
 
NOTICE AND AGENDA 

SANTA CLARA CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
Wednesday, June 21, 2023 

Time: 5:00 p.m.  
AGENDA 

 
Public Notice is hereby given that the Santa Clara City Council will hold a Regular Meeting in the City 
Council Chambers, located at 2603 Santa Clara Drive, Santa Clara, Utah on Wednesday June 21, 2023, 
commencing at 5:00 PM. The meeting will be broadcast via You Tube linked on our website at 
https://sccity.org/meetings. 
 
1. Call to Order    

 
2.  Opening Ceremony:  

     -  Pledge of Allegiance: Christa Hinton 
  - Opening Comments: Shadman Bashir, Islam Faith, St. George Interfaith Council. 
 

3. General Citizen Public Comment: 
 

4.  Conflicts and Disclosures 
 

5. Working Agenda: 
 

A.  Public Hearing(s) 5:00 pm. 
1. Public Hearing to receive public input regarding the FY 2023-2024 Budget. 

 
Consent Agenda 

  1.  Approval of Claims and Minutes:    
       -  May 17, 2023 City Council Work Meeting Minutes 

1.                -  May 24, 2023 Regular City Council Meeting Minutes  
        -  Claims through June 21, 2023  

 
2.      2.  Calendar of Events:  

       -  June 28, 2023 Regular City Council Meeting 
       -  July 4, 2023  Independence Day (Offices Closed) 
  -  July 12, 2023 Regular City Council Meeting 
  -  July 19, 2023 City Council Work Meeting 
      -   July 24, 2023  Pioneer Day (Offices Closed) 
      -   July 26, 2023 Regular City Council Meeting 

        
B.   General Business: 

 
 1.  Consider approval of the FY 2023-2024 Budget and Ordinance 2023-12. Presented by Debbie 

Bannon, Finance Director.   
 
 2.  Discussion regarding the proposed amendment to Black Desert Development Agreement. 

Presented by Matt Ence, City Attorney. 
 
 3.  Discussion and action to consider a proposed PDR Zone Amendment and Preliminary Plat for 

the proposed South Village at Black Desert Subdivision. The subject property is part of the 



Black Desert planned community which includes a 19-holes golf course. Patrick Manning, 
applicant.  Presented by Jim McNulty, City Planner. 

 
 4.  Discussion and action to consider a Rezoning of property at 400 East/Patricia Drive and 

Pioneer Parkway. The applicant, Clayton Leavitt, is proposing to Rezone the property from 
the R-1-10 Single-Family Residential Zone to the Planned Developed Residential, PDR Zone. 

  Presented by Jim McNulty, City Planner. 
 

5.  Discussion and action to consider a proposed Code Amendment to the Santa Clara Zoning 
Ordinance, Section 17.18, Amendments to Land Use Ordinance, Zoning Map, and General 
Plan. This includes general clean-up, updating of the zoning ordinance and approve 
Ordinance 2023-13. Santa Clara City, Applicant, Presented by Jim McNulty, City Planner.  

 
   6.  Discussion and action to consider City Office lighting system Work-Bid award. Presented by 

Cody Mitchell. Building Official. .  
 
 7.  Discussion and Action approving an Amateur Radio Week Proclamation.  
 

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.  
Email calendar invitations will be sent out in advance of the meeting.  Instructions for each meeting will include the meeting 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.  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 14th day of June 2023 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 2023 meeting schedule was also provided to the 
Spectrum on January 3, 2023.      
 
 
 
 
 
 
        _____________________________ 
        Chris Shelley – City Recorder     
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SANTA CLARA CITY COUNCIL  
WORK MEETING MINUTES 
WEDNESDAY, MAY 17, 2023 

THE CITY COUNCIL FOR THE CITY OF SANTA CLARA, WASHINGTON COUNTY, UTAH, 
met for a Regular Meeting on Wednesday, May 17, 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 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 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 
 
Others Present:  Jim McNulty, City Planner 
    Cody Mitchell, City Engineer 
    Selena Nez, Deputy City Recorder 
    Gary Hall, Power Director 
    Ryan VonCannon, Parks and Trails Director 
    Andrew Parker, Fire Chief 
    Debbie Bannon, Financial Director (via Zoom) 
   
1. Call to Order. 
 
Mayor Rick Rosenberg called the meeting to order at 5:02 p.m.   
 
2. General Citizen Public Comment. 
 
There were no citizen comments.   
 
3. Working Agenda. 
 

A. General Business. 
 
i. Presentation by Colette Cox from the Governor’s Office of Economic 

Opportunity.   
 

Colette Cox from the Governor's Office of Economic Opportunity reported that one of Governor 
Cox’s campaign promises was to do more work in rural areas, specifically with respect to economic 
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development.  Her position was the result of that promise.  About one year ago there was one Outreach 
Manager for the entire State to cover rural areas.  They now have four and are hiring a fifth.  Ms. Cox 
works directly with the Five County Association of Governments and the counties.  Her service area 
is the Five County Region in addition to San Juan and Grand Counties.  She covers seven counties 
and resides in Washington County.  Prior to her work with the Governor's Office, she ran the Business 
Resource Center at Dixie Tech and is familiar with small businesses.  She has also worked with many 
startup companies in Washington County.  Ms. Cox grew up in Fredonia, Arizona, and has worked 
within the region throughout her 25-year career.  She brings with her a wealth of experience, 
knowledge, and contacts.   
 
Ms. Cox reported that she has partnered with the Governor’s Office of Economic Opportunity to 
increase business opportunities and shape the economy in Santa Clara.  She reported on the following: 
 

• Utah has been rated #1 in many categories.  On May 1, 2023, U.S. News ranked Utah the best 
state to live in.  It is the best area to start a small business and has been named the Best 
Economy for several years.   

• Washington County has one of the lowest unemployment rates in Utah, which is one of the 
many issues that business owners face.  They are aware of this and work with community 
partners to help businesses mitigate some of the resulting issues.  Ms. Cox pointed out that 
low unemployment is a sign of a good economy.   

• Utah is the Crossroads of the West.  Ms. Cox spent a significant amount of time over the past 
several weeks with the Utah Inland Port Authority staff members on the Iron Springs Project 
that was approved in Iron County in Cedar City.  It will have a positive economic impact on 
Washington County as well.   

• Utah has the highest population growth, which presents unique challenges that her office can 
help with.   

• Utah has world-class amenities and the State as a whole is looking to attract amenities that are 
a good fit.  They are continually looking for ways to shape the future of Utah so that it 
continues to be a great place to live. 

• Many continue to flock to Utah because they are fiscally responsible, have a balanced budget, 
work together in the Legislature, and have a low barrier to entry for businesses.   

• The Governor's Office of Economic Opportunity serves as the steward of the world's best 
economy and quality of life and is trying to future-proof Utah's economy and work at the 
speed of business.   

• Members of the leadership team were identified including: 
o Executive Director, Ryan Starks; 
o Managing Director of Strategic Initiatives, Kori Ann Edwards; 
o Managing Director of Tourism and Film, Vicki Varela; and  
o Director of Targeted Industries, Lance Soffe. 

• The Governor's Office of Economic Opportunity serves as the government-to-industry 
interface and helps provide resources and grant money.  They are taking the tax money that is 
generated in Southern Utah and reinvesting it in business and economic development in this 
part of the State. 

• Some of their partners include EDC Utah, the World Trade Center Utah, Utah Inland Port 
Authority, local Chambers of Commerce, and others.  They constantly monitor different 
industries and foundational economic building blocks at the community level, at the County 
level, regionally, and statewide.  
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• Ms. Cox’s goal is to be the contact in Washington County to report to the State.  She can give 
information in real time to Mr. Starks who reports to the Governor.   

o There is a Rural Communities Opportunity Grant with applications to be taken in July.  
It involves a $600,000 competitive grant that the City can apply for to help with 
economic development.   

o A Rural Communities Opportunity Loan is a revolving loan fund portions of which 
were earmarked for communities and small businesses to borrow against.  30% of the 
money earmarked for businesses is for rural, minority, and women-owned businesses.   

• Economic Development Tax Increment Financing (“EDTIF”) and Rural Economic 
Development Tax Increment Financing (“REDTIF”) can be of benefit to businesses.   

• Business Support Grants included: 
o Rural Employment Development Incentive ("REDI") allows businesses to get up to 

$6,000 for each new position that they create as long as it is above average wages or 
around $40,000 per year.   

o The Economic Assistance Grant supports and enhances Utah the ability of Utah 
companies to provide goods and services to the state in the areas of industry, education, 
community development, and infrastructure.   

o The Strategic Initiative Grant for Air and Water for which $8 million was available.  
o Manufacturing Modernization funds in the amount of $10 million. 

 
• Over $120 million flows through their office with 60% going to rural areas.  Santa Clara is 

considered rural.    
• The Utah Broadband Center helps communities provide connectivity.  Areas were being 

identified in Southern Utah that are underserved.   
• The Utah Film Commission generates money that will benefit the area.  20 counties in the 

State are certified film-ready counties.   
• The Utah Office of Tourism helps diversify the community.  In 2021, over $10 billion was 

generated resulting in $1.8 billion in tax revenue.   
• The Utah Small Business Credit Initiative was described with Michelda George serving as the 

Program Manager. 
• Joshua Wiggins lives in the area and helps businesses get contracts with governments, which 

helps enhance the success of businesses in Santa Clara.   
• The Immigration Assistance Center helps Visa workers who are relied on in several sectors 

of the economy including hospitality, agriculture, and manufacturing.  Natalie El-Deiry serves 
as Director of Immigration and New American Integration.   

 
Ms. Cox provided her contact information and invited any Council Members with questions to reach 
out to her.   
 

ii. Discussion Regarding Park Impact Fees. 
 
Parks and Trails Director, Ryan VonCannon, acknowledged that there have been numerous changes 
in the City and the Parks Department.  Several projects are planned and underway.  In looking at the 
Park Impact Fees, some questions arose.  The intent was to get an idea of what the priorities are.  The 
recommended improvements were identified.   
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Mr. VonCannon referenced Neighborhood Parks 1, 2, and 3 and questioned the need for them.  He 
noted that there are several projects in the area that are providing their own amenities, which they will 
build, fund, and maintain.  Mayor Rosenberg stated that Neighborhood Park 1 is the Tuacahn Wash 
Parkway.  It is a floodplain and susceptible to flood damage so it was not something for which a lot 
of money should be spent.  It would be valuable, however, to provide a trail to Hamblin Parkway.  He 
could envision Neighborhood Park 1 changing from a neighborhood park to a linear parkway and 
extending down to the confluence of the two washes near Neighborhood Park 2.  Neighborhood Park 
3 is inside the Black Desert Project.  They are constructing their own amenity complex, so it may not 
be needed.   
 
Mayor Rosenberg asked about the Cemetery Park.  Mr. VonCannon reported that he has been working 
with Sunrise Engineering and preparing a rough draft.  The plan includes an additional four acres.  If 
they went further west, the most he would expect to have would be one acre of usable space.   
 
The trail in Black Desert was discussed.  It will run behind Desert Village.  Mayor Rosenberg’s 
understanding was that the property owners have set the property aside for the trail.  Mr. VonCannon 
reported that the primary cost will be ongoing maintenance, which creates a financial burden going 
forward.  Mayor Rosenberg recalled a previous discussion about eliminating some smaller parks.   
 
Council Member Shakespeare was of the opinion that there are other areas and open spaces that can 
be expanded upon.   
 
Council Member Drake asked what is available currently in Park Impact Fees.  City Manager, Brock 
Jacobsen, offered to look into that.  Council Member Drake stated that there are things they could 
wait for and use the impact fees that are available now to complete existing projects.   
 
Mr. VonCannon appeared before the Tourism Advisory Board the previous month and requested an 
additional $240,000.  About one week later he was informed that the Board recommended the 
additional funding, which was approved and expected to be received soon.  Council Member Drake 
believed the impact fees could be used to make improvements.  He still wished it was possible for the 
impact fees to cover operations and maintenance costs.  It was noted that the Black Rock Park 
playground needs to be replaced shortly.  It has aged and it is difficult to receive replacement parts.  
That was something that could be improved.  Council Member Waite believed it was appropriate to 
drop Neighborhood Parks 1, 2, and 3.  He wanted to see the Skate Park added.  Mr. VonCannon 
confirmed that it was possible to add that and pointed out that Skate Parks 1 and 2 were referenced 
on Page 13 of the “Parks and Trails Impact Fee Facilities Plan and Impact Fee Analysis” document.  
There was discussion regarding Tobler Park.  Mr. VonCannon clarified that it is the orchard.  Graf 
Park was also referenced in the document. 
 
Council Member Shakespeare made note of the earlier presentation from Ms. Cox.  The one project 
he thought might qualify for the grant was Tobler Park.  When thinking about tourism, that park might 
be appropriate.  However, he pointed out that even if a grant is received, the City will need to maintain 
it in the future.  The Trails Master Plan was reviewed.  Mr. VonCannon identified a trail coming off 
of Santa Clara Drive.  All of the bold red lines shown were paved 10-foot wide, multi-purpose trails.  
He explained that normally the sidewalk is considered a trail when it joins two trails.  He 
recommended some removals from the Trails Master Plan.  On the furthest southeast corner, there is 
a paved trail going down the Tuacahn Wash.  Mayor Rosenberg stated that there were discussions 
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with St. George recently about that trail.  It already exists on the north side of Santa Clara Drive and 
they were looking at a plan to connect it to the Santa Clara River Trail down in Mathis Park.  That 
meant there would be trail connectivity all the way through Santa Clara down to the river trails in St. 
George.  That trail was a few years away but still important to keep on the Trails Master Plan.   
 
Mayor Rosenberg referenced the corridor from Vineyards 11 that goes to the river.  Having a 
pedestrian bridge that can access the unimproved trails on the Bureau of Land Management’s 
(“BLM”) side might be something to consider long-term.  Being able to connect to trails coming from 
St. George and trails that were west of the City was important as it would provide additional 
connectivity.  Mr. VonCannon asked about the area south of the river.  He pointed to a location west 
of Claude Drive.  Mayor Rosenberg believed it would be difficult to pave that trail.  Mr. VonCannon 
did not feel it made sense to put a paved trail in between two unimproved trails, especially where 
there is BLM property on both ends making it difficult to obtain that right-of-way.  He suggested that 
most of the trails on the south remain as unimproved trails rather than paved trails.  Mayor Rosenberg 
explained that if there was a desire to have a paved trail in Santa Clara south of the river, it made 
sense to follow the Western Corridor alignment.  Mr. VonCannon noted that the yellow line on the 
map represented the Western Corridor alignment.  Mayor Rosenberg clarified that GIS has the new 
alignment.  The one currently being shown to the Council had the old alignment.   
 
There was additional discussion regarding trails.  Council Member Shakespeare felt that anything that 
provides connectivity should be a priority.  However, some of the trails mentioned could not be 
addressed at the current time.  Council Member Hinton liked the idea of there being connectivity to 
Mathis Park.  Mayor Rosenberg reported that the right-of-way was being explored from Olive Grove 
to Mathis.  He believed that was achievable but would take time.  Mayor Rosenberg asked if the bulk 
of the money was dedicated to the paved trails.  Mr. VonCannon confirmed this.  Council Member 
Shakespeare wondered if there was a 15-year lifespan on the asphalt.  Mr. VonCannon explained that 
it needs to be resurfaced every five years or so.   
 
Mayor Rosenberg reported that there is a trail easement along the river north of the hills already.  It 
connects to the corridor and the River Reserve Trail.  He felt it should continue to be listed in the 
document.  As for the trail out of the hills that follow the power line, it might be possible to replace 
that with the Western Corridor Trail.  The others could probably be unimproved trails.  As the 
roadways go out to the Western Corridor, there could be sidewalk as part of the improvements.  Mr. 
VonCannon referenced the trail that comes off of Tamarack.  It would be a very expensive, but short, 
piece of trail due to the areas it crossed.  Council Member Drake noted that it would also be 
objectionable for those that live along that side.   
 
Mayor Rosenberg stated that there are unimproved trails in the Arboretum.  He wondered if there was 
a desire to improve that.  Mr. VonCannon explained that it was not part of the plan.  Mayor Rosenberg 
could see it being added to the plan as an unimproved trail for the current time.  He reiterated the 
importance of connectivity throughout the trail system.  Mr. VonCannon referenced Red Mountain 
Drive.  Going north, Black Desert would put that in as part of the improvements.  As for the road 
going to the northeast off of Red Mountain, that was questionable.  He was not sure exactly what was 
planned out there.  Mayor Rosenberg believed Black Desert would come in with its own trail plan as 
part of the project.  Based on the discussions that have taken place, there was a desire to have a trail 
system, but it would function within the development.  Mayor Rosenberg suggested leaving the trails 
on the document until the plan was approved.   
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Council Member Mathis shared a request with Staff.  She referenced the new addition of the Assisted 
Living Center.  When walking or bicycling along the parkway, there was nothing that would connect 
to the trail system from that section.  It was important for there to be some connection there.  Mayor 
Rosenberg reviewed a map of the area with the Council.  He thought there was a connection that 
would tie the trail to the assisted living center street system.  This was confirmed.  Council Members 
discussed the unimproved trail network and possible connections.  Mr. VonCannon asked for Council 
Member priorities moving forward.  Council Member Shakespeare referenced the BMX area, which 
is heavily used.  The Skate Park replacement and orchard were also noted.  Mayor Rosenberg felt it 
was important to focus on the items that had already been invested in and committed to by the City.  
Those types of projects should be the priorities.  After that, there could be some of the trails listed 
where the City had the right-of-way.  He noted that the cemetery expansion is important but the right 
place would need to be found. 
 
There was discussion regarding a Splash Pad.  It was noted that a lot of comments were received 
about that.  Council Member Mathis believed a replacement was needed.  She felt that a Splash Pad 
should be a fairly high priority on the list.  It was noted that for a recycling system with a Splash Pad, 
it would cost roughly $200 per square foot.  If the Splash Pad was 54 feet, it would be just under 
$500,000.  That was just for the Splash Pad and would not include the building needed to house all 
of the equipment.  The $500,000 price would include the Splash Pad itself, the concrete, the labor, 
fixtures, and so on.  It was an expensive amenity.  As for Tobler, it was necessary to have a plan in 
place.  Mayor Rosenberg stressed the importance of adding plants and trees to the area.   
 
Council Member Drake expressed concerns about a Splash Pad.  Due to the water issues, some 
residents might not appreciate a Splash Pad.  He felt it should be put on the back burner until there is 
additional information about water.  Council Member Mathis pointed out that with a new Splash Pad, 
the water would be recycled.  There would not be water waste as a result.  As for discussions about a 
new Splash Pad location, it had been suggested that it be near the playground.  The grass that was 
there could be removed, which meant less watering would be needed.  Council Member Mathis 
believed the Splash Pad should be a higher priority than the Skate Park.  The Splash Pad use would 
serve a lot of children and families in the community.  It was noted that there was a location where 
the Splash Pad could be located.  A location for the Skate Park had not been determined.  There were 
some possibilities, but nothing was finalized.  It was suggested that the Skate Park should be located 
in the area where the current Splash Pad is.  Additional discussions were had about Skate Park 
locations that might be appropriate for the use.  
 
Council Member Waite pointed out that the Impact Fee Analysis referenced Gubler Park Phase 4.  
Splash Pad replacement was listed there as $140,000.  It was clarified that the number was not 
finalized.  That was an estimate, but based on more recent information received, that estimate was 
not accurate.  The total amount would depend on a number of factors, including whether or not a 
restroom would be added.  Council Members discussed the locations of the current restrooms.  Based 
on the number available in the area, there was no support for the addition of another.  Mayor 
Rosenberg suggested removing the restrooms at the current splash pad location and expanding the 
skate park area.  Council Members were supportive of that suggestion and the location.  As for the 
BMX, it was noted that funding from the Recreation, Arts, and Parks (“RAP”) tax would be used.  
The current impact fees would not be needed for that.  It was determined that the BMX site, splash 
pad, and Tobler be priorities.  The Council had a desire to move those items forward.  Some of the 
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cost estimates outlined in the document were reviewed, such as $792,000 for the Arboretum.  Mayor 
Rosenberg explained that a lot of the numbers shown were based on the 2018 plan.  Additional 
information would be brought back to the City Council at a future meeting.   
 

iii. Tentative Budget Review.  Debbie Bannon/Brock Jacobsen. 
 
Financial Director, Debbie Bannon reported that she would review the Tentative Budget with the City 
Council.  She noted that there had been a few changes made since the document was submitted to 
Deputy City Recorder, Selena Nez.  As a result, the information included in the Meeting Materials 
Packet was slightly different from what was being presented.  However, there were no significant 
changes.  Overall, the increase from the last budget year to the next budget year was 2%.  License 
and Permits had increased due to the home rentals needing a Business License.  The Fire/EMS 
Reimbursement had increased slightly because of the budget.  Ivins paid 56% and Santa Clara paid 
44%.  On the Ivins City Court Reimbursement, it was lower because of the way it had been budgeted 
last year.  The ambulance line under revenue was reviewed.  Ms. Bannon explained that Santa Clara 
paid 50% to Ivins for the revenue on the ambulance.  Instead of it being on an expense line in fire, it 
would be netted against the revenue that was received in total.   
 
Miscellaneous revenue was estimated to be higher due to the interest rates on miscellaneous income.  
Ms. Bannon reviewed the transfers in and out.  The difference shown was what was needed to make 
the budget balance last year.  This year, only $140,000 was needed.  Discussions were had about the 
revenue for the General Fund.  Mr. Jacobsen explained that the hope was that none of the $140,000 
would be used and it would be possible to put money back into the Fund Balance.  Mr. Jacobsen 
explained that there was a cap of 35% for Unrestricted Fund Balance.  The percentage was currently 
lower because money had been transferred to the Capital Projects Fund.  There was approximately 
$1,294,000 in the Capital Projects Fund because the restricted RAP tax money had been moved from 
the General Fund down to the Capital Projects Fund.  In previous years, excess Fund Balance had 
been moved into the Capital Projects Fund.   
 
Ms. Bannon reviewed the Justice Court section of the Tentative Budget.  The new Judge was there 
and that made the payroll higher.  IT Services were a notable part of the Administration section.  She 
referenced the Solid Waste Disposal Contract.  It was anticipated that the contract amount would be 
higher and that was reflected in the line item.  The Administration section also included Legal 
Services, Accounting and Auditing Services, and Professional Services.  There were two new servers 
and some laptops scheduled for purchase.  Vehicles were being leased instead of purchased.  There 
were two vehicles for office staff to use that were shown.  The Administration budget was $1,368,012.  
The Police section of the General Fund was shown.  There were fuel costs and Police Service costs 
and the total amount in that portion of the budget was $1,499,923. 
 
The Fire Department information was shared.  Ms. Bannon reported that the Fire Department was up 
to six full-time employees, which was the reason for the increase in salaries.  She noted that Council 
Member Drake had previously asked questions about the Wildland Repair.  There was a different 
layout of the budget that was included in the Meeting Materials Packet that made the information a 
little clearer.  The total budget for Fire was approximately $2.86 million.  She explained that with the 
fire services, Ivins paid 56% and Santa Clara paid 44% of the total amount.   
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The Building/Planning section of the Tentative Budget was reviewed.  $90,000 was listed under 
improvements.  Mayor Rosenberg asked whether the building repairs were listed there.  City 
Engineer, Cody Mitchell explained that those would be addressed in the current year's budget.  
Discussions were had about covered parking.  It was noted that there would be 17 stalls.  The covered 
parking had been in the budget for approximately six years, but the work had not been done.  It was 
often put on hold for other more pressing projects.  Ms. Bannon reviewed the Public Works section 
of the document.  $25,000 was listed under Engineering Services, which she explained was for the 
Vineyard Drive design.  Public transportation was also listed.  There was a backhoe purchase for 
$8,500 listed as well.  Everything else was fairly standard. 
 
Ms. Bannon reviewed the Parks section of the budget.  She noted that there was nothing out of the 
ordinary, but there was a $104,000 listed under capital equipment.  As for Swiss Days, there was a 
bit of an increase in revenue and expenses.  Fireworks had been discussed previously, but nothing 
had been budgeted for that.  Under Economic Development, the salaries had increased slightly due to 
a change in allocation.  The puzzle was also included, which meant the amount was increased overall.  
There was nothing budgeted for the revenue from the puzzle, so that might need to be added in.  
Council Members discussed the price of the puzzle, which was $25 per puzzle.  Ms. Bannon explained 
that she would look into that number and make sure it was included.  The total General Fund 
Expenditures were listed as $9,169,982, which was an increase of 2% from last year.  As far as the 
American Recuse Plan Act (“ARPA”) funds, there was approximately $400,000 left to spend.  There 
was a spreadsheet with different projects that the funds could be used on.  
 
The Impact Fees were reviewed.  Ms. Bannon noted that there were an estimated 55 Building Permits.  
It was difficult to know what the exact amount would be, but a conservative estimate had been 
included in the Tentative Budget.  That was the revenue side, but on the expense side, there was a 
traffic signal for Red Mountain and Pioneer Parkway listed.  The bond payment on the bridge was 
also included.  The Capital Projects Fund was shown.  Ms. Bannon noted that the RAP tax-restricted 
funds had been moved there and the amount was approximately $1.3 million.  The hope was that 
another $240,000 from the County would be added towards that for the BMX park.  It was estimated 
that the BMX park would cost approximately $1 million.  Ms. Bannon explained that Vineyard Drive 
was the other Capital Project that was planned and listed in the document. 
 
In the Water Fund, it was estimated that the Impact Fees would need to be used.  That would help to 
balance the work as there were a lot of projects to do in the fiscal year.  Ms. Bannon reviewed some 
of the expenditures.  Mr. Jacobsen reported that it would cost $510,000 for the Crestview irrigation 
line.  It was impact fee eligible.  It was noted that at one time, the School District stated that they 
would participate in some manner.  Mr. Jacobsen did not have a number and was not sure whether 
there had been additional discussion with the School District about that issue.  He offered to have 
additional conversations with Public Works Director, Dustin Mouritsen, about that when he returned.  
It was important to understand what the participation level of the School District would be for that 
project.  The total Water Fund amount listed in the document was $3,026,723.   
 
Ms. Bannon reviewed the Sewer Fund revenue and expenditures.  On the revenue side, the sewer fees 
had increased slightly due to the increased price.  There were also some improvements and a backhoe 
purchase listed.  Mr. Jacobsen explained that the backhoe purchase was seen in multiple funds, which 
was because the cost would be shared throughout different funds.  The Electric Fund was discussed.  
She noted that the Power Sales – Residential amount was based on a forecasting number.  The current 
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actual was $3,376,523.  She was not sure whether the budgeted amount would be met, but she 
reiterated that forecasting had been used to determine the number.  Ms. Bannon reported that there 
was a notable Power Cost Adjustment (“PCA”) listed.  The total Electric Fund was listed as 
$8,538,547.  She noted that this was one of the largest portions of the budget.  It was anticipated that 
generator fuel would continue to rise.  She pointed out the bonds.   
 
The Storm Water Fund Revenue was reviewed.  Ms. Bannon noted that some expenses were Impact 
Fee eligible, so the Impact Fee Reserve Account would be used for the Master Plan Engineering and 
the Vineyard Drive project.  Ms. Bannon believed the City was in a good position for the year.  Mr. 
Jacobsen noted that Council Members could ask questions about the current year's financials or the 
Tentative Budget.  Council Member Mathis asked that the updated documents be distributed.  It was 
confirmed that this would be done.  Mr. Jacobsen explained that the budget would continue to be 
refined until the final budget was adopted in June.  He pointed out that the property tax number would 
change.  Normally, the County sent the final sheet during the first week of June.  That change would 
be made once those numbers were finalized.  Ms. Bannon offered to email the updated documents to 
City Council Members following the meeting. 
 

iv. Discussion Regarding Building Height Definition. 
 
Mr. Mitchell shared information related to the “Height of Building” definition as per Santa Clara City 
Ordinance 17.08.010 as well as additional ordinances that pertained to the maximum height of a 
primary structure.  After a review of the current ordinance, three scenarios would be presented and 
the Council would discuss proposed alternate language to better define the term “Building Height.”  
The current ordinance language was shared with the City Council Members: 
 

• 17.08.010: Terms Defined: Height of Building: “The vertical distance from the grade to the 
highest point of the coping of a flat roof, or the deck line of a mansard roof, or to the height 
of the highest peak of a pitched or hipped roof.  The grade shall be the elevation of the sidewalk 
at the center point of the sidewalk in front of the dwelling, or if no sidewalk exists, by the 
crown of the road.” 

• 17.20.140: Minimum Height of Main Dwelling: “No dwelling shall be erected to a height of 
less than one story above grade.” 

• 17.74.040: Dimensional Requirements: “Primary Building Height:  Primary building height 
shall be the average height of adjacent units on the same block unless a greater height is 
approved by the Planning Commission, upon recommendation from the Heritage 
Commission, as being necessary for proper compatibility of various elements of the overall 
development plan, and to ensure that any infill and replacement dwellings are compatible with 
the dimensions of the adjacent dwellings.  Accessory buildings shall not exceed two (2) stories 
in height, up to twenty-five feet (25 feet) in height unless a taller building is approved by the 
City Council after considering the recommendations from the Heritage Commission and 
Planning Commission and based on the compatibility of the architectural design with the other 
buildings in the Historic District.” 
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The proposed language was shared with the City Council Members, which was as follows: 
 

• Building Height: The vertical distance measured from the average natural grade of a building 
pad or approved finished grade of a building lot (whichever is applicable), to the highest point 
of the building or structure, including architectural features, chimneys, and rooftop mounted 
equipment.  Exception: Where there is a difference in finish grade on a lot or parcel, the 
building height shall be measured from the “average grade” height as measured between the 
“upper grade” and the “lower grade” with the following restrictions:  

o The maximum variation allowed between "upper grade" and "lower grade" is 10 feet. 
o The highest point on a building or structure, as defined in the section, shall not exceed 

the maximum allowed height as measured from the “average grade.” 
 
Mr. Mitchell shared different scenarios with the Council.  The first was a diagram that showed the 
difference in grade.  There was a walkout basement shown.  To do the measurement, the average 
grade from the upper grade and lower grade was taken.  The diagram showed 35 feet as the average.  
It lowered the overall height to 30 from grade, but from the walk-out basement, there were 40 feet.  
The next diagram showed the approved grade.  Mr. Mitchell explained that when a developer came 
in and made pad-ready lots, those elevations were approved.  This would be measured from the pad 
to the top, not to exceed 35 feet.  Regardless of what the native grade was prior, the newly established 
grade, which was approved through the subdivision process, would be the established grade.  Council 
Member Drake wondered whether the finished grade was applicable to the road.  He did not want to 
see homes below the road level as all of the water would funnel toward the home.  The approved 
grade would have to be above the road.   
 
Mr. Mitchell believed that moving forward through the subdivision process, the City would ask for 
finished pad elevations on each lot.  Mayor Rosenberg noted that there would likely need to be an 
exception listed to address hillsides.  Mr. Mitchell pointed out that it would be an approved pad, so 
the building height could be 35 feet on top of that approved pad.  Mayor Rosenberg explained that 
there would not be an approved pad until it came in for a Building Permit.  The approved pad elevation 
was done as part of the second hillside review.  Mayor Rosenberg reiterated that the building height 
language needed to consider hillsides as well.  He asked that a scenario be considered to ensure that 
the proposed language was also suitable in those instances. 
 
The third diagram showed the average natural grade.  Mr. Mitchell explained that it related to a larger 
parcel that was entitled to one home.  It had to do with the average rolling grade, which was the zero 
point of the measurement up to a maximum height of 35 feet.  He explained that the intention was to 
restrict the lot to the average native grade.  In these instances, the City would ask for an average grade, 
which would be established on the Site Plan and verified.  Mr. Mitchell noted that these kinds of 
development situations were rare, but several scenarios had been considered. 
 
There was discussion regarding the proposed language and potential changes that needed to be made.  
For instance, consideration of hillside development and the establishment of the pad.  Mayor 
Rosenberg asked Mr. Mitchell to run the language through additional scenarios, including more 
challenging examples, to make sure that the proposed language made sense.  It was suggested that 
there be language to establish the approved pad grade.  That needed to be clearly defined.  
Mr. Mitchell noted that revisions could be made to the proposed language to address the issues raised 
by the Council.  He thanked those present for their input on the Building Height definition.  
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v. Discussion Regarding Solar Net Metering Policy.   

 
Power Director, Gary Hall explained that he wanted to discuss some solar policy options with the 
City Council that would make it more affordable for residents to install solar on their homes.  The 
PCA was high and a lot of residents had asked why there was a cap on solar panel installation.  
Residents wanted the cap to be raised so it was possible to reduce how much power was purchased 
from the City.  Additionally, residents had asked whether the City would consider reducing or 
eliminating the solar reliability charge (“SRC”) to make it more affordable to install solar.  Mr. Hall 
noted that he also wanted to discuss eliminating the solar agreement and adding the fee schedule and 
solar limitations into the Building Permit.   
 
