


SANTA CLARA CITY COUNCIL
WORK MEETING MINUTES
WEDNESDAY, JULY 12, 2023
THE CITY COUNCIL FOR THE CITY OF SANTA CLARA, WASHINGTON COUNTY, UTAH, met for a Regular Meeting on Wednesday, July 12, 2023, at 5:00 p.m. in the City Council Chambers of the Town Hall at 2603 Santa Clara Drive, Santa Clara, Utah.  Notice of the time, place, and agenda of the meeting was provided to The Spectrum and each member of the governing body by emailing a copy of the Notice and Agenda to The Spectrum and also, along with any packet information, to the mayor and each Council Member, at least two days before the meeting.  The meeting will be broadcast via YouTube linked on our website at https://sccity.org/meetings. 
Present:			

Council Members:		Jarett Waite, Mayor Pro Tempore
				Denny Drake
				Christa Hinton
				Leina Mathis
				Ben Shakespeare
				
City Manager:		Brock Jacobsen

Deputy City Recorder:	Selena Nez

Others Present:		Jim McNulty, Planning and Economic Development Director
				Matt Ence, City Attorney
				Cody Mitchell, Building Official
				Dustin Mouritsen, Public Works Director
				Gary Hall, Power Director
				Andrew Parker, Fire Chief
				Ryan VonCannon, Parks Director
			
Excused:			Mayor Rick Rosenberg
	
1. Call to Order.

In the absence of Mayor Rick Rosenberg, Mayor Pro Tempore, Jarett Waite, called the Santa Clara City Council Meeting to order at 5:04 p.m.  He identified the Council Members who were present.  

2. Opening Ceremony

A. Pledge of Allegiance:  Jarett Waite.

B. Opening Comments:  Reverend Derek DeToni-Hill, Shepherd of the Hills United Methodist Church, St. George Interfaith Council.
3. General Citizen Public Comment.

Mayor Pro Tem Waite opened the public comment period.  He reported that some public comment rules were recently implemented.  While public comments are still permitted, speakers need to reside in the City of Santa Clara and fill out the available comment form.  Additionally, public input is not allowed on any agenda item or pending land use application.  Public input needs to be related to City business, be respectful, and not contain attacks on any individuals.  Members of the public who disrupt the meeting with cheering, uninvited comments, or other protests, would be asked to leave.  Written comments from residents would be accepted at any time by either hand delivery or through the City’s website.  

David Pond gave his address as 2322 Joshua Circle.  He had a question about the public hearing procedures during Planning Commission Meetings.  At a recent Planning Commission Meeting, there was a lot of public comment.  At the end of the meeting, one of the Commissioners stated that the public comment was appreciated but not taken into consideration with regard to decision-making.  The Planning Commission only determined the completeness of the application and the City Council makes the final determination.  Based on this procedure, he wanted to understand how members of the public can provide comment in a meaningful way.  

Mayor Pro Tem Waite explained that the City Council has discussed the issue in the past and procedures vary from community to community.  Currently, the Planning Commission listens to public comments, which are forwarded to the City Council for consideration.  Doing so allows City Council Meetings to be more efficient.  However, if there was a desire for there to be public hearings in both Planning Commission and City Council Meetings, he believed that was something that could be considered.  He stressed the importance of residents feeling like they are being heard.  Council Member Shakespeare noted that the Planning Commission is the recommending body and the City Council is the legislative body.  All comments are forwarded to the City Council.  Council Member Mathis reported that State statute requires that the land use authority hold the public hearing.  The land use authority is the Planning Commission in most cities.  As a result, the public hearing needs to be held there.

City Attorney, Matt Ence, reported that the comments made by the Council Members were accurate.  He added that not every decision the City makes is the same.  There are different standards depending on the application being considered.  Some decisions are made by the Planning Commission while others are forwarded to the City Council for consideration.  The procedures that the City follows comply with the State Code.  

Fred Fagergren gave his address as 2324 Bryson Circle and stated that at the last Planning Commission Meeting, Commissioner Whitehead made a statement that he felt needed additional clarification.  Commissioner Whitehead commented that he was opposed to a particular item but stated that as a Planning Commissioner, he had no choice but to approve the request.  Mr. Ence clarified that that was not an accurate statement.  He reiterated that there are different roles for the Planning Commission and the City Council.  The City Council is a legislative body and in that role, the Council is empowered to speak on behalf of the public.  The Planning Commission is not an elected body and is appointed by the City Council to assist the Council in the process of considering land use applications.  It was stressed that the Planning Commission and City Council have different roles.  

Mr. Ence explained that the Planning Commission does not have the same kind of discretion that the City Council does; however, it is incorrect to state that the Planning Commission had no choice but to recommend approval.  Several factors were considered and the Planning Commission can choose how to weigh those factors within certain constraints.  Mr. Fagergren wondered why no correction was made by City Staff when Commissioner Whitehead made that statement.  Mr. Ence did not believe the characterization of the Commissioner’s comment was accurate.  

Ann Evans gave her address as 3772 Nicholas Drive and had questions about Traffic Impact Studies.  She understood that the City paid a lot of money for them to determine traffic volumes, vehicle mix, turning movements, pedestrian movements, and bicycle movements.  The results of the studies are critical for the Planning Commission and City Council to make informed decisions.  If Commissioners or Council Members are advised that there are omissions in a particular study, she believed the vote on the item should be reconsidered.  Ms. Evans appreciated the work of the City Council but asked that there be due diligence before anything is voted on, especially with respect to the Traffic Impact Studies.  

Mr. Ence clarified that the Traffic Impact Studies for a typical application are paid for by the developer.  The engineer who provides the study is generally hired and paid for by the developer.  When the engineer puts their stamp on the study or report, the engineer is certifying that they prepared it to the best of their professional ability.  He reiterated that the City generally does not pay for those types of studies to be conducted.  

Don Morris gave his address as 3815 London Lane.  He understood that land use applications start at the Planning Commission level.  He also understood that a fair amount of those applications are routine.  However, some issues are controversial and residents do not become aware of the issues until they come before the City Council for consideration.  Mr. Morris believed it would be beneficial for there to be public hearings at both the Planning Commission and City Council levels.  He felt this would increase transparency and allow the voices of additional residents to be heard.  

Mayor Pro Tem Waite reported that the City tries to make it clear when there is a more controversial item.  It was noted that there had been two public comment periods for the first General Business item on the City Council Meeting agenda.  There was transparency and residents could share comments at the Planning Commission level.  Mr. Ence added that Mayor Pro Tem Waite spent several hours reviewing emails from residents.  Council Members are dedicated and make sure to take resident comments into account.  While there was no public hearing scheduled for the items on tonight’s agenda, the comments submitted by residents were considered.

Alison Snyder gave her address as 2326 Jacob Drive and asked how much interaction a developer has with City Council Members and City Staff.  She also wanted to know how much interaction residents are permitted to have with City Council Members and City Staff.  She reported that she submitted several emails to the City but had only received one acknowledgment.  Ms. Snyder felt strongly that there was a lack of transparency.  Although the City may meet the State Code requirements, the citizens do not feel that they are being heard by the elected officials.  

