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WEDNESDAY, JULY 26, 2023
MINUTES
THE CITY COUNCIL FOR THE CITY OF SANTA CLARA, WASHINGTON COUNTY, UTAH, met for a Regular Meeting on Wednesday, July 26, 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 to 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:			Mayor Rick Rosenberg

Council Members:		Jarrett Waite
				Christa Hinton
				Leina Mathis
				Denny Drake
				Ben Shakespeare

City Recorder:		Chris Shelley

Others Present:		Jim McNulty, Planning and Economic Development Manager
				Matt Ence, City Attorney
				Dustin Mouritsen, Public Works Director
				Ryan VonCannon, Parks, and Trails Director
				Gary Hall, Power Director
				Cody Mitchell, Building Official

1. Call to Order.

Mayor Rick Rosenberg called the meeting to order at 5:00 p.m. and welcomed those present.  	

2. Opening Ceremony.

A. Pledge of Allegiance:  Ben Shakespeare.

B. Opening Comments (Invocation):  Jimi Kestin, Solomon’s Porch Foursquare Fellowship, St. George Interfaith Council.

3. General Citizen Public Comment.

Denise Webster was identified as a citizen of Santa Clara City. She asked where citizens can go for help and how all can be on the same team. Ms. Webster gave her address as 1485 Chapel Street. She stated that she has felt an “us against them” mentality that has bothered her. She lives in the Historic District and has been trying to figure out why there is a disconnect and what can be done to remedy it. At the last meeting, two developers were present, and both commented several times on things they were told to do by the City and how they were being helped. After the presentation, the developer was allowed to comment. It seemed that if things were not going their way, they were able to comment to help sway things. The residents, however, were not given the same opportunity. She used an example of ordinances that are in conflict. The developers can go to staff to explain the codes and ordinances but asked who the citizens can go to. Comments she has received have been condescending. She also asked how they can feel like they are on the same team again. She does not like conflict and stated that it is difficult to be a citizen living in the Historic District and preserve it. She did not like coming to meetings and feeling like she is the bad guy. She wants to protect the City and resolve the conflict.

Mayor Rosenberg stated that citizens have the same resources as a land use applicant. Ms. Webster can approach City Staff like any applicant. She can also reach out to members of the City Council. The Mayor reported that he also receives phone calls regularly from citizens. 

City Attorney, Matt Ence, stated that the City Council is comprised of elected officials who are responsible to the citizens when decisions are made. The Planning Commission and Heritage Commission are not elected and serve at the discretion of the City Council and the Mayor. He referred to the comment that the City helps developers and stated that he has heard that a lot lately. Every developer who applies with the City is a property owner and an applicant who is asking for something to be approved under the City ordinances. It is no different from someone who wants to have a home business. There is a negative connotation associated with developers. The system is predicated on the idea that property owners should be able to use their property as they wish. The reason the process exists is because constitutionally they have due process and follow laws. Certain steps must be followed before someone can pursue certain uses. When staff works with a property owner on an application, they are doing what they would for anyone who files a land use application. The idea that there is some kind of benefit to the City for helping a developer or one property owner over another is not true. The public has opportunities to provide input in the process, which is the purpose of public hearings. 

Planning and Economic Development Manager, Jim McNulty reported that every applicant is treated the same. Mr. Ence stated that there is a process to be followed and there is a lot of interaction between staff and the applicant. That does not mean that the City is advocating for them. The Mayor and City Council are available to receive feedback and input from the public, but it must be done in an orderly fashion. It is difficult to discuss conflicts without knowing the details. 

Ms. Webster stated that at the last meeting, there was discussion of a project where a 35,000-square-foot building did not seem to fit the City’s ordinances. She was confused by the process and was trying to make sense of it. Mr. Ence reported that the General Plan and the Historic Guidelines are not always specific to a particular property. Zoning is much more specific in terms of what is and is not allowed. Other ordinances and State law come into play and further define the process. The procedure depends on the specific request. The Planning Commission, for example, is generally a recommending body and does not make final decisions on most major land use matters.

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

4. Conflicts and Disclosures.

Mayor Rosenberg disclosed that the firm that he is employed by is involved with agenda items 2, 3, 4, 6, and 7 on the agenda.

5. Working Agenda.

A. Public Hearing.

Consent Agenda.

i. Approval of Claims and Minutes:

· July 12, 2023, Regular City Council Meeting.
· July 19, 2023, City Council Work Meeting.
· Claims through July 26, 2023.

ii. Calendar of Events:

· August 9, 2023, Regular City Council Meeting.
· August 16, 2023, City Council Work Meeting - Canceled.
· August 23, 2023, Regular City Council Meeting.
· August 24, 2023, Combined Meeting with Ivins City Council.

iii. Recognize James Call for 10 Years of Service on the Planning Commission.

Mayor Rosenberg expressed appreciation to Commissioner James Call for the work he has done on the Planning Commission over the last 10 years. 

Council Member Hinton moved to APPROVE the Consent Agenda, as presented. Council Member Waite 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.

B. General Business.

i. Presentation Regarding the Washington County School District Tax Initiative. Presented by Steve Dunham. 

Washington County School District Communications Director, Steve Dunham introduced Washington Council Business Administrator, Brent Bills and Washington County School District Board Member, David Stirland. Mr. Dunham reported that property tax statements will be arriving this week and they wished to discuss the initiative and what they are trying to accomplish. He explained that historically, school districts have had to bond to pay for growth. The community is growing and this year the Washington County School District is expecting 600 to 700 new students. During the 2022/2023 school year, there were 36,600 students. They will start this school year with 37,300 students. Due to growth, they have to continually plan for buildings and construction. Historically, funding opportunities include having to bond, which are approved after which taxes are raised to pay for the loans and new construction. 

Mr. Dunham reported that about six years ago, the district planned a new way to accomplish that and restructured the school district’s debt to flatten out peaks and valleys in the property tax notice. It was proposed that they introduce a consistent tax rate going forward to pay off the bonds and recapture funds into savings where they can pay cash for all future construction. Doing so will save taxpayers over $10.6 million annually, which was the amount paid last year alone in interest. It will take time to pay off the remaining debt and they anticipate it will take about 10 years. At that time, the Board of Education will revisit that tax rate to see if it can be lowered further. The hope was that they would never have to ask taxpayers for another tax increase for bonding. What is proposed is a budget taxpayers can count on and one the school district can live within and provide for the needs of the rapidly growing school district. Without taking this step they would have had to bond in 2022 for new construction and a replacement building. They expect that over the next 12 years, they would have had to bond for over $700 million to pay for new construction based on the growth projections. The school board is proceeding with a Truth in Taxation initiative on August 7 at 6:00 p.m. at Dixie High School. 