Mr. Hall presented the “Santa Clara Solar Net Metering Agreement” slideshow to the Council.  He 
discussed the SRC and presented a chart with data based on kilowatts.  The current SRC was $4.05 
per kilowatt.  Some cities have an SRC while others did not.  Example numbers were shown to 
illustrate what would happen if the current SRC was lowered.  His suggestion was to lower the SRC 
to $2.05 per kilowatt.  That would reduce the revenue by approximately half.  If the rates changed, 
the Annual Solar Reliability Charge would result in $7,683.78 of revenue.  He noted that if residents 
were allowed to have more solar, the numbers would be impacted that way as well.   
 
It was suggested that the Council also discuss raising the cap for solar.  Mr. Hall presented a Solar 
Fee Comparison chart.  There was a comparison between Santa Clara, St. George, Washington, 
Hurricane, Rocky Mountain Power, and Dixie Power.  There were two potential options shown for 
Santa Clara: Option 1 (Decrease SRC) and Option 2 (Eliminate SRC).  Mr. Hall reported that St. 
George charged by how much was actually produced and not by what was installed.  Washington and 
Hurricane did not charge SRC.  As for the excess, Santa Clara purchased that for six cents per kilowatt 
hour (“kWh”).  St. George, Washington, and Hurricane purchased that for four cents per kWh.  The 
Council could consider reducing that amount.  He noted that some cities in the north had opted not to 
purchase any back, so that was an option as well.   
 
Mr. Hall stated that a lot of the residents he had spoken to about solar felt that 8 kWh was not enough 
to completely address the needs of the home.  However, he acknowledged that this would depend on 
the size of the home and the use levels.  Most residents wanted the cap to be increased to either 10 
kWh or 12 kWh.  That would reduce what needed to be purchased from the City and would also 
impact what the City needed to purchase from the Utah Associated Municipal Power Systems 
(“UAMPS”) in the summer.  There was some give and take that needed to be considered.   
 
There was discussion regarding the changes in rates.  Mr. Hall clarified that the $20 base rate would 
still be paid.  It was clarified that the Council was currently looking at whether the SRC should be 
reduced or eliminated and whether the cap should be raised.  Some residents believed that the SRC 
and the cap made it difficult to break even and was a disincentive.  As for the base rate, it was 
suggested that the costs be rolled into that and the SRC be eliminated.  Some Council Members felt 
it was important to better understand the base rate number and what that was covering.  Mr. Hall 
reported that a rate study was done with the PCA.  It was suggested that the base rate be $19.50.  It 
was currently at $20.  The base rate was determined by what was needed to cover the costs.  Additional 
conversations were had about the base rate and whether it was appropriate.   
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Mayor Rosenberg referenced the comparison data from the other cities.  He explained that everyone 
was achieving something similar in a different way.  For instance, in the Washington and Hurricane 
examples, the excess kWh credit was lower than in Santa Clara and the base rate was higher.  Mayor 
Rosenberg read the following language, "The renewable resource installed by the customer shall not 
be greater than 120% of historic maximum."  Mr. Hall explained that instead of placing a cap on a 
specific kWh, the amount was determined by whatever the normal usage was.  In that instance, the 
solar amount could not be more than 120% of the normal home usage.   
 
Mayor Rosenberg was interested in sampling 10 solar homes in the community in order to look at the 
cost comparisons in the different categories.  It was noted that something like that had been done for 
a few scenarios.  If a switch was made to no SRC and $0.4 for the excess kWh, like in Washington, 
the example scenarios would come out slightly ahead since the SRC made it difficult to make back 
the investment.  There had been a discussion with a salesperson at HedgeHog Electric about whether 
changing the SRC would cause a run on solar in Santa Clara.  That salesperson did not believe that 
was likely to happen as there were not a lot of solar installations in areas of the County where there 
was not an SRC in place.  However, it was expected that solar installations would increase 
dramatically in southern Utah once transfer switches became standard.   
 
The residents believed that by making it easier to have solar, more residents would be interested in 
adding solar to their homes.  That would reduce what the City was purchasing from UAMPS.  It was 
noted that some studies found solar to be 27% efficient, which meant that 73% of the time, another 
power source was needed.  Council Member Waite clarified that data and informed other Council 
Members that this had to do with the efficiency of the panels themselves.  Solar panels worked most 
of the time to full capacity but were only 27% efficient.  Some houses sent quite a bit of power back 
to the grid.  He reported that in a year, 243,000 kWh were sent back to the grid.  A lot of power was 
generated from the solar customers in Santa Clara each year.     
 
Discussions were had about personal storage batteries.  It was noted that those were very expensive.  
It was another $30,000 for a good battery system.  One concern that had been expressed had to do 
with everyone on a cul-de-sac having solar power, that back feeding too much power, and 
transformers failing.  Mr. Hall had never heard that concern mentioned before.  The idea of solar was 
to offset the power costs.  At the same time, it was possible to benefit the City.   
 
Council Member Shakespeare wanted to know whether it made sense to raise the base rate.  As long 
as that rate covered the operation, the SRC could be eliminated completely.  Everyone would pay 
what it cost to maintain the Power Department.  It was pointed out that it might be better to have a 
gradual increase.  There were some concerns that residents would feel a base rate increase was being 
done to accommodate the solar customers at the expense of everyone else.   
 
There were additional discussions about whether it was appropriate to raise the cap.  Ultimately, the 
8 kWh cap had been determined by the average installation in Santa Clara.  Discussions were had 
about the 120% of the historic maximum.  Mayor Rosenberg did not know how that would be done 
on a new build, because there would not be historical data to use.  It was noted that a determination 
could be made based on the square footage, but different factors could impact the use levels.  For 
example, the number of people in the home and the age of the home.  Mayor Rosenberg thought it 
made sense to set a cap, but could not necessarily support the idea of the historic maximum, because 
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there was not a historic maximum on a new home.  He thought 10 to 12 kWh made sense for the solar 
power cap instead of the current 8 kWh.   
 
Council Member Waite was asked whether 10 kWh would cover his utility bill.  He was not sure and 
explained that he would need to look into it.  However, he did not believe so.  Council Members 
wondered why the cap was necessary.  Council Member Waite explained that it had to do with 
concerns about overloading the transformer in a neighborhood.  It was noted that all of the comparison 
cities had some sort of cap, so there must be some rationale for that.  Council Member Waite explained 
that it was important to have some kind of limit so someone would not build what was essentially 
their own power plant.  Mayor Rosenberg thought the 120% of the historic maximum could make 
sense, but he reiterated his concerns about the amount allowed on new structures.  Staff offered to 
reach out to Washington to ask for additional details about that scenario.   
 
Council Member Waite had heard comments that Santa Clara was unfriendly to solar.  It was not 
necessarily that the City was unfriendly, but he acknowledged that there was a protective policy in 
place.  If the SRC was cut in half, as proposed in Option 1, that would be a good way to start making 
a shift.  It would show that the City was listening to residents.  Within that option, there was also a 
suggestion to raise the cap somewhat.  The Council discussed reserves and the impact there.  Mr. Hall 
explained that it would drop by approximately $7,000.  However, enough power might have been 
produced that the City would save more when purchasing power on the open market.  The Council 
wondered when the next rate study would take place, which was approximately two years away.  It 
was recommended that the numbers be examined further as a lot had changed since the last rate study.  
There was a lot that needed to be considered.   
 
Mayor Rosenberg thought this discussion was an important first step as a lot of residents had asked 
that there be a change.  Further discussions were had about the potential cap amount.  Council Member 
Waite thought that the 120% made sense, but there were some concerns about measuring that for new 
construction.  Mayor Rosenberg asked that Staff look into that further.  If there was a rate change, 
that would need to be brought back for a public hearing and additional consideration.   
 
The PCA was set at the time of the rate study.  Council Member Mathis wondered whether it would 
be possible for UFS to annually calculate the PCA number rather than doing an entirely new rate 
study.  Mr. Hall explained that the PCA did not kick in until after the six and a half cents.  Anything 
over that was when the PCA would tabulate.  He did not know whether that was the average price for 
power from the UAMPS bills at that time.  Council Members felt it was important to look at that 
number every year.  Mr. Hall believed there would be a cost associated with that.  He offered to reach 
out to UFS to find out what that kind of calculation would cost on an annual basis.  Someone who 
had solar paid less PCA, because the PCA was what was consumed by the City.  If half of what the 
home used was produced via solar, there was no PCA for that half.  There was support for making 
changes to the current solar policies, but it was determined that additional discussions were needed.  
It was important to establish some sort of balance.  Information was shared about the PCA in other 
areas.  Mr. Hall explained that PCA had increased because of the UAMPS bills.  In Washington, the 
kWh rate had increased and the calculation from the PCA was raised.  In Santa Clara, some residents 
had difficulty budgeting when there was PCA uncertainty.  
 
The Council discussed the wholesale rate for power and the PCA.  There was a question about whether 
the PCA should only be when the City was in the market to buy power.  That was a very different 
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way to look at the PCA.  Mr. Jacobsen explained that the market and the generation amounts were 
two variables.  He felt the PCA should be calculated off of that and not off of the projects in UAMPS.  
Discussions were had about Nebo and fluctuations in natural gas.   
 
Mr. Hall explained that the reason the item was included on the agenda was that public meetings 
would need to be set up to talk about the PCA.  A lot of residents were interested in asking questions 
and sharing comments.  At that time, residents were likely to ask about solar power and what the City 
would do to make it easier to have solar in the community.  Council Member Waite stated that the 
SRC would have a huge impact on solar in the City.  If the Council informed residents during the 
PCA discussions that there was a desire to reduce the SRC and increase the cap, he believed there 
would be a lot of satisfied residents.    
 
Additional discussions were had about solar and the cap that was currently in place.  Mr. Jacobsen 
explained that he originally intended to bring the discussion back to the Council in June.  However, 
the town hall meetings had been mentioned by Mr. Hall.  He wondered whether those discussions 
with residents should take place before there were further discussions about the changes.  Mayor 
Rosenberg believed it was important to have PCA-related answers ahead of the town hall meetings.  
 
Council Member Shakespeare referenced what was being done in Washington.  Finding a way to 
remove the SRC would be the best way to move forward, but that would likely involve raising the 
base rate.  He pointed out that Washington had a higher base rate.  Council Member Shakespeare 
believed the base rate needed to be closer to $30, but that should happen over a few years.  It was 
noted that raising the base rate meant the other rates should hold or be lowered.  Mayor Rosenberg 
pointed out that a rate study would be needed if the base rate was changed in any way.  Council 
Member Shakespeare liked the suggestion from Council Member Mathis about reviewing the number 
on an annual basis.  Council Member Mathis asked what the average kilowatt use was per resident.  
Mr. Hall reported that it was approximately 2,500 kilowatts per month.   
 
Mr. Hall shared information about the solar agreements.  The intention was to inform the customer 
that was putting solar into their home what the stipulations were.  However, that could be included in 
the Building Permit instead.  Council Members were supportive of there not being a separate 
agreement that needed to be signed.  Mayor Rosenberg thanked Staff for the information shared.   
 
4. Staff Reports. 

 
Mr. Hall presented updates to the Council.  He explained that he was required to inform the Council 
when there were purchases on the PX.  There had been a lot of work done to look at the PX.  He noted 
that a lot had not been purchased, but small amounts were saved, which added up.  The savings from 
the generation were also important to consider.  From May 1 to May 16, approximately $1,900 had 
been saved by making those small purchases on the PX and from the generation.  That would increase 
throughout the summer months.  The intention was to run the generators more during the off-season 
to see whether that excess could be sold.   
 
Mr. Hall shared information about the town hall meetings.  He was not sure that all Council Members 
needed to be present.  It was noted that if three or more Council Members participated, it would have 
to be noticed as a public meeting.  There needed to be discussions about how to invite residents to the 
town hall meetings.  For instance, the community could be broken up into different sections.  Mr. Hall 
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was not sure how many people would come to the town halls, but there might be more than the banquet 
room could hold.  Council Member Mathis liked the idea of dividing it so there were smaller numbers.  
People would be more likely to ask questions and participate if there were smaller groups.  It was 
suggested that the meetings be held on four different nights with smaller groups of residents.  It could 
be limited to two Council Members at each meeting, but Staff would be there as well.  The groups 
could be broken up by neighborhoods and there could be a question-and-answer town hall format. 
 
The Council discussed power-related concerns within the community.  Mr. Hall explained that the 
PCA was high currently because of the December power bill.  That was a perfect storm of events and 
was not something that had been seen before.  With the high power rates, Nebo shutting down, and 
the generators not all up and running, there were a lot of factors that contributed to that amount.  
Everyone that had Nebo was in the same boat.  Once the December power bill was removed from the 
six-month average, that would lower the PCA, which would help a lot.  Mayor Rosenberg asked what 
the message of the town hall would be.  He felt it was important to have a clear message established 
ahead of time in order for the town halls to be successful.  
 
Council Member Waite acknowledged that the December number was high, but the PCA started out 
at around one and a half cents.  In September, it went to four and a half cents.  It had jumped even 
before the events in December.  That was another concern that residents had because the number had 
been creeping up previously as well.  He reported that the number was 7.3 last month.  He had hoped 
there would have been a bigger drop in the last month, but it was still quite high.  It was important to 
have clear and consistent messaging for residents about this.  For example, letting residents know that 
the generators were now working, the market had cooled down, and a lot of different avenues were 
being explored.  Sharing that information would be useful.   
 
It was noted that some level of patience was needed.  The PCA number would improve, but there 
needed to be some patience in the meantime.  The City was trying to resolve the issue and make good 
decisions by reviewing all of the important data.  It might take some time to make necessary changes, 
but there was a desire to improve the current situation.  Council Members were sensitive to the fact 
that there was uncertainty about the power bills during the summer months.  Council Member Mathis 
felt it would be better to communicate with residents ahead of time.  She understood the comments 
shared by the Mayor, as it would be better to have a plan in place before meeting with residents, but 
it was important to meet with residents and hear their concerns.  Mayor Rosenberg believed the 
residents would want there to be concrete answers.  Council Member Mathis suggested documenting 
everything that the City was doing, such as looking into redoing the rate study, reviewing on an annual 
basis, and having discussions about solar.   
 
Council Member Shakespeare believed that the information should be shared in the newsletter.  
Council Member Waite noted that social media would be a good way to share information as well.  
Council Member Shakespeare suggested that the Power Department write something that could be 
shared with residents.  It could outline what the issues were and what was being done.  Once that 
information had been shared, it would be appropriate to have the town hall meetings.  Mayor 
Rosenberg felt it was important to establish a better line of communication.  There was support for 
social media posts, some of which could be short videos and infographics.  Whatever was posted on 
social media could also be added to the website so all of the information was available.  There was 
support for this kind of approach instead as it would ensure there was a uniform message.  Mr. Hall 
noted that there was a QR code for the Power Department and that could be shared as well. 
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Mr. Hall noted that the Hunt Electric work had started a week earlier than anticipated.  As for 
UAMPS, the steel solar was purchased, the panels were obtained, and it would be online in December 
2023.  The Carbon Free Power Project (“CFPP”) was still moving forward.  The combined operating 
license application was in and that should be approved soon.   
 
Mr. VonCannon reported that the fountain on the east side of the building had been improved.  Before 
and after images were shared with Council Members.  A company, Celestial Creative, came in and 
fixed the concrete.  It would be down for a few weeks as the materials set and cured.  The company 
would then come back to seal the fountain.  Once that was done, it would be operational.  Mayor 
Rosenberg asked whether the bronze would be cleaned.  Mr. VonCannon clarified that a different 
company handled that.  It would be done in September prior to Swiss Days.  Council Member Mathis 
shared a notice for repair.  At the east side of the arboretum entrance, off of Lava Cove, water had 
impacted the sidewalk.  That needed to be fixed before the sidewalk collapsed.  Mr. VonCannon 
stated that someone would take care of that necessary repair.  Council Member Waite asked whether 
it would be possible to schedule an orchard meeting.  It was important to start planning and moving 
some of those discussions forward.  Mr. VonCannon confirmed this.   
 
Fire Chief, Andrew Parker, shared updates with the Council.  He noted that there had been a string of 
brush fires.  A lot of them were in St. George but there was one a few weeks ago in Ivins.  It led to 
some property damage and impacted a fence and gate.  It would be an active fire season.  Mayor 
Rosenberg asked when the detention basin was last burned.  Chief Parker believed it was two years 
ago.  It was suggested that it be looked into to determine whether it needed to be done again.  Chief 
Parker offered to follow up on that.  He referenced the brush fire truck that was purchased 18 months 
ago.  He hoped that would arrive in the City sometime in August. 
 
Chief Parker reported that a grant was received for health and wellness.  A bill came out at the 
beginning of the year that required some action to be taken to address mental health for first 
responders.  There had been work with a third-party vendor that assisted with policies and the 
intention was to use the $5,000 grant to obtain an app that cost $4,999.  Chief Parker stated that the 
Horizon movie shoot was done last Friday.  It was an interesting experience to be involved in.  He 
also reported that there was a recruitment process in place and a third-party vendor was being used 
for that, which was called Public Safety Answers.  Logan and Hurricane used that.  Applications were 
received by the third-party vendor and there was an exam.  The scores were received, which 
eliminated a lot of the interviewing process.  The final candidates would be determined and then the 
interviews would take place.  It would be used to establish a two-year list.   
 
Mr. Mitchell reported that the Building Department was doing well.  For the year to date, there were 
116 single-family and townhome permits.  There were 17 single-family and 99 townhomes.  In April, 
there were 19 total permits, which included three single-family and four townhomes.  The 12 
remaining were miscellaneous, such as pools, awnings, and solar.  In May, there were 12 permits so 
far, which included two single-family and four townhomes.  Mr. Mitchell recognized Ms. Nez for her 
work.  She completed her CEUs in order to apply for the CMC and MMC.  As for building 
maintenance, Mr. Mitchell explained that things continually occurred.  A geo pump would be installed 
the next morning.  There was still work being done on the lights.  Council Member Mathis wondered 
whether the City maintained the raised planters on Pioneer.  This was denied.  The planters out front 
were maintained by the businesses and not the City.   
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City Planner, Jim McNulty explained that Planning and Zoning is busy.  A Heritage Commission 
Meeting was scheduled for the following day, where a proposed office building on the corner of Gates 
Lane and Santa Clara Drive would be discussed.  On May 25, 2023, there would be a Planning 
Commission Meeting.  He reviewed some of the items on the meeting agenda.   
 
Mr. Jacobsen reported that a Swiss Days Meeting had been held that week.  That work was getting 
started and there had been discussions about making some possible adjustments.  Next week, there 
would be a public hearing on the Tentative Budget.  During the first meeting in June, the City Council 
would consider the final budget.  The last meeting in June would be focused on amending the current 
year's budget.  He thanked Ms. Nez for her hard work and dedication.  
 
5. Adjournment. 

 
The City Council Meeting adjourned at 8:41 p.m. 
 
 
 
__________________________________ 
Chris Shelley 
City Recorder 
 
Approved:        
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SANTA CLARA CITY COUNCIL  
WORK MEETING MINUTES 
WEDNESDAY, MAY 24, 2023 

THE CITY COUNCIL FOR THE CITY OF SANTA CLARA, WASHINGTON COUNTY, 
UTAH, met for a Regular Meeting on Wednesday, May 24, 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 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 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 
 
Others Present:  Jim McNulty, City Planner 
    Dustin Mouritsen, Public Works Director 
    Andrew Parker, Fire Chief 
    Matt Ence, City Attorney 
    Bob Flowers, Police Chief 
    Selena Nez, Deputy City Recorder 
    
1. Call to Order. 
 
Mayor Rick Rosenberg called the meeting to order at 5:04 p.m.  The presence of New Justice Court 
Judge, Jake Graff and his family was recognized.  He commended recently retired Judge 
Armstrong for his service to the City since 2000.  The Judge was presented with a key to the City.  
Judge Armstrong commented that the secret behind justice courts is the clerks.  He commended 
Judge Graff and the current clerk who are both exceptional.  He stated that he has enjoyed his time 
serving the City of Santa Clara.    
 
2. Opening Ceremony. 
 

A. Pledge of Allegiance:  Denny Drake. 
 

B. Opening Comments (Invocation):  Deanna Martin, The Church of Jesus 
Christ of Latter-day Saints, St. George Interfaith Council. 
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3. General Citizen Public Comment. 
 
There were no citizen comments.   
 
4. Conflicts and Disclosures. 
 
Mayor Rosenberg had a conflict with agenda item number five as the firm he is employed by is 
the Engineer of Record for the Vineyards Phase 11.  He also had a conflict with agenda item 
number six as the firm he is employed by is the Engineer of Record for the Solace Subdivision. 
 
5. Working Agenda. 
 

A. General Business. 
 
i. Public Hearing to Receive Public Input Regarding a Water Rate 

Increase from the Washington County Water Conservancy District 
(“WCWCD”) to Purchase Wholesale Water, the City Finds it 
Necessary to Amend the City Water Rates to Reflect the Increase of 10 
Cents per 1,000 Gallons from the WCWCD.  

 
Mayor Rosenberg opened the public hearing.  There were no public comments.  The public hearing 
was closed.   
 

ii. Public Hearing to Receive Public Input Regarding the City of Saint 
George Regional Wastewater Rate Increase by $1.50 Per Month Per 
Equivalent Residential Unit (“ERU”) Effective July 1, 2023, to Cover 
the Cost of Replacement and Upsize Project.  

 
Mayor Rosenberg reported that the proposed increase is a pass-through increase from the City of 
Saint George to the residents.   
 
Mayor Rosenberg opened the public hearing.  There were no public comments.  The public hearing 
was closed.   
 

iii. Public Hearing to Receive Public Input Regarding the FY 2023-2024 
Tentative Budget. 

 
The Mayor stated that numerous changes were made to the budget, which has been discussed at 
the last several meetings.   
 
City Manager, Brock Jacobsen, reported that the Fund Balance that was used to balance the budget 
is down to $444,000.  Work was ongoing.  Adoption of the final budget would be presented to the 
City Council on June 10, 2023.  No significant changes were proposed from the previous 
discussion.    
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Mayor Rosenberg opened the public hearing.  There were no public comments.  The public hearing 
was closed.   
 

B. Consent Agenda. 
 

i. Approval of Claims and Minutes. 
 

• May 10, 2023, Regular City Council Meeting. 
• May 17, 2023, City Council Work Meeting. 
• Claims through May 24, 2023. 

 
The Mayor reported that the minutes of May 17, 2023, were not ready for approval and would be 
tabled to the next meeting.   
 

ii. Calendar of Events. 
 

• June 14, 2023, Regular City Council Meeting. 
• June 21, 2023, City Council Work Meeting. 
• June 28, 2023, Regular City Council Meeting. 

 
Council Member Waite moved to APPROVE the Consent Agenda, as presented.  Council 
Member Drake seconded the motion.  Vote on motion:  Council Member Waite-Aye, Council 
Member Drake-Aye, Council Member Hinton-Aye, Council Member Mathis-Aye, Council 
Member Shakespeare-Aye.  The motion passed unanimously. 
 

C. General Business. 
 

i. Discussion and Action to Approve the Proposed Water Rate Increase 
from the WCWCD to Purchase Wholesale Water, the City Finds it 
Necessary to Amend the City Water Rates to Reflect the Increase of .10 
cents per 1,000 Gallons from the WCWCD and Resolution 2023-08R. 
Presented by Dustin Mouritsen, Public Works Director. 

 
Council Member Waite asked about the additional use for Operations and Maintenance funds and 
what they would be used for.  Public Works Director, Dustin Mouritsen, stated that in looking at 
the current budget year, $9,000 was budgeted for fuel; however, to date, they have spent $12,000.  
For water meters $30,000 was budgeted and they are nearly at $52,000 due to rising costs of brass, 
copper, and miscellaneous fittings.  For water line repairs, $25,000 was budgeted and they have 
spent nearly $23,000.  In terms of overtime, they have exceeded what was budgeted by $9,000.  
Labor costs had also increased significantly.   
 
Council Member Hinton moved to APPROVE the proposed water rate increase from the 
Washington County Water Conservancy District (“WCWCD”) to purchase wholesale water 
reflecting an increase of $.10 per 1,000 gallons and Resolution 2023-08R.  Council Member 
Waite seconded the motion.  Vote on motion:  Council Member Waite-Aye, Council Member 
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Drake-Aye, Council Member Hinton-Aye, Council Member Mathis-Aye, Council Member 
Shakespeare-Aye.  The motion passed unanimously. 
 

ii. Discussion and Action to Approve the City of Saint George Regional 
Wastewater Rate Increase by $1.50 per month per ERU effective 
July 1, 2023, to Cover the Cost of Replacement and Upsize Project and 
Resolution 2023-10R.  Presented by Dustin Mouritsen, Public Works 
Director.  

 
Council Member Drake moved to ADOPT Resolution Number 2023-10R, a Resolution 
amending the Wastewater Service Rate Fee to $26.05 for residential and $32.65 for 
commercial.  Council Member Shakespeare seconded the motion.  Vote on motion:  Council 
Member Waite-Aye, Council Member Drake-Aye, Council Member Hinton-Aye, Council 
Member Mathis-Aye, Council Member Shakespeare-Aye.  The motion passed unanimously. 
 

iii. Consider Approval of the FY 2023-2024 Tentative Budget and 
Ordinance 2023-11.  Presented by Debbie Bannon, Finance Director.  

 
Mr. Jacobsen presented the Tentative Budget and reported that as stated, the current budget for 
Fiscal Year 2023-2024 has increased by 2% from just over $9 million to $9.1 million.  They are 
using $444,000 of Fund Balance to balance the budget for the General Fund.  The expenditures 
that were the cause of the increase included the following: 
 

• The Dowdle Puzzles with the revenue coming back to the City as puzzles are sold; 
• Engineering for Vineyard Drive; 
• The purchase of a backhoe for the Streets and Parks Departments; 
• The purchase of a field groomer;  
• The purchase of a Mower; 
• For impact fees, the budget is $467,000 with funds available for Tobler Park.  They 

also budgeted for a traffic signal and engineering for a splash pad and pickleball 
court.  Capital projects include Vineyard Drive Phase 2 and the BMX Parking lot. 

• In the Enterprise Fund, the Water Funds are just over $3 million.  There are larger 
projects including secondary water projects for Solace and Black Desert.  There is 
also the Crest View Irrigation Line and the Pressure Reducing Valve (“PRV”) 
upsize.  If not for the projects that are impact fee eligible, the budget would be less 
than the current year’s budget.   

• The Sewer Budget is just over $1 million.  Upsizing was also envisioned for the 
Silverado and Solace developments.   

• The Electric Fund is at $8.5 million and includes a $1.25 million increase in power 
purchase costs as well as an increase in bonds for the new generators.    

• Stormwater costs increased to $770,000 from $703,000 with no significant 
increases.  Payroll and benefits represented the largest increase.   

 
Council Member Mathis moved to APPROVE the FY 2023-2024 Tentative Budget and 
Ordinance 2023-11, as presented.  Council Member Hinton seconded the motion.  Vote on 
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motion:  Council Member Waite-Aye, Council Member Drake-Aye, Council Member 
Hinton-Aye, Council Member Mathis-Aye, Council Member Shakespeare-Aye.  The motion 
passed unanimously. 
 

iv. Discussion Regarding a Separate Impact Fee for Townhomes and 
Single-Family Homes.  Presented by Dustin Mouritsen, Public Works 
Director.  

 
Mr. Mouritsen reported that staff would like to add water share purchases as one of the projects 
because it is impact fee eligible due to new growth.  Sunrise Engineering has looked at the available 
acreage out for development and how many shares of water will need to be purchased.  The total 
came to $363,000.  With that, the project costs increased along with the water rate and impact fee.  
The water rate was estimated at $.02 per 1,000 gallons or $.92.   
 
Mr. Mouritsen was also asked to look at a separate impact fee for townhouses.  It was estimated 
that future townhome development will comprise 30% of new growth.  If this were the case, the 
City could charge a maximum impact fee of $1,823 per townhome and $3,585 per traditional ERU 
or single-family home.  The original impact fee was $2,900 for any structure or townhouse versus 
single-family.  The number was based on the maximum allowable usage.  Changes could be made 
if there is a trend or other increase.   
 
Council Member Shakespeare commented that the difference seemed significant.  Mr. Mouritsen 
stated that it makes sense since townhomes tend to use half as much water as single-family homes 
and benefit the City.   
 
Council Member Waite attended a recent Utah League of Cities and Towns (“ULCT”) Meeting 
where it was reported that townhomes and apartments use less water per unit but overall use more 
water than single-family homes because of the density.  He questioned whether the desire is to 
encourage more townhomes with a lower impact fee, which may result in the City having to go 
out and look for more water.  The indoor use for townhomes is based on a density of 18 units per 
acre.  It was noted that all of the numbers will change based on density.   
 
City Attorney, Matt Ence stated that another factor with the amount of impact fees collected is that 
more impact fees are being collected in terms of the number of fees that are paid.  Council Member 
Shakespeare commented that growth will come and the intent is to develop for it.  Density issues 
were discussed.  It was noted that downtown densities are closer to 60 units per day while suburbs 
in the Wasatch Front are a maximum of 20 to 25 units per acre for apartments.  Mayor Rosenberg 
suggested that water use in new developments be analyzed and compared in the next few years 
based on density and compared to a single-family neighborhood.  It was noted that many 
developments are not connected to secondary water and are not subject to the Landscaping 
Ordinance.  
 
Mr. Mouritsen offered to make a comparison to current projects and bring the matter back for 
further discussion.  He was also asked to make an impact fee reduction for lots that have a 
secondary water connection.  Staff looked at the total number of projects on the project list, 22% 
of which are irrigation projects.  The remaining 78% are culinary projects.  If the impact fee is 
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calculated at 22%, it would give a lot with a secondary water connection an impact of $2,689 
versus a single-family lot without a secondary connection of $3,456.   
 
Mr. Ence stated that it is important to look at it differently from the WCWCD since they are giving 
an impact fee discount in return for something that is essentially a Conservation Easement on a 
lot.  The City needs to be able to identify what the credit that is offered is associated with.  Once 
implemented, they can identify the portion of the impact fee that is associated with the dedication 
of those shares to the City and give them that credit back.  They may need to look at it as to whether 
there is a secondary connection and if the developer brought water with the project.  Those are 
items that an impact fee credit could be given for.  He liked that from a legal perspective because 
it is more defensible.  He considered it to be a positive for developers and residents alike.   
 
Council Member Shakespeare agreed and stated that it would seem to encourage developers to 
pursue a cost savings.  Mr. Ence stated that by providing the secondary connection and water, a 
discount would be given on the district fees and a credit against the secondary impact fees.  He 
considered it to be a win-win for all.  
 
Mr. Mouritsen stated that they also ran a second scenario and granted a 50% discount like 
WCWCD does.  Mayor Rosenberg commented that the Will-Serve Letter process requires impact 
fees to be paid at the time of plat approval.  That would apply to water impact fees as well.  
Currently, some developers go the cheapest route possible and pass as much of the cost as possible 
onto the Building Permit stage.  It was suggested that all impact fees be paid at the time the Will-
Serve letter is granted since they have to ensure that the water is available.   
 
The issue of ERUs was discussed.  Mayor Rosenberg noted that the same rate is paid on very large 
homes as on a 1,000-square-foot home.  Water consumption and infrastructure requirements are 
greater but they are not paying more.  He wanted to ensure that they are being equitable.  Currently, 
they are penalizing the owners of more affordable homes.  One option was to base it on square 
footage or the number of bedrooms and bathrooms.  Possible options were discussed and ways to 
address inequities.  The Mayor suggested that they look at what other communities are doing.   
 

v. Discussion and Action for Abandonment of Unused Sewer Easements 
in Vineyards – Phase 11 Subdivision South of Vineyard Drive and 
North of Marion Court.  Presented by Matt Ence, City Attorney.  

 
Mr. Ence reported that similar action was taken in the Solace Subdivision.  It was discovered after 
the fact that there was still one Public Utility Easement (“PUE”) in Solace that was not abandoned 
previously.  The Solace easement that is no longer needed because the subdivision has been 
recorded is a PUE.  There are two sewer easements as well in the Vineyards Phase 11 Subdivision.  
These are sewer easements that have never been used and will no longer be needed once the 
subdivision is recorded.  Similar to what has been done previously, staff asked that the Council 
approve the abandonment of the easements.  The Mayor clarified that the easements will be 
replaced by the easements on the final plats.    
 
