
[bookmark: _Hlk133265863]SANTA CLARA CITY COUNCIL 
WORK MEETING MINUTES
WEDNESDAY, APRIL 19, 2023
THE CITY COUNCIL FOR THE CITY OF SANTA CLARA, WASHINGTON COUNTY, UTAH, met for a Regular Meeting on Wednesday, April 19, 2023, 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 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 broadcast via YouTube linked on our website at https://sccity.org/meetings. 
Present:			Mayor Rick Rosenberg

Council Members:		Denny Drake
				Christa Hinton
				Leina Mathis
				Ben Shakespeare
				Jarrett Waite
				
City Manager:		Brock Jacobsen

City Recorder:		Chris Shelley

Others Present:		Jim McNulty, City Planner
				Dustin Mouritsen, Public Works Director
				Ryan VonCannon, Parks, and Trails Director
				Gary Hall, Power Director
				Andrew Parker, Fire Chief
				Matt Ence, City Attorney
				Debbie Bannon, Financial Director (via Zoom)
							
1. Call to Order.

Mayor Rick Rosenberg called the meeting to order at 5:17 p.m. He reported that the Council just completed a site visit to Black Desert.    	

2. General Citizen Public Comment.

Greg Taylor, a Santa Clara resident, made a request to the Parks Department. He stated that they do not have any pickleball courts with the standard surface.  Pickleball is the fastest-growing sport in the nation and the courts in surrounding cities are overburdened.  He asked that tax dollars be used to resurface the courts at Canyon View Park.  Currently, they have a plastic surface that results in the ball not bouncing properly.  The surface should be similar to a tennis court and cement with a painted-on gritty feel.  He asked that the same surface be applied as are at the courts in Ivins, St. George, and Little Valley.  The result would be to take pressure off of other area parks.  

Mayor Rosenberg reported that when the new surfacing was put in, it was a tennis court conversion, and the soils are not great.  There was a significant amount of expansion with the result being wide cracks in the surface.  The surface that is there covered up the problem without having to start over.  It was a way of bringing additional courts online at a reasonable cost.  It was noted that the intent is to expand the number of courts at Gubler Park to six.   

There were no further citizen comments.  

3. Working Agenda.

A. General Business.

i. Introduction of New Employee – Power Department.

Power Director, Gary Hall, introduced Brian Arnold, the City’s newest employee.  Mr. Arnold reported that he recently moved to Utah from Texas with his wife who is expecting their first child.  In Texas, he worked for a contractor doing transmission work.  He previously lived in Logan, Utah, and Idaho and was glad to be back.  He was excited for the opportunity.   

Mr. Hall commented that this is the first addition they have had to the Power Department in 17 years.  The City was lucky to have Mr. Arnold. 

ii.	Black Desert Project Plan Discussion.

Jared Bates from Rosenberg Associates gave a presentation on a continuation of the field trip taken earlier in the day.  The City asked the applicants to include the layout they submitted previously.  Red Mountain Road was included as part of the Preliminary Plat.  The Council continued the sidewalk discussion on Area 6.  On the field trip, the Council looked at the west half of Lot 37 where the poles are ten feet from the property line.  Various ideas were discussed including ensuring that the building is north of the ridge to preserve the viewshed.  Council Member Drake liked the idea of the deed restriction to place the homes behind the ridges.  

Steve Maxwell from Black Desert Resort identified himself as the Project Manager.  One of their favorite things about the project is the view corridor.  He was not aware of any other project that has protected the view.  He invited the Council to visit the site and see the view corridors they have protected.  As they build out, how the lots sit, and landscaping are very important to them.  Every lot is different with amazing views.  In North Village, they are requiring their landscaping company to be used so that they interface very well.  He felt that with the lots there is room for negotiation.  He pointed out that they want to protect the viewshed of cyclists as well.  He felt that they could come to a compromise because they want what the City wants.  Mr. Maxwell stated that there will be seven miles of public trails that will be open to the public.   

City Planner, Jim McNulty commented that the focus tonight was the field trip and Area 6.  He was asked by Sean Skanchy on behalf of Patrick Manning to put the matter on the agenda.  The intent was for the Council to see Area 6, which is in question.  It consists of Lots 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, and 42 as well as the access road, which is a public street that will tie into Entrada, which is private.  The original Project Plan was displayed.  The lower portion was identified as Area 6 and is to remain open.  The question was whether South Village can be developed including a public road and six lots in Area 6.  Input from the Council was sought.  

City Attorney, Matt Ence, stated that that is an issue that the developer and staff need direction on from the City Council.  This has been an item of interest for the City Council for some time and the plat is ready to come before the Council in the near future.  Mr. Ence reported that staff has been working on an amendment to the Development Agreement for the project.  It is primarily a clean-up effort to eliminate requirements that do not fit in the context of the project as currently conceived.  That will come to the Council soon as well and may be impacted by tonight’s discussion.  The main question for the City Council tonight was how to deal with the overlap between Area 6 and the proposed plat.  It was noted that the area in question is approximately 5 to 5 ½ acres.  The boundaries of Area 6 were described.  

The Council discussed possible adjustments to Lots 38, 39, 41, and 42 to shift the road.  It was recognized why so much emphasis was put on preserving certain features.  It did not seem to Council Member Drake that the home sites will be very visible except for the road or the trail.  Therefore, Area 6 is partially compromised.  As a whole, however, there will be the golf course on the knolls and higher ground and the homes behind or in front of that higher ground.  It seemed to be a good compromise in terms of what they wanted to preserve as far as the viewshed because the high ground will be maintained as viewshed. 

Mayor Rosenberg was concerned that there is a ridge in the center of Lot 39 that is significantly higher than the trail.  He suggested that development take place on the north side and potentially modify the lot lines and identify the do not disturb areas clearly on the plat.  The intent would be to prevent the building from penetrating the viewshed across the top.  He asked that the applicants show the areas that will be left undisturbed within the properties and give flexibility for them to present something to the Council as part of the Preliminary Plat.  He explained that Preliminary Plat is when a limitation is set on height restrictions.  To understand that the Council needs more detail than is currently shown on the plat.  