Art Pansine gave his address as 3866 Nicholas Drive and explained that the City Council is not allowing residents to properly communicate with them.  Residents are told to share comments at the Planning Commission level but there is a desire to share comments with the City Council as well.  

Dyle Bond gave his address as 2255 Jacob Drive.  He asked for a job description for the Planning and Economic Development Director.  It seemed that Planning and Economic Development Director, Jim McNulty, works in a way that benefits applicants.  Mayor Pro Tem Waite pointed out that there is no substantiated evidence that the comment was true.  As for the amount of time each applicant spends with City Staff, it depends on the project.  Applicants come before the Technical Review Committee (“TRC”) and the different City Departments weigh in.  Mr. McNulty makes a report based on the input received.  

Melvin Taylor gave his address as 1401 Victor Street.  He reported that he served on the first Planning Commission in the community where there were five members.  There were now seven.  At the last meeting he attended, there were only three members present.  It seemed that all members should be present before something is voted on.  

Eric Marriott gave his address as 1435 Colby Loop.  He referenced solar and noted that the Solar Reliability Charge was reduced and the capacity increased.  Mr. Marriott appreciated the changes made and the fact that the City looked into the concerns identified.  That being said, he was confused about the rate paid for solar production, which is down to four cents per kilowatt hour.  He recalled that the Power Cost Adjustment Letter stated that the City is paying 25 to 45 cents per kilowatt hour but had proposed to pay customers who produce solar power four cents per kilowatt hour.  He was not supportive of that difference. 

There were no further public comments.  The public comment period was closed.

4. Conflicts and Disclosures.

Council Member Shakespeare disclosed that he is building a home in St. George for the applicant associated with Agenda Item B of the General Business portion of the agenda. 

5. Working Agenda.

A. Public Hearing.

There were no Public Hearing items.

B. Consent Agenda.

i. Approval of Claims and Minutes: 

· June 28, 2023, Regular City Council Meeting Minutes.
· Claims through July 5, 2023

ii. Calendar of Events: 

· July 19, 2023, City Council Work Meeting 
· July 24, 2023, Pioneer Day (Offices Closed) 
· July 26, 2023, Regular City Council Meeting

Council Member Drake moved to APPROVE the Consent Agenda.  Council Member Hinton seconded the motion.  Vote on Motion: Council Member Drake-Aye; Council Member Hinton-Aye; Council Member Mathis-Aye; Council Member Shakespeare-Aye; Mayor Pro Tem Waite-Aye.  The motion passed with the unanimous consent of the Council.

Mayor Pro Tem Waite asked to move the final General Business item up so it could be discussed first.  It pertained to the appointment of Kristen Walton as a Planning Commission Member.  The City Council addressed that agenda item next and then followed the agenda as printed.  

6. General Business.

A. Discussion and Action to Consider a Rezoning of Property at 400 East/Patricia Drive and Pioneer Parkway.  The Applicant, Clayton Leavitt, is Proposing to Rezone the Property from the R-1-10 Single-Family Residential Zone to the Planned Developed Residential (“PDR”) Zone and Approve Ordinance 2023‑15.  Presented by Jim McNulty, City Planner. 

Mr. McNulty presented the Staff Report and stated that the second public hearing for the above item was held by the Planning Commission on May 25, 2023.  There was also a public hearing held on March 23, 2023.  At the March 23, 2023, public hearing, 26 residents spoke about the application.  When the item went back to the Planning Commission on May 25, 2023, 17 individuals shared comments.  Based on the two public hearings, the Planning Commission felt they had a good understanding of the public concerns.  

The applicant, Clayton Leavitt, was requesting a rezone to the property at 400 East/Patricia Drive and Pioneer Parkway.  The subject property is 18.09 acres in size and the proposal is to rezone the property from the R-1-10 Single-Family Residential Zone to the Planned Development Residential (“PDR”) Zone to allow for a planned development residential project that would include single-family homes, multi-family townhomes, open space, and amenities.  Mr. McNulty shared additional information about the Planning Commission process.  At the March 23, 2023, Planning Commission Meeting, a motion was made to recommend approval to the City Council but a vote on the motion ended in a 3-to-3 tie.  No other substitute motion was made or voted on, which meant that no recommendation was provided by the Planning Commission on the item.  

A public meeting was held by the City Council on April 12, 2023.  A motion was made by the City Council to table the item and allow the applicant to work with City Staff, incorporate some of the Council Member comments, and propose a new layout with slightly lower densities.  That motion passed by a vote of 3-to-2.  The updated Project Plan/Rezone application included 133 units on 18.09 acres of property, which was a density of 7.35 units per acre.  A total of 82 single-family lots/pad lots were proposed along with 51 multi-family townhome units.  The previous plan proposed 144 units.  That included 69 single-family lots/pad lots along with 75 multi-family townhome units, which totaled 7.96 units per acre.  The difference between the two plans was 11 units, which was an 8% reduction across the site.  62% of the units proposed were single-family with 38% being multi-family.  The previous plan included 48% single-family and 52% multi-family.  Although there was only a reduction of 11 units, some significant changes had been made.  

The Project Phasing Plan was shared.  Mr. McNulty reported that there was a proposal for seven different phases.  Phase 1A would include 14 standard single-family lots fronting onto Patricia Drive.  Phase 1B included a his-and-her changing room, a pool, and an outdoor patio.  Phase 2 included open space and pickleball courts.  Phase 4 included open space as did Phase 6, which would also have a pavilion.  Phase 5 would include the detention area.  The Phasing Plan would be required as part of the Planned Development Subdivision review process.  Mr. McNulty reviewed the building elevations and identified the single-family/pad lots.  Some will be one-story homes with sizes ranging from 1,500 to 3,000 square feet.  There were some traditional lots on Lots 1 through 14 and standard pad lots on Lots 31 through 46 and Lots 48 through 69.  There was also a two-story model.  The ramblers will be approximately 20 feet in height while the two-story units would be 27 feet.  

The way the single-family lots broke down, there were 40 pad lots, 14 standard single-family lots, and 28 narrow lots for a total of 82 single-family lots.  Mr. McNulty shared an image of the townhomes proposed.  There would be a front-load orientation with a rear-load garage.  Some six-plex and four-plex units were shown.  The sample image would allow the Council to better understand the style, design, and building materials.  The single-level townhome was discussed next.  It was proposed to be adjacent to 400 East and was a 1,100-square-foot single-story townhome with a one-car garage and a two-car driveway.  It was proposed to have a lower price point in the development.  The narrow pad lot homes were proposed at approximately 25 feet wide and 1,800 square feet in size.  

Mr. McNulty shared the materials board for the single-family homes, which included three brick options and a stone option.  He shared the materials board for the townhomes, which had a stone and brick option.  The Project Plan was further reviewed.  Mr. McNulty reiterated that amenities were included in Phases 2, 4, and 6 of the proposed project.  This included the central area with open space.  There was also a public trail required, which is an eight-foot trail along 400 East.  This would comply with the 2018 Trails Master Plan.  The trail would tie into the existing section along 400 East, which was accounted for in the Project Plan.  

