GLENWOOD TOWN COUNCIL PUBLIC HEARING
Wednesday June 10, 2026
Glenwood Town Hall – 6:30 p.m.




ATTENDING:  Mayor Singleton, Councilmember Hendrickson, Councilmember Hill, Councilmember Johnson, Councilmember Martinez, Clerk Sharlet Udy and Treasurer Cecelia Bytheway.

VISITORS:  Jake Albrecht, Sandy Albrecht, Debbie Matheson, Mae Beth Anderson, Gail King, Preston Harward, John Chartier, Lynette Warner, Parker Vercimak, Brett Anderson, Karson Rippstein, Rustin Anderson, Randy Wilkinson, Meriann Peppstein, Beth Ann Rickenbach, Terri Fjord, Joey Rickenbach, Brian & Carlene Gray, Brent Larson, Josh Christner, John Byars, John Charteir, Don & Kaye Bybee and Jared Dastrup. 

3. PUBLIC HEARING ON WATER TANK/WELL
Mayor Singleton opened the public hearing on the water tank/well by stating the plan is to drill a municipal well, we are not sure where.  We are hoping we can do it behind this building and put a pump house and then tie it into our existing system so that it can back feed into the tank.  That’s the goal, that’s how most municipalities do their water systems.  The tank, we have two places right now, until we have engineering done there is no way to say the tank needs to go here.  That all has to be done through engineering.  We have given just a public birds-eye approach to it of saying these are places that we could do it, that we own or that we could own.  Until we get funding this is as far as we can go.
Councilmember Hill asked; are we sure that a tank is the only second source option.  Could there be a valve to connect to what we have now and became a second source in case we needed it.  Mayor Singleton responded; if you look at the state rules that govern this, under general, it tells us you cannot use anything that is in the transportation piping to be considered as storage.  The only storage that is allowed is a tank.  That is in the State Rules.  Once you punch a well into the ground, you have to have a place for that to be stored, and that is a tank.
Pete Harward commented; that you would have to drill a huge well, to be able to just flip the switch and have it supply the town with all of its needs.  That’s not what you’re trying to do in this scenario, this is a back-up system.  It will be a useable well, to supply a 5 second feed of water coming out of the spring. We don’t have money left in the valley to drill a that well.  When you pump from a well, it changes the dynamic of the earth underneath. A well is drilled into a sand pile, so if you pump to fast and it’s not use to that, the well is going to cave. Geology is going to move and change.  I like the idea, if we had a stronger weight, it might work better, we need a storage tank that can fill slowly.

Randy Wilkinson commented; I heard we only have 225 gals per minute and that it is not enough to put out a house fire, well, being 27 years in fire service, it is plenty to put out a house fire.  
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The issue is if we needed more, there is no reason we couldn’t tap into the full whatever the spring is giving us at the time, then we could dump 2,000 gallons plus into our system, yes, the fish hatchery and irrigation my not get some for a minute. But I think that in an emergency, fire protection especially, they would be okay with that.  Last year with the fire was up on the mountain, the forest service was coming in and tapping our system, which they have the right to, but maybe we should have a way they could access that hydrant or that water source only, so we are not taking away from the spring. Pressure is not an issue, it’s the gallons.

Jake Albrecht commented; over the years Glenwood Town has been purchasing water rights so we could drill this well, we all knew that probably this day was coming.  But, if we are using it as a back-up source in case we have problems with the spring, or not enough water.  Then that becomes the secondary source.  My point is; the town should also be pursuing some secondary water rights, from people in town who own a few more than what they use or maybe be willing to sell, so we could build on the 215 gallons a minute, so we don’t have to turn that pump on and ruin our drinking water coming out of the spring. It’s just not the same.  My opinion is we need to go out and purchase more water rights if we can. 

Joey Rickenbach commented; I agree with what Jake has said.  We need to preserve the taste of the water.  I agree with the secondary water source, we put in for some funding for it a while ago, but it never happened. But it is a good thing and it needs to happen.

