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REMINDERS:

UPCOMING MEETINGS:

AGENDA:
1. Welcome
2. Wildfire Systems Changes
3. Report on Advisory Groups
4. CHA/LUTF Issues
5. Annual Prep
6. Research Requests 
7. Upcoming Meetings

•

• Make sure you are signed up for 
Friday Facts



Cooperative 
Wildfire System

2024 Changes



Acronyms

CWPP = Community Wildfire Preparedness Plan

CWS = Cooperative Wildfire System

FFSL = Utah Division of Forestry, Fire and State Lands

PC = Participation Commitment

PE = Participating Entity



Intent of CWS

1) Proactive wildfire risk 
reduction

2) More broadly distribute 
the financial risk 

Sources:

Utah code 65A-8-2

Utah Admin Rule R652-122

https://le.utah.gov/xcode/Title65A/Chapter8/65A-8-P2.html?v=C65A-8-P2_1800010118000101
https://adminrules.utah.gov/public/rule/R652-122/Current%20Rules?searchText=undefined


CWS Structure

Participation 
Commitment Statement

Monetary value of wildfire risk as 
calculated by FFSL, and 
Participating Entity’s annual plan 
of actions to meet that figure.

3

Participation 
Commitment Actions

On the ground efforts by the 
participating entity to reduce 

wildfire risk, prevent human 
caused wildfires, and 

prepare for suppression

4

Cooperative 
Agreement

Between FFSL and 
counties/cities/fire districts

1

Cooperative Wildfire 
Preparedness Plan

Community 5 year plan to 
address wildfire risk

2



Cooperative Agreement 

● CWPP implementation

● Participation Commitment Statement 

completed and signed

● Participation Commitment reporting of 

actions taken

● Initial Attack minimum capabilities

● Cost Recovery legal actions taken

● WUI Code adoption and enforcement 

(counties only)

● County Fire Warden (counties only)



CWS Implemented

● Cooperative Agreements 

● County Fire Warden

● Wildfire Suppression Fund

CWS Audit

● Ineffective wildfire risk 

reduction efforts

● Non-compliance with 

cooperative agreement

● Community Wildfire 

Preparedness Plans expired 

and unused

● Poor FFSL administration

● Unclear policies and 

procedures

● Undue admin burden on PEs 

with low PC

Changes to the 

CWS Program

● Increase compliance with 

Cooperative Agreement

● Direct Pay option

● CWS Manager position 

created

● Clear policies and procedures

● Assure risk reductions 

projects are meaningful

● Make PC reporting easier

2017 2021 2024



ISSUE 1:

CWPPs missing, 

ignored, or ineffective

1. CWPP tied to PC actions

2. Active CWPP required to be 

eligible to participate in CWS

FIXES:

Meaningful work done on the 

ground to protect communities.

RESULT:



ISSUE 2:

Participation 

Commitment not 

fulfilled

1. Clear policies and procedures 

manual for cooperators

2. CWS Manager position created 

to coach PEs and increase 

compliance 

3. Hold PEs accountable to fulfill 

their participation commitment

FIXES:

Meaningful work done on the 

ground to protect communities.

RESULT:



ISSUE 3:

High Administrative 

Workload for Smaller 

Participating Entities

1. Direct Pay option

2. Simplified UWRAP reporting

FIXES:

Increased participation and 

compliance of smaller entities.

RESULT:



Direct Pay Rules

WHAT: Participating Entities are now allowed to “Direct 

Pay” a portion, or all, of their Participation Commitment. 

INTENT: To make it easier for PEs to comply with the 

CWS program, especially when they fall short of their 

PC, or want to decrease their administrative load.

HOW: Payments will be deposited in the state WUIPPM 

account, along with legislatively appropriated funds, 

and dispersed across the state to those areas of 

highest wildfire risk. There is no obligation to do work 

within communities who “Direct Pay” their PC. PEs are 

still responsible for their wildfire risk.



Misc. Fixes

● PEs cannot use FFSL employees for CWS 

administrative work (counties being the 

exception).

● Removal of percentages for PC actions in 

the categories of mitigation, prevention and 

preparedness.

● Unite reporting under calendar year.

