
PROVO MUNICIPAL COUNCIL 
Council Meeting
5:30 PM, Tuesday, March 30, 2021
Electronic meeting: youtube.com/provocitycouncil 
Summary of Action

Public Comment

Approval of Minutes

February 16, 2021 Council Meeting Minutes 
Approved by unanimous consent.

Action Agenda

1. A resolution appropriating $105,000 from Wildland Fire Response Revenues into the Fire 
Department in the General Fund for an employee salary adjustment warranted by a recent 
salary market study. (21-048) Approved 7:0.

2. A resolution approving the Program Year 2021 Annual Action Plan, second year update to 
the 2020-24 Five-Year Consolidated Plan. (21-050) Public hearing only; this was the 
first in a series of two required public hearings.

3. An ordinance amending Provo City Code regarding the hold times for electronic signs and 
sign size limits. Citywide Application. (PLOTA20210046) Approved 7:0.

4. An ordinance approving the petition to annex approximately 9.5 acres of property 
generally located at the intersection of Colorado Avenue, Bullock Lane, and 1860 South. 
East Bay Neighborhood. (PLANEX20210019) Approved 7:0.

5. An ordinance amending the Zone Map classification of approximately 54 acres of real 
property, generally located at 3450 W Center Street, from (A1.10) to (M1), (R1.8PD), and 
(RA). Provo Bay and Fort Utah Neighborhoods. (PLRZ20180197) This item was continued.

6. An ordinance enacting Provo City Code Chapter 9.81 (Carterville Parking Area). 
Carterville Neighborhood. (19-108) This item was continued.

7. An ordinance amending Provo City Code regarding legislative staffing. (21-049) 
Approved 7:0.

Adjournment

https://www.youtube.com/provocitycouncil
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PROVO MUNICIPAL COUNCIL 
Regular Meeting Minutes
5:30 PM, Tuesday, February 16, 2021
Electronic meeting: 
https://www.youtube.com/provocitycouncil

Roll Call
THE FOLLOWING MEMBERS OF THE COUNCIL AND ADMINISTRATION WERE PRESENT: 

Councilor Shannon Ellsworth Councilor Bill Fillmore
Councilor George Handley Councilor David Harding
Councilor Travis Hoban Councilor David Sewell 
Councilor David Shipley Mayor Michelle Kaufusi
Chief Administrative Officer Wayne Parker Council Attorney Brian Jones
Council Executive Director Cliff Strachan

Conducting: Council Chair David Sewell
1

Prayer: Councilor Shannon Ellsworth
2

Pledge of Allegiance: Councilor David Harding
3

Public Comment (0:12:59)
4
5 Chair Sewell opened public comment, there was no response. 
6

Consent Agenda
7
8 Items on the consent agenda are to consider routine and noncontroversial dealing mainly with the 
9 administration of Council business. The following items were on the consent agenda:

10
1. Resolution 2021-06 in support of designating Bridal Veil Falls as a state monument or 

national park. (21-031)
11

 Approval of Minutes
o January 5, 2021 Council Meeting Minutes
o January 19, 2021 Council Meeting Minutes

12
13 Items on the agenda was approved by unanimous consent. 
14

Action Agenda
15

2. Resolution 2021-07 transferring $7,879,285 from the General Fund to various Funds and 
appropriating $5,910,000 of the transferred funds and an additional $10,000 for the 
purposes described herein. (21-029) (0:16:10)

https://youtu.be/TlXyqDbSu3M?list=PLkFpcBv4i9_Bpan5oFpuqmZP3-u4UppaI&t=779
https://youtu.be/TlXyqDbSu3M?list=PLkFpcBv4i9_Bpan5oFpuqmZP3-u4UppaI&t=970
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16
Motion: An implied motion to adopt Resolution 2021-07, as currently constituted, has been made 

by council rule.   
17
18 David Mortensen, Budget Officer, presented. In August 2020, the City received CARES Act funds from 
19 Utah County to be used in response to the COVID-19 pandemic. Those funds were used primarily to 
20 cover expenditures from the Public Safety COVID-19 response, which freed up General Fund balance 
21 that could then be used for other purposes. The Administration proposed to use the funds for various 
22 capital projects that would benefit the residents of Provo for years to come. These transfers and 
23 appropriations would facilitate the funding of those projects. The fiscal impact would be $7,889,285 
24 from the General Fund, covered by fund balance made available from the use of CARES Act for Public 
25 Safety response to COVID-19. 
26
27 It was proposed that the funds be appropriated as follows:
28  Complete Earlier Projects: $10,000, Mayor’s Office
29  Fire Station 1: $3,500,000, Legacy CIP
30  Airport Terminal Changes: $400,000, Legacy CIP
31  West Side Grocery Store: $1,000,000, Economic Development CIP
32  Canyon Road Park: $1,000,000, Parks CIP
33  Future Projects: $1,979,285, Legacy CIP
34
35 Councilor Ellsworth wanted to know how other cities had managed their funding and why these projects 
36 had been selected. Mr. Strachan and Mr. Parker spoke about some of the things other cities had done, 
37 including vouchers that were mailed to citizens and could be used at local stores. However, Provo’s 
38 Administration wanted to use the money in a way that would have long-term impact. Mr. Parker spoke 
39 about why each of these projects was important. (0:27:52)
40
41 Councilor Handley was supportive of the projects that had been selected, particularly the Canyon Road 
42 Park. 
43
44 Councilor Fillmore was also supportive and liked the way these projects had been prioritized.
45
46 Chair Sewell opened public comment, there was no response.
47
48 Councilor Harding stated that he was mostly supportive and knew these were urgent needs. He was 
49 somewhat uncomfortable with Canyon Road Park, he wanted to make sure all areas of the City were 
50 being treated equally in terms of deciding which parks to fund first. Canyon Road Park had been moved 
51 up the list of park priorities due to the sale of Timp Kiwanis Bounous Park. The grocery store was needed 
52 but he was weary about investing these funds to attract a grocer. And the southeast area needed a 
53 grocery store too, not just the west part of the City. Mr. Harding wanted more details about the future 
54 projects. He was intrigued by the idea of a research park for the nearby universities. 
55
56 Councilor Ellsworth wanted to continue the item to allow time for more research, she was not 
57 comfortable with the process and thought the selection filters were subjective.
58
59 Councilor Handley thought this was a wonderful opportunity that should not be overlooked. He wanted 
60 to avoid lost opportunities by going forward with the current proposal.
61

https://youtu.be/TlXyqDbSu3M?list=PLkFpcBv4i9_Bpan5oFpuqmZP3-u4UppaI&t=1672
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62 Councilor Shipley noted that if any council member wanted to review the selection process, that was an 
63 important thing to do. He recalled that Councilor Ellsworth had asked for feedback on how other cities 
64 had used this funding and wanted to allow time for those questions to be addressed. Reviewing the top 
65 10 or 20 CIP projects that were unfunded would be valuable in providing context.     
66

Motion: Councilor Ellsworth moved to continue the item to an unspecified future meeting.  
Councilor Shipley seconded the motion.   

67
68 Councilor Harding was generally supportive of this proposal, and he noted that the first communication 
69 about this from Mr. Parker had been 45 days prior. He felt the Administration had given ample time for 
70 research but understood why some might want to take a closer look, it was a significant amount of 
71 money. 
72
73 Councilor Fillmore agreed with Mr. Harding and thought plenty of time had been allotted for research. 
74 He wanted to avoid groups lobbying for project funding. He thought this was an opportunity to open 
75 funding for future projects. 
76
77 Councilor Ellsworth clarified that she did not think these were bad projects, and she could support the 
78 fire station and airport but wanted to know more about the other projects. She was interested to know 
79 if there was a scoring system that had been used or how these projects had been selected. 
80
81 Councilor Fillmore invited the Administration to address the concerns that had been mentioned by Ms. 
82 Ellsworth. He noted that Provo was unique, and it did not really matter how other cities had used their 
83 funding, because Provo needed to use it in a way that was best for the City. 
84
85 Mr. Parker mentioned the Council could support the airport and fire station, that most Councilors felt 
86 comfortable with, and then leave the remaining money in the account for future projects to be 
87 approved later. Mayor Kaufusi agreed with Mr. Parker. She discussed some of the things other cities had 
88 done with their funding, but agreed with Mr. Fillmore, Provo was unique. She wanted to use the funding 
89 in a way that would have lasting impact, legacy projects. The fire station and airport were needed. A 
90 grocery store on the west side of Provo had been a goal for quite some time. Regardless of which 
91 projects the Council decided to support, she was willing to review the selection process with anyone 
92 who wanted more information. 
93
94 Councilor Hoban wanted to approve the projects everyone was comfortable with and get those 
95 progressing. He was not opposed to delaying some projects for approval at a later time. 
96

Substitute 
Motion:

Councilor Harding made a substitute motion to amend the implied motion to 
approve the following: 

 Complete Earlier Projects: $10,000, Mayor’s Office
 Fire Station 1: $3,500,000, Legacy CIP
 Airport Terminal Changes: $400,000, Legacy CIP
 West Side Grocery Store: $100,000, Economic Development CIP

And move the remaining funds to Legacy CIP for future consideration. 
Chair Sewell seconded the motion.     

97
98 Staff worked to update the resolution to reflect the requested changes. (1:10:13)
99

https://youtu.be/TlXyqDbSu3M?list=PLkFpcBv4i9_Bpan5oFpuqmZP3-u4UppaI&t=4209
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100 Councilor Handley questioned if it was a good idea to approve this in a piecemeal manner, rather than 
101 addressing the concerns and then approving everything at a later date. Mr. Handley did not feel any 
102 additional explanation was needed but could support the first motion by Ms. Ellsworth.
103
104 Councilor Fillmore also preferred to vote on the entire resolution, rather than parts of it. Instead of 
105 indefinitely continuing the resolution, he wanted a specified date for reconsideration, not longer than 
106 two weeks. 
107
108 Councilor Harding discussed the rationale behind his motion. (1:16:03)
109
110 Mayor Kaufusi stated they would prefer for all of these projects to be approved now but understood 
111 and respected any decision the Council was going to make. She cautioned that there could be strong 
112 feedback from the public. She felt this proposal was best for the City as a whole. 
113
114 Chair Sewell explained his preference was to approve the entire proposal now. If that was not possible, 
115 he wanted to move forward with the highest priority items, as Mr. Harding suggested. 
116
117 Councilor Ellsworth stated that if she was the only one with concerns, then Council should proceed 
118 without her. 
119

Motion: Councilor Fillmore moved to call for a vote on the original implied motion. Councilor 
Handley seconded the motion.     

120
121 Councilor Shipley was supportive of the Administration’s priorities, but he was concerned about the 
122 process and wanted to ensure every Councilor had their questions answered. He was opposed to Mr. 
123 Fillmore’s motion. 
124
125 Chair Sewell called for a vote on Mr. Fillmore’s motion. 
126

Vote: The motion failed 3:4 with Councilors Fillmore, Handley, and Sewell in favor. Councilors 
Ellsworth, Harding, Hoban, and Shipley were opposed. 

127
128 Councilor Handley spoke about his concern to approve this piecemeal. If the reason for continuing some 
129 of the items was to get clarification on the process, then they should not approve anything until they 
130 had that clarification. 
131
132 The next motion on the table was Mr. Harding’s motion to amend the implied motion to approve certain 
133 items. Chair Sewell called for a vote. 
134

Vote: The motion passed 4:3 with Councilors Fillmore, Harding, Hoban, and Sewell in favor. 
Councilors Ellsworth, Handley, and Shipley were opposed. 

135
136 Chair Sewell called for a vote on the implied motion to approve the resolution with the displayed 
137 amendments. David Mortensen reviewed what would be included in the amended resolution. (1:41:52)
138

Vote: The motion passed 4:3 with Councilors Fillmore, Harding, Hoban, and Sewell in favor. 
Councilors Ellsworth, Handley, and Shipley were opposed. 

139
140

https://youtu.be/TlXyqDbSu3M?list=PLkFpcBv4i9_Bpan5oFpuqmZP3-u4UppaI&t=4563
https://youtu.be/TlXyqDbSu3M?list=PLkFpcBv4i9_Bpan5oFpuqmZP3-u4UppaI&t=6112
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3. ***CONTINUED*** An ordinance amending Provo City Code regarding the hold times for 
electronic signs and sign size limits. Citywide application. (19-102)

141
4. Resolution 2021-08 accepting or denying an annexation petition for further consideration for 

approximately 6.4 acres of property at the intersections of Colorado Avenue, Bullock Lane, 
and 1860 South. East Bay Neighborhood. (PLANEX20210019) (1:44:18)

142
143 Robert Mills, Planner, presented. This item had been approved by Council previously but due to 
144 technical error, this item needed to go through the annexation process again. Mr. Mills described the 
145 area, it was identified in the future annexation policy to be annexed from Utah County to Provo City. The 
146 property was just over 6.4 acres and included an extension of Colorado Avenue and Bullock Lane. The 
147 purpose of the annexation was to allow construction of a storage unit facility on the site. 
148
149 Brian Jones, Council Attorney, clarified this action was not actually annexing the property. If the Council 
150 approved this resolution to accept the petition, it would only begin the annexation process. If the 
151 Council failed to take any action within 14 days of receipt of the petition, by default, it would be deemed 
152 accepted. 
153
154 Wayne Parker, Chief Administrative Officer, was excused at 7:10 p.m.
155
156 Chair Sewell opened public comment, there was no response. 
157

Motion: Councilor Ellsworth moved to accept the petition. Councilor Fillmore seconded the 
motion.    

158
159 Chair Sewell called for a vote on the motion. 
160

Vote: The motion was approved 7:0 with Councilors Ellsworth, Fillmore, Handley, Harding, 
Hoban, Sewell, and Shipley in favor.

161
5. Ordinance 2021-07 amending the zone map classification of approximately 13.07 acres of 

real property, generally located at approximately 1400 West 890 South from Agricultural 
(A1.1) to Residential Agricultural (RA). Sunset Neighborhood. (PLRZ20200413) (1:53:58)

162
Motion: An implied motion to adopt Ordinance 2021-07, as currently constituted, has been made 

by council rule.   
163
164 Aaron Ardmore, Planner, presented. Zachary Steele was requesting approval of a zone change from the A1.1 zone 
165 to the RA zone along with a concept plan for one new building lot for property belonging to the Steele family. The 
166 original proposal included a request for the A overlay, but because there was only one home in the 13 acres, it 
167 would not qualify for the overlay request. This followed the General Plan. Staff and the Planning Commission 
168 recommended approval. 
169
170 Mr. Frost Steele, one of the family members of the applicant, confirmed everything Mr. Ardmore had explained. It 
171 would be built out one lot at a time as their family is ready to build. He was regretful they did not qualify for an A 
172 overlay but wanted to continue anyway. 
173
174 Brian Taylor, Sunset Neighborhood Chair, said they held a neighborhood meeting and there was no 
175 objection. They were grateful for the larger lot type and thought this was a good fit. 
176

https://youtu.be/TlXyqDbSu3M?list=PLkFpcBv4i9_Bpan5oFpuqmZP3-u4UppaI&t=6258
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TlXyqDbSu3M&list=PLkFpcBv4i9_Bpan5oFpuqmZP3-u4UppaI&index=3&t=6838s
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177 Zachary Steele, applicant, said he was excited for this opportunity to build on the lot. 
178
179 Chair Sewell opened public comment, there was no response. 
180
181 Councilor Harding was pleased with the project but wanted to express his desire to expand the use of 
182 accessory apartments across the City. 
183
184 Chair Sewell called for a vote on the implied motion. 
185

Vote: The motion was approved 7:0 with Councilors Ellsworth, Fillmore, Handley, Harding, 
Hoban, Sewell, and Shipley in favor.

186
6. Ordinance 2021-08 amending Provo City Code to remove the Design Review Committee 

requirement for the Critical Hillside (CH) Overlay Zone. Citywide application. 
(PLOTA20210014) (2:07:18)

187
Motion: An implied motion to adopt Ordinance 2021-08, as currently constituted, has been made 

by council rule.   
188
189 Brandon Larsen, Planner, presented. In June 2020, the Critical Hillside Overlay Zone was created. 
190 Subsection 14.33A.040(3) of the Code established design review requirements for certain uses 
191 conducted within the Critical Hillside (CH) Overlay Zone. This subsection read as follows: 
192 “Notwithstanding any other provision in Title 14 or 15, Provo City Code, all proposals for residential and 
193 nonresidential developments in the CH Zone, as well as all proposals for main buildings, except for one-
194 family detached dwellings, shall obtain a recommendation from the Design Review Committee.” This 
195 subsection required, among other things, design review for all residential developments. Design review 
196 for a development of single-family homes would not be very useful considering there would be no 
197 landscaping or architecture to review. 
198
199 Additionally, design review of residential developments, which did not require project plan approval, 
200 may lie outside the scope of the Design Review Committee's (DRC) powers and duties established in 
201 Chapter 14.04A. Section 14.04.020 of the Code identifies the duties of the DRC, as follows: “The Design 
202 Review Committee shall review and make design recommendations regarding the external design of 
203 buildings and site plans for all proposed new buildings, structures, and uses which are subject to project 
204 plan approval and design review.” The elimination of the subject requirement would allow the Powers 
205 and Duties section of Chapter 14.04A to control in the question of when a proposal in the CH Zone must 
206 go to the DRC for their recommendation. Other sections of the Code, such as Subsection 15.03.310(5), 
207 help to give further direction regarding when a proposal must have design review.
208
209 Chair Sewell opened public comment, there was no response. 
210
211 Chair Sewell called for a vote on the implied motion. 
212

Vote: The motion was approved 7:0 with Councilors Ellsworth, Fillmore, Handley, Harding, 
Hoban, Sewell, and Shipley in favor.

213
7. An ordinance amending the Zone Map classification of approximately 8.5 acres, generally 

located at 1724 South State Street, from CM, RA, R1.6, R1.10, and A1.5 to the MDR Zone. 
Spring Creek Neighborhood. (PLRZ20190356) (2:18:03)

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TlXyqDbSu3M&list=PLkFpcBv4i9_Bpan5oFpuqmZP3-u4UppaI&index=3&t=7638s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TlXyqDbSu3M&list=PLkFpcBv4i9_Bpan5oFpuqmZP3-u4UppaI&index=3&t=8283s
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214
Motion: An implied motion to adopt the ordinance as currently constituted, has been made by 

council rule.   
215
216 Brandon Larsen, Planner, presented. There were a number of parcels included in the application, the 
217 parcels had various zones and this proposal would change those to MDR. The concept plan included 204 
218 residential units, comprised of apartments, townhomes, and studio apartments. The MDR Zone allowed 
219 for 30 units per acre, and this proposal was well below that. This was in harmony with the General Plan. 
220
221 All of the apartments would be on the north end of the property and the townhomes and studios were 
222 on the south part of the property. Roughly 40-50 percent of the units would be owner occupied. The 
223 proposed amount of parking was sufficient, and they were not requesting any parking waivers. The 
224 exterior materials would be cement board and stone. All of the buildings would be four stories and 
225 would not exceed 45 feet in height. 
226
227 Mr. Larsen spoke about the demographics of the neighborhood. (2:25:52) This proposal would create a 
228 more diverse housing stock in the Spring Creek Neighborhood. Mr. Larsen thought this would be a good 
229 project for the area. 
230
231 The neighborhood chair, Mary Millar, sent a letter of support for the project. 
232
233 Councilor Ellsworth questioned the analysis of housing diversity in the area. She did not think this was 
234 anything new, just more of the same type of multi-family housing. Mr. Larsen asked for his housing 
235 diversity graphic to be displayed and elaborated on his earlier comments. He believed this project would 
236 add to the housing diversity. (2:31:34)
237
238 Chair Sewell invited the applicant, David Gardner, to speak. Mr. Gardner was the consulting planner for 
239 this project. He explained the research and thought that had gone into this proposal. There was a school 
240 situated in the middle of the development area and Mr. Gardner said safety had been a top priority for 
241 them as they developed their plans. The were trying to compromise with the school, Treeside Charter 
242 (TCS), regarding the road that parents used to pick up and drop off children. There was a dispute as to 
243 whether the school had exclusive use of this road. He was hopeful this project would encourage UDOT 
244 to install a traffic signal that would be beneficial for TCS and the project. 
245
246 Craig Carlisle was a resident of Provo and was providing legal counsel for the developer. He spoke about 
247 the school access concerns; he did not believe the school had exclusive use of the road. (2:40:49) Chair 
248 Sewell explained the access issue was not something the Council would decide and not part of the 
249 proposed ordinance.
250
251 Chair Sewell opened public comment. 
252
253 Erin Preston was the legal representative for TCS. She requested that Council disregard Mr. Carlisle’s 
254 comments, this was the first time she had heard of him representing the developer and she was 
255 unfamiliar with the information he discussed. From Ms. Preston’s point of view the road was for the 
256 exclusive use of the school. She requested this item be denied or continued until litigation was finished. 
257
258 Nadene Sunbloom, Provo, was a parent with three children at TCS. She was concerned about the safety 
259 of the children and thought there should be dedicated access for the school. 
260

https://youtu.be/TlXyqDbSu3M?list=PLkFpcBv4i9_Bpan5oFpuqmZP3-u4UppaI&t=8752
https://youtu.be/TlXyqDbSu3M?list=PLkFpcBv4i9_Bpan5oFpuqmZP3-u4UppaI&t=9094
https://youtu.be/TlXyqDbSu3M?list=PLkFpcBv4i9_Bpan5oFpuqmZP3-u4UppaI&t=9649
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261 BJ Taylor, Salem, was on the Board at TCS. He was excited about the development but concerned about 
262 the traffic and safety of the children. 
263
264 Dave Knecht, Provo, agreed the discussion about traffic was not something to be decided by the Council. 
265 The Planning Commission and staff could work on those issues later. He recommended approval.
266
267 Alissa Sheen, Provo, was supportive of the project. She was a young professional and though this would 
268 provide affordable housing in Provo. 
269
270 Mary Helm, Provo, had students at TCS and she had safety concerns as well. Additionally, she worried 
271 the schools in this part of Provo were too full and she wondered where kids from this development 
272 would attend school. She recommended commercial development. 
273
274 Jennifer Lloyd Abbott, Provo, had two children enrolled at TCS. She asked the Council to deny this 
275 proposal and was hopeful there would be a future solution that would please everyone. She was also 
276 concerned about school safety. 
277
278 April Clawson, Mapleton, was the Board Chair at TCS. She said they had tried to work with the 
279 developers but felt they had been overlooked. She said previous proposals they discussed with the 
280 developer showed different access than what was proposed. She was concerned about safety. 
281
282 There were no other comments from the public. 
283
284 Councilor Handley said there were several issues: the proposal itself, housing options, housing diversity, 
285 and so on. He was not overly concerned about the project proposal. He thought this discussion and 
286 input from the public had been helpful, but it showed there was still a lot to be resolved. The legal 
287 questions were serious and contention between the parties was unsatisfactory. He wanted to continue 
288 the item until there was further resolution. He did not want to make a decision regarding the school or 
289 the proposal that might decide the viability of either. 
290
291 Councilor Harding asked Mr. Jones to advise the Council on how to weigh the legal issues that had been 
292 presented. Mr. Jones advised the Council to disregard any legal arguments that did not apply to the 
293 design aspects of the proposal. He acknowledged that Mr. Handley’s argument was valid, it would be 
294 acceptable to say there were too many unresolved issues. However, all that was being proposed to 
295 Council was a proposal for a rezone, it had no effect on the outstanding legal issues. Mr. Jones cautioned 
296 that if the rezone were to pass, it was not limited to the proposed concept plan. Without a development 
297 agreement, they could not guarantee this is what would be built on site. 
298
299 Councilor Ellsworth had concerns about rezoning to MDR. She thought the housing types in this area 
300 were homogeneous. She did not think it brought diversity. She wanted more commercial development 
301 on south State Street. Spring Creek Elementary was a Title I school and had the highest number of 
302 subsidized school lunches of any school in the area. She did not think this project would create stability 
303 or diversity. She questioned whether this would attract people in a way that would elevate this area. 
304
305 Councilor Harding heard neighborhood support for the proposal and a strong recommendation from 
306 Staff and the Planning Commission. It was aligned with the area master plan. Good planning principles 
307 had been incorporated. But he did have concerns about the developer being legally prevented from 
308 building what had been proposed. His decision to approve was dependent on having assurances this 
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309 concept was what would be built. Overall, Mr. Harding supported this proposal and hoped to move 
310 forward.
311
312 Councilor Hoban thought they needed rooftops to attract commercial development. Mr. Morey 
313 responded to Mr. Hoban and said there were several concerns in this area, a large portion of the area 
314 had commercial zoning but had not been developed. The traffic counts and patterns were one of the 
315 reasons for the lack of commercial development.  Mr. Morey believed that more rooftops would help 
316 attract commercial opportunities. This plan was aligned with future land use plans. Councilor Hoban 
317 asked if the 500+ proposed MDUs that Ms. Ellsworth mentioned was sufficient to attract business, Mr. 
318 Morey did not think this was enough to attract future commercial development.
319
320 Councilor Hoban noted the school wanted exclusive use of the driveway, he agreed that safety was a 
321 priority. He asked Mr. Larsen if this issue was something to be concerned about and what could be 
322 done. Mr. Larsen said with the proper traffic volumes, there would be good cause for a new traffic 
323 signal. If adopted, this would go to the project approval stage which required approvals from multiple 
324 departments and agencies, he felt confident the safety issues would be addressed. David Day, Public 
325 Works Engineer, said they would review these concerns in a project plan approval process. With a zone 
326 change, they would consider if there were any big issues that would prevent this from being changed to 
327 a different zone, he did not see any issues with the zone change. 
328
329 Councilor Hoban asked if approving the zone change would cause a loss of leverage to ensure that the 
330 student safety would be addressed. Mr. Day said the current City standards, approved by Council, would 
331 apply. Every development was held to these standards. If they wanted something specific, then maybe a 
332 development agreement could be proffered by the developer to ensure the project would be built in a 
333 way the Council agreed with.. 
334
335 Mr. Jones clarified that every safety standard in the Code would still apply, to the degree there were 
336 standards regarding traffic and parking. He also said his previous comments were not intended to 
337 disregard comments about design standards, those comments were relevant. He only meant to 
338 disregard the third-party legal disputes about exclusive access. 
339
340 Councilor Fillmore was conflicted and noted competing interest on both sides. He thought the developer 
341 had gone out of their way to present something desirable. He understood Councilor Ellsworth’s 
342 concerns, but he thought this project might help to address some of her concerns by increasing 
343 rooftops. His preference was wait until the underlying issues were addressed before approving the 
344 rezone. Mr. Fillmore did not want to put any of the students at risk and hoped for a larger conversation 
345 with UDOT to address the traffic issues. 
346
347 Councilor Shipley said with the work that had gone into this and the recommendations for approval 
348 from Staff and the Planning Commission, he was ready to vote in favor of the project and trust that Staff 
349 would follow the prescribed guidelines to ensure safety issues were resolved as part of the next steps in 
350 the process. He did not think permitting this development would preclude commercial development 
351 because there were many unused commercial sites along State Street that were unused. Mr. Shipley 
352 was confident in moving forward. 
353
354 Chair Sewell agreed with Mr. Jones’ comment, he did not want to consider the legal issues. Whether or 
355 not someone believed the school had exclusive access to the driveway, which would be determined by 
356 the courts, it made a difference on what someone might consider to be a reasonable solution. If it 
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357 turned out that TCS did not have exclusive access, then what is reasonable might be different. He was in 
358 favor of the development and thought it would add to the area and get the City closer to attracting a 
359 grocer. 
360
361 Mr. Larsen asked if the applicant could speak, Chair Sewell agreed. Mr. Gardner said they were willing to 
362 proffer a development agreement. He did not understand the commercial argument, he said that would 
363 be far worse in terms of traffic than a residential development. 
364
365 Chair Sewell called for motions. 
366

Substitute 
Motion:

Councilor Harding moved to substitute the implied motion’s exhibit to require a 
development agreement. The motion was seconded by Chair Sewell. 

367
368 Mr. Jones displayed the exhibit which required a development agreement. This would authorize Mayor 
369 Kaufusi to negotiate an agreement consistent with the developer’s representations of what would be 
370 built. The date of the rezone would be the date of execution of the agreement. 
371
372 Councilor Ellsworth said it was not just rooftops that attract commercial development, there was also a 
373 socioeconomic component - household and dispensable income was a factor as well. She wished they 
374 were doing more to support this area and diverse housing. She was opposed to this proposal. 
375
376 Councilor Hoban asked if the shared road and safety issues would be addressed in the development 
377 agreement, Mr. Jones said it would not. However, if the legal dispute prevents them from building what 
378 was shown, they would not be allowed to build. Mr. Hoban’s concerns had not been satisfied by the 
379 development agreement. 
380
381 Don Mullen addressed the safety concerns. They had offered to install gates that would push the 
382 residential traffic on the north side to 1640 South during peak traffic times. He said the school was not 
383 satisfied with any of the options that had been presented. 
384
385 Councilor Harding felt like the development agreement would address some of these concerns. If this 
386 went into the project planning phase and the safety regulations that were in place were not satisfied, 
387 then the project would not go forward without returning to Council. He thought this would promote 
388 economic development. 
389
390 Chair Sewell invited a representative from TCS to respond to the comments that had been made. Erin 
391 Preston appreciated the opportunity to respond. She said Mr. Mullen had mischaracterized what had 
392 gone on in trying to find a compromise, she said they had spent many hours trying to work with them. 
393 There were things the school could not agree to because they would not be approved by entities that 
394 govern the school. The standards set forth by the City were not sufficient to keep the school open. 
395
396 Councilor Fillmore agreed with Ms. Ellsworth that it would be great to increase the market value of the 
397 homes in the development. But as a practical matter, he did not believe it would ever be possible to get 
398 single-family homes built in this area due to the train tracks and location. He thought this was the best 
399 option for the area, but still had safety concerns. He thought waiting two weeks might be the best idea. 
400
401 Mr. Larsen said that Staff would give this the most thorough review possible. He felt the developmer 
402 had done a great job of diverting traffic as much as possible. The applicant was willing to make the 
403 safety standards part of the development agreement. Mr. Larsen said the entire CRC had reviewed and 
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404 approved the site plan and found it to be satisfactory for a rezone. Mr. Fillmore asked if Mr. Larsen felt 
405 that Staff had the ability to adequately address the safety concerns, Mr. Larsen said they did. 
406
407 Mr. Jones wanted to note that if CRC had already approved the plan, they should not anticipate or 
408 expect any further changes or improvements. 
409

Substitute 
Motion:

Councilor Hoban moved to continue the item for two weeks and request that the 
developer present a development agreement that addressed the safety concerns. 
Councilor Fillmore seconded. 

410
411 Chair Sewell asked if the developer was willing to proffer an agreement that would address the safety 
412 concerns. Mr. Mullen agreed they were willing to do this.
413
414 Councilor Handley said it was clear the developer wanted to find a solution, but there was still a legal 
415 issue. The school was not going to agree to anything until the issue of the road was resolved. He felt the 
416 Council was trying to solve issues they could not solve. He wanted to vote on this now, as did Ms. 
417 Ellsworth. Councilor Fillmore disagreed and did not see harm in waiting two weeks. 
418
419 Chair Sewell summarized the intent of Mr. Hoban’s motion and said the developer was being asked to 
420 come back with a proposal that addressed the City’s concerns and admitted it might be impossible to 
421 address the school’s concerns. 
422
423 Councilor Harding suggested making the safety improvements part of the development agreement that 
424 had already been proffered and then leave it up to Mayor Kaufusi to negotiate the details of the 
425 agreement. Mr. Jones said that was an option, but the request was generally vague. He suggested asking 
426 if Mayor Kaufusi wanted to accept this responsibility.
427
428 Councilor Hoban was not interested in micromanaging the City, but he wanted the chance to review the 
429 recommendations from the developer and Staff before approving this. 
430
431 Councilor Fillmore stated that he knew the Mullin family and said they were honest people and he 
432 trusted them to do the right thing. Chair Sewell also disclosed that he had been roommates with Don 
433 Mullin and his brother in college and agreed that they had integrity, this relationship was not influencing 
434 his decision. 
435
436 Chair Sewell called for a vote on the implied motion. 
437

Vote: The motion was approved 6:1 with Councilors Ellsworth, Fillmore, Harding, Hoban, Sewell, 
and Shipley in favor. Councilor Handley was opposed. 

438
8. ***CONTINUED*** The Community & Neighborhood Services Dept. requests an Ordinance 

Text Amendment to Chapter 14.20B of the Provo City Code to update development 
standards of the Freeway Commercial Two (FC-2) Zone. Citywide impact. PLOTA20210026

439
9. **CONTINUED** Comm. & Neighborhood Services Dept. requests a Zone Change from the 

A1.20 Agricultural zone to the Freeway Commercial Two (FC-2) Zone for approx. 75 acres, 
located at approx. 500 W Lakeview Parkway. Lakewood Neighborhood. PLRZ20210025

440
10. ***CANCELLED*** Forrest Phillips requests a Zone Change from Residential Conservation 
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(RC) to Low Density Residential for property located at 845 W and 849 W 2000 N.  Carterville 
Neighborhood. PLRZ20200407

441
Adjournment
The meeting was adjourned by unanimous consent at approximately 9:40 p.m.
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PROVO MUNICIPAL COUNCIL
STAFF REPORT

Submitter: DMORTENSEN
Department: Finance
Requested Meeting Date: 03-30-2021

SUBJECT: A resolution appropriating $105,000 from Wildland Fire Response 
Revenues into the Fire Department in the General Fund for an employee 
salary adjustment warranted by a recent salary market study.  (21-048)

RECOMMENDATION: Approval of the resolution.

BACKGROUND: This item will be presented in both the Work Meeting and Council 
Meeting on March 30, 2021.  A salary market study has recently been performed, which 
warrants a salary increase in various positions from multiple departments in the City.  
Administration recommends implementing the proposed increase immediately for the 
Fire Department only.  The impact the increase has on the Fire Department budget for 
the remainder of Fiscal Year 2020-2021 is $105,000.  The Fire Department has 
unallocated wildland fire response revenue funds that can be used for this purpose in 
Fiscal Year 2020-2021.  An increase for Fiscal Year 2021-2022 for the Fire Department 
and all other City departments affected by the market study will be part of the regular 
budget process for Fiscal Year 2021-2022.

FISCAL IMPACT: $105,000 from wildland fire response revenues

PRESENTER’S NAME: John Borget

REQUESTED DURATION OF PRESENTATION: 20 minutes

COMPATIBILITY WITH GENERAL PLAN POLICIES, GOALS, AND OBJECTIVES:

CITYVIEW OR ISSUE FILE NUMBER: 21-048



1 RESOLUTION 2021-.
2
3 A RESOLUTION APPROPRIATING $105,000 FROM WILDLAND FIRE 
4 RESPONSE REVENUES INTO THE FIRE DEPARTMENT IN THE GENERAL 
5 FUND FOR AN EMPLOYEE SALARY ADJUSTMENT WARRANTED BY A 
6 RECENT SALARY MARKET STUDY.  (21-048)
7
8 WHEREAS, the Municipal Council of Provo City Corporation has received a 
9 recommendation from the Provo City Fire Department that $105,000 be appropriated in the Fire 

10 Department in the General Fund for an employee salary adjustment warranted by a recent salary 
11 market study; and
12
13 WHEREAS, the funding source for the appropriations is wildland fire response revenues; 
14 and 
15
16 WHEREAS, on March 30, 2021, the Municipal Council met to ascertain the facts 
17 regarding this matter and receive public comment, which facts and comments are found in the 
18 public record of the Council’s consideration; and
19
20 WHEREAS, all persons for and against the proposed appropriation were given an 
21 opportunity to be heard; and
22
23 WHEREAS, after considering the Mayor's recommendation, and facts and comments 
24 presented to the Municipal Council, the Municipal Council finds the proposed appropriation 
25 reasonably furthers the health, safety, and general welfare of the citizens of Provo City.
26
27 NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the Municipal Council of Provo City, Utah as 
28 follows:
29
30 PART I:
31
32 The Mayor is hereby authorized to appropriate $105,000 in the Fire Department in the 
33 General Fund for an employee salary adjustment warranted by a recent salary market study, 
34 applying to the fiscal year ending June 30, 2021. 
35
36 PART II:
37
38 This resolution shall take effect immediately.
39
40 END OF RESOLUTION.



• Market Position
• Agencies have made significant adjustments last two years
• Based on annual study, Provo Fire is behind 

• Immediate Adjustment Need
• Staffing levels

• Expect 9 vacancies by July 1st
• Retirements/Medical Issues/Career Changes
• EMT vs Paramedic

• Less services, minimal ambulance staffing, training costs

• Recruitment Pressure
• Growing agencies increasing headcount
• Not currently losing to other agencies but vulnerable
• Competing for Paramedic graduates in May

Budget Appropriation for Fire Adjustments



• Proposed Remedy
• Increase starting pay
• Increase grades
• Create additional level for advancement
• Formalize lateral transfer program

• Requires $105,000 thru end of fiscal year
• In-grade adjustments needed to mitigate salary compression
• Annual cost to be accounted for in upcoming budget

Budget Appropriation for Fire Adjustments
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PROVO MUNICIPAL COUNCIL
STAFF REPORT

Submitter: DANG
Department: Community and Neighborhood Services
Requested Meeting Date: 03-30-2021

SUBJECT: A resolution approving the Program Year 2021 Annual Action Plan, second 
year update to the 2020-24 Five-Year Consolidated Plan, as amended.  
(21-050)

RECOMMENDATION: Hold two public hearings and adopt a resolution approving the 
Plan for submittal to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)

BACKGROUND: The CDBG and HOME Programs provide the City of Provo and other 
local governments with the opportunity to develop viable urban communities by funding 
activities that provide decent housing, a suitable living environment and by expanding 
economic opportunities, principally for low- and moderate-income persons.  Funds are 
awarded to carry out a wide range of community development activities directed 
towards neighborhood revitalization, home ownership and condition of housing stock.  
The Programs are administered by the Community Planning and Development Office of 
the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD).

Every year, as Lead Entity for the Utah Valley HOME Consortium, Provo City submits 
an Annual Action Plan (an update to the Five-Year Consolidated Plan submitted to 
HUD) outlining the goals, objectives and  the proposed use of federal CDBG and HOME 
resources to address  housing, economic development, and community development 
projects to be undertaken.

