
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

MINUTES 
BOARD OF TRUSTEES PUBLIC MEETING 

 
 
Meeting date: July 7, 2025 
Time: 6:00 pm 
Location: 533 East Water Works Drive, St. George Utah 84770 
Participants: Board members Ed Bowler, Rick Rosenberg, Clark Fawcett, Adam Bowler, Kress Staheli 

attended in person and Michele Randall attended via phone. Victor Iverson was not 
present. District staff include Zach Renstrom, general manager; Mindy Mees, secretary; 
Jodi Richins, general counsel; Brie Thompson, Brock Belnap and Corey Cram, associate 
general managers. Other meeting attendees as noted on the attached sign-in sheet. 
 

 
Public Hearing to consider a hydrant meter rental fee schedule and rate increase 
 
Accounting Department Manager Kay Barnum explained that the District currently rents hydrant meters to 
contractors and other customers, typically for use in new construction projects such as residential homebuilding or 
other development. The existing fee structure for these rentals has been in place for many years and is now under 
review. 
 
Many of the systems where these hydrant meters are used are smaller and have limited source and storage capacity. 
Due to this, District staff conducted a comparative analysis of fees charged by other local entities and are proposing 
an updated fee schedule. 
 

1. Application Processing Fee 
o Current: No fee 
o Proposed: $25 

 
2. Security Deposit 

o Current: $1,000 
o Proposed: $2,000 

 
3. Daily Rental Fee 

o Current: $5/day (based on a 5-day week) 
o Proposed: $5/day (based on a 7-day week) 

 
4. Potable Water and Secondary Water Usage Rates 

o Proposed: Tiered rate structure 
 

5. Missed Monthly Reporting Fee 
o Current: No fee 
o Proposed: $50 

 
6. Meter Repossession Fee 

o Current: No fee 
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o Proposed: $100 
 

Trustee Clark Fawcett expressed appreciation for comparing the District’s fees with those of other cities but said just 
because other cities are higher does not mean we should be jumping to match it. Mr. Fawcett also said he is open to 
fee increases if there is clear justification, such as covering the actual costs of the equipment. Mr. Fawcett also asked 
why is each proposed fee necessary, what specific costs are being recovered by each fee and are we proposing the 
increase based on real needs or just to match other cities? 
 
Ms. Barnum responded that the current hydrant meter fee structure has been in place since 2005. Most hydrant 
meters are connected to small water systems, many of which have limited capacity. A large draw from these meters 
can impact the system’s ability to serve its existing customers. Hydrant meter users do not pay surcharges that are 
built into regular customer water rates surcharges that help fund ongoing system maintenance and infrastructure 
upgrades. Therefore, the fees will generate fair revenue for water used from constrained systems, ensure that 
temporary users contribute to the system’s upkeep, and discourage casual or excessive use. Ms. Barnum emphasized 
that the goal is not simply to match other cities’ fees, but to ensure the District recovers appropriate costs and 
protects the integrity of its smaller water systems. 
 
Chairman Ed Bowler opened the hearing for public comment. 
 
Mayor Nanette Billings commented that her city does not use tiered rates for hydrant meters and questioned whether 
it is appropriate in this context. She said that hydrant meters are typically used for necessary purposes such as 
construction or emergency fire-related needs and not for discretionary use. Because of that, charging more for higher 
usage may not be effective or fair in regulating demand. Mayor Billings also said that when hydrant meters are 
installed, users are already aware they are being charged and therefore are typically conservative and purposeful in 
their use and that tiered pricing may not be necessary, as the usage is usually driven by actual need, not overuse or 
waste. 
 
Trustee Kress Staheli asked whether the water used through these meters is typically potable or non-potable, noting 
that the rate structure appears to differ significantly between the two. 
 
Ms. Barnum said that she understands the water used is usually potable. In some cases, such as certain construction 
projects where non-potable water is sufficient and a secondary source is nearby, non-potable water may be used. 
However, potable water is typically used.  
 
There was no other public comment, and the public meeting was closed. 
 
Consider resolution authorizing a rate increase for hydrant water usage and meter rental  
 
Trustee Rick Rosenberg made a motion to approve the resolution authorizing the rate increase for hydrant water 
use and meter rental as presented, the motion was seconded by Adam Bowler, and a roll call vote was taken as 
follows:   

 
Ed Bowler   Yes 
Rick Rosenberg   Yes 
Clark Fawcett  No 
Michele Randall  Yes 
Kress Staheli   No 
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Consider approval of contract for Toquerville Springs to Virgin Pump Station  
 
District Project Manager George Elliott explained this contract is a continuation of a previously discussed item, 
which focused on the prefabricated pump station component. The current proposal includes site work and piping, 
which had been designated for a future contract phase. 
 
