
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Tremonton City Corporation 

City Council Meeting 
September 1, 2015  

Meeting to be held at  
102 South Tremont Street 

Tremonton, Utah 
 
 

AGENDA 
 

CITY COUNCIL WORKSHOP 
6:00 p.m. 

 
1. Review of agenda items on the 7:00 p.m. City Council Meeting 
2. Training on Public Official and Public Employees Cans and Cannots of Ballot Proposition  
3. Closed Session: 

a. Strategy session to discuss the purchase, exchange, or lease of real property when 
public discussion of the transaction would disclose the appraisal or estimated value 
of the property under consideration or prevent the public body from completing the 
transaction on the best possible terms. 

  
 CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
 7:00 p.m. 
 
1.  Opening Ceremony 
 
2.  Introduction of guests  
 
3. Approval of agenda  
 
4. Approval of minutes – August 18, 2015 
 
5. Public comments: This is an opportunity to address the Council regarding your concerns 

or ideas.  Please limit your comments to three minutes. 
 
6. Hearing 
 a. Wherein the City Council may formally consider the revocation of the business 

license of My Style (located at 980 West Main Street) pursuant to Title 9, Licensing, 
Control and Regulation of Business and Construction, Chapter 9-100 Licensing, 
Control and Regulation of Business, Chapter 9-120 Revocation or Denial of Business 
License of the Revised Ordinances of Tremonton City where allegations of violation 
exists, or in this case a conviction of a criminal violation. 

 
7. New Council Business: 
 a. Discussion and consideration pursuant to revocation of the business license of My 



Style (located at 980 West Main Street) based upon preponderance of the evidence 
and pursuant to Title 9, Licensing, Control and Regulation of Business and 
Construction, Chapter 9-100 Licensing Control and Regulation of Businesses, and 
Part 9-120 Revocation or Denial of Business License of the Revised Ordinances of 
Tremonton City 

 b. Discussion and consideration of approving utility bill write-off’s for non-collectable 
accounts  

 c. Discussion and consideration of adopting Resolution No. 15-33 accepting a Petition 
for Annexation of Parcel Numbers 05-186-0009 and 05-186-0001 

 d. Discussion and consideration of implementing bicycle facilities (by signage and/or 
pavement markings) on Main Street and 300 East (UDOT Roads) and 600 South, 600 
North, and Tremont Street (City Streets) 

 e. Discussion and consideration to surplus Patrol Car T31 – a 2005 Chevrolet Impala 
 f. Discussion and consideration of approving Resolution No. 15-34 approving a 

Development Agreement with Spring Hollow Subdivision, Phase 1 
   
9. Unfinished Business: 

 

10. Comments: 
a. Administration/City Manager Advise and Consent  
 1) Status of September 15, 2015 City Council Meeting 
b. Council Reports 

 
11.  Adjournment 
 

Anchor location for Electronic Meeting by Telephone Device.  With the adoption of Ordinance 

No. 13-04, the Council may participate per Electronic Meeting Rules.  Please make arrangements 

in advance. 
 
 
 
 Persons with disabilities needing special assistance to 
 participate in this meeting should contact 
 Darlene Hess no later than 48 hours prior to the meeting. 
 
Notice was posted, August 28, 2015 a date not less than 24 hours prior to the date and time 
of the meeting and remained so posted until after said meeting.  A copy of the agenda was 
delivered to The Leader (Newspaper) on, August 28, 2015. 
 
 
 
                                                      
Darlene S. Hess, RECORDER 



HB 362 Local Option
WHAT’S GOING ON?

WHAT YOU CAN AND CANNOT DO



HB 362 Local Option—as of Aug 17
RESOLUTIONS: 111 CITIES AND TOWNS IN 21 COUNTIES

Counties who have acted:

BEAVER

BOX ELDER

CARBON

GRAND

JUAB

MORGAN

SALT LAKE

SAN JUAN

UINTAH



HB 362 Local Option—as of Aug 17
Counties who are still considering 2015:

DAVIS (Aug 18 agenda)

DUCHESNE (Aug 24 agenda)

MILLARD

RICH

SANPETE (Aug 18 agenda)

SEVIER (Aug 24 agenda)

TOOELE (Aug 18 agenda)

UTAH (Aug 18 agenda)

WEBER (Aug 18 agenda)



HB 362 Local Option—people are watching



HB 362: What COUNTY must do
FACTUAL INFORMATION FRAMEWORK

1) Voter information pamphlet (500 words of support)

Up to 5 sponsors

2) 500 word statement of support on website/newsletter from governing body

Possible 500 word counter argument

Possible 250 word county rebuttal

Possible 250 word counter rebuttal

3) Publicize and hold a public hearing between October 20-30



HB 362: What PUBLIC ENTITY CANNOT DO
CANNOT: make an expenditure from public funds to influence a ballot proposition (Class B misd)

◦ General rule

◦ Key exceptions to “expenditure” and to “influence” (see next slide)

◦ Applies to ULCT, cities, towns, associations of government, and transit districts

CANNOT: spend public money or provide anything of value from tax dollars to campaign or 
advocate for or against the ballot proposition

CANNOT: Provide services at less than fair market value for a political issues committee
◦ You can rent City Hall at market value to supporters/opponents of ballot proposition



HB 362 Local Option—what CITY CAN DO
CAN: provide a “brief statement” about the public entity’s position & reason for the position

◦ Explain your resolution

CAN: provide “factual information” as long as the public entity grants “equal access” to opponents of the 
ballot proposition

CAN: provide “factual information” that is consistent with the TBPA (county req’ts)—up to 500 word 
arguments & 250 word rebuttals—for publicizing arguments & rebuttals

◦ ULCT template coming asap

CAN: neutrally encourage voters to vote regardless of whether the city/town provides a “brief statement” or 
“factual information”

◦ ULCT template coming asap

CAN: hold a public meeting between October 20-30



HB 362: What Public Official CAN DO
Public official:

◦ Elected/appointed gov’t officials with authority to make public policy

◦ Person with “supervisory authority over the personnel & affairs of a public entity AND approves the 
expenditures of funds”

CAN: advocate for or against the ballot proposition by speaking independently of the public 
entity, using your personal email account, and without using public funds

◦ Personal facebook page: advocate!

◦ City funded facebook page: do not advocate but can provide factual information

CAN: advocate for or against the ballot proposition by providing campaign contributions from 
personal resources

◦ Donate (or encourage others to donate) to advocates or opponents



HB 362: What Public Employee CANNOT DO
Note: This law applies to ANYONE with access to a public email

CANNOT: use public email to send emails that advocate for or against the ballot proposition 
◦ You cannot send, but you can receive emails

◦ If you as a public official receive an email from a constituent, respond via phone and/or refer them to the 
“factual information” about the ballot proposition
◦ A public official can give his/her own personal opinion about the ballot proposition so long as you do not use public funds



HB 362 Local Option: 
Any questions?



Date: July 31, 2015 

To: ULCT membership and other public entities in Utah 

From: Cameron Diehl and the ULCT legal team 

RE:  Public entity and public official involvement during a ballot proposition election 

INTRODUCTION 

(Note: ULCT urges city officials to consult with your city attorney and to consider any relevant municipal 

ordinances in your jurisdiction)  

Three acts govern public entity involvement in ballot propositions.  First, the legislature enacted the 

Transparency of Ballot Propositions Act (TBPA) in 2014 that only applies to the entity that imposes the tax.  

In this case, the imposing entity is the county.  Second, the county is also responsible for arguments in the 

voter information pamphlet.  Third, the Political Activities of Public Entities Act (PAPEA) applies to all 

public entities, regardless of who imposes the tax.  The PAPEA allows public entities to offer a brief 

statement of support and provide factual information so long as opponents have equal access.  PAPEA also 

prohibits public entities from using public funds to influence the ballot proposition election.  

Once your county governing body votes to place the local option on the ballot for the November election, 

then the county triggers both the official ballot proposition and the governing statutes.  This memo 

examines the TBPA, PAPEA, and the voter information pamphlet requirements, and encourages election 

consolidation between counties and municipalities.  