Mr. Maxwell reported that he has been involved for the last year and was not around for the original development.  He commented that mention was made previously by the developer that they would lose the lot before they will build something on it.  Mr. Maxwell felt that something could be built there of value.  He commented that the original Development Agreement included high-density multi-story housing that does not fit in Santa Clara.  Part of the compromise occurred as they developed the golf course, which they did not want to place on the ridge.  The compromise from the developers was that instead of the high development, they want low development of forty-two lots that will have very low impact and they want to protect the viewshed.  They asked that the City negotiate with them in terms of Area 6 since they have given up high density and moved the golf course.  They were amenable to doing some 3-D modeling and offered to walk the area with the Council.  

Mr. Ence referred to the overlay and stated that Lot 37 is not as impacted as originally thought and Lot 38 is still in question.  Mayor Rosenberg stated that a ridge goes up through Lots 34, 35, and 36 to the north.  There is a ridge on the opposite side where the cul-de-sac comes down.  He would expect the same sensitivity to occur in those areas as well since both ridges are visible from outside the project.  A condition could be attached to the plat that identifies the process that the City is going to administer, and that the developer will adhere to.  Mr. McNulty wanted the Planning Commission to have the information they need to make a good decision.  For that reason, they need detail and information throughout the process.  

Council Member Mathis reported that she served on the Planning Commission when the request came through originally.  She had strong feelings from when they walked the property and made their recommendation to the City Council that Area 6 not be included in the development.  There were a couple of reasons for that.  It was not so much the view from the neighbors to the south but the view driving through the fields and the preservation of the lava itself because of its age and geological importance.  She stressed the importance of elevation on Lots 40 and 41 and what the homes might look like on the site.  The lots that are sought off the roadway were of concern to her.  She was not convinced that changing the elevation will make a significant difference.  

Council Member Hinton reported that she spoke to a former Planning Commission Member who felt strongly about Area 6 as well.  She was concerned with seeing the lot lines so close to the trail and the road and as far into Area 6 as they are on the map.  She agreed with Council Member Mathis that Lots 37 through 40 are of concern.  Mr. Maxwell stated that Lots 39 and 40 currently look like they are part of the development and will not change the viewshed.  Everywhere else is condos and the viewshed matches Entrada-type houses.  Based on the design of the existing neighborhood, he felt that Lots 39, 40, 41, and 42 fit the existing viewshed.  

Council Member Waite indicated that he served on the City Council when they approved the Development Agreement and had strong feelings about it.  His motivation was that he had several residents who thought the lava would never be developed and would be protected.  He thanked the developers for preserving the lava thus far but suggested care be taken with one particular spot that is very visible.  He was most concerned about Lots 37 through 40.  He stated that Lot 37 could be saved but the lot lines were adjusted.  The residents expect what they drive by every day to be preserved.  He thought that renderings could help but questioned whether they should go to the expense due to the strong feelings to preserve Area 6.

Mr. Bates addressed Lots 39 and 40 and stated that the lot lines jump up significantly based on the location of the walls.  The lot lines and boundaries of the subdivision could be modified to adhere to the features more closely they are trying to save.  Council Member Shakespeare commented that there could be a compromise to preserve the lava ridge on the backside.  It appeared to him that Lot 40 sits down.  He believed a home could be built on Lot 37 without encroaching onto Area 6.  One option was to identify areas where certain features are desired and still preserve the ridge.  The intent was to preserve the view.   On Lots 38 and 39 there are lava features that may or may not leave enough room for a home site.  

Mr. Maxwell stated that the developer has expressed a willingness to compromise.  Of all of the lots, Lot 37 is very important to him.  They could build on it as well but most people who build on lava features want to protect them.  For that reason, anyone who comes to build is required to use them to develop.  The height and viewshed can be considered at the time of Building Permit issuance on the individual lots.  He stated that they have invested a great deal to work with the City.  With respect to density, Mr. Maxwell’s understanding was that originally two-story high-density development was proposed within the golf course.  Mr. Ence stated that the City never saw a specific plan for that but it has been represented by the developer since the beginning.  Mayor Rosenberg pointed out that currently, the Development Agreement contains a maximum number of units.  He questioned whether they were willing to lower the overall project unit count.  Mr. Maxwell could not speak to that as he did not know what the original entitlements were.  He expressed a desire to work with the City and negotiate as needed.  

The Mayor stated that the City requested that the developer consider committing their water use to be .3 acre-feet per connection as part of the Development Agreement Amendment.  Mr. Maxwell explained that the Development Agreement covers a lot more than just the South Village.  It is a complex issue that he is not able to speak to.  Mayor Rosenberg suggested that more discussion may be needed with the development team on how to proceed.  He stated that if they limit disturbance and do not have big yards they should be able to meet the .3 requirement.  He wanted to be able to ensure going forward that there is sufficient water for the community given the drought situation they are facing.  It will also give the City options in terms of water acquisition going forward.  

Mr. Maxwell stated that they will only have forty-two lots, which will be low impact and have minimal water use.  Other impacts will apply to higher density uses.  There have been internal discussions, but it is difficult to predict what real water use will be.  He suggested that they compare the usage of the neighboring Entrada residences.  

Council Member Shakespeare commented that in Entrada there are single-family homes with no turf and all drip irrigation with most being seasonal residents.  He suspected that most hit the .3 threshold.  He recalled that the intent was to preserve Area 6 and allow higher density in Area 5.  He stated that they can look further with Mr. Bates to determine what can be preserved.  He preferred to reach a compromise that works for everyone.  Mr. Maxwell stated that the elevations for each lot will be set and brought back for approval.  The Council can then decide if it makes sense.  It is difficult to do on every lot as a plat to begin with.  

