


SANTA CLARA CITY COUNCIL MEETING
WEDNESDAY, MARCH 5, 2025
MINUTES
THE CITY COUNCIL FOR THE CITY OF SANTA CLARA, WASHINGTON COUNTY, UTAH, met for a Work Meeting on Wednesday, March 5, 2025, at 6:00 p.m. in the Downstairs Executive Board Room located at 2603 Santa Clara Drive, Santa Clara, Utah.  The meeting was broadcast on the City website at https://santaclarautah.gov.  
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
				Dustin Mouritsen, Public Works Director
				Gary Hall, Power Director
				Dan Cazier, Fire Chief
 				Ryan VonCannon, Parks and Trails Director
				Cody Mitchell, Building Official	

1. Call to Order.

Mayor Rick Rosenberg called the meeting to order at 6:02 p.m. and welcomed those present.     	

2. Opening Ceremony.

A. Pledge of Allegiance:  Dave Pond.
B. Opening Comments:  Kacey Jones, Saint George Area Communications Director, The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints – St. George Interfaith Council.

3. Conflicts and Disclosures.

There were no conflicts or disclosures.

4. Working Agenda.

A. Public Hearing.  

i. Public Hearing to Receive Public Comment Regarding a Stormwater Five-Year Base Rate Increase.  Presented by Dustin Mouritsen, Public Works Director.

Public Works Director, Dustin Mouritsen presented the Five-Year Stormwater Base Rate Increase and reported that it is necessary to help encumber funds for Capital Projects.  The City Council reviewed the rate increase at its February 12, 2025 Work Meeting and unanimously approved an 8% increase in 2025, 2026, and 2027, and 5% in 2028 and 2029.  Mayor Rosenberg stated that rates have not been increased in a long time and an increase is necessary.

Mayor Rosenberg opened the public hearing.  There were no public comments.  The public hearing was closed.  

B. Consent Agenda.

i. Approval of Claims and Minutes:
· February 26, 2025 City Council Regular Meeting.
· February 16, 2025 City Council Work Meeting.
· Claims through March 5, 2025.

ii. Calendar of Events:
· March 26, 2025 City Council Work Meeting.
· March 26, 2025 City Council Regular Meeting.

Council Member Burton moved to APPROVE the Consent Agenda, as presented.  Council Member Shakespeare seconded the motion.  Vote on motion:  Council Member Shakespeare-Yes, Council Member Burton-Yes, Council Member Hinton-Yes, Council Member Pond-Yes, Council Member Waite-Yes.  The motion passed unanimously.  

C. General Business.

i. Discussion and Action to Consider Approval of a Storm Water Five-Year Base Rate Increase.  Presented by Dustin Mouritsen, Public Works Director. 

Council Member Waite moved to APPROVE the Stormwater Five-Year Base Rate Increase and Resolution 2025-05R, as presented.  Council Member Pond 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.  

ii. Discussion Regarding Modifying Regulations.  Presented by Cody Mitchell, Building Official.

Building Official, Cody Mitchell presented the Staff Report and reported that it was a continuation of the discussion regarding Ordinance 17.64.060: Modifying Regulations.   

The original language regarding swimming pools stated: No building or swimming pool shall be in any easement without City approval.  That was the only guidance provided by City Code regarding swimming pools.  The proposed amendment adds the following:

E. 	Swimming Pools

1. A building permit shall be required to construct all swimming pools and swimming pool accessory features.

2. Swimming pools must be constructed and protected in compliance with the adopted International Pool and Spa Code (“ISPSC”).

3. Swimming pools are allowed to be constructed within the prescribed setbacks and easements with clearance from City utility departments. 

· Exception: Swimming pools proposed along the street-facing front and side yards shall not be constructed within easements.

Mayor Rosenberg recommended specifying municipal utility easements in the exception, as well as adding rear lots to accommodate double-fronted lots.

4. Swimming pools may be constructed within three feet of property lines as measured from the property line to the water’s edge.

In response to a question from Council Member Shakespeare, Mr. Mitchell clarified that the plumbing would be required to be outside of the easement as well as pool gas and water lines would not be marked, so someone performing a utility repair could excavate through a line.  Council Member Shakespeare suggested that the language be modified to clearly prohibit excavation, plumbing, or equipment within the easement.

