
 

 

 

 

ALPINE CITY COUNCIL MEETING AGENDA 
 

NOTICE is hereby given that the CITY COUNCIL of Alpine City, Utah will hold a Public Meeting on Tuesday, 

September 24, 2019 7:00 pm at Alpine City Hall, 20 North Main, Alpine, Utah as follows: 

 

I. CALL MEETING TO ORDER *Council Members may participate electronically by phone. 
 

A.  Roll Call   Mayor Troy Stout 

B. Prayer:   Kimberly Bryant 

C. Pledge of Allegiance:  By invitation 

 

II. CONSENT CALENDAR 
 

A. Approve City Council Minutes of September 10, 2019 

B. Approve Bid for Restroom Relocation to Healey Park 

 

III. PUBLIC COMMENT    

 

IV. REPORTS AND PRESENTATIONS 

 

A. Mountainland Association of Governments (MAG) Presentation 

       

V. ACTION/DISCUSSION ITEMS 

 

A. Site Plan – AT&T Antenna Upgrade:  The City Council will consider approving upgrades to the 

existing AT&T wireless facility on Shepherd’s Hill.  

B. Voter Participation Areas:  The City Council will consider approving the new voter participation 

area boundaries (precinct map) for Alpine City as required by HB 119.  

C. Moderate Income Housing:  The City Council considering approving methods of compliance with 

the Moderate Income Housing requirement as mandated by the state for Alpine City.  

 

VI. STAFF REPORTS 

 

VII. COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

 

VIII. EXECUTIVE SESSION:  Discuss litigation, property acquisition, or the professional character, conduct 

or competency of personnel.  

 

ADJOURN 

 

        Mayor Troy Stout   

                              September 20, 2019  

 

 

 

  

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

THE PUBLIC IS INVITED TO PARTICIPATE IN ALL CITY COUNCIL MEETINGS.  If you need a special accommodation to participate, 

please call the City Recorder’s Office at (801) 756-6347 x 4. 

CERTIFICATE OF POSTING.  The undersigned duly appointed recorder does hereby certify that the above agenda notice was on the bulletin 

board located inside City Hall at 20 North Main and sent by e-mail to The Daily Herald located in Provo, UT, a local newspaper circulated in 

Alpine, UT. This agenda is also available on our web site at www.alpinecity.org and on the Utah Public Meeting Notices website at 

www.utah.gov/pmn/index.html 

http://www.alpinecity.org/
http://www.alpinecity.org/


 
 
 
 

PUBLIC MEETING AND PUBLIC HEARING ETIQUETTE 
 

 
Please remember all public meetings and public hearings are now recorded.  
 

• All comments must be recognized by the Chairperson and addressed through the microphone.  
 

• When speaking to the Planning Commission/City Council, please stand, speak slowly and clearly 
into the microphone, and state your name and address for the recorded record.  

 

• Be respectful to others and refrain from disruptions during the meeting. Please refrain from 
conversation with others in the audience as the microphones are very sensitive and can pick up 
whispers in the back of the room.  

 

• Keep comments constructive and not disruptive.  
 

• Avoid verbal approval or dissatisfaction of the ongoing discussion (i.e., booing or applauding).  
 

• Exhibits (photos, petitions, etc.) given to the City become the property of the City.  
 

• Please silence all cellular phones, beepers, pagers or other noise making devices.  
 

• Be considerate of others who wish to speak by limiting your comments to a reasonable length, 
and avoiding repetition of what has already been said. Individuals may be limited to two minutes 
and group representatives may be limited to five minutes. 

 

• Refrain from congregating near the doors or in the lobby area outside the council room to talk as 
it can be very noisy and disruptive. If you must carry on conversation in this area, please be as 
quiet as possible. (The doors must remain open during a public meeting/hearing.) 

 
Public Hearing vs. Public Meeting 
 
If the meeting is a public hearing, the public may participate during that time and may present opinions 
and evidence for the issue for which the hearing is being held. In a public hearing there may be some 
restrictions on participation such as time limits.  
 
Anyone can observe a public meeting, but there is no right to speak or be heard there - the public 
participates in presenting opinions and evidence at the pleasure of the body conducting the meeting.  
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ALPINE CITY COUNCIL MEETING 1 
Alpine City Hall, 20 N. Main, Alpine, UT 2 

September 10, 2019 3 
 4 

I.  CALL MEETING TO ORDER. The meeting was called to order at 7:00 pm by Mayor pro tem Lon Lott. 5 
Mayor Troy Stout was excused.  6 
 7 

A. Roll Call:  The following were present and constituted a quorum: 8 
 9 
Mayor pro tem Lon Lott 10 
Councilmembers:  Ramon Beck, Carla Merrill, Kimberly Bryant 11 
Councilmembers not present:  Jason Thelin 12 
Staff:  Shane Sorensen, Charmayne Warnock, David Church, Austin Roy 13 
Others:  Kent Millington, Loraine Lott, Sylvia Christiansen, Terry Moore, Brent Bingham, Hayden Carver, Mike 14 
Carver 15 
 16 

B. Prayer:     Lon Lott 17 
C. Pledge of Allegiance:  Hayden Carver 18 

 19 
II.  CONSENT CALENDAR 20 
 21 

A. Approve City Council minutes of August 20, 2019 and August 27, 2019 22 
B. Bond Release #4 – The Ridge at Alpine, Phase I 0 $172,387.35 23 
C. Payment:  Holbrook Asphalt - $53,806.20 24 

 25 
MOTION:  Ramon moved to approve the Consent Calendar. Carla Merrill seconded. Ayes: 3 Nays: 0. Kimberly 26 
Bryant was not present at the time of the motion but arrived later in the meeting. 27 
 28 
  Ayes   Nays   Absent 29 
  Ramon Beck  None  Kimberly Bryant 30 
  Carla Merrill    Jason Thelin 31 
  Lon Lott 32 
 33 
III.  PUBLIC COMMENT:  34 
 35 
Hayden Carver said he’d begun planning an Eagle project in Alpine back in 2017, then moved out of town. He’d 36 
recently moved back to Alpine and was proposing to clean out the weeds along the trail behind Twin River Loop. 37 
Once the weeds were out, he would put down a weed barrier and rocks. He said the City had previously agreed to 38 
provide the weed barrier and he would supply the rocks. Shane Sorensen said the City would still provide the weed 39 
barrier and asked him to work with Councilman Lott and Cal Christensen in public works before he started.  40 
 41 
Mike Carver – Sycamore Lane. He said his road intersected with Westfield and Long Drive which had a lot of traffic 42 
because of Timberline Middle School and the sporting events, etc. There was a lot of speeding and a lot of children 43 
on the road. He asked about the possibility of putting in some speed bumps that would not interfere with the 44 
snowplows. Also, he asked about the possibility of painting the curb red and putting up signs that said no parking 45 
during sporting events.   46 
 47 
Kimberly Bryant arrived at 7:10 pm.  48 
 49 
IV.  REPORTS AND PRESENTATIONS 50 
 51 

A. Financial Report 52 
 53 
Shane Sorensen said the financial report was in the packet. Due to the lawsuit, the City had postponed some capital 54 
projects, but they still met the required minimum balance that needed to be held by the City. The independent 55 
auditor was working on the audit, which would be presented in a couple of weeks.  56 
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 1 
B. Utah Transit Authority (UTA) Presentation 2 

 3 
Kent Millington said there were three members on the Utah Board of Trustees for the Utah Transit Authority. 4 
Carlton Christensen was the chair and represented Salt Lake County. Beth Holbrook represented Davis, Weber, and 5 
Box Elder Counties. Kent Millington was the representative for Utah and Tooele Counties. He said he lived in 6 
Highland and had served for 13 years on the State Transportation Committee.  7 
 8 
Mr. Millington said that last year they had started the UVX or Utah Valley Express line which had carried over 2.5 9 
million passengers since it opened. When BYU and UVU were in session they averaged 10,000 riders a day. During 10 
off-school time, it dropped to 7,000 a day. Both schools had reported that the sales of parking passes were down so 11 
now people could find a place to park. The schools were sending a message to parents of incoming students that the 12 
students would be able to get around town within cars because of the bus service. He said BYU and UVU were 13 
paying UTA a million dollars a year for bus service, so students and their parents rode free. It was also free for the 14 
next two years for members of the community because of extra funds they had received.  15 
 16 
UTA was currently looking at a new circulation through Thanksgiving Point which would enable people who 17 
worked at businesses in the area to ride the bus to the restaurants in the area. It would start at the Frontrunner station 18 
and circulate every 30 minutes. Since Alpine, Highland, and Cedar Hills were growing, they were looking at the 19 
need for transit services in this area. In South Salt Lake, they had a pilot program for a micro transit service which 20 
would be on-call, similar to Uber and Lyft. He said that if the Council had ideas or concerns, to contact him with 21 
their questions.  22 
 23 
V.  ACTION/DISCUSSION ITEMS 24 
 25 