Mr. McNulty explained that Area 6 is part of the Project Plan and Development Agreement.  He did not see how they could plat lots on a public road in Area 6 without it being amended through the Development Agreement.  Mr. Ence clarified that the Development Agreement is silent on Area 6.  The only way it is referenced in the Development Agreement is through the bubble map exhibit.  The Development Agreement and golf course conditional use were approved with the condition that there would be no excavation in Area 6.  He stated that it was simply a condition of the approvals given for the Development Agreement and the Conditional Use Permit.  He recalled that the reason was that the developer has been trying to preserve value in areas that will ultimately be preserved because they want to be able to show the Internal Revenue Service (“IRS”) when they give up the development rights to these areas at which time, they can justify a value for a tax credit.  They have been open about that from the beginning.   

Mr. Ence explained that there is nothing in the current Development Agreement that needs to be modified to address Area 6.  Also, there was a comment made that suggested that the City should decide what it wants to see and let the applicant know.  He stressed that it is the applicant’s responsibility to take the feedback from the City Council and bring a proposal back.  There has also been talk of non-disturbance areas which he personally considered to be a great way to address some of the issues.  These areas will be identified on the Final Plat so that it is clear to future purchasers and the City when a Building Permit application comes in.  It will still ultimately have the same effect as the intent of Area 6, which is to keep those areas undisturbed.  Council Member Shakespeare agreed and stated that it then carries on with any ownership.

Council Member Waite heard from the developer that the line of Area 6 was previously drawn arbitrarily.  He agreed and stated that the intent was to preserve the lava.  The goal was to protect those features and the viewshed.  The actual overlay line was not as important to him as what is actually going to be protected.  Council Member Shakespeare commented that they need the water line tied in that runs through Area 6.  Council Member Drake commented that in his opinion the deed restrictions will resolve any issues.  

Mayor Rosenberg stated that the Golf Ball Overflight Easement needs to be shown on the plat per the United States Golf Association (“USGA”) requirements.  It is a notice of hazard that if a home is built too close to the boundary line, it will get peppered with golf balls.  These types of easements are required along the perimeter of the golf course.  

Council Member Shakespeare recommended the lava be preserved along the ridgeline and Lots 28 and 29 to preserve the viewshed.  

Planning Commission Chair, Mark Hendrickson gave his address as 3174 Canyon View Drive and stated that he and Council Member Mathis stood on the corner and many voiced concerns about the preservation of the lava fields.  If Lots 37, 38, 39, and 40 were combined into three lots, the result would be to preserve the no-disturb area across the back and have the ability to build a moderately-sized home on the combined Lots 39 and 40.  Lots 37 and 38 will change shape somewhat.  He commented that there are only seventy-eight feet from the back of the trail to the back of Lot 37.  
 
iii.	Water Master Plan and Impact Fee Discussion.

Public Works Director, Dustin Mouritsen presented the most recent updates for the Water Master Plan and explained that the two projects listed are the Culinary and Irrigation Expansion Projects.  He reported that the projects have not changed.  Mr. Mouritsen indicated that as discussed, the City’s culinary water rate that was agreed to is Structure #4, which was included in the plan.  It is the same water rate, has a higher base rate, does not include water, and is capped at 36,000 gallons.  The secondary water rate was next presented which was agreed to with Structure #4 with a lower rate for residential.  It goes slightly higher for meter size.  	

The next addition pertained to the Drought Contingency Plan and the change to the Drought Rate Structure.  Residents were being asked to conserve 20 to 40 percent in which case the City will not lose revenue and can still cover costs.  If agreed to by the Council, he suggested that it be put into the plan.  Mayor Rosenberg asked if the rates took additional conservation into account.  Mr. Mouritsen confirmed that it did.  Council Member Waite asked about the potential drought rate structures and asked if they would come back to the Council to implement.  Mr. Mouritsen confirmed that it would.  

Mr. Mouritsen reported that the proposed change will raise the City’s impact fee to $2,970.  He has had lengthy discussions with the City Engineer since the Council requested a separate impact fee for townhouses.  Sunrise Engineering conducted an analysis, which was presented.  Mr. Mouritsen stated that it is difficult to predict what the City’s growth rate will be with townhomes.  At 20%, the impact fee for a townhome would be $1,142.  The problem is it raises the single-family impact fee to $3,427 to cover the expenses for future projects.  If they were to predict that 30% of growth will be townhomes, the impact fee would be $1,237 and $3,712 for single-family.  The Master Plan was forwarded to the Southern Utah Builders Association (“SUBA”) and Stacy Young reached out to him and liked the idea.  Mr. Mouritsen made him aware of the challenges the City is facing but had not heard back.  

Council Member Shakespeare suggested the possibility of implementing a hybrid option.  Mayor Rosenberg asked if the new townhome impact fee is based on usage.  Mr. Mouritsen confirmed that it is and that a townhome uses 30% of what a single-family would use.  In response to a question raised, Mr. Mouritsen stated that they split the difference and it would apply to new development.  Usage issues were discussed.  Density issues were discussed.  It was reported that on three single-family homes, the City would collect about $10,000 or the same on eight townhomes.  Mayor Rosenberg liked the idea of basing it on usage, which is easier to justify.  It was clarified that the impact fee is for secondary and culinary water.  Mr. Mouritsen was asked to revise the numbers further.  The two potential scenarios were described.

Council Member Shakespeare commented that with townhomes they generally dealing with a single or common meter on the irrigation.  He liked having two tiers.  Mr. Mouritsen agreed to do more research and bring it back at a future meeting.  

Mr. Mouritsen reported on the Water Rate Study and stated that there have been several meetings and areas have been identified near the water tank where there is an aquifer.  A more extensive study was to be conducted.  Areas were also found on the Tuacahn Wash near the City’s main pipeline and in the South Hills that were to be studied further.  

iv.	ISO Update.

Fire Chief, Andrew Parker, presented the Insurance Services Office (“ISO”) Classification Update and reported that the west coast representative came out in December.  The analysis is similar to a credit score where numbers are used to determine the City’s fire protection rating for property insurance rates.  ISO ratings come out every five years and are impacted by staffing changes.  The last inspection was done in 2018.  The current rating will be effective July 1.  If nothing changes, the next review will be in 2027.  

