
PROVO MUNICIPAL COUNCIL 
Work Meeting
1:30 PM, Tuesday, September 10, 2019
351 W. Center Street, Provo, UT 84601
Summary of Action

Approval of Minutes
May 14, 2019 Budget Retreat 
June 18, 2019 Work Meeting
Approved by unanimous consent.

Business

1. A discussion regarding sewer capacity west of I-15 and a consideration of options. (19-085)
Presentation only.

2. A discussion regarding the Downtown Pedestrian Plan proposed by Downtown Provo, 
Inc. (19-093) Presentation only.

3. ***CONTINUED*** A discussion on defining over-occupancy as a nuisance. (19-094) 

4. A discussion regarding an appropriation related to elements of the FY19-20 Provo City 
Budget that need to be revisited (19-095) Presentation only.

5. A discussion regarding a proposed ordinance amendment to Provo City Code to reduce 
off-street requirements for multi-family developments if certain considerations are met. 
(19-092) A motion to send the proposal to the Planning Commission for review was 
approved 7:0.

Policy Items Referred from the Planning Commission

6. ***CONTINUED*** A discussion regarding an amendment to Provo City Code Section 
14.34.295 to clarify architectural requirements in the Downtown Zones. Central Business 
District, Joaquin, Maeser, Franklin, and Timp Neighborhoods. (16-0005OA) 

7. A discussion regarding a request for a Provo City Code amendment to Section 15.03.035 
to add clarification to grading permits. Citywide application. (PLOTA20190275)
A motion to substitute for the exhibit the version that included the word ‘cubic’ and the 
proposed language “other than a permit related only to the development of a single 
detached one-family dwelling” was approved 7:0. This item was already scheduled for 
the Council Meeting on September 10, 2019.



8. A discussion regarding an ordinance to amend Provo City Code to establish minimum 
bicycle parking standards. Citywide impact. (PLOTA20190217) Presentation only. This 
item was already scheduled for the Council Meeting on September 10, 2019.

Closed Meeting
A closed meeting was held.
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PROVO MUNICIPAL COUNCIL
Budget Retreat Minutes
1:00 PM, Tuesday, May 14, 2019
Room 310, Provo City Conference Room
351 W. Center Street, Provo, UT 84601

Agenda (0:00:00)

Roll Call
The following elected officials were present:

Council Chair David Harding, conducting
Council Vice-Chair Kay Van Buren, arrived 1:08 PM
Council member David Sewell
Council member Gary Winterton
Council member George Handley
Council member David Knecht
Council member George Stewart, arrived 2:11 PM
Mayor Michelle Kaufusi

Prayer
The prayer was given by Isaac Paxman, Deputy Mayor.

Business

1. A presentation of the proposed 2020 budget including an overview, supplemental 
requests, and other issues. (19-004) (0:03:52)

John Borget, Director of Administrative Services, presented. Mr. Borget and Kelsey Zarbock, 
Accountant, recommended some minor changes to the budget document, which would be 
distributed to the Council next week. Mr. Borget gave some instructions on the adjusted budget, 
which reflected budget items, carryovers, encumbrances approved by the Administration and 
reviewed by the Council in September, and CIP (capital improvement project) balances.

Mr. Borget presented additional elements of the tentative budget for FY 2020. Mr. Borget listed 
the utility rate increases (wastewater 15%, water 5%, storm drain 8%, and sanitation 10%) which 
would be implemented, based on the recommendation of the five-year plan. The budget also 
includes a revenue-neutral adjustment to the energy rate, intended to more accurately reflect how 
Provo Power experiences expenses—the base rate will be adjusted to better reflect the base costs. 
Mr. Borget also discussed personnel costs to the City. Councilor George Handley asked about the 
2.5% merit increase, pointing out that 2.5% is a standard cost of living increase and wondering if 
2.5% was enough. Mr. Borget responded with a further explanation of merit raises. Wayne 
Parker, CAO, outlined details about the City’s annual market rate study on personnel pay grades. 
The process for this is much more granular than a typical cost-of-living adjustment, but would 
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factor in the market changes of other cities that have implemented COLAs over time. Mr. Borget 
explained the City’s process for a meritorious increase for employees who work above and 
beyond expectations. Mr. Borget mentioned that usually about 65% of the City full-time regular 
employees are paid out of the general fund.

Ms. Zarbock distributed a handout listing supplemental requests while Mr. Borget outlined the 
format and contents of the document, including recommendations for which requests should be 
funded. Council Chair David Harding asked for more clarification on the document. Mr. Borget 
explained in more detail the first request for seven new police officers. The request lists only six 
new full-time equivalent positions, as the seventh would be the result of combining two existing 
part-time positions. Councilor Handley asked if the Police request for additional officers 
accounted for the higher starting salary as of last year, which Mr. Borget affirmed. Mr. Handley 
asked if the Police budget was catching up to where it needed to be; Mr. Borget suggested it was 
likely that this would continue to remain a high priority for the general fund each year. The 
discussion remained centered on police staffing, as Mr. Borget clarified that the new Deputy 
Chief of Police was not included in the supplemental request, as the Council already approved 
adding the position. Mr. Borget proceeded to discuss line 2 about Police Radios. Councilor 
Harding proceeded to ask questions to clarify the funding that would fulfill the budget requests. 

Mr. Borget highlighted several elements of “Other Funding,” including unexpected maintenance 
of City buildings (part of the Facilities budget). Mr. Borget shared the All Funds Summary, which 
shows a snapshot of the City’s activities. There was a significant increase in revenue from the 
previous year; Mr. Borget explained that property taxes had increased (including the portion 
related to the City facilities and public safety bond), tax increment, and other increases resulting 
from growth in the City. Grants also increased significantly, by approximately $28 million; of the 
$28 million, about 75% related to projects at the airport and 25% to the Lakeview Parkway 
project. The remainder of the revenue increase came from loan/bond proceeds. Mr. Borget 
discussed CIP funds and how these were tracked from year-to-year. Councilors David Harding 
and Gary Winterton asked questions about the All Funds Summary, which Mr. Borget answered.

Mr. Borget showed charts of the proposed budget and expenditures. Mr. Borget noted that there 
had been a sizable increase in the budget since the previous year; a large portion of the increase 
relates to the Airport and infrastructure projects. Mr. Borget also noted that when the City does a 
bond, the funds must still be appropriated to the project and are likewise reflecting in the total 
budget. Mr. Borget addressed several questions from Councilors as needed. The General Fund 
revenue summary included utility transfer fees, franchise fees, and sales tax. Councilor George 
Handley asked whether past projections tracked with the actual revenues; Mr. Borget was not sure 
whether the chart showed past actuals projections, but indicated that he could follow-up and 
obtain more details on that point. Mr. Borget highlighted the Fund Balance, which was at 23.96%. 
State law limits a city’s Fund Balance to 25% or less, at which point the Council and 
Administration would need to determine the direction for the City’s use of those funds. Mr. 
Borget highlighted several possibilities for how extra Fund Balance could be dedicated.

Mr. Borget moved on to report on the City’s general obligation bonds. He explained the 
determination of the legal debt margin; right now, Provo is at 25% of the legal debt limit. The 
City’s proposed budget was created in an effort to be responsible and sustainable. Councilor Gary 
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Winterton asked about the Consumer Price Index and whether Provo was keeping pace with 
inflation in benefits and pay for employees. Mr. Borget invited several comments from Daniel 
Softley, HR Division Director, who explained more details of the City’s market study and the 
medical costs index the City uses as a basis when assessing benefits.

Councilor David Sewell asked several clarifying questions on supplemental requests. Mr. Borget 
needed to verify some details related to the Office 365 upgrades and System Analyst II, but he 
indicated that an updated spreadsheet would be distributed to the Council. Presentation only.

2. A presentation from the Police Department on staffing and other issues. (19-004) (1:19:13)

Chief Rich Ferguson presented. Chief Ferguson outlined the approved supplemental requests and 
how these fulfilled requests would benefit the department and its operations. Several requests 
were not funded, including: carrier vests, portable radios, K9 replacement (for which funds were 
found in the beer tax grant), and SWAT. Council Chair David Harding asked for Chief Ferguson 
to expound on the beer tax grant. Chief Ferguson explained the funding received for preventing 
under-aged alcohol sales. Councilor Gary Winterton asked about the Urban Deer Program; Mr. 
Harding reminded him the program would be funded by an appropriation in the next fiscal year.

Chief Ferguson expressed gratitude for receiving funding for seven new officers. The new officers 
will help to relieve overtime expenses and to slow the necessity of the rotation list. Mr. Harding 
whether the City could expect those overtime expenses to decrease over time. Chief Ferguson 
explained that the seven new officers would be placed in the patrol division, which would 
contribute toward a more sustainable police force.

Chief Ferguson moved on to Tier II retirement. Under Tier II retirement, the defined benefit 
option would increase from 37% to 50% for 25 years of service; the defined contribution option 
would increase by 4%. Chief Ferguson explained that this would make Provo a more attractive 
option for new candidates. Speaking on recruitment, Chief Ferguson explained that recruitment 
was down nationwide for police officers. He explained the lateral transfer program, noting that it 
was a challenging hiring environment for all police agencies. He spoke on Provo City’s robust 
recruitment program, including Channel 17 videos and an employee bonus for referrals. Mr. 
Winterton asked for clarification on how lateral recruitment is done; Chief Ferguson expressed 
discomfort in recruiting new officers directly from other cities’ police departments.

Chief Ferguson spoke to the department’s retention efforts. The Police Department offers 
opportunities for professional growth, a master officer program, competitive pay, better working 
conditions, and engaged leadership. Councilor David Knecht asked about community support, 
which Chief Ferguson felt was high and very helpful for retention. Chief Ferguson addressed 
challenges to retention, including lower wages and higher call volumes than other Utah cities. 
Speaking to staffing, Chief Ferguson explained that there are 16 officers in various positions of 
training who were not yet able to take calls. Councilor George Stewart asked about school 
resource officers; Chief Ferguson said they had obligations during the summer break, but they did 
assist with calls for the Police Department during those months. Councilors expressed 
appreciation for the work and dedication of Provo’s police officers. Presentation only.

https://documents.provo.org/onbaseagendaonline
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3. A presentation on the reorganization of Community Development and other 
departments into Community and Neighborhood Services and Development 
Services Departments and consideration of budget impacts. (19-004) (2:07:40)

Wayne Parker, Chief Administrative Officer, led the discussion. Mr. Parker handed out a summary of 
the new Development Services department, which was designed to bring all functions pertaining to 
development review into one department. Mr. Parker highlighted the areas which would fall under 
each department and explained the reasoning for placing them there. The Administration thought it 
made more sense to move CDBG to Community and Neighborhood Services (CNS) rather than 
Development Services; having synchrony between long-range neighborhood planning and the 
administration of grant funding which directly impacts neighborhoods provides great continuity. 
Several Councilors asked questions about new positions and funding in the new departments, which 
Mr. Parker clarified. The Redevelopment Agency will remain a separate entity, with the CDBG 
funding moving to CNS. Councilor Handley asked about sustainability efforts; Mr. Parker explained 
the incentives that have been used and can be promoted in Economic Development. Parking 
Enforcement would stay with Customer Service for the time being. Mr. Parker also explained how 
zoning would be coupled with more robust business licensing enforcement.

Mr. Parker shared a diagram showing the structure of the City departments following the creation 
of the new departments. Mr. Parker reported that the proposed budget for these departments for 
FY 2020 was approximately $50,000 lower than the FY 2019 budget for the city services as 
currently constituted. CNS will be responsible for CDBG, HOME, and special projects, with 21 
full-time employees, while Development Services will be responsible for tax-increment funding 
and new development, with 18 full-time employees. Mr. Winterton asked about any potential 
complications with being tied to federal funding; Mr. Parker explained that grants were received 
by the City, not the RDA. Presentation only.

4. A presentation on Provo 360. (19-004) (2:26:40)

Wayne Parker, CAO, recounted the purpose and background of Provo 360, the ERP (enterprise 
resource planning) project that is replacing and consolidating the City’s software programs to one 
central program or suite. The project will result in better data collection for all parts of City 
government, better communication between departments, and better-informed decision-making. 
Mr. Parker shared the development, RFP selection, and consulting involved. Provo is currently in 
transition regarding the HR solution, but the previous phases of Provo 360 have been successful.

Mr. Borget continued the presentation on Provo 360 and indicated that funds set aside for the old 
software package would be directed to the new one. Mr. Borget said CityView has been live for a 
year, with the online portal up and working for developers to submit plans online. Karen Larsen, 
Phase 2 Project Director, said they anticipated the online portal to become available soon for 
residents using CityView. Daniel Softley, HR Division Director, discussed the evaluations the 
City was conducting to determine the most effective way to implement the new HR solution; they 
hoped to receive bids as part of the RFP process in early June.

Ms. Larsen shared an update on Phase 2 of Provo 360. The project is currently in the configuration 
phase for the Work Management System (WMS) and in the functional testing for the Customer 

https://documents.provo.org/onbaseagendaonline
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Information System (CIS; used for utility billing). Ms. Larsen expressed confidence that Provo 360 
will go live in April 2020. Councilor George Stewart asked whether other cities in Utah were using 
CityView or Cayenta; no other cities in Utah were using the same software, as Provo continues to 
lead out among Utah cities in city management. Presentation only.

5. A presentation from Customer Services on staffing and parking enforcement. 
(19-004) (2:54:55)

Laramie Gonzales, Customer Service Business Analyst, summarized the presentation he gave at a 
work meeting several weeks previously. The State legislature passed a bill which stipulated that 
late fees for parking enforcement may not exceed 25% of the original fee. Customer Service 
analyzed the existing rate structure and has proposed changes to better align Provo’s fees with the 
current parking enforcement operation, as well as State law. Mr. Gonzales shared the proposed 
change, which would raise the fee to $55, with an early payment discount. In response to a 
question regarding payment processing, Mr. Parker indicated that Karen Larsen, Customer 
Service Director, could present on that topic in depth at a future work meeting. Presentation only.

6. A presentation from Administrative Services on operations including internal audit 
and Information Systems. (19-004) (3:01:43)

Josh Ihrig, Information Systems Division Director, and John Borget, Administrative Services 
Director, presented. Mr. Borget shared background details on the supplemental request for an 
internal audit function. Mr. Ihrig presented the highlights of the annual IS report. IS prioritizes 
citizen engagement, cyber security, and IS staffing and support for the City organization. The IS 
Department runs on a very lean budget, compared to many other cities, which is a testament to 
their frugal and efficient operations. Councilor George Stewart asked about IS staff within the 
Energy department, which Mr. Ihrig explained was common practice in many city-owned utilities.

Mr. Ihrig discussed the trends that imply a necessity to expand the IT department, which led into 
the department’s supplemental requests. IS has requested funds for one full-time public safety 
analyst, as there is currently just one analyst who manages the 24/7 system. They have also 
requested funding for a full-time communications analyst, who would join two other analysts in 
monitoring over 3000 City communications devices. Cliff Strachan, Council Executive Director, 
asked about employees using a personal cell phone versus a city-owned phone. Mr. Ihrig shared 
some policy considerations for each method, noting that ultimately it was a business decision and 
there were advantages to both methods. Councilor George Handley asked for clarification on the 
analysts’ proposed salaries, which Mr. Parker and Mr. Borget answered, noting that a portion of 
the analyst salaries are billed out as chargebacks to the enterprise funds. Mr. Ihrig discussed the 
supplemental request for an Information Security Analyst, which was a critical need for the City 
organization and was funded. Mr. Ihrig mentioned several other unfunded requests.

Mr. Ihrig fielded a question about the Office 365 funding request; current computers will retain 
their current version of Microsoft Office and will be upgraded to Office 365 as computers are 
replaced over the next few years. Councilors expressed appreciation for the IS staff and the high 
level of service and value they provide. Presentation only.
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7. A presentation from Public Works on operations and capital improvements 
including rate changes, wastewater, airport, and other issues. (19-004) (3:26:02)

Dave Decker, Public Works Director, presented on the airport expansion. Mr. Decker discussed 
several elements of the airport expansion project, noting that the project was split into three 
distinct portions to better manage which parts were FAA-grant-funded versus City-funded. The 
apron would be constructed for the new terminal building, with the ability to expand and connect 
future portions as growth occurred in the future. Mr. Decker also discussed the parking lot and 
access road; Public Works may handle the design and construction management of this loop road 
internally and contract out the asphalt work. The loop road and parking lot will be constructed 
with City funds, allowing any revenues to return to the City. Council Chair David Harding asked 
about potential transit connections to the airport; Mr. Decker responded that they have had several 
meetings with UTA and there was interest for a potential bus or train stop at the airport terminal.

Mr. Decker outlined the third portion of the airport expansion project, the design and construction 
of the terminal building itself. Public Works has secured state and county funds for the project, as 
well as a loan from Provo Power for additional project costs. There were critical CIP projects for 
water and sewer expansion to service the airport as well.

Mr. Decker outlined the objectives that the City has set for utility rate increases: avoid bonding 
for projects; fix existing deficiencies; set aside money for future projects; keep rate increases 
reasonable; and achieve fund balance goal of 25% of revenue. He presented the recommendations 
for a 5-year rate increase plan. Councilor George Handley noted the importance of making rate 
increases a matter of public relations to help the public understand the need for changes in fees. 
Regarding sanitation fees, Brian Torgersen, Public Services Division Director, acknowledged the 
uncertainty of recycling; there may be impacts to sanitation fees, but it was uncertain at present.

Jimmy McKnight, Public Works Finance Analyst, mentioned that the City has seen an 
unanticipated increase in water revenue, which Public Works is directing toward wells to begin 
some projects sooner than expected. Wastewater is currently the biggest challenge, with residents’ 
bills expected to double by 2025. Councilor David Knecht expressed a desire to find different 
ways to use recyclable materials (e.g., as material for roads). Mr. Decker shared comments about 
the unique challenges of Provo with winter weather when it comes to new technologies. Mr. 
Torgersen noted that UDOT was very progressive with technology and methods. Mr. Handley 
mentioned other recycling efforts, such as turning plastics into diesel fuel. Mr. Decker also shared 
slides comparing utility rates for cities throughout Utah. Councilor George Stewart, Mr. Parker, 
and Mr. Decker had a brief discussion about the City’s sanitation program and costs.

Mr. Decker briefly discussed Public Works’ supplemental requests: streets/stormwater assistant 
manager; transitioning a water sources position from part-time to full-time; airport position 
changes; airport overtime; hiring a full-time fleet mechanic; reclamation positions for succession 
planning; and a full-time water resources engineer. Presentation only.

Closed Meeting - None requested.

Adjournment - Adjourned by unanimous consent.

https://documents.provo.org/onbaseagendaonline
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PROVO MUNICIPAL COUNCIL
Work Meeting Minutes
12:00 PM, Tuesday, June 18, 2019
Room 310, Provo City Conference Room
351 W. Center Street, Provo, UT 84601

Agenda (0:00:00)

Roll Call
The following elected officials were present:

Council Chair David Harding
Council Vice-chair Kay Van Buren, arrived 12:07 
PM
Councilor David Sewell
Councilor David Knecht
Councilor George Stewart
Councilor George Handley
Councilor Gary Winterton
Mayor Michelle Kaufusi, arrived 2:42 PM

Prayer
The prayer was offered by Councilor Gary Winterton.

