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MINUTES OF THE CITY OF WEST JORDAN
CITY COUNCIL MEETING

Wednesday, January 28, 2015
6:00 p.m.
Council Chambers
8000 South Redwood Road y
West Jordan, Utah 84088 47 @

COUNCIL: Mayor Kim V. Rolfe and Council Members Jeff Haaga, Judy Hansen,
Chris M. McConnehey, Chad Nichols, Ben S%hworth and Justm D.
Stoker. ,, ' k- .

STAFF: Bryce Haderlie, Interim City Manager Jeff Roblnson City Aﬁtomey,
Melanie Briggs, City Clerk; David Oka, Economic Development Director;
Tom Burdett, Development i' ector; Ryan Bradshaw, Finance
Manager/Controller; Tim Peters ublic Services Manager; Reed
Scharman, Deputy Fire Chief; Doug lﬁond Police Chief; Brian Clegg,
Parks Director; Greg Mikolash, City Planner; Larry Gardner, Senior
Planner; Julie Brown, Event Coordinator; ve Clemence, Real Property
Agent, and Jim Rgdmg, Facﬂltles Project Managﬁr

L CALL TO ORDER
Mayor Rolfe called the meeting to ord

1L. CL@SED SESSION
STRATEGY SESSION.TO.DISCUSS PENDING OR REASONABLY

IMMINENT. LITIGATION

YUNCIL:..

. Mayor Ife and Council Members Jeff Haaga, Judy Hansen, Chris
hey; Chad Nichols, and Justin D. Stoker. Councilmember Ben

Southworth arrived at 5:03 p.m.

STAFF Brg,fce Haderlie, Interim City Manager; Jeff Robinson, City Attorney and
Stuart Williams, Deputy City Attorney.

Councilmember Hansen moved to go into a Closed Session for a
Strategy Session to discuss pending or reasonably imminent litigation.
The motion was seconded by Councilmember Haaga.

A roll call vote was taken
Councilmember Haaga Yes

Councilmember Hansen Yes
Councilmember McConnehey Yes
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Councilmember Nichols Yes
Councilmember Southworth Absent
Councilmember Stoker Yes
Mayor Rolfe Yes

The motion passed 6-0.
The Council convened into a Closed Session at 5:01 p.m.

Councilmember Southworth arrived at 5:03 p.m.

The Council recessed the Closed Session at 6: 00 ‘p.m. and reconvened the mee ng at
6:02 p.m. ; 4

II. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Jacob Anderson, Troop 422

IV. PRESENTATION &
a. Update from Envision Utah: y &
, 2015

The presentation was continued to Februar« ik

Salt Lake; ounty Whlch Councﬂmember Stoker would share the results of.
ULCT w > rking with the cities in Salt Lake regarding the Salt Lake City Township
bill. Mére information would be provided to the Council later during the
leglslatlve session.

ointed out that Salt Lake County was very interested in receiving input from
the City regarding the Township bill. He asked that the Councilmembers study
the proposal.

STAFF COMMENTS/REPORTS
Jeft Robinson —
e Informed the Council that if there were no objections, he would move forward
with filling the vacant code enforcement position. There were no objections.
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David Oka —

e Spent some time with Four Square Properties to discuss Jordan Landing. New
tenants would be moving in as soon as construction was complete. <

o Stated that there was currently a strong demand for office space. He would be

meeting soon with a realtor in the hopes of attracting office development within

the City.

Tom Burdett —
e Karen Hill was now working full-time in his departrnent . «

e He and Bryce Haderlie recently met with Jofdan School District School Bi)ard

officials regarding the City Center project. .

Ryan Bradshaw- ,
e Determined that a Capital Proj ects/Utlhtles W
place April 7 and a General Budget Workshop o

P with the Council would take
ay 12.

Tim Peters-

e Was present in place of ¥ ‘endell ngby who was ill. Explalned that his department

wished to proceed ‘with filling bo the Utilities Superintendent and Water
Construction Tech II vacancies. Ther were no;;; bjections from the Council.

e Quarterly E-Waste and Shreddmg Event was scheduled for February 7 from 10:00

a.m. to 12 00 pim.

Doug Diamonke
. Suzee Briscoe, Ifohce Records Superwsor had announced her retirement. The
departme 1ntenﬂed to fill herposition immediately.

CITY COUNCIL COMMENTS/REPORTS

ouncﬂmember Stoker ~.

o As Bryce Haderhe had mentioned earlier, they had met with several officials from
Salt Lake County The meeting was in regards to West Jordan citizens who had
reported dzfﬁculty scheduling space at the Viridian Center. He, too, felt that it was

avery pr yductive meeting.

purchase a new scoreboard at the Ron Wood Park.

e Mentioned a magazine called “Utah Stories” that highlighted a local business
(Utah Natural Meat) owned by the Bowler family. It was the last remaining grass-
fed beef farm in Salt Lake County.

Councilmember Haaga —
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e On behalf of the Youth Theatre, he requested an amendment to the budget for
$6,000.00 which would represent part of the $7,000.00 revenue which was a result
of the successful run of Tarzan last year. Bryce Haderlie explained that if the
Council was agreeable, staff would return to the Council with more detailed
information about the proposed expenditure at the February 11 meetmg A public
hearing on the matter could possibly follow on February 25.

e On behalf of a citizen who could not attend the meetmg, Couneriinﬁmber Haaga
read a statement requesting a moment of reﬂectlon before. peg1m1ng ‘the business
of the City. .

Councilmember Hansen — ;
. Expressed concern regarding the way' in which. the ‘Imagine West Jordan
magazine was distributed. Although the magazme itse was well done, the way in
which it was distributed wasted the City’s money, “well as the money of the
merchants who advertised in it. She also 1ndlca1ed that if the intent was to draw

new business to the City, it should be distributed to those outside the City.

Councilmember McConnehey-
e Stated he wanted to underscore the‘
underway regarding a careetladder
Council to take action on staft's

sortance of the efforts that were already
e indicated that he was anxious for the

Mayor Rolfe-
. Requested that the sCouncﬂ be sure to track the following bills during the current
legislative session: HB25, HB93, SB62, and SB58. He also indicated that staff
might brin others 1o them as well.
ay be aware of this already, but I just wanted to make sure everyone
Aglows that a\iajﬁsponsormg a nonprofit Foundation so they can meet occasionally
at Crty Hall. It’s called-“Joyful Welcome” and it’s my wife’s Foundation. Chris

McCormehey s ere is on the Board as well.

 CITIZEN COMMENTS

1 DeMordatint explained that she was present on behalf of Congresswoman Mia
Love who had-just opened up her district office in West Jordan at 9067 South 1300 W,
Suite #101. She invited the Council and all in attendance to an Open House on January 30
from 1:00 p.m. to 4:00 p.m. Ms. DeMordaunt also indicated that she expected to frequent
future Council meetings and wished to introduce herself to Mayor Rolfe and the Council.

Dean Ottesen, West Jordan resident, expressed concern about motorists speeding on his
street. He stated he recently had his property damaged by a speeding vehicle that crashed.
He asked the City to consider installing speed bumps in the area and also requested an
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increased presence of law enforcement as their presence appeared to have decreased over
the years.

Dirk Burton, West Jordan resident, read a statement expressing his concern about the
direction recently taken by the West Jordan Chamber of Commerce when Crarg Dearmg
was dismissed after 29 years of service. He asked for the Council’s assistance in naming a
new Board in order to return the Chamber to the strong, vibrant and balanced entity it once
was. ;

'n ing.
1ndlcated had been a problem on his street for thlrty years.. Regarding Business Item 9.g
(Stormwater Fee), he felt there was no Just1ﬁ£a’tlon to increase the fee when the City had
failed to fix the flooding problem after so many ’years and was using the funds they
already had on a different project.

Councilmember McConnehey WlSheq to let Mr. Jones kno that Resolutron 15-11 was
also on the agenda and Would d ‘y&add.ress the flooding issue that he referred to.

Ezequlel Alanis of the Nueva Esperanzo Church rﬁ’ﬁlcated that his community had been
using the old Baptist church at 7681 Sou | 2200 West but wished to do some major
renovations to the building. He sougbt irection from the City on how best to approach
such a project and was referred to the Buﬂdmg department

JayLynn Thomas West Jordan resident, indicated that she wished to address the Council
about observations she had ‘mads inferactions she had had with the Council over the
previous twelve months. She referredto a comment that she said a Councilmember made
~ouncil retreat. She also mentioned an additional inappropriate
Lcomment made in September 2014 by the Councrlmember She mdrcated that she had

citizens. She @stated that there was a lack of confidence in the Council based not just on
heir decisions but on their behavior as well.

Jody Urry, Westﬁbrdan resident, spoke about the amount of crime in the Dixie Valley area
despite the fact that taxes had been increased for police and fire services. She was very
concerned. to “learn that the City was losing veteran officers to other departments due to
low pay .and she stated she expected the Council to take action. She reported the following
problems in her neighborhood:

¢ Drug deals
Public sex acts in the daytime when children were in the area
Loud parties
Dogs running at large
Graffiti that lowered property values
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e Speeding vehicles
e Strong armed robberies and home invasions

There was no one else who wished to speak.

VII. CONSENT ITEMS
7.a  Approve the minutes of December 17, 2014 and Janu :
presented o

"i

7, 2015 as

7.b  Consider participating in the Utah Transportatlon Coahtlon a group
comprised of the League of C1t1es and Towns, Utah Association of
Counties, and the Salt Lake Chamber and .authorize staff to proceed with
an expenditure in an amount nof to exceed $3 000 00

7.c  Approve Resolution 15-01, authorrzmg the Mayor to execute a contract
with Cody Ekker Constructlon Inc. for rernoval and upsizing of Road
Culverts along Bingham Creek at 1300 West' and 4{)00 West in an amount
not to exceed $1 13

7.d  Approve Ordlnance 15 01, amending:the' 2009 West Jordan Municipal
Code Title 2, Chapter 1@ rega:rdrng th esign Review Committee

s

7.e Approve Resolutlon 15- 06 conﬁrmmg the City Council appointments to

7.h Approve Resolutron 15-09, declaring items from various City Departments
thaft are no longer of any value or use as surplus property, and authorize the

« /Approve Resolution 15-10, authorizing an early finish incentive for Kilgore
Contracting in an amount not to exceed $50,000.00

7.j Approve Resolution 15-11, authorizing the Mayor to execute an agreement
with Stanley Consultants, Inc. to complete preliminary and final design
plans for the 7000 South Utility Design from the Jordan River to
Constitution Park in an amount not to exceed $148,185.00
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7k.  Approve Resolution 15-12, authorizing staff to proceed with a Purchase
Order with Leon Poulsen Construction to furnish, install and/or lower
manhole covers, monuments, valves and collars in an amount not to exceed
$50,000.00

7.1 Approve Resolution 15-13, authorizing the Mayor ’m execute the Local
Government Contract (Project No. F-LC35(244)) between the Utah
Department of Transportation (UDOT), West: j
Engineering Consultants, Ltd. For constructlori"
services for the 9000 South: 4800 West to 0 West project, 1n”ﬁn amoum
not to exceed $119,968.81

7.m  Approve Resolution 15-14, autherizing staff to proceed with a®Purchase
Order with Sonntag Recreation; LLC to provide 3 All Steel Gable Shelters
in an amount not to exceed $103,219.00

7m  Approve Resolution 15-15, authorizing the Mayor to execute Amendment
No. 3 to the Professional Services Agreement with Enmgn Engineering for
additional enginee ervices for the Bmgham Creek Culvert Project, in
an amount not o e i

7.0

7.p -
~3<"j"1520 West 9000 South We Yordan

7.q Approm Resolutlon 15 17, authorizing the Mayor to execute a
DevelOpment Agreement between the City and Peterson Development,
LLC, angi Bach, Land and Development, LLC, for the Creekside at the

H1ghlands ubdivision located at 6400 West 7800 South

Approve Resolution 15- 18, declaring Clty-owned mobile homes located at
6986 South and 6995 South Columbia Drive in West Jordan as surplus
property, and authorize the disposition

~ Approve Resolution 15-19, authorizing the Mayor to execute an Amended
Development Agreement by and between Peterson Development and the
City governing the development of the Highlands Master Development
Area

7.t Approve Resolution 15-20, authorizing the Mayor to execute an
Amendment to the Agreement with Skeen & Robinson, for Legal Defender
Services
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The Council pulled Consent Items 7b, 7c and 7;j for further discussion.
MOTION: Councilmember Nichols moved to approve Consent Items 7.a through
7.t with the exception of 7b, 7c and 7j. The motion ,as seconded by

Councilmember McConnehey.

A roll call vote was taken

Councilmember Haaga Yes
Councilmember Hansen Yes
Councilmember McConnehey Yes
Councilmember Nichols Yes

Councilmember Southworth
Councilmember Stoker
Mayor Rolfe

The motion passed 7-0.