I) TRANSPARENCY OF BALLOT PROPOSITIONS ACT AND VOTER INFORMATION PAMPHLET

A) MANDATORY AND EXCLUSIVE COUNTY ACTION TO PUBLICIZE SUPPORT AND OPPOSITION

The Transparency of Ballot Propositions Act defines the procedure for a governing body to propose a ballot 

proposition to their voters.  A taxing entity must comply with the Act to submit a ballot proposition.  In the 

case of the HB 362 local option, the governing body is the county governing body. 

Once a county governing body submits the local option to voters, the county must then follow TBPA 
guidelines to provide public statements of support, offer an opportunity for the opposition to respond, and 

hold a public meeting in October on the local option.  The county must also provide a local voter 

information pamphlet which has a different calendar and argument requirements than the TBPA. 

First per TBPA, the county governing body must submit to the county clerk an argument in favor of a ballot 

proposition.  In reply, any eligible voter may submit to the county clerk an argument against the ballot 

proposition.1  Both arguments must not exceed 500 words in length and be submitted no later than 60 days 

before Election Day.2  In 2015, the 60 day deadline is Friday, September 4.  

Second, both the county governing body and the opponent may provide a rebuttal argument to each other 

that does not exceed 250 words and is submitted at least 40 days before Election Day.  In 2015, the 40 day 

deadline is Thursday, September 24.  If multiple opponents submit arguments and rebuttals against the 

county position, then the county clerk designates one of the opponents to provide the official counter 

argument and rebuttal.3   

1 Utah Code Ann. § 59-1-1604(1) 
2 Utah Code Ann. § 59-1-1602, 1604(2) 
3 Utah Code Ann. § 59-1-1604(1)(b)(ii) 



Third, the county governing body must then post the arguments and rebuttals on the Statewide Electronic 

Voter Information Website and the county website for 30 consecutive days before the election.  In 2015, the 

30 day window begins on Sunday, October 4.4 The county governing body would also have to post the 

arguments and rebuttals in the next scheduled newsletter (if the county has a newsletter) published before 

Election Day.5  

Fourth, the county governing body must hold a public meeting between four and 14 days before Election 

Day, which would be between Tuesday, October 20, and Friday, October 30.6  The county governing body 
must allow equal time for a presentation of the arguments both in favor of the ballot proposition and 

against the ballot proposition.7  The public meeting must begin at or after 6 pm.8 The county governing 

body must then provide a digital audio recording of the public meeting no later than three days after the 

meeting on the county website or, in the case of counties without websites, at the primary government 

building.9   

B) CERTIFIED BALLOT AND VOTER INFORMATION PAMPHLET

Meanwhile separate from TBLA, the county governing body must submit the certified ballot title of the 

ballot proposition to the county clerk 65 days prior to the election10 which is Sunday, August 30.  

Additionally, the county clerk must also prepare a voter information pamphlet and receive petitions from 

supporters and opponents to prepare arguments for and against the ballot proposition by August 30.  If 

more than one person files a request to prepare arguments for or against the ballot proposition in the local 

voter information pamphlet, then the governing body must make the final designation11 and give priority to 

sponsors or members of the local governing body.  The voter information pamphlet arguments may not 

exceed 500 words in length and not list more than five names as sponsors.12  The authors of the 500 word 

arguments for the voter information pamphlet must submit their arguments to the county clerk13 by 50 

days before Election Day which is September 14. 

C) TBPA APPLICATION TO OTHER PUBLIC ENTITIES

Cities and towns and other public entities are not officially responsible for any of the aforementioned 

requirements because only counties can impose the HB 362 local option.  However, the Transparency in 

Ballot Propositions Act provides a framework for other public entities that could fit within the broad 

parameters of the Political Activities of Public Entities Act. 

4 Utah Code Ann. § 59-1-1604(5) 
5 Utah Code Ann. § 59-1-1604(6) 
6 Utah Code Ann. § 59-1-1605(1) 
7 Utah Code Ann. § 59-1-1605(2) 
8 Utah Code Ann. § 59-1-1605(3)(b) 
9 Utah Code Ann. § 59-1-1605(4) 
10 Utah Code Ann. § 20A-6-106 
11 Utah Code Ann. §20A-7-402(2)(a)(ii) 
12 Utah Code Ann. §20A-7-402(2)(a)(v) 
13 Utah Code Ann. § 20A-7-402(2)(a)(vi) 



II) POLITICAL ACTIVITIES OF PUBLIC ENTITIES ACT (PAPEA, 20A-11-1201)

A) WHAT ALL PUBLIC ENTITIES CANNOT DO

A public entity such as the state, county, municipality, or governmental inter-local cooperative may NOT 

make an expenditure from public funds for political purposes or to influence a ballot proposition.14 

Violating this section of state law is a class B misdemeanor.15  As “political purposes” refers to the elections 

of candidates and judges, this analysis will focus only on the ballot proposition restriction.16  

A “public entity” includes the state, county, municipality, governmental interlocal cooperation agency, local 

district, and each administrative subunit therein.17  As such, the Utah Department of Transportation, all 

counties, all cities and towns, the Utah League of Cities and Towns, associations of governments and the 

Utah Transit Authority and other transit agencies are considered “public entities.” 

State law defines an “expenditure” as a “payment, donation, gift of money, or anything of value” for any 

recipient.18  State law further defines “expenditure” when the recipient is a political issues committee as 

“goods or services provided for political purposes at less than fair market value.”19  State law also defines 

“public funds” as any money received by a public entity from appropriations, grants, taxes, fees, interest, or 

returns on investment.20  

State law defines “influence” as “campaign or advocate for or against a ballot proposition” with one key 

exception.  “Influence” does not mean “providing a brief statement about a public entity’s position on a 

ballot proposition and the reason for that position.”21 This exception is critical because it allows the public 

entity to explain why the ballot proposition would be beneficial and allows for the activities that the TBPA 

requires of counties.   

In short, a county, city, town, or other public entity may not spend taxpayer dollars to campaign or 

advocate for or against a ballot proposition with the notable exception of providing a “brief statement” 

and/or “factual information” with “equal access” (analysis below) about the public entity’s position.   

B) WHAT ALL PUBLIC ENTITIES CAN DO

Per PAPEA, the public entity may provide a “brief statement” about the public entity’s position and the 

reason for that position.22 A public entity (both those that impose the tax and those who do not impose like 

a city or town) may also provide “factual information” about the ballot proposition to the public, so long as 

the entity grants “equal access” to both the opponents and proponents of the ballot proposition.23  The 

public entity may also neutrally encourage voters to vote.24  

Even though the county is the governing body that submits the ballot proposition to voters and thus must 

comply with the aforementioned Transparency of Ballot Propositions Act, any public entity like a city or 

town may provide a “brief statement” and “factual information” with “equal access” to explain the entity’s 

position without violating the PAPEA restriction on influencing the election. 

14 Utah Code Ann. § 20A-11-1203(1) 
15 Utah Code Ann. § 20A-11-1204 
16 Utah Code Ann. § 20A-11-1202(9) 
17 Utah Code Ann. § 20A-11-1202(10) 
18 Utah Code Ann. § 20A-11-1202(4)(a) 
19 Utah Code Ann. § 20A-11-1202(4)(e) 
20 Utah Code Ann. § 20A-11-1202(11)(a), (b) 
21 Utah Code Ann. § 20A-11-1202(6)(a) 
22 Utah Code Ann. § 20A-11-1206(6)(b) 
23 Utah Code Ann. § 20A-11-1206(2) 
24 Utah Code Ann. § 20A-11-1206(3) 



III) ULCT RECOMMENDATION: WHAT CITIES, TOWNS, & PUBLIC ENTITIES MAY DO PER BOTH ACTS

PAPEA allows for a “brief statement” and “factual information” so long as the public entity provides “equal 

access.”  Even though TBPA does not apply to cities, towns, and other public entities in this context because 

counties will impose the tax, the TBPA does provide a parallel framework for public entities (like cities and 

towns) to provide the PAPEA-allowed “factual information” with “equal access.”   

