
City of Woodland Hills, UT

City Council Meeting
Tuesday, October 14, 2025 at 6:00 pm

Notice is hereby given that the Woodland Hills City Council will hold a work session and city council
meeting on October 14th, 2025, starting at 6:00 p.m. Meetings are held at the Woodland Hills City
Center, 690 South Woodland Hills Drive, Woodland Hills, Utah.

Work Session

Review of Current City Debt

Attachments:

• WH Debt (WH_Debt.xlsx)

1.

Discussion with Mark Anderson from ZIons Public Financing regarding potentially
bonding to Complete the Pavement Management Preservation Project

2.

Clarification of Financial Questions3.

Discussion of July 2025 Financials, Fund Disbursements, and Check Approval

Attachments:

• July Financials SUMMARIZED (July_Financials_SUMMARIZED.pdf)

• Resolution 2025-21 July 2025 Check Disbursements (Resolution_2025-21_July_20
25_Check_Disbursements.pdf)

4.

Discussion of August 2025 Financials, Fund Disbursements, and Check Approval

Attachments:

• August Financials SUMMARIZED (August_Financials_SUMMARIZED.pdf)

• Resolution 2025-22 August 2025 Check Disbursements (Resolution_2025-22_Aug
ust_2025_Check_Disbursements.pdf)

5.

Consideration of AN Ordinance Adopting a Change in Municipal Code 8.5.1- Water
Requirements and Policies

Attachments:

• Ordinance 2025 Amending City Code 8-5-1 Water Requirements and Policies (Or
dinance_2025_Amending_City_Code_8-5-1_Water_Requirements_and_Policies_.doc
x)

6.

Grant Updates:

Woodland Hills Culvert Projecta.

MAG Trail Feasibility Grantb.

7.



City Council Meeting

Consent Agenda

Business and Discussion

FEMA AFG Grantc.

Department Reports

Public Worksa.

Fire Departmentb.

Code Enforcementc.

8.

Mayor and City Council Reports

Mayor Winder: SESD, MAG/COGa.

Council Member Hillyard: Dry Creek Transfer Stationb.

Council Member Hutchings: Mt. Nebo Water Association and South Utah
Valley Municipal Water

c.

Council Member Kynaston: Central Utah 911d.

Council Member Lunte.

Council Member Malkovich- South Utah Valley Animal Shelterf.

9.

Items for Upcoming City Council Meetings10.

Call to Order- Mayor Pro-Tempore Hillyard11.

Invocation: Council Member Lunt12.

Pledge of Allegiance: By Invitation13.

Public Comment
Public comments are limited to two minutes or less. Comments submitted via email must be
received by 3:00 p.m. on the day of the meeting to be included in the official record. emailed
comments will not be read aloud during the meting but will be distributed to the council and
included in the official record.

14.

Approval of the August 26th and September 9th, 2025 City Council Meeting Minutes

Attachments:

• Draft PH-Work Session-City Council Meeting Minutes Aug. 26th 2025 (Draft_PH-
Work_Session-City_Council_Meeting_Minutes_Aug._26th_2025.docx)

• Meeting Minutes Sept 9th 2025 -Draft (Meeting_Minutes_Sept_9th_2025_-Draft.do
cx)

15.

Resolution 2025-21 Approval of the July 2025 Fund Disbursements and Check
Approvals

16.

Resolution 2025-22 Approval of the August 2025 Fund Disbursements and Check
Approvals

17.

Ordinance 2025-34 Adopting a Change in Municipal Code 8.5.1- Water Requirements18.



Closed Session

Adjourn

Posting and Electronic Meeting Information
Posted
October 13, 2025
Jody Stones, City Recorder

** A lint to participate electronically can be found on the city's website, in the city calendar. One or more
members of the public body may participate remotely.

| Agenda published on 10/13/2025 at 2:17 PM

and Policies

A Closed Session may be called pursuant to Utah Code 54-5-204 and 54-4-20519.



Loans Original Remaining Interest Rate Beginning End Source of Payment

2014 Water Bond (Drilling upper well and upper wellhouse 920,000.00$     479,000.00$       2.92 10/1/2014 10/1/2034 Water revenues

2019 Bond (refunding 2013 bond) used for WH Drive, City Center, Park, etc.) 1,286,000.00$  780,000.00$       2.43 8/1/2019 2/1/2033 Taxes

2020 Class C Road Bond (mainly used for Loafer Drive extension) 580,000.00$     316,000.00$       1.5 11/15/2020 5/15/2030 Taxes

2021 Water Revenue Bond 2,870,000.00$  2,573,000.00$   0 10/15/2022 10/15/2051 Water revenues

Fire Engine 431,591.00$     350,738.00$       4.79 6/14/2024 6/14/2033 Taxes

Total 6,087,591.00$  4,498,738.00$   

 

Leases Original Remaining Interest Rate Beginning End Source of Payment

Tractor 101,914.00$     100,269.12$       5.78 10/1/2024 10/1/2028 Taxes

Service Truck 67,234.00$        54,678.00$         0.5 3/3/2025 3/3/2029 Taxes

2 snowplow/dump trucks 125,000.00$     67,703.00$         5.5 6/10/2024 6/10/2026 Taxes

Fire Chief Truck 64,271.00$        46,011.00$         5.6 6/1/2024 6/1/2028 Taxes



City of Woodland Hills
Operational Budget 2026

10 10 General Fund - 07/01/2025 to 07/31/2025
8.33% of the fiscal year has expired

Page 1 9/10/2025 05:02 AM

Change In Net Position
Revenue:

Taxes 1,540,108 1,521,700 1,657,596 1,555,781 35,563 35,563 2%
Licenses and permits 105,097 104,600 81,500 81,500 4,382 4,382 5%
Intergovernmental revenue 159,752 163,000 106,000 106,000 0 0 0%
Charges for services 394,025 379,800 477,400 477,400 64,017 64,017 13%
Interest 183,763 180,000 190,000 70,000 12,140 12,140 17%
Miscellaneous revenue 163,493 140,000 8,800 2,148,800 18,888 18,888 1%
Contributions and transfers 0 0 391,589 1,421,979 0 0 0%

Total Revenue: 2,546,238 2,489,100 2,912,885 5,861,460 134,990 134,990 2%

Expenditures:
General government

Council 23,582 26,200 28,200 28,200 1,480 1,480 5%
Administrative 554,328 656,917 659,054 1,249,577 87,955 87,955 7%
Planning and zoning 0 0 1,500 1,500 0 0 0%
Building 49,600 54,400 56,500 56,500 2,137 2,137 4%

Total General government 627,510 737,517 745,254 1,335,777 91,572 91,572 7%

Public safety
Police 139,888 144,800 153,000 153,000 10,284 10,284 7%
Fire 227,091 242,949 174,120 174,120 2,656 2,656 2%
Fire Fuel Reduction 253,812 245,100 250,000 250,000 61,501 61,501 25%
EMS 26,884 30,550 31,000 31,000 2,997 2,997 10%
Animal control 2,428 2,428 5,000 5,000 2,484 2,484 50%
Emergency Management 538 2,540 4,540 4,540 0 0 0%

Total Public safety 650,641 668,367 617,660 617,660 79,921 79,921 13%

Roads and public improvements
Roads 334,747 339,700 1,139,406 3,507,593 11,015 11,015 0%
Sanitation 158,696 170,000 178,500 178,500 14,475 14,475 8%
Snowplow 139,169 141,913 175,665 165,530 0 0 0%

Total Roads and public improvements 632,612 651,613 1,493,571 3,851,623 25,490 25,490 1%

Parks, recreation, and public property
Parks 36,373 51,300 56,400 56,400 2,077 2,077 4%

    Total Parks, recreation, and public propert 36,373 51,300 56,400 56,400 2,077 2,077 4%

Transfers 0 379,303 0 0 0 0 0%
Total Expenditures: 1,947,137 2,488,100 2,912,885 5,861,460 199,061 199,061 3%

Total Change In Net Position 599,101 1,000 0 0 (64,070) (64,070) 0%

2024
Actual 

Expenses

 Revised 
June 2025 for  

FY 2025 
Budget

Original FY 
2026 Budget

Revised 
8/26/2025 for  

FY 2026 
Budget Current YTD

Current 
Month

Percent
Used



City of Woodland Hills
Operational Budget 2026

41 41 Capital Projects - Fire - 07/01/2025 to 07/31/2025
8.33% of the fiscal year has expired

Page 2 9/10/2025 05:02 AM

Change In Net Position
Revenue:

Miscellaneous revenue 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Contributions and transfers 0 0 0 154,850 0 0 0%

Total Revenue: 0 0 0 154,850 0 0 0%

Expenditures:
Public safety

Fire 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Total Public safety 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%

Miscellaneous 0 0 0 154,850 0 0 0%
Total Expenditures: 0 0 0 154,850 0 0 0%

Total Change In Net Position 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%

2024
Actual 

Expenses

 Revised 
June 2025 for  

FY 2025 
Budget

Original FY 
2026 Budget

Revised 
8/26/2025 for  

FY 2026 
Budget Current YTD

Current 
Month

Percent
Used



City of Woodland Hills
Operational Budget 2026

42 42 Capital Projects - EMS - 07/01/2025 to 07/31/2025
8.33% of the fiscal year has expired

Page 3 9/10/2025 05:02 AM

Change In Net Position
Revenue:

Intergovernmental revenue 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Contributions and transfers 0 0 0 51,520 0 0 0%

Total Revenue: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%

Total Change In Net Position 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%

2024
Actual 

Expenses

 Revised 
June 2025 for  

FY 2025 
Budget

Original FY 
2026 Budget

Revised 
8/26/2025 for  

FY 2026 
Budget Current YTD

Current 
Month

Percent
Used



City of Woodland Hills
Operational Budget 2026

43 43 Capital Projects - Snowplowing - 07/01/2025 to 07/31/2025
8.33% of the fiscal year has expired

Page 4 9/10/2025 05:02 AM

Change In Net Position
Revenue:

Miscellaneous revenue 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Contributions and transfers 0 0 0 35,000 0 0 0%

Total Revenue: 0 0 0 35,000 0 0 0%

Expenditures:
Roads and public improvements

Snowplow 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Total Roads and public improvements 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%

Miscellaneous 0 0 0 35,000 0 0 0%
Total Expenditures: 0 0 0 35,000 0 0 0%

Total Change In Net Position 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%

2024
Actual 

Expenses

 Revised 
June 2025 for  

FY 2025 
Budget

Original FY 
2026 Budget

Revised 
8/26/2025 for  

FY 2026 
Budget Current YTD

Current 
Month

Percent
Used



City of Woodland Hills
Operational Budget 2026

44 44 Capital Projects - Public Works - 07/01/2025 to 07/31/2025
8.33% of the fiscal year has expired

Page 5 9/10/2025 05:02 AM

Change In Net Position
Revenue:

Intergovernmental revenue 110,000 110,000 0 0 0 0 0%
Contributions and transfers 0 770,970 391,589 1,421,979 0 0 0%

Total Revenue: 110,000 880,970 391,589 1,421,979 0 0 0%

Expenditures:
Roads and public improvements

Roads 384,611 446,537 30,000 0 0 0 0%
Total Roads and public improvements 384,611 446,537 30,000 0 0 0 0%

Miscellaneous 0 111,653 391,589 1,421,979 0 0 0%
Total Expenditures: 384,611 558,190 421,589 1,421,979 0 0 0%

