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4:38 P.M. 
REGULAR MEETING 
 

A. Welcome, Roll Call, and Introduction - By Mayor, Dawn R. Ramsey 
 
Mayor Ramsey welcomed everyone present and introduced the meeting.  
 

B. Invocation – By Council Member, Patrick Harris 
 

Council Member Harris offered the invocation. 

C. Mayor and Council Coordination 

Council Member Harris inquired about receiving an update on the parade, Summer Fest, and 
related activities when appropriate. 

City Manager Dustin Lewis stated that staff will email council members with final event details. 
He noted that there is one more council meeting prior to the events, which begin the week of 
June 2. The float preview is scheduled for June 3, though it conflicts with a City Council meeting 
this year. Traditional events will take place leading up to the parade on June 7, including 
breakfast and transportation to the parade route. Invitations will be sent for chalk art judging and 
other related activities. He added that the core activities have been relocated to the west side of 
City Park in the larger field area to allow for expanded space for the carnival and other events. 
He noted this change will provide more room for activities, improve safety, and enhance the 
overall experience.  
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D. Discussion/Review of Regular Council Meeting: 
Utah Black Diamonds Land Use Public Hearing Items: 
- Resolution R2025-23, Development Agreement pertaining to property 272 West 
11000 South.  
- Zoning Ordinance 2025-03-Z, Rezoning property 272 West 11000 South, from 
C-F (Commercial - Freeway) Zone to C-F (Commercial - Freeway) Zone and PD 
(Planned Development) Floating Zone; Nichols Naylor Architects (Applicant). 
Public Hearing Items: 
- Resolution R2025-25, Adopting the 2025 Drinking Water System Master Plan. 
- Ordinance 2025-05, Amending Section 17.40.020 of the City of South Jordan 
Municipal Code. 
Action Items:  
- Resolution R2025-18, Appointing a member to the BCRPA Board. 
- Resolution R2025-20, Adopting FY2025-2026 Tentative Budget. 
RDA Action Item:  
- Resolution RDA 2025-01, Adopting FY2025-2026 Tentative Budget. 
 

E. Presentation Items: 
 
E.1.    Storm Water Rate Study. (By Director of Public Works, Raymond 

Garrison) 

Public Works Director Raymond Garrison introduced Vice President of LRB Financial Advisors, 
Fred Philpot. He noted that the last stormwater rate study was conducted in 2021 and that the 
City is approaching the five-year mark, prompting the need for an updated analysis. He stated 
that staff has been working with Mr. Philpot and his team over the past few months to complete 
the update, and Mr. Philpot would present the findings, with time allotted for discussion 
afterward. 

Mr. Philpot reviewed prepared presentation (Attachment A), providing an overview of the storm 
utility rate review, following the same format used in prior utility analyses. He outlined the 
objectives, methodology, and assumptions used in the financial model, which projects through 
2030 but focuses on the next five years for rate setting. The model incorporates actuals from 
2023, estimates for 2024, and the adopted 2025 budget, including anticipated system growth, 
expenditure trends, and construction inflation. He explained that the storm utility is simpler to 
evaluate because it typically charges a flat rate per equivalent residential unit (ERU) rather than 
using tiered demand structures. The primary goals of the analysis include ensuring financial 
sustainability, maintaining adequate cash reserves, covering debt obligations, and avoiding 
subsidization from other funds. The model starts with a $1.7 million fund balance and includes 
capital improvement needs, such as the storm drain portion of the new Public Works facility. 
Two scenarios were presented: one with no rate increase, which would lead to the fund balance 
falling below target levels, and another with phased annual 3% rate increases to preserve 
financial targets and improve debt coverage. He noted that gradual increases help smooth the 
financial impact and align with inflation, as opposed to a single large adjustment. A comparative 
analysis of storm rates across neighboring communities was shown, indicating that South 
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Jordan's proposed rates would fall in the mid-range, not the highest, but not the lowest. Mr. 
Philpot concluded by highlighting that other communities, have faced challenges due to delayed 
rate adjustments, underscoring the importance of timely and sustainable rate planning. 

Council Member Zander asked whether the bar graph showing a rate of approximately $9 
reflects the City's highest projected rate under the proposed increases. 

Mr. Philpot clarified that the $9.29 shown on the bar graph represents the starting point under the 
proposed rate increases. As rates continue to rise over time, the City would eventually exceed 
that amount, approaching rates similar to Bluffdale, assuming those other cities do not adjust 
their rates. He noted that storm enterprise funds are often the least frequently evaluated, which 
can lead to significant future increases when capital needs are eventually addressed. He added 
that the comparison chart includes only communities within Salt Lake County. 

Council Member Zander asked when the City last implemented a stormwater rate increase. 

Director Garrison stated that the last rate study was completed in 2021 and recommended a 6% 
annual increase, which the City has implemented each year since. 

Council Member Zander confirmed that the City has applied a 6% annual stormwater rate 
increase since 2021 and noted that the current recommendation is for a 3% increase moving 
forward. 

Director Garrison explained that the previous rate study was a five-year plan, and one year 
remains on that schedule. He recommended incorporating a 3% rate increase into the upcoming 
tentative budget review. 

Council Member Harris asked whether the recommended reduction from a 6% to a 3% rate 
increase is primarily due to decreased inflation or if other factors are influencing this adjustment. 

Mr. Philpot added that, in addition to decreased inflation, updates to the capital improvement 
plan and reassessment of necessary projects contributed to the recommendation for reduced rate 
increases. Incorporating these factors into the model produced a scenario supporting a lower 
increase. 

Director Garrison stated that the stormwater master plan was updated to closely evaluate the 
recommended projects. The team reviewed the necessity and timing of each project, resulting in 
a more refined and finalized project list that has been incorporated into the current rate study 
model. 

