
 

 

SOUTH JORDAN CITY 
CITY COUNCIL STUDY SESSION  

 
February 3, 2015 

 
Present: Mayor Pro Tempore Chuck Newton, Councilman Steve Barnes, Councilman  
  Chris Rogers, Councilman Mark Seethaler, Councilman Don Shelton, CM Gary  
  Whatcott, Administrative Services Director Dustin Lewis, IS Director John Day,  
  Public Works Director Jason Rasmussen, COS Paul Cunningham,    
  Communications Director Tina Brown, Fire Chief Andrew Butler, Strategic  
  Services Director Don Tingey, Police Lieutenant Jason Knight, Acting City  
  Attorney Ryan Loose, Development Services Director Brian Preece, City Council  
  Secretary MaryAnn Dean 
 
STUDY SESSION – 4:00 PM 
 
It was noted that Mayor Alvord would not be present tonight.  
 
Councilman Rogers made a motion to appoint Councilman Chuck Newton as Mayor Pro 
Tempore for tonight’s meeting. Councilman Seethaler seconded the motion. The vote was 
4-0 in favor, with Councilman Barnes absent.   
  

A. Invocation: By Councilman Newton 
 
Mayor Pro Tempore Newton offered the invocation.  
 
Councilman Barnes arrived at this time.  
 

B. Discussion: Sign Ordinance. (By Councilman Rogers) 
 
Councilman Rogers reviewed a presentation outlining some changes to the sign Ordinance 
(Attachment A). The biggest change is simplifying the Ordinance into two basic categories: 
commercial speech, and non-commercial speech. He noted this was modeled after Washington 
DC’s sign Ordinance. He said commercial speech/signs are easier to regulate. They have lesser 
ability to regulate non-commercial speech. 
 
Councilman Rogers noted that yard sale signs would be considered commercial speech, but they 
have been exempted for a period of time.  They are not changing their policy regarding 
commercial speech, they are just defining it. He said they need to be careful about regulating the 
content on non-commercial signs.  
 
Councilman Rogers said they are still having size limitations. The Ordinance clarifies that signs 
are not allowed in the park strip, regardless if they are commercial or non-commercial in nature. 
He said allowing signs in the park strips could create clutter, and obstruct the line of sight. If they 
allow for one type of sign, they have to allow for all types of signs. He said some of the park 
strips are city owned. They don’t regulate privately owned park strips.  
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Councilman Barnes said he prefers to allow signs in the park strips because they are easier to see 
and easier to mow around.  
 
Councilman Rogers said he feels signs in the park strips create more clutter, and it is not as 
attractive. If they allow signs in the park strip, they have to allow all signs in the park strips, 
regardless of content.  
 
Acting City Attorney Loose said city property is a forum they control. If they open up this 
forum, it is open for all.  
 
Councilman Barnes said residents know it’s against the sign ordinance and they don’t care. He 
said he doesn’t want his sign taken, nor does he want to deny someone the right to put a sign up. 
Councilman Rogers noted that an opposing sign could be put up and the resident couldn’t take it 
down. If they did, they could be sued.  
 
Councilman Barnes asked how will they enforce this? He said two years ago, there were issues 
with signs on park strips owned or maintained by Kennecott. He said he doesn’t want a policy 
that they can’t enforce. Councilman Rogers concurred. The issues they have had in the past were 
because of inconsistencies, the vagueness in the code, and the lack of enforcement. Acting City 
Attorney Loose said enforcement was difficult in the past.  
 
Councilman Rogers said most of the changes are on page 8 of the proposed Ordinance 
(Attachment A). He reviewed the proposed policy regarding signs on UDOT fencing and canal 
fencing.  
 
Acting City Attorney Loose noted that on certain corners of Bangerter Highway, there is a 3 
party agreement with the city, UDOT, and the developer, that states the developer will maintain 
the property and the city makes sure that the developer maintains the property. They will need to 
identify which areas have that agreement.  
 
