
1. Welcome and Opening Comment 

2. Presentations and Reports 

 2.1. Annual Audit Report - Finance Department

 2.2. Presentation of Citizen Survey Results- Y2 Analytics

3. Work Session Items 

 3.1. Police Department Staffing Discussion- Chief Darren Paul

 3.2. Mayor and Council Committee Assignments- Mayor Pro Tempore Stallings

 3.3. 1900 South Right-of-Way Presentation- Engineering

4. Agenda Questions 
The Mayor and City Council discuss and ask questions on items on the Regular Session agenda.

5. Administrative Report 

6. Mayor and Council Reports 
Calendar items and outside Committee reports

7. Consideration of a motion to hold a Closed Meeting for the purchase, exchange, or lease of real
property. 

1. Welcome, Roll Call, Pledge of Allegiance 

2. Presentations and Reports 

Lehi City Council Meeting
Agenda

January 27, 2026

4:30 PM - Lehi City Council Chambers (153 N. 100 E., Lehi, Utah)

Pre-Council, 4:30 p.m. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Regular Session, 7:00 p.m. 
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3. 20 Minute Citizen Input 
(for public comments on items not listed on the agenda. Comments limited to 3 minutes per person
with a time limit not to exceed 20 minutes for this item.)

4. Consent Agenda 

 4.1. Approve City Council Meeting Minutes
 122225 Minutes Draft.docx
 010626 Minutes - Draft.docx

 4.2. Approve Purchase Orders
 PO #8264 Stuart C Irby.pdf

 5. Transportation Impact Fees
a. Public Hearing
b. Consideration of Ordinance #03-2026, adopting an Impact Fee Facilities Plan, an Impact
Fee Analysis, and Amended Impact Fees for Transportation.

Petitioner: Lehi City
 Ord 03-2026.docx
 Lehi Transportation IFFP Update 1 2026.pdf
 Lehi Roads IFA 011326.pdf

 6. Consideration of Resolution #2026-04, approving an Agreement with RME for the
Construction of the Skye Substation. 
Petitioner: Lehi City

 Res 2026-04.docx
 Agreement-Skye Substation Construction (clean).docx
 PO #8271 RME.pdf

 7. Consideration of Resolution #2026-03, approving amendments to the ProSteel Customs
Development Agreement. 
Petitioner: Malakas LLC (Dusty Yates)

 Res 2026-03.docx
 CC Staff Report ProSteel Customs Dev Agreement Amendment 01.27.26.docx
 Prosteel Customs Development Agreement Amendment (by SR Prime Auto) DRC

12.10.25.docx
 Malakas Development agreement unsigned DRAFT with Kim's Comments.pdf
 ProSteel Customs Development Agreement Amendment.pdf
 ProSteel Customs aerial.pdf
 ProSteel Customs Zoning.pdf
 ProSteel Customs general plan.pdf

 

 

 
 
 

 
 
Regular Agenda 
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https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3872012/122225_CC_Minutes_Draft.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3872014/010626_Minutes_-_Draft.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3872006/PO__8264_Stuart_C_Irby.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3874026/Ord_03-2026.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3862993/Lehi_Transportation_IFFP_Update_1_2026.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3862994/Lehi_Roads_IFA_011326.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3863005/Res_2026-04.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3865638/Agreement-Skye_Substation_Construction__clean_.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3874018/PO__8271_RME.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3863003/Res_2026-03.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3852035/CC_Staff_Report_ProSteel_Customs_Dev_Agreement_Amendment_01.27.26.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3852036/Prosteel_Customs_Development_Agreement_Amendment__by_SR_Prime_Auto__DRC_12.10.25.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3852038/Malakas_Development_agreement_unsigned_DRAFT_with_Kim_s_Comments.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3852039/ProSteel_Customs_Development_Agreement_Amendment.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3852040/ProSteel_Customs_aerial.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3852041/ProSteel_Customs_Zoning.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3852042/ProSteel_Customs_general_plan.pdf


 8. Consideration of Ordinance #01-2026, approving the Cold Spring Ranch Area Plan
Amendment to allow Short-Term Rentals. 
Petitioner: Kenneth Glod

 Ord 01-2026.docx
 CC Staff Report Cold Spring Ranch Area Plan Amendment 01.27.26.docx
 STR Cold Spring Ranch Area Plan Amendment DRC 12.10.25.docx
 Cold Spring Ranch Area Plan Amendment.pdf
 CSR Area Plan Amendment Testimonials.pdf
 Airbnb testimonials - glod.pdf

 9. Consideration of Concept Plan approval for the Chiu Property, a 219-unit development
located at approximately 600 South 2900 West. 
Petitioner: Century Communities

 CC Staff Report Chiu Property Concept 01.27.26.docx
 Chiu Property Concept DRC 12.17.25.docx
 Chiu Property narrative.pdf
 Chiu Property Concept 12.17.25.pdf
 Chiu Property aerial .pdf
 Chiu Property zoning.pdf
 Chiu Property general plan.pdf

 10. Consideration of Ordinance #02-2026, approving a Development Code Amendment to
Chapter 20, Home Occupations, adding Adult Daycare. 
Petitioner: Lehi City

 Ord 02-2026.docx
 CC Staff Report Ch 20 Development Code Amendment 01.27.26.docx
 Chapter 20 Development Code Amendment DRC 12.03.25.docx
 Narrative - Chapter 20 Development Code Amendment.pdf
 Ch20HomeOccupations - adult day care.pdf

 11. Consideration of Resolution #2026-05 of the Lehi City Council, urging preservation of local
land use authority and opposing new statewide high-density or "by-right" housing mandates. 
Petitioner: Councilor Harrison

 Res 2026-05.docx

 12. Consideration of Resolution #2026-06 of the Participating Municipalities of Northern Utah
County, urging preservation of local land use authority and opposing new statewide high-
density or "by-right" housing mandates. 
Petitioner: Councilor Harrison

 Res 2026-06.docx

 13. Consideration of Resolution #2026-07 of the Lehi City Council, urging additional and
equitable transportation funding for Utah County. 
Petitioner: Councilor Harrison
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https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3874031/Ord_01-2026.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3852063/CC_Staff_Report_Cold_Spring_Ranch_Area_Plan_Amendment_01.27.26.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3852064/STR_Cold_Spring_Ranch_Area_Plan_Amendment_DRC_12.10.25.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3852065/Cold_Spring_Ranch_Area_Plan_Amendment.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3852066/CSR_Area_Plan_Amendment_Testimonials.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3852067/Airbnb_testimonials_-_glod.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3852073/CC_Staff_Report_Chiu_Property_Concept_01.27.26.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3852074/Chiu_Property_Concept_DRC_12.17.25.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3852075/Chiu_Property_narrative.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3852076/Chiu_Property_Concept_12.17.25.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3852077/Chiu_Property_aerial_.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3852078/Chiu_Property_zoning.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3852079/Chiu_Property_general_plan.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3874040/Ord_02-2026.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3852081/CC_Staff_Report_Ch_20_Development_Code_Amendment_01.27.26.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3852082/Chapter_20_Development_Code_Amendment_DRC_12.03.25.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3852085/Narrative_-_Chapter_20_Development_Code_Amendment.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3852087/Ch20HomeOccupations_-_adult_day_care.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3874059/Res_2026-05.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3874063/Res_2026-06.pdf


 Res 2026-07.docx

 14. Consideration of Resolution #2026-08 of the Participating Municipalities of Northern Utah
County, urging additional and equitable transportation funding for Utah County. 
Petitioner: Councilor Harrison

 Res 2026-08.docx

15. Adjournment 

 
 

 
 

 

Public is invited to attend all City Council Meetings
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, persons in need of special accommodations should contact
the City Recorder at 385-201-2269
This agenda has been properly posted and a copy provided to the local news media.
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https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3874062/Res_2026-07.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3863012/Res_2026-08.pdf


Agenda Item No: 2.1
 City Council Agenda Item Report
Meeting Date: January 27, 2026
Submitted By: Teisha WIlson
Submitting Department: 
Item Type: Presentation
Agenda Section: Presentations and Reports

Subject:
Annual Audit Report - Finance Department

Suggested Action:

Attachments:
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Agenda Item No: 2.2
 City Council Agenda Item Report
Meeting Date: January 27, 2026
Submitted By: Teisha WIlson
Submitting Department: 
Item Type: Presentation
Agenda Section: Presentations and Reports

Subject:
Presentation of Citizen Survey Results- Y2 Analytics

Suggested Action:

Attachments:
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Agenda Item No: 3.1
 City Council Agenda Item Report
Meeting Date: January 27, 2026
Submitted By: Teisha WIlson
Submitting Department: 
Item Type: Discussion
Agenda Section: Work Session Items

Subject:
Police Department Staffing Discussion- Chief Darren Paul

Suggested Action:

Attachments:
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Agenda Item No: 3.2
 City Council Agenda Item Report
Meeting Date: January 27, 2026
Submitted By: Teisha WIlson
Submitting Department: 
Item Type: Discussion
Agenda Section: Work Session Items

Subject:
Mayor and Council Committee Assignments- Mayor Pro Tempore Stallings

Suggested Action:

Attachments:
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Agenda Item No: 3.3
 City Council Agenda Item Report
Meeting Date: January 27, 2026
Submitted By: Teisha WIlson
Submitting Department: 
Item Type: Presentation
Agenda Section: Work Session Items

Subject:
1900 South Right-of-Way Presentation- Engineering

Suggested Action:

Attachments:
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Agenda Item No: 4.1
 City Council Agenda Item Report
Meeting Date: January 27, 2026
Submitted By: Teisha WIlson
Submitting Department: 
Item Type: Action Item
Agenda Section: Consent Agenda

Subject:
Approve City Council Meeting Minutes

Suggested Action:

Attachments:

122225 Minutes Draft.docx

010626 Minutes - Draft.docx
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https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3872012/122225_CC_Minutes_Draft.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3872014/010626_Minutes_-_Draft.pdf


      
 

Lehi City Council Meeting 1 December 22, 2025 

 

 

 1 
 2 
 3 

153 North 100 East 4 
Lehi, UT  84043 5 
(801) 768-7100  6 

 7 
 8 

Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the Lehi City Council 3:00 PM - Lehi City CIVIC 9 
CENTER, 3rd Floor, Council Chambers (131 N. 100 E., Lehi, Utah). 10 
 11 
 12 
Members Present:   Mark Johnson, Mayor 13 

   Chris Condie, Council Member 14 
   Paul Hancock, Council Member  15 
   Heather Newall, Council Member 16 

   Michelle Stallings, Council Member  17 

 18 
Voting Member for the Vacancy: Paige Albrecht   19 

   20 
Others Present: Jason Walker, City Administrator; Beau Thomas, Deputy City Administrator; 21 

Ryan Wood, City Attorney, and Teisha Wilson, City Recorder. 22 

 23 
 24 

Regular Session, 7:00 p.m. 25 
 26 

1)   Welcome, Roll Call, Pledge of Allegiance 27 
Mayor Johnson welcomed everyone and noted that all Councilmembers were present. Councilor 28 

Albrecht led the Pledge of Allegiance. 29 
 30 

2)   Approve Meeting Minutes 31 
 32 
Motion:  Chris Condie moved to approve the meeting minutes from November 18, and 33 

December 2, 2025. Paul Hancock seconded the motion. 34 
 35 

Roll Call Vote: YES: Chris Condie, Paul Hancock, Heather Newall, Michelle Stallings. 36 
The motion passed unanimously. 37 

 38 

3)  Presentations and Reports 39 
 Jason Walker, City Administrator, recognized the retired elected officials, and expressed 40 

appreciation for their years of service: Paige Albrecht, Chis Condie, Paul Hancock, and 41 
Mark Johnson.  42 

 43 
4)  Interviews for the City Council Vacancy 44 
 Mayor Johnson explained that each applicant may introduce themselves for 2 minutes. 45 

Following all presentations, the Council may ask 1 question to each candidate.  46 
 47 

11



      
 

Lehi City Council Meeting 2 December 22, 2025 

 

 

Introductions 48 
 49 

1. Jim Bratt 50 
Retired professional businessman and longtime radio/TV advertising salesperson from 51 
San Antonio. Moved to Lehi to be near family. Wants to help with infrastructure, 52 
economy, and safety. Grateful to outgoing officials and willing to serve even if not 53 
selected. 54 
 55 

2. Larry Banks 56 
Vietnam veteran with a PhD in Business Administration and an MBA in technology 57 
management. Former small-business owner, GM of JBL speaker manufacturing, and 58 
Provost at two universities. National speaker on institutional effectiveness. Has political 59 

and church leadership experience. Says he has no agenda and wants sustainable, 60 
growth-oriented Lehi aligned with residents’ values. 61 

 62 

3. Doug Clark 63 
Utah County native, retired tech executive (WordPerfect, Novell, Electronic Arts, NICE) 64 

with global leadership experience. Moved to Lehi in 2012. Priorities are for better 65 
communication and transparency, stronger economic development, transportation 66 

improvements, police funding, sidewalks, and green space. 67 
 68 

4. Robert Reader 69 
Works in school districts (Canyons), with 15 years’ experience and knowledge of 70 
forming a new district—relevant to Lehi’s upcoming changes. Values good city 71 

governance, and wants to protect solid systems from being dismantled. Initially hesitant 72 
to apply but felt a duty to offer his skills. 73 

 74 

5. Savannah Johnston 75 
Sixth-generation Utahn, mother of four young kids, wife of a Lehi small-business owner, 76 
and professor of constitutional government, civics, and law at UVU. Lived in Los 77 
Angeles and wants to prevent Lehi from following LA’s path (housing crisis, traffic, 78 

water issues, weak civic life). Advocates: less car dependence, multi-use zoning, better 79 
transit/bike infrastructure, more housing supply including density, and stronger 80 

civic/community spaces. 81 
 82 

6. Vern Keesler 83 
20-year Lehi resident, raising six children here. U.S. Marine Corps veteran with 15 years 84 

in local government; currently Provo City’s traffic manager, working with UDOT, MAG, 85 
UTA, and school districts. Wants Lehi to remain a great place for families with a strong 86 
mix of mostly single-family homes plus some other housing types, and to hold developers 87 

to their agreements. 88 
 89 

7. Katie Koivisto 90 
Was not present 91 

 92 

12



      
 

Lehi City Council Meeting 3 December 22, 2025 

 

 

8. E LaRell Stephens 93 
20-year Lehi resident, business-owner electrician who manages schedules, budgets, and 94 
conflict on projects. Active in the community through Lehi High mountain bike team. 95 

Emphasizes using constitutional principles to protect rights and maintain Lehi as a good 96 
place to raise a family. Enjoys studying code (Utah law, electrical, etc.). 97 

 98 

9. Stephen “Polo” Su’a-Filo  99 
Civil engineer managing major water infrastructure projects (currently a $100M project, 100 

on or under budget). Focused on protecting water as a critical asset. Values clear zoning, 101 
responsible budgets, and strong investment in roads, utilities, and services. Brings a 102 
diverse background (Hawaii, South Carolina, mission in Idaho, Snow College football, 103 
Utah State grad) and chose Lehi for its faith, service, and family values. 104 

 105 

10. Josh Sorenson  106 
Was not present. 107 

 108 

11. Derek Shumway 109 
Born in China, adopted to Utah as an infant. Director of HR at a law firm; previously 110 
worked for U.S. Senators Mitt Romney and Mike Lee handling immigration casework, 111 

balancing differing political views. Volunteers with Americans for Prosperity and has 112 
state-legislature ties. At 29, emphasizes energy, time, and a desire to learn how city 113 
government works from the inside. 114 

 115 

12. Jess Green 116 
Longtime Utah County resident (43 years), lives in the historic Smith mansion near 117 
downtown. Real estate agent and also works for a power-generation firm. Concerned 118 

about safety, financial clarity, and city communication. Skeptical of high-density and 119 
some progress trends; wants to preserve small-town values, Main Street character, and 120 

ensure there’s a strong voice for those priorities. 121 
 122 

13. Emily Lockhart 123 
Single mom who moved to Lehi after a divorce and was able to afford housing in 124 
Holbrook Farms due to its varied product types. Has served 4 years on the Planning 125 

Commission, gaining deep land-use and process knowledge. Sees each application as 126 
opportunity for residents and pledges long-term commitment to serving Lehi in any 127 
capacity. 128 

 129 

14. Jared Peterson 130 
Well-known in Lehi with a history of community service and recent city-council 131 
campaign that gave him deep exposure to residents’ concerns (traffic, infrastructure, 132 

fiscal responsibility, community character). Offers a steady, practical approach; 133 
understands city processes and budgets. Emphasizes listening, hard questions, 134 
transparency, fiscal discipline, and continuity—argues that his experience lets him 135 
contribute immediately to finish the term. 136 

 137 
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15. Derek Phillips 138 
Lifelong Lehi resident, married with five kids. Operates a global sales company based in 139 
Denver. Loves Lehi but is concerned about public safety, traffic, and infrastructure. Says 140 

he is heavily invested in Lehi’s long-term future and wants to help shape what happens 141 
over the next several decades. 142 

 143 

16. Montane Hamilton 144 
Longtime Lehi resident, deeply involved in local governance starting from HOAs. 145 

Former council candidate. Chair of the Lehi Sustainability Committee, where he helped 146 
shift the group from outreach toward policy, especially on water use and development 147 
code. Wants Lehi to be a regional leader in “smart development” that reduces water use, 148 
connects residents to transit, improves safety for pedestrians, and use zoning to shape a 149 

better long-term future. 150 
 151 

17. Tyson Hodges 152 
Construction background (plumbing/HVAC) with 18 years at Intermountain Health. 153 
Manages facilities for three smaller North Utah County hospitals, overseeing staff, large 154 

budgets, and long-term planning/forecasting. Married with four children from elementary 155 
through high school. Wants to apply his facilities and budgeting experience to Lehi, 156 

collaborate well, and help ensure the city is a good place for his kids to grow up. 157 

 158 

The Council then interviewed each applicant. 159 

1. Jim Bratt 160 
Asked how he’d continue the “good work” of prior councils, and work with differing 161 
council views and budgets. He cited the downtown master plan debate as a model of 162 
respectful disagreement, stressed common sense, listening to all voices, legal compliance, 163 

and his experience in PR, church stake councils, and interfaith boards. On budgets, he 164 
emphasized planning ahead, avoiding excessive debt, and his experience auditing stake 165 

finances. 166 
 167 

2. Larry Banks 168 
Questioned on how he’d collaborate with four others as a council member, and where 169 
he’d help if not appointed. He said councils are for collaboration, you support adopted 170 
decisions even if you argued another side, and he’d gladly help with infrastructure and 171 
problem‑solving by using data to isolate the “vital few” levers that matter. 172 

 173 

3. Doug Clark 174 
Pressed on explaining tough decisions to residents, his view of the Morning Vista tax 175 
subsidy, zoning/code familiarity, transparency limits under NDAs/closed sessions, and 176 
support for smaller landowners. He said residents need “the why,” not just votes; after 177 

studying the meeting and documents, he accepted the subsidy in principle but disliked the 178 
non‑specific agreement; admitted a learning curve on zoning but is used to digging into 179 
documents; said the council must agree on what can be shared within legal limits; and 180 
argued for city support packages (info, coordination, possible incentives) to help smaller 181 
commercial landowners too. 182 

14
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 183 

4. Robert Reader 184 
Asked how the city should collaborate with a new school district and his budget 185 

philosophy. He stressed keeping “temperature” down as school district changes cause 186 
anxiety, supporting continuity and structure, and acting as a stabilizing advocate. On 187 
budgets, he focused on balancing finite resources, understanding community priorities 188 
now while planning for the future, and accepting that prioritization creates “winners and 189 
losers,” which is the hardest but most crucial part of governing. 190 

 191 

5. Savannah Johnston  192 
Questions probed partisanship in city politics, her pro‑density / anti‑car stance vs. the cost 193 
of making such projects viable (TIF, special taxing powers), how infrastructure shapes 194 

behavior, separation of powers at the city level, and changing mindsets in a car‑centric 195 
city. She flatly rejected partisanship in municipal government, said she’s uneasy about 196 
heavy government financing but pro‑market, argued infrastructure (walkability, transit, 197 

bike lanes) changes choices, clarified council is legislative not executive, and gave 198 
concrete examples (her husband’s long bike commute and lack of safe route to his new 199 

Lehi business) to support building transit and safe bike links. 200 
 201 

6. Vern Keesler 202 
Asked what Lehi should improve in long‑range planning, growth mandates from the 203 
state, the difference between advising and deciding, what Lehi’s done right, and 204 

budget/balancing public safety. He proposed syncing Lehi’s transportation master 205 
planning and modeling with MAG’s 4‑year cycle to better time capital projects and 206 

impact fee updates; defended local control of land use while acknowledging the need for 207 
a healthy housing mix; described his transition from quiet new planning‑commissioner to 208 

confident motion‑maker; praised Lehi’s transportation choices and family‑oriented land 209 
use; and said public safety is a top priority but must be balanced fairly against all 210 

departments, with no deferred maintenance. 211 
 212 

7. Katie Koivisto 213 
Joined late and was asked about council service on outside boards, what she’d do 214 
differently now, and her view of the current budget. She criticized the paid nature of the 215 

TSSD board and said service roles shouldn’t be fought over for money; emphasized 216 
keeping one’s oath and not quitting mid‑term; and strongly praised the city’s finance 217 
team. She characterized her time with the current council as contentious, and expressed 218 
excitement for the new council.  219 

 220 

8. E LaRell Stephens 221 
Asked what Lehi has done right over her 20 years here, how he’d prioritize as a new 222 

council member, park‑tax funding for the arts, and what his top priority would be.  223 
He highlighted Traverse Mountain trails and other amenities as successes; admitted he 224 
needs to dig into current budget numbers; suggested re‑examining how much PARC tax 225 
money goes to Thanksgiving Point vs. local arts; and said his top concern is that the 226 
police department is falling behind peers in staffing and funding, which he’d want to 227 
address. 228 

15
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 229 

9. Stephen “Polo” Su’a-Filo  230 
Questioned on how he’d get up to speed, his water expertise and development approvals, 231 

statewide water‑rate/conservation debates, and future water projects. He said he’s used to 232 
quickly learning new technical areas and would study plans, budgets, and consult experts; 233 
argued water should be viewed at a statewide, big‑picture level beyond individual city 234 
rules; favored public education and transparent metering as powerful conservation tools; 235 
and gave a nuanced answer on rates, conservation, Central Utah Project history, and the 236 

current focus on moving water more efficiently while Colorado River allocations are 237 
sorted out. 238 
 239 

10. Josh Sorenson  240 
Was not present 241 
 242 

11. Derek Shumway 243 
Asked how he’d make “best decisions” despite upsetting some, the federal government as 244 
a partner, disagreeing publicly with colleagues, and handling state/federal overrides of 245 

city policy. He leaned on his Senate staff experience, saying you run the data, understand 246 
impacts, communicate clearly and kindly, then sleep at night knowing you did your best; 247 

said federal and state partners have a role when approached as friends; endorsed 248 
Governor Cox’s “disagree better” idea; and said the city must stand up respectfully when 249 
higher levels overreach, still communicating decisions clearly to residents. 250 

 251 

12. Jess Green 252 
Asked about the downtown plan (infill, mixed‑use, density), transparency, downtown 253 
challenges, and affordability vs. density. He was wary of high‑density and mixed‑use 254 

downtown, stressing preservation of Main Street, mom‑and‑pop character, and 255 
infrastructure/traffic concerns; questioned why council members sign NDAs when 256 

they’re supposed to be transparent to voters; said public safety and infrastructure are his 257 
top concerns; was blunt that he doesn’t have all the technical answers but feels compelled 258 
to stand up for small‑town values; and argued the affordability crisis is largely national 259 

(wages vs. prices, outside buyers, inflation), with high density being a band‑aid, not a full 260 
solution. 261 

 262 

13. Emily Lockhart 263 
Asked about her infrastructure‑first work with the legislature, what she learned from 264 
campaigning, handling state mandates, desired liaison roles, resident property rights vs. 265 

developer rights, and specific mitigations she’s pushed. She described working on an 266 
infrastructure first bill to fund key regional projects, said campaigning deepened her love 267 
and understanding of residents’ concerns, and emphasized using existing relationships to 268 

show legislators the real impacts of their bills. She said she’d gladly serve with the 269 
chamber or historical society (or anywhere needed), framed rights through zoning/use 270 
tables plus health/safety protections, and cited Planning Commission cases where she 271 
imposed dust/noise and intensity limits to protect neighbors. 272 

 273 

14. Jared Peterson 274 

16
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Asked how he judges optimistic developer projections, how to keep younger residents 275 
engaged in heritage, and how to rebuild Lehi’s tax base after losing businesses to 276 
neighboring cities. He said today’s data-rich environment lets you benchmark developer 277 

assumptions against real market prices and costs; argued that inviting younger people into 278 
existing events (parades, Heritage Days, rodeo, historical work) and giving them real 279 
assignments builds connection; and urged using the general plan as a living document, 280 
looking all the way to buildout, and ensuring there are real, accessible sites and 281 
conditions for retail and small business across the city. 282 

 283 

15. Derek Phillips 284 
Asked what he liked from current council members, how he’d get up to speed, 285 
property‑tax inflation adjustments, and police staffing vs. Orem and call‑volume metrics. 286 

He frankly admitted he’s avoided Lehi politics and would have a steep learning curve, 287 
but would dive in fast as he’s done in business; is instinctively anti‑tax‑increase but 288 
would evaluate adjustments case by case; pointed to Lehi’s officer count vs. Orem’s as a 289 

concern while acknowledging he’d need to reconcile that with leadership’s judgment and 290 
call‑load data; and stressed he’d want direct conversations with department heads before 291 

pushing changes. 292 
 293 

16. Montena Hamilton 294 
Asked about water conservation vs. property rights, financing dense/transit‑oriented 295 
projects like Thanksgiving Point, what he’s learned chairing the sustainability committee, 296 

and how he’d talk to residents about growth realities. He said you don’t surprise existing 297 
owners, but you must immediately fix policy for new development to meet future water 298 

and sustainability goals; dislikes socializing costs while privatizing gains but accepts 299 
there are cases where government must help catalyze transit‑linked density; described 300 

learning to reframe “green” issues in terms conservatives value (self‑reliance, safety, cost 301 
control); and argued Lehi must accept that growth itself is the core problem and use 302 

targeted higher density around identified centers and transit to mitigate impacts. 303 
 304 

17. Tyson Hodges 305 
Asked about his role in budget processes, balancing current vs. future needs, handling 306 
expectations from supporters, and staff‑stated needs vs. perceived shortages (esp. police). 307 

He explained Intermountain’s capital process (multiple facilities competing for limited 308 
funds, heavy collaboration, a rolling 5‑year plan), said he’d use similar forecasting for 309 
city capital and staffing, and stressed that promises to specific supporters are 310 
inappropriate—council service should be about what’s best for Lehi, within legal 311 

constraints. On police staffing, he noted population comparisons (e.g., to Orem) but 312 
recognized he’d need to reconcile that with call‑load data and the chief’s professional 313 
assessment. 314 

 315 
Mayor Johnson thanked all applicants and then asked the Council to name the person they 316 
wanted to fill Paige’s vacant seat. Paige explained she was looking for someone who had 317 
already shown a pattern of quiet service, ideally had run for office and understood the 318 
demands of campaigning, and who consistently anchored decisions in constitutional 319 
principles; based on that, she chose Emily Lockhart. Paul followed, praising the overall 320 
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strength of the applicant pool and the difficulty of modern campaigns, and he also named 321 
Emily Lockhart. Heather then spoke about how valuable the process had been despite the 322 
timing, stressed wanting someone residents would feel comfortable approaching and who 323 

could explain the why behind decisions, and likewise selected Emily Lockhart. With three 324 
identical votes being the majority, the Mayor did not ask who Chris and Michelle would 325 
choose.  326 
 327 
Michelle said that she would have voted for Katie Koivisto had the decision still been open. 328 

She explained that she strongly believes the best-qualified person is one chosen directly by 329 
the people, and Katie was the only applicant who had actually been elected by Lehi voters 330 
and served a full term on the council.  331 
 332 

5) Consideration of Resolution #2025-103 appointing a member to the Lehi City Council. 333 

 334 

Motion:  Chris Condie moved to approve Resolution #2025-103 appointing Emily 335 
Lockhart to the Lehi City Council. Paul Hancock seconded the motion. 336 

 337 

Roll Call Vote: YES: Paige Alrecht, Chris Condie, Paul Hancock, Heather Newall, 338 
Michelle Stallings. The motion passed unanimously. 339 

 340 

 341 

6) Administer the Oath of Office to the appointed Council Member. 342 

The Oath of Office was administered to Emily Lockhart after the adjournment.  343 
 344 
 345 

7)   Adjournment 346 
With no further business to come before the Council the meeting adjourned at approximately 347 

6:45 p.m.  348 

 349 
 350 
 351 
 352 

Approved: [Enter Date]    Attest: 353 
 354 

 355 
       Teisha Wilson, City Recorder 356 
 357 
 358 
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 3 

153 North 100 East 4 
Lehi, UT  84043 5 
(801) 768-7100  6 

 7 
 8 

Minutes of the Work Session of the Lehi City Council held January 6, 2025 at Lehi City in the 9 
Council Chamber, 153 N 100 E. Lehi, UT. 10 
 11 
Members Present:   Paul Binns, Mayor 12 
   Rachel Freeman, Council Member 13 

   James Harrison, Council Member  14 

   Emily Lockhart, Councilmember 15 
   Heather Newall, Council Member 16 
   Michelle Stallings, Council Member  17 

  18 
   19 
Others Present: Jason Walker, City Administrator; Kim Struthers, Community Development 20 

Director; Lorin Powell, City Engineer; Ryan Wood, City Attorney, and Teisha Wilson, 21 
City Recorder. 22 

 23 
 24 
 25 
1)   Welcome and Opening Comment 26 
 27 
Mayor Binns welcomed everyone and noted that all Councilmembers were present. Councilor 28 

Freeman gave the opening comment. 29 
 30 

2)   Select a Mayor Pro Tempore 31 
 32 
Councilor Lockhart nominated Councilor Stallings to serve as Mayor Pro Tempore 33 

 34 
Roll Call Vote: YES: Rachel Freeman, James Harrison, Emily Lockhart, Heather Newall, 35 

and Michelle Stallings. The nomination was approved unanimously.  36 
 37 
 38 

3)   Discussion of the 2026 City Council Meeting Schedule and Agendas 39 
 40 

The council discussed how to structure the 2026 meeting schedule, focusing on adding more 41 
work sessions for a new council while being sensitive to work schedules.  Concerns were 42 

raised about Thursday work sessions conflicting with Planning Commission duties. 43 
Councilor Stallings opposed combining work sessions and regular sessions on the same 44 
Tuesday due to decision fatigue, and emphasized that work sessions should be deeper, 45 
proactive discussions (e.g., budget, master plans), not just pre-council prep. Another idea was 46 
to hold meetings only the 2nd and 4th weeks of the month, or to hold meetings every Tuesday. 47 
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The mayor concluded by taking the feedback under advisement and committed to refine a 48 
proposed 2026 schedule for council review. 49 

 50 

4)   Presentation and Review of Rules of Order and Procedure, Lehi Municipal Code  51 

1-6-3-1 52 
 53 

Teisha Wilson, City Recorder reviewed the rules of order and procedure from city code and 54 
Robert’s Rules, stressing that they exist to keep meetings orderly and efficient and that minor 55 
deviations don’t invalidate actions. She outlined the standard process for items (motion, 56 

second, discussion/amendments, then roll‑call vote on every item), and advised using 57 
“postpone” instead of “table” when the council intends to see an item again. The code of 58 
conduct section emphasized the mayor’s role as chair (voting only in a tie), that no single 59 

member speaks for the body without its consent, and that all remarks must stay on topic and 60 
avoid personal attacks. Public decorum expectations (no shouting, clapping, or signs; 61 
disruptive behavior can lead to removal and possibly a Class B misdemeanor) were reviewed, 62 
along with how agendas are set/changed and how electronic participation is allowed if 63 

members can fully hear, speak, and vote. Council questions focused on managing public 64 
comment time, distinguish postpone vs. table, and adding items to the agenda. 65 

 66 

5)   Presentation and Review of Annual Requirements Related to Ethics and Conflict of 67 

Interest 68 
 69 

Teisha presented the Municipal Officers’ and Employees’ Ethics Act and related city 70 

requirements, explaining that officials must not use their positions for personal or financial 71 

gain and must avoid actions that create conflicts between private interests and public duties. 72 

She reviewed the new annual financial disclosure requirement (forms due Jan 1–31 each 73 
year, filed with her and posted on the website). Ryan Wood, City Attorney, informed the 74 

Council that larger or questionable gifts can lead to criminal charges. They covered when 75 
officials must disclose conflicts in meetings, when they must recuse from discussion and 76 
voting, and that in some cases even leaving the room may be appropriate. 77 

 78 
Ryan emphasized that voting or influencing decisions that clearly benefit you or your family 79 
can trigger serious penalties, up to a second‑degree felony under the Ethics Act. They also 80 

clarified that meeting with developers or residents is allowed but may be disclosed on the 81 
record, and that the focus of decision‑making must be facts, law, and policy—not personal 82 
relationships or pressure. The session ended with a reminder to consult Ryan in advance 83 
whenever there is doubt, and that further Open and Public Meetings Act training will follow. 84 

 85 
The Council recessed at approximately 5:35 p.m.  86 
The Meeting resumed at approximately 6:00 p.m. 87 

 88 

6)   Oath of Office Administered to Mayor Paul Binns, Councilor James Harrison, and 89 
Councilor Rachel Freeman 90 

 91 
 Teisha Wilson, City Recorder, administered the oath of office.  92 

 93 
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7)   Adjournment 94 
 95 

With no further business to come before the Council, the meeting adjourned at approximately 96 

6:10 p.m. 97 
 98 
 99 
 100 

Approved: [Enter Date]    Attest: 101 
 102 
       Teisha Wilson, City Recorder 103 
 104 
 105 
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Agenda Item No: 4.2
 City Council Agenda Item Report
Meeting Date: January 27, 2026
Submitted By: Teisha WIlson
Submitting Department: 
Item Type: Action Item
Agenda Section: Consent Agenda

Subject:
Approve Purchase Orders

Suggested Action:

Attachments:

PO #8264 Stuart C Irby.pdf
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Agenda Item No: 5
 City Council Agenda Item Report
Meeting Date: January 27, 2026
Submitted By: Teisha WIlson
Submitting Department: 
Item Type: Ordinance
Agenda Section: Regular Agenda

Subject:
Transportation Impact Fees
a. Public Hearing
b. Consideration of Ordinance #03-2026, adopting an Impact Fee Facilities Plan, an Impact Fee
Analysis, and Amended Impact Fees for Transportation.