Chief Parker reported that all property insurance carriers in the country receive an ISO advisory from the Public Protection Classification (“PPC”) for a variety of marketing, underwriting, and the writing of insurance policies.  Insurance carriers reference the ISO, which is a national system.  To get into the system, credentials are required, the rating must be done, and a password needs to be obtained.  The PPC is number 1 through 10 with ten being the worst rating.  Communities with a rating of ten are typically rural areas that are at least five miles from a fire station.  There are two departments in the State of Utah consisting of Salt Lake City and the City of South Salt Lake that are Class 1 departments.  Less than 1% are rated Class 1.

The Fire Suppression Rating Schedule (“FSRS”) serves as a department’s test score based on the following four categories:

1. Fire Department.
2. Water System.
3. Communications System; and 
4. Risk Reduction.  

Each is individually scored.  Zero is a poor score and 105.5 is the best possible.  

The department was last given a rating of Class 4 at just over sixty points.  Typically, going from a Class 5 to 4 results in a 5% property insurance decrease.  Ratings of 1 through 3 primarily affect the rating for commercial.  The results impact the department’s ability to meet the expectations of the rating system.  Class 4 puts them in the top 15% of departments in Utah and nationally.  For this period, the department’s score was 66.27 which puts them in the top 17% of all departments.  In the next five years, they hope to get to Class 3.  The City’s historical ratings were evaluated.  For someone who is within five miles of a fire station but with a hydrant that is 1,000 feet away, the rating is 9.  Steps that can be taken to improve the rating were described.  

Chief Parker reported on the City’s Engine Company Rating and stated that in 2018 they were required to put out a 2,250 Gallons Per Minute (“GPM”) fire flow.  Because the GPM flow as a result of new development will increase and will be more difficult to meet if they do not establish additional Engine Companies.  It was noted that the Kayenta station response data was analyzed and contributed to the City’s score.  All departments in the area are Class 4.  Council Member Drake was confused since the report states that when they pulled the Kayenta Station they went to a Class 9 or 10, but they already had the Center Street Station.  Chief Parker stated that there was no response for it.  If they have the staff to show a response, they will get credit for it.  Council Member Drake was concerned that they spent $600,000 and should have had what was needed from the Center Street Station.  Chief Parker stated that if a response is generated, the City will get the credit.  They were, however, not getting the response out of the Center Street Station but they were from the Kayenta Station.   

Council Member Drake commented that a rating of four would be great to maintain and recognized that 3 seldom happens.  Chief Parker reported that from a deployment standard, they are meeting the threshold for the basic services which is based on their Emergency Service Management (“EMS”) standard of having two people on every rig.  He reported that three volunteers equate to one responder.   

v.	Fiscal Year 2024 Budget Discussion.

Financial Director, Debbie Bannon, shared information related to the Fiscal Year 2024 budget.  She explained that certain items were changed after the document was distributed to the Council for review.  For instance, it was determined that the Recreation, Arts, and Parks (“RAP”) tax, which included restricted revenues, would be moved to the Capital Projects Fund this fiscal year rather than the next.  Ms. Bannon stated that the Restricted Fund Balance is now $924,000 rather than $1.4 million, due to the movement of the RAP tax.  She reviewed the Undesignated Fund Balance and the Restricted Fund Balance numbers.  The Restricted Fund Balance included the subdivision security deposits and the remaining balance to debt services.  Things looked good overall, but there was a shortage of $290,000.  However, cuts could be made.

For taxes, the City was still trending upward.  There was an 8% increase over last year.  Many of the revenues and taxes shown were estimated from prior years.  As for the License and Permit section, the estimate was to have 55 Building Permits.  It was difficult to estimate that because they were based on gross area and square footage.  City Manager, Brock Jacobsen, reported that in the current year, approximately 1,200 Building Licenses were collected due to the implementation of the new Business License Rental Agreement.  The numbers shown would be adjusted based on the new changes that occurred.  Ms. Bannon reviewed the Intergovernmental Revenue.  $330,000 was budgeted for the year from Washington County.  She did not know where that stood.  Additionally, she did not know why the Court Revenue was budgeted so high last year.  This time, she reviewed the historical numbers and lowered the projection. 

Ms. Bannon referenced the Ivins Fire EMS Reimbursement.  She explained that the number was higher due to their budget being higher.  The coming budget year would have the same percentage split between Ivins and Santa Clara.  Ivins paid 56% and Santa Clara paid 44% of the Police budget and the Fire EMS.  She reviewed the Charges For Service section.  The ambulance service charges revenue was down.  There was originally an expense line in the Fire-EMS budget itself, which was the payment that Santa Clara reimbursed Ivins for.  Ms. Bannon explained that with any of the ambulance revenue the City receives, 50% is paid to Ivins.  Instead of having that listed under the Fire EMS budget, it made sense to net it out of the ambulance service charges.  The number was reduced because the City only keeps 50% of the revenue received from ambulance services.  

Miscellaneous Revenue was reviewed.  Ms. Bannon noted that there was nothing notable under Fines and Forfeitures.  She stated that Miscellaneous Revenue was up with the higher paying interest rates on the different savings accounts with the State, such as the Utah Public Treasurers’ Investment Fund (“PTIF”) and Mountain America Credit Union.  Since Mountain America Credit Union is now in Santa Clara, there had been a presentation and they were able to pay them a quarter percent higher than the State.  As a result, the General Savings Account has been moved from the PTIF to Mountain America Credit Union.  It was a great rate for the City. 

Ms. Bannon reviewed the Transfers section of the document.  She reiterated that the RAP tax was moved.  This section was based on the different costs that hit the General Fund but were then split between the different Enterprise Funds to share the cost of operations.  Mayor Rosenberg had a question about the credit union.  He wondered if the deposits were insured.  Ms. Bannon explained that Mountain America Credit Union is approved.  Mr. Jacobsen noted that the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (“FDIC”) insures up to $250,000.  Ms. Bannon clarified that the credit union is not FDIC.  It is Securities Investor Protection Corporation (“SIPC”), which is slightly different.  She would need to see if a municipality were an exception to one of the ownership categories.  Ms. Bannon offered to look into the details further the following day.  There was discussion regarding the rate Mountain America Credit Union provides to the City.  

