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CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES OF THE  
CITY OF CEDAR HILLS  

Tuesday, March 15, 2022 – 7:00 p.m. 
Community Recreation Center 

10640 N. Clubhouse Drive, Cedar Hills, Utah 
 
Present:  Mayor Denise Andersen, Presiding  
   Council Member Laura Ellison 

Council Member Mike Geddes  
Council Member Alexandra McEwen 
Council Member Brian Miller  
Council Member Kelly Smith 
 

Staff:   Chandler Goodwin, City Manager 
Kevin Anderson, Public Works Director 
Greg Gordon, Recreation Director 
Charl Louw, Finance Director 
Jeff Maag, Building Official 
Hyrum Bosserman, City Attorney 
Colleen Mulvey, City Recorder 

 
Others:  Lieutenant Josh Christensen 
 
CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
 
1. Call to Order, Pledge, and Invocation.   
 
The City Council Meeting of the City of Cedar Hills, having been properly noticed, was called to 
order at 7:10 p.m. by Mayor Andersen. 
 
The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Mayor Andersen.   
 
The Invocation was offered by Council Member Miller. 
 
2. Approval of Meeting Agenda. 
 
MOTION:  Council Member Smith moved to APPROVE the Meeting Agenda.  Council 
Member McEwen seconded the motion.  The motion passed with the unanimous consent of 
the Council.    
 
3. Public Comment:  Time has been set aside for the public to express their ideas, 

concerns, and comments.   
 
Sherrie Condie gave her address as 4221 West Oak Road North and welcomed Council Member 
McEwen to the City Council.  She encouraged the Council to do everything possible to address 
the proposal to dredge Utah Lake.  Lake Restoration Solutions had been very heavy-handed about 
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pushing the project forward.  Ms. Condie reported that she previously attended a City Council 
Meeting in Vineyard and it seemed that the Council Members, with the exception of the Mayor, 
were not in support of the proposed project.  She understood that because lakeside cities plan their 
build outs and have established schools, infrastructure, and transportation needs based on the edges 
of the lake.  To place State Roads through the communities for island access would create complex 
challenges.  Ms. Condie explained that by dredging the lake, there was a risk of increased oxygen 
dead zones, which would damage fisheries and reduced the habitat for the June suckerfish.  The 
project could lead to many unforeseen consequences.   
 
Ms. Condie asked the Council to issue a Resolution that supported Utah Lake and the local entities 
who were carrying on research and remediation for its condition.  She shared possible observations 
that could be included in the Resolution.  For instance, the fact that local scientists determined that 
disturbing the lake would result in long-term risks.  Islands would deface the lake and harm the 
aesthetic and natural values.   
 
Ken Hazelbaker gave his address as 10253 North Oak Road West and stated that he is passionate 
about what is going on with Utah Lake.  He expressed his appreciation for City Manager, Chandler 
Goodwin and stated that he answered some of his questions recently.  He appreciated that Mr. 
Goodwin was there for residents and supports the community.  Mr. Hazelbaker believed the City 
had an opportunity to make a difference with Utah Lake.  He did not want to see a development 
that would create islands and cause dredging to take place.  Just because something could be built 
did not mean it should be built.  Mr. Hazelbaker was opposed to development in the middle of the 
lake and did not see the logic in the proposal.   
 
There were no further public comments.  Mayor Andersen closed the comment period. 
 
CONSENT AGENDA 
 
4. Approval of the Minutes from the February 1, 2022, Work Session and City Council 

Meeting and the February 15, 2022, Work Session. 
 
5. Approval of Resolution No. 03-15-2022A, Appointments to the Beautification, 

Recreation, Parks, and Trails Citizens Advisory Committee. 
 
Mayor Andersen noted that a list of appointments to the Beautification, Recreation, Parks, and 
Trails Citizens Advisory Committee was included in the packet.  She expressed her appreciation 
for Committee Chair, Angela Free.  Council Member Geddes asked if the number of Committee 
Members was adequate.  Ms. Free believed it was a good start.  Mayor Andersen explained that if 
more Committee Members are needed or there was a desire to grow the Committee further, Ms. 
Free could inform the Council.     
 
MOTION:  Council Member Ellison moved to APPROVE the Consent Agenda.  Council 
Member Smith seconded the motion.  The motion passed with the unanimous consent of the 
Council.    
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CITY REPORTS AND BUSINESS 
 
6. City Manager Report. 
 
Mr. Goodwin shared updates with the City Council.  He reported that the following recreation 
programs had opened:   
 

• Karate; 
• Summer Lego Camp; 
• Kids Summer Sports Camp; 
• T-Ball; and 
• Coach Pitch.   

 
This was also the last week to register for Tots Soccer and K-2 soccer.  The Teen Soccer Program 
was canceled due to a lack of registered participants.   Mr. Goodwin explained that the golf course 
would likely open on March 17, 2022, depending on the weather.  On the short course, there was 
a lot of dirt moving around, but the putting green area was almost done and was ready to be seeded.   
 
The annual Spring Clean-Up event was scheduled for April 23 and 30.  Dumpsters would be 
available at St. Andrews Subdivision area.  Mr. Goodwin asked that residents not bring tires, 
mattresses, or any hazardous materials.  Everything else would be accepted.  Mr. Goodwin also 
recognized City Recorder, Colleen Mulvey.  Ms. Mulvey is the first Clerk in the State of Utah to 
receive the State Certification through the Utah Municipal Clerks Association.  Mayor Andersen 
congratulated Ms. Mulvey and expressed gratitude for all of her work.  
 
7. Mayor and Council. 
 
Council Member Smith reported that the Youth City Council was working on the Easter Egg Hunt.  
Additionally, she met with two groups of residents about the Utah Lake Commission.  Council 
Member Smith appreciated it when residents reach out to learn more.  She also met with residents 
to discuss how to broadcast and videotape City Council Meetings.  Some of the ideas shared were 
inexpensive and could be of benefit to Cedar Hills.    
 
