
NOTICE AND AGENDA  
Notice is hereby given that the City Council of the City of Santaquin will hold a City Council Meeting on 
Tuesday, November 5, 2019 in the Court Room, 275 W Main, upper level at 6:00 pm - 7:30pm            
(Hard Stop Time Due to the General Election) 
 
1. ROLL CALL 
2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
3. INVOCATION/INSPIRATIONAL THOUGHT 
4. DECLARATION OF ANY CONFLICT OF INTEREST 
5. CONSENT AGENDA 

a. Minutes:   
1. October 15, 2019 – Council Meeting Minutes 
2. October 29, 2019 – Special Council Work Meeting Minutes 

b. Bills:   
1. $586,991.43 

c. Consent Action Items: 
1. Ordinance 11-01-2019 “An Ordinance Amending Title 1-5-4 Regarding Santaquin City Council 

Meeting Location.” (Outlining 275 W. Main 2nd Floor for Official Meetings) 
6. PUBLIC FORUM, BID OPENINGS, AWARDS, AND APPOINTMENTS 

a. Volunteer of the Month Award – Ted Roy 
b. Payson Santaquin Chamber of Commerce – Business of the Month Award 

7. FORMAL PUBLIC HEARING 
8. BUSINESS LICENSES 
9. NEW BUSINESS & ADOPTION OF ORDINANCES AND RESOLUTIONS 

a. Discussion and Possible Action Regarding a Change Order to the Harvest View Sports Complex to 
Expand the Parking Area by Providing Additional Road Base 

b. Discussion and Possible Action Regarding the Installation of Street Lights at the Intersection of 
Summit Ridge Parkway and US-6 Main Street 

c. Discussion and Possible Action Regarding a Sewer System Master Plan Update to Reflect Recent 
Sewer System Upgrades and Recent Findings by J-U-B Engineers 

d. Resolution 11-01-2019 – “A Resolution Requesting the Recertification of the Santaquin Justice 
Court” 

e. Regional Transportation Plan Presentation – Mountainland Association of Governments (MAG) 
10. REPORTS OF OFFICERS, STAFF, BOARDS, AND COMMITTEES 

a. Community Development Director Bond 
b. City Engineer Beagley 

11. REPORTS BY MAYOR AND COUNCIL MEMBERS  
a. Council Members 
b. Mayor Hunsaker 

12. EXECUTIVE SESSION (May be called to discuss the character, professional competence, or physical 
or mental health of an individual)  

13. EXECUTIVE SESSION (May be called to discuss the pending or reasonably imminent litigation, and/or 
purchase, exchange, or lease of real property) 

14. ADJOURNMENT  
If you are planning to attend this Public Meeting and, due to a disability, need assistance in understanding 
or participating in the meeting, please notify the City ten or more hours in advance and we will, within 
reason, provide what assistance may be required. 
 

 
 

CERTIFICATE OF MAILING/POSTING 
 

The undersigned duly appointed City Recorder for the municipality of Santaquin City hereby certifies that a 
copy of the foregoing Notice and Agenda was e-mailed to the Payson Chronicle, Payson, UT, 84651, 
posted on www.santaquin.org, as well as posted on the State of Utah’s Public Website.       
 
 
 BY:  _______________________________     
 K. Aaron Shirley, City Recorder                                      

http://www.santaquin.org/
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  Tuesday, October 15, 2019 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES 
 

 
 
 

The meeting was called to order by Mayor Kirk Hunsaker at 6:00 p.m.  

Council Members Attending: Council Member Nicholas Miller, Council Member Betsy Montoya, 

Council Member Chelsea Rowley, Council Member Lynn Mecham, and Council Member Keith 

Broadhead (attended remotely via conference call). 

Others City Officials Attending: City Manager Benjamin Reeves, Community Development 
Director Jason Bond, City Engineer Norm Beagley, City Attorney Brett Rich 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
Led by Bryan Mecham 
 
INVOCATION/INSPIRATIONAL THOUGHT 
John Bradley offered an invocation. 
 
DECLARATION OF ANY CONFLICT OF INTEREST 
Mayor Hunsaker stated that he is an employee of VanCon Construction and that his company does 
a number of projects in the city. He stated that there are perceptions that he may have a conflict of 
interest since he is an employee.  However, he clarified that he is not involved in the selection 
process and work goes to the companies that do a quality job, in a timely manner, for a fair price.  
It is all about the city’s fair bidding process and following proper laws and procedures.  Mayor 
Hunsaker has no ownership in VanCon Construction.  
 
CONSENT AGENDA 
 
Minutes:   

   October 1, 2019 - Council Meeting Minutes 
 
Bills:   
                $1,108,232.58 
 
Consent Action Items: 

o Approval of an “Assignment of the Ahlin Annexation Development Agreement to D.R. 
Horton” 

o Approval of an Out of State Training/Travel Request for Cpl. Rich Glenn (FEMA 
Training) 

o Ordinance 10-05-2019 “An Ordinance Repealing Title 2 Chapter 8: Senior Citizens 
Board” 

 
Council Member Broadhead asked about a $500,000 payment to Bennett Construction since the 
project was still incomplete and asked staff how far the project had progressed. City Engineer 
Beagley responded that the contractor was very close to being done. Council Member Broadhead 
asked if we could withhold payment until the project was finished and City Engineer Beagley 
clarified that said funds are to cover invoices from work associated with the project that was 
already completed in months prior and not the current work being done on the project.  The final 
billing from Bennett has not been submitted and the city retains funds for the work yet to be 
completed.  This explanation resolved Council Member Broadhead’s concern. 
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Motions: Council Member Miller motioned to approve the consent agenda. 
 
Council Member Mecham seconded the motion. 
 
Roll Call: 
 
Council Member Broadhead Aye 
Council Member Montoya Aye 
Council Member Mecham Aye 
Council Member Miller Aye 
 
Motion passes 4-0  

 
PUBLIC FORUM 
Shanna Stilson wanted to state for the record that the tax increase associated with the 
Recreation/Aquatics Center Bond is approximately 89% for the City as a whole.  
 
FORMAL PUBLIC HEARING 
None 
 
BUSINESS LICENSES 
 
Community Development Director Bond stated that since the beginning of 2019 there has been an 
addition of 128 single-family residential dwelling units, 61 multi-family residential dwelling units, 
and 2 commercial spaces approved within the city.  
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New business licenses included TM Crushing LLC, Wallcutz, and The Dog Groomer. Mayor 
Hunsaker asked about how TM Crushing LLC would scale their operation of selling aggregate and 
City Engineer Beagley stated that the city does have that detail in the mass grading permit. Mayor 
Hunsaker said that he understood the grading would take place behind the hill and not in front of 
the hill. 

 
 
 
NEW BUSINESS & ADOPTION OF ORDINANCES AND RESOLUTIONS 
 
 
Public Meeting – Reading of the Arguments for & Against the Recreation/Aquatic Center 
Bond with Public Comment Period Regarding the Arguments on the Bond 

 
Mayor Hunsaker yielded time to City Manager Reeves to read the arguments for and against the 
Recreation/Aquatic Center Bond who then proceeded to read both the for and against arguments 
in their entirety. These arguments can be seen in the following two pages.  
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After City Manager Reeves finished reading the arguments for and against with their respective 
rebuttals, the meeting was open for public comment. 
 
Martin Green was not in attendance but requested City Manager Reeves read the following 
comments:  “Dear Mayor and City Council, my name is Martin Green. I’m sorry I am unable to make 
it to the meeting being held on Tuesday night the 15th. I’m writing this to voice my support of the 
proposed Recreation Center. While on the City Council for 8 years, the number one thing I heard 
over and over again was, that the City needed to do something to keep our Children and activities 
here in town and ‘when are we ever going to get a swimming pool’? With the ground breaking 
yesterday for the new grocery store, it’s time to start thinking of Santaquin as a “destination”. As the 
City continues to grow, our families need a place for recreation. Last winter our children, who have 
now moved out of state, came for Christmas. During that time, they wanted to take their children to 
an indoor pool to play together… we had to go to the Provo Recreation Center. How awesome 
would it be for them to come and visit and be able to stay here in town? Let’s talk cost, as I look at 
the proposed amount, I look at the daily impact. On a $350,000 home that would be about 75 cents, 
how many Diet Cokes are purchased each day at a higher cost? Once again, it’s time for us 
(Santaquin City) to stand up and be a leader… forward thinking. In a survey taken in 2018, 88.9% 
of those surveyed were in favor of a new Recreation Center. Please join me in voting for this new 
Recreation Center. Sincerely, Martin Green.”  
 
John Bradley provided comments with his perspective and experience as a recreation professional 
in multiple cities in multiple states. John stated that there are cities who build small recreation 
centers because that is all they can afford and by the time those get built, the community has already 
outgrown the facility. There are also those cities who say ‘let’s build it later’ and then have to increase 
taxes significantly to cover the costs. He shared an example from Nephi City, who had not raised 
property taxes in 30 years, and during that time a lot of capital projects were needed which required  
a huge tax increase. John shared this story because he wanted the residents of Santaquin to 
consider the value of the current opportunity, which includes everything up front which saves tax 
payer money both now and in the future. If the city waits, then the city will have to pay more later 
including the cost of building a new building for a recreation center since the city would have to forgo 
the Ercanbrack property.  
 
Kody Curtis asked the city staff for a clarification on the proposed Recreation/Aquatics Center as 
referenced in the conceptual design provided in the pamphlet sent out by the city. Kody wanted to 
know if the area designated as cardio included weights and if not he wanted to know if there would 
be a weight room in the Recreation Center. City Manager Reeves told Kody that there would be a 
weight room included in the cardio area. 
 
Scott Bowman said that he agreed with what Mayor Hunsaker had said during the groundbreaking 
ceremony of the new grocery store about supporting the local businesses and wanted to add that 
the community needs to support the local employees as well those who work in the ‘trenches’. Those 
who work in the ‘trenches’ are those who built this community and continue to serve the community’s 
needs. Scott shared his concern that if the new grocery store comes in needing XX amount of 
employees and the Recreation Center comes and requires XX amount of employees then what if 
the community cannot support the amount of jobs.  People would come from outside the community 
to fill those jobs and then those people who are not from Santaquin will not feel the need to give 
back to the community. 
 
Keith Evans stated that he attended several of the town hall meetings and what has come to his 
attention is the area behind the proposed Recreation/Aquatics Center is designated for high density 
housing. Keith was concerned that with the current apartment complexes behind City Hall, the 
residents have received letters requiring them to park on the street and this will cause problems 
with snow plowing and safety come winter time. Keith also expressed concerned that the 
Ercanbrack building was built so long ago that it would not be seismically safe and asked the city 
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staff to comment on this issue.   City Manager Reeves stated that seismic standards were put into 
place in 1979, three years prior to the building’s construction in 1982. City Manager Reeves also 
stated that a seismic study had been completed and the building was in fact up to code. Keith then 
stated that he was concerned that the city is spending $15,000 monthly to hold the property that 
may not be purchased and that the money being put into the building with advertising and studies 
will be wasted. He asked where the funds would be coming from to purchase the building if the vote 
did not pass for the Recreation Center. City Manager Reeves stated “That is a good question.” Keith 
then asked about the UDOT intersection and who would pay for that? City Manager Reeves 
responded that UDOT would pay for that particular intersection and not the city. Keith then stated 
concerns that the town hall meetings had given the false impression that a lot of seniors would be 
able to use the facility for free and he asked where the revenue is going to come from to sustain 
operations if they use it for free? City Manager Reeves stated that the purpose of this forum is not 
a question and answer session but rather it was for the stating of comments and opinions of the 
public on the Recreation/Aquatics Center. However, he answered the question by stating that the 
Recreation/Aquatics Center would receive funding from the insurance companies under the Silver 
Sneaker Program for those seniors who would be attending under that program.  While it would not 
cost the seniors to use the facility, their insurance companies would be paying for their 
memberships.  Keith said that he was against the Recreation/Aquatics Center and that it was not a 
profitable operation or else every city would be building pools and such. Keith then said he feels 
that ‘big city’ people are coming into this small town and wanting ‘big city’ things that Santaquin 
cannot afford.  
 
Bryan Messick stated that he is against the Recreation/Aquatics Center Bond because it will double 
his property taxes. More than three years ago the city had to raise taxes to pay for roads and people 
were not happy.  He stated that the roads still are not great even with the increase in property taxes. 
The money that is being raised is not being put where it needs to be put because the facility 
proposed on the ballot is a want not a need. As a senior, he gets the Silver Sneakers benefits 
spoken of in the town hall meetings, but that he would not use the pool in the new facilities because 
it will have colder water. He said that City Manager Reeves has stated in each of the town hall 
meetings that the city’s property taxes have gone down over time but his own property taxes did not 
match with that statement. 
 
Jennifer Bowman asked that if the total cost turns out to be more than $12 million then how would 
the city proceed? If the project goes over budget would the city increase the bond amount? City 
Manager Reeves stated that the city can only bond for what the public approves so “No”.  Instead, 
the scope of the project would be reduced to insure that the budgeted amount is not exceeded. 
Reeves then explained that there is a contingency amount of $500,000 built into the $12 million 
bond.   Jennifer said that at first she was excited for the proposed Recreation/Aquatics Center bond 
but after talking to the people in the community, she now feels that, while it would be nice, that it is 
a project better suited for later down the road once Santaquin has a larger tax base to cover the 
costs for something that is not necessarily a need right now. Jennifer respects the feedback she 
has gotten from those in the community because they are the citizens who built the community.  
 
Bryan Messick wanted to comment again on what Jennifer Bowman had asked on the bond possibly 
being more than $12 million and going over budget.  He referenced the pamphlet that states that 
there would be no limit on what property tax could be put into place to cover the bond overages. 
City Manager Reeves clarified that the bond cannot go over the $12 million limit and that is why it 
says “not to exceed” in the bond ballot language. 
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Ordinance 10-02-2019 – “An Ordinance Amending Santaquin City Code Which Will Provide 
Predetermined Fencing Options that are Required in Multi-Family Developments” 
 
Community Development Director Bond started explaining to the City Council how the proposed 
fencing ordinance came about and referenced Spanish Fork City’s code. He talked about how the 
ordinance would provide a ban on chain-link and vinyl fences and had limits on the fence sizes.  It 
would not allow size and material limitations to be established by the individual property owner but 
rather establish those provisions at the city level so as to be consistent across the board to allow 
uniformity in look and feel across the community. The ordinance also provides options of what the 
walls/fences could look like and required heights. 
 
Council Member Miller referenced the Ercanbrack property and asked if the bond proposal did not 
go through, then the owner could put as much multi-family units as desired and that would be fine 
so long as there was an approved fence/wall along the perimeter?  
 
Community Development Director Bond responded that as the property is currently zoned as RC 
(a residential/commercial area). The Ercanbrack property owner could put quite a bit of multi-
family units there but would be limited by city code and the zoning requirements. 
 
Mayor Hunsaker asked if the fences/walls could be different than what was pictured in the 
ordinance? 
 
Community Development Director Bond responded, “Yes, the fences/walls could be different so 
long as they were similar in look, feel, and height as laid out in the ordinance.”  
 

Motion: Council Member Montoya motioned to approve Ordinance 10-02-2019 “An 
Ordinance Amending Santaquin City Code Which Will Provide Predetermined Fencing 
Options that are Required in Multi-Family Developments, providing for Codification, 
Correction of Scrivener’s Errors, Severability, and an Effective Date for the Ordinance” 
 
Seconded by Council Member Miller. 
 

Roll Call:         
 
Council Member Broadhead      Aye          
Council Member Montoya   Aye           
Council Member Mecham   Aye 
Council Member Miller           Aye 
 
Motioned passed 4-0 

 
 
Ordinance 10-03-2019, “An Ordinance Amending Santaquin City Code Regarding the 
Approval Process for a Secondary Driveway” 
 
Community Development Director Bond stated that this was an initiative proposed by the city staff 
because there are a lot of regulatory burdens for the approval of installing a secondary driveway 
and what is currently in code can be vague and confusing. With the adoption of this ordinance, 
there is no need for a case-by-case review by the Planning Commission. Instead, applications 
would be handled administratively against the provisions of this ordinance by the city staff. Bond 
stated that there are a lot of existing secondary driveways that are not compliant with existing city 
ordinances, but moving forward with this ordinance would help to streamline and better regulate 
the installation of secondary driveways.  
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 Motion:  
 

Council Member Miller motioned to adopt ordinance 10-03-2019 “An Ordinance Amending 
Santaquin City Code Regarding the Approval Process for a Secondary Driveway” 

 
 Council Member Mecham seconded the motion. 
 

Roll Call: 
 
Council Member Broadhead          Aye 
Council Member Montoya             Aye 
Council Member Mecham   Aye 
Council Member Miller           Aye 
 
The motion passed 4-0 

 
 
Ordinance 10-04-2019 “An Ordinance Establishing Santaquin City Code 7-1-11 Prohibiting    
Commercial Vehicles Over 4 Axles on Restricted Roads” 

 
City Manager Reeves stated that Summit Ridge Parkway was not built to UDOT standards, rather 
it has been built to residential standards, and that heavy truck traffic could damage the new road. 
The provision to prohibit commercial trucks with more than 4-axles would protect the integrity of 
the road while providing a simple enforcement criteria law enforcement purposes.  He also stated 
that a new fine will be include on an updated version of the Uniform Bail Schedule which is the 
next item on the agenda. Manager Reeves indicated that there will be signs placed on Summit 
Ridge Parkway that would notify the public of the coming restriction on both ends of the road. 
 
Council Member Mecham asked why the restriction was 4-axles and not 3?  
 
City Engineer Beagley said that a 10-wheeler with a certain weight could pass with no problems.  
However, the greater the weight (10 tons or more) the greater the potential for damage. As such, 
the “greater than 4-axle” provision prohibits those vehicles that would wear down the road faster.  
 
Council Member Broadhead asked what warrants the new stop signs in Summit Ridge and 
wanted to know what brought that on?  
 
City Manager Reeves stated that this came up in the previous council meeting and the reasons 
were two-fold: 
 

1. With the completion of the Summit Ridge Parkway Extension, and the history of higher 
speeds on the existing Parkway, speeds in the area have caused safety concerns.  Placing 
stop signs at the arterial intersection and entry into the residential area would resolve this 
issue. 

2. In addition to Mountain View Drive being an arterial road, there are safety concerns related 
to this intersection also being a school bus stop as well as a crossing to another school bus 
stop and to the church.   

 
Furthermore, the recommendation to add red curbing in the area is due to the visibility issue 
caused by cars parking along the parkway in front of the church, which makes it difficult to see 
when leaving the church.  Many near misses have been reported which would likely increase with 
the opening of the parkway extension. 
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City Engineer Beagley stated there was a safety issue coming southbound because of the 
elevation, which creates a visibility concern coming into the residential area.  
 
City Council Member Broadhead said he just wanted to make sure it was not a political decision.  
He said that arterial roads are supposed to move traffic and it will not do what it is designed to do 
with stop signs added. 

