NOTICE AND AGENDA
SANTA CLARA CITY COUNCIL MEETING
Wednesday, February 24, 2021
Time: 5:00 p.m.

AGENDA

NOTICE is hereby given that the Santa Clara City Council will hold a Regular Meeting on the 24th Day
of February 2021 which meeting will begin at 5:00 PM.

The Meeting will be available to view live steam on the YouTube link: https://www.youtube.com/channel/UC
xLBLmM30-XLgM1AEmhpcMA. Council Chambers will be available to residents, but we will have limited
availability and follow Covid-19 guidelines.

1. Call to Order:

2. Opening Ceremony:
- Pledge of Allegiance: Jarett Waite
- Opening Comments: Jarett Waite

3. Communications and Appearances:

4. Conflicts and Disclosures:

5. Working Agenda:

A. Public Hearing(s) 5:00 p.m.

B. Consent Agenda:
1. Approval of Claims and Minutes
- Feb. 10, 2021 Santa Clara City Regular City Council Meeting Minutes
- Feb. 10, 2021 Executive Session Minutes
- Claims through Feb. 24, 2021.

2. Calendar of Events
- Feb. 25, 2021 Budget Retreat 10:30 am.
- Mar. 3, 2021 City Council Work Meeting
- Mar. 10, 2021 Regular City Council Meeting
- Mar. 24, 2021 Regular City Council Meeting

3. Set a public Hearing to receive public input on amending the Santa Clara City Subdivision
Fees for City Inspections and annexations for March 10, 2021 at 5:00pm.

C. General Business:
1. Zach Renstrom introduction and Water District update. Presented by Mayor Rosenberg.

2. Consider approval of the Santa Clara City Municipal Wastewater Planning Program (MWPP)
Annual Report. Presented be Jack Taylor, Public Works Director.



3. Consider adopting a Proposed amendment to the Santa Clara City Code, Title 17 Zoning,
section17.68.40 Planned Development Standards & Requirements to add a new section to
establish density equivalents for Assisted Living facilities and approve Ordinance 2021-04.
Presented by Bob Nicholson, City Planner.

6. Reports:
a. Mayor / Council Reports

7. Executive Session

8. Adjournment

Note: In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special accommodation during this meeting should
notify the city no later than 24 hours in advance of the meeting by calling 435-673-6712. In accordance with State Statute and Council
Policy, one or more Council Members may be connected via speakerphone or may by two-thirds vote to go into a closed meeting.

Zoom Meeting Participants: Participants on the Zoom call are limited to City Staff, Council Members, and applicants on the Agenda. E-
mail calendar invitations will be sent out in advance of the meeting. Instructions for each meeting will include the meeting link, ID, and
password to join. When joining the meeting your screen name must show your Full Name. Each applicant will be accepted into the
meeting when their item is up for discussion. Submissions from this form will be sent directly to the City. Please contact Chris Shelley at
(435) 673-6712 Ext. 203 with any questions regarding Public meetings.

The undersigned, duly appointed City Recorder does hereby certify that the above notice and agenda was posted within the Santa Clara
City limits on this 22nd day of February 2021 at Santa Clara City Hall, on the City Hall Notice Board, at the Santa Clara Post Office, on
the Utah State Public Notice Website, and on the City Website at http://www.sccity.org. The 2021 meeting schedule was also provided to
the Spectrum on January 1, 2021.

Chris Shelley — City Recorder



SANTA CLARA CITY COUNCIL MEETING
WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 10, 2021
MINUTES

THE CITY COUNCIL FOR THE CITY OF SANTA CLARA, WASHINGTON COUNTY, UTAH, met
for a Regular Meeting on Wednesday, February 10, 2021 at 5:00 p.m. in the City Council Chambers of
the Town Hall at 2603 Santa Clara Drive, Santa Clara, Utah. Notice of the time, place and agenda of the
meeting was provided to the Spectrum and to each member of the governing body by emailing a copy of
the Notice and Agenda to the Spectrum and also, along with any packet information, to the mayor and
each council member, at least two days before the meeting. The Meeting will be available to view live
on the YouTube link: https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCXxLBLm30-XLgM1AEmhpcMA. Council
Chambers will be available to residents, but we will have limited availability and follow Covid-19
guidelines.

Present: Mayor Rick Rosenberg
Council Members: Jarett Waite, Ben Shakespeare, Wendell Gubler, Leina Mathis and Denny
Drake

City Manager: Brock Jacobsen
City Recorder: Chris Shelley

Others Present: Jack Taylor, Public Works Director; Corey Bundy, Building Official; Brad
Hayes, Parks & Trails Director; Matt Ence, City Attorney; Kristelle Hill, Staff; Mark Anderson,
Zions Bank; Megan Webber; Bob Lamoreaux; Adlai Elison

1. Call to Order: Mayor Rosenberg called the meeting to order at 5:02 p.m. He introduced the
Council and welcomed everyone.

2. Opening Ceremony:

- Pledge of Allegiance: Ben Shakespeare
- Opening Comments: Ben Shakespeare

3. Communications and Appearances: None.

4. Conflicts and Disclosures:
- Leina Mathis stated that she wanted to disclose that she is employed by Zions Bank, which
information relates to Items C1 and C3.

