
  

 

MINUTES OF THE CITY OF WEST JORDAN  
CITY COUNCIL MEETING 

 
Wednesday, August 25, 2015 

6:00 p.m. 
Council Chambers 

8000 South Redwood Road 
West Jordan, Utah 84088 

________________________________________________________________________ 
 
COUNCIL: Mayor Kim V. Rolfe and Council Members Jeff Haaga, Judy Hansen, 

Chris M. McConnehey, Chad Nichols, Sophie Rice, and Ben Southworth 
arrived at 5:40 p.m.      

          
STAFF: Bryce Haderlie, Interim City Manager; Robert Thorup, Deputy City 

Attorney; Melanie Briggs, City Clerk; David Oka, Economic Development 
Director; Brian Clegg, Parks Director; Ryan Bradshaw, Finance Manager; 
Justin Stoker, Deputy Public Works Director; Marc McElreath, Fire Chief; 
Doug Diamond, Police Chief; Jamie Vincent, Deputy City Clerk; Reed 
Scharman, Deputy Fire Chief; Scott Langford, City Planner and Larry 
Gardner, Senior Planner. 

 
 
I. CALL TO ORDER  
Mayor Rolfe called the meeting to order at 5:34 p.m.   
 
Councilmember Haaga inquired as to who was authorized to call a closed session and who 
had called this particular closed session.  He stated he was unclear about the topic for 
discussion. 
 
Eric Johnson, a contact attorney for the City, stated that any member of the Council could 
call a closed door session. 
 
Mayor Rolfe stated his understanding that the Council could enter a closed session any 
time that a majority of the Council voted to do so.   
 
Mr. Johnson responded that the best practice was to always agendize such meetings 
beforehand. 
 
Chad Woolley, a contract attorney for the City, stated that he had recommended that the 
Council convene a closed session on this date. 
 
Councilmember Hansen pointed out that Councilmembers never know the specifics of 
closed session topics beforehand—that the same general language is on the agenda each 
time a closed session is scheduled. 
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II. CLOSED SESSION  
DISCUSSION OF THE CHARACTER, PROFESSIONAL COMPETENCE, 
OR PHYSICAL OR MENTAL HEALTH OF AN INDIVIDUAL AND A 
STRATEGY SESSION TO DISCUSS PENDING OR REASONABLY 
IMMINENT LITIGATION. 

    
COUNCIL: Mayor Kim V. Rolfe and Council Members Jeff Haaga, Judy Hansen, 

Chris M. McConnehey, Chad Nichols, and Sophie Rice.  Councilmember 
Ben Southworth arrived at 5:40 p.m. 

  
STAFF: Bryce Haderlie, Interim City Manager, Eric Johnson and Chad Woolley, 

Contract Attorneys.     
           
MOTION:  Councilmember McConnehey moved to go into a Closed Session to 

discuss the character, professional competence, or physical or mental 
health of an individual, and a Strategy Session to discuss pending or 
reasonably imminent litigation.  The motion was seconded by 
Councilmember Nichols. 

 
Councilmember Haaga spoke in opposition to the motion, believing that the closed session 
was not scheduled in a timely manner, that the topic to be discussed had not been made 
clear to the Council, and that he was unaware as to who called the closed session. 
 
A roll call vote was taken 
 
Councilmember Haaga  No    
Councilmember Hansen  Yes      
Councilmember McConnehey Yes     
Councilmember Nichols  Yes   
Councilmember Rice   Yes        
Councilmember Southworth Absent    
Mayor Rolfe    Yes  
 
The motion passed 5-1.  
 
The Council convened into a Closed Session to discuss the character, professional 
competence or physical or mental health of an individual and a Strategy Session to discuss 
pending or reasonably imminent litigation at 5:34 p.m. 
 
Councilmember Southworth arrived at 5:40 p.m. 
 
The Council recessed the Closed Session at 6:09 p.m.  
 
The meeting reconvened at 6:12 p.m. 
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III. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE  
The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Ryan Lowry, Troop 1532.                 
 
 
IV. PRESENTATIONS 

OATH OF OFFICE AND BADGE PINNING FOR FIREFIGHTERS – ALEX 
HARRIS, KENNETH MOELLE AND CLAYTON MACKAY 

Fire Chief Marc McElreath provided brief background information on each of the new 
firefighters. 
 
Melanie Briggs, City Clerk, administered the Oath of Office to the new firefighters. 
 
The City Council congratulated the new firefighters. 
  
 
V. COMMUNICATIONS 
 INTERIM CITY MANAGER COMMENTS/REPORTS 
Bryce Haderlie –  

 Received an email from Rich Hathaway of the Utah Soccer Alliance expressing his 
appreciation to the City.  The Alliance had recently held their largest and most 
successful event yet, with over 660 soccer matches held in the City. 

 Asked if the Council would be interested in holding a workshop to discuss 
economic development tools, pursuing the right types of businesses, etc. 

 
Councilmember Haaga was not interested in holding such a meeting; however, the 
majority of the Council agreed that it should take place. 
          
      
    STAFF COMMENTS/REPORTS    
David Oka –  

 CVS was under construction at 7800 South Redwood. 
 Permits would soon be issued for Holiday Oil at 7800 South 2700 West Jordan 

City 
 There had been some interest shown in the property at 1300 West 7800 South  
 The owner of the stores at 7000 South Redwood had just signed a lease with a 

retailer of outdoor equipment to occupy the former Honk’s site. 
 
Marc McElreath –  

 Dyonne Diamond, formerly of Animal Control, had been selected to fill the 
Executive Assistant position previously vacated by Susan Cahoon.  The Fire 
Department was now fully staffed. 
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CITY COUNCIL COMMENTS/REPORTS   
Councilmember Rice –  

 Explained that she had been disturbed by the physical aggression she witnessed 
during the Closed Session of two weeks prior.  She felt it was inappropriate and 
indicated that she was tired of feeling unsafe. 

 
Councilmember Southworth –  

 Stated he wished to table agenda item 9f to a date uncertain. 
 
Councilmember Nichols –  

 Stated that he had planned to discuss Business Item e that evening, but had sought 
legal counsel and it was determined that there could be some ambiguity as to the 
original intent of the 1977 code that pertained to West Jordan’s form of 
government, specifically with respect to the Mayor’s duties with completing 
contracts.  I feel strongly in this issue that the purpose of bringing it forward had 
no other purpose than to conform with state law.  We see over the years—and this 
is no fault, really, of any individual other than previous Councils and even 
potentially this Council in 2013—just letting little things creep in that might not be 
in conjunction with the 1977 code.  So the long response is to explain that I would 
like to pull this item so that I can work further with the City Manager and City 
staff just to ensure that we do this right.  Because I don’t want to change it to go 
right back and have to change it back.  And specifically, that is the reason because 
the Utah Code from 1977 makes this statement and it’s very important for 
everyone to understand this because it’s not in the written Utah Code.  You have to 
go back and look at the old books to find this.  And it says specifically in 10-3-
1223 that “all bonds, notes, contracts and written obligations of the municipality 
shall be executed on its behalf by the Mayor…”  For me, I want to comply with 
that and I want to ensure we do.  And I had concerns with what was being 
proposed tonight—that it might not be in compliance.  So with that being said, if 
the Council has no objection, I would like to work with staff for the next two 
weeks to make sure we’re prepared before we bring it back on September 9. 
 

Councilmember Haaga –  
 He was concerned about the idea of “picking and choosing” certain types of 

businesses over others.  He felt the City should welcome all business. 
 Stated that Business items e and f on the agenda had created a great deal of 

controversy and press coverage.  He felt that to place the items back on another 
agenda was a violation of the Utah constitution.  Additionally, the form of 
government could only be changed by a vote of “the people.”   
 

Councilmember Hansen –  
 Was contacted by a constituent regarding an increasing problem of skunks on 

Redwood Road.  Department of Wildlife Resources personnel had told the resident 
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that they were attempting to get the Mayors of various municipalities to provide 
funding so that local animal control departments could address the problem.   

 
Mayor Rolfe responded that the Mayors had a similar conversation about raccoons, but 
not skunks. 
 
 Councilmember Hansen also reported that she had been told that two local cities—

possibly Sandy and Midvale—were allowing rain barrels to be used to collect rain 
water.  She had been asked if the Council would consider adopting an ordinance 
allowing that in West Jordan. 
 

Councilmember McConnehey-  
 He wished to revisit the issue of the storm water fee.  If there was no opposition 

from the other members of the Council, he wished to direct staff to prepare for 
such a discussion during the next City Council meeting.  A majority of the Council 
were in favor. 

 A parcel of land near 7300 South Redwood Road had recently been sold.  The new 
owners had apparently been contacting neighboring property owners, trying to get 
them to sign off on a quit claim deed, claiming that the City was going to take 
some sort of action against them.  He wished to know if the majority of the 
Council would agree to direct staff to draft a letter to property owners in the area, 
explaining the City’s actual position on the matter.  A majority of the Council were 
in favor of giving such direction. 

 
Councilmember Nichols- 

 Apologized to those that were in attendance in order to speak on business item e on 
the agenda.  He reiterated his earlier statement that the purpose behind the agenda 
item was to ensure compliance with Utah State Code.  
 

Councilmember McConnehey –   
 Continued his remarks by stating he wished to find a way for the Council to work 

together with more civility.  He was frustrated that some members of the Council 
had sought methods through the judicial system to prohibit the Council from 
discussing matters that were of interest to the public.  He was also frustrated that 
relationships among Councilmembers had deteriorated to the point that they were 
no longer able to communicate directly with one another but instead, through 
attorneys.  He pointed out that several weeks prior, the Council had agreed to work 
with a mediator.  He now asked if there were any objections to moving forward 
with that plan and making it a priority so that the Council could work through their 
conflicts and return to conducting the business of the City.   

 
Councilmember Haaga agreed that mediation would be helpful as long as the new City 
Manager—whoever that turned out to be—was included. 
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Councilmember McConnehey clarified that his issue was not with the Council working 
with the City Manager—it was the Council working with other Councilmembers.  The 
Council was in support of moving forward with locating a mediator “with all haste.” 
 
Mayor Rolfe- 

 Wished to point out that any time he believed state law had been compromised, he 
would do whatever necessary to protect the citizens of West Jordan. 

 Expressed his disappointment that for the second time, issues had been placed on 
the agenda and then postponed.  Residents had appeared in order to speak on the 
issues and the discussion was delayed again. 

 If there was no objection from the rest of the Council, he wished to direct staff to 
move forward immediately with speed bumps at Westland Elementary.  There was 
a dangerous situation that he would like to get resolved as quickly as possible. 

 
Councilmember Southworth pointed out that the City’s process for completing such 
projects was very good.  Although he could support moving through the process quickly, 
he expressed concern that bypassing the process altogether might be a detriment to those 
involved. 
 
