
 

 

  NOTICE AND AGENDA 

  BRIGHAM CITY COUNCIL MEETING 

  Thursday, December 18, 2025 6:00 PM 

  City Council Chambers, 20 North Main 

  To View Live Meeting Visit: 

  https://www.bcutah.gov/mayor-and-city-council.htm or 

  www.youtube.com/brighamcitycorp 

 

6:00 REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING 

1. Thought, Reading, or Invocation – Pastor Sigmon, Rocky Mountain Bible Church 

2. Pledge of Allegiance 

6:03 LAKEVIEW ELEMENTARY STUDENT AWARDS 

6:10 CONSENT 

1. Approval of December 4, 2025 Work Session and City Council Meeting Minutes 

2. Request to Write Off Utility Accounts Due To Being Sent To Collections  

3. Request to Write Off Library Accounts Due To Being Sent To Collections 

4. Request for Approval of 2026 Annual Meeting Notice 

5. Request for Approval of 2026 Holiday Schedule 

6. Request for Approval of 2026-27 Claims Review Committee 

7. Councilmembers Appointments to Boards and Commissions  

6:15 PUBLIC COMMENTS 1 (Per Utah Code, Council will receive input only, no decision can be made) 

6:20 COUNCILMEMBER COMMENTS 

6:25 CITY ADMINISTRATOR UPDATE 

6:30 ACTION ITEMS 

1. Consideration of Resolution supporting America250 Utah and Recognizing and Approving of the Brigham City 

Utah250 Community Committee – Paul Larsen  

2. Approval of Interlocal Agreement with UIPA Regarding Sales Tax Distributions – Tom Kotter  

3. Consideration of Ordinance Repealing Renumbering and Enacting The Brigham City Code Title I General Provisions – 

Nicole Cottle  

7:00 DISCUSSION ITEMS 

1. Mantua State Park – Tyler Pugsley and Tom Kotter 

2. FY 2024-25 Audit Presentation – Tom Kotter 

7:30 CLOSED SESSION  

Consideration to enter a closed session to discuss: purchase/exchange/lease of real property; pending litigation; cyber security; or 

character/professional competence or physical/mental health of an individual. 

Assigned times may vary depending on discussion length or agenda alteration. ADA Notice: Individuals needing special accommodations should contact the 

City Recorder at 435-734-6621 at least 48 hours before the meeting. Councilmembers may participate electronically. 

CERTIFICATE OF POSTING 

The undersigned duly appointed City Recorder certifies the above notice was posted in three public places within the Brigham City limits, and on the City 

and State Public Meeting Notice websites on December 15, 2025. A copy was also provided to the Box Elder New Journal. 

                                                                                                                                                      Kristina Rasmussen, City Recorder 

 
1 Each individual is limited to three minutes. Total input period is limited to 15 minutes. 

https://www.bcutah.gov/mayor-and-city-council.htm
http://www.youtube.com/brighamcitycorp




WORK SESSION OF THE
BRIGHAM CITY COUNCIL

DECEMBER 4, 2025
5:00 p.m.

PRESENT: DJ Bott Mayor1
Dave Hipp Councilmember2
Dave Jeffries Councilmember – Arrived at 5:453
Matthew Jensen Councilmember4
Ryan Smith Councilmember – Arrived at 5:305
Robin Troxell Councilmember6

ALSO PRESENT: Tom Cooper Power Director7
Nicole Cottle City Attorney8
Tom Kotter Finance Director9
Derek Oyler City Administrator10
Kristina Rasmussen City Recorder11
Chief Reyes Police Chief12

13

Mayor Bott called the work session to order at 5:05 p.m. He turned the time over to the City Attorney, 14
Nicole Cottle, for discussion on City Code updates. Nicole introduced the purpose of her work: 15
conducting a full, citywide review of the Brigham City Municipal Code to make it more legally 16
compliant, defensible, user-friendly, organized, and transparent.17

Nicole reviewed the legal authority under which cities operate. Utah is a Hutchinson Rule state, meaning 18
that:19