5. Working Agenda:

A. Public Hearing(s): 5:00 p.m.

1. Public Hearing regarding the issuance and sale of not more than $4,000,000 aggregate
principal amount of electric revenue and refunding bonds, series 2021 and any potential
economic impact that the project to be financed with the proceeds of that portion of the
bonds issued under the act may have on the private sector and related matters.
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- Brock Jacobsen said that this is the public hearing that we set forth back in January
when we talked of the parameters resolution for the refunding of the 2012 and 2017
Electric Bonds and also the issuance of roughly $1.2 million of new money for purchase
of a new 2.5 megawatt generator at the generation building. We are having a public
hearing to receive any public comment on the issuance of that $1.2 million and the
refunding of those current Electric Bonds. The refunding of the 2012 bond is roughly
$824,000 and the 2017 bond is $3,029,000. They are going to stay on their same
amortization schedule so they will pay off at their current time in 2026 and 2028 and the
new money pays off in 2031. The interest rate that has been quoted is 1.38% so we are
reducing our rate on the 2012 bond from 3.67% and on the 2017 bond which is variable is
at 1.9% currently but by 2026 it would be up over 3%. The parameters resolution sets
forth no more than $4 million.

- Mark Anderson said that Brock covered this well. The Council just needs to accept
public comment. There is no action the Council actually needs to take. The parameters
resolution authorized the Mayor or recorder and/or Brock to execute the bonds if they are
within the parameters already adopted by the Council if the Council deems, they want to
continue moving forward with this financing.

- 5:09 p.m. Public Hearing Opened.
No Comments
- 5:09 p.m. Public Hearing Closed.
B. Consent Agenda:
1. Approval of Claims and Minutes:
- Jan. 27, 2021 City Council Meeting Minutes
- Feb. 3, 2021 City Council Work Meeting Minutes
- Claims through Feb. 10, 2021
2. Calendar of Events
- Feb. 24, 2021 Regular City Council Meeting
- Feb. 25,2021 Budget Retreat, 10:30 a.m.
- Mar. 3, 2021 City Council Work Meeting
Motion to Approve the Consent Agenda as presented.
Motion by Jarett Waite, seconded by Wendell Gubler.
Voting Aye: Leina Mathis, Jarett Waite, Denny Drake, Wendell Gubler and Ben Shakespeare.
Voting Nay: None.
Motion Carried.

C. General Business:

1. Consider approval of the issuance and sale of not more than $4,000,000 aggregate
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principal amount of electric revenue and refunding bonds, series 2021 and any potential
economic impact that the project to be financed with the proceeds of that portion of the
bonds issued under the act may have on the private sector and related matters. Presented
by Brock Jacobsen, City Manager.

- Brock Jacobsen said that Mark Anderson reminded them that this item doesn’t need the
approval by Council. This doesn’t need to have the action. Since we adopted the
parameters resolution, we really only needed to have the public hearing. We don’t need
to have formal action by the Council on this.

2. Consider approval of request for construction access to his property through the City
ROW on Country Lane to Sand Hallow Wash. Property location is 610 Country Lane,
Applicant, Bob Lamoreaux. Presented by Corey Bundy, Building Official.

- Corey Bundy said that his request is for City right of way access off of Country Lane.
Bob Lamoreaux lives at 610 Country Lane. He is building a pool in his backyard. He
got permission from his neighbor to the north to cross the rear of his lot to the back of
Bob’s lot as long as he leaves it in the same condition when he is done. We have a letter
stating this. He has picked up an encroachment permit from the City. He knows and has
agreed to keep all the tracking off of Country Lane. Staff has reviewed it and approved it
as long as he is not going to track off of Country Lane and with the neighboring property
owner’s permission and he leaves the right of way in good condition and doesn’t track
onto Santa Clara Drive.

- Mayor Rosenberg said that Bob is trying to build a pool, and this is just a lot easier for
him to access this way instead of trying to come out of the front of the house. The Staff
has put together a process where if someone wants to use City property to access private
property they have to go to TRC, get permission from any private property owners
between the City property and their property and they have to fill out an encroachment
permit to enter the City property so we can monitor who is responsible if there is any
tracking or storm water issues. He said he appreciates Bob Lamoreaux’s patience
working through this.

- Leina Mathis asked about the condition the neighboring homeowner has asked for. The
conditions are fairly easily met. If something goes wrong and there ends up being
something happen to the back of his property, what involvement does the City have in
trying to help with any dispute? Do we have any liability? Is there anything given that
the neighboring homeowner’s property is conditioned based on his approval?

- Mayor Rosenberg said it could be a civil issue, property owner verses property owner.
He asked Corey if he knows if we have a problem with the applicant on a City
encroachment permit what leverage does the City have to correct the problem or make
the applicant correct the problem. Do we have any leverage to go back on the applicant
and put a stop work on the project or something that way?

- Corey Bundy said we charge a $50 fee for the encroachment permit and we monitor it
and we can talk to the applicant and can ask them to stop work until they correct the
problem.

- Mayor Rosenberg told Leina that this would probably be a civil matter between the two
properties unless they violate some kind of an ordinance or a law.

- Leina Mathis said we would probably want to acknowledge that we received receipt of
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the letter and that the homeowner has stated that is not the condition because we are not
necessarily going to monitor the condition of his property.

- Mayor Rosenberg said that would be smart and, in the motion, Council should reference
the letter so that it is on the record.

- Ben Shakespeare said that in this case there would be a pool permit so obviously there
is a final inspection and Staff could look at things and make sure everything is cleaned up
and done.

- Mayor Rosenberg said that is true and we could ask the adjacent property owner if his
property had been cleaned up. That is a good idea. That gives us a little leverage.

- Corey Bundy said that if he signed a construction agreement that means he paid $500 to
maintain the project and that he will clean it up. Before CO we can make that happen.