Council Member Shakespeare moved to ABANDON the Unused Sewer Easements for the 
Vineyard Phase 11 Subdivision south of Vineyard Drive and North of Marion Court, as 
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presented.  Council Member Hinton seconded the motion.  Vote on motion:  Council Member 
Waite-Aye, Council Member Drake-Aye, Council Member Hinton-Aye, Council Member 
Mathis-Aye, Council Member Shakespeare-Aye.  The motion passed unanimously. 
 

vi. Discussion and Action for Abandonment of an Unused Public Utility 
Easement in the Solace Subdivision.  Presented by Matt Ence, City 
Attorney. 

 
Council Member Waite moved to ABANDON the Unused Public Utility Easement in the 
Solace Subdivision, as presented.  Council Member Mathis seconded the motion.  Vote on 
motion:  Council Member Waite-Aye, Council Member Drake-Aye, Council Member 
Hinton-Aye, Council Member Mathis-Aye, Council Member Shakespeare-Aye.  The motion 
passed unanimously. 
 
6. Reports. 
 

A. Mayor/Council Reports. 
 
Council Member Shakespeare reported on the following: 
 

• He asked for an update on the engineering for the retaining of Little League Drive.  
Mr. Mouritsen responded that he met Wayne Rogers on the site and he plans to 
donate the design, which should be completed any day.  Construction will 
commence once the season has concluded.  Council Member Shakespeare asked if 
there will be drainage on top of the wall behind it.  Mr. Mouritsen stated that there 
will be a gravel pack fabric that drains.   

• He has conflicts and will not be present for the June 14 and 28 meetings but will be 
present for the Work Meeting on June 21.  Council Member Waite also had a 
conflict on June 28.  It was determined that a quorum will be present to vote on the 
budget.   

 
Council Member Mathis reported on the following: 
 

• The first Legislative Policy Committee (“LPC”) Meeting was held.  Representative 
Walter informed her that 500 bill files have already been opened.  She informed 
him that the Council would like to discuss the Transient Room Tax (“TRT”).  
Representative Walter was to get back to her to schedule a time to meet. 

• The Heritage Commission met the previous week and addressed a commercial 
property on Santa Clara Drive.  A member of the Commission contacted her and 
would like to discuss what the Council wants commercial buildings in the Historic 
District to look like.  She stated that the Design Guidelines were put into place to 
address residential structures and not what may happen if a residential structure has 
to be torn down and a commercial building constructed in its place.  She suggested 
that it be considered part of the General Plan Study to get feedback from residents 
on the types of commercial buildings they may want to see downtown to preserve 
the historic feel.   
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• She asked about the census and if the City’s numbers were considered in greater 
detail.  Mr. McNulty had not addressed the census but stated that he would follow 
up. 

• There was previous discussion about pursuing a Conservation Easement for the 
ground along the parkway.  She asked what would need to be done to pursue that.  
Mr. Ence stated that work was done on a draft but it had not yet been presented to 
the Council as it was a low priority.  Council Member Mathis asked that it be 
addressed since people are nervous about construction activity taking place in the 
area.  Council Member Drake stated that Matt Brower from Heber City offered his 
assistance.   

 
Council Member Hinton reported on the following: 
 

• She sent the updated sketch for the Dowdle Puzzle to the Council Members.  It was 
requested that the revisions be submitted by the end of the week so they can start 
painting.   

 
Council Member Drake reported on the following: 
 

• The Solid Waste District Meeting was canceled and he had nothing further to 
report. 

 
Council Member Waite reported on the following: 
 

• UTOPIA has completed the first phase of the fiber installation in Santa Clara City 
including all of the Heights and Bella Sol.  He noted that some plans were available 
that were less than anticipated with some plans starting as low as $60 per month.    

 
Council Member Shakespeare reported on the following: 
 

• The Solid Waste District Meeting was canceled. 
• He met with the Power Department the previous week to address the City’s Social 

Media Plan to stay in front of the Power Cost Adjustment (“PCA”) coming up this 
summer.  Verbiage was drafted to go with a graphic to be posted.  They also set a 
goal of posting one video per month describing something in the Power Department 
that is positive.  They also discussed the possibility of replying to comments since 
they expect a lot of negative feedback.  They would redirect to a source to help 
them understand it better or have Staff provide an answer without being 
argumentative or creating discord.   

 
Mayor Rosenberg reported on the following: 
 

• The Water Board met and discussed the Administrative Committee that will be 
Solid Waste District Meeting was canceled and he had nothing further to report.  
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They indicated that a meeting would be scheduled with the City Attorney to review 
the New Draft Agreement.  He would follow up as that had not yet happened.   

• The District will assist the City financially with new water development.  They 
wished to discuss it further at the next Technical Advisory Committee (“TAC”) 
Meeting.  Mr. Mouritsen corrected a claim that there is a well in the lava field in 
Black Desert and stated that that is not true.  He stated that many false claims have 
been made by the developer on social media.  It was stated that they have water per 
an agreement with Saint George City but no well.   

• The Trails Master Plan Projects that are on the funding list were addressed.  There 
are several trails in the northern part of the Heights Phases 1 and 2.   

• An update meeting was held on the Graveyard Wash Reservoir.  There are still 
issues with the Bureau of Land Management (“BLM”) and the Environmental 
Study.  The BLM does not want the area to grow and is trying to block all of the 
reservoir site rights-of-way but is proceeding with the design.  There will be access 
on the top of the dam from the highway side.  They are trying to acquire the Western 
Hafen property along the highway without pursuing eminent domain.  Negotiations 
were ongoing.   

• A Santa Clara Irrigation Meeting was scheduled for tonight at 7:00 p.m.  There 
were concerns with the agenda on issues they would be addressing including 
changes proposed to be made to the Bylaws to change the first right of refusal 
language that is in the existing agreement.   

• A Growth Survey was put out by the State addressing what residents would like to 
see in terms of future growth relative to housing, water development, 
transportation, and open space.  He thought the questions were well presented.  The 
survey could be accessed at guidingourgrowth.utah.gov and takes about 15 minutes 
to complete.   

 
7. Executive Session. 
 
There was no Executive Session. 
 
8. Adjournment. 
 
Council Member Shakespeare moved to ADJOURN.  Council Member Waite seconded the 
motion.  The motion passed with the unanimous consent of the Council.   
 
The City Council Meeting adjourned at 6:18 p.m. 
 
 
 
__________________________________ 
Selena Nez 
Deputy City Recorder 
 
Approved:        
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BLUE LARK CONSTRUCTION 70440 164 06/01/2023 06/08/2023 1,102.00 AC REPAIR FOR ANIMAL SHELTER - DOG RUN 104220-250 - OPERATING SUPPLIES

$1,102.00

BRIAN GEER DEVELOPMENT INC. 70441 SAC210914202 06/07/2023 06/08/2023 500.00 BLDG MAIN DEP REF PERMIT 21202 102570-000 - BLDG SITE MAINTENAN

$500.00

CANNON TECHNOLOGIES INC. 70442 949344178 04/22/2023 06/08/2023 20,384.00 SINGLE PHASE RESIDENTIAL METERS 535310-252 - SUPPLIES & METERS 103
CANNON TECHNOLOGIES INC. 70442 967155663-2 08/30/2021 06/08/2023 -7,048.72 WATER NODE INSTALLATION CREDIT 513725-000 - MISCELLANEOUS

$13,335.28

$13,335.28

CELESTIAL CREATIVE LLC 70443 0000003 05/30/2023 06/08/2023 3,300.00 PAINTING,STAINING,SEALING ROCK IN FOUNTAI 104510-740 - CAPITAL EQUIPMENT

$3,300.00

CITY OF ST GEORGE - UTILITIES 70444 06072023-SC SN 05/31/2023 06/08/2023 2,003.48 SANTA CLARA SNW CYN 515110-275 - SNOW CANYON OP CO
CITY OF ST GEORGE - UTILITIES 70444 06072023-SC WE 05/31/2023 06/08/2023 7,925.26 SNOW CANYON WELL #6 515110-271 - WELLS UTILITY COSTS
CITY OF ST GEORGE - UTILITIES 70444 06072023-SC WE 05/31/2023 06/08/2023 5,390.44 SNOW CANYON WELL #7 515110-271 - WELLS UTILITY COSTS
CITY OF ST GEORGE - UTILITIES 70444 06072023-WTR T 05/31/2023 06/08/2023 26,243.48 WTR TANK AT MOUTH 515110-275 - SNOW CANYON OP CO

$41,562.66

$41,562.66

COLE WEST DEVELOPMENT 70445 SAC220429093 06/07/2023 06/08/2023 500.00 BLDG MAIN DEP REF PERMIT 22-093 102570-000 - BLDG SITE MAINTENAN
COLE WEST DEVELOPMENT 70445 SAC220429094 06/07/2023 06/08/2023 500.00 BLDG MAIN DEP REF PERMIT 22-094 102570-000 - BLDG SITE MAINTENAN
COLE WEST DEVELOPMENT 70445 SAC220429095 06/07/2023 06/08/2023 500.00 BLDG MAIN DEP REF PERMIT 22-095 102570-000 - BLDG SITE MAINTENAN
COLE WEST DEVELOPMENT 70445 SAC220429096 06/07/2023 06/08/2023 500.00 BLDG MAIN DEP REF PERMIT 22-096 102570-000 - BLDG SITE MAINTENAN
COLE WEST DEVELOPMENT 70445 SAC220429097 06/07/2023 06/08/2023 500.00 BLDG MAIN DEP REF PERMIT 22-097 102570-000 - BLDG SITE MAINTENAN

$2,500.00

$2,500.00

COSBY, EVELYN 70446 06062023-AMBU 05/31/2023 06/08/2023 1,060.00 AMBULANCE REFUND 103426-000 - AMBULANCE SERVICE  

$1,060.00

FIREROCK HOMES 70447 SAC211027225 06/07/2023 06/08/2023 500.00 BLDG MAIN DEP REF PERMIT 21225 102570-000 - BLDG SITE MAINTENAN

$500.00

FREEDOM MAILING SERVICES, IN 70448 45411 05/31/2023 06/08/2023 2,030.10 BILL PROCESSING 104130-370 - PROFESSIONAL SERVI

$2,030.10

HUNT ELECTRIC, INC. 70449 73615 06/05/2023 06/08/2023 62,900.00 JUNE 2023 PROGRESS DRAW 535310-466 - POWER LINES/POLES/

$62,900.00

JASTER, SOPHIE 70450 06052023-SCHO 06/02/2023 06/08/2023 500.00 MISS SANTA CLARA SCHOLARSHIP 104610-023 - MISS SANTA CLARA PA

$500.00

JOY MILES 70451 06-06-2023JM 06/06/2023 06/08/2023 79.62 COURT INTERPRETER  06/06/2023 104120-330 - LEGAL SERVICES

$79.62

MATTHEW BENDER & CO INC 70452 36988839 05/16/2023 06/08/2023 229.45 UT COURT RULES ANNO 2023 EDITION 104120-210 - SUBSCRIPTIONS & ME

$229.45

MOUNT OLYMPUS WATERS  (1385 70453 10221385 052723 05/27/2023 06/08/2023 34.98 COOLER RENT & 5 GAL WATERS - MAY  2023 104130-260 - BUILDING MAINTENAN
MOUNT OLYMPUS WATERS  (1385 70453 10221385 052723 05/27/2023 06/08/2023 59.46 COOLER RENT & 5 GAL WATERS - MAY  2023 104410-260 - BUILDING MAINTENAN
MOUNT OLYMPUS WATERS  (1385 70453 10221385 052723 05/27/2023 06/08/2023 114.90 COOLER RENT & 5 GAL WATERS - MAY  2023 104240-260 - BUILDING MAINTENAN
MOUNT OLYMPUS WATERS  (1385 70453 10221385 052723 05/27/2023 06/08/2023 202.65 COOLER RENT & 5 GAL WATERS - MAY  2023 104230-260 - BUILDING MAINTENAN



City of Santa Clara
Check Register

All Bank Accounts - 06/08/2023 to 06/08/2023

Reference Invoice Invoice Payment Activity
Payee Name Number Number Ledger Date Date Amount Description Ledger Account Code

Page 2 6/8/2023 11:21 AM

MOUNT OLYMPUS WATERS  (1385 70453 10221385 052723 05/27/2023 06/08/2023 256.31 COOLER RENT & 5 GAL WATERS - MAY  2023 104510-260 - BUILDING MAINTENAN

$668.30

$668.30

NEW SANTA CLARA FIELD CANAL  70454 1451 05/13/2023 06/08/2023 6,990.00 ANNUAL ASSESSMENT - LOWER SYSTEM SHAR 515110-751 - SECONDARY WATER S

$6,990.00

PINETOP ENGINEERING, LLC 70455 4774 05/31/2023 06/08/2023 1,203.40 SIGNAL SUPPORT AT LAVA FLOW DR 104410-263 - STREET LIGHT REPAIR

$1,203.40

STOLL, AMANDA 70456 06072023-BAIL R 06/07/2023 06/08/2023 34.00 BAIL REFUND FOR CASE#235200061 102560-000 - BAIL & RESTITUTION

$34.00

UPPER CASE PRINTING INK. 70457 508 05/24/2023 06/08/2023 224.00 BACK OF BILL PRINTING 104130-370 - PROFESSIONAL SERVI

$224.00

WASH. COUNTY WATER CONSER 70458 53160 06/01/2023 06/08/2023 4,509.02 REG.PIPELINE BOND PAYMENT MAY 2023 515110-822 - DEBT PAYMENT TO WA

$4,509.02

WHEELER MACHINERY COMPANY EFT MS0000038214-3 06/08/2023 06/08/2023 52,293.67 Remaining Balance Due 532134-000 - WHEELER RETAINAGE

$52,293.67

$195,521.50



From: Chris Shelley
To: Debbie Bannon
Subject: FW: City Council Action Application Form submitted on Santa Clara City by [990]
Date: Wednesday, June 14, 2023 12:15:00 PM
Attachments: 230614172940_city-council-action-application_formidable_entries_wmvic.csv

frm-city-council-action-application-2023-06-14-wmvic.pdf

 
 

From: Santa Clara City <no-reply@email.sccity.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 14, 2023 11:30 AM
To: Kate Casselman <kcasselman@sccity.org>; Chris Shelley <cshelley@sccity.org>; Brock Jacobsen
<bjacobsen@sccity.org>; Selena Nez <snez@sccity.org>
Subject: City Council Action Application Form submitted on Santa Clara City by [990]
 

Meeting Type CITY COUNCIL

Date Submitted June 14, 2023

Requested Meeting Date June 21, 2023

Applicant Debbie Bannon

Subject Budget Adoption of Fiscal Year 2023-2024

Background Description A pulic hearing is set to allow the public's input on the
Budget Adoption for Fiscal Year 2023-2024

Proposed Recommendation (drop-
down select

Approval

Cost 0

File Upload https://s3.us-west-
004.backblazeb2.com/sccity/formidable/21/Budget-
Print_Adopt-2023-2024.pdf

Approved by Legal Department
(drop-down select)

N/A

Approved in Budget? (drop-down
select)

N/A

Approved by City Finance
Department? (drop-down select)

Yes

Amount 0

Requested By Debbie Bannon
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mailto:dbannon@sccity.org
https://s3.us-west-004.backblazeb2.com/sccity/formidable/21/Budget-Print_Adopt-2023-2024.pdf
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Subject


Budget Adoption of Fiscal Year 2023-2024


Background Description


A pulic hearing is set to allow the public's input on the Budget Adoption for Fiscal Year 2023-2024
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Mayor 

Rick Rosenberg 

 
City Manager 

Brock Jacobsen 

 

 
CITY COUNCIL 

City Council 

Denny Drake 

Leina Mathis 

Ben Shakespeare 

Jarett Waite 

Christa Hinton 

 

Meeting Date: June 21, 2023 Agenda Item: 2 
 
 

Applicant: Santa Clara 
City 

Requested by:        Matt Ence

Subject: Proposed amendment to the Black Desert Development Agreement (Discussion Item)

Description: 
City legal counsel, Matt Ence, would like to discuss potential changes to the Black Desert Development 
Agreement.  This is a discussion item only with no action to be taken.  Documents have been attached to the 
Council packet for review.  This item will be discussed before the South Village @ Black Desert item on the 
agenda. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Recommendation:  

Cost: N/A 

Legal Approval: Yes 

Finance Approval: N/A 

Budget Approval: N/A 

Attachments:   Yes

 
 

 

2603 Santa Clara Drive, Santa Clara, Utah 84765 

Phone (435) 673-6712 Fax (435) 628-7338 

 









































































































 
 

Mayor 

Rick Rosenberg 

 
City Manager 

Brock Jacobsen 

 

 
CITY COUNCIL 

City Council 

Denny Drake 

Leina Mathis 

Ben Shakespeare 

Jarett Waite 

Christa Hinton 

 

Meeting Date: June 21, 2023 Agenda Item: 
 
 

Applicant: Santa Clara 
City 

Requested by:        Jim McNulty

Subject: PDR Zone Amendment & Preliminary Subdivision Plat

Description: 
The applicant, Patrick Manning, is requesting a PDR Zone Amendment, and Preliminary Subdivision Plat review 
for the proposed South Village @ Black Desert Subdivision.  The preliminary plat includes 40 single-family lots 
on 43.77 acres of property.  This equates to a density of 0.91 units/acre.  The proposed single-family lots 
range in size from 0.50 acres to 1.67 acres.  A staff report with attachments has been included in the Council 
packet. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Recommendation:  

Cost: N/A 

Legal Approval: Yes 

Finance Approval: N/A 

Budget Approval: N/A 

Attachments:   Yes

 
 

 

2603 Santa Clara Drive, Santa Clara, Utah 84765 

Phone (435) 673-6712 Fax (435) 628-7338 
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City of Santa Clara 
2603 Santa Clara Drive 
(435) 656-4690, Ext. 225 
jmcnulty@sccity.org 
 

  
  

 

PDR Zone Amendment & Preliminary Subdivision Plat  
Summary and Recommendation 

 

Public Body: Santa Clara City Council  
Meeting Date: June 21, 2023 
Current Zone: Planned Development Residential, PDR Zone 
General Plan Designation: Medium Density Residential, MDR 
Property Size: 43.77 acres 
Property Location: Northeast of the future Red Mountain Drive Extension, east of Entrada 
Request: PDR Zone Amendment & Preliminary Subdivision Plat 
Applicant Name: Patrick Manning 
Staff Planner: Jim McNulty 
Meeting Type: Public Meeting 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The applicant, Patrick Manning, is requesting a PDR Zone Amendment, and Preliminary Subdivision Plat review 
for the proposed South Village @ Black Desert Subdivision (Parcel #SC-6-2-9-150).  The preliminary plat includes 
40 single-family lots on 43.77 acres of property.  This equates to a density of 0.91 units/acre.  The proposed 
single-family lots range in size from 0.50 (21,659 sq. ft.) acres to 1.67 (72,640 sq. ft.) acres. 
 
The subject property is in Area #5 of the Black Desert Community.  The overall Black Desert Planned Community 
includes approximately 570 acres (298 acres with approved Development Agreement in the city).  Area “A” is 
adjacent to Area #5 and includes a portion of the golf course built around the proposed project.  However, a 
portion of the golf course was built in Area #5, in return some lots are being shown in Area “A” (see 
Preliminary Plat and Project Plan). The golf course is nearing completion, and the applicant intends to fully open 
soon (19-holes in Ivins City and Santa Clara).  
 
Chapter 17.68, Planned Development Zones, requires a review of the Preliminary Subdivision Plat along with 
the PD Zone Amendment application for a planned development.  To be considered for concurrent review, the 
application must include all preliminary plat requirements as per Chapter 16.16.  A preliminary or final plat may 
not be approved in any PDR Zone unless the plat is consistent with the approved project plan.  City staff will 
further discuss the proposed project and requirements in the report. 
 
 

 

Staff Report 
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SITE & VICINITY DESCRIPTION  

The subject property is located northeast of the future Red Mountain Drive Extension, east of Entrada.  Access 
to Red Mountain Drive will be gained from Pioneer Parkway (east and west). 
 

PRELIMINARY SUBDIVISION PLAT REVIEW ITEMS 

City staff has determined that the Preliminary Plat is consistent with the Project Plan for Black Desert, except for 
the proposed revisions to Area #6 (see Item #8 below) and the adjustments to the golf course location (Area #5).  
City staff has identified the following items that need to be addressed at this time: 
 

1. Public Streets & Dedication:  All required public street improvements must meet city standards and be 
installed or bonded for prior to final plat recordation.  The public streets required for this subdivision 
include a 66’ cross-section for Red Mountain Drive and Road “E” along with a 50’ cross-section for Road 
“C” (main access road), as well as all interior public streets within the subdivision.  Additionally, all cul-
de-sacs within the subdivision are required to have a 50’ radius (100’ diameter).  The Planning 
Commission’s motion to approve the preliminary plat included a recommendation for the City to 
consider allowing a 45’ public right-of-way rather than a 50’ public right-of-way starting just east of 
the golf cart tunnel to reduce disturbance in lava areas (See 5/25/23 PC Minutes). 

  
2. Building Setbacks/Height:  The building setbacks are required to meet the requirements of Chapter 

17.68, Planned Development Residential, PDR Zone. The building height for all homes in the subdivision 
is limited to 35’.  However, the applicant will be putting a building height restriction on the plat and in 
the CC&Rs limiting height to 28’. 
 

3. Flag Lot/Double Fronted Lots:  A flag lot (Lot 7) has been included on the Preliminary Subdivision Plat.  
A flag lot requires approval by the Planning Commission.  The staff portion of the lot must front on a 
public street and be a minimum of 25’ wide, with a maximum length of 200’.  If the Planning 
Commission determines that this is an efficient use of the land, the applicant will be required to comply 
with city code requirement for flag lots.  The preliminary plat also includes three (3) double-fronted lots 
(Lots 21, 22, and 23).  These lots will be required to have a 25’ rear yard setback rather than the typical 
10’ setback.  This option (Chapter 17.20.110.B) has been selected by the developer rather than putting 
in a 6’ wall in a natural lava area. 
 

4. Preservation of Lava/Minimal Disturbance: Each home is intended to be situated on a lot to maximize 
views and limit disturbance allowing for preservation of lava areas.  A Site Plan will be required for 
each home prior to building permit issuance.  The CC&Rs will be enforced by the HOA allowing for the 
subdivision to be maintained as per Black Desert requirements. 
 

5. Golf Course:  A portion of the golf course is included with the preliminary subdivision plat.  As previously 
stated, the applicant is intending to open soon.  A “Golf Course Fly Zone” note has been added to the 
plat as requested by staff.  Associated language for lot owners will be included in the CC&Rs for the 
project. 
 

6. Multi-Purpose Trail: A 10’ multi-purpose trail has been included north of Tuacahn Wash and adjacent 
to Red Mountain Drive (east side), and Road “E” (north side) which both include a 66’ cross-section. The 
2018 Trails Master Plan includes this required trail connection. 
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7. Open Space Areas:  The preliminary plat includes two (2) open space areas to be maintained by the 
HOA.  Area #1 is across the street from Lots 30 thru 36 and 1.16 acres in size.  Area #2 is in-between Lots 
37 and 38 and 1.04 acres in size.  These two areas will be HOA maintained and included in the CC&Rs for 
the project. 

 
8. Proposed Area #6 Revisions:  The applicant is proposing revisions to the original Area #6 of the Project 

Plan (attached).  This area includes a conservation easement area that is approximately 18.85 acres in 
size.  The applicant is proposing to revise Area #6 of the Project Plan to include approximately 13.3 
acres within a conservation easement (reduction of approximately 5 acres).  Proposed Lots 37, 38, 39, 
and 40 along with Open Space Area #2, and the public road that lines up with Entrada (St. George, 
private street) are within the northwest corner of Area #6.  A decision on this item which includes an 
amendment to the Development Agreement will be decided on by the City Council prior to, or 
concurrently with Final Plat approval.  A Black Desert site visit with the City Council, staff, and 
applicants was conducted on April 19, 2023.  The Council is aware of the proposed Area #6 revisions. 

 
9. Building & Fire Code/Emergency Access: A second point of ingress/egress via a public street system 

has not been provided into the proposed subdivision.  As a result, the applicant is required to fire 
sprinkle all residential structures within the project.  The IRC requires an NFPA 13D sprinkler system.  
Emergency access will be available from the southwest edge of the project adjacent to Entrada, which is 
a private development with gates. 
 

10. Entry Features/Landscaping: All landscaping (Individual lots & open space areas) will be required to 
comply with City Ordinance #2022-05 (Water Efficiency & Conservation). 

 
11. Culinary Water Availability:  The applicant is required to obtain a will-serve letter or other verified 

documentation from the Washington County Water Conservancy District, WCWCD prior to final plat 
recordation.   
 

12. Secondary Water Availability:  The applicant is required to connect/install secondary water for all 
outdoor water use. 
 

13. Project CC&Rs:  A copy of the project CC&Rs is required by Chapter 17.68, Planned Development.  The 
applicant will need to provide a copy of the CC&Rs to the city for review and approval at Final Plat 
submittal. 

 
14. Dust Control:  The applicant will be required to submit a dust control plan prior to final plat 

recordation. Precautionary measures are needed to protect the general health, safety, and welfare of 
residents living in the vicinity. 

 
NEIGHBORHOOD RESPONSE 

Notices were sent to the property owners within 300’ of the subject property prior to the May 25, 2023, public 
hearing.  The subject property was also posted as per State Code.  This City Council meeting on June 21, 2023, is 
a public meeting as the public hearing was already held by the Planning Commission.  No responses have been 
received by city staff as of the writing of this report. 
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GENERAL PLAN CONSIDERATION 

The Santa Clara City General Plan indicates a Medium Density Residential, MDR Land Use for the subject 
property.  The proposed subdivision complies with the MDR Land Use and intent of the General Plan.  The 
description and character objectives for the MDR Land Use states the following: 
 

“A suburban type of density allowing primarily single-family detached homes as well as townhomes and 
multi-unit buildings.  Multi-unit structures should be designed to resemble large single-family homes 
primarily on corner lots.  Accessory Dwelling units, ADUs are encouraged.  MDR neighborhoods have 
tree-lined local streets and interconnected pedestrian circulation systems”. 
 

The proposed application meets the intent of the General Plan.  The MDR Land Use includes a density range of 
3 to 12 units/acre.  Some future phases of the Black Desert Planned Community will include multi-family 
residential as per the Development Agreement for the project. 
 

STATE CODE CONSIDERATIONS 

Utah Code, Section 10-9a-205 includes requirements for a zoning map amendment.  To amend the PDR Zone, 
the city must hold at least one public hearing.  Additionally, a public hearing to consider a PDR Zone Amendment 
requires 10 days’ notice rather than 24 hours’ notice.  A notice must be sent to all property owners within 300’ 
of the subject property, with a notice in a visible location, with a sign of sufficient size and durability.  The city is 
also required to post on the State Public Notice website.  Planning staff has determined that all State Code 
requirements have been met with this application. 
 

CITY STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

The Planning Commission held a public hearing on May 25, 2023.  A motion was made to recommend approval 
to the City Council and passed on a vote of 4 to 0.  City staff recommends that the City Council consider the PDR 
Zone Amendment, and Preliminary Plat for the South Village @ Black Desert Subdivision subject to the following 
conditions:  
 

1. That the applicant be required to comply with the recommendations from all city reviewing 
departments.  

2. That the applicant be required to install public street improvements which meet city standards.  This 
includes Red Mountain Drive and Road “E” (66’ cross-section), along with Road “C”, as well as all 
interior public streets within the subdivision.  That a 50’ public right-of-way be required from Road 
“E” and along Road “C” until east of the golf cart tunnel at which time it may transition to a 45’ 
public right-of-way that serves the subdivision.  Additionally, all cul-de-sacs within the subdivision 
are required to have a 50’ radius (100’ diameter). 

3. That the building setbacks for this subdivision meet the requirements of Chapter 17.68, Planned 
Development Residential, PDR Zone.  That the building height for all homes in this subdivision be 
limited to 28’ as proposed by the developer. 

4. That Lot 7 be approved as a flag lot.  That Lots 21, 22, and 23 be required to have a 25’ rear yard 
setback because they’re double-fronted lots. 

5. That each home in the subdivision be designed to maximize views and limit disturbance allowing for 
the preservation of lava areas. 

6. That the “Golf Course Fly Zone” note be required on the plat with associated language being 
required in the CC&Rs. 
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7. That a 10’ multi-purpose trail be required north of Tuacahn Wash and adjacent to Red Mountain 
Drive (east side), and Road “E” (north side). 

8. That the two (2) open space areas be maintained by the HOA.  This includes Area #1 (1.16 acres), 
and Area #2 (1.04 acres). 

9. That a decision by the City Council which includes an amendment to the Development Agreement 
regarding Area #6 be decided on prior to, or concurrently with Final Plat approval. 

10. That the applicant is required to fire sprinkle all residential structures within the project with an IRC 
NFPA 13D sprinkler system.  That emergency access be available from the southwest edge of the 
project adjacent to Entrada.  That the applicant provides a key or Opticom override system control 
to the Fire Department. 

11. That all landscaping (Individual lots and HOA maintained open space areas) be required to comply 
with City Ordinance #2022-05 (Water Efficiency & Conservation). 

12. That the applicant provides a will-serve letter or other verified documentation from the WCWCD 
prior to final plat recordation.  

13. That a secondary water system is required for all outdoor water use.  
14. That a copy of the CC&Rs for the project be submitted to the city for review and approval at Final 

Plat submittal. 
15. That the applicant provides a dust control plan prior to final plat recordation. 
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LOT 38

46,238 SQ. FT

1.06 AC.LOT 37

60,871 SQ. FT

1.40 AC.

LOT 39

21,459 SQ. FT

0.49 AC.

LOT 40

21,744 SQ. FT

0.50 AC.

LOT 36

43,664 SQ. FT

1.00 AC.

LOT 35

24,040 SQ. FT

0.55 AC.

LOT 34

26,334 SQ. FT

0.60 AC.

LOT 33

31,473 SQ. FT

0.72 AC.

LOT 32

27,772 SQ. FT

0.64 AC.

LOT 31

28,453 SQ. FT

0.65 AC.

LOT 30

41,678 SQ. FT

0.95 AC.

LOT 24

33,337 SQ. FT

0.77 AC.

LOT 25

23,462 SQ. FT

0.54 AC.

LOT 26

17,227 SQ. FT

0.40 AC.

LOT 27

43,496 SQ. FT

1.00 AC.

LOT 23

29,761 SQ. FT

0.68 AC.

LOT 22

31,083 SQ. FT

0.72 AC.

LOT 21

30,724 SQ. FT

0.71 AC.

LOT 20

46,078 SQ. FT

1.06 AC.

LOT 19

29,522 SQ. FT

0.68 AC.

LOT 18

22,704 SQ. FT

0.52 AC.

LOT 17

26,566 SQ. FT

0.61 AC.

LOT 16

24,554 SQ. FT

0.56 AC.

LOT 15

27,425 SQ. FT

0.63 AC.

LOT 14

29,117 SQ. FT

0.67 AC.

LOT 13

44,587 SQ. FT

1.02 AC.

LOT 12

35,626 SQ. FT

0.82 AC.

LOT 1

36,361 SQ. FT

0.83 AC.

LOT 2

51,752 SQ. FT

1.18 AC.

LOT 3

27,378 SQ. FT

0.63 AC.

LOT 4

22,937 SQ. FT

0.53 AC.

LOT 5

21,943 SQ. FT

0.50 AC.

LOT 6

31,144 SQ. FT

0.72 AC.
LOT 8

45,226 SQ. FT

1.04 AC.

LOT 8B

36,941 SQ. FT

0.85 AC.

LOT 9

22,397 SQ. FT

0.51 AC.

LOT 10

21,417 SQ. FT

0.49 AC.

LOT 11

47,556 SQ. FT

1.09 AC.

F.P.E. =

2896.00

F.P.E. =

2907.00

F.P.E. =

2896.00
F.P.E. =

2901.00

F.P.E. =

2902.00

F.P.E. =

2915.00

F.P.E. =

2918.00

F.P.E. =

2918.00

F.P.E. =

2913.50

F.P.E. =

2909.50

F.P.E. =

2905.50

LOT 29

54,289 SQ. FT

1.25 AC.

F.P.E. =

2922.00

F.P.E. =

2920.00

F.P.E. =

2920.00

F.P.E. =

2920.00

F.P.E. =

2922.00

F.P.E. =

2912.00

F.P.E. =

2908.00

F.P.E. =

2907.00

F.P.E. =

2907.00

F.P.E. =

2907.00

F.P.E. =

2908.00

F.P.E. =

2912.00

F.P.E. =

2930.00

F.P.E. =

2929.00

F.P.E. =

2929.00

F.P.E. =

2927.00

F.P.E. =

2927.00

F.P.E. =

2931.00

F.P.E. =

2943.00

F.P.E. =

2943.00

F.P.E. =

2946.00

F.P.E. =

2928.00

F.P.E. =

2935.50

F.P.E. =

2935.50

F.P.E. =

2930.00

F.P.E. =

2935.00

F.P.E. =

2924.00

F.P.E. =

2913.00

LOT 28

61,799 SQ. FT

1.42 AC.

F.P.E. =

2922.00

LOT 7

72,640 SQ. FT

1.67 AC.

F.P.E. =

2935.50

OPEN SPACE AREA 2

AREA TO REMAIN

UNDISTURBED

(RETAINED BY HOA)

45,326 SQ. FT,

1.04 AC.

LOT 28

AREA TO REMAIN

 UNDISTURBED

15,701 SQ. FT

0.36 AC.

OPEN SPACE AREA #1

50,366 SQ. FT,

1.16 AC.
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Property Rezoning & Project Plan 
Summary and Recommendation 

 

Public Body: Santa Clara City Council  
Meeting Date: June 21, 2023 
Current Zone: R-1-10, Single-Family Residential 
Proposed Zone: Planned Development Residential, PDR 
General Plan Designation: Medium Density Residential, MDR 
Property Address: 400 East/Patricia Drive and Pioneer Parkway (Parcels #SC-SB-90-A-2,  
and #SC-SB-90-A-4-B) 
Property Size: 18.09 Acres 
Request: Property Rezoning & Project Plan 
Applicant Name: Clayton Leavitt 
Staff Planner: Jim McNulty 
Meeting Type: Public Meeting 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The applicant, Clayton Leavitt (Oak Creek), is requesting to Rezone the property at 400 East/Patricia Drive and 
Pioneer Parkway (Parcels #SC-SB-90-A-2, and #SC-SB-90-A-4-B).  The subject property is 18.09 acres in size.  The 
property is currently zoned R-1-10 Single-Family Residential, and the applicant proposes to rezone it to the 
Planned Development Residential, PDR Zone to allow for a proposed residential project that would include 
single-family homes, multi-family townhomes, open space, and amenities. 
 