A. Alpine Ridge Estates Subdivision- Request for a PRD 26 
 27 
Austin Roy said the proposed development consisted of 9 lots on 9.775 acres in the CR-20,000 zone at 28 
approximately 430 North 400 West. The plan anticipated acquiring a piece of the adjoining Whitby Woodlands 29 
development. He said the developers were not ready to present a formal concept but would like approval for PRD 30 
status. There would be a large open space section, which would be 59% of the total area. The ordinance required at 31 
least 25%. They planned to leave the open space in its natural condition which was largely scrub oak.  32 
 33 
To qualify as a PRD, a project had to 1) recognize and incorporate natural conditions of the site; 2) efficiently utilize 34 
land resources and benefit the public in delivery of utilities and services; 3) provide increased variety and quality to 35 
style of dwellings available; 4) preserve open space for recreational, scenic, or public service needs; 5) be consistent 36 
with the objectives of underlying zones. 37 
 38 
Austin Roy said the staff felt that the proposed development met that criteria. The Planning Commission had 39 
reviewed it and recommended approval of a PRD status with a couple of conditions. First, that that the open space 40 
be private and maintained by the HOA. Second, they rename the subdivision to avoid confusion, especially as 41 
related to emergency response calls.   42 
 43 
Brent Bingham said he lived on Hillside Circle and was a member of the HOA of the adjoining Mountainville 44 
Heights subdivision.  The proposed open space in this subdivision would flow into the private open space in the 45 
Mountainville Heights subdivision. He said he appreciated the proposed open space and the respect the developers 46 
demonstrated for density. He said his HOA would like to make sure there was proper access to the open space for 47 
fire and other emergencies.  48 
 49 
Carla Merrill asked if there were plans for trails. Mr. Bingham said they currently had trails in their open space.  50 
 51 
Austin Roy pointed out the Whitby Woodlands also had private open space.  52 
 53 
MOTION:  Ramon Beck moved to approve PRD status for the proposed Alpine Ridge Estates Subdivision with the 54 
condition that it be private open space and the developer choose a different name for the development. Kimberly 55 
Bryant seconded. Ayes: 4 Nays: 0. Motion passed.   56 
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 1 
   2 

Ayes   Nays 3 
Ramon Beck  none 4 
Carla Merrill  5 
Kimberly Bryant 6 
Lon Lott 7 

 8 
B. Land Swap and Parking Exception, 235 S. Main – Paul Anderson 9 

 10 
Austin Roy said Mr. Anderson had previously asked for front and side-yard setback exceptions at the meeting of 11 
August 13, 2019, which were approved. He was now coming to the City with a proposed land swap. Alpine City 12 
owned a small triangular piece of ground along Main Street which was left over when the bridge was built. Mr. 13 
Anderson would give the City a strip of land along Main Street which would enable the City to access their property 14 
without crossing private property. The two pieces of ground were each 234.23 square feet.  15 
 16 
Mr. Anderson’s second request was to allow parking in the setback. He’d already been granted a front setback 17 
exception of 15 feet for his building. He requested the same 15-foot exception to the setback for the parking, which 18 
would bring the parking in line with the building.  19 
 20 
Carla Merrill said she didn’t like always approving exceptions to the setback requirements. A committee had sat 21 
down and devised the setback requirements and they had a reason for them. She said she was okay with the land 22 
swap but not the parking exception.  23 
 24 
After more discussion, a motion was made.  25 
 26 
MOTION:  Ramon Beck moved to approve the land swap with Paul Anderson at 234 S. Main, and clarify that the 27 
setback exception approved for the building also approved a setback of 15 feet for the parking. Lon Lott seconded. 28 
Ayes: 3 Nays: 1. Motion passed.  29 
 30 
   Ayes   Nays 31 
   Ramon Beck  Carla Merrill 32 
   Kimberly Bryant  33 
   Lon Lott 34 
 35 

C. Appointment of Administrative Law Judge 36 
 37 
Shane Sorensen said that several months ago the City had changed some ordinances that provided for code 38 
violations to be handled by a City appointed administrative law judge rather than going through the court system. 39 
Angela Adams was an attorney who lived in Alpine and said she would be willing to serve as the administrative law 40 
judge on a volunteer basis or ad hoc public service.  41 
 42 
David Church said this method of handling code violations was friendlier and more effective than hiring attorneys 43 
and going to court. In the past, a code violation was deemed a criminal offense and was sent to the court which, 44 
became an expensive, drawn-out way of trying to solve the problem. Many cities were going to this system which 45 
still gave the offender due process but in friendlier climate. He said there could be more than one judge. Phil Barker 46 
had handled appeals for the City in the past.  47 
 48 
MOTION:  Kimberly Bryant moved to appoint Angela Adams as the Alpine City Administrative Law Judge. 49 
Ramon Beck seconded. Ayes: 4 Nays: 0. Motion passed.  50 
 51 
   Ayes   Nays 52 
   Ramon Beck  None 53 
   Carla Merrill 54 

Kimberly Bryant  55 
   Lon Lott 56 
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 1 
Alan Gilman asked how often the judge would be used. David Church said dozens of time. There were code 2 
violations happening every day.  3 
 4 

D. Moderate Income Housing Discussion 5 
 6 
Austin Roy said the state required cities to have a plan to address moderate income housing needs in their 7 
communities in place by the end of the year or there would be fines. He said there would be no action taken by the 8 
Council that evening. It would be a discussion to consider the different options to meet the moderate income housing 9 
requirement, then it would go to the Planning Commission. 10 
 11 
Shane Sorensen said they wanted to get input from the Council first, so the Planning Commission didn’t end up 12 
working on something that the Council rejected. He said the City had until the end of the year to adopt a plan that 13 
utilized at least three of the options designated in the state code.  14 
 15 
Austin Roy said he had emailed the section of the code which identified the various options to the Councilmembers 16 
earlier in the week. He said Alpine currently met one of the options by allowing accessory apartments in homes. He 17 
said one of the options on the list was preserving current moderate income housing elements in the community.  18 
 19 
Carla Merrill asked if the new Montdella would qualify since it was high density senior housing.  20 
 21 
David Church said the intent was to make the housing available to people who made 80% of the median income in 22 
Utah County, which translated to a dwelling with an approximate mortgage of $300,000 mortgage or rental that fell 23 
in the same monthly price range. The developers of Montdella were planning to sell the units for a minimum of 24 
$400,000, so they would not qualify.  25 
 26 
Carla Merrill said that there was no guarantee that if the City downzoned to smaller lots that the developers would 27 
sell them at a moderate income housing price. 28 
 29 
David Church said that was right. There were some communities that were allowing developers to increase density 30 
provided they set aside a number of lots that had to be sold at moderate income housing prices and be deed restricted 31 
on the selling price should the property be resold at a later date.  32 
 33 
David Church said there was an option for communities that had high land values to allocate funds to other 34 
communities that could provide moderate income housing. Cities could also pass an ordinance that discouraged 35 
people for tearing down older homes or duplexes that might be affordable. 36 
 37 
Lon Lott said one of the options was to allow an accessory dwelling unit to be built on a larger lot. It could be 38 
restricted in size and become an affordable rental.  39 
 40 
David Church said another option was for the city to waive impact fees to make new construction more affordable. 41 
He noted that the cities did not have to begin implementing the plan by the end of the year; they just had to have an 42 
adopted plan. The cities had to then send in an annual report every year on what they were doing to provide 43 
moderate income housing.  44 
 45 
Shane Sorensen said item W stated that cities could set aside money to subsidize rent and utility bills so people 46 
could live in the community who might not otherwise be able to do that.  47 
 48 
Sylvia Christiansen said that as a realtor, the problem she’d seen was that when affordable houses under $300,000 49 
would come on the market, investors would come in with cash and scoop them up before families even had a chance 50 
to buy them. Something needed to be done about.   51 
 52 
Terry Morris – Alpine Highway said he would like to see accessory dwelling units as an option. He had a friend on 53 
800 South who was a single lady and was just barely holding onto her home. Being able to rent a small house on her 54 
property would help make ends meet. It would also help people who were going on missions.  55 
 56 
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David Church said that the moderate income housing plan would be adopted as part of the General Plan, which the 1 
Planning Commission would work on and then send to the Council for approval.  2 
 3 

E. Short Term Rentals 4 
 5 
Austin Roy said this would apply to rentals for less than 30 days. According to the Airbnb and Vrvo websites, there 6 
were already 30 to 35 in Alpine. The City had received complaints about one on River Meadow Drive. There had 7 
not been any complaints about the other rentals in Alpine. Short-term rentals were technically not allowed by Alpine 8 
City’s ordinance, but state law said cities could not prohibit property owners from advertising their property as a 9 
short-term rental. He said short-term rentals already existed in Alpine. Did they want to just ignore them or allow 10 
them and regulate them?  11 
 12 
Kimberly Bryant said that if people were going to do it anyway, they needed to regulate them.  13 
 14 
Ramon Beck asked if they would be required to get a license. Austin Roy said they would need to have pay for a 15 
business license and other possible fees.   16 
 17 
Carla Merrill said she had a neighbor with a short-term rental and it hadn’t been a problem.  18 
 19 
David Church said the benefit of regulating the business was that you had something to revoke if they didn’t comply 20 
with the regulations such as parking, noise, etc. The city could charge a transient room tax similar to what was paid 21 
in a hotel.  22 
 23 
Kimberly Bryant said that she felt the City should regulate them and receive some kind of revenue.  24 
 25 
Lon Lott said he liked the idea of posting the regulations so the renter would know what they had to comply with. 26 
Both the homeowner and the renter would know the rules.  27 
 28 
Alan Gilman said it sounded like regulating them was just creating more government.  29 
 30 
Shane Sorensen said Ted Stillman had drafted a proposed ordinance to govern short-term rentals. If the Council 31 
wanted to pursue it, they would send it on to the Planning Commission to review.  32 
 33 
VI. STAFF REPORTS 34 
 35 
David Church said the League of Cities and Towns would be holding their convention at the Sheridan in Salt Lake 36 
City starting the tomorrow. The Governor would speak at 9 am. Scott Card would be the luncheon speaker.  37 
 38 
Shane Sorensen reported on the following:  39 
 40 