5. Swimming pools installed in street-facing yard areas will require a safety barrier compliant with the ISPSC.

Mr. Mitchell clarified that swimming pools installed in these areas will require a barrier with self-closing gates, latch heights of 54 inches, gravity out-swinging gates, and other safety barriers to prevent children from accessing the swimming pool.  This item would be moved from Item 5 and added as an additional exception under Item 3 as it would only apply to swimming pools in front and side yards.

6. Pool equipment shall be placed in an area compliant with the Residential Electrical, Fuel, and Gas Codes.

7. Privacy of neighboring properties shall be considered when installing accessory pool features such as slides, diving platforms, and faux rock exceeding four feet in height constructed in a reduced setback area.

Council Member Hinton stated that as written, it would be a subjective decision on a case-by-case basis and asked if that would be difficult to enforce.  Mr. Mitchell stated that it would be difficult, but it would be more difficult to include a clear directive in the Code.  As written, it encourages mindfulness of their neighbors.  Council Member Shakespeare stated that he believed the language conveys the intent, and Item 1 allows for that review as part of the application.  He suggested adding clarifying language.  Mr. Mitchell stated that they could do something similar to what was done with the difference in lot elevations in the Fencing Ordinance, where neighboring property owners’ consent is required.  In response to a question from Council Member Hinton, Mr. Mitchell stated that other cities do not address this issue in their Code.  

Council Member Burton stated that generally, people on both sides of a swimming pool want privacy.  Mr. Mitchell agreed but noted that most swimming pools are in rear yards, and accessory features are typically on the rear property line because the owner does not want the feature between the home and the pool.  Council Member Burton indicated that she disliked requiring the homeowner to ask permission from their neighbors.  Mr. Mitchell stated that it can be challenging if they add a faux feature as well as a diving or climbing element.  Council Member Shakespeare stated that he believed the easiest language would be to require it to be a certain distance from the property line based on the height of the feature.  He also was not in favor of requiring neighbors’ permission.  

The Council discussed different heights, distances, and potential issues with each.  Council Member Shakespeare stated that walls will typically be six feet, and there should be a minimum distance.  Council Member Pond stated that three feet is very close to a property line, and he would be more comfortable with a five-foot minimum.  

Mr. Mitchell reported that the current Code does not provide a minimum distance, so there are some zero-lot line pools in the City.  The three-foot distance was a result of discussions with Fire Chief, Dan Cazier.  It is the width of a gurney to provide emergency services.  Council Member Hinton stated that she liked that distinction.  Mr. Mitchell clarified that currently a homeowner could place a slide or faux rock in that three-foot area and impede that access, and the area is not required to be paved.  Council Member Burton stated that accessories should not be in that three-foot area.  Council Member Shakespeare stated that he did not mind the three-foot minimum because he believed there would be landscaping and other features, so it would not be a gurney path regardless.  He believed the setback requirement should be based on the height of features, with six feet as a benchmark for a three-foot setback and an additional 1:1 ratio for taller features.  

After additional discussion, it was decided that the item would be modified to indicate a 1:1 ratio from the rear and side property lines until the maximum setback is reached. 

Mr. Mitchell next reviewed the section on domestic livestock and fowl.  He noted that this item was included in a previous version of the Ordinance, but was mistakenly removed at some point.  

F. 	Domestic Livestock and Fowl

1. On lots of less than two acres in size, no large or medium-sized animals shall be kept or maintained.

In response to a question from Council Member Burton,  Mr. Mitchell stated that the Ordinance will apply to the R-1-10 Zone, and many parcels in that zone are only 10,000 square feet.  Planning and Economic Development Director, Jim McNulty, added that the R-1-10 Zone can have quarter-acre lots, which are too small for horses.  Most cities require a minimum of one-half acre for horses.    

2. On lots of two acres or more, domestic livestock shall be limited to one domestic animal for each one-half acre.

3. On lots of les	s than two acres, up to three small animals may be kept per 10,000 square feet of lot area.

Mr. Mitchell asked for the Council’s guidance on this item, as “small animals” include house pets.  Council Member Pond disagreed with the limit of three.  Council Member Waite indicated that it is common for households to have two dogs and two cats.  Mayor Rosenberg stated that he would be concerned if his neighbor had four Dobermans.  Mr. McNulty suggested adding language limiting animals by size.  Mr. Mitchell clarified that the current Code reads: Categorization of animals is based upon the classification of large, medium, and small animals.  The determination may be made by the size of the animal, irrespective of the genetic makeup, at the discretion of the Planning Commission.  He clarified that the restriction is based on 10,000 square feet, so an additional three animals would be allowed with each additional 10,000 square feet of lot size.  