E.2. Development Fee Study. (By CFO, Sunil Naidu) 

CFO Sunil Naidu provided background information, noting that the fee schedule was updated in 
2022, but due to recent legislative discussions regarding governmental fees and concerns about 
charges to developers, the City opted to conduct a comprehensive study. This study includes cost 
and process analyses to ensure fees align appropriately with expenditures and comply with 
regulations. 
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Mr. Philpot reviewed prepared presentation (Attachment B), explaining the City’s updated 
approach to evaluating fees for service, emphasizing the importance of aligning fees with the 
actual costs of providing those services. The process involves a two-pronged methodology: first, 
a cost analysis including employee salaries, department overhead, and administrative overhead; 
second, a detailed process map identifying each task involved and the time spent by personnel. 
This combined data informs the fee calculations. He provided an example showing how staff 
time is calculated with fully loaded costs per minute, including technology fees and overhead 
allocations. The process maps identify steps and personnel involved, averaging costs when 
multiple employees may be involved, resulting in an estimated total cost per application. The 
updated fee schedule generally reflects increases, primarily driven by higher personnel costs 
since the previous study. Some new fees were added for services such as right-of-way vacations, 
development agreement amendments, and floodplain permits. Certain fees, like the text 
amendment, saw minor decreases due to more efficient processes. Mr. Philpot highlighted South 
Jordan’s proactive stance in linking building permit fees more closely to actual cost of service 
rather than purely valuation-based fees, a practice that some neighboring communities are still 
working to adopt. The updated schedule incorporates tiered fees based on valuation and reflects 
increases in salaries, benefits, department overhead, and administrative overhead. He added that 
a revenue analysis was conducted to estimate the overall financial impact of the revised fee 
schedule. Using prior year data for building permits and planning fees, the analysis applied both 
the current and proposed fee schedules to show potential changes in revenue. Under the proposed 
schedule, building permit revenue could increase from approximately $2.3 million to $2.7 
million, nearly a 20% rise. Planning fee revenue could increase by about 25%, from just under 
$300,000 to nearly $360,000. He emphasized that these figures are illustrative, based on prior 
year activity, and actual revenue will vary depending on factors such as growth, the number of 
permits processed, and future development activity. Therefore, the projected amounts should not 
be considered guaranteed revenue but rather a contextual estimate assuming other conditions 
remain constant.  

Mayor Ramsey expressed appreciation for the thorough analysis, noting that many cities will 
need a paradigm shift to adopt such a detailed, data-driven approach to justify permit fees down 
to the precise time and cost involved. She commended South Jordan for being proactive in 
establishing a sound, transparent process. She requested a printed copy of the presentation to 
keep for reference, explaining that she and City Manager Lewis will be attending a meeting at 
the governor’s mansion with a group discussing the future of housing and development. Since 
fees are expected to be a topic, she wants to have this detailed data on hand to demonstrate how 
South Jordan manages fees effectively and as an example that other cities could follow. She 
emphasized that this would be a valuable educational tool and support for the city’s approach. 

Council Member Zander requested clarification on the revenue slide, asking if the approximately 
$2.7 million in building permit revenue reflects net revenue to the city after covering all 
personnel costs calculated down to the minute and the penny through the cost analysis, or if that 
figure represents gross revenue before those costs. 

Mr. Philpot clarified that the $2.7 million figure does not represent profit. Instead, it reflects the 
total revenue generated by the fees based on the cost analysis. Essentially, it shows the amount 
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collected to cover the costs associated with providing the services, calculated down to the 
minute, rather than a surplus or net income. 

Council Member Zander confirmed her understanding, noting that the term “revenue” here refers 
only to covering the city’s costs, not generating profit. 
 
Mr. Philpot replied, yes, we’ll generate that revenue, but the intent is to show that amount 
essentially covers the costs associated with providing those services, not profit. It’s about 
recovering the expenses involved in processing the permits and fees. 

City Attorney Ryan Loose added that legally, we can only charge fees that correspond to the 
actual work done. That principle really guides how we set fees across the board. 

Mr. Philpot explained that staffing and departmental functions do not fluctuate directly with 
growth, as there are fixed expenses that remain even if building permits decline significantly. He 
noted that the city would not furlough staff during such periods. He emphasized the importance 
of accounting for revenues carefully to ensure that any surplus funds are retained to offset future 
expenses. The purpose of the analysis is to demonstrate the expected offsetting revenue based on 
current cost assumptions. 

Council Member Harris expressed support for the updated fee structure, emphasizing the 
importance of accurately covering the costs associated with permit processing. He noted that if 
fees are insufficient, the city must cover those costs through the general fund, which could lead 
to higher taxes for all residents. He stressed that permit applicants should fairly bear the costs 
related to their applications and appreciated the thorough approach taken to ensure fees 
correspond to actual expenses. 

Council Member Johnson noted that cities often encounter financial trouble when they rely on 
the general fund to cover all expenses without properly accounting for or recouping costs 
through appropriate fees.  

Council Member Shelton asked whether the proposed fees are included in the tentative budget. 

CFO Naidu responded that the proposed fees are not yet included in the tentative budget but are 
intended to be incorporated before the public hearing. 

Council Member Zander asked if there is any state mandate requiring cities to justify fees down 
to the minute, or if South Jordan is simply being proactive in this approach. 

Mayor Ramsey responded that South Jordan is ahead of the game. Although there is no current 
state mandate requiring this detailed fee justification, there has been ongoing discussion and 
proposals over the last three legislative sessions aimed at eliminating cities' ability to collect 
impact fees altogether. This thorough process positions the city well amid such challenges. 

Attorney Loose added that while the legislative proposals target impact fees specifically, non-
impact fees, such as building permit fees, still must cover the actual cost of services provided. 
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For example, inspectors who review and inspect houses must be paid, and it would be unfair for 
taxpayers to continue subsidizing those inspections. 

