard residential 

unit (less than three bedrooms and less than 1200 square feet) and 3.5 stalls shall be 

provided for each large residential unit (three or more bedrooms or 1200 or more square 

feet). Where parking areas are shared between multiple units, parking stalls shall be 

dedicated to each unit or to visitor parking by signage or painted numbering and at least 0.5 

stalls of the per unit required parking standard shall be reserved for visitor parking. 
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d. No Charge for Use of Required Parking. In order to ensure that residents of a 

development do not have an incentive to park off-site, no fee, charge, deposit or other form 

of compensation (other than rent) may be required of a tenant for the right to use required 

parking stalls (including, for purposes of this subsection, the right to exclusive use of a 

particular parking stall). Neither the rent, the deposit or other fees charged to tenants may 

differ based on whether the tenant is given the right to use required parking. No form of 

compensation (including but not limited to a reduction in rent or other fees or charges) may 

be given to a tenant in exchange for a waiver or relinquishment of the right to use required 

parking. No penalty of any kind may be imposed upon a tenant for parking in a required 

parking stall. 

e. Site plans within the CXD District are not eligible for parking modifications outlined in 

Section 22-15-5 and must meet the parking requirement outlined in this section. 

 

Section 22-24-4 The Arts District (AD) Zone. 

H. Parking. 

1. Parking Requirements. 

a. Required parking in the AD zones may be met within a parking lot, parking structure, or a 

shared parking agreement approved by the City. 

b. For the AD-C and AD-Civ zones, threefour parking stalls shall be provided for every one-

thousand (1000) square feet of gross leasable floor area of nonresidential uses. Since any 

residential use in these zones is required to be part of a mixed-use development, no parking 

stalls shall be required for residential units included within the base residential density. The 

base residential density is calculated by dividing the total commercial parking requirement 

by three (3). For each residential unit in excess of the base residential density, a minimum 

of 1.752.25 parking stalls shall be provided (of which .125 stalls per unit shall be dedicated 

to visitor parking). In addition to the parking requirements stated above, one (1) additional 

parking stall shall be required for each large residential unit (three bedrooms or 

more)(including three-bedroom units in the base residential density). 

c. For the AD-Res zone, 2.5 stalls shall be provided for each standard residential unit (less 

than three bedrooms and less than 1200 square feet) and 3.5 stalls shall be provided for each 

large residential unit (three or more bedrooms or 1200 or more square feet). Where parking 

areas are shared between multiple units, parking stalls shall be dedicated to each unit or to 

visitor parking by signage or painted numbering and at least 0.5 stalls of the per unit 

required parking standard shall be reserved for visitor parking. 

d. No Charge for Use of Required Parking. In order to ensure that residents of a 

development do not have an incentive to park off-site, no fee, charge, deposit or other form 

of compensation (other than rent) may be required of a tenant for the right to use required 

parking stalls (including, for purposes of this subsection, the right to exclusive use of a 

particular parking stall). Neither the rent, the deposit or other fees charged to tenants may 

differ based on whether the tenant is given the right to use required parking. No form of 

compensation (including but not limited to a reduction in rent or other fees or charges) may 

be given to a tenant in exchange for a waiver or relinquishment of the right to use required 

parking. No penalty of any kind may be imposed upon a tenant for parking in a required 

parking stall. 
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e. Site plans within the AD District are not eligible for parking modifications outlined in 

Section 22-15-5 and must meet the parking requirement outlined in this section. 

 

 

Section 22-24-5 North Village District (NVD) Zone. 

H. Parking. 

1. Parking Requirements 

a. Required parking in the NVD zones may be met within a parking lot, parking structure, or a 

shared parking agreement approved by the City. 

b. For the “Core” and “Edge” zones, threefour parking stalls shall be provided for every one-

thousand (1000) square feet of gross leasable floor area of nonresidential uses. Since any 

residential use in these zones is required to be part of a mixed-use development, no parking 

stalls shall be required for residential units included within the base residential density. The 

base residential density is calculated by dividing the total commercial parking requirement 

by three (3). For each residential unit in excess of the base residential density, a minimum 

of 1.752.25 parking stalls shall be provided (of which .1025 stalls per unit shall be dedicated 

to visitor parking). In addition to the parking requirements stated above, one (1) additional 

parking stall shall be required for each large residential unit (three bedrooms or 

more)(including three-bedroom units in the base residential density). 

c. For the NVD-Res (A&B) zones, 2.5 stalls shall be provided for each standard residential 

unit (less than three bedrooms and less than 1200 square feet) and 3.5 stalls shall be 

provided for each large residential unit (three or more bedrooms or 1200 or more square 

feet). Where parking areas are shared between multiple units, parking stalls shall be 

dedicated to each unit or to visitor parking by signage or painted numbering and at least 0.5 

stalls of the per unit required parking standard shall be reserved for visitor parking. 

d. No Charge for Use of Required Parking. In order to ensure that residents of a 

development do not have an incentive to park off-site, no fee, charge, deposit or other form 

of compensation (other than rent) may be required of a tenant for the right to use required 

parking stalls (including, for purposes of this subsection, the right to exclusive use of a 

particular parking stall). Neither the rent, the deposit or other fees charged to tenants may 

differ based on whether the tenant is given the right to use required parking. No form of 

compensation (including but not limited to a reduction in rent or other fees or charges) may 

be given to a tenant in exchange for a waiver or relinquishment of the right to use required 

parking. No penalty of any kind may be imposed upon a tenant for parking in a required 

parking stall. 

e. Site plans within the NVD District are not eligible for parking modifications outlined in 

Section 22-15-5 and must meet the parking requirement outlined in this section. 

 

 

35



 

36



  

           

 
OREM CITY PARKING STUDY  

APRIL 2019 
 

37



OREM CITY PARKING STUDY  

 
 2 

  

38



OREM CITY PARKING STUDY  

 
 3 

 

 

OREM CITY PARKING STUDY  
APRIL 2019 

Prepared for: 

The City of Orem 
56 North State Street 

Orem, Utah 

 

 

 

 

 

Prepared by: 

Orem City Planning Division 
J. Kirby Snideman, AICP - Long Range City Planner 

Jason Bench, AICP - Planning Division Manager 

Ryan Clark, AICP - Community Development Director 

Consultants 
David Proffitt - University of Utah, Metropolitan Research Center  

Amanda Dillon - University of Utah, Metropolitan Research Center   

Reid Ewing - University of Utah, Metropolitan Research Center   

  

39



OREM CITY PARKING STUDY  

 
 4 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
Executive Summary ..................................................................................................................................................................... 6 
Introduction ................................................................................................................................................................................. 6 

Standardization of Orem Parking Regulations ........................................................................................................................ 7 
High Cost of Parking ................................................................................................................................................................ 7 
Transit in Orem ....................................................................................................................................................................... 7 

Existing Parking Requirements .................................................................................................................................................... 8 
Residential zones .................................................................................................................................................................... 8 
Office zones ............................................................................................................................................................................. 9 
Commercial zones ................................................................................................................................................................... 9 
Mixed-use zones ................................................................................................................................................................... 10 

Data Sources .............................................................................................................................................................................. 11 
ITE Trip and Parking Generation ........................................................................................................................................... 11 
Parking Counts ...................................................................................................................................................................... 11 

Parking Count Team ......................................................................................................................................................... 11 
Counters ........................................................................................................................................................................... 12 
Surveyors .......................................................................................................................................................................... 12 
Off-Site Parking ................................................................................................................................................................ 12 

Other Data Sources ............................................................................................................................................................... 13 
Vehicle Ownership in Orem ............................................................................................................................................. 13 
Utah Household Travel Study ........................................................................................................................................... 13 
Salt Lake County Apartment Parking Demand Study ....................................................................................................... 14 

Findings ...................................................................................................................................................................................... 15 
Study Sites in Orem .......................................................................................................................................................... 15 

Parking Demand .................................................................................................................................................................... 16 
Travel Mode Share ................................................................................................................................................................ 17 

Non-Residential Mode Share ........................................................................................................................................... 17 
Residential Mode Share ................................................................................................................................................... 17 

Vehicle Trip Generation Compared to ITE ............................................................................................................................ 18 
Neighborhood Spillover Parking Counts ............................................................................................................................... 19 

Recommendations ..................................................................................................................................................................... 23 
Non-Student Multifamily Developments .............................................................................................................................. 23 
Student Housing Developments ........................................................................................................................................... 24 
Retail Developments ............................................................................................................................................................. 25 
Office Developments ............................................................................................................................................................ 26 
Mixed-Use Developments and Shared Parking ..................................................................................................................... 27 
Transit-Oriented Developments ........................................................................................................................................... 28 

Appendix A – Existing Parking Requirements ............................................................................................................................ 30 
Appendix B - Parking Count Sites ............................................................................................................................................... 48 

Multifamily Residential (Not Student-Oriented) – Canyon Crossing ................................................................................ 48 
Multifamily Residential (Not Student-Oriented) - Monteval ........................................................................................... 49 
Multifamily Residential (Not Student-Oriented) – Parc on Center .................................................................................. 50 
Multifamily Residential (Student-Oriented) – Parkway Lofts ........................................................................................... 51 
Multifamily Residential (Student-Oriented) - Promenade ............................................................................................... 52 
Multifamily Residential (Student-Oriented) – Summerwood Condos ............................................................................. 53 
Commercial/Shopping Centers – Festival Center ............................................................................................................. 54 
Commercial/Shopping Centers – University Crossing ...................................................................................................... 55 
Office – Temple View Terrace .......................................................................................................................................... 56 
Mixed-Use (Residential & Commercial) – Midtown 360 .................................................................................................. 57 

 

40



OREM CITY PARKING STUDY  

 
 5 

TABLES 
Table 1: Summary of Minimum Parking Requirements for Selected Land-Uses ......................................................................... 6 
Table 2: Existing Orem Residential Parking Standards Comparison ............................................................................................ 8 
Table 3: Existing Orem Office, Commercial, and Mixed-Use Parking Standards Comparison ................................................... 10 
Table 4: Orem Vehicle Ownership ............................................................................................................................................. 13 
Table 5: Average (Mean) Vehicle Ownership by Housing Type in the PoM Study Area ............................................................ 14 
Table 6: Apartment Parking Supply and Demand in the Salt Lake County ................................................................................ 14 
Table 7: Site Statistics for Parking Count Locations ................................................................................................................... 15 
Table 8: Mode Shares at Sampled Developments ..................................................................................................................... 18 
Table 9: Observed Vehicle Trip Generation Compared to ITE ................................................................................................... 19 
Table 10: Existing Orem Parking Standards Comparison: Non-Student Multifamily ................................................................. 23 
Table 11: Multifamily Auto Mode Shares and % Vehicle Trip Generation Relative to ITE ........................................................ 24 
Table 12: Existing Orem Parking Standards Comparison: Retail ................................................................................................ 26 
Table 13: Existing Orem Parking Standards Comparison: Office ............................................................................................... 26 
Table 14: Average Vehicle Ownership in Mixed-Use Districts ................................................................................................... 27 
Table 15: Average Mode Shares for Non-Residential Uses in Mixed-Use Districts ................................................................... 28 
Table 16: Recommendations for Minimum Parking Requirements in Transit Oriented Developments ................................... 29 
Table 17: Orem’s Existing Parking Requirements by Zone ........................................................................................................ 30 
 

FIGURES 
Figure 1: Parking Count Site Locations ...................................................................................................................................... 15 
Figure 2: Neighborhood Parking Spillover Counts ..................................................................................................................... 20 
Figure 3: Intercept Survey Responses When Asked Why They Parked On the Street ............................................................... 22 
Figure 4: 1460 S. State Street, Canyon Crossing ........................................................................................................................ 48 
Figure 5: 355 W. 920 North, Monteval ...................................................................................................................................... 49 
Figure 6: 1042 W. Center St, Parc on Center ............................................................................................................................. 50 
Figure 7: 1225 W. 1000 South, Parkway Lofts ........................................................................................................................... 51 
Figure 8: 875 S. Geneva Road, Promenade ................................................................................................................................ 52 
Figure 9: 720 S. 1200 West, Summerwood Condos ................................................................................................................... 53 
Figure 10: 1345 S. State Street, Festival Center ......................................................................................................................... 54 
Figure 11: 304 E. 1300 South, University Crossing .................................................................................................................... 55 
Figure 12: 1325 S. 800 East, Temple View Terrace .................................................................................................................... 56 
Figure 13: 360 S. State Street, Midtown 360 ............................................................................................................................. 57 
 

  

41

file://OREM3/Sys/Google%20Drive/Orem%20City/Parking%20Study%20(1)/Parking%20Study_Final%20Report_2019.03.21.docx#_Toc5606881


OREM CITY PARKING STUDY  

 
 6 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The goal of the Orem City Parking Study is to provide recommendations for new parking requirements 
for selected land uses associated with new development. These recommendations are based on 
recognized standards, local parking counts, and proximity to existing and future transit. The 
recommendations in this study will serve as the basis for new parking standards that will be presented 
to the Orem City Council for adoption into the Orem City Code.  

This study has identified five land use categories for which it is recommended that a new city-wide 
standard be adopted.  

Table 1: Summary of Minimum Parking Requirements for Selected Land-Uses 

Land Use Recommended (Min.) Recommended (Max.) 

Single-family Attached 2 per unit       

Multifamily 0.75 per bedroom or 2 per unit, 
whichever is lower 

1 per bedroom or 2 per unit, whichever is lower + 
0.25 per unit for guest parking 

Retail / Office 2 per 1,000 sq. ft. GLFA 3 per 1,000 sq. ft. GLFA 
Mixed Use (MXD) with 
shared parking Either commercial or residential minimum, whichever is larger 

Transit-Oriented 
Development (TOD) 50% reduction from MXD 25% reduction from MXD 

 

One of the major recommendations of this study is to move away from a per-unit parking requirement 
and utilize a per-bedroom standard. This reflects existing trends in Orem for new multifamily 
developments and student housing, and more effectively requires the amount of parking supply that is 
actually needed. In addition, this study significantly lowers the parking requirements for retail and office 
uses, allowing greater flexibility for businesses (especially smaller businesses with lower parking 
demands).  

INTRODUCTION 
With a limited amount of remaining undeveloped land, much of Orem’s future growth is expected to 
occur through the redevelopment of existing sites throughout the City. One of the challenges with 
redevelopment is regulating parking. When projects are built with too little parking, there is the potential 
for “spillover parking” – a situation in which business patrons, residents, and visitors to housing 
developments park on city public streets – to lead some nearby residents to complain. When projects 
are built with too much parking, lots are underutilized, wasting valuable land and development costs, 
which raises the price of housing, goods, and services for everyone.  
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Currently, the City has different parking standards for each zone. This has created a wide range of parking 
requirements, sometimes applying different standards to similar projects that happen to be in different 
zones. The purpose of this study is to re-evaluate the existing requirements and to provide uniform 
recommendations based on more accurate measurements and data. 

STANDARDIZATION OF OREM PARKING REGULATIONS 
In the past, new development in Orem has been primarily low density. Occasional requests for higher 
density development were approved by the City Council utilizing the “Planned Development” (PD) zone. 
Rather than being a standardized zone that applies the same requirements across many sites, the PD 
zone is a customized zone for each site. As a result, the City has over time accumulated 48 separate PD 
zones, each with unique parking requirements.  

With changing trends, the demand for higher density development is increasing. Responding to this 
demand, the Orem City Council has worked with residents to create a plan for responsible growth.1 In 
2018, the Orem City Council adopted five districts along State Street where future higher density 
development will be concentrated. With these districts, it is important that the parking requirements be 
updated to reflect fair and uniform standards.    

HIGH COST OF PARKING 
Parking is expensive to provide, especially with the recent increases in land values and construction costs 
in Utah. Recent estimates suggest that surface parking costs between $5,000 and $10,000 per stall, while 
structured parking costs between $15,000 and $25,000 per stall.2 When parking requirements are too 
high, they can represent a significant portion of a project’s costs and inhibit development altogether. 
This is especially concerning when it impacts residential projects, given that Orem is currently 
experiencing a housing affordability crisis due primarily to a lack of supply.3 This study recognizes the 
high cost of parking and recommends decreasing the parking requirements for land uses where an over-
supply can be demonstrated.  

