
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

MINUTES 
BOARD OF TRUSTEES PUBLIC MEETING 

 
 
Meeting date: August 4, 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, Victor Iverson, 

Michele Randall, and Kress Staheli. District staff include Zach Renstrom, general manager; 
Mindy Mees, secretary; Jodi Richins, general counsel; and Brie Thompson and Corey 
Cram, associate general managers. Other meeting attendees as noted on the attached sign-in 
sheet. 

 
Board Chair Ed Bowler welcomed members of the public and called the meeting to order. 
 
Water supply update  
 
Associate General Manager Brie Thompson presented a water supply update.  
 
Cumulative precipitation. Ms. Thompson presented a slide that shows cumulative precipitation beginning in 
October 2024, which marks the start of the current water year. The slide compares the area’s current conditions with 
both the highest and lowest years on record. The current year is tracking very close to the lowest year on record and 
is well below average precipitation levels for this time of year. 
 
Soil moisture. Ms. Thompson showed a map that displayed soil moisture conditions across Utah, Nevada, and 
Arizona, including conditions within Washington County’s boundary. Orange and red colors on the map indicate 
drier soils, while blue indicates wetter soils. The Kolob area and the northwest part of the county are showing some 
of the driest conditions on record, which are drier than 98% of historical observations. However, there are some 
isolated wetter areas near the airport, likely due to recent rainfall. The gray areas indicate average conditions, which 
are still present in parts of the county. 
 
Virgin River Flow. Ms. Thompson presented information regarding historical measurement of flows in the Virgin 
River near the town of Virgin, using data from the USGS. The slide shows several low-flow years, including 2014, 
2021, and 2025. The slide shows spikes in previous years caused by monsoonal activity, but there have not been 
monsoon spikes yet this year. 
 
Water Production. Ms. Thompson presented a chart that shows year-to-date water production through June for 
both the District and its municipal partners. June water use is comparable to 2021, even though the district now 
serves 17% more Equivalent Residential Connections (ERCs). Despite that increase in connections, total water use 
has only gone up 6%, which reflects a 9% decrease in water use per ERC between 2021 and 2025. 
 
Reservoir Storage. Ms. Thompson presented a graph illustrating combined reservoir levels for Sand Hollow and 
Quail Creek. The District’s current storage is very similar to 2021. Historically, the area sees the lowest reservoir 
levels in October after the summer drawdown. A similar trend is reflected at Gunlock Reservoir, with levels tracking 
along typical seasonal patterns. 
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Ms. Thompson explained that conditions across the county remain dry. However, the community’s water 
conservation efforts have made a measurable impact. Even with growth in population and service connections, water 
use per connection is down, helping preserve storage in our reservoirs.  
 
Presentation on pool analysis  
 
In response to a board request in a previous board meeting, Conservation Manager Doug Bennett presented a 
detailed analysis of swimming pools in Washington County. Mr. Bennett shared the following information: 
 
Current Pool Statistics 

• There are approximately 9,057 residential pools countywide, with about half in St. George. 
• No jurisdictions track pool sizes, so a detailed study was conducted using permit data and aerial imagery. 
• Sample of 300 pools 20% of 1,500 permits from 2020–2023 in St. George was used to analyze size and 

estimated value. 
 
Pool Size & Water Use 

• Average pool size: 605 sq ft | Median: 571 sq ft. 
• Larger pools skew the average upward, which suggests a growing trend in building "super pools" over 800 

sq ft. 
• Average water use: 30,000 gallons/year per pool (only evaporation considered; actual use may be higher 

due to leaks). 
o 400 sq ft = ~22,000 gallons/year 
o 500 sq ft = ~28,000 gallons/year 
o +100 sq ft adds ~6,000 gallons/year 

 
Annual Pool Construction & Water Demand 

• An estimated 775 new pools are built annually, adding 25 million gallons/year to water demand. 
• Cumulatively, 94 million gallons/year could be saved by 2040 if a 500 sq ft pool size cap were 

implemented. 
 
Impact of Potential Size Caps 
Size Limit % Pools Affected Annual Water Savings 2040 Projected Savings 
500 sq ft 64% 6.25 million gal 94 million gal 
600 sq ft 45% 5.5 million gal 60 million gal 
700 sq ft 30% 3.5 million gal 38 million gal 
    
Existing pools use ~250–300 million gallons/year, or 1.6% of total water supply, equal to water for ~1,600 homes. 
 
Economic Findings  

• Pool construction contributes 0.5% of Washington County’s GDP. 
• Reducing pool size may affect higher-end custom pool spending, but most value is retained in smaller 

pools. 
• No strong link found between extremely large pools and higher property values. 
• Maintenance industry (chemicals, pool supplies) unlikely to be significantly impacted by size limits. 

 
Mr. Bennett explained that lawn size is already capped across the region, but pools currently have no size limits, and 
evaporation from pools mirrors lawn water use; both are consumptive and should be managed similarly. Mr. Bennett 
suggested that the effects of allowing larger pools can be mitigated by requiring water-saving features, such as 
automated mechanical covers, which are more likely to be used than manual ones. 
  
Trustee Victor Iverson commented that there really are not many other communities that the District can use to 
directly compare itself to in terms of water conservation. Trustee Iverson asked whether, aside from Las Vegas, 
there are other communities the District might evaluate for comparison purposes. 
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Mr. Bennett responded that he is not aware of other communities that have implemented similar limitations. 
Historically, it had not been a significant issue in Las Vegas until the arrival of wealthy residents led to the 
development of extremely large swimming pools that were essentially private water parks on residential properties. 
Traditionally, most residential pools were in the range of 400 to 600 square feet. However, the trend toward much 
larger pools created an unforeseen problem. The scale of water used in ultra-large pools makes it a challenge that 
warrants action. 
 
Trustee Iverson asked if there are alternative options available to the District, such as allowing construction of pools 
up to 600 square feet without restriction, but requiring mechanical pool covers or other water-saving measures for 
pools larger than that. 
 
Mr. Bennett responded that requiring mechanical covers or similar water-saving measures for larger pools is always 
a potential strategy, but such a policy would be at the discretion of the Board and municipalities. If the Board chose 
to pursue such a policy, the District would likely integrate it into the existing water efficiency standards. 
 
Trustee Michelle Randall noted that the current discussion is focused on residential pools but wondered if the 
District knows the average size of a hotel pool.  
 
Mr. Bennett responded that his information on hotel and apartment complex pools was anecdotal, and he had not yet 
conducted a complete analysis like the one for residential pools. Based on his preliminary review, Mr. Bennett said 
that many large hotels have approximately five square feet of swimming pool area per guest room.  
 
Trustee Randall asked if the District had heard from the pool contractors. General Manager Zach Renstrom stated 
that the District has a meeting with the Home Builders Association scheduled for August 11th. 
 
Update on the Water Efficient Landscape Program and consideration of a resolution to modify program 
requirements 
 
Conservation Manager Doug Bennett gave an update on the Water Efficient Landscape Program and asked the 
Board for authorization to modify the program requirements.  
 