• The Healey Park restrooms would be relocated in about two weeks. They were requesting bids for the 41 
relocation.  42 

• Lambert Park fence. They’d had trouble finding contractors willing to build the fence. Will Jones needed 43 
the same type of fence in Three Falls and he had found a supplier. The City would work with him on 44 
getting the fence up. 45 

• Lambert Park parking lot. A lot of gravel was being tracked out onto the city streets from the parking lot. If 46 
they paved the road to the parking lot, it would help. The Council indicated they would be okay with 47 
paving the road to the parking lot.   48 

• The overlay project was completed with the exception of some manholes.  49 
• School crosswalks. He had met with the school district and parents and discussed what could and could not 50 

be done to put in some additional crosswalks. There had to be some studies to see if they were justified. He 51 
said it was a productive meeting.  52 

• Pickleball lines would be painted on the courts in the next week or two to provide additional playing space.  53 
• The old playground in Burgess Park would be sold as surplus for $500, and the new one installed.   54 
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• Alpine Days. They would be presenting the report on Alpine Days shortly. The events coordinator was no 1 
longer with the City so they would have to decide what to do with that position.  2 

• The pretrial on the Quail Fire lawsuit would be on September 23rd. The trial would start in October.  3 
  4 
VII.  COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 5 
 6 
Lon Lott reported that the Alpine City sign that had been posted years ago on Alpine Highway was back up. Steve 7 
McArthur, the developer of Diane Teichert’s property, had worked with the City to find a location for the sign on a 8 
corner of their subdivision after the water district made the City take it down. They needed an artist to paint the 9 
black lettering on the sign and come up with some landscaping.  10 
 11 
VIII.  EXECUTIVE SESSION. None held 12 
 13 
MOTION:  Kimberly Bryant moved to adjourn. Carla Merrill seconded. Ayes: 4 Nays: 0. Motion passed.  14 
Motion: Kimberly moved to adjourn. Carla seconded. Ayes: 4 Nays: 0. Motion passed. 15 
 16 
The meeting was adjourned at 9 pm   17 



Alpine City Engineering 
20 North Main • Alpine, Utah  84004 

Phone/Fax:  (801) 763-9862 
E-mail:  jed@alpinecity.org 

Memo 

 

 

To: Alpine City Council 
From:  Jed Muhlestein, P.E. 

City Engineer 
Date:  September 20, 2019 
Subject:  Healey Parking Lot Project Award Recommendation 
  
City Council: 
 
Attached is the bid tabulation for the Healey Parking Project.  The low bidder was Sterling Don 
Excavation with a Total Base Bid of $156,289.09 which was 6 percent below the engineer’s estimate.   
 
I recommend the project be awarded to Sterling Don Excavation for a total of $156,289.09.  I have 
checked the license, bonding, and references and have found everything in order.   
 
Attached is a copy of the Notice of Award if the City Council so chooses to award this project to 
Sterling Don Excavation. 
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 DOCUMENT 

��
 

 

 NOTICE OF AWARD 

 

 

To:   STERLING DON ESCAVATION     

 6387 W 9600 N 

 HIGHLAND, UT 84003                                                                          

 

PROJECT Description:   Healey Parking Project. 

 

The OWNER has considered the BID submitted by you for the above described WORK in response to its 

Invitation to Bid dated September 9, 2019 , and Information for Bidders.   

 

You are hereby notified that your BID has been accepted for items in the amount of $156,289.09.   

 

You are required by the Information for Bidders to execute the Agreement and furnish the required 

CONTRACTOR'S Performance Bond, Payment Bond, and Certificates of Insurance within ten (10) calendar days 

from the date of this notice to you.   

 

If you fail to execute said Agreement and to furnish said Bonds within ten (10) days from the date of this 

Notice, said OWNER will be entitled to consider all your rights arising out of the OWNER'S acceptance of your 

BID as abandoned and as a forfeiture of your Bid Bond.  The OWNER will be entitled to such other rights as 

may be granted by law.   
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You are required to return an acknowledged copy of this Notice of Award to the OWNER.   

 

Dated this   day of        , 20____.   

 

 

                            

Owner 

 

ACCEPTANCE OF NOTICE     By  Troy Stout      

 

Receipt of the above NOTICE OF 

AWARD is hereby acknowledged     Title   Mayor               

 
 
By         
 
this the   day of   , 20____. 
 
 
By        
 
Title        



ALPINE CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 
 

SUBJECT: Site Plan – AT&T Antenna Upgrade  

 

FOR CONSIDERATION ON: 24 September 2019 

 

PETITIONER: AT&T 

 

ACTION REQUESTED BY PETITIONER: Review and approve the proposed 

antenna upgrade. 

 

 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION:  

AT&T is seeking to replace six antennas and related equipment at the tower site located 

at 10 East 600 South. The proposed replacement does not substantially change the 

physical dimensions of the tower or base station (height and width to remain the same), 

and thus, should be approved per the Wireless Telecommunications Ordinance of the 

Development Code. 

 

Article 3.27.030 states: 

 

State or local government may not deny, and shall approve, any eligible facilities request 

for a modification of an existing wireless tower or base station that does not substantially 

change the physical dimensions of such tower or base station. For purposes of this Part, 

the term ‘‘eligible facilities request’’ means any request for modification of an existing 

wireless tower or base station that involves: 

 

• collocation of new transmission equipment; 

• removal of transmission equipment; or 

• replacement of transmission equipment. 

 

The Planning Commission held a public hearing on September 17, 2019 and made the 

following recommendation: 

 

MOTION: Sylvia Christiansen moved to recommend approval of the AT&T Antenna 

Upgrade. 
  
Jessica Smuin seconded the motion.  There were 5 Ayes and 0 Nays (recorded below).  The 

motion passed. 
  

Ayes:                                                   Nays:                                       
Jane Griener                                        None                
John MacKay 
David Fotheringham                                                                
Jessica Smuin  
Sylvia Christiansen      



 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Approve the proposed site plan. 

 

SAMPLE MOTION TO APPROVE: 

I motion to approve the site plan as proposed. 

 

SAMPLE MOTION TO DENY: 

I motion that the proposed site plan be denied based on the following: 

• ***Insert Finding*** 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 

116 Inverness Dr E Ste. 300  
Englewood, CO 80112 

 
P h o n e :  ( 8 0 1 )  9 7 9 - 9 0 7 7  
F a x :   
www.crowncastle.com 

 

 
 
August 28, 2019 
 
CITY OF ALPINE, UT 
20 N Main Street, Alpine, UT 84004 
 
RE:   Eligible Facilities Request to modify equipment on a communications tower located at:  

10 EAST 600 SOUTH, ALPINE, UT, 84004 
 Crown Site Number: 845652 / Crown Site Name: ALPINE 

Customer Site Number: UTL04002 / Application Number: 473475 
 
Crown Castle USA Inc. (“Crown Castle”) on behalf of New Cingular Wireless PCS, LLC (“AT&T Mobility”) is submitting 
the attached Eligible Facilities Request application to modify transmission equipment on a telecommunications tower 
located at 10 EAST 600 SOUTH, ALPINE, UT 84004 in CITY OF ALPINE, UT (the “ALPINE Tower”).   
 
Section 6409 of the Middle Class Tax Relief and Job Creation Act of 2012, commonly known as the “Spectrum Act” 
(Pub. Law No. 112-96, 126 Stat 156), mandates that state and local governments “may not deny, and shall approve, any 
eligible facilities request for a modification of an existing wireless tower or base station that does not substantially 
change the physical dimensions of such tower or base station.”  Additionally, if “the reviewing State or local government 
determines that the application is incomplete” [they] “must provide written notice to the applicant within 30 days of 
receipt of the application, clearly and specifically delineating all missing documents or information.”  Under federal law, 
an Eligible Facilities Request is deemed granted with written notification in sixty (60) days after an application is filed 
with a local jurisdiction, excluding tolling.  Based on the submittal date of August 30, 2019, 30 days will expire on 
September 29, 2019; 60 days will expire on October 29, 2019. 
 
AT&T Mobility proposes to modify the “ALPINE Tower” as follows: 
 
Tower Scope of Work 

• Remove (6) Antennas:  Install (6) Antennas 

• Remove (6) RRHs;  Install (9) RRHS 

• Remove (6) TMAs 
 
Ground Scope of Work 

• Install Processor Cards in Existing Cabinet 

• Install (1) New 48VDC Power Plant; Install (10) 48VDC Rectifiers; Install (3) Convertor Modules 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 

116 Inverness Dr E Ste. 300  
Englewood, CO 80112 

 
P h o n e :  ( 8 0 1 )  9 7 9 - 9 0 7 7  
F a x :   
www.crowncastle.com 

 

Itemized list of submittal documents: 

• Eligible Facility Request Letter 

• Site Plan Application 

• Site Plan; Construction Drawings; Elevations; Equipment Detail 

• Application Fee 
 
AT&T Mobility is committed to working cooperatively with all jurisdictions around the country to secure expeditious 
approval of requests to modify existing personal wireless service facilities.  If you should require more information 
regarding the Spectrum Act, please do not hesitate to contact me with your questions.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
______________________ 
Craig Chagnon 
Craig.Chagnon@crowncastle.com 
(801) 979-9077 



20 North Main Alpine, UT 84004 ● 801-756-6347 (Phone) ● 801-756-1189 (Fax) ● www.alpinecity.org  

__________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Article 4.14 of the Alpine Development Code outlines the requirements necessary for Site Plan 
compliance for single-family residential dwellings and commercial structures not located in an 
approved subdivision.  Commercial Site Plans also need to be in accordance with any additional 
requirements of the Business Commercial zone that are applicable.  Applicants must follow the 
City’s planning process including making and attending appointments with the Development 
Review Committee (DRC) and the Planning Commission.  