Council Member Hinton asked about the reason for the limitation.  Mr. Mitchell stated that there are currently no restrictions.  He has not spoken with Animal Control regarding the proposed Ordinance, but he can do so and make modifications based on their recommendations.  Council Member Hinton agreed that he should get their input.  Council Member Waite was in favor of striking Item 3 as he does not receive complaints about people having too many pets.  However, he was also interested in Animal Control’s opinion.  Council Member Pond stated that he believed there should be a limit specified somewhere in the City Code to address potential hoarding situations.  Council Member Waite stated that if the number of pets was regulated, either the title of Item F should include “domestic pets” or it should be a separate item.  

Mr. Mitchell will obtain Animal Control’s input on the item.

4. On lots of less than two acres, five hen chickens (no roosters) may be kept per 10,000 square feet of lot area.

Council Member Pond stated that chickens are typically sold in even quantities.  Regarding Item 6, on average you need four square feet per chicken.  He has neighbors with more than six chickens and ample coop space.  He agreed that a limit needs to be put in place, but if they are contained in a coop and are not free range, he believed it should be a higher number.  A 120-square-foot coop could easily accommodate 10 or 12 chickens, and all feed and supplies can be contained in the same space as the chickens.  

5. Chicken coops and pens shall be located in the rear yard area of the dwelling and maintain a minimum of five feet from property lines and 20 feet from any neighboring dwelling.

6. The coops shall be a maximum size of 120 square feet, with a maximum height of eight feet.

7. No chicken shall be allowed to roam outside the coop or enclosed pen area.

In response to a question from City Manager, Brock Jacobsen, Mr. Mitchell clarified that the Ordinance would only apply to the R-1-10 Zone.  

The Council discussed locations and sizes of existing chicken runs, as well as whether a setback is required.  After discussion, the following changes were agreed upon:

· One hen would be allowed hen per 1,000 square feet, with a maximum of 10 hens.  
· The maximum size of the run would be changed to 100 square feet.  
· The word “coop” would be replaced with “run”, and definitions of the various terms would be addressed at a later time. 
· Item 5 would be removed.

Potential complaints about odors were also discussed, and it was decided that the topic would be addressed if complaints arise.

5. Reports.

A. Mayor/Council Reports.

Council Member Shakespeare reported on the following:

· The Washington County Flood Control Authority Meeting was held the previous day.  They approved a  $273,500 reimbursement.

Council Member Burton reported on the following:

· She has been working with Principal Campbell and the History Department staff at Snow Canyon High School.

Council Member Hinton reported on the following:

· She attended two Legislative Policy Committee meetings, as well as other Utah League of Cities and Towns (“ULCT”) meetings.  She reported that SB 337 regarding Land Use and Development Amendments died on the Senate floor.

Council Member Pond reported on the following:

· He received an email from a resident expressing concern about the large trucks hauling rocks from one side of Black Desert Resort to the other.  Mayor Rosenberg stated that the developer is in violation of the Development Agreement, which prohibits them from using Santa Clara streets to build the Ivins City side of the project, and that is being shut down.  They will need to relocate the rock crusher.

Council Member Waite reported on the following:

· The Cemetery Committee met earlier that day.  They selected a columbarium design and discussed installing it behind the Veterans Memorial.  Parks and Trails Director, Ryan VonCannon, has indicated that the area is approximately two acres, so additional columbariums could be added at a later time. 
· A link will be added to the City website to a site that has very good instructions for cleaning headstones. 
· He asked the committee to be on the lookout for potential cemetery locations.

Mayor Rosenberg reported on the following:

· The Washington County Water Conservancy District Board met Monday night and discussed projects near Leeds.

6. Closed Meeting Session.

Council Member Hinton moved to go into Executive Session to Discuss the Purchase, Sale, or Lease of Real Property.  Council Member Pond seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously. 

The Council was in closed session from 7:24 p.m. to 7:44 p.m.

7. Adjournment.

Council Member Burton 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 7:44 p.m.



__________________________________
Chris Shelley
City Recorder

Approved:  					
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