Mayor Rolfe asked that staff address the issue quickly and return it for Council action. 
 
 
VI. CITIZEN COMMENTS  
Alexandra Eframo, West Jordan resident, asked the group to pause to reflect upon 
common goals before beginning the business of the meeting.  She quoted from the Bible 
regarding evil and expressed her dismay that so many citizens had gathered to address two 
issues that were then pulled from the agenda.  She was also concerned about the idea of 
choosing only certain businesses to be in the City. 
 
JayLynn Thomas, West Jordan resident, stated that she wished to address the agenda item 
regarding the City Manager’s responsibilities.  She was concerned that the City Manager’s 
accountability to the Council was being diminished and she felt that would put the 
Citizens’ rights in jeopardy.  She explained that she had recently contacted the Salt Lake 
field office of the Federal Bureau of Investigation and filed a complaint with the Utah 
Attorney General’s office. 
 
Russell Evans, West Jordan resident, indicated that he wished to address the issue of 
changing the position of mayor back to part-time.  He questioned the wisdom of having a 
part-time mayor when the City was getting larger instead of smaller—crime was going up, 
not down, etc.  He pointed out that the citizens of West Jordan voted to make the Mayor a 
full-time position.  Because West Jordan was a full-time city with full-time problems, he 
felt the mayor should be a full-time mayor. 
 
Julie Dole, West Jordan resident, spoke in opposition to the proposal to reduce the 
Mayor’s hours as well as his salary and duties.  She, too, pointed out that the citizens 
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elected a full-time mayor and that if any changes were to take place, they should not take 
effect until the next term.  She suggested that the proposed changes appeared to be 
unjustified and retaliatory.  She asked each Councilmember to stop letting personal 
agendas and feelings get in the way of doing the City’s business. 
 
Theddie Harris, West Jordan resident, spoke regarding the proposed crosswalk near Senior 
Housing.  She stated that many of her neighbors in Senior Housing had difficulty walking, 
just as she did.  Many used walkers or were confined to wheelchairs.  There was a great 
need for a crosswalk and she urged the Council to approve it. 
 
Carolyn Christensen, West Jordan resident, also spoke in favor of the proposed crosswalk.  
She also asked that the Council find a way to come together. 
 
Melissa Worthen, West Jordan resident, wished to address several issues. 

o Employee Morale- She stated that as along-time volunteer, she no longer wished to 
be a part of the toxic environment in City Hall.  There had not only been 
workplace harassment but also attempts to destroy professional reputations. 

o Back Door Deals- It was her understanding that a member of the Council had 
offered $1,000,000 to a developer on the Prison Relocation Committee if he would 
help get West Jordan off the list of possible sites for the new prison. 

o Taxpayer Funds- How much in taxpayer funds was being wasted on lawsuits and 
back door deals? 

 
Louella Thompson, West Jordan resident, stated that she was absolutely ashamed of the 
Council.  The citizens had elected a Mayor and the Council should let him do his job.  If 
someone wanted to get rid of him, he/she should run against him next time and win.  She 
implored the Council to stop fighting. 
 
Lisa Larson, West Jordan resident, stated that she believed in the Mayor and in everything 
he had done.  She said that since the City Attorney had left, the only people in the City 
who had listened to her were Melanie Briggs, Mayor Rolfe and Bryce Haderlie.  Mayor 
Rolfe, Bryce Haderlie and Craig Dearing were the only ones who went to her home, heard 
her out and stood by her during a ten year legal battle with the City.  She went on to say 
that it was time for those with big egos to get over themselves. 
 
June Christiansen, West Jordan resident, spoke in favor of the Mayor and in opposition to 
the reduction of his salary and duties.  When the citizens elected Mayor Rolfe, they chose 
the candidate with the most moral fiber and the courage to stand up and support the 
residents of West Jordan.  To change anything half-way through an elected term was 
unethical.   If a change was to take place it should happen at the end of the term and with 
the vote of the people.  She asked the Council to take a good look at themselves and then 
to make the needs of the City their primary focus. 
 
Craig Dearing, West Jordan resident, stated that he was glad that business items e and f 
had been pulled from the agenda and he hoped they would not return.  He felt they were 
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about emotion and personal politics instead of logic.  There should be no change to an 
elected official’s hours or pay when the citizens voted him in. 
 
Dirk Burton, West Jordan resident, wished to address the agenda item which asked for 
additional staff to be hired.  He felt it would make better sense to hire a subcontractor to 
do the work.  Regarding the creation of a separate Parks Department, he was opposed to 
increasing the size of government and cautioned the Council about such a move.  Also, he 
felt the timing of business items e and f was poor so he was glad they had been pulled.  He 
wished to see the Council hold an open retreat wherein they would sit down and work 
their differences out. 
 
Megan Worthen, West Jordan resident, stated that regardless of the form of government, 
unless each councilmember could follow the duties of his/her position, nothing would be 
solved in the City. 
 
Trina McCleary, West Jordan resident, expressed her appreciation to Mayor Rolfe and 
indicated that he had her support.  She stated that the Councilmembers were voted into 
office by the citizens.  She did not want the form of government changed in the middle of 
a term and asked that the Council do whatever was necessary to better support one 
another. 
 
Mike Withers, West Jordan resident, pointed out that the ordinance allowing chickens had 
been changed the previous year.  While he was generally in support of farming and 
allowing chickens within the City, the Code now allowed too many chickens per lot and 
he wished to have the ordinance re-examined.  He also expressed hope that the Council 
could learn to get along with one another. 
 
Chrissy Wilkes, West Jordan resident, spoke in support of Mayor Rolfe and pointed out 
that he was elected by a majority of the residents to do a job.   
 
There was no one else who wished to speak.  
 
 
VII. CONSENT ITEMS  

a. Approve the minutes of August 18, 2015 as presented  
 

b. Approve Ordinance 15-22, amending the 2009 West Jordan Municipal 
Code Title 4, “Business License Regulations’ and Title 6 “Police and 
Public Safety,’ regarding business license fees and renewals  

 
c. Approve Resolution 15-164, confirming the appointment of 

Councilmember Sophie Rice to serve on the Salt Lake County Association 
of Municipal Councils 
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d. Approve Resolution 15-165, authorizing the Mayor to execute Change 
Order No. 6 with Cody Ekker Construction, Inc. for an amount not-to-
exceed $15,979.87  

 
e. Approve Resolution 15-166, authorizing the Mayor to execute Amendment 

No. 3 to the Professional Service Agreement with Stanley Consultants, Inc. 
for additional engineering services to provide final design service for 
Phase 1 of 7000 South project from the Jordan River to 1905 West, in an 
amount not to exceed $311,847.00 

 
f. Approve Resolution 15-167, authorizing the Mayor to execute the 

Professional Services Agreement Amendment No. 2 with MWH America’s 
Inc. for additional engineering services for the Zone 2 Grizzly 4.0 MG 
Water Storage Reservoir, in an amount not to exceed $17,763.15 

 
g. Approve Resolution 15-168, authorizing the Mayor to execute the Local 

Government Contract Modification to increase funding by $141,603.41 for 
Construction Engineering Management services for the 5600 West 6300 
South to 7000 South, for an amount not to exceed $588,665.14 

 
h. Approve Resolution 15-169, authorizing the Mayor to execute a contract 

with Turf Sprinkler Company for the Calsense Central Control Irrigation 
Improvements Project for the base bid and alternate 1 in an amount not to 
exceed $1,333,719.00   
 

i.  Approve Ordinance 15-23, amending the 2009 West Jordan Municipal 
Code Title 1, “Administration,’ Title 8, ‘Public Works, Public Ways and 
Property,’ regarding Parks Department 

 
Councilmember Haaga pulled Consent Items b, c and i for further discussion.   
 
MOTION:  Councilmember Southworth moved to approve all the Consent Items 

except 6b, 6c and 6i.  The motion was seconded by Councilmember 
Hansen.                   

 
A roll call vote was taken 
 
Councilmember Haaga  Yes    
Councilmember Hansen  Yes      
Councilmember McConnehey Yes   
Councilmember Nichols  Yes  
Councilmember Rice  Yes      
Councilmember Southworth Yes    
Mayor Rolfe    Yes  
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The motion passed 7-0.   
 
Councilmember Haaga left the meeting at 7:30 p.m. 
 
 
VIII. PUBLIC HEARINGS  

RECEIVE PUBLIC INPUT AND CONSIDER FOR APPROVAL 
ORDINANCE 15-24, AMENDING THE 2009 WEST JORDAN FUTURE 
LAND USE MAP AND ZONING MAP TO REMOVE THE TSOD 
DESIGATNION FROM 10.21 ACRES OF PROPERTY, AND AMENDING 
SECTION 1(1) OF ORDINANCE 07-27 TO REFLECT THE UPDATED 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION TO THE GARDNER VILLAGE STATION 
COMMUNITY; RR-5D ZONE, LOCATED AT APPROXIMATELY 7655 
SOUTH 1300 WEST, CITY OF WEST JORDAN, APPLICANT 

Larry Gardner explained that the Brinkerhoff property located at 7653-7655 South 1300 
West was adjacent to (north of) the approved Station at Gardner Mill mixed use 
development. As part of the neighborhood discussions, as the Station at Gardner Mill 
application was being processed, a concern was raised that the Brinkerhoff property, if left 
in the Transit Station Overlay District (TSOD) could be developed as a multi-family 
development which the neighborhood felt would not be desirable.  Based on their 
discussion with neighborhood residents, the City Council on November 19, 2014 directed 
Staff to prepare an amendment to the future land use map and official zoning map to 
remove 10.21 acres of the Brinkerhoff property located at 7653-7655 South 1300 West, 
from the TSOD boundaries.     
 
The subject property’s surrounding zoning and land uses were as follows: 
  Future Land Use Zoning Existing Land Use 
North  Research Park BR-P Vacant 

South  
Transit Oriented Development P-C Future Station at Gardner Mill 

Development  
West  Medium-Density Residential R-1-8  Barton Hollow Subdivision 
East Public Facilities P-F South Valley Water Reclamation 
 
The City was requesting to remove the TSOD overlay designation from 10.21 acres of 
property located at 7653-7655 South 1300 West.  TSOD was an overlay of the base zone, 
RR-.5 (now RR-20) in this case, which granted additional uses and imposed additional 
requirements.  The land use map had the Brinkerhoff property designated as Low Density 
Residential.  The Council directive was to amend the Future Land Use Map and amend the 
Zoning Map removing the TSOD designation.  The only amendment that would be 
required was to amend the boundary of the Gardner Mill Transit Station Overlay by 
removing the TSOD overlay from the Brinkerhoff property.  The Future Land Use Map 
would not need to be amended because it was already mapped as Low Density 
Residential.     
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Section 13-7D-7(A): Amendments to the Zoning Map 
 
Prior to making an amendment to the Zoning Map, the City Council shall make the 
following findings: 
 
Criteria 1:   The proposed amendment is consistent with the purposes, goals, 

objectives, and policies of the City’s General Plan. 
 