Mr. Bennett reported that the District has received 4,100 applicants, finished 2,300 finished projects, and converted 
2.8 million square feet of grass, which is equivalent to about 50 football fields of conversion. The estimated water 
savings is 120 million gallons/year (or about 350 acre-feet). The cost is about $16,000 per acre-foot water which 
with the state match costs the district about $7,500 per acre-foot.  
 
Mr. Bennett told the Board that in 2023, 230,000 square feet were converted. In 2024, there was a 90% increase over 
2023. In 2025, between January to mid-July, there has been a 31% increase over 2024. Between 2023 and 2025, the 
District’s program outperformed the Southern Nevada Water Authority’s residential conversions on a per capita 
basis. The program’s participation primarily is driven by word-of-mouth. 
 
Mr. Bennett highlighted a special funding opportunity with Santa Clara City. Santa Clara has $82,000 in Excess 
Water Use Surcharge (EWUS) funds. The District is proposing to add a $1.00 per square foot bonus payment up to 
$500 for Santa Clara residents. The funds qualify for state matching and will double the available amount for Santa 
Clara residents to $164,000. Pending Santa Clara City Council approval on August 13, implementation is planned 
after September 1, 2025.  
 
Mr. Bennett presented a request for the Board to authorize a change to the program rules to make it more attractive 
for larger institutional properties. The current payment is limited to $2.00 per square foot for the first 5,000 square 
feet, then $1.00 per square foot thereafter. Larger commercial/institutional projects often do not participate due to 
the reduced incentive after 5,000 square feet. The District is proposing a $2.00 per square foot payment for all 
qualifying square footage up to program cap of $100,000 per applicant per year. Mr. Bennett said that he foresees 
the change will have a minimal budget impact since the current average payout is $1.99 per square foot. 
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Mr. Bennett recommended that the board approve the resolution to modify the Water-Efficient Landscape Program 
to pay $2.00 per square foot for all qualifying square footage beginning September 1, up to the existing program 
maximum of $100,000 per applicant per year, and to authorize staff to develop any necessary policies or processes 
to implement this change.  
 
Trustee Kress Staheli praised Santa Clara City for its innovative use of Excess Water Use Surcharge (EWUS) funds 
and asked Mr. Bennett what other communities are doing with their EWUS funds, which are returned to 
municipalities on an equitable basis.  
 
Mr. Bennett said that Ivins City applied to use funds for Advanced Metering Infrastructure (AMI) or smart metering 
and the project is underway. St. George City is exploring upgrades to equipment at the Sand Hollow Aquatic Center 
with potential water savings of about 600,000 gallons per year. Mr. Bennett said that no EWUS funds have been 
disbursed to date, although several projects remain in discussion. 
 

Trustee Victor Iverson made a motion to approve the resolution modifying the water efficiency 
landscape program to pay applicants $2.00 per square foot for all qualifying square footage effective 
September 1, 2025 up to the existing program maximum and authorize staff to develop appropriate 
policies and processes. The motion was seconded by Trustee Rick Rosenberg, and a roll call vote was 
taken as follows: 
 
  Ed Bowler  Yes   
  Rick Rosenberg                Yes 
  Clark Fawcett   Yes  
  Adam Bowler   Yes 
  Victor Iverson  Yes 
  Michele Randall   Yes 
  Kress Staheli  Yes   

 
Consider approval of contract for Surveying and Mapping Service for the Regional Reuse Purification System  
 
Reuse Project Manager Trinity Stout briefed the Board on the background of the regional reuse system, stating that 
the project supports increased water supply through reuse, with significant growth expected by 2030 as key 
conveyance infrastructure comes online. The system captures treated water from the Virgin River, stores it in 
reservoirs, treats it further, and distributes it for municipal and reuse applications across Washington County. 
Expansion efforts are underway to extend reuse capabilities, including infrastructure running from the southwest 
corner of St. George to the northeast corner of Hurricane. 
 
Mr. Stout said that the District previously hired Bowen Collins and Associates to perform a routing analysis and 
preliminary design report which studied potential pipeline alignments. After evaluating multiple options, the 
preferred alignment largely follows the Southern Parkway, with branches extending toward Warner Valley, Ash 
Creek facilities, and Hurricane. The project will be divided into approximately seven pipeline segments, three pump 
stations, and two reservoirs to be designed and constructed by 2030. 
 
Mr. Stout explained that it is now time to conduct surveys and mapping (using lidar), geotechnical investigations, 
and right-of-way acquisition planning. The District issued a request for qualifications to perform these services and 
received 10 submissions. A selection committee composed of representatives from the reuse program partners (the 
District, City of St. George, and Ash Creek Special Service District) reviewed all submissions. Additionally, the 
District’s owner adviser Stantec participated in the evaluation process. 
 
The recommended firm is Civil Science, selected for their qualifications, local knowledge, and favorable fee 
proposal. The contract covers an initial 90-day work period for baseline studies, with ongoing support anticipated 
over the multi-year duration of the project. The contract amount is $404,900, inclusive of survey flights, control 
point establishment, project support, and legal description assistance for right-of-way acquisition. 
 
Mr. Stout also said that additional project management support and design engineering procurement are underway, 
with engineering teams expected to go onboard by year-end. 
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Mr. Stout recommended that the board approve the contract with Civil Science to proceed with survey, mapping, 
and baseline study services. 
 

Trustee Kress Staheli made a motion to approve the agreement for surveying and mapping service to 
Civil Science in the amount of $404,900 as explained by Trinity Stout, the motion was seconded by 
Trustee Michele Randall and all voted aye. 

 
Consider approval of Interlocal Agreement Between the City of St. George and the Washington County Water 
Conservancy District Regarding the Graveyard Wash Reservoir and the Sand Hollow Mitigation Area 
 
Reuse Program Manager Morgan Drake explained that Graveyard Wash Reservoir is a critical component of the 
regional reuse system and will be located on the west side of Washington County. The reservoir will be owned and 
operated by the City of St. George. This agreement outlines the parties’ roles, responsibilities, and financial 
commitments, as well as a conservation land use agreement for the mitigation area. 
 
The reservoir will be situated near Santa Clara. Based on an aquatics delineation report, construction will impact 
existing wetlands. Federal regulations require compensatory mitigation for these impacts, which is addressed in the 
agreement. 
 
Ms. Drake explained that section 4 of the agreement outlines roles and responsibilities. The District will provide 
permitting support, assist with project design, acquire necessary private parcels, and offer project management 
support. The City of St. George will secure and maintain all permits, finance remaining project costs, design and 
construct the reservoir, operate and maintain it, share SCADA data with the District, and coordinate operations for 
the benefit of the regional reuse system. 
 