Mayor Andersen reported that the Utah Department of Transportation (“UDOT”) schedule 
included a signal at the end of Canyon Road as it hit Timpanogos Highway.  The signal would be 
installed in 2022 but she did not have the exact date.  There would also be a Turn Lane Extension 
Project on Timpanogos Highway with funding to come from the Mountainland Association of 
Governments (“MAG”) and UDOT.  On Timpanogos Highway, east of North County Boulevard, 
a turn lane would be created from Manor Drive to Spruce Drive.  The turn lane extension would 
address the traffic issues in the area.  Mayor Andersen noted that she was impressed by the local 
businesses that stepped up to support the Family Festival.   
 
Council Member Miller reported that he received a phone call from someone interested in a 
sponsorship.  He passed along the appropriate information.  It was wonderful to see the level of 
interest.  Recreation Director, Greg Gordon reported that anyone interested in a sponsorship or 
additional information could be directed to the Family Festival website. 
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SCHEDULED ITEMS AND PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 
8. Review/Action on a Proclamation Declaring Support for the People of Ukraine. 
 
Mayor Andersen was very moved by what was happening in Ukraine and felt it would be 
appropriate for the City to make a Declaration of Support.  Mayor Andersen read the Proclamation 
of the City of Cedar Hills, Utah into the public record.  
 
MOTION:  Council Member Miller moved to APPROVE the Proclamation Declaring 
Support for the People of Ukraine.  Council Member McEwen seconded the motion.  Vote 
on motion:  Council Member Geddes-Aye, Council Member Ellison-Aye, Council Member 
Miller-Aye, Council Member Smith-Aye, Council Member McEwen-Aye.  The motion 
passed unanimously.    
 
9. Review/Action and Public Hearing on a Resolution Adopting the Fiscal Year 2022 

Budget Amendments. 
 
Finance Director, Charl Louw shared a presentation related to the Fiscal Year 2022 Budget 
Amendments.  He reported that there was a lot of inflation in the country and an even higher rate 
of inflation in Utah.  The average inflation rate in Utah was 9.7%.  Inflation in the last year was 
costing Utah households approximately $511 extra each month, which was much higher than the 
national average.  He reported that Utah County experienced the most job growth in the State, with 
a job growth rate of 7.5%.  The rest of Utah had a job growth rate of 3.4%.  Nationwide, the job 
growth rate was -2.6%.  The Utah County unemployment rate was 1.5%, while the rest of Utah 
had an unemployment rate of 1.9%.  Nationwide, the unemployment rate was 4%.  Mr. Louw 
shared a graph to further highlight those figures.   
 
City staffing was discussed.  Mr. Louw reported that over the last few years, Cedar Hills has lost 
quite a few Public Works employees with seven to nine years of experience as well as a Front 
Desk person with 16 years of experience.  Some part-time positions had been lost as well as two 
employees from the Parks Department.  Mr. Louw overviewed the current employees and how 
long they had worked for the City.  He also discussed inflation rates in previous decades.  The City 
needs to be cautious and ensure that the budget is handled conservatively.  Staff recommended that 
the following adjustments be made based on Council priorities:  
 

• Flat $3 per hour adjustment, which would result in a $520 average monthly increase before 
taxes for permanent full-time and part-time hours, effective March 13, 2022.  This would 
be funded by sales tax revenue and program growth; 

• Adjustment for event supplies of $7,000, to be offset by program revenue growth; 
• Adjustment for Family Festival of $10,000, which would be funded by sales tax revenue 

growth and program growth; 
• Other miscellaneous line items, such as gas; 
• Water, storm drain, and sewer wages funded with the existing fee structure; 
• Planned transfer to fund capital improvements with sales tax and program growth; and 
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• Water improvements funded with reserves and/or grants that have been applied for or will 
be applied for in the next several months. 

 
Mr. Louw shared the Budget Adjustments – Fiscal Year 2022 document, which outlined all of the 
proposed adjustments.  He explained that the Emergency Management and Forestry grants had not 
been received and were shown as a Decrease in Revenue on the document.  The Increases in 
Expenditures were reviewed, which included employee salaries, wages, and benefits.  Council 
Member Smith asked what the total addition would be for salaries and wages.  Mr. Louw reported 
that it would total $41,000 overall.   
 
Council Member Smith asked about the materials and supplies and asked if it was related to the 
Family Festival.  Mr. Louw clarified that there were two separate items: $7,000 for events and 
$10,000 for the Family Festival.  Mr. Gordon explained that the costs for linens, tents and other 
event materials had increased significantly.  He noted that the Family Festival partnered with the 
American Fork Chamber of Commerce.  It would be a fantastic year for the festival.  Mr. Goodwin 
explained that the American Fork Chamber of Commerce was tasked with handling some 
sponsorships for the year.   
 
Mr. Goodwin further discussed employee salaries.  He explained that the reason the increase has 
been proposed was to address inflation.  Cedar Hills is not the most affordable place to live, and 
the City does not pay entry-level wages that are high enough for someone to easily afford to live 
in the City.  As a result, many entry-level employees live further away.  It was important that the 
City adequately invest in employees.  The pay increase would ensure that the positions remain 
attractive to employees.  Council Member Smith asked about salary versus hourly wages and how 
those decisions were made.  Mr. Louw explained that certain positions are salaried such as 
Executive Staff positions.   
 
Mayor Andersen opened the public hearing.  There were no comments.  The public hearing was 
closed. 
 
MOTION:  Council Member Miller moved to APPROVE Resolution No. 03-15-2022B, a 
Resolution adopting the Amended 2021-2022 Fiscal Year Budget for the City of Cedar Hills, 
Utah.  Council Member Geddes seconded the motion.  Vote on motion:  Council Member 
Ellison-Aye, Council Member Geddes-Aye, Council Member McEwen-Aye, Council 
Member Miller-Aye, Council Member Smith-Aye.  The motion passed unanimously.  
 
Mayor Andersen noted that one of her main priorities is employee retention and making sure that 
people who work in the City could afford to live here.  She felt that the proposed budget 
adjustments were a step in the right direction.   
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10. Discussion on Fiscal Year 2022-2023 Budget. 
 