Randy Wilkinson commented; Cecelia said we were using about 60,000 gals per day.  That ½ second ft. gives us 320,000 gallons, we are all getting it on the back end of irrigation, I understand that. But we are still giving away 160,000 gallons a day, to the irrigation company.  I understand why a tank would be a good idea to maybe capture some of that. But in the long run, if we could do something at the spring, where we could manipulate that valve up there, and ask for a couple of extra feet per second for a fire and low times during the day, that would be much better, in my opinion, than putting in a tank, and have a chlorination system and pump system.

Joey Rickenbach commented; there is no valve at the spring, Glenwood town draws off the irrigation, it pumps into the irrigation system and down to the fish hatchery.  Back in the day, the Richfield fire department came over and did test, everything worked out immaculate.  The only fire it could not contain would be the church house. As far as a regular home resident, it actually lowered our fire rate.  In the case of a fire, you draw of irrigation for a minute until the fire is out. We have never had a problem, never been an issue, it’s actually set up pretty good for Glenwood Town.
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Brett Anderson asked; did the State tell us what they actually require?  Mayor Singleton stated he posted what they require.  Brett then stated; in that letter it says they recommend a tank and a back-up source.  Recommend and require are two different things.  What does the State require, not recommend, what does the State require.  John Chartier, Utah Department of Environmental Quality, responded; what the State requires is a second source, the rule states that if you have over one hundred (100) connections, you need to have a second source.  Just in the event that if something happened to that spring, and it was contaminated, you couldn’t drink the water, then you have a back-up source and work on that until the spring is fixed.  Glenwood, as far as I know, is the only community system in the state that does not have a storage tank.  That’s because of that prolific spring flowing in the pipes.  A tank is strongly recommended but not absolutely required at this time. 

Jared Dastrup asked; how many of those communities, with a tank, are not treating the water.  John Chartier responded; If you put in a tank that does not require chlorination, bad samples require chlorination. Jared then asked, if there was a lot that are being able to hold water in the tank and still keep the water clean.  John Chartier stated, only Annabella.   

Joey Rickenbach commented; that as far as Glenwood Town maintenance, we open the valve and flush the system.   

Pete Harward commented; the system can be engineered so the tank can be chlorine free, the water can run into the tank and out of the tank into the system.   The well, can be tapped into our system, when the emergency happens.  It doesn’t change the taste of the water only on the day it is chlorinated. 

Rustin Anderson commented; Glenwood town received a letter from Helen Lau, State of Utah Division of Drinking Water, on November 25, of 2025.  It stated that there were two deficiencies found, one of these deficiencies remains uncorrected.  Those deficiencies according to the letter, and I quote, “TGR7 Community system serving 100 or more connections lacks redundant source DS001” this letter goes to state, and I quote, “208 connections and spring is only source”. Back-up source and tank is recommended”.  No where in this letter can I find the words required, mandatory, essential, dedicated, critical or any other words along the same line only recommended   Just some food for thought.  With that in mind, I’ve pondered if there is a way to develop a second source to be utilized quickly, if and when it is needed, to satisfy the State’s request.  Has this been looked into.  If not, could we look at an option where we don’t need to introduce a second source into the current system, until such time that it is needed.  The spring has been producing water and working for over one hundred years now.  No one knows if the spring will quit producing tomorrow or one hundred years from now.  Do we really want to 
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jeopardize this precious and unique resource that we currently have and that others wish they had. Once the decision is made to change the unique character of the source, it’s nearly impossible to reverse it.  Are you willing to accept that risk and take the responsibility for that decision, not only for our current residents, but for those yet to come.  What will you tell them about the decisions made now, when you later realize it was incorrect.  There will be no going back at that point.  Can we please work with the engineers and state to find corrective action and solution to this one deficiency without changing the unique character of Glenwood Town and water.  I personally oppose putting in a new water tank.  It is my opinion this will eventually lead to having to chlorinate the water continually.  It is well known that Glenwood town does need to chlorinate the water from time to time based on water testing results.  But that is the exception not the rule.  We have a precious and rare resource with our spring. People from outside of Glenwood, including people from Richfield and other areas come with water jugs and containers and even large water tanks, to fill them with clean water for drinking.  Why do they do this, it's because they like drinking clean untreated water.  Or maybe it’s their well, which we have talked about, that isn’t producing good tasting water.  Without a tank, there is no need for a land swap or an application to CIB.  The water tank is recommended, again not required.  Due to fire code ordinance, as some have claimed, has an engineering analysis been done up at the spring.  I recall, when I was on the town council and planning commission, it seems there was an engineering analysis done some years ago, that indicated fire flow requirements were being met at that point in time.  Things may have changed since then, but I feel at least some level of analysis should be completed to verify the adequate fire flow requirements are being met before any final decisions of the matter are made.  In closing, I would like to thank each one of you for your time tonight. Time is a precious thing and so is the water of this town.  Thank you for listening and for your consideration.  Thank each of you for your service for our small town.