VIII. PUBLIC HEARING o
RECEIVE PUBLIC I “YEONSIDER FOR APPROVAL
RESOLUTION 15-21, AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR TO EXECUTE AN
AGREEMENT WITH THE OSMONDS’ REGARDING WAIVER OF FEES
AND A SPONSORSHIP PAYMENT OF $59,300.00 TO BE USED FOR
ADVERTISING, FIREWORf‘fS ENTERTAINMENT AND RENTAL
EQUIPMENT (CITY STAFF, SERVICES AND WAIVER OF FEES NOT
TO EXC EED $42,550.00) PURSUANT TO CITY CODE
Bryce Haderlie e lained that pursuant to City Code Section 3-4-1, the City Council could
waive fees othe ﬁ‘«,;, due to the City, and could otherwise provide financial and
/,aaonﬁnanclal pport to a nonprofit entity providing services to the citizens of the City, if
“ the City complied with section 10-8-2 of the Utah Code. Section 10-8-2 limited the
bution t0 a nonmonetary contribution, such as fee waivers and City
services. It also limited the total charitable contributions for the fiscal year to 1% of the
City’s budget for that fiscal year and required a public hearing prior to approval.

live Osmond Hearing Fund would be making substantial changes to their

e Qpen gate, free admission
e Two nights instead of three
e No park activities, only the pageant

The noticeable changes were the event being two days, the marketing dollars being
decreased from $20,000 to $16,300 and a total cost increase of $2,100 going from $57,200
to $59,300.



City Council Meeting Minutes
January 28, 2015

Page 9

The Olive Osmond Hearing Fund was a nonprofit corporation and requested nonmonetary
contributions for West Jordan’s Utah Pioneer Days valued as follows totaling $42,550.00:

In addition, it
marketing and fire
for the following:

The Event Producer could use Veterans Memorial Park or the West Jordan
Arena without payment of rental fees to the City, valued at $500.00 per day for
the park and $400.00 per day at the Arena. They would usé an estimated 15
days for set up, the event and take down totaling $7,500.00 and $6,000.00.

City staff would perform cleaning services during the event without charge to
the Event Producer, not to exceed a value of $1,200.00. .. '

City staff would perform security and EMS sg:;mces w1th0ut charge to ;he
Event Producer, not to exceed a value of $8,200.00.
City would provide garbage collection, water service, and electrical servxce at
no additional cost to the Event Produe , valuediat $3,600.00.

City would provide the services of'an Event Coordinator to assist with
planning, during event dates and post event, not 1o exceed a value of
$17,500.00. y
City would provide the services of a Public Information Officer to assist with
promotions and advertising through West Jordan keting forums including
but not limited to thé West Jordan.Journal Good Neighbor News pages, West
Jordan social media, and the Wes df;ian web51te not to exceed a value of
$5,200.00 w
ASCAP/BMI (services we pay

tks display services for the Utah Pioneer Days totaling $59,300.00

Rental equipment including but not limited to portable restrooms,
canop1es tables, chairs = $21,000.00
Fireworks = $12,000.00
Advertising = $16,300.00
- "Entertainment = $10,000.00

These services would be provided in conjunction with other services included in
producing the event.

The Council and staff discussed clarifying questions.

Mayor Rolfe opened the public meeting. There was no one who wished to speak. Mayor
Rolfe closed the public hearing.
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MOTION: Councilmember Nichols moved to approve Resolution 15-21,
approving the payment of $59,300 and for staff to budget
appropriately for the Utah Pioneer Days Events. The motion was
seconded by Councilmember Haaga.

Councilmembers McConnehey and Stoker both spoke in favor of the.motion.

A roll call vote was taken

Councilmember Haaga Yes
Councilmember Hansen Yes
Councilmember McConnehey Yes
Councilmember Nichols Yes
Councilmember Southworth Yes
Councilmember Stoker Yes
Mayor Rolfe Yes

The motion passed 7-0.

RECEIVE PUBLIC INPUT AND. )CONSIDER FOR APPROVAL
ORDINANCE 15-03, AMENDING.THE ST JORDAN FUTURE LAND

USE MAP FOR APPROXIMATELY 54. 983,, \CRES FROM LOW DENSITY
RESIDENTIAL AND PROFESSIONAL OFFICE TO MEDIUM DENSITY
RESIDENTIAL . DESIGNATION, AND REZONE FROM A-20
(A(;;Réf?ULTURA?L 20-ACRES wﬁ&’[INIMUM LOTS TO R-1-8C (SINGLE-

SATTERFIELD APPLICANT
Tom Burdett turned the time over to Larry Gardner who explained that the applicant was
‘requestmg two map dments. The first was an amendment to the Future Land Use
' ﬁfice and Low Density Residential to Medium Density
ange was an amendment to the Zoning Map from A-20

' Residential; the second ¢

. (Agriculture 20 acre lot mlmmum) to R-1-8C (Single Family Residential 8,000 square foot

"Im minimum, house size C). Both amendments occupied the same 54.98 acre piece of
property, on the, southwest corner of 8200 south and SR-111. The land use map showed
the meessmnafl ‘Office designation to occupy approximately 11 acres of the northeast
portlon ‘of the site. The remainder of the site was designated Low Density Residential on
the Land UUse Map. The entire 54.98 acres was zoned A-20 at present. The property was
currently owned by Lamar Jones but was under contract to be purchased by Jake
Satterfield.

The land use amendment application was heard by the Planning Commission on
December 16, 2014 requesting an amendment to the Future Land Use Map from
Professional Office and Low Density Residential to Medium Density Residential, which
received a positive recommendation. The Medium Density land use map designation
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supported R-1-8 zoning. If the land use map amendment and rezone were approved, the
applicant was proposing to subdivide the property and construct single family dwellings.
A concept plan showing how the development could be constructed was attached as
Exhibit C, but was for reference purposes only. The Medium-Density Residential Land
Use designation according to the General Plan had a density range of 3.1 to 5. 0 dwelling
units per acre. The applicant’s Letter of Intent stated that 182 single: family lots ‘would be
developed on 54.98 acres of property. The concept plan as provxded (Exhibit C) showed
the proposed roadway design and lot conﬁguratlon This plan was conceptual and did not
bind the developer or City. The average lot size was expected to.be 9,189 %q ft in area
with the smallest lot being 8,000 sq. ft., for a total of 3,31 gross units per acre.> The site
was rectangular in shape and sloped from west to east.: The property had hlstorlcaﬁy been
used for dry-farming. An approximate 75 foot wide by 1500 foot wash ran along the
North border of the site. This wash area would have to.remain and be dedicated and
improved as part of the City’s trail system as the sﬁbdlwsmn 1 oved forward.

The subject property’s surrounding zoning and land u re as follows:

Future Land Use

- |[Existing Land Use

Neighborhood Commerci PC . " [Convenience Store and
North [Density Residential e Single Family Residential
South [Low Density Residential +220 Farm Ground/Gravel Pit

Public Facﬂlty and Medium De sity Re51dentLa1 PF, R-1-6  [School, Single Family

East and R-1-8  [Residential

VLSFR &  |Gravel Pit, Farm Ground
'West LSFR
Section I%’;-7C-6*: Amenfd:mbéﬁts to the Land Use Map

Accordmg to City Code Section 13-7C-6), any amendments to the general plan, including
‘maps, should be approved 0 ly-if the following were met.

Tke proposed amendment conforms to and is consistent with the adopted
goals, objectives, and policies set forth in the City General Plan.

Finding A:

Dfécussion: The applicant was proposing to amend the Future Land Use
- Map from Professional Office and Low Density Residential to Medium
7 Density Residential.

The description of “Low Density Residential” as found in the General Plan:
“Low Density Residential will include development providing for low

intensity single-family detached residential uses typically found in
suburban and traditional neighborhoods.”
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The applicant was proposing to construct all single family homes with no
multi-family or twin homes and had submitted an application to change the
zoning designation from A-20 to R-1-8C. The General Plan states: “lower
density single-family residential uses are most preferred in, West Jordan.”

The description of “Medium Density Residential” in the General Plan was:

“Medium Density Residential will include development providing for
moderate intensity single-family attached/detached, units as well as twin
and town homes. Areas that should be: deszgnated as medium. density
residential uses should be preferred fer nfi ZZ developments that are -well
buffered from commercial and industrial uses.’

The majority of the residential ; lzin se de51gnat1on abutting SR-l 11 was of
the “Medium Density” land use designation; with'the proposed site the only
one along the SR-111 arterial having the *Low Density” designation. The
General Plan Land Use Map amendment to “Medlum Density” was
thé:developer was proposing to
2 The density range on the
to 3 umts per acre Whlle the Medium

conceptually was at 331 gt ss dwell : g
low encl of the density scale for “Medmm Density” developments but could

ire 55 aéire s1te comp
nd R-1- 12(allowed in L

R:1-8 zoning (allowed in Medium Density)
Density) could result in a 33% increase in

The amendment from “Profess1onal Office” to Medium Density residential
.. Wwas not in conflict with the General Plan. The Plan’s goals supported

i ffice complexes close to residential areas and close to arterials
ps. While the site did meet two of the criteria, an office park
at this location would be in the middle of a residential area and directly
across the street from a school. There were more appropriate sites along
* SR-111 corridor at the nodes of 7800 South or 9000 South, for
_<example, than in an area that vastly residential development.

Finding: The proposed amendment conformed to and was consistent with
the adopted goals, objectives, and policies set forth in the City General
Plan.

Finding B:  The development pattern contained on the land use plan inadequately
provides the appropriate optional sites for the use and/or change
proposed in the amendment.
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Finding C:

Finding D:

Discussion: At present there were approximately 506 acres of undeveloped
land designated as “Medium Density” residential west of 5600 West
(excluding the Highlands). There were approximately 1516 acres of “Low
Density” designated property west of 5600 West {excluding the
Highlands). There were approximately 99 acres. of “undeveloped
“Professional Office” designated property located thr@ughout the City with
38 acres in the Jordan Landing development.

The most appropriate optional site that was demgnated Medrum Density
was south and east of the proposed site, however the parcel was nearly 150
acres and was currently not for sale. The remainder of medium denslty
sites would require “leap frog” devel@pment which was dlseouraged by the
General Plan. y L

The 11 acre area that was designated fessional Office” on the land use

map was the most remote site to have Professional Office designation
in the City. The Professional Office site wds, also adjacent to single family
housing and across:the street from a middle school. There were more
riate’ ;g;tes 1n the City for Professmnal Office type uses.

Finding: The development ;aaftte
inadequately provided the @appropriats
change “proposed in the amendment.

Qntalned on the land use plan
ptional sites for the use and/or

( The proposzd amendment will be compatible with other land uses,

existing or planned, in the vicinity.

Discussion: The proposed land use amendment would be compatible with
the uses surrounding the site. The land use map was not changing from
residential use, but would be removing potential office uses and increasing
the residential density. The uses to the North were single family and a
convenience store was located at the corner of SR-111 and 8200 south.
The uses to the East were single family and a school. To the South was
open farm ground and to the West a gravel extraction operation existed (50
acres in area) 400 feet from the boundary of the site. It was unknown to

staff what the scope of the gravel pit was or how long the operation would
- continue. As the housing development commenced appropriate fencing

and other reasonable measures to mitigate any detrimental impacts from the
gravel pit should be implemented.

Finding: The proposed amendment would be compatible with other land
uses, existing or planned, in the vicinity.

The proposed amendment constitutes an overall improvement to the
adopted general land use map and is not solely for the good or benefit of
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a particular person or entity.

Discussion: The applicant would directly benefit from approval of the
proposed amendment; however, the amendment would be consistent with
the apparent practice of placing Medium Density and ngh Densr[y along
major arterial roads.

Finding: The proposed amendment constituted 6veraifg{iinprovement to
the adopted general land use map and was not sol y for the good or benefit
of a particular person or entity. :

Finding E:  The proposed amendment will not adversely impact the neighborhood
and community as a whole by significantly altering acceptable land use
patterns and requiring larger and sive public infrastructure
improvements, including, but not I ds, water, wastewater and
public safety facilities, than would
proposed change.

Discussion: The:amendment impact the neighborhood
by allowing af’ ‘increase in residential densr[y ‘of single family dwellings.
The possibility of a \ increas¢ m density'when comparing R-1-12 to R-1-
8 (75 to 100 homes) on the’55 acre site should not negatively impact the
infrastructure in the are; ‘New roads would be connected to collector and
arterlal streets. The area was planned for single family uses already.
Roads, water, storm water, sewer and public safety would not be adversely
t and the subsequent development. A ftraffic

would /be requlre
develo ment.

install any infrastructure required for this

4 ’ broposed amendment would not adversely impact the

neighborhood and community as a whole by significantly altering
acceptable land use patterns and requiring larger and more expensive
pu"bhc infrastructure improvements, including, but not limited to, roads,
water wastewater and public safety facilities, than would otherwise be
needed without the proposed change.