Councilman Newton said if they don’t remove the signs, they stay on the fences for a long time 
after the election. Acting City Attorney Loose said if a sign becomes a hazard, the city can 
remove that. There is no time limit on the length of time the signs can be up. Councilman 
Newton said he is concerned about protecting the aesthetic quality of the city. Councilman 
Rogers said it is a free speech issue. Councilman Rogers said UDOT has a position of non 
enforcement regarding signs on their fences. That is their prerogative. Acting City Attorney 
Loose said if the 3 party agreement says no signage on the UDOT fence, the city will enforce 
that. 
  
Councilman Rogers said it is their intent to give a map to all candidates so people are clear where 
signs are allowed. If the city does not own, operate, or maintain the fence, the city won’t remove 
the sign.  
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Councilman Rogers reviewed prohibited signs in the proposed Ordinance. It does not prohibit 
private property owners from removing a sign from their own property.  
 
Acting City Attorney Loose said the state is passing legislation this year regarding signage. He 
would like to compare that language with this proposed Ordinance. Councilman Rogers said his 
understanding is that the bill states if the city allows signs on public property, it can’t be content 
regulated.  
 
Acting City Attorney Loose will look at the agreement regarding the UDOT fencing or canal 
companies fencing to make sure they are not violating any contractual obligations. Councilman 
Rogers also asked staff to generate a map outlining where UDOT fencing is located and canal 
companies fencing is located. 
 
CM Whatcott said they should also make sure fencing is prohibited on UDOT structures such as 
bridges, sound walls, etc.   
 
Councilman Barnes asked if they are going to regulate if people put 10 signs together, would that 
count as 10 signs or 1 large sign? Acting City Attorney Loose said they have language and the 
sign is defined by the edges. If you connect a bunch, they are still considered individual signs.  
 
CM Whatcott recommended that they include fencing on structures under prohibited signs.  
 
Councilman Rogers asked if there is consensus? Should this be addressed before the next 
election? Councilman Barnes said yes. He said they need to address if they are going to allow 
wall papering with signs.  
 
Mayor Pro Tempore Newton recommended Mr. Loose research the interlocal agreement and 
work with the City Council on edits.  
 
Councilman Rogers said he would like this resolved soon, before the upcoming election.  
 
Councilman Seethaler said the city needs to be consistent on the sign policy. He recommended 
that there is something clear, particularly for potential candidates for election, outlining 
properties owned by the city, the canal companies, and UDOT. He likes the proposed Ordinance. 
 
Councilman Rogers concurred that a map should be made. 
 
Councilman Shelton said he likes the idea of simplifying the Ordinance.  
 
Acting City Attorney Loose said this issue has to go to the Planning Commission. It will come 
back to the City Council in March.  
 
The City Council took a meal break.  
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C. Presentation: Options for Affordable Housing Funds. (By City Commerce Director 
Preece) 

 
City Commerce Director Preece said in RDA areas, 20 percent of the money goes into a housing 
fund. If the money is used outside the rda area, it has to be used for affordable housing. If they 
are going to do a project where a developer gets affordable housing assistance, he would 
recommend that only 10-15 percent of the units qualify. They could help pay impact fees or for 
infrastructure. They could deed restrict those affordable housing units so they have to remain in 
the affordable criteria. 
 
Mr. Preece said another option is a revolving loan fund, down payment assistance, or an interest 
rate buy down. Councilman Newton recommended a program that will help the city’s first 
responders. Mr. Preece said he is recommending a program that includes all city employees. 
They could even consider school teachers that live and work in the city. He noted that in Park 
City, they give employees a certain amount toward housing assistance. He said South Jordan has 
a good amount of money in the account now, but it won’t continue for a long time.  
 
Councilman Seethaler asked if the employee housing assistance program is an authorized use? 
Mr. Preece said yes. Councilman Seethaler said he is in favor of the idea for people that serve the 
public in their city, including city employees, teachers, etc.  
 
CM Whatcott said they can set some money aside for the employee program. They can also set 
up other programs for grants for home improvement projects for people on fixed incomes. There 
are a lot of seniors moving into the community and there will be more opportunities in the future 
to help those on fixed incomes.  
 