Approval of Minutes

1. Approval of Minutes
 March 5, 2019 Work Meeting
 March 19, 2019 Work Meeting
 March 28, 2019 Joint Meeting with Provo School District
 May 28, 2019 Special Council Meeting
 June 4, 2019 Work Meeting

Approved by unanimous consent.

Budget Committee

2. A discussion regarding changes to the FY 2019-2020 Tentative Budget. (19-004) (0:02:12)

Kelsey Zarbock, Accountant, presented a reconciliation of the budget, highlighting several line 
items with additional explanations, and responding to several questions from Councilors 
throughout. Ms. Zarbock explained that the Police vehicle repair chargebacks had been over-
budget; chargebacks are based on estimates and periodic adjustments are made as better 
information becomes available. The Police Department had sufficient funds for the needed 
repairs. Jimmy McKnight, Public Works Budget Analyst, also offered clarification on several 
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items relating to Public Works funds. The wastewater fund balance is higher than several other 
funds as funds will be put toward capital projects and the wastewater treatment plant. Mr. 
McKnight also clarified that during a typical year, there is generally a transfer from the 
wastewater fund to the water fund; there are several Public Works employees who do work for 
both funds, so rather than split their funding, it is treated as a transfer between funds. With the 
water fund in a healthier place, Public Works has kept those funds in the wastewater account. 
Presentation only. The item was already scheduled for the Council Meeting on June 18, 2019.

Business

3. A discussion regarding an appropriation for the Airport operating budget. (19-078) 
(0:15:46)

Brian Torgersen, Public Services Division Director, presented. This request for a $60,000 
appropriation will be applied to overages in the Airport operating budget, specifically for staff 
overtime and several property appraisals which were completed. Steve Gleason, Airport 
Manager, shared details on Airport revenues from hangar rental space and parking. Mr. Gleason 
explained that overtime is fairly standard when the airport has a full docket with full flights. Mr. 
Gleason covers many of the shifts, but his staff are all very responsive and work to cover 
overtime. In the new year budget, they have added one new full-time employee. Councilor Gary 
Winterton asked Mr. Gleason to thank his family for their sacrifices of Mr. Gleason’s time. 
Presentation only. The item was already scheduled for the Council Meeting on June 18, 2019.

4. A discussion on the creation of Community and Neighborhood Services and 
Development Services. (19-036) (0:22:14)

Wayne Parker, CAO, presented and outlined the proposed changes. Changes included updated 
names and references to departments, structural changes, and realigning current responsibilities 
with the new organizational structure. Mr. Parker briefly outlined how the current City 
organization would be adapted under the new structure. Mr. Parker explained that a more 
extensive review of Titles 14 and 15 would take place in the near future, but the currently 
proposed changes would enact the changes quantified and introduced in the City budget.

Councilor Gary Winterton said he heard many complaints related to Engineering; he wondered 
how the organizational changes would improve the issues. Mr. Parker explained that the intent 
was to streamline the development review process and to make it more intuitive. Rather than a 
100% accurate final submission, Public Works would be able to approve a project with 
conditions, which would streamline the approval process while still ensuring the needed results. 
Mr. Parker also said a new process would ensure each department had two chances to review a 
project; as long as all changes in the comments have been addressed, then the review is 
considered finished. The Coordinators’ Review Committee would invite developers to the 
meeting, which allowed them to resolve issues during the CRC meeting. Mr. Parker was 
confident that the changes had already resulted in substantive progress. Mr. Parker was open to 
comments from developers regarding the CRC process. Mr. Parker also indicated that the online 
portal was up and running, with many builders and developers already utilizing the new system. 
Presentation only. This item will be scheduled for the Council Meeting on July 9, 2019.
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5. A discussion regarding the parking requirements and Transportation Demand 
Management plans for multi-family developments. (19-074) (0:38:14)

Councilor David Harding introduced this item. The Housing Committee has been meeting as an 
executive group with several staff members to discuss parking. The City Code includes 
provisions for reduced parking, but explicitly prohibits residential uses. A development has been 
proposed for South State Street which would include residential units at an affordable price-
point for medium income individuals. In other locations with similar projects, the parking 
required in Provo has proven to be excessive; in other cases, a PRO zone was used to 
accomplish those projects. Mr. Harding explained the policy questions for the Council, which 
was whether the Council was willing to examine parking ratios when a developer was willing to 
build affordable housing. There were mixed responses from the committee.

Robert Mills, Planner, had been asked to work on drafting some initial legislation, including a 
mechanism for applicants to apply for a conditional use permit (CUP) through the Planning 
Commission. By making this request part of the project plan approval, staff could outline a more 
robust list of conditions which would allow for a CUP.

Councilors shared comments throughout the discussion, including:
 Councilor Gary Winterton felt there had been some back-and-forth over the years with 

parking reductions and parking standards.
 Mr. Harding felt it was a complicated question, as it is very site-specific and can changes 

so much over time. He felt that rather than a de-facto reduction, perhaps having 
additional requirements in place which would qualify an applicant for a reduction.

 Councilor David Knecht shared information about parking in the Joaquin Neighborhood.
 Mr. Harding noted that the intent of this discussion was to gauge the Council’s support 

before proceeding too far with the proposal. If the Council were generally supportive, 
then Mr. Mills would finish the draft legislation and submit it to the Housing Committee.

 Mr. Winterton asked whether there would be a required base amount of parking. Mr. 
Mills explained how the process would work, modeled after what was in place for DT1.

 Councilor George Handley asked if the proposal was intended to incentivize non-auto 
transportation. Mr. Harding said there were several elements, but this was a component.

Presentation only. This item would be presented to the Housing Committee for review after a 
proposal is drafted.

6. A discussion on a proposed ordinance amendment to Provo City Code Chapter 9.17 
(Civil Infractions) parking violations (19-023) (0:53:13)

Laramie Gonzales, Customer Service Business Analyst, presented. He outlined the fee structure 
changes for the parking enforcement fees. The average fee would increase from $30 to $55, with 
a $15 discount (or 28%) if the ticket were paid early. Councilors shared comments and feedback 
on the increase and the policy considerations for such a discount. Mr. Gonzales clarified that the 
standard fee would be quoted at $55; the impetus behind offering a discount was to incentivize 
people to pay the fine in a timely manner. Customer Service intended to create a built-in 
incentive that offered some benefit to paying on time, rather than a penalty for paying late. The 

https://documents.provo.org/onbaseagendaonline
https://youtu.be/VflCnctkSBY?t=2294
https://youtu.be/VflCnctkSBY?t=3193


Pending minutes – awaiting approval

4
https://documents.provo.org/onbaseagendaonline
Elizabeth VanDerwerken – Executive Assistant

effect was similar, but the intent was to bring the fees into compliance with a recent change in 
the State law. Mr. Gonzales outlined the code changes accompanying the fee change, and he also 
noted one minor error in the text, which would be adjusted in the approved version of the code.

Councilors shared additional comments, including:
 Councilor Gary Winterton wondered whether the fee or discount were justified. Wayne 

Parker, CAO, clarified that the City was never allowed to charge more than the real costs 
associated with the service, but there was no requirement against charging less.

 Councilor David Harding noted that it was not simply the cost of issuing a ticket that was 
a factor, but the costs associated with enforcing City parking ordinances in general.

 Several Councilors had concerns with whether the format was consistent with State law 
on the issue; while on the surface it complied with the State law, essentially it had the 
same effect as what was being prohibited.

 Councilor David Sewell suggested that in a business setting, the reason to provide a 
discount is to incentivize timely payment, as for a business-owner, there was typically a 
cash-flow reason or other advantage to receiving payment sooner.

 Brian Jones, Council Attorney, provided additional context for the State law change, 
which was intended to eliminate heavy fines doubling and tripling.

 Councilor David Knecht did not share the same concerns with the discount. He 
wondered, though, whether State law allowed a discount versus a penalty.

 Mr. Harding wanted to make sure that the change did not violate the spirit of State law.
Presentation only. The item was already scheduled for the Council Meeting on June 18, 2019.

7. A discussion regarding the HOME Consortium Interlocal Agreement. (19-075) (1:24:04)

Dan Gonzalez, CDBG and HOME Administrator, presented. Mr. Gonzalez outlined the history 
of the HOME Consortium, which was formed in the 1990s, and is currently comprised of the 
cities of Provo, Orem, and Lehi, along with Utah County. The Department of Housing and 
Urban Development requires renewal, every three years, of the interlocal agreement governing 
the consortium. Provo City has been the lead entity of the consortium in the past, and it is 
proposed to continue this assignment, as Provo is well-equipped with trained staff. The 
agreement was essentially the same as the previous agreement, but would cover fiscal years 
2020-2022. Lehi and Utah County have approved the agreement, and Mr. Gonzalez noted that 
the Orem City Council would consider it on their meeting that evening. Presentation only. The 
item was already scheduled for the Council Meeting on June 18, 2019.

8. A presentation regarding the annexation process. (19-076) (1:30:25)

Cliff Strachan, Executive Director, presented a brief review of the annexation process. Some 
changes may be needed in City code to be consistent with State code. Mr. Strachan highlighted 
relevant provisions of the City Code and General Plan pertaining to annexations, including a 
map illustrating several areas that were not currently part of Provo City.

Gary McGinn, Community Development Director, added to Mr. Strachan’s introduction, noting 
that while the process was referenced in City Code, it was primarily governed by State code. 
Provo City has published an annexation guide, which familiarizes applicants with the steps of 
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the process. Most inconsistencies were the result of having quoted provisions of State code 
which have been changed in recent years. Mr. McGinn suggested that a more accurate process 
would be to refer directly to the State code. Mr. McGinn reviewed a flowchart which outlined 
the annexation process, including the petition and application processes at the State and City 
levels. Mr. McGinn explained that when an annexation petition is received, if the Council does 
nothing, the petition is automatically accepted and a more in-depth study of the annexation 
ensues. Mr. McGinn said that often, proposed annexations are inconsistent with the City’s 
General Plan; it is common for an applicant to submit an annexation application with a General 
Plan/ordinance amendment or rezone. Mr. McGinn highlighted additional sections of the 
annexation policy plan as contained in the General Plan.

Councilor Gary Winterton asked Mr. McGinn about reasons why the City may choose not to 
annex a property. Mr. McGinn explained the City’s process to assess the area and the ability for 
the City to provide necessary services. The staff analysis of the annexation proposal would 
necessarily include review of existing utilities in the area, as well as an analysis of the needs for 
police, fire, sewer, water, stormwater, and electricity. During the discussion, several other 
Councilors shared observations and comments about the annexation process.

Wayne Parker, CAO, explained that the law was structured as it is to provide transparency; the 
further a developer goes in the process, the more expensive it is for them, and typically the more 
difficult for the City to deny the annexation. With the petition process, if the City knows they 
wish to deny the petition, they have the ability to do so in the very early stages of the process. A 
developer may wish to first submit a General Plan amendment; this allows the City to vet the 
potential density, design, and use before accepting the annexation petition. There is an extensive 
public process involved with both applications which involves community input.

Mr. McGinn noted that the Peay annexation, which had raised considerable public concern, has 
been withdrawn. Presentation only.

9. A discussion regarding the East Bay Annexation. (PLANEX20190140) (2:07:35)

Brian Maxfield, Planning Administrator, presented. The General Plan for this area of the city 
recommends an industrial use; the applicant has proposed to construct storage units, which was 
compatible with an industrial use. Presentation only. The item was already scheduled for the 
Council Meeting on June 18, 2019.

Redevelopment Agency

10. A discussion regarding a resolution authorizing the Chief Executive Officer to enter 
into a lease agreement with Blue Sky Development to allow them to utilize parking 
spaces for a pending mixed-use project at 105 East Center Street. (19-070) (2:10:56)

David Walter, Redevelopment Agency Director, presented. Mr. Walter outlined the concerns 
and related proposal of McKay Christensen, Blue Sky Development, regarding parking. 
Residential parking for Blue Sky Development is located on-site, however he has requested 
parking spaces from the Redevelopment Agency to meet the needs of his commercial tenants. 
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Councilors discussed the possibility of allocated versus dedicated spaces, though the general 
impression was that Mr. Christensen had been firm on needing dedicated spaces. Additional 
comments from Councilors included:

 Councilor Gary Winterton observed that in his experience, dedicated parking tends to tie 
up parking spaces. With multiple tenants, each tenant starts requesting dedicated parking. 
With other businesses located closer to the Wells Fargo parking structure, Mr. Winterton 
was adamant in not wanting to dedicate parking spaces for Blue Sky.

 Councilor David Harding wondered whether the prospective tenants had requested 
dedicated parking specifically. Mr. Harding was sympathetic to the concerns of the 
potential commercial tenants, but he felt that it was the sense of many downtown 
businesses about parking and how it hinders or helps their business.

 Councilor George Handley wondered whether a combination of allocated and dedicated 
parking spaces could work. Perhaps the contract could divide the total number of spaces 
between these types, with a provision to reevaluate the arrangement in a year.

 Councilor George Stewart felt it was too risky to tie up a public asset in such a 
commitment for so many years without knowing what the future held for downtown.

 Mr. Walter added that the owner of the Los Hermanos building had plans to add two 
stories of residential units above their existing two levels of commercial and office space. 
They have also expressed an interest in dedicated parking in the Wells Fargo structure.

 Mr. Harding shared Mr. Stewart’s concern about making a commitment that would last 
for over 20 years. He did feel there was some built-in synergy between the peak uses of 
the different types of tenants and businesses. Mr. Harding also mused on the idea of a 
parking permit program and whether that would work for restaurants; staff noted that a 
restaurant has two groups of users, patrons and employees, and a permit program could 
certainly be crafted to meet the needs of employees.

 Mr. Handley noted that some of the prospective tenants were gems of the Utah dining 
scene and would be a huge asset to the downtown scene. He did not want to endanger 
such opportunities, particularly where this development was exactly what the Council 
wants to see downtown. Mr. Handley wondered whether there was a possibility of 
addressing parking downtown and proper management of the City’s parking assets in 
such a way that would ease some of the pressures felt by Blue Sky Development.

Mr. Harding invited comments from the Administration. Wayne Parker, CAO, shared that the 
original intent in constructing structured parking was to incentivize development downtown. Mr. 
Parker shared some policy considerations, noting that the more dedicated spaces were doled out, 
the less flexibility there was over the long-term. Typically dedicated stalls are empty more of the 
time than they are occupied; the best way to manage parking is to maximize the value of a 
parking stall by rationing parking either by price or permit. Mr. Parker acknowledged that permit 
parking could work in a parking structure; recognizing that parking is a limited commodity, a 
certain number of permits could be issued. While the City owned parking stalls in several 
structures downtown, the City was not involved with operating any of the garages. Offering 
validation was another potential solution, but again, the City did not operate any parking 
structures, so it would involve coordination with the management of each structure.

Councilors shared additional comments and feedback, including:
 Councilor David Knecht asked Mr. Walter about ownership of the Wells Fargo parking 
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structure and whether the City even had the ability to designate dedicated parking spaces. 
Mr. Walter explained that the City has rights to 204 spaces in the Wells Fargo structure, 
but there was also no method in place to monitor use of those spaces.

 Mr. Harding noted that as the parking structure becomes more heavily used by office 
workers or the general public, if Blue Sky was paying per month for use of stalls, at 
some point they may argue that they are paying for stalls which were not available. Mr. 
Harding wondered if some type of gate or permitting system could be utilized; with the 
retail and restaurants off-site, it would be more difficult to patrol or manage.

 In response to a question from Councilors, Mr. Walter said that he felt allocating parking 
spaces met the intent of what the City originally chose to do.

 Mr. Harding still struggled with the 24-year term of the agreement; he felt that 5 years 
was a reasonable length of time to promote a long-term restaurant lease while allowing 
for time to negotiate as the City continued to resolve unmanaged parking downtown.

 Mr. Knecht wondered what had been implied or promised during past discussions.
 Mr. Winterton felt it was important to be realistic about the parking demands.
 Cliff Strachan, Council Executive Director, observed that by providing a covered parking 

spot, that was essentially a direct subsidy to a developer for their parking needs.
Presentation only. The item was already scheduled for the Council Meeting on June 18, 2019.

Business

11. A discussion regarding an update to Provo City Code Title 10 making amendment 
to the Sewer and Water Chapters of the Title. (19-072) (3:09:23)

Gary Calder, Water Resources Division Director, presented. Mr. Calder outlined several of the 
proposed changes in Chapters 10.02, 10.03, and 10.04 of Title 10. Rebecca Andrus, Engineer, 
noted that there had been several slight adjustments in Chapter 10.02 made by the Legal 
Department since an earlier presentation of this material. Specifically, language was adjusted to 
state “it shall be unlawful,” rather than “is not allowed,” in Sections 10.02.040 and 10.02.060 to 
strengthen the enforcement ability of these provisions. Mr. Calder also highlighted Chapter 
10.04 which outlined the pretreatment program, which was mandated by the State and EPA and 
utilized a template provided by those agencies. Presentation only. The item was already 
scheduled for the Council Meeting on June 18, 2019.

12. A discussion of proposed amendments to Provo City Code 15.03.035 (Grading) to clarify 
and change requirements related to grading and grading permits. (19-002) (3:20:02)

Councilor George Handley introduced this item. The Council briefly discussed this item several 
meetings ago to gauge the general direction or approval of the concept, after which the Committee 
has moved forward to draft more specific language. The Committee wished to receive approval from 
the Council to send this to the Planning Commission for approval, after which the Council would 
consider the proposal in more detail. Mr. Handley outlined three main issues that the Committee 
hoped to address with the proposed ordinance amendment:

 Require a project plan for any grading permit (excluding permits under 50 yards of material)
 More stringent bonding requirements (which would protect against project abandonment)
 Required landscaping plan as part of the project plan
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Councilor David Sewell clarified that the new requirements were going to apply to grading permits 
involving cutting. Councilor Kay Van Buren asked whether there was a distinction made between 
grading permits versus any grading involved in the construction of a residence. The committee 
members believed the intent had been that the requirements would not apply to home construction, 
as there were already other bonding and landscaping requirements involved for a residence. As this 
was not clear in the proposal, the committee planned to meet with Community Development and 
Engineering to clarify this point and to make any needed adjustments to the ordinance text.

Presentation only. Additional clarification is needed on whether or not these proposed 
amendments apply to grading occurring in conjunction with a building permit, after which the 
item was scheduled to return to the July 9, 2019 Work Meeting.

Policy Items Referred from the Planning Commission

13. A discussion about a Zone Change from Public Facilities (PF) to Low Density 
Residential and a General Plan Amendment from PF to Residential for 0.78 acres 
to allow 4 townhomes at 862 E Quail Valley Drive. Edgemont Neighborhood. 
(PLGPA20190009 & PLRZ20180430) (3:31:04)

Robert Mills, Planner, presented. The applicant has requested a zone change from Public 
Facilities (PF) to Low-Density Residential (LDR), which would permit single-family detached 
or townhomes to be constructed. The LDR zone would permit up to 6 units on the site, but the 
applicant has recently adjusted their proposal to 4 townhomes, with no plans to increase to 6. 
The applicant has proffered a development agreement outlining the details, which would be 
reviewed by the Council attorney. Mr. Mills indicated that the developer was prepared for the 
Council meeting that night, though the neighborhood chair had requested to continue the item.