If state law does not explicitly prohibit something, a city may do it.20
Municipal authority is exercised primarily through:21

o Ordinances – the binding rules governing land use, business licensing, operations, and 22
governmental structure.23

o Resolutions – the policy directives from the City Council to the Mayor and staff.24

Nicole described her approach as a multi-layered review, which she moves through for every single word 25
of the code:26

1. Legal Review27

She evaluates all sections to determine whether they comply with:28

Current Utah statutory requirements,29
Case law, including both favorable and unfavorable judicial decisions,30
Known or newly required changes from the Legislature.31

She has identified a few cross-code conflicts, such as standards duplicated in multiple places or 32
conflicting rules in different chapters. These are being consolidated or resolved.33

2. Grammatical and Structural Review34

Nicole is applying consistent grammar, formatting, and language across the code. She emphasized 35
parallelism, meaning each section is structured similarly, even if the content differs. For example, 36
Brigham City’s current code contains sections with purpose statements, policy explanations, irregular 37
numbering, or unusual formatting next to other sections written in entirely different styles.38
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She clarified that purpose statements and policy narratives do not belong in the codified rules themselves 39
but belong in the “whereas” clauses of the ordinance that adopts them. The codified text should simply 40
contain the rule.41

3. Usability & Readability Review42

She evaluates the code as if she were:43

A resident,44
A business owner,45
A developer,46
A court reviewing the City’s actions.47

Clarity supports defensibility, consistency in enforcement, and public trust.48

4. Definitions, Ambiguities & Obsolete Language49

Brigham City’s code contains definitions scattered in multiple chapters. She is consolidating these so a 50
term has one meaning everywhere. She is also ensuring the language is modern, minimal, and legally 51
defensible.52

Renumbering the Entire Code53

The existing numbering system is one of the biggest usability problems. Nicole demonstrated the current 54
structure on American Legal’s website:55

Titles skip numbers: 1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 11…, which confuses users.56
Sections are numbered using a complicated decimal system such as 10.001, which does not 57
correspond intuitively to a Title–Chapter–Section format.58

She compared this to the Utah Code, which follows a consistent structure (e.g., 3-1-1 = Title 3, Chapter 1, 59
Section 1). Brigham City’s numbering does not parallel this, making navigation difficult for:60

The public,61
Staff,62
Police officers and code enforcement officers,63
Developers,64
Attorneys.65

The proposed renumbering will:66

Use all titles sequentially (no missing numbers),67
Adopt a clear Title–Chapter–Section hierarchy,68
Apply consistent subsection formatting,69
Make the entire code intuitive and navigable.70

How the Updated Code Will Be Adopted: Full Repeal and Re-enactment71

Nicole explained that attempting to show these changes to Council in traditional redline/strikeout format 72
would produce pages that are essentially entirely crossed out and replaced, making the redline unreadable.73

Instead, she proposes the following:74
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Full Repeal & Re-enactment75

Entire sections will be repealed and re-enacted in clean, reorganized form.76
Only substantive policy changes will be called out explicitly in a separate summary.77

The updated code will automatically include “prior code references” at the bottom of each section. Some 78
sections will have large lists of former numbers, reflecting frequent amendments.79

Nicole and the Mayor noted that this historical tracking is essential for:80

Development agreements referencing old code sections,81
Litigation,82
Transparency,83
Understanding the evolution of policy.84

Proposed New Title Structure – Including a Consolidated Fee Schedule85

Nicole previewed the proposed reorganization into sequential and intuitive titles such as:86

Title 1 – General Provisions87
Title 2 – City Government (administration, council, police, fire)88
Title 3 – Public Utilities and City Services89
Title 4 – Consolidated Fee Schedule and Impact Fees90
Title 5 – Business Licensing91
Title 6 – Land Use & Zoning92

Consolidated Fee Schedule (Title 4)93

The proposal is to create one centralized, codified fee schedule that includes:94

Parks and recreation fees,95
Utility rates (stormwater, sewer, power),96
Cemetery fees,97
Airport hangar fees,98
Library fees,99
Impact fees (recently updated; merely relocated).100

A councilmember raised a concern that a consolidated schedule might feel disconnected from the 101
underlying department or policy discussion. Nicole and Derek clarified:102