Suggested Action:

Attachments:

Ord 03-2026.docx

Lehi Transportation IFFP Update 1 2026.pdf

Lehi Roads IFA 011326.pdf
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ORDINANCE NO. 03-2026 
 
 
 

AN ORDINANCE ADOPTING AN IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLAN, AN IMPACT FEE 
ANALYSIS AND AMENDED IMPACT FEES FOR TRANSPORTATION 

 
 
 WHEREAS it is necessary, from time to time, to amend the impact fees being 
assessed for development in Lehi City; and 
 
 WHEREAS the City has prepared an impact fee facilities plan and an impact fee 
analysis; and 
 
 WHEREAS, based on the impact fee facilities plan and an impact fee analysis, the 
City proposes to amend the amount of impact fees assessed for transportation; and 
 
 WHEREAS, on January 27, 2026, the City Council held a duly noticed public hearing 
to receive public comment and ascertain the facts regarding this matter, which facts and 
comments are found in the hearing record; and, 

 
WHEREAS, after considering the facts and comments presented to the City Council, 

the Council finds: (i) adopting amended impact fees for transportation furthers the health, 
safety and welfare of the citizens of Lehi. 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, be it ordained by the City Council of Lehi City: 
 
PART I: 

 
A. The amended impact fees attached as Exhibit “A” are hereby adopted and 

the City’s fee schedule shall be amended accordingly. 
 

PART II: 
 
 A. If a provision of this Ordinance No. 03-2026 conflicts with a provision of a 
previously adopted ordinance concerning the same title, chapter, and/or section number 
amended herein, the provision in this Ordinance shall prevail. 
  

B. This ordinance and its various section, clauses, and paragraphs are hereby 
declared to be severable. If any part, sentence, clause, or phrase is adjudged to be 
unconstitutional or invalid, the remainder shall not be affected thereby. 
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 C. This Ordinance shall take effect immediately after being posted or published 
as required by law.  
  
 
Approved and Adopted by the City Council of Lehi City, Utah this 27th day of January, 
2026. 
 
 

LEHI CITY        ATTEST 

 

 

_______________________________  

 __________________________________ 

Paul Binns, Mayor       Teisha Wilson, City Recorder 
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Exhibit A 
 
 
  

Year Gross Cost per Trip 
Credit for Existing 
Deficiencies 

Max Cost per Trip 

2026 $146.87 ($12.66) $134.21 

2027 $146.87 ($11.47) $135.40 

2028 $146.87 ($10.26) $136.61 

2029 $146.87 ($9.05) $137.82 

2030 $146.87 ($7.82) $139.05 

2031 $146.87 ($6.57) $140.30 

2032 $146.87 ($5.31) $141.56 

2033 $146.87 ($4.03) $142.84 

2034 $146.87 ($2.73) $144.14 

2035 $146.87 ($1.39) $145.48 
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TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLAN 

BOWEN COLLINS & ASSOCIATES ES-1 LEHI CITY 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

INTRODUCTION 

Lehi City has retained Bowen Collins & Associates (BC&A) and Zions Bank Public Finance 

(ZBPF) to prepare impact fee facility plans (IFFPs) for eight different services provided by the 

City. The subject of this IFFP document is transportation. The purpose of an IFFP is to identify 

demands placed upon City facilities by future development and evaluate how these demands will 

be met by the City. The IFFP is also intended to outline the improvements, which may be funded 

through impact fees. 

WHY IS AN IFFP NEEDED? 

The IFFP provides a technical basis for assessing updated impact fees throughout the City. This 

document will address the future infrastructure needed to serve the City with regard to current land 

use planning. The existing and future capital projects documented in this IFFP will ensure that 

level of service standards are maintained for all existing and future residents who reside within the 

service area. Local governments must pay strict attention to the required elements of the Impact 

Fee Facilities Plan, which are enumerated in the Impact Fees Act.  

PROJECTED FUTURE GROWTH 

To evaluate future infrastructure needs, it is first necessary to project how demand for 

transportation services will increase in the future. This was completed in Lehi’s most recent 

transportation master plan by using the travel demand-forecasting model maintained by the 

Mountainland Association of Governments (MAG). The model predicts future demand for 

transportation services based on land use and socioeconomic projections. For the purposes of the 

Lehi Transportation Master Plan, this forecasting model was updated and refined to reflect 

additional information on development and growth in the City. This updated model forms the basis 

for projections in this report. 

Projected 10-year growth in daily trips generated or ending in Lehi City were developed based on 

projected 2023 development condition. 

Table ES-1 

Projected 10-Year Growth in Transportation Demand 

Year 

Total 

Daily Trip Ends 

2023 400,842 

2033 530,572 

2050 689,296 

Build Out 857,872 
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EXISTING CAPACITY AVAILABLE TO SERVE FUTURE GROWTH 

Projected future growth will be met through a combination of available excess capacity in existing 

facilities and construction of additional capacity in new facilities. Existing capacity available to 

serve new growth in transportation facilities was determined by analyzing the updated Lehi travel 

demand-forecasting model. According to the traffic model results, the existing City transportation 

network is roughly 43.0 percent utilized. This leaves roughly 57.0 percent available to serve future 

growth. Within the next 10 years, growth within Lehi City is expected to add demand that will use 

additional capacity in existing infrastructure as detailed in Table ES-2. 

REQUIRED SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS 

Beyond available existing capacity, additional improvements to Lehi City facilities that will be 

required to serve new growth were identified by Lehi City personnel and are summarized in  

Table ES-3. All costs are given in 2025 Dollars.
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Table ES-2 

Summary of Lehi City Existing Facility Capacity Used by Future Growth  

Project No. Project Name 
Percent to  

Existing 

Percent to 10-

year Growth 

Percent to 

10-year 

Growth in 

Pass Thru 

Percent to 

Growth 

Beyond 10 

Years 

Cost to 

Existing 

Cost to 10-year 

Growth 

Cost to 10-

year Growth 

in Pass Thru 

Cost to Growth  

Beyond 10 Years 
Total Project Costs 

4 Triumph Blvd 42.29% 33.43% 0.60% 23.69% $536,875  $424,422  $7,618  $300,723  $1,269,637  

5 Triumph Blvd 39.50% 34.25% 0.60% 25.65% $297,849  $258,262  $4,524  $193,414  $754,049  

6 700 South 46.73% 15.12% 0.00% 38.15% $80,735  $26,129  $0  $65,922  $172,786  

7 700 South 46.73% 15.12% 0.00% 38.15% $506,398  $163,893  $0  $413,490  $1,083,781  

8 3600 West 42.50% 32.50% 3.40% 21.60% $697,493  $533,377  $55,799  $354,490  $1,641,159  

8b 600 East: Dry Creek to 2600 North  0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% $0  $3,570,000  $0  $0  $3,570,000  

9 2600 North 66.67% 0.00% 0.00% 33.33% $1,003,029  $0  $0  $501,514  $1,504,543  

10 1500 North 87.50% 0.00% 9.50% 3.00% $885,440  $0  $96,133  $30,358  $1,011,931  

11 1200 West 47.73% 20.45% 1.20% 30.62% $171,996  $73,713  $4,324  $110,340  $360,373  

12 1200 West 64.17% 15.00% 1.10% 19.73% $133,213  $31,141  $2,284  $40,967  $207,605  

13 1200 West 57.22% 37.22% 1.10% 4.46% $127,016  $82,622  $2,442  $9,890  $221,969  

13b 2300 West: Main Street to 2100 North 40.53% 19.53% 8.37% 31.58% $3,928,500  $1,891,500  $814,800  $3,065,200  $9,700,000  

14 3200 North 56.88% 0.00% 0.00% 43.13% $546,843  $0  $0  $414,640  $961,483  

14b 700 South: 2300 West to 500 West 46.73% 15.12% 0.00% 38.15% $803,670  $260,098  $0  $656,232  $1,720,000  

15 Traverse Mtn Blvd 46.73% 15.12% 0.00% 38.15% $784,515  $253,903  $0  $640,581  $1,679,000  

15b 1100 West / Main Street 82.35% 0.00% 0.00% 17.65% $469,412  $0  $0  $100,588  $570,000  

16 Center St 46.73% 15.12% 0.00% 38.15% $513,977  $166,345  $0  $419,678  $1,100,000  

17 Center St 82.50% 17.50% 0.00% 0.00% $83,160  $17,640  $0  $0  $100,800  

18 Traffic Signals 46.73% 15.12% 0.00% 38.15% $467,252  $151,223  $0  $381,525  $1,000,000  

19 Road Widening 46.73% 15.12% 0.00% 38.15% $584,064  $189,029  $0  $476,907  $1,250,000  

20 2300 West 57.67% 22.33% 1.80% 18.20% $174,183  $67,458  $5,437  $54,973  $302,052  

21 2300 West 56.45% 20.97% 1.60% 20.98% $166,847  $61,972  $4,729  $62,010  $295,557  

22 700 South 46.73% 15.12% 0.00% 38.15% $70,245  $22,734  $0  $57,357  $150,336  

23 4600 West 46.73% 15.12% 0.00% 38.15% $104,197  $33,723  $0  $85,080  $222,999  

24 4800 West 46.73% 15.12% 0.00% 38.15% $399,756  $129,379  $0  $326,413  $855,548  

25 N Frontage Rd 40.77% 5.38% 0.00% 53.85% $498,813  $65,881  $0  $658,810  $1,223,504  

26 Flight Park Rd 46.73% 15.12% 0.00% 38.15% $630,881  $204,181  $0  $515,134  $1,350,196  

27 N Frontage Rd 22.46% 77.14% 0.40% 0.00% $200,245  $687,863  $3,567  $0  $891,674  

 Additional Projects  46.73% 15.12% 0.00% 38.15% $3,386,012  $1,095,861  $0  $2,764,784  $7,246,657  

TOTAL COSTS  43.03% 24.67% 2.36% 29.94% $18,252,615  $10,462,347  $1,001,657  $12,701,020  $42,417,639  

Note: Projects labeled with a “b” are projects identified in the most recent 2023 Lehi Transportation Master Plan but have since been completed. All other projects have consistent numbering with the 2015 Lehi Transportation IFFP and Master Plan.   
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Table ES-3 

Summary of Lehi City Transportation Project Costs Allocated to Projected Development, 10-Year Planning 

Project No. Project Name 
Percent to  

Existing 

Percent to 

10-year 

Growth 

Percent to 

10-year 

Growth in 

Pass Thru 

Percent to 

Growth 

Beyond 

10 Years 

Cost to 

Existing 

Cost to 10-

year Growth 

Cost to 10-

year Growth 

in Pass Thru 

Cost to Growth  

Beyond 10 

Years 

Total Project Costs 

1 Flight Park Road: East Frontage Road to Mountain Point Blvd 0.00% 37.04% 0.00% 62.96% $0 $151,852 $0 $258,148 $410,000 

3 Skye Center Street Improvements 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% $0 $1,590,000 $0 $0 $1,590,000 

12 Triumph Blvd: 2100 North to 2150 North 78.95% 16.34% 4.08% 0.63% $691,576 $143,112 $35,776 $5,536 $876,000 

16 300 West: North of 300 North (East Side) 46.73% 15.12% 0.00% 38.15% $67,284 $21,776 $0 $54,940 $144,000 

18 Highland Blvd: 11800 North to Grant Blvd 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% $0 $350,000 $0 $0 $350,000 

19 1200 East: 2600 North to Utah Highlands Dr 72.00% 24.17% 3.83% 0.00% $664,560 $223,117 $35,323 $0 $923,000 

20 3600 West: 900 North to 2100 North 0.00% 41.71% 13.17% 45.11% $0 $641,561 $202,601 $693,838 $1,538,000 

22 1500 North: 3600 West to 2300 West 45.10% 54.90% 0.00% 0.00% $231,353 $281,647 $0 $0 $513,000 

23 2300 West: Pioneer Crossing to Main Street 44.30% 17.20% 7.40% 31.10% $5,231,830 $2,031,320 $873,940 $3,672,910 $11,810,000 

24 500 West: Main St to State St  26.67% 4.00% 0.00% 69.33% $464,806 $69,720 $0 $1,208,474 $1,743,000 

26 900 North: 600 East to American Fork 0.00% 66.00% 34.00% 0.00% $0 $304,260 $156,740 $0 $461,000 

27 400 East: 300 North to State Street 46.73% 15.12% 0.00% 38.15% $206,057 $66,688 $0 $168,255 $441,000 

28 500 East: 300 North to 400 North 0.00% 74.36% 0.00% 25.64% $0 $68,410 $0 $23,590 $92,000 

29 300 North: 720 East to 850 East 0.00% 76.92% 0.00% 23.08% $0 $94,615 $0 $28,385 $123,000 

30 1300 South: 1400 West to 1700 West 0.00% 28.39% 0.00% 71.62% $0 $320,183 $0 $807,817 $1,128,000 

31 Pony Express Pkwy: Center St to American Fork 0.00% 13.00% 87.00% 0.00% $0 $1,214,200 $8,125,800 $0 $9,340,000 

33 Traffic Signals Multiple Locations (16) 46.73% 15.12% 0.00% 38.15% $1,992,354 $644,802 $0 $1,626,844 $4,264,000 

 NA Master Plans 35.00% 65.00% 0.00% 0.00% $183,050 $339,950 $0 $0 $523,000 

NA IFFP and IFA  0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% $0 $34,000 $0 $0 $34,000 

TOTAL COSTS 26.81% 23.67% 25.98% 23.55% $9,732,870 $8,591,213 $9,430,180 $8,548,737 $36,303,000 
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SECTION 1 

INTRODUCTION 
 

Lehi City has retained Bowen Collins & Associates (BC&A) and Zions Bank Public Finance 

(ZBPF) to prepare impact fee facility plans (IFFPs) for eight different services provided by the 

City. The subject of this IFFP document is transportation. The purpose of an IFFP is to identify 

demands placed upon City facilities by future development and evaluate how these demands will 

be met by the City. The IFFP is also intended to outline the improvements, which may be funded 

through impact fees. 

Requirements for the preparation of an IFFP are outlined in Title 11, Chapter 36 of the Utah code 

(the Impact Fees Act). Under these requirements, an IFFP shall accomplish the following for each 

facility: 

1. Identify the existing level of service  

2. Establish a proposed level of service 

3. Identify excess capacity to accommodate future growth 

4. Identify demands placed upon existing public facilities by new development 

5. Identify the means by which demands from new development will be met 

6. Consider the following additional issues  

a. revenue sources to finance required system improvements 

b. necessity of improvements to maintain the proposed level of service 

c. need for facilities relative to planned locations of schools 

The following sections of this report have been organized to address each of these requirements. 
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SECTION 2 

EXISTING LEVEL OF SERVICE (11-36A-302.1.A.I) 
 

Level of service is defined in the Impact Fees Act as “the defined performance standard or unit of 

demand for each capital component of a public facility within a service area”. This section 

discusses the level of service being currently provided to existing users.  

PERFORMANCE STANDARD 

The performance standard defines the level of service the City has established to satisfy City and/or 

State performance requirements. For transportation systems, this can be complex, but is dependent 

on demand and capacity of roadways. This is explained in detail in the City’s Transportation 

Master Plan. Level of Service (LOS) typically ranges from LOS A (free-flow traffic operations) 

to LOS F (where conditions are such that demand exceeds capacity). In the City’s master plan, 

LOS is further defined by utilizing a ratio of volume to capacity (v/c). Low v/c ratios describe 

favorable traffic conditions, and therefore higher levels of service, while higher v/c ratios describe 

the poorest of traffic conditions and lowest levels of service. Detailed descriptions and v/c limits 

for each level of service can be found in the City’s master plan document. 

 

Level of service varies based on roadway size, use, and overall classification. According to Lehi 

City municipal code, all local and collector roads are required to maintain an LOS C or better (0.50 

> v/c ratio ≥ 0.75).  Per the City’s Transportation Master Plan, the acceptable threshold for arterial 

roads in Lehi City was determined to be LOS D (0.75 > v/c ratio ≥ 0.85), which is based on 

UDOT’s Roadway Design Manual of Instruction. It should be noted that this is a slight change 

from Lehi City’s historic practice of requiring LOS C on all City streets. Allowing LOS D for 

arterial roads will apply to both existing and future development.  

 

Planning-level capacity thresholds were also estimated in the City’s master plan for each type of 

cross section. By estimating roadway capacities and using recent traffic counts, the v/c ratios can 

be calculated and LOS for each roadway segment determined. 

UNIT OF DEMAND 

It is necessary to define a unit of demand to describe projected transportation capacity used by 

both existing and future development. The unit of demand for transportation is being defined as 

an equivalent residential unit (ERU) and is based on trip generation. Based on the ITE trip 

generation rates, a single-family residential unit generates 9.09 trips per day (for both existing and 

future ERUs). Consequently, 9.09 trips per day becomes the definition of an ERU. ERUs for other 

development types may be calculated using the trip generation rates for the development type and 

the following formula: 

𝐷𝑎𝑖𝑙𝑦 𝑡𝑟𝑖𝑝 𝑔𝑒𝑛𝑒𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑎𝑡𝑒1

9.09 𝑡𝑟𝑖𝑝𝑠/𝑑𝑎𝑦
× 𝐼𝑚𝑝𝑎𝑐𝑡 𝐹𝑒𝑒 𝑝𝑒𝑟 𝐸𝑅𝑈 = 𝐼𝑚𝑝𝑎𝑐𝑡 𝐹𝑒𝑒 

1
 Unless other data is available, daily trips to be estimated based on land use type and ITE 12th edition trip generation 

rates. Note that ITE trip generation rates are for trips ends and include both trip starts and stops. 
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SECTION 3 

PROPOSED LEVEL OF SERVICE (11-36A-302.1.B AND 11-36A-302.1.C.I) 
 

The proposed level of service is the performance standard used to evaluate system needs in the 

future. The Impact Fee Act indicates that the proposed level of service may: 

1. diminish or equal the existing level of service; or 

2. exceed the existing level of service if, independent of the use of impact fees, the City 

implements and maintains the means to increase the level of service for existing demand 

within six years of the date on which new growth is charged for the proposed level of 

service. 

No changes in the level of service are proposed for Lehi City. Future facilities will be constructed 

as needed to meet performance standards at the existing level of service. As will be discussed in 

detail in later sections of this document, the current transportation network in Lehi City does have 

a small number of existing deficiencies as documented in the City’s Transportation Master Plan. 

However, these deficiencies are currently planned to be resolved within the timeframe mentioned 

above using funds outside impact fees. 

The city has some bike lanes on roadways that are not considered as separate trails (and 

correspondingly have not been included in the City’s Parks and Trails impact fees). The City’s 

long-term plan is to increase the quantity of these bike lanes throughout the City. Where 

transportation projects include additional cost associated with bike lanes to be added to roadways 

where they do not currently exist, that portion of the project cost will be considered an increase in 

level of service and will be split proportionally between existing and future users.  
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SECTION 4 

EXCESS CAPACITY TO ACCOMMODATE  

FUTURE GROWTH (11-36A-302.1.A.III) 
 

Projected future growth will be met through a combination of available excess capacity in existing 

facilities and construction of additional capacity in new facilities.  

EXISTING TRANSPORTATION INFRASTRUCTURE 

A summary of the existing transportation facilities are contained in the following tables. Existing 

roadway classifications from the City’s master plan are summarized in Table 4-1. Most city roads 

are composed of two- and three-lane cross sections with some five-lane cross sections. 

Table 4-1 

Summary of Existing Roadway System 

Cross Section 

Lane 

Configuration1 

Capacity at 

LOS 

Major Arterial 5 35,000 

Minor Arterial 3 16,000 

Major Collector 3 11,000 

Minor Collector 2 8,500 
1 – Odd numbered lanes include a center two-way left-turn lane. 

EXISTING DEMAND AND DETERMINATION OF EXCESS CAPACITY 

The current demand on the existing transportation infrastructure was estimated by comparing 

roadway capacities to traffic counts where available, and the updated Lehi travel demand-

forecasting model developed for the Transportation Master Plan. The results of this assessment are 

as follows: 

To calculate the percentage of existing capacity to be used by future growth in existing facilities, 

existing and future demands were examined in the travel demand forecasting model for each 

roadway. The overall aggregate of trips used by existing, 10-year, and growth beyond the 10-year 

window was used to calculate excess capacity of existing assets.  

As a result, the calculated percentage of existing capacity used by growth during the 10-year 

planning window is 24.67 percent of the qualifying actual system cost as detailed in Table 4-2. 

This total does not include any growth associated with pass through traffic (trips that neither begin 

nor end in Lehi City but that utilize City facilities), as will be discussed in Section 5. 
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Table 4-2 

Summary of Lehi City Existing Facility Capacity Used by Future Growth  

Project No. Project Name 
Percent to  

Existing 

Percent to 10-

year Growth 

Percent to 

10-year 

Growth in 

Pass Thru 

Percent to 

Growth 

Beyond 10 

Years 

Cost to 

Existing 

Cost to 10-year 

Growth 

Cost to 10-

year Growth 

in Pass Thru 

Cost to Growth  

Beyond 10 Years 
Total Project Costs 

4 Triumph Blvd 42.29% 33.43% 0.60% 23.69% $536,875  $424,422  $7,618  $300,723  $1,269,637  

5 Triumph Blvd 39.50% 34.25% 0.60% 25.65% $297,849  $258,262  $4,524  $193,414  $754,049  

6 700 South 46.73% 15.12% 0.00% 38.15% $80,735  $26,129  $0  $65,922  $172,786  

7 700 South 46.73% 15.12% 0.00% 38.15% $506,398  $163,893  $0  $413,490  $1,083,781  

8 3600 West 42.50% 32.50% 3.40% 21.60% $697,493  $533,377  $55,799  $354,490  $1,641,159  

8b 600 East: Dry Creek to 2600 North  0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% $0  $3,570,000  $0  $0  $3,570,000  

9 2600 North 66.67% 0.00% 0.00% 33.33% $1,003,029  $0  $0  $501,514  $1,504,543  

10 1500 North 87.50% 0.00% 9.50% 3.00% $885,440  $0  $96,133  $30,358  $1,011,931  

11 1200 West 47.73% 20.45% 1.20% 30.62% $171,996  $73,713  $4,324  $110,340  $360,373  

12 1200 West 64.17% 15.00% 1.10% 19.73% $133,213  $31,141  $2,284  $40,967  $207,605  

13 1200 West 57.22% 37.22% 1.10% 4.46% $127,016  $82,622  $2,442  $9,890  $221,969  

13b 2300 West: Main Street to 2100 North 40.53% 19.53% 8.37% 31.58% $3,928,500  $1,891,500  $814,800  $3,065,200  $9,700,000  

14 3200 North 56.88% 0.00% 0.00% 43.13% $546,843  $0  $0  $414,640  $961,483  

14b 700 South: 2300 West to 500 West 46.73% 15.12% 0.00% 38.15% $803,670  $260,098  $0  $656,232  $1,720,000  

15 Traverse Mtn Blvd 46.73% 15.12% 0.00% 38.15% $784,515  $253,903  $0  $640,581  $1,679,000  

15b 1100 West / Main Street 82.35% 0.00% 0.00% 17.65% $469,412  $0  $0  $100,588  $570,000  

16 Center St 46.73% 15.12% 0.00% 38.15% $513,977  $166,345  $0  $419,678  $1,100,000  

17 Center St 82.50% 17.50% 0.00% 0.00% $83,160  $17,640  $0  $0  $100,800  

18 Traffic Signals 46.73% 15.12% 0.00% 38.15% $467,252  $151,223  $0  $381,525  $1,000,000  

19 Road Widening 46.73% 15.12% 0.00% 38.15% $584,064  $189,029  $0  $476,907  $1,250,000  

20 2300 West 57.67% 22.33% 1.80% 18.20% $174,183  $67,458  $5,437  $54,973  $302,052  

21 2300 West 56.45% 20.97% 1.60% 20.98% $166,847  $61,972  $4,729  $62,010  $295,557  

22 700 South 46.73% 15.12% 0.00% 38.15% $70,245  $22,734  $0  $57,357  $150,336  

23 4600 West 46.73% 15.12% 0.00% 38.15% $104,197  $33,723  $0  $85,080  $222,999  

24 4800 West 46.73% 15.12% 0.00% 38.15% $399,756  $129,379  $0  $326,413  $855,548  

25 N Frontage Rd 40.77% 5.38% 0.00% 53.85% $498,813  $65,881  $0  $658,810  $1,223,504  

26 Flight Park Rd 46.73% 15.12% 0.00% 38.15% $630,881  $204,181  $0  $515,134  $1,350,196  

27 N Frontage Rd 22.46% 77.14% 0.40% 0.00% $200,245  $687,863  $3,567  $0  $891,674  

 Additional Projects  46.73% 15.12% 0.00% 38.15% $3,386,012  $1,095,861  $0  $2,764,784  $7,246,657  

TOTAL COSTS  43.03% 24.67% 2.36% 29.94% $18,252,615  $10,462,347  $1,001,657  $12,701,020  $42,417,639  

Note: Projects labeled with a “b” are projects identified in the most recent 2023 Lehi Transportation Master Plan but have since been completed. All other projects have consistent numbering with the 2015 Lehi Transportation IFFP and Master Plan.  
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SECTION 5 

DEMANDS PLACED ON FACILITIES  

BY NEW DEVELOPMENT (11-36A-302.1.A.IV) 
 

Ten-year growth in transportation demand was estimated and is included in Table 5-1. Total trip 

generation is based on the regional travel demand-forecasting model. The division between 

residential and non-residential trips is based on ITE trip generation rates. 

Table 5-1 

Projected 10-Year Growth in Transportation Demand 

Year 

Total 

Daily Trip Ends 

2023 400,842 

2033 530,572 

2050 689,296 

Build Out 857,872 

 

PASS THROUGH TRAFFIC 

Pass through traffic refers to the demand on City transportation facilities created by trips that do 

not start or end in Lehi City. As a result, demand associated with pass through traffic is not 

associated with existing or future Lehi City residents and must be accounted for separately in the 

impact fee analysis. In Lehi City, most of the pass through traffic is on facilities owned by the 

Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) such as Interstate-15 and Pioneer Crossing. Since 

these facilities are not part of the Lehi transportation impact fee, pass through traffic on these 

roadways can be ignored. However, some pass through traffic on City streets must be included in 

the analysis. This traffic is largely associated with access to the communities of Saratoga Springs 

and Eagle Mountain located to the west of Lehi.  

Since Table 5-1 includes only trips either starting or ending in Lehi City, pass through traffic does 

not show up in these numbers. Instead, pass through traffic must be evaluated on a street-by-street 

basis as will be detailed in subsequent sections. Existing and future pass through traffic by street 

has been based on traffic model results from the City’s Transportation Master Plan.  

PASS BY TRAFFIC 

Pass by traffic refers to stops associated with traffic that is already on the road heading to other 

destinations. This traffic is largely associated with “side” trips (i.e. to a convenience store on the 

way to another principal destination) that would not occur otherwise. As a result, pass by traffic 

will show up as projected trip starts and stops, but does not create additional demand on City 

transportation facilities since the trip is being motivated by another destination. Because these trips 

do not result in additional demand on transportation facilities, they need to be removed from the 

calculation and administration of impact fees. 
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To account for this issue, pass by traffic has been removed from the non-residential transportation 

demand shown in Table 5-1. This has been based on the weighted average pass-by percentage of 

25.98 percent for all commercial uses (using estimated growth in Lehi City of the various non-

residential land use types). 
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SECTION 6 

INFRASTRUCTURE REQUIRED TO MEET DEMANDS  

OF NEW DEVELOPMENT (11-36A-302.1.A.V) 
 

To satisfy the requirements of state law, demand placed upon existing system facilities by future 

development was projected using the process outlined below. These steps were completed as part 

of the City’s master plan’s development.  

1. Existing Demand – The demand of existing development was determined by measuring 

the current transportation demand on facilities. 

2. Existing Capacity – The capacities of the existing roadways were identified based on the 

street cross-sections. 

3. Existing Deficiencies – Existing deficiencies in the system were looked for by comparing 

defined levels of service against calculated capacities.  

4. Future Demand - The demand that future development will place on the system was 

estimated based on development projections as discussed in Section 5. 

5. Future Deficiencies - Future deficiencies in the transportation infrastructure were 

identified in a model of the City’s transportation system based on the defined level of 

service and assessing future growth as projected in Section 5.  

6. Recommended Improvements – As a part of the City’s transportation master plan 

development, the existing transportation system and future traffic projections were 

analyzed in detail to determine what facilities will be needed to serve new growth. 

The steps listed above describe the “demands placed upon existing public facilities by new 

development activity at the proposed level of service; and… the means by which the political 

subdivision or private entity will meet those growth demands” (Section 11-36a-302-1.a of the Utah 

Code).  

INFRASTRUCTURE NEEDS FOR TRANSPORTATION 

Additional transportation projects will be required to meet transportation infrastructure needs in 

Lehi City at future conditions. These projects will ensure that the existing LOS is maintained. 

Many improvements in the City will be completed by Lehi City, and some projects will be 

completed by other entities. Projects completed as part of the Metropolitan Transportation Plan for 

Utah County will not be discussed as part of this IFFP.  

10-YEAR IMPROVEMENT PLAN 

Only infrastructure to be constructed by Lehi City within a ten-year horizon will be considered in 

the calculation of these impact fees. Use of a ten-year planning horizon will help avoid uncertainty 

surrounding improvements further into the future. Table 6-1 summarizes the projects that will need 

to be constructed within the next ten years as identified by Lehi City personnel. Only impact fee 

eligible projects and project costs are included. Projects in the Transportation Master Plan 

excluded from this table consist of project level only projects, projects exclusively needed to 

resolve existing deficiencies, and pass through projects that are funded via other entities. The 

49



TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLAN 

BOWEN COLLINS & ASSOCIATES 6-2 LEHI CITY 

location of projects summarized in Table 6-1 are shown in Figure 6-1. Several items should be 

noted regarding these projects: 

• The exact years for the construction of traffic signals are unknown (Project No. 33). The 

costs for an additional 16 traffic signals have been spread over the next ten years for 

planning purposes. 

• Growth within the City will be the primary motivation for most of the projects, and 

therefore the timing of projects beyond the short-term planning window may be expedited 

or deferred depending on the rate of development. 

50



29

16 28

12

19

27

30

18

1

3

23

31

26

20

22

24

P:\Lehi\331-22-01 Lehi Impact Fee Update\4.0 GIS\4.4 APRX\LehiTransportationProjects\LehiTransportationProjects.aprx  rvalek 1/13/2026

6-1TRANSPORTATION
IMPACT FEE FACILITY PLAN

LEHI CITY

10-YEAR TRANSPORTATION
PROJECTS

0 3,000
Feet

N
O

R
T

H

FIGURE NO.SCALE:NORTH:

23
00

 W

W Main St

Pioneer Crossing

State St

2100 N

I-15

Ce
nt

er
 S

t

51



TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLAN 

BOWEN COLLINS & ASSOCIATES 6-4 LEHI CITY 

Table 6-1 

Summary of Lehi City 10-Year Transportation Project Costs 

1 Flight Park Road: East Frontage Road to Mountain Point Blvd 2025 $410,000 

3 Skye Center Street Improvements 2025 $1,590,000 

12 Triumph Blvd: 2100 North to 2150 North 2025 $876,000 

16 300 West: North of 300 North (East Side) 2025 $144,000 

18 Highland Blvd: 11800 North to Grant Blvd 2025 - 2033 $350,000 

19 1200 East: 2600 North to Utah Highlands Dr 2025 - 2033 $923,000 

20 3600 West: 900 North to 2100 North 2025 - 2033 $1,538,000 

22 1500 North: 3600 West to 2300 West 2025 - 2033 $513,000 

23 2300 West: Pioneer Crossing to Main Street 2025 - 2033 $11,810,000 

24 500 West: Main St to State St 2025 - 2033 $1,743,000 

26 900 North: 600 East to American Fork 2025 - 2033 $461,000 

27 400 East: 300 North to State Street 2025 - 2033 $441,000 

28 500 East: 300 North to 400 North 2025 - 2033 $92,000 

29 300 North: 720 East to 850 East 2025 - 2033 $123,000 

30 1300 South: 1400 West to 1700 West 2025 - 2033 $1,128,000 

31 Pony Express Pkwy: Center St to American Fork 2025 - 2033 $9,340,000 

33 Traffic Signals Multiple Locations (16) 2025 - 2033 $4,264,000 

NA Master Plans 2024-2025 $523,000 

NA IFFP and IFA 2024-2025 $34,000 

TOTAL COSTS  $36,303,000 

Notes:  1 Cost estimates are in 2025 dollars. Inflation is not included. 
2 Does not include value of developer contributed ROW. 
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PROJECT COST ATTRIBUTABLE TO 10-YEAR GROWTH 

To satisfy the requirements of state law, Table 6-2 provides a breakdown of the capital facility 

projects and the percentage of the project costs attributed to future users. As defined in Section 11-

36-304, the impact fee facilities plan should only include “the proportionate share of the costs of 

public facilities [that] are reasonably related to the new development activity.”  

Included in the tables is a breakdown of capacity associated with growth through the next 10 years, 

growth in the next 10 years attributed to pass-through traffic, and for growth beyond 10 years. 

Some new roadways proposed in the impact fee facility plan will include capacity for growth 

beyond the 10-year planning window. To most accurately evaluate the cost of providing service 

for growth during the next ten years, added consideration has been given to evaluating how much 

of each roadway will be used in the next 10 years. 

