




HEBER CITY CORPORATION 
75 North Main Street 
Heber City, UT 84032  

City Council Regular Meeting 
June 1, 2017 

 
4:00 p.m. Regular Meeting 

 
TIME AND ORDER OF ITEMS ARE APPROXIMATE AND MAY BE CHANGED AS 

TIME PERMITS  
 

I. Call to Order 
 

II. Pledge of Allegiance: Council Member Heidi Franco
 

III. Prayer/Thought: By Invitation (Default Council Member Ronald Crittenden)
 

IV. Minutes for Approval: Draft February 16, 2017 Regular Meeting; and May 4, 2017 Regular
Meeting  

 

V. Open Period for Public Comments 
 

1. 2017-2018 Fiscal Year Budget Workshop
 

2. Wes Bingham, Presentation of Quarterly Financial Report for the Period Ending March 31,
2017  

 

3. Art City Investments LLC’s, Request for Subdivision Preliminary Approval of The Village
on 12th Located at 730 East 1200 South and Associated Developer’s Agreement  

 

4. Ordinance 2017-20, an Ordinance Amending Heber City Municipal Code Section 18.52.050, 
Section 18.56.050, Section 18.60.050, and Section 18.64.050 Setbacks, Section 18.68.060
Accessory Building, Lot Coverage Restricted, Section 18.68.070 Accessory Building,
Habitation Prohibited, and Adoption of Section 18.68.075 Shipping Containers  

 

5. WSI Wasatch Properties, Requests for an Approval for Midway Lane Commercial Center
Small Subdivision Located at 895 West 100 South and associated Developer’s Agreement 

 



6. Presentation of the Draft Airport Minimum Standards
 

7. Approval of 2017 - 2018 Heber City Airport Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) 
 

8. Reconsideration of the Airport Advisory Board’s Recommendation to Rescind the Airport
Manager’s Directive Banning Vehicles from the FBO Ramp  

 

9. Report on Community Impact Board (CIB) Loan Approval
 

10. Discussion Regarding Utah State Ombudsman’s Advisory Opinion
 

11. Consideration of Closed Meeting Pursuant to Utah Code Annotated §52-4-205 
 

VI. Adjournment 
 
Ordinance 2006-05 allows Heber City Council Members to participate in meetings via 
telecommunications media.  
 
In accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, those needing special accommodations 
during this meeting or who are non-English speaking should contact Michelle Vest at the Heber 
City Offices (435) 654-0757 at least eight hours prior to the meeting.  

 
 
Posted on May 25, 2017, in the Heber City Municipal Building located at 75 North Main, 
Wasatch County Building, Wasatch County Community Development Building, Wasatch 
County Library, on the Heber City Website at www.ci.heber.ut.us, and on the Utah Public Notice 
Website at http://pmn.utah.gov. Notice provided to the Wasatch Wave on May 25, 2017.  
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Heber City Corporation 1 
City Council Meeting 2 

February 16, 2017 3 
5:05 p.m. 4 

 5 
REGULAR MEETING 6 

  7 
The Council of Heber City, Wasatch County, Utah, met in Regular Meeting on February 16, 8 
2017, in the City Council Chambers in Heber City, Utah 9 
 10 
I. Call to Order 11 
City Manager's Report 12 
 13 
Mayor McDonald called the meeting to order at 5:05 p.m. He welcomed all those that were present 14 
and acknowledged that all City Council members were present with the exception of Council 15 
Member Potter who was excused.  16 
 17   18 
Present: Mayor Alan McDonald 

Council Member Ronald Crittenden 
Council Member Jeffery Bradshaw 
Council Member Jeffery Smith 
Council Member Heidi Franco 
 

Excused: Council Member Potter 
 

Also Present: City Manager Mark Anderson 
Chief Dave Booth 
City Engineer Bart Mumford 
City Planner Jamie Baron 
Deputy City Recorder Amy Bridge 

 19 
Others present:  Nathan Eaton, Wes Berg, Justin Johnston, Brian Baker, Aubrey Matthews, Justin 20 
Goodrich, Kaleb Weekes, Spencer Chappell, Maddox Knowles, Landon North, Burke Coleman, 21 
Hadley Western, Parker Webb, Jacob Steine, Parker Wood, Collin Judd, Brad Patterson, and others 22 
whose names were illegible.  23 
 24 
Mayor McDonald announced the City Offices were closed on Monday, February 20, 2017, 25 
in observance of President's Day.  He also announced sandbags were available at Public Works to 26 
help prevent flood damage. 27 
 28 
II. Pledge of Allegiance: Mayor Alan McDonald 29 
 30 
III. Prayer/Thought: By Invitation (Default Council Member Kelleen Potter) 31 
 32 
In Council Member Potter's absence, the prayer was given by Council Member Bradshaw. 33 
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IV. Open Period for Public Comments 1 
 2 
Mayor McDonald opened the meeting for Public Comment.  He acknowledged the presence of the 3 
Boy Scouts.  He asked the Scouts to introduce themselves, give their rank and what merit badge 4 
they were working on.  Mayor McDonald encouraged the Scouts to continue on and get their Eagle 5 
Scout and thanked them for coming. 6 
 7 
1. Public hearing with regard to the proposed issuance by Heber City, Utah of 8 

approximately $22,000,000 Facility Revenue Bonds, Series 2017 (Rocky Mountain Care 9 
- Heber, LLC Project): 10 

Public Notice for Issuance of Bonds 11 
 12 
Before the Public Hearing, Mayor McDonald asked Brian Baker from Zion's Bank to give a brief 13 
presentation. Mr. Baker introduced himself and Aubrey Matthews.  He also introduced Brad 14 
Patterson, who served as the City's Bond Council. Mr. Baker stated Zion's Bank was handling the 15 
financing for Rocky Mountain Care Center (RMCC), which was a project backed by the US 16 
Department of Agriculture (USDA) and was a USDA loan.  The USDA would loan 70 percent of 17 
twenty-two million dollars.  The other 30 percent would be financed by a private entity, which 18 
could be Zion's Bank. The USDA did not do construction loans; they loaned the money post 19 
construction.  Rocky Mountain Care Center needed financing for construction, and that 20 
was where Zion's Bank would step in and provide two-years of financing during construction.  As 21 
a qualifying 501(3)(c) facility, RMCC needed tax exempt bonds.  In this situation, RMCC would 22 
go through the legal process of having a conduit bond issued through an entity who was capable 23 
and authorized, which in this case was Heber City or Wasatch County.  In addition, it needed to 24 
be in the jurisdiction where they were located.   25 
 26 
Aubrey Matthews introduced himself, and he mentioned he was with ARC Funding Group, which 27 
was brokering the deal with the USDA and RMCC.   Mr. Matthews gave a brief background on 28 
RMCC and mentioned the current facility would shut down and a new facility would be built.  The 29 
new location would be directly across from the hospital.  Rocky Mountain Care Center's last three 30 
new buildings had been built directly across from hospitals as part of their new 31 
model.  Rocky Mountain Care Center's new building would be a 68,000 square foot, 92 bed state-32 
of-the-art facility.  In addition, RMCC ‘s new building would be open in a year and a half. 33 
 34 
Council Member Crittenden inquired who else would qualify for what they were asking the City 35 
to do.  Mr. Matthews responded Wasatch County and the City were the only two who would 36 
qualify.  Zion's bank advised RMCC to move forward with the City as opposed to the County 37 
because the project was in Heber City.  When financing, the local entity was usually 38 
utilized.  Council Member Crittenden expressed concern with liability and how the project would 39 
impact the City's bonding ability and future interest rates.  Mr. Matthews indicated the answer 40 
would be better coming from Bond Council, but he would be glad to answer any questions about 41 
the facility.  Council Member Franco asked when the bonds would be issued.  Mr. Matthews 42 
replied the bonds would be issued prior to construction, and they would be for construction only. 43 
 44 
Discussion followed regarding the proposal. 45 
 46 
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Council Member Crittenden and Franco expressed a few concerns with the proposal.  Mr. Baker 1 
explained all the Council was currently doing was having a Public Hearing to see if the City was 2 
willing to move forward. 3 
 4 
Brad Patterson, Law Firm of Gilmore Bell, addressed the Council.  He thought Mr. Baker was 5 
very thorough and accurate. Mr. Patterson explained Bonds had to be issued by the City, but would 6 
not be debt to the City.  Rocky Mountain Care Center would solely be responsible for the 7 
payment.  Council Member Crittenden questioned who was paying Mr. Patterson.  Mr. Baker 8 
explained Mr. Patterson represented the City with his expenses paid by RMCC.  Mr. Patterson 9 
asked if the Council had any questions.  Mayor McDonald expressed he thought everything had 10 
been well explained. 11 
 12 
Mayor McDonald opened a Public Hearing with regard to the proposed issuance of Bonds for the 13 
Rocky Mountain Care Center at 5:31 p.m. 14 
 15 
With no public comment forth coming, the public hearing closed at 5:32 p.m. 16 
 17 
2. Ordinance 2017-8, An Ordinance Amending the Heber City Zoning of the Tingey and 18 

Glass Properties Located Between 600 East and 1200 East and Between 1200 South and 19 
2000 South 20 

Ordinance 2017-8 21 
Recommended Zone Change Conditions 22 
Zone Change Agreement Tingey and Glass Properties 23 
 24 
Jaime Baron presented a request to rezone a portion of the Tingey and Glass properties.  The 25 
information, zone change recommendation, conditions, agreement and maps were included in the 26 
packets and presented on the screen.  Mr. Baron pointed out the property's location on the City’s 27 
map.  The request was to rezone the area from Corporate Medical Park (CMP) and R-1 to Planned 28 
Community Mixed Use (PCMU).   29 
 30 
Mr. Baron explained one of the conditions from the Planning Commission was to have a restriction 31 
of 400-feet from the east property line, which would limit the development to single-family homes 32 
with a gross density of no more than 4-units per acre.  The 400-foot recommendation came from 33 
the typical city block.  Mr. Baron mentioned there were a few other conditions listed in the 34 
documents as well.  Mr. Baron inquired if there were any questions.   35 
 36 
Council Member Crittenden asked how many residential properties could be built in the entire area 37 
as it was currently zoned.  Mr. Baron explained the current zoning allowed 3-3.5 homes per acre, 38 
which would be roughly 75 lots.  The proposed zone change would allow for approximately 70 39 
acres and 560 units.  Council Member Crittenden clarified the potential residential impact would 40 
increase from 75 to 560 units.  Mr. Baron responded yes, because the proposed change from CMP 41 
to PCMU, would offer higher density. 42 
 43 
Discussion followed regarding the conditions regarding the zone changes and clarification on the 44 
CMP and PCMU. It was also inquired exactly how many acres the proposed zone change would 45 
include.   46 
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Mr. Baron responded to the Council's questions by referring to areas on a map presented to the 1 
Council.  Council Member Franco questioned why the area by Mill Road could not remain an R-2 
1 zone.  Mr. Baron explained the conditions recommended by the Planning Commission required 3 
60 acres to develop the PCMU zone, and it would allow transitioning as they move away from 4 
Mill Road. He added the condition was specific to the PCMU zoning.  5 
 6 
Council Member Crittenden inquired why there was a requirement to have 60 acres for the PCMU 7 
zoning.  Mr. Baron went on to explain, the point of PCMU zone was to create a mixed use and a 8 
centralized neighborhood with an overall master planned community.  In addition, the PCMU zone 9 
allowed the zone to conform to the existing Master Plan with a 400-foot block of single-family 10 
homes from Mill Road.   11 
 12 
Council Member Franco asked if the conditions were in Heber City's actual ordinance.  Mr. Baron 13 
replied they were not included in the ordinance; however, he would make sure they were 14 
included.  Council Member Franco asked for clarification on exactly where the 70 acres were on 15 
the map.  Mr. Baron referred to the City's map and pointing out the 70 acres. 16 
 17 
Council Member Crittenden inquired where the road was by the existing hospital on the map.  Mr. 18 
Anderson noted the road was located on 1500 South.  Council Member Crittenden questioned 19 
if 1500 South would be extended into the new proposed area.   20 
 21 
Mr. Baron pulled up the City's map to explain existing roads and future construction.   22 
 23 
Council Member Crittenden questioned if the future roads could be included in the proposed zone 24 
change.  Mr. Baron indicated they could. Council Member Crittenden inquired why the City would 25 
not extend 1500 South through the new development.  26 
 27 
Mr. Anderson explained Intermountain Health Care (IHC) had approached the City regarding the 28 
road, and IHC wanted to extend the road to the North. Intermountain Health Care does not want 29 
an active roadway between their campuses.  They would like to eventually close the road to 30 
facilitate the hospital's future construction and master plan.   Mr. Anderson explained Staff had 31 
looked at the area, and thought the City could open a road to the north to meet the needs of the 32 
City. 33 
 34 
Council Member Crittenden and Mr. Anderson continued to discuss the roads and zone change. 35 
Mr. Baron indicated where the roads would be in a PCMU zone, and presented the Council with a 36 
Future Transportation Plan map. 37 
 38 
Discussion continued regarding future roads.   39 
 40 
Mr. Anderson explained the City had not historically had a conditional zone change attached with 41 
identification of where future roads would be.  He further explained the proposed zone change was 42 
completely separate from the road issue with IHC and was a different property. 43 
 44 
Council Member Franco suggested making the zone change conditional on the transportation 45 
corridors being met per the Capital Facilities Master Plan in the future.  Mr. Baron agreed a 46 
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condition to meet the Capital Facilities Master Plan, at the time of the subdivision and property 1 
development, would be a fair condition.   2 
 3 
Mr. Anderson pointed out there would still be 300 to 400 feet of road coming off of Highway 4 
40.  The Fire District was working with IHC to extend 500 East.  Intermountain Health Care was 5 
debating whether or not to do the road with their current development or to finish the road in the 6 
future.  7 
  8 
Council Member Crittenden continued to express his concerns with IHC's building and road 9 
construction plans.  Mr. Baron addressed Council Member Crittenden's concerns and explained 10 
the discussion regarding IHC was a separate issue and would not impact the proposed zone 11 
change.  Council Member Franco asked for clarification of possible roads and boundaries on the 12 
City map Mr. Baron had presented.  Mr. Baron answered referring to the City map. 13 
 14 
Council Member Franco inquired what the maximum height was in the PCMU zone.  Mr. Baron 15 
explained the maximum height was three stories in PCMU zone.  However, there was currently no 16 
height restriction in the R-1 zone. 17 
 18 
Council Member Franco suggested adding the conditions to the proposed zone change and looking 19 
at it again at the next Council meeting.  The changes would need to include property owners 20 
who had to follow the Capital Facilities Master Plan on right-of-way easements.   21 
 22 
Motion:  Council Member Franco moved to have Mr. Baron put the changes into the Ordinance 23 
with the Planning Commission's conditions and bring the Ordinance back to the City Council in 24 
two weeks after the changes were made.  Motion failed for lack of a second. 25 
 26 
Motion:  Council Member Franco moved to table the agenda item until the next City Council 27 
meeting.  Council Member Crittenden made the second.   28 
 29 
Discussion followed regarding the motion. 30 
 31 
Call the Question: Council Member Voting Aye: Council Members Bradshaw, Franco, and 32 
Crittenden. Council Members Voting Nay: Council Member Smith. The motion passed with three 33 
votes in favor. Council Member Potter was not present. The motion passed with 3 votes for and 1 34 
vote against. 35 
 36 
6. Wes Bingham - Presentation of the Quarterly Financial Report for the Quarter Ended 37 

December 31, 2016. 38 
Quarterly Financial Statement 39 
 40 
Mr. Wes Bingham, Senior Accountant, presented and reviewed the Quarterly Financial Report. 41 
 42 
Council Member Crittenden asked for clarification regarding revenues and expenditures.  Mr. 43 
Bingham explained revenues were higher than expected and expenditures were higher than 44 
expected.  However, the expenditures were still within budgeted amounts.   45 
 46 
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Mr. Anderson indicated expenditures were higher because of several reasons: insurance was paid 1 
in July and a $25,000 contribution was given to Heber Valley Tourism and Economic 2 
Development, etc. 3 
 4 
Mr. Bingham continued his report explaining the City was seeing higher than expected revenue in 5 
the Water and Sewer Fund.  He noted this was before the rate increase in January 2017, and the 6 
City should exceed their budget in the Water Fund this year.   7 
 8 
Council Member Crittenden inquired if the culinary and pressurized irrigation revenues and 9 
expenditures could be separated for the upcoming budget meetings.  Mr. Bingham explained it 10 
would be difficult.  Mr. Anderson added, the revenues could be separated; however, the 11 
expenditures could not. 12 
 13 
Council Member Crittenden asked for clarification regarding the Water and Sewer 14 
budget.  Council Member Bradshaw mentioned sewer rates were raised in July 2016.  Mr. 15 
Bingham responded they were expecting an increase in revenue with the water rate increase, which 16 
went into effect in January 2017.  He went on to say, the sewer depreciation was lower than the 17 
water fund.  Council Member Crittenden asked if they would still have to have another rate 18 
increase.  Mr. Anderson stated it depended on the proposed projects.  Mayor McDonald pointed 19 
out that water rates were tied to usage.  Mr. Anderson said the City had a $100,000 annual debt 20 
obligation in the water fund. 21 
 22 
Council Member Crittenden inquired if the City could utilize the cash in the restriction fund for 23 
the water fund.  Mr. Anderson stated they could utilize available funds.  Council Member 24 
Crittenden questioned if the City could utilize the fund the City had set aside for the Public Works 25 
building.  Mr. Anderson replied, they could utilize some of the funds; however, Class C Road 26 
Funds are for future road projects. 27 
 28 
Council Member Franco inquired how much Mr. Anderson was projecting over the 25 29 
percent surplus in July 2017.  Mr. Anderson indicated there would be $480,000 surplus.  Mr. 30 
Bingham added part of Public Works building would be taken out of the surplus.  31 
 32 
3. Approve Recommendation to Bid Out (4) 50'x50' Hangar Pads known as Pads 1A, 2B, 33 