Total Change In Net Position (274,611) 322,780 (30,000) 0 0 0 0%

2024
Actual 

Expenses

 Revised 
June 2025 for  

FY 2025 
Budget

Original FY 
2026 Budget

Revised 
8/26/2025 for  

FY 2026 
Budget Current YTD

Current 
Month

Percent
Used



City of Woodland Hills
Operational Budget 2026

45 45 Capital Projects - PTR - 07/01/2025 to 07/31/2025
8.33% of the fiscal year has expired

Page 6 9/10/2025 05:02 AM

Change In Net Position
Revenue:

Contributions and transfers 0 0 0 5,000 0 0 0%
Total Revenue: 0 0 0 5,000 0 0 0%

Expenditures:
Miscellaneous 0 0 0 5,000 0 0 0%

Total Expenditures: 0 0 0 5,000 0 0 0%

Total Change In Net Position 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%

2024
Actual 

Expenses

 Revised 
June 2025 for  

FY 2025 
Budget

Original FY 
2026 Budget

Revised 
8/26/2025 for  

FY 2026 
Budget Current YTD

Current 
Month

Percent
Used



City of Woodland Hills
Operational Budget 2026

51 51 Enterprise - 07/01/2025 to 07/31/2025
8.33% of the fiscal year has expired

Page 7 9/10/2025 05:02 AM

Income or Expense
Income From Operations:

Operating income 906,953 877,000 850,000 850,000 136,941 136,941 16%
Operating expense 1,606,200 1,803,011 900,500 930,388 46,429 46,429 5%

Total Income From Operations: (699,247) (926,011) (50,500) (80,388) 90,512 90,512 -113%

Non-Operating Items:
Non-operating income 143,080 145,000 128,170 128,170 6,095 6,095 5%
Non-operating expense 18,952 60,500 15,330 15,330 0 0 0%

Total Non-Operating Items: 124,128 84,500 112,840 112,840 6,095 6,095 5%

Total Income or Expense (575,119) (841,511) 62,340 32,452 96,606 96,606 298%

2024
Actual 

Expenses

 Revised 
June 2025 for  

FY 2025 
Budget

Original FY 
2026 Budget

Revised 
8/26/2025 for  

FY 2026 
Budget Current YTD

Current 
Month

Percent
Used



City of Woodland Hills
Operational Budget 2026

52 52 Sewer - 07/01/2025 to 07/31/2025
8.33% of the fiscal year has expired

Page 8 9/10/2025 05:02 AM

Income or Expense
Income From Operations:

Operating income 135,650 135,000 136,000 136,000 11,885 11,885 9%
Operating expense 101,615 108,000 126,000 126,000 8,724 8,724 7%

Total Income From Operations: 34,035 27,000 10,000 10,000 3,160 3,160 32%

Non-Operating Items:
Non-operating income 53,815 54,000 20,000 20,000 0 0 0%
Non-operating expense 58,427 80,000 20,000 20,000 0 0 0%

Total Non-Operating Items: (4,612) (26,000) 0 0 0 0 0%

Total Income or Expense 29,423 1,000 10,000 10,000 3,160 3,160 32%

2024
Actual 

Expenses

 Revised 
June 2025 for  

FY 2025 
Budget

Original FY 
2026 Budget

Revised 
8/26/2025 for  

FY 2026 
Budget Current YTD

Current 
Month

Percent
Used



City of Woodland Hills
Operational Budget 2026

91 91 General Fixed Assets - 07/01/2025 to 07/31/2025
8.33% of the fiscal year has expired

Page 9 9/10/2025 05:02 AM

Change In Net Position
Expenditures:

Miscellaneous 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Total Expenditures: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%

Total Change In Net Position 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%

2024
Actual 

Expenses

 Revised 
June 2025 for  

FY 2025 
Budget

Original FY 
2026 Budget

Revised 
8/26/2025 for  

FY 2026 
Budget Current YTD

Current 
Month

Percent
Used



































City of Woodland Hills
Operational Budget 2026

10 10 General Fund - 08/01/2025 to 08/31/2025
16.67% of the fiscal year has expired

Page 1 9/10/2025 05:01 AM

Change In Net Position
Revenue:

Taxes 1,540,108 1,521,700 1,657,596 1,555,781 82,114 46,551 5%
Licenses and permits 105,097 104,600 81,500 81,500 14,384 10,002 18%
Intergovernmental revenue 159,752 163,000 106,000 106,000 0 0 0%
Charges for services 394,025 379,800 477,400 477,400 82,333 18,315 17%
Interest 183,763 180,000 190,000 70,000 22,779 10,639 33%
Miscellaneous revenue 163,493 140,000 8,800 2,148,800 27,275 8,387 1%
Contributions and transfers 0 0 391,589 1,421,979 0 0 0%

Total Revenue: 2,546,238 2,489,100 2,912,885 5,861,460 228,885 93,894 4%

Expenditures:
General government

Council 23,582 26,200 28,200 28,200 2,959 1,480 10%
Administrative 554,328 656,917 659,054 1,249,577 110,953 22,998 9%
Planning and zoning 0 0 1,500 1,500 0 0 0%
Building 49,600 54,400 56,500 56,500 6,584 4,447 12%

Total General government 627,510 737,517 745,254 1,335,777 120,497 28,925 9%

Public safety
Police 139,888 144,800 153,000 153,000 20,651 10,366 13%
Fire 227,091 242,949 174,120 174,120 4,492 1,836 3%
Fire Fuel Reduction 253,812 245,100 250,000 250,000 101,072 39,571 40%
EMS 26,884 30,550 31,000 31,000 4,078 1,081 13%
Animal control 2,428 2,428 5,000 5,000 2,484 0 50%
Emergency Management 538 2,540 4,540 4,540 0 0 0%

Total Public safety 650,641 668,367 617,660 617,660 132,777 52,856 21%

Roads and public improvements
Roads 334,747 339,700 1,139,406 3,507,593 37,807 26,792 1%
Sanitation 158,696 170,000 178,500 178,500 28,908 14,433 16%
Snowplow 139,169 141,913 175,665 165,530 0 0 0%

Total Roads and public improvements 632,612 651,613 1,493,571 3,851,623 66,715 41,225 2%

Parks, recreation, and public property
Parks 36,373 51,300 56,400 56,400 2,935 857 5%

    Total Parks, recreation, and public propert 36,373 51,300 56,400 56,400 2,935 857 5%

Transfers 0 379,303 0 0 0 0 0%
Total Expenditures: 1,947,137 2,488,100 2,912,885 5,861,460 322,923 123,863 6%

Total Change In Net Position 599,101 1,000 0 0 (94,038) (29,968) 0%

2024
Actual 

Expenses

 Revised 
June 2025 for  

FY 2025 
Budget

Original FY 
2026 Budget

Revised 
8/26/2025 for  

FY 2026 
Budget Current YTD

Current 
Month

Percent
Used



City of Woodland Hills
Operational Budget 2026

41 41 Capital Projects - Fire - 08/01/2025 to 08/31/2025
16.67% of the fiscal year has expired

Page 2 9/10/2025 05:01 AM

Change In Net Position
Revenue:

Miscellaneous revenue 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Contributions and transfers 0 0 0 154,850 0 0 0%

Total Revenue: 0 0 0 154,850 0 0 0%

Expenditures:
Public safety

Fire 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Total Public safety 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%

Miscellaneous 0 0 0 154,850 0 0 0%
Total Expenditures: 0 0 0 154,850 0 0 0%

Total Change In Net Position 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%

2024
Actual 

Expenses

 Revised 
June 2025 for  

FY 2025 
Budget

Original FY 
2026 Budget

Revised 
8/26/2025 for  

FY 2026 
Budget Current YTD

Current 
Month

Percent
Used



City of Woodland Hills
Operational Budget 2026

42 42 Capital Projects - EMS - 08/01/2025 to 08/31/2025
16.67% of the fiscal year has expired

Page 3 9/10/2025 05:01 AM

Change In Net Position
Revenue:

Intergovernmental revenue 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Contributions and transfers 0 0 0 51,520 0 0 0%

Total Revenue: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%

Total Change In Net Position 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%

2024
Actual 

Expenses

 Revised 
June 2025 for  

FY 2025 
Budget

Original FY 
2026 Budget

Revised 
8/26/2025 for  

FY 2026 
Budget Current YTD

Current 
Month

Percent
Used



City of Woodland Hills
Operational Budget 2026

43 43 Capital Projects - Snowplowing - 08/01/2025 to 08/31/2025
16.67% of the fiscal year has expired

Page 4 9/10/2025 05:01 AM

Change In Net Position
Revenue:

Miscellaneous revenue 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Contributions and transfers 0 0 0 35,000 0 0 0%

Total Revenue: 0 0 0 35,000 0 0 0%

Expenditures:
Roads and public improvements

Snowplow 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Total Roads and public improvements 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%

Miscellaneous 0 0 0 35,000 0 0 0%
Total Expenditures: 0 0 0 35,000 0 0 0%

Total Change In Net Position 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%

2024
Actual 

Expenses

 Revised 
June 2025 for  

FY 2025 
Budget

Original FY 
2026 Budget

Revised 
8/26/2025 for  

FY 2026 
Budget Current YTD

Current 
Month

Percent
Used



City of Woodland Hills
Operational Budget 2026

44 44 Capital Projects - Public Works - 08/01/2025 to 08/31/2025
16.67% of the fiscal year has expired

Page 5 9/10/2025 05:01 AM

Change In Net Position
Revenue:

Intergovernmental revenue 110,000 110,000 0 0 0 0 0%
Contributions and transfers 0 770,970 391,589 1,421,979 0 0 0%

Total Revenue: 110,000 880,970 391,589 1,421,979 0 0 0%

Expenditures:
Roads and public improvements

Roads 384,611 446,537 30,000 0 918 918 0%
Total Roads and public improvements 384,611 446,537 30,000 0 918 918 0%

Miscellaneous 0 111,653 391,589 1,421,979 0 0 0%
Total Expenditures: 384,611 558,190 421,589 1,421,979 918 918 0%

Total Change In Net Position (274,611) 322,780 (30,000) 0 (918) (918) 0%

2024
Actual 

Expenses

 Revised 
June 2025 for  

FY 2025 
Budget

Original FY 
2026 Budget

Revised 
8/26/2025 for  

FY 2026 
Budget Current YTD

Current 
Month

Percent
Used



City of Woodland Hills
Operational Budget 2026

45 45 Capital Projects - PTR - 08/01/2025 to 08/31/2025
16.67% of the fiscal year has expired

Page 6 9/10/2025 05:01 AM

Change In Net Position
Revenue:

Contributions and transfers 0 0 0 5,000 0 0 0%
Total Revenue: 0 0 0 5,000 0 0 0%

Expenditures:
Miscellaneous 0 0 0 5,000 0 0 0%

Total Expenditures: 0 0 0 5,000 0 0 0%

Total Change In Net Position 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%

2024
Actual 

Expenses

 Revised 
June 2025 for  

FY 2025 
Budget

Original FY 
2026 Budget

Revised 
8/26/2025 for  

FY 2026 
Budget Current YTD

Current 
Month

Percent
Used



City of Woodland Hills
Operational Budget 2026

51 51 Enterprise - 08/01/2025 to 08/31/2025
16.67% of the fiscal year has expired

Page 7 9/10/2025 05:01 AM

Income or Expense
Income From Operations:

Operating income 906,953 877,000 850,000 850,000 267,205 130,264 31%
Operating expense 1,606,200 1,803,011 900,500 930,388 83,316 36,887 9%