Please follow this checklist to ensure a complete and proper Site Plan submittal. 
__________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Submission Requirements 

❏ ❏ The applicant shall meet with the DRC to discuss the proposed site plan

before submitting an application or any plans.

❏ ❏ All required documentation shall be submitted to the City Planner fourteen (14)

days prior to a scheduled Planning Commission meeting or ten (10) days for a
resubmission, including:

 The Site Plan Checklist, Site Plan Application and required fees.

 an electronic copy of the site plan in a compatible format (AutoCAD);

 Three (3)D size (22” x 34”) copies of the site plan drawn to scale; and

 ten (10) 11”x17” copies of the site plan drawn to scale.

❏ ❏ The site plan conforms to Article 4.7 (Design Standards), Article 4.8

(Construction Standards), and Article 4.10 (Financial Responsibility) of the Alpine
City Subdivision Ordinance.  If it is a commercial site plan, it also conforms to
any additional requirements that are applicable to the site plan in Article 3.7
(Business/Commercial District) of the Alpine City Development Code.

A Developer’s Agreement shall be executed between the City and the Developer outlining the 
conditions of approval of the site plan.  The Development Agreement may include but is not 
limited to the following examples: any special conditions, trails, landscape issues, or off-site 
improvements.  Rights-of-ways must be dedicated to Alpine City.  

Site Plan Checklist 

Applicant 
     Use 

Office 
 Use 

x

x

x

http://www.alpinecity.org/


20 North Main Alpine, UT 84004 ● 801-756-6347 (Phone) ● 801-756-1189 (Fax) ● www.alpinecity.org 

Contact Information 

Applicant ________________________________________________________________________ 

Address _________________________________City ______________ State _____ Zip _________ 

Phone ______________________ Fax _____________________Email _______________________ 

Engineer  ________________________________________________________________________ 

Address _________________________________City ______________ State _____ Zip _________ 

Phone ______________________ Fax _____________________Email _______________________ 

Representative ___________________________________________________________________ 
(Person who will be at City meetings to represent the proposed plan. If it is someone other than the 
applicant/engineer, please indicate his/her relationship to the project.) 

Address _________________________________City ______________ State _____ Zip _________ 

Phone ______________________ Fax _____________________Email _______________________ 

Send City Engineer’s review comments to:  ❏ Applicant ❏ Engineer ❏ Representative

Project Information 

Name of Project _______________________________________________________________ 

Project Address _________________________________ Current Use ________________________ 

Project Size (in acres) ___________________________ Current Zoning ______________________ 

Source of Water Rights 

Alpine Irrigation Shares:    # of Primary Shares ____________ # of Secondary Shares ____________ 

Other Water Rights:   Source __________________________ # of Acreage Feet ________________ 

❏ Requesting Cash in lieu of Water Rights Option

Site Plan Fee _____________________ Amount Paid ______________ Date Paid ______________ 
(Actual cost of City Engineer’s review + $150.00 [$250.00 for commercial site plans]) 

Applicant Signature ________________________________________ Date __________________ 

Site Plan Application 

AT&T Mobility - Craig Chagnon/Crown Castle/Agent

2055 S. Stearman Dr. Chandler AZ 85286

801-979-9077 craig.chagnon@crowncastle.com

WYCO Field Services

2227 W. Pecos Rd. 85227AZChandlerSuite 4

cwolfe@wycofs.com

Craig Chagnon / Crown Castle

2055 S. Stearman Drive Chandler AZ 85286

801-979-9077 craig.chagnon@crowncastle.com

X

AT&T LTE 6C/5C/4C

N/A

CR-20,0000.01

Wireless Telecom Facility10 East 600 South

Serial Number: 11:023:0096

$250.00 $250.00

08.28.2019

http://www.alpinecity.org/






































ALPINE CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 
 

SUBJECT: HB 119: Voter Participation Areas  

 

FOR CONSIDERATION ON: 24 September 2019 

 

PETITIONER: Staff 

 

ACTION REQUESTED BY PETITIONER: Review and approve the proposed 

voter participation areas. 

 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION:  

House Bill 119 has set forth the following requirement that must be met my January 1, 

2020: 

 

(ii) a metro township with a population of 10,000 or more, a city of the third or 

fourth class, or a county of the third or fourth class shall, no later than January 1, 

2020, again on January 1, 2022, and January 1 each 10 years after 2022, divide 

the metro township, city, or county into four contiguous and compact voter 

participation areas of substantially equal population. 

 

Ideally voter participation areas would be based on population data from the latest 

census. However, the most recent census was almost 10 years ago and Alpine City has 

experienced significant growth since then (several new subdivisions and the annexation 

of the Cove). Because of this, staff have felt the need explore other options to calculate 

and divide the current estimated population into even areas. 

 

Ultimately, staff used the building permit records to create an estimate of the current 

population since these records are updated on a continual basis. Staff used the total 

number of buildings in each sector of the City to create a population estimate. With an 

estimated average household size of 4.0 this method matched the U.S. Census Bureau’s 

2018 population estimate number of approximately 10,504. 

 

See attached map for the proposed 2020 voter participation area boundaries. 

 
The Planning Commission held a public hearing and discussed the menu items at the 

September 17, 2019 meeting, and the following recommendation was made:  

 

MOTION:   John MacKay moved to recommend approval of the Voter Participation Areas 

as outlined. 
  
Sylvia Christiansen seconded the motion.   There were 6 Ayes and 0 Nays (recorded 

below).  The motion passed. 
  

Ayes:                                                   Nays:                           
Jane Griener                                        None 



John MacKay 
Alan MacDonald         
David Fotheringham                                                    
Jessica Smuin  
Sylvia Christiansen      

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Approve the proposed voter participation areas. 

 

SAMPLE MOTION TO APPROVE: 

I motion to approve the voter participation areas as proposed. 

 

SAMPLE MOTION TO DENY: 

I motion that the proposed voter participation areas be denied based on the following: 

• ***Insert Finding*** 
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DP-1 Profile of General Population and Housing Characteristics: 2010

2010 Demographic Profile Data

NOTE: For more information on confidentiality protection, nonsampling error, and definitions, see http://www.census.gov/prod/cen2010/doc/dpsf.pdf.

Geography: Alpine city, Utah

Subject Number Percent
SEX AND AGE

  Total population 9,555 100.0
    Under 5 years 661 6.9
    5 to 9 years 973 10.2
    10 to 14 years 1,266 13.2
    15 to 19 years 1,217 12.7
    20 to 24 years 550 5.8
    25 to 29 years 396 4.1
    30 to 34 years 338 3.5
    35 to 39 years 458 4.8
    40 to 44 years 686 7.2
    45 to 49 years 727 7.6
    50 to 54 years 655 6.9
    55 to 59 years 468 4.9
    60 to 64 years 346 3.6
    65 to 69 years 265 2.8
    70 to 74 years 185 1.9
    75 to 79 years 168 1.8
    80 to 84 years 101 1.1
    85 years and over 95 1.0

    Median age (years) 26.0 ( X )

    16 years and over 6,369 66.7
    18 years and over 5,820 60.9
    21 years and over 5,325 55.7
    62 years and over 998 10.4
    65 years and over 814 8.5

  Male population 4,783 50.1
    Under 5 years 324 3.4
    5 to 9 years 498 5.2
    10 to 14 years 635 6.6
    15 to 19 years 624 6.5
    20 to 24 years 299 3.1
    25 to 29 years 216 2.3
    30 to 34 years 152 1.6
    35 to 39 years 204 2.1
    40 to 44 years 327 3.4
    45 to 49 years 357 3.7
    50 to 54 years 341 3.6
    55 to 59 years 233 2.4
    60 to 64 years 180 1.9
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Subject Number Percent
    65 to 69 years 128 1.3
    70 to 74 years 98 1.0
    75 to 79 years 76 0.8
    80 to 84 years 50 0.5
    85 years and over 41 0.4

    Median age (years) 25.2 ( X )

    16 years and over 3,173 33.2
    18 years and over 2,907 30.4
    21 years and over 2,655 27.8
    62 years and over 487 5.1
    65 years and over 393 4.1

  Female population 4,772 49.9
    Under 5 years 337 3.5
    5 to 9 years 475 5.0
    10 to 14 years 631 6.6
    15 to 19 years 593 6.2
    20 to 24 years 251 2.6
    25 to 29 years 180 1.9
    30 to 34 years 186 1.9
    35 to 39 years 254 2.7
    40 to 44 years 359 3.8
    45 to 49 years 370 3.9
    50 to 54 years 314 3.3
    55 to 59 years 235 2.5
    60 to 64 years 166 1.7
    65 to 69 years 137 1.4
    70 to 74 years 87 0.9
    75 to 79 years 92 1.0
    80 to 84 years 51 0.5
    85 years and over 54 0.6

    Median age (years) 27.5 ( X )