Councilors discussed traffic and parking concerns for Timpview High School and on the 
surrounding roads. Mr. Mills indicated that in several visits during school and business hours, 
there was sufficient parking for the neighboring office building. The applicant has provided a 
parking study which indicated that the parking and traffic generated by this project would not 
contribute to the existing issues. Councilor George Stewart noted the safety concerns with street 
parking in the area, particularly during winter conditions.

Staff analysis shows the proposal supports the General Plan goal to provide housing of various 
types in the neighborhood. The neighborhood disagreed and wanted to see single-family homes 
in a R1.10 zone, which would only allow three single-family detached dwelling units, given the 
area and topography. Staff felt the project was an excellent use of infill property which has 
remained vacant for decades. The project would provide a type of housing not readily in the 
neighborhood. Due to the location of the site, there was a separation between the site and the 
neighborhood, providing a natural transition between housing types. Councilors discussed 
whether the proposal was consistent with the feel of the neighborhood. Mr. Mills also shared 
details of a project in recent years in the Lakeview neighborhood, which was similar in scope 
and had a similar reaction from the neighborhood. The twin-homes built there have since 
integrated very seamlessly into the neighborhood and have provided an alternative housing type. 

https://documents.provo.org/onbaseagendaonline
https://youtu.be/VflCnctkSBY?t=12664


Pending minutes – awaiting approval

9
https://documents.provo.org/onbaseagendaonline
Elizabeth VanDerwerken – Executive Assistant

Presentation only. The item was already scheduled for the Council Meeting on June 18, 2019.

14. A discussion regarding a request for an ordinance text amendment to consolidate 
Chapter 14.30 S-Supplementary Residential Overlay Zone with Chapter 14.46 A-
Accessory Apartment Overlay Zone. City-wide application. (PLOTA20190120) 
(3:55:51)

Brian Maxfield, Planning Administrator, presented. Mr. Maxfield outlined the proposal, which 
would consolidate the ordinances regulating the A- and S-overlays, with several additional 
changes. Mr. Maxfield indicated that comments from Paul Evans, Pleasant View Neighborhood 
Chair, had been reviewed by the Planning Commission. The Planning Commission has 
recommended approval of this proposal, but has requested that the Council examine several 
items, notably the parking requirements; the Commission felt that the parking requirements 
seemed excessive in some instances. The result is that more of the neighborhood lots are paved 
than might otherwise be necessary, which detracts from the residential feel of the neighborhood 
more than the presence of residents who are renters.

Councilors shared comments and feedback on the proposal. Councilor David Harding asked for 
clarification on the rental dwelling license fee, which went toward licensing rather than the 
inspections conducted by the zoning division. Mr. Harding also wished to further examine the 
issue of detached accessory dwellings, which was something not permitted under the existing 
code. He felt that this needed more review, as there were broader implications. He has seen the 
impacts of lack of enforcement in his neighborhood under the existing program. Mr. Harding 
shared additional comments on the impacts for the RC zone, which permitted an A-overlay. 
Councilor David Knecht noted that enforcement was an issue with most proposals. Mr. Harding 
expressed general support for the proposal, though he was not ready to vote on it at the Council 
Meeting that evening. Councilors requested that Karen Tapahe, Community Relations 
Coordinator, prepare a summary of the changes (detached units, combining the A- and S-overlay 
provisions, and the licensing impacts) which could be distributed for further review by 
neighborhood chairs and Councilors. Presentation only. The item was already scheduled for 
the Council Meeting on June 18, 2019.

15. A discussion on a request for a zone change for approximately 2.12 acres of real 
property, from R1.10 to a Project Redevelopment Option Zone (PRO), generally 
located at 1320 S State Street. Spring Creek Neighborhood. (PLRZ20190100) (4:10:33)

Robert Mills, Planner, outlined the proposal, which was a second attempt returned by the 
applicant. Originally the applicant had proposed Medium-Density Residential zoning, which was 
consistent with the General Plan and future land use map. The revised proposal is for a PRO 
zone. The applicant has proposed constructing 64 two-bedroom condo units for sale, which 
would be able to be backed by FHA mortgages; this would allow younger families trying to get 
into the real estate market the ability to do so, where there may otherwise be a financial hurdle.

The site is able to accommodate 130 parking stalls, which was slightly under the required 1.25 
spaces per unit in the MDR zone. A previous request to amend the parking allowances raised 
concern among neighborhood chairs, who felt that the amended parking requirements being 
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applied citywide to accommodate one project was not consistent with the original requirement. 
To accommodate the request for this specific project, the applicant has requested a rezone to a 
PRO zone. There were many PRO zones already existing in City code, including one which was 
consistent with this project and had been left unused by a previous project. Utilizing this PRO 
zone would avoid making a citywide change in order to accommodate a site-specific project.

Mr. Mills shared the proposed site plan, along with photos of two similar projects underway in 
Orem by the same applicant. Mr. Mills indicated that the PRO zone request was consistent with 
the MDR-style housing included in the General Plan and future land use map. The applicant has 
proffered a development agreement which would further restrict what was buildable in the 
project than what would be allowed by the PRO zone; the PRO zone would permit one unit per 
500 square feet of lot, or up to 184 units given the size of the site. The applicant has written into 
the development agreement that they would build no more than 64 two-bedroom condo units. 
The development agreement also outlines the parking (130 stalls or 2.03 stalls per unit, versus 
only the 90 required by the zone). The project would need to have at least 60% owner-
occupancy in order to maintain FHA mortgage backing. Although the City has experienced 
challenges with regulating a fixed percentage of owner-occupancy in the past, the FHA status 
would be a compelling factor for the management team of the development as well as individual 
condo owners who relied on that avenue of financing. 

Staff have recommended approval to the Planning Commission and several conditions were 
outlined in the staff report. The Planning Commission has also recommended approval. The 
neighborhood chair has spoken favorably of the proposal as well, with positive feedback from 
the neighborhood. Councilors shared several comments and feedback on the proposal. The 
recent completion of Spring Creek Park to the north would be a huge asset to the development. 
Presentation only. The item was already scheduled for the Council Meeting on June 18, 2019.

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

Gary Millward, City Attorney, outlined the statutory basis for the closed session.

Motion: Gary Winterton moved to close the meeting. Seconded by Kay Van Buren.
Vote: Approved 7:0.

Adjournment
Adjourned by unanimous consent.
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West Side Sewer 
August 27, 2019 



Wastewater History 
• Collection System Master Plan started 2008 – Adopted 2013 

• Treatment Plant Master Plan Draft started 2014 

• DEQ Presentations  

 Walt Baker 9/6/16 (2020 and future regulations) 

 Erica Gaddis 10/17/17 (variance letter)  

 Erica Gaddis 3/20/18 

• In-house hydraulic modeling of wastewater collection system - 2016 

• Metering Study Feb-July 2018 

• 2019 – Ongoing metering and analysis in-house (5 sewer meters) 

• Other studies to be mentioned later 



Collection System Monitoring 

• Started January 30, 2018 
and completed July 10, 2018 

• 33 Meters 

• Correlated with Lift 
Station, WRP, Provo River, 
and rainfall data 



Metering Study 
• Impact of I&I on modeling 



Water Reclamation Plant Flow 

 



Infiltration and Inflow - Before 



Infiltration and Inflow - After 



Collection System Modeling 
• Based on 

monitoring data 
from 2018 

• Infiltration and 
Inflow were scaled 
to be consistent 
with 2011 



Map and Memo 

 



Water Reclamation Plant History 
• History of inflow at the plant 

• 2020 regulations imposed by DEQ 

• 2nd round of regulations estimated around 2030 

• Plant Master Plan Draft started in 2014 

• December 2017  - Variance letter submitted to State DEQ 

• State Water Quality Board $77.8M Loan – Sep-Dec 2018 

• Regional Siting Study Draft 2018-2019 

• Decisions made (latest plant rendering from Water Works) 

• Upcoming (Oct-Nov 2019) – Presentations to water quality board on capital 
facilities plan, DEQ loan authorization (Council resolution) 

• General Construction Schedule Phase I 

 Package 1 – January 2020-September 2020 

 Package 2 – September 2020-December 2022 



Provo WATRR Center Rendering 

 



Backbone vs Ribs 
• Additional lines not in financial plan 

• Potential changes to Capital Facilities 
Plan and impact fees 



Other West Side Concerns 
• Other Utilities 

 Stormwater 

 Water 

 Power 

• Right of Way 

• Roads 



West Side Storm Water 



Storm 10 year costs 

 



West Side Water System 



Wastewater Fiscal/CIP History 
Fiscal 
Year 

Utility 
Revenue 

Actual CIP 
Expenditures 

2004 $4,629,611  $509,071  

2005 $4,686,423  $586,246  

2006 $4,666,340  $521,802  

2007 $5,237,383  $1,524,628  

2008 $4,869,387  $708,897  

2009 $4,678,879  $483,345  

2010 $4,819,241  $1,773,769  

2011 $5,139,819  $2,050,326  

2012 $5,006,903  $226,344  

2013 $5,309,513  $538,450  

2014 $5,110,036  $730,912  

2015 $6,028,493  $2,297,841  

2016 $8,047,226  $5,284,334  

2017 $9,468,269  $2,952,125  

2018 $11,253,400  $5,066,341  

2019 $14,728,366  $15,839,233  



Collection System Condition Pictures 



Wastewater Rate History 

 

Provo Wastewater Rates
FY98 FY99 FY00 FY01 FY02 FY03 FY04 FY05 FY06 FY07 FY08 FY09 FY10

Base Rate $4.26 $4.26 $4.26 $4.26 $4.26 $4.26 $4.26 $4.26 $4.26 $4.26 $4.26 $4.26 $4.26

Per 1,000 Gallons $0.92 $0.96 $1.02 $1.10 $1.17 $1.17 $1.17 $1.17 $1.17 $1.17 $1.17 $1.17 $1.17

Monthly Cost $14.40 $14.84 $15.43 $16.37 $17.11 $17.11 $17.11 $17.11 $17.11 $17.11 $17.11 $17.11 $17.11



Wastewater Rate History and Forecast 

Provo Wastewater Rates Projected Increases 

  FY02-11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 FY21 FY22 FY23 

Percentage Increase   15%     20.0% 24.4% 19.8% 14.5% 19.0% 15.0% 25.0% 10.0% 9.0% 

Base Rate $4.26  $4.90  $4.90  $4.90  $5.88  $7.31  $8.76  $10.03  $11.94  $13.73  $17.16  $18.88  $20.58  

Per 1,000 Gallons $1.17  $1.34  $1.34  $1.34  $1.61  $2.00  $2.40  $2.75  $3.27  $3.76  $4.70  $5.17  $5.63  

    

Monthly Cost $17.11  $19.68  $19.68  $19.68  $23.59  $29.35  $35.16  $40.25  $47.90  $55.09  $68.86  $75.75  $82.51  



 



 



Map and Memo 
 

Map and Memo 



Wastewater 10 Year Plan Spreadsheet 
 



2019 

 

Projects 2019 

Duncan Sewer $2,565,000  

Center Street to 550 South $3,000,000  

3110 West to 2470 West $3,500,000  

2470 to Master Lift Station $5,400,000  

Property Purchases $1,200,000  

Lakeshore Drive Capacity Repair $125,000  

KOA I&I Repair $150,000  

Westside Lift Station Improvements $150,000  

Various Lining Projects $500,000  

Mt Vista Improvements (Eliminate Old 
Lift Station) $50,000  

Canyon Road Improvements 
(Eliminate Septic Systems) $630,000  

Bulldog Boulevard Aged Infrastructure 
Repair $160,000  

500 West Aged Infrastructure Repair $600,000  

NW Lift Station & Force Main $220,000  



2021 

 

Projects 2020 2021 

Annual Inflow & Infiltration Projects $500,000  $500,000  

Boat Harbor to Center Street   $1,760,000  

High School to Boat Harbor    $2,100,000  

North West Lift Station to High School   $980,000  

Force Main   $1,300,000  

Master Lift Station   $3,000,000  

Airport Sewer Construction $4,000,000 

2770 West 800 South Bottleneck 
Improvements $200,000    

Various Lining Projects $200,000    

Mt Vista Improvements (Eliminate Old Lift 
Station) $950,000    

Bulldog Boulevard Aged Infrastructure 
Repair $160,000    

500 West Aged Infrastructure Repair $600,000    

Airport Sewer Design $215,000    

Sewer Lift Station Improvements $200,000  $50,000  



2022 

 

Projects 2022 

Annual Inflow & Infiltration Projects $500,000  

Master Lift Station $3,000,000  

Sewer Lift Station Improvements $500,000  



2024 

 

Projects 2023 2024 

Annual Inflow & Infiltration Projects $500,000  $500,000  

Skipper Bay to Lakeview Pkwy   $850,000  

Harbor Park to Skipper Bay   $1,160,000  

620 North   $500,000  

36 Inch Parallel Line $3,878,333  $3,878,333  

Collection System Rehabilitation $3,000,000 $3,000,000 

Sewer Lift Station Improvements $500,000  $500,000  



2025 

 

Projects 2025 

Annual Inflow & Infiltration Projects $500,000  

36 Inch Parallel Line $3,878,333  

Collection System Rehabilitation $3,000,000 

Sewer Lift Station Improvements $500,000  



West Side Sewer Projects Through 2025 

 



 



Fiscal/CIP History 
Fiscal 
Year 

Utility 
Revenue 

Transfer 
Amount 

Original CIP 
Budget 

Actual CIP 
Expenditures 

2004 $4,629,611  $1,000,000  $1,665,000  $509,071  
2005 $4,686,423  $1,000,000  $1,090,000  $586,246  
2006 $4,666,340  $750,000  $1,615,000  $521,802  
2007 $5,237,383  $677,133  $1,165,000  $1,524,628  
2008 $4,869,387  $550,000  $1,080,000  $708,897  
2009 $4,678,879  $1,225,000  $2,770,000  $483,345  
2010 $4,819,241  $1,025,000  $1,400,000  $1,773,769  
2011 $5,139,819  $1,480,000  $2,105,000  $2,050,326  
2012 $5,006,903  $641,000  $1,356,000  $226,344  
2013 $5,309,513  $0  $2,506,000  $538,450  
2014 $5,110,036  $2,200,000  $2,612,891  $730,912  
2015 $6,028,493  $10,126,536  $4,395,100  $2,297,841  
2016 $8,047,226  $2,200,000  $2,547,564  $5,284,334  
2017 $9,468,269  $2,306,544  $2,806,545  $2,952,125  
2018 $11,253,400    $5,496,000  $5,066,341  
2019 $14,728,366    $11,056,000  $15,839,233  



Completed/ Carry 

Over
FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024 FY 2025 FY 2026 FY 2027 FY 2028 FY 2029 FY 2030 FY 2031 FY 2032 FY 2032 Total 

Assumed CIP Funds $2,390,000 $2,300,000 $2,300,000 $2,500,000 $2,500,000 $2,900,000 $2,900,000 $2,900,000 $2,900,000 $2,900,000 $2,900,000 $2,900,000 $2,900,000 $2,900,000

Projects

*4800 North Outfall $0

Foothill Drive Detention Basin $0

Pipes at Sherwood Hillside Park Detention Basin $0

TimpviewDr/3650 North $0

*3900 North Detention Basin and Pipes $375,000 $1,100,000 $475,000 $1,950,000

Edgemont South Stake Park Basin $0

2230 North Outfall $0

Temple Dr/2300 North $0

Sertoma Park Detention Basin $0

820 North/Oakmont Storm Drain $125,000 $575,000 $700,000

800 North Outfall $0

Provo Peaks $0

Memorial Park $0

Memorial Park Detention Basin $0

Provo Peaks Elem. Detention Basin $0

Harmon Park Detention Basin $0

East Bay Outfall $0

Provo Towne Centre Outfall $0

500 West Outfall $0

*300 West thru Franklin Area Mainline and Detention 

thru 1100 W
$1,705,725 $623,000 $1,375,000 $1,050,000 $4,753,725

1100 West Outfall $368,496 $368,496

*Footprinter's Park $705,260 $355,000 $1,060,260

Footprinter's Park Detention Basin $500,000 $825,700 $1,325,700

1500 West Outfall $315,000 $409,387 $370,000 $1,094,387

*Sunsetview Park Detention Basin $625,000 $625,000 $575,000 $1,825,000

*1600 W (PC41,42) $653,420 $653,420

*1600 West Outfall (PC43,44) $403,000 $403,000

Independence Ave Outfall $0

*2050 West Outfall $800,000 $400,000 $1,200,000

Pipes for 2500 West Detention Basin $27,989 $27,989

*2500 West Detention Basin $417,600 $417,600

*2500 West Outfall (PW4,5,6) $738,273 $738,273

2500 West Outfall (PW7) $400,000 $300,000 $569,406 $1,269,406

Pipes for 3110 West Detention Basin $50,807 $50,807

3110 West Detention Basin $150,000 $631,800 $781,800

*Carterville $800,000 $627,952 $650,000 $400,000 $2,477,952

Columbia Lane Outfall $638,703 $638,703

Pipes for Lions Park Detention Basin $28,905 $28,905

Lions Park Detention Basin $347,300 $347,300

820 North/1220 West Outfall $297,655 $297,655

*Grandview Detention Basin $300,000 $300,000

Grandview $1,526,584 $1,526,584

Geneva Road $900,000 $971,253 $1,871,253

*2000 South Outfall $1,075,092 $1,254,024 $400,000 $2,729,116

*Broadview Shores Upsize $50,000 $300,000 $500,000 $505,000 $759,000 $2,114,000

Broadview Shores Detention Basin $400,000 $400,000 $800,000

1900 South Outfall $0

Ironton Outfall $0

Pipes for 2500 West Detention Basin $0

2500 West Detention Basin $0

Public Work Facilities Improvements $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 $2,100,000

Miscellaneous Storm Drain Projects $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $700,000

Contingency $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $700,000

Vehicle Replacement $125,000 $125,000 $125,000 $125,000 $125,000 $125,000 $125,000 $125,000 $125,000 $125,000 $125,000 $125,000 $125,000 $125,000 $1,750,000

Upsizing with Developers $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $1,400,000

Stormwater Pipe Upsizing $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $700,000

Emergency Preparedness Equipment $0

Levee Study $120,000 $120,000

Airport Terminal Stormdrain $547,000 $547,000

Totals $2,531,380 $2,390,000 $2,300,000 $2,300,000 $2,494,406 $2,521,916 $2,872,600 $2,879,941 $2,897,660 $2,900,260 $2,905,700 $2,900,092 $2,900,277 $2,922,515 $2,051,584 $39,768,331

North Area Projects $125,000 $575,000 $0 $375,000 $1,100,000 $475,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,650,000

Central Area Projects $2,108,725 $623,000 $1,375,000 $1,050,000 $0 $1,021,916 $625,000 $940,000 $984,387 $1,575,260 $1,180,700 $0 $0 $0 $0 $11,483,988

West Area Projects $297,655 $0 $400,000 $350,000 $869,406 $500,000 $1,722,600 $1,414,941 $1,388,273 $800,000 $1,200,000 $2,375,092 $2,375,277 $2,397,515 $1,526,584 $17,617,343

South Area Projects $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Additional $0 $1,192,000 $525,000 $525,000 $525,000 $525,000 $525,000 $525,000 $525,000 $525,000 $525,000 $525,000 $525,000 $525,000 $525,000 $8,017,000

$39,768,331

* Master planned capital facilites

Stormwater Capital Projects Funding Schedule



1

PROVO MUNICIPAL COUNCIL
STAFF REPORT

Submitter: WAYNEP
Department: Mayor Office
Requested Meeting Date: 08-27-2019

SUBJECT: A discussion regarding sewer capacity west of I-15 and a consideration of 
options. (19-085)

RECOMMENDATION: Information only.