A Public Comment Period (March 20, 2021 to April 20, 2021) is conducted for citizens, 
partner agencies, and other interested parties to review and comment on the Plan.
Along with the Public Comment Period, two public hearings are held to receive input 
from Provo citizens and Consortium members’ and citizens.
The first public hearing on March 30, 2021 will present the Draft of PY-2021 AAP 
(Exhibit A) to Council members and the public in general.  The document includes the 
proposed uses for CDBG and HOME funds which, to simplify the review of proposed 
projects, are also included in Exhibits B-for CDBG Capital Projects, C-for CDBG Public 
Services Projects, and D-for HOME Projects.  Theses Exhibits show the proposed 
funding recommendations made by Advisory Committees who listened to applicant 
presentations and reviewed and evaluated application.

Copies of the PY2021 AAP Draft are available for public review at the Community and 
Neighborhood Services Housing Division’s office and electronically at the City’s website.



2

The second public hearing on April 20, 2021 will close the Public Comment Period and 
provide the Municipal Council an opportunity to make final funding determinations for 
the HOME and CDBG programs for Program Year 2021, which begins on July 1, 2021 
and ends on June 30, 2022.

Actual allocation amounts of CDBG and HOME funds are included in Exhibits B, C, and 
D.  Exhibit B shows a total of $1,755,239, receiving an allocation of $1,343,750 in 
CDBG Entitlement funds plus $411,489 to be reprogrammed from Program Income 
($367,295), and balances left from finished projects ($44,194).  This exhibit shows all 
proposed uses for CDBG projects and activities including costs for administration 
($268,750), program delivery ($45,000); the anticipated 15% set-aside amount for 
Public Services projects ($201,562) and proposed uses for CDBG Capital Projects 
($1,239,927).  Exhibit C shows detailed proposed funding of Public Services projects in 
the Regional Collaboration.  Exhibit D shows $2,062,952 an allocation of $1,419,568 in 
HOME funds plus $643,384 to be reprogrammed from Program Income received.

FISCAL IMPACT: 3,818,191

PRESENTER’S NAME: Dan Gonzalez

REQUESTED DURATION OF PRESENTATION: 15 minutes

COMPATIBILITY WITH GENERAL PLAN POLICIES, GOALS, AND OBJECTIVES: 
2020-2024 Consolidated Plan

CITYVIEW OR ISSUE FILE NUMBER: 20-050



Provo City (Community & Neighborhood Services)

Staff Memorandum

Approval of Program Year 2021 Annual Action 
Second Year Action Plan (PY2021) Approval of 
HOME & CDBG funding recommendation
March 30, 2021 (Work & Council Meeting)

Department Head
Gary McGinn
6401

Presenter
Dan González
6168

Required Time for 
Presentation
15 Minutes

Is This Time Sensitive
Yes / No

Case File # (if 
applicable)
XX-XXX

Purpose of Proposal
● Adoption and approval of the Program Year 2019 

Annual Action Plan which includes Advisory 
Committees and Boards’ recommendations for the 
HOME Investment Partnerships Program and 
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)

Action Requested
● Hold two public hearings and adopt a resolution 

approving the Plan for submittal to the U.S. Department 
of Housing and Urban Development (HUD).

Relevant City Policies
● 2020-2024 Consolidated Plan.

Budget Impact
● $3,818,191 PY2021 Allocations from HUD, including 

Program Income and reprogrammed funds—HOME: 
2,062,952-F278; CDBG: $1,755,239-F273. 

Description of this item (at least 2 paragraphs)
● The CDBG and HOME Programs provide the City of 

Provo and other local governments with the opportunity 
to develop viable urban communities by funding 
activities that provide decent housing, a suitable living 
environment and by expanding economic opportunities, 
principally for low- and moderate-income persons.  
Funds are awarded to carry out a wide range of 



community development activities directed towards 
neighborhood revitalization, home ownership and 
condition of housing stock.  The Programs are 
administered by the Community Planning and 
Development Office of the U.S. Department of Housing 
and Urban Development (HUD).

● Every year, as Lead Entity for the Utah Valley HOME 
Consortium, Provo City submits an Annual Action Plan 
(an update to the Five-Year Consolidated Plan submitted 
to HUD) outlining the goals, objectives and  the 
proposed use of federal CDBG and HOME resources to 
address  housing, economic development, and 
community development projects to be undertaken.

● A Public Comment Period (March 20, 2021 to April 20, 
2021) is conducted for citizens, partner agencies, and 
other interested parties to review and comment on the 
Plan.

● Along with the Public Comment Period, two public 
hearings are held to receive input from Provo citizens 
and Consortium members’ and citizens.

● The first public hearing on March 30, 2021 will present 
the Draft of PY-2021 AAP (Exhibit A) to Council 
members and the public in general.  The document 
includes the proposed uses for CDBG and HOME funds 
which, to simplify the review of proposed projects, are 
also included in Exhibits B-for CDBG Capital Projects, 
C-for CDBG Public Services Projects, and D-for HOME 
Projects.  Theses Exhibits show the proposed funding 
recommendations made by Advisory Committees who 
listened to applicant presentations and reviewed and 
evaluated application.

● Copies of the PY2021 AAP Draft are available for public 
review at the Community and Neighborhood Services 
Housing Division’s office and electronically at the City’s 
website.

● The second public hearing on April 20, 2021 will close 
the Public Comment Period and provide the Municipal 
Council an opportunity to make final funding 
determinations for the HOME and CDBG programs for 
Program Year 2021, which begins on July 1, 2021 and 
ends on June 30, 2022.

● Actual allocation amounts of CDBG and HOME funds 
are included in Exhibits B, C, and D.  Exhibit B shows a 
total of $1,755,239, receiving an allocation of 
$1,343,750 in CDBG Entitlement funds plus $411,489 to 
be reprogrammed from Program Income ($367,295), 
and balances left from finished projects ($44,194).  This 
exhibit shows all proposed uses for CDBG projects and 



activities including costs for administration ($268,750), 
program delivery ($45,000); the anticipated 15% set-
aside amount for Public Services projects ($201,562) 
and proposed uses for CDBG Capital Projects 
($1,239,927).  Exhibit C shows detailed proposed 
funding of Public Services projects in the Regional 
Collaboration.  Exhibit D shows $2,062,952 an 
allocation of $1,419,568 in HOME funds plus $643,384 
to be reprogrammed from Program Income received.



1 RESOLUTION 2021- .
2
3 A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE PROGRAM YEAR 2021 ANNUAL 
4 ACTION PLAN, SECOND YEAR UPDATE TO THE 2020-24 FIVE-YEAR 
5 CONSOLIDATED PLAN, AS AMENDED.  (21-050)
6
7 WHEREAS, Provo City (the “City”) as the Lead Entity of the Utah Valley HOME 
8 Consortium (“Consortium”) is required to prepare an Annual Action Plan update to the five-year 
9 Consolidated Plan and submit it to the United States Department of Housing and Urban 

10 Development (“HUD”) in order to obtain funding for the HOME Investment and Partnerships 
11 Program (HOME) and Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) programs; and
12
13 WHEREAS, the City has prepared the Program Year 2021 Annual Action Plan, Second 
14 Year Update (the “Plan”) to the 2020-24 Five-Year Consolidated Plan, as amended, in compliance 
15 with federal requirements, which Plan is shown in Exhibit A; and
16
17 WHEREAS, the City expects to receive from HUD an entitlement amount of $1,343,750 
18 in CDBG funds and expects to reprogram $411,489 in Program Income and unexpended previous 
19 years’ Program funds; all shown as in Exhibits B and C; and
20
21 WHEREAS, the City as Lead Entity for the Consortium estimates to receive from HUD 
22 $1,419,568 for the HOME Program and expects to reprogram $634,384 in Program Income; all as 
23 shown in Exhibit D; and
24
25 WHEREAS, a duly noticed public comment period began on March 20, 2021 to give 
26 citizens, partner agencies and other interested parties an opportunity to provide comment on the 
27 proposed Plan; and
28
29 WHEREAS, after duly considering applications received and the needs of the City, the 
30 Consortium Advisory Committees (the “Committees”) made recommendations to the Municipal 
31 Council regarding the use of CDBG and HOME funds; and
32
33 WHEREAS, on March 30 and April 20, 2021, the Municipal Council met to ascertain the 
34 facts regarding this matter and receive public comment, which facts and comments are found in 
35 the public record of the Council’s consideration; and
36
37 WHEREAS, all persons for and against the proposed Plan and funding recommendations 
38 were given an opportunity to be heard; and
39
40 WHEREAS, after considering the recommendations of the Committees and facts and 
41 comments presented to the Provo Municipal Council, the Council finds that (i) the Program Year 
42 2021 Annual Action Plan, Second Year Update to the 2020-24 Five-Year Consolidated Plan, 
43 herein attached as Exhibit A should be approved; (ii) CDBG and HOME funds should be 
44 apportioned as shown in the attached Exhibits B, C and D; and (iii) that such use of CDBG and 
45 HOME funds reasonably furthers the health, safety, and general welfare of the citizens of Provo 
46 City.



47 NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the Municipal Council of Provo City, as follows:
48
49 PART I:
50
51 1. The Program Year 2021 Annual Action Plan, Second Year Update to the 2020-24 Five-
52 Year Consolidated Plan, as amended, as shown in the attached Exhibit A, is hereby authorized and 
53 adopted.
54
55 2. The Municipal Council hereby adopts a CDBG Program for Program Year 2021 in the 
56 total amount of $1,343,750, plus $411,489 in Program Income and reprogrammed funds, all as 
57 shown in the attached Exhibits B and C.
58
59 3. The Municipal Council hereby adopts a HOME Program for Program Year 2021 in the 
60 total amount of $1,419,568, plus $643,384 in Program Income, all as shown in the attached Exhibit 
61 D.
62
63 4. The Mayor is authorized to (i) submit the Program Year 2021 Annual Action Plan, 
64 Second Year Update to the 2020-24 Five-Year Consolidated Plan, as amended, and related 
65 documents to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, and (ii) to execute 
66 appropriate certifications, Final Statements, and Program Applications in conjunction with the 
67 Plan’s submittal.
68
69 PART II:
70
71 This resolution shall take effect immediately.
72
73 END OF RESOLUTION.
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OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 09/30/2021) 

AP-05 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY – 24 CFR 91.200(c), 91.220(b) 

1. Introduction 

The City of Provo/Utah Valley HOME Consortium Program Year 2021 Annual Action 

Plan (2021-AAP) is the Second Year Action Plan of the 2020-2024 Five-Year 

Consolidated Plan (ConPlan), as amended.  It is a product of a planning and 

coordination process to identify housing and community development needs.  The 

process forms the framework for a community-wide dialogue to establish priorities and 

create strategies to address those needs, especially for low- and moderate income 

households.  This plan is intended to be an informative and useful tool for the residents, 

organizations and businesses committed to continued growth in our community. 

The Annual Action Plan includes the City’s application for the federal grants received 

from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and administered 

by the Office of Community Planning and Development (CPD), a division of HUD, 

through which the City receives an annual allocation, or formula grant, from the CPD 

programs: 

• Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) 

The CDBG program’s primary objective is to promote the development of viable 

urban communities by providing decent housing, suitable living environments and 

expanded economic activities to persons of low and moderate income. 

• Home Investment and Partnerships Program (HOME) 

The primary objective of the HOME Program is to create affordable housing for low-

income households.  Communities often partner with nonprofit and for-profit 

organizations to fund a wide variety of activities including building, buying and/or 

rehabilitating affordable housing for rent or homeownership or provide direct 

rental assistance to low-income people. 

The City of Provo has designated its Community & Neighborhood Services Department 

to manage and administer all funding received from HUD. 

The Utah Valley HOME Consortium is an inter-jurisdictional partnership between the 

Cities of Provo, Orem, Lehi and Utah County, formed to receive HOME Program funds 

directly from HUD.  The Cities of Orem and Lehi receive their own CDBG entitlement 

allocation and Utah County, as a qualified Urban County, also receives its own allocation 

of CDBG funding.  All jurisdictions within Utah County, which have entered into an 

Interlocal Agreement to receive CDBG funding through Utah County, are also eligible to 

benefit from HOME funds.  As the designated Lead Entity for the Consortium, The City of 

Provo administers the HOME Program. 
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Regulations in the HOME Program establish that Participating Jurisdictions (PJs) are 

provided affordable homeownership limits annually by HUD, however the regulations 

also allow PJs to determine these limits on their own through a local market analysis.  

The Consortium now conducts such an analysis annually and determines its own 

affordable homeownership limits.  The process and results are outlined in Section AP-

90-Program Specific Requirements of this Action Plan, by completing a market analysis 

ensuring a sufficient number of recent housing sales are included in the survey. 

2. Summary of Objectives and Outcomes Identified in the Plan 

As a result of citizens’ and City Council’s input The City of Provo will prioritize its 

activities and projects in three categories of Locally Targeted Objectives: Decent 

Housing, Suitable Living Environment, and Creating Economic Opportunities. 

Housing – Assist in the expansion of housing opportunities, particularly for low- and 

moderate-income households and encouraging diversification of housing stock. 

• Support housing programs to address the needs of updating aging housing stock 

through emergency, spot and full rehabilitation. 

• Support rental assistance programs to special needs populations, including efforts 

to assist families more rapidly from homelessness into permanent housing. 

• Support development of new affordable housing to increase the number, types, 

affordability, and condition of both rental and homeownership housing. 

• Support down payment assistance programs that provide access to home 

ownership. 

Public Services – Support public service agencies that assist low- and moderate-income 

persons. 

• Support organizations that provide services to populations with special needs (e.g., 

elderly, persons with disabilities, homeless persons, victims of domestic violence, 

etc.). 

• Support organizations that provide healthcare services and health education. 

• Support organizations that assist at-risk youth (e.g., after-school programs, 

recreations programs, mentoring programs. 

• Support organizations that provide education, including job training. 

• Support organizations that provide housing services. 

• Support organizations that provide services to seniors. 

Economic Opportunities 

• Support improvement visibility of small business storefronts in the Central Business 

District. 
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• Support local small businesses and entrepreneurs by providing mentoring and 

technical assistance, including support to Microenterprise Development. 

• Utilize, when available, Section 108 Loan Guarantees. 

Public Facilities 

• Support creation and improvement of public and nonprofit neighborhood 

community facilities and health centers. 

• Support creation and improvement of public facilities and improvements (i.e. 

streets, sidewalks, curb & gutter, and sewer/water improvements). 

3. Evaluation of Past Performance 

The CDBG and HOME investments have been used to make long lasting improvements 

serving low-income residents.  Past programs have focused on community needs that 

continue to exist including affordable housing, neighborhood improvements, and public 

service support for low-income residents. 

At the conclusion of each program year the City of Provo prepares its Consolidated 

Annual Performance Evaluation Report (CAPER) which is submitted to HUD within 90 

days of the end of the Program Year (PY). 

While specific accomplishment data for PY-2020, first year of  the 2020-24 ConPlan, are 

not yet available we believe the programs and projects carried out have benefited 

greatly and assisted in meeting community needs as projects are moving forward to 

provide more affordable housing choices throughout Utah County as well as funding 

used this Program Year to help make various public services available to low-income 

individuals and assist those with disabilities. 

4. Summary of Citizen Participation and Consultation Process 

An integral part of the ConPlan planning process is Citizen Participation as it provides 

for goals and priorities that are defined in the context of community needs and 

preferences.  In addition, the citizen participation process provides a format to educate 

the community about the federal grants received by City of Provo and the Consortium.  

To this end the City solicited involvement from a diverse group of stakeholders and 

community members during the development of the 2020-2024 ConPlan, as amended.  

A comprehensive public engagement process included stakeholder meetings, citizen’s 

survey available in both English and Spanish, public hearings, committee meetings and 

a public comment period. 

The City received input from residents, stakeholders and other interested parties 

including service providers.  Through the AAP planning process citizen advisory 

committees met several times to hear presentations and discuss the needs of the City 
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and make recommendations for funding.  All public notices for the Annual Action Plan 

were published in the Daily Herald newspaper as well as the City website. 

Funding recommendations by Citizen’s committees will be presented to the Municipal 

Council in two public hearings conducted on March 30th and April 20th, 2021, with final 

funding amounts and will be available for review by the public, Citizen’s committees 

and boards, and applicants.  It is anticipated that Provo City’s Municipal Council will 

adopt the Final Draft of the 2021-AAP at the public hearing held on April 20th, 2021. 

5. Summary of Public Comments 

A summary of public comments is available as Appendix “A” of this Annual Action Plan. 

6. Summary of Comments Not Accepted 

All comments were considered in the formation of this Annual Action Plan. 

7. Summary 

The Annual Action Plan provides for the allocation of CDBG and HOME funds for 

Program Year 2021 (PY2021) and the reprogramming of existing funds.  It also reflects 

the coordinated efforts of local governments and citizens, as well as the wide network 

of housing and human service providers in Utah County. 
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PR-05 LEAD & RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES – 24 CFR - 91.200(b) 

1. Describe agency/entity responsible for preparing the Consolidated Plan and 

those responsible of each grant program and funding source 

The following agencies/entities are responsible for preparing the Consolidated Plan 

and those responsible for administration of each grant program and funding source. 

Agency Role Name Department/Agency 
Lead Agency PROVO COMMUNITY & NEIGHBORHOOD SERVICES 

CDBG Administrator PROVO COMMUNITY & NEIGHBORHOOD SERVICES 
HOME Administrator PROVO COMMUNITY & NEIGHBORHOOD SERVICES 
CDBG Administrator OREM CITY OF OREM 
CDBG Administrator UTAH 

COUNTY 
MOUNTAINLAND ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS 

Table 1 – Responsible Agencies 

2. Narrative 

Provo City (City) is the Lead Agency of entitlement programs regulated by the Office of 

Community Planning and Development (CPD) of the United States Department of 

Housing and Urban Development (HUD).  The City’s Housing Division in the Department 

of Community and Neighborhood Services (CNS) is responsible for the administration 

of CPD-HUD entitlement grants which include the Community Development Block Grant 

(CDBG), and the HOME Investment Partnerships Program (HOME).  The City is also 

responsible for the preparation of the Consolidated Plan (ConPlan), Annual Action Plans 

(AAP) and Consolidated Annual Performance Evaluation Reports (CAPER) for Provo 

City and The Utah Valley HOME Consortium.  The City of Orem administers its own 

CDBG program and Mountainland Association of Governments administers the City of 

Lehi and Utah County’s CDBG Programs. 

3. Consolidated Plan Public Contact Information 

Provo City and its CDBG entitlement partners welcome questions and/or comments 

regarding this Annual Action Plan update.  Please contact the following: 

Provo City CDBG & Utah Valley HOME Consortium 

Dan González, CDBG & HOME Program Administrator 

Community and Neighborhood Services, Provo City 

351 West Center Street 

Provo, UT 84601 

801-852-6168 

dgonzalez@provo.org 

Orem CDBG 
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Kena Mathews, Community Services Manager, City of Orem 

56 North State Street 

Orem, UT 84057 

801-229-7023 

kjmathews@orem.org 

Lehi and Utah County CDBG 

Jessica DeLora, Community and Economic Development Director, Mountainland 

Association of Governments 

586 East 800 North 

Orem, UT 84097 

801-229-3831 

jdelora@mountainland.org 
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AP-10 Consultation - 91.100, 91.200(b), 91.215(l) 

1. Introduction 

Provo City, along with City of Orem and MAG, engaged in a collaborative effort to 

consult with City departments, representatives of low-income neighborhoods, non-

profit and for-profit housing developers, service providers, lenders, public service 

agencies, homeless service providers, faith-based organizations, supportive housing 

and service providers, community stakeholders, community partners, and beneficiaries 

of entitlement programs to inform and develop the priorities and strategies contained 

within the ConPlan. 

a. Provide a concise summary of the jurisdiction’s activities to enhance 

coordination between public and assisted housing providers and private and 

governmental health, mental health and service agencies (91.215(l)). 

In preparing the Program Year 2021 Annual Action Plan the City held consultations 

with various organizations which provide services throughout Utah County, 

including local leaders, housing providers, and service providers. 

As partner of the South Franklin Partnership Provo City participates in quarterly 

meetings with several entities and service agencies that come together to share on 

each other’s efforts and activities and plan actions to know each other better and 

provide better services. 

Provo City also participates in regular meetings with other CDBG grantees in Utah 

County to streamline and simplify the process for new and renewing applicants. 

b. Describe coordination with the Continuum of Care and efforts to address the 

needs of homeless persons (particularly chronically homeless individuals and 

families, families with children, veterans, and unaccompanied youth) and 

persons at risk of homelessness. 

The vision of the Mountainland Region Continuum of Care (CoC) is to provide 

decent, safe and affordable housing and effective support services to homeless, 

chronic homeless families and individuals including—initial stabilization, 

transitional housing, permanent housing, access to mainstream resources and 

independence from governmental assistance.  United Way of Utah County (United 

Way) leads the CoC, of which the City of Provo is a member, represented by several 

City departments including Fire, Police, Community and Neighborhood Services, 

among them.  The CoC is an organized body of local jurisdictions, government 

agencies, local nonprofit organizations, faith-based service and housing 

organizations, and other agencies and partners seeking to maximize resources and 
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avoid duplication of services while providing consistent and unified planning in 

Utah County. 

As it annually does, the CoC led the efforts for the point in time count, in which 

volunteers participated in an outreach to find homeless individuals.  The event was 

advertised in the Daily Herald (local paper), the Provo Mayor’s blog, and the United 

Way Facebook page. 

Chronically Homeless Individuals and Families— The Valley’s CDBG entitlements 

Provo City and coordinate closely with the CoC in addressing chronic homelessness 

for individuals and families.  The CoC developed a coordinated intake and 

assessment system to coordinate services, support individual agencies in reaching 

project goals and HUD and CoC established performance goals. 

Families with Children—The specific needs of families facing homelessness is a key 

component of the work being done by the CoC, which centralizes resources, 

leveraging partnerships amongst CoC members. 

Veterans—The CoC participates in the planning and coordinating efforts associated 

with the Ten-Year plan to End Homelessness in Utah.  The CoC will implement its 

coordinated intake and assessment and housing placement system for single adults. 

c. Describe consultation with the Continuum(s) of Care that serves the 

jurisdiction's area in determining how to allocate ESG funds, develop 

performance standards and evaluate outcomes, and develop funding, policies 

and procedures for the administration of HMIS. 

Neither the City of Provo, nor any other jurisdiction with membership in the HOME 

Consortium receives ESG funding. 

2. Describe Agencies, groups, organizations and others who participated in the 

process and describe the jurisdictions consultations with housing, public service 

agencies and other entities 

Table 2 below shows key participants with whom consultations were held in preparing 

the Consolidated Plan.  For further information, please also see the Citizen Participation 

appendix.
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Table 2 – Agencies, groups, organizations who participated 

 

1 Agency/Group/Organization Rocky Mountain University of Health 

Professionals 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Health Agency 

What Section of the Plan was 

addressed 

Housing Need Assessment 

Public Housing Needs 

Homeless Needs (All) 

Non-Homeless Special Needs 

Market Analysis 

How was the 

Agency/Group/Organization 

consulted, and what are the 

anticipated outcomes of the 

consultation or areas for 

improved coordination? 

The organization responded to the survey and 

participated in the 2020 ConPlan Discussion. 

Continue to make available financial support 

to provide services. 

2 Agency/Group/Organization Fresh Start Ventures 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Services-Housing 

Services-Homeless 

What Section of the Plan was 

addressed 

Housing Need Assessment 

Public Housing Needs 

Homeless Needs (All) 

Non-Homeless Special Needs 

Market Analysis 

How was the 

Agency/Group/Organization 

consulted, and what are the 

anticipated outcomes of the 

consultation or areas for 

improved coordination? 

The organization responded to the survey and 

participated in the ConPlan Discussion. 

Continue to make available financial support 

to provide services. 

3 Agency/Group/Organization Center for Women & Children in Crisis 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Housing 

Services – Housing 

Services – Children 

Services – Victims of Domestic Violence 

Services – Homeless  

Services – Education 

What Section of the Plan was 

addressed 

Housing Need Assessment 

Public Housing Needs 
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Homeless Needs (All) 

Non-Homeless Special Needs 

Market Analysis 

How was the 

Agency/Group/Organization 

consulted, and what are the 

anticipated outcomes of the 

consultation or areas for 

improved coordination? 

The organization responded to the survey and 

participated in the ConPlan Discussion. 

Continue to make available financial support 

to provide services. 

4 Agency/Group/Organization Community Action Services & Food Bank 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Services – Housing 

Services – Children 

Services - Homeless 

Services – Education 

What Section of the Plan was 

addressed 

Housing Need Assessment 

Public Housing Needs 

Homeless Needs (All) 

Non-Homeless Special Needs 

Market Analysis 

How was the 

Agency/Group/Organization 

consulted, and what are the 

anticipated outcomes of the 

consultation or areas for 

improved coordination? 

The organization responded to the survey and 

participated in the ConPlan Discussion. 

Continue to make available financial support 

to provide services. 

5 Agency/Group/Organization Community Health Connect 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Services – Health 

What Section of the Plan was 

addressed 

Housing Need Assessment 

Public Housing Needs 

Homeless Needs (All) 

Non-Homeless Special Needs 

Market Analysis 

How was the 

Agency/Group/Organization 

consulted, and what are the 

anticipated outcomes of the 

consultation or areas for 

improved coordination? 

The organization responded to the survey and 

participated in the ConPlan Discussion. 

Continue to make available financial support 

to provide services. 

Agency/Group/Organization Family Support & Treatment Center 
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6 Agency/Group/Organization Type Services – Children 

Services – Education 

Services – Victims 

What Section of the Plan was 

addressed 

Housing Need Assessment 

Public Housing Needs 

Homeless Needs (All) 

Non-Homeless Special Needs 

Market Analysis 

How was the 

Agency/Group/Organization 

consulted, and what are the 

anticipated outcomes of the 

consultation or areas for 

improved coordination? 

The organization responded to the survey and 
participated in the ConPlan Discussion. 
Continue to make available financial support 
to provide services. 

7 Agency/Group/Organization Food & Care Coalition 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Services – Housing 

Services – Persons with Disabilities 

Services – Health  

Services – Homeless 

Services – Education 

What Section of the Plan was 

addressed 

Housing Need Assessment 

Public Housing Needs 

Homeless Needs (All) 

Non-Homeless Special Needs 

Market Analysis 

How was the 

Agency/Group/Organization 

consulted, and what are the 

anticipated outcomes of the 

consultation or areas for 

improved coordination? 

The organization responded to the survey and 

participated in the ConPlan Discussion. 

Continue to make available financial support 

to provide services. 

8 Agency/Group/Organization Friends of UT County Children’s Justice Ctr. 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Services – Children 

Services – Victims 

What Section of the Plan was 

addressed 

Housing Need Assessment 

Public Housing Needs 

Homeless Needs (All) 

Non-Homeless Special Needs 

Market Analysis 
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How was the 

Agency/Group/Organization 

consulted, and what are the 

anticipated outcomes of the 

consultation or areas for 

improved coordination? 

The organization responded to the survey and 

participated in the ConPlan Discussion. 

Continue to make available financial support 

to provide services. 

9 Agency/Group/Organization Mountainland Head Start 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Services – Children 

Services – Education 

What Section of the Plan was 

addressed 

Housing Need Assessment 

Public Housing Needs 

Homeless Needs (All) 

Non-Homeless Special Needs 

Market Analysis 

How was the 

Agency/Group/Organization 

consulted, and what are the 

anticipated outcomes of the 

consultation or areas for 

improved coordination? 

The organization responded to the survey and 

participated in the ConPlan Discussion. 

Continue to make available financial support 

to provide services. 

10 Agency/Group/Organization Centro Hispano 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Services – Health 

Services – Education 

Services – Employment 

What Section of the Plan was 

addressed 

Housing Need Assessment 

Public Housing Needs 

Homeless Needs (All) 

Non-Homeless Special Needs 

Market Analysis 

How was the 

Agency/Group/Organization 

consulted, and what are the 

anticipated outcomes of the 

consultation or areas for 

improved coordination? 

The organization responded to the survey and 

participated in the ConPlan Discussion. 

Continue to make available financial support 

to provide services. 

11 Agency/Group/Organization Housing Authority of Utah County 

Agency/Group/Organization Type PHA 

What Section of the Plan was 

addressed 

Housing Need Assessment 

Public Housing Needs 
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Homeless Needs (All) 

Non-Homeless Special Needs 

Market Analysis 

How was the 

Agency/Group/Organization 

consulted, and what are the 

anticipated outcomes of the 

consultation or areas for 

improved coordination? 

The organization responded to the survey and 

participated in the ConPlan Discussion. 

Continue to make available financial support 

to provide services. 

12 Agency/Group/Organization NeighborWorks Provo 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Housing 

Services – Education 

What Section of the Plan was 

addressed 

Housing Need Assessment 

Public Housing Needs 

Homeless Needs (All) 

Non-Homeless Special Needs 

Market Analysis 

How was the 

Agency/Group/Organization 

consulted, and what are the 

anticipated outcomes of the 

consultation or areas for 

improved coordination? 

The organization responded to the survey and 

participated in the ConPlan Discussion. 

Continue to make available financial support 

to provide services. 

13 Agency/Group/Organization Mountainlands Community Health Center 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Health Agency 

What Section of the Plan was 

addressed 

Housing Need Assessment 

Public Housing Needs 

Homeless Needs (All) 

Non-Homeless Special Needs 

Market Analysis 

How was the 

Agency/Group/Organization 

consulted, and what are the 

anticipated outcomes of the 

consultation or areas for 

improved coordination? 

The organization responded to the survey and 

participated in the ConPlan Discussion. 

Continue to make available financial support 

to provide services. 

14 Agency/Group/Organization Mountainland Continuum Of Care 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Services – Homeless 
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What Section of the Plan was 

addressed 

Housing Need Assessment 

Public Housing Needs 

Homeless Needs (All) 

Non-Homeless Special Needs 

Market Analysis 

How was the 

Agency/Group/Organization 

consulted, and what are the 

anticipated outcomes of the 

consultation or areas for 

improved coordination? 

The organization responded to the survey and 

participated in the ConPlan Discussion. 

Continue to make available financial support 

to provide services. 

15 Agency/Group/Organization Project Read 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Services – Elderly Persons 

Services – Education 

Services – Employment 

What Section of the Plan was 

addressed 

Housing Need Assessment 

Public Housing Needs 

Homeless Needs (All) 

Non-Homeless Special Needs 

Market Analysis 

How was the 

Agency/Group/Organization 

consulted, and what are the 

anticipated outcomes of the 

consultation or areas for 

improved coordination? 

The organization responded to the survey and 

participated in the ConPlan Discussion. 

Continue to make available financial support 

to provide services. 

16 Agency/Group/Organization Provo City Housing Authority 

Agency/Group/Organization Type PHA 

What Section of the Plan was 

addressed 

Housing Need Assessment 

Public Housing Needs 

Homeless Needs (All) 

Non-Homeless Special Needs 

Market Analysis 

How was the 

Agency/Group/Organization 

consulted, and what are the 

anticipated outcomes of the 

consultation or areas for 

improved coordination? 

The organization responded to the survey and 

participated in the ConPlan Discussion. 

Continue to make available financial support 

to provide services. 
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17 Agency/Group/Organization Rural Housing Development Corporation 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Housing 

What Section of the Plan was 

addressed 

Housing Need Assessment 

Public Housing Needs 

Homeless Needs (All) 

Non-Homeless Special Needs 

Market Analysis 

How was the 

Agency/Group/Organization 

consulted, and what are the 

anticipated outcomes of the 

consultation or areas for 

improved coordination? 

The organization responded to the survey and 

participated in the ConPlan Discussion. 

Continue to make available financial support 

to provide services. 

18 Agency/Group/Organization Wasatch Mental Health 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Other Government: State 

Services – Persons with Disabilities 

What Section of the Plan was 

addressed 

Housing Need Assessment 

Public Housing Needs 

Homeless Needs (All) 

Non-Homeless Special Needs 

Market Analysis 

How was the 

Agency/Group/Organization 

consulted, and what are the 

anticipated outcomes of the 

consultation or areas for 

improved coordination? 

The organization responded to the survey and 

participated in the ConPlan Discussion. 

Continue to make available financial support 

to provide services. 

 

a. Identify any Agency Types not consulted and provide rationale for not 

consulting 

The Annual Action Plan process provided an opportunity and invited participation 

comments from all relevant organizations and agencies. 
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b. Other local/regional/state/federal planning efforts considered when 

preparing the Plan 

Name of Plan Lead Organization How do the goals of your 
Strategic Plan overlap with the 

goals of each plan? 
Continuum of Care Plan United Way of Utah County Assist persons who are homeless 

and at risk of homelessness 
Analysis of Impediments-
2019 Utah Valley 

Provo City Corporation Affirmatively Furthering Fair 
Housing 

Housing Needs 
Assessment-2019 Utah 
Valley 

Provo City Corporation Housing Needs 

Housing Market Analysis 
2019 Utah Valley 

Provo City Corporation Non-Housing Needs 

Affordable Housing Report-
2019 

State of Utah Housing Affordability 

CASFB Community Needs 
Assessment 2019 

Community Action Services 
and Food Bank 

Income, Employment and Housing  

The Market Pulse-
September 2019 

CoreLogic Housing Market 

Table 3 – Other local / regional / federal planning efforts 

c. Describe cooperation and coordination with other public entities, including 

the State and any adjacent units of general local government, in the 

implementation of the Consolidated Plan (91.215(l)). 

As Lead Entity of the Utah Valley HOME Consortium, the City of Provo engages with 

other Consortium members discussing community needs and long-term housing 

strategies.  The City of Provo is also an active member of the Mountainland 

Continuum of Care and the Utah County Council of Governments.  In preparing for 

the upcoming plan year Provo City engaged with Orem City and Mountainland 

Association of Governments, who administers both Lehi City’s and Utah County’s 

CDBG Programs, in offering better funding opportunities to Public Services 

providers by creating a unified application process requiring less duplicative efforts 

from both CDBG entitlements and Subrecipients.  The focus of these efforts is to 

provide a more immediate and complete impact for public services in need of capital 

improvement funding as well as a better application/reporting/monitoring system.  

Efforts are also joined to gather regional data and provide wholistic analyses of the 

regional housing needs, housing market and barriers to affordable housing. 
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AP-12 Participation – 91.401, 91.105, 91.200(c) 

1. Summary of citizen participation process/Efforts made to broaden citizen participation 

a. Summarize citizen participation process and how it impacted goal-setting 

The City sought out public participation in the development of this plan from citizens at large, non-profit 

organizations, elected officials and other interested parties through public meetings, public hearings and 

surveys. 

Citizen Advisory Committees and Boards met to evaluate applications and listen to presentations from agencies 

seeking funding from both CDBG and HOME programs.  Residents were invited to participate in the Public 

Hearings where the projects and/or programs for the second year Action Plan were presented as well as provide 

input in its adoption. 

The Public Comment Period to this Plan will run from March 21, 2021 to April 20, 2021.  Comments are solicited 

in person during the Council Public Hearings on March 30, and April 20, 2021.  Interested parties can also 

provide input through email to the CDBG & HOME Administrator for the City of Provo: dgonzalez@provo.org; by 

phone: 801-850-6168; through the Provo City website and by mail: to Provo City Corporation, ATTN: PY-2021 

Annual Action Plan, 351 West Center Street, Provo, Utah, 84601. 
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Citizen Participation Outreach 

Mode of Outreach Target of  
Outreach 

Summary of  
response/attendan

ce 

Summary of  
comments received 

Summary of comm
ents not accepted 

and reasons 

URL 
(If applicable) 

Public Meeting Non-
Targeted / 
Broad 
Community 

Attended by 35 
residents and 
Nonprofit 
representatives 

Attendees ranked the importance of 
public services, infrastructure, job 
development, etc. by responding to a 
survey indicating their priorities on 
locally targeted objectives. 

  

Internet Outreach Non-
Targeted / 
Broad 
Community 

Received a total of 
135 responses 

The highest priority from an 
overwhelming majority of 
respondents was to “Improve and 
maintain neighborhood integrity 
through repair and rehabilitation of 
housing stock.  The next highest 
ranked was “Undertake 
infrastructure projects in low- and 
moderate-income neighborhoods.” 
All other priorities ranked very 
closely. 

  

Public Meeting City 
Officials 

Municipal Council 
members and City 
Administrators 

Council members ranked priorities 
identifying goals and objectives used 
to evaluate applications received 
from agencies seeking HOME and 
CDBG funding. 

  

Public Hearing Non-
targeted 
/Broad 
Community 

Municipal Council 
sought input from 
citizens/residents on 
the Plan’s strategies 
and goals and to 
respond to their 
views, proposals, and 
questions. 

No comments received   

Table 4 – Citizen Participation Outreach 
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YEAR FIVE ACTION PLAN PY-2021 

AP-15 Expected Resources – 91.420(b), 91.220(c)(1,2) 

1. Introduction 
The following table summarizes the anticipated resources. 
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Public 
Federal 

Acquisition 
Admin and 
Planning  
Economic 
Development 
Housing 
Land Acquisition 
Public 
Improvements 
Public Services 

$1,343,750 $367,295 $44,194 $1,755,239 $4,031,250 

Amount 
for 

remainder 
of ConPlan 

is 
estimated 
as three 

times Year 
2 

allocation. 
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Public 
Federal 

Acquisition 
Homebuyer 
Assistance 
Homeowner 
rehab 
Multifamily 
rental new 
construction 
New 
construction for 
ownership 
TBRA 

$1,419,568 $660,079 $0 $2,079,647 $4,258,704 

Amount 
for 

remainder 
of ConPlan 

is 
estimated 
as three 

times Year 
2 

allocation. 
Program 
Income is 
typically 

generated 
from 

housing 
loan 

repayment 
Table 5 - Expected Resources – Priority Table 

 
2. Explain how federal funds will leverage those additional resources (private, state 

and local funds), including a description of how matching requirements will be 

satisfied 

Provo City’s Public Facilities and Parks projects use CDBG funding as gap financing 
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allowing leveraging of other sources of funds. 

HOME funding is also used to leverage private funding, frequently in addition to the 25 

percent Match required by the program.  Match is met through a combination of private 

financing, cash contributions, donated material, services, and labor. 