Brett Anderson commented; I would like to address several statements made during the recent work meeting regarding the proposed water tank and water system improvements.  State requirements vs. recommendation.  We have gone over this but, in the summary page at the back it says, a back-up source and tank are recommended not required.  The language differs significantly from the statements made during the work meeting where is repeatedly suggested the state is mandating an additional water source and storage tank.  A Recommendation is not the same as a mandate or requirement.  These terms have very different meaning, based on the DEQ letter the states concerns seem to be lack of a redundant water source.  Point number two; potential future chlorination requirements.  During the work meeting, representatives from Jones & DeMille Engineering stated that the State of Utah had discussed the possibility of requiring continuous chlorination of water storage tanks in the future.  If such requirement is implemented, a new tank would create additional operational costs, maintenance requirements, regulatory obligations for the town and it could ruin the taste of the water. This potential future requirement is another reason to be careful evaluating whether the tank is necessary before proceeding.  Number three; it was also stated during the work meeting that in the event of a fire, Glenwood Town would not meet fire suppression requirements, and that using water for fighting fires could be considered stealing water.  If there are not an engineering reports state correspondence or 
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other official documents indicating that Glenwood Town currently fails to meet fire suppression requirements, I would appreciate seeing this information. If no such documents exist, then the assertion that a storage tank is needed for fire suppression lack supporting documentation.  Additional, Glenwood Town appears to have an abundant water supply.  Has the town consulted with the irrigation company regarding any concerns about using water for emergency firefighting purposes.   Water used to protect lives and properties during a fire would simply be water, that otherwise would of not be used by the town.  The cost to residents:  at that same meeting we went over the financial impact to Glenwood town residents should also be carefully considered.  If the town proceeds with constructing a storage tank that is not required, residents will ultimately bear the cost of building, maintaining and potentially chlorinating that facility.  Based on the information presented, monthly water bills could increase from currently $24 a month to $40-$60 per month, representing roughly a 66% to a 150% increase in water costs for many households. Before asking residents to absorb these additional costs, the town should clearly demonstrate that a storage tank is required. We already have three loans we are currently paying back; this would be another on top of those.  In conclusion, based on the information currently available; State requires a redundant water source, but a storage tank is not required, no evidence has been presented demonstrating that a tank is necessary to meet the fire suppression requirements, future continuous chlorination requirements could ruin Glenwood’s water taste, construction and operation of the tank could significantly increase water rates for Glenwood Town residents.  For these reasons, I believe the town should not construct the water tank and instead focus on meeting the requirements for the redundant water source while minimizing costs to the residents.   I would also like to thank you for your time and services.  

A motion to close the Public Hearing on Water Tank/Well was made by Councilmember Johnson. Seconded by Councilmember Hendrickson.  Motion carried with unanimous votes from Councilmember Hendrickson, Councilmember Hill, Councilmember Johnson, Councilmember Martinez and Mayor Singleton.


Sharlet R. Udy
Clerk/Recorder