The proposed amendment is consistent with other adopted plans, codes
and ordinances.

Discussion: The proposed amendment was not adverse to any other
existing adopted plans, city codes or ordinances.

Finding: The proposed amendment was consistent with other adopted
plans, codes and ordinances.
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Section 13-7D-7(A): Amendments to the Zoning Map

According to City Code, Section 13-7D-7(A), the following should be met in approving
any amendments to the Zoning Map.

Criteria 1:  The proposed amendment is consistent wit

he purposes, goals,
objectives, and policies of the City’s General Plaj .

Discussion: The subject property was pmpxased to be located ‘within the
Medium-Density Residential land use: demgnatlon This designation was
created for those residential uses Wh:mh fall between 3.1 and 5.0 dwelhng
units per acre. The applicant Was proposing to change the zoning
designation on 54.98 acres of land currently zoned as A-20 to R-1-8C with
a density of 3.31 du per acre, which “consistent with the Medium
Density Land Use designation of the Gen Plan.

Furthermore, Goal 4 Policy 2 states: “Single’-'family housing should be the
primary re51den11 o i
was to construct single fam1 v homes on the property The concept plan
showed a street system stubbed 10 ;%Jggghbormg vacant property, the
development did not have cul- de-sa s and the lot sizes were slightly
larger in size than those in the developments to the north and east. The
preposed amendment conformed to and was consistent with the adopted
oals, objectives, and poliéie t forth in the General Plan.

«,mdmg: The proposed-amendment was consistent with the purposes,
bjectives, and policies of the City’s General Plan.

The proposed amendment will result in compatible land use relationships
d does nm adversely affect adjacent properties.

D'fé{cussion: The concept plan showed single-family lots which averaged
9,189 sq. ft. in area. This lot size was somewhat larger than the

developments to the North and East but smaller than the lots in the

Sycamores development to the Northwest. The zoning of the development

“to the north was PC (Planned Community) with 7,000 square foot lots and
the development to the east was zoned R-1-6 and R-1-8.

The proposed subzone for home size would be a “C” which related to the
following minimum living areas:
o 1 level dwelling (rambler/split entry) -2,400 sq. ft. minimum living
space;
o Split level dwelling — 2,100 sq. ft. minimum living space; and,
e Multi-story dwelling (2 or more) — 2,400 sq. ft. living space.
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Criteria 3:

(4 Criteria 4:

8C zone wis compatlble

Conceptually the development was proposing an average lot size of 9,189
square feet which would accommodate “D” size homes, if the lot sizes
remained constant. Any home size above a C or D would hrn1t home types

The property sloped from West to East. If this: property was developed it
would not be interconnected to any existing developments in the area.

The City Engineering Department had ’{iitiicated that the City did have the
ability to service the project with water ‘and sewer. The storm drain system
was adequate to handle flows fromfthe development and would be-designed
to meet the specific needs of the ‘development. and to protect any existing
washes or natural drainage areas.

compatible land use
perties.

Finding: The proposed amendment woluiézliresult i
relationships and did-not adversely affect adjacent

The proposed mendment furthrs the publte health, safety and general
welfare of the citizens of the Ctg? i

Discussion: The R-1-8C zoning district had specific standards which
wotild be met when the property was subdivided and developed. The R-1-
‘the existing zones and housing densmes

Discussion: The Engineering Department had determined that the City had
the ability to service any proposed development with water, sewer, streets
and storm drainage subject to developer constructed improvements at the
time of subdivision plat approval. Garbage collection would be provided to
any proposed development as part of the normal City garbage collection
service. The Fire Department would review the proposed development at
the time of subdivision application to ensure full serviceability. The
concept plan of the proposed development would have two road



City Council Meeting Minutes
January 28, 2015
Page 17

connections to 8200 South Street. There would not be any direct access
from the property to SR-111, an arterial roadway. The majority of the
traffic from any proposed development would empty onto 8200 South,
which was a collector street. As the property was developed, stub streets
would be installed to the vacant undeveloped property to the:South and
West, to provide access for future development The addition of 182 homes
should not change the traffic level of service for 8200 South or SR-111 but
a traffic impact study would be required as part gf the subdivision submittal
to determine if any and what measures actually needed to be taken.

Finding: The proposed amendment would not unduly impact the daéquacy
of public services and facilities intended to serve the subject zoning area
and property than would otherwise be needed without the proposed ‘change,
such as, but not limited to, pelice.and fire protectlon water, sewer and
roadways.

Criteria 5:  The proposed amendment is consistent with the: provisions of any
applicable overlay zomng districts which. may impose additional
standards.

On December 16, 2014 the“Planning Commission by a 6-1 vote recommended that the
City Council approve the request to amend the General Plan Future Land Use Map for
54.98 acres located at approximately 7101 West 8200 South from Professional Office and
Low, Density Re51dent1a1 to Medium Density Residential. On January 20, 2015 the
Plannmg Commission recommended that the City Council approve the request to amend
the zoning Map for 54.98 acres located at approximately 7101 West 8200 South from A-
20 (Agriculture 20 acre lot minimum) to R-1-8C zone (Single-family Residential 8,000
square foot lots; house size C).

Future Land Use Map Amendment Findings:

A. The proposed amendment conforms to and is consistent with the adopted goals,
objectives, and policies set forth in the City General Plan.
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B. The development pattern contained on the land use plan inadequately provides the
appropriate optional sites for the use and/or change proposed in the amendment.

C. The proposed amendment will be compatible with other land uses, existing or
planned, in the vicinity.

D. The proposed amendment constitutes an overall improvement tothe adepted
general land use map and is not solely for the good or beneﬁt ofa partlcuTar person
or entity.

E. The proposed amendment will not adversely impact the. ghborhood and
communlty as a whole by 51gn1ﬁcantly altering acceptabl 1and use patterns and
requiring larger and more expensive public infrastrugture 1mprovements
including, but not limited to, roads, water, wastewater and public safety fac Hities,
than would otherwise be needed without the proposed change.

F. The proposed amendment is consistent with other adopted plans, codes and
ordinances. i

Zoning Map Amendment Findings:

1. The proposed amendment ¢conformed to and was cons:stent w1th the adopted goals,
objectives, and pohcles set forth'in the Clty s General Plan

2. The proposed amendment sult in* cempanble land use relationships and
did not adversely affect adJace# pmpertles

3. The propesed amendment furthe ed the pubhc health, safety and general welfare of
the citizens of the city. "

not unduly 1mpact the adequacy of public

services and cilities intended to serve the subject zoning area and property than
__would otherw/ e be needed without the proposed change, such as, but not limited
o, police and fire protection, water, sewer and roadways.

The proposed amendment was consistent with the provisions of any applicable
overlay zoning districts which might impose additional standards.

Jaé()b Satterﬁel%‘ applicant, addressed the Council, explaining some of the specific details
is plan as it compared to other nearby developments.

The Council and staff discussed clarifying questions with the applicant.
Mayor Rolfe opened the public meeting.
Jim Bird, West Jordan resident, found it interesting that earlier in the evening David Oka

had pointed out that there was a lack of professional office space in the City, and now the
Council was considering a plan that would eliminate some professional office space.
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Steve Jones, West Jordan resident, stated that he had been attending Council meetings for
several months and during that time he kept hearing people want to change the Master
Plan. He felt there was a reason to have a Master Plan and the City ought to stick to it.

There was no one else who wished to speak. Mayor Rolfe closed the pubhc

Councilmember McConnehey agreed with both Representative d and Mr. Jones. He
stated, “We keep giving away our office space in favor of residential and then wonder why
we do not have sufficient tax revenues from commercial busi mss He ‘expressed his
opposition to the proposal. ‘ A

Councilmember Stoker indicated that he had wcarked for three years to brlng more
commercial business to the west side of the City. He kept hearing that businesses would
not move there until homes were built. He felt. that commercial development would
follow residential development such as was belng propo 'onight

MOTION:  Councilmember Southworth stated that‘based omthe information and
findings set forth:in the staff report and upon the evidence and
explanations receive ?f”taday, I move that the City Council approve
Ordinance 15:03, >
for 54.98 acres located at approximately 7101 West 8200 South from
Professional Office and Low Density Residential to Medium Density
Residential and Rezoné¢ 54.98 acres located at approximately 7101
Wesf 8200 South from A-20 (Agriculture 20 acre lot minimum) to R-1-
_8E zone (Smgle family Residential 8,000 square foot lots) house size E.

y f'The motion was seconded/ by Councilmember Haaga.

Councilmember McConnehey spoke agamst the motion, disagreeing with findings a and d
in thev staff report.

there had been none. The new Smlths Marketplace took a risk in
did and needed more residential development in the area in order to

Councﬂmem’ber Hansen indicated she had a problem limiting the development to E sized
homes, .and would prefer to allow D sized homes as well as E. Therefore she would vote
against the motion.

Mayor Rolfe spoke in favor of the motion.

Bryce Haderlie pointed out that an option would be to allow a certain percentage of the
homes to be size D with the remaining lots to have E size homes.
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Councilmember Southworth declined to amend his motion and instead indicated a desire
to challenge the building community to come up with solutions.

A roll call vote was taken

Councilmember Haaga Yes
Councilmember Hansen No

Councilmember McConnehey No

Councilmember Nichols Yes
Councilmember Southworth Yes
Councilmember Stoker Yes
Mayor Rolfe Yes

The motion passed 5-2 in favor

REPORT AND UPDATE.ON THE CITY OF WEST JORDAN’S FISCAL

YEAR 2014-2015 2"° QUARTERLY REPORT v
Ryan Bradshaw explained that the Quarterly Report was 4ntended to give unaudited,
summary information to the Council .about West Jordan City’s revenue and expenses for
the first quarter of fiscal year 2015 endmg December 31, 2014. The report included
information about the City’s General Fund and Enterprise Funds. This report gave City
Management and.the City Council the opportunity to see the financial status of the City

within its major funds and make decisions aceﬂrdlngly

/f'

West Jo ,daaa-}Qli‘arterly Report

For Permd Endmg December 31,2014

Purpose

B,
'ilifhe Quarterly Repon was intended to give unaudited, summary information to the user

about West Jordgn City’s revenue and expenses for the second quarter of fiscal year 2015
endlng December 31, 2014. The report included information about the City’s General
Fund and Enterprlse Funds. The report gives City Management and the City Council the
opportunity to see the financial status of the City within its major funds and make
decisions accordingly.

Content

This report contained the current and prior year quarterly information and the year to date
totals for each fund. In addition, it includes a forecasted total for each number. The
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forecasts were based on the expenditure and revenue percentages from the previous year.
The numbers were not final and could change. The only time that Financial Statements
were final was after the City has completed its annual audit and issued its Comprehenswe

Annual Financial Report (CAFR).

sosoioma rari———

General Fund Summary

Second Quarter Second Quarter CurrentYearto PriorYearto  CurrentYear
Annual Budget _(Current Year)  (PriorYear) . Date Date Forecast

Revenues

PropertyTaxes
SalesTaxes ‘

Franchise Taxes
Telecommunications Taxes
Fee in Lieu - Vehicles
Other Taxes

Licenses and Permits
Intergovernmental
Ambulance Fees
Charges for Senices
Interfund Charges P
Fines and Forfeitures
Miscelleous Income
Events

Total Revenues

Transfers and Contribiffié'@

i Cantnbutlons fromC Road Funds

A
s

Loan Paymentformsmrm\&ater

Total RevenuAé's ransfers, and Contributions = $51,467,074.00 $20,617,968.33  $19,952,201.19 $26,369,346.28 $26,387,74495 S 52,372,147.98

5 588543500 S 159718542

"S% 170555000 S 4(5055886 S 3828, 13"”$ 82380225 5 93984629 § 16258034

5 150000000 § 35811 § 323,241.42_ S 61228628 5 66126413 S 150239733

’§‘$1o,471,97g.14 S104B0027 SI0SB5LB § 113B1037
390,007.83 5%;5,514,510,60 § 51870077 $ 16,984,208.00]

§11,225,651.00 - $10,4105
91591480900 § 419581435

7.15 S 452,064.40 S 955,912.30

6G0M05 5 GBS0 § IR S 197NN

C96R50019 S BA6SB4 5 13118 26074101
053§ TSI § TR § 1458455
: 34005 $ 90649186 § 97630984 S 180462451
$ 411831500 $ 10957877 § 9540648 § 205915752 $ 1870812% § 411831504