The Landscaping Plan was reviewed.  Mr. McNulty identified the overall Landscaping Plan for the site and explained that it was also possible to see the landscaping for the townhome and single-family units.  He reported that all landscaping needs to comply with City Ordinances and the Water Efficient Landscaping and Conservation Standards per the Washington County Water Conservancy District (“WCWCD”).  He stressed that water was vital and there is not an excessive amount available.  

Mr. McNulty discussed the roads and explained that Santa Clara requires public roads.  As a result, the interior street system will have public roads.  The Project Plan included a 45-foot public road that includes 30 feet of asphalt, 2.5 feet of curb and gutter, with a five-foot sidewalk on each side.  There will also be connections to the interior green space areas from the sidewalks so residents and visitors can access them.  The only private drives are adjacent to Lots 38 and 38 and Lots 59 and 60.  In terms of parking, for the 51 multi-family units there are 203 parking spaces shown.  That complies with the ordinance as there are four parking spaces per unit.  The ordinance requires one covered and one uncovered for a total of two parking spaces per unit.  

Mr. McNulty reported that a Soils Report was submitted that indicated that there is expansive clay in multiple site locations on the north and south.  However, the site is suitable to support residential slab-on-grade construction provided that the report recommendations are implemented during construction.  A Traffic Impact Study was submitted by Hales Engineering.  Two project accesses were assumed, which resulted in an acceptable Level of Service (“LOS”) at intersections.  Originally, there was a third access considered on Patricia Drive, which was removed with the redesign to have 14 single-family lots facing the lots on the other side of the street.  The applicant submitted a Project Narrative, which the Council Members were provided a copy of.  A six-foot solid block privacy wall would be required along Pioneer Parkway and 400 East.  

Owner occupancy was brought up by the City Council on April 12, 2023.  There were concerns about the multi-family townhome units being owner-occupied.  The applicant agreed to require at least 50% of the multi-family townhome units be owner-occupied.  That was something that could be addressed in the Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions (“CC&Rs”).  Mr. McNulty discussed the rezoning consideration.  Section 17.18.090 of the City Code has standards in place, which included Items A through H.  The application was compliant with those items, with the exception of Item C, which states:  “Are there substantial reasons why the property cannot or should not be used as currently zoned?”  The response was no.  The current zoning is R-1-10 and the developer can develop R-1-10 lots there.  Mr. McNulty reported that the General Plan identifies the property as having a Medium-Density Land Use Designation and the proposed rezone application included small lot single-family homes, townhomes, open space, and amenities for residents.  The proposed use was encouraged by the General Plan.

The neighborhood response was discussed.  Mr. McNulty reported that notices were sent to property owners within 300 feet of the subject property prior to the March 23, 2023, and May 25, 2023, Planning Commission Meetings.  The property was also posted, per State Code, with a sign and project narrative.  The City went above and beyond the requirement by also placing a banner and a QR code linked to the City website.  

Mr. McNulty explained that this City Council Meeting is a public meeting but not a public hearing.  He reiterated that two public hearings were held previously at the Planning Commission level.  Two resident petitions were submitted.  One was submitted at the public hearing on March 23, 2023, and the other was submitted following that meeting.  Mr. McNulty reviewed the Staff recommendation included in the Staff Report and stated that Staff recommended that the City Council consider the application subject to the Conditions of Approval and Findings of Fact listed in the Staff Report.  

Mr. McNulty pointed out that Condition of Approval #2 was modified because the number of units had changed from 144 to 133.  Condition of Approval #5 had changed as well.  Previously, the open space was 33% and it was now 34.83%.  Condition of Approval #10 was changed because the number of multi-family dwelling units was modified.  Condition of Approval #14 changed and mentioned 50% of the multi-family townhomes being owner-occupied.  Condition of Approval #15-C stated the following:  “There are no substantial reasons why the property cannot or should not be used as currently zoned.  The applicant intends to do a PD Subdivision with both single-family and multi-family townhomes as per the MDR land use designation of the General Plan.”  

The applicant introduced himself to the Council.  Mr. Leavitt was excited about the project and explained that his priority is to improve the surrounding neighborhood.  The intention was to provide diversity with various housing options and enough flexibility to accommodate different entry points.  It will be a high-quality community where people can enjoy living maintenance-free.  There will be a professional management company to ensure that the neighborhood CC&Rs are enforced.  There will be a resort-style pool with pickleball courts, playground equipment, pavilions, and large turf areas for neighborhood events.  The plan creates an interactive neighborhood for all stages of life that will promote a sense of community and belonging.  Mr. Leavitt believed the plan had been substantially changed by decreasing the number of townhomes by 32%.  Of the 51 total remaining townhomes, 21 will be single-level.  The intention was to have a plan with a lot of diversity so the various homes will not all look the same.  

After the last discussion with the City Council, it was suggested that there be additional discussions with City Staff to incorporate some of the Council Member comments.  Mr. Leavitt believed those comments were represented in the updated proposal.  City Staff recommended opening up the two middle sections where the pool and pickleball courts are, which was done.  All of the single-family homes were placed in that area.  To the north, five two-story four-plex units were eliminated.  That space was opened up with single-story townhomes as well as single-family homes.  Those changes, which were proposed by City Staff, opened up the space significantly. 

Mr. Leavitt acknowledged that the property was a transitional piece.  There was multi-family to the north, single-family to the east, and planned development to the south.  It was necessary to have the PDR Zone to buffer and transition into the surrounding neighborhoods.  It was not possible to do that with the R-1-10 Zone.  During a Work Meeting held just over one year ago, he came to the City with a plan that was mostly townhomes.  The City Council listened to the residents who had made it clear that there was a desire to have more single-family homes in the community.  He believed the desires of the residents and the City had been taken into account and appropriate changes had been made.  Mr. Leavitt discussed the General Plan and referenced Page 22, which mentioned transitions between land uses.  He strongly believed the proposed project fills a need in the market.  It is necessary to offer a variety of housing types to serve many different types of people.  To bring home prices down, he felt there needed to be homes built on smaller pad lots.  This would create more density, but would also make it possible for people to afford homes.  Mr. Leavitt noted that the plan conforms to all City requirements and requested approval.

Council Member Hinton noted that the number of townhomes had been reduced and there was an agreement that 50% of the townhomes would be owner-occupied.  She wondered if it would be possible to ask for 50% of the pad lots to be owner-occupied as well.  Mr. Leavitt asked if it would be better to state that 50% of the project needs to be owner-occupied.  Council Member Hinton was supportive of that suggestion.  Mr. Leavitt believed that was something that could be done. 

Council Member Drake pointed out that the existing zoning would permit approximately 70 units.  The suggestion was 133, which was a lot denser than the existing zoning would allow.  He did not see anything that addressed the previous suggestion to rezone to R-1-6, which would allow for 120 homes.  He explained that the justification for a zone change needs to be shown by the applicant.  The R-1-10 Zone fits the property already.  The previous suggestion from Council was to come back with something different.  Mr. Leavitt reiterated that the property is across the street from a multi-family project.  The General Plan guidelines state that it is important to match what exists.  There are several different types of development surrounding the property that need to be taken into account.  Additionally, the General Plan clearly stated that it was important to have a diverse amount of housing, which was something that the proposed development would provide.  Mr. Leavitt was proud of the plan presented and believed it would be impressive.  Council Member Drake noted that the surrounding area has a lot of townhomes already.  He felt that the housing diversity is already there and an R-1-10 Zone makes the most sense for the property.  