Mayor Ramsey noted that the legislature has previously proposed eliminating certain fees, but 
emphasized that not everyone should bear the cost of specific services, reinforcing the 
importance of fee structures that fairly allocate expenses to those who directly use or benefit 
from them. 

Attorney Loose explained that in the housing sector, fees are a major topic of discussion. He 
noted that while some reports claim fees make up about 30% of the cost of a house, the actual 
impact depends on how the data is presented. He cautioned that removing governmental fees 
entirely to reduce housing costs is often oversimplified and doesn’t fully reflect the true cost 
factors. 

Council Member Zander asked for clarification on whether the City is being required by the 
legislature to conduct this level of detailed fee analysis. 

CFO Naidu clarified that, no, the City is not being required by the legislature to conduct this 
level of detailed analysis. He emphasized that this approach has been the City’s preference for a 
long time, reflecting a proactive commitment to transparency and accuracy in setting fees. 

Attorney Loose explained that, even without conducting a formal study, the City would still be 
required to demonstrate the justification for its fees if they were ever challenged. By proactively 
conducting detailed cost and process analyses, the City is better positioned to defend its fees. He 
noted that challenges to fees do occur, but with expert-backed data and a transparent 
methodology already in place, the City is well-prepared to respond. 

Mr. Philpot clarified that there will always be some level of generalization in fee structures due 
to the nature of averaging across different user groups. While this ensures broad equity, it 
doesn’t create exact fairness for every individual scenario. He emphasized that the City’s 
ordinance, similar to impact fee statutes, already allows for flexibility by permitting applicants to 
present data to justify an alternative fee if their situation is unique. He also noted that although 
there's no current legislative mandate requiring this level of fee justification, pressure is 
increasingly coming from auditors. Several neighboring cities have engaged in similar studies 
after audit findings raised concerns about lacking documentation for how fees were determined. 
The State Auditor's Office has also weighed in, signaling a growing emphasis on accountability 
and transparency in municipal fee structures. 

Council Member Harris expressed concern about the potential for legislative action that could 
eliminate cities’ ability to collect building permit and planning fees. He emphasized that the 
combined revenue from these sources, over $3 million, represents actual costs tied to services the 
City must provide. If those fees were prohibited, it would effectively become an unfunded 
mandate, requiring the City to raise taxes to cover the same expenses. He stressed that these 
obligations and associated costs don't disappear just because the revenue source is removed. 
Moreover, legislative expectations for prompt service delivery remain high. He underscored the 
importance of policymakers and voters understanding the real-world financial implications of 
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such decisions, noting that the costs must be paid somehow, either through user-based fees or 
general taxation. 

Mayor Ramsey noted that this issue is part of a broader conversation that the League has been 
actively engaged in for several years. She explained that water and sewer districts are also facing 
similar legislative challenges. She referenced a specific instance from two years ago when 
Senator McKay proposed a bill that would have eliminated the ability of water districts to charge 
any impact fees. This reflects a growing trend of proposals aimed at restricting local entities’ 
ability to recover costs through fees, highlighting the need for continued vigilance and advocacy. 

Council Member McGuire expressed appreciation for the foresight of those who implemented 
priority-based budgeting in South Jordan years ago. He emphasized that this approach laid the 
essential groundwork for the City to now deeply understand its costs and appropriately align fees 
with actual services provided. He noted that while government is not structured to make a profit 
like private businesses, the City can, and should, strive to break even by ensuring that those who 
incur costs are the ones who pay them.  

City Manager Lewis stated that this type of detailed cost analysis is applied to every City 
program. He gave the example of tracking the exact cost when a crew is sent out to fix a light 
pole, noting that they account for the personnel, equipment, and time involved. He emphasized 
that this level of tracking ensures the City operates in a fiscally responsible manner. 

Council Member Zander asked whether the City plans to make the fee analysis publicly 
accessible on the website, rather than only sharing it upon request. She suggested that offering a 
“deeper dive” tab where residents can review the detailed breakdown would reflect positively on 
the City and highlight the proactive approach staff have taken, especially since most cities are 
not yet doing this kind of comprehensive analysis. 

Mr. Philpot explained that while much of the fee analysis data is public, some details are 
sensitive. Because of this, many communities hesitate to publish the full detailed data online. 
Instead, they typically keep the information at a higher, more general level in publicly shared 
studies to balance transparency with privacy concerns. 

Council Member Zander asked how much detailed information the city shares when residents or 
applicants challenge their fees. 

City Manager Lewis responded that if someone wants to challenge a fee, the city is willing to sit 
down and review the details as thoroughly as needed. He referenced City Attorney Loose’s point 
that when fees are challenged, they go through the analysis carefully with the concerned parties. 

Attorney Loose noted that while the city doesn’t often face formal challenges, some jurisdictions 
do end up in court over fees. He expressed caution about broadly publishing detailed fee analyses 
online. He mentioned that while the detailed data won’t be directly posted on the city’s website, 
it remains public and accessible through meetings and records requests.  
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F. Discussion Item:  

F.1. R-M text amendments. (By Long-Range Planner, Joe Moss) 

Long-Range Planner Joe Moss had a handout of a online survey (Attachment C). Planner Moss 
reviewed prepared presentation (Attachment D), explaining that in February, they explored how 
design standards could shape and influence R-M style (residential multifamily) development. 
They discussed creating a “menu” of design options to incentivize certain features. The goal for 
tonight’s meeting was to review these potential options with the council to gauge priorities and 
help weigh them appropriately in the draft. He noted that R-M zones may be separated from 
other residential zones due to their distinct development patterns. For example, townhomes 
require different regulations than single-family homes, and small-lot single-family homes may 
have different setback and design needs compared to larger lots. The current draft framework is 
organized into two main sections, with the first covering purpose and applicability, and the 
second focusing on standards. The aim is to make the document more visual and user-friendly, 
and shared a preview of the work in progress, emphasizing it is not yet complete. 