The initial consolidation ordinance will simply place fees in one location.103
Any future changes to a fee will come back to Council in ordinance form with detailed policy 104
“whereas” explanations.105
All changes remain public, transparent, and linked to discussion and justification.106

Derek added that this approach also allows the City to remove duplicative attachments and policies 107
scattered across dozens of old resolutions—especially utility shutoff and penalty procedures, which often 108
repeat the same language in multiple places.109

Council felt the consolidated schedule would be highly user-friendly, especially for residents.110

Land Use Code Rewrite and Public Hearing Process111
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The land use portion of the code will be the most complex. Nicole explained:112

This portion requires public hearings before both the Planning Commission and the City Council, 113
as required by Utah law.114
It contains the most policy analysis.115
It will likely extend into the spring, with significant staff involvement.116

A question was asked regarding the role of American Legal, the City’s code publishing company.117

Nicole explained:118

Brigham City will continue using American Legal.119
After adoption, the City sends American Legal a formatted version of the new code.120
American Legal:121

o Verifies accuracy,122
o Implements approved numbering,123
o Sets up links and formatting on the public-facing website,124
o Publishes the official online version.125

Nicole and explained that the City intends to bring Title 1 and Title 2 to the Council at the next meeting 126
for review and possible adoption.127

Nicole will also provide:128

A “key” or guide explaining titles, chapters, sections, ordinances, and numbering,129
The old-to-new matrix,130
Additional explanatory tools as needed.131

Councilmembers expressed appreciation for the clarity of Nicole’s presentation and acknowledged the 132
scope of the project. Nicole reiterated that a comprehensive rewrite is extremely rare for cities, but she is 133
confident that when completed, Brigham City will have one of the cleanest, most organized, defensible 134
municipal codes in Utah.135

The work session adjourned at 5:56 PM136

The undersigned duly appointed Recorder for Brigham City Corporation hereby certifies that the 137
foregoing is a true, accurate and complete record of the December 4, 2025 City Council Work Session. 138

139
Dated this 22nd of December, 2025.140

141
142

________________________________143
Kristina Rasmussen, City Recorder144

145
** These meeting minutes were generated with the assistance of artificial intelligence and have been 146
reviewed, edited and approved by Brigham City Staff. 147

148



REGULAR SESSION OF THE1
BRIGHAM CITY COUNCIL2

DECEMBER 4, 20253
6:00 p.m.4

PRESENT: DJ Bott Mayor5
Dave Hipp Councilmember6
Dave Jeffries Councilmember7
Matthew Jensen Councilmember8
Ryan Smith Councilmember9
Robin Troxell Councilmember10

ALSO PRESENT: Tom Cooper Power Director11
Nicole Cottle City Attorney12
Tom Kotter Finance Director13
Derek Oyler City Administrator14
Tyler Pugsley Assistant City Administrator15
Kristina Rasmussen City Recorder16
Chief Reyes Police Chief17
Chief Thueson Fire Chief18
Aaron Wade Gilmore Wade – via Zoom19

Mayor Bott called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. The invocation was offered by Bishop Thomas Rust, 20
Brigham City Mountain View Ward. The Pledge of Allegiance followed.21

CONSENT AGENDA22

Mayor Bott introduced two consent items:23

1. Approval of the November 18, 2025 Election Canvass and November 20, 2025 City Council 24
Meeting Minutes.25

2. Approval For Updates To Employee Policy & Procedures Chapter 9 – Full Time Employee 26
Benefits, Regarding Leave Payout Calculations.27

Councilmember Jensen made a motion to approve the consent item as presented. Councilmember Hipp 28
seconded the motion. The vote was unanimous in favor. 29

EMPLOYEE RECOGNITION30

Mayor Bott recognized Kaylor Golightly as a part time Wasterwater Grounds Maintenance worker.31

PUBLIC HEARING32

Consideration Of Resolution For The Creation Of Avian Shores Public Infrastructure District As 33
An Independent District, Authorizing and Approving A Governing Document, Appointing A Board 34
Of Trustees, and Authorizing Other Documents In Connection Therewith; and Related Matters35
The Mayor turned the time over to Mr. Aaron Wade of Gilmore & Bell, who joined the meeting remotely. 36