● WUI Code Adoption and Enforcement 

Lacking (counties only)



Feedback or Questions:

Joseph Anderson
CWS Manager
385-786-5588
randerson3@utah.gov

mailto:randerson3@utah.gov


Utah State Scenic Byway Committee

4 year term

Governor Appointed 

Municipal Elected Official  

Reach out to Liam Thrailkill - lthrailkill@ulct.org



Advisory groups updates
● Storm Water

○ Reviewing new proposed language from HBA
○ Meeting in the next week to review

● Gravel
○ Study questions have been sent to multiple cities
○ Please let Justin know if your city has been contacted
○ Review of SB72



Advisory groups updates

●  UDOT Coordination
■  Met internally to discuss priorities

■ Met with UDOT to discuss specific concerns

■ Continuing to coordinate with UDOT and working on 
better coordination with regional managers



Advisory groups updates: Econ. Dev’t
● Alcohol proximity

○ effort to review state proximity req’ts for community locations
● Transportation utility fee

○ still a push to preempt TUF altogether
○ ULCT: 2023 board principles
○ expecting something for property owners who don’t pay property tax

● Retail incentives 
○ commercial real estate industry wants changes
○ ULCT: stand by the policy of HB 151, open to improvements

■ consistency in definitions
● Examples: public infrastructure, housing (FHIZ)

■ report to GOEO, State Auditor

●  



Homelessness Updates
Winter Response and Code Blue Requirements

County Requirements
● Counties of the First Class

○ Submit Winter Response plans AND Code Blue Response
■ Salt Lake County  

● Counties of the Second Class
○ Submit Winter Response Plans AND Code Blue Response OR 

■ Utah, Washington, & Weber Counties
○ Submit Plan for Future Year-round Plan AND Code Blue Response

■ Davis County
● Counties of the Third and Fourth Class 

○ Code Blue Response (don’t need to submit plans) 



Homelessness Updates
Winter Response and Code Blue Requirements

Compliance
● Deemed Compliant: Utah & Washington Counties
● Not Deemed Compliant: Davis, Salt Lake, & Weber Counties

Next Steps
● OHS will be working with non-compliant counties to create compliant plans 



Homelessness Updates
Looking Ahead

● Code Red



Interim/UEOC 
Updates



Commission on Housing 
Affordability



 





1) Standardize parking requirements (Aug 1 proposal) 
a) Standard parking stall size 
b) Tandem = 2 spots 
c) Can't require garages /carports
d) Single family house = 2 parking spots only 

2) More flexibility or state mandates around external ADUs 
3) Expedite admin review (identical plans, plan reviews, inspections) 
4) Change how cities require bonding 
5) Upzone all residential areas by at least one unit per acre

Property Rights Coalition at CHA



Scenario A Scenario B

1) Impact fees
2) Housing audit
3) Exactions

Other CHA moving parts

1) Envision Utah
2) Libertas
3) Sutherland Institute
4) Urban Land Institute

a) “How Zoning Broke America”
5) Utah Foundation

Political Subs Committee Other Groups



A) How does the proposal preserve the quality of life of 
current and future residents?

B) How does the proposal allocate the current and future 
costs and ensure the sustainability of infrastructure?

C) Will the proposal result in more housing units that are 
more directly affordable to the buyer or renter?

D) Will the proposal result in more home ownership?

ULCT Board principles for our advocacy at CHA/UEOC











Join at slido.com
#3027638

ⓘ Click Present with Slido or install our Chrome extension to display joining instructions for participants while presenting.

https://www.sli.do/features-google-slides?interaction-type=Sm9pbg%3D%3D
https://www.sli.do/features-google-slides?payload=eyJwcmVzZW50YXRpb25JZCI6IjExcVd3U2pBUlJKZVdIUmZJT2dFNE9OcDhnYUdJTjZ4bVVSM19WOHp5MHBrIiwic2xpZGVJZCI6IlNMSURFU19BUEkxMjk2Mzg4OTkzXzAiLCJ0eXBlIjoiU2xpZG9Kb2luaW5nIn0%3D
https://chrome.google.com/webstore/detail/slido/dhhclfjehmpacimcdknijodpjpmppkii


If a property owner requested a rezone to build this type of product—small units mixed with 
bigger units, on-site parking but no garages, etc.--with some small units deed restricted to 
ensure affordability and home ownership, would this type of development fit somewhere in your 
city? Please explain your answer.