Council Member Harris asked if the design options presented are the current standards. 

Planner Moss explained that some of the design options are current standards while others are 
modified. They are working on separating standards for different development types, such as 
small-lot single-family homes versus townhomes. Currently, the city lacks specific design 
criteria for anything beyond single-family homes, especially for Planned Developments (PDs). 
Although there are no undeveloped R-M zones currently, this framework would provide a useful 
zoning tool, allowing developers to start with a clear set of standards focused on quality 
development that the city supports. 

Mayor Ramsey asked for clarification that there are currently no undeveloped R-M zones within 
the city. Planner Moss confirmed that while there are a few very small, leftover parcels zoned R-
M, they are minimal and not really available for development. 

Director of Planning Steven Schaefermeyer clarified that while the city has undeveloped planned 
developments with R-M as the base zone, there are no undeveloped areas zoned strictly as R-M. 
He noted that other zones, such as BHMU, do allow for additional residential development. He 
also referenced recent projects like The Rise and the Jerry Salt project, mentioning that despite 
the extensive work done, the Jerry Salt project will not proceed. He added that although the city 
is actively developing, there are currently no new applications being submitted specifically for 
R-M zones. 
 
Council Member Harris asked if, despite the extensive work being done, the city is not 
anticipating any new applications for R-M zones in the near future. 
 
Director Schaefermeyer responded that the city does anticipate future applications, particularly 
for developments like townhomes, which are common. He noted that staff often directs 
applicants accordingly. He added that the purpose of this discussion is to gauge the council’s 
comfort level. Although the zone has been changed, it doesn’t mean new projects will suddenly 
appear everywhere the R-M zone exists, as most of those areas are already developed. He 
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explained that future projects would likely involve rezone requests, and if applicants are not 
comfortable with pursuing a planned development, staff can guide them to consider the R-M 
zone as an alternative, which might be less complex than going through the planned development 
process. 
 
Mayor Ramsey clarified for the benefit of all viewers and readers that these standards and 
processes do not apply to the master-planned community of Daybreak, and may or may not apply 
to other upcoming master plan developments. 
 
Director Schaefermeyer explained that the BHMU zone serves as a good example of existing 
residential entitlements that are not zoned R-M. While there are no undeveloped R-M zones 
available, which would typically be the primary tool for rezones, there are numerous planned 
developments already in place, including large ones like Daybreak. 
 
Planner Moss explained that they have been putting together different elements based on the 
feedback the council provided last time regarding what is most important to them. He noted that 
the current slide is a draft framework and that things might shift depending on how the council 
prioritizes the various aspects. He described the approach as having two options: on the left side 
are items that would be required as mandatory standards, while on the right side are items that 
would be incentivized, meaning developers could choose from those options. The goal is to 
create a menu of options where developers can select from various features and accumulate 
points to meet a certain threshold, ensuring the inclusion of key items that promote high-quality 
development. He highlighted some of the important points, such as managing transitions and 
compatibility of scale, especially in areas where townhomes or multifamily housing meet single-
family neighborhoods. This could include requirements to limit the number of stories or restrict 
certain features like second-story roof decks to soften the scale differences. He also mentioned 
screening, which would involve a combination of walls and shade trees to create a layered buffer 
that provides privacy between different types of uses. He then invited the council to provide 
input on the relative importance of these items, asking them to rank each from zero to ten, where 
zero means the item is not needed in the code and ten means it is absolutely essential. He 
emphasized that the ranking is not a zero-sum game, so one item being less important than 
another does not necessarily mean it will be excluded, but it might receive fewer points.  
 
Council Member Harris expressed some reservations about the process, acknowledging that 
while the concept behind the survey is good, he is uncertain about how the information gathered 
will be used. He shared his preference for open public voting and discussion when making 
recommendations, feeling that this survey approach feels somewhat uncertain and risks leading 
to closed or less transparent decision-making. 
 
Planner Moss clarified that the results of the survey would be included in the public notes and 
minutes provided to City Recorder Anna Crookston, emphasizing that this is part of a public 
meeting and the process remains transparent. He added that the purpose of the exercise is simply 
to give staff a sense of which elements the council wants to weigh more heavily than others. Due 
to limited time, they opted not to dive into each item individually, instead grouping them 
together for efficiency. 
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Council Member Harris expressed that if he were a resident watching the meeting, he would 
likely feel frustrated and confused, unsure about what council members were doing, how they 
were voting, or what the implications of those actions might be. He emphasized the importance 
of open discussion to ensure transparency and public understanding. 
 
Director Schaefermeyer clarified that the intention of the exercise was not to bypass open 
discussion or to present a finalized code based solely on the results. He emphasized that staff still 
wanted to have meaningful dialogue with the council and that the survey-style ranking was 
meant to guide early drafting efforts based on council input. He acknowledged the concern raised 
and said if the process felt uncomfortable or inappropriate, they were more than willing to stop, 
regroup, and take a different approach. The goal was to avoid investing significant time drafting 
something that might not reflect the council’s priorities, and instead ensure their direction was 
properly understood from the outset. 
 
Council Member Harris expressed discomfort with participating in the prioritization exercise 
without first having a full discussion. He acknowledged the intent behind the exercise, relating it 
to prioritization in budgeting, but emphasized that, unlike in previous instances where discussion 
preceded input, this process lacked that open exchange. While he recognized the results wouldn’t 
be final, he believed they would still influence the direction of the code development. Because of 
that concern, and the absence of prior dialogue on the individual items, he stated he would not be 
participating in the ranking. 
 