Total Income From Operations: (699,247) (926,011) (50,500) (80,388) 183,888 93,377 -229%

Non-Operating Items:
Non-operating income 143,080 145,000 128,170 128,170 17,475 11,380 14%
Non-operating expense 18,952 60,500 15,330 15,330 0 0 0%

Total Non-Operating Items: 124,128 84,500 112,840 112,840 17,475 11,380 15%

Total Income or Expense (575,119) (841,511) 62,340 32,452 201,363 104,757 620%

2024
Actual 

Expenses

 Revised 
June 2025 for  

FY 2025 
Budget

Original FY 
2026 Budget

Revised 
8/26/2025 for  

FY 2026 
Budget Current YTD

Current 
Month

Percent
Used



City of Woodland Hills
Operational Budget 2026

52 52 Sewer - 08/01/2025 to 08/31/2025
16.67% of the fiscal year has expired

Page 8 9/10/2025 05:01 AM

Income or Expense
Income From Operations:

Operating income 135,650 135,000 136,000 136,000 24,343 12,458 18%
Operating expense 101,615 108,000 126,000 126,000 9,399 675 7%

Total Income From Operations: 34,035 27,000 10,000 10,000 14,943 11,783 149%

Non-Operating Items:
Non-operating income 53,815 54,000 20,000 20,000 7,177 7,177 36%
Non-operating expense 58,427 80,000 20,000 20,000 0 0 0%

Total Non-Operating Items: (4,612) (26,000) 0 0 7,177 7,177 0%

Total Income or Expense 29,423 1,000 10,000 10,000 22,120 18,960 221%

2024
Actual 

Expenses

 Revised 
June 2025 for  

FY 2025 
Budget

Original FY 
2026 Budget

Revised 
8/26/2025 for  

FY 2026 
Budget Current YTD

Current 
Month

Percent
Used



City of Woodland Hills
Operational Budget 2026

91 91 General Fixed Assets - 08/01/2025 to 08/31/2025
16.67% of the fiscal year has expired

Page 9 9/10/2025 05:01 AM

Change In Net Position
Expenditures:

Miscellaneous 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Total Expenditures: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%

Total Change In Net Position 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%

2024
Actual 

Expenses

 Revised 
June 2025 for  

FY 2025 
Budget

Original FY 
2026 Budget

Revised 
8/26/2025 for  

FY 2026 
Budget Current YTD

Current 
Month

Percent
Used



























 

I move that this Ordinance be 

adopted. 

                            
Council Member  

 

 

 

I second the foregoing motion: 

  
Council Member  

 

ORDINANCE NO. 2025-34 

 

 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CITY CODE TITLE 8-5-1 (Water Requirements and 

Policies) ADDING CLARIFICATION REGARDING DEDICATION OF WATER RIGHTS 

AND SHARES AND OPPORTUNITY FOR PAYMENT OF FEE IN LIEU OF 

DEDICATION OF WATER RIGHTS AND SHARES.  

 

WHEREAS, the City of Woodland Hills Planning Commission held a public meeting on 

September 17, 2025 at 7:00 p.m., for the purpose of proposing an amendment to Title 8-5-1 Water 

Requirements and Policies, and; 

 

WHEREAS, the City of Woodland Hills City Council held a public meeting on September 

23rd, 2025 at 6:00 p.m., for the purpose of adopting an amendment Title 8-5-1 to Water 

Requirements and Policies Title 8-5-1 Water Requirements and Policies, and; 

 

WHEREAS, the public meeting was preceded by the posting of a notice of public meeting 

at the city offices, city mailboxes, on the city website; along with notification to the Payson 

Chronicle Newspaper, a newspaper of general circulation, at least 24 hours prior to the Public 

Meeting; 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of the City of Woodland 

Hills that Title 8-5-1 of the City Code is amended as follows and read: 

 

8-5-1 WATER DEDICATION REQUIREMENTS AND POLICIES 

 

A. Definitions: 

 

1. “City Water Dedication Requirements” means the requirement to dedicate to the City 

either Water Rights or Water Shares sufficient to meet the reasonable expected water 

demands of new development within the City, which will be served by the City System. 

 

ROLL CALL 

VOTING: 

 

 
YES 

  

 
NO 

Mayor Brent Winder (tie only) [    ] [ ] 

Council Member Ben Hillyard [     ] [ ] 

Council Member Brian Hutchings [  ] [ ] 

Council Member Dorel Kynaston [  ] [ ] 

Council Member Janet Lunt [  ] [ ] 

Council Member Kari Malkovich [  ] [ ] 

 



2. “City System” means the culinary water system owned and maintained by the City to 

deliver drinking water to the residents of the City or others served by the City System. 

 

3. “Dedication” means to convey a Water Right or transfer a Water Share to the City, at 

no cost to the City, to meet the City’s Water Dedication Requirements.  

 

4. “ERC” means equivalent residential lot connection. 

 

5. “State Engineer” is the individual appointed or acting under Title 73 Chapter 2 of the 

Utah Code to administer all water with the State of Utah. 

 

6. “Water Right” is defined as the right to use water granted by the State of Utah under 

Title 73, Chapter 3 of the Utah Code.  

 

7. “Water Share” is a share of stock issued by a mutual irrigation company which owns 

Water Rights and distributes water to its shareholders.  

 

8. “Water Credit” is the result of payment of fees or dedication of Water Rights or Water 

Shares to the City in exchange for future connection to the City System that can be 

used, or assigned and used, to meet the City’s water dedication requirements. 

 

B. Water Rights and Water Shares Acceptable for Dedication to the City: 

 

1. The State Engineer of Utah controls the allocation of Water Rights in Utah County. 

Presently, all Water Rights and Water Shares in Utah County are located. Since no Water 

Rights are available for appropriation in Utah County, those dedicating water to the City 

must dedicate an existing Water Right or Water Share. This is done by conveying a Water 

Right or transferring a Water Share to the City for its municipal use by the City at its points 

of diversion.  This process is controlled by the State Engineer approving a permanent 

change of water application(change application). 

 

2. The City currently requires 0.90 acre feet of water for indoor and outdoor use for each new 

ERC within the City. This amount of water may change in time, and a larger amount may 

be required for a business or other entity as determined by its use compared to an ERC.  

 

C. Transfer Process and Criteria for Water Rights or Water Shares 

 

1. Before any attempt to transfer a Water Right or Water Share to the City, the applicant 

shall provide the City with all documentation related to the intended transfer. In the event 

that the Water Right or Water Share is not owned by the applicant, the applicant shall 

provide further evidence demonstrating the commitment for the Water Right or Water 

Share to be transferred to the City. The City Shall then review the documentation and 

provide notice if it is willing to accept the Water Right or Water Share being proposed for 

transfer. The City reserves the right to reject any proposed Water Right or Water Share 

being transferred if it is not sufficient in amount, the owner of the Water Right or Water 



Share is in question, or the Water Right or Water Share is otherwise considered 

unsuitable for use by the City. 

2. In order for the City to accept the Dedication of Water Rights or Water Shares the Water 

Right, or the water represented by the Water Share must receive final and non-appealable 

approval by the State Engineer of Utah for diversion from one or more sources which 

provide water to the City System for distribution by the City System and municipal use 

within the City. The administrative process necessary to obtain final and non-appealable 

approval for diversion, distribution, and municipal use within the City utilizing the City 

System is found in Utah Code §§ 73-3-3 & 73-3-8 and is commonly known as the change 

application process. For Water Shares, the non-profit mutual irrigation company issuing 

the Water Shares must approve the filing of the change application.  

3.  In order for the City to accept a Dedication of a Water Right, the Water Rights must be 

conveyed to the City by a warranty deed naming the City as the grantee under Utah Code 

§ 57-1-12 and the Dedicator must obtain a policy of Water Title Insurance from an 

insurance company authorized to conduct business within the state of Utah naming the 

City as the insured in a policy amount determined by the City. The deed conveying the 

Water Right must be recorded with the Utah County Recorder's office and delivered to 

the City Recorder as evidence of the Water Right’s transfer to the City. Evidence of 

completion of these procedures and copies of all related documents must be delivered to 

the city recorder prior to or at the time of a Final Plat submittal, whether it is for 

recording purposes or otherwise.  

 

4. In order for the City to accept a Dedication of a Water Share the Water Share must be 

issued by a mutual non-profit water company acceptable to the City and transferred to the 

City by delivery to the City of a stock certificate issued by the water company issuing the 

Water Share naming the City as the owner of the Water Share pursuant to Utah Code § 

73-1-10(2) and Title 70A Chapter 8. The City may also require a charge to cover any 

future assessment costs for the Water Shares. Evidence of completion of these procedures 

and copies of all related documents must be delivered to the city recorder prior to or at 

the time of a Final Plat submittal, whether it is for recording purposes or otherwise. 

5. All costs and fees associated with the change application filing, prosecution, and or 

review process are to be paid by the individual or company transferring the Water Right 

or Water Share to the City. 

 

D. Conveyance of Title To City: 

1. Once a Water Right has been deeded to the city, it becomes the property of the city and is 

used at the city's sole discretion. If lots are later combined within a subdivision, the Water 

Right pertaining to one of the combined lots continues to belong to the city and will not 

be deeded back to any developer or lot owner. 

2. Once a Water Share’s stock certificate notes the city as the owner of the water shares, it 

becomes the property of the city and is used at the city's sole discretion. If lots are later 

combined within a subdivision, the water shares pertaining to one of the combined lots 

continue to belong to the city and will not be conveyed back to any developer or lot 



owner. 

 

E. Water Credit in Lieu of Dedication: 

1. At the option of the city, it may accept payment of a fee in lieu of dedication of Water 

Rights or Water Shares as a water credit. The price of the water credit shall be the 

equivalent cost of the required Water Rights per, at a minimum, each equivalent 

residential lot connection that is being developed in the city. This money will be used by 

the city to recoup the cost of previously purchased Water Rights or purchase new Water 

Rights. The cost assessed is determined by the city engineer based on recent market 

prices for local surface irrigation and Water Rights. 

 

F. “Banking” Of Water Rights: 

1. With the city council's approval, Water Rights can be "banked" by the city for future use 

in a development, subdivision, etc. The Water Right must have gone through the 

processes outlined above, and a Water Banking Agreement must have been executed 

between the conveyor and the city, which is acceptable to the city. The conveyor of the 

Water Right must pay any fees associated with this. 

2. If the development or subdivision does not materialize or it is otherwise determined that 

the conveyor does not need the Water Right, the Water Right will be returned to the 

conveyor. The Water Right conveyor can remove these Water Rights from the "bank" at 

their own discretion, but are required to pay any fees that might be associated with the 

title transfer. 

3. The city shall be granted full use of the banked water at the time of the execution of the 

Water Banking Agreement. 

 

 

Passed and approved by the Woodland Hills City Council on this ______ day of _____________ 

2025. 

 

 

 

 

    ____________________________ 

               Ben Hillyard, Mayor Pro-Tempore  

 ATTEST: 

 

    

__________________________ 

Jody Stones 

City Recorder 
 

 

 

 



 

 

 

CERTIFICATE OF POSTING ORDINANCE 

For the City of Woodland Hills 

 

 

I, the duly appointed and acting Recorder for the City of Woodland Hills, hereby certify that  

 

copies of the foregoing Ordinance No. 2025-34 were posted at three public places within the  

 

municipality this __________th day _______________ of 2025 which public places are: 

 

1. City Information Bulletin Board, 200 S. Woodland Hills Drive 

2. Woodland Hills City Center, 690 S. Woodland Hills Drive 

3. Woodland Hills Website, www.woodlandhills-ut.gov 

 

 

Dated this ______ day of _______________, 2025.  