Mr. Leavitt wanted to understand whether the issue Council Member Drake had with the proposal related to the number of units or the number of townhomes.  After speaking with City Staff and the Planning Commission, it seemed that the townhomes were the concern rather than the number of overall units.  Council Member Drake felt that the property should remain zoned as R-1-10.  He believed that density levels needed to be controlled and protected within Santa Clara. 

Council Member Shakespeare asked about parking.  Mr. McNulty reported that there are 203 covered or uncovered parking stalls proposed for the 51 townhome units.  All of the single-family units have two-car garages with a two-car driveway.  20 guest parking spaces are adjacent to the central amenity on the site as well.  More parking was proposed than required.  Four parking spaces were proposed for each home or unit.  

Council Member Shakespeare noted that Lots 1 through 14 will have driveways that come out onto Patricia Drive but there will be no community access onto it.  The access will be off Pioneer Parkway and 400 East, as shown.  He asked about the single-level townhomes.  Mr. Leavitt clarified that Lots 100 through 114 are all single-level townhomes.  There will be both single-story and two-story townhomes from Lots 61 through 69.  Council Member Shakespeare asked Mr. Leavitt if he would be willing to have a 50% owner-occupied number across the board.  Mr. Leavitt explained that the Meeting Materials Packet referenced that for townhomes but could be expanded so there was a 50% owner-occupied requirement for all units.  Council Member Shakespeare referenced the Homeowners Association (“HOA”) that will manage the community.  Mr. Leavitt explained that a third-party professional company will be hired.  

Mayor Pro Tem Waite reported that he read through all of the emails submitted by residents about the application.  He spent a long time replying to them but apologized that he had not been able to respond to all of them.  Mayor Pro Tem Waite believed the project was moving in the right direction.  He appreciated the switch from townhomes to single-family homes and believed that was positive.  However, he believed the density was still too high.  He would prefer it to be five or six units per acre, which would blend better with the other neighborhoods around the property.  It was currently proposed to be 7.35 units per acre.  

Mayor Pro Tem Waite was concerned that Lots 15 through 30 and Lots 76 through 82 have narrow two-story homes.  There is nothing like it elsewhere in Santa Clara.  That was not necessarily a bad thing but the design might stick out compared to the surrounding developments.  It would also limit who can live in the homes long term.  He believed that if the rezone was to R-1-6, the development would be approved.  Density was still a concern.  

Council Member Hinton appreciated the changes made to the project.  She also liked that the project seemed to mirror the Village on the Heights across the street and transitioned well into the surrounding neighborhoods.  Additionally, she liked the multiple entry points for different types of homeowners.  The diversity of the housing was beneficial.  Council Member Hinton believed better communities are created when there are multiple entry points into ownership.  That supported the overall quality of life in Santa Clara, which she discussed previously.  Overall, she liked the proposal and was pleased to hear there was support for 50% owner-occupied. 

Council Member Mathis had spent a lot of time looking at the information and reading through all of the comments.  When the application was originally brought to the City Council, it was a townhome project.  There was no interest in that and the residents on Patricia Drive did not want such a project directly across from their homes.  Council Member Mathis had since gone back to re-read the General Plan.  She referenced Page 40 of the General Plan and explained that the area is known as Santa Clara North.  The Santa Clara North objective states the following: 

· It is to create medium to high-density walkable compact neighborhoods while preserving environmental features, particularly portions of the lava fields.  

The General Plan showed Medium-Density Residential, which the application complies with because that was three to 12 dwelling units per acre.  Council Member Mathis looked at the individual densities within the plan and five of the seven phases mirror the density in the neighborhood she lives in.  The only two phases that did not mirror that were the two phases on the far north end, which mirror Tuscany and Black Hawk.  In her opinion, the densities match the adjacent properties well.  She appreciated the fact that some townhomes had been removed to increase the single-family lots.  

Council Member Drake asked if it would be possible to guarantee 50% owner-occupancy.  Mr. Ence clarified that the City cannot impose any kind of owner-occupied restriction on the property.  There had been a discussion about this issue previously as the Council was concerned that a certain number of units would not be owner-occupied.  Concerns were expressed by neighbors about that as well.  As a result, the suggestion was that there be a requirement within the CC&Rs.  The CC&Rs can have a rental restriction, which is permitted by Utah State Code.  The City could check that the requirements were met before the first subdivision plat was recorded.  Enforcement would fall to the HOA and the other owners.  It was noted that the City does not have the power to enforce the CC&Rs.  

Council Member Drake saw no reason for the rezone.  He thought the R-1-10 Zone made sense.  He expressed concern that neighborhoods in Santa Clara are starting to diminish as a result of rentals and part-time residents.  He noted that density does not necessarily create affordability.  Townhome developments have been created in the City for that purpose but the affordability issues remain.  Council Member Drake reiterated his support for R-1-10.  

Council Member Shakespeare noted that in an R-1-6 Zone, there can be 90 single-family residences.  The current proposal includes 82 single-family residences.  Single-family lots were shown even though they would be slightly smaller.  In terms of affordability, he did not agree with the comments shared.  It makes a difference to have a diverse housing stock and he believed this will have a positive impact on affordability in Santa Clara.  Council Member Shakespeare pointed out that the Council asked for single-family homes and areas of transition.  He felt that had been accommodated within the new proposal.  Additionally, he liked that the applicant agreed to the 50% owner-occupied regulation.  There is a lot of parking within the development as well, which was good to see.  He liked the changes, access, and aesthetics.  Assuming that the development is managed properly, he believed it would be beneficial.

Mayor Pro Tem Waite still believed the proposal could be improved.  There had been a lot of different versions of the proposal at this point and he felt there could be another version that would make more sense in terms of density.  

Council Member Shakespeare moved to CONSIDER the REZONING of Property at 400 East/Patricia Drive and Pioneer Parkway, to Rezone the Property from the R-1-10 Single-Family Residential Zone to the Planned Development Residential (“PDR”) Zone and Approve Ordinance 2023-15, subject to the following: 

Conditions:

1. The applicant shall be required to go through the PD Subdivision Review process for each project phase (overall Preliminary and Final Plats). 

2. A total of one hundred thirty-three (133) units on 18.09 acres shall be allowed as per the Project Plan.  This equates to a density of 7.35 units/acre.

3. A Project Phasing Plan shall be required for the overall project.  That this plan be reviewed for compliance with each project phase. 

4. The building design/materials/height/setbacks shall comply with the Project Plan as presented by the applicant.  That substantial changes to these items require an amendment to the Project Plan.

5. At least 30% of the project area shall be in common open space.  The Project Plan includes approximately 34.83% (6.30 acres) of open space.

6. The project amenities shall be provided and put in place as per the Project Plan and Phasing Plan.

7. The required public trail (2018 Trails Master Plan) shall be put in place as per the Project Plan.

8. The applicant shall be required to comply with City Ordinance #2022-05, Water Efficient Landscaping and Conservation Standards.  Also, secondary water connections are required for outdoor water use.