Councilman Seethaler asked if they could get a report on the number of employees that would 
qualify for this program. COS Cunningham said they don’t have information on spouses’ 
income. They could get the numbers based on just the city income.  
 
Mr. Preece said it is difficult to serve the below 50 and 30 percentile because their property 
values are so high, unless they have a completely subsidized housing project. He recommended 
they give $1 million to the Olene Walker housing fund. There is no deadline to spend the money, 
but the more money they have in the fund, the more pressure they’ll receive from outside parties.  
 
Councilman Rogers said he feels the money is best used when applied to individuals rather than 
developers credit. He is not in favor of incentivizing developers. He likes the proposed housing 
assistance program.  
 
CM Whatcott said they don’t want to eliminate the possibility of developer assistance programs 
such as the senior housing project south of city hall.  
 
Mr. Preece said another option they have talked about is a senior center.   
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Councilman Shelton said he likes the proposal. He noted that his son bought a home in West 
Jordan with a grant to help with the down payment. West Jordan is outfitted for first time 
homeowners more than South Jordan. He said he does not think the program will draw the funds 
down quickly.  
 
Councilman Barnes said he is also in favor of the program as outlined.  
 
Councilman Seethaler said he would prefer to start the program this year. His preference is to 
start with the city employees.  
 
CM Whatcott said he would bring this issue back at the end of March/beginning of April.  
 

D. Presentation: Planning Fiscal Model. (By Planner Warner) 
 
Planner Warner reviewed a presentation on a planning fiscal model he has been working on 
(Attachment C). CM Whatcott said the purpose of this is to give them information relative to the 
fiscal analysis of their land use decisions. It is to help them use that as fiscal criteria for their 
decisions.  
 
Councilman Rogers asked if grant money could be used on this project? Mr. Warner said they 
could use CDBG money.  
 
Councilman Newton said they already know that 1/3 acre homes are more costly to the city and 
apartments pay the full property tax. They already killed the VMU zone because they don’t want 
the higher density uses. Does is make sense to spend more time on the issue?  
 
Councilman Rogers said the economic impact is broader than just residential zones. It would be 
nice to know the direct revenue generated. He said when a business goes in, it would be helpful 
to understand the effect of retail versus office.  
 
Councilman Newton said some of the information is based on assumptions.  
 
CM Whatcott said they can do both short term and long term fiscal impact projections.  
 
Mr. Warner reviewed the different fiscal impact scenarios in his presentation.  
 
Mr. Warner said they assume that the higher the density, the higher the property value. But at 
some point, the marginal value of each unit is less than the cost per call per unit. He said 
according to his calculations and assumptions, the premier density that provides the greatest 
return is 8 units per acre. It goes up steeply from 0-8 and then levels off. He reiterated that there 
are assumptions in every component of the model. He said this program is better for the city than 
any other program he has found. He said he would like to implement the program. He said if they 
have all of the information, they can make a report for a project in 10 minutes. He said the plan is 
to include the report with the staff report. He said hypotheticals would have to be set up for some 
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rezones. He recommended that they start with a summary of the project as a basis for the 
modeling, and maybe a chart.  
 
Councilman Shelton said one concern is that if the applicant doesn’t like the assumptions used, 
they can make their own assumptions and it would create a problem between applicants and 
staff.  
 
Councilman Rogers said this is worth doing for smaller projects if it’s not time consuming. He 
said he likes the idea of a chart, but he would like to keep the summary to one page.  
 
Councilman Seethaler recommended that they make the program more user friendly. He said 
they should be smart about it but cautious for basing decisions on it. Councilman Barnes 
concurred and said it is helpful but financial is not the only factor in making a decision. He said 
other council’s may take the use of the tool too far.   
 
Mayor Pro Tempore Newton recommended Mr. Warner use his best judgment on what detail to 
give to the City Council with the staff report. They can take it on a case by case basis for now.  
 
Councilman Seethaler recommended Mr. Newton continue being the Mayor Pro Tempore for the 
regular meeting.  
 