Mr. Bills reported that the result of the proposal is that people will pay slightly less on their 2022/2023 property taxes and then as valuations increase, the Certified Tax Rate will decrease. Mr. Dunham explained that this is done by combining the debt service levy with the capital levy. As a result, it has to be shown as a tax increase to the taxpayers because of the change in the tax levies. The state requires it be shown as a tax increase. 

Council Member Waite commented that of the four total levies, two are being combined. He asked about the remaining two levies. Mr. Dunham stated that they deal with district operations and will go into Fund 10, which is what teachers are paid out of. The capital levy goes into Fund 10 and can only be used for construction, facilities, and equipment. Council Member Mathis asked why the levies are not broken out so that residents can see the allocations.  Mr. Dunham explained that the State Legislature decides how levies are broken out. The budget, however, shows the individual levies. 

Council Member Hinton asked if they are on schedule for the schools that are planned. Mr. Dunham stated that they need another elementary school in the Dixie Springs area. A middle school also needs to be replaced. Other schools that are planned were identified. 

In response to a question raised by Council Member Shakespeare, Mr. Dunham reported that they have looked at the district’s needs for the next 12 years and identified the needed buildings based on growth. They are looking at current construction costs and trying to determine the cost over time. The intent was to save on interest and construction costs. By restructuring debt over the next 10 years, they will use the savings to pay cash for buildings going forward. Mr. Dunham reported that they are meeting with local cities and asking for Letters of Support. 

ii. Discussion and Action to Consider a General Plan Amendment Application for Property at the Intersection of Pioneer Parkway and the Future Extension of Red Mountain Drive. The Properties have been Legally Subdivided and are Known as Lots 1, 2, and 3 of the Silverado Commercial Subdivision. Silverado Development, LLC, is proposing a General Plan Amendment from Main Street Commercial (“MSC”) and Open Space (“OS”) to Mixed Use Residential (“MUR”) for Lots 1 & 2, and Main Street Commercial (“MSC”) and Open Space (“OS”) to Main Street Commercial (“MSC”) for Lot 3 and Approve Ordinance 2023-18. Presented by Jim McNulty, City Planner. 

Mr. McNulty presented the Staff Report and stated that the request is for a General Plan Amendment that includes three properties, which have been legally subdivided. Previously, the property to the east was also included where there was to be a pickleball facility. That specific parcel has since been sold to Intermountain Healthcare (“IHC”) for a medical facility. A separate application will be filed for that project. The matter to be heard from the Council tonight was the General Plan Amendment. The rezoning of property will need to come back at a later date. This is the first step in the process. 

Lots 1, 2, and 3 were legally subdivided and the applicant has proposed an amendment from Main Street Commercial (“MSC”) and Open Space (“OS”) to Mixed-Use Residential (“MUR”) for Lots 1 and 2.  Lot 1 includes townhome units with toy storage or garages for hobbyists. Lot 2 includes an apartment project and Lot 3 involves a change from MSC and OS to MSC. They are proposing to develop three commercial buildings with a plaza, a stairway to Harmons for connection, and reciprocal access from their property to the Harmons site. Access will be off of Pioneer Parkway to the future Red Mountain Drive extension. 

The subject properties were identified on the General Plan Land Use Map displayed. Mr. McNulty reported that there is some open space on the west side of the future Red Mountain Drive extension and in the Tuacahn Wash. The IHC property contains a significant amount of open space and will be discussed at a later date. After working with the City legal counsel, it was determined that a General Plan Amendment is needed for the subject property to allow for a clear and transparent record of the property entitlement before moving forward on a rezoning. 

Notices were sent to all property owners within 300 feet of the subject property prior to the public hearing, which occurred on July 13, 2023, before the Planning Commission. No responses were received by staff regarding the application. The City Council may recall, however, that several residents commented at the public meetings in August of 2022 and again in the fall. 

The proposed Concept Plan was presented, and Mr. McNulty presented some of the General Plan requirements and considerations prior to the City Council making a decision. He noted that it includes two land use designations. This is the prime commercial frontage along Pioneer Parkway. There were to be predominantly commercial uses on the ground floor, including uses such as stores, restaurants, and offices with residences and offices on the second and third floors. They are instead proposing office and retail space. 

Mr. McNulty reported that the description for the mixed-use residential for Lots 1 and 2 states that the mix of uses is mostly residential in the form of townhomes, and multi-unit buildings but also could include small lot single-family. MUR may include small retail stores, coffee shops, and offices at intersections with collector streets, second-floor residences, or offices could also be allowed. As part of the current application, there is a minimal amount of open space included in the subject properties. The intent is to clean up the Land Use Map and remove these areas from the General Plan if allowed by the City Council. This would allow the applicant to proceed. General Plan Section 3.4.2 encourages a mix of residential, retail, and employment uses that are typically segregated. A policy to that effect states that all mixed-use development will be accompanied by attractive landscaping, pushing buildings to the street or right away, pedestrian-oriented landscape, and street trees. They would be considered at a later date if the applicant moves forward. 

Section 4.6 of the General Plan includes the Pioneer Parkway Retail Core and states that the Pioneer Parkway Retail Core is ideal for future mixed-use retail development. It is located adjacent to two major streets near a large park, a school, a firehouse, and a portion of the City's proposed trail network. Public input from residents strongly supported creating future retail centers. This includes stores that form a continuous shopping street connected by wide, shaded sidewalks with benches, decorative paving plazas for gathering, and convenient on-street parking. In addition, Santa Clara has developed a significant customer base within walking distance. An objective of the Pioneer Parkway Retail Core is to ensure the flow of traffic in a major transportation corridor while providing significant retail and employment opportunities in a pedestrian-oriented center. Section 6 of the General Plan includes economic development and states that the economic development objective attracts new businesses and retail to Santa Clara to broaden and increase the sales tax base and provide increased local employment opportunities. Policy 6.1 states that the City supports development that proposes mixed-use land uses to help diversify the City's income and maintain City services. In terms of State Code considerations, Utah Code Section 10-9-8-408 addresses requirements for a General Plan Amendment and requires one public hearing. That requirement has been met as well as the State Statute. 