Discussion: The General Plan discusses Transit Oriented Development within 
proximity of ¼ to ½ mile from a transit station as an acceptable distance to 
construct higher density and more compact developments.  While the 
southern portion of the Brinkerhoff property is within the ½ mile distance 
from the mid-point and measuring along 1300 West the property is beyond 
the ½ mile distance.  The General Plan also states that land use intensity 
should be reduced farther away from the station to be compatible with 
existing neighborhoods.  It is reasonable to conclude that because the 
majority of the development to the West and North of the Brinkerhoff 
Property is low and medium density and because the Brinkerhoff property is 
at the maximum distance defined by the General Plan from the transit station 
that the proposed amendment will not conflict with the General Plan.   
 
Finding: The proposed amendment is consistent with the purposes, goals, 
objectives, and policies of the City’s General Plan. 

 
Criteria 2:  The proposed amendment will result in compatible land use relationships 

and does not adversely affect adjacent properties. 
 

Discussion: The primary reason for removal of the TSOD from the 
Brinkerhoff property is to ensure that land uses remain compatible.  As 
stated the majority of the residential uses near the Brinkerhoff property are 
low to medium density single family residential.  Removal of the TSOD 
will ensure a consistent land use type and density and a further buffering 
from the more intense Gardner Station Development. 
 
Finding: The proposed amendment will result in compatible land use 
relationships and does not adversely affect adjacent properties.  

 
Criteria 3:  The proposed amendment furthers the public health, safety and general 

welfare of the citizens of the city. 
 

Discussion: The removal of the TSOD Overlay will also remove any 
additional uses associated with the TSOD.  The Brinkerhoff Property will 
then be governed by the RR-.5 (now RR-20) zoning ordinance 
requirements.  The RR-.5 (now RR-20) zoning district has specific 
standards which will need to be met if the property is subdivided and 
developed. The RR-.5 (now RR-20) zone is compatible with the existing 
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zones and housing densities found in surrounding neighborhoods and will 
not harm the public health, safety or welfare of the city as a whole.   
 
Finding: The proposed amendment furthers the public health, safety and 
general welfare of the citizens of the city.  

 
Criteria 4:   The proposed amendment will not unduly impact the adequacy of public 

services and facilities intended to serve the subject zoning area and 
property than would otherwise be needed without the proposed change, 
such as, but not limited to, police and fire protection, water, sewer and 
roadways. 

 
Discussion: Removal of the TSOD overlay will not negatively impact any 
public services.  

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

 
Criteria 5:    The proposed amendment is consistent with the provisions of any 

applicable overlay zoning districts which may impose additional 
standards. 

 
Discussion:  The property will be removed from the TSOD overlay zone. 
 
Finding: This criterion did not apply.  

 
There was no anticipated fiscal impact. 
 
Staff supported the proposed Zoning Map amendment associated with this request, 
believing that the removal of the TSOD from the Brinkerhoff property would result in a 
more compatible situation with adjoining land uses and with near-by neighborhoods.  
 
Mayor Rolfe opened the public hearing. 
 
Alexandra Eframo, a West Jordan resident, asked a clarifying question. 
 
There was no one else who wished to speak.  Mayor Rolfe closed the public hearing.   
 
MOTION:  Councilmember Southworth moved to approve Ordinance 15-24, 

removing the Transit Station Overlay District (TSOD) from 10.21 
acres of property generally located at 7653 – 7655 South 1300 West.  
The motion was seconded by Councilmember Nichols.        
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A roll call vote was taken 
 
Councilmember Haaga  Absent      
Councilmember Hansen  Yes       
Councilmember McConnehey Yes   
Councilmember Nichols  Yes 
Councilmember Rice   Yes      
Councilmember Southworth Yes    
Mayor Rolfe    Yes  
 
The motion passed 6-0.   
 
Councilmember Haaga returned at 7:38 p.m. 
 

RECEIVE PUBLIC INPUT AND CONSIDER FOR APPROVAL 
ORDINANCE 15-25, RATIFYING THE PRELIMINARY DEVELOPMENT 
PLAN ESTABLISHING A DENSITY OF 6.30 UNITS PER ACRE, 
PRELIMINARY SUBDIVISION PLAN (180 UNITS ON 28.7 ACRES) AND 
PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN; MFR ZONE, LOCATED AT 
APPROXIMATELY 6111 WEST 7800 SOUTH, GARBETT LAND 
INVESTMENTS, LC, APPLICANT   

David Oka turned the time over to Ray McCandless who explained that in 2006 the 
subject property was rezoned from Agricultural (A-5) to Medium Density, Multi-Family 
Residential (MFR) as part of the establishment of the West Side Planning Area (WSPA) 
(Ordinance 05-51) which was still in effect. The property was currently vacant.  
 
The applicant, Garbett Land Investments, LC, was requesting that the City Council approve 
an ordinance ratifying the Planning Commission’s approval of the Addenbrook Village 
Development Plan permitting 41 single-family dwellings, 36 twin homes and 103 town 
homes for a total of 180 residential dwelling units on property located at approximately 
6111 West 7800 South in a Medium Density, Multi-Family Residential (MFR) zone. The 
property was located within the Highlands Master Plan area.  The property was east of the 
Englefield Heights subdivision and west of the Mountain View Corridor on 7800 South as 
shown on the attached Aerial Map (Exhibit A). The property was currently vacant.   
 
The development would be constructed in 5 phases. The number and type of dwelling unit 
for each phase was as follows: 
 

Phase Unit type Dwelling units 
Phase 1 Single-family  21 
 Twin homes 14 
Phase 2 Town homes 42 
Phase 3 Street improvements only  0 
Phase 4 Single-family  20 
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 Twin homes 22 
Phase 5 Town homes 61 
  180 Total 

 
Portions of phases 1 and 4 would be single-family lots which would act as an extension of 
the Englefield Heights subdivision to the west. Phase 3 would consist of street 
improvements only.   
 
Each of the duplex and town home units would be on its own lot as shown on the 
preliminary subdivision plat with common open space surrounding the buildings. The site 
consisted of 28.96 acres of land. A total of 8.0 acres (28.8%) would be common open 
space which included three “active recreation areas” and a “greenbelt” between the 
townhomes and Fallwater Drive as shown on the site plan and subdivision drawings. A 
new landscaped roundabout would be installed as part of Phase 2 improvements.  
 
On July 7, 2015, the Planning Commission granted preliminary plat and preliminary site 
plan approval (with conditions) for Addenbrook Village. The Planning Commission also 
recommended approval of the Preliminary Development Plan and proposed development 
density as requested by the applicant.  
 
There were no specific findings of fact for development plans; however, there were other 
code requirements applicable to this request that needed consideration by the City 
Council.  
 
The WSPA zoning districts allowed developers to “buy up” density subject to providing 
certain required and optional amenities and design elements that were intended to improve 
the overall project. The density range in the MFR zoning district was between 4.51 and 
9.0 dwelling units per acre. In this zone, applicants were entitled to 4.51 dwelling units per 
acre (which was considered the base density) but can ‘buy up” to 9.0 dwelling units per 
acre if all optional bonus density elements were provided and integrated into the 
development. The density ‘buy up” was determined using the table contained in the 2009 
City Code, Section 13-5J-5C and Section 13-5J-6 which further clarified how percentage 
points were achieved.  
 
Table 1.0 was derived from the table in Section 13-5J-5C. It contained both the applicant’s 
and staff’s analysis of total percentage points earned. 
 
WSPA STANDARDS AND INCENTIVE CHART  
 

Table 1.0 

Amenity/Improvement    
Weighted 
Value    

Required 
vs. 
Optional    

Staff 
Score 

Applicant 
Score 
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Trails and open space:            

   Dedication of open space, trail (drainage) corridors or "in lieu 
fees" and installation of trails in accordance with the 
comprehensive general plan and the "Parks, Recreation, Trails 
And Open Space Handbook"    

   Required    0% 0% 

 Discussion: The Parks Recreation Trails and Open Space Master Plan shows a trail along the south side of the 
development which will be installed by the developer.  

   Installation of enhanced open space/recreational amenities 
and/or landscaping/irrigation in excess of that required per city 
standards.     

Up to 22%    Optional    9% 11% 

 Discussion: The Development Plan shows 2 playgrounds (2%), benches (1%), play field (1%). A common green area 
(1%), landscape buffer (0%) (Landscape buffer is required per city standards) passive open space (2%) roundabout 
landscaping (2%),. 

   Improvement of trail corridors and installation of trail amenities 
in excess of that required per city standards    

Up to 15%    Optional    0% 0% 

 Discussion: No trail corridors in excess of that required per city standards are proposed. 

   Dedication of additional property for trails beyond that required 
per city standards along creeks/washes    

Up to 15%    Optional    0% 0% 

 Discussion: Does not Apply 

Street design:            

   Pedestrian scale and consistent, architectural street lighting       Required    0% 0% 

 Discussion: The subdivision proposes using the standard West Jordan “acorn” style light.   

   Traffic calming       Required    0% 0% 

 Discussion: Traffic calming measures will be incorporated into the design and will be reviewed during the final 
subdivision and site plan review.   

   Street design       Required    0% 0% 

 Discussion: The project has internal private driveways that serve garages. This configuration must be approved by the 
Engineering and Fire Departments. 

   Entryway monument or gateway feature to the subdivision/ 
development    

Up to 10%    Optional    3% 6% 

 Discussion: The development plan shows 3 entryway features.  

   Provision of a landscape buffer on major rights of way    Up to 22%    Optional    3% 3% 

 Discussion: The development plan shows an 8’ landscape buffer along  Fallwater Drive (collector street). 
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Smart growth:            

   Master planned subdivision design       Required    0% 0% 

 Discussion: The project appears to have met this requirement as all single-family dwellings, twin homes and town homes 
will have a themed appearance with variations in colors, architecture and building materials. 

   Pedestrian friendly and walkable neighborhood design       Required    0% 0% 

 Discussion: 5 foot sidewalks are placed along all interior and exterior streets. Once the traffic calming and roundabout is 
installed, this subdivision will provide an improved pedestrian environment. 

   Alternative load garage configuration (if single-family)    Up to 18%    Optional    0% 0% 

 Discussion: Traditional front loaded garages are proposed for all single-family dwellings as shown in the Development 
Plan.  

   Clustered subdivision design    Up to 10%    Optional    0% 0% 

 Discussion: Not used. Not applicable to this design.  