Mr. Wade explained that the governing document functions as a “charter” or “constitution” for the PID. 37
Together with state law, it sets out how the PID will be governed, including:38

Establishing the initial district boundaries and a defined annexation area within which the district 39
may expand or contract in the future.40
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Clarifying that any boundary changes require the consent of the current property owner, so 41
properties can only be added or removed if the owner requests it.42
Allowing the district to impose property taxes and special assessments, with the requirement that 43
any special assessment on residential property be prepaid before the homes are conveyed to 44
ultimate homeowners.45
Providing for the appointment of an initial board of trustees consisting of property owners or their 46
agents, which will thereafter be self-appointing rather than appointed by the City Council.47

He further noted there was still a blank in the governing document regarding the concept of an “approved 48
development plan.” Based on discussions with the applicant, it appeared the applicant was primarily 49
interested in a development agreement, while the City’s primary focus was on the zoning overlay. Mr. 50
Wade recommended clarifying that approval of the zoning would constitute the “approved development 51
plan,” and he emphasized it was his understanding that the City was not requiring a development 52
agreement for this project. He stated that, upon Council approval, staff and legal counsel would be 53
authorized to make any final adjustments needed to align the document with the Council’s direction.54

Mr. Wade then addressed details related to debt limits. In response to a question from the Council, he 55
explained that while the governing document includes a maximum mill levy, there had also been a blank 56
for the maximum debt amount. The applicant proposed filling in a maximum limited tax debt limit of $20 57
million. 58

The Council then engaged in a series of clarifying questions.59

One councilmember asked, with a $20 million cap, who is responsible if costs exceed that amount. Staff 60
clarified that any overruns beyond the $20 million would be borne by the developer, not by the city or the 61
district’s taxpayers.62

A councilmember then confirmed that the proposed PID would apply only to the Avian Shores property. 63
Mr. Wade stated that the district encompasses only the property covered by the petition and that all 64
property owners within that area have consented to inclusion in the district. He emphasized that no one 65
elsewhere in the city would be subject to this PID tax unless they later chose to move into the 66
development. 67

The Mayor also asked for clarification on what happens to the PID tax once the bonds are paid off. Mr. 68
Wade explained that the PID property tax levy is expected to remain in place only until the bonds are paid 69
off or discharged. After that point, the tax would go away and the district would take steps to dissolve,70
since there would no longer be a purpose for the district.71

Another councilmember raised a question about the phasing of the development. Because the homes 72
would not all be constructed at once, the councilmember asked how taxes would work for a homeowner 73
who buys in Phase 1 versus someone who buys in Phase 4, and whether they would be responsible for 74
“back” obligations. Mr. Wade explained that, like other property taxes, the PID tax is based on the 75
assessed value established by the county assessor and billed annually on the standard November tax 76
notice. During early phases, the developer pays taxes on the vacant land, which is assessed at a lower 77
value. When a homeowner moves in, that homeowner becomes responsible for the taxes going forward,78
not retroactively..79

At this point, staff requested permission from the Mayor to briefly explain what the PID funding would 80
specifically build, particularly for the benefit of the larger audience present at this meeting compared to 81
two weeks prior. The Mayor agreed that would be helpful.82

Staff then outlined that the up to $20 million in PID debt must be 100% spent on public infrastructure. 83
Key components include:84
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1200 West roadway improvements from near Forest Street south to the current dead-end of 1200 85
West, consistent with the City’s general plan showing a 106-foot right-of-way and constructed to 86
City standards.87
A regional sewer lift station, needed because wastewater from development west of 1200 West 88
cannot flow back to the existing sewer line on 12th West. This lift station would be fully funded 89
by the PID.90
Installation of storm drain, sewer, and water infrastructure, and the public rights-of-way and 91
roadways necessary to serve the project.92
A public trail network as part of the development.93
Potential pocket parks or regional parks, subject to how the development and any related 94
agreements come together through the future approval process.95