 
 Motion:  
 

Council Member Mecham motioned to adopt ordinance 10-04-2019 “An Ordinance 
Establishing Santaquin City Code 7-1-11 Prohibiting Commercial Vehicles Over 4 Axles on 
Restricted Roads”” 

 
 Council Member Miller seconded the motion. 
 

Roll Call: 
 
Council Member Broadhead       Aye 
Council Member Montoya             Aye 
Council Member Mecham   Aye 
Council Member Miller           Aye 
Council Member Rowley Aye 
 

 The motion passed 5-0 
 

 
Resolution 10-05-2019 “A Resolution Amending the Uniform Bail Schedule” 

 
City Manager Reeves explained that this resolution would establish a $500 fine for vehicles of 
over 4-axles on the northern end of Summit Ridge Parkway. The fine was set high because the 
Chief of Police, City Engineer and City Manager felt that if it was lower, that commercial 
companies might consider paying a small fine in exchange for moving their goods across the road.  
The city’s intent is not to increase revenues; rather it is to protect the integrity of the road from 
potential damage. A larger fine would likely achieve this goal.  
 
Council Member Mecham asked if $500 fine was high enough and City Manager Reeves stated 
that a violation of this code is an “Infraction” and not a Class-C Misdemeanor, which would likely 
warrant a larger fine.  If the $500 fine was not effective, the Council could always to raise it in the 
future. City Attorney Rich stated that the city could go as high as $750 without amending the code 
to make the violation a Class-C Misdemeanor. 
 

Motion: Council Member Montoya motioned to adopt resolution 10-05-2019 “A Resolution 
Amending the Uniform Bail Schedule”  Council Member Rowley seconded the motion. 
 
Roll Call: 
 
Council Member Rowley               Aye 
Council Member Montoya             Aye 
Council Member Mecham   Aye 
Council Member Miller           Aye 
Council Member Broadhead Aye 
 
The motion passed 5-0 
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Discussion and Possible Action Regarding Emergency Watershed Protection (EWP) 
 
City Engineer Beagley explained that Congressman John Curtis recently announced that 
NRCS/USDA had released the 75% portion of the Emergency Watershed Protection (EWP) 
funding that Utah County and participating entities applied for in order to construct mitigation 
projects needed after to the wildfires in 2018.  
 
In addition to the NRCS/USDA funding, during the 2019 session, the Utah State Legislature 
approved additional funding to help smaller entities cover some of the remaining 25% entity 
portions.  
 
City Engineer Beagley restated that at present, estimated costs to construct up to 5 projects (as 
shown on the attached map) totals $2,777,955.00. After applying the NRCS/USDA and State 
funds available, as well as shared project funds from Utah County, Santaquin City would need to 
cover approximately $74,318.66 for those 5 projects. This amount represents approximately 
2.67% of estimated total construction costs.  
 
During the time that Utah County awaited the approval of the NRCS/USDA funding, and as 
directed by the local NRCS/USDA office in SLC, Utah County went through their procurement 
process and retained the engineering services of Jones and DeMille Engineering (JDE) and J-U-B 
Engineers to conduct the EWP design work.  
 
In order to start on project design, city council approval is needed to have the Mayor sign the 
attached written request from Utah County stating that we are willing/ready to move forward with 
JDE and J-U-B to do the design for the various projects per the previously executed interlocal 
agreement (approved by the Santaquin City Council on February 2, 2019).  
 
Engineer Beagley stated that the NRCS/USDA funds will cover all of the design costs, with a 
maximum amount for design of up to 9.75% of construction costs. However, if design were to 
exceed that 9.75% of construction costs, the city would be fully responsible for that amount.  
 
Staff recommends council approval to have the Mayor sign the attached acknowledgement and 
authorize the design work to move forward with the limitation that any potential overrun of design 
costs above the 9.75% would have to be pre-authorized by the Santaquin City Council before any 
additional design work could begin. 
 
City Engineer Beagley sent out a memo to the council indicating that NRSC National will provide 
75% of the funding Emergency Watershed Protection (EWP) and, together with funding from the 
state legislature, available funding will amount to about $2.77 million for construction of 
improvements to the EWP area. That funding, along with a 50-50 split with the county, means the 
city would be responsible for as much as 13% of the expenses and as little as 3%. This interlocal 
agreement would allow the engineers to move forward with a maximum of 9.75% construction 
costs and authorizing the Mayor to sign the addendum to the interlocal agreement.  
 
Mayor Hunsaker asked how this relates to the work underway by D.R. Horton.  
 
Beagley stated that there are really two pots of money; one for the EWP money and another for 
the Watershed OPS Program. The difference is that the money from the watershed ops program 
is 100% covered while the EWP is 75% covered.  Both program will require the city to cover the 
costs of property acquisition. Therefore, the city would only be responsible for the costs to obtain 
easements for the OPS Program.  
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City Manager Reeves wanted to recognize that what City Engineer Beagley is doing is bringing in 
several millions of dollars of infrastructure improvements to the city that would be used to protect 
the community from the debris and potential mudflows that could destroy homes in the area.  He 
extend his sincere appreciation for the good work performed by the City Engineer. 
 
Council Member Montoya seconded City Manager Reeves’ statement of appreciation for City 
Engineer Beagley and had two questions: 
 

1. Regarding the part of the basin that included debris piles, would the mentioned funds be 
used to clean up said debris? and; 

2. Would the road be accessible by those who need to work in the debris basin? 
 
City Engineer Beagley said that, yes, the funds would have some allocation that could clean up 
the existing debris piles and that the roads would be accessible for the work. 
 
City Manager Reeves wanted the public to know that the city has been working the US Forest 
Service and Utah County to get the canyon roads open. 
 
In regard to the funding for property acquisition not being covered, Council Member Broadhead 
asked if the city staff anticipated any need to acquire property in that area.  
 
City Engineer Beagley said that, yes there is some foreseen property acquisition.  The EWP would 
only require easements.  However, full property acquisition would be needed for the Watershed 
Ops Program. Beagley stated that he was not sure how much land was needed from the east 
bench but next year’s budget cycle is when that would be addressed. 
 
Mayor Hunsaker stated that this project will be advantageous to property owners in the area so 
that their property is not under potential risk to damage or destruction. 
 

Motion: 
 
Council Member Mecham motioned to authorize that Mayor to sign the written request for 
the design work by JDE & J-U-B to proceed, with the stipulation that if design costs are 
expected to exceed 9.75% of construction costs (i.e. potentially incurring additional costs to 
Santaquin City), the Council must pre-approve any such overrun. 
 
Council Member Montoya seconded the motion. 
 
Council Member Rowley               Aye 
Council Member Montoya             Aye 
Council Member Mecham   Aye 
Council Member Miller           Aye 
Council Member Broadhead Aye 
 
The motion passed 5-0 

 
 

Discussion and Possible Action Regarding the Naming of the Recreation Department 
Building  
 
Leisure Services Director John Bradley presented to the council that the Recreation Board 
recommends the name “Santaquin Recreation Offices” for the old public works building that is now 
the recreation and leisure services offices. The Recreation Board did not want to confuse the 
public by referring to the building as a recreation center. 
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John also spoke in regard to the changing of the time of the Mayor’s walk for the Summit Ridge 
Parkway opening from 10:00 a.m. to 11:00 a.m. on October 26th and recommended the canceling 
of the ribbon cutting of the Recreation Offices.  It was felt that the later start time would provide 
warmer weather closer to the lunch hour.  It was also felt that the proposed ribbon cutting for the 
recreation offices might cause confusion for the public for a building that has already been used 
for the last year.  Instead, it may be better to have an open house during the winter instead. 
 
There was concurrence with these recommendations from the city council. 
 
 
Discussion and Possible Action Regarding the Santaquin City Flag 
 
City Manager Reeves stated that there is a current Santaquin City flag but that there was interest 
in designing a new flag to provide better visibility from longer distances. The Youth City Council 
headed this project up with the assistance of Council Member Montoya. Reeves turned the time 
over to Council Member Montoya to lead the discussion.  
 
Montoya stated that the idea started after watching a YouTube video on good flag design and it 
took a few months to brainstorm and collaborate with the youth. After additional collaboration on 
the original rough draft, the Youth City Council has produced the first two of the three designs 
attached for the city council to consider.  The third design was provided by Jessica Tolman. 
 

 
 

 

 
 
City Manager Reeves showed the current Santaquin City flag, which had consensus from the 
council and staff of being too busy and outdated.  
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Mayor Hunsaker suggested that the community should have some buy-in on the new design for a 
city flag.  
 
Council Member Rowley suggested that perhaps the children from the community could submit 
design ideas via their local elementary schools.  
 
Council Member Montoya said that the Youth City Council understood that their designs would 
potentially not be selected and that it would be okay if this went to the public for greater 
community buy-in. 
 
Mayor Hunsaker asked what was the ultimate purpose of this flag and City Manager Reeves 
stated that a good flag and design creates community cohesion and also symbolizes the vision of 
what the city wants to be as it grows in the future. 
 
Mayor Hunsaker said it would be great if on every flagpole in the city there would be the American 
flag, State of Utah flag, and then the Santaquin City flag. 
 
Council Member Broadhead said that when he was on the council years ago that a flag design 
was opened up to the public and he wants it to be more open to the public than it was when he 
attempted to adopt a flag. Broadhead suggested that it might be best perhaps to narrow it down to 
the top six flag design options and then have a survey to the public at large on what would be the 
final design. 
 
Council Member Montoya asked for a 5-minute recess and Mayor Hunsaker gave approval. 
 
 
 
REPORTS OF OFFICERS, STAFF, BOARDS, AND COMMITTEES 

 
City Manager Reeves 
 
Manager Reeves reminded the Council that City Engineer Beagley will be heading out to ICMA 
Conference in Nashville on Wednesday and that Manager Reeves will be heading out on Friday.  
Beagley would be returning on the following Wednesday and he would be returning on the 
following Friday.  Manager Reeves will be on vacation the week of 11/2/19-11/9/19 and will not 
be at the next city council meeting.  Community Development Director Jason Bond will be acting 
City Manager during ICMA and City Engineer Beagley will be acting City Manager during the 
week of 11/2.  
 
Reeves also indicated that the next city council meeting will have to be as light as possible as it 
will be Election Day and City Recorder Shirley will have to be at the polls at 8:00 pm to receive 
any minute last ballots and close the ballot box outside.  
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Council Member Rowley asked if the Summit Ridge Parkway was already open as she had seen 
cars driving on it as of late.  City Manager Reeves said it was not open yet and clarified that no 
one should be driving on the parkway. 
 
 
Community Development Director Bond 
 
Now that the local grocery store development is going forward, and pursuant to the development 
agreement there is a need to consider higher density housing behind the development, a rezone 
of the property from C-1 is needed since the C-1 Zone does not allow for residential 
development.  
 
The contractor Johnston & Phillips had a representative present and wanted to know what 
amenities the city council wanted in the proposed layout. 
 
Council Member Miller expressed his concerns that this was a loaded question because he did 
not have the context or information of what the development layout will look like and asked what 
is allowed by code. 
 
City Manager Reeves said that it is up to the city council on what zone might be applied which 
would determine what is allowed.  
 
Community Development Bond said that they expressed to the developer the importance of 
painting a picture to the council of their vision for the rezone so they could get their feedback. 
 
Council Member Miller wanted staff to instruct work with the developer on the layout and the re-
zone. While it might be good to say they might want basketball courts or pickle courts, it would 
be premature to make such a suggestion without seeing the bigger picture of the overall 
proposal.  He indicated that in his opinion, this is a good area for high density in the city given 
the commercial development, jobs created, and proximity to Main Street.  However, it is unfair 
to ask the council for feedback until the overall concept plan has been developed. 

 
Council Member Montoya stated that she agreed with Miller’s concern that there was no way of 
knowing what amenities to include at this time. 
 
Mayor Hunsaker asked the representative from the development to make the design fit into the 
city and referenced the townhomes directly to the west of city hall as an example of what not to 
do. 
 
Council Member Mecham also stated concerns that come January there will be a completely 
new council and so there is no point in getting their opinion if there will be a completely new 
council. 

 
 
City Engineer Beagley 

 
Addressed a question that Council Member Montoya asked about paving projects before winter.  
He stated that the deadline for paving projects in the city is October 15th unless they obtain 
approval from the Public Works Director and City Engineer.  Anyone who talked to him by the 
deadline (today) has been given permission to finish.  Anyone who has not talked to him will not 
receive permission. 
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REPORTS BY MAYOR AND COUNCIL MEMBERS  
 
Council Member Rowley asked Mayor Hunsaker if Library Director Lyn Oryall had given him a name 
for a new nomination for the Library Board and Mayor Hunsaker told Council Member Rowley that 
she had not. 
 
Council Member Montoya reported on the Youth City Council meeting where they selected a 
“Department of the Month” but then said they would announce it later as a surprise. Council Member 
Montoya said that she had heard that departments were noticing the Youth City Council’s 
“Department of the Month” and were even asking when certain departments would get picked. 
Finally, she reported that the asphalt plant tour was very educational and was happy the council 
had the chance to go.  
 
Council Member Mecham wanted to thank everyone for their participation and work in the 
groundbreaking for the new grocery store and said he was impressed with the contractor and the 
process so far. 

 
Council Member Miller wanted thank staff for the organization of the Columbus Day Training events. 
Council Member Miller then mentioned the retirement of Officer Manny Escoto and asked Chief 
Hurst what the status is of having a new officer to replace Officer Escoto. Chief Hurst responded 
that the job posting is up and would close soon but then said that it would probably take two officers 
to replace Officer Escoto. 
 
Mayor Hunsaker wanted the council to speak a bit on the Ekins Annexation and stated that Mr. 
Marty White and Mr. John Ogden wanted to know how the city council wanted to proceed. Mayor 
Hunsaker said he understands the position of the Ekins property owners in that they have this 
property they want to move on while the housing market is up and people are buying homes. Mr. 
Ogden and Mr. White had proposed a potentially smaller annexation and wanted to know if a smaller 
annexation would make the agreement move along faster.  
 
City Engineer Beagley stated that there are significant portions of the master plan that require 
changes to allow the city to know if they can even service the proposed annexation areas. City 
Engineer Beagley said that the city is at least 120 days out from getting that answer, as that is how 
long it takes to get master plans updated.  Since a lot of master plan updates are not due for a 
couple of years, the city must think about who is going to pay the $30,000+/- for updates to the city’s 
master plans if they were to proceed with the Ekins agreement now.  
 
Council Member Miller asked if the Council and staff should look at those potential master plans 
before making a decision of the agreement and Community Development Director Bond stated that 
the city absolutely should.  
 
City Engineer Beagley then commented that the city cannot answer questions about annexation 
proposals without an update to the master plan unless staff makes some large assumptions.  
 
City Manager Reeves wanted to add that these master plan updates, and their associated costs, 
depended on the size of the proposed annexation.  
 
Council Member Miller said he does not want to do a partial annexation because he wants the 
Council to still have more say and control in the mining operations.  
 
City Manager Reeves stated that it is not just about the total acreage but it is also about the units 
per acre because if that is cut in half then so is the impact of the development and need for services.  
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Council Member Montoya stated that she does not want to budge on units per acre and sidewalks 
on both sides of the streets. Montoya also stated that the mining bill in the legislature would 
potentially take away from the city’s authority and power over the mining portion of the Ekins 
development. 
 
Council Member Miller stated that he did not want to control the mining operation but he wanted to 
make sure the city would get a portion of the revenues.  
 
Council Member Montoya stated that from what she had learned, the city’s sales tax portion would 
only be about $15.00 per truckload.  
 
City Engineer Beagley wanted to bring the focus back to the real issue, which is that the city is not 
sure whether they can service those areas in the proposed annexation. Beagley also wanted the 
council to understand that he is not against this annexation but it is his job to let them know when 
there will be technical difficulties.  In his opinion, there are significant projected difficulties that need 
to be addressed before he can recommend the annexation.  
 
City Manager Reeves stated that the city has approved minutes from the last meeting that can be 
sent to the Ekins group that identify the council’s concerns.  With this information, Mr. Ogden and 
Mr. White can start to work to address those concerns.  
 
Council Member Montoya wanted to say that she was not opposed to this annexation but wanted 
to make sure that 1) it was done right, 2) the council and staff understand what the impacts are 
going to be, and 3) the council and staff understand who is going to pay for improvements and 
master plan updates.  
 
City Engineer Beagley said that he was concerned with getting more easements for the sewer 
system because that was an extremely difficult process for both him and his staff to do in the past. 
Council Member Montoya stated that the council needed to state what they were willing to accept 
from the Ekins group, and then let them decide if they are willing to move forward on the council’s 
terms.  In her opinion, they need the city more than the city needs this development.  
 
Mayor Hunsaker said he was glad that this discussion took place as these issues need to be 
resolved sooner rather than later.  
 
City Engineer Beagley stated again that he is not willing to update any master plans unless the 
council says that they are moving forward with the annexation agreement.  He reminded the council 
that it would take at least 6 months, or 120 days, from the moment that decision was made to have 
any changes made to the master plan to answer their questions about servicing the proposed 
annexation areas. 
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ADJOURNMENT  
 
At 8:50 p.m., Council Member Miller moved to adjourn.  
 
Council Member Rowley seconded the motion.  
 
The vote was as follows: 
 
Council Member Rowley Aye 
Council Member Montoya Aye  
Council Member Mecham Aye 
Council Member Miller Aye 
 
The motion passed with a 4 to 0 vote. 
 

 

 

________________________________           ________________________________    
Kirk Hunsaker, Mayor    Aaron Shirley, City Recorder  
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  Tuesday, October 29, 2019 

SPECIAL CITY COUNCIL WORK MEETING MINUTES 
 

 
 
 

The meeting was called to order by Mayor Kirk Hunsaker at 5:00 p.m.  

Council Members Attending: Council Member Nicholas Miller, Council Member Betsy Montoya, 
Council Member Chelsea Rowley, Council Member Lynn Meacham, and Council Member Keith 
Broadhead (attended remotely via conference call). 

Other’s City Officials Attending: City Manager Benjamin Reeves, Community Development 
Director Jason Bond, City Engineer Norm Beagley, City Attorney Brett Rich 
 
 
INVOCATION/INSPIRATIONAL THOUGHT 
Mayor Hunsaker offered an invocation. 
 
WORK MEETING 
 
Discussion Regarding the Proposed Ekins Orchards Annexation 
 
City Manager Reeves apologized for the late posting of the meeting agenda and for the last 
minute nature of the meeting but reminded the council of their resolve to meet every 5th Tuesday 
for a work session. City Manager Reeves brought up a bulleted list of the items of concern from 
the council’s comments regarding in the Ekins Annexation Agreement from the October 1st, 2019 
Santaquin City Council Meeting and said the purpose of the work session was for the council to 
come to agreement on what they would and would not accept when it came to these items. The 
council then went down the list and discussed each bulleted item, which has been itemized below 
for reading convenience. For reference on the original concerns as itemized below please see the 
October 1st, 2019 City Council Minutes. 
 

