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WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 24, 2024
MINUTES
THE CITY COUNCIL FOR THE CITY OF SANTA CLARA, WASHINGTON COUNTY, UTAH, met for a Regular Meeting on Wednesday, January 24, 2024, 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. 
Mayor:			Rick Rosenberg

Council Members:		Janene Burton
				Christa Hinton								Dave Pond
				Ben Shakespeare 
				Jarett Waite					
City Manager:		Brock Jacobsen

City Recorder:		Chris Shelley

Others Present:		Jim McNulty, Planning and Economic Development Manager 
				Matt Ence, City Attorney
				Cody Mitchell, Building Official
				Dustin Mouritsen, Public Works Director
				Gary Hall, Power Director
				Ryan VonCannon, Parks Director
			Andrew Parker, Fire Chief
			Bob Flowers, Police Chief 	
			Kristelle Hendrickson, Executive Assistant
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:  Council Member Pond.

B. Opening Comments:  Mayor Rosenberg.

3. Conflicts and Disclosures.

There were no conflicts or disclosures. 

4. Working Agenda.

A. Public Hearing

i. None.

B. Consent Agenda.

i. Approval of Claims and Minutes:

· January 2, 2024, Special City Council Meeting. 
· January 10, 2024, City Council Meeting. 
· Claims through January 24, 2024.

ii. Calendar of Events:

· January 25, 2024, Combined City Council Meeting. 
· February 14, 2024, Regular City Council Meeting.
· February 21, 2024, City Council Work Meeting.
· February 28, 2024, Regular City Council Meeting.

Council Member Waite moved to APPROVE the Consent Agenda, with the amendment that the spelling of Council Member Jarett Waite be corrected in the Meeting Minutes. Council Member Pond seconded the motion. Vote on Motion: Council Member Waite-Aye; Council Member Pond-Aye; Council Member Hinton-Aye; Council Member Burton-Aye; Council Member Shakespeare-Aye. The motion passed unanimously.

C. General Business.

i. Discussion and Action to Approve Ordinance 2024-02 - Amending Title 17, Chapter 17.92, Water Efficient Landscaping and Conservation Standards. Presented by Jim McNulty, City Planner. 

Planning and Economic Development Manager, Jim McNulty, presented the Staff Report and stated that the item relates to amendments to Title 17, Chapter 17.92 – Water Efficient Landscaping and Conservation Standards. Santa Clara was the first community to adopt the Water Efficient Landscaping and Conservation Standards. However, on August 7, 2023, the Washington County Water Conservancy District ("WCWCD") Board adopted a new Resolution requiring communities to accept updated standards allowing for participation in the Water Efficient Landscape Rebate Program. As a result, WCWCD requested that communities update their applicable ordinances by March 31, 2024, to allow for ongoing participation in the program. 

A public hearing was held by the Planning Commission on November 9, 2023. The Planning Commission forwarded a recommendation for approval to the City Council. Previously, there was a City Council discussion on October 18, 2023, about the WCWCD request. Planning Commission discussions took place on September 28, 2023, prior to the public hearing. Mr. McNulty shared the draft working copy of Chapter 17.92 – Water Efficient Landscaping and Conservation Standards. He discussed the State Code requirements and explained that according to Utah State Code, Section 10-9a-205, there are requirements for land use ordinance amendments. To amend an ordinance, a city’s Planning Commission must hold at least one public hearing. He noted that the public hearing was held, and the State Code requirement was met. 

City Staff recommended that the City Council approve the proposed code amendment to Chapter 17.92 – Water Efficient Landscaping and Conservation Standards. Mr. McNulty reviewed the ordinance language and stated that many members of City Staff had been working on the amendments. Additionally, he stated that the City Attorney, Public Works Director, City Manager, and Mayor had been in discussions with the WCWCD about the changes that had been requested. 