Building design:            

   Attractive, theme based and consistent architecture on all 
structures    

   Required    0% 0% 

 Discussion: The Design Review Committee recommends approval of building architecture.  

   Installation of covered porches throughout 50% of subdivision   Up to 14%    Optional    14% 14% 

 Discussion: A minimum 50% of the homes will have a front porch at least 50 square feet in area 

   Enhanced door, window, eave and roofing treatment    Up to 12%    Optional    12% 12% 

 Discussion: The applicant has provided examples of  “typical” building elevations they expect to see built in this 
development. Windows and doors  have variety with differing configurations 

   Equal dispersion and use of high quality building materials    Up to 12%    Optional 12% 12% 

   Discussion: The applicant has stated in the development plan that all homes will incorporate stucco, stone, brick, Hardi 
Board and other high grade materials.  

   Discretionary buy up Up to 12%    Optional 12% 10% 

 Discussion: All homes will use high energy-efficient building design and materials. 

   Total  65% 68% 

Based on the total percentage in the table above, the following calculation was used to 
find out the maximum allowed density of a project: 
 
[(Base Density) x (Bonus Density Percent)] + (Base Density) = Max Allowed Net Density 
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As staff calculated the maximum allowed net density, (4.51 x .65) = 2.9315; 2.9315 + 4.51 
=7.44 du/ac; therefore, 7.44 dwelling units per net acre were possible. The proposed 
development included 180 units on 28.96 acres gross (28.55 acres net) for a proposed 
residential density of 6.22 dwelling units per acre (gross) and 6.30 dwelling units per net 
acre.  
 
Based on the information submitted and the conditions of approval recommended by staff, 
the Addenbrook Sub-area Preliminary Development Plan had sufficient amenities to 
achieve the requested 180 residential dwelling units. The Planning Commission agreed 
with this analysis. 
 
The Preliminary Development Plan included examples of the various housing types that 
would be constructed within the development. Both the Planning Commission and Design 
Review Committee reviewed and recommended approval of the proposed building 
designs. The Preliminary Development Plan also stated that the buildings were designed to 
be energy efficient. The Preliminary Development Plan also included examples of the 
landscaping that would be installed around each building, in the public way and within the 
roundabout.  
 
The proposed Addenbrook Sub-area Preliminary Development Plan met the applicable 
requirements of the Zoning and Subdivision Ordinances. Staff was confident that the 
applicant could address any necessary engineering and/or planning related concerns by 
meeting the conditions of approval and addressing all standards and requirements at the 
time of final plat, final site plan and final development plan submittal.   
 
Sub-area Preliminary Development Plan  
Based on the requirements listed in the Zoning Ordinance, staff recommended that the 
City Council approve the Addenbrook Sub-area Preliminary Development Plan located at 
approximately 6111 West 7800 South with a residential density of 6.30 units per acre net 
(41 single-family dwellings, 36 twin homes and 103 town homes) for a total of 180 
dwelling units., subject to the following conditions: 
 

1. The Final Development Plan shall be updated to reflect the buy up points 
and densities approved by the Planning Commission and City Council. 

2. The Final Development Plan shall be updated to show all other 
requirements as approved by the Planning Commission.  

Approval of the Preliminary Subdivision plan and Preliminary Site Plan shall be subject to 
City Council Approval of the Preliminary Development Plan. 
 
Councilmember Southworth left the meeting at 7:41 p.m. 
 
Scott Howell of Garbett and Peterson Development, pointed out that the plan received 
support from the Design Review Committee and the Planning Commission.  There had 
already been eleven homes sold in the project so he was confident that it would be 
worthwhile to the City. 
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Councilmember Southworth returned to the meeting at 7:43 p.m. 
 
Mayor Rolfe opened the public hearing. 
 
Alexandra Eframo, a West Jordan resident, wished to applaud the developer of the project.  
She loved the design.  She also recommended xeriscaping in lieu of planting grass. 
 
There was no one else who wished to speak.  Mayor Rolfe closed the public hearing. 
 
MOTION: Councilmember Nichols moved to adopt Ordinance No. 15-25, 

ratifying the Preliminary Development Plan establishing a density of 
6.30 units per acre, Preliminary Subdivision Plan (180 units on 28.7 
acres) and Preliminary site Plan.  The motion was seconded by 
Councilmember Hansen. 

 
 A roll call vote was taken 
 
Councilmember Haaga  Yes      
Councilmember Hansen  Yes       
Councilmember McConnehey Yes   
Councilmember Nichols  Yes 
Councilmember Rice   Yes      
Councilmember Southworth Yes    
Mayor Rolfe    Yes  
 
The motion passed 7-0.   
     
 CONTINUE UNTIL SEPTEMBER 9, 2015 – MOTION REQUIRED 

RECEIVE PUBLIC INPUT AND CONSIDER FOR APPROVAL 
RESOLUTION 15-146, AMENDING THE FISCAL YEAR 2015-2016 
SALARY SCHEDULE 
 

MOTION: Councilmember Southworth moved to continue item 8c.  The motion 
was seconded by Councilmember Nichols. 

 
Councilmember Haaga spoke in support of bringing the item back as a public hearing. 
 
Councilmember Southworth pointed out that the item was scheduled to be a public hearing 
and that he was merely moving to continue the hearing. 
 
 A roll call vote was taken 
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Councilmember Haaga  Yes      
Councilmember Hansen  Yes       
Councilmember McConnehey Yes   
Councilmember Nichols  Yes 
Councilmember Rice   Yes      
Councilmember Southworth Yes    
Mayor Rolfe    Yes  
 
The motion passed 7-0.   
 
Councilmember Haaga stepped out at 7:49 p.m. 
  
IX. BUSINESS ITEM  

DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION REGARDING RESOLUTION 15-
171, DIRECTING CITY STAFF TO IMPLEMENT THE PROPOSED 
SENIOR HOUSING/3200 WEST MIDBLOCK CROSSWALK 
IMPROVEMENT  

Justin Stoker turned the time over to Bill Baranowski, Traffic Engineer.  Mr. Baranowski 
explained that the purpose of this request was to obtain funding for a proposed midblock 
crosswalk on 3200 West for the Senior Housing complex located directly west of the post 
office. City Staff met in June 2015 with the residents living at the Senior Housing complex 
located at 7832 South 3200 West directly west of the US Post Office. We walked with the 
residents across 3200 West and north to the signalized crosswalk at 7800 South and back to the 
Senior Housing complex.  

They outlined the following concerns for pedestrians crossing 3200 West: 

 The existing signalized crosswalk at 7800 South is too far out of the way for them to 
access the Macey’s Food Store and the Post Office. 

 There are too many vehicles turning left at the existing traffic signal for them to safely 
cross. They would prefer to cross at a midblock crosswalk with fewer turning vehicles. 

 A marked crosswalk near the front of their housing complex is their preferred option. 

After the first meeting with the residents, 24-hour traffic data was collected at two potential 
3200 West crosswalk locations near the Senior Housing on June 8-10, 2015 and June 15-17, 
2015. The study found there were 11,964 vehicles per day between the Post Office driveways 
and 10,648 vehicles per day south of the Post Office entrance. An estimated 1,316 vehicles per 
day were entering and exiting the post office from 3200 West. 

Midblock Crosswalk Guidelines: 

A marked midblock crosswalk location should consider the following: 

 Should be located away from busy driveways or intersections; 

 Should have at least one overhead illumination light; 
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 Should have pedestrian ramps that meet ADA requirements; 

 Should be located at a location where pedestrian crossings are expected by drivers; and  

 Should have a minimum number of conflicts with turning traffic. 

Preferred Crosswalk Location – See Figure 1 below: 

A second meeting was held in July 2015 with a smaller core group of residents and they 
selected the preferred crosswalk location south of the Post Office entrance shown in Figure 1. 
The proposed location was preferred because it had 1,316 fewer turning vehicles per day than a 
location to the north and it was just north of their south driveway. 

The residents presented the preferred crossing location to a number of residents of the complex 
to gauge their support for and willingness to use the proposed crosswalk across 3200 West. The 
residents expressed a strong desire to have the City install the proposed crosswalk. They could 
not guarantee that every single resident would use the new crosswalk, but most residents were 
excited at the prospect of having one installed by the City. 

Preferred 
Crosswalk 
Location

3200 
West 

Senior 
Housing 

7960 South

Macey’s 

Post 
Office

7800 South
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Figure 1.  Proposed Senior Housing Crosswalk Location on 3200 West 

 
Two types of crosswalk flashers could be considered at this proposed crosswalk location 
including RRFB and BlinkerSign flashers. 
 
OPTION 1 
 
Rapid Rectangular Flashing Beacon (RRFB) Option  
Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons (RRFBs) were traffic safety warning devices that 
used LED lights to emit rapid flashing (wig-wag) lights to drivers to alert them of the 
presence of pedestrians in the crosswalk. See Figure 2. West Jordan City had been 
successful in using RRFBs to increase motorist yielding to pedestrians at unsignalized 
midblock crossings. Typically a minimum crossing volume of 20 pedestrians per hour was  
required.  
 
How RRFB Crosswalks are Used 
The lights were activated by a pushbutton used by the pedestrian as they waited to cross 
the street. Pedestrians were expected to wait until drivers yield before entering the 
crosswalk. The LED lights were timed to allow time for the vehicles to yield while 
continuing to flash as the pedestrians crossed the street. Drivers were expected to follow 
State law and yield to pedestrians in the crosswalk. The RRFBs would be active all day 
allowing for activations anytime for users. The units were solar powered so they would 
not be subject to interruption during power outages.  

 
 

Figure 2. Typical RRFB Crosswalk  
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OPTION 2 
 
BlinkerSign Crosswalk Flasher Option 
A second option for helping drivers notice the new crosswalk location was the use of a 
BlinkerSign as shown in Figure 3. This sign was similar to the RRFB crossing and was 
activated by pushing a button to cross. This type of sign had been used in Salt Lake City 
on 500 East for crosswalks to Liberty Park. 
 
 

 
Figure 3. Typical BlinkerSign Crosswalk 

 
City staff recommended that Council allow funding for the following improvements: 
  
1. Install a high visibility crosswalk at the preferred location. The crosswalk was an 

acceptable location with fewer turning vehicles (1,316 less vehicles per day than at the Post 
Office driveway) and it was just north of the south Senior Housing access driveway.  

2. The cost estimate for the new crosswalk improvements was $13,635.00. The cost included 
new street lighting, two pedestrian ramps, flashers and signs. (Concrete Ramps= $5,000; 
Lighting=$3,635; Flashers Signs and Striping=$5,000) 

3. The street light providing overhead illumination was required for pedestrians who cross 
during the darker winter months or at night. 