797,508.00 S 070380 § TBOBOT § 6202850 & 316,08L08 §  1143,053.70
S 2100000 § 230720 & (401338) § 6449314 S 8473 S 11033962
§51,054349.00 $20,617,968.33 $19,952,201.19 $26,369,346.28 $26,387,74495 § 5195942298

S 2490 -2 - - 3 -5 MM
§ 18773600 S -9 -9 -5 18173600
samus. - f .08 . - 8 - § DS
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General Fund Summary Annual Budget ' Second Quarter  Second Quarter = CurrentYearto . PriorYearto - CurrentYear %Budgetto' Difference
{CurrentYear) = (Prior Year) Date Date Forecast:: Forecast

Revenues: y

Revenue § 5105434900 $2061796833 § 199520119 § 26369,346.28 $ 26,387,74495 $ 5195942298  0L&% § (90507398)

Transfers in S a5 . 5 L s s s %S l

Total Revenues $ 51,467,070.00  $20,617,968.33 § 199520119 $ 26,369,368 § 263877495 § 52374798  1018%

Expenditures: L

Personel Expenses h

Justice Court § 80500 $ 17228654 % 16060984 § 346,703.05

City Manager™ $ 145600 § MATLTS S M § T25BI3 § EB24A39 5 137791871

Administrative Services § 331663200 $ 8433751 § 58779304 $ LG9B8WTT $ 126994053 § 316587213 8% S 150,759.87

City Attorney $ 163124700 % 38535930 §  TSTEALET S G6LT099 S 1ALLO0STL . BAEW § 21934129

Public Works $ 360L70600 $ 970,023.30 $ S 1,927491.86 " $.2510246.24 § 359197833 9% S 97267

Development N LAD3sH0 S BRIET S $ TBMOIS § BNOSET § LUTEBE B S S9BTT

Economic Development $ 14000000 § 39,0435 9 . / $ 12680415 906% § 1319585

Police ‘ $ 130412200 5330309299 278869 § S 1236753062 0 0% S 65650138

Fire § 790476500 $ 208445391 $ 177180446 $ $ 792505756 1003% $  (20,20256)

Patks S RTINS § o8 S MmN - B S 217303

Operating Expenses )

Justice Court S 568500 1081413 § 1819168 § 068 § 3524329 6.0% $ 2158171

City Manager. | $ 2473000 5 S AILIEs1 § G5O/ S T9ABB07 S 12533741 S04% S 100598459

Administrative Services § 34737500 S B3 S 394095258 1351 § 79311608 $ 2,771,895.77 798% $ 70183973

City Attorney S5 B0 § S5E S 9412 $ 10190884 $ 4630866 § 21403021  1I57% §  (2909420)

Public Works $ 296805300 § 60L005.34 9 80968 $ 103036678 $ 1,630,6315 $§ 241261906 813% § 55543304

Development 96700 § 168803 MUBA S BB S 65435018 3360 574% S 6265340

Economic Development 14340900 $ 3634485 % -9 69893 § - °§ 14310883 1033% $ {4,699.83)

Police '+ o 2975P00 S U259 S 52730899 § 17856047 5 116416897 $ 336142988 1148 S (433857.88)

Fire » $ 180020400 $ 42891702 & C MEXM364 $ 98627657 $ 80831055 § 205474285  1ULT% §  (214,53885)

Parks ' $ LI71RSTO0- $ 20841033 4 S8 WOM0NSS L Sonuonne o gsgn S (TEy A

Transfers Out

Administrative Services : 187500.00°'$ 18750000 $ 37500000 § 37500000 $ 75000000  100.0% $ ,

PublicWorks 250,00000 5 L5 1E20m45 S 128328150 S 189021072 S 256656300 - 1141% S [316563.00)
Exbntitures $ 11,797,686.15 § 26,033917.72 § 23528,263.36 § 51,086,775.01 95.7% $ 2,286523.99

i |Restricted Fund Balance

S (19062500 $ 84057098 § BIASIS0N § B4R

§ 2948159 § 12853297

$ 19,036,940.00
5" [5,794,095.00)

$ 14,528,217.97

Peojected Unrestricted Fund Balance 6/30/15

Notes to the General Fund

the customer.

The City receives sales tax revenues 60 days after collection by the retailers.
November and December are the primary months for property tax collections.
MET & Telecommunication taxes are received 45-60 days after they are billed to
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Class C Road revenues are paid bi-monthly and are received 60 to 90 days after
collection.
Decreased Police Operating Expense Forecast for the following expendlture

a. Police Car Leases — $536,664.90
Increase Administrative Services Operating Expense Forecast for the following

expenditures.
a. Minor Building Projects - $250,000 &
b. Internal Utility Costs- $50,000 %

Increased Parks Operating Expense Forecast for tl'neééf‘ﬂllomng expenditures
a. Internal Utility Costs- $650,000 \

Economic Development and Parks Departments have no prior year expenditures as

they are new departments.

$4,300,000.00
$4,200,000.00 v
$4,100,000.00 ' o .
$4,000,000.00 - ‘
$3,000,000000" S S
$3,800,000.00
$3,700,000.00 ,
$3,600,000.00° _— .
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Water Fund summary Annual Budget Second Quarter: Second Quarter - CurrentYearto  PriorYearto = Current Year Difference
(CurrentYear) . (Prior Year) Date Date Forecast
Revenues: ;
Water Sales 35 16,501,267.@ 535102767505 315709136 S 906743576 S 930124898 K15, §:(2,051,912.55)
Impact Fees § 120000000 $ 10030900 $ 12601400 $ 28028800 $ 24938900 $ 5TV $ (665,36212)
Interest .5 oW : L
Intergovernmental $  50,000.00 $ -8 - $“(’»‘?’ S8 50,000.00 S -
Total Revenues $ 17,769,267.00  § 3,610,585.75 § 3,283,10536 § 9,347,723.76 $ 955058799 $1€,051 492.33 ${1,717,774.67)
Expenditures: y ; - s :
Personel Expenses . $ 1pA45100 S 38600116 $ 32819005 057820 S 68230124 $ 1520277.9% § 124,303.04
Operating Expenses $§ 13,774,644.00 - $ 3,121,73898 § 2,23744573 (S 6,661,541.68 $ 3,251,882.28 $14,744,016.35 $ (969,372.36)
Capital Projects § 1017483300 § 17047155 §  BOL3RT0 S 370576417 § WABL S 10IMBBM 5 -
Bond Principal §  650,000.00 . $ - § $  650,000.00 $
Bond Interest . S 105800 S 0995854 5 - S 10500 § -
Bond Fee ‘ $ 350000 § 200000 $ $ 3,500.00 § -
ITotal Expenditures $ 26,388,100.00 § 6,320,170.3 § $ (84506032
OperatingSurplus (Defict) ~ § (861883300} $2, $ (17691832 $ (1982118, 5516,80266 $(11,181,676.98)
y ' Restriced  Unrestricted  Total
Beginning Cash Balance V $443143600 $ 1070699100 § 1513842700
$ 3,956,750.02

Estimated Total Cash Balance 6/30/ 55

Water Fund

Impact Fees afe projected to be near $600,000, but this is still well below the

Fiscal Year 201 3:collection amount.

2. Water Revenue less mpact Fees is projected to be lower in the previous three
years. This is likély to be a result of the change in the rate structure that promoted

;» conservatlgn

-
4
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Yearly Water Revenue Less Impact Fees

$16,600,000

$16,500,000

$16,400,000

$16,300,000

$16,200,000

§16,100,000 -

$16,000,000

$15,500,000 -

3.

4,
Wastewater:;le:;a«, Annu}afpudgeta Second Quarter. Second Quarter _ CurrentYearto  PriorYearto  CurrentYear ~ Difference
: ‘ “{CutrentYear)  {Prior Year) Date Date Forecast

ummary

§ 208016815 § 473692140 § 415731099 § BSWEBAL §  HLU51

Impact Fees

§ 8606400 $ 193060.07 § 1673900 § 37252994 § (657,470.06)
Dther \ $ A0, $ - - S A0 S .
, [Total Revenues LS 988016000 $ 222154871 § 216623215 § 442908157 § 432520299 § 888560905 § (594,55495)

S B06GB00 S 1828007 § 16145664 $ 315350 § WS S 60647539 § 25319261
§ 58086000 $ 13479162 $ 16319304 $ 264882455 § 94T § 5254625 § SBILTS
Capital Projects. S STS0L00 SIMLLR S 68035033 § 14127903 $ 12639 S HTRIOLW S -
Total Expenditures S DANIIRK §27A25300 § 247374201 § 43407108 § 25M587.36 $1161563264 § 80634536

OperatingSurplus (Deficit) S (294181400} § (53272430) § (30750986 5 5590449 § 178061563 $(173008359)

» \ Rgstricted Unrestricted
Beginning Cash Balance oo / $ -5 B7MLS300 § §741593.00
Estimated Total Cash Balance 6/30/15 $ 6,011,569.41




Solid Waste Fund 4 CurrentYear  Difference
(Current Year) - {Prior Year) Date Date Forecast

Summary

Revenues: & s

Solid Waste Fees - $ 3935000 § 97323 S B8 § 19837904 § 193267400 $ 387467265 §  [48,836.35)

Other $  lo00drs 2000 $ _ 40800 0 M0 S 1000000 §

Total Revenues $ 393350000 $ 971556:33 $ 969,25983 $1,94a, 4§ 193294600 § 3,804672.65 §  (48,836.35)

Expenditures: ”-:f'

Persoriel Expenses S8 I3RS RS $ BN S 00738 S 4976813 S 1519765 5 (4060565

Operating Expenses T8 381 mﬁoo $ 98434305 857«733.89 $ 157925203 § 147542203 6 373953505 §  72,570.95

Total Expenditures § 393,480 $ %1379.9 $ ‘;ixze.ss § 164932567 § 152519016 § 389146270 §  31,965.30

Operating Surplus {Deficit) 7643 s 843005 § MASLT S AT S (67005

. Total

{Beginning Cash Balance - § 66555400

Estimated Total Cash Balance 6/30/15 $ 65876395

City Council Meeting Minutes
January 28, 2015
Page 26

Waste Water Fund

1. Impact Fees are projected to be over $400,000, but this is still well below the
Fiscal Year 2013 collection amount.
2. Waste Water Revenue less Impact Fees is projected to be the highest in the
previous four years. This is because of the Capital Replace;ﬁéﬁt rate increase that
happened in Fiscal Year 2014.
3. $750,000 in Waste Water Fees collected have been demgngt d byt e
each year for Capital Replacement ;
4. Capital Projects Budget and Forecast 1nc1udes amounts* for both new prOJects and
the carryover of old projects

Annual Budget : Second Quarter - Second Quarter Current;)‘earia Prior Yearto
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Solid Waste Fund

1.

The Solid Waste Fund has been growing over the last 10 years in order to save for
a Transfer Station. Trans Jordan Landfill has informed the City that they will be
paying for the Transfer Station. It was the Councils decision to ;move $4 000,000
from the Solid Waste Fund to the Storm Water Fund for Capltal PIOJeCt Funding.
Projected Cash will be $658,763.95 for the end of F 1scalv ‘

Solid Waste Cash Balance

$5,000,000.00
$4,500,000.00
$4,000,000.00
SR ( ESE——" T .—
$3,000,000.00
$2,500,00000 - , : e e 4 T .
$2,000,00000 -+ - | S :

$1,500,00000 e

$1,000,00000 e n 4
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Operating Surplus (Deficit)

Beginning Cash Balance

Estimated Total Cash Balance 6/30/15

Storm Water Fund Annual Budget Second Quarter Second Quarter = CurrentYearto  PriorYearto  CurrentYear  Difference
(CurrentYear)  (Prior Year) Date Date Forecast

Summary

Revenues:

Storm Water Fees $ 136300 S 44149168 S 1819 S B4 S 61239903 $1i763; 716 S 96316

Impact Fees § 88500000 S 181,649.32:$ 18610575 § 72581457 § 391,242.@3 5 1,200,000.00 315,000.00

Other § 2800000 ~ S e 5 BOM S -

Total Revenues $ 2,606683.00 § 62314096 $ 618,073.94 § 1,603,278.67 $(1,003,’641.66 $"é;§9;?317.16 $ 34463416

Expenditures: ‘ . .