The redline version of the amendments was reviewed, starting with 17.92.010: Applicability. The language, “Landscape improvements to be irrigated solely with private, non-municipal water may be exempt from certain provisions of this chapter, as noted,” had been removed from the text. 17.92.020: Definitions were reviewed. Mr. McNulty explained that some adjustments had been made to that section for Active Recreation Areas. The language that had been deleted was done on the advice of the WCWCD. The language for Active Recreation Areas would now state:

· Dedicated active play areas where irrigated lawn is used as the playing surface, such as sports fields designed for public use. The active recreation area shall be:
· A minimum of 1,500 contiguous square feet of lawn area.
· Not less than 30 feet in dimension.
· Not less than 10 feet from areas dedicated to vehicular use, such as a street or parking lot.
· Designed and located to be accessible to large populations, such as at a school, daycare, recreation center, senior center, public park, private park, water park, or religious institution.
· Co-located with amenities, including but not limited to, trash bins, benches, tables, walking paths, drinking water, playground equipment, and/or other recreational amenities.

The existing Lawn language was removed at the advice of the WCWCD and replaced with “Irrigated non-agricultural land planted in closely mowed, managed grasses."  As for the language for Mulch, that was removed, and it now states, "Material (such as, but not limited to, rock, bark, wood chips) uniformly applied upon the surface of the soil to reduce evaporation and weed growth. Mulchers must allow penetration of water and air. For purposes of these standards, ungrouted pavers, steppingstones, and artificial turf manufactured to be permeable to air and water may be considered mulch."  The definition for Park Strip was "A typically narrow landscaped area located between the back-of-curb and sidewalk."  As for Planting Bed, that was a new definition that was added, and the proposed language states, "Areas of the landscape that consist of plants, such as trees, ornamental grasses, shrubs, perennials, and other regionally appropriate plants."

17.92.030: Single Family and Two-Family Residential Water Efficiency Standards were reviewed. Mr. McNulty reported that some changes had been made to the existing language. One sentence had been removed from the Landscape Standards section. That section would now read as follows: 

· For all residential construction and development which is subject to this section, landscaping must meet the following requirements: 
· The total irrigated lawn area must not exceed eight percent (8%) of the lot square footage, up to a maximum of two thousand five hundred (2,500) square feet of lawn area. Lots less than 7,500 square feet are allowed up to 600 square feet of lawn.
· Single-family homes with limited common areas designated for the exclusive use of the adjacent dwelling shall have the same allowances as a single-family home.

Mr. McNulty read from 17.92.040: Multi-Family Residential and Non-Residential Water Efficiency Standards. Some language in item two had been removed and replaced with, “New and future installations of plumbing fixtures must meet or exceed the water conservation requirements specified in the Building Code, as adopted by Santa Clara City.”  Some changes had been made to item five as well, which now read, “Manmade ornamental water features are limited to twenty-five (25) square feet per parcel and are limited to the parcel.”  Some new language had been added to item six as well, which now states, “All golf courses using water district or municipal water supplies shall have a separate meter and irrigate with secondary irrigation water.”  

Some changes were made to Item B:  Landscape Standards. Mr. McNulty reported that language was removed in the first paragraph. He noted that some language from the WCWCD was added to that section as well, in Items 2 and 3, which were as follows: 

· Attached multi-family residential units may have up to 100 square feet of lawn per dwelling unit. Properties with less than 6 dwelling units are allowed up to 600 square feet of lawn.
· Lawn areas are prohibited for non-residential uses, except where an Active Recreation Area is appropriate, such as a childcare center or athletic complex.

The last change was to 17.92.050:  Landscape and Irrigation Design and Operation Standards. Mr. McNulty explained that the remaining language in the first paragraph was: "The provisions of this section shall apply to all new landscaping and irrigation in the City."  The remainder of the paragraph was removed. He reiterated that City Staff recommended City Council approval.

Council Member Shakespeare asked about the deleted references to secondary water. He wondered what would be communicated to those who owed water shares. Mayor Rosenberg explained that irrigation shares could still be used for orchards and agricultural use. He added that the language only applies to new development and does not apply to anything that is already platted in the City. The City fought for the last six months to have an exemption area approved by the district to allow some of the larger properties to have more grass if there was a secondary water right, but according to the WCWCD, the State would not allow any State funds for the turf buyback to be used if that provision was in the ordinance.  Cities were being encouraged to adopt the new standard that minimized the lawn and turf area for new development in order to qualify City-wide for the funds. 