3B, and 4B 34 
Taxi Lane Lease Hangar Area 35 
Airport Manger Staff Report 36 
 37 
Mr. Godfrey passed out information to the City Council regarding the hangar pads for sale.   38 
 39 
Mr. Crittenden pointed out that Pad 1A had been deemed, "not available" right now.  Mr. Godfrey 40 
said they found issues with the pad site; however, they were working on them.  Council Member 41 
Franco stated they didn't discuss that with the Airport Advisory Board; do they need plats 42 
first?  Mr. Godfrey indicated they needed a Standard Lease Agreement put in place first.  It was 43 
Council Member Franco's opinion it would be completed by April 2017, and that would give them 44 
plenty of time to build.  Mr. Godfrey indicated the new hangar owners would start to pay for 45 
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their ground leases on April 1, 2017. Council Member Franco inquired if it was the same type of 1 
offer?  Mr. Godfrey said they would most likely not start structures until April 1, 2017.   2 
 3 
Council Member Crittenden indicated he liked the idea of putting the other 50' x 50' pads up to bid 4 
in order to be able to start them all together.  Mr. Godfrey agreed; then they could streamline the 5 
building process.  Council Member Franco questioned if they were suggesting a March/April 6 
timeline.  Mr. Godfrey said he would like to get it done as soon as possible.   7 
 8 
Council Member Crittenden asked if they were putting the additional 50' x 50' pads out for bid 9 
before the Standardized Lease was finished.   10 
 11 
Discussed followed regarding putting the pads out to bid prior to the lease being completed.   12 
 13 
Council Member Franco questioned how they would avoid the same problems.  Council Member 14 
Crittenden suggest they should wait until the March 2017 AAB meeting when the Standardized 15 
Lease was finished. Council Member Franco inquired if the bidders were willing to bid and wait 16 
for the lease.   17 
 18 
Mr. Godfrey indicated that he thought that was reasonable.  Council Member Crittenden inquired 19 
if the bidders would have the ability to cancel out their offer if they didn't like the new 20 
lease?  Council Member Franco's opinion was yes; they should be able to do that.  Mayor 21 
McDonald stated the City could give approval to sell the pad sites with the condition the bidders 22 
approved of the new lease.  Council Member Crittenden agreed. Council Member Franco inquired 23 
if there was consensus of the Council with the conditions of bidding out the pad sites. 24 
 25 
Motion: Council Member Crittenden moved to sell the three (3) pads and pad 1A if it was 26 
approved by GDA Engineering; they go forward with a bid process, and they set a minimum bid 27 
price of $35,000. Hangars are bid per hangar, and no one owner could own more than one hangar; 28 
these are for new people. The advertising and bidding are subject to the bidders agreeing to the 29 
new Standardize Lease when it was approved by the City Council with the ability of the bidders to 30 
back out or cancel their purchase if they don't like the new Standardized Lease. The bidders will 31 
make the full $35,000 payment upon approval. The bidders could start construction when they 32 
want, but if and when they start construction, it's would be at their own risk if they don't like the 33 
new Standardize Lease. Council Member Franco made the second. Council Members Voting Aye: 34 
Council Member Bradshaw, Franco, Smith and Crittenden. The motion passed unanimously. 35 
Council Member Potter was not present. 36 
 37 
4. Approve Recommendation to Bid Out (3) 75'x75' Daniel Hangar Pads known as Daniel 38 

Hanger Pads 31, 32, 33 39 
Exhibit for 75' x 75' Hangars 40 
Airport Manager Staff Report 41 
 42 
Mr. Godfrey addressed the Council. He said he was proposing to sell Daniel Hangar Pads 31, 32, 43 
and 33 with the same bid process as discussed in Agenda Item 3; however, there was no need to 44 
do right away; it could be delayed.   45 
 46 
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Mr. Crittenden suggested that these hangars should not be sold to benefit the other 50' x 50' 1 
hangars. In addition, he questions what's the minimum bid would be?  Mr. Godfrey noted a 50' x 2 
50' hangar was 2,500 square feet, and the City was charging $14 per square feet for those 3 
hangars.  However, they were also getting the 20 feet around it.   4 
 5 
Mayor McDonald pointed out the density allowed for smaller hangars.  Council Member 6 
Crittenden stated the City didn't allow more than one purchase per person at the Airport. It was his 7 
opinion that $35,000 should be the minimum bid.   8 
 9 
It was pointed out that the 75 'x 75' hangars were 5,625 feet, which came out to 10 
approximately $78,000. The price needed to be quite a bit more than the 50' x 50's pads.  It was 11 
commented, if the City could not get more money for the 75' x 75' pads, they should sell smaller 12 
hangars.  Council Member Crittenden's opinion was they might need to feel the market out more.   13 
 14 
Motion: Council Member Crittenden moved to table Agenda Item 4, bidding out three (3) 75 'x 15 
75' Daniel Hangar Pads known as Daniel Hanger Pads 31, 32, 33. Council Smith made the second. 16 
Council Members Voting Aye: Council Member Bradshaw, Franco, Smith and Crittenden. The 17 
motion passed unanimously. Council Member Potter was not present. 18 
 19 
Mr. Godfrey clarified the Council wanted a Standardized Lease by the next meeting; discussion 20 
followed regarding the 50' x 50' and 75' x 75' hangar pads and the Standardized Lease.   21 
 22 
Council Member Crittenden pointed out there was no phone reception at the Airport for a while, 23 
and everyone was calling Mr. Godfrey's cell phone.  It was said Mr. Godfrey had $160 in excess 24 
cell phone charges.  Council Member Crittenden stated he would like Mr. Godfrey to have a City 25 
issued cell phone and have the excess cell phone bill paid by the City.  Mr. Anderson informed the 26 
Council Mr. Godfrey was eligible for a City provided cell phone or a cell phone allowance.  Mr. 27 
Godfrey indicated he was working with Mr. Beales in regards to the cell phone issue. Mayor 28 
McDonald informed the Council he told Mr. Godfrey he was authorized to get a cell phone and 29 
the City would pay his excess bill. 30 
 31 
5. Chief Booth and Officer Xela Thomas, Update on Code Enforcement Presentation 32 
Code Enforcement Presentation 33 
 34 
Chief Booth addressed the Council, and he indicated he would be presenting the agenda item 35 
instead of Officer Thomas due to her father passing away.  Chief Booth said he was proud of the 36 
work they were doing. He went on to say since he had been Chief, he had been focusing on 37 
warrants.   38 
 39 
Chief Booth presented the Council with his presentation. 40 
 41 
Chief Booth informed the Council that Code Enforcement came to his Department in August 2015, 42 
and the Council asked for a 6-month follow-up after it began.  He went on to say, the Council did 43 
not want a black and white marked car issuing citations.  Therefore, Officer Thomas was put in-44 
charge in a "soft uniform".   45 
 46 
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Chief Booth referred to his presentation and review of what Officer Thomas was in charge of. 1 
 2 
Chief Booth mentioned that Officer Thomas was reacting to residents calling and in turn, she 3 
was enforcing City code.  Council Member Crittenden said he was on the Weed Committee, and 4 
Officer Thomas impressed the Board with her enforcement.  Chief Booth informed the Council 5 
they have tried not to take it to the extreme, and they were trying not to be ticky-tacky.   6 
 7 
Chief Booth present the Code Enforcement stats for 2016. 8 
 9 
Chief Booth addressed parking problems. He said they tried to come in with education, a lot of 10 
warnings and education, and utilizing Facebook to inform the public. In addition, they using 11 
warnings before citing residents.  Furthermore, the Department's VIPs are working with Officer 12 
Thomas and a Reserve Officer to enforce the code. 13 
 14 
Chief Booth addressed public nuisances.  He stated the City's biggest complaint was single-family 15 
dwellings occupied by multiple families, and it was a tricky issue.  In addition, the Court doesn't 16 
like to say what people could do in their own home. He went on to say the Courts and Legislature 17 
don't support it either.  Chief Booth said we try to accommodate families that are having hardships. 18 
 19 
Chief Booth informed the Council they tried to focus on the front yards and tried to be reasonable 20 
with enforcement.  They gave plenty of notices.  Chief Booth showed the Council pictures of 21 
nuisances they had enforced.  He noted they don't use a hard-handed approach. Council Member 22 
Franco inquired how much the citations were.  Chief Booth explained the citations start at $25; 23 
however, they could not go past $100.  In addition, there are different fees for different violations. 24 
 25 
Chief Booth reviewed the Public Safety's survey results with charts. Council Member Franco 26 
questioned if the trees by stop signs were enforced?  Chief Booth indicated they had removed the 27 
trees in the right-of-way by the stop signs.  Council Member Crittenden inquired if Chief Booth 28 
would have asked the residents if they wanted the trees trimmed to see the stop signs; he said Chief 29 
Booth may have had a different response.  Chief Booth replied, it was mostly residents that do not 30 
want trees planted in the park strips.  It was Council Member Crittenden's opinion if there was a 31 
stop sign blocked by a tree, it should come down.  Chief Booth agreed. He stated, we are doing 32 
that; however, the community doesn't want to see the Department tearing down trees that aren't 33 
blocking the view. 34 
 35 
Chief Booth addressed RVs and/or camper trailers being parked and people living in 36 
them.  Council Member Franco stated she did not think that that was safe and it needed to be 37 
enforced.  Chief Booth agreed.   38 
 39 
Chief Booth addressed junk derby cars.  Chief Booth indicated the Department received a lot of 40 
calls regarding derby cars.  Council Member Franco questioned how they determined what was a 41 
junk derby car.  Chief Booth indicated they look at items, such as: lack of registration, flat tires, 42 
etc.  He went on to say our residents want their property values to increase and don't want junk 43 
parked in the roads.  He stated he liked having a sworn officer enforcing the City's code.  In 44 
addition, they found multiple unsafe situations in their community last summer.  Council Member 45 
Franco inquired where it was.  Chief Booth explained it was on Main Street and a business on the 46 
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other end of town.  He indicated they got together with the business to help them.  Chief Booth 1 
informed the Council they were finding multiple homeless camps in the City as well.  He stated 2 
that Code Enforcement was good, and he was glad they were doing it. 3 
 4 
Council Member Crittenden pointed out the City had good availability in town for food, etc.  He 5 
inquired if that was encouraging homelessness?  Chief Booth indicated no. He stated he had been 6 
actively involved in this and there was a difference between the underemployed and 7 
indigents.  They had put in safe guards that identified the homeless people traveling through town 8 
and developed plans to help them along.  He said he had met with two stake presidents to make 9 
sure they were not helping the homeless stay in Heber City, and they would continue to address 10 
the issue. 11 
 12 
Chief Booth inquired if the Council was satisfied with the Department's Code 13 
Enforcement. Council Member Franco questioned how Officer Thomas responded when someone 14 
called to complain, and she did not feel it was something serious to the complainant.  Chief Booth 15 
explained Officer Thomas would address the situation and speak to the resident and let the 16 
complainant know the situation had been addressed.   17 
 18 
Council Member Crittenden pointed out the City had a lot of semi parking in the residential 19 
areas.  Chief Booth acknowledged they do, and they address it.  Chief Booth pointed out that Code 20 
Enforcement violations were not given a lot of anonymity; however, they could be more proactive 21 
with that.  Council Member Crittenden said they could not have a lot of ordinances 22 
they did not enforce. Mayor McDonald stated that he thought Chief Booth and Officer Thomas 23 
were doing a good job. 24 
 25 
7. Mark Anderson, Discuss Change in Employer/Employee Participation Rate for Health, 26 

Vision and Dental Insurance and Wage Progression Presentation 27 
Medical-Dental Presentation 28 
Proposed Wage Advancement Policy 29 
 30 
Mr. Anderson pointed out during the Council’s Retreat they discussed how they could help 31 
employees by paying more of a percentage of benefits.  Mr. Anderson referred to his presentation, 32 
and during that presentation he suggested a different percentage rate for tobacco users as an 33 
incentive for them to quit using tobacco products.   34 
 35 
Chief Booth informed the Council that Summit County did this, and they had the employees sign 36 
a statement, which said they did not use tobacco products; and they were subject to felony charges 37 
if they were found utilizing tobacco products.   38 
 39 
Mayor McDonald inquired if the Council could vote on this issue tonight if they agreed on 40 
it.  Council Member Crittenden stated he did not agree on piecemealing benefits.  He would like 41 
to see this item put off until the next meeting.  He would like to table the item and bring all of it 42 
forward as a proposal for next year's budget.   43 
 44 
Motion:  Council member Crittenden moved to table the insurance percentage amendment with a 45 
tobacco incentive to another time.  Council Member Franco made the second. Council Members 46 
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Voting Aye: Council Members Franco and Crittenden. Council Members Voting Nay: Council 1 
Member Bradshaw and Smith.  Mayor McDonald voted Aye to break the tie. The motion passed 2 
with three votes in favor and two votes against. 3 
 4 
Mr. Anderson indicated they would like to look at probationary raises, which had not been in effect 5 
for quite a while.  In addition, they would like to look at Police Officers’ raises.   6 
 7 
Mr. Anderson referred to his presentation.   8 
 9 
Mr. Anderson indicated the goal was to try to get to employees to mid-point at year 6 and 10 
maximum-point at year 12.  He said the Council would need to commit to 3 percent.  Council 11 
Member Franco inquired if the City was not giving anything except performance increase as of 12 
now.  Mr. Anderson noted that was correct.  They may have given some increases on probation 13 
that would not meet those benchmarks.   14 
 15 
Council Member Franco questioned if the City did not have any limits on who could progress 16 
or did the City have any data on turnover rates.  Mr. Anderson stated that he couldn't say if they 17 
did. Council member Franco indicated they could not say a 6-year mark made any difference 18 
without data.  Mr. Anderson indicated that common philosophy was people should be proficient 19 
at the 5-year mark.  20 
 21 
Council Member Crittenden inquired if the City fired employees.  Chief Booth noted that 22 
he had fired five employees.  Mr. Anderson added that other employees had been fired as well.   23 
 24 
Chief Booth stated the City needed to be more competitive with the market.  He pointed out the 25 
industry standard was a Tier 2 System, and he was trying to be more competitive.  He informed 26 
the Council that some agencies top out at 10-years.  He and other Department Heads are trying 27 
to reward their star employees with their excellent performance.   28 
 29 
Chief Booth referred to Mr. Anderson's presentation.  He said they had lost the housing 30 
allowance.  He questioned how the City would keep their employees that had to drive an hour or 31 
more to work. He reminded the Council that they would get a different style of law enforcement 32 
with officers that were not living in their community.  He went on to say, they needed to get some 33 
things going before they were in crisis.   34 
 35 
Council Member Franco clarified if the City was hiring employees more toward the mid-point or 36 
not.  Chief Booth stated no; I am hiring more toward the low end to keep the budget down.  Council 37 
Member Franco stated she did not think they were doing that outside of his department.  Chief 38 
Booth indicated he had tried to strike a balance, and the Council had done that with him as 39 
well. The employees they had brought in at entry level, are the ones who were trying to stay here; 40 
and they need to try to keep them here. 41 
 42 
Chief Booth said he watched this occur at Summit County, and now he was watching it 43 
again.  Council Member Crittenden said Chief Booth, you are the canary in the mine.  This 44 
proposal built in a 3 percent increment to make it work; however, he didn't see it work 45 
Citywide. He indicated he could not support it being a general policy.  Mr. Anderson informed the 46 



      
 

Page 12 of 14 
 

Council it was a goal.  Council Member Crittenden said he would like to see it apply to Chief 1 
Booth and his department, but he had a problem issuing it Citywide and not just with 2 
employees.  Chief Booth said if Council Member Crittenden saw it as a problem, he should deal 3 
with the Department Heads.    4 
 5 
Chief Booth indicated he thought this should be part of the budget process.  They needed to be 6 
competitive in the markets.  Council Member Crittenden inquired what kept employees from 7 
moving on.  In Chief Booth opinion, employees would move on, if they were struggling to get to 8 
the top of their pay scale; however, employees would stay if they knew they were moving forward. 9 
 10 
Chief Booth gave examples of the market the City was competing against.  He indicated those 11 
things were what make people feel valuable.  Mr. Anderson explained to the Council that they 12 
should be aware that most cities have pay grades and within those grades there were steps to move 13 
up within the grades. 14 
 15 
Council Member Crittenden questioned how many of the other City's Departments were doing 16 
what the Chief was doing?  Council Member Franco inquired what happened when employees 17 
reached the top of their pay scale in 12-years; would they stay there?  Chief Booth said I think they 18 
do, and in his opinion those employees stay because they know they are at the top of their scale.   19 
 20 
Mayor McDonald indicated he would like the Council to put together a package for employees by 21 
May 2017.  Council Member Crittenden recommended a retreat for the Department Heads so they 22 
could talk through the packages and incentives and have a recommendation from the personnel 23 
committee.  He stated it would drive everything else the Council would do in the budget.  Mayor 24 
McDonald inquired if the Council would like to make a decision before the May 1, 2017.  He said 25 
the City could start losing employees, and they have some great employees who are really 26 
struggling.  He pointed out the Valley was more expensive to live in, and the City had to pay their 27 
employees more money in order to live here.   28 
 29 
Mr. Anderson indicated their first budget meeting would include Department Head 30 
recommendations.  He stated he needed recommendations from the Council before they started the 31 
tentative budget. Mr. Anderson went on to say health insurance rates usually come into the City 32 
around mid-March.  He went on to say the Department Heads like to participate in the 33 
conversation.   34 
 35 
Council Member Crittenden stated he did not want to give the impression that he was not happy 36 
with the City employees.  Their community was becoming the “have and have nots”.  Mayor 37 
McDonald informed the Council they needed to focus on what they could do for their employees 38 
this year. He suggested they table the item and put it into their budget retreat.  Mr. Anderson 39 
explained there were a lot of employees on track.  Council Member Franco informed Mr. Anderson 40 
they needed numbers.   41 
 42 
Motion: Council Member Crittenden moved to table Item Number 7, Changes in 43 
Employer/Employee Participation Rate for Health, Vision and Dental Insurance and Wage 44 
Progression Presentation and move it into a budget retreat. Council Member Franco made the 45 
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second. Members Voting Aye: Council Member Bradshaw, Franco, Smith and Crittenden. The 1 
motion passed unanimously. Council Member Potter was not present. 2 
 3 
8. Consideration of Closed Meeting Pursuant to Utah Code Annotated §52-4-205(d) 4 

strategy sessions to discuss the purchase, exchange, or lease of real property, including 5 
any form of a water right or water shares 6 

 7 
Motion: Council Member Smith moved to go into Closed Meeting Pursuant to Utah Code 8 
Annotated §52-4-205(d) strategy sessions to discuss the purchase, exchange, or lease of real 9 
property, including any form of a water right or water shares.  Council Member Bradshaw made 10 
the second. Council Member Voting Aye: Council Member Bradshaw, Franco, Smith, and 11 
Crittenden. Council Member Potter was not present. 12 
 13 