TRANSIT IN OREM 
This past year, Utah’s first bus rapid transit (BRT) began running through Orem. BRT’s efficiency – namely 
its ability to carry a high number of passengers per vehicle while maintaining the flexibility of bus service 
with lower capital costs than light rail – provides an affordable transportation alternative in growing 
cities. Over time, the availability of public transit in Orem is expected to reduce residents’ dependence 
on automobiles, particularly for people who live near transit stops. This study recognizes the impact of 

                                                      
1 Orem State Street Corridor Master Plan. Appendix D of the General Plan. https://orem.org/generalplan/  
2 Carl Walker (2016), Mean Construction Costs, Carl Walker Consulting (www.carlwalker.com) 
3 Orem Moderate-Income Housing Study, 2018: https://orem.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/Orem-Moderate-Income-Housing-Study_2018.09.12.pdf 
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transit and provides a recommendation for updating the parking requirements to include a discount for 
developments located within proximity to an existing or announced transit stop.  

EXISTING PARKING REQUIREMENTS 
The existing Orem City Code contains parking requirements for over 70 different land uses categories. 
More than 60 codes apply to parking provisions for residential uses, 30 for commercial uses, and 10 for 
office uses. This section examines a selection of Orem’s existing parking requirements and provides a 
comparison to the recommendations provided by the ITE’s Parking Generation Manual and other cities 
in the region.  

RESIDENTIAL ZONES 
The number of off-street parking spaces Orem requires in zones of single-family, detached houses ranges 
from 2 to 2.5 per dwelling. Houses with an accessory dwelling unit on the property are required to have 
a minimum of three spaces. The top of this range is higher than ITE’s recommended standard of two 
spaces per unit, and the entire range is higher than the average peak demand of 1.8 spaces per unit 
observed by ITE. In the Wasatch Front region, Orem’s parking requirements are on the low end.  

Table 2: Existing Orem Residential Parking Standards Comparison 

Land Use 
Category Orem’s Existing Code ITE 

(Supply) 
ITE 
(Peak Demand) Regional High Regional Low 

Residential – 
Single-family 
detached 

2.0-2.5 per unit (3.0 with 
accessory dwelling) 2 per unit 1.8 per unit 

4 per unit + 2 per 
accessory unit 
(Pleasant Grove) 

2 per unit (South 
Jordan, American 
Fork) 

Accessory 
Apartments 

+0.5-1.0 per unit. (Min. 3 
per 1-family dwelling) - - +2 per unit 

(Pleasant Grove) 
+1 per unit 
(American Fork) 

Residential – 
Single-family 
attached 

2 per unit + 0.25-0.78 per 
unit for guest parking 

1.4 per 
unit 1.38 per unit 

4 per unit 
(Vineyard, South 
Jordan) 

1 per bedroom or 
2 per unit, 
whichever is 
lower (Saratoga 
Springs) 

Residential – 
Multifamily 

1-2.5 per unit or 0.65-1.75 
per bedroom + 0.25-0.78 
per unit guest parking. 
(Not all PD zones require 
guest parking.) 

1.4-2.0 
per unit 1.2-1.37 per unit 

0.66-1.75 per 
bedroom + 0.25 
per unit guest 
parking (Provo) 

1 per bedroom or 
2 per unit, 
whichever is 
lower (Saratoga 
Springs) 

Residential – 
Student housing 
overlay 

0.8 per unit - - - - 
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Source: Orem City Code, ITE, University of Utah Metropolitan Research Center 

The number of spaces Orem requires for single-family, attached houses (which includes duplexes, 
triplexes, and townhouses) is two per dwelling unit plus 0.25 to 0.78 spaces per unit for guest parking 
(depending on the zone). This range of 2.25 to 2.78 spaces per unit is substantially higher than ITE’s 
recommended standard of 1.4 spaces per unit and the average peak demand of 1.38 spaces per unit 
observed by ITE. In the Wasatch Front region, Orem’s parking requirements for single-family, attached 
dwellings lies in the middle of the range.  

The number of spaces Orem requires for multifamily residential buildings ranges from 1 to 2.5 spaces 
per dwelling unit or 0.65 to 1.75 spaces per bedroom, with an additional 0.25 to 0.78 spaces per unit 
required for guest parking. The large range of requirements is a result of the proliferation of “Planned 
Development” zones where parking requirements have not been standardized. This range of required 
parking extends both higher and lower than ITE’s recommended standard of 1.4 to 2 spaces per unit and 
is mostly higher than the average peak demand of 1.38 spaces per unit observed by ITE. In the Wasatch 
Front region, Orem’s parking requirements are among the highest. Orem tops both Provo’s requirement 
of 0.91 to 2 spaces per bedroom and Saratoga Springs’ requirement for one space per bedroom or two 
spaces per unit, whichever is lower. However, Orem is the only city in the Wasatch Front region with a 
student housing overlay district. At 0.8 spaces per dwelling unit, parking requirements in the student 
housing overlay district are lower than those for any other type of multifamily housing in the city. 

OFFICE ZONES 
The number of off-street parking spaces Orem requires for professional and government office buildings 
ranges from 2.4 to 4 per 1,000 sq. ft. of gross leasable floor area (GLFA), with no building allowed to have 
fewer than five total spaces. This range starts lower than ITE’s recommended standard of 3.3 to 4 spaces 
per 1,000 sq. ft. GFLA and the average peak demand of 2.84 to 4.15 per 1,000 sq. ft. GFLA observed by 
ITE. In the Wasatch Front region, Orem’s parking requirements are much lower than the 6.67 spaces per 
1,000 sq. ft. GFLA required by Provo and Vineyard but range higher than the 2.5 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. 
GFLA required by Bluffdale and South Jordan. 

COMMERCIAL ZONES 
The number of off-street parking spaces Orem requires for commercial buildings ranges from two to four 
spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. GLFA. This range is lower than ITE’s recommended standard of 3.2 to 5.8 spaces 
per 1,000 sq. ft. GLFA but close to the average peak demand of 2.27 to 4.67 observed by ITE. In the 
Wasatch Front region, Orem’s parking requirements are substantially lower than the six spaces per 1,000 
sq. ft. GLFA required by American Fork but higher than Bluffdale and Provo’s requirements for 1.67 
spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. GFLA. 
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The number of spaces Orem requires for movie theaters is 0.25 per seat. This is lower than the 0.3 spaces 
per seat recommended by ITE but higher than the average peak demand of 0.15 spaces per seat 
observed by ITE. In the Wasatch Front region, Orem’s parking requirements are almost identical to South 
Jordan’s requirement for 0.33 spaces per seat but higher than Bluffdale and Provo’s requirements for 
0.25 spaces per seat. 

MIXED-USE ZONES 
Orem city code allows all parking at mixed-use developments to be shared among residential and non-
residential uses. The total number of off-street parking spaces required is the greater of either 0.65 to 1 
space per bedroom, 1 to 4.65 spaces per dwelling unit, or 2 to 5 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. of non-residential 
GLFA. The 4th edition of ITE’s Parking Generation Manual does not recommend a standard or list an 
average peak demand for mixed-use developments. In the Wasatch Front region, Orem’s requirements 
are similar to the 1 space per bedroom or 2 per unit, whichever is lower, for residential portions and the 
two to four spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. of GLFA for non-residential uses required by Saratoga Springs. By 
contrast, Orem’s requirements are higher than Vineyard’s requirements for 1.5 spaces per unit for 
residential portions and three spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. GFA for non-residential portions of mixed-use 
developments. 

Table 3: Existing Orem Office, Commercial, and Mixed-Use Parking Standards Comparison  

Land Use 
Category Orem’s Existing Code ITE 

(Supply) 
ITE 
(Peak Demand) Regional High Regional Low 

Office  2.4-4.0 per 1,000 sq. ft. 
GLFA 

3.3-4 per 
1,000 sq. ft. 
GLFA 

2.84-4.15 per 
1,000 sq. ft. 
GLFA 

6.67 per 1,000 sq. 
ft. GLFA (Provo, 
Vineyard) 

2.5 per 1,000 sq. 
ft. GLFA (South 
Jordan, Bluffdale) 

Retail Shopping 
Center 

2-4 per 1,000 sq. ft. 
GLFA 

4.7-4.9 per 
1,000 sq. ft. 
GLFA 

2.27-4.67 per 
1,000 sq. ft. 
GLFA 

6 per 1,000 sq. ft. 
GLFA (American 
Fork) 

1.67 per 1,000 sq. 
ft. GLFA 
(Bluffdale, Provo) 

Mixed Use 

Residential: 0.65-1.0 
per bedroom or 1.0-
4.65 per unit; Non-
residential: 2.0-5.0 per 
1,000 sq. ft. GLFA. (All 
parking can be shared.) 

-            -            

Residential: 1 per 
bedroom or 2 per 
unit; Non-
residential: based 
on sq. ft. of 
individual use 
(Saratoga Springs) 

Residential: 1.5 
per unit; Non-
residential: 3 per 
1,000 sq. ft. GFA 

 Source: Orem City Code, ITE, University of Utah Metropolitan Research Center 
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DATA SOURCES  
This section provides an overview of the data and methodology used to inform the recommendations of 
this study.  

ITE TRIP AND PARKING GENERATION 
For many cities, parking requirements are based in whole or part on trip generation data provided by 
the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE). Trip generation is a term used to describe how many 
people or vehicles come and go from a location during a certain time. Trip generation is typically 
determined by referencing the ITE’s Trip Generation Manual. This manual utilizes hundreds of traffic 
studies conducted in many locations throughout the country to estimate the average traffic demand that 
can be expected from various land uses. This data forms the basis for the ITE’s Parking Generation 
Manual. 4 

While ITE’s manuals are recognized as the authority on trip and parking generation, they readily 
acknowledge that the data was “primarily collected at suburban locations having little or no transit 
service, nearby pedestrian amenities, or travel demand management (TDM) programs."5 The Trip 
Generation Manual also states: “At specific sites, the user may wish to modify trip-generation rates 
presented in this document to reflect the presence of public transportation service, ridesharing, or other 
TDM measures; enhanced pedestrian and bicycle trip-making opportunities; or other special 
characteristics of the site or surrounding area.”  

Understanding these limitations, this study includes parking counts for ten sites located in Orem. 
Combining ITE data with local parking counts (administered by an objective third party and capturing 
both on- and off-street parking numbers) represents the most accurate way to measure parking demand.   

PARKING COUNTS 
The City of Orem contracted with the University of Utah’s Metropolitan Research Center (MRC) to 
evaluate Orem’s existing parking requirements, perform parking counts at various sites in Orem, and 
provide recommendations based on all collected data. This section explains the process that was 
undertaken to gather parking counts in Orem. 

Parking Count Team 

To collect data on trip and parking generation at the ten Orem sites, the MRC hired students from local 
universities and assigned them to specific locations within the developments. A total of 61 students were 
employed on Thursday, September 27, 2018. (Parking counts should be conducted on Tuesdays, 

                                                      
4 ITE, Parking Generation Manual, 5th Edition 
5 ITE, Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition 
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Wednesday, or Thursdays, as these days are most representative of weekday peak traffic). For quality 
control, the MRC’s project manager traveled from location to location during the count day. Every 
student was found to be at the assigned location doing the assigned task. Students were assigned one 
of two roles: counters or surveyors. 

Counters 

Counters conducted 100% counts of persons and vehicles coming and going at designated access points. 
Every entry point at each site was observed from 7 am until 9 pm and tabulated in 15-minute intervals. 
Trips were counted separately for each mode of transportation, specifically: solo drivers, two-person 
carpools, three or more-person carpools, walkers, bicyclists, and others. The “other” category was for 
people traveling by skateboard, scooter, or the like. The purpose was to obtain 100% counts that could 
be compared to vehicle trip generation rates for stand-alone suburban developments as published in 
the ITE’s Trip Generation Manual.  

Surveyors 

Surveyors were assigned a dual role. Every two hours between 7 am and 9 pm, they performed parking 
occupancy counts, recording the number of parked cars in each site’s lot or garage. For the residential 
projects, a count was also conducted at around 11 pm to capture what is typically the period of peak 
demand for parking at residential developments. These students also circulated around the 
developments throughout the day conducting intercept surveys of residents, shoppers, or office workers 
to determine their mode of travel to/from the developments, the purpose of their trips, and the location 
where they parked. The last of these questions was to determine the number of residents who were 
parking outside apartment complexes on neighborhood streets. The mode shares presented for each 
development are based on the intercept surveys.  

Occupancy counts suggest the true demand for on-site parking. These counts are compared to the 
parking supply and peak demand values found in the ITE Parking Generation Manual to see if Orem 
developments are generating parking demands above, below, or at typical suburban levels (as the ITE 
numbers are representative of suburban developments as explained previously).  

Off-Site Parking 

The MRC conducted a supplemental study in four neighborhoods adjacent to multifamily projects to 
measure off-site parking. In the past, the Orem City Council has received complaints about drivers 
parking on public streets in nearby neighborhoods. The perception is that some of these developments 
may not supply enough tenant or visitor parking on site, or that tenants may be avoiding parking fees.  

A supplemental count of on-street parking was conducted near four multifamily apartment sites: 
Promenade, Canyon View Crossing, Monteval, and Parc on Center. To determine how many drivers park 
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on neighborhood streets during evening peak hours, observers were stationed at key intersections near 
each of the four sites from 5 pm to 9 pm on Nov. 13, 2018.  

OTHER DATA SOURCES 
Although the recommendations in the study are based primarily on the Orem parking counts conducted 
by the MRC and the data provided by the ITE, three other data sources provide meaningful insight: the 
American Community Survey (ACS), the 2012 Utah Household Travel Survey, and a parking demand study 
conducted at apartments in Salt Lake City.    

Vehicle Ownership in Orem 

Based on data from the US Census American Community Survey (ACS), the average vehicle ownership 
per household in Orem is 2.10 vehicles per household. The following table provides a detailed 
breakdown of vehicle ownership by household size. These figures are for all households, regardless of 
housing type. The ACS does not provide a cross tabulation of vehicle ownership by housing type, and 
thus multifamily housing cannot be separated from single-family housing. Due to household income 
differences, it is assumed that households living in multifamily housing have fewer than average vehicles 
for each household size. 

Table 4: Orem Vehicle Ownership 

 Households 0 vehicles 1 vehicle 2 vehicles 3 vehicles 4+ 
vehicles All 

   1 Person Households  597 2,905 611 84 39 4,236 

   2 Person Households 166 1,865 5,390 862 168 8,451 

   3 Person Households 120 1,084 1,704 1,425 321 4,654 

   4+ Person Households 95 1,043 4,335 2,529 2,175 10,177 

   All 978 6,897 12,040 4,900 2,703 27,518 

   % of all 3.60% 25.10% 43.80% 17.80% 9.80% 100% 
Source: Source: 2017 of "2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates" *Note: 4+ vehicles is assumed at 4.5 

Compared to more urban places like Salt Lake City, Orem is still very auto-oriented. Low parking 
requirements would be unrealistic in much of Orem because the city remains suburban in nature. Only 
in the case of new development forms, such as the State Street Districts and other future mixed-use and 
transit-oriented developments, should the parking requirements deviate from suburban norms.  

Utah Household Travel Study 

The 2012 Utah Household Travel Survey is another source of data on vehicle ownership which relates to 
overall parking demand. Household records were extracted for different housing types in the Point of 
the Mountain (PoM) study area, which covers a large area of Utah County and is comparable to Orem. 
Though based on a small sample of households, the average (mean) number of vehicles per multifamily 
household in the study area is 1.6.  
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Table 5: Average (Mean) Vehicle Ownership by Housing Type in the PoM Study Area 

Type of Housing Sample Size Average (Mean) 

Single-Family Detached 759 2.35 

Single-Family Attached 65 1.86 

Multifamily 48 1.6 

Source: 2012 Utah Household Travel Survey 

Salt Lake County Apartment Parking Demand Study 

An extensive apartment parking demand study was conducted in Salt Lake City County at many suburban 
apartment complexes along the Wasatch Front. As shown in the following table, these apartment 
complexes are typically supplying at least two spaces per apartment and producing average peak 
demand of 1.6 spaces per occupied apartment. While this data was not collected in the City, most of 
these apartments are in neighborhoods with similar density and land use patterns as Orem. Therefore 
this information is helpful as a way to corroborate the parking counts collected locally. 