3. If appropriate, describe publically owned land or property located within the 

jurisdiction that may be used to address the needs identified in the plan 

N/A 
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ANNUAL GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

AP-20 Annual Goals and Objective – 91.420, 91.220(c)(3)&(e) 

Goals Summary Information— 

Sort Order Goal Name Start 
Year 

End 
Year 

Category Geographic 
Area 

Needs 
Addressed 

Funding Goal Outcome Indicator 

1 Homeowner/Homebuyer 2020 2024 
Affordable 

Housing 

City/ 
Consortium 

Wide 

Affordable 
Housing 

CDBG: $120,000 
HOME: $1,920,995 

Homeowner Housing 
Constructed: 4 

Homeowner Housing-
Rehabilitated: 10 

Direct Financial Assistance to 
Homebuyers: 35 

2 Rental Housing 2020 2024 
Affordable 

Housing 

City/ 
Consortium 

Wide 

Affordable 
Housing 

 
Tenant Based Rental 

Assistance: 0 

3 Public Facilities 2020 2024 
Non-Housing 
Community 

Development 

City/ 
Consortium 

Wide 

Suitable 
Living 

Environments 
CDBG: $864,927 

Public Facility or 
Infrastructures Activities 

other than Low/Moderate 
Income Housing Benefit: 

6,907 

4 Public Services 2020 2024 

Homelessness 
Non-

Homeless 
Special Needs 

City/ 
Consortium 

Wide 

Suitable 
Living 

Environments 
CDBG: $201,562 

Public Service Activities 
other than Low/Moderate 
Income Housing Benefit: 

10,107 

5 
Stimulate Economic 

Growth 
2020 2024 

Non-Housing 
Community 

Development 
City Wide 

Economic 
Development 

CDBG: $300,000 

Façade treatment/business 
building Rehabilitation Jobs 

Created/Retained 
Businesses Assisted: 2/4 

6 Administration 2020 2024 
Non-Housing 
Community 

Development 
City Wide All 

CDBG: $268,750 
HOME: $141,957 

 

Table 6 – Goals Summary 
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Goal Descriptions 

1 Goal Name Homeowner/Homebuyer Affordability 

Goal Description The purpose of this goal is to increase the affordability, availability, accessibility and sustainability of owner-occupied housing. 

2 Goal Name Rental Housing Affordability 

Goal Description The purpose of this goal is to increase the affordability, availability, accessibility and sustainability of rental housing. 

3 Goal Name Public Facilities 

Goal Description 
This goal strives to improve neighborhood infrastructure and access to basic services for low--income and special needs 
populations 

4 Goal Name Public Services 

Goal Description 
This goal consists of activities to help low--income individuals and families as well as individuals with special needs receive, 
therapy, supportive services, education, medical assistance, and other needed services 

5 Goal Name Stimulate Economic Growth 

Goal Description 
This goal includes activities that create or retain jobs, foster entrepreneurship and increase access to employment centers for 
low- and moderate-income populations 

Table 7 – Goals Summary 
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AP-35 Projects – 91.420, 91.220(d) 

Introduction  

Five different entitlement allocations from HUD for PY-2021 come to Consortium members.  

For CDBG Programs City of Provo will receive $1,343,750, Utah County’s allocation is 

$1,432,229, City of Orem will receive $674,806 and Lehi’s allocation is $304,930.  

Additionally, the HOME Consortium will receive $1,419,568 in HOME funds.  To these 

amounts Provo City adds $1,010,679 in Program Income and $44,194 reprogrammed 

funding from previous years.  Provo City’s total available for funding is $3,818,191 (CDBG: 

$1,755,750; HOME: $2,062,952). 

CONTINGENCY APPROACH FOR FINAL CDBG & HOME ALLOCATIONS 

Citizen committees and boards providing CDBG and HOME funding recommendations 

made these based on estimated numbers.  In anticipation of receiving final allocation 

amounts from HUD after they finished their processes, committees and boards proposed a 

contingency approach should final allocation amounts be lower or higher than the 

estimated amounts used. 

Provo City CDBG Advisory Committee-Capital Projects: 

Recommendation deliberations during the different advisory committee meetings and 

forwarded to City Council for adoption at the second public hearing where the PY2021 

Annual Action Plan will also be adopted. 

Pre-Award Costs 

Should Provo City’s CDBG and HOME Grant Agreements with HUD be finalized after the 

beginning of the Program Year (July 1, 2021), which could cause award recipients to delay 

beginning their proposed activities, the City will authorize award recipients to begin 

delivery of their services and other project activities, related to and included in this 

PY2021-AAP, beginning July 1, 2021.  These costs are necessary for efficient and timely 

performance of all proposed PY2021 projects.  All other requirements for the expenditure 

of CDBG and HOME before Grant Agreements are signed will be completed. 

As authorized by 24 CFR 570.200(h) and 24 CFR 92.212(b), Provo City plans to expend pre-

award costs prior to the execution of the 2021 Community Development Block Grant 

(CDBG) and HOME Investment Partnerships Agreement.  The use of these funds will not 

affect future grants. 
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# Project Name 
1 CDBG: Administration 

2 CDBG: 108 Loan Repayment 

3 CDBG: Boys and Girls Clubs of Utah County 

4 CDBG: Community Actions Services & Food Bank—Circles Program 

5 CDBG: Community Actions Services & Food Bank—Food Bank 

6 CDBG: Community Actions Services & Food Bank—Housing Support 

7 CDBG: Friends of the Coalition 

8 CDBG: Mountainlands Community Health Center 

9 CDBG: Project Read 

10 CDBG: Provo City Police Victim Services 

11 CDBG: Rocky Mtn. Univ. of Health Professions: Physical Therapy 

12 CDBG: The Alpine House-Capital Improvements 

13 CDBG: Business Façade Rehabilitation 

14 CDBG: Emergency Home Repair—Owner Occupied Rehabilitation 

15 CDBG: Egress Window Program—Owner Occupied Rehabilitation 

16 CDBG: Provo Public Works—600 S TOD Improvements 

17 CDBG: Provo Public Works—Franklin Neighborhood Safety Improvements (Sidewalks) 

18 CDBG: Provo Parks-300 S University Ave. Plaza 

19 HOME: Administration 

20 HOME: Home Purchase Plus Down Payment Assistance Program  

21 HOME: Loan-To-Own Down Payment Assistance Program 

22 HOME: Rural Housing Development Corporation-Mutual Self-Help Program, Salem 

Table 8 Project Information 
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Describe the reasons for allocation priorities and any obstacles to addressing 
underserved needs. 

The City is taking a strategic approach to direct funding.  Priorities include expanding 

affordable housing opportunities throughout the Consortium, providing critical services for 

the most vulnerable residents, expanding self-sufficiency for at-risk populations, and 

improving neighborhood conditions in concentrated areas of poverty. 
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AP-38 Project Summary 

Project Summary Information 

1 Project Name CDBG: Administration 

Target Area Serving Provo City Residents 

Goals Supported Homeownership 

Rental Housing 

Public Facilities 

Public Services 

Economic Development 

Needs Addressed Housing 

Public Facilities 

Public Services 

Economic Development 

Funding CDBG: $268,750 

Description CDBG Administration budgets are determined by 20% of the 

Entitlement.  Redevelopment Agency staff personnel and 

overhead costs to administer the CDBG and HOME programs. 

Target Date 6/30/2022 

Estimate the 

number and type 

of families that will 

benefit from the 

proposed activities 

 

Location 

Description 

330 West 100 South, Provo, UT, 84601 

Planned Activities Manage and Monitor CDBG and HOME Programs 

Matrix Code 21A General Program Administration 

Objective 
Decent Housing   ☐ 

Suitable Living   ☐ 

Environment 

Economic 

Opportunity   ☐ 

Outcome Availability/Accessibility  ☐ Affordability   ☐ Sustainability   ☐ 

2 Project Name CDBG: Section 108 Loan Repayment 

Target Area  Provo City 

Goals Supported Economic Development 

Needs Addressed Economic Development 
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Funding CDBG: $250,000 

Description Funds will be used to repay the Section 108 loan that was 

used to cover costs associated with building/updating 

infrastructure at the Provo City Airport 

Target Date 6/30/2022 

Estimate the 

number and type 

of families that 

will benefit from 

the proposed 

activities 

  

Location 

Description 

3421 Mike Jensen Parkway Provo, UT 84601 

Planned Activities Payment of Principal and Interest 

Matrix Code 19F Planned Repayment of Section 108 Loans 

24A Payment of Interest on Section 108 Loans 

Objective 
Decent Housing   ☐ 

Suitable Living   ☒ 

Environment 

Economic 

Opportunity   ☐ 

Outcome Availability/Accessibility  ☒ Affordability   ☐ Sustainability   ☐ 

3 Project Name CDBG: Boys and Girls Clubs of Utah County 

Target Area Serving Provo Residents 

Goals Supported Public Services 

Needs Addressed Public Services 

Funding CDBG: $35,000 

Description Mentoring to low-income at-risk youth 

Target Date 6/30/2022 

Estimate the 

number and type 

of families that 

will benefit from 

the proposed 

activities 

Programs will serve a minimum of 300 LMI beneficiaries will 

be served, of which at least 100 will be Provo residents. 

Location 

Description 

702 East 1910 South, Suite 3, Provo, UT 84606 
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Planned Activities Reading and Math support 

Matrix Code 05D Youth Services 

Objective 
Decent Housing   ☐ 

Suitable Living   ☒ 

Environment 
Economic 

Opportunity   ☐ 

Outcome Availability/Accessibility  ☒ Affordability   ☐ Sustainability   ☐ 

4 Project Name CDBG: Community Action and Food Bank Services—

Circles Program 

Target Area Serving Provo City Residents 

Goals Supported Public Services 

Needs Addressed Public Services 

Funding CDBG: $25,000 

Description Participants (Circle leaders) establish goals and plans and 

learn new tools, assisted by Allies, and Coaches to secure and 

sustain better jobs and break out of generational poverty. 

Target Date 6/30/2022 

Estimate the 

number and type 

of families that 

will benefit from 

the proposed 

activities 

The Center anticipates it will assist about 12 LMI households, 

of which at least four will be Provo residents. 

Location 

Description 

815 South Freedom Blvd. Provo, UT 84601 

Planned Activities Partial payment of salaries for Coach and an Assistant Coach 

Matrix 05Z Other Public Services Not Listed 

Objective 
Decent Housing   ☐ 

Suitable Living   ☒ 

Environment 
Economic 

Opportunity   ☐ 

Outcome Availability/Accessibility  ☒ Affordability   ☐ Sustainability   ☐ 

5 Project Name CDBG: Community Action and Food Bank Services—Food 

Bank 

Target Area Serving Provo City Residents 

Goals Supported Public Services 

Needs Addressed Public Services 
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Funding CDBG: $10,000 

Description Funds used to provide meals for LMI individuals and families. 

Target Date 6/30/2022 

Estimate the 

number and type 

of families that 

will benefit from 

the proposed 

activities 

145 beneficiaries, of which at least 70 will be Provo residents. 

Location 

Description 

815 South Freedom Blvd. Provo, UT 84601 

Planned Activities Partial payment of salaries for Food Bank personnel 

Matrix 05W Food Banks 

Objective 
Decent Housing   ☐ 

Suitable Living   ☒ 

Environment 
Economic 

Opportunity   ☐ 

Outcome Availability/Accessibility  ☒ Affordability   ☐ Sustainability   ☐ 

6 Project Name CDBG: Community Action and Food Bank Services—

Housing Support 

Target Area Serving Provo Residents 

Goals Supported Public Services 

Needs Addressed Public Services 

Funding CDBG: $20,000 

Description Funds will be used to provide case management to assist 

families in acquiring and maintaining affordable housing. 

Target Date 6/30/2022 

Estimate the 

number and type 

of families that 

will benefit from 

the proposed 

activities 

Services will be provided to approximately 40 families, of 

which at least 23 will be Provo residents. 

Location 

Description 

591 South State Street, Provo, Utah, 84606 
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Planned Activities Partial payment of salaries for Case Managers 

Matrix 05X Housing Information & Referral Services 

Objective 
Decent Housing   ☐ 

Suitable Living   ☒ 

Environment 
Economic 

Opportunity   ☐ 

Outcome Availability/Accessibility  ☒ Affordability   ☐ Sustainability   ☐ 

7 Project Name CDBG: Friends of the Coalition 

Target Area Serving Provo Residents 

Goals Supported Public Services 

Needs Addressed Public Services 

Funding CDBG: $20,000 

Description Funds will be used for costs associated with providing meals 

to homeless persons. 

Target Date 6/30/2022 

Estimate the 

number and type 

of families that 

will benefit from 

the proposed 

activities 

Homeless persons are included in the definition of presumed 

eligibility; however, the agency will provide meals for a 

minimum of 2,850 LMI persons. 

Location 

Description 

299 East 900 South, Provo, UT 84606 

Planned Activities Meals to homeless persons. 

Matrix 05Z Other Public Services Not Listed 

Objective 
Decent Housing   ☐ 

Suitable Living   ☒ 

Environment 
Economic 

Opportunity   ☐ 

Outcome Availability/Accessibility  ☒ Affordability   ☐ Sustainability   ☐ 

8 Project Name CDBG: Mountainlands Community Health Center 

Target Area Serving Provo Residents 

Goals Supported Public Services 

Needs Addressed Public Services 

Funding CDBG: $19,562 
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Description Funds will be used to provide quality primary discounted 

medical, dental, pharmacy, and mental health care to LMI 

Provo residents. 

Target Date 6/30/2022 

Estimate the 

number and type 

of families that 

will benefit from 

the proposed 

activities 

This funding is expected to serve 5,325 Provo residents 

Location 

Description 

589 South State St. Provo, Utah, 84606 

Planned Activities Medical, dental, pharmacy, and mental health care. 

Matrix 05M Health Services 

Objective 
Decent Housing   ☐ 

Suitable Living   ☒ 

Environment 
Economic 

Opportunity   ☐ 

Outcome Availability/Accessibility  ☒ Affordability   ☐ Sustainability   ☐ 

9 Project Name CDBG: Project Read 

Target Area Serving Provo residents 

Goals Supported Public Services 

Needs Addressed Public Services 

Funding CDBG: $17,000 

Description Help adults achieve self-sufficiency by helping them acquire 

literacy and life skills. 

Target Date 6/30/2022 

Estimate the 

number and type 

of families that 

will benefit from 

the proposed 

activities 

100 low-income persons, of which 50 will be Provo residents 

Location 

Description 

550 North University Ave #215, Provo, UT 84601 
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Planned Activities Literacy Lab, digital literacy/technology, health literacy and 

education, writing labs 

Matrix 05H Employment Training 

Objective 
Decent Housing   ☐ 

Suitable Living   ☒ 

Environment 
Economic 

Opportunity   ☐ 

Outcome Availability/Accessibility  ☒ Affordability   ☐ Sustainability   ☐ 

10 Project Name CDBG: Provo Police –Victim Services 

Target Area Serving Provo residents 

Goals Supported Public Services 

Needs Addressed Public Services 

Funding CDBG: $30,000 

Description Funds will be used for program delivery of services offered to 

victims of domestic violence and/or abuse 

Target Date 6/30/2022 

Estimate the 

number and type 

of families that 

will benefit from 

the proposed 

activities 

The organization anticipates serving at least 546 Provo 

residents. 

Location 

Description 

48 South 300 West Provo, UT 84601 

Planned Activities Referrals to resources, court counseling, assistance in 

interviews with responding officers, emergency sheltering 

placement 

Matrix 05G Services for victims of domestic violence, dating violence 

sexual assault or stalking. 

Objective 
Decent Housing   ☐ 

Suitable Living   ☒ 

Environment 
Economic 

Opportunity   ☐ 

Outcome Availability/Accessibility  ☒ Affordability   ☐ Sustainability   ☐ 

11 Project Name Rocky Mountain University of Health Professionals 

Target Area Serving Provo residents 

Goals Supported Public Services 
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Needs Addressed Public Services 

Funding CDBG: $25,000 

Description Provide rehabilitation therapy care to underserved and 

uninsured low-income families and individuals in Utah 

County. 

Target Date 6/30/2022 

Estimate the 

number and type 

of families that 

will benefit from 

the proposed 

activities 

Provide rehabilitation therapy to 850 LMI beneficiaries, of 

which at least 358 will be Provo residents 

Location 

Description 

122 East 1700 South, Bldg. 3 Provo, UT 84606 

Planned Activities Physical therapy 

Matrix 05M Health Services 

Objective 
Decent Housing   ☐ 

Suitable Living   ☒ 

Environment 
Economic 

Opportunity   ☐ 

Outcome Availability/Accessibility  ☒ Affordability   ☐ Sustainability   ☐ 

12 Project Name CDBG: Alpine House, Capital Improvements-HVAC, 

Roofing 

Target Area Serving Provo City Residents 

Goals Supported Public Services 

Needs Addressed Public Services 

Funding CDBG: $40,000 

Description Funds used to purchase and install HVAC equipment and a 

new roof 

Target Date 6/30/2021 

Estimate the 

number and type 

of families that 

will benefit from 

the proposed 

activities 

Assistance provided to 250 individuals 
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Location 

Description 

777 North 500 East Provo, UT 84601 

Planned Activities Purchase and install HVAC and replace roof 

Matrix 14B Rehabilitation: Multi-Unit Residential 

Objective 
Decent Housing  ☒  

Suitable Living ☐  

Environment 
Economic 

Opportunity   ☐ 

Outcome Availability/Accessibility  ☒ Affordability   ☐ Sustainability   ☐ 

13 Project Name CDBG: Business Façade Rehabilitation 

Target Area Provo City 

Goals Supported Economic Development 

Needs Addressed Economic Development 

Funding CDBG: $40,000 – Façade renovations 

CDBG: $   10,000 – Program Delivery 

Description Funds will be used to provide matching grants for commercial 

façade renovation and program delivery, leading to job 

creation for LMI. 

Target Date 6/30/2022 

Estimate the 

number and type 

of families that 

will benefit from 

the proposed 

activities 

Two façades will be renovated 

Location 

Description 

Provo City wide 

Planned Activities Façade renovation and rehabilitation 

Matrix 14E Rehabilitation; Publicly or Privately Owned Commercial 

Objective 
Decent Housing   ☐ 

Suitable Living   ☐ 

Environment 
Economic 

Opportunity   ☒ 

Outcome Availability/Accessibility  ☐ Affordability   ☐ Sustainability   ☒ 

14 Project Name CDBG: Emergency Home Repair 

Target Area City of Provo 

Goals Supported Homeownership 
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Needs Addressed Housing 

Funding CDBG: $45,000 – Emergency Repairs costs 

CDBG: $   7,500 – Program Delivery 

Description Funds will be used to help elderly (60+), disabled and active 

military low-income individuals and households with 

emergency repairs to their home. 

Target Date 6/30/2022 

Estimate the 

number and type 

of families that 

will benefit from 

the proposed 

activities 

Approximately five low-income households will benefit from 

this funding 

Location 

Description 

Eligible single-family properties in Provo City. 

Planned Activities Rehabilitation of heating/air conditioning, water, electrical, 

plumbing systems; roof leaks; sewer.  May include other 

repairs to ensure a healthy/sanitary living environment. 

Matrix 14A Rehabilitation: Single-Unit Residential 

Objective 
Decent Housing   ☒ 

Suitable Living   ☐ 

Environment 
Economic 

Opportunity   ☐ 

Outcome Availability/Accessibility  ☐ Affordability   ☒ Sustainability   ☐ 

15 Project Name CDBG: Egress Windows 

Target Area Provo City 

Goals Supported Homeownership 

Needs Addressed Housing 

Funding CDBG: $40,000 – Egress Windows 

CDBG: $7,500 – Program Delivery 

Description Funding will be used to assist low-income homeowners 

needing to bring bedroom windows up to code. 

Target Date 6/30/2022 
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Estimate the 

number and type 

of families that 

will benefit from 

the proposed 

activities 

Five low-income households 

Location 

Description 

Eligible single-family properties in Provo City. 

Planned Activities Installation of Egress Windows 

Matrix 14A Rehabilitation: Single-Unit Residential 

Objective 
Decent Housing   ☒ 

Suitable Living   ☐ 

Environment 
Economic 

Opportunity   ☐ 

Outcome Availability/Accessibility  ☐ Affordability   ☒ Sustainability   ☐ 

16 Project Name CDBG: Provo Public Works-600 South TOD Improvements 

Target Area South of Provo (Blocks 24 & 28) 

Goals Supported Public Facilities 

Needs Addressed Public Facilities 

Funding CDBG: $200,000 

Description 100 West 600 South pedestrian way improvements 

Target Date 12/31/2022 

Estimate the 

number and type 

of families that 

will benefit from 

the proposed 

activities 

597 (Census Tracts 18.01, 18.02, 19, 20) 

Location 

Description 

100 West 600 S Provo 

Planned Activities Sidewalk path to new pedestrian bridge. 

Matrix 03L Sidewalks 

Objective 
Decent Housing   ☐ 

Suitable Living   ☒ 

Environment 
Economic 

Opportunity   ☐ 

Outcome Availability/Accessibility  ☐ Affordability   ☐ Sustainability   ☒ 
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17 Project Name CDBG: Provo Public Works, Franklin Neighborhood Safety 

Improvements 

Target Area Franklin Neighborhood 

Goals Supported Public Facilities 

Needs Addressed Public Facilities 

*Funding CDBG: $362,020 

Description Funds will be used for sidewalk placement and repair, curb 

and gutter placement and strip paving 

Target Date 10/15/2022 

Estimate the 

number and type 

of families that 

will benefit from 

the proposed 

activities 

2,785 LMI Provo residents will be assisted 

Location 

Description 

Franklin Neighborhood 

Planned Activities sidewalk placement and repair, curb and gutter placement 

and strip paving 

Matrix 03L Sidewalk 

Objective 
Decent Housing   ☐ 

Suitable Living   ☒ 

Environment 
Economic 

Opportunity   ☐ 

Outcome Availability/Accessibility  ☒ Affordability   ☐ Sustainability   ☐ 

18 Project Name CDBG: Provo Parks, 300 South University Ave. Plaza 

Target Area Serving Provo City Residents 

Goals Supported Public Facilities 

Needs Addressed Public Facilities 

Funding CDBG: $262,907 

Description Funds will be used to construct a public plaza with multiple 

options for amenities that may potentially include small 

gathering areas with bench seating, an iconic art piece, water 

feature, trees and plantings. 

Target Date 6/30/2022 
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Estimate the 

number and type 

of families that 

will benefit from 

the proposed 

activities 

3,505 LMI Provo residents will be benefitted 

Location 

Description 

300 South University Avenue Provo Utah, 84606 

Planned Activities Park construction 

Matrix 03F Parks, Recreational Facilities 

Objective 
Decent Housing   ☐ 

Suitable Living   ☒ 

Environment 
Economic 

Opportunity   ☐ 

Outcome Availability/Accessibility  ☒ Affordability   ☐ Sustainability   ☐ 

19 Project Name HOME: Administration 

Target Area   

Goals Supported Homeownership 

Rental Housing 

Needs Addressed Housing 

Funding HOME: $141,957 

Description Funds will be used to pay for administration costs of the 

activities for the Utah Valley HOME Consortium. 

Target Date 6/30/2022 

Estimate the 

number and type 

of families that 

will benefit from 

the proposed 

activities 

  

Location 

Description 

351 West Center Street Provo, Utah 84601 

Planned Activities Administration and planning 

Matrix 21A General Program Administration 

Objective 
Decent Housing   ☐ 

Suitable Living   ☐ 

Environment 
Economic 

Opportunity   ☐ 
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Outcome Availability/Accessibility  ☐ Affordability   ☐ Sustainability   ☐ 

20 Project Name HOME: Home Purchase Plus 

Target Area Provo City 

Goals Supported Homeownership 

Needs Addressed Housing 

Funding HOME: $200,000 

CDBG: $    6,300 

Description HOME funds to provide down payment assistance and closing 

costs loans to eligible low-income households. 

Up to $10,000 in CDBG funds will be used for Program 

Delivery 

Target Date 6/30/2022 

Estimate the 

number and type 

of families that 

will benefit from 

the proposed 

activities 

Up to 11 low-income households. 

Location 

Description 

Throughout Provo City 

Planned Activities Down payment assistance and closing costs loans. 

Program Delivery 

Matrix 13B Homeownership Assistance – excluding Housing 

Counseling 

Objective 
Decent Housing   ☒ 

Suitable Living   ☐ 

Environment 
Economic 

Opportunity   ☐ 

Outcome Availability/Accessibility  ☐ Affordability   ☒ Sustainability   ☐ 

21 Project Name HOME: Loan-To-Own Down Payment Assistance Program 

Target Area  Consortium wide 

Goals Supported Homeownership 

Needs Addressed Housing 
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Funding HOME: $420,995 

CDBG:  $   13,700 

Description HOME funds to provide down payment assistance and closing 

costs loans to eligible low-income households. 

Up to $13,700 in CDBG funds will be used for Program 

Delivery 

Target Date 6/30/2022 

Estimate the 

number and type 

of families that 

will benefit from 

the proposed 

activities 

Up to 24 low-income families. 

Location 

Description 

Within Consortium cities excluding Provo City. 

Planned Activities Down payment assistance and closing costs loans. 

Program Delivery 

Matrix 13B Homeownership Assistance – excluding Housing 

Counseling 

Objective 
Decent Housing   ☒ 

Suitable Living   ☐ 

Environment 
Economic 

Opportunity   ☐ 

Outcome Availability/Accessibility  ☐ Affordability   ☒ Sustainability   ☐ 

22 Project Name HOME: RHDC Mutual Self-Help Program – New Affordable 

Housing, Salem 

Target Area City of Salem 

Goals Supported Homeownership 

Needs Addressed Housing 

Funding HOME: $400,000 

Description Funds will be used acquisition and development of  11-acre 

parcel to build up to 32 single-family residential homes 

Target Date 12/31/2023 
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Estimate the 

number and type 

of families that 

will benefit from 

the proposed 

activities 

5 HOME-assisted Units Constructed 

Location 

Description 

1150 North 500 East Salem, UT 84653 

Planned Activities  Land acquisition, lot improvements and new construction of 

senior rental housing. 

Matrix  

Objective 
Decent Housing   ☒ 

Suitable Living   ☐ 

Environment 
Economic 

Opportunity   ☐ 

Outcome Availability/Accessibility  ☐ Affordability   ☒ Sustainability   ☐ 
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AP-50 Geographic Distribution – 91.420, 91.220(f) 

Description of the geographic areas of the entitlement (including areas of low-

income and minority concentration) where assistance will be directed  

At this time neither The City of Provo nor the Consortium is establishing specific 

geographic areas of service 

Geographic Distribution 

Target Area Percentage of Funds 
  

Table 9 - Geographic Distribution  

 
Rationale for the priorities for allocating investments geographically  

N/A 
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AFFORDABLE HOUSING  

AP-55 Affordable Housing – 91.420, 91.220(g) 

1. Introduction 

Goals for program year affordable housing outcomes are indicated below. 

One Year Goals for the Number of Households to be 
Supported 

Homeless 0 
Non-Homeless 50 
Special-Needs 0 
Total 50 

Table 10 - One Year Goals for Affordable Housing by Support Requirement 
 

One Year Goals for the Number of Households Supported 
Through 

Rental Assistance 0 
The Production of New Units 0 
Rehab of Existing Units 0 
Acquisition of Existing Units 0 
Total 0 

Table 11 - One Year Goals for Affordable Housing by Support Type 
 

2. Discussion 

Housing activities will be supported through both CDBG and HOME and will provide 
subsidies for individuals and families ranging from 0% to 80% AMI.  Activities will include 
homeowner housing rehabilitation, construction of new affordable single-family housing, 
and direct financial assistance for eligible homebuyers. 
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AP-60 Public Housing – 91.420, 91.220(h) 

1. Introduction 

The Housing Authority of Utah County and Provo City Housing Authority are 

responsible for managing the public housing inventory, developing new affordable 

housing units and administering the Section 8 voucher programs for Utah County and 

Provo City, respectively.  They strive to provide affordable housing opportunities 

throughout their jurisdictions by developing new or rehabilitating existing housing that 

is safe, decent, sanitary and affordable—a place where an individual’s income level or 

background cannot be identified by the neighborhood or housing in which they live. 

2. Actions planned during the next year to address the needs to public housing 

The Housing Authority of Utah County is in the process of identifying 9 additional units 

in the community to lease, making the units available for a two-year period. 

Provo City Housing Authority (PCHA) plans to look at additional LITHC developments 

and continue to actively provide property management to existing units keeping them 

well maintained. 

3. Actions to encourage public housing residents to become more involved in 

management and participate in homeownership 

HAUC residents are invited to participate each year in a Resident Advisory Board where 

proposed policies are reviewed prior to implementation.  HAUC has a resident currently 

serving on our Board of Commissioners.  HAUC promotes self-sufficiency to all 

residents, to the extent they are able to achieve.  Clients are referred to various agencies 

who provide budgeting, home ownership and financial counseling.  Clients are often 

notified about various home ownership opportunities available 

PCHA has a few CROWN developments which allow the resident to purchase their unit 

after 15 years at a price well below market value.  PCHA coordinates a home owner 

class for residents as well 

4. If the PHA is designated as troubled, describe the manner in which financial 

assistance will be provided or other assistance 

Neither Housing Authority is designated as troubled. 
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AP-65 Homeless and Other Special Needs Activities – 91.420, 91.220(i) 

1. Introduction 

The Consortium, through the Mountainland Continuum of Care, works with a number of 

homeless services agencies to reduce the number persons experiencing homelessness, 

reduce the length of time individuals experience homelessness, increase successful 

transitions out of homelessness and reduce the instances of return to homelessness. 

Representatives from The City of Provo and Consortium cities participate in the CoC 

executive specifically so the CoC’s priorities are considered during funding allocations. 

The Mountainland Continuum of Care contracts with the State of Utah to administer 

HMIS.  All service agencies in the region and the rest of the state are under a uniform 

data standard for HUD reporting and local ESG funders.  All ESG funded organizations 

participate in HIMS, which is supported by Client Track. 

The Mountainland Continuum of Care conducts an annual Point-In-Time count at the 

end of January to count sheltered (emergency sheltered and transitional housing) and 

unsheltered homeless individuals.  Unsheltered homeless individuals are counted by 

canvassing volunteers.  The volunteers use the Vulnerability Index & Service 

Prioritization Decision Assistance Tool (VI-SPDAT) to interview and try to connect 

unsheltered homeless individuals into services. 

2. Describe the jurisdictions one-year goals and actions for reducing and ending 

homelessness including: 

a. Reaching out to homeless persons (especially unsheltered persons) and 

assessing their individual needs 

The City of Provo and Consortium cities will continue to partner with the 

Mountainland Continuum of Care and its partner agencies, and providing CDBG 

funding to support the efforts to reaching out to unsheltered individuals to assess 

their needs. 

b. Addressing the emergency shelter and transitional housing needs of homeless 

persons 

Neither The City of Provo nor Consortium cities have direct access to Emergency 

Solutions Grant (ESG) funding.   However, State of Utah allocations are awarded to 

Community Action Services and Food Bank and the Food and Care Coalition.  These 

agencies use the funding to support their services such as: providing motel 
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vouchers, access to safe facilities, case management, etc. 

c. Helping homeless persons (especially chronically homeless individuals and 

families, families with children, veterans and their families, and 

unaccompanied youth) make the transition to permanent housing and 

independent living, including shortening the period of time that individuals 

and families experience homelessness, facilitating access for homeless 

individuals and families to affordable housing units, and preventing 

individuals and families who were recently homeless from becoming 

homeless again 

The City of Provo, the City of Orem, and Mountainland Associated Government 

(MAG, CDBG Administrator for Utah County) are active participants in the Task 

Force to End Chronic Homelessness, which have set the following goals: 

• Renew Shelter Plus Care (S+C) projects currently in place for homeless mentally 

ill 

• Introduce new S+C projects to provide housing and support services for chronic 

homeless 

• Build permanent supportive housing for homeless mentally ill 

• Fully utilize Olene Walker Housing Trust Fund through State of Utah to fund 

housing for chronically homeless and increase levels of funding 

• Hold Chronic Homeless Task Force meetings to develop further goals 

• Continue to hold Discharge Planning meetings 

• Increase outreach and support services to chronic homeless by acquiring 

additional funding’ 

• Train homeless service providers quarterly regarding access to mainstream 

resources 

• Assess and address client pathway barriers 

• Assess problems and possible solutions to the problem of chronic homeless 

persons acquiring needed personal identification to access mainstream 

resources 

• Continue to support efforts to assist young adult homeless people with 

substance abuse and mental health problems 

• Provide counseling at main chronic homeless provider site 

• Develop resources to expand care clinics 

Other goals to eliminate homelessness are being addressed through participation in 

the Mountainland Continuum of Care.  Goals are crafted to reduce homelessness in 
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the larger service area of which Provo and Consortium cities are a part. 

d. Helping low-income individuals and families avoid becoming homeless, 

especially extremely low-income individuals and families and those who are: 

being discharged from publicly funded institutions and systems of care (such 

as health care facilities, mental health facilities, foster care and other youth 

facilities, and corrections programs and institutions); or, receiving assistance 

from public or private agencies that address housing, health, social services, 

employment, education, or youth needs 

A Discharge Planning Committee meets regularly addressing the following issues: 

Foster Care Discharge—As a result of the Initiative on Utah Children in Foster Care 

and the Transitions to Adult Living support Network Plan formed within the 

Department of Human Services, including the Divisions lf Child and Family Services 

(DCFS), Juvenile Justice Services (JJS), Services for People with Disabilities (DSPD), 

and the Department of Workforce Services (DWS), young people transitioning into 

adulthood are increasingly living in safe, stable and affordable housing in their 

communities.  Case management is a key component to success during the 

transition; community partners are assisting the youth as they learn and grow in 

their new environments.  Wasatch Mental Health Vantage Point Youth Services plays 

a key local role in assisting youth in making the transition to independence. 

Health Care Discharge—The Mountainland Continuum of Care has a Discharge 

Planning Committee whose goal is to ensure that no one is discharged from a 

medical facility to the streets.  The persons on this committee who are developing 

the final protocol for health care discharge are: homeless service providers, housing 

providers, emergency room case workers, hospital social workers and 

representation from the largest local health care system, Intermountain Healthcare. 

Mental Health Discharge—The State of Utah has developed protocol and has 

completed a survey and analysis of homelessness.  Within the Public Mental Health 

System, we are currently in development stages to plan the capacity to ensure that 

all mentally ill homeless individuals discharged from public institutions will have 

access to affordable housing and supportive services.  State Human Services 

Discharge Planning Committee has developed a plan specific to mental health and 

substance abuse, and continues to work with the State Homeless Coordinating 

Committee to identify and create additional low-income permanent housing for the 

chronically homeless and develop a process for rapid re-housing of the temporarily 

homeless. 

Correction Discharge—In addition to private organizations such as Prisoner 
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Information Network (PIN) and the Harm Reduction Project, which provide 

prisoners being discharged with information and services as they leave the state 

prison, State Corrections has developed a program inmates are able to access before 

their release.  The Women’s Correctional Facility has developed the Your Parole 

Requires Extensive Preparation (YPREP) office which is opened to women prior to 

their release and offers much information on successful living outside the facility.  

The YPREP office is currently in the process of assessing the housing needs of the 

female population.  The information gathered will result in a strategically targeted 

effort to meet those needs for the women prior to release from incarceration.  Each 

month community members meet for the Women’s Summit and Men’s Summit 

meetings.  The summit meetings are used to identify and develop resources needed 

for successful transition. 

3. Discussion 

While the City of Provo and Consortium cities do not fund services that directly affect 

homelessness, it is their intent to support agencies with programs that assist the 

homeless and help people that are vulnerable to becoming homeless.  We also continue 

to work with other organizations, including those that serve and coordinate with the 

Mountainland Continuum of Care to influence policy to help prevent homelessness in 

the future. 
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AP-75 Barriers to affordable housing – 91.420, 91.220(j) 

1. Introduction 

The most critical public policy barriers (direct and indirect) to the production and 

preservation of affordable housing include the following: 

1. Supply of rental units for large families 

2. Limited land for development 

3. Construction costs 

4. Zoning 

5. Hispanic and other minority groups mortgage applications denial rates 

6. Continued high rents and sales prices. 

2. Actions planned to remove or ameliorate the negative effects of public policies 

that serve as barriers to affordable housing such as land use controls, tax policies, 

affecting land, zoning ordinances, building codes, fees and charges, growth 

limitations, and policies affecting the return on residential investment. 

Provo City will initiate the process of coordination with Consortium cities to review the 

barriers and establish strategies and action plans to address them. 

Zoning, building and safety regulations can create barriers to affordable housing.  To 

avoid barriers, the City has an ongoing practice of updating its zoning code.  The City 

has a zoning ordinance in place which opens opportunities for different housing types.  

Specifically, it promotes attached housing, very small lots for single-family homes, 

apartment development and units above commercial space.  The City also conforms to 

standards set by the International Building Code (IBC), which is utilized through the 

State of Utah and the enforcement of IBC regulations does not create unique restraints 

on construction or rehabilitation projects. 

Provo and Orem City councils meet quarterly to discuss common items including 

availability of affordable housing.  Orem has committed to do a closer review of future 

multi-family projects and provide assistance for qualification for Low-Income Housing 

Tax Credits. 

DRAFT



 

City of Provo/UVHC PY2021 Annual Action Plan     51 

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 09/30/2021) 

AP-85 Other Actions – 91.420, 91.220(k) 

1. Introduction 

The City of Provo and Consortium cities will engage in a variety of activities intended to 

further local housing and community development goals. 

2. Actions planned to address obstacles to meeting underserved needs 

The City of Provo and Consortium cities will continue to collaborate and partner with a 

wide network of housing and human services providers, government officials, business 

leaders, and citizens to identify areas of need in the community.  A coordinated effort 

will be made to continually improve service delivery systems, reduce duplicative 

services and to create a process that is flexible enough to meet new needs as they 

develop. 

3. Actions planned to foster and maintain affordable housing 

The City of Provo and Consortium cities will continue to operate single-family 

rehabilitation programs.  During this current year specific emphasis was requested for 

affordable housing projects outside of Provo to provide increased affordable housing 

choice.  Other planned actions that will foster affordable housing include homebuyer 

and rental projects.  To further enhance low- to moderate-income neighborhoods, 

street improvements are also planned. 