The Expenses section was discussed.  Throughout the different departments, a 4% pay increase was built into the payroll numbers.  There was also a 1.1% increase in health insurance, which was minimal given the historical increases.  Ms. Bannon noted that the Court has a new Judge salary included as well.  Other than that, there were not a lot of notable changes.  The total budget for Police was $3,282,000.  The Santa Clara portion, which is 44%, was $1,444,000.  The payments to the School Resource Officer in St. George were listed as well as the fuel costs.  The total cost for Police Services was listed as approximately $1.5 million in the document.

Mr. Jacobsen wondered if a letter was received from St. George with the exact cost of the School Resource Officer.  Ms. Bannon had not seen a letter yet.  Mr. Jacobsen explained that money was paid to St. George for the School Resource Officer at Snow Canyon High School.  There is normally a statement sent to Santa Clara to outline the total costs for that officer.  It usually comes in the mail as a letter.  It was something that would likely arrive soon.  Mayor Rosenberg asked if money was received from St. George or Ivins for Lava Ridge Intermediate.  Mr. Jacobsen explained that Ivins will have to send them that bill.  There should be revenue, which would be an offset to the total overall cost that Santa Clara would contribute.

Ms. Bannon reviewed information about the Fire Department.  In the employee payroll piece, there are currently seventeen full-time and 15 part-time employees.  Council Member Drake asked about the Wildland line item.  She reported that a different general ledger account structure was requested.  That would not go into place until July 1, so she had tried to gauge where items would make sense with the old general ledger account structure.  Mr. Jacobsen explained how the Wildland revenue works.  A crew was sent out and there was a State rate for the vehicle and every person on the vehicle.  The State will now pay for the backfill.  That meant the City would not have to pay all of the overtime.  There was discussion about the new line items.  

Building Maintenance Supplies had $45,000 listed and it was budgeted for the service and repair of electrical HVAC, plumbing system, elevator repairs and inspection, fire alarms, sprinkler inspections, and repairs, as well as janitorial equipment and supplies.  That number was slightly higher.  Ms. Bannon reviewed Public Works.  There was $100,000 on the project list for a traffic signal at Red Mountain and Pioneer Parkway but it was not included on the document.  There will be a conversation with City Staff to determine how that project would move forward. 

As for the bonds, nothing was budgeted there because of the refunding and combining of Village Bank and Chapel Street Bridge.  Ms. Bannon explained that she would make sure that bond payments were placed accurately within the budget.  Mr. Jacobsen discussed the bond payments.  There was a $50,000 payment from 2012, but that was only a 10-year bond.  The rest, from the Sycamore Crossing Bridge, was Impact Fee eligible.  He believed that had been listed under Impact Fees to be paid out.  That was the reason it was not shown under the General Fund.  

Last year, for Parks a project listed was the BMX Park.  The expense and the revenue that was expected to be received from the County this year was moved down to the Capital Projects Fund itself.  That was the reason no improvements related to the BMX Park were listed under Parks.  It was under Capital Improvements instead.  There was nothing else in Parks to report.  Ms. Bannon shared information about Swiss Days.  She had done her best to create a budget and projections.  The same was true for Economic Development.  It was noted that under Economic Development, it was possible to see the total General Fund Expenditure, which was $10 million.  

Ms. Bannon reported that there was $54,000 left of the American Rescue Plan Act (“ARPA”) funds to spend.  The Impact Fees were based on the Building Permit number, which is 55.  That was down slightly from last year when there were 100 Building Permits.  The Capital Projects Account Fund had $800,000 before the $494,000 RAP tax was moved.  As a result, there was approximately $1.3 million to spend.  It was currently allocated with $300,000 for Vineyard Drive and $1 million for the BMX Park.  Mr. Jacobsen noted that Parks and Trails Director, Ryan VonCannon will go back to the County next week to ask for an additional $240,000, which will go into Capital Projects if the funding is received.  That would pay for the BMX parking lot.  The intention was to find ways to make that work more cost-effective.  

Ms. Bannon reviewed the Water section of the document.  She noted that the fixed budget was $2.3 million.  Last budget year, the expenses were higher.  To make that balance, there was a need to pull from the Fund Balance.  This year, the deficit was $700,000.  Additional discussions were had about the deficit.  Mr. Jacobsen noted that some improvements were listed as $853,000.  Those could be Impact Fee eligible but were not separated out.  Mayor Rosenberg asked if the reserves were increasing or decreasing in the Water Fund.  Ms. Bannon explained that with the Enterprise Fund, there is more involved than just the Fund Balance.  The Enterprise Funds needed to take into account all cash, receivables, and assets.  A lot more needed to be considered. 

Council Member Shakespeare wanted to know how the $700,000 would be covered.  Ms. Bannon explained that the document did not provide a full picture of the situation.  All of the different assets in the fund are not shown.  There is a larger balance sheet that needs to be taken into consideration.  Mr. Jacobsen explained that if the budget needs to be adopted right away, Fund Balance would be used to accommodate the revenue shortfall.  However, that was not the case.  Additional work would be done on the budget before it is brought back to the City Council for consideration.  The Council discussed water usage and the water rate.  The $853,000 worth of improvements were referenced.  It was noted that a lot of those costs relate to the secondary irrigation line and upgrades in some of the subdivisions.  Mr. Jacobsen clarified that some of those projects were Impact Fee eligible items.  As for the question about whether revenues were covering the expenses in the Water Fund, that was a complicated question.  Before the next Council discussion on the budget, Staff would prepare additional information on the matter.  

Power-related information was reviewed.  Mr. Jacobsen explained that there is a lot of uncertainty about what the prices would be.  Ms. Bannon reviewed stormwater information with the Council.  To make the revenues balance with expenditures, $115,000 from Fund Revenue was needed.  She reminded the Council that analysis would need to be made to determine whether the operating revenues were equal to or more than the operating expenses.  There were a lot of factors to consider.  It was noted that there were Impact Fee eligible items.  