ⓘ Click Present with Slido or install our Chrome extension to activate this poll while presenting.

https://www.sli.do/features-google-slides?interaction-type=T3BlblRleHQ%3D
https://www.sli.do/features-google-slides?payload=eyJwb2xsVXVpZCI6IjgyOWJhMDkzLWE1M2QtNDYzYy05YjljLTI5YjQzNjg0MDcyMiIsInByZXNlbnRhdGlvbklkIjoiMTFxV3dTakFSUkplV0hSZklPZ0U0T05wOGdhR0lONnhtVVIzX1Y4enkwcGsiLCJzbGlkZUlkIjoiU0xJREVTX0FQSTU4MjMyOTMxMV8wIiwidGltZWxpbmUiOlt7InBvbGxRdWVzdGlvblV1aWQiOiJiYWM4OGYyZS1mYjZjLTQ1ZjItOTE4OS1iNjAyZmI2NTA3NTUiLCJzaG93UmVzdWx0cyI6dHJ1ZX1dLCJ0eXBlIjoiU2xpZG9Qb2xsIn0%3D
https://chrome.google.com/webstore/detail/slido/dhhclfjehmpacimcdknijodpjpmppkii


How do you feel about the ULCT counter proposal on parking as 
described?

ⓘ Click Present with Slido or install our Chrome extension to activate this poll while presenting.

https://www.sli.do/features-google-slides?interaction-type=TXVsdGlwbGVDaG9pY2U%3D
https://www.sli.do/features-google-slides?payload=eyJwb2xsVXVpZCI6IjAxOTJmODRhLWNkMzktNGIxOC1hNjAzLWQ2NTY3OTA5ODBiMiIsInByZXNlbnRhdGlvbklkIjoiMTFxV3dTakFSUkplV0hSZklPZ0U0T05wOGdhR0lONnhtVVIzX1Y4enkwcGsiLCJzbGlkZUlkIjoiU0xJREVTX0FQSTE3NDkzNDEzMjZfMCIsInRpbWVsaW5lIjpbeyJwb2xsUXVlc3Rpb25VdWlkIjoiMDYyOTFjMjYtNTM3OC00NzcxLTkwYmQtMjk1ZDJiZDA0ZWViIiwic2hvd1Jlc3VsdHMiOmZhbHNlfV0sInR5cGUiOiJTbGlkb1BvbGwifQ%3D%3D
https://chrome.google.com/webstore/detail/slido/dhhclfjehmpacimcdknijodpjpmppkii


What additional feedback do you have on either the ULCT counter proposal on parking or 
parking/garages policy in general?

ⓘ Click Present with Slido or install our Chrome extension to activate this poll while presenting.

https://www.sli.do/features-google-slides?payload=eyJwb2xsVXVpZCI6IjZkNWE1ZjQzLWIxYTQtNDQxYi1hN2IzLTc4ZTg5NWEzYTMzZSIsInByZXNlbnRhdGlvbklkIjoiMTFxV3dTakFSUkplV0hSZklPZ0U0T05wOGdhR0lONnhtVVIzX1Y4enkwcGsiLCJzbGlkZUlkIjoiU0xJREVTX0FQSTY4NjIyMDMxMV8wIiwidGltZWxpbmUiOlt7InNob3dSZXN1bHRzIjpmYWxzZSwicG9sbFF1ZXN0aW9uVXVpZCI6IjQxODVkZGE4LTQ1MGEtNDRkNy05ZjJjLTE1ZjkyOGFjODhhZSJ9XSwidHlwZSI6IlNsaWRvUG9sbCJ9
https://chrome.google.com/webstore/detail/slido/dhhclfjehmpacimcdknijodpjpmppkii
https://www.sli.do/features-google-slides?interaction-type=T3BlblRleHQ%3D


Land Use Task Force



LUTF: bonding questions
● ULCT received draft proposal last week
● ULCT objective: ensure infrastructure gets built
● PRC objective: reduce infrastructure costs 

○ 1) require cities to accept surety bonds 
■ All cases? Just warranties? 

○ 2) more standardized process for bonds
○ 3) require cities to release bonds at key times

■ completed systems? based on % completed?

Today: volunteers to review it, recommend to LPC on Sep. 16
contact Jared Tingey at jtingey@ulct.org asap

mailto:jtingey@ulct.org


Poli Subs: impact fees
● ULCT received draft proposal last week
● Craig Call research: all 206 impact fee reports, his ideas include: 
● 1) review “proportionate share” of the development activity
● 2) review ERU demand calculations for different types of housing
● 3) consider legal standard of review for challenges to impact fees
● 4) modify how the 6 years are counted & legal remedies

Today: volunteers to review it, recommend to LPC on Sep. 16
contact Jared Tingey at jtingey@ulct.org asap

mailto:jtingey@ulct.org


Liens for Code Enforcement

● Current Laws: Authority to file a political subdivision lien on 
the property for utilities being provided unless specifically 
provided in code (very limited circumstances)

● Proposal: Allow for political subdivision to file a lien on any 
unpaid utilities.