• Density: Council Member Miller asked if the 6-units per acre average in the Ekins 
Annexation Agreement included the 160 acres near Summit Ridge and City Engineer 
Beagley said that it did. Council Member Mecham asked what was the highest density in 
Summit Ridge and City Engineer Beagley said that the current density for Summit Ridge is 
about 2-units per acre but the densest area in the city is Foothill Village development, 
which is 1.9 to 3.2 units per acre over several acres. Council Member Miller asked staff if 6-
units per acre meant roughly 7,500 square foot lots and City Engineer Beagley said that 
cannot be known right now because not every acre of the development is developable. 
That would mean there might be higher density in the areas of the development where lots 
and homes can be built.  In short, to answer the Council Member Miller’s question, no there 
is no defined lot size. Council Member Mecham asked if the council can mandate quarter 
acre lots in the agreement.  Community Development Director Bond said that John Ogden 
and Marty White of the Ekins Group have provided a bubble chart that indicates densities 
and clusters but that specific densities are unknown until they are able to look at 
topography and infrastructure where homes can and cannot be built. On top of that, Bond 
continued stating that enforcing quarter acre lots as Council Member Mecham had 
suggested would be very difficult. The point of the annexation agreement is not to provide 
the council with all of the nitty gritty details but just to give a broad general idea for the 
council to either decide whether or not they feel comfortable annexing. Council Member 
Montoya said that the whole idea of the council getting to the point where they understand 
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how they feel about the details they do have on the annexation why this work session was 
called in the first place. Council Member Montoya continued and stated that boundaries 
needed to be put into place with all of these bulleted items of concerns. Decisions need to 
be made as to what the council is willing to accept and what the council is not willing to 
accept.  Those concerns need to be provided to the Ekins Group to see if the Ekins Group 
will accept those boundaries and conditions.  If they are not, then it is not worth spending 
the time and money to update the city’s master plans. Mayor Hunsaker suggested that they 
offer 2-units per acre with the possibility of negotiating as high as 3-units per acre. Council 
Member Broadhead said he agreed but suggested that the conditions be 2-units on 
developable land and a maximum of 3-units per acre with amenities. Council Member 
Broadhead then suggested to the council that they start with 3-units per acre and Council 
Member Montoya agreed but added the council should be able to negotiate up to 3.5-units 
per acre with amenities. Council Member Mecham asked if there is a possibility for a partial 
annexation and City Manager Reeves said it was a good question but ultimately a partial 
annexation still brings up many of the same problems.  Regardless of the size, having a 
master plan for the entire area is needed to understand the impacts of the development 
and our ability to supply it with utilities. Council Member Rowley asked how the status of 
our legal counsel’s review of the Ekins Annexation coming in under the Summit Ridge 
Development Agreement.  City Manager Reeves said it is still under review.   He further 
stated that the question is whether or not to change the PC zoning to allow less acreage to 
accommodate the Ekins Annexation Development or to simply bring in the new 
development under the Summit Ridge Development Agreement. Community Development 
Director Bond stated as of the last discussion he had had with the Ekins Group, both John 
Ogden and Marty White were more open to the idea of coming into the city under the 
Summit Ridge Development Agreement; though they would still rather have their own 
agreement if possible. Bond then stated that he thought it would be easier to annex under 
the Summit Ridge Development Agreement just because it was more familiar to staff.  
However, he also said he was not sure until an agreement was reached with the Ekins 
Group. City Attorney Rich said that most of the discussions that have happened included 
the Summit Ridge Agreement.  He is reviewing the legality of bringing in another 
development under that agreement and wanted the council to know that there does need to 
be a clear and separate annexation process for the 180 acres in the Summit Ridge area. 
Community Development Director Bond then stated to the council that if the Summit Ridge 
Developers do not agree to have the Ekins Group annex under their agreement then that 
option may be off the table. Council Member Montoya asked if the council wanted to meet 
in the middle at 15 max per acre flat. Mayor Hunsaker expressed his feelings that a flat 10 
per acre was more desirable. Council Member Rowley said she agreed with a flat 10 per 
acre and Council Member Broadband seconded that sentiment. The council agreed to 3-
units per developable acre as a base density and to negotiate up to 3.5 units max per 
developable acre with additional amenities. The council also agreed that they would require 
capital facility planning/modeling for onsite and offsite infrastructure for the entire area even 
if the annexation is broken into smaller pieces and it would be 100% developer’s costs. 
 

• Trailer Park: Council Member Montoya said No. Council Member Mecham asked why 
would the council would want to allow a trailer park?   Mayor Hunsaker said that it sounded 
like a clear “no” from the council. City Engineer Beagley said that under current ordinances, 
trailer parks are not allowed. Mayor Hunsaker then asked staff if there was a portion of the 
Ekins Development where a trailer park could possibly work and City Manager Reeves said 
it would depend on the type of trailer park, their HOA, and other factors. Council Member 
Miller said he did not think it was a good idea as he thought the Ekins Development was 
not a good fit for a trailer park. The Council agreed to remove this provision in its entirety. 
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• Storage Units: City Manager Reeves asked Community Development Director Bond what 
zones currently allow storage units in Santaquin? Bond said that currently in they are 
permitted in the RC and Industrial zone and there are some legal non-conforming storage 
unit facilities on Main Street. Council Member Broadhead said that the Ekins Group needs 
to build more storage into their housing units so there will not be a need for storage unit 
facilities or to build a storage type unit into the housing complexes. City Engineer Beagley 
stated that the real question at hand was whether or not the council would allow storage 
units into the Ekins Development. Council Member Montoya suggested that the council use 
storage units as a negotiation point with the Ekins Group in both their placement and 
amount. The council agreed that storage units will be negotiated in their placement and 
amount but not be allowed everywhere. 
 

• Boundary Expansion: City Engineer Beagley stated to the council that, like City Attorney 
Rich had mentioned, if it was determined that densities were not satisfactory and had to be 
moved to adjacent land that was not yet annexed, then there should also be a clear and 
separate annexation process.  He cautioned that there is still the possibility of the city 
getting into a potential litigation if they are agreeing in advance for future annexations that 
would bind future councils. The council agreed to remove this provision in its entirety. 

 
• Mining: Council Member Montoya said she really enjoyed the tour of Granite 

Construction’s asphalt plant and was surprised at how clean and quiet the facility appeared.  
She indicated that if Santaquin had such a facility, she would approve one similar to 
Granite’s Cottonwood Height facility.  She then asked staff if the council can ask for Granite 
Construction to be a part of the agreement? Montoya also wanted to know what the nature 
of the relationship was between the Ekins property owners and the mining operators. City 
Attorney Rich said that we can ask but it is never guaranteed that an entity will stay.  Mayor 
Hunsaker pointed out that Granite Construction had been in Cottonwood Heights for a long 
time. Council Member Montoya wanted the council and staff to make sure that current 
ordinances are in line with what the state legislature is doing concerning their mining bill. 
Council Member Montoya told the council that she had talked with the Mayor of 
Cottonwood Heights who had spoken quite highly of Granite Construction as a community 
partner and he will let Montoya know how much revenue they receive in sales tax annually. 
Mayor Hunsaker pointed out that the sales tax revenues coming from a similar plant in 
Santaquin would not necessarily bring in the same revenues as this plant because of the 
differences in material that would be exported. City Manager Reeves said that the council 
needs to decide whether or not they will allow mass grating or limit the amount of mining in 
the agreement. City Engineer Beagley said that the council needs to make sure they are 
getting what they want and what they need. City Manager Reeves said that even if the 
state bill passes, which may take away the city’s power of regulation of mining, that if 
negotiated in the agreement, the Ekins group can cede the power to regulate mining 
operations via a negotiated contract. Council Member Montoya wanted to stress that the 
council’s responsibility is to the current residents and the potential damage from the dust 
and such will have impacts on the current residents, growers, and agriculture base of the 
city. Community Development Director Bond said that to this point the agreement as-is 
gives vested mining uses to the Ekins Group.  This is the status quo in the county and 
negotiations might cede some of that use and regulation going forward. Council Member 
Montoya said that the city and council has the necessary leverage to negotiate with the 
Ekins Group because they need the city’s ability to provide sewer and other utility access 
as well as development rights.  Another point of leverage for the city is that it would take a 
long time for the Ekins Group to recoup their money if they were not annexed into the city. 
Council Member Broadhead said all he foresees regarding potential regulation on the Ekins 
Group mining would be 1) a restriction on operation hours so that the mining operations are 
not 24-hours and 2) identification of haul routes.  He did not think the city would be allow to 
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have any additional regulations. City Engineer Beagley said that they could require asphalt 
roads. Council Member Montoya asked how the city could regulate hauling routes on 
Highway 6?  City Manager Reeves brought up the fact that they expressed desire to use 
the southern part of the Summit Ridge Parkway. Council Member Broadhead said that he 
noticed there was no movement on the mining operations in the Ekins property currently.  
He thinks the council needs to consider that there is a lot for them to gain from these 
operations and the city needs to better understanding of how it would gain, if at all, from 
said operations. Community Development Director Bond brought up that their equipment 
had been moved to another location.  Mayor Hunsaker said that last time he spoke with 
John Ogden and Marty White that they indicated that they only had a few more blasts.  As 
such, it makes sense that they took their equipment away as the area is ready for mass 
grating now that the ground is loose. Council Member Rowley asked how much vested 
mining rights the Ekins Group really had and if they could expand operations. City Manager 
Reeves said that it really all depended on what happens in the 2020 Legislative Session 
and it might not be a good idea to rock the boat on vested mining rights since the Utah 
League of Cities and Towns is currently working with the state legislature and mining 
corporations to come to an agreement. City Engineer Beagley said that after talking with 
the county attorney he got the feeling that mining corporations probably have more vested 
mining rights than cities think they do and less than the mining corporations think they do. 
Council Member Rowley asked if vested mining rights means that the Ekins Group can 
build an asphalt plant and City Manager Reeves responded that yes it did. The Council 
agreed they wanted to 1) find out the nature of the relationship between property owners 
and mining operators, 2) in terms of Local Regulations have possible regulations that would 
include hours of operation, haul routes, and asphalt roads that would be constructed to US-
6, 3) to establish timeframes by phase, 4) Mass Grating would be regulated by 
standard/current Santaquin City Code requirements, not by the development agreement, 5) 
and there is a consensus to wait for now. 
 

• Flag Lots: Community Development Director Bond said that he believed flag lots were a 
poor way to develop and Mayor Hunsaker said he agreed. Council Member Broadhead 
said that the developer should be able to plan how they develop and there should not be a 
need for flag lots. The council agreed that this provision should be removed in its entirety. 

 
• Sidewalks: Council Member Miller said that he did not think the development needed 

sidewalks on both sides because it becomes more expensive to landscape and maintain 
and it becomes a city right of way that homeowners are responsible for. City Manager 
Reeves brought up that sidewalks on both sides of the road should be made on a case-by-
case basis depending on the width and size of the road. City Engineer Beagley agreed that 
it does not make sense in some areas to install sidewalks as long as roadways 
requirements meet city standards. Community Development Director Bond said that he 
agrees that perhaps the city needs some sort of criteria to determine when sidewalks or in-
lieu of sidewalks would be appropriate depending on the size or width of the road. The 
council agreed to refer back to Santaquin City Standards (ROW requirements) and require 
road cross-sections. Sidewalks on one side may be allowed on a case-by-case basis 
(based on review of each phase) and that staff should review CC&R’s to address park 
strips, landscaping, etc. 

 
• Side Setback: Council Member Miller asked staff what the current side setback standard 

was and Community Development Director Bond said it depended on the zone. City 
Engineer Beagley said that the agreement should agree to Santaquin City Standards but 
then Bond said that current fire code standard is 10 feet. The council agreed on a minimum 
10’/8’ standard. 
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• Cul-de-sac Length: The council agreed that the cul-de-sac length should refer to 
Santaquin City Code, which has a current max of 250 feet. 

 
• Connectors Agreement: City Engineer Beagley told the council that this portion of the 

agreement is standard and he does not see many problems with the connector’s 
agreement. City Attorney Rich said that is not necessarily true and that it needs a case law 
review. The council agreed that this was open to negotiation. 

 
• Water Dedication: City Attorney Rich asked if the city wants Strawberry Water and City 

Engineer Beagley said that perhaps an interlocal agreement to allow for use of Strawberry 
Water in the portion of the Ekins Development that falls under the Strawberry Water 
charter. City Manager Reeves said that he did talk to representatives from Strawberry 
Water about 10 years ago in which the topic was having them provide irrigation waters as a 
separate company to those areas of the community serviced by Strawberry Water. Council 
Member Broadhead said he was concerned that Strawberry would not maintain the canal if 
that was the case.  He indicated that he would prefer to not use Strawberry Water. City 
Engineer Beagley said that if we forfeited Strawberry Water, the city may miss out on the 
value of those shares. Mayor Hunsaker asked how many shares of Strawberry Water were 
owned by Ekins Group and City Engineer Beagley said he did not know but that in the 
agreement there could be a money in-lieu of shares negotiated. City Manager Reeves 
brought up the point that doubling the number of doors in the city would require another 
wastewater treatment facility due to the increase of capacity and the topography of the 
Ekins Development. Council Member Broadhead asked if the city was going to build 
another wastewater treatment facility and Mayor Hunsaker said no. Council Member 
Broadhead said they would not pay for a $20-million facility in the agreement. City Engineer 
Beagley said that he believed engineering studies and master plan updates needed to be 
paid for by the Ekins Group and any future proposed annexations because of the expense. 
City Manager Reeves countered that point by saying very small non-impactful  
annexations, as proposed elsewhere in the city, could forgo such requirements but any 
sizable annexation should abide by that standard. City Engineer Beagley stated that 
because the impact is being caused by the Ekins Development, they need to be the ones 
paying for it. The council agreed that the agreement should refer to Santaquin City Code 
and remove Strawberry Water until a master policy is established between the city and 
Strawberry Water for areas currently serviced by Strawberry Water as well as improve 
existing well to meet culinary standards and dedicate well to city. 

 
• PID Financing: City Manager Reeves stated that he was very reluctant to recommend to 

the council the use of any PID Financing because of the burden it would put on the future 
homeowners for assets that would have a shorter useful life than the bonds for which they 
were funded. The council agreed that the agreement would not allow for PID Financing. 

 
• Reimbursements: City Development Director Bond read details from the previous city 

council minutes. City Engineer Beagley said that if there is a difference between current city 
standards and future city standards then the city will pay for the difference. Beagley stated 
that he thinks this is a moot point as state code already requires upsizing. Mayor Hunsaker 
asked why the regional park was in the reimbursement clause and City Manager Reeves 
said that he did not know why because they marketed it as something that Ekins Group 
would cover. The council agreed that reimbursements would be allowed only if the 
improvements increase the city’s current level of service or are for upsizing infrastructure 
for areas benefited outside of the development area. Reimbursements of impact fees can 
only apply to those areas/projects outlined in the current or updated capital facility plans. 

 
• Upsizing of Infrastructure: See Capital Facility Plan(s) Requirement in High Density 
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• Sunset Clause: City Engineer Beagley said that Summit Ridge Development is 20-years 
and Foothills Development is 15-years. Attorney Rich said that 40-years is longer than 
anything the city is currently in contract with and City Manager Reeves suggested 20-years 
with renewal option to extend duration in 5-year increments. The council agreed on a 20-
year limit with city’s option to extend duration in 5-year increment(s).  

 
ADJOURNMENT  
 
At 6:30 p.m., Council Member Miller moved to adjourn.  
 
Council Member Montoya seconded the motion.  
 
The vote was as follows: 
 
Council Member Rowley Aye 
Council Member Montoya Aye  
Council Member Mecham Aye 
Council Member Miller Aye 
Council Member Broadhead Aye 
 
The motion passed with a 5 to 0 vote. 
 

 

________________________________           ________________________________    
Kirk F. Hunsaker, Mayor     K. Aaron Shirley, City Recorder  

































ORDINANCE NO. 11-01-2019 
 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SANTAQUIN CITY CODE TITLE 1 CHAPTER 5 
SECTION 4 REGARDING SANTAQUIN CITY COUNCIL MEETING LOCATION, 
PROVIDING FOR CODIFICATION, CORRECTION OF SCRIVENER’S ERRORS, 

SEVERABILITY, AND AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 
 
WHEREAS, the City of Santaquin is a fourth class city of the state of Utah; and  
 
WHEREAS, Santaquin City has relocated its City Council Chambers and meeting location and 
desires to update its ordinances to reflect said change; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City Council desires to amend Santaquin City Code Title 1, Chapter 5, Article 
4, Section A, Part 3 to correctly reflect the current meeting location at 275 West Main Street; 
 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Santaquin City Council, State of Utah, as 
follows: 
 
Section I. Amendments 
 
Title 1-5-4 amended as follows: (underlined text is added, stricken text is deleted) 
 
1-5-4: MEETINGS, PROCEDURE AND CONDUCT; VOTING: 
 
A. Regular Meetings: Each regular meeting of the city council is to be open to the public and 

conducted in accordance to the Utah state open and public meetings act1. 

1. Dates: The city council shall hold two (2) regular meetings which shall be held on the first 
and third Wednesday of each month. If the meeting date is a recognized holiday, then the 
meeting shall be held at the same time and place herein described on the next following 
Wednesday which is not a legal holiday. 

2. Time: Council meetings shall be held on the dates and at times as posted in accordance 
with the Utah state open and public meetings act. 

3. Place: Regular meetings shall be held at Santaquin City Hall, 45 West 100 South 275 West 
Main Street, Santaquin City, Utah, unless otherwise noticed in accordance with the Utah 
state open and public meetings act. 

4. Exceptions: The city council may, in accordance with the Utah state open and public 
meetings act, provide for a different date, time and place for holding regular meetings of 
the city council. (Ord. 01-02-2014, 1-15-2014, eff. 1-16-2014) 

 
 

https://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/getBookData.php?chapter_id=6284#Footnote1


Section II.  Severability 
 
If any part of this ordinance or the application thereof to any person or circumstances shall, for 
any reason, be adjudged by a court of competent jurisdiction to be unconstitutional or invalid, such 
judgment shall not affect, impair of invalidate the remainder of this ordinance or the application 
thereof to other persons and circumstances, but shall be confined to its operation to the section, 
subdivision, sentence or part of the section and the persons and circumstances directly involved in 
the controversy in which such judgment shall have been rendered.  It is hereby declared to be the 
intent of the City Council that this section would have been adopted if such invalid section, 
provisions, subdivision, sentence or part of a section or application had not been included.  
 

Section III.  Posting and Effective Date   

This ordinance shall become effective at 5:00 p.m. on Tuesday, November 6, 2019.  Prior to that 
time, the City Recorder shall deposit a copy of this ordinance in the official records of the City and 
place a copy of this ordinance in three places within the City.  

 

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 5th day of November 2019. 

 

 

               ________________________________ 

        Kirk Hunsaker, Mayor 

 

 Councilmember Elizabeth Montoya      Voted   ___ 
 Councilmember Lynn Mecham      Voted   ___ 
 Councilmember Keith Broadhead         Voted   ___ 
 Councilmember Nick Miller       Voted   ___ 
 Councilmember Chelsea Rowley            Voted   ___ 

 

ATTEST: 

 

_______________________________                                                                     

K. AARON SHIRLEY, City Recorder 

 
 
 
 



STATE OF UTAH      ) 

    ) ss. 