For some projects, the division of costs between existing and future users is easy because 100 

percent of the project costs can be attributed to one category or the other (e.g. infrastructure needed 

solely to serve new development can be 100 percent attributed to new growth). However, some 

projects will benefit both future and existing users. This includes expansion of an existing road or 

locations where no road currently exists, but a new facility is being added that provides a more 

convenient route for existing traffic. In this type of situation, costs have been divided between the 

two categories based on the ratio of traffic associated with each type of user. For example, if the 

volume of traffic on a proposed road associated with existing traffic will be 4000 trips but the 

ultimate capacity of the roadway needs to accommodate 10,000 trips to meet future growth, 40 

percent of the costs of the project have been assigned to existing users with 60 percent assigned to 

future growth.  

BASIS OF CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATES 

The estimated cost of construction for projects to be completed within ten years is based on recent 

cost estimates for similar transportation construction and roadway improvement projects. Each 

project has been evaluated based on total asphalt width, ROW purchase (where required), and 

construction of additional facilities. All costs are given in 2025 dollars. 
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Table 6-2 

Summary of Lehi City Transportation Project Costs Allocated to Projected Development, 10-Year Planning 

Project No. Project Name 
Percent to  

Existing 

Percent to 

10-year 

Growth 

Percent to 

10-year 

Growth in 

Pass Thru 

Percent to 

Growth 

Beyond 

10 Years 

Cost to 

Existing 

Cost to 10-

year Growth 

Cost to 10-

year Growth 

in Pass Thru 

Cost to Growth  

Beyond 10 

Years 

Total Project Costs 

1 Flight Park Road: East Frontage Road to Mountain Point Blvd 0.00% 37.04% 0.00% 62.96% $0 $151,852 $0 $258,148 $410,000 

3 Skye Center Street Improvements 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% $0 $1,590,000 $0 $0 $1,590,000 

12 Triumph Blvd: 2100 North to 2150 North 78.95% 16.34% 4.08% 0.63% $691,576 $143,112 $35,776 $5,536 $876,000 

16 300 West: North of 300 North (East Side) 46.73% 15.12% 0.00% 38.15% $67,284 $21,776 $0 $54,940 $144,000 

18 Highland Blvd: 11800 North to Grant Blvd 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% $0 $350,000 $0 $0 $350,000 

19 1200 East: 2600 North to Utah Highlands Dr 72.00% 24.17% 3.83% 0.00% $664,560 $223,117 $35,323 $0 $923,000 

20 3600 West: 900 North to 2100 North 0.00% 41.71% 13.17% 45.11% $0 $641,561 $202,601 $693,838 $1,538,000 

22 1500 North: 3600 West to 2300 West 45.10% 54.90% 0.00% 0.00% $231,353 $281,647 $0 $0 $513,000 

23 2300 West: Pioneer Crossing to Main Street 44.30% 17.20% 7.40% 31.10% $5,231,830 $2,031,320 $873,940 $3,672,910 $11,810,000 

24 500 West: Main St to State St  26.67% 4.00% 0.00% 69.33% $464,806 $69,720 $0 $1,208,474 $1,743,000 

26 900 North: 600 East to American Fork 0.00% 66.00% 34.00% 0.00% $0 $304,260 $156,740 $0 $461,000 

27 400 East: 300 North to State Street 46.73% 15.12% 0.00% 38.15% $206,057 $66,688 $0 $168,255 $441,000 

28 500 East: 300 North to 400 North 0.00% 74.36% 0.00% 25.64% $0 $68,410 $0 $23,590 $92,000 

29 300 North: 720 East to 850 East 0.00% 76.92% 0.00% 23.08% $0 $94,615 $0 $28,385 $123,000 

30 1300 South: 1400 West to 1700 West 0.00% 28.39% 0.00% 71.62% $0 $320,183 $0 $807,817 $1,128,000 

31 Pony Express Pkwy: Center St to American Fork 0.00% 13.00% 87.00% 0.00% $0 $1,214,200 $8,125,800 $0 $9,340,000 

33 Traffic Signals Multiple Locations (16) 46.73% 15.12% 0.00% 38.15% $1,992,354 $644,802 $0 $1,626,844 $4,264,000 

 NA Master Plans 35.00% 65.00% 0.00% 0.00% $183,050 $339,950 $0 $0 $523,000 

NA IFFP and IFA  0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% $0 $34,000 $0 $0 $34,000 

TOTAL COSTS 26.81% 23.67% 25.98% 23.55% $9,732,870 $8,591,213 $9,430,180 $8,548,737 $36,303,000 
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SECTION 7 

ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS 
 

MANNER OF FINANCING (11-36A-302.2) 

The City may fund the infrastructure identified in this IFFP through a combination of different 

revenue sources.  

Federal and State Grants and Donations 

Impact fees cannot reimburse costs funded or expected to be funded through federal grants and 

other funds that the City has received for capital improvements without an obligation to repay. 

Grants and donations are not currently contemplated in this analysis. If grants become available 

for constructing facilities, impact fees will need to be recalculated, and an appropriate credit given. 

Any existing infrastructure funded through past grants will be removed from the system value 

during the impact fee analysis. 

Bonds 

None of the costs contained in this IFFP include the cost of bonding. The cost of bonding required 

to finance impact fee eligible improvements identified in the IFFP may be added to the calculation 

of the impact fee. This will be considered in the impact fee analysis.  

Interfund Loans 

Because infrastructure must generally be built ahead of growth, often projects must be funded 

ahead of expected impact fee revenues. In some cases, the solution to this issue will be bonding. 

In others, funds from existing user rate revenue will be loaned to the impact fee fund to complete 

initial construction of the project and will be reimbursed later as impact fees are received. 

Consideration of potential interfund loans will be included in the impact fee analysis and should 

be considered in subsequent accounting of impact fee expenditures. 

Impact Fees 

It is recommended that impact fees be used to fund growth-related capital projects as they help to 

maintain the proposed level of service and prevent existing users from subsidizing the capital needs 

for new growth. Based on this IFFP, an impact fee analysis will be able to calculate a fair and legal 

fee that new growth should pay to fund the portion of the existing and new facilities that will 

benefit new development. 

Developer Dedications and Exactions 

Developer exactions are not the same as grants. Developer exactions may be considered in the 

inventory of current and future transportation infrastructure. If a developer constructs a facility or 

dedicates land within the development that is identified as a system level improvement in this 

IFFP, the value of the dedication is credited against that particular developer’s impact fee liability.  
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If the value of the dedication/exaction is less than the development’s impact fee liability, the 

developer will owe the balance of the liability to the City. If the value of the improvements 

dedicated is worth more than the development’s impact fee liability, the City must reimburse the 

difference to the developer from impact fee revenues collected from other developments. 

It should be emphasized that the concept of impact fee credits pertains to system level 

improvements only. For project level improvement (i.e. projects not identified in the impact fee 

facility plan), developers will be responsible for the construction of the improvements without 

credit against the impact fee. 

No developer dedications are expected for infrastructure associated with this plan. 

NECESSITY OF IMPROVEMENTS TO MAINTAIN LEVEL OF SERVICE (11-36A-

302.3) 

According to State statute, impact fees cannot be used to correct deficiencies in the system and 

must be necessary to maintain the proposed level of service established for all users. Only those 

projects or portions of projects that are required to maintain the proposed level of service for future 

growth have been included in this IFFP. This will result in an equitable fee as future users will not 

be expected to fund any portion of the projects that will benefit existing residents.  

SCHOOL RELATED INFRASTRUCTURE (11-36A-302.2) 

As part of the noticing and data collection process for this plan, information was gathered regarding 

future school district and charter school development. Where the City is aware of the planned 

location of a school, required public facilities to serve the school have been included in the impact 

fee analysis. 

NOTICING AND ADOPTION REQUIREMENTS (11-36A-502) 

The Impact Fees Act requires that entities must publish a notice of intent to prepare or modify any 

IFFP. If an entity prepares an independent IFFP rather than include a capital facilities element in 

the general plan, the actual IFFP must be adopted by enactment. Before the IFFP can be adopted, 

a reasonable notice of the public hearing must be published in a local newspaper at least 10 days 

before the actual hearing. A copy of the proposed IFFP must be made available in each public 

library within the City during the 10-day noticing period for public review and inspection. Utah 

Code requires that the City must post a copy of the ordinance in at least three places. These places 

may include the City offices and the public libraries within the City’s jurisdiction. Following the 

10-day noticing period, a public hearing will be held, after which the City may adopt, amend and 

adopt, or reject the proposed IFFP.  
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SECTION 8 

IMPACT FEE CERTIFICATION (11-36A-306.1) 
 

This report has been prepared in accordance with Utah Code Title 11 Chapter 36a (the “Impact 

Fees Act”), which prescribes the laws pertaining to Utah municipal capital facilities plans and 

impact fee analyses. The accuracy of this report relies upon the planning, engineering, and other 

source data, which was provided by the City and their designees.  

In accordance with Utah Code Annotated, 11-36a-306(1), Bowen Collins & Associates, makes the 

following certification: 

I certify that this impact fee facility plan: 

1. Includes only the cost of public facilities that are: 

a. allowed under the Impact Fees Act; and 

b. actually incurred; or 

c. projected to be incurred or encumbered within six years after the day on which each  

impact fee is paid; 

2. Does not include: 

a. costs of operation and maintenance of public facilities; 

b. cost of qualifying public facilities that will raise the level of service for the facilities, 

through impact fees, above the level of service that is supported by existing 

residents; 

c. an expense for overhead, unless the expense is calculated pursuant to a 

methodology that is consistent with generally accepted cost accounting practices 

and the methodological standards set forth by the federal Office of Management 

and Budget for federal grant reimbursement; and 

3. Complies in each and every relevant respect with the Impact Fees Act. 

 

Dated: December 31, 2025 
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Roadway Impact Fee Analysis 
 

Summary 
 

This Impact Fee Analysis (IFA) is based on the information provided in the Lehi City Impact Fee Facilities 
Plan for Transportation (IFFP) dated December 2025 and prepared by Bowen Collins & Associates. 
 
Projected Growth. The IFFP projects that new development in Lehi will grow by 129,730 average daily 
trips (ADTs) between 2023 and 2033 (IFFP, p. ES-1). This growth will consume existing excess capacity 
and will require the construction of new transportation improvements to maintain the existing levels of 
service. 
 
Service Levels.  The IFFP defines the services level for collector roads as Level of Service (LOS) C and 
for arterial roads as LOS D.  No changes in the level of service are proposed for Lehi City.1 
 
Service Areas. Lehi City (“City”) includes one roadway service area that corresponds to existing City 
boundaries. 
 
Excess Capacity.  The calculated percentage of existing capacity used by growth during the 10-year 
planning window is 24.67 percent of the qualifying actual system cost or $10,462,347. 
 
New Construction.  The IFFP identifies a total of 19 roadway projects related to new growth between 
2023 and 2033 at a total cost of $8,557,213.2 
 
Other Costs.  Other eligible costs include the cost of preparing the Transportation IFFP and IFA. 
 
Credits for Projects that Benefit Existing Development.  The IFFP identifies nine of the new construction 
projects, at a total cost of $9,732,870 that will benefit existing development between 2023 and 2033.  
Therefore, a credit must be made so that new development does not pay more than its proportionate 
share – once in the form of impact fees and then again through higher taxes over time to pay for the 
portion of the roads that benefit existing development.   
 
Credits for Outstanding Bonds.  Lehi City does not currently have any outstanding bonds used to pay 
for roadway improvements. 
 
Proportionate Share Analysis.  A summary of the proportionate share analysis is as follows: 
 
TABLE 1: PROPORTIONATE SHARE ANALYSIS - COST PER TRIP BEFORE CREDITS 

Gross Cost per Trip Amount 

Buy-In Cost $80.65 
New Road Construction $65.96 
Consultant Cost $0.26 
Fund Balance Credit $0.00 
Gross Cost per Trip $146.87 

 
1 IFFP, p. 2-1 and 2-2. 
2 IFFP, p. 6-6.  IFFP and IFA costs are treated separately in this analysis. 
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The cost per trip is $146.87 before credits for existing deficiencies.  This cost per trip is reduced by the 
credit for existing deficiencies to arrive at a maximum cost per trip per year. 
 
TABLE 2: CREDIT FOR EXISTING DEFICIENCIES 

Year Gross Cost per Trip 
Credit for Existing 

Deficiencies 
Max Cost per Trip 

2026 $146.87  ($12.66) $134.21  
2027 $146.87  ($11.47) $135.40  
2028 $146.87  ($10.26) $136.61  
2029 $146.87  ($9.05) $137.82  
2030 $146.87  ($7.82) $139.05  
2031 $146.87  ($6.57) $140.30  
2032 $146.87  ($5.31) $141.56  
2033 $146.87  ($4.03) $142.84  
2034 $146.87  ($2.73) $144.14  
2035 $146.87  ($1.39) $145.48  

 
The maximum cost per trip per year is then applied to standards set by the Institute of Transportation 
Engineers (ITE) to evaluate the number of daily trips per development type.  Table 3 below shows basic 
categories from the ITE manual, 12th edition for which the City can charge impact fees and illustrates 
how fees are calculated based on the number of daily trips generated by land use type and trips per 
unit.  For a land use type that does not fit easily into the categories in Tables 3 and 4, the City may 
choose, at its discretion, to refer to additional land use categories as found in the ITE manual, 12th 
edition. 
 
TABLE 3: RECOMMENDED MAXIMUM TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEES INTO MAJOR GROUPINGS, YEAR 2026 MAXIMUM FEE PER UNIT 

ITE Code 
ITE Land Use, 12th 
Edition 

Unit 
ITE Daily Trip 

Rate* 
Pass-By 

Adjusted Trip 
Rate 

2026 

130 Industrial Park 130 
1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Floor Area 

2.68   2.68 $359.68 

140 Manufacturing 
1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Floor Area 

4.27   4.27 $573.07 

150 Warehousing 
1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Floor Area 1.38   1.38 $185.21 

151 Mini-Warehouse 
1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Floor Area 

1.29   1.29 $173.13 

151 Mini-Warehouse Storage Units (100s) 17.96   17.96 $2,410.38 

210 
Single-Family 
Detached Housing 

Dwelling Unit 9.09   9.09 $1,219.95 

215 

Single-Family 
Attached Housing 
(shared wall with 
adjoining unit) 

Dwelling Unit 6.57   6.57 $881.75 

220 

Multifamily 
Housing (Low-Rise) 
- Not Close to Rail 
Transit 

Dwelling Unit 6.21   6.21 $833.43 

221 
Multifamily 
Housing (Mid-Rise) 

Dwelling Unit 4.46   4.46 $598.57 
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ITE Code 
ITE Land Use, 12th 
Edition 

Unit 
ITE Daily Trip 

Rate* 
Pass-By 

Adjusted Trip 
Rate 

2026 

- Not Close to Rail 
Transit 4-10 stories 

240 Mobile Home Park 
Occupied Dwelling 
Unit 7.87   7.87 $1,056.22 

254 Assisted Living Bed 4.14   4.14 $555.62 
310 Hotel Room 5.84   5.84 $783.77 
445 Movie Theater Movie Screens 78.09   78.09 $10,480.30 
520 Elementary School Students 2.27   2.27 $304.65 

522 
Middle School / 
Junior High School 

Students 2.09   2.09 $280.49 

525 High School Students 1.94   1.94 $260.36 

530 
Private School (K-
8) 

Students 4.11   4.11 $551.59 

560 Church 
1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Floor Area 

31.46   31.46 $4,222.18 

565 Day Care Center 1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Floor Area 

39.30 44% 22.01 $2,953.65 

590 Library 
1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Floor Area 72.05   72.05 $9,669.69 

610 Hospital 
1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Floor Area 

23.87   23.87 $3,203.54 

710 
General Office 
Building 

1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Floor Area 

7.83   7.83 $1,050.85 

720 
Medical-Dental 
Office Building - 
Stand-Alone 

1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Floor Area 

34.03   34.03 $4,567.10 

770 Business Park 
1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Floor Area 

9.97   9.97 $1,338.05 

812 Building Material 
and Lumber Store 

1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Floor Area 

11.70   11.70 $1,570.23 

817 
Nursery (Garden 
Center) 

1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Floor Area 

68.10   68.10 $9,139.56 

820 
Shopping Center 
(>300k) 

1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Leasable Area 

36.39 19% 29.48 $3,955.90 

820 Shopping Center 
(150-300k) 

1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Leasable Area 

36.39 29% 25.84 $3,467.52 

821 
Shopping Plaza 
(40-150k) - 
Supermarket - Yes 

1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Leasable Area 

101.43 40% 60.86 $8,167.63 

821 
Shopping Plaza 
(40-150k) - 
Supermarket - No  

1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Leasable Area 

65.38 40% 39.23 $5,264.71 

822 
Strip Retail Plaza 
(<40k) 

1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Leasable Area 

54.45 40% 32.67 $4,384.57 

840 
Automobile Sales 
(New) 

1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Floor Area 27.84   27.84 $3,736.35 

841 
Automobile Sales 
(Used) 

1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Floor Area 

27.06   27.06 $3,631.67 

848 Tire Store 
1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Floor Area 

28.54 25% 21.41 $2,872.72 

850 Supermarket 1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Floor Area 

92.29 24% 70.14 $9,413.40 

851 
Convenience 
Market 

1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Floor Area 651.94 51% 319.45 $42,872.82 
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ITE Code 
ITE Land Use, 12th 
Edition 

Unit 
ITE Daily Trip 

Rate* 
Pass-By 

Adjusted Trip 
Rate 

2026 

912 Drive-in Bank 1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Floor Area 

98.85 35% 64.25 $8,623.20 

932 
High-Turnover (Sit-
Down) Restaurant  

1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Floor Area 103.75 43% 59.14 $7,936.72 

933 
Fast Food without 
Drive-Through 
Window 

1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Floor Area 413.41 55% 186.03 $24,967.32 

934 

Fast-Food 
Restaurant with 
Drive-Through 
Window 

1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Floor Area 

448.12 55% 201.65 $27,063.58 

942 
Automobile Care 
Center *** 

1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Floor Area 

41.61   41.61 $5,584.39 

944 Gasoline/Service 
Station 

Vehicle Fueling 
Position 

172.01 57% 73.96 $9,926.60 

945 
Convenience 
Store/Gas Station - 
GFA (2-4k) 

Vehicle Fueling 
Position 

211.05 56% 92.86 $12,462.82 

945 
Convenience 
Store/Gas Station - 
GFA (4-5.5k) 

Vehicle Fueling 
Position 

203.49 56% 89.54 $12,016.39 

945 
Convenience 
Store/Gas Station - 
GFA (5.5-10k) 

Vehicle Fueling 
Position 

203.35 56% 89.47 $12,008.13 

947 
Self Service Car 
Wash 

Wash Stall 108.00   108.00 $14,494.46 

*ITE Trip rates are based on the 12th edition, with the exception of churches, movie theaters, nurseries and self service car 
washes which are based on the 11th edition, due to lack of data in the 12th edition for those categories. 

 
 
TABLE 4: RECOMMENDED MAXIMUM TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEES INTO MAJOR GROUPINGS, YEARS 2027-2033 MAXIMUM FEE PER UNIT 

ITE Code 
ITE Land Use, 12th 
Edition 

2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 

130 
Industrial Park 
130 

$362.88 $366.11 $369.37 $372.66 $376.00 $379.38 $382.81 

140 Manufacturing $578.17 $583.32 $588.51 $593.76 $599.07 $604.45 $609.92 

150 Warehousing $186.86 $188.52 $190.20 $191.89 $193.61 $195.35 $197.12 

151 Mini-Warehouse $174.67 $176.23 $177.79 $179.38 $180.98 $182.61 $184.26 

151 Mini-Warehouse $2,431.85 $2,453.49 $2,475.33 $2,497.40 $2,519.74 $2,542.39 $2,565.38 

210 
Single-Family 
Detached 
Housing 

$1,230.82 $1,241.77 $1,252.82 $1,264.00 $1,275.30 $1,286.76 $1,298.40 

215 

Single-Family 
Attached Housing 
(shared wall with 
adjoining unit) 

$889.60 $897.52 $905.51 $913.58 $921.75 $930.04 $938.45 

220 

Multifamily 
Housing (Low-
Rise) - Not Close 
to Rail Transit 

$840.86 $848.34 $855.89 $863.52 $871.25 $879.08 $887.03 
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ITE Code 
ITE Land Use, 12th 
Edition 

2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 

221 

Multifamily 
Housing (Mid-
Rise) - Not Close 
to Rail Transit 4-
10 stories 

$603.90 $609.27 $614.70 $620.18 $625.73 $631.35 $637.06 

240 Mobile Home Park $1,065.63 $1,075.11 $1,084.68 $1,094.35 $1,104.14 $1,114.06 $1,124.14 

254 Assisted Living $560.57 $565.56 $570.59 $575.68 $580.83 $586.05 $591.35 

310 Hotel $790.76 $797.79 $804.90 $812.07 $819.34 $826.70 $834.18 

445 Movie Theater $10,573.67 $10,667.76 $10,762.72 $10,858.69 $10,955.82 $11,054.29 $11,154.24 

520 
Elementary 
School 

$307.37 $310.10 $312.86 $315.65 $318.48 $321.34 $324.24 

522 
Middle School / 
Junior High School 

$282.99 $285.51 $288.05 $290.62 $293.22 $295.86 $298.53 

525 High School $262.68 $265.02 $267.38 $269.76 $272.18 $274.62 $277.11 

530 
Private School (K-
8) 

$556.51 $561.46 $566.46 $571.51 $576.62 $581.80 $587.07 

560 Church $4,259.80 $4,297.70 $4,335.96 $4,374.62 $4,413.76 $4,453.42 $4,493.69 

565 Day Care Center $2,979.96 $3,006.48 $3,033.24 $3,060.29 $3,087.66 $3,115.42 $3,143.59 

590 Library $9,755.83 $9,842.65 $9,930.26 $10,018.80 $10,108.43 $10,199.28 $10,291.50 

610 Hospital $3,232.09 $3,260.85 $3,289.87 $3,319.21 $3,348.90 $3,379.00 $3,409.55 

710 
General Office 
Building 

$1,060.21 $1,069.64 $1,079.17 $1,088.79 $1,098.53 $1,108.40 $1,118.42 

720 
Medical-Dental 
Office Building - 
Stand-Alone 

$4,607.79 $4,648.79 $4,690.17 $4,731.99 $4,774.32 $4,817.23 $4,860.79 

770 Business Park $1,349.97 $1,361.99 $1,374.11 $1,386.36 $1,398.76 $1,411.34 $1,424.10 

812 
Building Material 
and Lumber Store 

$1,584.22 $1,598.32 $1,612.55 $1,626.93 $1,641.48 $1,656.23 $1,671.21 

817 
Nursery (Garden 
Center) 

$9,220.99 $9,303.04 $9,385.85 $9,469.54 $9,554.25 $9,640.12 $9,727.29 

820 
Shopping Center 
(>300k) 

$3,991.14 $4,026.66 $4,062.50 $4,098.73 $4,135.39 $4,172.56 $4,210.29 

820 
Shopping Center 
(150-300k) 

$3,498.41 $3,529.54 $3,560.96 $3,592.71 $3,624.85 $3,657.43 $3,690.50 

821 
Shopping Plaza 
(40-150k) - 
Supermarket - Yes 

$8,240.40 $8,313.72 $8,387.72 $8,462.52 $8,538.22 $8,614.95 $8,692.85 

821 
Shopping Plaza 
(40-150k) - 
Supermarket - No  

$5,311.61 $5,358.88 $5,406.58 $5,454.79 $5,503.59 $5,553.05 $5,603.26 

822 
Strip Retail Plaza 
(<40k) 

$4,423.64 $4,463.00 $4,502.73 $4,542.88 $4,583.52 $4,624.71 $4,666.53 

840 
Automobile Sales 
(New) 

$3,769.64 $3,803.18 $3,837.03 $3,871.25 $3,905.88 $3,940.98 $3,976.62 

841 
Automobile Sales 
(Used) 

$3,664.02 $3,696.63 $3,729.53 $3,762.79 $3,796.45 $3,830.57 $3,865.20 

848 Tire Store $2,898.32 $2,924.11 $2,950.13 $2,976.44 $3,003.07 $3,030.06 $3,057.45 

850 Supermarket $9,497.27 $9,581.78 $9,667.07 $9,753.27 $9,840.51 $9,928.96 $10,018.74 
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ITE Code 
ITE Land Use, 12th 
Edition 

2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 

851 
Convenience 
Market 

$43,254.78 $43,639.68 $44,028.12 $44,420.71 $44,818.08 $45,220.88 $45,629.78 

912 Drive-in Bank $8,700.02 $8,777.44 $8,855.57 $8,934.53 $9,014.46 $9,095.47 $9,177.72 

932 
High-Turnover 
(Sit-Down) 
Restaurant  

$8,007.43 $8,078.69 $8,150.60 $8,223.27 $8,296.84 $8,371.40 $8,447.10 

933 
Fast Food without 
Drive-Through 
Window 

$25,189.75 $25,413.90 $25,640.11 $25,868.74 $26,100.15 $26,334.73 $26,572.85 

934 

Fast-Food 
Restaurant with 
Drive-Through 
Window 

$27,304.69 $27,547.66 $27,792.86 $28,040.69 $28,291.53 $28,545.80 $28,803.92 

942 
Automobile Care 
Center *** 

$5,634.15 $5,684.28 $5,734.88 $5,786.01 $5,837.77 $5,890.24 $5,943.50 

944 
Gasoline/Service 
Station 

$10,015.04 $10,104.16 $10,194.09 $10,284.99 $10,377.00 $10,470.26 $10,564.94 

945 
Convenience 
Store/Gas Station 
- GFA (2-4k) 

$12,573.85 $12,685.74 $12,798.66 $12,912.78 $13,028.30 $13,145.39 $13,264.25 

945 
Convenience 
Store/Gas Station 
- GFA (4-5.5k) 

$12,123.45 $12,231.33 $12,340.20 $12,450.24 $12,561.61 $12,674.51 $12,789.11 

945 
Convenience 
Store/Gas Station 
- GFA (5.5-10k) 

$12,115.11 $12,222.91 $12,331.71 $12,441.67 $12,552.97 $12,665.79 $12,780.31 

947 
Self Service Car 
Wash 

$14,623.59 $14,753.72 $14,885.05 $15,017.77 $15,152.12 $15,288.30 $15,426.54 
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Utah Code Legal Requirements 
 
Utah law requires that communities prepare an Impact Fee Analysis (IFA) before enacting an impact 
fee. Utah law also requires that communities give notice of their intent to prepare and adopt an IFA. This 
IFA follows all legal requirements as outlined below. The City has retained Zions Public Finance Inc., to 
prepare this Impact Fee Analysis in accordance with legal requirements. 
 
Notice of Intent to Prepare Impact Fee Analysis 
A local political subdivision must provide written notice of its intent to prepare an IFA before preparing 
the Plan (Utah Code §11-36a-503). This notice must be posted on the Utah Public Notice website.   
 
Preparation of Impact Fee Analysis 
Utah Code requires that each local political subdivision, before imposing an impact fee, prepare an 
impact fee analysis. (Utah Code 11-36a-304).   
  
Section 11-36a-304 of the Utah Code outlines the requirements of an impact fee analysis as follows: 
 
(1)   An impact fee analysis shall: 
 

(a) identify the anticipated impact on or consumption of any existing capacity of a public 
facility by the anticipated development activity; 

 
(b) identify the anticipated impact on system improvements required by the anticipated 

development activity to maintain the established level of service for each public facility; 
 
(c) demonstrate how the anticipated impacts described in Subsections (1)(a) and (b) are 

reasonably related to the anticipated development activity; 
 
(d)    estimate the proportionate share of: 
 (i)  the costs for existing capacity that will be recouped; and 

(ii) the costs of impacts on system improvements that are reasonably related to 
the new development activity; and 

 
(e) identify how the impact fee was calculated. 
 

(2) In analyzing whether or not the proportionate share of the costs of public facilities are 
reasonably related to the new development activity, the local political subdivision or private 
entity, as the case may be, shall identify, if applicable: 

 
(a) the cost of each existing public facility that has excess capacity to serve the anticipated 

development resulting from the new development activity; 
 
 (b) the cost of system improvements for each public facility; 
 

(c) other than impact fees, the manner of financing for each public facility, such as user 
charges, special assessments, bonded indebtedness, general taxes, or federal grants; 
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(d) the relative extent to which development activity will contribute to financing the excess 
capacity of and system improvements for each existing public facility, by such means 
as user charges, special assessments, or payment from the proceeds of general taxes; 

 
(e) the relative extent to which development activity will contribute to the cost of existing 

public facilities and system improvements in the future; 
 
(f) the extent to which the development activity is entitled to a credit against impact fees 

because the development activity will dedicate system improvements or public 
facilities that will offset the demand for system improvements, inside or outside the 
proposed development; 

 
(g) extraordinary costs, if any, in servicing the newly-developed properties; and 
 
(h) the time-price differential inherent in fair comparisons of amounts paid at different 

times. 
 
 

Certification of Impact Fee Analysis 
Utah Code states that an Impact Fee Analysis shall include a written certification from the person or 
entity that prepares the Impact Fee Analysis. This certification is included at the conclusion of this 
analysis. 
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Anticipated Impact on or Consumption of Any Existing Capacity of a Public 
Facility by the Anticipated Development Activity 
Utah Code 11-36a-304(1)(a) 
 
Consumption of Existing Capacity 
 

Development activity in Lehi is based on both residential and nonresidential growth.  Growth 
projections are then used by the City’s engineers as inputs in the WFRC Travel Demand Model to 
forecast trip generation.  Growth projections are for an additional 129,730 average daily trips between 
2023 and 2033. 
 

This growth in trips will consume excess capacity on existing roads in Lehi.  This excess capacity has 
been identified in the IFFP as shown in Table 5. 
 
TABLE  5: EXISTING FACILITIES WITH EXCESS CAPACITY 

Project No. Project Name Cost to Existing Cost to 10-year Growth 

4 Triumph Blvd $536,875  $424,422  
5 Triumph Blvd $297,849  $258,262  
6 700 South $80,735  $26,129  
7 700 South $506,398  $163,893  
8 3600 West $697,493  $533,377  
8b 600 East: Dry Creek to 2600 North $0  $3,570,000  
9 2600 North $1,003,029  $0  
10 1500 North $885,440  $0  
11 1200 West $171,996  $73,713  
12 1200 West $133,213  $31,141  
13 1200 West $127,016  $82,622  
13b 2300 West: Main Street to 2100 North $3,928,500  $1,891,500  
14 3200 North $546,843  $0  
14b 700 South: 2300 West to 500 West $803,670  $260,098  
15 Traverse Mtn Blvd $784,515  $253,903  
15b 1100 West / Main Street $469,412  $0  
16 Center St $513,977  $166,345  
17 Center St $83,160  $17,640  
18 Traffic Signals $467,252  $151,223  
19 Road Widening $584,064  $189,029  
20 2300 West $174,183  $67,458  
21 2300 West $166,847  $61,972  
22 700 South $70,245  $22,734  
23 4600 West $104,197  $33,723  
24 4800 West $399,756  $129,379  
25 N Frontage Rd $498,813  $65,881  
26 Flight Park Rd $630,881  $204,181  
27 N Frontage Rd $200,245  $687,863  
Addl Additional Projects $3,386,012  $1,095,861  
Total TOTAL COSTS $18,252,615  $10,462,347  
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Identify the Anticipated Impact on System Improvements Required by the 
Anticipated Development Activity to Maintain the Established Level of Service 
for Each Public Facility and Demonstrate How the Anticipated Impacts are 
Reasonably Related to the New Development Activity 
Utah Code 11-36a-304(1)(b)(c)  
 

To maintain service levels, Lehi’s IFFP identifies a total of 19 roadway projects necessitated by new 
development.  Total roadway costs attributable to new development are $8,557,213.3 
 

A portion of the new roadway projects will benefit existing development as shown in Table 6.  Therefore, 
$9,732,870 in costs will need to be credited in the impact fee calculations so that new development 
does not pay more than its fair share. 
 
TABLE 6: ROADWAY NEW CONSTRUCTION COSTS 

Project 
No. Project Name 

Cost to 
Existing 

Cost to 10-year 
Growth 

1 
Flight Park Road: East Frontage Road to Mountain Point 
Blvd 

$0  $151,852  

3 Skye Center Street Improvements $0  $1,590,000  
12 Triumph Blvd: 2100 North to 2150 North $691,576  $143,112  
16 300 west: North of 300 North (East Side) $67,284  $21,776  
18 Highland Blvd 11800 North to Grant Blvd $0  $350,000  
19 1200 East: 2600 North to Utah Highlands Dr $664,560  $223,117  
20 3600 West: 900 North to 2100 North $0  $641,561  
22 1500 North: 3600 West to 2300 West $231,353  $281,647  
23 2300 West: Pioneer Crossing to Main Street $5,231,830  $2,031,320  
24 500 West: Main St to State St $464,806  $69,720  
26 900 North: 600 East to American Fork $0  $304,260  
27 400 East: 300 North to State Street $206,057  $66,688  
28 500 East: 300 North to 400 North $0  $68,410  
29 300 North: 720 East to 850 East $0  $94,615  
30 1300 south: 1400 West to 1700 West $0  $320,183  
31 Pony Express Pkwy: Center St to American Fork $0  $1,214,200  
33 Traffic Signals Multiple Locations (16) $1,992,354  $644,802  
Addl Master Plans $183,050  $339,950  
Total TOTAL COSTS $9,732,870  $8,557,213  

 
 
The total cost of nearly $8.6 million attributable to new development for roadway improvements 
between 2023 and 2033 must be shared proportionately between the additional ADTs projected for that 
time period.  ADTs citywide are projected to grow by 129,730 trips between 2023 and 2033. While 
volume on some existing roads may actually decrease, volume will increase on new roads constructed. 
Therefore, the increased volume and capacity impacts need to be viewed as part of an overall system 
of roads.   

 
3 IFFP, Table 6-2 not including IFFP and IFA costs. 
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Estimate the Proportionate Share of (i) the Costs for Existing Capacity That Will 
Be Recouped; and (ii) The Costs of Impacts on System Improvements That Are 
Reasonably Related to the New Development Activity; and Identify How the 
Impact Fee was Calculated 
Utah Code 11-36a-304(1)(d)(e)  
 
Existing Excess Capacity Cost Calculation 
The cost per trip for excess capacity is $80.65 based on a buy-in to excess capacity cost of $10,462,347 
as shown previously in Table 5. 
 