A) BRIEF STATEMENT

A public entity may provide a “brief statement” explaining their position on the ballot proposition and the 

reason for that position.  PAPEA and case law are silent as to what a “brief statement” is.  For example, 

ULCT believes that cities and towns (and public officials) can reference the resolutions that they passed 

that demonstrate the official municipal position on the local option. 

B) FACTUAL INFORMATION AND EQUAL ACCESS

PAPEA allows but does not require a public entity to provide “factual information” to the public about the 

ballot proposition so long as the public entity provides “equal access” to opponents.  PAPEA does not 

provide guidance for “factual information” and “equal access.” However, TBPA allows an imposing public 

entity (in this case counties) up to a 500 word public argument and 250 word rebuttal to express support 

for the ballot proposition. TBPA also outlines how the public entity should provide equal access to 

opponents by providing an opportunity to a registered voter in the county to submit counter arguments 

that would be publicly shared in the same manner as the public entity argument.25 

Since PAPEA does not require a city, town, or other public entities to provide “factual information,” then a 

city, town, and other public entities need not provide “factual information.”  If a city or town decides not to 

provide “factual information,” then the city or town need not provide “equal access” to opponents to 

respond.  The city or town could still offer a “brief statement” though the line separating a “brief statement” 

and “factual information” with “equal access” is unclear. 

If a city or town elects, however, to provide “factual information” to demonstrate support of the local 

option, then ULCT recommends that the city or town follow the same framework in the TBPA: 500 word 

argument and counter argument, 250 word rebuttal and counter rebuttal, and post all arguments on the 

municipal website.  Since PAPEA is silent about how to provide “equal access” to opponents, ULCT 

recommends that the city or town could use the same counter argument and counter rebuttal that the 

county clerk has designated for the county per TBPA.  The city or town may choose to have an open 

meeting to discuss the local option as TBPA requires of counties but that meeting is not mandatory to 

satisfy the “equal access” requirement.  

In conclusion, if a city or town elects to provide “factual information” about the ballot proposition, the city 

or town should follow the TBPA “equal access,” argument, and counter argument framework. 

C) WHAT A PUBLIC OFFICIAL AND PUBLIC EMPLOYEE CANNOT DO—EMAIL

A “public official” has a different legal framework than a “public entity.” A “public official” includes both 

elected and appointed government officials who have authority to make public policy.  A “public official” 

also includes any person with “supervisory authority over the personnel and affairs of a public entity and 

approves the expenditures of funds.” As such, a “public official” does not include public employees who do 

not have authority to make public policy nor does it include public employees who do not have supervisory 

authority over the public entity’s personnel AND do not have the authority to approve expenditures.26   

25 Utah Code Ann. § 59-1-1604; see section I(a) above 
26 Utah Code Ann. § 20A-11-1202(12) 



 

 

Public officials may not use public funds to influence a ballot proposition.  Specifically, the legislature in 

2015 enacted a provision that now also restricts a person—public official, public employee, or anyone—

from using the email of a public entity to send an email to advocate for or against a ballot proposition.27  

The county clerk may impose a civil fine of $250 for the first violation and then $1000 for each subsequent 

violation multiplied by the number of violations that the person commits.28  The violation is the act of 

sending the email from the public account, regardless of the quantity of recipients.29  Receiving an email on 

your public account, however, is not a violation.  The law does provide for a safe harbor if the lieutenant 

governor determines that the email was inadvertently sent as a reply.30   

Consequently, anyone—public official, public employee, etc.—with access to an email of a public entity may 

not send an email from the public account to advocate for or against the ballot proposition.   

D) WHAT A PUBLIC OFFICIAL AND PUBLIC EMPLOYEE CAN DO 

A public official may advocate for or against a ballot proposition and may speak, contribute personal 

money, or otherwise exercise his/her First Amendment rights independent of the public entity and without 

using public funds or resources.31  For example, a public official may post on his/her personal Facebook 

page but he/she may not send an email from the email of a public entity or face a civil fine.  Public officials 

and public employees may use their own personal email accounts and other modes of communication to 

exercise their First Amendment rights so long as they do not use public funds. 

 

IV) ELECTION CONSOLIDATION 

Previous ULCT analysis determined that state law encourages but does not require counties and 

municipalities to consolidate elections.32  As of July 2015, many municipalities still intend to conduct their 

own election in November.  If the county in which those municipalities reside puts the ballot proposition to 

voters, then the voters in that county could receive one ballot from the city/town with the city/town 

council candidates and another ballot from the county with the ballot proposition. Voters receiving two 

ballots may be confused about which ballot to submit and may result in low turnout.  Consequently, ULCT 

recommends that counties and municipalities consider election consolidation. 

                                                           
27 Utah Code Ann. § 20A-11-1205(1) (note: though the word “influence” is not used in this statute, the definition herein is consistent with “influence” 
within PAPEA) 
28 Utah Code Ann. § 20A-11-1205(2) 
29 Utah Code Ann. § 20A-11-1205(5) 
30 Utah Code Ann. § 20A-11-1205(5) 
31 Utah Code Ann. § 20A-11-1206(1) 
32 Utah Code Ann. §20A-1-204(2)(a),(b) 



HB 362 Local Option: County Requirements 1 

A county must follow these steps if the county submits the ballot proposition to voters in 2015:  

AS SOON AS THE COUNTY ACTS: The county clerk must prepare an election notice of the election either 100 days 

prior to the election OR as soon as possible before the local election to use in conjunction with a federal write-in 

absentee ballot2 

 The notice must include the ballot propositions and other offices as well as instructions for how to use the 
federal write-in absentee ballot 

 The county clerk must post the notice on the county website & provide it upon request3 

 Once the ballot is certified, then the county clerk must update & publish the notice  

AUG 30 (LAST DATE FOR 2015 ACTION): The county governing body must submit the certified ballot title of the 

ballot proposition to the county clerk 65 days prior to the election4 

AUG 30: The county clerk must receive petitions from supporters and opponents to prepare arguments for and 

against the ballot proposition for the local voter information pamphlet5 

 If more than one person files a request to prepare arguments for or against the ballot proposition in the 

local voter information pamphlet, then the governing body must make the final designation6 and give 

priority to members of the governing body.  The voter information pamphlet arguments may not exceed 

500 words in length and not list more than five names as sponsors.7   

SEP 4: Per the TBPA, the county clerk must provide the ballot proposition title, number, and text, the county 

legislative vote, and other factual information to the lieutenant governor for the Statewide Electronic Voter 

Information Website8  

 The county governing body must provide a 500 word argument in favor of the ballot proposition to the 

county clerk per the TBPA to later publish on the county website, state website, and county newsletter (if 

applicable) by Sep 4 

 The county clerk must receive the 500 word opposing argument by Sep 4 as well 

 If multiple opposing arguments arrive, then the county clerk designates one as “official” 

SEP 14: The authors of the 500 word arguments for the voter information pamphlet must submit their arguments 

to the county clerk9 

SEP 24: The county governing body may provide a 250 word rebuttal per the TBPA to the opposing argument 

 The opponents may provide a 250 word rebuttal to the county rebuttal by Sep 24 too 

OCT 4-NOV 3: The county per the TBPA must post the argument, opposing argument, and rebuttals on the county 

website, state website, & the county newsletter (if applicable) until Election Day 

OCT 20-30: The county governing body per the TBPA must publicize and hold one public meeting after 6 pm 

during this time frame and present both supporting and opposing arguments 

 
                                                           
1 Transparency of Ballot Propositions Act, Utah Code Ann. § 20A-1-1602; voter information pamphlet, § 20A-7-402 
2 Utah Code Ann. § 20A-16-502(1),(2) 
3 Utah Code Ann. § 20A-16-502(5) 
4 Utah Code Ann. § 20A-6-106 
5 Utah Code Ann. § 20A-7-402(1),(2)(a)(i) 
6 Utah Code Ann. § 20A-7-402(2)(a)(ii) 
7 Utah Code Ann. § 20A-7-402(2)(a)(v) 
8 Utah Code Ann. § 20A-7-801(4)(iii) 
9 Utah Code Ann. § 20A-7-801(2)(a)(vi) 