9. A 45-foot public road cross-section as per the Project Plan shall be required for the interior of the project.  A 26-foot private driveway shall be allowed to access Lots 38-39, and 59-60 only.  Future improvements to Patricia Drive, Pioneer Parkway, and 400 East shall be determined during the PD Subdivision review process.

10. 203 parking spaces for the 51 multi-family units shall be provided along with 20 surface parking spaces adjacent to the amenity areas as per the Project Plan.

11. The Geotech Report for the project shall be implemented during construction.

12. The Traffic Impact Study, (“TIS”) for the project shall be implemented except for a third access to Patricia Drive.

13. A 6-foot solid block privacy wall shall be required along Pioneer Parkway and 400 East.

14. A minimum of 50% of the units shall be owner-occupied.

15. The proposed property Rezoning complies with Chapter 17.18.090 items, (except item c below):

a. The proposed use is suitable in view of the zoning and development of adjacent and nearby property;

b. The proposed use will not adversely affect the existing use or suitability of adjacent or nearby property

c. There are no substantial reasons why the property cannot or should not be used as currently zoned;

i. The applicant intends to do a PD Subdivision with both single-family and multi-family townhomes as per the MDR land use designation of the General Plan.

d. The proposed use will not cause an excessive or burdensome use of public facilities or services, including, but not limited to streets, schools, water or sewer utilities, and police or fire protection;

e. The proposed use is compatible with the purpose and intent of the General Plan;

f. The proposed use is consistent with the purpose and intent of the proposed zoning district;

g. The proposed use is not supported by new or changing conditions anticipated by the General Plan; 

h. The proposed use does reflect a reasonable balance between the promotion of public health, safety, morality, or general welfare and the right to the unrestricted use of property.

16. The Landscape Plan shall be updated.

Findings:

1. The Rezoning is compliant with the Santa Clara City General Plan, Section 3.4.1, Residential Land Uses (Medium Density Residential, MDR).

2. The MDR Land Use Designation allows for townhomes, multi-unit buildings, and small single-family structures on small lots.

3. Other properties in the immediate vicinity (north and south) of the site are zoned Planned Development Residential, PDR.

Council Member Hinton seconded the motion.  Vote on Motion: Council Member Drake-Nay; Council Member Hinton-Aye; Council Member Mathis-Aye; Council Member Shakespeare-Aye; Council Member Waite-Nay.  The motion passed 3-to-2.

B. Discussion and Action to Consider a Proposed General Plan Amendment for Property Located at the Southeast Corner of Santa Clara Drive and Gates Lane (Parcel # SC-6-2-16-435, Described as 2.43 acres).  Requestor:  Granite Peaks Investment, LLC is Proposing to Amend from the Mixed-Use Residential (“MUR”) and Neighborhood Center (“NC”) Land Uses to Main Street Commercial (“MSC”) Land Use and Approve Ordinance 2023-16.  Presented by Jim McNulty, City Planner.

Mr. McNulty presented the Staff Report and explained that the applicant is Granite Peaks Investment, LLC.  He noted that this is a public meeting but the public hearing was held previously by the Planning Commission on June 22, 2023.  The application was for a General Plan Amendment for property located on the southeast corner of Santa Clara Drive and Gates Lane (Parcel #SC-6-2-16-435, which was described as 2.43 acres).  The applicant was proposing a General Plan Amendment from the Mixed Use Residential (“MUR”) and Neighborhood Center (“NC”) land uses to the Main Street Commercial (“MSC”) land use for the subject property.  

The Concept Plan was reviewed.  It included the location of a building along Santa Clara Drive with parking behind.  The applicant pushed the building toward Santa Clara Drive and put the parking behind to follow other structures that were built along Santa Clara Drive over the years.  The proposed office building was a three-story structure that was approximately 35,000 square feet in size.  It included three levels of office space where each level is 9,000 square feet.  There would also be a 7,500-square-foot basketball court/gym.  Future access to the property would be provided via Santa Clara Drive to Gates Lane to the future extension of Bonneli Trail.  

The subject property is in the Santa Clara Historic District, which requires Heritage Commission review.  The item was presented to the Heritage Commission on May 18, 2023.  In general, the Heritage Commission was in favor of the project moving forward.  There was discussion about the building design and materials.  The Commissioners agreed that the item needed to come back to the Heritage Commission if the General Plan amendment is approved.  There would need to be revisions made to the Building Plan and Building Design, so that would need to be brought to Heritage Commission before the application could proceed to the Rezoning and Site Plan process.  

The proposed building was designed to accommodate the existing grade of the property, which included a 12 to 15-foot drop in elevation from north to south off of Santa Clara Drive.  As a result, the building would be 30 feet in height to the top of the parapet along the street side (north building elevation) and 42 feet in height to the top of the parapet/walkout basement side (south building elevation).  Mr. McNulty explained that the applicant would further discuss the elevations.  A pedestrian-oriented streetscape with attractive landscape was also proposed.  The proposed project would be required to go through a second public hearing process for a Rezoning and Project Plan where more discussion regarding the Building Design and Site Plan layout would be discussed if the General Plan Amendment was approved by the City Council.  

Mr. McNulty reviewed some of the General Plan considerations.  The Santa Clara City General Plan Map showed two land use designations for the property: Mixed Use Residential and Neighborhood Center.  The descriptions for MUR and NC were as follows:

· Mixed-Use Residential: 

· “The mix of uses is mostly residential, in the form of townhomes, multi-unit buildings, but also might include small-lot single-family homes.  MUR may also include small retail stores, coffee shops, and offices at intersections with collector streets.  Second-floor residences or offices are encouraged.”

· Neighborhood Center: 

· “Intended to support residential neighborhood convenience, shopping, services, and community facilities, as well as mixed-use multi-family residential and office.”

The description for the proposed Main Street Commercial designation was as follows:

· Main Street Commercial:

· “Predominantly commercial uses on the ground level, including uses such as stores, restaurants, and offices, with residences and/or office on the second and third floors.”

The General Plan stated that a Mixed Use designation (Section 3.4.2) encouraged a mix of the residential, retail, and employment uses that were typically desegregated.  Policy 3.1 stated that all mixed-use development would be accompanied by the following: 

1. Attractive landscaping;

2. Pushing buildings to the street or right-of-way;

3. Pedestrian-oriented streetscape; and

4. Street trees.

Section 4.2 of the General Plan discussed the Historic Downtown Core and stated the following:

· Historic Downtown Core:

· “Santa Clara’s Historic Downtown Core includes the area from the Bluff to the Santa Clara River and from the East Gateway Subarea to where Santa Clara Drive climbs out of the valley towards Ivins.”

Consistent with those goals, future development in the Subarea (Section 4.2 Historic Downtown Core) should strive to mix office, residential, and commercial uses.  A large portion of the Subarea would retain low-density character.  Pedestrian access and appeal would be enhanced with a heritage trail along the Santa Clara River.  There were policies to support the objective of the Historic Downtown Code Subarea, including Policy 4.5, which was as follows:

· “All Town Core development should be pedestrian-oriented, maintain the core area’s existing small-scale character, and maintain historic building setbacks.” 