The Planning Commission held a public hearing on July 13, 2023, and a motion was made to recommend approval to the City Council and passed unanimously 5-to-0. Staff recommended that the City Council review the submitted General Plan Amendment to determine if the application is complete. If determined to be complete, Staff will recommend that the City Council consider the application subject to the findings and conditions enumerated in the Staff Report. 

The applicant, Julian Stemmer commented that the biggest problem facing the project is the neighborhood, certain City Council Members not supporting the pickleball facility, and neighbors not wanting the gas station. Several meetings were held with the neighborhood and the City, and they felt they have resolved the issues. Two weeks earlier, following the public hearing,  the same individuals expressed support for the project and were pleased that changes were made. The proposed changes were discussed. Council Member Waite was pleased that they are keeping the magenta area on Pioneer Parkway. He could see the proposed General Plan Amendment working and felt it made sense. 

Council Member Mathis was generally supportive of what is proposed and was of the opinion that it meets the General Plan. She had one concern with trying to do it as a mixed-use project and stated that Phases 1 and 2 are already zoned for residential. She was concerned about potentially changing it to PDC. Mr. Stemmer stated that with the current PDR zone, they will get the site plan and project plan approval to do Phases 1 and 2 as proposed. Council Member Mathis was concerned that it will limit the number of units unless there is an affordable housing component. Mr. Stemmer commented that his understanding is that with the PDC zone and the acreage they have, they are within the minimums and are not required to have an affordable housing component.

Mr. Ence stated that in terms of the density bonus, the PDC zone does not require density bonus approval and allows the developer to go to the full 12 units per acre. His understanding was that Council Member Mathis’ concern was that the PDC also does not impose the affordable housing requirement on the apartment complex. He stated that it will be imposed if in the PDR zone. Council Mathis was concerned that the applicant has separated the parcels, and, in reality, they could sell the parcel as a commercial project. The intent of the ordinance was to prohibit large projects unless they are mixed-use or allow for affordable housing. 

Mr. McNulty commented that staff was working on a Development Agreement previously for the overall project. At that time, they talked about PDR and PDC. The previous developer, Dave Hunter, agreed to try to develop 10% of the units as affordable. The pickleball facility and the restaurant have likely gone away but they were still working on a Development Agreement. It was his understanding that there would be a Development Agreement because there was a draft at one time. As they go through the rezoning and project plan process there will be a Development Agreement that goes with it. Mr. Ence confirmed that there is a draft Development Agreement. Given the changes to the project, he could not say whether the draft will reflect what is presented and stated that it will have to be worked through as part of the next steps.

Mr. McNulty commented that the idea was that there will be at least 10 affordable units at 80% of the Area Median Income (“AMI”) and will not be mandated through the Utah Housing Authority. 

Council Member Hinton moved to APPROVE the General Plan Application for property at the intersection of Pioneer Parkway and the future extension of Red Mountain Drive and approve Ordinance 2023-18 subject to the following:

Finding:

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

2. That the proposed General Plan Amendment complies with Section 3.4.2 of the General Plan (Policy 3.1, Mixed-Use Development). 

3. That the proposed General Plan Amendment complies with Section 4.6 of the General Plan (Pioneer Parkway Retail Core).

4. That the proposed General Plan Amendment complies with Section 4.6 of the General Plan (Pioneer Parkway Retail Core Objective, and Policy 4.10 in support of objective). 

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

Condition:

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

Council Member Mathis seconded the motion. 

Commissioner Waite specified that Lots 1 and 2 will be as presented and shown on the map. 

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. 

iii. Discussion and Action to Consider Site Plan Approval for a Mixed-Use Building Located at 3098 Santa Clara Drive. Justin Anderson and Steven Beesley, Applicant. Presented by Jim McNulty, City Planner. 

Mr. McNulty presented the Staff Report and stated that the applicants, Stephen Beasley, and Justin Anderson, are requesting site plan approval. They are proposing a new building on the site, which is just under one-half acre in size. The building has been positioned on the site to push the building forward to within 20 feet of the property line, which is allowed in the Historic District Mixed-Use Zone. They are trying to create walkability on the site with a five-foot sidewalk in front along with a park strip area. On the southeast end, there is a Sycamore tree that will remain. The applicants have been working with the Parks Department to make sure that the tree is preserved. An access is proposed off of Santa Clara Drive on the west end of the site which is a 26-foot-wide private driveway that will provide access to the four proposed apartments. The applicants are proposing two-car garages. The ordinance requires two parking spaces with one uncovered and one covered. 12 parking spaces have also been provided for office-retail use as proposed upfront. The use is just under 3000 square feet. The townhome apartments range in size from 1,382 to 1,424 square feet in size. Parking is in the back with the 26-foot drive aisle in between. There is a dumpster enclosure with a metal gate and additional landscaping. 

Mr. McNulty identified the residential apartments and stated that the main floor level will have leased space of just under 1,300 square feet with two-car garages in front. Living areas on the first floor are just over 500 square feet with a second level that is 800 to 850 square feet in size. Two bedrooms are proposed with garages below with three bedrooms and two baths. The leased space on the top floor is just under 1,500 square feet in size. Mr. McNulty reported that the building under the roof is approximately 9,939 square feet with a footprint of 4,500 square feet. 3D drawings were presented to show the various features of the project. 

The proposed building materials were reviewed by the Heritage Commission on June 15, 2023, and recommended that the Planning Commission consider approval of the proposed building with the final building materials as discussed, which included tan brick with gray/white brick near the entry. The applicants are now requesting tan brick as a second option. That request was to be presented to the Heritage Commission. The courtyard area was proposed to have wrought iron fencing. The final materials will be reviewed by the Heritage Commission with samples provided. The building materials include the Hardie board, vertical and horizontal siding, large stone on the business front, facade brick and stucco, limited wood siding, and a standing seam metal roof. The proposed building colors include White Hardie board siding, white stucco cream-colored stone, tan brick, and dark brown wood siding. Metal roofing was proposed with a flat roof style and a parapet. The residential portion of the building behind the office includes a 412 and 912 pitched roof. The site plan includes 12 parking spaces, including one Americans with Disabilities Act (“ADA”) space, which complies with Parking Code Chapter 17.32.  