Councilmembers then continued with additional questions.96

One councilmember asked what would happen if, after construction of only 20–30 homes, the market 97
“bottomed out” and further development stalled for perhaps 15–20 years. Mr. Wade explained that the 98
PID bonds are structured as limited tax general obligation bonds, which differ from traditional general 99
obligation bonds (often issued by school districts, cities, or counties). In a traditional general obligation 100
bond, the issuer pledges its full faith and credit and must raise taxes as necessary to meet its obligations. 101
In contrast, the PID bonds are limited tax bonds, meaning there is a cap on the tax rate and the PID cannot 102
increase the rate beyond the approved ceiling.103

Mr. Wade also noted that the statute allows for a longer tax “runway” to help mitigate this risk:104

The district could issue bonds with maturities up to 31 years, and105
The maximum tax term is 40 years from the date of imposition for that bond.106

This allows taxes to continue to be levied past the bond’s maturity to help make investors whole. After 40 107
years, however, the district is no longer authorized to impose the tax and the bonds would be deemed 108
discharged, even if investors have not recovered all their investment. He emphasized that this structure 109
provides protections for property owners, including:110

A cap on the tax rate (mill levy) that cannot be exceeded, and111
A definitive end date after which the tax must cease and the obligations are treated as discharged.112

A councilmember then asked whether parcels owned by Brigham City Corporation within the district 113
would be subject to the PID tax. Staff clarified that City-owned parcels retain their tax-exempt status and 114
would not be subject to the PID levy, and Mr. Wade confirmed that nothing about this district changes the 115
City’s exemption.116

Another question from the Council asked whether there were any timelines built into the documents for 117
completion of infrastructure. Mr. Wade replied that there are currently no specific completion deadlines in 118
the PID documents; the timing would generally be driven by the developer, since it is their bond and 119
project. Staff then explained that, regardless of the PID structure, existing City codes and development 120
standards still apply. Requirements for public infrastructure necessary for a Certificate of Occupancy,121
final plat approval, and other normal development processes remain in full force.122

Councilmember Smith made a motion to open the public hearing specific to the Creation of Avian Shores 123
Public Infrastructure District. Seconded by Councilmember Jeffries and approved unanimously. 124

Paul Robertson – expressed concern about water and soil conditions in the proposed district area. He 125
noted existing springs and irrigation lines between the railroad and freeway, possible wetlands/subbing 126
areas, active water rights, and the potential for liquefaction in a major earthquake. He urged the City to 127
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carefully define water rights and streambeds, and to coordinate with state water officials to ensure 128
rational, safe development.129

Ben Soholt – said he prefers this PID structure over others but raised several questions:130

How many children the project will add to the school system.131
Whether the school board has been consulted and if this growth could require higher school taxes.132
Whether new residents will cover ongoing costs for parks, police, and emergency services, or if 133
taxes might need to rise citywide.134

He also voiced concern about growing faster than the community can absorb, though he stated he believes 135
this is a better development than some prior approvals.136

Staff and the Mayor later noted:137

Impact fees (for parks, police, fire, etc.) apply here the same as elsewhere.138
Property and sales tax from higher-density residential help support ongoing services.139
The school district has been meeting with Brigham City and Tremonton for 18–24 months and is 140
aware of Avian Shores, but it is a separate elected body that makes its own decisions and must 141
react to growth.142

Julianna Larson – urged the City to work closely with the Army Corps of Engineers and be very 143
thorough about water and safety before placing hundreds of homes in the area. She also questioned how 144
successful PIDs have been in situations comparable to Brigham City and encouraged the City to push its 145
analysis “as far as we can” to ensure the project is viable and safe.146

In response, the City Administrator explained:147

Brigham’s first PID (an industrial area) has not moved forward because the company backed out, 148
not because the PID tool failed.149
PIDs are increasingly used across Utah; staff has consulted with other cities (e.g., Cedar City) and 150
legal counsel to structure this one properly.151
PIDs provide a way for new development to pay for its own infrastructure rather than relying on 152
existing taxpayers.153

Jake Barker – said he supports needed housing and is familiar with PID-funded projects like Firefly in 154
Eagle Mountain. He asked how the City can leverage this PID to provide strong community assets, 155
especially parks, that benefit both those inside and outside the district. His questions included:156