 

Public Entities: What can and can’t be done10 

* Consult with your city attorney and see the Public entity and public official involvement memo  

   available on ULCT website for more details 

CAN: provide a “brief statement” about the public entity’s position & reason for the position11 

CAN: provide “factual information” as long as the public entity grants “equal access” to opponents of the 

ballot proposition12 

CAN: provide “factual information” that is consistent with the TBPA—up to 500 word arguments & 250 

word rebuttals—for publicizing arguments & rebuttals13  

CAN: neutrally encourage voters to vote regardless of whether the city/town provides a “brief statement” 

or “factual information”14 

CANNOT: make an expenditure from public funds to influence a ballot proposition15 

CANNOT: spend public money or provide anything of value to campaign or advocate for or against the 

ballot proposition16 

CANNOT: Provide services at less than fair market value for a political issues committee17 

 

Public Officials & Public Employees: What can and can’t be done 

CAN: advocate for or against the ballot proposition by speaking independently of the public entity, using 

your personal email account, and without using public funds18 

CAN: advocate for or against the ballot proposition by providing campaign contributions from personal 

resources19 

CANNOT: use your public email account to send emails that advocate for or against the ballot 

proposition20  

CANNOT: approve expenditures from public funds to influence the ballot proposition21 

 

                                                           
10 Transparency of Ballot Propositions Act, Utah Code Ann. § 20A-1-1602; Political Activities of Public Entities Act, § 20A-11-1201 
11 Utah Code Ann. § 20A-11-1202(6)(a),(b) 
12 Utah Code Ann. § 20A-11-1206(2),(3) 
13 Utah Code Ann. § 59-1-1604 
14 Utah Code Ann. § 20A-11-1206(3) 
15 Utah Code Ann. § 20A-11-1203(1) 
16 Id.; Utah Code Ann. § 20A-11-1202(4)(a) 
17 Utah Code Ann. § 20A-11-1202(4)(e) 
18 Utah Code Ann. § 20A-11-1206(1) 
19 Id.  
20 Utah Code Ann. § 20A-11-1205(1) 
21 Utah Code Ann. § 20A-11-1203(1) 



Draft Minutes 
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TREMONTON CITY CORPORATION 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING 

August 18, 2015 

 

Members Present: 

Diana Doutre 

Lyle Holmgren 

Jeff Reese 

Bret Rohde 

Byron Wood 

Roger Fridal, Mayor 

Shawn Warnke, City Manager 

Darlene S. Hess, Recorder 

 

CITY COUNCIL WORKSHOP 

 

Mayor Fridal called the August 18, 2015 City Council Workshop to order at 6:00 p.m.  The 

meeting was held in the City Council Meeting Room at 102 South Tremont Street, Tremonton, 

Utah. Those in attendance were Mayor Fridal, Councilmembers Doutre, Holmgren, Reese, 

Rohde, and Wood, City Manager Shawn Warnke, and Recorder Darlene S. Hess.  The following 

Department Heads were also present: Fire Chief Steve Batis, Zoning Administrator Steve Bench 

(arrived at 6:04 p.m.); Public Works Director Paul Fulgham, Police Chief David Nance, and 

Treasurer Sharri Oyler (arrived at 6:20 p.m.).  Also in attendance were:  City Attorney Dustin 

Ericson (arrived at 6:04 p.m. and left at 6:35 p.m.), and Judge Kevin Christensen.  

 

1.   Review of agenda items on the 7:00 p.m. Council Meeting: 

 

The Council reviewed the August 18, 2015 Agenda with the following items being 

discussed in more detail: 

 

Manager Warnke told of an agreement between the City and Judge Christensen several 

years ago regarding a URS settlement.  Justice Court Judges were eligible for Utah State 

Retirement Systems (URS) and some cities, including Tremonton City, were not making 

the contributions to URS.  The City received a bill from URS for the principle and 

interest, with interest totaling approximately $20K.  Judge Christensen agreed to accept 

the principle amount as a contribution, not as a URS credit which would have mandated 

that the City pay the $20K in interest.  Manager Warnke appreciates Judge Christensen 

for his willingness to cooperate and help the City with the URS resolution. 

 



Draft Minutes 
 

 2 

State Law limits the amount a Justice Court Judge can make during a year.  Judge 

Christensen’s salary exceeded that limit several years ago.  It is proposed that the amount 

paid over the limit be settled by amending the URS settlement agreement to acknowledge 

that the amount required to be paid back by the Judge to Tremonton City has been as 

satisfied in whole by virtue of Judge Christensen forgoing the approximately $20,000 

interest that he had previously waived.  The amount Judge Christensen is required to pay 

Tremonton City back is $3,477.75.  Councilmember Wood noted it was a good 

arrangement and helps the City.  The Councilmembers thanked Judge Christensen for 

working with the City.  Judge Christensen appreciates the comments that were made. 

 

Motion by Councilmember Rohde to move into Closed Session.  Motion seconded by 

Councilmember Wood.  Roll Call Vote:  Councilmember Rohde – aye, Councilmember Wood – 

aye, Councilmember Reese – aye, Councilmember Doutre – aye, Councilmember Holmgren – 

aye.  Motion approved. 

 

The Council moved into closed session at 6:08 p.m. 

 

2. Closed Sessions. 

 a. Strategy session to discuss pending and/or reasonably imminent litigation. 

b. Investigative proceedings regarding allegations of criminal misconduct. 

 

Motion by Councilmember Wood to return to open meeting.  Motion seconded by 

Councilmember Rohde.  Roll Call Vote:  Councilmember Rohde – aye, Councilmember Wood – 

aye, Councilmember Reese – aye, Councilmember Doutre – aye, Councilmember Holmgren – 

aye.  Motion approved. 

 

The Council returned to open session at 6:19 p.m. 

 

Ordinance No. 15-11.  Attorney Ericson stated that Ordinance No. 15-11 is a temporary 

Land Use Ordinance.  The Council would have six months to analyze the situation and 

allow for a permanent draft to be presented for the Council’s consideration by February 

2016.  Any business that has been granted a business license that is contrary to Ordinance 

No. 15-11 would be grandfathered unless the business was abandoned for a year or their 

business license was revoked.  Manager Warnke noted that a business that is 

grandfathered could not increase the degree of nonconformity by expanding their 

operations.  The grandfather status respects what is in place when the temporary 

ordinance was enacted. 

 

Industrial Protection Area.  Attorney Ericson is waiting to hear from the County 

regarding the Industrial Protection Area.  The Council adopted an Industrial Protection 
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Ordinance recently and authorized a Resolution allowing City Staff to apply for an 

Industrial Protection Area for the Tremonton City Wastewater Treatment Plant Complex.  

The City submitted an application to itself for the Industrial Protection Area.  The City 

has jurisdiction regarding the approval of an Industrial Protection Area within Tremonton 

City incorporated limits.  There was a fifteen day direct mail notice sent to all 

surrounding property owners within 1,000 feet and postings were put up on the property 

and around town.  There were no comments during the fifteen days.  The information was 

forwarded to the Tremonton City Planning Commission and Industrial Protection Board 

from the County. 

 

The County Industrial Protection Board questioned whether it was appropriate for the 

Tremonton City Council to be approving the Industrial Protection Area for the City’s 

property.  The Industrial Protection Board’s recommendation was that the County 

Commission should review and approve Tremonton City’s application for an Industrial 

Protection Area for its Wastewater Treatment Plant Complex.  Attorney Ericson is 

awaiting a response from the County Attorney regarding his counsel on this issue.  

Attorney Ericson stated it is not a unique situation.  State Code states that if the land 

applied for is within the municipal incorporated city limits then it should run through that 

municipality’s legislative body.  Even if the City was inclined to turn the application over 

to the County, State law does not allow it. 