Closed Meeting Minutes of the Heber City Council, of Heber City, Wasatch 14 
County, Utah on February 16, 2017 at 8:25 p.m., in the City Council Chambers in 15 
Heber City, Utah.  16 

 17 
Present:  Mayor Alan McDonald 18 
  Council Member Jeffery Bradshaw 19 
  Council Member Heidi Franco 20 
  Council Member Jeffrey Smith 21 
  Council Member Ronald Crittenden 22 
 23 
Excused: Council Member Kelleen Potter 24 
 25 
Also Present: City Manager Mark Anderson 26 
  Deputy City Recorder Amy Bridge   27 
 28 

Those present discussed strategy sessions to discuss the purchase, exchange, or lease of 29 
real property, including any form of a water right or water shares pursuant to Utah 30 
Code, Section 52-4-205 (1)(d). 31 

 32 
Motion: Council Member Bradshaw moved to reconvene back into the Regular meeting 33 
at 9:37 p.m. Council Member Smith made the second. The motion passed unanimously. 34 

 35 
V. Adjournment 36 
 37 
With no further business coming before the Council at this time, Council Member Crittenden 38 
moved to close the meeting. Council Member Franco made the second. The meeting adjourned 39 
at 9:38 p.m. 40 
 41 
 42 
 43 

___________________________ 44 
Michelle Vest, City Recorder 45 

 46 
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Heber City Corporation 1 
City Council Meeting 2 

May 4, 2017 3 
5:01 p.m. 4 

 5 
REGULAR MEETING 6 

  7 
The Council of Heber City, Wasatch County, Utah, met in Regular Meeting on May 4, 2017, in 8 
the City Council Chambers in Heber City, Utah 9 
 10 
I. Call to Order 11 
City Manager's Memo 12 
 13 
Present: Mayor Alan McDonald 

Council Member Jeffery Bradshaw 
Council Member Heidi Franco 
Council Member Kelleen Potter 
Council Member Jeffrey Smith 
Council Member Ronald Crittenden 
 

Excused: None 
 

Also Present: City Manager Mark Anderson 
City Engineer Bart Mumford 
City Planner Jamie Baron  
Chief of Police Dave Booth 
Airport Manager Denis Godfrey  
Senior Accountant Wesley Bingham  
City Recorder Michelle Vest 

  
Others in Attendance: Dave Hansen, Marci Harvey, Mike Eriksson, Riley Probst, Mark Fischer, 14 
Thomas Eddington, Paul Boyer, Jim and Karen Letsinger, Earl Polenz, Randy Birch, Blake 15 
Allen, Ron Blue, Brian Rowser, Sterling Woodruff, Mike Johnston and others whose names 16 
were illegible. 17 
 18 
Mayor McDonald called the meeting to order at 5:01 p.m. and welcomed all those in 19 
attendance.  Mayor McDonald introduced the Council Members and acknowledged all members 20 
were in attendance.  He expressed his appreciation to City Staff, and the work they did in 21 
preparation of the City Council meeting. 22 
 23 
II. Pledge of Allegiance: Council Member Ronald Crittenden 24 
 25 
III. Prayer/Thought: By Invitation (Default Council Member Jeffrey Smith) 26 
 27 
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IV. Minutes for Approval: Draft January 19, 2017 Regular Meeting; January 21, 2017 1 
Strategic Planning Meeting; February 2, 2017 Regular Meeting; March 15, 2017 Budget 2 
Meeting; and April 11, 2017 Budget Meeting 3 

January 19, 2017 Regular Meeting 4 
January 21, 2017 Strategic Planning Meeting 5 
February 2, 2017 Regular Meeting 6 
March 15, 2017 Budget Meeting 7 
April 11, 2017 Budget Meeting 8 
 9 
Council Member Smith moved to approve the Draft January 19, 2017, Regular Meeting; January 10 
21, 2017, Strategic Planning Meeting; February 2, 2017, Regular Meeting; March 15, 2017, 11 
Budget Meeting; and April 11, 2017, Budget Meeting. Council Member Bradshaw made the 12 
second. Council Members Voting Aye: Council Member Bradshaw, Franco, Potter, Smith, and 13 
Crittenden. The motion passed unanimously.  14 
 15 
V. Open Period for Public Comments 16 
There were no public comments at this time. 17 
 18 
Chief Booth informed the Council he had a new Reserve Officer he would like to introduce at this 19 
time; her name was Laurie Backus. He went on to say he would like to take the opportunity during 20 
this time in the meetings to introduce the new Officers during the next few meetings. The Public 21 
Safety Department would have about six new Reserve Officers to introduce.   22 
 23 
Chief Booth explained that Officer Backus had been in law enforcement for about 18 years.  She 24 
currently worked for the State of Utah and Summit County. She had a Bachelor's Degree and was 25 
very proficient in firearms and was a firearms instructor as well.  26 
 27 
Following Officer Backus’ introduction, she was sworn in as a Heber City Reserve Officer.  28 
 29 
1. Public Hearing - Ordinance 2017-15, an Ordinance Annexing Property Known as the 30 

Three String Holdings, Highway 189 Annexation Located at 1568 South Highway 189, 31 
Heber City, Wasatch County, State of Utah; and Approval of the Associated Annexation 32 
Agreement 33 

Staff Report 34 
Ordinance 2017-15 and Annexation Agreement 35 
Three String Holdings Annexation Petition  36 
Three String Holdings Annexation Plat 37 
Three String Holdings Annexation Public Notice 38 
Three String Holdings Annexation Notice Letter 39 
Heber Valley Special Service District Letter 40 
 41 
Mr. Baron informed the Council this was a proposed annexation on Highway 189 known as the 42 
Three String Holdings, Highway 189 Annexation. He went on to explain it had right-of-way as 43 
well, just south of Beehive Storage. The petitioner was requesting the I-1 zone, and the property 44 
was adjacent to the sewer fields.  Mr. Baron pointed out in the Staff Report, a buffer zone would 45 
be required, and the petitioner needed to comply with that. Mr. Baron noted they would 46 
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be permitted some uninhabited uses, which was why the petitioner requested the I-1 zone. The 1 
zone would permit storage sheds, and they might want to do some storage sheds. Finally, Mr. 2 
Baron noted the total acreage was 18.5 acres, and it was contiguous with the City. 3 
 4 
Council Member Crittenden said he didn't understand the buffer zone. Mr. Baron explained the 5 
buffer zone, which was 300 feet surrounding the fields, was for safety of fluids, and occupied uses 6 
may not be permitted in the buffer area. He went on to say they also asked in the agreement that 7 
the habitable area not be residential, but it could be retail habitable.  8 
 9 
Mayor McDonald opened the public hearing for public comment at 5:12 p.m. 10 
 11 
With no public comment forth coming, Mayor McDonald closed the public hearing at 5:13 p.m. 12 
 13 
Council Member Crittenden inquired if there had been protests. Ms. Vest indicated there had not. 14 
 15 
Motion: Council Member Crittenden moved to adopt Ordinance 2017-15, an Ordinance Annexing 16 
Property Known as the Three String Holdings, Highway 189 Annexation Located at 1568 South 17 
Highway 189, Heber City, Wasatch County, State of Utah; and Approval of the Associated 18 
Annexation Agreement. Council Member Smith made the second. Council Member Voting Aye: 19 
Council Member Bradshaw, Franco, Potter, Smith, and Crittenden. The motion passed 20 
unanimously.  21 
 22 
Discussion followed regarding the motion. Council Member Franco inquired if Council Member 23 
Crittenden would also include the Findings and Conditions in the Staff Report.   24 
 25 
Amendment: Council Member Crittenden moved to amend the motion to include the Findings 26 
and Conditions in the Staff Report.  Council Member Smith made the second. Council Member 27 
Smith made the second. Council Member Voting Aye: Council Member Bradshaw, Franco, Potter, 28 
Smith, and Crittenden. The motion passed unanimously.  29 
 30 
2. Mark Fischer, Blakeslee Group, Update on Heber City’s Branding 31 
 32 
Mark Fischer, Blakeslee Group, addressed the Council regarding the City's Branding. 33 
 34 
Mr. Fisher presented the Council with some new ideas of branding. He went on to point out 35 
where they started last go around was at the top of the first screen shot.  He reminded the Council 36 
they asked his group to enlarge Timpanogos Mountain, and they have a couple of different versions 37 
of that with some variation in the colors.  38 
 39 
Mr. Fischer indicated that one aspect of what they attempt to do was go with the different seasons. 40 
He pointed out that sometimes Timpanogos Mountain was white and covered with snow and other 41 
times it's quite green with the different seasons. 42 
 43 
Mr. Fischer said then they discussed if the Bell Tower should be included.  He noted they have 44 
shown the Bell Tower in various sketches, which were centered and off center and with color. 45 
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Then, they are showing the Bell Tower breaking the skyline. In addition, to a straight on version 1 
of the Bell Tower 2 
 3 
Mr. Fischer indicated those are the choices they had come up. He stated the last time they met, 4 
they debated some different options and put some different colors in there. Council Member Potter 5 
inquired if Mr. Fischer were to go with one color, what would he recommend.  Mr. Fischer 6 
indicated he would recommend blue. 7 
 8 
Mayor McDonald polled the Council on which sketch was their preference.  9 
 10 
Council Member Crittenden indicated he preferred the middle one with the white snow.  11 
 12 
 Council Member Potter stated she did not like it when it was not breaking the ridgeline; she liked 13 
it breaking the skyline. In addition, she did not like the straight on look.  Furthermore, she was not 14 
crazy about any of the colors. She preferred the blue one but with a bit of different blue. 15 
 16 
Council Member Smith said he thought it needed to break the ridgeline as well. He liked the Bell 17 
Tower straight or the other one was fine. 18 
 19 
Council Member Bradshaw indicated he liked the middle one with the blue. 20 
 21 
Council Member Franco said she was in favor of the one on Page 1, with the large plain mountain.  22 
 23 
Mayor McDonald summarized that it appeared they like the blue one with the ridgeline. 24 
 25 
Council Member Crittenden inquired if the tagline could be bigger. Mr. Fischer indicated it could. 26 
 27 
Council Member Potter questioned what Mr. Fischer liked.  Mr. Fischer said he liked the Bell 28 
Tower breaking the ridgeline. He went on to say he thought there was a lot of value to be able to 29 
change the color for the season. However, some people say you can never change the color, but he 30 
disagreed with that.  31 
 32 
Mayor McDonald inquired what color variation the Council would like. Council 33 
Members Crittenden, Potter, and Franco indicated they liked blue. Council Member Smith stated 34 
he liked the ability to change the color; and Council Member Bradshaw said he liked blue overall 35 
or the ability to change the color. 36 
 37 
3. Marci Harvey, Presentation to Heber City from Wasatch Chevys 38 
Wasatch Chevys Car Show Flyer 39 
 40 
Marci Harvey, Wasatch Chevys Group, presented the City with a check from the Wasatch Chevys 41 
Car Show, which would be in June 2107. In addition, she presented the City with a plaque for 2016 42 
and this year. Mr. Harvey mentioned the cars on the flyer were the cars from the original members 43 
from 1994, and this year was their 25th anniversary. In conclusion, she thanked the Council for 44 
everything they did for their organization. 45 
 46 
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4. Ordinance No. 2017-16, an Ordinance Amending the Section 18.108.115 Two-Family 1 
Dwelling Special Exception in Chapter 18.108 Conditional Uses of the Heber City 2 
Municipal Code 3 

Staff Report 4 
Ordinance 2017-16 5 
 6 
Mr. Baron addressed the Council regarding an amendment to Chapter 18.108. He explained they 7 
received an application to amend the City's Ordinance from Mr. Riley Probst. Mr. Baron explained 8 
the purpose behind the amendment was for a quarter acre lot, with a sunset provision, 9 
to construct a two-family dwelling. 10 
 11 
Mr. Baron stated the amendment would allow someone, under certain criteria, to build a two-12 
family dwelling unit within a block area where 40 percent or more was already two-family 13 
dwellings.  He added the rest of the changes or code remained the same.  14 
 15 
Mr. Baron informed the Council that the Planning Commission inquired how this would affect 16 
areas in the rest of the City.  The area Mr. Probst was interested in was on 200 West south of 600 17 
South. There are duplexes and twin homes in the area and there is an older home there that was 18 
dilapidated.  He continued, there was two lots.  The corner lot was part of a subdivision, and it was 19 
a two-family subdivision already. Then there were four single family homes lots, and it would 20 
allow Mr. Probst to fill in some of the lots. 21 
  22 
Council Member Potter addressed the trail plan, which came down to the Recreation Center. She 23 
inquired if the plan was a part of trail plan, and would the developer have to accommodate the trail 24 
plan?   25 
 26 
Council Member Franco indicated that she had spoken with Mr. Mumford about putting the trail 27 
on the north side of 600 South.  Mr. Baron stated Mr. Probst might want to talk about that. He 28 
informed the Council this particular subdivision had already been recorded. The lot on the north 29 
side could already have a duplex built on it. 30 
 31 
Council Member Potter referred to the Master Trail Plan. She said she wanted to make sure the 32 
development was not making it so it would not happen. She noted it was a County-wide trail plan, 33 
and she discussed the requirements of the trail for federal funding. Mr. Baron stated he did not 34 
think the proposed ordinance would change anything.   35 
 36 
Council Member Franco indicated it could change the easement where they needed the trail. 37 
Council Member Potter said she thought they were supposed to adopt the Master Trail Plan; 38 
however, they held off because of the Form Base Code.   39 
 40 
Discussion followed where the proposed amendments to Chapter 18.108 could apply to other part 41 
of the City.  Mr. Anderson indicated it could apply to the area of 300 West 500 North, which 42 
was next to Muirfield.  He noted that everything on the east side of that was twin homes, and it 43 
may qualify. However, as of right now, the property was not subdivided. 44 
 45 
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Council Member Franco pointed out the amendments to Chapter 18.108 are supposed to expire in 1 
December 2017. 2 
 3 
Council Member Crittenden's opinion was the proposed amendments to Chapter 18.108 was a spot 4 
zone Ordinance.  He went on to say, he had talked to everyone on that block, and they are against 5 
it. The people with the twin homes are okay with it, but they don't like the duplexes. He said if 6 
they did the amendment, he would suggest the construction of twin homes and not two-family 7 
homes. He inquired if the Ordinance could be changed to twin homes and not two-dwelling 8 
homes.  Mr. Baron said Mr. Probst was the one requesting the amendment, and he suggested the 9 
Council speak to Mr. Probst regarding that matter. 10 
 11 
Council Member Bradshaw addressed the north lot. He indicated it developed over the years and 12 
200 West wasn't there for quite some time. He went on to say the whole corner was an eye 13 
sore. He didn't have any heartburn if they had some nice twin homes or duplexes on the property.  14 
 15 
Council Member Franco questioned if the lot be subdivided for a twin home and a single family 16 
home.  Mr. Baron replied, if I remember right, there was not enough frontage to do a single-family 17 
home. 18 
 19 
Riley Probst - Developer 20 
Mr. Probst addressed the Council. He informed the Council the old house on the north lot was built 21 
in 1893, and he could construct a duplex or twin house on that lot now.  In addition, he could 22 
construct a single-family home on the other lot; he has 81 feet of frontage.  23 
 24 
Mr. Probst explained if the City did not like the ordinance, he could subdivide the lot and do three 25 
single-family homes. He went on to explain, he did not want to construct duplexes; he wanted to 26 
construct twin homes with four bedrooms. If he constructed single-family homes, they would be 27 
narrow and wouldn't be as nice. He noted there would be room for four homes, but it wouldn't look 28 
good. 29 
 30 
Council Member Crittenden inquired if Mr. Probst was opposed to substituting the word duplex 31 
with twin home. 32 
 33 
Mr. Probst informed the Council the only difference between duplex and twin home was 34 
ownership.  As for aesthetics, they look the same, and they are not changing the zoning. He added 35 
it was an existing ordinance to allow one change.   36 
 37 
Council Member Smith inquired if there were any property line changes.  Mr. Probst indicated 38 
there were not.  It was noted that Mr. Probst had two recorded lots; lots one was in a recorded 39 
subdivision and the other lot was not.  Mr. Probst indicated he would record a new subdivision.   40 
 41 
Council Member Franco addressed Council Member Potter's concern in regards to larger easement 42 
for the trail. She questioned if Mr. Probst was opposed to that.  Mr. Probst indicated he was not; 43 
he would work that out with the Planning Commission. 44 
 45 



      
 

Page 7 of 16 

 

Council Member Franco inquired why the Planning Commission put the sunset provision in the 1 
Ordinance if there was no other place the amendment would apply. 2 
 3 
Mr. Baron explained the City Council took twin homes out of residential zones with the exception 4 
in Chapter 18.108.  A developer cannot develop a two-family dwelling home in Heber City.  It 5 
was noted that was put in place back when the City Council thought there were too many two-6 
family dwelling homes in Heber City.  Mr. Anderson's opinion was the City should look at a place 7 
where two-family dwellings could be.  Council Member Potter stated if we aren't going to allow 8 
this type of housing, the problems would continue to increase. 9 
 10 
Motion: Council Member Smith moved to adopt Ordinance No. 2017-16, an Ordinance Amending 11 
the Section 18.108.115 Two-Family Dwelling Special Exception in Chapter 18.108 Conditional 12 
Uses of the Heber City Municipal Code with the findings and conditions in the Staff Report and 13 
with Condition 1 as changing the two-family dwellings to twin homes  under Section B authorizing 14 
the construction of a two-family dwelling changed to authorizing the construction of a twin home 15 
subject to the following conditions. Council Member Bradshaw made the second.  Council 16 
Members Voting Aye: Council member Bradshaw, Potter, and Smith.  Council. Council Members 17 
Vote Nay: Council Member Crittenden. Council Members Abstaining: Council Member Franco. 18 
The motion passed with three votes in favor, one vote against, and one abstention.  19 
 20 
7. Blake Allen, Final Plat Approval for a Small Subdivision, the Montgomery Lot Split, 21 

Located at 200 North 400 West 22 
Staff Report 23 
 24 
Mr. Baron addressed the Council regarding the small subdivision to split Mr. Allen's lot. He 25 
pointed out there was an existing road, and he presented a diagram to the Council. 26 
 27 
Motion: Council Member Franco moved to grant Final Plat Approval for a Small Subdivision, the 28 
Montgomery Lot Split, Located at 200 North 400 West subject to the Findings and Conditions of 29 
the Planning Commission on Page 1.  Council Member Bradshaw made the second. Council 30 
Members Voting Aye: Council Member Bradshaw, Franco, Potter, Smith, and Crittenden. The 31 
motion passed unanimously.  32 
 33 
8. Approval of the Cooperative Agreement Between the Utah Division of Forestry, Fire and 34 