COUNTY OF UTAH              ) 

 

I, K. AARON SHIRLEY, City Recorder of Santaquin City, Utah, do hereby certify and 
declare that the above and foregoing is a true, full, and correct copy of an ordinance passed by the 
City Council of Santaquin City, Utah, on the 5th day of November, 2019, entitled  

 

“AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SANTAQUIN CITY CODE TITLE 1 CHAPTER 5 
SECTION 4 REGARDING SANTAQUIN CITY COUNCIL MEETING LOCATION, 
PROVIDING FOR CODIFICATION, CORRECTION OF SCRIVENER’S ERRORS, 

SEVERABILITY, AND AN EFFECTIVE DATE.” 
 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the Corporate Seal of 
Santaquin City Utah this 5th day of November, 2019. 

 

 

 

 

 

_____________________________ 

K. AARON SHIRLEY 

Santaquin City Recorder 

 

(SEAL) 

 

 

 

 

 

 



AFFIDAVIT OF POSTING 

 

STATE OF UTAH      ) 

    ) ss. 

COUNTY OF UTAH              ) 
 

 I, K. AARON SHIRLEY, City Recorder of Santaquin City, Utah, do hereby certify and 
declare that I posted in three (3) public places the ordinance, which is attached hereto on the 6th 
day of November, 2019. 
 

The three places are as follows: 

1. Zions Bank 

2. Post Office 

3. City Office 
 

I further certify that copies of the ordinance so posted were true and correct copies of said 
ordinance. 

 

________________________________ 

K. AARON SHIRLEY 

Santaquin City Recorder 

 

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this ___ day of ________, 20__,  

by K. AARON SHIRLEY. 

 

My Commission Expires: 

________________________________ 

Notary Public 

 

Residing at:  Utah County 
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Building Permit Report 
November 5, 2019

New Single Family RDU New Multi Family RDU New Commercial Spaces



New Business Licenses 

 

Name    Owner   Address   Description  BL# 

Body Renaissance, LLC   Jennifer Trinidad     548 Stone Way              Facials & Muscle Relaxation Therapies      BL-4473 

Vastreck Property Solutions  V. Van Rogers      1019 E. 270 S.    Real Estate Investing               BL-4474 

Maracas Liquor License   Emeterio I. Estrada     340 E. Main St.               BLB-43971 

               

 



  

 

 

 

 

 

 

MEMORANDUM 
November 1, 2019 

To:  Santaquin City Mayor and City Council 

From:  Norm Beagley, City Engineer 

RE:   Summit Ridge Soccer Fields 

 

Mayor and Council Members, 

 

While attending the ribbon cutting for the Summit Ridge Soccer Fields project, I noticed that 

additional site parking is needed.  I have provided two photos showing the amount of cars that 

were mostly there for those attending the flag football games (not necessarily the ribbon cutting).   

 

Since the ribbon cutting, we have also observed that the south parking area is full with cars also 

parked along both the west and east sides of the fields.   

 

I have attached several photos showing the parking overflowing to both sides of the new fields. 

 

The east and west sides of the fields do not have compacted roadbase and could therefore be a 

cause for vehicles getting stuck in the mud while attending events at the soccer fields during or 

after inclement weather. 

 

We propose to increase the amount of compacted road base on the sight by approximately 

$40,000.  This would essentially be a little more than double the amount for that line item on the 

original contract.   

 

There is sufficient funding within our park impact fees account to cover these additional costs. 

 

I would be happy to answer any questions you may have on the project and regarding this change 

order. 

 

 

Recommended Motion: 

 

Motion to approve change order #4 to the VanCon Summit Ridge Soccer Fields contract for 

additional roadbase for parking at the site. 



 
CAP-1 

 

 SANTAQUIN CITY                                                                                                SUMMIT RIDGE SOCCER FIELDS PROJECT 

CHANGE ORDER 
 

ORDER NO.  4  
 

    DATE       November 5, 2019  
 

CONTRACT FOR:  SUMMIT RIDGE SOCCER FIELDS 
 
OWNER:    Santaquin City    
 
TO:      VanCon, Inc.       
                                                 (Contractor) 
 
You are hereby requested to comply with the following changes from the Contract Documents, Plans and 
Specifications: 
 
Description of Changes 
(Supplemental Plans &     Decrease    Increase 
Specifications Attached)   Item   Contract Price    Contract Price  
Adding additional road base for parking on both sides of the new soccer fields to provide needed parking.    
              
 
JUSTIFICATION:  This work is intended to provide for more parking at the site.  
         

 
 

The amount of the Contract Price will be Increased by the sum of: ($ 39,384.00). 
 
The Contract Price including this and previous Change Orders will be: 
 
One Million Sixty Nine Thousand Nine Hundred and Forty Seven and 20/100 Dollars ($1,069,947.20). 
 
The contract time is hereby changed per this change order by adding an additional 7 days. 
 
 
This document will become a modification to the Contract and all provision will apply hereto. 
 
Requested              
     (Contractor)     (Date) 
 
Recommended              
       (Engineer)     (Date) 
 
Approved              
         (Owner)     (Date) 
 







  
 

 
 
 
 
 

MEMORANDUM 
November 1, 2019 

To:  Santaquin City Mayor and City Council 
From:  Norm Beagley, City Engineer 
RE:   Summit Ridge Parkway Extension Street Lights (2)   
 
Mayor and Council Members, 
 
Per the Council’s request, we investigated the possibility and costs for installing 2 street lights at 
the intersection of Summit Ridge Parkway and Hwy 6.   
 
For your consideration, I have attached 3 estimates for all the items that are needed to install 2, 
40’ tall cobra-head, LED lights at the intersection.  The total estimated cost to install these two 
lights is $23,432.14. 
 
As a reference, for all of the items necessary for installation, the City pays approximately 
$11,000.00 to install street lights on arterial streets, like when we widen Main Street in the 
future. 
 
Should the Council direct staff to move forward, there is sufficient funding from the road bond 
proceeds to pay for the construction of these lights. 
 
I would be happy to answer any questions you may have on the project and regarding this change 
order. 
 
 
Recommended Motion: 
 
Motion to direct staff to move forward with installing two new cobra-head street lights at the 
intersection of Summit Ridge Parkway and Hwy 6. 



































Stock No Product No QTY UOM Description Total Price

Job Name: Santaquin City - Hwy 6 Summit Rdg Pkw Intersection Job Number:

Lighting Hwy 6 & Summit Ridge Parkway

19-181

SOUTH UTAH VALLEY ELECTRIC SERVICE DISTRICT
JOB COST

Job Estimate Date: 10/29/2019

Customer Name: Santaquin City

Mailing Address:

275 W Main Street

Service Address:

Lighting Hwy 6 & Summit Ridge Parkway

Santaquin   84655

District Area:

Amps:

Phase:Rate:

UH/OG:

Volts:

VotingDistrict:

Route Number:

Within City Limits of:

Santaquin UT  84655

Phone Number: (801) 754-3211

Units: 0

SQC - Arterial 
UDOT SL

Inventory 2.000 EA SQC Arterial UDOT Street Light Install 5,250.00

SQC020 Service 1.000 EA 200 Amp Strong Box CP3B12119A22 2,625.00

01190 Inventory 70.000 EA CONDUIT, PLASTIC 3'' 111.54

01180 Inventory 200.000 EA CONDUIT, PLASTIC 2'' 139.46

04050 Inventory 220.000 EA WIRE, ALUMINUM QUAD #4 196.35

S0001 Service 70.000 EA Trenching 3" conduit 367.50

S0001 Service 220.000 EA Trenching 2" conduit 1,155.00

S0222 Service 220.000 FT Pulling Conductors, Secondary URD #4 496.65

01680 Inventory 2.000 EA ELBOW, RIGID 2'' 28.41

01691 Inventory 1.000 EA ELBOW, RIDGE 3'' LONG SWEEP 102.45

01650 Inventory 3.000 EA ELBOW, PLASTIC 2'' 4.29

06051 Inventory 2.000 EA 13X24X15 MD JUNCTION BOX 179.02

04010 Inventory 40.000 EA WIRE, CU TRIPLEX #10 21.52

S0001 Service 3.000 EA Miscellaneous 472.50

Page 1 of 2
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Stock No Product No QTY UOM Description Total Price

Job Name: Santaquin City - Hwy 6 Summit Rdg Pkw Intersection Job Number:

Lighting Hwy 6 & Summit Ridge Parkway

19-181

SOUTH UTAH VALLEY ELECTRIC SERVICE DISTRICT
JOB COST

Job Estimate Date: 10/29/2019

Customer Name: Santaquin City

Mailing Address:

275 W Main Street

Service Address:

Lighting Hwy 6 & Summit Ridge Parkway

Santaquin   84655

District Area:

Amps:

Phase:Rate:

UH/OG:

Volts:

VotingDistrict:

Route Number:

Within City Limits of:

Santaquin UT  84655

Phone Number: (801) 754-3211

Units: 0

Inspection Fee: 0.00

Subtotal: 11,149.69

Processing Fee: 0.00

Impact Fee: 0.00

Temporary Connect Fee: 0.00

Engineering Fee: 2,229.94

Security Deposit: 0.00

Grand Total: $13,379.63

Notes: **Estimate Only
Poles provided by others
Light fixtures provided by others
Bolts for poles provided by others

This bid is valid for 30 days from the date of approval.

Bid Checked By: _________________________________  

Bid Approved By: ________________________________  

Date:_____________________

Bond Amount (IfApplicable): 0.00

Primary Inspection Required

Service Inspection Required

County or City Inspection Required

Page 2 of 2
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P R O D U C T  O V E R V I E W

Applications:
Residential streets
Parking lots
High speed roadways

Autobahn Series ATBL 
Roadway

Features:

OPTICAL

Same Light: Performance is comparable to 250W – 400W HPS.

White Light: Correlated color temperature - 4000K, 70 CRI minimum, 3000K,  
70 CRI minimum or optional 5000K, 70 CRI minimum.

IP66 rated borosilicate glass optics ensure longevity and minimize dirt depreciation. Unique 
IP66 rated LED light engines provide 0% uplight and restrict backlight to within sidewalk depth, 
providing optimal application coverage and optimal pole spacing.

Available distributions are Type II, IIN, III, IV, V roadway distributions.

ELECTRICAL

Expected Life: LED light engines are rated >100,000 hours at 25°C, L70. 
Electronic driver has an expected life of 100,000 hours at a 25°C ambient.

Lower Energy: Saves an expected 40-60% over comparable HID luminaires.

Robust Surge Protection: Three different surge protection options provide a minimum of ANSI 
C136.2 10kV/5kA protection.  20kV/10kA protection is also available. 

MECHANICAL

Includes standard AEL lineman-friendly features such as tool-less entry, 3 station terminal block 
and quick disconnects. Bubble level located inside the electrical compartment for easy leveling at 
installation.

Rugged die-cast aluminum housing and door are polyester powder-coated for durability and 
corrosion resistance. Rigorous five-stage pre-treating and painting process yields a finish that 
achieves a scribe creepage rating of 8 (per ASTM D1654) after over 5000 hours exposure to salt fog 
chamber (operated per ASTM B117).

Mast arm mount is adjustable for arms from 1-1/4" to 2" (1-5/8" to 2-3/8" O.D.) diameter. The 2 – 
bolt and optional 4 bolt clamping mechanism provide 3G vibration rating per ANSI C136.

The Wildlife shield is cast into the housing (not a separate piece).

CONTROLS

NEMA 3 pin photocontrol receptacle is standard, with the Acuity designed ANSI standard 5 pin 
and 7 pin receptacles optionally available.

Premium solid state locking-style photocontrol – PCSS (10 year rated life) Extreme long life solid 
state locking-style photocontrol – PCLL (20 year  
rated life).

Extreme long life solid state locking-style photocontrol with on demand remote on/off control - 
PCCC (15 year rated life).

Optional onboard Adjustable Output module allows the light output and input wattage to be 
modified to meet site specific requirements, and also can allow a single fixture to be flexibly 
applied in many different applications.

DIMENSIONS

23.75”

7.5”

4.5”

11”

Drop Refractor

1.44 in

                15"

4-1/2"

32"

Note:  Specifications subject to change without notice.  Actual performance may differ as a result of end-user environment and application.

© 2015-2019 Acuity Brands Lighting, Inc.  01/18/19     ATBL

Effective Projected Area (EPA)
The EPA for the ATBL is 0.75 sq. ft.,
Approx. Wt. = 30 lbs. (13.6 kg)

STANDARDS

DesignLights Consortium® (DLC) qualified product. Not all versions of this 
product may be DLC qualified. Please check the DLC Qualified Products List 
at www.designlights.org/QPL to confirm which versions are qualified.

Color temperatures of ≤ 3000K must be specified for International Dark-
Sky Association certification.

Rated for -40°C to 40°C ambient 
CSA Certified to U.S. and Canadian standards 
Complies with ANSI: C136.2, C136.10, C136.14, C136.31, C136.15, C136.37

http://www.designlights.org/QPL
http://www.designlights.org/QPL


Warranty Five-year limited warranty. Complete warranty terms located at:  
www.acuitybrands.com/CustomerResources/Terms_and_conditions.aspx 
Actual performance may differ as a result of end-user environment and application. 
All values are design or typical values, measured under laboratory conditions at 25 °C. 
Specifications subject to change without notice.

Please contact your sales representative for the latest product information.

AEL Headquarters, 3825 Columbus Road, Granville, OH 43023
www.americanelectriclighting.com
© 2015-2019 Acuity Brands Lighting, Inc.  All Rights Reserved.   ATBL    01/18/19

Example: ATBL A MVOLT R2

ATBL	 Autobahn LED 
Roadway

	MVOLT	 Multi-volt, 
120-277V

	 347	 347V
	 480	 480V

A	 19,000 lumens
B	 21,000 lumens
C	 22,000 lumens
D	 25,000 lumens
E	 27,000 lumens
F	 29,000 lumens
G	 30,000 lumens

Color Temperature (CCT)
	(Blank)	 4000K CCT, 70 CRI Min.
	 3K	 3000K CCT, 70 CRI Min.
	 5K	 5000K CCT, 70 CRI Min.

Paint
	(Blank)	 Gray
	 BK	 Black
	 BZ	 Bronze
	 DDB	 Dark Bronze
	 GI	 Graphite
	 WH	 White

Surge Protection
	(Blank)	 Standard 10kA/5kV SPD
	 20	 20kV/10kA SPD
	 MP	 MOV Pack - 10kA/5kV SPD
	 IL	� SPD with Indicator Light 

10kA/5kV SPD1

Miscellaneous Options
	 HSS	 House Side Shield
	 NL	 NEMA Label Indicating Wattage
	 PT	 Power Tray
	 XL	 Not CSA Certified – No Terminal 
		  Block Cover

Options

Control Options
	(Blank)	 3 Pin NEMA Photocontrol  
		  Receptacle
	 P5	 5 Pin Photocontrol Receptacle 
		  (dimmable driver included)1

	 P7	 7 Pin Photocontrol Receptacle 
		  (dimmable driver included)1

	 NR	 No Photocontrol Receptacle2

	 AO	 Field Adjustable Output1

	 DM	 0-10V Dimmable Driver3

	 PCSS	 Solid-State Lighting Photocontrol4

	 PCLL	 Solid-State Long Life Photocontrol
	 PCCC	 Solid-State Long Life Photocontrol 
		  with remote control on/off
	 SH	 Shorting Cap5

Packages
	(Blank)	 Standard Pack
	 JP	 Job Pack (24 per pallet)

	(Blank)	 2 Bolt Mounting
	 4B	 4 Bolt Mounting

MountingVoltagePerformance PackagesSeries

Autobahn Series ATBL 
Roadway

O R D E R I N G  I N F O R M A T I O N

N2	 Roadway Type II, 
Narrow 

R2	 Roadway Type II
R3	 Roadway Type III
R4	 Roadway Type IV
R5	 Roadway Type V

Optics

Notes:
1.	 Dimmable Driver included. Not 

available with DM.
2.	 Not available with P5 or P7.  
3.	 Controls by Others. Not available 

with AO.  
4.	 MVOLT only.  
5.	 Not available with PCSS or PCLL.

For Accessories see next page.

www.acuitybrands.com/CustomerResources/Terms_and_conditions.aspx
http://www.americanelectriclighting.com


Warranty Five-year limited warranty. Complete warranty terms located at:  
www.acuitybrands.com/CustomerResources/Terms_and_conditions.aspx 
Actual performance may differ as a result of end-user environment and application. 
All values are design or typical values, measured under laboratory conditions at 25 °C. 
Specifications subject to change without notice.

Please contact your sales representative for the latest product information.

AEL Headquarters, 3825 Columbus Road, Granville, OH 43023
www.americanelectriclighting.com
© 2015-2019 Acuity Brands Lighting, Inc.  All Rights Reserved.   ATBL    01/18/19

Autobahn Series ATBL 
Roadway

O R D E R I N G  I N F O R M A T I O N

Accessories (order separately)

ATBLHSS House Side Shield

ATBLLTS Light Trespass Shield

RKATBLMVOLTSPD ATBL Acuity SPD Replacement Kit MVOLT

RKATBLHVSPD ATBL Acuity SPD Replacement Kit 347/480V

RKATBLMVOLT20 ATBL 20kV SPD Replacement Kit MVOLT

RKATBLHV20 ATBL 20kV SPD Replacement Kit 347/480V

RKATBLMVOLTMP ATBL MOV Pack Replacement Kit MVOLT

RKATBLHVMP ATBL MOV Pack Replacement Kit 347/480V

RKATBLMVOLTIL ATBL IL SPD Replacement Kit

RKATBLUV-AC-20KV ATBL (A,C) STD SPD / 20kV Replacement Power Tray MVOLT

RKATBLUV-B-20KV ATBL (B) STD SPD / 20kV Replacement Power Tray MVOLT

RKATBLUV-D ATBL (D) STD SPD Replacement Power Tray MVOLT

RKATBLUV-E ATBL (E) STD SPD Replacement Power Tray MVOLT

RKATBLUV-F ATBL (F) STD SPD Replacement Power Tray MVOLT

RKATBLUV-G ATBL (G) STD SPD Replacement Power Tray MVOLT

RKATBLUV-D-20KV ATBL (D) 20kV SPD Replacement Power Tray MVOLT

RKATBLUV-E-20KV ATBL (E) 20kV SPD Replacement Power Tray MVOLT

RKATBLUV-F-20KV ATBL (F) 20kV SPD Replacement Power Tray MVOLT

RKATBLUV-G-20KV ATBL (G) 20kV SPD Replacement Power Tray MVOLT

RKATBLHV-AC-20KV ATBL (A,C) STD SPD / 20kV Replacement Power Tray 347/480V

RKATBLHV-B-20KV ATBL (B) STD SPD / 20kV Replacement Power Tray 347/480V

RKATBLHV-D-20KV ATBL (D) STD SPD / 20kV Replacement Power Tray 347/480V

RKATBLHV-E-20KV ATBL (E) STD SPD / 20kV Replacement Power Tray 347/480V

RKATBLHV-F-20KV ATBL (F) STD SPD / 20kV Replacement Power Tray 347/480V

RKATBLHV-G-20KV ATBL (G) STD SPD / 20kV Replacement Power Tray 347/480V

www.acuitybrands.com/CustomerResources/Terms_and_conditions.aspx
http://www.americanelectriclighting.com


Warranty Five-year limited warranty. Complete warranty terms located at:  
www.acuitybrands.com/CustomerResources/Terms_and_conditions.aspx 
Actual performance may differ as a result of end-user environment and application. 
All values are design or typical values, measured under laboratory conditions at 25 °C. 
Specifications subject to change without notice.

