
 

 

SOUTH JORDAN CITY 
CITY COUNCIL STUDY SESSION 

 
April 1, 2014 

 
Present: Mayor David Alvord, Councilman Mark Seethaler, Councilman Chuck Newton, 

Councilman Don Shelton, Councilman Steve Barnes, Councilman Chris Rogers, 
Interim CM Gary Whatcott, City Attorney Rob Wall, IS Director Jon Day, 
Community Development Director George Shaw, City Engineer Brad Klavano, 
City Council Secretary MaryAnn Dean  

 
Others: See Attached (Attachment A). 
 
Mayor Alvord welcomed everyone present. He noted that Councilman Seethaler is not present at 
this time.  
 
Mayor Alvord offered an invocation. 
 

A.  Presentation: URMMA (By Dean Steele) 
 
Councilman Seethaler arrived at this time.  
 
Dean Steel, Utah Risk Management Mutual Association (URMMA), introduced the URMMA 
staff present. He reviewed the history of the creation of URMMA. They currently have 19 cities 
participating. It is a great program. They participate by interlocal agreement.  
 
Councilman Barnes asked how other cities are insured. Mr. Steele said Salt Lake City is self 
insured. Larger cities buy a high self-insured retention (SIR), and then handle everything lower 
than the SIR. He said there are other pools, one of which is Utah Local Governments Trust that 
insures all government agencies. URMMA focuses on cities. There are similar pools throughout 
the country.  
 
Mr. Steel reviewed the coverage if the City Council as a whole or individually is accused of not 
following their own policies. He noted that the deductible for each city is based on size. South 
Jordan is considered a medium sized city. He reviewed the coverage for the entire group.  
 
Mr. Steel indicated that all 19 cities participate actively and they are fully engaged. South Jordan 
has had a representative serve as chairman of their board on 2 occasions. Mr. Steel said the 
premium is based on the city’s population and budget.  
 
Carl Parker, URMMA, said they have an active inspection program. City staff does a great job 
with risk management. He noted that the municipalities within URMMA help each other out 
with policies for issues that they have already dealt with.  
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Councilman Newton said if they only have 19 cities involved, URMMA should do a more 
aggressive marketing campaign because if they get more cities involved, it would lower their 
rates.  
 
Mr. Parker said the smaller entities left because of the cost involved with risk management. He 
said risk is their number one priority, not insurance. That is hard for a lot of entities. Smaller 
cities can’t do it.  
 
Councilman Newton asked about the legislation regarding pit bulls. How will that affect their 
insurance? Mr. Parker said his only experience with pit bulls is when he handled claims in the 
private insurance industry. That is typically handled by people’s homeowners insurance.  
 
Paul Johnson, URMMA attorney, reviewed who is on the insurance defense policy. He noted 
that he has seen several cases regarding pit bulls. He said he is worried about that particular 
breed of dog. He said he is available to consult with the city attorneys on an issue. He noted that 
the city attorney has to approve which legal counsel to hire. He said they will not settle a claim 
or a lawsuit without the cities approval.  
 
Joanne Glantz, URMMA, indicated that she did some training today for 80-90 South Jordan 
public works employees. They have a comfort level with city department heads and employees. 
She said they do on site training and, at times, regional training.  
 
Kathy Kenison, URMMA, said they have been able to tighten their belt over the last few years 
and have not raised the premium level since 2007/2008. She said the executive committee feels 
they are seeing a light at the end of the tunnel. She said they want to do something to stimulate 
risk management emphasis again. She presented the city with a check for $22,548.  
 

B.  Presentation: Jordan School District Data Information from the Jordan School 
District’s Building Utilization Committee (By Alison Taylor) 

 
Ms. Taylor indicated that their committee started last October. They presented their findings to 
the school board on March 11th. She reviewed the Jordan School District (JSD) Growth 
Projections presentation (Attachment B). Ms. Taylor said the city can use their resources and 
staff to project growth for the city and the school district the right way and be a partner with the 
school board. She said the projections that were provided by CB Richard Ellis (CBRE) were not 
mathematically sound. They have asked for more information, but CBRE has not been 
forthcoming. She said the type of housing units being built was not taken into consideration for 
their projections. She reviewed the corrected growth projections.  
 
Councilman Newton indicated that CBRE is a commercial real estate firm with no experience in 
doing this type of work.  
 