Mr. McNulty referenced the Utah Growing Water Smart Workshop in Cedar City that took place earlier in the month. There were discussions about the requirements at that time. However, what the WCWCD communicated to the City was that exemptions are not permitted if Santa Clara wants to be part of the rebate program. Council Member Shakespeare asked what would happen if someone brought a subdivision to the City with their own water shares. Someone might not want to bring those water shares to the City if the irrigated lawn area is limited to 2,500 square feet. He wanted to understand where the City stands legally on the issue. City Attorney, Matt Ence, explained that WCWCD stated that the ordinance needs to be changed or there would not be participation in the turf buyback program. In terms of the legal question, if someone were bringing forward a subdivision in the future, there would need to be compliance with the existing City ordinances. He did not believe this amendment would create a legal issue for the City in the future, but he understood concerns about the position the WCWCD had put the City in. 

Mr. Ence reported that there had been some frank discussions with the WCWCD about concerns the City had. However, WCWCD informed them that the State would not allow the funds to be used for the City if certain requirements were not met. If the changes were not adopted by March 31, 2024, the residents in the City would no longer be able to take advantage of the turf buyback program, which was something Council Members need to consider when deciding. Mr. McNulty noted that the WCWCD informed them that in the event Santa Clara adopts an ordinance with exemptions, a press release would be issued advising Santa Clara residents that if they enrolled prior to March 31, 2024, it was possible to maintain eligibility, but not after that date. Since the program started, 83 Santa Clara property owners have applied, and 52 projects were completed for $142,000 in rebates. Mr. McNulty expected those numbers to double in 2024. 

There was discussion about water shares and the requirements from the WCWCD. Council Member Shakespeare expressed frustration with the situation although he liked the ordinance overall. Mayor Rosenberg reiterated that this related to new development and any new development would need to comply with the turf requirements. After it is adopted, it might make sense to revisit the RA Zone language and look at some of the requirements and limitations with this ordinance in mind. Mr. Ence pointed out that one of the potential benefits of utilizing water shares was stripped away with this. Previously, the language would relieve someone from the requirements, but now it does not. However, he pointed out that there were still other benefits. 

Council Member Shakespeare noted that Santa Clara was the first to have the meters and the first to pass the ordinance. The City had done a lot of good things in the past. Mayor Rosenberg reported that two members of the irrigation company board were present. Those interested could provide comments to the City Council. 

Dennis Frei gave his address as 1488 Santa Clara View Drive. If the City could mandate to the point that the company could not provide water to shareholders, he believed there could be potential lawsuits. Mr. Frei explained that the intention was to maintain beneficial use. As additional restrictions are established, beneficial use goes away. He noted that beneficial use cannot be proven if it continues to decrease. From the company’s point of view, if it goes down too low, he is not sure if the company could get out of the situation financially. 

Mayor Rosenberg clarified that the language will not impact anything that is currently platted. All of the shareholders that are now using shares on their lawns will still be able to do so. Anything that has been subdivided will not be impacted. The remaining undeveloped parcels would be impacted upon development. It would be the choice of whether someone wants to develop. Mr. Frei reiterated his concerns about future use and how it will impact the irrigation company. Mayor Rosenberg pointed out that no one was happy about the situation. The City thought negotiations had occurred in good faith for an exemption area that would allow for the RA Zone to continue to develop without being impacted by the limitation. However, it was now clear that an exemption area would penalize everyone else in the City.

Mr. Frei understood the position the City was in but reiterated his concerns. He was not sure how much the turf buyback program was worth when it came to the future use of water. He was not certain that what was proposed was a good tradeoff. Mayor Rosenberg pointed out that there had been $142,000 in rebates already for residents, which was meaningful. Mr. Ence responded to the comments shared by Mr. Frei about potential litigation. He wanted to make clear for the record that nothing in the ordinance, as proposed, would tell someone that they could not use their own water. What the City is saying, is that moving forward, someone on a residential lot could get service from the canal company and do whatever they want with that water on their own lot as long as it complies with the ordinance restrictions that have been established. 