Please contact your sales representative for the latest product information.
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Autobahn Series ATBL 
Roadway

P E R F O R M A N C E  P A C K A G E

Note: Individual fixture performance may vary. Specifications subject to change without notice.

Performance 
Package Distribution Input Watts

3K  
(3000K CCT, 70 CRI)

4K/5K  
(4000K/5000K CCT, 70 CRI) LLD @ 25ºC

Lumens LPW B U G Lumens LPW B U G 25k 
Hours

75k 
Hours

100k 
Hours

A

N2

170

16,911 99 3 0 3 19,456 114 3 0 3

0.96 0.94 0.92
R2 16,373 96 3 0 3 18,960 112 3 0 4
R3 16,223 95 2 0 4 18,660 110 3 0 4
R4 15,755 93 3 0 4 17,926 105 3 0 4
R5 17,257 102 4 0 2 20,067 118 4 0 2

B

N2

181

18,393 102 3 0 3 21,325 118 3 0 3

0.96 0.94 0.92
R2 17,928 99 3 0 4 20,770 115 3 0 4
R3 17,731 98 3 0 4 20,512 113 3 0 4
R4 17,114 95 3 0 5 19,900 110 3 0 5
R5 18,948 105 4 0 2 22,033 122 5 0 3

C

N2

200

19,670 98 3 0 3 22,882 114 3 0 3

0.96 0.94 0.92
R2 19,216 96 3 0 4 22,288 111 3 0 4
R3 19,056 95 3 0 4 22,030 110 3 0 4
R4 18,326 108 3 0 5 21,308 125 3 0 5
R5 20,320 102 4 0 2 23,628 118 5 0 3

D

N2

209

21,972 105 3 0 3 25,508 122 3 0 4

0.96 0.94 0.92
R2 21,502 103 3 0 4 25,052 120 3 0 4
R3 21,199 101 3 0 5 24,067 115 3 0 5
R4 20,419 113 3 0 5 23,824 132 3 0 5
R5 22,868 109 5 0 3 26,591 127 5 0 3

E

N2

238

24,015 101 3 0 3 28,023 118 3 0 4

0.96 0.94 0.92
R2 23,496 99 3 0 4 27,526 116 3 0 4
R3 23,125 97 3 0 5 26,433 111 3 0 5
R4 22,548 133 3 0 5 26,219 154 3 0 5
R5 25,139 106 5 0 3 29,231 123 5 0 3

F

N2

259

25,409 98 3 0 4 29,814 115 3 0 4

0.96 0.94 0.92
R2 24,831 96 3 0 4 29,274 113 3 0 5
R3 24,516 95 3 0 5 28,089 108 3 0 5
R4 23,970 132 3 0 5 27,873 154 3 0 5
R5 26,735 103 5 0 3 31,087 120 5 0 3

G

N2

279

26,457 95 3 0 4 31,340 112 3 0 4

0.95 0.93 0.92
R2 26,007 93 3 0 4 30,590 110 3 0 5
R3 25,344 91 3 0 5 29,403 105 3 0 5
R4 24,680 145 3 0 5 29,207 172 3 0 5
R5 28,094 101 5 0 3 32,667 117 5 0 3

www.acuitybrands.com/CustomerResources/Terms_and_conditions.aspx
http://www.americanelectriclighting.com
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MEMORANDUM 
November 1, 2019 

To:  Santaquin City Mayor and City Council 
From:  Norm Beagley, City Engineer       
RE:   Santaquin City Sanitary Sewer Master Plan Update    

Dear Mayor and Council Members, 

During the design and construction of the two recent WRF upgrades (i.e. additional membrane train, 
and additional screw press), we found that the WRF is experiencing a higher influent temperature 
than was originally designed for (prior to plant construction and operation).  These higher influent 
temperatures provide for some additional increased capacity that has yet to be modeled and evaluated.   

With that said, it is desirable to update our WRF Sanitary Sewer Master Plan and Impact Fee 
Facilities Plan to reflect these untapped capacities. 

As designers of the original WRF facility, and the most recent upgrade design, we engaged J-U-B 
Engineers and asked them to provide us with a work plan (scope of work) and a cost estimate to 
complete the needed evaluation and plan updates described above.   

J-U-B has proposed a not to exceed fee of $15,000.00 to update the City’s Sanitary Sewer Master 
Plan and Impact Fee Facilities Plan to reflect the new conditions.  For your convenience, I have 
attached J-U-B’s proposed work plan showing the necessary hours to complete the project, as well as 
their proposal. 

As this work would help to determine future growth capacity for the WRF, these costs would be 
funded using sewer impact fees.   

I recommend that the Council authorize City staff to direct J-U-B to move forward with the update of 
the City’s Sanitary Sewer Master Plan and Impact Fee Facilities Plan.   

I would be happy to answer any questions you may have regarding this project. 

Thank you for your time 
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October 3, 2019 

Norm Beagley 
Santaquin City Engineer 
275 West Main Street 
Santaquin, UT 84655 

Dear Norm, 

Below is a proposed scope of work, fee and schedule to update Santaquin City’s 2016 Sanitary Sewer 
Master Plan (SSMP) and Capital Facilities Plan (CFP) as well as update the City’s Impact Fee Facilities Plan 
(IFFP).  The added information will include the recent Phase 2 improvements at the Water Reclamation 
Facility. 

SCOPE OF WORK 

TASK 1 | PROJECT ADMINISTRATION AND MEETINGS 
1.1 Project Management – Complete various project administration tasks (monitor project status-

budget and schedule, monthly invoices, document handling and filing, coordination, reviews, etc.) 
1.2 Meetings 

a. Project update conference calls as required.
b. Project Review Meeting– Meeting at Santaquin to discuss findings of SSMP update and IFFP.

TASK 2 | UPDATE THE SANITARY SEWER MASTER PLAN AND CAPITAL FACILITIES PLAN  
2.1 Update SSMP/CFP – Update the 2016 SSMP/CFP with the recently completed projects at the Water 

Reclamation Facility (WRF).  This Task will include updating Appendix H (Water Reclamation Facility 
Level of Service) to indicate current conditions.  Specifically, the processes that were upgraded in 
the Phase 2 improvements project will be updated, including the membrane bioreactor capacity 
section (summarizing the increase in allowable flux rate documentation that was provided by Suez), 
the solids handling section, and the plant drain lift station.  Additionally, all other treatment unit 
process capacities will be reviewed and their current status verified with the operator (e.g., some 
unit processes such as reclaimed water pumping and UV disinfection were scheduled to be 
upgraded in 2017, but this may or may not be necessary). All treatment costs, capacities, and 
upgrade schedules included in Appendix H will be updated based on the findings from this task.     

2.2 The 2016 SSMP/CFP contained minimal information and no costs related to aquifer storage and 
recovery.  This task will define the “next steps” for aquifer recharge including project timing and 
associated costs.  J-U-B will coordinate with regulators to determine the maximum allowable 
recharge rate, water quality requirements, groundwater monitoring needs, effluent metering 
requirements, and additional permitting that may be required.  This task will also determine the 
status of the pending recovery permit and include a brief review of the City’s water rights.   

Deliverables - Produce a final Updated SSMP Appendix H as an Addendum to the 2016 SSMP/CFP. 

TASK 3 | UPDATE THE IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLAN (IFFP)  
3.1 Provide an Addendum to the IFFP to include the updated information from the revised SSMP/CFP.  

Update Table 3 in the IFFP showing costs, capacity, year, and impact fee allocation.  The updated 
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treatment costs will be run through the existing IFFP spreadsheet model.  The revised Table 3 will 
continue to show collection system impact fees through 2026 (no changes) but the treatment 
impact fees will be updated through 2029.   

3.2 This task also includes coordination with Zions Bank who will be performing the updated Impact Fee 
Analysis.  This scope of work assumes Zions Bank will contract directly with Santaquin City, but J-U-B 
will be available to answer questions to help Zions Bank complete the updated IFA. 
 
Deliverables - Produce a final Updated IFFP including the amended Table 3.  Zions Bank will produce 
the final IFA under a separate contract with Santaquin City. 

 
COMPENSATION AND SCHEDULE  

The ENGINEER will be compensated for services as described above on a lump sum basis for a total fee 
of $15,000.  The City will be invoiced monthly as the work progresses.  This includes all reimbursable 
expenses (travel time, mileage, copying, printing, etc.).  We have provided a breakdown of the fee by 
task for your convenience. 
 

 Task Days  
(from NTP) 

Fee 
(lump sum) 

1 Project Administration  -- $3,200 

2 Update Sanitary Sewer Master Plan 45 $9,000 

3 Update Impact Fee Facilities Plan 60 $2,800 

 
This proposed schedule is dependent upon timely responses by the City, meeting scheduling, and 
prompt work reviews.  J-U-B cannot be responsible for impacts to the schedule caused by the actions of 
others over which J-U-B has no control. 
 
We are excited to work with you on this important project. Please let me know if you have questions 
regarding our scope or fee, or if you would like to discuss further. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc. 
 

 
 
Gary Vance, P.E. 
Project Manager 
 



1.1 Project Management 4 2 6 $1,100
1.2 Project Review Meetings 8 4 12 $2,100

2.1 Update Appendix H and Produce Final Document 24 12 2 38 $5,700
2.2 Aquifer Recharge and Recovery 4 8 8 20 $3,300

3.1 Update Table 3 Using Existing IFFP Model and Produce Final Document 2 6 2 10 $1,500
3.2 Coordination with Zions Bank for IFA 4 2 2 8 $1,300

TOTAL HOURS 46 28 20 94

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS $15,000

Santaquin City

Task Project 
Hours

Design 
Engineer 

Katie Reams

SSMP and IFFP Update

Task Cost
Project 

Manager 
Gary Vance

Work Tasks/Hours
QA/QC       
Mark 

Christensen

Task 1 - Project Administration and Meetings 

Task 2 - Update the Sanitary Sewer Master Plan

Task 3 - Update the Impact Fee Facilities Plan
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 RESOLUTION No. 11-01-2019 

A RESOLUTION REQUESTING THE RECERTIFICATION 

OF THE SANTAQUIN JUSTICE COURT 

WHEREAS, the provisions of U.C.A. § 78A-7-103 require that Justice Courts be 

recertified at the end of each four-year term; and  

WHEREAS, the term of the present Santaquin Justice Court shall expire during the 

month of February, 2020; and 

WHEREAS, the members of the Santaquin City Council have received an opinion letter 

from Brett B. Rich, Attorney, which sets forth the requirements for the operation of a Justice 

Court and feasibility of continuing to maintain the same; and 

WHEREAS, the members of the Santaquin City Council have determined that it is to the 

best interests of the City of Santaquin to continue to provide for a Justice Court; 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, the SANTAQUIN CITY COUNCIL hereby 

requests recertification of the Santaquin City Court by the Justice Courts Standards Committee 

and the Utah Judicial Council. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the CITY COUNCIL of SANTAQUIN CITY hereby 

affirms its willingness to continue to meet all requirements set forth by the Judicial Council for 

continued operation of the Santaquin City Court for the next four-year court term, except as to 

any requirements waived by the Utah Judicial Council. 

PASSED AND APPROVED this 5
th

 day of November, 2019.

____________________________________ 

Kirk F. Hunsaker, Mayor 

ATTEST: 

___________________________ 

K. Aaron Shirley, City Recorder
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TransPlan50 

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN FOR THE PROVO/OREM URBAN AREA 

TransPlan50 is the regional transportation plan for urbanized Utah County. The 

proposed projects and programs are a coordinated system of capital-intensive 

roadway projects, transit improvements, and pedestrian/bicycle facilities needed 

over the next thirty years. The plan attempts to minimize impacts on society and the 

environment while providing for enough capacity and transportation choices to 

ensure the region’s economy continues to grow. 

 

METROPOLITAN PLANNING  

Mountainland Association of Governments (MAG) serves the governments and 

citizens of Summit, Utah, and Wasatch Counties. As part of this association, 

Mountainland Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) has the task of planning for 

the urban Utah County regional transportation needs. Located at the southern end of 

the Wasatch Front region of Utah, the MPO encompasses the rapidly growing 

Provo/Orem Urbanized Area and includes all 25 Utah County municipalities and 

contiguous unincorporated areas. Urbanization and the locations of major 

transportation facilities are constrained by physical boundaries including steep 

mountain terrain to the east and west and by the large, centrally located Utah Lake. 

The urban area is roughly bisected by I-15, the only freeway currently within Utah 

County. The MPO creates the forum bringing together urban leaders with state and 

federal transportation officials, opening dialogue, and providing a process for all to 

be involved in planning and funding the transportation needs of the area. MAG has a 

strong history of working together with stakeholders and accomplishing results. 

 

TransPlan50 follows the guidelines of the last federal transportation bill - Fixing 

America’s Surface Transportation Act (FAST Act) - and embodies them 

philosophically as well as technically. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 

requires each MPO to address ten specific planning factors. FAST Act states that the 

metropolitan planning process shall be continuous, cooperative, and comprehensive. 

The process will also provide consideration and implementation of projects, 

strategies, and services to address the following factors: 

1. Support the economic vitality of the metropolitan area, especially by enabling 

global competitiveness, productivity, and efficiency. 
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REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN FOR THE PROVO/OREM URBAN AREA 

2. Increase the safety of the transportation system for motorized and non-

motorized users. 

3. Increase the security of the transportation system for motorized and non-

motorized users. 

4. Increase accessibility and mobility of people and freight. 

5. Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, improve 

the quality of life, and promote consistency between transportation 

improvements and State and local planned growth and economic 

development patterns. 

6. Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system, across 

and between modes, for people and freight. 

7. Promote efficient system management and operation. 

8. Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system. 

9. Improve the resiliency and reliability f the transportation system and reduce or 

mitigate stormwater impacts of surface transportation. 

10. Enhance travel and tourism. 

 

A GROWING REGION 

Historically, population growth in Utah County has been robust, rising by 40 percent 

in each of the last two decades, and surpassing one-half million people in 2009. More 

recently, the Provo/Orem area was the 4th fastest growing metro area in the country 

with the population now exceeding 630,000. While the mainly rural transportation 

system had been over-taxed and unable to sustain such rapid growth, early this 

decade, the state and county invested nearly $4 billion in highway and rail projects, 

making a significant impact towards easing congestion and creating better 

connectivity.  

 

The cities of Provo and Orem have always been the urban core of Utah County, but 

this is changing. The two largest metropolitan areas in the state, Salt Lake City and 

Provo/Orem, converge at the Point of the Mountain, creating a natural center for 

high growth in both jobs and population.  
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West Area: Since the year 2000, the West Area (including Lehi, Eagle Mountain, and 

Saratoga Springs) has been the epicenter of statewide population growth, adding 

more than 102,000 people. Future growth explodes in the West Area. It is forecasted 

to add 303k more people reaching 430,000 population by 2050. All of Utah County 

was 430,000 in 2004.  

 

North Area: This area includes American Fork, Highland, and Pleasant Grove. With 

less developable land and high real estate values, it still added over 49,000 new 

people since 2000 and is proposed to add another 31,000 by 2050.  

 

South Area: The largest geographically and with densities mostly at rural values, the 

South Area is also growing. Most of the 55, 000 new residents since 2000 pushed 

development outward from the historic city cores. The area is forecasted to add 

another 246,000 growing to 390,000 by 2050.  
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Central Area: Provo, Orem, and the high growth area of Vineyard encompass the 

Central Area. Most of Provo and Orem are developed established areas that have 

increased in density since 2000, adding 32,000 new people. Another 96,000 people 

are forecasted to move to the area, with increased density and Vineyard building up 

and out. 

 

Regional Growth Trends: By 2050, Utah County will double in population adding 

over 660,000 more people, surpassing 1.3 million, slightly larger above the current 

day population of Salt Lake County. This equates to 100 percent growth and is more 

than double any other Wasatch Front county. During this period, Utah County’s 

growth is larger than the other three Wasatch Front counties combined. By 2065, 

Utah and Salt Lake counties are near the same size.  

 

 

  

251k

348k

1.1m

624k

357k

493k

1.5m

1.3m

0 500k 1.0m 1.5m

Weber

Davis

Salt Lake

Utah

Today                                     2050

Population Wasatch Front Counties 



 

Page | 6 

TransPlan50 

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN FOR THE PROVO/OREM URBAN AREA 

Development along the Wasatch 

Front has historically favored the 

areas south of downtown Salt Lake 

City. Today, 633,000 people live 

north of downtown, 1.7 million live 

south of it. By 2050, 885,000 

people live north of downtown and 

2.7 million south of it. Areas north of 

downtown add the population of 

current day Weber County through 

2050, areas south will add an 

equivalent of 11 Weber counties.  

 

Employment mimics population 

trends for all four Wasatch Front 

counties. Utah County’s 

employment growth is projected to 

almost double from 300k jobs today to 600k in 2050. However, even with these 

additional jobs, Salt Lake City will remain the major urban employment center.  

 

Prior growth trends show that Utah County’s development had been tied to in-

county employment, but over the last ten years, the two metro areas (Provo/Orem 

and Salt Lake City) have begun to converge, creating the highest employment 

growth area in the state. A large, highly educated workforce, abundant developable 

land, and convenient access to highways, rail, airports, and active transportation has 

drawn and will to continue to focus economic attention on the area. New job growth 

will reinforce the attraction of new residents, and with such growth, Utah County’s 

importance in the region increases. Utah County’s share of the total Wasatch Front 

population increases from 20 percent today to 26 percent in 2050.  

 

As growth mounts, the population and employment distribution will continue to 

increase outside the historical center of Provo/Orem. In 2050, Provo/Orem will still 

be the urban core, but northward along the I-15 corridor and into Salt Lake County, 

Downtown SLC 
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633k 

2050 
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similar densities begin to develop. Areas west of I-15 densify and become self-

sustaining (more jobs, fewer long commutes), and show more urban characteristics. 

South of Provo, communities fill in with development and spread out from historic 

city cores, although densities remain low with suburban characteristics.  