Mr. Louw reported that the next item would be related to the Fiscal Year 2022-2023 Preliminary 
Fund Budget Plans.  He reported that the discussions pertained to the upper roundabout and 
drought-resistant improvements.  Sandy Vernon from PKJ Designs reviewed the proposed design 
concepts for the roundabout.  She noted that the intent of the redesign was to: 
 

• Incorporate the spirit of the Cedar Hills area with a low water and low maintenance design 
that will be an example to residents while making a statement about the City’s concern for 
environmental responsibility.  

 
Ms. Vernon reported that the first design was the Riverbed design.  To reflect the dry riverbeds of 
the area, the design would incorporate oaks, pines, and junipers along with grasses and perennials 
to mimic the hills.  Crushed flagstone would fill the center beds and soil pep, or rock would be 
used to fill the outer perimeter.  She shared an example image with the Council.  Additionally, 
information about the plants was reviewed.  Ms. Vernon informed the Council that the estimated 
cost for Roundabout Option 1 was $46,527.  She clarified that the number was only an estimate 
and not representative of a bid for the work.   
 
The second design was the Meandering Path.  Ms. Vernon reported that one of the requests was to 
maintain the center island and four trees.  That was done in two designs, including the Meandering 
Path.  The advantage of leaving the trees in place was that the trees would not need to be removed.  
The disadvantage was that the design itself would not be ideal.  She shared a sample image with 
the Council.  There would be a path that meandered all the way around and there would be drought-
tolerant plants and rocks on the outside.  Council Member Geddes wondered if the edge where the 
shrubs are was meant to be the edge of the street.  Ms. Vernon explained that the area existed as a 
buffer.  There was plant information included for the design as well as the Roundabout Option 2 
cost estimate, which was $30,480. 
 
The third design was the Geometry design.  Ms. Vernon noted that this was a round design with a 
geometric shape.  There would be a point in the center and all the patterns would be based on that 
center point.  She explained that this particular design would be more contemporary and include 
creeping thyme, crushed flagstone chips, manzanitas, junipers, and other plants.  The creeping 
thyme is low maintenance and requires little water. She shared a sample image for reference.  She 
reviewed the plant information and reported that the estimated cost of Roundabout Option 3 was 
$57,359.  Ms. Vernon stated that there were currently rocks placed at various locations around the 
roundabout to prevent vehicles from driving through.  In each of the designs, there were boulder 
groupings placed to prevent that.  The Geometry design did not have the boulder groupings, but 
she suggested a small curb be placed in various locations around the perimeter instead.  
 
The fourth design was the Balance design, which maintained the center island and the four trees.  
Ms. Vernon explained that the design has a path through the center and a Yin and Yang symbol.  
The Yin side had hillside creeper under the pear trees and the Yang side had juniper, broom, and 
red carpet rose. Perennials were in the center of the design.  She stated that the plants and shrubs 
are drought tolerant.  One issue was the fact that a gas easement goes through the roundabout, 
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however, the paths could line up with the easement.  A sample image was shared, and Roundabout 
Option 4 had an estimated cost of $37,294. 
 
Ms. Vernon reported that the fifth design was titled, One With the Hills.  It featured a simple 
crushed flagstone path across the roundabout.  Off to one side, there was a large, paved area with 
a rectangular piece of flagstone, which could include the Cedar Hills logo.  It would be slightly 
more expensive to have a paver with the logo, but it was not necessary to add the logo into the 
design.  There could be gravel or regular pavers instead.  All of the plants within the design were 
low growing, such as Pawnee buttes sand cherry, and autumn amber sumac.  The colors would be 
quite bright during the fall.  Ms. Vernon shared sample images, discussed possible trees, and stated 
that Roundabout Option 5 had an estimated cost of $141,926. 
 
Several images were shared highlighting the different choices for boulders, pavers, and wind 
spinners.  The latter would be an added expense but could add to the overall design aesthetic.  Mr. 
Louw explained that the intention was to have the Beautification, Recreation, Parks, and Trails 
Citizens Advisory Committee look at all of the designs and share feedback.  He recommended that 
the Committee score the designs based on aesthetic, cost, and other qualifications.  Certain things 
could be done to reduce costs, such as changing materials or using volunteers.  The Committee 
could look at the layout of the designs and then Staff could look further into potential cost-saving 
measures.   
 
Mr. Goodwin explained that with service projects, the intention was to limit the work to small 
shrubs and flowers.  It was important to be mindful of the physical limitations of volunteers.  
Mr. Louw noted that the demolition was not included in the design work estimates.  Ms. Vernon 
recommended spraying at the beginning of May for three weeks.  The first service project may 
involve removing sod and placing it in a trailer to prepare the area for irrigation.  The actual 
plantings might not happen immediately.  Mr. Louw noted that the designs could be ranked by the 
Beautification, Recreation, Parks, and Trails Citizens Advisory Committee based on the number 
of hours it would take to maintain the project area.  It was suggested that water use could also be 
considered during the Committee discussions.  Ms. Vernon noted that many of the shrubs and 
perennials are drought tolerant.  She explained that weed barrier fabric or landscape fabric was 
fine to put underneath areas where there is rock.  However, she did not recommend it around shrubs 
as it could kill microbes in the soil, restrict airflow, and restrict water flow.   
 
Council Member Smith loved the designs shared and felt they were all beautiful.  She believed the 
budget for the project should be between $15,000 and $20,000.  It was also important to see where 
the design saves water.  Council Member Smith did not like anything that would encourage 
vandalism, so she was concerned about any spot looking like a place that people could visit.  The 
roundabout was not intended to act as a park.  Council Member Ellison agreed that it was important 
that the design not be too attractive, because it could encourage people to play or hang out in the 
middle section.  Council Member Smith asked for clarification about the roundabout that was being 
discussed.  Mr. Louw reported that it was the upper roundabout on Cottonwood Drive.   
 