Mr. Ence understood the question proposed by Mr. Frei about whether this was a worthwhile tradeoff, but he noted that it was a question for the City Council to answer. As far as beneficial use, lawn is not the only way to show beneficial use on a residential property. Something the City is careful to do when making the revisions is to ensure that everything else is not restricted. It is possible to have an orchard, garden, or other agricultural uses. The intention was to make sure options were still available, even though the actual lawn area was limited. The City Council discussed beneficial use and potential future development in Santa Clara. 

Jim Ence gave his address as 800 Old Farm Road. He had some questions for the Council as there had been some references to private water. Mr. Matt Ence explained that the current version of the ordinance in the City Code had an exemption for private water. In the latest version, that exemption would be removed. Mr. Jim Ence asked what would happen if someone had grass but there were fruit trees or pecan trees. He wanted to know if that area would count as a lawn or orchard. Mr. Jim Ence reported that there was a definition of lawn in the ordinance. It talked about non-agricultural, closely manicured grass, which in his interpretation would not be grass that was growing freely in an orchard where it was only occasionally cut. Mr. Jim Ence shared details about his hillside property, which had three peach trees with grass underneath. Mayor Rosenberg did not believe that would be considered lawn as it would not be manicured to a lawn standard. 

Mr. Jim Ence wondered whether the rebate money was worth the current situation. Mr. McNulty reiterated that the estimated $142,000 came from the WCWCD. That means that approximately $2,700 was received by each resident who applied based on the numbers provided. In the first ordinance that was adopted, there was an irrigatable area versus a lawn area. The lawn area was not to exceed 8%, but the irrigatable area could be 16%. That had been taken out, but liberties had been allowed for an orchard, garden, and other areas, so there was some flexibility there. 

Council Member Shakespeare believed there might need to be an amendment in future years, but this was the next step in the process. He requested more detailed information about the rebate numbers for the City. Mr. Jim Ence had high regard for WCWCD but believed there would be a domino effect for those who do not adopt the requirements. Some Council Members wondered if there would be any other repercussions if amendments to the language were not made. 

Mr. Frei shared additional comments about water shares. If the amendments go forward and a shareholder has 20 or 30 shares of water but only two or three can be used, those shares then become available. It would be possible for that shareholder to take the shares to the highest bidder. That might result in a loss of those water shares in Santa Clara because it was likely that the City would be outbid. Mayor Rosenberg pointed out that the scenario described could already occur. Mr. Frei confirmed this but believed that the ordinance amendments would increase the likelihood of that happening if it were not possible to put more of the shares to beneficial use. 

Council Member Waite discussed lawns that are non-agricultural versus agricultural. He wondered if it would be possible to use that distinction as an advantage in the RA Zone. For instance, there could be a large lawn in the backyard with some animals. Mayor Rosenberg stated that the use would need to be documented. Proving that the area is functioning as a pasture would be evidence of use. Council Member Burton was concerned that those with water shares would be negatively impacted. Mayor Rosenberg explained that those with shares could market their excess water currently and sell that water to the highest bidder. There was nothing in the City Code or in the canal company rules that prohibited that. Those with water shares could sell currently. 

Mayor Rosenberg expressed frustration with the process. The exemption area was not a new idea and had been discussed throughout the meetings because of the RA Zone in the City. All of the other cities signed onto this already and Santa Clara was the last to make the amendments. Mr. McNulty explained that Santa Clara was the first to put an ordinance in place but was now the last to make the amendments requested by the WCWCD. This felt like a bit of a mandate. Mayor Rosenberg noted that according to the district, the mandate was coming from the State. The State was funding a large amount of money for the district to facilitate the turf buyback. 

Council Member Pond asked about the percentage of property owners who get back on the turf buyback. Mr. McNulty reported that it is $2 per foot. 83 people applied and 52 finished their projects. Based on the amount paid out, it was an average of $2,730 per household. It was not known how much of those funds came from the State and how much was from the excess water surcharge that went to the district and was charged to residents. Mayor Rosenberg stated that all of the turf buybacks that occurred in Santa Clara had been district funds. That was one of the reasons for the March 31, 2024, deadline, because there was a desire to access the State funds. 