A public hearing for this project was held by the Planning Commission on March 23, 2023.  A motion was made 
to recommend approval to the City Council; however, the vote on the motion ended in a 3 to 3 tie.  No other 
substitute motion was made or voted on.  Therefore, no recommendation was provided by the Planning 
Commission on the item (see attached minutes).  A public meeting for this project was held by the City Council 
on April 12, 2023.  A motion was made by the City Council to table the item to allow the applicant to work with 
city staff, incorporate some of the City Council comments, and propose a new layout with slightly lower 
densities.  This motion passed with a 3 to 2 vote (see attached minutes). 
 
The updated Project Plan/Rezone Application includes 133-units on 18.09 acres of property.  This equates to a 
density of 7.35 units/acre.  A total of 82 single-family lots/pad lots are proposed along with 51 multi-family 
townhome units.  Previously, 144-units were proposed on the property.  This included 69 single-family lots/pad 
lots along with 75 multi-family townhome units which equated to 7.96 units/acre.   

Staff Report 
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A 45’ public right-of-way is required for the interior of the project, which complies with City Construction 
Design Standards.  This road cross-section includes 30’ of asphalt, 2.5’ of curb and gutter on either side, with a 
5’ sidewalk on each side of the road.  This will allow residents to access a public sidewalk from all proposed 
dwelling units in the project. 
 

PROJECT PLAN REVIEW ITEMS 

City staff has worked with the applicant on several items associated with the Project Plan.  The following 
includes information on each item as required by Chapter 17.68, Planned Development Zone: 
 

1. Residential Unit Count: The Project Plan includes a total of one hundred thirty-three (133) units on 
18.09 acres of property.  This equates to a density of 7.35 units/acre.  A total of 82 single-family lots/pad 
lots are proposed along with 51 multi-family townhome units.  Previously, 144-units were proposed on 
the property.  This included 69 single-family lots/pad lots along with 75 multi-family townhome units.  
The PDR Zone allows for a base density of 8 units/acre.  The applicant is not requesting a density 
bonus for the project. 
 

2. Project Phasing Plan: A Phasing Plan has been included for the overall project.  A total of seven (7) 
phases have been proposed including Phases 1A, 1B, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6.  The Phasing Plan will be required 
as part of the Planned Development, PD Subdivision review process. 
 

3. Building Design/Materials/Height/Setbacks: Chapter 17.68 requires a review of building design, 
building materials, building height, and building setbacks.  The Project Plan includes both single-family 
homes and multi-family townhomes as follows: 
 
• Single-Family Home Lots/Pad Lots.  Both one-story and two-story traditional home designs are 

proposed for these single-family lots.  Home sizes will range from 1,500 to 3000 sq. ft.  Four to five 
different models with varying elevations and materials including multiple brick and stone options 
along with stucco, and tile roof options.  Rambler homes will be approximately 20’ in height, with 
two-story homes being 27’ in height.  Lots 1 – 14 (traditional lots) will have a 20’ front yard setback, 
with 8’ side yards, and a rear yard of 10’.  Lots (pad lots) 31 – 46, and 48 - 69 will have a front yard 
setback of 15’ to living space, with 20’ to the garage.  The side yard setback will be 16’ between each 
building, with a rear setback of 10’.  
 

• Single-Family Pad Lot/Narrow Homes.  The smaller/narrow pad lot single-family homes will include 
a two-story design.  Home sizes will range from 1700 to 1850 sq. ft.  Four different models with 
varying elevations and materials including multiple brick and stone options along with hardiboard, 
stucco, and tile roof options.  The two-story homes will be approximately 25’ to 27’ in height.  Lots 
15 – 30, 47, 70, 72 - 73, 75, and 76 - 82 will have a front yard setback of 15’ to living space, with 20’ 
to the garage.  The side yard setback will be 16’ between each building, with a rear setback of 10’.  

  
• One-Story Townhomes.  These units include two-bedrooms and two bathrooms homes with a one-

car garage and two-car driveway.  The proposed units would be approximately 985 to 1100 sq. ft. in 
size.  Two different color palettes with a variety of building materials including brick and stone, 
hardiboard, stucco, and tile roof options are proposed.  The one-story townhomes will be 
approximately 22’ in height.  Units 94 - 99 and 100 - 114 will have a front yard setback of 15’ to 
living space, with 20’ to the garage.  The side yard setback between buildings will be 12’ with a rear 
setback of 10’. 
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• Two-Story Townhomes.  These units include 3 and 4 bedrooms, 2.5 baths with a two-car garage and 
two-car driveway.  The proposed units will be 1400 to 1600 sq. ft. in size.  Two different color 
palettes with a variety of building materials including brick and stone, hardiboard, stucco, and tile 
roof options are proposed.  The two-story townhomes will be approximately 27’ in height.  Units 83 
– 93 will have a rear/front yard driveway depth of 20’, with a side yard setback of 12’ and 15’ 
between buildings.  The front yard will include a courtyard patio that fronts onto a green court area.  
Units 115 – 133 will have a rear yard/front yard driveway depth of 20’ along Tuscany Drive, with a 
side yard setback of 15’ between buildings.  The front yard for these units is approximately 20’ to 
face of building; however, an 8’ courtyard patio will be allowed in the setback area allowing for 
12’ from back of sidewalk to courtyard. 

 
4. Open Space: Chapter 17.68 requires at least 30% of a project area to be in common open space.  The 

Project Plan includes approximately 34.83% (6.30 acres) of open space being proposed for the overall 
project.  The applicant will be required to work with city staff during PD Subdivision review for each 
project phase to verify these calculations. 

 
5. Project Amenities: Chapter 17.68 requires project amenities including recreational facilities such as 

tennis courts, playground equipment, swimming pool, clubhouse, and other common amenities such as 
outdoor cooking/eating areas, gazebo, or gardens.  The Project Plan, Phase 1B includes restrooms, a 
pool, hot tub, and an outdoor seating (covered and uncovered) area for the community.  Additional 
open space areas with gazebos and BBQs have been shown in Phases 4, 6, and 7.  Phase 2 includes 
three (3) pickleball courts.  A series of walking paths providing a connection for residents to these 
amenity areas has also been included in multiple project phases.  The applicant will be required to work 
with city staff during the PD Subdivision review for each project phase to verify all project amenities as 
per the Phasing Plan. 

 
6. Public Trail Access: An 8’ asphalt public trail along 400 East has been shown on the Project Plan.  This 

trail is required as per the 2018 Trails Master Plan.  This required trail will tie in with the existing section 
of trail along the 400 East frontage of the Tuscany project, which provides a connection to other trails in 
the area.  This will be reviewed during the PD Subdivision review process. 

 
7. Landscaping & Water Efficiency: Chapter 17.68 requires project landscaping and puts standards in place 

for the PD Zone.  Section 17.68.050 discusses landscape design and water conservation principles.  The 
final landscape and irrigation plans will be required to comply with City Ordinance #2022-05 (Water 
Efficient Landscaping & Conservation Standards).  A secondary water connection will be required for 
outdoor water use.  The applicant has provided a preliminary landscape plan; however, a more 
thorough review with additional details (landscaping & irrigation) will be required during the PD 
Subdivision review process. 

 
8. Public Road Cross-Section: The Project Plan includes a required 45’ public road cross-section within the 

interior of the project.  This includes 30’ of asphalt, 2.5’ of curb and gutter on either side, with a 5’ 
sidewalk on each side of the road allowing for good pedestrian access and movement.  Additionally, 
improvements such as but not limited to curb & gutter, park strip, sidewalk, and trails will be required 
along Patricia Drive (50’ public street), Pioneer Parkway (70’ public street), and 400 East (66’ public 
street).  The applicant will be required to work with city staff and comply with all department 
recommendations during the PD Subdivision review process. 

 
9. Private Driveway Cross-Sections: The Project plan includes two (2) private driveways at 26’.  Each 

private driveway would provide access to two (2) single-family pad lots (Lots 38-39, and 59-60).  The 
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applicant will be required to work with city staff and comply with all department recommendations 
during PD Subdivision review process. 

 
10. Parking: The Project Plan includes 203 parking spaces for the 51 multi-family townhome units.  This 

equates to 4.0 parking spaces per unit.  An additional 20 surface parking spaces have been provided 
adjacent to the project amenities in the center of the property.  Chapter 17.32 requires two (2) parking 
spaces per unit, one covered and one uncovered.  Each of the single-family lots/pad lots have been 
designed to include a two-car garage with a two-car driveway.  It appears that sufficient parking has 
been provided for the project.  The project parking will be reviewed during the PD Subdivision review 
process. 

 
11. Project Utilities: Utilities (e.g., water, sewer, power, gas, etc.) are required for the project.  A 

secondary water connection will be required for outdoor water use.  The applicant will be required to 
work with city staff and comply with all department recommendations during Preliminary Subdivision 
Plat and Final Subdivision Plat review for each project phase. 
 

12. Soils Report:  A Geotech Report (Subsurface Investigation) done by Applied Geo-Tech was submitted 
for the property.  It appears that expansive clay was encountered in multiple site locations (north & 
south); however, the site is suitable to support residential slab on grade construction provided that the 
report recommendations are implemented during construction.  The applicant will be required to work 
with city staff during the PD Subdivision review for each project phase to determine compliance. 

 
13. Traffic Study: A Traffic Impact Study, TIS done by Hales Engineering was submitted for the property.  

Two project accesses were assumed, which resulted in an acceptable LOS at intersections; however, a 
third access was also considered on Patricia Drive.  The third access would improve the internal 
circulation of the project.  Since the report was submitted, the project has been redesigned to include a 
row of single-family lots along Patricia Drive without access to the interior of the site.  This was done to 
tie in with the existing single-family neighborhood in the immediate vicinity.  Access to the site will be 
gained off Pioneer Parkway and 400 East. 

 
14. Project Narrative: The applicant has submitted a project narrative for your review and consideration 

(copy attached).  City staff asked the applicant to update this item to match the Project Plan.  It’s likely 
that Planning Commission members will have questions for the applicant during the meeting. 
 

15. Block Privacy Wall:  A 6’ solid block privacy wall will be required along Pioneer Parkway and 400 East.  
This item will be further reviewed during the PD Subdivision review process. 
 

16. Owner Occupancy:  On April 12, 2023, the Council asked the applicant about a minimum number of 
owner-occupied multi-family townhome units.  The applicant agreed that a minimum of 50% of the 
multi-family townhome units would be owner-occupied.  This requirement would need to be put in the 
future CC&Rs for the proposed project. 
 

REZONING CONSIDERATION 

Chapter 17.18.090 of the city code provides standards of review for the city.  In consideration of any zoning 
map amendment (rezoning), the land use authority shall consider the following matters and the city council 
shall give reasonable consideration to the following: 
 

a. Is the proposed use suitable in view of the zoning and development of adjacent and nearby property. 
Yes. 
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b. Will the proposed use adversely affect the existing use or suitability of adjacent or nearby property. 

No. 
c. Are there substantial reasons why the property cannot or should not be used as currently zoned. 

No.  
d. Will the proposed use cause an excessive or burdensome use of public facilities or services, including, 

but not limited to streets, schools, water or sewer utilities, and police or fire protection. 
No. 

e. Is the proposed use compatible with the purpose and intent of the General Plan. 
Yes. 

f. Will the use be consistent with the purpose and intent of the proposed zoning district. 
Yes. 

g. Is the proposed use supported by new or changing conditions not anticipated by the General Plan. 
No. 

h. Does the proposed use reflect a reasonable balance between the promotion of the public health, safety, 
morality, or general welfare and the right to the unrestricted use of property.  Yes. 

 

GENERAL PLAN CONSIDERATION 

The Santa Clara City General Plan indicates a Medium Density Residential, MDR Land Use Designation for the 
subject property.  The proposed Planned Development Residential, PDR Zone complies with the intent of the 
General Plan.  The description and character objectives for MDR states the following: 
 

“Townhomes, multi-unit buildings, and small lot single family structures on small lots.  Accessory 
dwelling units, ADUs are encouraged.  MDR neighborhoods have a tree-lined local street grid and 
interconnected pedestrian circulation systems, with density ranges from 3 to 12 dwelling units per 
acre”. 

 
The proposed Project Plan/Rezone application includes small lot single-family homes, townhomes, open space, 
and amenities for residents.  This proposed use of property is encouraged by the General Plan.  
 

NEIGHBORHOOD RESPONSE 

Notices were sent to the property owners within 300’ of the subject property.  The subject property was also 
posted as per the State Code.  A total of 17 individuals spoke during public comment (see attached PC Minutes 
from 5/25/23).  This City Council meeting on June 21, 2023, is a public meeting as the public hearing was already 
held by the Planning Commission.   
 
A resident petition was submitted at the March 23, 2023, public hearing, with another petition being 
submitted after the public hearing (see attached).   
 

STATE CODE CONSIDERATIONS 

Utah Code, Section 10-9a-205 includes requirements for a Rezoning of property (zoning map amendment).  To 
rezone a property, a city must hold at least one public hearing.  Additionally, a public hearing to consider a 
rezoning of property requires 10 days’ notice rather than 24 hours’ notice.  A notice must also be sent to all 
property owners within 300’ of the subject property, with a notice in a visible location, with a sign of sufficient 
size and durability.  The city is also required to post on the State Public Notice website.  Planning Staff has 
determined that all State Code requirements have been met with this application. 
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CITY STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

The Planning Commission held a second public hearing on May 25, 2023.  A motion was made to recommend 
approval to the City Council and passed on a vote of 3 to 1.  City staff recommends that the City Council review 
the submitted Rezoning Application and Project Plan to determine if the application is complete.  If the 
application is determined to be complete, City staff would recommend that the City Council consider the 
application subject to the following conditions: 
 

1. That the applicant be required to go through the PD Subdivision Review process for each project 
phase (overall preliminary & final plats). 

2. That a total of one hundred thirty-three (133) units on 18.09 acres be allowed as per the Project 
Plan.  This equates to a density of 7.35 units/acre. 

3. That a Project Phasing Plan be required for the overall project.  That this plan be reviewed for 
compliance with each project phase.  

4. That the building design/materials/height/setbacks comply with the Project Plan as presented by 
the applicant.  That substantial changes to these items require an amendment to the Project Plan. 

5. That at least 30% of the project area be in common open space.  The Project Plan includes 
approximately 34.83% (6.30 acres) of open space. 

6. That the project amenities be provided and put in place as per the Project Plan and Phasing Plan. 
7. That the required public trail (2018 Trails Master Plan) be put in place as per the Project Plan. 
8. That the applicant be required to comply with City Ordinance #2022-05, Water Efficient Landscaping 

& Conservation Standards.  Also, secondary water connections are required for outdoor water use. 
9. That a 45’ public road cross-section as per the Project Plan be required for the interior of the 

project.  That a 26’ private driveway be allowed to access Lots 38 – 39, and 59 – 60 only.  That future 
improvements to Patricia Drive, Pioneer Parkway, and 400 East be determined during the PD 
Subdivision review process. 

10. That 203 parking spaces for the 51 multi-family units be provided along with 20 surface parking 
spaces adjacent to the amenity areas as per the Project Plan. 

11. That the Geotech Report for the project be implemented during construction. 
12. That the Traffic Impact Study, TIS for the project be implemented except for a third access to 

Patricia Drive. 
13. That a 6’ solid block privacy wall be required along Pioneer Parkway and 400 East. 
14. That a minimum of 50% of the multi-family townhome units be owner-occupied. 
15. That the proposed property Rezoning complies with Chapter 17.18.090 items, (except item c 

below): 
a. The proposed use is suitable in view of the zoning and development of adjacent and nearby 

property; 
b. The proposed use will not adversely affect the existing use or suitability of adjacent or 

nearby property; 
c. There are not substantial reasons why the property cannot or should not be used as 

currently zoned; 
i. The applicant intends to do a PD Subdivision with both single-family and multi-

family townhomes as per the MDR land use designation of the General Plan. 
d. The proposed use will not cause an excessive or burdensome use of public facilities or 

services, including, but not limited to streets, schools, water or sewer utilities, and police or 
fire protection; 

e. The proposed use is compatible with the purpose and intent of the General Plan; 
f. The proposed use is consistent with the purpose and intent of the proposed zoning district.   
g. The proposed use is not supported by new or changing conditions anticipated by the 

General Plan; 
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h. The proposed use does reflect a reasonable balance between the promotion of public 
health, safety, morality, or general welfare and the right to the unrestricted use of property. 

 
With the following findings: 
 

1. That the Rezoning is complaint with the Santa Clara City General Plan, Section 3.4.1, Residential 
Land Uses (Medium Density Residential, MDR). 

2. That the MDR Land Use Designation allows for townhomes, multi-unit buildings, and small single-
family structures on small lots. 

3. That other properties in the immediate vicinity (north and south) of the site are zoned Planned 
Development Residential, PDR. 
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Pioneer Pointe  
 
Pioneer Pointe consists of 18 acres located north of Pioneer Parkway and south of Tuscany Dr. 
adjacent to the city of Ivins. Just west of Gubler Park in Santa Clara, UT. We propose building 
133 homes with a density of 7.35 dwelling units per gross acre. Our community will have 
recreation amenities and landscaped open space of 6.30 acres (34.83% of the property). Over 
13.66 acres (three-quarters) of our project is devoted to single-family homes. It is our goal to 
create a beautiful neighborhood that the residents of Santa Clara can enjoy.  
 
We know there continues to be a need for residents in Santa Clara to have attainable housing. 
With the scarcity of land, building materials and now increased mortgage rates, it has become 
even more complex and difficult for Southern Utah families to afford the American dream of 
home ownership. With the costs of quarter acre lots upwards of $200,000+plus, we need to 
find alternative options to build on smaller building lots/footprints. We also need to be water 
wise in optimizing the best ways to conserve our water use inside and outdoors.   
 
We have met with the city staff and council members on several occasions to get input and 
direction on how best to develop our land. We feel our project plan is complementary with the 
existing neighborhoods. City council members have suggested that it is important to have 
proper transitional zoning compatible with the multi-family to the north and single-family 
homes to the south. We have planned our project to reflect gradual transitions between our 
neighbors.  
 
PDR Zoning Request - Our Project Plan 
 
1. Meets the General Plan for Medium Density Residential (MDR). 
2. Will have energy efficient, smart technology homes to save energy, power and natural gas. 
3. Meets and exceeds the PDR zone standards and requirements of Santa Clara city. 
4. Incorporates Internal Accessory Dwelling Units ("IADU") units to help families buy a single- 
family home and create equity. 
5. Will use artificial or drought tolerant turf, smart water controllers, thermostats, appliances, 
plumbing fixtures and other water conservation measures to be below the Washington County 
Water Conservancy District .59 acre-foot per connection. Thus, avoiding any excess water 
surcharges to the residents and conserving water. 
 
Product Mix 
 
Townhomes:  
 1-story, 2-bedroom 2 bath, 985-1,100 square feet, 1 car garage, 2 car driveway - 21 homes  
 2-story, 3 and 4 bedrooms, 2.5 bath 1,400-1600 square feet, 2 car garage, courtyards, 
balconies and rear patios. All 1st floor living space will be 20' from public sidewalk - 30 homes 
 
Single family homes:  
1 and 2 stories, 1500-3000 square feet, 2-3 car garages, 4-5 different models with 2 elevations 
each, Internal Accessory Dwelling Unit ("IADU") options, rear private areas as per landscape 
plans. Six different brick and stone options. The smaller pad lot homes will be 1700-1850 square 
feet  - 82 homes 
 



 
 
Concept Plan Review 
 
This Planned Development Residential project has several advantages. The project plan 
promotes creativity and flexibility in the design layout, product types and common amenity 
areas. We plan to provide fun recreational areas within the community amenities such as a 
pool, spa, pavilions, bbq's, pickle ball, playground and two parks. The amenities provided will be 
part of a Home Owners Association ("HOA"). The HOA will provide exterior building 
maintenance, landscape and pool maintenance as well as maintenance for all common areas. 
Outdoor watering will be managed with common area (rather than individual unit) meters - 
reducing the costs of having individual irrigation meters to each home. The irrigation controllers 
will be smart to adjust to the weather and current water needs. 
 
In the townhome area we will have two different color pallets and elevations to give variety to 
the neighborhood. There will be 1 and 2 story plans mixed in the community with a residential 
single family exterior look. This includes multiple colors, pop outs, courtyards, patios and 
balconies etc. Please see the attached color pallets and elevations. To meet the city's request of 
having driveways along Tuscany Drive, we have reversed the townhomes to face south. The 
one-story townhomes and single family homes along 400 East, Pioneer Parkway and Patricia 
Drive will have rear backyards and a block wall.  
 
The single-family homes will consist of 4-5 different models. The exterior elevations will consist 
of traditional/transitional cottage/farmhouse with multiple colors and clean lines. We will be 
using earth tone colors mixed with warm white and gray/black accents. We want to use a 
variety of materials and colors to create a custom home feel with each residence being unique. 
We have attached our color pallets and elevations. We will be offering both two and three 
(tandem) car garages. We are proposing a front yard setback at 15' to the living area with the 
garages being at 20'. Additionally, some of the garages will be setback 25' from the sidewalk. 
We are increasing the side yard building setbacks to 16' from 10'. 
 
We want to create a maintenance free, smart living environment for our future residents. We 
respectfully request your support of our building a planned residential neighborhood.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Possible items for Concern-  

1. Noise or loud music – Speakers will not be built in outdoor patios, Our CC&R’s will not 
allow for loud music to be played on the patios, clubhouse or the townhouses.  

 

2. Cars and parking – With over 4.0 stalls per townhome unit, abundant parking is being 
provided. This is well over the current city minimum requirements. Each unit will have 
3+ spaces to park along with additional guest parking throughout. We will have 
driveways along Tuscany Drive to prevent parking along this street. 

 

3. Trash- Each townhome will have its own trash. Also, each townhome will  provide an 
adequate location for trash cans so they are off the streets and out of the way. 

 

4. Security cameras will also ensure that the pool hours are enforced. There will be weekly 
patrolling and enforcing of street parking looking for those violating parking 
requirements or any other rules of the HOA.  

 

5. Traffic flow - traffic within the project is designed to mitigate away from the smaller 
residential streets of Tuscany and Patricia. A double lane access from Pioneer Parkway 
could help flow traffic directly away from 400 East and Patricia onto the main 80' 
arterial street. A traffic study has been completed supporting the density and traffic 
flows generated by the proposed Pioneer Pointe neighborhood.  
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SANTA CLARA CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
MEETING MINUTES 
2603 Santa Clara Drive 

Thursday, March 23, 2023 
 
Present: Mark Hendrickson, Chair 
 Ryan Anderson  
 Logan Blake 
 James Call 
 Shelly Harris 
 Curtis Whitehead (via Zoom) 
 
 Staff: Jim McNulty, Planning and Economic Development Manager  
 Cody Mitchell, Building Official  
 Selena Nez, Deputy City Recorder 
 Matt Ence, City Attorney 
 
Excused: Mark Weston 
  
1. Call to Order. 
 
Chair Mark Hendrickson called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m.    
 
2. Opening Ceremony. 
 

A. Pledge of Allegiance:  Ryan Anderson. 
 

B. Opening Comments (Invocation):  Mark Hendrickson. 
 
3. Communications and Appearances. 
 
There were no communications or appearances.  

 
4. Working Agenda. 
 

A. Public Hearings. 
 

i. Consider a Proposed Rezoning of Property at Approximately 2276 
Arrowhead Trail (Parcels #SC-6-2-22-4148, #SC-9-A-12, and #SC-9-A-18, 
Described as 1.48 acres). Split Rock Construction is Proposing to Rezone 
the Property from the R-1-10 Single-Family Residential Zone, and the 
Planned Development Commercial, PDC Zone, to the R-1-6 Single-Family 
Residential Zone.  The Proposed Rezoning is Part of the Process to Allow 
for a Proposed Single-Family Residential Subdivision.  

 
Planning and Economic Development Manager, Jim McNulty presented the Staff Report and stated 
that the applicant is Split Rock Construction.  The application is a proposal to rezone a 1.48-acre 
parcel located at 2276 Arrowhead Trail.  The applicant submitted a Concept Plan that included seven 
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single-family lots with lots ranging from approximately 6,000 to 12,000 square feet in size.  The 
Concept Plan was provided to let the Planning Commission know what was intended to be developed.  
Mr. McNulty explained that the proposal was to rezone the property R-1-6.   
 
Previously, the item was reviewed by the Planning Commission and the City Council for a General 
Plan Amendment.  A public hearing was held, and a recommendation was made by the Planning 
Commission on February 23, 2023.  The item went to the City Council on March 8, 2023, for 
consideration.  The Council agreed with the amendment, which placed a Medium-Density Residential 
(“MDR”) land use on the property, in support of the proposed R-1-6 Zone.  Mr. McNulty reported 
that notices were sent to property owners within 300 feet.  The property had also been posted.  
However, no responses were received by staff.  
 
The General Plan Map referenced MDR and single-family structures and townhomes on small lots 
with a density of three to 12 dwelling units per acre.  The proposed rezone application would allow 
for single-family homes on lots of 6,000 square feet or greater.  The use was encouraged by the 
General Plan.  The rezoning consideration per Chapter 17.18.090, contained items for consideration 
that were listed as A through H.  Mr. McNulty reviewed the following: 
 

A. Is the proposed use suitable in view of the zoning and development of adjacent and 
nearby property? (Yes.) 
 

B. Will the proposed use adversely affect the existing use or suitability of adjacent or 
nearby property?  (No.) 

 
C. Are there substantial reasons why the property cannot or should not be used as 

currently zoned?  (Yes.)  
 
D. Will the proposed use cause an excessive or burdensome use of public facilities or 

services, including, but not limited to streets, schools, water or sewer utilities, and 
police or fire protection? (No.) 

 
E. Is the proposed use compatible with the purpose and intent of the General Plan? (Yes.) 
 
F. Will the use be consistent with the purpose and intent of the proposed zoning district? 

(Yes.) 
 
G. Is the proposed use supported by new or changing conditions not anticipated by the 

General Plan? (No.) 
 
H. Does the proposed use reflect a reasonable balance between the promotion of the 

public health, safety, morality, or general welfare and the right to the unrestricted use 
of property? (Yes.) 

 
The rezone application was reviewed by Staff and the City’s legal counsel who believe the proposed 
rezone is in harmony with the existing single-family neighborhood.  Previously, it was recommended 
that the applicant consider developing the site as a small lot single-family subdivision due to the 
recently adopted R-1-6 Zone.  The applicant was following that recommendation. The State Statute 
was met per Utah Code Section 10-9a-205.   
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City Staff recommended that the Planning Commission review the submitted Rezoning Application 
and determine whether the application was complete.  If the application was determined to be 
complete, Staff recommended that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation to the City 
Council for their review and consideration of the application, subject to the Conditions of Approval 
and Findings of Fact outlined in the Staff Report.  
 
Chair Hendrickson opened the public hearing. There were no public comments. The public hearing 
was closed. 
 

ii. Consider a Proposed Rezoning of Property at 400 East/Patricia Drive and 
Pioneer Parkway (Parcels #SC-SB-90-A-2, and #SC-SB-90-A-4-B, 
Described as 18.09 acres).  The Applicant, Clayton Leavitt, is Proposing 
to Rezone the Property from the R-1-10 Single-Family Residential Zone 
to the Planned Development Residential, PDR Zone to Allow for a 
Proposed Residential Project that would Include Single-Family Homes, 
Multi-Family Townhomes, and Amenities.  

 
Mr. McNulty presented the Staff Report and identified the applicant as Clayton Leavitt.  He noted 
that a number of residents were present to hear more about the item. The applicant was requesting a 
rezone for the 18.09-acre property located at 400 East/Patricia Drive and Pioneer Parkway.  The 
property is currently zoned R-1-10 Single-Family Residential and the applicant was proposing to 
rezone it to the Planned Development Residential (“PDR”) Zone, to allow for a proposed residential 
project that would include single-family homes, multi-family townhomes, and amenities. 
 
The applicant has been working with City Staff on the project design for several months.  
Mr. McNulty reported that the item was discussed several times during weekly Technical Review 
Committee Meetings and on May 4 and June 1, 2022, during City Council Work Meetings.  He noted 
that a number of residents attended those Work Meetings.  Mr. McNulty shared renderings and 
reviewed the Project Plan Review Items with the Commission: 
 

1. Residential Unit Count:  The Project Plan includes a total of one hundred forty-four 
(144) units on 18.09 acres of property.  This equates to a density of 7.96 units/acre.  A 
total of 69 single-family lots/pad lots are proposed along with 75 multi-family 
townhomes units.  The PDR Zone allows for a base density of 8 units/acre.  The 
applicant is not requesting a density bonus for the project.  The PDR Zone allows for 
a potential density bonus that reaches up to 12 units per acre, but the Project Plan 
proposes 7.96 units per acre.   

 
2. Project Phasing Plan:  A Phasing Plan has been included for the overall project.  A 

total of 8 phases have been proposed including, Phases 1A, 1B, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7.  
The Phasing Plan will be required as part of the Planned Development, PD Subdivision 
review process.  

 
Phase 1A proposed single-family lots that would front Patricia Drive.  Lots 1 through 7 were 
approximately 8,000 square feet in size with Lots 8 through 14 being 6,000 square-foot lots.  Phase 
1B was on the interior and included smaller pad lots with single-family detached housing.  The pool 
and restroom facilities would also be included in that phase.  Phase 2 would include single-family 
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homes and pickleball courts.  Phase 3 would include more of the single-family pad lot homes as well 
as Phase 4 to the south.  Phase 5 would transition to the north and include multi-family townhomes.  
Phase 6 included multi-family townhomes as did Phase 7 of the proposed project.  Some of the 
townhomes for Phase 7 were proposed to back onto 400 East.  
 

3. Building Design/Materials/Height/Setbacks: Chapter 17.68 requires the review of 
building design, building materials, building height, and building setbacks.  The 
Project Plan includes both single-family homes and multi-family townhomes as 
follows: 

 
• Single-Family Home Lots/Pad Lots. Both one-story and two-story traditional home 

designs were proposed for the single-family lots.  Home sizes will range from 1,500 
to 3,000 square feet.  Four to five different models with varying elevations and 
materials, including multiple brick and stone options, along with stucco, and tile roof 
options.  Rambler homes will be approximately 20 feet in height, with two-story 
homes being 27 feet in height.  Lots 1 – 14 (traditional lots) will have a 20-foot front 
yard setback, with 8-foot side yards, and a rear yard of 10 feet.  Lots (pad lots) 31 - 44 
and 46 – 69 will have a front yard setback of 15 feet to living space, with 20 feet to 
the garage.  The side yard setback will be 16 feet between each building, with a rear 
setback of 10 feet.  