    16 years and over 3,196 33.4
    18 years and over 2,913 30.5
    21 years and over 2,670 27.9
    62 years and over 511 5.3
    65 years and over 421 4.4

RACE

  Total population 9,555 100.0
    One Race 9,382 98.2
      White 9,144 95.7
      Black or African American 57 0.6
      American Indian and Alaska Native 22 0.2
      Asian 87 0.9
        Asian Indian 17 0.2
        Chinese 23 0.2
        Filipino 9 0.1
        Japanese 11 0.1
        Korean 19 0.2
        Vietnamese 0 0.0
        Other Asian [1] 8 0.1
      Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 13 0.1
        Native Hawaiian 2 0.0
        Guamanian or Chamorro 1 0.0
        Samoan 6 0.1
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Subject Number Percent
        Other Pacific Islander [2] 4 0.0
      Some Other Race 59 0.6
    Two or More Races 173 1.8
      White; American Indian and Alaska Native [3] 32 0.3
      White; Asian [3] 45 0.5
      White; Black or African American [3] 27 0.3
      White; Some Other Race [3] 22 0.2

  Race alone or in combination with one or more other
races: [4]
    White 9,307 97.4
    Black or African American 89 0.9
    American Indian and Alaska Native 57 0.6
    Asian 150 1.6
    Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 55 0.6
    Some Other Race 85 0.9

HISPANIC OR LATINO

  Total population 9,555 100.0
    Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 232 2.4
      Mexican 135 1.4
      Puerto Rican 8 0.1
      Cuban 2 0.0
      Other Hispanic or Latino [5] 87 0.9
    Not Hispanic or Latino 9,323 97.6

HISPANIC OR LATINO AND RACE

  Total population 9,555 100.0
    Hispanic or Latino 232 2.4
      White alone 149 1.6
      Black or African American alone 1 0.0
      American Indian and Alaska Native alone 2 0.0
      Asian alone 0 0.0
      Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone 0 0.0
      Some Other Race alone 48 0.5
      Two or More Races 32 0.3
    Not Hispanic or Latino 9,323 97.6
      White alone 8,995 94.1
      Black or African American alone 56 0.6
      American Indian and Alaska Native alone 20 0.2
      Asian alone 87 0.9
      Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone 13 0.1
      Some Other Race alone 11 0.1
      Two or More Races 141 1.5

RELATIONSHIP

  Total population 9,555 100.0
    In households 9,555 100.0
      Householder 2,389 25.0
      Spouse [6] 1,997 20.9
      Child 4,547 47.6
        Own child under 18 years 3,496 36.6
      Other relatives 485 5.1
        Under 18 years 206 2.2
        65 years and over 63 0.7
      Nonrelatives 137 1.4
        Under 18 years 33 0.3
        65 years and over 4 0.0

        Unmarried partner 19 0.2
    In group quarters 0 0.0
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Subject Number Percent
      Institutionalized population 0 0.0
        Male 0 0.0
        Female 0 0.0
      Noninstitutionalized population 0 0.0
        Male 0 0.0
        Female 0 0.0

HOUSEHOLDS BY TYPE

  Total households 2,389 100.0
    Family households (families) [7] 2,171 90.9
      With own children under 18 years 1,256 52.6

      Husband-wife family 1,997 83.6
        With own children under 18 years 1,161 48.6
      Male householder, no wife present 44 1.8
        With own children under 18 years 18 0.8
      Female householder, no husband present 130 5.4
        With own children under 18 years 77 3.2
    Nonfamily households [7] 218 9.1
      Householder living alone 197 8.2
        Male 69 2.9
          65 years and over 29 1.2
        Female 128 5.4
          65 years and over 86 3.6

    Households with individuals under 18 years 1,351 56.6
    Households with individuals 65 years and over 536 22.4

    Average household size 4.00 ( X )
    Average family size [7] 4.24 ( X )

HOUSING OCCUPANCY

  Total housing units 2,529 100.0
    Occupied housing units 2,389 94.5
    Vacant housing units 140 5.5
      For rent 13 0.5
      Rented, not occupied 4 0.2
      For sale only 27 1.1
      Sold, not occupied 8 0.3
      For seasonal, recreational, or occasional use 39 1.5
      All other vacants 49 1.9

    Homeowner vacancy rate (percent) [8] 1.3 ( X )
    Rental vacancy rate (percent) [9] 3.2 ( X )

HOUSING TENURE

  Occupied housing units 2,389 100.0
    Owner-occupied housing units 1,997 83.6
      Population in owner-occupied housing units 8,329 ( X )
      Average household size of owner-occupied units 4.17 ( X )

    Renter-occupied housing units 392 16.4
      Population in renter-occupied housing units 1,226 ( X )
      Average household size of renter-occupied units 3.13 ( X )

X Not applicable.

[1] Other Asian alone, or two or more Asian categories.

[2] Other Pacific Islander alone, or two or more Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander categories.

[3] One of the four most commonly reported multiple-race combinations nationwide in Census 2000.

[4] In combination with one or more of the other races listed. The six numbers may add to more than the total population, and the six
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percentages may add to more than 100 percent because individuals may report more than one race.

[5] This category is composed of people whose origins are from the Dominican Republic, Spain, and Spanish-speaking Central or South American
countries. It also includes general origin responses such as "Latino" or "Hispanic."
[6] "Spouse" represents spouse of the householder. It does not reflect all spouses in a household. Responses of "same-sex spouse" were edited
during processing to "unmarried partner."
[7] "Family households" consist of a householder and one or more other people related to the householder by birth, marriage, or adoption. They do not
include same-sex married couples even if the marriage was performed in a state issuing marriage certificates for same-sex couples. Same-sex couple
households are included in the family households category if there is at least one additional person related to the householder by birth or adoption.
Same-sex couple households with no relatives of the householder present are tabulated in nonfamily households. "Nonfamily households" consist of
people living alone and households which do not have any members related to the householder.

[8] The homeowner vacancy rate is the proportion of the homeowner inventory that is vacant "for sale." It is computed by dividing the total number of
vacant units "for sale only" by the sum of owner-occupied units, vacant units that are "for sale only," and vacant units that have been sold but not yet
occupied; and then multiplying by 100.
[9] The rental vacancy rate is the proportion of the rental inventory that is vacant "for rent." It is computed by dividing the total number of vacant units
"for rent" by the sum of the renter-occupied units, vacant units that are "for rent," and vacant units that have been rented but not yet occupied; and
then multiplying by 100.
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census.



QT-P11 Households and Families: 2010

2010 Census Summary File 1

NOTE: For information on confidentiality protection, nonsampling error, and definitions, see http://www.census.gov/prod/cen2010/doc/sf1.pdf.

Geography: Alpine city, Utah

Subject Number Percent
HOUSEHOLD TYPE

  Total households 2,389 100.0
    Family households [1] 2,171 90.9
      Male householder 1,902 79.6
      Female householder 269 11.3
    Nonfamily households [2] 218 9.1
      Male householder 78 3.3
        Living alone 69 2.9
      Female householder 140 5.9
        Living alone 128 5.4

HOUSEHOLD SIZE

  Total households 2,389 100.0
    1-person household 197 8.2
    2-person household 577 24.2
    3-person household 314 13.1
    4-person household 334 14.0
    5-person household 364 15.2
    6-person household 322 13.5
    7-or-more-person household 281 11.8

    Average household size 4.00 ( X )
    Average family size 4.24 ( X )

FAMILY TYPE AND PRESENCE OF RELATED AND
OWN CHILDREN
  Families [3] 2,171 100.0
    With related children under 18 years 1,340 61.7
      With own children under 18 years 1,256 57.9
        Under 6 years only 92 4.2
        Under 6 and 6 to 17 years 345 15.9
        6 to 17 years only 819 37.7

  Husband-wife families 1,997 100.0
    With related children under 18 years 1,219 61.0
      With own children under 18 years 1,161 58.1
        Under 6 years only 85 4.3
        Under 6 and 6 to 17 years 326 16.3
        6 to 17 years only 750 37.6

  Female householder, no husband present families 130 100.0
    With related children under 18 years 97 74.6
      With own children under 18 years 77 59.2
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Subject Number Percent
        Under 6 years only 5 3.8
        Under 6 and 6 to 17 years 13 10.0
        6 to 17 years only 59 45.4

X Not applicable.
[1] A household that has at least one member of the household related to the householder by birth, marriage, or adoption is a "Family household."
Same-sex couple households are included in the family households category if there is at least one additional person related to the householder by
birth or adoption. Same-sex couple households with no relatives of the householder present are tabulated in nonfamily households. Responses of
"same-sex spouse" were edited during processing to "unmarried partner."
[2] "Nonfamily households" consist of people living alone and households which do not have any members related to the householder.
[3] "Families" consist of a householder and one or more other people related to the householder by birth, marriage, or adoption. They do not include
same-sex married couples even if the marriage was performed in a state issuing marriage certificates for same-sex couples. Same-sex couples are
included in the families category if there is at least one additional person related to the householder by birth or adoption. Responses of "same-sex
spouse" were edited during processing to "unmarried partner." Same-sex couple households with no relatives of the householder present are
tabulated in nonfamily households.
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census.