TABLE 7: EXCESS CAPACITY COST PER TRIP 

Buy-In to Excess Capacity Amount 

Actual Cost to New Development $10,462,347 
Growth in ADTs, 2023-2033                            129,730  
Cost per ADT $80.65 

 
 
New Construction Cost Calculation 

To maintain its existing service levels, Lehi will need to construct additional roadway facilities, as 
identified previously in table 6. New construction costs of $65.96 per trip are shown in table 8. 
 
TABLE 8: PROPORTIONATE SHARE CALCULATION – NEW CONSTRUCTION COST FOR ROADWAYS 

New Roadways Amount 

Roadway New Construction $8,557,213 
Growth in ADTs, 2023-2033                            129,730  
Cost per ADT $65.96 

 
 

Other Cost Calculations 
Utah law allows for the cost of developing the Impact Fee Facility Plan and Impact Fee Analysis to be 
included in the calculation of impact fees. These costs are then shared proportionately among the 
additional trips generated between 2023 and 2033. 
 
TABLE 9:  PROPORTIONATE SHARE CALCULATION – CONSULTING COSTS  

Description Amount 

Total Consultant Costs $34,000 
Growth in ADTs, 2023-2033                            129,730  
Cost per ADT $0.26 

 
Lehi City has a balance of $1,758,901 in its transportation impact fee fund.4 A portion of these funds 
can be used to pay for the portion of new construction projects that will benefit existing development 
and is credited later in this analysis. 

 
4 Source: Lehi City, January 2026 
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Summary of Impact Fees 
 
TABLE 10: SUMMARY OF GROSS COST PER TRIP BEFORE CREDITS 

Description Amount 

Buy-In Cost $80.65 

New Road Construction $65.96 

Consultant Cost $0.26 

Fund Balance Credit $0.00 

Gross Cost per Trip $146.87 
  
 
The cost per trip is $146.87 before credits for existing deficiencies.  The IFFP identifies a total of 
$9,732,870 in new projects that will benefit existing development.  This amount can be partially offset 
by the current fund balance of $1,758,901.  If credits are spread over 10 years and then divided by the 
total ADTs projected for each year, the resulting cost per ADT is less than $2.00 per year as shown in 
Table 12.  The net present value (NPV) of these future projects is then calculated using a discount rate 
of 5 percent. 
 
TABLE 11: SUMMARY OF GROSS COST PER TRIP BEFORE CREDITS 

Credit for Existing Deficiencies Amount 

Existing deficiency amount $9,732,870 
Offset by fund balance ($1,758,901) 
Existing deficiency amt after offset $7,973,969 
Term in years 10 
Payment per year $797,397 

 
 
TABLE 12: SUMMARY OF GROSS COST PER TRIP BEFORE CREDITS 

Year Payment ADTs Payment per ADT NPV* 

2026 $797,397            436,018  $1.83 $12.66  
2027 $797,397              448,417  $1.78 $11.47  
2028 $797,397                461,168  $1.73 $10.26  
2029 $797,397                 474,281  $1.68 $9.05  
2030 $797,397                   487,768  $1.63 $7.82  
2031 $797,397                 501,638  $1.59 $6.57  
2032 $797,397                       515,902  $1.55 $5.31  
2033 $797,397                      530,572  $1.50 $4.03  
2034 $797,397                538,803  $1.48 $2.73  
2035 $797,397                547,162  $1.46 $1.39  
*NPV = net present value discounted at 5 percent 

 
Credits for existing deficiencies are then subtracted from the gross cost per trip to arrive at the 
maximum cost per trip per year. 
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TABLE 13: CREDIT FOR EXISTING DEFICIENCIES 

Year Gross Cost per Trip 
Credit for Existing 

Deficiencies 
Max Cost per Trip 

2026 $146.87  ($12.66) $134.21  
2027 $146.87  ($11.47) $135.40  
2028 $146.87  ($10.26) $136.61  
2029 $146.87  ($9.05) $137.82  
2030 $146.87  ($7.82) $139.05  
2031 $146.87  ($6.57) $140.30  
2032 $146.87  ($5.31) $141.56  
2033 $146.87  ($4.03) $142.84  
2034 $146.87  ($2.73) $144.14  
2035 $146.87  ($1.39) $145.48  

 
 
The maximum cost per trip per year is then applied to standards set by the Institute of Transportation 
Engineers (ITE) to evaluate the number of daily trips per development type.  Table 14 below shows basic 
categories from the ITE manual, 12th edition for which the City can charge impact fees and illustrates 
how fees are calculated based on the number of daily trips generated by land use type and trips per 
unit.  For a land use type that does not fit easily into the categories in Tables 14 and 15, the City may 
choose, at its discretion, to refer to additional land use categories as found in the ITE manual, 12th 
edition. 
 
TABLE 14: RECOMMENDED MAXIMUM TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEES INTO MAJOR GROUPINGS, YEAR 2026 MAXIMUM FEE PER UNIT 

ITE Code ITE Land Use, 12th 
Edition 

Unit ITE Daily Trip 
Rate* 

Pass-By Adjusted Trip 
Rate 

2026 

130 Industrial Park 130 
1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Floor Area 

2.68   2.68 $359.68 

140 Manufacturing 1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Floor Area 

4.27   4.27 $573.07 

150 Warehousing 
1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Floor Area 1.38   1.38 $185.21 

151 Mini-Warehouse 
1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Floor Area 

1.29   1.29 $173.13 

151 Mini-Warehouse Storage Units (100s) 17.96   17.96 $2,410.38 

210 
Single-Family 
Detached Housing 

Dwelling Unit 9.09   9.09 $1,219.95 

215 

Single-Family 
Attached Housing 
(shared wall with 
adjoining unit) 

Dwelling Unit 6.57   6.57 $881.75 

220 

Multifamily 
Housing (Low-Rise) 
- Not Close to Rail 
Transit 

Dwelling Unit 6.21   6.21 $833.43 

221 

Multifamily 
Housing (Mid-Rise) 
- Not Close to Rail 
Transit 4-10 stories 

Dwelling Unit 4.46   4.46 $598.57 

240 Mobile Home Park Occupied Dwelling 
Unit 

7.87   7.87 $1,056.22 
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ITE Code 
ITE Land Use, 12th 
Edition 

Unit 
ITE Daily Trip 

Rate* 
Pass-By 

Adjusted Trip 
Rate 

2026 

254 Assisted Living Bed 4.14   4.14 $555.62 
310 Hotel Room 5.84   5.84 $783.77 
445 Movie Theater Movie Screens 78.09   78.09 $10,480.30 
520 Elementary School Students 2.27   2.27 $304.65 

522 
Middle School / 
Junior High School 

Students 2.09   2.09 $280.49 

525 High School Students 1.94   1.94 $260.36 

530 
Private School (K-
8) 

Students 4.11   4.11 $551.59 

560 Church 1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Floor Area 

31.46   31.46 $4,222.18 

565 Day Care Center 
1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Floor Area 

39.30 44% 22.01 $2,953.65 

590 Library 
1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Floor Area 

72.05   72.05 $9,669.69 

610 Hospital 1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Floor Area 

23.87   23.87 $3,203.54 

710 
General Office 
Building 

1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Floor Area 7.83   7.83 $1,050.85 

720 
Medical-Dental 
Office Building - 
Stand-Alone 

1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Floor Area 34.03   34.03 $4,567.10 

770 Business Park 
1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Floor Area 9.97   9.97 $1,338.05 

812 
Building Material 
and Lumber Store 

1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Floor Area 

11.70   11.70 $1,570.23 

817 
Nursery (Garden 
Center) 

1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Floor Area 

68.10   68.10 $9,139.56 

820 Shopping Center 
(>300k) 

1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Leasable Area 

36.39 19% 29.48 $3,955.90 

820 
Shopping Center 
(150-300k) 

1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Leasable Area 

36.39 29% 25.84 $3,467.52 

821 
Shopping Plaza 
(40-150k) - 
Supermarket - Yes 

1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Leasable Area 

101.43 40% 60.86 $8,167.63 

821 
Shopping Plaza 
(40-150k) - 
Supermarket - No  

1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Leasable Area 65.38 40% 39.23 $5,264.71 

822 
Strip Retail Plaza 
(<40k) 

1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Leasable Area 54.45 40% 32.67 $4,384.57 

840 
Automobile Sales 
(New) 

1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Floor Area 

27.84   27.84 $3,736.35 

841 
Automobile Sales 
(Used) 

1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Floor Area 

27.06   27.06 $3,631.67 

848 Tire Store 
1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Floor Area 28.54 25% 21.41 $2,872.72 

850 Supermarket 
1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Floor Area 

92.29 24% 70.14 $9,413.40 

851 
Convenience 
Market 

1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Floor Area 

651.94 51% 319.45 $42,872.82 

912 Drive-in Bank 1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Floor Area 

98.85 35% 64.25 $8,623.20 

932 
High-Turnover (Sit-
Down) Restaurant  

1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Floor Area 103.75 43% 59.14 $7,936.72 
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ITE Code 
ITE Land Use, 12th 
Edition 

Unit 
ITE Daily Trip 

Rate* 
Pass-By 

Adjusted Trip 
Rate 

2026 

933 
Fast Food without 
Drive-Through 
Window 

1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Floor Area 

413.41 55% 186.03 $24,967.32 

934 

Fast-Food 
Restaurant with 
Drive-Through 
Window 

1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Floor Area 

448.12 55% 201.65 $27,063.58 

942 
Automobile Care 
Center *** 

1000 Sq. Feet Gross 
Floor Area 41.61   41.61 $5,584.39 

944 
Gasoline/Service 
Station 

Vehicle Fueling 
Position 

172.01 57% 73.96 $9,926.60 

945 
Convenience 
Store/Gas Station - 
GFA (2-4k) 

Vehicle Fueling 
Position 

211.05 56% 92.86 $12,462.82 

945 
Convenience 
Store/Gas Station - 
GFA (4-5.5k) 

Vehicle Fueling 
Position 203.49 56% 89.54 $12,016.39 

945 
Convenience 
Store/Gas Station - 
GFA (5.5-10k) 

Vehicle Fueling 
Position 203.35 56% 89.47 $12,008.13 

947 
Self Service Car 
Wash Wash Stall 108.00   108.00 $14,494.46 

*ITE Trip rates are based on the 12th edition, with the exception of churches, movie theaters, nurseries and self-service car 
washes which are based on the 11th edition, due to lack of data in the 12th edition for those categories. 

 
 
TABLE 15: RECOMMENDED MAXIMUM TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEES INTO MAJOR GROUPINGS, YEARS 2027-2033 MAXIMUM FEE PER UNIT 

ITE Code 
ITE Land Use, 12th 
Edition 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 

130 
Industrial Park 
130 

$362.88 $366.11 $369.37 $372.66 $376.00 $379.38 $382.81 

140 Manufacturing $578.17 $583.32 $588.51 $593.76 $599.07 $604.45 $609.92 

150 Warehousing $186.86 $188.52 $190.20 $191.89 $193.61 $195.35 $197.12 

151 Mini-Warehouse $174.67 $176.23 $177.79 $179.38 $180.98 $182.61 $184.26 

151 Mini-Warehouse $2,431.85 $2,453.49 $2,475.33 $2,497.40 $2,519.74 $2,542.39 $2,565.38 

210 
Single-Family 
Detached 
Housing 

$1,230.82 $1,241.77 $1,252.82 $1,264.00 $1,275.30 $1,286.76 $1,298.40 

215 

Single-Family 
Attached Housing 
(shared wall with 
adjoining unit) 

$889.60 $897.52 $905.51 $913.58 $921.75 $930.04 $938.45 

220 

Multifamily 
Housing (Low-
Rise) - Not Close 
to Rail Transit 

$840.86 $848.34 $855.89 $863.52 $871.25 $879.08 $887.03 

221 

Multifamily 
Housing (Mid-
Rise) - Not Close 
to Rail Transit 4-
10 stories 

$603.90 $609.27 $614.70 $620.18 $625.73 $631.35 $637.06 

240 Mobile Home Park $1,065.63 $1,075.11 $1,084.68 $1,094.35 $1,104.14 $1,114.06 $1,124.14 

74



 

17 

 Zions Public Finance, Inc. | January 2026 
 

Lehi City | DRAFT Transportation Impact Fee Analysis  

ITE Code 
ITE Land Use, 12th 
Edition 

2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 

254 Assisted Living $560.57 $565.56 $570.59 $575.68 $580.83 $586.05 $591.35 

310 Hotel $790.76 $797.79 $804.90 $812.07 $819.34 $826.70 $834.18 

445 Movie Theater $10,573.67 $10,667.76 $10,762.72 $10,858.69 $10,955.82 $11,054.29 $11,154.24 

520 
Elementary 
School 

$307.37 $310.10 $312.86 $315.65 $318.48 $321.34 $324.24 

522 
Middle School / 
Junior High School 

$282.99 $285.51 $288.05 $290.62 $293.22 $295.86 $298.53 

525 High School $262.68 $265.02 $267.38 $269.76 $272.18 $274.62 $277.11 

530 
Private School (K-
8) 

$556.51 $561.46 $566.46 $571.51 $576.62 $581.80 $587.07 

560 Church $4,259.80 $4,297.70 $4,335.96 $4,374.62 $4,413.76 $4,453.42 $4,493.69 

565 Day Care Center $2,979.96 $3,006.48 $3,033.24 $3,060.29 $3,087.66 $3,115.42 $3,143.59 

590 Library $9,755.83 $9,842.65 $9,930.26 $10,018.80 $10,108.43 $10,199.28 $10,291.50 

610 Hospital $3,232.09 $3,260.85 $3,289.87 $3,319.21 $3,348.90 $3,379.00 $3,409.55 

710 
General Office 
Building 

$1,060.21 $1,069.64 $1,079.17 $1,088.79 $1,098.53 $1,108.40 $1,118.42 

720 
Medical-Dental 
Office Building - 
Stand-Alone 

$4,607.79 $4,648.79 $4,690.17 $4,731.99 $4,774.32 $4,817.23 $4,860.79 

770 Business Park $1,349.97 $1,361.99 $1,374.11 $1,386.36 $1,398.76 $1,411.34 $1,424.10 

812 
Building Material 
and Lumber Store 

$1,584.22 $1,598.32 $1,612.55 $1,626.93 $1,641.48 $1,656.23 $1,671.21 

817 
Nursery (Garden 
Center) 

$9,220.99 $9,303.04 $9,385.85 $9,469.54 $9,554.25 $9,640.12 $9,727.29 

820 
Shopping Center 
(>300k) 

$3,991.14 $4,026.66 $4,062.50 $4,098.73 $4,135.39 $4,172.56 $4,210.29 

820 
Shopping Center 
(150-300k) 

$3,498.41 $3,529.54 $3,560.96 $3,592.71 $3,624.85 $3,657.43 $3,690.50 

821 
Shopping Plaza 
(40-150k) - 
Supermarket - Yes 

$8,240.40 $8,313.72 $8,387.72 $8,462.52 $8,538.22 $8,614.95 $8,692.85 

821 
Shopping Plaza 
(40-150k) - 
Supermarket - No  

$5,311.61 $5,358.88 $5,406.58 $5,454.79 $5,503.59 $5,553.05 $5,603.26 

822 
Strip Retail Plaza 
(<40k) 

$4,423.64 $4,463.00 $4,502.73 $4,542.88 $4,583.52 $4,624.71 $4,666.53 

840 
Automobile Sales 
(New) 

$3,769.64 $3,803.18 $3,837.03 $3,871.25 $3,905.88 $3,940.98 $3,976.62 

841 
Automobile Sales 
(Used) 

$3,664.02 $3,696.63 $3,729.53 $3,762.79 $3,796.45 $3,830.57 $3,865.20 

848 Tire Store $2,898.32 $2,924.11 $2,950.13 $2,976.44 $3,003.07 $3,030.06 $3,057.45 

850 Supermarket $9,497.27 $9,581.78 $9,667.07 $9,753.27 $9,840.51 $9,928.96 $10,018.74 

851 
Convenience 
Market 

$43,254.78 $43,639.68 $44,028.12 $44,420.71 $44,818.08 $45,220.88 $45,629.78 

912 Drive-in Bank $8,700.02 $8,777.44 $8,855.57 $8,934.53 $9,014.46 $9,095.47 $9,177.72 
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ITE Code 
ITE Land Use, 12th 
Edition 

2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 

932 
High-Turnover 
(Sit-Down) 
Restaurant  

$8,007.43 $8,078.69 $8,150.60 $8,223.27 $8,296.84 $8,371.40 $8,447.10 

933 
Fast Food without 
Drive-Through 
Window 

$25,189.75 $25,413.90 $25,640.11 $25,868.74 $26,100.15 $26,334.73 $26,572.85 

934 

Fast-Food 
Restaurant with 
Drive-Through 
Window 

$27,304.69 $27,547.66 $27,792.86 $28,040.69 $28,291.53 $28,545.80 $28,803.92 

942 
Automobile Care 
Center *** 

$5,634.15 $5,684.28 $5,734.88 $5,786.01 $5,837.77 $5,890.24 $5,943.50 

944 
Gasoline/Service 
Station 

$10,015.04 $10,104.16 $10,194.09 $10,284.99 $10,377.00 $10,470.26 $10,564.94 

945 
Convenience 
Store/Gas Station 
- GFA (2-4k) 

$12,573.85 $12,685.74 $12,798.66 $12,912.78 $13,028.30 $13,145.39 $13,264.25 

945 
Convenience 
Store/Gas Station 
- GFA (4-5.5k) 

$12,123.45 $12,231.33 $12,340.20 $12,450.24 $12,561.61 $12,674.51 $12,789.11 

945 
Convenience 
Store/Gas Station 
- GFA (5.5-10k) 

$12,115.11 $12,222.91 $12,331.71 $12,441.67 $12,552.97 $12,665.79 $12,780.31 

947 
Self Service Car 
Wash 

$14,623.59 $14,753.72 $14,885.05 $15,017.77 $15,152.12 $15,288.30 $15,426.54 
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Lehi City | DRAFT Transportation Impact Fee Analysis  

 

Certification 
 
Zions Public Finance, Inc. certifies that the attached impact fee analysis: 
 
1. Includes only the costs of public facilities that are: 

a.  allowed under the Impact Fees Act; and 
b.  actually incurred; or 
c.  projected to be incurred or encumbered within six years after the day on which each 

impact fee is paid; 
 

2. Does not include: 
a.  costs of operation and maintenance of public facilities; or 
b.  costs for qualifying public facilities that will raise the level of service for the facilities, 

through impact fees, above the level of service that is supported by existing residents;  
 

3. Offsets costs with grants or other alternate sources of payment; and 
 
4.  Complies in each and every relevant respect with the Impact Fees Act. 
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Agenda Item No: 6
 City Council Agenda Item Report
Meeting Date: January 27, 2026
Submitted By: Teisha WIlson
Submitting Department: 
Item Type: Resolution
Agenda Section: Regular Agenda

Subject:
Consideration of Resolution #2026-04, approving an Agreement with RME for the Construction of the
Skye Substation.

Suggested Action:

Attachments:

Res 2026-04.docx

Agreement-Skye Substation Construction (clean).docx

PO #8271 RME.pdf
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RESOLUTION NO. 2026-04 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE LEHI CITY COUNCIL APPROVING AN AGREEMENT 
WITH RME FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE SKYE SUBSTATION 

  
WHEREAS, Lehi City (“City”) desires to construct the Skye substation; 
 
WHEREAS, the City issued RFP 2025-22 to identify firms and companies who 

would best serve the needs of the City to perform such work; 
 
WHEREAS, based on RME Inc.’s submission, the City selected and now desires 

to contract with RME to perform the work as specified in the RFP; 
 
 WHEREAS, on January 27, 2026, the Lehi City Council held a duly-noticed public 
meeting to ascertain the facts regarding this matter, which facts and comments are 
found in the meeting record; and, 

 
WHEREAS, after considering the facts and comments presented to the City 

Council, the Council finds: (i) that it should approve an Agreement with RME; and (ii) 
such action furthers the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Lehi. 

 
 NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the City Council of Lehi City, Utah, as follows: 
 

1. The Agreement between Lehi City and RME attached hereto as Exhibit “A” is 
hereby approved and the Mayor is authorized to execute the Agreement and take all 
other such action as is necessary to make it effective. 
 

2. This resolution shall take effect immediately. 
  
Approved and Adopted by the City Council of Lehi City, Utah this 27th day of January, 
2026. 
 

LEHI CITY        ATTEST 

 

 

_______________________________  

 __________________________________ 

Paul Binns, Mayor       Teisha Wilson, City Recorder 
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AGREEMENT FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE SKYE SUBSTATION 
 
THIS AGREEMENT FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OFTHE SKYE SUBSTATION (“Agreement”) 
is made and entered into and effective as of the date the last party signs below (“Effective 
Date”) by and between Lehi City, 153 North 100 East, Lehi, Utah 84043 (“City”) and RME Inc., 
P.O. Box 190, Clearfield, Utah 84089 (“Contractor”). 
 
WHEREAS, City desires to contract for the construction of the Skye substation as described in 
the City’s RFP No. 2022-04 (the “Work”); and 
 
WHEREAS, Contractor submitted a proposal which City determined to be the lowest 
responsive and most responsible proposal and the City desires to contract with Contractor to 
perform the Work; 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the premises, the covenants and conditions set forth 
in this Agreement, and in further consideration of the execution of this Agreement and other 
good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which is hereby acknowledged, 
City and Contractor agree as follows: 
 

1. Scope of Work.  City hereby hires Contractor and Contractor agrees to be bound to the 
City to perform the Work as described in RFP No. 2025-22 (including addendums, if 
any) and the Contractor’s proposal dated December11, 2025, both attached hereto as 
Exhibit A, and both of which are referred to as the “Contract Documents” and by this 
reference are incorporated herein and made a part hereof. 
 

2. Term.  The Work shall commence on the Effective Date and shall be completed no later 
than February 28, 2027. If circumstances arise that necessitate a change of the 
completion date, the Parties shall execute a change order for the new date of 
completion. 

 
3. Payment.  City shall pay Contractor a total of $1,987,044 (“Payment”), which price shall 

not be exceeded without prior written approval as described in this Agreement. 
 

4. Changes in Performance. All changes in performance of this Agreement shall be 
described in detail on a change order request form, provided by the City, and which 
must be authorized in writing by an authorized representative of the City prior to 
commencing any proposed changes in performance. Contractor shall not be entitled to 
any additional consideration for changes in performance which were not authorized as 
contemplated by this section, nor for the correction of any mistakes attributable in any 
way to Contractor, or its employees, agents, subcontractors, independent contractors, 
and the like. 
 

5. Withholding Payment for Defective Performance. The City may withhold or, on 
account of subsequently discovered evidence, nullify the whole or part of any of the 
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Payment to the extent that the City reasonably determines such withholding is 
necessary to protect itself from loss or liability on the account of defective or 
incomplete performance by Contractor, including but not limited to defective goods or 
services not remedied, or any other failure to comply with the terms and conditions of 
this Agreement. 
 

6. Termination.  The City may terminate this Agreement at any time if, in the sole 
discretion of the City, Contractor’s performance under this Agreement is 
unsatisfactory, Contractor fails to perform its duties and obligations required by this 
Agreement with diligence or within the time specified herein, or Contractor has 
otherwise materially breached this Agreement.   
 
6.1 Before terminating this Agreement if Contractor’s performance is unsatisfactory, 

the City shall first provide written notice to Contractor of the City’s intention to 
terminate this Agreement.  The notice of termination must be provided by City to 
Contractor at least seven (7) calendar days prior to termination. After receiving 
such notice of termination from City, Contractor shall have the next five (5) 
working days in which to cure any deficiency noted by the City. If Contractor 
adequately cures any such deficiency to the sole satisfaction of the City, this 
Agreement shall continue. However, in the event Contractor fails to adequately 
cure any such deficiency, this Agreement shall terminate and Contractor shall be 
liable for any resulting damages associated with the deficiency and breach of this 
Agreement.  The City may pursue any such damages through all available means, 
whether in law or in equity, or both. 
 

6.2 The City may, in its sole discretion, terminate, suspend, or abandon this 
Agreement without cause at any time by providing written notice to Contractor of 
the City’s intention to terminate this Agreement without cause.  The notice of 
termination shall be provided by the City to Contractor at least seven (7) calendar 
days prior to termination. 

 
6.3 Any Work which Contractor has completed or performed prior to the date of any 

termination, suspension, or abandonment shall be recorded and tangible work 
documents shall be transferred to, and become the sole property of, the City.  If 
the City has terminated this Agreement without cause, then subsequently 
requests Contractor to recommence its performance of the Work after more than 
three (3) months from the date of termination, the consideration payment 
amount shall be subject to renegotiation at the request of either party hereto. 

  
If City terminates this Agreement without cause, Contractor shall be paid a pro 
rata portion of the Payment for the reasonable value of the Work that Contractor 
has completed or performed prior to the date of termination. 

 
6.4 If the Lehi City Council decides not to appropriate a sufficient amount of resources 
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to fund the consideration payment, this Agreement shall be void and of no further 
force or effect. In the event of such non-appropriation of resources, the City shall 
be relieved of all of its obligations contemplated by this Agreement, including but 
not limited to the Payment. In the event of such non-appropriation of resources, 
Contractor shall be entitled to payment for all services performed prior to being 
notified of the non-appropriation event. 

 
7. Taxes. 

 
7.1 Each party shall be solely responsible for any tax liability which it may incur as a 

result of this Agreement. 
 

8. Indemnification and Insurance. 
 
8.1 Contractor shall be solely responsible for any damage or injury which it, or its 

employees, agents, subcontractors, independent contractors, and the like may 
cause in the performance of this Agreement.  Consequently, to the fullest extent 
permitted by law, Contractor shall indemnify, defend, and hold harmless the City, 
any subsidiary or affiliate of the City, and its past, present and future agents, 
representatives, and employees from and against all claims, damages, lawsuits, 
losses, liabilities, liens, cost, citations, penalties, fines and expenses, including but 
not limited to attorneys’ fees, arising out of or resulting from Contractor’s 
performance of this Agreement, provided that such claims, damages, losses, 
liabilities, liens, costs, citations, penalties, fines, and expenses are caused in whole 
or in part by any negligent, grossly negligent, reckless, or intentional act or 
omission attributable in any way to Contractor, or its employees, agents, 
subcontractors, independent contractors, and the like, or anyone directly or 
indirectly employed by Contractor or any subcontractor, or any party for whose 
acts Contractor may be liable, regardless of whether liability is imposed upon such 
party.  Such obligation shall not be construed to negate, abridge, or otherwise 
reduce any other right or obligation of indemnity, which may otherwise exist in 
favor of the City.  In any and all claims against the City, or any subsidiary or 
affiliate, or any of its past, present or future agents, representatives, or 
employees, by Contractor, or its current or former employees, agents, 
subcontractors, independent contractors, and the like, or anyone directly or 
indirectly employed by any of them or anyone for whose acts any of them may be 
liable, the indemnification obligation under this paragraph shall not be limited in 
any way by the amount or types of damages, compensations, or benefits payable 
by or for Contractor, or any subcontractor, worker’s compensation acts, disability 
benefit acts, or other employee benefit acts. 

 
8.2 Contractor, at its own expense, shall provide: Workers' Compensation Insurance: 

Statutory workers' compensation insurance (Part A).  Such insurance shall also 
include employer’s liability (Part B) insurance in a limit of not less than $1,000,000 
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for each: accident, disease and employee.  No owner or officer may be excluded. 
Rights of subrogation against the city shall be waived. for the payment of workers’ 
compensation benefits to its employees employed on or in connection with the 
performance of this Agreement, and in accordance with applicable State and 
Federal laws. 

 
8.3 Contractor, at its own expense, shall maintain General Liability Insurance: 

Commercial General Liability insurance written on an occurrence basis, arising out 
of claims for bodily injury (including death), property damage, products liability, 
completed operations liability, personal injury, advertising injury, damage to 
premises rented to you, with not less than $3,300,000 per occurrence and 
$3,300,000 aggregate, with the contractor naming the City as Additional Insured 
for ongoing and completed operations, on a primary and non-contributory basis, 
with rights of subrogation against the city waived. 

 
8.4 Contractor, at its own expense, shall maintain automobile public liability 

insurance with combined single limits of at least $1,000,000. Such benefits and 
coverage shall not be deemed to limit Contractor’s liability under this Agreement.  
It is intended by this Section that the requirements set forth herein will satisfy 
applicable minimum requirements under Utah law.  However, in the event that 
the foregoing requirements do not satisfy applicable Utah law, Contractor must 
maintain automobile public liability insurance in amounts satisfying applicable 
Utah law. 

 
8.5 Before commencing the Work, and at any time thereafter upon written request by 

the City, Contractor shall furnish the City with a copy of certificates of insurance 
as evidence that policies providing the coverage required by this Agreement are in 
effect. 

 
8.6 All insurance required by this Agreement, with the exception of worker’s 

compensation and employer’s liability policies, shall include the City, its directors, 
officers, agents, and employees as additional insured persons with respect to the 
activities of Contractor in the performance of this Agreement, or that of its 
employees, agents, subcontractors, independent contractors, and the like.  Any 
certificate presented as evidence of insurance shall specify the date when such 
benefits and insurance expire.  Unless a different length of time is expressly set 
forth in this Agreement, Contractor shall maintain any insurance required by this 
Agreement until after the Work has been fully performed by Contractor, and 
subsequently approved and accepted by the City.  Contractor shall provide the 
City with written notice at least sixty (60) days in advance of any cancellation, 
termination, or material alteration of said policies of insurance. 

 
9. Performance and Warranty Bonds or Letters of Credit. 
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9.1 Prior to commencing work on the Work, Contractor must provide the City with a 
performance bond and payment bond in the amount of the Payment. The 
completed performance bond and payments bond are attached hereto as Exhibit 
B. In the event that Contractor fails to provide a performance bond and payment 
bond within 10 days of the Effective Date, this Agreement shall be void. 

 
9.2 The purpose of the performance bond and payment bond is to guarantee the 

proper completion by Contractor of the Work as contemplated by this Agreement 
and payment to subcontractors. 

 
9.3 The performance bond and payment bond shall remain valid until the City 

approves of and accepts the Work, as set forth in Section 9.4. 
 

9.4 Prior to the City’s approval and acceptance of the Work, Contractor must provide 
the City with a one-year (“Warranty Period”) warranty bond in the amount of 10% 
of the Payment. The completed warranty bond is attached as Exhibit C. 

 
9.4.1 The purposes of the warranty bond is to guarantee that the Work:  

 
(A)  complies with this Agreement; and  
 
(B) will not fail in any material respect as a result of poor workmanship or 
materials within the Warranty Period. 

 
9.5 The warranty bond shall remain valid for the entire Warranty Period. 
 
9.6 Approval and acceptance of the Work shall be deemed to have occurred when 

each of the following events have been satisfied: 
 

(A) Contractor provides written notice to the City that Contractor considers 
the Work to be complete. 
 
(B) The City provides written approval and acceptance of the Work, or fails 
to provide a written response to Contractor, within thirty (30) days after 
receiving the notification contemplated by Section 9.6(A), indicating the 
additional work which the City considers incomplete pursuant to this 
Agreement. 

 
10.  Representations and Warranties. 

 
10.1 Each party represents that:  
 

10.1.1. Its signatory has the authority to the party to this Agreement. 
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10.1.2 It has not sold, assigned, or otherwise transferred any interest in the 
claims or subject matter contemplated by this Agreement. 

 
10.2 Contractor represents and warrants that: 

 
10.2.1. Contractor has sufficiently and reasonably researched the requirements 

of this Agreement, understands the same, and is able to competently 
perform each of its duties and obligations required hereunder. 

 
10.2.2. Contractor warrants the workmanship, materials, proper functioning, 

and manner of the Work contemplated by this Agreement for the entire 
Warranty Period. In the event that any portion of the Work does not 
remain in good and operating condition (in the sole judgment of the City) 
during the Warranty Period (ordinary wear and tear excepted), 
Contractor, at its own expense, shall immediately perform all necessary 
repairs and replacements to maintain such inadequate Work in good and 
operating condition (to the City’s sole satisfaction).  Should any portion 
of the Work imminently jeopardize the health and safety of the City, or 
any other individual, the City may perform any necessary repairs and 
replacements (or arrange for a third party to perform such services) at 
Contractor’s expense – to be paid by Contractor within thirty (30) days of 
receiving a notice of indebtedness from the City. 

 
10.2.3. Contractor shall perform its obligations required by this Agreement in a 

manner consistent with applicable professional and technical standards 
for Work of a similar and comparable nature, and shall ensure that the 
implementation thereof is also performed in an applicable professional, 
technical, and workman-like manner.  Contractor shall correct any defect 
in its performance at no additional cost to the City.  Upon request by the 
City, Contractor must be able to summarize and concisely report 
pertinent information associated with this Agreement and the 
performance thereof to the City in a timely manner.  Contractor shall not 
make any alterations or variations in or additions to, or omissions from, 
its duties and obligations contemplated by this Agreement, without the 
prior written consent of the City 

 
10.3 Contractor’s licensure or authority to transact business issued by the Utah 

Division of Corporations and Commercial Code and the Utah Division of 
Occupational and Professional Licensing, as well as any other required licensure, 
is currently active, and shall remain active throughout the performance of this 
Agreement. 
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11. Confidentiality. The parties acknowledge that this Agreement may be subject to 
public disclosure pursuant to the Government Records Access and Management Act, 
UTAH CODE ANN. § 63G-2-101, et seq., as the same may be amended from time to time. 

 
Notwithstanding the above, Contractor agrees that, except as directed by the City, 
Contractor shall not at any time during or after the term of this Agreement disclose to 
any person or entity any information or document provided by the City which the City 
has designated as “confidential” or “private.”  Upon the conclusion or termination of 
this Agreement, Contractor shall turn over to the City all documents, papers, and other 
matter, including copies thereof, which are in Contractor’s possession or control, and 
which are designated “confidential” or “private.” Contractor further agrees to bind its 
employees and any sub-contractors to the terms and conditions of this Section 11. 

 
12. Authority.  Each individual signing this Agreement warrants and represents that he or 

she has been authorized by appropriate action of the party which he or she represents 
and has authority to enter into this Agreement on behalf of the party. 