Council Member Waite asked if there was a line item for the Dowdle Puzzles.  Ms. Bannon believed the down payment had already gone through.  Mr. Jacobsen confirmed that the down payment had been made.  He was not sure when the second installment was due.  Another $37,000 was needed for that portion and then the puzzles would need to be purchased.  The Council Members pointed out that the puzzles will be paid for overtime as they generate revenue.  Mr. Jacobsen confirmed that puzzles will be listed within the budget under both expenses and revenues.  

Council Member Waite had a question related to Council requests from the Budget Retreat.  He wondered if any of those items had made it into the budget document.  Mr. Jacobsen reported that Staff had been working on a number of those items.  He referenced the mural on Santa Clara Drive and explained that that was moving forward but there had been some issues with the agreement that the Council had with the owner.  There had also been a discussion about the mural for the tunnel.  As for the Skate Park, it was being discussed but there were questions about the location.  A cemetery had also been discussed but the location was a factor for that project as well.  The Council further discussed requests and future projects that were under consideration.  

Council Member Waite referenced the Parks budget.  He wondered if there was a budget for trees to start the orchard.  Mr. VonCannon was told that the soil needs to sit for at least 18 months for the soil to rejuvenate before anything else is planted.  As a result, nothing was in the budget for next year.  It would be in the Fiscal Year 2025 budget.  Mr. VonCannon offered to look into the details further and come back with a better idea of the timeline.  

Council Member Drake had a question about the License and Permit section.  The Building Permit fees showed a $345,000 deficit and he wanted to understand that.  Ms. Bannon explained that the number of permits is difficult to predict.  This past year, there were a lot of permits, so the actuals were higher than budgeted.  It is difficult to know exactly what the square footage will be and what will actually be received from the Building Permit fees.  She explained that there was a lot of variation.  The Council further discussed the deficit shown as $345,000.  Ms. Bannon stated that on her copy, there is a variance of a positive rather than a deficit.  Mr. Jacobsen clarified that $345,000 more had been collected in the current fiscal year.  The way that it was written in the current document was unclear but would be clarified.  

Council Member Shakespeare believed that money for trees should be included in the next budget\ because if the intention is to start planting in the next year or so, the trees would need to be paid for.  Mr. Jacobsen explained that it was necessary to have a full plan before that was done.  He wanted to know if the City Council was committed to what had been presented previously.  Council Member Shakespeare suggested a discussion where the plan details are finalized.  It was noted that it would be possible to add a preliminary number to the budget if desired by the Council.

Ms. Bannon reported that the current financials were attached to the document.  She explained that the City looks good in the current fiscal year as far as the budget was concerned.  As for the Water Fund, there was a section showing the income from operations and the operating expenses.  The current year to date showed that the expenses are $63,000 higher than the revenue.  That was something for the Council to consider as the budget discussions continue.  Mayor Rosenberg thanked Ms. Bannon and Mr. Jacobsen for their hard work on the budget. 
 
vi. 	Deserts Edge Project Plan Discussion.

Mr. McNulty reported that Robert Smith from Taylor Built Homes was present and requested the opportunity to speak with the City Council regarding possible changes to the overall Project Plan for the Deserts Edge Project.  The property entitlement includes 240 units on the property.  This includes 120 townhome units to be used as short-term rentals and 120 affordable apartments to be rented at 30 to 80 percent of the Area Median Income (“AMI”) with Utah Housing Assistance.  Mr. Smith has not filed an application as he would like to discuss his ideas with the Council.  Staff provided a copy of a project narrative that was submitted by Ben Willits on Mr. Smith’s behalf along with site drawings.  Ordinance 2021-13 was also attached for review and discussion.   

Mr. McNulty acknowledged the presence of Claudia O’Grady, Multi-Family Division Leader with Utah Housing Corporation via Zoom.  She would be providing insight into the process to obtain housing assistance.  Programs that have become available in the last year were discussed.  

Mr. Smith reported that it has been two years since he last discussed the project with the Council and received preliminary approval.  Since then, a lot of work has been done designing and engineering the project.  Now that the project is fully engineered and having invested over $1 million, they have a much better idea of what the costs will be to develop the site.  The tax credits that were awarded fell short of what the costs would need to be to finance the buildings.  They looked at various ways of engineering the buildings without compromising aesthetics.  Multiple financing options were also explored.  They also considered reducing from four buildings to two.  With that scenario, they would still be $1.5 million short of what would be required to build.  

Mayor Rosenberg asked about the possibility of doing multiple phases.  Mr. Smith stated that that was considered.  He was hesitant to pursue that option since he was unsure if it was possible to get funding for multiple phases.  The Mayor stated that he has heard that there is more and more funding coming available for this type of housing.  

Ms. O’Grady spoke in support of the project and the Low-Income Housing Program.  She stated that this is not a special year.  This past Legislative Session they received a significant increase in the State Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Program which will continue for years to come.  She was optimistic that they can work with Mr. Smith to close whatever gap may exist on the project.  She was confident that they will have the resources this year and next to fund and support these types of projects.  Mr. Smith had an allocation of tax credits that he returned because, in the inflationary environment, his costs went up and exceeded what was available for the project.  Other developers found themselves in a similar unfortunate situation.  They came back in and applied for new additional resources because they increased the limits on their projects.  All were awarded under the new higher limits available and moving forward fully funded.  She offered their support and provided reassurance that there are a lot of resources available and would be thrilled to get some affordable units in this area.  

Council Member Shakespeare reported that originally there were 240 units proposed with 120 townhomes and 120 apartments.  That equates to 12.62 units per acre.  Mr. McNulty clarified that the project was approved at 12 units per acre with the density bonus.  There has been some back and forth on the size of the property in relation to the road dedication.  At the time they were told there were 20 acres of property.  The density was granted on a 1:1 ratio because of the affordable housing aspect.  

Council Member Shakespeare commented that it is a challenge for a developer to go it alone.  Mr. McNulty commented that for the last two years, they have reported this project to the state in their moderate-income housing report.  They are now faced with cutting that in half, which will be an issue.  He noted that there are no other projects in the City that will qualify.  