Mayor Ramsey asked the council whether they preferred to continue with the prioritization 
exercise as planned or to pause and reschedule in order to first have a more in-depth discussion. 
She acknowledged the concerns raised and emphasized the importance of making sure everyone 
is comfortable with the process moving forward. 
 
Council Member Shelton acknowledged the value in the conversations the Council has had, 
noting that while staff likely gets a general sense of their priorities through discussion, he 
understands the staff's intent to try and quantify those priorities more clearly. However, he 
expressed support for stepping back from the current exercise, especially out of respect for 
Council Member Harris’s discomfort. He suggested it may be better to find a different approach 
to communicate the Council’s preferences to staff. 
 
Council Member Zander shared that she sees value in the exercise because it gives all six 
members of the Council, including those who may be less vocal in open discussion, an 
opportunity to express their individual opinions. She acknowledged Council Member Harris’s 
concerns but proposed a possible compromise: having a full discussion first, and then allowing 
each member to share their individual stance. This way, staff still receives clear direction from 
all Council members, not just the most outspoken ones, which she believes is important. She 
concluded by affirming that she agrees with the intent behind gathering everyone’s input. 
 
Mayor Ramsey emphasized that the Council typically operates by engaging in open discussion, 
where each member is given a chance to voice their perspective. She acknowledged the intent 
behind gathering individual input quickly, such as through ranking or surveys, but reinforced 
that, as a body, their process involves hearing each other out. Through discussion, members often 
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gain new understanding or see different viewpoints, and from there, the Council tends to arrive at 
a shared direction. She pointed out that while members may begin with differing views, it's the 
collective dialogue that shapes the Council’s final stance, and that approach has served them well 
historically. 
 
Council Member Johnson expressed that evaluating priorities in the abstract is challenging 
because each development project is so context-dependent. She noted that factors such as 
location, whether a property is near a railroad or a busy road versus being more interior, 
significantly affect what the community might need from a project. Additionally, the intended 
demographic for a project plays a role; for example, design elements for a senior housing 
development would differ from those suitable for families with young children. Because of this 
variability, she felt it's difficult to assign rigid priorities without knowing specific project details, 
and emphasized that each case should be assessed individually. 
 
Council Member Shelton acknowledged Council Member Johnson’s point but emphasized the 
challenge of creating a code that applies broadly. He explained that the city needs a code that 
serves the entire community, rather than tailoring standards to individual projects, because the 
code must provide consistent guidance citywide. 
 
Council Member Johnson agreed, noting that the master development process is designed to 
address those unique project circumstances. 
 
Council Member McGuire emphasized that the frequent use of development agreements allows 
the city to tailor development projects specifically to their unique circumstances.  
 
Council Member Shelton noted that many projects don’t come before the legislative body but are 
approved by the planning commission if they meet existing code requirements.  
 
Council Member McGuire added that if the council is going to postpone this discussion to fully 
dive into each item and hear everyone’s opinions, it would essentially turn into a study session 
focused solely on the R-M code, which would require a dedicated meeting. 
 
Mayor Ramsey shared that she feels the same way and believes this topic deserves much more 
time and attention to ensure it’s done right. She expressed concern that the council doesn’t have 
adequate time tonight to fully address what’s needed, including the information staff requires and 
the decisions the council must make. While understanding staff’s need for input, she 
acknowledged this format isn’t working well and recommended setting a future meeting 
dedicated to having a thorough conversation on this issue. 
 
City Manager Lewis suggested sending pre-meeting materials to the council members in advance 
for their review. This way, the council can come prepared, and the city can dedicate a full 
meeting solely to discussing the R-M code and design standards. 
 
Mayor Ramsey expressed appreciation for the work staff is doing and emphasized the 
importance of getting clear direction from the council. She acknowledged that the topic deserves 
more time than what was available and that the reality of limited time means it’s best to schedule 
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more focused discussion later. She believes dedicating more time will lead to better outcomes 
and thanked everyone for their efforts. 
 
Council Member McGuire motioned to recess the City Council Study Meeting and move to 
City Council Executive Closed Session to discuss the purchase, exchange, or lease of real 
property and to discuss the character, professional competence, physical or mental health 
of an individual. Council Member Johnson seconded the motion; vote was 5-0 unanimous 
in favor.  

RECESS CITY COUNCIL STUDY MEETING AND MOVE TO EXECUTIVE CLOSED SESSION 
 

G. Executive Closed Sessions: 
 

G.1.    Discussion of the purchase, exchange, or lease of real property. 
 
Council Member McGuire motioned to recess the Executive Closed Session and City 
Council Study Meeting and return to discuss the character, professional competence, 
physical or mental health of an individual after the Combined City Council & 
Redevelopment Agency Meeting. Council Member Zander seconded the motion; vote was 
5-0 unanimous in favor. 
 
Council Member Johnson motioned to adjourn the Combined City Council & 
Redevelopment Agency Meeting and move back into Executive Closed Session to discuss 
the character, professional competence, physical or mental health of an individual. Council 
Member Harris seconded the motion; vote was 5-0 unanimous in favor. 

G.2.    Discuss the character, professional competence, physical or mental health    
of an individual.  

ADJOURN EXECUTIVE CLOSED SESSION AND RETURN TO CITY COUNCIL STUDY 
MEETING 
 
Council Member McGuire motioned to adjourn the Executive Closed Session and return to 
the City Council Study Meeting. Council Member Zander seconded the motion; vote was 5-
0 unanimous in favor. 