• Single-Family Pad Lot/Narrow Homes. The smaller/narrow pad lot single-family 
homes will include a two-story design. Homes sizes will range from 1,700 to 1,850 
square feet. Four different models with varying elevations and materials, including 
multiple brick and stone options along with Hardie Board, stucco, and tile roof options.  
The two-story homes will be approximately 25 to 27 feet in height.  Lots 15 – 30, and 
45, will have a front yard setback of 15 feet to living space, with 20 feet to the garage.  
The side yard setback will be 16 feet between each building, with a rear setback of 10 
feet.  

• One-Story Townhomes. These units include two bedrooms and two bathrooms homes 
with a one-car garage and two-car driveway.  The proposed units would be 
approximately 985 to 1,100 square feet in size.  A two-car driveway will be included 
in front of each unit.  Two different color palettes with a variety of building materials 
including brick and stone, Hardie Board, stucco, and tile roof options are proposed.  
The one-story townhomes will be approximately 22 feet in height.  Units 70, 74, 75, 
79, and 80 – 94 will have a front yard setback of 15 feet to living space, with 20 feet 
to the garage.  The side yard setback between buildings will be 12 feet with a rear 
setback of 10 feet. 

• Two-Story Townhomes. These units include 3 and 4 bedrooms, and 2.5 baths with a 
two-car garage and two-car driveway.  The proposed units will be 1,400 to 1,600 
square feet in size.  Two different color palettes with a variety of building materials 
including brick and stone, Hardie Board, stucco, and tile roof options are proposed.  
The two-story townhomes will be approximately 27 feet in height.  Units 95 – 126 will 
have a rear/front yard driveway depth of 20 feet, with a side yard setback of 15 feet 
between buildings.  The front yard will include a courtyard patio that fronts a green 
court area.  Units 127 – 144 will have a rear yard/front yard driveway depth of 20 feet 
along Tuscany Drive, with a side yard setback of 15 feet between buildings.  The front 
yard for these units is approximately 20 feet to the face of the building; however, an 
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8-foot courtyard patio will be allowed in the setback area allowing for 12 feet from the 
back of the sidewalk to the courtyard. 

 
In the Project Plan, the one-story townhomes were the three buildings that backed onto 400 East.  
Some of the buildings incorporated two-story walk-ups with rambler units on the ends.  The 
townhomes that fronted onto Tuscany Drive were two-story walk-up townhomes.  The ramblers or 
two-story homes could be on any of the 14 lots shown, as well as the larger pad lots.  The narrow pad 
lots would have the Single-Family Pad Lot/Narrow Homes design.  The setbacks would have a front 
yard of 20 feet and side yards of eight feet, with a rear yard setback of 10 feet.   
 
With the pad-style lots, similar to the area across the street and the south, the request was for 16 feet 
of separation between buildings.  Mr. McNulty explained that this would make the development feel 
less compact and allow for a driveway and potentially some parking.  As a result of that request, those 
units were shown to be 16 feet apart.  In terms of the front setback to the living space, the request was 
for 15 feet to the living space but 20 feet to the garage with a depth of 20 feet for the driveway.  There 
would be 16 feet between buildings and a 10-foot rear yard.  Mr. McNulty clarified that this would 
apply to the detached product.  As for the multi-family product, the one-story townhomes could also 
have 15 feet of living space but 20 feet to the garage.  There would be 12 feet of separation between 
the buildings, which was slightly greater than the Building Code required, as the Building Code 
required 10 feet of separation.  The two-story townhomes could also have setback variations. A 
request was made that there be a rear-load garage facing Tuscany Drive because there were parking 
issues in the area.   
 

4. Open Space:  Chapter 17.68 requires at least 30% of a project area to be in common 
open space.  The Project Plan includes approximately 33.83% (6.12 acres) of open 
space being proposed for the overall project.  The applicant will be required to work 
with City Staff during the PD Subdivision review for each project phase to verify these 
calculations. 

 
5. Project Amenities:  Chapter 17.68 requires project amenities including recreational 

facilities such as tennis courts, playground equipment, swimming pool, clubhouse, and 
other common amenities such as outdoor cooking/eating areas, gazebo, or gardens.  
The Project Plan, Phase 1B includes restrooms, a pool, a hot tub, and an outdoor 
seating (covered and uncovered) area for the community.  Additional open space areas 
with gazebos and barbecues have been shown in Phase 4, Phase 6, and Phase 7.  Phase 
2 includes three (3) pickleball courts. A series of walking paths providing a connection 
for residents to these amenity areas has also been included in multiple project phases.  
The applicant will be required to work with City Staff during the PD Subdivision 
review for each project phase to verify the project amenities as per the Phasing Plan. 

 
6. Public Trail Access:  An eight-foot asphalt public trail along 400 East has been shown 

on the Project Plan.  This trail is required as per the 2018 Trails Master Plan.  This 
required trail will tie in with the existing section of trail along the 400 East frontage of 
the Tuscany project, which provides a connection to other trails in the area.  This will 
be reviewed during the PD Subdivision review process. 

 
7. Landscaping and Water Efficiency:  Chapter 17.68 requires project landscaping and 

puts standards in place for the PD Zone.  Section 17.68.050 discusses landscape design 
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and water conservation principles.  The final landscape and irrigation plans will be 
required to comply with City Ordinance #2022-05 (Water Efficient Landscaping and 
Conservation Standards).  A secondary water connection will be required for outdoor 
water use.  The applicant has provided a preliminary landscape plan; however, a more 
thorough review with additional details (landscaping and irrigation) will be required 
during the PD Subdivision review process. 

 
8. Public Road Cross-Section:  The Project Plan includes a required 45-foot public road 

cross-section within the interior of the project.  This includes 30 feet of asphalt, 2.5 
feet of curb, and gutter on either side, with a five-foot sidewalk on each side of the 
road allowing for good pedestrian access and movement.  Additionally, improvements 
such as but not limited to curb and gutter, park strip, sidewalk, and trails will be 
required along Patricia Drive (50-foot public street), Pioneer Parkway (70-foot public 
street), and 400 East (66-foot public street).  The applicant will be required to work 
with city staff and comply with all department recommendations during the PD 
Subdivision review process. 

 
9. Private Driveway Cross-Sections: The Project plan includes two (2) private driveways 

at 26 feet.  Each private driveway would provide access to two (2) single-family pad 
lots (Units 38-39, and 59-60).  The applicant will be required to work with City Staff 
and comply with all department recommendations during the PD Subdivision review 
process. 

 
10. Parking:  The Project Plan includes a total of 281 parking spaces for the 75 multi-

family townhome units.  This equates to 3.75 parking spaces per unit. An additional 
20 parking spaces have been provided adjacent to the project amenities in the center 
of the property.  Chapter 17.32 requires two (2) parking spaces per unit, one covered 
and one uncovered.  Each of the single-family lots/pad lots have been designed to 
include a two-car garage with a two-car driveway.  It appears that sufficient parking 
has been provided for the project.  The project parking will be reviewed during the PD 
Subdivision review process. 

 
11. Project Utilities:  Utilities (e.g., water, sewer, power, gas, etc.) are required for the 

project. A secondary water connection will be required for outdoor water use.  The 
applicant will be required to work with city staff and comply with all department 
recommendations during Preliminary Subdivision Plat and Final Subdivision Plat 
review for each phase. 

 
12. Soils Report:   A Geotech Report (Subsurface Investigation) was done by Applied 

Geo-Tech and was submitted for the property.  It appears that expansive clay was 
encountered in multiple site locations (north and south); however, the site is suitable 
to support residential slab-on-grade construction provided that the report 
recommendations are implemented during construction.  The applicant will be 
required to work with city staff during the PD Subdivision review for each project 
phase to determine compliance. 

 
13. Traffic Study:  A Traffic Impact Study (“TIS”) was done by Hales Engineering and 

submitted for the property.  Two project accesses were assumed, which resulted in an 
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acceptable level of service (“LOS”) at intersections; however, a third access was also 
considered on Patricia Drive.  The third access would improve the internal circulation 
of the project.  Since the report was submitted, the project has been redesigned to 
include a row of single-family lots along Patricia Drive without access to the interior 
of the site.  This was done to tie in with the existing single-family neighborhood in the 
immediate vicinity. Access will be gained off Pioneer Parkway and 400 East. 

 
14. Project Narrative:  The applicant has submitted a project narrative for your review and 

consideration.  City Staff asked the applicant to update this item to match the Project 
Plan.  It’s likely that Commission will have questions for the applicant during the 
meeting. 
 

15. Block Privacy Wall:   A six-foot solid block privacy wall will be required along 
Pioneer Parkway and 400 East.  This item will be further reviewed during the PD 
Subdivision process. 

 
Mr. McNulty reported that notices were sent to all property owners within 300 feet.  Additionally, the 
property was posted with signs. Since then, several phone calls and emails had been received from 
members of the public.  Those comments were shared with the Planning Commission.  As for the 
General Plan, the designation for the property was MDR.  He shared a map from the General Plan 
and pointed out the subject property, which had an MDR Land Use Designation.  The proposed 
Project Plan/Rezone application included small lot single-family homes, townhomes, open space, and 
amenities for residents.  The proposed uses were encouraged by the General Plan. 
 
The rezoning consideration, as per Chapter 17.18.090, had several items for consideration, which 
were listed as A through H.  Mr. McNulty reviewed the following items on the list:  
 

A. Is the proposed use suitable in view of the zoning and development of adjacent and 
nearby property?  (Yes.) 

 
B. Will the proposed use adversely affect the existing use or suitability of adjacent or 

nearby property? (No.) 
 
C. Are there substantial reasons why the property cannot or should not be used as 

currently zoned?  (No.)  
 
D. Will the proposed use cause an excessive or burdensome use of public facilities or 

services, including, but not limited to streets, schools, water or sewer utilities, and 
police or fire protection?  (No.) 

 
E. Is the proposed use compatible with the purpose and intent of the General Plan? (Yes.) 

 
F. Will the use be consistent with the purpose and intent of the proposed zoning district? 

(Yes.) 
 
G. Is the proposed use supported by new or changing conditions not anticipated by the 

General Plan?  (No.) 
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H. Does the proposed use reflect a reasonable balance between the promotion of the 
public health, safety, morality, or general welfare and the right to the unrestricted use 
of property? (Yes.) 

 
Mr. McNulty referenced Utah Code Section 10-9a-205.  All of the requirements as far as noticing had 
been met.  The applicant worked with City Staff to provide a Project Plan design that included both 
single-family homes and multi-family homes.  That work had been taking place for several months.  
52% of the proposed units were multi-family townhomes with 48% being single-family lots or pad 
lots.  The density being requested was 7.96 units per acre and the base density in the PD Zone allowed 
for 8 units per acre, with provisions for a density bonus.  That density bonus could be pursued for a 
total of 12 units per acre.  The applicant had worked with City Staff and wanted to comply with the 
base ordinance rather than ask for additional density.   
 
City Staff recommended that the Planning Commission review the submitted Rezoning Application 
and Project Plan to determine whether the application was complete.  If the application was 
determined to be complete, City Staff recommended that the Planning Commission forward a 
recommendation to the City Council for their review and consideration of the application, subject to 
the Conditions of Approval and Findings of Fact outlined in the Staff Report.   
 
Chair Hendrickson opened the public hearing.  
 
Chase Jensen gave his address as 3920 London Lane. He expressed his support for the Project Plan 
and appreciated that the developer was willing to create buffers between the existing neighborhoods.  
He also thought the design was well thought out.  Mr. Jensen noted that it is difficult for a lot of 
people to purchase homes.  This type of development would be ideal for families that are starting out.  
Many people want to live in Santa Clara and this development would make it possible for people of 
different ages to live in the city.  His one concern had to do with the traffic on Pioneer Parkway. 
Currently, there is no middle turn lane.  That was something that should be considered as the process 
continues to move forward.   
 
Dyle Bond gave his address as 2255 Jacob Drive.  He had a petition signed by approximately 80 
residents.  That petition was presented to the Commission. The request was that the zoning not be 
changed.  Some of the signatures were from Santa Clara residents and some were from Ivins.  Mr. 
Bond explained that previously, Mr. Leavitt stated that he had spoken to some people in Ivins.  Based 
on the people he had spoken to in Ivins, there was no support for a zone change.  Mr. Bond pointed 
out that Tuscany Drive was already full of vehicles from the existing residences. He expressed 
concerns about parking and the storage of equipment and other types of vehicles.  
 
Ann Pritt gave her address as 3918 Madison Avenue.  She liked a lot about the plan that had been 
presented but was concerned about traffic and the road out to Pioneer Parkway.  There are already 
challenges with Patricia Drive and Pioneer Parkway.  With 144 units planned for the development, 
that equates to approximately 288 more vehicles.  There is already a lot of traffic in the area, and she 
was worried about adding more.  A traffic light would likely need to be installed between Patricia 
Drive and Pioneer Parkway as well as between Pioneer Parkway and the old highway.  Ms. Pritt 
explained that she bought her home on Madison Avenue approximately five years ago.  Over the last 
few years, sirens were audible more often.  That meant there were a lot more issues in the area than 
before.  With all of the additional vehicles, there was a higher likelihood that there would be traffic-
related accidents.  Proper planning was needed.  
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Ann Evans gave her address as 3772 Nicholas Drive and distributed a handout to the Commission.  
She noted that the City was looking at one plot of land but there are already 11 developments in that 
area.  The handout she distributed listed the names of the different developments.  There are a lot of 
units nearby already and the addition of another 144 would increase that further.  The only 
development that is single-family homes is Bella Sol. She stressed the importance of looking at the 
development in a broader context.  Ms. Evans also expressed concern about the water and utilities in 
the area.  She asked that the Commission consider all of the implications.   
 
Patricia Bauman gave her address as 2340 Patricia Drive.  She appreciated all of the work that had 
been done on the Project Plan since the initial presentation that was made to the City Council.  Ideally, 
she wanted to see the subject property be zoned R-1-6 and for the townhomes to be removed.  That 
was more in line with what was nearby and would create more of a buffer.  That being said if the 
development was approved as presented, she hoped there would be some assurance that once the zone 
was changed, the smaller lots would not become townhome lots.   
 
Doug Carroll reported that he lives in Village on the Heights. He found the current process to be 
unnecessary.  The applicant can develop single-family homes. Mr. Carroll believed that the proposed 
development would diminish the quality of life in Santa Clara.  As for water, Ivins is already looking 
at water and there seemed to be a shortage.  He asked the Planning Commission to examine the 
proposed development and determine whether it adds to the community. 
 
David Pond gave his address as 2322 Joshua Circle.  He echoed some of the comments previously 
expressed but had concerns about affordability. Mr. Pond was also concerned about parking in the 
area and that there will be a bottleneck with two primary access points.  In addition, if the zoning is 
allowed to change, he wondered what would prevent Mr. Leavitt from changing the density from 
what was presented to the Commission.  He was not opposed to development but wanted to see the 
area remain in the R-1-10 Zone.  There needed to be some consistency with single-family homes in 
the neighborhood.   
 
Mr. McNulty clarified some of the comments shared.  He noted that there had been comments about 
preventing single-family lots from becoming multi-family.  There will be a public hearing at the 
Planning Commission level and then the application will move forward to the City Council for a 
public meeting.  The City Council is the legislative body that will grant approval or denial of the 
rezone.  A Project Plan is required for a PDR Zone.  This particular Project Plan was part of an 
entitlement. If the property is rezoned, the Project Plan will run with it, if approved, and then an 
ordinance will be adopted by the City.  It will state that the development will not exceed 144 units 
consisting of 69 single-family, 75 townhomes, and a maximum density of 7.96 units per acre.  All of 
that will run with the entitlement and any ordinance adoption. 
 
Adam Ellis gave his address as 2288 Julie Drive.  He read a letter from someone who was unable to 
attend tonight’s meeting in person.  The letter was from Michael Cain, who resides at 2286 Joshua 
Circle.  He noted that Joshua Circle is the only existing neighborhood in Santa Clara north of Pioneer 
Parkway that is zoned R-1-10.  Mr. Cain shared information about his background and explained that 
the majority of residents living in the higher-density Blackhawk are typically in transition with plans 
to reside somewhere else in a few months or years.  On the other hand, those in single-family homes 
normally intend to stay for many years.  Those residing in single-family neighborhoods consider it to 
be their home and want to invest in and contribute to the community.   
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Mr. Cain felt that communities like Santa Clara need to have higher-density and lower-cost housing 
available but the issue was when the proportion of higher-density housing is out of balance with 
single-family residences.  The zoning map lacked balance in the placement of higher density.  He 
believed that rezoning this particular property will create an even greater imbalance in that part of the 
City.  Mr. Ellis, speaking for himself, noted that if the area off of Patricia and Tuscany Drives becomes 
a school at some point, the traffic will become worse.   
 
David Healey was present to represent his father who owns a home in the community.  Some of his 
main concerns had already been mentioned relating to traffic and infrastructure.  He wondered if there 
was a plan in the future to have traffic lights installed or if the roads will be widened.  He also inquired 
about the price point of the homes. 
 
Mr. McNulty clarified some questions regarding Pioneer Parkway. It is an arterial roadway and 
includes an 80-foot cross-section. There is currently one lane of travel in each direction but at some 
point, there could be two travel lanes in each direction with a center turn lane, which does not exist 
currently.  An arterial roadway is designed to handle 10,000 to 20,000 vehicle trips per day if not 
more.  Presently, there were just over 10,000 average daily trips based on studies that had been 
completed and submitted to the City.  There is a lot of room for growth still.  Commissioner Blake 
reported that Pioneer Parkway was not striped for as many lanes as it can accommodate.  There is 
also another five-lane arterial road being planned by the MPO that could be built in the near future.  
He noted that there are lights planned there as well.   
 
Art Pansine gave his address as 3866 Nicholas Drive.  He moved to Santa Clara last summer but had 
been concerned about density in the neighborhood.  As a result, he checked the zoning in the area 
before purchasing his home.  If the proposed development is approved, the neighborhood would 
change dramatically.  It will add to parking problems, traffic problems, and crime.  The area would 
never again be described as serene and home values will decrease.  Mr. Pansine wanted to know what 
the purpose of the General Plan is and if it could change so dramatically in such a short period of 
time.  He pointed out that the area is already densely populated and wondered why that particular 
portion of the City had the most density.   
 
Brenda Vincent gave her address as 3580 Windmill Drive.  She wondered if the City would stipulate 
that the owner of the property with an Internal Accessory Dwelling Unit (“IADU”) would be required 
to use it as their primary residence.  That way, there would not be a renter renting out the IADU.  She 
wanted to see long-term investment in the community.  City Staff explained that a primary unit needs 
to be owner-occupied but that is not necessarily relevant to this project.  Ms. Vincent pointed out that 
some of the units will have an IADU, so she felt that her comment was relevant.  It was clarified that 
whether there is an IADU would be up to a future owner and not something that was specifically 
proposed by the applicant.  Mr. McNulty explained that the narrative stated that there would be an 
option for IADUs as mandated by the State. 
 
Ms. Vincent asked about the secondary source for irrigation.  It was clarified that the City has a 
secondary water system.  One of the requirements, if the project was approved, was that 
improvements would need to be put in to allow for secondary water or irrigation water.  Ms. Vincent 
thought the development was strong overall but still had some concerns. 
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Joshua Jackson gave his address as 3892 Nicholas Drive.  He understood that in these types of 
situations, the zoning says one thing and the residents said another but the Commission needs to 
follow the zone.  In this instance, the zoning is on the side of the residents.  Mr. Jackson was grateful 
for the work done by City Staff and the developer on the project.  However, the additional units would 
add to the issues that already exist in the area.  The Planning Commission had the opportunity to 
support the existing zone and listen to the concerns of the residents.  
 
Meredith Pond gave her address as 2322 Joshua Circle.  Her concern had to do with the daily lives of 
the residents.  The neighborhood is being turned into an island surrounded by denser housing.  This 
is not good for property values or long-time residents.  All of the density makes it less desirable to 
live in Santa Clara.  The overwhelming majority of people at the Planning Commission Meeting were 
asking for the existing zoning to remain.  
 
Russell Goode gave his address as 3988 Madison Avenue.  He expressed concerns about the proposed 
multi-family homes and asked the Commission to consider the residents. 
 
Alison Snyder gave her address as 2326 Jacob Drive.  Her concerns aligned with many of the others 
in the community.  She felt that the proposed development will diminish the quality of life for existing 
Santa Clara residents.  One of her main concerns pertained to the lack of parking in the development.  
There was nothing in the plan related to overflow parking or parking for trailers, boats, or RVs.  The 
subdivisions, Tuscany and Blackhawk, were forced to park along Tuscany Drive as it is not possible 
to park a full truck in the driveway at Blackhawk without overlapping onto the sidewalk.  This was 
due to the density.  The proposal was almost double the number of units in Blackhawk.  She felt that 
the number of units needs to be reduced and did not believe high-density should be concentrated in 
only one portion of the City.  It should be spread out. Ms. Snyder also pointed out that high density 
does not necessarily equal affordability as rents were high.   
 
Shannon Smith gave her address as 3842 Tuscany Drive Unit #9.  Her plan was to remain in Santa 
Clara and raise her family in the community.  She had not heard any comments related to children.  
Ms. Smith is a teacher and advocate for children. After living on Jacob Drive and then in Blackhawk, 
she was concerned about safety.  There were trucks, SUVs, boats, and trailers that drive on Tuscany 
Drive or come in for the baseball tournaments.  It was important to think about how the community 
should be and how to make the area safer for all.  If there is a school built in the area in the future, 
there will be a lot of dangerous conditions based on the current layout.   
 
Doug Wells gave his address as 3842 Nicholas Drive.  He loves Santa Clara and stated that it is a 
desirable place to live in.  It becomes less desirable the more high-density that is built.  There was not 
much available in a single-family format at the current time.  Mr. Wells asked that the Planning 
Commission deny the rezone and provide opportunities for families to live in single-family homes. 
 
Mr. McNulty referenced Bella Sol, which had already been mentioned, but noted that Solace will 
have 128 single-family lots, 21 of which were currently under construction with improvements.  There 
will be 128 new single-family homes in the area adjacent to Bella Sol.  He asked residents to consider 
that when discussing the number of single-family homes in the community.  
 
Paul Boyer gave his address as 2294 Julie Drive.  His home was purchased in 2002 and he thought it 
would be his last home.  That being said, he was now considering leaving Santa Clara.  It seemed that 
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the intention was to have more density and he was not certain that the comments from residents will 
change the decision of the Planning Commission.  He was not supportive of the application.  
 
Harold Welling gave his address as 1836 Red Mountain Drive. He stated that each project that comes 
in seems to build off of the last one.  For instance, zoning changes were permitted because zoning 
changes had been permitted for previous projects.  He did not want to see that pattern continue in the 
future. 
 
Mr. Goode shared additional comments with those present. He encouraged the residents in the 
audience that live in the Village on the Heights to speak out as well.  
 
Caron Jenson gave her address as 3823 Madison Avenue.  She moved to Santa Clara in 2010 and 
loved living in the City.  She did not object to single-family housing but felt that the high-density 
housing was ruining the landscape.  There were not the same kind of views as before.  Ms. Jenson 
also noted that residents have been asked to watch how much water they used but despite this, more 
and more development was occurring.  Those residences would utilize water.   
 
Ms. Snyder shared an additional comment. She noted that Blackhawk, according to someone who 
lives there, is supposed to be 50% owner-occupied, but it is not.  There are approximately 10 units 
out of 88 that are owner-occupied and everything else was rented.  Ms. Snyder explained that there 
was little enforcement to ensure that the promises made were actually followed.  It was noted that it 
was the responsibility of the Homeowners Association (“HOA”) to enforce the Covenants, 
Conditions, and Restrictions (“CC&Rs”) in that particular development.   
 
Christine Jackson gave her address as 3892 Nicholas Drive.  With Blackhawk, she had seen that the 
people living there move in and out all the time.  As a result, not a lot was provided to the community 
because there was a lack of consistency. When there is a single family home neighborhood, there was 
a greater feeling of community, which is important for the City.  Her other concern had to do with the 
area behind Nicholas Drive.  Everything there is either vacation homes or high-density housing.  She 
noted that with more people there is more crime.  In addition, she was concerned about the water and 
electricity available to the community.  
 
Ann Hughes gave her address as 2223 Sheron Drive. All of her friends and neighbors were opposed 
to the rezone.  Everyone she knew liked the way it was currently zoned.   
 
The applicant, Mr. Leavitt, stated that he is a resident of Santa Clara and has been for more than 25 
years.  He is invested in the community and cares about what is developed.  When the property was 
purchased, the General Plan was looked at very closely.  It is an area that the City designated in 2014 
for MDR.  Mr. Leavitt noted that he has nephews and nieces who want to live in Santa Clara but it is 
not possible for them to find a place to live.  The proposed development could address a need that 
currently existed within the community.   
 
A lot of time had been spent reviewing various plans and speaking with City Staff and residents.  
Though a lot of the comments during the public hearing requested that there be single-family homes, 
over one-third of the project has expansive clays.  There needs to be some creativity to address that 
so the PDR requirements were examined and there would be some open common areas.  He noted 
that the General Plan encouraged building on smaller lots if there were soil issues.   
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Mr. Leavitt discussed the developments that were around the site.  There was planned development 
to the south and the north.  A number of residents to the east also shared comments.  He wanted to 
take all of the comments into account and stressed the importance of transitions in density.  There is 
high density to the north of the property, so the intention was to be compatible with what already 
exists.  One of the reasons there are smaller single-family pad lots proposed was because that 
particular area was next to the attached townhomes.  That would create a transition. Mr. Leavitt 
believed that the plan presented was excellent as it considered the surrounding areas.  
 
The intention was to follow the General Plan, which Mr. Leavitt believed the proposal did.  He 
informed residents that the project would be high quality.  The plans showed that everything was 
above and beyond in terms of the level of detail on the townhomes.  There were balconies, front yard 
courtyards, and a focus on water conservation.  The water fees increased on January 1, 2023, and he 
did not want to burden the residents with those additional expenses.  As a result, a water-focused plan 
had been presented.  There needed to be a water-efficient product.   
 
Mr. Leavitt believed that the product would increase values in the surrounding areas.  It would be a 
high-quality development.  He noted that there had been comments related to IADUs. They were 
encouraged in the General Plan and it was important for people to have the opportunity to rent a 
portion of their home or take care of an older family member.  As for the price point, he was not 
certain that those could be shared at the current time because the market continues to change.  He felt 
confident that the design and the detail would be superior to a lot of what existed currently.   
 
Mr. Leavitt pointed out that there had been comments about a sense of community.  The intention 
was to build homes for families.  It would be a beautiful community for all who live there.  He reported 
that the CC&Rs will control the on-street parking.  Typically, on-street parking would be permitted 
for 48 hours in the neighborhood.  There is a lot of parking available and the lots were widened so it 
was possible to place an extra driveway on the single-family lots.   
 
Commissioner Anderson wanted to know what the HOA dues would be.  Mr. Leavitt reported that it 
was too early to state for certain but there was a desire for them to be under $100.  Commissioner 
Anderson asked how the owner-occupied ratio would be enforced.  Mr. Leavitt was not certain.  It 
was noted that the City does not currently have any ordinances that require units to be owner-
occupied.  As a result, it is not possible to impose that.  State Law allowed CC&Rs to restrict units to 
a certain percentage of owner-occupied, but that was done through the HOA.  City Attorney, Matt 
Ence, reported that the HOA or property owner have the right to enforce CC&Rs in their own 
subdivision.  It was not something that the city is able to enforce.  
 
Commissioner Blake understood that Mr. Leavitt spoke to residents previously.  He wondered if that 
was the main reason there was no access to Patricia Drive.  This was confirmed. Commissioner Blake 
noted that the circulation would be better if there was access there. He wanted to know if there were 
plans for pedestrian access.  Mr. Leavitt reported that off of Tuscany, there are a few areas where it 
was possible to enter and exit the project.  There had been a lot of discussions with residents and those 
residents made it clear that access off of Patricia Drive was not supported.  He pointed out that the 
townhomes along Tuscany Drive are now reversed and had the driveways there.  That meant it was 
not possible for people to park on the street. 
 
Commissioner Blake referenced a comment during the public hearing related to safety for children. 
He noted that the internal streets are fairly standard. Those streets also provide places for children 
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without having to walk down a much larger street like Pioneer Parkway.  If there ever was a school 
built to the east, it would be good to have a way for children to stay interior without needing to leave 
the development.  In the previous plan, there were a few access points coming off of Patricia Drive.  
That could be done next to Lot 14.  Mr. McNulty pointed out the pedestrian access next to 127, 
between 132, 133, 138, and 139. It would be possible to add another pedestrian access point 
somewhere on the site off of Patricia Drive if that was desired.  
 
Renderings and elevations were shared with the Planning Commission for additional reference.  Mr. 
McNulty reported that the zone allowed for heights that were up to 35 feet for two-story homes.  The 
elevations presented ranged from 19.9 feet to approximately 28 feet.  Even the narrower homes 
included in the Project Plan were proposed to be 28 feet.   
 
Council Member Call noted that after the Planning Commission made a recommendation, the 
application would move forward to the City Council for approval.  It was the City Council that would 
make the legislative decision.  Mr. Ence explained that the Planning Commission is a recommending 
body that is utilized by the City to receive feedback.  The recording and meeting minutes would be 
available to the City Council.  The City Council, as the elected legislative body of the City, by law 
has a significant amount of deference to make a decision on the matter.   
 
Mr. Ence referenced comments made about the zoning versus the General Plan.  He clarified that the 
application was to change the zone but underlying the zoning, there is the General Plan that was 
adopted by the City.  When the General Plan was adopted, there was an extensive process where 
feedback was received from residents.  Multiple meetings were held as well as surveys and 
discussions.  Ultimately, the General Plan was adopted, which included the map that had been shown.  
He reported that the area in question had been designated MDR.  The current R-1-10 Zone complied 
with MDR, but the proposed zone amendment would also comply with the General Plan. 
 
There were no further comments. Chair Hendrickson closed the public hearing. 
 
5. General Business. 

 
A. Recommendation to City Council. 
 

i. Recommendation to the City Council to Consider a Proposed Rezoning of 
Property at Approximately 2276 Arrowhead Trail (Parcels #SC-6-2-22-
4148, #SC-9-A-12, and #SC-9-A-18, Described as 1.48 acres).  Split Rock 
Construction is Proposing to Rezone the Property from the R-1-10 Single-
Family Residential Zone, and the Planned Development Commercial, 
PDC Zone to the R-1-6 Single-Family Residential Zone. The Proposed 
Rezoning is Part of the Process to Allow for a Proposed Single-Family 
Residential Subdivision. 

 
Commissioner Harris moved to recommend that the City Council APPROVE the proposed 
rezoning of property at approximately 2276 Arrowhead Trail (Parcels #SC-6-2-22-4148, #SC-
9-A-12, and #SC-9-A-18, described as 1.48 acres), subject to the following: 
 
Conditions: 
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1. That the proposed property Rezoning complies with Chapter 17.18.090 items 

below: 
 

a. The proposed use is suitable in view of the zoning and development of 
adjacent and nearby property; 
 

b. The proposed use will not adversely affect the existing use or suitability of 
adjacent or nearby property; 

 
c. There are substantial reasons why the property cannot or should not be 

used as currently zoned; 
 

d. The proposed use will not cause an excessive or burdensome use of public 
facilities or services, including, but not limited to streets, schools, water or 
sewer utilities, and police or fire protection; 

 
e. The proposed use is compatible with the purpose and intent of the General 

Plan; 
 

f. The proposed use is consistent with the purpose and intent of the proposed 
zoning district; 

 
g. The proposed use is not supported by new or changing conditions 

anticipated by the General Plan; and 
 

h. The proposed use does reflect a reasonable balance between the 
promotion of the public health, safety, morality, or general welfare and 
the right to the unrestricted use of property. 

 
2. That the applicant be required to go through the Subdivision Review process 

(Preliminary and Final Plat). 
 
Findings: 
 

1. That the Rezoning is complaint with the Santa Clara City General Plan, Section 
3.4.1, Residential Land Uses (Medium Density Residential, MDR). 

 
2. That the R-1-6 Single-Family Zone allows for homes on lots of 6,000 square feet 

or larger. 
 
3. The properties to the north are zoned PDC, properties to the south and west are 

zoned R-1-10, with the R-1-6 Zone being an appropriate transition in between 
these land uses. 

 
Commissioner Blake seconded the motion. The motion passed with the unanimous consent of 
the Commission.  
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ii. Recommendation to the City Council to Consider a Proposed Rezoning of 
Property at 400 East/Patricia Drive and Pioneer Parkway (Parcels #SC-
SB-90-A-2, and #SC-SB-90-A-4-B, Described as 18.09 acres).  The 
Applicant, Clayton Leavitt, is Proposing to Rezone the Property from the 
R-1-10 Single-Family Residential Zone to the Planned Development 
Residential, PDR Zone to Allow for a Proposed Residential Project that 
Would Include Single-Family Homes, Multi-Family Townhomes, and 
Amenities.  

