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CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
Tuesday, January 5, 2021 6:00 p.m. 

Cedar Hills, Utah 
 
NOTICE OF ELECTRONIC PARTICIPATION 
This meeting will be held electronically pursuant to Utah Code 52-4-207(4), and Mayor Rees’ 
December 10, 2020 written determination that conducting an electronic meeting with an anchor 
location presents a substantial risk to the health and safety of those who may be present at the 
anchor location.  
 
Participants: Ben Ellsworth, Mayor Pro Tempore, Presiding 

Councilmembers: Denise Andersen, Mike Geddes, Brian Miller, Kelly Smith  
  Chandler Goodwin, City Manager 
  Charl Louw, Finance Director 
  Jeff Maag, Building Official  
  Kevin Anderson, Public Works Director 
  Hyrum Bosserman, City Attorney 
  Colleen Mulvey, City Recorder 

Others: Lt. Josh Christensen, Wendy Hart 
 

This meeting of the City Council of the City of Cedar Hills, having been properly noticed, was 
called to order at 6:00 p.m. by Mayor Pro Tempore Ellsworth.    
 

1. Approval of Meeting’s Agenda. 
 
MOTION: C. Andersen —To approve the agenda.  Seconded by C. Smith.     
    Yes - C. Andersen 
      C. Geddes 
      C. Miller 
      C. Smith  Motion passes. 
 

2. Public Comment: Time has been set aside for the public to express their ideas, concerns, 
and comments.  Comments are limited to three minutes per person with a total of 30 
minutes for this item. 

 
There were no comments. 
 
REPORTS/PRESENTATIONS/RECOGNITIONS 
 

3. Presentation on Voting Options related to the Municipal Alternate Voting Methods Pilot 
Project (Utah Code Annotated, Section 20A-4-6)       

 
Wendy Hart stated that “complexity favors the well-connected.”  She explained that rank choice 
voting diluted third-party candidates by providing some voters greater voting powers at the cost 
of other voters, incentivized campaigns to be less honest, it was unfair in multi-seat races like City 
Council, redefined majority, and was being promoted by global power elites. 
 



Page 2 of 5 City Council Meeting Approved: February 4, 2021 
 January 5, 2021 

Ms. Hart stated ranked choice voting made it seem like the difficult decision of who to vote for 
could be avoided by providing backup votes.  These votes were realized by voters who chose the 
candidates with the fewest votes.  The losers second vote then influenced which of the winning 
candidates proceeded in the counts.  Proponents liked this because it supposedly allowed people 
to vote their conscience and still get a vote for the likely winner.  In reality, this process diluted 
third-party candidates’ leverage in splitting the vote.  Ranked choice voting changed the 
relationship between candidates and voters.  If a candidate was seeking not only a core audience 
but also 2nd and 3rd choice voters, then their message needed to be generic enough for all.  Ranked 
choice voting seemed nice but that was not necessarily fair and effective.  It encouraged candidates 
to be generic and watered down.  Ranked choice voting meant that some voters were more equal 
than others and in a multi-seat race such as City Council, ranked-choice voting did not allow for 
one person to equal one vote for every open seat.  It redefined what a majority was and muddled 
up the voting process.  Ms. Hart provided examples of how the equality of voters was lost in ranked 
choice voting from Payson and Vineyard.  Ranked choice voting destroyed clear choice and 
understanding of how the election process worked and empowered a select group of voters and did 
not always yield the preferred candidate.  It redefined a majority to mean a majority of votes in the 
final round of counting not a majority overall.   
 
C. Andersen said she was glad to see examples and was in no rush to do ranked choice voting and 
wanted to wait to see how it would work in other cities.   
 
C. Smith said the only reason she would consider ranked choice voting was to save them money 
on a primary; if it did not save them money there was no point.  C. Geddes commented that his 
concern with that would be they could have ten candidates in a general election and that would be 
difficult for voters to get their heads around.  C. Smith said they already struggled to engage voters 
as it was.  Ms. Hart said for unknown candidates it was difficult if there was no primary.  C. Geddes 
said it lent itself to groupthink and he has never really liked that; the people should run off of their 
individual merits.  There was subsequent deliberation on the matter.   
 