ADJOURNMENT 
  
The City Council adjourned the meeting at 5:52 pm 
 
 
This is a true and correct copy of the February 3, 2015 Council meeting minutes, which were 
approved on February 17, 2015. 

  
South Jordan City Recorder 
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FISCAL IMPACT MODEL
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How does the Council want fiscal impact 
reported?
Format & Level of detail?
 Narrative

 Table

 Chart or graph

Type of applications?
 Land use amendments

 Rezones

 Subdivisions

 Site plans

Project scale?
 i.e. – one acre infill subdivision vs. thirty acre mixed use development

PRIMARY STAFF QUESTION



BACKGROUND: ET+

Envisioning
Centers

Envision 
Tomorrow 
Plus (ET+)

Form-Based 
Code

Housing & 
Opportunity 
Assessment

Implement-
ing Centers

Complete 
Streets

Source: www.wasatchchoice2040.com/wasatch-choice-toolbox



BACKGROUND: ET+



Concerns:
Developer perspective

Data calibrated to entire Wasatch Front

Data updates and availability?

Customization

Time required

Clunky system

BACKGROUND: ET+



 Is there a better way to tell the story for South Jordan?
 City’s perspective
 Readily accessible data
 Regularly updated data
 City-specific data

Demographic Model
Basic Formulas:
 existing housing units + building permits = total housing units

 housing units x vacancy rate x household size = population

 Fiscal Impact Model
Combines demographic model with City’s fiscal year budget
 budget l ine items / demographic units = ratios ($/unit)

 project scenario x ratios = yearly f iscal impact

BACKGROUND: CITY-SPECIFIC MODEL



 City Data
 Finance-City budget, certified 

tax rate
 Building-building permits
 GIS-developable land, acreage 

by zone & land use
 Public Works-lane miles, 

detailed streets budget
 Engineering-road construction 

costs
 Parks-park acreage by type, 

park replacement costs
 Emergency Services-calls 

(Spillman)
 City Commerce-taxable sales, 

business licenses, employee #’s

MECHANICS: INPUTS

 Other sources
 Census Bureau-demographics 

(3-year ACS, 2010 Census)

 Schools-employees



budget line items/ demographic unit = $/unit

MECHANICS: RATIOS

Revenues
• Property Tax
• Sales Tax (direct)
• Road Funds
• Motor Vehicle Fees
• Franchise Fee
• Sales Tax (indirect)

Expenses
• Streets
• Emergency Services
• Parks
• Other



RESULTS: NON-FISCAL

Item Sasine 1 % Sasine 2 % Sasine 3 %
Area (acres) 1.7 1.7 1.7

Buildable 1.3 76.6% 1.3 76.6% 1.3 76.6%
Public Roads 0.4 23.4% 0.4 23.4% 0.4 23.4%
Parking Lot 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0%
Open Space 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other 0.0 0.0 0.0

Dwelling Units 4 4 4
Density 2.3 2.3 2.3
Occupied 4 96.5% 4 96.5% 4 96.5%
Household Size 3.83 3.83 3.83

Population 15 15 15
Under 5 (0-4) 1 9.5% 1 9.5% 1 9.5%
School Age (5-17) 4 25.9% 4 25.9% 4 25.9%

College Age (18-24) 1 8.9% 1 8.9% 1 8.9%

Working Age (25-64) 7 48.3% 7 48.3% 7 48.3%

Seniors (65 and up) 1 7.3% 1 7.3% 1 7.3%

Households (Occupied Units) 4 4 4
Married 3 84.2% 3 84.2% 3 84.2%

With Children 2 47.6% 2 47.6% 2 47.6%
Single Male 0 2.5% 0 2.5% 0 2.5%

With Children 0 2.0% 0 2.0% 0 2.0%
Single Female 0 5.5% 0 5.5% 0 5.5%

With Children 0 3.6% 0 3.6% 0 3.6%
Non-Family 0 7.8% 0 7.8% 0 7.8%

With Children 0 0.1% 0 0.1% 0 0.1%
Emergency Response Calls 2.2 2.2 2.2

Per Acre 1.3 1.3 1.3
Per Dwelling Unit 0.55 0.55 0.55

Demographic Summary by Scenario

Scenario 1:

Scenario 2:

Scenario 3:
Residential infill development. 4 lots. 
4,000 sf homes at $710,000.