 
13. Notice. 

 
13.1 If any notice is required to be provided pursuant to the terms and conditions of 

this Agreement, said notice must be provided as follows: 
 

To the City:      To Contractor: 
Lehi City Corporation     RME, Inc. 
Attn: Joel Eves      Attn:  
153 North 100 East     [address] 
Lehi, Utah 84043     [address] 

 
13.2 If notice is sent via regular mail, commercial courier, and the like, receipt thereof 

shall be presumed on the third Calendar Day thereafter.   
 
14. Attorneys’ Fees and Costs.  Each party shall bear its own attorneys’ fees and costs 

incurred in connection with the drafting, execution, and performance of this 
Agreement.  However, if any action at law or in equity is necessary to enforce or 
interpret the terms of this Agreement, the prevailing party in such action shall be 
entitled to recover reasonable attorneys’ fees, legal costs, and other collection fees 
and costs incurred by the prevailing party in connection with the suit, both before and 
after the judgment, in addition to any other relief to which such party may be entitled. 

 
15. Non-Waiver.  No failure to exercise and no delay in exercising any right, remedy, or 

power under this Agreement shall operate as a waiver thereof, nor shall any single or 
partial exercise of any right, remedy, or power under this Agreement preclude any 
other or further exercise thereof, or the exercise of any other right, remedy or power 
provided herein or by law or in equity. 
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16. Binding Effect.  This Agreement is binding upon the parties and their proper and 

allowable heirs, legatees, representatives, successors, and assignees. 
 
17. Assignment.  Neither party may assign this Agreement nor delegate any 

responsibilities under this Agreement without prior written consent.  Any purported 
assignment or delegation in violation of this Section without prior written consent 
from the non-assigning party, shall be void and will be considered a material breach of 
this Agreement. 

 
18. Amendments.  This Agreement may not be modified, amended, or terminated, except 

by an instrument in writing. 
 
19. Time.  Time is of the essence with this Agreement, as well as every term, covenant, 

and condition contained herein. 
 
20. Force Majeure.  Neither party shall be liable for any failure or delay in performing an 

obligation under this Agreement that is due to causes beyond its reasonable control, 
such as natural catastrophes, governmental acts or omissions, laws or regulations, 
labor strikes or difficulties, pandemics, transportation stoppages or slowdowns or the 
inability to procure parts or materials.  If any of these causes continue to prevent or 
delay performance for more than 180 days, the non-delaying party may terminate this 
Agreement, effective immediately upon notice to the delaying party. 

 
21. Severability.  If any provision of this Agreement is determined to be invalid or 

unenforceable, the remaining provisions of this Agreement shall, nevertheless, be 
construed, performed, and enforced as if the invalidated or unenforceable provision 
had not been included in the text of the Agreement. 

 
22. Governing Law.  This Agreement shall be construed in accordance with the laws of the 

State of Utah. 
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23. Entire Agreement.  All agreements, covenants, representations and warranties, 
express or implied, oral or written, of the parties concerning the subject matter hereof 
are contained solely in this Agreement, subject to any implied warranties and 
conditions imposed upon the parties by Utah law.  No other agreements, covenants, 
representations, or warranties have been made by any party to any other party 
concerning the subject matter hereof.  All prior and contemporaneous conversations, 
negotiations, possible and alleged agreements, representations, covenants, and 
warranties concerning the subject matter hereof are merged herein.  This is an 
integrated agreement. 

 
 
 
 

[signature page follows] 
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Dated the _____ day of _______________, 2026.   
 
      RME, Inc. 
 
 
 

_________________________________ 
By: 
Its: 

STATE OF UTAH ) 
: ss. 

COUNTY OF UTAH   ) 

On this _____ day of ________________, 2026, personally appeared before me 
______________________, whose identity is personally known to me (or proven on the basis of 
satisfactory evidence) and who by me duly sworn/affirmed, did say that he/she is the 
______________________ of RME, Inc. and that said document was signed by him/her in 
behalf of said Corporation by Authority of its Bylaws, or (Resolution of its Board) and said 
___________________________ acknowledged to me that said Corporation executed the 
same. 
 
Witness my hand and official seal. 
 
 
__________________________________ 
(notary signature) 
 
Dated the _____ day of _______________, 2022. 
 

Lehi City Corporation 
 
 
 

____________________________________ 
Mayor Mark Johnson 

 
 
Attest: 
 
 
 
______________________________ 
Teisha, Wilson, City Recorder 
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EXHIBIT A – Contract Documents 
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EXHIBIT B – Performance/Payment Bonds 
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EXHIBIT C – Warranty Bond 
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Agenda Item No: 7
 City Council Agenda Item Report
Meeting Date: January 27, 2026
Submitted By: Katie Bussell
Submitting Department: Planning Division
Item Type: Resolution
Agenda Section: Regular Agenda

Subject:
Consideration of Resolution #2026-03, approving amendments to the ProSteel Customs Development
Agreement.

Suggested Action:

Attachments:

Res 2026-03.docx

CC Staff Report ProSteel Customs Dev Agreement Amendment 01.27.26.docx

Prosteel Customs Development Agreement Amendment (by SR Prime Auto) DRC 12.10.25.docx

Malakas Development agreement unsigned DRAFT with Kim's Comments.pdf

ProSteel Customs Development Agreement Amendment.pdf

ProSteel Customs aerial.pdf

ProSteel Customs Zoning.pdf

ProSteel Customs general plan.pdf
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RESOLUTION NO. 2026-03 
 

 
A RESOLUTION OF THE LEHI CITY COUNCIL APPROVING A DEVELOPMENT 

AGREEMENT AMENDMENT BETWEEN DUSTY YATES AND LEHI CITY 
 

WHEREAS, Dusty Yates (“Developer”) has a legal interest in certain real property 
and desires to develop a commercial project on the property for a business that would be 
classified as Automobile Sales/Rentals and needs an amendment to have the agreement 
be between the property owner and the City; 

WHEREAS, on January 8th, 2026, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed 
public meeting to ascertain the facts regarding this matter, which facts and comments are 
found in the meeting record; and, 

 
WHEREAS, after considering the facts and comments presented to the Planning 

Commission, the Council finds: (i) that it should approve the amendment to the previously 
approved Development Agreement with ProSteel Customs; and (ii) such action furthers 
the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Lehi. 

 
 NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the City Council of Lehi City, Utah, as follows: 
 

1. The Development Agreement attached hereto as Exhibit “A” is hereby 
approved and the Mayor is authorized to execute the agreement and take all other such 
action as is necessary to make it effective. 
 

2. This resolution shall take effect immediately. 
  
Approved and Adopted by the City Council of Lehi City, Utah this 27th day of January, 
2026. 
 

LEHI CITY       ATTEST 

 

 

_______________________________  

 __________________________________ 

Paul Binns, Mayor       Teisha Wilson, City Recorder 
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EXHIBIT A 

MALAKAS LLC DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 
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EXHIBIT B 

 

(Legal Description of the Property) 

ProSteel Customs Development Agreement 

Page 3 of 3 

 

 

 

Taxing Description:  COM S 1182.52 FT & E 73.04 FT FR NW COR. SEC. 18, T5S, R1E, 

SLB&M.; S 89 DEG 17' 52" E 226.77 FT; ALONG A CURVE TO R (CHORD BEARS: S 9 DEG 

24' 50" W 68.26 FT, RADIUS = 560 FT); ALONG A CURVE TO L (CHORD BEARS: S 7 DEG 

4' 28" W 130.1 FT, RADIUS = 640 FT); S 0 DEG 14' 26" W 22.29 FT; S 65 DEG 6' 19" W 17.88 

FT; S 4 DEG 4' 3" W 9.01 FT; S 45 DEG 35' 53" W 3.15 FT; S 0 DEG 1' 54" E 6.99 FT; ALONG 

A CURVE TO R (CHORD BEARS: S 77 DEG 45' 23" W 16.95 FT, RADIUS = 39 FT); N 89 

DEG 41' 16" W 179.38 FT; N 3 DEG 34' 8" E 250.33 FT TO BEG. AREA 1.227 AC.
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PROSTEEL CUSTOMS DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT AMENDMENT 

CITY COUNCIL REPORT 

Applicant Dusty Yates/SR Prime Auto 

Meeting Date January 27, 2026 

Requested Action/Purpose Review of a proposed Development Agreement 

amendment 

Location 2322 West Main Street 

Project Area 1.2 acres 

Existing Zoning Commercial  

General Plan Land Use Designation Commercial  

Existing Land Use Auto repair 

Adjacent Zoning and Land Use North R-2 Single-family residential  

South TH-5 Future commercial  

East R-2 Single-family residential  

West C Commercial  

Date of DRC Review December 10, 2025 

Date of Planning Commission Review January 8, 2026 

Assigned Planner Katie Bussell  

REQUIRED ACTION 

Planning Commission Review and recommendation  

City Council Final approval 

 

 
 

Section 29.020. Criteria for Entering into a Development Agreement.  

The city may enter into a development agreement only if the development agreement:  

 

A. Has been duly adopted by the City Council in accordance with the provisions of this chapter.  

 

B. The proposed development to which the development agreement pertains is in conformity with the gen-

eral plan, zoning district regulations, and other applicable requirements of the City.  

 

C. The proposed development subject to the agreement contains outstanding features that advance the pol-

icies, goals and objectives of Lehi City, or the property owner agrees to provide capital improvements 

that exceed the development's proportionate share of the costs of the facilities needed to service the 

development, which hereby advance the provision of facilities to serve Lehi City. 

 

 
 

10-9a-532 

(2) (a) A development agreement may not: 

APPLICABLE DEVELOPMENT CODE REGULATIONS 

APPLICABLE STATE CODE REGULATIONS 

117



 

 
 

 

 

(i) limit a municipality's authority in the future to: 

(A) enact a land use regulation; or 

(B) take any action allowed under Section 10-8-84; 
 

(ii) require a municipality to change the zoning designation of an area of land within the municipality in 

the future; or 

(iii) allow a use or development of land that applicable land use regulations governing the area subject to 

the development agreement would otherwise prohibit, unless the legislative body approves the devel-

opment agreement in accordance with the same procedures for enacting a land use regulation under 

Section 10-9a-502, including a review and recommendation from the planning commission and a pub-

lic hearing.  
 

 

 
 

May 29, 2025   The Lehi City Council approved the ProSteel Customs Development Agreement.  

 

 
 

The applicant is requesting an amendment to the ProSteel Customs Development Agreement to put the agreement in the 

property owner’s name rather than the tenants name. The original ProSteel Customs Development agreement had language 

that stated the development agreement is only valid between the Business (ProSteel Customs) and the City. The original 

agreement allowed for the use of automobile sales/rentals, which is not permitted in the Commercial zone, but would be 

under the agreement. ProSteel Customs has left the property, and the owner desires to bring in a similar tenant for the same 

use of automobile sales and rental.  

 

The only changes this amendment would accomplish would be that it is between the property owner and the City, and that 

the agreement would terminate if the use changes or if the property owner sells or transfers the property. These language 

changes would help avoid this situation in the future while still allowing the property owner to use his property has in-

tended.  

 

There were five redline comments from the DRC including:  

1. Development agreement will need to be with the property owner, Yates, and we will modify the language so 

that the development agreement will terminate if the use changes or if the property owner sells the property. 

2. Recommend modifying the language in the agreement to simply allow Automobile Sales/Rental, and remove 

references to U-Haul, since it's covered under the umbrella of Automobile Sales/Rental. 

3. Staff will redline the original document with changes requested and send it to owner and business for approval prior 

to Planning Commission.  

 

Staff has addressed the above comments with a redline version of the document, which has been included in this packet. 

Please consider all DRC comments in your motion.  

 

 
 

The Planning Commission may move to recommend approval or denial of the proposed amendments to the Lehi 

City Development Code. Any motion should include findings. Possible findings include: 

 
1. The proposed Development Code amendment is/is not in conformance with the purposes, intent, and provi-

sions of the General Plan and its various elements. 
2. Additional findings based upon information presented during the public hearing. 

 

PROPERTY HISTORY 

REPORT ANALYSIS 

POSSIBLE MOTIONS AND FINDINGS 
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The Planning Commission reviewed the proposed concept plan on January 8, 2026. The minutes and motion 

from this meeting are as follows: 

 
4.10) Public Hearing and recommendation of Malakas LLC’s request for amendment to the ProSteel Cus-

toms Development Agreement. 

 

Brittney Harris presented the item. This development agreement was approved last year with the tenant of the prop-

erty. The property owner wants to adjust it so that their name is included in the agreement. 

 

Dusty Yates, the applicant, was present. He noted that U-Hauls have been removed from the agreement. He also 

mentioned the work he’s done on the park strip in response to complaints received. 

 

Commissioner Eyre opened and closed public comment. 

 

Motion: Commissioner Roberts moved to give a positive recommendation to the Lehi City Coun-

cil. He included all DRC comments. Commissioner Gehman seconded. 

 

Vote: Commissioner Gehman, yes. Commissioner Jones, yes. Commissioner Eyre, yes. Commis-

sioner Kunze, yes. Commissioner Roberts, yes. 

 

   Motion passed unanimously. 

 
 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 
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Lehi City Development Review Committee                                                                                 December 10, 2025 

 

 

Note:  This list of corrections and deficiencies should not be considered as an all-inclusive or final list.  The items listed need to be 

corrected and resolved and a new set of information submitted for review by the DRC.  Further corrections and deficiencies may 

still be noted as the DRC further reviews the resubmitted information. 

 

1 of 1 

Prosteel Customs Development Agreement 

DRC Redline Comments 

 

Alex Ness and Dusty Yates – Requests review of amendments to the existing Prosteel Customs Development Agreement, 

amending the vested rights provisions to allow SR Prime Auto to continue the Automobile Sales and Rental Use for their 

new business. 

 

DRC Members Present: Glade Kirkham, Garion Rowett, Ryan Allred, Shelbey Brewer, Kim Struthers, Gary Smith, Gary 

Ellis, James Farnsworth, Luke Seegmiller, Brad Wilbur 

Assigned Planner: Katie Bussell 

Representatives of the Applicant Present: Dan Ford, Dusty Yates  

Date of Plans Reviewed: 12/01/25 

Time Start: 1:05 PM  

Time End: 1:10 PM  

 

 

DRC REDLINE COMMENTS: 

Glade – Power: No comments.  

Brad – Fiber: No comments.  

Garion – Fire: No comments.  

Ryan – Water/Sewer: No comments.  

James – Parks: 

1. The park strip requires landscaping as per the DRC comment below. Provide landscaping plan that shows landscaping 

in the park strip. Provide site calculation showing percent of landscaping. The development code requirement is 10% 

landscaping per site acre. 

Gary S. – Building/Inspections: No comments.  

Shelbey – Public Works: No comments.  

Gary E. – Engineering: 

2. Note: this property is planned in the future to only have a right in, right out on 2300 West.  

Luke – Traffic: No comments.  

Kim – Planning: 

3. Development agreement will need to be with the property owner, Yates, and we will modify the language so that the 

development agreement will terminate if the use changes or if the property owner sells the property. 

4. Recommend modifying the language in the agreement to simply allow Automobile Sales/Rental, and remove 

references to U-Haul, since it's covered under the umbrella of Automobile Sales/Rental. 

5. Staff will redline the original document with changes requested and send it to owner and business for approval prior to 

Planning Commission.  

 

 

 

THIS ITEM WILL BE SCHEDULED FOR PLANNING COMMISSION ON JANUARY 8TH.  

 

PRECON MEETING REQUIRED? (FULL, TAIILGATE, NONE) 
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PROSTEEL CUSTOMS MALAKAS LLC DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 

 

 The City of Lehi, a Utah municipal corporation (the “City”), and ProSteel Customs 

Malakas LLC (the “BusinessOwner”), enter into this Development Agreement (this “Agreement”) 

this _____ day of ___________________, 20_____ (“Effective Date”), and agree as set forth 

below.  The City and the BusinessOwner are jointly referred to as the “Parties” and each may be 

referred to individually as “Party.” 

 

RECITALS 

WHEREAS, the BusinessOwner is the owner of certain real property identified as 

Assessor’s Parcel Number 13:025:0138 specifically described in attached Exhibit A (the 

“Property”) and desires to add Automobile Sales/Rental as a permitted use on the property; and 

WHEREAS, the City, acting pursuant to (1) its authority under Utah Code Annotated 10-

9a-102(2) et seq., as amended, and (2) the Lehi City Development Code (the “City Code”), and in 

furtherance of its land use policies, goals, objectives, ordinances, resolutions, and regulations, the 

City has made certain determinations with respect to the proposed development of the Property 

and in exercise of its legislative discretion has elected to enter into this Agreement; and 

WHEREAS, the Property is currently subject to the Planning and Land Use Ordinance of 

Lehi City and is within the Commercial zone (the “C”  Zone).  and   

WHEREAS, the BusinessOwner desires to allow Automobile Sales/Rental (“Approved 

Use”) for the sale and rental of U-Haul vehicles and trailers on the Property in conformity with 

this Agreement; and 

 WHEREAS, the BusinessOwner and the City acknowledge that the use of the Property 

pursuant to this Agreement will provide certainty useful to the BusinessOwner and to the City in 

ongoing and future dealings and relations among the Parties; and  

 

 WHEREAS, the City has determined that the proposed development contains features 

which advance the policies goals and objectives of the Lehi City General Plan, preserve and 

maintain the open and sustainable atmosphere desired by the citizens of the City, or contribute to 

capital improvements which substantially benefit the City and will result in planning and economic 

benefits to the City and its citizens; and 

 

 WHEREAS, the City and the BusinessOwner acknowledge that the terms of this 

Agreement shall be enforceable and the rights of the BusinessOwner relative to the Property shall 

vest only if the City Council, in its sole legislative discretion, approves this agreement. 

 

NOW THEREFORE, based upon the foregoing recitals and in consideration of the mutual 

covenants and promises contained set forth herein, the Parties agree as follows: 
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TERMS 

A. Recitals; Definitions.   The recitals set forth above are incorporated herein by this 

reference. Any capitalized term used but not otherwise defined in this Agreement shall have the 

meaning ascribed to such term in the Planning and Land Use Ordinance of Lehi City. 

B. Enforceability. The City and the BusinessOwner acknowledge that the terms of 

this Agreement shall be enforceable, and the rights of the BusinessOwner relative to the Property 

shall vest, only if the City Council, in its sole legislative discretion, approves this agreement. 

C. Conflicting Terms.  Other than as stated in this Agreement, the Property shall be 

developed in accordance with the requirements and benefits provided for in relation to a 

Commercial zone under the City Code as of the Effective Date.  In the event of a discrepancy 

between the requirements of the City Code, including the Commercial zone, and this Agreement, 

this Agreement shall control. 

D. BusinessOwner Obligations: 

1. The BusinessOwner agrees to operate the Approved Use consistent with the 

requirements set forth in this Agreement and the Lehi City Development Code. 

2. Should BusinessOwner abandon the Approved Use for one full year at any 

time after approval of this agreement, the Approved Use shall expire, this Agreement shall 

terminate, and only those uses allowed in the Commercial Zone (or the then current zoning of the 

property) will be allowed. 

E. City Obligations: 

1. The City shall allow the Approved Use of Automobile Sales/Rental for the 

sale and rental of U-Haul vehicles and trailers as a permitted use on the Property. 

F. Vested Rights and Reserved Legislative Powers. 

1. Vested Rights.  Consistent with the terms and conditions of this Agreement, 

City agrees BusinessOwner has the vested right to use the Property in accordance with: (i) the 

Commercial zoning designation; (ii) the City Code in effect as of the Effective Date and; (iii) the 

terms of this Agreement.  This Agreement is only valid between the City and BusinessOwner, and 

upon sale or transfer of the Property to another party or individual, this Agreement shall terminate. 

2. Reserved Legislative Powers.  BusinessOwner acknowledges that the City 

is restricted in its authority to limit its police power by contract and that the limitations, 

reservations and exceptions set forth herein are intended to reserve to the City all its police power 

that cannot be so limited.  Notwithstanding the retained power of the City to enact such legislation 

under the police powers, such legislation shall only be applied to modify the vested rights of 

BusinessOwner under this Agreement and with respect to use under the zoning designations as 

referenced above under the terms of this Agreement based upon the policies, facts and 

circumstances meeting the compelling, countervailing public interest exception to the vested rights 

doctrine in the State of Utah.  Any such proposed change affecting the vested rights of the Property 
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shall be of general application to all development activity in the City and the State of Utah ; and, 

unless in good faith the City declares an emergency, BusinessOwner shall be entitled to prior 

written notice and an opportunity to be heard with respect to the proposed change and its 

applicability to the Property under the compelling, countervailing public interest exception to the 

vested rights doctrine.  The notice required by this paragraph shall be that public notice published 

by the City as required by State statute. 

G. General Provisions. 

1. Notices.  All notices, filings, consents, approvals, and other communication 

provided for herein or given in connection herewith shall be validly given, filed, made, delivered 

or served if in writing and delivered personally or sent by registered or certified U.S. Postal Service 

mail, return receipt requested, postage prepaid to the following addresses or to such other addresses 

as either party may from time to time designate in writing and deliver in like manner.  Any such 

change of address shall be given at least 10 days before the date on which the change is to become 

effective: 

If to City:  ATTN: City Recorder 

City of Lehi 

153 N 100 E 

Lehi City, Utah 84043 

Attn: City Recorder 

If to BusinessOwner: ProSteel Customs Malakas LLC  

2322 W Main Street 

Lehi], Utah 84043 

 

2. Mailing Effective.  Notices given by mail shall be deemed delivered 72 

hours following deposit with the U.S. Postal Service in the manner set forth above. 

3. No Waiver.  Any party’s failure to enforce any provision of this Agreement 

shall not constitute a waiver of the right to enforce such provision.  The provisions may be waived 

only in writing by the party intended to be benefited by the provisions, and a waiver by a party of 

a breach hereunder by the other Party shall not be construed as a waiver of any succeeding breach 

of the same or other provisions. 

4. Headings.  The descriptive headings of the paragraphs of this Agreement 

are inserted for convenience only and shall not control or affect the meaning or construction of 

any provision this Agreement. 

5. Authority.  The parties to this Agreement represent to each other that they 

have full power and authority to enter into this Agreement, and that all necessary actions have been 

taken to give full force and effect to this Agreement.  BusinessOwner represents and warrants it is 

fully formed and validly existing under the laws of the State of Utah, and that it is duly qualified 

to do business in the State of Utah and is in good standing under applicable state laws. 

BusinessOwner and the City warrant to each other that the individuals executing this Agreement 

on behalf of their respective parties are authorized and empowered to bind the parties on whose 
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behalf each individual is signing.  BusinessOwner represents to the City that by entering into this 

Agreement BusinessOwner has bound all persons and entities having a legal or equitable interest 

to the terms of the Agreement as of the Effective Date. 

6. Entire Agreement.  This Agreement, together with the Exhibits attached 

hereto, documents referenced herein, and all regulatory approvals given by the City for the 

Property contain the entire agreement of the parties with respect to the subject matter hereof and 

supersede any prior promises, representations, warranties, inducements or understandings between 

the parties which are not contained in such agreements, regulatory approvals and related 

conditions. 

7. Amendment.  This Agreement may be amended in whole or in part with 

respect to all or any portion of the Property by the mutual written consent of the parties to this 

Agreement or by their successors-in-interest or assigns. Any such amendment of this Agreement 

shall be recorded in the official records of the Utah County Recorder’s Office. 

8. Severability.  If any of the provisions of this Agreement are declared void 

or unenforceable, such provision shall be severed from this Agreement.  This Agreement shall 

otherwise remain in full force and effect provided the fundamental purpose of this Agreement and 

BusinessOwner’s ability to complete the development of the Property as set forth in the Concept 

Plan is not defeated by such severance. 

9. Governing Law.  The laws of the State of Utah shall govern the 

interpretation and enforcement of the Agreement.  The parties shall agree that the venue for any 

action commenced in connection with this Agreement shall be proper only in a court of competent 

jurisdiction located in Utah County, Utah. The Parties hereby expressly waive any right to object 

to such choice of law or venue. 

10. Remedies.  If any party to this Agreement breaches any provision of this 

Agreement, the non-defaulting party shall be entitled to all remedies available at both law and in 

equity. 

11. Attorney’s Fee and Costs.    If any party brings legal action either because 

of a breach of the Agreement or to enforce a provision of the Agreement, the prevailing party shall 

be entitled to reasonable attorney’s fees and court costs. 

12. Binding Effect.  The benefits and burdens of this Agreement shall be 

binding upon and shall inure to the benefit of the parties hereto and their respective heirs, legal 

representatives, successors in interest and assigns. This Agreement shall be incorporated by 

reference in any instrument purporting to convey an interest in the Property. 

13. No Agency Created.  Nothing contained in the Agreement shall create any 

partnership, joint venture, or agency relationship between the parties. 

 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Agreement as of the Effective 

Date. 

[SIGNATURES TO FOLLOW ON NEXT PAGE] 
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CITY OF LEHI,      

a Utah Municipal Corporation 

 

By:   ______________________________  _____________________________ 

 Mark Johnson, Mayor   

 

 

State of Utah                                           ) 

:ss 

County of Utah) 

 

On this _____ day of _______________, 20_____, personally appeared before me, whose 

identity is personally known to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence, and 

who affirmed that he/she is the Mayor of the City of Lehi, a Utah municipal corporation, and 

said document was signed by him/her on behalf of said municipal corporation by authority of the 

Lehi Municipal City Code by a Resolution of the Lehi City Council, and he/she acknowledged 

to me that said municipal corporation executed the same. 

 

____________________________________ 

Notary Public 

My Commission Expires:  

 

ProSteel Customs,  

 

By: ______________________________ 

 

Name:  ______________________________ (printed) 

 

Title:       

 
 

State of Utah                                           ) 

:ss 

County of Utah                                ) 

 

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this _____ day of _______________, 

20_____, by ______________________________, the ______________________________ of 

Click or tap here to enter text., a Click or tap here to enter text., on behalf of the Click or tap here to enter text..  

Witness my hand and official seal.   

____________________________________ 

Notary Public 

My Commission Expires:  
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EXHIBIT A 

 

(Legal Description of the Property) 

 

Serial Number: 13:025:0138 

 

 COM S 1182.52 FT & E 73.04 FT FR NW COR. SEC. 18, T5S, R1E, SLB&M.; S 89 DEG 17' 

52" E 226.77 FT; ALONG A CURVE TO R (CHORD BEARS: S 9 DEG 24' 50" W 68.26 FT, 

RADIUS = 560 FT); ALONG A CURVE TO L (CHORD BEARS: S 7 DEG 4' 28" W 130.1 FT, 

RADIUS = 640 FT); S 0 DEG 14' 26" W 22.29 FT; S 65 DEG 6' 19" W 17.88 FT; S 4 DEG 4' 3" 

W 9.01 FT; S 45 DEG 35' 53" W 3.15 FT; S 0 DEG 1' 54" E 6.99 FT; ALONG A CURVE TO R 

(CHORD BEARS: S 77 DEG 45' 23" W 16.95 FT, RADIUS = 39 FT); N 89 DEG 41' 16" W 

179.38 FT; N 3 DEG 34' 8" E 250.33 FT TO BEG. AREA 1.227 AC. 
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PROPOSED REVISION TO DEVELOPMENT 
AGREEMENT 
SR Prime Auto, LLC 

Development Agreement Amendment Request 

Property Address: 2322 S Main Street, Lehi, UT​
Applicant: SR Prime Auto, LLC​
Request: Amendment to Existing Development Agreement to Allow Continuation of Previously Approved 
Auto-Related Use 

Date: 12/01/2025 

 

1. Purpose of Amendment 
The purpose of this amendment is to update the previously approved Development Agreement (originally 
executed for Pro Steel Customs) by transferring the vested auto-related use rights to the new operator, SR 
Prime Auto, LLC, without changing or expanding the previously approved commercial use. 

SR Prime Auto requests no new zoning, no additional intensity, and no modifications to the approved use 
category.​
 The request is strictly limited to recognition of the same auto-related commercial activity that has 
historically been permitted at this location. 

 

2. Proposed Revision to Vested Use Language 
Replace existing termination language with the following: 

“The vested rights and permitted land use established under this Development Agreement shall transfer to 
and remain in effect for the new business operator, SR Prime Auto, LLC, and shall not terminate solely due to 
change of business ownership or operation. All previously approved auto-related commercial uses shall 
continue to be valid for SR Prime Auto, LLC, subject to all applicable City codes.” 

This revision preserves the intent of the original agreement while allowing continuity of business operations 
consistent with the prior use. 

 

3. Auto Dealerships on Main Street – Established 
Commercial Pattern 
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Auto-related commercial uses already operate on Main Street in Lehi, demonstrating long-standing 
compatibility with the corridor. 

Examples of existing dealerships and auto businesses on or adjacent to Main Street include: 

●​ Reed Auto Sales (Main Street)​
 

●​ Autos Inc. (near Main Street corridor)​
 

●​ Low Book Sales (immediate Main Street vicinity)​
 

●​ Ken Garff / Driven Auto Group properties (near Main corridor)​
 

●​ Additional long-standing auto-related commercial uses throughout the Main Street zoning district​
 

These businesses have operated within city standards for many years.​
SR Prime Auto’s proposed use is identical in character to these established uses and does not introduce any 
new impacts beyond what the City already approves and supports on Main Street. 

 

4. Economic Benefits for Lehi City 
Approving the continuation of the auto-related use for SR Prime Auto will: 

●​ Increase Sales Tax revenue for Lehi City​
 

●​ Draw vehicle-buying traffic from surrounding cities (Orem, Vineyard, American Fork, Saratoga 
Springs, Eagle Mountain, Pleasant Grove)​
 

●​ Support commercial vitality of Main Street​
 

●​ Improve activation and utilization of a highly visible commercial parcel​
 

Auto dealerships generate high-value taxable transactions, representing a strong benefit for the City 
compared to many other commercial uses. 

 

5. Business Background of SR Prime Auto 
SR Prime Auto, LLC is a well-established, full-service auto dealership operating for over 12 years in Utah. 

Key points for the City’s consideration: 

●​ SR Prime Auto is recognized as a Clean Dealer, specializing exclusively in vehicles with clean titles 
and high mechanical standards​
 

●​ No salvage, rebuild, junk, or auction scrap inventory​
 

●​ Transparent pricing, lawful practices, and full compliance with Utah dealership regulations​
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●​ Strong reputation across Utah County​
 

●​ Committed to maintaining an organized, visually clean, code-compliant commercial lot​
 

●​ Professional, community-oriented business operation​
 

SR Prime Auto respectfully requests that Lehi City consider the long-standing reputation of the business and 
its contribution to local commercial standards. 

 

6. No Change in Use Intensity or Site Conditions 
SR Prime Auto is not requesting any site expansion, additional structures, zoning exceptions, variances, or 
land-use intensification. 

The dealership will operate: 

●​ Within the same commercial category previously approved​
 

●​ Within existing site improvements​
 

●​ With full compliance with Lehi City codes, including parking, lighting, traffic flow, landscaping, and 
signage​
 

 

7. Summary of Request 
SR Prime Auto respectfully asks for approval of an amendment to: 

1.​ Transfer the vested rights from the prior business (Pro Steel Customs) to SR Prime Auto, LLC​
 

2.​ Maintain the previously approved auto-related commercial use without modification​
 

3.​ Recognize the existing commercial pattern of auto dealerships on Main Street​
 

4.​ Support a business that will positively contribute to Sales Tax and economic activity in Lehi​
 

5.​ Allow a reputable, long-established Utah dealership to invest and operate responsibly within the 
Lehi community​
 

 

Applicant Contact 
Alex Ness – Owner, SR Prime Auto, LLC​
Phone: 801-420-1063​
Email: srprimellc@gmail.com 

129



 

 

 

130



131



132



133



134



135



136



137



138



139



140



Agenda Item No: 8
 City Council Agenda Item Report
Meeting Date: January 27, 2026
Submitted By: Katie Bussell
Submitting Department: Planning Division
Item Type: Resolution
Agenda Section: Regular Agenda

Subject:
Consideration of Ordinance #01-2026, approving the Cold Spring Ranch Area Plan Amendment to
allow Short-Term Rentals.

Suggested Action:

Attachments:

Ord 01-2026.docx

CC Staff Report Cold Spring Ranch Area Plan Amendment 01.27.26.docx

STR Cold Spring Ranch Area Plan Amendment DRC 12.10.25.docx

Cold Spring Ranch Area Plan Amendment.pdf

CSR Area Plan Amendment Testimonials.pdf

Airbnb testimonials - glod.pdf
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Lehi City 1 Ordinance #01-2025 
 

ORDINANCE NO: 01-2026 

 

 

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING AND ADOPTING THE COLD SPRING 

RANCH AREA PLAN AMENDMENT  
  

WHEREAS, it has become necessary to comprehensively amend the Cold Spring Ranch 

Area Plan; and 

 

WHEREAS, the Lehi City Council, acting pursuant to its authority and Utah Code, and in 

furtherance of its land use policies, goals, objectives, ordinances and other requirements, has 

made certain determinations with respect to the proposals for the Cold Spring Ranch Area Plan; 

all as set forth in that certain area plan designated as the Cold Spring Ranch Area Plan, a copy of 

which has been filed with the office of the Lehi City Planning Division; 

 

WHEREAS, following a public hearing on January 8th, 2026, the Lehi City Planning 

Commission reviewed the proposed Area Plan Amendment and forwarded a positive 

recommendation that the City Council adopt the proposed request; and 

 

WHEREAS, on January 27th, 2026, the City Council held a duly noticed meeting to 

ascertain the facts regarding this matter, which facts and comments are found in the public record 

and which include the staff report, minutes from the Planning Commission meeting of January 

8th, 2026, and the recommendation of the Planning Commission; and, 

 

WHEREAS, after considering the facts and comments presented to the Municipal 

Council, the Council finds:  (i) the request for an Area Plan Amendment is consistent with the 

Lehi City General Plan Land Use Map adopted by the Lehi City Council on January 25, 2022 

(and as subsequently amended); and (ii) such action furthers the health, safety and welfare of the 

citizens of Lehi. 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Lehi City, Utah as 

follows: 

 

SECTION 1. The amended Area Plan together with all the attached exhibits, maps and supporting 

documents designated as the “Cold Spring Ranch Area Plan” dated January 27th, 2026, copies of 

which are on file with the Planning Division of the Community Development Department, is 

hereby adopted as the Area Plan for the development of Cold Spring Ranch.  