4. Actions planned to reduce lead-based paint hazards 

Lead risk assessments will be completed for all housing units receiving assistance 

through the housing rehabilitation programs.  When conditions are found which 

indicate a potential lead-based paint hazard, appropriate remedial action will be 

included as part of the proposed work.  All lead work will be conducted in accordance 

with federal regulations and performed by appropriate certified and/or licensed 

contractor 

5. Actions planned to reduce the number of poverty-level families 

The City of Provo and Consortium cities have well-established service networks to 

provide services to impoverished people.  These include: 

• County Health Program to provide medical coverage for those who need it. 

• The City and the Consortium address other critical needs by supporting 

coordinating and referring families and individuals to resources such as: 

o Circles initiative, which helps individuals living in generational poverty 

recognize and overcome their barriers to self-reliance, sponsored by Community 
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Action Services and Food Bank (CASFB); 

o Bridges Out Poverty Training, conducted by CASFB 

o Community garden, community kitchen, food bank, family development 

programs, home buyer and mortgage counseling through CASFB; 

o Weatherization and energy conservation programs available from the Housing 

Authority of Utah County;  

o Down payment assistance through Provo City administered programs; 

• Partner nonprofit agencies that provide medical services to extremely and very low-

income families and individuals 

6. Actions planned to develop institutional structure 

The City will continue to coordinate activities and foster relationships in the community 

among public and non-governmental entities.  With diminished revenues, lost resources 

must be offset.  The following are considered for the coming year: 

Management Capacity 

• Develop additional cost-effective ways to provide affordable housing.  The City of 

Provo and Consortium cities will continue to seek additional ways to share 

resources and costs to maintain an acceptable level of program and management 

capacity 

• Identify service gaps and improve efficiency and effectiveness in their delivery.  The 

City of Provo and Consortium cities will enhance program design and delivery.  

Expanding the Network of Partners 

The City of Provo and Consortium cities will continue efforts to strengthen existing and 

establish new relationships with service providers to expand and strengthen services in 

the community. 

Subrecipient Monitoring 

The City will continue to monitor and assist Subrecipients and Community Housing 

Development Organizations (CHDOs).  Monitoring will be performed through risk 

assessment and Technical Assistance will be provided on the degree of need. 

7. Actions planned to enhance coordination between public and private housing and 

social service agencies 

The City of Provo and Consortium will enhance coordination with service providers and 

housing providers through coordination meetings, participating in community-wide-

committees, and engaging local experts recommend and provide programs for their 

target populations.  A major tool for this coordination is through the collaborative 

relationship with the Mountainland Continuum of Care. 
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PROGRAM SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS  

AP-90 Program Specific Requirements – 91.420, 91.220(l)(1,2,4) 

Introduction 

In this section the City addresses various program specific requirements and how it 

complies with federal regulations specific to the grants received.  This section provides a 

calculation of total CDBG Program Income.  The guidelines established to comply with 

statutory requirements of the HOME Program are also included. 

Community Development Block Grant Program (CDBG)  

Reference 24 CFR 91.220(l)(1)  

Projects planned with all CDBG funds expected to be available during the year are identified in the 

Projects Table. The following identifies program income that is available for use that is included in 

projects to be carried out.  

 

 
1. The total amount of program income that will have been received before  
the start of the next program year and that has not yet been reprogrammed $35,000.00 
2. The amount of proceeds from section 108 loan guarantees that will be  
used during the year to address the priority needs and specific objectives  
identified in the grantee's strategic plan $0.00 
3. The amount of surplus funds from urban renewal settlements $0.00 
4. The amount of any grant funds returned to the line of credit for which the  
planned use has not been included in a prior statement or plan. $0.00 
5. The amount of income from float-funded activities $0.00 
 $35,000.00 

 
Other CDBG Requirements  

 
1. The amount of urgent need activities $0.00 

 
2. The estimated percentage of CDBG funds that will be used for activities that 

benefit persons of low and moderate income. Overall Benefit - A consecutive 

period of one, two or three years may be used to determine that a minimum 

overall benefit of 70% of CDBG funds is used to benefit persons of low and 

moderate income.  Years covered that include this Annual Action Plan: 2021. 70.00% 
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HOME Investment Partnership Program (HOME)  

Reference 24 CFR 91.220(l)(2)  

1. A description of other forms of investment being used beyond those identified in 

Section 92.205 is as follows: 

The Utah Valley HOME Consortium utilizes only forms of investment as outlined in 

Section 92.205 

2. A description of the guidelines that will be used for resale or recapture of HOME funds 

when used for homebuyer activities as required in 92.254, is as follows:  

The following provisions will apply to Subrecipients, Contractors and Developers 

(including CHDOs) or other entities that will provide homebuyer assistance with HOME 

funds provided through the Utah Valley HOME Consortium. 

• The length of the affordability period will be as established by the HOME Program 

statute depending on the amount of funding received for the project. 

• The chosen method is Recapture 

• The Utah Valley HOME Consortium will require full payment of the assistance 

provided to the homebuyer if the assisted HOME unit is sold during the affordability 

period.  However, if there are no net proceeds or insufficient proceeds to recapture 

the full amount of the HOME investment due, the amount subject to recapture will 

be limited to what is available from the net proceeds.  Net proceeds are defined as 

the sales price minus superior non-HOME loan repayments and closing costs, 

excluding realtor commissions. 

• Written agreements will reflect this requirement 

• Affordability provision will be enforced through a recorded Deed of Trust 

3. A description of the guidelines for resale or recapture that ensures the affordability of 

units acquired with HOME funds? See 24 CFR 92.254(a)(4) are as follows: 

The description of the guidelines for homebuyer activities (Question #2 in this section) 

apply here as well.  Please refer to the response to question AP-90 #2. 

4. Plans for using HOME funds to refinance existing debt secured by multifamily housing 

that is rehabilitated with HOME funds along with a description of the refinancing 

guidelines required that will be used under 24 CFR 92.206(b), are as follows: 

The Consortium has no plans to exercise this section of the HOME statute during this 
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five-year period. 

 

5. A description of the determination of the 95 percent median area purchase price limit 

for affordable homeownership established by the Jurisdiction.  See 24 CFR 

92.254(a)(2)(iii): 

The current local market in Utah County shows that the affordable homeownership 

limits provided by HUD ($314,000 for a 1-unit structure) are discordant. 

Regulations require that: 

A) The 95 percent of median area purchase price must be established in accordance 

with a market analysis that ensures a sufficient number of recent housing sales is 

included in the survey. 

B) Sales must cover the requisite number of months based on volume:  For 500 or 

more sales per month a one-month reporting period; for 250 through 499 sales per 

month, a 2-month reporting period; for less than 250 sales per month, at least a 3-

month reporting period.  The data must be in ascending order of sales price. 

C) The address of the listed properties must include the location within the 

Participating Jurisdiction.  Lot, square, and subdivision data may be substituted for 

the street address. 

D) The housing sales data must reflect all, or nearly all, of the one-family house sales in 

the entire Participating Jurisdiction. 

E) To determine the median, take the middle sale on the list if an odd number of sales, 

and if an even number, take the higher of the middle numbers and consider it the 

median.  After identifying the median sales price, the amount should be multiplied 

by 0.95 to determine the 95 percent of the median area purchase price. 

Following the requirements above PJ staff gathered and analyzed data of all single-

family housing sales in Utah County for the months of January and February of 2021.  A 

total of 843 single-family homes sales were identified.  The average price amongst all 

sales is $393, 711.  Following the instructions of paragraph E) above, the median price 

is: $449,000 and therefore the 95% of median is $426,550.  
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APPENDICES  

Appendix A – Citizen Participation Comments 

Public Hearing March 30, 2021 

Public Comment—Pending 

 

Public Hearing April 30, 2021 

Public Comment— Pending 

Written comments received through Public Comment Period 

Public Comment— Pending 
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Appendix B – SF-424’s and Certifications 
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PY2021 CDBG  FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS

EXHIBIT B - FINAL 

 PY2021 CDBG ENTITLEMENT FINAL 1,343,750$         ESTIMATED

ALLOCATION 1,100,000.00$                                 

AVAILABLE FOR REPROGRAMMING
   Program Income 367,295$               

   Balances from finished projects 44,194$                 

         PY18 Public Works - Bikeway Project 200 East

Total Available for Reprogramming 411,489$                 

PY2021 ESTIMATED CDBG AVAILABLE 1,755,239$         

PY2021 FUNDING REQUESTS: Requested: PY-2020 PY-2021
Funded Recommended Funding

By Committees

Administration CDBG (20% of Entitlement) 268,750$                 253,625$             268,750$                               

Program Delivery

    Commercial Façade Rehabilitation -$                        10,000$               10,000$                                 

    Down Payment Assistance -$                        20,000$               20,000$                                 

    Homeowner Rehabilitation -$                        15,000$               15,000$                                 

    

Provo City Pub. Svces.

CDBG-Public Services Funding 201,562$                 190,219$             201,562$                               40,000.00$  

515,312$                               

Percent of

Total Estimated Funding Available 1,755,239$                            Percent of Applicant's

Total Available for Capital Projects 1,239,927$                            Total Avail. Request

CAPITAL PROJECTS: Requested Unspent $$ PY2020 PY2021 Recommendation

Funded

108 Loan Repayment--Duncan Improvements at Provo Airport 250,000$               -$                        382,683$             250,000$                               20.16% 100%

REGIONAL COLLABORATION-House of Hope HVAC Equipment 6,632$                   -$                        -$                     -$                                       0.00% 0%

REGIONAL COLLABORATION-Ability 1st Elevator  (Withdrawn) 17,010$                 -$                        -$                     -$                                       0.00% 0%

Alpine House - Capital Improvements 40,000$                 -$                        -$                     40,000$                                 3.23% 100%

Provo City CNS: Emergency Home Repair 50,000$                 50,000$                   28,436$               45,000$                                 3.63% 90%

Provo City CNS: Commercial Façade Rehabilitation 175,000$               78,000$                   100,000$             40,000$                                 3.23% 23%

Provo City CNS: Egress Window Program 75,000$                 49,000$                   50,000$               40,000$                                 3.23% 53%

Provo City CNS: Code Enforcement Officer 100,000$               39,000$                   83,150$               -$                                       0.00% 0%

Provo City Park & Recreation: 300 S. Univ. Ave. Plaza 494,000$               -$                        -$                     262,907$                               21.20% 53%

Provo City Public Works: 600 TOD Improvements 400,000$               -$                        -$                     200,000$                               16.13% 50%

Provo City Public Works: Franklin Neigh. Safety Improvements (Sidewalks) 750,000$               -$                        -$                     362,020$                               29.20% 48%

TOTAL CAPITAL PROJECTS REQUESTS 2,357,642$             

TOTAL CAPITAL PROJECTS RECOMMENDED FUNDING 1,239,927$                            

Capital Projects To be Committed (over committed) 0$                                          

TOTAL CDBG Admin, Program Delivery, Program Income, Social Services Funding

(Max. 15% of Entitlement-$190,219)



PY2021 CDBG  FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS

EXHIBIT C - FINAL
Regional Collaboration

CDBG Public Services PY2020 Requested PY2021 Percent Percent

Regional Collaboration CDBG Award PY2021 Total of of

412,266.00$                                                             (Total) (Total) Provo Orem UT County Award Request Funds

Big Brothers Big Sisters of Utah, Inc. 10,000$          10,000$     -$              -$              10,000$         10,000$         100.0% 2.4%

Boys & Girls-Reading & Math Support 26,700$          35,000$     35,000$         -$              -$              35,000$         100.0% 8.5%

CASFB: Circles Provo site 10,300$          25,000$     25,000$         -$              -$              25,000$         100.0% 6.1%

CASFB: Food Bank Support -$               50,000$     10,000$         -$              -$              10,000$         20.0% 2.4%

CASFB: Housing Support 5,000$            30,000$     20,000$         -$              -$              20,000$         66.7% 4.9%

Centro Hispano - Citizenship Preparation -$               64,410$     -$              -$              -$              -$               0.0% 0.0%

Centro Hispano - Community Resources -$               74,860$     -$              55,000$         -$              55,000$         73.5% 13.3%

Centro Hispano - Driver's Education -$               62,410$     -$              -$              -$              -$               0.0% 0.0%

Family Support and Treatment Center 20,000$          30,000$     -$              -$              20,000$         20,000$         66.7% 4.9%

Friends of the Coalition (AKA Food & Care) 20,000$          20,000$     20,000$         -$              -$              20,000$         100.0% 4.9%

Friends of UC Children's Justice Center 60,000$          70,000$     -$              -$              50,000$         50,000$         71.4% 12.1%

Kids On The Move 5,000$            20,000$     -$              10,000$         -$              10,000$         50.0% 2.4%

Mountainlands Community Health Center 50,000$          50,000$     19,562$         2,481$           13,223$         35,266$         70.5% 8.6%

Project Read 15,498$          17,000$     17,000$         -$              -$              17,000$         100.0% 4.1%

Provo Police Dept.: Victims Assistance 30,000$          30,200$     30,000$         -$              -$              30,000$         99.3% 7.3%

RAH Services: ABLE Project 45,000$          48,000$     -$              -$              30,000$         30,000$         62.5% 7.3%

The Refuge (formerly CWCIC) 27,888$          30,000$     -$              -$              20,000$         20,000$         66.7% 4.9%

Rocky Mountain University of Health 

Professions Foundation: Physical Therapy
20,000$          30,000$     25,000$         -$              -$              25,000$         

83.3% 6.1%

    Total PY2021 CDBG Public Services 345,386$        696,880$   201,562$       67,481$         143,223$       412,266$       

Regional Total Avaialble to Committ (Over Committed) -$               

PY2021

CDBG Recommended Award



PY2021 HOME Funding Recommendations

Exhibit D Final
TOTAL 

ALLOCATION

Program Year 2021 HOME CONSORTIUM ENTITLEMENT FINAL 1,419,568$         

    Administration 10% of Annual Allocation 141,957$            

Program Income 643,384$            

Total Available for Reprogramming -$                    

Program Year 2021 HOME FUNDS ESTIMATED AVAILABLE 2,062,952$         

PROPOSED USES PY-2021:

% of 

Available 

Funds

Requested:

Recommended 

Funding

HOME Administration 141,957$            6.88% 7%

141,957$            

HOME-CHDO Funding

     Rural Housing Development Corp. - Mutual Self-Help Program 212,935$            16.38% 10%

HOME-CHDO Available (15% of Annual Allocation) 212,935$            

Proposed Project

     Rural Housing Development Corp. - Mutual Self-Help Program 1,300,000$  1,087,065$         1,087,065$         83.62% 53%

     CNS-Home Purchase Plus Provo City-Wide DPA 200,000$     200,000$            200,000$            100.00% 10%

     CNS-Loan-to-Own County Wide DPA 400,000$     420,995$            420,995$            105.25% 20%

220,000.00$  100%

350,000.00$  

TOTAL PROPOSED USES 2,062,952$         

To Be Committed (over committed) (0)$                     

113657 To be approved on April 20, 2021

Request/Reco

mmendation  

Ratio 

% of 

Available 

Funds

3/23/2021



CDBG &  HOME
Funding Recommendations

March 2021

PY2021 Annual Action Plan



HUD Designation

Provo City
Qualified Metropolitan City

• CDBG entitlement

2PY-2021 CDBG & HOME Funding Recommendations

• HOME entitlement,
PJ, Lead Entity of the Utah Valley 

HOME Consortium



Formula Allocations PY2021

CDBG – $1,343,750
Program Income – $367,295

Finished Projects – $44,194

Total Available: $1,755,236

3PY-2021 CDBG & HOME Funding Recommendations

HOME– $1,419,568
Program Income – $643,384

Total Available: $2,062,952



CDBG Regional Collaborative Efforts

Public Services

4PY-2021 CDBG & HOME Funding Recommendations

• Four CDBG Entitlements in Utah Valley

• Provo City,

• City of Orem

• City of Lehi

• Utah County

Mountainland Association of Governments (MAG) administers the 

funding for Lehi & Utah County)

Since 2019 Provo City has partnered with 

City of Orem and MAG to streamline the 

process for partner agencies and 

administration of the Program



5PY-2020 CDBG & HOME Funding Recommendations

CDBG Regional Collaborative Efforts

Public Services



Update to Commercial Façade Improvement 

Program

6PY-2020 CDBG & HOME Funding Recommendations

• Expanded to City-wide, from the five downtown 

planning districts. (Downtown North, Gateway, Downtown 

Central, South Temple, and TOD).

• Up to $12,500 for new businesses (vacant 

building)

• Up to $50,000 for existing businesses

• Buildings must be over 30 years old

• Create and LMI job per every $10,000 CDBG invested

• CDBG funds used for exterior improvements

• Match $3 CDBG with $1 of own funds – includes 

funds used for other exterior/interior improvements 

within 12 months of application



PY2021 CDBG Funding Recommendations

7PY-2020 CDBG & HOME Funding Recommendations



PY2021 HOME Funding Recommendations

8PY-2020 CDBG & HOME Funding Recommendations
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PROVO MUNICIPAL COUNCIL
STAFF REPORT

Submitter: NLA
Department: Development Services
Requested Meeting Date: 03-16-2021

SUBJECT: An ordinance amending Provo City Code regarding the hold times for 
electronic signs and sign size limits. Citywide Application. 
(PLOTA20210046)

RECOMMENDATION: The Planning Commission has recommended approval (8:0).

BACKGROUND: Planning Staff from the Community and Neighborhood Services and 
Development Services Departments have been meeting with the City Council Sign 
Committee over the past year in finding ways to improve and update the sign code, 
specifically in how the electronic sign standards are regulated throughout the City. The 
Sign Committee has worked through different ideas and moved forward with a proposal 
that would more clearly define standards for electronic signage and areas where this 
type of sign should be permitted in Provo. 

The changes to Title 6 include updating regulations for hold times based on location and 
the underlying zone. The changes to Title 14 include updating terminology and 
definitions for hold times, adding residential zones that ban electronic signs, and 
adjusting corridors that allow electronic displays. In addition to the changes regarding 
electronic signs, the committee is recommending replacing dated and difficult to 
manage size charts for signs with new tables which regulate sign size based on lot 
frontage or wall area.

FISCAL IMPACT: TBD

PRESENTER’S NAME: Aaron Ardmore (801) 852-6404 aardmore@provo.org

REQUESTED DURATION OF PRESENTATION: 10 minutes

COMPATIBILITY WITH GENERAL PLAN POLICIES, GOALS, AND OBJECTIVES:

CITYVIEW OR ISSUE FILE NUMBER: PLOTA20210046



 

 

*ITEM #1  The Development Services department on behalf of the Sign Committee requests 
an Ordinance Text Amendment to Chapter 6.06 and 14.38 of the Provo City Code to 
update use of electronic signs and standards for signs and outdoor advertising. 
Citywide Impact. Aaron Ardmore (801) 852-6404 aardmore@provo.org 
PLOTA20210046 

 

Applicant: Provo City Development 
Services on behalf of the Provo City 
Council Sign Committee 
 
Staff Coordinator: Aaron Ardmore 
 
 
ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS 

1. Continue to a future date to obtain 
additional information or to further 
consider information presented.  The 
next available meeting date is March 
24 at 6:00 P.M. 

 
2. Recommend Denial of the requested 

ordinance text amendment.  This 
action would not be consistent with the 
recommendations of the Staff Report. 
The Planning Commission should 
state new findings. 

 
 

Relevant History: The City Council Sign 
Committee had been meeting regularly for the 
past year with a goal of improving and updating 
city codes for electronic signs. Their findings 
have been brought back to the Council on 
multiple occasions for study and feedback. The 
Council has decided to move forward with the 
amendments in this report. 

 
Neighborhood Issues: This is a City-Wide 
application. Staff has not heard of any major 
issues from any neighborhood chair regarding 
this request. 

 
Summary of Key Issues: 

• These amendments will update 
allowances for electronic sign areas and 
hold times. 

• The proposal also replaces sign sizing 
charts with tables. 

• The City Council discussed this item in 
January and referred it back to Planning 
Commission for a recommendation. 

 
Staff Recommendation: That the Planning 
Commission forwards a positive 
recommendation to the City Council for the 
proposed amendments. 

 
 

Planning Commission Hearing 
Staff Report 

Hearing Date: March 10, 2021 
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BACKGROUND 

Planning Staff from the Community and Neighborhood Services and Development 

Services Departments have been meeting with the City Council Sign Committee over 

the past year in finding ways to improve and update the sign code, specifically in how 

the electronic sign standards are regulated throughout the City. 

The Sign Committee has worked through different ideas and moved forward with a 

proposal that would more clearly define standards for electronic signage and areas 

where this type of sign should be permitted in Provo. 

The changes to Title 6 include updating regulations for hold times based on location and 

the underlying zone. 

Changes to Title 14 include updating terminology and definitions for hold times, adding 

residential zones that ban electronic signs, and adjusting corridors that allow electronic 

displays. In addition to the changes regarding electronic signs, the committee is 

recommending replacing dated and difficult to manage size charts for signs with new 

tables which regulate sign size based on lot frontage or wall area. 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

Staff finds that the proposed amendments are consistent with discussion had with the 

City Council and help to meet objectives found in Chapter Seven of the General Plan. 

Staff feels that these changes will help businesses in Provo to thrive while maintaining 

clean and attractive commercial corridors. 

 

ATTACHMENTS 

1. Proposed Amendments 
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ATTACHMENT 1 – PROPOSED AMENDMENTS 

Exhibit A 

 

Chapter 6.06 

USE OF ELECTRONIC SIGNS 
 

Sections: 

6.06.010    Scope. 

6.06.020    Hold Time and Transitions. 

6.06.030    Brightness. 

 

 

6.06.010  

Scope. 

Any business operating an on-premises electronic display sign shall comply with the 

requirements of this Chapter in order to qualify for a business license. 

 

(Enacted 2018-06) 

 

6.06.020  

Hold Time and Transitions. 

(1)  The minimum hold time for an electronic display sign is the minimum amount of time that a 

message must be displayed before transitioning to a new message. Each message shall be 

illuminated for no less than eight (8) seconds before transitioning to a new message. Except as 

otherwise provided in Subsection (2), the minimum hold time for all on-premise electronic 

display signs is one hour. 

 

(2)  Notwithstanding Subsection (1) of this Section, the message may not be changed more than 

three (3) times per day unless the sign is permitted to be a high-churn electronic display sign 

under Chapter 14.38, Provo City Code. Notwithstanding Subsection (1), the minimum hold time 

for an on-premise electronic display sign described in this Subsection (2) shall be: 

 

 (a) 8 seconds for a sign adjacent to and facing Interstate 15; 

 

(b) 15 seconds for a sign located in an SC3 zone and associated with a commercial building 

housing 20 or more different tenants; and 

 

(c) one minute for all signs that are not described in Subsections (2)(a) or (2)(b) and are located 

in areas specified in Provo City Code Section 14.38.025 as allowing short hold time electronic 

display signs. 

 

https://provo.municipal.codes/Code/14.38
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(3)  The images and messages displayed shall be static, and the transition from one static display 

to another shall be instantaneous with no special effects or the transition may provide a black 

screen for at least one (1) second. 

 

(4)  Electronic display signs shall not include animation, full motion video, flashing, scrolling, 

strobing, racing, blinking, changes in color, fade in or fade out in any manner imitating 

movement, or any other means not providing constant illumination. 

 

(5)  An electronic display sign that was in operation prior to May 28, 2013, is not subject to the 

requirements of this Section so long as the sign is not replaced, reconstructed, upgraded, moved, 

or otherwise substantially changed. 

 

(Enacted 2018-06) 

 

…  



Planning Commission Staff Report  *Item #1 
March 10, 2021  Page 5 
 

 

Exhibit B 

 

Chapter 14.38 

SIGNS AND OUTDOOR ADVERTISING 
 

Sections: 

14.38.010    General Requirements. 

14.38.020    Signs on Premises. 

14.38.025    On-Premises High-Churn Short Hold Time Electronic Display Sign 

Standards. 

14.38.030    Exceptions. 

14.38.040    Location Standards. 

14.38.050    Special Purpose Signs. 

14.38.060    Classification of Signs. 

14.38.070    Signs Permitted – Agricultural (A) and Residential (R) Zones. 

14.38.075    Signs Permitted in Public Facilities (PF) Zones. 

14.38.080    Signs Permitted in Commercial (C) Zones. 

14.38.085     North University Avenue Riverbottoms Design Corridor and Specialty 

Support Commercial (SSC) Sign Standards. 

14.38.090     Signs Permitted in Neighborhood Shopping Center (SC1) Zones and 

Community Shopping Center Zones (SC2). 

14.38.095    Signs Permitted in Regional Shopping Center Zones (SC3). 

14.38.100    Signs Permitted in Industrial (M) Zones. 

14.38.105    Signs Permitted in the Downtown (DT, ITOD, GW, or WG) Zones. 

14.38.110    Signs Permitted in Other Zones. 

14.38.115    Off-Premises Signs and Outdoor Advertising Structures. 

14.38.120    Size of Freestanding Signs to Five (5) Foot Height. 

14.38.130    Size of Freestanding Signs Over Five (5) Foot Height. 

14.38.140    Size of Wall Signs and Painted Wall Signs. 

14.38.145 Size of Other Signs. 

14.38.150    Nonconforming Signs. 

14.38.160    Definitions Pertaining to Signs. 

14.38.170    Off-Premises Electronic Display Signs (Billboards). 

 

 

14.38.010  

General Requirements. 

The following general requirements shall apply to all signs and outdoor advertising structures 

which may be erected or maintained within the City of Provo. 

 

(1)  Sign Approval. Except as otherwise provided, it shall be unlawful and a class C 

misdemeanor to erect or maintain any sign or outdoor advertising structure in the City of Provo 

without first obtaining the approval of the Planning Commission for said sign or advertising 

structure, the giving of which shall be based upon the provisions of this Title. 
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(2)  Permits. The approval of the Planning Commission shall be evidenced by a permit issued by 

the Building Inspection Division. All signs shall be constructed and all permits shall be issued in 

accordance with the provisions of the International Building Code. Permits for off-premises 

nonconforming signs shall be renewed on an annual basis. Applications for permits, or for the 

renewal of permits, shall require the applicant to disclose the owner of the sign and the owner of 

the property on which the sign is or will be located, all relevant dates in regard to expiration of 

any lease or lease option, the date and cost of construction of the sign, the date and cost of any 

modification of the sign, the fair market value as appraised for property tax purposes, the date the 

sign will be depreciated for federal income tax purposes, the cost of operating the sign, and any 

other information reasonably required by the Planning Commission. A permit may be revoked 

and a sign removed pursuant to Subsection (7) of this Section if the applicant for a permit makes 

a false or misleading statement in the permit application or renewal. 

 

(3)  Electronic Display and Animated Signs. Except as otherwise provided in this Chapter, all 

animated signs are prohibited. On-premises low-churn electronic display signs are prohibited in 

all Project Redevelopment Option (PRO) zones, the Special Development Plan (SDP) Overlay 

Zone, the Downtown Historic District, and the A, RA, RC, R1, R2, R2.5, R3, R4, and R5 zones, 

VLDR, LDR, MDR, and HDR zones, but are permitted elsewhere. Businesses using electronic 

display signs are subject to the business licensing regulations contained in Chapter 6.06, Provo 

City Code. On-premises high-churn short hold time electronic display signs are prohibited in all 

zones, except as otherwise provided in Section 14.38.025, Provo City Code. 

 

(4)  Sound or Emissions. No sign shall be designed for the purpose of emitting sound, smoke, or 

steam. 

 

(5)  Movable Signs, Banners, and A-Frame Signs. Except as otherwise provided in this Chapter, 

all movable signs, banners and A-frame signs are prohibited. This prohibition shall include signs 

mounted or painted upon vehicles or trailers which are parked in any location for the purpose of 

calling attention to or advertising a person, place, or thing. 

 

(6)  Canopy Signs. Signs painted on or affixed to canopies which are part of the building shall be 

considered part of the total allowed area of wall signs for the walls from which the canopy 

projects. Signs painted on or affixed to canopies which are freestanding shall be considered part 

of the total allowable area of freestanding signs for that use. Signs suspended under canopies 

(marquees) which project over public rights-of-way shall be limited to six (6) square feet. Signs 

with changeable copy (reader boards) located on marquees of theaters or similar public assembly 

uses may combine the total allowable area for all building faces as permitted by Section 

14.38.140, Provo City Code, so long as there are no wall signs placed upon building faces other 

than the face to which the marquee is attached. 

 

(7)  Violations.  

https://provo.municipal.codes/Code/6.06
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(a)  It is unlawful to erect or maintain a sign contrary to the provisions of this Chapter. If a sign 

is erected or maintained in violation of this Chapter the Planning Commission may do the 

following: 

 

(i)  Order the defect corrected within a fixed period of time, not exceeding thirty (30) days, if 

correction of the defect will bring the subject sign into compliance with the provisions of this 

Chapter; but 

 

(ii)  If correction of the defect will result in a violation of the provisions of this Chapter, order 

that the subject sign be removed by, and at the expense of, the owner of the sign, within a fixed 

period of time not exceeding thirty (30) days. 

 

(b)  If the owner of the sign contests the order of the Planning Commission, the remedy shall be 

an appeal to the zoning Board of Adjustment, which appeal shall be taken in the time and manner 

otherwise provided in this Title for appeals to the zoning Board of Adjustment. 

 

(c)  If the owner of the sign fails or refuses to remove the subject sign at the order of the 

Planning Commission, the City may remove the sign at any time after the owner thereof exhausts 

his or her administrative remedies in relation thereto, unless otherwise ordered by a court of law. 

Removal by the City shall be at the expense of the owner, and the City may obtain judgment 

against the owner in an amount equal thereto, together with reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs. 

 

14.38.020  

Signs on Premises. 

Except as provided within the provisions of respective zoning districts, and unless otherwise 

expressly provided in this Chapter, no sign shall be permitted which is not used exclusively to 

advertise the ownership, sale, or lease of property upon which said sign is placed, or to advertise 

a business conducted, services rendered, goods produced or sold upon such premises, or to 

advertise or identify any other lawful activity conducted upon such premises. 

 

14.38.025  

On-Premises High-Churn Short Hold Time Electronic Display Sign Standards. 

(1)  On-premises high-churn short hold time electronic display signs are prohibited in all areas 

of the City of Provo, except for properties within the GW, WG, FC, FC2, CA, CG, PO, CM, 

SC1, SC2, SC3, M1, M2 FI, MP, PIC and PF zones which have frontage on the following streets 

and locations: 

 

(a)  University Parkway, from 100 West northwesterly to the boundary line of the City of Provo; 

 

(b)  North State Street, from Bulldog Cougar Boulevard (1230 North Street) northwesterly to the 

boundary line of the City of Provo1720 North; 

 

(c)  Bulldog Cougar Boulevard, from Canyon Road (200 East) westward to North State Street; 
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(d)  Freedom Boulevard, from 550100 North northward to University Parkway; 

 

(e)  820 North Street, from 1890 West I-15 eastward to 1350 West Street; 

 

(f)  Center Street, from 1300 West eastward to 600 West Street; 

 

(f)  Draper Lane from 820 N to 600 S; 

 

(g)  University Avenue, from 920600 South southward to Lakeview Parkway (1860 South); 

 

(h)  1860 South Street, from University Avenue eastward to South State Street; and 

 

(i)  South State Street, from 640 South Street southward to the boundary line of the City of 

Provo. 

 

(h) 4800 North from Provo River to University Avenue; 

 

(i) Towne Centre Blvd; and 

 

(j) University Avenue from 4800 N to 5200 N 

 

(2)  Properties described in Subsection (1) of this Section that have frontage along Interstate 15 

(I-15) shall not have any on-premises high-churn short hold time electronic display signs located 

closer than one thousand two hundred (1,200) feet from another on-premises high-churn short 

hold time electronic display sign. 

 

(3)  All high-churn short hold time electronic display signs shall be subject to the following 

requirements: 

 

(a)  Comply with all other provisions of the respective zoning districts as set forth in this Title, 

including all sign regulations described in this Chapter. 

 

(b)  Comply with all the provisions of Chapter 6.06, Provo City Code, regarding minimum hold 

times and use of electronic display signs by a business. 

 

(c)  Hold Time. Each message shall be illuminated for no less than eight (8) seconds before 

transitioning to a new message. 

 

(dc)  Prior to the issuance of any permit for construction or conversion, the owner shall provide 

the City with a certification from the sign manufacturer stating that the sign is capable of 

complying with the illumination and brightness standards found in Chapter 6.06, Provo City 

Code. 

 

(Enacted 2013-16, Am 2018-06) 

https://provo.municipal.codes/Code/6.06
https://provo.municipal.codes/Code/6.06


Planning Commission Staff Report  *Item #1 
March 10, 2021  Page 9 
 

 

 

… 

 

14.38.085  

North University Avenue Riverbottoms Design Corridor and Specialty Support 

Commercial (SSC) Sign Standards. 

(1)  An integrated sign design scheme which meets the requirements of this Section shall be 

required for each new performance development, shopping center, or office complex located 

within the North University Avenue Riverbottoms Design Corridor, as per Section 14.34.290(2), 

Provo City Code. 

 

(2)  Except as provided in Subsection (2)(a) of this Section, the provisions of this Section shall 

apply to any sign located within the North University Avenue Riverbottoms Design Corridor 

notwithstanding any other provision of this Title and shall supersede sign provisions in any 

chapter with which this Chapter may be associated for purposes of development except Section 

14.38.010(1) and (2), Provo City Code. 

 

(a)  The provisions of this Section shall not apply to an existing legal nonconforming sign; 

provided, however, that the size, height, or location of any such sign shall not be changed except 

in accordance with the provisions of this Section. 

 

(3)  Monument Signs. Each commercial or professional office development in the North 

University Avenue Riverbottoms Design Corridor may have therein monument signs, in 

accordance with the following provisions: 

 

(a)  Number. There may, in each commercial center or professional office complex, be one (1) 

such sign for each three hundred (300) feet of street frontage. 

 

(b)  Area. The sign copy area of a monument sign shall not exceed sixty (60) square feet per side 

for two-sided signs. Double-faced, back-to-back, and V-type signs are permitted as a single sign 

or structure if both faces have common ownership. The monument structure upon which the sign 

is placed shall be designed to complement the architecture of the building, using the same 

materials and stylistic themes. 

 

(c)  Spacing. A minimum spacing of one hundred fifty (150) feet between sign structures may be 

permitted on sites with multiple structures. 

 

(d)  Height. No such freestanding sign (including the monument structure and pedestal) shall 

exceed ten (10) feet in height above the grade of street frontage sidewalk. 

 

(e)  Location.  

 

https://provo.municipal.codes/Code/14.34.290(2)
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(i)  Except as otherwise provided in Subsection (3)(e)(ii) of this Section, each such monument 

sign shall be located on private property, outside the “clear vision” area of any street or driveway 

intersection, and shall not project over any property line. 

 

(ii)  Notwithstanding Subsection (3)(e)(i) of this Section, a sign located on a corner lot or parcel 

abutting University Avenue within the North University Avenue Riverbottoms Design Corridor 

may project up to twelve (12) feet into the University Avenue right-of-way from an adjacent 

property line but not closer than six (6) feet to any sidewalk or paved trail system located in the 

public right-of-way, subject to the qualifications set forth in Subsection (3)(e)(iii) of this Section 

and the following conditions: 

 

(A)  The controlling government agency grants written permission to locate the sign in the 

University Avenue right-of-way; 

 

(B)  Visibility of the sign, if placed on the lot or parcel as required by Subsection (3)(e)(i) of this 

Section, would be blocked by one (1) or more utility boxes or semaphore poles whose location 

and design is not controlled by the property owner, as observed at eye level from the curb or 

edge of pavement for University Avenue within one hundred (100) feet of the sign location; and 

 

(C)  The sign does not create a sight distance hazard as reasonably determined by the City 

Traffic Engineer based on the sign location and construction specifications, speed of nearby 

traffic, and other applicable City standards designed to achieve safe traffic movement. 

 

(iii)  A sign which existed prior to April 18, 2006, may not be relocated pursuant to the 

provisions of Subsection (3)(e)(ii) of this Section unless: 

 

(A)  Subsequent to the sign’s original installation utility boxes or semaphore poles, whose 

location and design is not controlled by the property owner, are installed which block the sign in 

the manner described in Subsection (3)(e)(ii)(B) of this Section, and 

 

(B)  The applicant provides documentation that the sign meets the requirements of Subsection 

(3)(e)(iii)(A) of this Section. 

 

(f)  Materials. Structures supporting monument and shopping center identification signs shall be 

compatible with exterior materials used in building exteriors within the shopping/office center. 

 

(g)  Illumination. Internal illumination of a translucent sign face, or individual letters, characters, 

or figures shall be permitted, such that the sign face, letter or character glows. 

 

(4)  Wall Signs. Each business establishment or tenant of a shopping center or professional 

office facility may have wall signs in conformance with the standards listed below. 

 

(a)  Area. One (1) square foot of wall sign copy area for each linear foot of building frontage of 

the particular side the sign is on, or tenant space where the building setback from street frontage 
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is less than two hundred (200) feet. For buildings with setbacks from street frontage of at least 

two hundred (200) feet or more, one and one-quarter (1 1/4) square feet of wall sign face for 

each linear foot of building frontage. 

 

(b)  Number. There shall be no more than one (1) such sign for the front face of each business or 

tenant. There may, in addition, be one (1) such sign for each business establishment or tenant 

having a rear or side building face with a public entrance. 

 

(c)  Height. No part of any such sign shall extend above the top level of a wall upon or in front 

of which it is situated. 

 

(d)  Projection. No wall sign, including structural part, shall project more than eighteen (18) 

inches from the face of the part of the building to which it is attached. 

 

(e)  Illumination. Internal illumination of a translucent sign face, or individual letters, characters, 

or figures shall be permitted, such that the sign face, letter or character glows. 

 

(5)  Shopping Center (SC3 Zone) Signs.  

 

(a)  Entry Archways. An archway displaying the name and logo of the shopping center may be 

located over a driveway, street or pedestrian entrance into the shopping center in accordance 

with the following provisions: 

 

(i)  Number. There may be one (1) sign and one (1) archway structure per entrance, not to 

exceed four (4) entrances. 

 

(ii)  Area. The area of the sign shall not exceed sixty (60) square feet. 