 

MOTION: Councilmember Southworth moved to adopt Resolution No. 15-171, 
directing City staff to implement the proposed crosswalk 
improvements recommended in the staff report including: concrete 
ramps, street light, signs, striping and possibly a concrete island, once 
funding was obtained.  The motion was seconded by Councilmember 
McConnehey.    
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Councilmember Hansen explained that she made a point to visit the intersection in 
question and agreed that the light changes very quickly.  Anyone using a walker, cane, etc. 
to cross would be unable to cross the road in time.  She spoke in favor of the motion. 
 
The Council discussed various types of traffic control devices. 
 
Councilmember Haaga returned at 7:57 p.m. 
 
A roll call vote was taken 
 
Councilmember Haaga  Yes      
Councilmember Hansen  Yes       
Councilmember McConnehey Yes   
Councilmember Nichols  Yes 
Councilmember Rice   Yes      
Councilmember Southworth Yes    
Mayor Rolfe    Yes  
 
The motion passed 7-0.  
 
  
MOTION: Mayor Rolfe moved to take a five minute recess.  The motion was 

seconded by Councilmember Southworth.   The motion passed 7-0 in 
favor. 

 
The City Council meeting recessed at 7:50 p.m. and reconvened at 8:07 p.m. 
 

DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION REGARDING RESOLUTION 15-
170, AUTHORIZING STAFF TO USE EXISTING C-ROAD FUNDS TO 
HIRE A FIVE-PERSON CONCRETE WORK CREW WITH ASSOCATED 
EQUIPMENT AND VEHICLES TO PERFORM CONCRETE RELATED 
WORK WITHIN THE CITY   

Justin Stoker explained that as the City recovered from the recession and worked to meet 
regulatory requirements, an opportunity to implement no-cost efficiency measures had 
arisen to be able to save on-going money and increase service to the residents. 
 
In 2008 as the recession was beginning to take a toll on the City and in an effort to reduce 
expenses, it was decided to eliminate the concrete crew from the Public Works 
Department and to divert the $750,000 previously allocated from the telecom tax to other 
general fund priorities.  The results of this decision were seen through the cost savings in 
personnel, by putting off sidewalk work and minimizing expenses related with manhole 
raising/lowing and use of the previously allocated portion of the telecom funds in other 
areas.  As a result of the reduced revenue the City saw, funding was tightened and 
concrete maintenance work was reduced as a priority. 
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In the time since those cost saving measures were implemented the need for more of the 
attention to concrete related items had increased.  In terms of the sidewalk curb ramps, 
regulation had required the replacement of old and outdated pedestrian ramps and to 
conform to ADA standards.  Also, as development had begun to pick up, the need to raise 
and lower manholes for asphalt overlays had occurred more frequently.  Along with 
demand to address hazardous sidewalks, several claims had been filed with the City 
regarding accidents associated with trips and falls on uneven sidewalk panels.  With this 
increase in need and without the availability of the telecom funds, it had resulted in the 
use of a portion of the C-Road funds being spent each year on several contracts to address 
the concrete needs. 
 
Recent review had determined that as the size of contracted labor increased, the value to 
the City and its residents had decreased.  It was no longer cost effective to use contracted 
labor to address concrete needs. 
 
To clarify the opportunity, it was important to understand the details regarding the current 
situation. 
 
In the 2014/2015 Fiscal Year, the City contracted out much of its needed concrete work. 

 $208,550.00 to raise/lower 240 manholes and 150 monuments and water valves 
 $147,887.50 to replace 74 curb ramps to bring into conformance with ADA rules 
 $55,000.00 to build or recreate concrete collars around manholes 
 $150,000 for safe sidewalks 

 
The City currently spent $561,437.50 out of the C-Roads funds in contracted work for 
concrete items.  The City also usually appropriated an additional $150,000 from the 
CDBG funds for sidewalk curb ramp replacement (which didn’t happen in 2014). This 
was all in addition to the concrete work orders that were being addressed by the asphalt 
construction crews. 
 
In the absence of a dedicated concrete crew, when concrete related work orders were 
requested by residents, they went onto a list for the asphalt work crews to do between 
asphalt projects.  Currently, sidewalk issues represented the most common work order 
request made by residents to the Public Works Department.  Typically, major asphalt 
projects ran from the spring through the fall and usually took about two weeks per job.  
The work crews began spending an increasing amount of time between asphalt projects to 
address several concrete work orders.  This had begun to result in scheduled project delays 
for the asphalt crews as they addressed the urgent concrete needs.  These crews recently 
received approval to work overtime to address the growing list of concrete related issues 
and still be able to maintain their paving schedule. Regardless of the overtime, the 
efficiency of the asphalt crews had been impacted by the need to postpone overlay 
projects to address concrete work orders.  This calendar year, the requests from residents 
for concrete related work, whether it was heaved, cracked, or uneven sidewalks or curb 
and gutter panels had been much higher than in previous years. 
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The City was currently using budgeted money for interns and seasonals to locate and 
identify sidewalk deficiencies (trip hazards, heaved, broken or deteriorated panels, etc.) in 
the City.  Additionally, curb ramps were actively being identified that did not meet current 
ADA standards.  Currently with just under 25% of the City surveyed, we currently had: 

 375 spalled or worn sidewalk panels identified 
 3,943 trip hazards 
 1,084 curb ramps that have been identified for ADA replacement 

 
We also had identified 89 sidewalk projects totaling 201,714 linear feet of sidewalk that 
was missing along the right-of-way at an estimated cost of about $19.4 million. 
 
We reviewed the contracts for the manhole raising/lowering, replacing curb ramps, and 
performing new sidewalk installations to determine how much work was being performed 
each week and at what cost it was being done.  We found that the City was consistently 
paying about $15,000 for a 5-person crew to perform a week’s worth of concrete work, 
regardless of the type of concrete work being performed when under an outside contract.  
In other words, the City was paying $3,000 per person, per week to perform concrete work 
on City projects.   
 
If a five-person concrete crew were contracted by the City to fulfill the various contracts 
for ADA ramps, manhole raising/lowering, new sidewalk installations, etcetera, it would 
cost $540,000 for that five-person concrete crew to work 36-weeks through a year, if done 
by contract at the current market rates. 
 
Current policy states that in non-hazardous areas where a resident wished to fix a sidewalk 
in front of their property, that if they provide for or pay for the materials that city crews 
would perform the labor to replace the sidewalk.  This policy was a remnant from before 
2008 when there was a concrete crew.  Presently, if a resident called to request this 
process, work crews were pulled from the asphalt teams to be able to work with the 
resident.  A thorough review of the policy had begun.  There were several items in the 
policy that weren’t consistent with current practices.  When the review had been 
completed, it was anticipated that various changes would be presented to Council for their 
review. 
 
To be able to reduce costs and/or accomplish more work for the money being spent, it was 
proposed that the City re-establish the concrete crew and perform the concrete work using 
in-house staff. 
 
Cost estimates have been made to what it would cost for the concrete work to be 
performed internally.  To perform the same level of work by internal staff for 36-weeks, 
it’s estimated that it would cost $387,514 broken down in the following: 

 $283,977 for salaries and benefits for five person crew of various skill levels (52-
week, full-time) 

 $103,537 supplies, tools, and equipment annually (assuming 36-weeks for 
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concrete work is performed) 
 
To clarify the vehicular costs, the Equipment expenses would include a 10-wheel dump 
truck ($210,000 cost) and an F-350 truck ($51,900) that would be used by the entire crew.  
The F-350 would have a crew cab that would be able to seat up to four people.  Typically, 
the F-350 would be purchased outright and the dump truck would be leased or financed to 
spread the payment over time.  In summary, there would be a one-time expense of 
$51,900 for the F-350 truck and an annual expense of about $30,000 (if financed over 
seven years) for the 10-wheel dump truck.  Both vehicles include the snowplow packages 
to be able to use them for plowing snow during winter months. 
 
To cover some of the up-front, one-time expenses, the City expected to begin seeing an 
increase to the B&C Road fund allocation based upon recent changes in transportation 
funding by the state legislature.  Additional money was expected based upon the revised 
gas tax calculations with another potential increase from the local option sales tax which 
was going before voters that November.  In addition to other street maintenance needs, 
this additional money could help pay for some of the expenses, if necessary. 
 
In addition to the cost savings associated with the actual crew, there was a number of 
intangible benefits to having the work performed with city staff.  Although the labor was 
estimated at 36-weeks, typically concrete crews could start earlier and work later into the 
year compared to asphalt teams, and could address more issues (concrete work could be 
done in non-freezing temperatures where asphalt work must be 50 degrees and rising).  
During winter months, as mentioned, both vehicles were available with salt and plow 
packages to be able to be used during plowing situations for the City.   
 
Being able to rely upon a specific concrete crew, would allow the flexibility to address 
concrete related work orders in a timely and agile manner.  It would also restore the 
schedule and efficiency of the asphalt crews by not having them use valuable paving time 
with concrete work orders. It also provided a proactive approach to resolving those 
sidewalk deficiency issues to minimize risk due to sidewalk accidents. 
 
With the nature of concrete work and the need to address all manner of problems, there 
would not be a time that the crew couldn’t be used to address the needs of the City.  It was 
estimated that during the year they would be able to work along the following sample 
schedule, dependent upon weather (note that these were estimates that could be adjusted 
based upon need and value that could be provided): 
 
November-February: Grinding/fixing trip hazards (dry and below freezing 
temperatures), snow plow as necessary, and small projects as weather permitted (above 
freezing temperatures) 
March-October: curb ramp replacement (12 weeks), hazardous sidewalk repair (5 
weeks), concrete collars (4 weeks), raise/lower manholes (3 weeks), construct missing 
sidewalks/projects on deficiency list (10 weeks) 
 



City Council Meeting Minutes  
August 25, 2015  
Page 27 

 
 

 

It was the intent to use the proposed crew to the best use possible.  Since, it appeared that 
the deficiencies in ADA ramps and sidewalk deficiencies were substantial, the City might 
still use contracts for minor items like raising or lowing of valves, monuments, and 
manholes, to ensure that the most efficient process and greatest value was received by the 
City.  
 
The City of West Jordan had an increasing demand for repair and construction of concrete 
related street elements from pedestrian ramp replacement, to the raising and lowering of 
manholes, sidewalk repairs, and the construction of new sidewalk.  An opportunity had 
arisen that would reduce costs, continue safety efforts, improve asphalt crew efficiency, 
and add a number of other benefits by re-establishing an in-house concrete crew and by 
providing the work using City staff.  It was recommended that staff be authorized to use 
existing C-Road funds to re-establish the City’s concrete crew. 
 
The Council asked clarifying questions. 
 
Councilmember McConnehey had concerns about the proposal and wanted to ensure that 
the cost analysis had included the on-going impact of employing the new crew members. 
 
Justin Stoker confirmed that the underlying costs were included in the analysis. 
 