- Ben Shakespeare said in some cases we wouldn’t have that. There may not be a permit
such as if someone is going back to enhance their backyard. This may be something to
look at. With this one we would be covered with the permitting.

- Denny Drake asked that on the encroachment permit where it is on a different property
owner where they are coming in to access does that cover the concrete sidewalks and
curb if they break that up. Is that part of the encroachment permit?

- Corey Bundy said it is.

Motion to Approve the request for construction access to his property through the City ROW on
Country Lane to Sand Hallow Wash. Property location is 610 Country Lane, Applicant, Bob
Lamoreaux, with the conditions that have been discussed and the letter of permission from the
adjacent property owner and making all efforts to keep the roadway clean and the encroachment
as minimal as possible.

Motion by Denny Drake, seconded by Ben Shakespeare.

Voting Aye: Jarett Waite, Leina Mathis, Ben Shakespeare, Wendell Gubler and Denny Drake.
Voting Nay: None.

Motion Carried.

3. Consider adopting parameters resolution 2021-05R outlining the refunding of the 2012
Cache Valley Bank Sales Tax bond and the 2019 CIB Sales Tax bond, Authorizing the
issuance and sale of not more than $2,250,000 Aggregate principal amount of sales tax
revenue refunding bonds, series 2021(The “Bonds”); fixing the maximum aggregate
principal amount of the bonds, the maximum number of years over which the bonds may
mature, the maximum interest rate which the bonds may bear, and the maximum discount
from par at which the bonds may be sold; delegating to certain officers of the issuer the
authority to approve the final terms and provisions of the bonds within the parameters’
set forth herein. Presented by Brock Jacobsen, City Manager.

- Brock Jacobsen said that this is a parameters resolution just like we did previously on
the Electric bond refunding. This is for the $2.1 million we got from the CIB for the
Chapel Street Bridge at 2.5% interest rate for 20 years and for purchase of some land by
the old fort. That was a $135,000 bond at 2% and was set to expire in 2042 so with this
refunding we are combining those two sales tax bonds together and then it becomes about
$2.232 million. The rate from Zions Bank right now is 1.7% interest. We are also
reducing the length of bond so the CIB will be reduced by 4 years and the land purchase
will be cut by 6 years so they will be paid off in 2036. It does increase our annual
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payment by $23,000 a year but we will get them paid of quicker at a better interest rate.
This is a parameters resolution, which is setting forth the parameters of the interest rate,
length and amount and authorization of people to sign.

Motion to Approve the parameters resolution 2021-05R outlining the refunding of the 2012 Cache
Valley Bank Sales Tax bond and the 2019 CIB Sales Tax bond, Authorizing the issuance and sale
of not more than $2,250,000 Aggregate principal amount of sales tax revenue refunding bonds,
series 2021(The “Bonds”); fixing the maximum aggregate principal amount of the bonds, the
maximum number of years over which the bonds may mature, the maximum interest rate which
the bonds may bear, and the maximum discount from par at which the bonds may be sold;
delegating to certain officers of the issuer the authority to approve the final terms and provisions
of the bonds within the parameters’ set forth herein.

Motion by Leina Mathis, seconded by Jarett Waite.

Voting Aye: Denny Drake, Jarett Waite, Ben Shakespeare, Wendell Gubler and Leina Mathis.
Voting Nay: None.

Motion Carried.

4. Consider approving a Special Declaration of Santa Clara City regarding HB 278, Name
change process for Dixie State University. Presented by Brock Jacobsen, City Manager.

- Mayor Rosenberg explained that this is the proposed name change process for Dixie
State University.

- Brock Jacobsen said that this came to the Mayor as a request for support. He said that
Council had a discussion at the Work Meeting last week about bringing this forward this
week for discussion and possible approval. HB 278 generally outlines the process for the
Dixie State University Board of Trustees in consultation with the Utah Board of Higher
Education to recommend a new name for Dixie State University. This declaration would
oppose that bill to leave the name “Dixie” in the University. This would be the Council
either moving forward to say they support the opposition of HB 278 and they can
approve this declaration or choose not to and not support that opposition for the name
change.

- Mayor Rosenberg spoke to them today and it is supposed to be going to the Senate at
some point in time. It passed the House and it has been passed on to the committee. He
said that they have asked for our support, Council has indicated that they might be willing
to do so. So here is the declaration.

Motion to Approve a Special Declaration of Santa Clara City regarding HB 278, Name change
process for Dixie State University by opposing the name change.
Motion by Denny Drake, seconded by Wendell Gubler.

- Jarett Waite said that following what our Legislators did today stating that we need to
slow down this process and look at it a little more closely and that is what this is saying
as well. Let’s reject this bill and work on it later.

- Ben Shakespeare said he is in support of this as well. He sat in those meetings when the
“Rebel” was discussed, and it was stated multiple times that “Dixie” was never a part of
the removal process only “Rebel”. He agrees with what has been said. There needs to be
thought put into the name change. We need to put some thought into what preserves the
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history of this area. This has never been a racial topic of any part. We need to look at
where both sides see it and come up with what is right for all parties. We need to slow
this down because it needs to be thought through. There are a lot that are deciding on this
that have very little to do with Southern Utah that are making decisions regarding the
name of the University.

Voting Aye: Leina Mathis, Denny Drake, Wendell Gubler, Ben Shakespeare, and Jarett Waite.
Voting Nay: None.
Motion Carried.