Whether parks and recreation impact fees are the same inside the PID.157
Whether the developer builds the parks and then deeds them to the City.158
Why multifamily park impact fees are lower than single-family, given higher likely park usage 159
Whether there is a real opportunity here to provide a true regional park, not just retention basins 160
or minimal green spaces.161

The Mayor and staff responded that:162

Impact fees build parks, but ongoing maintenance falls on the City’s operating budget163
For that reason, the City leans toward smaller pocket parks, though a regional park is identified 164
conceptually.165
The development will also deliver major public benefits: full-width construction of 1200 West, 166
utility infrastructure, and a trail system available to the entire community.167
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Councilmember Jensen made a motion to close the public hearing. Seconded by Councilmember Hipp. 168

Motion: Councilmember Smith moved to approve the resolution For The Creation Of Avian 169
Shores Public Infrastructure District As An Independent District, Authorizing and Approving A 170
Governing Document, Appointing A Board Of Trustees, and Authorizing Other Documents In 171
Connection Therewith; and Related Matters. Seconded by Councilmember Jeffries.172

Roll Call:173
Councilmember Hipp – Aye; Councilmember Jensen – Aye; Councilmember Smith – Aye; 174
Councilmember Troxell– Aye; Councilmember Jeffries – Aye175

PUBLIC COMMENT176

Paul Robertson – gave his annual update on Pioneer Park Pond, reporting several duck broods 177
disappearing and expressed concern about excess duck feeding and food left on sidewalks. He asked that 178
a snowplow route be created from the road by the swimming pool to the Forest Street sidewalk so 179
pedestrians don’t have to walk through deep snow. He also questioned recent soccer fee increases, 180

Kelly Oakley – expressed concern that adding a new park in the Avian Shores area, given current limited 181
park maintenance funds, could eventually lead to additional tax increases, which she feels are already too 182
high when combined with recent school tax hikes. She is worried about the cumulative growth impacts of 183
the proposed nuclear plant. She also referenced discussion of making Mantua Reservoir and Trail a state 184
park, and expressed concern that it would bring more people and new user fees.185

Jake Barker – said he values Brigham’s small-town feel but recognizes growth is inevitable. He focused 186
on the future 1200 West connection to 1100 South, noting he lives near the health department and has 187
seen concept plans with a spur connecting into his neighborhood. He urged a thoughtful roadway layout 188
that keeps higher-volume traffic out of residential streets.189

Billy Marshall – stated that her Brigham property lies within the Avian Shores area, in the strip 190
extending south from 400 West. She asked whether the planned widening and improvement of 1200 West 191
will occur on the east side, west side, or both, as that will directly affect her land. She also proposed 192
installing a large American flag on the Brigham-owned knoll above Mantua.193

Lane Henderson – expressed concern about the removal of lilac bushes along the cemetery, He also 194
asked whether the City has considered the impact on nearby property values if the cemetery is more fully 195
exposed.196

COUNCILMEMBER COMMENTS197
198

Councilmember Troxell - announced that the Bear River Association of Governments has opened 199
applications for the Social Services Block Grant for nonprofits in Box Elder, Cache, and Rich counties, 200
with a deadline of January 15. She encouraged better communication between the City and residents—201
especially on issues that surface on social media—and said she would like to see:202

The cemetery plan for the lilac/bush removal and replacement.203
More public information on state park discussions (Mantua) and on the nuclear hub.204

Councilmember Hipp - thanked the many residents who attended and commented, saying he appreciated 205
the respectful tone and the chance for back-and-forth earlier in the meeting. He reminded residents they 206
can always reach out to councilmembers individually for background or clarification on issues.207
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Councilmember Jensen - echoed appreciation for the strong public turnout and interaction. He also 208
shared positive feedback he’d received about the Christmas Village.209

Mayor Bott - The Mayor thanked residents for their participation and addressed several themes raised 210
during public comment:211