 

 

 

___________________________________________ 

Jody Stones, Recorder 

 



WOODLAND HILLS CITY COUNCIL  

Public Hearing  

Woodland Hills City Center, 690 South Woodland Hills Dr.  

Tuesday, August 26, 2025 
 

CONDUCTING  Brent T. Winder, Mayor 

 

ELECTED OFFICIALS   Council Member Ben Hillyard 

Council Member Brian Hutchings 

Council Member Janet Lunt  

Council Member Kari Malkovich  

Council Member Dorel Kynaston  

 

STAFF PRESENT  Ted Mickelsen, Public Works Dir./Fire Chief  

Chris Helvey, Finance Director  

Jody Stones, City Recorder 

Wayne Frandsen, Code Enforcement and Planning Commission  

 

 

Mayor Winder welcomed everyone to the meeting. He noted that Council Member Hutchings and Finance 

Director were participating electronically.   

 

PUBLIC HEARING  

 

1. Request for a Change in Zoning from R1-2 to R1-19 for a 9.1-acre parcel of land located at 410 

South Woodland Hills Drive. 

 

Mayor Winder asked for comments from the public 

 

 

Scott Billatt stated that he was very concerned about the size of the properties, noting that many of them 

were under one acre. He added that other residents who could not attend the meeting also shared these 

concerns, particularly those living on the east side of the Garrick property. He mentioned that one of them 

had spoken with Council Member Hillyard earlier in the day. Mr. Billatt asked whether there had been 

any proposal to create four two-acre parcels with one street instead of two. 

 

Mayor Winder indicated that the Planning Commission would likely be the best body to comment on 

that matter and asked if Mr. Billatt had any other comments or questions. 

 

Scott Billatt continued, explaining that many of the surrounding properties near the Garrick property 

were two acres or larger. He questioned whether the developer’s preference for nine one-acre lots instead 

of four two-acre lots was motivated more by profit, since larger parcels would align better with the 

existing neighborhood. He expressed concern that nine new homes, along with additional driveways, 

would result in more tree removal and deforestation in the area. 

 

He added that Woodland Hills had historically been a community of larger acre properties. Although his 

own property was only one acre, which he purchased in 1992, he believed the city would be better off 

with larger parcels in the future. As an example, he noted that the land between his property and the 

garage—about six acres—had been divided into three two-acre properties for the Underwoods. 

 

Council Member Malkovich corrected Mr. Billatt, explaining that the property in question was zoned 

R1-1 and could potentially allow for up to six homes. 

 

Council Member Hillyard stated that he had spoken to several residents on Maple Drive that morning 

about the issue. He explained that the Garrick property encompassed nine acres and the proposal sought 

eight parcels. The smaller-than-one-acre lots were due largely to the amount of land required for roads 



and the roundabout, which was necessary to allow fire trucks access and space to turn around. He 

explained that while the zoning designation under R1-2 generally required one acre, the developer was 

actually seeking an R1-19 designation, which allowed lots as small as 19,000 square feet. 

When the proposal was first presented, contingencies had been placed to ensure no more than eight lots 

would be developed. This condition was tied to the sale of the property and was intended to balance 

feasibility for the developer while maintaining neighborhood standards. Council Member Hillyard 

acknowledged that the location of the Garrick home on the lot complicated the layout. 

 

Scott Billatt responded that he understood the challenges and assumed the Garrick home, pool, and tennis 

court would be removed as part of the development. 

 

Council Member Hillyard clarified that the house and pool would remain, but the tennis court would 

need to be removed. 

 

Nate Carson explained that setbacks and lot configurations required significant adjustments but that they 

intended to maintain the same number of lots. 

 

Mayor Winder invited the developer’s representative to provide additional comments so the Council 

could make an informed decision. 

 

Nate Carson, representing the developers, confirmed that Council Member Hillyard’s description was 

correct. He explained that the original concept plan had inaccurately proposed a 50-foot road, but the 

requirement was actually 56 feet, which reduced the available lot space. The revised concept also limited 

access to Woodland Hills Drive by directing traffic to an interior road, which had been a condition from 

the Planning Commission. Carson emphasized that the intent was to maintain the look and feel of one-

acre lots consistent with the surrounding neighborhood, even though some parcels would be slightly 

smaller. 

 

Council Member Hillyard asked whether the revised plan reduced the size of the roundabout. 

 

Nate Carson replied that the roundabout remained the same as in the original concept and still met fire 

access requirements. He noted that the revised plan pulled driveways off Woodland Hills Drive, with 

access provided through the internal road system. 

 

Council Member Malkovich expressed support for the change, stating that he preferred driveways to 

connect to the interior road rather than Woodland Hills Drive. 

 

Nate Carson reiterated that the Planning Commission had required only two access points to Woodland 

Hills Drive, and the current plan complied with that condition. 

 

Planning Commission Chair Wayne Frandsen explained that developers had to consider both financial 

feasibility and community standards. While maximizing investment was a factor, the Planning 

Commission also worked to balance lot sizes with state pressures to allow smaller, denser housing for 

affordability. He noted that the developers had committed not to reduce lot sizes below what was shown 

in their proposal. Although the R1-19 zone technically allowed lots as small as 19,000 square feet, the 

developers had opted to keep them closer to one acre. Frandsen concluded that the Planning Commission 

unanimously supported the proposal under the conditions of interior driveways and lot size limits. 

 

Council Member Hillyard asked whether the conditions from the prior review—making the rezoning 

contingent on the sale of the property—remained in effect. 

 

Wayne Frandsen confirmed this and added that the Garrick family had submitted a statement in support 

of the rezoning as they proceeded with the property sale. 

 

Resident Joe Wilkins asked whether it was still possible to leave the zoning unchanged. 



Council Member Hillyard responded that it was technically possible and could be addressed through a 

development agreement, but cutting out lots would likely make the project financially unfeasible due to 

the developer’s costs. 

 

Joe Wilkins emphasized the uniqueness of Woodland Hills as a forested community. He warned that 

higher-density development, even at one acre, would result in the loss of forest, similar to Summit Creek. 

He argued that Woodland Hills was unlike any other community in Utah County, with abundant wildlife 

living among residents, and smaller lots would irreversibly change that character. He asked whether the 

city planned to preserve trees or if maximizing lots was already a foregone conclusion. 

 

Council Member Malkovich acknowledged the concern, explaining that larger developments like 

Summit Creek had been able to average smaller lots under PUD zoning, but Woodland Hills was trying to 

maintain one-acre standards. He noted that state officials were pushing for even smaller lots statewide, 

and Woodland Hills was resisting by keeping the one-acre designation. 

 

Joe Wilkins responded that residents did not care about state pressure. 

 

Council Member Malkovich explained that as a political subdivision, the city was obligated to balance 

state expectations with local desires. The city had reduced lot sizes from two acres to one acre in good 

faith but was unwilling to go smaller. 

 

Joe Wilkins reiterated his concern for preserving the existing community character. 

 

Council Member Malkovich stated that development pressures and private property rights made 

preservation difficult, but the city was working hard to retain larger lot sizes and maintain quality of life. 

He also noted that fire hazards were a consideration. 

 

Joe Wilkins raised concerns about increased septic systems if density increased, questioning whether the 

health department had been consulted. 

 

Hearing no further comments Mayor Winder asked for comments on the next item.  

 

2. Proposed 2026 Fiscal Year Budget.  

 

Mayor Winder closed the first portion of the public hearing and invited comments on the proposed Fiscal 

Year 2026 budget. 

 

Resident David Stones noted that costs in many areas, including housing, Social Security, utilities, 

groceries, and property taxes, had risen significantly in recent years. He observed that while he often 

challenged the Council, he appreciated their efforts to improve efficiency. He emphasized that budget 

increases were sometimes necessary to keep pace with rising costs and to maintain essential services such 

as roads and snow removal. 

 

Hearing no further comments, Mayor Winder closed the public hearing, and the Council proceeded to the 

work session. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



WOODLAND HILLS CITY COUNCIL  

Work Session  

Woodland Hills City Center, 690 South Woodland Hills Dr.  

Tuesday, August 26, 2025 

 
CONDUCTING  Brent T. Winder, Mayor 

 

ELECTED OFFICIALS   Council Member Ben Hillyard 

Council Member Brian Hutchings 

Council Member Janet Lunt  

Council Member Kari Malkovich  

Council Member Dorel Kynaston  

 

STAFF PRESENT  Ted Mickelsen, Public Works Dir./Fire Chief  

Chris Helvey, Finance Director  

Jody Stones, City Recorder 

Wayne Frandsen, Code Enforcement and Planning Commission  

 

 

 

 

3. Discussion of Proposed Ordinance 2025-29: Adopting a Change in Zoning from R1-2 to R1-19 for 

a 9.1-acre parcel of land at 410 South Woodland Hills Drive. 

 

Council Member Malkovich asked whether the developers had anything further to add beyond what was 

shared in the public hearing.  

 

Mayor Winder responded that they likely did not, unless asked directly. 

 

Developer representative Nate Carson clarified that minor survey adjustments (such as from .94 to .96 

acres) should not create problems and asked if such changes would be acceptable. Mayor Winder 

confirmed that the motion could allow for a margin of error to account for surveying adjustments, while 

still maintaining parameters on density. 

 

Council Member Hillyard commended the developer’s work and encouraged preservation of trees where 

possible. Carson agreed and stated that maintaining natural vegetation was part of the development 

group’s goal. 

 

Council Member Hillyard then asked about road layout alternatives, suggesting another circle at Lot 8 

with only one entrance to Woodland Hills Drive. Council Member Malkovich noted this would 

complicate snowplow removal, while Engineer Ted Mickelsen stated that road length and distances would 

need to be reviewed before determining feasibility. 

 

Mayor Winder observed that such issues would be addressed later, as the current discussion was focused 

on zoning. 

 

Council Member Kynaston disclosed that he had been close friends with the property owners for over 

twenty years and therefore did not feel comfortable voting on the matter. 

 

With the council's concurrence, Mayor Winder amended the order of the agenda.  

 

6. Three Bridges Discussion  

Mayor Winder amended the agenda and moved to the Three Bridges discussion. 

 

Developer Larry Mylar spoke to the handouts, which included deal points and proposed mailbox designs. 

He explained that the county intended to begin design on the roundabout within three weeks and would 



not accept changes after that point. He added that once construction was complete, there would be a five-

year moratorium on road cuts. He recommended that the City and developer work toward an MOU before 

the deadline. 

 

Mayor Winder stated he would recommend a closed session due to land acquisition matters. He expressed 

concern about negotiating too quickly and losing City leverage. He suggested that if the City conveyed 

the mailbox/roundabout property, the developer should commit not to annex into Salem, preserving 

Woodland Hills’ zoning authority. 

 

Mr. Mylar agreed that a comprehensive “win-win” agreement was preferable but said he could not 

commit to never seeking annexation if required density could not be achieved. He indicated the developer 

was willing to meet as often as necessary to negotiate an MOU covering items such as roundabout access, 

mailboxes, stormwater, water infrastructure, and the salt shed. 

 

Mayor Winder observed that the prior term sheet lacked several items previously discussed, including the 

salt shed and revenue commitments. Mr. Mylar noted that some elements could be addressed later but 

emphasized progress now that water capacity questions were resolved. 