The Council heard a presentation on August 27 from City Staff and at this meeting there 
will be a presentation from the development community related to sewer capacity 
constraints in Provo west of I-15, how it is impacting their planned developments and 
those that are proposed in the area. We will also hear the current timing of 
improvements in the City's 5-year CIP and discuss potential options for accelerating 
capacity expansion if elected officials would like to explore that potential.

BACKGROUND: For many years, City officials in Provo have known that sewer system 
capacity was a limiting force in further residential and commercial development in Provo 
west of Interstate 15. The wastewater collection system in west Provo was planned for 
many years based on most of west Provo remaining in agricultural use as identified in 
the general plan. However, in the last 10-15 years, there has been greater demand for 
additional residential development in this area. Within the last few years, the City has 
adopted a new Southwest Area Plan in the General Plan document that gives much 
more specificity as to planned development and density in the area. Additionally, Provo 
High School has moved to the northwest area in the city, consuming some sewer 
capacity and likely stimulating more growth in the future in this area of the city. Provo 
School District has also announced plans to relocate Dixon Middle School to southwest 
Provo in the next few years, which will also require added sewer capacity in this part of 
Provo.  

With a number of forces at work, many land owners and developers in the area have 
argued that additional sewer capacity on the west side has become more critical and 
time-sensitive, and would like to approach the Council to consider strategies to 
accelerate capacity expansion.

Council leadership has asked that Public Works staff come to the work meeting on 
August 27 to provide some history and context and to talk specifically about the current 
CIP plan and how it relates to this increasing demand. They have also offered to some 
of the larger developers and land owners in this part of Provo to present their plans and 
perspectives on September 10. Our hope is that if the Council would like to see any 
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alternatives to the current CIP plan and strategy, the Council would ask staff after the 
September 10 meeting to develop some scenarios that could be considered.

The Administration sees this as an important policy question that impacts the City 
budget, development pace on the west side, housing availability, agricultural 
preservation, transportation, and other important policy issues.  The Council's 
consideration of any potential policy changes should be made carefully with good data 
and careful consideration, and these discussions are intended to begin a dialogue with 
the stakeholders to see if a change in current policy is warranted or advisable.

FISCAL IMPACT: Unknown at this point; could be substantial based on policy direction

PRESENTER’S NAME: Wayne Parker and David Decker

REQUESTED DURATION OF PRESENTATION: 60 minutes

COMPATIBILITY WITH GENERAL PLAN POLICIES, GOALS, AND OBJECTIVES: 
The intent is the clarify expectations for recent changes to the general plan and how 
they might impact the city's wastewater capital improvement plans moving forward.

CITYVIEW OR ISSUE FILE NUMBER: 19-085



• Spent 17 consecutive years as #1 volume Home Builder in 
America 
• Closed 55,625 homes last year nationally 
• SLC division will close 900 homes this fiscal 2019 

• Sales 862 homes 
• Operating in Utah since 1992 
• Divisions in 29 States represented in 87 markets nationwide 



Legacy Farms 
Saratoga Springs, UT 
• 856 Units 
• 182 Acres 
• 2 Church lots 
• Elementary School 
• 41.4 ac open space 
• 4.7 du/ac 

 



Legacy Farms 
Saratoga Springs, UT 
• Tickville contains the 

largest & longest 
underground 
drainage pipe in the 
western US 

• DRH still carrying 
$670K on S.D. 
reimbursement 

• DRH contribution 
total $2.269 M 

• Per unit contribution 
$3,067 



Northshore 
Saratoga Springs, UT 
• 1,510 Units 
• 250 Apartments 
• 217 Total Acres 
• 23 Acre Commercial 
• 2 Church Sites  
• 20% open space 
• 8.5 du/ac 



Northshore 
Saratoga Springs, UT 
• 20 Acre Marina Park land 

donation 
• 15 Acre trade for Pony 

Express Pkwy corridor 
preservation 

• New Consolidate Public 
Works Lot 

• Future potential Trax 
Stop  w/TOD density 

• DRH total contribution 
$7.443 M to date 

• Per unit $4,229 to date 



Cold Spring 
Ranch 
Lehi, UT 
• 1,300 Units 
• 296 total acres 
• 53 acres Commercial  
• 1 Church Site 
• 46 acre City Park 
• Elementary School 



Cold Spring 
Ranch 
Lehi, UT 
• Opened Power 

connections for 800 
Acres 

• Ped. Bridge to Jordan 
River Park Trail and 
Willow Springs Park 

• 46 ac Sports Park and  
• Master Powerline Trail 

system connection. 
• DRH contribution 

$9.347 M 
• Per Unit $7,264 

$7,264 









Provo Sewer Buildout Plan 
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PROVO MUNICIPAL COUNCIL
STAFF REPORT

Submitter: BMUMFORD
Department: Council
Requested Meeting Date: 09-10-2019 Work Meeting

SUBJECT: A discussion regarding the Downtown Pedestrian Plan proposed by 
Downtown Provo, Inc. (19-093)

RECOMMENDATION: Information only.

BACKGROUND: In discussing the Provo City Transportation Master Plan, the 
downtown business community felt a statement on the area from 500 W to 200 E along 
Center Street could be helpful to clarify their expectations. Specifically, they indicated 
agreement and support for the designation of Center Street from 500 W to 200 E as a 
pedestrian mall allowing for pedestrians to receive priority in this area. Further they 
have concerns about how this plan is being implemented. As part of their statement, 
they request that as decisions about parking, light patterns, traffic flow and other future 
projects keep pedestrian friendly environments as the top priority. 

Finally, they provide a list of suggestions that could help enhance this effort. They are 
as follows:

? Enforcement of the 15 mph limit on Center, and other speed limits in high traffic 
pedestrian areas. 
? Synchronizing light patterns and new green arrows encouraging cars to use 100 
N for freeway access. 
? Additional signage including new pedestrian way-finding signs.  
? Additional kiosks in public spaces allowing for way-finding and designated public 
announcement areas.
? Physical changes that allow a driver to recognize a difference as they enter the 
“historic downtown” corridor. such as:
     ?     Either raised crosswalks
     ?     Crosswalk lights
     ?     Or other physical changes

FISCAL IMPACT: N/A

PRESENTER’S NAME: Quinn Peterson

REQUESTED DURATION OF PRESENTATION: 30 minutes
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COMPATIBILITY WITH GENERAL PLAN POLICIES, GOALS, AND OBJECTIVES:

CITYVIEW OR ISSUE FILE NUMBER: 19-093



Downtown Pedestrian Plan:

The business community gathered on January 16th 2019 to discuss Provo city’s  transportation 
master plan and how that applies to the downtown. Downtown Provo Inc. created the following 
statement. 

We agree and support the designation of Center Street from 500 W to 200 E as a pedestrian 
mall allowing for pedestrians to receive priority in this area. We feel that this plan is not being 
enforced or implemented as effectively as it could be. We request that as decisions about 
parking, light patterns, traffic flow and other future projects keep pedestrian friendly 
environments as the top priority. Additionally, we value pedestrian connectivity throughout our 
entire downtown and we support the growth of additional attention to pedestrian needs 
throughout the whole downtown area. 

We believe this can be done many different ways and below are a few suggestions:

● Enforcement of the 15 mph limit on Center, and other speed limits in high traffic 
pedestrian areas. 

● Synchronizing light patterns and new green arrows encouraging cars to use 100 N for 
freeway access. 

● Additional signage including new pedestrian way-finding signs.  
● Additional kiosks in public spaces allowing for way-finding and designated public 

announcement areas.
● Physical changes that allow a driver to recognize a difference as they enter the “historic 

downtown” corridor. such as:
○ Either raised crosswalks
○ Crosswalk lights
○ Or other physical changes 













































































https://www.ksl.com/article/46540609/provo-murals-project-pairs-local-artists-with-downtown-businesses
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PROVO MUNICIPAL COUNCIL
STAFF REPORT

Submitter: BMUMFORD
Department: Council
Requested Meeting Date: 09-10-2019

SUBJECT: A discussion on defining over-occupancy as a nuisance. (19-094)

RECOMMENDATION: Information only. If Council is interested in moving this to a 
Council Meeting for formal action, a motion will be required.

BACKGROUND: In Provo City Code there are differing items which have been listed as 
a "nuisance." There are advantages that Provo City Enforcement gains by having over-
occupancy on the list of nuisances. By placing over-occupancy as a nuisance creates a 
more effective way to enforce.

FISCAL IMPACT: None

PRESENTER’S NAME: Marcus Draper

REQUESTED DURATION OF PRESENTATION: 10 minutes

COMPATIBILITY WITH GENERAL PLAN POLICIES, GOALS, AND OBJECTIVES:

CITYVIEW OR ISSUE FILE NUMBER: 19-094



7.01.020. Nuisances Defined.

It shall be unlawful and declared a public nuisance for any person owning, renting, leasing, 
occupying, or having charge or possession of any property in the City to allow any of the 
following conditions to exist on such property:

(1) A condition that causes visual blight, is offensive to the senses, creates a harborage for 
rodents or pests, or detrimentally affects property in the surrounding neighborhood or 
community.

(2) A condition that impairs the reasonable and lawful use of property.

(3) A condition that unreasonably or unlawfully affects the health or safety of one or more 
persons.

(4) A fire hazard as defined in the Uniform Fire Code.

(5) Emanation of noxious or unreasonable odors, fumes, gas, smoke, soot or cinders.

(6) Noxious weeds located on vacant lots or other property, along public sidewalks or outer edge 
of any public street, or weeds in any other location which constitutes an unreasonable fire hazard 
or is contrary to the purpose of this Chapter.

(7) Keeping or storing of any refuse and waste matter which interferes with the reasonable 
enjoyment of nearby property.

(8) Polluted or stagnant water which constitutes an unhealthy or unsafe condition.

(9) Accumulation of soil, litter, debris, plant trimmings, or trash, on sidewalks, in vestibules, 
doorways, passages, breezeways, parking areas or any public right-of-way or alley.

(10) Accumulation of used or damaged lumber; junk; salvage materials; abandoned, discarded or 
unused furniture; stoves, sinks, toilets, cabinets, or other fixtures or equipment stored so as to be 
visible from a public street, alley, or adjoining property. However, nothing herein shall preclude 
the placement of stacked firewood for personal non-commercial use on the premises.

(11) Any attractive nuisance dangerous to children and other persons including, but not limited 
to, abandoned, broken, or neglected household appliances, equipment and machinery, ponds, 
abandoned foundations or excavations, or improperly maintained pools in violation of Section 
14.34.210, Provo City Code.

(12) Dead, decayed, diseased, or hazardous trees, weeds, hedges, and overgrown or uncultivated 
vegetation which is in a hazardous condition, is an obstruction to pedestrian or vehicular traffic, 
or which is likely to harbor rats, vermin or other pests.



(13) Any front yard or street side yard area which causes excessive dust due to non-maintenance 
or other cause, or which contains the accumulation of debris.

(14) The keeping, storing, depositing or accumulating on the premises or in the public right-of-
way for an unreasonable period of time dirt, sand, gravel, concrete, or other similar materials, or 
maintenance of such material on public rights-of-way.

(15) The leaving of any garbage can or refuse container in the street, other than on collection 
day, for more than twenty-four (24) hours after collection day.

(16) Construction equipment or machinery of any type or description parked or stored on 
property when it is readily visible from a public street, alley or adjoining property, except while 
excavation, construction or demolition operations covered by an active building permit are in 
progress on the subject property or an adjoining property, or where the property is zoned for the 
storage of construction equipment and/or machinery.

(17) Improper maintenance of a sign; or signs which advertise a business that is no longer 
operating on the property or advertising a product that is no longer sold on the property.

(18) Improper storage of inoperative, unregistered, abandoned, wrecked or dismantled vehicles 
or vehicle parts, including recreational vehicles.

(19) Any wall, sign, fence, gate, hedge, or structure maintained in such condition of deterioration 
or disrepair as to constitute a hazard to persons or property.

(20) Graffiti which remains on the exterior of any building, fence, sign or other structure and is 
visible from a public street.

(21) Maintenance of buildings and/or structures in such condition as to be deemed defective or in 
a condition of deterioration or disrepair including, but not limited to:

(a) Any building or structure which is unfit for human habitation, or which is an unreasonable 
hazard to the health of people residing in the vicinity thereof, or which presents an unreasonable 
fire hazard in the vicinity where it is located;

(b) Any building or structure set up, erected, constructed, altered, enlarged, converted, moved or 
maintained contrary to the provisions of Title 14, Provo City Code, or any use of land, buildings 
or premises in violation of Title 15, Provo City Code;

(c) Buildings which are abandoned, partially destroyed, or left in an unreasonable state of partial 
construction for a period of six (6) months or longer. An "unreasonable state of partial 
construction" is defined as any unfinished building or structure where the appearance or other 
conditions violate conditions as listed in Subsection (1) above;

(d) Buildings having dry rot, warping, termite infestation, decay, excessive cracking, peeling, or 
chalking, as to render the building unsightly and/or in a state of disrepair.



(e) Buildings with missing doors and/or windows containing broken glass and/or no glass at all 
where the window is of a type which normally contains glass;

(f) Building exteriors, walls, fences, gates, driveways, sidewalks, walkways, signs or 
ornamentation, or alleys maintained in such condition as to violate Subsection (1) above; and

(g) Buildings or conditions that violate any building, electrical, plumbing, fire, housing, or other 
code adopted by Provo City.

(22) Occupany of any dwelling in excess of the permissible occupancy limits.

(2223) Any violation of the Provo City Code expressly declared to be a public nuisance.
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PROVO MUNICIPAL COUNCIL
STAFF REPORT

Submitter: BMUMFORD
Department: Council
Requested Meeting Date: 09-10-2019

SUBJECT: A discussion regarding an appropriation related to elements of the FY19-20 
Provo City Budget that need to be revisited (19-095)”

RECOMMENDATION: Information only. The item is scheduled to be heard on the 
September 24, 2019 Council Meeting

BACKGROUND: A few errors have been found in the FY20 budget, and Finance would 
like to resolve them sooner than later. In this meeting they would like to go over the 
details of an appropriation they intend to bring to the Council at the September 24, 2019 
Council Meeting. Finance will be on hand to present their findings and available to ask 
questions.

FISCAL IMPACT: No

PRESENTER’S NAME: John Borget

REQUESTED DURATION OF PRESENTATION: 15 minutes

COMPATIBILITY WITH GENERAL PLAN POLICIES, GOALS, AND OBJECTIVES:

CITYVIEW OR ISSUE FILE NUMBER: 19-095



| ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐Chargebacks ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ |
Employee Facility Admin Facility Capital
Benefits Insurance Core Overhead Contracts Outlay

Fund Function 4754 4755 4756 4752 4208 4651 Total
110 101 Council $                      $                      $                      864$               $                      864$              
110 701 Community Neigborhood Services 10,769            10,769           
110 1501 Streets 1,183              1,183             
110 1701 Parks & Recreation                         7,935                                                                                      7,935             

General Fund total                         7,935                                      12,816            20,751           

120 7401 Justice Court 3,780              3,780             
220 2001 Library 169                 2,598              2,767             
273 5001 CDBG (955)                (955)               
279 4501 New Development 23,714            23,714           
500 6701 Golf Course 15,594            8,034              23,628           
510 2502 Water 3,587              7,935              112                 90,293            101,927         
530 2702 Energy 2,029              2,029             
540 2801 Airport 23,052            23,052           
610 3208 Customer Service 90,000            90,000           
650 3401 Fleet 573                 573                
680 3501 Facilities 638                                         912                 (3,417)                                                             (1,867)            
Total all funds 19,819$          47,618$          1,193$            86,876$          43,893$          90,000$          289,399$      

Propose the following transfers:
Transfer in Transfer out

Justice Court 3,780             
Golf Course 23,628           
Airport 23,052           
General Fund 50,460           
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PROVO MUNICIPAL COUNCIL
STAFF REPORT

Submitter: BMUMFORD
Department: Council
Requested Meeting Date: 09-10-2019 Work Meeting

SUBJECT: A discussion regarding a proposed ordinance amendment to Provo City 
Code to reduce off-street requirements for multi-family developments if 
certain considerations are met. (19-092)

RECOMMENDATION: This item needs to go to the Planning Commission before the 
Council can formally act. A motion to move this item to the Planning Commission would 
be necessary.

BACKGROUND: The Executive Housing Committee has met and discussed easing 
parking requirements for multi-family developments if they meet certain considerations. 
Currently there is no path for this reduction unless the project is being headed by a non-
profit. The Housing Committee would like to see this discussed first with the Council in 
Work Meeting to ensure there is sufficient support for the action before it is taken to the 
Planning Commission for consideration.

FISCAL IMPACT: None

PRESENTER’S NAME: Robert Mills

REQUESTED DURATION OF PRESENTATION: 10 minutes

COMPATIBILITY WITH GENERAL PLAN POLICIES, GOALS, AND OBJECTIVES:

CITYVIEW OR ISSUE FILE NUMBER: 19-092



14.37.050 Reduction in Off-street Parking Requirements | Provo City Code Page 1 of 4

The Provo City Code is current through Ordinance 2019-13, passed March 19, 2019.

14.37.050 
Reduction in Off-street Parking Requirements.

(1)  Purpose and Intent. The Provo City General Plan encourages the application of transportation 
demand management strategies to reduce traffic congestion and to lessen the amount of land that 
must be devoted to parking for commercial, industrial, or public facility uses. Accordingly, the 
purpose of this Section is to allow flexibility in off-street parking requirements for commercial, 
industrial, or public facility, or residential uses. 

(2)  Reduction of Off-street Parking in Central Business District. The Municipal Council finds that the 
special character and needs of the Central Business District of the city require special requirements 
for off-street parking in that district. Within the Central Business District zone, the number of 
off-street parking spaces otherwise required by this Chapter may be reduced by fifty percent (50%) 
upon approval by the Planning Commission subject to the standards set forth in this Section. The 
Central Business District is the area within the following boundaries: Commencing at the intersection 
of 500 West Street and 100 South Street; thence East to the intersection of University Avenue and 
100 South Street; thence North to the intersection of University Avenue and Center Street; thence 
East to the intersection of Center Street and 100 East Street; thence North to the intersection of 100 
East Street and 100 North Street; thence West to the intersection of 100 North Street and University 
Avenue; thence North to the intersection of 200 North Street and University Avenue; thence West to 
the intersection of 300 West Street and 200 North Street; thence South to the intersection of 100 
North Street and 300 West Street; thence West to the intersection of 100 North Street and 500 West 
Street; thence South to the point of beginning.

(3) (2)  Reduction in Off-street Parking Based on Parking Count Justification Study. 

(a)  Subject to the requirements of this Subsection and Section 14.02.040, Provo City Code, the 
Planning Commission may issue a conditional use permit to reduce off-street parking required 
under Section 14.37.060, Provo City Code, for any use located on a lot within a commercial, 
industrial, or public facility zoning district as part of a Project Plan approval.

(b)  In addition to the application materials required for a conditional use permit Project Plan, an 
applicant shall submit a parking count justification study prepared by a transportation planner, 
traffic consultant, licensed engineer, or architect. Such study shall include the following 
information:

(i)  Calculation of the number of off-street parking spaces required by Chapter 14.37, Provo 
City Code for the use proposed.