Councilmember Haaga spoke in opposition to the recommendation, saying that he would 
rather invest in local business than increase the size of government.   
 
Councilmember Southworth asked if the City had the funds to pay for this crew without a 
tax increase in the future. 
 
Justin Stoker explained that the money would come from what had been previously been 
used to contract those services out.  Additionally, he pointed out that there was an 
additional funding mechanism that the City would see in the future: the re-work in the gas 
tax which would create approximately $600 thousand in new revenue.  That was above 
and beyond what would potentially be realized if the local option tax passed after the  
November election. 
  
MOTION:  Councilmember Southworth moved to approve Resolution 15-170, 

authorizing staff to use existing C-Road funds to hire a five-person 
concrete work crew with associated equipment and vehicles to perform 
concrete related work within the City. The motion was seconded by 
Councilmember Rice. 

 
Councilmember Haaga spoke in opposition to the motion.   
 
Mayor Rolfe spoke in support of the motion although he pointed out that he typically was 
not in favor of growing government.   
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A roll call vote was taken 
 
Councilmember Haaga  No     
Councilmember Hansen  Yes      
Councilmember McConnehey Yes   
Councilmember Nichols  Yes 
Councilmember Rice  Yes     
Councilmember Southworth Yes    
Mayor Rolfe    Yes  

 
The motion passed 6-1. 
 

REPORT AND UPDATE ON THE CITY OF WEST JORDAN’S FISCAL 
YEAR 2014-2015 4TH QUARTERLY REPORT 

Ryan Bradshaw explained that the Quarterly Report is intended to give unaudited, 
summary information to the user about West Jordan City’s revenue and expenses for the 
fourth quarter of fiscal year 2015, which ended June 30, 2015. The report includes 
information about the City’s General Fund and Enterprise Funds. This report gives City 
Management and the City Council the opportunity to see the financial status of the City 
within its major funds and make decisions accordingly. 

 

This report contains the current and prior year quarterly information and the year-to-date 
totals for each fund.  In addition, it includes a forecasted total for each number.  The 
forecasts are based on the expenditure and revenue percentages from the previous year.  
The numbers are not final and may change.  The only time that Financial Statements are 
final is after the City has completed its annual audit and issued its Comprehensive Annual 
Financial Report (CAFR). 
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General Fund Summary
Annual Budget

Fourth Quarter 

(Current Year)

Fourth Quarter 

(Prior Year)

 Current Year to 

Date 

Prior Year to 

Date

Current Year 

Forecast

Revenues

Property Taxes 11,225,651.00$   1,436,606.63$     1,577,259.27$       11,523,119.36$   11,535,219.74$   11,523,119.36$      

Sales Taxes 15,914,809.00$   5,303,018.79$     6,645,850.40$       14,811,354.98$   15,976,144.05$   16,360,354.98$      

Franchise Taxes 5,885,435.00$     1,995,207.48$     2,008,708.18$       6,624,993.23$     6,767,141.99$     6,624,993.23$         

Telecommunications Taxes 1,200,000.00$     326,301.80$         479,707.45$          1,037,421.89$     1,188,345.79$     1,137,421.89$         

Fee in Lieu ‐ Vehicles 1,150,000.00$     257,846.96$         339,045.24$          901,157.50$         998,144.70$         951,157.50$            

Other Taxes 373,500.00$         118,050.55$         130,403.13$          234,362.07$         333,537.04$         234,362.07$            

Licenses and Permits 1,705,650.00$     724,810.77$         330,282.53$          2,090,660.45$     1,854,866.15$     2,090,660.45$         

Intergovernmental 4,115,947.00$     1,427,005.12$     1,513,566.20$       3,656,070.10$     4,173,690.86$     3,656,070.10$         

Ambulance Fees 1,462,973.00$     410,760.62$         322,068.98$          1,633,635.58$     1,408,776.33$     1,633,635.58$         

Charges for Services 1,616,583.00$     570,705.48$         415,029.57$          1,960,999.45$     1,943,795.81$     1,960,999.45$         

Interfund Charges 4,118,315.00$     1,029,578.76$     935,406.48$          4,118,315.04$     3,741,625.92$     4,118,315.04$         

Fines and Forfeitures 1,500,000.00$     370,222.21$         360,756.49$          1,481,937.88$     1,477,765.49$     1,481,937.88$         

Miscelleous Income 956,742.00$         (295,513.72)$       190,460.98$          544,367.54$         582,466.15$         544,367.54$            

Events 221,000.00$         57,889.43$           56,987.43$             128,953.36$         144,967.38$         128,953.36$            

Total Revenues 51,446,605.00$   13,732,490.88$   15,305,532.33$    50,747,348.43$   52,126,487.40$   52,446,348.43$      

Transfers and Contributions

Loan Payment form Stormwater 224,989.00$         ‐$                         ‐$                        ‐$                        ‐$                           

Contributions from C‐Road Funds 187,736.00$         ‐$                         ‐$                        ‐$                        ‐$                           

Total Transfers and Contributions 412,725.00$         ‐$                        ‐$                         ‐$                        ‐$                        ‐$                           

Total Revenues, Transfers, and Contributions 51,859,330.00$   13,732,490.88$   15,305,532.33$    50,747,348.43$   52,126,487.40$   52,446,348.43$        
General Fund Summary Annual Budget Fourth Quarter 

(Current Year)

Fourth Quarter 

(Prior Year)

 Current Year to 

Date 

Prior Year to 

Date

Current Year 

Forecast

% Budget to 

Forecast

Difference

Revenues:

Revenue 51,446,605.00$     13,732,490.88$   15,305,532.33$           50,747,348.43$    52,126,487.40$    52,446,348.43$    101.9% (999,743.43)$        

Transfers In 412,725.00$           ‐$                                ‐$                         ‐$                         ‐$                         0.0% 412,725.00$         

Total Revenues  51,859,330.00$     13,732,490.88$   15,305,532.33$           50,747,348.43$    52,126,487.40$    52,446,348.43$    101.1%

Expenditures:

Personel Expenses

Justice Court 728,095.00$           152,259.40$         167,602.60$                 665,799.17$          695,798.52$          665,799.17$          91.4% 62,295.83$            

City Manager 1,439,558.00$       335,466.17$         191,063.59$                 1,362,251.14$       1,198,436.65$       1,362,251.14$       94.6% 77,306.86$            

Administrative Services 3,346,369.00$       756,926.03$         700,839.00$                 3,256,139.70$       2,652,655.79$       3,256,139.70$       97.3% 90,229.30$            

City Attorney 1,651,506.00$       467,147.77$         319,070.35$                 1,557,447.98$       1,335,413.90$       1,557,447.98$       94.3% 94,058.02$            

Public Works 3,601,706.00$       831,518.40$         1,251,827.73$             3,585,342.27$       4,972,728.26$       3,585,342.27$       99.5% 16,363.73$            

Development 1,403,582.00$       304,639.30$         314,892.94$                 1,340,536.12$       1,281,393.39$       1,340,536.12$       95.5% 63,045.88$            

Economic Development 140,000.00$           130,149.63$         ‐$                                244,485.30$          ‐$                         244,485.30$          174.6% (104,485.30)$        

Police 13,174,122.00$     3,087,242.57$      2,837,188.22$             12,698,595.00$    11,813,050.98$    12,698,595.00$    96.4% 475,527.00$         

Fire 8,304,765.00$       1,893,279.12$      1,749,338.54$             8,111,158.42$       7,695,654.22$       8,111,158.42$       97.7% 193,606.58$         

Parks 1,668,975.00$       388,058.47$         ‐$                                1,437,352.48$       ‐$                         1,437,352.48$       86.1% 231,622.52$         

Operating Expenses

Justice Court 56,825.00$             13,151.63$            15,274.17$                   43,593.49$             49,306.37$             43,593.49$             76.7% 13,231.51$            

City Manager 1,423,351.00$       353,755.95$         348,836.93$                 1,345,208.90$       1,462,124.43$       1,345,208.90$       94.5% 78,142.10$            

Administrative Services 4,222,532.00$       1,187,616.51$      540,867.91$                 3,090,271.07$       1,654,229.95$       3,090,271.07$       73.2% 1,132,260.93$      

City Attorney 184,936.00$           83,904.38$            33,649.25$                   216,099.12$          97,258.02$             216,099.12$          116.9% (31,163.12)$          

Public Works 3,091,104.00$       586,018.25$         1,435,292.71$             2,246,413.58$       3,935,223.66$       2,246,413.58$       72.7% 844,690.42$         

Development 154,967.00$           21,204.47$            50,906.21$                   103,821.78$          138,741.18$          103,821.78$          67.0% 51,145.22$            

Economic Development 143,409.00$           21,672.67$            ‐$                                122,539.29$          ‐$                         122,539.29$          85.4% 20,869.71$            

Police 3,717,041.00$       866,048.69$         756,397.84$                 3,521,932.71$       2,713,520.72$       3,521,932.71$       94.8% 195,108.29$         

Fire 1,881,812.00$       466,478.31$         630,162.55$                 1,974,205.88$       1,930,916.35$       1,974,205.88$       104.9% (92,393.88)$          

Parks 2,044,304.00$       307,612.83$         ‐$                                1,139,794.58$       ‐$                         1,739,794.58$       85.1% 304,509.42$         

Transfers Out ‐$                        ‐$                        

Administrative Services 2,750,000.00$       187,500.00$         4,352,500.00$             750,000.00$          8,023,660.00$       750,000.00$          27.3% 2,000,000.00$      

Public Works 2,250,000.00$       ‐$                        87,151.61$                   3,038,055.18$       2,594,361.00$       3,038,055.18$       135.0% (788,055.18)$        

Total Expenditures 57,378,959.00$     12,441,650.55$   15,782,862.15$           51,851,043.16$    54,244,473.39$    52,451,043.16$    91.4% 4,927,915.84$      

Operating Surplus (Deficit) (5,519,629.00)$      1,290,840.33$      (477,329.82)$               (1,103,694.73)$     (2,117,985.99)$     (4,694.73)$            

Beginning Fund Balance 19,036,940.00$   

Restricted Fund Balance (4,303,476.00)$    

Stormwater Liability (2,000,000.00)$    

Projected Unrestricted Fund Balance 6/30/15 12,728,769.27$    24.3%  
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General Fund 

Notes to the General Fund 

1. The City receives sales tax revenues 60 days after collection by the retailers. 
2. November and December are the primary months for property tax collections. 
3. MET & Telecommunication taxes are received 45-60 days after they are billed to 

the customer. 
4. Class C Road revenues are paid bi-monthly and are received 60 to 90 days after 

collection. 
5. Increased Parks Operating Expense Forecast for the following expenditures: 

a. Internal Utility Costs – $600,000 
6. Economic Development and Parks Departments have no prior year expenditures as 

they are new departments.   
7. The City changed the Public Safety Pay Ranges from a 14 Step, 2.75% Step 

Difference to an 8 Step, 5% Step Difference Plan that was effective as of 1/1/2015. 