 

Engineer Ted Mickelsen reported that once the roundabout was reconstructed, no tie-ins or road cuts 

would be allowed for up to five years, consistent with county and city practices elsewhere. He said the 

county would stop accepting changes after approximately three weeks, though extensions might be 

possible due to surveying and design timelines. 

 

Council Member Hillyard noted that water had been the primary delay but was now resolved, allowing 

negotiations to proceed. 

 

Discussion continued regarding density, with Mr. Mylar referencing six units per acre and agreeing to 

fund a $1.5 million water tank as part of the agreement. He stated that the salt shed would likely be rebuilt 

on its current site, with other needs handled elsewhere in the project. 

 

Resident Spencer Wells commented that the City should not concede leverage and should request an 

extension, noting governments often allow additional time during planning. Mr. Mickelsen agreed that 

additional flexibility was likely. 

 

Mayor Winder concluded that opportunities remained for a mutually beneficial agreement and suggested 

scheduling a follow-up session after budget matters. Mr. Mylar confirmed the developer’s willingness to 

proceed quickly toward an MOU. 

 

Following the discussion of Three Bridges, the council returned to discuss Item 4 on the agenda.  

 

4. Discussion of Proposed Ordinance 2025-30 Adopting the 2026 Fiscal Year Budget 

 

Mayor Winder stated that Finance Director Chris Helvey had provided several financing options and 

recommended that the City pursue debt financing to complete road projects on a more aggressive 

timeline. He explained that debt financing would protect against delays caused by changes in councils or 

administrations, provide better value due to inflation in construction costs, and ensure the projects were 

completed within the pavement management plan window. 

 

Council Member Malkovich agreed, noting that saving first had often resulted in higher costs over time. 

She emphasized that residents wanted safe, reliable roads and that financing would allow the projects to 

be completed sooner and at lower long-term cost. 

 

Council Member Lunt asked whether bonding for roads would affect the City’s ability to finance future 

water projects. Engineer Ted Mickelsen clarified that road bonds and water bonds were separate, with 

water projects funded only by water revenues. 



Council Member Kynaston raised concern about paying off a low-interest loan with new higher-interest 

debt. Mr. Helvey explained that while refinancing increased rates from 2% to around 4.5–5%, 

construction inflation of 9–10% per year meant the City would lose money by delaying projects. He 

outlined three options, with Option C—paying off the 2% loan, issuing new debt, and completing roads 

within 12–18 months—presented as the most financially stable path without requiring property tax 

increases. 

 

Council Members Hutchings and Hillyard asked about using savings to reduce the size of the loan. Mr. 

Helvey noted that this was possible, but Option A (using savings only) would deplete reserves and 

eventually require tax increases. Option C, with adjustments, kept reserves at safe levels while funding all 

needed projects. 

 

Council Members discussed maintaining a contingency of at least $250,000, ensuring savings were not 

overdrawn, and balancing road work with upcoming water projects. Mr. Mickelsen confirmed that water 

and roads would be coordinated in future projects. 

 

Mr. Helvey reported that current savings interest rates were 2.5–3% and explained that his budget models 

accounted for committed grant funds. He also noted that interest rates might decrease before the bond was 

finalized in February, which could improve the City’s position. 

 

Resident cost impacts were discussed. Council Members emphasized that while no property tax increase 

was planned for road funding, other needs, such as water projects or emergencies, could still require 

future adjustments. 

 

Mayor Winder summarized that the Council was leaning toward Option C with adjustments, using some 

savings up front and borrowing the balance, while monitoring interest rates before closing the loan.  

 

Council Member Lunt  confirmed that the Finance Committee supported Option C. 

 

Mayor Winder thanked Mr. Helvey and Mr. Mickelsen and concluded the discussion. 

 

5. Discussion of Summit Creek G1 Phase B subdivision, including the engineering cost estimate. 

 

Planning Commission Chair Wayne Frandsen reported that the Commission had reviewed and approved 

the next phase of the Summit Creek development. Because of the existing development agreement with 

Summit Creek, the subdivision required both Planning Commission and City Council approval. He 

explained that the phase was large due to the extended territory involved, with roads tying into Summit 

Creek from Eagle’s Nest and the existing cul-de-sac there being removed. The roads would remain 

private, and a new gate would be installed before the current cul-de-sac. The terrain presented challenges, 

but engineering review and bonding requirements had been met. Contractors were prepared to begin 

work. 

 

Council Member Malkovich clarified that the development agreement allowed lot sizes ranging from one-

half acre to just over two acres. Frandsen confirmed that most lots were larger, with smaller lots located 

near Nebo Circle. 

 

Recorder Jody Stones noted that a public hearing would still be required for the vacation of a portion of 

the Eagle’s Nest cul-de-sac. 

 

Council Member Kynaston asked about sewer connections for nearby properties on septic. Frandsen 

explained that sewer lines would tie into Summit Creek Drive, with easements secured for future 

maintenance. The city would provide water and sewer service. 

 

Council Member Hillyard inquired about slope conditions. Engineer Ted Mickelsen estimated the road 

grade to be less than 10%, much less steep than nearby Oak Drive.  

 



Resident David Stones expressed concern about turnarounds at the bottom and snow removal.  

 

In response to questions about stormwater, Mr. Mickelsen explained that Summit Creek would contribute 

to improvements to an existing city stormwater basin, sharing costs with the city as identified in a prior 

survey. 

 

Mr. Frandsen added that a small portion of the development lay within Elk Ridge, and Summit Creek 

might pursue annexation of that area. All lots had defined buildable envelopes, and trail fees continued to 

be collected, although Summit Creek trails remained private. 

 

Council Member Malkovich expressed concern about steep slopes within some building envelopes and 

the potential for future resident complaints about buildability. 

 

 

7. Discussion of Interlocal Agreement between Woodland Hills and Salem for water redundancy. 

 

Engineer Ted Mickelsen explained that the City was preparing an interlocal agreement with Salem to 

allow emergency water sharing. The agreement was related to the Three Bridges development, which had 

approval for approximately 180 homes. A new water tank was planned in the lower portion of the 

development, but until it was built, those homes would rely on the Maple Canyon tank. 

 

Mr. Mickelsen emphasized that the agreement was between Woodland Hills and Salem, not directly with 

Three Bridges. It provided a long-term framework to share up to 100 gallons per minute of water in 

emergency situations, if available. The infrastructure required to make the connection would be built and 

paid for by Three Bridges, including modifications to Woodland Hills’ booster station and installation of a 

dual-flow meter in Salem. Ownership would remain with the cities, not the developer, and water use 

would be metered and reimbursed. 

 

Council Member Hutchings asked whether the agreement bound Three Bridges to pay for the 

infrastructure. Mickelsen clarified that Three Bridges was not a signatory, so the agreement would not be 

valid until the infrastructure was built, but it anticipated their financial responsibility. 

 

Council Member Malkovich noted that the agreement specifically stated that Three Bridges would not 

own water rights or infrastructure. Mickelsen confirmed this, reiterating that the agreement was strictly 

for emergency sharing. Mayor Winder added that it was important for the arrangement to work both ways 

as a “neighborly” approach, similar to Salem’s existing agreement with Elk Ridge. 

 

Council Member Kynaston asked about technical limitations in moving water between Maple Canyon and 

the City’s system. Mickelsen explained that pressure-reducing valves prevented water from being pushed 

back uphill, but the required improvements at the booster station would resolve this. 

In response to questions, Mr. Mickelsen said the new Three Bridges tank was anticipated in Phase 2 or 3, 

likely several years away. Until then, the development would continue using Maple Canyon. Once the 

new tank was constructed, it would serve downstream developments in Salem, freeing up capacity in the 

Maple Canyon system. 

 

8. Discussion to Award the Bid for the 2026 Mill and Fill Project 

 

Ted Mickelsen reported on the City’s road improvement program. Phase 1, involving approximately 9–10 

miles of micro-seal treatment, was scheduled to begin within two weeks following a kickoff meeting. 

Phase 2, the mill-and-fill project covering about two miles of roadway, had been bid out with six 

contractors. Killgore was the low bidder at just over $500,000, a figure consistent with the engineer’s 

estimate and other bids. The engineers reviewed the bids thoroughly and issued a recommendation of 

approval. The project was required to be completed by November 15 or before temperatures dropped 

below paving thresholds, though the contractor anticipated finishing by the end of September. 

 



Council Member Hillyard asked about Comcast’s road repairs. Mickelsen confirmed that Comcast had 

been notified and provided with a map of all micro-seal areas, and that they had begun filling holes and 

committed to complete all necessary cut-and-patch repairs by September 4. 

 

Council Member Kynaston noted mud accumulation on Valley View. 

 

Council Member Hillyard inquired about resident access during the construction period. Mr. Mickelsen 

explained that contractors would provide an extensive traffic control plan. Notices would be distributed 

through the City’s website, Facebook page, signage, and possibly Everbridge to ensure residents were 

aware of closures and detours.  

 

Mayor Winder supported the use of Everbridge to prevent residents from being trapped in their 

driveways. 

 

9. Department Updates  

 

Public Works  

Ted Mickelsen reported on upcoming changes from the Utah Division of Drinking Water. Due to federal 

funding cuts, the Division faced a significant shortfall beginning in 2026. To address this, the State 

planned to implement a new fee on municipal culinary water use, effective January 2026, with billing 

anticipated to start in July 2026. 

 

The fee would be based on each city’s reported annual water usage to the Division of Water Rights. For 

Woodland Hills, with approximately 130 million gallons reported annually, the projected cost was about 

$3,900–$4,000 per year, or roughly $7–$8 per connection. The fee would apply only to residential use; 

agricultural and industrial connections were exempt. 

 

Cities would have discretion in covering the cost, either absorbing it within operational budgets or 

passing it on through water rate increases, which would require a public hearing and a rate study. 

 

Council Member Malkovich noted that the discussion might align with upcoming Phase 2 water project 

funding needs. 

 

Mr. Mickelsen also provided brief updates: the Broadhollow Well project was complete, with minor 

adjustments pending; the SCADA upgrade was underway; and road projects were scheduled to proceed. 

 

Fire 

 

Ted Mickelsen reported that the city’s fire crew had returned and would resume work the following day. 

While state fire activity was not as high, other states continued to call for assistance. Revenue projections 

from fire deployments indicated a strong year. He also noted that the old brush truck had experienced 

mechanical issues, with the radiator failing while it was being driven back to the station. 

 

Code Enforcement 

 

Wayne Frandsen mentioned that changes to a few of the city ordinances were planned to be presented the 

following month. 

 

 

10. Mayor and City Council Reports:  

 

Mayor Winder- Personnel: Mayor Winder reported that staff are making good strides and getting things 

done.  

 

Council Member Hillyard- Emergency Management: Council Member Hillyard reported that there are 

some great things being done in the city with emergency management, especially in the Be Ready 



program. Recently, there was a cooking event where solar ovens and other innovative cooking methods 

were used, which were very impressive and quite advanced. Participants learned valuable skills and 

shared them across the county. The Be Ready Woodland Hills program helped cities statewide by offering 

the same classes held here and at a facility in American Fork for the northern part of the county. Overall, 

the fire department and preparedness group actively promoted emergency readiness throughout the area. 

 

Council Member Hutchings- Public Works Committee, Parks, Trails, and Recreation Committee, 

and Planning Commission: Council Member Hutchings reported that Chairman Frandsen of the 

Planning Commission had covered almost everything. With no meeting being held this past month by the 

Public Works or PTR Committees.  