- Denny Drake said there are ramifications to this that are far beyond the name Dixie and
the university. His mother in law’s first name is Dixie and she is not from this area. Her
name wasn’t racial biased in being given to her. Southern Utah University has a new
building that was $9 million donated by Dixie Leavitt so are they going to change that
name to accommodate though it is nothing to do with racial slur. How far do we take
this? He said the president of the college has circumvented the things that he told the
group and has moved forward without any representation other than those with him. He
hopes this is a slowing of the process.

5. Consider approval of the Waste-Water Impact Fee calculation method (ERU meter size).
Presented by Jack Taylor, Public Works Director.

- Jack Taylor said that he and the Mayor worked together on our impact fees and looking
at some calculations. Mayor asked the question about where the chart is that shows the
number of ERU’s if a person goes above % meter to a 1” meter or even larger. He told
the Mayor he got that from the engineers and it is just a simple calculation on how much
flow can go through a % meter and how much flow can go through a 1” meter and as
they increase to get more flow. That is how we calculated the ERU. Mayor Rosenberg
told him that we need to make sure we have that chart approved. So tonight, he is
bringing this chart to Council for approval. It is something we have been using but isn’t
in our impact fee study on a page showing the chart. It just needs to be approved. It goes
right along with our fees and how are impact fees are calculated.

- Mayor Rosenberg said it doesn’t come up very often. Most of the meter sizes the City
puts in are the %4 which is 1 ERU. It does come in to play when someone puts in a
larger meter, larger than %4”. He wanted to make sure that it is included as part of the
impact fee study.

- Denny Drake said he thinks it is very good to have this in front of people, so they don’t
have to worry about contacting the City. They can figure their own out as they are
working on their applications.

Motion to approve the Waste-Water Impact Fee calculation method (ERU meter size).

Motion by Ben Shakespeare, seconded by Leina Mathis.

Voting Aye: Leina Mathis, Jarett Waite, Denny Drake, Wendell Gubler and Ben Shakespeare.
Voting Nay: None.

Motion Carried.

6. Reports:
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A. Mayor / Council Reports

Ben Shakespeare:
- Nothing to report.

Leina Mathis:

- She talked about the County Fair. They are scrambling with the date change for the
fair. They want some City exhibits this year. They are spotlighting Hilldale. They
would welcome anything we can do to participate. She asked Council if we should throw
something together or decline to participate this year.

- Mayor Rosenberg said we should just support them with our presence and applause.

- Leina Mathis said she followed up on a couple of Legislative bills to see what was
happening with them and what we have been concerned about. The first one was HB 98,
which is the building regulations that impacts the inspections. It is still in committee.
Nothing has happened to this bill. She said that HB 82 which is the ADU modifications
for single-family units, Representative Dunn issued a secondary substitute yesterday and
it was not adopted so now it has gone for a third substitute. There isn’t a reading
scheduled yet on the calendar. His wording change was to allow municipalities to set
their own parameters and that was not approved. It sounds like Representative Ward is
playing a little bit of hardball.

- Brock Jacobsen said that in LPC on Monday the league changed their position from
opposed to neutral and there is a committee that has been put together to negotiate and
work with Representative Ward. They said that if they stayed in opposition he was going
to force this so they chose to change to neutral and hope that he will soften as well and
try to work with the league and municipalities to come to a compromise on this bill. The
consensus across the municipalities is that they are really not in favor of this.

Jarett Waite:

- He received and email from Ann Evans. She was hoping for an update on our gate
research. He asked Jack Taylor if he has any reports on gates for the entrance of Gubler
Park off of Jacob Drive.

- Mayor Rosenberg said he can report not on a gate but on a traffic speed table.

- Brock Jacobsen said we have done nothing towards a gate. Our research has only been
toward a tabletop and speed bumps. Brad Hays has done some research.

- Jarett Waite said he remembers at that meeting we said we would at least look at gates
and what the cost would be.

- Jack Taylor said he remembers talking about the gates but thought we went away from
them and went to the tabletops.

- Jarett Waite said he attended the State of the City for Washington City today. He said
there were about 50 people there. Mayor Neilson did a really good job with his
presentation. They had a video of some of their projects done in 2020. He said they
spent half of their time talking about commercial projects coming to their city. There is a
lot going on in Washington commercially. They gave out masks to everyone that came in
with the Washington City logo on them.

- Mayor Rosenberg said that what we have so far for the State of the City is a 9 to 10-
minute video that Kristelle put together. We may add a little bit more to it. He said his
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concern is about how full the parking lot will be and about parking. We may need to
have Staff park on Vineyard that day. We are a little limited on parking.

Denny Drake:
- He asked Jack Taylor if he is available tomorrow at 11:00 am. to meet with the BLM at

Town Hall to talk about the shooting sports park in the South Hills.

Wendell Gubler:
- The meeting of the Washington County Waste District was postponed to Feb. 22.

Mayor Rosenberg:

- The League of Cities and Towns are recommending and NLC service line warranty
program. It protects property owners from unanticipated service line repair costs. It is
fairly efficient. He will pass this on to Brock.

- Covid-19 numbers are decreasing. Everyone is hoping that it stays in a positive
direction and the primary interest right now is the vaccinations and lack of vaccine and
angry residents that can’t get their shots. They are opening it up to age 65 by March 1
but we still have a bunch of people that are older than 70 that still haven’t had their shots.
Council may get approached by angry residents concerning this. We just have to be
patient and get vaccinated when we can. He encourages Council to do that and also to
continue to be careful and continue with the mask wearing.