 

TRAVEL DEMAND 

Predicting where future transportation facilities are needed in high-growth areas is a 

continuous effort. Changes in political leadership, anticipated funding, land-use 

patterns, and many other factors change the dynamics of an area and require 

constant study. TransPlan50 is updated every four years to stay relevant. This 

frequency of updates allows the MPO to remain current with emerging trends and 

policy changes. The work is also collaborative, bringing federal, state, county and city 

agencies together into one deliberative body. The MPO uses a sophisticated travel 

demand model co-managed with Wasatch Front Regional Council (Salt Lake/ Ogden 

MPO) that accounts for these adjoining metro areas to best predict where future 

transportation improvements are needed. Socio-economic data and land-use are two 

key inputs to the travel demand model. Socioeconomic data includes household and 

employment level forecasts for each city. The municipalities and the county produce 

general plans that influence future land-use growth. MPO staff develop models of 

region-wide development patterns from these local land-use plans.  

 

Many land-use plans only project for the next 10 to 15 years, leaving a gap between 

local planning horizons and the needs of long-range regional transportation planning. 

MPO staff meet with each municipality and the county to review their plans and to 

gain additional insight into where future growth could occur. The local plans are used 

to gauge future development on vacant land, infill and redevelopment areas. Most 

local land-use plans continue historic low-density land-use policies leading to many 

of the core cities running out of buildable land by 2035. To address the long-range 

needs to 2050, a regional vision process called Wasatch Choice 2050 is on-going. It 

is a cooperative regional visioning effort, taking input from transportation 

stakeholders to coordinate key regional transportation, local land-use, and economic 

development strategies that aim to achieve regional goals of mobility, connectivity, 

transportation choices, and quality of life. The land-use outputs of Wasatch Choice 
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2050 augment TransPlan50 by fostering this creative thinking concerning land-use 

policies going forward. It proposes denser clusters of housing, retail, and 

employment in key strategic centers along the Wasatch Front.  

 

FUNDING AND COSTS 

Funding assumptions for TransPlan50 are based on coordination between Utah 

MPOs (Cache, Dixie, Mountainland, and Wasatch Front), UDOT, and UTA. Utah 

follows an advanced practice in the development of a statewide Unified 

Transportation Plan (summary of all MPO, UDOT and UTA plans). To ensure 

consistency within the Unified Plan, each individual plan follows a standard set of 

demographics, financial revenue, cost estimating, and related assumptions. 

TransPlan50 funding assumptions are developed for planning purposes only.  

Transportation funds are generated from several sources, including sales tax, tolls, 

bonds, and state, local, and federal excise taxes on various fuels, and credit 

assistance sources. The following planning assumptions are used to determine a 

“reasonable” future revenue assumption as required by federal law. 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Statewide Funding Assumptions 

All Auto Related Sales Tax to Transportation 

Federal Funds Growth Rate of 3.49% & 1.5% 

10-cent Motor Fuel Tax in 2030 & 2040 

Motor Fuel Growth Rate of 2.4% & 1.48% 

Special Fuels Growth Rate of 3.02% 

$10 Vehicle Registration Fee in 

2021,2031,2041 

Regional Funding Assumptions 

$5 Vehicle Registration Fee in 2026, 2036, 

2046 

Vehicle Reg. Fees Funds Growth at 3.03% 

New 1/4-Cent Sales Tax in 2023, 2030, 2040 

B&C Funds 30% to local governments 

Regional Funds Growth at 5.52% 
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TOTAL REVENUE, CONSTRAINED COSTS, NEED                                                                                  

In summary, revenue expected within the MPO area through 2050 is proposed at 

$18.8 billion, $13.5 billion toward highway operations, preservation, and projects, and 

$5.3 billion for transit operations, maintenance, administration, and projects.   

 

All highway capacity projects are placed in the phases when needed, with available 

funding and bonding used to fund construction. Highway capacity projects are fully 

funded in the plan when needed, as is state preservation and operation’s needs 

(though there is a deficit for local preservation needs of $177 million.)    

 

New capacity rail and other major projects are generally not funded when warranted 

leaving $4 billion unfunded. Preservation and operations are underfunded at $2 

billion. For air quality conformity compliance, unfunded capacity projects are not 

considered a part of the fiscally constrained plan.   

 

Total Revenue, Constrained Costs, Need 

Funds showed in millions in 2019 dollars 

Category 
Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 

Total 
Funds 2019-

2030 
2031-
2040 

2041-
2050 

Highway         

Revenue 5.2b 4.1b 4.3b 13.5b 

Need 5.2b 4.0b 4.1b 13.4b 

Revenue Less Need -57m 57m 106m 106m 

Transit          

Revenue 1.7b 1.7b 1.8b 5.3b 

Need 2.6b 4.2b 3.5b 10.3b 

Revenue Less Need -902m -2b -2b -5b 

Total       0k 

Revenue 6.9b 5.8b 6.1b 18.8b 

Need 7.9b 8.2b 7.7b 23.8b 

Revenue Less Need -959m -2b -2b -5b 
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REGIONAL GOALS 

TransPlan50 focuses on building a 

robust, intermodal, urban transportation 

system. The primary goals within the plan 

have evolved to keep pace with our 

rapidly expanding population and travel 

demands.  In developing TransPlan50, 

transportation summits were held in the 

north, central, and southern areas of the 

county. Transportation stakeholders were 

invited to share their plans and insights 

into what the future transportation 

system should become. Stakeholders 

included mayors, city council members, 

planning commissioners, city and agency 

staff, members of the business 

community, legislators, and citizens. Their 

ideas were modeled, and similar 

meetings were held to go over the 

results. From these efforts, five 

overarching goals have emerged. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Update the Regional Highway 

System to a Metropolitan 

Grid-based Network 

Goal 1  

Explore Additional 

Freeways, Add Capacity 

Goal 2  

Create a Robust Transit 

System 

Goal 3  

Build a Regionally 

Connected Active 

Transportation System 

Goal 4 

Goal 5 

Preserve what we have 
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Add Capacity 
  

Update the Regional Highway 

System to a Metropolitan  

Grid-Based Network 
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GOAL 1 UPDATE THE REGIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM TO A METROPOLITAN GRID-

BASED NETWORK 

Utah County has a rural highway system. The 

county grew in a nodal, town by town form 

with each town focusing on its own road 

systems. The state built the main connecting 

highway between the cities. As the towns 

grew and began adjoining each other, the 

proper sizing and spacing of regional highway 

connections, in most cases, did not occur – 

the local street network was not 

complemented by a regional grid.  

 

Greenfield Development: Rural, greenfield areas on the fringe urban development 

usually grow slowly, until seemingly overnight, they explode with new development 

that does not account for nor contribute to an efficient grid system. Congestion 

starts overwhelming the few existing through streets and highways. Immobility 

replaces mobility as congestion worsens. Vast areas end up saddled with the 

consequences of an uncoordinated transportation system. The North Area, for 

example, has experienced high growth with limited highway connections. East-west 

corridors between American Fork Main Street and Timpanogos Highway is non-

existent. Main Street has a much higher than normal traffic burden. Timpanogos 

Highway had to be over-built to almost a freeway-type standard to compensate for 

the lack of an area grid network. With future growth pushing outward, the western 

and southern areas of Utah County are now at most risk for impacts on developed 

areas for not having a connected grid network built with growth. 

 

Regional Highway Grid Spacing: Recognizing the challenges greenfield areas face as 

they urbanize, the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) created a Best Practice 

recommendation for macro-level network spacing, that if adhered to, would minimize 

congestion on any given facility. The thought is that having a grid of properly spaced 

roads that can handle different types of trips (local to sub-regional to regional), that 

Historic Regional Connections 
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traffic would be spaced out easing congestion and dispersing traffic more evenly 

throughout the area avoiding placing all traffic on just a few major corridors.  

Road Hierarchy 

Road Types 

Utah County 
Highway Grid Today 

ITE Recommended 
Highway Grid  

Characteristics of a Freeway, Arterial, Collector? 

Freeway/Expressway | Limited Access | 50k+ volumes | 5 mile spacing 

Principle Arterial | Large Road | 2 - 6 lanes | 20k - 40k volumes | 2 mile spacing 

Minor Arterial | Mid-Size Road | 2 - 4 lanes | 12k - 35k volumes | 1 mile spacing 

Collector | Small Road | 2 - 4 lanes | 3k - 12k vol | Half mile spacing 
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The hierarchy of a regional highway network starts with Freeways and Expressways. 

These major corridors have characteristics that include grade-separated 

interchanges (Expressways can have signaled intersections), higher traffic volumes, 

higher speeds, and are ideally 5 miles apart. Principal Arterials are the major roads 

carrying regional traffic, high volumes, generally have controlled access (fewer 

driveways), and higher speeds. Minor arterials have lower speeds and more access 

points. Collectors lower volumes and more access.  

 

Proposed Utah County Grid: To create a grid network of arterial and collector 

highways in Utah County, MPO staff worked with municipal staff to draft a plan that 

allows for properly spaced corridors within greenfield and developed urban areas. In 

many cases corridors 

within the developed areas 

are mostly complete, 

connections to adjoining 

roads in neighboring 

municipalities are only 

needed. Some proposals 

would require little to no 

neighborhood disruption; 

others could be more 

complicated. The 

proposed grid plan is a 

starting place to begin the 

discussion. The proposal is 

to work with each 

municipality and the 

county through their 

planning processes to vet 

what corridors can work, 

what corridors would need 

adjustment, and what will 

not work.  

Proposed 
Utah 

County 
Grid 
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Utah County Grid Potential Costs and Impacts: It is estimated that completing the 

county-wide urban grid network as proposed requires an additional 1,000 miles of 

new lanes. A quarter of these lanes are in current built-up urban areas with the 

remainder in greenfield areas. The proposed grid also removes about 750 structures, 

more than half of which are located in rural areas and will most likely be incorporated 

into future developments. The total cost of the grid network is estimated at upwards 

of $2 billion dollars, not including projects already proposed and funded in 

TransPlan50. Of this cost, $500 million is anticipated within the built-up urban areas. 

Most of the $1.5 billion to build the grid in the rural areas will be funded by private 

development if properly planned for. Moving forward, MAG will work with our 

stakeholders to identify which projects can be adopted into municipal and regional 

plans. More importantly, funding to construct the collectors proposed in the grid 

network will have to be identified. Currently, only local and regional funds can be 

used in funding these types of facilities, with these funds already stretched thin. 

State-wide solutions will most likely need to be sought to these regional non-state-

owned roads in the future.  

 

Transportation Choke Points: Utah County has a unique geography with its towering 

mountains, lakes, and wetlands. These features create a unique geographic 

environment making transportation connections a challenge. In the county, there are 

five areas where transportation corridors must traverse within narrow strips of land 

bordered by these features called transportation choke points.  

 

Lehi Choke Points: The Lehi area has 

some of the most challenging issues 

to transportation in the region. There 

are multiple choke points in Lehi 

impacting both north/south and 

east/west regional traffic. This couple 

with high residential and commercial 

growth and being the center point of 

two metropolitan areas converging, 

only add to the problem. The Point of 



 

Page | 17 

TransPlan50 

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN FOR THE PROVO/OREM URBAN AREA 

the Mountain Choke Point is the narrow strip of land between Salt Lake and Utah 

counties. In the future, this area has more traffic, and people traverse it than any 

other area in the region. Future projects proposed within TransPlan50 include 

improvements to I-15 and FrontRunner Commuter Rail, constructing the Mountain 

View Freeway, and light rail.  

 

East/west travel through Lehi with its 

numerous wetlands, the Point of the 

Mountain to the north and Utah Lake 

to the south, all limit transportation, 

creating the Lehi Choke Point. In the 

future Lehi 2100 North becomes a 

freeway. South of Lehi Main Street, 

freeway volumes are projected 

requiring a future facility proposed in 

the plan. Future study will identify its 

location. 

 

Cedar Pass Choke Point: The narrow 

connection between Lehi and the 

Cedar Valley through the mountains 

create the Cedar Pass Choke Point. 

The area bordering this choke point 

is projected to have over 200,000 

people by 2050. Because of the 

limited options for transportation 

corridors, SR73 is proposed in the 

plan to be converted into a freeway 

before 2040.  
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Lindon Choke Point: The Lindon Choke 

Point today has the highest traffic volumes 

in the valley with a significant commuter 

movement between the central and 

northern areas of the county. With only 

three highway corridors, State Street, I-15, 

and Geneva Road, as well as FrontRunner 

Commuter Rail, this is an important area to 

focus on relieving congestion. TransPlan50 

proposes improvements to I-15 and 

commuter rail in this area as well as the addition of light rail and bus rapid transit 

along State Street.  

 

Provo/Springville Choke Point: In the 

future, the area between Provo and 

Springville becomes the most congested 

choke point in the county. It currently only 

has two regional connections, State Street 

and I-15. There are very limited 

transportation solutions due to Provo Bay, 

wetlands, and the Wasatch Mountains. 

Future solutions include a parallel freeway 

over Provo Bay, FrontRunner Commuter 

Rail, additional lanes on I-15, and light rail.  

 

Congestion Relief: The benefits of relieving regional congestion by completing the 

grid network and the projects listed in TransPlan50 are great. With the proposed 

growth to 2050, overall travel delay in the region increases elevenfold compared to 

2018. To put this in perspective, Salt Lake County in 2018 had five times more 

congestion related delay than Utah County. Modeling shows that with a connected 

arterial and collector grid network (no additional freeways) 2050 travel delay would 

only grow to seven times that of today. With the addition of the proposed freeways 
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in the plan, congestion rises to only three times the current delay, well within 

acceptable limits of a metropolitan area of 1.3 million people.  

 

Travel Time: Another way to understand future network conditions is with travel 

time. In 2018 a trip by automobile between Eagle Mountain and Provo took about 39 

minutes. With no improvements, by 2050 the same trip takes 1 hour and 16 minutes; 

Provo to Payson 18 minutes versus 1 hour, and Lehi to Salt Lake City 41 minutes 

versus 1 hour.  

 

Spreading Traffic Out: The reason a network of arterial and collector roads works is 

its ability to spread out traffic. Today the North and Central areas are connected by 

three main corridors, all state routes; I-15, State Street (US 89), and Geneva Road (SR 
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114). By creating additional connections of smaller roads in this area, localized trips 

would no longer be required to traverse the major roads, thereby reducing 

congestion. Connecting collectors and arterials do not necessarily lead to heavy 

traffic on these roads, rather, by spreading trips out, the total volumes of traffic on a 

single corridor can be reduced. 
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Explore Additional Freeways,  

Add Capacity 
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GOAL 2 EXPLORE ADDITIONAL FREEWAYS, ADD CAPACITY 

The I-15 freeway is the economic and mobility lifeline of Utah County and most of the 

Wasatch Front. Running from Canada to Mexico, our regional economy, as well as 

our quality of life, is directly tied to it. In 2012, the I-15 CORE project began a multi-

year and multi-project effort to rebuild and widen the freeway from American Fork 

to Payson. Lanes vary from six lanes south of Spanish Fork, ten lanes between 

Spanish Fork and Provo, and twelve lanes between Orem and American Fork. In 2016 

the freeway was widened to twelve lanes from north Lehi to Draper. Currently, the I-

15 Freeway is being reconstructed through Lehi bringing a total of twelve lanes 

through this area.  

 

I-15 Freeway: Due to the lack of a regional 

grid, the current system funnels all regional 

trips and many local ones onto I-15, 

increasing congestion. The practical 

maximum number of lanes of a freeway in 

each direction is six, or a total of twelve 

lanes. Beyond six, drivers encounter great 

difficulties maneuvering to exits and 

shoulders. By 2050, even at twelve lanes, 

anticipated growth reduces service levels on 

the freeway to highly congested during 

peak hours. The areas between Springville 

and Provo, Lindon, and the Point of the 

Mountain form geographic chokepoints in 

the system. These areas will experience the 

worst congestion.  

 

Options for the I-15 corridor include 

widening the freeway south of Orem to 

twelve lanes; building a frontage road 

system or collector-distributor system on 

each side of the freeway or adding divided 
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express lanes road down the middle of the freeway. Another option would be to 

construct a parallel facility along the corridor, like Legacy Parkway in Davis County. 

Each of these different solutions has benefits and impacts. All require additional 

study and collaboration with the various transportation stakeholders along the 

corridor.  

 

TransPlan50 proposes that improvements to I-15 occur sometime between 2031 and 

2040, phase two in the plan. It does not identify a specific solution; instead, it 

recommends that a future study should be conducted to determine preferred 

solutions. Solutions could be one of the four options mentioned, a combination of 

them, or something completely different. I-15 is the lifeline and backbone of Utah 

County traffic and its economy. Improvements to I-15 as creating a grid system of 

collector and arterial roads as well as adequately spaced new freeways, as discussed 

in the grid discussion in the previous section of this document, will help better handle 

future traffic volumes and spread traffic more evenly throughout the valley. 
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Mountainview, Lehi 2100 North, and SR-73 Freeways: The Mountainview Freeway 

and Lehi 2100 North Freeway were included in the past regional transportation plan, 

TransPlan40. They handle traffic and proposed growth in the far north of the county 

traversing the Point of the Mountain. With Utah County growing to 1.3 million in 2050 

and 1.6 million by 2065, a more connected freeway network is required. TransPlan50 

proposes multiple new freeways creating 

the five-mile spacing of a proper grid 

network.  

 

The extension of the planned 

Mountainview Freeway south through 

Saratoga Springs, as well as converting 

SR-73 through Eagle Mountain into a 

freeway are included TransPlan50. Narrow 

strips of land connect these communities, 

making it difficult for a grid system, 

requiring larger facilities to take their 

place. Studies for both corridors have been completed, and the needed corridor 

preservation is ongoing. Around 2035, many of the I-15 corridor cities between Provo 

and American Fork are approaching housing capacity, leaving infill and higher 

density to fuel their growth. Most growth is forecast in the northwest and southern 

areas of the county.  

 

Utah Lake Bridge: Utah County is home to Utah Lake, a natural lake large in surface 

area but shallow, with an average depth of 10.5 feet. This body of water complicates 

creating the freeway grid. For many decades, a highway over the lake has been 

proposed, but the need had 

not been demonstrated until 

now. TransPlan50 proposes 

that the bridge be built after 

2040. The location of the 

bridge/freeway, as shown in 

the plan, needs further study 
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but is warranted based on projected traffic flows. One concern is that the freeway 

connection to I-15 not exacerbate congestion in already congested areas. The farther 

south toward Provo the eastern connection can go, the better, as traffic volumes are 

more easily dispersed. Design and construction of a bridge may prove challenging. 

Can or should an earthen causeway be built? With the sediment in the lake, can a 

bridge be constructed? Could a floating bridge work? All these and more will be 

studied with future work.  