Mr. Elliott explained that the project was advertised and received multiple competitive bids. Interstate Rock 
Products submitted the lowest bid at $327,900. The engineer’s estimate for the project was $400,000, making the 
low bid well within budget. 
 
Mr. Elliott also explained that the District has prior positive experience working with Interstate Rock, the contractor 
is familiar with local site and subsurface conditions, including the rocky terrain, and Interstate Rock expressed 
confidence in their bid and enthusiasm for the project. 
 
Mr. Eliott recommends the board approve the contract with Interstate Rock in the amount of $327,900 for the 
Toquerville Springs to Virgin Pump Station construction. 
 

Trustee Clark Fawcett made a motion to approve the contract with Interstate Rock for $327,900 for 
Toquerville Springs to Virgin Pump Station, the motion was seconded by Rick Rosenberg and all voted 
aye.  

 
Consider approval of modification of contract with RB&G engineering for Chief Toquer Reservoir  
 
Project Manager George Elloitt explained that the purpose of the request is to seek Board approval for a contract 
modification due to updated project needs and unforeseen work. The proposed changes reflect additional scope not 
accounted for in the original June 2020 contract, including timeline extensions and unanticipated cost factors. 
 
Mr. Elliott said that the scope changes include the addition of a reservoir liner covering approximately 125 acres, 
which has been discussed in previous meetings. The project also encountered extensive fault zones and added 
designations, which significantly impacted the scope, schedule, and labor costs. 
 
Mr. Elliott also pointed out that inflation and supply chain challenges over the past four years have further increased 
construction and consulting costs. As a result, the additional work will require more field oversight and engineering 
support. 
 
Mr. Elliott highlighted several images to demonstrate the scale and complexity of the trench investigation and dam 
construction efforts. He showed photos from the dike fault trench investigation. He explained that this work has 
been ongoing for quite some time and involved extensive trenching to identify potential geologic hazards. The 
photos showed the depth and scale of the trench, with individuals standing inside for perspective. A particularly 
noteworthy feature was a darker-colored fault line visible in the trench wall, which was confirmed to be an active 
fault within the dike foundation. Identifying this fault was a critical part of the investigation, as it directly influenced 
the design and safety planning for the dam. 
 
Mr. Elliott then showed a before-and-after comparison: 

• On the left, the original trench with visible landmarks like a chain-link fence, well house, and billboards. 
• On the right, the same perspective showing the nearly completed dike, now awaiting final touches such as 

the installation of the liner. 
 
Mr. Elliott explained that while the liner has not yet been installed, the preparatory work has been extensive. The 
subgrade preparation spans approximately 125 acres and will require considerable planning and engineering. 
Mr. Elliott also identified designated haul roads, shown as dark lines throughout the reservoir basin. These roads 
were specifically planned to allow equipment access during construction without damaging the liner once installed. 
Each segment will need to be individually placed, welded, and inspected. This liner installation will require 
intensive oversight to ensure long-term durability and effectiveness 
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Mr. Renstrom noted that the decision to install a liner was not originally part of the District’s initial plan but became 
a regulatory requirement during the state’s review process. He explained that the Utah Division of Environmental 
Quality (DEQ) specifically mandated the inclusion of a liner.  
 
Mr. Elliott elaborated further on the reasons behind the liner requirement, noting that part of the concern stems from 
the potential for water transport and seepage. He emphasized that the reservoir is located above a pristine aquifer, 
and with the introduction of the reuse system, the District is now introducing Type 1 reuse water into the basin. 
While Type 1 reuse water is safe for human contact and certain applications, concerns were raised about total 
dissolved solids (TDS) and the risk of infiltration into the underlying aquifer.  
 
Trustee Rick Rosenberg raised a question about the potential impacts of the liner on future reservoir uses, 
particularly recreational activities. 
 
Mr. Elliott responded that the District still fully intends to move forward with planned recreational uses, including 
fishing habitat development and non-motorized boating. The liner is not expected to interfere with the intended 
public use and access to the reservoir once completed.  
 
Corey Cram explained that he has spoken with representatives from Fish and Wildlife, and they were very 
supportive of the District’s plans. As part of the reservoir project, the District has coordinated with the Utah 
Division of Wildlife Resources (DWR) to include enhanced aquatic habitat features, such as rock piles and other 
structures. Mr. Cram also said that Wildlife Resources was enthusiastic about the proactive planning, stating they 
were “really excited that we’re out ahead of this” and fully on board with the habitat improvements. 
 