 

(iii)  Height. The height of the entry feature (archway) structure shall not exceed twenty-five 

(25) feet. Adequate vehicle and pedestrian clearance will be required as determined by Provo 

City. 

 

(iv)  Location. The sign shall be located on private property, outside the “clear vision” area of 

any street or driveway intersection and shall not project over any property line. 

 

(v)  Materials. Materials shall be compatible with exterior materials used within the shopping 

center. 

 

(vi)  Illumination. Internal illumination is permitted. 

 

(b)  Entry Identification Monument Signs. A sign that identifies only the name of the shopping 

center and/or displays public greetings may be located at the entrances of the development. 

 

(i)  Number. There shall be not more than two (2) per driveway entrance. 
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(ii)  Area. The area of the sign shall not exceed six (6) square feet. 

 

(iii)  Height. The sign (including the monument structure and pedestal) shall not exceed ten (10) 

feet in height above the grade of street frontage sidewalk. 

 

(iv)  Location. The sign shall be located on private property, outside the “clear vision” area of 

any street or driveway intersection, and shall not project over any property line. 

 

(v)  Materials. Materials shall be compatible with exterior materials used within the shopping 

center. 

 

(vi)  Illumination. Internal illumination is permitted. 

 

(c)  Commercial Monument Signs. Commercial monument signs are only permitted to be located 

along the frontage of 4800 North. 

 

(i)  Number. There may be one (1) such sign for each three hundred (300) feet of street frontage, 

not to exceed two (2) signs if the frontage is greater than six hundred (600) feet. 

 

(ii)  Area. The sign copy area of a monument sign shall not exceed sixty (60) square feet per 

side for two-sided signs. The monument structure upon which the sign is placed shall be 

designed to complement the architecture of the building, using the same materials and stylistic 

themes. 

 

(iii)  Spacing. A minimum spacing of one hundred fifty (150) feet between sign structures is 

required. 

 

(iv)  Height. The sign (including the monument structure and pedestal) shall not exceed ten (10) 

feet in height above the grade of street frontage sidewalk. 

 

(v)  Location. Monument signs shall be located on private property, outside the “clear vision” 

area of any street or driveway intersection, and shall not project over any property line. 

 

(vi)  Materials. Materials shall be compatible with exterior materials used within the shopping 

center. 

 

(vii)  Illumination. Internal illumination is permitted. 

 

(d)  Shopping Center Commercial Signs.  

 

(i)  Number. There may be one (1) sign for each three hundred (300) feet of street frontage on 

University Avenue, not to exceed two (2) signs if the street frontage is greater than six hundred 

(600) feet. 
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(ii)  Area. The area of the sign shall not exceed three hundred (300) square feet per face. The 

name and logo of the shopping center are not counted as part of the permitted square footage of 

the sign. 

 

(iii)  Spacing. A minimum spacing of one hundred fifty (150) feet between sign structures is 

required. 

 

(iv)  Height. A sign shall not exceed twenty-five (25) feet in height. 

 

(v)  Location. The sign(s) may be located on University Avenue within the Provo City right-of-

way (trail system) subject to the obtaining of written permission from Provo City. 

 

(vi)  Materials. Materials shall be compatible with exterior materials used within the shopping 

center. 

 

(vii)  Illumination. Internal illumination is permitted. 

 

(6)  Research and Business Park Zone (RB&P).  

 

(a)  Monument Signs. Monument signs are only permitted to be located along the frontage of 

University Avenue. 

 

(i)  Number. There may be one (1) such sign for each three hundred (300) feet of street frontage. 

 

(ii)  Area. The sign copy area of a monument sign shall not exceed sixty (60) square feet per 

side for two-sided signs. The monument structure upon which the sign is placed shall be 

designed to complement the architecture of the building, using the same materials and stylistic 

themes. 

 

(iii)  Spacing. A minimum spacing of one hundred fifty (150) feet between sign structures is 

required. 

 

(iv)  Height. The sign (including the monument structure and pedestal) shall not exceed ten (10) 

feet in height above the grade of street frontage sidewalk. 

 

(v)  Location. There may be a monument sign located on each corner of River Park Drive. The 

signs shall not be located any closer than fifteen (15) feet of the back of University Avenue street 

curb within the public right-of-way subject to written permission from the controlling 

government agency. 

 

(vi)  Materials. Materials shall be compatible with exterior materials used within the Research 

and Business Park. 
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(vii)  Illumination. Internal illumination and electronic display signs are not permitted. 

 

(7)  Prohibited Signs. With the exception of for sale, rent, or lease signs authorized by Section 

14.38.050(1), Provo City Code, all other types of signs not explicitly authorized by this Section 

are prohibited. Electronic versions of the types of signs explicitly authorized by this Section are 

allowed as specified in Provo City Code 14.38.010(3). 

 

(Enacted 1996-77, Am 2006-18, Am 2010-38, Am 2013-16, Am 2018-06, Am 2019-28) 

 

14.38.095  

Signs Permitted in Regional Shopping Center Zones (SC3). 

In the regional shopping center zones, there may be for each place of business or occupancy, 

wall signs or painted wall signs and freestanding signs over five (5) feet in height as follows: 

 

(1)  Freestanding Signs Over Five (5) Feet in Height. Each shopping center facility established 

in an SC3 zone may have a freestanding sign over five (5) feet in height as follows: 

 

(a)  The area of the sign shall be as described in Section 14.38.130, Provo City Code. 

 

(b)  If the frontage of the shopping center facility is more than two hundred fifty (250) lineal feet 

(see Section 14.38.130, Provo City Code) the planning commission may approve a freestanding 

sign with a total area exceeding three hundred twenty (320) square feet. The actual size of the 

larger sign shall be determined by the Planning Commission based on the following: 

 

(i)  The degree to which the signs and the landscaping thereof architecturally and aesthetically 

blend with the shopping center facility and the landscaping thereof. 

 

(ii)  The volume and speed of travel of vehicular traffic moving past the shopping center facility. 

 

(iii)  The total number of tenants and the number of major tenants in the shopping center facility. 

 

(iv)  The area of the larger sign shall not be increased more than thirty-two (32) square feet (in 

excess of three hundred twenty (320) square feet) for each twenty-five (25) lineal feet of frontage 

(in excess of two hundred fifty (250) lineal feet). 

 

(v)  No sign shall exceed seven hundred twenty (720) square feet of sign space. A second sign, 

not exceeding seven hundred twenty (720) square feet of sign space may be allowed if the 

shopping center facility has more than five hundred (500) lineal feet of frontage; provided, that 

no more than two (2) signs may be erected. 

 

(c)  No freestanding sign shall exceed forty (40) feet in height. 
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(d)  Notwithstanding the above provisions, a shopping center facility that has more than one 

thousand eight hundred (1,800) linear feet of frontage directly adjacent to Interstate 15 shall be 

allowed one (1) freestanding sign that meets the following criteria: 

 

(i)  Shall not exceed one thousand four hundred (1,400) square feet of sign space. 

 

(ii)  Shall not exceed ninety (90) feet in height. 

 

(iii)  Shall be located adjacent to Interstate 15. 

 

(iv)  Transition time between each message shall comply with the requirements of Provo City 

Chapter 6.06. 

 

(2)  Wall Signs and Painted Wall Signs. Each business establishment or tenant of a shopping 

center facility may have a wall sign or painted wall sign as follows: 

 

(a)  A wall sign may not exceed fifteen percent (15%) of the total wall area in square feet. 

 

(b)  There may be only one (1) sign for each face of a business. 

 

(c)  No part of any sign shall extend above the top level of the wall upon or in front of which it 

is situated except for wall signs for independent pads in the zone where no part of any such sign 

shall extend more than five (5) feet above the top level of the wall or roof. The projection of such 

sign shall project no more than five (5) feet from the face of the building to which it is attached. 

 

(3)  Freestanding Signs under Five (5) Feet. Freestanding signs under five (5) feet in height may 

be permitted on an individual development pad as follows: 

 

(a)  The maximum area of sign space shall be as described in Section 14.38.120, Provo City 

Code. 

 

(b)  There may be one (1) freestanding sign under five (5) feet in height for each individual pad 

in the shopping center facility. 

 

(c)  The maximum height for each freestanding sign under five (5) feet shall be five (5) feet. 

 

(d)  All signs must be architecturally compatible using similar building materials and colors. 

 

(e)  Each sign must be in conformance with the setback requirements of the zone. 

 

(Enacted 1987-51, Am 1995-02, Am 2013-16, Am 2017-29) 

 

… 
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14.38.120  

Size of Freestanding Signs to Five (5) Foot Height. 

r  

 
 

(1)   Ground Mounted signs up to five (5) feet in height must not exceed the following maximum 

sign face area based on street frontage in linear feet: 

 

Frontage of Lot Maximum Area of Sign Face 

Up to 10 linear feet 20 square feet 

11 to 30 linear feet 30 square feet 

31 to 50 linear feet 40 square feet 

51 to 70 linear feet 50 square feet 

71 to 90 linear feet 60 square feet 

91 to 110 linear feet 70 square feet 

111 to 150 linear feet 80 square feet 

Over 150 liner feet 90 square feet 
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14.38.130  

Size of Freestanding Signs Over Five (5) Foot Height. 

 

 

 
 

(1)   Freestanding signs over five (5) feet in height must not exceed the following maximum sign 

face area based on street frontage in linear feet: 

 

Frontage of Lot Maximum Area of Sign Face 

Up to 30 linear feet 50 square feet 

31 to 60 linear feet 70 square feet 

61 to 80 linear feet 90 square feet 

81 to 100 linear feet 120 square feet 

101 to 120 linear feet 140 square feet 

121 to 140 linear feet 160 square feet 

141 to 160 linear feet 180 square feet 

161 to 180 linear feet 210 square feet 

Over 180 linear feet 230 square feet 
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14.38.140  

Size of Wall Signs and Painted Wall Signs. 

 

(1)   Wall Signs and Painted Wall Signs must not exceed the following maximum sign face area 

based on the wall face square footage: 

 

 

 
 

 

 

Area of Wall Maximum Area of Sign Face 

Up to 200 square feet 20 square feet 

201 to 400 square feet 45 square feet 

401 to 600 square feet 70 square feet 

601 to 800 square feet 90 square feet 

801 to 1000 square feet 100 square feet 
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1001 to 1300 square 

feet 

120 square feet 

1301 to 1700 square 

feet 

140 square feet 

1701 to 2100 square 

feet 

160 square feet 

2101 to 2600 square 

feet 

180 square feet 

2601 to 3200 square 

feet 

200 square feet 

3201 to 4100 square 

feet 

220 square feet 

4101 to 4800 square 

feet 

240 square feet 

Over 4800 square feet 260 square feet 

 

14.38.145  

Size of Other Signs. 

(1)   If not otherwise regulated as to maximum sign area in this code, signs are governed by the 

following: 

 

Maximum Sign Area Street Frontage 

20 sq. ft. 85 ft. or less 

25 sq. ft. 86-90 ft. 

30 sq. ft. 91-99 ft. 

35 sq. ft.  100 ft. or more 

 

 

… 

 

14.38.160  

Definitions Pertaining to Signs. 

The following words and phrases, whenever used in this Title, shall be construed as defined in 

this Section. 

 

“A-frame sign” means any sign or structure composed of two (2) sign faces mounted or 

attached back-to-back in such a manner as to form a basically triangular vertical cross-section 

through the faces. 

 

“Animated sign” means any sign with action, motion, or moving parts, including devices 

activated by wind or forced air, and signs that revolve, and which are designed and constructed 

to give their message through movement or semblance of movement created through a sequence 

of progressive changes of parts or lights. This does not include electronic display signs. 
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“Building face” means the visible outer surface of a main exterior wall of a building. The area 

of the face of the building shall be the total area of such surface including the area of doors and 

windows which open into surface. 

 

Canopy. See “Marquee.” 

 

“Convert, converted, conversion” means any sign face that is changed from its existing, 

nondigital or nonelectronic displays to an electronic display sign. Any sign that is remodeled, 

repaired, or maintained in such a way that it is now an electronic display sign shall be considered 

a conversion. 

 

“Electronic display sign” means any sign, or portion thereof, that displays electronic images, 

graphics or pictures, with or without textual information. Such a sign has the capability of being 

changed or altered by electronic means on a fixed display screen composed of a series of lights 

including light emitting diodes (LEDs), fiber optics, plasma displays, light bulbs, or other 

illumination devices within the display area where the message is displayed. Electronic display 

signs include computer programmable, microprocessor controlled electronic or digital displays. 

 

“Erect” means to build, construct, place, relocate, enlarge, substantially alter, attach, suspend, 

paint, post, or display. Normal maintenance, including refinishing, is not included in this 

definition provided the sign copy is not changed or altered. 

 

“Freestanding sign” means any sign that is standing on or erected into the ground. Such signs 

are usually, but not necessarily, supported from the ground by one (1) or more poles or posts or 

similar uprights, with or without braces. Any sign which is mounted into the ground, but has the 

supports passing through any portion of the roof of a building or structure, shall be considered to 

be a roof sign. 

 

“Frontage” means the length of the sides along the street or any other principal public 

thoroughfare, but not including such length along an alley, water course, railroad, street, or 

thoroughfare with no permitted access. 

 

“High-churn Short hold time electronic display sign” means any electronic display sign 

whose minimum hold time is less than one (1) hour image or message is changed more than 

three (3) times per day. 

 

“Low-churn Long hold time electronic display sign” means any electronic display sign whose 

image or message is changed three (3) times per day or less minimum hold time is at least one 

(1) hour. 

 

Marquee. A “marquee” shall mean and include any roofed structure attached to and supported 

by a building, and projecting over public property. 

 

“Movable sign” means any sign not affixed to or erected into the ground. 
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“Off-premises electronic display sign” means any off-premises sign, as defined in this Section, 

that is also an electronic display sign, as defined in this Section. 

 

“Off-premises sign” means any sign which advertises products, services, or business 

establishments which are not located, conducted, manufactured, or sold upon the same premises 

upon which the sign is erected. 

 

“On-premises sign” means any sign which advertises products, services, or business 

establishments which are located, conducted, manufactured, or sold upon the same premises 

upon which the sign is erected. 

 

“Outdoor advertising structure” means a structure erected and maintained for outdoor 

advertising purposes upon which a poster, bill, printing, or painting may be placed to advertise 

products, goods, services, or business establishments other than those located, conducted, 

manufactured, or sold upon the premises on which the structure is erected. 

 

“Projecting sign” means any sign attached to a building or structural wall and extending 

horizontally outward from such wall more than eighteen (18) inches. 

 

“Property” means land or real estate, with or without structures; not goods or services. 

 

“Residential zone” or “district” means any zone which is designated by the prefix “R” in this 

Title. 

 

“Roof sign” means any sign which is erected upon or over the roof or over a parapet of any 

building or structure. 

 

“Sign” means any words, lettering, parts of letters, figures, numerals, phrases, sentences, 

devices, designs, pictures, trade names, or trademarks by which anything is made known, such as 

are used to designate a firm, association, corporation, profession, business, or service, whether 

placed on the ground, rocks, trees, stumps, or other natural objects, or on a building, wall, roof, 

frame, support, fence, or other manmade structure, which are visible from any public street, 

public highway, or public road right-of-way. For the purpose of this Title, the word “sign” does 

not include the flag, pennant, or insignia of any nation, state, city, or other political unit, or of a 

nonprofit organization. It shall not include, further, any official notice issued by any court, public 

body or officer, or directional warning or information sign or structure required or authorized by 

law. 

 

Sign Area. Sign area shall mean the area of a sign that is used for display purposes, excluding 

the minimum frame and supports. In computing sign area, only one (1) side of a back-to-back or 

double-face sign covering the same subject shall be computed when the signs are parallel or 

diverge from a common edge by an angle of not more than forty-five (45) degrees. In relation to 
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signs that do not have a frame or a separate background, sign area shall be computed on the basis 

of the least rectangle, triangle, or circle large enough to frame the display. 

 

“Time and temperature device” means any mechanism that displays the time and/or 

temperature, but does not display any commercial advertising or identification. 

 

“Wall sign” means any sign posted or painted upon, suspended from, or otherwise affixed to a 

wall, fascia, canopy, or marquee in an essentially vertical position or with exposed face of the 

sign in a place approximately parallel with the wall or fascia upon which it is attached. 

 

“Wind sign” means any propeller, whirligig, or similar commercial device which is designed to 

flutter, rotate, or display other movement under the influence of wind. This definition shall not 

include pennants, flags, or banners. 

 

 



1 ORDINANCE 2021-.
2
3 AN ORDINANCE AMENDING PROVO CITY CODE 
4 REGARDING THE HOLD TIMES FOR ELECTRONIC SIGNS 
5 AND SIGN SIZE LIMITS. CITYWIDE APPLICATION. (19-102)
6
7 WHEREAS, it is proposed that Provo City Code Chapters 6.06 and 14.38 be amended to 
8 update hold times and permitted locations for electronic signs and to replace the size limit 
9 tables with more legible graphs; and

10
11 WHEREAS, on March 10, 2021, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public 
12 hearing to consider the proposed amendment, and after such meeting, the Planning 
13 Commission recommended approval to the Municipal Council by a vote of 8:0; and
14
15 WHEREAS, on March 16 and March 30, 2021, the Municipal Council met to ascertain the 
16 facts regarding this matter and receive public comment, which facts and comments are found 
17 in the public record of the Council’s consideration; and
18
19 WHEREAS, after considering the facts and comments presented to the Municipal Council, 
20 the Council makes the following findings:
21 (i) Provo is open for business. The Municipal Council wants new businesses and 
22 existing businesses to thrive;
23 (ii) Signage is an important way for businesses to communicate their presence and 
24 location and to advertise;
25 (iii) Signage can also be detrimental to community aesthetics and traffic safety. It can 
26 be distracting due to size, brightness, or frequency of message updates;
27 (iv) It is desirable and necessary to regulate signage in a way that strikes a good balance 
28 between the interests of businesses and community residents;
29 (v) Provo regulates signage size according to such factors as zone and street frontage 
30 of the business. Somewhat larger signs are allowed in predominantly commercial 
31 areas;
32 (vi) Provo already regulates digital sign brightness in accordance with the best 
33 practice recommendation of the International Sign Association. That 
34 recommendation is that signs not exceed a brightness level of 0.3 foot candles 
35 above ambient lighting conditions as measured by a foot candle (lux) meter 
36 perpendicular to the sign face, from a specified distance related to the size of the 
37 sign. Signs that follow this guideline are readable at night but not so bright as to 
38 be offensive or overly distracting on account of the brightness level;
39 (vii) The distinguishing characteristic of digital signage as compared to static signage of 
40 similar size and brightness is the ability to change messages quickly and easily;
41 (viii) Various studies (a partial list of which is included in Exhibit C) support the 
42 following findings of the Council regarding digital sign transitions and hold times:
43 a. Crash risk increases by 2.8 times when a driver’s eyes leave the road for 2 or 
44 more seconds;



45 b. Research and industry sponsored studies show that digital signs take drivers’ 
46 eyes off the road for 2, 3 and even 5 seconds at a time;
47 c. Changing digital signs receive significantly more glances and more long 
48 glances than static signs;
49 d. When a driver sees an image transition, there is an increase in glances longer 
50 than two seconds;
51 e. Drivers are neurophysiologically predisposed to orient to motion and sudden 
52 changes in the periphery of their vision. Increased transition duration (hold 
53 time) helps avoid or reduce such sudden motion or changes; 
54 f. For traffic safety, it is also recommended to set minimum hold times such that 
55 no driver will see more than one message change;
56 (ix) In commercial areas, improving traffic safety is the primary goal of digital hold 
57 time regulation and preserving community aesthetics is secondary. To minimize 
58 distraction and improve safety, drivers should encounter at most one message 
59 change while passing a particular area. While state regulations use an 8 second 
60 minimum hold time to achieve this goal at freeway speeds, driving speeds in the 
61 city environment are lower and there can be more digital signs in close proximity. 
62 In consideration of those factors, longer minimum hold times are appropriate;
63 (x) In areas that are not predominantly commercial, the primary goal is to preserve 
64 community aesthetics. A much longer minimum hold time is necessary for that 
65 purpose. This allows businesses to change their message multiple times throughout 
66 the day while minimizing aesthetic distractions for pedestrians, cyclists and 
67 motorists;
68 (xi) Provo City Code should be amended as described herein; and
69 (xii) The proposed amendment reasonably furthers the health, safety, and general 
70 welfare of the citizens of Provo City.

71
72 NOW, THEREFORE, be it ordained by the Municipal Council of Provo City, Utah, as 
73 follows:
74
75 PART I:
76
77 Provo City Code Chapters 6.06 and 14.38 are hereby amended as set forth in Exhibits A 
78 and B, respectively.
79
80 PART II:
81
82 A. If a provision of this ordinance conflicts with a provision of a previously adopted 
83 ordinance, this ordinance shall prevail.
84
85 B. This ordinance and its various sections, clauses and paragraphs are hereby declared to be 
86 severable. If any part, sentence, clause or phrase is adjudged to be unconstitutional or invalid, 
87 the remainder of the ordinance shall not be affected thereby.
88



89 C. The Municipal Council hereby directs that the official copy of the Provo City Code be 
90 updated to reflect the provisions enacted by this ordinance. 
91
92 D. This ordinance shall take effect immediately after it has been posted or published in 
93 accordance with Utah Code 10-3-711, presented to the Mayor in accordance with Utah Code 
94 10-3b-204, and recorded in accordance with Utah Code 10-3-713. 
95
96 END OF ORDINANCE.



97 Exhibit A
98
99 Chapter 6.06

100 USE OF ELECTRONIC SIGNS
101
102 Sections:
103 6.06.010   Scope.
104 6.06.020   Hold Time and Transitions.
105 6.06.030   Brightness.
106
107
108 6.06.010 
109 Scope.
110 Any business operating an on-premises electronic display sign shall comply with the 
111 requirements of this Chapter in order to qualify for a business license.
112
113 (Enacted 2018-06)
114
115 6.06.020 
116 Hold Time and Transitions.
117 (1)  The minimum hold time for an electronic display sign is the minimum amount of time that a 
118 message must be displayed before transitioning to a new message. Each message shall be 
119 illuminated for no less than eight (8) seconds before transitioning to a new message. Except as 
120 otherwise provided in Subsection (2), the minimum hold time for all on-premise electronic 
121 display signs is one hour.
122
123 (2)  Notwithstanding Subsection (1) of this Section, the message may not be changed more than 
124 three (3) times per day unless the sign is permitted to be a high-churn electronic display sign 
125 under Chapter 14.38, Provo City Code. Notwithstanding Subsection (1), the minimum hold time 
126 for an on-premise electronic display sign described in this Subsection (2) shall be:
127
128 (a) 8 seconds for a sign adjacent to and facing Interstate 15;
129
130 (b) 15 seconds for a sign located in an SC3 zone and associated with a commercial 
131 building housing 20 or more different tenants; and
132
133 (c) one minute for all signs that are not described in Subsections (2)(a) or (2)(b) and are 
134 located in areas specified in Provo City Code Section 14.38.025 as allowing short hold 
135 time electronic display signs.
136
137 (3)  The images and messages displayed shall be static, and the transition from one static display 
138 to another shall be instantaneous with no special effects or the transition may provide a black 
139 screen for at least one (1) second.
140
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141 (4)  Electronic display signs shall not include animation, full motion video, flashing, scrolling, 
142 strobing, racing, blinking, changes in color, fade in or fade out in any manner imitating 
143 movement, or any other means not providing constant illumination.
144
145 (5)  An electronic display sign that was in operation prior to May 28, 2013, is not subject to the 
146 requirements of this Section so long as the sign is not replaced, reconstructed, upgraded, moved, 
147 or otherwise substantially changed.
148
149 (Enacted 2018-06)
150
151 …



152 Exhibit B
153
154 Chapter 14.38
155 SIGNS AND OUTDOOR ADVERTISING
156
157 Sections:
158 14.38.010   General Requirements.
159 14.38.020   Signs on Premises.
160 14.38.025   On-Premises High-Churn Short Hold Time Electronic Display Sign 
161 Standards.
162 14.38.030   Exceptions.
163 14.38.040   Location Standards.
164 14.38.050   Special Purpose Signs.
165 14.38.060   Classification of Signs.
166 14.38.070   Signs Permitted – Agricultural (A) and Residential (R) Zones.
167 14.38.075   Signs Permitted in Public Facilities (PF) and Open Space, Preservation and 
168 Recreation (OSPR) Zones.
169 14.38.080   Signs Permitted in Commercial (C) Zones.
170 14.38.085     North University Avenue Riverbottoms Design Corridor and Specialty 
171 Support Commercial (SSC) Sign Standards.
172 14.38.090     Signs Permitted in Neighborhood Shopping Center (SC1) Zones and 
173 Community Shopping Center Zones (SC2).
174 14.38.095   Signs Permitted in Regional Shopping Center Zones (SC3).
175 14.38.100   Signs Permitted in Industrial (M) Zones.
176 14.38.105   Signs Permitted in the Downtown (DT, ITOD, GW, or WG) Zones.
177 14.38.110   Signs Permitted in Other Zones.
178 14.38.115   Off-Premises Signs and Outdoor Advertising Structures.
179 14.38.120   Size of Freestanding Signs to Five (5) Foot Height.
180 14.38.130   Size of Freestanding Signs Over Five (5) Foot Height.
181 14.38.140   Size of Wall Signs and Painted Wall Signs.
182 14.38.145 Size of Other Signs.
183 14.38.150   Nonconforming Signs.
184 14.38.160   Definitions Pertaining to Signs.
185 14.38.170   Off-Premises Electronic Display Signs (Billboards).
186
187
188 14.38.010 
189 General Requirements.
190 The following general requirements shall apply to all signs and outdoor advertising structures 
191 which may be erected or maintained within the City of Provo.
192
193 (1)  Sign Approval. Except as otherwise provided, it shall be unlawful and a class C 
194 misdemeanor to erect or maintain any sign or outdoor advertising structure in the City of Provo 
195 without first obtaining the approval of the Planning Commission for said sign or advertising 
196 structure, the giving of which shall be based upon the provisions of this Title.
197



198 (2)  Permits. The approval of the Planning Commission shall be evidenced by a permit issued by 
199 the Building Inspection Division. All signs shall be constructed and all permits shall be issued in 
200 accordance with the provisions of the International Building Code. Permits for off-premises 
201 nonconforming signs shall be renewed on an annual basis. Applications for permits, or for the 
202 renewal of permits, shall require the applicant to disclose the owner of the sign and the owner of 
203 the property on which the sign is or will be located, all relevant dates in regard to expiration of 
204 any lease or lease option, the date and cost of construction of the sign, the date and cost of any 
205 modification of the sign, the fair market value as appraised for property tax purposes, the date the 
206 sign will be depreciated for federal income tax purposes, the cost of operating the sign, and any 
207 other information reasonably required by the Planning Commission. A permit may be revoked 
208 and a sign removed pursuant to Subsection (7) of this Section if the applicant for a permit makes 
209 a false or misleading statement in the permit application or renewal.
210
211 (3)  Electronic Display and Animated Signs. Except as otherwise provided in this Chapter, all 
212 animated signs are prohibited. On-premises low-churn electronic display signs are prohibited in 
213 all Project Redevelopment Option (PRO) zones, the Special Development Plan (SDP) Overlay 
214 Zone, the Downtown Historic District, and the A, RA, RC, R1, R2, R2.5, R3, R4, and R5 zones, 
215 VLDR, LDR, MDR, and HDR zones, but are permitted elsewhere. Businesses using electronic 
216 display signs are subject to the business licensing regulations contained in Chapter 6.06, Provo 
217 City Code. On-premises high-churn short hold time electronic display signs are prohibited in all 
218 zones, except as otherwise provided in Section 14.38.025, Provo City Code.
219
220 (4)  Sound or Emissions. No sign shall be designed for the purpose of emitting sound, smoke, or 
221 steam.
222
223 (5)  Movable Signs, Banners, and A-Frame Signs. Except as otherwise provided in this Chapter, 
224 all movable signs, banners and A-frame signs are prohibited. This prohibition shall include signs 
225 mounted or painted upon vehicles or trailers which are parked in any location for the purpose of 
226 calling attention to or advertising a person, place, or thing.
227
228 (6)  Canopy Signs. Signs painted on or affixed to canopies which are part of the building shall be 
229 considered part of the total allowed area of wall signs for the walls from which the canopy 
230 projects. Signs painted on or affixed to canopies which are freestanding shall be considered part 
231 of the total allowable area of freestanding signs for that use. Signs suspended under canopies 
232 (marquees) which project over public rights-of-way shall be limited to six (6) square feet. Signs 
233 with changeable copy (reader boards) located on marquees of theaters or similar public assembly 
234 uses may combine the total allowable area for all building faces as permitted by Section 
235 14.38.140, Provo City Code, so long as there are no wall signs placed upon building faces other 
236 than the face to which the marquee is attached.
237
238 (7)  Violations. 
239 (a)  It is unlawful to erect or maintain a sign contrary to the provisions of this Chapter. If a 
240 sign is erected or maintained in violation of this Chapter the Planning Commission may do 
241 the following:
242
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243 (i)  Order the defect corrected within a fixed period of time, not exceeding thirty (30) 
244 days, if correction of the defect will bring the subject sign into compliance with the 
245 provisions of this Chapter; but
246
247 (ii)  If correction of the defect will result in a violation of the provisions of this Chapter, 
248 order that the subject sign be removed by, and at the expense of, the owner of the sign, 
249 within a fixed period of time not exceeding thirty (30) days.
250
251 (b)  If the owner of the sign contests the order of the Planning Commission, the remedy 
252 shall be an appeal to the zoning Board of Adjustment, which appeal shall be taken in the 
253 time and manner otherwise provided in this Title for appeals to the zoning Board of 
254 Adjustment.
255
256 (c)  If the owner of the sign fails or refuses to remove the subject sign at the order of the 
257 Planning Commission, the City may remove the sign at any time after the owner thereof 
258 exhausts his or her administrative remedies in relation thereto, unless otherwise ordered by a 
259 court of law. Removal by the City shall be at the expense of the owner, and the City may 
260 obtain judgment against the owner in an amount equal thereto, together with reasonable 
261 attorneys’ fees and costs.
262
263 14.38.020 
264 Signs on Premises.
265 Except as provided within the provisions of respective zoning districts, and unless otherwise 
266 expressly provided in this Chapter, no sign shall be permitted which is not used exclusively to 
267 advertise the ownership, sale, or lease of property upon which said sign is placed, or to advertise 
268 a business conducted, services rendered, goods produced or sold upon such premises, or to 
269 advertise or identify any other lawful activity conducted upon such premises.
270
271 14.38.025 
272 On-Premises High-Churn Short Hold Time Electronic Display Sign Standards.
273 (1)  On-premises high-churn short hold time electronic display signs are prohibited in all areas 
274 of the City of Provo, except for properties within the GW, WG, FC, FC2, CA, CG, PO, CM, 
275 SC1, SC2, SC3, M1, M2 FI, MP, PIC and PF zones which have frontage on the following streets 
276 and locations:
277
278 (a)  University Parkway, from 100 West northwesterly to the boundary line of the City of 
279 Provo;
280
281 (b)  North State Street, from Bulldog Cougar Boulevard (1230 North Street) northwesterly 
282 to the boundary line of the City of Provo1720 North;
283
284 (c)  Bulldog Cougar Boulevard, from Canyon Road (200 East) westward to North State 
285 Street;
286
287 (d)  Freedom Boulevard, from 550100 North northward to University Parkway;
288



289 (e)  820 North Street, from 1890 West I-15 eastward to 1350 West Street;
290
291 (f)  Center Street, from 1300 West eastward to 600 West Street;
292
293 (f)  Draper Lane from 820 N to 600 S;
294
295 (g)  University Avenue, from 920600 South southward to Lakeview Parkway (1860 South);
296
297 (h)  1860 South Street, from University Avenue eastward to South State Street; and
298
299 (i)  South State Street, from 640 South Street southward to the boundary line of the City of 
300 Provo.
301
302 (h) 4800 North from Provo River to University Avenue;
303
304 (i) Towne Centre Blvd; and
305
306 (j) University Avenue from 4800 N to 5200 N
307
308 (2)  Properties described in Subsection (1) of this Section that have frontage along Interstate 15 
309 (I-15) shall not have any on-premises high-churn short hold time electronic display signs located 
310 closer than one thousand two hundred (1,200) feet from another on-premises high-churn short 
311 hold time electronic display sign.
312
313 (3)  All high-churn short hold time electronic display signs shall be subject to the following 
314 requirements:
315
316 (a)  Comply with all other provisions of the respective zoning districts as set forth in this 
317 Title, including all sign regulations described in this Chapter.
318
319 (b)  Comply with all the provisions of Chapter 6.06, Provo City Code, regarding minimum 
320 hold times and use of electronic display signs by a business.
321
322 (c)  Hold Time. Each message shall be illuminated for no less than eight (8) seconds before 
323 transitioning to a new message.
324
325 (dc)  Prior to the issuance of any permit for construction or conversion, the owner shall 
326 provide the City with a certification from the sign manufacturer stating that the sign is 
327 capable of complying with the illumination and brightness standards found in Chapter 6.06, 
328 Provo City Code.
329
330 (Enacted 2013-16, Am 2018-06)
331
332 …
333
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334 14.38.085 
335 North University Avenue Riverbottoms Design Corridor and Specialty Support 
336 Commercial (SSC) Sign Standards.
337 (1)  An integrated sign design scheme which meets the requirements of this Section shall be 
338 required for each new performance development, shopping center, or office complex located 
339 within the North University Avenue Riverbottoms Design Corridor, as per Section 14.34.290(2), 
340 Provo City Code.
341
342 (2)  Except as provided in Subsection (2)(a) of this Section, the provisions of this Section shall 
343 apply to any sign located within the North University Avenue Riverbottoms Design Corridor 
344 notwithstanding any other provision of this Title and shall supersede sign provisions in any 
345 chapter with which this Chapter may be associated for purposes of development except Section 
346 14.38.010(1) and (2), Provo City Code.
347
348 (a)  The provisions of this Section shall not apply to an existing legal nonconforming sign; 
349 provided, however, that the size, height, or location of any such sign shall not be changed 
350 except in accordance with the provisions of this Section.
351
352 (3)  Monument Signs. Each commercial or professional office development in the North 
353 University Avenue Riverbottoms Design Corridor may have therein monument signs, in 
354 accordance with the following provisions:
355
356 (a)  Number. There may, in each commercial center or professional office complex, be one 
357 (1) such sign for each three hundred (300) feet of street frontage.
358
359 (b)  Area. The sign copy area of a monument sign shall not exceed sixty (60) square feet per 
360 side for two-sided signs. Double-faced, back-to-back, and V-type signs are permitted as a 
361 single sign or structure if both faces have common ownership. The monument structure upon 
362 which the sign is placed shall be designed to complement the architecture of the building, 
363 using the same materials and stylistic themes.
364
365 (c)  Spacing. A minimum spacing of one hundred fifty (150) feet between sign structures 
366 may be permitted on sites with multiple structures.
367
368 (d)  Height. No such freestanding sign (including the monument structure and pedestal) 
369 shall exceed ten (10) feet in height above the grade of street frontage sidewalk.
370
371 (e)  Location. 
372
373 (i)  Except as otherwise provided in Subsection (3)(e)(ii) of this Section, each such 
374 monument sign shall be located on private property, outside the “clear vision” area of 
375 any street or driveway intersection, and shall not project over any property line.
376
377 (ii)  Notwithstanding Subsection (3)(e)(i) of this Section, a sign located on a corner lot 
378 or parcel abutting University Avenue within the North University Avenue Riverbottoms 
379 Design Corridor may project up to twelve (12) feet into the University Avenue right-of-
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380 way from an adjacent property line but not closer than six (6) feet to any sidewalk or 
381 paved trail system located in the public right-of-way, subject to the qualifications set 
382 forth in Subsection (3)(e)(iii) of this Section and the following conditions:
383
384 (A)  The controlling government agency grants written permission to locate the 
385 sign in the University Avenue right-of-way;
386
387 (B)  Visibility of the sign, if placed on the lot or parcel as required by Subsection 
388 (3)(e)(i) of this Section, would be blocked by one (1) or more utility boxes or 
389 semaphore poles whose location and design is not controlled by the property owner, 
390 as observed at eye level from the curb or edge of pavement for University Avenue 
391 within one hundred (100) feet of the sign location; and
392
393 (C)  The sign does not create a sight distance hazard as reasonably determined by 
394 the City Traffic Engineer based on the sign location and construction specifications, 
395 speed of nearby traffic, and other applicable City standards designed to achieve safe 
396 traffic movement.
397
398 (iii)  A sign which existed prior to April 18, 2006, may not be relocated pursuant to the 
399 provisions of Subsection (3)(e)(ii) of this Section unless:
400
401 (A)  Subsequent to the sign’s original installation utility boxes or semaphore poles, 
402 whose location and design is not controlled by the property owner, are installed 
403 which block the sign in the manner described in Subsection (3)(e)(ii)(B) of this 
404 Section, and
405
406 (B)  The applicant provides documentation that the sign meets the requirements of 
407 Subsection (3)(e)(iii)(A) of this Section.
408
409 (f)  Materials. Structures supporting monument and shopping center identification signs 
410 shall be compatible with exterior materials used in building exteriors within the 
411 shopping/office center.
412
413 (g)  Illumination. Internal illumination of a translucent sign face, or individual letters, 
414 characters, or figures shall be permitted, such that the sign face, letter or character glows.
415
416 (4)  Wall Signs. Each business establishment or tenant of a shopping center or professional 
417 office facility may have wall signs in conformance with the standards listed below.
418
419 (a)  Area. One (1) square foot of wall sign copy area for each linear foot of building 
420 frontage of the particular side the sign is on, or tenant space where the building setback from 
421 street frontage is less than two hundred (200) feet. For buildings with setbacks from street 
422 frontage of at least two hundred (200) feet or more, one and one-quarter (1 1/4) square feet 
423 of wall sign face for each linear foot of building frontage.
424



425 (b)  Number. There shall be no more than one (1) such sign for the front face of each 
426 business or tenant. There may, in addition, be one (1) such sign for each business 
427 establishment or tenant having a rear or side building face with a public entrance.
428
429 (c)  Height. No part of any such sign shall extend above the top level of a wall upon or in 
430 front of which it is situated.
431
432 (d)  Projection. No wall sign, including structural part, shall project more than eighteen (18) 
433 inches from the face of the part of the building to which it is attached.
434
435 (e)  Illumination. Internal illumination of a translucent sign face, or individual letters, 
436 characters, or figures shall be permitted, such that the sign face, letter or character glows.
437
438 (5)  Shopping Center (SC3 Zone) Signs. 
439
440 (a)  Entry Archways. An archway displaying the name and logo of the shopping center may 
441 be located over a driveway, street or pedestrian entrance into the shopping center in 
442 accordance with the following provisions:
443
444 (i)  Number. There may be one (1) sign and one (1) archway structure per entrance, not 
445 to exceed four (4) entrances.
446
447 (ii)  Area. The area of the sign shall not exceed sixty (60) square feet.
448
449 (iii)  Height. The height of the entry feature (archway) structure shall not exceed 
450 twenty-five (25) feet. Adequate vehicle and pedestrian clearance will be required as 
451 determined by Provo City.
452
453 (iv)  Location. The sign shall be located on private property, outside the “clear vision” 
454 area of any street or driveway intersection and shall not project over any property line.
455
456 (v)  Materials. Materials shall be compatible with exterior materials used within the 
457 shopping center.
458
459 (vi)  Illumination. Internal illumination is permitted.
460
461 (b)  Entry Identification Monument Signs. A sign that identifies only the name of the 
462 shopping center and/or displays public greetings may be located at the entrances of the 
463 development.
464
465 (i)  Number. There shall be not more than two (2) per driveway entrance.
466
467 (ii)  Area. The area of the sign shall not exceed six (6) square feet.
468
469 (iii)  Height. The sign (including the monument structure and pedestal) shall not exceed 
470 ten (10) feet in height above the grade of street frontage sidewalk.