- Mayor Rosenberg said that Zack Rehnstrom from the Water District talked a little bit
about the water planning. He asked Zack to come to a future City Council meeting and
bring the Council to speed on the current status of the projects the Water District has
going on and what will happen if the Lake Powell Pipeline doesn’t end up happening and
what some of the contingencies are. He would like to have him scheduled for the next
Regular City Council meeting.

- Brock Jacobsen said he will put that discussion on the agenda for Feb. 24.

7. Executive Session:

- Mayor Rosenberg thanked the Staff and dismissed them and then asked for a motion to
go into Executive Session.

Motion for Council to enter Executive Session to discuss the current status of legal issues with the
City’s claims.

Motion by Denny Drake, seconded by Jarett Waite.

Voting Aye: Leina Mathis, Jarett Waite, Denny Drake, Wendell Gubler and Ben Shakespeare.
Voting Nay: None.

Motion Carried.

- Entered Executive Session at 5:48 p.m.
- Reconvened at 6:54 p.m.

8. Adjournment:

Motion to adjourn by Jarett Waite.
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Seconded by Leina Mathis with all members present voting aye.
Meeting Adjourned at 6:54 p.m.

Date Approved:

Chris Shelley — City Recorder
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City of Santa Clara
Check Register
Checking 1889 - 02/18/2021 to 02/18/2021

Reference Invoice Invoice Payment
Payee Name Number Number Ledger Date Date Amount Description Ledger Account
CHILD SUPPORT SERVICES 68891 021021-692490 02/10/2021 02/18/2021 131.73 CASEY-C000692490 PAY PERIOD 2/10/2020  102595-000 - GARNISMENTS PAY
CHILD SUPPORT SERVICES 68891 21021-873789 02/10/2021 02/18/2021 206.77 CASEY-C000873789 PAY PERIOD 02/10/202 102595-000 - GARNISMENTS PAY
CITY OF ST GEORGE - UTILITIE 68892 020921-WELL 6 02/09/2021 02/18/2021 1,729.78 SNOW CANYON WELL #6 JAN 2021 515110-271 - WELLS UTILITY COS
CITY OF ST GEORGE - UTILITIE 68892 020921-WELL 7 02/09/2021 02/18/2021 3,635.06 SNOW CANYON WELL #7 JAN 2021 515110-271 - WELLS UTILITY COS
CITY OF ST GEORGE - UTILITIE 68892 020921-WTR TA 02/09/2021 02/18/2021 4,546.51 WATER TANK JAN 2021 515110-275 - SNOW CANYON OP
CITY OF ST GEORGE - UTILITIE 68892 JUL 20-JAN 21- 02/11/2021 02/18/2021 6,608.96 SNOW CANYON LINE JUL 2020-JAN 2021 A 515110-275 - SNOW CANYON OP
CITY OF ST. GEORGE - MISC 68893 06667 12/17/2020 02/18/2021 23,573.05 Inv#06667-SHAC DEFICIT BILLING FY20 104510-372 - SAND HOLLOW ACQ
GARDNER BROS. DRILLING INC 68894 860 02/03/2021 02/18/2021 15,870.40 INV#860-NEW BOWL FOR WELL #6 515110-276 - SNOW CANYON MAJ
JOY MILES 68895 21621-JM 02/16/2021 02/18/2021 79.62 COURT INTERPRETER MULTIPLE CASES 2 104120-330 - LEGAL SERVICES
MOUNTAIN LOAN CENTERS, IN 68896 021021 02/11/2021 02/18/2021 36.63 C STRATTON CASE # 139404996 102595-000 - GARNISMENTS PAY
SW UTAH REG CLERKS ASSOC 68897 21821-SWRCA 2 02/18/2021 02/18/2021 30.00 2021 SWRCA MEMBERSHIP DUES CHRIS & 104130-210 - SUBSCRIPTIONS &
TP COMMUNICATIONS INC. 68898 300211-0221 02/16/2021 02/18/2021 322.17 ANSWERING SERVICE 104130-280 - TELEPHONE
UTAH LOCAL GOVERNMENTS T 68899 1588992 02/10/2021 02/18/2021 1,346.42 ADD AND LIFE INS PREMIUMS 102235-000 - DISABILITY PAYABLE
UTAH LOCAL GOVERNMENTS T 68899 1588993 02/10/2021 02/18/2021 3,674.98 WORKERS COMP MONTHLY FEE 102225-000 - WORKERS' COMPEN
WASH. COUNTY WATER CONSE 68900 14520 01/31/2021 02/18/2021 5,327.69 REGIONAL WATER SURCHARGE-JAN 2021 513714-000 - REGIONAL WATER S
WESTERN UNITED ELECTRIC S 68901 6028226 02/10/2021 02/18/2021 1,246.97 INV#6028226-ELECTRICAL MATERIAL ARC  535310-254 - NEW SUBDIVISION E
$68,366.74
$68,366.74
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REQUEST FOR ACTION AGENDA ITEM 2

City Council February 24, 2021 &
APPLICANT: Santa Clara Public Works Department SANTA CLARA

SUBJECT_ FOUNDED 1854
Consider approval of the Santa Clara Municipal Wastewater Planning Program (MWPP) and Financial Evaluation for year
ending 2020 and approve associated resolution. Presented by Jack Taylor, Public Works Director.

BACKGROUND DESCRIPTION:
Each year the Utah Division of Water Quality distributes the Municipal Wastewater Planning Program (MWPP) report. The City

is required to compile the necessary financial, operations, performance, and compliance information requested and report

the completed survey to the City Council, approving it by resolution.



Municipal Wastewater Planning Program (MWPP)
Annual Report
for the year ending 2020
SANTA CLARA CITY

Thank you for filling out the reqgested information. Please let DWQ know
when it is approved by the Council.