Table 6: Apartment Parking Supply and Demand in the Salt Lake County 

Property Supply (stalls/unit) Demand (stalls/occupied unit) 

Timbergate Apartments 2.01 1.46 
Farmgate Apartments 2 1.72 
Mission Meadowbrook Apartments 1.93 1.1 
Mountain Shadows Apartments 2.09 1.28 
Egate Apartments 1.81 1.73 
San Marino Apartments 2.04 1.48 
San Moritz Apartments 2.01 1.74 
San Tropez Apartments 2.05 1.68 
Coppergate Apartments 2.22 1.42 
Liberty Bend 2.23 1.94 
Liberty Commons Apartments 2.2 1.4 
Lionsgate Apartments 1.59 2.03 

Hales Engineering, 2014 
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FINDINGS 
This chapter contains the data for each 
of the ten sites in Orem where parking 
counts took place. This data is analyzed 
and compared to ITE standards. Based 
on this data, recommendations are 
provided in the next chapter.  

Study Sites in Orem 

This study assessed parking supply and 
demand at ten privately-owned 
developments within Orem city limits. 
These sites are all relatively high-density 
land uses for Orem and range from 
residential to commercial, including 
office parks, shopping centers, 
multifamily housing (both near to and 
far from UVU’s campus), and a mixed-
use development.  

Site Statistics 

The following two tables provide an overview of the supply and demand characteristics for the ten sites 
in Orem where parking counts took place. Note that Midtown 360 is separated into two lines two show 
the statistics for the commercial space separate from the residential units. 

Table 7: Characteristics of Parking Count Locations 

Site ITE Category Parking 
Supply SF GLA Dwelling 

Units 
Total 

Bedrooms 
Canyon View Crossing Low/Mid-Rise Apartment (221) 295  -  180 273 
Monteval Low/Mid-Rise Apartment (221) 180  -  131 206 
Parc on Center Low/Mid-Rise Apartment (221) 201  -  168 317 
Parkway Lofts Low/Mid-Rise Apartment (221) 613  -  332 556 
Promenade Low/Mid-Rise Apartment (221) 275  -  112 421 
Summerwood Condos Low/Mid-Rise Apartment (221) 259  -  72 286 
Festival Center Community Shopping Center (820) 492 98,369 - - 
University Crossing Community Shopping Center (820) 814 206,035 - - 
Temple View Terrace Office Building (701) 175 52,360 - - 
Midtown 360 Mixed Use Complex 689 50,049 284 535 

Figure 1: Parking Count Site Locations 
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Site ITE Category Parking 
Supply SF GLA Dwelling 

Units 
Total 

Bedrooms 
    Midtown Residential High-Rise Apartment (222) 487 - 284 535 
    Midtown Retail Neighborhood Shopping Center (820) 202 50,049 - - 

Source: City of Orem 

PARKING DEMAND 
Based on the data collected by the Metropolitan Research Center and Orem City staff, parking demand 
was calculated for each of the ten sites. These figures take on-street “spillover” parking into account as 
discussed in a later section. Even including “spillover” parking, observed supply exceeds observed peak 
demand at every study site. The highest observed parking occupancy rate is 92% at Park on Center. The 
lowest observed parking occupancy rate is 47% at University Crossing. These numbers suggest that Orem 
is overparked.  

Table 8: Parking Supply & Demand at 10 Sites in Orem 

Site 
Observed 

Supply  
(On-Site) 

Observed 
Peak 

Demand* 

Peak Demand 
/ Supply 

Rate per Unit 
/ 1000 SF GLA 

Rate per 
Bedroom 

Canyon View Crossing 295 241 82% - 1.08 
Monteval 180 116 64% - 0.87 
Parc on Center 201 185 92% - 0.63 
Parkway Lofts 613 524 85% - 1.01 
Promenade 275 261 95% - 0.65 
Summerwood Condos 259 190 73% - 0.91 
Festival Center 492 279 57% 2.84 - 
University Crossing 814 380 47% 1.84 - 
Temple View Terrace  175 110 63% 2.10 - 
Midtown 360 Residential 689 511 74% - 0.97 
Midtown 360 Commercial 689 121 52% 2.42 - 

Source: Orem Parking Counts and Surveys Conducted September 27, 2018, University of Utah Metropolitan Research Center 
* The ‘Observed Peak Demand’ includes on street ‘spillover’ parking   
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TRAVEL MODE SHARE 
At the ten sites in Orem selected for parking counts, intercept surveys were conducted of people coming 
and going. While the emphasis of this study is on parking counts, people’s mode of travel getting to and 
from these developments can be used to validate the findings. If everyone travels by automobile, 
standard suburban parking ratios should apply. Estimates of mode share may suggest it is possible to 
reduce parking demand at walkable, transit-friendly locations. Note that it is not a one-to-one 
relationship between auto mode share and auto parking requirements, as people who own cars may 
choose to travel by other modes and leave their cars at home. But all else being equal, a high alternative 
mode share should result in a somewhat reduced parking demand.  

Non-Residential Mode Share 

Temple View, the office property is 100% auto access. We would expect the trip and parking generation 
to be very similar to the suburban ITE rates. The commercial centers, Festival Center and University 
Crossing, are almost entirely auto-oriented with 95% and 92% auto access, respectively. However, they 
both have 5% walk access, which likely results in a small reduction of vehicle trip generation rates relative 
to ITE rates. As usage for the BRT route increases over time, the non-auto mode share is expected to 
increase. 

Residential Mode Share 

For the multifamily projects (non-student), there is a large reduction in auto access. Monteval has 39% 
walk access; Canyon View Crossing has 21% walk access; and Parc on Center has 15% walk access. These 
rates suggest that parking requirements could be successfully decreased from the ITE’s 
recommendations for more auto-dependent suburban developments. 
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Table 9: Mode Shares at Sampled Developments 

Property Auto Transit Bike Walk Other 

Summerwood Condos 42% 18% 5% 35% 0% 
Monteval 61% 0% 0% 39% 0% 
Promenade 65% 19% 7% 7% 2% 
Midtown 360 74% 0% 2% 24% 0% 
Canyon View Crossing 76% 3% 0% 21% 0% 
Parc on Center 80% 5% 0% 15% 0% 
Parkway Lofts 88% 9% 0% 3% 0% 
University Crossing 92% 2% 2% 5% 0% 
Festival Center 95% 0% 0% 5% 0% 
Temple View 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Source: Orem Parking Counts and Surveys Conducted September 27, 2018, University of Utah Metropolitan Research Center 

For student oriented multifamily housing, we have the lowest rate of auto access of any project, 42% at 
Summerwood Condos. Summerwood also has a high rate of walk access (35%) and a high rate of transit 
access (18%). Promenade, also student housing, has 7% walk access and 19% transit access, the highest 
percentage of transit access in our sample. Parkway Lofts has mode shares similar to non-student 
oriented multifamily developments with 88% auto access, 3% walk access, and 9% transit access. This is 
noteworthy because Parkway Lofts is the closest project to the Orem FrontRunner station. Perhaps the 
most interesting case is the mixed-use development, Midtown 360. Consistent with the literature on 
mixed-use development, the auto share of trips is low in this development.  

VEHICLE TRIP GENERATION COMPARED TO ITE 
Vehicles entering and leaving each of the sampled sites were tracked and compared to the ITE Trip 
Generation Manual estimates. ITE represents suburban averages, so alignment with ITE would suggest 
typical suburban conditions. An undercount would suggest less auto orientation than ITE, while an 
overcount would suggest more auto orientation than ITE.  

As noted with mode shares, vehicle trip generation does not directly relate to parking demand. Residents 
might own cars they don’t use much, and shoppers may turn over parking spaces at varying rates in retail 
and office developments. However, this data is helpful to validate parking count numbers. Also worth 
noting is that there is a high degree of confidence in the vehicle trip counts taken at the ten Orem sites. 
The counters were checked up on regularly and all were at their posts covering all entrances/exits as 
assigned. 

The following table compares Orem vehicle trip counts to ITE estimated counts for the same type and 
level of development activity. In some cases, the Orem counts are higher. In other cases, the Orem 
counts are lower.  
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Table 9: Observed Vehicle Trip Generation Compared to ITE 

Property Land Use 
ITE  

Land Use 
Category 

Orem Vehicle 
Trips per Unit 

/ 1000 SF 

ITE Vehicle 
Trips per Unit 

/ 1000 SF 

% ITE 
Prediction 
(Obs. / ITE) 

Canyon View Crossing Multifamily Low/Mid-Rise 
Apartment (221) 6.51 6.65 98% 

Monteval Multifamily Low/Mid-Rise 
Apartment (221) 3.94 6.65 59% 

Parc on Center Multifamily Low/Mid-Rise 
Apartment (221) 3.52 6.65 53% 

Parkway Lofts Student 
Housing 

Low/Mid-Rise 
Apartment (221) 5.24 6.65 79% 

Promenade Student 
Housing 

Low/Mid-Rise 
Apartment (221) 9.69 6.65 146% 

Summerwood Condos Student 
Housing 

Low/Mid-Rise 
Apartment (221) 8.21 5.81 141% 

Festival Center General 
Commercial 

Community Shopping 
Center (820) 55.07 42.7 129% 

University Crossing General 
Commercial 

Community Shopping 
Center (820) 14.95 42.7 35% 

Temple View Terrace Office Office Building (701) 8.35 11.03 76% 

Midtown 360 Mixed Use Mixed Use -   

Midtown 360 – R Residential High-Rise Apartment 
(222) 5.17 6.65 78% 

Midtown 360 – C Commercial Neighborhood 
Shopping Center (820) 32.19 42.7 75% 

Source: ITE, Orem Parking Counts and Surveys Conducted September 27, 2018, University of Utah Metropolitan Research Center 

 

NEIGHBORHOOD SPILLOVER PARKING COUNTS 
The Orem City Council has received a handful of complaints about tenants and visitors at multifamily 
developments parking on city streets in abutting/adjacent neighborhoods. The perception is that some 
drivers seek to avoid fees and other restrictions on parking on-site at these developments. Council 
members and city staff have expressed a particular concern about so-called “spillover” parking near a 
subset of sites from the 10 included in this study sample. Therefore, the MRC completed a supplemental 
count of on-street parking near four sites: Promenade, Canyon View Crossing, Monteval, and Parc on 
Center.  
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Figure 2: Neighborhood Parking Spillover Counts 

   

   

Source: Supplemental counts conducted November 13, 2018, University of Utah Metropolitan Research Center 

To determine how many drivers park on neighborhood streets during evening peak hours, the MRC 
stationed observers at key intersections near each of the four sites from 5-9 pm on Nov. 13, 2018. Each 
observer counted the number of cars parked on the streets upon their arrival, then tallied the total 
number of arriving and departing vehicles parking on the streets during half-hour increments. The 
observers also tracked how many of the vehicles parked on the street had occupants who entered or left 
the apartment complexes (as opposed to other nearby homes or businesses).  

The following figures compare the number of vehicles parked on the street by people entering or exiting 
the apartment complexes as a subset of the total number of vehicles parked on the street (meaning the 
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latter total includes the former). Note that it was not determined how many of the vehicles on the street 
when the observers arrived at 5 pm were parked there by people who subsequently entered the 
apartment complex (it is very likely that many if not all of these are spillover parking). 

Promenade Apartments: The observer for the count at Promenade, Taylor Nelson, was stationed at the 
intersection of 800 South and Geneva Road, directly in front of the LDS church on that corner. From this 
vantage point, he had a view of both streets. Geneva Road is a busy arterial with bike lanes on both sides 
and posted no-parking zones along the entire segment. 800 South is local street located directly to the 
north of Promenade. One car was parked on Geneva Road at 5 p.m. and one additional car parked there 
during the rest of the four-hour observation period. However, on 800 South there were 19 cars parked 
at 5 pm, and the number only grew from there. The total number of vehicles parked on the street 
doubled from 5pm to 9pm, from 19 to 44, with the vast majority of drivers parking on the street entering 
the apartment complex. By 9 pm, there was very little street space left in close proximity to Promenade.  

Canyon View Crossing: The observer at Canyon View Crossing, Riley Norton, was stationed at the corner 
of 1500 South and 400 East. From this vantage, he could see both streets plus the entrances to the 
complex. Over the four hours of the count, there was a moderate amount of parking on the street, with 
a nearly even split between vehicle occupants who entered and exited the apartment complex and 
vehicle occupants who entered and exited nearby houses. At 9 pm, there were 28 cars parked on the 
street, but still open spots in the complex. One possible reason for this may be the fact that parking on 
the street is closer to many apartments than parking within the complex itself. 

Monteval: The observer at Monteval, Keegan Stanton, was stationed at the corner of 920 North and 400 
West. From this vantage point, he was able to view the length of both streets near the apartment 
complex. He also watched for vehicles and residents who may have gone or arrived behind him. 
Considering the capacity of on-street parking, parking along the street was light.  Eleven of the thirteen 
drivers who parked on the street throughout the evening entered the apartment complex, and four of 
the eight drivers leaving an on-street parking space exited from the apartment complex. However, there 
were never so many parked cars that availability of parking was a concern.   

Parc on Center: The observer at Parc on Center, Prof Reid Ewing, was stationed at the corner of 105 
North and 1140 West. From this vantage, he could see both the entrance to the apartment complex and 
neighborhood streets. Over the four hours of the count, parking on the street was light. Only one driver 
parked on the street in the neighborhood and subsequently walked to the apartment complex. However, 
two single-family houses directly north of the apartment complex had a number of visitors who parked 
on the street. Due to this traffic, it is possible that other neighbors have assumed that these on-street 
parkers are residents of the apartment complex. On the south side of the complex, many residents park 
on the commercial streets that access Center Street. On a separate evening, Orem staff counted 35 
vehicles associated with the complex. These were not counted in the neighborhood “spillover” counts 
shown previously, but were taken into account when calculating parking demand for the complex.   
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Figure 3: Intercept Survey Responses When Asked Why They Parked on the Street 

Source: Surveys Conducted September 27, 2018, University of Utah Metropolitan Research Center  
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
This chapter contains parking recommendations for non-student multifamily, student multifamily, retail, 
office, mixed-use, and transit-oriented developments.  

NON-STUDENT MULTIFAMILY DEVELOPMENTS 
The table in this section provides a comparison of Orem’s existing parking standards, the MRC’s 
recommended parking minimums, ITE estimates for parking supply and peak demand, and regional highs 
and lows for multifamily development. These figures are for 100% residential developments and are not 
applicable to mixed-use or transit-oriented developments. Orem standards currently range from 1 to 2.5 
spaces per unit or 0.65 to 1.75 spaces per bedroom, plus 0.25 to 0.78 per unit guest parking (not all PD 
zones require guest parking.) That is a tremendous spread, and is the result of varying parking 
requirements which are primarily based on units (which range from one to four bedrooms and typically 
house one to four adults).  

ITE supply values are 1.4 to 2.0 spaces per dwelling unit, depending on the number of stories in the 
building. For low rise apartments, the median supply of parking is 1.4 spaces per dwelling unit. ITE peak 
parking demand values (which are more meaningful than ITE supply numbers) are in the mid-range of 
Orem’s minimum parking ratios, ranging from 1.2 to 1.37 spaces per unit. For low- and mid-rise 
apartments, the range of peak demand is 1.2 to 1.23 spaces per unit.  

Table 10: Existing Orem Parking Standards Comparison: Non-Student Multifamily 

Land Use 
Category 

Orem’s Existing 
Code 

Recommendation ITE 
(Supply) 

ITE 
(Peak 
Demand) 

Regional 
High 

Regional 
Low 

Residential – 
Multifamily 

1-2.5 per unit or 0.65-
1.75 per bedroom + 
0.25-0.78 per unit 
guest parking. (Not all 
PD zones require 
guest parking.) 