(ii)  Total square footage of all uses within existing and proposed development and the 
square footage devoted to each type of use therein.

https://provo.municipal.codes/Code/14.37
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(iii)  A reasonable conversion of gross floor area to net available floor area within existing 
and proposed development that accounts for such factors as wall thickness, corridors, and 
other portions of the development that do not generate parking demand.

(iv)  A copy of the lot or business owner’s plans to operate a transportation demand 
management program that provides incentives for employee use of transportation modes 
other than single occupancy vehicles.

(v)  Trip generation rates expected for the uses within the existing and proposed 
development.

(vi)  If the development is an expansion of an existing use, or if a similar facility exists 
elsewhere in Utah, historical data indicating parking lot usage experience at the existing 
development or facility.

(vii)  The lot or business owner’s plan to reasonably provide alternative solutions to 
off-street parking on the lot. Such alternative solutions may include, but shall not be limited 
to, off-site park-and-ride lots with shuttle bus or van transportation to the lot.

(c)  Following consideration of a conditional use permit Project Plan application, the Planning 
Commission may approve a conditional use permit reducing the parking otherwise required by 
this Chapter 14.37, Provo City Code, subject to the following:

(i)  Adoption of findings that the conditional use meets the requirements of Section 
14.02.040(2), Provo City Code.

(ii)(i)  Adoption of findings that the parking justification study reasonably reflects expected 
parking demand.

(iii)(ii)  Recordation of a development agreement Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM) agreement between the property owner and Provo City governing the provision of 
parking on the subject lot. Such agreement shall include provisions for:

(A)  Monitoring of parking lot adequacy on at least an annual basis, and

(B)  Construction of additional parking spaces, implementation of parking demand 
mitigation measures, or compliance with the usual Provo City Code parking standards 
if trip generation rates for uses within the development change from that set forth in the 
parking count justification study.

(d)  If the Planning Commission reasonably determines at a future date that parking on a lot is 
insufficient, or that demand exceeds ninety percent (90%) of parking lot capacity as measured 
over a given two (2) week period, the property owner shall provide additional parking spaces to 
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meet the then required parking standard or shall take other mitigating actions as reasonably 
determined by the Planning Commission to meet the purpose of this Section.

(3)  Reduction in Off-street Parking. Residential parking may be reduced subject to Planning 
Commission approval of a TDM program.

(a)  Elements of a TDM program may include, but are not limited to, the following:

(i)  Design of Tthe development project be designed so landscaped areas can be 
converted to provide additional parking areas, meeting the requirements of this Subsection, 
if the City determines the parking originally provided under this reduction is inadequate. 
“Inadequate” shall mean the number of vehicles parking on the premises exceeds by ten 
percent (10%) the number of parking spaces provided, as shown on an approved project 
plan, at any time during a day for four (4) of seven (7) days.;

(ii)  Robust bicycle amenities (i.e., lockers and repair facilities) and additional designated 
bicycle parking areas in excess of what is required for the project;

(iii)  Proximity of a proposed project to employment centers, mass transit, commercial 
services, and public recreation spaces; 

(iv)  Designated priority parking for carpool and/or van pool vehicles;

(v)  Designated pick-up and drop-off zones;

(vi)  Priority parking for car-sharing; or

(vii)  Electric vehicle charging facilities.

(b)  Transportation Demand Management programs approved by the Planning Commission 
shall be memorialized in a TDM agreement with Provo City, which shall be an enforceable 
agreement that is recorded and shall run with the land. Such agreement shall include provisions 
for: 

(i) Monitoring of parking lot adequacy on at least an annual basis, and

(ii) Construction of additional parking spaces, implementation of parking demand mitigation 
measures, or compliance with the usual Provo City Code parking standards if trip generation 
rates for uses within the development change from that set forth in the transportation 
demand management program. 

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

(d)  In no case shall parking for residential uses be less than one (1) space per unit.

(e)  TDM agreements for residential projects that are granted a reduction in off-street parking 
requirements shall include the following provisions, in addition to the TDM program elements:

(i) Any land area which would otherwise be allocated for parking, if this reduction were not 
invoked, that is not developed with structures shall be improved with landscaping meeting 
City standards and include reasonable amenities;  

(ii) That a financially responsible party be locally available to enforce provisions of the 
agreement; 

(iii) That binding community rules regarding occupancy, parking, other limitations and 
enforcement procedures be included in the agreement and as a note on any plat documents, 
and that such rules be posted conspicuously on the premises;, and;

(iv) After a period of five (5) years, during which the number of parking stalls has never been 
found to be inadequate, the Community Development Director may determine that retaining 
landscaped areas in reserve for future parking is no longer necessary. 

  

(Am 1990-01, Am 1995-22, Am 1998-30)

The Provo City Code is current through Ordinance 2019-13, passed March 19, 2019.

Disclaimer: The city recorder has the official version of the Provo City Code. Users should contact 
the city recorder for ordinances passed subsequent to the ordinance cited above.

City Website: www.provo.org
City Telephone: (801) 852-6000
Code Publishing Company
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Planning Commission Staff Report 
Ordinance Amendment 

Hearing Date: August 28, 2019

*ITEM 5  The Provo City Community Development Department requests amendments to

Section 14.34.295 Downtown Development Design Standards to clarify architectural 

requirements in the Downtown Zones. Central Business District, Joaquin, Maeser, 

Franklin, and Timp Neighborhoods.  Robert Mills, 801-852-6407  16-0005OA

Applicant: Provo Community Development 

Staff Coordinator: Robert Mills

*Council Action Required: Yes

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS 
1. Continue to a future date to obtain additional 
information or to further consider information 
presented.  The next available meeting date is 
September 11, at 6:00 p.m.
2. Recommend Denial of the proposed ordinance 
amendment.  This would be a change from the Staff 
recommendation; the Planning Commission should 
state new findings.

Relevant History: Staff has been working on 
amendments to the Downtown Development 
Design Standards for more than two years. 
Many iterations of these amendments have 
been presented to local developers, the 
Design Review Committee and the Planning 
Commission in study session. These 
meetings have led to extensive edits and 
additions leading to the final version 
presented here. Staff proposes replacing the 
entirety of 14.34.295 with the revised 
standards. 

Neighborhood Issues: None noted. 

Summary of Key Issues: The current design 
standards, while having served well since 
their inception, contain some elements that 
are unclear or have led to multiple conflicting 
interpretations. Some numerical standards 
have also been shown through experience to 
be too high or too low. Lastly, staff has found 
regulatory areas that needed to be addressed 
more thoroughly or added in whole to the 
standards. 

Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends 
the Planning Commission recommend 
approval to the City Council of the 
amendments to Section 14.34.295, Downtown 
Development Design Standards. 
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OVERVIEW 

As Community Development has processed applications for new development in the 

zones to which the design standards apply, staff has identified multiple ways in which 

the Downtown Development Design Standards (the standards), could be improved to 

better facilitate quality development. The current design standards, while having served 

well since their inception, contain some elements that are unclear or have led to multiple 

conflicting interpretations. Also, some numerical standards have also been shown 

through experience to be too high or too low. Lastly, staff has found regulatory areas 

that needed to be addressed more thoroughly, added in whole to the standards. The 

proposed amendment completely replaces the entirety of Section 13.34.295. 

The revisions add significant clarity and new regulation in the areas of Ground Floor 

Treatment, Massing, Architectural Detail, Parking, Access and Site Design, and broader 

area wide design elements including open space and pedestrian linkages. Also added 

are special standards for the Startup District and Center Street areas. 

Specifically, the revised standards address the following elements where lack of clarity 

has led to difficulty in interpretation and enforcement. 

 Building entrances- The standards lacked clarity in the requirements for

entrances for buildings smaller than the minimum required door spacing.

Secondly, the characteristics of a building entrance were not defined. The

revisions address these concerns with a new Pedestrian Building Entrances

section which thoroughly addresses both spacing and required characteristics of

entrances.

 Upper story fenestration- The revisions clarify requirements for groupings of

windows and increase the permitted percentage of glass from 50% to 70%.

 Balconies- The revisions establish regulations for the capture of storm water

runoff from balconies.

 Materials- Prohibited materials are clearly defined and quality, long lived,

sustainable materials are encouraged

 Sound attenuation- The sound attenuation standard for buildings within 100 feet

of railroad rights-of-way is clarified with a measurable sound level requirements

and verification by a licensed acoustical engineer.

 Structured parking- The revised standards make clear that the architectural

standards apply to above grade parking structures.



Planning Commission Staff Report Item 4 
August 14,2019 Page 3 

The new standards also create an exemption mechanism for public or civic buildings 

whose form and siting generally differ from the type of development anticipated by 

these standards. 

STAFF ANALYSIS 

1. Provo City Code Section 14.02.020(2) sets forth the following guidelines for

consideration of ordinance text amendments:

Before recommending an amendment to this Title, the Planning Commission

shall determine whether such amendment is in the interest of the public, and is

consistent with the goals and policies of the Provo City General Plan.  The

following guidelines shall be used to determine consistency with the General

Plan:

(a) Public purpose for the amendment in question.

The public purpose is to clarify what is expected of development in the

Downtown, Gateway and TOD areas so that the City can be sure that the

standards can be applied as intended and developers can clearly

understand what is required. A second purpose is to increase the physical

quality, economic viability, pedestrian orientation and visual

distinctiveness of these areas.

(b) Confirmation that the public purpose is best served by the amendment in

question.

Staff has studied design standards and architectural guidelines from many

cities and synthesized the findings with the existing standards while trying

to avoid expanding the scope and length of the standards unnecessarily.

Staff has also consulted with the Planning Commission and Design

Review Board. The resulting standards address Community

Development’s concerns with the existing standards and provide a solid

regulatory framework for future development.

(c) Compatibility of the proposed amendment with General Plan policies,

goals, and objectives.

This amendment helps to achieve goals of the General Plan in several

chapters, including Housing, Urban Design, and Land Use. Most

specifically, in chapter 6, it states the City should “promote great urban

design and architecture through development standards”.
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(d) Consistency of the proposed amendment with the General Plan’s timing

and sequencing provisions on changes of use, insofar as they are

articulated.

There are no relevant timing and sequencing provisions related to this

request.

(d) Potential of the proposed amendment to hinder or obstruct attainment of

the General Plan’s articulated policies.

The proposed amendment should not hinder or obstruct attainment of the

General Plan’s articulated policies.

(e) Adverse impacts on adjacent land owners.

There will be no adverse impacts on adjacent land owners with the

approval of this amendment as it does not affect the permitted height,

setbacks, lot coverage or other geometric standards of the underlying

zones.

(f) Verification of correctness in the original zoning or General Plan for the

area in question.

The current zoning for the area in question is correct.

(g) In cases where a conflict arises between the General Plan Map and

General Plan Policies, precedence shall be given to the Plan Policies.

Not applicable.

CONCLUSIONS 

Staff concludes that the adoption of these amendments will increase the clarity and 

predictability of downtown design standards for applicants. These amendments will 

improve the ability of staff to evaluate a proposals compliance with the standards. 

Lastly, these amendments will ensure quality design as Provo’s Downtown continues to 

change and develop. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends the Planning Commission recommend approval to the City Council of 

the amendments to Section 14.34.295, Downtown Development Design Standards. 



14.34.295 Downtown Development Design Standards 1 

1) Applicability2 

a) In addition to the requirements of 14.34.280 – Design Review and, the following3 
standards shall apply in the DT1, DT2, GW, and ITOD zones including any PF or PRO4 
zones fully enclosed within the area of these zones:5 

b) These standards shall apply to all new construction, additions, and renovations,6 
including alterations to a building’s site.7 

c) Exceptions8 

i) The Design Review Committee and the Planning Commission may approve an9 
alternative design arrangement equal to or better than the requirements set forth in10 
this section.11 

ii) The Design Review Committee and the Planning Commission may approve an12 
exception from any portion of these standards for buildings constructed by a public13 
entity for a public use.14 

iii) Such a request shall be made in writing as part of the proposed projects required15 
application.16 

iv) The Design Review Committee and the Planning Commission shall make specific17 
findings justifying the alternate design arrangement or design exception based on the18 
following criteria.19 

(1) The proposed design remains generally compliant with the spirit and intent of20 
these standards.21 

(2) The proposed design engages and activates the public realm consistent with the22 
intent of these standards.23 

(3) The proposed design contributes positively to the high standards of construction,24 
urban design and vitality desired for Downtown Provo.25 

2) Building Design26 

a) Ground Floor Treatment27 

i) Ground Floor Treatment along Primary Streets28 

(1) Design ground floor space on primary streets for retail or other active uses,29 
orienting tenant spaces to the street and maximizing storefronts and entries30 
along the sidewalks to sustain street level interest and promote pedestrian traffic.31 



(2) Wall openings, such as storefronts, windows and doors, shall comprise at least 32 
60% of a building’s street level façade, measured as a percentage of wall area 33 
between the ground plane and the first floor ceiling. 34 

(a) Bulkhead walls within storefront bays are counted as wall openings for the35 
purpose of this calculation.36 

(b) Wall openings shall be distributed along the length of the façade to avoid37 
expanses of blank wall. For example, a 100 foot façade with 60 feet of38 
continuous windows and 40 feet of continuous wall is not permitted.39 

(3) Fully opening storefront wall systems are encouraged.40 

ii) Ground Floor Treatment along Secondary Streets41 

(1) Design ground floor space facing secondary streets to accommodate habitable42 
space and to avoid blank walls and visible parking.43 

(2) The ground floor treatment of those uses, except residential units with individual44 
entries, should be similar to that of retail space, except that wall openings, such45 
as storefronts, windows and doors, shall comprise at least 50% of the street level46 
façade, measured as a percentage of frontage length.47 

(3) Residential units with individual entries should include windows on the ground48 
floor that look out onto the street, with wall openings comprising at least 30% of49 
the street level façade, measured as a percentage of frontage length.50 

iii) Ground Floor Treatment along All Streets51 

(1) Clear glass for wall openings, i.e., doors and windows, shall be used along all52 
street-level façades for maximum transparency, especially in conjunction with53 
retail uses. Tinted, mirrored or opaque glazing is not permitted for any required54 
wall opening along street level façades.55 

(2) Articulation and detailing of the ground floor street wall with pedestrian56 
entrances, storefronts, quality materials and decorative details, shall be used to57 
promote pedestrian-scaled architecture along the street.58 

(a) The design of street level building features such as bulkheads, plinths,59 
wainscots and cornices, shall derive their proportions from the ground floor or60 
base levels of the building.61 

(i) Monumental scale features can be considered when part of a multi-story62 
building base such as a two story base with engaged columns where the63 
column pedestals are scaled proportionally to the two story column.64 

(3) Breaks in the street wall should be limited to those necessary to accommodate65 
pedestrian pass-throughs, public plazas, entry forecourts, permitted vehicular66 
access driveways, and hotel drop-offs.67 



(4) Storefront design shall encourage variety by permitting tenants to select 68 
individualized awnings and storefront designs. 69 

(5) Ground floors shall include features that enhance the character of the street wall 70 
and/or help define the pedestrian environment along the sidewalk, such as 71 
canopies, awnings, overhangs, and lighting.  72 

(6) Awnings and canopies shall be fabricated of woven fabric, glass, metal or other 73 
permanent material compatible with the building architecture. Internally 74 
illuminated, closed-bottom, or vinyl awnings are not permitted. 75 

(7) Electrical service, mechanical, or other equipment, enclosed stairs, storage 76 
spaces, blank walls, and other elements that are not pedestrian-oriented shall not 77 
be located along the ground floor street wall unless required by applicable code 78 
and no workable alternative location exists. 79 

iv) Pedestrian Building Entrances 80 

(1)  Pedestrian building entrances shall 81 

(a) meet the spatial requirements set forth in Table 14.34.295-1 82 
Pedestrian Building Entrance (PBE) Requirements; 83 

(b) contain a door providing direct pedestrian access into a building; 84 

(c) directly access an interior and enclosed commercial tenant space, 85 
public lobby, or residential unit;  86 

(d) be directly accessible from and directly adjacent to the sidewalk; and 87 

(e) prevent doors from swinging into the public right-of-way or beyond the 88 
front façade line of the building when opened. 89 

(2) Fire exit doors, doors to fire riser rooms or other mechanical spaces, and 90 
doors to exterior courtyards shall not qualify as pedestrian building 91 
entrances. 92 

Table 14.34.295-1 Pedestrian Building Entrance (PBE) Requirements 

  

Frontage Type Commercial Residential 

 Center Street 
(500 W - 100 E) 

Other 
Street Primary Street Secondary Street 

PBE’s Required for Each 
Street-facing Façade 

1 per 25 feet  
(1 min.) 

1 per 
35 feet  
(1 min.)  