Section 6 of the agreement covers the mitigation area. The mitigation site is in Sand Hollow Wash, near Snow 
Canyon High School and the Sand Hollow Aquatic Center. It is already owned and managed by the City of St. 
George. When a government entity owns and manages the mitigation site, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers allows 
for a Conservation Land Use Agreement to document that the site will be funded, maintained, and meet the 
objectives outlined in the mitigation plan. The City is working with Alpha Engineering to restore and create 
wetlands in this area to compensate for those lost due to the reservoir’s construction. 
 
This draft interlocal agreement was submitted to the Army Corps of Engineers as part of the federal permitting 
process. It will serve as an exhibit to the final mitigation plan. This is the last required item for federal permitting. 
Upon Army Corps review and approval, the project will be cleared to proceed. 
 

Trustee Michele Randall made a motion to approve the interlocal agreement between City of St. George 
and Washington County Water Conservancy District regarding the Graveyard Wash Reservoir and the 
Sand Hollow Mitigation area, the motion was seconded by Trustee Adam Bowler and all voted aye.  

 
 
Consider approval of Development & Water Services Agreement with Solara Communities  
 
Associate General Manager Brie Thompson gave the Board a brief recap on the proposed Solara Communities 
development. The project site is located between Leeds and Toquerville, in unincorporated county. If the Board 
approves the agreement, the District will be providing retail water service to the development. The property covers 
200 acres, and the proposed agreement would apply to the first phase of the project, which includes 75 equivalent 
residential connections. 
 
Aaron Tilton with Solara Communities explained they have been working on this project for almost two years now, 
and the project has already made significant progress. 
 
Mr. Tilton said that the Water Conservancy District received a $2 million state grant specifically for this project. A 
few months ago, the Board approved an action item to track this agreement that Brie Thompson mentioned earlier, 
and Solara truly appreciates all the hard work and thoughtful consideration that has gone into it. 
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Additionally, Mr. Tilton said that the Board adopted a policy change a few months ago to include the necessary 
provisions for a contract like this. Mr. Tilton believes Solara would be among the first developers to implement the 
ultra-water efficiency standards recently passed by the Board. These standards include effluent reuse and limiting 
swimming pools to community pools. 
 
Mr. Tilton said that Solara has recently had discussions with Toquerville City regarding whether it is feasible for 
Toquerville to eventually take over the retail delivery of this water. Mr. Tilton said that Solara and Toquerville had 
similar discussions in the past, but at certain times Toquerville was not able to participate because their annexation 
plan was not in place. Even now, it would still take a few years to determine whether Toquerville could take this on, 
if it proves feasible. There is still a lot of work to be done in that regard. 
 
Mr. Tilton said that passing this agreement today would allow Solara to move forward with the project. The 
development is planned to add roughly 200 units per year, beginning about 18 months from now. This will not be a 
sudden, high-density expansion; rather, it will be a measured pace of growth that Toquerville could potentially 
manage in the future once the infrastructure is completed. 
 
Mr. Tilton said that Toquerville City has made it clear in their discussions that there is always the possibility that 
annexation, development, or their participation may never occur. There are details that still need to be addressed and 
agreed upon, and Solara remains open to those discussions. Mr. Tilton said that Solara has been in what could be 
described as a “no man’s land” of policy unable to move forward under existing rules. Solara attempted annexation 
first with Leeds, and then in 2020 there were discussions about accomplishing it with Toquerville, but those efforts 
did not move forward. So, despite Solara’s efforts to find other pathways, the project remains in unincorporated 
county boundaries. Solara needs to move forward so the project can be completed and built. 
 
Discussion 
 
Trustee Kress Staheli asked Mr. Tilton to talk about access to the site, noting that it is located between the 
Toquerville and Leeds I-15 on- and off-ramps. 
 
Mr. Tilton responded that they completed a traffic study for Anderson Junction, which included the Toquerville exit. 
That study was done in coordination with the truck stop project, and it accounted for the sequential frontage road on 
the northwest side of Mills Lane. In sequence, the Solara project came after the truck stop and the stacking of all 
those traffic studies demonstrated that Anderson Junction would provide sufficient access for the full build-out of 
Solara. 
 
Since then, another study has been completed by the Dixie MPO for the potential of a second interchange off of I-
15. Washington County, Toquerville, and Leeds all participated in reviewing alternatives. In June, they made a 
recommendation for the location of the new interchange. If it moves forward, it would be developer-funded, with 
Solara and other nearby developments contributing to the cost of constructing it. 
 
Trustee Victor Iverson said that the county’s view is that Solara will need to secure a secondary access in order to 
move beyond 75 units. The county secured some planning dollars to ensure Leeds, Toquerville, the county, and the 
developers were all on the same page about where the best access point would be. Up until then, it was a bit 
ambiguous. Trustee Iverson said that he thinks what has been done now aligns with what Mr. Tilton has described 
regarding where that access should be. But as it stands, for the 75 units, under county zoning and fire requirements, 
a secondary access will need to be secured before the project can expand further. 
 
Trustee Kress Staheli asked, “What is the total? I heard you mention 200 units per year assuming you can get past 
the 75-unit threshold, what is the total build-out you are projecting?” Mr. Tilton responded about 1,400 units.  
 
Trustee Clark Fawcett said that he is not in favor of taking water to areas outside of city limits. He said that he 
appreciated the developer working with Toquerville and Leeds to try to make that happen within city boundaries and 
was interested in hearing Toquerville’s perspective. Trustee Fawcett said, “I know the water standards set by the 
Water District are good, but I am concerned about other factors. Specifically, in the county, standards are only 
enforced if the project is within an annexation area, where the county requires construction to meet city standards. 
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Where it is not annexed, whose standards are being applied? And how do we protect the cities from having to come 
back later and invest heavily in infrastructure upgrades if they eventually annex the area? We have faced that 
problem repeatedly, and I do not want to see it happen again.” 
  
Trustee Iverson said that when it comes to county standards versus city standards, he would put the county’s 
community development and zoning codes up against any city right now. The county has made significant progress 
over the last 10 years, and it is no longer just about unincorporated areas. The county is willing to work with any 
city that asks, but the community standards are designed to align closely with those of the surrounding cities. That 
way, when areas are eventually annexed into a city, infrastructure like curb and gutter, roads, and other standards are 
already in place. 
 
Mr. Tilton said that Toquerville is the applicant for one of the project’s roads, including Mills Lane. These roads are 
all inside the incorporated boundaries of Toquerville. Mr. Tilton said that Toquerville is the applicant for the BLM, 
and Solara will be building all those roads to Toquerville’s standards. The standards being applied by the county are 
similar to or even more stringent than Toquerville’s. This includes requirements like 66-foot-wide roads, curb and 
gutter, and all other relevant infrastructure standards. 
 
Trustee Fawcett said that another issue for him is once a development is in place and the city wants to annex it, there 
is no real protection to ensure that annexation happens. Developments on city boundaries often use city services 
without paying for them. 
 