State Lands Regarding Protecting Non-Federal Land from Wildland Fire 35 
Staff Report 36 
Cooperative Agreement 37 
 38 
Mr. Eriksson addressed the Council regarding a Cooperative Agreement between the Utah 39 
Division of Forestry, Fire and State Lands and the City for protecting non-federal land from wild 40 
land fires.  He explained it had to do with a Legislative change in 2016, and it had been in the 41 
process mostly between the Utah League of Cities and Towns and the Association of Counties. He 42 
noted it was not the Insurance Fund, but it did act as an insurance fund for municipalities. 43 
 44 
Mr. Eriksson went on to explain prior to this change, if a municipality had a wild land fire go 45 
through their community, they were responsible for a portion of the acreage that went through their 46 
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community. He stated the Legislature changed the law to allow municipalities to opt into the 1 
program if they wanted to. He pointed out that Heber City was not a super, high risk community, 2 
which was reflected in the City's match, which would be expected if the City opted into the 3 
program. Mr. Eriksson informed the Council that he thought it would be a relatively cheap 4 
insurance policy if a wild fire came through and destroyed 40 to 50 acres of Red Ledges.  5 
 6 
Mayor McDonald clarified what the deductible would be for Heber City. Mr. Eriksson explained 7 
the deductible was based on a risk assessment they did for the entire State of Utah with 8 
every community included. It was noted that Heber City's match was $4,818.  Mayor McDonald 9 
inquired if Heber City had a million-dollar wild land fire, this program would cover the entire cost 10 
of the fire.  Mr. Eriksson indicated it would.  11 
 12 
Mr. Anderson clarified for the Council it was not money the City would pay; it was mitigation 13 
efforts the City would perform, which would add up to the $4,818. Mr. Eriksson added 50 percent 14 
was mitigation; 25 percent was prevention, and 25 percent was preparedness. Mr. Eriksson 15 
indicated if the Fire Department purchased a new fire truck, 25 percent of the purchase would go 16 
toward the match. Mr. Eriksson gave more examples of what could go toward the match. 17 
 18 
Mr. Eriksson stated the idea behind the program wasn't for communities to buy their way out of 19 
situation. The idea was for communities to be invested in their own community and think of ways 20 
to reduce the risks to their communities.   21 
 22 
Council Member Crittenden said as he read the material, and his thought was it was discouraged 23 
to pay with money; it was intended to be a match. He went on to inquired if the City would get 24 
credit for things the County Fire District did since the City paid into the Fire District and does not 25 
have a City Fire Department.  Mr. Eriksson said the City would; however, they would have to 26 
work that out. He noted there was a concern with that because in the agreement it said the 27 
firefighters would be trained to a certain class. He noted it may be as simple as getting a letter from 28 
Chief Giles stating they would comply with the standards, and if the City wanted to opt in, they 29 
would hold up their end of the agreement.  30 
 31 
Council Member Franco indicated it sounded like to her it was a process that was being worked 32 
out.  Mr. Eriksson said it was. Council Member Franco questioned if Mr. Eriksson's department 33 
would issue some guidelines on how that would work out with the counties and cities.  Mr. 34 
Eriksson said he thought it would be worked out city by city, and they may see a couple of different 35 
variations on how it would be done.  He went on to say there was a law passed in 2006 that required 36 
fire departments to already do those things. 37 
 38 
Council Member Franco stated when she looked at the map a few years ago, which was a 2006 39 
map, and it gave the City's risk levels, was the map updated?  Mr. Eriksson indicated the map was 40 
updated; however, he does not know what map she looked at. He went on to explain almost every 41 
community had stayed the same or dropped some. Mr. Anderson stated he received a map; 42 
however, it would not print out correctly. He pointed out, as it related to Heber City, the only area 43 
affected by the wild land fire area, was Red Ledges.   44 
 45 
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Mr. Eriksson explained how to read the map, and there was a monetary value placed on per acre for 1 
each area. In addition, there was a possibility over an average of ten years, if the City had multiple 2 
mini fires, there was a component of that where they take the average of the ten years and throw 3 
out the high and the low and add that into the risk, which could raise the match. 4 
 5 
Council Member Franco indicated that Mr. Eriksson was showing the 10-year fire suppression 6 
cost, which meant that was there level.  However, once the City opted in, was that forever? Mr. 7 
Eriksson said no, it was not forever; the City could opt out next year if they wanted to. Council 8 
Member Franco clarified if they did not opt in, the City would be on the hook for all the costs 9 
associated with a fire.  Mr. Eriksson, indicated yes, that was correct. The City would be getting a 10 
bill for the fire.  11 
 12 
Council Member Crittenden asked what would happen if the City didn't meet their $4,818 match; 13 
would the City be in the arrears.  Mr. Eriksson indicated yes; however, if the City exceed the 14 
amount, the City would be credited for the next year. 15 
 16 
Council Member Crittenden's opinion was Red Ledges should provide at least 50 percent of the 17 
mitigation because they were a private subdivision. He would like to see them have "buy-in" to 18 
the program. Council Member Bradshaw thought that was a good idea as well, and he wouldn't be 19 
surprised if they were not already doing that. 20 
 21 
Chief Booth informed the Council his department had been working with Red Ledges the last few 22 
months; all of that was in the works. The Council was just not aware of it. 23 
 24 
Motion: Council Member Potter moved to approve the Cooperative Agreement Between the Utah 25 
Division of Forestry, Fire and State Lands Regarding Protecting Non-Federal Land from Wildland 26 
Fire. Council Member Franco made the second. Council Members Voting Aye: Council Member 27 
Bradshaw, Franco, Potter, Smith, and Crittenden. The motion passed unanimously. 28 
 29 
9. Consideration of the Airport Advisory Board's Recommendation to Rescind the Airport 30 

Manager's Directive Banning Vehicles from the FBO Ramp; have an Assessment Done 31 
for a Vehicle Lane Along the FBO Ramp; and Amend the Rules and Regulations in 32 
Section 7 33 

Airport Manager's Staff Report 34 
Airport Manager's Directive 17-01 35 
Airport Advisory Board Comments 36 
 37 
Mr. Godfrey addressed the Council regarding the Airport Advisory Board's recommendation to 38 
the City Council to rescind the Airport Manager's directive to ban vehicle traffic from the FBO's 39 
ramp. Mayor McDonald inquired if it was for all types of vehicles. Mr. Godfrey replied it was for 40 
all vehicles.  41 
 42 
Council Member Crittenden provided some clarification; it was not a complete ban.  He went on 43 
to explained individuals at the Airport could be accompanied by a member of OK3's Staff.  Mr. 44 
Godfrey noted individuals could go on the ramp by permission and supervision by the FBO 45 
personnel. Council member Potter questioned how someone would get permission; would they be 46 
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available around the clock? Mr. Godfrey indicated they would have to contact the FBO; 1 
however, they are not there 24/7. He went on to say, all he had to offer, was a compromise, which 2 
was in the works. 3 
 4 
Council Member Franco said she would like to know what the permission process was, and she 5 
did not know if it was fair from the standpoint of the Rules and Regulations.  It was her opinion 6 
that the FBO controlled everything such as, the ramp fees and the tie down fees, and there should 7 
not be a permission fee. She suggested it needed to be a clear, fair process. Mr. Godfrey indicated 8 
there would not be a permission fee. 9 
 10 
Mr. Godfrey stated it was his intent in the beginning to go through a process. Council Member 11 
Franco reiterated that a clear, fair process needed to be added and not just have a ban.  Mr. Godfrey 12 
pointed out the Rules and Regulations give the Airport Manager discretion to control vehicle 13 
traffic on the aircraft ramp, and that is what he did. He saw a safety issue, and he did what he did. 14 
 15 
Council Member Franco inquired if Mr. Godfrey had tried to go after the traffic violating the 16 
aircraft ramp.  Mr. Godfrey indicated he had intercepted traffic and talked to individuals.  The 17 
educational process began at that point.   18 
 19 
Council Member Potter questioned if the Council had any legal counsel regarding this 20 
issue.  Council Member Franco inquired what the legal liability was if they rescinded the directive. 21 
Mr. Godfrey indicated they were opening themselves up to exposure if an incident happened on 22 
the ramp. Council Member Franco inquired if the City was already under exposure under the 23 
Rules 7.6.2 because they were already allowing a 20-foot clearance without Mr. Godfrey’s 24 
directive.  Mr. Godfrey stated yes, there was a risk.  25 
 26 
Mr. Godfrey explained to the Council that the aircraft had changed.  At the Airport now, it was 27 
covered with 20-million dollar jets and fuel trucks. It was his opinion that it was expedient to fix 28 
the issues. 29 
 30 
Brian Rowser - Hangar Owner/AAB Member 31 
Mr. Rowser informed the Council that he liked compromise. He stated they had not heard what 32 
that compromise would be. He went on to say he was disappointed when the directive came out 33 
and asked that it be suspended.  Mr. Rowser expressed the City had a very experienced Airport 34 
Board, and they had asked that it be rescinded.  35 
 36 
Mr. Rowser discussed the traffic and liability at the Airport. It was Mr. Rowser's opinion there was 37 
less liability with a car than an aircraft.  In addition, the FBO was at the Airport less than 50 percent 38 
of the time, and thinking the FBO was going to be there to supervise traffic on the ramp was less 39 
than amenable.  40 
 41 
Mr. Rowser pointed out the directive was only directed at Airport users. He pointed out that Mr. 42 
Godfrey mentioned an education process; however, there had been zero attempt to control it.   43 
 44 



      
 

Page 11 of 16 

 

Mr. Rowser informed the Council that he flew to many airports, and he drove on ramps. He went 1 
on to explain they could put traffic lanes in at the Airport.  They could come up with a common-2 
sense plan.  3 
 4 
Sterling Woodruff - Self-Fueling Distributor 5 
Mr. Woodruff address the Council. He explained he was providing self-fueling at the Airport, and 6 
their fuel tote was located by the Airport Manager's office.  They had no direct way to get to their 7 
fuel, and it would directly affect their business.  Mr. Woodruff stated they needed a compromise 8 
fairly quickly. He added that he did not see the FBO very accommodating on escorting them. 9 
 10 
Paul Boyer - Daniel Hangar 19 11 
Mr. Boyer informed the Council that Heber City’s Airport was a Federal Grant Airport, which was 12 
funded by the public for the public. 13 
 14 
Mr. Boyer explained the City could not prohibit the public from coming onto the Airport. In 15 
addition, escorting individuals on the ramp was not going to happen after hours.  He quoted Kristen 16 
Brownson, with the FAA, and she said, "you could not limit the public after hours".  There are 17 
vehicle lanes on airports all over the country. Mr. Boyer indicated there were dozens of other 18 
options.  He reminded the Council that everyone helped pay for this Airport. 19 
 20 
Council Member Crittenden asked Mr. Boyer, if you were still the Airport Manager, and this was 21 
still your decision, how would you want the Council to handle it and not micro-manage you as the 22 
Airport Manager.  23 
 24 
Mr. Boyer explained how he would come up with his decision.  He stated that he agreed with Mr. 25 
Godfrey, with the current Rules and Regulations, he had the authority to make this decision. 26 
But, with the current environment at the Airport, at this time, there are a lot of special issues that 27 
are volatile. 28 
 29 
Council Member Crittenden informed the Council there was some discussion of remedial process 30 
in the Airport Advisory Board meeting that Mr. Godfrey was looking at some compromises, and 31 
Council Member Crittenden discussed those compromises. He went on to say he trusted Mr. 32 
Godfrey was listening, and he was hearing the concerns. 33 
 34 
Council Member Crittenden stated he was thinking about two approaches: the 35 
directive would stand for 30-days to get a compromise, or it needed to be tabled for 30-days to get 36 
a compromise. He thought the compromise needed to be looked at and accommodated so the 37 
hardships could be dealt with and still have the safety.   38 
 39 
Council Member Crittenden said, I don't think we just want anyone doing it. I had a few visits to 40 
the airport when he saw a vehicle come down the taxiway and down the ramp. He thought things 41 
needed to be done, and he didn't want to put the hammer down on the City’s Airport Manager. He 42 
would rather give him the time to work out a compromise. 43 
 44 
 45 
 46 
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Sterling Woodruff - Self-Fueling Distributor 1 
Mr. Woodruff reiterated that his business was being affected. He informed the Council that 2 
their students were hanging out at the Airport and going to lunch in Heber City. He pointed out 3 
that 30-days was a long time for them.  He noted it was safer for them to utilize the little strip of 4 
land. He mentioned that he used to be a line guy at the Airport, and he had experience, and they 5 
need something that would help Heber City.  In addition, it was more of a hazard to take fuel out 6 
on the road than on the ramp. 7 
 8 
Council Member Crittenden clarified it would be a hardship for Mr. Woodruff to keep the directive 9 
in place for 30-days. 10 
 11 
Mr. Woodruff indicated that he was not trying to rush Mr. Godfrey, and they need to keep the 12 
Airport safe.  However, the other options and the amount of students they have create a hazard. 13 
 14 
Council Member Franco indicated she had spoken about the directive with the City's legal advice, 15 
and he was concerned about the liability and the vitality. She noted the self-fueling could be given 16 
another location.  Mr. Godfrey informed the Council the self-fueling was temporary until the 17 
Minimum Standards addressed it.  Council Member Franco pointed out that Mr. Woodruff had the 18 
right for self-fueling. She questioned what could be done so it was not a hardship on them.  Mr. 19 
Godfrey indicated he could grant them permission to use the taxi way. 20 
 21 
Council Member Franco questioned if there had any repeat offenders on the ramp/taxi way with 22 
the education he had done.  Mr. Godfrey said, yes. He went on to explain, because of those few 23 
people everyone would be shut down, and due to his concern of liability; and the FBO would sue 24 
the City. He asked the Council to keep in mind they had a Part 13 Complaint. 25 
 26 
Council Member Crittenden inquired with the two cases that need special attention, do you feel 27 
like it was within his latitude to grant those two exceptions during the 30-days to come to a 28 
compromise. Mr. Godfrey indicated that he believed so. Council Member Potter pointed out for 29 
every Brian Rowser, there would be seven more exceptions.  Mr. Rowser just happened to be here.  30 
 31 
Mr. Rowser informed the Council there were a lot of planes that come into the Airport after hours. 32 
In his opinion, the liability had not changed in 70 years. 33 
 34 
Council Member Crittenden noted the City had an Ordinance or Rule that stated no one could 35 
come within 20-feet of another plane with a vehicle.  He questioned if that Rule waved the City's 36 
liability. Mr. Godfrey explained if a vehicle hit a plane, that individual would have to have a gate 37 
pass.  He added, those individuals are supposed to have insurance on their vehicle. He suggested 38 
what would happen if an individual did not have insurance, the responsibility could or would fall 39 
to the Airport and maybe the FBO. 40 
 41 
Mr. Godfrey said keep in mind, that was someone's leasehold.  They should have some reasonable 42 
expectation of what happens on their leasehold. 43 
 44 
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Council Member Franco stated we do have some conflicting legal advice on that right now. Kristen 1 
Brownson said it was a public ramp. The City needed to go to the FAA and get an exact opinion 2 
what Ms. Brownson meant. 3 
 4 
Mr. Godfrey informed the Council he would support the 30-day fix it period and work it out. 5 
Council Member Franco said if we had the 30-day fix it period, what exemptions would you give 6 
for those individuals that need to unload passengers, fix their aircraft, etc. Council Member Potter 7 
suggested to repeal the directive right now; it had been fine for 70 years. Mr. Godfrey would have 8 
30-days to figure it out, and that would bring everyone to the table. She went on to say, it was not 9 
fair to those that are trying to keep in business.  10 
 11 
Motion: Council Member Smith moved to suspend the directive for 30-days to give the Airport 12 
Manager and users of the Airport time to find a solution.  Council Member Bradshaw made the 13 
second.  14 
 15 
Council Member Franco asked if Council Member Smith could add in the motion to get legal 16 
advice on whether the 20-feet is enough to give the City absolution from liability; in addition, what 17 
public really means with this compromise?  18 
 19 
Council Member Smith’s Amended Motion: Council Member Smith accepted Council Member 20 
Franco's amendments. Council Member Bradshaw made the second. Council Members Voting 21 
Aye: Council Member Bradshaw, Franco, Potter, Smith, and Crittenden. The motion passed 22 
unanimously 23 
 24 
Amendment to Council Member Smith’s Amended Motion: Council Member Crittenden 25 
moved to amend the motion to direct that it be on the agenda for the 1st of June 2017 to have the 26 
City’s Airport Manager present a compromise that he agreed to. Council Member Potter made 27 
the second. Council Members Voting Aye: Council Member Bradshaw, Franco, Potter, Smith, and 28 
Crittenden. The motion passed unanimously. 29 
 30 
10. Discussion Regarding Heber City's Airport Template Lease 31 
AAB Staff Report 32 
DRAFT - Airport Template Hangar Lease 33 
 34 
Brian Rowser – Airport Advisory Board Member 35 
Mr. Rower informed the Council that the Airport Advisory Board (AAB) learned this agenda 36 
item was on the Council's agenda mainly pertaining to the Kirsch Lease, and they knew they had 37 
not given any advice pertaining to the Kirsch Lease. He went on to say there were so many leases 38 
at the Airport that they tried to label each one to keep them straight: there is the Hangar Row Lease, 39 
the Mabbutt Lease, which was through a committee, the proposed Kirsch Lease, and the Daniel 40 
Lease, which was what everyone was on except Hangar Row and the FBO. 41 
 42 
Mr. Rowser indicated what the AAB concluded was they do not think the Kirsch Lease was 43 
appropriate for what the City was looking for. It was more appropriate for the City to be renting 44 
out hangars as opposed to the City leasing ground for people to build a hangar upon. 45 
 46 
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Mr. Rowser indicated what the AAB would like to do was take their experience in this material 1 
and give the Council a good recommendation on what lease they felt represented the City's 2 
interest, the Airport users’ interests and provides some balance. Therefore, last night they created 3 
a committee to look at all of the leases, and come up with a good lease for the Council to look 4 
at.  They would like to run that through the committee, then through the AAB, and then ultimately 5 
made a recommendation to the Council. 6 
 7 
Mr. Rowser stated their first recommendation from the AAB was the City already paid Mr. 8 
Kirsch for a lease, the AAB thought Mr. Kirsch should provide the appropriate lease, which would 9 
be a ground lease as opposed to a hangar lease and not charge the City twice. 10 
 11 
Mr. Rowser indicated the second recommendation from the AAB was given the fact the leases 12 
might be all over the place, it might be premature for the City Council to spend their time looking 13 
at a standard lease right now until the AAB was able to take the leases right now and run them 14 
through AAB committee, present it to the AAB, come up with a recommendation, and forward it 15 
to the City Council.  16 
 17 
Council Member Franco indicated that she had spoken with Mr. Kirsch that morning and he 18 
admitted it was a hangar lease and not a ground lease, and he would send a ground lease. However, 19 
the part you don't want to hear was, the ground lease was very similar to a hangar lease. 20 
 21 
Motion: Council Member Franco moved to table Item Number 10, discussion regarding Heber 22 
City's Airport template lease and go through this process that the Airport Advisory Board had 23 
submitted.  Council Member Crittenden made the second. Council Members Voting Aye: Council 24 
Member Bradshaw, Franco, Potter, Smith, and Crittenden. The motion passed unanimously. 25 
 26 
5. Ordinance No. 2017-17, an Ordinance Vacating Lot 20 of Valley Height Subdivision, 27 