1 per street-
fronting ground 
floor unit 

1 per street-
fronting ground 
floor unit 

Maximum Spacing 38 feet 50 feet 38 feet 75 feet 



b) Architectural Detail 93 

i) Horizontal Articulation 94 

(1) Articulate the horizontal plane of a building to provide visual interest and enrich 95 
the pedestrian experience, while contributing to the quality and definition of the 96 
street wall.  97 

(2) Avoid extensive blank walls that detract from the experience and appearance of 98 
an active streetscape.  99 

(3) Horizontal variation should be of an appropriate scale and reflect changes in the 100 
building uses or structure. Consider both small scale and large scale articulation. 101 

(4) Vary details and materials horizontally to provide scale and three-dimensional 102 
qualities to the building.  103 

(5) Provide well-marked entrances to cue access and use. Enhance all public 104 
entrances to a building or use through compatible architectural or graphic 105 
treatment. Main building entrances should read differently from retail storefronts, 106 
restaurants, and commercial entrances. 107 

ii) Vertical Articulation  108 

(1) Differentiate the ground floor façade, and feature high quality materials that add 109 
human scale, texture and variety at the pedestrian level.  110 

(2) Provide an identifiable break between the building’s ground floors and upper 111 
floors. This break may include a change in material, horizontal dividing element, 112 
a change in fenestration pattern or similar means.  113 

(3) Vertically articulate the street wall façade, establishing different treatment for the 114 
building’s base, middle and top. Use balconies, fenestration, shading devices, or 115 
other elements to create an interesting pattern of projections and recesses.  116 

(4) The primary visual division of the building shall emphasize a vertical orientation 117 
with vertical features overiding horizontal features. 118 

(5) In order to respect existing historic datums, the cornice or roof line of historic 119 
structures should be reflected with a demarcation on new adjacent structures.  120 

(6) Where appropriate, employ shade and shadow created by reveals, surface 121 
changes, overhangs and sunshades to provide sun control benefits and visual 122 
interest on façades exposed to the sun. 123 

iii) Windows and Balconies 124 

(1) Windows 125 

(a) All windows and doors, with the exception of ground level storefronts, shall be 126 
square or vertical in proportion. 127 



(b) Ganged or mulled windows shall have a structurally independent mullion 128 
separating each individual window.129 

(c) Curtain wall systems may be utilized with or without exterior mullion covers.130 

(d) Minor divisions created by muntins or individual windows in window groups131 
that are horizontal in proportion may be permitted as long as the complete132 
window or window group remains square or vertical in proportion.133 

(e) “Punched” doors and windows, or those completely surrounded by wall134 
cladding, shall include a shadow line or reveal which sets the window or door135 
unit back from the face of the wall a distance at least the depth of adjacent136 
cladding.137 

(f) Doors and windows that operate as horizontal sliders are prohibited on street138 
facing facades except on balconies where the use of sliding doors may139 
provide for better utilization of floor space. Permissible window operation140 
types include single and double-hung, casement, awning and pivot.141 

(g) Glass Above the First Story142 

(i) For buildings with frontage on Center Street from 500 West to the Eastern143 
boundary of the zones to which these standards apply, glass above the144 
first story shall not exceed 70 percent of the total building wall area, with145 
each facade being calculated independently.146 

(ii) For all other buildings, no maximum glass percentage is established, but147 
the use of other materials may be required to meet other requirements of148 
these standards.149 

(h) Horizontal banding of windows across a building façade is not permitted.150 

(i) Opaque, painted, dark tinted, and mirrored glass windows are prohibited.151 

(2) Balconies152 

(a) Balconies consisting of a minimum area of fifty (50) square feet shall be153 
provided for at least fifty (50) percent of all residential units.154 

(b) The design and of balconies and associated railings shall be integrated into155 
the overall building design.156 

(c) Drainage from projecting balconies shall be captured and directed into the157 
building’s storm water collection system.158 

(d) Balconies may be inset into the building or may project into the street right-of-159 
way a maximum of five feet so long as ten (10) feet of vertical clearance is160 
provided between the sidewalk and the balcony and the required ground floor161 
height is maintained.162 
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(e) Storage on balconies is limited to items such as tables, chairs, barbecue163 
grills, and similar outdoor furniture. All new projects with residential units shall164 
be required, as a condition of approval, to include language in their rental165 
contracts or CC&Rs that restricts storage on balconies to acceptable items.166 

iv) Materials167 

(1) Buildings shall aim for a “timeless design” and employ sustainable materials and168 
careful detailing that have proven longevity.169 

(2) Feature long-lived and sustainable materials. The material palette should provide170 
variety, reinforce massing and changes in the horizontal or vertical plane.171 

(3) Use especially durable materials on ground floor façades.172 

(4) The following materials are not permitted.173 

(a) Any material not intended or designed as an architectural finish product.174 

(b) Vinyl siding.175 

(c) Fiber reinforced plastic.176 

(d) Artificial or cultured stone such as faux cobble, ashlar or stacked stone.177 

(i) This prohibition does not include GFRC, other architectural cast concrete178 
materials, terra-cotta or similar materials.179 

(5) Hard coat stucco or exterior insulated finish system (EIFS) is limited to 10% of180 
façade area calculated for each façade independently.181 

(a) Common or party walls directly abutting an adjacent building wall shall not be182 
subject to this limitation.183 

(b) Any interior façade without direct visual exposure to a street shall not be184 
subject to this limitation.185 

(c) The above materials may not be used on the ground floor of any street facing186 
façade.187 

(6) In all portions of new buildings that are located within one hundred (100) feet of a188 
railroad right-of-way, interior noise levels attributable to exterior sources shall not189 
exceed 45 dBA CNEL in any habitable room. Applicants shall provide190 
documentation from a licensed acoustical engineer that demonstrates the191 
achievement of the required 45 dBA CNEL.192 

3) Parking, Access and Site Design193 

a) All Parking and Access194 

i) Locate parking, loading and vehicular circulation to minimize its visibility from the195 
public right-of-way.196 



ii) All new parking facilities intended for public use shall employ occupancy tracking197 
technology and electronic displays to communicate the availability and location of198 
spaces to patrons.199 

iii) Except for the minimum ground-level frontage required for access to parking and200 
loading, no parking or loading shall be visible on the ground floor of any building201 
façade that faces a public right-of-way.202 

iv) Curb cuts and parking/loading entries into buildings shall be limited to the minimum203 
number required and the minimum width permitted by city code.204 

v) Vehicular access shall be from an alley or at mid-block.205 

vi) Vehicular access is not permitted from Center Street206 

vii) Parking and loading access shall be shared where feasible.207 

viii) Drive-through service aisles are not permitted.208 

b) Above Grade Parking Structures209 

i) Where parking above the ground floor that is not lined with habitable space is210 
permitted, the parking levels fronting on a public street shall be architecturally211 
integrated with the design of the lower building façade and subject to all212 
requirements of these standards for building façades.213 

ii) A maximum of four (4) above ground parking levels that are not lined with habitable214 
space may front a public street, counted at each street facing elevation.215 

iii) Parked vehicles shall be obscured from view on parking levels fronting on the public216 
right-of-way. The parked vehicles shall be obscured from any point of view in the217 
area extending from the face of the parking structure to the edge of right-of-way on218 
the opposite side of the street up to an elevation of eight (8) feet.219 

iv) Where a vehicular exit from a parking structure is located within five (5) feet of the220 
back of sidewalk, an appropriate combination of visual and audible alarms, as221 
determined by the parking coordinator, shall be installed to warn pedestrians and222 
cyclists of exiting vehicles.223 

v) Vehicular access should be located to avoid conflicts with the primary pedestrian224 
routes to and from the garage.225 

vi) Provide well-marked, well-lit pedestrian entrances to cue access and use. Enhance226 
pedestrian entrances through architectural or graphic treatment.227 

vii) Pedestrian entrances shall be provided with an exterior awning or canopy, or be228 
recessed into the building to provide weather protection.229 

viii) Use vertical circulation elements such as stairways and elevators to create focal230 
elements on above grade garage facades and to increase the legibility of pedestrian231 
circulation.232 



ix) Vertical pedestrian circulation such as stairways and elevators shall be located at 233 
exterior street fronting faces of above grade garages and be immediately accessible 234 
from pedestrian entrances. 235 

c) Site Design 236 

i) Mechanical and other utility equipment shall not be located on street facing facades, 237 
balconies, or in yards located between the public right of way and the building. 238 

ii) Rooftop mechanical equipment shall have an opaque screening barrier that is 239 
architecturally compatible with the primary structure. Only the minimal amount of 240 
screening necessary to fully screen such equipment shall be used. 241 

iii) Provide street furniture outside of ground floor retail, such as tables and chairs, 242 
signage and lighting as prescribed in the Downtown Streetscape Standards. 243 

iv) Mediate between public and private space on residential frontages. This requirement 244 
may be met with the following strategies. 245 

(1) Use foundation plantings to provide separation between residential units and the 246 
sidewalk. 247 

(2) Design porches, stoops and railings to provide intermediate semi-private spaces. 248 

(3) Employ elevation changes to delineate the progression from public space 249 
through semi-private space into interior private space. 250 

v) Provide access from rear parking to street front business entrances. 251 

4) Open Space and Pedestrian Linkages 252 

a) Pedestrian Linkages - Provide convenient linkages that facilitate movement for 253 
pedestrians throughout the downtown, and to and from adjacent neighborhoods. 254 

i) Accommodate and construct pedestrian linkages as shown in the Downtown Master 255 
Plan. 256 

ii) Use visual and physical cues within the design of the building and building entries to 257 
express connections to pedestrian linkages and to adjacent neighborhoods. 258 

iii) Orient private and public open spaces and plazas to trails and pedestrian linkages. 259 

iv) Create visual and physical links across major corridors such as 500 West, Freedom 260 
Blvd., University Avenue, 100 North, 300 South and the railroad corridor. 261 

5) Special District Standards 262 

a) Startup District - This District includes all areas South of 300 South, West of University 263 
Avenue and North of the Union Pacific Railroad right-of-way that are within the zones to 264 
which these standards apply. The Startup District is a vibrant urban neighborhood of 265 
mixed commercial and residential uses. The district’s history is characterized by 266 
warehousing, manufacturing, and service industries. Many of the districts older buildings 267 



are being converted for a mix of office, retail, creative and residential use. This guideline 268 
can be accomplished by: 269 

i) Drawing on the urban warehouse and manufacturing character of the Startup District270 
when altering existing buildings and when designing new structures.271 

ii) Continuing the urban warehouse and manufacturing character of the Startup District272 
through site design including the design of building sites and open spaces.273 

iii) Adding buildings which diversify the architectural language and palette of materials.274 

iv) Celebrating and encouraging the concentration of creative businesses, service275 
establishments and art studios with design features that contribute to the Startup276 
District’s ambiance. Consider features that provide connectivity and continuity such277 
as awnings, street banners, special graphics, and streetscape color coordination,278 
which link shops, galleries, entrances, display windows and buildings. Active ground279 
level retail that opens onto and/or uses the sidewalk can contribute to the attraction280 
of the creative businesses.281 

b) Central Center Street Corridor. This District includes the North and South sides of282 
Center Street, from 500 West to 100 East and adjacent cross street block faces. Center283 
Street is the primary historic commercial and civic corridor of Provo City. The corridor is284 
characterized by two to three story commercial buildings and iconic civic and religious285 
structures. The primary commercial building form is the commercial block with a ground286 
floor composed of a commercial storefront framed by masonry piers below primarily287 
masonry upper stories with regularly spaced windows. Civic and religious buildings vary288 
from this form but are primarily characterized by their monumental scale and siting within289 
a public open space separating them from the surrounding streets. This guideline can be290 
accomplished by:291 

i) Employing the historic commercial block form in new development.292 

ii) Respecting historic compositional and massing conventions when introducing293 
contemporary architectural styles.294 

iii) Referencing historic patterns of vertical and horizontal façade division in new295 
buildings.296 

iv) Maintaining the uniform setback of the existing street wall.297 

v) Filling the lot from side lot line to side lot line including using offset footings to eliminate even298 
small gaps between buildings299 

vi) Providing pedestrian entrances on Center Street to upper stories or building lobbies.300 

vii) Designing buildings with a unified tripartite composition (base/middle/top), and301 
distinct cornice lines to acknowledge the historic building context.302 

viii) Using masonry as the primary material, while introducing other materials sparingly.303 

ix) Designing ground floors with attention to human scale by304 



(1) Scaling ground floor façade features, such as storefront and entrances, as sub-305 
elements of the ground floor level, while designing the overall ground floor level306 
as a sub-element of the entire building façade.307 

(2) Employing materials with textural and tactile interest.308 

(3) Designing storefronts with vestibules.309 



 

 

Provo City Planning Commission 

Report of Action 
August 28, 2019 

 

 

*Item 5   The Provo City Community Development Department requests amendments to Section 14.34.295 Downtown 

Development Design Standards to clarify architectural requirements in the Downtown Zones. Central Business District, 

Joaquin, Maeser, Franklin, and Timp Neighborhoods.  Robert Mills (801) 852-6407  16-0005OA 

 

 

 

The following action was taken by the Planning Commission on the above described item at its regular meeting of August 

28, 2019: 

CONTINUE TO SEPTEMBER 11, 2019 

 

On a vote of 8:0, the Planning Commission continued the above noted application to the September 11, 2019 meeting. 
 
Motion By: Shannon Ellsworth  
Second By: Andrew Howard 
Votes in Favor of Motion: Shannon Ellsworth, Andrew Howard, Robert Knudsen, Russ Phillips, Deborah Jensen, Dave 
Anderson, Laurie Urquiaga, Maria Winden  

Deborah Jensen was present as Chair. 

 

STAFF PRESENTATION 
The Staff Report to the Planning Commission provides details of the facts of the case and the Staff's analysis, 
conclusions, and recommendations. Key points addressed in the Staff's presentation to the Planning Commission 
included the following: 
 
As Community Development has processed applications for new development in the zones to which the design 
standards apply, staff has identified multiple ways in which the Downtown Development Design Standards (the 
standards), could be improved to better facilitate quality development. The current design standards, while having 
served well since their inception, contain some elements that are unclear or have led to multiple conflicting 
interpretations. Also, some numerical standards have also been shown through experience to be too high or too low. 
Lastly, staff has found regulatory areas that needed to be addressed more thoroughly, added in whole to the standards. 
The proposed amendment completely replaces the entirety of Section 14.34.295. 
 
The revisions add significant clarity and new regulation in the areas of Ground Floor Treatment, Massing, Architectural 
Detail, Parking, Access and Site Design, and broader area wide design elements including open space and pedestrian 
linkages. Also added are special standards for the Startup District and Center Street areas. 

 

CITY DEPARTMENTAL ISSUES 
• No concerns expressed 
 

NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING DATE  
• City-wide application; all Neighborhood Chairs received notification. 

 



NEIGHBORHOOD AND PUBLIC COMMENT  
• No Neighborhood Chairs were present during the hearing. 
• This item was City-wide or affected multiple neighborhoods. 
 

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

 

PLANNING COMMISSION DISCUSSION 
Key points discussed by the Planning Commission included the following: 
Planning Commission discussed the suitability of the proposed amendments for creating comfortable places in the 
downtown. Concerns were expressed over the interface between public and private realms and appropriate setbacks and 
the design of such transitional places. 
 
The Commission continued the item for two weeks so that staff could suggest some amendments to the current 
language.  
 

 

 

Planning Commission Chair  
 

 

 

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

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

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

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

Administrative decisions of the Planning Commission (items not marked with an asterisk) may be appealed by submitting an 
application/notice of appeal, with the required application and noticing fees, to the Community Development Department, 330 

West 100 South,  Provo, Utah, within fourteen (14) calendar days of the Planning Commission's decision (Provo 
City office hours are Monday through Thursday, 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.). 

BUILDING PERMITS MUST BE OBTAINED BEFORE CONSTRUCTION BEGINS 
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*ITEM # 1 The City Council office requests amendments to Section 15.03.035 Provo City 

Code for clarification of grading permits.  City-wide application.  PLOTA20190275 

 

OVERVIEW 

The Council Office has requested an amendment to Section 15.03.035 of the Provo City 

Code to require project plan approval when cutting is involved as part of a grading 

permit except for when the permits related to the development of detached one-family 

dwellings. 

Having a project plan application be required before this type of grading is permitted will 

help ensure that all necessary departments are aware of grading work and what the 

purpose is for the request. 

Applicant: Provo City Council Office 
 
Staff Coordinator: Dustin Wright 
 
Property Owner: N/A 
Parcel ID#:  N/A 
Acreage:  N/A 
Number of Properties: N/A 

Number of Lots:  N/A 
 
Council Action Required: Yes 
 
ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS 
1.  Continue to a future date to obtain 
additional information or to further consider 
information presented.  The next available 
meeting date is September 11, 2019 6:00 
P.M. 
 
2.  Recommend  to deny the requested 
amendment.  This action would not be 
consistent with the recommendations of the 
Staff Report. The Planning Commission 
should state new findings. 

Current Legal Use: 
N/A 
 
Relevant History: 
Clarification of the City Code related to grading 
permits was desired. 
 
Neighborhood Issues: 
No issues on the proposed amendment have been 
made known to staff. 
 
Summary of Key Issues: 

 With the proposed amendment, a project plan 
approval would be required when cutting is involved 
in the grading for anything other than one-family 
dwellings. 

 
Staff Recommendation: 
Recommend approval to the Municipal Council of the 
requested ordinance amendment. This action would 
be consistent with the recommendations of the Staff 
Report. 
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The CRC has reviewed the proposed text and grammatical items that were identified 

have been forwarded on to the applicant.  

 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

 The existing ordinance does not require a project plan application for a grading permit to 

be issued. 

 Grading permits are required for filling, cutting, excavation or relocation of material which 

affects the contour, slope, elevation or drainage features. 

APPLICABLE ZONING CODES 

Provo City Code 15.03.035 

CONCLUSIONS 

Staff finds that this amendment will help clarify the scope and utility for this type of 

grading request within the City which would be helpful especially along the hillsides of 

Provo or other developmentally sensitive lands. 

 

ATTACHMENTS 

1. Proposed Text Amendment 

15.03.035 - Grading. 

(1)  For the purposes of this Section, grading shall be defined as any work including filling, cutting, 

excavation or relocation of material which affects the contour, slope, elevation or drainage features 

of a parcel of property, or which involves more than fifty (50) yards of material. Landscape 

modifications to an individual property involving less than fifty (50) cubic yards of material and which 

do not affect the contour or slope of a property shall be exempt from the requirements of this 

Section. No grading, cutting, filling, or excavation as previously defined shall be accomplished 

without first having obtained a grading permit from the City Engineer pursuant to the provisions of 

this Section. A grading permit may be obtained at the office of the Provo City Engineer after 

completion of an application for permit complying with any and all permit requirements. 

(2)  No grading, cutting, filling, or excavation of any kind shall be accomplished without first having 

obtained a grading permit from the City Engineer pursuant to the provisions of this Section. A 
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grading permit may be obtained at the office of the Provo City Engineer after completion of an 

application for permit complying with any and all permit requirements. 

(a)  Any grading operation exceeding ten (10) months shall require a new grading permit. If a 

new grading permit is not granted, all of the conditions of the original grading permit shall be 

completed no later than twelve (12) months from the original date of issue. 

(b)  Applicants for grading permits that involve cutting, other than permits related to the 

development of a detached one-family dwelling, must meet the following requirements in 

addition to any others required by this Section: 

(i) the applicant shall submit a project plan comporting with the requirements of Provo City 

Code Section 15.03.310; 

(ii) the applicant shall submit a revegetation/mitigation plan, which shall show the 

landscaping necessary to return the property to an undeveloped or improved state if the 

grading is begun, but then project proposed in the project plan is not completed; 

(iii) the applicant shall post a cash bond, which shall be equal to the greater of: 

(A) (A) the amount required under Provo City Code 15.03.280; and 

(B) (B) an amount reasonably determined by the Department of Development 

Services to be adequate to cover the costs of the landscaping described in 

Subsection (2)(b)(ii) of this Section; 

(iv) issuance of the grading permit is subject to the review and approval of the project plan 

and the revegetation/mitigation plan and the posting of the required cash bond. 

(c)  All grading permits which involve over twenty-five thousand (25,000) cubic yards of material 

or are not associated with an approved project plan will be required to submit a request for an 

administrative hearingreview, which must be held in accordance with Provo City Code Section 

3.06.010, prior to consideration or issuance of a grading permit. 

(cd)  All approved development projects, which produce excess excavated material that is to be 

removed from the project site, shall provide a grading plan for the property where the material 

will be placed, if said property is within the Provo City limits. An acknowledgment letter from the 

owner of record of the recipient property shall be required with the grading permit. 

(de)  All materials processed upon the project site for reuse shall be subject to the provisions of 

this Section and shall require approval through the development review process. 

(ef)  All preliminary street and site grading shall be completed prior to the installation of utilities. 
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(fg)  Fills in areas intended as structural foundations, including roadways, shall be compacted 

to at least ninety-five percent (95%) of AASHTO (American Association of State Highway 

Transportation Officials) T180 density. All other fills shall be compacted to at least ninety 

percent (90%) of AASHTO T180 density. Compaction test reports verifying compliance with this 

provision shall be submitted to the City Engineer. 

(gh)  Material processing not associated with an approved development plan or capital project 

will not be issued a grading permit. An applicant may appeal the decision of the City Engineer 

through a request for administrative review. 

(hi)  All cut and fill slopes, and other areas as determined by the City Engineer, shall be 

reseeded and/or planted with vegetation. A guarantee bond for this work shall be submitted and 

remain in place until all work has been completed and final inspection made. 

(ij)  No person shall be permitted to grade, cut, excavate, fill, or to erect any structure on slopes 

or undisturbed areas that exceed a slope greater than thirty percent (30%) as determined by the 

City Engineer. 