Trustee Staheli said that Washington City has had some developers try to circumvent the process, but what he has 
appreciated about Solara is their straightforwardness. Trustee Staheli said he also appreciates that the county is not 
trying to interfere with the city’s business. Even though the district focuses on water, these issues overlap 
significantly. Trustee Staheli said that for him, the ability to develop land and provide much-needed housing in this 
area is a major factor. He said that it seems that Toquerville is a willing partner. 
 
Trustee Fawcett said he appreciates that this development has gone to greater lengths than most in working with the 
cities to try to reach an agreement. It sounds like Toquerville is also cooperative on this. But Trustee Fawcett said 
that it always concerns him that, “even though we are talking about water here, there are so many other issues tied to 
it. Without water, development cannot happen. But once they get water, they can potentially do anything they want 
unless there are standards and controls in place.” 
 
Mr. Tilton said that they have been willing and open throughout this process engaging with each city, the county, 
and the water conservancy district. Mr. Tilton said that during the development cycle, Solara expects it will take 
about four years before half of the land reaches the 50% threshold that would trigger annexation. Mr. Tilton said that 
gives Solara a solid four-year window to work with Toquerville to ensure annexation if they are willing and want to 
proceed. 
 
Mr. Tilton said that Solara is planning to develop approximately 200 units per year, for a total of around 1,400 units, 
so there should be ample time to make this happen. More study is needed to determine if Toquerville is ready and 
interested, or if perhaps there could be a phased approach where they provide certain services and receive revenue 
from the project, even if full annexation does not happen immediately. 
 
Trustee Fawcett said he appreciates Solara working through those approaches. If Toquerville is comfortable with 
that arrangement, they may decide at the 50% threshold that they are not ready or do not want to proceed and that is 
their decision to make. Trustee Fawcett said that he agrees with Trustee Iverson that the county has come a long way 
in addressing many of those problems. Trustee Fawcett said that when Hurricane was asked why it annexed areas, 
the answer was always to protect itself because otherwise the county would pick up developments, and then the city 
would have to deal with the consequences. 
 
Trustee Michele Randall asked if this agreement passes and the development remains in no man’s land not within 
the city limits of Leeds or Toquerville and the District is managing retail billing, will a staff member actively 
monitor high water users or if there is a leak or something unusual, will they step in to ensure water is not being 
wasted. 
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Mr. Renstrom responded that all meters in the development will be required to be the new advanced meters, which 
allow detection of any type of leaks quickly. These meters trigger excess water surcharges at much lower thresholds 
and the District’s water rates are higher than those of any of the surrounding cities, so monitoring is a priority.  
 
Trustee Randall asked Toquerville City Manager Ben Billingsley how long the annexation would take. 
 
Mr. Billingsley responded that Toquerville City has been engaged with this developer for quite some time. 
Toquerville submitted the BLM application for the right-of-way. All the city’s concerns have already been raised at 
this point. Toquerville City has not yet received an application for annexation. The city would like the opportunity to 
contemplate annexation prior to any formal entitlements. This is the city’s request. The reason behind this is that the 
development will create a significant impact on city resources outside of the development. Without associated 
revenue, Toquerville lacks the means to defray the costs of the infrastructure impact. 
 
Mr. Billingsley said that Toquerville City understands that the development is moving forward and has momentum. 
The city would absolutely entertain annexation at this time. As Toquerville has contemplated how to facilitate this as 
part of the agreement before the Board, there are a number of ways this could potentially be approached through a 
required pre-annexation agreement as a condition for the overall agreement. Toquerville is open to whatever form 
that takes. 
 
Mr. Billingsley said that he understands the District currently serves about 400 retail connections, and this 
development would expand that by approximately 1,400 units, which is a substantial increase. Anticipating future 
annexation, Toquerville would be willing to enter into a retail water service agreement. Since Toquerville already 
has manpower and resources in that area, the city could potentially provide full water services, including billing and 
maintenance. However, the city’s primary concern at this stage is ensuring the pre-annexation component is 
addressed.  
 
Trustee Staheli said that he appreciates Mr. Billingsley talking about annexation because it is a major consideration. 
Trustee Staheli said that if cities bordering unincorporated area wait to annex until units are already built out, the 
cities are not collecting the impact fees needed to provide the services cities ultimately deliver and, those impact fees 
are crucial not just for water services, but for many other city services. To provide those, cities must collect impact 
fees upfront and update their capital facilities plans accordingly. 
 
Trustee Iverson said that based on conversations with some senior city leadership, he understood that Toquerville 
did not feel ready to take on this project. Mr. Iverson asked whether things have changed and if Toquerville is ready 
to act in an expedited manner.  
 
Mr. Billingsley responded they have taken the pulse of the city council and that some of the issues predate both the 
current developer and the current city staff. There has been, understandably, some bad taste in the city’s mouth from 
an incident several years ago related to a property. However, Mr. Billingsley believes the city is ready to move on 
from that and make progress on what development looks like going forward. 
 
Trustee Iverson said that everyone has always agreed that it makes sense for the development to go into Toquerville. 
The impacts at the Anderson Junction exit are going to happen in any event. Trustee Iverson said that he appreciates 
Toquerville’s current circumstances where it is just about ready to go live on the Fire Light subdivision, and the 
bypass road is ready. Toquerville is in a transformative time, but it is still a very small community with a small 
budget. Things are going to change quickly. Trustee Iverson asked what capacity Toquerville feels it has as a 
community to ramp up and manage these changes? 
 
Mr. Billingsley responded that Toquerville has housing entitlements that exceed 10 times the current number of 
households. With the major development coming online, Toquerville has the planning capacity, essentially, to take 
the next steps and really be full speed ahead as the new development is going vertical now. Mr. Billingsley said that 
a lot of that entitlement work is already done, and Toquerville has the capacity to take the next new project. 
 
Trustee Iverson asked if Toquerville City has reviewed the zoning from the process form. Mr. Billingsley responded 
that he understands the county has not granted any land use entitlements for this development. 
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Mr. Tilton responded that the concept plans have all been approved, and they are currently moving through the 
process. They have completed several steps with the county and have submitted applications. They are very close to 
finalizing a development agreement. 
 
Trustee Randall asked if there is a reason Solar has not filed for annexation. Mr. Tilton responded that about nine to 
twelve months ago, Solara was told that the annexation plan was not ready and they were not able to annex into 
Toquerville. Toquerville City completed their annexation plan a few months ago, and Solara had already proceeded 
down this path based on the county’s decision two years ago. Solara has maintained a collaborative approach with 
everyone involved, including the different cities. Solara will continue to work openly going forward. Mr. Tilton said 
that “if we were trying to build 1,400 units in two years, that would be a problem, but we are actually planning for 
about 200 units per year over the next eight and a half years. So, there is definitely time.” Mr. Tilton said that when 
Solara completes the entitlements with the county, they should mirror what Toquerville requires, especially since 
Toquerville is already managing the roads within its city boundaries. 
 