Plat A 28 
Staff Report 29 
Petition's Letter 30 
Ordinance 2017-17 31 
6. Alan M. Anderson, Final Plat Approval for a Small Subdivision, Valley Heights Plat "C", 32 
Located at 1267 North Valley Heights Circle 33 
Staff Report 34 
Valley Heights Plat C 35 
Annexation Agreement 36 
Valley Heights Subdivision Agreement 37 
 38 
Mr. Mike Johnston, Summit Engineering, addressed the Council; he indicated he was present to 39 
represent Alan Anderson.  Mr. Johnston noted that Summit Engineering assisted in the 40 
development of the Valley Heights Subdivision, and Mr. Anderson was Plat A, Lot 20.  Mr. 41 
Anderson was requesting to vacate Lot 20, and include it in Plat C with two lots.  Mr. Johnston 42 
informed the Council, along with the vacation of Lot 20, they were asking to vacate the easement 43 
which was utilized to access the City's water tank. However, the City would get the road back, and 44 
it would not be as steep. 45 
 46 
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Mr. Johnston informed the Council that Agenda Item 6 went with Agenda Item 5. He indicated if 1 
the Council allowed the Andersons to vacate Lot 2, there would be the two lots in Plat C. He 2 
explained one lot was about 5 acres, and the other lots was about 2.38 acres.  The 3 
Anderson’s would build a new home on one of the lots and sell the other lot.  Mr. Johnston 4 
indicated that both lots have frontage on the cul-de-sac, and they both met minimum standards.  5 
 6 
Mr. Johnston explained the new road would swing through Sandy S property, and both property 7 
owners would give the City an easement. It was inquired how it would work when a portion of the 8 
road was outside the City's limits.  Mr. Baron indicated it was addressed in the subdivision 9 
agreement. Mr. Mumford added the City had a recorded easement; however, it would be vacated, 10 
and the City would record a new one. 11 
 12 
Mr. Mumford discussed the easement and how the water tank would be accessed. 13 
 14 
Motion: Council Member Franco moved to combine Agenda Items 5 and 6; adopt Ordinance No. 15 
2017-17, an Ordinance Vacating Lot 20 of Valley Height Subdivision, Plat A and give Final Plat 16 
Approval for a Small Subdivision, Valley Heights Plat "C", Located at 1267 North Valley Heights 17 
Circle, which would also include the findings and conditions located in the Staff Report, 18 
and subject to the sequence of the easement agreements and the water tank would always be 19 
accessible. Council Member Crittenden made the second. 20 
 21 
Discussion followed.  Mr. Mumford wanted to clarify that the upper lot would not be provided 22 
services at this time and there would be notes on the plat specifying that. 23 
 24 
Call the Question: Council Members Voting Aye: Council Member Bradshaw, Franco, Potter, 25 
Smith, and Crittenden. The motion passed unanimously. 26 
 27 
11. Adoption of the 2017/2018 Tentative Operating Budget 28 
 29 
Mr. Anderson addressed the Council regarding the Tentative Budget. Mr. Anderson expressed 30 
his appreciation to all the City Staff that had worked on the budget. He stated the Council had 31 
indicated they may want to meet another time to discuss the Tentative Budget before the Final 32 
Budget was adopted. 33 
 34 
Mr. Anderson recommended another date to discuss any changes the Council may want to discuss 35 
regarding the Tentative Budget, which could be May 18, 2017, which would be the next Regular 36 
Council meeting; and he suggested starting at 4:00 p.m. 37 
 38 
Mr. Anderson stated by State statue, the City was required to adopt a Tentative Budget by the first 39 
meeting in May and to consider a public hearing date. 40 
 41 
Motion: Council Member Bradshaw moved to adopt the Tentative Operating Budget for the Fiscal 42 
Year 2017-2018 and have a Final Budget Hearing on June 15, 2017. In addition, meet at 4:00 43 
p.m. on May 18, 2017, to have another Tentative Budget discussion.  Council Member Smith made 44 
the second. 45 
 46 
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Discussion followed regarding the motion.  Council Member Franco stated she was hoping for 1 
more discussion regarding the Tentative Budget. She questioned if Council Members Bradshaw 2 
and Smith were in favor of 3 percent COLA, the 3 percent merit, and the 90/10 insurance split and 3 
so forth.  Council Member Bradshaw said, tentatively yes.  4 
 5 
Council Member Franco said she was hoping for more discussion. She stated she would like to 6 
balance it with other goals they had for economic development, better personnel management, and 7 
goals they had in the past.  She just doesn't see that in here.  Mayor McDonald indicated that was 8 
why they were going to meet earlier on May 18, 2017. He indicated if there were any concerns or 9 
questions, she could bring it up at that time.    10 
 11 
Council Member Franco inquired if the Tentative Budget was proposing a 5 percent sewer increase 12 
or anything for water.  Mr. Anderson indicated the Tentative Budget included a 5 percent sewer 13 
rate increase per household.  Council Member Franco said the brochure said 5 percent increase per 14 
resident. Mr. Anderson clarified it was per household/connection. Council Member Franco stated 15 
that needed to be corrected.  16 
 17 
Call the Question: Council Member Voting Aye: Council Members Bradshaw, Potter, 18 
and Smith. Council Members Abstaining:  Council Members Franco and Crittenden. The motion 19 
passed with three votes in favor and two abstentions. 20 
 21 
12. Consideration of Closed Meeting Pursuant to Utah Code Annotated §52-4-205 Annotated 22 

§52-4-205 (c) Strategy Session to Discuss Pending or Reasonably Imminent Litigation 23 
 24 
13. Discuss Daniel #2 Airport Hangar Lease 25 
 26 
Mayor McDonald suggested the Council continued the item until he received more information 27 
from Mr. Smedley. 28 
 29 
Motion: Council Member Bradshaw moved to continue Item Number 13, Discuss Daniel #2 30 
Airport Hangar Lease. Council Member Smith made the second. Council Members Voting Aye: 31 
Council Member Bradshaw, Potter, Smith, and Crittenden. Council Members Abstaining: Council 32 
Member Franco. The motion passed with four votes in favor and one abstentions. 33 
 34 
VI. Adjournment  35 
 36 
With no further business coming before the Council at this time, Council Member Franco moved 37 
to adjourn the meeting.  Council Member Bradshaw made the second.  The meeting adjourned at 38 
7:26 p.m. 39 
 40 
 41 

___________________________ 42 
Michelle Vest, City Recorder 43 

 44 
 45 
 46 
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May 15, 2017 

Heber City Corporation 

75 North Main St. 

Heber City, UT 84032 

 

RE:  Financial Reporting March 2017 Unaudited 

To Mayor McDonald, City Council and City Manager: 

I have enclosed the financial reporting package for the period ended March 31st, 
2017. 

Governmental Activity 

Our Sales Tax and Building Permits have continued to be strong this year.  We 
ended the 3rd quarter with Sales Tax revenues of $2,327K.  Last year over the 
same time period we were at $2,089K.  So we are roughly 11.4% higher than last 
year.  We prepared a sales tax budget of 2.9M for FY 16‐17.  So we are at 80.25% 
of our budgeted revenue for the year through the 3rd quarter. 

As discussed in the last quarter review the fine revenue was down.  However 
when we consider the $29K in revenue for fines, forfeitures, small claims, court 
security, and traffic school in the month of March, the departmental revenues are 
expected to cover 80% of what was budgeted.  This is an improvement in the 
most recent quarter. 

Our Transportation tax is at $666,314 through the 3rd quarter.  Over the same 
period last year we were at $578,522.  So we are seeing a 15% increase.  It now 
appears that it will exceed the budget and estimate that was set in the budget 
process and is included in the financial statements. 
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Building Permit revenue has held a fairly stead pace through the 3rd quarter there 
was a slight seasonal drop.  In terms of actual numbers we were $574,681 last 
year YTD and we are at $668,574 this year.  This is a 16% YOY increase.  I have 
included some charts throughout the executive Summary to give you a quick 
glance at the information contained in the financials.  These charts only hit major 
items and aren’t meant to be fully inclusive of all information.  For example I have 
excluded the expenditures in these charts related to Election costs.  Here are the 
Revenues and expenditure charts related to governmental activities. 

 

 

Governmental Percentage Increase
2015 2016 2017 2016 2017

Revenue %
Property Taxes 1,236,242     1,310,769     1,445,540     106.03% 110.28%
General Sales 1,862,875     2,089,076     2,327,370     112.14% 111.41%
Transportation Tax 496,323        578,522        666,314        116.56% 115.18%
Class C Road 283,336        288,766        353,749        101.92% 122.50%
Franchise Tax 632,631        601,255        724,223        95.04% 120.45%
Transient Room 23,019           41,772           43,942           181.46% 105.20%
Building Permits 344,307        574,681        668,574        166.91% 116.34%
Total 4,878,734     5,484,839     6,229,712     112.42% 113.58%
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Governmental Year Percentage Increase
2015 2016 2017 2016 2017

Expenses %
Legislative 194,037        187,023        193,417        96.39% 103.42%
Judicial 150,523        133,809        148,674        88.90% 111.11%
Administrative 354,961        433,614        409,974        122.16% 94.55%
GGB 101,929        49,481           81,880           48.54% 165.48%
Building 179,279        214,162        217,258        119.46% 101.45%
Planning Commission 46,424           64,648           43,277           139.25% 66.94%
Planning  191,741        184,898        243,695        96.43% 131.80%
Police 1,738,800     1,964,433     2,083,260     112.98% 106.05%
Animal Control 226,015        199,339        254,615        88.20% 127.73%
Roads 448,257        484,302        656,602        108.04% 135.58%
Parks 174,534        183,989        170,040        105.42% 92.42%
Cemetery 216,106        215,920        181,000        99.91% 83.83%
Airport* 67,198           68,638           283,162        102.14% 412.54%
Total 4,089,803     4,384,256     4,966,854     107.20% 113.29%
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The expenditures are within budget across the board.  The one item that isn’t 
within the budget relates to costs associated with future land purchases.  We 
haven’t yet adopted the potential amendments associated with this.  However we 
are still within budget but the budget will have to be adjusted should we look at 
purchases of land.  Our revenues in excess of expenditures in the general fund is 
just over 1.1M through March 31st. 

Business Type Activity 

We are seeing higher than expected revenues in the water fund.  The water fund 
through the 3rd quarter has $1,580K in revenues.  We have reached 79.93% of 
budgeted revenues for the year.  I am projecting that we will end the year with 
revenues of $2,111K.  I am also expecting our expenditures to end up around 
$2,406K.  This includes $815K in depreciation.  We have collected $538,400 in 
Culinary Impact Fees and $123,472 in pressurized irrigation Impact Fees.  I have 
included a chart showing the enterprise revenues and expenditures along with 
tables to provide a visual perspective. 

Business Type Year Percentage Increase
2015 2016 2017 2016 2017

Revenue %
Water Fees 1,180,617     1,361,325     1,579,879     115.31% 116.05%
Sewer Fees 741,203        839,628        1,029,904     113.28% 122.66%
Utility Fees 178,877        211,386        217,842        118.17% 103.05%
Total 2,100,697     2,412,339     2,827,625     114.84% 117.22%

Business Type Year Percentage Increase
2015 2016 2017 2016 2017

Expenses %
Water 1,627,096     1,661,726     1,762,859     102.13% 106.09%
Sewer 1,038,065     1,089,719     1,225,821     104.98% 112.49%
Utility 104,009        146,090        177,016        140.46% 121.17%
Total 2,769,169     2,897,535     3,165,697     104.64% 109.25%

*I have included Fund 53 for 2015 and 2016 to be comparative for 2017. 
 Legal Fees have increased costs.
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Looking forward into next fiscal year with the rate increases being in effect for the 
full year I am projecting $2,357K in revenue.  I am still expecting our revenues in 
the future to fall short of fully funding depreciation in the water fund but we have 
made significant headway. 

Our expenditures in the water fund are over in some accounts and under in 
others.  However I expect at the end of the year that they will be close to the 
overall budget for expenditures.  We have spent 73.07% of the total Water 
budget.   

Our Sewer revenues are at 75.90% of the budget and I expect them to finish the 
year just over the budgeted revenue of $1,357K by 15‐20K.  Our expenditures of 
1,226K for the year to date is at 72.31% of the budgeted expenditures of $1,695K 
for the year.  We have made progress in covering the depreciation in the sewer 
fund as well but we are still not covering it and haven’t made as much progress.  
As I have compared our figures with Payson City I am noticing that our Water 
Rates and Utility Rate are comparative or close.  However our Sewer is still 
substantially less than what Payson charges.  We went from covering $136K in 
depreciation last year for this same time period to $212K over the first nine 
months this year.  We have made some progress in the sewer fund in eliminating 
the impact fee deficit by collecting impact fees of $478K and only expending $16K 
over the same time period. 

The utility fund has generated a small profit of $47.2K over the first half of the 
year as public works has been more focused in other areas.  In particular the 
roads department has seen 78K more in spending for salaries and benefits over 
the same time frame last year.  I expect the utility fund to expend more going into 
the end of the fiscal year and to keep a small profit of $35‐40K.  This is more than 
I expected when I reported in the mid‐year report by 15‐20K.  The streets are in 
need of sweeping and the sweeper has been down often.  We have discussed this 
in our budget meetings. 

In regards to impact fees and restricted revenues we have received $3,140K so far 
this year.  We have used $1,776K for these restricted purposes.  I have included a 
table showing the various restricted assets, revenues and expenditures in the 
following chart. 
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If there are any questions as you read through the Red & Green report or other 
financials feel free to contact me with questions. 

Respectfully, 

Wesley Bingham, CPA 

Senior Accountant 

Restricted Funds 6/30/2016 3/31/2017 3/31/2017 3/31/2017
Beginning Bal Revenue Used Ending Bal

Storm Drain 84,000$               1$                   36,650$               47,351$       
Street 2,586,906            810,736        305,633               3,092,009    
Transportation 1,655,149            679,017        555,742               1,778,424    
Class C Roads 1,102,559            362,303        334,157               1,130,705    
Parks 461,617               122,706        42,308                 542,014       
Water 1,974,991            583,534        485,408               2,073,117    
Pressurized Irr. 463,397               82,634           ‐                        546,031       
Sewer (862,054)              477,856        16,131                 (400,330)      
Perpetual Care 285,944               21,687           ‐                        307,630       
Total 7,752,507$         3,140,473$  1,776,029$         9,116,951$ 
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HEBER CITY CORPORATION
TAX REVENUES BY SOURCE DETAIL
(LAST TEN FISCAL YEARS)

General General Use Transient
Fiscal Property and Sales Franchise Fees In Lieu Room Transportation Class C Other
Year Tax Tax Tax of Tax Tax Tax Roads Tax Revenues Total
2006 540,560            1,521,857        721,192          86,720            26,249            372,514            320,593          1,604,648      5,194,332     
2007 584,293            1,710,201        677,075          91,238            26,017            434,292            346,243          1,705,377      5,574,736     
2008 663,176            1,850,386        703,510          91,473            33,069            484,516            369,982          1,674,496      5,870,607     
2009 676,604            1,592,096        667,879          87,935            19,602            383,712            358,129          1,437,361      5,223,318     
2010 687,872            1,443,849        645,327          68,136            19,995            355,937            366,212          966,246          4,553,574     
2011 745,512            1,545,379        728,584          61,160            23,235            376,448            392,111          1,392,235      5,264,664     
2012 773,271            1,830,138        727,857          63,605            24,528            448,448            424,396          1,429,098      5,721,341     
2013 827,346            2,023,755        756,445          64,708            24,078            503,963            443,000          1,610,994      6,254,289     
2014 877,175            2,209,926        810,202          70,858            38,007            572,936            425,967          1,732,652      6,737,722     
2015 1,218,461        2,486,773        818,910          88,036            31,366            669,294            449,259          3,099,439      8,861,538     
2016 1,267,115        2,794,329        862,404          108,445          50,082            775,698            503,018          1,984,956      8,346,046     
2017 YTD 1,367,691        2,327,370        724,223          77,849            43,942            666,314            353,749          1,560,025      7,121,163     

* "Transportation Tax has been accounted for within fund 48 since 2010.  Figures are included for comparison."
** "Class C Road Fund Allotment has been accounted for in Fund 49.  Figures are included for comparison."
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HEBER CITY CORPORATION
OTHER REVENUES BY SOURCE DETAIL
(LAST TEN FISCAL YEARS)

Inter‐ Charges Fines Heber Light &
Fiscal Licenses and Governmental For And Miscellaneous Power and
Year Permits Revenue Services Forfeitures Interest Revenue Other Rev. Total
2006 369,870            457,030            264,764          213,160          125,533          50,541             123,750          1,604,648     
2007 326,788            476,268            354,377          224,588          154,260          45,346             123,750          1,705,377     
2008 463,642            486,264            155,759          255,757          157,595          31,730             123,750          1,674,496     
2009 305,445            449,108            133,120          229,262          67,244            121,698            131,484          1,437,361     
2010 282,129            86,873              133,330          212,546          4,675              22,396             224,297          966,246         
2011 323,767            416,897            143,627          247,304          10,590            33,585             216,465          1,392,235     
2012 560,523            175,976            133,113          331,485          20,335            33,290             174,375          1,429,098     
2013 526,253            175,370            207,252          304,801          12,116            160,202            225,000          1,610,994     
2014 715,542            208,370            255,663          312,202          22,704            49,421             168,750          1,732,652     
2015 628,335            213,023            244,549          315,362          18,963            1,375,944        303,263          3,099,439     
2016 878,605            182,933            295,417          308,252          40,920            53,830             225,000          1,984,956     
2017 YTD 781,583            204,321            157,483          170,939          45,931            31,018             168,750          1,560,025     
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3 Heber City Corporation
4 State Of Utah