 
Chair Hendrickson asked that the Commission discuss the application.  Commissioner Call liked the 
project and the plan presented.  It was important to have these types of projects and transition areas.  
There was some discussion about affordability during the public hearing. He acknowledged that there 
seemed to be a struggle between density and affordability.  Commissioner Call had some concerns 
about water and the impact of the additional residences.  At the current time, he was not prepared to 
support the rezone, because he felt that when a piece of property was purchased, it was purchased 
knowing what the existing zone was.   
 
Commissioner Blake believed that a lot of issues had been mitigated.  For instance, transitioning into 
single-family homes and to the townhomes to the north. He shared information about the General 
Plan. Something that was beneficial about more density in the area was that it supported the 
commercial offerings.  Commissioner Blake thought the plan was well thought out but wished there 
was more circulation.  He understood why there was no access on Patricia Drive as it seemed to be 
an attempt to meet halfway with the neighbors.  This was a good project and it was something that 
was needed in Santa Clara.  He supported the rezone. 
 
Commissioner Harris appreciated all the comments shared by residents and the applicant.  She agreed 
with Commissioner Blake and felt that the project demonstrated transition.  Commissioner Harris 
noted that the application was complete and had all of the necessary studies.   
 
Chair Hendrickson had a similar opinion to Commissioner Blake.  It was a difficult decision to make 
and he appreciated all of the comments shared by residents.  He spent a lot of time walking around 
the area and understood the parking issues that existed.  Certain concessions had been made in the 
Project Plan to accommodate the residents, so he was in favor of the application. 
 
Commissioner Whitehead noted that a lot of time had gone into the presentation and he appreciated 
the hard work.  Mr. Leavitt had also taken into account the feelings of those in surrounding areas.  
Affordable housing was something that was needed in Utah and in Santa Clara and the development 
could possibly be an answer to that need.  However, he struggled to know that there was so much 
opposition from the neighbors.  It was difficult to support the rezone for that reason, even though he 
liked the idea of the plan and what it would bring to the community.   
 
Commissioner Anderson agreed with many of the comments shared by his fellow Commissioners.  
He personally liked the project and what it had become after feedback was considered.  That being 
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said, it was important for him to factor in the comments from the public.  He noted that the project 
might be something that residents would like in the future, but change is often difficult.    
 
Commissioner Blake moved to recommend that the City Council APPROVE the proposed 
rezoning of property at approximately 400 East/Patricia Drive and Pioneer Parkway (Parcels 
#SC-SB-90-A-2 and #SC-SB-90-A-4-B, described as 18.09 acres), subject to the following: 
 
Conditions: 
 

1. That the applicant shall be required to go through the PD Subdivision Review 
process for each project phase (overall Preliminary and Final Plats). 

 
2. That a total of one hundred forty-four (144) units on 18.09 acres be allowed as 

per the Project Plan.  This equates to a density of 7.96 units/acre. 
 
3. That a Project Phasing Plan be required for the overall project.  That this plan 

be reviewed for compliance with each project phase.  
 
4. That the building design/materials/height/setbacks comply with the Project Plan 

as presented by the applicant.  That substantial changes to these items require an 
amendment to the Project Plan. 

 
5. That at least 30% of the project area be in common open space.  The Project Plan 

includes approximately 33.83% (6.12 acres) of open space. 
 
6. That the project amenities be provided and put in place as per the Project Plan 

and Phasing Plan. 
 
7. That the public trail be put in place as per the Project Plan. 
 
8. That the applicant be required to comply with City Ordinance #2022-05, Water 

Efficient Landscaping and Conservation Standards.  Also, secondary water 
connections shall be required for outdoor water use. 

 
9. That a 45-foot public road cross-section as per the Project Plan be required for 

the interior of the project.  That a 26-foot private driveway be allowed to access 
Units 38 – 39, and 59 – 60 only.  That future improvements to Patricia Drive, 
Pioneer Parkway, and 400 East be determined during the PD Subdivision review 
process. 

 
10. That 281 parking spaces for the 75 multi-family units be provided along with 20 

parking spaces adjacent to the amenity areas as per the Project Plan. 
 
11. That the Geotech Report for the project be implemented during construction. 
 
12. That the Traffic Impact Study (“TIS”) for the project be implemented with the 

exception of a third access to Patricia Drive. 
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13. That a six-foot solid block privacy wall be required along Pioneer Parkway and 

400 East. 
 
14. That the proposed property Rezoning complies with Chapter 17.18.090 items, 

(except item c below): 
 

a. The proposed use is suitable in view of the zoning and development of 
adjacent and nearby property; 

 
b. The proposed use will not adversely affect the existing use or suitability of 

adjacent or nearby property; 
 

c. There are no substantial reasons why the property cannot or should not 
be used as currently zoned; 

 
i. The applicant intends to do a PD Subdivision with both single-

family and multi-family townhomes as per the MDR land use 
designation of the General Plan. 

 
d. The proposed use will not cause an excessive or burdensome use of public 

facilities or services, including, but not limited to streets, schools, water or 
sewer utilities, and police or fire protection; 

 
e. The proposed use is compatible with the purpose and intent of the General 

Plan; 
 

f. The proposed use is consistent with the purpose and intent of the proposed 
zoning district.   

 
g. The proposed use is not supported by new or changing conditions 

anticipated by the General Plan; 
 

h. The proposed use does reflect a reasonable balance between the 
promotion of the public health, safety, morality, or general welfare and 
the right to the unrestricted use of the property. 

 
Findings: 
 

1. That the Rezoning is complaint with the Santa Clara City General Plan, Section 
3.4.1, Residential Land Uses (Medium Density Residential, MDR). 

 
2. That the MDR Land Use Designation allows for townhomes, multi-unit buildings, 

and small single-family structures on small lots. 
 
3. Other properties in the immediate vicinity (north and south) of the site are zoned 

Planned Development Residential, PDR. 
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Commissioner Harris seconded the motion. Vote on motion: Commissioner Anderson-Nay; 
Commissioner Call-Nay; Commissioner Whitehead-Nay; Commissioner Harris-Aye; 
Commissioner Blake-Aye; Chair Hendrickson-Aye.  The motion failed 3-to-3.   
 
Mr. Ence reported that since the motion failed, the Planning Commission could continue the 
discussion and revote.  There was discussion regarding what would happen next.  For instance, 
whether the item would move forward to the City Council despite the Planning Commission vote.  
Mr. Ence confirmed this. If the vote remained, it would move forward to the City Council with no 
recommendation.  The Council would likely prefer to have a recommendation, but if it was not 
possible to make a recommendation one way or the other, the City Council would consider that.   
 
Commissioner Whitehead wondered what would happen if the item was tabled.  He wanted to know 
if that would impact the result of the vote.  It was noted that if the item was tabled, there would need 
to be a list of specific items to address.  For instance, additional information needed to be considered.  
Mr. Ence explained that if a motion was made to table the application and the reasons were well 
articulated, that was appropriate.  That being said, he did not recommend tabling the item simply 
because the Commission was not able to reach a decision for approval or denial.  For the betterment 
of the applicant, it would be best to move the item forward. 
 
Commissioner Call noted that Commissioner Weston was not present at the meeting.  That vote could 
break the tie. Mr. Ence did not feel that was an appropriate reason to delay the revote on the item.  He 
suggested moving the item forward as there was currently a quorum of the Planning Commission.  
The quorum was capable of making a decision.  If the Planning Commission did not make another 
motion, the current motion would move forward.  It was determined that a revote would not take place 
and the item would not be tabled.  
 
6. Discussion Items. 
 

A. None. 
 
7. Approval of Minutes.  

 
A. Request Approval of the Regular Meeting Minutes – March 9, 2023. 

 
Commissioner Blake moved to APPROVE the Meeting Minutes from the March 9, 2023, Santa 
Clara Planning Commission Meeting.  Commissioner Whitehead seconded the motion.  The 
motion passed with the unanimous consent of the Commission. 
 
8. Adjournment 

 
The Planning Commission Meeting adjourned at 7:56 p.m. 
 
 

  Jim McNulty 
__________________________________ 
Jim McNulty 
Planning Manager 
Approved:   April 13, 2023     
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SANTA CLARA CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
MEETING MINUTES 
2603 Santa Clara Drive 
Thursday, May 25, 2023 

 
Present: Logan Blake, Vice-Chair 
 James Call 
 Shelly Harris 
 Curtis Whitehead 
 
 Staff: Jim McNulty, Planning and Economic Development Manager  
 Selena Nez, Deputy City Recorder 
 Matt Ence, City Attorney 
  
Excused: Mark Weston 
 Ryan Anderson 
 Mark Hendrickson  
 
1. Call to Order 
 
In the absence of Chair Mark Hendrickson, Logan Blake, Vice-Chair called the meeting to order at 
5:30 p.m.     
 
2. Opening Ceremony 
 

A. Pledge of Allegiance:  Logan Blake. 
 

B. Opening Comments (Invocation):  Logan Blake. 
 
3. Communications and Appearances 
 
There was no communication or appearances.   

 
4. Working Agenda 
 

A. Public Hearing 
 
i. Consider a Proposed PDR Zone Amendment and Preliminary Subdivision 

Plat for the Proposed South Village @ Black Desert Subdivision (Parcel 
#SC-6-2-9-150, described as 43.77 acres).  The Subject Property is Part of 
the Black Desert Planned Community which includes a 19-Hole Golf 
Course.  The Preliminary Plat includes 40 Single-Family Lots Ranging in 
Size from 0.50 acres to 1.67 acres. Patrick Manning, Applicant.  

 
Planning and Economic Development Manager, Jim McNulty, presented the Staff Report and stated 
that the subdivision includes a total of 40 lots on 43.77 acres.  This equates to a density of 0.91 units 
per acre and is similar to the Entrada Subdivision to the east in St. George.  The single-family lots 
range in size from .50 acres to 1.67 acres.   
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The original Project Plan was presented.  The area in question is Area 5, which is surrounded by the 
golf course, which has moved slightly.  The applicant and his Engineer, Jared Bates, will speak to 
that.  The golf course is near completion.  The plat was presented along with the public roadway 
designs.  Mr. McNulty presented the following: 
 

1. Public Streets & Dedication:  All required public street improvements must meet 
City standards and be installed or bonded for prior to final plat recordation.  The public 
streets required for this subdivision include a 66-foot cross-section for Red Mountain 
Drive and Road “E” along with a 50-foot cross-section for Road “C” (main access 
road), as well as all interior public streets within the subdivision.  Additionally, all cul-
de-sacs within the subdivision are required to have a 50-foot radius (100’ diameter). 
 

2. Building Setbacks/Height:  The building setbacks are required to meet the 
requirements of Chapter 17.68, Planned Development Residential, PDR Zone. The 
building height for all homes in the subdivision is limited to 35 feet.  However, the 
applicant will be putting a building height restriction on the plat and in the Codes, 
Covenants, and Restrictions (“CC&Rs) limiting height to 28 feet. 

 
3. Flag Lot/Double Fronted Lots:  A flag lot (Lot 7) has been included on the 

Preliminary Subdivision Plat.  A flag lot requires approval by the Planning 
Commission.  The staff portion of the lot must front on a public street and be a 
minimum of 25-feet wide, with a maximum length of 200 feet.  If the Planning 
Commission determines that this is an efficient use of the land, the applicant will be 
required to comply with city code requirements for flag lots.  The preliminary plat also 
includes three (3) double-fronted lots (Lots 21, 22, and 23).  These lots will be required 
to have a 25-foot rear yard setback rather than the typical 10-foot setback.  This option 
(Chapter 17.20.110.B) has been selected by the developer rather than putting in a six-
foot wall in a natural lava area. 

 
4. Preservation of Lava/Minimal Disturbance:  Each home is intended to be situated 

on a lot to maximize views and limit disturbance allowing for the preservation of lava 
areas.  A Site Plan will be required for each home prior to building permit issuance.  
The CC&Rs will be enforced by the Homeowners Association (“HOA”) allowing for 
the subdivision to be maintained as per Black Desert requirements. 

 
5. Golf Course:  A portion of the golf course is included with the preliminary subdivision 

plat.  As previously stated, the applicant is intending to open soon.  A “Golf Course 
Fly Zone” note has been added to the plat as requested by staff.  Associated language 
for lot owners will be included in the CC&Rs for the project. 

 
6. Multi-Purpose Trail: A 10-foot multi-purpose trail has been included north of 

Tuacahn Wash and adjacent to Red Mountain Drive (east side), and Road “E” (north 
side) which both include a 66-foot cross-section. The 2018 Trails Master Plan includes 
this required trail connection. 

 
7. Open Space Areas:  The preliminary plat includes two (2) open space areas to be 

maintained by the HOA.  Area #1 is across the street from Lots 30 thru 36 and is 1.16 
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acres in size.  Area #2 is in-between Lots 37 and 38 and is 1.04 acres in size.  These 
two areas will be HOA-maintained and included in the CC&Rs for the project. 

 
8. Proposed Area #6 Revisions:  The applicant is proposing revisions to the original 

Area #6 of the Project Plan (attached).  This area includes a conservation easement 
area that is approximately 18.85 acres in size.  The applicant is proposing to revise 
Area #6 of the Project Plan to include approximately 13.3 acres within a conservation 
easement (a reduction of approximately 5 acres).  Proposed Lots 37, 38, 39, and 40 
along with Open Space Area #2 and the public road that lines up with Entrada (St. 
George, private street) are within the northwest corner of Area #6.  A decision on this 
item which includes an amendment to the Development Agreement will be decided on 
by the City Council prior to, or concurrently with Final Plat approval.  A Black Desert 
site visit with the City Council, staff, and applicants was conducted on April 19, 2023.  
The Council is aware of the proposed Area #6 revisions. 

 
9. Building & Fire Code/Emergency Access:  A second point of ingress/egress via a 

public street system has not been provided into the proposed subdivision.  As a result, 
the applicant is required to fire-sprinkle all residential structures within the project.  
The IRC requires an NFPA 13D sprinkler system.  Emergency access will be available 
from the southwest edge of the project adjacent to Entrada, which is a private 
development with gates. 

 
10. Entry Features/Landscaping: All landscaping (Individual lots & open space areas) 

will be required to comply with City Ordinance #2022-05 (Water Efficiency and 
Conservation). 

 
11. Culinary Water Availability:  The applicant is required to obtain a will-serve letter 

or other verified documentation from the Washington County Water Conservancy 
District (“WCWCD”) prior to final plat recordation.   

 
12. Secondary Water Availability:  The applicant is required to connect/install 

secondary water for all outdoor water use. 
 
13. Project CC&Rs:  A copy of the project CC&Rs is required by Chapter 17.68, Planned 

Development.  The applicant will need to provide a copy of the CC&Rs to the city for 
review and approval at the time of Final Plat submittal. 

 
14. Dust Control:  The applicant will be required to submit a Dust Control Plan prior to 

final plat recordation. Precautionary measures are needed to protect the general health, 
safety, and welfare of residents living in the vicinity. 

 
Staff recommended that the Planning Commission consider recommending the PDR Zone 
Amendment, and Preliminary Plat Approval for the South Village @ Black Desert Subdivision to the 
City Council subject to the conditions outlined in the Staff report.    
 
The applicant, Patrick Manning reported that originally when they entered into the Development 
Agreement, Area 5 included approximately 340 multi-family units.  Because it was very clear that 
the most important area to many was Area 6, the desire was to provide a Conservation Easement.  
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They also decided to go low profile, low height, and low density in Area 5 to help further protect the 
viewsheds and lava flow.  They have tried to be very careful with that section of land.   
 
Chair Blake opened the public hearing.   
 
Travis Dowdell gave his address as 2399 Keva Trail in Entrada and stated that his property borders 
the subject property.  He commented that Black Desert has done a wonderful job of creating space 
and privacy around the resort.  The issue was that the original plan included a fairway running by his 
property in the corner.  It ultimately moved and there is now a road proposed with 10 homes.  There 
is a beautiful ravine of native lava with an elevated ridge to provide privacy between Entrada in the 
southwest corner and the Black Desert Resort.  The native lava will be removed as well as the privacy 
setback space, which seemed senseless since there are 600 acres.  The rest of the property bordering 
Entrada has been set back with privacy.  He saw no purpose in placing eight to 10 homes bordering 
their property lines.   
 
Devin Ferguson gave his address as 3790 Nicholas Drive and asked about dust mitigation and the 
potential penalty if it is not controlled.  He stated that last year a lot of dust was created from the 
Black Desert development.  Mr. McNulty reported that Public Works Director, Dustin Mouritsen 
should be contacted about that.  In response to another question raised by Mr. Ferguson, Mr. McNulty 
stated that a site visit was taken by the City Council that was properly noticed.  It is common for 
elected officials to visit a site before making a decision.  City Attorney, Matt Ence, stated that the 
City Council has not made a decision on the matter.  The first time they will be asked to make a 
formal decision since they originally approved the golf course use will be when this recommendation 
goes to the City Council.   
 
There were no further public comments.  The public hearing was closed.    
 

ii. Consider a Proposed Rezoning of Property at 400 East/Patricia Drive and 
Pioneer Parkway (Parcels #SC-SB-90-A-2, and #SC-SB-90-A-4-B, 
described as 18.09 acres).  The Applicant, Clayton Leavitt, is Proposing to 
Rezone the Property from the R-1-10 Single-Family Residential Zone to 
the Planned Development Residential, PDR Zone to Allow for a Proposed 
Residential Project that will include Single-Family Homes, Multi-Family 
Townhomes, and Amenities. 

 
Mr. McNulty presented the Staff Report and stated that the last public hearing on the matter was held 
on March 23, 2023.  Staff reviewed each item in detail at that time.  The updates were described.  The 
applicant, Clayton Leavitt was also present.  Following the previous public hearing, the Planning 
Commission recommended approval to the City Council with a 3-to-3 vote.  No other substitute 
motion was made or voted on and no recommendation was provided.  The City Council heard the 
matter on April 12, 2023, at which time the City Council tabled the matter to allow the applicant to 
work with City staff, incorporate some of the City Council comments, and propose a new layout with 
lower density.  The vote was 3-to-2.  The new project plan includes 133 units on 18.09 acres.  This 
equates to a density of 7.35 units per acre with 82 single-family lots and 51 multi-family townhomes.  
The previous plan included 144 units with 69 single-family lots and 75 multi-family townhomes.  The 
density was 7.96 units per acre.  The reduction in density was approximately 8%.   
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Mr. McNulty reported that the new plan includes 62% single-family and 38% multi-family.  There 
are 30 two-story rear-loaded townhomes, 21 front-loaded one-story townhomes, and 82 single-family 
detached units.  The previous plan that was reviewed by the Planning Commission on March 23, 
2023, included 48% single-family and 52% multi-family.  Lots 1 through 14 have frontage on Patricia 
Drive and are larger single-family lots.  Lots 1 through 7 are approximately 8,000-square-foot lots 
and Lots 8 through 14 are approximately 6,000 square feet in size.  There are 40 larger pad lots 
proposed and 28 narrow pad lots for two-story homes.   
 
The single-family lots allow for the option of a one-story rambler or a two-story home with different 
elevations and materials.  The two-story townhome configurations were presented with a rear-loaded 
driveway.  A front view was shown with an outdoor patio in front and rear-loaded garages.  One-story 
townhome units were proposed along 400 East and within the interior of the project.  The narrow pad 
lot homes were proposed at approximately 25 feet wide.  They will be 1,700 to 1,800 square feet in 
size with two-car garages.  Five options were proposed for the narrow lot homes.  The various 
materials were described.  The material boards provided stucco, hardie board, and stone options.  For 
the single-family homes, there were three different brick and stone options with color palettes.  The 
townhome units included brick and stone options.   
 
The landscaping and open space plans were presented.  Mr. McNulty reported that a pool is proposed 
with restrooms and pickleball courts.  The central open space areas were identified with picnic areas 
and ball fields.  The Phasing Plan was presented.  The seven project phases and amenities were 
described.  The 2018 Trails Master Plan requires an eight-foot trail to tie into Tuscany to the north.  
Ordinance #2022-05 would also need to be adhered to and secondary water will be required for all 
outdoor water use.  The 50-foot public cross section will be required with curb, gutter, asphalt, and a 
five-foot sidewalk on each side.  The project will be walkable with access to the open space and 
amenity areas.  Two 26-foot asphalt private driveways will be provided adjacent to Lots 38 and 39 
and 59 and 60 for access.   
 
Substantial parking was provided within the project.  The Project Plan includes 203 parking spaces 
for 51 multi-family townhome units, which equates to four spaces per unit, which is double the Code 
requirement of two spaces with one covered and one uncovered.  Parking for single-family homes is 
also required for the pad lots.  Each is designed with a two-car garage and a two-car driveway.  The 
only units that do not have the capacity for four cars are the single-car garage and single-level 
townhomes, which have parking for three vehicles.   
 
A Geotechnical Report was provided and expansive clay was encountered in multiple site locations; 
however, the site is suitable for residential slab-on-grade construction provided that the report 
recommendations are implemented during construction.  A Traffic Impact Study was also conducted 
by Hales Engineering.  Two project accesses were assumed, which resulted in an acceptable level of 
service at intersections.  A third access was also considered on Patricia Drive.  That was eliminated 
with the redesign and the like uses across the street.  A six-foot block privacy wall is required for 
units that back Pioneer Parkway and 400 East.   
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Owner occupancy issues were discussed.  At the April 12, 2023, meeting, the City Council asked the 
applicant about a minimum number of owner-occupied multi-family townhomes.  At that time, it was 
agreed that a minimum of 50% of the townhome units would be owner-occupied.  This requirement 
would need to be added to the future CC&Rs for the project if approved.  The rezoning considerations 
were reviewed in detail on March 23, 2023.  It was determined that the applicant meets that criteria 
except for Item C.  The applicant submitted an application asking for a rezone of the property to allow 
for medium-density residential per the General Plan.  The General Plan has identified the property as 
Medium-Density Residential.  The proposed Project Plan and Rezoning Application includes small 
lot single-family homes, townhomes, open space, and amenities for residents.  The proposed use of 
the property is encouraged by the General Plan.  The layout and design of the project comply with 
the General Plan and the Medium-Density Land Use Designation. 
 
Mr. McNulty reported that notices were sent to property owners within 300 feet of the property.  The 
matter was also noticed per State Code.  Previously, emails were received and forwarded to the 
Planning Commission prior to the March 23, 2023, meeting.  A resident petition was also submitted 
at the March 23, 2023, public hearing.  The addresses on the petition were verified by City Recorder, 
Chris Shelley, and found to be accurate.  Large banners were also posted to draw attention to the site.  
A QR Code banner was also posted next to the site one week before the meeting.   
 
Staff recommended that the Planning Commission review the submitted rezoning application and 
Project Plan to determine if the application is complete.  If the application is determined to be 
complete, staff recommended that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation to the City 
Council for review and consideration of the application subject to the conditions set forth in the Staff 
Report.   
 
Reference was made to condition number 14.  Mr. Ence clarified that the 50% owner occupancy 
requirement for the townhome units will have to be enforced by the Homeowners Association 
(“HOA”). 
 
Mr. Leavitt addressed the new plan and reported that they eliminated 24 townhome units.  The area 
of concern with the City Council and the Planning Commission was density.  In response, they 
removed the townhomes near the pool area and replaced them with single-family homes.  They also 
removed five of the two-story townhomes in the center section to the north and created more open 
space there.  They eliminated 24 townhomes and added 13 single-family homes to the project.  They 
took into consideration the comments made by staff and the City Council and included them in the 
current plan.  Mr. Leavitt explained that the reason the Planned Development Residential (“PDR”) 
zoning is so important is that this is a transitional property with multi-family to the north, single-
family to the south, and single-family residential to the east.  To buffer all three areas, they need to 
have a PDR community.  They felt it was important to buffer the residences on the Heights West with 
single-family homes.   
 
Mr. Leavitt explained that being able to do the PDR zoning on this transitional property will allow 
densities to progress from nine to 10 units per acre to a lower density of three to five to the east.  For 
that reason, each area was buffered.  Their ultimate goal is to be able to sell homes to Santa Clara 
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residents.  Currently, 8,000-square-foot lots with a single-family home are selling for $800,000 to 
$900,000, which is not affordable to most.  That is another reason it does not make sense to maintain 
the property as R-1-10.  The plan also allows for various housing types ranging in size from 1,000 to 
3,500 square feet.   
 
Concerns have been expressed by the residents; however, the project is lower scale medium-density 
at 7.35 units per acre.  They are trying to accommodate the neighbors on all sides.  Parking has been 
addressed and they changed the Parking Plan as well.  A Traffic Study was conducted that supports 
their plan.  Another concern was the transient nature of the project and that there will be no sense of 
community.  Mr. Leavitt stated that they want to create a sense of community by having 82 homes 
where the residents will be invested in the community.  At least 50% of the townhomes will be owner-
occupied as well.  Concerns were also raised about property values.  Mr. Leavitt stated that homes 
that are built along Patricia Drive will have much higher sales prices than what is across the street.  
They feel that this project will increase the property values of the residents to the east and result in a 
quality townhome product.   
 
Mr. Leavitt stated that if they are asked to keep the property R-1-10, they will be forced to eliminate 
Santa Clara residents who will not be able to live there.  Affordability issues were discussed.  This 
project will cater to Santa Clara residents in the $350,000 to $650,000 range.  They plan to hire a 
professional property management company to oversee and enforce the CC&Rs.  It is important to 
them to have a project that the residents can be proud of.   
 
Chair Blake opened the public hearing.    
 
Ann Hughes gave her address as 2233 Sharon Drive.  She did not support rezoning and stated that the 
residents on all sides have expressed opposition to rezoning but the City never listens to them.  She 
wanted the project to be changed to have only single-family homes.  The neighbors have signed 
petitions and while the project is very nice, it should be developed on property that is zoned for this 
type of housing.  She suggested that the residents be allowed to vote as she and all of her neighbors 
want the area to be developed as single-family homes.   
 
Doug Wells gave his address as 3842 Nicholas Drive in Santa Clara Heights and was also opposed to 
rezoning the property.  He commented that the previous Planning Commission and City Council 
established the area as residential to create the atmosphere that Santa Clara is known for.  He saw no 
reason to change the zoning.  On three sides of the property are nice developments.  He did not support 
placing townhomes in the middle of that.  He also did not suggest that the zoning be changed on the 
basis of Mr. Leavitt’s purchase of the property since he bought with the current R-1-10 zoning and it 
should remain unchanged.  With regard to affordability, Mr. Wells stated that the homes will not be 
affordable.  He suggested they instead develop a community where those who are now in townhomes 
can move up.  He asked that the Commission not support the proposed rezone.    
 
Devin Ferguson gave his address as 3790 Nicholas Drive and stated that the General Plan does not 
require the zoning of the property to ever be changed.  He asked that it not be changed for the benefit 
of the new purchaser.  Mr. Leavitt mentioned that the valuation of the property for sale in the 
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neighborhood to the east is partially the result of interest rates increasing.  That will impact this project 
as well.  The sales price of a one-quarter acre lot is dictated by the market.  To make the homes 
affordable he could do that on his own and lower the lot price.  Mr. Ferguson stated that he has lived 
in Santa Clara since 2010 and has seen a lot of changes during that time.  He was concerned that the 
new townhomes will detract from the view from his property.  He is also fully invested in the 
community and the proposed project is not designed for families.  He commented that townhomes are 
steppingstones to another home.   
 
Michael Lee gave his address as 2312 Jacob Drive and stated that the area on the northwest side of 
the City is being converted to higher or medium-density housing.  He stated that Mr. Leavitt was 
correct in that his project is being grouped in with other projects that are being developed in the area.  
Residents have watched as every piece of vacant property has been turned into vacation rentals, 
townhomes, or apartments.  He did not fault Mr. Leavitt for wanting to make a profit but the current 
zoning was in effect when he purchased the property.  When Mr. Leavitt appeared before the City 
Council last month his proposal was tabled.  Council Member Shakespeare specifically stated that the 
project was too dense and that the number of units should be substantially reduced before bringing it 
back to the Council.  The new proposal has reduced the total number of units from 144 to 133, which 
is only an 8% reduction.  The issue was fitting 133 units into a small space.  In the previous meeting, 
comments were made about providing more affordable housing in Santa Clara.  The problem is that 
the City does not dictate the housing market.  The cheapest units at the Desert Village Townhomes 
are renting for $2,199 per month for a 1,500-square-foot unit.  Prices will vary based on the housing 
market.  Other similar projects in the area have done nothing to make housing more affordable.  Mr. 
Lee stated that when his family purchased property on Jacob Drive, they did so because of what Santa 
Clara was and not what it would become.  He grew up in Santa Clara and these types of projects are 
rapidly turning this corner of the City into a place that runs counter to what they are trying to protect.  
He urged the Commission to not change the zoning.   
 
Art Panson gave his address as 3866 Nicholas Drive and stated that they have failed to talk about 
50% ownership.  What happens with the other 50% is what should be discussed.  They are in it just 
for the money and attempts to provide affordable housing go away.  He carefully researched what is 
happening in his neighborhood and found that this area is predominantly single-family housing.  He 
stated that the Washington County School District has no plans to develop its property in the near 
future so he bought his home.  He now feels betrayed.  He reiterated that the developer purchased this 
property knowing that it was zoned single family.  As a result, Mr. Leavitt should live with what he 
bought.   
 
Fred Fagergren gave his address as 2324 Bryson Circle and has lived there since 2002.  Generally, 
he does not agree with everything Warren Wright writes in The Spectrum but his recent article about 
growth was applicable to this discussion.  Mr. Wright was quoted as saying that the most critical issue 
in limiting the influx of people who are drawn to the local lifestyle is overburdening the land.  Mr. 
Fagergren’s perception was that overburdening the land means to developers that they should get the 
most money possible for every acre.  Mr. Fagergren believed that the purpose should be to get the 
best and wisest use for each acre.  He objected to the proposed rezoning.  Mr. Leavitt mentioned in 
previous meetings the need for a transition from the townhouses to the north.  Most people know that 
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the best transition point is a road, which naturally occurs in every community.  Mr. Fagergren’s 
opinion was that the highest and best use of the property would be for it to remain as currently zoned.  
He suggested that Nicholas Drive be continued across the property to 400 East to provide additional 
access.  The properties between Pioneer Parkway and Tuscany Drive should also remain as single-
family homes. 
 
David Pond gave his address as 2322 Joshua Circle.  At the April 12, 2023, City Council Meeting, 
the feedback from a few members of the City Council was that they wanted to see significant changes 
including a reduction in the number of units as well as owner-occupancy before they would approve 
the application.  Mr. Pond pointed out that regardless of the increase in single-family units and the 
reduction in multi-family units, an overall reduction from 144 to 133 units does not represent a 
significant reduction.  One of the Council Members commented that a significant reduction would be 
to 92 to 98 units, which would be appropriate for this property.  Other Council Members stated that 
they would like to see a design similar to Village on the Heights.  Mr. Leavitt stated multiple times 
in various meetings that the residents of the Heights do not want any development.  That is a myth.  
They are not opposed to the development of single-family homes.  This is the last significant parcel 
on the northwest side of Santa Clara.  This area has been inundated with three townhome and 
apartment complexes.  There are also three short-term vacation rentals in the area.  The greater need 
is for single-family homes in this area of the City and not more multi-family units.  Mr. Pond 
addressed the owner occupancy of the units and stated that there is nothing the City can do to enforce 
that.  Multi-family units bring investors.  Affordable housing is a relative term.  What is affordable 
for some is out of reach to others.  Rents for the townhome and apartment communities are $2,000 or 
more.  Single-family homes are more likely to be owner-occupied and bring people who are vested 
in the community.  
 
Joshua Jackson gave his address as 3892 Nicholas Drive.  He commented on parking trailers, trucks, 
and boats.  Outside of any higher-density project, the nearby streets become a parking lot for those 
items.  The project still adds 140% growth to the current density and will take away much of the 
available on-street parking.  With regard to the 50% owner occupancy requirement, whatever is 
approved must be enforceable.  Mr. Jackson referred to the General Plan, which addresses the granting 
of higher densities.  A density of five units per acre can be achieved in medium-density residential 
land use by mixing single-family homes, duplexes, and townhomes.   
 
Ann Evans gave her address as 3772 Nicholas Drive.  In the area from North Town Road to Tuscany 
Drive, there are 233 units of housing in three projects.  The developer has stated that they conducted 
a traffic study.  She questioned how that could have been when two projects were not developed yet, 
and they do not know what the full impact will be.  The result will be 500 more people and cars.  She 
understands that Mr. Leavitt is trying to make a profit but if he cannot make a profit from single-
family dwellings he should sell the property back to the City for a cemetery.  She referenced a quote 
by Chair Blake when running for City Council in 2019 that Santa Clara needs to be protected to 
maintain its small-town feel, its walkability, and cyclability.  Ms. Evans urged the Commission to 
deny the request.   
 