To achieve that goal, the Historic Downtown Core Subarea included Action 4.4, which stated:

· “Work with the EDC to attract cottage/specialty retail, restaurants, businesses, and convenient commercial uses.”

Section 5.2.2 of the General Plan talked about Historic Preservation and Economic Development: 

· "Without exception, economic development studies confirm that preservation and enhancement of historic resources yield significant economic benefits.”

Section 6 of the General Plan discussed the Economic Development objective:

· “Attract new businesses and retail to Santa Clara to broaden and increase the sales tax base and to provide increased local employment opportunities.” Policy 6.1 stated the following: “The City supports development that proposes mixed-use land uses to help diversify the City’s income and maintain City services”

Mr. McNulty discussed the neighborhood response to the application.  Notices were sent to all property owners within 300 feet.  The subject property was also posted, as per State Code, which included a narrative.  There was also a banner sign posted two weeks prior to the public hearing.  One week prior, there was a second banner sign posted with a QR code so residents would have access to the materials available on the City website.  Mr. McNulty reported that eight individuals spoke during the public hearing and those were reflected in the Meeting Minutes from the June 22, 2023, Planning Commission Meeting.  A letter was also received from a resident on June 22, 2023, at approximately 3:00 p.m.  It was forwarded to the Commission prior to that meeting.  An email from a Heritage Commission Member was received in support of the project.  All were included in the Meeting Materials Packet.  State Code requires one public hearing to be held by the Planning Commission, which had been done.  All State Code requirements had been met.

Mr. McNulty reviewed the Staff recommendation included in the Staff Report.  The applicant, Neil Walter, introduced himself and clarified that while he is the applicant, he is not the end-user.  It was noted during the Conflict of Interest portion of the meeting that Council Member Shakespeare is building a home for the applicant in St. George.  Mr. Walter was not having a home built in St. George and the end-user is the individual in question.  The application was reviewed by Mr. Walter.  He explained that the current request was for a General Plan amendment.  The current General Plan was Mixed Use Residential.  The intention was to remove the high-density residential portion from the General Plan.  There were similarities between Mixed Use Residential and Main Street Commercial, with the exception of the high-density residential element.  The end use was professional office, which was because it was one of the lowest-impact traffic uses identified for the property.  The property is currently zoned Residential Agriculture (“RA”).  It is in a Historic District as well, which was shown.

Mr. Walter considered what a residential development would look like.  However, there were several reasons he believed residential was not the best use of the corner.  Additional curb cuts on Santa Clara Drive are challenging and not the safest way to ingress and egress.  There was also a 12 to 15-foot change in elevation from the street to the actual property level, which meant a lot of fill would be needed to make a buildable residential pad.  Many scenarios were considered.  

Mr. Walter explained that time had been spent trying to better understand the concerns that were shared the last time there was a project proposal.  The last proposal was 118,000 square feet, two stories with a pitched roof, and approximately 30 feet tall.  The public comments expressed concerns about townhomes and apartments.  There were also concerns that it was too large and needed to be scaled back.  The current proposal was one-third the size of the original proposal.  It had been substantially scaled back.  Other public comments were related to traffic, so the traffic impact had been dramatically reduced.  There was a desire from residents to see renderings, which was not typically done during this portion of the application process, but he wanted to be sensitive to the concerns.  While renderings had been provided, the final building design would be determined during a later phase of the process.  It would involve the Heritage Commission, Planning Commission, and then the City Council.  Mr. Walter noted that because of the need to bring fill and the proximity to the river, single-family residential was not an ideal use there. 

The concept was discussed.  While the building comprises 35,000 square feet on 2.43 acres, the footprint of the building will be 15,000 to 16,000 square feet.  Mr. Walter noted that conceptual-level information was provided.  In terms of what was proposed, the size, the footprint, and the visual impact were smaller than some chapels in the community.  

Mr. Walter noted that there had been discussions about how to bring opportunities to Santa Clara.  Onset Financial is an equipment leasing firm.  They do not have equipment and yards for storage but provide financing to companies across the country that need assistance to purchase manufacturing lines, mining equipment, etc.  Onset Financial is one of the largest non-bank equipment financing companies in the country and is based out of Salt Lake City.  He shared additional information about Onset Financial and the work that they do for the community.  Mr. Walter pointed out that there had been some questions about the proposed basketball court and the higher-than-normal ceilings.  The reason was that Onset Financial wants to provide a workplace environment that is attractive to employees.  The intention was to create a place where people want to work.  As far as economic development, it was estimated that there will be 50 full-time employees.  He hoped this would positively impact residents in the community.  

A lot of time had been spent trying to understand the Historic District guidelines and what is required.  Mr. Walter recognized that there are different interpretations but a significant effort had been made to address the request of the City to comply with and embrace those guidelines.  Some of the goals were highlighted including protecting the architectural character and fabric of the Historic District and beautifying the properties.  He wanted to be sensitive to the guidelines and meet the requirements.  The intention was to perform construction that will respect the character of the district.  Mr. Walter reiterated that he was aware of the Historic District guidelines and there was a desire to be sensitive to those.  

The focus was on five elements including colors, elevations, building materials, porches, and community space.  In terms of colors, the design focused on colors that were native to the community.  Mr. Walter shared sample images with the Council.  In terms of elevations, there are not a lot of commercial buildings in the community but one featured clean and straight building lines and an extensive use of glass.  That had been considered in the proposed building design.  The most common building material on Santa Clara Drive is brick, which is very typical of turn-of-the-century construction.  He believed it was a good choice for the building material.  Mr. Walter noted that there are a lot of porches so an open-air porch was incorporated into the design as well.  As for community space, that had been considered in the proposed design. 

Mr. Walter shared the concept for the development.  He noted that the parking was placed in the back so there were no physical barriers blocking neighborhood views.  He shared a street view.  The proposal met the height guidelines on Santa Clara Drive of approximately 30 feet.  Mr. Walter referenced the elevation change.  The options were to have a lot of fill or a walkout basement concept.  The latter was chosen for the proposed design.  

Mayor Pro Tem Waite reminded those present that this was a proposed General Plan Amendment.  It was nice to have an idea of what the intention was moving forward but the City Council would only vote on the amendment itself.  He noted that an ordinance was recently passed where if a General Plan change was approved, the developer would have one year for the zone change to be done.  If it was not done, the General Plan change would revert to what it was previously.  There was not a permanent change to the General Plan unless the zone change took place as well.  Even though Mr. Walter did not have to comply with that new ordinance he agreed to do that in this case.  Mayor Pro Tem Waite asked the Council to consider the General Plan Amendment.  

Council Member Shakespeare noted that comments were made about the traffic, which the applicant had addressed somewhat.  He felt it was important to know that this proposed use would result in approximately 25% of what normal R-1-10 traffic would and approximately 10% of what multi-family would.  Office space was one of the lowest uses in terms of traffic.  Council Member Shakespeare pointed out that Santa Clara Drive is busy at times, so having a commercial frontage with walkability and parking in the rear made a lot of sense.  He believed this was the right application for this particular parcel.  The proposed footprint was also significantly less than what had been posed in the past.  He felt this was an appropriate proposal.