Taxes & Inflation: He acknowledged concerns about tax increases, explaining that ongoing 212
inflation in wages, materials, and infrastructure costs makes some increases unavoidable. He 213
emphasized that the Council represents a broad cross-section of the community and takes tax 214
decisions very seriously. He invited residents to attend budget work sessions beginning in 215
April/May, where the proposed budget and any potential tax changes are discussed in detail.216
Growth vs. Small-Town Feel: The Mayor noted that if a city doesn’t grow at least modestly, it 217
effectively falls behind, because infrastructure wears out and must be replaced. He said his focus 218
is on recruiting business and industry to broaden the tax base and help keep residential taxes 219
lower, while staff works hard to “deconstruct” and preserve the small-town feel even as new 220
development like Avian Shores occurs.221
Mantua / Proposed State Park: He confirmed that Brigham City has been in ongoing 222
discussions about a possible state park at Mantua Reservoir, and that the City was somewhat 223
surprised by the early public announcement tied to the Governor’s budget. He explained that 224
Brigham City currently pays significant costs to maintain the reservoir and address algae blooms, 225
and that a state park could shift some of that burden to user fees instead of Brigham taxpayers. 226
Cemetery & Expansion: The Mayor, noting his own deep family ties to the cemetery, said he is 227
committed to keeping it one of the best-maintained cemeteries in the state. He explained that the 228
cemetery is running out of space and is essentially landlocked, so the City must plan for 229
expansion and reconfiguration (including road adjustments) to avoid needing two cemeteries in 230
the future. He acknowledged concerns about screening and security, and said a long-term 231
cemetery plan is in progress, with the constant being that more room is needed. 232

ACTION ITEM233

Consideration of Updating Recreation Fee Resolution To Include Soccer Programming Fees234
The Mayor invited Chris Horsley, the new Recreation Director, to present the proposal to update the 235
recreation fee resolution to include soccer programming fees. 236

Chris began by reviewing national data from the Aspen Institute’s “Project Play,” highlighting that kids 237
who participate in sports are much more likely to remain active as adults, and that youth sports correlate 238
with better health, better test scores, and reduced risky behaviors. He used a couple of infographics in the 239
slideshow to reinforce the point that strong recreation programs benefit not just individuals but the overall 240
health and feel of a community. 241

From there, Chris shifted to the proposal itself. He explained that Brigham City Recreation plans to 242
launch a city-run soccer program this spring, starting with a phased approach. Phase one would focus on 243
TOTS and U6, generally ages three to six. The TOTS program would be a six-week, non-scrimmage 244
skills and games format focused on fun and basic motor skills. The U6 program would be more 245
traditional, with small-sided scrimmages so the kids get lots of touches on the ball. Over time, in future 246
spring and fall sessions, staff would phase in U8, U10, and U12 divisions as the younger kids age up.247

He emphasized that the phased rollout is intentional: staff wants to dial in quality, logistics, and coaching 248
support with the youngest age groups first before expanding. He noted that games are planned at the 249
Sports Complex, and that while City programs would have priority, they still intend to offer field rentals 250
to other user groups as field conditions and space allow. He also mentioned plans to introduce an adult 7-251
on-7 soccer program, played on a smaller field.252
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Chris then showed the proposed fee schedule and walked through it briefly. He explained that when you 253
factor in AYSO’s national membership fee, Brigham’s proposed rates come in slightly below what 254
families would pay through AYSO, and that the fees are comparable to programs in nearby cities like 255
Tremonton, Nibley, and Farmington.256

At that point, councilmembers started asking questions. One question focused on the projected 257
participation numbers on the slide: it looked like the jump from TOTS/U6 into the older age groups was 258
relatively small. Chris explained that the projections are conservative; the model assumes only about half 259
of the U6 kids immediately move into U8, which is why the first year numbers look modest. As the 260
program matures, they expect fuller U8 and U10 divisions. He also reiterated that if demand is stronger 261
than projected and staff feels confident with quality and logistics, they are open to accelerating the 262
schedule and not waiting all the way to 2027 before adding U10 and U12.263

Another thread of discussion centered on why the City is starting its own soccer program instead of just 264
trying to attract AYSO or existing organizations back. One councilmember noted that Brigham had once 265
had a very strong AYSO presence, and that various comp and youth programs, including football and 266
soccer, had drifted away from Brigham fields—sometimes reportedly because of field-use fees and 267
access. He said he’d like to see the City focus on fixing those relationships and bringing teams back, and 268
also questioned why the rollout for older age groups was pushed as far as fall 2027 instead of capitalizing 269
on interest around the 2026 World Cup.270