Council Member Johnson motioned to adjourn the May 6, 2025 City Council Study 
Meeting. Council Member Shelton seconded the motion. Vote was 5-0, unanimous in favor.    
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
The May 6, 2025 City Council Meeting adjourned at 10:17 p.m. 
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MAY 2025
STORM WATER

SOUTH JORDAN, UTAH
UTILITY RATES REVIEW

ATTACHMENT A



2

AGENDA

 Financial Plan Objectives & Policies

 Review Current Utility Model Methodology

 Model Assumptions

 Scenario Analysis



FINANCIAL PLAN OBJECTIVES

Key Policies

 Financial Ratios 
 Revenue Sufficiency – Each Utility Pays its Own Way

 Cash Reserves – Goal to Maintain a Minimum of 150 Days of Cash 
on Hand

 Maintain Debt Service Coverage Ratio

 Ensure Ease of Implementation and Equity

 Review Rates for Five-Year Period

3



FINANCIAL PLAN METHODOLOGY

Key Policies

 Revenue Growth Analysis
 LRB studied existing revenue data and growth projections provided by the

City. This information was then analyzed to determine the potential
allocation of new accounts and the revenue potential within each utility.

 Cost of Service Analysis
 The cost-of-service analysis is structured to balance revenue sufficiency with

future operating and maintenance costs, contracts, repair and replacement,
capital expenditures, funding for current system deficiencies and bond
service coverage ratios.

 Rate Design Analysis: 
 The final phase focuses on structuring rates that will collect the necessary

revenues based on the City’s budgetary needs and rate objectives.
 Entities should evaluate enterprise funds every 3-5 Years. 
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FINANCIAL PLAN ASSUMPTIONS

Key Assumptions

 Model Based on 2023 Actuals, 2024 Estimated Figures, 
2025 Budget, with Projections through 2030

 3% Growth in ERUs

 1% Growth in Misc. Revenues and Other Revenues

 3.20% Growth in Salaries & Benefits Expense

 5.25% Growth in General O&M Expense

 3% Construction Inflation
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FINANCIAL PLAN ASSUMPTIONS

Key Assumptions: Storm

 Existing Fund Balance Starting Point: $1.68M

 Model Assumes Amortization for portion of 
Public Works Facility: ~$366K Annually

 Proposed CIP:

6

2026 2027 2028 2029 2030

Total $1,637,742 $1,792,964 $1,737,480 $1,789,605 $1,843,293



SCENARIO ANALYSIS

Storm Utility

 Scenario 1: Baseline Scenario - No Rate Change

 Scenario 2: Revenue Increase Needed to Maintain 
System Sustainability (Rate Increase)
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SCENARIO ANALYSIS
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Storm Baseline Scenario (No Action)
 Debt payments begin in 2027 for PW Building



SCENARIO ANALYSIS
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Storm Scenario 2 (Rate Increase)
 Debt payments begin in 2027 for PW Building

 Assumes Rate Increases to Promote Sustainability



SCENARIO ANALYSIS

Storm Scenario 2 (Rate Increase)
 ERU Fee – Annual Increase of 3%

10

Current 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030

ERU Fee $9.02 $9.29 $9.57 $9.86 $10.16 $10.46 



COMPARISON OF TOTAL BILL

11

Average Storm Comparison:

* Represents average between residential and commercial rates. 



QUESTIONS
Fred Philpot | Vice President/COO
LRB Public Finance Advisors
O 801.596.0700 | C801.243.0293
lrbfinance.com

Lewis Young Robertson & Burningham is now LRB Public Finance Advisors



COST OF SERVICE STUDY UPDATE

MAY 2025

SOUTH JORDAN CITY

ATTACHMENT B



 Utah Code 10-9a-510

 To ensure that the fees charged reflect the

actual/reasonable cost of processing the

application, permit, inspection, regulation or

review.

PURPOSE

2



PROCESS

3

Task 2: Process Analysis

Base Employee Cost

Coordination with Staff

Fee Analysis

Task 1: Cost Analysis

Department Overhead Cost

Administrative Overhead Cost
Update Process Maps

Establish Fee



Analysis of current and projected budgets to
determine base costs, department overhead, and
administrative overhead costs:

 Base costs include employee salaries and
benefits

 Department overhead costs include general
costs to operate each department

 Administrative overhead costs include the cost
of the services provided to all departments
(i.e. legislative, executive and administrative
costs)

TASK 1: COST ANALYSIS

4



Base, department overhead, and administrative

overhead costs compared to total hours worked

to determine employees’ cost per minute

TASK 1: EXAMPLE COST ANALYSIS

5

PERSONNEL
BASE COST

(PER MIN)

TECHNOLOGY

FEE

DEPARTMENT

OVERHEAD COST

(PER MIN)

ADMINISTRATIVE

OVERHEAD COST

(PER MIN)

TOTAL UNIT COST

(PER MIN)*

Planner I $0.67 $0.01 $0.05 $0.51 $0.99

Planner II $1.18 $0.01 $0.05 $0.51 $1.50

Planner III $0.76 $0.01 $0.05 $0.51 $1.08

*50% of Administrative Cost



TECHNOLOGY FEE CALCULATION
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 Technology Fee: Annual maintenance cost
for technology (does not include initial startup
cost)

 Calculated by taking the total annual
maintenance cost ($79,377) and dividing it
across all hours spent by building, planning,
and engineering Full-Time Equivalent
Employees (FTEs).