 

Manager Warnke commented that the City was also required to notice this Public 

Hearing.  Some people have contacted City Staff and they were encouraged to come to 

the Public Hearing tonight.  The Council was given the criteria in the State Code for them 

to consider when creating an Industrial Protection Area.  Manager Warnke believes the 

City’s application meets all the criteria contained within the State Code.  If the Ordinance 

is adopted, the City must send notices to the County Recorder’s Office and Elwood City 

as Elwood borders the proposed Industrial Protection Area.  If approved, the Industrial 

Protection Area would protect the City from nuisances related to the City’s Wastewater 

Treatment Plant.  Attorney Ericson noted that the Industrial Protection Area would also 

protect citizens of Elwood and Tremonton by putting them on notice that a Wastewater 

Treatment Plant (WWTP) is in use in that area. 

 

Glenn Smith contacted City Staff with concerns.  Manager Warnke noted that 

improvements are planned for the WWTP which will make operations more efficient.  

Mayor Fridal stated that the concerns Mr. Smith has are relating to old issues and cannot 

be changed at this time. 

 

Attorney Ericson was excused at 6:31 p.m. 
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Canvass – August 11, 2015.  Recorder Hess spoke about the canvass.  Councilmember 

Wood asked how much the Primary Election cost.  Recorder Hess stated that it cost the 

City over $1K.  The judges were paid $150 as set by the County.  There were also costs 

for the judge’s meals during elections. 

 

July Warrant Register.  Councilmember Doutre asked about the charges to WesTech.  

Director Fulgham explained they are for chains and bearings for one of the mechanical 

processes at the Wastewater Treatment Plant which should be good for fifteen years.  

Councilmember Doutre also wondered about the charge to Mtn. Valley Motor and Pump.  

Director Fulgham said that Mountain Valley Motor and Pump repairs the City’s pumps.  

There have been two repairs for wastewater pumps, one with a blower problem and wet 

water pumps.  The pumps are located in the basement of the wastewater facility.  They 

are large pumps with 50 horse power motors that pump 2,000-3,000 gallons a minutes.  

 

Resolution No. 15-30.  Manager Warnke noted that Central Box Elder County Fire 

District returned the agreement with three comments that have been addressed that were 

primarily typos and corrections.  Chief Batis explained that Honeyville asked Tremonton 

City to provide Mutual Aid when the Central Box Elder County Fire District is in need 

and visa versa.  This will be the first Mutual Aid agreement Tremonton Fire has entered 

into.  Tremonton has automatic aid/mutual aid agreement with Garland and Brigham City 

if they need help with fires but there are no strictly Mutual Aid agreements.  There is a 

medical automatic aid with Brigham City for ambulances.  The platform trucks are set up 

for automatic aid if there is a major incident on either City’s main streets. 

 

Resolution No. 15-31.  Chief Batis met with representatives last week.  Brigham City 

Council gave approval to modify boundaries to allow Tremonton City to serve as medical 

transport for the area as Honeyville Mayor Forsgren requested.  Brigham City Fire Chief 

and Chief Batis re-formed the boundaries to reflect the changes.  The State accepted the 

changes because all cities involved were in agreement.  The State received a letter from 

Honeyville disputing Brigham City changing to Paramedics.  The State put a hold on the 

change until the dispute is resolved.  According to Honeyville Mayor the fee for having a 

Paramedic on board with Brigham would cost Honeyville residents $400 more than the 

Advanced Level fee from Tremonton.  Manager Warnke noted that the final boundaries 

and description were received today and will replace the information contained in the 

Resolution that is currently in the City Council packets. 

 

The meeting adjourned at 6:45 p.m. by consensus of the Council.   

 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
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Mayor Fridal called the August 18, 2015 City Council Meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.  The 

meeting was held in the Tremonton City Council Meeting Room at 102 South Tremont Street, 

Tremonton, Utah.  Those in attendance were Mayor Fridal, Councilmembers Doutre, Holmgren, 

Reese, Rohde, and Wood, City Manager Shawn Warnke, and Recorder Darlene S. Hess.  The 

following Department Heads were also present:  Fire Chief Steve Batis, Zoning Administrator 

Steve Bench, Public Works Director Paul Fulgham, Police Chief David Nance, and Treasurer 

Sharri Oyler.  Also in attendance was:  Judge Kevin Christensen (left at 7:09 p.m.) 

 

 

1. Opening Ceremony: 

 

Mayor Fridal informed the audience that he had received no written or oral request to 

participate in the Opening Ceremony.  He asked anyone who may be offended by 

listening to a prayer to step out into the lobby for this portion of the meeting.  The prayer 

was offered by Councilmember Doutre and the Pledge of Allegiance was led by 

Councilmember Reese.  

 

2. Introduction of guests: 

 

Mayor Fridal welcomed Kevin Christensen from Bear River Health Department, 

Honeyville Mayor David Forsgren, Jason Watterson from Utah Local Governments 

Trust, and scouts.  Mayor Fridal encouraged the scouts to receive the rank of Eagle Scout 

as it is a great honor and privilege.  Mayor Fridal also welcomed Marilynn and Glenn 

Smith. 

 

3. Approval of Agenda: 

 

Mayor Fridal asked if there were any changes or corrections to the Agenda.   There were 

no changes or corrections. 

 

Motion by Councilmember Doutre to approve the agenda of August 18, 2015.    

Motion seconded by Councilmembers Holmgren and Reese.  Vote:  Councilmember 

Doutre - aye, Councilmember Holmgren - aye, Councilmember Reese - aye, 

Councilmember Rohde - aye, and Councilmember Wood - aye.  Motion approved.  

 

4. Approval of minutes – August 4, 2015: 

 

Mayor Fridal asked if there were any changes to the minutes.  There were no comments.  

 

Motion by Councilmember Reese to approve the minutes of August 4, 2015.  Motion 
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seconded by Councilmember Holmgren.  Vote:  Councilmember Doutre - aye, 

Councilmember Holmgren - aye, Councilmember Reese - aye, Councilmember Rohde - 

aye, and Councilmember Wood - aye.  Motion approved. 

 

5.  Canvass of the August 11, 2015 Primary Election  

 

 a. Discussion and consideration if approving the results of the August 11, 2015 

Primary Election  

 

Recorder Hess stated that the City contracted with the County to do the Primary 

Election with the following results:  There were 3,159 registered voters and 511 

total cast ballots or 16.8% of total voters.  There were 14 provisional ballots but 

two did not count as one voter was not registered and the other did not have 

identification.  The City sent out 286 absentee ballots and 179 were returned with 

170 counted.  The votes were as follows:  Lyle Vance – 319, Jeff Reese – 241, 

Diana Doutre – 204, Jim Abel – 203, Bryce Rigby and Nate Wright were one 

point apart with 168 and 169, with Ben Greener being eliminated.  Canvass 

Report attached. 

 

 Motion by Councilmember Wood to approve the Canvas of the Primary Election of 

August 11, 2015.  Motion seconded by Councilmember Rohde.  Vote:  Councilmember 

Doutre - aye, Councilmember Holmgren - aye, Councilmember Reese - aye, 

Councilmember Rohde - aye, and Councilmember Wood - aye.  Motion approved. 

 

6. Presentation 

 

 a. Utah Local Government Trust Accountability Program- Jason Watterson 

 

Jason Watterson thanked Mayor Fridal and the Council for allowing him to make 

a presentation.  Tremonton City has achieved the Trust Accountability Program 

Award.  There are over 560 local government members in the State comprising 

cities, towns, special districts, and counties.  Utah Local Governments Trust 

(ULGT) provides insurance coverage and loss prevention to help local 

governments stay out of trouble, avoid lawsuits, and provide coverage for losses 

and injuries.  Less than 10% of members received the Trust Accountability 

Program Award last year.   

 

The Trust Accountability Program Award was built around the most common and 

costly cause of loss, being car accidents, with five points being addressed.  

Tremonton participates by sending driver information to ULGT to monitor 
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driving records.  The majority of drivers or 87% have nothing on their record and 

the majority of the others just have a little bit.  There are a few drivers that have 

more problems and need help. 

 

The second most common cause of loss is related to sewer backups.  Director 

Fulgham has a great Sanitary Sewer Management Plan.  A big part of a good plan 

includes inspecting manholes yearly to see what is happening.  ULGT provides a 

webinar each quarter on Land Use Training.  Members need to have an active 

Safety Committee that reviews incidents and discusses concerns and takes action.  