0.75 per bedroom 
or 2 per unit, 
whichever is lower, 
or 1 per bedroom, 
plus 0.25 per unit 
for visitor parking 

1.4-2.0 
per unit 

1.2-1.37 per 
unit 

0.66-1.75 per 
bedroom + 
0.25 per unit 
guest parking 
(Provo) 

1 per 
bedroom or 2 
per unit, 
whichever is 
lower 
(Saratoga 
Springs) 

Source: Orem City Code, ITE, University of Utah Metropolitan Research Center 

The three non-student multifamily developments for which data was collected are Canyon View 
Crossing, Monteval, and Parc on Center. The three provide parking at the following supply ratios: 1.64, 
1.37, and 1.20 spaces per unit. On a per bedroom basis, parking supplies are 1.08, 0.87, and 0.63 spaces 
per bedroom. Peak demand over observed supply for on-site parking for each complex was 82%, 64%, 
and 92%, respectively. Each of these complexes had spillover parking, to varying degrees (as quantified 
in the previous section). Parc on Center had the lowest amount of spillover parking, though this is likely 
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due to the fact that streets internal to the complex are utilized for parking which are not reflected in the 
supply of parking stalls.  

Based on the data in this study and the experience of City staff, multifamily complexes generally create 
a demand of one parking space per bedroom. Whether the typical two-bedroom apartment has two 
spouses or two unrelated roommates, both situations result in a need for two parking spaces. Adults 
need a car to live, study, and work in Orem, and current trends demonstrate that the number of 
bedrooms in a complex correlate strongly with the number of adults renting. This is the case even with 
four-bedroom units in Orem, despite having an occupancy limit of three unrelated adults per unit. These 
facts are the basis for the following recommendation, which seeks to standardize the parking 
requirements for multifamily developments throughout Orem. 

This study recommends that Orem adopt a standard from a low of 0.75 parking spaces per bedroom 
or 2 per unit, whichever is lower, to a high of 1 parking spaces per bedroom plus0.25 visitor parking 
spaces per unit for multifamily developments. This recommendation is premised on two assumptions: 
first, that parking is free (bundled with the rent) and second, that where parking is unbundled (i.e. is 
subject to an additional charge), that there are not adjacent neighborhood streets onto which apartment 
parking is likely to spill over.  

STUDENT HOUSING DEVELOPMENTS 
On its face, there is little to distinguish suburban student housing from non-student multifamily 
development. The following table presents auto mode shares and vehicle trip rates relative to ITE. There 
is no distinguishing pattern. In addition, the ITE Trip and Parking Generation manuals make no distinction 
between student and other multifamily housing. Finally, note that the characterizations of apartments 
are somewhat arbitrary. There is no prohibition against students living in general multifamily housing, 
and no prohibition against non-students living in student housing. 

Table 11: Multifamily Auto Mode Shares and % Vehicle Trip Generation Relative to ITE 

Property Land Use ITE Land Use Category % Auto 
Mode Share 

% ITE 
Prediction 
(Obs. / ITE) 

Canyon View Crossing Multifamily Low/Mid-Rise Apartment (221) 76% 98% 
Monteval Multifamily Low/Mid-Rise Apartment (221) 61% 59% 
Parc on Center Multifamily Low/Mid-Rise Apartment (221) 80% 53% 
Parkway Lofts Student Housing Low/Mid-Rise Apartment (221) 88% 79% 
Promenade Student Housing Low/Mid-Rise Apartment (221) 65% 146% 
Summerwood Condos Student Housing Low/Mid-Rise Apartment (221) 42% 141% 

Source: ITE, Orem Parking Counts and Surveys Conducted September 27, 2018, University of Utah Metropolitan Research Center 
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The three student housing developments for which parking data was collected are Parkway Lofts, 
Promenade, and Summerwood Condos. The three provide parking at the following supply ratios: 1.85, 
2.46, and 3.60 spaces per unit. On a per-bedroom basis, parking supplies are 1.01, 0.65, and 0.91 spaces 
per bedroom, and are not so different from the general multifamily complexes described previously. 
Observed peak parking demand for the three apartment complexes (counted at 11 pm, after most 
residents are back for the night) is 0.88, 0.52, and 0.62 spaces per bedroom, respectively. Peak demand 
over observed supply for on-site parking for each complex was 85%, 95%, and 73%, respectively. These 
demand figures do not include on-street parking, which was measured for Promenade and showed that 
the complex created some spillover parking. These facts are the basis for the following recommendation, 
which seeks to standardize the parking requirements for student multifamily developments throughout 
Orem. 

This study recommends that Orem adopt a uniform standard of from a low of 0.75 parking spaces per 
bedroom or 2 per unit, whichever is lower, to a high of 1 parking spaces per bedroom plus 0.25 visitor 
parking spaces per unit for multifamily developments for student housing developments.  

This recommendation is premised on two assumptions: first, that parking is free (bundled with the rent) 
and second, that where parking is unbundled (is subject to an additional charge), that there are not 
adjacent neighborhood streets onto which apartment parking is likely to spill over.  

Because it might be desirable for recommended parking requirements for student multifamily to be 
higher than non-student multifamily, it is important that City staff work with the Council to identify a 
standard that can be used rather than relying on a developer’s intention. A suggestion would be a radius 
from Utah Valley University (UVU), as it is clear that multifamily developments near UVU are rented by 
UVU students and often have bedrooms with double-occupancy. 

RETAIL DEVELOPMENTS 
The table in this section provides a comparison of Orem’s existing parking standards, the ITE estimates, 
and regional highs and lows for retail development. These figures are for suburban retail developments 
and are not applicable to mixed-use or transit-oriented developments. Note that Orem standards 
currently range from 2 to 4 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. of gross leasable floor area (GLFA). The standard for 
neighborhood (30,000-100,000 sq. ft.) and community (100,000-400,000 sq. ft.) shopping centers in the 
ITE Parking Generation is 4.7 - 4.9 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft., respectively. ITE average peak demand for 
community shopping centers is 2.55 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. There is wide variation in standards across 
the region. From a low of 1.67 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. in Bluffdale and Provo to a high of 6 spaces per 
1,000 sq. ft. in American Fork. 
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Table 12: Existing Orem Parking Standards Comparison: Retail 

Land Use 
Category Orem’s Existing Code ITE 

(Supply) 
ITE 
(Peak Demand) Regional High Regional Low 

Retail Shopping 
Center 

2-4 per 1,000 sq. ft. 
GLFA 

4.7-4.9 per 
1,000 sq. ft. 
GLFA 

2.27-4.67 per 
1,000 sq. ft. 
GLFA 

6 per 1,000 sq. ft. 
GLFA (American 
Fork) 

1.67 per 1,000 sq. 
ft. GLFA 
(Bluffdale, Provo) 

 Source: Orem City Code, ITE, University of Utah Metropolitan Research Center 

The study sampled two retail developments (shopping centers) for trip and parking generation, the 
Festival Center and University Crossing. The Festival Center has 492 spaces for a parking supply ratio of 
5.0 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. GLFA. University Crossing has 814 spaces for a parking supply ratio of 3.95 
spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. Observed peak demand on the survey day was 2.84 occupied spaces per 1,000 
sq. ft. at Festival Center, and 1.84 occupied spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. at University Crossing. Peak demand 
over observed supply for these developments were 57% and 47%, respectively.   

Visitors accessed both of these shopping centers almost exclusively by automobile. Given the fairly low 
peak parking demands at both ITE sites and our two sampled sites, the City could decrease the parking 
requirements and allow retailers greater flexibility in determining their own need. This study 
recommends that Orem adopt a standard from a low of 2 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. GLFA to a high of 3 
spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. for retail developments.  

OFFICE DEVELOPMENTS 
The table in this section provides a comparison of Orem’s existing parking standards, ITE estimates, and 
regional highs and lows for office development. These figures are for suburban single-use office 
buildings/parks and are not applicable to mixed-use or transit-oriented developments. Orem’s parking 
supply standard is currently 4.0 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. of GLFA. ITE peak demand values are somewhat 
lower than Orem’s minimum parking ratios, ranging from 2.84 to 4.15 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. of GLFA. 
Note also that the regional low requirement, applied by South Jordan and Bluffdale, is on the low end of 
the Orem parking supply range, at 2.5 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. 

 

Table 13: Existing Orem Parking Standards Comparison: Office 

Land Use 
Category Orem’s Existing Code ITE 

(Supply) 
ITE 
(Peak Demand) Regional High Regional Low 

Office  2.4-4.0 per 1,000 sq. ft. 
GLFA 

3.3-4 per 
1,000 sq. ft. 
GLFA 

2.84-4.15 per 
1,000 sq. ft. 
GLFA 

6.67 per 1,000 sq. 
ft. GLFA (Provo, 
Vineyard) 

2.5 per 1,000 sq. 
ft. GLFA (South 
Jordan, Bluffdale) 

Source: Orem City Code, ITE, University of Utah Metropolitan Research Center 
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The one example of an office park for which data was collected in Orem is Temple View Terrace. It has a 
supply of 175 parking spaces. Its parking supply ratio is 3.34 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. Its peak occupancy 
(peak demand) on the day of observation was 110 occupied spaces, for a peak occupancy rate of 63% 
and a peak occupancy ratio of 2.10 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. It was exclusively accessed by people driving 
automobiles, so there is no discount for use of alternative modes. Yet, even with no transit or walk 
access, Temple View Terrace is greatly oversupplied with parking. 

This study recommends that Orem adopt a standard of 2 per 1,000 sq. ft. GLFA for office 
developments. This is a minimum parking requirement and can be exceeded if a developer believes 
additional parking is warranted. 

MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENTS AND SHARED PARKING 
In 2018, Orem City adopted five Districts along State Street where new higher-density development will 
be permitted. In the future, similar Districts may also be adopted along University Parkway, Geneva 
Road, and other major corridors. This strategy allows for necessary growth in Orem while preserving the 
character of existing low-density neighborhoods.  

While these new Districts currently permit all uses allowed in general commercial, they also allow for 
higher density mixed-use developments. Mixed-use developments consist of two or more land uses 
between which trips can be made using local streets, without having to use major streets. These uses 
typically include residential, retail, office, and/or entertainment. By clustering these uses, walk and bike 
trips between uses are encouraged, resulting in a lower demand for vehicle trips and parking stalls.  

The Metropolitan Research Center (MRC) at the University of Utah has identified a total of 345 MXDs in 
11 regions. Based on over 1,000 households located in these MXDs, the average vehicle ownership was 
determined for three types of housing.  

 

Table 14: Average Vehicle Ownership in Mixed-Use Districts 

Type of Housing Average Vehicle Ownership 

Single-Family Detached 1.87 
Single-Family Attached 1.33 

Multifamily 0.88 
Source: The Metropolitan Research Center at the University of Utah 

For non-residential uses located in MXDs, the MRC collected mode shares for trips generated. The data 
shows that in MXDs, automobile trips account for 57.7% of total trips related to non-residential uses, 
while non-auto trips are 42.3%. This data demonstrates that in other regions where mixed-use 
developments have become more common, they do indeed decrease the frequency of vehicle trips. 
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Table 15: Average Mode Shares for Non-Residential Uses in Mixed-Use Districts 

Category Auto Transit Walk Bike Non-Auto 

Mode Shares 57.7% 11.4% 28.7% 2.3% 42.3% 
Source: The Metropolitan Research Center at the University of Utah 

On the assumption that the total number of trips generated by non-residential uses is equivalent to ITE 
Trip Generation rates for suburban land uses, and that a rise in the non-auto mode share translates into 
a reduction in parking demand for non-residential uses, the ITE parking demand rates can be adjusted 
downward. This has been done successfully in Orem using a shared parking arrangement in the PD-23 
Zone, currently known as Midtown 360 located at 320 South State Street. The parking requirements for 
this zone require one parking stall per 250 sq. ft. GLFA of commercial and office space. The total number 
of parking stalls provided for non-residential uses—divided by three—is granted as a “base residential 
density.” A minimum of 1.65 parking stalls per unit shall be provided for each residential unit in excess 
of the base residential density.  

With 284 residential units and just over 50,000 sq. ft. GLFA, Midtown 360 provides a total of 689 parking 
stalls, which equals one parking stall per 250 sq. ft. GLFA and roughly 1.7 parking stalls per residential 
unit. Peak occupancy (peak demand) on the day of observation was 381 occupied spaces, for a peak 
occupancy rate of 55%. This peak demand took place at midnight when the demand for parking was 
assumed to be entirely for residential uses. At noon, parking demand reached 121 occupied spaces as 
was assumed to be primarily for non-residential uses. According to the data collected for mode share, 
74% of trips were from vehicles, 24% from pedestrians, and 2% from bikes. Based on the data collected 
at Midtown 360, the site has an oversupply of parking. These facts demonstrate that this shared parking 
arrangement works, and are the basis for the following recommendation. 

This study recommends that Orem adopt the shared parking arrangement utilized in PD-23 for all 
mixed-use developments in all Districts or require that the larger of the applicable minimums for 
commercial/retail or residential minimums apply.  

TRANSIT-ORIENTED DEVELOPMENTS  
The current reality in Orem is that, with few exceptions, each adult must own a car to live, study, and 
work. However, as transit expands and it becomes possible to live, study, and work without a car, a 
parking reduction for developments near transit would be appropriate. Anticipating this possibility in 
the near future, this study recommends reducing parking requirements for transit-oriented 
developments (TOD) by 50% to 25% below requirements for MXD developments.   
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Table 16: Recommendations for Minimum Parking Requirements in Transit Oriented Developments 

Land Use Recommended (Min.) Recommended (Max.) 

Single-family Attached 2 per unit 

Multifamily 0.75 per bedroom or 2 per unit, 
whichever is lower 

1 per bedroom or 2 per unit, whichever is lower + 
0.25 per unit for guest parking 

Retail / Office 2 per 1,000 sq. ft. GLFA 2 per 1,000 sq. ft. GLFA 
Mixed Use (MXD) with 
shared parking Either commercial or residential minimum, whichever is larger 

Transit-Oriented 
Development (TOD) 50% reduction from MXD 25% reduction from MXD 

 

Requirements for Transit-Oriented Developments 

It is recommended that the following criteria be used to determine whether a development qualifies as 
a TOD and allow for a parking reduction: 

● Relatively dense (multi-story development) 
● Mixed use (more than one land use in the same building)  
● Pedestrian and bicycle friendly (with sidewalks on all driveways and streets, and adequate 

bicycle parking and other facilities)  
● Adjacent to transit (the proposed building is located within 1,000 feet of the center of a bus 

rapid transit, light rail, or commuter rail station)  
● Built after a high-quality transit line is constructed or officially planned (within 5 years)  

 
Because it requires a mix of uses and higher density, single family (detached and attached) cannot qualify 
as TOD. Based on observation and data collected by the MRC, higher density residential TOD sites that 
meet all criteria have lower peak demand and should be allowed a parking reduction. The 
recommendation is 50% to 25% below standards for mixed-use developments.  
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APPENDIX A – EXISTING PARKING REQUIREMENTS  

Table 16: Orem’s Existing Parking Requirements by Zone 

Zone Definition Parking Requirement 

RESIDENTIAL ZONES (Article 22-6) 

Rural & Low 
Density (R20) 

One single-family dwelling per lot. 
Minimum lot size of 20,000 square feet 
per lot. 

At least two (2) parking spaces shall be required 
for each primary dwelling located in the R5, R6, 
R6.5, R7.5, R8, R12, and R20 zones (Article 22-6-
8(G)). 

Low Density 
(R12) 

One single-family dwelling per lot. 
Minimum lot size of 12,000 square feet 
per lot. 

At least two (2) parking spaces shall be required 
for each primary dwelling located in the R5, R6, 
R6.5, R7.5, R8, R12, and R20 zones (Article 22-6-
8(G)). 

Low Density (R8) One single-family dwelling per lot. 
Minimum lot size of 8,000 square feet per 
lot. 

At least two (2) parking spaces shall be required 
for each primary dwelling located in the R5, R6, 
R6.5, R7.5, R8, R12, and R20 zones (Article 22-6-
8(G)). 

Medium Density 
(R7.5) 

One single-family dwelling per lot. 
Minimum lot size of 7,500 square feet per 
lot. 

At least two (2) parking spaces shall be required 
for each primary dwelling located in the R5, R6, 
R6.5, R7.5, R8, R12, and R20 zones (Article 22-6-
8(G)). 

Medium Density 
(R6.5) 

One single-family dwelling per lot. 
Minimum lot size of 6,500 square feet per 
lot. 