Trustee Kress Staheli commented that Corey Cram has done a good job keeping the Board periodically updated on 
the progress of both the fault investigation and the liner installation and said that he could not recall the specific 
material the liner is made from and asked for clarification.  
 
Mr. Elliott responded that the project uses two types of liner material depending on location. One type is HDPE 
(High-Density Polyethylene), and the other is LLDPE (Linear Low-Density Polyethylene). He explained that as the 
reservoir basin approaches the dike, the liner material transitions, with different properties required based on site 
conditions and design specifications. The shift in materials is deliberate and tied to performance needs in different 
parts of the reservoir.  
 
Brandon Horrocks elaborated on the reasoning behind the material selection. LLDPE has greater elasticity than 
HDPE, making it better suited to span ground movement in the event of a fault rupture, which is why it is installed 
near the fault zone at the dike. HDPE is used in the broader basin because it offers more friction between the liner 
and the soil, which improves stability.  
 
Mr. Elliott explained that another challenge encountered during the project was the unexpected requirement for a 
FEMA floodplain study, which emerged midway through the process. This unexpected requirement led to extensive 
coordination involving multiple engineering firms, Toquerville City and FEMA. Mr. Elliott described the process as 
multi-month and highly complex, adding that it also led to the need for additional grading permits.  
 
Mr. Elliott explained the financial overview of the reservoir project, which has been executed in two phases: 
 

• Phase One: Excavation, completed in 2024 at a cost of $3 million 
• Phase Two: Dam construction, currently underway, budgeted at $42 million 

 
This brings the total project cost to approximately $45 million. 
 
Mr. Elliott explained that the requested contract modification represents 8% of the total project cost, which is below 
the originally anticipated 10% contingency threshold. He emphasized that the modification request is within the 
overall approved project budget and does not exceed any existing financial authorizations. 
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• Current contract amount: $2.169 million 
• Proposed increase: $1.642 million 
• New total contract amount: $3.8 million 

 
Mr. Elliott said after internal review, consultation with the engineer, and staff discussion, the District believes the 
modification is justified and recommends it for consideration and approval by the Board. 
 
Discussion: 
 
Trustee Adam Bowler asked if the significance of the cost increase might have influenced earlier decisions had it 
been known at the time. Trustee Bowler said that the modification represents a substantial increase and questioned 
how it might have impacted the overall evaluation or selection of approach if anticipated earlier.  
 
Mr. Elliott responded that, while he was not with the District in June 2020 when those original decisions were made, 
he knows that the District has had a longstanding relationship with RG&B Engineering. Brandon Horrocks 
commented that RB&G was selected based on qualification. Mr. Renstrom clarified that Utah State law requires the 
selection of engineering firms based on qualifications first, not cost. Once the most qualified firm is selected, the 
cost proposal is then opened and negotiated. This process means the District did not choose the firm based on price 
upfront, but rather on their demonstrated ability to perform the work. 
 
Mr. Cram added that the District feels confident in both the cost and the performance of the selected engineering 
firm. He emphasized that dam construction is a highly hands-on form of engineering, requiring continuous on-site 
involvement, not just design work from an office. Mr. Cram said that RG&B has maintained a strong field presence, 
including a mobile laboratory on-site, a full-time engineer stationed at the construction site, who is actively involved 
in field inspections, and multiple technicians who are regularly performing density tests, compaction checks, and 
soil analysis. 
 
Trustee Clark Fawcett expressed concern over the magnitude of the cost increase, questioning whether it should 
have been anticipated in the original project estimate stating that the current request nearly doubles the original 
amount. Mr. Cram responded that current request should not be viewed as a traditional change order for 
unexpectedly added work, but rather as part of a planned two-phase engineering approach. 
 
Mr. Cram explained that Phase 1 included the initial design and site investigations, including fault trenching and 
preliminary dam layout. It was always anticipated that there would be a Phase 2, which would involve the final 
design and engineering required to complete the dam and secure all necessary regulatory approvals. Mr. Cram said 
that the second phase became more complex than originally anticipated due to the requirement to add a liner, the 
unexpected FEMA floodplain study, and additional coordination with the Division of Dam Safety and other 
permitting authorities. 
 