Statement Of Net Position
For The Period Ended March 31, 2017

General Airport Special Transportation Class C Debt
Fund Revenue Fund Tax Roads Service

Assets

Current Assets
Cash & Cash Equivalents 5,465,716$      144,413$         1,493,099$      1,134,043$      5,613$             
Receivables 119,334           59,619             62,928             -                   -                   
Inventory -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

36,597             -                   -                   -                   -                   
Pre-paids (109)                 -                   222,397           -                   -                   

Total Current Assets 5,621,538        204,033           1,778,424        1,134,043        5,613                
Fixed Assets
Building -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

-                   -                   -                   -                   -                   
Water Rights -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   
Equipment -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   
Land -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   
Accumulated Depreciation -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

Net Fixed Assets -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 

Other Assets
Construction In Progress -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 
Grants Recievable -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

-                  -                 -                 -                 -                   
Due From Other Governments 272,659           -                   -                   -                   -                   
Due From Other Funds -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   
Restricted Pension Assets -                  -                 -                 -                 -                   

Total Other Assets 272,659           -                   -                   -                   -                   

Total Assets 5,894,197$      204,033$         1,778,424$      1,134,043$      5,613$             

Liabilities

Current Liabilities
Accounts Payable 78,906$           30,638$           -$                 3,338$             -$                 
Retention Payable -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   
Wages Payable 74                    -                   -                   -                   -                   
Payroll Liabilities 45,570             -                   -                   -                   -                   
Surcharges Due the State 1,333               -                   -                   -                   -                   
Deferred Revenue Short Term-State Grants
Deferred Revenue Short Term-State Grants -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

-                  -                 -                 -                 -                   
Total Current Liabilities 125,882$        30,638$          -$                3,338$            -$                 

Long-Term Liabilities
Bail Trust & Victim Restitution 15,972$           -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 
Cash Held In Evidence 2,645               -                   -                   -                   -                   
Water Meter Deposits/ Deposits -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   
Development Bonds 1,874,787        -                   -                   -                   -                   
Construction Bonds 128,000           -                   -                   -                   -                   
Other Liabilities 7,158               -                   -                   -                   -                   
Due To Other Governments -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   
Due to Other Funds 4,647               -                   -                   -                   -                   
Accrued Interest Payable -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

-                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

-                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

36,597            -                 -                 -                 -                   
Restricted Pension Liabilities -                  -                 -                 -                 -                   

Total Long-Term Liabilities 2,069,805$      -$                -$                -$                -$                 

Equity

Reserve - Impact Fees -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 
Reserve - Sales Tax Bond 280,205           -                   -                   -                   -                   
Reserve - Bond Proceeds -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   
Reserve - Airport -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   
Non-Spendable 311                  -                   -                   -                   -                   
Restricted -                   -                   1,655,149        1,102,559        4,082               
Beginning Fund Balances 2,280,586        184,105           -                   -                   -                   
Surplus/(Deficit) Current Year 1,137,408        (10,711)            123,275           28,146             1,531               

Total Equity 3,698,510$      173,394$         1,778,424$      1,130,705$      5,613$             

Total Liabilities & Equity 5,894,197$      204,033$         1,778,424$      1,134,043$      5,613$             

Property Tax Receivable - Short Term

Investment in Heber Light & Power

Improvements Other Than Buildings

General Government

Deferred Revenue Long Term-State Grants

Deferred Revenue Long Term-Property Tax

Bonds Payable

Deferred Revenue Short Term-Property Tax
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3 Heber City Corporation
4 State Of Utah

Statement Of Net Position
For The Period Ended March 31, 2017

Assets

Current Assets
Cash & Cash Equivalents
Receivables
Inventory

Pre-paids
Total Current Assets

Fixed Assets
Building

Water Rights
Equipment
Land
Accumulated Depreciation

Net Fixed Assets

Other Assets
Construction In Progress
Grants Recievable

Due From Other Governments
Due From Other Funds
Restricted Pension Assets

Total Other Assets

Total Assets

Liabilities

Current Liabilities
Accounts Payable
Retention Payable
Wages Payable
Payroll Liabilities
Surcharges Due the State
Deferred Revenue Short Term-State Grants
Deferred Revenue Short Term-State Grants

Total Current Liabilities

Long-Term Liabilities
Bail Trust & Victim Restitution
Cash Held In Evidence
Water Meter Deposits/ Deposits
Development Bonds
Construction Bonds
Other Liabilities
Due To Other Governments
Due to Other Funds
Accrued Interest Payable

Restricted Pension Liabilities
Total Long-Term Liabilities

Equity

Reserve - Impact Fees
Reserve - Sales Tax Bond
Reserve - Bond Proceeds
Reserve - Airport
Non-Spendable
Restricted
Beginning Fund Balances
Surplus/(Deficit) Current Year

Total Equity

Total Liabilities & Equity

Property Tax Receivable - Short Term

Investment in Heber Light & Power

Improvements Other Than Buildings

Deferred Revenue Long Term-State Grants

Deferred Revenue Long Term-Property Tax

Bonds Payable

Deferred Revenue Short Term-Property Tax

Proprietary Fiduciary
Internal Perpetual
Service Water Sewer Utility Care

744,132$         3,869,916$      1,594,787$      231,195$         307,630$         
-                   155,468           179,266           25,498             -                   
-                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

-                   -                   -                   -                   -                   
-                   45,485             -                   -                   -                   

744,132           4,070,869        1,774,052        256,693           307,630           

-                   530,620           543,677           -                   -                   

-                   25,661,682      16,213,642      -                   -                   
-                   8,753,022        -                   -                   -                   

2,598,318        1,185,649        1,627,478        138,549           -                   
-                   364,819           192,942           -                   -                   

(1,706,366)       (9,501,376)       (5,791,665)       (26,933)            -                   
891,952$         26,994,416$    12,786,074$    111,616$         -$                 

9,004$             933,637$         -$                 1,650$             -$                 
-                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

-                  -                 -                 -                  -                   
-                   -                   -                   -                   -                   
-                   -                   -                   -                   -                   
-                  89,574           43,540           12,325           -                   

9,004               1,023,211        43,540             13,975             -                   

1,645,089$      32,088,496$    14,603,666$    382,284$         307,630$         

-$                 23,645$           36,093$           2,629$             -$                 
-                   -                   0                      -                   -                   
-                   -                   -                   -                   -                   
-                   92,856             50,314             10,815             -                   
-                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

-                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

-                  -                 -                 -                  -                   
-$                116,501$        86,407$          13,444$          -$                 

-$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 
-                   -                   -                   -                   -                   
-                   4,453               -                   -                   -                   
-                   -                   -                   -                   -                   
-                   -                   -                   -                   -                   
-                   -                   -                   -                   -                   
-                   -                   -                   -                   -                   
-                   -                   -                   -                   -                   
-                   5,120               -                   -                   -                   
-                   576,000           -                   -                   -                   

-                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

-                  -                 -                 -                  -                   
-                  299,959         145,970         38,253           -                   
-$                885,532$        145,970$        38,253$          -$                 

-$                 2,438,388$      -$                 -$                 -$                 
-                   -                   -                   -                   -                   
-                   -                   -                   -                   -                   
-                   -                   -                   -                   -                   
-                   -                   -                   -                   -                   
-                   -                   -                   -                   285,944           

1,613,940        28,129,570      14,072,984      283,386           -                   
31,148             518,505           298,306           47,201             21,687             

1,645,089$      31,086,463$    14,371,290$    330,587$         307,630$         

1,645,089$      32,088,496$    14,603,666$    382,284$         307,630$         

Enterprise
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                         Budget Report for March 2017
                                                             Heber City - General Fund
                                                                FY 2016/2017 Budget

  Actual 75.00% Year End
 Budget To Date Percent Projected

Revenues FY 2016-2017 FY 2016-2017 Target Amount
Taxes
General Sales & Use Tax 2,900,000$          2,327,370$       80%  3,000,000$             
Property Taxes 1,443,510            1,442,202         100% 1,492,000               
Franchise Taxes 880,000               724,223            82%  1,020,000               
Transient Room Tax 54,000                 43,942              81% 54,000                    
Penalties & Interest 4,000                   3,337                83% 4,000                      

Total Taxes 5,281,510$          4,541,075$       86% 5,570,000$             

License and Permits
Building Permits 450,000$             668,574$          149%  825,000$                
Business Licenses 112,000               96,948              87%  115,000                  
Animal Control Fees 24,550                 14,027              57%  19,800                    
Other Permit Fees 2,000                   2,034                102%  2,600                      

Total License and Permits 588,550$             781,583$          133% 962,400$                

Intergovernmental Revenue
Federal Grants 49,000$               24,595$            50% 49,000$                  
State Grants 10,000                 -                    0% 10,000                    
Other Grants -                           -                    0% -                          
City Council Board Comp. 31,300                 21,918              70% 31,300                    
County Wide Animal Control 168,944               122,581            73% 164,000                  
State Liquor Fund 25,000                 28,084              112%  28,084                    
Other Intergovermental Rev. 14,284                 7,142                50% 14,284                    

Total Intergovernmental 298,528$             204,321$          68% 296,668$                

Charges For Service
Zoning and Subdivision Fees 95,000$               108,243$          114% 120,000$                
Airport Revenue -                           100                   100% -                          
Cemetery Revenue 68,250                 49,140              72% 73,900                    
Other Misc Charges For Services -                       -                    0%  -                          

Total Charges for Service 163,250$             157,483$          96% 193,900$                

Fines and Forfeitures
Court Fines & Forfeitures 315,000$             162,788$          52%  250,000$                
Enforcement Fees 10,750                 8,151                76%  11,000                    

Total Fines and Forfeitures 325,750$             170,939$          52% 261,000$                

Interest
Interest Income 20,000$               45,931$            230%  52,000$                  

Total Interest Income 20,000$               45,931$            230% 52,000$                  
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                         Budget Report for March 2017
                                                             Heber City - General Fund
                                                                FY 2016/2017 Budget

  Actual 75.00% Year End
 Budget To Date Percent Projected

Revenues-continued FY 2016-2017 FY 2016-2017 Target Amount
Miscellaneous Revenue
Sale Of Fixed Assets 2,000$                 -$                  0% 2,000$                    
Donation -                       -                    0% -                          
Rents & Other Miscellaneous Rev 42,650                 31,018              73%  51,650                    
Gain/Loss On Sale Of Securities -                       -                    0%  -                          

Total Miscellaneous Revenues 44,650$               31,018$            69% 53,650$                  

Contributions & Transfers
Heber Light & Power Dividend 225,000$             168,750$          75%  225,000$                
General Fund Surplus 283,162               -                    0% 177,388                  
Other Transfers From Funds 23,200                 -                    0% -                          

Total Contributions & Transfers 531,362$             168,750$          32% 402,388$                

Total General Fund Revenues 7,253,600$          6,101,100$       84% 7,792,006$             

                         Budget Report for March 2017
                                                             Heber City - General Fund
                                                                FY 2016/2017 Budget

  Actual 75.00% Year End
 Budget To Date Percent Projected

Expenses FY 2016-2017 FY 2016-2017 Target Amount
General Fund Expenses
Legislative 264,000$             193,417$          73% 263,817$                
Judicial 206,650               148,674            72% 202,141                  
Administrative 657,550               409,974            62% 582,704                  
General Government Buildings 235,500               81,880              35% 210,676                  
Elections -                       -                    0% -                          
Building 316,750               217,258            69% 301,186                  
Planning Commission 89,350                 43,277              48% 71,500                    
Planning 381,750               243,695            64% 380,854                  
Police 2,915,600            2,083,260         71% 2,829,900               
Animal Control 356,400               254,615            71% 355,626                  
Roads 947,400               656,602            69% 940,728                  
Parks 290,900               170,040            58% 280,237                  
Cemetery 311,750               181,000            58% 1,092,637               
Airport -                       -                    0% -                          
Transfers 280,000               280,000            100% 280,000                  

Total General Fund Expenses 7,253,600$          4,963,692$       68% 7,792,006$             

Surplus/(Deficit) -$                     1,137,408$       -$                        
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                         Budget Report for March 2017
                                                           Heber City - Airport Special Revenue
                                                                FY 2016/2017 Budget

  Actual 75.0% Year End
 Budget To Date Percent Projected

Revenues FY 2016-2017 FY 2016-2017 Target Amount

Charges for Services  
Airport Business FBO/SSO Fees 8,000$                 6,861$              86% 8,000$                    
Airport Hangar Ground Lease Fee 106,000               113,103            107% 113,303                  
Aviation Fuel 25,000                 23,294              93% 40,000                    
Airport Landing Fees 35,000                 32,363              92% 45,000                    
Hangar Transfer Fees 1,000                   -                    0% 1,000                      
Hangar Pad Fees 163,000               60,000              37% 262,690                  
Farm Lease 3,500                   2,250                64% 3,500                      
Interest Income 1,800                   1,466                81% 1,800                      
Miscellaneous Income 1,000                   33,115              3312% 33,175                    
Contributions - Surplus 23,200                 -                    0% -                          
Cost of Sales -                       -                    0% -                          

Total Revenues 367,500$             272,451$          74% 508,468$                
 

                                                           Heber City - Airport Special Revenue
                                                                FY 2016/2017 Budget

  Actual 75.0% Year End
 Budget To Date Percent Projected

Expenses FY 2016-2017 FY 2016-2017 Target Amount

Salaries and Wages 107,700$             78,338$            73% 110,000$                
Temporary Employees -                       -                    0% -                          
Employee Benefits 51,000                 28,091              55% 40,000                    
Travel 1,000                   1,026                103% 1,800                      
Office Supplies 300                      365                   122% 500                         
Utilities 5,500                   5,563                101% 7,000                      
Telephone 1,000                   946                   95% 1,250                      
Professional Services 145,000               121,020            83% 150,000                  
Special Supplies 10,500                 7,840                75% 10,500                    
Insurace 5,000                   3,675                74% 4,000                      
Depreciation -                       -                    0% -                          
Building 500                      -                    0% 500                         
Improv. Other Than Buildings 35,000                 28,034              80% 35,000                    
Equipment 3,000                   1,785                59% 3,000                      
Capital Equipment 2,000                   -                    0% 2,000                      
Equipment Maintenance -                       6                       100% -                          
Internal Service Charge -                       6,472                100% 8,630                      
Transfer to Airport CIP -                       -                    0% -                          
Transfer From Airport Hangars -                       -                    0% -                          

Total Capital Expenses 367,500$             283,162$          77% 374,180$                

Surplus/(Deficit) -$                     (10,711)$           134,288$                
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                         Budget Report for March 2017
                                                           Heber City - Debt Service Fund
                                                                FY 2016/2017 Budget

  Actual 75.0% Year End
 Budget To Date Percent Projected

Revenues FY 2016-2017 FY 2016-2017 Target Amount

Contributions from Other Funds 572,064$             572,064$          100% 572,064$                
Other Revenues -                       -                    0% -                          
Interest earnings 2,000                   360                   18% 400                         
Contributions From Surplus -                       -                    0% -                          

Total Revenues 574,064$             572,424$          100% 572,464$                
 

  Actual 75.0% Year End
 Budget To Date Percent Projected

Expenses FY 2016-2017 FY 2016-2017 Target Amount

Bond Principal 470,000$             470,000$          100% 470,000$                
Other Debt Principal -                       -                        0% -                          
Interest 100,894               100,893            100% 100,894                  
Fees -                       -                    0% -                          

Total Capital Expenses 570,894$             570,893$          100% 570,894$                

Surplus/(Deficit) 3,170$                 1,531$              1,570$                    
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                         Budget Report for March 2017
                                                            Heber City - CIP - Airport
                                                                FY 2016/2017 Budget

  Actual 75.0% Year End
 Budget To Date Percent Projected

Capital Revenues FY 2016-2017 FY 2016-2017 Target Amount

Federal Grants 104,213$             9,862$              9% 9,862$                    
State Grants 5,387                   3,376                63% 3,376                      
Other Revenues -                       -                    0% -                          
Interest Earnings 100                      (794)                  -794% 100                         
Contributions From Other Funds -                       -                    0% -                          
Contributions From Surplus 5,300                   -                    0% 542                         

Total Revenues 115,000$             12,443$            11% 13,880$                  

  Actual 75.0% Year End
 Budget To Date Percent Projected

Capital Expenses FY 2016-2017 FY 2016-2017 Target Amount

Professional Services 75,000$               -$                      0% -$                        
Special Supplies -                       -                    0% -                          
Building and Improvements 40,000                 13,780              34% 10,580                    
Equipment -                       -                    0% 3,300                      
Other Expenditures -                       -                    0% -                          
Transfer to Other Funds -                       -                    0% -                          

Total Expenses 115,000$             13,780$            12% 13,880$                  

Surplus/(Deficit) -$                     (1,337)$             -$                        
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                         Budget Report for March 2017
                                                            Heber City - CIP - Capital Projects
                                                                FY 2016/2017 Budget

  Actual 75.0% Year End
 Budget To Date Percent Projected

Capital Revenues FY 2016-2017 FY 2016-2017 Target Amount

Federal Grants -$                     -$                  0% -$                        
Contributions From Surplus 993,000               -                    0% 578,000                  
Miscellaneous Revenue -                       -                    0% -                          
Interest Income 7,000                   22,047              315% 22,000                    
Contributions & Transfers -                       -                    0% -                          

Total Revenues 1,000,000$          22,047$            2% 600,000$                

  Actual 75.0% Year End
 Budget To Date Percent Projected

Capital Expenses FY 2016-2017 FY 2016-2017 Target Amount

Public Notices -$                     -$                  0% -$                        
Professional Services -                       -                    0% -                          
Buildings 1,000,000            14,065              1% 600,000                  
Improvements Other than Building -                       -                        0% -                          
Contributions & Transfers -                       -                    0% -                          

Total Expenses 1,000,000$          14,065$            1% 600,000$                

Surplus/(Deficit) -$                     7,982$              -$                            
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                         Budget Report for March 2017
                                                            Heber City - CIP - Industrial Park
                                                                FY 2016/2017 Budget

  Actual 75.0% Year End
 Budget To Date Percent Projected

Capital Revenues FY 2016-2017 FY 2016-2017 Target Amount

Land Sales & Lease Income -$                     -$                  0% 700,000$                
Interest Income 3,200                   3,016                94% 3,200                      
Contributions From Surplus -                       -                    0% 5,800                      
Contributions & Transfers -                       -                    0% -                          