Mr. Louw noted that focal points were difficult, but he did not want the Council to spend $20,000 
on something that was not aesthetically pleasing for the community.  He suggested that the 
Beautification, Recreation, Parks, and Trails Citizens Advisory Committee be allowed to discuss 
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the designs and share suggestions.  Further discussions were had about the designs and the 
likelihood that vandalism would take place.  Council Member Smith felt it would be best for the 
Council to budget for the replacement of anything that was installed.  She also believed that 
examples should be shared to illustrate what residents can do in their yards.   
 
Mayor Andersen pointed out that the City had been asking residents to conserve water for years.  
As a City, it was important to lead by example and do something that is beautiful and saves water.  
Mr. Goodwin noted that the presentation shared by Ms. Vernon included information about certain 
types of plants.  A list of low water plants could be shared with residents for reference.  Council 
Member Geddes believed the existing trees in the roundabout area should be preserved.  He felt 
the designs that left those trees intact should be considered.  
 
The Fiscal Year 2022-2023 Preliminary Fund Budget discussions continued.  Mr. Louw shared 
the last three years of revenues and expenditures for Community Services.  During the pandemic, 
the Family Festival only brought in $4,000, but last year, the number increased to $35,000 in 
sponsorships.  He hoped that number would rise, and the increased costs would be offset by 
sponsors.  Mr. Louw reported that $14,000 was paid toward library reimbursements each year and 
$15,000 was paid towards the theatre last year.  For the upcoming year, some price adjustments 
were recommended for recreation.  Mr. Louw shared the price structure and some comparisons to 
other venues throughout Utah County.  
 
Mr. Louw discussed room rentals, such as the Vista Room, and the rental prices.  The Vista Room 
is limited to seven hours in case there is a tournament.  Council Member Smith felt that rule 
prioritized tournaments over events.  It was noted that the intention was to eventually have an 
additional area where tournaments could be held.  Council Member Smith pointed out that the 
rentals generated income and she wanted to see additional ideas related to rentals.   
 
Mr. Louw addressed the Cedar Hills Golf Club’s current and proposed pricing with the Council.  
He reported that last year, the carts were upgraded to include a Global Positioning System (“GPS”), 
but the course still has the least expensive golf cart rates.  The intention was to match what was 
being seen elsewhere in terms of pricing.  Mr. Louw overviewed the rates for several courses and 
stated that it was important that Cedar Hills Golf Club competed with other courses while still 
offering a discount to residents.  There had been a lot of discussion about the short course pricing, 
but Mr. Louw believed there would be a better idea of pricing once there is a finished product.   
 
Mr. Gordon noted that the resident rate is $2 off the price listed for nine holes and $4 off for 18 
holes.  Residents simply needed to bring something to show that they were a resident of Cedar 
Hills.  Additionally, residents receive one free round of golf per year.  Council Member Smith 
asked about the discount on the season passes.  Mr. Gordon stated that there was $50 off on the 
website.  Council Member Smith reported that she had reviewed the Cedar Hills season pass 
compared to others.  With the cart, the Cedar Hills Golf Club is competitively priced on the passes.  
It was not an apples-to-apples comparison, but the numbers were in line with others.  Mr. Gordon 
added that there is a family pass available for residents as well.  Council Member Geddes did not 
believe Cedar Hills needed to be the cheapest and pointed out that the City had a course that spoke 
for itself in terms of the overall level of quality.   
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Mr. Louw shared information about utility bill fees.  There were no anticipated increases for the 
sewer or storm drain in the current year.  He reported that the City is required in the Water and 
Sewer Fund to have debt coverage, which had been accounted for.  The General Revenues – Year-
to-Year Comparison document was shared.  Changes in sales tax were highlighted.  Mr. Louw 
explained that there used to be relatively minor changes.  However, the numbers had increased 
compared to previous years.  He referenced Franchise and Property taxes.  Mr. Louw shared 
updates related to capital improvements.  For instance, the Golf Architect recommended green 
repairs.  Capital improvements for the Heritage Park restroom were also mentioned.  Mr. Louw 
discussed the area and identified where benches would be located as well as paths and the restroom.  
He shared photographs with the Council. 
 
MOTION:  Council Member Smith moved to switch the order of the meeting agenda to hear 
agenda item number 15 next.  Council Member Ellison seconded the motion.  The motion 
passed with the unanimous consent of the Council.   
 
11. Review/Action on an Ordinance Amending City Code Title 6 Chapter 3, Public Ways 

and Properties Related to Permitting Process for Excavations.  
 
Mr. Goodwin reported that this item was a proposed Ordinance amendment to City Code Title 6 
Chapter 3, which related to public ways and right of ways.  The proposed amendments stated: 
 

• An application shall show that a competent and licensed contractor will perform work; 
• Proof of liability insurance must be provided; 
• Proof of bond or security must be provided; 
• The plan must have an engineered drawing that will detail, among other items, the purpose 

of the application, utility to be worked on, dates of work, location, types of material to be 
installed, detailing drawing of right-of-way improvements, design pressures; 

• Limits work to be done between April 1 and October 31; 
• Requires notice to be provided to the City; and 
• Work must comply with City standards. 

 
The redline version of the City Code was included in the packet for review.  The next item on the 
City Council Meeting agenda was an associated fee change.  The Council discussed penalties and 
the proposed fees outlined in the document.  
 
MOTION:  Council Member Ellison moved to APPROVE Ordinance No. 03-15-2022A, an 
Ordinance amending Cedar Hills City Code Title 6 Chapter 3, Public Way and Properties 
related to Permitting Process for Excavations.  Council Member Smith seconded the motion.  
Vote on motion:  Council Member Ellison-Aye, Council Member Geddes-Aye, Council 
Member McEwen-Aye, Council Member Miller-Aye, Council Member Smith-Aye.  The 
motion passed unanimously. 
 
12. Review/Action on a Resolution Adding, Amending, or Deleting Certain Fees to the 

Official Fees, Bonds, and Fines Schedule for the City of Cedar Hills. 
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Mr. Goodwin reported that some modifications were proposed to the City Fee Schedule to update 
the Public Works Street Excavation/Cut Right-of-Way Permit amounts.  It would cost $150 at the 
time of the application and there would be a fee of $500 per day without a permit.   
 