Mr. McNulty wondered what would happen when the next homeowner moves to a property in the future and wants to put some lawns back in. He was not sure how the WCWCD would enforce that and manage the audits. Public Works Director, Dustin Mouritsen, had a tough time telling a shareholder that he cannot plant over 2,500 square feet of sod but if the City does not make the amendments, then everyone else in the City is impacted. There was a desire to focus on water conservation and he acknowledged that the fastest way to do that was through turf removal. 

There was a discussion about monitoring and enforcement. Council Member Hinton wanted to know if the City would be responsible for that. Mayor Rosenberg explained that the City did that at the time of permitting. Mr. McNulty reported that a Landscape Plan with a calculation sheet needs to be submitted. It would be checked to make sure the numbers matched. The plan would be approved along with the Building Permit and the Site Plan for the home. If the homeowner changes things later on, that is something the WCWCD would need to monitor. Alternatively, potential issues could be managed on a complaint basis. Building Official, Cody Mitchell, noted that one of the challenges is that the City looks at only the front landscape to issue a Certificate of Occupancy. Mayor Rosenberg had a feeling that enforcement measures would be brought forward in the future. 

Council Member Shakespeare noted that there was language drafted that related to trees, orchards, and gardens. He understood why the district wanted the amendments made, as there was a desire to conserve water, but he wanted to make sure that the City was protecting the water shares. Mr. McNulty believed the matter would come back to the Council in the next few years. Right now, swimming pools were not part of the equation, and he hoped that would not change. 

Council Member Shakespeare moved to APPROVE Ordinance 2024-02 – Amending Title 17, Chapter 17.92, Water Efficient Landscaping and Conservation Standards. Council Member Hinton seconded the motion. Vote on Motion: Council Member Waite-Yes; Council Member Pond-Yes; Council Member Hinton-Yes; Council Member Burton-No; Council Member Shakespeare-Yes. The motion passed 4-to-1. 

ii. Review and Discussion Regarding the Fiscal Year 2024-2025 Budget Calendar. Presented by Debbie Bannon, Finance Officer.

City Manager, Brock Jacobsen, presented the Budget Preparation Calendar for Fiscal Year 2024-2025. One change was made to the meeting date on February 8, 2024. It would be February 7, 2024, instead, at 11:30 a.m. A lot of the calendar had to do with items that City Staff needed to prepare and bring forward to the City Council. For instance, the tentative budget and the adoption of the final budget. He reported that the adoption of the final budget was projected to be June 12, 2024. There will be a public hearing on that date. If there were no issues, it would be adopted. 

Council Member Hinton moved to APPROVE the Fiscal Year 2024-2025 Budget Calendar. Council Member Burton seconded the motion. Vote on Motion: Council Member Waite-Yes; Council Member Pond-Yes; Council Member Hinton-Yes; Council Member Burton-Yes; Council Member Shakespeare-Yes. The motion passed unanimously. 

iii. Discussion and Action on Resolution 2024-03R - Appointing Dave Pond as the Representative Serving on the Administrative Control Board of the Washington County Special Service District. 

Mayor Rosenberg reported that Council Member Pond would be appointed as the representative serving on the Administrative Control Board of the Washington County Special Service District for calendar year 2024 and for such time thereafter until a successor was designated and appointed. The Council approved Council Member Pond to serve last time, but it was not done by Resolution. 

Council Member Waite moved to APPROVE Resolution 2024-03R, Appointing Dave Pond as a Representative for the Administrative Control Board of the Washington County Special Service District. Council Member Shakespeare seconded the motion. Vote on Motion: Council Member Waite-Yes; Council Member Pond-Yes; Council Member Hinton-Yes; Council Member Burton-Yes; Council Member Shakespeare-Yes. The motion passed unanimously. 

iv. Appoint Council Assignments. Presented by Mayor Rosenberg.