Mr. Tilton said that Solara is also included in Leeds annexation plan, so this is somewhat of a process. Mr. Tilton 
said that from previous discussions and just recently there is no guarantee annexation will actually occur. He said 
that is why Solara is pursuing multiple parallel paths: continuing to work with Toquerville, finishing what was 
started with the county, and ultimately expecting a convergence of these efforts. Mr. Tilton said that they do believe 
the project will have to be within a municipality, either Leeds or Toquerville. Toquerville seems the more likely 
path, but Solara is currently in both municipalities’ annexation plans.  
 
Trustee Randall commented that it would be easier to annex into Toquerville rather than Leeds. Mr. Tilton 
responded that may be the case, but Toquerville has also said that annexation may not be approved.  
 
Trustee Staheli said that he wondered what motivation Solara would have to annex if it gets water from the district. 
Trustee Staheli said that he appreciates the idea of a pre-annexation agreement between Toquerville and Solara as 
suggested by Toquerville City manager Ben Billingsley. Trustee Staheli said that if Solara has water service and 
county entitlements, the developer effectively has everything it wants. But, in the long term, the broader community 
and the residents will be better served within city boundaries. Trustee Staheli said that he questioned how to support 
Solar in securing both the entitlements and the path to annexation. He feels that if the Board approves the water 
tonight, it might remove some motivation. Trustee Staheli said that there needs to be ongoing conversation between 
Solara and Toquerville City. 
 
Trustee Iverson asked if something has changed in Toquerville. Toquerville City Councilmember Joey Campbell 
responded that Toquerville’s annexation policy was just redone and revamped so the city could do this properly. 
These conversations originally took place back in 2020 and 2021 with a different developer. That developer 
eventually stepped away, and the project stalled. It was not that the city was unwilling to annex at that time - the 
project just lost momentum. However, Mr. Campbell believes the city is now in a much better position with 
improved management and many other factors to move forward. 
 
Trustee Staheli asked if a majority of the Toquerville City council would approve an application to annex from 
Solara if they applied now. Mr. Campbell responded yes, and he thinks everyone would vote to approve the 
application. 
 
Trustee Iverson asked if annexation would immediately reset everything for the development. In other words, the 
city would need to review all land use approvals and go through its own processes as well.  
 
Mr. Tilton responded that one of the issues Solara would face is that there are certain things the development is 
doing with the county that may not exist with Toquerville, including municipal bonds and other financing tools. Mr. 
Tilton said that there are policies and other requirements tied to that. This is a significant issue that would need to be 
addressed. Annexation is one matter, but when the discussion involves the impacts on municipal bonding and all the 
elements needed to build the infrastructure, it becomes a much larger and more complex issue. 
 
Trustee Iverson said that since Toquerville has their PID on Fire Light subdivisions, the city should have the zones 
up to speed. Mr. Billingsley responded the city has issued quite a few PIDs within Toquerville in the last year. 
Toquerville also recently adopted a policy regarding the creation of future PIDs. Mr. Billingsley said that a PID can 
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be funded through two primary mechanisms: either a limited tax or a special assessment. The city has essentially 
taken the position that it discourages the future use of the limited tax component of a Public Infrastructure District, 
but the special assessment component would still be viable in this scope. Mr. Billingsley said that he understands 
that the preliminary documents submitted to the county contemplate both a limited tax and a special assessment. 
 
Mr. Tilton said, “Yeah, that is something the county has that the city does not, and it is critical because, being out 
there in essentially no man’s land, we are bringing a lot of infrastructure to that location that could ultimately serve 
multiple developments if possible. That means the development of the area could move forward more effectively.” 
Mr. Tilton said the county’s PID policies work better in this case because of the remote nature of the site, they give 
multiple funding options, whereas the city’s approach only provides one. 
 
Trustee Randall said that is sounds like Mr. Tilton is saying is that Solara does not want to be annexed into 
Toquerville because it is easier to work with the county since the county has different tools. Trustee Randall said she 
disagrees with that because the city has the same tools that the county has.  
 
Mr. Tilton responded Solara has already gone quite far with the county to get everything in place, and Solara is not 
opposed to being annexed into Toquerville at all. But Solara would like to finish the PID policy work and the other 
steps they are doing now with the county, and then look at a much more organized, cohesive way to move 
annexation forward over the next two or three years. From Solara’s perspective, annexing right now would mean 
starting over, which would be significantly difficult.  
 
Mr. Tilton said it could work if the Board was to adopt language in the agreement acknowledging that annexation 
into a municipality is a future consideration. Mr. Tilton said that he was not sure whether the agreement would name 
Toquerville, Leeds, or any other specific city since the agreement is between Solara and the conservancy district. 
Mr. Tilton said that approving the agreement with that type of amendment would make sense.  
 
Michelle Peot addressed the board and said she was speaking on behalf of the Leeds council. Ms. Peot said it is 
more challenging for Leeds to annex this property because Leeds would also have to annex other property to make it 
contiguous. Ms. Peot said that Toquerville does have contiguous land with the project area, so they would not face 
that additional step. For Leeds, it is simply a bigger hurdle to go through that process. 
 
Trustee Iverson commented that it would be harder for Leeds because they are not in the regional water agreement. 
Mr. Iverson also said that Toquerville does make sense. But Trustee Iverson said that he was surprised to learn that 
Toquerville feels that it is ready to proceed with the annexation. Trustee Iverson said that if he had known, he would 
have been pushing hard for the project to have always been in Toquerville. 
 
General Council Jodi Richins asked Associate General Manager Brie Thomoson if the district would need to get 
further development agreements beyond the 75 units? Ms. Thompson responded that this agreement is for the first of 
three phases. 
 
Ms. Richins asked Mr. Tilton if they would have their PID financing in place. Mr. Tilton responded that Solara is 
not entirely sure and is still working with the county on that. The application has been in for a while, and it looks 
like it will be approved shortly. Mr. Tilton said that with PID financing, you cannot go to market until you have your 
entitlements. That means it would require a development agreement with the county and the project development to 
be completed, which will be submitted after the PID approval.  
 
Ms. Richins asked if the PID financing is only for 75 units. Mr. Tilton responded, “no it will be done for each phase 
as it moves forward.” Mr. Tilton said that essentially, there will be four different districts within the project, 
allowing the financing to be done sequentially. Funds are not pulled down before they are needed for use. 
 
Ms. Richins asked if some PID financing tools are not available within a municipality and Solara were annexed after 
75 units, would Solara lose access to those tools, or would they already be in place and still available. Mr. Tilton 
responded that because a PID is an independent political subdivision of the state, once it is formed, it remains in 
place whether the area is annexed or not. 
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Trustee Adam Bowler said that when annexing, it is not just about the total property value, rather the number of 
property owners is also considered. So even if there are 75 units, that might still hamstring the ability to annex in.  
 
Mr. Tilton responded that because for the first 75 units, the developer still owns the rest of the acreage. So, in terms 
of land mass, the developer represents far more than 50% of the land ownership. That means Solara could have 
several years where a majority ownership percentage remains in the developer’s hands before annexation could 
realistically occur. 
 