MOTION:  Council Member Ellison moved to APPROVE Resolution No. 03-15-2022C, a 
Resolution adding, amending, or deleting certain fees from the Official Fees, Bonds, and 
Fines Schedule of the City of Cedar Hills, Utah.  Council Member McEwen seconded the 
motion.  Vote on motion:  Council Member Ellison-Aye, Council Member Geddes-Aye, 
Council Member McEwen-Aye, Council Member Miller-Aye, Council Member Smith-Aye.  
The motion passed unanimously. 
 
13. Discussion on Pressurized Irrigation for the 2022 Watering Season. 
 
Mr. Goodwin reported that it is important to share information about the 2022 outdoor watering 
season in Cedar Hills.  He shared a presentation and reported that the City owns and operates two 
water systems (culinary and pressurized irrigation) that provide water to the residents.  The sources 
of culinary water included the Harvey Well, Cottonwood Well, and AF Booster.  The sources of 
secondary water include the Central Utah Water Project, Pleasant Grove Irrigation Company, and 
Canyon Well.  Mr. Goodwin shared a map of the Cedar Hills Water System and discussed the need 
for strategically located pressure-reducing valves (“PRV”) in certain locations.  This slows down 
water and regulates pressure where needed.  He also noted that moving the water uphill costs a lot 
and requires a lot of power.  Mr. Goodwin discussed how water moves through different parts of 
the City.   
 
A graph of the 2021 Water Source Timeline was shared.  The flat line at the bottom of the graph 
represented Canyon Well.  It is turned on at the beginning of the irrigation season and it runs 
consistently.  The olive-green section represented the Pleasant Grove Irrigation Company.  At the 
beginning of the year, there is a lot of runoff water, and throughout the rest of the year, the amount 
of water tapers off.  That water needs to be supplemented with other sources.  Once the 
temperatures increase and it is difficult to keep up with the demand on the system, at that point the 
Central Utah Water Project is turned on.  If turned on earlier than planned, there may not be any 
water shares at the end of the year.  Mr. Goodwin further discussed water rights with the Council.  
 
Mr. Goodwin shared a map illustrating the Current Water Conditions – Snowpack March 14, 2022.  
The Jordan River Basin is at 81%.  It could be problematic when the expected snowpack is not 
reached regularly.  Currently, all of the Cedar Hills water sources are online and available.  It was 
anticipated that the City will receive a normal allotment of shares.  Mr. Goodwin explained that 
Cedar Hills needs to build redundancy and resiliency into the water system.  Being able to reliably 
provide water to residents should be of the highest priority for the City Council.  To do so, there 
must be a reduction in outdoor use.  He stated that Utah’s current drought conditions and the 
tendency to overuse water had led the State Legislature to pass H.B. 242, which mandates that 
certain cities must meter all secondary water connections.  Mr. Goodwin reported that the bill 
would incentivize cities through State grants initially, but the grant amounts would decrease over 
time.   
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Council Member Smith noted that a lot of cities are talking about secondary water metering and 
when to make that shift.  Mr. Goodwin reported that there were several benefits associated with 
metering, such as an estimated 30% reduction in water use.   Council Member Smith pointed out 
that while many residents are mindful of their water consumption, it is difficult when water use is 
not measured.  Mr. Goodwin noted that if the City needs to purchase more water each year, there 
could potentially be a higher cost for residents.  He stressed the importance of an education 
component moving forward.   
 
Some of the future projects were outlined, which included secondary metering, the Harvey Well 
refurbishment, and the creation of pressure zones.  Mr. Goodwin noted that some funds had been 
set aside for the Harvey Well Refurbishment Project.  He stated that water rights for Cedar Hills 
become active from April 15 through October 15.  However, due to drought conditions, Staff 
recommended that the water season be reduced to April 20 through September 30.  Mr. Goodwin 
further discussed water rights and water runoff.  He wanted to begin telling residents about the 
water rights dates if the Council was in support of that change.      
 
Mr. Goodwin explained that Staff wanted to get a feel for what the Council wants.  The Council 
Members expressed their support for the proposed dates.  It was important to remember that there 
was data behind the April 20 through September 30 dates.  Public Works Director, Kevin Anderson 
pointed out that the golf course receives water when residents do not.  Mr. Goodwin clarified that 
the golf course is on a separate system and golf grass differs from residential grass.  Mr. Goodwin 
commended Public Works Systems Manager, TJ Aston for his work relative to the City’s water 
system.  Mayor Andersen asked that additional information about the water season be shared with 
residents.   
 
14. Review/Action on the Water Meter Proposals. 
 
Mr. Louw shared a PowerPoint presentation that included information about Meter Bids and 
Secondary Meter Funding Options.  He stated that there was a financial incentive to apply for 
grants for secondary water meters in the first few years.  According to H.B. 242 – Secondary Water 
Metering Amendments, depending on eligibility and funding, up to 70% of the costs could be 
reimbursed through grants from the Water Resources Board.  It was estimated that secondary 
metering would cost $3.5 million, which was close to the State estimate for meter connections. 
 
Mr. Louw stated that in the last month, Mueller had given the City an aggressive bid not only for 
meters but also for installation.  The total cost of secondary meters was estimated to be $2,185,000 
or $1,007 per meter.  This was much lower than the state estimate of $1,750 per meter.  
Additionally, the company was willing to do the installation within the next year.  Staff felt like 
this bid was a good value for the City.  Mr. Louw explained that the WaterSmart App could help 
educate residents about culinary and secondary water.  He shared the Mueller Bid Options, which 
included Option A, B, C, D, E, F, G, and H.  Staff recommendations were shared, which included 
the following: 
 

• Pricing for Mueller secondary and culinary upgraded meters now saves approximately 
$120,000 for purchasing meters/nodes vs buying a year from now; 
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• Approve required bid and Option G related to secondary water meters and apply for Water 
Resources Board 70% match grant and hopefully save approximately $1.5 million; 

• Approve bid Option A and H of culinary water meters/nodes; 
• Approve bid Option B and C for WaterSmart App and training related bids; and 
• If the grant from the Water Resources Board is not approved at 70%, then utilize a 1% loan 

from Water Resources Board to hedge against inflation for parts and labor. 
 