Manager Warnke and the Safety Committee do a good job of reviewing and 

creating plans to prevent further incidents.  Mr. Watterson presented the City the 

Trust Accountability Program Award and told the Council that the City also 

received a reimbursement of 5% of the Liability premium.  The City is eligible to 

receive the 5% reimbursement each year.  The City also recently received a 

dividend of 10% of the Liability premium for a combined total of just under $9K.  

Mr. Watterson congratulated City staff and City Council for a job well done in 

earning the award by keeping accidents and lawsuits down. 

 

7. Public Hearing:  

 

Mayor Fridal called a Public Hearing to order at 7:12 p.m. to consider an Industrial 

Protection Area.  There were 15 people in attendance. 

 

a. Public hearing on the proposal to create the Industrial Protection Area, the 

recommendations of the Box Elder County Industrial Protection Area Advisory 

Board, the recommendations of the Tremonton City Planning Commission and 

any requests for modification of the proposal and any objections to the proposal to 

create the Industrial Protection Area for the Tremonton City Public Works 

Complex and Waster Water Treatment Plant located at approximately 300 East 

1200 South, Tremonton Utah 

 

Glenn Smith was told by City staff that the purpose of creating the Industrial 

Protection Area was to announce and warn future developers in the immediate 

vicinity of the Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) that there are odors and they 

can’t complain about it.  There did not use to be odors at the WWTP but it does 

have odors when it is overloaded.  The odor extends to Main Street and other 

areas and does not just affect those in the immediate vicinity.  The Council might 

want to consider the creation of an Industrial Protection Area again as residents 

could never voice concerns over the odor.  The Council should do what needs to 

be done to alleviate the odor.  It could hinder future growth if not resolved. 
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Mayor Fridal closed the Public Hearing at 7:17 p.m. 

 

8. Public comments:  Comments limited to three minutes: 

 

There were no public comments. 

 

9.  New Council Business: 

 
a. Discussion and consideration of approving the July 2015 Warrant Register. 

 

Motion by Councilmember Holmgren to approve the July 2015 Warrant 

Register.  Motion seconded by Councilmember Doutre.  Vote:  Councilmember 

Doutre - aye, Councilmember Holmgren - aye, Councilmember Reese - aye, 

Councilmember Rohde - aye, and Councilmember Wood - aye.  Motion approved.  

 

b. Discussion and consideration of approving the July 2015 Financial Statement. 

  

 Motion by Councilmember Wood to approve the July 2015 Financial 

Statement.  Motion seconded by Councilmember Holmgren.  Vote:  

Councilmember Doutre - aye, Councilmember Holmgren - aye, Councilmember 

Reese - aye, Councilmember Rohde - aye, and Councilmember Wood - aye.  

Motion approved. 

 

c. Discussion and consideration of adopting Ordinance No. 15-11 approving a 

temporary ordinance of Tremonton City prohibiting the practice of tattooing and 

body art within the Highway Commercial (CH) zoning district of incorporated 

Tremonton City, including all of the intersection of 1000 West Main Street 

 

Manager Warnke explained that Ordinance No. 15-11 is a temporary Land Use 

Ordinance as allowed by State Law.  The Ordinance will be in effect for six (6) 

months to allow Tremonton City to investigate and study issues before making a 

decision.  This Ordinance will prohibit tattooing in the Commercial Highway 

zone which was recently amended to allow as a conditional use that type of land 

use.  Any existing business in the Commercial Highway zone will be 

grandfathered in unless doing something that would lose the grandfather status 

such as losing their business license.  The Council would need to address the issue 

again before February 2016 if wanting to make a permanent decision.  

Councilmember Rohde likes that the permanent makeup is not included in the 

Ordinance and is still allowed.  Manager Warnke noted that permanent makeup 
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was a little unclear before but this Ordinance separates it and prohibits body art 

and tattooing. 

 

Motion by Councilmember Rohde to adopt Ordinance No. 15-11.  Motion 

seconded by Councilmembers Reese, Wood, Holmgren, and Doutre.  Roll Call 

Vote:  Councilmember Rohde - aye, Councilmember Wood - aye, 

Councilmember Reese - aye, Councilmember Doutre - aye, and Councilmember 

Holmgren - aye.  Motion approved. 

 

d. Discussion and consideration of adopting Ordinance No. 15-12 approving an 

Industrial Protection Area for parcels: 05-187-0002; 05-187-0009; and 05-186-

0042 currently used for the City’s wastewater treatment facility and public works 

complex located at approximately 300 East and 1200 South, Tremonton Utah 

 

Director Fulgham explained that odors come with industrial growth.  The Council 

addressed those concerns in the Capital Facilities Plan by doing more solids 

handling and expansion of the plant that will mitigate the odor issues.  This 

Ordinance is to protect the City and give new developments notice that there is a 

WWTP that has been functioning since 1964.  Notice will be included on property 

deeds informing new residents that there is an Industrial Protection Area nearby.  

The odor problem will be addressed with the expansion of the plant.   

 

Councilmember Wood stated that the odors reach his home and the Council is 

aware of the odor problem and would like the odors controlled.  The Council 

agrees with Mr. Smith’s concerns and continually works to improve the WWTP 

and eliminate the odor.  The Council thanked Mr. Smith for coming to City 

Council.  Director Fulgham noted that the City has a plan and will be moving 

forward changes and ways to help control the odor.  Councilmember Doutre 

stated that the Council is happy to hear from residents anytime.  Manager Warnke 

explained that $600K has been budgeted in this fiscal year.  Director Fulgham 

commented that the City is looking at all the regulations and concerns so the City 

will not have to address them again in a few years. 

 

Mayor Fridal thanked Director Fulgham for all his work.  Manager Warnke noted 

that the Planning Commission and the County’s Industrial Protection Board have 

reviewed the plan and made a recommendation to approve it based upon criteria.  

Manager Warnke explained and reviewed the criteria to be considered for the 

creation of an Industrial Protection Area.  Specifically, the criteria include: 1) The 

land must currently be used for industrial use; 2) the land is zoned for industrial 

use; 3) the land is viable for industrial use; 4) the extent and nature of the existing 
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improvements and expansion of the industrial use; and 5) current trends in the 

industry and technology.  Manager Warnke noted that the land in question meets 

all the criteria.  

 

Motion by Councilmember Holmgren to adopt Ordinance No. 15-12 and 

approve the Industrial Protection Area for the Wastewater Treatment Plant.  

Motion seconded by Councilmember Doutre.  Roll Call Vote:  Councilmember 

Rohde - aye, Councilmember Wood - aye, Councilmember Reese - aye, 

Councilmember Doutre - aye, and Councilmember Holmgren - aye.  Motion 

approved. 

 

e. Discussion and consideration of adopting Resolution No. 15-30 entering into a 

mutual aid agreement pursuant to the provisions of Utah Code Annotated 11-7-1 

and 11-7-2 with the Central Box Elder County Fire District 

 

Honeyville Mayor David Forsgren explained that with the exception of a few 

minor housekeeping changes to the Mutual Aid Agreement, the Central Box Elder 

County Fire District would like to enter an agreement with Tremonton Fire 

Department.  Councilmember Reese thanked Honeyville Mayor Forsgren for his 

thoroughness in reviewing the agreement.  Mayor Fridal commented that it makes 

sense to support one another and the County. 

 

Motion by Councilmember Wood to adopt Resolution No. 15-30.  Motion 

seconded by Councilmembers Rohde and Reese.  Roll Call Vote:  

Councilmember Rohde - aye, Councilmember Wood - aye, Councilmember Reese 

- aye, Councilmember Doutre - aye, and Councilmember Holmgren - aye.  

Motion approved.  Honeyville Mayor Forsgren asked for a signed copy of the 

Mutual Aid Agreement and he can bring it to their (Central Box Elder County 

Fire District) next meeting on September14 and get the necessary signatures and 

return it to Tremonton.  Mayor Fridal told Honeyville Mayor Forsgren that he will 

get a signed copy and deliver it to him tomorrow night. 