Council Member Mathis reported that she received hundreds of emails about the proposal and had heard a lot of outside comments.  She believed there was some misinformation out there, so she wanted to provide some clarity.  Page 37 of the General Plan discusses the Historic Downtown objective, which was to "continue to strengthen the town core as a vibrant residential, cultural, and commercial center, but preserve its historic character and scale (i.e., two to three-story buildings)."  Policy 4.1 encourages development with an increased variety of businesses and residential uses that complement and protect historical resources.  Policy 4.4 states that more traditional businesses and restaurants are encouraged to locate in mixed-use and commercial areas of the Historic Downtown core.  Council Member Mathis loves the downtown area and commented that the charm of downtown is the tree-lined streets.  As for the Heritage Commission discussions, there was a request to have the final renderings of the building come back because there was a desire to make sure the building looked more historical.  Council Member Mathis did not believe residential housing was appropriate for that specific corner.  

Council Member Hinton understood that the design of the building was not necessarily being considered currently.  However, the design shown looked too modern and did not fit in the Historic District.  She was hesitant to change the General Plan when she was not certain that the design would be appropriate to move forward with.  She was fine with the Mixed Use Residential zoning and thought that was a good option.  It might be best to see something like that.  

Mayor Pro Tem Waite reported that he read through the emails and appreciated all of the input received.  He asked that the General Plan be shared with those present.  One of the main concerns expressed in the resident emails was that the proposed development will set a precedent.  There were concerns that the rest of the Historic District will be impacted by the use.  From his reading of the General Plan, it was possible to have an office building in Neighborhood Center.  He would be more agreeable to having Neighborhood Center on the property, which would simply extend what was on Santa Clara Drive further into the lot.  As for the design of the building, there was still work to be done there but that was not being considered tonight.  

Council Member Drake referenced the increase in traffic flows going down Santa Clara Drive.  One of the problems was addressing increased traffic.  Council Member Drake noted that he read through the comments from residents and most of the concerns related to the visuals.  Residents wanted to make sure the building reflects the historic area.  He felt it was essential that the development appear historic, regardless of the zone.  This was a piece of property that is difficult to work with because of the elevation flows.  What was being presented was much better than what was proposed previously.  He felt this could be a good development as long as it fits in with the historic designs.  Currently, the City Council is looking at a General Plan Amendment rather than specific design elements.  If the General Plan Amendment is approved, the applicant would need to come back with a plan that will meet the guidelines. 

Mayor Pro Tem Waite reported that the emails from residents did not necessarily oppose the use, but there were concerns about how it would look as well as the size.  He felt it was important for the City Council to consider whether the amendment should be for Main Street Commercial or Neighborhood Center.  Council Member Drake asked if Mr. Walter owns the additional property that was part of the original plan.  Mr. Walter confirmed that he did.  He expected Low-Density Residential to be the best use for the balance of the property.  As for the suggestion to have Neighborhood Center instead of Main Street Commercial, he was open to whatever would work best.  There had discussions with City Staff about what would be appropriate.  If there was something else that made the most sense, that was acceptable to him.  

Mr. Ence explained that the designations in the General Plan have some overlap.  The intention was to capture a vision of what the City wanted to see happen in particular areas.  When the decision was made to pursue the General Plan Amendment, in consultation with the property owner and City Staff, it was determined that the proposed project would fit best with Main Street Commercial.  That was not to say that it would not also fit within a different designation.  It was possible to develop this building or something similar with a different designation.  If the Council preferred a different designation, another application would need to go back through the process.  There was discussion regarding the General Plan amendment and what design would be brought back.  

Mr. Walter pointed out that if there needed to be another full process, as described by Mr. Ence, it would postpone the design and development.  He previously expressed a willingness to move forward with an alternate land use, however, given the information shared he suggested moving forward with the General Plan Amendment as proposed.  From there, it would be possible to work on a proposal for the Heritage Commission.  Additional discussions were had on the matter.

Mayor Pro Tem Waite noted that the rendering showed grass in front of the building.  He wondered if that would be possible with the new Landscaping Ordinance.  This was denied.  Mayor Pro Tem Waite asked Mr. Walter to keep that in mind with future renderings.  The Council discussed the General Plan Amendment application.  Mr. Ence explained that before anything can happen on the property, there would need to be a Zone Change application.  That was also a legislative decision and a significant amount of deference was given to the City Council.  

Council Member Shakespeare moved to APPROVE the General Plan Amendment for Property Located at the Southeast Corner of Santa Clara Drive and Gates Lane (Parcel #SC-6-2-16-435), an Amendment from the Mixed-Use Residential (“MUR”) and Neighborhood Center (“NC”) Land Uses to Main Street Commercial (“MSC”), and APPROVE Ordinance 2023-16, subject to the following:

Findings:

1. The proposed General Plan Amendment complies with Section 3.4.2 of the General Plan (Mixed-Use Land Uses). 

2. The proposed General Plan Amendment complies with Section 4.2 of the General Plan (Policy 3.1, and Historic Downtown Core Subarea). 

3. The proposed General Plan Amendment complies with Section 4.2 of the General Plan (Historic Downtown Core Objective, Policy 4.5). 

4. The proposed General Plan Amendment complies with Section 4.2 of the General Plan (Historic Downtown Core Objective, Action 4.4). 

5. The proposed General Plan Amendment complies with Section 5.2.2 of the General Plan (Historic Preservation & Economic Development). 6. That the proposed General Plan Amendment complies with Section 6 of the General Plan (Economic Development Objective and Policy 6.1).

6. The proposed General Plan Amendment complies with Section 6 of the General Plan (Economic Development Objective and Policy 6.1). 

Conditions:

1. This amendment is approved subject to the approval of a zone change consistent with the applicant's presentation within one year of the date of approval of this amendment, and if not approved within one year, the land use designation shall revert as if this amendment had not been approved; 

2. The building design and elevations presented to the City with this application shall be modified so that the proposed building is more historic, based on the feedback given to the applicant by the Heritage Commission, Planning Commission, and City Council; and 

3. The application for a zone change to follow shall be reviewed by and a recommendation for approval or denial of that application made by the Heritage Commission prior to the Planning Commission’s public hearing on the zone change application.

Council Member Drake seconded the motion.  Vote on Motion: Council Member Drake-Aye; Council Member Hinton-Aye; Council Member Mathis-Aye; Council Member Shakespeare-Aye; Council Member Waite-Aye.  The motion passed unanimously.

C. Discussion and Action to Consider a Proposed Code Amendment to the Santa Clara Zoning Ordinance, Title 17, Section 17.08 “Definitions”.  This includes an Updated Definition for Building Height in the City and Approve Ordinance 2023-17.  Presented by Jim McNulty, City Planner. 

Mr. McNulty presented the Staff Report and stated that the above item involves a request for a Code Amendment.  A public hearing was held at the Planning Commission level on June 22, 2023.  The Planning Commission forwarded a recommendation of approval to the City Council at that time.  As a result, City Staff recommended that the City Council approve the proposed Code Amendments to Title 17, Section 17.08, which related to the updated Building Height definitions.  Building Official, Cody Mitchell reported that the item was discussed by the City Council during a Work Meeting.  It was also before the Planning Commission for discussion and a public hearing.