Please download a copy of your form by clicking "Download
PDF" below.

Below is a summary of your Download PDF
responses

SUBMIT BY APRIL 15, 202]

Are you the person responsible for completing this report for your
organization?

@ Yes
O No

This is the current information recorded for your facility:

Facility Name: SANTA CLARA CITY
Contact - First Name: Dustin
Contact - Last Name: Mouritsen

Contact - Title Asst. Public Works Dir.




contact - rrnone: 435-019-3924

Contact - Email: dmouritsen@sccity.org

Is this information above complete and correct?

@® Yes
O No

Your wastewater system is described as Collection & Financial:

Classification: COLLECTION
Grade: |

(if applicable)
Classification: -
Grade: -

Is this correct?

WARNING: If you select 'no’, you will no longer have access to this form upon
clicking Save & Continue. DWQ will update the information and contact you
again.

@® Yes
O No

Click on a link below to view examples of sections in the survey:
(Your wastewater system is described as Collection & Financial)

MWPP Collection System.pdf

MWPP Discharging Lagoon.pdf
MWPP Financial Evaluation.pdf
MWPP Mechanical Plant.pdf

MWPP Non-Discharging Lagoon.pdf

Will multiple people be required to fill out this form?


https://utahgov.co1.qualtrics.com/WRQualtricsControlPanel_rel/File.php?F=F_1XmbE8y5uAqxoPj
https://utahgov.co1.qualtrics.com/WRQualtricsControlPanel_rel/File.php?F=F_3wN0PTZU8A7RtSl
https://utahgov.co1.qualtrics.com/WRQualtricsControlPanel_rel/File.php?F=F_4G8uTausmY2oxoN
https://utahgov.co1.qualtrics.com/WRQualtricsControlPanel_rel/File.php?F=F_9NfifvDx3UiBzxz
https://utahgov.co1.qualtrics.com/WRQualtricsControlPanel_rel/File.php?F=F_3Fay9YXH3dE9w2h

O Yes

Financial Evaluation Section

Form completed by:

Dustin Mouritsen

Part I: GENERAL QUESTIONS

Yes No
Are sewer revenues maintained in a dedicated ® O
purpose enterprise/district account?

Yes No
Are you collecting 95% or more of your ® O
anticipated sewer revenue?
Are Debt Service Reserve Fund® requirements ® O

being met?

What was the annual average User Chclrge‘6 for 20207

23.40

Do you have a water and/or sewer customer assistance program ~ (CAP)?

@® Yes
7\



U NV

Part [I: OPERATING REVENUES AND RESERVES

Yes No

Are property taxes or other assessments
applied to the sewer systems!®?

Yes No

Are sewer revenues'4 sufficient to cover

O]
O

operations & maintenance costs?, and repair &
replacement costs'? (OM&R) at this time?

Are projected sewer revenues sufficient to cover
OMG&R costs for the next five years?

Does the sewer system have sufficient staff to
provide proper OM&R?

Has a repair and replacement sinking fund'3
been established for the sewer system?

Is the repair & replacement sinking fund
sufficient to meet anticipated needs?

© ® ©®
O O O O

Part Ill: CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS REVENUES AND
RESERVES

Yes No

Are sewer revenues sufficient to cover all costs

O O

of current capital improvements3 projects?

Has a Capital Improvements Reserve Fund*
been established to provide for anticipated O) O
capital improvement projects?



<
[}
7

Are projected Capital Improvements Reserve
Funds sufficient for the next five years?

Are projected Capital Improvements Reserve
Funds sufficient for the next ten years?

®©® ® ®
O O O8

Are projected Capital Improvements Reserve
Funds sufficient for the next twenty years?

Part IV: FISCAL SUSTAINABILITY REVIEW

Yes No
Have you completed a Rate Study!'! within the ® O
last five years?
Do you charge Impact fees®? O) O

2020 Impact Fee (if not a flat fee, use average of all collected fees) =

Yes No

Have you completed an Impact Fee Study in
accordance with UCA 11-36a-3 within the last O] O
five years?

Do you maintain a Plan of
Operations'®?

Have you updated your Capital Facility Plan? ® O
within the last five years?

Yes No



Yes No
Do you use an Asset Management' system for ® O

your sewer systems?

Describe the Asset Management System (check all that apply)

[[] spreadsheet

GIS

[J Accounting Software
[] specialized Software

[] other
Yes No
Do you know the total replacement cost of ® O
your sewer system capital assets?
2020 Replacement Cost =
3219850.70
Yes No

Do you fund sewer system capital
improvements annually with sewer revenues O O
at 2% or more of the total replacement cost?

What is the sewer/treatment system annuall

asset renewal” cost as a percentage of its total @ O
replacement cost?

What is the sewer/treatment system annual asset renewal * cost as a



percentage of its total replacement cost?

16

Part V: PROJECTED CAPITAL INVESTMENT COSTS

Cost of projected capital improvements

Cost Purpose of Improvements

Please enter a valid New Increase
. Replace/Restore )
numerical value Technology Capacity

2021

2021 thru 2025
2026 thru 2030
2031 thru 2035 504900

12036 thru 2040

O0000
O0000
O8 000

This is the end of the Financial questions

To the best of my knowledge, the Financial section is completed and
accurate.

Yes

Collections System Section

Form completed by:
May Receive Continuing Education /units (CEUSs)

Dustin Mouritsen



Part I: SYSTEM DESCRIPTION

What is the largest diameter pipe in the collection system (diameter in
inches)?