 

Councilmember Kynaston- Public Safety: council Member Kynston reported the sires are working. 

Last month, they had a female voice do the announcement, and it sounded pretty good.  

 

Council Member Lunt- Finance Committee, Communication Teams, and Events and Volunteers: 

Council Member Lunt reported that there was nothing significant to report from the Finance Committee, 

aside from their assistance with the Truth in Taxation meeting, where a few members supported and 

answered questions. She expressed gratitude for their effort on the budget and mentioned waiting for 

some articles for this month's newsletter. She invited the council and staff to the Woodland Hills 55th 

anniversary video screening on September 4th at 7pm at the Andersons House, Glenn Anderson's. She 

also reviewed the itinerary for Woodland Hills Days.  

 

Council Member Hutchings added that an event will take place at the fairgrounds from September 10th 

through 13th. Commemorating September 11th.  

 

Council Member Malkovich - Public Works and Community Development: Council Member 

Malkovich reported no updates on Public Works, as Ted had already shared all relevant information. 

Regarding community development, the team met on Monday night to prepare the general and strategic 

plans. They have three chapters remaining—chapters 6, 8, and 9—covering parks and trails, water 

preservation, and public facilities infrastructure, respectively. A public hearing, as required by state law 

and suggested to be held by the Planning Commission and the Council, is part of the process. The goal 

was to finalize the General Plan by the September 22nd meeting, with the plan to publish it on the website 

shortly afterward. 

 

11. Upcoming items 

 

The Finance Director will check on the availability of Zions Public Finance to speak to the council about 

bonding. 

 

Council Member Malkovich would like to have Senator McKell and Representative Burton appear before 

the next legislative session. 

 

With nothing further to discuss, the Woodland Hills City Council Work Session was adjourned at 8:20 

p.m.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

WOODLAND HILLS CITY COUNCIL  

City Council Meeting 

Woodland Hills City Center, 690 South Woodland Hills Dr.  

Tuesday, August 26, 2025 

 

 
CONDUCTING  Brent T. Winder, Mayor 

 

ELECTED OFFICIALS   Council Member Ben Hillyard 

Council Member Brian Hutchings 

Council Member Janet Lunt  

Council Member Kari Malkovich  

Council Member Dorel Kynaston  

 

STAFF PRESENT  Ted Mickelsen, Public Works Dir./Fire Chief  

Chris Helvey, Finance Director  

Jody Stones, City Recorder 

Wayne Frandsen, Code Enforcement and Planning Commission  

 

 

Mayor Winder called the meeting to order at  

 

Invocation: Councilmember Lunt offered the invocation.  

 

Pledge: Council Member Kynaston led the pledge.  

 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

 

No public comment was heard.  

 

 

16. -18.  CONSENT AGENDA 

 

Approval of the City Council meeting minutes from June 24th, 2024, July 29th, 2025, and August 12th, 

2025. 

 

MOTION: Council Member Hillyard moved to approve the minutes.  

 

SECOND: Council Member Malkovich seconded the motion 

 

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.  

 

 

BUSINESS and DISCUSSION  

 

19. Ordinance 2025- 29 Adopting a Change in the zoning from R1-2 to R1-19 for a 9.1-acre parcel 

of land located at 410 South Woodland Hills Drive 

 

MOTION: Council Member Malkovich proposed adopting the change in zoning from R1-2 to R1-19 with 

two access points and eight parcels. 

 

 

SECOND: Council Member Lunt seconds the motion. 

 



 

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously with a roll call vote, with Council Member Kynaston recusing 

himself. Council Members Hillyard, Lunt, Malkovich, and Hutchings voted in favor.  

 

20. Ordinance 2025-30, adopting the 2026 fiscal year budget. 

 

Motion: Council Member Hillyard motioned to adopt Ordinance 2025-30, approving the 2026 fiscal year 

budget according to Option C, with the amount for entering into a new bond not exceeding the maximum 

outlined in Option C and bank terms. 

 

Second: Council Member Malkovich seconded the motion. 

 

 

Vote: The motion passed by roll call vote, with all council members voting in favor of adopting Ordinance 

2025-30. 

 

 

21.  Approval of Summit Creek G1, Phase B subdivision, including the engineering cost estimate. 

 

Motion: Council Member Hillyard moved to approve the Summit Creek G1 phase B subdivision, 

including the engineering cost estimate. 

 

Second: Council Member Hutchings seconded the motion. 

 

Vote: The motion carried unanimously.   

 

 

22.  Approval of the Interlocal agreement from Woodland Hills and Salem for water redundancy. 

 

Motion: Council Member Lunt moved to approve the Interlocal Agreement between Woodland Hills and 

Salem for water redundancy. 

 

Second: Council Member Hillyard seconded the motion. 

 

Vote: The motion passed unanimously. y.  

 

 

23. Awarding the bid for the 2026 mill and fill project to Killgore 

 

Motion: Council Member Malkovich made the motion to award the bid for the 2026 Mill and Fill Project. 

 

Second: Council Member Kynaston seconded the motion. 

 

Vote: The motion passed unanimously. 

 

Mayor Winder provided an update on several legislative issues that a resident has brought against the city 

over the past few years. The request for rehearing was denied. Therefore, the appeal remains in place, or 

the rejection of the appeal, or the denial of the appeal. Sorry, I'm losing my vocabulary. It means that all 

outstanding matters remain resolved in the city's favor, except for the one that was recently filed. 

 

Closed Session  

 

Motion: Council Member Lunt made a motion to move into a closed session to discuss proposed land 

acquisition. 

 

Second: Council Member Malkovich seconded the motion. 



 

Vote: The motion passed unanimously with a roll call vote, and all council members voted in favor. 

 

The council entered a closed session at 8:38 p.m. 

 

The council reconvened for the city council meeting at 9:37 p.m. 

 

 

Adjourn 

 

Motion to adjourn: Council Member Kynaston moved to adjourn the meeting. 

 

Seconded by Councilmember Lunt. 

 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:38 p.m.. 

 



WOODLAND HILLS CITY COUNCIL  
Work Session  

Woodland Hills City Center, 690 South Woodland Hills Dr.  

Tuesday, September 9th, 2025 

 

CONDUCTING  Brent T. Winder, Mayor 

 

ELECTED OFFICIALS   Council Member Ben Hillyard 

Council Member Brian Hutchings- (remotely) 

Council Member Janet Lunt  

Council Member Kari Malkovich  

Council Member Dorel Kynaston  

 

STAFF PRESENT  Ted Mickelsen, Public Works Dir./Fire Chief  

Chris Helvey, Finance Director  

Jody Stones, City Recorder 

Wayne Frandsen, Code Enforcement and Planning Commission  

 
 

 

 

Mayor Winder welcomed everyone to tonight's Work Session and City Council meeting.  

 

1. Discussion of Feral Cats 

 

Council Member Kynaston introduced the issue of feral cats, noting that the population in his 

neighborhood appeared to be increasing. He described his long association with Best Friends Animal 

Sanctuary in Kanab, from which his family had adopted several dogs, and explained that his research 

into community cats had led him to invite Holly Sizemore, Chief Mission Officer of Best Friends 

Animal Society, to speak to the Council. He emphasized her long career in animal welfare and her 

leadership role in promoting the no-kill movement nationwide. 

 

Holly Sizemore thanked the Council for the opportunity to present and provided an overview of trap, 

neuter, vaccinate, return (TNVR) programs. She explained that thirty-five years ago, TNVR was illegal 

throughout Utah, but today it is broadly accepted under Utah’s Community Cat Act. She reported that a 

strong majority of Utah County voters, seventy-two percent, support TNVR, while only fifteen percent 

oppose it. Despite this public support, current county shelter practices and taxpayer funds continue to 

support only the removal and impoundment of cats, with no local policy or funding support for TNVR. 

Sizemore highlighted that Utah is very close to becoming a fully no-kill state, with fifty-seven of fifty-

nine shelters achieving a ninety percent or higher save rate, except for the two shelters located in Utah 

County. 

She attributed the failure to achieve no-kill status in Utah County to longstanding opposition from South 

Utah Valley and North Utah Valley Animal Services. In particular, she cited resistance from leadership 

figures who dispute the legality of TNVR and discourage municipalities from adopting supportive 

ordinances. She stated that this has left residents who participate in TNVR feeling criminalized or 

penalized. Ms. Sizemore stressed that TNVR is not only more effective than simple removal but also 

plays a critical role in disease prevention, since vaccination is part of the process. She contrasted this 

with traditional sheltering practices, where cats confined together have a higher risk of contracting 

disease. 

 



Council Member Kynaston shared his own positive experience with Best Friends’ Orem facility, 

explaining that he had successfully trapped cats, had them sterilized, vaccinated, and treated for minor 

health issues, and then released them back into the community. He praised the efficiency of the program 

and the support provided by Best Friends. 

 

Council Members Malkovich and Lunt expressed concerns about potential disease risks, the 

classification of feral cats as an invasive species, and opposition from law enforcement and animal 

control. Council Member Malkovich noted that veterinarians had raised concerns about the spread of 

disease and impacts on livestock, particularly in rural areas.  

 

Ms. Sizemore responded that vaccination directly addresses these concerns and reiterated that the data 

showed disease was more likely to spread within shelters than among free-roaming cats. She explained 

that TNVR volunteers are diligent in ensuring cats are sterilized, vaccinated, and, when possible, treated 

for minor conditions. 

 

Council Member Hillyard raised the issue of an existing city ordinance, section 5.6A.9B, which makes it 

unlawful for cats to run at large on another’s property. Ms. Sizemore acknowledged that many 

ordinances from the 1980s included such provisions, but said that modern practices and community 

standards have shifted toward more flexible approaches. 

 

Mayor Winder observed that the Utah County Sheriff’s Office had not been supportive of TNVR and 

would need to be part of any future discussions.  

 

Council Member Hutchings commented that while veterinarians sometimes recommend alternative 

methods, it was clear that the current system was not working. He stated that although TNVR might not 

be perfect, it represented a step in the right direction and offered residents another option for addressing 

feral cat populations. 

 

Mayor Winder thanked Ms. Sizemore for her presentation and noted that if Council Member Kynaston 

wished to pursue the issue further, he could bring forward a proposed ordinance or resolution for 

Council consideration. He explained that any proposed change should include input from the shelters, 

and that all sides would have the opportunity to be heard.  

 

The City Recorder suggested that, if the Council wished to proceed, adopting a resolution might be more 

appropriate than passing an ordinance, since ordinances carry misdemeanor penalties. 

 

Resident Lynn Bennett spoke in favor of Woodland Hills pursuing a pilot program. She explained that 

she and her household were currently caring for their seventh feral cat, not out of affection for cats, but 

because they believed it was inhumane to allow them to continue breeding. She emphasized that 

multiple colonies of feral cats exist in Woodland Hills and urged the city not to wait on other 

municipalities, such as Provo, but to take action locally, starting in her neighborhood. 

 

2. Consideration Of A Policy Clarifying Elected Officials That We Are Not Eligible for Benefits 

 

Chris Helvey explained that every four years, an audit from the Utah Retirement is conducted. One of 

the findings that year was the absence of a policy regarding whether municipal elected officials could 

participate in the retirement pension plan. It was clarified that they currently do not receive any benefits, 

and the proposed policy would explicitly state that elected officials would not qualify for the retirement 

plan, aligning with other benefits such as working 40 hours a week and earning $200 per month. The 

policy was described as straightforward and simple. 