Summary File 1, Tables P17, P18, P28, P29, P37, P38, and P39.
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PEPANNRES Annual Estimates of the Resident Population: April 1, 2010 to July 1, 2018

2018 Population Estimates

Geography April 1, 2010 Population Estimate (as of July 1)

Census Estimates Base 2010 2011 2012 2013
Alpine city, Utah 9,555 9,768 9,811 9,938 10,042 10,183
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Geography Population Estimate (as of July 1)

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Alpine city, Utah 10,286 10,360 10,489 10,539 10,504

Note:
The estimates are based on the 2010 Census and reflect changes to the April 1, 2010 population due to the Count Question Resolution program and geographic program revisions. See Geographic
Terms and Definitions at http://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/popest/guidance-geographies/terms-and-definitions.html for a list of the states that are included in each region and division. All
geographic boundaries for the 2018 population estimates series except statistical area delineations are as of January 1, 2018. The Office of Management and Budget's statistical area delineations for
metropolitan, micropolitan, and combined statistical areas, as well as metropolitan divisions, are those issued by that agency in August 2017. An "(X)" in the 2010 Census field indicates a locality that
was formed or incorporated after the 2010 Census. Additional information on these localities can be found in the Geographic Boundary Change Notes (see https://www.census.gov/programs-
surveys/geography/technical-documentation/boundary-change-notes.html). For population estimates methodology statements, see http://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/popest/technical-
documentation/methodology.html.
The 6,222 people in Bedford city, Virginia, which was an independent city as of the 2010 Census, are not included in the April 1, 2010 Census enumerated population presented in the county estimates.
In July 2013, the legal status of Bedford changed from a city to a town and it became dependent within (or part of) Bedford County, Virginia. This population of Bedford town is now included in the April
1, 2010 estimates base and all July 1 estimates for Bedford County. Because it is no longer an independent city, Bedford town is not listed in this table. As a result, the sum of the April 1, 2010 census
values for Virginia counties and independent cities does not equal the 2010 Census count for Virginia, and the sum of April 1, 2010 census values for all counties and independent cities in the United
States does not equal the 2010 Census count for the United States. Substantial geographic changes to counties can be found on the Census Bureau website at https://www.census.gov/programs-
surveys/geography/technical-documentation/county-changes.html.
Suggested Citation:
Annual Estimates of the Resident Population: April 1, 2010 to July 1, 2018
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Population Division
Release Dates: For the United States, regions, divisions, states, and Puerto Rico Commonwealth, December 2018. For counties, municipios, metropolitan statistical areas, micropolitan statistical areas,
metropolitan divisions, and combined statistical areas, April 2019. For cities and towns (incorporated places and minor civil divisions), May 2019.
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ALPINE CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 
 

SUBJECT: Moderate Income Housing Element of General Plan 
 

FOR CONSIDERATION ON: 24 September 2019 
 

PETITIONER: Staff   
 

ACTION REQUESTED BY PETITIONER: Review and approve the proposed 

menu items for the Moderate 

Income Housing Element of the 

General Plan. 

      

BACKGROUND INFORMATION:  
 

Per Senate Bill 34, Alpine City is tasked with implementing 3 or more items from the 

menu below as part of the Moderate Income Housing Element of the General Plan by the 

end of 2019. 

 

Menu : Shall include a recommendation to implement 3 or more of the following 

strategies, aka the ‘menu’ 

(518; 1205): 

A. rezone for densities necessary to assure the production of MIH 

B. facilitate the rehabilitation or expansion of infrastructure that will encourage the 

construction of MIH 

C. facilitate the rehabilitation of existing uninhabitable housing stock into MIH 

D. consider general fund subsidies or other sources of revenue to waive construction 

related fees that are otherwise generally imposed by the city 

E. create or allow for, and reduce regulations related to, accessory dwelling units in 

residential zones 

F. allow for higher density or moderate income residential development in 

commercial and mixed-use zones, commercial centers, or employment centers 

G. encourage higher density or moderate income residential development near 

major transit investment corridors 

H. eliminate or reduce parking requirements for residential development where a 

resident is less likely to rely on their own vehicle, e.g. residential development 

near major transit investment corridors or senior living facilities 

I. allow for single room occupancy developments 

J. implement zoning incentives for low to moderate income units in new 

developments 

K. utilize strategies that preserve subsidized low to moderate income units on a long-

term basis 

L. preserve existing MIH 

M. reduce impact fees, as defined in Section 11-36a-102, related to low and MIH 

N. participate in a community land trust program for low or MIH 

O. implement a mortgage assistance program for employees of the municipality or of 

an employer that provides contracted services to the municipality 

P. apply for or partner with an entity that applies for state or federal funds or tax 

incentives to promote the construction of MIH 



Q. apply for or partner with an entity that applies for programs offered by the Utah 

Housing Corporation within that agency's funding capacity 

R. apply for or partner with an entity that applies for affordable housing programs 

administered by the Department of Workforce Services 

S. apply for or partner with an entity that applies for programs administered by an 

association of governments established by an interlocal agreement under Title 11, 

Chapter 13, Interlocal Cooperation Act [not in county list of recommendations] 

T. apply for or partner with an entity that applies for services provided by a public 

housing authority to preserve and create MIH 

U. apply for or partner with an entity that applies for programs administered by a 

metropolitan planning organization or other transportation agency that provides 

technical planning assistance 

V. utilize a MIH set aside from a community reinvestment agency, redevelopment 

agency, or community development and renewal agency 

W. any other program or strategy implemented by the municipality to address the 

housing needs of residents of the municipality who earn less than 80% of the area 

median income 

 

After a discussion between staff and the City Council at the September 10, 2019 City 

Council Meeting it was proposed that the following menu items be under consideration to 

be added to the Moderate Income Housing Element of the General Plan, and that these 

items be sent to Planning Commission for a public hearing and recommendation. 

 

• Item E: Alpine City already meets this requirement based on the current ordinance 

that allows for Accessory Apartments on any lot in any zone of the City. 

 

• Item J: Developers could be given incentives such as, higher density, smaller 

setbacks, etc. to help incentivize moderate income units in new developments. 

Moderate income units would be deed restricted. 

 

• Item L: Alpine City has duplexes, fourplexes, and smaller homes that could be 

preserved and protected as moderate income housing through new ordinances. 

 

• Item M: Impact fees could be reduced or even waived for developers who would 

participate in creating new deed restricted moderate income housing. 

 

• Item N: Alpine City could set aside a money each year that would be given to the 

Provo Housing Authority, Olene Walker Housing Loan Fund or similar trust. 

 

• Item O: In order to encourage Police, Fire, and other City employees to live in 

town a mortgage assistance program could be implemented for qualifying 

employees. 

 

• Item W: City could set aside money to subsidize rent and wave utility bills for 

certain qualifying candidates (i.e. fixed income households, etc.). 

 

The Planning Commission held a public hearing and discussed the menu items at the 

September 17, 2019 meeting, and the following recommendation was made: 



MOTION: Alan Macdonald moved to recommend menu items A, E, J, L, and O, be added 

to the Moderate Income Housing Element of the General Plan. 
  
John MacKay seconded the motion.   There were 6 Ayes and 0 Nays (recorded below).  The 

motion passed. 
  

Ayes:                                                   Nays:                           
Jane Griener                                        None 
John MacKay  
David Fotheringham 
Alan Macdonald                                                          
Jessica Smuin  
Sylvia Christiansen      

 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 

Review and approve at least three menu items for the Moderate Income Housing 

Element of the General Plan. 

 

SAMPLE MOTION TO APPROVE: 

I motion that the following menu items be added to the Moderate Income Housing 

Element of the General Plan. 

• ***Insert Item*** 

• ***Insert Item*** 

• ***Insert Item*** 

 

SAMPLE MOTION TO DENY: 

I motion that the proposal to add menu items to the Moderate Income Housing 

Element of the General Plan be denied based on the following: 

• ***Insert Finding*** 

 

 

 

 

 

 



MODERATE INCOME HOUSING 

 
Alpine City General Plan  Page | 1 
           Adopted Month 00, 2017 

 

GOAL #1 

Promote moderate income housing that meets the needs of those desiring to live in 

Alpine.  
 

 

 

Policies 

1.1 Allow accessory apartments within owner-occupied dwellings throughout the City 

1.2 Allow senior housing units to be built in more dense clusters to reduce costs of 

living. 

1.3 Allow detached accessory dwelling units (ADU) and regulate them in order to 

maintain the character of Alpine City. 

1.4 Provide zoning incentives to encourage the creation of new moderate income 

housing. 

1.5 Preserve existing moderate income housing. 

1.6 Allow impact fees to be waived for new moderate income housing units. 

1.7 Actively participate in a community land trust program on a continual ongoing 

basis.  

1.8 Provide mortgage assistance for employees of the municipality who qualify and live 

within City boundaries. 

1.9 Subsidize rent and waive utility bills for qualifying fixed income households. 
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Moderate Income Housing Element 
 

[DISCLAIMER: This moderate income housing plan is based on information that may 
now be inaccurate and/or out-of-date. It is Alpine City’s understanding, as of February 
12, 2007, that the State of Utah is updating the model used to develop a moderate 
income housing plan, and that this updated model should be available by the fall of 
2007. When the updated model is available to Alpine City, this plan will be updated and 
readopted.]  
 
Utah State Code requires cities to adopt a plan for moderate income housing. A plan for 
moderate income housing is a written document that includes: (1) an estimate of the 
existing supply of moderate income housing, (2) an estimate of the need for moderate 
income housing for the next five years as revised biennially, (3) a survey of total 
residential land use, (4) an evaluation of how existing land uses and zones affect 
opportunities for moderate income housing, and (5) a description of the city’s program 
to encourage an adequate supply of moderate income housing.  
 