At least two (2) parking spaces shall be required 
for each primary dwelling located in the R5, R6, 
R6.5, R7.5, R8, R12, and R20 zones (Article 22-6-
8(G)). 

Medium Density 
(R6) 

One single-family dwelling per lot. 
Minimum lot size of 6,000 square feet per 
lot. 

At least two (2) parking spaces shall be required 
for each primary dwelling located in the R5, R6, 
R6.5, R7.5, R8, R12, and R20 zones (Article 22-6-
8(G)). 

Medium Density 
(R5) 

One single-family dwelling per lot. 
Minimum lot size of 5,000 square feet per 
lot. 
Effective May 1, 2004, the R5 zoning 
designation shall not be applied to any 
additional property within the City. 

At least two (2) parking spaces shall be required 
for each primary dwelling located in the R5, R6, 
R6.5, R7.5, R8, R12, and R20 zones (Article 22-6-
8(G)). 

Planned 
Residential 

PRDs include single-family dwellings, twin 
homes, condominiums, townhouses, zero 
lot line developments, and apartments 

There shall be a minimum of two (2) parking 
spaces provided for each dwelling, one of which 
shall be covered. There shall also be a minimum 
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Developments 
(PRD) 

of one half (½) parking space for each dwelling 
for guest parking within the development 
(Article 22-7-12(J)). 

PLANNED DEVELOPMENT ZONES (Article 22-11) 

Planned 
Development 
(PD) 

The purpose of Planned Development 
(PD) zones is to provide flexibility in the 
City’s zoning scheme in order to allow for 
unique, innovative and well-planned 
developments that would not be possible 
under one of the City’s existing zoning 
classifications. PD zones are not intended 
for use in situations where a proposed 
development is reasonably feasible under 
one of the City’s existing zoning 
classifications. 
PD zones are intended for use primarily 
where no existing zoning classification is 
both sufficiently permissive to allow uses 
that would be suitable on the property 
and sufficiently restrictive to protect the 
character and quality of neighboring 
properties. Examples of this type of 
situation may include, but are not limited 
to, the following: 
·         Mixed-use developments; 
·         Townhouse or other high-density 
residential developments; 
·         Where a few uses in an existing 
zone (such as the C2 zone) would be 
appropriate on a particular parcel of 
property, but the remainder of the uses 
in that zone would not be appropriate; 
·         Where the setbacks, building height 
limits or other standards of an existing 
zone are not necessary for the protection 
of neighboring properties or the general 
welfare of the City because of the 
proximity of a parcel of property to a 
particular landscape feature such as a 
cliff or a hillside where there would be no 
negative impact from a relaxation of such 
standards; and 
·         Where additional setbacks or other 
buffers are needed to protect 

All commercial PD zones shall have the same 
parking requirements as stated in Off-Street 
Parking (Section 22-15-4(B)): unless otherwise 
specified in PD Zones (Section 22-11). 
  
Parking (Section 22-15-4(B)): “One stall shall be 
required for every 250 square feet of gross 
floor area.” 
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Zone Definition Parking Requirement 

neighboring properties from uses to be 
employed on a parcel of property. 

PD-8 Zone, 
Palisades Drive 
between 600 
North and 800 
North 

Provide an area within the City for the 
promotion of the television and motion 
picture industry; Promote the 
development of television and motion 
picture production, educational facilities 
and related support uses while protecting 
the character and quality of adjacent 
residential uses; 

The amount of required off-street parking 
spaces shall be the sum of the parking required 
under this ordinance for the principal use 
together with a reasonable amount for all 
accessory uses. Said reasonable amount shall 
be determined in light of the uses, location and 
circumstances of the building or structure and 
in consideration of the provisions of this 
ordinance. 

PD-9 Zone, 
Palisades Drive 
between 500 
North and 600 
North 

Promote agricultural or rural density 
residential estate uses at a base density 
not to exceed three and sixty-three 
hundredths (3.63) dwelling units per 
gross acre for a standard subdivision or a 
total density of five (5) units per gross 
acre for a planned residential 
development, and to allow other selected 
uses which are compatible with the open 
and rural character of the zone; 
Promote the development of television 
and motion picture production 
educational facilities and related support 
uses while protecting the character and 
quality of adjacent residential uses; 

The amount of required off-street parking 
spaces shall be the sum of the parking required 
under this ordinance for the principal use 
together with a reasonable amount for all 
accessory uses. Said reasonable amount shall 
be determined in light of the uses, location and 
circumstances of the building or structure and 
in consideration of the provisions of this 
ordinance. 

PD-11 Zone, 
1430 South 
Sandhill Road. 

The purpose of the PD-11 Zone is to 
provide a planned development of 
attached residential dwelling units and 
detached residential dwelling units. 

There shall be a minimum of two (2) parking 
spaces provided for each dwelling unit, at least 
one of which shall be covered. There shall also 
be a minimum 0.78 parking space for each 
dwelling for guest parking within the 
development. 

PD-15 Zone, 
2000 West 
Springwater 
Park Drive. 

The purpose of the PD-15 zone is to 
accommodate development of a 
municipal golf course, city parks, and 
public recreational facilities, while 
establishing adjacent areas for medium 
density residential development. This 
particular mix of uses is not typically 
found in other zones of the City, so the 
PD-15 zone is established to provide a 
unique area for coexistence of these 

Attached dwelling units shall be provided with 
not less than two (2) parking spaces each, both 
of which shall be in a garage attached to the 
dwelling the parking is to serve. In addition, one 
half (½) parking space for each dwelling shall be 
developed for guest parking within any 
attached unit development. 
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uses, and to accomplish the City's goal of 
developing a significant, high-quality 
municipal golf course and recreational 
facilities, and to promote the overall 
vitality of the neighborhood and the City. 

PD-16 Zone, 400 
South 1800 
West 

The purpose of the PD-16 Zone is to 
accommodate development of a medium 
density residential development area. 
The purpose is accomplished by: 
Allowing densities higher than a typical 
residential development; 
Requiring the consolidation of open 
spaces; and 
Establishing higher standards for 
landscaping, building and site design, 
public safety, parking, aesthetics, traffic 
circulation, fencing, lighting, and other 
similar site improvements. 

Each dwelling shall be provided with not less 
than two (2) parking spaces, one of which shall 
be covered. In addition, one half (½) parking 
space for each dwelling shall be developed for 
guest parking within the development. 

PD-17 Zone, 
1200 South 
Between 20 East 
and 150 East 

The purpose of the PD-17 Zone is to 
accommodate and encourage the 
development of affordable elderly 
housing. "Affordable elderly housing" is 
defined as housing designed and used 
exclusively for elderly persons whose 
income is at or below eighty percent 
(80%) of the median income for the 
Provo-Orem Metropolitan Statistical Area 
as published by the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD). Affordable housing 
is further defined as housing for which 
the rent does not exceed the standards 
and limits set forth in 24 CFR 800 through 
899 as those sections may be amended. 
"Elderly person" is defined as a person 
who is 60 years old or older. 
The purpose of the PD-17 Zone is 
accomplished by: 
Allowing densities higher than typical 
residential developments; 
Establishing minimum standards for 
landscaping, building and site design, 
public safety, fencing, lighting, and other 
similar site improvements; and 

Each dwelling unit shall be provided no less 
than one and one-half (1.5) parking stalls. 

69



OREM CITY PARKING STUDY  

 
 34 

Zone Definition Parking Requirement 

Requiring standards that enable 
affordable elderly housing to fit into the 
surrounding neighborhood. 

PD-19 Zone, 
South Rim PRD, 
1755 South 750 
East 

The purpose of the PD-19 zone is to 
provide a planned development of 
attached residential dwelling units with 
densities not to exceed nine (9) units per 
acre. The PD-19 zone may only be applied 
to parcel(s) shown in the Preliminary 
Development Plan included as Appendix 
M of the Orem City Code. 

Parking for Area 1 and Area 3 shall be provided 
at the rate of (0.65) parking spaces per 
occupancy unit. Parking for Area 2 shall be 
provided at the rate of 0.62 parking spaces per 
occupancy unit. 
Parking for commercial uses shall be provided 
at the rate of one (1) parking space per 500 
square feet of floor area. Hotels shall have one 
(1) stall per room. Buildings over 30,000 square 
feet in size which have 50% or more of the 
building area used for commercial purposes 
must provide the required parking stalls, based 
on the rate listed above, next to the building. 

PD-22 Zone, 
Urban Village 

This property is a gateway to the City of 
Orem and as such is uniquely suited for 
commercial, office, and residential uses. 
Its development for these uses is 
important to the economic vitality and 
tax base of the City of Orem. The PD 22 
zone is designed to maximize office, 
commercial, and residential uses within a 
mixed-use setting. 

Residential Areas. Buildings containing 
residential uses only shall provide two (2) 
parking stalls for every dwelling unit. 
Nonresidential Areas. Buildings containing only 
nonresidential uses shall provide five (5) 
parking spaces for every one thousand (1000) 
square feet of gross leaseable floor area. 
Mixed-use Areas. Buildings containing a mix of 
residential and nonresidential uses shall 
provide five (5) parking spaces for every one 
thousand (1000) square feet of gross floor area 
of nonresidential uses. Additional parking stalls 
shall be required for residential units as follows: 
(1) One (1) parking stall shall be required for 
each residential unit with one (1) bedroom; and 
(2) Two (2) parking stalls for each residential 
unit with two (2) or more bedrooms. 
For purposes of calculating the parking 
requirement, a bedroom shall include any room 
that is reasonably likely to be used as a 
bedroom whether designated as a den, office, 
study, game room, or other similar appellation. 

PD-23 Zone, 
Midtown 
Village, 320 
South State 

To promote the redevelopment and 
beautification of properties in the vicinity 
of 320 South State Street by encouraging 
the conversion of blighted and unsightly 
areas into new developments consisting 

The base residential density shall be equal to 
the number of parking stalls provided for 
nonresidential uses divided by three (3). … 
Additional residential units in excess of the base 
residential density shall be allowed provided 
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Zone Definition Parking Requirement 

of an integrated mix of commercial and 
residential uses. 
To allow residential units to be located in 
commercial zones complimented by and 
integrated with compatible commercial 
uses. 
To allow for the creation of a new 
housing alternative that will provide 
individuals with the opportunity to live in 
proximity to places they work and shop 
by creating a more walkable community, 
which has the potential of reducing the 
number of vehicular trips per person. 

that 1.65 parking stalls are provided for each 
residential unit in excess of the base residential 
density. (Article 22-11-36(C-2)). 
A total of sixty “large residential units” shall be 
allowed in the PD-23 zone. A large residential 
unit may be occupied by a family as defined in 
Section 22-2-1 of the Orem City Code or by up 
to five individuals who are not all related to 
each other. A large residential unit must have at 
least 2,000 square feet. (Article 22-11-36(C.3)). 
Four parking stalls shall be provided for every 
one thousand (1000) square feet of gross 
leaseable floor area of commercial or office 
uses. No parking stalls shall be required for 
residential units included within the base 
residential density (as defined in 22-11-36). A 
minimum of 1.65 parking stalls shall be 
provided for each residential unit in excess of 
the base residential density. In addition to the 
parking requirements stated above, one (1) 
additional parking stall shall be required for 
each large residential unit (in addition to the 
1.65 stall requirement). 

PD-29 zone 
(Siena Villas @ 
Columbia Lane) 

The purpose of the PD-29 zone is to allow 
development of a high-density residential 
apartment complex. 

Business Hours Parking Requirement. During all 
business hours (defined as 8:00 a.m. to 5:30 
p.m., Monday through Friday) at least 1.75 
parking spaces shall be provided for each one-
bedroom dwelling unit, and at least 2.25 
parking spaces shall be provided for each 
dwelling unit containing more than one 
bedroom. 
Nonbusiness Hours Parking Requirement. 
During all nonbusiness hours, at least 2.25 
parking spaces shall be provided for each 
dwelling unit. Parking spaces located on 
adjacent property which are made available to 
the residents of the development through a 
recorded, perpetual parking easement may be 
counted toward the parking requirement. 
Other Parking Requirements. All parking spaces 
shall comply with Article 22-15 of the Orem City 
Code. 
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PD-32 zone, 
MBARQ Senior 
Independent 
Living Facility 

The purpose of the PD-32 zone is to allow 
development of a senior independent 
living facility. 

Parking shall be provided at the rate of 0.7 
parking stalls per apartment unit. All parking 
areas shall comply with Article 22-15 (Off-Street 
Parking) of the Orem City Code. 

PD-33 zone 
(Transit 
Oriented 
Development – 
800 South 
Geneva Road) 

The purpose of the PD-33 zone is to allow 
development of a transit oriented 
development. 

Parking for apartments or condominiums shall 
be provided at the rate of (0.65) parking spaces 
per bedroom. The parking requirements shall 
be met for each phase of construction. The 
term bedroom shall include all areas suitable as 
a private sleeping area such as a studio, den, 
etc. No parking shall be allowed to the east of 
the building(s) in Area A, and there shall be no 
parking between Geneva Road and the 
buildings on the west side of Area B. 
Parking for commercial uses in Area B shall be 
provided at the rate of one (1) parking stall per 
500 square feet of gross floor area. 

PD-34 zone 
(University Place 
– 1300 South 
State Street) 

The purpose of the PD-34 zone is to allow 
development of a regional shopping 
center and mixed use development. 

Parking shall be provided and maintained as 
required below. The provisions of Article 22-15 
(Off-Street Parking) of the City Code shall not 
apply to the PD-34 zone except as otherwise 
provided herein. The parking standards set 
forth below are less than normally required 
because development in the PD-34 zone will 
consist of a mix of uses with shared parking. 
Parking Standard. The following standards are 
the minimum amount of parking that is 
required in the PD-34 zone: 
·         Retail space. Three and six tenths (3.6) 
parking stalls shall be provided for every one 
thousand (1000) square feet of gross leaseable 
area (as defined in Section 22-15-2) of retail 
space. 
·         Office and other nonretail commercial 
space. Two and four tenths (2.4) parking stalls 
shall be provided for every one thousand (1000) 
square feet of gross leasable floor area of office 
space and other nonretail commercial space. 
·         Residential. One and forty-nine 
hundredths (1.49) parking stalls shall be 
provided for each residential dwelling unit. 
·         Hotels and Houses of Worship. 
Notwithstanding anything herein to the 
contrary, one stall per room shall be required 
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for hotels and one stall shall be required for 
every four fixed seats for a house of worship 
(churches, synagogues, mosques, etc.). 
·         Senior Independent Living Facility. One 
parking stall shall be provided per dwelling unit. 

PD-35 zone 
(Windsor Court, 
320 West 1360 
North) 

The purpose of the PD-35 zone is to 
provide a planned development of twin 
homes. 

A minimum of two (2) parking spaces shall be 
provided for each dwelling, one of which shall 
be covered. A minimum of one-quarter (1/4) 
additional parking space shall be provided for 
each unit for guest parking within the area 
designated in the concept plan as "two-story 
twin home development." Driveways shall not 
be counted toward the guest parking 
requirement. 

PD-36 zone 
(Orem Falls 
Business Park, 
1200 North 
Geneva Road) 

The purpose of the PD-36 zone is to allow 
the development of a light industrial 
business or technology park that will 
accommodate a variety of commercial 
and light industrial uses 

The standards and requirements of Article 22-
15 of the Orem City Code shall apply to all 
parking in the PD-36 zone except as expressly 
modified herein. One parking stall per 750 
square feet shall be required for the first 50,000 
square feet of building area or portion thereof. 
One parking stall per 1,000 square feet shall be 
required for the second 50,000 square feet of 
building area or portion thereof. One parking 
stall per 1,500 square feet of building area shall 
be required for building space in excess of 
100,000 square feet. Notwithstanding the 
foregoing, the parking requirement for office 
and retail space is one (1) parking stall per 250 
square feet regardless of the size of the 
building. The parking standards for the specific 
use exceptions described in Orem City Code 
section 22-15-4(G) shall also apply in the PD-36 
zone. 