Mr. McNulty referenced the City ordinance regarding water-efficient landscaping and conservation standards and stated that staff will work with the applicants to ensure that they are met. Outdoor lighting was discussed in Chapter 17.36.070 and addresses a maximum light standard height of 16 feet using indirect hooded light sources. All outdoor lighting shall not adversely impact surrounding businesses or residential uses and shall be shielded and directed downward to avoid light spills. Staff did not anticipate light standards with the project as the lighting will likely be mounted to the buildings themselves. A dumpster enclosure is required. Code Section 17.66 requires project signage. The subject property is in the Historic District Mixed Use Area and there is an area on the building that will allow for signage. It was noted that all signage will be reviewed by the Heritage Commission before a Sign Permit is granted. 

Mr. McNulty referenced Section 17.74 of the Historic District Mixed-Use Zone and stated that the City Code specifies that two-family dwellings such as a duplex, twin home, or townhome are permitted uses. The Code also allows for the Planning Commission to determine other permitted uses with input from the Heritage Commission. The Heritage Commission, Planning Commission, and City Staff are comfortable with the four residential apartment units as proposed for the project. They will be long-term rental units and the conditions of approval address that. The proposed mixed-use office building was designed to fit in with other historic structures in the immediate vicinity. Code Section 17.74.040 specifies that the building heights shall be the average of average heights of adjacent units on the same block unless a greater height is approved by the Planning Commission upon recommendation from the Heritage Commission. Mr. McNulty stated that “generally high” has been limited to approximately 25 feet in the Historic District; however, there are several structures that exceed this height. The applicant is proposing a building height of 29 feet to the top of the parapet, which allows for rooftop mechanical equipment to be screened and set down. Another portion of the building will be 27 to 28 feet to the peak of the roof for the residential units. Staff was comfortable with the proposed height of the building as the building is designed to blend in with the Historic District.  The Heritage Commission and Planning Commission were in favor of the proposed building height. 

It was reported that public notices are not required for a site plan. The agenda was posted on the City’s website and in multiple public locations and no comments were received. The Planning Commission held a public meeting on July 13, 2023, and recommended site plan approval to the City Council. Staff recommended that the City Council consider granting site plan approval for the 3098 Santa Clara mixed-use building subject to the conditions outlined in the Staff Report. The applicant and Architect, Steve Beasley were present. 

Council Member Waite commented that it appears that the applicant has met all of the conditions with the exception of condition number 9, which requires a Soils Geotechnical Report to be submitted. It was noted that a Soils Report is not required for existing buildings. Building Official, Cody Mitchell stated that it has not yet been received. Mr. McNulty indicated that it will be submitted with the construction drawings sooner. They were, however, being asked to go back to the Heritage Commission with the full-size material samples before the construction drawings are submitted. 

Mayor Rosenberg asked if there are privacy walls surrounding the exterior perimeter of the project. Mr. McNulty reported that there is not. There is, however, an existing fence along the west property line. He referenced the single-family home where a new picket vinyl fence was installed about one year earlier along the front,  side, and rear yards. It was noted that the Swoon project to the west is open. There is parking on the west side that was left open.  In this case, there will be a landscape buffer with trees and a private patio courtyard area to help soften that. He noted that there are no specific requirements in the Historic District with regard to perimeter fencing.

Mayor Rosenberg asked about drainage from the north since there is no perimeter wall. He asked how that will be mitigated and how the increase in stormwater runoff from the site will be mitigated. Mr. McNulty stated that the Technical Review Committee (“TRC”) has discussed utilities. Jared Bates, the Civil Engineer for the project, stated that they anticipate having a storm drain system on the north side. The Geotechnical Report showed that they will likely have some sort of underground collection system due to the size and install catch basins in the north parking lot. For retention, there will likely be an underground chamber system. 

It was confirmed that there is a storm drain in Santa Clare Drive so they will be able to discharge their retention into that. It was noted that the applicant was informed that because the project is small, they can do storm runoff into the gutter.  Mayor Rosenberg commented that without the wall they are subject to flooding from off-site. He asked how that will be mitigated. Mayor Rosenberg asked about the solid waste enclosure. A front entry was proposed that would require them to back out of the driveway onto Santa Clara Drive. A question was raised regarding the need for the dumpster since they could have single-collection garbage cans for the townhomes. How much waste the commercial use generates was something they looked at as well.

Mr. McNulty asked about the businesses, which will have two levels. His concern was with a dumpster appearing over time without a dumpster enclosure. He preferred an enclosure since it is a mixed-use project. Mr. Beasley commented that there may be an opportunity to move the dumpster in front. Mayor Rosenberg suggested they speak with the Solid Waste District to ensure that the design is going to be accessible. His fear was with the garbage truck backing out onto Santa Clara Drive.

Council Member Hinton asked Mr. McNulty if the site plan meets the 700-square-foot main floor requirement. The language states that it does unless specifically approved by the Planning Commission and City Council as part of a mixed-use dwelling already existing on the property. It was noted that nothing exists on the property. Mr. McNulty explained that the units themselves are rather large for apartments. There is 500 to 550 square feet of living area on the ground floor with a 400 square-foot garage. Up above there is 850 square feet with three bedrooms and two baths. If they count the garage and the living space on the ground floor, the total is 950 square feet; however, the living area is only 500 to 550 square feet. They then have the leased space. He clarified that it is a mixed-use product. 

Reference was made to 17.74.130.  Mr. Ence stated that it is pretty straightforward and specifies that no residential dwelling shall have less than 700 square feet of main floor living area unless specifically approved by the Planning Commission and City Council as part of a mixed-use dwelling that is already existing on the property. Council Member Waite asked if that is a way to limit density in the downtown area. 

Council Member Waite noted that there is no limit on the density in the zone. He wondered if 17.74.130 was a catch-all that ensures there is moderate density in the zone. It was noted that the purpose of the zone is to approve higher-density residential uses that are integrated into an overall mixed-use development. Mr. Ence referenced the discussions that took place previously with regard to the size of an apartment unit in the mixed-use area. There was a desire for the apartments to have a minimum square footage. It could be read that the requirement only applies to existing mixed-use dwellings, because of the clause: “…as a part of mixed-use dwelling already existing on the property.”  If that was the interpretation of the language, since the application had to do with new dwellings, that particular language would not apply.