Personel Expenses $ 80378600 S 15714457 5 I3 S 320,228 & W3778485 S 647,112.86 156,673.14

Operating Expenses S 9500300 $ 19894 $ UBYIIET § AIMINLLS §¢ 6MULM § 7ISER § 2HINL

Capital Pro}ectsk S 651289000 S 31489307 5 120692195 5 3023113 S 143875798 S 6,512,89.00 5 =i

Total Expenditures $ 8311,679.00 $ 1,016,950.88. § 1998674.37 $ 7,875,635.74 *§  436,043.26

- $ (5,664996.00) § (21,8%5.60) § (s4i,e71.79) S s637m 515‘;*?995;032.71) $ (4,884 318.59)

645,036.58 § 1,459,745,

E

Restricted \ Unrestricteq ;
S - 5 6E548%.00 5 6,654,8%.00
' $ 1,770,574

Storm Water Fund

1. Impact Fees are projected to b
fees'in the Storm Water Fund.

-

previous four years. This is because of the Capital Replacement rate increase that
happenediin Fiscal Year 2014z
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Yearly Water Revenue Less Impact Fees

$2,000,000
$1,800,000
$1,600,000
$1,400,000
$1,200,000 -+
§1,000,000
$800,000
$600,000 -
$400,000 -

2083 20014 2015 {Projected)

DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION REGARDING ORDINANCE 15-
02, AMENDING THE 2009 WEST JORDAN MUNICIPAL CODE TITLE
13, CHAPTER 5J, AM’ENDI’NG THE WEST SIDE PLANNING AREA

,,,,,

Section :];3-5] -2A amending the area description of the West Side Planning Area (WSPA)
from 370 acres to 410 acres and extending the western boundary to 6700 West. The
WSPA was a zone covering a much larger land use area at one time. The City Council
decided to eliminate the WSPA as a zone, but as a result of a litigation settlement
agreement, the WSPA continued to apply to land that was now comprised of just the
Highlands Development area. There were still many tracts of land that had WSPA zoning
designation which were no longer governed by WSPA zoning. The proposed property was
one of those properties. The applicant wanted to include a 40 acre tract of land adjacent to
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the Highlands development as governed by the WSPA. The applicant’s intent was to
construct single family dwellings on the property and desired the benefit of the WSPA
zoning.

To expand the boundaries of the land governed by the WSPA, the text o “section 13-5J-2A
needed to be amended. The text currently read:

“A.  WSPA Defined: The WSPA is described as an area approximately:three hundred
seventy (370) acres in area, located between 5600 West and 6450, West, 780@ South and
8200 South. Though the WSPA once covered a more expanswe area, it now apphes only
to the master planned development specifically known<as the Highlands. The develospment
boundary of the WSPA (the Highlands master development plan) is defined on the city's
future land use and zoning maps. Through@;@ this section, the nghlands master
development plan will be referenced as the W»SP o

Section 13-5J-2A would be amended as follows:

A. WSPA Defined: The WSPA.is described as an are'/;/“ )
seventy{370)-four hundred and ten (410) acres in area, loc
6450 6700 West, 7800 Southéand 8200 South

'mbetween 5600 West and

The amended text was the first step to. clude the addxt nal 40 acres into coverage by the
West Side Planning Area. If this 40 acr s was to be included within the Highlands, the
Highlands map and“‘develepment plan would need to be amended at a future time. If this
land was to b;: governed by the nghlan@ Development Agreement, there would need to
be amendments approved by the City Councﬂ Further a separate application process
would be requlred to 1nclud the 4 s into the Highlands Assessment Area.

Secti f13 7D-7(B) Fmdmgs for approval: Text Amendments

T he propos‘ed amendment conforms to the general plan and is consistent
wzth the adopted goals, objectives and policies described therein;

" Discussion: The zoning text amendment would make the provisions of the WSPA zone
apphcable to this property. The amendment would not change the land use
or zoning designation of the property. The property was designated at

' approximately three fourths low density residential and one fourth medium
density residential on the Future Land Use Map of the City. The entire
property was zoned Low Density Single Family Residential (LSFR). The
applicant’s intent and the only option now available would be the
development of single family housing. The General Plan page 23 stated the
following:

West Jordan has historically been a suburban community consisting
of primarily single-family homes and open agricultural land. The
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Criteria 2:

Current Land Use Survey, completed in March of 2010, indicates
that nearly 30% of all developed land in West Jordan is occupied
by single-family residential uses. One of the primary goals of this
General Plan is to continue to encourage new development that is
integrated with existing development, and to make the mast efficient
use of existing infrastructure.

The plan also stated on the same page that lawer denszly smgle -family
residential uses are the most preferred in West Jordan ” The applicant was
not proposing to change the land use type of nsity. '

On page 30 of the General Plan an 1mp1ementat10n pohcy sta;ted the
following: y

Require developers to prepare small-“area plans showing the
relationship of proposed subdivisions to the neighborhood of which
they will be a part. These plans should illystrate, among other
things: access.to the general street system, connections to adjacent
( ods and properttes schools recreation sites, and other

The inclusion of the
satisfy this policy. )
wmﬂﬁ be a seamless transition into the development and would result in

Similar  uses, development: "~ patterns, roadway connections, trail

1mprovements and housmg types

This property was currently zoned LSFR which was only applicable
within the WSPA/Highlands Master Plan.

The conceptual density of this project was very similar to that of
Loneview North and would be consistent with the adjacent land use.
o The WSPA allowed flexibility to create a single family
neighborhood with more variety of lot sizes.

The General Plan on Page 22 Goal 3 stated:
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“Promote land use policies and standards that are economically
feasible and orderly, which also protect desirable existing land uses
and minimize impacts to existing neighborhoods.”

“1. The type, location, timing, and intensity of grow
managed. Premature and scattered development shall be
discouraged. ~

2. Growth shall be limited to those area
for adequate levels of service (i.e. water, sew,
protection, schooling, and transporz‘al‘ion).

The amendment would result in a single farnlly development 31m11ar m
type, density and layout as the adjacent housing development to the east.
The 40 acre property proposed to be included i into the coverage by the
WSPA zone was marginal agr1culture 1land and was not designated on the
future land use map as agricultural.

Finding: The proposed amendments were app;ropr, te given the context of
the request and%g&fere was ufﬁment justification for a modification to this
title.

Criteria 3:  The proposed amendment wil not create a conﬂtct with any other Section

or par f this title or the general plan.

, Blscusswn.%The proposed amendments would not conflict with other
“sections of the 2009 City Code or the General Plan. The proposed
“amendment would 2 "conflict within the General Plan due to the land
currently being zone FR and the LSFR zone only being fully functional

within the WSPA zone.

roposed amendment would not create a conflict with any
or part of this title or the general plan.

“Criteria 4: T ite proposed amendments do not relieve a particular hardship, nor does
it ;:onfer any special privileges to a single property owner or cause, and it
is only necessary to make a modification to this title in light of
" corrections or changes in public policy.

Discussion: The text amendment did not relieve the applicant of any
“hardships™ or excuse them from other ordinance requirements. This text
amendment was unique in that it was geographically constrained to the
WSPA and this particular 40 acre piece of property, and would not apply
City wide. The text amendment resulted in a change more like a map
amendment. The applicant would not be able to use this amendment
outside of the boundaries created by the text amendment. The proposed
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amendment would resolve a conflict due to the land currently being zoned
LSFR and the LSFR zone only being fully functional within the WSPA.

Finding: The proposed amendment did not relieve a particular hardship,
nor did it confer any special privileges to a single property owner or cause,

and it was only necessary to make a mod1ﬁcat10n to this title in light of
corrections or changes in public policy.

The proposed text amendment amending the boundaries of the West Side Planning Area
(WSPA) met all of the criteria for an ordinance text amggdment The inclusion of the 40
acre parcel that was contiguous would result in si jilar single family residential and
connect to the trall system of the nghlands The ;»p“roposed text amendment wm:zld not

There was no anticipated fiscal effect

Staff recommended that the City Council amend the West Jordan 2009 Code, Section 13-
5J-2A, “WSPA Defined,” chang; _the boundaries of the West Side Planning Area
(WSPA).

Councilmember Nichols had stated previous) that he. had concerns about the west side
planning area, and he still did. However, he realized@iow that the developer’s intent was
to incorporate the development into the: ‘Home Owners Association which made him like

" a specific devi oper, even i hat was not the Council’s intention. He indicated that he was
opposed to the ordinance.:

A QQouncilmember Southworth returned at 7:32 p.m.

Councﬂmember Stoker spoke in favor of including the development in the WSPA. He
indicated that it was his understanding that the developer wished to include it with The
Highlands which would result in a higher degree of continuity in the area. He also liked
the flexibility available with the WSPA.

Councilmember McConnehey again inquired if the same end result (increased consistency
and flexibility) could be achieved without reverting to the WSPA. Tom Burdett
responded that the Council had other zoning tools that could be used to achieve the same
result. Knowing that, Councilmember McConnehey spoke against approving the
Ordinance.
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Further discussion between Councilmembers and staff determined that:

e The lots within the WSPA would average between 8-10 thousand square feet
depending on buy-ups. The zoning outside it would be R-1-8 or R-1-9.

e Regardless of zoning, the wash was to be protected for 50 feet on either] ank and a
trail would be installed and dedicated to the City. If it bﬁcame a part of the
WSPA, there would be an additional 20% of open space. ¢

o For the space to be included within the Assessment area, an amendment would be
required.

MOTION: Councilmember Stoker moved to adopt andiimstruct the Mayor to sign
Ordinance 15-02 amending West@]’ordan 2009 Clty Code Sectun 13-

Councilmember McConnehey spoke against the mo
ordinance would be to “confer... special privileges to a smg : pro rty OWNET Or cause..
— in direct opposition to Criteria 4

Cﬁuncﬂmember Stok*
Mayor Rolfe

DISCUSSION AND  POSSIBLE ACTION REGARDING
“PIRECTION REGARDING THE IMPLEMENTATION OPTIONS
TO ADD ADDITIONAL DUMPSTERS TO THE RESIDENTIAL
NEIGHBORHOOD PROGRAM

Tim Peters explained that the current Neighborhood Dumpster Program had been in place
since 2003. Since 2003, the population of West Jordan had increased approximately 25%.

Currently there were eight dumpsters available daily between Monday and Saturday.
Eight dumpsters were delivered every other day; they were then available for use for one
day and picked up the following day for a total of 16 dumpsters available for the
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Neighborhood Dumpster Program at any one time. During the peak season, the dumpsters
were often “booked” two to three months in advance.

The fiscal impact would be dependent upon the additional service pI’DVlded The
additional expense could be charged to the Solid Waste Fund. 4

Staff recommended further communication and coordination wit ACE Disposal, Inc. to
provide additional dumpsters for the Residential Neighborhood E‘rogram. '

Councilmember Haaga spoke in favor of expanding the giﬁj;o.gram “He also expressed an

interest in receiving further information about the dumpster reservations system wheri the
topic was brought back to the Council for considera ion. rF

Councilmember McConnehey also spoke in éfaver of increasing the number of available
dumpsters. Additionally, he asked that the department%;;;iéok into a way to ensure the
dumpsters were being used by residents and not by commercial entities.

Councilmember Southworth spokeein favor of expanding theji)rogram as well.

The Council was in agreement for staff. .to proceed ‘with further research and
implementation options to acquire aédItIOnal ¥ mp/' or the Residential Neighborhood
Dumpster Program ’

DISC USSION AN POSSIBLE ACTION REGARDING

0RESOLUTION 15-22, AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR TO SIGN AN

’”‘AMENDED REAL ESTATE PURCHASE CONTRACT FOR THE

"~ "SALE OF THE.OLD:COUNTY LIBRARY LOCATED AT 1970

W,,,ST 7800 SOUTH AT THE REQUEST OF THE PURCHASER

(COMMUNITY TREATMENT ALTERNATIVES DBA CTA
COMMUNITY SUPPORTS)

Je anuary 12, 2015. However upon review of the contract CTA d1d not have it signed,
notarized and returned to the City by the specified date and time, but had instead requested
that the contract be amended as follows:

1. Amend paragraph 2 to allow CTA to receive the Property by Special Warranty
Deed rather than by Quit Claim Deed in order to induce the title company to
provide CTA with an owner’s policy of title insurance at CTA’s sole cost and

expense.

2. Amend paragraph 3 to allow CTA to receive a General Assignment and Bill of
Sale for all of the personal property situated on the real property, rather than
recognizing the personal property affixed to and being one and the same with the
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real property acquired by deed.

3. Amend paragraph S to extend the closing date to allow CTA more time to secure
the funds necessary to complete the purchase. The closing date in the approved
contract was February 4, 2015, but CTA’s lender (the “Lender™) needed more time
to process CTA’s loan.

4. Amend paragraph 7 to add an inspection period to sai.l fy the Lender’s
requirements in order to fund the purchase. The approved contract did not allow
for an inspection period since the prospective purchasers had the ability to inspect
the Property prior to bidding, but the Lender was asking for.an inspection period so
it could perform a Phase 1 Environmental Assessm mpnor“‘to funding the:loan. =

5. Amend paragraph 9 to extend the time peri required to return the s1gned
contract. The approved contract required the contract to be signed, notarized and
returned to the City by 5:00 p.m. on Monday, January 12, 2015. However, CTA
was unable to meet that deadline and also.comply Wlth the Lender’s requirements,
so CTA and the Lender had asked for a ret ol
January 20, 2015, a date with which CTA had already complied.