Mr. Smith was concerned about what construction costs will be in the future and did not expect to have experienced nine interest rate hikes in the last 18 months.  Council Member Shakespeare stated that the density is being decreased from 12 units per acre to 10 and reducing the affordable housing by half.  He hoped to see the project regardless of the number of units.  He stressed that there is a need for this type of housing.  

Council Member Drake’s understanding was that approval for the project was tied to Mr. Smith getting a letter from the state indicating that they qualify for affordable housing.  Mr. McNulty stated that it was obtained before approval of the zoning and project plan.  The construction costs came in high, but Ms. O’Grady is expressing that their group has access to additional funding to fill the gap.  Mr. Smith stated that they are asking to amend the plan.   Mr. McNulty stated that it seemed premature to amend the plan if they are waiting for a decision to be made.  It was noted that the tax credits that were returned were for 60 units.  Mr. Smith confirmed that at present he does not have the funding in place for even 60 units.  He plans to reapply in June but will know by December 2023.  He was confident that they would get the funding but there would be a $1.5 million gap.  Learning about potential additional resources made him more comfortable moving forward with the project.  

Ms. O’Grady stated that the 120-unit project will be considered but may not be feasible.  She explained that when Mr. Smith originally applied for tax credits there was a per-project limit of $1 million of annual credits, which amounts to $10 million of total tax credits.  In the last round, that limit was increased to $1.5 million or $15 million in total tax credits.  This year they are proposing to increase that to $2.5 of annual credits or $25 million in total tax credits.  That would equate to $25 million of equity per project.  She stated that it may be too large a project to accomplish under that financing structure. 

Mr. Jacobsen stated that significant amounts of money have been put into the low-income tax credits.  They went back to request the first 60 units and could apply for the last 60 units in future years.  He saw no reason for Mr. Smith to give up on the project when he could potentially have the funding.  

Mayor Rosenberg’s concern was that the short-term rental on the other 120 units was given because Mr. Smith was bringing in 120 affordable units.  Mr. Smith stated that he was prepared to give them up.  His intent was to mitigate his risk since millions of dollars were at stake for him financially.  

Mayor Rosenberg asked Mr. Willits if there would be a way to develop the other two buildings where the 12 townhome units are proposed and still be able to make it work and allow a portion of the site to remain undeveloped for a period of time.  Mr. Willits stated that there are various ways to do it.  The hardest part becomes how to do it to where it still looks like it was meant to be there.  Parking is significant as well as the building orientation.  It will be tricky to make it work.  For that reason, they went with the units to the south that face North Town because it was an interchangeable area with respect to the Site Plan.  There is good curb appeal and the parking works well.  The intent would be to have it as streamlined as possible so that they are not coming up with new costs over and over again.  

Commissioner Drake felt like what was being discussed was a significant change to what was approved.  He stated that it likely needs to go back through the process.  Mayor Rosenberg stated that the application was a zone change amendment to change the site plan.  As a result, it would need to go back through the process.  Mr. McNulty stated that the drawings have been submitted but no formal application has been received.  He referred to short-term rentals and stated that there are already a lot of them in the area.  He questioned the need for more.  The plan that was previously approved was the entitlement.  If Mr. Smith is willing to change that they will have to start over.  

Council Member Shakespeare liked the current plan better than the first one.  He commented that 120 affordable housing apartments do not exist in the City.  Taking it down to 60 will allow them to see how it goes. It also gives the applicant the best opportunity to get the needed funding. If the applicant removes the short-term rental component, it provides another chance to fill a housing need. He liked the amenities, the overall plan, and the layout. He felt less anxious starting with a smaller number of affordable units to see how it works. 

Council Member Mathis recognized the risk to the developer and liked the idea of 120 affordable units. She did not dislike the modified plan but thought that short-term rental units were given in exchange for the affordable units. She asked if there was a way to keep them all townhomes and affordable. 

Council Member Hinton was supportive of more housing in the City rather than short-term rentals. She felt that 120 affordable apartment units would have been beneficial but supported the development of more townhome units that can be purchased by individuals rather than investors.

Council Member Drake did not object to the plan but was not sure he would have given the density credit without affordable housing. To him, changing the affordable housing component would change the density credit. He stated that the process needs to be followed by the Planning Commission and ultimately the City Council. 

Council Member Waite stated that if they go back to the drawing board, they have to consider how the amenities are laid out and the density. He was worried that they were in a slightly different position from what the citizens are asking for now. He suspected there may be more public clamor and concerns about how many units will end up as rentals. There is some risk of it turning into a huge rental project.

Mayor Rosenberg reminded the Council that the property is now zoned PDR and does not revert to R-1-10 zoning. The applicant is proposing to amend that zone change. If the Council were to deny the amendment, he would still have the vested right for the existing PDR zone that is in place and could develop under the old plan. He informed the applicant that if he would like to move forward with an application, he could finish the documents and meet with Mr. McNulty. 

Mr. Smith thanked the Council for their time. He had looked at the situation for many years to figure out how to make it work. That being said, he did not have it all figured out and wished there were a few more acres to add onto the property. He would look at the number of units and the flow of the property further. A lot of time had been spent trying to piece everything together properly. What he loved about the plan was that it was more open to those in need of affordable housing. He liked the idea of adding pickleball courts and a playground, instead of attempting to squeeze that into the top portion of the development, as seen in the first version of the design. Mr. Smith acknowledged the concerns that had been expressed about nightly rentals. That was difficult to lose because it added a lot of value, but he was willing to sacrifice that to reach a compromise. He would consider all Council Member comments and come back. 

Mayor Rosenberg liked the separation of the amenities. He thought that would work out better for the developer and the City if two very different projects were not sharing amenities. That was a beneficial change. Mr. Willets stated that he worked in planning for more than 25 years. It was important for communities to preserve the look and feel while also addressing the affordable housing component. As communities grew, especially in places such as southern Utah, the prices increased. When prices increased, it became difficult for the average person to afford a home. 