How much of a priority would authorizing the new lien tool as described be for 
your city?

ⓘ Click Present with Slido or install our Chrome extension to activate this poll while presenting.

https://www.sli.do/features-google-slides?interaction-type=TXVsdGlwbGVDaG9pY2U%3D
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https://chrome.google.com/webstore/detail/slido/dhhclfjehmpacimcdknijodpjpmppkii


Plan Review
Summary
● Some home builders are stating that the time to review for completeness is 

included within the 14 day review time.
● Some home builders are stating that even if the time to review for completeness is 

not included within the 14 day timeline, there should be a limit on the number of 
days taken to review an application for completeness.

● Home builders want to require cities to provide notice to the home builder when the 
application is incomplete.

Feedback we’ve received 
● Cities do not think this is a widespread issue. Also, 14 day period is a short period 

and should not include the time to review for completeness. A concept that has 
been floated is to treat starter homes review times different than other homes. 



How do you feel about a proposal that requires cities to review building applications for 
completeness within a specific time frame? 

ⓘ Click Present with Slido or install our Chrome extension to activate this poll while presenting.

https://www.sli.do/features-google-slides?interaction-type=TXVsdGlwbGVDaG9pY2U%3D
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Does your city charge an additional fee on building applicants who require re-inspections or 
re-reviews of plans?

ⓘ Click Present with Slido or install our Chrome extension to activate this poll while presenting.
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Do you have any other feedback you want to share with ULCT staff on plan review timing, fees, 
or inspections?

ⓘ Click Present with Slido or install our Chrome extension to activate this poll while presenting.
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Identical plans
Summary
● Home builders are claiming that governmental entities are still charging the full 

amount of fees for review of identical plans. 
● Home builders want to require a card-file system that track identical plans.
● Home builders want expedited review of identical plans.
● Home builders concede that some review of identical plans will still be required 

(site plans), but a quick review of the floor plan would allow the building 
departments to quickly determine whether the floor plans are identical.

Feedback we’ve received 
● If identical plans are truly identical and meet the definition, municipalities are not 

concerned with lowering fees and expediting reviews (even though expediting is 
not currently required under LUDMA). Cities need a mechanism to ensure that the 
plans marked as identical are truly identical.



Does your city have a separate process in place to review identical plans for single family 
residential buildings?

ⓘ Click Present with Slido or install our Chrome extension to activate this poll while presenting.
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How comfortable would you be to define identical plans as those that are structurally identical 
but may have minor changes unrelated to health, safety, or welfare?

ⓘ Click Present with Slido or install our Chrome extension to activate this poll while presenting.
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Other Updates



Ballot Propositions and Political 
Activities of Public Entities Act

Do not use public resources for political purposes 
-Bonds
-Ballot Propositions 

Please review 20A-11-1203 for more information, 
requirements, and exceptions 



Utah State Scenic Byway Committee

4 year term

Governor Appointed 

Municipal Elected Official  

Reach out to Liam Thrailkill - lthrailkill@ulct.org



Research 
& Surveys



Ongoing Research
● MIHP report analysis
● Infrastructure (costs, needs, etc.)
● Parking
● Justice courts
● Public safety recruitment and retention
● Housing/land use characteristics 
● Costs on cities to comply with legislation
● Mixed use redevelopment & alcohol proximity requirements

 



Research Asks (right now)

● Justice court survey (check upcoming ULCT emails for a link)

● Feedback on CHA/Garage proposals (Need by Tuesday C.O.B.)

● Examples of alcohol proximity requirements limiting mixed use 
redevelopment (need by Tuesday C.O.B.)

● Fall survey (expect after Annual convention)



UPCOMING 
EVENTS

•Sep 3: ULCT Board Meeting
•Sep 3: CHA

•Sep 4-5: Annual Conference
•Sep 11-12: CHA Subgroups 
•Sep 16: UEOC
•Sep 16: LPC
•Sep 17-18: Interim Meetings
•Oct 1: CHA
•Oct 15-16: Interim Meetings
•Oct 21: LPC
•Nov 5: CHA
•Nov 14: UEOC
•Nov 18: LPC
•Nov 19-20: Interim Meetings 
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