PD-37 zone 
(Legacy at 
Orem--1450 
South State 
Street) 

To promote the redevelopment and 
beautification of properties in the vicinity 
of 1450 South and State Street. 
To allow for the creation of a new 
housing alternative that will provide 
individuals with the opportunity to live in 
proximity to employment opportunities, 
retail shopping and public transportation 
thereby reducing traffic generation. 

At least one and one-quarter (1.25) parking 
stalls shall be provided for each one bedroom 
unit and at least two (2) parking stalls shall be 
provided for each unit having two or more 
bedrooms. At least one covered parking stall 
shall be provided for each unit. 

73



OREM CITY PARKING STUDY  

 
 38 

Zone Definition Parking Requirement 

PD-38 Zone 
(Summit Ridge 
Apartments )-
1697 South 400 
East 

The purpose of the PD-38 zone is to allow 
development of a high-density residential 
apartment complex. 

At least one and one-quarter (1.25) parking 
stalls shall be provided for each one bedroom 
unit and at least two (2) parking stalls shall be 
provided for each unit containing more than 
one bedroom. 

PD-30 zone, 
Centennial Plaza 

To promote the beautification of 
properties in the vicinity of Orem 
Boulevard and Center Street by 
integrating a mix of commercial and 
residential uses. 
To allow for the creation of a new 
housing alternative that will provide 
individuals with the opportunity to live in 
proximity to employment opportunities, 
retail shopping and public transportation 
thereby reducing traffic generation. 

Parking shall be provided as per the Concept 
Plan. 
At least one and one-quarter (1.25) parking 
stalls shall be provided for each one bedroom 
unit and at least two (2) parking stalls shall be 
provided for each unit having two or more 
bedrooms. 

PD-39 Zone 
(Cascade 
Village) 920 
North and State 
Street) 

The purpose of the PD-39 zone is to allow 
development of a high-density residential 
apartment complex. 

At least one and one-half (1.5) parking stalls 
shall be provided for each one bedroom unit 
and at least two (2) parking stalls shall be 
provided for each unit having two or more 
bedrooms. 

PD-40 Zone, 460 
South State 
Street 

The purpose of the PD-40 zone is to allow 
development of a high-density residential 
apartment complex and mixed use 
development which maintains the street-
level commercial character of State 
Street. 

At least two and one-quarter (2.25) parking 
spaces shall be provided for each dwelling unit 
with at least one covered stall per unit. The 
parking requirements shall be met for each 
phase of construction. Parking for commercial 
uses in Area B shall be provided at the rate 
required in Article 22-15 of the Orem City Code. 
Parking for commercial uses in Area B shall be 
located between the commercial uses and State 
Street as shown in the Concept Plan. 

PD-41 Zone, 
1200 West 
Center 

The purpose of the PD-41 zone is to allow 
for the development of a mixed use 
project including high-density residential 
apartments and retail pads. 

At least two (2) parking stalls shall be provided 
for every residential unit with at least one 
covered stall per unit. Parking for Area B shall 
be the same as required in the C3 zone. 

PD-43 (Auburn 
Meadows) 2000 
South Geneva 

The purpose of the PD-43 zone is to allow 
for a medium density development of 
attached residential units consisting of 
townhouses and twin-homes. 

At least two and one-half (2.5) parking stalls, 
two of which must be covered, shall be 
provided for each dwelling unit. Driveways shall 
not count towards the parking requirement. 
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PD-46 Zone 
(Irving) – 200 
East 1200 South 

The purpose of the PD-46 zone is to allow 
a planned development of attached 
residential dwelling units on property 
located at 1200 South 200 East. 

At least 2.25 parking stalls shall be provided for 
each dwelling unit, at least one of which must 
be covered. 

PD-47 Zone - 
Flying Horse 
Condos - 1672 
South Sandhill 
Road 

The purpose of the PD-47 zone is to allow 
development of high-density residential 
units. 

At least 2.3 parking stalls shall be provided and 
maintained for each residential unit in the 
development. At least one covered parking stall 
shall be provided and assigned for the use of 
each residential unit. 

REGULATIONS GOVERNING PARTICULAR USES – RESIDENTIAL ZONES (Article 22-6-9): 

Accessory 
Apartments 

  A single family dwelling with an accessory 
apartment shall provide at least three (3) off-
street parking stalls, 

Residential 
Facilities for 
Disabled 
Persons 

a dwelling that houses only disabled 
persons and staff members serving 
disabled persons, which is licensed or 
certified as such by the Utah Department 
of Human Services. A Sober Living Home 
shall not be considered a Residential 
Facility for Disabled Persons. 

At least three off-street parking stalls are 
provided to serve the needs of residents, 
visitors, and staff members. 

Assisted Living 
Facility for 
Elderly Persons 

an assisted living facility occupied 
exclusively by persons 60 years of age or 
older and paid professional staff 
members. 

At least three off-street parking stalls are 
provided to serve the needs of residents, 
visitors, and staff members. 

Residential 
Facilities for 
Elderly Persons 

a single-family or multiple-family dwelling 
unit housing elderly persons (age 60 or 
older) who desire or need to live with 
other elderly persons in a group setting, 
but who are capable of living 
independently. 

At least three off-street parking stalls are 
provided to serve the needs of residents, 
visitors, and staff members. Additional parking 
may be required based on the number of 
residents occupying the facility, the number of 
residents who are reasonably expected to 
maintain a vehicle at the facility, the reasonably 
anticipated number of visitors and the number 
of staff members who will be serving the 
residents. 

Sober Living 
Homes 

a residential dwelling that is operated 
pursuant to a program designed to 
provide a stable environment of clean 
and sober living conditions for individuals 
who are recovering from alcohol and/or 
drug addiction who do not require 

At least four off-street parking stalls shall be 
provided to serve the needs of residents, 
visitors and staff members. 
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twenty-four hour supervision or 
therapeutic services on the premises. 

Youth 
Transitional 
Homes 

a residential facility licensed by the State 
of Utah that provides twenty-four hour 
staff supervision and a peer support 
structure to help individuals under the 
age of 18 acquire and strengthen the 
social and behavioral skills necessary to 
live independently in the community. 

At least three off-street parking stalls are 
provided to serve the needs of residents, 
visitors, and staff members. 

Home Day Care 
Services-Child & 
Adult 

Adult Day Care; Home Child Day Care, 
Small; Home Child Day Care Medium; and 
Home Child Day Care, Large. 

All residents, visitors and employees who arrive 
at the home in connection with the Home Day 
Care Service shall be legally parked on the lot 
occupied by the residence or on that part of the 
street which immediately abuts the lot. 
At least one off street parking space shall be 
provided for no more than one non-resident 
employee. The residential driveway (including 
garage) may be used for this purpose provided 
that each of the provider's own vehicles and 
those of family members can be parked in the 
driveway and not on the street. 

Private Schools 
and Commercial 
Day Care 
Services 

  Parking shall be provided at the ratio of two (2) 
stalls for every teaching station and one (1) stall 
for every six (6) students age sixteen (16) or 
older. 

OVERLAY ZONES (Article 22-12) 

Student Housing   at least eight-tenths (0.8) parking spaces per 
occupancy unit. 

Hospital Overlay 
Zoning 

  at least one (1) stall per two hundred fifty (250) 
square feet of gross floor area. The City Council 
may modify the parking requirement if any 
interested party submits a certified parking 
study and the Council is convinced that the 
modification will provide sufficient on-site 
parking for the development. 
Medical or dental offices or clinics shall have at 
least one (1) parking stall for each two hundred 
fifty (250) square feet of gross floor area. 
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Urban Mixed-
Use Overlay 
Zone 

  shall be based on the commercial floor space 
parking requirements in accordance with 
Section 22-15 of this Chapter. All of the 
required parking may be shared between the 
residential and commercial uses of a 
development. 

Affordable 
Senior Housing 
(ASH) Overlay 
Zone 

  Each dwelling unit shall be provided no less 
than one and one-half (1.5) parking stalls. One 
(1) covered stall shall be required for each unit. 

COMMERCIAL AND PROFESSIONAL OFFICE ZONES (Article 22-15) 

Professional 
Office (PO) 

The PO zone is established to create a 
buffering effect between residential uses 
and traffic associated with arterial and 
collector streets; and to promote 
nonretail professional and service uses 
that are compatible with adjacent 
residential uses. 

One stall shall be required for every 250 square 
feet of gross leaseable floor area. No building 
may have less than five parking stalls. (Article 
22-15-4) 

Commercial 
Zone (C1) 

The C1 zone is established to promote 
nonretail commercial uses, such as 
offices and financial institutions, as the 
primary use and to encourage 
development in such a manner so as to 
be compatible with adjacent residential 
uses. 

One stall shall be required for every 250 square 
feet of gross leaseable floor area. No building 
may have less than five parking stalls. (Article 
22-15-4) 

Business Park 
Zone (BP) 

The BP zone is established to provide 
areas for scientific research, development 
and training, offices, and manufacturing 
incidental and accessory to such uses. 

One stall shall be required for every 250 square 
feet of gross leaseable floor area. No building 
may have less than five parking stalls. (Article 
22-15-4) 

Commercial 
Zone (C2) 

The purpose of the C2 zone is to: Allow a 
wide range of commercial and retail 
development including offices, business 
and personal services, public spaces, and 
general community shopping; 

One stall shall be required for every 250 square 
feet of gross leaseable floor area. No building 
may have less than five parking stalls. (Article 
22-15-4) 

Commercial 
Zone (C3) 

The purpose of the C3 zone is to: 
Encourage and enhance the development 
of commercial complexes with multiple 
tenants in a way that contributes to the 
positive character of the City of Orem and 
the surrounding region; and Provide 

One stall shall be required for every 250 square 
feet of gross leaseable floor area. No building 
may have less than five parking stalls. (Article 
22-15-4) 
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appropriate buffering between large-
scale commercial development and 
adjacent residential development. 

Highway 
Services (HS) 

The HS zone is established to promote 
uses most commonly associated with the 
traveling public and general community 
shopping. 

One stall shall be required for every 250 square 
feet of gross leaseable floor area. No building 
may have less than five parking stalls. (Article 
22-15-4) 

NON-RESIDENTIAL USES IN RESIDENTIAL ZONES (Article 22-15-4(F)) 

Public Primary & 
Secondary 
Schools 

  Two stalls per teaching station and one stall for 
every six students over the age of 16. 

Private Primary 
& Secondary 
Schools 

  Section 22-6-9(H.11): Parking shall be provided 
at the ratio of two (2) stalls for every teaching 
station and one (1) stall for every six (6) 
students age sixteen (16) or older. 

http://online.e
ncodeplus.com
/regs/orem-
ut/doc-
viewer.aspx?aj
ax=0&tocid=00
1.022.006.009
All other 
nonresidential 
primary uses in 
residential zones 
that are not 
listed in Section 
22-15-4(G) 

  shall have the same parking requirements as 
Section 22-15-4(A): 
One stall shall be required for every 250 square 
feet of gross leaseable floor area. No building 
may have less than five parking stalls. 

SPECIFIC USE EXCEPTIONS (Article 22-15-4(G)) 

Group Quarters   1 stall for every 2.5 beds in the facility 

Hotel/Motel   1 stall per room 

Restaurant   1 stall for every 3 seats, or if no fixed seating 
then one stall for every three persons based on 
maximum occupancy 

Auto Related 
Uses 

  4 stalls per auto bay, plus one stall per 
employee. (In no circumstance shall the 
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number of parking stalls required by this 
Section be less than that required by the zone 
in which the use is located.) Automobile wash 
uses (SLU 6411) shall have the following parking 
requirements: 
Full service and automatic automobile wash 
uses shall have at least one (1) parking stall per 
600 square feet of gross floor area (excluding 
bay areas). Each bay shall have at least two (2) 
stacking spaces in front of the bay in addition to 
the bay. 
Self-service automobile wash uses shall have at 
least two (2) parking stalls. Each bay shall have 
at least two (2) stacking space in front of the 
bay in addition to the bay. 

Church   1 stall for every four fixed seats 

Occupancy 
Based Uses 

  The maximum occupancy of these uses shall be 
limited to three and one-half (3 ½) persons per 
parking stall provided. All sites used for these 
purposes must provide the minimum parking 
stalls required by this Article based on the 
Gross Floor Area (GFA) of all buildings 
associated with that site. 

Movie Theatre   1 stall for every 4 seats 

Personal Storage 
Units 

  Parking for personal storage units shall be 
provided on the driving lanes adjacent to the 
personal storage units. Driving lanes shall be at 
least twenty (20) feet in width. Additional and 
separate parking stalls shall be located adjacent 
to the manager’s office in the minimum amount 
of one parking space for every two hundred 
(200) storage units or fraction thereof with a 
minimum of two (2) parking spaces to be 
provided. Driving lanes and required parking 
spaces may not be rented as, or used for 
vehicular storage. 

Barber and 
Beauty Schools 

  A minimum of 1.5 parking stalls shall be 
required per operator/teaching station or 4 
stalls per 1,000 square feet; whichever is 
greater. 
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Veterinary 
Hospital/Clinic 

  A minimum of one (1) parking space per 325 
square feet 

OVERLAY ZONES (Article 22-12): 

Student Housing 
District (SH) 

The student housing overlay zone (SH) is 
created for the purpose of providing 
student housing in the immediate vicinity 
of Utah Valley State College on 
undeveloped parcels where the impact of 
student housing on existing single-family 
residential neighborhoods can be 
minimized. The student housing overlay 
zone is designed to preserve the values of 
family, quiet seclusion and clean air. 
At least 90% of the occupants of any 
student housing project in the student 
housing overlay zone shall be students 
and their spouses and dependent 
children. 

at least eight-tenths (0.8) parking spaces per 
occupancy unit. 
Covered bicycle parking spaces shall be 
required for each site. The number of bicycle 
parking spaces to be provided shall be ten (10) 
or a number equal to twenty-five percent (25%) 
of the required on-site automobile parking 
spaces, whichever is greater. 

High Rise 
District (HR) 

The high rise overlay zone (HR) was 
formerly designed to allow vertical 
construction above the height permitted 
in the underlying zone with a 
corresponding increase in meaningful 
open space. … However, effective 
February 1, 2003, the HR zoning 
designation shall not be applied to any 
additional property within the City. 

All zone development standards and site plan 
requirements of this Section and the underlying 
zone shall apply. When there is a conflict 
between varying standards, the more 
restrictive requirements shall apply 

Infill Overlay 
(IO) 

The Infill Overlay Zone was formerly 
designed to provide flexibility in 
development standards for small 
residential parcels that are hard to 
develop under standard residential 
requirements, allowing them to be 
developed with modified standards while 
maintaining the general character of the 
underlying zone. … However, effective 
May 1, 2004, the Infill Overlay zoning 
designation shall not be applied to any 
additional property within the City. 

-            

Agriculture 
Overlay (AG) 

The agriculture overlay zone is designed 
to encourage the preservation of 

Except as expressly modified in this Section 22-
12-6, all development standards applicable in 
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agricultural uses, especially orchards, 
within the City. 

the underlying zone shall apply in the 
agriculture overlay zone. 

Hospital Overlay 
(HO) 

The hospital overlay zone (HO) may be 
applied to property in any zone except 
the OS5 Zone, M1 Zone, M2 Zone, CM 
Zone and BP Zone. 

Hospitals shall have at least one (1) stall per 
two hundred fifty (250) square feet of gross 
floor area. 
Medical or dental offices or clinics shall have at 
least one (1) parking stall for each two hundred 
fifty (250) square feet of gross floor area. 

Urban Mixed-
Use Overlay 
(UX) 

The urban mixed-use overlay zone (UX) 
was formerly intended to promote 
traditional urban development by 
allowing residential units to be located in 
commercial zones while maintaining the 
street-level commercial character of the 
underlying zone. … However, effective 
February 1, 2003, the UX zoning 
designation shall not be applied to any 
additional property within the City. 

The amount of parking required in an urban 
mixed-use development shall be based on the 
commercial floor space parking requirements in 
accordance with Section 22-15 (Off-Street 
Parking) of this Chapter. All of the required 
parking may be shared between the residential 
and commercial uses of a development. 

Affordable 
Senior Housing 
(AS) 

Affordable Senior Housing is defined as 
housing designed and used exclusively for 
elderly persons whose income is at or 
below eighty percent (80%) of the 
median income for the Provo-Orem 
Metropolitan Statistical Area as published 
by the United States Department of 
Housing and Urban Development (HUD). 