471
472 (iv)  Location. The sign shall be located on private property, outside the “clear vision” 
473 area of any street or driveway intersection, and shall not project over any property line.
474
475 (v)  Materials. Materials shall be compatible with exterior materials used within the 
476 shopping center.
477
478 (vi)  Illumination. Internal illumination is permitted.
479
480 (c)  Commercial Monument Signs. Commercial monument signs are only permitted to be 
481 located along the frontage of 4800 North.
482
483 (i)  Number. There may be one (1) such sign for each three hundred (300) feet of street 
484 frontage, not to exceed two (2) signs if the frontage is greater than six hundred (600) 
485 feet.
486
487 (ii)  Area. The sign copy area of a monument sign shall not exceed sixty (60) square 
488 feet per side for two-sided signs. The monument structure upon which the sign is placed 
489 shall be designed to complement the architecture of the building, using the same 
490 materials and stylistic themes.
491
492 (iii)  Spacing. A minimum spacing of one hundred fifty (150) feet between sign 
493 structures is required.
494
495 (iv)  Height. The sign (including the monument structure and pedestal) shall not exceed 
496 ten (10) feet in height above the grade of street frontage sidewalk.
497
498 (v)  Location. Monument signs shall be located on private property, outside the “clear 
499 vision” area of any street or driveway intersection, and shall not project over any 
500 property line.
501
502 (vi)  Materials. Materials shall be compatible with exterior materials used within the 
503 shopping center.
504
505 (vii)  Illumination. Internal illumination is permitted.
506
507 (d)  Shopping Center Commercial Signs. 
508
509 (i)  Number. There may be one (1) sign for each three hundred (300) feet of street 
510 frontage on University Avenue, not to exceed two (2) signs if the street frontage is 
511 greater than six hundred (600) feet.
512
513 (ii)  Area. The area of the sign shall not exceed three hundred (300) square feet per 
514 face. The name and logo of the shopping center are not counted as part of the permitted 
515 square footage of the sign.
516



517 (iii)  Spacing. A minimum spacing of one hundred fifty (150) feet between sign 
518 structures is required.
519
520 (iv)  Height. A sign shall not exceed twenty-five (25) feet in height.
521
522 (v)  Location. The sign(s) may be located on University Avenue within the Provo City 
523 right-of-way (trail system) subject to the obtaining of written permission from Provo 
524 City.
525
526 (vi)  Materials. Materials shall be compatible with exterior materials used within the 
527 shopping center.
528
529 (vii)  Illumination. Internal illumination is permitted.
530
531 (6)  Research and Business Park Zone (RB&P). 
532
533 (a)  Monument Signs. Monument signs are only permitted to be located along the frontage 
534 of University Avenue.
535
536 (i)  Number. There may be one (1) such sign for each three hundred (300) feet of street 
537 frontage.
538
539 (ii)  Area. The sign copy area of a monument sign shall not exceed sixty (60) square 
540 feet per side for two-sided signs. The monument structure upon which the sign is placed 
541 shall be designed to complement the architecture of the building, using the same 
542 materials and stylistic themes.
543
544 (iii)  Spacing. A minimum spacing of one hundred fifty (150) feet between sign 
545 structures is required.
546
547 (iv)  Height. The sign (including the monument structure and pedestal) shall not exceed 
548 ten (10) feet in height above the grade of street frontage sidewalk.
549
550 (v)  Location. There may be a monument sign located on each corner of River Park 
551 Drive. The signs shall not be located any closer than fifteen (15) feet of the back of 
552 University Avenue street curb within the public right-of-way subject to written 
553 permission from the controlling government agency.
554
555 (vi)  Materials. Materials shall be compatible with exterior materials used within the 
556 Research and Business Park.
557
558 (vii)  Illumination. Internal illumination and electronic display signs are not permitted.
559
560 (7)  Prohibited Signs. With the exception of for sale, rent, or lease signs authorized by Section 
561 14.38.050(1), Provo City Code, all other types of signs not explicitly authorized by this Section 



562 are prohibited. Electronic versions of the types of signs explicitly authorized by this Section are 
563 allowed as specified in Provo City Code 14.38.010(3).
564
565 (Enacted 1996-77, Am 2006-18, Am 2010-38, Am 2013-16, Am 2018-06, Am 2019-28)
566
567 14.38.095 
568 Signs Permitted in Regional Shopping Center Zones (SC3).
569 In the regional shopping center zones, there may be for each place of business or occupancy, 
570 wall signs or painted wall signs and freestanding signs over five (5) feet in height as follows:
571
572 (1)  Freestanding Signs Over Five (5) Feet in Height. Each shopping center facility established 
573 in an SC3 zone may have a freestanding sign over five (5) feet in height as follows:
574
575 (a)  The area of the sign shall be as described in Section 14.38.130, Provo City Code.
576
577 (b)  If the frontage of the shopping center facility is more than two hundred fifty (250) lineal 
578 feet (see Section 14.38.130, Provo City Code) the planning commission may approve a 
579 freestanding sign with a total area exceeding three hundred twenty (320) square feet. The 
580 actual size of the larger sign shall be determined by the Planning Commission based on the 
581 following:
582
583 (i)  The degree to which the signs and the landscaping thereof architecturally and 
584 aesthetically blend with the shopping center facility and the landscaping thereof.
585
586 (ii)  The volume and speed of travel of vehicular traffic moving past the shopping 
587 center facility.
588
589 (iii)  The total number of tenants and the number of major tenants in the shopping 
590 center facility.
591
592 (iv)  The area of the larger sign shall not be increased more than thirty-two (32) square 
593 feet (in excess of three hundred twenty (320) square feet) for each twenty-five (25) 
594 lineal feet of frontage (in excess of two hundred fifty (250) lineal feet).
595
596 (v)  No sign shall exceed seven hundred twenty (720) square feet of sign space. A 
597 second sign, not exceeding seven hundred twenty (720) square feet of sign space may be 
598 allowed if the shopping center facility has more than five hundred (500) lineal feet of 
599 frontage; provided, that no more than two (2) signs may be erected.
600
601 (c)  No freestanding sign shall exceed forty (40) feet in height.
602
603 (d)  Notwithstanding the above provisions, a shopping center facility that has more than one 
604 thousand eight hundred (1,800) linear feet of frontage directly adjacent to Interstate 15 shall 
605 be allowed one (1) freestanding sign that meets the following criteria:
606
607 (i)  Shall not exceed one thousand four hundred (1,400) square feet of sign space.



608
609 (ii)  Shall not exceed ninety (90) feet in height.
610
611 (iii)  Shall be located adjacent to Interstate 15.
612
613 (iv)  Transition time between each message shall comply with the requirements of Provo 
614 City Chapter 6.06.
615
616 (2)  Wall Signs and Painted Wall Signs. Each business establishment or tenant of a shopping 
617 center facility may have a wall sign or painted wall sign as follows:
618
619 (a)  A wall sign may not exceed fifteen percent (15%) of the total wall area in square feet.
620
621 (b)  There may be only one (1) sign for each face of a business.
622
623 (c)  No part of any sign shall extend above the top level of the wall upon or in front of 
624 which it is situated except for wall signs for independent pads in the zone where no part of 
625 any such sign shall extend more than five (5) feet above the top level of the wall or roof. The 
626 projection of such sign shall project no more than five (5) feet from the face of the building 
627 to which it is attached.
628
629 (3)  Freestanding Signs under Five (5) Feet. Freestanding signs under five (5) feet in height may 
630 be permitted on an individual development pad as follows:
631
632 (a)  The maximum area of sign space shall be as described in Section 14.38.120, Provo City 
633 Code.
634
635 (b)  There may be one (1) freestanding sign under five (5) feet in height for each individual 
636 pad in the shopping center facility.
637
638 (c)  The maximum height for each freestanding sign under five (5) feet shall be five (5) feet.
639
640 (d)  All signs must be architecturally compatible using similar building materials and colors.
641
642 (e)  Each sign must be in conformance with the setback requirements of the zone.
643
644 (Enacted 1987-51, Am 1995-02, Am 2013-16, Am 2017-29)
645
646 …
647



648 14.38.120 
649 Size of Freestanding Signs to Five (5) Foot Height.

650 r

651

652
653 (1)   Ground Mounted signs up to five (5) feet in height must not exceed the following maximum 
654 sign face area based on street frontage in linear feet:
655

Frontage of Lot Maximum Area of Sign Face

Up to 10 linear feet 20 square feet

11 to 30 linear feet 30 square feet

31 to 50 linear feet 40 square feet

51 to 70 linear feet 50 square feet

71 to 90 linear feet 60 square feet

91 to 110 linear feet 70 square feet

111 to 150 linear feet 80 square feet

Over 150 liner feet 90 square feet

656



657 14.38.130 
658 Size of Freestanding Signs Over Five (5) Foot Height.
659

660

661

662
663 (1)   Freestanding signs over five (5) feet in height must not exceed the following maximum sign 
664 face area based on street frontage in linear feet:
665

Frontage of Lot Maximum Area of Sign Face
Up to 30 linear feet 50 square feet
31 to 60 linear feet 70 square feet
61 to 80 linear feet 90 square feet
81 to 100 linear feet 120 square feet
101 to 120 linear feet 140 square feet
121 to 140 linear feet 160 square feet
141 to 160 linear feet 180 square feet
161 to 180 linear feet 210 square feet
Over 180 linear feet 230 square feet

666



667 14.38.140 
668 Size of Wall Signs and Painted Wall Signs.
669
670 (1)   Wall Signs and Painted Wall Signs must not exceed the following maximum sign face area 
671 based on the wall face square footage:
672

673

674
675
676
677

Area of Wall Maximum Area of Sign Face
Up to 200 square feet 20 square feet
201 to 400 square feet 45 square feet
401 to 600 square feet 70 square feet
601 to 800 square feet 90 square feet
801 to 1000 square feet 100 square feet
1001 to 1300 square 
feet

120 square feet



1301 to 1700 square 
feet

140 square feet

1701 to 2100 square 
feet

160 square feet

2101 to 2600 square 
feet

180 square feet

2601 to 3200 square 
feet

200 square feet

3201 to 4100 square 
feet

220 square feet

4101 to 4800 square 
feet

240 square feet

Over 4800 square feet 260 square feet
678
679 14.38.145 
680 Size of Other Signs.
681 (1)   If not otherwise regulated as to maximum sign area in this code, signs are governed by the 
682 following:
683

Maximum Sign Area Street Frontage
20 sq. ft. 85 ft. or less
25 sq. ft. 86-90 ft.
30 sq. ft. 91-99 ft.
35 sq. ft. 100 ft. or more

684
685
686 …
687
688 14.38.160 
689 Definitions Pertaining to Signs.
690 The following words and phrases, whenever used in this Title, shall be construed as defined in 
691 this Section.
692
693 “A-frame sign” means any sign or structure composed of two (2) sign faces mounted or 
694 attached back-to-back in such a manner as to form a basically triangular vertical cross-section 
695 through the faces.
696
697 “Animated sign” means any sign with action, motion, or moving parts, including devices 
698 activated by wind or forced air, and signs that revolve, and which are designed and constructed 
699 to give their message through movement or semblance of movement created through a sequence 
700 of progressive changes of parts or lights. This does not include electronic display signs.
701
702 “Building face” means the visible outer surface of a main exterior wall of a building. The area 
703 of the face of the building shall be the total area of such surface including the area of doors and 
704 windows which open into surface.
705



706 Canopy. See “Marquee.”
707
708 “Convert, converted, conversion” means any sign face that is changed from its existing, 
709 nondigital or nonelectronic displays to an electronic display sign. Any sign that is remodeled, 
710 repaired, or maintained in such a way that it is now an electronic display sign shall be considered 
711 a conversion.
712
713 “Electronic display sign” means any sign, or portion thereof, that displays electronic images, 
714 graphics or pictures, with or without textual information. Such a sign has the capability of being 
715 changed or altered by electronic means on a fixed display screen composed of a series of lights 
716 including light emitting diodes (LEDs), fiber optics, plasma displays, light bulbs, or other 
717 illumination devices within the display area where the message is displayed. Electronic display 
718 signs include computer programmable, microprocessor controlled electronic or digital displays.
719
720 “Erect” means to build, construct, place, relocate, enlarge, substantially alter, attach, suspend, 
721 paint, post, or display. Normal maintenance, including refinishing, is not included in this 
722 definition provided the sign copy is not changed or altered.
723
724 “Freestanding sign” means any sign that is standing on or erected into the ground. Such signs 
725 are usually, but not necessarily, supported from the ground by one (1) or more poles or posts or 
726 similar uprights, with or without braces. Any sign which is mounted into the ground, but has the 
727 supports passing through any portion of the roof of a building or structure, shall be considered to 
728 be a roof sign.
729
730 “Frontage” means the length of the sides along the street or any other principal public 
731 thoroughfare, but not including such length along an alley, water course, railroad, street, or 
732 thoroughfare with no permitted access.
733
734 “High-churn Short hold time electronic display sign” means any electronic display sign 
735 whose minimum hold time is less than one (1) hour image or message is changed more than 
736 three (3) times per day.
737
738 “Low-churn Long hold time electronic display sign” means any electronic display sign whose 
739 image or message is changed three (3) times per day or less minimum hold time is at least one 
740 (1) hour.
741
742 Marquee. A “marquee” shall mean and include any roofed structure attached to and supported 
743 by a building, and projecting over public property.
744
745 “Movable sign” means any sign not affixed to or erected into the ground.
746
747 “Off-premises electronic display sign” means any off-premises sign, as defined in this Section, 
748 that is also an electronic display sign, as defined in this Section.
749



750 “Off-premises sign” means any sign which advertises products, services, or business 
751 establishments which are not located, conducted, manufactured, or sold upon the same premises 
752 upon which the sign is erected.
753
754 “On-premises sign” means any sign which advertises products, services, or business 
755 establishments which are located, conducted, manufactured, or sold upon the same premises 
756 upon which the sign is erected.
757
758 “Outdoor advertising structure” means a structure erected and maintained for outdoor 
759 advertising purposes upon which a poster, bill, printing, or painting may be placed to advertise 
760 products, goods, services, or business establishments other than those located, conducted, 
761 manufactured, or sold upon the premises on which the structure is erected.
762
763 “Projecting sign” means any sign attached to a building or structural wall and extending 
764 horizontally outward from such wall more than eighteen (18) inches.
765
766 “Property” means land or real estate, with or without structures; not goods or services.
767
768 “Residential zone” or “district” means any zone which is designated by the prefix “R” in this 
769 Title.
770
771 “Roof sign” means any sign which is erected upon or over the roof or over a parapet of any 
772 building or structure.
773
774 “Sign” means any words, lettering, parts of letters, figures, numerals, phrases, sentences, 
775 devices, designs, pictures, trade names, or trademarks by which anything is made known, such as 
776 are used to designate a firm, association, corporation, profession, business, or service, whether 
777 placed on the ground, rocks, trees, stumps, or other natural objects, or on a building, wall, roof, 
778 frame, support, fence, or other manmade structure, which are visible from any public street, 
779 public highway, or public road right-of-way. For the purpose of this Title, the word “sign” does 
780 not include the flag, pennant, or insignia of any nation, state, city, or other political unit, or of a 
781 nonprofit organization. It shall not include, further, any official notice issued by any court, public 
782 body or officer, or directional warning or information sign or structure required or authorized by 
783 law.
784
785 Sign Area. Sign area shall mean the area of a sign that is used for display purposes, excluding 
786 the minimum frame and supports. In computing sign area, only one (1) side of a back-to-back or 
787 double-face sign covering the same subject shall be computed when the signs are parallel or 
788 diverge from a common edge by an angle of not more than forty-five (45) degrees. In relation to 
789 signs that do not have a frame or a separate background, sign area shall be computed on the basis 
790 of the least rectangle, triangle, or circle large enough to frame the display.
791
792 “Time and temperature device” means any mechanism that displays the time and/or 
793 temperature, but does not display any commercial advertising or identification.
794



795 “Wall sign” means any sign posted or painted upon, suspended from, or otherwise affixed to a 
796 wall, fascia, canopy, or marquee in an essentially vertical position or with exposed face of the 
797 sign in a place approximately parallel with the wall or fascia upon which it is attached.
798
799 “Wind sign” means any propeller, whirligig, or similar commercial device which is designed to 
800 flutter, rotate, or display other movement under the influence of wind. This definition shall not 
801 include pennants, flags, or banners.
802
803 …



804 Exhibit C
805
806 Partial List of Studies Consulted
807
808 “Digital Signs and Billboards: Crafting and Enforcing Local Regulations” – a slide summary of a 
809 90-minute presentation from the Veridian Group, a consultancy specializing in human factors 
810 research, available at http://media.straffordpub.com/products/digital-signs-and-billboards-
811 crafting-and-enforcing-local-regulations-2013-12-11/presentation.pdf. 
812
813  “The impact of road advertising signs on driver behavior and implications for road safety: A 
814 critical systematic review”, a study from Australia examining 90 research papers related to the 
815 topic, available at https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0965856418310632
816
817 “Effects of electronic billboards on driver distraction”, a Swedish study available at 
818 https://www.scenic.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/eebdd.pdf.
819
820 Night-time Brightness Level Recommendations for On-Premise Electronic Message Centers, 
821 update August 2016 
822 (https://www.signs.org/media/files/ISA_EMC_Recommendations_Refresh_FINAL.pdf).  

http://media.straffordpub.com/products/digital-signs-and-billboards-crafting-and-enforcing-local-regulations-2013-12-11/presentation.pdf
http://media.straffordpub.com/products/digital-signs-and-billboards-crafting-and-enforcing-local-regulations-2013-12-11/presentation.pdf
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0965856418310632
https://www.scenic.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/eebdd.pdf
https://www.signs.org/media/files/ISA_EMC_Recommendations_Refresh_FINAL.pdf
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Provo City Planning Commission 

Report of Action 
March 10, 2021 

 

 

*ITEM 1 The Development Services department, on behalf of the Sign Committee, requests an Ordinance Text 

Amendment to Chapter 6.06 and 14.38 of the Provo City Code to update use of electronic signs and 

standards for signs and outdoor advertising. Citywide Impact. Aaron Ardmore (801) 852-6404 

aardmore@provo.org PLOTA20210046 
 

 

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

10, 2021: 

 
RECOMMENDED APPROVAL 

 

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

 
Motion By: Deborah Jensen 
Second By: Laurie Urquiaga 
Votes in Favor of Motion: Deborah Jensen, Laurie Urquiaga, Russell Phillips, Robert Knudsen, Lisa Jensen, Daniel 
Gonzales, Dave Anderson, Brian Henrie 
Dave Anderson 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. 

 
TEXT AMENDMENT 
The text of the proposed amendment is attached as Exhibit A. 
 
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. Staff gave an overview of the proposed language and answered Planning Commission questions 
regarding sign regulations and issues. 
 
CITY DEPARTMENTAL ISSUES 
• The Coordinator Review Committee (CRC) has reviewed the application and given their approval. 
 
NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING DATE  
• City-wide application; all Neighborhood Chairs received notification. 
 

NEIGHBORHOOD AND PUBLIC COMMENT  

• This item was City-wide or affected multiple neighborhoods. 
• Neighbors or other interested parties were present or addressed the Planning Commission. 
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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: 

• Jeff Young of YESCO signs shared his opinions on the proposals, stating he does not agree with the longer hold 
times proposed. 

• Paul Evans stated his concerns regarding signs on North University Avenue and referenced correspondence he 
had sent to the Planning Commission prior to the hearing. 

• James Carpentier shared his support for most of the proposed changes but does not agree with the longer hold 
times or the reasoning of safety for the changes. 

 
PLANNING COMMISSION DISCUSSION 
Key points discussed by the Planning Commission included the following: 

• Laurie Urquiaga asked about the map associated with the proposal, showing changes in permitted areas and multi-
tenant areas. She thought the difference between long hold and short hold may be too much, but that fifteen second 
holds were appropriate.  

• The Commission asked about billboards as compared with on-premise signs and how the regulations differ. 

• Lisa Jensen asked about nonconforming rights with the proposal and if height limits were affected. She has 
concerns over proposed hold times and current brightness standards, she suggested a nighttime off standard for 
future discussions with the Council Sign Committee. 

• Brian Henrie stated hold times are not a concern for him, but that he would be interested on future changes to 
brightness standards. 

• Deborah Jensen stated her support for the changes and referenced the emails received from the public regarding 
concerns with bright signs. She also supports having “off hours” regulations come in the future. She related to the 
Commission that sign regulations are an important part of the City and attention to the visual impact needs to be 
a focus on future discussions and proposals. 

• The Planning Commission directed staff to look at brightness standards and other regulations that could address 
concerns of neighbors in future discussions with the Sign Committee. 

• The Planning Commission stated their support for Daniel Gonzales to serve on the Sign Committee to represent 
the Planning Commission in future discussions. 

 
 

 

 

Planning Commission Chair  

 

 

Director of Development Services  

 
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. 
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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 and Neighborhood 
Services 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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The Development Services department on behalf of the Sign 
Committee requests an Ordinance Text Amendment to Chapter 

6.06 and 14.38 of the Provo City Code to update use of electronic 
signs and standards for signs and outdoor advertising.

Citywide Impact

PLOTA20210046

ITEM 1*

















From: R Paul Evans  
Sent: Wednesday, March 3, 2021 2:26 PM 
Cc: DS Public Hearings  
Subject: Electronic Signs Ordinance - 10 March Planning Commission Meeting 
 

Hi All, 
 
Attached is the Provo City Planning Commission Staff Report regarding the proposed amendments to 
the Provo City ordinances regulating electronic signs.  Please note that the Planning Commission 
Meeting is Wednesday 10 March at 6:00 pm.  My previous email was incorrect for the date!  The 
ordinance is scheduled for a hearing before the Provo City Municipal Council on Tuesday 16 March at 
5:30 pm, depending on the outcome from the Planning Commission meeting.  Information on how to 
participate in the virtual meetings is copied below. 
 
The four issues I will be pursuing are: 

1. The North University Avenue Design Corridor restricts signs to a maximum size of 60 square 
feet and a maximum height of 10 feet above sidewalk grade.  This restriction must remain. 

2. The ordinance does not address the placement of electronic signs on commercial property 
adjacent to residential property.  Transitions and buffers between adjacent properties with 
differing use are typical.  One possible “buffer” is a “lights out” provision turning signs off 
between 10 PM and 7 AM, a time frame used in noise ordinance restrictions. 

3. Provide for a live demonstration of the maximum light intensity above ambient lighting 
permitted by ordinance and demonstrate intensities above and below the proposed maximum 
limit. 

4. Will the Planning Commission act as enabled by 14.38.010 (7) to order the correction or 
removal of the sign at the Esquire Building (3000 North University Avenue).  The sign was 
erected without Planning Commission approval as evidenced by the lack of a building permit 
issued by Provo City Building Inspection.  When a sign is erected or maintained contrary to 
code, the Planning Commission is empowered to order the removal of the sign or the 
correction of the sign within a time period not exceeding 30 days.  

 
All are invited to participate as schedule and interest allow. 
 
Cheers, 
 
R. Paul Evans 
 



From: David Sewell  
Sent: Wednesday, March 10, 2021 6:53 AM 
To: Marilyn Steffensen 
Cc: DS Public Hearings; R. Paul Evans; Bill Fillmore  
Subject: Re: In regards to Planning Mtg of 3/10/21 
 
Thank you for the feedback and pictures. We are going to take up the issue of nighttime brightness at our next 
Council Sign Committee meeting. I expect we will be bringing a recommendation back to the Council in the near 
future.  
 
Dave

 

From: Marilyn Steffensen  
Sent: Tuesday, March 9, 2021 10:51 AM 
To: DS Public Hearings; Paul Evans; David Sewell; Bill Fillmore  
Subject: In regards to Planning Mtg of 3/10/21 
 
Please consider the following when making your recommendations to the city council.  
 
Does anyone approving these electronic signs in Provo ever look on a map to see where the residential zones 
are?  We have strict codes for lighting in residential zones but somehow if you are adjacent to a business zone, 
those residential considerations are completely ignored.  In the case of the two illegal signs located at 3000 N. 
University and 3152 N. University, both businesses were built and operated decades after the homes were 
established. 
 
A picture is worth a thousand words.  Please look at these and consider whether you would like to have 
electronic signs installed in your backyard. 
 
And that is the smaller sign at 3000 N. University.  The bigger sign at Blue Rock Medical is worse. 
This is like living on the Las Vegas Strip.  If you insist on allowing these garish signs to pollute Provo, could you at 
least pass a light ban between 10 pm to 7 am for those signs within sight of a residential neighborhood? 
Thank you, 
 
Marilyn Steffensen 
 



From: Marilyn Steffensen  
Sent: Tuesday, March 9, 2021 10:51 AM 
To: DS Public Hearings; Paul Evans; David Sewell; Bill Fillmore  
Subject: In regards to Planning Mtg of 3/10/21 
 
Please consider the following when making your recommendations to the city council.  
 
Does anyone approving these electronic signs in Provo ever look on a map to see where the residential zones 
are?  We have strict codes for lighting in residential zones but somehow if you are adjacent to a business zone, 
those residential considerations are completely ignored.  In the case of the two illegal signs located at 3000 N. 
University and 3152 N. University, both businesses were built and operated decades after the homes were 
established. 
 
A picture is worth a thousand words.  Please look at these and consider whether you would like to have 
electronic signs installed in your backyard. 
 
From outside: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



From our bedrooms: 

 
 

 



 
 

 
 
And that is the smaller sign at 3000 N. University.  The bigger sign at Blue Rock Medical is worse. 
This is like living on the Las Vegas Strip.  If you insist on allowing these garish signs to pollute Provo, could you at 
least pass a light ban between 10 pm to 7 am for those signs within sight of a residential neighborhood? 
Thank you, 
 
Marilyn Steffensen 
 



From: James Carpentier   
Sent: Monday, March 8, 2021 2:47 PM 
To: DS Public Hearings  
Cc: Patti King; David Hickey; Provo Mayor's Office; Council; Hannah Salzl 
Subject: USA & ISA recommendations sign ordinance amendments item #1 Planning Commission Agenda - 
March 10, 2021 
 
Honorable Chair Anderson and the Provo Planning Commission: 
 
I am contacting you on behalf of the Utah Sign Association and the International Sign Association. Both 
associations work with jurisdictions to assist in the creation of beneficial and enforceable sign regulations. This 
communication is in regards to the proposed draft ordinance regarding hold times for electronic signs that is 
scheduled for public hearing before the Planning Commission on March 10, 2021. 
 
Please see our attached recommendations along with supporting documentation. Do not hesitate to contact me 
with any questions. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
James B Carpentier AICP 
Director State & Local Government Affairs  

1001 N. Fairfax Street, Suite 301 
Alexandria, VA 22314 

 
www.signs.org | www.signexpo.org 
james.carpentier@signs.org 

 

mailto:james.carpentier@signs.org


 
 

March 8, 2021    sent via email 

To:  Honorable Mayor Kaufusi and the Provo City Council 
Honorable Chair Anderson and the Provo Planning Commission 
 

Re:  AN ORDINANCE AMENDING PROVO CITY CODE REGARDING THE HOLD TIMES FOR ELECTRONIC SIGNS AND 
SIGN SIZE LIMITS. CITYWIDE APPLICATION. (19-102) 

I am contacting you on behalf of the Utah Sign Association and the International Sign Association. Both 
associations work with jurisdictions to assist in the creation of beneficial and enforceable sign regulations. This 
communication is in regards to the proposed draft ordinance regarding hold times for electronic signs that is 
scheduled for public hearing before the Planning Commission on March 10, 2021. 

We are in agreement with some portions of the ordinance, in particular the brightness limitations for electronic 
signs that utilizes our recommended footcandle approach. We have found that the brightness of electronic sign 
regulation to be the most important regulatory aspect of this technology.  

We strongly believe that electronic signs for the local business community should be no more restrictive than 
the regulations for outdoor or billboard advertising. The proposed ordinance provides favorable treatment for 
outdoor advertising or billboards. We recommend that the City maintain the existing 8 second hold time for on 
premise signs, since this is not the right time to place more restrictive hold times on the business community.  In 
fact, we believe that more flexibility in messaging to the public is needed in these changing times.  We have the 
following concerns and recommendations for your consideration (our comments are in italics): 

 The Texas A & M Study Statistical Analysis of the Relationship between On-Premise Digital Signage and 

Traffic Safety (see attached) is not cited in the findings, which states the following: “The results of this 

study provide scientifically based data that indicate that the installation of digital on-premise signs does 

not lead to a statistically significant increase in crashes on major roads.” It is important to note that this 

study includes 135 locations in 4 states, with a variety of hold times, from long, to short or no minimum 

hold times.  

Lines 39-40; Crash risk increases by 2.8 times when a driver’s eyes leave the road for 2 or more seconds 

 The 2013 FHWA study (see attached) indicates the following: “The results did not provide evidence 
indicating that CEVMS, as deployed and tested in the two selected cities, were associated with 
unacceptably long glances away from the road.” Longest fixation to a digital billboard was 1,335ms 
(1,284ms for standard), well below widely accepted threshold of 2,000ms resulting in higher crash risk. 

Lines 41-42;  Research and industry sponsored studies show that digital signs take drivers’ eyes off the road 
for 2, 3 and even 5 seconds at a time 

 Swedish studies that dealt with billboards that have motion and are mounted far closer to the right of 

way than would be allowed in US billboards. This information conflicts with the 2013 FHWA study 

previously noted. 



 
 

Lines 43-44; Changing digital signs receive significantly more glances and more long glances than static signs 

 The 2013 FHWA study indicates the following: Longest fixation to a digital billboard was 1,335ms 

(1,284ms for standard), well below widely accepted threshold of 2,000ms resulting in higher crash risk. 

Lines 47-49; Drivers are neurophysiologically predisposed to orient to motion and sudden changes in the 

periphery of their vision. Increased transition duration (hold time) helps avoid or reduce such sudden motion 

or changes 

 With static images and instantaneous changes no “motion” exists and the message changes are not as 

noticeable.   

Lines 55-58; While state regulations use an 8 second minimum hold time to achieve this goal at freeway 

speeds, driving speeds in the city environment are lower and there can be more digital signs in close 

proximity. In consideration of those factors, longer minimum hold times are appropriate. 

 Favoring off premise speech with shorter hold times is not recommended. Due to the smaller allowable 

area of on-premise message centers we recommend hold times that are similar or less than the large 

format off premise signs. We believe that for Provo to be “open for business” as stated in the findings, 

hold times need to be the same or less than off premise advertising. 

Lines 126-127; (b) 15 seconds for a sign located in an SC3 zone and associated with a commercial building 

housing 20 or more different tenants 

 We recommend that a short hold time be no more than what is allowed for off premise speech, at 8 

seconds, so as to not favor off premise speech more than on premise speech. 

Lines 129-132; (c) one minute for all signs that are not described in Subsections (2)(a) or (2)(b) and are located 

in areas specified in Provo City Code Section 14.38.025 as allowing short hold time electronic display signs. 

 We recommend that a short hold time be no more than what is allowed for off premise speech, at 8 

seconds, so as to not favor off premise speech more than on premise speech. We believe that a hold 

time of one minute is not in alignment with the Council finding (i): “Provo is open for business. The 

Municipal Council wants new businesses and existing businesses to thrive.”  A one minute hold time is 

not supportive of new and existing businesses. 

We appreciate your consideration of our recommendations. Do not hesitate to contact me with any questions. 

Sincerely, 

 

James Carpentier AICP 
Director State & Local Government Affairs 



 

DIGITAL SIGNAGE  
AND TRAFFIC SAFETY:  
A STATISTICAL  
ANALYSIS

SIGN RESEARCH FOUNDATION   
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY



BEST PRACTICES
This executive summary highlights three key takeaways from the 
report. 

hen it comes to studying the 
impact of digital signage on 
traffic safety, a simple measure 
of crash frequencies before and 

after sign installation doesn’t provide a complete 
picture. That’s why a group of researchers from 
Texas A&M University incorporated the Empirical 
Bayes (EB) statistical analysis method, allowing 
for better control of external factors. Their work 
is believed to be the first comprehensive and 
scientifically based research on the issue.

The safety analysis included 135 sign locations 
based on the following criteria: 

 The signs were located in Washington, North 
Carolina, Ohio or California.

 The signs were installed in 2006 or 2007 
in order to have adequate time in both the 
before and after analysis periods to compare 
crash histories.

 The signs were located on major roads, as 
the Highway Safety Information System 
(HSIS) crash dataset usually does not include 
crashes that are located on minor roads or 
private driveways.

As the use of digital on-premise signs continues 
to increase, so, too, have efforts to regulate the 
way digital messages are displayed. Jurisdictions 
often cite traffic safety impact as justification for 
local sign codes and ordinances. This research, 
however, provides a scientifically based, national 
analysis to help all involved better understand 
the true impact of on-premise digital signage on 
safety.      

The 2012 study was performed by H. Gene 
Hawkins, Jr., Ph.D., P.E., associate professor 
and research engineer, Zachry Department 
of Engineering, Texas A&M University; Pei-
Fen Kuo, graduate research assistant, Texas 
A&M Transportation Institute; and Dominique 
Lord, Ph.D., associate professor and research 
engineer, Zachry Department of Engineering, 
Texas A&M University. It was funded by a grant 
from the Sign Research Foundation.

1

2
THE DATA REVEALED THAT THERE IS NO 
STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT INCREASE IN CRASH 
FREQUENCY AFTER INSTALLING AN ON-PREMISE 
DIGITAL SIGN.

 ■ The research involved a review of previous studies, including 
hypotheses that on-premise business signs distract drivers, 
leading to higher crash rates, and that on-premise business 
signs might mask the visibility of regulatory and warning road 
signs, also increasing crash risk.  

 ■ Previous research has been inconsistent, and some studies 
have had important weaknesses and study limitations.  

 ■ Hawkins, Kuo and Lord took every avenue to deliver as 
accurate and valid a study as possible; the analysis even 
separated crashes into single- and multi-use incidents. No 
statistically significant differences were found overall.  

 ■ The safety index for all four states was 1.0 with a 95 percent 
confidence interval that ranged from 0.93 to 1.07, meaning 
the use of on-premise digital signs does not increase the risk of 
crashes. 

THE STUDY USES ADVANCED STATISTICAL METHODS 
ALONG WITH A LARGE SAMPLE SIZE OF DATA.

 ■ The 135 sites—narrowed down from an original pool of 3,000 
possible locations—came from four states. Sites had to meet 
all study criteria of location and date of installation to be 
included.   

 ■ The size and specificity of the study allowed for more robust 
and accurate results than previous research.

 ■ Crash data was acquired from the Federal Highway 
Administration’s Highway Safety Information System. The 
data also included roadway characteristics such as number 
of lanes, speed limits and other factors. The research team 
gathered information about the location of on-premise digital 
signs from two sign manufacturing companies. The datasets 
were then carefully merged through a lengthy validation 
process.

 ■ A basic comparison of crash frequencies before and after sign 
installation would be known as a naïve before-after analysis. 
The Empirical Bayes method used for the study, however, is the 
recommended procedure for evaluating the impact of safety 
treatments. Safety impacts are represented by the safety 
index, a ratio of safety before and after an event, in this case, 
the installation of digital signs.

W

■

■

■



3
USING THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
(ANOVA), THE TEAM ALSO EXPLORED 
THE IMPACT OF ON-PREMISE DIGITAL 
SIGN COLOR, DIMENSION AND BUSINESS 
TYPE ON SAFETY. 

 ■ ANOVA is a collection of statistical models 
used for comparing several groups or 
variables for statistical significance.  

 ■ Hawkins, Kuo and Lord compared single color 
and multi-color signs as part of the study; 89 
were single and 37, multi-colored. They found 
no significant difference in the mean of safety 
index among signs having single or multiple 
colors.

 ■ The study considered small, medium and 
large signs. In the final dataset, 36 signs had 
a sign area of less than 10 ft2; 56 had a sign 
area from 10-15 ft2; and 34 had a sign area 
greater than 15 ft2. Sign size was delineated 
based on the area of the electronic display, 
not the overall size of the complete sign. Here, 
too, the researchers found no statistically 
significant difference among the categories in 
terms of safety.

 ■ The researchers looked at business type, 
such as restaurants (seven); pharmacies and 
retail stores (18); hotels (three); gas stations 
(three); auto shops (seven); and others 
(84). Once again, there was no statistically 
significant difference among the population 
means.