Mr. Horrocks explained that when the original budget and estimates were developed in 2020, the District anticipated 
an 18-month construction period. However, due to various project developments including the liner requirement, 
fault mitigation, and floodplain mapping, the construction schedule has shifted significantly. The project is now 
effectively structured as 6 months for Phase 1 and 24 months for Phase 2. This totals 30 months of construction, 
which is nearly double the original projection. While the contractor has been working extended days during Phase 2 
in an effort to compress that work back into an 18-month timeframe, the scope and complexity of the work still 
reflect a full 24-month effort. This significant expansion in timeline has naturally increased the level of engineering 
oversight and support required, further justifying the additional contract scope and cost. 
 
Trustee Rick Rosenberg commented that the initial project budget had already anticipated engineering costs to be 
around 10% of the total project cost, and that the current request at 8% is actually lower than originally projected. 
 
Trustee Fawcett asked with the increased engineering costs and added project complexities would it translate into 
significantly higher construction costs? Corey Cram responded that construction costs are already under contract, 
and the District is not anticipating an increase to those amounts. Mr. Cram said that contracted construction costs 
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can fact-check whether the engineering costs are reasonable. There are industry rules of thumb for what engineering 
services should cost as a percentage of total construction, and in this case, the requested 8% engineering cost is well 
within standard expectations. 
 
Trustee Clark Fawcett acknowledged the explanation of the project being executed in two phases but said there are 
still elements that appear to go beyond what would normally be expected in a typical dam project. The extended 
construction timeline, the fault trenching and geotechnical findings, and other unexpected complications that arose 
during the process. He asked if under such circumstances, would it not be surprising for a contractor to come back 
and argue that these items were “outside of the original scope” and therefore justify additional costs despite having a 
signed contract. 
 
Mr. Horrocks commented that they were known to the construction contractor in the design work and that is why its 
broken down in two phases.  
 
Trustee Adam Bowler asked whether the District anticipated any future engineering cost increases, expressing 
concern that the Board might be asked to approve another modification down the line and stated, “If we are at 8% 
now, I do not want to hear in three years we need more.” Trustee Adam Bowler said he is a little uncomfortable with 
the size of the number, but that he trusts in staff and the process, and said he would support the recommendation. 
But, Trustee Bowler said he did not want to see another request for additional funds in the future. 
 
Trustee Staheli acknowledged the concerns raised by Trustee Fawcett, noting that as someone relatively new to the 
board, his reaction was understandable. Mr. Staheli emphasized that for those who had been involved earlier, 
including the prior composition of the Board, much of this information such as the need for a liner and the presence 
of the fault had already been well explained. 
 
Trustee Staheli credited Corey Cram for spending extensive time keeping the Board informed on these technical 
issues in previous meetings. Trustee Staheli said that this request does not come as a surprise, and it reflects the 
professionalism, expertise, and transparency of the District’s staff and the strong working relationship they have 
maintained with the Board throughout the process. 
 

Trustee Kress Staheli made a motion to approve the modification of the contract with RB&G 
Engineering for the Chief Toquer Reservoir with an increase of $1,642,144, for a new total contract 
price of $3,811,862. The motion was seconded by Rick Rosenberg and all vote aye. 

 
Consider approval of the Silver Cliffs/Grapevine Development Agreement 
 
General Manager Zach Renstrom explained that the Silver Cliffs development, also known as Grapevine, is located 
within the City of Leeds. About 20 years ago, the city created a special service district called Grapevine Local 
District, granting it broad authority over services such as stormwater and sewer. 
 
Mr. Renstrom explained that the District has been discussing how to address these special service situations and is 
now proposing a development agreement under which the District would supply and operate the retail water system 
for the Silver Cliff development. The agreement includes a provision that if the City of Leeds later opts to take over 
system operations, ownership would transfer to the city. The developer will be required to build the water system to 
District standards, which are the highest in the area compared to other cities. The development will also comply with 
the ultra-water efficient standards that was previously adopted by the Board regardless of whether the City of Leeds 
assumes future control. 
 
Mr. Renstrom also said that the developer has an agreement with the Ash Creek Special Service District for 
wastewater treatment, allowing treated water to be reused. Due to the unique nature of this arrangement, the District 
has prepared two agreements: a development agreement with the developer and an interlocal agreement with the 
Grapevine Local District. Mr. Renstrom said that state law requires city consent before the District can provide retail 
water services, and a letter of consent has been received from the Mayor of Leeds. 
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Paul Morris is the developer of Silver Cliffs and Chairman of the board for Grapevine Local District and is here to 
answer any questions from the board.  
 