18

What is the average depth of the collection system (in feet)?

10

What is the total length of sewer pipe in the system (length in miles)?

40

How many lift/pump stations are in the collection system?

What is the largest capacity lift/pump station in the collection system
(design capacity in gallons per minute) ?

Do seasonal daily peak flows exceed the average peak daily flow by 100
percent or more?

O Yes
@® No

What year was your collection system first constructed (approximately)?



1977

In what year was the largest diameter sewer pipe in the collection system
constructed, replaced or renewed? (If more than one, cite the oldest)

2010

PART II: DISCHARGES

How many days last year was there a sewage bypass, overflow or
basement flooding in the system due to rain or snowmelt?

How many days last year was there a sewage bypass, overflow or
basement flooding due to equipment failure (except plugged laterals) ?

The Utah Sewer Management Program defines two classes of sanitary sewer
overflows (SSOs):

Class 1- a Significant SSO means a SSO or backup that is not caused by a
private lateral obstruction or problem that:
(a) affects more than five private structures;
(b) affects one or more public, commercial or industrial structure(s);
(c) may result in a public health risk to the general public;
(d) has a spill volume that exceeds 5,000 gallons, excluding those in
single private structures; or
(e) discharges to Waters of the state.

Class 2 - a Non-Significant SSO means a SSO or backup that is not caused
by a private lateral obstruction or problem that does not meet the Class 1
SSO criteria.



Below include the number of SSOs that occurred in year: 2020
Number

Number of Class 1 SSOs in Calendar
year

Number of Class 2 SSOs in Calendar
year

Please indicate what caused the SSO(s) in the previous question.

N/A

Please specify whether the SSOs were caused by contract or tributary
community, etc.

N/A

Part 11l: NEW DEVELOPMENT

Did an industry or other development enter the community or expand
production in the past two years, such that flow or wastewater loadings to
the sewerage system increased by 10% or more?

@® Yes
O No

Are new developments (industrial, commercial, or residentiql) anticipated
in the next 2 - 3 years that will increase flow or BOD5 loadings to the
sewerage system by 25% or more?

O Yes
@® No



Number of new commercial/industrial connections in the last year

Number of new residential sewer connections added in the last year

98

Equivalent residential connections’ served

2762

Part [V: OPERATOR CERTIFICATION

How many collection system operators do you employ?

Approximate population served

8685

State of Utah Administrative Rules requires all public system operators
considered to be in Direct Responsible Charge (DRC) to be appropriately
certified at least at the Facility's Grade.

List the designated Chief Operator/DRC for the Collection System below:

Name Grade Email

First and Last Name Please enter full email address




Chief Operator/DRC DustilNveritsen qudﬂ dmouritsBm@isccity.org

Civatr ~mAl 1 ~mnak Rlarmana NlAa~mnaa Anlntkar fiill AlnAaAll AaAdAdvAAA

List all other Collection System operators with DRC responsibilities in the
field, by certification grade, separate names by commas:

Name

separate by comma

sLs!’ Grade I:

Collection Grade I:

Collection Grade II: Keven Field, Kaden Paddock

Collection Grade llI:

Collection Grade IV: Casey Stratton

List all other Collection System operators by certification grade, separate
names by commas:

Name

separate by comma

sLs!’ Grade I:

Collection Grade I:

Collection Grade II:

Collection Grade llI:

Collection Grade IV:

No Current Collection Certification:

Is/are your collection DRC operator(s) currently certified at the appropriate
grade for this facility ?

@® Yes
O No



Part V: FACILITY MAINTENANCE

Have you implemented a preventative
maintenance program for your collection
system?

Have you updated the collection system
operations and maintenance manual within
the past 5 years?

Do you have a written emergency response
plan for sewer systems?

Do you have a written safety plan for sewer
systems?

Is the entire collections system TV inspected at

least every 5 years?

Is at least 85% of the collections system
mapped in GIS?

Part VI: SSMP EVALUATION

Has your system completed a Sewer System
Management Plan (SSMP)?

Has the SSMP been adopted by the
permittee’s governing body at a public
meeting?

Has the completed SSMP been public
noticed?

During the annual assessment of the SSMP,
were any adjustments needed based on the
performance of the plan?

Yes

O]

© O ©®

Yes

No

O

O ® O O



Date of Public Notice

During 2020, was any part of the SSMP audited as part of the five year
audit?

O Yes
@® No

Have you completed a System Evaluation and Capacity Assurance Plan
(SECAP) as defined by the Utah Sewer Management Program?

@® Yes
O No

Part VII: NARRATIVE EVALUATION

This section should be completed with the system operators.

Describe the physical condition of the sewerage system: (lift stations, etc.
included)

Fair condition, we have some low spots that need cleaned often.

What sewerage system capital improvements? does the utility need to
implement in the next 10 years?

Upsizing mains, camera mainline, increasing capacity along Lava Flow wash line,
buy in capacity at Tuacahn Wash.

What sewerage system problems, other than plugging, have you had over
the last year?



None.

Is your utility currently preparing or updating its capital facilities plan2?

O Yes
@® No

Does the municipality/district pay for the continuing education expenses of
operators?

(® 100% Covered
O Partially cover

(O Does not pay

Is there a written policy regarding continuing education and training for
wastewater operators?

@® Yes
O No

Any additional comments?

This is the end of the Collections System questions

To the best of my knowledge, the Collections System section is completed
and accurate.

Yes

| have reviewed this report and to the best of my knowledge the

infarmatrion nrovidad in fhie repnart ic ~Aarract



e e R

clear

Has this been adopted by the council? If no, what date will it be presented
to the council?