Council Member Hinton asked if the park strips comply with the Landscaping Ordinance. Mr. McNulty confirmed that there are park strips, but in the Historic District Mixed-Use Zone, there are no specific park strip requirements. As long as the application meets the landscape requirements, which this application does, it is appropriate. Mayor Rosenberg explained that a lot of landscaped park strip is inside of the City right-of-way as part of a streetscape project. 

Council Member Drake asked for additional information about density in the zone. Mr. McNulty read some of the zoning language, which referred to a duplex, twin home, or townhome, only in certain circumstances. It also referenced “other uses determined by the Planning Commission with input from the Heritage Commission and being in harmony with the intent and purpose of the zone.”  He reiterated that with this specific application, there is a property that is roughly one-half acre, and the request was for four units. The density would be approximately eight units per acre, which was similar to the PD Zone. However, those provisions do not apply in this instance. Both the Heritage Commission and the Planning Commission felt good about the density because there are only four units proposed and there would not be short-term rentals. There had also been discussions about making the apartment units available to employees of the commercial use.  There could be a true live/work situation in that case, which does not currently exist in the City. 

Council Member Drake expressed concerns about the fact that there is no density level in the zone. Mr. Ence noted that the applications need to be reviewed by the Heritage Commission, Planning Commission, and City Council. Mr. McNulty added that the parking requirements will limit the density. It will be difficult to have too much density because there needs to be a certain number of parking spaces provided for the residents. Council Member Drake had concerns that the language creates something beyond the scope of what is planned for the zone. 

Mr. Ence noted that the dimensional requirements of the Historic District Mixed-Use Zone include a minimum floor area. There needs to be at least 700 square feet of living space per unit unless otherwise recommended by the Planning Commission and approved by the City Council. Mr. Ence believed that requirement was exceeded by the proposed design. Item H discussed having a minimum of 700 square feet and the proposal was much larger than that. 

Council Member Shakespeare noted that with mixed-use, there is often commercial on the lower level and residential on the upper. In this instance, there will be commercial on the street with residential behind. He compared the application to one that was before the Council two weeks prior. Council Member Shakespeare liked what had been proposed. He believed it did a lot of what was asked for in the downtown area. As far as density per acre, there have been far less dense projects that received far more public outcry. He liked that the development will have parking inside. There were a lot of positive aspects to consider. 

Council Member Drake asked about the traffic impacts on Santa Clara Drive. He noted that there will be four residential units as well as commercial traffic. Mr. Bates expected the traffic impacts to be minimal. There are 10,000 vehicle trips on Santa Clara Drive per day, so the additional traffic will be low. Council Member Drake pointed out that there is already a lot of traffic on Santa Clara Drive and he expressed concerns about adding more vehicles. Mayor Rosenberg stated that the traffic levels on Santa Clara Drive are driven by regional traffic. The majority of the recent increases there were the result of the Ivins development, which was not something that Santa Clara has control over. He reiterated that there are regional impacts.

Council Member Waite asked about stormwater and what is needed to approve the application. Mayor Rosenberg reported that the document that describes how drainage will be handled is normally presented with the construction plans. Mr. McNulty explained that when there is a subdivision plat, a Geotechnical Report needs to be submitted prior to obtaining a Building Permit.  Certain things need to be done prior to the issuance of the permit. Mayor Rosenberg did not have concerns with the storm drainage on the site other than recognizing that there are off-site flows that have to be routed through. The applicant demonstrated that there is an understanding of that. Mr. Ence reported that the City Council has denied applications in the past because of certain items not being provided. He read from the ordinance, including the elements that need to be addressed as part of the Site Plan review. From his reading, his understanding was that all of the elements need to at least be considered during the review process. 

Ultimately, the City Council needs to determine whether there is comfort with the review process that took place. Mr. Ence explained that if the Council believes there is some sort of document or report needed before taking a vote, there was justification for that. That being said, his reading of the text was that the elements simply need to be considered during the review. Mr. McNulty wondered if there could be a Condition of Approval added to request the documentation. Mr. Ence reported that if the items had been discussed and there was consensus that a particular item was not needed at this stage, he would be comfortable that it had been addressed adequately.  There could be a condition that the information be provided in the future.

Council Member Drake reiterated his concerns about the Historic District Mixed-Use Zone. He believed the idea of the zone was to protect Santa Clara and make sure that the history of the City is maintained. He did not think the spirit of the zone is found in the application.  

Council Member Waite asked about 17.74.050C, which states, “Cooperation between property owners on adjacent properties will be strongly encouraged and carefully reviewed in the plan approval process.”  He wondered if that had occurred. The applicant, Justin Anderson, explained that a few of the direct neighbors are on the Heritage Commission, so there had been robust discussions there. Council Member Hinton asked about the height of the building. Mr. McNulty reported that the proposal was 29 feet to the top of the parapet, but there were residences in the immediate vicinity that were in the 30 to 35-foot range, some of which are single-family homes. There was discussion about the heights of other nearby buildings. 

Council Member Hinton wondered if there are commercial tenants planned for the subject property. Mr. Anderson reported that there are no current leases in place. The hope was to bring in businesses that are related to a professional office use.  Additional discussions were had about the application and the proposed density. Council Member Shakespeare asked if there would be one power meter for the entire project. Power Director, Gary Hall, reported that there will likely be a meter pack on the backside. There will be one meter for the office space and one for each of the residential units. Water will also be individually metered. 

Council Member Shakespeare discussed density and noted that it is encouraged in certain areas. He wanted to understand what the right number of units is for this particular property. Mr. McNulty reported that there have been other proposals for the area, but this application seemed to be a good example of mixed-use.  A good design was proposed, and the application is unique. Council Member Drake did not believe the application was mixed-use. He felt it was a residential high-density development with a commercial building. Council Member Shakespeare wanted to better understand how Council Member Drake views mixed-use. In his view, mixed-use is a mix of residential and commercial, which this application provides. Council Member Drake believed the priority of the development is a residential component with commercial being secondary. He did not think the intention was to make Santa Clara Drive high-density residential with a bit of commercial as that was not in the spirit of the zone. 