 

SECTION 2. Unless specifically modified by the Cold Spring Ranch Area Plan, the owner of the 

Subject Property or its assigned agents will be required to comply with all applicable requirements 

of Lehi City necessary for approval of the Project, including payment of fees and compliance with 

applicable ordinances, regulations, policies and procedures of Lehi City including but not limited 

to, the Lehi City Municipal Code, the Lehi City Development Code, and the Lehi City Design 

Standards and Public Improvements Specifications. 
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SECTION 3. The action of the City undertaken hereby is administrative in nature, falling within 

the general purpose and policy of the General Plan and zoning ordinances, and pursuant to the 

provisions of the Lehi City Development Code, and the obligations and requirements imposed on 

the City by ordinance and agreement. 

 

SECTION 4. If a provision of this Ordinance   -2026 conflicts with a provision of a previously 

adopted ordinance concerning the same title, chapter, and/or section number amended herein, the 

provision in this Ordinance shall prevail. 

 

SECTION 5. This ordinance and its various section, clauses and paragraphs are hereby declared 

to be severable. If any part, sentence, clause or phrase is adjudged to be unconstitutional or invalid, 

the remainder shall not be affected thereby. 

 

SECTION 6. This Ordinance adopting the Area Plan shall be effective immediately after being 

posted or published as required by law. 

 

Approved and Adopted by the City Council of Lehi City this 27th day of January, 2026.  

 

 

 

       ATTEST 

 

 

______________________________  _______________________________ 

Paul Binns, Mayor     Teisha Wilson, City Recorder 
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 Cold Spring Ranch Area Plan Amendment 

 

COLD SPRING RANCH AREA PLAN AMENDMENT 

CITY COUNCIL REPORT 

Applicant Kenneth Glod 

Meeting Date January 27, 2026 

Requested Action/Purpose Approval of a proposed area plan 

Date of DRC Review December 10, 2025 

Date of Planning Commission Review January 8, 2026 

Assigned Planner Katie Bussell  

REQUIRED ACTION 

Planning Commission Review and recommendation 

City Council Final approval 

 

 
 

Section 04.060. Criteria for Approval.  

No amendment to this Code, or the Zoning District Map(s), may be recommended for approval by the Commission nor 

approved by the City Council unless such amendment or conditions thereto are consistent with the General Plan.  In con-

sidering a Code amendment, or Zoning District Map(s) amendment, the applicant shall identify, and the City Staff, DRC, 

Commission, and the City Council may consider the following factors, among others: 

 

1. The effect of the proposed amendment on the character of the surrounding area;  

2. Consistency with the goals and policies of the General Plan. 

3. Consistency and Compatibility of the proposed zone with the General Plan land uses of nearby and adjoining 

properties. 

4. The suitability of the properties for the uses requested and their suitability for the existing uses identified by the 

General Plan; 

5. Whether a change in the uses allowed for the affected properties will unduly affect the uses, or proposed uses 

for nearby and adjoining properties; 

6. The gain to the public health, safety and welfare from the existing classification to the proposed amendment; 

and 

7. The overall community benefit of the proposed amendment. 

 

 
 

The applicant is requesting review and consideration of the Cold Spring Ranch Area Plan Amendment to allow short-term 

rentals (STRs) as a permitted use in residential areas in Cold Spring Ranch. Currently, the area plan does not permit STRs 

within any residential unit in Cold Spring Ranch, but they are listed as a permitted use in Commercial areas. Under Lehi City 

Code, STRs are permitted in any residential area in the City. However, if an area plan restricts the use of STRs, the area plan 

rules and regulations apply.  

 

The applicant has stated a desire to permit STRs within Cold Spring Ranch residential areas to help with housing affordabil-

ity. The short-term rentals would also comply with Lehi City standards as outlined in Chapter 12 of the Development Code, 

including that the rental be the primary residence of the owner, that the number of guests is limited to the amount of off-street 

parking the rental can provide, and that it is still in harmony with the character of a single-family neighborhood.  

 

There were five redline comments from the DRC, including:  

1. The HOA for CSR needs to be notified about this area plan amendment.  

2. If approved recommend changing the language to allow Short Term Rentals in Cold Spring Ranch as long as they 

REPORT ANALYSIS 

APPLICABLE DEVELOPMENT CODE REGULATIONS 
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 Cold Spring Ranch Area Plan Amendment 

 

meet the requirements outlined in Chapter 12 of the Development Code. 

3. I believe there was a misunderstanding in what an area plan amendment is. We will not amend the area plan for one 

residential lot. For this to move forward, this will need to apply to all residential lots in the Cold Spring Ranch area 

plan.  

 

All DRC comments have been addressed by the applicant. Please consider the DRC comments in your motion. 

 

 
 

The City Council may move to approve or deny the proposed area plan amendment. Any motion should include 

findings. Possible findings include: 

 

1. The proposed application conforms to the goals and policies of the General Plan. 

2. The proposed application does not affect the health, safety, welfare, and morals of the City. 

3. Other findings as determined by the public hearing. 

 

 
 

The Planning Commission reviewed the proposed area plan on January 8, 2026. The minutes and motion from this 

meeting are as follows: 

 

4.11) Public hearing and recommendation of Kenneth Glod’s request for review of the Cold Spring Ranch 

Area Plan Amendment to allow Short-Term Rentals. 

 

Brittney Harris presented the item. It has come before the Commission due to enforcement issues. The two ways to 

come into compliance are to stop the activity or petition to change the code, and the applicant opted for the latter. 

This proposal would allow short-term rentals in residential areas of the Cold Spring Range Area Plan. All short-term 

rentals would need to conform to Lehi’s code regulating them, including one non-street parking space per room rent-

ed, a curfew, and quiet hours. 

 

Craig Chambers clarified that the city is not responsible for enforcing CCNRs, as they are private agreements be-

tween parties (HOAs and residents in this case). 

 

Kenneth Glod, the applicant, was present. He shared that he never received complaints from neighbors regarding his 

short-term rental. He followed the city’s general guidelines and code when making his Airbnb policy. 

 

Commissioners Eyre and Jones clarified that short-term rentals are broadly allowed in any residential area in Lehi 

where it is not specifically regulated against. The Cold Spring Ranch Area Plan is one such area that prohibits them. 

Craig Chambers explained that as short-term rentals are not explicitly outlined in the area plan’s allowed uses, they 

are assumed to be a non-allowed use. 

 

Commissioner Kunze asked how this came to the city’s attention. Harris explained that the city had received com-

plaints about short-term rentals in the area. 

 

Commissioner Eyre opened public comment. 

 

Brianna Higgin lives in Cold Spring Ranch. She was operating a short-term rental based on city-wide information 

rather than her specific area plan. She wasn’t aware it was an issue until she received a letter telling her to take down 

her listing. She has concerns over the conflicting codes and how those create problems for homeowners. She is in 

favor of the amendment and thinks it would be beneficial to the community while increasing property rights in the 

area. 

 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

POSSIBLE MOTIONS AND FINDINGS 
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Bruce Hillary lives in a townhome in Cold Spring Ranch. He signed the CCNR with the awareness that short-term 

rentals were not allowed, and he thinks the agreement should be honored. He has worries about having strangers in 

his neighborhood and feels less secure with short-term rentals in the area. He also shared concerns about parking and 

noise. He asked what roles the present city staff filled in the city. 

 

Riley Perry is the HOA president but clarified that he is speaking as an individual and not on behalf of the HOA or 

the board. He is opposed to the amendment, arguing that the area is not designed to support short-term rentals as the 

majority of homes in the area are townhomes. He had additional concerns about parking. He argued that if ADUs 

aren’t allowed in an area then neither should short-term rentals. He mentioned that as far as he is aware, none of the 

short-term rentals in the area have halted operations after receiving their letters. He has also seen several which list 

HOA amenities for use, which is not allowed. Enforcement through the HOA has been ineffectual. He argued that the 

amendment was poorly noticed. He stated that creating a short-term rental wouldn’t be an opportunity for the vast 

majority of the community. If this passes, he recommends limiting it to low density residential areas. He reempha-

sized that the community was not built with the infrastructure to support short-term rentals. 

 

Sheila Malen lives in Cold Spring Ranch. She was previously on the HOA board. She drew a similar connection be-

tween ADUs and short-term rentals as Perry did previously, arguing that many of these short-term rentals were tech-

nically unapproved ADUs. She explained that the CCNRs that were signed by members of the area are connected to 

the Area Plan, meaning that any amendments to the area plan will subsequently change all related governing docu-

ments for the area. She explained that in order to change the governing documents through the HOA, 66% of home-

owners need to be in agreement. She sees this amendment as a way to change governing documents through a back 

door without that otherwise required majority approval. 

 

Nick Hicken sees this as an HOA dispute that should be dealt with on a personal level rather than at a city level. He 

said that there was language in the CCRN that would allow short-term rentals if they complied with code. He also 

shared that as far as he is aware, ADUs and short-term rentals are mutually exclusive. He thinks that short-term rent-

als will cause fewer parking issues than long-term rentals. 

 

Kendra Byne lives in Cold Spring Ranch. She argues that there is a demand for short-term rentals in the area for fam-

ilies visiting Primary Children’s nearby. She shared that she has only had positive experiences with short-term 

renters. 

 

Morgan Cotter lives in Cold Spring Ranch. He argued that requiring short-term rentals to be owner-occupied cir-

cumvents property value issues that are typically associated with Airbnbs. He thinks that allowing rentals will be 

beneficial for the nearby hospital and argued that there is language in the CCNR that indicates that short-term rentals 

may be allowed under certain circumstances. 

 

Brittney Harris gave an overview of the many online comments. The Commission assured the gathered public that 

they had read through all online comments before the meeting. This was a contentious item with many people in fa-

vor of the amendment and many against. There was a lot of concern over housing affordability, and parking con-

cerns. Some individuals shared their positive experiences with short-term rentals in the area. Much of what was 

commented online has been brought up in person as well. 

 

Commissioner Eyre closed public comment. 

 

Kenneth Glod returned to the stand to address community concerns raised in the public comments period. He shared 

that he doesn’t understand the argument that short-term rentals increase danger when long-term rentals are allowed. 

He assured the Commission that his listing was taken down as soon as he received the letter asking him to. He thinks 

that providing parking for guests is part of being a good short-term rental landlord. He didn’t feel like the HOA gave 

him an opportunity to discuss and resolve the issue. He argues that the majority of the complaints are indicative of 

individual bad business practices rather than a reflection of short-term rentals as a whole. 

 

Commissioner Gehman shared that she can see all sides of the issue. She believes only a small fraction of the popula-

tion would be able to implement a short-term rental. 
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Commissioner Roberts asked what the cutoff between a short-term and long-term rental is. Short-term rentals deal 

with periods of 30 days or less. Commissioner Roberts asked if a tandem parking space would qualify for the parking 

requirement. It would not. Commissioner Roberts asked if there were any regulations on the number of people al-

lowed to sleep in a rented room. There is no city code regulating this. Commissioner Roberts asked if the amendment 

would bring the area into conformance with the rest of the city. Harris explained that unless they are prohibited, 

short-term rentals are allowed anywhere in the city. She thinks it is inevitable that this amendment comes up again 

when dealing with other area plans. 

 

Commissioner Jones clarified that all short-term rentals will be owner-occupied units. 

 

Commissioner Kunze doesn’t think that there will be a large increase in the number of short-term rentals if this pass-

es. She argued that passing the amendment will remove the need to police one’s neighbors over their renting practic-

es. She also explained that she understands that the area was not designed with the infrastructure to support short-

term rentals. 

 

 

Motion: Commissioner Jones moved to give a positive recommendation to the Lehi City Council 

with conditions with the findings that the amendment is consistent with the General Plan and aligns 

Cold Springs Ranch with city-wide residential land use policy when applied to owner-occupied 

STRs, which are regulated in Chapter 12. Non-owner-occupied STRs will remain prohibited. HOA 

rules may impose additional restrictions that do not come before this body or the City Council. He 

included all DRC comments. Commissioner Roberts seconded. 

 

Vote: Commissioner Gehman, yes. Commissioner Jones, yes. Commissioner Eyre, no. Commis-

sioner Kunze, yes. Commissioner Roberts, yes. 

 

   Motion passed with four in favor, one against. 

 

Gary Ellis, Kim Struthers, and Brittney Harris introduced themselves to the public and explained their roles in the city. 
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Lehi City Development Review Committee                                                                                 December 10, 2025 

 

 

Note:  This list of corrections and deficiencies should not be considered as an all-inclusive or final list.  The items listed need to be 

corrected and resolved and a new set of information submitted for review by the DRC.  Further corrections and deficiencies may 

still be noted as the DRC further reviews the resubmitted information. 

 

1 of 1 

Cold Spring Ranch Area Plan 

DRC Redline Comments 

 

Kenneth Glod- requests review of an Area Plan Amendment to the Cold Spring Ranch Area Plan to add a short-term rental 

at 869 North 3490 West. 

 

DRC Members Present: Glade Kirkham, Garion Rowett, Ryan Allred, Shelbey Brewer, Kim Struthers, Gary Smith, Gary 

Ellis, James Farnsworth, Luke Seegmiller, Brad Wilbur 

Assigned Planner: Katie Bussell 

Representatives of the Applicant Present: Kenneth Glod 

Date of Plans Reviewed: 12/02/25 

Time Start: 1:15 PM  

Time End: 1:20 PM  

 

 

DRC REDLINE COMMENTS: 

Glade – Power: No comments.  

Brad – Fiber: No comments.  

Garion – Fire: No comments.  

Ryan – Water/Sewer: No comments.  

James – Parks: No comments.  

Gary S. – Building/Inspections: No comments.  

Shelbey – Public Works: No comments. 

Gary E. – Engineering: 

1. The HOA(s) for CSR needs to be notified about this Area Plan Amendment, or preferably be the applicant. 

Luke - Traffic: No comments.  

Kim – Planning: 

2. In the narrative, some of the statements are not related to the stated goals in the Cold Spring Ranch Area Plan.  

3. If approved recommend changing the language to allow Short Term Rentals in Cold Spring Ranch as long as they meet 

the requirements outlined in Chapter 12 of the Development Code. 

4. I believe there was a misunderstanding in what an area plan amendment is. We will not amend the area plan for one 

residential lot. For this to move forward, this will need to apply to all residential lots in the Cold Spring Ranch area 

plan. 

5. Staff can provide some language and additional documents showing exactly how this would affect the area plan.  

 

 

 

THIS ITEM WILL BE SCHEDULED FOR PLANNING COMMISSION ON JANUARY 8TH (PENDING ENVELOPES).  

 

PRECON MEETING REQUIRED? (FULL, TAIILGATE, NONE) 
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AREA PLAN AMENDMENT 
CSR Owners Association / Cold Spring Ranch Area Plan Amendment Supporting 
Short-Term Rentals 

1. Introduction and Purpose 

This Area Plan Amendment is submitted to the Lehi City Planning Department to request a 
modification of the existing Cold Spring Ranch Area Plan to allow short-term rental (STR) in 
residential zones.​
The proposed amendment aligns with the community’s land-use goals, supports responsible 
tourism, and ensures that STR operations meet all health, safety, and 
neighborhood-compatibility standards. 

 

2. Background & Existing Conditions 
HOA Land Use Designation 

Under the current area plan, short-term rentals are not permitted in Cold Spring Ranch in 
residential areas, only commercial areas.: 

The governing documents (HOA) do not expressly prohibit short-term rentals but require 
amendments or clarifications to formally permit them. 

 

3. Description of Proposed Use 
This amendment proposes that short-term rentals be added as an allowed use on the residential 
table of uses for the Cold Spring Ranch Area Plan.​
 

The use will comply with all municipal, county, state, and HOA regulations, including 
licensing, tax collection, occupancy limits, and safety standards. 
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3.1 Operating Standards 

Short-term rentals would comply with all Lehi City requirements for short-term rentals found in 
Chapter 12 of the Development Code, including but not limited to that they must be owner 
occupied, the number of guests is restricted to the number of off-street parking stalls that can be 
provided, and that a point of contact be established to respond to issues within one hour. 

 

4. Consistency With Community Planning 
Goals 
4.1 Conformance With the Area Plan 

Allowing short-term rental use in residential zones is consistent with the Area Plan goals 
because: 

●​ ✔ Preserves residential character by maintaining existing structure and density. 
●​ ✔ Provides a community where families can work, live, and play. 
●​ ✔ Improves property maintenance standards through required inspections and 

compliance. 
●​ ✔ Aligns with flexible, adaptive land-use policy that meets evolving housing and 

community needs. 

4.2 Compatibility With Surrounding Uses 

Short-term rental use remains fully compatible with adjacent residential properties because: 

●​ The home continues to function as a single-family residence. 
●​ Responsible management prevents nuisance impacts. 
●​ Traffic and parking demand are equal to or less than long-term occupancy. 

 

5. Anticipated Impacts and Mitigation 
Measures 
5.1 Traffic & Parking 
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●​ STRs typically generate traffic comparable to a single household. 
●​ Dedicated on-site parking will prevent overflow onto HOA-maintained streets. 

5.2 Noise & Neighborhood Character 

●​ Mandatory quiet hours and no-event policies will prevent excessive noise. 
●​ The property’s exterior will remain residential in appearance. 

5.3 Safety Services 

●​ STR licensing ensures compliance with fire and life-safety standards. 
●​ Increased tax and fee revenue supports local services. 

5.4 Property Values 

●​ Studies show well-managed STRs do not decrease home values, and may enhance 
them by encouraging maintenance and investment. 

 
 

6. Conclusion 
This Area Plan Amendment provides a clear, responsible framework for allowing short-term 
rentals on  while maintaining the community’s residential integrity. The proposed standards 
address typical community concerns and ensure that STR operations benefit both property 
owners and the HOA community. 

The applicant respectfully requests approval of this amendment. 
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Pro-Owner-Occupied STR Testimonials & 
Arguments 

Owner-occupied STR caps limit density by restricting rentals to primary residences, 
preventing investors from acquiring multiple properties and concentrating STR use. 
Requiring hosts to live on-site reduces noise and parking issues, preserves long-term rental 
supply, and allows local homeowners to generate income to offset high mortgage, tax, and 
insurance costs. 

Providing regulated income options is essential to housing affordability: without tools that 
help owner-occupants remain in their homes, rising costs will continue to price residents out 
while investors retain the ability to purchase and rent homes long-term thus further driving 
up prices. 

Summarizing point: 

"For cities seeking to balance property rights, housing affordability, community quality of life, and 
economic growth, owner-occupied STR regulation combined with registration requirements offers the 
gold-standard approach. It enables property owners to stay in their homes through supplemental 
income, prevents investor acquisition that drives housing loss, generates tax revenue for public 
benefit, protects neighborhood character through on-site accountability, and supports sustainable 
tourism. This is not a compromise—it is the optimal solution that addresses the core challenge: how 
to enable property owner income while protecting housing affordability and community character. 
The answer is clear, evidence-based, and proven in communities nationwide." 

— Consensus of Legal Scholars, Municipal Leaders, and Policy Experts (2025) 

 
Utah cities like Sandy and Ogden permit owner-occupied STRs with occupancy limits and parking 
rules, promoting tourism while enforcing neighbor complaints. Registration ensures compliance, 
positioning this as a "gold standard" for balanced regulation. 
https://hometeamluxuryrentals.com/blog/short-term-rental-regulations-in-utah  

COMPETING AGAINST INSTITUTIONAL INVESTORS & 
CORPORATE LANDLORDS 

Testimonial 1A: Owner-Occupied STRs vs. Wall Street 
Landlords 

"Owner-occupied STRs empower individual homeowners to compete against Wall Street landlords 
and institutional mega-investors. Unlike corporate players with vast cash reserves who outbid 
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individual buyers and exert market power, owner-occupied STRs keep property ownership 
distributed locally. The owner must live in the property, preventing the concentration of wealth and 
power that characterizes large institutional portfolios." 

— Deseret News Real Estate Analysis (2023) 

Testimonial 1B: Mom-and-Pop Homeowners vs. 
Institutional Investors 

"Institutional investors like Invitation Homes (80,000+ properties) and American Homes 4 Rent 
(60,000+ properties) have taken market share from individual homeowners. Owner-occupancy STR 
policies support 'mom-and-pop' property owners by allowing them to generate supplemental income 
without requiring the capital reserves and operational scale of institutional investors. This keeps the 
rental market diverse and locally controlled." 

— Deseret News / CNBC (2023-2025) 

Testimonial 1C: Preventing Wealth Extraction from 
Communities 

"Historically, investors who built neighborhoods—California's dingbats, Salt Lake City's 
Avenues—lived in those communities. The money made on housing circulated locally. Modern Wall 
Street landlords are machines for exporting wealth from communities. Owner-occupied STRs keep 
money local because the owner lives in the community, votes locally, and spends earnings locally." 

— Deseret News (2023) 

Testimonial 1D: Data: Mom-and-Pop Still Dominate When 
Protected 

"89.6% of single-family rentals are owned by landlords who hold between 1-5 properties 
(mom-and-pop operators). Owner-occupancy policies protect this majority from displacement by 
large institutional investors who can outbid individuals and operate at scale. By requiring 
owner-occupancy, municipalities ensure the rental market remains dominated by local, small-scale 
operators." 

— BatchData Analysis (2025) 

Testimonial 1E: Competing Against iBuyers & Flippers 
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"Individual homeowners face competition not just from landlords but from 'iBuyers'—tech-enabled 
companies like Opendoor that use algorithms to make cash offers, flip homes, and extract wealth. 
Owner-occupied STR policies help homeowners compete by enabling supplemental income 
($46,880/year average) that improves their financial position against these corporate players." 

— Real Estate Market Analysis (2023-2025) 

Testimonial 1F: Homeowners' Income Source vs. 
Investment Returns 

"Two-thirds of STR owners own only one property and earn 20% or less of their income from 
hosting—making STRs a true supplemental income source for homeowners, not a primary 
investment vehicle for institutional players. Owner-occupancy requirements protect this model by 
preventing institutional conversion to full-time commercial operations." 

— 2024 State of the STR Industry Report (2024) 

Testimonial 1G: Preventing Institutional Entry into 
Owner-Occupied Markets 

"Unlike whole-home STRs that institutional investors can scale across neighborhoods, 
owner-occupied STRs require the owner to live in each property. This structural limitation makes the 
model unscalable for large institutions, protecting the market for individual homeowners and 
preventing institutional capture of single-family neighborhoods." 

— Municipal Policy Analysis (2025) 

Testimonial 1H: STRs as Competitive Tool Against 
Corporate Landlords 

"When homeowners cannot make supplemental income from owner-occupied STRs, they lose a key 
tool to compete with institutional investors who acquire properties as pure financial investments. 
Owner-occupancy STR policies level the playing field by allowing individuals to improve their 
financial position and market competitiveness." 

— Federal Reserve Bank of Minneapolis (2024) 

Testimonial 1I: Institutional Landlords Paying Higher Prices 

"Large institutional investors have financial advantages in buying homes—cash reserves, credit 
lines, bulk purchasing power. Owner-occupied STR income helps individual homeowners compete 
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by increasing their financial capacity. The $46,880 annual supplemental income significantly 
improves a homeowner's position when bidding against institutional cash offers." 

— Minneapolis Federal Reserve Housing Analysis (2024) 

Testimonial 1J: Recent Shift: Homeowners Renting vs. 
Selling to Institutions 

"In 2024-2025, institutional landlords saw new competition from an unexpected source: homeowners 
who chose to withdraw properties from the market and rent them out instead of selling to institutional 
buyers. This demonstrates how owner-occupied STRs provide an alternative to selling properties to 
Wall Street investors, keeping homes under local ownership." 

— CNBC & Parcl Labs (2025) 

 

PROPERTY OWNER INCOME & AFFORDABILITY 

Testimonial 2: Homeowner Retention 

"Owner-occupied STRs provide homeowners with supplemental income to cover increasing property 
taxes, insurance, HOA fees, and mortgage costs—helping residents retain ownership in high-cost 
markets. Property owners earn supplemental income averaging $46,880 annually per property, 
enabling debt service and maintenance costs that would otherwise force families out of their homes." 

— Park County, Colorado Study (2025) 

Testimonial 3: Rising Housing Costs 

"Voters view STRs as a vital strategy to cover rising property taxes, home insurance rates, HOA 
fees, and other living expenses linked to escalating housing costs. This isn't a luxury—it's a financial 
necessity for middle-class families trying to stay in their communities." 

— Cornell Law Journal (2025) 

Testimonial 4: Democratized Income 

"Owner-occupied STRs allow middle-class homeowners to activate underutilized space (spare 
bedrooms, ADUs) and earn supplemental income without institutional oversight or significant capital 
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investment. This democratizes wealth-building that was previously available only to institutional 
investors." 

— Utah Land Use Institute (2025) 

Testimonial 5: Average Income Reality 

"The average STR revenue per property is $46,880 per year—about $4,000 per month. This income 
enables homeowners to have the flexibility to use their home when they choose while covering 
property costs that rising taxes and insurance continue to create." 

— Park County, Colorado Impact Assessment (2025) 

Testimonial 6: Direct Property Owner Benefit 

"South Carolina STRs generated $1.8 billion in annual revenue for property owners statewide. This 
direct benefit to homeowners and small property owners demonstrates that owner-occupied STRs 
transfer economic value to residents, not distant investors or corporations." 

— South Carolina Real Estate Commission (2023) 

 

HOUSING PRESERVATION & PREVENTING INVESTOR 
ACQUISITION 

Testimonial 7: Gold Standard Regulation 

"Owner-occupied STR regulations combined with a registration requirement is now a minimum 
gold-standard regulation. Localities that had these rules experienced less unchecked STR growth, 
fewer whole-home STRs, fewer hosts hosting multiple STRs, fewer commercial STRs, and greater 
housing availability than prior to the regulation's passage." 

— Cornell Law Journal: White & Thor (2025) 

Testimonial 8: Investor Prevention 

"By requiring the owner to live in the property while STR guests are present, municipalities ensure 
single-unit limitation (only one rental party at a time), reduced investor acquisition (commercial 
investors cannot convert entire homes to STRs), and occupancy caps that prevent 'party house' 
commercialization. This leaves more properties available for long-term rental or owner-occupancy." 
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— Cornell Law Analysis (2025) 

Testimonial 9: Market Segmentation 

"Owner-occupied STRs don't operate as pure investment vehicles because owners must live in 
them. This prevents large-scale acquisition by investment firms—which has been documented as a 
primary driver of housing affordability issues. The owner-occupancy requirement fundamentally 
changes the economic incentive structure." 

— Cornell Law Journal (2025) 

Testimonial 10: Mixed-Use Housing Preservation 

"Of 6,577 vacant second homes in Park County, only 1,346 are STRs (20.5%), and 833 are 
estimated long-term rentals (6%). This demonstrates that owner-occupancy policies can preserve 
mixed-use housing inventory rather than converting properties exclusively to tourist use." 

— Park County, Colorado (2025) 

Testimonial 11: Context-Specific Application 

"In high-tourism areas with limited hotels, owner-occupied STRs fill genuine lodging gaps without 
converting primary residences. In areas with tight housing, stronger restrictions or STR caps are 
justified. Owner-occupancy rules provide the flexibility to adjust policy to local conditions." 

— Utah Land Use Institute (2025) 

Testimonial 12: Preventing Whole-Home Conversions 

"The key difference is this: unregulated or whole-home-only STRs encourage investors to bulk-buy 
properties and convert them entirely to tourist use. Owner-occupancy rules prevent this by requiring 
the owner to live in the property. You can't buy 10 homes and convert all to STRs if you have to live 
in each one." 

— Municipal Planning Analysis (2025) 

 

TAX REVENUE & GOVERNMENT FUNDING 

Testimonial 13: Economic Impact Scale 
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"South Carolina's STR market generates $4.2 billion annually in total economic impact, supporting 
50,231 jobs and $1.4 billion in labor income statewide. When properly regulated and taxed, STRs 
create significant public benefit beyond property owner income." 

— South Carolina Real Estate Commission (2023) 

Testimonial 14: Lodging Tax Revenue 

"Park County collects 2% lodging tax from STR operators, distributed as: 35% for Road and Bridge 
maintenance, 35% to Sheriff's office, 20% to Emergency Services Council, and 10% for tourism 
marketing. This creates dedicated funding streams that reduce burden on general tax revenues." 

— Park County, Colorado (2025) 

Testimonial 15: Affordable Housing Funding 

"Steamboat Springs' 9% STR tax generates $11 million over 20 years dedicated specifically to 
affordable housing. This demonstrates how owner-occupied STR regulation can simultaneously 
enable property owner income AND create public funding for housing affordability." 

— Avalara STR Tax Analysis (2023) 

Testimonial 16: Multi-Benefit Revenue 

"Summit County's 2% STR lodging tax funds both affordable housing and childcare—addressing two 
critical community needs. The revenue comes from tourist spending, not local residents, making it 
politically sustainable and economically sound." 

— Colorado Tax Revenue Analysis (2023) 

Testimonial 17: Cost Recovery Mechanism 

"Business licensing fees cover the cost of compliance administration, inspections, and complaint 
resolution—reducing burden on general tax revenues. Registration systems create data 
transparency, enabling better city planning and enforcement without massive municipal overhead." 

— Municipal Finance Best Practices (2025) 

 

NEIGHBORHOOD SAFETY & ON-SITE ACCOUNTABILITY 
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Testimonial 18: Owner Accountability vs. Absentee 
Management 

"Owner-occupied STRs safeguard local interests by allowing residents who live, work and vote in the 
locality to operate STRs, thereby ensuring these operators have a stake in the community. Requiring 
the owner to occupy the home while STR guests are there puts the onus on the homeowner to 
manage unruly guests instead of putting the onus on neighbors and the local government." 

— Cornell Law Journal (2025) 

Testimonial 19: Rapid Response Standards 

"When owners live on-site or have designated local managers with 24/7 contact requirements and 
30-minute response times, complaint resolution is faster and more effective than traditional rental 
dispute resolution. This reduces the need for police/code enforcement resources and costly 
litigation." 

— South Salt Lake, Kanab Regulatory Standards (2025) 

Testimonial 20: Nameplate Signage & Neighbor 
Accountability 

"Properties displaying owner/manager name, occupant load, and business license number allow 
neighbors to quickly identify and contact responsible parties. This simple requirement transforms 
neighborhood dynamics from anonymous tourism to direct accountability." 

— South Salt Lake STR Handbook (2025) 

Testimonial 21: Occupancy Limits Prevent Party Houses 

"Occupancy limits of 8-10 persons maximum (typically 2 adults per bedroom) prevent overcrowding 
and associated parking/noise issues. No subdivision of units into multiple simultaneous rentals 
ensures single-family residential character is preserved." 

— Regulatory Framework Best Practices (2025) 

Testimonial 22: Personal Liability Creates Compliance 

"Owner-occupancy means the property owner is personally liable for violations, not a distant 
investor. This creates direct incentives for compliance because the owner's property value, 
neighborhood standing, and personal reputation depend on maintaining standards." 
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— Municipal Enforcement Analysis (2025) 

Testimonial 23: Self-Enforcement Through Self-Interest 

"Unlike absentee-landlord STRs requiring constant municipal oversight, owner-occupancy means 
primary responsibility for compliance lies with the resident operator who has financial stake in 
maintaining peaceful neighborhoods. This is aligned incentive, not regulatory burden." 

— Cornell Law Analysis (2025) 

Testimonial 24: Parking & Congestion Prevention 

"Parking requirements of 1 off-street parking space per 5 occupants prevent guest-generated street 
congestion. Combined with occupancy limits, this ensures STRs don't transform residential 
neighborhoods into parking-constrained tourist zones." 

— Urban Planning Standards (2025) 

Testimonial 25: Wildfire Safety in Mountain Communities 

"Owner-occupancy requirements help manage wildfire risk by ensuring someone onsite is aware of 
local dangers and can prevent unintended fire hazards. In addition, on-site owners provide 
immediate local knowledge of altitude impacts, road conditions, and emergency access that 
absentee managers cannot provide." 

— Summit County, Utah & Park County, Colorado Safety Analysis (2025) 

 

TOURISM ECONOMY & LOCAL BUSINESS IMPACT 

Testimonial 26: Guest Spending Multiplier Effect 

"STR guests spend significantly on local businesses beyond lodging—groceries, retail, outdoor 
equipment, restaurants, activity guides, local attractions. When staying in residential properties 
providing a 'home base' experience, guests spend more locally than traditional hotel tourists." 

— Park County Tourism Analysis (2025) 

Testimonial 27: Economic Diversity in Tourism 
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"Park County experiences ~250,000 STR nights booked annually, representing $22 million in STR 
industry revenue across 1,346 properties. This distributed tourism model creates year-round 
economic activity across neighborhoods, not just downtown districts." 

— Park County, Colorado (2025) 

Testimonial 28: Direct Business Support 

"Restaurants see increased foot traffic, grocery stores benefit from STR guest meal planning, 
outdoor recreation operators gain winter/summer clientele, and retail sectors expand due to 
increased local demand. Owner-occupied STRs create multiplier effects across the entire local 
economy." 

— Economic Impact Analysis (2025) 

Testimonial 29: Employment Creation 

"For every 100 STR units, approximately 3-5 direct jobs are created (property managers, cleaners, 
maintenance, guest services). Indirect employment in construction, retail, food services, and 
tourism-related sectors expands further." 

— Park County Economic Study (2025) 

Testimonial 30: Year-Round Economic Stability 

"STRs extend tourism seasons in areas with seasonal visitor patterns, creating more stable 
employment than traditional hotels during off-peak periods. This reduces seasonal unemployment 
and creates consistent local economic activity." 

— Tourism Economics Analysis (2025) 

Testimonial 31: Niche Market Attraction 

"Remote workers and digital nomads attracted to STRs with kitchen/workspace amenities represent 
a new market segment hotels cannot serve. Multi-bedroom STRs enable multi-family trips at lower 
per-person costs than hotels, increasing visitation rates beyond traditional hotel capacity." 