Chris responded on the rollout question, returning to the quality-first approach. City Administrator Derek 271
Oyler weighed in on the broader philosophical issue. He said the City has been talking about running its 272
own soccer programs for longer than Mayor Bott has been in office, and this isn’t a rushed idea. The 273
staff’s view is that Brigham City should be directly providing at least the recreation-level soccer program, 274
given the City’s role, its facilities, and the kind of “Brigham feel” they are trying to preserve as the 275
community grows. 276

Another councilmember spoke from personal experience, saying that growing up in Brigham, city 277
recreation programs were critical for kids in lower-income neighborhoods who otherwise couldn’t afford 278
travel or comp leagues. She said she sees City rec as the entry point for all kids, with comp organizations 279
still playing an important role later for higher-level play. Others agreed that soccer is an easy, accessible 280
sport—just shoes and a ball—and that the City should have a role in providing that kind of opportunity.281

From there, the conversation expanded into field use fees more generally, especially for comp leagues and 282
outside organizations. Several councilmembers noted that when field rental fees were increased in recent 283
years, they worried about “pricing people out,” and now they are seeing programs leave Brigham for 284
fields in other communities. They expressed interest in revisiting those fees, not to eliminate them, but to 285
make sure they’re fair and competitive—especially for larger leagues that need a lot of field hours.286

The Mayor and staff reminded the Council that field-use fees were based on a detailed cost study, and 287
even now only recover roughly a quarter of the true cost of maintenance, utilities, and staff. They also 288
stressed that staff cannot negotiate separate deals while the existing resolution is in place: City Council 289
sets the fees, and staff must apply them consistently. A few councilmembers said they’d like updated 290
information on maintenance costs and what neighboring cities charge so they can reassess where 291
Brigham’s fees should be. There was also some back-and-forth about not wanting case-by-case 292
“negotiated” rates for individual organizations, but rather using those discussions and comparisons to 293
inform a single fair fee structure that applies evenly to all leagues.294

By the end of the discussion, there was a clear direction that staff should refresh the cost and comparison 295
data and bring field-use fees back to the Council for further discussion, likely in late January or early in 296
the new year.297
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A final question was asked about uniforms for the youngest kids, and Chris clarified that TOTS and U6 298
would receive custom t-shirts, not oversized jerseys they’d have to “grow into.”299

Motion: Councilmember Troxell moved to approve the amendments to the Recreation Fee 300
Resolution to include soccer programming fees. Seconded by Councilmember Hipp.301

Roll Call:302
Councilmember Hipp – Aye; Councilmember Jensen – Aye; Councilmember Smith – Aye; 303
Councilmember Troxell– Aye; Councilmember Jeffries – Aye304

305
At 8:07 PM Councilmember Smith made a motion to adjourn into closed session to discuss real 306
property. The motion was seconded by Councilmember Jeffries and carried out unanimously.307

Councilmember Troxell – Aye; Councilmember Jeffries – Aye; Councilmember Jensen – Aye; 308
Councilmember Hipp – Aye; Councilmember Smith – Aye 309

At 8:48 PM the meeting returned to open session. Councilmember Jensen made a motion to adjourn. The 310
motion was seconded by Councilmember Hipp and carried out unanimously. 311

The undersigned duly appointed Recorder for Brigham City Corporation hereby certifies that the 312
foregoing is a true, accurate and complete record of the December 4, 2025 City Council Meeting. 313

314
Dated this 22nd of December, 2025.315

316
317

________________________________318
Kristina Rasmussen, City Recorder319

320
** These meeting minutes were generated with the assistance of artificial intelligence and have been 321
reviewed, edited and approved by Brigham City Staff. 322



































































































Tyler Pugsley Tom Kotter

Public Works

This item is a discussion regarding the potential for Mantua Reservoir to be designated as a Utah State
Park.

15 min

December 18, 2025

Tom KotterDecember 15, 2025

December 15, 2025
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