 



3. Request for a Change in Zoning from R1-2 to R1-1 for 65 East Mountain Vale Way 

 

Chairman Frandsen stated that Kristi Birchett was not present at the meeting. However, she had come 

into the office and filled out an application for a zoning change. Her property was currently zoned R-1-

2, and she is requesting a change to R1-11. No decision would be made by the council at this stage. 

 

4. Request for a Change in Zoning from R1-1 to R1-19 for 90 East Highline 

 

Alan Wakefield was the owner of the property at 90 East Highline and was present. Mr. Wakefield 

explained that his property is currently zoned R1-1 and he is requesting a change to R-1-19. He 

mentioned they he and his family have lived here for 23 years. He is requesting the change to allow for 

him to build a garage that meets his needs.  

 

Council Member Malkovich asked if the issue was due to the setbacks. 

 

Alan Wakefield explained that the setbacks would be different. He stated that he would sign any 

agreement necessary to ensure the other half of the property would never be sold. He confirmed that 

such a note could be placed on the plat or otherwise documented. 

 

Council Member Malkovich stated that he believed it was at least worth sending the matter to the 

Planning Commission for review. 

 

Alan Wakefield described the garage as L-shaped and noted that the rock retaining wall underneath was 

collapsing, which was causing him to lose a portion of a shed. 

 

Council Member Hutchings commented that Diana Sackett had previously suggested a variance rather 

than a zone change. He stated that he was aware that Chairman Frandsen, Council Member Hillyard, and 

Mr. Mickelsen had worked on the matter and determined that the current approach was the best course 

of action. He emphasized that it was the role of the Planning Commission to evaluate and make 

recommendations to the Council. He invited Mr. Wakefield to share his perspective on the option of a 

variance. 

 

Alan Wakefield responded that he was not familiar with the details of how a variance would work. 

 

Council Member Hillyard disclosed that he was assisting Mr. Wakefield with the construction project 

and therefore would recuse himself from any vote on the matter. He explained that to be granted a 

variance, one must prove harm under the current situation, and the addition of a garage and storage 

space would be challenging to justify under the five required criteria. He noted that, as a former member 

of the Variance Committee, he believed obtaining such a variance would be highly challenging. 

 

Council Member Hutchings raised a procedural concern, noting that it often placed an additional burden 

on residents who must first present to the Council, then to the Planning Commission, and then return to 

the Council again. 

 

Mayor Winder explained that he believes the city ordinance obliges this step.  

 

 

5. Discussion of the proposed development agreement with Three Bridges.  

 

Mayor Winder recapped the status of discussions with the Three Bridges developer. He noted that 

bundling a salt shed into a single comprehensive agreement had proved infeasible due to “too many 



moving parts.” The proposal before the Council for discussion therefore focused on four principal city 

requests: (1) a new mailbox and parking area with a mutually acceptable design; (2) a new municipal 

water tank sized to provide sufficient storage through full build-out; (3) a covenant not to de-annex from 

Woodland Hills to Salem; and (4) a developer-constructed drainage solution addressing runoff for which 

Woodland Hills had existing exposure. In exchange, Three Bridges sought access from the roundabout 

into its project and approval for higher residential density within the Woodland Hills portion of the 

development. The Mayor stated the draft agreement had been transmitted to the City’s attorneys for 

review and that a public hearing would be scheduled to receive formal public input. 

 

Council Member Kynaston reiterated his long-standing goal that the City maintain redundant pumping 

from separate locations and inquired about how the proposal would affect ownership and operational 

control over the Maple Canyon facilities. 

 

Public Works Director Ted Mickelsen explained that Woodland Hills owned 40% of the Maple Canyon 

well and 40% of the Maple Canyon storage (equal to 300,000 gallons) under the existing interlocal 

arrangement (Salem owned 60%). He distinguished “source and pumping capacity” from “storage 

capacity.” Under the Three Bridges proposal, the developer would construct a new 550,000-gallon water 

tank on Woodland Hills property near the City’s existing tank. This new tank would replace the City’s 

300,000-gallon Maple Canyon storage and add approximately 250,000 gallons of additional capacity 

needed to reach build-out. Woodland Hills would retain its 40% share of the Maple Canyon well (the 

“wet water”) and pumping capacity but would relinquish its 40% share of storage in the Maple Canyon 

tank in favor of owning and controlling the new storage entirely within Woodland Hills. Mr. Mickelsen 

stated this would likely save the City at least $500,000 compared with self-funding new storage in the 

next few years and would also reduce pumping costs over time. 

 

In response to questions, Mr. Mickelsen confirmed that no water rights would be given up; the exchange 

pertained to storage only, with the City keeping its share of the well production. 

 

 

Mayor Winder and Mr. Mickelsen summarized coordination with Utah County, Salem City, and traffic 

engineers with two access configurations being considered. One being a signalized intersection at or 

near 12800 South (south of the roundabout), and direct access from the roundabout. Mr. Mickelsen 

explained that the proposed modeling would improve overall traffic flow and prevent downhill winter 

stops and backups immediately after the existing roundabout. 

 

Mr. Mickelsen reported that the County planned to redesign and reconstruct the roundabout next year 

and had requested timely commitments from the City regarding whether the Three Bridges access could 

be incorporated. If the City did not commit while the County was engineering the roundabout, the 

County would exclude the access, and the developer could then pursue a signalized access via Salem.  

 

Mr. Mickelsen also spoke to a longer-range, regional planning for a Nebo Beltway corridor and 

anticipated additional signals would be placed on Woodland Hills Drive over the next 30-50 years. He 

clarified that the County owned the roundabout and that Woodland Hills’ city limits began near the 

mailboxes. 

 

Mr. Mickelsen discussed the relocation and construction of a new mailbox facility, as well as stormwater 

runoff from Maple and parts of Woodland Hills Drive. Under the proposed agreement, the developer 

would take responsibility for managing and conveying that drainage within their project limits, which 

Mr. Mickelsen said would be a significant financial benefit to the City. He mentioned previous flooding 

that led to a claim and explained how the County indicated they would no longer take on such risks if 

Woodland Hills did not implement a durable solution. 



 

Diana Sackett stated she has lived in Woodland Hills for over 30 years and remains skeptical that the 

City would benefit to the same extent as the developer. She believes service and maintenance vehicles 

for the resort amenities would favor the roundabout access, increasing large-vehicle traffic. She 

questioned why the developer did not simply build its own tank and what the developer gained by 

building a tank for the City. She wanted to see tangible, enumerated benefits for residents. She suggested 

that the emergency water pricing provisions in the agreement should be tied to Woodland Hills 

residential rates, so that if residents’ rates increased, the emergency supply price would escalate 

accordingly.  

Mayor Winder acknowledged her skepticism and reiterated the goal of a “win-win” framework, 

cautioning that stonewalling would likely prompt the developer to move to Salem, leaving Woodland 

Hills with the impact of development but no benefits.  

 

Mr. Mickelsen characterized the new tank as a major benefit. 

 

Scott Abbott thanked the Council for the discussion and stated he feels that residents may not have been 

aware of key details. He spoke about possibly improving citizen education, focusing on the need of a 

formal traffic study, and expressed concern about future congestion if additional signals became 

necessary. He suggested that without a comprehensive traffic analysis, decisions about roundabout 

access would remain speculative.  

 

Mayor Winder discussed timing constraints related to the County’s engineering schedule but agreed that 

the city could explore ways to inform residents better. Ideas included another public update or a 

recorded interview/video with Mr. Mickelsen to explain the water, traffic, and drainage issues in 

accessible terms. 

 

Resident, Michael Meyers, asked how much time the City had to decide?  

 

Mayor Winder indicated the council’s intent is to hold a public hearing before the “Meet the Candidates” 

night.  

 

Mr. Meyers sought clarification on the accounting for the water storage, asking for confirmation that the 

proposal was storage-for-storage, the City’s 300,000 gallons at Maple Canyon replaced by City-owned 

storage on Broad Hollow, plus added capacity, He inquired if the land for the relocated mailboxes would 

be deeded to the City and what it would cost for Woodland Hills to build the mailboxes and drainage 

independently of the Developer.  

 

Mayor Winder estimated that a mail facility alone would cost hundreds of thousands of dollars, and 

$1.5–$2.0 million if the cost were to include drainage.  

 

Mr. Meyers also raised the absence of a performance bond in the draft, expressing concern about default 

scenarios and partially completed infrastructure. Mayor Winder agreed that phasing and timing 

protections were important and should be tightened in the agreement. Mr. Meyers also asked about the 

“third bridge”.  It was indicated by Mr. Mickelsen that one bridge was to be near the roundabout and 

another near the wave pond in Salem, but he was unsure of the exact location of the third bridge. 

 

Council Member Lunt reminded everyone that a copy of the draft agreement has been posted on the 

City's website. 

 

Council Member Hutchings asked whether, upon relinquishing Maple Canyon storage, the City would 

be relieved of ongoing tank operations and maintenance costs. He further asked about utilities and how 



snowplowing would be handled within the Woodland Hills portion of the project. Mr. Mickelsen stated 

municipal water and sewer in the Woodland Hills area would be owned by Woodland Hills City, and that 

we are working with Salem on a shared plowing approach for cross-jurisdictional access. 

 

 

The Mayor and City Council discussed potential revisions and follow-up items that could be added to 

the agreement. The items included a performance bond or equivalent security, construction timing 

safeguards, emergency water pricing at a rate equal to Woodland Hills residential rates, and/or a sunset 

clause upon the developer’s completion of its own storage. Continued coordination with the County and 

Salem on traffic modeling for the roundabout reconstruction was also noted, along with specifying the 

developer's responsibilities for conveyance and detention of Woodland Hills runoff entering the Salem 

project area, including design standards, maintenance responsibilities, and interlocal coordination. 

 

 

Mayor Winder thanked residents and council members for their participation and constructive feedback. 

He reiterated the City’s intent to pursue an agreement that secures clear, enforceable benefits for 

Woodland Hills, including de-annexation protections. He emphasized the City would continue working 

with legal counsel, the County, Salem, and the developer before bringing the agreement forward for a 

public hearing and action by the council.  

 

6. Authorization for the Mayor to sign the 2025 Recreation Agreement between Utah County and 

Woodland Hills City.  

 

 

City Recorder Jody Stones informed the Mayor and City Council that the Utah County Commissioners 

have approved the 2025 Recreation Grant Application and have sent an agreement for the Mayor to sign 

for reimbursement of up to $5,000.00. 

 

7. The Creation of the Position of a Community Development Director, along with amendments to 

the Municipal Code, reflecting the change from Building Official to Community Development 

Director.  

 

Ted Mickelsen explained that the state had passed legislation the previous year establishing new 

requirements for an individual to be recognized as a building official. He stated that the legislation 

created three specific criteria. First, an applicant must have experience as a construction project manager 

or be an engineer, which he confirmed he met. Second, the applicant must complete a forty-hour course 

on professional conduct and interpersonal treatment, which he noted was an easy requirement to fulfill. 

Third, the applicant must be a certified four-way inspector, which involves passing approximately eight 

separate examinations. 

 

Mr. Mickelsen reported that he had previously been a certified inspector but had allowed those 

certifications to lapse while working in consulting but that he was not eager to retake all eight 

examinations in order to regain full certification. 