Mr. McNulty explained that the developers are interested in creating horizontal mixed-use rather than vertical. In smaller communities, it was likely that more horizontal mixed-use would be seen. He confirmed that the application is for medium-density but reiterated that there was no density limitation in the Historic District Mixed-Use Zone. If that was something the Council wants City Staff to look into, it could be done in the future. However, at the current time, there was no density limitation in that zone. Council Member Shakespeare pointed out that the parking requirements and height restrictions essentially set density limits. Mr. McNulty confirmed that development needs to be properly parked. The proposal was able to do that. 

Council Member Drake asked that there be future discussions about the Historic District Mixed-Use Zone and what is desired there. Legally, he did not know that it was possible to prevent the current application from moving forward but he wanted there to be discussions about the future of the zone. Council Member Mathis appreciated the comments shared by Council Member Drake and agreed that it made sense to establish some clear densities in the zone. That being said, there was nothing that could be done about the application as it met the current requirements. 

Council Member Mathis noted that there had been a lot of discussion about the application at the Heritage Commission level. The Commission asked the applicant to make changes to the building so there would be larger stones and different colors. There was a desire for the development to have a more historical feel. Given that the applicant has done what was requested, she felt the application made sense. She believed the changes would create a more historic look. Council Member Hinton was concerned about the historic look of the downtown but believed the application met the intention of the zone, which was to encourage residential uses in conjunction with commercial and other activities. The project met the zone requirements.

Council Member Waite read the Code. Near the end, where it discusses plan approval, it states, “The intent of this form of zoning is to provide an alternate procedure for specific development proposals.”  That language also mentioned allowing the approval of plans using flexible requirements that may be different from all other zones in the City. The zone was envisioned to be a bit different from the other zones, which was likely why there was not a listed density. He thought the intention was to allow for some flexibility. Council Member Shakespeare was not opposed to discussing density further in the future. The height restrictions and parking requirements were the reason no specific density was listed because those restrictions limit what can be developed per acre but there could be future discussions on the matter. 

Council Member Shakespeare moved to APPROVE a Site Plan for a Mixed-Use Building Located at 3098 Santa Clara Drive subject to the following:

Conditions:  

1. That the applicant be required to comply with the recommendations from all City reviewing departments. 

2. That the project be built according to the approved Site Plan requirements as discussed in the Staff Report. 

3. That the building materials, colors, and roofing design comply with the requirements as discussed in the staff report. That revisions to this approval be required to go back to the Heritage Commission. 

4. That a minimum of 12 parking spaces (including 1 ADA space) be provided for the site for the office use as per Chapter 17.32 of City Code. That a minimum of 8 covered parking spaces (two per unit) be provided for the four (4) multi-family apartment units.

5. That the final landscape plan be required to comply with City Ordinance #22-05 (Water Efficient Landscaping & Conservation Standards). That the existing large sycamore tree along the southeastern property frontage remains in place. 

6. That all outdoor lighting complies with Chapter 17.36 of City Code. 

7. That the dumpster enclosure complies with Chapter 17.66 of City Code. 

8. That project signage complies with Chapter 17.45 of the City Code. Signage approval is required by the Heritage Commission. 

9. That the four (4) apartment units proposed for this project be approved and be used as long-term rentals. 

10. That the building height be allowed at 29’ to the top of the parapet along the front elevation, with a height of 27’-8” to peak of roof for the residential units.

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.

iv. Discussion and Action to Consider Final Plat Approval for the Lugano Subdivision. The Property is Located Directly South of Vineyard Drive and East of Riverwood Lane. Jason Lindsey, Applicant. Presented by Jim McNulty, City Planner. 

Mr. McNulty presented the Staff Report and stated that the application is for Final Plat Approval for the Lugano Subdivision. The subdivision plat includes a total of five single-family lots. The subject property is 6.49 acres in size. The Residential Agriculture (“RA”) Zone requires a minimum lot size of one-half acre (21,780 square foot minimum) and the proposed lots of range in size from 26,518 square feet (0.61 acres) to 54,609 square feet (1.25 acres). The proposed density equates to 0.77 dwelling units per acre. All lots within the proposed subdivision will be required to meet the area, width, and yard regulations as per Section 17.60.050 of the City Ordinance. The property owner intends to build a single-family home on one of the proposed lots, with other lots being available for purchase. Ingress/egress to the site will be provided via Vineyard Drive and Riverwood Lane. The final plat includes two open space areas adjacent to the two access points. The applicant will be required to form a Homeowners Association (“HOA”) to allow for the maintenance of the common areas that were proposed. 

Final Plat information was shared. Mr. McNulty reported that there is a proposed public street with a 56-foot cross-section that includes a park strip for street trees. Full street improvements are required for the Lot 5 frontage along Vineyard Drive. The building setbacks and height need to meet the requirements of Chapter 17.60.050.  As far as open space, the Final Plat includes two open space areas. One is adjacent to Lot 5, and another is adjacent to the existing single-family homes in a different subdivision. That area will be owned and maintained by an HOA. It was required to be included in the Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions (“CC&Rs”). Notes were added to the Final Plat to address that issue. Mr. McNulty reported that the applicant is required to obtain a Will-Serve Letter or other verified documentation from the Washington County Water Conservancy District (“WCWCD”) prior to Final Plat recordation. Additionally, a Dust Control Plan needs to be submitted. No public comments had been received.

Departments in the City reviewed the application. Mr. McNulty reported that the Building Department requires a Geotechnical Report for each residential building prior to Building Permit issuance. The Parks and Recreation Department provided information on street trees and made recommendations for the park strip. The Power Department referenced the Public Utility Easements (“PUE”) that are required. The Public Works Department asked that the PUEs be shown on the Final Plat as well as the public streets. A mylar with signature blocks is required. The Planning Commission held a public hearing on July 13, 2023, and recommended Final Plat Approval to the City Council. As a result, Staff recommended that the City Council consider granting Final Plat Approval for the Lugano Subdivision, subject to the conditions enumerated in the Staff Report. There was no further discussion.

Council Member Drake moved to APPROVE the Final Plat Approval for the Lugano Subdivision subject to the following:

Conditions:

1. That the applicant be required to comply with the recommendations from all City reviewing departments. 

2. That the applicant be required to install public street improvements (56-foot cross-section with park strip) which meet city standards. That public street improvements be required for the Lot 5 frontage along Vineyard Drive. 