TASK 2: PROCESS MAPS
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Example: Accessory Dwelling Unit Staff 

Review

STEP # ACTION HOURS PERSONNEL INVOLVED

1 Application review 0.25
Administrative Assistant I, Administrative Assistant II, Administrative 

Assistant III, and Executive Assistant

2 Planning staff review 1.50 Planner I, Planner II, Planner III, or City Planner

3
Close-out file and send notice to 

applicant
0.50 Planner I, Planner II, Planner III, or City Planner

TOTAL 2.25



Apply employees’ cost per minute to time spent on

each process to calculate actual average costs

ESTABLISHING THE FEE
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Accessory Dwelling Unit Staff Review

PERSONNEL INVOLVED HOURS COST PER MIN. TOTAL COST

Administrative Assistant I $0.72

Administrative Assistant II $0.72

Administrative Assistant III $0.82

Executive Assistant $1.03

Administrative Assistant I, Administrative Assistant II, Administrative 

Assistant III, and Executive Assistant
0.25 $3.29 $49.35

Planner I $0.99

Planner II $1.08

Planner III $0.88

City Planner $2.02

Planner I, Planner II, Planner III, or City Planner 2.00 $1.24 $148.50

TOTAL 2.25 $197.85
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDED FEES
Fee Category Proposed Fee* Fee Category Existing Fee Change

Accessory Living Unit Staff Review $197.85 Accessory Living Unit Staff Review $147.00 $50.85 

Accessory Living Unit Planning 

Commission Review
$868.30 

Accessory Living Unit Planning 

Commission Review
$642.00 $226.30 

Additional Plan Review Fee $218.72 
Additional plan review required by 

changes, additions, or revisions
$171.00 $47.72 

Annexation $2,290.25 
Annexation (including land use and 

rezoning)
$1,546.00 $744.25 

Appeals to City Council $988.80 Appeal to City Council (Title 11) $975.00 $13.80 

Cold Weather Permit Paving 

Application Fee (Oct. 15 - March 15)
$330.90 Cold Weather Paving Application Fee $252.00 $78.90 

Conditional Use Permit $765.48 Conditional Use Permit $676.00 $89.48 

Curb Cut Encroachment Permit $229.35 
Encroachment Permit Fee (Drive 

Approaches with Building Permits)
$193.00 $36.35 

Land Disturbance Fee $154.95 Land Disturbance Permit $126.00 $28.95 

Land Use Amendment $1,038.15 Land Use Amendment $890.00 $148.15 

Lot Line Adjustment $926.33 Lot Line Adjustment Fee $742.00 $184.33 

Minor Site Plan Amendment Permit $745.76 Minor Site Plan Amendment $496.00 $249.76 

Re-Inspection Fee $226.52 
Reinspection fees assessed under 

provisions of Sec. 305.8
$158.00 $68.52 

Residential Chicken Permit $108.05 Residential Chicken Permit $76.00 $32.05 

Rezone $1,006.78 Rezone $890.00 $116.78 

Rezone with Development 

Agreement (Optional)

$1,006.78 Base Rezone + 

$1,903.25 Development 

Agreement

Rezone
$890 Base Rezone + $1,584 

Development Agreement

Rezone and Land Use Amendment $1,061.15 Rezone $924.00 $137.15 



SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDED FEES
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Fee Category Proposed Fee* Fee Category Existing Fee Change

Sign Permit $286.23 Sign Permit $221.00 $65.23 

Site Plan Review (Small Site 0-3 

acres)
$6,748.98 

Site Plan (including conditional use 

permit)
$5,551.00 $1,197.98 

Site Plan Review (All other Sites 3+ 

acres)
$8,281.38 $6,882.00 $1,399.38 

Small Residential Development $1,638.40 Small Residential Development $1,445.00 $193.40 

Standard Encroachment Permits $312.30 Encroachment Permit Fee  $263.00 $49.30 

Subdivision Amendment (same 

regardless of size)
$4,631.60 Amended Subdivision $3,637.00 $994.59 

Subdivision Preliminary $2,567.25 Base + $53.98 per lot Preliminary Subdivision $1,953 Base + $50 per lot

Subdivision - Final $3,629.7 Base + $223.53 per lot Final Subdivision $2,816 Base + $209 per lot

Temporary Banner/Sign Permit $105.04 Banner Permit $61.00 $44.04 

Text Amendment $1,429.78 Zone Text Amendment $1,546.00 ($116.23)

TV Video Inspection Fee
$73.2 Base + $0.77 per linear 

foot of pipe
TV Video Inspection Fee

$63 Base + $0.77 per linear foot 

of pipe

Wind Energy Conversion Systems $629.65 
Wind Energy Conversion Systems 

PC Zone
$610.00 $19.65 

Zoning Compliance Letter $346.35 Zoning Compliance Letter $284.00 $62.35 

Right of Way Vacation $1,054.25 New Application NA

Development Agreement 

Amendment 
$1,187.54 New Application NA

Floodplain Permit $1,140.90 
New Application

NA



SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDED FEES
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Proposed Existing Fee

Single Family Detached 

(PRSFD)

$0-$500,000 $3,298.45 $2,786 

$500,001+ $4,203.25 $3,555 

Single Family Attached 

(PRSFA)

$0-$500,000 $3,089.70 $2,692 

$500,001+ $3,937.24 $3,436 

DEMO (PRDE)

Per Permit $44.21 $38 

RET WALL (PRRW)

$0-$500 $592.39 $500 

$501+ $809.65 $683 

SIGN (PRSG)

$0-$500 $267.20 $223 

$501+ $410.79 $343 

ROOF (PRRF)

Per Permit $187.08 $158 

Proposed Existing Fee

AG BLDG (PRGA)

$0-$500 $255.42 $218 

$501-$2,000 $553.59 $469 

$2,001-$40,000 $851.76 $720 

$40,001-$100,000 $1,209.61 $1,020 

$100,001-$500,000 $1,717.79 $1,447 

$500,001-$1,000,000 $2,439.47 $2,051 

$1,000,001+ $3,464.35 $2,908 

DECK (PRDK)

$0-$500 $205.87 $174 

$501-$2,000 $541.25 $454 

$2,001+ $797.94 $683 

DETACHED ACCE (PRDA)