 

South Lehi Freeway: Lehi sits at the 

confluence of the two metropolitan areas, 

Provo/Orem and Salt Lake City. It has 

become an economic powerhouse with 

the Silicon Slopes employment center and 

I-15. North/south traffic between the two 

metro areas, as well as east/west traffic 

connecting the high growth areas of 

Cedar Valley to Utah Valley, make 

creating the right regional transportation 

network paramount. At Lehi, there are distinct splits in the traffic flow. Today and in 

the future, traffic from Cedar Valley is split about 50/50, half traveling north into Salt 

Lake County and half south toward Provo. Lehi 2100 North Freeway and Mountain 

View Freeway handle the northern movement, but freeway volumes south of Lehi 

Main ST are projected. The current and planned arterials of Pioneer Crossing and 

Pony Express Parkway cannot accommodate these volumes. By 2050, Pioneer 

Crossing has over 50,000 trips a day. To put this in perspective, Bangerter Highway 

in Salt Lake County currently has 45,000 trips a day and is currently being converted 

into a grade-separated freeway with interchanges. The growth in the area and 

potential environmental and social impacts make widening the current corridors or 

creating a new corridor challenging. TransPlan50 proposes a freeway through this 

area. Further study is needed with extensive work with the stakeholders and citizens 

in the area. 
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US-6 Freeway: US-6 through Spanish 

Fork is proposed to be grade separated in 

the future. Today there is more traffic 

entering and exiting I-15 at US-6, at 

freeway volumes, than there is continuing 

south on I-15 toward Payson. Many 

alternatives have been studied to by-pass 

this corridor, but with its direct access to 

Spanish Fork Canyon and on to Denver, as 

well as the high residential and commercial growth potential along the corridor, 

necessitate the planned improvements. Preliminary design work has shown a narrow 

freeway design with frontage roads to minimize disruption to surrounding 

businesses.  
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Create A Robust  

Regional Transit Network 
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GOAL 3 CREATE A ROBUST 

REGIONAL TRANSIT NETWORK 

Currently, transit in Utah County is 

evolving. The bus system currently 

serves with both coverage and 

frequency in the Provo and Orem 

areas with less service in the north 

and south county. Low-density 

residential in the north and south 

areas and a lack of clustered job 

centers makes transit less efficient 

and underutilized. Future growth 

plans, especially in the north and 

west areas of the county, should 

provide for better efficiencies.  

 

TransPlan50 shows two scenarios 

for transit, when service is 

warranted and when, with current 

funding projections, can service 

be added. The Utah State 

Legislature created a new funding 

account for transit called the 

Transit Transportation Investment 

Fund in 2018. This is the first time 

in Utah history that the state has 

allocated funding toward transit 

(all county and federal funding in 

the past). The only other funding 

sources include federal funds, local county funds, and fare collection. Even with this 

additional funding an assuming for federal and county funds to trend upward, 

funding for major rail expansion into Utah County is lacking. As the county continues 

Planned Major Transit 



 

Page | 29 

TransPlan50 

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN FOR THE PROVO/OREM URBAN AREA 

to grow and densify, further discussion of how to fund a regional rail system will 

need to occur.  

 

Commuter Rail: The 

FrontRunner Commuter Rail line 

was constructed initially 

between Ogden and Salt Lake 

City and opened for passenger 

service in 2008. Service 

between Salt Lake City and 

Provo later opened 2012. This 

40-mile rail extension has added 

a secure transit backbone to 

Utah County. It currently carries 

over 10,000 riders a day and a 

half hour service most of the 

day.  

 

TransPlan50 proposes 

constructing a double track 

system (currently most sections 

are single track) to allow for 

more frequent service. The plan 

also proposes an expansion of 

the system to the south county 

with stops in Springville, Spanish 

Fork, and Payson. A new station 

is proposed in Vineyard and is 

currently funded and planned to 

be opened in 2020. Another 

proposal in the future is 

electrifying the system and retiring the diesel trains. Electrification is cleaner for the 

environment, and the trains are faster, improving efficiency.   

Commuter Rail System 
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Light Rail: The Trax Light Rail 

System in Salt Lake County is a 

success, carrying over 100,000 

people per day. Rail service can 

work well for Utah County with its 

linear development patterns (the 

narrow-developed area between 

lake and mountains) and planned 

denser population and job centers. 

In most cases, light rail can evolve 

from a bus-type service converting 

over to rail in the future.  

 

Of note is the difference between 

light rail and commuter rail service. 

Both would parallel each other in 

Orem, both services carry different 

types of trips. Commuter rail is for 

long-distance trips such as Provo to 

Salt Lake City. Commuter rail stops 

every five to 7 miles taking longer 

to stop and start than light rail. 

Light rail is for shorter intra-county 

trips such as Orem to Lehi. It has 

frequent stops (usually a mile apart) 

and is quicker at stopping and 

starting. TransPlan50 proposes 

three light rail lines.  

 

North Light Rail Line - Lehi to American Fork: This line uses a mixture of current rail 

and new connecting the high growth and high use areas the north and west county 

Light Rail System 
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and Thanksgiving Point into Salt 

Lake County. This route would be 

an extension of the current Blue 

Line that ends in Draper. 

 

There are proposals in Salt Lake 

County to realign the Draper 

portion of the Blue Line from the 

east side of the city to the west 

closer to I-15, connecting to the 

future prison site development, and 

back across the freeway near the 

county line. Further study will also be done on its alignment through Orem near UVU. 

This line is warranted within the next ten years, current funding limitations limit its 

construction out 20 years, and only from Draper to Lehi. 

 

Central Light Rail Line - American Fork to Orem: This line would extent light rail 

southward to Provo, converting the current Utah Valley Express (UVX) bus rapid 

transit line into light rail. The only deviation from the current UVX line staying on 

University Avenue rather than diverting to 900 E. Because BRT buses have lower 

capacity than a light rail, and future demand requires higher capacity, without light 

rail as proposed north and south 

of UVX, there would be a gap in 

the system. Further study will 

determine if the Blue Line will 

extend to Orem or if a break in 

the line (transfer from the Blue to 

a new line) will occur. This 

project is warranted in the next 

20 years, although funding 

beyond today's assumptions 

would have to be identified.  
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South Light Rail Line - Provo to 

Spanish Fork: Nearing the end of 

the plan, light rail is warranted 

between Provo and Spanish Fork. 

A specific alignment is not 

proposed in the plan and will 

require further study. Though 

warranted by 2050, current 

funding assumptions do not 

account for constructing this line 

due to lack of funding.  

 

Bus Rapid Transit: The Utah Valley 

Express or UVX is a bus rapid transit 

(BRT) system completed in 2018 

connecting the most densely populated 

areas of Provo and Orem. The system 

opened successfully with average daily 

ridership near 10,000 surpassing by 

three times what the previous bus route 

did. The system has dedicated stations, 

high frequency of service, dedicated bus 

lanes, and large accordion-style buses 

with high capacity. Part of this success is 

having the density of two universities on 

the line and offering free transit passes 

to students and faculty. A grant has 

allowed for the service to be free to all 

riders for the first three years, with 

discussions of extending this.  

 

Bus Rapid Transit 
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Two bus rapid transit lines are proposed within TransPlan50. Most likely, the next 

corridor to have BRT would be the 

State Street corridor between 

Provo and the north county. Other 

planned service includes a line 

between Payson and Spanish Fork 

tying into the proposed South Light 

Rail Line between Orem and 

Spanish Fork. Most of the light rail 

lines proposed in the plan could 

potentially start off as BRT.   

 

Core Bus Routes: Core bus routes 

act similarly to bus rapid transit in 

frequency but generally share lanes 

with vehicle traffic and do not have 

dedicated stations. Routes are 

planned between Eagle Mountain 

and American Fork (Cedar Valley 

CB), Saratoga Springs into Salt 

Lake County (Redwood CB), 

Spanish Fork to Provo (Maple CB), 

and Payson to Provo (Nebo CB). 

These types of routes could be the 

pre-cursor to bus rapid transit or 

light rail service. 

 

 

Bus Rapid Transit 
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Build a Regionally Connected 

Active Transportation System 
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Utah County has over 200 miles of paved multi-use trails and 50 miles of regional 

bike facilities. Utah County leaders have placed a high emphasis on Active 

Transportation. Many regional facilities have been funded and TransPlan50 plans for 

many more. Because of our leadership, Utah County is well ahead of Salt Lake 

County in Active Transportation facilities.  

 

BUILD A REGIONALLY CONNECTED ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM 

Utah County leaders have acknowledged non-motorized transportation as an integral 

part of improving air quality, reducing congestion, and reducing travel costs. While 

major highway and transit facility construction consumes the vast majority of 

transportation dollars, bicycle and pedestrian access are low-cost and low-impact 

improvements to a truly multi-modal transportation system. Initial construction costs 

are low, especially where facilities are included in the design and construction of 

highway projects, typically less than 5% of the roadway project costs. The goal of the 

ped/bike system is to reduce vehicle trips and mitigate traffic congestion. During 

2014, the MPO documented 2.2 million user trips on nine regional urban trails.  

 

As Utah County continues to grow and urbanize, the need and demand for multi-use 

paths, neighborhood connections, on-street bike lanes, sidewalks, and pedestrian-

friendly development increases. Walking and biking are viable alternatives to driving 

for short trips, typically under two miles. For longer trips, connections to transit are 

vital.  

 

TransPlan50 identifies a network that connects population and employment centers, 

based on projected densities through 2050. One tool that planners have to help 

locate where regional trails are needed is the Active Transportation Latent Demand 

Model. This model uses population and employment densities, land use, demographic 

indicators, and proximity to schools, parks, transit and existing facilities to show 

where higher ped/bike uses are anticipated. Active Transportation projects proposed 

in TransPlan50 are based mainly on adopted municipal bike/ped plans. 
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Regional Trails: The Murdock 

Canal Trail spans over 20 miles 

from Lehi to Orem, it is over 15 

feet wide, and has only a slight 

elevation gain. It is wildly popular 

with between 3000 and 5000 

persons using it per day. Other 

trails that make up our regional 

backbone include:  

• Provo River Parkway Rail 

traversing Provo from Utah 

Lake up into Provo Canyon 

• The College Connector Trail 

along University Parkway  

• Mapleton Lateral Canal Trail 

• Spanish Fork River Trail 

• Utah Lakeshore Trail 

• Historic Southern Rail Trail in 

Lehi 

• Jordan River Trail connecting 

into Salt Lake County 

• Pony Express Trail connecting Eagle Mountain and Saratoga Springs 

• Lindon Heritage Trail connecting the Bonneville Shoreline Trail in the eastern 

foothills to Utah Lake 

• SR 52 Trail connecting Provo Canyon to Geneva Road 

• Provo Westside Connector Trail 

• Hobble Creek Trail, Springville 

 

These trails constitute, along with multiple standard and buffered bike lanes, the 

primary backbone for the valley active transportation system totaling over 80 miles. 

In 2018 the MPO documented 1.6 million user trips on this backbone system. The 

MPO has funded pedestrian/ bicycle plans for many jurisdictions. These plans help to 
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develop an interconnected network of both on-street and off-road facilities to 

enhance highway and transit. 

 

Next Steps: Improvements to the on-street Active Transportation system such as 

buffered and protected bike lanes are underway and are planned to continue. These 

attract a wider audience of commuter and casual riders as users feel more protected 

and comfortable. 

 

Active Transportation and Transit complement and reinforce each other. Safe and 

inviting bicycle and pedestrian facilities that connect directly to transit increases the 

geographic range of biking and walking from local, under 1-mile trips, out to the 

reach of the transit system. Commuting without a car from home in Provo to work in 

downtown Salt Lake City becomes convenient and doable.  

 

Staff conducted a network analysis of 

all the stations for FrontRunner and 

for UVX to understand where 

connections and gaps between AT 

facilities and fixed transit centers 

existed. Filling those gaps has 

become a significant component of 

TransPlan50 project selection. 

 

Also, developing technologies and 

businesses centered on ‘Micro-

Mobility’ such as shared electric 

scooters and bicycles may 

significantly increase the market for 

active transportation, especially when 

paired with transit. It is vital that both 

systems design for flexibility in 

accommodating these and others, 

not yet understood opportunities.  
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Preserve What We Have 
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Good Roads Cost Less 

UDOT manages and preserves over 16,000 highway lane miles across the state, from 

multi-lane urban interstates to rural two-lane roads. State roads comprise most of the 

major highways and carry about 75 percent of all traffic. UDOT’s philosophy, “Good 

Roads Cost Less,” means that lower cost preservation and rehabilitation projects in 

the near-term delay more costly reconstruction. However, there is a deficit statewide 

in preservation funding. It is estimated that UDOT will have the adequate funding 

needed to preserve roads within Utah County, but will require an additional $93 

million annually for statewide preservation needs. The local jurisdictions of Utah 

County require $6 million more annually to keep up on preservation needs, whereas 

the state needs $112 million more annually.  

 

Highway System Preservation 

By the year 2050, the grid network of highways, transit, pedestrian, and bikeways 

will evolve into an urban transportation network. Proper maintenance and 

preservation can maximize the useful life and effectiveness of the transportation 

infrastructure. Employing travel demand techniques like ridesharing, telecommuting, 

and active transportation limits wear and tear by reducing the number of vehicles 

using the system. 

 

Upkeep of highway pavement provides public infrastructure that is efficient and 

long-lasting. One of the best ways to accomplish this is through a Pavement 

Extending Pavement Life 

Reconstruction needed 

UDOT 
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Management program. Maintaining pavement on an extensive regional highway 

system involves complex decisions about when to schedule resurfacing projects or 

when to apply other treatments to keep the highway performing, UDOT and most 

local jurisdictions employ many techniques to maintain their roadways in good 

condition, and such efforts represent one of the most substantial investments the 

transportation system.  

 

Local Road Preservation 

Preservation needs for local roads are harder to predict due to varying local needs, 

priorities, and many of the smaller localities not having the staff or means to collect 

data. The Utah Foundation surveyed Utah’s cities and counties to gain a better 

understanding of local roads, and what these entities would like to see in their 

transportation network in the future. Many respondents expressed a desire to 

increase funding to achieve better maintenance and build additional features for 

pedestrian and bike users. Of the survey’s findings, common threads emerged 

regarding local roads and their contribution to the quality of life. Adequate road 

capacity to handle traffic demands in urban areas was cited as a critical component 

of economic development, while better maintenance was a top reason for cost 

savings among all survey respondents.  

 

Today 30% of the state gas tax goes to cities and counties for road maintenance. It is 

estimated that this tax covers only a third of local maintenance needs. This means 

the remaining funds must be made up through city general funds or other means, or 

that projects are delayed. 

Over 75 percent of Utah roads are under local 

jurisdiction, and nearly 25 percent of vehicle miles 

traveled are on local roads, connecting Utahns 

with their communities, the region, and the 

interstate highway system. Local connections 

provide a framework on which cities and counties 

grow – with roadways being one of the longest 

lasting pieces of infrastructure that a community 

will build. 
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Area Highway Network 

There are over 6,000 miles of roads in Utah County. Different routes serve different 

functions. Most travelers start a trip on a local street and work up to a collector road, 

to an arterial highway, on to a freeway. Local roads serve access to property and are 

usually the slower, less used roads. Freeways and arterials have limited access, which 

helps preserve higher speeds and traffic flow. Municipalities start with a grid network 

of local roads; the county and state highways create regional connections. The new 

projects in the last five years have begun the transformation of the regional 

transportation system from a rural to an urban network. There is still much to do, 

especially in the far north and south as they develop. Moreover, it all ties into the I-15 

Freeway, like tributaries flowing into a large river. Forecasted population growth will 

place enormous demands on the transportation system. 
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Needed Highway, Transit, and 
Active Transportation Projects 
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Project Name Cost Project Name Cost Project Name Cost

83
Spanish Fork 2300 E/Nebo Belt RD 
Spanish Fork 2550 E to Salem 600 S 
New 5 lane road

$37.9M

43
Elk Ridge DR 
UC 8000 S to SR-198 
New 3 lane road

$12.3M 84
Spanish Fork Main ST/Provo 500 W 
Spanish Fork 1400 N to Provo 300 S 
New and widen to 5 lanes

$56.7M

1
I-15 Freeway 
Timpanogos HWY to Lehi Main ST 
Reconstruc�on and Widen

$415M 44
I-15/Payson Main ST/Nebo 
Belt RD Interchange 
New interchange

$96M 85
Springville 1600 S 
SR-51 to US-89 
New 5 lane road

$39.8M

2
I-15 Freeway 
US-6 to Salt Lake County 
Opera�onal Improvments

$84M 45 I-15/Spanish Fork Center ST Interchange 
New interchange

$60M 86
Springville 500 N 
Springvil le 2250 W to Springvil le 400 W 
New and widen to 3 lanes

$25.5M

46 I-15/Springville 1600 S Interchange 
New interchange

$50M 87
SR-198 
Salem 400 N to Payson 800 S 
Widen to 5 lanes

$19M

3
Airport RD 
Cory Wride HWY to East Expressway 
New 5 lane road

$15.3M 47 I-15/UC 8000 S Interchange 
Reconstruc�on

$40M 88
UC 5600 S/Spanish Fork 1900 N 
UC 3200 W to Spanish Fork Main ST 
New and widen to 3 lanes

$20.2M

4
American Fork 100 E/Alpine HWY 
State ST to Canal BLVD, Highland 
Widen to 5 lanes

$15.2M 48 I-15/US6 Interchange 
Interchange improvements

$18M 89
UC 8000 S 
I-15 to UC 3200 W 
Widen to 5 lanes

$7.5M

5
Clubhouse DR 
I-15 to Lehi 3600 W 
New and widen to 5 lanes

$29.6M 49
Nebo Belt RD 
Payson Main ST to SR-198 
New 5 lane road

$62.5M 90
UC 8000 S/Woodland Hills DR 
I-15 to Nebo Belt RD 
New and widen to 5 lanes

$21M

6
Cory Wride FWY 
Mountain View Corridor to Ranches PKWY 
New freeway, frontage roads

$400M 50
Santaquin Main ST US-6 
I-15 to Santaquin 500 W 
Widen to 5 lanes

$9.9M 91
US-6 
Powerhouse RD up canyon 
Widen to 5 lanes

$16.9M

7
Cory Wride HWY 
Ranches PKWY to Airport RD 
Widen to 5 lanes

$6.4M 51
Spanish Fork 1550 W 
UC 8000 S to I-15 
New and widen to 3 lanes

$18.7M 92
US-6 FWY 
I-15 to Spanish Fork 2300 E 
Convert to freeway

$93.6M

8
East Expressway 
Eagle Mountain BLVD to Eagle Mountain BLVD New 
3 lane road

$26.6M 52
Spanish Fork 2000 E 
US-6 to Canyon RD SR-198 
New 5 lane road

$7.1M

9
Foothill BLVD 
Cory Wride FWY to S� l lwater DR 
New 3 lane road

$46M 53
Spanish Fork Center ST 
Spanish Fork 900 E to US-6 
Widen Fork 5 lanes

$4.1M

10 I-15/PG BLVD Interchange  
Interchange improvements

$85M 54
Spanish Fork PKWY 
Mapleton Slant RD to SR-51 
New 3 lane road

$0.9M 93
Aviator AVE 
Eagle Mountain BLVD to Cedar Fort RD 
New 3 lane road

$5.1M

11 I-15/Traverse Mtn BLVD Interchange 
New Interchange-Frontage Roads 

$146.9M 55
Springville 1200 W/Canyon Creek PKWY 
Market Place DR to US-89 
New 5 lane road