Ms. Taylor noted that the JSD has to be able to house students who come back from charter 
schools and home schools.  
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Teri Timpson, JSD, said they work closely with the charter schools to get accurate numbers for 
each grade level. She said the law states that once a decision is made for a school, they have to 
stay with it for that year.  
 
Councilman Newton said the school district receives money per pupil in a charter school within 
that district. Ms. Taylor said it isn’t a perk because of the requirement for the school district to 
have to be able to house all of the students, even those in charter schools. Ms. Timpson said they 
keep track of the percentage of charter school students that go back into the school system each 
year. 
 
Ms. Timpson said the school district appreciates the cooperation of South Jordan City. They 
want to continue their partnership as they work to provide the best solutions in education for 
students within the city. There are a lot of ways to make these projections and they look at a lot 
of factors. The more the city and school district communicate, their relationship can continue.  
 
It was noted that the building utilization report is posted online.  
 
Councilman Rogers asked if there were comparisons done between South Jordan’s rate of 
growth versus other cities? Ms. Timpson said no. They looked at the school district as a whole. 
They did look at trends, higher growth areas, and the demand for more schools. She said 
daybreak is one of the hot spots for growth and demand.  
 
Councilman Rogers said he would like the growth projections addressed and how the district 
evaluated that growth in the entire district compared to the other areas. He said he would also 
like a recommendation from the school district to address the growth.  
 
Ms. Taylor said they understand the information that the city is looking for and they can talk 
through it. This report was not the format for that information. She said there was significant 
representation from the city on their committee.  
 
Councilman Rogers recommended another study session to go over the data concerning the need 
and recommendations for how to address the growth. The City Council discussed another work 
session later in April or early May to go over that information.  
 
Ms. Timpson said they are aware of approved developments. They have identified areas that they 
know they have children coming. They understand the need to prepare for that growth.  
 
Councilman Newton said they are hearing from parents regarding crowding in the schools and it 
seems that the school district has not been aware of that growth in the past. That is based on the 
information presented by the public information officer for the school district, as well as parents 
concerns.  
 
Ms. Taylor said today, they don’t have an overcrowding problem, they have a distribution 
problem. There are under utilized schools in the district. They have enough rooms to house 
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everyone. She said she feels good about their work and they feel that their voices were heard. 
The committee members have offered to continue to be a resource for the school district.  
 
Mayor Alvord asked that the information requested by the city be sent to the City Council in 
email form and reviewed in a study session. 
 
Ms. Timpson said they are very aware that the children are coming. They want to be proactive in 
preparing for those children.  
 

C.  City Owned Collector Street Wall/Fencing Report (By Public Works Director, 
Jason Rasmussen) 

 
Public Works Director Rasmussen showed pictures of a city owned collector street fence in 
disarray at 9400 S. 2200 W. He gave the background information on the wall. Some of the issues 
have become safety issues. The City Council initially authorized the expenditure of $210,000 for 
the wall. The City Council instructed staff to meet with the residents whose property is adjacent 
to the wall to discuss cost sharing options; 8 of the 18 residents attended the meeting with staff. 
The residents indicated that they do not want to take ownership of the fence. Some residents 
were okay with cost sharing; some said they could not afford it. On December 2nd, staff was 
asked to take an inventory of all city owned collector street fences and the condition of each 
fence (Attachment C).  
 
Mr. Rasmussen reviewed the cost to repair this fence ($100,000), replace the wall with a 
Rhinorock wall ($405,000), or replace it with a post/panel wall ($490,000). If they repair the 
fence, they anticipate it will last 10 years.  
 
City Attorney Wall said there is nothing on the plat that defines this fence. They could make the 
argument that the property is responsible to maintain the fence just as they would with 
landscaping.  
 
Councilman Rogers suggested they repair the fence and then put the residents on notice that the 
fence will now be their responsibility.  
 
City Attorney Wall said the record indicates that impact fees were supposed to be used for the 
fence maintenance. That could have been done at the time the fence was built. The law has since 
changed, and impact fees would no longer be allowed for fence maintenance.  
 
Councilman Seethaler said there is a total of 16 miles of city owned collector street fences. That 
is a potential liability of $20 million to the city.  
 
Mr. Rasmussen said they can treat the existing fences in good condition to extend their life.  
 