FIVE DISTINGUISHING 
FACTORS

Read the Full Report Statistical Analysis of the 
Relationship between On-Premise Digital Signage 
and Traffic Safety (2012):  
www.signresearch.org/trafficsafety

Thorough literature review on 
safety aspects of digital signage 
and previous statistical analyses

Use of the 
Empirical Bayes 

(EB) statistical analysis 
method - recommended by 

the Highway Safety Manual, 
the “authoritative document for 

analyzing the safety impacts 
of various transportation 

improvements or 
treatments.”4

Evaluation and gap  
analysis of past studies

2

1

Key study findings,  
conclusions, and 

recommendations

5

Data collection of sign 
installation dates & crash  

data over four states  
(largest sample size of  

any study to date)

3
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Summary of FHWA Study Digital Sign Safety 
28 January 2014 

 

On 27 December 2013, the US Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration 

(FHWA) released the results of a multiyear research study of driver visual behavior in the 

presence of digital billboards (CEVMS; “changeable electronic variable message signs” is the 

preferred FHWA term).  This research had been long anticipated, but had been delayed for 

several years as the report’s release has been contested.  Updates from FHWA and USDOT staff 

at key conferences (TRB, NAHBA, AASHTO R-O-W) have mentioned discussions on the language 

in the cover memo and an objection raised in the peer review of the raw data.   

 

In any event, the study (based on data collected in September 2009 -April 2010) has been 

released and the authors’ conclusions are consistent with the favorable outcome expected by 

members of the on-premise sign and outdoor advertising industries. 

 

Key Conclusions 

“The results of the study are consistent with research and theory on the control of gaze 
behavior in natural environments. The demands of the driving task tend to affect the driver’s 
self-regulation of gaze behavior.” (emphasis added; pg i) 
 

The study attempted to address three research questions: 

(1) DO CEVMS ATTRACT DRIVERS’ ATTENTION AWAY FROM THE FORWARD ROADWAY AND 

OTHER DRIVING RELEVANT STIMULI? 

“On average, the drivers in this study devoted between 73 and 85 percent of their visual 

attention to the road ahead for both CEVMS and standard billboards. This range is 

consistent with earlier field research studies. In the present study, the presence of 

CEVMS did not appear to be related to a decrease in looking toward the road ahead.” 

(emphasis added; pg 2) 

(2) DO GLANCES TO CEVMS OCCUR THAT WOULD SUGGEST A DECREASE IN SAFETY? 

“The results did not provide evidence indicating that CEVMS, as deployed and tested in 

the two selected cities, were associated with unacceptably long glances away from the 

road. When dwell times longer than the currently accepted threshold of 2,000 ms 

occurred, the road ahead was still in the driver’s field of view. This was the case for both 

CEVMS and standard billboards.” (emphasis added; pg 2) 

(3) DO DRIVERS LOOK AT CEVMS MORE THAN STANDARD BILLBOARDS? 

“When a gaze was to an off-premise advertising sign, the drivers were generally more 

likely to gaze at a CEVMS than at a standard billboard.” (pg 3) 

 



 
 
 
 
 

  

 

 

Overall: 

The present data suggest that the drivers in this study directed the majority of their 

visual attention to areas of the roadway that were relevant to the task at hand (e.g., the 

driving task). Furthermore, it is possible, and likely, that in the time that the drivers 

looked away from the forward roadway, they may have elected to glance at other 

objects in the surrounding environment (in the absence of billboards) that were not 

relevant to the driving task. When billboards were present, the drivers in this study 

sometimes looked at them, but not such that overall attention to the forward roadway 

decreased. (pg. 4) 

 

Details about the Study Itself 

The need for further study of CEVMS was highlighted in a 2007 FHWA memorandum (that 

declared digital billboards operating with a message change rate of 4-10 seconds did not violate 

earlier prohibitions against “flashing”).  In 2009, FHWA conducted a literature review (FHWA-

HRT-09-018) to examine the overall body of research on the subject of safety effects of digital 

billboards.  Following that literature review, this larger study began. 
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The researchers (employees of SAIC) conducted field studies in Reading, PA and Richmond, VA.  

Using a specially equipped test vehicle, drivers followed two specified routes (1 freeway; 1 

arterial roads). Each route took 25-35 minutes to drive and was 13-20 miles long.  In Reading, 

43 drivers ages 18-64 (median age 46-47) were recruited to participate, though only 31 

produced useable data (14 night; 17 day).  In Richmond, 41 drivers ages 18-64 (median ages 25-

28) were recruited to participate, though only 24 produced useable data (14 day; 10 night).  The 

participants were not told the purpose of the drive; at the end, they were debriefed with 

questions about the presence of an in-car navigation system giving audible directions. 

 

Key Numbers from the Study 

 Drivers devote 73-85% of visual attention to the roadway 

 Average “fixation” duration to digital billboards were 379ms (335 for standard), “similar 

to the average fixation duration to the road ahead” 

 Longest fixation to a digital billboard was 1,335ms (1,284ms for standard), well below 

widely accepted threshold of 2,000ms resulting in higher crash risk. 

 Four (of 55) individuals had billboard dwell (aggregate of consecutive fixations on same 

object) times in excess of 2,000ms, but three were to standard billboards, and all were 

positioned close to forward view (drivers still could see road in peripheral vision). 

 



DATE:  March 16, 2021

TO: Provo City Council

FROM: Jeff Young
Senior Vice President 
YESCO Custom Electric Signs

RE: Sign Ordinance – Bad for Business

After offering my 3 minutes to the planning commission last week on this subject, I became 
more and more concerned with the extended discussion about how these “electronic signs” are 
bad for the community – how unsafe they are – what a nuisance they are – and how they need 
to be restricted and regulated.

I honestly don’t remember anyone on the planning commission issuing any concerns about 
business, particularly after this pandemic has ravaged businesses small and large. A friend of 
mine in our industry in Michigan said it best last week – “We used to put up 3-4 signs a week, 
and now we’re REMOVING 3-4 signs per week for businesses who will never come back.” 

FREE SPEECH – I submit that we wouldn’t ever consider restricting a business advertising on 
television with one minute hold times.  Nor would we tell a radio advertiser that they can only 
say 4-5 words every 15 seconds.  We would never think of telling the community that they 
can’t read the newspaper after a certain time in the late evening.  We believe in our free 
market that businesses should be able to advertise.  

WHEN DID LIGHT BECOME A BAD THING? One of the distinguishing characteristics of North 
Korea looking down from space is an absence of light (and paved roads and a lot of other 
things).  We get hired by communities everywhere to install, maintain, and retrofit lights for city 
streets, parks, libraries, and public spaces.  How is it that cities spend so much money to 
install lights yet turn around and decry the lights from signs as a negative thing?

SAFETY, SAFETY, SAFETY – Apparently none of our submitted research was shared with the 
planning commission by staff.  They had to go overseas to find some studies that seem to 
support the idea that signs are dangerous.  Well, someone better tell the Utah Department of 
Transportation who install blinking and flashing electronic signs before and after every 
construction zone.  Someone ought to suggest that the flashing lights on ambulances, police 
cars, and fire trucks ought to be converted to NON-FLASHING lights – as to not cause 
distraction.  Electronic signs do not cause traffic accidents.  And, you don’t need to believe me 
– please read on.

 In 2013 the Federal Highways commissioned a study on glances at electronic signs and 
found that electronics signs are looked at twice as often.  HOWEVER, the sign glances 
never exceeded 1.3 seconds – WELL BELOW the 2 second glance safety threshold 



established by the Virginia Tech Transportation Institute in 2007.  (For reference – 
texting takes drivers’ eyes off the road for an average of 4.6 seconds)

 In essence the federal study indicated that looking at signs is no more dangerous than 
checking your blind spot, turning the dial on your radio, or checking your rearview mirror 
– all of which are done in less than 2 seconds.

 In reviewing ten years of traffic accident reports from the State of Utah which 
investigated approximately 509,000 car accidents.  Signs nor electronics signs were 
NOT cited as a cause of ANY accident.

 The Tantala Group published five major studies from 2007 to 2010 covering 160,000 
traffic accident in proximity to 69 digital signs with traffic counts in excess of 1 billion 
annual vehicles and found “No statistical relationship between vehicular accidents and 
(digital) billboards”.

 The Texas A&M study which studied 135 locations in 4 states with long to short or no 
minimum hold times established NO increase in the risk of traffic accidents.

BRIGHTNESS:  Those on the city council quite a few years ago may remember our field trip to 
the Shops at Riverwoods.  It was Christmas and the lights were tightly wrapped around the 
trees.  It was immediately clear that the Christmas lights were brighter than the signs.  
Someone from the council said “That’s not fair” and then I asked the question (with humor) if 
we should ask the owners to remove or turn off their Christmas lights.  

 The reality is as we drive, everything is in motion, including parking lot lights, wall lights, 
lights inside and outside buildings, headlights on cars – all in motion.  Our brains do a 
wonderful job of focusing on the task at hand and navigating safely through that 
environment.  

 Traffic signals – Have you noticed how bright they are? Any effort to restrict the 
brightness?  They can’t be dimmed down.

 Headlights on cars – Have you noticed how bright they are?  Any plans to restrict the 
motion and brightness of that light in Provo?

 High beams on cars – Why aren’t we talking about how bright they are and how 
dangerous that light is?

 REALITY – You already have the lighting guideline (.3 footcandles brightness above 
ambient light) which has been adopted by hundreds of communities and it is fantastic!  
Short of low beams and high beams on cars, electronic signs are the ONLY exterior 
light sources in Provo that are intelligently dimming whenever it gets dark.  All other light 
stays the same brightness regardless if it’s next to a well-lit area of town or a lonely dark 
road.  After designing and implementing such sophisticated and intelligent systems, we 
remain baffled at why we continue to receive such negative attention.

CONFUSION – So who gets what and where and why?

 We’ve got our best team members looking at this sign code.  The tables for sizing are 
actually a wonderful enhancement.  Thank you for that.

 HOWEVER - Breaking the city up into three or four different areas and then suggesting 
that signs installed before or after 2013 are treated differently is simply impractical and 
functionally unmanageable.  If we (the sign experts) can’t simply explain this to our 



present and future customers – how are they supposed to figure it out – and how are 
they supposed to be accountable to the code?

 Placing restrictions on electronics on upgrade or retrofit will bring about the “Plumb Tree 
Plaza” syndrome where our customers will favor using older technology for the 
opportunity to animate their signs.  It’s as if you tell someone if they get a new car, they 
can only drive at 25 miles per hour.  They’re going to keep their rusted 1984 vehicle on 
the road for many years to come.

ANIMATION – ISN’T A BAD THING

 Your local businesses have invested strategically to advertise using electronic signs and 
it’s not right or fair that they should be restricted to use their signs the way they were 
designed.

WHY SHOULD YOU CARE WHAT THE SIGN COMPANY SAYS?

 We literally “partner” with thousands of businesses ever month for projects small and 
large.  We lease many of our signs and invest our own money with the hope and 
anticipation of collecting their payments over 3 to 5 years.  We see their anxieties and 
understand their struggles as we work with them to enhance their street-side image or 
improve their visibility. 

 You should listen to us because we represent Provo City and the Provo City sign code 
to them.

 Furthermore, we are constantly assessing the stability and risk associated with our 
customers and their projects.  We actually know what works and doesn’t work.  We are 
the experts and partners for successful business. 

WHAT ARE BUSINESSES SAYING about sign restrictions? (quotes)

 The city's proposed changes to the sign code would greatly negatively impact current 
and future retail and service businesses.  More restrictive and in a time where covid has 
impacted retail services, this proposed code does not consider business struggles.

 After all of the Covid restrictions this year that cut our business revenue by over 50% in 
the first couple months of the pandemic, the last thing we need are sign restrictions that 
would harm our small business even more.

 Being in the rear of an industrial park is hard enough without further restricting signage 
that let people know we are here. Why (is the city) becoming so anti- business? Maybe 
they just want to turn every lot into blocks of apartments and get rid of a business base. 
Any developers, realtors, landlords on the council??

 Thanks for listening and not regulating based on a few opinions.
 We are businesses, and need to advertising our locations in whatever creative way we 

chose. The uniqueness of each of our businesses should be able to be presented in any 
way we chose.  We do not want someone who is not running a business to make 
decisions for us. We have to pay the taxes, pay our employees and make sure our 
customers can find us.  These are hard times for many businesses, and (you) are 
contributing to the problem.  States like New York and California are losing hundreds 
and thousands of businesses as owners try to escape the unnecessary restrictions 



imposed on them.  You will have the same result if you do not understand and withdraw 
this kind of unnecessary restrictions.

 Kill small business. Awesome idea. Viva AMAZON!
 Why the hostility towards the business community?
 Advertising is a key ingredient to our successful economy, restricting these 

opportunities only hurts local businesses and the best interests of the beehive state.
 The proposed restrictions by the city are unfavorable to business. The city should be 

conscientious of the staple signs are to the business community and not 
UNREASONABLY restrict them. Both the city and the business community will be better 
off going with the industry recommendations vs the city's recommendation, if a change 
is even needed.

 This is madness.  You are destroying your businesses and ultimately your tax base.  
Don't do this!

 After looking at the way they are explaining the new ordinance and driving through the 
area looking at the building and signs, most of the restrictions will end up hurting 
businesses.  By making these things harder businesses will not want to do business 
here.  We want business and citizens to thrive.  

 Quit wasting tax dollars and your time on proposals like this.  There are so many more 
worthwhile causes you could resolve.  Keep government out of business.

 As we live in a valley that is highly competitive for business, why would you want to 
make those of us that provide the sales tax revenue to be hindered in our ability to 
attract business to the city?

OPPOSING BUSINESS or SUPPORTING BUSINESS?
 I don’t know how much longer JCPenney and Dillard’s will remain at the mall.  If you 

haven’t been on a stroll lately, you need to go down there.  It’s a sad commentary about 
the state of retail and the state of business right now.

 How many more national and regional brands will leave Provo before you realize that 
you are chasing business out of our city?

 How many more “vacancy” or “for lease” signs will it take for us to realize that we need 
to adopt a supportive position with business?

 How many more small businesses will have to close up shop before we recognize that 
we need to help them and not add more restrictions on them?

 For any of you who have taken all your life savings, the equity in your home, and/or 
secured a large loan from a bank to open a business – you might begin to understand 
how fragile it is to keep a business IN business and now VITAL it is to be able to 
advertise to create enough revenue to make payroll, pay suppliers, pay taxes, and 
continue in business.

 How many businesses fail even in good circumstances?
o Read up here:  THE TRUE FAILURE RATE OF SMALL BUSINESSES – 

ENTREPRENEUR ARTICLE

This code change couldn’t come at a worse time.  It’s terrible timing and terrible for business in 
Provo.

We respectfully urge you to reconsider and NOT pass this ordinance.

https://www.entrepreneur.com/article/361350
https://www.entrepreneur.com/article/361350
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PROVO MUNICIPAL COUNCIL
STAFF REPORT

Submitter: NLA
Department: Development Services
Requested Meeting Date: 03-30-2021

SUBJECT: An ordinance approving the petition to annex approximately 9.5 acres of 
property generally located at the intersection of Colorado Avenue, Bullock 
Lane, and 1860 South. East Bay Neighborhood. (PLANEX20191040)

RECOMMENDATION: To be heard at the March 30, 2021 Work & Council Meeting. 
Please see supporting documents.

BACKGROUND: This item is an annexation request for property located at 1640 S. 
Colorado Avenue. The subject area is located on the south edge of the current Provo 
boundaries, on the north side of 1860 South, and on the east side of the Western 
Metals Recycling property. A portion of two of the parcels to be annexed are already 
within the City boundary. The total property proposed for annexation equals 
approximately 9.5 acres. The applicant is , the project engineer, but the petition signer is 
Spencer Wright, representing East Bay Self Storage, LLC.

FISCAL IMPACT:

PRESENTER’S NAME: Robert Mills (801) 852-6407  rmills@provo.org

REQUESTED DURATION OF PRESENTATION: 10 minutes

COMPATIBILITY WITH GENERAL PLAN POLICIES, GOALS, AND OBJECTIVES:

CITYVIEW OR ISSUE FILE NUMBER: PLANEX20210019



 

 

*ITEM 8    Jeremy Draper requests annexation of approximately 9.5 acres of property at the 

intersections of Colorado Avenue, Bullock Lane, and 1860 South to allow for 

construction of a storage facility. East Bay Neighborhood. Robert Mills (801) 852-

6407.  rmills@provo.org PLANEX20210019 

 

Applicant: Jeremy Draper 

Staff Coordinator: Robert Mills 

Property Owner: East Bay Self Storage and 

Provo City 

Parcel ID#: 22:052:0040 (partial), 22:046:0032 

(partial), 22:046:0067, 22:052:0046, and 

22:052:0048  

Acreage: 9.5 acres 

Number of Properties: 4 

General Plan Designation: Industrial  

 

Alternative Actions: 

1. Continue to a future date to obtain 

additional information or to further consider 

information presented.  The next available 

meeting date is April 14, 2021 at 6:00 P.M. 

2. Recommend Denial of the proposed 

annexation. This recommendation would 

be inconsistent with the staff report. The 

Planning Commission must make specific 

findings that the proposal does not meet 

City Code requirements. 

 

Relevant History:  None 

 

Neighborhood Issues:  None 

 

Summary of Key Issues:   

Consideration of additional area as part of 

the requested annexation 

 

Related Items:  None 

 

Recommended Action:  

Recommend Approval to the Municipal 

Council of the proposed Provo Storage 

Annexation of about 9.5 acres, located at 

approximately 1640 S. Colorado Avenue. 

 

 

Planning Commission Hearing 
Staff Report 

Hearing Date: March 24, 2021 
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OVERVIEW 

This item is an annexation request for property located at 1640 S. Colorado Avenue. The subject 

area is located on the south edge of the current Provo boundaries, on the north side of 1860 

South, and on the east side of the Western Metals Recycling property. A portion of two of the 

parcels to be annexed are already within the City boundary. The total property proposed for 

annexation equals approximately 9.5 acres. The applicant is , the project engineer, but the petition 

signer is Spencer Wright, representing East Bay Self Storage, LLC. 
 
The site is located within “Area Two” on the City’s Annexation Policy Map, with Area Two described 

on the Map and in the City’s General Plan as follows:  
 

Area two: The General Plan calls for a combination of light and heavy 
industry in this area, between the railroad tracks and between 950 E and 
I-15. Provo City has electrical and sewer lines in this area. Water and sewer 
line extensions would be required to continue annexation south of the 
former rendering plant and east of the railroad tracks. 
 

By City Ordinance, and without a concurrent zoning application, an annexed property “shall be 

deemed to be classified in accordance with the lowest density zone allowed by the land use 

designation set forth for the subject property in the Provo City General Plan.” 

The lowest density, or least intensive industrial zone would be the M-1 “Manufacturing” Zone. 
 
A project plan for the site is being reviewed by the City’s Coordinators Review Committee (CRC) 

and the concept plan is attached to this report.  The proposed use for storage units would be 

permitted under SLU#6370 within either an M-1 or M-2 Zone.  The actual project plan will be 

presented to the Planning Commission for approval subject to approval of the annexation by the 

Municipal Council.   
 
 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

• The subject property is within “Area 2” of the Provo City Annexation Policy Map 

• The property is designated as “Industrial” in the Provo City General Plan. 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

In its review and evaluation of this request, Development Services Staff believes the proposed 

annexation is consistent with the adopted Annexation Plan and will be a benefit to the City. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

Recommend Approval to the Municipal Council of the proposed East Bay Storage Annexation of 

about 9.5 acres, located at approximately 1640 S. Colorado Avenue. 

ATTACHMENTS 

1. Location Map 

2. Annexation Policy Map 

3. Annexation Plat Maps 

4. Proposed Site Map 
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Attachment 1: Location Map 
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Attachment 2: Annexation Policy Map 
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Attachment 3: Annexation Plat Maps 
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Attachment 4: Proposed Site Plan 

 

 

 

 

 

 



1 ORDINANCE 2021-.
2
3 AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE PETITION TO ANNEX 
4 APPROXIMATELY 9.5 ACRES OF PROPERTY GENERALLY LOCATED 
5 AT THE INTERSECTION OF COLORADO AVENUE, BULLOCK LANE, 
6 AND 1860 SOUTH. EAST BAY NEIGHBORHOOD. (PLANEX20191040) 
7
8 WHEREAS, on February 16, 2021 the Municipal Council approved a resolution giving 
9 notice of its intent to consider the annexation of approximately 9.5 acres of property generally 

10 located at the intersection of Colorado Avenue, Bullock Lane, and 1860 South, as shown in the 
11 attached Exhibit A; and
12
13 WHEREAS, pursuant to Utah Code 10-2-418, if no timely protests against the proposed 
14 annexation have been filed, the Municipal Council may approve the annexation; and
15
16 WHEREAS, no timely protests were filed against the proposed annexation; and  
17
18 WHEREAS, a portion of the property is already within the boundaries of Provo City; and 
19
20 WHEREAS, on March 24, 2021, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public
21 hearing to consider the proposal and after such hearing the Planning Commission recommended
22 approval to the Municipal Council in a 6:0 vote; and
23
24 WHEREAS, on March 30, 2021, the Municipal Council met to ascertain the facts 
25 regarding this matter and receive public comment, which facts and comments are found in the 
26 public record of the Council’s consideration; and
27
28 WHEREAS, after considering the facts and comments presented to the Municipal
29 Council, the Council finds that approval of this annexation would reasonably further the health,
30 Safety, and general welfare of the citizens of Provo City.
31
32 NOW, THEREFORE, be it ordained by the Municipal Council of Provo City, Utah, as follows:
33
34 PART I:
35
36 The Municipal Council hereby approves the annexation of approximately 9.5 acres of 
37 property generally located at the intersection of Colorado Avenue, Bullock Lane, and 1860 
38 South, as shown in the attached Exhibit A.
39
40 PART II:
41
42  A. If a provision of this ordinance conflicts with a provision of a previously adopted 
43 ordinance, this ordinance shall prevail.
44
45 B. This ordinance and its various sections, clauses and paragraphs are hereby 
46 declared to be severable. If any part, sentence, clause or phrase is adjudged to be 



47 unconstitutional or invalid, the remainder of the ordinance shall not be affected 
48 thereby. 
49
50 C. This ordinance shall take effect immediately after it has been posted or published 
51 in accordance with Utah Code 10-3-711, presented to the Mayor in accordance 
52 with Utah Code 10-3b-204, and recorded in accordance with Utah Code 10-3-713. 
53
54 END OF ORDINANCE.
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Provo City Planning Commission 

Report of Action 
March 24, 2021 

 
 

Item 8* Jeremy Draper requests annexation of approximately 9.5 acres of property at the intersections of 
Colorado Avenue, Bullock Lane, and 1860 South to allow for construction of a storage facility. East Bay 
Neighborhood. Robert Mills (801) 852-6407.  rmills@provo.org PLANEX20210019   

 

 
 
The following action was taken by the Planning Commission on the above described item at its regular meeting of March 
24, 2021: 

 
RECOMMEND APPROVAL 

 
On a vote of 6:0, the Planning Commission recommended the Municipal Council approve the above noted application 
and designate the zoning for the property as M-1 Light Manufacturing. 
 

 
Motion By: Laurie Urquiaga 
Second By: Robert Knudsen 
Votes in Favor of Motion: Laurie Urquiaga, Lisa Jensen, Dave Anderson, Robert Knudsen, Brian Henrie, and Daniel 
Gonzales 
Votes Against the Motion:  
Dave Anderson 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. 
 
 

RELATED ACTIONS 
The Applicant has also submitted a project plan application for the storage facility. 
 

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. Staff explained the area of the proposed annexation and why it is consistent with the intended uses.  
 
NEIGHBORHOOD AND PUBLIC COMMENT  
• The Neighborhood Chair was not present or did not address the Planning Commission during the hearing. 
• No neighbors or other interested parties addressed the Planning Commission. 
 
APPLICANT RESPONSE 
Key points addressed in the applicant's presentation to the Planning Commission included the following: 
• No additional comments 
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PLANNING COMMISSION DISCUSSION 
Key points discussed by the Planning Commission included the following: 
• Commission members commented on the number of storage facilities in the area, but all agreed that it is the best use 

for this piece of property.  

 

 

Planning Commission Chair  

 

 

Director of Development Services  

 
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 and Neighborhood 
Services 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 



Jeremy Draper requests annexation of approximately 
9.5 acres of property at the intersections of Colorado 

Avenue, Bullock Lane, and 1860 South to allow for 
construction of a storage facility.

East Bay Neighborhood

PLANEX20210019 

ITEM 8*



Location 



Annexation Policy 



Annexation Plat



Site Plan
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PROVO MUNICIPAL COUNCIL
STAFF REPORT

Submitter: NLA
Department: Development Services
Requested Meeting Date: 03-30-2021

SUBJECT: An ordinance amending the Zone Map classification of approximately 54 
acres of real property, generally located at 3450 W Center Street, from 
(A1.10) to (M1), (R1.8PD), and (RA). Provo Bay and Fort Utah 
Neighborhoods. (PLRZ20180197)

RECOMMENDATION: To be heard at the March 30, 2021 Work & Council Meeting. 
Please see supporting documents.

BACKGROUND: The subject property lies on west Center Street and comprises five (5) 
parcels. Three (3) of these parcels are contiguous and lie north of Center Street. There 
are two (2) dwelling sites on this land; however, the majority of the land north of Center 
Street appears to currently be utilized for agricultural purposes. Two (2) additional, 
noncontiguous parcels lie south of Center Street. Currently, all this land appears to be 
used for agricultural endeavors. The proposed residential development is bounded on 
the north and west by the Provo River and on the south by Center Street. One of the 
two (2) proposed industrial areas lies immediately to the south and across Center 
Street.  Agricultural land lies to the west of the residential area. The land north and west 
of the proposed residential area, and across the Provo River, lies in unincorporated 
Utah County.

FISCAL IMPACT:

PRESENTER’S NAME: Brandon Larsen (801) 852-6408 blarsen@provo.org

REQUESTED DURATION OF PRESENTATION: 10 minutes

COMPATIBILITY WITH GENERAL PLAN POLICIES, GOALS, AND OBJECTIVES:

CITYVIEW OR ISSUE FILE NUMBER: PLRZ20180197



 

 

*ITEM # 4     Dave Morton requests Zone Changes from A1.10 to M1 (Light Manufacturing), R1.8PD 

(Performance Development), and RA (Residential Agricultural) for approximately 54 acres 

of property, located at approximately 3450 W Center Street.  Provo Bay and Fort Utah 

neighborhoods.  Brandon Larsen (801) 852-6408  blarsen@provo.org PLRZ20180197 

Applicant: Dave Morton, Anderson 
Development  

Staff Coordinator: Brandon Larsen 

Property Owner:  Halladay Land LLC; 
Kris and Stacy Halladay; and Thomas and 
Christine Halladay 

Parcel ID#: 21:029:0043, et al. 

General Plan Designation: Residential 
(north of Center Street) and Airport 
Related Activities (south of Center Street) 

Southwest Area Future Land Use:  
Residential (north of Center Street) and 
Airport Compatible Industrial/Commercial 
(south of Center Street) 

Current Zoning:  A1.10 (Agricultural, 10 
acre) 

Proposed Zoning:   M1 (Light 
Manufacturing), R1.8PD (R1.8, 
Performance Development), and RA 
(Residential Agricultural) 

Acreage: approx. 54 acres 

Number of Properties: 5 

 
ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS 

1. Continue to a future date to obtain 
additional information or to further 
consider information presented.  The 
next available meeting date is April 14, 
2021, 6:00 P.M. 

2. Recommend Denial of the proposed 
zone map amendment.  This action 
would not be consistent with the 
recommendations of the Staff Report. 
The Planning Commission should 
state new findings. 

 

Current Legal Use: Agricultural and residential use.  

Relevant History: 
The subject parcels have been used for agricultural 
use for many years. There are two (2) dwellings on 
the property. According to Utah County records, the 
dwelling at 3480 West Center Street was 
constructed in 1987 and the dwelling at 3460 West 
Center Street was constructed in 1980. It appears 
the parcels upon which the dwellings lie where 
created by unapproved divisions of land. This 
proposal may ultimately help to facilitate the 
resolution of these unapproved divisions of land. 

Neighborhood Issues: 
A neighborhood meeting was held on September 
11, 2018, at which this proposal was presented to 
the Fort Utah and Provo Bay neighborhoods. It 
appears the proposal received positive support at 
the meeting. The neighborhoods appreciated the 
idea of a plan that facilitates larger homes and 
increased housing inventory. 

Summary of Key Issues: 

• All land proposed to be rezoned lies in the 
A1.10 (Agricultural) Zone. 

• The residential rezone area (R1.8PD and RA 
Zones) comprise an area of 25 acres. 
Whereas the light industrial (M-1 Zone) area 
comprises approximately 30 acres of rezone 
area. 

• The proposed light industrial zoning area 
would lie on two (2) non-contiguous parcels 
(they are separated by a 14 +/- acre parcel). 

 
Staff Recommendation: 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission 
forward a positive recommendation to the Municipal 
Council for a zone change from the A1.10 Zone to 
M1, R1.8PD, and RA zones. 

Planning Commission Hearing 
Staff Report 

Hearing Date: March 24, 2021 
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BACKGROUND 

The subject property lies on west Center Street and comprises five (5) parcels. Three (3) of these 

parcels are contiguous and lie north of Center Street. There are two (2) dwelling sites on this land; 

however, the majority of the land north of Center Street appears to currently be utilized for agricultural 

purposes. Two (2) additional, noncontiguous parcels lie south of Center Street. Currently, all this land 

appears to be used for agricultural endeavors. 

The proposed residential development is bounded on the north and west by the Provo River and on the 

south by Center Street. One of the two (2) proposed industrial areas lies immediately to the south and 

across Center Street.  Agricultural land lies to the west of the residential area. The land north and west 

of the proposed residential area, and across the Provo River, lies in unincorporated Utah County.  

The proposed eastern industrial area, which lies south of the proposed residential area, is surrounded 

by agricultural land. Center Street lies immediately to the north. The proposed western industrial area 

lies south of Center Street and the Lakeside Campground. It lies east of the Lakeside Storage facility. 

The Provo Airport lies immediately to the south of the western industrial area. 3800 West and 

agricultural land lies to the east of this western industrial area. An agricultural parcel (14+/- acres) lies 

between the two (2) proposed industrial areas. Both proposed industrial areas lie in an airport 

protection area or overlay, as shown on the Southwest Area Future Land Use map. City staff is working 

to develop proposed requirements for this area or overlay. 

The subject land lies in a high-water table area and future development would be subject to high-water 

table requirements of Section 15.05.170 of the Provo City Code. A very small portion of the extreme 

northern residential area lies in the one-hundred-year flood plain and would be subject to applicable 

flood plain requirements. 

All the proposed development area is subject to the West Center Street Design Corridor. This Design 

Corridor has a set of development standards to, among other things, “preserve and enhance the 

character and value of the West Center Street.”  

The applicant is requesting zoning for the subject property, as follows: 

• R1.8PD (One-family Residential, Performance Development) zoning for 24 +/- acres north of 

Center Street at approximately 3550 West 

• RA (Residential Agricultural) zoning for 1 +/- acres north of Center Street at approximately 3450 

West 

• M1 (Light Industrial) zoning for 9 +/- acres south of Center Street at approximately 3550 West 

• M1 (Light Industrial) zoning for 23 +/- acres south of Center Street at approximately 4000 West  

The zoning of the land surrounding the proposed development lands is mostly A1.10 (Agricultural). PF 

(Public Facilities) zoning lies south and north of the proposed western industrial land. County RA-5 

(Residential Agricultural, 5-acre) zoning lies north and west of the proposed residential development 

land. 

As noted above, the applicant proposes that the majority of the residential development be zoned 

R1.8PD. The PD portion of the zoning designation stands for performance development. The concept 



Planning Commission Staff Report  *Item #4 
March 24, 2021  Page 3 
 
 
plan calls for a fairly straight-forward one-family development. However, a performance development 

would allow flexibility in the lot sizes in return for open space and amenities.  

Sewer infrastructure, and the lack thereof, has hindered development on Provo’s westside. The City 

has a limited number of sewer connections to facilitate some development in the area. According to the 

provisions of Section 15.03.105 of the City Code, these connections will be distributed 40 connections 

at a time for those developments who meet certain requirements, including having the necessary 

zoning to construct the development. Provisions in Section 15.03.105 do provide for additional phases 

of a development to receive additional connections. Provo City Public Works has a plan that may open 

up additional connections in approximately two (2) years. 

The associated concept plan calls for 74 one-family lots and multiple industrial buildings with over 

300,000 SF of gross floor area. Just over 110,000 SF of this industrial area would be flex space 

(storefront with warehousing). The remainder of the industrial area would be for other types of light 

industrial buildings and outdoor storage. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS 

General Plan Policies. The subject property north of Center Street has a Residential land use 

designation on the General Plan Map, whereas the subject land south of Center Street has an Airport 

Related Activities land use designation.  

The subject property lies in southwest area of the City. One of the guiding policies for the Southwest 

Area Neighborhoods is set forth in Policy 3b of Section 1.2.9 of the General Plan: “[d]etached single-

family homes should be the predominant housing type.” This proposed rezone would facilitate the 

establishment of a medium size, one-family residential development. The addition of another medium 

size one-family development would be a benefit to the City considering the current demand for one-

family dwellings.  

Policy 3f of Section 1.2.9 of the General Plan reads, as follows: “The overall density of the area 

(Southwest Area Neighborhoods) should average four units to the acre.” The Southwest Area Future 

Land Use Map helps to clarify that density should average four units to the net acre. This application 

has been in process since the summer of 2018 and the policy of calculating the average units per acre 

on the net was adopted by the City (November 13, 2018) after this application was submitted. The 

proposed net density for the residential area of this proposal is 4.8 units per acre. Considering when 

this application was submitted, staff believes it may be appropriate to withhold evaluating this proposal, 

and the associated concept plan, against the net density policy. The gross density for this portion of the 

project appears to be 3.11 units per acre. 

Another guiding principle of the Southwest Area Neighborhoods is found is Policy 1 of Section 1.2.9 of 

the General Plan. This policy states: “Preserve Provo’s agricultural heritage and support agriculture for 

as long as farmers choose to farm.” This land is proposed for development because the farmers are 

choosing to sell their land for development, rather than to continue to use it for agricultural use. The 

farmers expressed the idea that it is becoming difficult to continue to farm the land.  

Staff notes that Policy 6c of Section 1.2.9 of the General Plan “[d]iscourage[s] [the] rezoning of land that 

is surrounded by agricultural zoning.” A good portion of the subject land is surrounded by land that has 
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agricultural zoning. However, staff notes this is an area in transition. The airport is expanding, and 

additional land is needed for airport supportive uses. Additionally, residential development has 

expanded and is on the westside of Lakeshore Drive. There is a great need for one-family dwelling 

sites in the City and this development helps to meet that need. 

Southwest Area Future Land Use. The land proposed for residential development has an R1 

Residential land use designation as per the Southwest Area Future Land Use map. The proposed 

residential development appears to be in harmony with the aforementioned map, except for the net 

density policy of 4 units per acre, which issue was addressed above. 

The proposed light industrial lands south of Center Street have an Airport Compatible 

Industrial/Commercial land use designation. This portion of the proposal also appears to be in harmony 

with Southwest Area Future Land Use map. If approved, the light industrially zoned land could be the 

site of airport supportive businesses and uses. 

Findings of Fact. Provo City Code Section 14.02.020(2) sets forth the following guidelines for  

consideration of zoning map amendments:  

 

Upon receipt of a petition by the Planning Commission, the Commission shall hold a public hearing in 

accordance with the provisions of Section 14.02.010 of this Title and may approve, conditionally 

approve, or deny the preliminary project plan.  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: (responses in bold)  

 

(a) Public purpose for the amendment in question.  

 

The proposal would provide additional housing opportunities in the southwest area of the City 

and light industrial space near the airport.  

 

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

question.  

  

The City is in need of additional one-family lots and additional light industrial land could 

support an expanding airport. 

 

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

objectives.   

  

This proposal is in substantial harmony with the Southwest Area Future Land Use map and the 

General Plan. As noted earlier, the net density of the residential component of this proposal 

exceeds the density called for on the Southwest Area Future Land Use map; however, this 

proposal was initiated prior to the establishment of the density policy. 

 

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

sequencing” provisions on changes of use, insofar as they are articulated.  
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Staff is not aware of any timing or sequencing issues with this request. 

 

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

General Plan’s articulated policies.  

 

Staff believes the proposal is substantially in harmony with the General Plan. Any deviations 

from the policies appear to be of benefit to the residents of the City. 

 

(f) Adverse impacts on adjacent landowners.  

 

The addition of residences and light industrial development may impact existing agricultural 

uses. Staff notes this is an area of transition and the proposal appears to helpful in meeting the 

residential needs of the City and may play a role in providing land for airport supportive 

industry. 

 

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

question.  

 

The General Plan and zoning have been verified for correctness. 

 

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

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

 

The General Plan Map and policies appear to substantially support this proposal. 