Mueller/WaterSmart App representative, Peter Thomas was present and explained that the 
intention of the app was to proactively engage with customers and focus on water conservation.  
He shared a video presentation with the Council.  The video overviewed the portal and utility-
facing dashboard.  It was noted that a customer could sign up for the portal using their account 
number and zip code.  Once customers were logged into the app, it was possible to see 
notifications, a water score (which showed how their usage compared to the average usage amount) 
and could view and pay their bill.  It was also possible to compare the current bill to previous bills.  
Additionally, the customer could look at daily usage and explore some recommended actions.  
There were several quick link options as well, which included how to check if there was a leak, 
enrolling in paperless billing, and setting up autopay options.  
 
The video explained that there was a leak alert system on the WaterSmart App.  Leak alerts would 
be sent to customers when necessary, and there would be prompts to help the customer resolve the 
leak or report the leak.  59% of customers were able to self-resolve the leak without contacting the 
City.  This saved 10 to 15 hours of Staff time per week on average as well as costs associated with 
work orders.  Once the reason for the leak had been determined, it could be reported through the 
app, which allowed Staff to track the effectiveness of the system.    
 
The billing tab on the app allows customers to view and pay their bills.  It also showed the bill 
history, and it was possible to evaluate each bill.  This meant that there would be fewer calls related 
to higher bills.  If someone was concerned about their bill, there was a bill explainer on the app.  
It went through potential drivers of the latest bill, such as a leak and the rates.  This screen would 
look different for different customers, depending on their needs and history.  It would also be 
possible to update the household profile to make sure the recommendations were as accurate as 
possible.  That part of the platform made it possible to save Staff time and money as there would 
not be as many questions and calls related to billing.  
 
Council Member Smith noted that the video was helpful and praised the app features.  She felt the 
app went above and beyond what was expected.  Mr. Thomas explained that the idea was to keep 
everything simple and easy to use but still provides necessary information.  Council Member Smith 
appreciated anything that assisted Staff and made their work easier.  Mr. Anderson wanted 
residents to be involved with water conservation and understand how to look for leaks.  Mayor 
Andersen agreed that it would be beneficial for both Staff and residents.   
 
Mr. Louw believed the WaterSmart App would be beneficial.  Mayor Andersen was excited that 
the City was ahead of things because there would likely be a supply shortage for water meters.  
She believed it would be financially beneficial for the City to act on the Mueller bid.  Council 
Member McEwen wondered whether the WaterSmart App system would be included in the bid 
price.  Mr. Louw reported that it was included in Option B and was also part of Option C.  Mr. 
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Thomas explained that everything shown in the WaterSmart App video was part of the standard 
platform subscription.  On-site training was included as part of Option C.  Mr. Louw noted that 
remote training was an option that could be considered as well.   
 
The Council discussed customer outreach and registration numbers with Mr. Thomas.  Mayor 
Andersen wondered if information about the app could be added to the newsletter to inform 
residents.  Mr. Goodwin stated that information could be sent out via email or the newsletter.  The 
Council discussed the different options as well as appropriate language for a motion.  It was 
determined that Options A, B, G, and H would be included in the motion.  
 
MOTION:  Council Member Ellison moved to APPROVE the Mueller required bid with 
Options A, B, G, and H, for improvements to the water system and to authorize the Mayor 
and City Staff to negotiate and sign a contract.  Council Member Geddes seconded the 
motion.  Vote on motion:  Council Member Ellison-Aye, Council Member Geddes-Aye, 
Council Member McEwen-Aye, Council Member Miller-Aye, Council Member Smith-Aye.  
The motion passed unanimously. 
 
15. Discussion on the Utah Lake Restoration Solutions. 
 
Mr. Goodwin reported that there was a proposal from Lake Restoration Solutions to dredge Utah 
Lake and create a series of developable lands.  He shared information from Lake Restoration 
Solutions as well as information from the opposition, Don’t Pave Utah Lake.  The proposal was 
for Lake Restoration Solutions to dredge the lake and create islands.  The size of the islands would 
be fairly grand in scope, with 18,000 acres proposed.  That was 20% of the space of the lake.  The 
land would be half public and half private.  The private land would be for homes and the public 
land would be for wildlife, nature preserves, trails, and parks.   
 
Lake Restoration Solutions stated that the project would clean the water and reduce temperatures 
of the lake surface, which meant there would be less evaporation.  It was anticipated that there 
would also be enhanced water circulation.  Mr. Goodwin explained that Lake Restoration Solutions 
believed this was not only a worthwhile development but a way to preserve water.  If the project 
went through, Lake Restoration Solutions anticipated that water loss prevention could save up to 
30 billion gallons of water per year.  Mr. Goodwin encouraged the Council to look at the Lake 
Restoration Solutions website to read more about the proposal.  
 
There was strong opposition to the proposal, which was through Don’t Pave Utah Lake.  This 
group pointed out that 20,000 acres of the lake would be given to a private developer for the largest 
freshwater dredging in history.  Additionally, the group pointed out that Utah Lake was on the 
road to recovery, thanks to hundreds of science-based restoration projects undertaken over the last 
several years.  The proposed project could create significant environmental issues.  For instance, 
humans inhabiting islands on the lake would increase the levels of pollution.   
 
Mr. Goodwin reported that two pieces of Legislation were passed this year with regard to Utah 
Lake.  House Bill ("H.B") 240 authorized the Governor and Legislature to dispose of State Land 
in and around Utah Lake as compensation for the comprehensive restoration of Utah Lake if certain 
criteria were met.  The project must restore clarity, conserve water, preserve water storage, remove 



Page 14 of 18                                              Cedar Hills City Council Meeting   Approved: April 12, 2022 
March 15, 2022 

invasive plant species, restore, and conserve native fish, increase the suitability of Utah Lake and 
surrounding areas for wildlife, improve navigability, maximize recreational access, and preserve 
current water rights.  As long as those criteria were met, the State Legislature and Governor could 
pass a Resolution that would gift a portion of the lake to a private developer. 
 