The only other changes to the Council approved contract wer 1 ing the buyer’s name

and bid amount, both of Wthh Were conditions of Resolutlon N

If the City Council chose Opt1on 1 above, the\ ginal contract was null and void, the
Property was no longer surplus, any future snrplus and sale of the Property must start from
the beglnmng as if this surplus and sale process had‘never taken place, and the City could

begin using the Propeﬁy ’fr}r public purposes

If the City Councﬂ chose Option 2 above, then the Property was still considered surplus,
the original contract was considered amended to match the contract attached hereto, and
the sale would pro as outlined in the amended contract.

If t‘h:ééCity Council chose Option 3 above, then the Property was still considered surplus,
the contract was null and void and, unless the City Council directed otherwise, §3-1-14(E)
of the West J ordan Mumcrpal Code applied, as follows:

“Unsold Property If the surplus item is subjected to sale to the highest
bidder at public auction and remains unsold, the city manager may sell the

,,,,,,, ..surplus item to any person for such price as the city manager deems
appropriate or may dispose of as the city manager shall direct.”

One last alternative would be for the City to sue CTA for “Specific Performance”,
requesting a court of law to require CTA to purchase the Property according to the original
contract. However, City staff believed this course of action would be time consuming and
costly and would eventually lead to Option 1 or Option 2 above.

Out of all the options listed above, City staff believed Option 1 was the least likely to
become subject to a legal challenge.
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Attachments:

Resolution for Option 2

Resolution for Option 3

Signed and Notarized Real Estate Purchase Contract (Amended)
Exhibit

The fiscal impact was the sale proceeds of $1,250,000.00 in Salﬁ,pfoceedéifiv’

Staff had no recommendation.

Councilmember Haaga asked that the City Attorney look into the municipal code wherein
it was stated that other City departments had st right of refusal before property was
surplused. He said he mentioned this because the Public Works department had submitted
a green sheet for a sign shop. .

Bryce Haderlie pointed out that there had been no inquiry ‘made to other City departments
because the original communicatien. from the Council was 6 ﬁe Theatre Arts groups
use the building. Council had then given Staff direction to pr e the actions now before
them. Similarly, when the City traded the old- library to thé County in exchange for the
parking lot behind City Hall, he did not beheve it was. done then either, even though the
property went through the surplus process ai ad a publig ,hearlng Sometimes you look back
on ordinances and wo der “have we baen followmg them?” He asked that if the City
wanted to hold to'the Tetter of the law, perhaps it needed to look back and see if it had
been very consistent in that He 1nd1cated”§ithat\_staff would do what the Council directed.

Councﬂmember Southworth?’ indicated his belief that it was doubtful that a department
head would be interested in the buﬂdlng due to the politics surrounding it. Also, he
indicated that he co '!d recall several times in the past wherein a Resolution was amended
wafhout having to go back and hold another public hearing. He wondered why this
situation could:not be handled ‘the same way.

., Bryce Haderlie responded that legal staff researched that and confirmed that going back to
“about 2008, there had been approximately four resolutions that had been modified in that
manner. Howeyer, he stated that this situation was unique in that there was specific

languag that if the transaction was not completed by a certain date and time, it became

oid. The other resolutions did not have that. He also stated that property
manager Dave Clemence intentionally included that language so that if for some reason
the transaction was not completed, the property would not languish as surplus. As an
example, if the Council were in a meeting and decided to amend a Resolution fifteen
minutes after approving it, the Council would have had the legal authority to do that
because the time line had not gone past the ‘null and void.” So it was because of the
protection clause that staff recommended, in order to remove any doubt, to go through the
process again. Then the Council would not have the public question whether or not the
Council followed the Resolution.
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Councilmember McConnehey asked Dustin Erickson (of Community Treatment
Alternatives) if his orgamzatlon would suffer an undue hardship if the Clty were to go
through the process again.

Dustin Erickson, Executive Director of CTA Community Supports, indicated
reason he had not yet signed the contract was that as written, it ‘not allow time for due
diligence (i.e. inspection, environmental study, etc.). He stated that since he had last
addressed the Council, he had received an engineering report which he was comfortable
with, and the bank had nearly completed an env1r0nmenta1 study. He stated.that his
intention was still to purchase the building but that he could not sign the contract without
having the opportunity to do his due diligence. . He stated that he needed to acquire
operable space by the summer, and although heswould be interested in re-bidding for the
property if that became necessary, he would als need to loo at other options as well.

Councilmember Haaga asked Mr. Erickson when he was approached about purchasing the
building.

,as n@t approached about making a purchase but about
the need to share parking wﬁh the City When it took ownersh1p since he owned the
adjacent property. At that time, he' expressed an mterest in the building because he had
been interested in it since it had become vacant.

Mr. Erickson responded that he

Councilmember H /"”“ga:asked Mr. Eric :on 1f he had sent a purchase offer to the Mayor
prior to the blddmg proces§

Mr. Erick mdlcated that he: cﬂuld not ecall if he made an offer when he wrote to the
Mayor expressing i

. - Mr. Erikson stated that he had nothing to hide.

CcilmemberéSouthworth asked Mr. Erickson if a delay would put his financing in
jeopardy.

Mr. Ericlgis n responded that while his financing was secure, the longer it took to finalize
the deal, the more he wondered if it would happen at all.

Bryce Haderlie pointed out that if the Council chose to direct staff to notice another public
hearing on this issue, the hearing could be held on February 25. That would not involve a
tremendous cost and then the Council could say they held another hearing and no one
would be able to argue that it was not null and void. He indicated that the other question
was the bid. The Council would need to determine if it was going to decide that the bid
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process was done fairly—that they would need to decide if they want to again take it
through the process, hold the public hearing for the disposal of property and finish that
part and then pick up where the City left off with Mr. Erickson’s bid; or the Council could
give direction that they want to go through another bid process or some other form of
advertisement for the property. That was where Mr. Erickson stated that he mlght have to
go looking for other property. And since the price was out there, it-yvas unclear what the
opportunities were for other bidders. That decision would be up to the | Councﬂ

Councilmember Haaga inquired about the special warranty deed that was bemg requested
by the potential bidder. . S B

Bryce Haderlie responded that he would prefer to have Jeff Robinson or David Clemence
explain the requirements of the deed. He indicated it was his understanding from Jeff that
the proposals for change were of a non-matenai nature.” Because of the speed that the
first bid was put together, there was no time to give Mr. . irickson a chance to review the
contract.

David Clemence, Real Property Agent for the City, explained thaf: in the bid process, the
City stated that the purchaser would be given a Quit Claim Deed to the property. A Quit
Claim deed was a deed that smmly says, “Whatever I own, you get.” The City had owned
the property for two months (at the most) and dld not wish to make any kind of warranties
because we do not really know the history: the property other than the last two months.
But in working with the lender and t tle company, they preferred that we use a Special
Warranty Deed. That 'was not foreign t the Clty——we use Spemal Warranty Deeds all the
time. A Spe01a1 Warranty Deed simply says i layman’s terms “we are going to give you
a warranty 4s to what we owned and only to what we owned.” This was opposed to a
General W arranty Deed:which:says, “We are warrantying this property and everything
about this property. for its entire h1story ” A Special Warranty Deed says, “We are only
warrantying as to our-title which we have only held for two months ” Sol agree with Jeff

) I woula’ have a
sked fox a General Warranty Deed—I would recommend against that.
Spec1a1 Warranty Deed, I do not have a problem with that.

Mayor Rolfe stated that it appeared to him that the contract allowed the successful bidder
until February 4 to make necessary inspections and could still back out of it up until the
closing on February 4.

David Clemence indicated that he did not believe that was the case in the original contract.
He indicated that typically in a bid-style environment there was no due diligence period.
You are bidding because a) you have the money and b) you are interested in the property.
So there was no due diligence period in a bidding-style environment. If you want to do
due diligence you can do that, presumably, beforechand. Now having said that, we as a
City, only gave three weeks between the advertisement and when the bid was due. So that
did not provide the bidder a long time to do their due diligence. The ad did say that if they
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wanted to inspect the property prior to bidding, they were welcome to do that. But to the
bidders point, even inspecting the property would not have allowed him to do, say, an
environmental Phase I assessment. Again, in a bid-style environment, you are not going
to do your due diligence unless you have a longer bidding period—a:longer bidding
window open which we just did not provide. But Mayor, if I heard you: correctly, I do not
remember saying that they had an ‘opt out’ clause after signing/the contract due to
inspection. It has been awhile since I looked at the original comtract. Now this new
contract—the amended contract in your packet—did allow them, I think, until maybe
February 11, to inspect the property and then affirmatively back t;izt‘before t"h‘athperiod.

Councilmember Stoker stated that whatever happened w1th this property—I know
are a variety of opinions with this—from my personai standpoint I am just hoping to'see a
respectable facility within our City which our afts community and our residents can be
proud of. I have reached out to several foundations that were interested in supporting arts
facilities. I did not get very far—they told me that i s I bring some sort of money to
the table, they would not even talk to me. I know there was some interest in keeping this
building, and I know there was some interest in selling ﬁ:a% bulldlng But without some
money, we cannot approach any.foundations to build a. respectful building for our
community. I know that there are a variety of reasons we can do that—there was
Economic Development-- beifig able to have'that kind of facility. There was pride in your
community. I have been to this fac lity several times.and there are windows—it was a
weird triangle shape—there were wing stalong two sides of it and on the third side of it
there were shelves counters and . The ceilings were about ten feet tall. If you
wanted to do performances in there with a stage or with riser seating or tiered seating, you
really run into the roof. d we look at'this facility and we see the unusual construction
that was in there The cou;lters . the windows. .. the ten-foot ceilings... when we looked
at making this a performing facility 1 Jus‘t do not think it was suitable for that. I do not
think that you can pea;form in that facility and be happy with your performances. There
was no sound equipment in there, there was no real great way to put lighting in there and
then” you Would have to:do somethlng w1th the windows behind it or the counters on the

keep it. We can try to... use it for rehearsals, we can use it for audltlons but it was not
-+ suitable for a perfermance facility. If the Council was willing to authorize other money, I
mean I can use that money to go towards these foundations and begin having those
discussions but agam like I said, I am Just looking for an opportunity to be able to expand
the pride in our community, the economic development—all the benefits of having a real
arts facﬂzty i our community. And just look at some sort of starting funds to be able to
make that happen.

Councilmember Southworth inquired as to the origin of the amendments to the contract
contained in the agenda packet.

Bryce Haderlie explained that the amendments were requested by the potential buyer,
CTA. The changes were then integrated into the contract which had the signature of
CTA’s Dustin Erickson.
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Jeff Robinson stated that the amendments as added met legal form and were not material
to the agreement. But the Council would need to determine if the amendments were
acceptable to them.

Councilmember Southworth asked if the dates on the contract were still ‘i?éasonable,
considering the fact that some time had since elapsed.

Bryce Haderlie explained again that if the terms of the contract:were acceptable to the
Council, they could proceed accordingly. The next quesilon was, if a public hearing was
held on February 25, would the Council wish to make @ éec151on that night or would they
prefer to wait another two weeks until the next meeting?

ntract changes were immaterial, his
atify the agreement now.

Councilmember Southworth stated that if th
preference was for the Council to accept the change

Jeff Robinson reminded Councilmember Southworth that the Council would then be
required to amend the resolution since, as it was currently written, everything was null and
void. He explained that it was his belief that the Council had the authority to do that
although he admitted that there was some challenge to that——that if the Council amended
the resolution that evening they may face a legal challenge He stated that if the Council
wished to take that risk, they may do so. But he_stated that as Bryce had indicated
previously, the safest thing was to begin the entire process again, starting with the public
hearing to surplus the property and accept. the contract only after that was done.

Bryce Haderﬁe pointed ouffi"again, that the uncﬂ could do both on the same night if they

chose to—-—hold;the public hearing.and sign the contract. But the safest thing to do if the

Council still wished tothonor the purchase offer, would be to avoid the potential challenge,

set the public hearing for February 25. The Council could instruct the staff to work with
_the purchage: to modify:the dates such that it would give enough time after February 25 to
_ finalize and ¢ ﬁse about a Week later.

Counc1lmember McConnehey stated that he did not see a need to go through the bid
rocess again. However, he indicated he would nor be opposed to going through the
surplus process and going through a public hearing for that part.

Mayor Rolfe indicated that he had consulted two personal attorneys on the issue because
he was the individual who would ultimately sign. They both indicated that it would be
illegal to move forward with the contract. He paid them—the City did not.