3. That street trees be allowed as per the City’s recommended list. 

4. That the building setbacks for this subdivision meet the requirements of Chapter 17.60.050, Residential Agriculture, RA Zone. 

5. That the building height for all homes in this subdivision be limited to 35’. 

6. That the two (2) open space areas included on the final plat be identified as Open Space Areas #1 and #2. That the applicant be required to form an HOA for maintenance and ownership of the open space areas. 

7. That all landscaping (including HOA-owned and maintained areas) be required to comply with City Ordinance #2022-05 (Water Efficiency & Conservation). 

8. That the applicant provides a will-serve letter or other verified documentation from the WCWCD prior to final plat recordation. 

9. That a secondary water system is required for outdoor water use. 

10. That the applicant provides a dust control plan prior to final plat recordation

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.

v. Award RAP Tax. Presented by Ryan VonCannon, Parks Director.

Parks Director, Ryan VonCannon, presented the Staff Report and stated that Susie Nilsson requested Recreation, Arts, and Parks (“RAP”) Tax funds to repair and replace fixtures in the Santa Clara Arboretum. He reported that the Arboretum is mostly dependent on volunteers. Some work needs to be done so the RAP Tax funding was requested for maps, interpretive signs, repairs, and installations. $1,000 was requested for materials. All of the labor will be provided by volunteers. The Santa Clara Historical Museum will support the project through its 501(c)(3) status. Additionally, Heidi Lee requested RAP Tax funds for Shakespeare in the Park. The request was for $14,000 for various costs related to production, business, and backstage needs. Mr. VonCannon noted that there was a third RAP Tax fund request as well, which was an annual amount that was previously awarded for approximately $5,000. The total requested amount was $20,000 in RAP Tax funds. He noted that there was $30,000 available. The remaining $10,000 from RAP Tax would be used for the parks moving forward. 

Mayor Rosenberg noted that all of the applicants applied previously and had done a lot of excellent work with the awarded amounts. Council Member Waite was impressed by the way that the money had been spent in the past. Council Member Mathis believed there had been discussions about using $10,000 from the RAP tax for another purpose. Mr. VonCannon explained that there had been discussions about where the remaining funds would be used. Council Member Mathis asked if there was money remaining for the puzzle wall. There was some uncertainty about that. Mr. McNulty noted that if there was a bit of a shortfall, it would be possible to pay 50% one year and 50% the second year for certain items. There were some different options available. Discussions were had about the amount Shakespeare in the Park had been awarded in the past. 
  
Council Member Drake moved to APPROVE the RAP Tax Awards, as presented. 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; Council Member Waite-Aye. The motion passed unanimously.

Council Member Waite noted that Ms. Lee expressed frustration about the application process. He wondered if there could be more clarity added to the website. For instance, an application deadline to simplify the process. Mr. VonCannon confirmed that this would be done.

vi. Award Bid for Vineyard Drive Reconstruction Phase 2. Presented by Dustin Mouritsen, Public Works Director. 

Public Works Director, Dustin Mouritsen, presented the Staff Report and stated that the item was related to a bid for Vineyard Drive Reconstruction Phase 2. He asked the City Council to consider awarding the bid for the work to Whitaker Construction. The bid came in $23,000 under the engineer's estimate, which was not something that happens often. It is the same contractor from Phase 1 and an outstanding job had been done on that work. Everything had been completed as directed and there were no issues with Phase 1. The intention was to have the Phase 2 work done before Swiss Days; however, the worst-case scenario was that the curb, gutter, and road base would be completed by that time. It would still be an improvement over current conditions.

Council Member Shakespeare moved to APPROVE the Bid for Vineyard Drive Reconstruction Phase 2 to Whitaker Construction in the amount of $691,232.50. Council Member Waite 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.

vii. Award Bid for BMX & Canyon View Parking Lot Construction. Presented by Dustin Mouritsen, Public Works Director. 

Mr. Mouritsen presented the Staff Report and explained that the item was related to a bid for the BMX and Canyon View Parking Lot construction. He asked the City Council to consider awarding the bid for the work to Progressive Contracting in the amount of $1,039,755.80 of which $500,0000 would come from the County from a tourism grant. The bid was originally made back in February but there was not enough funding, because the bid was $200,000 above the engineer's estimate. Since then, Mr. VonCannon had gone back to the County and was able to receive additional funding. That made it possible for the City to be able to do the project. That being said, some cuts have been made and a lot of the parking islands were removed from the lot. On the north lot, a lot of the north parking had been removed. That parking could be added in the future as part of Phase 2 if that were desired. Additionally, a small portion of the trail there had been removed. Progressive Contracting agreed to do the work for the price listed.

Council Members reviewed the items that were removed from the bid. Council Member Waite believed the extra parking on the edges would not be done during the first phase, which was confirmed. Mr. Mouritsen explained that the initial proposal had included that parking, however, due to the costs, it had been removed. He shared a map of the area with the City Council for additional clarification. Council Member Waite believed what was currently proposed would be a significant improvement in the area. Council Member Shakespeare asked about drainage. Mr. Mouritsen reported that some small portions of the storm drain would be collected. 

Council Member Waite asked what would happen if RVs and trailers were parked in the striped island areas. He wanted to understand if it would be possible to add parking islands later if the striping was not working appropriately. Mr. Mouritsen confirmed that this could be done. Mayor Rosenberg noted that cones could be used for RV parking to account for specific events. The Council discussed some of the landscaping that was planned for the area. Council Member Waite expressed appreciation that the County had contributed more toward the project.

Council Member Shakespeare moved to APPROVE the Bid for BMX and Canyon View Parking Lot Construction to Progressive Contracting in the amount of $1,039,755.80, where $500,000 of the funds would come from the County Tourism Grant. 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.

viii. Discussion and Action Approving Resolution 2023-13R to Appoint Election Judges for the 2023 Municipal Election. Presented by Chris Shelley, City Recorder. 