O Yes
@® No

What date will it be presented to the council?
Date format ex. mm/dd/yyyy

02/24/2021

Please log in.

Email dmouritsen@sccity.org

PIN [ XX X )

NOTE: This questionnaire has been compiled for your benefit to assist you in evaluating the technical and financial
needs of your wastewater systems. If you received financial assistance from the Water Quality Board, annual
submittal of this report is a condition of that assistance. Please answer questions as accurately as possible to give
you the best evaluation of your facility. If you need assistance, please send an email to wginfodata@utah.gov and



we will contact you as soon as possible. You may also visit our Frequently Asked Questions page.

Powered by Qualtrics &


https://documents.deq.utah.gov/water-quality/engineering/DWQ-2019-002976.pdf
https://www.qualtrics.com/?utm_source=internal%252Binitiatives&utm_medium=survey%252Bpowered%252Bby%252Bqualtrics&utm_content=utahgov&utm_survey_id=SV_0P01zkLj3nV0l25

Proposed Recommendation
Approval

Cost
N/A

Approved by Legal Department

N/A

Approved in Budget
N/A

Approved by City Finance Department

Yes

Amount
N/A

Requested By
Jack Taylor

File Upload Attachments

https://sccity.org/wp-content/uploads/formidable/41/MWPP-2020.pdf



REQUEST FOR ACTION AGENDA ITEM 3

City Council February 24, 2021 &
APPLICANT: Santa Clara City SANTA CLARA

SUB_]ECT' FOUNDED 1854

Proposed amendment to establish density equivalents for Assisted Living facilities.

BACKGROUND DESCRIPTION:
Proposed amendment to Santa Clara City Code, Title 17 Zoning, section 17.68.40. Planned Development Standards &

Requirements to add a new section to establish density equivalents for Assisted Living facilities.



Proposed Recommendation
Approval

Cost
N/A
Approved by Legal Department

Yes

Approved in Budget

Yes

Approved by City Finance Department

Yes

Amount
N/A

Requested By
Corey Bundy
File Upload Attachments

https://sccity.org/wp-content/uploads/formidable/41/Proposed-amendment-to-PD-zone-17.68.40-to-add-section-for-AL-
projects-density-equivalance30491.pdf



Proposed amendment to Santa Clara City Code, Title 17 Zoning, section 17.68.40.
Planned Development Standards & Requirements to add a new section to
establish density equivalents for Assisted Living facilities. (draft#3, 2/4/2021)

Background: The Zoning code section 17.68.020 Allowed Uses in the Planned
Development Zones lists Assisted Living or independent living care as a Permitted
use in a PD-Residential zone and a Conditional Use in a PD-Commercial zone.
Density limits are set at 8 dwelling units per acre in the PD-R zone, but can be
increased up to 12 dwelling units per acre under the Density Bonus provisions in
the PD zone code. The density limit in a PD-Commercial zone is 12 dwelling units
/ acre for a horizontal mixed-use project, and is flexible for a vertical mixed use
project (ie, residential and commercial combined in the same building); the
density is as approved by the Planning Commission and City Council.

Note that gross residential density is simply the number of dwelling units in one
acre. The question is how should assisted living and senior independent living
facilities be considered in terms of density, as compared to a standard dwelling
unit. Most of the AL & IL units are designed for a maximum of one or two
persons and have either limited or no kitchen facilities, and rely on a central
dining room for meals. In the case of independent living facilities some units may
have kitchen facilities, or limited cooking facilities. In determining the residential
density equivalency of assisted living and senior independent care facilities the
occupancy of units and the traffic impacts of such units should be considered.
Three factors, occupancy, the presence ( or lack thereof) of a central dining
facility, and traffic generation rates are suggested as the key factors determining
density equivalency for assisted living and senior independent living units for
comparisons with standard dwelling units.

TRIP GENERATION RATES
Based on the ITE Trip Generation manual (7™ Edition?), the following uses are estimated to
generate traffic trips as follows;

Single Family dwelling 9.57 trips / unit / day
Apartments 6.65 “ “ u
Condo / Townhome 5.86 “ “ w
Senior Ind Living (attached or detached)  3.71 “ “ o
Congregate care 20 “ “ u

Assisted Living 2.66 trips / bed/ day



Proposed Code amendment to Title 17 Zoning, Chapter 68 Planned
Development Zones, new section 17.68.40: Planned Development Standards
and Requirements

H. DENSITY EQUIVALANCY FOR ASSISTED LIVING & SENIOR INDEPENDENT
LIVING UNITS.
1. For Senior Independent Living or Assisted Living units wherein each unit
has its own cooking facilities (ie, stove, refrigerator, sink in kitchen area)
such units will be considered as equal to a standard residential dwelling
unit.
2. For Senior independent living units or Assisted Living units without
their own cooking facilities ( ie, meals are served at a central dining facility
or delivered to the rooms) the equivalency ratio is 2 Assisted Living units or
2 Independent Living units = 1 standard residential unit.

Note: A microwave, small refrigerator and sink will not be considered as “their
own cooking facilities” for purpose of item #2 above, provided the units obtain
meals from a central dining facility.

The above proposed density equivalency ratios are similar to those found in the
Kirkland, Washington zoning code where 2 Assisted Living units equal 1 dwelling
unit, and also the Ft. Myers, Florida zoning code where 2 beds (ie, 2 occupants) of
AL units equal 1 standard dwelling unit. Note that the AL units rely on a central
dining facility.
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