H.B. 232 created the Utah Lake Authority and gave the new body purpose, powers, duties, and 
objectives.  The intention was to implement a plan for the management of the lake.  It also allowed 
the body to issue bonds and be paid certain sales tax revenues to obtain funding.  The Utah Lake 
Authority would give a seat to cities such as Lehi, Lindon, Spanish Fork, Provo, Orem, Vineyard, 
and Saratoga Springs.  However, there were a few cities that were notably absent, specifically 
American Fork.  He did not believe it made a lot of sense to omit American Fork because they had 
one of the largest harbors on the lake.   
 
Council Member Smith explained that she had spoken to Representative Brady Brammer about 
this issue.  The Utah Lake Commission did not have a lot of funding and had asked for more.  
However, the Legislation would disband the Commission in favor of the creation of the Utah Lake 
Authority.  That had been a point of contention.  The other issue for a lot of cities had to do with 
the fact that American Fork was purposely left out of the Utah Lake Authority.  Since the Utah 
Lake Authority would be a taxing authority, it did not make sense for American Fork to not have 
a seat.   
 
Council Member Smith reported that a seat had been given to the Chamber of Commerce.  She felt 
that was problematic because those were not elected officials.  Mr. Goodwin wondered whether it 
was a specific Chamber of Commerce or if it was a rotating seat amongst the Chamber of 
Commerce.  Council Member Smith explained that this had not been determined yet.  In theory, 
the American Fork Chamber of Commerce could add American Fork to the Utah Lake Authority, 
but she was not certain that would happen.  Some cities were purposely left out of the Utah Lake 
Authority due to their opposition.  She felt that was a serious issue.  Mr. Goodwin was grateful 
that Cedar Hills had a voice on the Utah Lake Commission but recognized that their voice should 
not be as loud on the Utah Lake Authority as some others.  He agreed that American Fork was 
noticeably absent.  
 
The Utah Lake Authority would be a political subdivision of the State, with a public purpose to 
work in concert with applicable Federal, State, and local government entities, property owners, 
owners with water rights, private properties, private parties, and stakeholders to encourage, 
facilitate, and implement the management of Utah Lake.  Mr. Goodwin explained that there was 
information about the powers and duties the body had, and it would be similar to the conditions 
placed in H.B. 240.  He noted that there was not a lot of language related to the environmental 
sustainability of the lake.  The main focus of the Utah Lake Authority had to do with regulation of 
water quality, water rights, water collection, storage, and delivery, and water facilities.   
 
Mr. Goodwin reported that Provo and American Fork passed Resolutions expressing their 
opposition to the creation of islands.  He pointed out that there were several residents present at 
the meeting that had expressed concerns during the public comment period.  He wondered whether 
the Council wanted to pass a similar Resolution to Provo and American Fork.  Council Member 
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Smith informed the Council that there was a Utah Lake Commission Meeting scheduled for March 
17, 2022.  The meeting would focus on next steps.  
 
Mr. Goodwin noted that there had been meetings with Representative Brammer last year and one 
of the concerns was that the Commission did not have the funds needed to complete tasks.  He 
believed the creation of the Utah Lake Authority was intended to address that need.  Council 
Member Smith pointed out that anything given to the Utah Lake Authority, such as the ability to 
issue bonds and collect sales tax revenues, could be handled by the Utah Lake Commission.   
 
Mayor Andersen stated it was important to consider what Cedar Hills wanted to say in a Resolution 
about these issues.  Council Member Smith noted that the Legislation for the Utah Lake Authority 
had already passed and there was not much more that could be done about that.  However, the 
creation of islands in Utah Lake could be addressed.  The Council reviewed the Resolutions from 
Provo and American Fork.  Council Member Smith stated that Lake Restoration Solutions had 
previously said no one was against the proposal, but there were many cities opposed to the idea.  
It was important for Cedar Hills to speak out.  Discussions were had about language for a possible 
Resolution.   
 
Mayor Andersen was concerned about the amount of traffic the proposal would create.  There were 
already traffic issues in the State of Utah due to population growth.  The creation of the islands 
would lead to more people in the area, more students in schools, and more vehicles on the roads.  
Cedar Hills was not set up to handle the kind of growth that the development would bring to the 
general area.  The project would place a burden on many cities. She wanted to better understand 
how the rest of the Council felt about the proposed project.  Council Member Miller did not think 
it was a good idea to put islands in Utah Lake.  The only argument that could be put forward had 
to do with the need for more housing in Utah County, but he did not believe those houses would 
be moderate or low-income housing units.  He wanted to see the health of the lake increase and to 
continue to make it more inviting for recreation.  However, that did not necessarily require 
development.  Council Member McEwen and Council Member Ellison agreed.  Council Member 
Geddes was not ready to take a stand on the issue.  He used the lake a lot and agreed that Utah 
Lake needed a lot of work.  He did not know whether dredging would be the best solution, but he 
was not opposed to any ideas that could improve the lake.  Council Member Geddes stated that he 
was against the Council passing any type of Resolution on the issue.  
 
It was noted that the Resolution did not need to be passed unanimously.   
 
16. Discussion on City Logo and Branding. 
 
Council Member Smith wondered if the discussion about the City logo and branding could be 
postponed until the next City Council Meeting.  Mr. Goodwin explained that there was a certain 
level of urgency, and it was important to discuss at the current meeting.  He noted that most 
residents interacted with the logo while driving through the City or looking at their water bill.  
However, for Staff, the logo is part of their everyday lives.  He reported that they were almost out 
of envelopes and the Council needed to consider what to do before Staff decided to order new 
supplies.   
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Discussions were had about resident reactions to the new logo.  Council Member Smith noted that 
she had not seen such a strong reaction from residents before.  Mayor Andersen pointed out that 
the number of people speaking out against the logo was relatively small in terms of unique 
comments.  Council Member Miller explained that he had made a post on social media to allow 
residents to share feedback.  The sense that he got from that post was that residents did not feel 
that they had been adequately heard before the decision was made.  He noted that he had proposed 
four potential options, which were as follows:   
 

• Keep the new logo and move forward with the progressive rollout; 
• Scrap the new logo and go back to the old logo; 
• Hire a different company and pay money for a different concept; and 
• Consider public submissions with certain requirements.  