BACKGROUND 
 
Moderate income housing means “housing occupied or reserved for occupancy by 
households with a gross household income equal to or less than 80% of the median 
gross income for households of the same size in the county in which the city is located” 
(Utah Code, Section 10-9a-103). In the following analysis, moderate income housing 
will be divided into three categories: 80%, 50%, and 30% of the median gross income.   
 
According to the definition, the Utah County moderate income level is recommended to 
be used in assessing the affordability of housing in Alpine. The average household size 
for Utah County was 4.3 persons in 2000, rounding to 4.0 for statistical purposes. In 
2000, the median gross income for a family of four in Utah County was $56,125. 
Therefore, an average household earning less than 80% ($44,900), 50% ($28,063), and 
30% ($16,838) of the Utah County median income is considered to be the standard by 
which Alpine should assess the affordability of housing within the community.   
 
However, the use of the Utah County median income level does not adequately reflect 
current income levels in Alpine. Therefore, various demographic data must be taken into 
consideration. Based on 2000 census data, Alpine’s median household income level 
was about 50% higher than the Utah County level. The following table illustrates this 
disparity. 
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Income Group Utah Co. Alpine % Difference

80% 44,900$      70,256$      56%

50% 28,063$      43,910$      56%

30% 16,838$      26,346$      56%

80% 174,600$    278,400$    59%

50% 105,700$    170,600$    61%

30% 59,700$      98,600$      65%

80% 945$           1,585$        68%

50% 525$           925$          76%

30% 245$           485$          98%

Income, Purchase Price, and Rent Comparisons

Household Income

Maximum Purchase Price

Maximum Monthly Rent

 
 

 
They not only illustrate that Alpine residents typically have a higher income, but also 
that the housing market is substantially more expensive in Alpine. The outcomes 
determined by the spreadsheet model must be reviewed against Alpine’s high income 
levels. As the State model may inadequately address the needs of the unique housing 
situation in Alpine, a more practical approach that caters to moderate income housing 
implementation for Alpine’s specific housing needs must be considered. 
 
ESTIMATE OF EXISTING SUPPLY  
 
The chart below shows that in 2003, Alpine had a deficit of 104 units for households 
making 80% of the median annual income, a deficit of 113 units for those making 50% 
of the median income, and a deficit of 188 units for those making 30% of the median 
income. Utah County data also shows similar results: a deficit of 134 units for 
households making 80% of the median income, a deficit of 63 units available to those 
making 50% of the median income, and a deficit of 170 units for those making 30% of 
the median income.    
 

2003 Affordable Housing Deficit (According to the Model)
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ESTIMATE OF NEED (for the Next Five Years)  
 
The majority of the need for moderate income housing in Alpine will be to serve the 
City’s own growth. According to the moderate income housing model, population growth 
in Alpine has created a demand for the following units from 2004 to 2008: 
 

Income Group Utah County Alpine

80% 44 44

50% 30 30

30% 67 67

80% 178 147

50% 94 143

30% 237 255

80% 36 29

50% 19 29

30% 47 51

Estimate of the Need for Moderate Income Housing 

New Demand in Units (2004 

to 2008)

Net Need in Units (Current 

Supply Plus Future 

Demand)

Units Needed Per Year to 

Comply with State Model

 
 

The model projects a need for a total of 29-51 units in Alpine per year of affordable 
housing depending on income data used. From 2000-2002, 36 residential permits were 
issued and the median building permit valuation was $229,914, with a high of $693,713 
and a low of $99,446 (not including lot prices). Using local income data, 113 permits, or 
about 48% of the total building permits, were in the affordable range for moderate 
income families. This is an average of 37 a year, which is slightly above the needed 
number of units projected by the model.   
 
From 2003 to 2005, the City issued 255 residential building permits and the median 
building permit valuation was $251,000, with a high of $1,800,000 and a low of 
$135,000. About 42 permits, or 16% of the residential permits, were in the affordable 
range for moderate income families. This equates to an average of 14 a year, which is 
significantly below the needed number of units projected by the model. Thus, according 
to the model, Alpine had a sufficient supply of moderate income housing units from 
2000-2002, but an insufficient supply of moderate income housing units from 2003-
2005. This could be attributed, at least in part, to the rapid appreciation of land value in 
the area.   
 
The median maximum purchase price of a home in Alpine is more than $100,000 higher 
than that of Utah County. The cost of housing includes mortgage or rent payments, 
utilities, interest, homeowners’ insurance, mortgage insurance, property taxes, and 
other applicable fees. The entire sum of these costs should not exceed 30% of a 
household’s gross income in order for the housing to be considered affordable.  
 
Revisiting the demographic profile of the City deserves consideration at this point. 
Approximately 8% of the population is age 60 and older, retired, and on a fixed income. 
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This may account for the slightly increasing percentage in the category for households 
making 30% of the median income. These people likely have their houses paid off even 
though the model predicts that their houses are not affordable to them, thus, potentially 
accounting for the higher deficit of housing affordable to those making 50% or less of 
the median income. Similarly, the model projects that the percentage of retired 
households classified as having low incomes will increase.  
 
Also, in the 2005 community survey, 94% of respondents reported that they own their 
home. Of those who said they own the home they live in, 25% indicated that their home 
is paid off. In the same survey, residents were asked what percentage of their income is 
paid to housing costs. Almost 10% of respondents reported that they have no housing 
costs and 65% of respondents stated they pay 30% or less of their income towards 
housing costs. Thus, about three-quarters of residents live in affordable housing.  
 
Additionally, Alpine allows for accessory apartments throughout the community. An 
accessory apartment is a subordinate, semi-independent living area created within a 
one-family home. In the 2005 community survey, about 10% of respondents indicated 
they have an accessory apartment, with only about half reporting that their accessory 
apartment is occupied. There are about 60 accessory apartments currently registered 
with the City, however, there is likely two or three times that many that are not 
registered. In the past, accessory apartments have enabled Alpine to meet the state 
moderate-income housing model and will continue to do so in the future.      
 

SURVEY OF RESIDENTIAL ZONING 
 

The City has four residential use zones, including:   
 

•  Town Residential District – T-R 10,000 (about 7%): was created to allow for 
residential growth within the originally settled town center of Alpine; to 
maintain the village scale and character; to provide for appropriate community 
activities and civic buildings; and to allow a density of development that is 
compatible with the limitations of municipal resources. 

 
•  Country Residential - C-R 20,000 (about 19%): was created to provide a 

location within the City allowing residential development on the traditional 
agricultural lands and lower undeveloped areas within the City; to provide for 
the perpetuation of the rural and open space image while reducing the impact 
of development on lands that are highly visible and susceptible to erosion; 
and to allow a density of development that is compatible with the limitations of 
municipal resources. 

 
•  Country Residential District - 1 Acre - C-R 40,000 (about 49%): includes the 

territory generally located around the periphery of the City considered 
appropriate for low-density residential development. Also included in the zone 
are areas, which because of the presence of steep slope, adverse soil 
characteristics, flood hazard, mud-flow or earthquake potential, wildfire 
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hazard, or similar critical and sensitive natural conditions, are considered 
environmentally fragile. 

 
•  Critical Environment Zone District - CE-5 (about 23%): consists primarily of 

the more mountainous areas of the City, which, because of the presence of 
steep slopes, unique soil characteristics, wildfire hazard or similar natural 
conditions, are considered environmentally sensitive. It is anticipated that 
uses in this zone will be limited to one-family dwellings in naturalistic settings 
with associated personal uses and structures. Such uses will be permitted in 
those portions of the zone that are most suitable for development activity 
(development cluster areas) interspersed with large and undisturbed open 
space areas.  

 

EVALUATION OF ZONING’S AFFECT ON HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES 
 

For most cities, zoning and reducing impact fees for moderate income housing 
developments can be important keys for the Planning Commission and City Council to 
provide housing opportunities to persons of moderate income. In Alpine, however, 
these keys have very little impact. A combined reduction in impact fees and increased 
density will cause only a minor reduction in total housing costs. The total cost of new 
housing for the median priced home in Alpine would need to be reduced by about 60% 
to equal the housing costs targeted by the model. A 60% reduction of total housing 
cost is not feasible through zoning or an impact fee reduction.         
 
Alpine is located in a very desirable housing market. Market demands for housing have 
driven up the cost of housing in the City. Adjustments in density that would be 
compatible with the City’s infrastructure and topography would have a limited effect in 
reducing total cost of housing. The sale price of the lot does not necessarily decrease in 
direct proportion to a reduction in lot size. For example, in the neighboring city of Lehi, 
where zoning is fairly similar to the structure of Alpine’s, lot prices are $150,000 cheaper 
than in Alpine. The apparent difference is not due to zoning, but to economics.   
 

ALPINE’S PROGRAM TO ENCOURAGE MODERATE INCOME HOUSING 
 
This is the point in the analysis where the State model may be too broad to apply to the 
unique characteristics of Alpine. Impediments to moderate income housing in Alpine 
include a variety of factors. Alpine is a small bedroom community where residents highly 
value low-density residential housing. In the 2005 General Plan survey, over 90% of the 
respondents indicated that the minimum lot size should be 10,000 square feet or 
greater. In this same survey, a majority of respondents reported that they see no need 
for condominiums, twin homes, or apartments in the City. Higher density housing, 
including multi-family housing, would be very difficult to pursue in Alpine as there would 
be very little public support for such a project.  
 