Trustee Staheli asked, 'You're talking about 742 residential lots and significantly more commercial lots within a 
district that is located in a municipal or township boundary. I understand that we are proposing for the district to 
serve as both the wholesale and retail provider while the infrastructure is being built out. But is that typical? Do we 
have the manpower to inspect those improvements as they are constructed? And to what standard will they be built?' 
 
Mr. Renstrom responded that Silver Cliffs will be required to build to the District’s standards, which are currently 
the highest in the county, and that the District has an inspector who will be conducting the inspections as work 
progresses.  
 
Trustee Staheli asked how the agreement would work if Leeds changes its position and decides to join the Regional 
Water Supply Agreement and incorporate this area. Trustee Staheli asked whether there would any exchange of 
capital, or would the infrastructure simply be transferred to the city? 
 
Mr. Renstrom responded that essentially the District would transfer it to the city as infrastructure. The developer is 
responsible for building the entire system, and they are still required to pay the impact fee for the regional portion. 
So, if the city came in and said they wanted it, the District would likely sign a deed transferring ownership to the 
city and hand over the billing records as well. 
 
Trustee Staheli asked if it would burden the District’s staff to handle the retail billing for the end users. Mr. 
Renstrom responded that the District sends out bills and collects payments directly from its retail customers. The 
District’s retail rates are actually the highest in the area, so there could be some motivation for customers to 
eventually go with Leeds City if that ever becomes an option. As more users come online or if the system expands 
significantly, the District will likely need to consider hiring additional staff in the billing department. The District’s 
system is automated, with automatic meter reads similar to what many cities use, so the billing process itself is not 
too burdensome. And since the infrastructure is new, the District would not expect much maintenance in the 
beginning. 
 
Paul Morris commented that he appreciates the opportunity to be here today. The Grapevine Local District is 
capable of providing both wholesale and retail water services. Grapevine Local District was prepared to serve as the 
retailer if the District had chosen to be the wholesaler but given the District’s proximity to the Homespun 
development and the importance of respecting Leeds’ preferences, Mr. Morris supports the current approach. 
 
Mr. Morris said that he has had many conversations with Leeds and fully respects Leeds’ right to determine their 
own course regarding water and sewer services. That is why the Silver Cliffs development entered into an interlocal 
agreement with Ash Creek in January and are now doing the same with the Water District. This arrangement makes 
sense if Grapevine were the retailer and Leeds later decided to join, Grapevine would transfer the system to Leeds. 
But since the Water District is serving as the retailer, it simplifies the process.  
 
According to Mr. Morris, Grapevine Local District issued bonds last September, so they already have all the funding 
in place to build the entire system. The agreement requires Grapevine to name the Water District as an insured party 
for $2 million, but Grapevine has already provided a certificate of insurance for $5 million because Grapevine is a 
member of the Utah Local Governments Trust, which does not issue coverage below that amount. That certificate, 
naming the Water District as an additional insured, was delivered today. 
 
All infrastructure has already been transferred to the Grapevine Wash Local District. While the developer retains 
ownership of the individual lots, the roads and utility corridors are now district-owned. Sewer installation is 
currently underway, with Ash Creek inspectors on-site daily. Grapevine is also paying the District’s inspection fees 
and complying fully with the District’s construction standards. 
 
Mr. Morris also said that Silver Cliffs has worked very hard to be good community partners not just with Leeds, but 
with Southern Utah as a whole. Initially, the project could have included as many as 1,033 lots, but Silver Cliffs 
negotiated with the Town of Leeds and voluntarily reduced that number by about 20 percent. Preliminary plans 
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called for 761 lots; but the current figure is listed as 743. Now, Mr. Morris is expecting to end up with around 739, 
having made the lots slightly larger and more compatible with the surrounding area. 
 
Silver Cliffs also agreed to adopt the District’s ultra water conservation standards before they were formally 
mandated. Mr. Morris said he stood at the microphone and said they would comply even before standards became a 
requirement. That was part of Silver Cliff’s commitment to being responsible and cooperative participants in the 
region. 
 
Mr. Morris also discussed affordable housing. He said that the legislature gave them the tools, and no government 
agency required them to act but they took the initiative. Silver Cliffs committed to building 20 units under the 
Housing Authority Act to serve schoolteachers, firefighters, restaurant managers, and local government employees 
who make moderate incomes and often struggle to find affordable housing. That original commitment has grown. 
Silver Cliffs is now developing 36 such units directly affiliated with this project and anticipate building another 100 
nearby that would also qualify. The goal is to keep these homes permanently affordable and not to allow them to be 
bought, flipped, and resold for a $150,000 profit, which would defeat the purpose.  
 