Councilman Seethaler estimated that they will need to replace or repair half of these fences in the 
next three years. He expressed concern about setting a precedent. He said it is frustrating that the 
residents are not willing to share in the cost. The people believe they have an entitlement in 
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perpetuity. He said he does not want the city to fund this entitlement and disadvantage other 
residents.  
 
Councilman Seethaler said they need to come up with something fair and affordable. He said he 
would be willing to participate at a modest level, and repair the fence, one time. He no longer 
wants to keep the fence as an asset.  
 
The City Council discussed removing the fences if they continue to deteriorate. City Ordinance 
requires the collector street fence. If the city tears down the fence, they break their own 
Ordinance.  
 
Councilman Newton said they need more legal analysis on this issue. The residents are 
indicating that they don’t have the money to share in the cost of the fence.  
 
Councilman Newton said if they repair the fence, they are just pushing the issue off to deal with 
again in the future.  
 
City Attorney Wall said there are questions on this issue that he would like to look at further. 
The city currently levies a parkway fee for streetscapes. He said to do an assessment area, the 
neighborhood could get enough protest to kill it. The fence is for the protection of the property 
but also the beauty of the city and provides a walkway for kids.  
 
Councilman Newton said in 2003/2004, the residents complained of a wood fence falling down 
so the city put in a precast wall from 2200 West to 2700 West because they all claimed they 
didn’t know who was responsible for the fence. In that case, the residents should have been 
responsible for the fence. They are now dealing with the same issue.  
 
Mayor Alvord asked for further legal research on the issue. They also need to have a policy 
discussion with the legal ramifications on this issue.  
 
City Attorney Wall said there are options to handle cost sharing. A lien on the property to be 
paid when the property is sold is one option. Mr. Rasmussen said if the City Council wants to 
create a policy of cost sharing, they need to determine the percentages for the cost share.  
 
Councilman Barnes indicated that there are portions of the collector street fencing Ordinance that 
he would like to repeal.  
 

D.  Mixed Use and Land Use Map Update (By Community Development Director, 
George Shaw) 

 
Community Development Director Shaw reviewed a proposed resolution, zone text amendment 
for the mixed use zone, a matrix, and a map (Attachment D).  
 
He reviewed the proposed map and said staff only looked at VMU and medium to high density 
properties that are still developable. If they change the VMU designation on the map, they will 
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also need to change it for those developments that have been approved. He said they are getting a 
few inquiries on additional properties.  
 
Councilman Newton said the City Council indicated that they did not want RM8 density or 
anything to say “mixed” or “use”, but that is still proposed in the new policy. Community 
Development Director Shaw said they can call the new zones whatever they want.  
 
Mayor Alvord said the proposal by staff is the starting point. He said they need to have an open 
house and have a meeting with the homebuilders association. Councilman Rogers concurred. He 
said changes will be made to this proposal; it is not the final draft.  
 
Councilman Newton said he feels they should let the homebuilders give their input and then the 
City Council can deliberate on the issue. Councilman Rogers said he is okay to send this to the 
homebuilders as a draft.  
 
Community Development Director Shaw said staff wanted to refine the document before it goes 
to the public. Councilman Rogers concurred.  
 
The City Council discussed when they could have a study session on this issue. The City Council 
determined to have a study session on this issue on April 15th, and a public open house the week 
of May 6th. 
 
Councilman Barnes recommended they use the term crossed application or blended application 
rather than mixed use. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
Councilman Newton made a motion to adjourn the study session. The vote was unanimous 
in favor.  
 
 
This is a true and correct copy of the April 1, 2014 Council Study Session meeting minutes, which 
were approved on April 15, 2014. 
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Original CBRE Projections

• 65,000 2013 June households in district
• 40,000 2000 households in district
• 25,000 growth in households
• 62.5% total percentage growth in 12.5 years
• 5.00% total percentage growth divided by 
12.5 years to equal growth per year

• 4.80% CBRE "rounded down" growth per 
year number for JSD projections



However…
• This methodology is inaccurate to project 
annual household growth

• Correct number is 3.96% per year
(FROM CBRE)

4.80% per year increase in households

Year HHs
2000 40,000
2001 41,920
2002 43,932
2003 46,041
2004 48,251
2005 50,567
2006 52,994
2007 55,538
2008 58,204
2009 60,997
2010 63,925
2011 66,994
2012 70,209

2013.5 71,894

(ACTUAL based on 2000 and 2013 June YTD)
3.960% per year increase in households

Year HHs
2000 40,000
2001 41,584
2002 43,231
2003 44,943
2004 46,722
2005 48,573
2006 50,496
2007 52,496
2008 54,575
2009 56,736
2010 58,982
2011 61,318
2012 63,746

2013.5 65,009



Corrected Projected Growth in HH and 
Students

• CBRE took 5*4.8% to equal 5 years of growth
– This is mathematically incorrect; must add growth to each 
year, then calculate the next year, etc.