City Recorder, Chris Shelley, presented the Staff Report and reported that the item relates to the appointment of Election Judges for the 2023 Municipal Election. Resolution No. 2023-13R relates to the Election Judges and Alternates for the Municipal Election, which would be held on November 21, 2023. It would also set compensation for those services. Council Member Drake reported that the Resolution listed Poll Manager compensation as $300 per day with an additional $2.00 plus an additional $0.56 per mile for driving, one way, from the polling station to the Washington County Clerk’s Office. Poll Workers will receive $225 for a full day or $8.00 per hour for anything less than a full day. Council Member Waite asked where the workers will be stationed. Ms. Shelley explained that they will be in City Hall. Since there will not be a primary held, the services would only be needed for November 21, 2023. 

Council Member Drake moved to APPROVE Resolution 2023-13R, to Appoint Election Judges for the 2023 Municipal Election, as presented. 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; Council Member Waite-Aye. The motion passed unanimously.

ix. Consider Adoption of Ordinance 2023-19 to Correct a Legal Description in a Prior Santa Clara View Drive Vacation. Presented by Matt Ence, City Attorney.

Mr. Ence reported that Ordinance 2023-19 will correct a legal description in a prior Santa Clara View Drive vacation. He explained that the issue was brought to the attention of the City by a local title company that was assisting a property owner with the sale of their property on Santa Clara View Drive. In 2008, when a portion of Santa Clara View Drive was abandoned by the City, there was an error in the legal description that was not caught at that time. It was only caught once the property was for sale, and it went through the underwriting process. The property owner had a closing date scheduled for July 27, 2023, and the City had assured them that it would be possible to resolve the issue by then. He asked the Council to approve the referenced correction. 

Council Member Drake moved to APPROVE Ordinance 2023-19 to Correct a Legal Description in a Prior Santa Clara View Drive Vacation. 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.

6. Reports.

A. Mayor/Council Reports.

Council Member Shakespeare reported that Little League is heading back to San Bernadino and will likely ask for support. As for the discussions that took place earlier in the City Council Meeting, he welcomed additional discussions about density in the downtown area. Mayor Rosenberg noted that the Heritage Commission had already requested some additional guidance and direction. It had been suggested that there be a joint meeting with the City Council and Planning Commission. There could be a public hearing where feedback about the downtown could be heard. Council Member Shakespeare thought that providing clear direction to the Heritage Commission and addressing some of the existing density concerns made the most sense. Additional discussions were had about heights and densities in the downtown area and the impacts. 

Council Member Shakespeare reiterated that it would be possible to have a discussion about the downtown area. It is important to find a balance. He acknowledged that there would be opposition to any change, but it was important to consider what was desired for the downtown. Mayor Rosenberg believed there needs to be some density in the downtown area to support the businesses that are there. Walkability is an important factor to consider. There is a fine line, and it would be difficult to define that but was worth discussing further. Council Member Drake wanted to hear from the people that live in the area and understand what is desired. He liked the suggestion to hold a joint meeting between the City Council and the Planning Commission. It would be worthwhile to allow public comments to be shared at that time. 

It was noted that the density issue is a legislative issue that the City Council needs to discuss. That would be separate from the Design Guidelines discussions. It is not appropriate to ask the Heritage Commission to deal with density-related actions as that is not their role. Both the Design Guidelines and the densities can be discussed but they are independent items. Council Member Drake was not supportive of the flexibility that is currently in place for the downtown area as it relates to density. He believed it made sense to have clear restrictions. The Council discussed the current meeting schedule and the Work Meeting agenda in September. 

Council Member Mathis reported that the Heritage Commission will meet next week. There will be discussions about Design Guidelines at that time. There was a desire to establish clear guidelines for commercial buildings and not just for the residential buildings. Council Member Mathis also informed the Council Members that the Youth City Council will start meeting next week. 

Council Member Hinton heard from a City Council Member in St. George about the restrooms at the Sand Hollow Aquatic Center (“SHAC”). They were renovated to be more ADA-accessible and easier for the lifeguards to monitor. She had not been able to see them yet. 

Council Member Waite was excited about the paving that would occur on the North Canyon View Parking Lot. He noted that the UTOPIA installations were going well according to the report that had been received. The take rates would be reported once more installations are done. Council Member Waite discussed the public comment period during the last meeting that he had run. There was not a timer, and a lot of comments were received. He wondered if there was a way to limit the length of those comments. There was discussion about the timer. Council Member Waite believed the timer needed to be visible to speakers, so all comments are concise. Additionally, a lot of the comments are actually questions and he was not sure how to best address those. Some questions were answered while some residents were informed that Staff would reach out with information. He reiterated that it is difficult to enforce the rules without a clear timer and there was uncertainty about how to best address questions posed during the public comment period. Mayor Rosenberg noted that there had been discussions about allowing comments during Work Meetings. There was support for that approach because it would streamline the Regular Meetings.

Council Member Waite reported that he was away during the last two Work Meetings. He had been unable to share input about the water rates except for what had been shared on his behalf. While he liked the idea of there being a more gradual increase, he did not necessarily like the idea of increasing the rate when it did not need to be raised. There are other ways to achieve water conservation. In the past, the City approved what was needed to cover the costs. Mr. Mouritsen noted that the costs were being covered but nothing was being put away to address renewal or restoration. Impact fees do not pay for that, which is something that needs to be considered. Council Member Waite stated that if there was going to be an increase considered that kind of information needs to be shared and made clear. There must be a rationale for the choices made. Mr. Mouritsen wondered if another Work Session discussion was needed on the matter. He believed the steeper water rate was necessary to generate more revenue for operations and maintenance. There was not a lot of money available for renewal and replacement. 

It was noted that the water rates could be discussed during the City Council Meeting in August as there was no Work Meeting scheduled until September. Adjustments could be made during that meeting. It was determined that the Council would discuss the water rates further during the August meeting and the vote would be pushed back to a City Council Meeting in September. Council Member Waite explained that there was a desire to better understand the rationale. 

Mayor Rosenberg reported that the Flood Control Board is starting to work on the 2024 budget. That information would be ready for the City Council to review in October 2024. Council Member Drake expressed gratitude that there had not been blackouts in Santa Clara, because there had been some elsewhere. Mr. Hall reported that all of the generators were currently up and running. 

7. Executive Session.

There was no Executive Session.

8. Adjournment.

Council Member Drake moved to ADJOURN the Santa Clara City Council Meeting. Council Member Waite 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.

The City Council Meeting adjourned at 8:04 p.m.



__________________________________
Chris Shelley
City Recorder

Approved:  					
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