Each dwelling unit shall be provided no less 
than one and one-half (1.5) parking stalls. One 
(1) covered stall shall be required for each unit. 

MANUFACTURING AND RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT ZONES (Article 22-9) 

Controlled 
Manufacturing 
Zone (CM) 

The CM zone is established to provide 
areas where planned manufacturing 
parks may be developed. The zone is 
designed to provide for such uses on 
well-landscaped sites such that they can 
be located in proximity to residential 
uses. 

One parking stall per 500 square feet shall be 
required for the first 50,000 square feet of 
building area or portion thereof. One parking 
stall per 750 square feet shall be required for 
the second 50,000 square feet of building area 
or portion thereof. One parking stall per 1,000 
square feet of building area shall be required 
for the third 50,000 square feet or portion 
thereof. Building(s) larger than 150,000 square 
feet shall require 217 parking stalls plus one 
parking stall per 2,250 square feet of building 
area in excess of 150,000 square feet. The 
parking requirement for office spaces is one (1) 
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parking stall per 250 square feet regardless of 
the size of the building. 

Light 
Manufacturing 
Zone (M1) 

The M1 zone is established to provide 
areas where light intensity industrial 
activities and uses can be developed. 

One parking stall per 500 square feet shall be 
required for the first 50,000 square feet of 
building area or portion thereof. One parking 
stall per 750 square feet shall be required for 
the second 50,000 square feet of building area 
or portion thereof. One parking stall per 1,000 
square feet of building area shall be required 
for the third 50,000 square feet or portion 
thereof. Building(s) larger than 150,000 square 
feet shall require 217 parking stalls plus one 
parking stall per 2,250 square feet of building 
area in excess of 150,000 square feet. The 
parking requirement for office spaces is one (1) 
parking stall per 250 square feet regardless of 
the size of the building. 

Heavy 
Manufacturing 
Zone (M2) 

The M2 zone is established to provide 
areas where heavy intensity industrial 
activities and uses can be developed. 

One parking stall per 750 square feet shall be 
required for the first 100,000 square feet of 
building area or portion thereof. One parking 
stall per 1,000 square feet shall be required for 
the next 50,000 square feet of building area or 
portion thereof. Building(s) larger than 150,000 
square feet shall require 184 parking stalls plus 
one parking stall per 2,250 square feet of 
building area excess of 150,000 square feet. 
The parking requirement for office spaces is 
one (1) parking stall per 250 square feet 
regardless of the size of the building. 

OPEN SPACE ZONE 

Open Space 
Zone (OS5) 

The OS5 Zone is established to promote 
large lot developments at a density not to 
exceed one (1) dwelling unit per five (5) 
acres and to promote the preservation of 
open space by allowing clustered 
developments. 

-            

Residential 
Open Space 
Zone (ROS) 

The ROS Zone is established to promote 
large lot developments at a density not to 
exceed one (1) dwelling unit per one (1) 
acre and to promote the preservation of 

-            
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open space by allowing clustered 
developments. 

Source: Orem City Code, http://online.encodeplus.com/regs/orem-ut/ 
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APPENDIX B - PARKING COUNT SITES 
The sites selected were all relatively high-density land uses for Orem and include residential, commercial, 
and office land uses. The following site maps show the layout of each development. Red circles in the 
image mark the location of site entrances that were be monitored by the study team. 

Multifamily Residential (Not Student-Oriented) – Canyon Crossing 
Figure 4: 1460 S. State Street, Canyon Crossing 

 
1460 S. State Street. Canyon Crossing required three counters - one at each entrance - plus one surveyor to circulate among them for a total of four people 
over the study period. 
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Multifamily Residential (Not Student-Oriented) - Monteval 
Figure 5: 355 W. 920 North, Monteval 

 
355 W. 920 North. Monteval required three counters - one each at the two driveway entrances to the development plus one at the pedestrian entrances 
off State Street - and one surveyor for a total of four people over the study period. 

  

85



OREM CITY PARKING STUDY  

 
 50 

Multifamily Residential (Not Student-Oriented) – Parc on Center 
Figure 6: 1042 W. Center St, Parc on Center 

 
1042 W. Center Street. Parc on Center required three counters - one at each driveway entrance to the development - plus one surveyor to circulate among 
them for a total of four people over the study period 
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Multifamily Residential (Student-Oriented) – Parkway Lofts 
Figure 7: 1225 W. 1000 South, Parkway Lofts 

 
1225 W. 1000 South. Parkway Lofts required two counters and two surveyors - one team at each of the two driveway entrances to the development - for a 
total of four people over the study period.  
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Multifamily Residential (Student-Oriented) - Promenade 
Figure 8: 875 S. Geneva Road, Promenade 

 
875 S. Geneva Road. Promenade required two counters plus one surveyor to cover the two driveway entrances to the development for a total of three 
people over the study period. 
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Multifamily Residential (Student-Oriented) – Summerwood Condos 

Figure 9: 720 S. 1200 West, Summerwood Condos 

 
720 S. 1200 West. Summerwood Condos required two counters - one to cover the two driveway entrances on the north end and one to cover the driveway 
and pedestrian entrances on the south end - plus one surveyor to circulate among them for a total of three people over the study period. 
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Commercial/Shopping Centers – Festival Center 
Figure 10: 1345 S. State Street, Festival Center 

 
1345 S. State Street. Festival Center required four counters and one surveyor to circulate among them for a total of five people over the study period. 
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Commercial/Shopping Centers – University Crossing 
Figure 11: 304 E. 1300 South, University Crossing 

 
304 E. 1300 South. University Crossing was the largest of the study sites. It required eight counters plus three surveyors to circulate among them for a total 
of eleven people over the study period. 
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Office – Temple View Terrace 

Figure 12: 1325 S. 800 East, Temple View Terrace 

 
1325 S. 800 East. Temple View Terrace required one counter and one surveyor at its one entrance for a total of two people over the study period. 
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Mixed-Use (Residential & Commercial) – Midtown 360 

Figure 13: 360 S. State Street, Midtown 360 

 
360 S. State Street. Midtown 360 required four counters plus one surveyor to circulate among them for a total of five people over the study period.  
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CITY OF OREM1
DRAFT PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES2

August 21, 20193
4

The following items are discussed in these minutes:5
Preliminary Plat – Approval of Abbey Road located at 759 E Timpanogos Parkway – Approved6
Site Plan – Approval of Fitness Center Project located at 580 W 165 South – Approved7
Public Hearing – Amending Appendix U of Orem City Code by updating tree requirements – Approved8
Public Hearing – Amending Section 22-6-10(I) and SLU Code 4832 Water Storage Tanks in Appendix A –9

Positive Recommendation to City Council10
Public Hearing – Amending Orem City General Plan on property located generally at 1577 S Geneva Road 11

– Negative Recommendation to City Council12
13

STUDY SESSION14
15

Place: City Council Conference Room16
17

At 3:30 p.m. Mr. Cook called the Study Session to order.18
19

Those present: Mickey Cochran, Carl Cook, Camille Jensen, David Moulton and Barry Roberts, Planning 20
Commission members; Ryan L. Clark, Development Services Director; Jason W. Bench, Planning 21
Division Manager; Grant Allen, Planner; Cliff Peterson, Private Development Engineer; Paul 22
Goodrich, Transportation Engineer; Steve Earl, Legal Counsel; Debby Lauret, City Council Liaison 23
and Cheryl Vargas, Minutes Secretary24

25
Those excused: Mike Staker and Ross Spencer, Planning Commission members; Jenna Albers and Emily Guffin, 26

Long Range Planners; Sam Kelly, City Engineer27
28

The Commission and staff briefly reviewed agenda items and minutes from August 7, 2019 meeting and adjourned 29
at 4:25 p.m. to the City Council Chambers for the regular meeting.30

31
REGULAR MEETING32

33
Place: Orem City Council Chambers34

35
At 4:30 p.m. Mr. Cook called the Planning Commission meeting to order and asked Ms. Jensen, Planning 36

Commission member, to offer the invocation.37
38

Those present: Mickey Cochran, Carl Cook, Camille Jensen, David Moulton and Barry Roberts, Planning 39
Commission members; Ryan L. Clark, Development Services Director; Jason W. Bench, Planning 40
Division Manager; Grant Allen, Planner; Sam Kelly, City Engineer; Cliff Peterson, Private 41
Development Engineer; Paul Goodrich, Transportation Engineer; Steve Earl, Legal Counsel; Debby 42
Lauret, City Council Liaison and Cheryl Vargas, Minutes Secretary43

44
Those excused: Mike Staker, Ross Spencer Planning Commission members; Jenna Albers and Emily Guffin, Long 45

Range Planners46
47

Mr. Cook asked Mr. Allen to introduce Agenda Item 3.1:48
49

Agenda Item 3.1 is a request by Scott McQuarrie for the Planning Commission to approve the preliminary plat of 50
Abbey Road located at 759 East Timpanogos Parkway in the PRD zone.51

52
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Staff Presentation:  The applicant is requesting the city approve the 1
preliminary plat for all three phases of the development. The 2
development will have a total of 32 lots. Phase 1 and 2 have nine lots. 3
Phase 3 has fourteen lots. Density for this project is 4.03 units per acre. 4
The property was rezoned to PRD on June 18, 2019. 5

6
Recommendation: The Development Review Committee determined 7
this request complies with the Orem City Code. Staff recommends the 8

Planning Commission approve the preliminary plat of Abbey Road located at 759 East Timpanogos Parkway in the 9
PRD zone. 10

11
Mr. Cook asked if the Planning Commission had any questions for Mr. Allen. They had no questions.12

13
Mr. Cook invited the applicant to come forward. The applicant was not present.14

15
Mr. Cook opened the public meeting and invited those from the audience who had come to speak to this item to come 16
forward to the microphone.  17

18
DeVon Tu’ua, Operations Manager at Canyon Park.  He still supports the applicant and his group, but they are still 19
studying the impact of this project to Canyon Park.  They are still in negotiations as far as parking. He just wanted the 20
Planning Commission to know this.21

22
Mr. Cook asked what application that has with regard to this approval.  Mr. Earl said they are still concerned with the 23
border of the parking lot with this development.  Originally some of the landscaping improvements were on the 24
adjoining property. They had to work out getting consent for these types of things. This property has already been 25
rezoned so no one else’s consent is necessary to move forward as it complies with the ordinance.  26

27
Mr. Cook closed the public meeting and asked if the Planning Commission had any more questions for the applicant 28
or staff. When none did, he called for a motion on this item.29

30
Planning Commission Action: Mr. Cochran moved to approve the preliminary plat of Abbey Road located at 759 31
East Timpanogos Parkway in the PRD zone. Ms. Jensen seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Mickey Cochran, 32
Carl Cook, Camille Jensen, David Moulton and Barry Roberts. The motion passed unanimously. 33

34
Mr. Cook asked Mr. Allen to introduce Agenda Item 3.2:35

36
Agenda Item 3.2 is a request by Orem City for the Planning Commission to approve the site plan for the Fitness 37
Center Project located at 580 West 165 South in the R8 zone.38

39
Staff Presentation:  The applicant is seeking to build a new fitness 40
center for the community. The existing recreation center will be 41
separated into two parts; the pool building which will be preserved and 42
updated, and the existing recreation portion which will be replaced 43
with the new structure. The City issued the demolition permit on 44
August 5, 2019. 45

46
The new building will be oriented to the North. The façade will be 47
mainly glass with some wood and composite paneling. The new 48
finished building, not including the existing pool building, will be 35 49

feet tall, two stories, and about 82,000 square feet. On site parking will be increased from the current 325 stalls to 50
679 stalls, this includes the Mountain View High School parking. Parking will be shared through an agreement 51
between Orem City and the Alpine School District. Vehicle circulation on the parcel will be changed with the 52
addition of a side road on the west side of the pool building. 53

54
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Recommendation: The Development Review Committee determined this request complies with the Orem City 1
Code. Staff recommends the Planning Commission approve the site plan of for the Fitness Center Project located at 2
580 West 165 South in the R8 zone.3

4
Mr. Cook asked if the Planning Commission had any questions for Mr. Allen. Mr. Moulton said this has been a great 5
public resource over the years and it will continue to be.6

7
Mr. Cook asked if the Planning Commission had any more questions for staff. When none did, he called for a motion 8
on this item.9

10
Planning Commission Action: Mr. Roberts moved to approve approve the site plan of for the Fitness Center 11
Project located at 580 West 165 South in the R8 zone. Mr. Cook seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Mickey 12
Cochran, Carl Cook, Camille Jensen, David Moulton and Barry Roberts. The motion passed unanimously.13

14
Mr. Cook asked Mr. Bench to introduce Agenda Item 3.3:15

16
Agenda Item 3.3 is a request by Orem City Development Services to amend Appendix U of the Orem City Code by 17
updating the tree requirements in all zones. 18

19
Staff Presentation:  Developers reached out to the City expressing concerns regarding the availability of tree 20
species required in Appendix U of Orem’s Code. Orem staff worked with the Public Works department and the City 21
Arborist to review changes to the State Street approved tree lists. Groups A through G were evaluated. We worked 22
collaboratively to select trees that are readily available, compatible with our region’s climate, and aesthetically 23
pleasing.  Additionally, staff took the City Arborists recommendation to remove certain tree species from the 24
entirety of Appendix U which do not survive well in the area. This includes the Ash trees and the Red Maple. 25

26
Recommendation: Development Services recommends the Planning Commission forward a positive 27
recommendation to City Council to amend Appendix U of the Orem City Code.28

29
Mr. Cook asked if the Planning Commission had any questions for Mr. Bench. Mr. Cook said this applies to the State 30
Street Districts but could it be used for other developments where this is not required. Mr. Bench said yes, within the 31
districts themselves, they will have four trees to choose from and each district would be unique in regard to the type 32
of vegetation planted.  But others could also pull from this list in other parts of the City.33

34
Mr. Cook opened the public hearing and invited those from the audience who had come to speak to this item to come 35
forward to the microphone.  36

37
When no one came forward, Mr. Cook closed the public hearing and asked if the Planning Commission had any more 38
questions for the applicant or staff. When none did, he called for a motion on this item.39

40
Planning Commission Action: Ms. Jensen moved to forward a positive recommendation to the City Council to 41
amend Appendix U of the Orem City Code. Mr. Moulton seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Mickey Cochran, 42
Carl Cook, Camille Jensen, David Moulton and Barry Roberts. The motion passed unanimously.43

44
Mr. Cook asked Mr. Bench to introduce Agenda Item 3.4:45

46
Agenda Item 3.4 is a request by Orem City to amend Section 22-6-10(I) and Standard Land Use Code 4832 Water 47
Storage Tanks of the Orem City Code pertaining to water storage tanks.48

49
Staff Presentation:  As part of the city’s water infrastructure improvements outlined in the Water Master Plan the 50
city will be constructing a new municipal water storage tank.  The proposed location is still being determined, 51
however, the ordinance needs to be modified to allow the new tank to be located below the elevation of 4910 feet 52
above mean sea level as outlined in the current ordinance.  Any new water tank will be required to comply with the 53
standards outlined in the proposed ordinance.54

55
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In addition, the Standard Land Use Code 4832 Water Storage Tanks will also need to be amended to allow a 1
municipal water storage tank in the R7.5 and R8 zones.  2

3
Recommendation: Staff recommends the Planning Commission forward a positive recommendation to the City 4
Council to amend 22-6-10(I) and SLU Code 4832 of the Orem City Code pertaining to water storage tanks. 5

6
Mr. Cook asked if the Planning Commission had any questions for Mr. Bench. Mr. Cook asked if someone comes in 7
and proposes a tank, will that come back before the Planning Commission as a Site Plan.  Mr. Bench said yes, it would 8
be a Site Plan. 9

10
Mr. Cook opened the public hearing and invited those from the audience who had come to speak to this item to come 11
forward to the microphone.  12

13
When no one came forward, Mr. Cook closed the public hearing and asked if the Planning Commission had any more 14
questions for the applicant or staff. When none did, he called for a motion on this item.15