Total Revenues 3,200$                 3,016$              94% 709,000$                

  Actual 75.0% Year End
 Budget To Date Percent Projected

Capital Expenses FY 2016-2017 FY 2016-2017 Target Amount

Special Supplies -$                     -$                  0% -$                        
Professional Services -$                     -$                  0% 9,000$                    
Land Purchases -$                     -$                  0% -$                        
Contributions & Transfers -                       -                    0% -                          

Total Expenses -$                     -$                  0% 9,000$                    

Surplus/(Deficit) 3,200$                 3,016$              106% 700,000$                
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                         Budget Report for March 2017
                                                            Heber City - CIP - Storm Drainage
                                                                FY 2016/2017 Budget

  Actual 75.0% Year End
 Budget To Date Percent Projected

Capital Revenues FY 2016-2017 FY 2016-2017 Target Amount

Storm Impact Fees -$                     -$                  0% -$                        
Street Impact Fees -                       -                    0% -                          
Interest Income -                       1                       100% -                          
Contributions From Surplus -                       -                    0% 84,000                    

Total Revenues -$                     1$                     100% 84,000$                  

  Actual 75.0% Year End
 Budget To Date Percent Projected

Capital Expenses FY 2016-2017 FY 2016-2017 Target Amount

Special Supplies -$                     -$                  0% -$                        
Professional & Technical Services -                       -                    0% -                          
Impact Fees Refunded -                       -                    0% -                          
Improvements Other Than Building -                       36,650              100% 84,000                    

Total Expenses -$                     36,650$            100% 84,000$                  

Surplus/(Deficit) -$                         (36,649)$           0% -$                            
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                         Budget Report for March 2017
                                                             Heber City - CIP - Streets
                                                                FY 2016/2017 Budget

  Actual 75.0% Year End
 Budget To Date Percent Projected

Capital Revenues FY 2016-2017 FY 2016-2017 Target Amount

Street Impact Fees 300,000$             553,256$          184% 625,000$                
Interest Income 8,000                   21,797              272% 22,000                    
Contributions From Other Funds 120,000               235,684            196% 250,000                  
Developer Contributions -                       -                    0% 50,000                   
Contributions From Surplus 421,000               -                        0% -                          

Total Revenues 849,000$             810,736$          95% 947,000$                

  Actual 75.0% Year End
 Budget To Date Percent Projected

Capital Expenses FY 2016-2017 FY 2016-2017 Target Amount

Professional & Technical Services -$                     -$                  0% -$                            
Improvements Other Than Building 849,000               305,633            36% 800,000                  

Total Expenses 849,000$             305,633$          36% 800,000$                

Surplus/(Deficit) -$                         505,103$          100% 147,000$                
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                         Budget Report for March 2017
                                                              Heber City - CIP - Parks
                                                                FY 2016/2017 Budget

  Actual 75.0% Year End
 Budget To Date Percent Projected

Capital Revenues FY 2016-2017 FY 2016-2017 Target Amount

Park Impact Fees 75,000$               117,990$          157% 135,000$                
State Grant -                       -                    0% -                          
Other Revenue -                       -                    0% -                          
Interest Income 3,000                   4,716                157% 5,000                      
Contributions From Surplus -                       -                    0% -                          

Total Revenues 78,000$               122,706$          157% 140,000$                

  Actual 75.0% Year End
 Budget To Date Percent Projected

Capital Expenses FY 2016-2017 FY 2016-2017 Target Amount

Professional & Technical Services 15,000$               308$                 2% 15,000$                  
Improvements Other Than Building 43,000                 42,000              98% 43,000                    

Total Expenses 58,000$               42,308$            73% 58,000$                  

Surplus/(Deficit) 20,000$               80,398$            402% 82,000$                  
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                         Budget Report for March 2017
                                                             Heber City - CIP - Trans Tax
                                                                FY 2016/2017 Budget

  Actual 75.0% Year End
 Budget To Date Percent Projected

Capital Revenues FY 2016-2017 FY 2016-2017 Target Amount

Transportation Sales Tax 780,000$             666,314$          85% 780,000$                
Interest Income 5,000                   12,703              254% 13,000                    
Appropriated Surplus 1,495,000            -                    0% 227,000                  

Total Revenues 2,280,000$          679,017$          30% 1,020,000$             

  Actual 75.0% Year End
 Budget To Date Percent Projected

Capital Expenses FY 2016-2017 FY 2016-2017 Target Amount

Road Maintenance/Construction 2,160,000$          320,058$          15% 770,000$                
Professional & Technical Services -                       -                    0% -                          
Contributions & Transfers 120,000               235,684            196% 250,000                  

Total Expenses 2,280,000$          555,742$          24% 1,020,000$             

Surplus/(Deficit) -$                         123,275$          100% -$                            
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                         Budget Report for March 2017
                                                          Heber City - CIP - Class C Road
                                                                FY 2016/2017 Budget

  Actual 75.0% Year End
 Budget To Date Percent Projected

Capital Revenues FY 2016-2017 FY 2016-2017 Target Amount

Class C Road Fund Allotment 540,000$             353,749$          66% 540,000$                
Other Revenue 1,500,000            -                    0% -                          
Interest Income 5,000                   8,553                171% 9,000                      
Appropriated Surplus 647,064               -                    0% 493,064                  

Total Revenues 2,692,064$          362,303$          13% 1,042,064$             

  Actual 75.0% Year End
 Budget To Date Percent Projected

Capital Expenses FY 2016-2017 FY 2016-2017 Target Amount

Equipment/Road Construction 2,400,000$          42,093$            2% 750,000$                
Professional & Technical Services -                       -                        0% -                          
Contributions & Transfers 292,064               292,064            100% 292,064                  

Total Expenses 2,692,064$          334,157$          12% 1,042,064$             

Surplus/(Deficit) -$                     28,146$            0% -$                        
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                         Budget Report for March 2017

                                                                FY 2016/2017 Budget

  Actual 75.0% Year End
 Budget To Date Percent Projected

Revenues FY 2016-2017 FY 2016-2017 Target Amount

Culinary Water Sales 1,585,000$          1,265,332$       80%  1,700,000$             
Secondary Water Sales 337,000               260,449            77%  343,000                  
Hook-Up Fees 25,000                 29,255              117%  38,000                    
Penalty-Late Fees 13,000                 6,562                50%  9,000                      
Delinquent Acct. Reconnect Fee 7,000                   4,393                63%  5,800                      
Change of Ownership Fee 9,500                   8,025                84%  9,500                      
Appropriated Surplus -                       -                    0% -                          
Miscellaneous Revenue -                       5,864                100%  5,864                      

Total Revenue 1,976,500$          1,579,879$       80% 2,111,164$             
 

  Actual 75.0% Year End
 Budget To Date Percent Projected

Operating Expenses FY 2016-2017 FY 2016-2017 Target Amount

Payroll, Benefits & Taxes 1,025,700$          733,247$          71% 1,015,000$             
Supplies, Subscriptions & Uniforms 172,500               80,990              47% 123,050                  
Utilities 133,000               116,216            87% 155,200                  
Outside Services 115,200               93,041              81% 120,200                  
Travel & Training 9,500                   14,240              150% 17,000                    
Insurance 36,000                 32,980              92% 35,000                    
Miscellaneous 11,000                 11,941              109% 14,500                    
Capital Operating Costs 91,000                 58,165              64% 97,500                    
Depreciation 800,000               608,520            76% 815,000                  
Contributions & Transfers -                       -                    0% -                          

Total Expenses 2,393,900$          1,749,342$       73% 2,392,450$             

Income (Loss) From Operations (417,400)$            (169,462)$         41% (281,286)$               

Heber City - Water

26



                         Budget Report for March 2017
                                                                     Heber City - Water
                                                                FY 2016/2017 Budget

  Actual 75.0% Year End
Water-Continued Budget To Date Percent Projected

Non-Operating Income FY 2016-2017 FY 2016-2017 Target Amount

Non-Operating Income

Impact Fees Culinary Water 350,000$             572,985$          164%  675,000$                
Impact Fees Secondary Water 70,000                 82,634              118%  95,000                    
State Grant -                       7,500                100%  7,500                      
Bond Proceeds -                       -                    0%  -                          
Sale of Fixed Assets -                       4,534                100%  16,144                    
Developer Contributions -                       -                    0%  -                          
Interest Income 7,000                   33,833              483%  36,000                    
Contributions & Transfers -                       -                    0% -                          

Total Non-Operating Income 427,000$             701,485$          164% 829,644$                
 

  Actual 75.0% Year End
 Budget To Date Percent Projected

Non-Operating Expenses FY 2016-2017 FY 2016-2017 Target Amount

Non-Operating Expenses
Interest Expense 13,518$               13,518$            100% 13,518$                  

Total Non-Operating Expenses 13,518$               13,518$            100% 13,518$                  

Non-Operating Income (Loss) 413,482$             687,968$          166% 816,126$                

Total Income or Loss (3,918)$                518,505$          ‐13234% 534,840$                
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                         Budget Report for March 2017
                                                             Heber City - Sewer

                                                                FY 2016/2017 Budget

  Actual 75.0% Year End
 Budget To Date Percent Projected

Revenues FY 2016-2017 FY 2016-2017 Target Amount

Sewer Service Revenues 1,340,000$          1,017,052$       76%  1,358,000$             
Hook-Up Fees 8,000                   9,752                122%  11,000                    
Penalty-Late Fees 9,000                   3,100                34%  7,000                      
Miscellaneous Revenue -                       -                    0%  -                          

Total Revenue 1,357,000$          1,029,904$       76% 1,376,000$             
 

  Actual 75.0% Year End
 Budget To Date Percent Projected

Operating Expenses FY 2016-2017 FY 2016-2017 Target Amount

Payroll, Benefits & Taxes 635,300$             386,240$          61% 540,000$                
Heber Valley Special Service District 300,000               233,217            78% 305,000                  
Supplies, Subscriptions & Uniforms 46,750                 33,231              71% 46,750                    
Utilities 10,500                 9,188                88% 13,000                    
Outside Services 34,250                 22,452              66% 34,250                    
Travel & Training 8,000                   6,005                75% 8,600                      
Insurance 38,000                 35,571              94% 38,000                    
Miscellaneous 14,000                 11,468              82% 14,000                    
Capital Operating Costs 58,500                 69,983              120% 87,500                    
Depreciation 550,000               418,467            76% 556,000                  
Contributions & Transfers -                       -                    0% -                          

Total Expenses 1,695,300$          1,225,821$       72% 1,643,100$             

Income (Loss) From Operations (338,300)$            (195,918)$         58% (267,100)$               
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                         Budget Report for March 2017
                                                             Heber City - Sewer

                                                                FY 2016/2017 Budget

  Actual 75.0% Year End
Sewer-Continued Budget To Date Percent Projected

Non Operating Income FY 2016-2017 FY 2016-2017 Target Amount

Impact Fees Sewer 250,000$             477,856$          191%  550,000$                
Sale of Fixed Assets -                       4,534                100%  4,534                      
Bond Proceeds -                       -                    0%  -                          
Developer Contributions -                       -                    0%  -                          
Interest Income 4,500                   11,834              263%  12,500                    

Total Non-Operating Income 254,500$             494,224$          194% 567,034$                
 

  Actual 75.0% Year End
Budget To Date Percent Projected

Non Operating Expenses FY 2016-2017 FY 2016-2017 Target Amount

Non-Operating Expenses
Interest Expense -$                     -$                  0% -$                        

Total Non-Operating Expenses -$                     -$                  0% -$                        

Non-Operating Income (Loss) 254,500$             494,224$          194% 567,034$                

Total Income or Loss (83,800)$              298,306$          -356% 299,934$                
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                         Budget Report for March 2017
                                                             Heber City - Utility Fund

                                                                FY 2016/2017 Budget

  Actual 75.0% Year End
 Budget To Date Percent Projected

Revenues FY 2016-2017 FY 2016-2017 Target Amount

Revenues
Utility Fees 283,000$             216,165$          76%  288,000$                
Penalty-Late Fees 3,300                   1,677                51%  2,000                      
Miscellaneous Revenue -                       -                    0%  -                          

Total Revenue 286,300$             217,842$          76% 290,000$                

  Actual 75.0% Year End
 Budget To Date Percent Projected

Operating Expenses FY 2016-2017 FY 2016-2017 Target Amount

Payroll, Benefits & Taxes 176,000$             116,528$          66% 191,000$                
Supplies, Supscriptions & Uniforms 20,500                 11,811              58% 20,225                    
Utilities 3,900                   3,214                82% 4,650                      
Outside Services 48,100                 11,133              23% 25,100                    
Travel & Training 2,500                   513                   21% 2,000                      
Insurance 9,000                   7,282                81% 9,000                      
Miscellaneous 4,000                   -                    0% 4,000                      
Capital Operating Costs 16,000                 18,389              115% 23,000                    
Depreciation 11,000                 8,147                74% 11,000                    
Contributions & Transfers -                       -                    0% -                          

Total Expenses 291,000$             177,016$          61% 289,975$                

Income (Loss) From Operations (4,700)$                40,826$            -869% 25$                         

  Actual 75.0% Year End
 Budget To Date Percent Projected

Non-Operating Income FY 2016-2017 FY 2016-2017 Target Amount

Rents & Miscellaneous -$                     -$                  0%  -$                        
Sale of Fixed Assets -                       4,534                100%  -                          
Developer Contributions -                       -                    0%  -                          
Interest Income 1,500                   1,841                123%  1,900                      

Total Non-Operating Income 1,500$                 6,375$              425% 1,900$                    
 

Non-Operating Income (Loss) 1,500$                 6,375$              425% 1,900$                    

Total Income or Loss (3,200)$                47,201$            -1475% 1,925$                    
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                         Budget Report for March 2017
                                                             Heber City - Internal Service Fund
                                                                FY 2016/2017 Budget

  Actual 75.0% Year End
 Budget To Date Percent Projected

Revenues FY 2016-2017 FY 2016-2017 Target Amount

Revenues
Equipment Replacement Charge 244,100$             188,777$          77%  240,000$                

Total Revenue 244,100$             188,777$          77% 240,000$                
 

  Actual 75.0% Year End
 Budget To Date Percent Projected

Expenses FY 2016-2017 FY 2016-2017 Target Amount

Expenses
Depreciation Expense 235,000$             176,338$          75% 230,000$                

Total Expenses 235,000$             176,338$          75% 230,000$                

Income (Loss) From Operations 9,100$                 12,440$            137% 10,000$                  

  Actual 75.0% Year End
 Budget To Date Percent Projected

Non-Operating Income FY 2016-2017 FY 2016-2017 Target Amount

Non-Operating Income

Sale Of Assets 20,000$               11,610$            58%  5,000$                    
Interest Income 3,500                   7,098                203%  7,800                      
Contributions & Transfers -                       -                    0%  -                          
Surplus -                       -                    0% -                          

Total Non-Operating Income 23,500$               18,708$            80% 12,800$                  

Total Income or Loss 32,600$               31,148$            96% 22,800$                  

31



                         Budget Report for March 2017
                                                            Heber City - Perpetual Care
                                                                FY 2016/2017 Budget

  Actual 75.0% Year End
 Budget To Date Percent Projected

Revenues FY 2016-2017 FY 2016-2017 Target Amount

Perpetual Care Certificates 43,000$               19,034$            44% 30,000$                  
Interest Income 2,200                   2,653                121% 2,700                      
Surplus -                       -                    0% -                          

Total Revenues 45,200$               21,687$            48% 32,700$                  

  Actual 75.0% Year End
 Budget To Date Percent Projected

Expenses FY 2016-2017 FY 2016-2017 Target Amount

Contributions & Transfers -$                         -$                  0% -$                            

Total Expenses -$                     -$                  0% -$                            

Surplus/(Deficit) 45,200$               21,687$            48% 32,700$                  
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MONTHLY SALES TAX

Heber City Corporation
Sales Tax Revenue Summary
Feb-17
Cash Basis

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

JANUARY $114,714.80 $104,828.00 $111,630.16 $151,031.95 $154,412.60 167,896.12 109%

FEBRUARY $180,187.55 $153,195.52 $165,712.52 $195,985.25 $214,462.76 232,847.72 109%

MARCH $113,141.41 $106,450.76 $127,384.52 $125,672.46 $153,465.61 163,832.08 107%

APRIL $104,363.97 $105,855.58 $114,766.44 $134,397.54 $142,436.97 157,256.41 110%

MAY $137,938.65 $131,756.28 $149,478.78 $177,972.14 $199,586.55 207,937.86 104%

JUNE $90,123.70 $82,692.35 $106,335.82 $117,021.84 $137,783.45 169,665.23 123%

JULY $114,390.85 $110,052.96 $119,813.91 $150,929.26 $166,982.78 179,215.82 107%

AUGUST $142,499.84 $151,041.94 $180,252.68 $206,708.83 $211,402.88 243,775.87 115%

SEPTEMBER $123,154.61 $122,500.23 $129,343.68 $142,231.86 $176,408.83 197,717.45 112%

OCTOBER $124,624.24 $119,801.22 $157,719.46 $172,139.74 $178,522.57 202,039.11 113%

NOVEMBER $140,798.57 $132,075.42 $174,187.41 $183,891.32 $200,717.91 237,676.48 118%

DECEMBER $117,940.23 $124,838.32 $135,624.13 $149,652.20 $164,222.45 185,006.80 113%

TOTAL $1,503,878.42 $1,445,088.58 $1,672,249.51 $1,907,634.39 $2,100,405.36 $2,344,866.95

Percent Change -14.82% -3.91% 15.72% 14.08% 10.11% 11.64%

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

JANUARY $184,700.71 $205,107.68 $234,590.89 114%

FEBRUARY $271,042.49 $297,998.83 $323,430.43 109%

MARCH $174,992.30 $191,238.63 $220,871.22 115%

APRIL $165,923.34 $191,067.63 $235,501.27 123%

MAY $228,252.32 $268,625.98 118%

JUNE $195,934.18 $198,775.53 101%

JULY $199,711.85 $237,851.32 119%

AUGUST $272,657.94 $281,020.51 103%

SEPTEMBER $226,162.36 $250,531.21 111%

OCTOBER $225,288.63 $262,054.94 116%

NOVEMBER $259,156.03 $291,782.04 113%

DECEMBER $210,397.94 $227,587.81 108%

TOTAL $2,614,220.09 $2,903,642.11 $1,014,393.81 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