MOTION: Councilmember Haaga moved to ratify Resolution 15-02, declaring the
Real Estate Purchase Contract null and void, and declaring the

Property no longer surplus. The motion was seconded by Mayor
Rolfe.
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Councilmember Haaga stated that he agreed with Mayor Rolfe. It was his belief that the
contract was in violation of City Code.

Councilmember Southworth asked for clarification regarding Councilmémber Haaga’s
motion. It was explained that the motion was to make Resolution 15-02 null and void.

Jeff Robinson, City Attorney, stated that if the Council decided to.go foi‘w@.rd with another
public hearing, he would like to take some time and look .4t the bid process and be
confident that you can ignore—that you can just rely on the past bid process. If this
motion passed, I think you clearly have to start the publi¢ hearing:over to surplus. He
would like some time to look at the bid process and see 1f we can really rely on the prior
bid or whether we have to go through the bid proc

Councilmember Stoker asked a clarifying question about thamotwn on the table and the
contract included in the agenda packet. v A

Bryce Haderlie explained that the contract in the agenda was different from the one that
the Council had previously approv: If the legal department was allowed to review the
validity of the bid process, the Cou A euld have to approve w resolution.

Jeff Robinson clarified that the contract in thk "
had previously been approved by the Councﬂ) had 1
need to be declared null and void.

wda.packet (as opposed to the one that
egal effect and therefore did not

Call vote reqqi’f’-ed

£ ncilmember Nlchois Yes
fCouncllmember Southworth No
Councilmemb //Stoker No
_Mayor Rolfe . Yes

T‘ﬁ‘e motlon falleﬂ 3-4.

“Councilmember Stoker moved to accept the consequences of the
deadline as established in Resolution 15-02; and declare that the
property was no longer surplus; and that we proceed to have a new
public hearing to declare the property surplus on February 25; and in
the meantime to direct staff to examine the validity of the bidding
process. The motion was seconded by Mayor Rolfe.

MOTI()N 5

Councilmember McConnehey inquired as to why the bidding process might need to be
repeated.
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Jeff Robinson explained that it had been a long time since he had reviewed the bid. He
wanted to read the terms of the bid and confirm that there was nothing in it that would
somehow invalidate it because the City never went through the contract.

Bryce Haderlie pointed out that the minimum was one advertisement and ten days.
Melanie Briggs, City Clerk, explained that City code actually requlred that bids be opened
no sooner than two weeks following an advertisement to bid. '

Councilmember Stoker clarified that the point of his motion wa o allow siaff to evaluate

the legality of the bid so that there were no problems in the future.

Councilmember Haaga asked for further clariﬁcationz‘f"" |

Councilmember Stoker explained that he ehad moved that the Council accept the
consequences of the deadline as established in Resolution 15:02; and that the Council
declare the property no longer surplus; and that the Councﬂ should move forward with
holding a new public hearing regarding the surplussing of the property on February 25;
and in the meantime, direct staff t uate the process of bidding in order to confirm that
we were using a lawful process. 4

Councilmember Haaga indicated th:

Roll call vote required

Councilmember Haaga =
Councilmember Hansen

Councilmember McCoring
Councilmember Nichols

Councilmember Southworth
Ceuﬁcllme,mber Stoke
‘Mayor Rolfe

. The motion passed 5-2.

Cour ﬁ would move forward quickly and that he had no 1ntent1on of backing out of what
they had: ready agreed to do.

MOTION: Councilmember Southworth moved to recess for five minutes. The
motion was seconded by Councilmember McConnehey.

The Council recessed at 8:36 p.m. and reconvened at 8:41 p.m.
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DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION REGARDING
ORDINANCE 15-04, AMENDING THE 2009 WEST JORDAN
MUNICIPAL CODE, TITLE 3, AND TITLE 8, REGARDING THE
FACILITY USE POLICY
Julie Brown stated that this was a follow up for approval to the presentatlon/re/mew of the
policy changes at City Council on December 17, 2014. Also included ith this 1 Teport was
the requested red line document. '

The Events Coordinator, Parks Department and Legal Department had Worked over the
last year or more on addressing issues raised by Varlou Sgroups, such as athletic leagues,
related to use of City park facilities. Primarily, the questions were related to the
reservation process, the type and extent of use that.;gwould be allowed and the time of year
that certain facilities would be available. City . met, with league representatives to
review the City Code and the West Jordan Fagility Use Policy and had incorporated their

suggestions to address concerns. Complete drafts of the p typosals were included with this
request for council action. To clarify some of the spemﬁc revisions and the reasons behind
them, some items were summarized below. It should bég noted that while fees had also
ere adopted by City Counci as ‘part of the annual fee

been raised as a concern, the fee/§
schedule and the amounts were fot
Policy being presented and reviewed.

Proposed Text Amendments

Title 8, Chapter 13 “Parks and Reareaﬂ@n > The attached drafts of those chapters reflected
staff’s proposed:- VlSlOﬂS to the City" C‘ode to meet this need and also to add and clarify

@ Section 3-5 2 was added to cover reservations, stated that the reservations were
penmtted and specified cancellatwn requirements. This section also gave the time 11m1ts

3. Fees were still as set forth in the fee schedule that was adopted by the City Council
each year, but clarifying language was also included in section 3-5-3 to describe the
requirement for deposits to be paid to the City to cover any repairs or cleaning that the
City performed after the use.

4, Requirements of Title 3, Chapter 5 regarding smoking, alcoholic beverages, City
Manager authority and conditions for denial remained the same except that holding an
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activity on a Sunday was no longer a reason for denial (as Pioneer Hall was now rented by
the City and was available for Sunday rentals with a higher rental fee), and staff was
proposing to add as a reason for denial any withholding of a deposit for a past reservation
within the previous 3 years.

5. Section 8-13-1 had been updated to include all of the City’s current park facilities
and to reclassify the Arena as a City recreational facility, not a pafk. A definitions section
had also been added to clarify some of the terms that were usge by City staff related to
City facilities and reservation of City facilities.

6. The hours of operation in section 8-13-2 had been updated to: (a) use specific and
more clearly understood times; (b) clarify that City/parks were seasonal and had no snow
removal, less trash removal and no restrooms during certain months; (c) clanfy the
reservation procedures, especially for leaguesd :for which Clty Council had directed staff to
define the time periods during which tournament resér ations and league play reservations
could be submitted; (d) state the cancellation policy for reservations, including that
seasonal reservations and tournaments would not recei :
advance priority these reservatlons eived that would prevent other users from reserving
the facility). ’

:W'adepted by the City Council in the fee
the use of deposits was clarified in section 8-

Ron Wor)d Baseball Complex football was held at Constitution Park, and soccer was held
at the Utah Youth Sports Complex. City staff had sought direction from City Council and
the City Manager and it was determined that the following should be addressed:

(1) Clarify what constitutes a youth league;

(2) Have a time to apply that was earliest for the highest priority use (tournaments), later
for the second priority use (league seasonal use) and later for lower priority use, etc.; and
(3) Allow the City Manager discretion to require a lease if needed for use of concession
stands.
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Although some provisions of the Facility Use Policy were moved to the City Code
sections discussed above, some of the concerns were addressed in the proposed Facility

Use Policy as follows: &,

1. “Reservation Priorities for City Facilities” were addressed.on page 11 (section
IV.E.). They were first requested, first assigned. However, for s1mu1taneous requests that
would occur during the same application period (i.e. tournaments, seasonal league
reservations), they were as follows: (a) City Events; (b) Clty Sponsored Events; (c)
Special Events (d) league over non- organized ad hoc gfoup, (e)-youth over ult (t)

order of percentage of West Jordan residents (hlghest to lowest) (h) historical 1 use (1)
after consideration of all other factors, the date and time of the submitted application
would be the tie-breaker if needed (not hkely) / ,
Policy, some of these priorities applied only to athletic ﬁelds and would not be used for a
building, pavilion or other park reservation.

2. “Consideration of Application” (section IV. C.l.g)"'”’

o llowed for tournaments to be
scheduled with a minimum of 0. ‘Weekﬁ‘be@; een each. L

3. Concession stands were addressed i section X of the proposed Facility Use
Policy beginning on page 16. The prwor pohcy linked dse of concession stands to use of
the adjacent athletic_fields. As there d not appear to be a City need to include this
restriction, it was removod However, a’ person or entity reserving the athletic field would
have priorityif the concession stand request was submitted concurrently. While
concession stands were available for seasonal rental, it had been clarified that temporary
snack bars must, be on a case:by-ca: basis. This was due to Salt Lake County Health
regulations. The proposed policy “clarified that applications for concession stands and
temporary snack bars could be received no less than two weeks and no more than 11
; hs iniadvance and that a seasonal permit may be available or a lease may be required
at the discretion of the Cfrty* Vianager. Storage in concession stands was allowed between
uses, at the I'lSki?Of the user, but must be removed prior to reservation dates and times of
other users, two days after the last reservation of the season and at the request of the City.

. Other policies regarding fees and deposits, park closures, ability to exclude others
fro wreserved ‘areas, inflatable toys, denial of permits, maintenance, use of outside
equipmert m‘ ‘maintenance by others, lost/stolen/damaged property, grilling, fees and
deposits, service in lieu of fees, inspections by users, compliance with laws, keys and
combinations for locks, insurance and special event permits had not changed except for
reformatting and other minor revisions to improve readability.

There was no anticipated fiscal impact.

Staff recommended approval.
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Councilmember McConnehey pointed out that the Youth Theatre had expressed concern
that they would no longer be allowed to hold events or practices at City Hall. He inquired
as to where in the facility use policy this was specified.

Julie Brown responded that there was not a specific prohibition to that effe However,
staff had attempted to make City Hall more available for other uses.an nd to ensure that the
newly-remodeled community room continued to look spectacular’ The policy specified
that if the room was damaged by anyone using it or if there wa$ some sort.of conflict, the
matter would be turned over to the City Manager who would &etermme if #e group in
question could use the facility again. L

&}‘

Councilmember Stoker commented that he felt the g mmumzy room should be avallable to
the community. However, that morning when he made a ‘walk-through’ of City Hall, he
noticed that there were multiple dents, dings zmd scratches everywhere. While he wanted
the community to be able to use the building, he also’s

Councﬂmember McConnehey mentioned that he recently had a very frank conversation
youth she worked with

regpmnmble for any damage and that rather
ity Hall, an effort should be made to

rﬁcorﬁiﬁem%led reV151tmg,1he issue at a later date to see if a change was needed.

MOTION: ?Councﬂmember McConnehey moved to approve Ordinance 15-04
amendmg Title 3 and Title 8 of the West Jordan City Code and to
approve the West Jordan Facility Use Policy as presented. The motion
was seconded by Councilmember Nichols.

ote was taken

Councilmember Haaga Yes
Councilmember Hansen Yes
Councilmember McConnehey Yes
Councilmember Nichols Yes
Councilmember Southworth Yes
Councilmember Stoker Yes

Mayor Rolfe Yes
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The motion passed 7-0.

Bryce Haderlie confirmed with the Council that they were in agreement that the Council
Chambers were not available for community groups.
other areas within City Hall were available for any group to use. T g‘“Councﬂ requested
that any resulting damage be documented. &

DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION REGARDING
ORDINANCE  15-05, DECLARING. A" DEVELOPMENT

MORATORIUM FOR 4 MONTHS “FOR MULTI-FAMILY

HOUSING PROJECTS
Jeff Robinson explained that the City Council ha “asked that an ordinance decla
month moratorium on development apphcatwns for mu1t1~fam11y housing projects be
placed for consideration on the January 28, 2015 agenda The 4- month moratorium
would allow the City to reexamine its Cap and Gra vgrowth management program, to
evaluate new development standards and practices for multi- famﬂy projects, and to
develop performance-based zoning prov181ons to encourage better types of multi-family

housmg pI'O_)CCtS in the City. . Thls ‘was: an offshoot of dlSOll sions at the recent City

VCouncnlmember Nlchols moved that the City Council adopt and
approve [Ordinance 15:05 declaring a 4-month moratorium on the
ameptance of multi-family development projects in the City. The

motion was seconded by Councilmember Stoker.
w A

A roll callyx?(/ote was takeim

CouncllmemberﬁHaagag Yes
“Councilmember Hansen Yes
Councilmemb -McConnehey Yes

: ichols Yes
Councilmember Southworth Yes
Councilmember Stoker Yes
Mayor Rolfe Yes

The motion passed 7-0.

DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION REGARDING AMENDING
THE STORMWATER FEE
Ryan Bradshaw explained that the Stormwater operations in West Jordan had been funded
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by the Wastewater Fund for many years, until 2010 when the Stormwater Fund was
formally created and a separate Storm fee was included on customer utility bills. The
creation of the Stormwater Fund allowed more accurate tracking of revenues and expenses
specifically for storm related maintenance and capital projects. Currently;. West Jordan
charged an average of only $15.81 per citizen per year. Nerghboririg eiﬁes charged
between $42.00 and $25.00 per citizen per year.

e

Several neighboring cities had charged a Stormwater fee for ma;ny years Here were some
sample residential Storm fees as of 2014:

City 2014 Storm Fee
South Jordan $8.50
Midvale $7.62
Sandy $6.00
SLC $4.49
West Jordan

West Valley

The West Jordan Finance and Public. Works Departments recently conducted a detailed
analysis of projected operating expenses,:aﬁﬂ capital projects over the next 10 years. Staff
determined that additional revenue would be needed to adequately fund crucial
construction prq]ects to Tlelp prevent nerghborhood flooding and meet state and federal
Stormwater guidelines. This analysis was presented to City Council on Dec.17, 2014,
where Councrl dlrected staff to prepare for a change in Stormwater rates as follows:

Proposed New

Cu”rggnt Rate Proposed New Proposed New
b Rate - Option #1 | Rate - Option #2 | Rate - Option #3
. $4.02/mo;: $6.00/mo $6.00/mo $6.00/mo
| Commercial [$4.02/mo p $6.00/mo per $6.00/mo per $6.00/mo per Y
b aq_r_e_ ERU" 6,000 sq.ft. ERU | 8,000 sq.ft. ERU | acre ERU
< ‘Commermal 20 acre capon | 11.02 acre cap on | 14.69 acre cap 20 acre cap on fee
( ' fee on fee

The prepe“‘s%ed Residential rate change was fairly straightforward. The proposed
Commercial rate was based on property size. Some sample commercial property sizes and
their fees were shown below:
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i Current Option #1 Option #2 Option #3
Size of . . . .
p t Commercial Commercial | Commercial | Commercial
roperty Fee Fee Fee Fee
$4.02 per 1/4 $6.00 per $6.00 per $6.00 per .
(acres) acre 6.000SF | 8.000SF | l/4azecre |
0.25 $4.02 $10.89 $8.17 ‘
0.5 $8.04 $21.78 $16.344
0.75 $12.06 $32.67 $24 50
1 $16.08 $43.56 $32 67
5 $80.40 $217.80 $120.00
10 $160.80 $435.604 $326.70 $240.00
20 $321.60 $480.00 | . $480.00 | $480.00

The proposed Commerc1al Rates when compared to other cities were still some of the

that the fees wo\f“ d st1ll be lower than in any of the other local municipalities in the
comparison. He also indicated that Option #3 would generate approximately $850,000
revenue annually'while Option #1 would generate $1,300,000 per year.

Councilmember McConnehey explained that he had done some of his own research
regarding square footage for ERU units in other municipalities and found the information
quite enlightening. He indicated that he liked the way Riverton calculated the fee and
found that several other cities calculate it in a fashion similar to Riverton. He also liked
that West Valley actually issued a rebate to businesses that retained water on their
property instead of contributing to the storm water system. He stated that West Jordan
seemed to be the odd man out in the way that it calculated the storm water fee. Regardless
of how much a difference it made fiscally, he felt that the fee should be calculated fairly
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and be based on actual usage.

Councilmember Stoker provided some details as to the way in which the fee was
calculated in Salt Lake City.

€ meeting‘%ast 9:00
was seconded by

MOTION: Councilmember McConnehey moved to extend
p-m. but no later than 10 p.m. The moti
Councilmember Nichols. <

The motion passed 7-0 in favor.

Councilmember Haaga stated his belief that incredsing the fee was paramount 1o a tax
increase and that the proposed increase represeni;éd a lot of money to those in his district
~He also. sfelt it was a disincentive to
businesses that might consider moving to West J ordan

Councilmember Nichols mentioned that in Steve Jones ‘comments‘to Council earlier in
the evening, he pointed out that it was more important to do whats tight than it was to do
something in the same mannqrwthat other. municipalities do. However, the last thing we

wanted to do as a City wasto price ourselvfs/»out of the market so that businesses and
residents preferred to move into other cities as ﬂpposaé 1o West Jordan.

MOTION: Counci member McC‘ inchey moved to direct staff to bring back
» Stormwater fee structure, specifically for the
AERU equlvalency, to so ing that more closely mirrors what our
’nelghbormg cities are doing; and also include a discount component
“dor businesses: that retain their water, and bring back to Council for
consndf:ratlon with the amended rates. The motion was seconded by

Counc lmember Nichols.

‘ Councﬂmemb:ﬁr McConneh y encou:raged staff to contact West Valley staff regarding
their discount pr@gram

Mayor Rolfe stated his opposition to the motion due to his belief that it was the Impact
s, with new developments that needed to be addressed—not the Stormwater fee. He
indicat ed that hie was comfortable with the existing Stormwater fee.

Councilmember Haaga No

Councilmember Hansen Yes
Councilmember McConnehey Yes
Councilmember Nichols Yes
Councilmember Southworth Yes

Councilmember Stoker Yes
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Mayor Rolfe No
The motion passed 5-2 in favor.

DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION. REGARDING
RESOLUTION 15-04, ESTABLISHING A POELICY ON HIRING
PRACTICES FOR THE CITY OF WEST JORDAN
Bryce Haderlie stated that there was no formal written policy on how positions were to be
advertised and ﬁlled 1n the City. An mformal dlrectlve from ‘1: Councﬂ had set the

history of the organization was in the City’s best int
to formalize the process.

mentoring to take on additional reﬂgponmbi |
morale of the employees. The Council w i 1S
adequately prepared for the role and that unquahﬁed yvandldates were not promoted due to

oney over advertlsmg eve

, Staff recommended cons1der1ng the resolution that placed the responsibility with the
department h1r1ng official and the Human Resources department to determine the best way
to obtaln the m st ‘qualified employees.

. Councilmember Nichols moved to adopt Resolution 15-04, using
Option 3, confirming the intended process to fill positions within the
City of West Jordan. The motion was seconded by Councilmember
Southworth.

MOTIC

Councilmember McConnehey repeated his concern about the unspoken message that
could be sent to current City employees’ if a department head chose to advertise
externally. He also felt it was important to be able to prove to the public that the best
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candidates were being selected. He felt there would be no such proof unless positions
were opened both internally and externally.

Councilmember Southworth stated that he was not interested in micro-managing staff but
if a specific policy on this issue was necessary, he was comfortable with the latitude

provided by Option 3.

A roll call vote was taken

Councilmember Haaga Yes
Councilmember Hansen Yes
Councilmember McConnehey No

Councilmember Nichols Yes
Councilmember Southworth Yes
Councilmember Stoker Yes
Mayor Rolfe Yes

The motion passed 6-1.

CONSENT 7B ‘ .

CONSIDER PARTICIPATING THE.. ;rUTAH TRANSPORTATION
COALITION, A GROUP COMI’RISED OF THE LEAGUE OF CITIES
AND TOWNS, UTAH ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES, AND THE SALT
LAKE CHAMBER, AND AUTHORIZE STAFF TO PROCEED WITH
EXPENDITURE IN AN AMOUNT%NOT TO EXCEED $3,000.00.

C ouncﬂmemberM;Haaga moved to approve joining the Utah

Cltles and Towns, Utah Association of Counties, and the Salt Lake
) Chamber, and authorize staff to proceed with expenditure in an
amount n to exceed $3,000.00 and to encourage other members of the
Council to sit at the table. The motion was seconded by
Councilmember Stoker.

’?‘
Co c1lmember Stoker explained that all the municipalities at the Council of
Govemments meetmg recognized that there was a problem when it came to B and C road

funds. The $3 000.00 would go to a lobbying effort to bring about reform.
Councﬂmember Southworth spoke in favor of the motion.

Mayor Rolfe also supported the motion with a caveat that the solution should apply on a
statewide basis.

A roll call vote was taken
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Councilmember Haaga Yes
Councilmember Hansen Yes
Councilmember McConnehey Yes
Councilmember Nichols Yes
Councilmember Southworth Yes
Councilmember Stoker Yes
Mayor Rolfe Yes

The meotion passed 7-0.

CONSENT 7C
APPROVE RESOLUTION 15-01, AULI'/HORIZING THE MAYOR’ TO
EXECUTE A CONTRACT WITH C()I)Y EKKER CONSTRUCTION, INC.
FOR REMOVAL AND UPSIZING OF RAOD CULVERTS ALONG
BINGHAM CREEK AT 1300 WEST AND 4003 VEST IN AN AMOUNT
NOT TO EXCEED $1,139,330.00.

Mayor Rolfe explained that he p;
were other capital projects (spee,
higher priority.

d this item from the eﬂendaf’{ﬁbecause he felt there
y the Stormwater proj ect on 7000 South) that were a

Dave Murphy explained that both p bjeCtS were at éhe same priority—95 on the capital
project list—because 7000 South now had $4,000,000 in funding which was not being
tapped for the Bmgham ~~~~~~ Creek project,. There was already a separate budget for the

Bingham Creek project as Well as some road fiinding and other storm drain funding.

'th:at the situation at 7000 South near Constitution
a ranking on the project list. He asked that staff

Councilmember Haaga stated his-be
Park was an emergency, regardle
makel

Dave Murphy explame that the reason the Bingham Creek project was ranked this high
was that the box culvert was failing, as was the piping underneath the box. There was no
way to know th long it would last, or if it would hold during an earthquake, for
éxample. He estimated that it would not hold, that it would take the roadway and perhaps
a 20”7 hlgh-pressure gas line. It was his opinion that the two projects were of equal
1mpor£ance

MOTION’ Mayor Rolfe moved to approve Resolution 15-01, authorizing the
Mayor to execute a contract with Cody Ekker Construction, Inc. for
removal and upsizing of Road Culverts along Bingham Creek at 1300
West and 4000 West in an amount not to exceed $1,139,330.00. The
motion was seconded by Councilmember McConnehey.

A roll call vote was taken
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Councilmember Haaga Yes
Councilmember Hansen Yes
Councilmember McConnehey Yes
Councilmember Nichols Yes
Councilmember Southworth Yes
Councilmember Stoker Yes
Mayor Rolfe Yes

The motion passed 7-0.

CONSENT 7J
APPROVE RESOLUTION 15-11, AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR TO
EXECUTE AN AGREEMENT WITH STANLEY CONSULTANTS, INC.
TO COMPLETE PRELIMINARY AND FINAL DESIGN PLANS FOR THE
7000 SOUTH UTILITY DESIGN FR'M :THE *JORDAN RIVER TO
CONSTITUION PARK IN AN AMOUNT N )T TO EXCEED $148,185.00.
Mayor Rolfe explained that he was.concerned with just one aspect of the agreement and
that was that the timeframe currently in _the agreement did ot allow for the Design
Engineer to complete the twg canal overflows: awhich needed” 1o be constructed by March
15. He understood the emergency nature of ‘the project and wondered if anyone had
spoken with Stanley Consultant’s Design Bngmeer about the timeline.

Dave Murphy responded that he would address that issue with the contractor when they
went over the scope of work. He also po:inted ‘out that this particular agreement was only
30% design) and not the final design plans as indicated on the

s«crucials to get the concept on paper before certain aspects

of the project . “He also gave a thorough explanation of the complex
permlt process that ‘the C1ty and contractor were required to follow.

; »EMayor Rolfe asked to clanfy that the deepening of the detention basin at Constitution Park
would alleviate some of the 3200 West flooding problems.

‘Dave Murphy resﬁonded that as soon as there were design points laid out for the entire

pipe.line and they understood what the depth had to be, they could then go on to final
designat Constitution Park.

Councilmember Haaga inquired as to whether or not there was a mechanism that could
speed up the permit process with outside agencies due to the emergency nature of the
flooding problems in the area.

Dave Murphy reminded the Council that the project was currently the #1 priority with
Bingham Creek and pointed out that the declaration of emergency and the emergency
powers Councilmember Haaga sought needed to be well-defined.
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MOTION: Mayor Rolfe moved to approve Resolution 15-11, authorizing the
Mayor to execute an agreement with Stanley Consultants, Inc. to
complete preliminary design plans for the 7000 South Utility Design
from the Jordan River to Constitution Park in an amount not to
exceed $148,185,00. The motion was seconded by Councllmember
Stoker. :

A roll call vote was taken

Councilmember Haaga Yes
Councilmember Hansen Yes
Councilmember McConnehey Yes
Councilmember Nichols Yes
Councilmember Southworth Yes
Councilmember Stoker Yes
Mayor Rolfe Yes

The motion passed 7-0.

X REMARKS b
Mayor Rolfe explained that the Co nci ' e'hnldmg a special meeting on Saturday,
January 31 at 10 am., and that Cﬁuncﬂmember Southworth would be participating
electronically.

XL

_MOTION::

KIM V ROLFE
Mayor

ATTEST:
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MELANIE BRIGGS, MMC
City Clerk

Approved this 25t day of February 2015