 

f. Discussion and consideration of adopting Resolution No. 15-31 authorizing the 

Fire Department to submit a request to the State of Utah Bureau of Emergency 

Medical Services (EMS) to amend the boundaries for Tremonton City EMS to 

include Honeyville City   

 

Honeyville Mayor Forsgren is petitioning Tremonton City to provide ambulance 

service to a large part of Honeyville.  The Fire Chiefs from Tremonton, Brigham, 

and the Central Box Elder County Fire District met last Thursday and came to an 
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agreement for new boundaries.  Tremonton Fire will cover from the south end of 

Honeyville and to mile marker 369 on I-15.  

 

Motion by Councilmember Doutre to adopt Resolution No. 15-31 authorizing 

the Fire Department to submit a request to the State of Utah Bureau of 

Emergency Medical Services to amend the boundaries.  Motion seconded by 

Councilmember Reese.  Roll Call Vote:  Councilmember Rohde - aye, 

Councilmember Wood - aye, Councilmember Reese - aye, Councilmember 

Doutre - aye, and Councilmember Holmgren - aye.  Motion approved. 

 

g. Discussion and consideration of adopting Resolution No. 15-32 approving the 

First Amendment to the Settlement Agreement and Universal Release originally 

approved with the adoption of Resolution No. 11-72 between Tremonton City 

Corporation and Judge Kevin Christensen 

 

Motion by Councilmember Reese to adopt Resolution No. 15-32.  Motion 

seconded by Councilmember Rohde.  Roll Call Vote:  Councilmember Rohde - 

aye, Councilmember Wood - aye, Councilmember Reese - aye, Councilmember 

Doutre - aye, and Councilmember Holmgren - aye.  Motion approved.   

 

10. Comments: 

 

a. Administration/City Manager Advice and Consent. 

 

1) No advice and consent was discussed. 

 

b. Council Reports:  

 

Councilmember Holmgren knows of people that have tried to connect to 

UTOPIA without any success and wondered if there was anything the City can do 

to ensure residents get connected.  Councilmember Rohde has tried to work with 

UTOPIA for his business but it has been extremely difficult.  UTOPIA must have 

better customer service.  Councilmember Reese agreed with Councilmembers 

Holmgren and Rohde.  Mayor Fridal stated that someone from UTOPIA needs to 

be contacted to help resolve the problems.  Manager Warnke will contact 

UTOPIA to discuss the problems with residents getting connected. 

 

Councilmember Doutre stated that people comment about the flowers on Main 

Street.  The flowers show pride in our community.  Councilmember Doutre 

expressed her thanks to Councilmember Holmgren for his work with the flowers. 
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Councilmember Wood suggested the Council send a letter of congratulations to 

the new Garland Mayor and express a desire to work hand in hand with him as a 

sister city.  The Council thought it was a great idea.  Councilmember Wood 

congratulated the six candidates that will be in the General Election. 

 

Mayor Fridal gets some negative responses to the flowers on Main Street even 

though others enjoy them.  The City looks good and is functioning well.  Mayor 

Fridal thanked City employees for all their work. 

  

11.  Adjournment. 

 

Motion by Councilmember Wood to adjourn the meeting.  Motion seconded by              

Councilmember Doutre.  Vote:  Councilmember Doutre - aye, Councilmember Holmgren 

- aye, Councilmember Reese - aye, Councilmember Rohde - aye, and Councilmember 

Wood - aye.  Motion approved.   

 

The meeting adjourned at 7:40 p.m. 

 

The undersigned duly acting and appointed Recorder for Tremonton City Corporation hereby 

certifies that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of the minutes for the City Council Meeting 

held on the above referenced date.  Minutes were prepared by Cynthia Nelson. 

 

Dated this              day of                                       , 2015.     

 

 

 

     

Darlene S. Hess, Recorder   



 

TREMONTON CITY 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
SEPTEMBER 1, 2015 

 

 
TITLE: 

Discussion and consideration of approving utility bill write-off’s for  

Non collectable accounts. 
 

FISCAL IMPACT:  Non collectable - $1,283.45 

 
PRESENTER: Sharri Oyler 

 
 

Prepared By: 

 

 
Sharri Oyler 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

RECOMMENDATION:    
 

The recommendation is to write off the non collectable accounts of 

$1,283.45 

 

 

BACKGROUND:  

These accounts have been sent to Checknet or Express Recovery, which are 

our collection companies.   They were sent over a year ago and we have not 

received any money.   Old accounts that are non collectable are written off 

about once a year.  Checknet and Express Recovery will continue to try and 

collect on these accounts.  This will reduce the accounts receivable by 

$1,283.45. 
 

Bankruptcy: 

 

 
Attachments:  

 

Copy of the write offs 

 



UTILITY BILLING WRITE-OFF’S AUG 2015 
 

 
 
These have been sent to Collections (Check Net or Express Recovery) 
 
Acct #  Name            Debt Occured Reason                          Amt      
1940  Sean Coombs  09/01/11 bad address  $156.12 
1916  Jonathan Gardner 11/06/13 bad address  $192.40 
601  Francisco Graciano 11/26/13 bad address  $147.83 
6570  Russell Price  03/01/13 no forwarding  $101.00 
2750  Andrew Long  06/01/13 bad address  $100.60 
4780  Bart Gardner  09/01/13 moved out of state $203.00 
1956  Cheryl Varney  09/30/13 bad address  $131.11 
5253  Marti Sue Peterson 03/01/12 bad address  $251.39 
   
 
                                                                                                       Total                  $1,283.45 
 
 
 
 
Please Sign: 
 
_______________________________                  ______________________________ 
 
_______________________________                  ______________________________    
 
_______________________________                  ______________________________ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
cc meeting Sept. 01, 2015 

 



Resolution No. 15-33  September 1, 2015 

RESOLUTION NO. 15-33 
 
A RESOLUTION ACCEPTING A PETITION FOR ANNEXATION OF CERTAIN REAL 

PROPERTY UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF SECTIONS 10-2-403 AND 10-2-405, UTAH 

CODE ANNOTATED, 1953, AS AMENDED. 

 

 

 WHEREAS, on August 26, 2015, the owners of certain real property, Tremont Place 

LLC and Joshua John Canfield, petitioners, filed a petition with the City Recorder of Tremonton 

City, Box Elder County, State of Utah requesting that such property be annexed to the corporate 

boundaries of Tremonton City; and 

 

 WHEREAS, said petition contains the signatures of the owners of private real property 

that is: 1) located within the area proposed for annexation; 2) covers a majority of the private 

land area within the area proposed for annexation; 3) covers 100% of rural real property within 

the area proposed for annexation; and 4) is equal in value to at least one-third of the value of all 

private real property within the area proposed for annexation; and 

 

 WHEREAS, the petitioners certify that said property proposed for annexation lies 

contiguous to the present boundaries of Tremonton City and the petitioners have caused an 

accurate plat or map of the real property proposed for annexation to be prepared by a licensed 

surveyor and have filed said plat or map with the City Recorder; and 

 

 WHEREAS, said petition appears to comply with all of the requirements of Section 10-

2-402 and 403, Utah Code Annotated, 1953, as amended. 

 

 NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of Tremonton City, Box 

Elder County, State of Utah, that the Annexation Petition, attached hereto as Exhibit “A” is 

hereby accepted for further consideration under the provisions of Utah State Annexation Law 

and is hereby referred to the City Recorder for review pursuant to Section 10-2-405(2), Utah 

State Code Annotated, 1953, as amended. 

 

 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this resolution shall become effective upon 

adoption. 

 

 ADOPTED AND PASSED by the City Council this 1
st
 day of September 2015. 