Percent Change 11.49% 11.07%
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HEBER CITY CORPORATION
SUMMARY OF AIRPORT REVENUES AND EXPENSES
31‐Mar‐17

06/30/2011 06/30/2012 6/30/2013 6/30/2014 6/30/2015 6/30/2016 3/31/2017
Revenues

Airport Business Lease 4,980$                  5,515$                6,957$                6,422$                5,851$                8,593$                  6,861$               
Airport Hangar Sales/Pad Fees ‐                        ‐                      496,000             535,600             46,707               ‐                        60,000              
Airport Hangar Ground Lease 65,217                  58,369                73,355               67,552               81,395               88,270                  115,353            
Aviation Fuel  10,616                  14,623                25,281               24,866               24,199               23,749                  23,294              
Landing Fees ‐                        3,176                  31,531               31,763               35,740               41,063                  32,363              
Interest Income 303                       155                      1,899                 2,621                 3,627                 3,850                    672                    
Hangar Lease (City Owned) 21,662                  37,473                40,300               7,226                 ‐                       ‐                        ‐                    
Federal Grants 207,720                342,647              123,430             231,295             2,904,124          1,609,593             9,862                
State Grants 2,195                    37,806                67,769               10,407               150,077             83,205                  3,376                
Misc. Income (FBO Lease Extension) ‐                        ‐                      ‐                     ‐                     200,000             ‐                        ‐                    
Misc Income Other 7,562                    ‐                      ‐                     ‐                     ‐                       3,607                    33,115              
Hangar Transfer Fees ‐                        1,146                  4,510                 ‐                     1,956                 ‐                        ‐                    
     Total Revenues 320,256$              500,911$            871,032$            917,753$            3,453,677$         1,861,930$          284,895$           

Expenses

Salaries & Wages 28,671$                25,695$              27,549$              28,818$              30,947$              36,295$                78,338$             
Benefits 12,809                  12,540                9,133                 10,039               12,228               12,922                  28,091              
Travel ‐                        ‐                      507                     657                     951                       1,060                    1,026                
Utilities 3,005                    5,292                  4,923                 4,786                 3,993                 4,965                    5,563                
Office Supplies ‐                        2                          814                     270                     196                       156                        365                    
Telephone 650                       1,424                  1,875                 1,243                 774                       920                        946                    
Professional Services 137,902                275,049              135,706             268,392             182,381             147,229                121,020            
Special Supplies 12,521                  8,497                  84,946               6,083                 5,274                 3,571                    7,840                
Insurance 4,840                    4,371                  4,280                 4,122                 4,063                 4,409                    3,675                
Cost of Sales/Inventory Writedown ‐                        13,360                424,000             450,000             27,977               ‐                        ‐                    
Depreciation 11,819                  11,819                11,819               11,819               11,819               11,819                  ‐                    
Buildings & Improvements 74,027                  131,504              26                       600                     3,234,475          1,575,919             41,814              
Equipment 276                       ‐                      5,877                 6,371                 4,130                 16,266                  1,785                
Internal Service Charge ‐                        ‐                      ‐                     ‐                     ‐                       ‐                        6,472                
Interest Expense 5,380                    7,772                  4,212                 ‐                     ‐                       ‐                        ‐                    

291,902$              497,325$            715,667$            793,200$            3,519,211$         1,815,531$          296,936$           

Net Income 28,354$                3,586$                155,365$            124,553$            (65,534)$             46,399$                (12,041)$            

* Does not include a $225,000 tranfer from the General Fund for future grant matches in June 2013.
** Misc. Income of $25,000 related to insurance proceeds from snowblower damage.
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Airport: Airport Sponsor: Date Form Completed: 5/25/2017

Entitlement Other Fed % State % Local %

Totals:  $      1,200,001  $           63,248  $      1,350,000 

Totals:  $                   -    $         140,850  $         156,500 

Federally Funded Projects

 $             63,248 

4.685% 4.685%

 $               9,417  $         201,000 90.63% 4.685% 4.685%

$118,740 of FY18 entitlements
$ 63,426 of FY19 entitlements

2019 N Pavement Preservation - 
Runway

 $           11,291  $             11,291  $         241,000 

90.63% 4.685% 4.685%

$18,156 of FY20 entitlements
$150,000 of FY21 entitlements
$88,327 of FY 22 entitlements

 $         153,000 

 $             3,150  $                  350  $             3,500 90.0% 10.0%

90.0% 10.0%

 $             15,650 

2017 Y Unicom Recorder

2019 Y Pavement Preservation-
Taxiway

 $         137,700  $             15,300 

State Funded Projects

 $         165,508  $               7,754  $             7,754  $         150,000 

Apron Expansion Reimbursement Ph IY2017

2020 Y Master Plan Update 

 $         218,418 

90.63% 4.685%

90.63%

FY17 entitlements

4.685%

$86,574 of FY19  entitlements
$131,844 of FY20 entitlements

 $         182,166 

Proposed Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) Summary

Heber CityHeber City Municipal Airport - Russ McDonald Field
In Current 
CIP? (Y/N)

Local 
Priority

Requested 
Fiscal Year

Proposed Funding Allocation
Project Description

Total Project 
Cost

State Funds Local Funds Notes
Federal Funds

2018 Y Apron Expansion Reimbursement Ph II

 $           31,260  $             1,616  $               1,616  $           34,492 90.63%

2022 N Northeast Hangar Taxilane (Design and Construction) 

 $         256,483  $           13,259  $             13,259  $         283,000 

 $             9,417 

2024 N Pavement Preservation - 
Runway, Aprons, and Taxilanes

 $         361,673  $           19,911  $             19,911  $         425,000 90.63% $           23,505 4.685% 4.685%

$61,673 of FY 22 entitlements
$150,000 of FY 23 entitlements
$150,000 of FY24 entitlements
$23,505 of FY25 entitlements

4.685% 4.685%

FY18 entitlements
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2017 CIP JUSTIFICATIONS – HEBER CITY MUNICIPAL AIRPORT 

FY 2017/2018 Project Description Apron Expansion Reimbursement 
 

Scope 
Apron Expansion Reimbursement. 

Justification 
Reimbursement for 2015 construction project.  

 

FY 2019 Project Description Pavement Preservation –Runway 
 

Scope 
Federal funds will be used for pavement maintenance of the runway consisting of seal coating and 
marking. 

Justification 
Recommended maintenance to extend the life of pavements.  The Runway was reconstructed in 2015. 

 

FY 2019 Project Description Pavement Preservation – Taxiway 
 

Scope 
State funds will be utilized to crack seal, seal coat and mark the Taxiway for pavement maintenance. 

Justification 
Recommended maintenance to extend the life of pavements.  In 2015, the taxiway PCI was at 94.  
 

 

FY 2020 Project Description Master Plan Update 
 

Scope 
Prepare an Airport Master Plan. 
 
Justification 
Previous full Master Plan is more than 14 years old. A Feasibility Study took place in 2003 that covered 
some information in a Master Plan Update. ALP drawings are out of date.  
 

 

FY 2022 Project Description NE Hangar Taxiway Expansion 
 

Scope 
The proposed project is an additional Taxiway in the North-East area of the Airport. 

Justification 
The additional taxiway will serve as the access for additional hangar area at the North-East area of the 
airport.  
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FY 2024 Project Description Pavement Preservation – Apron, Taxiway, & Runway 
 

Scope 
Pavement maintenance consisting of crack seal, seal coat and marking of the apron, taxiway, and 
runway pavements.   

Justification 
By this time, pavements will range from 8 to 13 years old and will need maintenance. 
Recommended maintenance to extend the life of pavements.   
 

 



5/4/2017

Item No. Item Description Qty Unit Unit Cost Total Cost
P-100 Mobilization 1 LS 19,000.00$       19,000.00$       
P-608a Emulsified Asphalt Seal Coat 55850 SY 0.90$                50,265.00$       
P-608b Sand 55850 SY 0.10$                5,585.00$         
P-608c Friction Survey Test 1 LS 5,500.00$         5,500.00$         
P-620a Temporary Painting 59400 SF 0.65$                38,610.00$       
P-620b Permanent Painting 59400 SF 0.60$                35,640.00$       

Total: 154,600.00$     
7,730.00$         

16,233.00$       
12,986.40$       

3,000.00$         

Years %/Year
Inflation 2 1.5% 5,880.26$         

TOTAL: 200,429.66$     

201,000.00$     

2017 CIP UPDATE

FY 2019 PAVEMENT PRESERVATION - RUNWAY
HEBER CITY, UTAH
HEBER CITY MUNICIPAL AIRPORT

FOR ESTIMATE:

Engineering Design:
Construction Engineering:
Legal and Administrative:

Contingency (5%):
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5/2/2017

Item No. Item Description Qty Unit Unit Cost Total Cost
P-100 Mobilization 1 LS 9,620.00$         9,620.00$         
P-605a Joint Sealing Filler 4 TN 3,645.00$         14,580.00$       
P-605b Joint Sealing Mastic 2 TN 5,500.00$         11,000.00$       
P-605c Crack Routing 25000 LF 0.60$                15,000.00$       
P-608b Emulsified Asphalt Seal Coat-Taxiway/Apron 42300 SY 1.00$                42,300.00$       
P-620a Temporary Painting 7400 SF 1.00$                7,400.00$         
P-620b Permanent Painting 7400 SF 0.80$                5,920.00$         

Total: 105,820.00$     
5,291.00$         

Assumptions 17,999.98$       
15,555.54$       

-Assumed moderate cracking of pavement. 3,000.00$         

Years %/Year
Inflation 2 1.5% 4,463.22$         

TOTAL: 152,129.74$     

153,000.00$     

2017 CIP UPDATE

FY 2019 PAVEMENT PRESERVATION-TAXIWAY
HEBER CITY, UTAH
HEBER CITY MUNICIPAL AIRPORT

FOR ESTIMATE:

Engineering Design: (16.2%)
Construction Engineering: (14%)

Legal and Administrative:

Contingency (5%):

-State funded project of pavement maintenance on 
Taxiway A
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5/25/2017

Item No. Item Description Qty Unit Unit Cost Total Cost
Master Plan Airport Master Plan 1 227,000.00$     227,000.00$     

Total: 227,000.00$     
-$                  
-$                  
-$                  

3,000.00$         

Years %/Year
Inflation 3 1.5% 10,150.77$       

TOTAL: 240,150.77$     

241,000.00$     

2017 CIP UPDATE

FY 2020 MASTER PLAN
HEBER CITY, UTAH
HEBER CITY MUNICIPAL AIRPORT

FOR ESTIMATE:

Engineering Design:
Construction Engineering:
Legal and Administrative:

Contingency (5%):
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5/25/2017

Item No. Item Description Qty Unit Unit Cost Total Cost
P-100 Mobilization 1 LS 30,900.00$       30,900.00$       
P-151 Clearing 3750 SY 1.30$                4,875.00$         
P-152a Unclassified Excavation 1670 CY 12.00$              20,040.00$       
P-152b Subgrade Prep 3750 SY 2.00$                7,500.00$         
P-154 Subbase Course 530 CY 30.00$              15,900.00$       

P-156
Temporary Air and Water Pollution, Soil Erosion, and 
Siltation Control 1 LS 1,500.00$         1,500.00$         

P-209 Crushed Aggregate Base Course 630 CY 45.00$              28,350.00$       
P-401a Plant Mix Bituminous Pavements (4" thick) 630 Ton 60.00$              37,800.00$       
P-401b Bituminous Binder 44 Ton 850.00$            37,400.00$       
P-620a Temporary Painting 220 SF 2.50$                550.00$            
P-620b Permanent Painting 220 SF 2.40$                528.00$            

Total: 185,343.00$     
9,267.15$         

Assumptions -No tiedowns planned 35,029.83$       
-Pavement section: 3" P-401, 6" P-209, 5" P-154 29,191.52$       
-Designed to TDG 1B and ADG II standards 3,000.00$         

Years %/Year
Inflation 5 1.5% 20,235.39$       

TOTAL: 282,066.89$     

283,000.00$     

2017 CIP UPDATE

FY 2022 NE HANGAR AREA TAXILANE
HEBER CITY, UTAH
HEBER CITY MUNICIPAL AIRPORT

FOR ESTIMATE:

Engineering Design: (18%)
Construction Engineering: (15%)

Legal and Administrative:

Contingency (5%):
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5/25/2017

Item No. Item Description Qty Unit Unit Cost Total Cost
P-100 Mobilization 1 LS 28,916.40$       28,916.40$       
P-605a Joint Sealing Filler 5 TN 3,645.00$         18,225.00$       
P-605b Joint Sealing Mastic 1 TN 5,500.00$         5,500.00$         
P-605c Crack Routing 27000 LF 0.60$                16,200.00$       
P-608a Emulsified Asphalt Seal Coat-Runway 57500 SY 1.20$                69,000.00$       
P-608b Emulsified Asphalt Seal Coat-Taxiway/Apron 65579 SY 1.00$                65,579.00$       
P-620a Temporary Painting 63700 SF 1.00$                63,700.00$       
P-620b Permanent Painting 63700 SF 0.80$                50,960.00$       

Total: 318,080.40$     
15,904.02$       

Assumptions 23,378.91$       
21,708.99$       

3,000.00$         

Years %/Year
Inflation 7 1.5% 41,968.70$       

TOTAL: 424,041.02$     

425,000.00$     

2017 CIP UPDATE

FY 2024 PAVEMENT PRESERVATION - RUNWAY, APRONS, AND TAXILANES
HEBER CITY, UTAH
HEBER CITY MUNICIPAL AIRPORT

FOR ESTIMATE:

Engineering Design: (7%)
Construction Engineering: (6.5%)

Legal and Administrative:

Contingency (5%):

-Pavement maintenance on Runway 4/22, Aprons, and 
Taxilanes.
-Assumed that cracking of Runway 4/22 to be limited 
due to age of pavement (constructed in 2015)
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Staff Report to the City Council, Airport AOA Vehicle Access Plan – June 1, 2017 

1 

 

HEBER CITY MUNICIPAL AIRPORT 
- Russ McDonald Field - 

 

Staff Report to the City Council, June 1, 2017 
AGENDA ITEM: Airport AOA Vehicle Access Plan 

Airport Manager, Denis Godfrey 

 
 
Summary 
The Advisory Board (AAB) sent a Recommendation to the 4 May city council meeting. Part of that 
Recommendation included, “have an Assessment Done for a Vehicle Lane Along the FBO Ramp”. The 
City Council concurred and directed the Airport Manager, with the assistance of the AAB, to develop a 
compromise aircraft ramp vehicle access plan for presentation at the June 1st city council meeting. 
 
At the May 10th AAB meeting, the Board proposed the following: 
 

The airport will construct a vehicle lane that runs the length of the ramp in parallel with the main 
taxiway. This lane will convey traffic from one side of the field to the other. Vehicles will remain 
within the boundary of the lane unless there is a need to exit the lane to access a parked aircraft. 
This applies to the entire ramp.  

 
The Chairman scheduled a special airport advisory board meeting for May 24th to discuss the matter 
further after consulting the FBO and airport engineer. 
 
The airport engineering consultant was tasked with providing guidance and developing a cost estimate 
to design and construct a designated vehicle lane. 
 
The airport FBO, OK3 Air was notified of the AAB’s recommendation and invited to comment on the 
matter. General Counsel to the FBO responded on May 15th.  In summary, OK3 Air proposes:  
 

“…guarantee owners of aircraft that are parked on the OK3 ramp the ability to access the airport 
by automobile.  This comports with common sense and would cost the City nothing to 
implement.” 

 
The FBO opposes general vehicle transit across the aircraft ramp: 

“…there is a difference between automobile access to these aircraft on the one hand and traffic 
that is solely attributable to owners of roadway-accessible hangars or people just seeking a 
“shortcut” from one end of the Airport to the other on the other hand.  It is well within your 
authority to limit the latter traffic.  And it is this type of traffic about which the FBO has 
complained.  There is no reasonable basis for it to continue on the ramp, with or without a 
dedicated traffic lane.” 
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Upon researching the matter, it was determined that a designated vehicle lane on the aircraft parking 
ramp was not possible due to the physical constraints of the airport and the inability for a lane to 
comport with FAA airport design standards within those constraints. 
 
Compromise Solution 
 
The Airport Advisory Board recommends the following vehicle access plan to the City Council: 
 

1. The airport would issue an annual aircraft operating area vehicle license 
2. Licensee’s must provide proof of insurance with limit of at least $1million per occurrence and an 

endorsement naming the City 
3. Basic AOA vehicle operating training and/or test 
4. The license and training will specify an imaginary vehicle lane contiguous and parallel with the 

taxiway where the taxiway crosses directly in front of the main FBO aircraft parking ramp. 
Vehicle transit across the FBO main ramp is prohibited (discouraged). Other areas of the aircraft 
parking ramp are vehicle accessible and only subject to speed limits and similar operational 
regulation already specified in the Airport Rules & Regulations 

5. Tiered schedule of penalties and fines 
 
The need for a license is two-fold, a) to ensure annual certificates of insurance are on file with the 
airport and b) provide for enforcement. Auto insurance with at least a $1 million occurrence and an 
endorsement may be difficult to enforce as this exceeds the minimum per occurrence for the state of 
Utah that is $300,000. 
 
Basic AOA training/test is both a safety measure and shows the City is being proactive on regulating 
vehicle traffic on the AOA. 
 
Penalties and/or fines are necessary to make the above enforceable. 
 
The Airport agrees with this plan but for one exception. There is no legitimate need for airport users to 
cross the main aircraft parking ramp directly in front of the FBO. Item 4 in the compromise solution 
originally prohibited vehicle transit across this section of ramp. The AAB replaced prohibit with 
“discourage”. If this language is adopted, things remain essentially status quo. The AAB maintains two 
positions: a) the FBO lease has no provision that can restrict access to their leasehold. b) access can be 
regulated but not restricted on a public use aircraft ramp. Both are flawed. In any event, the FBO lease 
would not confer such power to the lessee as regulating vehicle traffic is a function of the airport 
proprietor. Yes, the aircraft ramp must be accessible to all aircraft operators but the FBO may charge for 
parking aircraft upon their leasehold. However, there is no equal right as it pertains to vehicles and the 
FAA grants airport operator’s discretion to regulate or ban vehicles all together in certain sections for 
operational safety. 
 
The Airport recommends retaining the word prohibit under item 4. 
 
Upon approval the Airport will create the protocols and documents necessary to implement the new 
rule and return to the Airport Advisory Board with proposed amendments to the Airport Rules and 
Regulations. 
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