Santa Clara City Planning Commission Meeting – 05/25/23 10 

Patricia Bouman gave her address as 2304 Patricia Drive and questioned the need for townhomes to 
transition to the townhomes they already have.  She suggested that the property be developed as 
single-family homes.  She appreciates that the plan does not include a road onto Patricia Drive and 
stated that the traffic is already fast and heavy.   
 
Paul Styka gave his address as 3895 Sweetwater Drive and had a problem with having less than two-
thirds or 75% absentee owners.  He and his wife moved to Santa Clara from another state where 
witnessed firsthand what happens when investors rent their property indiscriminately.  He considered 
that to be a huge mistake.  He also echoed the previous comments that since the property was zoned 
a certain way it should not now be changed.  He urged the Commission to deny the request. 
 
Garrett Mair gave his address as 2273 Julie Drive and asked what will happen if the property is 
rezoned and Mr. Leavitt sells it.  It was reported that a new owner would have to follow the project 
plan that is approved for the property.   
 
James Thayn gave his address as 389 East 1100 South in Ivins and stated that the road has become 
very busy and busier than it was designed originally.  To add more density was of concern.   
 
Jim Reynolds gave his address as 348 East Desert Rose Way in Ivins to the west of the development.  
He has served on a planning commission and recognizes the issues they are dealing with.  He was 
also a professional civil engineer for over 35 years.  He stated that it is not appropriate to make a zone 
change in a vacuum.  The plan shows single-family dwellings to protect the residents of Santa Clara 
but nothing along 400 East to protect the single-family units in the City of Ivins.  They have also only 
heard anecdotal evidence of the need for additional multi-dwelling units in the area.  There are a 
number of developments that surround this one where high-density housing is going in.  Mr. Reynolds 
commented that the intersection of Pioneer Parkway and US Hwy 91 is already extremely difficult.  
With the expansion of Old Hwy 91, more traffic will occur there.  Unfortunately, new construction 
does nothing to relieve any of the congestion or dangers associated with that intersection.  All of the 
traffic from the proposed development will impact that intersection and make it worse.  This is not 
transitional development but is spot zoning.  Single-family dwellings border the subject property on 
three sides of the property and it is inappropriate to allow spot zoning in this case.  Mr. Reynolds 
urged the Commission to deny the request.   
 
Ann Pritt gave her address as 3918 Madison Avenue and stated that she has watched with interest the 
development of the townhomes to the north of Harmons.  She has watched rents increase over time 
and people will rent for what the market will bear.  It is a myth that townhomes provide affordable 
housing.   
 
Stan Spray gave his address as 1107 South 375 East in Ivins and stated that 400 East cannot handle 
the traffic that is proposed to come online from this development and others.  Motorists travel at high 
rates of speed in that area.  He lives on a hill and has a beautiful view that he is concerned will be 
eliminated.  He suggested that the project remain as single-family.   
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Chris Reynolds gave her address as 348 East Desert Rose Way in Ivins.  She stated that property 
values will change.  Their family experienced something similar 30 years ago in Layton where 35 
homes were built behind theirs.  Their property value declined 30% in one day.  The same will happen 
here.  She urged the Commission to not rezone the property.   
 
There were no further public comments.  The public hearing was closed.   
 

iii. Consider a Proposed Code Amendment to the Santa Clara Zoning 
Ordinance, Section 17.18, Amendments to Land Use Ordinance, Zoning 
Map, and General Plan.  This includes General Clean-Up and Updating 
of the Ordinance.  Santa Clara City, Applicant.  

 
Mr. McNulty presented the Staff Report and stated that the matter was discussed during a Work 
Meeting on April 13, 2023.  There have also been discussions with the City Council on the matter.  
What is proposed is a text amendment to the Development Code to add Section 17.18100 for General 
Plan Amendments.  The majority of the amendment is to clean up the language.  The proposed 
wording is as follows: 
 

a. The General Plan may be amended from time to time by the City Council.  
General Plan Amendments will be considered on a quarterly basis by the City.  
All proposed amendments shall be submitted first to the Planning Commission 
for consideration at a public hearing.  The City Council shall consider the 
recommendation at a public hearing and make a final determination to adopt, 
modify, or deny the proposed amendment.   
 

b. For a General Plan Amendment which includes a rezoning of property in a 
required project plan to a Planned Development (“PD”) Zone, the General Plan 
Amendment may include a condition that the rezoning application on which 
the General Plan Amendment is based must be approved within a certain 
timeline or the property reverts to the General Plan prior to approval of the 
amendment. 

 
Mr. McNulty stated that the city has seen a significant increase in General Plan Amendment and 
rezoning applications.  It is not uncommon to review them quarterly.  All state statute requirements 
have been met for a Code amendment.  Staff recommended that the Planning Commission hold a 
public hearing and consider forwarding a recommendation of approval for the Code Amendment to 
the City Council.   
 
Mr. Ence explained that the policy is that when an application is received for a General Plan and Zone 
change, they are now scheduling them so that the General Plan approval goes through first.  Because 
they are two separate decisions, it seems to be helpful for applicants and the City to do them 
separately.  In the past, they have gone through at the same time.   
 
Chair Blake opened the public hearing.   



Santa Clara City Planning Commission Meeting – 05/25/23 12 

 
Devin Ferguson gave his address as 3790 Nicholas Drive and asked about the timeline that there has 
to be a response by.  He suggested that the time period be shortened to not conflict with snowbirds 
and others who may not be able to be present.  Mr. McNulty commented that tonight’s meeting as 
well as the meeting in March, were both well attended.  Mr. Ferguson was aware of some who could 
have made impactful statements were unable to attend tonight.  Mr. McNulty stated that emails were 
also received and forwarded to the Commission for consideration.  Mr. Ferguson accused Mr. 
McNulty of selling the previous project to the Planning Commission rather than supporting the 
residents.  Messrs. McNulty and Ence took issue with that comment and Mr. Ence stated that Mr. 
McNulty presents projects in a fair manner.  Mr. Ferguson stated that it always benefits the developer.  
Chair Blake stated that if a General Plan Amendment is approved and nothing is done for a certain 
time period, the zoning would revert back.  State Code sets the requirements for noticing and other 
issues.   
 
Mr. McNulty stated that if a property rezone request is denied, an applicant has to wait 12 months to 
reapply.  He thought it would be feasible to specify 12 months in this case as well.  He stated that a 
preliminary plat approval like the one that was presented for Black Desert tonight, is good for two 
years.  In this case, he felt that one year was adequate.   
 
There were no further public comments.  The public hearing was closed.   
 
5. General Business 

 
A. Recommendation to City Council 

 
i. Recommendation to the City Council to Consider a Proposed PDR Zone 

Amendment and Preliminary Subdivision Plat for the Proposed South 
Village @ Black Desert Subdivision (Parcel #SC-6-2-9-150, described as 
43.77 acres).  The Subject Property is part of the Black Desert Planned 
Community which Includes a 19-Hole Golf Course.  The Preliminary Plat 
includes 40 Single-Family Lots Ranging in Size from 0.50 acres to 1.67 
acres.  Patrick Manning, Applicant.  

 
Mr. Manning reported that Santa Clara City also needed a water line looped to where it connects to 
Entrada.  They were using the road to also deliver the water line.  In terms of the golf course being 
moved, Tom Weiskopf designed the course and felt they needed to move it.  It will be up higher and 
they want to set it down in the natural ravine that is in now.    
 
Commissioner Whitehead stated as it goes through the process of the Planning Commission and the 
City Council and the plat is approved, it comes back later and makes it difficult for the Commission 
if a plat is developed that is different from what was originally approved.  Mr. Ence explained that 
the original approval that was given for the golf course's use was very general.  There have been no 
plats approved or submitted to the City prior to this one.  This is the first one for this part of the Black 
Desert Project and the first opportunity for the City to comment on and consider the proposed layout 
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of the lots since there has not been a previous submission that included the detail of where the lots 
were to be located.  Procedural issues were discussed.  Mr. Ence explained that the golf course use 
was approved along with the original Development Agreement, which did not include the approval 
of any plats or indicate where lots could be subdivided.  For that reason, they were going through this 
process now.  The intent was for there to be flexibility where the bubbles are shown.  
 
Mr. Ence reported that they always had the knowledge and understanding that the plats would come 
along at the appropriate time and the City would have the opportunity to weigh in as part of the regular 
process of plat review and approval.  He explained that there has been a lot of discussion at staff level 
about the location of lots and what portions of the lava ought to be preserved.  There were also 
questions regarding the view shed and specific features in the lava. There have been extensive 
discussions at the staff level with the developer, and what is before the Commission is what the 
developer decided to submit as a result of those discussions.  While it is not necessarily endorsed by 
staff, they have considered staff feedback.  
 
Commissioner Whitehead recalled when the matter was first presented as part of Area 6.  They walked 
the area and discussed preserving the lava along the walking trail.  He commented that Lots 37 and 
38 are close to the trail.  Council Member Mathis was on the Planning Commission at the time, and 
it is an issue she has been concerned about.  That was one of the reasons the Work Meeting was held 
with the City Council.  The intent was to refresh their memories on what is proposed.  They were 
continuing that process.  It will be a long process because there will be multiple phases within Black 
Desert.   
 
The Commission was asked to look at the approval of the subdivision in the configuration proposed 
by the developer, which would change the boundary of Area 6.  The developer has articulated reasons 
why they think that is appropriate.  Mr. Ence commented that staff was generally comfortable that 
what is proposed is consistent with the spirit of what the developer and the City have been working 
through.  That does not take away from the Commission’s responsibility to make a recommendation 
to the City Council and question the developer about the decisions that have been made to this point.  
He commented that the City has been open to an adjustment of the Area 6 boundary because they 
recognize the need for the second access road, which exits on the southeast boundary of the project 
and will be part of the plat.  That is important for access and utility connections.  Staff expressed 
support for whatever is approved with the assurance that there is a second access at that point, which 
will impact Area 6.  Other options have been discussed as well such as providing a second access to 
Pioneer Parkway that will have an even bigger impact on Area 6.  This will require changes to the 
trail and have a greater impact on view sheds.  Mr. Ence explained that the developer and staff are 
addressing numerous considerations, which can be considered as a recommendation is made to the 
City Council.  
 
Commissioner Call was concerned about Lots 37 and 38 and their proximity to the existing trail.  
Chair Blake commented that he rode the trail a few weeks ago and near the arboretum, it is in the 
backyards of several homes.  He was not concerned about that with the space provided with the 
proposed homes, however.  With regard to the second access, he felt that the location proposed was 
the only option.   
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Mr. Bates reported that during the site visit with the City Council, they looked at the space thoroughly.  
The two lots were removed originally because there was a lava source that they did not want to 
encroach onto.  Lot 38 was significantly lower than the area to the west.  Lot 37 is tucked in behind 
the trail as well.  The area adjacent to the trail that had an impact on the view was the current open 
space.  One option was to take a portion of Lot 28 and make it undevelopable.  Ultimately, the decision 
was made to remove two lots.   
 
The golf course fly zone identified in Lot 37 was identified as an area that could potentially have 
errant golf balls.  It is a noticing requirement so that potential purchasers of the property are aware 
that that is a hazard.  The gap between the road and Entrada running north-south was estimated at 20 
feet.  No retaining walls were proposed there to minimize the grading adjacent to those lots, which 
are set lower.  The intent was to optimize the design.   
 
Chair Blake asked if 50-foot roads are needed or if they could be reduced to 45 feet.  Commissioner 
Blake was in favor of a 45’ public road to reduce the disturbance of lava areas in the project.  Mr. 
McNulty stated that the Public Works Director has been very specific about the 50-foot road based 
on the newly adopted Construction Design Standards.  Staff spent months amending the Construction 
Design Standards and there were reasons behind the 50-foot road versus 45 feet.  The matter may 
warrant further discussion. 
 
Commissioner Whitehead asked how property values will be impacted if the southernmost property 
line on Lots 37 and 38 is reduced by 50 feet to get it further from the walking trail.  Mr. Manning 
stated that the setback there is already 20 feet.  They could ensure that there is a minimum 30-foot 
setback off of the property line to provide distance between the trail and the property.  The lot sits 
eight feet below the trail.  He struggled with developing one-acre lots that are low-profile while there 
are homes along the majority of the trail.  He wants to be sensitive but would not want to push the 
property line.   
 
Mr. Ence stated that it is worthwhile to understand that the way the lots are to be developed is similar 
to the Entrada or Kayenta style where the disturbance on the lot itself will be kept to a minimum.  The 
developer and their covenants will control how that disturbance takes place.  The lots will largely 
remain undisturbed, which changes the perspective.  There will not be a wall on the perimeter and the 
property lines will effectively be invisible.  What will largely be seen is lava almost up to a low 
elevation home and very little disturbance otherwise.  He noted that that is the intent of the style of 
development.  Mr. McNulty referenced item number four in the Staff Report regarding preservation 
of lava and minimal disturbance.  He stated that the developer is involved in the location and 
disturbance of each individual lot and citing the potential future homes.   
 
Chair Blake commented that that needs to occur in terms of providing emergency access to the 
remainder of the units.  It seemed that the developer had identified areas with the most interest.  He 
agreed that there are already several homes along the trail and he felt that the golf course added to the 
interest.  He was not opposed to reducing Area 6.  He liked the idea of reducing the road sizes as the 
Code is flexible.   
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Commissioner Whitehead wanted to avoid overriding the Code.  Mr. McNulty clarified that the Code 
allows for small streets in Planned Development Residential (“PDR”).  There is a 50-foot standard 
cross section and 45 feet for a PDR, which typically has smaller lots.  In this case, the lots a very large 
in size.  There is also a 55-foot cross-section if the desire is to do park strips and sidewalks.  A PUD 
allows a public road at 45 feet, however, in this case, that has not been recommended by the Public 
Works Director.   
 
Commissioner Whitehead moved to recommend APPROVAL of the PDR Zone Amendment 
and Preliminary Plat Approval for the South Village @ Black Desert Subdivision to the City 
Council subject to the following: 
 
Conditions: 
 

1. That the applicant be required to comply with the recommendations from all City 
reviewing departments.  
 

2. That the applicant be required to install public street improvements which meet 
city standards.  This includes Red Mountain Drive and Road “E” (66’ cross-
section), along with Road “C”, as well as all interior public streets within the 
subdivision (50’ cross-section).  Additionally, all cul-de-sacs within the 
subdivision are required to have a 50’ radius (100’ diameter). 

 
3. That the building setbacks for this subdivision meet the requirements of Chapter 

17.68, Planned Development Residential, PDR Zone.  That the building height 
for all homes in this subdivision be limited to 28’ as proposed by the developer. 
 

4. That Lot 7 be approved as a flag lot.  That Lots 21, 22, and 23 be required to have 
a 25’ rear yard setback because they are double-fronted lots. 

 
5. That each home in the subdivision be designed to maximize views and limit 

disturbance allowing for the preservation of lava areas. 
 

6. That the “Golf Course Fly Zone” note be required on the plat with associated 
language being required in the CC&Rs. 

 
7. That a 10’ multi-purpose trail be required north of Tuacahn Wash and adjacent 

to Red Mountain Drive (east side), and Road “E” (north side). 
 
8. That the two (2) open space areas be maintained by the HOA.  This includes Area 

#1 (1.16 acres), and Area #2 (1.04 acres). 
 
9. That a decision by the City Council which includes an amendment to the 

Development Agreement regarding Area #6 be decided on prior to, or 
concurrently with Final Plat approval. 
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10. That the applicant is required to fire sprinkle all residential structures within the 
project with an IRC NFPA 13D sprinkler system.  That emergency access be 
available from the southeast edge of the project adjacent to Entrada.  That the 
applicant provides a key or Opticom override system control to the Fire 
Department. 

 
11. That all landscaping (Individual lots and HOA-maintained open space areas) be 

required to comply with City Ordinance #2022-05 (Water Efficiency & 
Conservation). 

 
12. That the applicant provides a will-serve letter or other verified documentation 

from the WCWCD prior to final plat recordation.  
 
13. That a secondary water system is required for all outdoor water use.  
 
14. That a copy of the CC&Rs for the project be submitted to the city for review and 

approval at Final Plat submittal. 
 
15. That the applicant provides a dust control plan prior to final plat recordation. 
 
16. There shall be discussion with the Public Works Director regarding reducing the 

width of the street from 50 feet to 45 feet.   
 

Commissioner Harris seconded the motion.  The motion passed with the unanimous consent of 
the Commission. 
 

ii. Recommendation to the City Council to Consider a Proposed Rezoning of 
Property at 400 East/Patricia Drive and Pioneer Parkway (Parcels #SC-
SB-90-A-2, and #SC-SB-90-A-4-B, described as 18.09 acres).  The 
Applicant, Clayton Leavitt, is Proposing to Rezone the Property from the 
R-1-10 Single-Family Residential Zone to the Planned Development 
Residential, PDR Zone to Allow for a Proposed Residential Project that 
will include Single-Family Homes, Multi-Family Townhomes, and 
Amenities. 

 
Mr. Leavitt commented that the R-1-10 zone is a holding zone in Santa Clara.  The General Plan 
states that there is a need to buffer single-family homes in the form of townhomes along Tuscany 
Drive.  The importance of density transitions between neighborhoods is also stressed in the General 
Plan.  This plan accomplishes that.  When they purchased the property they knew there was higher 
density to the north and single-family to the east.  They accommodated all of the residents in their 
plan.  With regard to boat and RV parking, they will not be allowed in the community.  If so, they 
would need to be screened behind a fence.  He did not expect them to be an issue with regard to 
parking.   
 
Mr. Leavitt stated that they have to be realistic with regard to what is affordable.  Currently, the 
federal government has raised interest rates but when they come down again it will still be difficult 



Santa Clara City Planning Commission Meeting – 05/25/23 17 

to afford a $650,000+ home in Santa Clara.  For that reason, three-quarters of the land within the 
project is devoted to single-family.  
 
Chair Blake asked about the detached single-family homes.  Mr. Leavitt stated that they will typically 
be two stories with 1,750 to 1,850 square feet.  The price point will be affordable.  There will be five 
or six different elevations for single-family homes.  The traffic study that was conducted has taken 
the width of 400 East into account.  It was classified as a collector by the City.  A privacy wall will 
be provided.  Mr. Leavitt stated that he spoke to residents in Ivins who preferred one-story homes in 
that area.  The intent was to protect the view corridor.   
 
Boat and RV parking issues were observed in Tuscany.  There was concern about residents of 
Mr. Leavitt’s project migrating elsewhere.  He drove through Village on the Heights and Heights 
West and observed trailers and cars parked on the public street.  They want to encourage no parking 
on public streets, and it will be enforced in the CC&Rs.   
 
Commissioner Call stated that as mentioned at the last meeting, he generally opposes zone changes 
where the neighbors are opposed.  There are good reasons for that.  He stated that there was an empty 
lot across from his home that was zoned R-1-10 that was vacant for about 10 years.  He often 
wondered what would happen if it were converted to a convenience store.  He did not consider that 
to be appropriate.  He recognized that owner-occupancy will be limited to 50% in the townhome units 
but not on any of the other unit types, which could be 100% rentals.  He also addressed the 
affordability issue and recognized that there has been a lot of growth in the City since he has lived 
here and he had not seen prices get more affordable.  He did not consider the median cost of the units 
at $400,000 to be affordable.  His opinion was that what is proposed is too dense.  He did not consider 
the 8% reduction proposed by the developer to be significant.  He saw no compelling reason to change 
the zoning.   
 
Commissioner Whitehead listened to the audio from the City Council Meeting and studied the issue 
in detail.  He is usually opposed to zone changes unless there is neighborhood support.  He read a 
report that changed his opinion and stated that it is not his responsibility to decide about what is best 
for the residents.  That is the job of the City Council.  The Planning Commission’s duty is to make 
sure that the application is complete and complies with the General Plan and forward a 
recommendation to the City Council.  He felt that an 8% density may not be substantial but the 16% 
increase in single-family lots is significant.  There are also 14% fewer townhomes.  Overall it is a 
28% change to go from townhomes to single-family lots.  There was discussion of zoning the property 
R-1-6, which still allows a density of up to seven units per acre.  The General Plan addresses density 
transitions, which are intended to ensure that the new development is compatible with existing 
neighborhoods.  Gradual transitions between different densities should occur.  Commissioner 
Whitehead felt that Mr. Leavitt had paid attention to what staff and the City Council have 
recommended and has adhered to the goals of the General Plan.   
 
Commissioner Harris was in favor of the project last time and continued to support it.  The General 
Plan calls for medium-density and their request complies with that.   
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Chair Blake reported that the subject property was annexed into the City in 1982 and agreed with 
Commissioner Call that there needs to be a slow increase in intensity.  He did not consider what is 
proposed to be dramatically different from what surrounds the property.  The City Council at their 
last meeting was more worried about the attached units, which was why they wanted the 50% owner 
occupancy stipulation.  He did not see much of a difference between what is being requested and what 
currently exists in the community.  The roads in the area have all been sized based on the General 
Plan to handle increased traffic.  Traffic studies plan for the future.  He felt there was a need for this 
type of housing.  He remarked that affordability is relative.  Chair Blake stressed the importance of 
providing places for our children to live.  He noted that growth in the state has exceeded the 
availability of housing.  The proposed units will be less expensive than a home in the R-1-10 zone.   
 
Chair Blake liked the project because it has single-family homes that will be buffered by substantial 
roads.  There is also a transition to other communities and it meets a need.  He also liked that the 
developer has added pedestrian connectivity and that there are narrow streets that are safer and 
provide for walkability with the sidewalks.  There is also a trail that will provide walkability. 
 
Mr. Ence stated that the decision is legislative and one for which the City Council has broad discretion 
because it has to do with the direction of development in the City.  It pertains to the concerns and 
considerations of the residents and property owners.  The role of the Planning Commission is to make 
a recommendation and record of what was said for the benefit of the City Council who will make the 
final decision.  The Planning Commission’s recommendation is not binding.   
 
Chair Whitehead moved that the Planning Commission recommend APPROVAL to the City 
Council to consider a proposed rezoning of property at 400 East/Patricia Drive and Pioneer 
Parkway (Parcels #SC-SB-90-A-2, and #SC-SB-90-A-4-B, described as 18.09 acres) to rezone 
the property from the R-1-10 Single-Family Residential Zone to the Planned Development 
Residential (“PDR”) Zone to allow for a proposed residential project that will include Single-
Family Homes, Multi-Family Townhomes, and Amenities subject to the following: 
 
Conditions: 
 

1. That the applicant be required to go through the PD Subdivision Review process 
for each project phase (overall preliminary & final plats). 
 

2. That a total of one hundred thirty-three (133) units on 18.09 acres be allowed as 
per the Project Plan.  This equates to a density of 7.35 units/acre. 

 
3. That a Project Phasing Plan be required for the overall project.  That this plan 

be reviewed for compliance with each project phase.  
 
4. That the building design/materials/height/setbacks comply with the Project Plan 

as presented by the applicant.  That substantial changes to these items require an 
amendment to the Project Plan. 
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5. That at least 30% of the project area be in common open space.  The Project Plan 
includes approximately 34.83% (6.30 acres) of open space. 

 
6. That the project amenities be provided and put in place as per the Project Plan 

and Phasing Plan. 
 
7. That the required public trail (2018 Trails Master Plan) be put in place as per the 

Project Plan. 
 
8. That the applicant be required to comply with City Ordinance #2022-05, Water 

Efficient Landscaping & Conservation Standards.  Also, secondary water 
connections are required for outdoor water use 

 
9. That a 45’ public road cross-section be allowed for this PD project rather than a 

50’ cross-section.  That a 26’ private driveway be allowed to access Lots 38 – 39, 
and 59 – 60 only.  That future improvements to Patricia Drive, Pioneer Parkway, 
and 400 East be determined during the PD Subdivision review process. 

 
10. That 203 parking spaces for the 51 multi-family units be provided along with 20 

surface parking spaces adjacent to the amenity areas as per the Project Plan. 
 
11. That the Geotech Report for the project be implemented during construction. 
 
12. That the Traffic Impact Study, TIS for the project be implemented except for a 

third access to Patricia Drive 
 
13. That a 6’ solid block privacy wall be required along Pioneer Parkway and 400 

East. 
 
14. That a minimum of 50% of the multi-family townhome units be owner-occupied. 
 
15. That the proposed property Rezoning complies with Chapter 17.18.090 items, 

(except item c below): 
 

a. The proposed use is suitable in view of the zoning and development of 
adjacent and nearby property; 
 

b. The proposed use will not adversely affect the existing use or suitability of 
adjacent or nearby property; 

 
c. There are no substantial reasons why the property cannot or should not 

be used as currently zoned; 
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i. The applicant intends to do a PD Subdivision with both single-
family and multi-family townhomes as per the MDR land use 
designation of the General Plan. 

 
d. The proposed use will not cause an excessive or burdensome use of public 

facilities or services, including, but not limited to streets, schools, water or 
sewer utilities, and police or fire protection; 
 

e. The proposed use is compatible with the purpose and intent of the General 
Plan; 

 
f. The proposed use is consistent with the purpose and intent of the proposed 

zoning district;  
 

g. The proposed use is not supported by new or changing conditions 
anticipated by the General Plan; 

 
h. The proposed use does reflect a reasonable balance between the 

promotion of the public health, safety, morality, or general welfare and 
the right to the unrestricted use of property. 

 
Findings: 
 

1. That the Rezoning is complaint with the Santa Clara City General Plan, Section 
3.4.1, Residential Land Uses (Medium Density Residential, MDR). 
 

2. That the MDR Land Use Designation allows for townhomes, multi-unit buildings, 
and small single-family structures on small lots. 

 
3. That other properties in the immediate vicinity (north and south) of the site are 

zoned Planned Development Residential (“PDR”). 
 

Commissioner Harris seconded the motion.  Vote on motion:   Commissioner Call-Nay, Chair 
Blake-Aye, Commissioner Harris-Aye, Commissioner Whitehead-Aye.  The motion passed 3-
to-1.   
 
Mr. Ence expressed gratitude to the public for the comments offered.  He appreciated the feedback 
and input.  It is welcome and becomes part of the record.   
 

iii. Recommendations to the City Council to Consider a Proposed Code 
Amendment to the Santa Clara Zoning Ordinance, Section 17.18, 
Amendments to Land Use Ordinance, Zoning Map, and General Plan. 
This Includes General Clean-Up and Updating of the Ordinance.  Santa 
Clara City, Applicant.  
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Timing issues were discussed.  It was noted that once word gets out applicants will be prepared to 
submit amendments quarterly.  Mr. Ence stated that it also signals that a General Plan change is a 
significant issue.  In the past it has been treated as part of the process of a zone change, however, it is 
not the same.   
 
Commissioner Call moved that the Planning Commission recommend APPROVAL to the City 
Council of the proposed Code Amendment to the Santa Clara Zoning Ordinance, Section 17.18, 
amendments to the Land Use Ordinance, Zoning Map, and General Plan and that the timeline 
be set as one year.  The motion was seconded by Commissioner Harris.  The motion passed with 
the unanimous consent of the Commission.     
 
The Commission discussed the potential for being awarded a grant to help cover the cost of revising 
the General Plan.  Mr. McNulty stated that he would need to inquire with the City Manager.  
Mr. McNulty commented that they have spent a lot of time trying to work with Utah Tech through 
the City Alliance who would like to help the City revise the General Plan but they do not have the 
needed expertise.  Usually, a consultant is hired to lead a General Plan update.  Mr. McNulty proposed 
that it be a 50/50 effort where he would do half of the work in-house with the help and guidance of a 
professional consultant in the future.  
 
Mr. Ence pointed out that once the City is built out, redevelopment will not be precluded.   
 
6. Discussion Items 
 

A. None. 
 
7. Approval of Minutes  

 
A. Request Approval of the Regular Meeting Minutes – April 27, 2023. 

 
Commissioner Whitehead moved to APPROVE the minutes of the April 27, 2023, Santa Clara 
Planning Commission Regular Meeting.  Commissioner Call seconded the motion.  The motion 
passed with the unanimous consent of the Commission. 
 
8. Adjournment 
 
The Planning Commission Meeting adjourned at 8:16 p.m. 
 
 
 
__________________________________ 
Jim McNulty 
Planning Manager 
 
Approved:        



 
 

Mayor 

Rick Rosenberg 

 
City Manager 

Brock Jacobsen 
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Meeting Date: June 21, 2023 Agenda Item: 5 
 
 

Applicant: Santa Clara 
City 

Requested by:        Jim McNulty

Subject: Chapter 17.18, General Plan Amendments

Description: 
City staff and legal counsel have been working on an update to Chapter 17.18, General Plan Amendments.  
This includes the addition of new language for General Plan Amendments as well as general clean-up to this 
section of code.  A staff memo with the draft amendment has been included in the Council packet. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Recommendation:  

Cost: N/A 

Legal Approval: Yes 

Finance Approval: N/A 

Budget Approval: N/A 

Attachments:   Yes
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TO:  Santa Clara City Council 

FROM: Jim McNulty, Planning Manager 

DATE:  June 21, 2023 

RE: Chapter 17.18, General Plan Amendments 

City staff and legal counsel have been working on an update to Chapter 17.18, 
Amendments to the Land Use Ordinance, Zoning Map, and General Plan.  A draft copy 
is attached for your review.  The draft ordinance updates for Chapter 17.18, include the 
following: 

• Section 17.18.100, General Plan Amendments 
• General Clean-Up and Updating 

On May 25, 2023, the Planning Commission held a public hearing and forwarded a 
recommendation of approval to the City Council.  Staff had an opportunity to 
discuss this item recently with the City Council during a Council work meeting.  
Additionally, this item was discussed with the Planning Commission on April 13, 2023.  
The City Council and Planning Commission were in favor of proceeding with this item. 

State Code Requirements: 

Utah State Code, Section 10-9a-205 includes requirements for land use ordinance 
amendments. To amend an ordinance, a city Planning Commission must hold at least 
one public hearing. Additionally, a public hearing to consider an ordinance amendment 
requires a 10-day notice which requires the date, time, and place of the public hearing. 
City Staff has determined that all State Code requirements have been met with this 
application. 

Recommendation: 

City Staff recommends that the City Council approve the proposed Code Amendment to 
Chapter 17.18, Amendments to the Land Use Ordinance, Zoning Map, and General 
Plan) to the City Council. 

 



CHAPTER 17.18 
AMENDMENTS TO LAND USE ORDINANCE, AND ZONING MAP AND GENERAL PLAN 

SECTION: 

17.18.010: Purpose Andand Intent 

17.18.020: Applicability 

17.18.030: Initiation Ofof Amendment 

17.18.040: Application Submittal Requirements 

17.18.050: Review Ofof Application 

17.18.060: Amendment Toto Application 

17.18.070: Withdrawal Ofof Application 

17.18.080: Public Notice Andand Public Hearings 

17.18.090: Standards Ofof Review Byby Land Use Authority Andand City Council 

17.18.100: General Plan Amendments 

 

17.18.010: PURPOSE AND INTENT: 

The purpose of this chapter is to provide clear and consistent procedures and 
requirements for amendments to the land use ordinance and the zoning map. (Ord. 2007-
18 § 1) 

 

17.18.020: APPLICABILITY: 

The provisions of this chapter apply to any and allall amendments to the land use 
ordinance and zoning map of the city of Santa Clara, Utah, subsequent to the date of 
adoption hereof. (Ord. 2007-18 § 1) 

 

17.18.030: INITIATION OF AMENDMENT: 

Either a zoning map or text amendment may be proposed by motion of the city council or 
land use authority. In the case of a zoning map amendment an application may be filed by a 
person who owns or has a legal interest in property, orproperty or is a duly authorized 
agent of the owner. In all events, the application must exhibit the consent of those with a 
legal ownership interest in the property under consideration. In the case of a land use 
ordinance amendment, a landowner may file a petition for a motion of the city council to 
amend the ordinance text to be acted upon by the city council. The council shall either 



adopt such motion, initiating the text amendment requested, or deny such petition, in 
which event the request shall not proceed to hearinga hearing before the land use 
authority. (Ord. 2007-18 § 1) 

 

17.18.040: APPLICATION SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS: 

Applications for amendments to the land use ordinance or zoning map must provide the 
following information: 

   A.   Ordinance Amendments: 

      1.   Amendments to the land use ordinance must provide a completed application for an 
ordinance amendment. The application requests that the application be able to 
satisfactorily answer the following questions: 

         a.   How has/have the current land use ordinance section(s) that is/are the subject of 
this application become outdated or no longer in the best interest of Santa Clara City? 

         b.   How does the proposed land use ordinance change better serve Santa Clara City in 
promoting and protecting the health, safety, morals, convenience, order, prosperity, or 
general welfare of the city and its citizens? 

         c.   How does the proposed ordinance change fit with the goals, objectives, and policies 
of Santa Clara City's general plan? 