Mr. Morris said that Silver Cliffs is actively working on a mechanism to preserve long-term affordability and ensure 
these homes continue to serve the people for whom they are intended. Mr. Morris said that they are proud of what 
they do. Silver Cliffs was not mandated to provide affordable housing but chose to do it. They have taken the tools 
the legislature gave them and created what they believe is a new, effective model. Silver Cliffs is deeply committed 
to supporting essential members of the community and continuing to act as responsible, forward-thinking partners in 
the region’s growth. 
 
Trustee Staheli said he has long been a strong advocate for development occurring within municipal boundaries 
because cities have a specific and important role to play and he typically is not a supporter of residential 
subdivisions being built in the unincorporated county or special service districts. However, what Trustee Staheli 
does appreciate about Mr. Morris’s development and the work the Grapevine Local District has done is that they 
have created a solid checklist for making this kind of arrangement work. Trustee Staheli said that he is hopeful that 
Grapevine will continue to build out the rest of the infrastructure to meet appropriate standards and be able to 
provide the full range of services that cities typically offer. Trustee Staheli said that he thinks most people will 
probably associate the Silver Cliffs development with the Town of Leeds anyway. Trustee Staheli said that he likes 
that Mr. Morris gave Leeds, in effect, the first right of refusal with the opportunity to annex and provide services, 
and when they declined, Silver Cliffs moved forward respectfully. Trustee Staheli said he also really appreciate that 
the development is meeting the ultra-efficient water conservation standards, and that it is on the Ash Creek sewer 
system, which enables the development to participate in the regional water reuse system.  
 

Trustee Adam Bowler made a motion to approve the Silver Cliffs/Grapevine Development Agreement, 
the motion was seconded by Clark Fawcett and all voted aye.  

 
Consider approval of the Interlocal agreement with Grapevine Local District  
 
Mr. Renstrom explained that this is the Interlocal Agreement with Grapevine Local District, essentially two districts 
coming to an agreement. The District is trying to cover all its bases, which is why there is both a Development 
Agreement with Silver Springs and an Interlocal Government Agreement with Grapevine Local District. The 
agreements work together under the same conditions to ensure everything is aligned.  
 

Trustee Bowler made a motion to approve the Interlocal Agreement with Grapevine Local District, the 
motion was seconded by Rick Rosenberg and all voted aye.  

 
Manager’s report  
 
General Manager Zach Renstrom said that following discussion at the last board meeting regarding swimming 
pools, the District’s staff is currently conducting a study to gather more detailed information. The goal is to develop 
a clearer understanding of the overall impact of swimming pools in Washington County on water use and the 



9 
 

economy. Once the data collection and analysis are complete, the findings will be presented to the Board at a future 
meeting.  
 
Mr. Renstrom explained that the District has recently completed a draft Regional Conservation Plan. Under current 
Utah law, each city is required to develop and submit its own conservation plan to the state. Traditionally, cities 
have hired consultants - often at a cost of $10,000 to $20,000 - to prepare these plans. However, the District received 
approval from the state to create a single, regional conservation plan that cities may voluntarily adopt. 
 
Mr. Renstrom also reported that the District submitted its annual consumptive water use report that is required by 
state law. There was a slight increase in the most recent reporting due to hot and dry weather conditions.  
 
Mr. Renstrom said he has been working with legislature on how to fund the Regional Reuse System. The Utah State 
Legislature set aside $195 million in funding for reuse projects in Southern Utah. Although this funding must be 
repaid, the Board of Water Resources was tasked with determining the loan terms. Initially, discussions with 
Board’s staff suggested that they could offer terms of 1% interest over 30 years. However, Mr. Renstrom worked 
closely with the Board and successfully secured a loan with terms of 0.5% interest with 40-year repayment period. 
 
Mr. Renstrom shared a positive interaction with the Chair of the Board of Water Resources. The Chairman 
expressed strong support for the District, stating: “You guys are the only ones doing it right in the state of Utah.” 
The Chair offered to serve as a continued advocate for the District, encouraging future requests for assistance or 
additional funding. 
 
Regarding the loan from the state, Mayor Nanette Billings asked whether $195 million is enough to fully cover the 
cost of the reuse project or will the District still need to fund part of it from their own budget? Mr. Renstrom 
responded that the District will need additional funds. The District has some savings that it is planning to put toward 
the project, but it is not going to be enough. The District is exploring other options, including loans from WIFIA (the 
Water Infrastructure Finance & Innovation Act). The District will also continue to work with the state to pursue 
more than the $195 million already discussed. 
 