 

Conclusion. The proposed zone map amendment appears to be a benefit to the City. It would help to 

facilitate the establishment of additional one-family dwellings and may provide airport supportive 

industry. The zoning proposed appears to be in-line with the Southwest Area Future Land Use map. A 

deviation from the residential net density policy on the aforementioned map has been addressed 

above. 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS 

 

1. Current Zoning 

 

2. Proposed Zoning 

 

3. Concept Plan 

 

 

 

 

 



Planning Commission Staff Report  *Item #4 
March 24, 2021  Page 6 
 
 

ATTACHMENT 1 – Current Zoning 

 

Current Zoning: A1.10 Zone 
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ATTACHMENT 2 – Proposed Zoning 

Proposed Zoning: R1.8PD, M1, and RA 
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ATTACHMENT 3 – Concept Plan 

 



1 ORDINANCE 2021-.
2
3 AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE ZONE MAP CLASSIFICATION OF 
4 APPROXIMATELY 54 ACRES OF REAL PROPERTY, GENERALLY 
5 LOCATED AT 3450 W CENTER STREET, FROM AGRICULTURAL (A1.10) 
6 TO LIGHT MANUFACTURING (M1), ONE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL WITH 
7 PERFORMANCE DEVELOPMENT OVERLAY (R1.8PD), AND 
8 RESIDENTIAL AGRICULTURAL (RA). PROVO BAY AND FORT UTAH 
9 NEIGHBORHOODS. (PLRZ20180197)

10
11 WHEREAS, it is proposed that the classification on the Zone Map of Provo for 
12 approximately 54 acres of real property, generally located at 3450 W Center Street (an 
13 approximation of which is shown or described in Exhibit A and a more precise description of 
14 which will be attached hereto as Exhibit B after the Zone Map has been updated), be amended 
15 from Agricultural (A1.10) to Light Manufacturing (M1), One-Family Residential with 
16 Performance Development Overlay (R1.8PD), and Residential Agricultural (RA); and
17
18 WHEREAS, on March 24, 2021, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public 
19 hearing to consider the proposal, and after such hearing the Planning Commission recommended 
20 approval of the proposal to the Municipal Council by a 6:0 vote; and
21
22 WHEREAS, the Planning Commission’s recommendation was based on the project design 
23 presented to the Commission; and
24
25 WHEREAS, on March 30, 2021, the Municipal Council met to ascertain the facts regarding 
26 this matter and receive public comment, which facts and comments are found in the public record 
27 of the Council’s consideration; and
28
29 WHEREAS, after considering the Planning Commission’s recommendation, and facts and 
30 comments presented to the Municipal Council, the Council finds (i) the Zone Map of Provo, Utah 
31 should be amended as described herein; and (ii) the proposed zone map classification amendment 
32 for the real property described herein reasonably furthers the health, safety, and general welfare of 
33 the citizens of Provo City.
34
35 NOW, THEREFORE, be it ordained by the Municipal Council of Provo City, Utah, as 
36 follows:
37
38 PART I:
39



40 The classification on the Zone Map of Provo, Utah is hereby amended from the 
41 Agricultural (A1.10) Zone to the Light Manufacturing (M1), One-Family Residential with 
42 Performance Development Overlay (R1.8PD), and Residential Agricultural (RA) Zones for 
43 approximately 54 acres of real property generally located at 3450 W Center Street, as described 
44 herein.

45
46 PART II:
47
48 A. If a provision of this ordinance conflicts with a provision of a previously adopted 
49 ordinance, this ordinance shall prevail.
50
51 B. This ordinance and its various sections, clauses and paragraphs are hereby declared to be 
52 severable. If any part, sentence, clause or phrase is adjudged to be unconstitutional or 
53 invalid, the remainder of the ordinance shall not be affected thereby.
54
55 C. The Municipal Council hereby directs that the official copy of the Zone Map of Provo City, 
56 Utah be updated and codified to reflect the provisions enacted by this ordinance. 
57
58 D. This ordinance shall take effect immediately after it has been posted or published in 
59 accordance with Utah Code 10-3-711, presented to the Mayor in accordance with Utah 
60 Code 10-3b-204, and recorded in accordance with Utah Code 10-3-713.
61
62 END OF ORDINANCE
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Provo City Planning Commission 

Report of Action 
March 24, 2021 

 

 

*ITEM 4 Dave Morton requests Zone Changes from A1.10 to M1 (Light Manufacturing), R1.8PD (Performance 

Development), and RA (Residential Agricultural) for approximately 54 acres of property, located at 

approximately 3450 W Center Street.  Provo Bay and Fort Utah neighborhoods.  Brandon Larsen (801) 

852-6408 blarsen@provo.org PLRZ20180197 
 

 

 

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

24, 2021: 

 
RECOMMENDED APPROVAL 

 

On a vote of 6:0, the Planning Commission recommended that the Municipal Council approve the above noted application. 
 

 
Motion By: Laurie Urquiaga 
Second By: Robert Knudsen 
Votes in Favor of Motion: Laurie Urquiaga, Dave Anderson, Daniel Gonzales, Lisa Jensen, Robert Knudsen, Brian Henrie 
 
Dave Anderson 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. 

 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION FOR PROPERTY TO BE REZONED 
The property to be rezoned to the M1 (Light Manufacturing), R1.8PD (Performance Development), and RA (Residential 
Agricultural) is described in the attached Exhibit A. 
 
RELATED ACTIONS 
The Planning Commission also conditionally approved the related Concept Plan, Item 3 at the March 24, 2021 hearing. 
 

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 

• The Coordinator Review Committee (CRC) has reviewed the application and given their approval. 
 
NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING DATE  

• A neighborhood meeting was held on September 11, 2018. 
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NEIGHBORHOOD AND PUBLIC COMMENT  

• The Neighborhood Chair did not address the Planning Commission during the hearing. 
 
CONCERNS RAISED BY PUBLIC 

• There were no public comments received at this meeting for the subject item. 
 
APPLICANT RESPONSE 
Key points addressed in the applicant's presentation to the Planning Commission included the following: 

• Mr. Dave Morton addressed the Planning Commission and acknowledged their concerns, including access to the 

river through the proposed development, dedication of open space to the City, and style or type of fencing for 

residences that back onto to the Provo River. He expressed a willingness to work with City staff to potentially 

address the Planning Commission’s concerns through a development agreement. 

 
PLANNING COMMISSION DISCUSSION 
Key points discussed by the Planning Commission included the following: 

• The Planning Commission was generally supportive of the proposed zone map amendment, but had concerns 
with the following issues related to proposed development: (1) public access to the Provo River, (2) public access 
and use of proposed development amenities near the Provo River, and fencing styles or types for residences that 
back onto the Provo River. 

• Some members of the Planning Commission also expressed a concern about (1) the flood potential for the 
residential development because of the Provo River, (2) the perceived challenges with performance developments, 
and (3) noise from the airport and the potential impacts it may have on the residents of the proposed residential 
development. 

• The availability of sewer facilities was discussed. Mr. Morton, and David Day, Development Engineering 
Coordinator for Provo City Public Works, both referenced the idea of sewer facilities being available for this 
development in the Fall of 2022. 

• Dave Anderson, Planning Commission Chair, identified three (3) issues the Planning Commission would like 
addressed in a development agreement between the applicant and the City in relation to the proposed zone map 
amendment and conceptual development. The issues are as follows: 

o That the applicant defines the types of fencing (no more than two options) that would be allowed along 
the river; 

o That the applicant dedicates the open space—the portion of the subject land currently along the Provo 
River—to the City after improving it with a trail that meets the City’s standards, and developing the picnic 
area, as shown on the concept plan; and 

o That connections are included to the Provo River through the east, west, and north sides of the 
development. 

• Laurie Urquiaga made the following motion: Approve the proposed zone map amendment. The motion passed, 
6-0. 
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Planning Commission Chair  

 

 

Director of Development Services  

 
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 and Neighborhood 
Services 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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EXHIBIT A 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 



Dave Morton requests Zone Changes from A1.10 to M1 (Light 
Manufacturing), R1.8PD (Performance Development), and RA 

(Residential Agricultural) for approximately 54 acres of 
property, located at approximately 3450 W Center Street.

Provo Bay and Fort Utah Neighborhood

PLRZ20180197

ITEM 4*
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Current Zoning and 
Land Use 
Designations

• A1.5 (Agricultural, 5 acre) Zone

• General Plan Land Use Designations
▪ Residential (north of Center 

Street)
▪ Airport Related Activities 

(south of Center Street)

• Southwest Area Future Land Use 
Designations:

▪ Residential (north of Center 
Street)

▪ Airport Compatible 
Industrial / Commercial 
(south of Center Street)



General Plan Map Southwest Area Future Land Use 

Res

Airport

Ag



Proposed Zoning

• R1.8PD (One-family Residential, 
8000 SF, with Performance 
Development [PD] Overlay) 
zoning for approx. 23 acres north 
of Center Street

• RA (Residential Agricultural) 
zoning for approx. 2 acres north 
of Center Street

• M1 (Light Industrial) zoning for 
approx. 31 noncontiguous acres 
south of Center Street



Concept Plan

• 72 new, one-family dwelling sites 
would be platted

▪ Average lot size – approx. 
7400 SF

▪ Smallest lots – 6000 SF
▪ Largest lots – 13669 SF
▪ PD Overlay zoning allows for 

lot size flexibility
▪ Net density: 4.8 acres

• 2 existing dwelling sites would be 
platted 

• Approx. 300, 000 SF of light 
industrial space is proposed

▪ Approx. 110, 000 SF would 
be flex space (storefront 
with warehouse)

file://AD/Departments/ComDev/Planning/Planners/Brandon/PLRZ/River Front Meadows/_02-16-2021 Res Plan.jpg
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PROVO MUNICIPAL COUNCIL
STAFF REPORT

Submitter: JMAGNESS
Department: Council
Requested Meeting Date:

SUBJECT: An ordinance enacting Provo City Code Chapter 9.81 (Carterville Parking 
Area). Carterville Neighborhood. (19-108)

RECOMMENDATION: On January 19, 2021 at a regular Council meeting, the Provo 
Municipal Council passed a Resolution of Intent to create a Parking Permit Area for a 
portion of the Carterville Neighborhood. The Parking Permit area includes the following 
streets, 300 West from Cougar Boulevard to 1625 North, 380 West from 1300 North to 
1500 North, 1300 North from 300 West to 380 West, 1500 North from 380 West to 300 
West, and 1625 North from 300 West to Freedom Boulevard.

There are 93 properties that would be affected by the Parking Permit Area the cost of 
the permit will be one hundred dollars ($100.00) per permit. The cost to administer the 
Parking Permit program is two hundred and ninety-seven dollars (297.00) per permit. 

On October 29, 2019, the Council directed that a study be done of the proposed parking 
permit area for portions of 1625 North, 300 West, and 380 West in Carterville 
Neighborhood. Staff returned to a Council Work Meeting on November 10, 2020 with 
the study and their recommendation.

BACKGROUND: On January 19, 2021 at a regular Council meeting, the Provo 
Municipal Council passed a Resolution of Intent to create a Parking Permit Area for a 
portion of the Carterville Neighborhood. The Parking Permit area includes the following 
streets, 300 West from Cougar Boulevard to 1625 North, 380 West from 1300 North to 
1500 North, 1300 North from 300 West to 380 West, 1500 North from 380 West to 300 
West, and 1625 North from 300 West to Freedom Boulevard.

There are 93 properties that would be affected by the Parking Permit Area the cost of 
the permit will be one hundred dollars ($100.00) per permit. The cost to administer the 
Parking Permit program is two hundred and ninety-seven dollars (297.00) per permit. 

On October 29, 2019, the Council directed that a study be done of the proposed parking 
permit area for portions of 1625 North, 300 West, and 380 West in Carterville 
Neighborhood. Staff returned to a Council Work Meeting on November 10, 2020 with 
the study and their recommendation.

FISCAL IMPACT: Potential cost of $36,642.00 dependent on how many permits are 
sold.
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PRESENTER’S NAME: Javin Weaver, Planner

REQUESTED DURATION OF PRESENTATION: 20 minutes

COMPATIBILITY WITH GENERAL PLAN POLICIES, GOALS, AND OBJECTIVES: 
Chapter 9.80

CITYVIEW OR ISSUE FILE NUMBER: 19-108



Applicant: Mary Gale

Staff Coordinator: Austin Taylor

Neighborhood: Carterville

Number of Affected Properties: 93

Recommended Action: 
Not approve parking permit expansion 
proposal; continue to monitor area for 
other potential parking regulation

Summary of Key Issues:

A. Should a new parking permit program 
be implemented in the Carterville 
Neighborhood on 300 West, 380 West, 
1625 North, 1500 North, and 1300 
North?

Parking Permit Area Study
Carterville Neighborhood

March 2020
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Figure 1, Proposed Carterville Neighborhood Parking Permit Area

PROPOSAL OVERVIEW

Carterville resident Mary Gale has requested that a new Residential Parking Permit Program be 

created in the Carterville Neighborhood on 300 West from Cougar Boulevard to 1625 North, 380 

West from 1300 North to 1500 North, 1300 North from 300 West to 380 West, 1500 North from 

380 West to 300 West, and 1625 North from 300 West to Freedom Boulevard. On October 9, 

2019, Provo City Council directed the Community and Neighborhood Services Department to 

study this proposal and recommend action. This report contains our findings and 

recommendations.

Goals

The proposed parking permit program expansion aims to preserve on-street parking in the area 

of the Carterville Neighborhood mentioned above for the residents of that neighborhood and 

their guests. Residents have seen people living in nearby apartment buildings park their cars on 

these streets and leave them for multiple days. This program aims to limit that from happening.

Permit Program Area

The proposed residential parking permit program would apply to all on-street parking on both 

sides of the street on 300 West from Cougar Boulevard to 1625 North, 380 West from 1300 

North to 1500 North, 1300 North from 300 West to 380 West, 1500 North from 380 West to 300 

West, and 1625 North from 300 West to Freedom Boulevard.

Hours 

The proposed program would allow for public parking from 6:00am to 11:00pm and permit-only 

parking from 11:00pm to 6:00am Monday through Saturday with public parking from 12:00am to 

11:59pm Sundays.

Cost
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Ms. Gale proposes a flexible cost that helps Provo City pay for the cost of enforcement, 

suggested between $50 and $100 per permit per year, determined by The City. The permit 

would include eighteen (18) one-day visitor passes and one (1) seven-day visitor pass.

Eligibility

All residents whose homes front the streets in the proposed parking permit area would be 

eligible to purchase a permit; no more than two parking permits per housing unit.

Transferability

As per Provo City Code 9.80.150, parking permits are nontransferable. 

STAFF ANALYSIS

Program Area

The proposed area is a good fit geographically for a permit program because the busy arterial 

roads that border it would prevent any potential spillover parking. 

Hours

The proposed hourly restrictions are similar to other existing permit areas and work well 

because it allows for daytime visitor parking while ensuring that those who live outside the 

neighborhood are not storing their cars inside it long-term. It accomplishes the goals of this 

residential parking permit program—to preserve on-street parking for the residents of the area.

Cost

The price of a parking permit in all current residential parking permit areas is $15.00 per year. At 

$50 to $100, this permit area would set a precedent for a higher permit cost which we support. 

However, this permit revenue still does not cover the estimated cost of enforcement. Using 

2017-2018 data, the average cost to enforce a residential parking permit area is $297.00 per 

household. 
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Current permit programs have offset that cost with parking citation revenue. However, an 

effective permit area should have very few parking violations over time and create minimal 

citation revenue. In that regard, paying for the cost of enforcement with permit sales is more 

financially sustainable. We recommend that parking permit costs be raised so that they come 

closer to the true cost of enforcement instead of being subsidized with parking citation revenue 

or other city funds. 

Eligibility

Staff believes the proposed limit of two per housing unit is a good limit for the time being; 

however Provo City would run the risk of overselling because most of the homes have around 

two parking spaces of frontage but an accessory apartment, making them eligible for up to four 

permits. If a permit program is implemented and oversold, Council could amend the code later 

to limit the number to one permit per unit.

Transferability

No concerns.

Does the proposed program address the stated goals?

Ms. Gale is correct that expanding this permit area would preserve on-street parking for only the 

residents living on those streets as it would ban overnight parking without a permit, which would 

only be available to residents of that neighborhood.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

While the proposal would stop car owners living outside the permit area from parking overnight 

and over multiple days on these streets, staff does not believe there is a need to restrict public 

overnight parking here. As we counted parking over multiple days, we found that high rates of 
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overnight and multi-day on-street parking is primarily happening in only two small areas of the 

area in question and not an issue for much of the area in the proposed permit area.

Findings from Parking Counts

While conducting parking counts, staff observed the following things:

 Average on-street parking utilization never exceeded 52% at any hour of the day for all 

streets in the proposed area except for 1625 North.

 1625 North between 300 West and Freedom Boulevard sees the highest rate of on-

street parking, with an average of 86% utilization overnight and near 50% during the 

day.

This data shows that the large majority of the proposed permit area has more than enough off-

street parking to meet existing demand.

Parking at Neighboring Apartment Buildings

During BYU’s 2019 winter semester, staff called property managers at Alpine Village, The 

Branbury, and Cinnamon Tree. Alpine Village and Cinnamon Tree were both sold out of parking 

permits at $150-250 and $156 per year, respectively. The Branbury had parking permits left 

over at $75 per year.

Potential for Shared Parking

We also surveyed parking lots around office, hotel, retail, and restaurant buildings to the north 

and east of the proposed permit area. More than 90% of those few hundred parking spaces sit 

empty at night—a time of peak demand for student parking. There is significant potential for 

shared parking between these student housing complexes and neighboring businesses. Though 

currently not allowed under Provo City Code 14.37.080 (1) (a), it is an efficient use of space as 

existing parking spaces get more use and prevent the need to build more. Shared parking on 

separate parcels is currently allowed for commercial properties but not residential.
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To make this possible, Council would first need to amend code 14.37.080 (1) (a) to make 

shared parking possible for residential properties. That would allow property managers to work 

out shared parking agreements amongst themselves and maximize use of existing parking 

assets. Staff supports this action.

Removing Parking Time Limits on Paul Ream Avenue

Upon finding that high rates of on-street parking were happening primarily along 1625 North, 

staff removed both two-hour and 30-minute parking restrictions on Paul Ream Avenue from 

Freedom Boulevard to University Avenue on March 15, 2020. The intent of this removal of timed 

parking is to allow residents of nearby housing to park their cars on this street, hoping that they 

would choose to park on Paul Ream Avenue instead of 1625 North.

With the timed parking removed, staff saw more cars parked on Paul Ream Avenue and a drop 

in on-street parking on 1625 North, as anticipated.

Is the permit program necessary?

Staff believes the new permit program is unnecessary for the following reasons:

1. Just one small area of the proposed permit area (1625 North) experiences high enough 

rates of on-street parking use that regulation makes sense. The rest of the permit area 

would not benefit from this program since only 52% of the on-street parking is used (at 

the most) and residents can already find on-street parking spaces near their homes.

2. Loosening parking regulations on Paul Ream Avenue has shifted where people park and 

freed up space on 1625 North. Thus there is no longer pressing need to restrict parking 

on 1625 North.

Alternative Action

Provo City Community and Neighborhood Services recommends that the Council not accept the 

proposal to create a new residential parking permit area in the Carterville Neighborhood. 

Instead, we recommend that the Parking Enforcement Division continue enforcing the 72-hour 
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time limit on 1625 North to ensure that people parking here are obeying current parking 

regulations. We will also continue to observe the changes in parking on 1625 North to evaluate 

the effects of removing parking limits on Paul Ream Avenue.

This will accomplish the goal of ensuring that people living in this area still have the ability to find 

a parking space on the street parking without using the heavy-handed approach of banning 

overnight public parking over a large area. A focus on enforcing the 72-hour time limit will create 

enough parking turnover that on-street parking utilization should decrease on 1625 North. 

CONCLUSION

Staff appreciates the efforts of Mary Gale and her neighbors to make their neighborhood a 

better place to live. However, we see a new residential parking permit program as an 

unnecessarily strict regulation.

We recommend that Provo City Council not adopt the proposal to create the Carterville 

Neighborhood Parking Permit Area and, instead, that we continue enforcing the 72-hour limit on 

1625 North. Staff will continue to monitor and evaluate on-street parking concerns in the 

neighborhood and report any additional recommendations to the Council.
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Appendix A – Parking Counts
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1 ORDINANCE 2021-.
2
3 AN ORDINANCE ENACTING PROVO CITY CODE CHAPTER 9.81 
4 (CARTERVILLE PARKING AREA). CARTERVILLE NEIGHBORHOOD. (19-
5 108)
6
7 WHEREAS, it is proposed that Provo City Code Chapter 9.81 (Carterville Parking Area) 
8 be enacted; and
9

10 WHEREAS, on October 29, 2019 the Municipal Council directed that a study be 
11 conducted for the proposed Parking Permit Area (for portions of 1625 North, 300 West, and 380 
12 West) in the Carterville Neighborhood; and
13
14 WHEREAS, on November 10, 2020, the Municipal Council met in a Work Meeting to 
15 review the study conducted by staff for the proposed Parking Permit Area and voted to hold a 
16 hearing for a Resolution of Intent to create the proposed Carterville Parking Permit Area; and
17
18 WHEREAS, on January 19, 2021, the Municipal Council held a duly noticed public 
19 hearing on the Resolution of Intent. In a vote of 7-0, the Council passed the Resolution of Intent; 
20 and
21
22 WHEREAS, on March 30, 2021, the Municipal Council met to ascertain the facts 
23 regarding this matter and receive public comment, which facts and comments are found in the 
24 public record of the Council’s consideration; and
25
26 WHEREAS, after considering the recommendations, facts and comments presented to the 
27 Municipal Council, the Council finds (i) Provo City Code should be amended as described herein 
28 and (ii) the proposed amendment reasonably furthers the health, safety, and general welfare of 
29 the citizens of Provo City.
30
31 NOW, THEREFORE, be it ordained by the Municipal Council of Provo City, Utah, as 
32 follows:
33
34 PART I:
35
36 Provo City Code Chapter 9.81 is hereby enacted as set forth in Exhibit A.
37
38 PART II:
39
40
41 The Provo City Consolidated Fee Schedule is hereby amended as set forth in Exhibit B.
42
43 PART III:
44
45  A. If a provision of this ordinance conflicts with a provision of a previously adopted 
46 ordinance, this ordinance shall prevail.



47
48 B. This ordinance and its various sections, clauses and paragraphs are hereby 
49 declared to be severable. If any part, sentence, clause or phrase is adjudged to be 
50 unconstitutional or invalid, the remainder of the ordinance shall not be affected 
51 thereby.
52
53 C. The Municipal Council hereby directs that the official copy of the Provo City 
54 Code be updated to reflect the provisions enacted by this ordinance. 
55
56 D. This ordinance shall take effect immediately after it has been posted or published 
57 in accordance with Utah Code 10-3-711, presented to the Mayor in accordance 
58 with Utah Code 10-3b-204, and recorded in accordance with Utah Code 10-3-713. 
59
60 END OF ORDINANCE.



Exhibit A

Chapter 9.81
CARTERVILLE PERMIT PARKING AREA

Sections:
9.81.010   Purpose.
9.81.020   Permit Parking Area Authorized - Boundaries.
9.81.030   On-Street Parking Restrictions.
9.81.040   Enforcement of Parking Restrictions.
9.81.050   Eligibility Restrictions.

9.81.010 
Purpose.

The Provo Municipal Council finds that the geographic area described in Section 9.81.020, Provo City 
Code, meets the criteria for designating a permit parking area as provided in Chapter 9.80, Provo City 
Code.

9.81.020 
Permit Parking Area Authorized - Boundaries.

(1)  A permit parking area is hereby established within the geographic area encompassed by the 
following boundaries and applying to both sides of a street unless otherwise provided: Commencing 
at the intersection of 1500 North and 300 West, thence north along 300 West to 1625 North, thence 
east along 1625 North to 200 West.  

(2)  The foregoing described area shall be known as the Carterville Permit Parking Area and the 
boundaries thereof, as described in Subsection (1) of this Section, shall be shown on the Official 
Permit Parking Area Map.

file:///C:/Users/jmagness/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/INetCache/Content.Outlook/EMMQIAN3/Draft%20Text%20Chapter%209.81%20Provo%20City%20Code.docx#9.83.010
file:///C:/Users/jmagness/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/INetCache/Content.Outlook/EMMQIAN3/Draft%20Text%20Chapter%209.81%20Provo%20City%20Code.docx#9.83.020
file:///C:/Users/jmagness/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/INetCache/Content.Outlook/EMMQIAN3/Draft%20Text%20Chapter%209.81%20Provo%20City%20Code.docx#9.83.030
file:///C:/Users/jmagness/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/INetCache/Content.Outlook/EMMQIAN3/Draft%20Text%20Chapter%209.81%20Provo%20City%20Code.docx#9.83.040
file:///C:/Users/jmagness/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/INetCache/Content.Outlook/EMMQIAN3/Draft%20Text%20Chapter%209.81%20Provo%20City%20Code.docx#9.83.050
file:///C:/Users/jmagness/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/INetCache/Content.Outlook/EMMQIAN3/Draft%20Text%20Chapter%209.81%20Provo%20City%20Code.docx#9.83.020
https://provo.municipal.codes/Code/9.80
file:///C:/Users/jmagness/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/INetCache/Content.Outlook/EMMQIAN3/Draft%20Text%20Chapter%209.81%20Provo%20City%20Code.docx#9.83.020(1)


9.81.030 
On-Street Parking Restrictions.

(1)  Parking on a public street within the Carterville Permit Parking Area shall be restricted as follows:

(a)  Except as otherwise set forth in Subsection (2) of this Section, Monday thru Saturday 
between the hours of 11:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m. only authorized motor vehicle shall be parked on 
a public street within the Carterville Permit Parking Area.

(b)  A motor vehicle being used to provide repair, service, or emergency assistance within the 
Carterville Permit Parking Area shall be exempt from the provisions of Subsection (a) of this 
Section. Such exemption shall terminate upon completion of repair, service, or assistance 
provided. Nothing in this Section is intended to prohibit a resident of the Carterville Permit 
Parking Area from obtaining a parking permit for such vehicles as provided in this Chapter.

(c)  A public agency vehicle with an exempt (“EX”) license plate shall be exempt from the 
provisions of Subsection (1)(a) of this Section.

(2)  A parking permit may be issued for a motor vehicle used in conjunction with a building permit 
for authorized construction within the Carterville Permit Parking Area. The parking permit shall expire 
in six (6) months from the date of issuance.

9.81.040 
Enforcement of Parking Restrictions.

Carterville Permit Parking Area restrictions shall be regularly enforced by Community and 
Neighborhoods Services Department personnel. The on-street parking restrictions set forth in this 
Chapter shall apply year round Monday thru Saturday except as follows: no enforcement shall occur 
on Memorial Day, Independence Day, Pioneer Day, Labor Day, Thanksgiving and three (3) days 
following, and Christmas Eve through New Year’s Day.

9.81.050 
Eligibility Restrictions.

A resident of the Branbury and Alpine Village apartments shall not qualify for a parking permit in this 
permit parking area.

file:///C:/Users/jmagness/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/INetCache/Content.Outlook/EMMQIAN3/Draft%20Text%20Chapter%209.81%20Provo%20City%20Code.docx#9.83.030(2)
file:///C:/Users/jmagness/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/INetCache/Content.Outlook/EMMQIAN3/Draft%20Text%20Chapter%209.81%20Provo%20City%20Code.docx#9.83.030(1)(a)
file:///C:/Users/jmagness/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/INetCache/Content.Outlook/EMMQIAN3/Draft%20Text%20Chapter%209.81%20Provo%20City%20Code.docx#9.83.030(1)(a)


Exhibit B

Provo City Consolidated Fee Schedule

…

PERMIT PARKING AREAS

Foothill Park Permit $15.00

University Garden/North 
Foothills Permit

Carterville Permit

$15.00

$100.00

Replace Lost Permit $5.00

…
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Chapter 9.81
CARTERVILLE PERMIT PARKING AREA

Sections:
9.81.010   Purpose.
9.81.020   Permit Parking Area Authorized - Boundaries.
9.81.030   On-Street Parking Restrictions.
9.81.040   Enforcement of Parking Restrictions.
9.81.050   Eligibility Restrictions.

9.81.010 
Purpose.

The Provo Municipal Council finds that the geographic area described in Section 9.81.020, Provo City 
Code, meets the criteria for designating a permit parking area as provided in Chapter 9.80, Provo City 
Code.

9.81.020 
Permit Parking Area Authorized - Boundaries.

(1)  A permit parking area is hereby established within the geographic area encompassed by the 
following boundaries and applying to both sides of a street unless otherwise provided: Commencing 
at the intersection of 1500 North and 300 West, thence north along 300 West to 1625 North, thence 
east along 1625 North to 200 West.  

(2)  The foregoing described area shall be known as the Carterville Permit Parking Area and the 
boundaries thereof, as described in Subsection (1) of this Section, shall be shown on the Official 
Permit Parking Area Map.

https://provo.municipal.codes/Code/9.80
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9.81.030 
On-Street Parking Restrictions.

(1)  Parking on a public street within the Carterville Permit Parking Area shall be restricted as follows:

(a)  Except as otherwise set forth in Subsection (2) of this Section, Monday thru Saturday 
between the hours of 11:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m. only authorized motor vehicle shall be parked on 
a public street within the Carterville Permit Parking Area.

(b)  A motor vehicle being used to provide repair, service, or emergency assistance within the 
Carterville Permit Parking Area shall be exempt from the provisions of Subsection (a) of this 
Section. Such exemption shall terminate upon completion of repair, service, or assistance 
provided. Nothing in this Section is intended to prohibit a resident of the Carterville Permit 
Parking Area from obtaining a parking permit for such vehicles as provided in this Chapter.

(c)  A public agency vehicle with an exempt (“EX”) license plate shall be exempt from the 
provisions of Subsection (1)(a) of this Section.

(2)  A parking permit may be issued for a motor vehicle used in conjunction with a building permit 
for authorized construction within the Carterville Permit Parking Area. The parking permit shall expire 
in six (6) months from the date of issuance.

9.81.040 
Enforcement of Parking Restrictions.

Carterville Permit Parking Area restrictions shall be regularly enforced by Community and 
Neighborhoods Services Department personnel. The on-street parking restrictions set forth in this 
Chapter shall apply year round Monday thru Saturday except as follows: no enforcement shall occur 
on Memorial Day, Independence Day, Pioneer Day, Labor Day, Thanksgiving and three (3) days 
following, and Christmas Eve through New Year’s Day.
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9.81.050 
Eligibility Restrictions.

A resident of the Branbury and Alpine Village apartments shall not qualify for a parking permit in this 
permit parking area.
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ADNo: 7243      Customer Number: U05849    
Customer Name:                                Company: PROVO CITY RECORDER 
Address: CORPORATION-LEGALS    351 W CENTER ST     
City/St/Zip: PROVO               ,UT 84601      
Phone: (801) 852-6505     Solicitor:         JR
Category: 10    Class: 1000  Rate: DHCONT2-0 Start:  3-19-2021 Stop:  3-20-2021
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PUBLIC NOTICE

Provo City has received a request to
implement a parking program within
the Carterville Neighborhood
(19-1008). This is to inform you that
the Provo City Council has passed a
resolution of intent (2021-02) to create
the Carterville Permit Parking Area.
The public hearing will be occur on
March 30, 2021 to determine the
enactment of the permit proposal. The
area of the proposed permit is on 300
W between 1500-1625 N and 1625
North between 200-300 West.
On-street parking would require a per-
mit between the hours of 11pm-6am
M-Sat with the exception of Memorial
Day, Independence Day, Pioneer Day,
Labor Day, Thanksgiving and three (3)
days following, and Christmas Eve
through New Year’s Day. Properties
are eligible for permits based on the
criteria in 9.08.140 Provo City Code
(code.provo.org). The proposed fee
would be $100 per permit. Questions
should be addressed to Javin Weaver,
Planner, at 801-852-6413. This notice
is in compliance with Provo City Code
9.80.070.

Amanda Ercanbrack,
Provo City Recorder

Legal Notice 7243 Published in Daily
Herald on March 19, 20, 2021

Page: 1
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Provo City Consolidated Fee Schedule

…

PERMIT PARKING AREAS

Foothill Park Permit $15.00

University Garden/North 
Foothills Permit

Carterville Permit

$15.00

$100.00

Replace Lost Permit $5.00

…



ITEM INSERT

CARTERVILLE PARKING PERMIT 

PROPOSAL
(18-084)

COMMUNITY AND NEIGHBORHOOD SERVICES



Overview

• Applicant’s proposal

• Facts

• Staff Recommendation

• Questions



Area of Study

• Proposed area

– 300 W

– 380 W

– 1300 N

– 1500 N

– 1625 North

1625 N

1625 N

1625 N

3
0

0
 W

3
8

0
 W



Applicant’s Proposal

• Restrict on-street parking on all streets within the area of 

study

• Restricted 11pm-6am Mon-Sat; all other hours 

unrestricted

• $50-100 per permit annually

• 2 permits per dwelling unit



Goals from the applicant

• Preserve on-street parking

• Prevent abandoned vehicles

• Promote livability in the neighborhood



Facts

• 316 legal parking spaces

• 52% utilization rate – still vacant 

spots

• 93 single family dwellings

• 14 units have rental dwelling 

licenses

• Permit fee doesn’t cover operating 

cost

• Need additional staff to administer



Staff Recommendation

• Residential permit on 1625 North and 

the northern section of 300 W

• Restricted parking 11pm-6am 
Mon –Sat

• 2 permits per dwelling unit

• Fee $50-100



Questions?
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PROVO MUNICIPAL COUNCIL
STAFF REPORT

Submitter: JMAGNESS
Department: Council
Requested Meeting Date:

SUBJECT: An ordinance amending Provo City Code regarding legislative staffing. (21-
049)

RECOMMENDATION: Pass ordinance as written

BACKGROUND: This ordinance is intended to clarify the role of the Executive Director 
as being responsible for all aspects of personnel management in the Council Office, 
save for his/her own position. The requirement that the Council appoints policy analysts 
by resolution is a remnant from before the creation of the Executive Director position, 
which position is appointed by resolution of the Council. While the Council Chair retains 
overall authority for the Council Office, many duties have been delegated by ordinance 
to the Executive Director. Currently the Executive Director's personnel role is essentially 
managing, supervising, and evaluating but not selecting and if necessary, terminating 
as other department directors have authority to do. The proposed amendments to the 
Provo City Code would remove the appointment by resolution requirement for a Policy 
Analyst and set personnel decisions as a responsibility of the Executive Director.

FISCAL IMPACT: None

PRESENTER’S NAME: Cliff Strachan, Executive Director of Council

REQUESTED DURATION OF PRESENTATION: 20 minutes

COMPATIBILITY WITH GENERAL PLAN POLICIES, GOALS, AND OBJECTIVES:

CITYVIEW OR ISSUE FILE NUMBER: 21-049



1 ORDINANCE 2021-.
2
3 AN ORDINANCE AMENDING PROVO CITY CODE REGARDING 
4 LEGISLATIVE STAFFING. (21-049)
5
6 WHEREAS, it is proposed that an amendment be made to Provo City Code Chapter 2.50 
7 (Municipal Legislative Code) to clarify language regarding appointments of Council staff and the 
8 assigned duties of the Executive Director of the Municipal Council; and
9

10 WHEREAS, Section 2.50.090 of the Code provides for the appointment of legislative staff 
11 and Section 2.50.130 provides guidance and direction to the Council and the Executive Director 
12 on the duties and responsibilities of the Executive Director; and
13
14 WHEREAS, the Council has discussed this issue and believe the amendments are 
15 necessary to clarify the job position and update current expectations; and
16
17 WHEREAS, on March 30, 2021, the Municipal Council met to ascertain the facts regarding 
18 this matter and receive public comment, which facts and comments are found in the public record 
19 of the Council’s consideration; and
20
21 WHEREAS, after considering the facts presented to the Municipal Council, the Council 
22 finds (i) Provo City Code Section 2.50.090 (Legislative Staff) and Provo City Code Section 
23 2.50.130 (Executive Director for the Municipal Council – Assignment of Duties) should be 
24 amended, as set forth below, and (ii) that it reasonably furthers the health, safety, and general 
25 welfare of the citizens of Provo City.
26
27 NOW, THEREFORE, be it ordained by the Municipal Council of Provo City, Utah, as 
28 follows:
29
30 PART I:
31
32 Provo City Code Section 2.50.090 is hereby amended as follows:

33 2.50.090. Legislative Staff

34 (1) The Municipal Council, by resolution in a public meeting, may appoint an Executive 
35 Director, full-time Policy Analyst, and full-time contract positions who shall be appointed on the 
36 basis of ability and prior experience, together with such other qualifications as may be 
37 prescribed. Other Municipal Council staff positions, if any, shall be hired according to rules 
38 adopted by the Municipal Council as prescribed by this Chapter.

39 …



40
41 PART II:
42
43 Provo City Code Section 2.50.130 is hereby amended as follows:

44 2.50.130. Executive Director for the Municipal Council - Assignment of Duties.

45 …

46 (2) The Executive Director’s powers and duties may include, but are not limited to, the 
47 following:

48 …

49 (k) Supervise Council employees, including conducting performance evaluations and pay 
50 adjustments as prescribed by Council policy and coordinating and providing appropriate training;

51 (k)  Supervise Council employees and agents, administering and exercising all appropriate 
52 supervisory powers, including, but not limited to, hiring, training, conducting performance 
53 evaluations and administrative pay adjustments, disciplining, and terminating, as are necessary 
54 for the proper administration and effective operation of the Council Office.

55 …
56
57 PART III:
58
59 A. If a provision of this ordinance conflicts with a provision of a previously adopted 
60 ordinance, this ordinance shall prevail.
61
62 B. This ordinance and its various sections, clauses and paragraphs are hereby declared to be 
63 severable. If any part, sentence, clause or phrase is adjudged to be unconstitutional or 
64 invalid, the remainder of the ordinance shall not be affected thereby.
65
66 C. The Municipal Council hereby directs that the official copy of the Provo City Code be 
67 updated to reflect the provisions enacted by this ordinance. 
68
69 D. This ordinance shall take effect immediately after it has been posted or published in 
70 accordance with Utah Code 10-3-711, presented to the Mayor in accordance with Utah 
71 Code 10-3b-204, and recorded in accordance with Utah Code 10-3-713.
72
73  END OF ORDINANCE.



An ordinance amending Provo 
City Code re: Legislative Staffing

Chapter 2.50 Municipal Legislative Code
Section 090 Legislative Staffing
Section 130 Executive Director for the Municipal Council –

Assignment of Duties



2.50.090 Legislative Staffing

33 2.50.090. Legislative Staff 
34 (1) The Municipal Council, by resolution in a public meeting, may appoint an Executive
35 Director, full-time Policy Analyst, and full-time contract positions who shall be appointed on the 
36 basis of ability and prior experience, together with such other qualifications as may be 
37 prescribed. Other Municipal Council staff positions, if any, shall be hired according to rules 
38 adopted by the Municipal Council as prescribed by this Chapter.



2.50.130 Executive Director for the 
Municipal Council –
Assignment of Duties

44 2.50.130. Executive Director for the Municipal Council - Assignment of Duties. 
45 … 
46 (2) The Executive Director’s powers and duties may include, but are not limited to, the
47 following: 
48 … 
49 (k) Supervise Council employees, including conducting performance evaluations and pay 
50 adjustments as prescribed by Council policy and coordinating and providing appropriate training; 
51 (k) Supervise Council employees and agents, administering and exercising all appropriate 
52 supervisory powers, including, but not limited to, hiring, training, conducting performance 
53 evaluations and administrative pay adjustments, disciplining, and terminating, as are necessary 
54 for the proper administration and effective operation of the Council Office.
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