• Growth below assumes that the 0.8 students per 
incremental household is correct

• Waiting on validation of this 0.8 number
ORIGINAL CBRE PRESENTATION CORRECTED CBRE PRESENTATION
Projections based on 4.8% Annual student growth Projections based on 3.96% Annual student growth

Student 
Growth

Additional 
Students

Student 
Growth

Additional 
Students

5 years 24% 12,480 5 years 19% 9,920
10 years 48% 24,960 10 years 45% 23,191
15 years 72% 37,440 15 years 76% 39,308
20 years 96% 49,920 20 years 113% 58,878



Calculations for Corrected Growth 
Projections

(ACTUAL based on 2000 and 2013 June YTD)
3.960%per year increase in households

PROJECTED

Year HHs HH per 5 yrs new HHs
Students @ 0.8 

per HH
Students 
per 5 yrs

Cumulative 
Students

2013.5 65,009 1,262 1,010
2013 66,271 1,262 1,010
2014 68,895 2,624 2,099
2015 71,623 2,728 2,183
2016 74,460 2,836 2,269
2017 77,408 12,400 2,949 2,359 9,920
2018 80,473 3,065 2,452
2019 83,660 3,187 2,549
2020 86,973 3,313 2,650
2021 90,417 3,444 2,755
2022 93,998 16,590 3,581 2,864 13,272 23,191
2023 97,720 3,722 2,978
2024 101,590 3,870 3,096
2025 105,613 4,023 3,218
2026 109,795 4,182 3,346
2027 114,143 20,145 4,348 3,478 16,116 39,308
2028 118,663 4,520 3,616
2029 123,362 4,699 3,759
2030 128,247 4,885 3,908
2031 133,326 5,079 4,063
2032 138,606 24,463 5,280 4,224 19,570 58,878

incremental 
HHs 20 yrs 73,597

incr studs. 20 
yrs 58,878



Additional CBRE Assumptions/Data

• 52,000 current students (June 2013)
• 65,000 current households
• 0.8 students per household
• Request submitted for data to validate 0.8 
students per household
– How many incremental households added each 
year for last 5 years

– How many incremental students added to the 
district last 5 years



Other Considerations
• Attrition

– 3,000+ students graduate each year, need to factor this in to 
assumptions

• Demographics
– All students coming in the next 5 years have been born already 

– can we get info on this?  (US Census figures)
• Migration

– From out of state – what is forecast for net in‐migration to 
Utah/JSD for next 5 years? How does that vary from last 5‐10 
years

– Within state – what have migration patterns been as compared 
to other districts in the SL valley?  

– Does CBRE have a forecast about the net new households/in‐
migration of employees at the NSA data center in Bluffdale?



Other Considerations

• Actual growth of student census is not what it seems

• Charters?  Home School?  JSD has this data.
– JSD by law must be able to house students who come back 
from a charter school

• 2012 School Age Children population estimate from 
US Census:  61,950 district / 14,314 SJC

% increase # increase Year Total Source
2010‐11 49,729 actual in JSD budget for 2012

1.82% 904 2011‐12 50,633 actual in JSD budget for 2013
2.77% 1,404 2012‐13 52,037 actual in JSD budget for 2014
1.57% 819 2013‐14 52,856 actual based on 10/1/13 enrollment report from Luann at JSD

2013‐14 54,417 projected in JSD budget for 2014, on June 2013



Recommendations for Calculating 
Growth

• Ideally:
– Look at historical number of households and number of 
incremental students added per year

– Determine a “best fit” line when those are plotted on a 
graph, NOT an average, to forecast incremental 
households and students per year

– Then factor in:
• Type of incremental household (high density, multi family, single 
family

• Number of students per household type added
• Attrition
• Graduation
• Migration
• Charter schools




































