Request for closed session to discuss purchase and sale of real property   
 
Chair Ed Bowler noted that two-thirds of the District board members are present and stated the purpose of the closed 
session is to discuss the purchase of real property. Mr. Bowler said that the closed session is held at Washington 
County Water Conservancy District office building 533 E Waterworks Drive, St. George Utah on July 7, 2025. 
 
(Return to open session) Consider approval of purchase of real property 
 

Trustee Adam Bowler made a motion to approve the purchase of real property in Diamond Valley area 
as discussed in the closed session, the motion was seconded by Kress Staheli and all voted aye.  

 
Consider approval of June 2, 2025 & June 30, 2025 board meeting minutes   
 

Trustee Kress Staheli made a motion to approve the June 2, 2025 & June 30, 2025 board meeting 
minutes, the motion was seconded by Clark Fawcett and all voted aye.  

 
The meeting was adjourned upon motion.  
 

________________________                                                                                             
                                                                              Secretary 















 

Memo 
 
To  Washington County Water Conservancy District Board of Trustees 
 
From  George Elliott, PE 
 
Date  July 7, 2025 

SUBJECT Project: Toquerville Springs to Virgin Pump Station 
 

 
 
Situation 
The Toquerville Springs to Virgin Pump Station project has been advertised for bid, and bids 
have been received and reviewed. Interstate Rock Products is the apparent low bidder for the 
project. 
 
Background 
Interstate Rock Products has a longstanding working relationship with the District. They have 
completed several successful projects for the District in the past and are known for their 
reliability and quality of work. The contractor is also familiar with the specific conditions of the 
job site, which will support effective mobilization and execution. 
 
Assessment 
Interstate Rock’s bid meets all technical and administrative requirements. Their familiarity with 
the local terrain, environmental constraints, and District expectations is a strong advantage. The 
contractor has expressed eagerness to begin work and has the capacity to deliver within the 
proposed schedule. Based on previous performance and their current proposal, staff has 
confidence in the contractor’s ability to complete the project successfully. 
 
Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the Board approve the award of contract for the Toquerville Springs to 
Virgin Pump Station project to Interstate Rock Products as the lowest responsive and responsible 
bidder. 



















































Board of Trustees Meeting
July 7, 2025



Agenda1. 
Public Hearing to consider a hydrant meter rental fee schedule and rate increase

Consider resolution authorizing a rate increase for hydrant water usage and meter rental 

Consider approval of contract for Toquerville Springs to Virgin Pump Station 

Consider approval of modification of contract with RB&G engineering for Chief Toquer Reservoir 

Consider approval of the Silver Cliffs/Grapevine Development Agreement

Consider approval of the Interlocal agreement with Grapevine Local District 

Manager’s report 

Request for closed session to discuss purchase and sale of real property  

(Return to open session) Consider approval of purchase of real property

Consider approval of June 2, 2025 & June 30, 2025, board meeting minutes 



1. Public hearing to consider a hydrant meter rental 
fee and rate increase 

• Kay Barnum, WCWCD Accounting Department Manager
• For discussion



Hydrant Meter Rental Fee Schedule
Fee Component Current Fee Proposed Fee

Application Processing Fee None $25

Hydrant Meter Security Deposit $1,000 $2,000

Hydrant Meter Daily Rental $5 per day  (5 days per week) $5 per day (7 days per week, $15 minimum)

Potable Water Rate

(assessed monthly)

$2.35 per 1,000 gallons $6 per 1,000 gallons  for 0 to 10,000 gallons

$8 per 1,000 gallons for 10,001 to 15,000 gallons 

$10 per 1,000 gallons  for 15,001 to 20,000 gallons 

$12 per 1,000 gallons  for 20,001 and higher* gallons

Non-Potable Water Rate

(assessed monthly)

$1.23 per 1,000 gallons $2 per 1,000 gallons  for 0 to 20,000 gallons

$4 per 1,000 gallons for 20,001 and higher* gallons
Missed Reporting Fee None $50

Meter Repossession Fee None $100

Service Charges (insufficient funds fees), 
late fees, interest, legal and collection 
fees

None Charged as provided by Utah Law

*Daily or monthly volume limits may be applied on use based on system constraints. 