C. Miller stated he was fine waiting and seeing more experiences from other cities.  He had a 
positive experience with it in the Republican primary, but that was limited to that one experience.  
He was open to it, but he did not think it was something they needed to make happen in the next 
year or two.  C. Smith stated she thought transparency as a City was important to the residents and 
if she could not explain it to a resident, she did not want to do it.     
 
CONSENT AGENDA 
 

4. Approval of the Minutes from the November 17, 2020 Work Session and City Council 
meeting   

MOTION: C. Smith—To approve the consent agenda.  Seconded by C. Miller.  
Yes - C. Andersen 

      C. Geddes 
      C. Miller 
      C. Smith  Motion passes. 
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CITY REPORTS AND BUSINESS 
 

5. City Manager 
 

Chandler Goodwin stated they had kicked off Jr. Jazz’s season that night and because of the nature 
of being indoors all spectators and players were being required to wear masks.  Spectators had 
been limited to one person per participant to utilize as much space as they could while complying 
with social distancing.  Mr. Goodwin stated that applications for the mayor vacancy were due 
January 15th at noon and were available on the Cedar Hills website.  They typically start 
discussions about their budget retreat around this time, but the timeline would need to be changed 
until the vacancy was filled. 
 

6. City Council 
 

C. Andersen reported she attended the Central Utah 911 meeting and they had elected new chairs.  
The people at Central Utah 911 were dedicated to making it a successful venture.  She also attended 
the Utah Lake Commission meeting where they discussed ways to improve the algal bloom.  They 
also discussed increasing the June Sucker population which had not been happening because they 
did not have a healthy natural course upstream.  They were also trying to complete a trail that went 
all the way around the lake.   
 
C. Smith reported the Youth City Council did a scavenger hunt around the City and had asked if 
they could do gift cards to businesses in Cedar Hills as a reward for winning.  People could enter 
by taking pictures at certain places around town.  The kids wanted service components included 
and had service requirements set up at some of the locations. 
 

7. Review/Action on Acceptance of the 2020 Fiscal Year Audit 
 
Steven Rowley, Keddington & Christensen, CPAs, provided a review of the audit report.  He stated 
his role was to perform the audit and provide an opinion on whether the financial statements were 
materially correct.  The responsibility of the City and management was to oversee the accounting 
processes, the financial reporting, and all day-to-day operations.  The City was responsible for 
internal controls of the money coming into the City and going out and the Council was to whom 
the firm reported its findings.  
 
Mr. Rowley read the following statement: “In our opinion, the basic financial statements referred 
to above present fairly, in all material respects, the respective financial position of the 
governmental activities, the business-type activities, each major fund, and the aggregate remaining 
fund information of the City of Cedar Hills, Utah as of June 30, 2020, and the respective changes 
in financial position and, where applicable, cash flows thereof, and the respective budgetary 
comparison for the General Fund and the Golf Special Revenue Fund for the year are in accordance 
with accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of America.”   
 
Mr. Rowley stated this was what they referred to as an unmodified opinion and the financial 
statements they had reviewed were materially correct. 
 



Page 4 of 5 City Council Meeting Approved: February 4, 2021 
 January 5, 2021 

Mr. Rowley explained there was another report within the report that was required by government 
auditing standards which were a step above general auditing standards.  They looked over internal 
controls of financial reporting to see if there were any weaknesses that would have a material effect 
on the financials.  They did not give an opinion on these internal controls but did not identify any 
weaknesses.  The second part of this report was related to compliance with other matters with laws, 
rules, and regulations that could have an effect on the financials.  They also did not give an opinion 
on this but did not identify any instances of non-compliance. 
 