(jk)  Cleanup of the grading site shall be the responsibility of the party to whom the permit is 

issued. Measures shall be in place to prevent tracking of material onto adjacent public and 

private streets or neighboring properties. Any materials which are tracked outside of the project 

site shall be immediately cleaned up. If the cleanup is not satisfactorily completed, the City may 

have this work done by City crews or private contractor and the cost for the work be billed to the 

party to whom the permit was issued. 

(kl)  Cut and fill slopes shall be constructed to eliminate sharp angles of intersection with the 

existing terrain and shall be rounded and contoured as necessary to blend with adjacent 

property to the maximum extent possible. Where a cut or fill slope occurs between two (2) lots, 

the slope shall normally be made a part of the lot with the lowest elevation. 

(lm)  Sections of the International Building Code regulating excavation and grading shall be 

complied with, except that decisions described therein to be made by the “building official” may 

also be made by the City Engineer. 

(3)  Engineered Fill.  

(a)  A permit may be obtained from the City Engineer to use solid waste or other material as 

“fill” by doing the following: 

(i)  By submitting to the City Engineer a grading plan showing the area to be filled and a 

description of the material which will be used as fill; and 
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(ii)  By using only “engineered fill” as defined herein. 

(b)  For the purposes of this Section, “engineered fill” means: 

(i)  Soil and rocks and related materials which are substantially free from asphalt, wood, 

roots, bark, tree limbs, grass clippings or any other material which decomposes or 

compresses; and 

(ii)  Material having such characteristics of composition, size and shape that it will compact 

readily to a firm, stable base (broken concrete in a size of less than twelve (12) inches 

square may be considered engineered fill); and 

(iii)  Material which is nontoxic and not hazardous waste. 

(c)  It shall be unlawful to do any of the following: 

(i)  To make a false statement to obtain a permit pursuant to this Section. 

(ii)  To obtain a permit pursuant to the provisions of this Section and thereafter fill (or cause 

the filling of) any place in a location or manner not described in the grading plan. 

(iii)  To use (or cause the use of) materials as fill which are not described in the grading 

plan. 

(4)  Permit Requirements.  

(a)  All grading permits shall be subject to any and all conditions of the permit required by the 

City Engineer including the following: 

(i)  The work shall be completed by a licensed qualified contractor. 

(ii)  Payment of all required permit fees and bonds prior to the commencement of any work. 

(iii)  Compliance with other special conditions required by the City Engineer. 

(b)  Permit fees are included in the Provo City Consolidated Fee Schedule. 

(c)  Failure to comply with the terms of the permit will constitute a default of the permit and the 

permit will be considered null and void upon written notification from the City Engineer. 

(Enacted 2011-09, Am 2014-32) 

 

 

https://provo.municipal.codes/Code/CFS
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*Item 1 The City Council office requests amendments to Section 15.03.035 Provo City Code for clarification of 

grading permits.  City-wide application.  PLOTA20190275 

 

 

 

The following action was taken by the Planning Commission on the above described item at its regular meeting of August 

28, 2019: 

 
RECOMMENDATION TO APPROVE 

 

On a vote of 8:0, the Planning Commission recommended that the Municipal Council approve the above noted 
application.  
 
Conditions of Approval: 

 
1. Add the word “cubic” to the first paragraph so that it reads “fifty (50) cubic yards” in the first sentence.  
 

 
Motion By: Shannon Ellsworth  
Second By: Laurie Urquiaga 
Votes in Favor of Motion: Shannon Ellsworth, Laurie Urquiaga, Maria Winden, Dave Anderson, Deborah Jensen, 
Andrew Howard, Robert Knudsen, Russ Philips 
Deborah Jensen was present as Chair. 
 
• Includes facts of the case, analysis, conclusions and recommendations outlined in the Staff Report, with any 

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

 
 

 

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

 

CITY DEPARTMENTAL ISSUES 
• No issues have been reported. 
 

NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING DATE  
• City-wide application; all Neighborhood Chairs received notification. 

 



NEIGHBORHOOD AND PUBLIC COMMENT  
• This item was City-wide or affected multiple neighborhoods. 
 

CONCERNS RAISED BY PUBLIC 
Any comments received prior to completion of the Staff Report are addressed in the Staff Report to the Planning 
Commission. Key issues raised in written comments received subsequent to the Staff Report or public comment during 
the public hearing included the following: 
• No one from the public addressed this item. 
 

APPLICANT RESPONSE 
Key points addressed in the applicant's presentation to the Planning Commission included the following: 
• N/A 

 

PLANNING COMMISSION DISCUSSION 
Key points discussed by the Planning Commission included the following: 
• The proposed amendment discusses bonds being required. Bonding would be required to ensure that a project is 

completed or returned to a natural state. When the project is completed, the bond money would be released back to 
the applicant. 

• In the future with this amendment in place, grading permits that met the outlined criteria would have to get CRC 
approval and a public hearing would be held. 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 

Planning Commission Chair  
 

 
 

 

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

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

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

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

Administrative decisions of the Planning Commission (items not marked with an asterisk) may be appealed by submitting an 
application/notice of appeal, with the required application and noticing fees, to the Community Development Department, 330 

West 100 South,  Provo, Utah, within fourteen (14) calendar days of the Planning Commission's decision (Provo 
City office hours are Monday through Thursday, 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.). 

BUILDING PERMITS MUST BE OBTAINED BEFORE CONSTRUCTION BEGINS 
 



Planning Commission 
Staff Report 

Ordinance Amendment 

Hearing Date: August 28, 2019 

 

*ITEM # 6  
 The Community Development Department requests an Ordinance Text Amendment to Chapter 
14.37 of the Provo City Code to establish minimum bicycle parking standards. City-wide impact. 
Austin Taylor (801) 852-6423 PLOTA20190217  

 

 

OVERVIEW 

Upon reviewing Provo City’s Bicycle Master Plan, Parking and Sustainability 

Coordinator Austin Taylor found need to apply its suggestions regarding bicycle parking 

to Provo City code. The master plan calls for improving the design and increasing the 

Applicant: Community Development 
 
Staff Coordinator: Austin Taylor 
 
*Council Action Required: Yes 
 
Related Application(s): None 
 
ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS 
1. Continue to a future date to obtain additional 
information or to further consider information 
presented.  The next available meeting date is 
September 11, 2019 at 6:00 p.m. 
2.  Recommend Denial of the proposed ordinance 
amendment.  This would be a change from the 
Staff recommendation; the Planning Commission 
should state new findings. 
 

Relevant History: The 2013 Bicycle Master 
Plan adopted by Provo City Council 
mentioned that there is “not any specific 
guidance of bicycle parking facilities or a more 
nuanced discussion of parking capacity 
beyond three land use zones.” (p.122) 
 
Provo City’s General Plan states that “Provo 
City plans to significantly increase bike 
facilities within the city.” (2.2.4) 
 
Neighborhood Issues: Austin Taylor met 
with a small group of developers who 
understood the need for enhanced design and 
quantity of bicycle parking but they asked that 
the minimum requirement be half the amount 
proposed. 
 
Summary of Key Issues:  Recent residential, 
office, and commercial projects have shown 
the need for guidance from the city on design 
and amount of bicycle parking provided 
 
Staff Recommendation: That the Planning 
Commission recommend approval of the 
ordinance text amendment to section 14.37 to 
the City Council. 



Planning Commission Staff Report  Item #6 
August 28, 2019  Page 2 
 

 

 

amount of bike parking in Provo City by making a minimum amount required as is done 

with car parking. This proposed ordinance text amendment creates a standard for 

design and quantity of bicycle parking for new developments. 

First, the code provides guidance for design on short-term bicycle parking and long-term 

bicycle parking. Short-term parking is designed for stops of two hours or less and is 

typically an uncovered bicycle rack that touches the bicycle at two points and allows for 

secure locking of the frame with a U-lock. Long-term bicycle parking is designed for 

stays of around eight hours or more and is to be secured and protected from weather.  

Second, the code provides a minimum standard for the amount of bicycle parking to be 

built. It has two tiers of minimums: one as a base level for all developments and a 

second as a higher level for developers who hope to offset the amount of car parking 

required with enhanced bicycle parking. These ratios come from the Association of 

Pedestrian and Bicycle Professionals and are recommended in Provo City’s Bicycle 

Master Plan.  

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. Provo City Code requires a minimum standard for car parking but not for bicycle 

parking 

2. Provo City’s Bicycle Master Plan recommends that a minimum standard for 

bicycle parking be established. 

3. Provo City’s General Plan states that “Provo City plans to significantly increase 

bike facilities within the city. Employers can promote greater use of bicycles for 

commuting by providing secure and convenient bicycle parking for employees 

and customers.” (2.2.4) 

4. Recent high-density and transit-oriented development projects such as Startup 

Crossing and 63 East have been built with no long-term bicycle parking, 

discouraging tenants from owning and riding a bicycle for transportation. 

STAFF ANALYSIS 

1. Provo City Code Section 14.02.020(2) sets forth the following guidelines for 

consideration of ordinance text amendments: 

Before recommending an amendment to this Title, the Planning Commission 

shall determine whether such amendment is in the interest of the public, and is 

consistent with the goals and policies of the Provo City General Plan.  The 
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following guidelines shall be used to determine consistency with the General 

Plan: 

(a) Public purpose for the amendment in question. The public purpose of 

this amendment is to provide secure and dependable bicycle parking 

for residents, employees, customers, and the public thereby 

encouraging bicycling for transportation and reducing car parking 

demand. 

 

(b) Confirmation that the public purpose is best served by the amendment in 

question. The proposed ordinance text amendment would establish a 

standard for quality and quantity of bicycle parking for new 

developments. 

 

(c) Compatibility of the proposed amendment with General Plan policies,  

goals, and objectives. Provo City’s General Plan states that “Provo 

City plans to significantly increase bike facilities within the city.” 

This would be consistent with that goal. 

 

(d) Consistency of the proposed amendment with the General Plan timing and 

sequencing provisions on changes of use, insofar as they are articulated. 

This proposed ordinance text amendment would not change zoning. 

It is intended to aid in decreasing parking and to make bicycle usage 

more convenient.   

 

(e) Potential of the proposed amendment to hinder or obstruct attainment of 

the General Plan’s articulated policies. The proposed ordinance text 

amendment would be consistent with the goals of the General Plan, 

as previously stated in this report. 

 

(f) Adverse impacts on adjacent land owners. The proposed ordinance text 

amendment clarifies the design and increases the quantity of bicycle 

parking needed for a decrease in required car parking. Recent 

projects like 63 East and Startup Crossing were built with no long-

term bicycle parking and the latter brought tenants with more cars 

than off-street parking spaces built, bringing parking spillover and 

residential opposition. Improved design and quantity of bicycle 
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parking as specified in this ordinance text amendment could better 

decrease on-street parking demand around new projects. 

 

(g) Verification of correctness in the original zoning or General Plan for the 

area in question. The proposed ordinance text amendment applies 

city-wide and does not change zoning of property. 

 

(h) In cases where a conflict arises between the General Plan Map and 

General Plan Policies, precedence shall be given to the Plan Policies. No 

conflicts exist. The proposed ordinance text amendment does not 

affect the General Plan Map. 

 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

This ordinance text amendment is consistent with the Provo City General Plan and 

Bicycle Master Plan. It would provide residents, employees, customers, and the public, 

with secure and dependable places to park their bicycles, encouraging bicycling for 

transportation and decreasing car parking demand. 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

That the Planning Commission recommend approval of the ordinance text amendment 

to section 14.37 to the City Council. 



14.37.060 Parking Spaces Required. 

14.37.065? Bicycle Parking Spaces Required. 

Land Use Type Long-term Requirement Short-term Requirement 

Residential     

Single Family Dwelling No spaces required. No spaces required. 

Multifamily Dwelling     

a) With private garage 

for each unit No spaces required. 

0.05 spaces for each 

bedroom. Minimum is 2 

spaces per project. 

b) Without private 

garage for each unit 

0.5 spaces for each bedroom. 

Minimum is 2 spaces per project. 

0.05 spaces for each 

bedroom. Minimum is 2 

spaces per project. 

c) Senior Housing 

0.5 spaces for each bedroom. 

Minimum is 2 spaces per project. 

0.05 spaces for each 

bedroom. Minimum is 2 

spaces per project. 

Civic: 

Cultural/Recreational     

Non-assembly cultural 

(library, government, 

etc.) 

1 space for each 10 employees. 

Minimum is 2 spaces per project. 

1 space for each 10,000 s.f. of 

floor area. Minimum  is 2 

spaces per project. 

Assembly (Church, 

theaters, stadiums, 

beaches, etc.) 

1 space for each 20 employees. 

Minimum is 2 spaces per project. 

Spaces for 2% of maximum 

expected daily attendance. 

Parks No spaces required. 

0.5 spaces per acre. 

Minimum is 2 spaces per 

park. 

Health care/hospitals 

1 space for each 20 employees or 

one space for each 70,000 s.f. of 

floor area, whichever is greater. 

Minimum is 2 spaces per project. 

1 space for each 20,000 s.f. of 

floor area. Minimum is 2 

spaces per project. 

Education     

a) Public, parochial, and 

private day-care centers 

for 15 or more children 

1 space for each 20 employees. 

Minimum is 2 spaces per project. 

1 space for each 20 students 

of planned capacity. 

Minimum is 2 spaces per 

project. 

b) Public parochial, and 

private nursery schools, 

kindergartens, and 

elementary schools (1-3) 

1 space for each 10 employees. 

Minimum is 2 spaces per project. 

1 space for each 20 students 

of planned capacity. 

Minimum is 2 spaces per 

project. 

c) Public parochial, and 

elementary (4-6), junior 

high and high schools 

1 space for each 10 employees plus 

1 space for each 20 students of 

planned capacity. Minimum is 2 

spaces per project. 

1 space for each 20 students 

of planned capacity. 

Minimum is 2 spaces per 

project. 

d) Colleges and 

universities 

1 space for each 10 employees plus 

1 space for each 10 students of 

1 space for each 10 students 

of planned capacity. 

Comment [AT1]: Added at request of 
Thomas McKenna of Parks n Rec 



planned capacity; or 1 space for 

each 20,000 s.f. of floor area, 

whichever is greater. 

Minimum is 2 spaces per 

project. 

Rail/bus terminals and 

stations/airports 

Spaces for 5% of projected a.m. 

peak period daily ridership. 

Spaces for 1.5% of a.m. peak 

period daily ridership. 

Commercial Activity     

Retail     

General food sales or 

groceries 

1 space for each 12,000 s.f. of floor 

area. Minimum is 2 spaces per 

project. 

1 space for each 2,000 s.f. of 

floor area. Minimum is 2 

spaces per project. 

General retail 

1 space for each 12,000 s.f. of floor 

area. Minimum is 2 spaces per 

project. 

1 space for each 5,000 s.f. of 

floor area. Minimum is 2 

spaces per project. 

Office 

1 space for each 10,000 s.f. of floor 

area. Minimum is 2 spaces per 

project. 

1 space for each 20,000 s.f. of 

floor area. Minimum is 2 

spaces per project. 

Auto Related     

Automotive sales, rental, 

and delivery, Automotive 

servicing, Automotive 

repair and cleaning 

1 space for each 12,000 s.f. of floor 

area. Minimum is 2 spaces per 

project. 

1 space for each 20,000 s.f. of 

floor area. Minimum is 2 

spaces per project. 

Off-street parking lots 

and garages available to 

the general public 

1 space for each 20 automobile 

spaces. Minimum is 2 spaces. 

Unattended surface parking lots 

excepted. 

Minimum of 6 spaces or 1 per 

20 auto spaces. Unattended 

surface parking lots 

excepted. 

Industrial/Manufacturing     

Manufacturing and 

production 

1 space for each 15,000 s.f. of floor 

area. Minimum is 2 spaces per 

project. 

Number of spaces to be 

prescribed by the Director of 

City Planning. Consider 

minimum of 2 spaces at each 

public building entrance. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment [AT2]: In TMAC, David Arnold 
questioned if that is enough. At 200 square 
feet per employee, that gives enough space 
for about 2% of employees to bike to work. US 
Census estimates 2-4% of Provo is biking to 
work. This could be a good base level and 
companies can add more over time if needed. 



14.37.050 (4) Reduction in Off-street Parking Through Providing 

Increased Bicycle Parking Spaces  

Land Use Type Long-term Requirement Short-term Requirement 

Residential     

Single Family Dwelling No spaces required. No spaces required. 

Multifamily Dwelling     

a) With private garage 

for each unit No spaces required. 

0.10 spaces for each bedroom. 

Minimum is 2 spaces per 

project. 

b) Without private 

garage for each unit 

0.5 spaces for each bedroom. 

Minimum is 2 spaces per project. 

0.10 spaces for each bedroom. 

Minimum is 2 spaces per 

project. 

c) Senior Housing 

0.5 spaces for each bedroom. 

Minimum is 2 spaces per project. 

0.10 spaces for each bedroom. 

Minimum is 2 spaces per 

project. 

Civic: 

Cultural/Recreational     

Non-assembly cultural 

(library, government, 

etc.) 

1.5 spaces for each 10 employees. 

Minimum is 2 spaces per project. 

1 space for each 8,000 s.f. of 

floor area. Minimum is 2 

spaces per project. 

Assembly (Church, 

theaters, stadiums, 

parks, beaches, etc.) 

1.5 space for each 20 employees. 

Minimum is 2 spaces per project. 

Spaces for 5% of maximum 

expected daily attendance. 

Health care/hospitals 

1.5 spaces for each 20 employees or 

one space for each 70,000 s.f. of 

floor area, whichever is greater. 

Minimum is 2 spaces per project. 

1 space for each 20,000 s.f. of 

floor area. Minimum is 2 

spaces per project. 

Education     

a) Public, parochial, and 

private day-care centers 

for 15 or more children 

1.5 spaces for each 20 employees. 

Minimum is 2 spaces per project. 

1 space for each 20 students of 

planned capacity. Minimum is 

2 spaces per project. 

b) Public parochial, and 

private nursery schools, 

kindergartens, and 

elementary schools (1-3) 

1.5 spaces for each 10 employees. 

Minimum is 2 spaces per project. 

1.5 spaces for each 20 students 

of planned capacity. Minimum 

is 2 spaces per project. 

c) Public parochial, and 

elementary (4-6), junior 

high and high schools 

1.5 space for each 10 employees 

plus 1 space for each 20 students of 

planned capacity. Minimum is 2 

spaces per project. 

1.5 space for each 20 students 

of planned capacity. Minimum 

is 2 spaces per project. 

d) Colleges and 

universities 

1.5 spaces for each 10 employees 

plus 1 space for each 10 students of 

planned capacity; or 1 space for 

each 20,000 s.f. of floor area, 

whichever is greater. 

1 space for each 10 students of 

planned capacity. Minimum is 

2 spaces per project. 

Rail/bus terminals and 

stations/airports 

Spaces for 7% of projected a.m. peak 

period daily ridership. 

Spaces for 2% of a.m. peak 

period daily ridership. 



Commercial Activity     

Retail     

General food sales or 

groceries 

1 space for each 10,000 s.f. of floor 

area. Minimum is 2 spaces per 

project. 

1 space for each 2,000 s.f. of 

floor area. Minimum is 2 

spaces per project. 

General retail 

1 space for each 10,000 s.f. of floor 

area. Minimum is 2 spaces per 

project. 

1 space for each 5,000 s.f. of 

floor area. Minimum is 2 

spaces per project. 