Entity Deposit Rental Fee Rates Other Fees

Hurricane $1100 $5 per day $3.00 per 1000 gal

Ivins $1500 $5 per day, $15 minimum $3.50 per 1000-gal, $10 
minimum 

Failure to read $100
Reissue Fee $100

St. George $2000 $97.26 per month $2.06 per 1000 gal $35 processing fee
Missed inspection fee: 1st 
$50, 2nd $200
Subsequent $1,000 
Reissue Fee $100

Santa Clara $1500 $5 per day $2.50 per 1000 gal Missed reading fees:
1st $50, 2nd $200, 3rd $500

Toquerville $2200 $5 per day, $150 per 
month

$6 per 1,000 gal for 
0 to 10,000 gal

$8 per 1,000 gal for 10,001 
to 15,000 

$10 per 1,000 gal for 
15,000 to 20,000 

$12 per 1,000 gal for 
20,001 and higher

Municipal construction 
$150/month and 

$2.50/1,000 gallons

Fees Charged by Local Entities 



2. Consider resolution authorizing a rate increase 
for hydrant water usage and meter rental 

• Kay Barnum, WCWCD Accounting Department Manager
• For action



Item 2 - Recommendation1. 

Move to approve the resolution authorizing a rate increase for hydrant 
water usage and meter rental to be effective July 7, 2025, for all new 
applications and October 1, 2025, for all existing applications



3. Consider approval of contract for Toquerville 
Springs to Virgin pump station

• George Elliott, WCWCD Project Manager 
• For action



. 







ENGINEER’S ESTIMATE $400,000

CONTRACTOR BID AMOUNT

GOT DIRT CONSTRUCTION $635,745.00

CONDIE CONSTRUCTION $454,675.00

JP EXCAVATING $411,410.00

ASH EXCAVATING $390,223.50

ORIGINAL DIRT COMPANY $385,667.96

M&T ENTERPRISES $334,855.50

INTERSTATE ROCK PRODUCTS $327,900.00



Item 3 - Recommendation1. 

Move to approve the contract with Interstate Rock for the Toquerville 
Springs to Virgin pump station in the amount of $327,900



4. Consider approval of modification of contract 
with RB&G engineering for Chief Toquer Reservoir

• George Elliott, WCWCD Project Manager & Brandon Horrocks, RB&G 
Engineering 

• For action



• Updated estimates for construction and closeout
• Scope Changes
• Extended Construction Duration
• Increased Labor and Inspection
• Wage and Cost Escalation Since 2020



Reason for Request: Dike Fault Trench Investigation 



Reason for Request: Dike Fault Trench Investigation 



Reason for Request: Dike Fault Trench Investigation 



Reason for Request: Dike Fault Trench Investigation 



Reason for Request: Dike Fault Trench Investigation 



Reason for Request: Reservoir Liner Design



Reason for Request: Reservoir Liner Design



Reason for Request: Reservoir Liner Design



Additional Reasons for Request: Toquerville City Grading Permit FEMA Floodplain Study



Phase 1 Project-Excavation (Completed 2024) $3,000,000

Phase 2 Project-Embankment (Ongoing) $42,000,000

Total Project Cost $45,000,000
New Modification Request is approximately 8% of Total Project Cost. (Typical 
expectation is 10% of Project Cost)

Requested Modification is still within approved project budget.



Current Contract Amount (2020): $2,169,718

Requested Contract Increase: $1,642,144

Total Estimated Engineering & Design Cost: $3,811,862

Conclusion and Recommendation

We have reviewed the request and feel the modification is 
justified and adjustment be considered and approved.



Item 4 - Recommendation1. 

Move to approve the modification of contract with RB&G engineering 
for Chief Toquer Reservoir in the amount of $1,642,144



5. Consider approval of the Silver Cliffs/Grapevine 
Development agreement

• Zach Renstrom, WCWCD General Manager
• For action



Item 5 - Recommendation1. 

Move to approve the Silver Cliffs/Grapevine development agreement 



6. Consider approval of the Interlocal agreement 
with Grapevine Local District

• Zach Renstrom, WCWCD General Manager
• For action



Item 6 - Recommendation1. 

Move to approve the Interlocal agreement with Grapevine Local District 



7. Manager’s report

• Zach Renstrom, WCWCD General Manager
• For information



8. Request for closed session to discuss purchase of 
real property

• Ed Bowler, WCWCD Board chairman



9. Consider approval of purchase of real property

• Zach Renstrom, WCWCD General Manager
• For action



Item 9 - Recommendation1. 

Move to approve the purchase of real property



10. Consider approval of the June 2, 2025 & June 
30, 2025, board meeting minutes

• Zach Renstrom, WCWCD General Manager
• For action



Item 10 - Recommendation1. 

Move to approve the June 2, 2025 & June 30, 2025 board meeting 
minutes



Thank you for participating in this board 
meeting

wcwcd.gov info@wcwcd.gov 
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