Mayor Rosenberg explained that he started with the list of Council assignments from last year and made some adjustments. He asked the Council Members to review the proposed assignments. Some were the same as before, but some had been rotated. With regard to City Departments, he wanted to rotate them so there was a different department liaison every year. Over the course of a four-year term, a Council Member would have been a Liaison for every primary department. If anyone desired to continue with a specific assignment, he asked that this be communicated. Council Member Burton asked about the Heritage Commission. Mayor Rosenberg reported that there is one person who oversees the efforts made by the Commission. Other assignments might come up during the year, but they would be discussed as appropriate. 

There was discussion about what had been proposed. Council Member Shakespeare wanted to be involved in Swiss Days. It was confirmed that Council Member Shakespeare could be appointed to Swiss Days while Council Member Pond would be assigned to Economic Development. 

Council Member Pond moved to APPROVE the City Council Assignments, as amended. Council Member Waite seconded the motion. Vote on Motion: Council Member Waite-Yes; Council Member Pond-Yes; Council Member Hinton-Yes; Council Member Burton-Yes; Council Member Shakespeare-Yes. The motion passed unanimously. 

v. Appoint Mayor Pro-Tem. Presented by Mayor Rosenberg.

Mayor Rosenberg reported that the City appoints a Mayor Pro Tempore after every election. Council Member Waite is the current Mayor Pro Tem and has served in that position for a number of years. Council Member Hinton recommended Council Member Shakespeare be called to serve. 

Council Member Hinton moved to APPOINT Ben Shakespeare as Mayor Pro Tem. There was no second. Vote on Motion: Council Member Waite-Yes; Council Member Pond-Yes; Council Member Hinton-Yes; Council Member Burton-Yes; Council Member Shakespeare-Yes. The motion passed unanimously. 

5. Reports.

A. Mayor/Council Reports.

Council Member Shakespeare had nothing to report but looked forward to the year ahead. Council Member Burton had nothing to share. Council Member Hinton reported that there was a good day at the Utah State Capitol with the Utah League of Cities and Towns (“ULCT”). The Youth Council was there along with Youth Councils from other cities. Council Members learned a lot about housing in Utah. The ULCT Legislative Policy Committee met at the capitol also on Monday. The biggest concern currently is House Bill (“H.B.”) 306 – Residential Housing Amendments. ULCT is pushing back on that and asked that the City push back with Legislators. 

Council Member Pond reported that he would be the chaperone for some Snow Canyon High students. Council Member Waite reported that a resident reached out to him to ask if the City could promote businesses in Santa Clara. He had highlighted the Shop Local program, but the suggestion was made that businesses be promoted in the newsletter so there was a monthly highlight. It was noted that Council Member Pond was the Economic Development Commission liaison. This was something that could be discussed there. Mayor Rosenberg liked the suggestion. 

Mr. McNulty believed it would be possible to highlight a different business in the City each month. Mr. Jacobsen suggested that there be parameters set for the businesses highlighted. For instance, whether home occupation businesses would be highlighted, or brick-and-mortar locations would be. Mr. McNulty noted that the plan was to hold the Shop Local event again in April like last year. 

Council Member Waite stated that a resident phoned the Police Department asking for Code Enforcement and was told there was no assistance that could be offered as it was up to the City to address. That resident expressed frustration. Council Member Waite explained that it had to do with the food truck near the dollar store and noise compliance. Police Chief, Bob Flowers, offered to look into the situation specifically but was surprised to hear about the response. He reported that the Code Enforcement employee had retired. There was a desire to understand what the City wanted to do about that moving forward. As for the specific complaint, he asked that the resident reach out again as he would be happy to assist in whatever way possible. 

Mr. Jacobsen reported that Code Enforcement would be discussed during the Budget Retreat. Currently, Code Enforcement is being managed by the Police Department curb to curb. Additionally, there is administrative Code Enforcement. He reiterated that there could be a discussion at the Budget Retreat to determine how Code Enforcement would be managed moving forward. Chief Flowers shared additional information about Code Enforcement. The piece of Code Enforcement the Council needs to make decisions about has to do with private property. He wanted clarification about what the Council wants the Police Department to do moving forward. 