16
Planning Commission Action: Mr. Cochran moved to forward a positive recommendation to the City Council to 17
amend 22-6-10(I) and SLU Code 4832 of the Orem City Code pertaining to water storage tanks. Ms. Jensen seconded 18
the motion. Those voting aye: Mickey Cochran, Carl Cook, Camille Jensen, David Moulton and Barry Roberts. The 19
motion passed unanimously. 20

21
Mr. Cook asked Mr. Bench to introduce Agenda Item 4.1:22

23
Agenda Item 4.1 is a request by Ryan McDougal for the City to amend the Orem City General Plan on 24
approximately 16.72 acres of property located generally at 1577 South Geneva Road from the LDR (Low Density 25
Residential) designation to the MDR (Medium Density Residential) designation.26

27
Staff Presentation:  In August 2015 the City Council annexed the Lakeview Area (227.59 acres) and adopted the 28
land use designations of Low Density Residential (LDR) and Rural Density Residential (RDR) east of Geneva Road 29
and Light Industrial (LI) and Community Commercial (CC) on the West side of Geneva Road.  In addition, the City 30
Council placed a holding zone of OS-5 (Open Space 5 acre) for the entire annexation area except for the PD-43 31
(Lakeview Fields) zone also adopted at the same meeting. The City placed the OS-5 zone on the property as a 32
holding zone and determined properties would be rezoned to a low-density residential zone once a property was 33
ready for development.34

35
During the City Council discussion three options were reviewed including a medium density option of eight units 36
per acre and two options pertaining to a low-density which included combinations of low-density residential and 37
light industrial at four units per acre.  The Planning Commission forwarded a recommendation for the City Council 38
to consider a low-density option and recommended they not consider the medium density option.  During the 39
Planning Commission and City Council discussions many of the local land owners and residents recommended a 40
low-density option.  They preferred the area not be developed at a higher density.  The City Council adopted one of 41
the low-density options with Low-density residential between Geneva Road and the railroad tracks to the east and 42
light industrial and a small portion of community commercial west of Geneva Road.  The City Council minutes from 43
the August 25, 2015 meeting are part of the staff report for your review.44

45
The City Council also adopted the Impact Fee Facilities Plan (IFFP) and Impact Fee Analysis (IFA) for impact fees 46
for culinary water, sewer, storm water, parks, and fire facilities.  The IFFP and IFA were based on the low-density 47
general plan designation.  The impact fees are based on the Southwest area developing at a density of 4.3 residential 48
units per acre.  Therefore, based on the density approved by the City Council through the general plan, IFFP, and 49
IFA each property in the impact fee area can develop their property at the designated density.  If additional density is 50
used for certain developments in the area, then other property owners in the area may be limited on their potential 51
development options when they choose to develop.  This is based on the total amount of density calculated for the 52
impact fees as well as the infrastructure improvements that are based on the 4.3 residential units per acre or a total of 53
1,250 new ERU’s (equivalent residential unit).  An ERU is a measurement of development that has the same impact 54
as one residential unit.  The Service area (impact fee area) covered approximately 289 acres which included 55
additional areas outside of the annexed area (227.59 acres).  The additional area was included in the allocation of the 56
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1,250 total ERU’s for the service area. The service area did not include the agricultural easement area, or the 1
conservation easement as outlined on the Southwest Service Area Map attached for your review. 2

3
The applicant is requesting the City change the general plan designation from the LDR designation to a medium 4
density residential (MDR) designation and will then request the City approve a Planned Development (PD) zone for 5
the 16.72 acre property located generally at 1577 South Geneva Road.  As of July 1, 2018, the City will not accept 6
new applications for the creation of a PD zone that allows residential units on any current residentially zoned lot 7
(namely the OS5, R20, R12, R8, R7.5, R6.5, R6, and R5 zones). However, the applicant made an application for the 8
General Plan amendment and rezone request prior to the new ordinance being adopted.  Therefore, the applicant can 9
move forward with the request. 10

11
At this time, the applicant is requesting the city consider the General Plan amendment and if adopted will bring the 12
Planned Development (PD) rezone request forward in a future meeting.  The concept plan proposed by the applicant 13
has an overall density of 11.6 units per acre. The proposed project will contain a total of 188 units with 106 town 14
homes and 82 single family homes.  15

16
If the city determines the General Plan should be amended, several items should be considered prior to changing the 17
General Plan or rezoning the property. These items include:18

19
1. Updating the Impact Fee Facilities Plans and Impact Fee Analysis for all the utilities (culinary water, 20
sewer, storm water, parks, and fire facilities) if the overall density is increased.  If the general plan density is 21
increased the impact fees will need to be adjusted to account for the increase.  This would take at least one year to 22
complete at a cost of approximately $75,000 per utility.23
2. Update the Water Reclamation Facilities Mater Plan to include the area previously designed for low 24
density.  This plan has been adopted by the city and implementation of the plan for the area are based on the low-25
density designation.  An increase in the overall density will require an amendment to the plan and would have a 26
direct impact on facility improvements.  This update would take at least 9-12 months to complete and cost 27
approximately $100,000.28
3. The Springwater Lift Station located north and west of the treatment plant is currently in the design phase 29
with plans nearly complete.  If the overall density is increased, the lift station plans will need to be redesigned to 30
account for the increase in capacity.  Current design of the upgraded lift station was based on the low-density 31
designation of 4.3 units per acre for the southwest area.  This redesign would take between 4-6 months and cost 32
around $100,000.33

34
Based on the history of the area and the current plans that have been adopted by the City Council, staff recommends 35
the area stay low density as currently shown on the Orem General Plan map. Through a long public hearing process 36
in 2015, the City Council determined that low-density residential and light industrial uses were the appropriate land 37
use for the area.  Although, the area could be changed to a higher density subject to existing plans being updated as 38
outlined above, staff fully supports maintaining the area as low-density.  39

40
Recommendation: Staff recommends the Planning Commission forward a negative recommendation to the City 41
Council to amend the Orem City General Plan Map of Orem City on approximately 16.72 acres of property located 42
generally at 1577 South Geneva Road from the LDR (Low Density Residential) designation to the MDR (Medium 43
Density Residential) designation.44

45
Mr. Cook asked if the Planning Commission had any questions for Mr. Bench. Mr. Cook asked what density the one 46
hundred eighty-eight units on sixteen acres relates to.  Mr. Bench said it is 11.6.  Mr. Cochran asked where the existing 47
infrastructure would draw water from.  Mr. Bench said the water system is in and the sewer is in.  The infrastructure 48
has the capacity as far as size of pipe.  The lift station would need to be looked at if capacity increased.  The water 49
capacity would have to be increased as well. Mr. Cochran asked if the developer would be responsible for those costs.  50
Mr. Bench said that would have to be determined. Mr. Cook asked if those expenses that were listed would be paid 51
for as part of impact fees or would the City be responsible for those.  Mr. Bench said the impact fee analysis would 52
have to be paid for upfront by the City, but they would be recouped over time.  The reclamation plant would have to 53
be paid for by the developer or the City.  The lift station’s impact cost would have to be paid by the developer.  54

55
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Mr. Cook said they have talked about the lift station but does the treatment plant have the capacity to handle the 1
increase in density.  Mr. Kelly said for this one development, it would have the capacity, but the City has to look at 2
the whole area.  If this development moves forward, there are things that have to happen to make sure everything is 3
sized accordingly.  All impact fees are based off a certain number of units that were approved. 4

5
Gary McDougal introduced himself.  When this property was annexed, Ryan McDougal had the property under 6
contract under the freeway and got all the property owners east of Geneva to annex.  Jeff Mansell said he would add 7
more units and that would help pay for bringing in the water and sewer lines. They decided both would share the cost 8
to annex. At the City Council meeting, Jeff Mansell told the Council members that if they did not want to approve 9
both projects, they could approve his and he would pay for the sewer and water lines. To turn around and give Mansell 10
his density and deny everyone east of Geneva, that was bad.  The idea was there had to be enough units to help pay 11
for sewer and water.  The City should de-annex the property if they are going to treat people this way.  Ryan McDougal 12
put one and a half to two years into that project, Jeff Mansell came in at the last minute and the City ended up giving 13
Mr. Mansell his zoning and then turned around and told everyone on the east side they would have to pay more money.  14
That is a bate and switch. 15

16
Ryan McDougal, applicant introduced himself.  When he first saw the staff report, he was angry at the representation 17
of the impact study.  It failed to mention that the impact fee was bumped up and was the most expensive impact fee 18
of the low, medium and high density options.  In fact, if they paid the same fees under the  medium density as the low 19
density fees, it would be a boon.  When the three proposals were submitted, the low density had the highest impact 20
fees.  It seems there is a forgetting of the actual situation.  He was not contesting the impact fees.  As far as the lift 21
station, there is confusion with his project and the lift station.  His project sits above the treatment plant, and it flows.  22
He met with Sam Kelly and he said the lift station could handle thousands of units.  It seems disingenuous that if they 23
get their density, the City would have to give it to everyone.  The Asay property is already developed.  They have 24
included that in the 4-5 units to the acre calculation.  There are missing items in the report for his favor and it seems 25
to be a one-sided presentation.  Even if his project and the whole area was all medium density, it would still be the 26
least dense area in the city.  His project is sandwiched between the railroad tracks, I-15 and light industrial and town 27
homes, yet he has to put low density homes on this property.  It does not make sense. He would not have put the 28
annexation petition together in 2015 if he had known this would potentially have happened.  There is a huge segment 29
of people who want to live in Orem, in a single family home but cannot afford it and do not want to rent.  This product 30
is extremely popular in very city they have built them in.  Are there potential issues?  Possibly.  Staff is suggesting 31
that they do a half million dollars worth of studies for one-hundred units.  This is the first he has ever heard of any of 32
these arguments and bringing the total annexation area into these arguments.  33

34
Mr. Cook asked what the zone was when he purchased the property.  Mr. McDougal said it was OS5.  Mr. Cook said 35
the general plan says it is now Low Density Residential (LDR).  There is no bait and switch.  Mr. McDougal said 36
regardless of the history, half million dollar homes in this area does not make sense.  There are a lot of people that 37
would like to live here but cannot afford it.  There is not another place in the city where this plan can go. If the City’s 38
position is they will put people in an apartment or a half million dollar home, that is leaving out a lot of people.  Orem 39
does not have a product like this.  If this were approved, the utilities are planned for.  They will be paying more money 40
into the impact fees than if this was LDR.41

42
Mr. Cook opened the public hearing and invited those from the audience who had come to speak to this item to come 43
forward to the microphone.  44

45
Byron Taylor.  He wanted to start with some fact checking. He said the elder McDougal said everyone east of Geneva 46
Road was in favor of the annexation.  That is absolutely untrue.  Many would not sign the petition.  A lot of what was 47
said was suspect.  He appreciates not restating the same case.  He was at the long, seemingly all night meeting when 48
they were annexed and there was a discussion and there was a compromise.  Cramming as much density with 49
agriculture is not good planning.50

51
Elaine Scofield. There is already enough medium/high density housing in the City.  She named several developments 52
in the area.  All of these developments, with the exception of Oakhurst, were to be owner occupied.  The actual 53
percentages are 33%, 35%, 32% owner occupied.  The City does not need any more medium density. She has not 54
heard anything about the storm drain, where will that water go.  She will not accept the storm drain water on her 55
property.  56
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1
Ken Olsen. He believes in good planning and he thinks this project is really short sited. You do not place LDR between 2
light industrial, railroad tracks and town homes.  The area will totally change no matter what happens here tonight.  3
He asked if the sewer/water reclamation facility was for all of Orem and another adjoining city. Mr. Kelly said yes.  4
Mr. Olsen said that is a major facility not just for this area.  Some of these projections go out years for the entire city 5
to be developed.  To have the planning based on that one little area, is not good planning.  Do not plan based on a 6
facility like that.  Growth will happen, technology for treatment will happen.  He does not think that should be a 7
consideration for one little area and density. He does not think people will be happy with LDR next to light industrial, 8
a major road when Geneva Road is widened and the railroad tracks.9

10
Adele Leavitt.  She can see some of the concerns.  She understands that some people do not mind living next to railroad 11
tracks.  The medium development is the old high density development.  She gets concerned about people being so 12
concentrated.  When it is clustered, they should have easy access to Front Runner, shopping and amenities where they13
can walk to services.  She does not think people will stay there long.  She does not think the quality will be maintained 14
over time.  People who want a single-family home do not think just about their home but they think about their 15
surroundings.  She does not think it will stay at the quality wanted in the City.16

17
Mr. Earl said he thinks the Planning Commission members have some options before them this evening in terms of 18
what they will ultimately recommend.  Looking at this property, the McDougal’s have an interest in and possibly 19
changing the general plan just for this property and leaving everyone else the same.  If this property is not suited for 20
anything but Medium Density Residential (MDR) than why would that same argument not apply to the other properties 21
around it that are currently LDR. If that property is appropriate for MDR, then that same argument would apply to all 22
the properties on the east side of Geneva Road. Staff is looking at the whole area.  The storm drain and water are ok.  23
They are looking at the sewer.  It is not the lift station for the Mansell’s project that is in question, but a lift station 24
further down the line towards the treatment plant.  There is a question as to the capacity of that lift station to handle 25
the capacity if that area became MDR. In your opinion, is this is appropriate for just this property or the whole area26
so staff will have a better idea of what they need to do in evaluating the facilities.  If the Planning Commission and 27
City Council have no intention of making any changes, the additional studies will not need to be started. If you want 28
to make changes, then you do have to start looking at these things and doing the studies.  29

30
Mr. Cochran asked if the chart that showed 75,000 per utility on an updated impact.  Mr. Bench said the impact fee 31
would be affected by changes that are made. Mr. Cochran asked how amenable the State is on making additional 32
ingress and egress onto Geneva Road. He asked if Geneva Road is considered a collector. Mr. Goodrich said it is a 33
minor arterial.  He then discussed the future (2050) traffic projections and roads that were planned in the area. He said 34
the access to this development will be off the future cul-de-sac on Geneva Road.  The proposed road configuration35
does not have final environmental clearance.  36

37
Mr. Cochran said those that have been involved in planning in the residential neighborhoods have spent hundreds and 38
thousands of hours looking at these communities. To say planning has been short sited is not true. To mitigate future 39
traffic, people should not start changing definitions and think medium density is high density.  The City of Orem has 40
all of the master plans on line and available for residents to look at.  41

42
Mr. Moulton said he is nearing the end of his service on the Planning Commission.  This area’s zoning is the most 43
passionately debated issue in his history on the Planning Commission.  He is sympathetic and comfortable with LDR44
in that space.  If it had been MDR or HDR at that time in 2015, he would not have been in favor of it.  He has not 45
changed his mind in the time since then.  He still thinks it should be LDR. 46

47
Mr. Cook said he does not think it is right to change density on one partial without considering changing the density 48
on the whole area.  At the original debate, the overwhelming preponderance of thought was high density was not 49
wanted in this area and it was to be LDR.  50

51
Mr. Cook closed the public hearing and asked if the Planning Commission had any more questions for the applicant 52
or staff. When none did, he called for a motion on this item.53

54
Planning Commission Action: Mr. Moulton moved to forward a negative recommendation to the City Council to 55
amend the Orem City General Plan Map of Orem City on approximately 16.72 acres of property located generally at 56
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1577 South Geneva Road from the LDR (Low Density Residential) designation to the MDR (Medium Density 1
Residential) designation. Mr. Cook seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Mickey Cochran, Carl Cook, Camille 2
Jensen, David Moulton and Barry Roberts. The motion passed unanimously. 3

4
Minutes: The Planning Commission reviewed the minutes from the previous meeting. Mr. Cook called for a motion 5
and moved to approve the meeting minutes for August 7, 2019. Mr. Moulton seconded the motion. Those voting aye: 6
Mickey Cochran, Carl Cook, Camille Jensen, David Moulton and Barry Roberts. The motion passed unanimously. 7

8
Adjourn: Mr. Cook called for a motion and moved to adjourn. Mr. Cochran seconded the motion. Those voting aye: 9
Mickey Cochran, Carl Cook, Camille Jensen, David Moulton and Barry Roberts. The motion passed unanimously. 10

11
Adjourn: 5:55 p.m. 12

13
14

                                                                          15
Jason Bench16
Planning Commission Secretary17

18
Approved: 19

20
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