Office 

1.5 spaces for each 10,000 s.f. of 

floor area. Minimum is 2 spaces per 

project. 

1 space for each 20,000 s.f. of 

floor area. Minimum is 2 

spaces per project. 

Auto Related     

Automotive sales, rental, 

and delivery, Automotive 

servicing, Automotive 

repair and cleaning 

1 space for each 10,000 s.f. of floor 

area. Minimum is 2 spaces per 

project. 

1 space for each 20,000 s.f. of 

floor area. Minimum is 2 

spaces per project. 

Off-street parking lots 

and garages available to 

the general public 

1 space for each 20 automobile 

spaces. Minimum is 2 spaces. 

Unattended surface parking lots 

excepted. 

Minimum of 6 spaces or 1 per 

10 auto spaces. Unattended 

surface parking lots excepted. 

Industrial/Manufacturing     

Manufacturing and 

production 

1 space for each 12,000 s.f. of floor 

area. Minimum is 2 spaces per 

project. 

Number of spaces to be 

prescribed by the Director of 

City Planning. Consider 

minimum of 2 spaces at each 

public building entrance. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

14.37.105? Bicycle Parking Design Standards. 



All off-street bicycle parking facilities shall be built consistent with the following 

recommendations. Developers are encouraged to use the Association of Pedestrian and 

Bicycle Professionals’ Essentials of Bike Parking guide for bike parking facility selection. 

(1) Short-term Bicycle Parking. Short-term bicycle parking serves trips less than two 

hours in length such as errands and quick activities. Short-term racks may be placed 

on sidewalks, in front of stores, or within parking structures in a manner that does 

not obstruct pedestrian movements or block doors. Short-term racks shall be placed 

no more than 50 feet from the main building entrance. Only the following racks shall 

be used for short-term parking: bike docks, inverted U racks, post and ring racks, 

stadium racks, and bike corrals. All racks shall be spaced a minimum of 36 inches 

away from any other fixed object (including other bike racks) to allow easy loading 

and unloading. Short-term racks should be weather-protected by siting racks under 

existing structures when possible. Short-term racks shall be secured to the ground 

by mounting them below the grade in concrete, or using either concrete spikes or 

concrete wedge anchors to mount them into existing concrete, asphalt, or pavers.  

 

Figure 1, Inverted U-Rack 

 

Figure 2, Bike Dock 

Comment [AT3]: Added by suggestion from 
Planning Commission 

https://provo.municipal.codes/Code/14.06.020__262f1b59d5c9fb568f746fce01810f80
https://cdn.ymaws.com/www.apbp.org/resource/resmgr/Bicycle_Parking/EssentialsofBikeParking_FINA.pdf


 

Figure 3, Post and Ring Rack 

 

Figure 4, Bike Corral or Stadium Rack 

 

(2) Long-term Bicycle Parking. Long-term bicycle parking provides bicycle storage for 

stays longer than two hours, all day for a work commuter, or even overnight. Long-

term facilities shall protect the entire bicycle against theft and inclement weather, 

including snow and wind-driven rain. Only the following shall be counted as long-

term bicycle parking: bike rooms, secured parking areas, or bicycle lockers. All racks 

shall be spaced a minimum of 36 inches away from any other fixed object (including 

other bike racks) to allow easy loading and unloading. All long-term parking 

facilities must be on the ground level of the building or inside a ramped garage. 

Users must not be expected to carry their bicycle over stairs to use the parking 

facility. Comment [AT4]: Added by 
recommendation of TMAC 



 

Provo City Planning Commission 

Report of Action 
August 28, 2019 

 

 

*ITEM # 6  
The Community Development Department requests an Ordinance Text Amendment to Chapter 14.37 of the Provo City 

Code to establish minimum bicycle parking standards. City-wide impact. Austin Taylor (801) 852-6423 PLOTA20190217  
 

 

The following action was taken by the Planning Commission on the above described item at its regular meeting of August 

28, 2019: 
 

RECOMMENDED APPROVAL 
 
On a vote of 8:0, the Planning Commission recommended approval of this item to the Municipal Council: Ordinance text 

amendment of 14.37 of the Provo City Code to establish minimum bike parking standards. 

 

Motion by: Maria Winden 

Second by: Russ Phillips 

Votes in Favor of Motion: Shannon Ellsworth, Andrew Howard, Robert Knudsen, Russ Phillips, Deborah Jensen, Dave 

Anderson, Laurie Urquiaga, Maria Winden 
Votes Opposed: None 
Deborah Jensen was present as Chair. 

 

The motion includes facts of the case, analysis, conclusions and recommendations outlined in the Staff Report, with any 

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

  
RELATED ACTIONS 
None 

 

STAFF PRESENTATION 
Austin Taylor presented on the proposed ordinance text amendment. 
 

CITY DEPARTMENTAL ISSUES 
None 
 

NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING DATE  
This is a City-wide item 
 

NEIGHBORHOOD AND PUBLIC COMMENT  
No public comment. 
 

CONCERNS RAISED BY PUBLIC 
 In a private meeting a few months before this Planning Commission meeting, two local developers agreed that the 
amendment would be a good idea but that the quantity of parking required for the general requirement should be cut in 
half. 
 



PLANNING COMMISSION DISCUSSION 
Members of the Planning Commission asked where the numbers in the parking requirement come from. They are from 
the Association of Bicycle and Pedestrian Professionals and Alta Planning suggested that the city adopt them in the 
2014 Bicycle Master Plan. Members of the commission asked if the requirement for education is reasonable since a 
school the size of BYU would have to provide 3,500 bicycle parking spaces. Austin commented that BYU has about 
6,000 bicycle parking spaces currently so it is surpassing the recommended amount without issue. He also noted that 
this code does not apply for current buildings—only new projects. 
 
 
 

 
 

 

Planning Commission Chair  
 
 

 
 

 

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

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

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

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



The Community Development Department 

requests an Ordinance Text Amendment to 

Chapter 14.37 of the Provo City Code to 

establish minimum bicycle parking standards. 

 

City-wide impact 

PLOTA20190217 

ITEM 6* 



Project Long-term Spaces Design Short-term Spaces Design 

Liberty Center 48 
U-racks covered in secured parking 
garage 0 N/A 

Startup 
Crossing 0 N/A 10 Wavy rack in parking lot 

200 City View In Process 
Wall hooks in units or wavy rack in 
secured parking garage 14 Wavy rack in plaza 

63 East 0 N/A 11 

Three post-and-ring racks in 
alley, One wheel-bender rack 
in Wells Fargo garage 









“Provo City plans to significantly increase bike facilities 

within the city. Employers can promote greater use of 

bicycles for commuting by providing secure and 

convenient bicycle parking for employees and customers.” 

 

Provo City General Plan, 2.2.4 



“In addition to increasing bike parking, Provo should also 

adopt design standards for short- and long-term parking 

to ensure that quality amenities are available to 

bicyclists.” 

 

2014 Bicycle Master Plan, p. 121 



Short-term Parking 

• 50 feet from main entrance 

• 3 feet away from a fixed object 

• Maintain ADA accessibility 

• Unless given approval from Provo 

Planning, only the shown designs 

are allowed: 



Long-term Parking 

• Protects bicycle against theft 

and weather 

• Bike rooms, secured parking 

areas, or bike lockers 

• On ground level, accessible 

via an elevator, or inside a 

ramped garage 



• Single Family: no spaces required 

• Multifamily: .5/bedroom long-
term, .05/bedroom short-term 

• General Retail: 1/12,000ft² long-
term, 1/5,000ft² short-term 

• Office: 1/10,000ft² long-term, 
1/20,000ft² short-term 

General Requirement 

• Single Family: no spaces required 

• Multifamily: .5/bedroom long-
term, .1/bedroom short-term 

• General Retail: 1/10,000ft² long-
term, 1/5,000ft² short-term 

• Office: 1.5/10,000ft² long-term, 
1/20,000ft² short-term 

Higher Requirement for car 
Parking Reduction 



• 14.37.105 (1) “Short-term racks…shall not obstruct pedestrian movements, ADA 
accessibility, or block doors.” 

• 14.37.105 (1) “Unless given approval for other designs from Provo City Planning, only 
the following racks shall be used…” 

• 14.37.105 (1) “All racks shall be spaced a minimum of 36 inches away from any fixed 
object and 24 inches away from a curb…” 

• 14.37.105 (1) “Short-term racks shall be secured to the ground…into existing concrete, 
asphalt, pavers, or similar hardscaping.” 

• 14.37.105 (2) “All long-term parking facilities must be on the ground level of the building, 
accessible with an elevator, or inside a ramped garage.” 



1 ORDINANCE 2019-.
2
3 AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND PROVO CITY CODE TO ESTABLISH 
4 MINIMUM BICYCLE PARKING STANDARDS. CITY-WIDE IMPACT. 
5 (PLOTA20190217)
6
7 WHEREAS, it is proposed that Provo City Code Chapter 14.37 (Off-Street Parking 
8 Standards) be amended to establish minimum bicycle parking standards within the City; and
9

10 WHEREAS, the 2013 Bicycle Master Plan adopted by Provo City Council mentioned 
11 that there is “not any specific guidance of bicycle parking facilities or a more nuanced discussion 
12 of parking capacity beyond three land use zones” and in Provo City’s General Plan 2.2.4 it states, 
13 “Provo City plans to significantly increase bike facilities within the city” and this amendment 
14 provides clarity on the bicycle parking standards; and
15
16 WHEREAS, on August 28, 2019, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public 
17 meeting to consider the proposed amendments and after such meeting the Planning Commission 
18 recommended approval to the Municipal Council by a vote of 8:0; and 
19
20 WHEREAS, on September 10, 2019, the Municipal Council met to ascertain the facts 
21 regarding this matter and receive public comment, which facts and comments are found in the 
22 public record of the Council’s consideration; and
23
24 WHEREAS, after considering the Planning Commission’s recommendation, and the facts 
25 and comments presented to the Municipal Council, the Council finds (i) Provo City Code 
26 Chapter 14.37 (Off-Street Parking Standards) should be amended as proposed, and (ii) the 
27 proposed amendment reasonably furthers the health, safety, and general welfare of the citizens of 
28 Provo City. 
29
30 NOW, THEREFORE, be it ordained by the Municipal Council of Provo City, Utah, as 
31 follows:
32
33 PART I:
34
35 Provo City Code Chapter 14.37 (Off-Street Parking Standards) is hereby amended as set 
36 forth in Exhibit A.
37
38 PART II:
39



40 A. If a provision of this ordinance conflicts with a provision of a previously adopted 
41 ordinance, this ordinance shall prevail.
42
43 B. This ordinance and its various sections, clauses and paragraphs are hereby 
44 declared to be severable. If any part, sentence, clause or phrase is adjudged to be 
45 unconstitutional or invalid, the remainder of the ordinance shall not be affected 
46 thereby.
47
48 C. The Municipal Council hereby directs that the official copy of the Provo City 
49 Code be updated to reflect the provisions enacted by this ordinance. 
50
51 D. This ordinance shall take effect immediately after it has been posted or published 
52 in accordance with Utah Code 10-3-711, presented to the Mayor in accordance 
53 with Utah Code 10-3b-204, and recorded in accordance with Utah Code 10-3-713.
54
55 END OF ORDINANCE.
56



14.37.060 Parking Spaces Required.

14.37.065? Bicycle Parking Spaces Required.
Land Use Type Long-term Requirement Short-term Requirement
Residential   
Single Family Dwelling No spaces required. No spaces required.
Multifamily Dwelling   

a) With private garage 
for each unit No spaces required.

0.05 spaces for each 
bedroom. Minimum is 2 
spaces per project.

b) Without private 
garage for each unit

0.5 spaces for each bedroom. 
Minimum is 2 spaces per project.

0.05 spaces for each 
bedroom. Minimum is 2 
spaces per project.

c) Senior Housing
0.5 spaces for each bedroom. 
Minimum is 2 spaces per project.

0.05 spaces for each 
bedroom. Minimum is 2 
spaces per project.

Civic: 
Cultural/Recreational   
Non-assembly cultural 
(library, government, 
etc.)

1 space for each 10 employees. 
Minimum is 2 spaces per project.

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

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

1 space for each 20 employees. 
Minimum is 2 spaces per project.

Spaces for 2% of maximum 
expected daily attendance.

Health care/hospitals

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

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

Education   

a) Public, parochial, and 
private day-care centers 
for 15 or more children

1 space for each 20 employees. 
Minimum is 2 spaces per project.

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

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

1 space for each 10 employees. 
Minimum is 2 spaces per project.

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

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

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

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

d) Colleges and 
universities

1 space for each 10 employees plus 
1 space for each 10 students of 
planned capacity; or 1 space for 
each 20,000 s.f. of floor area, 
whichever is greater.

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



Rail/bus terminals and 
stations/airports

Spaces for 5% of projected a.m. 
peak period daily ridership.

Spaces for 1.5% of a.m. peak 
period daily ridership.

Commercial Activity   
Retail   

General food sales or 
groceries

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

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

General retail

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

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

Office

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

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

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

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

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

Off-street parking lots 
and garages available to 
the general public

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

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

Industrial/Manufacturing   

Manufacturing and 
production

1 space for each 15,000 s.f. of floor 
area. Minimum is 2 spaces per 
project.

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

Commented [AT1]:  In TMAC, David Arnold questioned if 
that is enough. At 200 square feet per employee, that gives 
enough space for about 2% of employees to bike to work. 
US Census estimates 2-4% of Provo is biking to work. This 
could be a good base level and companies can add more 
over time if needed.



14.37.050 (4) Reduction in Off-street Parking Through Providing 
Increased Bicycle Parking Spaces 
Land Use Type Long-term Requirement Short-term Requirement
Residential   
Single Family Dwelling No spaces required. No spaces required.
Multifamily Dwelling   

a) With private garage 
for each unit No spaces required.

0.10 spaces for each bedroom. 
Minimum is 2 spaces per 
project.

b) Without private 
garage for each unit

0.5 spaces for each bedroom. 
Minimum is 2 spaces per project.

0.10 spaces for each bedroom. 
Minimum is 2 spaces per 
project.

c) Senior Housing
0.5 spaces for each bedroom. 
Minimum is 2 spaces per project.

0.10 spaces for each bedroom. 
Minimum is 2 spaces per 
project.

Civic: 
Cultural/Recreational   
Non-assembly cultural 
(library, government, 
etc.)

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

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

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

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

Spaces for 5% of maximum 
expected daily attendance.

Health care/hospitals

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

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

Education   
a) Public, parochial, and 
private day-care centers 
for 15 or more children

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

d) Colleges and 
universities

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

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

Rail/bus terminals and 
stations/airports

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

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



Commercial Activity   
Retail   

General food sales or 
groceries

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

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

General retail

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

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

Office

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

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

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

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

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

Off-street parking lots 
and garages available to 
the general public

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

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

Industrial/Manufacturing   

Manufacturing and 
production

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

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

14.37.105? Bicycle Parking Design Standards.



All off-street bicycle parking facilities shall be built consistent with the following 
recommendations. Developers are encouraged to use the Association of Pedestrian and 
Bicycle Professionals’ Essentials of Bike Parking guide for bike parking facility selection.

(1) Short-term Bicycle Parking. Short-term bicycle parking serves trips less than two 
hours in length such as errands and quick activities. Short-term racks may be placed 
on sidewalks, in front of stores, or within parking structures in a manner that does 
not obstruct pedestrian movements or block doors. Short-term racks shall be placed 
no more than 50 feet from the main building entrance. Only the following racks shall 
be used for short-term parking: bike docks, inverted U racks, post and ring racks, 
stadium racks, and bike corrals. All racks shall be spaced a minimum of 36 inches 
away from any other fixed object (including other bike racks) to allow easy loading 
and unloading. Short-term racks should be weather-protected by siting racks under 
existing structures when possible. Short-term racks shall be secured to the ground 
by mounting them below the grade in concrete, or using either concrete spikes or 
concrete wedge anchors to mount them into existing concrete, asphalt, or pavers. 

Figure 1, Inverted U-Rack

Figure 2, Bike Dock

Commented [AT2]:  Added by suggestion from Planning 
Commission

https://provo.municipal.codes/Code/14.06.020__262f1b59d5c9fb568f746fce01810f80
https://cdn.ymaws.com/www.apbp.org/resource/resmgr/Bicycle_Parking/EssentialsofBikeParking_FINA.pdf


Figure 3, Post and Ring Rack

Figure 4, Bike Corral or Stadium Rack

(2) Long-term Bicycle Parking. Long-term bicycle parking provides bicycle storage for 
stays longer than two hours, all day for a work commuter, or even overnight. Long-
term facilities shall protect the entire bicycle against theft and inclement weather, 
including snow and wind-driven rain. Only the following shall be counted as long-
term bicycle parking: bike rooms, secured parking areas, or bicycle lockers. All racks 
shall be spaced a minimum of 36 inches away from any other fixed object (including 
other bike racks) to allow easy loading and unloading. All long-term parking 
facilities must be on the ground level of the building or inside a ramped garage. 
Users must not be expected to carry their bicycle over stairs to use the parking 
facility. Commented [AT3]:  Added by recommendation of TMAC



BICYCLE PARKING SPACES 
REQUIRED 

Proposed addition to Provo City Code 14.37 

Austin Taylor 



2013 BICYCLE MASTERPLAN 



IMPROVE DESIGN 

“At present, there is not any specific 

guidance on the design of bicycle parking 

facilities or a more nuanced discussion of 

parking capacity beyond three land use 

zones [DT1, DT2, GW]” 

Provo Bicycle Master Plan, 6.3 

 



INCREASE CAPACITY 

“Provo City plans to significantly increase 

bike facilities within the city. Employers 

can promote greater use of bicycles for 

commuting by providing…secure and 

convenient bicycle parking for employees 

and customers.” 

Provo City General Plan 

 



CURRENT STATUS 

Project Long-term Spaces Design Short-term Spaces Design 

Liberty 

Center 48 
U-racks covered in secured parking 

garage 0 N/A 

Startup 

Crossing 0 N/A 10 Wavy rack in parking lot 

200 City 

View In Process 
Wall hooks in units or wavy rack in 

secured parking garage In Process Wavy rack in parking lot 

63 East 0 N/A 11 
6 U-racks, 5 in a wheel-cradle 

rack in Wells Fargo garage 



Startup Crossing 



Liberty Center 



63 East 





Center Street 



APPROVED SHORT-TERM 
PARKING 

U-rack 

Bike Dock 

Post and Ring Rack 

Bike Corral or Stadium Rack 



APPROVED LONG-TERM 
PARKING 

Bike Rooms 

Secured Parking Areas 

Bicycle Lockers 



GENERAL REQUIREMENT 

• Single Family: no spaces required 

• Multifamily: .5/bedroom long-term, 

.05/bedroom short-term 

• General Retail: 1/12,000ft² long-term, 

1/5,000ft² short-term 

• Office: 1/10,000ft² long-term, 1/20,000ft² 

short-term 

• Single Family: no spaces required 

• Multifamily: .5/bedroom long-term, 

.1/bedroom short-term 

• General Retail: 1/10,000ft² long-term, 

1/5,000ft² short-term 

• Office: 1.5/10,000ft² long-term, 

1/20,000ft² short-term 

 

 

HIGHER REQUIREMENT FOR CAR 

PARKING REDUCTION 

REQUIRED SPACES 
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