There was a third report, the State Compliance Audit Report, required by the State similar to the 
government auditing standards.  They did not give an opinion on the internal controls but gave an 
opinion on compliance, they found that the City had complied with all the State requirements in 
all material aspects.  They did find an instance of non-compliance in that the City’s General Fund 
balance was over the 25% maximum unrestricted fund balance limit.  The reason for that was the 
late arrival of the CARES Act money and not knowing how they were allowed to spend that money 
until it was too late to do any budget amendments.  This was common in other cities, so he did not 
see it being a problem, but they were required to report it.  He stated the audit had gone well even 
with COVID-19, and that staff at the City had been excellent to work with. 
 
C. Smith commented she had gone through all 125 pages and appreciated the evaluations of what 
it meant and what was going on with the budget.  She commended Charl Louw for his hard work.  
C. Andersen agreed and thanked Mr. Louw and his team as well as Mr. Rowley.  C. Geddes stated 
they had done a great job.      
 
Charl Louw remarked Mr. Rowley had been very responsive and had done a good job.   
 
MOTION: C. Geddes—To accept the 2020 financial report.  Seconded by C. Smith.  

Yes - C. Andersen 
      C. Geddes 
      C. Miller 
      C. Smith  Motion passes. 
 

8. Review/Action on a Resolution Adding, Amending or Deleting certain fees to the Official 
Fees, Bonds and Fines Schedule of the City of Cedar Hills 

 
Mr. Goodwin stated this stemmed from an organizational chart change they had done where they 
had split off Jeff Maag from being the Public Works Director to being the Building Official.  
Therefore, many of the residential plan inspections would be done in house and by their own staff.  
The fee changes split out residential and commercial uses. 
 
Jeff Maag stated they had little inspections that would be required from Sunrise Engineering, as 
they would only be on a commercial basis or if Mr. Maag was unavailable.  Special inspections 
that he was not certified for would also be done by Sunrise Engineering which cost a little bit more.  
They would retain Sunrise Engineering at the same cost except for special inspections, for which 
Sunrise Engineering requested $10/hour more. 
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C. Geddes asked if residential gas line inspection and permanent power inspection were the only 
new construction fees changing and what they cost per hour was.  Mr. Maag replied the residential 
rate was $53/hour so they would typically do a 30-minute four-way inspection.  C. Geddes asked 
if they received a bill for hourly or per inspection.  Mr. Maag replied they charged by the hour and 
there was no change in the residential fee.  However, the commercial fee had increased to $65.  
Mr. Goodwin stated they had been working with Sunrise Engineering since 2015 and there had 
not been any rate changes for inspections since that time.  C. Geddes asked if they were raising the 
card file fee from $18 to $26.  Mr. Maag replied yes and explained a card file was someone who 
built the same house over and over again.  Mr. Maag added there was a change in the mechanical 
plumbing fee that had been assessed in residential.  They wanted to remove it from residential with 
the understanding that the IRC code incorporated all of those within one code versus having 
individual codes for commercial.  They could still charge a commercial fee for electrical plumbing 
but would omit them on residential.  C. Geddes asked if in the future builders should call the City 
or Sunrise Engineering.  Mr. Maag replied that they would encourage them to call the City to 
schedule inspections.  They were in the process of going paperless so it could be done online.       
 
MOTION: C. Andersen—To approve Resolution No. 01-05-2021A, a resolution adding, 
amending, or deleting certain fees to the official fees, bonds and fines schedule of the City of 
Cedar Hills, Utah.  Seconded by C. Miller.  

Yes - C. Andersen 
  C. Ellsworth 

      C. Geddes 
      C. Miller 
      C. Smith  Motion passes. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
This meeting was adjourned 7:02 p.m. p.m. on a motion by C. Smith, seconded by C. Andersen, 
and unanimously approved. 
 
 
 
Approved by Council: 
February 4, 2021 
  
        /s/ Colleen A. Mulvey, MMC 
        City Recorder 
 
 