 

He explained that, after consulting with the state, one option available to the city was to utilize a 

community development director to oversee the building department. A community development 

director could continue to handle plan reviews and manage the permitting process. However, he 

emphasized that there were two functions a community development director could not perform: signing 

building permits and interpreting building code. For those functions, a certified building official would 

be required. 

 



Mr. Mickelsen informed the Council that he had reached out to Sunrise Engineering, which currently 

provides the city with building inspection services. Sunrise Engineering has a staff building official who 

could serve in that role for Woodland Hills. This individual, along with the city’s current inspector, 

would ensure that the new statutory requirements were met. He noted that this arrangement would allow 

the city to continue managing administrative tasks, plan reviews, and the permit process as it always 

had. The outside building official would then sign permits, verify that inspections were complete, 

communicate with inspectors as needed, and interpret building code where necessary. 

 

Mr. Mickelsen emphasized that this arrangement would come at no additional cost to the city, as it 

would be paid for through the existing building permit process charged to builders. He estimated the 

additional expense at approximately $50 per permit for the building official’s role, which covered code 

interpretation and signing the permit. He concluded that this approach would keep the city in 

compliance with the new state legislation while maintaining continuity in its current administrative and 

permitting functions. 

 

Council Member Kynaston inquired who would be filling the role of building official. Mr. Mickelsen 

responded that Sunrise Engineering employs a certified building official who could sign permits and 

interpret building code on behalf of the city. He further explained that, with respect to the 

responsibilities of the Community Development Director, he would assume that position in addition to 

the other duties he currently performs for the city. 

 

Chairman Frandsen added that with the help of staff, he has reviewed and made suggestions where 

appropriate, substituting the term 'building official.' There are a few places where 'building official' is the 

correct term, as Mr. Mickelsen had previously mentioned, for issuing permits. In those cases, we 

replaced it with 'Community Development Director' and updated our definitions accordingly. There may 

be some areas we overlooked, but we'll identify those as we proceed.  

 

Council Member Kynaston asked if creating this new position is compliant with the state regulations. 

Chairman Frandsen responded that the change is being made with state approval and has been done in 

other cities using the same title. We’ve adopted that same title.  

 

Council Member Makovich stated that the state was primarily concerned with whether all the provisions 

outlined in the code could be implemented. There had been various discussions, as smaller cities like 

theirs were worried about how to cover the costs, and this was considered a good option.  

 

Mayor Winder thanked everyone for their efforts and acknowledged that reconciling all those issues was 

not easy. 

 

 

8. Grant Updates 

 

Woodland Hills Culvert Project: The culvert project is tied to NRCS funding and that project is still in 

the works. Had to submit an amendment to FEMA, on this culvert project to get an extension of our 

schedule so we could slow down a little bit to stay in step with the mitigation basin project. We just got 

that approved from FEMA, the schedule extension request.: And so the culvert project is justit's about 

90% design. So we're just kind of waiting for the mitigation project, to catch up. Once that moves 

forward, we're probably talking a year or something like that, and we'll decide whether it goes into 

construction. 

If we continue to get the funding for it. But so far, so good. So far, so good, yeah. Things are moving 

forward. It hasn't been shot down, but, you know, the federal government, it can change at any time, but 

so far, it's moving forward. 



 

MAG Feasibility Grant: about 40% through the plan on that one, so this was a money given to us 

through, Mountain Association of Governments, a grant to do a trail study to see if a trail would be 

feasible, basically, from the roundabout all the way up Woodland Hills Drive, up to the park, back down 

Summer Creek Drive into 11200, which would eventually tie into a larger county bike trail system 

they're planning. We're about 40% through looking at that. It's a bit challenging, could be feasible, but 

we're still trying to figure out what that feasibility means, soThank you. 

 

9. Department Updates  

 

a. Public Works: Mr. Mickelsen spoke to phase 1 of the road project that is currently happening in the 

city. Keeping residents as informed as we can, about the work, and the contractor has been doing 

door knockers, and of course, I haven't received any other than just, you know, making sure we're 

getting school stuff and trash routes coordinated. I haven't heard of a lot of major hiccups. There will 

not be full closures on the three roads in and out of the city.  

Phase 2 is scheduled to start in the next week.  The first thing they have to do is come and lower all 

the manholes, because this is a mill and fill. This is just under 2 miles of road, we're doing. It has to 

mill up the asphalt, but to mill it up, they have to lower all the manholes, so it doesn’t tear up their 

mill machines. 

 

 

Resident Sean DeVore expressed some concern with closing an entire road off for several hours. He 

is wondering where residents should park if they need to use their vehicles during the time that the 

road is closed. He felt that having to park a quarter of a mile away was just too far.   

Mayor Winder: We certainly do want to do everything we can. Trying to minimize what we can. It 

just we are a unique city. 

 

Resident, Diana Sackett expressed similar concerns.  

  

b. Fire Department: Chief Mickelsen noted there will be a fall Chipper Day from September 29th to 

October 2nd. 

 

c. Code Enforcement- Wayne Frandsen: Mr. Frandsen had nothing to report at this time.  

 

 

10. Mayor and City Council Reports  

a. Mayor Winder-SESD, MAG/COG: Mayor Winder reported he attended a SESD Board 

meeting earlier in the day.   

 

b. Council Member Hillyard- Dry Creek Transfer Station: Council Member Hillyard reported 

there have not had any since my last report for the transfer station. Ted, you probably saw an 

email today about the TAC meeting. It's coming up. Perfect. 

 

c. Council Member Hutchings- Mt. Nebo Water Association and South Utah Valley 

Municipal Water Association: Council Member Hutchings had nothing to report.  
 

d. Council Member Kynaston- Central Utah 911:  Council Member Kynaston reported the 

District is installing new software that will the City to build our own login to get our statistics 

out of their system.  

 



e. Council Member Lunt: Council Member Lunt reminded everyone that Woodland Hills Days 

will be held this upcoming Friday and Saturday. The city will celebrate its 55th anniversary 

since becoming a community. Glenn Anderson has put together an amazing video that highlights 

the city's history.   

 

f. Council Member Malkovich- South Utah Valley Animal Shelter: Council Member 

Malkovich reported that the next meeting for the South Utah Valley Animal Shelter is in a week.  

 

 

11. Upcoming Agenda Items 

 

Mayor Winder acknowledged their previous discussion about feral cats and noted that the council 

considered having the shelter share their perspective. He believed that a thorough discussion on the topic 

would be helpful, possibly combined with Council Member Kynaston's presentation of his ordinance or 

resolution. Council Member Malkovich suggested scheduling the discussion for October 28th, as 

October 14th fell during fall break, which could affect residents' ability to attend.  

 

 

The work session concluded at 8:10 p.m. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  

WOODLAND HILLS CITY COUNCIL  

City Council Meeting  

Woodland Hills City Center, 690 South Woodland Hills Dr.  

Tuesday, September 9th, 2025 

 

CONDUCTING  Brent T. Winder, Mayor 

 

ELECTED OFFICIALS   Council Member Ben Hillyard 

Council Member Brian Hutchings 

Council Member Janet Lunt  

Council Member Kari Malkovich  

Council Member Dorel Kynaston  

 

STAFF PRESENT  Ted Mickelsen, Public Works Dir./Fire Chief  

Chris Helvey, Finance Director  

Jody Stones, City Recorder 

Wayne Frandsen, Code Enforcement and Planning Commission  

 

 

Mayor Winder called the meeting to order at 8:20 p.m. 

 

Invocation: Councilmember Malkovich will offer an invocation,  

 

Pledge: Councilmember Hutchings led the Pledge of Allegiance.  

 

15. Public Comment  

 

No public comment was heard.  

 

 

16. Adoption of a Policy Clarifying Elected Officials Are Not Eligible for Benefits  

 

Motion: Council Member Lunt made the motion to adopt the policy clarifying elected officials are not 

eligible for benefits.  

 

Second: Council Member Kynaston seconded the motion.  

 

Vote: The motion passed unanimously.  

 

 

17. Forwarding of Application to the Planning Commission for a Change in Zoning for 65 East 

Mountain Vale Way 

 

Motion: Council Member Malkovich made the motion to forward the application to the Planning 

Commission.  

 

Second: Council Member Kynaston seconded the motion.  

 

Vote: The motion passed unanimously. 



18. Forwarding of Application to the Planning Commission for a Change in Zoning for 90 East 

Highline  

 

Motion: Council Member Lunt made the motion to forward the application to the Planning Commission.  

 

Second: Council Member Malkovich seconded the motion.  

 

Vote: The motion passed with Council Member Hillyard recusing himself from the vote.  

 

 

19. Authorization for the Mayor to Sign the 2025 Recreation Agreement between Utah County and 

Woodland Hills City  

 

Motion: Council Member Malkovich moved to authorize the mayor to sign the 2025 Recreation Grant 

between Utah County and Woodland Hills City.  

 

Second: Council Member Kynaston seconded the motion.  

 

Vote: The motion passed unanimously.  

 

20. Ordinance 2025-31 Creating the position of Community Development Director, along with 

amendments to the Municipal Code reflecting the change from Building Official to Community 

Development Director.  

  

Motion: Council Member Hillyard made the motion to adopt Ordinance 2025-31 Creating the position 

of Community Development Director, including changes to Municipal City Code 1-7-7 and 1-7-8.  

 

Second: Council Member Malkovich seconded the motion.  

 

Vote: The motion passed unanimously with a roll call vote, and all council members voted in favor of 

the ordinance.   

 

Closed Session:  

 

Motion: Council Member Hillyard made the motion to move into a closed session at 8:22 p.m. to 

discuss pending litigation.  

 

Second: Council Member Lunt seconded the motion.  

 

Vote: The motion passed with a roll call vote.  

 

Adjourn  

 

Motion: Council Member Lunt moved to adjourn the meeting.  

 

Second: Council Member Malkovich seconded the motion.  

 

The meeting was adjourned at 8:54 p.m. 
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	8-5-1 WATER DEDICATION REQUIREMENTS AND POLICIES
	A. Definitions:
	1. “City Water Dedication Requirements” means the requirement to dedicate to the City either Water Rights or Water Shares sufficient to meet the reasonable expected water demands of new development within the City, which will be served by the City Sys...
	2. “City System” means the culinary water system owned and maintained by the City to deliver drinking water to the residents of the City or others served by the City System.
	3. “Dedication” means to convey a Water Right or transfer a Water Share to the City, at no cost to the City, to meet the City’s Water Dedication Requirements.
	4. “ERC” means equivalent residential lot connection.
	5. “State Engineer” is the individual appointed or acting under Title 73 Chapter 2 of the Utah Code to administer all water with the State of Utah.
	6. “Water Right” is defined as the right to use water granted by the State of Utah under Title 73, Chapter 3 of the Utah Code.
	7. “Water Share” is a share of stock issued by a mutual irrigation company which owns Water Rights and distributes water to its shareholders.
	8. “Water Credit” is the result of payment of fees or dedication of Water Rights or Water Shares to the City in exchange for future connection to the City System that can be used, or assigned and used, to meet the City’s water dedication requirements.
	B. Water Rights and Water Shares Acceptable for Dedication to the City:
	1. The State Engineer of Utah controls the allocation of Water Rights in Utah County. Presently, all Water Rights and Water Shares in Utah County are located. Since no Water Rights are available for appropriation in Utah County, those dedicating water...
	2. The City currently requires 0.90 acre feet of water for indoor and outdoor use for each new ERC within the City. This amount of water may change in time, and a larger amount may be required for a business or other entity as determined by its use co...
	C. Transfer Process and Criteria for Water Rights or Water Shares