Land costs, building costs, and interest rates had all increased. It was necessary to make changes in the way development projects were approached. This could be done through density. Mr. Willets explained that higher density levels were necessary to make units more affordable. There were creative ways to address affordable housing, such as tax credits or impact fee credits. One method that worked well and did not segregate the affordable housing areas was encouraging developers to integrate affordable housing throughout a development plan. 

Mayor Rosenberg explained that Santa Clara had attempted that method in the single-family lot zoning. There was R-1-10 averaging, where the lots could be down to 7,000 square feet. The result was that the homes all sold for the same amount. Additional properties were created with the idea that some lots would be cheaper and have different price points, but the demand for the properties was so great that this did not happen. On the other hand, with the tax credits, there was someone in place to regulate those rents. It was harder to do that in a subdivision. Over the next year or so, he believed communities would need to set up entities to monitor rents and ownership and make sure the various properties were available for who the properties were developed. He noted that deed restrictions could state that a certain amount needs to be owner-occupied.

Mr. McNulty clarified that Washington County does not currently have a Housing Authority. Generally, in Salt Lake County, 10% or 20% of a multi-family project must be affordable.  There was a Housing Authority to make decisions about who qualified, who could be there, who cannot be there, and so on. That would be a great tool to rely on. He believed developers would be more willing to focus on affordable housing if a Housing Authority were in place. Since that does not exist in Washington County, a lot falls to cities and developers. That being said, he felt good about the amount of multi-family homes and townhomes in the City.    

4. Staff Reports.

Mr. VonCannon reported that there are several “Shop Local” banners throughout the City. There are 30 banners in total. Later in the week, set up for Shakespeare In the Park would start. He reminded those present that April 22, 2023, at 5:00 p.m. would be the Movie in the Park event. 

Mr. Hall reported that information had been obtained about how gas was impacting power prices. That information would be shared with residents during the town hall meeting. He reported that the Nebo prices have come down quite a bit. It is currently $32/megawatt hour. That was becoming a steadier resource for the City. Mr. Hall noted that the City was previously looking at a five-year gas purchase with Utah Associated Municipal Power Systems (“UAMPS”) for all the cities that have generators. However, that would not work out as a group because of the location of each utility. There are different delivery points. As a result, the City was looking at making an individual purchase for gas which is more of a long-term solution.  He reported that banners with a QR code were ordered that link to the power website. The site would explain why gas prices impact power prices. That information would be useful for residents. 

Mr. Hall reported that crews had been on Vineyard Drive trying to get the overhead line moved to the underground so those poles could be moved. It would allow the curb, gutter, and sidewalk to be poured. He believed there was only a little bit of work left to do there. TDS needs to remove their lines from the poles to pull the poles out. They had been noticed a few months ago. Mr. Hall noted that cable will be pulled into the Solace Subdivision Phase I next week. He also informed Council Members that the generators are currently running. 

Council Member Shakespeare noted that there are pros and cons when it comes to locking in a price on natural gas. He wondered what Mr. Hall thought about that. Mr. Hall explained that it is difficult. There is more being exported from the United States than is being used because there is more money to be made by sending it to Europe. That being said, it is difficult to know what will happen in the future. He was tempted to lock in with the numbers lower. The Council further discussed natural gas and the current market. It was noted that the market had shifted. Council Members asked that additional information about the natural gas rates be shared in the future.

Mr. Mouritsen reported that in December he applied for some funding through the Technical Planning Assistance Program with the Utah Department of Transportation (“UDOT”) to update the Traffic Master Plan. He found out earlier that day that the funding had been awarded. It was a $60,000 study and the Technical Planning Assistance Program would fund $55,000 with a local match of $5,000. He had spoken to a few firms about contracting out the update.

Vineyard Drive Phase I curb and gutter work would start on April 24, 2023. The Public Works Department was still working on services for Phase II.  Mr. Mouritsen hoped that bid would be out on July 1, 2023. The slurry seal would start next week. He had a recent conversation with the contractor for UTOPIA and they were able to get around the connection with TDS. The conduit and the fiber should be in within the next two weeks to provide service. Mr. Mouritsen reported that the annual dam inspection took place that month. Many compliments were received about the record-keeping and all of the maintenance. Santa Clara passed the inspection. 

Chief Parker reported that the Wildland season was coming up. Everyone has been doing PAT tests and that was 99% done. Everyone had been successful. The rates for each personnel would be received and then there would be reimbursement for the individual rates when they go out for deployment. He explained that this was better than having a standard rate. In terms of personnel, there are four people in paramedics school who would be done in December. Chief Parker shared information about the collaboration with Black Desert. There was a meeting with the management and a full emergency response drill was conducted. He explained that there was collaboration with their staff and maps were developed as building on the project took place. As for fleet maintenance, he reported that a lot was moving over to digital. For instance, there are bar codes for each of the vehicles and that made it easier to track maintenance needs.

Mr. McNulty reported that next week is Shop Local Week. That was for the week of April 24 through April 29, 2023, as part of the City Alliance. The banners were put out and he thanked everyone for making sure that was done. For Shop Local Week, there is the Mayor for the Day event on April 28, 2023, and the Night Out Shopping event from 6:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. There will be music, food, and 12 businesses present. Mr. McNulty reported that the Small Business Workshop will be held next week in the Banquet Room from 5:00 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. A number of businesses registered to attend. The comment was made that a lot is happening in the City right now.

Mr. Jacobsen reported that over the last few days, he attended the Utah City Managers Association (“UCMA”) City Managers Conference. It was a worthwhile experience. He noted that Legislative updates were shared, and he learned additional information about the low-income housing tax credit. Mr. Jacobsen noted that the Utah League of Cities and Towns (“ULCT”) meetings start tomorrow, and he believed everyone was registered. He hoped that good information would be shared. He reported that new cameras were installed at the City Office in the stairwells and places where there were no cameras previously. It was noted that he would be out of town for a few days and there would be discussions about some adjustments shortly. 

Mayor Rosenberg reminded those present that the City Alliance End of Year Celebration Luncheon was scheduled to take place on April 24, 2023 from 11:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. 

5. Adjournment.

The City Council Meeting adjourned at 9:06 p.m.



__________________________________
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City Recorder
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