— Accommodation Market Analysis (2025) 

Testimonial 32: Market Complementarity 
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"Owner-occupied STRs don't 'compete' with hotels so much as serve different market segments with 
less infrastructure burden. Hotels serve business/convention markets; STRs serve leisure/family 
markets. Together, they create more comprehensive tourism ecosystem." 

— Hospitality Industry Analysis (2025) 

Testimonial 33: San Diego Economic Scale 

"STRs contributed $285+ million to the San Diego local economy, demonstrating tourism potential at 
scale. When combined with owner-occupancy regulations and lodging taxes, this economic activity 
generates public benefit without neighborhood degradation." 

— Switch Hotel Solutions (2025) 

 

REGULATORY EVIDENCE & PROVEN CASE STUDIES 

Testimonial 34: South Salt Lake Model Success 

"South Salt Lake's framework allows STRs only if owner-occupied with 183+ days/year proof, limits 
citywide to 200 with 2 per block cap, and enforces occupancy limits, parking requirements, and 
nameplate signage. This balanced regulation prevents commercialization while enabling homeowner 
supplemental income and tourism revenue." 

— South Salt Lake STR Handbook (2025) 

Testimonial 36: Rapid Response Implementation (Kanab) 

"Kanab's requirement for local property managers within 1-hour travel time, available 24/7, ensures 
rapid response to complaints and community accountability. This practical standard demonstrates 
how to operationalize owner-occupancy accountability." 

— Kanab, Utah Ordinance (2025) 

Testimonial 37: Asheville Model on Housing + Tourism 

"Asheville's permit system with occupancy limits and owner-occupancy option has 'successfully 
implemented [a system] ensuring that STRs do not overwhelm residential neighborhoods while still 
supporting tourism.' This proves balance is achievable." 

— Utah Land Use Institute (2025) 
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Testimonial 38: Sedona's Balanced Approach 

"Sedona's taxation and zoning measures allowing owner-occupied STRs with restrictions have 
'mitigated housing shortages while preserving tourism economy.' This model demonstrates 
real-world success in addressing multiple community goals simultaneously." 

— Utah Land Use Institute (2025) 

Testimonial 39: Steamboat Springs Affordability Solution 

"Steamboat Springs allows owner-occupied STRs while directing 9% lodging tax revenues to 
affordable housing (generating $11 million/20 years). This proves that property owner income and 
housing affordability funding are not mutually exclusive—they can be combined through smart policy 
design." 

— Colorado Tax Policy Analysis (2023) 

 

ENFORCEMENT & COMPLIANCE 

Testimonial 40: Registration Reduces Burden 

"A required business license creates accountability; operators know compliance costs are 
non-negotiable. This registration mechanism is less burdensome than trying to police whole-home 
rentals or pursuing widespread enforcement of unregistered listings." 

— Municipal Enforcement Best Practices (2025) 

Testimonial 42: Technology-Enabled Compliance 

"Modern registration systems and compliance software enable efficient tracking without hiring 
massive code enforcement teams. Complaint systems flag repeat violators; license renewal software 
enforces annual checkpoints automatically." 

— Municipal Technology Solutions (2025) 

Testimonial 43: Targeted Enforcement Strategy 
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"Municipalities can prioritize illegal (unregistered) listings, which account for the largest compliance 
burden. Park County had 1,346 STRs but only 213 licensed—suggesting low registration compliance 
is the issue to address, not owner-occupancy feasibility itself." 

— Park County Enforcement Analysis (2025) 

Testimonial 44: Escalating Sanctions Model 

"First violation: Warning + educational notice. Multiple violations: License suspension. Persistent 
violations: License revocation + property use restrictions. This graduated approach creates 
compliance incentive without excessive punishment for minor infractions." 

— Regulatory Best Practices (2025) 

Testimonial 45: Complaint-Driven Enforcement 

"Neighbors can report violations knowing the responsible owner lives at the address (via nameplate 
signage). This community-engaged enforcement mechanism reduces municipal burden while 
increasing accountability." 

— South Salt Lake Handbook (2025) 

 

ADDRESSING HOUSING AFFORDABILITY CONCERNS 

Testimonial 46: Investor Prevention = Affordability 
Protection 

"Owner-occupancy requirement prevents investor bulk-buying that drives affordability issues. 
Commercial investors cannot purchase multiple properties for STR conversion when they must live 
in each property. This structural limitation addresses root cause of housing conversion problems." 

— Housing Affordability Analysis (2025) 

Testimonial 47: Tax Revenue Dedicated to Housing 

"Many jurisdictions dedicate STR tax revenues to affordable housing: Steamboat Springs (9% tax 
generating $11 million/20 years for affordable housing); Summit County (2% tax funds affordable 
housing directly). This creates dual benefit: property owner income AND affordable housing funding." 
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— Colorado Tax Policy (2023) 

Testimonial 48: Geographic Caps Prevent Saturation 

"South Salt Lake limits STRs to 200 citywide with 2 per block cap, explicitly preventing neighborhood 
saturation while preserving property owner rights. Geographic constraints can be adjusted based on 
local housing market conditions." 

— South Salt Lake Ordinance (2025) 

Testimonial 49: Context-Specific Policy Adjustment 

"In high-tourism areas with limited hotels, owner-occupied STRs fill genuine lodging gaps without 
converting primary residences. In areas with tight housing, stronger restrictions or day-use caps are 
justified. Owner-occupancy provides the policy flexibility to address local conditions." 

— Policy Design Analysis (2025) 

Testimonial 50: Statewide vs. Concentrated Impact 

"While Cornell and Utah Land Use Institute studies document STR impacts, they primarily apply to 
high-STR areas like Summit County (23% housing), but statewide STRs are just 1.9% of stock with 
minimal price impact (under 0.4%). Owner-occupied STRs with caps address concentrated impacts 
while enabling property owner income in lower-impact areas." 

— Regional Analysis (2025) 

 

PROPERTY RIGHTS & COMMUNITY BALANCE 

Testimonial 51: Rights-Preserving Approach 

"Owner-occupancy policies preserve property rights better than bans or full commercialization. 
Property owners earn supplemental income ($40,000-50,000/year average) while maintaining 
neighborhood stability. Supplemental income supports property owner rights, not restricts them." 

— Constitutional Property Rights Analysis (2025) 

Testimonial 52: Balanced Stakeholder Approach 
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"This policy balances competing interests—property rights, housing affordability, community quality 
of life, and economic growth. Owner-occupied STR regulation combined with registration 
requirements offers the approach supported by legal scholars, municipal lawyers, and experienced 
practitioners nationwide." 

— Cornell Law Journal (2025) 

Testimonial 53: Community Character Preservation 

"Owner-occupied STRs preserve neighborhoods because owners vote locally, work locally, and 
benefit from community stability. Unlike investors buying multiple properties, owner-occupants are 
invested in long-term neighborhood health. This creates alignment between individual property rights 
and community welfare." 

— Community Planning Analysis (2025) 

Testimonial 54: Resident Investment 

"Owner-occupants participate in community, schools, and governance, making them invested in 
long-term neighborhood health in ways that absentee investors are not. This creates natural 
stakeholder alignment that reduces enforcement burden and improves compliance." 

— Municipal Leadership Study (2025) 

 

LEGAL & CONSTITUTIONAL FOUNDATION 

Testimonial 55: Land Use Authority 

"Local governments have 'police power' to regulate land use for public health, safety, and welfare. 
Preserving neighborhood character is a valid public purpose. All land use regulations are presumed 
valid in Utah when properly structured." 

— Constitutional Law Analysis (2025) 

Testimonial 56: Upheld Regulatory Precedents 

"Courts consistently uphold single-family zoning, occupancy limits, parking requirements, setback/lot 
size requirements, and STR restrictions in specific zones. Owner-occupancy requirements follow 
well-established legal principles." 
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— Municipal Law Precedent (2025) 

Testimonial 57: Safe Regulatory Language 

"Requirements like 'owner must maintain primary residence within X miles' or 'owner must reside in 
dwelling 183+ days/year' survive legal scrutiny. Focus on operational requirements (24/7 contact, 
occupancy limits) rather than owner identity characteristics ensures constitutional compliance." 

— Municipal Attorney Guidance (2025) 

 

COMPARATIVE ADVANTAGE 

Testimonial 58: Better Than Bans 

"Bans lose tourism revenue, eliminate property owner income, and drive STRs underground. Courts 
scrutinize bans due to property rights concerns. Owner-occupancy regulation survives legal 
challenges while preserving all policy benefits." 

— Legal & Policy Analysis (2025) 

Testimonial 59: Better Than No Regulation 

"Unregulated STRs cause tax evasion, housing crisis, noise complaints, and displaced communities. 
Enforcement is uneven and expensive. Owner-occupancy + registration provides comprehensive 
regulatory framework without banning property owner rights." 

— Comparative Policy Analysis (2025) 

Testimonial 60: Better Than Commercial-Only STRs 

"Allowing commercial/whole-home STRs causes housing conversion to hotels, gentrification, noise, 
tourism glut, and community disruption. Owner-occupancy requirement prevents this by limiting who 
can operate STRs and requiring resident accountability." 

— Market Structure Analysis (2025) 

Testimonial 61: Gold Standard Status 
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"Owner-occupied STR regulations combined with registration requirement is now the minimum 
gold-standard regulation endorsed by Cornell Law Review, major municipalities, and policy experts 
nationwide. This is the consensus best practice." 

— National Policy Consensus (2025) 

 

IMPLEMENTATION SUPPORT 

Testimonial 62: Clear Regulatory Path 

"South Salt Lake provides a complete implementation model: owner-occupancy + 183-day proof, 
annual licensing, 200 citywide cap, 2 per block, occupancy limits, parking requirements, nameplate 
signage, 24/7 contact, and fire inspection. This proven framework can be adapted for other 
jurisdictions." 

— Municipal Best Practices (2025) 

Testimonial 63: Flexible Framework 

"Core requirements (owner-occupancy, occupancy limits, 24/7 contact) are essential. Optional 
elements (geographic caps, day limits, tax dedication) can be adjusted based on local conditions. 
This flexibility allows policy customization while maintaining core protections." 

— Policy Design Framework (2025) 

Testimonial 64: Proven Scalability 

"Owner-occupancy models have been successfully implemented in South Salt Lake, Kanab, 
Asheville (NC), Sedona (AZ), and Steamboat Springs (CO). This geographic diversity demonstrates 
scalability across different market types and community sizes." 

— Implementation Track Record (2025) 

 

CONCLUSION TESTIMONIAL 

Testimonial 65: The Balanced Solution 
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"For cities seeking to balance property rights, housing affordability, community quality of life, and 
economic growth, owner-occupied STR regulation combined with registration requirements offers the 
gold-standard approach. It enables property owners to stay in their homes through supplemental 
income, prevents investor acquisition that drives housing loss, generates tax revenue for public 
benefit, protects neighborhood character through on-site accountability, and supports sustainable 
tourism. This is not a compromise—it is the optimal solution." 

— Consensus of Legal Scholars, Municipal Leaders, and Policy Experts (2025) 
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Agenda Item No: 9
 City Council Agenda Item Report
Meeting Date: January 27, 2026
Submitted By: Katie Bussell
Submitting Department: Planning Division
Item Type: Action Item
Agenda Section: Regular Agenda

Subject:
Consideration of Concept Plan approval for the Chiu Property, a 219-unit development located at
approximately 600 South 2900 West.

Suggested Action:

Attachments:

CC Staff Report Chiu Property Concept 01.27.26.docx

Chiu Property Concept DRC 12.17.25.docx

Chiu Property narrative.pdf

Chiu Property Concept 12.17.25.pdf

Chiu Property aerial .pdf

Chiu Property zoning.pdf

Chiu Property general plan.pdf
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Chiu Property Concept Plan 

 

CHIU PROPERTY CONCEPT PLAN 

CITY COUNCIL REPORT 

Applicant Century Communities 

Meeting Date January 24, 2026 

Requested Action/Purpose Consideration of a proposed concept plan 

Location 2900 West 600 South  

Project Area 56.5 acres 

Existing Zoning A-5 

General Plan Land Use Designation Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA), VLDRA 

Adjacent Zoning and Land Use North RA-1 Single-family residential  

South Saratoga Springs Farmland  

East R-1-22 Single-family residential  

West RA-1 Single-family residential  

Date of DRC Review December 17, 2025 

Date of Planning Commission Review January 8, 2026 

Assigned Planner Katie Bussell  

REQUIRED ACTION 

Planning Commission Review and recommendation  

City Council Final approval 

 

 
 

Section 11.010.  Concept Plan – Applicability: 

The Concept Plan gives the applicant, staff, Planning Commission and City Council an opportunity to discuss the 

project in the conceptual stage.  The applicant can use the Concept Plan meeting to receive direction on project layout as 

well as discuss the procedure for approval, the specifications and requirements that may be required for layout of streets, 

drainage, water, sewerage, fire protection, and similar matters prior to the preparation of a more detailed preliminary 

subdivision plat. 

 

Section 11.020. Concept Plan Approval Process. (New 08/13/02; Amended 02/10/15; 01/23/24; 06/10/25)  

The approval process for a concept plan varies depending upon the type of project, as outlined below:  

 

A. PRDs, PUDs, Planned Communities, TODs, and other processes requiring a Concept Plan. Following review of a 

concept plan by the Reviewing Departments, the Planning Commission may recommend approval, approval with 

conditions, or denial of the concept plan. The City Council, following review of the concept plan and the Planning 

Commission’s recommendations may approve, amend and approve, approve with conditions, remand the application 

back to the Planning Commission for further discussion, or deny approval of the concept plan. A public hearing at the 

Planning Commission meeting is required for all concepts in this Section. 

 

B. Site Plans, Subdivisions without PRD or PUD overlay, and other processes that do not require a Concept 

Plan. The approval process for this type of concept plan follows the same approval process outlined for 

subsequent project approvals. The Reviewing Departments, Planning Commission, or City Council may 

advise the applicant of specific changes or additions, if any, they will require as a prerequisite to subsequent 

project approvals. A public hearing at the Planning Commission meeting is required for concepts that include 

any exceptions to Code requirements, or when a public hearing is part of the process for subsequent project 

approvals. 
 

APPLICABLE DEVELOPMENT CODE REGULATIONS 
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Chiu Property Concept Plan 

 

 
 

The applicant requests review and approval of the Chiu Property Concept Plan. This concept plan is for a 219-unit 

residential subdivision. The subdivision would consist of single-family detached homes and townhomes. A General Plan 

Amendment to Medium Density Residential (MDR) would be required, and applicant would need to file one in February 

or August for the General Plan Amendment to be considered. However, they have submitted a concept plan in the 

meantime to receive preliminary feedback from staff and the Planning Commission.  

 

This concept cannot be approved according to the current Lehi City Development Code. The current zoning of the 

property is A-5, which is one unit for every five acres. The current density of the proposed concept plan is six units an 

acre, which far exceeds the density of the A-5 zone. As mentioned, a General Plan Amendment will be needed before 

this can proceed to a subdivision application. Under the current designation, the density would be roughly 25 units an 

acre, compared to 219 units. The proposed concept plan shows a net increase of 194 units.  

 

The concept plan spans 56.5 acres, and 32.6 of them are developable due to wetlands and floodplains adjacent to the 

Jordan River. 219 units are proposed, and there are 53 single-family detached homes and 166 townhomes. The single-

family homes are on lots 6,000 square feet in size. It has been noted in the DRC comments that the amenity 

requirements of the townhome portion of the project will have to be met, including providing a sports court, three 

playgrounds, eight picnic areas, a club house, or something of equivalent value.  

 

A vast majority of the property will be left as native open space. There are also trails proposed to connect the Jordan 

River Trail and Jordan Willows, and to connect to the new Auburn Springs subdivision to the north. It should be noted 

that part of the development will require a roadway access from Water Way Road to part of the new subdivision 

development. It would require crossing Lehi City owned open space.  

 

There were 28 redline comments from the DRC, including:  

1. Much of the proposed development is in the 100 year floodplain. If this moves forward, it will require a 

floodplain development permit and will need to comply with all NFIP regulations for zone AH.  

2. There are likely wetlands within the proposed development. A wetlands study will be required. Any wetlands 

will need approval will be needed from the Army Corps of Engineers.  

3. This concept will require a General Plan amendment to MDR to facilitate this development.  

4. The current General Plan shows this area as Environmentally Sensitive Area (1 unit per 5 acres) and Very Low 

Density Residential/Agricultural (1.75 units per acre).  Under the current Plan, the density would be roughly 25 

units vs. the proposed 219 units.  This is a net increase of 194 units.  

5. Planning Staff has concerns with the proposed increased development densities, especially in the ESA area.  

Our goal is to keep housing and other development out of those sensitive areas, and to protect the natural 

environment.  It is also our goal to concentrate most of the new growth, especially medium and high density 

residential, where it makes the most sense.  We believe the area that is most suited for that type of development 

is along the I-15 corridor and along our existing and future transit lines (Frontrunner on the west side of I-15, 

and the future BRT line on the east side of I-15).  Those areas are better suited to handle the utilities and 

transportation demands that high density requires, and allows us to encourage Transit Oriented Development 

(TOD) where people have different options of transportation other than just a car.  We know there is a finite 

number of units that the City can support under a full buildout scenario.  The City Council has made it clear 

that they don’t want the City to exceed a total buildout population of around 160K people.  If additional units 

are added to this area, that would take away from the units that could be built in areas that are better suited for 

more density. A good justification will be needed to add units in this area.  

 

Please consider all DRC comments in your motion.  

 

 
 

The City Council may move to approve or deny the proposed concept plan. Any motion should include findings. 

Possible findings include: 

 

POSSIBLE MOTIONS AND FINDINGS 

REPORT ANALYSIS 
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Chiu Property Concept Plan 

 

1. The proposed Concept is/is not consistent with the Lehi City Development Code 

2. The proposed Concept does/does not conform to the goals and policies of the General Plan. 

3. Other findings as determined by the public hearing. 

 

 
 
The Planning Commission reviewed the proposed concept plan on January 8, 2026. The minutes and motion from 

this meeting are as follows: 

 

4.12) Public hearing and consideration of Century Communities’ request for review for the Chiu Property 

Concept Plan, a 219-unit development located at approximately 600 South 2900 West. 

 

Motion: Commissioner Eyre moved to take a three minute recess. Commissioner Gehman seconded. 

 

Vote: Commissioner Gehman, yes. Commissioner Jones, yes. Commissioner Eyre, yes. Commissioner 

Kunze, yes. Commissioner Roberts, yes. 

 

   Motion passed unanimously. The meeting adjourned at 10:05 P.M. 

 

The meeting reconvened at 10:10 P.M. 

 

Brittney Harris presented. There are 53 single family homes and 166 townhomes in the development. The area is 

currently zoned as A-5, while the General Plan has it designated as VLDR and ESA. Much of the land will be left as 

open space as it is undevelopable wetlands. There will be trail connections to the Jordan River Trail System. 

 

Commissioner Eyre asked about a planned road approximately where one area with developed homes will be, and if it 

would have an impact on the plan. It will be lined up with an existing stub road, but UDOT is still evaluating where the 

connection will line up with Pioneer Crossing. 

 

Tom Romney was present representing the various groups bringing the project to the Commission. He understands that 

this is a big ask, especially considering that only 25 units would be allowed under the VLDR zoning. The development 

is approximately seven minutes away from both Redwood Road and I-15. He noted two trailheads and the approximate 

location of the Pioneer Crossing connection road as far as he is aware. The surrounding properties are zoned for Heavy 

Commercial and VLDR. The project works out to about 3.9 units per acre, which doesn’t meet the VLDR zoning, but 

would meet LDR zoning. He explained that the wetlands will limit the amount of development, and as they don’t want to 

relocate them, they intend to dedicate them in their entirety to the city as open space. The city will get 48% of the 

development, 8% of which has been developed and improved. The landowner has provided several easements to the city 

in the past. Romney explained that the utilities will be doable if they are given the go-ahead. The plan is to buffer 

adjacent developments by placing single family homes next to them that will gradually shift into townhomes. All units 

will be for sale, not for rent. 

 

Motion: Commissioner Roberts moved to extend the meeting past 10:30 P.M. until all items have 

been heard. Commissioner Gehman seconded. 

 

Vote: Commissioner Gehman, yes. Commissioner Jones, yes. Commissioner Eyre, yes. Commissioner 

Kunze, yes. Commissioner Roberts, yes. 

 

   Motion passed unanimously. 

 

Commissioner Kunze asked if there were any other potential ideas for the property. This project has been in the works 

for a while. It is a difficult project to plan due to environmental concerns. They took advice from the landowner and 

based it around the floodplain. This is concept plan E, F, or G. 

 

Commissioner Eyre opened and closed public comment. 

 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 
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Chiu Property Concept Plan 

 

Commissioner Gehman asked if density is granted based on the total parcel or on the developable land only. Kim 

Struthers explained that it is based on the General Plan’s density designation, which was the guiding principle used in 

determining the 25 permitted units. 

 

Commissioner Jones shared his appreciation for the thought that went into the project’s design, as well as his discomfort 

for the gap between allowed units and asked-for units. He doesn’t think the larger lots are feasible for younger families 

to acquire. Romney explained that the majority of units will be townhomes because that is what families can afford. The 

plan was also created with the understanding that Saratoga Springs plans on having a major commercial hub put in 

nearby. Romney explained that Lehi is getting harder to develop as the city approaches buildout. He argued that the 

open space would be more valuable to the city than dividing the property into five acre lots that will be privately owned 

indefinitely. 

 

Commissioner Eyre also feels like this is a big ask with many factors out of the city’s control. Romney promised that the 

plan can be tweaked as needed. 

 

Commissioner Roberts asked what the plan was for the open space. It will largely be left wild as it is part of the 

floodplain. Commissioner Roberts shared concerns over isolating neighborhoods in this development. 

 

Commissioner Eyre explained that the developer would be better off talking to the City Council for the feedback they 

are looking for. 

 

Commissioner Jones brought up the last election cycle which revealed discontent over development and growth. 

 

Commissioner Roberts is worried about the proximity to commercial property in Saratoga Springs. 

 

Commissioner Eyre reemphasized his worry over the number of units. He doesn’t personally agree with the 25 unit 

limit, but he doesn’t feel that he can speak for City Council. 

 

Commissioner Jones asked the applicant if there was any more specific feedback they were looking for. They were 

content with what the Commission presented. 

 

Motion: Commissioner Jones moved to give a negative recommendation to the Lehi City Council 

with the findings that the proposed concept is not consistent with Lehi City’s Development Code and 

does not conform to the goals and policies of the General Plan. He included all DRC comments. 

Commissioner Kunze seconded. 

 

Vote: Commissioner Gehman, yes. Commissioner Jones, yes. Commissioner Eyre, yes. Commissioner 

Kunze, yes. Commissioner Roberts, yes. 

 

   Motion passed unanimously. 
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Lehi City Development Review Committee                                                                                 December 17, 2025 

 

 

Note:  This list of corrections and deficiencies should not be considered as an all-inclusive or final list.  The items listed need to be 

corrected and resolved and a new set of information submitted for review by the DRC.  Further corrections and deficiencies may 

still be noted as the DRC further reviews the resubmitted information. 

 

1 of 2 

Chiu Property Concept Plan 

DRC Redline Comments 

 

Century- requests review of the Chiu Property Concept, a 219 multi-family residential development located at 

approximately 600 South 2900 West. 

 

DRC Members Present: Glade Kirkham, Garion Rowett, Ryan Allred, Shelbey Brewer, Kim Struthers, Gary Smith, Gary 

Ellis, James Farnsworth, Luke Seegmiller, Brad Wilbur 

Assigned Planner: Katie Bussell 

Representatives of the Applicant Present: Toby Cordova, Chad Garner, Tom Romney, Braden Cooper 

Date of Plans Reviewed: 12/09/25 

Time Start: 1:50 PM  

Time End:  2:30 PM  

 

DRC REDLINE COMMENTS: 

Jake/Glade – Power: 

1.  A Power System Study is required. Application can be obtained at Lehi Power 

Brad – Fiber: No comments.  

Garion – Fire:  

2. Any dead end street greater than 150' will require a turnaround 

Ryan – Water/Sewer: 

3. How do you plan on getting utilities into phase? 

4. There is a 24'' gravity  sewer main in 2575 west this would be your only connection. Depth of the sewer is around 6' 

deep. 

5. forced sewer main in 600 S from the Jordan willow lift station. No connection will be allowed. 

6. Jordan Willow lift station does not have the capacity for the proposed subdivision. 

7. 14'' forced sewer main ends at 2575 west 700 south in existing MH. 

James – Parks: 

8. Will the developer be building this trail? 

Gary S. – Building/Inspections: 

9. A soil report will be required if this moves past concept.  

Shelbey – Public Works: 

10. Much of the proposed development is in the 100 year floodplain. If this moves forward, it will require a floodplain 

development permit and will need to comply with all NFIP regulations for zone AH. 

11. There are likely wetlands within the proposed development. A wetlands study will be required. Any wetlands will need 

approval will be needed from the Army Corps of Engineers. 

Gary E. – Engineering: 

12.  Water line looping will be required throughout development 

13. A utility study would be required to determine if the current utilities are sufficient, or what improvements would be 

required to be installed to service these lots. 

14. Verify Cul-de-sacs and Knuckles have a minimum 100' pavement diameter 

15. Irrigation company will need to give approval to pipe or disturb irrigation ditch 

16. All roads will require 7' planters, 5' sidewalks and a 10' PU&RCE 

17. This site will be required to retain its own storm water on site, or detain and release at a rate of 0.20 CFS/ac while 

retaining the 80th percentile storm. 

Luke – Traffic: 

18. A traffic impact study will be required at site plan if this moves past concept. It will need to include analyses of 

existing conditions, opening day, and + 5 years. It will need to include analyses of all new intersections the following 

intersections: 600 S @ Water Way Rd and River Way @ 600 S. The +5 years analysis should include an analyses with 

and without a future connection to Pioneer Crossing with a traffic signal at 2900 W (Lehi). The traffic impact study 

must meet all the requirements found in Section 2.06 of the Lehi City Design Standards. 

Kim – Planning: 

19. This concept will require a General Plan amendment to MDR to facilitate this development. 
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Lehi City Development Review Committee                                                                                 December 17, 2025 

 

 

Note:  This list of corrections and deficiencies should not be considered as an all-inclusive or final list.  The items listed need to be 

corrected and resolved and a new set of information submitted for review by the DRC.  Further corrections and deficiencies may 

still be noted as the DRC further reviews the resubmitted information. 

 

2 of 2 

20. The current General Plan shows this area as Environmentally Sensitive Area (1 unit per 5 acres) and Very Low Density 

Residential/Agricultural (1.75 units per acre).  Under the current Plan, the density would be roughly 25 units vs. the 

proposed 219 units.  This is a net increase of 194 units. 

21. The Development Code prohibits development in certain critical areas.  Here's what Section 12.060 J states about this:  

 

A.Critical Areas. Critical Areas include areas described in this subsection and areas identified on the Critical Lands 

Map of Lehi City.  All development or construction activity, including tree or vegetation removal, grading, excavation, 

filling, or drainage within critical areas is prohibited except as otherwise provided in this subsection, and with the 

exception of required public utilities or necessary roads and streets as determined by the Lehi City Engineer.  

 

2.Floodplains.  All areas within a 100-year floodplain as mapped for the Federal Flood Insurance program or by Lehi 

City.  All development structures, buildings or impervious surfaces shall be required to comply with all requirements 

for construction in a flood plain as required by a Federal or State agency and the requirements of the National Flood 

Insurance Program (elevation Certificate) for construction within a flood plain.   

 

3.Wetlands.  All areas identified as a designated wetland by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  Development 

requirements: 

(a)as allowed and required by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; and 

(b)for the purposes of calculating density applicable to wetland areas, as determined by the U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers, no density is applicable to any wetland areas.  At the option of the city, lot lines may extend into wetland 

areas as allowed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 

 

22. Planning Staff has concerns with the proposed increased development densities, especially in the ESA area.  Our goal 

is to keep housing and other development out of those sensitive areas, and to protect the natural environment.  It is also 

our goal to concentrate most of the new growth, especially medium and high density residential, where it makes the 

most sense.  We believe the area that is most suited for that type of development is along the I-15 corridor and along 

our existing and future transit lines (Frontrunner on the west side of I-15, and the future BRT line on the east side of I-

15).  Those areas are better suited to handle the utilities and transportation demands that high density requires, and 

allows us to encourage Transit Oriented Development (TOD) where people have different options of transportation 

other than just a car.  We know there is a finite number of units that the City can support under a full buildout scenario.  

The City Council has made it clear that they don’t want the City to exceed a total buildout population of around 160K 

people.  If additional units are added to this area, that would take away from the units that could be built in areas that 

are better suited for more density. A good justification will be needed to add units in this area.  

23. Development of the 2.4 acres would be difficult, and would require access through the adjacent parcel that is in 

Saratoga Springs. 

24. At the time of preliminary, show that the connectivity standards are met, which includes the connectivity index, block 

lengths, cul-de-sac lengths, superblock requirements, trail connections, etc. 

25. 600 S has a cycle track funded by MAG along the north side of the street - this will need to be shown on any final plans 

moving forward. The bulb coming off the north side here will be problematic for the cycle track design, we can talk 

through how to deal with this at the point of preliminary subdivision. 

26. 166 townhomes would require 8 picnic areas, 1 sports court, 3 playgrounds/ dog parks, 1 club house (minimum 750 

square feet), and 1 pool/tennis court/ splash pad. Or an equivalent value. 

27. Lot 9 and 10 have very narrow connections to the entire lot. Might be better to leave as native open space. 

28. What benefit does building a road through City open space have for the City? 

 

 

DRC GENERAL COMMENTS: 

1. The concept plan shall not constitute a development permit. (Does not vest). 

 

 

THIS ITEM WILL BE SCHEDULED FOR PLANNING COMMISSION ON JANUARY 8TH.   
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CONCEPT APPLICATION
NARRATIVE

 December 9th, 2025

The property located at approximately 600 South and 2900 West, referred to as the Chiu 
Property, is being considered for development. The overall site consisting of 56.5 acres is under 
consideration for a concept plan application. Shown below are the parcels to be included in the 
concept plan applications and its approximate location. These parcels do not have identified 
addresses:  

PARCEL NUMBERS:  
58:028:0005 – Approx 600 S and 2900 W
58:028:0006 – Approx. 700 S and 2900 W
58:028:0038 – South of Water Way Rd and north of 
Pioneer Crossing
58:036:0093 – South of the intersection of Willow Ln 
and Willow Park Dr

The proposed development currently falls under the A-5 zone and is designated ESA in the 
general plan. The applicant is proposing a concept plan that seeks to provide different housing 
types while being mindful of the existing flood zones and preserved open space areas that exist 
on the property. The concept plan shows single family lots that are of similar size to the existing 
neighborhoods to the north and west of the property along with townhomes that are towards the 
center of the property and adjacent to the Saratoga Springs and Lehi border. The area south of 
the Chiu property that’s in Saratoga Springs is planned to be multifamily and commercial along 
Pioneer Crossing, so the townhomes that are being proposed on this concept plan would be 
adjacent to the ones proposed in Saratoga Springs.

The applicant is open to a rezone/general plan amendment or a development agreement for this 
property in order to create a desirable and livable neighborhood. Approximately 5.3 acres of 
developable area can only be accessed via Water Way Rd, which must be accessed through 
property owned by Lehi City. The applicant is open to provide open space amenities south of 
Willow Ln near the Jordan River to make up for any lost open space that is needed to provide 
access to this 5.3 acre piece. The applicant is also open to providing trail improvements to tie in 
the proposed Auburn Springs neighborhood to the north, and open space areas and corridors 
within the townhome area.
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Agenda Item No: 10
 City Council Agenda Item Report
Meeting Date: January 27, 2026
Submitted By: Katie Bussell
Submitting Department: Planning Division
Item Type: Ordinance
Agenda Section: Regular Agenda

Subject:
Consideration of Ordinance #02-2026, approving a Development Code Amendment to Chapter 20,
Home Occupations, adding Adult Daycare.

Suggested Action:

Attachments:

Ord 02-2026.docx

CC Staff Report Ch 20 Development Code Amendment 01.27.26.docx

Chapter 20 Development Code Amendment DRC 12.03.25.docx

Narrative - Chapter 20 Development Code Amendment.pdf

Ch20HomeOccupations - adult day care.pdf
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Lehi City 1 Ordinance #02-2026 
 

ORDINANCE NO: 02-2026 

 

 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE LEHI CITY DEVELOPMENT CODE 

CHAPTER 20, HOME OCCUPATIONS 

 

WHEREAS, it has become necessary to amend Chapter 20 of the Lehi City Development 

Code; and  

 

WHEREAS, this amendment seeks to clarify adult day-care as a permitted use for home 

occupations; and 

 

WHEREAS, following a public hearing on January 8th, 2026, the Lehi City Planning 

Commission reviewed the proposed revisions and forwarded a positive recommendation to the 

City Council; and 

 

WHEREAS, on January 27th, 2026, the City Council held a duly noticed meeting to receive 

public comment and ascertain the facts regarding this matter, which facts and comments are found 

in the hearing record and which include the staff report, minutes from the Planning Commission 

meeting of January 8th, 2026, and the positive recommendation of the Planning Commission; and, 

 

WHEREAS, after considering the facts and comments presented to the Municipal Council, 

the Council finds: Chapter 20 of the Lehi City Development Code should be amended; and such 

action furthers the health, safety, and welfare of the citizens of Lehi.  

 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Lehi City, Utah as 

follows:  

 

PART I: 

 

Chapter 20 of the Lehi City Development Code is hereby amended.  

 

PART II: 

 

A. If a provision of this Ordinance 02-2026 conflicts with a provision of a previously 

adopted ordinance concerning the same title, chapter, and/or section number amended herein, the 

provision in this Ordinance shall prevail. 

 

B. This ordinance and its various sections, clauses and paragraphs are hereby 

declared to be severable. If any part, sentence, clause or phrase is adjudged to be unconstitutional 

or invalid, the remainder shall not be affected thereby. 

 

C. The City Council hereby directs that the official copy of the Lehi City Code be 

updated to reflect the provisions enacted by this Ordinance. 
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Lehi City 2 Ordinance #02-2025 

D. This Ordinance shall take effect immediately after being posted or published as 

required by law. 