$81.7M 94
Cedar Valley FWY 
East Expressway to UC 4000 N 
New freeway

$103.2M

12
Lehi 1200 W 
I-15 to Timpanogos HWY 
Widen to 5 lanes

$6.6M 56
Springville 1400 N SR-75 
I-15 to Springvil le Main ST US-89 
Widen to 5 lanes

$49.3M 95
Central Valley RD 
UC 2400 N to Mid Valley RD 
New 3 lane road

$10.6M

13
Lehi 2100 N FWY SR-194 
Mountain View Corridor to I-15 
New freeway

$311M 57
Springville 1600 S/Spanish Fork 2700 N 
Spanish Fork Main ST to SR-51 
Widen to 5 lanes

$42.9M 96
Draper Gravel Pit RD 
Traverse Mtn BLVD to Salt Lake County 
New 5 lane road

$4.4M

14

Lehi 3600 W/Point of 
the Mountain Connector 
Lehi 2600 N to Salt Lake County 
New 5 lane road

$32.8M 58 Springville Main ST/US-89 
Interchange Reconstruc�on

$18M 97
Foothill FWY 
S� l lwater DR to Redwood RD 
Convert to freeway

$175.3M

15
Lehi 3600 West 
Lehi Main ST to Clubhouse DR 
New and widen to 5 lanes

$16M 59
SR-198 
Arrowhead Trail  to Salem 400 N 
Widen to 5 lanes

$17.8M 98
Hidden Valley RD 
East Expressway to Redwood RD 
New 5 lane road

$34.8M

16
Lehi Main ST 
Commerce DR to Lehi 500 W 
Widen to 5 lanes

$30.5M 60
Summit Ridge PKWY 
US-6 to Stone Hollow DR 
New 3 lane road

$6.1M 99
Mid Valley RD 
Eagle Mountain BLVD to Cedar Fort RD 
New 3 lane road

$6.8M

17
Mid Valley RD 
Eagle Mountain BLVD to East Expressway 
New 3 lane road

$4.4M 61
US-6 
I-15 to Spanish Fork Center ST 
Widen to 7 lanes

$5.5M 100
Mountain View FWY 
Cory Wride HWY to Porter Rockwell Pkwy 
Widen to 8 Lanes

$74.4M

18
Mountain View FWY 
Cory Wride HWY to Porter Rockwell PKWY 
New freeway

$250.9M 101
UC 8000 N 
Cedar Fort RD to UC 17200 W 
New 3 lane road

$19.5M

19
Mt. Saratoga BLVD 
Talus Ridge RD to Cory Wride FWY 
New 3 lane road

$2.6M

20
Pioneer Crossing  
Redwood RD to Lehi 2300 W 
Widen to 6 lanes

$5.9M 62
I-15/Alterna�ves 
Payson to Salt Lake County 
Add capacity (loca�on TBD)

$1.8B 102
Orem 800 E/Orem 1600 N 
Orem State ST to Orem 800 S 
Widen to 5 lanes

$42.9M

21
Pleasant Grove BLVD 
Vineyard Connector to I-15 
Widen to 5 lanes

$8.6M 103
Utah Lake Bridge 
Redwood RD to I-15 
New freeway bridge (loca�on TBD)

$844.6M

22
Pleasant Grove BLVD 
North County BLVD to State ST 
Widen to 5 lanes

$2.3M 63
Cory Wride FWY 
Ranches PKWY to East Expressway 
New freeway

$86.4M

23
Pony Express PKWY 
Redwood RD to Vineyard Connector 
New and widen to 5 lanes

$107.5M 64
Eagle Mountain BLVD 
SR-73 to East Expressway 
Widen to 5 lanes

$11.6M 104
Elk Ridge DR/UC 1450 W 
UC 8000 S to UC 4000 S 
New 3 lane road

$50.5M

24
Pony Express PKWY  
Sandpiper RD to Eagle Mountain BLVD 
Widen to 5 lanes

$10.1M 65
East Expressway 
Cedar Valley FWY to Eagle Mountain BLVD 
Widen to 5 lanes

$9.8M 105
I-15 Freeway 
Payson Main ST to Santaquin Main ST 
Widen to 6 lanes

$111.2M

25
State ST 
American Fork 500 W to Pleasant Grove 200 S 
Widen to 7 lanes

$19.8M 66
Foothill BLVD 
S� l lwater DR to Redwood RD 
New 4 lane road

$48.5M 106 I-15/UC 12400 S Interchange 
New Interchange

$40M

26
Traverse Mtn BLVD 
Timpanogos HWY to Triumph BLVD 
New 3 lane road

$4M 67
Foothill FWY 
Cory Wride FWY to S� l lwater DR 
New freeway

$240.4M 107
Nebo Belt RD 
SR-198 to Elk Ridge DR 
New 3 lane road (loca�on TBD)

$10.9M

27
Traverse Mtn BLVD 
West Point Connector to East Point Connecotr 
New 5 lane road

$19.8M 68
Harvest Hills BLVD 
Sunflower WAY to Spring Run DR 
New 3 lane road

$7.2M 108
Nebo Belt RD 
Salem 600 S to Woodland Hil ls DR 
New 3 lane road

$8.6M

28
Triumph BLDV/Lehi 2300 W 
Timpanogos HWY to Lehi 1900 S 
New and widen to 5 lanes

$24.3M 69
Mill Pond RD 
Pioneer Crossing to Pony Express PKWY 
New and widen to 3 lanes

$3M 109
Payson 800 S 
Payson 1700 W to UC 5200 W 
New 3 lane road

$24.4M

29
Vineyard Connector 
Geneva RD to Pioneer Crossing 
New and widen to 5 lanes

$83M 70
Mt. Saratoga BLVD 
Cory Wride FWY to Harvest Hil ls BLVD 
New 3 lane road

$2.2M 110
UC 12400 S 
SR-198 to Mountain RD 
New and widen to 5 lanes

$29.6M

71
North Lakeshore FWY 
Foothil l  FWY to I-15 
New freeway (loca�on TBD)

$540.6M 111
UC 8000 S 
UC 3200 W to UC 5600 W 
New 3 lane road

$26.5M

30
Freedom BLVD 
Provo 600 S RR Crossing 
New bridge

$22M 72
State ST 
American Fork Main ST to American Fork 900 W 
Widen to 6 lanes

$3.5M

31 I-15/Orem 800 S Interchange 
New Interchange

$130M 73
Timpanogos HWY Express Lanes 
Triumph BLVD to Lehi 1200 E 
Widen to 4 lanes

$32.6M

32 I-15 Improvements 
Improvements to Freeway (loca�on TBD)

$130M 74
Timpanogos HWY Express Lanes 
I-15 to Triumph BLVD 
New connec�on to I-15

$35.4M 112 Saratoga Springs to Santaquin 
Proposed Freeway

33
Lakeview PKWY/Geneva RD 
Provo 500 W to University PKWY 
New and widen to 5 lanes

$42M 113 US-6 to Cedar Valley 
Proposed Freeway

34
Orem 1200 W 
Sandhill  RD to Orem Center ST 
Widen to 5 lanes

$8.9M 75
Orem Center ST 
Orem 1200 W to State ST 
Widen to 7 lanes

$10.8M

35
Orem 1600 N 
Orem 1200 W to State ST 
Widen to 5 lanes

$20.5M 76
Orem Geneva RD 
Orem 1600 N to University PKWY 
Widen to 7 Lanes

$14.7M 114 Cedar Valley to Tooele County 
Proposed Highway

36
Orem Center ST 
I-15 to Geneva RD 
Widen to 5 lanes

$6.4M 77
Provo 500 W 
Provo 600 S RR Crossing 
New bridge

$22M 115 Cedar Valley West Expressway 
Proposed Expressway

37
Provo 2230 N 
Provo Canyon RD to Stadium AVE 
Widen to 5 lanes

$6M 78 State ST/University PKWY Bridge 
New bridge

$46.4M 116 East Expressway 
Proposed Expressway

38
Provo 820 N 
Geneva RD to University AVE 
Widen to 5 lanes

$47.8M 117 Point of the Mountain Connector 
Proposed Freeway

39
Provo Center ST 
Geneva RD to Provo 1600 W 
Widen to 5 lanes

$8.5M 79
Elk Ridge DR 
UC 11200 S to UC 8000 S 
Widen to 5 lanes

$8.6M

40
Provo Geneva RD
Provo Center ST to Lakeview PKWY 
Widen to 5 lanes

$71.2M 80 I-15/Payson 800 S Interchange 
Reconstruc�on

$40M 118 Santaquin to Elberta 
Proposed Freeway

41 University AVE/Provo 600 S 
Replace UPRR Bridge  

$27.5M 81 I-15/Santaquin Main ST Interchange 
Reconstruc�on

$40M 119
South Wasatch Corridor 
Proposed Provo Bay crossing between Provo and 
Payson

42
Vineyard Center ST RR Bridge 
Vineyard Mill  RD to Vineyard RD 
New bridge

$8M 82
Salem 760 N 
Elk Ridge DR to Powerhouse RD 
New and widen to 3 lanes

$9M

Central Projects

South Projects

North Projects

Vision Projects

North Projects

Phase 3: 2041-2050

Phase 2: 2031-2040

County-wide Projects

Map ID

County-wide Projects

Phase 1: 2019-2030
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Central Projects

Central Projects

Map ID Map ID
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Current Bus RoutesJa
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9
Redwood 

Core Bus Route

15
Bus Rapid Transit

or Light Rail

?

6
Cedar Valley

Core Bus Route

4
North Light 

Rail Line

12
Central

Light Rail Line

5
State St Bus 
Rapid Transit

11
North

Commuter Rail
Double Track

11
North

Commuter Rail
Electrification

12
Central

Light Rail Line

8
Nebo 

Core Bus Route

14
South Bus 

Rapid Transit

13
South Light 

Rail Line

2
South

Commuter Rail

7
Maple 

Core Bus Route10
Railroad

Realignment

MAP ID Project Name Need Fund Cost
1 North Commuter Rail Intermi�ent Double Track 1 2 $113M
2 South Commuter Rail - Payson to Provo 1 1 $252M
3 Vineyard Commuter Rail Sta�on at 800 N 1 1 $16M
4 North Light Rail Line - American Fork to Draper 1 3 $654M
5 State St Bus Rapid Transit - State ST; Provo to Am Fork 1 1 $313M
6 Cedar Valley Core Bus Route - Eagle Mtn to Am Fork 1 1 $31M
7 Maple Core Bus Route - Spanish Fork to Provo 1 1 $39M
8 Nebo Core Bus Route - Payson to Provo 1 2 $69M
9 Redwood Core Bus Route - Saratoga Spgs to SL Co on Redwood RD 1 2 $24M

10 Sharp - Tin�c Railroad Realignment 1 1 $7M
11 North Commuter Rail Electrifica�on & Double Track - Provo to SL Co 2 Unfunded $689M
12 Central Light Rail Line - Provo to American Fork 2 Unfunded $1.1B
13 South Light Rail Line - Spanish Fork to Provo 3 Unfunded $834M
14 South Bus Rapid Transit - Payson to Spanish Fork 3 Unfunded $196M
15 BRT or Light Rail - Eagle Mtn to Am Fork Vision Unfunded

     *Phasing Need is the phase the project is warranted, Phasing Fund is when funding is an�cipated

Phasing*
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Map ID           Project Name Associated with 
RTP Road Project Cost

1 Jordan River Trail - Pedestrian Bridge Crossing $640,080
2 Lehi SR-92 / 1200 E - Pedestrian Crossing
3 Lehi SR-92 / Center St - Pedestrian Crossing
4 SR-92 Pedestrian Bridge Crossing $5,300,000
5 Orem 1600 N / 400 E Roundabout & Pedestrian Crossing $1,350,000
6 Vineyard Center ST RR Bridge - Add Bike Lanes * $650,000
7 I-15/Orem 800 S - Add Mul�-Use Path & Grade-Separated Crossing *
8 I-15/Provo Bike/Ped Crossing - Add Buffered Bike Lanes *
9 Freedom BLVD - Possible Bike/Ped Improvements *

10 I-15/Springville 1600 S Interchange - Add Grade-Separated Crossing *
11 I-15/Sp Fork Center ST Interchange - Add Grade-Separated Crossing *
12 I-15/Payson Main ST/Nebo RD Interchange - Add Grade-Separated Crossing *

13 American Fork 200 S - Trail $4,500,000
14 American Fork 570 W - Trail $985,000
15 Dry Creek Trail - Lehi to Highland $2,600,000
16 East Expressway Trail *
17 Foothill Blvd Trail *
18 Historic Utah Southern RR Trail - Lehi to PG $6,500,000
19 I-15; Improvements at crossing & New Trail *
20 Lehi - Dry Creek South Trail $3,500,000
21 Lehi - Waste Ditch Trail $1,700,000
22 Lehi / American Fork - Power Line Trail $7,400,000
23 Lehi / Highland - SR-92 Trail $3,100,000
24 Lehi 2100 N / SR-194 - Trail *
25 Lehi I-15 Frontage Road - Trail *
26 Mitchell Hollow Trail $2,400,000
27 Mountain View Corridor - Trail & Buffered Bike Lanes *
28 Murdock Connector Trail - American Fork $637,000
29 Ranches Corridor Trail - Eagle Mountain $1,850,000
30 South Pony Express Pkwy Trail - Eagle Mtn / SSprings $3,725,000
31 SR-73 - Trail *
32 Tickville Trail - Eagle Mountain $2,130,000
33 Traverse Mtn Blvd Trail * $1,200,000
34 Utah Lakeshore Trail $6,678,750
35 Vineyard Connector - Trail & Buffered Bike Lanes *

36 American Fork Meadows - Buffered Bike Lanes $206,550
37 Lehi 1200 W - BIke Lanes *
38 Lehi 1700 W - Cycle Track $1,494,240
39 Lehi 2100 N / SR-194 - Keep exis�ng Bike/Ped Facili�es *
40 Lehi 700 S - Cycle Track Connec�ng to 200 S American Fork $2,059,200
41 Lehi Main St - Buffered Bike Lanes *
42 North County Blvd - Buffered Bike Lanes

43 Pioneer Crossing - Coordinate alterna�ve Bike/Ped 
improvements with Saratoga Spgs & Lehi * $1,700,000

44 Pony Express Pkwy - Bike Lanes / Cycle Track $656,304
45 Pony Express Pkwy - Buffered Bike Lanes $382,500
46 Ranches Pkwy - Bike Lanes / Cycle Track $696,960
47 SR-68 / Redwood Road - Buffered Bike Lanes
48 SR-74 - Buffered Bike Lanes *
49 State St / US-89; Lehi Buffered Bike Lanes *
50 US-89 / State St - Buffered Bike Lanes

51 Geneva Rd / SR-114 - Trail $890,000
52 Lakeview Pkwy Trail *
53 Lindon Heritage Trail $440,000
54 Orem 800 N Trail $395,865
55 Orem FrontRunner Sta�on Trail - Geneva Rd to UVU Ped Bridge $280,000
56 Orem Sandhill Rd - Trail $410,000
57 Provo 1860 S - Trail $1,580,000
58 Provo 2230 N - Trail $178,000
59 Provo 500 W / 300 S - Trail $750,000
60 Provo 900 E - Trail $770,000
61 Provo Center St - Trail $560,000
62 Provo East Bay Blvd Trail $425,000
63 Provo River Pkwy Trail $2,630,000
64 Provo Towne Centre Trail $420,000
65 Provo University Ave / US-189 - Trail $705,000
66 UVU Pedestrian Bridge

Phase 1: 2019 - 2030

County-Wide Projects

Bike/Ped Crossing

North Projects

Mul�use Pathways

Central Projects

Bike Facili�es

Mul�use Pathways

Map ID           Project Name Associated with 
RTP Road Project Cost

67 Geneva Rd / SR-114 - Bike Lanes *
68 Orem 1600 North - Buffered Bike Lanes *
69 Orem 1600 S - Bike Lanes $33,000
70 Orem 400 W / 1430 S - Bike Lanes $130,000
71 Orem 800 E - Bike Lanes $50,000
72 Orem Center St - Bike Lanes $236,000
73 Orem University Pkwy - Bike Lanes $154,000
74 Provo 2230 N - Bike Lanes $14,000
75 Provo 350 E - Bike Lanes $55,000
76 Provo 500 W - Bike Lanes $12,700
77 Provo 550 W - Bike Lanes $84,000
78 Provo 600 S - Bike Lanes and Trail $1,980,000
79 Provo 820 N - Buffered Bike Lanes *
80 Provo 900 S - Bike Lanes $52,000
81 Provo Bulldog Blvd - Protected Bike Lanes
82 Provo Canyon Rd - Bike Lanes and Trail $2,900,000
83 University Ave / US-189 - Bike Lanes *

84 Arrowhead Trail Rd $3,040,000
85 Goshen Center St - Trail $1,340,000
86 Goshen Valley Rail Trail $2,750,000
87 Highline Canal Trail $9,000,000
88 Hobble Creek Trail - Springville $1,900,000
89 InterCity Connector Trail $5,860,000
90 Mapleton Lateral Canal Trail - Springville to Sp Fork $1,460,000
91 Payson South Trail $1,220,000
92 Payson Trail $1,840,000
93 Salem Trail $2,730,000
94 Salem Canal Rd Trail $4,800,000
95 Spanish Fork / Mapleton Trail $760,000
96 Spanish Fork 2550 E Trail $1,000,000
97 Spanish Fork 400 N Trail $2,080,000
98 Spanish Fork Canyon Rd - Trail $3,260,000
99 Spanish Fork Canyon Trail $2,600,000

100 Springville - Tin�c Rails Trail $1,650,000
101 Springville 1600 S / Sp Fork 2700 N - Trail *
102 Springville 400 E Trail $3,100,000
103 SR-75 - Trail & Bridge *
104 UC 8800 S Trail $1,430,000
105 US-89 / State St - Trail $2,480,000

106 Elk Ridge Dr; Salem - Buffered Bike Lanes *
107 Mapleton US-89 / 1600 W - Buffered Bike Lane $688,500
108 Salem Loop; 11200 S - Bike Lanes $200,000
109 Salem Loop; SR-164 - Bike Lanes $220,000
110 Salem Loop; Woodland Hills Dr - Bike Lanes $453,000
111 Santaquin Main St / US-6 - Extend exis�ng Bike/Ped Facility *
112 Woodland Hills Trail $3,750,000

113 City Center Corridor Trail - Eagle Mountain $495,000
114 Powerline Trail $3,200,000

115 Utah Lakeshore Trail $6,678,750

116 Highland Dr Trail - Santaquin $3,550,000
117 Highline Canal Trail $9,000,000
118 Payson Canyon Trail - Highline Canal to Four Bay $4,350,000
119 Spanish Fork River Trail - Spanish Fork $7,230,000
120 Springville 2600 W Trail $2,700,000
121 SR-198 Connector Trail $8,100,000

Bike Facili�es

Phase 2: 2031 - 2040

North Projects

Mul�use Pathways

Mul�use Pathways

Central Projects

Mul�use Pathways

South Projects

Central Projects

Bike Facili�es

Mul�use Pathways

South Projects
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