Council Member Shakespeare noted that language was passed related to noise, which was 60 decibels at the property line. He wondered if there was a way to read the levels. Chief Flowers explained that there are meters that could be purchased for noise measurement. Mr. McNulty reported that the readings were done for the food truck at approximately 65 feet away, which were 58 to 61 decibels. The noise is currently exceeding that because the location of the food truck is currently 30 to 35 feet from the property line. It needs to be 75 feet from the residential boundary. A Business License also needs to be obtained and Health Department and State approvals need to be shared. The decibels cannot exceed 60 at the 75-foot threshold. At a previous Council Meeting, there was discussion about menu boards with speakers and the decibel levels there. The City needs to think about how to enforce these actions and make sure that all of the businesses in the City are complying. There was discussion about enforcement measures and what could be done to start the process. 

Mayor Rosenberg reported that he missed the MPO and COG Meetings while he was recuperating. There will be a Flood Control Meeting next month. The Mayor’s Association would have conversations about Zion wanting to limit the oversized vehicles inside the park. 

Lance Haynie shared information about the Legislature. He reported that HB-306 will receive a lot of pushbacks. Another topic that was being discussed had to do with Justice Court reform. HB-175 pertains to impact fee amendments and HB-180 has to do with short-term rental amendments. There was a desire for cities to adopt an ordinance for the health, safety, and welfare of short-term rental occupants. Mr. Haynie noted that HB-80 relates to Conflict-of-Interest disclosures. There would be a requirement to file those electronically. He was trying to determine whether those needed to be done annually or every single meeting. Another item had come through recently, which related to Truth in Taxation revisions. He noted that transparency is already there, but another measure could be added in the form of a ballot.

The Southern Utah Field Director for Brad Wilson introduced herself to the Council. Mr. Wilson would be in the area on February 6, 2024, for a Town Hall, which Council Members could attend.

6. Executive Session.

Council Member Hinton moved to go into Executive Session to Discuss Potential Litigation. Council Member Shakespeare seconded the motion. Vote on Motion: Council Member Waite-Yes; Council Member Pond-Yes; Council Member Hinton-Yes; Council Member Burton-Yes; Council Member Shakespeare-Yes. The motion passed unanimously. 

The City Council was in Executive Session from 6:30 p.m. to 6:46 p.m. 

Mayor Rosenberg reminded the Council that a Joint Meeting with the Ivins City Council is scheduled for January 25, 2024. He believed there would be a discussion at that time about the Fire Department costs. Council Member Shakespeare wondered if previous Meeting Minutes could be shared as there were clear discussions about the increased costs. Mr. Jacobsen reported that past Meeting Minutes would be reviewed as those outlined when the discussions occurred. According to Ivins, notice had not been provided for the budget amendment. There was a desire for improved communication on both sides. Council Member Shakespeare reiterated his desire to see the relevant Meeting Minutes because there were regular discussions about the costs. 

Mr. Jacobsen noted that there had always been issues with Ivins when it related to fire. They believed the decisions made were made solely to benefit Santa Clara, which was not the case. The location of the Fire Station was selected because it was the most centrally located for both cities. It was the best place for the majority of the calls. However, there was unhappiness from Ivins about that, so it had been an interesting process. Council Member Shakespeare asked if Fire Chief Andrew Parker attended the Ivins Meetings. This was confirmed. Mr. Jacobsen reported that Chief Parker is present to share reports with them on a monthly basis. 

Information about the history of the Fire Department was shared as were comparisons to the Police Department. Chief Parker was praised for his dedication, hard work, and commitment to the cities. Mr. Jacobsen reported that the cost per capita for fire in 2024 was $150. For police, it was $175.  The response times for fire had decreased from 15 minutes to 7 minutes. He did not understand why Ivins was so unhappy about what was happening with the Fire Department and the station. 

7. Adjournment.

Council Member Shakespeare moved to ADJOURN. Council Member Waite seconded the motion. The motion passed with the unanimous consent of the Council. 

The City Council Meeting adjourned at 7:02 p.m.



__________________________________
Chris Shelley
City Recorder

Approved:  					
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