Trustee Staheli pointed out that the proposal has 74 lots, with 14 single family homes and 60 townhomes. Mr. Tilton 
said Solara will be coming back for more discussion and dialogue as it grows and moves the project forward. 
Moving ahead, Solara is also working with Toquerville to determine if annexation is feasible.  
 
Trustee Staheli commented that this is difficult because the Board genuinely wants to help move this project 
forward. On the other hand, the Board recognizes what the City of Toquerville is facing. This development 
agreement for the 74 lots represents a way for this group who has invested years of work and resources collaborating 
with the county to step forward without putting this Board under any obligation to provide water beyond the 74th 
lot. This also will start a clock for Solara and Toquerville to work together on how this development transitions 
fairly to Toquerville. 
 
Chairman Ed Bowler said that he understands Mr. Tilton to have said that Solara is in the process of figuring out 
how to annex the rest of the property into Toquerville. Solara has spent a lot of time getting to this point and the 
agreement with the District is only for the first 75 lots. So, if Solara comes to the Board with another development 
later, it would be at the Board’s discretion whether to approve it or not. Mr. Bowler said that he assumes that 
Toquerville and Solara get along well enough to figure this out moving forward. Because they have worked together 
on the roads and the BLM, Mr. Bowler does not think it should be a problem. Toquerville will have leverage in the 
next phase because at that point, the District can decide whether to move forward or not. 
 
Trustee Adam Bowler said that he has been involved in this for about two years now, and throughout that time, this 
question has consistently come up. Before today, Trustee Bowler’s understanding was that Toquerville was not 
ready to take this on, so today’s information is new to him. Trustee Bowler said that he does not want to suggest that 
those two years were wasted, but he strongly believes the development needs to be within city limits. 
 
Mr. Tilton commented that Solara’s interests are aligned with Toquerville’s, not just the Board’s. Solara recognizes 
that two years ago, it was always going to be better to be in the city and go through that process, but at that time, the 
information and circumstances meant they were not ready. Solara is willing to go back and work through it again, 
but Solara would like the opportunity to keep moving forward so they do not have to start over. Mr. Tilton said that 
the developers have literally invested tens of millions of dollars, and starting over would be very difficult and costly. 
Having this kind of bifurcated and converging approach works well because it aligns Solara with Toquerville,and 
they can work things out through that process. Nothing will be built for the first 18 months anyway, as Solara still 
needs to complete final engineering and other steps. Mr. Tilton said that he believes the planning process can work 
out well. 
 
Trustee Adam Bowler said that he will only support moving forward with the agreement if Solara is genuinely 
working with Toquerville to achieve annexation. Trustee Bowler said that if he were to vote yes, it would likely be a 
conditional yes with the understanding that later Solara either gets annexed or come back with a letter from 
Toquerville confirming they have no objection. Trustee Bowler said, “that is essentially where we were two years 
ago, and now we are on the verge of progress, and it turns out some of the previous information might not have been 
fully accurate.” 
 
Trustee Iverson said he wished he had known sooner that Toquerville is ready to move forward. Trustee Iverson said 
that as a member of this Board and the county commission, he wants to be respectful and deferential to the city of 
Toquerville. Trustee Iverson said that he also believes that Toquerville is really the only viable option for annexation 
here, as Leeds is not really on the table and has not ever been. 
 
Toquerville City Councilmember Campbell said that a big decision weighing on the city right now is related to 
service districts where Grapevine Wash was approved, and eventually, all these services going through Fire Light 
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and into the Confluence Park treatment plant will flow to Toquerville for reuse. This has been a major shift. The city 
is realizing that this infrastructure and these services are coming no matter what, so it makes sense to annex sooner 
rather than later. The sooner the annexation happens, the better it is for Toquerville, as it simplifies everything. 
 
Trustee Staheli asked Trustee Rosenberg for his feedback on land use. Trustee Rosenberg commented that this has 
been a good discussion, and everyone has learned more about the process over the last couple of years. There are 
lessons to be learned. When the District was created and granted taxing authority, it was intended to provide water 
for all properties within the county. Trustee Rosenberg said that from his understanding, the District cannot simply 
turn down an application from a property in the county that has secured entitlements through the county’s land use 
authority. So, if the entitlements are in place, Trustee Rosenberg does not think it is an option to deny service. 
Trustee Rosenberg said that the District would prefer the development annex into Toquerville, but that process has 
been ongoing for two years and is not complete yet. It still requires public hearings and formal annexation 
approvals. 
 
Trustee Rosenberg said the county has done well encouraging properties to annex into cities where possible, but if 
that is not feasible, the county’s own development and land use policies must enable the development to move 
forward. Given the taxing authority and responsibilities of the District, Trustee Rosenberg believes the District is 
obligated to work with these developments once entitlements are granted. 
 
Trustee Staheli asked whether Toquerville City representatives approved the District entering the agreement 
recognizing that this would give Solara 74 lots. Solara will continue their process, but the clock is ticking for 
Toquerville as well. The Board has expressed some concerns, and it is not a slam dunk. Trustee Staheli thinks there 
is still some leverage for annexation, but the time is now. If Toquerville wants Solara in the city, this is the moment 
to move that forward. Trustee Staheli asked, “Are you going to have heartburn if this Board approves this and can 
you support it?” 
 
Mr. Billingsley asked whether the District currently has a policy requiring annexation if the property is within the 
annexation area of a municipality? Mr. Renstrom responded that there is no defined policy requiring annexation, but 
whenever the District does provide service, the District typically has a development agreement brought before the 
board for a vote. 
 
Mr. Billingsley said from his perspective, Toquerville would support agreeing to the first phase of the development 
agreement, with the second phase being conditional upon the outcome of an annexation application. Mr. Billingsley 
said that given that the project is roughly a year and a half from breaking ground, he would anticipate that if the 
annexation process was moving forward before the applicant came back for the next phase, Toquerville would have 
the outcome of that annexation by then.  
 
Trustee Bowler commented that annexation is not quick, but it is quicker than 18 months. Trustee Bowler said that 
Solara needs to work with the city and that also means Solara needs to apply for the annexation. Toquerville City is 
not going to initiate it on their own. Solara has to submit the application. There is still some give and take on this, 
and even if the Board approves the first phase, Trustee Bowler’s expectation is that by the time Solara returns for the 
next phase, Solara will have pursued the annexation process. 
 
Trustee Staheli said that there is no guarantee that the Board would approve additional phases for wholesale or retail 
water supply. Trustee Staheli said that is really Solara’s motivation to work with Toquerville — because without 
that, Solara would likely not be back here for a second phase. 
 

Trustee Kress Staheli made a motion to approve the Development and Water Service Agreement with 
Solara Communities, LLC. This agreement is restricted to Phase One only, which will include 
approximately 10 acres within the property. The project will have 74 lots, consisting of 14 single-family 
homes and 60 townhomes. The motion was seconded by Trustee Rick Rosenberg. All voted aye, except 
Trustee Clark Fawcett, who voted nay. 