Mr. Mitchell reminded the Council Members that during the Work Meeting, three different types of construction were presented.  One was a difference in grade, the second was an approved grade, and the last was an average natural grade.  The feedback received from the Council at the Work Meeting was to consider writing language for a fourth scenario.  That was added and addressed steeper grades in the hills.  The proposed language would account for a substantially higher grade and was as follows:

· “In the event, a building pad is substantially higher than the street grade (greater than 3 feet measured from the top back of curb) the approved building pad elevation shall be established by the natural topography and approved by the Hillside Review Board prior to Building Permit issuance.  In no case shall a building pad be artificially elevated to accomplish a favorable viewshed.”

The Planning Commission discussed some of the language that addressed the difference in grade.  For instance, the walkout basement lots.  The proposed language was clear to some Commissioners but not others.  Mr. Mitchell was open to suggestions to clean up the language but was not sure how to make the definition any clearer.  He referenced the current language for 17.08.010, Height of Building, which was as follows:

· “The vertical distance from the grade to the highest point of the coping of a flat roof, or the deck line of a mansard roof, or to the height of the highest peak of a pitched or hipped roof.  The grade shall be the elevation of the sidewalk at the center point of the sidewalk in front of the dwelling, or if no sidewalk exists by the crown of the road.”

The proposed language for Building Height was as follows:

· The vertical distance measured from the average natural grade of a building pad or approved finished grade of a building lot (whichever is applicable), to the highest point of the building or structure, including architectural features, chimneys, and rooftop mounted equipment.  Exception: Where there is a difference in finish grade on a lot or parcel, the building height shall be measured from the “average grade” height as measured between the “upper grade” and the “lower grade” with the following restrictions: 

· The maximum variation allowed between “upper grade” and “lower grade” is ten feet (10’). 

· The highest point on a building or structure, as defined in the section, shall not exceed the maximum allowed height as measured from the “average grade.”

There was discussion regarding the incorporation of the Hillside Review Board for the higher grade language.  Council Member Shakespeare wondered where the three feet came from.  Mr. Mitchell explained that it was a number he determined; however, he was open to recommendations from the City Council.  Council Member Shakespeare asked how many of the last 100 permits that had been issued would have run into that scenario.  Mr. Mitchell estimated that five would have needed to seek approval from the Hillside Review Board.  He recommended that the diagrams not be included in the approval.  It could be provided as a handout, if necessary, but not be formally approved. 

Council Member Hinton moved to APPROVE the Code Amendments to the Santa Clara Zoning Ordinance, Title 17, Section 17.08 “Definitions,” and APPROVE Ordinance 2023-17, with the amendment that the graphics be removed.  Council Member Shakespeare seconded the motion.  Vote on Motion: Council Member Drake-Aye; Council Member Hinton-Aye; Council Member Mathis-Aye; Council Member Shakespeare-Aye; Council Member Waite-Aye.  The motion passed unanimously.

D. Discussion and Action to Consider the Updated Construction Standards Update and Approve Resolution 2023-12R.  Presented by Dustin Mouritsen, Public Works Director. 

Public Works Director, Dustin Mouritsen, presented the Staff Report and stated that the above item pertains to updates to the Construction Standards.  He reminded the Council that the City adopted new Construction Standards in January 2023.  State Law now requires any changes be done as a Resolution.  As a result, he was asking the City Council to look at a Resolution to change the warranty bond.  The maximum allowed by State Law was 10% and the current number was 20%.  Additionally, the standards adopted five-foot sidewalks but the recommendation was to allow four-foot sidewalks in the streets project area and adjacent areas or as determined by a City representative.  Mr. Mouritsen shared the proposed language.

Council Member Drake moved to APPROVE the Updated Construction Standards and APPROVE Resolution 2023-12R.  Council Member Mathis seconded the motion.  Vote on Motion: Council Member Drake-Aye; Council Member Hinton-Aye; Council Member Mathis-Aye; Council Member Shakespeare-Aye; Council Member Waite-Aye.  The motion passed unanimously.

E. Consider Appointing Kristen Walton as a Planning Commission Member.  Presented by Jim McNulty, City Planner.

Mr. McNulty introduced Kristen Walton to the City Council.  Ms. Walton was born in Salt Lake City and raised in Bountiful.  She has lived in Santa Clara for the last 27 years.  Ms. Walton earned a Bachelor’s Degree from Utah State University in Business Education and taught business classes at Indian Hills Middle School.  She relocated to Washington County and left teaching full-time to raise her five children.  Once her children were in school, she returned to teaching as a substitute teacher in the Washington County School District.  She still enjoyed being in the classroom.  Ms. Walton loves Santa Clara and felt lucky to call such a beautiful place home.  She has volunteered with the Parent Teacher Student Association (“PTSA”) over the years and enjoyed the various volunteer work she did.  Additionally, she enjoyed hiking, bicycling, being outside, and spending time with her family.  

Council Member Mathis moved to APPOINT Kristen Walton as a Planning Commission Member.  Council Member Hinton seconded the motion.  The motion passed with the unanimous consent of the Council.

7. Reports.

A. Mayor/Council Reports.

Council Member Shakespeare had a question about the fireworks map that was distributed.  A few years ago, it was presented and approved by the Council, and the use was restricted in the downtown area.  Moving forward, he wondered if it was something that would come back to the City Council for consideration.  Fire Chief, Andrew Parker, reported that there had been some reductions made this year compared to last.  It changes from year to year and can be reviewed.  Mr. Ence noted that if it is something the Council wants to review each year, that could be done.  Additional discussions were had about the fireworks map as well as the restricted areas.  Council Members wondered if there were options for residents who were not allowed to light fireworks.  For example, if there was a park where fireworks could be lit.  Chief Parker explained that the parks are always a good option because of the greenscape and parking lots.  

Council Member Mathis reported that the Youth Council will begin meeting in August.  There were five new members who all live in Santa Clara.  The Heritage Commission consists of five members.  Two members resigned and were recently replaced.  There had been alternates in the past but a decision was made to not have alternates in the future.  That means that there would be five people on the Heritage Commission.  

Council Member Hinton reported that she had spoken to the people associated with the puzzle.  The artist would speak to the City and stay to be in the Parade.  She had heard that the puzzle was looking good.  At Swiss Days there will be two booths including one to sell puzzles and one for autographs.  Additional details would need to be finalized in the future. 

Council Member Drake reported that the Solid Waste District is still picking up garbage and charging for that.  There were no additional updates.  Mayor Pro Tem Waite reported that Mr. Mouritsen was aware of the striping taking place in front of The Pointe.  That would be addressed shortly.  He also informed the Council that the new City website was live and commented that it is clear and easy to navigate.  

8. Executive Session.

There was no Executive Session.

9. Adjournment.

Council Member Drake moved to ADJOURN.  Council Member Hinton seconded the motion.  The motion passed with the unanimous consent of the Council.  

The City Council Meeting adjourned at 8:22 p.m.



__________________________________
Chris Shelley
City Recorder

Approved:  					
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