 
Council Member Miller reported that 111 different commenters chose one or more of the four 
options.  There had been more participation on that social media post than he had seen in years.  
He explained that most people picked two options: go back to the old logo or have some type of 
public submission process.  There were approximately 2,500 homes in the City, which meant that 
with 111 votes, the social media response represented approximately 4% of households.  In 
context, that meant the response rate was quite small.  The social media post did not have anyone 
in support of the new logo, though some commenters believed that since the logo had already been 
paid for, it should remain in place.  
 
Council Member Miller explained that he was not a part of the discussions with Chase Media 
initially.  At some point, two concepts from Chase Media were shown, and one had been selected.  
The other concept was more generic and had not been seriously considered.  Of the two options 
presented to the Council, he felt that the one that was ultimately selected was preferable but wanted 
to see work continue.  The majority of residents did not care about the City logo, but Staff had an 
interest in the decision, because they were the ones who had to interact with the logo regularly.  
The rebranding did not add economic benefit, but it had more to do with an emotional benefit and 
connection to the City.  As a resident, he was fine with the new logo but noted that the negative 
feedback was concerning.  It was possible to do a survey and find out whether there was an appetite 
from residents to rebrand.  
 
Council Member Smith pointed out that only one email was received that supported the new logo.  
She knew some people did not want to comment on the social media post, but not a lot of emails 
had been sent in.  Some of the residents she had spoken to were indifferent about the logo.  Council 
Member Smith struggled to defend the logo and the need to rebrand because there was no data to 
justify the decision.  That made it difficult to know what to say to residents who felt the rebrand 
was not a good idea.  She clarified that she did not dislike the logo or the idea of rebranding.  
However, she believed resident support was necessary.  
 
Council Member Ellison noted that the process could have been handled differently.  However, 
she believed that the City had already discussed the logo, put it on the City Council Meeting 
agenda, and voted on it.  It was important to respect the process that had taken place.  She did not 
necessarily love the new logo, but she believed in the Council process.  It would set a dangerous 
precedent to backtrack on what had already been approved based on social media feedback.  
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Council Member Ellison noted that Council Members had expressed a preference for the badge 
option.  Some of the Council Members believed it was acceptable to revisit issues that needed to 
be revisited.  It was noted that Council Member Ellison left the meeting at 11:07 p.m.  
 
Mayor Andersen did not believe a mistake had been made.  Some vocal residents did not like the 
design, but that did not necessarily mean that the design needed to be altered.  The rebrand was 
important and an appropriate process had taken place.  Council Member Geddes was also in favor 
of leaving the new logo in place and moving forward.  Council Member Smith, Council Member 
McEwen, and Council Member Miller believed that a resident survey should be conducted to 
obtain more information.  Alternatively, it was possible to ask Chase Media to come up with some 
other logos for consideration.   
 
Mr. Goodwin talked about the badge style logo and noted that it could be the primary logo rather 
than the secondary logo.  The consensus seemed to be that the badge logo was preferred.  He had 
heard a suggestion that the golf logo be used instead, but he did not think that was an ideal choice.  
The golf course had been rebranded to have a different logo than the City.  Mr. Goodwin pointed 
out that the Council could fund Chase Media to create other logo designs.  
 
Council Members continued to discuss the logo and debate whether or not additional changes were 
necessary.  Mayor Andersen explained that the new logo had been rolling out slowly and she had 
not heard a lot of negative feedback.   
 
Mr. Goodwin stated he hesitated to base all decisions on one social media post and believed it may 
be better to engage further with Chase Media.  Mr. Goodwin liked the logo and felt the Council 
should consider continuing to use it.  Council Member Miller understood the need for a new logo.  
He noted that the Mayor and Staff were committed to a rebrand and he was not opposed to that.  
However, he felt it would be beneficial for Chase Media to share some additional design concepts 
for consideration.  It would also be important to involve the community as much as possible in that 
process moving forward.   
 
Mayor Andersen believed the rebrand was necessary.  Discussions were had about the type of logo 
that was desired.  Council Members wanted to make sure residents felt included and were 
supportive of the rebrand.  Council Member Miller noted that there was not an easy answer, and it 
was the job of the City Council to make the best decision possible.  Whatever decision was made, 
there would be someone in the community that was unhappy with the outcome.  He asked Mr. 
Goodwin to reach out to Chase Media about additional designs and determine what that would 
cost.  Council Member Miller reported that Chase Media had created the golf course logo, which 
had a lot of support.  It was important to communicate that with residents.   
 
Mayor Andersen believed the Council was generally in favor of the rebrand but wanted public 
input and additional options to consider.  Council Member Smith stressed the importance of a 
survey.  She wanted to know whether residents actually wanted the rebrand.  It was noted that 
there may not be a consensus about rebranding or the logo.  Mr. Goodwin believed the rebrand 
would add intangible value to the community.  He would contact Chase Media and report back to 
the Council with additional information.  The Council further discussed the need for a survey.  Mr. 
Goodwin felt that encouraging residents to submit public comments would be preferable. 
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ADJOURNMENT 
 
17. Adjourn. 
 
MOTION:  Council Member Geddes moved to ADJOURN.  Council Member McEwen 
seconded the motion.  The motion passed with the unanimous consent of the Council.    
 
The meeting adjourned at 11:27 p.m.  
 
 
 
Approved by Council: 
April 12, 2022 
 
 
        /s/ Colleen A. Mulvey, MMC 
        City Recorder 
 