      2.   In addition, the following information must be provided along with the completed 
application: 

         a.   Letter Of Intent: A letter of intent giving the details of the proposed ordinance 
change which should include, at a minimum, the following information: 

            (1)   The purpose of the proposed ordinance change. 

            (2)   How the ordinance change may affect other ordinance sections. 

         b.   Impact Of Land Use Ordinance Change Description: A narrative explaining the 
benefit to the city anticipated from the ordinance change, including expected impact on 
public services, as well as the amount of city land that is expected to be affected by the 
proposed change. 

         c.   Filing Fee: Filing fee as established by city resolution. 

         d.   Signature: The application must be signed by the applicant and duly notarized. It 
shall be submitted in accordance with a schedule as provided in the application packet. 

   B.   Map Amendments: 

      1.   Amendments to the zoning map must include a completed application to amend the 
zoning map, as adopted and amended from time to time by the city council. The application 
must be completed and accompanied by the required items. 



      2.   The application must also include the additional requirements required by the 
designations of commercial, planned development districts, and the historic district/mixed 
use zone. 

      3.   Adherence to the application submittal deadlines as established by resolution of the 
city council and found on the application to amend the zoning map. 

      4.   Filing fee payable to Santa Clara City according to the fee schedule established by the 
city council. 

      5.   The application must be signed by the applicant(s) and/or property owners and duly 
notarized. (Ord. 2007-18 § 1) 

 

17.18.050: REVIEW OF APPLICATION: 

An application for a zoning map amendment, containing information specified in section 
17.18.060 of this chapter shall be filed and reviewed pursuant to the following: 

   A.   Preapplication Conference: Prior to filing an application, the applicant shall meet with 
the zoning administrator, or designee, and discuss his/her intentions with regard 
toregarding a given application, andapplication and asking questions regarding the 
procedure or substantive requirements of this chapter. 

   B.   Review Of Application Completeness: No application shall be accepted and reviewed 
unless determined by the zoning administrator, or designee, to be complete. A complete 
application is one which meets such minimum submission requirements as established by 
resolution of the city council. 

   C.   Acceptance Of Application: The zoning administrator shall either accept the 
application if it is complete, or forward to the applicant a notice of the incompleteness 
specifying those areas of additional information necessary for review. 

   D.   Application Processing: Upon acceptance of the application, it shall be reviewed by the 
land use authority staff, and then comments provided to the applicant prior to 
consideration by the land use authority. The zoning administrator shall schedule a public 
hearing before the land use authority as outlined in section 17.18.080 of this chapter. (Ord. 
2007-18 § 1) 

 

17.18.060: AMENDMENT TO APPLICATION: 

An application may be amended by the submittal of additional information or proposed 
changes, provided however, that no amendments shall be made to the application after the 
land use authority has formulated its recommendation. If the additional information or the 
proposed changes to the application are submitted to conform with recommendations 
made by the city staff, then it shall not be deemed an amendment and the application shall 
continue oncontinue its original time linetimeline. However, if the additional information 



or proposed changes to the application are submitted at the applicant's discretion, then the 
zoning administrator shall review the information and render a finding as to whether the 
amendment requires the readvertising of the public notice, or additional review time by 
the city staff. If the zoning administrator determines readvertising or additional review 
time is needed the application shall be delayed until the next regularly scheduled land use 
authority meeting, and the applicant shall pay an additional zone change application fee. 
(Ord. 2007-18 § 1) 

 

17.18.070: WITHDRAWAL OF APPLICATION: 

An application may be withdrawn upon written request by the applicant at any time. In the 
event thatIf an application is withdrawn after staff review, the application fee shall not be 
refunded. (Ord. 2007-18 § 1) 

 

17.18.080: PUBLIC NOTICE AND PUBLIC HEARINGS: 

Public notice and hearings shall be conducted for all zoning decisions as defined in Utah 
Code Annotated, title 10, chapter 9A, known as the municipal land use, development, and 
management act (LUDMA). 

   A.   Third Party Notice Forfor Zoning Map Amendments: A third party notice in the form 
of a public notice on the property with a sign of sufficient size, durability, print quality, and 
location that is reasonably calculated to give notice to passersby will be required for zoning 
map amendments (rezonings). The sign will be placed by the city at least ten (10) days 
prior to the required public hearing. 

   B.   Public Hearings: At the public hearing, the land use authority will hear comments 
from the staff, the applicant, and any citizen wishing to speak regarding the change. 

Following the close of the public hearing, the land use authority may take action on the 
request by doing any of the following: 

      1.   Recommend approval of the zone change request to the city council. 

      2.   Recommend denial of the zone change request to the city council. 

      3.   Table the request for further information, scheduling a field trip, or some other valid 
reason. 

   C.   City Council Action: Following the land use authority action, the request will be 
forwarded to the city council for their legislative action. The city council may act upon the 
request, deny the request, or table the request for further information, or send the request 
back to the land use authority for further study or action. 

   D.   Approval: Once approved by the city council, the zoning map will be amended to 
reflect the zone change. 



   E.   Denial: If a zone change request is denied by the city council, it may not be 
reconsidered for a period of one year unless there is a significant change, as determined by 
the zoning administrator, to the prior request making it, in effect, a new application. A new 
filing fee must also be paid. (Ord. 2013-01: Ord. 2007-18 § 1) 

 

17.18.090: STANDARDS OF REVIEW BY LAND USE AUTHORITY AND CITY COUNCIL: 

In consideration of any land use ordinance or zoning map amendment, the land use 
authority shall consider the following matters and the city council shall give reasonable 
consideration to the following matters: 

   A.   Is the proposed use suitable in view of the zoning and development of adjacent and 
nearby property. 

   B.   Will the proposed use adversely affect the existing use or suitability of adjacent or 
nearby property. 

   C.   Are there substantial reasons why the property cannot or should not be used as 
currently zoned. 

   D.   Will the proposed use cause an excessive or burdensome use of public facilities or 
services, including, but not limited to, streets, schools, water or sewer utilities, and police 
or fire protection. 

   E.   Is the proposed use compatible with the purpose and intent of the general plan. 

   F.   Will the use be consistent with the purpose and intent of the proposed zoning district. 

   G.   Is the proposed use supported by new or changing conditions not anticipated by the 
general plan. 

   H.   Does the proposed use reflect a reasonable balance between the promotion of the 
public health, safety, morality, or general welfare and the right to the unrestricted use of 
property. (Ord. 2007-18 § 1) 

 

17.18.100: GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENTS: 

The General Plan may be amended from time to time by the City Council.  General Plan 
Amendments will be considered on a quarterly basis by the city.   

A. All proposed amendments shall be submitted first to the Planning Commission for 
consideration at a public hearing.  The City Council shall consider the 
recommendation at a public meeting, and make a final determination to adopt, 
modify, or deny the proposed amendment.   

B. For a General Plan Amendment which includes a Rezoning of property and a 
required Project Plan to a Planned Development, PD Zone, the General Plan 
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Amendment may include a condition that the Rezoning Application on which the 
General Plan Amendment is based must be approved within a one (1) year timeline, 
or the property reverts to the General Plan prior to approval of the Amendment. 



CHAPTER 17.18 
AMENDMENTS TO LAND USE ORDINANCE, ZONING MAP AND GENERAL PLAN 

SECTION: 

17.18.010: Purpose and Intent 
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17.18.090: Standards of Review by Land Use Authority and City Council 

17.18.100: General Plan Amendments 

 

17.18.010: PURPOSE AND INTENT: 

The purpose of this chapter is to provide clear and consistent procedures and 
requirements for amendments to the land use ordinance and the zoning map. (Ord. 2007-
18 § 1) 

 

17.18.020: APPLICABILITY: 

The provisions of this chapter apply to all amendments to the land use ordinance and 
zoning map of the city of Santa Clara, Utah, subsequent to the date of adoption hereof. (Ord. 
2007-18 § 1) 

 

17.18.030: INITIATION OF AMENDMENT: 

Either a zoning map or text amendment may be proposed by motion of the city council or 
land use authority. In the case of a zoning map amendment an application may be filed by a 
person who owns or has a legal interest in property or is a duly authorized agent of the 
owner. In all events, the application must exhibit the consent of those with a legal 
ownership interest in the property under consideration. In the case of a land use ordinance 
amendment, a landowner may file a petition for a motion of the city council to amend the 
ordinance text to be acted upon by the city council. The council shall either adopt such 



motion, initiating the text amendment requested, or deny such petition, in which event the 
request shall not proceed to a hearing before the land use authority. (Ord. 2007-18 § 1) 

 

17.18.040: APPLICATION SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS: 

Applications for amendments to the land use ordinance or zoning map must provide the 
following information: 

   A.   Ordinance Amendments: 

      1.   Amendments to the land use ordinance must provide a completed application for an 
ordinance amendment. The application requests that the application be able to 
satisfactorily answer the following questions: 

         a.   How has/have the current land use ordinance section(s) that is/are the subject of 
this application become outdated or no longer in the best interest of Santa Clara City? 

         b.   How does the proposed land use ordinance change better serve Santa Clara City in 
promoting and protecting the health, safety, morals, convenience, order, prosperity, or 
general welfare of the city and its citizens? 

         c.   How does the proposed ordinance change fit with the goals, objectives, and policies 
of Santa Clara City's general plan? 

      2.   In addition, the following information must be provided along with the completed 
application: 

         a.   Letter Of Intent: A letter of intent giving the details of the proposed ordinance 
change which should include, at a minimum, the following information: 

            (1)   The purpose of the proposed ordinance change. 

            (2)   How the ordinance change may affect other ordinance sections. 

         b.   Impact Of Land Use Ordinance Change Description: A narrative explaining the 
benefit to the city anticipated from the ordinance change, including expected impact on 
public services, as well as the amount of city land that is expected to be affected by the 
proposed change. 

         c.   Filing Fee: Filing fee as established by city resolution. 

         d.   Signature: The application must be signed by the applicant and duly notarized. It 
shall be submitted in accordance with a schedule as provided in the application packet. 

   B.   Map Amendments: 

      1.   Amendments to the zoning map must include a completed application to amend the 
zoning map, as adopted and amended from time to time by the city council. The application 
must be completed and accompanied by the required items. 



      2.   The application must also include the additional requirements required by the 
designations of commercial, planned development districts, and the historic district/mixed 
use zone. 

      3.   Adherence to the application submittal deadlines as established by resolution of the 
city council and found on the application to amend the zoning map. 

      4.   Filing fee payable to Santa Clara City according to the fee schedule established by the 
city council. 

      5.   The application must be signed by the applicant(s) and/or property owners and duly 
notarized. (Ord. 2007-18 § 1) 

 

17.18.050: REVIEW OF APPLICATION: 

An application for a zoning map amendment, containing information specified in section 
17.18.060 of this chapter shall be filed and reviewed pursuant to the following: 

   A.   Preapplication Conference: Prior to filing an application, the applicant shall meet with 
the zoning administrator, or designee, and discuss his/her intentions regarding a given 
application and asking questions regarding the procedure or substantive requirements of 
this chapter. 

   B.   Review Of Application Completeness: No application shall be accepted and reviewed 
unless determined by the zoning administrator, or designee, to be complete. A complete 
application is one which meets such minimum submission requirements as established by 
resolution of the city council. 

   C.   Acceptance Of Application: The zoning administrator shall either accept the 
application if it is complete, or forward to the applicant a notice of the incompleteness 
specifying those areas of additional information necessary for review. 

   D.   Application Processing: Upon acceptance of the application, it shall be reviewed by the 
land use authority staff, and then comments provided to the applicant prior to 
consideration by the land use authority. The zoning administrator shall schedule a public 
hearing before the land use authority as outlined in section 17.18.080 of this chapter. (Ord. 
2007-18 § 1) 

 

17.18.060: AMENDMENT TO APPLICATION: 

An application may be amended by the submittal of additional information or proposed 
changes, provided however, that no amendments shall be made to the application after the 
land use authority has formulated its recommendation. If the additional information or the 
proposed changes to the application are submitted to conform with recommendations 
made by the city staff, then it shall not be deemed an amendment and the application shall 
continue its original timeline. However, if the additional information or proposed changes 



to the application are submitted at the applicant's discretion, then the zoning administrator 
shall review the information and render a finding as to whether the amendment requires 
the readvertising of the public notice, or additional review time by the city staff. If the 
zoning administrator determines readvertising or additional review time is needed the 
application shall be delayed until the next regularly scheduled land use authority meeting, 
and the applicant shall pay an additional zone change application fee. (Ord. 2007-18 § 1) 

 

17.18.070: WITHDRAWAL OF APPLICATION: 

An application may be withdrawn upon written request by the applicant at any time. If an 
application is withdrawn after staff review, the application fee shall not be refunded. (Ord. 
2007-18 § 1) 

 

17.18.080: PUBLIC NOTICE AND PUBLIC HEARINGS: 

Public notice and hearings shall be conducted for all zoning decisions as defined in Utah 
Code Annotated, title 10, chapter 9A, known as the municipal land use, development, and 
management act (LUDMA). 

   A.   Third Party Notice for Zoning Map Amendments: A third party notice in the form of a 
public notice on the property with a sign of sufficient size, durability, print quality, and 
location that is reasonably calculated to give notice to passersby will be required for zoning 
map amendments (rezonings). The sign will be placed by the city at least ten (10) days 
prior to the required public hearing. 

   B.   Public Hearings: At the public hearing, the land use authority will hear comments 
from the staff, the applicant, and any citizen wishing to speak regarding the change. 

Following the close of the public hearing, the land use authority may take action on the 
request by doing any of the following: 

      1.   Recommend approval of the zone change request to the city council. 

      2.   Recommend denial of the zone change request to the city council. 

      3.   Table the request for further information, scheduling a field trip, or some other valid 
reason. 

   C.   City Council Action: Following the land use authority action, the request will be 
forwarded to the city council for their legislative action. The city council may act upon the 
request, deny the request, or table the request for further information, or send the request 
back to the land use authority for further study or action. 

   D.   Approval: Once approved by the city council, the zoning map will be amended to 
reflect the zone change. 



   E.   Denial: If a zone change request is denied by the city council, it may not be 
reconsidered for a period of one year unless there is a significant change, as determined by 
the zoning administrator, to the prior request making it, in effect, a new application. A new 
filing fee must also be paid. (Ord. 2013-01: Ord. 2007-18 § 1) 

 

17.18.090: STANDARDS OF REVIEW BY LAND USE AUTHORITY AND CITY COUNCIL: 

In consideration of any land use ordinance or zoning map amendment, the land use 
authority shall consider the following matters and the city council shall give reasonable 
consideration to the following matters: 

   A.   Is the proposed use suitable in view of the zoning and development of adjacent and 
nearby property. 

   B.   Will the proposed use adversely affect the existing use or suitability of adjacent or 
nearby property. 

   C.   Are there substantial reasons why the property cannot or should not be used as 
currently zoned. 

   D.   Will the proposed use cause an excessive or burdensome use of public facilities or 
services, including, but not limited to, streets, schools, water or sewer utilities, and police 
or fire protection. 

   E.   Is the proposed use compatible with the purpose and intent of the general plan. 

   F.   Will the use be consistent with the purpose and intent of the proposed zoning district. 

   G.   Is the proposed use supported by new or changing conditions not anticipated by the 
general plan. 

   H.   Does the proposed use reflect a reasonable balance between the promotion of the 
public health, safety, morality, or general welfare and the right to the unrestricted use of 
property. (Ord. 2007-18 § 1) 

 

17.18.100: GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENTS: 

The General Plan may be amended from time to time by the City Council.  General Plan 
Amendments will be considered on a quarterly basis by the city.   

A. All proposed amendments shall be submitted first to the Planning Commission for 
consideration at a public hearing.  The City Council shall consider the 
recommendation at a public meeting, and make a final determination to adopt, 
modify, or deny the proposed amendment.   

B. For a General Plan Amendment which includes a Rezoning of property and a 
required Project Plan to a Planned Development, PD Zone, the General Plan 



Amendment may include a condition that the Rezoning Application on which the 
General Plan Amendment is based must be approved within a one (1) year timeline, 
or the property reverts to the General Plan prior to approval of the Amendment. 



CITY OF SANTA CLARA, UTAH 
ORDINANCE NO. 2023-13 

 
 
AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND THE MUNICIPAL CODE OF THE CITY OF SANTA 
CLARA UTAH BY AMENDING TITLE 17, SECTION 17.18 “LAND USE” AND  
CREATING SECTION 17.44.115, “MENU BOARDS”; AND ESTABLISHING AN 
EFFECTIVE DATE.  
 
WHEREAS, it is important to update the City’s code from time to time to remain relevant and 
reflective of the ever-changing operating environment of the city; and 
 
WHEREAS, staff would like to update Title 17, Section 17.18, “Land Use” and create Section 
17.18.100, “General Plan Amendments”; and 
 
WHEREAS, this item was discussed in City Council on June 21, 2023 during a Regular City 
Council Meeting, and 
 
WHEREAS, staff has reviewed and revised the Ordinance and has been reviewed by the City 
Attorney. 
 
WHEREAS, the legislative body of the City of Santa Clara reviewed the recommendations of the 
Staff and City Attorney and acted on the proposed amendment to Title 17, Section 17.18 “ Land Use” 
and the creation of Section 17.18.100, “Land Use Amendments” on June 21, 2023; and 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of the City of Santa Clara, Utah, that 
Title 17, Section17.18 “Land Use” and the creation of Section 17.18.100, “General Plan Amendments” 
be amended as follows. 
 
 Section 1. Amendments to Section 17.18 Land Use and addition of section 17.18.100, General 
Plan Amendments.  See Exhibit “A” 
 
 Section 2. Effective Date: 
 This Ordinance shall become effective immediately upon adoption, recording and posting in the      
manner prescribed by law.  

 
  ADOPTED and approved by a duly constituted quorum of the City Council of the City of Santa 
Clara, Utah this 21st day of June 2023. 

 
 
        
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 



 
Exhibit “A” 

 
 
CHAPTER 17.18 
AMENDMENTS TO LAND USE ORDINANCE, ZONING MAP AND GENERAL PLAN SECTION: 

17.18.010: Purpose and Intent 17.18.020: 

Applicability 

17.18.030: Initiation of Amendment 

17.18.040: Application Submittal Requirements 

17.18.050: Review of Application 

17.18.060: Amendment to Application 17.18.070: 

Withdrawal of Application 17.18.080: Public 

Notice and Public Hearings 

17.18.090: Standards of Review by Land Use Authority and City Council 17.18.100: 

General Plan Amendments 

 

17.18.010: PURPOSE AND INTENT: 

The purpose of this chapter is to provide clear and consistent procedures and 
requirements for amendments to the land use ordinance and the zoning map. (Ord. 2007- 
18 § 1) 
 
17.18.020: APPLICABILITY: 

The provisions of this chapter apply to all amendments to the land use ordinance and zoning 
map of the city of Santa Clara, Utah, subsequent to the date of adoption hereof. (Ord. 2007-18 
§ 1) 
 
17.18.030: INITIATION OF AMENDMENT: 

Either a zoning map or text amendment may be proposed by motion of the city council or 
land use authority. In the case of a zoning map amendment an application may be filed by a 
person who owns or has a legal interest in property or is a duly authorized agent of the 
owner. In all events, the application must exhibit the consent of those with a legal 
ownership interest in the property under consideration. In the case of a land use ordinance 
amendment, a landowner may file a petition for a motion of the city council to amend the 
ordinance text to be acted upon by the city council. The council shall either adopt such 



motion, initiating the text amendment requested, or deny such petition, in which event the 
request shall not proceed to a hearing before the land use authority. (Ord. 2007-18 § 1) 
 
17.18.040: APPLICATION SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS: 

Applications for amendments to the land use ordinance or zoning map must provide the 
following information: 

A. Ordinance Amendments: 

1. Amendments to the land use ordinance must provide a completed application for an 
ordinance amendment. The application requests that the application be able to 
satisfactorily answer the following questions: 

a. How has/have the current land use ordinance section(s) that is/are the subject of 
this application become outdated or no longer in the best interest of Santa Clara City? 

b. How does the proposed land use ordinance change better serve Santa Clara City in 
promoting and protecting the health, safety, morals, convenience, order, prosperity, or 
general welfare of the city and its citizens? 

c. How does the proposed ordinance change fit with the goals, objectives, and policies 
of Santa Clara City's general plan? 

2. In addition, the following information must be provided along with the completed 
application: 

a. Letter Of Intent: A letter of intent giving the details of the proposed ordinance 
change which should include, at a minimum, the following information: 

(1) The purpose of the proposed ordinance change. 

(2) How the ordinance change may affect other ordinance sections. 

b. Impact Of Land Use Ordinance Change Description: A narrative explaining the 
benefit to the city anticipated from the ordinance change, including expected impact on 
public services, as well as the amount of city land that is expected to be affected by the 
proposed change. 

c. Filing Fee: Filing fee as established by city resolution. 

d. Signature: The application must be signed by the applicant and duly notarized. It 
shall be submitted in accordance with a schedule as provided in the application packet. 

B. Map Amendments: 

1. Amendments to the zoning map must include a completed application to amend the 
zoning map, as adopted and amended from time to time by the city council. The application 
must be completed and accompanied by the required items. 



2. The application must also include the additional requirements required by the 
designations of commercial, planned development districts, and the historic district/mixed 
use zone. 

3. Adherence to the application submittal deadlines as established by resolution of the 
city council and found on the application to amend the zoning map. 

4. Filing fee payable to Santa Clara City according to the fee schedule established by the 
city council. 

5. The application must be signed by the applicant(s) and/or property owners and duly 
notarized. (Ord. 2007-18 § 1) 

 
17.18.050: REVIEW OF APPLICATION: 

An application for a zoning map amendment, containing information specified in section 
17.18.060 of this chapter shall be filed and reviewed pursuant to the following: 

A. Preapplication Conference: Prior to filing an application, the applicant shall meet with 
the zoning administrator, or designee, and discuss his/her intentions regarding a given 
application and asking questions regarding the procedure or substantive requirements of 
this chapter. 

B. Review Of Application Completeness: No application shall be accepted and reviewed 
unless determined by the zoning administrator, or designee, to be complete. A complete 
application is one which meets such minimum submission requirements as established by 
resolution of the city council. 

C. Acceptance Of Application: The zoning administrator shall either accept the 
application if it is complete, or forward to the applicant a notice of the incompleteness 
specifying those areas of additional information necessary for review. 

D. Application Processing: Upon acceptance of the application, it shall be reviewed by the 
land use authority staff, and then comments provided to the applicant prior to 
consideration by the land use authority. The zoning administrator shall schedule a public 
hearing before the land use authority as outlined in section 17.18.080 of this chapter. (Ord. 
2007-18 § 1) 

 
17.18.060: AMENDMENT TO APPLICATION: 

An application may be amended by the submittal of additional information or proposed 
changes, provided however, that no amendments shall be made to the application after the 
land use authority has formulated its recommendation. If the additional information or the 
proposed changes to the application are submitted to conform with recommendations made 
by the city staff, then it shall not be deemed an amendment and the application shall continue 
its original timeline. However, if the additional information or proposed changes 



to the application are submitted at the applicant's discretion, then the zoning administrator 
shall review the information and render a finding as to whether the amendment requires 
the readvertising of the public notice, or additional review time by the city staff. If the zoning 
administrator determines readvertising or additional review time is needed the application 
shall be delayed until the next regularly scheduled land use authority meeting, and the 
applicant shall pay an additional zone change application fee. (Ord. 2007-18 § 1) 
 
17.18.070: WITHDRAWAL OF APPLICATION: 

An application may be withdrawn upon written request by the applicant at any time. If an 
application is withdrawn after staff review, the application fee shall not be refunded. (Ord. 
2007-18 § 1) 
 
17.18.080: PUBLIC NOTICE AND PUBLIC HEARINGS: 

Public notice and hearings shall be conducted for all zoning decisions as defined in Utah 
Code Annotated, title 10, chapter 9A, known as the municipal land use, development, and 
management act (LUDMA). 

A. Third Party Notice for Zoning Map Amendments: A third party notice in the form of a 
public notice on the property with a sign of sufficient size, durability, print quality, and 
location that is reasonably calculated to give notice to passersby will be required for zoning 
map amendments (rezonings). The sign will be placed by the city at least ten (10) days 
prior to the required public hearing. 

B. Public Hearings: At the public hearing, the land use authority will hear comments 
from the staff, the applicant, and any citizen wishing to speak regarding the change. 

Following the close of the public hearing, the land use authority may take action on the request 
by doing any of the following: 

1. Recommend approval of the zone change request to the city council. 

2. Recommend denial of the zone change request to the city council. 

3. Table the request for further information, scheduling a field trip, or some other valid 
reason. 

C. City Council Action: Following the land use authority action, the request will be 
forwarded to the city council for their legislative action. The city council may act upon the 
request, deny the request, or table the request for further information, or send the request 
back to the land use authority for further study or action. 

D. Approval: Once approved by the city council, the zoning map will be amended to 
reflect the zone change. 



E. Denial: If a zone change request is denied by the city council, it may not be 
reconsidered for a period of one year unless there is a significant change, as determined by 
the zoning administrator, to the prior request making it, in effect, a new application. A new 
filing fee must also be paid. (Ord. 2013-01: Ord. 2007-18 § 1) 

 
17.18.090: STANDARDS OF REVIEW BY LAND USE AUTHORITY AND CITY COUNCIL: 

In consideration of any land use ordinance or zoning map amendment, the land use authority 
shall consider the following matters and the city council shall give reasonable consideration 
to the following matters: 

A. Is the proposed use suitable in view of the zoning and development of adjacent and 
nearby property. 

B. Will the proposed use adversely affect the existing use or suitability of adjacent or 
nearby property. 

C. Are there substantial reasons why the property cannot or should not be used as 
currently zoned. 

D. Will the proposed use cause an excessive or burdensome use of public facilities or 
services, including, but not limited to, streets, schools, water or sewer utilities, and police 
or fire protection. 

E. Is the proposed use compatible with the purpose and intent of the general plan. 

F. Will the use be consistent with the purpose and intent of the proposed zoning district 

G. Is the proposed use supported by new or changing conditions not anticipated by the 
general plan. 

H. Does the proposed use reflect a reasonable balance between the promotion of the 
public health, safety, morality, or general welfare and the right to the unrestricted use of 
property. (Ord. 2007-18 § 1) 

 
17.18.100: GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENTS: 

The General Plan may be amended from time to time by the City Council. General Plan 
Amendments will be considered on a quarterly basis by the city. 

A. All proposed amendments shall be submitted first to the Planning Commission for 
consideration at a public hearing. The City Council shall consider the 
recommendation at a public meeting, and make a final determination to adopt, 
modify, or deny the proposed amendment. 

B. For a General Plan Amendment which includes a Rezoning of property and a 
required Project Plan to a Planned Development, PD Zone, the General Plan 



Amendment may include a condition that the Rezoning Application on which the General 
Plan Amendment is based must be approved within a one (1) year timeline, or the property 
reverts to the General Plan prior to approval of the Amendment 
 
 
 
 
IN WITNESS, THERETO: 
 
 
 
 
       _________________________  
       RICK ROSENBERG, Mayor   
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
 
___________________________ 
CHRIS SHELLEY, City Recorder 



Mayor 

Rick Rosenberg 

City Manager 

Brock Jacobsen 

CITY COUNCIL 

City Council 

Denny Drake 

Leina Mathis 

Ben Shakespeare 

Jarett Waite 

Christa Hinton 

Meeting Date: June 21, 2023 

Applicant: Santa Clara 
City 

Requested by: Cody Mitchel l  

Subject: Lighting Control at City Hall

Description:   This agenda item is to discuss the bids received to replace the lighting control system at city hall and to 
request approval of the expenditure.   

Recommendation: Approval 

Cost: $73,460.00 

Legal Approval: Yes 

Finance Approval: N/A 

Budget Approval: N/A 

Attachments: 

2603 Santa Clara Drive, Santa Clara, 

Utah 84765 Phone (435) 673-6712 Fax 

(435) 628-7338

Agenda Item:  6 





 

 













 









 






































 

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





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 

 



































































 



  



 

 


























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


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
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
















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
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


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

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
























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

  





  
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
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











 































































  
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 







 



















































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	SANTA CLARA CITY COUNCIL
	WORK MEETING MINUTES
	WEDNESDAY, MAY 17, 2023
	Present:   Mayor Rick Rosenberg
	Council Members:  Denny Drake
	Christa Hinton
	Leina Mathis
	Ben Shakespeare
	Jarrett Waite
	City Manager:  Brock Jacobsen
	Others Present:  Jim McNulty, City Planner
	Cody Mitchell, City Engineer
	Selena Nez, Deputy City Recorder
	Gary Hall, Power Director
	Ryan VonCannon, Parks and Trails Director
	Andrew Parker, Fire Chief
	Debbie Bannon, Financial Director (via Zoom)
	Parks and Trails Director, Ryan VonCannon, acknowledged that there have been numerous changes in the City and the Parks Department.  Several projects are planned and underway.  In looking at the Park Impact Fees, some questions arose.  The intent was ...
	Mr. VonCannon referenced Neighborhood Parks 1, 2, and 3 and questioned the need for them.  He noted that there are several projects in the area that are providing their own amenities, which they will build, fund, and maintain.  Mayor Rosenberg stated ...
	Mayor Rosenberg asked about the Cemetery Park.  Mr. VonCannon reported that he has been working with Sunrise Engineering and preparing a rough draft.  The plan includes an additional four acres.  If they went further west, the most he would expect to ...
	The trail in Black Desert was discussed.  It will run behind Desert Village.  Mayor Rosenberg’s understanding was that the property owners have set the property aside for the trail.  Mr. VonCannon reported that the primary cost will be ongoing mainten...
	Council Member Shakespeare was of the opinion that there are other areas and open spaces that can be expanded upon.
	Council Member Drake asked what is available currently in Park Impact Fees.  City Manager, Brock Jacobsen, offered to look into that.  Council Member Drake stated that there are things they could wait for and use the impact fees that are available now...
	Mr. VonCannon appeared before the Tourism Advisory Board the previous month and requested an additional $240,000.  About one week later he was informed that the Board recommended the additional funding, which was approved and expected to be received s...
	Council Member Shakespeare made note of the earlier presentation from Ms. Cox.  The one project he thought might qualify for the grant was Tobler Park.  When thinking about tourism, that park might be appropriate.  However, he pointed out that even if...
	Mayor Rosenberg referenced the corridor from Vineyards 11 that goes to the river.  Having a pedestrian bridge that can access the unimproved trails on the Bureau of Land Management’s (“BLM”) side might be something to consider long-term.  Being able t...
	There was additional discussion regarding trails.  Council Member Shakespeare felt that anything that provides connectivity should be a priority.  However, some of the trails mentioned could not be addressed at the current time.  Council Member Hinton...
	Mayor Rosenberg reported that there is a trail easement along the river north of the hills already.  It connects to the corridor and the River Reserve Trail.  He felt it should continue to be listed in the document.  As for the trail out of the hills ...
	Mayor Rosenberg stated that there are unimproved trails in the Arboretum.  He wondered if there was a desire to improve that.  Mr. VonCannon explained that it was not part of the plan.  Mayor Rosenberg could see it being added to the plan as an unimpr...
	Council Member Mathis shared a request with Staff.  She referenced the new addition of the Assisted Living Center.  When walking or bicycling along the parkway, there was nothing that would connect to the trail system from that section.  It was import...
	There was discussion regarding a Splash Pad.  It was noted that a lot of comments were received about that.  Council Member Mathis believed a replacement was needed.  She felt that a Splash Pad should be a fairly high priority on the list.  It was not...
	Council Member Drake expressed concerns about a Splash Pad.  Due to the water issues, some residents might not appreciate a Splash Pad.  He felt it should be put on the back burner until there is additional information about water.  Council Member Mat...
	Council Member Waite pointed out that the Impact Fee Analysis referenced Gubler Park Phase 4.  Splash Pad replacement was listed there as $140,000.  It was clarified that the number was not finalized.  That was an estimate, but based on more recent in...
	Chris Shelley
	City Recorder
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	SANTA CLARA CITY COUNCIL
	WORK MEETING MINUTES
	WEDNESDAY, MAY 24, 2023
	Present:   Mayor Rick Rosenberg
	Council Members:  Denny Drake
	Christa Hinton
	Leina Mathis
	Ben Shakespeare
	Jarrett Waite
	City Manager:  Brock Jacobsen
	Others Present:  Jim McNulty, City Planner
	Dustin Mouritsen, Public Works Director
	Andrew Parker, Fire Chief
	Matt Ence, City Attorney
	Bob Flowers, Police Chief
	Selena Nez, Deputy City Recorder
	Selena Nez
	Deputy City Recorder