 

      TREMONTON CITY 

      A Utah Municipal Corporation 

 

 

      By ______________________________                                                           

       Roger Fridal, Mayor 

ATTEST:        

    

_________________________________                                                  

Darlene S. Hess, City Recorder     



 

TREMONTON CITY 

COUNCIL MEETING 
SEPTEMBER 1, 2015 

 
TITLE: 

Review and discussion of implementing bicycle facilities (by signage and/or pavement 
markings) on Main Street and 300 East (UDOT Roads) and 600 South, 600 North, 
and Tremont Street (City Streets) 

 
FISCAL IMPACT: Forthcoming   

 
PRESENTER: Shawn Warnke, City Manager 

 
 

 

 

 

RECOMMENDATION: 
 
The City’s Public Works Director; Planning Zoning Admin., Parks and Recreation Director, City Manager, and City 
Engineer met to discuss the options listed below in background section.  Based upon this discussion the City staff  
has the following recommendations: 
 
300 East:  It is recommended that the City work with UDOT to have a white shoulder stripe (fog line) painted and that 
UDOT install bike route signs.  Under this option it is City staff understands that UDOT would paint and maintain the 
shoulder stripe and purchase and install the bike route signs.  The City would only be responsible for maintenance of 
the signage. 
 
City Staff recommends a shoulder stripe and bike route signs for 300 East for the following reasons: 
 

 These improvements would match the rest of the City’s network of bike routes signs which are purchased 
but not yet installed.   

 It is anticipated that there is less of a maintenance costs with signage rather then pavement markings that 
require repainting on a periodic basis.  Additionally, maintaining bike route signs is something that the City 
can do in house as opposed to contracting with a company to paint pavement markings. 

 It is anticipated that Garland City is more likely to participate in maintain their Main Street with bike signs 
as opposed to having to maintain striped bike lanes. 

 
Main Street:  It is recommended that if the City Council is incline to have some bicycle facility on Main Street that the 
City have sharrows painted. UDOT would paint the sharrows and the City would have to maintain these painted 
markers on the road.  The City does not have the ability to maintain these pavement parkers in house and as such the 
City would need to contract the work.  Paul Fulgham, Public Works Director is getting a price for the maintenance of 
these sharrows which will be presented at the meeting.   
 
As an alternative choice to the sharrows UDOT would be willing to install a yellow diamond shape bike sign with a 
share the road sign underneath.  City staff does not recommend this improvement because the consensus is that this 
improvement would become invisible overtime to drivers and thereafter would just add to the visual clutter of signage 
on Main Street.  For this reason City staff would suggest that if the City Council is not incline to have painted sharrows 
then it is recommended that there be no improvement made to Main Street for bicycles.    
 

BACKGROUND: 

 
Current Background- for September 1, 2015 City Council Discussion.  You may recall that the City Council 
discussed this issue on their August 4, 2015 City Council meeting.  Based upon this City Council discussion I had a 
conversation with Darren Firstrup, UDOT Traffic Engineer to clarify several issues.  Specifically, I was able to confirm 
the following: 
 

 That UDOT would install the initial improvements and then the City would be responsible for on going 
maintenance 

 That as a standard practice that UDOT requires local governments to maintain bike facilities on UDOT roads 

 Striping would have to be maintained to UDOT standards 
 
Beyond confirmation of the aforementioned issues Darren Firstrup and I discussed several options for bike facilities 



on UDOT roads which are summarized below.  As you know there are two UDOT roads that are being considered for 
improvements and as such the types of improvements can be different on each road.  For this reason the City Council 
can pick and choose elements from the different options summarized below.   
 
Option 1: Having bike route signs rather than striped bike lanes and pavement markings on 300 East.  On Main Street 
the signage would be yellow diamond shape bike sign with a share the road sign underneath rather than the 
sharrows.  Under this option I understand that UDOT would paint and maintain the shoulder stripe.  The City would 
only be responsible for maintenance of the signage. 
 
Option 2: Having the shoulder stripe added on 300 East with bike pavements signs (rather then a bike lane with two 
stripes that create the bike lane).  On Main Street the pavement marker would still be the sharrows.  Under this 
option, it is my understanding that UDOT would maintain the shoulder stripe and the City would maintain the 
pavement markings. 
 
Option 3 (Original Proposal to UDOT):  Having bike lanes on 300 East with bike pavement signs.  On Main Street the 
pavement marker would be the sharrows.  Under this option, it is my understanding that UDOT would maintain the 
shoulder stripe and the City would maintain the second stripe on 300 East (which creates the lane) plus pavement 
markings.  City would be responsible for maintain the sharrows on Main Street.   
 

Previous Background- for August 4, 2015 City Council Discussion.  City staff believes that the proposal of 
implementing bicycle facilities (by signage and pavement markings) on Main Street and 300 East (UDOT Roads) and 
600 South, 600 North, and Tremont Street (City Streets) is generally consistent with other City plans and policies.   
 
Over the past couple of years City staff has been working with UDOT regarding establishing bike facilities and bike 
lanes on several UDOT facilities.  Specifically, these UDOT roads include Main Street in Tremonton and 300 East 
(Tremonton)/Main Street (Garland).  The proposal would be dedicated bike lanes on 300 East where there is plenty of 
right-of-way width and sharrows on Main Street in Tremonton.  A sharrow is a street marking painted in the center of a 
travel lane to indicate that a cyclist may use the lane too.  Both of these proposed bike facilities meet national 
standards for safety.   Please see attached drawings that show the proposal.   
 
Several months back Tremonton City staff reached out to Garland City and inquired if they would be interested in 
jointly proposing the bike lanes with UDOT on UDOT roads within their incorporated limits.  The Garland City Council 
did indicate that they wanted to be included in the proposal to UDOT.  The current proposal is that there are no costs 
to the cities for the construction or maintenance of these bike facilities on UDOT roads.   
 
City staff has been working with Darin Furstrup, Region Engineer regarding the technical issues of the City’s request 
for bike lanes on UDOT facilities.  In City staff’s discussion with UDOT representatives it was discussed that there be 
a bike system that included bike facilities on City streets.  City staff has identified from previous City plans 600 North, 
600 South, and Tremont Street as streets with bike facilities.  The City has purchased the supplies to mark these 
streets within the City as bike facilities.   
 
In the past Tremonton City staff has submitted several applications to UDOT requesting Transportation Alternative 
Program (TAP) funding for bike lanes on UDOT facilities.  The last time City staff spoke with Kris Peterson, Region 
Director for northern Utah it was City staff’s understanding that City staff and Darin Furstrup were to work through the 
technical aspects of Tremonton and Garland’s proposal.  Thereafter, Kris Peterson would find the funds to install 
these bike facilities on UDOT roads.  Mr. Peterson thought that using UDOT funding rather than TAP funding was 
preferred because the cost of the bike lane project (being minimal) and TAP funding has more administrative 
regulations.   

 

Attachments:  Original bike facility proposal to UDOT (Option 3 described above) 

 























 

TREMONTON CITY 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
SEPTEMBER 1, 2015 

 

 
TITLE: 

Discussion and consideration to surplus Patrol Car T31 - a 2005 Chev Impala 

(VIN # 2G1WF52K159152346  mileage 108,100) 
 

FISCAL IMPACT: 
Unknown revenue to General Fund 

2005 Impala to be removed from the City’s Balance Sheet for General Fixed 

Asset (as such there will be an insignificant/unnoticeable adjustment 

downward)  
 

PRESENTER: Chief Nance 

 
 

Prepared By: 

 

David Nance 

Police Chief 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

RECOMMENDATION:  

 

I move that the City Council approve the disposal of the 2005 Chev Impala, 

that the vehicle be put up for bid and that the city accept the highest bid for 

the sale of the aforementioned vehicle.  

 

BACKGROUND:  

 

Vehicle T-31 is a 2005 Chev Impala (Police Package) it was purchased 

09/21/04 and placed in operation as an un-marked police vehicle. A couple 

of years ago T-31 was replaced, but kept as a spare vehicle. A vehicle that is 

being retired this year will be used as a “Spare”, and we are suggesting that 

this vehicle be disposed of through auction. The vehicle has several 

mechanical issues, I have checked with other Department Heads in the City, 

none of them are interested in the vehicle in its present condition. 
 

If the City Council approves the disposal of the vehicle it will be taken off the 

City’s Balance Sheet for General Fixed Asset; as such there will be an 

unnoticeable adjustment downwards of the Balance Sheet. The vehicle would 

be placed up for bid and sold to the highest bidder. 
 

Attachments:  None 
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