Additionally, there is a very limited amount of commercial business within the City. It is 
presumptuous to conclude that there is a high demand for moderate income housing in 
the community as very few moderate or low income jobs exist. The majority of jobs that 
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do exist in Alpine are either home occupations or could be categorized as small office 
business – such as mortgage companies, medical and dental offices, and realty. 
Essentially, if high-density moderate income housing is placed in Alpine, there would 
not be enough jobs to sustain it. Therefore, if Alpine did have moderate income housing, 
people would still have to commute to work in other cities. As Alpine does not currently 
receive public transportation services, other than paratransit services, any individual 
who did not have their own transportation would not have any public transportation 
options available in order to travel to and from their employment in other cities.  
 
Also, Alpine is not currently located near any large retail areas that would create a 
significant amount of moderate income jobs. Nor are there any colleges or universities 
nearby that would generate a population that would create a demand for moderate 
income jobs and housing.  
 
Since the demand for living in Alpine is high, but the supply of dense residential housing 
is lower than that of other communities, the temptation for developers to build dense 
residential projects is high because competition is virtually non-existent. The market 
conditions, including high land value, enable developers to charge a higher monthly rent 
or a higher sale price than they could in other cities, creating a substantial profit. 
Therefore, not only is the single-family identity of Alpine damaged, but also the 
moderate-income housing that may exist in the area is more expensive than it should 
be.   
 
Nonetheless, to ensure that moderate income housing exists, Alpine should continue to 
allow accessory apartments. The City may consider an “amnesty” type of program to 
encourage more residents that have illegal accessory apartments in their homes to 
comply with current ordinances and register the apartment with the City. The City also 
has no minimum requirement on house size, which may provide another manner in 
which housing prices can be made more affordable. Landlords renting homes within the 
City also have the opportunity to work with the Utah County Housing Authority to 
provide housing more affordable to the moderate income population.  
 



March 22, 2019 

Summary of SB 34 Affordable Housing Modifications (4th Substitute) 
Sen. Jake Anderegg / Rep. Val Potter 

Summary​: SB34 encourages local communities to plan for housing for residents of all income levels, and coordinate 

that housing with transportation. Communities are required to develop a moderate income housing (MIH) plan as 

part of their general plan. Communities that are required to annually report on their MIH plan implementation must 

satisfy these requirements to remain eligible for state transportation investments. 

 

Revisions to required elements of municipal and county general plans:  

 

Land Use​ element must now consider location of land for housing for residents of various income levels in addition 

to the other categories of public and private uses of land (line 481 for municipalities; 1172 for counties). 

 

Transportation and Traffic Circulation​ element: 

● “Provide the general location and extent” of active transportation facilities in addition to freeways, arterial and 

collector streets, public transit, and other modes of transportation (491; 1182).  

● Plan residential and commercial development around “major transit investment corridors” to improve 

connections between housing, employment, education, recreation, and commerce (494; 1185).  

○ Defines “major transit investment corridor” as public transit service that uses or occupies: (a) public transit 

rail right-of-way; (b) dedicated road right-of-way for the use of public transit, such as bus rapid transit; or 

(c) fixed-route bus corridors subject to an interlocal agreement or contract between a municipality or 

county and (i) a public transit district as defined in Section 17B-2a-802, or (ii) an eligible political 

subdivision as defined in Section 59-12-2219 (246; 858). 

○ Municipalities without a major transit investment corridor must plan for residential and commercial 

development in areas that maintain and improve these connections (498).  

● Correlate the transportation plan with population and employment projections, and the proposed land use 

element (502, 1188). 

● Consider the regional transportation plan developed by the region’s metropolitan planning organization 

(MPO); if outside an MPO, consider the long-range transportation plan developed by UDOT (575; 1258). 

 

Moderate Income Housing (MIH)​ element: 

● Municipalities/counties covered:​ Utah Code has long required municipalities and counties to plan for 

moderate income housing growth. SB34 requires, by December 1, 2019, the following municipalities and 

counties to update and adopt the moderate income housing element of their general plan (444; 1074), and 

annually report on implementation (614; 1296):  

○ all municipalities of the 1st, 2nd, 3rd, and 4th class;  

○ cities of the 5th class with a population of 5,000 or more that are located in counties of the 1st, 2nd, and 

3rd class; 

○ metro townships with a population of 5,000 or more; and  

○ all counties must plan and adopt a MIH element including strategies from the ‘menu’ (see below) but only 

counties of the 1st, 2nd, and 3rd class with an unincorporated population of 5,000 or more must annually 

report on implementation. 

● Facilitate a reasonable opportunity for a variety of housing including MIH and shall now 1) meet the needs of 

people of various income levels living, working, or desiring to live or work in the community (509; 1198); 2) 

“allow people with various incomes to benefit from and participate in all aspects of neighborhood and 

community life” (511; 1200); 3) towns may and cities shall analyze how they will provide a realistic opportunity 

for the development of MIH within 5 years for cities (513) and within the planning horizon for counties (1203).  
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● Menu​: Shall include a recommendation to implement 3 or more of the following strategies, aka the ‘menu’ 

(518; 1205): 

(A) rezone for densities necessary to assure the production of MIH 

(B) facilitate the rehabilitation or expansion of infrastructure that will encourage the construction of MIH 

(C) facilitate the rehabilitation of existing uninhabitable housing stock into MIH 

(D) consider general fund subsidies or other sources of revenue to waive construction related fees that are 

otherwise generally imposed by the city 

(E) create or allow for, and reduce regulations related to, accessory dwelling units in residential zones 

(F) allow for higher density or moderate income residential development in commercial and mixed-use zones, 

commercial centers, or employment centers 

(G) encourage higher density or moderate income residential development near major transit investment 

corridors 

(H) eliminate or reduce parking requirements for residential development where a resident is less likely to rely 

on their own vehicle, e.g. residential development near major transit investment corridors or senior living 

facilities 

(I) allow for single room occupancy developments 

(J) implement zoning incentives for low to moderate income units in new developments 

(K) utilize strategies that preserve subsidized low to moderate income units on a long-term basis 

(L) preserve existing MIH 

(M) reduce impact fees, as defined in Section 11-36a-102, related to low and MIH 

(N) participate in a community land trust program for low or MIH 

(O) implement a mortgage assistance program for employees of the municipality or of an employer that 

provides contracted services to the municipality 

(P) apply for or partner with an entity that applies for state or federal funds or tax incentives to promote the 

construction of MIH 

(Q) apply for or partner with an entity that applies for programs offered by the Utah Housing Corporation 

within that agency's funding capacity 

(R) apply for or partner with an entity that applies for affordable housing programs administered by the 

Department of Workforce Services 

(S) apply for or partner with an entity that applies for programs administered by an association of 

governments established by an interlocal agreement under Title 11, Chapter 13, Interlocal Cooperation Act 

[not in county list of recommendations] 

(T) apply for or partner with an entity that applies for services provided by a public housing authority to 

preserve and create MIH 

(U) apply for or partner with an entity that applies for programs administered by a metropolitan planning 

organization or other transportation agency that provides technical planning assistance 

(V) utilize a MIH set aside from a community reinvestment agency, redevelopment agency, or community 

development and renewal agency 

(W) any other program or strategy implemented by the municipality to address the housing needs of residents 

of the municipality who earn less than 80% of the area median income 

 

● In addition to the recommendations required above, municipalities that have a “fixed guideway public transit 

station” shall include a recommendation to implement either “G” or “H” (568) [not required for counties]. 
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● Annual reporting and review of the moderate income housing plan​: The municipal/county legislative body 

shall annually review their MIH plan and implementation of that plan; prepare and post a report of their 

findings on their website; and send the report to Dept. of Workforce Services, AOG, and MPO if applicable 

(612; 1294). 

○ The report shall include: a) revised estimate of the need for MIH in the next 5 years; b) description of 

progress made to provide MIH by analyzing and publishing data on the # of housing units that are at or 

below 80%, 50%, and 30% adjusted median family income; c) description of efforts to utilize a MIH 

set-aside from community reinvestment agency, redevelopment agency, or community development and 

renewal agency; d) description of the implementation of the MIH recommendations aka ‘menu’. 

○ Requires the DWS Division of Housing and Community Development to (i) assist in the creation of the MIH 

reports, and (ii) evaluate the reports for purposes of determining eligibility for state transportation funds. 

Gives DWS rulemaking authority to develop the evaluation process (1414). 

 

Revisions to Olene Walker Housing Loan Fund (1325): ​SB34 did not provide any additional funding for housing. 

Revises Olene Walker Housing Loan Fund board to add 1 member w/expertise in transit-oriented development and 

1 member who represents rural interests. The board must hold two public input meetings each year, once in a rural 

area. Allows fund money to be used to purchase land for low-income housing (1388). 

 

Revisions to state transportation funding: 

● Adds access to educational facilities and MIH to the prioritization process for new transportation capacity 

projects administered by the Utah Transportation Commission (1749). 

● State Transportation Investment Fund (TIF) or Transit Transportation Investment Fund (TTIF) funds may not 

be used in a municipality or unincorporated county that has failed to adopt a MIH plan or has failed to report 

on implementation of  their MIH plan as determined by DWS. TIF funds can still be used  for a limited-access 

facility, but not for construction, reconstruction, or renovation of an interchange. TTIF funds can still be used 

for a multi-community fixed-guideway public transportation project, but not for the construction, 

reconstruction, or renovation of a station (1808). 

 