 
Consider approval of bid for Kolob Creek Dam Spillway Repair  
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Project Manager George Elliott explained that Kolob Creek Reservoir is located approximately 20 miles north of the 
Town of Virgin. It is an important reservoir in the District’s system and plays a critical role in supplying water. Last 
spring, District staff discovered damage to the spillway. Water from the reservoir had begun to flow beneath the 
spillway structure rather than over it as designed. The concrete chute meant to direct overflow water safely 
downstream was compromised. 
 
This undermining effect was due in part to freeze-thaw cycles and caused cracking, heaving, and damage to 
structural components, including a cutoff wall near the downstream bridge. Fortunately, the water was not 
penetrating through the dam itself but was confined to the spillway zone. After the issue was identified, the District 
took emergency action. The District injected concrete into the voids beneath and around the spillway to stabilize the 
structure temporarily. While these measures helped, they are not a permanent fix. 
 
Mr. Elliott explained that this is a high-priority repair project. The work must be completed before the spring runoff, 
ideally before winter snowfall limits access. That means the next few months are critical. 
 
The District put this project out for bid and received three qualified proposals. The lowest responsive bidder was 
Interstate Rock, with a bid of $1,005,005.  
 
Interstate Rock is well-qualified, with extensive regional experience, familiarity with the site, and they attended the 
mandatory pre-bid site meeting. 
 

Trustee Adam Bowler made a motion to approve the bid for Kolob Creek Dam Spillway Repair to 
Interstate Rock in the amount of $1,055,005, the motion was seconded by Trustee Clark Fawcett and all 
voted aye. 

 
Manager’s report  
 
General Manager Zach Renstrom said that the District recently cleaned a section of the regional pipeline that has not 
been cleaned since it was installed in the 1980s. Mr. Renstrom said that a device called a pit was inserted into the 
pipe with the goal of flushing out a lot of silt and debris. Mr. Renstrom shared a video of the process. At one point 
during the process, the video showed the pig pushing a combination of air and debris out of the line, which caused a 
dramatic geyser effect.  
 
Mr. Renstrom also told the Board that when the District began considering a name for the new reservoir by 
Anderson Junction, the District received a formal request from the Shivwits Band of Paiutes to name the reservoir 
Chief Toquer, in honor of a historical figure associated with their community. The Board reviewed the request and 
agreed to move forward with that name. However, the District has since been contacted by representatives of the 
Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah which serves as the governing tribal authority over the Shivwits Band. The 
representatives said they are upset about the use of the name ‘Chief Toquer’ and are planning to hold a meeting to 
discuss the matter. They indicated it is likely they will submit a formal letter requesting that the name be changed. 
 
Mr. Renstrom said he made it clear that from the District’s perspective, the primary focus is on water infrastructure. 
The District does not intend to cause offense and is willing to change the name if that is the consensus of the Tribe. 
The Tribal representatives said they appreciated the District’s openness, and they will be discussing the matter 
further in their internal meeting. 
 
Consider approval of July 7, 2025 & July 28, 2025 board meeting minutes 
 

Trustee Adam Bowler made a motion to approve the July 7, 2025 and July 28, 2025 board meeting 
minutes, the motion was seconded by Trustee Rick Rosenberg and all voted aye.  

 
The meeting was adjourned upon motion.  
 

________________________                                                                                             
                                                                              Secretary 



























































































































































Board of Trustees Meeting
August 4, 2025



Agenda1. 

• Water supply update 
• Presentation on pool analysis 
• Update on Water Efficient Landscape Program and consideration of a resolution to 

modify program requirements
• Consider approval of contract for Surveying and Mapping Service for the Regional 

Reuse Purification System 
• Consider approval of Interlocal Agreement Between the City of St. George and the 

Washington County Water Conservancy District Regarding the Graveyard Wash 
Reservoir and the Sand Hollow Mitigation Area

• Consider approval of Development & Water Services Agreement with Solara 
Communities

• Consider approval of Bid for Kolob Creek Dam Spillway Repair
• Manager’s report 
• Consider approval of July 7, 2025 & July 28, 2025, board meeting minutes



1. Water supply update  

• Brie Thompson, WCWCD, Associate General Manager 
• For Information
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Soil Moisture
Red and orange hues 
indicate drier soils. 

Blues indicate greater 
soil moisture.

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
This map shows the moisture content of the top 1 meter of soil compared to historical conditions from 1981–2013, based on NASA's Short-term Prediction and Transition Center – Land Information System (SPoRT-LIS). 
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Item 1 - Summary. 

• Conditions continue to be dry

• Water usage per connection is 
lower than in previous dry years 

• Reservoir storage is key to providing 
a reliable supply



2. Presentation on pool analysis 

• Doug Bennett, WCWCD, Conservation Manager 
• For information



How Much 
Water?

Pool Study Objectives

How many 
pools?

How Big?
Potential 
Savings?

Economic 
Impact?



Residential Pools

As of June 2025, the Washington County Assessor’s database showed 
9,057 swimming pools in Washington County.

• St. George 4,068 (51%)
• Washington 2,028 (22%)
• Hurricane 904 (10%)
• Ivins  697 (8%)
• Santa Clara 412 (5%)
• Toquerville 75 (1%)
• La Verkin  52 (1%)
• Other  181 (2%)



Methodology

• Permit data
• Aerial measurement
• Economic value

651 SF
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Pool Valuation by Surface Area
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Pool Valuation per Square Foot
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Findings – Water Use

• Existing residential pools are estimated to consume 250-300 million 
gallons annually 

• 1.6 percent of all water supplied
• 921 AF
• 1,560 ERC at 0.59 AF

• The average pool’s consumptive use is about 30,000 gallons each year
• Every year, new residential pools increase regional water demand by 25 

million gallons in perpetuity (77 af)



Findings – Trends

• The number of residential pools is increasing at double the rate of our 
population growth (8.5% growth per year)

• The percentage of pools over 800 square feet is increasing
• Secondary and primary homes install pools at equivalent rates



Findings – Economics

• Pool construction comprises one-half of one percent of the region’s GDP
• 600-square foot maximum may reduce construction spending by 11 

percent ($6M)
• A modest, well-maintained pool increases home value 5-7 percent, but 

ROI decreases as pool sizes increase
• No significant impact is anticipated to home values or tax revenue
• No significant impact is anticipated in the local aftermarket and 

maintenance sector
• Incentivizing mechanical pool covers could increase industry revenues



Small Pools

300 Sq Ft
$990K Value

2616 S 3210 E, Saint George, UT 84790

200 Sq Ft
$944K Value

1752 S 2760 East Cir, Saint George

235 Sq Ft
$2M Value

5346 S Cyan Ln, Saint George, UT 84790



500 Square Foot Pools

$1.45M Value

1287 W Bloomington Dr S Unit 7, Saint George, UT 847906283 S Desert Cove Cir, Saint George, UT 84790

$1.2M Value



500 Square Foot Pools
$1.2M Value $1.25M Value



600 Square Foot Pools

$1.4M Value

4739 N Fish Rock Cir, Saint George, UT 84770

$2.5M Value

2011 S Pinnacle Dr, St George, UT 84790



700 Square Foot Pools

$1.2M Value

2639 E Poplar Ct, Saint George, UT 84790



Item 1 – Discussion Summary

Lawns and pools have similar water use characteristics on a per square 
foot basis. Both are a consumptive use.
Lawns and water features are limited in scale; pools are not.
Reasonable standards protect the viability of the pool industry.
Installation of an automated cover may be a rationale to allow 
additional square footage.