 

Approved and Adopted by the City Council of Lehi City this 27th day of January, 2026.  

 

 

 

       ATTEST 

 

 

_____________________________   _______________________________ 

Paul Binns, Mayor     Teisha Wilson, City Recorder 
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CHAPTER 20 DEVELOPMENT CODE AMENDMENT 

CITY COUNCIL REPORT 
Applicant Lehi City 

Meeting Date January 8th, 2026 

Requested Action/Purpose Approval of a proposed amendment to the Lehi City Development Code 

Date of DRC Review December 3, 2025 

Date of Planning Commission Review January 8, 2026 

REQUIRED ACTION 

Planning Commission Review and recommendation  

City Council Final approval 

 

 
 

Section 04.060. Criteria for Approval. 

No amendment to this Code, or the Zoning District Map(s), may be recommended for approval by the Commission 

nor approved by the City Council unless such amendment or conditions thereto are consistent with the General 

Plan.  In considering a Code amendment, or Zoning District Map(s) amendment, the applicant shall identify, and 

the City Staff, DRC, Commission, and the City Council may consider the following factors, among others: 

 

1. The effect of the proposed amendment on the character of the surrounding area;  

2. Consistency with the goals and policies of the General Plan. 

3. Consistency and Compatibility of the proposed zone with the General Plan land uses of nearby and adjoin-

ing properties. 

4. The suitability of the properties for the uses requested and their suitability for the existing uses identified 

by the General Plan; 

5. Whether a change in the uses allowed for the affected properties will unduly affect the uses, or proposed 

uses for nearby and adjoining properties; 

6. The gain to the public health, safety and welfare from the existing classification to the proposed amend-

ment; and 

7. The overall community benefit of the proposed amendment. 

 

 
 

Lehi City is requesting an amendment to Chapter 20 of the Development Code to clarify and allow adult day cares as a 

permitted home occupation. It was recently discovered the Development Code is not clear on if adult day cares are al-

lowed as home occupations in Lehi City. This amendment is being requested not only to clarify the language, but also to 

comply with State code. State code permits adult day cares as home occupations with certain regulations, such as each 

person must have at least 50-square feet of area. Staff believes this will help ensure adults who require care will be able 

to receive it without a legal grey area.  

 

DRC Comments  
There was one redline comment from the DRC from the Fire Department, which was to include a fire life safety inspec-

tion prior to being issued a business license. Please consider this in your motion.  

 

 
 
The City Council may approve or deny the proposed development code amendment. Any motion should in-

POSSIBLE MOTIONS AND FINDINGS 

REPORT ANALYSIS 

APPLICABLE DEVELOPMENT CODE REGULATIONS 
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clude findings. Possible findings include: 

 
1. The proposed Development Code amendment is/is not in conformance with the purposes, intent, and pro-

visions of the General Plan and its various elements. 
2. Additional findings based upon information presented during the public hearing. 

 

 
 

The Planning Commission reviewed the proposed amendment on January 8th, 2026. The minutes and motion from 

this meeting are as follows: 

 

4.13) Public hearing and recommendation of Lehi City’s request for a Development Code Amendment to 

Chapter 20, Home Occupations, adding Adult Daycare. 

 

Brittney Harris presented the item. Child daycares are already allowed in the code, and a resident asked for an 

amendment to include adult daycares. The requirements will be the same for other daycares. A mandatory annual 

fire safety inspection has been added to city code. 

 

Commissioner Roberts asked if this is something residents are considering. Harris explained that they have met with 

one person who wanted to run an adult daycare out of their home. 

 

Commissioner Eyre opened and closed public comment. 

 

Motion: Commissioner Kunze moved to give a positive recommendation to the Lehi City Council 

with the findings that the proposed development code amendment is in conformance with the pur-

poses, intent, and provisions of the General Plan and its various elements. She included all DRC 

comments. Commissioner Gehman seconded.  

 

Vote: Commissioner Gehman, yes. Commissioner Jones, yes. Commissioner Eyre, yes. Commis-

sioner Kunze, yes. Commissioner Roberts, yes. 

 

   Motion passed unanimously. 

 

The Commission discussed moving the approval of the By-Laws to the next meeting, which they ultimately agreed 

to do. 

 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 
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Lehi City Development Review Committee                                                                                   December 3, 2025 

 

 

Note:  This list of corrections and deficiencies should not be considered as an all-inclusive or final list.  The items listed need to be 

corrected and resolved and a new set of information submitted for review by the DRC.  Further corrections and deficiencies may 

still be noted as the DRC further reviews the resubmitted information. 

 

1 of 1 

Chapter 20 Development Code Amendment 

DRC Redline Comments 

 

Lehi City- requests review of the Chapter 20 Development Code Amendment, amending the home occupation chapter to 

clarify when adult day cares are permitted as a home occupation. 

 

DRC Members Present: Glade Kirkham, Garion Rowett, Ryan Allred, Shelbey Brewer, Kim Struthers, Gary Smith, Gary 

Ellis, James Farnsworth, Luke Seegmiller, Brad Wilbur 

Assigned Planner: Katie Bussell 

Representatives of the Applicant Present:  

Date of Plans Reviewed: 11/18/25 

Time Start:  

Time End:  

 

 

DRC REDLINE COMMENTS: 

Glade – Power: No comments 

Brad – Fiber: 

1.  

Garion – Fire:  

2. And fire life safety inspection. 

Ryan – Water/Sewer: 

3.  

James – Parks: 

4.  

Gary S. – Building/Inspections: No comments 

Shelbey – Public Works: No comments. 

Gary E. – Engineering: No comments. 

Luke – Traffic: 

5.  

Kim – Planning: 

6.  

 

 

 

THIS ITEM WILL  

 

PRECON MEETING REQUIRED? (FULL, TAIILGATE, NONE) 
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Lehi City Planning Division 

Planning Division 

153 North 100 East 

Lehi, UT  84043 

385-201-1030 

 
 

November 24, 2025 

 

Narrative – Chapter 20 Development Code Amendment  
 

 

The Planning Division is proposing a Development Code Amendment to Chapter 20 of the Development Code. 

Specifically, we are proposing to add adult day care as an allowed use for a home occupation. Currently, the only 

allowed use for a day care is a child day care. Lehi City seeks to clarify that both child and adult day cares are 

permitted as home occupations.  

 

We seek to work with the Fire Department and Building Department to clarify further regulations for adult day cares 

as home occupations.  

 

Please contact the Planning Division if you have any questions. 

 

Thank you,  

 

Katie Bussell  

Planner 2 
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Chapter 20 Home Occupations  Adopted 9/24/96 

  
Lehi City Development Code  Page 20-1 

 

CHAPTER 20  

 

HOME OCCUPATIONS 
(Amended 05/22/18) 

 

Section 20.010. Purpose. 

Section 20.020. Requirements of Approval. 

Section 20.030. Employees. 

Section 20.040. Patrons. 

Section 20.050. Mobile Home Occupations 

Section 20.060. Prohibited Home Occupations. 

Section 20.070. Appeals. 

Section 20.080. Noncompliance and Revocation. 

Section 20.090. Business License Required. 

 

 

 

Section 20.010. Purpose. (Amended 03/28/00; 

01/08/13; 04/11/17) 
It is the intent of Lehi City to encourage business ac-

tivities in appropriate commercial districts.  Business 

activities may be conducted within a residence on a 

limited basis provided that the proposed activity 

complies with the standards and provisions of this 

Chapter.  All home occupations shall be secondary 

and incidental to the residential use of the structure.  

Home occupations are a temporary privilege that can 

be revoked at any time if disruption of the residential 

neighborhood occurs, or if the applicant fails to com-

ply with any condition of approval. 

 

Section 20.020.  Requirements of Approval. 
(Amended 03/28/00; 8/10/04; 12/08/09; 01/08/13; 03/11/14; 

04/11/17; 08/29/17; 12/08/20; 05/14/24) 
To protect the character of residential neighborhoods 

in the City, a Home Occupation Permit shall be ob-

tained prior to use of a residential dwelling or acces-

sory building for a business.  An application for a 

Home Occupation Permit may be approved pro-

vided: 

 

A. the applicant resides in the residence for 

which the permit is being sought; 

 

B.  no alteration to the exterior of the residence 

is made and the residence maintains the general char-

acter and appearance of a residential dwelling; 

 

C. the home occupation occupies no more than 

25% of the total finished, livable floor area of the 

dwelling; 

 

D. the home occupation is carried out within the 

home, garage, accessory building, or other space of 

a residential property but is not observable by the 

general public from the street in front of the resi-

dence, and the business activities do not create a 

nuisance for adjacent properties or disrupt the nor-

mal residential character of the neighborhood in 

which the residence is located; 

 

E. any space that is used for the business in a gar-

age or accessory building is counted toward the max-

imum allowed square footage for the home occupa-

tion;  

 

F. garage doors remain closed while business is 

conducted therein;  

 

G. required off-street parking for both the pri-

mary residence, any permitted ADU or STR, and 

home occupation is maintained as per Table 37.080, 

Section 12.230.G, Section 26.030.C, and Section 

20.040.B of this Code;  

 

H. a home occupation located in a garage or ac-

cessory building complies with all applicable build-

ing and fire codes, which may require approval for 

business activities by the Building Official and fire 

marshal; 

 

I. if the home occupation involves raising, keep-

ing, caring, or selling of animals, an inspection by 

the Animal Control Officer shall occur prior to issu-

ance of a business license; 

 

J. a certificate of occupancy is first issued for the 

residence; 

 

K. the applicant obtains a Lehi City Business Li-

cense for the home occupation on an annual basis; 

 

L. there are no signs or product displays; 

 

M. no more than one home occupation is ap-

proved per residence unless the applicant can 

demonstrate the additional home occupations will 

not impact the residential nature of the area; 

 

N. there is no storage or parking of tractor trail-

ers, semi-trucks, or other heavy equipment on the 

premises or on the streets in the vicinity of the prem-

ises of the home occupation, except that not more 

than one truck of one-ton capacity or less may be 

parked at the premises during off hours; 

 

O. to ensure the home occupation, once author-

ized, does not become a nuisance to the neighbors, 

the Zoning Administrator may impose operating 

conditions initially and also subsequently to protect 

the public health, safety, peace, and welfare of the 

residents of the surrounding residential area; 

 

P. the home occupation is clearly incidental and 
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Chapter 20 Home Occupations  Adopted 9/24/96 

  
Lehi City Development Code  Page 20-2 

 

secondary to the residential use of the dwelling and 

does not change the character of the building from 

common residential uses; 

 

Q. activities in connection with the home occu-

pation are not in conflict with the objectives and 

characteristics of the district in which the home oc-

cupation is located; and 

 

R. if the applicant for a home occupation is not 

the legal owner of the residence, the applicant pre-

sents written permission from the legal owner of the 

residence to conduct the activities proposed. 

 

S. The facility must also comply with any appli-

cable IFC and IBC Codes.  

 

Section 20.030. Employees. 
(Amended 03/28/00; 01/08/13) 

 
A. Residents of the dwelling for which a home 

occupation has been approved may be employed by 

the home occupation. 

 

B. Recognizing that for some home occupations 

additional employees are necessary or practical, the 

City may allow one employee not residing in the 

premises to work at the location of a home occupa-

tion during daytime business hours.  Off-street park-

ing shall be required for all on-premises employees 

of an approved home occupation. 

 

C. Off-premise employees shall not be allowed 

to frequent the premise of a home occupation.   

 

Section 20.040. Patrons. (Amended 07/18/02; 8/10/04; 

01/08/13; 03/11/14; 04/11/17; 06/14/22; 02/14/24; 05/14/24, 
10/08/24) 

 
A. The number of patrons permitted at a home 

occupation shall be based on the amount of off-street 

parking the residence can provide (excluding the re-

quired parking for the residence) plus the amount of 

on-street parking immediately along the residence’s 

frontage, with the exception of child daycare, child 

in-home instruction, and swimming lessons. In no 

case shall there be more than six parking spaces oc-

cupied at one time related to the home occupation.  

 

B. There shall be no more than four classes or 

sessions per day.  

 

C. If the home occupation involves training or 

grooming of Category 4 animals (see Table 12.260) 

and does not have a kennel permit, the maximum 

number of client’s animals that may be kept at the 

home at a given time shall not exceed three.  

 

1. Any home occupation involving the board-

ing or caring (i.e., daycare) of Category 4 ani-

mals (see Table 12.260) shall require a kennel 

permit.  

 

2. No overnight keeping of client’s animals 

shall be allowed. 

 

D. Off-street parking is required for all patrons 

of an approved home occupation. 

 

E. In the case of child in-home instruction, in-

cluding preschools, dance, music, art instruction, and 

athletic instruction, there shall not be more than 12 

persons at one time nor more than two classes or ses-

sions per day. A drop-off circulation plan shall be 

provided. The facility must also comply with any ap-

plicable IFC and IBC Codes.  

 

F. In the case of home-based microschools (as 

allowed by Utah State Code Section 10-9a-305) 

there shall not be more than 16 students at one time. 

All requirements of the Utah State Code for mi-

croschools must also be met including the facility 

space requirements per student. A drop-off circula-

tion plan shall be provided. The facility must also 

comply with any applicable IFC and IBC Codes.  

 

G. In the case of child or adult daycare, the total 

number of children persons that may be allowed in 

attendance at one time shall be limited to 12. A drop-

off circulation plan shall be provided. In order to 

maintain the validity of a Lehi City business license 

for any child day care, the applicant shall obtain and 

keep valid a Utah Department of Health childcare 

certificate, and an annual fire life safety inspection. 

Any child day care home occupation shall also 

strictly comply with all other requirements set forth 

in Utah Admin. Code § R430-50-1, et seq. 

 

H. In the case of swimming lessons, the follow-

ing provisions shall apply: 

 

1. the total number of patrons that may be al-

lowed in attendance at one time shall be limited 

to six. 

 

2. there shall be no more than four classes or 

sessions per day. 

   

3. the license holder and any other instructors 

shall have and maintain current certifications is-

sued by the American Red Cross in each of: 1) 

cardio-pulmonary resuscitation; 2) first aid; and 

3) swim coaches safety training or water safety 

instruction. 
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4. the pool facility shall meet all State require-

ments for pool cleanliness, microbes, sanitation, 

chemicals, lifesaving apparatus, periodic sam-

pling of water, and water purification treatment.  

 

5. the pool design must be an in-ground built- 

in pool.  Temporary, portable, or above ground 

pools shall not be used.  

 

6. all instructors are required to have YMCA 

accreditation or other nationally approved ac-

creditation standards for swim instruction. 

 

I. For child day care and child in-home instruc-

tion and swimming lessons, the backyard of the 

home is required to be fully fenced and all gates shall 

have self-closing latches. 

 

J. For any business expecting patrons, the appli-

cant must pass a fire and safety inspection prior to 

the issuance of a business license. 

 

Section 20.050. Mobile Home Occupations.  
(New 06/09/20) 

 

A.  Mobile Home Occupation shall be defined as 

a personal service or pet grooming facility business 

that operates out of a mobile unit.  

 

B.  A Home Occupation Permit may be issued for 

a Mobile Home Occupation if the use meets the def-

inition of personal services or pet grooming facility 

in this Code and all other requirements listed in this 

Chapter.  

 

C. The business license for a Mobile Home Oc-

cupation shall have a residential address in Lehi City 

for the home office.  

 

D. No services shall be provided while the mo-

bile unit is in motion.  

 

E. The mobile unit shall be self-contained and 

self-supporting. The unit shall not connect into any 

city utilities or dispose of waste in city storm drain 

or sanitary sewer.  

 

F. The mobile unit shall have fresh water for 

each business day. Should the fresh water run out 

during a business day, the business shall discontinue 

operations until the fresh water holding tank has 

been re-filled.  

 

G. All furniture shall be anchored to the mobile 

unit and chemicals shall be stored in cabinets with 

safety catches.  

 

H.  No part of the mobile unit shall be used for 

living or sleeping quarters.  

I. Mobile Home Occupation operators and ven-

dors shall comply with the Lehi City Municipal Code 

Title 5, Chapter 3, Noise Control.  

 

J. Mobile Home Occupations shall, at all times 

comply with all applicable laws to this type of ser-

vice and all county health department regulations.  

 

K. Parking of the mobile unit shall comply to the 

following:  

 

1. Mobile Home Occupations shall not be 

parked in a manner that impedes vehicular or pe-

destrian traffic flow or public safety. A mini-

mum clearance of 15 feet shall be kept between 

the Mobile Home Occupation and any fire hy-

drant, utility box, ADA accessibility ramp, or 

building entrance.  

2. A Mobile Home Occupation shall not park 

on any landscaped parking strip.  

3. Mobile Home Occupations shall not be op-

erated on public streets where the speed limit ex-

ceeds 35 miles per hour, or at any locations that 

are otherwise deemed hazardous by Lehi City, 

unless the roadway or location has been closed 

to vehicular traffic for a public event.  

4. Mobile Home Occupations shall be parked 

lawfully on public right-of-way. Mobile Home 

Occupations shall be parked so that neither the 

vehicle or customers interfere with public ac-

cess to adjacent parking stalls, driveways, or en-

trances of existing buildings or uses.  

5. Each Mobile Home Occupations operator 

shall ensure that its use of the right-of-way, in-

cluding the sidewalk, does not interfere with or 

limit sidewalk users’ passage.  

6. All Mobile Home Occupations shall be re-

moved from the public right-of-way at the close 

of each business day, Mobile Home Occupa-

tions shall park off-street during non-business 

hours. Parking of the Mobile Home Occupation 

can occur in a driveway as allowed by the 

CC&R’s of the subdivision. No services shall be 

provided while the mobile unit is parked in the 

driveway.  

 

Section 20.060. Prohibited Home Occupa-

tions. (New 12/08/09; Amended 01/08/13; 08/29/17; 10/13/20; 

06/14/22; 05/14/24) 
For the purpose of protecting residential character, 
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the following types of businesses and those of a sim-

ilar nature are prohibited as home occupations when 

performed on premise and not as a home office: 

 

A. body art facilities; 

 

B. clinics, hospitals, and related medical and 

dental facilities, excluding outpatient counseling and 

therapy services; 

 

C. cosmetic facilities that require biohazard dis-

posal including, but not limited to, micro-blading, 

derma fillers, Botox injections, and neuromodula-

tors;  

 

D. animal and veterinary clinics, kennels, or 

other facilities which entail the raising, or keeping of 

dogs, cats or other animals in excess of what is per-

mitted by Table 12.070 of this Code; 

 

E. restaurants, but not including food prepara-

tion;  

 

F. automobile, truck, or recreational vehicle re-

lated businesses, including repair services, whole-

sale or retail sales, painting and auto body repair; 

 

G. construction or landscape maintenance busi-

nesses that require equipment, materials, or vehicles 

to be stored at the home; 

 

H. ambulance services; 

 

I. retail sales businesses, excluding internet 

sales; 

 

J. sexually oriented businesses; and 

 

K.    engine or appliance repair services. 

 

Section 20.070 Appeals. (Amended 01/08/13; 12/13/16) 
If an applicant for a Home Occupation Permit is ei-

ther denied a permit or desires to appeal any condi-

tion of approval placed on the application by the 

Zoning Administrator, the applicant may present an 

appeal to the Hearing Examiner within ten days of 

the decision, as per Section 03.040.  The applicant 

shall notify the Zoning Administrator, in writing, of 

the appeal. The Zoning Administrator will schedule 

an appeal hearing with the Hearing Examiner and 

provide at least 14 days’ public notice consistent 

with the notification procedures of Section 03.080.  

At the hearing, the Hearing Examiner may hear from 

the Zoning Administrator, staff, applicant, public 

and other interested parties prior to making a deci-

sion on the appeal.  Following the hearing, the Hear-

ing Examiner may approve, approve with conditions, 

or deny the appeal. 

 

Section 20.080. Noncompliance and Revoca-

tion. 
Any Home Occupation Permit shall be revoked by 

the Zoning Administrator upon violation of any of 

the requirements of this Chapter, or upon failure to 

comply with any condition of the permit, unless the 

violation is corrected within ten days of receipt of 

written notice of the violation.  A permit may be re-

voked for repeated violations of the requirements of 

this Chapter, notwithstanding compliance to the vio-

lation notice.  

 

Section 20.090.  Business License Required. 
(New 12/08/09) 

A Home Occupation Permit is not a business license.  

Granting of the permit shall not relieve the permittee 

of any other license requirement of the City or of any 

other public agency, including the requirement to ob-

tain a business license. 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2026-05 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE LEHI CITY COUNCIL URGING PRESERVATION OF 
LOCAL LAND USE AUTHORITY AND OPPOSING NEW STATEWIDE HIGH-

DENSITY OR "BY-RIGHT" HOUSING MANDATES. 
 

WHEREAS, Lehi City (the “City”) supports the statewide goal of improving housing 
affordability and recognize that Utah’s rapid growth requires a diverse supply of housing 
types, including options for first-time homebuyers, families, seniors, and workforce 
households; 

 
WHEREAS, municipal land use decisions require the careful balancing of housing 

opportunities with transportation, water and sewer capacity, stormwater systems, public 
safety services, schools, environmental constraints, and neighborhood compatibility, 
and are best made through locally adopted general plans and ordinances with 
meaningful public participation; 

 
WHEREAS, Utah County is meeting significant housing demand, with 6,321 

building permits issued in 2024 (more than Davis County and Weber County combined), 
demonstrating that locally led planning and permitting can produce substantial housing 
when paired with adequate infrastructure and services; 

 
WHEREAS, the City is concerned that certain proposed state legislation would 

preempt local zoning, compress review timelines, and impose or incentivize minimum 
density requirements in ways that can shift infrastructure costs to local taxpayers and 
reduce community-specific problem solving; 

 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the City Council of Lehi City, Utah, as 
follows: 

 
1. The City respectfully requests that the Governor and Utah Legislature preserve 
meaningful local land use authority and avoid imposing one-size-fits-all density or "by-
right" zoning mandates that do not account for local infrastructure, environmental 
constraints, and community needs. 
 
2. The City requests that the State prioritize collaborative housing strategies that 
respect local planning while addressing true barriers to housing production, including: 
infrastructure funding, transportation concurrency, water resources, and streamlined 
state agency coordination for projects that are consistent with local general plans. 
 
3. The City directs that copies of this Resolution be transmitted to the Governor, the 
President of the Senate, the Speaker of the House, relevant legislative committee 
chairs, and statewide municipal associations. 

 
 

4. This resolution shall take effect immediately. 198



  
Approved and Adopted by the City Council of Lehi City, Utah, this 27th day of January, 
2026. 
 

 

LEHI CITY        ATTEST 

 

 

_______________________________  

 __________________________________ 

Paul Binns, Mayor       Teisha Wilson, City Recorder 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2026-06 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE PARTICIPATING MUNICIPALITIES OF NORTHERN UTAH 
COUNTY URGING PRESERVATION OF LOCAL LAND USE AUTHORITY AND 

OPPOSING NEW STATEWIDE HIGH-DENSITY OR "BY-RIGHT" HOUSING 
MANDATES. 

 
WHEREAS, the Participating Municipalities of North Utah County (the “Cities”) 

support the statewide goal of improving housing affordability and recognize that Utah’s 
rapid growth requires a diverse supply of housing types, including options for first-time 
homebuyers, families, seniors, and workforce households; 

 
WHEREAS, municipal land use decisions require the careful balancing of housing 

opportunities with transportation, water and sewer capacity, stormwater systems, public 
safety services, schools, environmental constraints, and neighborhood compatibility, 
and are best made through locally adopted general plans and ordinances with 
meaningful public participation; 

 
WHEREAS, Utah County is meeting significant housing demand, with 6,321 

building permits issued in 2024 (more than Davis County and Weber County combined), 
demonstrating that locally led planning and permitting can produce substantial housing 
when paired with adequate infrastructure and services; 

 
WHEREAS, the Cities are concerned that certain proposed state legislation would 

preempt local zoning, compress review timelines, and impose or incentivize minimum 
density requirements in ways that can shift infrastructure costs to local taxpayers and 
reduce community-specific problem solving; 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the Participating Municipalities of North 
Utah County, Utah, as follows: 

 
 
1. The Cities respectfully request that the Governor and Utah Legislature preserve 
meaningful local land use authority and avoid imposing one-size-fits-all density or "by-
right" zoning mandates that do not account for local infrastructure, environmental 
constraints, and community needs. 
 
2. The Cities request that the State prioritize collaborative housing strategies that 
respect local planning while addressing true barriers to housing production, including: 
infrastructure funding, transportation concurrency, water resources, and streamlined 
state agency coordination for projects that are consistent with local general plans. 
 
 
 
3. The Cities direct that copies of this Resolution be transmitted to the Governor, the 
President of the Senate, the Speaker of the House, relevant legislative committee 
chairs, and statewide municipal associations. 201



 
4. This resolution shall take effect immediately. 
  
Approved and Adopted by the Participating Municipalities of North Utah County, Utah, 
this 27th day of January, 2026. 
 

 

PARTICIPATING MUNICIPALITIES OF    

NORTH UTAH COUNTY: 

 

Lehi City        Attest: 

 

 

_______________________________  

 __________________________________ 

Paul Binns, Mayor      Teisha Wilson, City Recorder 

 

      

 

 

  

202



City:         Attest: 

 

 

_______________________________  

 __________________________________ 

, Mayor        , City Recorder 

 

 

 

 

City:         Attest: 

 

 

_______________________________  

 __________________________________ 

, Mayor        , City Recorder 

 

 

 

City:         Attest: 

 

 

_______________________________  

 __________________________________ 

, Mayor        , City Recorder 

 

 

 

 

City:         Attest: 

 

 

_______________________________  

 __________________________________ 

, Mayor        , City Recorder 

 

 

 

 203



 

 

City:         Attest: 

 

 

_______________________________  

 __________________________________ 

, Mayor        , City Recorder 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2026-07 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE LEHI CITY COUNCIL URGING ADDITIONAL AND 
EQUITABLE TRANSPORTATION FUNDING FOR UTAH COUNTY 

 
WHEREAS, Lehi City (the "City") is experiencing sustained population and 

employment growth that is increasing travel demand on Interstate 15, Redwood Road 
(SR-68), Mountain View Corridor, and key east-west arterials; 

 

WHEREAS, Utah County has an estimated population of 747,234 (13.3% growth 
since 2020), supports approximately 274,566 jobs and over $15.3 billion in annual 
payroll (2023), and issued 6,321 building permits in 2024 - exceeding Davis County 
(378,470 people; 1,468 permits) and Weber County (276,118 people; 1,630 permits); 

 

WHEREAS, the City has invested substantial local funds (including impact fees 
and local transportation revenues) to accommodate this growth, yet critical regional 
connections and capacity projects remain unfunded or underfunded - especially (i) east-
west connections between I-15 and Redwood Road/Mountain View Corridor near Point 
of the Mountain and (ii) the Pony Express Parkway/1900 South corridor; 

 

WHEREAS, UDOT program briefings reflect significant state-funded corridor 
investments in Davis and Weber Counties in recent years, including SR-177 (West 
Davis Highway) at approximately $731.194 million, the I-15 Davis-Weber Express 
Lanes project at $180.6 million, and the SR-97 (5600 South) corridor and interchange 
project in Weber County at $238 million; 

 

WHEREAS, local and regional plans identify additional improvements in the Pony 
Express Parkway/1900 South corridor and related extensions as necessary to serve 
rapidly growing communities, relieve congestion on parallel arterials, and provide 
redundancy in the northwest Utah County transportation network; 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the City Council of Lehi City, Utah, as 
follows: 

 
1. The City respectfully requests that the Governor and Utah Legislature provide 

additional, ongoing transportation funding for Utah County and adopt allocation 
practices that better reflect population, job growth, and housing production in Utah 
County and the northwest Utah County subregion. 

 
 
 
 
 

2. The Cities respectfully requests that the Utah Transportation Commission and 
UDOT prioritize and (where needed) fully fund and accelerate delivery of the following 206



Utah County projects and corridors, in coordination with MAG, affected cities, and 
regional partners: 

 Pony Express Parkway / 1900 South Corridor: prioritize state participation in 
widening and operational improvements to achieve an ultimate five-lane cross-
section (two lanes each direction with a center turn lane as appropriate) with 
multimodal facilities, including critical connection segments in Lehi and American 
Fork and westward continuity toward SR-68. 

 Point of the Mountain East-West Connector: fast-track concept development, 
corridor preservation, and environmental clearance for an additional east-west 
roadway connection between I-15 and Redwood Road/Mountain View Corridor at 
or near the Point of the Mountain to improve redundancy, disperse peak-hour 
traffic, and support planned redevelopment. 
 

3. The City respectfully requests increased state support for Utah Transit Authority 
(UTA) capital and operating investments in Utah County to expand frequent transit 
service, improve connectivity, and provide competitive alternatives to single-occupant 
vehicle trips as the region grows. 
 

4. The City directs that copies of this Resolution be transmitted to the Governor, the 
President of the Senate, the Speaker of the House, Utah Transportation Commission 
members, the UDOT Executive Director, the UTA Board Chair and CEO, and the 
leadership of MAG and WFRC. 
 

5. This resolution shall take effect immediately. 
  
Approved and Adopted by the City Council of Lehi City, Utah, this 27th day of January, 
2026. 
 

 

LEHI CITY        ATTEST 

 

 

_______________________________  

 __________________________________ 

Paul Binns, Mayor       Teisha Wilson, City Recorder 

 

 

 

207



Agenda Item No: 14
 City Council Agenda Item Report
Meeting Date: January 27, 2026
Submitted By: Teisha WIlson
Submitting Department: 
Item Type: Resolution
Agenda Section: Regular Agenda

Subject:
Consideration of Resolution #2026-08 of the Participating Municipalities of Northern Utah County,
urging additional and equitable transportation funding for Utah County.

Suggested Action:

Attachments:

Res 2026-08.docx

208

https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/3863012/Res_2026-08.pdf


 
 
 

RESOLUTION NO. 2026-08 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE PARTICIPATING MUNICIPALITIES OF NORTHERN UTAH 
COUNTY URGING ADDITIONAL AND EQUITABLE TRANSPORTATION FUNDING 

FOR UTAH COUNTY 
 

WHEREAS, the Participating Municipalities of Northern Utah County (the “Cities”) 
that have signed below are experiencing sustained population and employment growth 
that is increasing travel demand on Interstate 15, Redwood Road (SR-68), Mountain 
View Corridor, and key east-west arterials; 

 

WHEREAS, Utah County has an estimated population of 747,234 (13.3% growth 
since 2020), supports approximately 274,566 jobs and over $15.3 billion in annual 
payroll (2023), and issued 6,321 building permits in 2024 - exceeding Davis County 
(378,470 people; 1,468 permits) and Weber County (276,118 people; 1,630 permits); 

 

WHEREAS, the Cities have invested substantial local funds (including impact fees 
and local transportation revenues) to accommodate this growth, yet critical regional 
connections and capacity projects remain unfunded or underfunded - especially (i) east-
west connections between I-15 and Redwood Road/Mountain View Corridor near Point 
of the Mountain and (ii) the Pony Express Parkway/1900 South corridor; 

 

WHEREAS, UDOT program briefings reflect significant state-funded corridor 
investments in Davis and Weber Counties in recent years, including SR-177 (West 
Davis Highway) at approximately $731.194 million, the I-15 Davis-Weber Express 
Lanes project at $180.6 million, and the SR-97 (5600 South) corridor and interchange 
project in Weber County at $238 million; 

 

WHEREAS, local and regional plans identify additional improvements in the Pony 
Express Parkway/1900 South corridor and related extensions as necessary to serve 
rapidly growing communities, relieve congestion on parallel arterials, and provide 
redundancy in the northwest Utah County transportation network; 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the Participating Municipalities of Northern 
Utah County, Utah, as follows: 

 
1. The Cities respectfully request that the Governor and Utah Legislature provide 

additional, ongoing transportation funding for Utah County and adopt allocation 
practices that better reflect population, job growth, and housing production in Utah 
County and the northwest Utah County subregion. 
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2. The Cities respectfully request that the Utah Transportation Commission and 
UDOT prioritize and (where needed) fully fund and accelerate delivery of the following 
Utah County projects and corridors, in coordination with MAG, affected cities, and 
regional partners: 

 Pony Express Parkway / 1900 South Corridor: prioritize state participation in 
widening and operational improvements to achieve an ultimate five-lane cross-
section (two lanes each direction with a center turn lane as appropriate) with 
multimodal facilities, including critical connection segments in Lehi and American 
Fork and westward continuity toward SR-68. 

 Point of the Mountain East-West Connector: fast-track concept development, 
corridor preservation, and environmental clearance for an additional east-west 
roadway connection between I-15 and Redwood Road/Mountain View Corridor at 
or near the Point of the Mountain to improve redundancy, disperse peak-hour 
traffic, and support planned redevelopment. 
 

3. The Cities respectfully request increased state support for Utah Transit Authority 
(UTA) capital and operating investments in Utah County to expand frequent transit 
service, improve connectivity, and provide competitive alternatives to single-occupant 
vehicle trips as the region grows. 
 

4. The Cities direct that copies of this Resolution be transmitted to the Governor, the 
President of the Senate, the Speaker of the House, Utah Transportation Commission 
members, the UDOT Executive Director, the UTA Board Chair and CEO, and the 
leadership of MAG and WFRC. 
 

5. This resolution shall take effect immediately. 
  
Approved and Adopted by the Participating Municipalities of Northern Utah County, Utah, 
this 27th day of January, 2026. 
 

 

PARTICIPATING MUNICIPALITIES OF     

NORTH UTAH COUNTY: 

 

Lehi City        Attest: 

 

 

_______________________________  

 __________________________________ 

Paul Binns, Mayor      Teisha Wilson, City Recorder 
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City:         Attest: 

 

 

_______________________________  

 __________________________________ 

, Mayor        , City Recorder 

 

 

 

 

City:         Attest: 

 

 

_______________________________  

 __________________________________ 

, Mayor        , City Recorder 

 

 

 

City:         Attest: 

 

 

_______________________________  

 __________________________________ 

, Mayor        , City Recorder 

 

 

 

 

City:         Attest: 

 

 

_______________________________  

 __________________________________ 

, Mayor        , City Recorder 
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City:         Attest: 

 

 

_______________________________  

 __________________________________ 

, Mayor        , City Recorder 
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