 
Water Fund Summary Annual Budget Fourth Quarter 

(Current Year)

Fourth Quarter 

(Prior Year)

 Current Year to 

Date 

Prior Year to 

Date

Current Year 

Forecast

Difference

Revenues:

Water Sales 17,314,574.00$    3,563,156.24$    3,789,312.60$       15,319,759.24$   15,785,125.01$    15,319,759.24$    (1,994,814.76)$  

Impact Fees 1,200,000.00$       724,868.74$        98,847.14$             1,145,892.74$     475,159.14$          1,145,892.74$       (54,107.26)$        

Interest 18,000.00$             ‐$                       109,415.13$          2.20$                      151,635.23$          18,000.00$             ‐$                       

Intergovernmental 50,000.00$             ‐$                       ‐$                         ‐$                        ‐$                         ‐$                         (50,000.00)$        

Total Revenues  18,582,574.00$    4,288,024.98$    3,997,574.87$       16,465,654.18$   16,411,919.38$    16,483,651.98$    (2,098,922.02)$  

Expenditures:

Personel Expenses 1,644,581.00$       359,039.71$        325,167.84$          1,459,214.95$     1,363,994.34$       1,459,214.95$       185,366.05$        

Operating Expenses 14,407,951.00$    3,778,628.12$    5,125,601.11$       12,260,621.95$   12,149,551.24$    12,260,621.95$    2,147,329.05$    

Capital Projects 10,174,833.00$    1,100,507.55$    3,895,751.33$       5,836,790.27$     6,954,431.73$       5,836,790.27$       4,338,042.73$    

Bond Principal 650,000.00$          650,000.00$        ‐$                         650,000.00$         ‐$                         650,000.00$          ‐$                       

Bond Interest 140,542.00$          70,553.46$          ‐$                         140,512.00$         ‐$                         140,542.00$          ‐$                       

Bond Fee 3,500.00$               ‐$                       ‐$                         3,000.00$             ‐$                         3,500.00$               ‐$                       

Total Expenditures 27,021,407.00$    5,958,728.84$    9,346,520.28$       20,350,139.17$   20,467,977.31$    20,350,669.17$    6,670,737.83$    

Operating Surplus (Deficit) (8,438,833.00)$     (1,670,703.86)$   (5,348,945.41)$     (3,884,484.99)$   (4,056,057.93)$     (3,867,017.19)$    

Encumbered Contracts (1,150,000.00)$    

Restricted  Unrestricted Total

Beginning Cash Balance 4,431,436.00$     10,706,991.00$    15,138,427.00$   

Estimated Total Cash Balance 6/30/15 10,121,409.81$     
 

Water Fund 

1. Impact Fees are projected to be near $1,145,892.74, this is highest in the past four 
years. 

2. Water Revenue less Impact Fees is projected to be lower than the previous three 
years.  This is likely to be a result of the change in the rate structure that promoted 
conservation. 
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3. $1,200,000 to $1,300,000 in Water Fees collected had been designated by the City 
Council each year for Capital Replacement. 

Wastewater Fund 

Summary

Annual Budget Fourth Quarter 

(Current Year)

Fourth Quarter 

(Prior Year)

 Current Year to 

Date 

Prior Year to 

Date

Current Year 

Forecast

Difference

Revenues:

Wastewater O&M 8,446,114.00$       2,155,176.13$   2,111,816.24$       8,475,968.63$     8,344,901.20$       8,475,968.63$     29,854.63$          

Impact Fees 1,030,000.00$       616,479.24$      67,545.50$             809,539.41$         323,000.50$          809,539.41$         (220,460.59)$      

Other 9,400.00$               ‐$                     35,803.80$             ‐$                        35,803.80$             9,400.00$             ‐$                       

Total Revenues  9,485,514.00$       2,771,655.37$   2,215,165.54$       9,285,508.04$     8,703,705.50$       9,294,908.04$     (190,605.96)$      

Expenditures:

Personel Expenses 859,668.00$          163,282.90$      153,990.92$          639,427.05$         656,942.07$          835,203.44$         24,464.56$          

Operating Expenses 5,846,609.00$       1,411,530.61$   1,586,556.35$       5,650,936.18$     5,191,652.33$       5,650,936.18$     195,672.82$        

Capital Projects 5,753,701.00$       328,617.88$      978,945.07$          2,518,908.64$     3,216,826.96$       2,518,908.64$     3,234,792.36$    

Total Expenditures 12,459,978.00$    1,903,431.39$   2,719,492.34$       8,809,271.87$     9,065,421.36$       9,005,048.26$     3,454,929.74$    

Operating Surplus (Deficit) (2,974,464.00)$     868,223.98$      (504,326.80)$         476,236.17$         (361,715.86)$         289,859.78$        

Restricted  Unrestricted

Beginning Cash Balance ‐$                        8,741,593.00$       8,741,593.00$    

Estimated Total Cash Balance 6/30/15 9,031,452.78$      
 

Waste Water Fund 

1. Impact Fees are projected to be over $809,539.41, this is highest in the past four 
years. 

2. Waste Water Revenue less Impact Fees is projected to be the highest in the 
previous four years.  This is because of the Capital Replacement rate increase that 
happened in Fiscal Year 2014. 
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3. $750,000 in Waste Water Fees collected had been designated by the City Council 
each year for Capital Replacement. 

 

Solid Waste Fund 

Summary

Annual Budget Fourth Quarter 

(Current Year)

Fourth Quarter 

(Prior Year)

 Current Year to 

Date 

Prior Year to 

Date

Current Year 

Forecast

Difference

Revenues:

Solid Waste Fees 3,923,509.00$       1,033,250.00$    977,139.06$          3,926,638.95$     3,852,495.75$       3,926,638.95$     3,129.95$            

Other 10,000.00$             ‐$                       31,439.63$             408.00$                 31,779.63$             10,000.00$           ‐$                       

Total Revenues  3,933,509.00$       1,033,250.00$    1,008,578.69$       3,927,046.95$     3,884,275.38$       3,936,638.95$     3,129.95$            

Expenditures:

Personel Expenses 111,322.00$          51,458.01$          29,581.37$             157,236.94$         107,902.99$          157,236.94$         (45,914.94)$        

Operating Expenses 3,812,106.00$       1,210,217.86$    1,130,294.60$       3,624,976.84$     3,385,771.41$       3,624,976.84$     187,129.16$        

Total Expenditures 3,923,428.00$       1,261,675.87$    1,159,875.97$       3,782,213.78$     3,493,674.40$       3,782,213.78$     141,214.22$        

Operating Surplus (Deficit) 10,081.00$             (228,425.87)$      (151,297.28)$         144,833.17$         390,600.98$          154,425.17$        

Total

Beginning Cash Balance 665,554.00$        

Estimated Total Cash Balance 6/30/15 819,979.17$          
 

Solid Waste Fund 

1. The Solid Waste Fund has been growing over the last 10 years in order to save for 
a Transfer Station.  Trans-Jordan Landfill has informed the City that they will be 
paying for the Transfer Station.  It was the Council’s decision to move $4,000,000 
from the Solid Waste Fund to the Storm Water Fund for Capital Project Funding.  
Projected Cash will be $819,979.17 for the end of Fiscal Year 2015. 
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Storm Water Fund 

Summary

Annual Budget Fourth Quarter 

(Current Year)

Fourth Quarter 

(Prior Year)

 Current Year to 

Date 

Prior Year to 

Date

Current Year 

Forecast

Difference

Revenues:

Storm Water Fees 1,733,683.00$       456,467.40$       439,917.36$          1,764,913.92$     1,724,728.31$       1,764,913.92$     31,230.92$          

Impact Fees 885,000.00$          277,644.06$       131,232.36$          1,097,302.07$     863,663.11$          1,097,302.07$     212,302.07$        

Other 28,000.00$             133,152.71$       12,968.96$             133,152.71$         141,121.96$          133,152.71$         105,152.71$        

Total Revenues  2,646,683.00$       867,264.17$       584,118.68$          2,995,368.70$     2,729,513.38$       2,995,368.70$     348,685.70$        

Expenditures:

Personel Expenses 803,786.00$          170,189.90$       140,180.60$          624,133.09$         572,911.07$          624,133.09$         179,652.91$        

Operating Expenses 995,003.00$          165,786.30$       246,420.72$          621,820.41$         649,815.23$          621,820.41$         373,182.59$        

Capital Projects 6,512,890.00$       1,020,221.59$    1,201,811.76$       1,915,161.41$     2,774,819.99$       1,915,161.41$     4,597,728.59$    

Total Expenditures 8,311,679.00$       1,356,197.79$    1,588,413.08$       3,161,114.91$     3,997,546.29$       3,161,114.91$     5,150,564.09$    

Operating Surplus (Deficit) (5,664,996.00)$     (488,933.62)$      (1,004,294.40)$     (165,746.21)$       (1,268,032.91)$     (165,746.21)$      

Encumbered Contracts (1,300,000.00)$  

Restricted Unrestricted

Beginning Cash Balance ‐$                        6,654,896.00$       6,654,896.00$    

Estimated Total Cash Balance 6/30/15 5,189,149.79$      
 

Storm Water Fund 

1. Impact Fees are projected to be over $1,000,000.  This would be a four-year high 
for impact fees in the Storm Water Fund. 

2. Storm Water Revenue less Impact Fees is projected to be the highest in the 
previous four years.  This is because of the Capital Replacement rate increase that 
happened in Fiscal Year 2014.   
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3. $4,000,000 in cash has been transferred from the Solid Waste Fund to the Storm 

Water Fund to increase the Capital Project funding.   

Councilmember Haaga inquired as to projected sales tax and water fund revenue for the 
City.  He was also interested in the projected revenue stemming from the recently 
increased storm water fee. 
 
Ryan Bradshaw responded that he expected approximately $1.5 million in sales tax 
revenue, approximately $10 million in restricted and unrestricted cash ($5 million below 
the same point last year), and approximately $1 million dollars more due to the change in 
storm water fee. 
 
Mayor Rolfe asked for clarification regarding the Restricted Fund Balance. 
 
Ryan Bradshaw indicated that it was approximately $65 million. 
 
Councilmember Haaga inquired about the status of the audit and the ERP. 
 
Mayor Rolfe expressed appreciation regarding the improved quality of financial reports. 
 
No action was taken as this item was informational only. 
 

DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION REGARDING THE CITY OF 
WEST JORDAN POSITION REGARDING THE TRANSPORTION TAX 
PROPOSITION ON THE 2015 GENERAL ELECTION (HB362) 

Bryce Haderlie explained that the Salt Lake County Council had authorized the question 
for HB362 to be put on the 2015 ballot.  The attached information had been provided by 
the Utah League of Cities and Towns regarding the involvement that the City could have 
in the process if it chose to.  He was seeking input from the Council so that staff was 
following their direction on how much information the Council wanted to make available 
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to the West Jordan City voters on the subject.  A list of projects that the money (if 
approved by the voters) would be used for was also provided.  More information on the 
subject was available on the Utah League of Cities and Towns website: www.ulct.org.  
 
Councilmember Haaga pointed out that this was a decision for the public to make and that 
he intended to stay neutral.  He hoped that the rest of the Council would remain neutral as 
well. 
 
Councilmember Nichols stated that he would not remain neutral.  He was glad that the 
voters would have the opportunity to vote on the matter but felt that the proposed tax was 
wrong and he hoped that the Council would oppose it. 
 
Councilmember Southworth spoke in opposition to HB362 and asked that the Council do 
the same.  He felt strongly that the individual needs of the City, the County and UTA 
should not be bundled together in the same plan.  
 
Councilmember McConnehey shared some of Councilmember Southworth’s concerns but 
did not feel the Council should take any official action. 
 
Mayor Rolfe felt the Council should remain completely neutral and let the citizens decide. 
 
Councilmember McConnehey suggested that the City’s position should be that it had no 
position. 
 
Councilmember Haaga repeated his belief that the Council should not take an official 
position and that if it chose to do so, he would recuse himself. 
 
Bryce Haderlie confirmed with the Council that they wished to have no statement 
prepared on their behalf or to place any information on the City website. 
 
 DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION REGARDING ORDINANCE 15-

21, AMENDING THE 2009 WEST JORDAN MUNICIPAL CODE, TITLE 1, 
‘ADMINISTRATION,’ CHAPTER 7, REGARDING MAYOR, COUNCIL, 
CITY MANAGER AND DEPARTMENT HEADS RESPONSIBILITIES; 
RESOLUTION 15-162, AMENDING THE CITY COUNCIL RULES, 
POLICIES, AND PROCEDURES  

Councilmember Nichols continued this item until September 9, 2015. 

 DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION REGARDING ORDINANCE 15-
26, AMENDING THE 2009 WEST JORDAN MUNICIPAL CODE, TITLE 1, 
‘ADMINISTRATION,’ CHAPTER 7, REGARDING MAYOR SALARY 
AND DUTIES 

Councilmember Southworth tabled this item to a date uncertain. 
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 DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION REGARDING CLOSED SESSION 
RECORDINGS 

Mayor Rolfe explained that he had a recording of the Closed Session that took place on 
April 17, 2015, and it was his understanding that it could be released only pursuant to a 
majority vote of those Councilmembers in attendance at the meeting or in response to a 
court order.  He felt that the recording should be released to the public and wished to 
know the Council’s position. 
 
Councilmember Haaga indicated that as an advocate of transparency he was in support of 
releasing the recording.  He felt the tape would show that the Council unanimously 
directed the Mayor to do what he did. 
 
Councilmember Southworth pointed out that he had not been present at the meeting in 
question.  He also stated that although he felt the recording should ultimately be released, 
it might be better to get a legal opinion regarding how its release might affect pending 
investigations and/or a settlement. 
 
Mayor Rolfe turned his copy of the recording over to City Clerk Melanie S. Briggs for 
safekeeping, pending a decision about its possible release. 
 
Councilmember Rice indicated a desire to hear the recording prior to its release to the 
public, stating that she was not confident it had not been altered. 
 
Councilmember McConnehey concurred with the suggestion that the recording should not 
be released until the conclusion of any investigations.  Once those were complete, he 
stated he would have no objection to the release of the recording. 
 
Councilmember Nichols indicated that he, too, felt the Council should first seek legal 
advice regarding potential ramifications of the release. 
 
Bryce Haderlie clarified that the Council was in agreement that the three contract 
attorneys could listen to the recording in order to then provide their legal opinions. 
 
Councilmember Hansen stated her agreement that although the recording should 
ultimately be released, the matter should first be reviewed by legal counsel. 
 
Councilmember Haaga stated he would at least like to release one portion of the recording 
sooner rather than later—the portion that would show that the Mayor was given direction 
by a majority of the Council. 
 
Mayor Rolfe then stated that he was willing to wait another month for it to be released.   
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CONSENT 7B 
 APPROVE ORDINANCE 15-22, AMENDING THE 2009 WEST JORDAN 

MUNICIPAL CODE TITLE 4, ‘BUSINESS LICENSE REGULATIONS’ 
AND TITLE 6, ‘POLICE AND PUBLIC SAFETY,’ REGARDING 
BUSINESS LICENSE FEES AND RENEWALS 

Councilmember Haaga inquired if any fees were being increased and Ryan Bradshaw 
explained that none had been increased. 
 
MOTION:  Councilmember Haaga moved to adopt Ordinance 15-22, amending 

the 2009 West Jordan Municipal Code Title 4, ‘Business License 
Regulations’ and Title 6, ‘Police and Public Safety,’ regarding business 
license fees and renewals.  The motion was seconded by Mayor Rolfe. 

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

 
The motion passed 7-0. 
 
CONSENT 7C 
 APPROVE RESOLUTION 15-164, CONFIRMING THE APPOINTMENT 

OF COUNCILMEMBER SOPHIE RICE TO SERVE ON THE SALT LAKE 
COUNTY ASSOCIATION OF MUNICIPAL COUNCILS 

Councilmember Haaga stated that he had been appointed by Mayor Rolfe to fill this 
vacancy since he had been the alternate when Justin Stoker had stepped down.  He felt that 
by recommending Councilmember Rice to fill this vacancy, he had been excluded.   He 
also indicated that when considering a Councilmember for an appointment, perhaps the 
Council should consider a person’s experience, has he/she been in a Council before, has 
he/she served on a board, etc…? 
 
Councilmember Southworth raised a point of order, stating that Councilmember Haaga 
had indicated that he would not say anything against anyone specifically and then he 
proceeded to do so.   
 
Councilmember Haaga went on to say that he felt the Council should reconsider 
appointing Councilmember Rice and thought that perhaps this was a time when they 
should come together. 
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Councilmember Hansen pointed out that she herself had previously been appointed to the 
County Association of Municipal Councils without any prior experience.  Additionally, 
she stated this was a non-voting but very informative association that met monthly in the 
middle of the day.  Most Councilmembers had full-time jobs that would conflict with that 
meeting but Councilmember Rice did not. 
 
MOTION:  Mayor Rolfe moved to approve Consent item 6c, approving Resolution 

15-164, confirming the appointment of Councilmember Sophie Rice to 
serve on the Salt Lake County Association of Municipal Councils.  The 
motion was seconded by Councilmember Southworth. 

 
A roll call vote was taken 
 
Councilmember Haaga  No     
Councilmember Hansen  Yes      
Councilmember McConnehey Yes   
Councilmember Nichols  Yes 
Councilmember Rice  Yes     
Councilmember Southworth Yes    
Mayor Rolfe    Yes  

 
The motion passed 6-1. 
 
CONSENT 6I 
 APPROVE ORDINANCE 15-23, AMENDING THE 2009 WEST JORDAN 

MUNICIPAL CODE TITLE 1, ‘ADMINISTRATION,’ TITLE 9, ‘PUBLIC 
WORKS, PUBLIC WAYS AND PROPERTY,’ REGARDING PARKS 
DEPARTMENT 

Councilmember Haaga stated that he wished to know what the item was about. 
 
Bryce Haderlie explained that the City Council’s previous decision to create a Parks 
Department separate from the Public Works Department and their decision to realign the 
Administrative Services Department with identifiable divisions under the Assistant City 
Manager, all required changes to the 2009 City Code.  These changes were drafted at or 
about the time of the actual decisions, but were lost on the desk of the City Attorney 
because of the press of litigation demands and then the loss of the City Attorney.  The 
proposals included changes to the Public Works Department to strip out the functions 
being assigned to the new Parks Department.  These things were intended to memorialize 
changes that had previously been made. 
 
Councilmember Haaga expressed a desire to bring the issue back on a future agenda as he 
had many questions and the meeting had already gone beyond 9:00 p.m. 
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MOTION:  Councilmember Southworth moved to approve Ordinance 15-23, 
amending the 2009 West Jordan Municipal Code Title 1, 
‘Administration,’ title 9, ‘Public Works, Public Ways and Property,’ 
regarding Parks Department.  The motion was seconded by 
Councilmember McConnehey. 

 
Councilmember Haaga asked why Section 1-8A-4 was being deleted from the Code. 
 
Bryce Haderlie responded that the reference to ‘Director of Finance’ had been eliminated 
since there was no longer any such position within the City.  Instead, there was a Finance 
Manager.  The Finance Department as a whole was under the Administrative Services 
Department. 
 
Councilmember Haaga asked Deputy City Attorney Robert Thorup if he concurred with 
Mr. Haderlie’s response and he indicated that he did. 
 
Councilmember Haaga asked Bryce to explain what he meant when he used the term 
memorialize.  
 
Bryce Haderlie responded that he meant that the City had already been functioning in a 
particular capacity.  For example, regarding Section 1-8A-3, the Administrative Services 
Department was created back when Mayor Rolfe took office but the language had never 
been added to the City Code. 
 
Councilmember Haaga asked Brian Clegg, Parks Director, if he was comfortable with the 
changes and he responded that he was. 
 
A roll call vote was taken 
 
Councilmember Haaga  Yes     
Councilmember Hansen  Yes      
Councilmember McConnehey Yes   
Councilmember Nichols  Yes 
Councilmember Rice  Yes     
Councilmember Southworth Yes    
Mayor Rolfe    Yes  

 
The motion passed 7-0. 
 
 
X. REMARKS 
Councilmember Southworth pointed out that with two small exceptions, the Council had 
primarily been in agreement during this meeting. 
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XI. ADJOURN  
 
MOTION: Councilmember Southworth moved to adjourn.  The motion was 

seconded by Councilmember Nichols and passed 7-0 in favor.   
 
A roll call vote was taken 
 
Councilmember Haaga  Yes     
Councilmember Hansen  Yes      
Councilmember McConnehey Yes   
Councilmember Nichols  Yes 
Councilmember Rice  Yes     
Councilmember Southworth Yes    
Mayor Rolfe    Yes  

 
The motion passed 7-0. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 9:10 p.m. 
 
The content of the minutes is not intended, nor are they submitted, as a verbatim 
transcription of the meeting.  These minutes are a brief overview of what occurred at the 
meeting. 
 
 
       KIM V ROLFE  
       Mayor  
ATTEST: 
      
 
MELANIE BRIGGS, MMC 
City Clerk  
 
Approved this 14th day of October 2015 