Sasine 3

Scenario Descriptions

Residential infill development. 4 lots. 
4,000 sf homes at $475,000.

Sasine 1

Sasine 2

Residential infill development. 4 lots. 
4,000 sf homes at $400,000.



RESULTS: FISCAL

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3
Sasine 1 Sasine 2 Sasine 3

Revenue 3,609$             3,973$             5,116$             
Property Tax 1,945$             2,309$             3,452$             
Sales Tax (direct) -$                -$                -$                
Other 1,664$             1,664$             1,664$             

Expenses 5,121$             5,121$             5,121$             
Roads 1,630$             1,630$             1,630$             
Emergency Serv. 920$               920$               920$               
Parks 172$               172$               172$               
Other 2,398$             2,398$             2,398$             

Total (1,512)$            (1,148)$            (5)$                  
Per Acre (877)$              (666)$              (3)$                  

Indirect Impact
Potential Retail Sales 113,469$         113,469$         113,469$         

Sales Tax Revenue 1,151$             1,151$             1,151$             

General Fund 
(Direct Impact)

Financial Summary (per year) by Scenario
Scenario 1:

Scenario 2:

Scenario 3:
Residential infill development. 4 lots. 
4,000 sf homes at $710,000.

Sasine 3

Scenario Descriptions

Residential infill development. 4 lots. 
4,000 sf homes at $475,000.

Sasine 1

Sasine 2

Residential infill development. 4 lots. 
4,000 sf homes at $400,000.



RESULTS: CHART



EXAMPLES

Scenario 1: Scenario 1 Scenario2 Scenario 3

Revenue 3,609$             52,171$           87,879$           
Property Tax 1,945$             26,520$           33,822$           
Sales Tax (direct) -$                -$                4,965$             
Other 1,664$             25,651$           49,092$           

Scenario 2:
Expenses 5,121$             9,227$             83,116$           

Roads 1,630$             1,427$             1,427$             
Emergency Serv. 920$               4,224$             67,650$           
Parks 172$               -$                6,841$             
Other 2,398$             3,576$             7,198$             

Scenario 3: Total (1,512)$            42,944$           4,763$             
Per Acre (877)$              16,704$           920$               

Indirect Impact
Potential Retail Sales 113,469$         -$                5,781,611$      

Sales Tax Revenue 1,151$             -$                45,773$           

Sasine

Jordan Gateway III 

Residential infill development. 4 lots. 
4,000 sf homes at $400,000. Sasine Jordan 

Gateway III 
Jordan 
Station

Financial Summary (per year) by Scenario
General Fund 
(Direct Impact)

Jordan Station

Scenario Descriptions

4-story office builidng with 31,250 sf 
footprint and 125,000 sf floor area.  500 
employees.

Two buildings (400,000 sf total floor 
area) on 5.16 acres.  500 parking stalls-
50% of stalls below 80% of building 
footprint. 302 apart. Units (60% 1-BR, 
40% 2-BR). 4,000 sq. ft. of retail 
($500,000 yearly taxable sales)



EXAMPLES



All models are built on assumptions.

Good for specific projects. Project-specific 
data not often known at rezone.

Dependent on developer expectations.

Changes in budget may reflect policy 
decisions at times, not changes in 
demographic units.

With enough time and resources, there’s 
always a way to better capture a variable.

LIMITATIONS & CHALLENGES



How does the Council want the data reported?
(detail, format, types of applications, types of projects)

Recommendations:
 Narrative with possibly a simple chart.

 Narrative will include project description summary.

 The smaller the scale of the project the shorter the narrative.

 Hypothetical scenarios are created as a basis to determine fiscal 
impact for smaller and more simple rezones.

 Concept plans may be required for rezones of larger parcels and 
more complex zones (multi-use).

 Developers may need to provide more information with application.

(i .e.-anticipated retail sales, project value, util ity costs)

PRIMARY QUESTION