$0-$500 $969.78 $805 

$501-$2,000 $969.78 $805 

$2,001-$40,000 $1,292.50 $1,101 

$40,001-$100,000 $1,350.25 $1,145 

$100,001-$500,000 $1,350.25 $1,145 

$500,001+ $1,698.23 $1,431 



SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDED FEES
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Proposed
Existing Combined 

Fee

CARPORT (PRCP)

$0-$500 $631.60 $543 

$501-$2,000 $672.56 $577 

$2,001-$40,000 $713.53 $612 

$40,001+ $776.83 $652 

TEMP POWER (PRTP)

Per Permit $109.83 $93 

GAS (PRGS)

Per Permit $322.25 $274 

POWER METER (PRPM)

$0-$500 $249.27 $0 

$501+ $1,079.57 $0 

ELEC ONLY (PREL)

Per Permit $252.07 $212 

APPLIANCE (PRAP)

Per Permit $188.13 $160 

Res SOLAR (PRSO)

$0-$500 $355.76 $298 

$501-$2,000 $440.72 $370 

$2,001-$40,000 $525.68 $443 

$40,001-$100,000 $614.17 $517 

$100,001+ $987.60 $837 

Proposed
Existing Combined 

Fee

Res POOL (PRPO)

$0-$500 $976.06 $816 

$501-$2,000 $1,053.64 $886 

$2,001-$40,000 $1,131.21 $957 

$40,001-$100,000 $1,131.21 $957 

$100,001+ $1,460.96 $1,127 

Res ADD (PRAD)

$0-$500 $220.45 $183 

$501-$2,000 $679.83 $565 

$2,001-$40,000 $1,139.20 $946 

$40,001+ $2,223.74 $1,856 

Res REMODEL (PRRR)

$0-$500 $196.18 $179 

$501-$2,000 $253.04 $179 

$2,001-$40,000 $411.91 $326 

$40,001-$100,000 $415.16 $326 

$100,001+ $602.45 $478 

Res Bsmt (PRBS)

$0-$500 $460.64 $386 

$501-$2,000 $659.80 $585 

$2,001+ $858.96 $784 



SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDED FEES
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Proposed Existing Combined Fee

R-2 (PRAC)

$0--$1,000,000 $5,294.27 $4,416 

$1,000,001-$5,000,000 $19,813.40 $16,568 

$5,000,001+ $39,428.78 $32,652 

Comm Addition (PRCA)

$0-$500 $936.08 $759 

$501-$2,000 $1,344.45 $1,119 

$2,001-$40,000 $1,930.99 $1,650 

$40,001-$100,000 $2,773.42 $2,434 

$100,001-$500,000 $3,021.80 $2,639 

$500,001-$1,000,000 $3,284.62 $2,855 

$1,000,001-$5,000,000 $3,365.84 $2,930 

$5,000,001+ $5,814.62 $4,953 

Comm TI (PRCR)

$0-$500 $632.63 $598 

$501-$2,000 $957.20 $888 

$2,001-$40,000 $1,281.78 $1,179 

$40,001-$100,000 $1,554.64 $1,433 

$100,001-$500,000 $2,196.07 $2,038 

$500,001-$1,000,000 $2,196.07 $2,038 

$1,000,001-$5,000,000 $2,237.30 $2,060 

$5,000,001+ $4,343.81 $3,951 

Proposed
Existing 

Combined Fee

Commercial (PRNR)

0-$100,000 $4,136.29 $3,422 

$100,001-$500,000 $8,710.05 $7,183 

$500,001-$1,000,000 $13,725.66 $11,505 

$1,000,001-$5,000,000 $19,916.84 $16,551 

$5,000,001+ $35,735.91 $29,453 



SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDED FEES
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 Reasons for fee change:

 The last fee study update was completed in

2022

 Salary/benefits changes



Total annual fee revenue compared to the

annual fee revenue anticipated if the

recommended fees are adopted.

REVENUE ANALYSIS
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CURRENT FEES RECOMMENDED PERCENT CHANGE

Building Permit Revenue $2,323,277 $2,772,647 19.3%

Planning Fees $285,868 $358,080 25.3%



ATTACHMENT C - HANDOUT



City Council Study 
Session
5.6.25

ATTACHMENT D



RM Zone
Text Amendment Discussion



Organization

General
• Purpose
• Applicability
• Procedures
• Uses

Standards
• Lot and Building Envelope Standards
• Residential Design Standards

• Required Features
• Development Design Score

• Nonresidential Development Standards
• Other Requirements
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Design 
Features

Required Features
 Transitions to less intense uses

 Maximum stories
 Prohibit second story outdoor 

spaces

 Screening
 Property line screening and 

landscape buffer
 Surface parking lots
 Mechanical equipment
 Trash facilities

 Open Space 
 Minimum % of site and 

minimum dimensions
 Passive or active amenities 

based on unit count
 Private open space per 

dwelling unit

Scored Features
 Connectivity
 Streetscape Enhancements
 Site Layout 
 Ground Floor Activation
 Context integration
 360 Architecture
 Enhanced Building Materials
 Mix of Housing types
 EV Infrastructure
 Bicycle Infrastructure
 Low impact development
 Neighborhood input
 Mixed Income Housing
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Single-FamilyRM

Two story limit within 
transition area

Balcony oriented to single-
family prohibited
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Poll
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Connectivity

Avoid Encourage



Streetscape 
Enhancement

Avoid Encourage



Site Layout

Avoid Encourage



Ground Floor 
Activation

Avoid Encourage



Poll



Context 
Integration

Avoid Encourage



360 
Architecture

Avoid Encourage



Enhanced 
Building 
Materials

Avoid Encourage



Mix of 
Housing 
Types

Avoid Encourage



Poll



EV and Bike 
Infrastructure 



Low Impact 
Development 
(LID)



Neighborhood 
Input



Mixed 
Income 
Housing



Poll



Questions
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