
[bookmark: _Hlk135911445]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 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:
· Executive Director, Ryan Starks;
· Managing Director of Strategic Initiatives, Kori Ann Edwards;
· Managing Director of Tourism and Film, Vicki Varela; and 
· 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. 
· 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.  
· 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.  
· 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:
· 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.  
· 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.  
· The Strategic Initiative Grant for Air and Water for which $8 million was available. 
· 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.  

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 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.  

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 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.  

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 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.”

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: 
· The maximum variation allowed between "upper grade" and "lower grade" is 10 feet.
· 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. 

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.  

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 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 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 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.

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.  

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.



__________________________________
Selena Nez,
Deputy Recorder
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