3. Update on Water Efficient Landscape Program 
and request to modify program requirements

• Doug Bennett, WCWCD, Conservation Manager 
• For action



Achievements

Since Inception
• 4,100 applicants
• 2,300 completed projects
• 2.8 M square feet converted 

(50 football fields)
• 120M gallons conserved 

annually
• $16K per acre-foot water 

development cost
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Mid-Year Status
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“Piggyback” Rebates

Supplemental municipal funding
• $82,083 in Santa Clara EWUS Equity funds
• Additional $1/SF up to $500 per resident

Qualifies for EWUS equity program 
passed by the WCWCD board
Cost matched by the State of Utah
Effective Sep 1, pending SC City Council 
and WCWCD approvalaction



Large Clients

Program pays $2/SF for first 
5,000, then $1/SF
Large commercial projects 
over 5,000 square feet are 
under-represented
$1/SF tier does not 
incentivize large users
Current program average is 
$1.99/SF

This 21,000 square foot commercial lawn uses 1.2M gals/Yr



Item 3 - Recommendation1. 

Move to approve the resolution to modify the Water Efficient 
Landscape Program to pay applicants $2 per square foot for all 
qualifying square footage effective September 1, 2025, up to the 
existing program maximum, and authorize staff to develop necessary 
policy and/or processes to utilize supplemental funding.



4. Consider approval of contract for surveying and 
mapping service for the Regional Reuse Purification 
System

• Trinity Stout, WCWCD, Reuse Project Manager 
• For action



vOur Water 
Future
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
With the additional water supplies identified under One Water Washington County, estimated annual yields are projected to meet our anticipated demands. 
In addition to increasing our water storage capacity through existing and new reservoirs, strengthening our culture of conservation and reuse will play major roles in securing our water future.  




REUSE: Regional 
Reuse Purification 
System
Projected to produce 24,000 
acre-feet of water per year by 
2042 — enough to serve more 
than 40,000 homes

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Using every drop of water wisely requires us to incorporate water reuse into our management strategy.
The system will extend the use of our local water supplies and support resilient water management practices.
The system infrastructure works together to reclaim, purify, store and deliver water throughout Washington County. 
We wills tart with expanding non-potable reuse (left purple) and will incorporate potable reuse (middle purple). Potable reuse includes three rounds of treatment.
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REUSE: 
A Regional 
System
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REUSE: How the System Works

3
4 New 

Reservoirs

2 Existing 
Reservoirs

60 Miles of Pipeline

Multiple Pump Stations

New or Expanded Water 
Reclamation Facilities

New Advanced Water 
Purification Facility1



REUSE: 
Pipeline 
Alignment
Study 



REUSE: 
Preferred 
Alignment
and 
Project 
Segments 



REUSE: 
What’s 
Next?
 

Pre-Solicitation Conference: 
 June 24th, 2025

Finalize PDR and Design Packages: 
 July 2025

Baseline Studies:
 Survey and Mapping – August 2025
 ROW Acquisition – September 2025
 Preliminary Geotech – September 2025

Project Management Support: 
 September/October 2025

Design Consultants – Conveyance: 
 December 2025



REUSE:

Survey and 
Mapping 
Services

Scope of Work:
• First 90 Days:

• Aerial Orthoimagery along pipeline 
corridor and project sites

• Elevation and Terrain Data - LiDAR
• Control points for each project

• Project Support: 
• Support for engineering design teams
• Support for ROW / Land Acquisition 

consultant
• Support through remainder of project 

life – hourly rates

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The Program Partners have secured more than $250 million in federal, state and local funding.  
The system is $1B – so we’ve secured a quarter.
We will continue to pursue all available funding for the remaining costs over the next 20 years.  




SOQ Review and Selection

• Review Process
• 10 Submissions
• Committee (Program Partners and OA)

• WCWCD, ACSSD, St. George, Stantec
• Scored on:

• Qualifications, Knowledge and Experience, Management Plan, References

• Selected Firm:



Scope of Work and Fee Proposal

• Contract Amount: 
$404,900.00

• Contract includes 
hourly rates for 
continued project 
support



Item 4- Recommendation1. 

• Move to approve the Agreement for Survey and Mapping Services 
with Civil Science for $404,900



5. Consider approval of Interlocal Agreement 
between the City of St. George and WCWCD 
regarding the Graveyard Wash Reservoir and the 
Sand Hollow Mitigation Area 

• Morgan Drake, WCWCD, Reuse Program Manager 
• For action





Sand Hollow Wash Mitigation Area

Snow Canyon High School

Sand Hollow Aquatic Center



Item 5 - Recommendation1. 

Move to approve Interlocal Agreement Between the City of St. George 
and the Washington County Water Conservancy District Regarding the 
Graveyard Wash Reservoir and the Sand Hollow Mitigation Area 



6. Consider approval of Development & Water 
Services Agreement with Solara Communities 

• Brie Thompson, WCWCD, Associate General Manager 
• For action



Solara Communities



Item 6 - Recommendation1. 

Move to approve the Development and Water Service Agreement with 
RE Developers, LLC and Solara Communities, LLC 



7. Consider approval of bid for Kolob Creek Dam 
Spillway Repair

• George Elliott, WCWCD, Project Manager 
• For action





Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Today I am here to present our recommendation regarding the contractor selection for the Kolob Creek Project. After a thorough evaluation of the submitted bids, our team recommends awarding the contract to Interstate Rock Products.






CONTRACTOR BID AMOUNT

WHITAKER CONSTRUCTION $1,324,415.00

CONDIE CONSTRUCTION $1,231,530.12

INTERSTATE ROCK PRODUCTS $1,055,005.00

ENGINEER’S ESTIMATE 
$1,017,000



Item 7 - Recommendation1. 

Move to approve the bid for the Kolob Creek Dam Spillway Repair 
Project to Interstate Rock in the amount of $1,055,005



8. Manager’s report 

• Zach Renstrom, WCWCD, General Manager 
• For information 



9. Consider approval of July 7, 2025 & July 28, 2025 
board meeting minutes 

• Zach Renstrom, WCWCD, General Manager 
• For action 



Item 9 - Recommendation1. 

Move to approve the July 7, 2025 & July 28, 2025, board meeting 
minutes 



Thank you for participating in this board 
meeting

wcwcd.gov info@wcwcd.gov 
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